
Södertörn University | School of Life Sciences 

Bachelor’s Thesis 15 ECTS | Global Development C | Spring term 2009 

Programme: Development and International Cooperation 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cash crops vs food crops  
– A case study of household’s crop choices in 

Babati District 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
By: Petter Åström 
Supervisor: Vesa-Matti Loiske 
 

 

 

 

 



“Seventy-five per cent of the world's poorest people - 1.05 billion 

women, children and men - live in rural areas and depend on agricul-

ture and related activities for their livelihoods1.“ 
 

 

                                                                 
1 http://www.ifad.org/governance/index.htm The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), an 

agency of the United Nations. 
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Abstract 

Cash crops vs food crops-a case study of household’s crop choices in Babati District. 

Author: Petter Åström 

According to earlier research farmer’s crop orientation in developing countries mainly de-

pends on farm size, large-scale farmers prefer cash crop while small-scale farmers prefer sub-

sistence crops2. The first aim of this study is to see if this hypothesis can be applied on six 

households in Babati District in rural Tanzania. The second aim is to investigate if other fac-

tors than farm size affect crop portfolio choice and the final aim is to see if those crop portfo-

lio models can be improved. A case-study research design and qualitative interviews are used. 

The primary data is based on a fieldwork that took place from the 18th of February until the 

7th of March 2009 in the study area.  

 

From a theoretical perspective the underlying assumptions of the Marcel Fafchamp’s model 

Crop portfolio choice under multivariate risks is discussed in connection to the result of the 

study.  

 

Interviews were made with six households of different farm size. The result of the study indi-

cates that both small-scale and large-scale farmers are using cash crops. The fact that all crops 

can be used for selling, gives also small-scale farmers in season with higher prices, an oppor-

tunity to sell a large share of their crops. It’s thereby not possible to state that large-scale 

farmers devote a larger share of their land for cash crop than small-scale farmers do. 

 

Keywords: Tanzania, Babati, household, crop orientation, crop portfolio choices, cash crops. 

                                                                 
2 See Feder 1980, Eswaran and Kotwal 1985, Fafchamps 1985, 1986 
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1 Introduction 

There are ca 6 billion people in the World today. The World Bank estimates that around 1.4 

billions live below the international poverty line of US§1.25 a day. This is almost ¼ of the 

Worlds total population3. A majority of these people are farmers. This makes agriculture sec-

tor the most important sector in raising people’s living standard4.  

1.1 Background 

The high-income countries have a powerful agriculture sector. This sector characterizes of 

industrial agriculture with the latest technical equipments. During the year of 2004 it em-

ployed around 3 per cent of the total labor force in developed countries, while around 60 per 

cent were employed in the same sector in low-income countries5.  

There are two major groups of crops: cash crops (crops that are sold) and food crops (crops 

that are cultivated for consumption by the family)6. 

In industrialized countries almost all crops are used as cash crops, however in low-income 

countries farmers consume a major part of their crops for subsistence. In those communities 

where risks are tangible, households often face problematic situations. One of those situations 

is when crop prices are low and transport costs high. During those occasions it may be more 

useful to cultivate food crops7.  

                                                                 
3 http://www.worldbank.org/: Poverty Net 
4 Meier & Rauch 2005: 381 
5 http://www.wri.org/: The Environmental Information Portal  
6 Meier & Rauch 2005: 428, Fafchamps 1992: 90-92 
7 Jayne 1994: 387-402 
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In literature concerning Third World issues, cash crops are described important for increasing 

household living standard. To get a positive development from cash crops other factors like 

transport, unstable market prices and soil fertility also needs to be considered8.  

 

In Tanzania approximately 85 % of the poor population lives in rural areas and rely on agri-

culture as their main foundation of income. In the northeastern parts of Tanzania the Manyara 

Region is located. This Region had 2002 an estimated population of 1,040,461 people and ca 

80 % of the population has farming as their mainstay9.  

1.2 Study area 

There are five districts in the Manyara Region: Mbulu, Hanang, Babati, Simanjiro and Kiteto. 

The Region was established in 2002 and consists of ca 200 000 households10.  

The fieldwork took place in the District Babati were around 300 000 people lives. The num-

ber of households is estimated to 60 000. Those households are divided into 21 smaller wards. 

Interviews were made in 4 of those 21 wards (Mamire, Gallapo, Dareda and Endagwe)11. 

