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Preparation for village stay
Julie Lawson McDowall

27.3.97

Village fieldwork - timing and duration of fieldwork, selection of households, prioritisation of
issues

Goals:

- to understand the ‘general socio-cultural characteristics’ of the area

- to identify the ‘social and non-economic constraints’ to [PM interventions

- to clarify the nature of our ‘target groups’ i.e. the ‘resource-poor’ and female headed households.

Prioritisation of issues for research:

e gender/age division of labour in agriculture: this should be structured around the crops on which the
project is focusing [but not exclusively]

e gender division of labour within the homestead - this may have important implications for women’s
time use and availability for I[PM interventions

e how access to income through off-farm employment and marketing is differentiated according to
gender and relative wealth

e intra-household relations - particularly income and labour contributions of different members of the
household

* typologies of households - what is the significance of the different types of households that we find -
how are ‘resource profiles’ shaped by household structure

e relations between households - the relations that hold between the individual households in a cluster
of households is as crucial for their survival as the production and consumption of the individual
household. Households are both separate and joined. [Pauline Peters - personal communication]

Timing, duration of fieldwork and reporting back

Due to the 10 week period of paid/unpaid leave that I will be taking over June/July/August, the
fieldwork period for me will be divided into two parts: an initial 3 month work period up to June, and
then an agricultural year from September 1997 until September 1998; I emphasise that this fieldwork
does not preclude other project work but would be pursued in parallel and be sensitive to project needs.
Ms Chiumia will carry on in my absence but in January, will leave to begin the M.Sc at Bunda College.

The work programme should, therefore, be sensitive to Lawson-McDowall/Chiumia particular skills
and needs - though the detail of this is not yet clear. Since we do not know a priori, the ‘general
socio-cultural characteristics’ of the area or ‘social and non-economic constraints’, or which of
these may have most bearing on future IPM recommendations, I suggest that an initial workplan be
produced now for the period April-June; then, at the end of this period, a workplan would be formulated
for Ms Chiumia’s solo work period, when I return in September, we would review our progress and
plan the next phase of work up to Ms Chiumia’s departure. This would also enable the work of the
anthropologists to be adjusted to research needs of the project. Since we do not know what [PM
strategies the project may ultimately recommend, we cannot now know precisely what we will need to
know in order to assess the appropriateness of these strategies in the future.

What I suggest, then, is that the fieldwork is broken up into 4 ‘personnel’ sections from April 1997 to
September 1998

April - June 1997 Chiumia and Lawson-McDowall
June - September 1997 Chiumia

September -December 1997 Chiumia and Lawson-McDowall
December 1997- September 1998 | Lawson-McDowall
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Preparation for village stay

Julie Lawson McDowall

and that at the beginning of each stage, we indicate the questions and issues in which we are most
interested. At the end of each period, a report is produced. Notes would be written up on a weekly
basis and put together under headings of household and mbumba , but would then be worked up under
various headings - as per the issues and an interim monthly report would be available for team members
to read and comment on. Some issues would be continuously pursued, e.g. division of labour,
marketing, as indicated above. Other problems would present themselves seasonally, for example, how

households deal with the hungry period between December and April.

April week 2 -
end of week 1 in
May

Settle into house, acquaint
selves with that cluster, visit
chief etc. to pay respects [who
else?]

Aquaintance with case study
households and their clusters:
we visit, explain aim of case
study households, ask for
cooperation.

Administration of a ‘baseline’
questionnaire [similar to the

b.q. proper]

1 day

Two visits to meet all members
and explain = 3 days work

If there are approx 25 households
and we are spending 3 days per

week in the village - this will take
about 8 working days to complete

12 village days / 3 = 4 weeks
work

May week 2-
June week 2 inc

Spend 3 days with each
cluster, focusing on
participating household using
PRA/participant observation
re household work, fieldwork
and other activities e.g.
marketing, ganyu

Develop work programme for
Chiumia during June-
September period

5 weeks work

Selection of case study households: suggested criteria

n.b.

Although a participating household is being selected, the intention is to study the cluster in which the

households are located in order to clarify inter-household relations within the mbumba.

Socio-economic criteria

o farmers participating in FSIPM on-farm trials - this will allow us to bring considerable knowledge of
the farmer and his/her household and cluster to the experience the farmer has with the on-farm trials,

this should also facilitate evaluation

e variation in relative wealth/poverty - to be gauged from Baseline Survey and what the team have
found out while working with the farmer [n.b. although we have targeted resource-poor farmers,

there is substantial variation between these farmers]

HHS_CRIT.DOC
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Preparation for village stay

Julie Lawson McDowall

e male or female headedness - again, an FSIPM target group - including de jure and de facto female
headed households

o different lineages: this should give us more insight into the role of the lineage and possible
competition between lineages - there might be implications for communication within the village

e ahousehold where there is a serious long term illness [to model the impact of AIDS/Tuberculosis in
Southern Malawi] - to understand how this affects labour availability, family income and asset
holding [need for medication and hospital treatment], the stress placed on inter-household relations
through demands for assistance, differing gender experiences of AIDS[might there be a point when
men are sent back to their matriliny or dees the nuclear family continue to take responsibility?]

Technical criteria

Ecological variation, particularly land type: hillside, dambo, munda
different on-farm trials - striga, main trial, kasalera etc
* Access to dimba gardens ? - hypothesis: this has become an economically important resource and
men are seeking to control their matriliny’s dimba - what is the nature of competition for its use
e ‘good/bad’ farmers [or is this asking for trouble?]
e rental patterns in land?

LV8]
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Terms of reference for village fieldwork

In this document. I set out the methodology [ propose to use for village fieldwork and list the issues that
may have relevance to the work of the project.

Project activities to date

To date. the project team has. in cooperation with the extension services. selected the villages where we
are to work. carried our a series of diagnostic exercises (P/RRA) focusing on crops. pest management
and indigenous agricultural knowledge. Subsequently. farmers were selected to run on-farm trials.
according to a rough socio-economic typology. and the on-farm trials have been set up. The first round
of questionnaires for the baseline survey has also been completed.

Timing of project information needs

The project requires feedback and evaluation from the participating farmers throughout its lifetime.
Howe . r. there will be stages at which some tvpes of information will be needed more urgently than at
other times. While. for example. it is important for us currently to understand why some farmers are
unable to wait for our team to measure the bean crop before harvesting (hunger seems to be the
answer). we will need to know much more about access 10 extension services once successful
interventions have been identified. The final results of the first vear’s on-farm trials will not be known
until the post-harvest statistical analysis and it is with the second vear’s trials that significant results are
anticipated. The work of the anthropologist at this time. therefore. is to build up a thorough knowledge
of the context as described in the terms of reference for the post.

Anthropologist’s terms of reference
It is stated that the project requires the anthropologist to

e [ensure] all the research work undertaken is directed towards solving pest problems identified
by farmers and that the proposed solutions are within the resources of the majority of
farmers.

¢ build up an understanding of the general socio-cultural characteristics, including
identification of interest groups. of the areas of project activity

.. describe and quantify. where possible. the social values of crop losses and identify farmers
social and non-economic constraints to the implementation of pest management
strategies

* explore different ways of involving farmers in the implementation of the project

e examine farmers perceptions of pest control and of the relative importance of pests and
other constraints.

Preparation for part-time village residence

[ have spent the last three weeks in preparation for the village stays that will constitute a major part of
the anthropologist’s contribution to the work of the project. A small house within a compound has been
rented in the village of Magomero. in Matapwata EPA. [ have travelled to Zomba to meet other
anthropologists and saciologists (Dr Pauline Peters. Dr Klaus Fiedler. Mr J de Gabriele and Ms Linda
Semu) and to conduct a literature search at Chancellor College Malawiana Collection. in order to bring
my reading (particularly of the older anthropological monographs) up to date.

E- TORVIL.DOC 2



Suggested methodology

[ theretore suggest an open but structured methodology for the first vear of village fieldwork. That is.
those issues that seem most relevant (from experience. that arise naturally from project work. from
reading secondary sources. tfrom conversations with “experts’) should take priority in research.
However. the listing of areas ot interest below creates an artificial categorisation and separation that can
conceal or elide complex interlinkages. For this reason. it is important that a holistic approach is taken.

It may be crucial. for example. with regard to the feasibility of possible interventions to understand the
gender division of labour. However. the nature of the division of labour cannot be grasped in isolation
trom other social relations. Not only 1s work gendered but responsibilities or opportunities also vary
accorr';ag 1o income. age. marital situation. family structure. education or labour availability. Similarly.
it may not be possible to understand the contribution made by husbands or brothers to a household or
mbumba’s finances without simultaneous!y pursuing the nature of matrilineal lineage organisation or
how' this is accomodating or being altered by male access to off farm employvment or education.

Village residence

I intend to begin to spend 3-4 dayvs a week in residence in Magomero. although when the project
requires my presence. this will take priority. Normally I will be accompanied by Charity’ Chiumia. my
research assistant. but [ may try to spend some time unaccompanied for the sake of language practice.
Chariny too is likely to spend some time alone in the village as this will provide an opportunity to meet
people in a more relaxed environment. (conversations with other non-Malawian anthropologists
suggests thar this will be useful).

Case study clusters

A set of household clusters would become the focus of in depth study. It is suggested that perhaps 4-3
clusters be selected initially which might contain between 15-25 households. These clusters will be
chosen trom the on-tarm trial households. trom different lineage groups and will be located in different
ecological zones of the village. Variation in household tvpe and cluster size will also be an important
factor in cluster identification. It is hoped that key informants will be found both within and without
this group of clusters.

The justification for not working with a larger group of households is not to be spread too thinly: that it
will take time to build up mutual trust {anthropologist who have worked here over a long period
estimate abour a vear of contact is required) but that such an investment will bring much better quality
information and more honest evaluation of trials.

Participant observation

There seems to me to be a case tor considerable participant observation focused on agricultural
practices. This should clarity the gender and age division of labour and also give insights into
indigenous knowledge concerning soil classification. pest and weed identification and perception and
why certain crop combinations have been chosen (such as preference. constraints of poverty. with a
view 1o sale or home consumption) and how they are valued.

Semi-structured interviews
At the same. time. a series of semi-structured interviews will be held. concerning the issues identified
below and in order of priority (the project’s need to know).

Language proficiency

The work of the anthropologist will be much enhanced by improved language skills. therefore time will
be devoted to practice and learning within the village.

F_TORVIL.DOC
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Issues

‘Indigenous agricultural knowledge’
understanding of soil type and fertility [a hot/cold typology]

crops. rotation practices: preterences. risk spreading. use of different parts of plant.
_ pests. weeds: what sort of categories are these placed in. how are they named

experience with pest management strategies

identification of “expert farmers’

communication nenworks concerning indigenous agricultural knowledge
Production

gender/age division of labour in agriculture

risk reduction strategies (multicropping)

reproductive responsibilities: homestead work
Off farm employment

tvpes of income earning activities and who has access to what and why

urban-rural linkages - agricultural produce/income flows. access to health care. education and
relaxation

importance of ganvu
patron-client relations
significance of seasonality in off farm employment - conflict with own farm labour peaks?
Markets for agricultural produce:
who grows what (male control of dimba gardens in mother’s village. male tobacco and dairy
farming)
who sells what (do men control vegetable sales. when do women sell vegetables?)
livestock: difterent npes. who owns which nvpe. who controls income
interest groups (e.g. tobacco clubs. dairy farmers)
Income flows
[s money managed on an individual basis? Are expenditure patterns gendered. if so. how?

What is the effect of the split in male responsibiliny between their own children and their
sister’s children?

Access to credit (from emplovers. relatives. friends. tormal credit institutions)

F_TCxVIL.DOC 4



Family structure: matrilineality and ‘patrilineal influences’
households. homesteads and mbumba clusters - need better delineation of the role of each.
relations berween. mutual support or exploitation - if both. under what circumstances (labour.
land. tood. money - are they shared? along which lines? when?)

importance of "dominant’ lineages. role of chief
divorce/stability of marriages

role of uncles and brothers in organisation of homesteads (are men seeking a new role with
more control over own children? How do uncles/fathers view their roles?)

tensions between wives and sisters for husband/brother resources - implications for male
investment in land or family (e.g. who buys fertiliser or pesticide?)

head of household - what is understood by this term. who is and why? What is the impact of
traternal involvement for female headed households? Is a household without a husband
temale-headed according to the commonly accepted definitions of the phrase?

children and education - in whom is investment made and by whom

Land tenure and inheritance
map out clusters. discuss “aberrations” to see rationale/how are viewed - whether these
represent trends

how secure is temale inheritance of land. are inheritance patterns changing? (there is evidence
for this in urbaryperi-urban contexts)

impact of land shortages - what is the impact of shrinking female entitlements vis a vis male
access to urbar/employvment opportunities. pressure on natural resources

do brothers/husbands strive for land in mother’s village - how do wives/sisters resist or
encourage”

Consumption
tood security - from own land: how much? how long does it last? What sharing mechanisms
are in place? Food and meals. what is eaten. prepared by whom. how prepared. by whom
purchased?
control of food - the hearth? Significance of separately prepared food being consumed as a
mbumba? '

tood securiny strategies during lean periods - what crops? What activities?
Institutions/organisations

Do extension services reach temale headed households or poorer households? How are these

messages received? Are they acted upon

What role do institutions/organisations play in village life? (Chiefs. churches. mosques.

women's church groups. schools. markets. health posts. town. admarc. government. police.
bottle shop. groups focused on ritual activities. etc)

F_TORVIL.DOC 5
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First Report: Village Stavs 11.6.97

In this report. 1 shall cover four topics: my main concern is to describe what we have been doing. why
we are working in this way. what problems we have encountered and what we have learnt so tar. The
next 3 months work programme is covered in an attached document.

Acriviries to duare and methodolog

For the last nine weeks. the anthropology team. Lawson-McDowall [LM] and Chiumia [CC] have been
spending three days and 2-3 nights per week in Magomero village. 1 am pleased to report that our
house is sound and our domestic arrangements smooth.

We have been spending these days with different households in five clusters: the Mazinga tamily. Mai
Muthowa. Mai Kalonga. Simeon Magomero and with Mai Elizabeth. the daughter of Mai Marichi [see
attached timetable]. We work with the family or the individual doing. insofar as we can. whatever
would normally be done - whether this be fieldwork or domestic work: we start around 6.30-7.30am
and then go back to our house to make notes and have lunch at about 12 noon. It is important to leave
the family we are visiting at this point to avoid. where possible. being offered lunch as the tradition of
hospizaiity requires. On our return visit to the family in the afternoon. time is normally spent relaxing.
chatting and perhaps joining in some food processing. The programme means that we spend a day with
each household every two weeks. The remaining day is spent visiting other farmers taking part in our
trials and. increasingly. responding to invitations trom other households.

Activine
morning lunchtime afternoon
Stay 1
16497 Amived village
17497 Visited chief WTITe Up notes Visited Mai Mazinga and Mai Nantchegwa 1o
ask 1f we might spend the day with them
Stay 2
22497 Went to Kambuwa to tell Chret WTite up notes Visited Mair Maricht
abour Open Dav  Told Chiet'in
\Magomero
Vasited Mai Kusala
23407 \aisited Mar Kusala, Simeon WTite up notes Visited Mar Mazinga. Mai Kalonga and Simeon
\Magomero, \Mal Nantchenwga to Magomero [again]
discuss what we proposed to do
\Mai \antchenwa not keen
24407 \Manch fanuly \Mar Elizabeth write up notes
Plantmg beans. shelling maize
Stay 3
28496 \1sited Simeon Magomero and Mai Kalonga 1o
chat and confirm appointments for following
week
20407 Mai Mazinga cluster WTite up notes Mazinga cluster. various tood processmy and
Hoeing field (mbwera] for peas or chatting
beans 1o be planted
3497 \Mar Kusala Write up notes Visitro Mar Kusala
Pinchung our peas  Collecting
relish
Stav 4|
63067 | CC unaccompamied 1o villag

IST\'_REP.DOC 2



L Simeon \lagomero - planting write up notes
rape seedlings in dimba
garden

ST \lai Kalonga - harvestuing maize WTite up notes Spent with Mai Kalonga and familh

\Mar Marichi cancetled -1l with
cold

\Went to Kambuwa to get
intormation on farmer evaluation
from P Jere

4
h

— |
-
=
=

Ol

WTIte up notes

Went to see Mar Kusala - does not want to work
with us

“h
(PR
gl

1

\Mar Mazinga's cluster
Processing maize

WTITE Up notes

More food processing. and chatting

2
o
1

Jes Visinng other OFT farmers to let
them know what we are doing and
to ask abour instructnons
concerming relay beans

\ar Kalonga and Simeon to
arrange next week

Mar Sinma

Mar \asivani

Ma) Lombola

WTIE up notes

Srav 6

0E97 \a1 Elizabeth cancelled due to
daughrer’s illness

\1sited other OFT tarmers

Mai Costa

Bambo Julus

WTIIg Up notes

Visited Mai Kusala - but only to be convinced
that she does not want to participate m the
participant observation work

A5G0 Simeon \Magomero
Transplanting rape and watering
crops i dimba garden

WTIte up notes

Afterncon spent with Mrs Simeon and visiting
Kalonga and Mazinga Cluster

2597 Funeral in house very close meant
work was postponed

Long visit trom chiet and also Mai
Elizabeth

WTIte up notes

Received various visitors at home Mai Elizabeth
[Marichi cluster]

Stay 7

AT Mai Muthowa

Collecting wood from hillside.
preparation of velvet beans
[kalongonda) and observation of
preparation of kanvenva

WTIte up notes

Visit to chief and inspection of vegetable
nurseries

12
7]
n
o

1

\Mai Elizabeth [Mai Maricht's
eldest daughter]
\aize harvesting

WTIite up notes

Visited Bambo Julius and spent afternoon at Mai
Maricht’s compound

9 59T \Mar Mazinga's
Maize shelling

WTIte Up notes

Visited Mai Kalonga and Bambo Simeon

Stay 8

3697 \Mar Kalonga s - rain prevented Write up notes visit from chief - tomorrow 's plan to spend nime
field work with him i his dimba garden cancelled

4607 Visit to Nansadi and Bvumbwe WTite up notes Visits to Old Chief Magomero. Simeon

chimes with Mar Kalonga. daughter
and sick grandson Team able to
take N A609 thereatter

Vasits to Mar Costa, Mar Marich
Mar Muthowa

NMagomero and Mazinga cluster

369 Mai Elizabeth [Manichi cluster]
Pounding maize and winnowing

WTIte up notes

Home

Stay 9

9607 Bambo Simeon WTIte up notes Mazinga cluster
. Cutuing and carmyving 2rass

10697 1 Mar Muthowa WTIte up notes home

Carmving erass from hillside

LSTY_REP.DOC
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Prohiems
The anthropology team has encountered four problems.

1J

(V)

The first has been that nwo ot the households originally selected tor participant observation are not
Keen 1o be visited in this way. It has been made clear from the start that any household has the right
to refuse our company and questions: this work can only be done with those who are well-disposed.
What should be noted. however. is that it was difficult for the pertinent individual in these
households to tell us directly that s/he would rather not be involved in the project work in this way.
We had to be sensitive to hints and excuses. It was expected that some households would not be
comfortable with the presence of strangers. however. and this should be regarded as a normal part of
“sesing-in

The second difficulty is that at the moment. we are finding it hard to “break away ~ from the On-Farm
Trial [OFT] household to work with the other households in the cluster. We are perceived as the
guests of the OFT household and when that household is unavailable. we have not yvet managed to
bridge the gap to spend time with the other households. It is hoped that this is a problem which will
ease with time and further acquaintance. We must be sensitive to inter-household difterences within
the cluster [for example. in some clusters. it seems that very good relations hold berween
households: elsewhere. we detect tension] and be aware that it may not always be possible for us to
be equally well acquainted with all households therein.

The third "problem” has been Malawian hospitality! That is. it has been difficult to persuade the
cooperating households to treat us less like guests and more like tellow workers so that they will
allow us 1o share in a greater number of tasks. Although we have done a substantial amounrt of
agricultural work. we have vert to succeed in being included in non-food processing domestic tasks.
We are also aware that the more pleasant tasks are saved for us [for example. we have been unable
10 go grass cutting since our hosts regard this as hard and dirty work].

Tt fourth problem is one which in due course we may be able to overcome and is that we suspect a
bias of either relative wealth or exposure to foreigners/visitors in the acceptance by us of the
villagers concerned. At this stage. the finer details of socio-economic position are not vet available.
but we are sensitive to the possibiliry that until we are able to associate more treely with the wider
cluster [not just the household participating in the OFT] we are. in a sense. being selected by more
confident members of the village. Patience is also required with regard to being able to participate
in the wider social life of the village: we must await invitations rather than push ourselves where we
are not vet wanted or expected.

IWhar vee heve learnt issues arising

Family structures

Agricultural activities

Poor harvest and implications for food security

Tensions in marriage/polygamy

Men and marriage

Di:sion of labour/seasonality

Natural Resources

Vegetable growing, socio-economic status and livelihood strategies
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Family structures

Our initial task. whilst participating in household activities. was to understand the make up of the
ditferent families within the clusters where we work: for example. their ages. marital status. numbers of
children. educational achievement and so on. We are now confident that a wide range of household
rvpes has been included.

e Female headed households - widowed. divorced. never married. not cohabiting but receiving
support. with absent and non-supporting husband. voung and old:

e Male headed - large. small. and childless. relatively well off and resource poor: matrilocal and
patrilocal households [men from the village who have acquired land here and men who have
married in. men from the village who have married here and men trom outside]:

e Households with good support from town and households with relatively little interaction with urban
relatives. An effort has been made to identify where other relatives or household members may be
tound and to understand their involvement in the affairs of households or clusters.

An initial identification of the main economic activities of household members has been made and we
hope thar caretul observation and questioning throughout the vear will enable us to understand micro-
entrepreneurial or exchange acrivities.

During this initial period. our main aim has been to establish a friendly relationship with these families
so thar in due course. with their active assistance. we will be able 1o construct models of the way their
households and clusters function. Participant observation is already being extended to include detailed
questions - this will carry on either in a semi-structured manner or formally through questionnaires -
and w.ll continue to be supported by continuing participant observation of their working and family life.
By analvsing the relationships. both economic and social. that we find within and between households
and clusters. we should be well-positioned to extend this analysis to the wider village and to the other
villages where we work.

Agricultural activities

The main activities in which we have taken part have been land preparation. seed planting. transplanting
and watering vegetables. maize harvesting. maize and vegetable processing. carrving roofing grass and
collecting wood and relish.

Many questions arise naturally whilst participating in agricultural work: tor example. which crops and
reason for their selection. what sort of vield is expected. current and past problems and seed types: at
every stage. we have endeavoured to investigate the activiry we are doing as closely as possible. The
main subject has been how bad the harvest is due to the heavy rains and the high price of fertiliser that
prevented many farmers from applying fertiliser in what they consider their normal fashion.

Poor harvest and implications tor tood securiry

A major topic of conversation has the unprecedently heavy rains and the unaftordability of fertiliser this
vear and the damage that has been done to the maize harvest as a result: people fear that this will be a
hungry vear and doubt whether ADMARC will cope with the demand tor maize. Already there have
been cases of theft of maize trom fields and houses [it is rumoured that parents are encouraging their
children to steal maize]: most are preterring to store their harvest indoors rather than in the nkhokwe:
this is particularly true for older. temale headed and isolated households. The Chief is most concerned
for older people who will have no maize to sell and who are unable 1o either grow vegetables or seek
employment. Others are predicting that there will be opportunities to buy assets being sold by
impovenished co-villagers such as bicyvcles cheaply or to hire labour in return for food alone rather than
cash payment. One older man said that he had not seen such a poor harvest in this area since the 1949
famine and another tamily predicted that the two months of December and January will seem to last two
vears. Already a farmer is planning to retain maize bran to sell later to be added to bran-free ufa since
many tamilies will cur out their evening meal and only eat an afternoon meal. The addition of bran
means the nsima stays longer in the stomach and thus keeps hunger away,

'
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The price of maize is considered to have remained relatively high [and has just been raised from
MKI125 to MK130 per 30kg by ADMARC]. In the market place. however. our informants have told us
thar the price per plate remains the same but that the portion of maize on the plate is being reduced -
‘tflattened”. They predict that this process will continue.

Beans

As the project well knows. maize is not the only crop to have been adversely aftected by the weather
pattern this vear: many tarmers did not plant beans due to the lack of later showers and few of those
who did have seen a good harvest.

Tensions in marriage/ increase in casual polygamy

Several discussions have centred on the tensions caused by polygamy and the use of charms associated
with jealousy and competition between co-wives. It has been suggested that there may be more
polygamy now than before and thar this polvgamy often takes the form of informal liaisons rather than
formal unions. It this suggestion is true. it has interesting implications tor gender relations and some
hypotheses are suggested below. First of all. however. it is important to try and establish whether this
impression is true or false. Dr Pauline Peters. who has been running a 10 vear study in the Zomba area
will be an appropriare person to consult on this subject.

Hyporheses

-Is the value of women'’s entitlements [land. labour and social capital] becoming less vis a vis that of
men due to the pressure on natural resources?

-Are the income eamning activities in which men engage becoming more important to family survival
than previousls.

-Are men seeking to casualise relationships with women to avoid the demands of the woman's extended
tamily [there is some limited evidence to that effect amongst elite men in Blannvre]

n.b. There is widespread condemnation ot polygamy by most churches and the husband and the second
wife are excluded from many congregations.

Men and marriage

There seems to be a preference for the local marriage of sons on the part of both the son and his
maternal tamily. Where the son marries close by. both he and his maternal kin may benefit from the
access this gives to each others resources. For example. sons may be able to use mother’s dimba land
and wiere their wives do not have kin. the husband’s parents are available to help with childcare.
Presumably other resources will also be available when necessary.

Division of Labour/Seasonaliry

Participant observation in the lives of the villagers of Magomero will continue until September/October
1998 so that a tull agriculrural vear and the associated activities. as well as domestic and marketing
work will be covered. Itis important that we have detailed seasonal information on the length of
working day. the distribution of tasks between men and women. benveen different age groups and
according to household nvpe.

QOur information to date lays emphasis on the seasonal aspect of work: e.g. water collection in dny
season takes much longer and requires women to walk much further and thus carmy heavy burdens much
tfurther than is presently the case: or. in April and May. the hot weather meant that field work was only
done in the early moming and late afternoon. We are also interested in the role of the matrilineal
cluster as an important secondany economic unit for childcare and worksharing. There is evidence of
some inter household help for agricultural activities. e.g. for harvesting [the Kalonga cluster] or for
looking after elderly or sich members of the cluster [e.¢. Mai Marichi is being cooked for by her
daughters while the agricultural work is being done by her grandchildren): but there is also evidence of
inter-i i1 competition for shared resources {as in the attempt at appropriation of Simeon Magomero’s
dimba zardens by his maternal cousins].

{ fod
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Over the last nine weeks. our impression is that this is a relatively relaxed time of vear. Although there
are continuous and strenuous tasks for women in pounding or water carrving. for many. several
afternoons a week are for relaxation. Work tends to be adjusted to current conditions: tasks may not be
pertormed when it is neither too hot. too cold or too wet. as we saw with weeding and the care of bean
plants.

Natural resources

Our participant observation and conversations with farmers have highlighted a range of pressures that
exist on natural resources. The shortage of firewood is now serious and requires both men and women.
but prircipally women. to spend considerable time in collecting firewood. Older informants have told
us that inn the past it was possible to catch tish in the Nansadi river and that there were indeed.
fishermen. The fish are now finished although it 1s believed by villagers to be as much to do with soil
erosion due to the cutting of river bank trees as it is to do with over fishing. Grass for roofing is also
becoming scarce and where this grass is owned quite a lor of theft is taking place.

Vegetable growing, socio-economic status and livelihood strategies

The sacial anthropology team has taken a special interest in vegetable growing in the light of the
FSIPM's project’s possible involvement in IPM for vegetables and plans a more thorough survey of this
activity through June. July and August. A checklist has been prepared [see attached].

It has become clear that vegetable growing is not an activity contined to one socio-economic group: that
is. wealthier farmers but is also an important livelihood strategy for poorer farmers. Nor is it an activity
solely carried out or controlled by men: women play an important role both in the cultivation and
marketing of vegetables. However. it appears that the more valuable vegetables and larger scale
production are perceived as principally male activities. No one could offer a concrete example of a
woman in a female headed household who was invelved in sizeable vegetable production.

Although vegetables have been grown for a long time. informants say that the marketing opportunities
have expanded greatly over the last few vears with the growth of the urban population. One joked that
the women from all comners of the village now meet in town selling vegetables. There is considerable
sophistication regarding markets: several village women travel as far as Chilomoni to access the higher
prices available from selling house to house there.

The important variables in vegetable cultivation are the scale of the operation and the capital and labour
thus required: this breaks down into the amount of land available: the tvpe ot vegetable grown: the
allocation of labour by husband and wife: the marketing opportunities and transport needs: and how the
income from vegetables is used.

e Dimba availabilin

Vegertable growing does not have to be on a large scale nor does it require ownership ot dimba land.
While dimba gardens may be available from the family of either the husband or the wife and this much
reduces costs: rentals are nonetheless available for both small and large pieces of land and rents can be
paid in small instalments. We have been told about rents varving trom MK40 to MK263 per growing
season [3-4 months].

e Type of vegetables

The tvpe of vegetable grown is critical since this dictates the nature of inputs required and the
marketing possibilities or requirements for the tarmer. For exampie. rape. chinese cabbage and mustard
are vegetables that can be grown by a poor tarmer. The seeds are quite cheap and neither vegetable
requires intense use of ftertiliser or pesticides: both fertiliser and pesticides can be bought from
Byumbwe market in small quantities [pesticides are sold in by the coke bottle or a division thereof].
One tarmer commented that rape grows like grass’. The leaves are not hea\n and can be headloaded to
local markets. Cabbages. on the othér hand. require considerable capital: the seeds are expensive. much
tertiliser is needed. pesticides must be applied. the labour requirements are high since considerable
wartering is necessary and the weight of the vegetable means that to access the high prices available at
more distant markets. a vehicle must be hired.  Tomatoes are something of an intermediate crop.
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involving some outlay but not on the scale of cabbage. Vegetables such as peas. beans or sweet
potatoes do not appear to be considered highly commercialised and are grown by men and women
alike. Onions are a relatively new crop tor this area. we were told. although commanding high prices
and carrots are still not much grown here. The market for small scale production of chillies has
somesvhat collapsed in Magomero since the there do not seem to be buyvers touring the village as in
previous vears: others are growing chillies on a larger scale and themselves transporting them to the
Nali Compam in Limbe.

It should be noted that vegetables requiring fewer inputs may be grown first in order to raise the capital
10 grow a more ‘expensive’ crop later.

e The allocanon of labour

As elsewhere in the farming system in Southern Malawi. the division of labour is neither fixed nor
inflexible: men and women are able to perform most tasks. In the cases we have seen to date. husbands
and wives each work on vegetable cultivation. Informants said that the only task not performed by
women is spraying vegetables with pesticides [however. it is theoretically possible that a woman could
hire a man or persuade a male relative to do this for her]. All other tasks can be shared but it is usual
that men take more responsibility for land preparation and perhaps the planting of nurseries.
Transplanting. watering. weeding and harvesting are all tasks that are readily shared.

e Marketing

[t appears that for lighter weight or smaller quantities of most vegetables. women take much
responsibilinv for marketing. It remains to be established in this case. but elsewhere in Africa and many
other parts of the developing world. a strong correlation has been established between the marketing of
goods and control of income. It is important to keep in mind that for many poorer household. a model
of decision making for expenditure is misleading. There are basic needs to be met and both husbands
and wives have little choice as to their purchases. Examples were given of a polygamous marriage
where the husband gave his wives vegetables to sell and they were to keep whatever they eamnt. Other
examples came from monogamous marriages where both husband and wite marketed vegetables.
women selling rape. mustard and tomatoes while men would arrange for the marketing of the bulkier
and more profitable cabbage crop: in this case. husband and wife would each have a say in expenditure
of the profit. Where mothers give their sons dimba gardens. it seems that sons either give their mothers
some money or some vegetables or both: this arrangement is not. however. as formal as renting. In
other cases. women are active as ‘middlemen” and buy and sell vegetables such as tomatoes as a
business.

Summanry ot initial findings on vegerahle growing

Our understanding io date. therefore. is that households of a range of income groups are able to take
part in. vegetable growing and thar pesticides are a major cost among inputs. These costs are greatest
tor the larger vegetable producers who provide. for example. large amounts ot cabbages on contract to
local schools or who take vegetables as far as Limbe. However. these costs are proportionately large
and play a significant part in the decision of the poorer households regarding which vegetables they
to grow and what sort of profit may be expected. |t should be kept in mind. however. that as far as we
know at the moment. women are seen as providing labour tor vegetable growing rather than being the
principal or commercial vegetable growers. This may have implications for the project’s stated aim of
working with female headed households. There are. nonetheless. a wide varien of different ypes of
temale headed households and at this stage. we should nor assume that none ot these benefit.
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Endnote
It should be emphasised that it is important that we are able to guarantee our discretion and respect for

privacy to the families with which we work. In subsequent reports. if detail is provided. initials will be
used to describe households and clusters.

