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ABSTRACT •

All countries worldwide view poverty as an enemy to development. This

is why governments' efforts are directed towards the alleviation of poverty.

In Kenya, poverty has been and still is one of the main problems facing the

country and particularly in rur-al areas. To achieve any sustainable economic

growth and development in Kenya, it is important to alleviate poverty in rural

areas, but first by understanding the major causes of poverty in rural areas

even in areas with agricultural potential like Kisi i Central Distr-ict.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the characteristics of the

poor people in rural Kenya. The setting of the study was Kisii Central

District. The respondents consisted of 64 rural households. Data were

collected through the questionnaires and interviews. Out of the total 64

households, 37 were classified as poor and 27 were classified as rich by using

food consumption expenditure to total income ratio method.

The study sought to find out the characteristics of the poor in rich

agricultural Kisii Central District. Descriptive statistics were employed in

the analysis of the collected data. The results revealed that large family

sizes, lack of enough land, high illiteracy level, lack of access to rural

credit facilities, theft of the farm produce, and diseases especially malaria

were some of the characteristics of the poor- in Kisii Central District.

The policy recommendations suggested by the researcher included: the

government and NGOs to promote literacy level in rural areas, provision of

rural credit facilities to the farmers, reduction of large family sizes

through the spr-ead of education on the importance of having small fami ly

sizes, spread of education on how to control malaria and punishing heavily all

those caught stealing the farm produce.
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATION.

Poverty: lyJeansthe inabi 1ity to meet the minimal absolute 1iving standards,

mainly lack of access to basic education, lack of access to health services

and malnutrition.

Poverty 1ine: World poverty 1ine based on the purchas inq power pari ty is the

per capita income of US $ 275 for the lower and US $ 370 for the upper poverty

1ine.

Household: Is used as a basic unit of inquiry and data analysis, refers to

the people who live in the same compound, share the meals, share the source of

income, and the general source of livelihood

F.A.O: Food and Agricultural Organization.

Rural areas The opposite of urban areas; and is concerned with vi 11age 1He.

NGDs Non-Governmental Organization.



CHAPTER ONE

1.0 Int roduct ion

Poverty has existed with society from time immemorial but over time,

some societies have managed to organize themselves and minimized poverty in

their midst. It is this level of organization that many Third World countries

lack, including Kenya, which still suffers from oppressive poverty. Today,

poverty manifests itself in the form of hunger, limited access to health

facilities, lack of access to safe drinking water, high illiteracy rate,

malnutrition, and lack of access to standard shelter'.

According to the Economic Survey of 1997, Kenya's rural poverty

increased from 40.2 percent in 1982 to 46.4 percent in 1992. It is estimated

that at the moment about 11 million Kenyans live below the poverty line, of

which 10.3 million live in the rural areas.

Kenya being an agricultural country, the livelihood of the majority of

the population depends on agriculture. This implies that low aqr icu ltura l

production in Kenya could account for the presence of poverty. However,

poverty in areas such as North Eastern Province could easily be explained to

be due to harsh climatic conditions which do not favour agricultural

production, while for areas with high agricultural potential, such as, Kiambu,

Nyeri and Kisii Central, rural poverty cannot be easily explained. In an area

like Kisii Central District, both cash and food crops such as tea, coffee,

pyrethrum, maize, beans, bananas are grown besides dairy farming. Despite all

this agricultural potential, the living standards of people in the district

are sti 11 low.
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According to the Kisii District Development lans of 1994-1996 and 1997-

2001, many students drop out of school due to lack of school fees. Overall

illiteracy rate stands at 56%, malnutrition and many killer diseases such as

malaria are rampant. In addition to malnutrition problem, access to safe

drinking water in the district is also a problem and the general hygienic

conditions are so poor as to make matters worse. All these are indicators of

the existence of poverty in the district.

The days when poverty was tolerated, or even encouraged, as a way to

raise cheap labour are long gone. It is for this reason that governments have

been directing their efforts towards the alleviation of poverty. In rural

Kenya, this has been done by encouraging the growth of co-operative societies

which provide farmers with farm inputs at subsidized prices. The government

has also a proqram of expanding infrastructure into rural areas to facilitate

development. Despite these efforts by the government, poverty is still

prevalent in many rur-al areas including Kisii District.

1.1 Definition of poverty

Poverty, according to the Wor"ld Bank (1990), is defined as the inability

to meet the minimal absolute living standard. Sundrum (1992), adds that

poverty which is concerned with the standard of 1iving, is a condition in

which a person's income is insufficient to meet his basic needs of food,

clothing and shelter.

There are various indicators of poverty. According to Kenya's National

Development Plan of 1997 -2001, poverty manifests itself in form of hunger,

lack of access to basic education, health services, safe drinking water, and

shelter. Other universally accepted indicators according to Prescott (1997),

include; high illiteracy rate, poor nutrition, poor sanitation, and presence



of large family size. •

The World Bank has gone further to devise a m·easure for di ff arent levels

of poverty, and basing the measure on the purchasing power parity, it has

designated US $ 275 for lower and US $ 370 for the upper pover"ty 1ine per

person per annum.

1.2.Background to the problem

For a long time, economists have viewed poverty as one of the main

prob lems of development. Michael Todaro (1992), for example, asserts that the

basic problem of development should be selective attack on all the worst forms

of poverty. fvlostgovernments of the world are in aqreement wi th Todaro, and to

this end, governments have devised many and varied programs aimed at combating

poverty . Despite these ef fort s , the poverty situation in Af rica and other LDCs

has been worsening over the years. According to the World Development Report

of 1997, about 1.3 billion people in the world are poor and live on less than

$1 a day and this gives a value of less than 365 dollars per year.

Immediately after independence in 1963, Kenya's government set itself a

task to fight three things, namely: poverty, ignorance and diseases. Despite

going throuqh several five-year development plans, whose programs were devised

to fight these three 'enemies', victory is nowhere near sight. In rural areas

where the majority of people live, poverty, ignorance and disease are still

prevalent, even in areas with rich agricultural potential.