1.3 Explaining some concepts 

With household this study refers to Piers Blaikies definition: “In the majority of cases we are 

talking about a household constituting a nuclear or extended family”12. The concepts agricul-

turalist, family, peasants and farmers are used interchangeably in this study and refer to the 

same point. Also the concept developing countries are used in this study with three synonyms: 

Third World countries, low-income countries and poor countries. It refers to the same mean-

ing, which are the countries that are classified as the poorest by institutions as the World Bank 

and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). 

                                                                 

8 Fafchamps 1992: 90-92 
9 http://www.tnbctz.com/: Regional Business Council/Manyara 
10 http://www.tanzania.go.tz/census/census/manyara.htm
11 Ibid 
12 Blaikie 1985: 82 
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The concept crop portfolio refers to the total crop choices in each family. For example a 

household cultivates maize, beans and sunflowers hence this is the crop portfolio. 

Intrahousehold resource allocation is another concept that is used in this study. This is a 

broad term that has been used to explain “the processes by which resources are allocated 

among individuals and the outcomes of those processes”13.  

With conservation pesticides this study refers to pesticides that could increase the capacity for 

storing crops.  

The concept qualification of nature refers to the environmental issues (rainfalls and soil fertil-

ity etc) that respondents were identifying as difficulties during interviews. 

1.4 Problem formulation 

Third World farmers are one of the most vulnerable groups as almost every single decision 

they make is exposed with risks. Even the smallest decision may be a matter of life and death. 

One of those important choices is the content of the crop portfolio. This is a decision-making 

process that every household needs to consider. According to several models crop portfolio 

choices depends on farms size, large-scale farmers are more cash crop oriented than small-

scale farmers14.  

Marcel Fafchamps, which was a former assistant professor at the Food research Institute at 

Stanford University, has developed the model Crop portfolio choice under multivariate risks. 

This is one of the models, which claim that large-scale farmers normally devote a larger share 

of their land to cash crop than small-scale farmers do. 

“Even when food markets are present in rural Third World areas, only wealthier farmers are 

able and willing to grow cash crops. Because of high transport costs and low agricultural pro-

ductivity, rural food markets are thin and isolated”15. 

                                                                 
13 Quisumbing 2003:1 
14 See Feder 1980, Eswaran and Kotwal 1985, Fafchamps 1985, 1986 
15 Fafchamps 1992: 90-92 
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1.5 Aims of the study 

According to earlier research farmer’s crop orientation mainly depends on farm size, large-

scale farmers prefer cash crop while small-scale farmers prefer subsistence crops16. The first 

aim of this study is therefore to see if this hypothesis can be applied on six households in Ba-

bati District. The second aim is to investigate how other factors than farm size affect crop 

portfolio choice and the final aim is to see if those crop portfolio models can be improved. 

1.6 Research question 

Which factors affect household’s crop choices in Babati District? 

                                                                 
16 Feder 1980, Eswaran and Kotwal 1985, Fafchamps 1985, 1986 
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2 Theoretical framework 

2.1 Household decision making 

This section discusses two different models of how household acts, the unitary model or the 

collective model. Dependent on how we assume those household structures, different theories 

can be used. In general economists use unitary models while anthropologists use the collec-

tive models17. 

 

The literature on household decision-making and intra-household resource allocation are 

wide. An increasing amount of writers in the field claim that there has been an increased in-

terested on household decision-making and resource allocations since the beginning of the 

1990’s18.  

2.2 Household as a decision-maker 

The theoretical background in this study takes off in what Piers Blaikie calls the smallest de-

cision-making unit, the household. Blaikie defines a household as: “In the majority of cases 

we are talking about a household constituting a nuclear or extended family”19. 

An important institute in research of agricultural economics is the International Food Policy 

Research Institute (IFPRI). The aim for this institute is to “develop policy solutions for sus-

tainably meeting the food needs of the developing world”20. 

IFPRI has published the book Household Decisions, Gender, and Development-A synthesis of 

recent research. This book is a summary of the research that has been made in the field be-

                                                                 
17 Quisumbing 2003:23 
18 Quisumbing 2003:1 
19 Blaikie 1985: 82 
20 Quisumbing 2003:1 
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tween 1997 and 2002. The editor of the book Agnes R. Quisumbing suggests that a majority 

of the decisions that affect the welfare of individuals are made within the household. She de-

scribes a situation in which development scholars have started to put more efforts to under-

stand the allocation of resources inside the household, since the middle of the 1990: s21.  