It should be also emphasised that this task as a project wide one. The economists are pursuing similar
intormation albeit in a more quantitative form and all our Malawian staff are themselves alread)
-anthropological experts”. That is. all our project staff have the capacity to greatly enrich the project’s
work if they apply their knowledge of Malawian sociens - of village life. economic possibilities and
constraints. how relationships normally work within families - o clarify what perceptions and agendas
all stakeholders bring to this research. It is hoped thart as the work of the anthropologists continues. we
may be able to bring issues back to the project for all staff o investigate. debate or inform.
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Headship, households and families: thoughts prompted by the Baseline Survey

e We need to ascertain whether the statistics produced by the Baseline Survey may be open to a range
of possible interpretations and. with the requirements of the project in mind. seek to provide the
most likely explanation. Where do we need to know more about the processes that lie behind the
statistics: e.g. how temale headedness comes about. the status of poor male headed households. the
finer details ot labour availability.

e What level of understanding do we need of these statistics or processes? What is "good enough™
The question is complicated by the fact that at present the precise practices or interventions the
project may ultimately disseminate are unknown but consultation is required to make informed
decisions about where research should be focused.

e Given the importance of ensuring that the research agendas of the socio-economic and social
anthropological teams are both complementary and relevant to the technical work. how can the
qualitative methodologies adopted by the social anthropological team be used to further interpret
and examine these findings? Where should qualitative work be more quantitative and quantitative
work more qualititive?

e  Where do we feel confident that elements of the farming system that must ultimately bear on the
appropriateness of interventions have been correctly identified? Agriculture practice. current pest
management and nerworks of communication [for information about the dissemination of
technologies] including access to extension services. are clearly central. With respect to the social
and economic context. | would suggest that to understand better the processes that lead to
impoverishent. we should concentrate on the meaning and variability' of the concept of “the
household’. the function of broader kin relations. the distribution of labour between different
members of the household. and income generation and expenditure. If pest management for
vegetable growing is likely to be a future path for the project. then the initial research on the
responsibilities and activities involved should also continue.

An example of interpreting what lies behind the statistics: headship, households
and families

| attach some thoughts on the meaning of the terms headship. households and families to show how a
consideration of the interpretation of terms like this has implications for targeting. Since our remit is to
work with resource poor households and female headed households - and the baseline survey supports
findings trom elsewhere that female headed households are disproportionately representated among the
resource poor - two questions arise: to what extent is this group homogeneous [alike] and. if not. what
level of disaggregation will the project require? [World Bank. 1993: Peters. 1993: Hirschmann and
Vaughan. 1983]

‘Households'?

The ~household" is usually detined as the basic unit of production. consumption. reproduction.
socialisation and ceremonial and political interaction. Social scientists usually take as the “household”
whatever the people in a particular society themselves describe as the meaningtul unit. The precise
nature and function of the households can vary trom place to place and over the lifetime of a household.
For example. when a family has voung children it taces different constraints to when the children are
grown and some are living at home and contributing to household expenses.
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Household or tamilv?

It should not be assumed in advance that the constitution of the household or family is known for a
specific saciery. [Moore 1988:54] There is enormous variation worldwide. The household and the
“tamily " [significant kin group] are not always identical: they may coincide precisely. overlap a great
deal or be quite distinct. Matrilineal societies offer a good example of how a household defined by the
conjugal unit. by a married couple. may not overlap with the most important kin links of either husband
or wife.

The internal dynamics of the household

It is not alwayvs easy to understand the internal dynamics of a household - what the relationships are
benween the different members of the household - simply by looking at the formal structure of the unit
e.g. “temale headed” or “male headed". Since we have all lived in households. we tend to think that we
know how they work. Until recently. it was assumed by researchers that relations within the household
were characterised solely by the pooling and sharing of resources. by altruism [e.g. mother love. the
love between spouses]. Households were seen as corporate decision making units normally under the
authoriny of a benevolent male head. Lately. it has been recognised that while altruism has a special
place in intra-household relations. it is not the only type of behaviour found therein. [Kabeer 1991.
Evans 199. Folbre 1986] There may well be competition and conflict berween different members for
the resources of the household. Negotiation and bargaining about rights and responsibilities take place
within the household as each member seeks to bring about his or her preferred outcome. The ability of
each member to influence the result depends on their gender. their age and their access to resources
outside the household such as education. employment. state services or community’ leaders.

“The kind of preferences that are ‘revealed” by individual behaviour are likely to reflect his or
her position within the established hierarchy of interests within the household and options or
constraints associated with it” [Kabeer 1993: 3]

For example. an educated middle aged woman in salaried employment is more likely to be able to
influence events within her household than an semi-literate woman who depends on her husband’s
income. The relative power between husband and wife within the household may' be partly understood
in terms of what is called the ~breakdown’ position: if the marriage fails. which partner is in the worse
situation? [Kabeer 1995] What resources can each call upon in their own right?

‘Headship’?

The notion of headship in matrilineal societies in Malawi must be looked at carefully: definitions from
elsewhere in the world propose

"...that member ot the household as the head who has directly or indirectly the control over the
resources and earning potentials of the household and this control is recognised tacitly or
openly by other members....The actual determinant of headship is the ability to control and
dispose of the resources of the household.” fIslam. 1991:3]

Headship in Malawi might appear to tall within this definition in regard to female headed households in
the Southern region i.e. land is owned by the woman and she controls resources and earning potential:
but even this ignores the contribution or autonomy of. for example. teenage bovs who make food and
sell it at local markets. and who then have some control over how this money is spent: or the substantial
influence parents might have over their voung single parent daughter who lives next door.

[ would argue that here in Southern Malawi and with respect to the villages in which we work. the
situation is much less clear than the above definition suggests. Indeed. we must beware imposing
categories where they do not fit:

‘If men and women have difterent or shared spheres ot responsibilins . headship may be

difficult to atrribute and the concept may not be relevant. In situations of shared power...
researchers may attribute headship very often to males, [Lewis et al 1992:6]
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Decision-making power
The idea of decision-making power’ is found in much development studies literature but is too often
associated with an actual. precise moment.

*A general problem with the discourse on households and their ~heads’. is that it can encourage
a unitany and monolithic notion of household decision-making” [Lewis et al. 1992:13]

‘Decision-making is rarely a clear cut affair but is instead a series of processes that take place at many
different levels and in different spheres. [Lewis et al. 1992] The process by which an important
decision is reached may be made up of a sequence of smaller and more diffuse conversations. decision.
arguments and negotiations. Men and women or younger and older people might have responsibility or
competence in different spheres so that there is a "division of labour” in decision making. Or. there
may well be situations where no decision is made. where a course of action is dictated by constraints on
resources. normal practice or social pressure. For example. when asked why she planted a particular
tvpe of bean. a tarmer might answer thar this was all she had and thart she could not afford to buy any
other nvpe. It is helpful to distinguish berween who appears to be making a decision and how a decision
is made.

Resources access. management and conrrol

The ability 1o influence decision-making is closely related to an individual's access to and management
and control of resources. It is wrong to assume that in male headed households. men always dispose of
resources. Where the FSIPM project is currently working. women have considerable control of
resources as a result of their inheritance of land. the key productive resource: ready access to trading
opportunities: the support inherent in the mbumba system and the fact that children stay with the mother
on divorce. Many male farmers. by contrast. particularly in relatively’ new marriages. do not feel that
they have clear access to or control of important agricultural assets. For example. male heads of
households in the Zomba area offered saplings under a forestry project wanted to take them to their
~own’ villages. that is. to their natal [birth] homes rather than plant [invest] where they did nort feel they
belonged. [David Chitedze. personal communication].

[t 1s also important that we understand whether or to whar extent men and women have separate or joint
income streams: that is. do they eam and spend money independently. or how and when are cash or
goods pooled? What processes of consultation commonly take place? It is also essential to understand
local ownership regimes: what sort of property is owned by whom. is property owned jointly or
separateh?  Withour an understanding of how access to resources is shaped by relative wealth.
education or gender. the influence each can bring 1o bear within the household is unclear and thus
decision-making patterns will be obscured.

Relarive value ot male and temale resource profiles

The rapid rate of population increase is reducing the value of women's natural resource endowments
since land holdings are shrinking rapidly and soil fertility being depleted. It could be hvpothesised that
this has the eftect of making male access to off tarm income earning opportunities compararively more
valuable and so raises male status vis a vis that of women giving men more influence in the household.

Links between households

The importance of social nenvorks tor the survival ot poorer households

Studies of the processes by which families and individuals become impoverished lay weight on the
significance of social relations. that is. relations berween individuals and between households or groups
of households. in reducing vulnerabilitn. The position of individuals within networks of kin.
neighbiours or their connections with key actors in the communin. the state or the market and the claims
that they can make on these people. are important elements in livelihood strategies
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The nature ot social relations

[t was stated above that it should never be taken for granted in advance of detailed investigation that the
“household” and the ~tamily " are the same unit in a particular society. It is sometimes argued that by
concentrating on the conjugal relationship and the household. other important relations and strategies
may be obscured. It is generally agreed that the linkages between households make up an important
part of the livelihood strategies of many households in Malawi. Within the matrilineal svstem. these
links are mainly between mothers and the adult children who live in their cluster [normally daughters]
and benween adult siblings [brothers and sisters]. These links may constitute a "domestic network ™ that
provides material and moral support rather than this being provided by the bounded household unit.
[Moore. 1988:62].

Moreover. the rights and responsibilities ot adult males in a matrilineal svstem are shared between
uncles. brothers and husbands. Brothers and uncles have some authoritny with regard to the actions of
their sisters and nieces and the disposal or management of the resources of the mbumba. It is probable
thart the authority of brothers and uncles 1s being challenged more strongly than ever before by husbands
and fathers. particularly in urban areas and where a husband’s cash income is crucial to survival. but
matrilineal male power is still significant and removes further important elements from the concept of
the "male headed household’. The matrilineal case in Malawi means that at least one element of the
definition of the household. that it is the fundamental locus of “ceremonial and political interaction” is
only partly true: the mbumba group is the key unit for most aspects of “political interaction’. for
example. in disputes over land. Further scrutiny of what rights and responsibilities are currently
attributed to which male relative would be useful to clarify' the nature of the *male headed™ household
and to understand how or whether. if the absence of a male head is counted as the loss of a resource. the
female headed household may be able to “make good" this loss through kin networks. [Lewis et al.
1992:17]

Other vital links between households are those between mother and sisters who have separate
households but who live in the same clusters. Megan Vaughan. working in matrilineal society in
Southern Malawi. found that while there was a strong ideology of household self sufficiency which
precluded taking grain from the nkhokwe of one’s sister or mother. poorer households within the
cluster. usually female headed. were able to share food at the point of consumption. In this way. by
eating together and sharing the meal. the appearance of self sufficiency was maintained whilst crucial
support was given to more vulnerable households. [Vaughan. 1987]

Less covertly. households within a cluster or which are related to one another can be seen to cooperate
with childcare. cooking. small scale lending or giving of foodstuffs such as relish or fruits as well as in
the more important life such as sadakas [memorial meals for the dead]. weddings or funeral
arrangements.

Households in Malawi?

Taking into account issues around the meaning ot the household. headship. the importance of
differential access to resources. what can we say' at this point about male and female headed households
in Malawi? It should be noted that the conditions under which households become female headed have
been connected to situations of high migration. high insecurity’ and vulnerabilinn and increasing socio-
economic differentiation such as shifts in the organisation of agricultural production and changes in
kinship structures that formerly provided a social security network.

Female headed households

Studies demonstrate that the 23% ot households in Malawi that are female headed are. on average.
poorer than male headed households. The Southern Region has the most temale headed households
[32%; of the total] which are also the poorest: 60% of temale headed households in the South are poor
as compared to 33% in the North. [World Bank 1995] When all variables were controlled. the 1993
World Bank study suggested that female headed households have on average 79% of the income of
male headed households. Most studies note a positive correlation between landholding size and the
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presence of men in the household labour force: that is. female headed households have smaller
Jandholdings. One explanation offered is that men tend to remain in marriages where there was enough
land to make their labour productive.[Hirschmann and Vaughan. 1985] Male land rental in the south
might also help explain this statistic.

The same study found for female headed households that

33% are married
33% are divorced
24% are widowed
12% are single

and that the divorced and widowed households are likely to be the poorest. These findings also
indicated thar age is an important factor in impoverishment. no matter what the marital status of the
household. The older the woman. the more likely she was to be poor.

But nor all temale headed households are poor

These figures suggest what current research in development studies warns against. the danger of
assuming thar female headed households are universally impoverished. It is well known that de jure
female headed households [households where the woman is divorced. separated. widowed or single]
and de facto female headed households [households where the man is absent for 30% or more of the
time] may be quite differently situated

De tacto temale headed households mayv be better off than mamy male headed households

Peters found a family division of labour in male headed households in the Zomba district: the wife
concentrated on tarming while the husband worked off farm. [Peters 1993] A de facto female headed
household might be supported by regular remittances from a husband working in town with which are
purchased household necessities. seeds. fertiliser and extra labour at peak periods. This is quite unlike
the situation of an elderly widow. living alone and receiving little support from sons who live far away.
Female headed households can therefore be both rich and poor. Furthermore. for the purposes of IPM
trials and extension. the female farmer might be the main point of contact even for male headed
households.

A transirory stare?

Research within Malawi also suggests that female headedness. particularly for vounger women. is often
transitory: marriages are tragile and a household that is female headed this vear may be *nale headed’
the following vear. [Peters. personal communication] [Might this explain some of the similarities
berween male and temale headed households in the baseline study that appear initially counterintuitive
e.g. the non significance of difference in decline in fertiliser use?]

Male headed households

Whar resources”

When (ooking at male headed households. it is hard to see clear lines of control and disposition of
productive resources. The matrilineal svstem [inheritance from the mother by the sisters] gives women
customary tenure of cultivated land and women retain their land in case of divorce or widowhood. On
the other hand. men are more likely to have access to better paid wage labour. 1o have received higher
levels of education than women and to be more mobile than women. Where men marry within their
natal village. thex may have access to some of the productive resources of their own mbumba.

Shared and ditterential responsibiliny tor crops

It is important to try and delineate the most common patterns of individual or shared responsibility for
the various stages of production. processing or marketing tor individual crops it we are to understand
who does what and when,

While there are crops tor which women take more responsibility for cultivation. storage or marketing.
for example. maize. beans. ground nuts and pigeon peas. it seems to be primarily men who control the

Headship.doc 6

24



25

higher value crops such as cabbage or tomatoes. Men tend to obtain or rent land for burley vegetable
production. buy inputs such as fertiliser and pesticides and control the cultivation of most burley and
vegetables. However. there is considerable flexibility in the division of labour in agricultural work and
men and women may well share the same tasks on the same crops: men who grow burley and vegetables
normaily rely on considerable inputs of labour from their wives. Some women are beginning to grow
burley and to expand their traditional vegetable production.

Post harvesr

How the crop is marketed and what happens to the profit is also important. After harvest. many
husbands. with variation according to the bulk and value of the crop. hand over a substantial proportion
of the vegetable crop to their wives for marketing. It is generally accepted [and personal
communication in the village confirms] that both where women contribute their labour and market the
vegertables. this makes it easier for them to claim a share of the cash generated and a say in how the
money’ 1S spent.

‘Polvgamous male headed households '

Polygamous male headed households are an important sub-group of male headed households that have
a low profile in the existing literature. The nature of the polygamous relationship can var
considerably in formality. the material and emotional support given by the husband. the amount of time
he spri.ds with each family. geographical location. the duration of the relationship and the social status
of the inviduals involved. Polygamy therefore presents a number of issues for a project concerned to
work with the resource poor.

[t seems to be the case that even where a first marriage has been formal. second marriages tend to rest
on an agreement berween the man and the woman alone. rarely involving marriage guardians or any
ceremony. Consequently. second marriages may well be less secure than first marriages. Some second
wives seem more like -girlfriends” in that they see little of their “husbands™ and only receive irregular
maintenance or Vvisits.

Whatever the nature of the relationship. it tollows that where a man has two wives or two families. he is
unable to offer the same level of support to each that could be offered to one wife and family. By
support is meant his time. labour. money and general level of involvement. This is particularly so in the
matrilineal svstem of southern Malawi since co-wives are uniikely to be co-resident [or even to know
each other] and the man has to travel berween two homes. Nor does it seem to be only better off men
who take second wives. several examples from Magomero involve men who are nort able to offer much
material support to either wite. It seems likely that a polvgamous husband’s shared responsibilities may
well have implications for his contribution to each household’s decision making and for the socio-
econe:tic status of each household that he “heads™. Income streams are more likely to be separate as
each wife will be anxious to make sure that she gets her fair share and does not indirectly' benefit the
other wife.

It is not clear to whar extent the polvgamous husband loses social status but second wives seem to feel a
loss of prestige: both are excluded trom the majority of Christian churches. Considerable bad feeling is
caused by polvgamy on the part of women |most of the stories about spells or charms that we have
heard in Magomero have been related to emnity between co-wives]. I suspect that polygamy may
often be underreported by women due to the low status it bears. It might be hypothesised thart these
tensions are likely to undermine a man’s willingness to invest in the resources that belong to each wife
and to make him keener 1o use the resources over which he has control such as rented land or his wife's
labour, [Colonial authorities certainly considered female ownership of land to be a cause of male
underinvestment in agriculture and tried to legislate against it] [Marwick. 1960]

Polygamous households are theretore a category that requires more empirical investigation. It may well
be that these households are overrepresented among poorer male headed households.

" N.B. I am not sure how the situation differs amongst Muslim communities where polvgamy is
religicash sanctioned.
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Conclusion

This discussion has examined the meaning of some key terms used by the FSIPM project [and more
broadly in Malawi] such as *headship’. ‘household’. female headed households and maleheaded
households. The object of the exercise was to show how these terms are not self explanatory but serve
as a shorthand for a range of possibilities regarding their nature and function. More detailed research
may be required into these seemingly "natural” concepts if we are to have a clear idea of what
constraints and possibilities are faced by the farmers who constitute our “target” group.

Given our ignorance as to the interventions which the FSIPM Project will ultimately’ promote. it is not
possible to know precisely what information we need about the socio-economic context at this stage.
Nonetheless. a critical and empirically based review of some of the central terms emploved seems a
useful route. It might already appear likely that a subset of female headed households. the de jure
household headed by an older woman. may be both among those in deepest poverty but among those
who would find almost any pest management strategy difficult to implement due to their scarce supplies
of capital and labour. Similarly. the prevaience and situation of polygamous households may warrant
closer investigation.
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ANTHROPOLOGICAL STUDIES FOR FARMING SYSTEMS INTEGRATED
PEST MANAGEMENT PROJECT

Authors: C. Kaunda, J Lawson-McDowall. P. Kapulula

ABSTRACT

The paper presents the contribution of Social Anthropology team to the Farming Svstems Integrated
Pest Management Project. The team’s main village field work is through case study clusters in
Matapwata EPA in which information on agricultural activities is collected. This has been extended to
include social and cultural issues through activity diaries. This work will contribute to the requirement
that the proposed integrated pest management intervention be within the resources of the majority of
tarmers. The team also produced a detailed questionnaire to find out farmers™ experiences.
expectations. anxieties and suspicions of the Farming Systems Integrated Pest Management Project and
other interventions. The team took part in the farmer evaluation of the main trials to determine farmers
opinions on crop cultivation problems. and the relationship between farmers™ normal practices and the
trial interventions. In this context we then seek farmer™ views on diferent aspects of the technologies
being tested and their perceived effectiveness or lack of it,

INTRODUCTION

One of the basic threads to the tarming svstems approach is a concern with small-scale farming families
who generally reap a disproportionately small share of the benefits of organised research. extension and
other developmental activities (Rivera.1986). This agrees with the aim of the Farming Svstems
Integrated Pest Management Project of providing resource poor farmers with practical integrated pest
management strategies that will reduce crop losses by pests. In order to have these strategies
sustainable. the behaviour of these resource poor farmers has to be well understood. As such the Social
Anthropology team is concerned with micro level analysis of issues affecting these farmers in order to
have a ue portrait of them. This is a response to the perception expressed by Chambers (1983). that
outsiders” views of the poor are distorted by lack of contact. communication and personal exposure. In
view of this challenge the team is always in contact with the farmers through case study clusters to
ensure that the interventions introduced should solve their problems. meer their needs and not overtax
the resources available to farmers,

The aim of farming activities study is provision ot in-depth information of households and their clusters
to allow understanding of socio-cultural or micro-economic constraints on and opportunities for farmers
in their livelihood strategies. This work will contribute to the requirement that proposed IPM
interventions be within the resources of the majority of farmers. By monitoring agricultural activities
done by each member ot the household. the team is able to understand how decisions are made
regarding agricultural production while at the same time understanding farmers knowledge and
practices as reported by (Jere.1997) that the FSIPM Project realises that farmers™ knowledge and
practices as regards pest and crop protection are very rich and diverse because they have been
practicing a lot of Pest Management Strategies (PMS) for a long time on their own.

An extension to the farming activities study are activity diaries that were being kept by one or two
members in each cluster. This involved those people keeping the diaries to take note of each and every
activinn whether social. cultural. economic and agricultural done by each members of the cluster (both
adults and children). This is a holistic approach to understanding the farmers’ livelihood strategies as it
caprures all the activities done by evern member of the cluster and provides some indication of how
these in the long run will atfect [PM strategies.

The study on Farmers experiences. expectations. anxieties and suspicions of the FSIPM Project and
other interventions was aiming at assessing farmers’ understanding of the trials both in the first and
second season and it they have had any problems: how they saw the project at onset.



It was also the teams objective to have background information on the villages™ exposure to outsiders
as this may have an implication on farmers behaviour. Finally it aimed at assessing level of farmer
participation in the trials as this is a pre-requisite in a participatory research project.

Farmer Evaluation

Ideas for farmer evaluation have been derived from literature sources (e.g. CIAT manuals). comments
trom Savitri Abevasekera and Roger Sterne (SSU. Reading) and tfrom last vear's experience (Paul Jere).
The 1996’97 evaluation report highlighted the issue of compliexity of trial design and lack of
alternatives for comparison visible to the individual farmer because the design involved incompiete
replication with a large number of treatment combinations and only one experimental field per farmer
matched with a “farmer’s plot™ which had the farmer’s preferred spacing of maize with beans and/or
pigeonpeas. Thus farmers were unable to express preferences between alternatives which were clear to
them.

This vear trial design has been radically simplified by 1. reducing the number of treatments per
intercrop: and 2. increasing the number of (smaller) plots to four per farmer with all major alternatives
visible to each tarmer. Note that this design still leaves combinations of varieties of beans and
pigeonpea with maize seed dressing or banking unreplicated on each farm since it appeared reasonable
10 believe that interactions would not be discernible by the farmers whereas the relative performance of
varieties and the presence or absence of banking or seed dressing would be things which farmers could
easily understand and evaluate. Any interactions between bean varieties and pigeonpea varieties or
between each of these and seed dressing or banking will be detectable in the statistical analvses of vield
and plant survival.

METHODOLOGY

Farming activities

The project covers two Extension Planning Areas (EPAs) namely Matapwata and Mombezi in the Shire
Highlands RDP under Blantyte ADD. Social Anthropology' team monitors agricultural activities in five
of sixteen households in Magomero village that are taking part in on-farm trials. in Matapwata EPA.
This takes one and a half days per week and will go until October 1998. This process started with
village stays in which the team had par-time residence in the village during which background
information of the clusters was collected which included: matrimonial and family derails. residence.
education. household work. production and agricultural information..

When this activity was started in April. 1997. farmers were asked to recall details of past activities i.e.
when were their fields prepared. planted. weeded. barked. which crops. for how long did each activin
last. who was involved. It was observed thar most tarmers had problems with accurate recall. The
study will cover a full agricultural vear from October 1997 to October 1998 so that farmers are asked
abour activities shortly after they take place and in some cases the team has actually had hands on
experience of these activities during the village stay. In this way the team knows the duration for each
activirs.

Activity diaries
Activiny diaries started in January 1998 to June 1998 with thirteen people involved in recording the
activities. Then from July to December. 1998. the best three of the thirteen were selected to continue

and will keep on with these activities so thart the team keep track of the activities,

Farmers experiences, expectations. anxieties and suspicions of the FSIPM Project and other
intervcntions

A detailed questionnaire on Farmers’ Experiences. Expectations. Anxieties and suspicions of the
FSIPM Project and other interventions was administered to 40 tarmers. 20 in each EPA in the months
of May and June 1998. and the data is currently being analvsed
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Farmer evaluation

[nterviews were conducted using an open-ended questionnaire with 6 participating farmers from
Mombezi and Matapwata. which established a number of issues which were of particular interest to
tarmers. Each interview began with a statement of researcher neutrality. to reassure farmers that
negative views were welcomed as well as positive ones. [t was explained that the interviewers wished
to learn whether the interventions being tested

e were usetul or not useful

e would create problems of labour or expense or availability of inputs for an ordinary tarmer

e can be improved (and if so. how).

Much time was devoted to eliciting the tarmers™ own criteria for evaluating varieties since these qualites
will govern the acceptability and uptake of any new varieties which we may wish to introduce.

A mer> detailed questionnaire incorporating insights gained from the open-ended evaluation. was
designed by the project team as an excel spreadsheet. with the assistance of Dr S. Abevasekera and Dr
1. Wilson of the Statistical Serices Unit. Reading University. A sample of 40 farmers was interviewed
twice each between April and June to cover issues relating to maize and beans. It was found that
tarmers were unable to distinguish which plots had which pigeonpea varieties so the plots were
remarked and the farmers were taken to the plot and shown the different varieties. A further visit to each
tarmer will be made in Seprember to cover pigeonpea evaluation.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Farming Activities

Variations have been observed within and between clusters as regards planting. weeding. banking. and
tertiliser application. The team observed that this vear has been a relatively difficult vear for most
farmers to successfully complete activities like weeding and banking owing to shortage of labour.
Labour shortage dates back to last vear when most farmers had a very poor maize harvest. As such
very poor households have been constantly relving on piece works for survival. This meant work in
their gwn fields being delaved. Also in some of the households fields were abandoned for weeding or
banking due to poor stand of maize which they thought was not worth the effort.

Only a tew households were able to apply tertiliser in their fields because most of the farmers were
tood insufficient and so opted to use their money for buving food not fertiliser. as a result maize harvest
was still poor. In some cases two households could contribute towards a bag of fertiliser and share.

The team also observed that most tarmers buy their seed trom local markets or from a friend in the
village and this means recvcled seed. Also observed in this study is that farmers invest more effort in a
field which they are sure to get a lot from.

The team has in the process been identitving all off-farm or marketing activities within the relevant
household and as far as possible. within the wider cluster. It has been observed that at least one woman
in each cluster is involved in marketing of agricultural produce as a source of income and this is
regardless of household status. Through these marketing activities some farmers were able to hire
labour for their fields.

B: looking at allocation of resources such as land {thus looking at how many fields each household has)
the team has observed that preference is given to women because they stay in the village while men
marny away. In some cases men are entrusted to use a dimba garden but normally share a bit of the
harvest to his parents. It was also the team’s interest to know the size of the fields to have a picture of
how much land each household has.
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29



Activity Diaries
During this process there are issues that have come out clearly some of which follow:

e Farmers share planting materials and some buy locally in the village or at local markets. this was
observed in all the five clusters. :

e Lack of fertilinn in the field influence farmers decision on weeding and banking and this was
observed in four of the five case study clusters

e Funerals and illness delay agricultural activities. this was observed in all the five clusters.

e Food insecurity also delavs field activities e.g. some farmers opting to work in a neighbours field tor
tood while their fields are also due observed in four of the five ciusters

e Young children contribute effectively to household labour and sometimes are left at home to take
care of very voung children. evident in all five clusters.

e Members of the same cluster hire each other for labour (e.g. in one cluster a relative has been
employved as a labourer permanently) and some times close friends are hired for labour. This is also
evident in all clusters.

e Itris mostly woruen who are very active in marketing of vegetables and other farm produce in local
markets and even as far as Limbe and Blantyre. and men mostly as vegetable producers especially
cabbage and tomatoes with some pesticide use involved.

Farmers experiences. expectations, anxieties and suspicions of the FSIPM Project and other
interventions

The questionnaires are currently being analysed and below are some issues that came out of this study

e 10 of 13 dambo farmers in Mombezi EPA understood the purpose of the trials as addressing
whitegrub problems while three quarters of the farmers in the upland said the project wanted to
assess soil fertility in their fields.

e When the project first came to the village. some farmers thought that it wanted to distribute free
tarm inputs such as fertiliser. others said the project came to teach them modern farming methods
while the rest. most of whom did not attend introductory meetings thought the project wanted to
steal their land (why making plots in their fields).

e There has been very little exposure to agricultural projects. main experience being farmer clubs
through which farmers were getting fertiliser on credit and most of which were a failure.

e Three quarters of the tarmers said that contact has been vers good with the team and one quarter
savs that there was very little contact with team.

e Many farmers said that the best aspect of taking part in the trials (first season) was that the team
provided tree seed for the plots and gave back whatever the team harvested from them. Others
appreciated planting pattern of beans (two planting stations between two maize plants) which they
believed gave a good vield. Only one tarmer said that there was no benefit in taking part in the
trials

e Almost all tarmers in the two EPAs said that they were worried about lack of fertiliser in trial plots
in the first season. Most tarmers in the dambo (especially in Mombezi EPA ) in addition were
worried because of too much rain during the first season that led to little or no harvest at all. On
the other hand. most tarmers said that they had no problems with the trials this vear since tertiliser
was applied on trial plots although tew farmers have said that the maize harvest will not be ver
good high because of early fertiliser application.



31

Farmer evaluation

Some initial findings are already emerging from the questionnaire survey.

e Most farmers had no difficulry using a 1-3 rating scale. though one lady needed to see this scale
visualised by using 3 stones ot differing sizes to imply more or less good. She was able to score
qusziities of bean varieties by touching the appropriate sized stone with a stick.

* Gender had an influence on farmers" ability to answer questions and the kind of answers given. For
example women valued the good poundability of Masika maize variety. while men were unaware of
this characteristic.

e Asindicated above. most tarmers were unable to make specific comments about the performance of
different pigeonpea varieties. though this did not seem to be the case with beans.

e [n general farmers telt that Masika was a good variery and rated it about 4 our of 3 on a one to five
scale where 1 is very poor and 5 is very good. This rating was as good as or better than most other
varieties.

s Many farmers are adopting the project’s 90 cm maize spacing. especially between rows though also
often within the row. Others however feel that vield is being lost due to low plant population.

e Farmers frequently had few or no varieties of beans or pigeonpeas to plant.

e Fammers consistently expressed the view that if a single fertilizer dose is applied. this must be
applied between knee-height and tasselling stage. Our application soon after emergence was
considered likely to lead to vield losses.

e The “local check™ bean variety. Kaulesi. is generally preferred to all other varieties.

CONCLUSION

Social Anthropology team is now associating freely with all households in the case study clusters. not
just the household participating in on-farm trials. unlike in the first vear when we were seen as guests
tor the participating households only. As such the team is now able 1o get information that would have
been very sensitive before our acquaintance. This also facilitates the team’s understanding of socio-
economic.cultural or micro-economic constraints on farmers” livelihoods. It is therefore imperative to
say that the beneficiary has to be well understood in order to have sustainable interventions and in
combination with insights from farmers’ experiences the team will be able to make relevant
recommendations in the near future. However. patience is required with regard to being able to
understand these tarmers as micro level analysis is required in this context.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND METHODS
Why case study monitoring?

The objectives of the case study monitoring have been set out in earlier papers but will be briefly reiterated.
By tollowing the activities of five on farm trial households and their geographically immediate Kin group
over the project litecvcle. we hoped to develop an extensive and intensive qualitative and narrative
knowtledge of each household. This work differs from the Baseline/Panel Survey [although it includes OFT
households thart are covered by the Baseline Survey] both because the group being studied is smaller but
also because a more intimate acquaintance over several seasons permits the investigation of a series of
issues pertinent to [PM in depth and as dynamic processes. particularly those concerning relations between
individuals. within households and between related households.' The questions addressed are as follows:

[ Whar is our targer group”’

To understand more about our target group. that is. resource poor households and poor female headed
households. and how socio-economic differentiation might result in different ‘recommendation domains” for
integrated pest management strategies. [n particular. through a qualitative approach that seeks to
understand the processes that create and sustain poverty. to identify' how different members of the farming
community face specific constraints regarding the key resources of cash. labour and inputs

I Whar aspecis ot intra and inter household relations might bear on IPAL?

To characterise relations within and between households where these bear on access to and control of
resources for agriculture and. by implication. for integrated pest management. For example. who in the
household or mbumba [geographical grouping of households related through the maternal line] is available
for fieldwork? How is labour divided according to age or gender? To what extent might households within
the same mbumba assist one another?

IIl. How do tarmers perceive the work of the project?

To monitor how the integrated pest management activities of the project are being perceived by farmers and
1o develop an appreciation of the local understandings of the problems faced.

Methodology

The houszholds were selected from the on-farm trial households to represent a different tvpe of household
situation based on household npe and constitution. The social anthropology [SA] team spent
approximately 2-3 davs per week in the village of Magomero [this included overnight stavs until the end of
January. 1998] and continued to visit five on-tarm trial [OFT] households on a weekly or fortnightly basis
throughout the period.

' cf. Peter de Vries [Battlefields of Knowledge. 1992] suggests. “whereas statistical theory is dependent
upon formal theory. case studi analyvsis is dependent upon establishing logical connections between a
number of variables in a case study...Case studies therefore. serve to establish the validity of a particular
theoretical principle..not by achieving statistical significance but through their ability to elaborate a
theoretica! principle by contronting it with the complexity of empirical realits.” [1992:68] cited in Matsaert
et al. 1998
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From October onwards. there was a shift in emphasis in the research approach. Between April and June.
the SA team had focused on getting to know the five OFT households. located in different mbumba . The
SocAnth team took part in normal agricultural and domestic activities while engaging in informal and open
ended interviewing about the farming system.~ From October onwards. the number of households included
in the process was expanded to include the other twelve households in the OFT household mbumba and the
interviewing became more structured. The good quality of the relationships that were developed with the
OFT households has allowed considerable openness in feedback on the problems or perceptions of the work
of the FSIPM project and on a wide range of issues pertinent to their livelihood strategies [the whole
tarming system].