According to the National Development Plan of 1997 -2001, it is

estimated that rural poverty in Kenya increased from 40.2% in 1982 to 46.4% in

1992. It further" revea ls that by 1994 over 11 million Kenyans were living

below the poverty line of which 10.3 million were in the rural areas. This is

demonstrated by the fact that between 1980 and 1989, average growth per capita
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income was 0.4% and it fell to -0.3% between 1990 ar.d 1995.*1

According to the Economic Survey of 1997, not .only has per capita income

growth been nearly stagnant over the last 15 years,but poverty has been

increasing, and that at the moment, 46% of the total population live below the

pover ty line, the same percentage as it was in 1992.*2

The World Bank Development reports of various years reveal that whereas

in 1980 Kenya's per capita income was Us $ 420, it dropped to Us $ 360 in

1989, further- down to Us $ 310 in 1992, and by 1995 it stood at Us $250. The

estimate for 1997 is between Us $ 270 and Us $ 280. This shows that the

results of Kenya's fight against poverty are far from encouraging.

1.3 General information about Kisii

Kisii is one of the nine districts in Nyanza Province. It border-s

Nyamira to the East, Tr ansmara to the south, ivligorito the south west, Homabay

to the west and Rachuonyo to the north. The whole of Kisii including the new

Gucha District has an area of 1302.1 Sq Kms, and is subdivided into 11

admi ni st r-ative divi s ions ,

The population size as per 1989 census stood at 747,042 people, but

projections of the curr-ent population of the district, put the total

population figure at ar-ound 1 minion people. With the creation of Gucha

district, Kisii Central district has remained with 5 administrative divisions

name 1y; Keumbu, ivlasaba,Suneka, iviosochoand Marani.

Kisii District, which is mostly hilly, has highland equatorial climate.

It has high re liable rainfall and moderate temperature suitable for both

cultivation and dairy farming. It is for this r-eason that agriculture is the

backbone of Kisii District's economy. As a result, most economic activities of

the rural population are agricultural oriented.
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The district according to Kenya's standards, is relatively more•

agriculturally productive with fertile soils and reliable rainfall. Mixed

farming is practised where crops such as tea, coffee, pyrethrum, maize,

bananas, finger millet, beans among others are gr-ownalong with 1 ivestock

keeping. Out of the total area of 1302.1 Km2 available in the district, 78%

of this land, that is, 1015.6 Km2is suitable for farming",3. The remaining 22%

(226.8 Km2), is taken up by urban areas, forests, water bodies, mining, hills

and social facilities like schools, health center-s, churches among other-so

1.4 Statement of the problem.
Despite the district's agricultural potential,poverty has had serious

ramifications in other aspects of life. The District Development Plan of 1997-

2001 shows that, in 1995, only 38,977 students were enrolled in 169 secondary

schools in Kisii District instead of the expected 90,904. This means that only

43% of the total secondary school going age pupils were enrolled. This was

attributed to the inability of the parent s to raise school fees. The fact that

overall i 11 iteracy rate in the district stood at 56%, when comparable

districts like Nyeri had 16%, !v1eruhad 40%, and Kakamegawith 30%,,,,4 suggested

that there was a problem unique to Kisii District that was responsible for

mor-e than a half of the entir-e adult population being illiterate. Indications

are that poverty has played a major role.

In addition to illiteracy, there are many killer- diseases such as

malaria, measles, T8, diarrhoea, pneumonia and cholera*5. Not only is poverty

the breed; ng ground for these di seases, but the same poverty ensures that many

people have limited access to health facilities because most of these

facilities are pr ivat e l y owned and char-ge exorb i tant fees which the majority
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of people who are poor cannot afford.

The table below gives comparative figures for selected districts with

close similarities in endowment, climatic conditions, and physical features as

Kisii District.

Table 1.4 The welfare indicators of Kisii district compared to oth~

Kenyan Districts.

il District I maln % hhr t % 1% asdw asn % I pky kshs I Hnasdf% ItI
I I j

II., 'L ! 17 8 ! ~~ 5 I ~~ 7~ 5 I 2941::;; 1'1 Ii
1,,11 Ken cno I' j OL. I .:>L .j. I" 1!
!r---+I---+-I----I~---+-----I---+-I---
II Meru 1'6.3 I 75.5 162.5 88.3 119500

1
8.3 II

Source:Welfare Monitoring Survey 11, 1994 Basic report.

where:

Main = malnutrition

hhrt = Household head literacy level

Asdw = Access to safe drinking water

Asn = access to sanitation

pky = per capita income

Hnasdf = household heads who never attended school due to school

expenses.

I
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Table 1.4 shows that unlike other agricultu~ally productive district

whose malnutr-itional levels are 7.9% for Nyeri, 16.3%, for fvieruand 15.2% for

Kiambu, Kisii District has a higher percentage at 17.6%.

In addition to the malnutrition problem, access to safe drinking water

is also a problem in Kisii District. Table 1 shows that Kisii District has

only 31.5% of households who have access to safe drinking water while

districts such as Kiambu, Nyeri, Kakamega, and rvleruhad 76.3%, 59.9%, 60.5%,

and 62.5% respectively.

The percentage of household heads in Kisii District who never' attended

school due to school expenses as per Table 1.4 is 12.9. This is higher

compared to those of Kiambu, Nyeri, Kakamega and Meru which are 0.8%, 9.5%,

10.3%, and 8.3% respectively. From the above indicators, it is clear- that

poverty is more prevalent in Kisii district when compared to other Kenyan

districts with similar agricultural potential.

Some welfare indicators in the table however, paint a favourable picture

about Kisii district. For example, the percentage of households who have

access to sanitation in the district, stands at 99% which is high. This

compares favourably with Kiambu's 100%, and Nyeri's 99.8%. This shows that the

district is doing well in this area although not as well as Kiambu, Nyeri, and

Meru.

The same table shows that the percentage of household head literacy

level in Kisii District stands at 66.6%. This value shows that Kisii District

is doing well in this area.

* 6.The 1994 exchange rate for the Kenya shilling was "sh 56 =Us $.
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Table 1.4 also shows that per capita income Jn the district by 1994 was

Kshs 23,734 (Us $424), while it stood at Kshs 25,171 (US $ 449), Kshs 26,035

(US $ 465), 27,034 (US $ 482),and Kshs 29,415 (Us $ 525)*6 for Kiambu, Nyeri,

Kakamega, and Kericho, respectively. Although the per capita income for Kisii

is lower than that for the districts mentioned above, it is well above the

Kenya's average of US $ 250 for 1994. The higher than average income per

capita of Kisii District is however quite deceptive since one has to explain

the source of the massive poverty among the majority of the people.

