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Abstract

The primary objective of this study was to underdtéhe rationality behind the decisions of
smallholder farmers to volunteer as Farmer Traiirethe absence of direct financial incentives.
Farmer Trainers are responsible for passing orc@tuiral extension knowledge to their peers as
part of a participatory agricultural extension agwh dubbed ‘Farmer-to-Farmer’ training

programme. Using the existing literature on peasatibnality as an entry point, this study

employs a holistic framework which includes elemdnbm the economy of affection paradigm

and economic theories of volunteering to explorgv hmational and community level factors

influence individual rationality, and hence the imations of farmers to volunteer.

Through a combination of a literature review, foay®up discussions and interviews with
farmers in the central region of Malawi, this stddynd that in addition to being motivated by
self-interest, farmer volunteers are also signifitainfluenced by a desire to develop their
community in taking the decision to volunteer. Theidy concludes by underlining the
importance of employing a wider lens when explorithg concept of rationality, as the
complexity of peasant life necessitates the inolugf social and cultural factors in addition to
economic ones, as motivations for actions are mtglys based on financial or individual
considerations.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Research Problem

In light of the renewed interest in agricultureaapotential engine for development and poverty
alleviation, there has been an increase in dondmpaactitioner realignment towards investment
in agriculture (World Bank 2008). However, thisligament has also been accompanied with a
resurgence of the debate on the appropriatenatesvefopment interventions in the past decades.
The World Bank and other multilateral agencies haften been criticized for employing a
‘blue-print’” approach to development, whereby ae'@ize-fits-all' model is applied in different
developing countries without much attention givenldcal conditions and context (Ellerman
2007).

The assumptions and thinking underlying these wetgiions has come under scrutiny especially
in the context of Africa, where years of developim&mpport in the form of aid and technical

assistance are widely perceived to have been wéBtterly 2006). It has been argued that a
neoclassical economic approach is an inappropfi@eework to understand undeveloped

economies (Chang 2006), but could be applied odegelopment has been secured’ (Lewis
1954: 401).

In the context of agricultural livelihoods, assumps about the behaviour and rationality of
peasants have been debated since the turn of theeP@ury, with academics such as Chayanov
(1966), Schultz (1964), Lipton (1967; 1968), Popkli®79), Adams (1982; 1986) and Bernal
(1994) tackling the concept from different perspad. The debate on peasant rationality came
to the forefront as a result of the prevailing pgteon of peasants during the 1950s and 60s,
which characterized them as “backward, unresponsavel resistant to change” (Ball and
Pounder 1996: 740). While these attitudes were Inainected in terms of economic decision
making vis-a-vis responsiveness to market incentives and changesgebate on the subject
crossed the fields of economics, political econorsggiology and anthropology. Classical
economic analysis has in the past been guilty nbrigpg the multi-dimensionality of peasant
decision making (Adams 1982; Adams 1986; Edelmaf52(®B31), which is not solely

influenced financial profit, but cultural and sddig#luences as well.



The interplay between economic, cultural and sdeietiors in decision making has been tackled
within the discussion on thmoral economy{Scott 1976), and more specifically in the African
context through Hyden’s (198@tonomy of affectiorHyden (1983) argues that the economy of
affection functions in parallel to the formalizedarket economy within African states, with
economic relations and interactions heavily infleesth by strong social support networks in rural
and non-rural communities. While the concepts efrtioral economy and economy of affection
have been criticised from different academic fieldsstill provides a lens through which to
understand the complexities and interaction betwasonomic, cultural and social factors in

economic decision makings (Matsumura 2006).
The Case

Agricultural extensiohhas often been pin-pointed as a critical elemensinallholders, as the
lack of technical and technological knowledge arkillss poses a significant barrier to
agricultural development (Beynon 1996). Early egien systems in developing countries were
characterized by their top-down, linear nature, Aade thus failed to show tangible positive
results to justify the huge investments in suchesys; the World Bank alone spent over $4.7
billion by the 1980s (Farrington 1994). During tlpast few decades, however, a more
participatory approach to agricultural extensios peoved to be more successful, with farmers
more likely to be receptive given that training datwledge transfers are done through their
peers using Farmer-to-Farmer (FTF) approach (Roé. €002). This system relies on farmers
who volunteer their time and labour to train farsesithin their communities, a process which
takes considerable time away from the volunteessi belds.

For smallholders operating close to the marginsdlg exclusively employing family labour),

such an act of volunteering can be seen as ecoatlynigational, especially since the farmer
would be better served using her or his labourhmir town fields. In order to understand the
motivation behind the decision to volunteer, a muoéstic perspective is needed which would

! Agricultural extension is the process of dissetiimamodern technology, knowledge and techniqudariers at
all levels of production



involve giving due consideration to cultural andiabelements in the decision making process

of farmers. In other words, an expanded view abratlity is needed.

This study seeks to address the issue of peadamality by using volunteering within the FTF
approach to agricultural extension as its case.Ndtenal Association of Smallholder Farmers
in Malawi (NASFAM) has implemented the FTF prograencountry-wide since 2004, using
volunteers from within its membership who are theferred to as Farmer Trainers. The study
utilized data collected from the central regiorMs#lawi where NASFAM is involved. By using
gualitative methods involving focus group discussiandividual interviews and questionnaires
from volunteers, farmers and extension workerss gaper seeks to contribute to the ongoing

debate on peasant rationality.

1.2 Aim of Research
1.2.1 Overall Aim

Inspired by the established debate on peasanhaditip this study aims to address the concept
of peasant rationality using a broad, multi-discipty perspective which gives due consideration
to cultural and social factors in addition to eaomoinfluences. Through using a participatory,
volunteered-based approach to agricultural extensie a case, the main objective is to
contribute to a wider comprehension of peasanbmatity through qualitative, field-based

evidence.

With an expanded and multi-disciplinary conceptidrpeasant rationality as the desired output,
this study will build upon existing research withie field in order to understand the motivation
of farmers to volunteer; considering that the tispent volunteering can negatively impact the
volunteer’s own field, and thus considered irrasionsing traditional economic analysis. The
underlying assumption guiding the study is that tleacept of rationality, when applied to

peasant farmers, transcends purely economic elsnagot includes social, societal and cultural
elements which affect the behaviour and thus datssiof peasant actors. This is achieved
through employing an economy of affection perspectto understand the national and
community level influences on individual decisiomgyich will be complemented by a detailed

discussion of the individual motivations of farmé&vs/olunteer.



1.2.2 Research Questions

With the debate on peasant rationality as a bagkdios study aims to answer the following

main question:

I n the absence of monetary incentives, what is the rationale behind the decision of
smallholdersto volunteer their time and labour?

Given the relative scarcity of their time and lahosmallholders are often busy during the
planting seasons; the time at which extension a&dug& most valuable and demanded.
Acknowledging the multi-dimensionality of the inflocing factors on individual rationality, this
study seeks to understand the volunteering motinatiof farmers within the context of their
social settings. While individual motivations anedegenous to the individual in the decision
making process, they are nonetheless affected bgesous factors, which include community
and national-level influences. Consequently, thislyg will answer the main question through an
exploration of endogenous and exogenous influeandsmotivations rationalizing the decision
to volunteer. This appreciation of the entire ecnimp social and cultural context of the
volunteers will be achieved by answering the folloywquestions:

National level

What are the economic and policy level elementsiwinifluence smallholders’ decisions?

Community level

What influence does the local community have oivithaal decisions of farmers to
volunteer?

Individual level

What are the endogenous motivations of farmerslnteer?

The main unit of analysis throughout the study Wwélthe individual farmers themselves, as the

inclusion of the different levels of influences ilgended to shed more light on the factors

affecting the decisions of individual farmers. Agls, more focus was given to the individual

and community-level influences, bearing in mind thignificance of social relations on

individuals in African peasaBbcieties assuggestedby the literature on the economy of affection.
4



The study hopes to achieve its aim of contributingan extended comprehension of peasant
rationality through the use of a multi-layered gsd& of the questions, drawing from literature
on the economics of volunteering as well as thenewty of affection. By applying these
concepts to the difference influences at the natjoand especially at the community and
individual levels, a more thorough understandingtlé factors affecting the behaviour of

smallholders can be achieved.

Moreover, understanding the underlying motives aluateers and the factors which influence
them will also contribute to development practidchrough adjusting assumptions about
smallholder societies which can pave the way forentargeted and appropriate development

initiatives.
1.3 Outline of the Study

In the subsequent five sections of this paper, Il first provide a detailed background of
the Malawian case used to complete this studyhérfdllowing section a review of the literature
on peasant rationality, the economy of affectiod anonomic theories of volunteering will be
summarized; these concepts form the foundationghef analytical framework which was
developed to analyze, treat and organize the ddta.ensuing section details the qualitative
methods employed in collecting data for this studiile giving specific consideration to
validity and reliability issues. For the remainisgctions of this study | will present the analysis
and discussion of the data followed by concludiegarks that summarize the main findings,
before finally discussing the implications of thadings on wider issues within the field of

development.

2 Background

2.1 Agricultural Extension: An Overview

Agricultural extension refers to the process oséisinating modern technology, knowledge and

techniques to farmers at all levels of productiénderson and Feder 2004; Davis 2008). This

can vary from simply facilitating access to imprdv&eed variety, the provision of training on

the correct use of fertilizer or educating farmersnew farm management techniques. While
5



traditionally a public provision by highly centradid, public government structures (Anderson
and Feder 2004), extension services are incrdgdreing provided privately; both for-profit
and non-profit (Umali-Deininger 1997).

Historically during colonial times, agricultural texsion in both Asia and Africa was primarily
concerned with supporting the marketing of expoops (Feder et al. 1999); a structure which
continued to be used by post-colonial governmemideiveloping countries well into the 1960s
(Ganguly et al. 2006). Since then, agriculturaleesion continued to be a top-down, largely
nationally centralized process with the main oliyecbeing the dissemination of newly available
technologies to farmers (Feder et al. 2004). Thaening and Visit (T&V) approach, which was
promoted by the World Bank from the early 1970sluhe late 1990s, characterized such top-
down approaches to extension whereby the primajgcbobe was technology diffusion from
international research institutes to national d@enguly et al. 2006). Technological advances at
the time included the development of high yieldiragieties of staples, which under the then
prevalent climate of high food prices made the &dapof high-yield crops attractive to farmers
(Lipton and Longhurst 1989).

While such an approach seemed appropriate at the, tit proved to be prohibitively
unsustainable due to high recurring costs, with ynaational extension service providers
collapsing after the withdrawal of World Bank fundi(Ganguly et al. 2006). Additionally, T&V
extension was generally shown to be ineffectivejnipadue to poor implementation and
communication by extension staff (Moore 1984). Mwer, such top-down usually involved an
extension officer addressing hundreds of farmersarat one time without an avenue for
participation by the farmers, further undermining éffectiveness (Chambers et al. 1986); for
example in Malawi, individual extension officerseansually responsible for upwards of 2,000

farmers, making quality contact time virtually ingsible?

