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ABSTRACT	

Agricultural	 development	 in	 rural	 areas	 is	 a	 key	 element	 for	 pro-poor	 development	 and	 in	

recent	years	the	social	business	model	has	made	its	place	as	an	actor	for	development.	This	

thesis	 aims	 to	 understand	 to	 what	 extent	 a	 social	 business	 contributes	 to	 pro-poor	

agricultural	development,	through	a	single	case	study	of	a	Danish	social	business	operating	in	

rural	Kenya.	The	social	business	provides	farm	inputs	and	training	in	new	farming	practice	to	

small-scale	 maize	 farmers	 on	 a	 loan	 basis.	 The	 research	 takes	 on	 a	 social	 constructivist	

approach	 to	 grounded	 theory	 to	 analyze	 18	 semi-structured	 interviews	 with	 small-scale	

farmers	 that	 are	 the	 target	 of	 the	 intervention,	 as	well	 as	 three	 semi-structured	 interviews	

with	local	staff	and	seven	semi-structured	interviews	with	community	members	that	are	not	

yet	 beneficiaries.	 The	 findings	 show	 that	 local	 agents	 express	 positive	 views	 towards	 the	

social	business	as	the	farmers	have	increased	farm	productivity	and	have	been	empowered	to	

pursue	 agricultural	 intensification	 strategies	 through	 knowledge	 creation	 and	 social	 ties.	

Nonetheless,	results	show	this	increase	in	supply	has	flooded	the	market	and	thus	resulted	in	

significant	 drop	 in	 the	 price	 of	 maize	 at	 a	 local	 level.	 Assessed	 within	 the	 sustainable	

livelihoods	 framework,	 the	 findings	 show	 that	 due	 to	 the	 quasi-absent	 linkages	 between	

farmers	and	buyers	have	created	tensions,	which	undermine	the	 livelihood	strategies	of	 the	

farmers.	Therefore,	the	social	business	has	increased	the	possibility	of	farmers	to	take	part	in	

maize	cultivation,	as	a	 livelihood	strategy,	but	this	has	not	given	rise	to	opportunities	 in	the	

agricultural	 sector	 on	 the	 market	 side,	 rather	 has	 undermined	 them,	 thus	 jeopardizing	 a	

sustainable	 impact	 for	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development.	 The	 discussion	 enables	 for	 a	

reflection	 on	 the	 findings,	 and	more	 specifically	 on	 the	 social	 business’	 prospects	 for	 long-

term	 strategies	 for	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development	 by	 taking	 into	 account	 elements	 of	

historical	 background	 and	 literature	 and	 leads	 to	 wider	 observations	 about	 the	 roles	 and	

limitations	of	social	businesses	in	the	development	context.	The	conclusion	then	exposes	the	

practical	and	theoretical	implications	of	the	research.			
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1 Introduction	

	 	

In	 the	past	 50	 years,	 there	has	been	unprecedented	 change	 in	development	 theory,	 agenda	

and	practice.	These	changes	gradually	occurred	following	the	evolving	definitions	of	poverty;	

from	 a	 lack	 of	 income	 source	 to	 encompass	 the	 multiple	 dimensions	 of	 exclusion	 or	

marginalization	that	constitute	poverty.	Since	the	1980s,	development	thinking	shifted	away	

from	the	role	of	the	state	in	poverty	reduction	and	focused	on	the	private	sector	as	an	efficient	

and	 productive	 alternative	 for	 development,	 due	 to	 the	 nature	 of	 market	 forces	 and	

competition.	 Developing	 a	 strong	 private	 sector	 would	 lead	 to	 economic	 growth,	 which	 is	

crucial	in	development.	Moreover,	the	accelerated	pace	at	which	globalization	is	taking	place	

has	brought	about	structural	shifts	by	increasing	trade	and	internationalization	(Mills,	2009).	

Whether	 this	 is	 furthering	 inequalities	 between	 and	 within	 nations	 or	 on	 the	 contrary	 is	

closing	the	inequality	gap	is	still	up	for	debate	in	the	literature	(Firebaugh	&	Goesling,	2004;	

Wade,	 2004).	 Nonetheless,	 the	 increasing	 internationalization	 process	 that	 has	 been	

undergoing	is	without	a	doubt	affecting	the	global	distribution	of	income.		

	

Moreover,	 at	 an	 individual	 level,	 growth	 and	 the	 patterns	 of	 income	 distribution	 do	 not	

benefit	all	groups	of	people	equally,	and	poor	people	often	rarely	see	the	benefits	of	growth.	

Hence,	 since	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	millennium,	 special	 attention	has	 been	 given	 to	 pro-poor	

growth,	as	economic	growth	has	often	shown	necessary	for	poverty	reduction	but	usually	not	

sufficient.	 Pro-poor	 growth	 and	 pro-poor	 development	 strategies	 have	 been	 sought	 out	 as	

strategies	to	reduce	the	inequality	gaps	between	the	rich	and	the	poor	in	order	to	redirect	the	

some	of	the	benefits	of	globalization	towards	poor	people.	

	

These	 rising	 social	 concerns	 about	 inequalities,	 coupled	 with	 increased	 environmental	

degradation	due	to	industrial	 intensification,	have	altered	the	role	of	the	private	sector	over	

the	years	from	a	‘business	is	business'	perspective	to	acknowledging	it	does	not	operate	in	a	

vacuum.	 As	 firms	 are	 increasingly	 held	 responsible	 for	 their	 actions	 outside	 the	 economic	

frame,	 corporations	 have	 developed	 Corporate	 Social	 Responsibility	 strategies	 (Porter	 &	

Kramer,	2006).	In	this	context,	new	forms	of	business	models	have	arisen,	such	as	the	social	

business	model.	As	Yunus	(2007)	defines	it,	a	social	business	is	like	any	other	business,	except	
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that	its	goal	is	to	provide	a	social	benefit	rather	than	to	maximize	its	profits.	The	term	social	

business	is	an	umbrella	term	that	encompasses	notions	of	the	social	enterprise	or	the	social	

entrepreneur.	 The	 concept	 that	 is	 defined	 is	 a	 for-profit	 organization	 that	 aims	 to	 foster	

societal	 change	rather	 than	maximize	 its	profits.	Hence,	a	 social	business	can	be	seen	as	an	

entity	 that	has	 the	goals	of	non-profit	organization	while	operating	a	market-driven	 sphere	

(Dees	 &	 Anderson,	 2006).	 It	 is	 a	 hybrid	 model	 of	 for-profit	 corporation	 and	 a	 non-profit	

organization	 (Kreutzer	 &	 Mauksch,	 2013).	 It	 differs	 from	 Corporate	 Social	 Responsibility	

because	the	social	objective	of	the	social	business	is	not	just	a	strategy	to	improve	its	image	

but	is	the	intended	impact	of	the	business	model	(Gradl	&	Knobloch,	2010).		

1.1 Problem	outline	

The	bulk	of	 the	 literature	on	social	businesses	 illustrates	 strong	expectations,	 especially	 for	

the	 potential	 of	 social	 businesses	 to	 tackle	 development	 issues.	 Thompson,	 Alvy	 and	 Lees	

(2000)	describe	social	entrepreneurs	as:	

	“people	who	realize	where	there	is	an	opportunity	to	satisfy	some	unmet	need	that	

the	 state	 welfare	 system	 will	 not	 or	 cannot	 meet,	 and	 who	 gather	 together	 the	

necessary	 resources	 (generally	 people,	 often	 volunteers,	 money	 and	 premises)	 and	

use	these	to	‘make	a	difference”	(Thompson	et	al.,	2000,	p.	328).	 
This	definition	illustrates	the	great	potential	for	social	businesses	in	development	thinking,	as	

state	failure	is	high	in	developing	countries1.	Social	businesses	are	considered	as	a	new	way	to	

achieve	 development	 goals	 by	 overcoming	 poverty	 and	 social	 exclusion	 in	 the	 developing	

world	(Seelos	&	Mair,	2005).	These	expectations	mostly	rely	on	the	fact	that	social	businesses	

are	seen	 to	empower	marginalized	and	 impoverished	groups	 thus	resulting	 in	 lasting	social	

transformation	 (Kreutzer	 &	 Mauksch,	 2013).	 	 Some	 argue	 as	 far	 as	 to	 say	 that	 social	

businesses	are	the	solution	to	creating	a	new	kind	of	capitalism	(Yunus,	2007).		

	

While	 much	 research	 has	 focused	 on	 the	 Corporate	 Social	 Responsibility	 of	 the	 firm	 in	

developing	countries	and	its	limitations,	the	cases	of	social	businesses	operating	in	developing	

countries	 have	 not	 yet	 been	 studied	 as	 much.	 Moreover,	 while	 multinational	 companies’	

																																																								
1	This	paper	acknowledges	the	numerous	criticisms	that	arise	 from	the	classification	developed	vs.	developing	
countries	 resulting	 in	 the	 World	 Bank	 having	 decided	 to	 eliminate	 the	 term	 developing	 country	 from	 its	
vocabulary	(Fernholz,	2016).	Nonetheless,	for	the	purpose	of	simplicity,	the	term	is	used	here.					
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Corporate	Social	Responsibility	strategies	in	developing	countries	have	been	widely	criticized	

for	being	inefficient	or	harmful	to	communities	(Ite,	2004;	Jenkins,	2005;	Visser,	2008),	there	

is	 limited	 research	 on	 the	 interactions	 between	 Western	 social	 businesses	 and	 the	

communities	of	developing	countries	they	aim	to	serve.		

	

More	 specifically,	 this	 paper	 will	 investigate	 the	 potential	 of	 social	 businesses	 for	 poverty	

alleviation	 through	pro-poor	agricultural	development.	As	 an	estimated	75%	 to	85%	of	 the	

world’s	poor	 live	 in	rural	areas	 (Alkire,	Chatterjee,	Conconi,	Seth,	&	Vaz,	2014;	World	Bank,	

2008)	and	rural	areas	are	often	characterized	by	a	strong	prevalence	of	agriculture	through	

small-scale	rural	farmers,	this	paper	will	thus	focus	on	a	case	of	a	Danish	social	business	that	

operates	 as	 a	 microfinance	 institution	 in	 rural	 Kenya.	 By	 provide	 loans,	 technology	 and	

knowledge	to	farmers,	they	aim	to	increase	food	security	and	income	for	farmers	in	order	to	

alleviate	poverty	and	positively	impact	the	livelihoods	of	small-scale	farmers.	 	They	reinvest	

the	money	from	the	loans	into	the	farmers	and	thus	aim	for	positive	social	change.		

	

This	paper	aims	to	fill	some	of	the	gaps	in	the	literature	on	the	potential	of	social	businesses	

for	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development,	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 the	 beneficiaries	 of	 the	 social	

business	model.		

1.2 Research	question	

Based	 on	 the	 considerations	 previously	 explained,	 this	 has	 led	 to	 the	 formulation	 of	 the	

following	research	question,	specifically	applied	to	the	aforementioned	case:		

To	what	extent	does	the	social	business	contribute	to	pro-poor	agricultural	development	

in	rural	Kenya?	

1.3 Definitions	

Before	 continuing	 further,	 some	 clarifications	 need	 to	 be	made	 about	 the	 terms	 employed	

throughout	 this	 paper.	 Here,	 the	 terms	 small-scale	 farmer	 and	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development	will	be	defined.		

1.3.1 Small-scale	farmer	

Although	 some	 differentiations	 may	 exist	 between	 the	 terms	 small-scale	 farmers	 and	

smallholder	 farmers,	 they	 are	 used	 interchangeably	 throughout	 this	 paper.	 There	 is	 no	
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universal	definition	of	a	 small-scale	 farmer	 in	 the	 literature.	Nonetheless,	 some	 themes	and	

aspects	 of	 small-scale	 farming	 are	 recurring.	 First,	 as	 the	 name	 suggests,	 a	 rather	 certain	

characteristic	of	the	small-scale	farmer	is	the	small	size	of	the	land	they	harvest.	According	to	

Okidegbe	(2001),	these	are	farmers	who	harvest	under	2	hectares	of	land.	The	classification	of	

the	World	Bank	(2003)	also	relies	on	the	2-hectare	threshold.	Nonetheless,	this	is	not	specific	

enough	to	define	a	small-scale	farmer.	The	following	elements	are	characteristics	often	found	

in	the	literature	concerning	small-scale	farmers:	

- Small-scale	 farmers	 practice	 low-technology	 farming,	 which	 is	 thus	 labor-intensive,	

and	the	bulk	of	the	labor	force	often	comes	from	within	the	family	(also	referred	to	as	

‘family	farms’)	(FAO,	2014;	Garner	&	de	la	O	Campos,	2014).	

- Small-scale	farmers	have	limited	resource	endowments	and	thus	limited	productivity	

(Dixon,	Tanyeri-Abur,	&	Wattenbach,	2004).	

- The	farm	activity	 is	habitually	the	principal	source	of	 income	for	the	family	(Jayne	et	

al.,	2003).	

- Finally,	the	primary	goal	of	the	farm	is,	more	often	than	not,	to	produce	staple	foods	for	

household	consumption	(referred	to	as	subsistence	farming)	as	opposed	to	farming	as	

commercially	 viable	 strategy.	 Although	 this	 does	 not	 prevent	 the	 small-scale	 farmer	

from	 engaging	 in	 sales,	 these	 sales	 are	 often	 informal	 (Diao,	 Hazell,	 Resnick,	 &	

Thurlow,	2007).		

	

A	 more	 comprehensive	 definition	 is	 the	 one	 given	 by	 Murphy	 (2012),	 which	 includes	 the	

notion	 of	marginalization,	 in	 one	 way	 or	 another,	 of	 the	 small-scale	 farmer	 in	 terms	 of	

geography,	 assets,	 resources,	markets,	 information,	 technology,	 capital	 and	non-land	assets.	

This	paper	is	concerned	with	small-scale	farmers	that	are	harvesting	under	1	acre	of	land,	and	

marginalized	under	all	aspects	described	by	Murphy	(2012).	The	description	of	the	case	will	

offer	 a	more	detailed	 insight	 into	 the	 characteristics	of	 the	 small-scale	 farmers	 that	 are	 the	

focus	of	the	study.			

1.3.2 Pro-poor	agricultural	development		

Development	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 both	 a	 process	 and	 outcome	 (Kingsbury,	 Remenyi,	 McKay,	 &	

Hunt,	 2004).	 According	 to	 Kingsbury	 et	 al.	 (2004),	 the	 process	 of	 development	 should	 be	

participatory	and	people-centered	and	the	outcome	should	be	reduction	of	poverty.	Pro-poor	
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development	 implies	 targeted	development	towards	and	for	 the	benefit	of	poor	people.	The	

term	pro-poor	development	can	thus	seem	at	 first	 to	be	an	oxymoron,	yet,	 insisting	on	pro-

poor	 development	 and	 not	 just	 development	 enables	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 expected	 livelihood	

outcomes	for	poor	people,	from	a	bottom-up	perspective,	and	shift	away	from	development	as	

the	process	in	which	nations	achieve	economic	growth	and	pursue	industrialization	strategies	

leading	to	increase	wealth	creation.	Pro-poor	development	thus	aims	to	focus	on	the	creation	

of	sustainable	livelihood	strategies	for	poor	people.		

	

Agricultural	 development	 is	 defined	 as	 the	 expansion	 of	 the	 agricultural	 sector	 to	 fulfill	 its	

potential	through	accumulation	of	knowledge,	availability	of	technology	and	correct	allocation	

of	 inputs	 and	 outputs	 (De	 Laiglesia,	 2006).	 This	 implies	 increases	 in	 productivity,	 in	

technologies,	 access	 to	markets	 and	 agricultural	 extension	 services	 for	 the	purpose	 of	 both	

increasing	the	output	of	the	farm	activity	as	well	as	the	value	of	that	activity.		

Hence,	pro-poor	agricultural	development	implies,	in	this	paper,	the	creation	of	sustainable	

livelihood	 strategies	 for	 poor	 people,	 through	 the	 expansion	 of	 opportunities	 in	 the	

agricultural	sector.		

1.4 Delimitations	

The	 main	 focus	 of	 this	 study	 is	 on	 a	 social	 business	 that	 aims	 for	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development	and	the	extent	to	which	it	can	impact	livelihoods	of	small-scale	farmers.	Hence,	

the	 focus	 will	 be	 on	 the	 co-creation	 process	 of	 strategies	 to	 improve	 livelihoods.	 As	 this	

research	falls	within	the	realm	of	business	and	development	studies,	 it	will	not	focus	on	the	

horticultural	 details	 of	 rural	 agriculture	 practices	 nor	 the	 validity	 of	 the	 different	 types	 of	

techniques	 and	 technologies	 that	 can	 be	 brought	 to	 the	 farms,	 yet	 it	 is	 acknowledged	 that	

there	 are	 many	 ways	 in	 which	 to	 practice	 agriculture	 which	 each	 have	 strengths	 and	

weaknesses.	Nonetheless,	assessing	or	comparing	different	techniques	does	not	fall	within	the	

scientific	 boundaries	 of	 this	 thesis.	 Furthermore,	 this	 study	 will	 incorporate	 elements	 of	

political	and	economic	theory	in	a	historical	background	in	order	to	set	the	case	study	within	

its	 specific	 context	 but	 it	 does	 not	 aim	 to	 look	 into	 the	 wider	 political,	 economical	 or	

institutional	aspects	of	rural	agricultural	development,	as	 these	elements	also	 fall	out	of	 the	

reach	of	the	study.		
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1.5 Structure	

In	order	to	answer	the	research	question	in	a	coherent	way,	the	thesis	has	been	divided	into	

the	 following	 segments:	 first,	 this	 paper	 will	 start	 by	 introducing	 the	 methodological	

considerations	behind	the	research	process	and	the	data	collection	methods.	Then,	elements	

of	 historical	 background	 on	 rural	 agricultural	 development	 will	 be	 put	 forth.	 Next,	 the	

literature	on	sustainable	livelihoods,	theory	and	framework	will	be	presented,	which	will	be	

followed	by	the	presentation	of	the	case	that	was	chosen	as	the	center	for	analysis.	Then	the	

paper	will	move	on	 to	 the	 findings	and	analysis,	where	 the	discourse	of	 the	 farmers	will	be	

analyzed	and	put	 in	perspective	of	 the	sustainable	 livelihood	framework	in	order	to	answer	

the	research	question.	This	will	be	followed	by	a	discussion	on	the	findings,	focusing	mainly	

on	 the	 prospects	 for	 long-term	 strategy	 and	 the	 limitations	 of	 social	 businesses	 in	 a	

developing	country	context.	Finally,	the	conclusion	will	resume	the	findings	as	well	as	reveal	

areas	for	possible	further	research.		

2 Methodology	

The	aim	of	this	section	is	to	provide	a	comprehensive	explanation	of	the	methodology	of	this	

paper	as	well	as	the	data	collection	methods	and	techniques	that	were	employed.	It	will	start	

with	general	theoretical	considerations	and	slowly	focus	towards	specific	methods	that	were	

used,	 taking	 into	 account	 the	matters	 of	 reliability	 and	 validity	 of	 the	methodology	 and	 its	

limitations.	 Nonetheless,	 the	methodology	 of	 this	 paper	was	 not	 necessarily	 constructed	 in	

this	way.	Some	elements	have	helped	define	others,	and	the	process	of	the	methodology	has	

been	 ongoing	 throughout	 the	 writing	 process.	 Nonetheless,	 for	 a	 simplified	 understanding	

and	for	the	purpose	of	clarity,	this	section	will	start	with	the	wider	theoretical	reflections	and	

gradually	move	on	towards	more	practical	issues.			

2.1 Research	philosophy	and	approach	

The	 research	 philosophy	 and	 approach	 are	 of	 vital	 importance	 in	 the	 design	 of	 a	 research	

paper,	 as	 they	help	 to	 shape	 the	whole	paper.	 Indeed,	not	only	do	 they	have	 impact	on	 the	

research	strategy	and	data	collecting	process,	these	elements	also	have	a	significant	impact	on	

how	 the	 data	 is	 analyzed	 and	 processed	 (Saunders,	 Lewis,	 &	 Thornhill,	 2009).	 The	

philosophical	stance	of	the	research	is	described	in	the	following	sub-sections.		
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2.1.1 Research	philosophy	

The	 research	 philosophy	 explains	 how	 the	 researcher	 views	 knowledge	 and	 how	 this	

knowledge	is	useful.	It	serves	to	answer	what	the	research	is	about	just	as	much	as	how	it	is	to	

be	investigated	and	what	constitutes	acceptable	knowledge.	It	thus	shapes	the	whole	research	

paper	in	underlining	what	should	be	explored.	As	Johnson	&	Clark	(2006)	describe	it:	

“In	understanding	business	and	management	research	methodologies	the	issue	is	not	

about	whether	 or	 not	 our	 research	 should	 be	 philosophically	 informed,	 it	 is	 about	

how	well	we	reflexively	interrogate	our	inevitable	philosophical	choices	and	are	able	

to	 defend	 them	 in	 relation	 to	 their	 ever-present	 alternatives.”	 (Johnson	 &	 Clark,	

2006).		

In	the	four	paradigms	identified	by	Easterby-Smith,	Thrope	and	Jackson	(2012),	this	research	

falls	under	a	interpretivism	paradigm,	that	reality	is	socially	constructed	and	given	meaning	

to	 by	 people	 (Easterby-Smith	 et	 al.,	 2012).	 In	management	 research,	 interpretivism	 is	 thus	

also	referred	to	as	social	constructionism,	and	often	opposed	to	positivism,	which	stems	from	

the	 science	 methodologies	 and	 assumes	 that	 there	 is	 one	 observable	 reality,	 that	 the	

researcher,	 through	 facts	 and	 data,	 can	 unveil	 (Easterby-Smith	 et	 al.,	 2012).	 The	 social	

constructionism	 paradigm	 falls	 under	 a	 subjectivist	 ontology	 (Easterby-Smith	 et	 al.,	 2012),	

which	describes	the	way	the	researcher	views	the	nature	of	reality.	The	subjectivist	ontology	

refutes	 the	 existence	 of	 a	 neutral	 observable	 reality	 and	 chooses	 the	 opinion	 that	multiple	

realities	 exist	 because	 realities	 are	 constructed	 by	 individuals	 and	 giving	meaning	 through	

individuals	 (Saunders	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 Epistemology,	 on	 the	 other	 hand	 describes	 the	 type	 of	

knowledge	 that	 the	 researcher	 is	 interested	 in	 gathering.	 In	 a	 subjective	 epistemology,	 the	

researcher	 is	 interested	 in	 the	perceptions	 (Saunders	et	 al.,	 2009).	Hence,	 the	 researcher	 is	

less	 concerned	 with	 gathering	 quantifiable	 facts	 than	 by	 appreciating	 the	 different	

constructions	and	meanings	people	give	to	an	experience.	The	research	assumes	that	there	is	

not	 one	 reality,	 but	 that	 each	 individual	 senses	 its	 own	 reality	 and	 shapes	 this	 reality	

according	to	his/her	perception.	Here,	the	research	is	less	concerned	by	revealing	an	objective	

and	 quantifiable	 reality,	 rather	 with	 making	 sense	 of	 the	 connections	 that	 exists	 between	

people,	 things	 and	 ideas	 (Campbell,	 2000).	 Therefore,	 the	 social	 constructionist	 paradigm	

allows	 the	 research	 to	 grasp	 the	 different	 levels	 of	 complexity	 through	 which	 local	 actors	

perceive	 interventions	and	 the	meanings	 they	give	 to	 these	 interventions.	Particular	 to	 this	

research	 philosophy,	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 researcher	 cannot	 be	 separated	 from	 the	 research	
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process,	and	as	such,	needs	to	understand	the	world	through	the	point	of	view	of	the	research	

subject.		

2.1.2 Research	approach	

As	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development	 strategies,	 smallholder	 farmers,	 and	 the	 broader	

environment	 in	which	 they	 operate	 are	 inherently	 dependent	 on	 the	 context,	 the	 research	

does	not	aim	to	generalize	the	particular	findings,	but	rather	aims	to	have	a	clear	understand	

of	 a	 particular	 situation	 in	 a	 particular	 context.	 As	 such,	 the	 research	 approach	 should	 be	

considered	 of	 inductive	 nature	 (Saunders	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 Inductive	 research	 allows	 the	

researcher	to	potentially	develop	theory	as	a	result	of	the	data	analysis.	It	is	thus	particularly	

relevant	 in	 a	 context	were	 few	 research	has	been	 conducted.	This	 research	 is	based	on	 the	

study	of	a	case	and	starts	with	the	collection	of	empirical	data.	The	inductive	approach	allows	

for	the	research	to	enquire	through	the	data	rather	than	formulate	a	hypothesis	to	be	tested.	

In	 the	 process	 of	 the	 induction,	 the	 research	 stands	 towards	 grounded	 theory.	 Grounded	

theory	 is	 a	 research	 approach	 that	 was	 first	 formulated	 by	 Glaser	 &	 Strauss	 (1967)	 who	

challenge	mainstream	thinking	about	the	lack	of	‘rigor’	of	qualitative	data	and	they	argue	that	

qualitative	data	can	indeed	generate	theories.	The	principals	of	grounded	theory	lie	in	that	the	

researcher	must	remain	open	throughout	the	research	process	to	the	empirical	data	and	can	

then	 steer	 the	 research	 topic	 throughout	 the	 data	 collection	 process	 as	 the	 data	 analysis	

happens	simultaneously	and	allows	for	new	topics	to	emerge.	Then,	the	authors	separated	as	

to	if	the	purpose	of	grounded	theory	was	to	create	new	theory	(B.	Glaser,	2013)	or	if	it	served	

to	 verify	 existing	 theories	 (Corbin	 &	 Strauss,	 2008).	 This	 research	 stands	 more	 towards	

Corbin	 and	 Strauss	 (2008).	 The	 main	 component	 of	 grounded	 theory	 that	 applies	 to	 this	

research	 is	 that	 the	 researcher	has	developed	analytical	 categories	during	 the	data	analysis	

process,	which	happens	simultaneously	as	the	data	was	collected,	rather	than	collecting	data	

to	fit	a	preconceived	theory	or	framework.		

2.2 Research	design	

The	 research	 design	 aims	 to	 describe	 the	 general	 plan	 about	 how	 to	 answer	 the	 research	

question	 (Saunders	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 The	 formulation	 of	 the	 research	 design	 is	 of	 particular	

importance	 as	 it	 is	 a	 crucial	 step	 in	 the	 methodology	 but	 also	 forms	 a	 link	 between	 the	
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research	 question	 and	 the	 data	 collection.	 This	 section	will	 focus	 on	 the	 research	 strategy,	

choice	and	time	horizon.		

2.2.1 Research	strategy	

In	 order	 to	 answer	 the	 research	 question,	 this	 research	 is	 of	 exploratory	 nature,	 which	

enables	 to	 assess	 a	 phenomena	 in	 new	 light,	 to	 seek	 insight,	 to	 understand	 a	 problem	

(Saunders	et	al.,	2009).	The	research	aims	to	unveil	how	the	social	business	has	contributed	to	

improve	 livelihoods	 and	 opportunities	 in	 the	 agricultural	 sector	 for	 small-scale	 farmers.	

Hence	the	research	aims	to	seek	understanding	of	the	dynamics	of	change	by	exploring	into	

agents’	 knowledge.	 Exploratory	 research	 is	 started	 as	 a	 broad	 enquiry	 about	 an	 issue	 and	

gradually	narrows	the	focus	as	the	research	progresses	(Easterby-Smith	et	al.,	2012).	

In	 the	 exploratory	 research,	 the	 strategy	 of	 this	 paper	 is	 to	 use	 a	 single	 case	 study.	 In	

designing	constructivist	case	studies,	the	works	of	Merriam	(1998)	offer	relevant	knowledge	

on	 how	 to	 conduct	 qualitative	 case	 studies.	Moreover,	Merriam	 (1998)	 argues	 data	 can	 be	

assessed	and	collected	simultaneously,	which	is	thus	compatible	with	grounded	theory.	This	

research	 focuses	 on	 an	 intrinsic	 single	 case	 study,	 where	 the	 researcher	 is	 not	 considered	

with	generalizing	the	findings	but	rather	with	a	genuine	interest	in	the	specific	case.		

2.2.2 Research	choices	

The	research	choices	are	essential	because	choosing	qualitative	and/or	quantitative	data	will	

have	 impacts	 on	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 data	 collection	 and	 analysis.	 To	 align	with	 the	 research	

paradigm	 of	 social	 constructivism	 and	 with	 grounded	 theory,	 this	 research	 focuses	 on	 the	

collection	 of	 qualitative	 data	 from	 primary	 sources.	 The	 qualitative	 data	 is	 of	 particular	

importance	 to	 explore	 the	different	perceptions	of	 individuals	 on	 their	 realities.	Qualitative	

studies	are	also	to	be	preferred	when	little	research	has	been	done	on	a	topic	(Saunders	et	al.,	

2009).	 This	 allows	 the	 researcher	 to	 adopt	 an	 insider’s	 perspective	 on	 the	 phenomenon	 at	

hand.	Scholars	will	often	criticize	qualitative	research	for	its	lack	of	‘rigor’,	yet	in	an	inductive	

research	 process,	 where	 the	 focus	 is	 on	 the	 process	 and	 social	 construct	 more	 than	 on	

measurable	outcomes,	using	qualitative	 interviews	holds	validity	(Gioia,	Corley,	&	Hamilton,	

2012).	 Moreover,	 grounded	 theory	 was	 formulated	 to	 dismiss	 these	 claims.	 The	 research	

focuses	on	mixed-methods	to	analyze	the	empirical	findings	(Easterby-Smith	et	al.,	2012).		



	 	 17	

2.2.3 Time	horizon	

The	data	in	this	thesis	was	gathered	on	a	limited	time	frame	and	conducted	at	once.	Therefore	

the	study	is	considered	to	be	cross-sectional	(Saunders	et	al.,	2009).	Indeed	this	research	does	

not	aim	to	see	the	changes	over	time	of	an	impact	but	provide	a	‘snapshot’	of	a	situation	at	a	

particular	 time.	 The	 data	 was	 collected	 between	 February	 and	 March	 2016	 and	 the	 data	

analysis	 and	 writing	 process	 from	 January	 to	 September	 2016.	 Choosing	 to	 conduct	 a	

longitudinal	 case	 study	 would	 have	 also	 been	 an	 interesting	 perspective	 to	 adopt	 for	 the	

purpose	of	answering	the	research	question,	yet	due	to	limited	time	constraints,	this	was	not	

possible.		

2.3 Techniques	and	procedures	

Now	that	the	philosophical	considerations	behind	this	research	paper	have	been	uncovered,	

this	 sub-section	will	 focus	 on	 the	 details	 regarding	 the	 data	 collection	 techniques	 and	 data	

analysis	processes.	

2.3.1 Data	collection	techniques	

Due	to	the	nature	of	the	research	philosophy	and	research	question,	this	research	has	focused	

on	 gathering	 qualitative	 data.	 There	 are	 three	 different	 kinds	 of	 sources	 for	 qualitative	

analysis:	 interviews,	observation	and	analyzing	documents	(Merriam,	1998).	 Interviews	and	

observations	are	primary	data	sources	while	documents	remain	a	secondary	source	of	data.			

As	 the	collection	of	primary	data	was	a	necessity	 in	order	 to	be	coherent	with	 the	research	

philosophy,	 interviews	 and	 observations	 where	 favored.	 Indeed,	 in	 order	 to	 successfully	

understand	 the	 perceptions	 of	 farmers	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 context	 in	 which	 they	 operate,	

gathering	 primary	 data	 through	 interviews	 in	 order	 to	 understand	 the	 underlying	 in	 their	

discourse	was	a	starting	point	of	the	research.		