The inclusion of all the households in the mbumbas of the five OFT households has permitted the
observation of a greater range of household types: twelve with married couples at their head of which two
are or have become polygamous relationships. three headed by women. and two in an unstable situation. It
has also allowed us to understand how households can be economically stable. managing and or vulnerable
and to interrogate the supportive and competitive relations between the households. This approach also
permitted comparison of livelihood strategies between mbumbas according to their size and socio-economic
starus.

Interviewing focused particularly on recording the type of agricultural and off-farm activities being carried
out by different members of the farming households in order to understand the gender and age distribution
of agricultural and off-farm labour. By January. this activity was converted to self recording of activities
for the whole mbumbas by selected literate members [n.b. the information collected in these activity
notebooks will be analvsed during the 1998-99 season].

The themes that emerged during this period were as follows:

1. The constitution of indigenous knowledge regarding experimentation and farmers’ perceptions of the
experimental plots.

(]

Relations within mbumbas: support and competition

Relanons between mbumbas: kin and neighbours. social securiny networks

Ul

4. The 1997-98 season: a difficult vear - the tailure of the 1996-97 maize harvest and fears of a droughr
trom el Nino

“The geographically proximal matrilineal descent group. once a single household. now divided into the
households ot mother and daughters. constitutes one of the two primary forms ot social organisations at the
village level. the other being the household.
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A summary of activities and issues arising by month is given below.

Magomerao: issues arising by month. 1997-98 Farming Season

| Month Activities Issues
| October Land preparation Food shortages
f Search for seeds Seed shortages
Grasscutting Fear of El Nino effect
Roof repairs Greater confidence in FSIPM
Watering vegetables in dimba project
Women marketing Willingness to take part in weed
science trials
Project involved in trial design
November Land preparation Anxieties abour the rains
Search for seeds Food shortages
Grasscutting Seed shortages
Roof repairs Fear of El Nino effect
Watering vegetables in dimba
Planting
Women marketing
Project sers up trials: ridging and
planting
December Weeding Conflict between labour demands
Some fields left unplanted on own fields and need for cash |
Ganyu labour begins Search for seeds continues for a
Marketing for most women has while
tailed off
Banking in mid-late December
Trial plots receive fertiliser. are
weeded. monitoring commences
January Banking continues Anxieties about lack of fertiliser
Search for fertiliser is intense particularly as season looks good
Some fields are abandoned due to | Relief with green maize harvest
lack of weeding and fertiliser
Marketing of green maize and
winter season vegetables begins
Trial plots are banked or not
hanked. moniroring continues.
evaluation is planned.
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2. FARMERS. EXPERIMENTS AND GAPS IN UNDERSTANDING

Non-participatory mials

The FSIPM project has encountered a range of problems in trying to make the on-farm trials participatory.
It is now accepted that the FSIPM project did not inherit a basket ot proven IPM technologies with which it
could carry out participatory adaptive research. This meant thart the various technologies needed to be
tested via rigorous statistical analysis and frugality of replication in 1996-98 which limited the extent to
which the research could be participatory. permitting at best a mix of contractual and consultative
involvement of farmers. [Biggs. 1989] In addition. it has been hard to increase transparency in the
implementation of trials {tarmers were often not included in crucial events such as planting or fertilising]
which inhibited evaluation in 1996-98.° While our chances of moving towards consultative and even some
collaborative work in 1997-98 are good. it is worth examining some underlyving issues.

The SA team received queries and comments on the trials trom the case study households that did not
initially come from other OF T households in the project area. Following the 1997 DFID Output to Purpose
Review. farmers™ perspectives and understanding of the project became the subject of formal investigation.
The information that stimulated this enquiry and the issues that it illuminates are discussed here.

Grearer confidence in the project

On the positive side. a vear after the commencement of the project. it was clear that there was much greater
confidence on the part of the farmers regarding the intentions of the project. This was demonstrated by the
comments made on the receipt of compensation for maize: farmers said that they had not been sure if this
compensation would really be given and were both surprised and relieved when they received their maize.
The compensation acted as a signal to other farmers who had initially been suspicious of the project [the
most common rumour was that we planned to steal or somehow alienate a part of their land] and resulted in
a widespread readiness to take part in the Weed Science trials set up in Magomero village for the farming
season 1997-98 and interest elsewhere in the project area in taking part in the trials.

* This meant. for example. that a significant proportion of tarmers were not aware of the number or type of
bean or pigeon pea varieties that had been planted and were therefore unabie to compare their differences.
See tforthcoming report on Evaluation for 1997-98.

VIL2REP doc

th



The case study farmers commented on how much they had appreciated the field days and field visits. These
had provided an opportunity to learn about the project and th¢ station but it was also gratifving to be taken
seriously as farmers by being driven 1o other villages or to be|guests "kwa research” [as Bvumbwe is
known]. We would argue that psychological factors such as these cannot be underestimated in creating an
atmosphere of mutual confidence in which farmers are prepargd to work with the project staff on designing
and running trials rather than to simply hand over land and dq the tasks they are asked to do. Previous and
current experience of government and non-government intervention. coupled with the widespread
disillusionment with democratic government. make the majority of farmers cyvnical with regard to outsiders
and their activities in the village.” It is an achievement on the part of the project to have overcome farmer's
justified suspicions and we now have a basis of trust on whicH we can build over the next season to make
our trials more participatory.

Farmers and pest managemeni: the forgotten purpose
However. while it is essential in anv form of participatory resgarch that farmers have confidence in the
probin and commitment of the outsider research team. it is al$o necessary. if we are to move beyvond the
contractual stage [use of the farmer’s land and labour] that the research goals should be internalised by
tarmers [if not in part set by them]. Work with the case study|households demonstrated that most did not
understand the purpose of the research. This is primarily due fo the fact that project personnel
underestimated how the conceptual frameworks and problem prioritisation of farmers quickly overrode the
explanations we had given in the initial diagnostic stage.

[n the rusi up to the first set of trials in 1996. after village meetings to explain the purpose of the project
work tarmers had identified their main food crops and the chief pests of these crops during the a set of rapid
rural appraisal exercises. This series of meetings focusing on pests was followed by clear and
comprehensive explanations of the purpose of each trial with the participating farmers in each village - as
we thought. However. discussion between October 1997 and hanuar_\' 1998 that for the majority of the case
study households the focus on pest management had slipped flom view.

The extent of this problem emerged through discussions of ferLliser application. The case study trial
tarmers were relieved that in 1997-98 we were to apply fertiliser to the plots. As theyv explained. it had
made no sense for a wealthy project to omit fertiliser in the previous vear since only fertiliser could deliver
a good harvest in their impoverished soil. If we wanted to demonstrate vields. we needed to use fertiliser.
They told us thart the poor harvest in the first vear had led to a widespread lack of confidence in the
project’s farming abilities. Mai Elizabeth. for example. told us that she had expected a super-hvbrid that did
not require fertiliser and was disappeinted when she saw the poor harvest. Compensation for maize
restored good faith but not confidence. None were aware that the project could. in principle. have learnt as
much from fertiliser-free vields as from vields with fertiliser because we were interested in pest damage.

Demonstrarion plots: a dominani model

* Considerable bitterness arose with the failure of a fertiliser credit scheme in late October [?] promoted by
the local [Thyolo] MP but understood to be supported by the extension services. In short. both local chiefs
and villagers were intormed thar they could register to receive a bag of early maruring maize seed and two
bags of tertiliser. the loan to be eftectively interest tree since repayment would consist of the equivalent
value in maize after the 1998 harvest. Although Magomero farmers retain a healthy degree of scepticism
concerning any local extension or political initiative. many were hopeful that this scheme would be
implemented. Unfortunately. it turmed out to be intended for a nearby district and not to include Thvolo.
This example of a tailed intervention is mentioned because it characterises many others: villagers”
expectations are raised by an outsider group. there is much misinformation concerning origins and details of
the proposed activity and in due course. no more is heard. This is the environment in which projects such
as the FSIPM project have to work and this exampie should make it easier to understand why villagers are
initally suspicious of outsiders bur at the same time reluctant to turn down any free inputs.
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The first element in the mismatch between the experimental framework through which the project viewed
the trial plots and that of the OFT tfarmers is the farmers™ experience of demonstration plots run by
extension officers. Most farmers understand plots established by outsiders to be for the purpose of
demonstrating the vield capacity of a new variety. The goals of the project were therefore thought to be the
demonstration of high vielding varieties while. some thought. verifving the suitability or the condition of
local soils. The second element is more complex and concemns the gap between the models of
experimentation used by researchers and farmers” day to day practices of trving out something new.

At this point. therefore. the benefits of taking part in the project were seen to be :
- free inputs
- a guaranteed harvest for a small portion of land
- association with team members that might result in sales ot agricultural produce or livestock.
- occasional free transport
- high prestige outings [visits to other villages and to the station].

The notion that farmers themselves could and were expected to contribute to an experimental process
concerned with reducing pest damage could not be found within the case study households and their
mbumbas.

Why had pest managemenr been forgotten?

Our mistake was to assume that the explanatory process that we went through at the start of the 1996-7
season would be sufficient and not to have taken into account that the methodology we employ is quite alien
to the majority of farmers.

Farmer experimentarion?

If we are saving that tarmers do not share our experimental framework. what framework or frameworks are
they using? For an activity to be called expenmentation. it requires firstly “the creation or initial
observation of. conditions or treatments” and secondly “the observation or monitoring of the subsequent
results or effects”. [Okali et al. 1994] The Farming Participatory Research literature. from which the
tollowing discussion is taken. suggests that there are three types of farmers when it comes to
experimentation.”

1.Progressive tarmers are those who have access to plentiful resources. services and information

2.Innovator farmers who are not necessarily better off than their fellow farmers but are known
within the local community as having a tendency to try out new ways of doing things more than the
average farmer.[Van Veldhuizen. 1994]

3.The average farmer who. in his or her day to day farming practice. will take new understanding
from observations that occur in conditions which are not controlled and which are therefore
specific to a place or a season.

" See Okali et al 1994. van Veldhuizen et al 1997a. van Veldhuizen et al 1997b. Biggs. 1989
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The degree to which the trving out of something new is systematic is crucial in understanding the difference
berween the conceprual frameworks brought to the FSIPM project trial plots by the project staff and by
farmers. Project staff planned these experiments scientifically on the basis of certain hypotheses. From
these were derived the pertinent variables. treatment levels. controls and non treatment. the lavout of the
plots. the timing of interventions and data collection and the form of analysis. The first two tvpes of
tarmer-experimenters are also able to some extent to consciously create conditions and observe results in a
more or less svstematic fashion. Progressive farmers may have both the knowledge and resources to run
simple bur scientifically valid experiments. The last fype of experimentation is the the least systematic and
has been called a "continuous innovative process” .‘reactive experimentation’. “proto-experimentation” or
“tacit knowledge gained from reflection-in-action’. [Van Veldhuizen 1997:149. Okali et al. 1994:130] Itis
likely that this is the most common form of experimentation. available at any level of resource holding. and
‘probably provides much of the basis for the long term evolution of farming systems”. [OKkali et al.
1994:130] In the short run. however. this tvpe of experimentation offers little that can be proven. Itis
important.however. to keep in mind that these categories are not fixed.

Characterisations of farmer experimentation have outlined limits to their efficacy. The crucial notion of a
‘check” may be missing: tarmers may not compare results from similar units of space at the same time but
assess a single treatment against a previous season’s harvest or crops in a nearby field. Farmers may well
lack resources and equipment and use non-standard procedures. This means that when a farmer is trving to
understand observations. the information is put together in an intuitive fashion and in the context of his or
her long term acquaintance with the micro-environment of their farm and the vagaries of the particular
agricultural season. -a tvpe of running summation’. [Okali et al. 1994:131. Van Veldhuizen 1997].

This means that it is all too easy for farmers to draw false conclusions by taking the most obvious difference
berween two occurrences as the cause and thus misunderstand the underlying reasons for a particular effect
or result. Farmers. particularly small holders. may well not know about non -visible biological processes.
[Van Veldhuizen 1997].

What does this discussion tell us about the farmers with whom the project is running trials? First of all.
excluding the Mangunda sweet potato growers. our farmers are resource poor. Given that there are likely to
be only a very tew innovators within this population. the majoriny will fall into the category of reactive
experimenters or proto-experimenters. Their experience of running a svstematic and comparable
experiment will therefore be non-existent or extremely limited. This would explain why farmers

tended to abandon or uproot and replant plots where trial crops had failed. Mai Muthowa laughed at how
we collected dead specimens: Mai Kalonga said that we took a strange type of harvest. These reactions
came about firstly. because it was not understood why' the project needed to ascribe causes of death. that it
could indeed do this and needed to in order to relate these to its interventions and secondly. where resources
are in such short supply. letting something fail in order to learn is a luxury' . A failed crop. according to our
tarmers. requires an immediate decision about the resources that are being invested in it or alternative uses
to which it could be put.

Secondly. it means that the tocus in 1998-97 on farmers with specific pest problems and plans for more
participatory monitoring and evaluation should go some way to overcoming the gap between our
perceptions and those of farmers. While “vield” will remain the predominant criterion of success. it will be
easier to relate vield itself to pest damage or varietal resistance thereto.

Finally. this discussion feads us to question once again what our role should be regarding farmers
knowledge and understanding of these experiments. Participatory technology development tends to fall into
two schools of thought and practice. The first is that outsiders should support and record the processes and
results of tarmer experimentation but not interfere with these processes. The second is more interventionist:
research.:s may try to improve tarmer understanding of non-visible processes. seek to provide a wider
choice of technologies or enhance farmer experimentation through more svstematic design and greater
comparabilits. By offering new technologies the FSIPM project has already placed itself in the second
camp. Over the next vear. should the [PM project allot more time to examining
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1. the current state of tarmer knowledge regarding the pests and diseases at which the trials are
aimed and/or

2. the nature of farmer experimentation at level 2. farmer innovators. rather than level 3. proto-
experimentation ?

The purpose of this would be to provide a baseline on which to design future extension material. This
question leads us on to a brief discussion of the state of indigenous knowledge regarding pest management.

The constitution of indigenous knowledge

To date the project has been unable to identify more than a couple of local practices for pest management
[one of which. seed dressing with Sevin. was actually damaging to both maize and bean seeds]. It could be
that a local paradigm ot seeking a solution to problems within the context of existing resources and
practices has been replaced by a high tech paradigm. As we see with vegetable production. farmers already
know an effective method for dealing with pests. that is by buving and applving chemicals. The barrier to
implementing this solution is economic: subsistence crops such as maize. beans and pigeon peas do not
justifi high expenditure on pesticides when money is in such short supply that many' cannot afford sufficient
fertiliser. This point takes us to the fact that soil fertility is considered by most to be a much greater
constraint on production than pest damage.

However. it is possible to argue that even if a high tech paradigm of pest management has undermined local
innovation or experimentation in pest control. historically neither soil fertility nor pests were problems that
farmers had to deal with. When land was plentiful. problems of pests or declining soil fertility were dealt
with in the same way' the old piece of land was abandoned and a new piece opened up. Local knowledge.
in the sense of "skills and understanding adapted to the peculiarities of the local agro-climatical and socio-
economic environment’ . has to be relevant and the necessity of dealing with pests that might be found in a
more intensive svstem has been lacking until recently. The argument that. at the end of the twentieth
century. ‘small-scale farmers are in transition and their practices disrupted” is true for Southern Malawi.
[Bentley and Andrews 1991. cited in Okali. 1994:91]. Some would argue that this has been the case here
for the last one hundred and fifty vears given the extent of forced population movements and fluctuations in
economic conditions in the country and region [White 199?]. Furthermore. as Mosse reminds us. where
local knowledge is still under discussion or is in dispute. it is unlikely to be accessible to outsiders. [Mosse.
1993]

Where does this leave us? It returns us. we would argue. it pest management rather than crop management
is to be the focus of future projects. to the necessity of assessing the state of local knowledge with regard to
such pests and diseases and deciding if. where and farmer understanding of these problems might be
usefully enhanced.
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3. RELATIONS BETWEEN HOUSEHOLDS IN THE SAME MBUMBA

Interest in intra-mbumba relations was motivated by our lack of knowledge about resource flows between
households and whether these might have an impact on the potential for households of differing socio-
economic status to take part in IPM activities. Might exchange of labour between closely related labour
rich and labour poor households give entrance by all to labour intensive [PM activities? Might equalising
gitts of agricultural inputs or cash between households of different socio-economic status within the same
mbumba make it possible for all to access pest or disease resistant varieties? These were the questions that
motivated this line of enquiry.

Earlier research suggested that there was considerable mutual support between households but that. as the
nexus of resource distribution. competition could also be severe. Vaughan found an ideology of individual
household selt-sufficiency which meant that the sharing of resources had to be disguised and took place at
the point of consumption. [Vaughan. 1987] Davison also marshals evidence to support the argument that
women in Southern Malawi have preterred to work banja or household production. [Davison 1993]
Marwick argued that the main cause of witchcraft accusations had its basis in competition for resources
benveen members of the same mbumbas. [Marwick. 1964]

Families in an mbumba tend to be of similar socio-economic status. Local perception is that this is to do
with the wealth and habits of the parents. that is. whether they passed on to their children a reasonable
inheritance. good practices or bad habits. Observation and discussion make it clear that similarity within
the mbumba must also be partly accounted for by some processes of redistribution between current
members of an mbumba: mutual support is expressed through gift-giving. loans. some exchange of labour
and evervday co- pertormance of a wide range of domestic activities.

A preliminary conclusion is that intra-mbumba relations are. broadly speaking. neutral regarding [PM
interventions. This is because

a) The flow of cash or kind between households does not in any way equalise the socio-economic
situation of households in the same mbumba although they may offer important economic
opportunities and provide a minimum security net.

b) Labour exchange is limited. takes place between related women rather than unrelated married in
men. and is more likely to be for domestic tasks than agricultural work.

c) There is increasing competition between households for resources that is increasing the process
of individuation.

Finire resource flows

There are resource flows within mbumbas both in the form of gifts and exchange. For exampie. in the case
study group: Mai Mazinga received half a bag of fertiliser from her daughter. Mai Elizabeth. her daughter
and her niece took over cultivation on Mai Marichi’s land when Mai M became too ill to work and Mai
Elizabeth then supported Mai Marichi. Mr Mazinga gave cabbages to all the members of his wife’s
mbumba when he harvested them and gives tomatoes for onward selling to his mother and lets his sisters
have tomatoes for sale at a reduced price. The Mazinga sisters sell their mother’s gift of tomatoes at the
market. taking a small portion of the profit to buy relish. because she does not like to go herself. Mai
Mazinga then keeps an eye on their children in return. None of this gift giving or exchange is sufficient to
eliminate economic diftferences between the households.
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This means that there can be considerable variation in the experiences of households within an mbumba.
Mai Mazinga was unable to give her daughter. Hilda. the seeds that a mother should provide for a daughter
in her first vear of individual cultivation. Hilda had to approach her father’s relatives for the seeds. Mai
Theresa Mayenda. the mother ot the stable and food secure Chimvula cluster and her very elderly husband
were short of seeds for planting this vear. nor could they afford fertiliser in time to apply it. Despite the fact
thar all of their children and grandchildren had sufficient seed and at least some fertiliser. there was no
obligation to shared these inputs with the elderly couple. Mai Muthowa and her husband [a recently arrived
and disreputable individual] were in dire need of both tfood and agricultural inputs during 1997-98. Not
only did her daughters share very little food and no agricultural inputs but one asked for the return of the
small field that she had lent her mother the previous vear on the grounds that her mother was too old to need
the land. This land. of course. originally belonged to the mother. Mai Anderson has only one wrap but
neither her aunt. Mai Elizabeth. or her cousin. Binette. who have quite a good selection of clothes feel it is
up to them to provide what Mai Anderson’s husband fails to give her. The Marichi households take gifts of
relish to Mai Costa and in return. Mai Costa gives them a reasonable deal on land rental.

Limired labour exchange

The independence in agricultural work patterns identified by earlier writers [Vaughan and Davison]
continues. The only task which is commonly shared is the harvesting of maize in return for brewed beer.
Apart from occasional individual arrangements between two sisters or mother and daughter. any other field
work is only carried our under ganyu arrangements. i.e. it is paid. Nor does being emploved by one’s
relatives guarantee a decent rate. Simeon Magomero complained that his elder brother was paying him one
of the lotvest rates in the village: tour tambala per five planting stations. Relatives should give each other
first refusal on any opportunities to earn money through ganyvu labour. however.

Domestic labour. such as childcare. shelling maize. carrving water or preparing relish may well be shared
between women. The nature of such arrangements is informal but failure to reciprocate can result in
retaliation which ranges from pointed and public jokes to the breakdown of relations between households.
Mai Mazinga was seen to be working with deliberate slowness when sharing the task of shelling her third
daughter’s maize with her other daughters. When asked why. she said that she was merely working at the
speed her third daughter had worked when shelling Mai Mazinga's maize. By contrast. Mai Elizabeth is
planning to move house to get away from her parasitic sister [see below] and Mai Naluso from her poorer
mother and sister. However. where women have access to the occasional and informal assistance of mother
and sisters. particularly with childcare. they are free to carmy out a much greater range of activities. for
example. 1o go to distant fields or to the market: this is the case with both the Muthowa and Mazinga
clusters where a grandmother who is frequently at home allows adult daughters to be away for long periods.
The Simeon children. similarly. usually go to their paternal grandparents when their parents have to spend
mornings in the fields. However. it is usually preferable to "keep things in the family ™ and where a son or
daughter has reached the age of 8 or 9. this child can be left in charge of smaller siblings. the presence in
the mbumba of other concerned adults makes this a more satisfactory arrangement.

It is important to note that domestic assistance may not be given willingly but because the giver feels that he
or she has been given little choice in the matter. Mai Elizabeth. of the Marichi mbumba. complained in
December 1998 thar her sister. Mai Yasini. had taken to going away for the day. either to buy or sell goods.
leaving her four voungest children at the house [which is next door to Mai Elizabeth’s house]. Mai Yasini
was so short of food and money. due to her husband’s imprisonment and the bad harvest of 1996-7. that she
could leave no tood for the children who then spent their time hanging around Mai Elizabeth and Mai
Marichi. hoping to be included in their meals. which. ot course. they were. Mai Elizabeth’s proposed
solution to the problem of an impoverished and ill-connected sister is to plan to build herself a house at
some distance.

VIL2REP voe 11



i

Individuation ¢.g consumption of meals and land tenure

Earlier researchers [Vaughan. 1987} argue that historically. under normal circumstances. households in
common mbumbas in southern Malawi had eaten together and redistribution of food had taken place at the
point of consumption without undermining the ideology of individual household self sufficiency. Vaughan
showed how this practice broke down under famine conditions in 1949 and the evidence today is that poorer
tamilies no longer eat together. This change in practice is likely to be partly in order to avoid the obligation
for redistribution that this would incur. Within the five mbumbas and nineteen households in the case study
group. only two examples of [almost] common consumption were found. The Mazinga women would serve
food at home at lunchtime but then sit together to eat the food and two cousins within the Chimvula cluster
would eart together at lunchtime. Thus. it seems today.. that within this small sample common consumption is
only taking place between four same generation households of approximately equal wealth and in the
absence of their menfolk. that is. at the midday meal and not the evening meal [this would be reinforced by
the avoidance required between mother in law and son in law].

Current pressure on resources and the reluctance of husbands to see their earnings or profit disappear
among their wives’ maternal relatives appears to have resulted in increasing competition for the joint natural
and human capital of the mbumba. Peters suggests that female sisters and cousins are now competing for
land that might be inherited from a grandmother. [cited in Davison. 1995] An example from the case stud:
households. revealed in late 1997. came from Simeon Magomero. When he and and his wife were in
Thyolo hospital for three months being treated for TB during the 1996-7 agricultural season. his vounger
aunt’s sons started using his two fields and dimba garden without his permission. They started selling the
green maize from the dimba which Simeon’s wife had planted. one of them started vegetable growing in the
dimba and the other two each planted sweet potatoes in a field. Simeon stopped them when he found out
what was happening but waited to let them harvest their crops. Simeon’s wiife said that in her opinion the
cousins thought that Simeon would not recover and wanted to be the first to lay claim to this land.

An interesting example of intra-mbumba competition for resources arose from a direct project intervention.
the activity notebooks. The dilemma of whether or not to pay the record keepers was resolved in favour of
paving them on the grounds that we were asking for a substantial commitment of an individual's time and it
was unlikely that we would find sufficiently motivated volunteers to keep adequate records. The results of
this were mixed. Those about whom records were being kept felt strongly that they were entitled to a share
of the money earnt by the record keepers. In the Chimvula mbumba where most households are stable.
reasonably comfortable and there is substantial inter-household support. there was no problem. evervone
received a share of the money and the business was regarded in a good humoured way. In the Mazinga
mbumba. by’ contrast. considerable bad feeling was caused by Mr Nangwale’s refusal to give a share of his
earnings to the Sukhali and Mukhumba sisters. They were so cross thart they forbade him to report on them
and by the time the two sides had been brought together to discuss the problem. he was no longer willing 1o
record their activities. The Nangwale household is already the wealthiest household in the mbumba and it
seemed that Mr Nangwale's sisters in law felt that he was profiting untairly at their expense.

We would argue. theretore. that it is not a coincidence that the best relations betwen households in this
small sample is berween the households in the wealthiest mbumba. High levels of tood security mean that
there is little competition for resources and the households are able to see that cooperation is likely to
enhance their situation. There is. of course. considerable svnergy between overall well-being and murual
cooperation at this level. By contrast. it is easy for households in poorer or more unevenly matched
mbumbas such as the Marichi’s. Muthowa's or Mazinga's to begin to regard each other more as rivals for
resources. each trving to leach a little ot the other’s slender profit of tood. cash or time.

As far as IMP interventions are concemned. therefore. our audience is made up of individual households
rather than matrilineal descent groups.

4. INTER-MBUMBA RELATIONS: KIN AND NEIGHBOURS, SOCIAL SECURITY
NETWONRKS
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Good relationships between mbumbas can make a significant difference to the well being of each. The
poorer mbumba gains in terms of access to resources while the wealthier mbumba benefits from the
availability of labour at times of peak labour demands and from having a good reputation as a generous
neighbour. This is particularly important where beliefs'in witchcraft arising from jealousy are strong.

Kin networks and proximity are the two most important determinant of inter-mbumba relations. Members
of related mbumbas in the same village tend to visit each other frequently without formality. Neighbouring
mbumbas often develop close connections. for example. the children ot neighbouring mbumbas are called
“brother™ and "sister’. A good illustration of close association berween four unrelated but neighbouring
mbumbas is centred around the Marichi cluster and their relationships with the mbumbas Julius and Costa.
What is discussed here is relation bevond the normal social intercourse between neighbours where each
household would. as a matter of course. participate in the significant rituals of its neighbouring households
[visiting after births. taking part in funerals. attending weddings. or sadakas] which further enhance social
bonds.

Marichi-Julius-Costa

The Julius mbumba is by far the richest out ot these four. Bambo Julius is the biggest landowner in the
village and often needs ganyu labour for weeding and banking. The Julius’s also have surplus produce. e.g.
green maize or tomatoes. which they are either unable or unwilling to sell themselves but which others can
purchase for onward selling. The members of the Marichi cluster associate themselves closely with the
Julius mbumba. Not only do they visit frequently and would be at hand for each other were there an
emergency but they provide ganyu labour for land preparation. weeding and banking. Both Mai Yasini and
Mai Elizabeth buy surpius agricultural produce at a reduced price. Mai Yasini told us that she had been
able to buy green maize for K17 rather than the K25 that was first asked because we know each other”
("...chifukwa timadziwana'). This relationship of trust also permits the members of the poorer household to
ask for and receive credit [i.e. to pay after the goods have been sold] which permits those without capital to
start or continue in small scale trading. Smail gifts are exchanged between members of the two clusters to
cement their friendship.

The Costa mbumba is something of a misnomer since the only members left in residence are Mai Costa. an
old and asthmatic woman. and her 13 vear old nephew who has come to stay and help with the work in
return tor food and board. Both of Mai Costa’s daughters are dead and their children are living in the
towns. The friendship between the Marichis and Mai Costa is longstanding. Mai Costa named Mai
Elizabeth’s daughter while Mai Elizabeth nursed Mai Costa’s vounger daughter in her last illness. Mai
Anderson and Mai Elizabeth both rent pieces of land from Mai Costa at a reduced price and Enoch has a
piece of Mai Costa’s land at no charge on which he grows vegetables. All take relish to Mai Costa and keep
an eve on her. They were principal participants in the funeral feast. sadaka. that Mai Costa held in memory
of her dead daughter. Mai Elizabeth plans to build a new house near Mai Costa’s house on the hillside at
Mai Costa’s invitation.

Similar relationships could be traced for the Muthowas. the Chimvula. the Mazinga and the Magomero
households with neighbouring and related mbumbas.

Gamvu and social nenvorks

The above example illustrates that before we can conclude that seasonal agricultural labour interferes with a
household's ability to manage its fields properly and hence to succeed in its livelihood strategy. it is
important to see this labour in a broader social context. Where the significance of the connection between
emplover and emplovee is an established patron-client relationship. however disguised as egalitarian
neighbourly behaviour. it may have importance for the long term survival of the poorer household.
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Within the five clusters where the social anthropology team has been working. “ganyvu’ is normally done for
relatives. neighbours and associates. Theretore. the apparently simple contractual arrangement for weeding
or banking may be ser within a "nest’ of other relationships. The "emplover’. for example. may be a brother
[Mr Bonongwe and Simeon Magomero and Simeon’s sister] a friend and confidant [Marichis and Julius] . a
wealthier neighbour who not only gives bran. madeva.on credit but who. previous to this loan. may have
made gifts of seeds [Muthowa and Julius]: a source of fresh produce for marketing [Marichis and Julius -
tomatoes. maize)..

Consequently. ganyvu labour may be one strand in a network of ties between households which may. over
time. provide something of a saferv ner for poorer households by linking them to wealthier households and
clusters from which small amounts of credit or assistance may be forthcoming. Farmers themselves
certainly identifs an component of social assistance within the contracting of labour for agricultural
acuvities: they say that giving vour neighbours the first chance to earn some money or food is a way in
which vou can help them. The implications of this for [PM are that we must not rush to condemn activities
which distract’ farmers tfrom their own fields during the peak work period without understanding the role
that these activities play an overall livelihood strategy.

, 3 "
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4. A DIFFICULT YEAR

The final 1ssue that will be discussed here that farmers’ chief concern during the October-January period
was how difficult a vear this had been. This is primarily due to the failure of the 1996-7 maize crop due to
heawy and persistent rains. Farmers™ own maize ran out very quickly. out of thirteen maize cultivating
households where five had been self-sufficient or two thirds self sufficient in maize during 1993-96. none
were in 1996-97. Market prices for maize were high and supplies uncertain. Without the Mozambiquan
maize brought in by local traders. the situation would have been even more serious in Magomero village.
This shorttall in the supply of the staple tood meant that many farmers were chronically short of both cash.
agricultural inputs and food through the September-January period and that even better off households had
to choose berween food and tertiliser. Anxiery was compounded by government warnings. mostly via radio.
of the potential effects of El Nino and the need to plant early maturing maize varieties.

Food shorrages

Many of the households in the case study group found themselves short of food during this period. For the
households such as Mai Elizabeth or Mai January. this meant occasionally missing meals. eating more wild
relish. mixing more maize bran with uta flour. For the poorest households in the study group such as Mai
Muthowa or Mai Yasini. this meant not eating maize for several days at a time. eating wild relish and
visiting wealthier relatives and friends in the hope of receiving gifts of food.

Seed shoriages

Many households found themselves short ot seeds where these needed to be bought and had not been saved
trom the previous vear. Few of the poorest households looked for maize seeds until the rains had started
since. as they said. it would be too easy to give in to hunger and eat the seeds rather than save them.
Several households prepared fields only to abandon them later when it proved impossible to find sufficient
seed for planting. Mai Yasini did not prepare her hill field due to lack of seed. Mai Muthowa was unable
to plant halt of her large hill field because she had not been able to find enough seed despite visiting
relatives and friends and taking seed on credit for ganyvu.

Lahour

The severe shortage of cash for tood and agricultural inputs put great pressure on poorer households to seek
ganvu labour and on those who could. to increase marketing activities. This intensified the normal conflict
at this time of peak labour demand between working on one’s own fields and earning money for food and
inputs. Six out of thirteen maize growing households experienced conflicts over how to allot their labour
which led to late weeding or banking.

The need tor cash resulted in fiercer competition than usual for ganvu labour. Adults were taking contracts
tfor weeding or banking in order to reserve the work for themselves and children did not get their usual
access 1o pieceworh. Average payments tor weeding were 4-6 tambala per 3-4 planting stations. Many paid
tor gamy' in kind and with madeyva [maize bran] rather than maize flour.

Female headed households and poorer male headed households who either produced goods for sale. could
command the capital or who sought out other goods for sale. spent much time in marketing during this
period. This was true ot Mai Elizabeth. Mai Yasini and Mai January. for example. This was particularly the
case where households had older children on whom they could rely for assistance in their fields. Women
also went to the market to sell goods on behalf of relatives [usually male but also older women] for which
they would receive a small payment.

Ferriliser shorrages
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The pressure on human resources continued into 1998 with the search for money for fertiliser. which this
vear cost considerably more than ever. Even relatively secure and well off households such Mai Kalonga's
or Mai Naluso’s were unable to buy their normal amount of fertiliser and out of the thirteen maize growing
households. six households thar had regularly purchased fertiliser in the past applied none ar all and four
applied less than usual. This led to some further abandonment of fields where labour pressures had
prevented good weeding practices and which would now not receive fertiliser as farmers felt that it would
be a waste of their time to bank this land.