The demonstrated lack of success with top-downcgmbres has led to a movement towards

more participatory and demand-driven extension odgh(Braun et al. 2000). This has seen an

2 From conversation with various government repregm@s from the Department of Agriculture Extemsio
Services of the Ministry of Agriculture and Foodc8sty, as well as other experts in the field ofiagjtural
development in Malawi.



increased role for NGOs and other private actothénprovision of extension services (Ganguly
et al. 2006). Participatory forms of extension eharacterized by their focus on the ability of
farmers themselves in understanding the concepthtaas well as their ability to transfer the
knowledge they receive to other farmers within ttiemmunities (Davis 2008). Technologies
and techniques are demonstrated to farmers on dlgirfields, making the training accessible

and practical through intense and hands-on traireggnes (Anderson and Feder 2004).

The Farmer-to-Farmer (FTF) approach to agriculteaension is one such method being
employed globally (Feder et al. 2004). The FTF apph has been applied in various forms
worldwide since the late 1980’s and in Malawi fbe last decade or so. The approach was first
popularized through Farmer Field Schools (FFS),F&® initiative aimed at acting as an
alternative to traditional, top-down agriculturaltension in the specific context of Integrated
Pest Management (IPM). More recently, the goverrinteas been piloting Farm Business
Schools (FBS) as a follow up to FFS, where the daswshifted from IPM towards farm business
management (Kahan 2007). The increased visibifityuch participatory extension models has
also encouraged adoption outside the governmembrsagith NGOs and private actors also
joining in (ibid).

2.2 Malawi: The General Context

Malawi’'s agricultural landscape is characterizedabgominance of smallholders, where land is
scarce and population density is high in the sauith less so in the north (Dorward 1999). In
2004, agriculture accounted for 39% of GDP, 83%otdl foreign exchange earnings as well as
85% of labour, underlying its importance to the &ealan economy (GoM 2006). Maize, the

staple food in Malawi, is grown country-wide, whilee main export crops include tobacco, tea
and sugar, which have traditionally been grownadrgé-scale commercial farmers (Chirwa et al.
2006).

In the wake of the drought and subsequent famir@0®b, Malawi has moved from a state of
food deficit to a 53% surplus in 2007 (DenningleR809). Since the famine, the Government of
Malawi (GoM) has prioritized the agriculture sector growth and development, and has

undertaken the Farm Input Subsidy Programme (FE®REd at increasing food security for
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vulnerable households. While some elements of thgrpmme have been criticised, it has also
been lauded for its part in increasing productiatysmallholders in the country (Denning et al.
2009). Underlining the importance the GoM attacteeagriculture, approximately 16% of the
total government budget in 2009 is dedicated tacaljure and related activities, well surpassing
the 10% minimum which the Comprehensive African i&gitural Development Programme
(CAADP) recommends. Moreover, the GoM is in the cgss of finalizing a detailed
Agricultural Development Plan (ADP), which will achs the foundation for a more
comprehensive agricultural SWAp (GoM 2008).

In a country which depends heavily on agricultamallholder farmers in Malawi are affected
by the prevalence of HIV/AIDS, low agricultural phactivity, low levels of irrigation adoption,
lack of government capacity (especially in the mn of extension services) and lack of farm
business management knowledge (GOM 2008; Chirved. &006; Harrigan 2003; Orr and Orr
2002).

2.3 Agricultural Extension in Malawi

The government, through the Ministry of Agriculttaad Food Security (MOAFS) administers
and maintains its public extension system throlnghDepartment of Agriculture and Extension
Services (DAES).

The public extension system suffers from finaneaiatl human resources deficiencies, resulting
in an average of 1.5 extension visits per housepetdyear (Chirwa 2003). Financial constraints
are characterized by a lack of recurring fundingrésearch and extensions services (Chirwa et
al. 2006), while high staff turnover and HIV/AIDSitecally affect human resources in public
extension (GoM 2008; Ngwira et al. 2001). Moreotbg system has been frequently criticised
for its ineffectiveness, and in some instances at@monexistence (Ellis et al. 2003). For
example, the 1990s saw a period in which publiemsibn (mainly aimed at promoting the use
of improved and hybrid seed) was focused on theest 25% of smallholders, leaving the

poorest and most vulnerable without access to iogvledge and technology (Harrigan 2003).

Recognizing the inefficiency of traditional extemsimodels such as ‘block visits’ and T&V,
public extension in Malawi has seen a movement tdsvanore participatory and group based
8



methods, as evident through the government’s pgotif FFS and FBS approaches (Ngwira et
al. 2001). Moreover, recent trends in the last dedaave seen non-government actors entering
the market for the provision of extension servicesainly through private Farmers’
Organizations (FOs) and NGOs.

Such non-government involvement efforts are exdradliby the FTF training programme
(FTFTP) adopted by the National Association of Snuddler Farmers in Malawi (NASFAM),
the largest organization of smallholders in Malgautlined in the text box below). Within
NASFAM, the FTFTP was initiated in 2004 in orderextend the reach of extension services
while at the same time relieve some pressure ofASseciation Field Officefs(AFOs), and is
now being carried out in 43 associations countrg(lMASFAM 2008). Moreover, the apparent
success of the approach has also led developmentiag to invest more in similar approaches,
both through NASFAM'’s development arm and othemcieds.

NASFAM’'s FTF programme comprises a number of elemsdnitially, the targeted community
is expected to choose a farmer from among NASFANMhbes willing to volunteer and become
a Farmer Trainer. This volunteer is expected tdilfad minimum set of criteria, mainly
concerning literacy and the willingness to sharghtie knowledge after receiving the training.
As part of the programme, FTs receive a bicyclei¢iwhremains the property of NASFAM),
rubber-boots and a raincoat, in addition to thaniing they are expected to disseminate to their
fellow farmers. They also receive inputs (seeddiliers) for their demonstration plots, from
which the yields are not retained fully by the £hile the FTs receive no financial incentives
for volunteering their time, the approach emploirethe programme has been well receivey
government, NGOs and farmers themselves; to thenexthat a number of NGOs and
government departments have already been usingNA®FAM-trained FTs as part of their

extension and other public-awareness programmes.

3 AFOs are NASFAM's front line extension staff, zax@ the NASFAM equivalents of government extension
agents.

* the local NASFAM associations, through which thEsFare trained and supervised negotiate deals thith
farmers on yields from demonstration plots. TygdicaTs retain anywhere up to 50% of the total gjelepending
on the specific association.

® From informal conversations with Programme officat NASFAM and government officials from MoAFS and

DAES

9



Box 1- NASFAM: An Overview

NASFAM is a member-owned organization exclusivghe for smallholders. On a village
level, Action Groups or Marketing Centre Committese created through the union of a
number of Clubs, the smallest units within the NASF structure comprising 10-20
individual farmers. These groups in turn form assomns (of which there were 43 at the
start of 2009, consisting of up to 5,000 individéeimers each), which are then assigned to
14 Association Management Centres (AMCS).

The governance structure is based on principledeafocracy and representation, whereby
paying members elect their representatives in tbgogiation Committees, who in turn elect
the National Assembly representatives. NASFAM igher governed by an elected Board|of
Directors.

NASFAM functions are divided into its commercialdadevelopment arms; a for-profit
company and legally-registered NGO respectively.SRAM Commercial functions as a
Farmer Organization (FO) which is cooperative iturgy is responsible for marketing both
inputs to farmers and produce from them. The gadldhe commercial arms include:
increasing profit for members; improve quality ayidlds; and to influence policies on a
national level. NASFAM’s development arm is taskedh taking charge of externally-
funded development project, which include the FTFTP

Both commercial and development arms are govertyed democratically elected Farmer
Board.

Source: NASFAM

3 Theoretical Overview

Although the dominant frame of analysis in develepiinterventions, neoclassical economics
has been argued to be an inappropriate framewot&ctde under-developed economies (Byres
2006: 236). This is especially relevant in the eantof agriculture in developing countries,
where traditional ‘capitalist’ views of ‘rationafit have proved to have limited applicability in
analyzing agriculture in developing countries, gitke intrinsically-linked nature of market and
non-market forces (Bernal 1994: 792). Smallholdensarticular fall into this category, as there
still remains considerable debate as to the extd#nthe applicability of neo-classical,

microeconomic concepts in their analysis (Adams21@@lams 1986; Edelman 2005: 331).
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The following chapter presents an overview of stadon peasant rationality from different
disciplines and theoretical foundations, as weltedated concepts which were employed in this
study’s analysis. The aim is to combine the corseftpeasant rationality, the economy of
affection and economic models of volunteering imtvamework that will be used to analyze the
data in a manner which takes into account the eunanosocial and cultural influences on
farmers’ decisions. After a discussion of peasatibmality, both the economy of affection and

an overview of economic models of volunteering@esented.

3.1 Defining the ‘peasant’

Before going any further, it is important to esisiblwhat is understood by the tepeasant
While the term might have some historically-negativonnotations, it does not function
derogatory term forfarmers in studies of agriculture (Ellis 1988: 4). Rathdr,is used to
distinguish certain farmers from not only non-faantors, but also from other agriculture actors.
The reality of the agricultural landscape involvesnumber of different actors engaged in
farming; from smallholders to capitalist, large Iscproducers who effectively act in different
ways and are motivated by different influences &yr2006: 243). The most significant
difference (in addition to the stark difference landholding size) which separates peasant
agriculturalists and commercial farmers stems ftbenalmost exclusive use of family labour on
farms by smallholders rarely relying on externéloiar (Chaianov et al. 1966; Ellis 1993; Lipton
1968; Schultz 1964). This highlights the contrasthe degree of commercialization or market
orientation between the two different actors. TiBisalso true in the case of Malawi (Chirwa
2003: 8).

Generally, smallholders in Africa (and specifically Malawi) embody the characteristics
described in Ellis’ conception of peasants, whigloutlined above. Given this study’s exclusive
focus on smallholder as opposed to estate owrngissstudy will employ the terms ‘peasant’,
‘smallholder’ and ‘farmer’ interchangeably througioThe following section summarizes the
existing literature and research on peasant rdiigna

11



3.2 The ‘Rational Peasant’

While a critical examination of peasant agricultwas underway in Russian academia as early
as 1925 through the work of the Russian agrariama@uist Chayanov (Kerblay 1988), who
proposed the notion that it is impossible to unded the development of peasant agriculture
using “analytical tools developed for the underdiag of a capitalist agriculture” (Green 2005:
53)°, the 1960's and 70's marked a period of increastedest from development economists in
the field of peasant agriculture. This period atemcided with the rediscovery of Chayanov’s
work by Western academics (Chaianov et al. 1966)ernwhis work was introduced into
mainstream English-speaking academia (Kerblay 19B8) acknowledging the existence of
alternate production and economic systems, théopfatwas set to more appropriately address
the issue of peasant rationality.

Specifically in terms of rationality within develmg country agriculture, Schultz’'s seminal
hypothesis ofpoor but efficientprovides one of initial challenges to the prevalattitude
towards farmers in developing countries, which \édvthem as barriers to developmérin
essence, Schultz rejects the notion that farmersrational actors with low propensities to both
save and invest; instead proposing two basic pesmiBirst, he rejected the notion that low
agricultural incomes in developing countries wexased by irrational and thus inefficient use of
existing resources by farmers, but rather dueeddt productivity of those available resources.
Second, outside experts (including extension ageetgelopment practitioners and other actors)
cannot help farmers by simply recommending reatingaheir factors of production, but rather
to focus on disseminating new productivity-imprayifactors (Ball and Pounder 1996: 735).
These arguments were embodied within paor but efficient hypothesighich stated that
“[t] here are comparatively few significant inefficieeciin the allocation of the factors of

production in traditional agriculturé(Schultz, 1964: 37; italics in original).