	

For	this	purpose,	field	research	was	conducted	from	February	to	March	2016,	in	rural	Kenya.	

Only	a	 limited	amount	of	 literature	was	examined	before	 immersion	in	a	5-week	field	study	

began.	Through	this	process,	the	researcher	was	able	to,	with	limited	preconceptions,	observe	

the	reality	of	the	farmers’	livelihood.	The	5	weeks	in	Kenya	were	spent	within	the	structure	of	

Momentum	Trust,	 the	organization,	which	 is	a	 focus	 to	 this	 study.	Hence,	 in	addition	 to	 the	

farmers’	perspective,	the	researcher	was	able	to	have	close	insight	into	the	perceptions	of	the	
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staff	of	the	social	business,	as	a	typical	day	in	Kenya	was	usually	spent	between	the	office	of	

the	organization,	the	farmers’	fields,	and	the	village	in	which	the	office	is	located,	Ouru,	in	the	

region	 of	 Siaya,	 Kenya.	 Although	 no	 formal	 observation	 notes	 have	 been	 used	 in	 the	 data	

analysis	process,	the	observations	are	an	important	part	of	the	data	collection	techniques	as	

they	 represent	 the	 first	 form	 of	 data	 that	 was	 collected,	 as	 they	 framed	 the	 researcher’s	

mindset	and	allowed	 to	guide	 the	direction	 the	 research	was	going	 to	 take.	After	 the	 initial	

days	of	adjusting	and	following	the	staff	members	carry	out	their	daily	tasks,	series	of	topics	

and	themes	emerged	as	potential	to	develop	more	data	around	and	explore	existing	theories.	

The	 process	 of	 exploring	 the	 literature	 and	 collecting	 data	 was	 simultaneous,	 and	 a	 focus	

group	was	conducted	on	February	10th	2016.	

	

The	focus	group	was	conducted,	after	the	suggestion	made	by	one	of	the	staff	members	of	the	

organization,	with	three	leaders	of	farmer	groups.	Group	leaders	are	farmers	themselves	but	

represent	 a	 source	 of	 additional	 knowledge	 as	 they	 also	 represent	 the	 individuals	 in	 their	

groups,	 which	 average	 10	 people.	 Initially,	 six	 group	 leaders	were	 asked	 to	 come	 to	 office	

location	to	answer	questions.	Yet,	as	it	 is	often	the	case	in	Kenya,	not	all	arrived	on	time.	At	

the	given	time	when	the	focus	group	interview	was	supposed	to	be	held,	no	one	was	present.	

Slowly,	group	leaders	started	arriving	and	1h30	after	the	initial	meeting	time,	the	third	group	

leader	arrived	and	as	the	 first	ones	on	site	were	starting	to	get	 impatient,	 it	was	decided	to	

start	the	focus	group	with	three	of	the	group	leaders.	Broad	questions	were	asked	in	order	to	

grasp	more	knowledge	on	the	daily	lives	of	small-scale	farmers,	and	particular	attention	was	

paid	 to	 the	 interaction	 between	 the	members.	 The	 discussion	 lasted	 for	 about	 45	minutes.	

This	enabled	through	the	processing	of	the	data	afterwards	and	references	to	the	literature,	to	

steer	the	research	before	conducting	individual	interviews.		

	

Individual	 interviews	were	conducted	after	the	focus	group	in	the	form	of	semi-structured	

interviews.	 This	 means	 there	 was	 a	 list	 of	 themes	 and	 subjects	 to	 be	 covered	 but	 that	

questions	varied	 from	 interview	 to	 interview	as	well	 as	 the	order	 in	which	 the	 topics	were	

presented.	The	first	 interview	was	conducted	with	a	group	leader	who	arrived	for	the	focus	

group	meeting	5h	after	the	expected	meeting	time,	thus	long	after	the	focus	group	had	ended.	

It	 was	 thus	 decided	 to	 start	 the	 interview	 process	 with	 this	 group	 leader.	 Thereafter,	

additional	 interviews	 were	 conducted	 with	 farmers	 who	 had	 already	 taken	 a	 loan	 and	
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harvested	 for	 at	 least	 a	 season	 with	 Momentum	 Trust.	 These	 were	 conducted	 within	 the	

farmers’	 communities.	The	 researcher	would	go	 to	 encounter	 farmers	 in	 their	 setting.	Each	

day,	Momentum	Trust	staff	goes	 to	 the	 fields	 to	meet	with	different	communities.	Thus,	 the	

best	way	to	conduct	the	individual	interviews	was	to	follow	the	staff	out	on	the	fields,	in	order	

to	access	 farmers	within	their	communities	and	with	no	disturbance	since	they	had	already	

prior	 knowledge	 of	 the	 meetings	 with	 staff	 taking	 place.	 Upon	 arrival,	 the	 farmers	 were	

informed	 of	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 research	 and	 the	 researcher’s	 presence.	 Due	 to	 cultural	

differences	 in	 time	management,	 the	staff	never	had	more	 than	2	meetings	 (i.e.	2	groups	 to	

meet	with)	in	one	day,	because	similar	to	what	happened	with	the	focus	group,	farmers	tend	

to	 arrive	 when	 they	 can	 rather	 than	 on	 a	 specific	 time.	 It	 was	 not	 unusual	 that	 farmers	

continue	to	arrive	even	after	the	meetings	were	over.	As	the	staff	would	usually	wait	at	least	

an	 hour	 after	 arrival	 for	 farmers	 to	 continue	 to	 arrive	 to	 the	 meeting	 point,	 this	 was	

particularly	 handy	 for	 explaining	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 study	 and	 interviewing	 one	 or	 two	

farmers	 before	 their	 official	 meetings	 began.	 Again,	 this	 proved	 to	 be	 the	 method,	 which	

enabled	to	conduct	the	interviews	with	minimal	trouble	for	both	to	the	staff	and	the	farmers.	

The	 interviews	were	conducted	away	 from	the	groups,	as	one-on-one	 interviews	and	 lasted	

between	15	and	30	minutes,	depending	on	how	eager	the	farmer	was	to	answer	and	how	well	

he	or	she	could	express	ideas	in	English.	Indeed,	English	is	the	official	language	in	school,	and	

most	farmers	had	at	least	been	to	primary	school,	although	not	all	of	them	had.	Then,	a	short	

series	 of	 semi-structured	 interviews	were	 conducted	with	 new	members	 of	 a	 group.	 These	

farmers	were	in	the	process	of	starting	trainings	with	Momentum	Trust	and	to	receive	farm	

inputs	 for	the	upcoming	planting	season,	but	had	not	yet	been	part	of	 the	organization	 long	

enough	 to	assess	 for	 the	personal	 changes.	This	were	conducted	 in	a	 similar	manner	 to	 the	

other	farmer	interviews,	yet	were	much	briefer.	Towards	the	end	of	the	field	study	in	Kenya,	

additional	interviews	were	conducted	with	the	staff	of	the	organization	in	the	office	premises	

in	Ouru.	Moreover,	one	additional	interview	was	conducted	in	Kisumu,	with	the	daughter	of	a	

Momentum	Trust	farmer,	who	belongs	to	the	community.	Despite	living	in	Kisumu	in	order	to	

study,	she	has	extensive	knowledge	on	the	farmers	of	the	community,	as	the	daughter	of	one	

of	them,	and	is	often	enough	present	in	her	home	community	to	assess	the	changes.	Finally,	

after	24	interviews,	it	felt	that	the	same	information	kept	arising	and	following	the	grounded	

theory	 concept	 of	 theoretical	 saturation	 (Lee,	 1999),	 the	 interview	 process	 was	 halted.	

According	 to	 Stake	 (1995),	 it	 is	 less	 important	 to	 record	 or	 furiously	 write	 what	 the	
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interviewee	says,	 rather	 to	 listen	and	accurately	understand	what	 the	 interview	 is	 trying	 to	

convey.	 In	 line	 with	 these	 considerations,	 interviews	 were	 done	 by	 taking	 notes	 and	 then	

transcribed	right	after	the	end	of	the	interview,	but	no	audio	records	were	made.	Examples	of	

transcripts	are	available	in	Appendix	6.	Full	interview	transcripts	and	notes	are	available	on	

demand	and	an	interview	guide	is	exposed	in	Appendix	7.	

2.3.2 Data	analysis	

The	data	was	analyzed	mainly	along	the	recommendations	of	Corbin	and	Strauss	(2008).	The	

focus	group	was	started	as	a	mean	 to	axe	 the	 research.	The	data	 collected	during	 the	 focus	

group	served	as	guidance	for	developing	further	interview	questions	with	other	smallholder	

farmers	 in	 line	with	 recommendations:	 “The	first	data	serve	as	a	 foundation	for	 further	data	

collection	 and	 analysis”	 (Corbin	&	 Strauss,	 2008,	 Chapter	 8,	 p.	 5).	 When	 all	 interviews	 were	

gathered,	 the	 data	 was	 coded	 following	 a	 three	 step	 coding	 process	 (Appendix	 3	 and	 4),	

according	 to	 the	 recommendations	 of	 Charmaz	 (2006)	 on	 analyzing	 grounded	 theory	 data.	

First,	 the	 data	 analysis	 started	 with	 open	 coding,	 as	 a	 mean	 to	 break	 down	 the	 data	 into	

categories	 and	 labeling	 phenomena.	 This	 processing	 of	 the	 raw	 data	 enables	 to	 better	

examine,	 compare	and	 categorize	 the	data.	 	Through	 this	process,	 46	 codes	were	 identified	

(Appendix	 3).	 Second,	 the	 data	was	 analyzed	 in	 new	ways	 through	 the	 use	 of	 axial	 coding.	

Axial	coding	enables	to	make	connections	between	categories.	Therefore,	the	46	codes	were	

regrouped	under	3	categories	of	axial	code.	These	categories	were	named	as:	Improvements	of	

farm	process,	missing	money	and	markets	and	empowerment	through	knowledge	and	social	ties.	

Third	and	last	step	of	the	process,	of	all	categories,	one	was	identified	as	the	core	category:	the	

desire	 to	 improve	 livelihoods	 (Appendix	 4).	 All	 other	 categories	 are	 related	 to	 the	 core	

category.	This	enables	for	further	data	analysis	through	the	lens	of	the	sustainable	livelihoods	

approach.		

	

Throughout	this	process,	the	qualitative	data	analysis	was	done	with	the	help	of	the	software	

NVivo	 in	order	to	simplify	 the	procedure	of	categorization.	 Indeed,	NVivo	allows	 identifying	

nodes,	which	 here	 have	 corresponded	 to	 the	 open	 codes	 of	 the	 research	 and	 then	makes	 it	

easier	to	relate	the	nodes	with	one	another	and	finding	the	references	and	occurrences	of	the	

nodes.	The	interview	transcripts	were	imported	into	NVivo	and	thus	analyzed	using	the	nodes	

system	of	NVivo.	NVivo	also	allows	the	user	to	query	the	data,	in	order	to	search	for	words	or	
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concepts,	which	was	of	significant	help	through	the	data	analysis	process.		Nonetheless,	Nvivo	

cannot	analyze	the	data	in	place	of	the	researcher.		

	

Due	 to	 the	 selective	 code	 that	 emerges	 from	 the	 coding	 process,	 the	 desire	 to	 improve	

livelihoods,	it	was	then	decided	that	the	results	of	the	findings	be	further	analyzed	through	the	

lens	of	the	sustainable	livelihoods	framework.	This	was	done	by	combining	the	findings	into	

the	framework,	when	possible,	and	expanding	the	framework	to	reflect	on	the	initial	findings.	

In	this	process,	the	research	thus	enables	to	transcribe	the	findings	through	in	a	more	people-

center	approach,	as	the	meanings	of	people	are	first	understood	and	then	categorized	into	the	

framework.	 Indeed,	utilizing	 the	 framework	 in	order	 to	assess	 the	data	 in	 the	 first	 instance	

would	 result	 not	 only	 in	deviating	 from	grounded	 theory,	 but	 also	 risking	undermining	 the	

social	 constructivist	 approach,	 by	 applying	meanings	 to	words,	which	were	 not	 necessarily	

how	 these	 words	 were	 meant.	 Lastly,	 it	 is	 deemed	 worthy	 to	 mention	 that	 although	 the	

observations	made	in	the	field	were	not	used	per	se	as	part	of	the	data	analysis	process,	it	is	

imperative	to	recognize	that,	due	to	the	philosophical	stance	of	this	research,	the	observations	

have	indeed	helped	the	researcher	in	framing	the	research	process	as	well	as	have	necessarily	

influenced,	 to	varying	degrees,	 the	elements	 to	 focus	on.	 Indeed,	 it	 can	be	 said	with	 certain	

confidence,	 that	 without	 the	 field	 study,	 the	 outcome	 of	 the	 research	 would	 have	 been	

diametrically	 opposable,	 as	 observations	 in	 the	 field	 have	 also	 challenged	 the	 researcher’s	

preconceptions.		

2.4 Matters	of	reliability	and	validity	

Validity	of	the	methodology	refers	to	the	how	well	a	something	measures	what	it	is	supposed	

to	measure,	whereas	reliability	refers	to	the	degree	in	which	the	data	reaching	will	produce	

stable	and	consistent	results	(Phelan	&	Wren,	2005).		

According	 to	 Merriam	 (1998),	 as	 the	 concepts	 of	 reliability	 and	 validity	 echo	 with	 the	

positivist	 stance	 in	 research,	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 implement	 these	 notions	 in	 the	 case	 of	

constructivist	qualitative	research:	

“One	 of	 the	 assumptions	 underlying	 qualitative	 research	 is	 that	 reality	 is	 holistic,	

multidimensional,	and	ever-changing;	it	is	not	a	single,	fixed,	objective	phenomenon	

waiting	 to	 be	 discovered,	 observed,	 and	 measured	 as	 in	 quantitative	 research”	

(Merriam,	1998,	p.	202).		
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Hence,	 the	 notions	 of	 reliability	 and	 validity	 as	 described	 in	 finding	 objective	 truths	 have	

limited	 application.	 Instead,	 in	 order	 to	 assess	 if	 the	 validity	 and	 reliability	 of	 the	 data,	 the	

researcher	can	go	through	the	process	of	triangulation	(Merriam,	1998;	Stake,	1995).	Here	the	

research	has	been	concerned	with	data	source	triangulation,	by	 triangulating	 the	 interviews	

from	the	farmers	with	new	members	and	organization	staff	as	well	as	community	members.	

This	is	not	necessarily	meant	as	a	way	to	fact	check	the	data,	rather	to	gather	more	knowledge	

on	 the	 viewpoints	 of	 different	 actors	 and	 thus	 increase	 the	 level	 of	 understanding	 for	 the	

research	 purpose.	 Combining	 different	 literature	 sources	 to	 the	 analysis	 and	 critically	

reflecting	 on	 the	 theories	 used	 by	 increasing	 the	 number	 of	 sources	 has	 also	 allowed	 for	

theory	 triangulation.	 Overall,	 a	 qualitative	 case	 study	 is	 a	 highly	 personal	 research	 (Stake,	

1995).	Subjectivity	will	always	makes	its	way	into	the	research	and	hence,	this	research	has	

decided	 to	 embrace	 it	 rather	 then	 try	 to	 negate	 it.	 Social	 constructivism	 expresses	 reality	

through	the	lens	of	the	actors	and	the	interaction	that	results	with	the	researcher,	should	thus	

not	be	regarded	as	universal	truth,	but	as	an	element	of	truth.		

2.5 Limitations	

The	interviews	were	conducted	in	English,	and	although	most	farmers	expressed	themselves	

perfectly,	 it	 can	 be	 argued	 that,	 as	 it	 is	 not	 their	 native	 tongue,	 it	 can	 have	 hindered	 the	

process	of	understanding	the	true	meanings	if	they	had	trouble	expressing	it.	Moreover,	this	

resulted	in	some	interviews	being	short	due	to	language	barrier.	Lastly,	this	also	means	that	

no	 farmer	who	speaks	only	Swahili	was	 interviewed.	The	people	who	only	speak	Swahili	 in	

Kenya	 are	 those	 who	 have	 never	 been	 in	 the	 school	 system,	 as	 English	 is	 the	 language	 in	

schools.	 Hence,	 maybe	 the	 most	 uneducated	 segment	 of	 the	 farmers	 is	 not	 accurately	

represented	in	the	findings.	Yet,	group	leaders	and	staff	members	were	interviewed	and	it	can	

be	said	that	they	have	knowledge	over	their	group	members,	and	are	thus	able	to	reflect	the	

opinions	of	those	farmers	as	well.		

	

Another	 limitation	 to	 the	 methodology	 is	 the	 subjectivity	 that	 is	 underlined	 in	 the	 social	

constructionist	paradigm,	which	implies	that	the	researcher	is	also	subjective,	and	hence,	the	

outcome	 of	 the	 research	 will	 be	 based	 on	 what	 the	 researcher	 assumes	 the	 actors	 are	

communicating.	 This	 means	 that	 the	 researcher	might	 not	 be	 able	 to	 fully	 understand	 the	

actors’	perspective.	Moreover,	 the	grounded	theory	approach	and	single	case	study	strategy	
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allow	for	limited	generalization	of	the	findings.	Yet,	the	goal	of	the	paper	is	to	provide	rich	and	

contextualized	understanding	of	a	specific	case	and	hence,	 this	paper	 is	not	concerned	with	

generalizing	 findings,	 rather,	 the	 specific	 case	 can	 provide	 insight	 for	 further	 research.	

Through	contextual	background	the	research	aims	to	reduce	the	knowledge	gap.	

	

Additionally,	the	methodological	choices	represent	just	one	of	the	numerous	possibilities	that	

could	 have	 been	 conducted.	 Through	 the	 viewpoints	 of	 different	 actors,	 using	 different	

methodological	 considerations,	 different	 theories,	 different	 perspectives	 or	 incorporating	

different	dimensions	into	the	methodology	and	analysis	would	result	in	different	conclusions.	

The	 potentiality	 to	 understand	 the	 heterogeneity	 and	 complexity	 of	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development	 strategies	 and	 actors	 involved	 as	well	 as	 the	 academic	 angles	 uses	 to	 analyze	

such	dynamics	brings	about	a	range	of	diverse	research	options	that	should	all	be	considered.	

This	is	hence	just	one	of	the	possible	interpretations	of	the	wider	issue	that	is	addressed,	and	

which	is,	unavoidably	simplified	for	analytical	purposes.		

3 Elements	of	historical	background		

Due	 to	 the	methodological	 considerations	 detailed	 above,	 the	 case	 will	 be	 set	 in	 its	 wider	

political	and	economic	background	in	order	to	provide	a	rich	and	contextualized	picture	of	the	

dynamics	and	thus	thoroughly	answer	the	research	question.	Agriculture	is	a	main	source	of	

income	 and	 livelihood	 for	 a	 majority	 of	 people	 in	 East	 Africa	 and	 addressing	 small-scale	

farmers	in	rural	development	is	not	an	emerging	issue,	rather	it	has	been	in	the	development	

discourse	 since	 development	 itself	 has	 existed	 as	 a	 topic.	 This	 section	 will	 consist	 of	 an	

overview	of	the	literature	and	the	different	paradigm	shifts	of	the	role	of	rural	agriculture	in	

development	and	the	role	of	the	small-scale	farmer	in	the	agricultural	development	strategies.	

3.1 Agriculture’s	role	in	the	development	process	

This	first	sub-section	will	aim	to	expose	the	mainstream	theories	in	agricultural	development	

from	the	1950s	to	today,	in	terms	of	their	macroeconomic	foundations,	down	to	implications	

for	 states	 and	 private	 sector	 actors.	 Certainly,	 there	 has	 never	 been	 one	 approach	 to	

development.	 Heterodox	 theories,	 approaches	 and	 interpretations	 have	 always	 existed	 and	

paradigm	shifts	did	not	happen	over	night,	nor	over	the	course	of	a	year.	Hence,	any	attempt	
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to	describe	the	evolution	of	theories	in	chronological	order	will	result	in	an	oversimplification	

that	 the	 reader	 must	 remain	 wary	 of.	 Moreover,	 these	 considerations	 apply	 to	 the	 global	

consensus,	 yet	 each	 local	 context	 will	 prove	 to	 have	 disparities.	 Nonetheless,	 the	 general	

evolution	of	theories	and	strategies	will	provide	useful	information	for	a	better	understanding	

of	the	case	and	for	the	discussion	part	of	this	paper,	in	order	to	consider	the	findings.		

	

During	the	1950s,	the	focus	was	on	economic	development	and	economic	growth,	which	were	

to	be	prioritized	in	order	to	achieve	development	objectives.	Poverty	was	a	lack	of	income	and	

more	 growth	meant	 poverty	 reduction.	 Developing	 economies	 were	 characterized	 as	 ‘dual	

economies’	with	 a	 low	productivity	 agricultural	 sector	 and	 a	modern	 industrial	 sector	with	

higher	productivity	(Lewis,	1954).	As	the	agricultural	sector	was	merely	a	subsistence	sector,	

it	offered	no	prospects	of	productivity	gains	and	hence,	the	higher	wages	in	the	modern	sector	

would	 enable	 labor	 to	 transition	 from	 agriculture	 to	 the	 modern	 sector,	 thus	 creating	

economic	growth	(Adelman,	2001).	The	modern	sector	implied	the	manufacturing	industry	as	

much	 as	 the	 large-scale	 commercial	 farms	 (Ellis	 &	 Biggs,	 2001).	 Agriculture	 thus	 provided	

labor	 for	 the	 industrialization	 strategies	 of	 developing	 countries,	 as	 the	 economy	 would	

undergo	 structural	 transformation.	 Kuznets	 (1966)	 complements	 this	 by	 stating	 that	 as	 a	

country’s	economy	develops,	 structural	changes	 in	 the	economy	and	society	 take	place,	and	

through	 the	 adoption	 of	 new	 technologies	 there	 is	 a	 shift	 from	 agriculture	 to	 industry	 and	

services	resulting	in	a	declining	share	of	agriculture	in	the	country’s	Gross	Domestic	Product	

(GDP).	 	 Agriculture	 was	 necessary	 only	 to	 support	 the	 industrialization	 of	 developing	

countries	 through	 spillovers	 and	 linkages,	 and	 this	was	 to	 be	more	 efficient	 in	mechanized	

agriculture	(Dethier	&	Effenberger,	2011).		As	the	share	of	agriculture	in	GDP	would	decline,	

the	productivity	of	agriculture	would	increase.		

	

A	paradigm	shift	 occurred	 in	 the	1960s,	with	authors	 such	as	Schultz	 (1964)	and	 Johnston	

and	 Mellor	 (1961),	 who	 showed	 interest	 in	 the	 potential	 for	 small-scale	 agriculture	 to	

contribute	 to	growth	 through	 the	direct	 effects	of	 agricultural	 growth	on	 farm	employment	

and	 profitability,	 but	 also	 indirectly	 due	 to	 the	 supply	 of	 food	 and	 goods	 for	 the	 industrial	

sector.	 	 These	 authors	 exposed	 the	 contributions	 of	 the	 agricultural	 sector	 to	 the	 economy	

through	 the	 input-output	 linkages	 that	 exist	 between	 agriculture	 and	 other	 sectors	 of	 the	
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economy.	 Hence,	 achieving	 higher	 productivity	 on	 small	 farms	 through	 technical	 upgrades	

and	investments	in	human	capital	would	lead	to	growth	(Barrett,	Carter,	&	Timmer,	2010).			

	

In	the	1970s,	economic	growth	began	to	slow	down	and	the	effects	of	that	growth	on	poverty	

reduction	proved	mitigated,	as	it	didn’t	appear	clear	that	it	would	automatically	trickle	down	

to	 the	 poor	 people.	 Thus,	 the	 focus	 in	 development	 thinking	 shifted	 from	 achieving	 higher	

economic	 growth	 to	 reaching	 poverty	 reduction	 objectives	 (Riddell,	 2008).	 New	 growth	

strategies	involved	a	strong	focus	on	rural	economies	and	linkages	between	urban	growth	and	

rural	growth	were	studied	to	show	that	rural	growth	had	more	impacts	on	poverty	reduction	

than	 urban	 growths	 as	 it	 generates	 employment	 for	 the	 poorest	 populations	 (Rosegrant	 &	

Hazell,	2001).	Moreover,	researchers	argued	small	 farms	could	be	more	efficient	than	large-

scale	 farms	(Berry	&	Cline,	1979)	 in	addition	to	 fostering	better	 linkages	 in	 the	rural	sector	

that	will	 lead	 to	 growth	 in	 non-farm	 activities	 (Johnston	&	Mellor,	 1961).	 Nonetheless,	 the	

idea	that	subsistence	farming	was	a	“backward”	occupation	that	would	eventually	disappear	

due	to	the	efficiency	of	large-scale	farms	was	still	often	found,	and	still	is,	even	today	(Collier,	

2008).	 Governments	 started	 to	 exercise	 strong	 control	 over	 agricultural	 markets	 in	 their	

development	strategies,	 such	as	 fixing	 the	price	of	staple	 food	crops,	subsidizing	 inputs	and	

managing	supply	(Murphy,	2012).	Even	for	Britain’s	industrial	revolution	in	the	19th	century,	

food	 price	 control	 was	 used	 as	 a	 mean	 for	 agricultural	 development	 and	 industrial	

intensification.	 The	 Corn	 Laws	 of	 1815-1846	 limited	 imports	 of	 grain	 in	 order	 to	 keep	

domestic	prices	high,	which	meant	more	profits	 from	agriculture	and	enabled	producers	 to	

invest	 in	 new	 agricultural	 technologies	 and	 government	 to	 invest	 in	 rural	 infrastructure	

(Timmer,	2002).	The	Green	Revolution,	which	originated	in	the	1960s,	and	spread	throughout	

Asia	in	the	1970s,	consisted	of	a	series	of	technological	transfers	that	took	place	to	increase	

productivity	 on	 small	 farms.	 High-yield,	 pest-resistant	 varieties	 of	 wheat	 and	 rice	 were	

developed,	 farms	were	mechanized,	 usage	 of	 agrochemicals	 encouraged,	 irrigation	 systems	

put	 in	place	and	technology	transfers	prospered	(Singh,	2011).	The	advances	 in	science	and	

technology	 enabled	 the	 transformation	 of	 traditional	 agriculture	 into	 a	modern	 sector	with	

high	 growth	 potential.	 The	 Green	 Revolution	 increased	 the	 amount	 of	 food	 available	

worldwide	 and	 is	 renowned	 for	 having	 reduced	 the	 incidence	 of	 famine	 (Dethier	 &	

Effenberger,	 2011).	 Improvements	 were	 made	 in	 Asia,	 Latin	 America	 and	 North	 Africa	 to	

more	or	less	great	extent.	Yet,	although	cereal	production	was	doubled	in	Asia	between	1970	
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and	 1995,	 little	 changes	 happened	 in	 Sub-Saharan	 Africa	 over	 the	 same	 period	 (IAASTD,	

2009).	 Moreover,	 per	 capita	 production	 in	 most	 African	 countries	 even	 declined	 from	 the	

1960s	to	the	1990s	(Frankema,	2014).	But	the	Green	Revolution	enabled	structural	changes	

in	 the	 Asian	 economies,	 which	 led	 to	 intensified	 industrialization,	 through	 strong	 state-led	

strategies	for	agricultural	development.		

	

However,	 the	1980s	were	marked	by	a	series	of	crises	on	global	markets	and	recessions	 in	

most	 of	 the	 developed	 world.	 Government	 interventions	 thus	 proved	 too	 expensive	 to	 be	

continued.	Due	to	the	increase	in	worldwide	food	supplies,	prices	of	agricultural	commodities	

fell	 sharply.	 Overall,	 the	 structural	 transformations	 that	 took	 place	 in	 1970s	 forced	 to	

reconsider	 the	 role	of	 agriculture	 in	wider	economy,	 such	as	Lipton	and	Longhurst	 explain,	

the	Green	Revolution	shows:	`the	interplay	of	institutions	with	technology	and	human	actions,	

as	causes	of	social	transformation	and	hence	changes	in	the	lot	of	the	poor'	(Lipton	&	Longhurst,	

1989,	 p.17).	 Moreover,	 shifts	 in	 definitions	 of	 poverty	 and	 in	 the	 development	 discourse	

changed	 the	 some	 of	 the	 preconceptions	 about	 poor	 or	 rural	 people.	 This	 lead	 to	 second	

paradigm	 shift	 from	 the	 top-down	 structures	 of	 technology	 and	 knowledge	 transfers	 to	

bottom-up	approaches	for	rural	development	because	awareness	grew	on	the	validity	of	local	

people’s	 knowledge	 and	 techniques	 and	 their	 capability	 to	 take	 part	 in	 the	 decisions	 that	

affect	their	lives	(Ellis	&	Biggs,	2001).		

	

The	 fall	of	 the	Soviet	Union	 in	 1989	marked	 the	end	of	almost	half	a	century	of	 ideological	

opposition	 between	 capitalism	 and	 communism	 ideologies	 and	 the	 beginning	 of	 American	

hegemony.	 Neo-liberalism	 struck	 the	 world.	 According	 to	 neo-liberalism	 economic	 theory,	

markets	naturally	tend	towards	an	optimum	equilibrium	and	government	interventions	need	

to	be	reduced	in	order	for	markets	to	function	at	their	best.	As	such,	agricultural	commodities	

became	a	commodity	traded	and	speculated	on	global	markets.	The	consensus	that	emerged	

by	 the	 end	 of	 the	 1990s	 was	 the	 primordial	 role	 of	 the	 private	 sector	 in	 development	 as	

poverty	 reduction	was	 the	goal	and	economic	growth	was	central	 to	poverty	 reduction	and	

the	private	sector	best	contributed	to	economic	growth	(Schulpen	&	Gibbon,	2002).	The	belief	

was	 that	markets	would	allocate	 resources	more	efficiently	once	 the	 state	 interference	was	

kept	minimal	(Stiglitz,	1999).	The	private	sector’s	first	goal	was	to	generate	profits,	through	

which	 contributions	 to	 poverty	 reduction	 would	 take	 place.	 On	 the	 other	 side,	 research	
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focused	in	understanding	the	wider	constraints	to	rural	agricultural	growth,	such	as	 lacking	

institutions,	 missing	 markets	 and	 high	 transport	 costs	 (Diao	 et	 al.,	 2007).	 Institutional	

constraints	 in	Africa	and	 the	need	 to	 increase	 investments	 to	 link	 the	 rural	economy	 to	 the	

global	 economy	 were	 common	 themes	 in	 the	 1990s.	 Governments	 would	 need	 to	 provide	

support	services	(education,	health),	infrastructure	and	safety	nets	all	the	while	ensuring	that	

markets	 function	 freely	 (Ashley	 &	 Maxwell,	 2002).	 This	 is	 defined	 as	 the	 Washington	

Consensus.	The	1990s	were	marked	by	a	strong	decline	in	agriculture	on	the	agenda	(Dethier	

&	Effenberger,	2011).	