Scholars call this allocation of resources as intrahousehold resource allocation. This is a 

broad term that has been used to explain “the processes by which resources are allocated 

among individuals and the outcomes of those processes”22. The complicated dynamics inside 

the household have often been a major reason for failures in development programs. Design-

ers of development projects have often ignored those structures. Different projects have been 

transferred directly to either the wife or the husband with no attention on how this could affect 

outcomes23. 

Those assumptions are based on beliefs that households act as one unitary entity. This is a 

traditional view, which is based in the supposition that all individuals in a family have the 

same preferences and that they share resources in an equal base. Economists have been ac-

cused for ignoring the cultural contexts in theirs assumption of household as a unitary entity 

by anthropologists24. 

“Most economists see the household as a collection of individuals who behave as if they agree 

on how best to combine time, goods purchased in the market, and goods produced at home to 

produce commodities that maximize some common welfare index”25.  

The criticism against the unitary model has led to a boost of alternative models. Those models 

are called collective models. A general view in those kinds of models is the assumption that 

households act as a collective but not as a unitary entity. According to this view, in order to 

install successful development programs, focus needs to be on individuals in the household 

instead of household as a unitary model26. 

                                                                 
21 Quisumbing 2003:1 
22 Ibid 
23 Quisumbing 2003:1-5 
24 Quisumbing 2003:3 
25 Ibid 
26 Quisumbing 2003:23 
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“Collective models allow differing preferences and only assume that allocations result in 

Pareto-efficient outcomes, where it would not be possible to increase the welfare of one indi-

vidual without reducing that of another”27. 

2.3 Theory 

“Despite increasing evidence rejecting the unitary model, the body of research from which 

generalizations can be drawn is limited”28. 

 

There are a growing numbers of scholars that claims that the unitary model is not useful. But 

even though the model is heavily criticised it’s still used in considerable research concerning 

household decision-making, mainly because of its capacity to generalize29. 

 

Theoretical starting point of this study is on one unitary model, namely Crop portfolio choice 

under multivariate risks. This model is concentrated on crop portfolio choice in communities 

were risks are tangible. It has been chosen because it’s closely related to the phenomena of 

crop portfolio choices in developing countries. The idea of using this model is mostly for the 

underlying assumption it stands on rather than usage of its mathematic formula. 

2.4 Model of crop portfolio choice under multivariate risks 

Marcel Fafchamps, a former assistant professor at the Food research Institute at Stanford 

University claims that: “Agriculture censuses and household surveys in Third World countries 

often show that cash crop orientation depends on farm size”30. 

 

He has developed the model: Crop portfolio choice under multivariate risks. The intention 

with this model is to explain the phenomena of why large-scale farmers normally devote lar-

ger share of their land for cash crops than small-scale farmers do in the Third world31. 
                                                                 
27 Ibid 
28 Quisumbing 2003:1 
29 Ibid 
30 Fafchamps 1992:90-92 
31 Fafchamps 1992: 90-92 
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Fafchamps asserts that a key word for understanding farmers in developing countries is food 

self-sufficiency. In order to assure their food security first of all farmers consider their food 

self-sufficiency. If an individual household has enough of food self-sufficiency, they can de-

vote more land to cash crops. Larger farmers normally have higher food self-sufficiency 

hence they devote more land to cash crop32. Fafchamps identifies two factors that underlie this 

statement, which are low agricultural productivity and high transport costs. Those factors 

make rural markets instable and isolated; farm households thereby meet a food price that of-

ten correlates with their own agricultural output. 

“Because basic staples constitute a large share of total consumption and have low income 

elasticity, farmers are adamant to protect themselves against food price risks. In most cases, 

this is optimally achieved by emphasizing food self-sufficiency. Wealthier farmers, however 

spend proportionally less on food. By the same reasoning, they also prefer to allocate propor-

tionally less of their land to food crops”33. 

2.4.1 The Model 

As it was mentioned before, the idea is not to use Fafchamp’s mathematical formula34. The 

point is rather to use this model because of its simplification of crop portfolio choices. Faf-

champs identifies two periods in the construction of crop portfolio. In the first period the 

households don’t know their yield or prices on the markets. For example it is impossible to 

know the exactly price for one bag of maize in the time of seeding. During the second period, 

harvests are done and prices are known. All consumption decisions are thereby made after 

harvests are done35. 