1.5 Objectives of the study

The general objective of this study was to investigate the factors that

explain why poverty exists in Kisii District despite the fact that the

district is well endowed with agricultural potential. The specific objectives

were: to establish the characteristics of the poor people in Kisii District

and to suggest and make recommendations based on the research findings on how

to minimize the level of poverty in Kisii District and other rur"al areas in

Kenya.

1.6 Significance of the study

The continued +ncrease of rural poverty in Kenya makes it extremely

difficult for the country to achieve any sustainable economic growth and

development. The research findings from this study will cont ribut e to Kenya's

reduction of poverty in the following ways:

1) The findings from this study will help the policy makers understand why

households in the rural areas are poor and unable to improve their living

standards.
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2) The study's findings and the recommendations will contribute to existing

1i ter ature and knowledge on poverty. •

3) The study will provide the government with necessary information on pover-ty

situation in rural areas with rich resources yet inhabited by poor people.

1.0.7 Limitations of the study
The study limited itself to agricultural rural ooverty in Kisii Central

D'i st r ict , Nyanza Province in Kenya. However, it was found necessary, due to

lack of adequate time and funds, to focus mainly on two divisions (Keumbuand

ivlasaba) with a sample size of 64 households instead of the whole of Kisii

Central District.

The study having been limited to only agricultural potential areas ,

res t r ict s the generalization of the findings to all districts in the country.

This is because districts differ in endowment and climatic conditions.
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CHAPTER TWO •

LITERATIJRE REVIEW

2.0. Introduction
This chapter reviews studies on poverty in some selected countries of

the world. It deals with the general literatur-e on poverty, specific studies

on poverty fr-om Kenya and fur-ther di scusses the di fferent measur-es of poverty.

ivlanystudies which have been done on poverty show that there are

specific factors which 'inf Iuence the poverty level in any given countr-y. These

f ac tor s among other-s include family size, the degree of illiteracy, size of

land as a natural resource, health facil Hies and the gender issue. Accor-ding

to Lipton (1983), family size which comprises family adults, children, and

family servants influences the poverty level. Lipton (1983) asser-ts that there

is a positive correlation between the family size and poverty level. This

means that as the f amily size incr-eases, household poverty level also

increases.

Kakwani (1992), did his study in r-ural India in the periods 1971 and

1972. He used cross sectional data of 4118 households and confirmed Lipton's

findings that there is a link between poverty level and the family size. He,

like Lipton, concluded that the probability of households being poor increases

with the increase of family size.

Clewwe (1991) conducted his study in Ghana to establish the relationship

between the household poverty level and the family size. He differs with

earlier findings of Kakwani and Lipton. According to Clewwe a big family size

had more than 7 persons while average family size had 5 persons. According to

Clewwe (1991), .. -----pover-ty does not resul t f rom how many children or old
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persons a household has, but depends on the type of "economic activities they

are engaged in.Some Ghanaians are poor because tiiey are engaged in economic

activities that yield low incomes ..•.;

lvianystudi es on rural pover'ty have been conducted and resul ts indi cate

that basic education plays a role in determining the level of poverty among

the households. World bank (1990) carried out survey studies in Indonesia and

found that education provides the poor with skills necessary in raising their

product ivi ty.

The World Bank team (1997) studies in china, and African countries

found that there is a positive correlation between a country's level of

development and education. They observed that educational level among mothers

determine health care. The logic behind this is that unlike illiterate

mothers, educated mothers feed thei r chi Idren we 11 and thi sin turn gi ves rise

to health and productive population which is important in farm work. With a

prcduct ive population, it is easy for' such households to produce more f arm

produce and, hence higher levels of income as compared to unhealthy people.

In Peru the same studies found that households headed by someone who had

no basic education experienced higher poverty level. This is because returns

to human capital are higher and stable at higher levels of education. Also,

the educated are more exposed to modern living standards, the same standards

found in urban areas. These findings on the relationship between educational

level and poverty by the World Bank of 1997, agree with the earlier studies by

the same World Bank of 1991, in Nepal which found that unemployment is high

among the poor who have lower earnings due to lower educational level.

Clewwe (1991), agrees with other researchers on the role of educational

level in determining the household poverty level. In his study in Ghana, he
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found that among the 10 percent poorest Ghanaians, 79.5 percent live in

households headed by someone with no education at all. He concluded that

higher educational level is one way of escaping from poverty because it opens

opportunities for better paying jobs.

In 1977 ILO, conducted studies on pover"ty in Asia. It found that the

main source of livelihood of the majority of the rural households is land.

This is because most of rural household engage in cultivation. fvlurdoch(1980)

supports the ILO finding and adds that lack of access to land ownership is a

major" obstacle as regards to the accessibility of bank credit needed in the

improvement of agricultural production. He further argued that in LDCs land

was not evenly distributed. His studies found that 40% in Asia and 60% in

Africa of the total population respectively did not own land. Sundrum (1992)

also confirms the earlier researches by ILO as far as the poverty level and

access to land is concerned. In his studies in LDCs, he observes "--- given

the agricultural population, one needs to consider his incomes. This income

depends on the area one has under cultivation"*.S

Although these studies did not identify the sample size used to arrive

at the resul ts , studies on the role of land in influencing poverty level are

very useful to my study which focuses on agricultural rural area. This is

because land, being the most important asset in rural Kenya, determines the

agricultural earnings of households.

Another identified determinant of poverty among the households is the

gender issue. Women are discriminated against, with regard to the property

ownership, In some countries, some people and especially women are poor due to

cultural practices which discriminate against them. World Bank findings of

1991 in Nepal found that women are involved in a lot of agricultural
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activities, but most of their output is utilized by men for their own selfish

benefit. It was also found that because most girls are engaged together with

their" mothers in house and farm work , girls participate less in education. As

a result the majority of women are illiterate. 1t also believed that

t lliterate women are less pr-oductive even in farm work and therefore have low

income levels.

The World Bank studies of 1993 in Uganda agr-eed with the findings done

also in Nepal in 1991. These studies further confirm that men are more

associated with the non-subsistence sector than women. Fur thermore , women who

earn income, often hand it over to their husbands or their parents

part icu lar ly in rural areas. If they offer their labour outside their homes,

the men are paid cash, while women are usually paid in kind. The study further

found that women do not and are not expected to control cash income or

economic assets. Due to this, the study concluded that women in Uganda are

poorer than men.