	

Since	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 millennium,	 agriculture	 has	 regained	 its	 central	 role	 on	 the	

development	agenda.	The	World	Bank'	 report,	Agriculture	for	Development	 (2008),	 	 and	 the	

International	 Assessment	 of	 Agricultural	 Knowledge,	 Science	 and	 Technology	 for	

Development	 (IAASTD)	 report,	 Agriculture	 at	 a	 Crossroads	 (2009),	 have	 been	 significant	

milestone	 in	 reassessing	 the	 importance	of	 agriculture	 in	development,	 focusing	more	 than	

just	 the	 productivity	 of	 small	 farms,	 but	 their	 roles	 in	 improving	 sustainability,	 livelihoods,	

food	 security	 and	 health.	 This	 falls	 within	 the	 context	 of	 the	 significant	 changes	 that	 are	

happening	 in	the	21st	century.	The	accelerated	pace	at	which	globalization	 is	 taking	place	 is	

changing	 the	 configuration	 of	 markets,	 which	 is	 also	 altering	 the	 food	 systems.	 There	 is	 a	

growing	 demand	 for	 standardized	 products	 due	 to	 the	 emergence	 of	 fast	 food	 and	

supermarket	 culture	 as	 well	 as	 food	 going	 through	 increasing	 processing	 steps	 before	

reaching	consumers	(Murphy,	2012).	Moreover,	the	proliferation	of	standards	and	labels	are	

changing	 the	 balance	 of	 power	 in	 terms	 of	 market	 access	 (P.	 Hazell,	 Poulton,	 &	 Dorward,	

2010).	 Yet	 this	 happening	 in	 the	 context	 of	 increased	 environmental	 degradation	 and	 the	

realization	 that	 intensive	 crop	monocultures	 could	be	detrimental	 to	 ecosystems.	The	Food	

and	 Agriculture	 Organization	 (FAO)	 of	 the	 United	 Nations	 (UN)	 have	 been	 focusing	 on	 the	

importance	 of	 developing	 local	 food	 systems,	 with	 the	 small-scale	 farmer	 in	 the	 center	 of	

these	systems	alleviate	poverty	and	 improve	food	security,	but	also	mitigate	climate	change	

(FAO,	2002,	2014,	2015).	With	 the	expected	growth	 in	population	by	2050	and	 the	need	 to	

increase	food	production	by	an	estimated	70%	to	meet	the	world	food	needs,	there	is	a	strong	

emphasis	on	developing	sustainable	food	systems	(FAO,	2009).	The	food	crisis	of	2008	further	

exposed	the	limits	of	our	current	food	system	and	reinstated	the	priority	that	should	be	given	

to	 developing	 sustainable	 agriculture	 systems	 (Murphy,	 2012).	 Although	 there	 is	 no	
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agreement	as	 to	how	agricultural	development	should	be	addressed,	 these	new	elements	of	

context	 provide	 different	 challenges	 for	 developing	 countries	 in	 the	 creation	 of	 sustainable	

livelihoods	 in	rural	areas.	Moreover,	 the	responsibility	of	agricultural	development	not	only	

falls	on	the	government,	nor	the	private	sector,	but	also	includes	a	growing	range	of	actors	of	

civil	society.		

3.2 The	state	of	agriculture	in	East	Africa		

Within	 the	new	market	 configurations	of	 the	21st	 century,	 the	opportunities	 and	challenges	

for	agriculture	in	Africa	are	shifting.	Agriculture	still	employs	almost	70%	of	the	labor	force	in	

East	 Africa	 (NEPAD	 Agency	 for	 the	 African	 Union,	 2013).	 Thus	 focusing	 on	 agricultural	

development	 still	 holds	 strong	 relevancy	 in	 poverty	 alleviation	 strategies.	 As	 previously	

mentioned,	 although	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 world,	 especially	 Asia,	 have	 seen	 high	 boosts	 in	

productivity	on	 small	 farms	 from	 the	1960s	 to	 the	1990s,	 such	productivity	 gains	have	not	

occurred	in	Africa	(Figure	1).		

	

In	 hindsight,	 a	 number	 of	 reasons	 to	 explain	why	 the	Green	Revolution	never	 caught	 on	 in	

Africa	have	been	discussed	 in	 the	 literature.	First,	 it	 can	be	argued	 that	 the	development	of	

agricultural	 research	 and	 development	 focused	 on	 new	 seed	 varieties	 focused	 on	 rice	 and	

wheat,	and	that	there	was	little	research	on	sorghum,	maize	or	millet,	which	are	the	crops	that	

are	found	in	Africa	(IAASTD,	2009).	

On	 an	 institutional	 level,	 Asian	

governments	 exercised	 strong	

control	 and	 policies	 in	 rural	

development	 and	 had	 a	 pro-active	

role	in	the	building	up	of	the	Green	

Revolution,	 where	 African	

governments	 lacked	 to	 do	 so	

(Gonzales,	 Kasryno,	 Perez,	 &	

Rosegrant,	 1993).	 The	 higher	

prevalence	 of	 corruption	 in	 Africa	

can	 also	 be	 an	 explaining	 factor	

(Frankema,	 2014).	 Moreover,	 the	
Source:	Frankema	(2014)	

	

Figure	1	–	Crop	yield	per	capita	
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lack	of	 infrastructure	available	 in	Africa	and	 the	greater	distance	between	remote	 locations	

results	 in	higher	 transport	 costs	 (Staatz	&	Dembélé,	2007).	Dethier	and	Effenberger	 (2011)	

suggest	 two	main	 problems,	 which	 are	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 technology	 and	 the	 lack	 of	

adoption	 of	 technology.	 In	 order	 to	 facilitate	 adoption	 of	 technology,	 they	 suggest	 to	

implement	extension	 services,	 such	as	 education,	 input	 and	 credit	provision	and	argue	 that	

the	 private	 sector	 can	 efficiently	 do	 this	 because	 of	 its	 accountability	 and	 increasing	 the	

quality	 of	 those	 services	 as	 well	 as	 reducing	 the	 financial	 burden	 (Dethier	 &	 Effenberger,	

2011).	 On	 a	 global	 level,	 the	 Asian	 Green	 Revolution	 flooded	 international	 markets	 with	

oversupply	 of	 grain,	market	 prices	 crashed	 and	 enabled	Africa	 to	 rely	 on	 cheap	 imports	 of	

food	rather	than	increase	domestic	production	(Hazell,	2009).		

	

In	light	of	the	growing	global	concern	for	climate	change	mitigation	and	the	criticisms	faced	

by	the	Green	Revolution,	Conway	(1997)	calls	for	a	Doubly	Green	Revolution	in	Africa,	which	

would	 imitate	 the	 Asian	 Green	 Revolution	 all	 the	 while	 respecting	 environmental	 issues.	

Others	argue	for	scaling-up	agroecology	to	respond	to	climate	change,	food	scarcity	and	food	

price	crisis	(De	Schutter	&	Vanloqueren,	2011).	East	Africa	faced	two	consecutive	failed	rain	

seasons	in	2011,	which	led	to	the	worst	famine	of	the	last	60	years	(Kibati,	n.d.).	Today,	East	

Africa	has	been	showing	growth	rates,	yet	the	contribution	of	agriculture	to	growth	remains	

limited	(Salami,	Kamara,	&	Brixiova,	2010).	Thus,	Salami	et	al.	(2010)	call	on	all	stakeholders	

to	 concentrate	 efforts	 towards	 removing	 bottlenecks	 hindering	 productivity	 growth	 for	

smallholder	farmers,	especially	as	 it	seems	clear	today	that	growth	will	not	happen	through	

markets	alone.		

"Revitalizing	 the	agricultural	 sector,	and	 in	particular	 smallholder	agriculture,	 is	a	

precondition	for	achieving	high	and	sustainable	growth,	poverty	reduction	and	food	

security	in	East	Africa"	(Salami	et	al.,	2010,	p.43)	

	

3.3 Small-scale	farmers	in	agricultural	development	

In	the	current	debate	on	agricultural	development	falls	another	debate	about	the	role	of	the	

small-scale	farmer	in	the	process	of	agriculture	development.	This	section	is	a	brief	overview	

of	 the	 literature	 on	 small-scale	 farmers	 role	 in	 development	 within	 the	 emerging	 global	

context	as	explained	above.		
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The	 first	discourse	 in	regards	 to	small-scale	 farming	echoes	 the	mainstream	economics	and	

assumes	 that	 large	capital-intensive	 farms	are	more	productive,	 thus	should	be	 the	 focus	of	

the	 drivers	 out	 of	 poverty.	 They	 do	 not	 believe	 that	 small-scale	 producers	 can	 outperform	

industrial	agriculture	and	thus,	the	small-scale	producer	has	little	or	no	role	in	global	markets,	

and	will	leave	farming	as	soon	as	they	can	shift	to	other	sectors	(Collier,	2008).		

“Far	 from	 being	 the	 answer	 to	 global	 poverty,	 organic	 self-sufficiency	 is	 a	 luxury	

lifestyle.	It	is	appropriate	for	burnt-out	investment	bankers,	not	for	hungry	families”	

(Collier,	2008,	p.72).		

Much	 like	 Kuznets	 (1966)	 describing	 the	 shift	 of	 labor	 towards	 sectors	 with	 increasing	

returns,	this	view	holds	that	development	will	happen	as	a	result	of	increasing	foreign	direct	

investments	and	export-led	growth	patterns	and	small-scale	producers	will	escape	poverty	by	

diversifying	 their	 incomes	 with	 off-farm	 activities	 which	 will	 eventually	 lead	 to	 urban	

migration.	 This	 view	 sees	 agricultural	 development	 as	 a	 process	 of	 raising	 productivity	 of	

farms,	 through	 capital	 investments	 and	 technological	 upgrades,	 i.e.	 agricultural	

industrialization.		

	

A	 second	 group	 of	 scholars	 argues	 that	 small-scale	 farmers	 are	 crucial	 in	 the	 agricultural	

development	 process,	 especially	 in	 order	 to	 reduce	 poverty	 as	 the	 country	 undergoes	

structural	transformations:	reliance	on	small-scale	farmers	is	useful	in	order	to	control	urban	

migration,	 improve	 food	security	and	provide	on-farm	employment	 (Diao	et	al.,	2007).	This	

view	assures	 that	 public	 investments	 in	 infrastructure	 or	 education	 in	 favor	 of	 smallholder	

agriculture	are	necessary	step	for	a	transition	towards	economic	development,	which	in	turn	

will	provide	structural	transformations	ultimately	resulting	to	“a	world	without	agriculture”	–	

where	 only	 a	 faction	 of	 people	 will	 be	 producing	 food	 and	 the	 rest	 employed	 in	 more	

industrial	sectors	(Timmer,	2009).	In	this	view,	development	still	implies	industrialization	but	

the	 small-scale	producer	has	 a	prominent	 role	 to	play	 to	 generate	 economic	 activity	 and	 in	

poverty	reduction	during	the	structural	changes	the	economy	will	go	into.	

	

A	 third	 view,	 which	 has	 received	 a	 lot	 of	 attention	 in	 business	 research,	 is	 that	 of	 linking	

small-scale	 producers	 to	 markets	 through	 value	 chain	 configurations.	 Indeed,	 small-scale	

producers	 are	 seen	 as	 a	 normal	 part	 of	 global	 value	 chains	 and	 can	 benefit	 from	 become	
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suppliers	 to	 larger	 corporations	 (Altenburg,	 2007).	 By	 finding	 “niche	markets”	 in	which	 to	

operate	such	as	the	supply	chains	of	multinational	corporations	that	are	searching	for	social	

engagement	opportunities,	small	farmers	thus	integrate	formal	markets.	Much	of	the	business	

literature	focuses	on	this	view	as	mean	for	upgrading	(Kaplinsky,	Morris,	Barrientos,	Smith,	&	

Barnes,	 2001;	 Kaplinsky,	 2010;	 Shepherd,	 2006;	 Van	 Dijk	 &	 Trienekens,	 2012).	 Similarly,	

many	 international	 organization	 describes	 how	 embedded	 with	 the	 private	 sector	 are	 the	

small-scale	farmers,	as	suppliers	of	raw	materials	but	also	as	clients,	buying	inputs,	machinery	

and	even	access	 to	 credit.	Empowering	 small-scale	 farmers	 is	 thus	an	effective	way	 to	 fight	

against	poverty,	halt	natural	resource	degradation	and	foster	biodiversity	(FAO,	2014;	UNIDO,	

2011).		

	

Finally,	the	food	sovereignty	movement	claims	not	only	the	universal	human	right	to	food,	but	

also	 promotes	 a	 decentralized	 model	 of	 agricultural	 production,	 where	 local	 cultures	 and	

traditions	interplay	with	local	resources	for	sustainable	production	in	domestic	markets	(La	

Via	Campesina,	2015).	They	defend	that	small-scale	farmers	are	the	foundation	of	agriculture	

and	must	be	in	the	future	as	well,	as	opposed	to	corporations	and	industrialized	agriculture:		

“It	 is	 essential	 that	 we	 build	 global	 food	 sovereignty	 based	 on	 diverse,	 localized	

agricultural	 solutions.	 Traditional	 knowledge,	 based	 on	 peoples’	 common	 heritage,	

must	be	protected	 from	corporate	 interests.	People	 should	be	allowed	to	determine	

and	control	their	own	food	systems.	This	form	of	agriculture	also	helps	communities	

become	more	resilient	to	climate	change.”2		

This	 challenges	 traditional	 agricultural	 development	 as	 productivity	 increases	 on	 farms	 to	

take	into	account	the	role	agriculture	in	cultures.	This	position	is	represented	to	some	extent	

in	the	UN	as	well	(De	Schutter,	2010;	IAASTD,	2009).		

	

This	 historical	 background	 on	 what	 agricultural	 development	 implies	 and	 how	 small-scale	

farmers	are	 (or	not)	 a	part	of	 the	process	 serves	 to	put	 the	 case	within	a	wider	 context,	 in	

order	discuss	outcomes	accurately	depending	on	the	expected	goals.	Indeed,	depending	of	the	

position	one	chooses	to	adopt,	the	expected	outcomes	of	development	strategies	will	vary	and	

																																																								
2		Retrieved	from	http://www.foei.org/what-we-do/food-sovereignty-explained	
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this	will	influences	how	these	strategies	are	assessed	as	well.	The	next	section	will	consist	of	a	

review	of	the	literature	on	the	sustainable	livelihoods	theory.		

4 Literature	review	

Now	 that	 the	 reader	 is	 familiar	 with	 elements	 of	 historical	 background	 on	 agricultural	

development	 and	 the	different	 roles	 for	 small-scale	producers	 in	development,	 it	 is	 time	 to	

move	on	to	review	the	literature	chosen	to	analyze	the	findings	of	this	paper.	As	explained	in	

the	methodology,	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	approach	emerged	 from	 the	 coding	process	of	

the	 primary	 data	 and	 was	 thus	 utilized	 to	 further	 the	 analysis.	 This	 section	 will	 serve	 to	

present	 the	 literature	 on	 sustainable	 livelihoods.	 First,	 the	 origins	 of	 the	 sustainable	

livelihoods	 approach	 will	 be	 revealed,	 followed	 by	 an	 explanation	 of	 the	 Sustainable	

Livelihoods	 Framework	 and	 lastly,	 criticisms	 and	 limitations	 of	 the	 approach	 will	 be	

discussed.		

4.1 The	origins	of	the	sustainable	livelihoods	approach	

The	Sustainable	Livelihoods	approach	emerged	within	the	context	of	the	shift	of	the	focus	in	

the	global	development	discourse	in	1990s	on	rural	populations	and	bottom-up	thinking	(Ellis	

&	 Biggs,	 2001).	 It	 is	 today	 a	 framework	 that	 used	 in	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 international	

organizations	such	as	 the	World	Bank,	 the	FAO,	 the	UNDP,	DFID,	Oxfam	and	Care	 (Hussein,	

2002).	One	key	aspect	of	the	sustainable	livelihoods	approach	though	is	its	focus	on	poverty	

reduction	 (Morse,	 Mcnamara,	 &	 Acholo,	 2009).	 The	 sustainable	 livelihoods	 approach	 is	

interesting	due	to	the	emphasis	on	the	relationships	between	people’s	 lives	and	institutions	

(Toner,	 2003).	 It	 shows	 actors	 are	 not	 operating	 in	 “institutional	 vacuum”	 rather	 they	 are	

deeply	 embedded	 in	 their	 contexts.	 The	 livelihoods	 approach	draws	 from	Sen’s	 capabilities	

approach	to	understanding	poverty.	Sen	(1985)	argues	that	to	understand	a	person’s	quality	

of	life,	there	must	be	an	understanding	of	what	a	person	is	capable	of	doing	and	being	and	that	

the	 range	 of	 capabilities	 varies	 from	 one	 individual	 to	 another.	 Moreover,	 with	 similar	

capabilities,	people’s	doing	may	still	differ.	Sen	(1985)	is	thus	one	of	the	first	to	 introduce	a	

theoretical	 approach	 that	 encompasses	 multiple	 dimensions	 of	 poverty.	 The	 sustainable	

livelihoods	approach	attempts	to	broaden	the	established	definitions	of	poverty,	as	a	lack	of	

income,	 and	 incorporate	 the	 variety	 of	 elements	 that	 constrain	 or	 enable	 poor	 people’s	



	 	 33	

livelihoods	 (Krantz,	 2001).	 Chambers	 and	Conway	 (1991),	 key	 figures	 in	 the	 theory	behind	

the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	 approach,	 associate	 the	 idea	 of	 capabilities	 to	 equity	 and	

sustainability	and	propose	a	definition	of	a	sustainable	livelihood	as	such:	

“A	livelihood	comprises	the	capabilities,	assets	(stores,	resources,	claims	and	access)	

and	 activities	 required	 for	 a	means	 of	 living:	 a	 livelihood	 is	 sustainable	which	 can	

cope	with	and	 recover	 from	stress	and	 shocks,	maintain	or	enhance	 its	 capabilities	

and	assets,	and	provide	sustainable	livelihood	opportunities	for	the	next	generation;	

and	which	contributes	net	benefits	to	other	livelihoods	at	the	local	and	global	levels	

and	in	the	short	and	long	tem.”	(Chambers	&	Conway,	1991,	p.6)	

The	definition	clearly	shows	research	according	to	this	approach	will	not	lead	to	objective	and	

measurable	quantitative	criteria,	rather,	implies	the	need	for	broad	qualitative	techniques	in	

order	to	assess	 livelihoods	(Scoones,	1998).	This	echoes	with	the	definition	of	sustainability	

as	 three	 intertwined	 circles	 encompassing	 an	 environment	 sphere,	 economic	 sphere	 and	

social	 sphere.	 Hence,	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	 approach	 is	 important	 to	 understand	 the	

institutional	and	organizational	settings	in	which	poor	people	operate	(Scoones,	1998).		

Krantz	(2001)	identifies	three	areas	where	the	Sustainable	Livelihoods	concept	is	innovative	

in	 regards	 to	 poverty:	 first,	 because	 it	 shows	 there	 is	 no	 automatic	 relationship	 between	

economic	growth	and	poverty	reduction;	second	because	it	shows	that	poverty	is	not	only	a	

question	of	 income	but	of	other	factors	as	well	(health,	 lack	of	social	services,	vulnerability)	

and	 third	 because	 of	 the	 focus	 on	 the	 poor	 themselves	 in	 knowing	 what’s	 best	 for	 them.	

Indeed,	 Warren	 and	 Chambers	 (1985)	 argue	 that	 rural	 poverty	 is	 often	 misperceived	 by	

outsiders	 and	 that	 leads	 to	 misguided	 and	 misplaced	 efforts.	 The	 sustainable	 livelihoods	

framework	was	developed	in	an	effort	to	better	understand	rural	poverty	and	come	up	with	

effective	solutions	for	poverty	reduction.		

4.2 The	sustainable	livelihoods	framework	

This	section	draws	on	the	sustainable	livelihoods	framework	that	has	been	established	by	the	

United	 Kingdom’s	 Department	 for	 International	 Development	 (DFID,	 2000).	 As	 previously	

mentioned,	 other	 organizations	 use	 the	 Sustainable	 Livelihoods	 Framework,	 and	 these	

frameworks	may	slightly	vary	from	one	organization	to	another.	The	DFID’s	framework	was	

used	compared	to	others	because	it	focuses	more	on	the	assessment	of	livelihood	impacts	of	

development	 activities	 than	 other	 frameworks	 which	 are	 more	 set	 for	 programming	
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interventions	(Krantz,	2001).	Thus,	this	framework	seemed	to	be	the	most	relevant	in	regards	

to	the	research	question.		

	

It	constitutes	a	simplification	of	 the	 livelihoods	approach	 in	order	 to	understand	the	capital	

assets	 of	 stakeholders	 and	 how	 these	 assets	 function	 in	 a	 context	 of	 vulnerability.	 This	 is	

understood	 through	 the	 lenses	 of	 the	 social,	 political,	 organizational	 and	 institutional	

environments	 in	which	 people	 are	 embedded.	 This	 overall	 context	will	 influence	 livelihood	

strategies	 people	 will	 adopt	 in	 order	 to	 reach	 specific	 livelihood	 outcomes.	 The	 complex	

interactions	 of	 assets,	 vulnerability	 context,	 policies	 and	 institutions	 that	 lead	 to	 livelihood	

strategies	and	outcomes	are	shown	 in	Figure	2.	Each	of	 these	categories	 is	explained	 in	 the	

following	sub-sections.	

Figure	2	–	The	Sustainable	livelihoods	Framework	

Source:	adapted	from	DFID	(2000)	
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4.2.1 Assets	

Assets	are	 the	endowments	of	people	 that	 together	 form	a	set	of	strengths	(DFID,	2000).	 In	

the	 Sustainable	 Livelihoods	 Framework,	 five	 types	 of	 capitals	 are	 identified:	 the	 human	

capital,	 the	 natural	 capital,	 the	 financial	 capital,	 the	 physical	 capital	 and	 the	 social	 capital.	

These	assets	are	not	sufficient	on	their	own	to	reach	positive	livelihood	outcomes,	rather	one	

should	 look	 at	 how	people	 combine	 their	 assets	 to	 reach	 livelihood	 outcomes	 (Bebbington,	

1999).	They	are	 thus	represented	 in	 the	shape	of	a	pentagon	(Figure	3).	A	change	 in	assets	

will	 thus	 shift	 the	pentagon’s	 shape.	 It	 can	be	useful	 to	 gather	 this	 information	and	 see	 the	

shift	over	time	in	order	to	visualize	how	people’s	livelihoods	are	impacted	by	change	(DFID,	

2000).		

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Human	capital	

Human	capital	“represents	the	skills,	knowledge,	ability	to	labour	and	good	health	that	together	

enable	 people	 to	 pursue	 different	 livelihood	 strategies	 and	 achieve	 their	 livelihood	 objective”	

(DFID,	 2000,	 p.8).	 Human	 capital	 can	 be	 increased	 through	 investment	 in	 education	 and	

trainings	(Morse	&	McNamara,	2013).	It	is	further	argued	that	human	capital	is	necessary	for	

positive	livelihood	outcomes,	as	it	required	knowledge	in	order	to	make	use	of	the	other	four	

capitals.	Therefore	human	capital	should	be	seen	not	only	by	itself,	but	as	a	supportive	factor	

for	other	assets	(Kollmair	&	Gamper,	2002).		

Source:	adapted	from	DFID	(2000)	

Figure	3	–	The	pentagon	of	capital	assets	
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Natural	capital	

Natural	capital	constitutes	the	stock	of	natural	resources	useful	for	livelihoods	(DFID,	2000).	

It	 ranges	 from	 public	 goods	 such	 as	 the	 atmosphere	 or	 biodiversity	 to	 tangible	 assets	 for	

production	such	as	 land.	 It	 is	particularly	 important	 in	assessing	small-scale	 farmers	due	 to	

the	nature	of	the	activity	that	is	consequent	of	natural	resource	usage	(Scoones,	1998).		

Financial	capital	

Financial	 capital	 is	 the	 financial	 resources	 that	 people	 use	 to	 achieve	 their	 livelihood	

objectives.	There	are	two	sources	of	financial	capital	which	are	the	regular	inflows	of	money	

derived	from	income	for	example	and	the	available	stocks	of	financial	capital	such	as	savings,	

but	also	less	liquid	assets	such	livestock	or	jewelry,	and	access	to	credit	(DFID,	2000).		

Physical	capital		

Physical	 capital	 is	 made	 of	 the	 infrastructures	 such	 as	 roads	 and	 telecommunications	 that	

favor	integration	in	rural	areas.	Having	good	transport	infrastructure	not	only	helps	move	of	

people	 and	 goods	 between	 urban	 and	 rural	 areas,	 it	 also	 provides	 quicker	 access	 to	

information	and	opportunities	(DFID,	2000).	

Social	capital	

Social	capital	remains	the	asset	that	is	hardest	to	describe.	In	a	vague	definition,	social	capital	

refers	to	the	social	networks	and	connections	between	people	(Morse	&	McNamara,	2013).	It	

encompasses	the	networks	of	people	and	their	ability	to	expand	to	wider	institutions;	it	also	

entails	membership	 in	more	 formal	groups	and	 relations	of	 trust	 that	 facilitate	 cooperation	

and	 provide	 informal	 safety	 nets	 (DFID,	 2000).	 According	 to	 network	 theory,	 agents	 are	

embedded	 in	 horizontal	 and	 vertical	 relationships,	 as	well	 as	with	 organizations	 providing	

services	 (Lin,	 2005).	 The	 more	 social	 ties	 one	 can	 develop,	 the	 more	 opportunities	 arise	

(Adler	 &	 Kwon,	 2002).	 Woolcock	 and	 Narayan	 (2000)	 distinguish	 between	 bonding	 social	

capital,	which	is	the	ability	of	a	group	to	act	together,	and	bridging	social	capital,	which	is	the	

ability	 of	 a	 group	 to	 collaborate	 with	 others.	 Yet,	 social	 capital	 does	 not	 necessarily	 drive	

positive	 livelihood	outcomes.	According	 to	Portes	 (1998),	 social	 capital	 can	also	 lead	 to	 the	

exclusion	of	outsiders	or	the	restrictions	of	individual	freedoms	through	excessive	rules	and	

regulations.	
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Some	scholars	raise	reservations	on	the	capital	assets,	especially	in	regards	to	how	these	can	

or	should	be	measured	and	how	they	compare	with	one	another	(Morse	et	al.,	2009;	Morse	&	

McNamara,	2013).	There	seems	to	be	much	debate	in	the	literature	on	which	viable	indicators	

to	 be	 included	 in	 the	 five	 capitals	 (Bebbington,	 1999).	Nonetheless,	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	

research	at	least,	it	seems	the	changes	over	time	of	the	different	base	of	assets	that	small-scale	

farmers	feel	they	are	in	possession	of	is	more	important	than	any	indicator	of	the	capital	asset	

base.			

4.2.2 Vulnerability	context	

The	vulnerability	context	describes	the	external	environment	in	which	people	operate	and	is	

categorized	 into	 trends,	 shocks	 and	 seasonality	 (DFID,	 2000;	 Morse	 &	 McNamara,	 2013;	

Scoones,	1998).	Trends,	 shocks	and	seasonality	affect	 the	asset	 capitals	 that	people	possess	

and	 thus	 shape	 the	 options	 available	 in	 the	 pursuit	 of	 beneficial	 livelihoods.	 Shocks	 are	

sudden	 events	 that	 induce	 rapid	 change,	 such	 as	 conflict,	 economic	 shocks,	 and	 natural	

catastrophes.	Trends	are	more	predictable	as	they	arise	slower,	such	as	trends	in	technology	

or	 international	 economics.	 Seasonality	 represents	 the	 shift	 in	 prices	 or	 availability	 of	 food	

over	 seasons.	 The	 vulnerability	 context	 is	 important	 to	 be	 understood	 in	 order	 to	 build	

resilience	 of	 people	 (Scoones,	 1998).	 However,	 it	 should	 be	 understood	 that	 individual	

livelihoods	will	be	impacted	differently	by	the	vulnerability	context	depending	on	the	range	of	

capital	assets	people	possess	and	the	livelihood	strategies	they	pursue	(DFID,	2000;	Morse	&	

McNamara,	2013).	

	

Transforming	structures	and	processes	

Transforming	 structures	 and	 processes	 are	 particularly	 important	 because	 they	 determine	

the	access	of	people	to	different	capitals	and	to	livelihood	strategies	as	well	as	the	returns	of	

any	livelihood	strategy:		

	“Transforming	 Structures	 and	 Processes	 within	 the	 livelihoods	 framework	 are	 the	

institutions,	 organizations,	 policies	 and	 legislation	 that	 shape	 livelihoods.”	 (DFID,	

2000).		

Structures	 represent	private	 and	public	 organization	 and	 these	 are	 central	 because	 if	 these	

structures	 do	 no	 function	 efficiently,	 this	 will	 negatively	 impact	 livelihoods	 (Kollmair	 &	

Gamper,	2002).	Processes,	on	the	other	side,	represent:	
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	“the	’software’	in	which	structures	and	individuals	operate	and	interact”	(Kollmair	&	

Gamper,	2002,	p.8).			

The	recognition	of	the	dynamic	interactions	between	institutional	context	and	the	livelihood	

strategies	is	regarded	as	one	of	the	major	strengths	in	the	Sustainable	Livelihoods	Framework	

(Scoones,	1998).	Indeed,	capital	assets	may	be	subject	to	vulnerabilities,	but	the	institutional	

context	and	policy	may	help	build	resilience	to	shocks	or	trends,	just	as	much	as	it	can	weaken	

the	 vulnerability	 of	 those	 assets	 (Morse	 &	 McNamara,	 2013).	 Hence,	 the	 structures	 and	

processes	have	a	direct	feedback	loop	to	the	vulnerability	context.	Nonetheless,	processes	are	

not	 related	 merely	 to	 the	 policies,	 but	 also	 represent	 issues	 such	 as	 cultures,	 which	 are	

important	 in	 understanding	 why	 different	 societies	 will	 pursue	 different	 strategies	 (DFID,	

2000).		

4.2.3 Livelihood	strategies		

Livelihoods	 strategies	 are	 the	 range	 and	 combinations	 of	 activities	 and	 choices	 that	 people	

make	 to	 achieve	 their	 livelihood	 goals.	 Overall,	 the	 more	 choices	 people	 have	 in	 their	

livelihood	strategies,	the	greater	their	ability	to	be	resilient	against	shocks	and	stresses	(DFID,	

2000).	 Livelihood	 strategies	 progress	 in	 a	 very	 dynamic	 way,	 depending	 on	 how	 people’s	

capital	 assets	 and	 vulnerabilities	 evolve.	 Scoones	 (1998)	 suggests	 in	 the	 light	 of	 rural	

populations,	 three	 main	 livelihood	 strategies	 exist:	 agricultural	 intensification,	 livelihood	

diversification	and	migration.	Agricultural	 intensification	happens	as	 rural	 livelihoods	often	

depend	on	agriculture	as	a	living.	This	can	happen	either	through	labor-led	intensification	or	

capital-led,	which	is	often	supported	by	external	investments	and	a	result	of	policy.	Livelihood	

diversification	refers	to	the	choice	of	investing	in	other	activities	as	a	mean	to	develop	a	wider	

range	 of	 income	 earning	 activities	 to	 better	 cope	 with	 the	 vulnerability	 context.	 Finally,	

migration	 is	a	result	of	a	voluntary	or	 involuntary	choice	 to	move.	The	 livelihood	strategies	

are	 motivated	 by	 people’s	 livelihood	 objectives,	 i.e.	 the	 livelihood	 outcome	 that	 they	 seek	

(DFID,	2000).	The	three	livelihood	strategies	are	not	mutually	exclusive	nor	are	they	the	only	

existing	ones,	but	they	are	the	main	strategies	that	arise	in	the	context	of	rural	development.		

4.2.4 Livelihood	outcomes	

Livelihood	 outcomes	 represent	 the	 results	 of	 the	 livelihood	 strategies.	 These	 outcomes	 can	

range	from	more	income	to	 increased	well-being	or	reduced	vulnerability	or	 improved	food	

security	 (DFID,	2000).	 	Nonetheless,	 these	 categories	 are	 just	 analytic.	 Livelihood	outcomes	
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are	 multiple	 and	 ever-changing	 (Scoones,	 1998).	 Judging	 livelihood	 outcomes	 also	 implies	

being	aware	of	the	livelihood	strategies	and	objectives	that	were	pursued.		