                                                                 
32 Ibid 
33 Fafchamps 1992: 90-91 
34 Fafchamps 1992: 90-98 
35 Fafchamps 1992: 90-92 
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2.5 Definitions 

Fafchamps identifies two major types of farmers: small-scale farmers and large-scale farm-

ers. In a mail Fafchamps claims: “how an individual household is classified in these catego-

ries depends on the context36” 

 

In Tanzania small-scale farmers are the most common type of agricultural household. The 

Tanzanian government defines small-scale farmers as farmers that have an average of land 

between 2,2257 and 7,419 acres37. The total number of large-scale farmers in Tanzania are 

estimated to be somewhere around four per cent38. 

Manyara Region has the highest amounts of large-scale farmers in the whole Tanzania. 

Around 160 households are classified as large-scale farmers. To be called large-scale farmer a 

household needs to fulfill one of the following conditions: 

 

“- Having or operated at least 20 hectares (49,42 acres) of arable land cultivated for 

crop/vegetable/fruit/tree crop production during the agriculture year 2002/03 (1st October 

2002 to 30 September 2003 

 

- Own or keep at least 50 head of cattle or 100 goats/sheep/pigs or 1,000 chick-

ens/ducks/turkeys/rabbits during the Agriculture year 2002/03 

 

- Operates 0.5 ha of intensive greenhouse horticulture production (eg cut flowers) 

 

- Operates 0.5 ha of fish farming production units39” 

 

 

                                                                 
36 Mail contact 24/04/2009 
37 http://www.tanzania.go.tz/agriculture.html
38 http://www.ftpiicd.org/iconnect/ICT4D_Livelihoods/TZ_Livelihoods_EN.pdf
39 http://www.agriculture.go.tz/  
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Case-study research 

The research design of this thesis is build upon a qualitative case study. This kind of research 

characterizes of four attributes. It’s descriptive, particularistic, heuristic and inductive40. 

The research design of case studies differs from cross-case and experimental studies in espe-

cially the following features: 

Characteristics of case-study research 

Study depth    rather than  Study width 

The particular    rather than  The general 

Relations/processes  rather than  Result and end products 

Holistic stance   rather than  Particular variables 

Natural situations  rather than  Synthetic situations 

Several sources   rather than  Single method of research 

Source: Denscombe41

Case studies focused on few entities increases opportunities for studying details. The strategy 

is especially useful in situations when phenomena’s are complex and when time and resources 

are limited42. This corroborates well with this studies setup. The fieldwork was restricted to 

                                                                 
40 Merriam 1994: 25 
41 Denscombe 1998: 43 
42 Ibid 
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three weeks and further limited by accesses to field assistances and drivers during the days in 

field. 

Case studies can further be divided into three groups. They are either descriptive, interpre-

tively or evaluative. Descriptive case studies present a detailed review of the studied phenom-

ena like a distinct phase of a historical lapse. The aim of this design is to describe complex 

phenomena’s rather than explain a causal relation43.  

Interpretively case studies are both descriptive and explanatory but in contrast with descrip-

tive case studies, those studies highlight, promote or challenge theoretical conditions. Finally 

evaluative case studies characterizes of its descriptive, explanatory and estimative nature. It 

differs from interpretively case studies in its aim to predict prospectively situations44. 

This study works with an interpretively case study strategy. According to earlier research, 

farmer’s crop orientation mainly depends on farm size. This needs to be considered in a num-

ber of cases. This study is a first attempt to apply this hypothesis on one case namely the case 

of six farmers in Babati District. 

3.2 Methods 

To gather data Qualitative and Quantitative methods are normally used. Scholars need to con-

sider which of these methods that is most appropriate to the aim of the study45. Quantitative 

methods have long been dominating in agriculture research. It was long seen as the only 

method for practise “real research”46. 

 

For the aim of this study a qualitative method has been selected. Qualitative methods can be 

seen as a generic term for methods that combines four different techniques: Direct observa-

tion, participant observation, qualitative interviews, and analysis of sources. Qualitative in-

terviews have been used in this study. In these interviews the structure of questions is not as 

                                                                 
43 Merriam 1994: 41-42 
44 Ibid 
45 Denscombe 2000:101 
46 Holme & Solvang 1991:150 
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important as in quantitative interviews. The idea is by avoiding standardised questions re-

spondents have more opportunities to state their own position47. 