Summan

The experiences of the season 1997-98 revealed how vulnerable are many of the households in the targer
area and showed us something of the processes of poverty. One bad harvest led to hunger. seed shortages.
no money for fertiliser and severe competition for poorly paid agricultural labour. Fields were abandoned
initially after they had been ridged . for lack of seed. or after planting because the need to find money for
day to day needs forced farmers to divert their labour to contract labour for others (in return for cash or
food) or to small scale trading. Immediate needs overrode farmers’ desire 1o take a longer term view and
safeguard the coming harvest. Members of the households concerned were well aware that this was
happening but felt that they had no choice.
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6. CONCLUSIONS:

In this report. we have covered farmer perceptions of the project and farmer experimentation. relations
between households in the mbumba and relations between mbumbas and. finally. we have described how
difficult 1997-98 was tor the case study household farmers in the village of Magomero. The main
conclusions to be drawn are that

e The project might do well to investigate tarmer experimentation in order to overcome the gap between
tarmer frameworks and researcher frameworks that has impeded our work to date

e Local models of pests and diseases might be of importance for tuture work or dissemination

e Gift giving or exchange relations within mbumbas do not impede on the self-sufficiency of the banja
household and the household is the target unit tor IPM interventions

e The maintenance ot patron-client like bonds between related or neighbouring mbumbas may be vital for
the lzng term survival of the poorer mbumbas and shouid not be interfered with without substituting
alternative forms ot support.

Whar next?

Over the next farming season. we plan to investigate the issue of decision-making and independence within
the household unit”, Where men and women take responsibility for different tvpes of income generating
activities. where women own the land and where men. it is argued. are reluctant to invest in household
agriculture due to the insecure nature of marriage but prefer to pursue off farm activities. decision-making is
unlikely to be either simple or monolithic. Such an investigation will allow us to better understand how
access to and control of resources for agriculture. such as cash. inputs and labour. are determined. This
information is necessary if we are to understand the opportunities and constraints for IPM or integrated crop
management.

® For example. teenage boys otten torm a subunit within the household that. from the time of initiation
onwards. begins to establish a separate economic identity. They build their own houses. begin to seek
independant income generating opportunities {usually using tamily resources or via contract labour]. start to
pay own way at school. own soap. own clothes although they may still eat with tamily unless it is very poor.
All this means that their labour is not available on demand because they are not receiving full support from
parents

VIL2REP doc 17
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ANNEX: LIST OF CASE STUDY HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

OVE- | CLUS- |HOU | PER- |HOUSE- INDIVIDUAL NAME |AGE |SEX |[RELATIONS [NUMBER PRESENT
RALL TER |[SEH | SON |HOLD HIP TO OF PLOTS |[OR ABSENT
IDENT| WO OLD | NO |NAME HOUSEHOL
IFIER NO D HEAD
On farm trial households are highlighted with bold.
There are a total of 17 households
MUTHOWA
1101 1 1 01 |Muthowa Mr Muthowa 70|M head 1 0 1
1102 1 1 02 |Muthowa [Mai Machemba 60|F spouse 2 1
Muthowa
1103 1 1 03 |Muthowa Musowa Bulaya 17|M child 3 0 0
1204 1 b 04 |Naluso Mr Naluso 37|M 1 1 1
1205 i 2 05 |Naluso Agnes Machemba 38|F 2 5 1
Naluso
1206 1 2 06 |Naluso Elaton Naluso 21|M 3 0 1
1207 1 2 07 [Naluso Christopher Naluso 16|M 3 0 1
1208 1 2 08 |Naluso Esther Naluso 14|F 3 0 1
1209 1 2 09 |Naluso Juma Naluso 10|F 3 0 1
1210 1 2 10 [Naluso Jimmy Naluso 7IM 3 0 1
1211 1 2 11 [Naluso Victoria Naluso 6|F 3 o] 1
1212 1 2 12 |Naluso Felisita Naluso 3iF 3 (6] 1
1313 1 3 13  |January Mr January 45|M 1 0 1
1314 1 3 14 |February Esther Machemba 35|F 2 5 1
January
1315 il 3 15 |March Roderick 20|M 3 0 1
Mkwezelamba
1316 1 3 16 |April Joyce 10|F 3 0 1
Mkwezelamba
1317 1 3 17 |May Charles Zabwino 7|M 3 0 1
Mkwezelamba
1318 3 18 |June Dyson Sipili 4|M 3 0 1
1319 1 19 |July Chrissie January T 3 0 1
MAZINGA
2101 2 1 01 |Mazinga Mai Mazinga 55|F 1 2 1
2102 2 1 02 |Mazinga Mercy 18|F 3 1 1/0
2103 2 1 03 |Mazinga Tokozani M 3 0 1
2104 2 1 04 Charity 1|F grandchild 6 0 1/0
2205 2 2 05 |Nangwale |Mr Nangwale 40|M 1 1 1
2206 2 2 06 |Nangwale [Martha 31|F 2 2 1
2207 2 2 07 |Nangwale |Enifa 11F 3 0 1
2308 2 3 08 |[Sukali Frank Filipo 30|M 1 0 1/0
2309 2 3 09 |[Sukali Femia 27|F 2 2 1
2310 2 & 10 |Sukali Mundelanji 8|F 5 0 i
2311 2 3 11 |Sukali Roderick 5|M 3 0 1
2312 2 3 12 |Sukali Regina 2|F 3 0] 1
2413 2 4 13  |Mukhumba [Mr Mukhumba 30|M 1 0 1
2414 2 4 14 [Mukhumba |Olaliya 25|F 2 3 1
2415 2 4 15 |Mukhumba [Donata 8|F 3 0 1
2416 2 4 16 |Mukhumba |Gladys 6|F 3 0 1
2417 2 4 17 |Mukhumba |Charles 3M 3 6] 1
2518 2 5 18 |Mazinga Hilda 20|F 1 1/0
2619 2 6 19 |Mazinga Uncle 65|M other 7|? 1
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OVE- | CLUS- |HOU | PER- [HOUSE- INDIVIDUAL NAME |AGE [SEX |RELATIONS |NUMBER PRESENT
RALL | TER {SEH [ SON [HOLD HIP TO OF PLOTS |OR ABSENT
IDENT| NO |[OLD| NO [NAME HOUSEHOL
IFIER NO D HEAD
MARICHI
3102 1 02 |Marichi Elizabeth 45|F 1 1
3103 1 03 |Manyela Enoch January 23|M 3 0 1
Manyela |
3104 3 1 04 [Manyela Binette January 21|F 3 1 1
Manyela
3205 3 2 05 |Yasim Mr Yasin 45|M 1 1 6]
3206 3 2 06 |Yasin Lestina Yasini 38|F 2 1 1
3207 3 2 07 |Yasini Lyton Yasini 18|M 3 0 1
3208 3 2 08 |Yasini Theresa Yasini 16|F 3 0 1
3209 3 2 08 |Yasin Kassim Yasini 10IM 3 0 1
3210 3 2 10 |Yasini Mayi Yasini 7|F 3 0 1
3211 3 2 11 |Yasini Jalassi Yasini 6(M 3 0 1
3212 3 2 12 [Yasini Mistake Yasint 3M 3 0 1
3213 3 2 13 |Yasini Thamandani Yasini 0.5|F 3 0 1
3314 3 3 14 |Wisikesi Leverson Wisikesi 23|M 6 0 0
3315 3 3 15 |Wisikesi Chrissie 19|F 6 o] 0
3316 3 3 16 |Wisikesi Witness Wisikesi 17|M 6 0 1
3347 3 8 17 |Wisikesi Egly Wisikesi 14|F 6 0 0
3418 3 4 18 |Anderson |Matheus Anderson 30|M 1 1 1
3419 3 4 19 |Anderson |Stellia Naphiri 22|F 2 1 1
Anderson
CHIMVULA
4101 4 1 01 |Mwvula Ephraim Mvula 90|M 1 0 1
4102 4 1 02 Theresa Mayenda 70|F 2 1 1
4203 4 2 03 |Kalonga Mai Kalonga 40|F 2 2.5 1
4204 4 2 04 |Kalonga Mr Nakatha 45|M 1 al b
4205 4 2 05 |Kalonga Alekereni Dyson 16|F 3 0 1
4206 4 2 06 |Kalonga Christina Munderanji g|F 3 0 i
Dyson
4307 4 8 07 |Namangwiy |Mr Namangwiyo 30(M 1 0 ¢}
0
4308 4 8 08 |Namangwiy |Elube Dyson 201F 2 1.5 1
o
4309 4 3 09 |Namangwiy |Mphatso 1M 3 0 1
o) Namangwiyo
4410 4 4 10 |Chigonama |Mr Chigonamadzi 60|M 1 1 1
dzi
4411 4 4 11 |Chigonama |Essube 49|F 2 2 1
dzi Chigonamadzi
4412 4 4 12 |Chigonama |Divason 22|M 3 0 i
dzl Chigonamadzi
4413 4 4 13 |Chigonama |Joyce 20|F 3 0 0
dzi Chigonamadzi
4414 4 4 14 [Chigonama |Masauko 14|M 3 0 1
dz! Chigonamadzi
4415 4 4 15 |Chigonama |Floria Chigonamadzi 8|F 3 0 0
dz|
4516 5 16 |Chimvula |Joseph Ephraim 35|M 1 2 1
4517 4 5 17 |Chimvula |Patncia Ephraim 28|F 2 0 1
4618 6 18 |Mazinga Mr Mazinga 37|M 1 2 1
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OVE- | CLUS- |[HOU | PER- |[HOUSE- INDIVIDUAL NAME |AGE |SEX |RELATIONS |NUMBER PRESENT
RALL | TER |SEH | SON [HOLD HIP TO OF PLOTS |OR ABSENT
IDENT| NO OLD | NO |NAME HOUSEHOL
IFIER NO D HEAD
4619 4 6 19 |Mazinga Joyce Mazinga 32|F 2 2 1
4620 4 6 20 |Mazinga Linus 13|F 3 0 1
4621 4 6 21 |Mazinga Theresa 10|F 3 0 1
4622 4 6 22 |Mazinga Janet 3|F 3 0 1
4723 4 7 23 |Chigonama |Rodsen 24|M il 0 1
dz!
4724 4 i 24 |Chigonama [Mrs no 2 20|F 2 0 1
dzi
5101 5 1 01 |Magomero {Simeon Magomero| 31|M 1 1 1
5102 5 1 02 |Magomeroc |Mai L Magomero 25|F 2 1 2
5103 5 1 03 |Magomero [Napiri Magomero 7\F 3 o] 1
5104 5 1 04 |Magomero |Manuel Magomero 4(M 3 0 1
5105 5 1 05 |Magomero |New baby E 3 0] 1
Magomero
5206 5 2 06 |Chimvuia [|Rickson Chimvula 30|M 1 1 0
5207 5 2 07 |Costa Ronica Costa 21|F 2 1 0
5208 5 2 08 |Costa Violet Kamaliza 18|F 7 0 1
5209 5 2 09 |[Costa Obed Costa 26|M 7 1 1
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SOME PRELIMINARY FIGURES ON AGRICULTURAL LABOUR
ALLOCATION FOR OCT 1997 - MAR 1998

The tollowing graphs are preliminary results from recording the activities ot 17 households during October
1997 to March 1998. These results do not included information collected in the activity notebooks by
mbunda (marrilineal descent group) members themselves.

The data below should be read with great caution. First of all. the sample is very small and secondly. it is
likely 1o underestimate time spent on agricultural production. Problems with the qualitative nature of the

early recording methods may mean that the formulae by which gaps in the information were reckoned may
need to be revised. A system for triangulation is currently being sought - and to this end comparison with
the socio-economists study of the “six week window”™ will be very useful.

Duration (days) worked for six activities from 10.11.97 - 16.3.98

Figure 1 plots the total number of days worked against six agricultural activities. specifically planting.
weeding. fertilising. second weeding. banking and Mbwera. As can be seen from the time series graph
figure 3 below this order is roughly chronological. In absolute terms weeding consumes the greatest
amount of time (49 %). followed by banking (31%) and planting (13%). the three other activities make up

the remaining 7%.

Total number of days worked by activity
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Casual hired labour

As with all the graphs. except figure 3 . the sample represented in figure 1 excludes casual hired labour.
Casual hired labour totaled 67.5 days and was used for all activities except fertilising and Mbwera. the
predominant use being tor weeding. 39 davs or 37%. slightly above the percentage for own labour. The
work was carried out on the Marichi and Chimvula clusters” land and was done wholly by women and

children.

1o
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Proportion undertaking each agricultural activity

The graph in figure 2 shows the percentage of people from the sample group who undertook each of the six
activities considered. Although not in the same order. the three activities on which the greatest amount of
time was spent are also those which were undertaken by the greatest proportion of the group. planting
(96%). weeding (83%) and banking (74%). The other three are minority activities with fertilising being
undertaken by less than a quarter ot the group.

Figure 2

Percentage of group engaged in each activity
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Distribution across sample period of days worked on the three main agricultural

activities

Figure 3 shows the temporal distribution of work tor the three main agricultural activities over the period of
study. With some overlap. three distinct phases emerge. Firstly. an intense burst of planting activity in the
davs following the rains in mid November which continues at a much lower level over the following week
and is then sporadic for a further week. The small amount of weeding activity from [1-20 November is for
early maturing varieties planted on dambo fields. Weeding starts at the end of November. about ten to
twelve dayvs atter the peak of planting. and continues at its peak levels over the subsequent week. There
was then another significant period of late weeding between 19-28 December. Finally. banking activin
commenced about six weeks after peak planting (under "ideal” conditions banking would have been
completed within six weeks of the planting peak which follow the rains) and was more or less completed

within the following formight.

Figuie 3
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The peaks (maximum values) for each of the three activities was very similar. 23-26 days work. suggesting
this was close to the maximum labour output of the group. If this was the case then maximum labour
output. or close to it (20 — days). was achieved six times over the two months of the study. once during
planting. three times during weeding (with a significant later burst) and twice during banking. If the
banking activinn was brought torward into the six week period then two obvious lulls would appear to
tollow firstly atter the initial burst of planting and secondly. immediately after the first spurt of weeding.
However. if banking was completed within the ideal "six week window " it would coincide with the period of

‘late” weeding (peaking at 18 days labour) identified in figure 5.

This suggests the relatively quiet period tollowing weeding indicated by last yvear's work may not be typical
but may be the result ot a particularly hard season when many members of the case study households were
involved in marketing or agricultural labour in order to meer daily tood requirements. However. a caveat
to the above argument is the need to identif\ the extent to which -late” weeding is second weeding and
therefore more of a substitute for. rather than a preliminany to. banking (this information was collected and

such a difterentiation will be included in subsequent dratts).
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Average duration worked by gender and activity

Figure 3 takes the proportion of those who undertook each type of work and compares the mean number of
davs worked. For each activity a mean is given for women and men. Figure 4 summaries these gender
differentiated averages for the three main activities (defined in terms of total duration and proportion of the

group participating) planting. weeding and banking.

Figure 4
Average duration worked (of those engaged in the activity) by
activity and gender between 4.10. 97- 23.3.98.
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Figure 5

Mean duration for those engaged in the
3 main activties (planting, weeding and banking).
(duration in days)

Women
14.26

On average a woman in the sample group carried out more work on tour out of the six activities. a man on
average doing more work only on fertilising and Mbwera (which together represents about 7.5% of the total
amount of work).  Taking the three main activities. as defined above. on average a woman worked three
and a third days more (or 30% more) than the average male over this period.
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CASE STUDY HOUSEHOLDS: SUMMARY OF DATA
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Introduction

The following tables summarise the data collected on the case study households to date. These
summarise are intended to be informal portraits which will provide the reader with a sense of the variety
of household livelihood strategies. how these might develop over time and of how each household
difters from its relatives and neighbours: more comprehensive notes exist elsewhere.

Notes on case study households briefing:

e ‘Head of household® may well be a misleading term where [as [ have argued elsewhere. Lawson-
McDowall - Headship. households and tamilies” 1997] husbands and wives take responsibility for
separate elements and own differing resource endowments in their package of livelihood strategies .
This creates areas of considerable autonomy. [N.B. more work will be done on household
decisionmaking and income and expenditure during the 1998099 season].

e ‘“Active children’ are those who contribute substantial labour to the household and/or earn money
tor their own clothing. soap and snacks by ganyvu labour or vegetable growing [boys onlyv]. n.b.
Parents usually continue to include teenage children and voung adult children living within the
mbumba in the main tamily meals. Parents. in particular. mothers. will also help their children to
start various enterprises such as vegetable growing or snack preparation.

s Domestic labour covers not only sweeping. washing and cooking food but also collecting firewood
[from the hills or estate. a strenuous moming’s work]. pounding grain. walking two miles to the mill

to .uill it and carryving water.

e *Emplovment’ means regular paid labour
pio] E p
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MBUMBA NO 1: MACHEMBE [MUTHOWA]

SUMMARY: An mbumba where the elderly mother and her latest husband are very poor. the eldest
daughter and her husband constitute an economically reasonably stable household and the vounger
daughter and her husband of one vear are struggling rather harder to get by. Another daughter lives in
town and Mai Muthowa lives in her house. Their hillside plots and seasonal access to a well offer a
variern of microenvironments for crop growing. The tamily descends from some of the earliest settlers
in the village. In the next generation. seven girls [so tar] will share 2.93 hectares of land.

SUMMARY: An older woman with a useless third husband, fallen on hard times, often hungry
and as endebted as fellow villagers will allow.

Household head

Mai Muthowa

Spouse Mr Muthowa
Dependent children None
Active children None

Landholding

1.14 hectares: mostly difficult to access hillside

Subsistence agriculture

Does poorly

Constraints to production

Evenvthing: difficult land. lack of inputs. lack of labour and poor health
[1997-98]. Most of Mai M.’s seeds were begged from friends and
relatives. She could not plant most of her big hill field due to the
shortage of seed: at one point she had some maize for planting but was
so hungry that she ate it. She has not had fertiliser for a long time.

During the peak work period. the couple had very little food and Mai M
took food as advance payment for ganyvu labour.

Her need to do ganvu labour during weeding and banking time meant
that her own fields were not well cultivated. Mr Muthowa does not
contribute much in the way of labour or cash

Income Generating Activities

Occasionally sells firewood and velvet beans. husband makes baskets

Employment

None

Othe: interesting information

A Keen participant in the on-farm trials. We are her one guaranteed
source of agricultural inputs.

Married twice betore. Mai M. has been unlucky to end up so poor. Her
first husband was a toreman on a tobacco estate and was well off. He
divorced her because he could not cope with the fact that seven of their
nwelve children died while voung. Her second husband had his own land
in Chinthuli. where she went to live. bur died of TB. She has four
children living outside the village but only one. a daughter. ever helps
her.

(V5]
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SUMMARY: Best off household in mbumba, pursuing a variety of livelihood strategies in a

coherent fashion

Household head

Mr Naluso

Spouse

Agnes Naluso

Dependent children

Five

Active children

Elaton and Esther

Landholding

0.78 hectares

Subsistence agriculture

Reasonably successtul. family works well together and are often selt-
sufficient

‘Constraints to production

1997-98 Had no money for fertiliser. This led to the abandonment of a
distant field after it was half banked since the crop would have been too
poor to warrant the effort of walking there.

Income Generating Activities

They grow some vegetables.

Mai A sells tomatoes in Blantyte and Limbe. When she has enough
money she goes to distant Chilimoni because it is easy to sell vegetables
there. She also sells velvet beans locally.

Elaton and Christopher each have a small plot where they grow
vegetables. they use the money tor clothes. schooltees and soap.

Employment

Mr N works as a guard on the Ramus Tobacco Estate

Other interesting information

The Naluso’s do not appear to have that much time for their relativies in
the mbumba and are building a house at some distance. This interfered
with their fieldwork in the 1997-98 period.
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SUMMARY: Thrice married woman whose main work partner is her eldest son, pursuing a
variety of marketing opportunities. Support from new husband on the increase

Household head

Mr Januan

Spouse Mai Esther Januan
| Dependent children Four

Active children Rodson

Landholding 0.34

Subsistence agriculture

Only a part of their overall livelihood strategy

Constraints to production

Mr January is rarely around 1o help. most of the work is done by Mai
Esther and Rodson

Mai Esther finds herself too short of time to do enough fieldwork. she
has to keep up the marketing or they will have no food

Income Generating Activities

Mr January sells dried fish at local markets which he brings from
Mozambique

Mai Esther is an active vegetable trader: she buyvs in bulk in Nansadi and
Bvumbwe and goes to Chitawira and Chilomoni to sell them from house
to house. Out of season or when she has no cash. she collects wild relish
tor sale

Roderick does labouring work in the school holidays and also grows
some vegetables

Emplovment

None

Other interesting information

Mai January was given a small but fertile dimba garden by her uncle
[mother’s brother] because he was very fond of her.

L5
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MBUMBA NO 2: MAZINGA

SUMMARY: Mai Mazinga is the mother ot the current chief and the sister of the old chief. Her
husband was also the chief ot another village. The chief’s courts are held weekly at this mbumba.
Although well connected. none ot the residents of this mbumba are very food secure except for her
eldest daughter and her husband. Mai Mazinga's two youngest daughters are in the process of moving
out of her house. Each has started to cultivate her own field. each has a baby and spends some time
staving with her in-laws and one has a husband who is building her a house. In the next generation. 8

-

girls [1o date] will be sharing 3.2 hectares.

SUMMARY: A hardworking widow who is food secure due to her children rather than to own

resource endowments.

Household head

Mai Mazinga

Spouse

None

Dependent children

One

Active children

Partly shares work with her voungest daughter. Mercy. who has a small
child.

Landholding

0.8+ hectare — Mercy's 0.34 hectare

Subsistence agriculture

A hardworking tarmer

Constraints to production

Lacks cash for fertiliser

Income Generating Activities

| Via her daughters. sells maize and vegetables. The vegetables come

trom the dimba garden she owns cultivated by her successful eldest son

Emplovment

None

Other interesting information

n.b. Mai Mazinga does not get enough in return for her dimba garden to
buy fertiliser: the only tertiliser that she had in 1998 was a gift from her
eldest daughter.

Without the assistance of her eldest son and daughter. Mai Mazinga
would not be food secure. When her land was measured. Mai M did not
include the dambo tield used by her son.




SUMMARY: A competent and entrepreneurial vegetable growing couple

Household head

Mr Nangwale

Spousc

Mai Martha Nangwale

Dependent children

Enifa is in school

Active children

bur helps a lot around the house

.Landholding

0.61 hectare

Subsistence agriculture

The Nangwales are good tarmers and make their living entirely from
agricultural production: they work together on all tasks. They do not
normally have to buy maize.

Constraints to production

Land shortage and damage from livestock.

Income Generating Activities

Producing and selling vegetables [tomatoes. peas. mustard and cabbage].
Mai M also buys and sells maize bran
Mr Nangwale bought rwo beef calves last vear in the hope of ultimately

buying a dairy’ cow. he is also branching out into Atrican Medicine
which he has been leamning from older members of his family.

Employment

None

Other interesting information

The Nangwales are a formidable team. Both are very diligent farmers
and take pride in whar they have earnt as a result: their small but
beautiful house and Mr Nangwales bicvcle. Their good relationship
with other households. including Mr Nangwale’s village relatives. have
enabled them to borrow for free or rent land on good terms.

Other members of the cluster provide their ganvu labour.

There may be some jealousy within the mbumba of the Nangwale’s
success. Mr Nangwale was one of our recorders of daily activities but
when he refused to share his earnings with the recordees. thev bovcortted
him.
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SUMMARY: Young couple in vulnerable situation made worse by husband’s recent second

marriage

Household head

Mr Frank Sukhali

Spouse

Mai Femia Sukhali

Dependent children

Three

Active children

The eldest daughter. Mundelanji. who is 8. often stays home from school
to keep an eve on her vounger brother and sister

Landholding

0.5

th

Subsistence agriculture

Mati F does most of the farming since her husband is away all dav. She
and her sister. Mal Mukhumba. often work together.

Constraints to production

1997-98 were short of seeds so left one field half planted and only had
enough tertiliser tor one field. Mai F decided not to bank this field since
the crop was so poor,

Income Generating Activities

Mai F sells tomatoes which she buys from her brother {Chimvula cluster]
and from other producers. This is not a vear round business because she
is always short of capital. She goes to the market to sell other people’s
produce. e.g. her mother or her cousin. for this she would receive a small
amount e.g. K10

Employment

Frank Sukhali is emploved as a construction worker on Henderson's
Estate

Other interesting information

The Sukhalis had produced all their own maize until 1997 and used
tertiliser on both fields in 1993-6

In February 1998. Mr S. took up with a second wife and is now dividing
his income between two households.

The voungest child is chronically underweight. her mother complains
that she cannor aftord to buy the extra food recommended by’ the clinic.




SUMMARY: Young couple reasonably food secure due to formal employment and vegetable

growing

Household head

Mr Mukhumba

Spouse

Mai Olaliva Mukhumba

Dependent children

Three

Active children

Eldest daughter. Donata. stays home trom school quite otten to look
atter vounger sisters

Landholding

0.43

Subsistence agriculture

Have divided the dambo field and grow half maize and half vegetables.
Mai M does most of work for subsistence agriculture

Constraints to production

Income Generating Activities

Vegetable growing: both work hard on vegetable growing although wife
does bulk of work. She sells vegetables at local markets and he sells the
cabbage with has to be transported by vehicle.

From time to time Mai O will sell vegetables. flving ants. etc. She also
markets on behalf of relatives such as her uncle or male cousin.

Employment

Mr M has a job at Henderson's estate chopping wood for tobacco
curing

Other interesting information
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MBUMBA NO 3: MARICHI

SUMMARY: This cluster is a second and third generation immigrant tamily. Mai Marichi and her
husband came from Mozambique via Zimbabwe whilst in the employ of a British family involved in
tobacco marketing. They were given land by the then chief of Magomero but were obliged to give up
™o separate allotments ot land in succession when other villagers challenged their entitlement. The
mbumba. now made up of the Marichi children and grandchildren has ended up with a small amount of
mostly poor hillside land. The members work hard to maintain their relationships with neighbouring
clusters. particularly Julius. Nantchengwa and Costa which brings them cheap agricultural goods for
onward sale. opportunities tor cheap land rental and exchange of ganyu labour. There are three
partially independent young men within the mbumba. This mbumba will face severe land shortage in
the next generation since currently seven girls will have to share 3.18 hectares of mostly poor hillside
land.

SUMMARY: Go ahead divorcee educating her children through small scale marketing

Household head Mai Elizabeth

Spouse None

‘Dependent children Binette in Form 3 and Enoch in Form 4

Active children Binette and Enoch both help when not studying: Enoch takes main

responsibility for fieldwork.

Landholding ‘

Subsistence agriculture Fairly successful. takes second place to her business activities. able to
afford fertiliser and ganyu labour - although not as promptly as she
would wish.

Constraints to production Lack of labour. Mai E has a bad back.

Income Generating Activities | Mai E spends 3-4 dayvs a week on her marketing activities: she has sold:
tomatoes. groundnuts. cassava and maiz. She sells both her own product
and buys from others. mostly at local markets. Her capital has been
borrowed trom friends.

Enoch grows some vegetables

Employment None

Other mteresting information | A very go entrepreneurial woman whose second "husband’ continued to
support the family for several vears after they stopped living together:
however. since June 1997. Mai E. has earnt most of the family income
and is determined to continue to educate her children.

Mai Marichi was dependent on Mai E. for the vear betore the mother
died

Mai E. experimented with Chitutu maize.
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SUMMARY: Polygamous husband in jail leaving wife to cope with 5 small children, little land of
her own, scarce capital for marketing and no experience of being in business by herself.

Household head

Mai Yasini

Spouse

Mr Yasini. in jail for goat stealing

Dependent children

Five

Active children

Lyton and Theresa both help with the fieldwork
Lyton is supporting himselt at school and buys food there with money
trom ganyu labour :

Subsistence agriculture

Mai Y owns a poor hill field but has the use ot'a dambo field belonging
to her husband

Constraints to production

Lack of cash meant no fertiliser for the first time since 1984 and
insufficient seed for the hill field
Shortage of labour

Income Generating Activities

In 1997 Mai Yasini sold maize. firewood. cassava. green maize which
she was able to buy cheaply from her neighbours. the Julius mbumba
and is now selling maize bran.

Employment

None

Other interesting information

In 1997. when we first met Mai Yasini. things were very bad. The 1996-
97 harvest was lost because the active members of the household were
attending the court where Mr Yasini was on trial: Mai Y was heavily
pregnant. she had no money and little idea how to earn any. With
[reluctant] support from Mai Elizabeth. she began small scale marketing
of vegetables and firewood: currently she stavs 2-3 days at a time in
Limbe marketing maize bran trom the factory there. sleeping outside the
tactory.
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SUMMARY: Young, poor and childless couple struggling to get by with a mix of agricultural
labour and some vegetable production.

Household head

Mr Matheus Anderson

Spouse Stellia Naphiri Anderson
Dependent children None
Active children None

Subsistence agriculture

Mai S owns one hillside field and they rent a dimba garden trom Mai
Costa: Mr A has some land to use from his mother's mbumba

Constraints to production

Cash. labour and thieves who stole last vear's vegetable crop

Income Generating Activities

They grow vegetables on the dimba land tor halt the vear. Mai S sells
their vegetables

Emplovment

Mr A works for a grocery store owner in Chiwoko village. looking after
the man’s farm tor halt the yvear.
Both do ganvu labour

Other interesting information

During the 1997-98 season. the Andersons had a very mixed experience
with their agriculture. They experimented with new Katswin seed having
heard of its high vielding potential on the radio. However. when the
time came to apply fertiliser. they only had enough money to buy two
plates of fertiliser and when they should have been banking their maize.
they had to do ganyu labour for the Julius's and other friends because
they had no money for food.
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MBUMBA NO 4: CHIMVULA

SUMMARY: A large and prosperous mbumba with all male headed households and a strong sense of
solidarin amongst the three generations of women who own the land. The vounger men within the
mbumba are emploved by their aunts and uncles to help with vegetable production. The women all
harvest their maize together: each taking it in turn to brew thobwa {unfermented beer]. The
grandmother. Mai Mayvenda. came as a child with her parents from Mozambique and remembers when
the area of Magomero was covered by forest. Her parents established a claim to this area after a
clearing was made by the lacal estate.

SUMMARY: An elderly couple now struggling to get by

Household head Mai Theresa Mavenda Chimivula

Spouse Mr Chimvula {very elderly and not well]

Dependent children None

Active children Are all living separately

Landholding 0.3 hectare - but land which she claims to have encroached from the
government on a hillside. having given all her own land away to her
daughrers.

Subsistence agriculture Mai T does most of the work since her husband is very old: he does.

however. do what he can. :

Constraints to production Mai T was short of seeds in 1997-98 and then became ill and could not
finish banking her field. She later swopped her goat for some fertiliser
but it came too late to apply.

Income Generating Activities | Mai T owns a goat and some chickens: she sells firewood from time to
time and she is also a well known practictioner of African medicine for
which she receives some gifts.

Employment None

Other interesting information
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SUMMARY: A stable and well to do male-headed household with good family support

| Household head

Mr Chigonamadzi

x
1
|
L

Mrs Essube Chigonamadzi

Dependent children

l
!

Three including one who is now mentally handicapped following
cerebral malaria

| Active children

Orne. Divason. who works with his uncle in vegetable growing as well as
helping his parents

Landholding

1.03 hectares

Subsistence agriculture

They are successful tarmers all of whose adult children can be rallied for
a day’'s banking.

Constraints to production

Had to cut back afier the disastrous 1996-7 season: they gave up a field
that they were renting

1997-98. the application of fertiliser was delaved due to the death of a
cousin of Mr C.

A pregnant sow was stolen.

Income Generating Activities

They' are raising a pig that was given to them by a son living nearby.
Mai E owns chickens

Emplovment

Mr C is a night guard on the Ramsey Estate [previously he went three
times to the mines in South Africa and once to a sugar cane plantation in
Zimbabwe].

Other interesting information

There is considerable gift-giving and cooperation berween parents and
adult children.

In 1997-98. they are experimenting with boxes for growing cassava

They have a tin roofed house
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SUMMARY: Entrepreneurial widow has now married an equally go ahead man

Household head

Mr Nakatha

Spouse

Mai Kalonga

Dependent children

One

Active children

Alekereni works on a tobacco estate but does not help mother with field
work. Christina does quite a bit around the house

Landholding

0.36 hectare ~ free use of her daughter’s hillfield 0.3 hectare

Subsistence agriculture

Mai Kalonga. her husband and her married daughter Essube all work
together: visiting each other’s fields one by one. Mai K is an active
farmer and is usually food secure for 2/3 of the vear.

Constraints to production

This vear Mai K bought only 2/3 as much fertiliser as usual due 1o the
previous bad season

Income Generating Activities

Mr Nakatha has his own fields where he grows vegetables and Mai
Kalonga is helping him. He also buvs and sells produce such as green
maize and takes it to market himself,

Mai Kalonga sells tomatoes at Kanje market. She also owns a goat and
chickens: she was managing well even before she remarried.

Emplryment

None

Other interesting information

Hard to decide who should be the household head as these two seem
equal partners and each retains responsibility for their own livelihood
strategies whilst cooperating with the other where appropriate
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SUMMARY: Very successful youngish vegetable growing couple keeping their family

deliberately small

Household head

Mr Mazinga

Spouse

Mai Jovce Mazinga

Dependent children

Three

Active children

The two eldest girls not only do much of the domestic work but also did
all the watering of 1600 tomato plants in the dimba in 1997-98.

Landholding

1 hectare plus Mr Mazinga's mother’s hvbrid

' Subsistence agriculture

Are able to afford [recyvcled] hybrids and fertiliser. They had been
mostly selt-sufficient in maize until 1996-7

Constraints to production

They rent both a dimba garden [K200-400 for 3-4 months] and munda
field.

Mai Jovce's vounger brother is their paid labourer for the momings.

Income Generating Activities

Mr Mazinga is an expert tomato and cabbage grower. having learnt his
skills while working at Bvumbwe. All the family contribute labour to
this enterprise. His mother will pick a share of the vegetables since it is
her field.