4.3 Reflections	on	the	Sustainable	Livelihoods	Approach		

The	Sustainable	Livelihoods	Framework	is	highly	adaptable	framework	that	serves	to	design	

and	implement	development	projects	as	well	as	assess	the	combinations	that	will	result	in	the	

most	positive	 livelihood	outcomes	(Toner	&	Franks,	2006).	As	Kollmair	and	Gamper	(2002)	

suggest,	 there	are	six	core	characteristics	 to	 the	Sustainable	Livelihoods	approach	 that	hold	

strength:	

- It	 is	people-centered	rather	than	resource-centered.	This	means	development	is	not	

only	about	asset	creation,	but	also	depends	on	the	social	environments	in	which	people	

operate.		

- It	is	holistic	approach	to	understanding	all	the	facets	of	people’s	livelihoods.	

- It	is	dynamic	same	as	the	people	and	institutions	that	shape	them.	

- It	builds	on	strengths	by	focusing	on	removing	constraints	to	reach	their	potentials.	

- 	It	emphasizes	on	the	links	between	macro	and	micro	levels.	

- It	focuses	on	sustainability	and	resilience	in	the	face	of	external	shocks	and	stresses.		

	

Specifically,	Scoones	(1998)	and	Bebbington	(1999)	have	focused	on	theses	strengths	of	the	

approach	 to	 assess	 poor	 people’s	 livelihoods	 and	 their	 responses	 to	 shocks	 and	 stresses.	

However,	 scholars	 have	 identified	 flaws	 in	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	 approach.	 First,	 van	

Dillen	 (2003)	 suggests	 that	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	 approach,	 by	 trying	 too	 hard	 to	 be	

holistic	and	capture	the	complexities	of	development	issues,	essentially	lacks	in	depth,	focus	

and	clarity.	Moreover,	 it	can	be	hard	to	predict	shocks	in	the	vulnerability	context	(Morse	&	

McNamara,	 2013).	 Tao,	Wall,	 and	Wismer	 (2010)	 suggest	 that	 despite	 the	 people-centered	

approach,	the	sustainable	livelihoods	framework	lacks	to	address	one	of	the	key	elements	of	

human	existence,	which	is	the	impact	of	people	culture	on	their	lives.	Moreover,	although	the	

framework	is	adaptable,	it	can	only	be	a	simplification	of	the	livelihoods	of	people,	and	does	

not	represent	the	full	diversity	of	livelihoods	that	can	only	be	addressed	through	qualitative	

analysis	(Kollmair	&	Gamper,	2002).		
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Although	the	livelihoods	approach	has	enabled	to	grasp	and	frame	a	better	understanding	of	

the	multidimensional	 aspects	of	poverty,	 it	 can	be	questioned	whether	 the	 framework	 is	 in	

fact	 pro-poor.	 De	 Haan	 (2012)	 suggests	 that	 by	 stressing	 the	 individual	 responsibilities	 it	

downplays	the	responsibility	of	the	state	and	the	structural	constraints	in	which	the	poor	find	

themselves.	According	to	him,	power	relations	can	never	be	absent	in	livelihood	studies	and	

yet	 the	 livelihoods	 framework	 neglects	 these	 power	 relations.	 Others	 also	 suggest	 unequal	

power	 relations	 between	 development	 actors	 and	 the	 communities	 in	 which	 they	 operate	

(Turrel,	2011).	Similarly,	Moser,	Norton,	Conway,	Ferguson	and	Vizard	(2001)	find	that	power	

relations	 and	 social	 structures	 are	 missing	 from	 the	 framework.	 Small	 (2007)	 insists	 that	

processes	of	change	are	left	unaccounted	for	in	the	sustainable	livelihoods	framework,	which	

is	 thus	 undermining	 its	 ability	 to	 account	 for	 how	 to	 intervene	 in	 these	 processes	 to	 uplift	

standards	 of	 living.	 Moreover,	 Moser	 et	 al,	 (2001)	 suggest	 that	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	

approach	 does	 not	 incorporate	 elements	 of	 accountability	 and	 legitimacy	 and	 that	 these	

should	be	clarified	in	order	to	provide	insight	into	democratic	empowerment.		

5 Presentation	of	the	case:	Momentum	Trust	in	Siaya		

This	 section	 will	 serve	 to	 detail	 the	 case	 that	 was	 chosen	 as	 a	 basis	 for	 the	 analysis	 and	

present	the	context	in	which	the	case	is	set.		

	

“Only	 through	 food	 can	 the	 farmers	 and	 their	 families	 survive,	 and	 through	 the	

profits	from	selling	their	crops	can	the	farmers	invest	in	their	future”3		

	

The	organization,	which	 is	 the	 focus	of	 this	 single	case	study	research,	 is	 called	Momentum	

Trust.	They	have	been	operating	in	the	region	of	Siaya,	in	rural	Western	Kenya	with	a	twofold	

goal	of	helping	small-scale	farmers	become	food	secure	and	generate	income	from	their	crops.	

The	 vision,	 as	 expressed	 on	 the	 Momentum	 Trust	 website4,	 is	 to	 contribute	 to	 poverty	

reduction	through	food	and	profits	for	farmers.	Momentum	Trust’s	business	model	is	that	of	a	

microfinance	 institution	 as	 they	 provide	 credit	 for	 smallholder	 farmers	 but	 is	 also	 a	 social	

business,	 as	 they	 reinvest	 their	 profits	 in	 further	 developing	 smallholder	 agriculture	 and	

																																																								
3	Retrieved	from	http://www.momentumtrust.com/our-vision	
4	Ibid	
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provide	 agricultural	 extension	 services	 (education,	 access	 to	 farm	 technologies).	 It	 was	

founded	by	a	former	student	of	Copenhagen	Business	School	in	2013	and	holds	headquarters	

in	Copenhagen	but	operates	only	in	Kenya,	although	they	plan	to	expand	to	other	parts	of	East	

Africa,	such	as	Uganda,	in	the	near	future.	They	started	offering	loans	to	small-scale	farmers	in	

Siaya,	Kenya	in	2014.		

5.1 Siaya	County	

The	 case	 takes	 place	 in	 a	 very	 rural	 part	 of	 Western	 Kenya,	 in	 the	 small	 county	 of	 Siaya,	

southwest	of	 the	country,	at	 the	border	with	Uganda.	The	 total	area	 is	about	2	500km2	and	

home	to	over	880,000	people	(Ombogo,	n.d.).	Kisumu,	the	third	biggest	city	after	Nairobi	and	

Mombasa,	is	just	70km	away,	in	the	same	province,	Nyanza	(Figure	4).	

	

According	 to	 Kenya’s	 most	 recent	

census,	 70%	of	 the	population	 in	Kenya	

lives	in	rural	areas,	and	Siaya	is	still	one	

of	 the	 least	 urbanized	 parts	 of	 the	

country,	with	over	90%	of	its	population	

living	 in	 rural	 areas	 (Kenya	 National	

Bureau	 of	 Statistics,	 2012).	 Moreover,	

60%	 of	 income	 in	 the	 region	 originates	

from	agriculture	and	another	60%	of	the	

population	 of	 Siaya	 works	 in	 the	

informal	 sector	 (Kenya	National	 Bureau	

of	Statistics,	2012)	which	can	hint	to	the	

presence	of	a	great	deal	of	small	farmers	

according	to	the	definition	chosen	in	the	

paper	 in	 the	 region,	 i.e.	 often	 operating	

informally	 and	 thus	 marginalized.	

Moreover,	 Siaya	 has	 one	 of	 the	 highest	

poverty	 count	 of	 the	 country,	with	40%	

of	the	population	of	Siaya	living	below	the	poverty	line	(Ombogo,	n.d.).		

	

Source:	Wikimedia	commons	

Figure	4	 -	Siaya	 in	Nyanza	Province	and	Nyanza	
Province	in	Kenya	
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Agriculture	 is	 operated	 in	 traditional	way,	with	 very	 little	 technology	 and	 small	 land	 sizes,	

averaging	1.5	hectares	per	 farmer	 in	Siaya	 (Ibid).	Traditional	 food	crops	 that	are	harvested	

include	 maize,	 sorghum,	 beans,	 cowpeas,	 cassava,	 sweet	 potatoes	 and	 groundnuts.	 The	

vegetables	grown	are	tomatoes,	onions	and	kale	while	fruits	include	mangos	and	watermelon.	

Livestock	 are	 also	 reared	 in	 the	 region,	 most	 importantly,	 cattle,	 goats,	 pigs	 and	 chicken,	

which	 are	 owned	 by	 99%	 of	 households	 (Kenya	 National	 Bureau	 of	 Statistics,	 2012).	 Cash	

crops	 represent	 only	 a	 fraction	 of	 total	 crops	 grown	 but	 include	 cotton	 and	 sugar	 cane	

(Ombogo,	n.d.).	As	of	before	2013,	 the	 region	relied	on	 food	 imports	 from	Uganda	during	3	

months	a	year,	as	it	only	produces	enough	to	sustain	its	population	for	9	months	of	the	year	

(Ombogo,	n.d.).		

	

The	County	development	plan	for	2013-2017	cites	 lack	of	 infrastructure	and	information	as	

main	constraint	to	development	of	the	county:	market	centers	exist	but	are	underdeveloped,	

international	trade	is	quasi-inexistent	and	people	lack	access	to	financial	resources	(Ombogo,	

n.d.).	 The	physical	 infrastructure	 in	 the	 region	 is	 quite	poor.	Although	 a	 high	proportion	of	

people	own	a	mobile	phone,	most	households	are	not	equipped	with	electricity.	At	best,	some	

may	have	solar	power	outlets.	Only	the	main	road	is	tarnished,	and	in	the	rain	season,	access	

to	some	areas	in	impossible	because	of	the	mud	filled	roads,	while	in	the	dry	season,	dust	fills	

the	air.	Most	farmers	have	houses	made	of	mud	and	roofs	of	wood,	although	some	have	been	

able	to	afford	tin	sheets.	None	have	access	to	adequate	water	infrastructure,	but	need	to	go	to	

a	well	or	stream	to	collect	water.			

	

The	strong	prevalence	of	agriculture	in	the	region,	coupled	with	high	poverty	rates	and	high	

food	insecurity,	has	made	it	a	perfect	location	for	Momentum	Trust	to	make	the	most	of	their	

social	business	idea.		

5.2 The	business	model	

The	 business	model	 of	Momentum	Trust	 arose	 after	 the	 founder	 of	 the	 organization	 spent	

some	time	in	Kenya	and	witnessed	the	main	constraints	of	the	farmers	in	the	county	of	Siaya.	

They	could	not	access	all	the	farm	inputs	they	needed	in	time	for	the	planting	season	due	to	

lack	of	finance,	and	thus,	they	had	little	output.	As	a	result,	farmers	were	unable	to	feed	their	

families	 all	 year	 round	 and	 also	 had	 little	 to	 no	 income	 sources.	 Thus,	 he	 decided	 to	
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implement	 loans	 in	order	 for	 the	 farmers	to	be	able	 to	access	 inputs	and	consequently	plan	

their	farm	activity	according	to	their	needs.	After	conducting	work	in	partnership	with	local	

research	 institutes	 on	 the	 best	 techniques	 to	 bring	 to	 the	 farm,	 a	 model	 in	 best	 farming	

practices	 for	 the	 maize	 farmers	 of	 Siaya	 was	 established.	 The	 organization	 thus	 provides	

farmers	with	trainings	in	these	farming	techniques	as	well	as	all	with	the	necessary	inputs	to	

do	so	(maize	and	bean	seeds	and	fertilizers).	Consequently,	the	aim	is	to	alleviate	not	only	the	

credit	constraints	the	farmers	faced	in	accessing	inputs,	but	also	improve	the	knowledge	and	

technology	on	the	farms.		

	

The	 loans	 are	 not	 provided	 in	 cash,	 rather	 the	 farmers	 will	 directly	 receive	 seeds	 and	

fertilizers	 in	kind	and	then	are	to	repay	the	cost	of	 those	 inputs	before	the	start	of	 the	next	

season,	through	5	monthly	installments	of	same	value,	which	depend	on	the	size	of	the	land..	

The	 interest	 rates	 of	 the	 loans	 are	 at	 27%.	 Loan	 prices	 range	 from	 3,850	 Kenyan	 Shillings	

(KES)	(approx.	33	euros)	for	a	quarter	acre	land	to	8,000	KES	(approx.	69	euros)	for	one-acre	

land	size,	the	maximum	harvest	size.	Hence,	the	installments	vary	from	770	KES	to	1600	KES	

a	month	(approx.	7	to	14	euros).	Nonetheless,	the	prices	were	valid	for	the	long	rain	season	of	

2015,	and	the	prices	of	loans	vary	from	season	to	season	depending	on	what	is	included	in	the	

bundles,	what	deals	the	organization	can	find	with	suppliers	and	especially	if	they	are	given	

access	 to	subsidized	 fertilizers	or	not.	 Indeed,	 the	Kenya	government	provides	subsidies	 for	

fertilizer	but	it	is	not	always	guaranteed	that	the	organization	can	benefit	from	these,	as	there	

are	 limited	 amount	of	 subsidized	 fertilizer.	Nonetheless,	 up	until	 now,	 the	organization	has	

always	been	able	to	benefit	from	the	subsidies.	Therefore,	the	loans	are	kept	cheaper	for	the	

farmers	 and	moreover	 the	 farmers	would	 not	 be	 able	 to	 benefit	 from	 the	 subsidies	 if	 they	

were	 to	 individually	 buy	 fertilizer.	 The	 default	 rate	 of	 the	 loans	 is	 hard	 to	 assess,	 as	 the	

organization,	although	insisting	on	deadlines,	does	not	necessarily	declare	default	if	a	farmer	

is	unable	to	pay	at	a	specific	time,	and	rather	expands	deadlines	for	the	farmer	to	gather	the	

missing	amounts	of	money,	as	these	are	often	very	little	and	the	organization	values	trust	and	

long-term	linkages	with	the	farmers.	For	example,	at	 the	end	of	 the	due	date	 for	 loan	of	 the	

long	 rain	 season	 of	 2015,	 8.7%	 of	 the	 total	 loan	money	 was	 still	 outstanding	 (Momentum	

Trust,	2015).	Yet	by	2016,	 the	organization	claims	 to	have	a	default	 rate	of	2.77%,	because	



	 	 44	

farmers	 are	 slowly	 able	 to	 repay	 their	 loans5.	 The	 money	 gained	 from	 the	 loans	 is	 then	

reinvested	 into	 farmers,	 by	 finding	more	 areas	 of	 intervention	 and	more	 opportunities	 for	

farmers.	Nonetheless,	for	now,	as	the	organization	has	been	existing	for	only	3	years,	they	are	

not	financially	viable	from	the	profits	of	the	loans	alone,	and	still	depending	on	funding	and	

donations.	The	percentage	of	external	funding	was	not	made	known	to	the	researcher.		

5.3 The	farming	techniques	

Farmers	are	individually	responsible	for	their	loan	but	are	organized	in	groups	averaging	10-

15	people,	regrouped	by	the	communities	in	which	they	live	in.	This	allows	first	of	all	for	the	

group	 receive	 trainings	 together.	 Hence,	 the	 field	 trainers	 go	 out	 each	 day	 to	 different	

communities	and	can	transmit	farming	techniques	to	a	number	of	people	at	the	same	time,	as	

well	as	distribute	the	farm	inputs	or	collect	the	money	from	the	loans	depending	on	the	time	

of	 the	 year.	 Yet	 this	 does	 not	 imply	 that	 the	 farmers	 in	 a	 group	 will	 have	 to	 pay	 back	 an	

individual’s	 loan	 if	 that	 individual	 defaults,	 as	 it	 can	 be	 the	 case	 in	 other	 microfinance	

institutions.	Moreover,	the	trainers	stress	the	importance	of	the	groups	functioning	together	

in	order	to	allow	to	work	together	on	each	other’s	farms	when	it	is	time	to	prepare	the	land.	

Indeed,	the	work	on	the	land	remains	very	physical	and	labor-intensive	and	thus,	farmers	can	

ease	their	workload	by	doing	it	together.		

	

As	maize	is	the	main	staple	crop	in	the	region,	their	intervention	has	started	with	maize	seeds,	

and	 they	 practice	 an	 intercropping	 technique	 with	 beans,	 which	 allows	 for	 better	 soil	

nutrition.	 The	 trainers	 teach	 the	 farmers	 about	 planting,	 plowing,	 weeding,	 about	 how	 to	

prepare	 the	 land	 and	 how	 to	 apply	 the	 fertilizers.	 In	 addition	 to	maize	 and	 beans,	 farmers	

plant	other	crops	on	their	farms	and	can	benefit	from	loans	for	sorghum	and	millet	seeds	as	

well,	although	maize	remains	the	main	driver	of	the	business	model,	as	other	seeds	are	much	

less	sought	out.	There	are	two	rain	seasons	in	Kenya,	one	ranging	from	March	to	May,	which	is	

referred	 to	 as	 the	 long	 rain	 season,	 and	 one	 from	 October	 to	 December,	 or	 the	 short	 rain	

season.	 The	 organization	 provides	 loans	 for	 both	 seasons	 although	 some	 farmers	 chose	 to	

harvest	only	for	the	long	season.		

	

																																																								
5	Retrieved	from	http://www.mometumtrust.com			
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There	is	no	criteria	to	join	the	organization,	other	than	either	forming	a	group,	or	joining	an	

existing	 group,	 and	 harvesting	 one	 acre	 or	 less	 of	 land.	 Therefore,	 participation	 is	 purely	

interest-driven.	70%	of	the	farmers	that	are	part	of	Momentum	Trust	are	female.	This	is	due	

to	the	fact	that	in	Kenya,	women	are	in	charge	of	the	household	chores	and	often	at	home,	and	

the	 farm	activity	 is	part	of	one	of	 those	household	 chores,	 as	 it	provides	means	 to	 feed	 the	

family.		

	

Once	harvest	has	 come,	 farmers	 store	 their	maize	outputs	 in	what	 is	 referred	 to	as	bags	 or	

sacs,	and	equivalent	approximately	90	kilograms	(kgs).	Another	common	unit	of	measure	 is	

the	goro-goro,	which	refers	to	a	tin	can	that	can	be	filled	with	maize,	and	averages	2kgs.	These	

measures	are	approximate	as	neither	farmers	nor	consumers	weigh	the	products	but	rely	on	

the	volume	size	for	all	transactions,	in	sacs	or	goro-goros.		

5.4 The	organizational	structure	

The	organization	has	 grown	 from	 tending	 to	 simply	110	 farmers	 in	 the	 long	 rain	 season	of	

2014	 to	 769	 farmers	 in	 the	 long	 rain	 season	 of	 2016.	 Apart	 from	 the	 staff	 in	 Copenhagen,	

which	comprises	of	the	board	members,	the	organization	has	staff	in	Siaya,	consisting	of	one	

project	manager,	Kevin	Okello,	and	three	field	trainers,	Washington,	Eunice	and	Joseph,	which	

are	all	natives	of	the	region.	Moreover,	the	organization	usually	hires	an	intern	from	a	Danish	

university	for	six-month	periods	to	spend	time	on	the	ground	developing	the	business	model.		

Momentum	 Trust	 is	 a	 social	 business	 because	 they	 aim	 to	 foster	 positive	 societal	 change	

through	 the	 new	 farming	 techniques	 and	 empowerment	 of	 smallholder	 farmers.	Moreover,	

they	 reinvest	 the	 money	 from	 the	 loans	 into	 the	 farmers.	 The	 vision	 expressed	 by	 the	

organization	 is	 to	 create	 sustainable	 agricultural	 projects	 that	 help	 farmers	 become	 self-

reliant,	 in	 order	 to	 alleviate	 poverty	 and	 hunger	 through	 a	 business	 perspective,	 and	 thus	

ultimately	empowering	farmers.6		

"We	believe,	that	in	time	we	are	able	to	create	change	and	development	 for	and	

with	 small	 scale-farmers	across	 the	 African	 continent,	 through	 our	 business	

approach."7	

																																																								
6	Retrieved	from	http://www.momentumtrust.com/our-vision/	
7	Ibid	
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6 Findings		
Now	 that	 the	 theoretical	 and	 analytical	 groundwork	 has	 been	 laid	 and	 that	 the	 reader	 is	

familiar	with	the	case,	this	section	of	the	paper	will	expose	the	findings	that	result	 from	the	

empirical	data	collection	and	the	data	analysis	process	as	described	in	the	methodology.		

The	findings	will	be	reported	as	closely	as	possible	as	to	how	they	have	been	the	local	agents	

in	 order	 to	 reflect	 on	 the	 process	 of	 change	 that	 they	 have	 seen	 happen	 since	 the	 social	

business	has	entered	the	region	and	correspond	to	the	research	paradigm.	For	this,	a	three-

step	 coding	 process	 was	 utilized,	 in	 order	 to	 uncover	 the	 meanings	 of	 the	 interviews,	 as	

recommended	by	grounded	theory.			

	

The	 findings	 have	 been	 categorized	 according	 to	 key	 codes	 that	 have	 emerged	 from	 the	

discourses	 of	 local	 agents.	 First,	 the	 increase	 in	 improvements	 of	 farm	 process	 will	 be	

presented,	then	the	dilemmas	that	emerge	from	income	and	market	constraints	and	third	the	

benefits	of	increase	knowledge	and	social	ties	as	empowerment	means.	

	

In	this	section,	the	research	will	refer	to	the	three	types	of	local	actors	that	were	interviewed	

as	such:	(1)	Small-scale	farmers:	the	farmers	that	have	joined	Momentum	Trust	at	 least	one	

season	before	and	 thus	already	harvested	 (2)	Newcomers:	 farmers	 that	have	 joined	 for	 the	

upcoming	season	but	never	yet	farmed	with	Momentum	Trust	(3)	Momentum	Trust	Staff:	the	

local	trainers	and	project	manager	that	operate	for	the	organization	on	the	ground.		

6.1 Improvements	in	farm	process	

The	first	theme	that	stems	from	the	axial	coding	process	reflects	the	improvements	seen	on	

the	 farm	(Appendix	4).	Local	agents	report	 that	Momentum	Trust	has	 increased	production	

yields	for	the	farmers	who	have	joined	the	organization	and	this	is	interpreted	as	having	had	

beneficial	effects	on	food	security.	

6.1.1 Production	yields	

There	 is	 a	 unanimous	 consensus	 that	 since	 the	 organization	 has	 started	 to	 operate	 in	 the	

region	 the	 supply	 of	 maize	 has	 increased.	 All	 but	 two	 farmers	 (Um11F	 &	 Um12F)	 report	

higher	yields	on	their	farms.		
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“It	 is	 nice	 because	 there	 has	 been	 an	 improvement	 in	 what	 we	 get	 in	 the	 garden.	

Before	I	can	say	I	used	to	get	one	forth	of	what	I	have	now.”	(Um13M)	

This	 is	 consistent	 with	 Momentum	 Trust’s	 season	 report	 which	 states	 an	 average	 134%	

increase	 in	 production	 for	 its	 farmers,	 with	 the	 best	 performing	 group	 showing	 700%	

increase	 in	production	 (Momentum	Trust,	2015).	Moreover,	 the	 two	 farmers	who	report	 to	

have	 had	 decreasing	 yields	 blame	 this	 on	 external	 factors	 and	 not	 on	 the	 organization’s	

intervention.	It	is	for	one	due	to	a	draught	(Um12F)	and	for	another	due	to	a	flood	(Um11F).		

“I	 have	 a	 problem	 of	 water.	 If	 it	 rains	 heavily,	 it	 overfloods	 and	 that’s	 why	 the	

produce	this	year	was	very	bad.	(…)	I	have	not	seen	a	change	in	income	but	I	know	

that	next	season	I	will	farm	a	lot”	(Um11F).	

This	shows	that	despite	lower	yields,	they	trust	in	the	positive	outcomes	of	the	intervention	in	

regards	 to	 higher	 yields.	 Moreover,	 the	 newcomers	 also	 unanimously	 state	 that	 hope	 to	

increase	 their	 crop	 production	 is	 why	 they	 have	 joined	 the	 organization	 (UmNM17F,	

UmNM18F,	UmNM19M,	UmNM20F,	KD25M)	

“I	don’t	have	enough	food.	My	production	is	too	low.	I	believe	Momentum	will	help	me	

change	that”	(UmNM19M).	

The	 newcomers	 also	 trust	 in	 the	 organization’s	 capacity	 to	 increase	 their	 yields,	 mainly	

because	of	what	they	have	heard	or	seen	from	neighbors	and	other	community	members:	

“I	 joined	 Momentum	 Trust	 because	 I	 saw	 these	 mamas	 coming	 with	 crops	 and	

fertilizers.	 If	 they	 can	 get	 so	 much,	 I	 should	 be	 able	 to	 and	 life	 will	 be	 good”	

(UmNM17F)	

As	 people	 in	 the	 region	 see	 change	 happening,	 and	 see	 farmers	 increase	 their	 yields	

substantially,	they	also	desire	the	same	outcomes	for	themselves.	The	Momentum	Trust	staff	

also	expresses	 that	 farmers	have	seen	an	 increase	 in	production	yields	 (MTS21M,	MTS22M,	

MTS23F).	Moreover,	not	only	is	this	impact	visible	at	the	individual	or	household	level,	it	has	

also	been	visible	at	the	local	level,	with	an	increase	of	supply	of	maize	on	the	local	markets,	as	

explained	by	one	trainer:	

“Before	 you	 would	 not	 see	 food	 on	 the	 market.	 The	 food	 here	 used	 to	 come	 from	

Uganda	and	now	not	anymore.”	(MTS23F)	

Thus,	 not	 only	 have	 individual	 farms	 been	 change,	 local	markets	 have	 been	 impacted	with	

more	supply.	Overall,	all	local	actors	express	signs	of	gratitude	for	this	impact.		
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The	 increase	 of	 yields	 is	 a	 sign	 of	 productivity	 increase	 on	 the	 farms,	 which	 is	 deemed	

necessary	as	a	first	step	to	improving	small-scale	farmers	livelihoods.	Indeed,	this	is	also	the	

expected	outcome	of	the	social	business’s	vision,	which	is	to	increase	food	for	farmers	to	feed	

themselves	and	their	households,	as	well	as	for	farmers	to	make	profits	from	their	harvest.		

6.1.2 Food	security	

As	 the	 organization	 has	 hoped,	 this	 increase	 in	 maize	 production	 is	 associated	 with	 food	

security	 for	 farmers.	 Farmers	 and	 staff	 report	 that	 the	 increase	 in	 availability	 of	maize	 has	

made	farmers	food	secure	(MT4M,	Um14M,	MTS21M,	MTS22M,	MTS23F).		

“I’ve	 seen	changes.	There	 is	an	 increase	 in	production	of	 food,	especially	maize.	 I’m	

secure	in	my	food	consumption	now.	“	(Um14M)	

One	 trainer	 estimates	 that	 80%	 to	 90%	 of	 the	 maize	 each	 farmer	 produces	 is	 used	 for	

domestic	 consumption	 (MTS22M).	 Interviewee	 MT24F,	 who	 is	 a	 member	 of	 one	 of	 the	

communities	stated,	in	February	2016:		

“Those	who	never	 joined	Momentum	Trust	have	already	 started	purchasing	maize.	

Those	who	have	joined	Momentum	are	still	feeding	on	their	own	maize."	(MT24F).		

As	harvest	is	collected	around	May,	this	means	that	farmers	who	are	not	part	of	Momentum	

Trust	will	rely	on	the	market	for	maize	for	another	three	months,	whereas	this	research	finds	

that	 twelve	 farmers	state	 that	 they	do	not	rely	on	the	market	 to	buy	maize	anymore,	which	

was	not	previously	the	case	(MT2F,	NY4F,	NY5F,	NY6M,	Ka8F,	Ka9F,	Um10F,	Um13M,	Um14M,	

Um15F,	Um16F	MT24F).	 Only	 a	 few	 farmers	 still	 need	 to	 buy	maize	 to	 feed	 the	 household	

(NY7F,	 Um11F,	 Um12F)	 and	 this	 includes	 the	 ones	 who	 have	 suffered	 from	 the	 climate	

conditions.		

	

For	 farmers	who	would	spend	months	between	harvest	seasons	hungry,	and	who	 face	such	

lack	of	income	that	buying	food	proves	difficult,	especially	if	it	is	unavailable	on	the	markets,	

or	 to	 a	high	price,	 due	 to	 the	 low	output	of	 all	 farmers	 in	 the	 region	and	 their	 remoteness,	

increasing	 food	 supply	 and	 food	 security	 is	making	 a	 difference	 in	 the	 livelihoods	 of	 these	

farmers.	Moreover,	increasing	the	productivity	of	small	farms	is	regarded	as	key	to	solving	the	

growing	issues	of	food	security	(FAO,	2009;	Polak,	1999).		
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This	tangible	outcome	of	higher	yields	and	thus	food	security	in	the	region	is	the	first	change	

that	 local	 stakeholders	 report,	 especially	 for	 its	 positive	 social	 impact	 of	 increasing	 the	

sentiment	of	food	security	of	the	farmers	who	have	joined	the	organization.			

6.2 Missing	money	and	markets	

The	second	key	category	of	axial	coding	concerns	the	expected	monetary	income	increase	and	

the	issues	preventing	that,	mainly	the	lack	of	information	and	access	to	markets.	This	will	be	

detailed	in	this	sub-section.		

6.2.1 Income	

Farmers	express	that	one	of	the	main	drivers	in	taking	a	loan	with	Momentum	Trust	was	that	

they	 expected	 monetary	 gains	 on	 two	 different	 levels.	 First,	 the	 loans	 enable	 farmers	 to	

spread	out	their	expenses	for	farm	inputs	over	the	course	of	the	season:	

“Momentum	Trust	has	really	helped	the	farmers.	First	in	getting	seeds	and	fertilizer	

on	 time.	The	reason	why	 I’m	saying	 that,	 it	was	not	easy	 for	 those	people	with	 low	

income	to	go	to	the	shop	and	purchase	according	to	their	needs.	If	you	want	to	start	

panting,	and	need	to	buy	all	seeds	at	once,	people	were	not	ready	for	it.	We	give	out	

fertilizer	and	seeds	as	early	as	possible	so	you	have	everything	with	you	at	the	start."	

(MTS22M)	

As	farmers	face	a	lack	of	disposable	income,	it	is	not	always	possible	for	them	to	purchase	the	

inputs	they	need	in	time.	Without	access	to	the	inputs	in	time	to	plant	them,	farmers	thus	find	

themselves	stuck	in	vicious	cycle,	as	they	then	lack	food,	which	requires	them	to	spend	money	

on	markets	for	food	and	thus	the	lack	of	disposable	income	is	perpetuated.	The	possibility	of	

getting	 credit	 is	 thus	 regarded	 as	 a	 strong	 alleviation	 of	 income	 constraints	 and	 highly	

valuable	for	the	farmers.	Indeed,	credit	constraints	are	an	essential	part	of	the	constraints	of	

small-scale	 farmers	 (Olwande	 &	 Mathenge,	 2012)	 and	 enabling	 access	 to	 better	 financial	

services	is	often	cited	as	key	tool	for	poverty	alleviation	(Davis,	Reardon,	Stamoulis,	Winters,	

&	America,	 2002).	Microfinance	 is	 often	 seen	 as	 an	 effective	way	 to	do	 this,	 despite	heated	

debates	 in	 the	 literature	 in	 regards	 to	 results.	 Some	 authors	 argue	 that	 it	 has	 beneficial	

economic	and	social	impacts	(Hossain,	1988)	and	is	even	the	solution	to	end	poverty	(Yunus,	

2007)	while	others	point	 out	 the	negative	outcomes	of	microfinance	 (Buckley,	 1997).	 	 This	

study	does	not	aim	to	conduct	an	impact	assessment	on	microfinance,	but	to	regards	how	the	
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business	model	can	increase	opportunities	 in	agricultural	sector	for	poor	people.	Hence,	the	

findings	 show	 that	benefiting	 from	access	 to	 credit	has	enabled	 farmers	 to	more	accurately	

plan	their	farm	activity	according	to	their	needs.		