It has also been argued that calamities such as accidents, fire, theft

and floods lead to increased poverty among the households. World Bank(1990)

holds that natural calamities such as floods, drought, and poor cl imatic

conditions lead to low farm production and hence low earnings. In addition

many of the poor are located in areas where agricultural productivity is low,

and drought is common.

Access to credit facilities, more so rural credit one obtains from

financial institutions and other sources, also determines the poverty level.

It is argued that if the credit faci 1Hies are available and if invested in

the rural agricultural areas, agricultural production will increase. The logic

behind this is that with enough capital, farmers can afford high quality
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seeds, fertilizers and other inputs needed in produc t ion , fvieier(1991) reveal s

that lack of access to subsidized rural credit during 1970s was seen as cause

of low productivity and poverty in agricultural sectors of developing

countries. He adds that if massive amounts of credit are allocated in rural

areas, it will lead to the development of rural areas and improve income

distribution. The opposite is true that lack of access to credit facilities

leads to low levels of agricultural production which has insight effect in

increasing the level of poverty and the general well-being of households.

2.2 Kenya"s Poverty studies

Kaboro (1992), in her study of households expenditure pat terns in

Kenya, identified several factors such as; household head educational level,

age, household size, food pr ices and age among other factors as the

determinants of household expenditure. She sought to establish the

relat ionsh ip between food expenditure and factors such as household size and

household head educational level. She analyzed her collected data on the

household expend iture patterns and educational level. Her results agreed with

other studies findings that higher educational level leads to lower food

income expenditure and by extension lower poverty level. From her conclusion,

it is clear that higher educational level has a negative influence on poverty

level.

However, as regards the family size, she also found that food takes the

largest share of the household expenditure. She disagrees with other

researchers that it is not always true that big family size leads to increased

poverty.

In de term in inq the poverty line in Nyanza, between 1974 and 75, using
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food expenditure to income ratio, Bussink (1980), found that many households•
used 50% of their total income from all sources on. food. Basing the poverty

threshold at 50%, he found that 88% of the total surveyed people were poor'.

The welfare monitoring survey II (1996) of Kenya used food consumption

expenditure to measure the welfare of the households. It discovered that in

the rural areas, food expenditure accounted for more than 50% of the total

household income. Such households spend a small proportion of their income on

consumer durable.

Another study done by f'tjukuiin 1994 on poverty profi le in Kenya aimed at

establishing the poverty incidence in Kenya. The study established that food

poverty line HI 1994 was set at Kshs 702.99 per month in the rur-alareas, and

874.72 in urban areas. The 1994 survey also found that 47% of Kenya's

population were poor in rural areas, and 29% in urban areas. The major'

weakness of this study was that it failed to identify the causes of poverty in

Kenya. A participatory poverty assessment in Kenya (1995) sponsored by Unicef

found that the poor have large families, are alcoholics, have unstable homes,

have small pieces of land, have difficulty in paying school fees and hospital

bills. The same report adds that the poor withdraw their children from school

when food is scarce. The problem with th is study is that it gives the

characteristics of the poor instead of revealing the causes of poverty ln both

rural urban areas.

The above mentioned char ac teri st ics of the poor in Kenya, are further

confirmed by another World Bank report of 1995 which holds that the poor are

1azy, idle, alcoholics, make poor use of the land as a resources, are poor

planners, their children are malnourished and live in leaking houses. The same

report found that unreliable rainfall and landlessness are some of the causes
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of poverty.

2.3 Measures of poverty line:

There are several methods of measuring poverty. These methods include:

i). Food expenditure to total income ratio (FE!TIR).

Hagenaars (1986) reveals that this method is based on the principle that

food is a basic human need. The method is based on the relationship between

food expenditur-e and total income. A certain food-income ratio say W is taken

as a poverty line. Families with a higher ratio than the preset ratio Ware

considered as poor, while those with lower ratio are said to be well-off.

Bussink (1980) used this method and fixed the food to income ratio at 0.5. He

asser-ts that when 0.5 or more of the household's total income from all sources

is used on food then one is poor.

If on the other- hand, one spends 0.7 on the same, then this indicates

extreme poverty. Using this method, in Nyanza, Bussink (1980) concluded that

0.7 of the total household income was used on food. As a result, 88% of the

surveyed population were classified as poor. This method of using food

expenditure to total income ratio will be very useful in this study.

ii).Basic needs !minimum calories requirement method.

This method according to Shahidur (1996) is based on a predetermlned

calor-ie requirement as set by F.A.O. "The minimum calories requirement is

2250 per- person per- day in Kenya which is equivalent to total monthly income

Kshs 702.99 in the rural areas and Kshs 874.72 in urban areas".9. In El

Sa lvador , food poverty is defined as the income level not sufficient to

purchase one basic food basket yielding 2200 calories per person per day,(WB
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•1995). On this basis, about 2.4 million, which is about 45% of the total

population in El Salvador, are food poor, and 61% of the poor live in rural

areas. This method insists that any person who falls below the predetermined

ca lor ies is food poor. The bas ic needs approach wi 11 not be app 1icab lei nth is

study because of the complications involved in defining the nutritional needs

that yields the requ ir-ed 2250 calories per" person per a day.

i i t ) •Per" cap; ta income method:

Per capita income is widely used to measure poverty , The World Bank

places per capita income of US $ 1 per day ( US $ 365 per annum) as the

world's poverty line. Kenya's per capita income is approx irnat ed to be US $

270, which is much below the world's poverty line. This means that any person

whose per capita income is below the world's poverty line is poor. The per

capital income method is not stable, and obtaining data on income among the

poor is difficult. ~lcGreewey (1980) reveals that data on income among the poor

are inaccurate, and because of these reasons, per capita income is not the

best measure of poverty.
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CHAPTER THREE

TtiEOOt:'IICAL FRAMEYl<AiK.

3.0 Introduction
In this study, total food expenditure to total household income ratio

was used to classify the households as being poor and being rich. Bussink

(1980) holds that a household is poor if he uses 0.5 and over of his total

income from all sour-ces on food. The household who uses less than 0.5 of his

total income on food is considered to be rich. This study used the Bussink's

0.5 threshold ratio.

The total food expenditure in this study consisted of both the pur-chased

and own produced food items. The own produced items were valued at the current

local market prices. The value of yearly production was treated as part of the

total household income. The daily or monthly and thus yearly consumption was

treated as the total food expenditure.