 

Qualitative interviews can be classified into respondent interviews and informant interviews. 

Respondent interviews are with persons that are directly involved in the studied phenomena, 

while informant interviews are with persons not directly involved in the studied phenomena, 

but who know much about the phenomena48. 

 

The primary data of this study is based on respondent interviews. Interviews were thereby 

only made with households and not with informants like agriculture officers or farm advisers. 

Interviews were in a semi-structured way, which characterize of flexibility and open ques-

tions49. 

 

Questions were thereby prepared but the sequences of those questions were of minor impor-

tance. Respondents are much more free to state their own position in this kinds of interviews, 

but a clear disadvantage is that answers get more complicated than in more structured ques-

tions were standardisation is used50. 

3.3 Structure and analyze of the gathered data 

The starting point of this study has been the empirical observations in the Manyara Region. 

These observations were made during a three-week fieldwork in Babati District, one of the six 

Districts of Manyara Region. The fieldwork builds an empirical ground to achieve more ab-

stract level of analysis; which can be described as an inductive way to work.  

 

Before undertaking the fieldwork a PM was written and evaluated in seminars in consultation 

with supervisors during a preparation course in Sweden. This PM was used as a guideline 

during the days in field, for the author of the thesis, supervisor and with field assistants. 

                                                                 
47 Holme & Solvang 1991:91 
48 Holme & Solvang 1991:104 
49 Denscombe 1998: 135 
50 Ibid 
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Findings were written in a notebook and regular discussed with supervisor. The primary data 

was first summarized as an interview-encapsulation and further organised dependent on the 

theme. As an example: all households’ obstacles were structured and summarized together. 

From a theoretical perspective the underlying assumptions of the Marcel Fafchamp’s model 

Crop portfolio choice under multivariate risks will be considered and discussed in connection 

to this study’s findings. 

3.4 Sampling method 

There are many techniques to select respondents. This is often a matter of resources and time. 

During fieldworks in developing countries the time and sampling techniques are often re-

stricted. Babati District has ca 60 000 households and a clear majority of those works with 

agriculture51.  

 

In this study a strategic sample has been made. This was done from three indicators. Those 

indicators are small-scale, middle-scale and large-scale farmers. Small-scale are farmers that 

cultivates between 1-10 acres, middle-scale are farmers that cultivates between 10-80 acres 

and large-scale are farmers that cultivates more than 80 acres. To find these farmers the 

knowledge of several local field assistant was needed. The team of assistants randomly se-

lected two households from each group. 

3.5 Data and criticism of the sources 

The primary data of this thesis has been accumulated during three weeks of fieldwork in Ba-

bati District. Interviews with six households were made in different parts of Babati. All re-

spondents were speaking Swahili hence it was necessary to do the interviews through a trans-

lator. 

To use a translator sometimes causes misinterpretations of the respondent’s answers. Torsten 

Thurén describes five typical errors that could emerge in a situation when interpreter is used. 

The interpreter misunderstands the question, the respondent misunderstands the question, the 
                                                                 
51 http://www.tanzania.go.tz/census/census/manyara.htm
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translator misunderstands the answer, the interpreter consciously changes the respondent’s 

answer and finally the interviewer misunderstands the answers52. 

Findings in Babati has been considered from those perspectives and information that seemed 

too be way to unclear is not used. Many of the questions that took place were sometimes in-

terpreted wrongly by me, the translator or by the respondent. In those cases the questions were 

repeated and if misunderstandings still existed; questions were reformulated. There were 

however few ambiguous answers, that are not used in this thesis. 

                                                                 
52 Thurén 2005:59 
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4 Result 

The six interviews in Babati District showed that four types of crops were used among the 

household’s fields. Those were maize, pigeon peas, beans and sunflowers (the total crop port-

folio). 

Another finding was that the three households with smaller fields (Sumaye/Gishinde, Baran 

and P. Cosmas) were mixing all of their crops and thereby had problems to give an exact 

number of land used for each crop. 