	

Another	important	aspect	of	the	monetary	gains	is	that	farmers	expect	an	increase	in	income	

from	 the	 sales	 of	 their	 increased	 supplies	 in	 maize	 (GL1M,	 MT3M,	 MT4M,	 NY4F,	 NY6M,	

Um14M,	Um15F,	MT24F):	

“I	 think	we	are	 in	a	position	to	do	our	 farms	better	and	produce	more	 food	and	be	

able	to	sell.”	(MT4M)		

Hence,	not	only	does	local	maize	cultivation	serve	the	purpose	of	a	staple	food	crop	for	daily	

nutritional	 diets	 of	 the	 farmers	 and	 their	 household,	 maize	 also	 serves	 the	 purpose	 of	 an	

income-generating	source.	It	is	acknowledge	by	trainers	as	well	that	the	maize	is	one	the	main	

sources	of	income	of	farmers	(MTS21M,	MTS22M,	MTS23F):	

“We	 don’t	 have	 cash	 crops	 here,	 so	maize	 serves	 as	 a	 food	 crop	 and	 a	 cash	 crop.”	

(MTS22M)	

Nonetheless,	as	the	project	 is	new,	the	direct	monetary	gains	are	not	yet	visible.	Apart	from	

the	income	that	has	been	saved	from	not	buying	maize	anymore,	only	one	farmer	expresses	

directly	 that	 she	 has	 seen	 an	 increase	 in	 her	 income	 since	 she	 has	 joined	 the	 organization	

(Um10F).	 	 Additionally,	 some	 farmers	 have	 say	 they	 have	 been	 able	 to	 sell	 a	 bag	 of	 their	

production	in	order	to	pay	for	school	fees,	or	directly	bring	a	bag	of	maize	in	exchange	for	the	

school	fees	(MT2F,	MT3M,	Um14M,	Um16F).	

"I	 used	 to	 lack	money	 for	 school	 fees.	 They	 allow	me	 to	 take	 the	maize	 instead	 of	

money	so	that	has	helped	with	the	school	fees."(Um16F)	

Yet,	 the	 increase	 in	 cash	 or	 savings	 is	 absent	 from	 the	 discourse	 of	 the	 other	 farmers.	 The	

Momentum	Trust	staff	also	state	this:	

"The	biggest	challenge	is	planning.	They	don’t	have	enough	income,	so	everything	to	

them	is	an	emergency,	paying	school	fees,	loans,	buying	food."	(MTS21M)	

Hence,	as	much	as	the	credits	have	enabled	to	have	inputs	on	time,	they	have	not	translated	

into	monetary	gains	from	food	crop	sales.	Thus,	 it	seems	there	have	been	mitigated	impacts	

on	developing	agriculture	as	a	revenue	source	for	farmers.	
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Moreover,	 the	 increase	 in	production	has	had	an	adverse	effect	on	maize	prices	at	 the	 local	

level.	 The	 mention	 of	 price	 of	 maize	 plummeting	 occurs	 in	 12	 interviews	 (GL1M,	 Ka8F,	

KD25M,	MT2F,	MT3M,	MT4M,	MTS21M,	MTS23F,	NY4F,	NY6M,	Um13M,	Um16F),	which	 the	

farmers	interpret	according	to	the	laws	of	supply	and	demand	(MT4M,	Um16F):	"Everyone	has	

maize	now	so	the	price	went	down."(Um16F).	

Hence,	 the	 farmers	who	 depend	 on	maize	 as	 an	 income	 source	 find	 themselves	 negatively	

affected	by	this	drop	in	price	due	to	an	oversupply	of	maize	in	the	region	of	Siaya.	 	This	is	a	

particularly	 difficult	 trade-off	 to	 assess	 between	 the	 immediate	 goal	 of	 feeding	 a	 hungry	

population	 and	 the	 longer	 time	 impacts	 that	 this	 can	 have	 on	 the	 producers.	 Elements	 of	

response	 can	 be	 found	 when	 taking	 into	 account	 historical	 analysis,	 where	 agrarian	

revolutions	have	generally	happened	as	prices	of	food	corps	were	high,	and	thus	encouraged	

producers	to	invest	in	agriculture	(Timmer,	2002).		

6.2.2 Absence	of	market	

In	addition	to	the	drop	in	price,	the	farmers	often	addressing	the	difficulties	of	making	a	profit	

from	maize	production,	by	referring	to	a	common	issue	of	‘marketing’	(NY7F,	NY4F,	MTS23F).	

Through	 this,	 they	 express	 their	difficulty	 in	 finding	buyers	 (GL1M,	NY4F,	MT4M).	 Farmers	

express	a	wide	range	of	areas	where	they	find	themselves	constrained	in	finding	buyers.	Some	

will	 reference	 that	 they	 possess	 an	 insufficient	 quantity	 to	 find	 buyers	 (Ny4F),	 others	 will	

mention	 the	 low	 price	 which	 does	 not	 enable	 them	 to	 cover	 costs	 (KD25M,	MT4M,	Mt3M,	

Ny6M).	Moreover,	lack	of	knowledge	and	information	on	markets	is	often	brought	up	as	well	

(KD25M)	as	well	 as	 lack	of	 access	due	 to	 infrastructure	 (Mt4M)	and	 the	 low	and	uncertain	

demand	of	the	local	markets:	

“You	see	people	who	come	for	maize,	they	are	consumers	who	come	one	by	one.	One	

goro	goro	here,	 one	 goro	goro	 there.	 I	want	 to	 sell	 in	 bulk.	 It	would	help	 a	 lot	 if	 I	

could	find	a	buyer.”	(NY4F)	

Moreover,	 as	 farmers	 are	 gradually	 joining	Momentum	 Trust,	 from	 110	 in	 2013	 to	 769	 in	

2016	 (Momentum	 Trust,	 2015),	 this	 represents	 former	 consumers	 that	 are	 disappearing	

because	they	are	themselves	becoming	food	secure.	One	member	says,	about	her	community:		

“Buying	maize	is	over”	(MT24F).		

This	furthers	the	idea	that	there	is	simply	less	demand	on	the	local	markets	for	maize.	A	few	

farmers	 therefore	 express	 the	 desire	 to	 take	 their	 maize	 to	 different	 markets	 under	 the	
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condition	 that	 they	 can	 gather	 enough	 supply	 (MT4M,	 NY4M)	 and	 one	 of	 these	 farmers	

expresses	the	possibility	of	selling	to	the	government	(MT4M).		

	

The	reasons	farmers	express	in	their	difficulties	to	find	buyers	are	often	cited	in	the	literature	

as	main	constraints	for	smallholder	producers,	and	addressing	those	constraints	should	be	a	

priority	when	looking	at	pro-poor	agricultural	development.	Indeed,	farmers	are	not	linked	to	

formal	markets	or	formal	buyers	but	only	to	informal	ones,	and	have	difficulties	in	accessing	

the	markets	for	maize,	as	well	making	a	profit	from	these	sales.	Hence,	the	opportunities	that	

arise	from	the	agricultural	sector	remain	limited.		

6.3 Knowledge	creation,	social	ties	and	empowerment	

The	 third	recurring	 theme	that	stems	 from	the	axial	coding	process	of	 the	 interviews	 is	 the	

one	of	empowerment	through	knowledge	creation	and	social	connections	(Appendix	4).	This	

happens	on	two	levels	described	in	the	sub-sections	below.	

6.3.1 Better	farming	techniques	

Local	 communities	 associate	 the	 intervention	 of	 Momentum	 Trust	 in	 Siaya	 with	 a	 better	

knowledge	 of	 farming	 techniques,	 referred	 to	 as	 “new	 techniques”	 (MTS22M,	 Um11F)	 or	

“modern	farming	techniques”	(MT4M).	Nine	of	the	twenty-five	interviews	reference	the	better	

techniques	 that	were	brought	 to	 them	as	one	of	 the	key	 components	of	 the	outcome	of	 the	

intervention,	by	expressing	ideas	such	as:	

“The	teaching	from	Momentum	Trust	has	changed	my	way	of	farming”	(GL1M)	

These	new	techniques	are	brought	to	farmers	through	the	field	trainers	that	have	themselves	

been	trained	by	the	organization.	Without	going	in	depth	into	the	techniques	used,	as	this	has	

been	mention	already	in	the	case	presentation	and	is	not	the	focus	of	the	study,	this	section	

rather	examines	how	these	techniques	have	brought	about	change	in	the	smallholder	farmer’s	

livelihood	 strategies.	 In	 the	perspective	of	 the	 smallholder	 farmer,	 these	new	 techniques	of	

farming	are	seen	as	better	than	their	previous	techniques:			

“Momentum	Trust	has	 taught	us	how	to	plant	maize	and	sorghum.	We	realized	we	

had	 been	 planting	 not	 in	 the	 right	way.	 They	 taught	 us	 about	 spacing	 and	 timing	

depending	on	rain	falls,	how	to	apply	fertilizers.	We	tried	and	it	was	good"	(MT3M)	
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The	 staff	 also	 considers	 that	 previous	 ways	 were	 not	 the	 right	 ways,	 and	 that	 this	 new	

knowledge	has	superiority	over	previous	methods:	

	“The	training	has	brought	to	the	farmers	knowledge.	They	can	use	the	right	methods	

of	farming.	Before	they	were	not	using	the	right	methods."	(MTS23F)	

All	of	the	stakeholders	show	to	be	positively	impacted	by	these	new	methods,	mainly	because	

they	have	seen	the	production	increase	which	tells	them	these	techniques	are	more	efficient	

than	their	old	ways.	This	research	has	not	conducted	interviews	with	small-scale	farmers	that	

have	not	 joined	 the	organization,	 so	 it	 can	be	assumed	 that	 some	 farmers	 in	 the	 region	are	

reluctant	to	this	change,	as	it	is	expressed	by	a	trainer:		

“To	get	more	farmers,	even	the	500	we	are	targeting	by	next	year,	we	could	find	them	

in	the	sub-location	alone	but	we	can’t	get	them	because	the	way	we	talk	and	view	the	

community.	We	should	change	the	way	we	view	the	groups.”	(MTS22M)	

Nonetheless,	 the	 increase	 in	knowledge	due	 to	 the	 faming	 techniques	have	brought	about	a	

desire	to	learn	more	(GL1M,	MT2F,	MT4M):	

“We	need	more	training,	(…)	There	is	no	end	to	education”	(MT2F)	

6.3.2 Group	work	

In	 addition	 to	 the	 knowledge	 transfers	 that	 between	 the	 organization	 and	 the	 individuals,	

there	 is	 often	mention	 of	 the	 benefits	 of	 operating	 in	 groups	 for	 farming,	 compared	 to	 the	

previous	 situation	 where	 farmers	 would	 individually	 tend	 to	 their	 lands	 (GL1M,	 MT3M,	

MTS22M,	NY4F,	NY6M,	Um16F,	MT24F).	The	group	is	often	praised	for	easing	the	workload	of	

the	otherwise	labor-intensive	job	(MT3M,	NY4F,	NY6F,	MT24F).	

"Working	in	groups	was	perfect.	I	say	perfect	because	we	could	work	together	and	do	

more	than	I	could	have	done	before.	They	can	show	me	what	I	don’t	know	and	we	can	

advise	each	other."	(Um16F)	

This	 statement	 expresses	 not	 only	 how	 the	 group	 facilitates	 the	 workload,	 but	 also	 how	

groups	foster	horizontal	knowledge	transfers	between	farmers.	Farmers	are	indeed	satisfied	

with	higher	trust	and	collaboration	that	happens	within	the	communities	and	farmers	groups.		

However,	the	process	of	adopting	new	techniques	is	not	easy	flowing	one.	One	group	leader	

expresses	that	three	of	her	group	members	dropped	out	because	they	wanted	to	try	on	their	

own,	 yet	 one	 is	 joining	 again	 after	 realizing	 that	 she	 could	not	manage	 as	well	 on	her	 own	

(MT2F).		Moreover,	group	dynamics	can	be	sometimes	difficult	to	manage.	The	differences	in	
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land	size	are	a	particular	problem	within	the	groups	according	to	the	group	leaders	(GL1M).	

As	the	system	put	in	place	by	Momentum	Trust	is	that	farmers	within	a	group	take	turns	to	

harvest	each	other’s	land	together,	those	who	have	less	feel	disadvantaged	when	they	have	to	

work	on	 the	bigger	 lands	of	 their	neighbors.	 Indeed,	 all	 land	 sizes	 are	 less	 than	1	 acre,	 but	

farmers	 can	 take	 a	 loan	 to	 cultivate	 half	 an	 acre	 or	 quarter	 an	 acre	 land	 size	 as	well.	 This	

factor	 affects	 the	 dynamics	 of	 the	 group	 and	 its	 performance,	 as	 it	 is	 a	 source	 of	 internal	

frustration	to	work	on	a	bigger	land	if	one	only	harvests	a	smaller	land	size:	

“The	teachers	stress	on	group	work,	which	is	good	but	there	are	different	sizes	of	land	

so	you	expect	me	to	work	3	or	4	times	off	an	acre	farm	when	I	only	have	a	quarter	

acre.	Some	are	advantaged,	some	are	disadvantaged.”	(GL1M)	

Hence,	 there	 is	a	dynamic	process	of	knowledge	transfers	continues	to	happen	at	 the	group	

level,	 outside	 of	 the	 interaction	with	Momentum	Trust’s	 staff.	 This	 process	 is	more	 or	 less	

fluid	depending	on	the	groups	and	their	internal	dynamics.		

	

By	 joining	 the	 organization,	 farmers	 report	 to	 have	 benefitted	 from	 both	 increasing	

knowledge	 skills	 in	maize	 farming	 techniques	 and	horizontal	 linkages	 to	 other	members	 of	

their	community,	which	also	facilitate	the	farming	activity	and	knowledge	sharing.		

6.3.3 Change	in	perspective	about	farming	

Another	key	finding	is	that	farmers	now	feel	empowered	as	they	have	higher	aspirations	for	

the	future.	Indeed,	as	one	member	of	the	community	says:	

	“Momentum	 has	 brought	 people	 back	 to	 farming.	 People	 were	 giving	 up	 before.”	

(KD25M).		

Overall,	 the	 organization	 has	 given	 people	 hopes	 that	 farming	 can	 be	 a	 viable	 way	 out	 of	

poverty.	 Farmers	 express	 desires	 for	 the	 future	 at	 different	 levels,	 with	 some	 wishing	 to	

diversify	into	other	food	crops.		

	

In	desires	for	the	future	that	are	expressed,	some	farmers	say	they	would	like	to	diversify	into	

other	crops	but	still	lack	the	finance	to	do	so	(NY7F,	Um11F,	Um14M).	These	farmers	would	

like	to	receive	credit	for	other	seeds,	which	shows	the	lack	of	income	is	still	a	problem:	

“If	they	could	give	us	seeds	like	tomatoes,	vegetables	so	I	can	plant	instead	of	buying	

them,	that	would	be	good.”	(NY7F)	
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In	 addition	 to	 this,	 some	 farmers	 also	 rear	 livestock,	 mainly	 poultry	 (Ka8F,	 Ka9F,	 MT2F,	

MT3M,	 NY4F,	 NY6M,	 Um13M,	 Um16F)	 and	 goats	 (NY4F,	 Um13M,	 Um16F).	 Similar	 to	 the	

crops,	 farmers	who	don’t	have	 livestock	express	the	wish	to	receive	credit	 from	Momentum	

Trust	 in	 order	 to	 venture	 into	 rearing	 livestock,	 as	 they	 also	 state	 they	 do	 not	 have	 the	

financial	capacity	to	do	so	(NY5F,	Um10F,	Um15F).		

“I’m	interested	in	poultry	farming	but	I	don’t	have	the	capital	so	I	would	like	credit	

for	that.	If	I	could	combine	poultry	and	maize	I	would	be	ok.”	(NY5F)	

Moreover,	the	nature	of	the	farm	work,	which	is	labor	intensive	and	physically	hard	is	often	

expressed	 and	 lack	 of	 finance	 is	 also	 hindering	 their	 capacity	 to	 mechanizes	 their	 farms	

(MT3M,	Um13M):	

“Momentum	Trust	 should	come	up	with	a	solution	 to	 land	preparation,	 such	as	 the	

tractor.	We	 could	 pay	 in	 installments	 for	 the	 land	 preparation.	 Companies	 that	 do	

land	preparation	exist	but	they	charge	3	500	KES	for	1	acre	and	we	need	to	prepare	

the	land	in	January	or	February.	That	is	also	when	we	need	to	pay	school	fees.	It	is	too	

much.	 If	 we	 could	 pay	 the	 3	 500	 KES	 over	 5	 months	 like	 we	 do	 for	 the	 seeds,	 it	

becomes	easy."	(MT3M)	

	

Nonetheless,	Momentum	Trust	staff	expresses	more	reservations	about	the	outcomes	of	such	

crop	diversification	techniques	on	the	farm,	mainly	due	to	the	previous	failed	attempts:	

“Our	 farmers’	 interest	 in	 cash	 crop	 farming	 is	 low.	We	 introduced	 vegetables	 and	

horticulture	but	our	farmers	are	not	ready	to	work.	We	started	again	with	it	this	year	

but	 the	 challenge	 is	 the	 attitude	 of	 people.	 They	 are	 not	 in	 a	 position	 to	 explore	

further	and	work	expectedly.”	(MTS23F)	

Through	this	statement,	the	field	trainer	expresses	that	farmers	are	not	ready	to	venture	into	

new	crops	due	 to	 the	 fragility	of	 their	 livelihood.	 Indeed,	 farmers	who	have	so	 little	 to	 feed	

themselves	are	not	able	to	take	on	risks	associated	with	loans	for	cash	crops.	Another	trainer	

also	 states	 this	 by	 explaining	 that	 these	 can	 be	 included,	 only	 once	 farmers	 are	 in	 a	 better	

position:	

“Poultry	 is	 also	 too	 expensive.	But	poultry	 should	be	 introduced	 in	groups	 that	are	

performing	well,	as	a	way	of	income.”	(MTS22M)	

This	 shows	 a	 strong	 heterogeneity	 as	 to	 where	 the	 farmers	 are	 in	 their	 expectations	 for	

future.	When	asked	about	expectations	for	the	future,	some	farmers	already	see	strategies	for	
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commercial	 farming,	 wanting	 to	 make	 it	 as	 a	 commercial	 farmer	 (NY4F,	 NY6M,	 Um11F,	

Um15F)	and	even	mentioning	the	possibility	of	forming	a	cooperative:		

“If	we	can	join	hands	and	come	up	with	a	cooperative	society	to	sell	together,	we	can	

come	 out	 of	 poverty	 and	 eradicate	 this	 disease	 to	 raise	 our	 standard	 of	 living.”	

(MT3M)	

While	 others	 express	how	 they	 are	 still	 not	 in	position	 to	 see	 further	 than	very	 short	 term	

goals	due	to	their	precarious	situation	(Ny9F,	Um12F,	Um14M):	

“I	hope	 for	change,	 if	you	could	have	boots	 to	wear	 for	digging	when	I	prepare	 the	

land.”	(Ny9F)	

Indeed,	 the	 bulk	 of	 farmers	 still	 need	 to	 resort	 to	 other	 activities	 off	 the	 farm	 to	 generate	

income.	As	a	field	trainer	says:	

“These	people	are	not	full	time	farmers.	The	women	usually	do	small-scale	business.	

Selling,	cooking.	Some	men	are	boda	boda8	drivers.”	(MTS21M)	

When	asked	if	they	have	another	activity	outside	the	farm,	the	phrase	“I	am	a	business	woman”	

(UmNM18F,	 Um10F)	 or	 the	 mention	 of	 owning	 a	 business	 (NY7F,	 Um12F,	 UmNM17F,	

UmNM18F,	MT24F)	 often	 comes	 up.	Moreover,	 these	 activities	 also	 often	 remain	 informal,	

such	as	buying	and	reselling	other	crops	on	the	local	markets.		

“Yes	 I	 have	 a	 business.	 I	 buy	 and	 sell	 food	 in	 the	 market,	 you	 know,	 just	 sitting	

somewhere,	waiting	for	the	customer.”	(UmNM17F)	

They	express	the	need	to	diversify	into	other	income	generating	activities	as	a	way	to	escape	

the	constraints	they	face	in	lack	of	disposable	income:	

"We	need	to	have	other	sources	of	income	because	the	money	from	planting	comes	a	

few	months	after.	During	 this	 time,	how	am	 I	 to	 repay	 the	monthly	 installments	of	

Momentum	Trust	without	 other	 sources.	 So	 you	 see	 I	 need	 another	 activity	 on	 the	

side."(GL1M)	

There	is	diversity	 in	the	hopes	that	farmers	have	for	the	future,	but	all	have	been	positively	

impacted	 because	 they	 now	 have	 strategies	 for	 the	 future	 and	 longer-term	 plans,	 yet	 their	

need	for	immediate	income	results	in	off-farm	diversification	strategies.			

	

																																																								
8	A	boda-boda	is	a	motorcycle	taxi	
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This	section	has	aimed	to	understand	the	discourse	of	 local	agents	and	their	perceptions	on	

how	Momentum	Trust	has	impacted	the	maize	farmers	in	the	region	of	Siaya	and	how	that	has	

translated	or	not	 into	more	opportunities	 in	 the	 agricultural	 sector,	 to	 address	 if	 the	 social	

business	model	 has	 indeed	 contributed	 to	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development.	 The	 findings	

suggest	 that	 farmers	have	benefited	 through	an	 increase	 in	production	of	maize	 and	better	

knowledge	techniques	about	the	farm	activity.	Moreover,	the	formation	of	groups	has	enabled	

to	create	social	ties	within	the	community	and	lead	to	farmers	to	optimistic	attitudes	towards	

farming.	 Nonetheless,	 the	 increase	 in	 supply	 on	 the	 market	 has	 had	 the	 adverse	 effect	 of	

resulting	 in	 a	 price	 drop	due	 to	 the	 lack	 of	more	 formal	market	 access	 possibilities	 for	 the	

farmers.	Hence,	they	have	not	benefited	in	terms	of	monetary	gains.	Farmers	don’t	perceive	a	

significant	 change	 in	 their	 livelihoods	 apart	 from	 the	 increase	 in	 food	 but	 they	 are	 more	

optimistic	about	their	possibilities	for	the	future.	The	research	shows	that	the	selective	code	

of	the	discourse	of	the	farmers	is	their	desire	to	improve	their	livelihoods,	and	that	is	a	main	

driver	for	joining	the	social	business.	Consequently,	the	next	section	of	the	paper	will	analyze	

the	 findings	 according	 to	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	 framework	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 a	

response	to	the	research	question.		

7 Analysis	

This	 section	 will	 serve	 to	 analyze	 the	 findings	 in	 order	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 initial	 research	

question	 to	 what	 extent	 does	 this	 social	 business	 contribute	 to	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development.	As	 previously	 explained,	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development	 implies	 to	 create	

sustainable	 livelihood	 strategies	 for	 poor	 people	 through	 the	 expansion	 of	 opportunities	 in	

the	agricultural	sector.	 	In	order	to	make	sense	of	 the	findings	as	elements	of	response,	 this	

section	will	 analyze	 the	key	 themes	brought	up	by	 the	 local	 agents	 through	 the	 sustainable	

livelihoods	framework,	exposing	the	gradual	process	that	took	place	to	changing	local	market	

configuration	 and	 local	 dynamics.	 This	 will	 enable	 to	 assess	 if	 the	 social	 business	 has	

increased	 the	 opportunities	 within	 the	 agricultural	 sector	 for	 small-scale	 farmers	 and	

whether	these	opportunities	provide	sustainable	livelihood	strategies	for	the	farmers.		

	

This	section	will	follow	the	framework	according	to	how	the	changes	have	happened	in	time	

but	one	should	note	that	some	processes	can	happen	simultaneously	and	that	bordering	the	
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dynamic	 interaction	 within	 the	 framework	 will	 result	 in	 the	 loss	 of	 subtle	 complexities.	

Moreover,	 this	 represents	 a	 general	 trend	when	 looking	at	 the	 farmers	 as	 a	 group,	but	 this	

process	happens	to	varying	degrees	within	each	household.	

7.1 Capital	assets	

According	to	the	sustainable	livelihoods	framework,	the	limited	access	to	capital	assets	is	one	

of	the	main	factors	limiting	poor	people’s	strategies	for	improved	livelihood	outcomes	(DFID,	

2000).	 Momentum	 Trust’s	 intervention	 in	 the	 region	 of	 Siaya	 is	 based	 on	 the	 idea	 that	

enhancing	 the	 human	 and	 financial	 capital	 of	 the	 rural	 farmers	with	 the	 goal	 of	 a	 positive	

livelihood	 outcome	 on	 both	 income	 and	 food	 security.	 In	 accordance	 with	 the	 research	

methodology,	this	paper	does	not	attempting	to	quantify	the	different	capitals	for	farmers	or	

their	 households,	 rather	 the	 aim	 is	 to	 understand	 how	 these	 capital	 assets	 have	 changed	

according	to	local	actors	since	the	organization	has	started	to	operate	in	Siaya.	This	is	the	first	

step	 in	 understanding	 if	 there	 has	 been	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 opportunities	 available	 for	 the	

farmers.	The	sustainable	livelihoods	framework,	adapted	to	assess	the	impact	of	Momentum	

Trust,	is	represented	in	Figure	5,	with	the	process	under	examination	being	represented	with	

an	 orange	 arrow.	 The	 process	 starts	 with	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 social	 business	 on	 the	 initial	

capital	assets	of	the	farmers.			

		

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Figure	5	–	Momentum	Trust	in	the	Sustainable	livelihoods	framework	
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The	 findings	show	there	 is	an	 increase	 in	human	 capital,	 through	the	knowledge	 increases	

with	the	new	farming	techniques	that	were	brought	to	the	farms.	Farmers	have	adopted	the	

new	 techniques	 with	 great	 optimism.	 Moreover,	 the	 access	 to	 credit	 constitutes	 an	

improvement	 financial	 capital,	 as	 stocks	 of	 capital	 available	 through	 the	 possibility	 of	

accessing	credit.	Additionally,	farmers	report	an	increase	in	social	capital	through	the	group	

ties	 with	 the	 community	 and	 through	 linkages	 with	 the	 organization,	 which	 was	 not	 an	

explicit	goal	of	the	social	business	yet	constitutes	an	additional	benefit.	Farmers	have	learned	

to	trust	the	organization	and	feel	more	integrated	in	their	communities	as	the	group	dynamics	

have	 created	 a	 stronger	 sense	 of	 community	 in	 the	 rural	 areas.	 As	Adler	 and	Kwon	 (2002)	

argue,	 more	 social	 ties	 result	 in	 more	 opportunities.	 This	 implies	 not	 only	 the	 social	 ties	

within	the	groups	but	also	ties	to	the	social	business	and	the	employees.	Figure	6	represents	

how	 the	 farmers’	 capital	 assets	 have	 changed	 initially	 changed	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 social	

business	model.	

	

Figure	6	-	Initial	change	in	capital	assets	of	Momentum	Farmers	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

7.2 Livelihood	strategies	

Having	 shown	how	 stakeholders	 perceive	 the	 organization	 has	 altered	 the	 different	 capital	

assets	of	the	smallholders,	this	sub-section	will	look	into	how	this	has	impacted	the	livelihood	

strategies	 of	 smallholders	 (Figure	 7).	 Indeed,	 a	 change	 in	 capital	 assets	 enables	 farmers	 to	

pursue	different	livelihood	strategies.		

	



	 	 60	

As	 a	 result	 of	 that	 opportunities	

that	 were	 offered	 to	 access	

knowledge,	 social	 ties,	 quality	

inputs	 and	 credit	 in	 the	

agricultural	 sector,	 farmers	

pursued	 agricultural	

intensification	 strategies,	 one	 of	

the	 three	 livelihood	 strategies	

mentioned	 by	 Scoones	 (1998).	

This	 strategy	 imply	 to	 increase	

one’s	 livelihood	 from	 agriculture	

by	increasing	output	(Scoones,	1998).	Agriculture	intensification	refers	to	the	broad	variety	of	

on-farm	activities,	including	livestock	rearing.		

	

The	 findings	 show	 that	 farmers	 have	 increased	 their	 maize	 output	 through	 capital-led	

intensification	thanks	to	the	credits	 they	have	received	from	Momentum	Trust.	This	has	 led	

farmers	 to	 believe	 in	 agriculture	 as	 an	 income	 generating	 activity	 results	 in	many	 farmers	

expressing	the	desire	to	become	commercial	farmers.	The	agricultural	intensification	strategy	

is	 now	 sought	 out	 as	 a	 mean	 to	 increase	 income	 and	 not	 only	 as	 a	 subsistence	 activity.	

Farmers	have	trust	 in	agriculture	as	a	profitable	activity,	even	if,	 for	the	most	part,	 they	are	

not	in	a	position	to	intensify	on	their	own,	and	express	great	interest	in	the	possibility	that	the	

organization	 can	 help	 them	 further	 these	 strategies,	 as	 they	 have	 seen	 a	 success	 with	 the	

maize	crops.	Indeed,	this	leads	many	farmers	to	seek	out	agricultural	intensification	strategies	

with	other	higher	valued	crops	and	livestock,	and	some	express	the	desire	to	mechanize	their	

farms,	by	hiring	tractors.		

	

Nonetheless,	 the	 lack	 of	 disposable	 income	 is	 still	 a	 main	 constraint	 for	 the	 farmers’	

livelihoods	and	many	express	the	desire	to	access	credit	 in	order	to	pursue	other	aspects	of	

agricultural	 intensification	 as	 well,	 despite	 the	 organization	 remaining	 skeptical	 about	 the	

outcomes	 of	 these	 strategies,	 as	 they	 have	 in	 the	 past	 not	 been	 sufficiently	 conclusive.	

Moreover,	some	express	the	possibility	of	forming	a	cooperative	with	other	farmers	in	order	

to	gain	access	to	markets	for	their	maize.		

Figure	7	-	impact	on	livelihood	strategies	
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7.3 	Livelihood	outcomes	

The	 purpose	 of	 this	 sub-section	 is	 to	 analyze	 how	 the	 change	 in	 livelihood	 strategies	 has	

brought	 about	 livelihood	 outcomes	 (Figure	 8).	 The	 livelihood	 outcomes	 that	 result	 of	

Momentum	Trust’s	intervention	will	evidently	vary	depending	on	each	farmer’s	initial	assets	

the	 range	 to	 which	 each	 individual	 has	 been	 impacted	 by	 the	 agricultural	 intensification	

strategies.	 In	 the	 findings,	 there	 have	 been	 two	 main	 livelihood	 outcomes,	 which	 are	

expressed	as	the	increase	food	security	and	the	empowerment	of	the	small-scale	farmers.	