It was assumed that M was the total household's income from all sources. The

total food expenditure to total household income ratio was given as;

OPiXi /M = The food expenditur-e to total income ratio for household i.

This is a measure of poverty.

Wher-e;

o = summation.

p. = individual food item price.1

x. = individual food item.1

The individual food items in this study,ranged from Xj to xiO. Where;

x8=vegetab 1es
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xg=finger mi 11et ,and xlO=sweet potatoes •

The researcher limited the food items to 10 ~ecause these food items

ar-e the most commonly consumed in the district.

If the total food expenditure to total income ratio of a given

household was calculated and found to be greater or equal to 0.5, the

household was classified among the poor. If the r-atio was less than 0.5 the

household was classified among the rich. The researcher then concentrated on

both the identified poor- and rich households. Both the rich and the poor

households were obtained from the total 64 households interviewed.

3.1 Conceptual Framework:
The study limited itself to six independent var-iables that deter-mine the

poverty level (PL) among the households. These variables as identified in the

literature r-eview were: Household head educational level (E), family size (F),

land size (L), access credit to facilities (AC), calamities (Cl) and the

gender issue (G). It was expected that PL = f(E,F,L,AC, CL,G ).

3.2. Hypotheses

1. As the educational level of household head increases, the poverty level

decreases..Educat ton increases household productivity as it provides one with

skills needed in farming. Also formal employment ear-nings increase with the

level of education.

2. Assuming that majority of the family member-s are children and they go to

school, or are below working age, the larger the family size, the poor-er is

the household.

3. In most cases, for a rural family, lack of arable land increases the
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poverty level. Availability of land leads to high tarm produce and hence h i qh

levels of incomes from the sale of produce and higher levels of subsistence

crops.

4. In most cases access to credit leads to high agricultural production due to

the use of fertilizers, better implements, and quality seeds. As the amount of

rural credit increases, poverty level decreases. This is because more credlt

among farmers may lead to high agricultural production.

5. Occurrence of calamities such as floods, accidents, flre, theft, and

drought lead to high poverty level. Calamities reduce the productive capacity

and opporturrit ies of households, reduce farm produce , lead to losses and thus

reduce the total household's income.

6. Sometimes households headed by female households are poorer than those

having male household heads.

3.3. Definition and measurement of variables:
The dependent variable was the household poverty level determined by the

food expenditure share in the total household income.

Independent variables were:

1. Educational level measured in terms of various classes 0f formal education.

The main classes were; never went to school, lower primary, upper primary,

lower secondary, upper secondary and th\? university level.

2. Family size measured in :erms of number of family members per household.

Data on the total nL!mber of children, relatives or servants, total number' of

w'ives and the household head were collected.

:j. Access to land, measured in terms of land size in acres and data on total

amount of land available for cultivation per household was needed. It was
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assumed that the land owned was inherited, there was rlO hired land.

4. Calamities, were captured by such things as: diseases, floods, hailstones,

theft among others.

5. Access to rur-al credit facilities needed data on the total household

credits per year.

6. The gender issue was captured by who heads the households between men and

women.



22

CHAPTER FOUR •

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

4.1. Introduction

In this section, the manner in which the sample was drawn, area of

study, data type, collection of data and the sampling technique are described.

4.2 Study area

The study covered the whole of Kisii Central District. The district was

selected because it has typical characteristics of any rural agricultural

areas with high potential in Kenya, yet poverty is prevalent. In addition, the

area was choosen because the researcher is conversant with the language and

hence it was easier to get relevant information.

4.3 Data type and collection

In this research, pr imary data were used. Data were collected by the use

of interviews. The questionnaire was used to administer interviews. Both the

structured and unstr-uctured quest tonnai res were applied and this ensured that

maximum relevant information was collected.

4.4 Sampling Technique.

In this research paper, the population under study was the households in

rural agricultural areas in Kisii Central District. Sirlce the area was too

big, multistage sampling was used. This method was used because it saved costs

in terms of money and time.
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The multistage sampling was based on the eX'sting administrative

boundaries. In the first stage, the district was djvided into five divisions,

namely; Keumbu, Marani, mosocho ,Suneka and iv1asaba.Then each division was

divided into locations, each location was divided into sub-locations, and

finally, each sub-location was divided into villages. It was at the village

evel that the households were interviewed. Each division, location, sub-

location and village was given a unique number.

By using a table of random numbers, two divisions namely; Keumbu and

ivlasaba,out of the total current five (Keumbu, Suneka, i¥losocho,iv1araniand

fvlasaba)divisions were selected. This ensured that 40% of the total popu lat ton

of five divisions was sampled giving a fair representative sample since it 1S

ove r-30%. Us ing t he same procedu re , two Ioca t ions Ibeno and Keumbu from Keumbu

division, and two locations that is Nyar ibar i r¥lasabaand Nyaribari Central

locations fr-om r-iasabadivision were selected. Two sub-locations, Ki rwa and

Nyamagwa, Bomwagi and Nyamware, from Ibeno and Keumbu locations respectively

were sel ected. Further, two mor-e sub-locations Ikenye and Gesusu from

Nyar ibar i rvlasabalocation, and further two sub-locations Kiamokama and

Chironge from Nyaribari Central location were selected. Finally, two villages

from each selected sub-location were sampled. Th1S means that 4 locations, 8

sub-l ocat ions, 16 vi 11ages were sampled.

By selecting 4 households per village, a total of 64 households were

interviewed. The selection of four' households per vi llage was based on

purposive sampling whereby two households were poor and the remaining two

households per village were rich households. The researcher was assisted by

the village elders and identified the poor and the rich households based on

the kind of houses people stayed in, the amount of land, total number of
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children, and other properties they owned. The figure-was chosen due to time

and financial factors that could not allow the reseaschar to sample all

households in a given vi llage. Purposive sampl ing was done because it was

assumed that all the sampled households had r-elevant information needed. The

researcher then visited the vi 11age elders of each of the selected villages to

ascertain the households to be interviewed. Each household interviewed was

given a unique number.
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CHAPTER FIVE •

DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION, AND DISCUSSION.

5.0 Introduction

This chapter contains data analysis,presentation and a discussion of

the research findings. After the relevant information was collected from the

field, descriptive statistics were employed to assist the researcher achieve

the research objectives. Calculation of percentages and tabulation of the

r-esults wer-e employed in order' to identify the character+s t ics of the poor- and

the rich households in Kisii Central District.