Both husband and wife do the marketing: he takes cabbages to
Bvumbwe. she sells tomatoes and leafy vegetables at Kanje

Emplovment

None

Other interesting information

Mai Jovce. with the support of her husband. is a strong advocate of
tamily planning and has limited her family 1o three children. This is
despite the strong disapproval of her grandmother [who had 17 births
with 7 living children] and her husband’s mother.

They have a tin rooted house
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SUMMARY: Newly married woman with small child whose husband works in town; rural
livelihood still closely bound up with mother’s farming

Household head

Mai Elube Dyson Namangwivo

Spouse Mr Namangwivo

Dependent children One

Active children None

Landholding 0.26 .

Subsistence agriculture

Mai E has only just become independent of her mother and they still
work closely together. Her husband’s job pays for fertiliser.

Constraints to production

Labour: Mr N sent money to hire labour when he could not come
himself tor land preparation in 1997. Mai E preferred to spend the
money on food and soap for her mother and herself and her mother then
helped with the land preparation

Mai E has lent her mother her hill field because she herself does not
have time to work it

Income Generating Activities

Mai E tried tomato marketing in 1997-98 but gave up after losing a
basket load crossing a fast nver.

Emplovment

Mr Namangwivo cooks for a shop owning family in Ndirande and comes
home once a month

Other interesting information
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SUMMARY: Man who has stayed with his natal family since his wife lacks land. Is successful
vegetable grower but rents all land.

Household head

Mr Joseph Chimvula

Spouse Mrs Patricia Chimvula
Dependent children None
Active children None
Landholding None
Subsistence agriculture None

Constraints to production

Have to pay for land. labour and inputs - is more vulnerable than most to
market fluctuations. They regularly employ Rodsen Chigonamadzi.

They complain that the market is being flooded with tomatoes and
cabbage but are not sure whar else they could grow.

Income Generating Activities

Husband and wite work closely together on vegetable growing and
selling: tomatoes.. cabbage. green maize. sweet potatoes. peas and
mustard

They own a pig and nine piglets

Emplovment

None

Other interesting information

Mai P comes trom Chiradzulu but has no land there

SUMMARY: Young man working for uncle.

Household head

Rodsen Chigonamadzi

Spouse Young woman arrived in November 1997 from Nkawera
Dependent children None
Active children None
Landholding None
Subsistence agriculture None

Constraints to production

Income Generating Activities

Emplovment

Works for his Uncle Joseph in the momings and looks for other ganyu
labour in the atternoon

Other nteresting information
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MBUMBA NO 5: COSTA [SIMEON MAGOMERO)]

SUMMARY: Only two households live art this cluster since the Costa parents spent most of their adult
Tife in Zimbabwe where the older brothers and sisters still live. As a result. their entitlement to land in
the village was diminished and the Costa sisters only have small plots. Only three sisters were in
Malawi. One lives in Blannyre. one has just left for Zimbabwe and the other i1s married to Simeon
Magomero. Their father is remarried in Mikolongwe village but comes back to the mbumba when he
falls out with his new wife. Not sure how many temale children will have to share this small portion of

land.

SUMMARY: Young family struggling with debilitating TB

| Household head

Simeon Magomero

Spouse Mrs Magomero
Dependent children Three
Active children None

Landholding

Mai M only owns 0.24 hectare and Simeon has 0.37 hectares

Subsistence agriculture

Constraints to production

Iliness: both have been suffering from TB since we have known them.
Mai M seems to have recovered in part but couldn’t contribute much
labour during 1997-9 since she was heavily pregnant. Despite their
illness. both try hard to keep up production since it is their main form of
income.

A shortage ot labour means that they do not use one field because its bad
weed intestation would require too much work.

Income Generating Activities

Vegetable growing by both husband and wife
Mrs M markets vegetables
Simeon'’s brother gave him a sewing machine to rent out.

Employment

None

Other interesting information
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SUMMARY: A childless couple in a polvgamous marriage that fell apart as we watched

Household head

Rickson Chimvula [of the Chimvula cluster]

Spouse

Ronica Costa Chimvula

Dependent children

None

Active children

Ronica’s brother and niece live with her but are economically self-
sufficient

Landholding

Ronica owns 0.12 hectares and Rickson 0.16 hectare [next to a well]

Subsistence agriculture

Ronica was responsible for growing the staple food crops. She told us
thar she could not be bothered to bank her fields because it was too
much work. She could nor afford fertiliser in 1997-98

Constraints to production

The marriage is polygamous and there is rivalnn between the two wives.
The other wife once harvested all the vegetables - on which both women
had worked - and sold them all.

Income Generating Activities

Mr C is a vegetable grower. Ronica sold vegetables intermittently at
Bvumbwe and Kanje markets.

Employment

None

Other interesting information

At the end of February. Ronica left her husband and went to visit
relatives in Zimbabwe saving that she would not be coming back,
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In collaboration with the Social Anthropologist, to carry out four consultancies involving background
research, the design and administration of questionnaires and semi-structured interviews, data entry and
processing and report writing. The topics for consultancies follows:

1. Decision making at the household level for agricultural inputs

2. Resource flows between households

3. Ganyu labour

4. Preparation of materials for the FSIPM Project Workshop (November, 1999)

Expected outputs include reports on:

1. Decision making at household level for seeds and fertiliser
2. Resource flows between households

3. Ganyu labour and social relations and

4. Paper and presentation for FSIPM Workshop

(Offer of engagement, December, 1999)

Outputs 2 and 3 will be reported by the Social Anthropologist

The work covers the period starting November, 1999 to January, 2000

Introduction

The report centres on farmer decision making for agricultural inputs at household level, for a set of
farming households involved in the Farming Systems Integrated Pest Management Project in Southern
Malawi. Decision making is an important element in Farming Systems research and has implications
for technology development. As Barlett (1980) indicated, agricultural development involves change in
two dimensions: the kinds of crops grown and the way in which they are grown. It is important to find
out how decisions on crop production are made within the household and who actually make the
choice. This becomes more important when one considers that a farmer’s decisions may be influenced
by his/her experiences with previous technologies and by what other people have been growing
(Mbithi, 1996) which, in the long run, may affect perceptions of new technology and the farmer’s
decision goals. A farmer’s choice of crops is also indicative of immediate goals of consumption as
well as of future goals such as investment in more high value crops, livestock or other assets, for
example, a bicycle or new house.
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Evidence shows that farmers in southern Malawi are responsive to opportunities when it comes to
decisions concerning agricultural inputs. Peters (1999) observed an increased use of both hybrid and
local maize with the introduction of new maize clubs with subsidised fertiliser. A similar pattern is
clear from the case study households where more than half of the households responded to the
opportunity offered by new ADMARC clubs to obtain fertiliser on loan. This demonstrates a
relationship between interventions elsewhere in the farming system and decisions conceming choice of
crop.

The findings in this work show that husbands take most decisions concerning ‘major’ crops such as
hybrid maize and other high value crops, while wives dominate when it comes to local maize and lower
value crops. This finding suggests that both husband and wife have a measure of autonomy in the
domains of production and consumption. Orr et al (1999) in their study of the economic potential of
IPM for dimba crops found a similar situation: the husband had total control over dimba crops while
the wife controlled upland crops. Although each spouse may be operating in different spheres, this
study shows some flexibility firstly, as to who is responsible for getting seed regardless of who actually
made the choice and secondly, in the source of money, suggesting agreement and co-operation in
implementing the choice of crop. This is the type of negotiated relationship among household
members that Himmelweit (1997) characterises as co-operative, whether by formal agreement or
informal understanding. However,this co-operation may not necessarily extend to high value crops
such as vegetables where husbands assume total responsibility in terms of choice and obtaining seed
and wives provide only labour rather than expertise.

Rationale for research

The general objective of this research was to explore how decisions on agricultural inputs are made
within a set of households that make up the case study for the project. This research is part of the
contribution of the social anthropology team to the requirement that the findings and recommendations
of the project respond to the felt needs of resource poor farmers (Resource pack, 1996). It is part of the
project investigation into social differentiation in terms of gender and understanding in agricultural
production.

How decisions on agricultural production are made within a household is vital to the household
members’ livelihoods and has important implications for technology development and dissemination.
These have been important elements in project activities. This is the case because understanding
processes of decision making is likely to shed light on who is most likely to influence the adoption of a
particular technology. Although the sample is small, the results are indicative. This work therefore
complements earlier works by other disciplines in enhancing understanding of the farmer and farming
households who may be the target for the project’s recommended interventions.

Household decision making models

There are several household models that predict the outcome of decisions made by husbands and
wives. Each type of model has its own implicit conception of gender, of what it is in economic terms
that distinguishes men and women (Himmelweit, 1997). The findings of this research suggest that
what is found here in southern Malawi is a cooperative model of decision making in which the partners
bargain from positions of relative strength to arrive (many times) at an outcome that is agreeable to
both sides. Neither partner is able to dictate outcomes to the other and we find complex interactions
around agricultural decisions so that while one might select a seed, the other is willing to purchase the
inputs or provide the cash for it. Definitions of two important models cited in Himmelweit, 1997, are
given below:

Definitions

Co-operative model

This model portrays husband and wife as co-operating where there are shared benefits. There could be
a formal agreement of what each individual is supposed to contribute to the household or an informal
understanding (i.e. each individual is cautious about implications of each other’s choices to the
household). Cooperation depends on bargaining and negotiation. It would be important in wider study
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of this subject to look at the respective bargaining position of each household member, for example,
what assets they have access to or control of, be they economic, natural, human or social. This
“fallback’ position is what gives individuals bargaining power so that, if all else fails, they are able to
opt out of a relationship that is no longer of benefit. Women’s ownership of land, children and
residence with their own relatives gives women substantial clout in any bargaining in southern Malawi.
On the other hand, families are much less vulnerable where there is a male partner who brings in his
own cash income, contributes labour and money for necessities such as food, health care and education.

Non-Co-operative model

In this model, each individual has a choice as to how much they contribute to the household without
compromising or negotiating with the other. For example, it might be the man’s job to earn money for
the household while the wife takes care of the domestic work. This means the standard of living would
depend on what each individual actually contributes to the household. The husband might not work
very hard or spend his money on his own leisure pursuits while the wife might be very houseproud or
neglect her duties in favour of visiting her relatives. What tends to happen in this situation is that each
partner will contribute in part according to how much effort they see the other partner making. Given
that Mr X gives 60% of his earnings to his wife, she will gauge how much housework she will do in
return so that she does not feel taken advantage of. Non-co-operation is therefore the outcome reached
when each member of the household takes the other’s decision as given (e.g own choice allocation of
money and time). (It should be noted that this model ignores unequal gender relations, the special
nature of childcare demands or the longterm nature of many households).

Methodology

Questionnaires on household decision making for agricultural inputs (1998-99 growing season) were
administered to all (nineteen) case study households which the social anthropology team has been
monitoring for agricultural activities since 1997. These households reside in five matrilineally related
clusters, ranging from two to six households per cluster. These households were selected from on-farm
trial households and they represent a range of household situations based on household type and
constitution (Lawson-McDowall et al, 1998).

In this group, for example, there are eight male heads of household and their wives who rely chiefly on
vegetable production and marketing as the main source of income (Lawson-McDowall et al, 1998), two
headed by women, one of whom has no given source of income while the other is an elderly woman
who recently sent away her husband and now relyies on income from ganyu done by her older son who
is temporarily staying with her. There are two polygamous heads of households (one in paid work and
the other a dried fish seller at local markets). A household with a young couple who are struggling
because they do not have a reliable source of income, four male heads of household where husbands
are in full time employment (one works in town as a shop attendant and the other three work at the
nearest tobacco estate), and finally, one male head of household where the husband is in prison and the
wife buys and sells maize bran (madeya) to earn money.

Apart from monitoring of agricultural activities, the households were also the focus for micro analysis
of agricultural, socio-economic and cultural activities through participant observation and village stays.
It was through this process that the team became better acquainted with the households.

The data collected were coded and subjected to analysis in Excel

Results

1. Farmer decision making for hybrid maize

Table 1 addresses three questions that asked what farmers planted in the 1998/99 season, who made
the decision on the choice of crop and who was responsible for getting seed. The pattern of decision
making, as indicated from the table 1.0 shows that in 11 out of 19 cases, husbands took the decisions
while wives took only made 5 out of 19 decisions. There were only two cases where decisions were
made jointly and 1 case where a son took the decision. Interestingly, when it comes to specific



varieties, most of those choices by husbands (in this case 9 out of 11) were made for MHI18, the most
popular hybrid maize grown in the project’s area (FSIPM Project 1997/98). However, responsibility
for getting the seed is shared between husbands and wives. For MH18, for example, husbands selected
the variety in 9 cases but were actually responsible for only 6 cases of getting the seed while wives
made choices only in 2 cases and sourced the seed in 6 cases. Overall, wives were responsible for
getting seed in moré often that they were for selecting the seed (wives implemented 10 out of 19
decisions compared to 8 out of 19 decisions by husbands). This indicates wives do not object to
implementing the decisions made by their husbands. This suggests that husbands and wives are able to
compromise or negotiate even though the choices are rarely joint (2 cases out of 19). On the other .
hand, children’s contribution to household decision making for agricultural inputs is limited (1 out of
19 cases). The single case of a son making the decision and being responsible for its implementation is
where he grew MH 18 as a dimba crop to sell as maize the proceeds of which he controlled. This is
similar to what has been observed where young men control their own enterprises such as vegetable
growing (Lawson et al, 1998).

Table 1 Decision making and responsibility for getting seed

Crop Who made decision Total |Who was responsible for  |Total
getting seed

Husband |Wife |[Both |Son Husband |Wife |Both |Son
MH18 9 2 1 1 13 6 6 0 1 |13
NSCM 41 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 0
Chitute 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 |1
Katswiri pan |1 0 0 0 1 0 0 o
Total 11 5 2 1 19 8 10 |0 1 [19

Source of money versus who made decision

Farmers were first asked what was given in exchange for seed and, as Table 2 shows, the three
responses included cash, exchange for labour, gifts (from mothers or sisters within the clusters, from
friends and from in-laws) and ‘nothing’ in case of recycled seed. Cash accounts for only 7 of the 19
cases, suggesting it is not the only means for getting seeds. These forms of exchange demonstrates
channels through which new crop varieties can spread and at the same time shows that farmer’s choice
of crop may be dictated by the affordability of the seed and what is available to him/her at the time of
planting, The question of where the money for purchasing seed came from revealed a range of
activities from the sale of labour (ganyu) and own vegetable sales to sale of tree fruits such as avocado
pears, with own vegetable sales contributing 4 of the 7 cases. This result tallies with Orr et al’s. (1999)
findings that income from dimba helps most farmers to purchase agricultural inputs. Where the farmer
is unable to purchase seed or get it through other means, ganyu labour becomes one of the options (1 of
the 7 cases).

When it comes to the relationship between who chose a variety and the source of money, we found no

significant difference in decision making between husband and wife. This suggests that once decisions
are made, the money may come from anywhere regardless of who earns it.

Table 2 Source of money versus who made decisions

Source of money Who made decision Total
Husband |Wife |[Both [Son

Ganyu 0 0 0 1 1

Own vegetable sales 2 1 1 0 4

Tree fruit sales 0] 2 0 0 2

Total 2 3 1 il 7




Source of seed versus who made the selection

This question asked where the farmer acquired the seed. As Table 3 indicates, the most popular source
was the recycled seed that was kept from previous harvest (6 cases of the 19). Evidence from the
farmer evaluation survey, 1998, shows that MH18 is the mostly recycled of all hybrid varieties (FSIPM
project, 1998). Apart from using recycled seed, farmers also acquired it through gifts from mothers or
sisters, friends and in-laws. Experience with the case study households shows that these gifts may be
asked for when the farmer is in need of seed. Table 1.2 also shows a wide range of sources where the
farmer can get seed. The in-village sales offer farmers an opportunity to get seed within easy reach.
However, when it comes to decision making, there is not much difference between husbands and wives
regarding the source of seed (9 of the 19 cases for husbands and 7of the 19 cases for wives).
Differences come in when individual sources are considered separately, for example, in 6 cases
husbands decided to use recycled while wives made no choice at all. Wives dominated those choices
made regarding seeds that were gifts' (5 of the 7 choices made by wives were from gifts while only 1
of the 9 choices by husbands were from gifts). It probably demonstrates that wives are very active in
the informal networks and can contribute much to the dissemination of a new seed if found it suitable.

Table 3 Source of seed versus who made the selection

Source of seed Who made decision Total

Husband |Wife |Both |Son
Market 0 1 1 1 3
Recycled seed 6 0 0 0 6
In-village sales 1 1 0 0 2
Gift from mothers/sisters 0 1 1 0 2
Gift from friends 1 2 0 0 3
Gift from in-laws 0 2 0 0 2
Loan from ADMARC 1 0 0 0 1
Total 9 7 2 1 19
2. Local maize/Bantamu

The local variety is clearly the most popular maize variety grown by farmers and 64.3 % of main trial
farmers were using this variety (FSIPM Project, 1998). This is probably because the variety qualifies
in terms of most desirable attributes for consumption, these include: poundability, storage, rot
resistance in the field and marketability among others. These attributes are similar to that of Bantamu,
a variety that was grown by almost all households in one cluster. Due to its similarities with the local
variety, Bantamu was place together with local variety for the purposes of this study.

Referring to table 2.1below, it shows that wives took the upper hand both in decision making for the
choice of the crop and responsibility for getting seed, 7 of the 14 cases of choices were made by wives
while husbands made 4 of the 14 cases. Husbands took responsibility for getting seed 4 out of 14
times, wives did so 10 times out of 14. This suggests an overall responsibility for wives while still in
co-operation with the husbands.

Table 4 Decision making and responsibility for getting seed

Crop Who made decision Total |Who was responsible for getting |Total
seed
Husband |Wife |Both |Son Husband |Wife |Both Son
Local Maize |3 5 3 0 11 I3 8 0 o |11
Bantamu |2 2 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 |3
Total 4 7 3 0 14 |4 10 |0 0 |14

! Wives decided what seed they were going to plant and then seek it out from mothers or sisters and
friend, although in few cases they planted it because they were given.
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3. Beans

Chimbamba and Kaulesi were the most commonly grown varieties across clusters, which is consistent
with the findings in the farmer evaluation survey where it was found that most farmers preferred these
two varieties to Kalima, Nagaga and Napilira, the other project trial beans (FSIPM Project, 1998).
None of the 19 households planted any other project varieties (this further supports with the lower
scores farmers gave for the three varieties during farmer evaluation). Nyadanawo and Kazitheba were
popular varieties in households that are active in vegetable production where they are grown for sale.

Just like the questions on hybrid and local maize, the question of who made the decision on the choice
of the crop also applied to beans. As indicated in table 3.0, wives took more decisions concerning
beans but there is little difference with husbands (in this case 7 of 20 cases were made by husbands
while for wives 10 of 20 cases). Only in 3 cases were joint decisions made. Interestingly, there is an
exact match when it comes to who took the responsibility for getting seed suggesting that both
husbands and wives implemented their respective choices.

Table 5 Decision making and responsibility for getting bean seed

Crop Who made decision Total |Who was responsible for Total
getting seed
Husband |Wife [Both |Son Husband |Wife |Both |Son

Chimbamba 2 5 0 0 7 2 15} 0 0 7
Kaulesi 2 3 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 5
Nyadanawo 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2
Kazitheba 2 1 3 0 6 2 1 3 0 6
Total 7 10 (3 0 20 |7 10 |3 0 20

When it comes to the source of the money (table 3.1 in the annex), overall, husbands were responsible
for 7 of 14 cases while wives 6 of 14 cases. This trend is almost the same as that for local and hybrid
maize. Own vegetable sales alone accounted for 7 of the 14 cases, as a source of money for purchasing
bean seed, seconded by money from salary (4 of 14 cases). There is a single case where the wife sold
maize from own stores in order to buy bean seed. This normally happens when a household has no
immediate source of money at the time of planting.

Table 3.2 (annex) gives a range of sources where farmers got their seed, with the market being the
popular source. Unlike maize (both local and hybrid) where most households kept seeds, there was
only one case where recycled bean seed was used. This probably suggests the difficulty farmers face in
keeping beans for seed while they also need them for consumption. Kaulesi and Chimbamba are very
marketable while Kazitheba and Nyadanawo are sold green (i.e before seed development). It is
possible to take seed from employer on loan in case of working husbands (1 case out 20). It is
interesting to note that gifts are playing an important part as sources of seed and this trend applies to all
seeds and most choices are made by wives.

4. Pigeon peas

The results shows that the case study households planted two varieties of pigeon peas namely, local and
‘research’ (commonly known by farmers as ‘wa research’). As shown in table 4.0, husbands were not
much involved in the choice or sourcing of this crop. (1 of 20 cases, while wives are responsible for 16
of 20 cases). This is probably because the crop is not grown to a larger scale in the area, despite its
importance as a cash crop (Orr et al, 1999). Although wives are responsible for a lion’s share of the

* Farmers named any other variety apart from local as research meaning it’s a hybrid
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choices, it does not necessarily mean a non-co-operative situation between husbands and wives since
husbands often contribute cash towards purchasing the seed.

Table 6 Decision making and responsibility for getting seed.

Crop Who made decision Total |Who was responsible for Total
getting seed
Husband |Wife |Both [Son Husband |Wife |Both |Son
Local 1 11 |2 0 14 13 |0 0 14
Research |0 5 gl 0 6 i 5 0 0 6
Total 1 16 |3 0 20 |2 18 |0 0 20

Sources of money for purchasing of pigeon peas are not very much different from those of maize and
beans, table 4.1(annex). The only difference is the sale of cooked food which account for 1 of 20 cases.
The main source was from husband’s salary. This reinforces the idea that money may come from either
spouse regardless of who makes the decision.

When it comes to source of seed, the market was the main source accounting for 8 of 20 cases,
seconded by gift from mothers or sisters, 4 of 20 cases (table 4.2 in the annex). Wives are again
controlling choices connected to gifts as already noted with the maize and beans.

5. Other Crops
i. Vegetables/ high value crops

Eight case study households grow vegetables as the main source of income and the type of vegetable
grown gives an immediate insight into the scale of enterprise (Lawson-McDowall, 1998). Vegetables
like chinese, rape and mustard are lower value whose input requirement are also low. This is probably
why even wives took decisions on the choices of these. However, husbands made most decisions
accounting for 11 of 23 cases (table 5.0). This reinforces our understanding that vegetables are
husbands’ sphere of production. While this is so, they do not have total autonomy, evidence from Orr
et al, (1999) shows that wives may contribute labour in vegetable growing by assisting in watering, for
example.

Table 7 Decision making and who was responsible for getting seed for vegetables

Crop Who made decision Total [Who was responsible Total
Husband |[Wife |Both [Son Husband |Wife |Both |Son

Tomatoes 4 1 2 1 8 6 1 0 1 1|8
Cabbage 2 0 1 1 4 3 0 0 1 |4
Onions 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 o |2
Chinese 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 10 (2
Rape 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 |2
Mustard 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 |2
Sweet potato 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0o
Irish potato 0 0 2 0] 2 2 0 0 0 |2
Total 11 2 8 2 23 |20 1 0 2
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ii. Lower value crops

Table 5.1 gives a wide range of crops that are mostly grown alongside maize. Peters, (1999) noted that
these crops are used for home consumption and sale. Just as with pigeon peas, wives dominated the
decisions taken on the choices of these crops (36 of 42 were choices made by wives while husbands
made 5 of 42 cases. Similarly, Wives took overall responsibility of getting seed (40 of 42 cases while
husbands only 2 0f 42 cases. The results for vegetables and lower value crops gives an immediate
impression of two spheres of production with each individual taking overall responsibility.

Table 8 Decision making and responsibility for getting seed for ‘low value crops’

Crop Who made decision Total |Who was responsible Total
for getting seed 3
Husband |Wife |Both [Son Husband |Wife [Both |Son

Cowpeas 0 10 |O 0 10 0 10 |0 0 10
Sorghum 0 6 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 |6
Pumpkins 1 10 |0 0 11 1 10 |O 0 11
Groundnuts |4 5 1 10 1 9 0 0] 10
Velvet beans |0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2
Nkhungudzu |0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
Cassava 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2

| Total 5 36 |1 0 42 2 40 |0 0] 42

No new sources of income are identified in table 5.2 (annex), which suggests that these are the main
source through which most farmers get money. As previously noted the source of money may come
from either spouse regardless of who took the decisions.

The sources of seed for both vegetables and other crops ranges from market, in-village sales, gifts and
gifts (table 5.1), not different from the sources for the above crops. There are still more cases of wives
deciding to plant a crop and then seeking the seed as a gift from relatives or friends.

6. Decision making on fertiliser use

In Malawi, if maize requires fertiliser, in the great majority of cases it requires nitrogen above all
(Ministry if Agriculture and irrigation, 1999). This would however, work best if the fertiliser were
applied twice. Experience in the project area shows that most farmers can not afford double
applications of fertiliser due to limited cash.

Farmers were asked who made the decision to obtain fertiliser. As indicated in table 6.0 in the annex,
husbands made 8 of the 14 decisions on obtaining fertiliser as compared to 4 of 14 cases for women
and 2 of 14 for joint decision. These results are consistent with their respective spheres of production
as noted from earlier discussion on crops. Since husbands took a major role in vegetable and hybrid
maize production, this partly explains why they made more decisions about fertiliser use. Likewise,
women are the experts for crops that need little or no fertiliser at all such as pigeon peas, cowpeas
sorghum among others. Gladwin et al reported that if productive inputs like fertiliser could be re-
allocated within the African household from men to women in some societies, the results could mean
an increase in output of 10 —20% (Alderman et al., 1995 and Gladwin et. Al, 1998).

Farmers were also asked how they come to the decision to obtain fertiliser. All fourteen households
indicated that fields are not fertile so they need fertiliser to boost their crops. It was interesting to
explore whether it was really a decision for farmers to obtain fertiliser or if it was just normal
behaviour. It emmerged that all household s that applied fertiliser do so if they can.

A range of activities were carried out to find the cash to purchase fertiliser. These ranged from
liquidation of assets such as selling a goat (this was not done for purchasing of seeds but fertiliser is
very expensive, for example, a 50 kg bag of CAN costs K680. Own vegetable sales formed a major
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part both in seeds and fertiliser, signifying importance of vegetable growing in their livelihood (8
households grow vegetables as the main source of income). Other households (4 cases) had to engage
in the sale of maize bran (madeya) in order to obtain fertiliser. The main source of money, as the table
shows, was loan. This was so because farmers responded to the opportunity of new clubs set by
ADMARC (9 cases). The main sources were therefore loans from ADMARC, sale of own vegetables,
and buying and selling madeya (farmers obtained some madeya by spending two to three weeks in
urban maize mills collecting the bran.

Asked what type of fertiliser farmers applied, CAN was popular among the households (13 cases as
compared to 7 cases of 20:20:0 and Urea, 23:21:0 and mixture of Urea and 20:20:0+CAN (1 case).
Considering that most of these households only apply fertiliser once, the choice of CAN was not
appropriate according to recommendations by Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation, ( 1999), which
states that for the farmer who cannot afford the entire recommended fertiliser package should use Urea,
the fertiliser that provides the most nitrogen for least cost. Farmers do not probably have this
information.

When it comes to the question of source of fertiliser, ADMARC was the main source for both loan and
purchases with loans accounting for 14 of 23 while in 2 of 23 cases the fertiliser was purchased. In 5
of 23 cases fertiliser was bought at Bvumbwe market and some households even got fertiliser in the
village (starter pack sales —a businessman went to Nsanje to buy fertiliser where (it is believed) farmers
do not apply fertiliser although they received starter packs from government so they sale on the
fertiliser.

Although most of the decisions were made by husbands, more co-operation was noted in the getting of
the fertiliser. This suggests shared responsibilities between husband (11 cases) and wives (7 cases)
and joint responsibility in 3 cases.

It is interesting to note that the exchange for fertiliser was either cash or loan and these were in almost
equal cases (11 of 23 for cash and 12 of 23 for loan). This shows the difficulty farmers will have if
they have limited cash and cannot access a loan either. It means alternative fertiliser sources such as
green manure would be a viable option for most farmers.

Social networks have proved to be influential to household decisions on the choice of a crop as there is
much sharing of seeds as gifts. However, this is not true for fertiliser due to its high costs. As
indicated in table 6.0, in the annex, 19 of 23 cases did not share fertiliser as compared to 4 who did.
Even in these 4 cases the sharing of fertiliser was not a gift but a means of sharing costs (i.e. where two
households shared a 50 kg bag where they could not afford a full bag. This therefore implies inter-
households relationships or other social relations may affect the decisions on crop choices but not on
fertiliser.

Table 9 Decision making on fertiliser use

Question Response Total

Who made the decision to buy fertiliser | Husband 8
Wife 4
Both 2

How did you come to the decision to Field not fertile 14

obtain fertiliser?

Was is a decision or just normal Normal behaviour 14

behaviour?

How did you get fertiliser? Took loan 9
Sold own vegetables 5
Bought and resold madeya 4
Sold goat/pig 3
Salary 1
Sold own and bought vegetables 1

What type of fertiliser? CAN 13
Chitowe (20:20:0) 7
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Mixture (CAN+20:20:0
Urea
23:21:0

=~

What was the source? Loan from ADMARC
Market

Purchased from ADMARC
In-village sales

—

Who went to get fertiliser? Husband
Wife

Both
Son/Daughter

What was given in exchange? Cash
Loan

BN

What was the source of money? Salary

Sold pig/goat

Maize bran (Madeya)

Own maize sales

Sold own and bought vegetables

Was this fertiliser shared? Yes
No
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Conclusion

This was a small-scale study yet we believe the results are indicative of broader pattems from our
interactions with on farm trial farmers and other studies we have carried out. The findings in this work
suggests that husbands and wives makes choices in separate spheres of production but that while one
may take the lead, there is overlap in terms of provision of resources such as labour or cash. It shows
clearly that husbands control high value crops such as vegetables while wives control low value crops
such as pigeon peas. Despite these separate spheres, there is flexibility in implementing decisions even
when made by the partner. This suggests a high level of cooperation at other stages in agricultural
production. For example; a husband might support the wife with cash while the wife would help with
watering ‘his’ vegetables. Interestingly, there was husbands and wives appeared equally involved in
choices and responsibility for beans which suggest an equal interest in the crop. The work has helped to
identify domains of recommendations, meaning project recommendations for crops need to consider
who actually take the upper role in the selection of the crop. For example, women would be better
targets for pigeon peas, vegetables for men while beans for both.

Social relationships play an important role on decisions for crops. For all crops considered in this
work, gifts were given or asked for and these are mainly among sisters and their mother in the
matrilineal cluster, friends or in-laws. This demonstrates networks through which new seed can be
disseminated if farmers like the seed. Again, availability of the seed is likely to influence decisions
because farmers may want a variety which is not available on the market and so be forced to find an
alternative.

More than 50% of the households responded to the opportunity of getting loans offered by new

ADMARDC clubs. This suggests that soil improving technologies would be a viable option for most
household. It also shows how much farmers need credit for fertiliser.
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Annex 1- Table of activities

Table of activities

Date
23.10.99

02.11.99
03.11.99
04.11..99
05.11.99
08.11.99

09..11.99

10.11.99

11.11.99
12.11..99
15.11.99

16.11.99

17.11.99

18.11.99

19.11.99

22-23

24.11.99
25.11.99
26.11.99
06.12.99

07.12.99

08.12.99

09.12.99

13

Activities
Literature search (UK+Lilongwe)

Literature review -BARS

Farmer selection for pre-testing, literature review
Took part in Farmer-Exit Strategy Workshop (BARS)
Pre-testing ganyu questionnaire

Literature review, translating ganyu questionnaire

Interviews (ganyu questionnaire) with Mai Kalonga, Namangwiyo,
Chigonammadzi, Mayenda, Mazinga and Chimvulato

Interviews (ganyu questionnaire + Decision making) with Mai Mazinga,
Nangwale,Sukali, Mkhumba, Machinjiri

Interviews (ganyu and decision making) with Mai January, Marichi, and Anderson
Interviews (ganyu and decision making) with Muthowa, Yasin and Simeon
Staff meeting, translating questionnaire (resource flows between households)

Interviews (resource flows —round 1) with Mai Mazinga, Nangwale, Sukali,
Mukhumba and Machiniri

Interviews (resource flows —round 1) with Mai Chigonammadzi, Mayenda, Simeon,
and Chinvula

Interviews (resource flows —round 1) with Mai Namanwiyo, Muthowa, January,
Yasini and Anderson

Interviews (resource flows —round 1) with Mai Naluso, checking finished
questionnaires.

On leave

Preparation of paper for presentation at project workshop

Preparation of paper for presentation at project workshop
Preparation of paper for presentation at project workshop
Editing paper presented at the project workshop

Interviews (Resource flows- round 2) with Mai Kalonga, Namangwiyo, Nangwale,
Mazinga, Machinjiri and January

Interviews (Resource flows- round 2) with Mai Chigonammadzi, Mazinga, Chimvula,
Mayenda, Mukhumba , Sukali and Simeon

Interviews postponned (farmers receiving starter packs), data entry in SSPS
Mayenda, Mukhumba , Sukali and Simeon
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Date Activities
10.12.99 Interviews (Resource flows- round 2) with Mai Marich, Yasin, checked collected data
13.12.99: Interviews (Resource flows- round 2) with Mai Muthowa, Naluso, coding decision

making questionnaire

14.12.99 Coded household names on questionnaires an listed all coded in excel
15.12.99 Continued listing all codes in excell
16.12.99 Compared all questionnaire on universal relationship codes, Checked resource flows

for November, coded asset questionnaire

Set up of ganyu questionnaire, coding

20.12.99 Putting codes on questionnaires, Ganyu and decision making

21.12.99 Finished coding on ganyu and set up asset questionnaire, data entry —asset
questionnaire

22.12.99 Coding on resource flows questionnaire, set up coded for resource flows (cooperative

work, gifts and food, set up data entry for resource flows, data entry on hiring ganyu
04.01.2000 Interviews (Resource flows- round 3) with Mai Muthowa, Mai Naluso, January,
Nakutho, Mayenda asset questionnare with Muthowa

05.01.2000 Interviews (Resource flows- round 3) with Mai Yasini, Marichi, Anderson Mazinga,
Nangwale, Sukali, Mukhumba, Machinjri, Simeon, Chimvula, Chigonammadzi and
Namanwiyo

Coding remaining questionnaires, data entry resource flows January, learnt pivot tables

07.01.2000 Checking/reading entered data for January Resource flows, analysis-pivot tables for
doing ganyu

11.01.2000 Analysis —pivot table for hiring ganyu

12.01.2000 Analysis- redoing pivots for doing and hiring ganyu

Doing and hiring ganyu-gender analysis for 1998/99 season and November, 1999.