6 Chayanov argued that classical economics and thigima&theory of capitalist entrepreneurial behavido not
apply in a peasant economy which utilizes familydar exclusively Kerblay, B. 1988. "Chayanov and ftheory
of Peasant Economies." In Peasant and Peasanti€scégl. Teodor Shanin. London: Penguin Books.

" This section draws heavily on Schultz’s (1964yioral work Transforming traditional agriculturgin which his
‘poor but efficient” hypothesis was first proposed.
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Traditional agriculture according to Schultz, comprised a situation whitre physical and
economic environments farmers face are at equilibyrian equilibrium which takes quite some
time to attain (Schultz 1964: 29). Farmers’ prafiees within this equilibrium are determined
over this long period, and thus lead to optimabuese allocation and investment decisions. This
definition of traditional agriculture is proposes @ alternative to the traditional view prevalent
at the time, which identifies developing countryiegjture in terms of the cultural makeup of
smallholder farmers (Ball and Pounder 1996: 73hjs Timited and narrow definition has been
the subject of subsequent criticism, with criticguang that there are few instances where such
conditions hold (Ball and Pounder 1996). Moreovédre absence of social and cultural
dimensions also contributed to a more incompletsvwof traditional agriculture, since Schultz
did not accept the importance of including cultuel@ments in explaining the way traditional
agriculture works (Adams 1986: 275).

Alternatively Lipton, in his (1968) semin@heory of the Optimising Peasamrbposes aurvival
algorithmin which peasants arrive at rational choices #nat“security-centred”; farmers arrive
at livelihood and production decisions dependinghe contextual circumstance in which they
live, which sometimes leads to different “rationalioices within the same village for example
(pg. 348). In addition to ensuring that all aspeetated to production are exhaustively included
in analyzing production decisions, he also poiatthe effects of institutional and cultural effects
on the decisions of peasants, which he arguesraiglto farmers in making their optimum
decisions which aim at maximizing their utility. Wever, Lipton himself concedes that
guantitative analysis of such decisions can neeeadhieved due to the large number of factors
to include in calculations, which he believes cdanbe completely captured (Ibid). This
conclusion raises a critical point; that peasamés iafluenced by a multitude of factors that

transcend simply economic ones.

The most radical aspect of Schultz’'s work lied is ¢donception oprofit, which contradicted the
mainstream economic definition of the concept. 8elsudefinition of profit was not limited to
commercial profit, as he identified non-marketaipéns in productivity (for example yield gains
of subsistence staple food) as profit in directtest to classical economic reasoning (Schultz
1964: 165). Additionally, he also argued for thelusion of the dimensions of risk and
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uncertainty within profit calculations, as farméiksng on the margins are less likely to be able
to cope with high levels of risk. Most importantlgchultz identified the costs associated with
the search and/or learning of adopting new faaerthe critical aspect in farmers’ determination
of profitability. Schultz employed this conceptioh profit to prove that farmers make rational
decisions and are responsive to changing marketitboms; as long as the benefits of adopting

changes outweigh the costs that are associatedheitactions.

A major criticism of Schultz’'s analysis lies in tfeet that, in imperfect market conditions which
characterize the reality of agricultural marketsdeveloping countries, individually rational
decisions do not necessarily lead to socially effitoutcomes on the community level (Adams
1986; Lipton 1968). Lipton (1968) argued that Sthuleant for higoor but efficient hypothesis
to be applicable to both individuadésid communities; although his interpretation of Schslt
intention has been questioned, as Schultz didacié the distinction between individual and

group efficiency (Ball and Pounder 1996: 744).

However, it is important not to dismiss Schultz’®ry as it was a direct challenge to the
prevailing attitude of academics and practitiortergards traditional agriculture at the time, who
viewed farmers as “backward, unresponsive, anctesdito change” (Ball and Pounder 1996:
740). Thus the importance of Schultz’s hypothesas wot in its efficiency declaration, but rather
in his recognition of the responsiveness of farnterghanging incentives (Ball and Pounder
1996: 736)

The body of literature on peasant rationality maidéal with the concept of rationality from a
strictly economic perspective of responsivenegsritce changes and market conditions (Adams
1982; Bernal 1994). For example, neo-classical gmepts of the concept often cite the price-
responsiveness studies of the 60’'s and 70’'s asesd for the ‘capitalist’ rationality of all
peasants (Bhaduri 1973); however Byers (2006: &8s that such studies treated producers in

aggregate terms, ignoring social differences betvke different types of farmers.

However, the more flexible view of rationality whisuch studies have proposed (for example,
through Schultz’ broader conception of profit) che equally applicable in looking at the

decisions made by smallholders to volunteer thedolr and time. By extending the models
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which are proposed, it is possible to gain an ustdading of the decisions of smallholders in
non-market related decisions; an aspect which heen Hacking from studies of peasant
economies. This study attempted to fill this gapibising an element of a more socially-

oriented perspective to analyze the volunteerirgsitans of farmers.

In other words, this study used the position aldited by Ellis (1993: 76) as a jumping off point,
who argued that the significance of Schultz’'s hiapets lies not in its accuracy in predicting
price-related behavioural changes, but rather gfltomanaging to place peasant economics in
the forefront of discourse.

In order to gain a more complete appreciation & bHehaviour of farmers in developing
countries, purely economic models whose basis &t@m classical and neo-classical roots (such
as the conception of rationality outlined above) laetter supplemented with an understanding of
the cultural context. The concept of teeonomy of affectigrwhich combines and gives due
consideration to the interplay between the soctalltural and economic realities which

characterize developing countries, provides suchnalerstanding.

3.3 The Economy of Affection

For a more thorough understanding of peasants’aoanand social livelihoods in Africa, it is
important to acknowledge the existence gieasant mode of productiavhich operates parallel
to the capitalist or socialist economic systemojperation(Hydén 1983: 6). This economy,
dubbed theeconomy of affectiorfHydén 1980), is usually distinguished from the purely
capitalist, classically rational economy, suggestine lack of exclusive consideration being
given to price and profit factors, as markets aeperfect and information asymmetry prevails
(Adi 2005: 4).

The economy of affection represents “a network ugp®rt, communications and interaction
among structurally defined groups connected by dildan community or other affinities”
(Hydén 1983: 8). These interdependent relationships stlegp@omic decisions at the micro
level, which makes the affective economy prevatrothe formal economgAdi 2005; Hydén
1983). Individuals operating within the economyaffiection are thus not exclusively motivated
by monetary incentives:
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“Most times, the sense of group loyalty and soliaoverrides the need
to conform to rational economic principles. Econoneixchanges are
often not underwritten in monetary terms and tramigms are not
always motivated by profit.” (Adi 2005: 5)

Consequently, peasants would respond rationallypddket incentives to improve their position
in the economy of affection; not necessarily toegolincrease their financial profit (Hyd
1983). Such cultural practices are attributed ®pghrsistence of indigenous African models of
social order, whereby the concepts of mutual selfshsolidarity and sharing are valued above
individual welfare (Adi 2005).

While it is a form of social support and the donmhaconomic system in Africa, Hyden (1983)
argued that Africa’s persistent economy of affatiichibits its chances of achieving sustainable
economic growth, as it prevents the accumulatiosufficient surplus capital. More recently,
African academics have argued against this notimisting that capitalism can flourish along
side the affective economy (Adi 2005; Mkandawird &oludo 1999).

The concept of the economy of affection has nohheighout its critics. Some academics have
guestioned the extent to which African peasantsadnle to “evade the reach of the state”,
arguing that the view distorts reality (Lemarcha®89: 34). Furthermore, as an intrinsically
static concept, the economy of affection fails écaunt for the dynamic nature of society; a
weakness which believes renders the concept noratipealizable (Ibid). However, this study

employs the affective economy notion asanplimentaryperspective to investigate the decision
making processes of farmers, guiding the researahdude more socially-aware undertones.
Using the paradigm in this way oversteps the litidtes outlined above, as even critics agree

that the paradigm has useful heuristic propertiesn@rchand 1989).

Given the constant interplay between social anturallfactors on economic decision making in
African peasant society, an analysis of peasambnality cannot be complete without due
consideration given to the cultural and social ayita in which they operate (Ellis 1993; Popkin
1979). Expanding the discussion on peasant rattgrtal encompass elements of the affective

economy more concretely creates a more holistimdmork through which to query the
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rationale behind smallholders volunteering theiretiand labour. The following section outlines
a selection of economic theories of volunteeringciare designed to understand the motivation

of individuals to volunteer their time; a criticalement of this study.
3.4 Volunteering

There have been a number of studies attemptingjdantify’ and analyze the reasons why
people volunteer from an economic perspectiveantitro level (e.g. (Freeman 1997; Menchik
and Weisbrod 1987; Ziemek 2006), which can genefflithree models; the public goods
model, private consumption model and investmentefsoZiemek 2006: 533). The benefits and

motivations of the three models are summarizedvhelo

Table 1- economic models of volunteering

Model Benefit General Motivation

Public Goods Altruistic benefit To increase the supply of the public good

Private consumption)  Self-value benefit J@mm the act ofolunteering\warm-glow’ utility
Investment Exchange benefit To gain labor market experience, skills and costact

Source: (Roy and Ziemek 2000)

The assumption underlying thpblic goods modelis that individuals volunteer their time to
increase the supply of a public good or servicedf@oni 1988). Given the public good nature of
extension services (Quizon et al. 2001), whereagetypes of information are generally non-
rivalrous and non-excludable (Ziemek 2006), volentey would simultaneously benefit the

volunteer and the wider community as well.

Contrastingly, therivate consumption modelhas its roots in morgward motivations, where

utility is derived from the ‘feel good’ factor whicaccompanies volunteering (Andreoni 1988;
Freeman 1997). Thenvestment mode] on the other hand, reflects a more individuaisti
motivation to volunteer, where the direct ‘benéf increased human capital (if training is
provided for example) drive decisions (Day and Dewl998; Duncan 1999). In other words,
individuals would volunteer their time in the exfamon that their investment will pay dividends
in the future, for example through enhancing thekills set for enhanced employment

opportunities. This motivation can also be desctiasself-improving(Boz and Palaz 2007).
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It is important to note that the motivations prdsdnabove are not necessarily mutually
exclusive; an individual can have a number of fectofluencing the decision to volunteer. For
example, in a study of community volunteers in BytkBoz and Palaz (2007) found that in
addition to altruistic motives, volunteers wereoatsainly motivated by the need for affiliation
and personal improvement motives (which can be teduaith the investment model outlined

above). A combination of motivations is thus comigabserved in empirical research.

While such models might be applicable in developednomies with fully developed labour
markets with its accompanying underlying neo-lib@ssumptions, this does not automatically
discount them for looking at smallholder farmersdigveloping countries. This study aims at
understanding the motivations which drive individizamers to volunteer their time; whether it
is for a romanticized notion of helping their conmiies, or simply for self-gain purposes
through their training. By complimenting the mairarhework of an economy of affection
perspective on peasant rationality, the voluntgemmodels discussed provide an additional

dimension in understanding the behaviour of smaliérs, as outlined below.
3.5 Operationalization

Using the three theories and models outlined abtivis, study seeks to answer the main

guestion:

I n the absence of monetary incentives, what rationale drives smallholdersto
volunteer their time and labour?