Table 1 

Household/acre Acres of 

Maize 

Acres of 

Pigeon Peas 

Acres of 

Beans 

Acres of 

Sunflowers 

Sumaye-Gishinde/2 

acres 

Mixed Mixed 0 acres Mixed 

Baran/2 acres Mixed Mixed Mixed 0 acres 

P.Cosmas/20acres Mixed Mixed Mixed 0 acres 

Willhelm/60 acres 20 acres intercropped 40 acres 

Mdoe/120 acres 90 acres intercropped 30 acres 0 acres 

C. Cosmas/200 acres 75 acres intercropped 50 acres 75 acres 

Source: Observations during field studies in Babati District spring term 09 

Table 1 shows that the two small-scale farmers (Sumaye/Gishinde and Baran) are mixing all 

their crops. Also the middle-scale farmer the family P. Cosmas are mixing all their crops. The 

other middle-scale household Willhelm are mixing the same crops as Cosmas are mixing 

(maize, pigeon peas and beans). But they are also cultivating sunflowers. The large-scale 

farmers are both intercropping maize and pigeon peas. A difference between those families is 

that the family C. Cosmas cultivates sunflowers, while Mdoes doesn’t. 
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Moreover, all families were using the crops for two different purposes. They consume it in the 

family for food, or they sell it to different kinds of markets. An important finding was that 

some of the crops were used for both purposes. Yet in the time of decision-making all house-

holds intended to either sell the crops or consume it among family members. The following 

table shows a summary of those intentions. 

Table 2 

Household Maize Pigeon Peas Beans Sunflowers 

Sumaye-Gishinde/2 

acres 

Food crop Cash crop Not-used Cash crop 

Baran/2 acres Food crop Cash crop Food crop Not-used 

P.Cosmas/20acres Food crop Cash crop Food crop Not-used 

Willhelm/60 acres Food crop Cash crop Food crop Cash crop 

Mdoe/120 acres Food crop Cash crop Cash crop Not-used 

C.Cosmas/200acres Food crop Cash crop Cash crop Cash crop 

Source: Observations during field studies in Babati District spring term 09 

Table 2 reveals that no matter the size of land, all families were planning to use maize as a 

food crop. The same pattern is possible to observe when it comes to pigeon peas but in this 

case all families intended to sell this crop to different kinds of markets.  

Both large-scale farmers and the middle-scale family Willhelm were using beans as a cash 

crop. One of the small-scale farmers didn’t cultivate beans (Sumaye/Gishinde) and the other 

(Baran) used it as a food crop. When it comes to sunflowers there were only three of the total 

six families that were using this crop: Sumaye/Gishinde, Willhelm and C.Cosmas. Those 

households were all using it as a cash crop. 

In summary: from Table 2 it’s possible to notice that 50 % of the crops had the clear intention 

to be used as cash crops, namely pigeon peas and sunflowers. All families used maize as a 

food crop and beans were used for both purposes. 
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A central component in Fafchamps model Crop portfolio choice under multivariate risks is 

the risks that each household face. The respondents were asked to map out their major obsta-

cles.  

From the total six interviews 13 different obstacles were found: unstable market prices, small 

amounts of rain, available people for ploughing, diseases among crops, high costs for conser-

vation pesticides, soil fertility, buyers for the crops, store opportunities, expensive payments 

for tractors, high costs for seeds, high transport cost to markets, to get good ploughing result 

and the ongoing climate change. This will be summarized in the following table. 

Table 3 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Instable market prizes

Rainfalls

Available people for ploughing

Diseases among crops

High costs for conservation pesticides

Soil fertility

To find buyers for the crops

Store opportunities

Expensive payments for tractors

High costs for seeds

High transport costs to markets

To get good ploughing result

The ongoing climate change

O
bs

ta
cl

es

Number of families

 Source: Observations during field studies in Babati District spring term 09 

Table 3 shows that unstable market prices were a major obstacle for all six households. Four 

families identified the expensive costs for conservation pesticides as another major obstacle. 

But in general, each household was identifying quite different kinds of obstacles. 

The fieldwork also had the intention to see if other factors than size of land could explain 

household’s crop portfolio choices in a more detailed way. This study took a closer look on 

the following factors: impacts of neighbours, organisations, companies, markets and qualifica-

tion of nature. In fact none of the respondents was affected of neighbours, organisations or 
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companies in their crop portfolio choice. The respondents were much more affected of prices 

on markets and by qualifications of nature. This can be summarized in the following table: 

Table 4 

Household Neighbours Companies Organisations Qualification 

of nature 

Prices on 

markets 

Sumaye-

Gishinde/2 acres 

Not affected Not affected Not affected Not affected Very affected 

Baran/2 acres Not affected Not affected Not affected Very affected Very affected 

P.Cosmas/20acres Not affected Not affected Not affected Very affected Very affected 

Willhelm/60 acres Not affected Not affected Not affected Very affected Very affected 

Mdoe/120 acres Not affected Not affected Not affected Very affected Very affected 

C.Cosmas/200acres Not affected Not affected Not affected Very affected Very affected 

Source: Observations during field studies in Babati District spring term 09 
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5 Discussion 

According to earlier research farmer’s crop orientation mainly depends on farm size, large-

scale farmers prefer cash crops while small-scale farmers prefer subsistence crops53. 