Gender analysis for doing and hiring ganyu

18.01.2000  Resource flows pivot tables-cooperative work, gifts and food

19.01.2000  Resource flows pivot tables-cooperative work, gifts and food

20.01.2000  Gendered pivots for filtered data-local maize, pigeon peas and gifts

Reading through filtered data pivots —1/2 day

24.01.2000  Analysis —fertiliser use, literature review

25.01.2000 Literature review, report writing

26.01.2000 —31.01.2000 report writing.
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Annex 2. Tables

Table 2.1 Source of money versus who made decisions for local maize

Source of money Who made decision Total
Husband [Wife |Both |Son

Salary 0 1 0 0 1

Own vegetable sales 2 1 0 0 3

Bought and sold vegetables 0 0 1 0 1

Total 2 2 1 0 4

2.2. Source of seed for local maize versus who made decision

Source of seed Who made decision Total
Husband |Wife |Both [Son

Market 1 2 0 0 3

Recycled seed 1 4 2 0 7

In-village sales 1 0 0 0 il

Gift from friends 0 1 0 0 1

Gift from in-laws 1 0 1 0 2

Total 4 7 3 0 14

3.1. Source of money for beans versus who made decisions

Source of money Who made decision Total
Husband |Wife |[Both |Son

Salary 3 1 0 0 4

Own vegetable sales 4 2 1 0 7

Bought and sold vegetables 0 1 0 0 1

Own maize sales 0 1 0 0 1

Fish sales 0 1 0 0 1

Total 7 6 1 0 14

3.2. Source of seed for beans versus who made decisions

Source of seed Who made decision Total

Husband |Wife [Both [Son

Market 4 5 1 0 10

PTC/ADMARC 1 0 0 0 1

Recycled 1 2 2 0 4

In-village sales 1 0 0 0 1

Loan from employer 0 1 0 0 1

Gift from mothers/sisters 0 1 0 0 0

Gift from in-laws 0 1 0 0 0

Total 7 10 3 0 20
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4.1 Source of money for pigeon peas versus who made decision

Source of money Who made decision Total
Husband |Wife |Both |Son
Salary 0 6 0 0 6
Own vegetable sales 1 2 0 0 3
Cooked food sales 0 0 1 0 1
Total 1 8 1 0 10
4.2 Source of seed for pigeon peas versus who made decision
Source of seed Who made decision Total
Husband Wife |Both |Son
Market 1 8 0 0 9
Recycled 0 2 0 0 2
Gift from matrilineal kin 0 1 0 0 1
Gift from mothers/sisters 0 4 3 0 7
Gift from in-laws 0 1 0 0 1
Total 1 16 |3 0 20
5.0. Source of money for other crops versus who made decision
|Source of money Who made decision Total
Husband |Wife Both |[Son
Salary 4 2 0 0 6
Ganyu 2 4 4 0 10
Own vegetable sales 6 6 2 2 16
Bought and sold vegetables |1 2 0 0 0
Sold own maize 0 1 0 0 0
Cooked food sales 0 0 1 0 0
Total 13 15 7 2 32

5.1. Source of seed for other crops versus responsibility for getting seed

Source of seed Who made decision Total
Husband |Wife |[Both |[Son

Market 9 10 5 0 24
Recycled 2 1 2 0 15
In-village sales 4 0 2 2 8
Gift from mothers/sisters 1 0 0 0 1
Gift from friend 0 3 0 0 3
Gift from in-laws 0 3 0 0 3
Garden den shop 1 0 0 o
Total 17 27 ] 2 55
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Abstract

This report is of a study of resource flows within four groups of closely related households between
October 1999 and January 2000 in a village in southern Malawi. . The research aimed to map resource
flows between closely related households and to see what this might imply for adoption of new pest
management strategies. We found that for some of the households within these groups, the transfers
were a form of safety net that protected them against serious poverty or vulnerability. For others, the
exchanges and gifts made only a small contribution to their livelihoods but helped to maintain
important social relations. The major recipients of assistance were, as expected, elderly parents, young
women — either pregnant or with small children and with little male support — and the sick. However,
the elderly parents included here received very different levels of support from their children and
grandchildren, ranging from near neglect to virtual maintenance. The support given did not appear to
depend on the overall wealth of the households in the respective clusters. The “able’ poor were assisted
through being given the first chance to do casual agricultural labour for their relatives, neighbours and
friends. Many studies of ‘coping strategies’ (how people adapt to or cope with poverty or
vulnerability), which include safety nets, are handicapped by a survey or rapid appraisal approach
unsuitable for this topic'. The findings of this research, though small scale and indicative, are therefore
relevant to the debate on formal and informal safety nets currently taking place in Malawi. The success
of the methods used for the study have implications for how future research on this topic might be

carried out.
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1. Introduction

This report is of a study of resource flows within four groups of closely related households between
October 1999 and January 2000 in a village in southemn Malawi. The research aimed to fill gaps in
project knowledge about resource flows between closely related households and what this might imply
for adoption of new pest management strategies. We could find little in the literature about to what
extent economic linkages between households in related hamlets might influence their ability to take up
new agricultural technologies. For example, did better households supply seed to their poorer relatives
or would younger and fitter members of the extended family do fieldwork for their less able parents
and grandparents? We also saw an opportunity to contribute to the wider debate on informal resource
transfers or informal safety nets (ISNs) by providing a case study. Both the government of Malawi and
the donor community are interested in how the poor manage chronic and episodic poverty, not least to

help in the design of formal safety nets.

It is known that for poorer households labour is in short supply at critical times of the year. Trial
farmers rejected labour intensive technologies for pest control. Not only is fieldwork available during
the rainy season but hunger and the need for expensive agricultural inputs also peak. The urgent need
for cash felt by most smallholders is usually met in this part of Malawi through casual agricultural
labour (ganyu) or, for the moderately better off, petty trading (gaini). Ganyu is generally believed to
take smallholders away from fieldwork. Trading, if successful, may allow the smallholder to employ

labourers for fieldwork so that s/he continues with more profitable activities.

Prior to this work, we had found limited evidence that households in the same mbumba supplied unpaid
labour to other households. Some hamlets still harvest maize together and most join thandizi labour
groups with other relatives, friends and neighbours to help with housebuilding (carrying water for mud
bricks, grass for thatching etc). Sweet beer is served as refreshment but the main expectation is of
reciprocal assistance. Between themselves, related or neighbouring women or families arrange to share
childcare, or to carry water or collect firewood for someone who is sick or a woman who has just given

birth. Women cook together for funerals, weddings or other special occasions

A large minority of Malawian households are also chronically short of food and cash. The amount of
sharing and mutual support that exists has important implications for introducing new technologies. If
the better off households who gain access easily to new materials or practices pass these on to poorer
households then the adoption of innovations would proceed much more quickly. We had little direct
evidence for other sorts of resource transfers between households within hamlets, however. We had
observed the sharing of snacks (bananas, mangoes, millet), special treats (dried fish, goat meat),
harvests of vegetables or fruit or of gifts from relatives and friends outside the hamlet. Two great-
grandmothers too old and sick to work (who died during the course of the study) had been supported by
their children (primarily daughters) and grandchildren. However, the apparently vulnerable position of
some other older members of the hamlet made us wonder how much help these households were

receiving. How did they get by? In particular, several women in their 60s, either widowed or whose
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husbands were too old, sick or lazy to contribute too much, had complained of seed shortages, a lack of
fertiliser, being obliged to do ganyu labour — so neglecting their fields — and other difficulties. Casual
questioning resulted in contradictory replies. The older members denied receiving any substantial help

whilst their adult children claimed to provide considerable support.

Other work on poverty and vulnerability?

Tuming to the literature on poverty and vulnerability for Malawi only provided limited insights to how
much poor households were being helped or by whom (see Pearce et al, 1996; Smith, 1998; Devereux,
1999; Marsland et al, 1999). Two recent overviews of coping strategies by Marsland et al and
Devereux found reported remittances were low: estimates of contribution to total household income
ranged between 0-6.5% and averaged around 2.5%. This implies informal resource transfers are
unimportant in helping poorer people cope or adapt to difficult periods or sudden shocks. What we had

observed suggested otherwise: it seemed as if some people might be heavily dependent on assistance.

However, the authors pointed out that there were serious methodological problems with the research
they examined.* These lie firstly with the subject matter. A large part of such transfers are small,
occasional or, possibly, seasonal, made in food, clothes or other kind and usually take place within
extended family units. Recipients are not proud of their neediness and often conceal the level of help
they receive. It is hard to capture the nature of safety nets with large-scale surveys looking at formal,

regular, relatively large and market based transfers, usually in the form of cash.

The aggregation of data presents a similar problem. If total transfers are averaged across the whole
sample, they appear small. This disguises how important transfers are for the minority who depend on
them for survival. As a result, formal survey approaches lead to much lower figures for informal
resource transfers than community level case studies. A 1998 survey found that only a few of more
than 600 households said that they received gifts or remittances to any significant level (Mthindi et al,
1998, cited in Devereux, 1999). The same study included focus group discussions where participants
placed help in kind and cash from friends and neighbours high on their list of ways in which they coped
with shortfalls. Peters, 1999, reporting on a longitudinal study of 250 (slightly better off) farming
households in the Zomba area, found that approximately 14% of total income came from household
members living or working elsewhere. (This is not the same as support from other households in a

related hamlet which is the focus of this study).

The debate on ganyu

A key issue in discussions of how poor households cope is ganyu labour.®> Ganyu labour is defined as

2 The following discussion is taken from Devereux.

3 See Whiteside, 1999: Devereux, 1999: Marsland et al, 1999 and Peters, 1999 for a full coverage of the debate on
ganyu.
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‘any off-own-farm work done by rural people on a casual basis; usually covering a period of
days or weeks, remuneration may be in cash or in kind (such as food), and is often, but not
exclusively calculated as piecework. Ganyu may be done for relatives, neighbours,
smallholders further afield, for estates or even in other countries. The work is often, but is not
exclusively, relatively unskilled and agriculturally based. Men, women and children can all

do ganyu.” (Whiteside, 1999:5)

The need to earn cash or food in the short run also has serious implications for farmers’ ability to adopt
technologies with higher costs in money or labour requirements. In this study, the main types of ganyu
labour were ridging fields before planting and weeding and banking in December and January. Such
labour has important safety net characteristics since the fieldwork becomes available at the time when
own stores of maize have run out, green maize is not commonly available and the harvest is still some
way off. It was once thought that ganyu was only done as a last resort because the work is demanding,
the pay is very low and it takes farmers away from their own production at a critical stage in the
agricultural cycle*. Recent work makes it clear that after own farm production, ganyu labour is the
most important livelihood strategy for most poor households in many areas of Malawi. Peters, 1999°,
found that 59% of smallholder households with less than 0.7 ha of land reported ganyu as a primary
source of income compared with only 26% of households with more than 1.5 ha. This means that
ganyu labour has become a normal part of many poor households ‘portfolio’ of activities despite its

drawbacks. This can only be due to the absence of better paid work.

All studies point out that there is a social dimension to ganyu beyond the commercial exchange of work
for cash or kind. However, little is known about how far ganyu functions as an informal safety net or in
what networks of relations it might be embedded. Pearce et al, 1996, found suggestions that relatives
and neighbours were hired first. Others note preferential rates for kin and friends. It is also generally
agreed that ganyu labour stigmatises a household. It shows that they have run out of their own maize

and have no better option.

The aim of asking this small group of households about their participation in the ganyu labour market
was principally to explore the social dimensions of this work. To see who worked for whom, doing
what, why, for how much and how this work fitted into broader livelihood strategies or was viewed by

others.

The objectives of the study are therefore to:
e Record the resource flows between households within four hamlets

e Identify the chief recipients and donors of assistance

* Whiteside, 1999:17, ‘Competition between ganyu and own farm labour can be critical —a two week delay in
preparing fields can lead to a yield reduction of a quarter.”
3 Cited in Marsland et al, 1999: Annex 1 and Whiteside, 1999:10 from a first draft of her 1999 paper.



e Differentiate between forms of assistance and assess their impact on wider livelihoods

The Project

The goal of the FSIPM Project was to provide small-scale, resource poor farmers with acceptable IPM
strategies to reduce pre-harvest crop losses by pests. From 1996 to 1999, the project ran on-farm trials
with selected farmers in 4 villages in Mombezi and Matapwata EPAs in the Shire Highlands Rural
Development Project (RDP) in Blantyre Agricultural Development Division (ADD). In these trials, a
range of pest management (and later, crop management) strategies, have been tested for maize, beans

and pigeon peas over three agricultural seasons.®

The complementary task of the project’s social scientists was to ensure the technologies tested were
appropriate to the farming system of the area. This is characterised by intensive intercropping of maize
with a range of legumes, root crops and other vegetables on very small landholdings (60% of
households in the RDP have less than 0.5 hectares of land). A recent study has estimated that
approximately 1/3 of income is earned off farm, 1/3 comes from sales of agricultural produce (mostly
from vegetables or burley tobacco in these EPAs) and 1/3 is from self-subsistence (measured in maize)
(Peters, 1999). Poorer households depend more on off-farm income and better off households on own-
farm production and sales. The task of describing the farming system and understanding farmers’
preferences entailed investigating the livelihoods, assets base and developmental context of the target
villages. To this end a three-year panel survey of 120 was conducted and eighteen households in one
village, Magomero, in Matapwata EPA, were incorporated into an in-depth case study. Monitoring and
evaluation of the trials were carried out with farmers. Other, discrete topics were investigated
throughout the life of the project.

2. Methodology

Between November 1999 and January 2000, the FSIPMP carried out a study within the four hamlets of
closely related households based on a mother and her married daughters, their spouses and children.
These 18 households have been co-operating as a case study set with researchers since 1997 and their
constitution, circumstances and relationships are well known. Over a 10-week period, four visits were
made. In the first round of interviews, household members were asked for whom they had done garyu
labour in the 1998-99 agricultural season and whom they had employed to do ganyu labour (see Annex
A for the questionnaire form). Three subsequent visits were made at 2.5 week intervals in which every

household was asked about gifts (including food) given or received and work done for others (see

® The technologies encompassed host plant resistance, cultural practices and some chemical pesticides against
witchweed (Striga Asiatica), whitegrubs and termites in maize, bean fly in Phaseolus beans and Fusarium wilt in

pigeon peas.
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Annex B). It should be kept in mind that small amounts of food or similar gifts in kind (paraffin,

matches, salt etc.) are notoriously hard to recall so that this results are only approximate.

The case study households from 1997

The case study work on which this research draws began in early 1997 with five households taking part
in the on-farm trials. It was quickly enlarged to include the cluster’ of closely related households (the
mbumba or mudzi) within which the original household was based (see Annex A for a description of
social organisation in matrilineal societies in southern Malawi). This approach aimed to investigate
various subjects through in-depth discussions, participation and observation but also to understand
existing relationships within and between households in the sororal hamlet. A dearth of recent social
anthropological work on social organisation in southern Malawi® meant that getting to know a group of
households with a range of different typologies and characteristics, combined with the baseline survey

work and the use of secondary sources, was an efficient way to grasp social organisation’.

A limitation of this study is that in most instances we did not carry out the interview with husbands
who had married in from outside because most work on estates or trade on their own account and are
usually away during the day. However, the picture is incomplete without knowing to whom this very
important group of cash-earning men give money or other goods. An informed guess would be that
they have some obligations to their parents, sisters and also to any matri- or patri- lineal relations who
are close at hand. This obligation may well vary according to distance, the closer the relatives, the

greater the demands. At least two men in this group have two wives so support a second household.
In the following section, the results of the study are presented, hamlet by hamlet. The flows are mapped
in a diagram and then discussed in the context of the member households of the cluster. The results on

ganyu labour are given separately in the succeeding section. The final part of the report discusses the

findings and their implications.

3. Results

3.1 Resource Flows

7 Although the study was carried out within five clusters, by the time of this research, one ctuster had been reduced
to a single household and is therefore excluded.

% See Marland et al, 1999, for a discussion of this topic

° The limitations of a case study approach are that it is hard to generalise from such a small group and their

characteristics may differ from the population at large.
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Hamlet no 1: Mazinga

Near maintenance

Figure 2 below shows the near-maintenance case. Here the flow of resources is to a woman in her
early 60’s from her four married daughters who live alongside her. Over the 70 day period, they gave
their mother about 35 meals worth of maize flour (@), the staple food. As Mai Mazinga was eating
only one meal of nsima (the porridge made from /@) and relish a day and taking ‘snacks’ such as
cassava, groundnuts, velvet beans or bananas for the other meal(s) of the day, her daughters provided
approximately half of her needs. In addition, Mai Mazinga was given at about 3 weeks food by her two
sons'?, also resident in the village, and some gifts from other relatives. Out of 70 days, she received 56
meals from her children. Interestingly, her eldest daughter, who is the best off in the hamlet, did not
give as much to her mother as the two middle daughters who are less well off . Mai Mazinga was only
able to give pumpkin seeds and a small gift of matches and paraffin in return to her daughters.-




The context

Mai Mazinga is in a widow in her 60’s and has 8 living children. Four of her daughters live in her
hamlet, one son is a teenager and is still dependent on her, while her other two sons are married within
the village''. She is the sister, widow and mother of headmen but is still very poor. Her four daughters
are all married with families.

The eldest, Mai Nangwale is comfortably off. She and her husband grow vegetables for the market
together. Her husband has a calf and is aiming to get into dairy production and has also begun to
practice traditional medicine. Mai Nangwale has only one daughter in her mid-teens. The Nangwale’s
offer garnyu labour within the hamlet from time to time. Mai Mazinga stepped in to take over work that
had not been finished by the husband of her fourth daughter.

The second daughter is less comfortably situated. Her husband works as a construction worker on a
nearby estate but in 1998 took a second wife and now divides his time and income between the two
households'?. Their youngest child is chronically malnourished and Mai Sukhali complains that she
cannot afford to buy the pulses and oils that the clinic recommends for her daughter. Nonetheless, Mai
Sukhali gave her mother 13 meal’s worth of zfa. Mai Mukhumba, on the other hand, seems to be in a
more stable position. Her husband works on a nearby estate but also helps her to grow vegetables,
including high value cabbages, in their dimba garden. Children in the cluster help with any work that is
being done e.g. Mai Nangwale’s daughter helped Mai Sukali to carry tomatoes to the market and all the
bigger children carried mud for scrubbing walls.

Mai Mazinga is lucky in having two sons are doing well as vegetable growers who live in the village.
One uses dambo land rent-free belonging to his mother. He gives her vegetables to sell in retumn
(which her daughters carry to market and sell on her behalf) but not enough to keep her through the
deficit season without assistance from elsewhere. Nor can she afford to buy fertiliser.

! Her fifth daughter, a schoolgirl mother, has gone to live with the father of her child in his village. If their
relationship works out her husband will build her a house near to her mother and sisters.

12 Mai Sukhali was beaten up by her husband when she objected to his polygamy.
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Resource flows between closely related and co-resident households
November 1999 — January 2000
HAMLET NO 1: MOTHER AND DAUGHTERS
Daughter 1
Daughter 2 Daughter 4

2.9

1 bowl sweet
beer
Some salt

13 meals’ ufa [ Some i
| ko

Daughter 3
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Flows between sisters

In Figure 3, we see that the three older sisters only give one another the ‘normal’ sharing gifts of
‘snacks’ (bananas, cassava, sweet potatoes, snacks), occasional relish and sweet beer. Mai Mukhumba
did have 2 meals’ worth of ufa from Mai Sukali when she had not had time to go to the mill but these
two sisters are known to share very readily and the fa would be reciprocated quickly enough. The
youngest sister, Hilda Machinjiri, is still quite dependent on her family: she received 3 ‘meals for the
baby’ (the customary good meal — preferably with meat or fish — given by close relatives and friends to
a woman who has just given birth) and 7 meals worth of flour (one meal a week) but was only able to

give sweet beer in return.

Shame at receiving food

Cultural expectations of self-sufficiency in food provision appear to mean that recipients of support are
ashamed to admit they receive help. Mai Mazinga initially denied being given food by her children, it
was only because all members of the hamlet were being asked the same questions that the true level of
support emerged'. Her daughters told us that, since their mother is too proud to ask for food, they
either check her storage basket or watch to see if she is cooking a meal. If the basket is empty or she is
sitting idle at mealtimes, they know that she has run out of maize. (This shows how easily other
members of an extended family could know about a household where there is no food)'®. Mai Mazinga
later admitted that her daughters gave her food but stressed that she would never ask for help, they give
willingly. She did not mention the support she receives from her elder son, we only know about this
from her daughter-in-law in hamlet no.4. The youngest sister, Mai Machinjiri, did not tell us about the
ufa she had been given, this information came from her sisters. (An alternative explanation, of course,
might be that the respondent does not want to eliminate the possibility that the interviewers may be

about to offer asssistance, but we suspect this is not a sufficient explanation).

3 1t is also very likely that other members of a hamlet will either help harvest each others” fields or help with

stripping cobs for storage. This means that they will form a good idea about how much maize each has in store.

!
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Resource flows between closely related and co-resident households

November 1999 — January 2000

HAMLET NO 1: SISTERS

Daughter 2

Daughter 1

1 bowl sweet
beer
Salt

Daughter 3

3 portions of

smacks © -
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1 bowl of sweet beer

Daughter 4
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Hamlet 2: Muthowa

Limited flows and poor relations

There is not much sharing or support in this hamlet as Figure 3 reveals. The eldest sister gave her
mother and brother enough ufa and madeya for six meals when her mother asked for help. On another
occasion, when Mai Muthowa was short of food, Mai Naluso gave her mother some cooked relish. On
a third occasion, Mai Naluso offered her brother 5 days ganyu labour paid with 50kg madeya flour.
Mai January only gave her mother some sweet beer and a snack of sorghum. In return, Mai Muthowa
gave her elder daughter a meal each of ufa and madeya when she ran short but nothing (or nothing

worth recording) to her younger daughter.

Sisters not sharing

Mai Naluso gave nothing to her sister, Mai January, but Mai January gave Mai Naluso a bowl of sweet
beer and a meal’s worth of »fa. Mai Naluso gave nothing to Mai January during this period while Mai
January appears to not to have given anything to Mai January’s newborn first granddaughter. (Their
youngest brother is not included in the diagram since no flows to or from his household were

recorded).

The context
This hamlet has a history of conflict and strain. The two sisters do not have a warm or close
relationship. The eldest daughter and her husband moved their house to some distance away from the
other two households, even though building carried on into the rainy season and they neglected their
fieldwork as a result.

Relations between mother and daughters appear also to have soured. Mai Muthowa gave most of her
land to her daughters when she married a well-to-do farmer (her second marriage) with his own land in
a neighbouring village. They resented giving the land back when she was widowed and returned home
with two small sons from that marriage (under the matrilineal system, neither she nor her sons had any
claim there). Mai Muthowa received land from her own mother in 1997 when the latter passed away.
In 1997-98, Mai Muthowa had to put the trial on a different patch of land because her eldest daughter
had demanded more land. Mai Muthowa is now in her early 60s and has an unstable relationship with
Mr Muthowa, her 3rd husband, an elderly man who comes and goes. He particularly goes away when
there is a lot of work and not much food (November to March) leaving his wife to struggle with the
fieldwork and ganyu labour to earn money for food. In the 1999-2000 season, he appears to have left
for good. Her daughters disliked this man (he is not their father) and resented the fact that helping their
mother also meant feeding him.

For the first two years that we knew her, Mai Muthowa’s situation was very precarious: she rarely had
enough to eat, had few assets, could not afford inputs even though she was a hard working farmer, was
frequently ill and was reduced to gamyu for madeya. However, she has always worked hard at
maintaining her relationships with her extended family and friends and in 1997-98, we observed her
making use of all her contacts to find enough to eat and seeds to plant. From 1998, on and off, she has
had at least one of her sons around helping her which has much eased her situation. Currently, a son in
his 40s has divorced and come back to live with his mother until he decides what to do next. He is
supporting his mother with ganyu labour.
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Resource flows between closely related and co-resident households
November 1999-January 2000

HAMLET 2: ALL HOUSEHOLDS

1 bowl sweet

1 meal ufa

Daughter 1 Daughter 2

Son of daughter 1
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Hamlet no.3: Marichi

Exchange between sisters and support for a young pregnant niece.
In this hamlet, the main flows — shown in Figure 4 — are an exchange of childcare and meals for
children with gifts of high quality foodstuffs from town between two sisters and a one way flow of

food to from all other members of the hamlet to a young pregnant niece without any means of support.

There are four households in this hamlet. Two belong to sisters in their 40s while the remaining two
belong to the children of their deceased sister. The younger sister, Mai Yasini has, for the last three
years, since her husband has been in jail, supported her family by trading whatever she can. Over the
last 18 months, she has managed to become successful as a madeya (maize bran) trader. This means
that she has to spend a great deal of time in Limbe, waiting outside processors to collect the bran.
While she is away, Mai Elizabeth, the older sister, or her daughter, Binette ( a young married woman
not yet in her own house) keep an eye on Mai Yasini’s children. During this period, Mai Yasini was
away for over two weeks. Her children quickly ran out of relish so Mai Elizabeth took over feeding

them (the seven range in age from 3-16 years).

The context
Mai Yasini is a woman who has fallen on hard times since her polygamous and well to do husband was
imprisoned for stealing goats. The family lost an agricultural season through court attendance and Mai
Yasini was unable to work for several months after the end of the court case due to the birth of her
youngest daughter. Younger children in the household took themselves off to their paternal relatives in
order to be fed. However, Mai Yasini then ‘apprenticed” herself to her successfully trading older sister
and has supported her children in this way ever since. The bulk of the fieldwork is done by her older
children.

In the past, Mai Elizabeth used to complain that her sister deliberately abandoned the children without
food thus forcing her to feed them or listen to her small nieces and nephews cry all day. At this time,
Mai Elizabeth was struggling to keep her two children (both in their early 20s) in school and support
her dying mother by trading vegetables, madeya, maize and root crops and resented her sister imposing
upon her. These days, Mai Yasini is doing reasonably well with her business and brings her sister gifts
from town on a regular basis. Mai Elizabeth is also better off than she was then since, firstly, she has a
new (polygamous) husband with a job. Secondly, her son, Enoch, has found a job in town and is
sending his mother money and gifts. Thirdly, her daughter has married but still lives with her mother
and the son-in-law sends gifts to the household. These changes in circumstances mean that she finds
looking after her sister’s children much less of a strain.

The other two households in the hamlet are two nieces. Mai Anderson and Chrissie. The latter, a
teenager, is expecting a baby but the father of her child (the cook where she was a “housegirl’ in
Limbe) is already married and is not supporting her. Mai Elizabeth, Mai Yasini and Mai Anderson are
all giving food to Chrissie since she was not farming last year and has neither food stocks nor savings.
They know that she has run out of ufa when she does not cook at mealtimes.

iy
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Resource flows between four closely related and co-resident households November

1999 — January 2000

HAMLET NO 3: ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Sister 1

Daughter 1 of
sister 3 (ded)

L L2,

Son of Sis.1, working
in town

Daughter 2 of
sister 3 (ded)
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Hamlet no. 4 Mvula*’

A case of virtual neglect

Figure 5 shows the flows to and from Mai Theresa, a woman in her late 60°s who is nursing her dying
son and whose husband is senile. During this period, she received only three meals’ worth of maize
flour and 15 meals’ worth of relish. This is despite the fact that the households in her large hamlet are
better off than those in Mai Mazinga’s hamlet. During January, when food became very scarce,
according to Mai Theresa, she was reduced to asking her son for ganyu labour. Her daughter-in-law,
however, denied that the work was ‘ganyu’ and insisted that Mai Theresa had just helped because she
wanted to. Mai Theresa says that she gave all her land away to her daughters. All she has now is some

hill land that she has illegally encroached.

Her granddaughter, Mai Mazinga (jr) appears to be the most active in supporting her grandmother and
even gave her a mat since the older couple did not have anything to sleep on. She also gave her

grandmother some money towards the care of her uncle.

Generous sharing

The flows between sisters and brothers and adult niece shown in Figure 6 constitute a normal pattern of
sharing but the quantities involved both demonstrate the relative wealth of the cluster members and
also that they all get on well together. These households share vegetables with one another when they
harvest, pass on portions of particularly nice relish (fish and chicken) and give ganyu labour to each
other’s children.

' For our purposes we consider six households in this cluster (no resource flows were recorded between the

seventh household , a grandson and his young ‘wife’, and other members of the cluster)

LA
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Resource flows between closely related and coresident households
November 1999 — January 2000

HAMLET NO 4: GRANDMOTHER AND OTHER HOUSEHOLDS

Chigonamadz

of ufa Mazinga jr

Mat '
K20 for sick
uncle ¢ g

6 meals’ worth
relish -
Chicken
portions

Joseph Chimvula
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Resource flows between closely related and co-resident households.

November 1999 — January 2000

HAMLET NO 4: SIBLINGS

To Chimvula

To Kalonga
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2 baskets
tomatoes

1 portion
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Joseph Chimvula

2 baskets
tomatoes
sweet beer
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The context
The 3 children of Mai Theresa who live in the hamlet are all doing reasonably well. Her eldest
daughter, Mai Chigonamadzi, in her late 40’s is in a long-term stable marriage. Her husband works as
a night guard on a nearby estate but who previously worked in South Africa and Zimbabwe. Their
house is tin roofed and they are raising pigs thanks to a son living nearby who gave them a sow. When
it is time to ridge or bank their fields, they are able to get all their adult children to come and help so
that the job is done in a day.

Mai Theresa’s second daughter, Mai Kalonga, in her late 30s, has recently married for the second time
to Mr Nakatha, a successful vegetable grower from a nearby village who has some land of his own
from his family. When not growing vegetables, Mr Nakatha travels widely to trade, for example, he
recently went to Nsanje to buy sweet potatoes. Previously a widow, Mai Kalonga supported her two
dependent daughters through vegetable trading. Mai Therea’s son , Joseph Chimvula, also lives with
his matrikin because his wife has no land of her own. With no claim to his own land, he rents land but
has become a successful vegetable grower and employs his nephew all year round as a labourer. The
couple have no children. Evidence of their wealth is displayed in their possession of pigs, a bicycle
and a pesticide sprayer. Joseph once told project staff that he preferred to live in his natal hamlet so
that he could support his elderly parents. There is little evidence of this here.

The two granddaughters who have set up home here are in very different positions. Mr Mazinga is the
son of Mai Mazinga (Hamlet no 1) and has been married here for over 15 years to Mai Chigonamadzi’s
eldest daughter, Joyce. He is a prosperous vegetable grower and regularly gives baskets of vegetables
to his mother and to his sisters; he will also sell more vegetables to his sisters at a reduced price.
Although he has some dimba land from his mother, he also rents both a dimba field and a munda field.

| A younger brother of his wife is employed all year round as a labourer. They have limited their family |

to three deliberately.

Mai Namangwiyo, the eldest child of Mai Kalonga, has only been married for 4 years and has only
lived apart from her mother for 2 years. They farmed together until the 1999-2000 season. Her
husband was working in town but has now returned to the village where he makes a living from ganyu
labour.

3.2 The households compared

We see two different patterns emerge between the households. The first is between households in
approximately the same situation, usually sisters, occasionally brothers and adult nieces. Such
households share a surplus as a matter of course. Whenever they harvest (or bring home for later
marketing) vegetables, fruit, root crops or legumes, the other members of the hamlet, close friends and
visitors will be given a gift. Thus, when Mr and Mrs Chimvula harvested their tomatoes, they gave two
baskets of tomatoes to all the other members of the cluster.. ‘Sharing’ gifts defines a friendship or
good relationship, however, and in another cluster, two sisters who do not get on gave each other very

little.

The second pattern is that the poorer and more vuinerable households in the hamlets are partially
supported by other members. We see an example of near maintenance of a widow in her early 60s by

her children in the first hamlet. In the fourth hamlet, however, an older woman with a senile husband

e



20 )
UE
and a dying son to support is virtually neglected. It is not possible to explain the difference by wealth

of hamlet since the households in hamlet 4 are better off than those in hamlet 1.

Young women having their first child and setting up home receive assistance in this study. This is
usually recognised to be a vulnerable time and also one where responsibility lies with the mother or
older sisters to ease the transition with gifts of inputs, seed and other assistance. Where there is a
husband and he is willing to support his wife, this eases the move but there will still be a lot of practical
assistance from the immediate natal family. A girl’s first move towards independent farming takes
place as a form of apprenticeship while she is pregnant with and nursing her first child. She works

alongside her mother for a year or two, while still living at home.