7.3.1 Food	security	

The	 increase	 in	 supply	 of	 maize,	

which	 is	a	direct	result	of	 the	new	

farming	 techniques	 and	 the	

trainings	 that	 farmers	 have	

receive,	 has	 drastically	 increased	

the	 availability	 of	 maize	 in	 the	

region.	This	has	thus	made	farmers	

feel	 food	 secure,	 because	maize	 is	

the	 staple	 crop	 of	 the	 region	 and	

constitute	a	main	part	of	the	diet	of	

Kenyans.	 Yet,	 food	 security	 as	 defined	 by	 the	 FAO	 (2006),	 not	 only	 encompasses	 the	

availability	of	 food	supplies,	but	 three	other	dimensions	which	are	 food	access	 (the	right	 to	

food	given	set	political,	social	and	economical	settings),	the	utilization	of	food	(having	a	good	

diet,	clean	water,	appropriate	sanitation	to	meet	physiological	needs)	and	the	stability	of	food	

supply	at	all	times	(implying	no	shortages	due	to	sudden	shocks	or	cyclical	events).	Therefore,	

it	seems	in	regards	to	theory	that	the	outcome	of	the	intervention	was	mainly	an	increase	in	

food	availability,	because	farmers	now	possess	enough	staple	crops	to	last	between	harvests	

periods	and	the	drop	in	the	price	and	thus	made	access	to	food	easier	and	cheaper	for	those	

who	 still	 rely	 on	 the	 market	 for	 maize.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 food	 security	 also	 implies	 a	

nutritious	diet,	and	although	the	diet	of	Siaya	relies	heavily	on	maize,	having	access	to	other	

crops	in	order	to	guarantee	a	healthy	diet	is	important.	Moreover,	having	sufficient	income	in	

order	to	purchase	foodstuff	is	also	essential	in	the	definition	of	food	security.	Lastly,	the	food	

Figure	8	-	Impact	on	livelihood	outcomes	



	 	 62	

supply	needs	to	be	stable.	This	 issue	 is	of	particular	 importance	as	 it	addresses	 the	 issue	of	

sustainability	and	whether	the	farmers	are	resilient	to	shocks	or	if	they	would	be	able	to	carry	

on	with	maize	 production	 if	 the	 organization	 exited	 the	 area.	 The	 elements	 of	 response	 to	

these	 questions	 are	 found	 within	 the	 Momentum	 Trust	 staff	 discourse,	 where	 two	 staff	

members	 explain	 it	 would	 only	 be	 sustainable	 if	 the	 farmers	 can	 start	 harvesting	 higher	

yielding	crops	and	thus	uplift	their	standards	(MTS21M,	MTS22M)	and	another	explains:		

“It	 is	 sustainable	 if	 the	 farmers	 can	 do	 themselves	without	 a	 loan.	 I	would	 say	 it’s	

about	50/50,	those	who	can	and	there	are	those	who	cannot.”	(MTS23F)	

Nonetheless,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that	 the	 organization	 has	 been	 operating	 for	 only	 two	

years,	 i.e.	 four	 harvest	 seasons,	 at	 the	 time	 of	 the	 analysis.	 Creating	 sustainable	 livelihood	

strategies	does	 take	a	great	deal	of	 time	and	effort,	especially	 in	contexts	where	 livelihoods	

have	been	so	insecure	for	so	long	and	one	should	not	to	dismiss	all	efforts	immediately.	

7.3.2 Empowerment	through	knowledge	and	social	capital	

The	findings	also	show	the	benefit	of	 the	groups	 in	 facilitating	the	 labor	and	in	encouraging	

better	knowledge	transfers,	as	group	members	can	ask	each	other	if	they	are	unsure	of	what	

to	do.	Moreover,	this	has	led	a	portion	of	farmers	to	aspire	for	more	group	linkages,	nurturing	

for	 some	 the	hope	 to	 create	 a	 cooperative	 to	 leverage	power	against	buyers.	Many	 farmers	

remain	 ill	 equipped	 for	 this	 livelihood	 strategy	 as	 they	 still	 bear	 too	 many	 risks,	 but	 the	

increase	 in	 social	 capital,	 if	 it	 continues	 over	 time,	may	 involve	more	 and	more	 farmers	 to	

pursue	 agricultural	 intensification	 strategies	 to	 greater	 extents.	 Overall,	 all	 farmers	 have	

higher	 hopes	 for	 the	 future,	 and	 somewhat	 longer	 term	 plans	 about	 their	 future	 as	

commercial	 farmers.	Although	 these	hopes	will	 be	different	 from	 farmer	 to	 farmer,	 they	all	

express	 a	 very	 positive	 view	of	Momentum	Trust	 and	 feel	 empowered	 to	 continue	 farming	

activities.		

7.4 Vulnerability	context	

The	livelihood	outcomes	thus	lead	to	impact	the	farmers’	capital	assets	once	again	(Figure	9).	

This	 is	 true	due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 farmers	now	have	 increase	maize,	 thus	 they	have	more	

natural	capital	(increase	maize	supplies)	and	also	altered	financial	capital,	with	an	increase	

in	food	supply	resulting	in	stocks	of	finance.		
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Moreover,	this	research	finds	that	the	change	in	livelihood	outcome	of	improve	food	security	

also	 results	 in	 a	 change	 in	 the	 vulnerability	 context	 (Figure	 9).	 Indeed,	 due	 to	 the	 lack	 of	

disposable	income,	they	are	vulnerable	to	economic	shocks	as	well.	One	particular	finding	of	

the	previous	section	is	how	the	social	business	model	has	enhanced	the	vulnerability	context	

in	 which	 the	 farmers’	 operate	 by	 unintentionally	 crashing	 local	 market	 prices	 due	 to	 the	

increase	in	supply,	thus	creating	an	economic	shock.		

	

Additionally,	it	is	important	to	note	that	the	vulnerability	context	of	these	small-scale	farmers	

will	 have	 different	 effect	 on	 them	 depending	 on	 the	 range	 of	 assets	 they	 possess	 and	 the	

livelihood	strategies	that	they	engage	in	(Morse	&	McNamara,	2013).	For	example,	the	fall	of	

local	market	prices	can	have	positive	impacts	for	the	farmers	that	still	depend	on	the	market	

to	 buy	maize,	while	 it	 is	 negatively	 impacting	 those	 farmers	who	 sell	maize	 as	 a	 source	 of	

income.	 The	 contradicting	 forces	 here	 at	 play	 make	 it	 unclear	 to	 assess	 exactly	 how	 the	

financial	capital	of	the	farmers	have	been	impacted	on	average	because	this	will	depend	on	if	

they	 are	 net	 buyers	 or	 net	 sellers	 of	 maize.	 The	 changes	 in	 capital	 assets	 due	 to	 the	 new	

context	in	which	the	farmers	find	themselves	in	are	represented	in	Figure	10.		

	

In	 other	 aspects,	 the	 vulnerability	 context	 is	 typical	 to	 that	 of	 a	 small-scale	 farmer	 that	

produces	low-value	staple	crops	in	rural	areas.	Farmers	are	particularly	vulnerable	to	climate	

conditions,	 due	 to	 the	 nature	 of	 their	 activity.	 Their	 agricultural	 practices	 depend	 on	 the	

rainfalls,	as	they	have	no	irrigation	systems.	Hence,	they	are	specifically	vulnerable	to	climate	

shocks	such	as	draught	or	floods	which	could	result	in	loss	of	all	or	partial	harvest.	Moreover,	

Figure	 9	 -	 impact	 of	 the	 outcomes	 on	
vulnerability	and	capital	

Figure	10	-	New	set	of	capital	
assets	
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due	 to	 the	 farmers	 now	 having	 debts	 towards	 the	 organization,	 losses	 in	 harvest	 could	 be	

even	more	dramatic	than	before	(Appendix	5).		

	

Finally,	it	 is	important	to	note	that	the	change	in	vulnerability	context,	other	than	impacting	

just	the	capital	assets	by	reducing	the	financial	gains	that	farmers	can	make	from	maize,	also	

impacts	 the	strategies	 that	 farmers	pursue	(Figure	11).	Livelihood	diversification	 is	another	

strategy	 described	 by	 Scoones	 (1998).	 The	 purpose	 of	 livelihood	 diversification	 is	 to	 build	

resilience	 to	 shocks	 through	 diversification	 of	 activities,	 either	 temporarily	 or	 permanently	

(Scoones,	 1998).	 This	 means	 farmers	 result	 in	 other	 off-farm	 activities.	 As	 the	 previous	

section	 shows,	 most	 farmers	 result	 to	 other	 income	 generating	 activities,	 although	 these	

activities	remain	often	informal.		

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

The	 degree	 of	 diversification	 depends	 on	 the	 resource	 endowments	 and	 the	 level	 of	 risk	

associated	with	alternative	options	(Scoones,	1998).	As	farming	is	still	not	a	profitable	option	

for	 any	 of	 the	 interviewed	 farmers,	 they	 must	 result	 to	 other	 livelihood	 diversification	

strategies.	 This	 does	 not	mean	 they	 are	 leaving	 the	 farm	 activity	 in	 order	 to	 pursue	 other	

income	sources,	rather	that	this	strategy	is	complementing	the	income	that	is	generated	from	

the	 farm	 activity,	 as	 the	 farmers	 now	 find	 themselves	 with	 loans	 they	 have	 to	 pay	 back.	

Figure	11	-	Impact	of	the	vulnerability	context	on	capital	and	
strategies	
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Although	 farmers	 resulted	 in	 this	 strategy	 as	 a	 mean	 to	 provide	 for	 their	 household	 even	

before	the	organization	started	to	operate	in	Siaya,	livelihood	diversification	is	now	necessary	

to	an	increasing	extent	due	to	the	fact	that	farmers	need	to	pay	back	the	loans	and	thus	need	

to	find	the	money	to	do	so,	in	the	context	of	decreasing	food	prices.		

7.5 The	current	predicament	

Momentum	Trust	now	finds	itself	in	a	situation,	where	the	initial	intervention	in	favor	of	pro-

poor	agricultural	development	has	changed	the	configuration	of	 local	market	characteristics	

and	thus	also	impacted	farmers’	capital	assets.	They	will	now	need	to	respond	to	the	changing	

context,	if	the	impact	can	be	deemed	sustainable.	Hence	there	are	two	contradicting	forces	at	

play,	 which	 will	 happen	 on	 different	 scales	 depending	 on	 the	 individual	 farmer	 that	 is	

considered	(Morse	&	McNamara,	2013).		

	

By	alleviating	credit	constraints,	Momentum	Trust	has	offered	an	opportunity	for	small-scale	

farmers	to	participate	 in	maize	cultivation	to	a	greater	extent	than	what	was	previously	the	

case	for	farmers.	Moreover,	this	has	created	the	desire	for	farmers	to	continue	down	the	path	

of	agriculture	due	to	the	extension	services	made	available	to	them,	resulting	in	empowering	

local	actors	through	knowledge	creation.	Nonetheless,	the	findings	show	that	the	organization	

has	 profoundly	 impacted	 the	 local	maize	market	 configuration	 by	 increasing	 the	 supply	 of	

maize	and	thus	halving	the	price	on	local	markets	over	the	course	of	one	season.	The	farmers	

who	were	thus	already	in	a	marginalized	position	due	to	their	absence	of	linkages	with	buyers	

and	lack	of	sufficient	supply	find	themselves	in	an	even	more	precarious	situation	due	to	the	

reduced	margins	they	can	make	from	sales	of	their	maize	crops.	Hence,	the	organization	has	

alleviated	 some	 of	 the	 constraints	 faced	 by	 smallholder	 farmers	 but	 this	 has	 not	 lead	 to	

significant	 increases	 in	 opportunities	 in	 agriculture,	 despite	 an	 increase	 in	 participation	 in	

agricultural	activities.		

	

Momentum	Trust	has	indeed	focused	on	push	factors	through	education	and	quality	inputs	to	

boost	productivity,	but	there	have	been	no	pull	factors	that	would	enable	to	sustain	pro-poor	

agricultural	development.	Indeed,	by	alleviating	constraints	at	one	end,	they	have	created	new	

issues	 on	 another	 end	 and	 are	 thus	 creating	 new	 tensions.	 In	 the	 definition	 of	 agricultural	

development	 given	 by	 De	 Laiglesia	 (2006)	 about	 agricultural	 development	 	 as	 creating	
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conditions	 for	 	 “the	 accumulation	 of	 knowledge	 and	 availability	 of	 technology	 as	well	 as	 the	

allocation	of	inputs	and	output.”	(De	Laiglesia,	2006,	p.10),	it	can	be	said	that	there	is	here	an	

inefficient	allocation	of	output,	which	hinders	the	whole	process	of	agricultural	development.		

	

Certainly,	without	 elements	 to	 foster	 change	 in	 the	wider	 context	 in	which	 the	 farmers	 are	

operating,	 pursuing	 the	 same	 livelihood	 strategies	 of	 agricultural	 intensification	 will	 likely	

only	 result	 in	 continuing	 dropping	 prices	 and	 reducing	 opportunities	 for	 the	 small-scale	

farmer.	Hence,	the	livelihood	strategies	cannot	be	sustainable	and	are	likely	to	change	rapidly,	

thus	 altering	 the	 sustainability	 of	 the	 livelihood	 outcomes	 and	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development	altogether.		

8 Discussion	

The	goal	of	 this	paper	has	been	to	analyze	to	what	extent	 the	social	business	contributes	to	

pro-poor	 agricultural	 development,	 defined	 as	 increasing	 the	 opportunities	 of	 small-scale	

farmers	 in	 the	agricultural	 sector.	Through	a	 social	 constructionist	 approach,	 the	paper	has	

aimed	 to	 uncover	 the	meanings	 that	 the	 farmers,	 the	 staff	 and	 the	 community	make	 of	 the	

changing	opportunities	for	their	livelihood	strategies	and	outcomes.		

	

The	 findings	 show	 that	 small-scale	 farmers	 of	 Siaya	 have	 directly	 benefited	 from	 this	

intervention	through	better	techniques	in	farming	which	have	increased	production.	Yet	the	

findings	 show	 that	maize	 also	 serves	 as	 an	 income-source	 and	 that	 due	 to	 the	 increase	 in	

supply	 on	 the	 local	 markets,	 there	 has	 been	 a	 significant	 drop	 in	 the	 price.	 Moreover,	 the	

findings	suggest	that	there	has	been	little	effect	on	income	for	farmers	but	has	impacted	their	

general	attitude	 towards	 farming.	As	 the	results	show	a	desire	 to	 improve	 their	 livelihoods,	

but	also	a	shift	in	livelihood	strategies	in	order	to	account	for	the	changing	needs	due	to	the	

new	 context	 in	 which	 the	 farmers	 find	 themselves.	 Hence,	 although	 the	 case	 shows	 an	

increase	 in	 some	 capital	 assets,	 other	 aspect	 of	 farmers	 livelihoods	have	been	undermined,	

due	to	the	organization	focusing	only	on	alleviating	individual	level	constraints.	Following	the	

sustainable	livelihoods	framework	the	research	identifies	that	by	alleviating	constraints	in	an	

area,	 the	 organization	 has	 created	 a	 bottleneck	 in	 another	 area	 and	 has	 thus	 overall	 had	 a	

limited	impact	on	pro-poor	agricultural	development.	Nonetheless,	the	framework	enables	to	
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identify	 that	by	adapting	 in	order	 to	 respond	 to	new	context	 in	which	 the	 farmers	operate,	

there	are	possibilities	for	the	social	business	to	increase	its	impact	

	

This	section	of	the	paper	will	aim	to	discuss	these	findings,	 in	the	wider	context,	 in	order	to	

provide	 prospects	 to	 for	 long-term	 strategies	 for	 Momentum	 Trust.	 Moreover,	 it	 will	 be	

assessed	 if	 the	 business	 model	 is	 in	 fact	 pro-poor,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 limitations	 to	 social	

businesses	in	a	developing	country	context.		

8.1 Prospects	for	long-term	strategies	

This	 first	 sub-section	 will	 include	 elements	 of	 the	 literature	 and	 historical	 background	 in	

order	to	provide	prospects	for	long-term	strategies	for	Momentum	Trust,	in	order	to	discuss	

how	to	respond	to	the	changing	context	and	changing	needs	of	the	small-scale	farmers.			

8.1.1 Integrating	pull	factors	

The	first	element	would	be	to	reduce	the	bottleneck	that	the	organization	has	created	at	the	

farmer’s	end.	The	organization	has	focused	on	push	factors	to	incentivize	farmers	to	increase	

their	outputs	 in	hope	 that	 this	would	bring	about	 food	security	and	 income	 for	 the	 farmers	

and	 the	 research	 finds	 that	 the	 sustainability	of	 those	 impacts	 is	 at	 risk	 if	 there	are	no	pull	

factors	on	the	other	side.		

	

Particularly	important	pull	factors	in	agricultural	development	would	be	elements	of	markets,	

such	 as	 a	 demand	driven	production	 increase.	As	 lack	 of	market	 access	 and	 lack	 of	market	

information	appear	often	in	the	discourse	of	farmers,	integrating	elements	of	the	value	chain	

analysis	 would	 offer	 perspectives	 to	 link	 farmers	 to	 markets	 and	 potentially	 increase	 the	

power	of	farmers	in	local	or	even	global	context.	The	value	chain	analysis	enables	to	look	at	

the	 “full	 range	of	activities	which	are	 required	 to	bring	a	product	or	 service	 from	conception,	

through	 the	 different	 phases	 of	 production	 (…),	 delivery	 to	 final	 consumers	 and	 final	 disposal	

after	 use”	 (Kaplinsky,	 Morris,	 Barrientos,	 Smith,	 &	 Barnes,	 2001,	 p.4).	 It	 thus	 offers	 insight	

because	 of	 its	 capacity	 to	 look	 beyond	 the	 firm	 and	 into	 dynamics	 between	 buyers	 and	

producers	as	well	as	market	characteristics.	Thus	it	can	take	into	account	not	only	the	factors	

that	constrain	the	small-scale	 farmers	 in	production	but	also	the	market	characteristics	and	

buyer	 characteristics	 that	 would	 enable	 to	 understand	 the	 maize	 value	 chain	 dynamics.	
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Scholars	 have	 argued	 that	 value	 chain	 analysis	 can	 help	 in	 addressing	 how	 to	 provide	

sustainable	 income	 growth	 for	 poor	 people	 (Altenburg,	 2007;	 Kaplinsky,	 2000).	 The	 value	

chain	analysis	alone	is	often	used	in	addressing	how	to	link	small-scale	farmers	to	markets	in	

order	 to	 improve	 livelihoods	 and	 food	 security	 (Henriksen,	 Riisgaard,	 Ponte,	 Hartwich,	 &	

Kormawa,	 2010;	 Tijaja,	 2012;	 UNIDO,	 2011;	 Van	 Dijk	 &	 Trienekens,	 2012)	 Upgrading,	 i.e.	

moving	up	the	value	chain,	is	often	addressed	as	a	condition	to	improve	livelihoods,	in	order	

to	capture	more	of	the	value	adding	process	(Hawkes	&	Ruel,	2011).	Van	Dijk	and	Trienekens	

(2012)	suggest	four	main	conditions	that	are	necessary	to	upgrading	in	the	case	of	small-scale	

farmers:	 access	 to	 knowledge	 and	 technology,	 access	 to	 credit,	 farmer	 organizations	 and	

market	access.	In	this	paper,	it	has	been	shown	that	Momentum	Trust	has	provided	credit	and	

access	 to	 knowledge	 to	 farmers.	 Thus,	 to	 sustain	 the	 social	 change	 and	 enable	 farmers	 to	

increase	 their	 livelihoods,	 farmer	 organizations	 can	 potentially	 be	 a	 future	 outlook	 of	 the	

group	dynamics,	if	positive	dynamics	can	be	sustained,	which	is	in	itself	not	an	easy	task.	Yet,	

market	access	remains	the	strongest	constraint	that	seems	unlikely	that	upgrading	will	go	any	

further	if	farmers	cannot	access	a	market.		

	

In	a	detailed	value	chain	analysis	of	the	maize	markets	in	Kenya,	Kirimi	et	al.	(2011)	find	that	

the	number	of	households	selling	maize	 is	 increasing,	yet	 the	quantities	sold	per	household	

are	decreasing.	He	also	finds	a	high	variability	of	prices	even	in	the	same	location	and	a	strong	

heterogeneity	between	farmers.	Hence,	these	elements	of	local	market	configuration	of	maize	

can	 enable	 to	 better	 understand	 how	 to	 create	 sustainable	 solutions	 for	 the	 smallholders’	

integration	 into	 local	maize	market.	Moreover,	 in-depth	 value	 chain	 analysis	 of	 other	 local	

crops	or	of	export	crops	would	enable	to	show	were	opportunities	can	reside	for	the	farmers,	

given	their	current	livelihood	situation.	Maize	could	thus	be	a	stepping-stone	before	moving	

into	 higher	 value-adding	 crops,	 which	 are	 in	 demand,	 either	 locally	 or	 on	 global	 markets.	

Moreover,	creating	on-farm	diversification	allows	building	resilience	in	case	of	shocks	in	one	

of	the	farm	crops	or	activities	(Ashley	&	Maxwell,	2002).		

	

Nonetheless,	it	is	not	as	easy	as	merely	finding	a	product	that	is	in	demand	and	transmitting	

knowledge	 to	 the	 farmers	 for	 them	 to	 engage	 in.	 Numerous	 constraints	 exist	 at	 the	micro,	

meso	 and	 macro	 level,	 from	 the	 will	 of	 farmers	 to	 engage	 in	 the	 suggested	 crops	 to	

establishing	 linkages	 with	 buyers.	 What	 is	 argued	 here	 is	 that	 elements	 of	 value	 chain	
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configuration	 can	 enable	 to	 look	 beyond	 the	 farmer	 level	 into	wider	 structural	 issues.	 The	

sustainable	 livelihoods	 approach	 has	 indeed	 been	 criticized	 for	 not	 addressing	 power	

relations	and	structural	constraints	(De	Haan,	2012;	Moser	et	al.,	2001;	Small,	2007)	and	the	

value	 chain	 analysis	 looks	beyond	 the	 firm	 into	 the	power	dynamics	 (Gereffi,	Humphrey,	&	

Sturgeon,	2005),	 thus	a	combination	of	both	approaches	holds	strong	relevancy	to	 integrate	

pull	factors	into	the	social	business	model.		

	

On	 this	 note,	 The	 European	 Commission	 (2011)	 recommends	 the	 combination	 of	 the	 value	

chain	 approach	 to	 understand	 the	 dynamics	 of	 markets	 to	 the	 sustainable	 livelihood	

framework	 in	 order	 to	 increase	 the	 relevancy	 of	 the	 analysis	 for	 pro-poor	 development.	

However,	 no	 specific	 framework	 combining	 the	 two	 has	 yet	 emerged,	 to	 the	 researcher’s	

knowledge.	 In	 this	 light,	 creating	 such	 a	 tool	 could	 complete	 the	 sustainable	 livelihoods	

framework	in	addressing	pro-poor	growth	in	a	more	holistic	way.		

8.1.2 Integrating	other	actors	

In	addition	to	finding	the	right	markets	and	buyers	for	farmers,	change	will	only	happen	if	the	

farmers	 can	 be	 part	 of	 this	 livelihood	 creation	 strategy.	 Indeed,	 knowledge	 sharing	 is	 the	

result	 of	 a	 rich	 social	 interaction	and	not	of	 external	 imposing	 structures	 (van	den	Hooff	&	

Huysman,	 2009).	 Thus	 finding	 the	 crops,	 the	 harvesting	 techniques	 and	 the	 marketing	

channels	by	which	to	do	so	will	inherently	depend	on	the	organization’s	capacity	to	take	into	

account	 the	 farmers’	discourse	and	co-create	 livelihood	strategies.	 It	will	not	be	a	matter	of	

the	objective	best	technique	and	product,	rather	one	that	fits	to	what	the	small-scale	farmers	

desire.	 	 The	 IAASTD	 (2009)	 has	 fully	 recognized	 the	 importance	 of	 local	 traditions	 and	

cultures	in	agriculture	and	has	taken	a	stand	to	defend	the	‘multiconnectedness	of	agriculture’s	

roles	 and	 functions’.	 Moreover,	 the	 process	 of	 development	 needs	 to	 be	 participatory	 and	

people-centered	 (Kingsbury	 et	 al.,	 2004).	 The	 social	 business	 model	 was	 focused	 on	

enhancing	 the	 livelihoods	 of	 small-scale	 farmers	 but	 has	 involved	 little	 participation	 of	 the	

smallholder	farmers	in	the	business	model	as	of	today.	After	two	years	of	operating	in	Siaya,	it	

has	realistically	reach	a	crossroads	that	can	be	either	an	opportunity	to	adapt	to	the	changing	

needs	of	the	farmers	in	the	new	context	or	can	risk	a	mission	drift.	The	increase	heterogeneity	

of	 farmers	 will	 prove	 to	 be	 the	 most	 challenging	 point	 in	 being	 able	 to	 steer	 the	 social	

business	model	to	fit	the	desired	outcome	of	poverty	reduction	and	food	security.	Taking	into	



	 	 70	

account	 the	 different	 voices	 of	 local	 actors	 in	 designing	 strategies	 for	 rural	 households	 is	

central	(De	Janvry,	Sadoulet,	&	Murgai,	2002).	Beckmann	and	Zeyen	(2013)	suggest	that	social	

businesses	expand	 in	step-by-step	mode,	starting	with	small	groups	and	scaling-up	 through	

constant	 monitoring	 in	 order	 to	 ensure	 stakeholder	 participation	 into	 the	 social	 business	

model.	Similarly,	Shaw	and	Carter	(2007)	argue	that	the	starting	point	should	be	to	build	trust	

and	 collaboration	 with	 a	 network	 in	 the	 communities	 and	 then	 gradually	 adapt	 the	 social	

business	model	according	to	the	experiences.	Hence,	for	future	outlook	in	the	social	business,	

gradual	adaptation	through	increase	participation	and	voice	of	stakeholders	will	be	necessary.	

Accurately	 representing	 the	 needs	 of	 the	 beneficiaries	 is	 not	 an	 easy	 task,	 yet	 if	 a	 social	

business	 is	 to	 survive	 it	 should	 understand	 the	 true	 constraints	 faced	 by	 its	 target	 and	 the	

optimal	way	to	address	these	constraints.		

	

Moreover,	 in	 addition	 to	 understanding	 buyers	 though	 value	 chain	 analysis	 and	

understanding	 farmers	 through	 participatory	 methods,	 the	 wider	 context,	 although	 only	

briefly	discussed	here,	is	of	major	importance.	Growth	will	not	happen	through	markets	alone	

(Salami	 et	 al.,	 2010).	 The	 historical	 background	 has	 brought	 up	 the	 importance	 of	

infrastructure,	(Diao	et	al.,	2007),	functioning	institutions	(De	Laiglesia,	2006),	linkages	with	

rural	non	farm	sector	that	can	allow	some	farmers	to	move	out	of	agriculture	and	into	other	

activities	 (Davis	 et	 al.,	 2002).	All	 these	 elements	 constitute	wider	 constraints	 that	 have	not	

been	 addressed	 here	 not	 have	 they	 been	 by	 the	 social	 business.	 Momentum	 Trust	 cannot	

realistically	 challenge	 all	 these	 elements	 alone,	 yet	 farmers	 are	 embedded	 in	 this	 context.	

Addressing	pro-poor	agricultural	development	will	need	to	include	a	range	of	different	actors,	

from	 the	 Kenyan	 governments	 or	 Siaya	 County	 institutions	 to	 Non-Governmental	

Organizations	(NGOs)	to	civil	society.	As	the	Green	Revolution	in	Asia	happened	under	strong	

pro-active	government,	pro-poor	agricultural	growth	in	East	Africa	will	depend	on	a	range	of	

actors	(P.	B.	R.	Hazell,	2009).		

8.1.3 Integrating	change	

The	 historical	 analysis	 of	 agriculture	 in	 development	 has	 shown	 that	 there	 are	 changing	

configurations	of	markets	in	today’s	economy	and	further	analysis	of	the	elements	of	change	

can	enable	 to	better	predict	 future	outcomes	(Murphy,	2012).	The	supermarket	culture	and	

the	increasing	demand	for	standardized	and	quality	products	will	require	higher	processing,	
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better	quality,	and	timely	delivery	of	sufficient	quantities.	This	creates	high	entry	barriers	for	

small-scale	farmers	to	 integrate	supply	chains.	One	often	mentioned	way	to	overcome	these	

entry	 barriers	 is	 through	 the	 creation	 of	 cooperatives	 in	 order	 to	 leverage	 power	 against	

buyers.	 However,	 again,	 this	 requires	 will	 on	 the	 farmers’	 part	 to	 take	 control	 over	 their	

livelihoods.	Giving	farmers	access	to	information	about	 local	and	global	markets	of	different	

crops	 can	 enable	 for	 better	 decision-making	 on	 their	 part.	 As	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development	was	 defined	 as	 increasing	 the	 opportunities	within	 the	 agricultural	 sector	 for	

the	small-scale	farmer,	elements	of	change	can	be	regarded	as	new	constraints	but	can	also	be	

provide	elements	for	new	opportunities.	These	new	elements	of	markets	should	be	addressed	

in	 order	 to	 find	 sustainable	 ways	 to	 foster	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development	 in	 an	

increasingly	globalized	world.	

	

Moreover,	the	literature	shows	the	role	of	the	smallholder	farmer	in	the	development	process	

is	debated	(Altenburg,	2007;	Collier,	2008;	De	Schutter,	2010;	Timmer,	2009).	This	should	not	

be	interpreted	by	finding	the	correct	stance,	rather	it	should	be	understood	that	depending	on	

the	 context	 and	 the	 individual	 small-scale	 farmer,	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 solutions	 could	 apply.	

Momentum	Trust	could	thus,	in	collaboration	with	the	farmers,	establish	a	vision	of	what	role	

they	want	to	engage	in,	and	co-create	livelihood	strategies	accordingly	to	.		

8.2 Reflections	on	the	social	business	as	development	actor	

This	 sub-section	 will	 aim	 for	 a	 more	 theoretical	 discussion	 on	 the	 social	 business	 as	 a	

development	actor,	by	questioning	if	the	social	business	in	this	case	study	is,	in	fact,	pro-poor	

and	 by	 addressing	 general	 reflections	 on	 the	 role	 of	 a	 social	 business	 in	 a	 development	

context	and	its	limitations.		

8.2.1 Is	the	business	model	in	fact	pro-poor?	

One	can	rightfully	wonder	 if	 this	social	business	has	 in	 fact	been	targeted	towards	the	poor	

and	 if	 it	 has	 benefited	 the	 poor.	 The	 opportunities	 of	 social	 businesses,	 as	 explained	 in	 the	

introduction,	have	in	fact	been	that	they	enable	marginalized	groups	to	take	part	in	economic	

processes	 and	empower	 them	 to	 take	 control	 over	 their	 lives	 (Thompson	et	 al.,	 2000).	The	

targeted	smallholder	farmers	are	indeed	marginalized	according	to	almost	every	aspect	of	the	

definition	 of	 Murphy	 (2012)	 and	 have	 indeed	 felt	 empowered	 as	 an	 outcome	 of	 the	
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intervention	 of	 Momentum	 Trust.	 However,	 the	 social	 business	 model	 does	 rely	 on	

smallholder	 farmers	 resulting	 in	 accessing	 loans	 and	 thus	 being	 able	 to	 repay	 that	 loan.	