As stated earlier in the paper, this study seekantdyze the concept of peasant rationality by
employing a multi-layered investigation mainly fecug on community and individual level
factors, with consideration given to national lefagtors which affect individual rationality. This
was done by using the existing literature on peasdionality from an economic perspective as
the springboard for investigation, while at the saime employing an economy of affection lens
to compliment understanding of the motivation aationale behind farmers’ decisions. Figure
3.1 below outlines the framework through which tla¢a was analyzed. The analytical elements

within each level of the model are presented inrg3.2 for the sake of clarity.
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3.1- Proposed analytical framework

National/
Structural
influences D

: Community N
level \
influences N \-,

Economy

of :’ h . '“ ) 'l"|= |
Affection / Individual 5 \

factors N ', |

Rationality

The core elements of the framework reflect therindated nature of the different levels on
individual rationality, whereby the national, commity and individual spheres are influenced
and affected by each other. While acknowledging tiwa concept of rationality is an individual
notion, an economy of affection perspective net&t®es a more holistic view, which the

framework conveys.

Consequently, each element within the framewor#lesigned to address each of the research
guestions. Due to the nature of this study’s desigore attention will be directed towards the
community and individual levels, employing mainlyinpary data collected from field
observations, interviews and focus group discussiarhile the national level will be treated

using secondary sources from existing literatur&latawi.

Figure 3.2 below outlines the basic tenants of dhalytical framework, along with a brief
summary of the elements which will form the basis dnalysis. Starting with a treatment of

exogenous, national-level influences on individdakisions, analysis will move on to the
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community and indindual levels. At the community level, the naturesotial and economi
relationships between the wider community and vigers will be analyzed using material fri
interviews and FGDsAIthough exogenous to the individual, the commuihétyel representsn

interesting aspect considering that it intersectish wndividual, intrinsically endogenous
motivations of farmers to volunteeAt the individual level, thedifferent motivations t
volunteer outlined in the previous sectiwere used to analyze th®lunteering decisions, i
addition to a qualitative discussion of the sodamluences that the farmeare influenced by

from their communities.

Figure 3.2-Elements of analytical framework

eGovernment Strategies towards smallholders

e evel of Access of smallholders to formal economy
eaccess to input and product markets
eaccess to extension services

National

e Economy of Affection

CO m m u n ity einterdependence of social and economic realtions
emutual support systems

epressure on community members

e Volunteering
*Motivation to volunteer, is it:
ealtrustic? self-improving? materialistic?
#Social pressure/obligations/motivations
eTime implications

Individual

As statedearlier, the main object of this study is to cdmite to an extended armulti-

disciplinary conceptin of peasant rational. The underlying assumption guiding the stud
that the concept of rationality, when applied tarfars, transcends purely momic elements
and includes social, societal and cultural elemetich affect the behaviour and thus decis
of peasant actors. Although the rationality studieferred to throughout this paper .
predominately economic in nature, the inclusioran affectiveeconomy perspective reflects
direct attempt to address more comprehensivelypibtential elements which factor in t

decision making process of farmers; specificallyagmms of their decision to volunteer. Wh
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specific in focus, findings from this study can trdoute to a wider understanding of

smallholders’ decision making in general.

4 Method

4.1.1 Sampling

Research participants were selected at random fr@gramme areas within the central region
of Malawi. Farmers willing to be interviewed frotmrée associations located in Lilongwe North,
Lilongwe South and Mchinji (see map in figure 4eldw) were selected at random, and willing
Farmer Trainers (FTs, the farmer volunteers) wese eandomly selected. In total, 24 FTs (from
a total pool of approximately 250 in the areas igtl[dand 9 general NASFAM members
(dubbed hereafter ‘Follow Farmers’ to distinguibkrh from Farmer Trainers) were involved in
focus group discussions and interviews, in additmithe NASFAM programme officer and 3
Association Field Officers (AFOs). Although 69 gtiesnaires were sent out to AFOs country
wide, an extremely low response rate (less thanr@&gnt that they were not used in aggregated

form, instead used to reflect the views of thevidlials who have responded.

Figure 4.1- Map of areas studied
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4.2 Data collection

While initial ground work began in December 2008|df observations, focus group discussions
and interviews were conducted during the monthBatfruary and March 2009, along with the

distribution of the questionnaire. February wassemoas it falls after the planting season, where
agricultural labour has passed its peek (see figLrdelow).

Due to language constraints, a research assist@amtemployed to translate the questions into
Chichewa, as well as help the researcher adjustvtirding to be better suited to the cultural
context of the research participants. For examglesstions relating to finances had to be

adjusted and approached in a less direct mannaccordance with prevalent cultural practices.

Focus group discussions and interviews were f@tprded and transcribed, with attention given
to non-verbal gestures to gain further insight lelyevhat’'s merely being said (Kvale 1996).
Confidentiality and anonymity were respected; vaers, programme staff and FGD

participants are referred to as Informant 1, Infant2, etc. and FGD 1 and FGD 2 respectively.

Figure 4.2- The agricultural season in Malawi
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A questionnaire was designed and distributed toNASFAM AFOs countrywide who are
involved with the FTF programme. The purpose ofdbestionnaire was to information about
the the attitude of AFOs towards the FTF programmeeneral and the FTs themselves
specifically. Questionnaires were employed witls ttarget group of research participants as
they are scattered across the country, making iohai¥ interviews practically difficult.

Moreover, a questionnaire allows a bigger sampleettargeted, which allowed for a high level
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of comparability (Ragin 1994). Questionnaires asove as an effective method of isolating

interesting cases, for which further in-depth stadyld be examined (Yin 2003).

Field observations served as part of the initighleratory stage of the study (Silverman 2005).
NASFAM trainings of its members, as well as spediil-led field days were attended in order
to ‘get a feel’ of the relationship between thdatént actors, including farmers, FTs and AFOs.
While not necessarily considered as a ‘reliablenfof data collection (ibid), observations could
serve as a means of verification when combined waiitler data collection techniques (Creswell
2007).

Additionally, two focus group discussions were heatdmprising 12 Farmer Trainers and 9
Follow Farmers (FFs) respectively. The purposehefFarmer Trainer focus group was to gain
an overall understanding of the motivation of FBsagroup, as well as compliment data
obtained from individual interviews. Moreover, th& group discussion served as an effective

tool to refine the individual interview questiorseé Appendix A for FGD guide).

A second focus group was organized for FFs in otdegain an understanding of the wider
community’s perception of the programme and the ey have picked, in addition to
providing further insight to the extent of the FTisfluence in the community (see Appendix B
for FGD guide).

The main mode of data collection came in the fofnmdividual, structured interviews with FTs
comprised the primary mode of data collection foe study (see Appendix C for interview
guide). Interviews are an appropriate mode of eygsince they are most effective in helping
understand the research participants’ perspecti@serman 2005), which is the principle
objective of this study. While standard questiomsewsed as a guide, every effort was made to
give the interviewees the opportunity and freedonmelaborate on points that they feel were
important (Mikkelsen 2005).

A number of additional informal interviews were @lsonducted with the programme
coordinator, regional managers and AFOs. The perpdsthese informal interviews was to

further compliment the views of farmers.
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4.2.1 Literature & Document Review

In order to compliment the data from FGDs, intemseand the questionnaire, a yet unpublished
NASFAM evaluation of the FTFTP was consulted andewwed. The report’'s methodology

included a mass, semi-structured questionnair@oreses from which represent a significantly
more representative national sample than this &uslyope. Therefore, considering material

from the report is meant to enhance the generdlizad any conclusions attained.

Additionally, literature on the agricultural lan@ge of Malawi, specifically in relation to
smallholders was also reviewed, providing the nemgsdata for analysing factors from the

national perspective.

4.3 Analysis

Data has been analyzed in accordance with the tazslyramework proposed in section 3.5,
starting with the national level, which primarilgals with secondary sources and finishing with
the community and individual levels, from which thelk of the data came from the interviews,
FGDs and field observations. Interviews and FGDsewally translated and transcribed by a
research assistant. common themes from interviavds BGDs were identified and coded,

supplemented by interesting quotes which were dezun the text.

Table 2 below summarizes the methods through wéeéaih research question was tackled.
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Table 2- Data Analysis

Level Research questions Sources Methods
What are the economic a | Government official Informal discussio
policy level elements which Government documents Field observations
National influence smallholders’ Academic literature Literature review
decisions? Own observations
What influence does tt Programme repc Informal discussio
community have on Programme managers | Interviews
individual decisions of Farmer Trainers Field observation
Community| farmers to volunteer? Follow Farmers Focus group Q|scu33|ons
AFOs Document review
Own observations Questionnaire
What are the endogeno Programme repc Interviews
motivations of farmers to | Programme managers | Informal discussions
volunteer? Farmer Trainers Field observation
Individual Follow Farmers Focus group discussions
AFOs Documents review
Own observations Questionnaire

Source: Author

4.3.1 Reliability, Validity and Ethical Considerations

Having the research conducted through NASFAM itselfild pose problem of associability,

whereby farmers would be reluctant to speak frablyut their perceptions of the programme. In
order to minimize such risk, every effort was méaleinderline the neutrality of the researcher,
mainly through a brief introduction to each intewiand FGD research assistant from the local

agricultural university.

Relatedly, the research assistant was tasked wislurimg that detailed observations were
recorded regarding the language used by researthipants, considering that interviews and
FGDs were conducted almost exclusively in Chichemf@ch |1 do not understand. In order to
ensure nothing was missing, post-interview disaumssiwere conducted with the research
assistant to draw attention to any observationghvhiight have been relevant for analysis of the

interviews.
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When employing FGDs as a data collection methaatgtlexists the potential for an individual or
small group of individuals to dominate the proceegdi In order to avoid this problem, the FGD
facilitators (myself and my research assistantstamtly ensured that all participants were given

the chance to voice their opinions.

From an ethical standpoint, a number of considemathad to be made. Given the nature of some
research questions, as well as the fact that ceatrens were be recorded, confidentiality was
guaranteed for research participants in order lkmwvathem to speak freely. For example, a
number of interview questions to FFs concern thkoughts and attitudes towards other
community members and NASFFAM AFOs. Additionally, was made clear to research
participants that findings from the study would ma&cessarily result in the alteration of the
FTFTP, especially considering that one of the in&v questions concerns the interviewee’s

thoughts on financial compensation for volunteers.
5 Analysis and Discussion

Data was analyzed by applying the framework preseit Section 3.5. This section is divided
into three subsections according to each layemafyais, with more focus given to individual

and community-level factors, as those are the pyirteagets of this study.

5.1 National level

Over the decades, the government of Malawi has gereeigh a number of policy shifts in
relation to smallholders. While no official poliggxists in relation to farmer volunteers, the
general policy landscape plays a role in the Ihadid decisions of smallholders. The following
section aims to answer the first of the resear@stjons:what are the economic and policy level
elements which affect smallholders’ decisiorid®ough a review of the evolving policies
relating to the two main outputs of smallholdersaiza and tobacco, this section seeks to
demonstrate the conditions which can play a roleinftuencing individual rationality of

smallholders, and more specifically those who vtdanas Farmer Trainers.