 

The first aim of this study was to see if this hypothesis could be applied on six households in 

Babati District. The examined households all used both food and cash crops. Another fact was 

that some crops were used as both cash and food crops. This was most obvious in the three 

families with the smallest fields (Sumaye/Gishinde, Baran and P. Cosmas). These families 

were mixing all of their crops and didn’t consider this choice in the same extent as the house-

holds with larger fields. Their first aim was to certain their food security. But even they al-

ways considered selling in some extent. Their life-situation sometimes demanded payment in 

cash; an example that was given was payment for school uniforms. Hence this corroborate to 

a certain extent with Fafchamps idea about food self-sufficiency, in where he mean that 

households first ensure their food security before they consider selling54. 

The three families with larger fields (Willhelm, Mdoe and C.Cosmas) were however more 

aware of land use for each type of crop (cash crops/food crops). These families were devoting 

a larger share of their land for cash crop than food crops, which also corroborates well with 

earlier research55. 

But in contrast with earlier research, small-scale farmers were not less cash crop orientated 

than large-scale farmers in Babati. A difference was rather crop usage decisions. Small-scale 

farmers seemed to make this decision after harvest, while large-scale tended to decide before 

harvest was done. It is thereby difficult to state that large-scale farmers are devoting a larger 

share of their land for cash crops than small-scale farmers. In seasons with higher prices also 

small-scale farmers are able to sell a large share of their crops. 

                                                                 
53 Feder 1980, Eswaran and Kotwal 1985, Fafchamps 1985, 1986, 1992 
54 Fafchamps 1992:90-92 
55 Feder 1980, Eswaran and Kotwal 1985, Fafchamps 1985, 1986, 1992 
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The second aim of this study was to investigate how other factors than farm size affects crop 

portfolio choice. This study examined five potential factors: neighbours, companies, organi-

sations, qualification of nature and prices on markets. All households claimed that 

neighbours, companies and organisation were of minor influence. Especially neighbours were 

described as unreliable and of none influence, but also companies and organisations were ex-

plained to be of small influence. The examined households claimed that they were much more 

affected of natural qualifications and market prices. Unstable market prices were described as 

a major reason for buying conservation pesticides. This however, benefited large-scale farm-

ers with a superior economic situation. 

The final aim of this study was to see if crop portfolio models could be improved. The re-

search strategy that was used in this thesis focused on the specific rather then the general. In 

these types of research designs the width of generalization is clearly restricted56. 

The hypothesis (crop orientation depends on farm size) therefore needs to be considered in 

several other cases. Additional factors might affect crop orientation further than what earlier 

research has shown. This case study for example indicates that the size of land may not be the 

most remarkable factor for explaining farmer’s crop orientation in developing countries. Fac-

tors as unstable market prices and qualifications of nature seemed to have a greater impact 

than size of land. 

 

                                                                 
56 Denk 2002: 35 
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6 Conclusion 

In this study farmer’s crop orientation in the Babati District has been studied. Earlier research 

on crop portfolio choice in developing countries claims that crop orientation mainly depends 

on farm size, large-scale farmers prefer cash crop while small-scale farmers prefer subsistence 

crops. In the findings of this study both small-scale and large-scale farmers were using cash 

crops. The fact that all crops can be used for selling, gives also small-scale farmers in season 

with higher prices, an opportunity to sell a large share of their crops. It’s thereby not possible 

to state that large-scale farmers devote a larger share of their land for cash crop than small-

scale farmers do. 

 

There were however differences in strategies between small-scale farmers and large-scale 

farmers in Babati. Small-scale farmers were mixing all of their crops with no closer attention 

of land use for each crop. In these families crop usage decisions were done after harvest, in 

contrast with large-scale farmers, which tended to make these decisions before harvest was 

done. 

 

The research question was: Which factors affect household’s crop choices in Babati District? 

Farmers in Babati District seemed to be most affected of unstable market prices and qualifica-

tions of nature. 
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