Kreutzer	 and	Mauksch	 (2013)	 do	 question	 to	 which	 extent	 a	 social	 business	 would	 target	

groups	that	cannot	participate	in	economic	processes	at	all.	Indeed,	it	could	be	said	that	this	

social	business	model	does	not	actually	target	the	poorest	of	the	poor,	as	for	example	landless	

farmers	or	casual	laborers	are	in	even	more	precarious	conditions.	Nonetheless,	the	fact	that	

poorer	people	exist	should	not	undermine	the	outcomes	of	the	social	business	model	on	the	

beneficiaries	 and	 the	 potential	 it	 has	 to	 contribute	 to	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development.	

Nonetheless,	 what	 is	 important	 to	mention	 is	 that	 this	 social	 business	 does	 not	 operate	 in	

vacuum,	and	that	the	 intervention	will	also	 impact	non-beneficiaries.	Hence,	 the	unintended	

impacts	 of	 the	 social	 business	model	 on	 the	wider	 community	may	 result	 in	positive	 social	

change	just	as	they	may	also	result	in	negative	externalities.	Indeed,	from	the	price	drop,	the	

landless	 farmers	 and	 casual	workers	may	have	benefited	 through	 cheaper	maize,	while	 the	

farmers	 who	 were	 in	 better	 position	 than	 the	 farmers	 who	 joined	 Momentum	 may	 have	

witnessed	a	substantial	loss	of	income	due	to	the	same	issue	and	thus	find	themselves	in	an	

increased	 vulnerability	 context.	Moreover,	 the	 low	price	may	have	made	 farmers	unable	 to	

hire	 casual	workers	 and	 could	have	 resulted	 in	 the	 loss	of	 income	and	 jobs	 for	 the	poorest	

segment	of	the	population	(casual	workers	and	landless	farmers).	Additionally,	by	positioning	

themself	as	an	input	supplier,	Momentum	Trust	may	have	forced	the	previous	input	suppliers	

to	 exit	 the	 market.	 Hence,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 also	 assess	 the	 unintended	 impacts	 of	 the	

intervention,	which	may	have	hurt	or	benefited	the	community	at	large,	paying	attention,	as	

Portes	(1998)	rightfully	suggests,	of	 the	exclusion	of	outsiders	through	the	 increasing	social	

ties	in	a	group.	Here	is	also	why	it	is	emphasized	in	the	literature	that	rural	development	also	

focuses	on	increasing	opportunities	off-farm,	in	order	to	allow	those	who	are	negatively	hurt	

by	agricultural	development	and	not	able	to	participate	to	efficiently	move	out	of	the	sector	

without	their	livelihoods	being	negatively	affected	(Davis	et	al.,	2002).		

	

As	Warren	and	Chambers	(1985)	suggest,	outsiders	often	misperceive	rural	poverty	and	thus	

result	 to	 misguided	 or	 misplaced	 efforts.	 Addressing	 the	 structural	 characteristics	 of	 rural	

poverty	 in	 Western	 Kenya	 can	 provide	 elements	 of	 understanding	 which	 strategies	 can	

effectively	foster	pro-poor	agricultural	development.		
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Moreover,	 the	question	of	 the	 failure	of	 the	 social	business,	 and	 the	moral	 responsibility	 in	

case	of	failure	should	be	addressed.	Failure	is	a	normal	element	in	a	corporate	structure,	yet	

the	social	business	may	have	in	the	mean	time	created	a	dependency	on	its	services	and	thus	

has	a	moral	obligation	to	continue	the	provision	of	service	(Kreutzer	&	Mauksch,	2013).	The	

smallholder	farmers	now	may	be	dependent	not	only	on	the	credits,	but	on	the	organization	

as	an	 input	provider,	 in	order	 to	access	 fertilizers	but	also	 seeds.	As	 the	analysis	 concludes	

that	 the	 organization	 is	 a	 crossroads	 to	 adapt	 the	 social	 business	 model	 to	 the	 changing	

environment,	 the	 question	 of	 the	moral	 responsibility	 of	 the	 social	 business	 is	 relevant.	 In	

case	the	organization	fails	to	adapt	to	the	changing	needs	of	the	farmers	and	has	to	exit	the	

area,	the	farmers	may	find	themselves	in	even	more	problematic	situation.		

8.2.2 The	social	business	in	a	development	context	

Lastly,	 general	 reflections	 on	 the	 generic	 social	 business	 model	 within	 the	 context	 of	

development	should	be	brought	up	and	the	limitations	to	the	role	it	can	hold.		

	

Acting	alone	as	an	actor	to	bring	about	development	strategies,	in	developing	country	context,	

is	unlikely	to	result	in	sustained	changes.	Thus,	one	should	be	careful	in	considering	the	social	

business	 alone	 as	 opportunities	 to	 bring	 about	 social	 change.	 As	 Salami	 et	 al.	 (2010)	

emphasize,	 there	 is	a	need	 for	all	 stakeholders	 to	align,	because	 the	barriers	 to	agricultural	

development	cannot	be	tackled	by	one	actor	alone.	Nonetheless,	Yunus	(2007)	argues	that	the	

social	business	does	not	necessarily	have	 to	address	 social	 issues	at	 large	but	 can	be	about	

impacting	 just	 one	 individual	 or	 a	 small	 group	 of	 people.	 Hence,	 the	 purpose	 of	 a	 social	

business	 would	 be	 to	 bring	 about	 positive	 social	 outcomes	 to	 small	 and	 specific	 contexts	

rather	than	aiming	to	change	the	world.		

	

However,	 Dey	 and	 Steyaert	 (2012)	 challenge	 the	 statement	 that	 social	 businesses	 are	

univocally	good.	Indeed,	desiring	to	bring	about	societal	change	may	be	a	noble	cause	in	itself,	

yet	that	does	not	imply	that	people	have	the	same	understanding	of	what	outcomes	should	be	

desirable	social	change.	Moreover,	it	is	not	only	a	question	of	what	the	desired	outcome	is,	but	

also	what	the	strategies	to	reach	those	outcomes	are	or	should	be.	Individuals	may	disagree	

on	how	to	reach	a	desired	end	goal.	In	this	light,	Kreutzer	and	Mauksch	(2013)	raise	the	issue	

that	social	businesses	do	not	account	for	diversity	as	they	inherently	do	not	involve	as	many	
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civil	society	actors	as	NGOs	and	thus	could	fail	to	represent	minorities.	Moreover,	they	state	

that:	

“In	 most	 cases,	 founders	 of	 social	 businesses	 are	 not	 representatives	 of	 the	 target	

group,	meaning	 that	 they	 are	 usually	 not	 elected	 by	 them.”	 (Kreutzer	 &	Mauksch,	

2013,	p.245)	

Hence,	 this	 raises	 the	 issue	 of	 the	 accountability	 of	 the	 social	 business	 and	 the	potential	 of	

weakening	democratic	processes.	This	issues	need	to	be	further	assessed	in	the	light	of	social	

businesses	operating	for	development	outcomes.	Indeed,	not	only	do	these	social	businesses	

thus	 prioritize	 development	 outcomes,	 they	 also	 address	 the	 strategies	 in	 which	 to	 reach	

these	 goals,	 and	 thus	 evidently	 set	 their	 own	 agenda.	 In	 the	 context	 of	 weak	 or	 inexistent	

institutions,	 social	 businesses	 can	 thus	 harm	 the	 already	weak	 democracy.	 Moreover,	 they	

may	undermine	actions	of	existing	institutions,	resulting	in	these	institutions	loosing	power.	

However,	 the	 social	 business,	 as	 it	 exists	 through	market	 conditions,	 may	 eventual	 fail	 on	

markets	and	not	be	able	to	assume	its	role	in	the	sustainable	way	that	other	institutions	act.				

	

Particularly	 in	 the	 case	 of	 foreign	 social	 businesses	 operating	 in	 developing	 countries	 for	

development	 outcomes,	 cross-cultural	 issues	 are	 bound	 to	 exist	 and	 particular	 attention	

should	thus	be	paid	to	 interactions	between	the	agenda	that	these	social	businesses	set	and	

the	ones	that	actors	 in	developing	countries	have.	This	echoes	with	development	ethics	and	

authors	 such	 as	 Gasper	 (1996)	 who	 look	 at	 the	 interaction	 between	 local	 cultures	 and	

development	and	question	 if	 the	values	 that	Western	cultures	hold	as	universal	ones	are	 in	

fact,	 universal	 values	 and	 whether	 they	 can	 hold	 superiority	 over	 local	 cultures.	 This	

argument	 finds	echo	with	 the	post-development	 theories,	where	development	 is	considered	

as	another	Western	hegemony	over	 the	world	 (Escobar,	2007).	 In	 this	 light,	Western	 social	

businesses	 could	 thus	 be	 seen	 as	 new	 ways	 to	 propagate	 Western	 values	 about	 what	 the	

desired	social	outcomes	are	and	how	to	reach	these.		

	

Finally,	 in	 a	more	 reflective	 discussion	 on	 the	 limitations	 of	 social	 businesses	 in	 actors	 for	

development,	Dey	and	Steyaert	(2012)	argue	that	 the	essence	of	 the	social	business	 itself	 is	

flawed,	as	it	aims	to	tackle	the	imperfections	of	markets,	through	market	mechanisms.	Indeed,	

if	 markets	 are	 unable	 to	 reach	 optimum	 outcomes	 in	 terms	 of	 social	 and	 environmental	

concerns,	 social	 businesses	 that	 aim	 to	 tackle	 these	 issues	 through	 market	 dynamics	 are	
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bound	 to	 be	 malfunctioning	 as	 well.	 	 Social	 businesses	 could	 thus	 be	 accused	 of	 only	

addressing	 the	 symptoms	 of	 the	 capitalist	 system	 and	 not	 its	 root	 causes,	 which	 are	 the	

unequal	power	relations.	On	the	same	note,	the	authors	suggest	to	investigate	further	how	the	

social	 business	 perpetuates	 the	 symbolic	 violence	 of	 the	 capitalistic	 system	 by	 providing	

legitimation	 for	 preserving	 the	 social	 order	 and	 unequal	 power	 relations	 (Dey	 &	 Steyaert,	

2012).		

9 Conclusion	

This	research	now	concludes	with	an	overview	of	this	case	study	in	addressing	the	question	to	

what	extent	does	a	social	business	contribute	to	pro-poor	agricultural	development.	

	

With	empirical	 findings	and	analysis,	 the	 research	 finds	 that	 the	 social	business	model	 that	

was	 the	 focus	of	 the	 case	does	not	 result	 in	 sustainable	pro-poor	agricultural	development;	

rather	 it	 has	 alleviated	 some	 constraints	 small-scale	 farmers	 faced	 on	 an	 individual	 level.	

Without	 wider	 changes	 in	 the	 context	 in	 which	 the	 small-scale	 farmers	 operate,	 changes,	

which	 cannot	 be	 realistically	 addressed	 by	 the	 social	 business	 alone,	 pro-poor	 agricultural	

development	 is	 unlikely	 to	 continue.	 Nonetheless,	 as	 the	 social	 business	 evolves	 and	 the	

context	evolves	due	to	its	presence,	the	emerging	issues	need	to	be	taken	into	account	and	the	

social	 business	 model	 adapted	 to	 continuously	 reflect	 the	 needs	 of	 the	 beneficiaries.	

Empowering	small-scale	farmers	is	a	first	step	in	the	development	process	by	giving	a	voice	to	

marginalized	 groups.	 Lasting	 change	 will	 take	 time,	 dedication,	 leadership	 and	 constant	

adaptation,	 and	 the	 social	 business	 should	 now	 continue	 down	 this	 path,	 through	 constant	

reassessment	 in	 understanding	 how	 to	 rightfully	 address	 the	 intended	 beneficiaries.	 This	

provides	elements	for	discussion	on	the	role	of	the	social	business	as	a	development	actor	and	

its	limitations.			

9.1 Implications	for	practice	

In	practice,	this	study	thus	recommends	for	Momentum	Trust	to	look	into	maize	value	chains	

and	 their	 local	 and	 global	 configurations	 to	 gain	 insight	 as	 to	 how	 to	 steer	 their	 farmers’	

production	to	fit	buyers’	standards	and	how	to	link	the	farmers	with	buyers.	Moreover,	before	

entering	different	crops	in	diversifying	the	on-farm	strategies	of	the	farmers,	the	organization	
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should	 also	 conduct	 value	 chain	 analyses	 in	order	 to	 integrate	 elements	of	markets	 into	 its	

strategy,	without	which	 the	same	outcomes	as	 the	ones	 that	have	happened	with	maize	are	

bound	 to	 happen	 again.	 Additionally,	 this	 implies	 also	 reassessing	 the	 business	 model	 by	

positioning	 itself	 differently	 in	 helping	 small-scale	 farmers	 become	 food	 secure	 and	

generating	income	from	their	crops,	and	this	should	be	continuously	readdressed	according	to	

the	evolving	context.	Lastly,	the	social	business	could	question	whether	its	strategy	should	be	

to	keep	on	growing	and	integrating	more	farmers,	or	if	 it	should	concentrate	on	the	already	

existing	groups	of	farmers	in	co-creating	truly	sustainable	livelihoods	solutions.		

	

For	other	social	business	models,	generalization	of	the	findings	should	be	made	cautiously,	as	

it	does	not	fall	within	the	methodology	of	this	paper	to	generalize	the	findings.	Nonetheless,	in	

the	 context	 of	 social	 businesses	 for	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development,	 the	 elements	 of	

carefully	considering	the	needs	of	the	beneficiaries	and	the	impacts	of	the	business	model	on	

outsiders	could	apply	to	a	range	of	different	social	businesses,	as	well	as	the	need	to	be	aware	

of	the	moral	responsibility	that	arises	from	taking	part	in	any	type	of	development	activity.		

9.2 Implications	further	research	

This	 sub-section	will	 explicit	 some	 ideas	 for	 further	 research.	 First,	 because	 of	 the	 limited	

time	available	for	the	research	process	and	the	fact	that	the	Momentum	Trust	has	only	been	

operating	 for	 two	 years	 in	 Siaya,	 the	 study	 was	 of	 cross-sectional	 nature.	 Conducting	 a	

longitudinal	 study	 of	 the	 organization	 could	 provide	 more	 elements	 of	 response	 into	 the	

contributions	 of	 the	 social	 business	 after	 an	 increasing	 amount	 of	 time	 and	 the	 process	 by	

which	adaptation	happens	and	if	the	social	business	model	is	viable.		

	

Moreover,	further	research	could	be	conducted	for	different	models	of	social	businesses	and	

their	 outcomes	 on	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development,	 as	 well	 as	 for	 similar	 models	 in	

different	 contexts	 of	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development,	 in	 order	 to	 be	 able	 to	 generalize	

findings.	Using	quantitative	data	in	order	to	find	measurable	outcomes	of	impacts	of	the	social	

business	in	development	could	also	be	considered.		

	

This	study	also	offer	insights	for	reflections	and	further	research	in	combining	approaches	to	

address	pro-poor	agricultural	development	in	a	more	holistic	way,	such	as	by	combining	the	
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sustainable	livelihoods	approach	and	the	value	chain	analysis.	This	paper	thus	suggests	that	

there	is	great	potential	in	further	research	to	be	conducted	to	combine	the	two	approaches	in	

order	to	focus	on	making	agricultural	markets	work	for	the	small-scale	farmers.	

		

Finally,	 the	 normative	 role	 of	 social	 businesses,	 and	 critical	 issues	 of	 democracy,	 and	 the	

predominance	of	the	private	sector	in	contexts	of	failing	states	could	be	further	researched	for	

better	understanding	of	the	role	of	social	businesses	in	a	development	context,	especially	the	

Western	 social	 business	 and	 its	 implications	 as	 perpetuator	 of	Western	 values	 as	 universal	

values,	or	as	an	actor	weakening	democratic	forces.			

9.3 Limitations		

By	 its	 focus	 on	 a	 single	 case	 study	 through	 a	 social	 constructivist	 approach,	 this	 research	

cannot	aim	to	generalize	the	findings	but	rather	shows	the	complexity	of	elements	necessary	

to	 pro-poor	 agricultural	 development.	 Blueprints	 for	 poverty	 reduction	 and	 growth	 do	 not	

exist	 and	 the	 paths	 to	 agricultural	 development	 will	 depend	 on	 each	 specific	 context.	 The	

paths	taken	by	small-scale	farmers	in	improving	their	livelihoods	will	be	numerous	and	likely	

to	echo	all	 the	different	views	on	 the	 role	of	 the	 small-scale	producer	 in	development.	This	

case	is	hence	just	one	of	the	many	depictions	of	the	scenarios	that	can	arise	from	interactions	

between	a	social	business	for	pro-poor	agricultural	development	and	the	smallholder	farmer.	

Moreover,	because	of	the	characteristics	of	 the	sustainable	 livelihood	framework,	which	has	

guided	the	analysis,	the	study	has	focused	on	the	farmers’	strategies	in	the	meso-level	context.	

As	the	sustainable	livelihoods	framework	does	not	accurately	represent	power	relations,	this	

research	may	not	accurately	represent	wider	contextual	and	structural	constraints.		

9.4 Final	thoughts	

I	would	like	to	express	that	although	this	research	may	paint	a	very	unenthusiastic	depiction	

of	the	social	business,	I	do	not	wish	to	undermine	that	the	social	business,	in	fact,	shows	great	

potential	 for	 the	 economy	 and	 the	 business	 environment	 to	move	 on	 from	 the	 destructive	

mindset	of	unlimited	growth	and	accumulation	and	towards	a	more	inclusive	society.	What	I	

have	tried	to	convey	nonetheless,	is	that	it	should	not	be	exempt	of	criticism	just	for	trying	to	

do	things	better,	as	I	believe	that	the	some	of	the	answers	to	creating	a	more	equal,	just	and	

altogether	human	society	lie	outside	the	boundaries	of	the	economy.		
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"It	is	not	a	question	of	substituting	a	“good	economy”	for	a	“bad”,	a	good	growth	or	

a	good	development	 with	 a	 bad	 one	 by	 repainting	 them	 in	 green,	 or	 social,	 or	

equitable,	with	a	more	or	 less	strong	dose	of	official	regulation,	or	hybridization	by	

the	 logic	 of	 gifts	 and	 solidarity,	 but	 a	 question	of	 just	 leaving	the	 economy."	

(Latouche,	2010) 
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Appendixes		

Appendix	1	–	List	of	informants	

Name	 From	(name	of	group)	 Function	

William	Omollo	 Segere	1	 Group	leader	

Washington	Oduor	Opondo	 Agulu	A	 Group	leader	

Francis	Mbala	Kanyanga	 Nyangidi	1	 Group	leader	

Hellen	Owiti	 Uhembo	South	 Group	leader	

Michael	Omondi	 Nyaluanga	B	 Group	leader	

John	Ligera	 Ondheyo	1	 Momentum	Farmer	

Unknown	name	(man)	 Kodiere	Development	Group	 New	Group	leader	

Alice	Beuta	 Nyaluanga	B	 Momentum	Farmer	

Lucy	Atieno	Agenya	 Nyaluanga	B	 Momentum	Farmer	

Gilbert	Okoth	 Nyaluanga	B	 Momentum	Farmer	

Maria	Atieno	Okoth	 Nyaluanga	B	 Momentum	Farmer	

Unknown	name	(woman)	 Kanagere	1	 Momentum	Farmer	

Unknown	name	(woman)	 Kanagere	1	 Momentum	Farmer	

Florence	 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

Marcili	Otieno	 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

Rose	1	 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

John	Oduor	 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

Gilbert	Okumu		 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

Eunice	Atieno	 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

Diana	Kerubo	 Umala	2	 Momentum	Farmer	

Mary	 Umala	3	 New	Momentum	Farmer	

Rose	2	 Umala	3	 New	Momentum	Farmer	

Sunny	Otieno	 Umala	3	 New	Momentum	Farmer	

Jacqueline		 Umala	3	 New	Momentum	Farmer		

Kevin	Okello	 Momentum	Trust	 Momentum	Project	Manager		

Eunice	Odhiambo	 Momentum	Trust	 Momentum	Trust	Field	Trainer	

Joseph	John	Ochieng	 Momentum	Trust	 Momentum	Trust	Field	Trainer	

Everline	Adhiambo	 Kisumu	 Community	member	



	 	 xi	

Appendix	2	–	Overview	of	codes	and	dates	of	interviews		

Interview	
code	

Location	and	date	of	interview	

Focus	group	discussion,	Ouru	–	10.02.2016	
GL1M	 With	William	Omollo,	Washington	Oduor	Opondo	 and	Francis	Mbala	

Kanyanga	
At	Momentum	office,	Ouru	-10.02.2016	

MT2F	 Interview	with	Hellen	Owiti	
MT3M	 Interview	with	Michael	Omondi	B		
MT4M	 Interview	with	John	Ligera		

Nyaluanga	B	visit	–	22.02.2016	
NY4F	 Interview	with	Alice	Beuta		
NY5F	 Interview	with	Lucy	Atieno	Agenya		
NY6M	 Interview	with	Gilbert	Okoth		
NY7F	 Interview	with	Maria	Atieno	Okoth		

Kanagere	1	visit	–	24.02.2016	
Ka8F	 Interview	with	unknown	woman		
Ka9F	 Interview	with	unknown	woman		

Umala	2	visit	–	25.02.2016	
Um10F	 Interview	with	Florence		
Um11F	 Interview	with	Marcili	Otieno		
Um12F	 Interview	with	Rose	1		
Um13M	 Interview	with	john	Oduor		
Um14M	 Interview	with	Gilbert	Okumu		
Um15F	 Interview	with	Eunice	Atieno		
Um16F	 Interview	with	Diana	Kerubo		

Umala	3	visit	–	25.02.2016		
UmNM17F	 Interview	with	Mary		
UmNM18F	 Interview	with	Rose	2		
UmNM19M	 Interview	with	Sunny	Otieno		
UmNM20F	 Interview	with	Jaqueline		

Interview	with	Momentum	Staff	in	Ouru–	30.02.2016	
MTS21M	 Interview	with	Kevin	Okello		
MTS22M	 Interview	with	Joseph	Ochieng	
MTS23F	 Interview	with	Eunice	Odhiambo	
MT24F	 Interview	in	Kisumu	with	Everline–	01.03.2016	
KD25M	 Kodiere	Development	Group	visit	–	14.02.2016	
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Appendix	3	–	Open	coding	process	

Open	Code	 Occurrences	 Example	of	participants’	words	
Training	 in	 good	 harvest	
techniques	was	beneficial	

9	 "In	 the	 short	 time	 Momentum	 has	 been	
here,	 we	 farmers	 have	 profited	 through	
the	teaching,	we	have	better	outputs	now."	

Paying	school	fees	 8	 "I	want	to	ensure	my	children	go	to	school.	
I	 don’t	 want	 my	 children	 to	 be	 in	 my	
position.	So	it	is	important	for	me	that	they	
all	go	to	school.”	

Connections	 between	
farming	 and	 livestock	
rearing	

4	 “There	is	also	a	cooperation	between	the	
hens	and	farming,	so	it	is	possible.”	
	

Maize	 cooperative	 to	
leverage	 power	 against	
buyer	

3	 “If	we	could	be	a	cooperative,	we	could	
find	buyers,	because	in	the	future	there	
will	be	more	production.”	

Desire	 to	mechanize	 farms	
(tractors)	

4	 “Yes,	if	Momentum	Trust	could	invest	in	a	
tractor	per	area,	to	help	with	the	plowing	
and	harrowing.”	

Challenges	 of	 forming	 a	
cooperative	

2	 “We	need	larger	amount	to	be	a	
cooperative.”	

Hardship	of	the	farm	work	 5	 “The	first	challenge	is	the	land	
preparation.	If	we	could	get	a	tractor,	and	
pay	in	bits,	it	would	help	us	catch	up	on	
time.	Sometimes	we	have	not	prepared	the	
land	when	the	rain	falls.	Alone	it	takes	one	
month	to	prepare	1	acre,	with	a	tractor	it	
takes	40	minutes.”	

Diversification	of	activities	 14	 “Yes	I	hold	a	shop	that	sells	house	supplies.	
Farming	is	a	must,	everybody	needs	to	do	
and	my	activity	is	this	shop.”	

Diversification	of	crops	 16	 “I	plant	vegetables	to	add	money.”	
Diversification	 through	
livestock	

16	 “Yes	I’m	in	the	Community	health	worked	
and	I	have	poultry	as	well.	If	I	need	sugar,	
soap,	I	sell	my	chicken.”	

Farming	 for	 domestic	
consumption	

15	 “I	 don’t	 have	 any	 maize	 to	 sell	 though.	 I	
have	 8	 children	 so	we	 eat	 all	 the	maize	 I	
harvest.”	
	
	

Food	security	 12	 “There	is	an	increase	in	production	of	food,	
especially	maize.	I’m	secure	in	my	food	
consumption	now.”	
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Group	 work	 fosters	
knowledge	transfers	

9	 “Concerning	the	group,	you	cannot	
succeed	without	a	group.”	

Hire	 casual	 labor	 for	 land	
preparation	

8	 “Sometimes	we	need	to	have	laborers	
come	and	help,	then	we	need	to	pay.”	

Change	 has	 been	
implemented	

6	 “The	 teaching	 from	 Momentum	 Trust	
changed	 my	 way	 of	 farming.	 Momentum	
has	 also	 changed	 the	 pattern	 of	 buying	
grains	in	the	area.”	

Importance	 of	 agriculture	
in	local	culture	

3	 “But	any	home	that	does	not	do	agriculture	
is	not	a	good	home.	There	is	no	food	in	that	
home.	Even	if	the	children	go	to	school,	if	
they	are	hungry,	they	cannot	learn.	
Agriculture	is	necessary.”	

Increase	 in	 maize	
production	quantity	

17	 “My	yield	improved.	Before	I	would	
harvest	1	½	sac	in	the	long	rains	but	last	
year	when	I	joined,	I	got	4	sacs	on	1	acre.	I	
had	never	seen	that	before.”	

Increase	 in	maize	 quantity	
has	dropped	the	price	

12	 “Since	Momentum	has	entered	the	area,	
the	production	has	gone	up,	so	the	price	
has	dropped,	so	now	we	need	to	sell	our	
production	somewhere	else.”	

Increase	in	income	 2	 “Now	I	don’t	need	to	buy	maize	anymore,	
but	before	yes.	I	don’t	sell.	I	used	to	
harvest	20	goros	goros	and	now	I	have	3	
sacs,	so	I	can	feed	my	family	without	
buying	maize.	Because	of	that,	I	have	a	
little	more	money	than	in	the	seasons	
before	I	joined	the	Momentum	group.”	

Increase	in	maize	quality	 1	 “If	you	compare	the	maize,	there	was	a	big	
difference.	Ours	looked	green	and	neat	and	
good.”	

Input	 price	 is	 too	 high	
compared	 to	 potential	
sales	profits	

3	 “This	is	because	the	price	of	fuel	is	too	
high.	We	plow	with	a	tractor,	twice	so	the	
tractor	goes	by	2	times,	that	costs	2	times	
4	000	KES	so	8000	KES,	plus	seeds,	and	
fertilizer.	And	fertilizer	costs	too	much.	
The	nutrients	in	the	soil	are	too	low,	so	we	
need	the	fertilizers.	For	one	acre,	you	have	
about	16	000	or	18	000	KES	of	inputs.	If	I	
sell	a	bag	for	50KES,	I	make	a	loss.”	

Insufficient	 maize	 output	
to	benefit	from	sales	

1	 “I	don’t	have	much	to	sell”	

Knowledge	transfers	 10	 “Momentum	has	taught	us	how	to	plant	
maize	and	sorghum.	We	realized	we	had	
been	planting	not	in	the	right	way.	
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Momentum	taught	us	about	spacing	and	
timing	depending	on	rain	falls,	how	to	
apply	fertilizers.	We	tried	and	it	was	
good.”	

Absence	 of	 buyers	 for	
maize	in	the	region	

4	 “We	came	to	the	office	for	them	to	find	a	
buyer,	but	the	buyer	couldn’t	be	found.”	

Lack	of	disposable	income	 12	 “The	biggest	challenge	is	planning.	They	
don’t	have	enough	income,	so	everything	
to	them	is	an	emergency,	paying	school	
fees,	loans,	buying	food.”	

Lack	of	infrastructure	 9	 “The	biggest	problem	is	transportation.	
You’ve	seen	our	roads,	how	they	are.	
Maybe	sometimes	you	want	to	take	your	
produce	to	a	bigger	market	but	the	roads	
are	just	not	there.”	

Lack	 of	 market	 access	 or	
lack	of	market	information	

6	 “We	 don’t	 sell	 at	 the	 market	 because	 we	
don’t	know	where	the	right	market	 is	you	
farm	and	you	have	nowhere	to	take	it.”	

Learning	 is	 a	 gradual	
process	

3	 “Some	people	capture	information	after	a	
long	time.	Change	takes	time.”	

Loan	repayment	issues	 5	 “The	draught	was	too	much,	and	I	rent	my	
land.	With	the	bad	harvest,	the	money	for	
seeds,	paying	Momentum,	how	can	I	do?”	

Local	demand	is	too	low	to	
ensure	 profitability	 of	
farming	

2	 “You	see	people	who	come	for	maize,	they	
are	consumers	who	come	one	by	one.	One	
goro	goro	here,	one	goro	goro	there.”	

Maize	 is	 a	 first	 step	before	
diversifying	

4	 “I	feel	to	change	to	another	cash	crop	get	
more	money	in	the	future	for	schools.	
When	maize	is	there,	the	price	becomes	
low.	For	example	groundnuts	and	beans	
have	a	good	price.”	

Need	 to	 find	 a	 different	
market	for	maize	

5	 “Well	if	I	get	good	harvest,	I	will	sell	
outside	this	place.	“	

No	 change	 in	 standards	 of	
living		

3	 “Those	who	are	ready	for	change	will	
change	their	living	standards	and	slowly	
venture	into	other	cash	crop	farming;	few	
can	see	the	project	has	helped	them.	The	
majority	don’t	see	change.	It	all	depends	
with	the	person.”	

Organization	 has	 more	
power	 than	 individual	
farmer	

2	 “If	 you	 could	 negotiate	 with	 the	
government	 to	 buy	 a	 tractor,	 the	
government	 will	 understand	 you	 because	
you	 have	 a	 voice,	 you	 are	 a	 foreign	
organization,	so	they	will	respect	you.	You	
already	 have	 the	 subsidy	 for	 the	
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fertilizers”	
Positive	 attitude	 towards	
Momentum	Trust	

3	 “Yes	I	know	that	next	season	I	will	farm	a	
lot”	

Price	 is	 low	 on	 local	
markets	

7	 “My	problem	is	how	to	get	more	money.	I	
don’t	have	much	to	sell	and	the	price	is	
very	low.”	

Concerns	 about	 selling	
maize	

11	 “Marketing	is	the	problem.	Sometimes	one	
sac	will	sell	for	3000	KES	and	sometimes	
2000	KES	so	marketing	is	not	good.”	

Uncertainty	 of	 the	 farming	
activity	

6	 “Harvesting,	if	you	are	not	careful	enough,	
can	go	wrong.”	

Unfair	price	from	buyers	 3	 “Yes	there	is	a	problem	for	selling	because	
the	buyers	reduce	the	prices	to	30	KES	for	
a	goro	goro	(i.e.	about	2kg	tin	can),	but	it	
should	go	up	to	at	least	50	KES.”	

Vulnerability	to	climate	 6	 “The	challenge	is	when	we	have	the	short	
rains,	you	can’t	get	a	good	harvest	because	
climate	change.	There	is	a	disease	that	
affects	the	maize,	I	don’t	know	what	it	is	
but	the	maize	becomes	yellow.	And	when	
too	much	rain,	the	maize	is	rotten,	when	
not	enough,	harvest	is	poor.	It	is	lots	of	
work	because	you	have	to	monitor	your	
work	all	the	time.	“	

Vulnerability	to	time	 5	 “I	would	say	the	capital	because	I	would	
like	to	use	tractors	but	we	can’t	manage	to	
get	the	money	for	the	tractor	in	time.”	