Although occupying over 70% of land (Chirwa et 2006), smallholders in Malawi were

marginalized as direct consequence of pro-estateudtgral policies up to the late 1980s
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(Harrigan 2003; Kydd and Christiansen 1982). Galtic smallholders were prohibited from
growing tobacco- Malawi’s most important cash cripeugh a series of legislative blocks and
policy factors giving a virtual monopoly to estateggrowing and selling tobacco (Hazarika and
Alwang 2003). Since the removal of the legal bartat prohibited smallholder involvement in
burley-tobacco in 1990, smallholder production @ased substantially and quickly, representing
70% of the country’s total by 1998 (Peters 2006)isTmove marked a move by the Malawian

government towards a more pro-smallholder agricaltdevelopment policy.

After the country’s first democratic elections iB94, tensions with the World Bank and some
donors surfaced as a result of the country’s nelicipe of supporting smallholders through a
combination of subsidies and input provisions; gel which contradicted the Washington-
consensus, pro free-market nature of donor sugdtte time (Harrigan 2003). This shift came
as a result of the failure of the private sectofilimg the gap left in the aftermath of donor-
promoted liberalization, which saw the withdrawélsopport to smallholder maize producers
critically through the erosion of state-supporteddd systems which exasperated the already
low purchasing power of smallholders (Peters 208@hough liberalization did benefit some
elite tobacco-growing smallholders (in addition égtate owners), the majority remained
minimally supported throughout that period (Chiretaal. 2006). A major deficiency of the
World Bank’s Structural Adjustment Programme (SAB$ been the assumption that only price
incentives were enough to generate a supply resgoms smallholders; complementary actions
aimed at reducing technological, credit and lamditétions were needed as part of complete
package (GoM 2008: 8). The absence of these coraptamy services induces smallholders to
come up with solutions on their own, one of which the decision to volunteer to help close the

gap it creates.

The movement towards pro-smallholder policies wdsaracterized by two aims: the

intensification of maize production to enhance itiotr and food security; and the promotion of
cash crop production to increase income (Chirnal.€2006). The most recent such effort by the
government has been the Farm Input Subsidy Progea(fit$P) which provides vouchers for

subsidized fertilizer and improved maize seed taseto vulnerable smallholders since the
famine of 2005 (Denning et al. 2009).
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While providing poorer smallholders with access itoproved technology and fertilizer,
government programmes such as the FISP have tailaddress other chronic problems facing
smallholders. In addition to high costs (exasperétgincreasing global fertilizer costs), a major
criticism of such programmsas been the exclusion of a training package tefiary
farmers on the use of the improved technologiesigeal. The deficiency in the provision of
extension advice to supplement the FISP has lechpooper use of fertilizer, diminishing the
positive gains that such programmes give to smig#rs. This flaw is compounded by a
downward trend in recurring funding for researcll axtension services, further undermining
the access of farmers to valuable extension ad{@mrwa et al. 2006). For example, a
government review of agricultural policies saw sgsl extension only receiving 37% of its
earmarked budget (GoM 2003).

Although the GoM has underlined its belief in agliare as the engine for poverty alleviation
most recently through the Malawi Growth and Devatept Strategy (MGDS) and Agriculture
Development Programme (ADP), it also recognizesnian challenges facing smallholders.
These comprise weak links to markets (both infeastral and structural); high transport costs;
lack of farmer organizations; poor quality contrahd lack of price and market information
(GoM 2006). The combination of all these factonediy influenced smallholders’ livelihood
decisions, which traditionally comprised a subsis&ebased strategy with the primary goal of
producing as much maize as possible (Peters 2Wdti)e the promotion of smallholder tobacco
cultivation led to a degree of diversification irtash crops, causing average annual growth of
42.3% in the smallholder sector in 1995 and 19986)es authors argue that this has led to an

increase in food insecurity as burley-tobacco wsgldcing maize (Harrigan 2003).

From a maize-market perspective, a presidentigctire in late 2008 has banned the private
trading of maize, decreeing that the Agriculturev@lepment and Marketing Corporation
(ADMARC) as the sole buyer and seller of maizeinfixthe price at MK45 per kg (buying) and
MK52 per kg (sellingy. While this removed the price uncertainty which pgued planning of
smallholders over the decades (Harrigan 2003; £&@06), it could also potentially affect the

8 author’s observations from attending donor-levektings
 Malawi Kwacha- Approximately MK140 = US$1
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incentives of farmers to produce for the market,icWhis in direct contradiction to the
government policy geared towards smallholder comorakzation of agriculture. However, as
the majority of small holders are still net buyefdood (Chirwa et al. 2006), this can be seen as
a positive short term measure, especially consigatat maize market prices have more than

tripled in the year leading up to the directivenfraround MK20 per kg to over MK60 per &y.

Although initially welcoming the directive, it renms to be seen how smallholders will adjust
their behaviour to this change in economic envirentnin the past, food deficit households
experienced a vicious cycle, whereby they haveetbtlseir maize at a time when prices are at
their lowest due to the flood of supply during tharvest season, only to have to buy at
significantly higher prices during the ‘hunger smaswhere families deplete their maize stores
(Peters 2006). Such a cycle significantly influentiee planning of smallholders, considering
that any labour lost (as might be the case witlumaering, for example) can severely affect the
wellbeing of these households living on the peniphef poverty. As Orr and Mwale (2001:

1326) observed: "[s]mallholders were not simply gassive victims of policy reform, but active

problemsolvers who had employed a variety of adapstrategies to maintain household

income”.

Critically, the interaction between the governmant farmers, which has traditionally been
done through extension agents, has been quitestinait late. Apart from the contact during the
distribution of coupons for the FISP, there isuaity no interaction between smallholders and
the central government. While this might change ninat ADMARC, the government’s

marketing board, is the sole legal maize trade,féltt remains that there is an extremely low
level of extension interaction with smallholdersh{i@a et al. 2006). In addition to lack of

sufficient funding (GoM 2003), national-scale pragymes such as the FISP have also
contributed to even shorter contact time with fasnas field officers are at the centre in the

distribution and monitoring of coupon distributiand usé*

10 author’s observations from living in Malawi

11 author's observations from informal conversatiafith MoAFS staff
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Additionally, HIV/AIDS has often been cited as ajaradetrimental factor on the provision of
extension, as AIDS related deaths significantlyectfffront line staff due to their mobile
lifestyles; specifically in Malawi, it was estimdtén 1998 that 66% of deaths in the Ministry of
Agriculture and Food Security (MoAFS) were AIDSateld (Ngwira et al. 2001), resulting in
situations whereby frontline extension agents camdsponsible for upward of 4,000 farming
households (Qamar 2001). This makes sufficientamtrtime virtually impossible, which has
facilitated the proliferation of private extensisnch the endeavours undertaken by NASFAM;
however it is important to note that private extensis not immune from the effect of
HIV/AIDS either (lbid).

While the effect of insufficient public extensiomepents an understandable justification as to
why farmers would choose to volunteer to becomeypextension agents, government policies
on a macro level also influence livelihood decisia smallholders. Indirect as they may be, it
is nevertheless important to consider all levelsctvimpact individual decisions. The next

section presents community factors which affecividdal rationality.

5.2 Community influences

This section presents the findings of communityeleafluences on the decisions of farmers to
volunteer as Farmer Trainers, by answering therskcesearch questiomhat influence does
the local community have on individual decisiongaoimers to volunteerZvidence was drawn
from observations, interviews and focus group dismns, while also drawing back to the

literature on the economy of affection and peasatignality.

However before beginning to analyze the influedfmeedommunity plays on individual decisions
to volunteer, it is necessary to first describe gbeial structure on the village level in Malawi.
Through exploring the social structure within whigmallholders operate, an enhanced
appreciation of the multi-dimensionality of rurdfel will contribute to a more complete
understanding of the factors affecting individu&cidions within the community. This sub-
section begins with an overview of the parallelnfat (central government) and informal
(Traditional Authorities or TAs) structures whickigt in Malawi, followed by an analysis of its

effect on individuals, and their rationales to vdker.
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Text Box 2- Village Structure in Malawi

Government

As a country which heavily depends on agricult@@ministrative units in Malawi are split into three
main levels in its formal system (in order fromgest to smallest): Agricultural Development Divisso
(ADD); Rural Development Projects (RDP); and ExtendPlanning Areas (EPA), which encompasses a
number of villages, each of which is home to appnaxely 15 households. With an average household
size of 5, this translates to approximately 75 hitaats per village.

Traditional

The traditional village structure in Malawi varidepending on the region. However, a common feature
includes aTraditional Authority(TA), which cover a number of villages. TAs candeen as the EPA
equivalent on the formal administrative structuakdve). What complicates matters is that in sorsesca
TAs intersect different EPAs, which makes accuedeinistration somewhat more challenging. TAs
cover a number of villages much in the same way £6&

Each village under the TA has a village chief, valots as the final authority in disputes and othattens
between village members (unless the matter esealatehich case it is dealt at a TA level). Uncbeim
him, Ndunaact as chiefs at the clan level, who act as a @btm deal with matters before they are
escalated to the village chief levBldunasalso act as the chief's advisors, but traditionakted to relay
messages back to the community, also performindutietion of messengers.

Clans are households that are connected throuditidreal family lines, sharing common last nameshsu
as “Banda” or “Tembo”, for example. Historicallypaal networks along clan lines have been very
strong, however increasing populations have dilthéxleffect to a certain extent, making househglés
immediate family) within these clans the main uaft mutual support. Clanship still does play an
important, albeit slightly weaker, role in maintaig social order and support.

Source: author

Given the social structure of the communities inolhthe volunteers live in, it comes as no
surprise that the community as a whole derivesséedeinterest in the FTs (Informant 11; FGD
1, 2), since the public-good nature of extensioricdimplies that they will benefit directly from
the FTs increased knowledge. In the absence oftdiezess to the state (in this case access to
extension services), peasants are compelled tooreltheir own networks to fill the vacuum,
which in this case study comes in the form of anaalt universal acceptance of the Farmer-to-
Farmer training programme (FTFTP). Farmers viewRRETP as their only chance of accessing
relevant extension advice, considering the negatxperience from the public system which was
in place prior to the proliferation of the prograenfFGD 2). Consequently, individuals

volunteering themselves as FTs represent a ratioesgpponse in attempting to close the
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information gap which exists in the absence of farraxtension structures, utilizing their

membership in NASFAM as a means to access knowledge

This has been observed in similarly successfulcaljural cooperatives in India for example,
where a reasonably homogenous membership viewortnization “as an instrument for
capital formation and the introduction of technigahovation” (Korten 1980: 481). The
significance of this fact comes as a direct consage of a common historical, and unfortunately
frequently occurring, reality of agricultural coospgves, which often sees them turned into tools
of control by the state (Holmen 1991). While acktemlging that agricultural extension is not as
contentious an example as other historical exampfe$ailed cooperatives, it nonetheless
underlines the fact that success depends on thigy afi peasants (smallholders) to effectively
use their own networks in a manner which they cbpas our case an extension programme

whereby knowledge is transferred by fellow farmers.

The strong attachment to the community as a ugibisistent with that of an affective economy,
which stresses the significance of group solidaaitg social welfare to the individugidi 2005;
Hydén 1980). Since FTs live in such communities they ianariably influenced, albeit to
varying degrees, by their social environment inrtivedividual decisions and rationality. The
social interdependence between volunteer and nhimieer farmers is compounded by the
cooperative nature of their economic activitiegcsifor example a NASFAM member is only
able to efficiently sell their produce by aggreggther or his output with fellow group members.
This economic interdependence also factors in dhivitiual decisions, both economical and
social (Adi 2005).