Certain types of gifts are routine. Several households here brewed sweet beer as part of the Christmas
celebrations. This is the beer that is brewed for relatives, neighbours and friends helping with
housebuilding during the dry season, the main form of communal labour remaining, and is a
particularly social drink. It should be noted that women often borrow a plate of ufa from one another
when they still have maize but have not had a chance to take it to the maize mill or to pound it. A few
plates of ufa here or there is more likely to suggest a temporary shortfall than that the family has no
food.
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3.2 Social relations of Ganyu labour'”

Devereux, (1999: 27) writes,
“The relationship between hirers and providers of ganyu reflects a particular form of socio-
economic stratification within rural Malawian communities: in general, field garyu is
demanded by the relatively wealthy, food-secure minority, and is supplied by the absolutely
poor, food-insecure majority....It is not surprising then that going for field ganyu is

asssociated with, and reinforces, chronic poverty and seasonal food insecurity.”

Similarly, Whiteside (1999:3) argues that,
“Low ganyu wage rates mean agricultural labourers do not earn sufficient to invest in

sustainable agricultural development.”

Our results suggest doing or hiring ganyu labour can fit into a range of livelihood strategies in a variety
of ways and that while both of the above statements can be true, they are not so in every case. Whether
a household hires ganyu labour regularly or for emergencies or to ease particular blockages is
important. Similarly, if a household seeks garyu labour for food and other necessities for large
portions of the year it is likely to be poorer than a household where members occasionally accept work
from relatives or friends. If adults do ganyu, this is likely to signify a poorer households than where
adults do none and children do garmyu to have money to spend on themselves. It is also argued that
different types of gamyu labour carry different economic and social value. Some activities are more
highly regarded and better paid than others. Even the way payment is made has different significance

for households or individuals.

During the 1998-99 and the months of October, November, December and early January, there were 89
instances of ganyu labour'® being done by members of the households in these hamlets. There were
also 57 instances of hiring gamyu labour over the 1998-99 season and between October 1999 and
January 2000. Table x below shows the details of who in the household did ganyu labour and which

households hired ganyu labour set against scores from an assets questionnaire administered in

13 1t should be noted that I have collected information about communal work parties (thandizi)
separately since the beer that is served is not to pay but refresh participants. Help is given either in the

expectation of receiving help in turn or to assist someone who is elderly or infirm.

' 1t should be noted that I have recorded information about communal work parties (thandizi)
separately since from other ganyu work. These activities are not part of any labour market since beer is
not served as payment but to refresh participants. Help is given either in the expectation of receiving

help in turn or to assist someone who is elderly or infirm.

%
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November and December, 1999 (see Annex D). The scores from the asset strategy are a crude measure
of wealth. They include recent expenditure and past expenditure as expressed in the purchase of assets
such as hens, goats, bicycles, or brick houses. However, the asset scores are included because they
support the broad classifications we can make about how doing or hiring ganyu labour fits into broader
livelihood strategies of the households discussed here. Given what we know about why household
members did ganyu or hired ganyu, the households have been divided into 4 groups: A, B, C and D.
Ganyu labour contributes differently to the overall livelihoods of each group. This classification is not
watertight. Several households could, arguably, be placed elsewhere. It should be noted that in all but
4 cases, individuals said that they themselves had decided to undertake garyu labour. In the remaining
4, a husband and wife decided together that the wife should do garyu labour.

In group A, we see 7 households where none of the adults have done ganyu labour in the last two years
but where all have hired ganyu labourers. Three households use (often salaried) labourers in
commercial vegetable growing while the fourth is an active trader. In some of these households, their
children have worked but to spend money on themselves rather than contribute to the household
budget. We hesitated, however, over placing three households in this category —January, Naluso and
Chigonamadzi — since they had only hired labour because of medical emergencies (one had been ill and
the other two households had to look after a daughter in law having a baby in hospital). They could be
fitted into Category B or into a separate grouping. The average score of these households for assets is
517,

Group B contains 3 households which hired ganyu labour but where adults also relied on ganyu labour
contracts to finance more profitable vegetable growing or marketing activities. Simeon took on six
contracts for ridging and, later, weeding, mostly with relatives. This meant that he received some
money in advance. The money eamnt was mostly used to buy inputs for vegetable growing, his main
source of income, and only once for immediate household needs. Once he took on a contract when he
had no immediate need but to avoid money sent by an absent relative being paid to someone else.
However, when his vegetables were ready to carry to market and when there was too much watering
for his household to manage, Simeon had to hire labour. In January, 1999, Mai Yasini invited eight of
her in-laws and 27 of their relatives, neighbours and friends to spend a momning banking all her fields.
Yet, in October 1999, Mai Yasini and her eldest son and daughter ridged a field together over a week to
earn K300 to finance her madeya bran trading after their capital had run low. (These examples also
illustrate the significance of different types of contracts and will be discussed further below). The

average score for these households in terms of assets is 276.

In the third category, C, are five households that do not often do garyu but for whom it may either be
important from time to time or too good a chance to turn down. This is what we find with Mai
Mazinga and her two daughters, Sukhali and Mukhumba. Both Mukhumba and Sukhali had done
ganyu in 1998-99 to eam money for soap, paraffin, matches and the other small items that require cash

when on two occasions a family friend invited the whole hamlet to work for her and when they had
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seen a large group at work and decided to join in. Mai Mazinga would have little choice but to do
ganyu if she were not so well suppported by her family but on two occasions took up opportunities
close to home. Once when her great-niece was offering work and another time when one son-in-law,
Machinjiri, failed to complete the work he was to do for another, Nangwale, and she offered to do the

work instead. The assets average here is 230.

The households in category D match more closely with the situation described by Devereux and
Whiteside. These households rely on gamyu for their cash income. One chronically food insecure
household, Anderson, spends half a year with both husband and wife doing garyu labour and the other
half vegetable growing but so far has not succeeded in capitalising the more productive activity to
break out of their cycle of poverty. In two other households, Muthowa and Mayenda, ganyu is the
chief means to provide food and other necessities. At least for Muthowa, her son’s return means she
has given up the low paid kuwerenga ganyu for food and seed for planting that she was doing in the
first two seasons that we knew her. In the Machinjiri and Namangwiyo households two young families
rely on ganyu for food and cash for necessities although in each case, the husband was previously
employed in town and may well return to work in town. As one would expect, the asset score is the

lowest here, 161.

These findings match approximately, self perceptions by the households. Only three households said
that they do not do ganyu. Of the remaining 15, 3 said that they do ganyu as part of their way of
making a living while 11 said that it was an occasional activity to get food or money for salt, soap,

paraffin and matches, clothes or snacks.

The four categories we have found here of employers of ganyu labour (A), those doing garnyu to invest
in more productive enterprises (B), those doing ganyu occasionally and mostly when offered (C) and
those reliant on ganyu to buy food and other necessities (D) can be further investigated by the type of
work and the nature of the contract.
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Table 1 Households doing ganyu or hiring ganyu Oct 1998- Jan 2000

HAM- NAME DID GANYU* HIRED GANYU** ASSET STRATEGY

LET SCORE

ADULT CHILD YES NO

1 Nangwale 0 0 3 1 582 A
2 Naluso 0 4 2 2 423 A
3 Marichi 0 0 4 0 192 A
4 Chigonamadzi 0 4 1 3 546 A
4 Joseph Chimvula 0 0 3 1 543 A
4 Mazinga jr. 0 2 3 1 817 A
3 Yasini 1 2 1 3 172 B
4 Nakatha 1 2 1 3 235 B
5 Simeon 3 0 1 3 421 B
1 Mazinga sr. 2 1 0 4 169 C
1 Sukali 1 1 0 4 276 Cc
1 Mukhumba 1 0 0 4 278 &
2 January 0 4 1 3 197 Cc
1 Machinjiri 2 0 0 4 60 D
2 Muthowa 4 0 0 4 58 D
3 Anderson 4 0 0 4 287 D
4 Mayenda 3 0 0 4 286 D
4 Namangwiyo 2 0 0 4 116 D

*A total of 4 in each these column would mean that in the four time periods — the 1998-99 agricultural season,
October-November 1999, November-December 1999 and December-January 1999, a member of the household

had been involved in ganyu labour.

** A total of 4 in each these column would mean that in each of the four time periods the household had hired

ganyu labour.
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Out of the 91 cases of ganyu labour, boys (under 20 year olds) were the largest group (38%) involved
followed by women (26%), men (18%) and girls (under 18 year olds) (16%). These figures, although
for a small case study and not necessarily typical, suggest that garyu labour for teenage boys and
young men is more important than other literature has suggested. More men and boys (15/19) took on
ridging work than women and girls. This is significant because ridging tends to be better paid and
paid in the form of a contract where some money is given in advance. When we asked households
which tasks paid best, they said heavier work such as ridging or looking after dimba vegetables paid by
contract labour and mostly done by men was the highest paid. Fewer men in this group weeded than
women and the younger members of the household. Weeding is more often paid by piecework. Only

boys and girls helped head-load produce from fields or to market.

Table 2 Tasks performed by households doing ganyu by gender/age

Ridging Weeding Banking Head- Other Total
Loading

Men 7 8 0 0 2 17
Women 3 17 3 0 1 24
Boys* 8 13 3 4 7 35
Girls** 1 6 2 6 0 15
Total 19 44 8 10 10 91
*(under 20)

**(under 18)

When we look more closely at the nature of the contract we see (Table x) that 24 men and boys took
contract work against 10 women and girls. Only 5 men did piecework labour compared to 16 women,
15 boys and 6 girls. Male domination of the contract market is generally explained by men being
stronger and able to commit themselves to larger pieces of land. (Though one female hirer of labour
said she preferred women for contracts because they were cheaper). Anyone is able to join in
kuwerenga weeding or banking. This view of what types of payment are appropriate for different types
of work and different groups of people is reflected in the hiring process. Agreeing a contract with
someone is a formal procedure: the field is measured and the price negotiated, often part of the money
is paid in advance. By contrast, it seems that anyone passing'’ can ask to join in kuwerenga labour for
weeding or banking. The category of ‘day/job rate’ covers occasional work like head-loading and help

was given spontaneously without any agreement as to payment.

"7 We suspect that complete strangers would not be welcome but fellow villagers, particularly neighbours, could
not be refused.
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Table 3 Type of contract for households doing ganyu by gender/age

Contract Kuwerenga Day/job Salary Total
rate (“ticket)

Men 11 5 1 0 17
Women 7 16 2 0 25
Boys* 13 15 5 3 36
Girls** 3 6 4 0 13
Total 34 42 12 3 91
*(under 20)

**(under 18)

The results here for households doing ganyu make it clear that there is a preference for employing
relatives although we only found one example of a preferential rate being paid'® In 55% of cases, the
person hired was related to the hirer as Table y shows. In 18% of cases, it was a neighbour or a friend.
Clearly, in communities where cash or food are scarce resources, there is strong pressure to ‘keep it in
the family’. All those hiring ganyu labourers said that they employed relatives and neighbours and in
49 out of 57 instances, (86%) said that this was to help out because their relative needed the work. It
should be noted that this is not the same as creating work specifically to help someone. Rather, itis a

matter of giving relatives and friends the first refusal on any money earning opportunities that come up.

Table 4 Relationship between hirer and labourer

Nature of relationship Doing ganyu Hiring ganyu Total
Own mudzi 18 8 26
Matrilineal kin 19 6 25
Patrilineal kin 7 10 17
In-law 5 6 11
Mixed relations 2 0 2
Neighbour 16 7 23
Friend 0 3 3
Acquaintance 3 1

Employer 4 5 9
Not related 17 i1 28
Total 921 57 148

'8 When a cousin assisted in carrying tomatoes to market, she received K35 compared to *friends’ who got K30
and ‘hired labourers’ who received only K20. More information on contract work (i.e. comparing same work

given to relatives and non-relatives) would be needed to be sure that preferential rates are not applied elsewhere.

(L%
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When we investigated more closely the form of payment for ganyu, it was clear that cash dominated
(79% of cases). Only in 14% of cases had the worker been paid with food. However, as Table j shows,

men and boys nearly always received cash for their work whereas women occasionally received food. '

Table 5 Payment by gender/age category for those doing ganyu

Type of Men Women Boys Girls Total

payment
Cash 16 18 30 9 73
Seed 1 0 0 0 1
Cash + meal 0 1 0 0 1
Food 0 ) 4 0 9
Seed + cash 0 1 0 0 1
Cash + ufa 0 1 0 0 1
Don’t know 0 0 2 2 4
Total 17 26 36 11 91

When we look more closely at why individuals wanted to do garyu, it becomes clear that only on 19
occasions was this for the basic foodstuffs of ufa or madeya. Twelve instances were to get hold of
either cash or inputs for more productive activities. On 22 occasions each, respectively, the labour was
to buy either snacks or the household necessities of soap, salt, matches or paraffin. (t should be noted
that soap is often an individual requirement since older boys and girls are expected to find their own
soap for washing themselves and their clothes). Only 3 respondents said that it had been hard to find
ganyu labour.

2y



28

Table 6 Reasons for seeking ganyu by gender/age category

Men Women Boys Girls TOTAL

Snacks 0 1 15 6 22
Soap, salt, matches, paraffin 4 11 5 2 22
Maize for food 4 5 4 1 14
Clothes and shoes 0 1 6 1 8
For business 2 4 1 1 8
Madeya for food 0 2 3 0 5
Seed to plant 3 1 0 0 4
No immediate need 1 1 0 0 2
Cash 2 2
School fees 1 0 0 0 1
Other 1 0 2 0 3
TOTAL 18 25 36 11 91

Looking at the issue from the other side, we asked those households where ganyu had been hired why
they had done so, we received the following responses (Table d). In nearly all cases, extra labour was
hired to ensure that crucial field or marketing operations were completed in good time. Those hiring

were either working alongside or involved in other productive enterprises or ill.

Table 7 Reasons for hiring ganyu

TOTAL
Illness 8
To speed up work 35
Doing other work 14
Total 57

One of the major issues in discussions of the role of ganyu in the livelihoods of the resource poor is the
extent to which they neglect their own fieldwork because immediate needs drive them to work on
others’ fields. Out of 91 responses, only 36 said that they had neglected their own fields. This figure
cannot stand alone, however, since a large proportion of the ganyu recorded here was done by younger
members of the household without responsibility for feeding the family. When we analyse the results
by gender/age category (Table g), we see that the crop most neglected was in the dimba (vegetables or
early maturing maize) but that the majority of cases belonged to young men who normally grow

vegetables on their own account. This means that negative implications for food security are limited.
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However, more worrying is that weeding was being neglected in 26 cases. In 17 by men and women

who are producing for the household at large.

Table 8 Tasks neglected while doing ganyu

Task Men Women Boys Girls TOTAL
Ridging 0 0 2 0 2
Weeding 3 14 6 3 26
Banking 0 1 0 0 1
Dimba crops 5 6 17 2 30
Total 8 21 25 5 59

4. Conclusion

Within this small case study, the chief recipients and donors of substantial assistance were older
people, the sick, and young women setting up home or having their first baby. It is clear that the
poorest households described here would struggle to survive without assistance from their relatives.
Nearly all assistance was given in the form of food or work. Only one case (Mai Marichi) received
substantial remittances although not on a regular basis. The flows of resources between the other
households in the hamlets, in similar economic circumstances, were normally reciprocated. This
equality in flows to and from suggests that these gifts stem from good relations, what is considered
normal practice and work to cement family or neighbourly feeling. These exchanges are thought

provide a basis for social capital or the moral economy.

The larger part of the flows in resources mapped here are within the matrilineal kin group where
women give help to other women. Women’s control of resources, their relative autonomy, their
obligation to be own account farmers or traders and contribute to the household income and residence

in the matrilineal core unit make this easier than in many other societies.

However, we found much variation in the scale of assistance given: from the case of near maintainance
to virtual neglect. It is not possible to explain the variation seen here by the wealth of the cluster since
the wealthier cluster gave less support to a ‘more-deserving” woman (Mai Theresa is older than Mai
Mazinga, less fit, with a sick son and senile husband to care for). Nor do we know anything else about
the members of the Mvula hamlet that might explain this neglect. However, in the Marichi hamlet
where all members were better off than they had been a few years previously, the flow of gifts and

assistance had become more reciprocal and we observed improved relations between the households.
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Following Devereux,, (1999:10), calling on friends and relatives for assistance is an intensification of
existing strategies rather than new or unusual behaviour. These findings suggests that commentators
are correct in thinking that increased pressure on resources may well result in less support for poor and

vulnerable households. After a certain point, how can people be more generous with less?

What do these resource transfers mean in terms of the recipients’ broader livelihood strategies?

Clearly, gifts of food do not enable the beneficiary to find more profitable ways of making a living.

Yet without these gifts, the elderly women and younger women who received the food would have had
to look for other means of finding food, probably through piecework ganyu labour, which is tiring in
itself while only providing enough for the food needs of the day. The gift of several hundred Kwacha to
Mai Marichi from her son in town would be enough to finance trading activities, pay for agricultural

inputs or finance ganyu labour.

It is clear that older people are expected to be productive for as long as possible. One could
hypothesise that old people do not get much help before they are entirely decrepit because sons and
daughters try and put off taking responsibility for them or are waiting in the hope that another sibling

may act first. There is not enough evidence here to test this suggestion.

Turning to ganyu labour, we observed how wherever possible, relatives, neighbours and friends were
given the first chance to earn some money or food. Clearly, the opportunity to do ganyu labour is a
valuable resource in a cash and food scarce situation. However, a point that is not widely explored in
the literature concerns the nature of the help that is given when one person offers ganyu labour to
another. Commentators note that there is a safety net aspect, that this is a crucial coping/adaptive
strategy, that many poor households rely for more than a third of their income on ganyu. However,
while in resource poor communities it is not to be expected that help can be offered beyond the
opportunity to work and be paid, this type of help is self-limiting and not without recompense for the
hirer. Ganyu labourers are self selecting and do not run the risk of becoming dependent by receiving
something for nothing. Wage rates for piecework are at the bottom of any local labour market scale and
whoever offers the labour gets something in return of value and the person needing money or food has

to work hard for it. Ganyu functions as a food for work scheme at the local level.

It is also important to differentiate between who is doing ganyu labour, why they are doing it and what
they are doing before generalising. We identified four forms of involvement with ganyu labour: those
who hired but whose children might take part in ganyu labour, those who used ganyu to earn money to
invest elsewhere, occasional ganyu labourers and those for whom it was a principal element in their
overall livelihood strategy. It should be noted that ganyu provides cash not only for food but also for

the necessities of life such as soap, paraffin, matches and salt.

There were more young people, especially boys, doing ganyu for their own income than the literature

suggests. It is important to note that by working to buy snacks, clothes and soap, they relieve the
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burden on their parents or other relatives (who will, anyway, expect increasing self-sufficiency in this
group). However, for the most part they can choose whether or not to hand over any of this money to
their parents so other members of the household may have little direct benefit. (This may well be an
idiosyncratic result of this study since other project work has found families in dire straits working and
pooling resources to make sure that all had something to eat, see Orr et all, 1999).

It is also important to differentiate between different tasks and types of payment when seeking to
understand the function of ganyu. Where men (and sometimes women) take on ‘contracts’ for large
scale tasks like ridging or banking a field, they expreés satisfaction with the rate of return to their
labour and this work may not be stigmatised. Piecework — being paid up to 5 tambala per planting
station for weeding or banking in 1999-2000 — has a lower status but perhaps much less so for young
people eamning pocket money. Women and children seem to do more of this sort of work, although the

numbers here are too small for certainty.

We would argue that methodologically this study demonstrates that an appropriate way to investigate
informal resource transfers or ganyu working relationships is to take clusters of closely related people
in rural areas as the object of study. This is the group between whom most resources flow. A cross-
check is also built in to reduce the possibility that recipients downplay the help they have had from
relatives. Visits need to be regular and should be timed to coincide with the deficit period in rural areas
(although this does not then permit comparison with the remaining months). The particular conditions
of the year may also influence flows. The work here is a snapshot but we have some idea of how in at
least two hamlets the situation has changed quite dramatically over the last two years. This implies that
a deficit season study of the same study over several seasons would reveal more of processes and

trends. This methodology will not be appropriate to most urban situations.

Finally, what do the findings of this study imply for integrated crop or pest management with farmers?
Firstly, we found little evidence in these groups of sharing inputs. However, we know from elsewhere
that poor households lacking inputs do visit relatives and friends to beg for seeds (see Lawson-
McDowall et al, 1998). However, the constant exchange of gifts of crops would expose all hamlet
members to new varieties or new crops. New practices might spread more slowly since different
households are involved in different enterprises. The proliferation of vegetable growing within two
clusters may suggest that profitable activities are quickly emulated. Further research is needed to
corroborate whether hamlets have shared economic characteristics. But it should be noted that
villagers themselves believe that the households in different hamlets or mbumbas are often all poor or
all doing well. They attribute this more to teaching children good habits or investing in their education
than to just sharing resources. It seems likely then that technologies would spread first within these
groups of related hamlets and would reach a range of different household types and situations as a

result.
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ANNEX A: SOCIAL ORGANISATION IN SOUTHERN MALAWI

A ‘village’ (mudzi) in fact consists of a collection of hamlets, supposedly under the authority of one
chief. Some, though not all, of these hamlets will be related, sharing a grandmother or great-
grandmother who was usually the original founder of the village.

Mbumba

Since inheritance follows the female line, the most common residential pattern is a mother and her
adult daughters, their spouses and young children, living independently in their own homes but
clustered together in a hamlet. A single or collection of related hamlets constitute an mbumba or matri-
lineage. Members of the same mbumba have close ties which are demonstrated at important moments
such as housebuilding, births, initiation ceremonies, marriages, divorces, illness and death and in
everyday sharing or exchanging of small amounts of food or assistance, with, for example, childcare.

Traditionally, the eldest brother of the sisters (the ‘owner’ of the lineage, mwini mbumba) has authority
over the mbumba, although this may be shared with older women in the lineage, (for example, he
should attend any traditional court case where a member of his mbumba is involved). Children then
inherit moveable goods from their mother’s brother rather than their father while women inherit land
from older female relatives such as their mother, grandmother or aunts.

Banja

The household (banja) is made up of a woman, her husband and their children. After marriage a
husband normally moves to his wife’s village (chikamwini marriage). There he is expected to build a
house for his wife and help with fieldwork (depending on what his other means of earning a living
might be). Some men, often sons of the chief or the mwini mbumba, inherit land and bring wives home
with them (chitengwa marriage). However, their daughters usually inherit this land while sons find
wives elsewhere. It is also quite common for men to marry within their village of birth and to farm
land owned by their parents. In the long run, their tenure is not secure as nieces and female cousins
have a prior claim and land is in short supply.

Gender roles

Women have substantial autonomy because they ‘own’ agricultural land, control much of their income
and labour, and stay in the village of their birth surrounded by their own relatives. Consequently, much
decision making within the household is shared between husband and wife, who are effectively joint
heads of the household. Each spouse may pursue a different set of livelihood strategies (e.g. petty
trading, marketing, cash cropping, formal employment) so that they have separate responsibilities in
addition to the shared enterprise of farming. Divorce is surprisingly common. Women may fear divorce
less because children ‘belong’ to the mother and the mbumba.

Coping and the moral economy

The open-ended nature of matrilineal systems may mean that an individual has more choices about who
to turn to in hard times, e.g. an individual can tum not only to the natal family and members of the
wider mbumba, but also to their father’s families and in-laws. This is less easy in tightly organised
patrilineal systems.
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SOCIAL ORGANISATION: THE NKUTHO HAMLET

Land inheritance: 1% to 4" generation
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ANNEX B. GANYU LABOUR IN 1998-99 SEASON, QUESTIONNAIRE

1 DOING GANYU

n.b. Specify each individual episode of ganyu
employment for every family member

1.01 Who in the household did ganyu
labour?

1.02 Task

1.03 Type of contract

1.04 Duration (days)

1.05 Pay (specify if meal included)

1.06 For whom was this done?
What was the relationship

1.07 If worked for this person before, how
often?

1.08 Why did s/he seek ganyu labour? If
cash, for
what?

1.09 Who made the decision? Was it a
decision?

1.10 How was the ganyu labour found?

1.11 Was there any fieldwork you could not
do because you were doing ganyu?

1.12 Was it hard to find ganyu on this

occasion?
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2. HIRING GANYU 1998-99 n.b. Specify each episode of ganyu employment

2.01 Who in the household hired ganyu
labour?

2.02 ‘Whom did they hire? (Name)

2.03 Age (approximate)

2.04 Specify relationship of this person to the
household member?

2.05 Task

2.06 Type of contract

2.07 Duration (days)

2.08 Pay (specify if meal included)

2.09 Has this person worked for you before?
If so, how often?

2.10 Why was the decision made to hire

anyu labour? By whom?

2.11 How did you come to hire this person?

2.12 Do you employ relatives or neighbours?
If so, why? If not, why not?

2.13 Do you hire labourers so that you

yourself can do other work, if so, what?
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GENERAL QUESTIONS ON GANYU

3 Do you do ganyu only when in need of money or food, or regularly as part of your way of making a
living?

4 Is there any agricultural task that pays particularly well for ganyu labourers?

5 If children do ganyu, what do they use the money for? Do they contribute to the household income?

6 How is the amount of pay agreeed?

7 Is there any difference between men and women for the purposes of ganyu labour, especially for

contract labour?
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ANNEX C. FLOWS OF RESOURCES BETWEEN HOUSEHOLDS 1999-2000, QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Ganyu OUT 1999-2000

Who in the household |Task Type of Duration |Pay (specify |For whom was |Have s/he How often? |Was there any

has done ganyu labour ganyu* (days) if meal this done? worked for fieldwork s/he could

in the last three weeks? included) What was the |this person not do because s/he
relationship before? was doing ganyu?

What?

1.01

1.02

1.03

1.04

1.05
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2. Ganyu IN 1999-2000

Who in the Whom did |Age |What was the Task Ganyu Durat-ion Pay (specify if |Has this person [How often?
household hired they hire? relationship of type* (days) meal included) (worked for you
ganyu labour? (Name) this person to the before?
household
member?
2.01
2.02
2.03
2.04
2.05

* 1.Contract 2. Kuwerenga 3.Both

3. In the last month, have you or anyone in your household cooperated with anyone in any sort of work? (NOT ganyu)? Or have you helped anyone
with any work for any reason?

What type of work? Who was the person and what is the |Why did s/he do this?
relationship?
3.01
3.02
3.03
3.04

o



FLOWS OF RESOURCES BETWEEN HOUSEHOLDS

4. In the last month, have you given any gift to anyone?

40

What was the gift? What was the source of the Who was the person and what is the Why did you do this?
gift? relationship?
4.01
4.02
4.03
4.04

5. In the last month, have you received any gifts from anyone?

What was the gift? What was the source of the Who was the person and what is the Why did this person do this?
gift? relationship?
5.01
5.02
5.03
5.04
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6. In the last month, have you given any food to anyone?

What sort of food and how much?

What was the source of the
food?

Who was the person and what is the relationship?

Why did you do this?

7. In the last month, have you received any food from anyone?

What sort of food and how much?

What was the source of the
food?

Who was the person and what is the relationship?

Why did this person do this?
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ANNEX D: HIID/MAAP ASSETS QUESTIONNAIRE 1997

Hhd ID:|_|_|_| Date:|_|__|97 Respondent name: Enumerator:
Check the appropriate answer: YES/NO SCORE | Number of each x pts.=SCORE
— T
A. KODI PA CHAKA Munagulapo feteleza |__ | | 2|__ | |[E.ZINTHU IZI Dengw/Chitundu |__| 1]|__|
MWAKOLOLACHI: Munalemberapo aganyn | | | 1]|__|| MULI NAZO Mphasa |__| 2|_ |
Munapangapo ganyu || |-1|_ || ZINGATI? Makasu |__| 5| |
_ _ ___|(write number in box)Mtondo |__ | §|__ |
B. KODI MWEZI WATHAWU, Mchere |__| | 1]_ ] Mipando | | 8|_ |
MUNAGULAPO: Maluwa |_ | | 1| || Mabulangete | | 18|__ |
Mafutaanyali |_ | | 1] __ || Nkhuku |__| 3|__|
Sugar |__|_ | 2|__1] Mbuzi/Nkhosa |___| 15|__ |
Lifebuoy |__ | | 2|__}| Ng'ombe | |100|__|
Mafuta ophikira |__ | | 3|__ || Mpando wa ndalem |_ | 6| |
5ot Mpando (wa tebulo) |___| 8| |
CURRENT WEALTH INDEX -------—-> TOTAL| || Kalulu |__ | 3|_ |
(sum of Part A + Part B) | [ Bakha |__| 4|__|
| Nkhunda || 2[_ |
YES/NO SCORE | Nkhukundembo |__ | 15|__|
D. KODI MULI NDI: Sefa |_ | |3]_1]

Chidebe |__|_ | 3|__ | |[F.CONDITION OF MAIN HOUSE YES/NO SCORE
Nkhwangwa |__ | | 4|__ || Does it have windows _

Chidebe chothirira mbeu |__ | | 5|__ || with glass panes? 18|
Tebulo |__| _[10]__}| Built w.fired brick? |__ | |100|__|

Galasi loyang'anirapo |__ | | 2|__|| Has a tin roof? |__ | |300|_ |
Watchi‘koloko |__ | | §|__|| Has separate kitchen? | |__ | 20|__ |
Aironi |__ | |20]__|] Pali chimbudzi? | | | 20|__|

Wailesi |__ | |60]__ |
Njinga || |180|__ | ACCUMULATED WEALTH

Bedi |_ | 130]__|| INDEX ----——-- > TOTAL
(sum of Part D+Part E+Part F)
G. How many houses (buildings where people sleep) are there in the compound? Write the number: |__|
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Identifying smallholder target groups for IPM in southern Malawi.

(Keywords: Target groups. IPM. farming systems. smallholders. Malawi)

Abstract. [PM strategies for smallholders are more likely to be adopted when they form part of a
recommendation domain with a clearly defined target group. Cluster analysis was used to construct a typology of
smallholder households participating in IPM on-farm trials in the Shire Highlands, southern Malawi. Clusters
were profiled in terms of land. labour. and cash resources using discriminant analysis. The implications of the
cluster typology for the design and evaluation of IPM strategies are explored. By relating the cluster typology to
farmers’ existing pest management strategies. broad recommendation domains were identified for a menu of IPM
strategies for maize. beans. and pigeonpea.

1. Introduction

A central feature of farming systems research and extension (FSRE) is the concept of a
recommendation domain. Over time the term has acquired a variety of meanings (Wotowiec et. al.,
1988). In this article, a recommendation domain is defined as ‘a group of farmers with roughly similar
circumstances for whom we can make more or less the same recommendation’ (Byerlee et. al., 1980:
89). In sub-Saharan Africa, recommendation domains have been widely applied to evaluate the impact
of integrated rural development projects (Kydd, 1982), to classify producers of the same commodity
(Williams, 1994), and to differentiate smallholders within the same agro-ecological zone (Doorman,
1991; Jolly, 1988; Manyong et al., 1988).

The need for recommendation domains in Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is illustrated by
the experience of crop protection projects which developed strategies which were technically efficient
but which were not adopted because they did not fit farmers’ circumstances. The Chikwawa Cotton
Development Project (1968-73) in Malawi’s Lower Shire Valley had only limited success because (1)
returns to labour were lower for sprayed cotton than for maize (2) the timing of spraying conflicted with
the harvest of maize and (3) cotton yields were variable with a high risk of zero yields. Consequently,

** the attractiveness of sprayed cotton was not uniform for all households” (Coleman, 1988). Similarly,
the Mali Millet Pests Project (1985-1991) perfected a custom-made ultra-low volume sprayer only to
discover that the cost of spraying (US $12/hectare) was three times higher than the average cash
investment in millet and that just one in ten farm households could afford the new technology (Lock,
1989; Jago et. al., 1993). IPM strategies are more likely to be adopted if they are combined with a clear
identification of their target group. This applies particularly to strategies for staple foodcrops, where
producers range from severely food-deficit households to those which regularly produce a marketable
surplus.

This article describes the classification of target groups for the Farming Systems Integrated
Pest Management (FSIPM) Project which is conducting on-farm trials (OFTs) to identify IPM
.strategies for pests of maize (Zea mays), beans (Phaseolus spp.), and pigeonpea (Cajanus cajan) for
resource-poor smallholders in southern Malawi. The specific objectives are to: (1) classify smallholder
households using cluster analysis, (2) profile the resulting clusters in terms of land, labour, and cash
inputs; (3) relate the cluster typology to variations in existing pest management practices; and (4)
identify appropriate IPM strategies for each cluster.

Z The Target Region

The FSIPM Project operates in two extension planning areas (EPAs) in the Shire Highlands
Rural Development Project (RDP) in Blantyre Agricultural Development Division (ADD). The RDP
has a land area of 450,000 hectares and is located in southern Malawi between latitudes 15 degrees 127
and 16 degrees 25" South, and longitudes 34 degrees 21’ and 35 degrees 51°. The Shire Highlands form
a plateau of rolling or flat upland plains 600-1200 metres above sea level. The climate is warm tropical
with rainfall ranging from 600-1300 mm. depending on altitude. Rainfall distribution is unimodal with
one continuous wet season between November-April, followed by sporadic showers (chiperoni)
between May-July and a dry period between July-October. The growing season averages 165-195 in the
north rising to 223 days further south. In terms of atitude, rainfall, and length of growing season the
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maize ecology is representative of 40 % of the area planted to maize in Malawi (Heisey and Smale,
1995). Soils are mostly deep, well drained and medium textured but low in soil carbon and organic
matter.

Smallholder agriculture is characterised by small farm size, intensive maize cropping, and low
productivity. In 1992, 61 % of the 336,000 smallholder households in the RDP cultivated 0.5 hectares
or less. At current levels of productivity, farms of 0.5 hectares were self-sufficient in maize for only
five months each year. A high proportion (38 %) of households in the RDP were female-headed
(FHH). due partly to a matrilineal system of inheritance since men tend to return to their own village
after divorce or separation. FHHs made up a disproportionate share of the poorest 20 % of the
smallholder population (World Bank, 1996). Human development indicators for the RDP showed low
adult literacy rates, limited access to safe drinking water, and widespread malnutrition evidenced by
high rates of wasting among children under five (FEWS, 1996).