5.1.Analysis of Data related to the size of land owned.

This study assessed the distribution of households according to the size

of land each owned. Table 5.1 provides the assessment of the size of land

owned by households. This table indicates that in rural areas, majority of

the households depend on land as the main source of their livelihood in

addition to formal employment and commercial activities. For such households

who depend as the main source of income, in most cases, it is the size of land

one owns that determines the total household farm produce, and this in turn

determines the pover ty level. The study findings as regards to land ownership

are shown below:
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Table 5.1. The distribution of households according \0 land size.

il Land si ze
jl in acres

II

Number of
Poor
households
based on

I P .I ercernage
I of poor
II househo Ids

based on

I... ~l'IumoeraT
rich
households
based on

I Percentage
I of rich
I ~ous~ho 1ds
I oasea on

Ii
II
l!
II
II

I
I

"I
II

II
I acreage acreage acreage I acreage Iowned I owned owned owned

I i\k)ne 0 10% 2 I 7% r
I , "' ~ I ~ , ! 1 ~A'II Less than 1 10 1

10
% 12 I I~

I 1 - 4 acres 130 81% 15 156% I

5 acres and above 11 3 % 8 130% I
! , I ~~ ~ rv I j

tvleanIand si ze = 2.7 acres
____J 100%_

(see appendix 2 ) .

Source: Survey data (Jun-Jul 1998)

The above Table 5.1 shows clearly that most families in Kisii Central

District own small parcels of land. On average, most families own less than 5

acres. The mean size of land in the district is 2.7 acres as shown in appendix

2 on page 47. The same table reveals that on average, 97% of the total poor

households and 70% of the rich households own less than 5 acres of land. It is

also clear fr-om the table that about 30% of the r-ich households owned land

measuring more than 5 acres compared to only 3% of the poor who had the same

land size. The analysis of the data shows clearly that there is a shortage of

land in Kisii Central District.

As compared to the rich,the poor people are more affected by the

shortage of land. Consequently, with small pieces of Iand , farm produce is low

and this leads to low levels of incomes. This in turn, leads to higher

incidence of poverty in Kisii Central District. The findings from this study

support the study findings done by ILO (1977) in Asia, ivlurdoch (1980) and
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Sundrum (1992), that the size of land one owns determines the poverty level.

5.2. Analysis of Data related to Household Head Educational
level.
Item (2.1) in section 2 of the appendix 1 required the respondents to

give the maximum level of education they attained. The educational level was

divided into classes, namely; those who never went to school, those who

completed lower primary (classes 1 to 4), upper primary (classes 5 to 7 or 5

to 8), lower secondar-y (forms 1 to 2), upper secondary (forms 3 to 4 or' forms

5 to 6), finally University level. This information is shown in Table 5.2

below.

Table 5.L.lne distribution of houset~lds heads according to educational
level

II I i ! t !l
U Education level ! Number of I P~rcentage l Number of . Per-centage III
~jj! I poor OT poor I rich of ljlj~ I ~ous~ho1ds I househo I ds I househo I ds househo I ds 1

j oaseo on I based on I based on based on
II I educationa 1 I ~duc~tiona 1 I educationa 1 educationa 1 ilII I 1eve 1 I Ieve I I 1eve1 I 1eve1 H
I--------+l------+r------+-j -------+1------11,1
I Never went to 19 I 51% ~ 0 0% I

1\ school I I I II
IIILower 118 II 22% 21 I 8% II
, primar'y(classes t !I
II 1 to 4) I I !
l!up~er /" I, 6 16% 3 1

111
% III'I! pr i mary\.c Iasses I

I. 5 to 8)! II
I
I Lower secondary 3 I 8% 14% 'Ill,I (forms 1 to 2) I I

n U· . t i os 9 I ~~% !!II m ver s i y I U _ 00 II

Source: Survey data (June July 1998j

I
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•
From Table 5.2, households heads educational level is one of the major.

factors influencing poverty level in Kisii Central District. The table shows

that close to 51% of the poor households have households heads who never

attended any formal school ing, whereas all the rich household heads had

attended some form of formal schooling.

The same table reveals that, on average, 89% of the poor" households are

headed by someone who comp leted onl y the pr irnar y 1evel of education. Among the

rich households, the mtnor i ty (5% of the households heads) completed only the

primary level of education. The results in table 5.2 also indicate that the

majority of the rich household heads (on average 77% household heads) had

completed the upper secondary school and above. Whereas none of the poor

households were headed by someone who had reached the University level, 33% of

the rich household heads attained University level of education. Thus, the

majori ty of poor household heads in Kisii Cent ra] Distr"ict are t lliterate , The

explanation for this is that at higher educational level, financial returns

are higher and stable. In addition, the educated households heads have

relatively small family sizes. These findings ar-e in agreement with other

studies done by Clewwe in Ghana (1991), and the World Bank in Indonesia (1990)

that there is a positive correlation between household heads' educational

level and poverty.

5.3.Data Analysis related to Households Family Size.
An examination of the impact of family size on poverty is revealed in

Table 5.3 (p.27). Family size in this study consisted of parents, children,

and relatives or servants who have been staying with a given family in the
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last three months before this research was carried out. This is shown in Table

5.3 below.

Table 5.3. The distribution of households according to family size.

I ~ t f j b f I III tJercen age 0 I Num er 0 Percentage n
I poor I rich of rich !Ii ~ous~ho 1ds I househo 1ds househo Ids
I oasea on I based on I
I family size j family size ...."

! I i II
~e~~e;s I 0 ! 0% I 3% II

'I Family

II

size Number of
poor
households

Ij 3 to 5 I I ~% II 8 I' 30% II'
II members !,' --------------r-------------~----------~.
11-6-to-9---I-, !)-~-----11 13% ! 13 148% il
IImembers I I II

ii' 10 members II' 31 184% ! 5 119% il
I and above I I I \I

ivlean fami 1y s ize = 9.96 = 10 members (see appendi x 1)

Source: Survey data (June- July 1998)

From Table 5.3, it is clear that the majority of the poor households

have larger family sizes as compared to the rich households. The mean family

size in the district is about 10 members per household. Out of the total 37

poor households surveyed, 84% have family sizes of 10 members and above. On

the other hand, only 19% of the total 27 rich households samp ed had family

sizes of 10 members and above.