It is interesting to note that while the majoritf/v@lunteers interviewed indicated that they had
encouragement from the community, two FTs repoatéalck of community support during the
initial phases of the programme (Informant 3, 9ptB however, indicated a significant
improvement in relations with the wider communityce the FTs began conducting trainings
and demonstrations. This was confirmed by the ¥olkarmers (FFs) consulted, who reported
that while they were happy to support the farmeisowolunteer, it was important to
demonstrate that FTs demonstrate a “hardworkingit’spivhich ensures that the wider

community benefits (FGD 2).
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“The AFO assesses people who are hard workingarvillfages, so it was the
AFO who endorsed my name and this was confirmedthgy committee
members from our chapter. The members saw my hakivgp spirit.”
(Informant 10)

“People selected me at club level. | accepted lsc#e people had trust in

me; they knew | was a hardworking person” (Informan
The “hardworking spirit” was mentioned a numbertiofes in discussions with both FFs and
FTs, as well as AFOs and programme officers duttilegcourse of the research. Individuals are
rewarded for their hard work not only at the comitwtevel through the elevation of the
volunteer’s social status, but also in the forneiianced social capital when they demonstrate a
willingness and ability to satisfy communal needdthough the concept has been widely
debated due to its complexity, the following defom of social capitalis used for the purposes
of this study*?

“The rules, norms, obligations, reciprocity andstriembedded in social

relations, social structures and society’s ingtndl arrangements which

enable members to achieve their individual and camity objectives.”

(Narayan 1997: 50)
In the absence of formalized insurance, socialtabacts as a sort of safety-net in times of need;
the notions of obligation and reciprocity in timafsneed are fundamental to the affective nature
of the peasant economy in which these farmers tpéfali 2005). Farmers indicate that there
has been a significant increase in their willingnesvolunteer, not only to help themselves and
their communities but also to increase their statithin their communities; when FFs were
asked whether they would want to volunteer, a usaleenthusiasm and agreement was visibly
felt when one of the senior members of the focusigrsaid: “no one can refuse such an honour
and responsibility” (FGD 2). FTs are usually reéerito asAlangizi Chichewa for ‘advisor’, a
term which has positive connotations; the termls® aised for government extension workers
and NASFAM AFOs as well, which indicates a high m&gof respect which the community

bestows on FTs. The elevation in social statusimigthcommunity is perceived favourably in

121t is not within the scope of this study to erttez debate on the concept of social capital, bherao use to
demonstrate the importance individuals and the conityplace on the aspects of social relationsimed! within
the definition.
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Malawian society, as the prestige can facilitatenemic and social opportunities for the
individual. In this sense, volunteering to gaintsacstatus can be seen as an investment which
the volunteer expects to pay dividends in the &jtapnsistent with Adi’'s (2005) prediction that

individuals seek to elevate their position in teereomy of affection.

Interestingly, some FTs have also taken the inrgain sharing knowledge with non-NASFAM
members within their own communities and adjacemteso (Informant 7, 11, 12).
The good will and respect generated from undertpitie volunteering role often elevate FTs to
leadership positions within not only their NASFANMilos and action groups, but also within the

wider community, which some farmers see a motivaitoitself for becoming an FT.

“Since people are learning a lot from us- peopéeharvesting more because of

the knowledge [we pass onto them] - they pay soespeact. Of course there

are others who do not mind about us. People nowkhat | am an important

person and other non-NASFAM members approach mehemn problems”

(Informant 7)
Although FFs were overwhelmingly positive in theiews of FTs, a few farmers raised a minor
concern regarding the democratic process througlthwkTs are chosen (FGD 2). Some
reported that the election process was not aspazest as they would have liked, as committee
leaders themselves initiate the process by harkingica number of candidates from which
members are expected to then choose. However famittnot see this as a major issue as they
indicated that they are happy with the choicedacg Moreover, it is important to note that FTs
must generally satisfy a set of criteria, includthg ability to read and write, which in practical
terms means that most (not all) FTs tend to béhtjignore well-off and already occupying
some degree of leadership positions within themmmnity (Informant 11). Potential FTs then
reinforce their position in society by taking theeps to volunteer, which as discussed above
improves their position in the economy of affectiom rational motivation socially and

economically.

In addition to it being an economic decision towtéer their time, FTs are also making a social
choice which affects their status in society. While economic benefits in the form of enhanced
agricultural knowledge are apparent, the socialebenfrom volunteering, in the form of

increased social capital do play a factor in tlicisions to volunteer. The rationality of their
34



choices is not solely guided by the potential ofjher yields and harvests but by their
interactions within their communities, the integptaf which will be presented below.

5.3 Individual motivation

Given the intrinsic nature of rationality to thedividual, this section represents the main focus
of this study, answering the guiding questiahat are the endogenous motivations of farmers to
volunteer?

Considering the importance farmers place on extenservices and advice, as well as the
closely-knit nature of the social environment iniebh they live, it was inevitable that
motivations for volunteering will be mixed. While raumber of farmers expressed that their
decision to volunteer was primarily based on salftioving motivations (Informant 1, 2, 3, 9),
an equal number were mainly motivated by wantinghtdp develop their communities
(Informant 4, 5, 7, 10). Additionally, a signifidcanumber of others also indicated a degree of
“wanting to give something back” to NASFAM as a mation for volunteering (Informant 3, 5,
6, 10; FGD 1).

The following analytical section dealing with indiual motivations and their rationality is

divided according to two main themes identified \ahothe volunteers’ self-improving

motivation; and their motivation for developing theommunities and give something back to
NASFAM.

5.3.1 “My personal interest as a farmer”

Personal economic interest in improving the volarigzown livelihood certainly plays a major
factor in the decision to volunteer. Since accessxtension services was limited before the
FTFTP was introduced, some farmers saw it as théeqieopportunity to expand their
knowledge on more efficient farming practices (hfant 1, 2, 3, 9). While accepting the
responsibility of taking the time to teach othettsg primary motivation was to increase the

volunteer’'s human capital:

“Although friends chose me, | accepted this roleduse | could foresee some
advantages from the trainings [...] | was also iregbiwhen | saw friends who
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were doing well for themselves after being active some NGOs.”
(Informant 3)

“Why did | volunteer? It was mainly because of pgrsonal interest as a
farmer, not because of encouragement from friemd®latives. The benefits
[from higher crop sales] are likely to increasecseimve are now using improved
farming methods.” (Informant 2)

“Personally, as a farmer | knew if | became a Farfainer | would learn a

lot of things, since | need more extension adv{teformant 8)
Moreover, a few FTs indicated the significance lefafning from others” on their decision to
volunteer in the first place, as they felt that B platform will allow them to supplement the
technical knowledge they receive from the trainmigh Indigenous Knowledge they will be

exposed to from other farmers; especially duringhaxge visits (FGD 1).

In addition to the direct knowledge returns resgjtfrom the additional knowledge FTs attain,
one farmer even hopes that with more training mearee day become a ‘full extension worker’,

pursuing extension service delivery as a careekiwgmwith NASFAM or the government:

“I volunteered mainly from personal interest; ataamer, | need to get more

knowledge about farming methods. | hope that [waidditional training] | can

become more like a full extension worker.” (Informhd)
Through facilitating the process of accumulatingnlan capital, farmers are increasing their
labour market value for potentially leaving farmiag their primary livelihoods, for example to
pursue careers as extension workers. While mogheofarmers interviewed did not express a
desire to leave farming, the training attained doewvide for an alternative income-generating
activity through diversifying the farmer’s skill tsevhich in itself can be seen as a rational
response to the environmental (economic, socialreatdral) uncertainty facing farmers. In this
case, FTs area benefiting directly from the actadfinteering; a fact dubbetle exchange value
benefitwithin the investment model of volunteering (Zidn2906: 525).

Relatedly, a large majority of the farmers conslltedicated that FT households have seen a
significant improvement in economic terms. Sinces Bt extension advice directly, they are
able to immediately apply the new knowledge tortb&in fields before passing it on to the rest

of the community. Incomes at least doubled or edp(which the FTs themselves attribute
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directly to the adoption of improved farming methad which they were trained) for most of the
FTs interviewed (Informant 3, 4, 9, 10); one farregen reported a markedly more substantial

increase in his income:

“Before becoming a Farmer Trainer my income frompcisales was MK

50,000. Now | get much more; for example last yaaceived MK 280,000! |

have been able to buy iron sheets, and | am jugingdor the rains to stop so

| can build another house.” (Informant 7)
Although some of the FTs indicated that they apétgd a rise in income as a result of using
improved methods (Informant 1, 5, 10) few expedtezlr incomes to rise that significantly in
such a short period of time (Informant 7, 9). Thetfthat the FTs themselves feel that their
expectations have been met indicates that thegrittin the increase in income, making their

decision to volunteer economically rational.

Surprisingly, most FTs did not view the time spentothers’ fields as a problem (Informant 1, 4,
5, 6, 7, 8; FGD 1), especially considering that Fégorted that FTs attended to problems
extremely efficiently and were always accessibl&DF2). This could be attributed to the fact
that AFOs advise FTs on the importance of time rgan®nt, and even occasionally check up
on FTs’ own field to ensure that they are not beirglected (Informant 7, 11); FTs are advised
to meet and advise farmers no more than three tanesek (Informant 8). However some FTs
have complained that due to their presence dirdatlyhe community, people (even non-
NASFAM members) approach them for help at any tifimformant 10). While this view
supported by the responses of some follow farméis ebserved that “the FT programme keeps
them busy so it is costly to their time and theinowork in the field” (FGD 2), responses from

interviews with FTs seem to overwhelmingly indicateerwise.

The combination of higher-than-expected incomesried sound time management imply that
the direct economic benefits of volunteering (higineomes) have exceeded the direct economic
costs (lost labour due to time spent off field)tHier underlining theconomicaationality of the

volunteering decision, without yet taking thecial costs and benefits into account. The sections

below deal with the social-related motivations ®6F
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5.3.2 *“Giving something back”

This influence of the wider community is apparerni the responses of almost all the FTs
interviewed (Informant 3, 4, 5, 9; FGD 1); even iinduals whosemain motivation was
individualistic and inward looking indicated thatlping their community played a positive role

in their decision to volunteer (Informant 1, 2, 10)

“People selected me at club level. | accepted lsc#oe people had trust in

me; they knew | was a hardworking person and haea la NASFAM member

for a very long time [11 years]. The main inspiaticame from the people.”

(Informant 7)
Such a motivation would be consistent with the ugbods model of volunteering, where the
main motive is to increase the supply of the pugbod (in this case agricultural extension) to
the community at large. The model also suggestsHha derive an altruistic benefit from the act
of volunteering (Ziemek 2006); however it is im@ort to note that since FTs directly benefit
from the training from the volunteership, they cainbe viewed as purely altruistic in their
actions.