The farming system is maize-based with pigeonpea and beans as the main pulse and legume
intercrops. Relay-planting of beans and fieldpeas (Pisum sativum) is also practised. Maize yields
averaged 836 kg/ha for local varieties and 1765 kg/ha for hybrid semiflint varities between 1992-96.
Low average yields reflected poor soil fertility and low rates of inorganic fertilizer. Burley tobacco and
dimba vegetables' are the most important commercial crops. Up to one third of households in
Matapwata EPA grow dimba vegetables compared with one in ten for Malawi as a whole
(MEPD/WFP/FEWS, 1995). Infrastructure is favourable with close access to world markets (tobacco)
and the urban markets of Blantyre and Limbe with a population of 500,000.

Target pests of foodcrops in the region were identified through extensive field surveys
between 1990-92. These showed termites, whitegrubs and Striga asiatica as the major field pests of
maize; bean stem maggot (ophymia spp.) and ootheca as major pests of beans, and fusarium wilt as the
major pest of pigeonpea (Munthali er. al., 1993; Hillocks et. al., 1996a). These rankings were
confirmed by a Stakeholder Workshop with Malawian crop protection professionals (Ritchie, 1996)
and by diagnostic surveys in four villages in Mombezi and Matapwata EPAs (Orr et. al., 1996). Major
pests of vegetable crops were diamondback moth (Plutella xylostella) and clubroot (Plasmodiophora
brassicae) for cabbage and red spider mite (Tetranychus lambi) for tomato. Pests of burley tobacco
included nematodes and the bacterial disease wildfire (Pseudomonas tabacum).

3. Data and methods

The data derived from a baseline survey of 120 smallholder households conducted at FSIPM
survey sites in four villages in Matapwata and Mombezi EPAs (Orr et. al., 1997). The sample was
stratified by EPA, by participation in OFTs, and by sex of household head. Thus, 30 sample FHHs
participated in OFTs and 30 did not participate, with corresponding numbers for households headed by
men. Using a structured questionnaire, information was collected for the 1996 crop year (1 September -
30 October) on household composition, labour participation rates, crops, input use, and farmers’ pest
‘management perceptions and practices.

Cluster analysis is a statistical procedure for grouping cases or variables according to common
characteristics. Typically, analysis involves: (1) selection of variables to differentiate clusters, (2)
determining the *seed points’ and optimal number of clusters, (3) determining the stability of the
clusters, (4) -fine-tuning’ of cluster membership, and (5) profiling of clusters using variables not used
in the original cluster analysis.

3.1 Selection of variables

Variables commonly used for targeting include labour, wealth, land, household demographics,
crop and livestock production, and farm and family goals (Moore, 1995). Identifying variables for
cluster analysis is a subjective excercise which requires prior knowledge of the socioeconomic and
production variables which are relevant for the problem under investigation. The initial choice of
variables was therefore not intended to characterise the farming system as a whole but determined by
their potential relevance for IPM recommendation domains. Correlation analysis showed statistically
significant relationships between variables which might bias the identification of clusters. Thus, the first
stage of the cluster analysis was to identify variables with strong explanatory power and remove
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variables which were highly correlated with each other. While factor analysis may be used for this
purpose (Gebauer, 1987; Jamtgaard, 1988) the same results may be obtained with a cluster analysis of
the selected variables (SPSS, 1994). Variables were therefore selected by an agglomerative hierarchical
cluster analysis using the complete linkage method with Pearson’s correlation coefficient as the
measure of distance. (These terms are explained below). The results identified BCLUB, FHH, FSIZE,
MPA96, and VDIMBA as input variables (see Table 1 for variable definitions). Appendix 1 explains
how these variables were selected.

3.2 Seed points and number of clusters

Identification of mean values for clusters and optimum number of clusters was made using
agglomerative hierarchical clustering, in which all cases are considered as unique clusters and gradually
combined until all cases are members of a single cluster. This method is superior to non-hierarchical
clustering, in which averages of the cluster variables are assigned at random and where the number of
clusters must be specified in advance. The analysis was made using the HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER
command (SPSS, 1994). Trial runs using the within-groups linkage method (the SPSS default)
produced several clusters with only one case even after removal of outliers. Ward’s method was
therefore used as the method for linking clusters since it tends to combine clusters with a small number
of cases. Squared Euclidean distance was selected as the measure of distance between clusters. Because
the input variables had different units of measurement they were standardised to Z scores with a mean
of 1 and a standard deviation of 0. Examination of the solutions for 5-10 clusters showed that the
agglomeration coefficient (the value of the distance between the two most dissimilar points of the
clusters being combined) rose sharply after the fifth cluster solution (from 158.05 to 216.57). The five-
cluster solution was therefore selected to avoid combining dissimilar clusters.

3.3 ‘Fine-tuning’ of cluster membership and stability of cluster solutions

Hierarchical cluster analysis is susceptible to outliers, the distance measure used, mis-
specification of variables, and the problem of ‘chaining’ whereby, once cases have been assigned to a
particular cluster, they remain members of the same cluster throughout the analysis (Hair ez. al., 1994).
Consequently, the hierachical five-cluster solution was ‘fine-tuned’ using non-hierarchical cluster
analysis, where cases are grouped according to their distance from pre-specified ‘seeds’ or cluster
centres. Analysis requires prior knowledge of both the optimum number of clusters and the average
values of the input variables for each cluster. If both are known, classification is more accurate than
with hierarchical clustering. Average standardised values of the input variables for the five cluster
solution were therefore used as ‘seed-points’ for a non-hierarchical cluster analysis with the K-
MEANS command (SPSS, 1995) using Ward’s linkage method and with squared Euclidean distance as
the measure of distance between clusters. Convergence was achieved after one iteration, indicating that
the intial seed points were accurate measures of average values of the cluster variables. The analysis
reclassified a total of three households, of which two were transferred from cluster 1 to cluster 3, and
one from cluster 5 to cluster 2. To determine the stability of the cluster solutions, the 120 households
were divided into two random samples of 60 then analysed separately to compare results.

3.4 Profiling of clusters

Cluster profiles were compared using discriminant analysis, which computes the linear
combination of independent variables which accounts for the largest share of variation in the defined
groups. With five (k ) groups, discriminant analysis produces four (k-1) functions. The first function
has the largest eigenvalue (ratio of between-groups to within-groups sums of squares) and explains the
largest share of the variance between groups. The second function has the next largest eigenvalue and
explains the largest share of the remaining variance, and so on. All functions are uncorrelated with each
other. Because discriminant analysis allows estimation of the simultaneous effect of several
independent variables it is commonly used to profile target groups (Jolly, 1988; Williams, 1994).

Eight variables not used in the original cluster analysis were used as profile variables, with
cluster membership as the dependent variable. Discriminant functions were estimated with the
DISCRIMINANT procedure using the direct entry method (SPSS, 1994). In order to validate the
results, the sample was randomly split into two subsamples of 60, with membership of each sample
drawn proportionately from the number of cases in the five clusters. The “analysis’ sample was used to



compute the discriminant function while the “holdout’ sample was used to develop the classification
matrix. The functions were validated by comparing the expected classification rate with the
proportional chance criterion and with Press’s Q-statistic (Hair ez. al., 1994). To simplify interpretation
of results, the discriminant functions were rotated using the varimax method. The contribution of the
independent variables was then assessed individually by examining their discriminant loadings. potency
index, and F-ratios (Hair ez. al., 1994).

4. Results

Before discussing the results it is necessary to verify the stability of the five-cluster non-
hierarchical solution by comparing the results for two random sub-samples (Table 2). In each case,
convergence was achieved after two iterations, implying a close fit with the initial seed points. The Chi-
square test showed no significant difference in the proportion of households in each cluster (Chi =
0.686 at p <0.9531). The F-test showed that the means of the clusters for the two metric variables
were significantly different at the 10 % level or above. Because of small sample size, it was not
possible to test for differences in the proportions of the three binary variables, except in one case. Thus,
the five-cluster solution appears robust in terms of the specified variables.

The results of the five-cluster non-hierarchical analysis for the complete sample are shown in
Table 3. Tests of significance on the cluster means (F-test) or proportion of households in each cluster
(Chi-square) were significant at p <.0001 in the case of four variables. The FSIZE variable was
statistically significant at p < .01, suggesting it was a relatively weak indicator of differences between
clusters.

Table 4 shows that on a univariate basis all the profile variables except HYBUY displayed
significant differences between the group means. Of eight variables, six were statistically significant at
p <0.05 or above. The MZAREA variable was statistically significant at p <0.01.

Two of the four discriminant functions were statistically significant (P < 0.05). The two
functions had eigenvalues of 1.39 and 0.33 and explained 67% and 16 % respectively of the observed
variation among the five groups. The classification accuracy for the discriminant analysis of the
hioldout sample was 60 %, compared to 21.3 % for the proportional chance criterion for the five
groups; thus, the model achieved a classification accuracy 2.5 times greater than chance.” Press’s Q-
statistic was 50.4 and 60.0 for the analysis and holdout samples, respectively. Both values were
significantly higher than the Chi-square value at p <.001 with one degree of freedom (10.83). These
results suggest that the profile variables were successful in discriminating between clusters. The value
of Box’s M was significant at the 5 % level, violating the assumption of equal covariance matrices
between the five groups. This test is sensitive to large samples, however, and the small value of the F-
ratio (1.72) suggested that the linear discriminant function performed well.

The relative importance of the profile variables in discrimininating between the five clusters
can be determined using the rotated standardised coefficients and loadings (Table 5). Variables with
loadings of +/- .30 or higher are considered significant (Hair er. al., 1996). Function 1 is dominated by
fertilizer use: the cost of fertilizer (FERTCOST), continuity of fertilizer use (FERT3YR), and the
fertilizer rate on the area planted to maize (MZNRATE) explained 67 % of the variation in cluster
membership. These three variables had the highest values in the potency index and FERTCOST and
FERT3YR both displayed high F-ratios (Table 4). The group centroids suggest that function 1
distinguished cluster 4 from all others clusters. In function 2, purchase of hybrid seed (HYBUY) and
share of household income from agriculture (OWNAG) showed the highest correlation with cluster
membership. These variables had low values in the potency index, and the F-ratio was significant only
for OWNAG (Table 4). The group centroids indicate that this function distinguished between clusters 4
and 3, and clusters 1, 2, and 5. Correlation coefficients for the variables FWORKER, MZAREA, and
MWORKER were below + /- 0.30 and thus not significant.



3. Discussion

The results show that smallholders in the Blantyre Shire Highlands are not homogeneous but
may be stratified into five broad groups:

e Dimba households (one third of which were FHHs) with access to land suitable for production of
high-value vegetables (cluster 1);

e Stable MHHSs producing neither vegetables or burley tobacco, but with sufficient resources to be
relatively food-secure (cluster2);

o Vulnerable households > with low food-security, two-thirds of them FHHs which did not grow
burley tobacco and lacked access to dimba (cluster 3);

e Burley households with a high level of food security (cluster 4); and

e Stable FHHs which produced neither burley nor dimba vegetables but which were reasonably food
secure (cluster 5). This group formed the counterparts of stable MHHs in cluster 1.

Differences between households have important implications for the design and evaluation of
IPM strategies. In this section we use the cluster profiles (Table 4) and information on existing pest
management practices (Table 6) to suggest tentative recommendation domains for IPM strategies for
the foodcrops of maize, beans, and pigeonpea grown by smallholders in the Shire Highlands.

3. Design of strategies

Although the area planted to maize (MZAREA) was somewhat lower among vulnerable
households it was not an important discriminator between clusters (Table 5). Small average farm size
among all clusters implies that IPM strategies for Striga such as trap crops and green manure crops are
best grown as intercrops or relay crops rather than in rotation with maize or as part of an improved
fallow. Examples include the trap crops soybean (Glycine max) and cowpea (Vigna unguiculata)
intercropped with maize and the green manure crop Tephrosia vogelii undersown with maize. Most of
these crops are not new to the farming system - Tep/rosia was noted growing in the Shire Highlands in
the 1880s (Buchanan, 1885). Green manure crops are more effective in increasing soil fertility when
combined with inorganic fertilizers (Kumwenda ez. al., 1997). Since these strategies demand only small
additional expenditures of cash or labour they are expected to be equally attractive for all clusters.

Labour constraints at seasonal peak periods limit the potential for labour-intensive IPM
strategies (Goodell and Andrews, 1990). Labour shortages were evident in the area planted to maize
left unweeded, despite high participation rates for this activity. Research has shown that farmers who
weed twice at the critical period can obtain higher maize yields with half the amount of fertilizer than
farmers who weed only once (Kabambe and Kumwenda, 1995). Yet weeding practices varied
significantly between clusters (Table 6). For example, vulnerable households (cluster 3) weeded less
thoroughly at first weeding and left a higher proportion of fields unweeded at first weeding (Table 6).*
Variations in weeding practices are best explained in terms of labour availability. On the demand side,
poorer households frequently work as hired labour for their better-off neighbours in order to buy maize,
limiting the time available to weed their own fields (Pearce et. al., 1996). On the supply side, tensions
over land inheritance have also made FHHs more reluctant to exchange labour with their sisters
(Davison, 1993) and work sharing (chipere ganyu) to overcome seasonal labour constraints has largely
become a thing of the past (Trivedy, 1988).

Labour constraints are also experienced by dimba households. Among dimba households the
peak period for labour fell between November-December, when labour requirements for vegetables
competed with land preparation, planting, and weeding for maize. A separate survey of a random
sample of 30 dimba growers in Matapwata EPA found that 60 % reported vegetabie production delayed
operations for fieldcrops, particularly land preparation. Over half those households which reported a
tabour constraint for land preparation hired labour for this activity. Dimba households may therefore
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face problems adopting IPM strategies which involve labour-intensive cultural practices during this
period.

About half of vulnerable households were headed by women. By failing to target FHHs,
agricultural research and extension have marginalised their access to inputs of hybrid seed and fertilizer
(Gladwin, 1997). FHHs have smaller average farm size, higher dependency ratios, and less household
labour than others (World Bank, 1996). However, FHHs are not homogeneous. Stable FHHs had
similar levels of fertilizer use and food security as stable MHHs (Table 4). The sources of this stability
may be linked to high eamnings from off-farm employment, as indicated by the low share of cash
income earned on-farm (31 %). One quarter of stable FHHs were married with absentee or polygamous
husbands who may have assisted them financially. This suggests that stable FHHs and MHHs may be
treated as a single target group for the design of [PM strategies.

Fertilizer use was the most important variable in discriminating between the five clusters. The
cost of fertilizer (FERTCOST) and continuity of adoption (FERT3YR) were significantly lower among
vulnerable households, with fewer than one in 10 using fertilizer continuously over three crop years
(Table 4). The fertilizer rate applied to the area planted to maize (MZNRATE) was also lowest among
vulnerable households (14 kg/N/ha). Since farmers are generally well aware of the need for increased
soil fertility to raise average maize yields, high variation in fertilizer use between clusters reflects the
high cost of this input to smallholders. The nitrogen: maize price ratio in Malawi between 1988-94
averaged 7.7, higher than most other countries in sub-Saharan Africa and three times higher than in
Asia (Heisey and Mwangi, 1997). High expenditure on fertilizer among burley households (1251 MK)
reflected access to credit through smallholder burley clubs where members receive credit for maize as
well as tobacco. Without credit or a targeted fertilizer subsidy, fertilizer rates of 50 kg/N hectare as an
IPM strategy for Striga appear inappropriate for vulnerable households and perhaps for others as well.

Cash constraints also limited adoption of hybrid maize. Purchase of hybrid maize seed
(HYBUY) was a significant discriminant between clusters (Table 5). Yields of the semiflint maize
hybrids grown in Malawi are higher and less variable than those of local maize varieties, even when
grown without fertilizer (Smale and Heisey, 1997). Cash constraints were less important for pesticides,
however. Although three-quarters of dimba households used pesticides for vegetables, almost none
used pesticide for fieldcrops (Table 6). Low average yields reduce the economic incentive for the use of
pesticides on staple foodcrops like maize, beans, and pigeonpea. Chemical control for foodcrops may
be feasible in small doses, however, and three of five clusters reported seed-dressing maize against
whitegrubs (Table 6).

Finally, the share of cash income from own agricultural production (OWNAG) differed
significantly between clusters (Table 4) and was a significant profile variable in the discriminant
function (Table 5). With the exception of dimba households where high-value vegetable production
boosted own-agriculture income to 61 % of the total, a striking feature of other clusters was that own-
agriculture accounted for half or less of total household income (Table 4). ). Thus, off-farm income
plays a major role in the smallholder economy. Unfortunately, the widespread perception of rural
Africans as “farmers™ has meant that the importance of off-farm income for smallholders has been
largely ignored (von Braun, 1989). In Malawi, however, mapping of households according to food
security status has shown that 35 % of smallholder households can be classified primarily by
" employment in off-farm, income-generating activities and that these households are concentrated in the
southern region (Moriniere et. al., 1996). Among poorer households, the need to earn cash to buy
maize during food-deficit months has led to a portfolio of income-generation activities including
handicrafts, petty-trade, and casual labour (Pearce et. al., 1996). This limits the scope for [PM
strategies which demand additional labour time, particularly among vulnerable households where 69 %
of cash income has to be earned off-farm (Table 4).

Table 7 summarises tentative recommendation domains for 18 [PM strategies tested in OFTs
in the 1996 and 1997 crop seasons. For the purpose of this analysis all strategies were assumed to be
economically viable. Of 18 strategies, ten (56 %) were judged to be appropriate for all clusters. These
included varietal resistance (five strategies), botanical seed dressing (one), green manure and trap crops
(two), and two cultural practices (weeding without banking and planting pigeonpea on the side of the
ridge). One strategy (earthing-up) was judged inappropriate for all clusters because of high labour
requirements. Recommendation domains for the remaining seven strategies are summarised below:
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e Inorganic fertilizer for Striga was considered appropriate for all households except vulnerable
households (cluster 3);

e Handpulling Striga was judged inappropriate for dimba households (cluster 1) because of
competion for labour with vegetables. More information is required on why so few stable MHHs
were willing to handpull Striga;

e Extra weeding was reported to be a common strategy for Striga, except among burley households
(cluster 4). But labour shortages may limit its appropriateness for dimba households (cluster 1) and
vulnerable households (cluster 3);

‘e Chemical seed dressing for bean stem maggot was considered appropriate for all households but too
expensive for vulnerable households (cluster 3);

s Chemical seed dressing for whitegrubs was considered appropriate for all households including
vulnerable households (cluster 3). Vulnerable households cultivating land in the Chitera dambo
where maize was severely damaged by whitegrubs pest had already experimented with chemical
seed-dressing (Table 4); and

e Mulching and high density planting for bean stem maggot were considered inappropriate for
vulnerable households (cluster 3) and doubtful for dimba households because of labour shortages.

Three limitations of the recommendation domain concept may be noted. First, half the IPM
strategies involved little or no expenditure or actually reduced labour requirements, and were therefore
appropriate for all smallholders. Examples include the pigeonpea variety ICP9145 which is resistant to
Sfusarium wilt, biological control (under a separate project) of the larger grain borer (Prostephanus
truncatus) by the predatory hister beetle Teretriosoma negrescens, and weeding maize without banking.
Although a large number of potential IPM strategies for smallholder foodcrops have been identified
(Hillocks et. al., 1996b), in practice the most successful have been varietal resistance and biological
control. Since both these strategies areappropriate for smallholders irrespective of socioeconomic
circumstances, this simplifies the targeting of IPM strategies and reduces the need for recommendation
domains. Nevertheless, the two clusters for which several IPM strategies were inappropriate
constituted 38 % of smallholder households in the sample.

Second, several recommendation domains were difficult to identify because of gaps in
knowledge about farmers’ socioeconomic circumstances. In particular, more information is needed
about labour availability. In rainfed maize-based farming systems with a single growing season, many
farm operations - planting the main crop, planting intercrops, fertilizing, first and second weeding -
must be concentrated in the first critical six weeks of the growing season to ensure optimum maize
yields. The integration of IPM strategies with other farm operations during this ‘six-week window’
needs careful consideration, particularly when they require additional time and labour. This highlights
the need for an integrated crop management (ICM) approach to identify the interactions between pest
management strategies and crop production practices, and ensure that they are mutually supportive
(Meerman er. al., 1996).

Third, recommendation domains require continual refinement as more information becomes
available (Moore, 1995). In the early stages of on-farm research the real value of the cluster typology is
heuristic, serving as a framework for raising issues and setting priorities for analysis and action, rather
than giving definite answers about IPM interventions. Further analysis is necessary to ensure more
accurate recommendation domains.

32 Evaluation of strategies

Farmer evaluation of OFTs is common practice in FSRE. Farmers’ opinions are sought
through a mix of open-ended and closed questions in order to rank positive and negative features of
new technologies (Ashby, 1990). Evaluation is normally made for all farmers involved in testing the
technology or for a subsample, resulting in varied and uncoordinated responses (Jere, 1996). The
objectivity of farmer evaluation may be enhanced by the use of the cluster typology as a sampling
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frame. For IPM strategies which are judged suitable for all producers, a representative sample may be
ensured by selecting households from each of the five clusters. In the case of interventions which are
considered appropriate for only one or two clusters, evaluations may be restricted to farmers from
households in these particular groups. The cluster typology thus provides a bridge between qualitative
and quantitative methods in FSRE.

The typology may also assist evaluation of IPM interventions on a whole-farm basis. Farm
modeling can help identify the interactions between different components of the farming system. By
introducing IPM interventions as enterprise vectors into an optimising model, the analyst can identify
whether land, labour or cash resources are ‘binding’ constraints which limit the adoption of IPM
strategies. Models are usually constructed for a “typical’ farm or series of farms in the target region.
The cluster typology provides the basis for a set of five whole-farm models to evaluate IPM strategies
for the Shire Highlands.

6. Conclusion

Smallholder households were classified to identify recommendation domains for [PM
strategies for maize, beans, and pigeonpea. Five socioeconomic clusters were identified, differentiated
by sex of household head, self-sufficiency in maize, cash crops, and farm size. Differences between
households were determined largely by the use of inorganic fertilizer, hybrid seed, and the share of
household income derived from agriculture. These findings confirm that low soil fertility and low maize
productivity are major causes of food insecurity among smallholders in the Shire Highlands.

Of 18 IPM strategies tested so far in OFTs, only six required unique recommendation
domains. Varietal resistance, biological control, and cultural practices which required no additional
labour were judged equally appropriate for all smallholders. However, chemical control and cultural
practices which required additional labour and cash expenditure were considered inappropriate or
problematic for households cultivating dimba vegetables and for vulnerable households with low food
security. These two clusters comprised four in ten smaltholder households in the sample.

At this early stage of on-farm research, the cluster typology provides a framework for
identifying likely contraints on adoption. Further refinement of recommendation domains for IPM
strategies for weeds, Striga, and bean stem maggot will require a greater research focus on the ‘six-
week window’ between the planting of maize and the end of second weeding. An integrated crop
management approach is necessary to determine the optimum combination of pest and crop
management practices during the critical first six weeks of the growing season.
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Notes

I. A dimba is an area of agricultural land with impermeable soils, adjacent to a stream or lying above
an underground watercourse, which can be cropped throughout the vear using residual soil moisture,
irrigation from streams or wells. or a combination of these.

2. The classification results for the holdout sample were: 54.5 % (cluster 1); 73.3 % (cluster 2); 41.7 %
(cluster 3): 83.3 % (cluster 4); and 56.3 % (cluster 5). Thus the analysis was most successful in
classifving clusters 2 and 4 (stable male-headed households and burley households).

3. We prefer the term vulnerable to food-insecure households since in the previous crop year (1995/96)
households in this cluster had an average MPA of 6.5 months. High vear-to-year variation in maize
production among this cluster reflected (1) the large number of households with land in the Chitera
dambo, an area of stiff black clay soils (vertisols) prone to severe floods, and (2) illness of the
household head. Oxfam has also defined *vulnerable’ households in southern Malawi as those self-
sufficient in maize for two or three months each year (Trivedy, 1988).

4. The comparison was slightly influenced by the high proportion of households in cluster 3 with land
in the Chitera dambo, where floods in the 1996 crop year prevented weeding and banking. When
households with land in Chitera were excluded. there was no significant difference in the proportion of
[maize not weeded at first weeding (F = 0.33, p < .8539). Other comparisons were unaffected.
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Table 1. Definitions of input and profile cluster variables.

1. Rejected cluster input variables (Table A1)

FSIZE

HHSIZE
REVWORKER
MVMZPER
MZNRATE
MZFPER

OFET

OWNAG

Total area cultivated in the 1996 crop year (ha)

Persons in household (no.)

Total workers in household (no.)

Share of area planted to maize planted to hybrid varieties (%)

Fertiliser rate on area planted to maize (kg/N/ha)

Share of area planted to maize which received fertilizer in the 1996 crop
year (%)

Dummy variable for participation in [PM on-farm trials in 1996 crop year
(1=Yes, 0 otherwise)

Share of household cash income derived from own agricultural production
(%)

2. Selected cluster input variables (Table 2)

MPA96
BCLUB
FHH *
VDIMBA

Number of months household was self-sufficient in maize in 1996 crop year
Dummy variable for membership of a burley club (1= Yes, 0 otherwise)
Dummy variable for female-headed household (1= Yes, 0 otherwise)
Dummy variable for household growing dimba vegetables (1=Yes, 0
otherwise)

3. Cluster profile variables (Table 4)

MWORKER
FWORKER
HYBUY

MZAREA
MZNRATE
FERTCOST
FERT3YR

OWNAG

Adult male workers in household (no) °

Adult female workers in household (no) °

Dummy variable for purchase of hybrid maize seed in 1996 crop year
(1=Yes, 0 otherwise)

Area planted to maize in 1996 crop year (ha)

Fertilizer rate on area planted to maize (kg/N/ha)

Expenditure on fertilizer in 1996 crop year (Malawi Kwacha)®

Dummy variable for households applying fertilizer in the 1994, 1995, and
1996 crop years (1 =Yes, 0 otherwise)

Share of household cash income derived from agriculture (%)

FHHs included both de jure FHHs where the head was widowed, divorced, or separated and

de facto FHHs where the head was male but absent for six months of the year or more.

Adults were defined as aged 15 and over, and weighted as 1.0 for males and 0.8 for females.

€ 15MK =1US S in 1996 crop year.



Table 2. Cluster means and significance levels for five-cluster non-hierarchical solution

for two subsamples.

Subsample 1 (n= 60)

Variable * Cluster F-ratio/ Probability*
Chi-square °
1 2 3 4 3
(n=11) (n=16) (n=11) (n=6) (n=16)
MPA96 8.1 7.9 2.5 8.5 8.4 19.43 0.0000 ***
FSIZE 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.5 3.32 0.0166 **
BCLUB - - - 6 .
FHH 2 - 8 - 16 .
VDIMBA 11 . I | - .
Subsample 2 (n=60)
Variable® Cluster F-ratio/ Probability*
Chi-square ®
1 2 3 4 5
(n=11) (n=13) (n=13) (n=3) (n=18)
MPA96 8.3 8.4 1.7 10.6 8.8 37.30 0.0000 ***
FSIZE 0.7 1.0 0.6 0.7 0.6 1.03 0.029] **
BCLUB . - - 5 - 4
FHH 4 - 8 2 18 31.48 0.0000 ***
VDIMBA 1 . - - - 4

Source: FSIPM baseline survey data 1996/97
? for variable definitions see Table |

® F-test for metric and Chi-square for categorical variables.

¢ ** = significant at 5 % level

*** = significant at 1 % level

¢ Chi-square test invalid because more than 3 cells with expected frequency < 5.



Table 3. Cluster means and significance levels for five-cluster non-hierarchical solution.

Variable * Cluster F-ratio/ Probability
Chi-square °
1 2 3 4 5
(n=22) (n=29) (n=24) (n=11) (n=34)
MPA96 8.1 8.1 2.0 9.5 8.6 5481 0.0000 ***
FSIZE 0.9 0.8 0.3 0.7 0.6 2.22 0.0716 *
BCLUB - - - 11 - 120.00 0.0000 ***
FHH 8 - 16 2 34 71.76 0.0000 **=
VDIMBA 22 - 1 l 0 108.38 0.0000 ***
Source: FSIPM baseline survey data 1996/97
* for variable definitions see Table 1
® F-test for metric and Chi-square for categorical variables
: *  =significant at 10 % level
*** = significant at 1 % level
Table 4. Profile variables for five-cluster non-hierarchical solution.
Variable® Cluster F-ratio/ Probability ©
Chi-square "
| 2 3 4 5
(n=22) (n=29) (n=24) (n=11) (n=34)
MWORKER 1.45 1.72 1.67 209 097 2353 0.0445 **
FWORKER 1.20 1.08 1.37 1.82 1.55 294 0.0235%*
MZAREA 08  0.78 0.33 046 0356 262 0.0383 **
HYBUY 27 621 792 909 735 4.04 0.4004 ns.
MZNRATE 307 296 140 519 263 231 0.0619 *
FERTCOST 352 148 136 1251 277 26.47 0.0000 ***
FERT3YR 455 448 83 72.7  44.1 15.73 0.0034 **
OWNAG 63.1 386 442 518 312 2.350 0.0463 **

Source: FSIPM baseline survey data 1996/97
* for variable definitions see Table 1

® F-test for metric and Chi-square for categorical variables
<

* = significant at 10 % level

** = significant at 5 % level

**¥ = significant at | % level

ns. = not significant
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Table 5. Discriminant coefficients, loadings, and group centroids for varimax rotated five-group
discriminant analysis.

Variables ? Function 1 Function 2

Rotated standardised
coefficients (weights)

MWORKER -.13582 -.33032

FWORKER -.14950 13147

FERT3YR 44183 1.25299

HYBUY -.29968 .56482

MZNRATE -.06078 -.57210

OWNAG -.13979 -.21500

MZAREA -.08522 -23522

FERTCOST .82199 -76124

Correlarions between Potency
rotated discriminant functions index °
and independent variables

(loadings)®

FERTCOST ¢ 86729 * -.11546 .60642
FERT3YR 79645 * 45508 51140
MZNRATE .50092 * -.03446 25092
HYBUY .03068 42852 * .00094
OWNAG .00771 -.25642 * .00005
FWORKER -.01655 12557 .00026
MZAREA .01821 -.03644 .00033
MWORKER 18410 00011 .03389

Group means (centroids) of
discriminant functions

Cluster 1 10165 -.47989
Cluster 2 -.06039 49833
Cluster 3 -.93910 -.24502
Cluster 4 2.46979 -1.97799
Cluster 5 -.07513 61846

* for variable definitions see Table 1
® * denotes largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function

© potency index = sum of squared loadings times the relative eigenvalue, where the relative eigenvalue
is the eigenvalue of the discriminant function divided by the sum of the eigenvalues for all significant
functions (Hair er. al., 1996).

¢ variables ordered by size of correlation within function
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Table 6. Farmers® existing pest management practices, by cluster
gp g P 3

Variable Cluster F-ratio/
Chi-square

2 3 -4 5
(n=22) (n=29) (n=24) (n=11) (n=34)

Probability *

A. Maize
1. Weeds

First weeding (% area planted to maize) °

- fully weeded 7 86 45 Vi 68 3.58
- partly weeded 16 6 33 1B 24 2.26
- not weeded 8 8 28 6 8 2.95
Second weeding (% area planted to maize)”

- fully banked 31 33 37 41 43 0.83
- partly banked 31 28 43 13 40 1.34
- not banked 38 20 20 46 17 232
2. Striga asiatica (% households) ©

- handpulling 29 8 44 80 39 %

- extra weeding 57 58 67 20 71 4.34
- removing from field 7 - 11 80 28 d

3. Termites (% households) ®

- not banking ® 32 28 17 18 35 3.13
4. Whitegrubs (% households) ®

- seed dressing 5 17 21 - 3 F

B. Pigeonpea

1. Fusarium wilt (% households) ¢

- planting ICP9145 15 7 21 27 16 293
C. Pesticide use (% households)

- field crops 0 0 4 0 3 s

- dimba vegetables 73 0 4 0 3 N

0.0086 **
0.0674 *
0.0240 **

0.5095 ns.
0.2582 ns.
0.0609 *

0.3619 ns.

0.5357 ns.

Source: FSIPM Baseline survey, 1996/97

s *  =significant at 10 % level
** =significant at 5 % level
*** = significant at |1 % level
ns. = not significant

®= 120 households
® = 37 households
¢ = 108 households

Chi-square test invalid because more than 3 cells with expected frequency < 3.
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Table 7. Suggested IPM recommendation domains, Blantyre Shire Highlands RDP

Cluster number *

1

2

-

2

4

b}

(n=22) (n=29) (n=24) (n=11) (n=34)

Crop Pest [PM strategies Appropriateness
Maize Striga Inorganic fertilizer Y Y N Y Y
Trap crops ¥ Y Y Y Y
Green manure crops Y Y Y Y Y
Handpulling N N Y b Y
Extra weeding 2 Y N b 2
Maize Termites Varietal resistance Y Y Y ¥ Y
Weeding, no banking Y b Y ¥ ¥
Maize Whitegrubs Seed dressing b § Y ¥ Y Y
Pigeonpea Fusarium wilt ~ Varietal resistance Y b Y Y Y
Pigeonpea Termites Varietal resistance ¥ Y ¥ b 4 Y
Pigeonpea Whitegrubs Varietal resistance Y Y Y Y Y
Termites Planting on side of ridge Y Y b'¢ ¥ Y
Beans Bean stem Varietal resistance R Y Y b § Y
maggot Chemical seed dressing Y Y N Y Y
Botanical seed dressing Y Y Y Y Y
Earthing-up N N N N N
Mulching 2 Y N Y Y
High-density planting 2 b g N Y Y
2 | = Dimba households
2 = Stable male-headed households
3 = Vulnerable households
4 = Burley households
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