On average, 97% of the poor households have family sizes of 6 members

and above, whereas close to 67% on average of the rich households have family

sizes of 6 members and above. It is also clear from the results that only 3%
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of the poor have small family sizes of to 5 members while 33% of the rich

households have family sizes of 1 to 5 members. In addition, the results

indicate that none of the poor households has less than three family members.

The general conclusion here is that the poor are characterized by largel

family sizes as compared to the rich households. Large family sizes lead to

high dependence on the few earning family members. Also feeding a large

family size means all what is produced or earned is consumed leading to a

higher food consumption expenditure to total income ratio. This study confirm:

the earlier studies done by Kakwani (1992)in rural India, and Lipton (1983),

which found that poverty level among households +ncveases with the increase il

the fami ly size. However", this study di ffers with Clewwe's findings in Ghana,

which show that poverty does not increase with the increase in family size,

but instead, poverty level depends on the type of economic activities the

hous~holds are engaged in.

5.A. Data Analysis related to Access to Rural Credit Facilities.
Item 3.7 ;n sect ion 3 of append; x 1 requi red the respondents to state

the total amount of rural credit they receive per year. Out of the total 37

poor and 27 rich households sampled, 78% (29) of the poor and 33% (9) of the

rich admitted that they have never rece ived any rura I cr-edit. The rural credi

in this study were in the form of; f'ertilizers , farm inputs like the planting

materials, farm tools and cash.
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Table 5A.The Distribution of Households according to·the access to Credit

fac i l it ies.

I None 29 78% 9 33% II
I ri! Kshs 1,000 to 8 22% 18 67% II
II 10,000 Ii

'Source: Survey data (June -July 1998j

Table 5.4 indicates that only 22%of the poor and 67%of the rich

received rural credit. It is dismaying that 100%of the poor who admitted of

recei ving the rural credi t wer-e the tea farmer's who recei ved rur a1 credi t

facilities in the form of tea fertilizers amounting to less than Kshs 5,000

per' year .

The research found that on average, more than 50%of the total surveyed

population do not receive any fonn of rural credt t meant for agricultural

production. With lack of access of credit facilities, the poor use poor

farming methods and tools, and majority of the poor cannot af ford to buy

fertilizer's which are very impor-tant in improving the agricultural production.

The results in Table 5.4 indicate that rur-al poverty is char-acterized by lack

of access to rural credit facilities. The poor are more affected by lack of

access to rural credit as compared to the rich households. The findings from

thi s study support the fi ndi ngs by r.leier (1989) who observed that 1ack of
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access to rural credit in majority of the third world countries leads to high

poverty level among the households.

5.5. Data Analysis related to Calamities and Misfortunes.

The calamities and misfortunes of concern in this study included;

floods, drought, hailstones, accidents, both animal and human beings diseases

and theft. Calamities are consider-ed as some of the causes of poverty in rural

ar eas , Things such as animal and crop diseases lead to low farm pr-oduce.

Diseases among people means that a lot of money is used in tr-eating the

diseases. Also poor health leads to less productive persons who cannot produce

much farm produce an important earner of households' income. Theft of the farm

produce and livestock has a negative effect on the total farm pr-oduce. Ail the

above calamities and misfortunes lead to low living standards among the

affected households. These result findings ar-e r-eflected in Table 5.5 below:

Table 5.5. The Distributiorl of Households according to Calamities and

Misfortunes.

Number of Percentage of Number- of ! Percentage
rni s for tunes I poor poor j rich of , jr i cn

l i households households j households households Ibased on based on l based on based on! ! j j

I I cal amiti es/ I ca 1am it ies/ I calamities I c~ 1~m i~ies/ II misfortunes misfortunes I /m; sfortunes 011 s ror tunes
I None 0 0% I 11 41% I

I J
Hailstones 0 0% 10 0% j

I -I
II Theft and I 37 100% I . ~ 59% II 10 I, .Iiolseases

I 3~j ( 100% 27 100%jl Total
data (june -july 1998)Source: Survey
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Out of the total 37 poor households sampled, a1, of them experienced

calamities and diseases. This composed of 100% of all the poor households.

The poor households, also admitted that theft of their- farm produce which is

stolen befor-e and after being harvested was a major problem. Out of the total

27 rich households, 11 households or 41% had never experienced any calamities

or even misfortunes. Though the poor are mor-eaffected by di seases and theft

than the rich, both groups, that is, 100% of the poor and 59%of the rich

singled out diseases and theft as the main problems facing them. jvjalaria was

the main disease that many households complained of, while theft of crops such

as beans, bananas, and maize wer-e commonin the area under study. The

frequency of calamities and theft in Kisii Central District, means that the

affected households incur great losses resulting from theft and diseases, and

this in tum increases the pover-ty level.

5.S. Analysis of data According to Households Heads.
The study assessed the relationship between the households heads and

pover-ty. A comparison was made between the male headed and the female headed

households as far as the households welfare are concer-ned.
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Table 5.6. The Distribution of Households according to Households Heads .•

~ HH

I
I;:,ource:

i No. of ! % of HHs I No.of ! %of poor I No of I % ~ i ch IIj OT r i c U
I I

HHs based on I poor HHs HHs I rich HHs I HHs jj
! based on HH based on j based on I based on I based on Il
j HH HH j HH II. j HH j HH

jvl 45 ! 70% 21 57% I 24 I 84% II
1- 19 I 30% 16 143% 3 16% 11~ j!I Total I 64 ! 100% 137 1100% 27 100% H;.. ~ ; " ~~urvey aaLa \Jun -JUlY 1~98)

Where:

HHs=households, HH=household head, M=male, F=female,

No.= number , %= percent

From Table 5.6 it is cleal- that out of the total 64 households, 45(70%)

ar-e headed by males. The remaining 19 (30%) are headed by females. This

portrays a picture that majority of households in Kisii Central District are

headed by males.

Further Table 5.6 reveals that out of the 37 poor households, 21 (57%),

are male headed while 16(43%) are female headed. It is also clear that out of

the total 27 rich households, only 3 (16%) ar-e female-headed whi Ie the

majority 24 (84%) are male headed.