The following account from an FT in Mchinji demorses both the individualistic and
community-oriented motivation of volunteering. Wheve AFO responsible for Informant 8’s
area died, a replacement was not readily availabieh left a gap in the community’s access to
extension advice, as government extension agents ma accessible regularly either. In this
scenario, the farmer saw it as a necessity for éinasd for the community to undertake the
training to become an FT, as this representeditheviable avenue to access extension services.
However he admitted that his duties were much nddfeeult in the absence of an AFO since
the community hold the FT in higher regard in tmespnce of the AFO, which they see as his
‘mentor’ (FGD 2). In this case, the public-goodguna of agricultural extension has a direct
influence on the volunteering decision, since rakirtg the opportunity forgoes access to

extension completely; a situation which rationahfars will strive to avoid.

Additionally, the prestige gained in the communritgm becoming an FT plays factors into

farmers’ decisions to volunteer (Informant 11, E&BD 2). As discussed in the previous section,

Malawian society attaches a premium to occupyingsady positions, which makes the FT role
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a sought-after “honour” (Informant 11; FGD 2). WhiFTs themselves did not necessarily
disclose the factor “increased prestige” as a matiowm to volunteer, it was apparent from their
enthusiasm in acknowledging their improved soctatus after becoming FTs; one of FTs
interviewed even showed up in his NASFAM-issuedchat which is provided.

“Now they even respect us as extension agentsidriimant 5)

“The community now respects me more as they knowdh important person

now. They gather for my meetings!” (Informant 9)
One of the FTs was more humble in his descripstatjng that “it is our tradition to respect one
another. But | try to control the farmers not teegime too much respect as a full extension
worker. The respect should not go beyond” (InfortriEd). In spite of the generally favourable
response from the community, a few farmers repantghtive sentiments at the initial phase of
the programme (Informant 3, 9). Nonetheless, bdth iRdicated that the ill feeling evaporated
after they demonstrated that they are there fobémefit of the community as well:

“At first, people were jealous of things we got froNASFAM. But now

people appreciate the advances we are makingnmrfgrmethods, which they

are trying to adopt” (Informant 3)
Volunteers repeatedly stressed the importance aimuanity development as part of their
responsibility, and even indicated that they wandourage non-FTs to volunteer to increase the
reach of the programme (FGD 1). This is not sumpgi€onsidering that the main feature of the
volunteership is non-excludable (i.e. by voluntegrito become an FT, farmers are not
preventing others from benefiting from the extensamlvice which they are taught). As noted
earlier in the paper, most FTs did not see thmetas being wasted, reaching out to members
and non-members can overextend FTs slightly. Howthey still view it as an investment for

the community:

“Yes it does [take away time] because | leave sofimay work. But it is okay
because | also assist others and that is ouritadit can be a problem but |
live with it”. (Informant 9)

This further underlines the importance farmers @laa maintaining and strengthening their

social capital. The process of strengthening tlegatcapital benefits both the volunteer and his
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or her community, since social capital is “embeddedocial structure and has public good
characteristics” (Narayan 1997: 50). In this resp&rmers invariably consider social-related
factors when rationalizing the decision to volunteefact which was also supported by AFO

respondents to the questionnaire.

In addition to building social capital, a numberfafmers indicated a desire to “give something
back” to NASFAM as it had served them well (Inform&, 5, 10; FGD 1). “Giving back” in this
context will naturally be focused towards the vaéer's own community, since NASFAM, as a
member-driven organization, is owned and ran byfénmers themselves. Clubs are formed at
the village and sub-village level where communes tare strong, which translates into a much
deeper commitment towards the welfare of the grdupt as Boz and Palaz (2007) observed in
Turkish community volunteers, farmers are highlytivaded by the “need for affiliation” which

drives them to participate more actively in th&nonunities:

“I considered that NASFAM helped us with our biggpsoblem which was
transportation of our produce. So like a person wiants to uplift my

community and myself | thought it was importanbrome a Farmer Trainer”
(Informant 10)

“I chose to volunteer mainly because NASFAM assists a lot [...] Now that

this FT programme came along | thought of voluntegrin support of

NASFAM activities.” (Informant 6)
Furthermore, this need for affiliation has alsotcbuated to a higher sense of responsibility on
the part of FTs, driving to take a more noticeadaase of responsibility towards the welfare and
development of their communities. A number of Fasdy from their own accord, pooled some
resources together, creating a support system ahohg FTs themselves to ensure efficient
delivery of their services to the wider communig, well as to ensure a degree of continuity in
the case NASFAM support diminishes (Informant 5,ThHis level of commitment demonstrates
a genuine interest in the preservation of the @nogne, further indicating the importance the

volunteers attach to their community in their desismaking processes.

A final note of interest:
A small group of Follow farmers from the discussigmoup indicated that they felt some FTs

simply volunteered in order to have access to ticeritives, namely the bicycle (FGD 2). All
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FTs interviewed strongly dismissed this notionjdtisg that they in fact were not aware of the
incentives at the time of joining, fully understamglthat this is a volunteering position for which

no remunerations will be given (FGD 1; InformantsQ).
5.4 Conclusions

The purpose of the preceding sections has beamstoea the following overall question:

I n the absence of monetary incentives, what rationale drives smallholdersto
volunteer their time and labour?
Having analyzed findings of national- and commuihityel influences along with the individual
motivations affecting the rationality behind voleating, this section groups the main findings in

accordance with the framework presented earliherpaper.

Although the individual and community levels are timain focuses of this study, a review of
national policy factors towards smallholders intksaa main deficiency in the provision of
extension services, a feature common to many radtsrale public systems (Ganguly et al.
2006). This gap has been created due to a numifactofs, mostly notably the lack of recurrent
funding for research and extension, as well asrses@ff shortages both centrally and in the
field. Despite government efforts to reverse themd, this shortcoming can be considered as an
exogenous factor which affects both communities iadd/iduals; through acknowledging and
recognizing the resulting knowledge gap, farmerd @eir communities adjust their behaviour
in order to maximize the benefit from extension. e individual level, this translated into
enhancing the rationale to volunteer as Farmemeraj as it represented the most direct way in

which to access extension knowledge.

The public good nature of extension, in that itbisth non-rivalrous and non-excludable,
facilitates the process in which the community &mel individual arrive at an equilibrium of
some sorts whereby both entities are benefitinghftbe good without negative consequences.
The patrticipatory nature of the Farmer-to-Farmgaragch to extension presents such a platform,
which is further enhanced through the affectivaireabf the peasant economy; the community is
satisfied as it is receiving extension advice whichuld otherwise be insufficient or even absent
completely, while the individuals who volunteer a@ntent with the additional economic and
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societal benefits which they derive from becomimgnier Trainers. By raising their position in
the economy of affection, FTs are ensuring invgstmthe future. Although somewhat time-
consuming (not prohibitively, as responses suggest® motivations to volunteer are
demonstrated to be rational not only in a purelgnemic sense, but also from a community-

relations perspective as well since the benefisicantly exceed costs (see figure 5.1 below).

The closely-knit village structure in which therfars live has a direct and significant influence
on their motivations to volunteer. However, selemest in increasing their own skills was
reported as the main motivation for volunteeringthwthe majority still also indicating that
community-development was also a significant motiMereover, building and strengthening
existing social capital was understood to be amatiegivation for volunteering, which supports
findings from another study on community volunteiersMalawi (Uny 2008)-® As figure 5.1
below demonstrates, the actual benefits compar#tetoosts of volunteering justify the decision
to volunteer.

Figure 5.1- Costs and benefits of volunteering

Economic community- . community-
: h - Economic costs :
benefits relations benefits relations costs

T social capital, ) time spant on
Eoodw own field

) labour on own

T income from
better farming
practices

 status in society fiald

Source: author

13 Uny conducted a study on nursery feeding volustéEne work is cited here to direct the reader towather similar studies
from different fields in Malawi.
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While the figure above illustrateindividual rationality as a function of economic ai
community-related énefits outweighing their costs, figure 5.2 belowmsnarizes the mai
findings of all the main influenceat all levelswhich were outlined in the original analytic
framework. The factorglentified in the diagram represent the criticdluencesof the different

levels of analysis on thadividual rationale to volunteer.
Figure 5.2- Summary offindin gs

e Defficiency in provision of extension
services

National

e Economy of Affection

einterdependence of social and economic realtions
Community :

eSocial structure is closely knit
*High value placed on "hardworking spirit"

e \Volunteering
e Self-improving motive: increase their own human capital
e Community development motive: help their community
*Need for affiliation: belonging to NASFAM and "giving back"
¢ social capital

Source: Author

6 Concluding Remarks

The aim of this study was tmntribute to expanding the debate on peasannadiip in order tc

more fully appreciate anghderstand the realities facing smallholders irettgyng countries

By applying features othe concepto analyze the case d&rmer volunteers in Mala), an
appreciation for the complexity and m-layered nature of farmers’ rationa, smallholders
were shown to be fully aware and responsive to giain their environment in a manner is
not only beneficial for themselves, but their conmities at large. Building on the work Schul
Lipton, Ellisand others after them, a more realistic picturthefpeasant landscape can be b
forcing academics and practitioners alike to adjheir assumptiongbout the rationality c

peasant@ order to advise on and design more potent dewedmt interventions in the futu

Through elevating their stat in the economy of affectioboth economically and sociall
Farmer Trainers were able to contribute positivielythe development of their communs.
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Given the right incentives, conditions and most eamgntly encouragement, the Farmer-to-

Farmer model continues to provide an interestingrative to traditional extension methods

which have not been successful in the past. Althotg main focus of the study was the

motivation of these FTs, it was also observed tihatfarmers to which they are transferring the

knowledge also act in a responsive manner, adopéicignologies and farming methods which

they can see are benefiting their fellow farmeréramt of their own eyes. The outdated notion

that farmers are “backward and resistant to changedls to be seriously re-examined. Farmers
living on the margins of subsistence are generalyaverse, and the only rational way for most

to accept changing their farming techniques isliseove first hand the effects of technological

adoption; a feature that was virtually non-existarttaditional extension.

With the world economy in recession, cost effectags and financial sustainability are likely to
become buzzwords in the international developmeahd fyet again. Findings from this study
further support the vast body of literature whioclises on the ability of farmers in developing
countries to take charge of their communities’ #meir own development. However, a critical
conclusion to draw from the evidence presented fastsi itself in the significance of context;
the factors which motivate farmers to volunteerthe central region of Malawi might not
necessarily have direct applicability elsewherely@nmrough a comprehensive understanding of
factors which influence individuals’ decisions tgpport themselves and their communities will
development practice achieve its long term goalkil&\hot denying the participatory focus of
many organizations in the field, the truth is ttheg majority of large-scale, national interventions

are carried out using outdated assumptions abeutdty people they are intended to benefit.

Finally, the strong communal relationships and weks have demonstrated time and time again
their effectiveness in lifting communities out aferty. The high value communities place on
the “hardworking spirit” ensures that members & dommunity who demonstrate a willingness
to work for the community. While a fair amount esearch has been conducted on community
health volunteers, more studies are needed in ath&cal sectors, including agriculture.
Volunteering can provide a cost-effective meanartend, since “[v]olunteering in the South is
not a pastime... [it is] work” (Uny 2008: 444).
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Appendix A: Focus Group Discussion Guide for Farmer Trainers

Intro: Explain purpose of research, confidentialitje fact that they will be recordeéeel
relaxed, say what's on your mind

Cover the following topics:

1.

Experience with agri extension in the past with:
a. Gov't extension workers
b. NASFAM AFOs

What's your experience/interaction with them now?

2.

The FTF programme and extension: has it changeddlydarmers get information?