Need	 Momentum	 Trust	 to	
provide	credit	for	livestock	

1	 “If	we	can	get	poultry	with	Momentum	
Trust	that	would	be	good.”	

Need	 Momentum	 trust	 to	
provide	 credit	 for	 other	
seeds	

3	 “If	they	could	give	us	seeds	like	tomatoes,	
vegetables	so	I	can	plant	instead	of	buying	
them,	that	would	be	good.”	

Wish	for	change	 6	 “I	hope	for	change,	if	you	could	have	boots	
to	wear	for	digging	when	I	prepare	the	
land.	Maybe	electricity	as	well.”	

Wish	for	more	trainings	 3	 “The	more	the	teacher	visits	you,	the	
better	you	become.”	

Desire	to	imitate	successful	
behavior	

7	 “Some	other	join	based	on	what	they	have	
seen	of	others	have	gotten	out	of	the	
project.”	
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Appendix	4	–	Axial	and	selective	coding	process		

	
	

	
Caption:	
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Appendix	5	–	Information	about	long	rain	season	2016	

The	 primary	 data	 collection	 process	 happened	 over	 the	 course	 of	 February	 2016,	 as	

Momentum	Trust	was	finalizing	to	collect	loan	repayments	from	the	short	rain	season	of	2015	

and	taking	orders	for	seeds	and	inputs	from	that	farmers	for	the	long	rain	season	of	2016,	The	

season	normally	starts	around	March	and	ends	in	May.	It	was	afterwards	made	aware	to	the	

researcher	by	a	source	in	Kenya	that	climatic	conditions	of	that	long	rain	season	of	2016	were	

particularly	 bad,	 as	 the	 rain	 season	 was	 too	 short	 and	 thus,	 almost	 no	 Momentum	 Trust	

farmer	was	able	to	harvest	a	sufficient	amount	of	maize	due	to	the	bad	rain	season.	These	new	

elements	 of	 knowledge	 provide	 more	 information	 on	 the	 vulnerability	 of	 the	 farmers	 to	

climate.	This	also	suggests	farmers	are	victim	of	seasonality	of	their	farm	outputs,	and	that	the	

impact	is	not	sustainable,	in	such	that	farmers	are	now	lacking	food	and	income.		

Appendix	6	–	Transcript	of	interviews	

Focus	Group	-	William	Omollo	(WI),	Washington	Oduor	Opondo	(WA),	Francis	Mbala	
Kanyanga	Nyangidi	(F)	
	
-	How	do	you	find	working	in	groups	with	Momentum	Trust	(MT)?	
	
Wi:	 We	 are	 the	 pioneers	 with	 MT.	 MT	 has	 helped	 us	 very	 much.	 You	 see	 before	 I	 would	
harvest	2	bags	for	1	acre.	That	was	the	best	harvest	we	could	have.	With	MT	I	have	learned	so	
much,	 especially	 how	 to	 get	 sufficient	 crop,	 how	 to	 better	 use	 the	 land.	 The	 group	work	 is	
good	but	sometimes	we	have	problems	with	members.	Some	people	capture	information	after	
a	 long	 time.	Change	 takes	 time.	So	 it	 takes	 time	 for	 the	group	 to	go	what	all	members	have	
come	up	with.		
	
Wa:	This	is	the	second	year	we	are	part	of	MT.	We	have	seen	the	success	of	William’s	group	
and	that	made	us	eager	to	join.	We	convinced	the	office	to	enter	our	area.	We	joined	as	group	
because	that	is	the	requirement	of	MT.	Before	with	1	acre	I	would	get	1	bag,	now	I	can	get	up	
to	 15	 bags.	 The	 teaching	 from	MT	 changed	my	 way	 of	 farming..	 MT	 has	 also	 changed	 the	
pattern	 of	 buying	 grains	 in	 the	 area.	 Before	we	would	 buy	 grains	 coming	Uganda.	Now	we	
have	enough	grains	from	here.	Concerning	the	group,	you	cannot	succeed	without	a	group.		
	
F:	I	don’t	think	I	have	much	to	add	to	what	has	been	said.	The	MT	has	improved	our	crop	yield	
and	 the	 technology	 of	 farming.	 But	 sometimes	 group	 can	 be	 a	 challenge.	 When	 it	 rains,	
everyone	wants	their	area	to	be	worked	on	first.	So	we	split	our	group	of	10	into	2	groups	of	
5,	so	we	can	work	on	the	land	faster.	
	
-	Does	your	group	sell	some	production	and	what	are	your	main	problems	you	find	in	selling	?	
Wi:	yes	everyone	sells	maize	or	beans	and	sorghum.	
Wa:	yes	
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F:	no	one	sells,	because	we	have	¼	acre,	so	production	is	not	enough.	One	buyer	came	but	he	
wanted	40/50	KES,	we	wanted	at	least	70	KES.	
	
Wa:	We	came	to	the	office	for	them	to	find	a	buyer,	but	the	buyer	couldn’t	be	found.	If	there	is	
no	buyer,	we	sell	to	middle	people,	but	their	price	is	too	low.	If	we	could	be	a	cooperative,	we	
could	find	buyers,	because	in	the	future	there	will	be	more	production.	
	
Wi:	Since	MT	has	entered	the	area,	the	production	has	gone	up,	so	the	price	has	dropped,	so	
now	we	need	to	sell	our	production	somewhere	else.	
	
-	Would	you	rather	have	MT	buy	your	entire	surplus	output?	
Unanimously	yes	
	
-	Do	you	know	what	a	cooperative	is?	Would	that	interest	you	/	the	group	?	Why,	why	not?	
	
Wi:	we	should	start	by	selling	 to	MT,	we	can	be	a	cooperative	when	more	people	 join,	 then	
there	will	be	more	product.	But	we	need	larger	amount	to	be	a	cooperative.			
	
-	What	do	you	think	about	producing	something	else	then	maize,	what	could	it	be?		
	
Wi:	yes,	poultry	farming.	There	is	a	market	in	the	area.		
(suggest	tomatoes	or	coffee)	
Wi:	for	tomatoes	there	is	a	lot	of	wild,	the	tomatoes	will	die.	
F:	coffee,	no	no	we	can	not.	
Wi:	there	is	also	a	cooperation	between	the	hens	and	farming,	so	it	is	possible.		
	
-	Do	have	suggestions	for	MT?	
	
Wa:	we	have	a	 lot	of	ants	on	 the	 farm	sometimes,	 if	MT	could	sell	us	something	 to	kill	ants	
because	they	can	kill	crops.	
	
Wi:	 I	 have	 a	 remark	 concerning	 the	 farming	 activity.	 The	way	we	use	 the	 land,	we	need	 to	
plant	in	one	day,	so	we	need	the	group	to	help.	Time	is	very	important.	It	is	manual	work.	But	
there	is	no	uniformity	because	some	have	1/8	acre,	some	have	1	acre.	So	why	should	I	work	
on	the	other’s	1	acre	farm,	when	I	only	have	1/8	acre.		
	
F:	 yes,	 if	 MT	 could	 invest	 in	 a	 tractor	 per	 area,	 to	 help	 with	 the	 plowing	 and	 harrowing.	
Sometimes	we	need	to	have	laborers	come	and	help,	then	we	need	to	pay.		
	
Wi:	Yes	the	time	factor	is	very	important.	We	need	to	have	other	sources	of	income	because	
the	money	from	planting	comes	a	few	months	after.	During	this	time,	how	am	I	to	repay	the	
monthly	installments	of	MT	without	other	sources.	So	you	see	I	need	another	activity	on	the	
side.	
	
Wa:	 If	 you	 could	 negotiate	 with	 the	 government	 to	 buy	 a	 tractor,	 the	 government	 will	
understand	you	because	you	have	a	voice,	
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F:	you	cannot	trust	the	government,	they	will	promise	you	but	they	will	never	deliver	
	
Wi:	But	you	are	a	foreign	organization,	so	they	will	respect	you.	You	already	have	the	subsidy	
for	the	fertilizers.	If	I	had	asked	for	subsidy	for	fertilizer,	I	would	not	have	gotten	them.		
	
F:	The	government	tractors	are	grounded	anyways,	 they	are	spoiled,	and	they	do	not	repair	
them	
	
Wi:	with	MT,	they	will	act	
	
F:	Yes	maybe	the	first	time	they	will	act,	but	the	second	time	they	will	not	be	as	nice.	The	court	
is	theirs,	they	are	unreliable.	But	if	a	tractor	should	come	to	my	group,	the	work	can	be	done	it	
a	day,	for	the	whole	group,	because	our	land	is	small.	I	also	have	a	comment	on	the	system	of	
repayment	of	the	loans.	We	were	very	happy	first,	but	there	are	weaknesses	now	and	I	think	
they	come	from	the	MT	office.	We	used	to	pay	promptly.	Now	some	people	only	come	with	a	
small	 amount,	 and	 the	 office	 accepts	 that,	 they	 are	 laxiste	 and	 people	 become	 lazy.	 Why	
should	 I	 fully	 repay	my	 loan	 if	 you	 accept	 only	 50KES?	 	 This	 has	weakened	 the	 attitude	 of	
many	people.	And	now	 the	office	 is	 collecting	money	 that	 should	have	been	done	 long	ago.	
This	is	a	burden	for	those	who	pay	on	time.		
	
Wa:	Yes	 I	would	also	say	 there	are	 fluctuating	regulation	policies.	When	people	 first	 joined,	
they	had	insurance,	and	they	could	pay	after	the	harvest.	When	my	group	joined	they	said	we	
need	to	pay	in	advance,	and	there	is	no	crop	failure	insurance.		
	
Wi:	yes	I	collect	4	sacs,	but	if	you	count	the	rotten	maize	because	of	the	rain,	then	I	actually	
only	have	1	sac,	where	last	year	I	had	18	sacs.		
	
Wa:	I	had	2	good	sacs,	the	rest	are	rotten.	
	
Wi:	 the	 field	 officers	 should	 be	working	 in	 December,	 to	 say	where	 you	 have	 gone	wrong.	
They	only	come	to	see	how	much	you	have	harvested.	They	should	inspect	to	see	if	what	was	
taught	has	been	put	in	place.		
	
F:	Some	people	talk	of	 failure	but	 it	 is	their	own	fault.	MT	gives	the	inputs	for	the	 land	size.	
Some	people	will	buy	inputs	for	½	acre	but	plant	on	1	acre	land.	This	needs	to	be	corrected.	
They	want	to	use	the	inputs	for	bigger	land	to	get	more	outputs.	
	
Wi:	from	this	field	workers	can	teach	others	from	the	mistakes	of	other	farmers.	The	more	the	
teacher	visits	you,	the	better	you	become.	
	
Wi:	 people	 have	 different	 size	 of	 land	 so	 the	 land	 preparation	 takes	 different	 time	 and	
therefore	we	can	not	meet.	There	is	no	communication	because	too	much	time	preparing	the	
land.	
	
F:	 The	 teachers	 stress	 on	 group	work,	 which	 is	 good	 but	 the	 different	 size	 of	 land	 so	 you	
expect	 me	 to	 work	 3	 or	 4	 times	 of	 a	 1	 acre	 farm	 when	 I	 only	 have	 ¼	 acre.	 Some	 are	
advantaged,	some	are	disadvantaged.		
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Wa:	Uniformity	becomes	 the	 answer	 to	 this.	 People	 fear	 to	 take	1	 acre	because	of	 the	 land	
preparation.		
	
F:	also	there	are	differences	in	types	of	soil;	some	are	easier	than	others	to	work.		
	
Interview	with	John	Ligera		
	
-	When	did	you	join	MT?	
When	I	joined	MT	in	2013,	for	the	first	season	they	were	here.	I	was	in	Nairobi,	but	I	had	two	
farm	boys	working	on	my	land	here.	They	received	the	training	from	MT.	Since	last	year,	I’m	
home	and	I	stopped	using	these	farm	boys,	so	I’ve	just	enquired	with	MT	about	receiving	the	
training	for	this	coming	season.	
	
-	What	are	your	main	problems	in	accessing	the	market?	
The	biggest	problem	is	communication.	You’ve	seen	our	roads,	how	they	are.	Maybe	sometime	
you	want	to	take	your	produce	to	a	bigger	market	but	the	roads	are	just	not	there.	For	bigger	
markets	you	just	put	your	produce	in	a	pickup	truck	and	people	will	buy.	Another	problem	is	
the	 harvest.	 The	 first	 time	 MT	 gave	 the	 fertilizers,	 the	 farm	 boys	 in	 my	 absence	 sold	 the	
fertilizer	 and	 I	 got	 no	 harvest.	 I’ve	 since	 realized	 the	 problem	does	 not	 come	 from	MT	but	
from	my	boys.	The	last	problem	is	education.	You	see	my	farm	boys	never	went	to	school	so	I	
think	they	were	not	getting	the	information	from	the	MT	trainings	right.	Last	year	I	got	rid	of	
the	farm	boys,	since	I	came	back	to	the	farm,	and	I	harvested	myself,	 I	got	10	bags	of	maize	
and	2	bags	of	beans	in	the	long	rain	season.	I	don’t	farm	in	the	short	rain	season.	
	
-	And	would	you	be	willing	to	harvest	anything	else	than	maize?	
Yes,	anything	that	would	bring	me	money.	If	the	harvest	is	good,	I	can	sell	a	bag	of	maize	for	
3000	 KES.	 Beans	 sell	 better,	 they	 can	 go	 up	 to	 8000	 KES/bag.	 Because	MT	 introduced	 the	
modern	ways	of	 farming	and	people	get	good	harvest,	 the	supply	goes	up	so	 the	price	goes	
down.	
	
-	How	does	this	affect	you?		
Well	if	I	get	good	harvest,	I	will	sell	outside	this	place.	You	can	sell	to	the	government	stores	as	
well.	 I	 rely	on	 this	market	because	of	 the	 roads	but	with	a	good	harvest,	 I	will	 look	 for	 the	
market	elsewhere.		
	
-	Have	you	ever	sold	to	the	government?	
No	I’ve	never	sold	to	the	government.	You	know	another	challenge	is	that	its	not	large-scale	
farming.	But	I	intend	to	farm	big.	I’ve	acquired	another	land,	I	have	about	4	acres	now.	
	
-	How	will	you	work	on	4	acres	of	land?	
For	the	plowing	I	need	to	hire	a	tractor,	they	can	do	it	for	me	in	1	or		2	days.	And	then	will	hire	
about	 10	 or	 15	 laborers	 for	 the	 seeding,	 and	 again	 for	 the	 top	 dressing	 and	 again	 for	 the	
harvesting.		
	
-	You	mention	going	to	markets,	but	do	buyers	come	to	you	as	well?	
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Well	yes,	but	I’ve	not	sold	any	of	the	10	bags	I’ve	harvested	from	last	season.	I	will	look	for	the	
market	myself	when	I	want	to	sell.	
	
-	When	will	you	want	to	sell?	
I	would	prefer	to	sell	when	the	next	produce	comes	in	as	well.	 I	won’t	wait	 too	 long,	by	the	
end	of	this	year.	I	will	wait	for	this	harvest	and	sell	the	surplus	from	that	plus	the	10	bags,	so	I	
keep	the	fresh	produce	for	me.	
	
-	How	do	you	store	the	maize	in	the	mean	time?	
I	keep	them	in	my	storehouse.	I’ve	treated	the	bags	so	they	are	safe.		
	
-	What	do	you	see	for	the	future?	
With	 the	 knowledge	 that	MT	has	provided	us,	 I	 think	we	 are	 in	 a	 position	 to	 do	 our	 farms	
better	and	produce	more	food	and	be	able	to	sell.		
	
-	Do	you	have	any	other	activity	than	farming?	
Yes	I	hold	a	shop	that	sells	house	supplies.	Farming	is	a	must,	everybody	needs	to	do	and	my	
activity	 is	 this	shop.	When	I	have	enough	food	I’m	settled.	Basic	needs	are	 food	and	shelter,	
and	then	you	can	do	other	things.	I’m	food	secure	now,	which	was	not	the	case	before	MT	so	
they	have	done	a	really	good	thing.	
	
Interview	with	Michael	Omondi		
	

- Can	you	introduce	yourself	and	your	group	
My	group	has	been	existing	for	2	years,	we	formed	fast,	we	were	doing	table	banking.	When	
we	heard	about	MT,	we	joined	1	year	ago,	we	were	interested,	some	agreed	and	some	were	
more	in	doubt.	MT	has	taught	us	how	to	plant	maize	and	sorghum.	We	realized	we	had	been	
planting	not	in	the	right	way.	MT	taught	us	about	spacing	and	timing	depending	on	rain	falls,	
how	to	apply	fertilizers.	We	tried	and	it	was	good.	Myself	I	have	1	acre,	in	most	cases,	I	could	
get	7/8	bags.	Last	August,	I	harvested	26	bags	and	I	liked	it.	I	took	5	bags	for	my	family,	and	
one	 to	 feed	 the	 chickens,	 because	 I	 do	poultry	 farming	 as	well.	And	 I	 sold	20	bags.	But	 the	
harvest	was	good	so	the	price	was	bad,	that	was	a	challenge.	One	bag	sold	for	2400	KES.	I	used	
for	school	fees	of	my	2	children.	I	have	4	in	total.	I	also	had	6	bags	of	sorghum,	I	sold	3.	I	still	
have	the	other	3,	I	will	sell	them	in	March	because	that	is	when	the	price	is	the	highest.		
All	members	have	higher	yield,	like	12-14bags	for	½	acre,	compared	to	3	or	4	before.		
	
-	How	do	you	find	the	group	work?	
The	group	work	is	not	difficult,	we	are	15	so	we	divided	in	3	groups	of	5,	so	we	spend	one	day	
on	each	person’s	 land.	 It	 is	easier	when	you	are	5	 then	alone.	But	 there	are	challenges.	The	
first	challenge	is	the	land	preparation.	If	we	could	get	a	tractor,	and	pay	in	bits,	it	would	help	
us	catch	up	on	time.	Sometimes	we	have	not	prepared	the	 land	when	the	rain	falls.	Alone	 it	
takes	one	month	to	prepare	1	acre,	with	a	tractor	it	takes	40	minutes.	The	second	challenge	is	
the	fluctuation	of	prices.	If	MT	can	buy	our	crop	at	a	good	price,	we	would	not	have	to	go	to	
the	 open	market,	 where	 prices	 can	 be	 very	 bad.	 The	 third	 challenge	 is	 that	we	 do	 not	 get	
enough	fertilizer.	I	buy	an	extra	bag	of	fertilizer	at	the	market.	
	
-	Do	you	know	what	a	cooperative	is	?	
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Yes	I	know	what	a	cooperative	is	and	that	is	our	dream.	If	we	can	join	hands	and	come	up	with	
a	cooperative	society	to	sell	together,	we	can	come	out	of	poverty	and	eradicate	this	disease	to	
raise	our	standard	of	living.	Some	farmers	have	small	land	because	they	lack	money.	They	fear	
to	plant	on	bigger	land	because	they	lack	money.	Harvesting,	if	you	are	not	careful	enough,	can	
go	wrong.	A	cooperative	will	help	us.	We	will	not	need	to	wait	 for	the	price	to	go	up	on	the	
market.		
	
-	Do	you	have	any	activity	on	the	side?	
I	 plant	 kales,	 watermelons,	 tomatoes,	 cabbages	 and	 I	 have	 chickens.	 I’m	 a	 welder	 by	
profession.	I	did	this	in	Nairobi	and	came	back	to	the	farm	only	a	few	years	ago.	Sometimes	I	
do	metal	doors	or	windows,	but	I	majorly	depend	on	my	farming.	
	
-	Do	you	have	anything	to	add?	
MT	should	come	up	with	a	solution	to	land	preparation,	such	as	the	tractor.	We	could	pay	in	
installments	 for	 the	 land	 preparation.	 Companies	 that	 do	 land	 preparation	 exist	 but	 they	
charge	3	500	KES	for	1	acre,	in	January	or	February,	that	is	also	when	we	need	to	pay	school	
fees.	It	is	too	much.	If	we	could	pay	the	3	500	KES	over	5	months	like	we	do	for	the	seeds,	it	
becomes	easy.		
	
Interview	with	new	member	Mary	
-	Why	did	you	join	MT?		
I	joined	MT	because	I	saw	these	mamas	coming	with	crops	and	fertilizers.	I	realized,	if	I	can	
join	them.	I	want	to	plant	but	I	can’t	get	enough	crops.	
-	What	is	the	size	of	your	land?			
It	is	½	acre	and	I	will	plant	on	the	whole	land	
-	Do	you	work	alone?		
Yes	I	am	alone	for	the	land,	but	we	are	4	people	in	my	house.		
-	How	have	you	been	feeding	your	family?		
I	buy	food	on	the	market.	It	is	difficult,	sometimes	you	don’t	have	money	
-	Do	you	have	any	other	activity	than	farming?		
Yes	I	have	a	business.	I	buy	and	sell	food	in	the	market,	you	know,	just	sitting	somewhere,	
waiting	for	the	customer.		
	
Interview	with	Kevin	–	MT	Project	manager,	Siaya	Region	
	
-	How	has	MT	impacted	the	farmers?		
For	now	I	can	say,	the	farmers	we	are	working	with	are	food	secure.	Some	even	get	surplus	
they	can	sell,	to	settle	bills,	like	school	fees	or	medication.		
	
-	Is	this	impact	sustainable?	
For	now	It	is	challenging	for	the	farmers	to	remain	on	their	own,	they	are	not	in		a	position	to	
go	back	to	the	market	to	buy	farm	inputs.	Sustainability	would	only	work	if	we	get	them	from	
the	maize	 farming	 to	higher	yielding	 crops	 like	 tomatoes	and	onion,	vegetables	 so	 they	can	
sell	to	markets.	
	
-	What	are	the	challenges	faced	by	the	MT	farmer?	
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The	biggest	challenge	is	planning.	They	don’t	have	enough	income,	so	everything	to	them	is	an	
emergency,	paying	school	fees,	loans,	buying	food.	Another	thing	is	the	weather.	Last	season	
there	was	a	draught	and	then	excess	rain,	which	interfered	with	final	harvest.		
	
-	How	do	MT	farmers	benefit	from	the	organization?	
They	get	business	and	farming	training.	We	give	them	fertilizers	and	seeds	that	are	certified	
and	on	time.		
	
-	How	are	the	groups	selected?	
The	membership	is	open	and	voluntary.	We	identify	an	area	where	we	see	farmers,	go	spread	
the	word	and	those	who	are	ready	can	join.	But	they	must	know	each	other,	that	is	the	only	
condition.	They	form	the	group	themselves,	not	us.	
	
-	How	have	you	managed	to	engage	the	farmers	and	have	them	accept	the	project?	
We	 tell	 them	how	much	 they	 can	harvest,	 compared	 to	how	much	 they	harvest	now.	 Some	
other	join	based	on	what	they	have	seen	of	others	have	gotten	out	of	the	project.		
	
-	What	are	the	farmers’	main	sources	of	income	at	the	moment?	
It	is	not	solely	farming.	These	people	are	not	full	time	farmers.	The	women	usually	do	small-
scale	business.	Selling,	cooking.	Some	men	are	boda	boda	riders.		
	
-	What	are	the	farmers	most	vulnerable	to?	
I	think	draught.		
	
-	How	do	you	train	the	farmers?	
We	give	them	training	in	both	farming	and	business	skills	so	they	can	learn.		
	
-	How	do	you	address	differences	of	opinion/interests	within	the	farmers?		
We	train	them	on	all	so	then	they	are	free	to	choose.			
	
-	How	do	you	perceive	maize	cultivation	in	the	future?	In	relation	to	another	food	crop	for	ex,	
in	relation	to	a	cash	crop?	
At	the	moment,	the	maize	price	is	going	down	because	farmers	are	becoming	more	efficient	
and	each	person	is	becoming	food	sufficient	and	not	so	many	people	are	going	to	the	market	
for	maize.	So	 the	supply	exceeds	almost	 the	demand.	 If	 this	continues,	 farmers	are	 likely	 to	
diversify	into	other	crops	that	are	higher	yielding	with	higher	gross	margins.	The	challenge	is	
that	each	is	producing	his	or	her	own	maize,	no	one	is	buying.		
	
-	What	seeds	do	you	work	with	and	why?	Where	do	you	get	them	from?	
The	seeds	are	produced	according	to	the	amount	of	rainfall	in	a	given	area.	The	different	seed	
companies	have	different	seeds	for	different	regions.	We	get	this	information	in	consertation	
with	ministries	and	see	the	ones	that	work	best.	We	give	the	farmers	an	opportunity	to	chose	
from	 the	 seeds	 that	 we	 assessed	 are	 doing	 well.	 We	 buy	 from	 Kenya	 seed,	Western	 Seed,	
Seedco,	all	local	companies	of	seeds.		
	
-	Do	you	plan	to	diversify	loan	bundles	(livestock,	other	plants…)?		
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-	Yes	but	not	now,	because	we	need	bigger	financial	outlay.	We	need	more	capital	so	we	can’t	
do	it	now.		
	
-What	is	the	involvement	of	MT	post-harvest?		
We	give	them	pesticide	to	preserve	maize	called	Acrylic	dust.	For	those	who	want	to	stock	for	
longer	period	of	time	and	speculate	about	prices	they	can	use	this.		
	
-	Could	you	go	into	commercial	agriculture,	with	the	farmers	(forming	a	cooperative	for	
example	)?	Expand	into	post	harvest	action	as	well	?	
I	 think	 that	was	 in	 the	plans,	we	even	 tried	some	 fishponds	but	 the	results	where	not	good	
because	of	the	draught	it	dried	up.	It	will	take	time	to	sustain	the	project	and	as	we	add	more	
farmers,	the	costs	are	increasing.		
	
-	What	is	the	percentage	of	people	that	drop	out	due	to	loan	repayment	issues?	
I	would	say	about	20%	of	farmers	lag	behind	in	repayment	so	they	can	be	out	one	season	and	
come	back	the	one	after.		
	
-	What	do	you	see	for	the	future?	
I	 can	 see	 the	 project	 grow	 and	 help	 more	 farmers	 but	 we	 should	 think	 about	 crops	 and	
livestock	that	can	help	the	farmers	make	money.	From	just	maize	it	is	difficult	to	improve.	If	
they	don’t	get	another	loan	they	are	back	again	to	the	bottom.		
Nobody	who	is	food	insecure	will	be	going	into	cash	crops.		They	don’t	understand	producing	
tomatoes	 to	 sell	 tomatoes	 and	 get	money	 to	 buy	maize.	 They	 always	 think	 ‘let	me	produce	
maize	first,	then	we’ll	see’.	
	
Interview	with	Everline,	community	member	
	
-	How	is	your	community	handling	the	groups	with	Momentum	Trust?	
Group	work	is	good,	it	will	make	you	do	your	work	in	time	and	finish	in	time	and	relax	your	
body	and	don’t	overwork	yourself.		
	
-	What	changes	have	you	seen	since	MT	arrived	in	your	community?	
In	terms	of	harvesting,	the	changes	I’ve	seen	were	1	-	the	ideologies	of	farming.	When	we	do	
plowing	we	have	to	do	at	a	depth,	we	used	not	to	do	it.	2	-	In	terms	of	harvesting,	you	could	
farm	one	acre	for	a	long	time	and	get	two	sacs	of	maize,	this	time	we	got	four	sacs	with	a	¼	
acre.	3	-	Currently	we	are	farming	a	small	portion	of	a	farm	and	getting	many	sacs	and	leaving	
portions	for	cows	to	feed	on,	goats,	which	we	use	not	to	do.	4	-for	long	we	use	to	farm	on	your	
own	farm	but	today	we	do	in	group.	It	use	to	be	lengthy	time	but	today	we	are	taking	only	a	
week.		
	
-	Does	your	community	sell	some	production?		
In	my	 group	 of	Kopandi,	 it’s	 the	 first	 time	we	 are	 doing	 it.	 I	 don’t	wan’t	 to	 lie	 people	 sold.		
That’s	another	change	I	saw.	My	mom	did	not	sell,	but	she	gave	out	at	free	to	my	her	sister.		
	
-	Do	you	rely	on	the	market	to	buy	other	foods?		
No	for	maize.	Buying	maize	in	over.	Another	change	is	that	only	the	members	that	joined	MT	
are	 the	people	 that	 had	 a	harvest	 for	maize.	Those	who	used	 the	 local	methods	 sometimes	
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only	harvested	5	tins.	If	you	compare	the	maize,	there	was	a	big	difference.	Ours	looked	green	
and	neat	and	good.	Those	who	never	 joined	MT	have	already	started	purchasing	maize.	We	
only	buy	fish,	beef.	Chicken	we	have,	veggies	we	also	plant.			
	
-	How	many	people	in	your	household?		
13	people	
	
-	How	many	work	the	land?	
2	:	me	and	my	mom.	But	the	people	who	are	eating	are	many.	Sometimes	we	pay	for	a	person	
to	do	the	first	plowing	and	the	second	we	do	ourselves.	
	
-	Do	you	produce	anything	else	on	your	farm?	
maize,	beans,	cowpeas	
	
-	Is	there	any	crop	you	would	like	to	add,	for	what	reasons	(consumption,	sales?)	
In	 the	 long	rain	we	usually	have	sorghum,	maize,	beans	and	 in	 the	short	rains	maize,	beans	
and	cowpeas.	Maybe	cassava	and	sweet	potatoes,	to	eat	and	some	we	sell.	That’s	how	we	do	it.	
	
-	What	are	the	biggest	challenges	with	maize	cultivation?	
The	 challenge	 is	 when	 we	 have	 short	 rains	 you	 can’t	 get	 a	 good	 harvest	 because	 climate	
change.	 There	 is	 a	 disease	 that	 affects	 the	 maize,	 I	 don’t	 know	 what	 it	 is	 but	 the	 maize	
becomes	yellow.	When	there	is	too	much	rain,	the	maize	is	rotten,	when	not	enough,	harvest	
is	poor.	It	is	lots	of	work	because	you	have	to	monitor	your	work	all	the	time.		
Sorghum	you	can	just	plant	and	do	one	weeding.	Maize	is	a	lot	of	work.	
	
-	what	do	you	do	?	
I’m	a	student	and	I	own	a	business	as	well.		
	
-What	do	you	hope	for	in	the	future?		
I	want	to	ensure	that	in	the	future,	my	family	becomes	a	family	with	adequate	food	supply	and	
extra	to	sell	and	pays	school	fees	and	buys	other	foodstuff.	I	want	my	family	to	be	a	center	that	
supplies	and	sells	the	maize	with	or	without	MT	but	with	the	knowledge	I’ll	get	from	MT.		
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Appendix	7	-	Interview	guide	

Topics	to	be	covered	in	the	interviews	and	possible	questions	
	

- Changes	since	Momentum	Trust	has	arrived	in	Siaya	
o How	has	Momentum	Trust	impacted	you?	

	
- Challenges	still	faced	

o What	is	your	biggest	problem	today?	
o Do	you	have	problems	in	selling	maize?	

	
- On	and	off-farm	activities	

o Do	you	harvest	anything	else	than	maize?	
o Do	you	have	livestock?	
o Do	you	have	any	other	activity	than	maize?	

	
- Group	works	

o How	do	you	find	the	group	work?		
	

- Future	outlook	
o What	do	you	hope	for	in	the	future?	
o Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	Momentum	Trust	to	do	for	you?	