***Why volunteer? [...] Doesn't it take a lot of time? [...] Did anyone encourage
you?

Did the bicycle/gumboots/raincoat/access to inputke you want to be come an FT
more?

Financial compensation for being an FT

How has the response been from the wider commuaitythey happy to come to you for
advice? [...] Did you anticipate how much work thigl we?

How did becoming an FT change the way you're pgezkiin your community? [...]
What changes occurred in your Household? [...] Daséhchanges (perception, HH) meet
your expectations before becoming FTs?

Imagine that there was no NASFAM anymore. Would gontinue as FTs? Why?

Do you have anything else to say that has not beeared yet?
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Appendix B: Focus Group Discussion themes for Follow Farmers

Intro :

Explain purpose of research, confidentiality, fiaet that they will be recordedeel

relaxed, say what's on your mind

[]

[] N T O O O []

[]

] [

How would you describe your relationship with FT&#tl us about any problems you've
ever had, are they supportive?)

How often do you ask for help from FTs? (is it lied to Farmer Field Days? or can you
go to them anytime you have a problem? How oftegaiointeract with them?)

Do you think having an FT in your community to bgaod thing for you?
Why do you think FTs volunteer themselves in thst fplace?

Do you think FTs should be paid?

Do you think it’s fair that FTs get a bicycle, bs@nd raincoat?

What does becoming an FT mean in your village? tf@g looked upon differently once
they become FTs?)

Have you considered becoming and FT yourself? why?

Do you feel that you're better off being supportsdan FT instead of a gov't extension
worker/AFO?

Do you have anything else to add that has not beeered?
If you could change one thing about the FTF prognamwhat would it be?

Do you feel that FTs are better off than you? Dou ythink they withhold
information/knowledge from you?
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Appendix C: Interview checklist for Farmer Trainers

Basic Questions

[]
[]
[]
[]
[]

How long have you been a member of NASFAM? How Ibage you been an FT?
What do you grow in your field?

How many people live in your household? Married¥itidd are you?

Education

Do you own the demo plot

kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

[]
[]

[]
[]

[]

(1 [

[]
[]

How did you hear about the FTF programme?

When did you get your first training? (did you enjt? think it was enough? think it's
rewarding at the time?)

How did you become a volunteer? who inspired you?

How helpful has the bicycle been for yoid the bicycle (and other incentives; gum
boots, rain coat) play a factor in your decisionbecome an FT

Does being an FT take up a lot of your time? dbesatmount of time you put in prevent
you from doing other things that you otherwise vaodib?

Do you think FTs should be paid?

How has becoming an FT changed your status in yidlage? How did it change your
household economically? Did that meet your expexta?

How would you describe your relationship now witASFAM AFOs and/or extension
workers? (tell us about any problems you've evet, hae they supportive?)

If NASFAM pull out tomorrow, will you continue as\d&T? Why?

Imagine you're the boss of NASFAM. What would beedhing you would change about
the FTF programme?

Do you think the FTF programme makes it knowledigmment for farmers better?

Is there anything you would like to add/ask?
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Appendix D: Questionnaire for NASFAM AFOs

Please answer the questions in the space provided.
If you require more space, use the blank sheet at¢ end of this questionnaire.
When you're finished, seal it in the envelope proded and forward it to NASFAM HQ.

Association:
Sex: M/ F
Age:

Education level:

Section 1: Background

1. What'’s your position at NASFAM?

2. Have you held any other positions at NASFAM in plaest?

3. How long have you worked for NASFAM?

4. Briefly describe your duties for NASFAM:

Section 2: The Farmer to Farmer Programme
5. Are you directly involved in the Farmer to Farmeogtamme?
a. Yes

b. No
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6. How long have you been involved in the Farmer torfea Programme?

7. Briefly describe your duties in relation to the far to Farmer Programme:

8. Do you believe that the Farmer Trainer approadifective in helping farmers?
a. Yes
b. No

9. Please explain your answer

10.Has the Farmer to Farmer Programme changed ycae/dudies in NASFAM?
a. Yes
b. No

11.Please explain your answer
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12.Do you believe that the FTF programme is consistégttt NASFAM’s mission? Please
explain

a. Yes

b. No

Section 3: The Farmer Trainers
13.How many Farmer Trainers do you interact with peel(approximately)?
14.How much time do you spend with Farmer Trainerswesk?
15.How would you describe your relationship with Farmeainers?
a. Excellent
b. Very Good
c. Good
d. Poor
e. Bad

16.Please explain your choice above:
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17.Have you ever had any complaints from Farmer Trafhéf no, go to question 19)
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t remember

18.1f yes, what kind of things did the Farmer Traineosnplain about?

19.Why do you think these farmers volunteer as Faifnainers?
a. Bicycle/boots/inputs
b. training
c. want to help their community
d. Other

20.Please explain your choice of answer:
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Section 4: Additional Comments

21.Do you have any additional comments?

22.Would you like to be contacted for further discossiegarding your views on the Farmer

to Farmer Programme?

a. yes
b. no

If you would like to be contacted, please proviarityphone number. Alternatively you can

call/message me 00% 521 610}o arrange a time that is convenient to you.
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23.Use this sheet to continue answers if you did metlenough space anywhere above
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Appendix E: List of Interviewees and Focus Group D8cussions

m ﬂ
=

Informant 1 T Nathenje February 2009
Informant 2 Q Z Nathenje February 2009
Informant 3 — Nathenje February 2009
Informant 4 CBD > Nathenje February 2009
Informant 5 = U) Nathenje February 2009
Informant 6 — -rl Mchinji March 2009
Informant 7 B > Mchinji March 2009
Informant 8 5 Mchinji March 2009
Informant 9 SE Z Mchinji March 2009
Informant 10 7)) Mchinji March 2009
Informant 11 Programme Officer NASFAM Lilongwe D@é8- Jan 09
Informant 12 AFO NASFAM Chiwamba February 2008
FGD 1 Farmer Trainers 12 participants Chiwamb Uratyr2008
FGD 2 Follow Farmers 9 participanty ~ Nathanje Fetyr@@08
N/A Agribusiness specialistt MoAFS-DAES.ilongwe January 2009
N/A Nutrition advisor MoAFS-DAES Lilongwe December 2008
N/A Economist DFID Lilongwe November 2008
N/A M & E officer NASFAM Lilongwe December 2008
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Appendix F: NASFAM Farmer Trainer Agreement

MEMORUNDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU)
BETWEEN

AMC,

Mr/Ms (Farmer Trainer)

AND

NATIONAL SMALLHOLDER FARMERS ASSOCIATION
OF MALAWI (NASFAM)

ON

Farmer to Farmer Extension Program
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INTRODUCTION :

National Smallholder Farmers Association of Mal@ASFAM) through its NASFAM
Development is carrying out Farmer to Farmer extenBrogram in partnership with Cordaid.

This Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) (hereinafederred to as ‘Agreement’) is made
between National Smallholder Farmers AssociatioMalawi (NASFAM) (hereafter referred to

as Head Office/Regional Office) on one part .. e rmne e e e eeee .. ASSOCIALION
Management Center (AMC) (hereafter referred to Ms)artor) and

MI/MISIMISS....ceiie e (Hereatfter referred te &armer Trainer) on the
other part.

NASFAM HEAD OFFICE/REGIONAL OFFICE OBLIGATIONS:

1. Provide the said Farmer Trainer (FT) implementatesources such as pushing bicycles,
dustcoat, raincoat, gumboots, tape, stationerytmg........ tick whichever is
applicable) for the purposes of assisting him/berarry out training on specific
technologies.

2. Provide technical support such as
a. Training of staff and Farmer Trainers
b. Training Material
c. Material for demonstration plots
d. Monitoring the program

3. NASFAM Head office/Regional Office through its NASM Development department
has the right to seize the materials if it seefdo so after warning the Farmer Trainer
concerned upon being satisfied that the materialsat being used and/or are used for
other purposes.

4. Link AMCs and FTs to various institutions providing similar services e.g. ARET,
ICRISAT, MOAFS etc

ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT CENTRE (AMC) OBLIGATIONS:

1 Provide overall technical and management support to Farmer Trainers and AFOs who
are implementing the program.

2 Ensure that FTs are not executive arm of the association (Chairperson, and Vice
Secretary and Vice, and Treasurer)
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3 Supervise selection of sites for the demonstration plots; and on the use of the chosen
sites for the intended purpose

4 Ensure that selected FTs meet the set criteria e.g. paid up member and practicing model
farmer

5 Provide the appropriate number of field staff dedicated to the program
6 Train all participating Farmer Trainers.
7 Distribute materials to Farmer Trainers

8 Ensure all participating Farmer Trainers will have. ................. of the proceeds from
demonstration plots taken to association.

9 Record keeping on activities and resources of the program
10 Ensure records are being maintained by Farmer Trainers, AFO, etc.

11 Reporting progress on demonstration findings, results and impact on monthly basis and
periodically as appropriate.

12 Provide quick feedback to NASFAM Head Office/Regional Office on problems that may
arise, so corrective action can be taken.

13 That the said Association Management Centre (AMC) shall endeavour from time to time
to monitor the use of the materials and provide advisory services to the person on its
maximum use.

14 Seize the material from the participant if it sees fit to do so upon being satisfied that the
materials are not being used or are used for other purposes.

15 Facilitate replacement of under-performing (FTs) where necessary
16 Maintenance and safe keeping of the materials

17 Plan and facilitate field days
FARMER TRAINER (FT) OBLIGATIONS

1. That the said (FTs) shall exercise maximum due foarthe materials at all times.

2. Shall be responsible for costs related to labodrsaturity of inputs for the field.

3. Shall have .............. proceeds from the garden. In dasdield does not belong to the
Farmer Trainer, the owner of the field will get ......... while the Farmer Trainer will
get ..o of the proceeds
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4. Shall maintain all records for the training anddse

5. Shall report on progress on experiments/demonstrditidings on a monthly basis; and
periodically on results and impact to the Assooratlanagement Center (AMC) and
BODs where necessary.

6. Provide quick feedback to Association Managememit&gAMC) Office on problems
that may arise, so corrective action can be taken.

7. Shall report to the AMC for any damage caused sg tf the bicycle.
8. Shall always make sure that not every part of thgcke will be used for personal gains.
9. Attend all AMC trainings and meetings

10. Shall make sure that the bicycle is returned tcafsmciation upon withdrawal of
membership from NASFAM

11.Conduct field days

12.Conduct training to the following clubs----- mmmmmm e

TERMINATION OF THE MEMORUNDUM OF UNDERSTANDING:
Either party may terminate this agreement by gianginimum notice period of 1 month.
However, NASFAM Head Office/regional Office resesue right to terminate the agreement

without notice for the reasons of gross mismanagewiethe materials by the participant or in
accordance witlelause 3under NASFAM obligations.

SIGNATURES:
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Signed by:

The Memorandum Of Understanding has been signed by the following representatives for and
on behalf of the parties to the agreement:

7

1. For/on behalf of NASFAM Head Office/Regional Office

NI, o
DESIgNAtION: ..t e
SIgNAIUNE. e
DAl

For /on behalf of Association Management CentdAMC).

NI, o
DeSIgNAtION: ..t e
SIgNAIUNE. e
DAl

The Farmer Trainer:

NI,
Club name: o
SIgNAIUNE. o e
DAl e
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