Fr-om the above discussion, it is an establ ished fact the majority of

female-headed households are poor. The reasons behind this are that females in

the district have no right to proper-ty ownership hence they cannot acqui re the

loans. Women are the main producers in the agricultural production but most of

the earnings are taken by men for the ir own use. In addi t ion, gi rls ar-e taken

to harambee secondary schools which are poor-ly equipped. Because of this, most

I
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of the girls do not go beyond the secondary school level, this in turn makes

them poor . Females are discriminated against property ownership and even to

high quality education due cultural practices. Due to these cultural practices

that favour only men, female-headed households are poorer than the male-

headed households.

5.7. Data Analysis According to Personal Comments on their

living Standards.

When asked to comment whether they think their living standards are low

or high, the majority of household heads in the district felt that their

living standards were low. It was noted that the responses given by some

households heads as regards to their living standards, some were not true.

This is so because even some of the rich households head felt that their

living standards were low. As regards to the factors that contributed to low

living standards, the majority of household heads cited such factors as; lack

of enough land, large family size, lack of access to formal education, lack of

access to credit facilities, incidence of calamities, diseases, high farm

input prices, general +ncrease of commodities prices in the economy. Out of

the total 64 households sampled, 47 (73%) were affected by high input prices

and general increases in prices of goods. About 75% (48) indicated that lack

of access to formal education had contributed to thei r poverty, whil e close to

55 (86%) believed that presence of diseases and theft had affected their

living standar-ds, while 47 (73%) complained of lack of access to credit

facilities. Finally, about 39 (60%) of the household heads pointed out that

lack of enough land was among the major causes of their- low living standards.
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CHAPTER SIX

SUMMARy AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS.

6.0 SUMi"'1ARYOF FINDlr;3S

Using the collected data on the characteristics of the poor households

in rural areas of Kisii Central District, it was found that household head's

educational level, large family sizes, lack of access to credit facilities,

and shortage of land were the major characteristics of the poor households.

The study also found that the presence of diseases and malaria in particular

had a negative effect on the well-being of households. In addition, theft of

the farm produce, high input prices and goods prices HI the economy were among

the main contributors of low living standards among the poor households,

compared to those of rich households. The total effect of all these

characteristics or variables has led to increasing poverty level among the

poor" in Kisii Central District.

6.1. RECOMMENDATIONS.

Poverty in rural areas should be reduced if Kenya is to achieve

sustainable economic growth and development. The study has identified some

major character t st ics of the poor" people in rural Kisii Cent ral District. The

knowledge of these factors identified in this study have implications for the

formulation of national policies dir-ected towards the reduction of poverty

evel in rural areas in Kenya as a whole. Based on the research findings, the
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following recommendations are made:

1) Literacy level should be increased among the poor' so as to reduce poverty

level in rural areas. This can be achieved through the government efforts of

providing adequate resources to promote adult education and formal education,

and particularly primary and secondary levels should be made compulsory for

all chi Idren aged between six and eighteen years.

2) The government should make both health and sanitation facilities available

to all Kenyans and at minimal cost. In addition, wide spread of education on

how to prevent and control malaria through seminars should be encouraged in

rural areas.

3) Security should be of national concern and more so the protection of

persons' properties. Those caught stealing the farm produce should be severely

punished. This in turn will discourage many people the habit of stealing the

farm produce of whatever' kind.

4) Fert ilizer-s , seeds, insecticides and other farm inputs should be provided

to the poor at reasonable prices. This can be possible through the government

subsidizing the much needed farm inputs.

5) Households family sizes should be reduced by discouraging polygamy,

educating the public on the tmportance of having small families, and thr-ough

the spread of family planning facilities in rural areas.
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6) The government should move swiftly and impose price controls to all

essential commodities such as: sugar, cooking oil, and staple food related

products in the economy. This government policy will ensure that such

commodities are within the reach of the poor'.

7) There should be an increase in the provision of loans to poor farmers. The

'loans can be in the form of cash, farm tools, seeds, f'er t i1izers , and other'

farm inputs. The poor farmers should be encouraged to form co-operatives to

enable them obtain loans easily from banks and other financial institutions.

6.2 SlmESTED AREAS FOO HiRTHER RESEARCH.

This study was conducted in only one district in the whole of Kenya. It

is suggested that a research cutting across many rural agricultur'al districts

should be conducted to investigate the characteristics of the poor in rural

areas ,

This study did not employ the econometric tool of ana1ysis for the

establ ishment of the factor-s that influence poverty among the poor in rur-al

areas of Kenya. It is therefore suggested that more research should be

conducted with the use of econometric analysis to determine the significant

factors that influence poverty in rural aqr tcul tural areas in Kenya.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1

HOOSEI-OLD I NTERVI Ew SCHEDULE.

The aim of this questionnaire is to help me collect data that will help

me write up a project entitled "The characteristics of the poor people in

rural Kenya: A case of Kisi i Central District, that will lead to an award of a

ivlasterof Arts Degree (Econonrics ) at Kenyatta uni versi ty . All responses wi 11

be tr-eated as confidential and will be used only for- the purpose of the study.

The questionnaire is to be filled by household heads. But guardians will fill

it incase of the absence of the household head.

Interview date .

Name of interviewer- .

IDENTIFICATION

Household Number Household Name (optional) .

Division Location .

Sub-location Village .

1 •0 D~HIC VARIABLES

1.1 Household head jviaIe [J female [ ]

1.2 ivlaritalstatus of household head: single [ ] married [ J Divorced [ J

widowed [ ]

Number of children . Number of wives .

1.3 Number of relatives /servants who have been staying with you for the

last three months .
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2.0 EDUCATIONAL BACKGRVJND:
•

2.1 iviaximum 1eve 1 of educat ion reached?

Zero (never went to school) [ ]

Lower pr-imary (classes 1 to 5) [ ]

[ ]Upper primary (classes 5 to 7 or to 8)

Lower secondary (forms to 2) [ J

Upper secondary (forms 3 to 4 or 5 to 6) [ ]

University [ ]

(Please tick as appr-opriate)

3.0 ECONOMIC STATuS
3.1(a) Do you own any permanent land? Yes [ J No [ J

3.·j(b) How many acres is your per-manent land?

If your- 1and is not permanent and is hi red, how many acres? ....

3.2 What crops do you grow?! 2 .

3 4 5 other's .

3.3(a) What types of livestock do you keep? cattle [ ] Sheep [ ] Goats [ J

Hens [ J (tick as appropr iate)
/

3.3(b) tndicate the number of each type .cattle Hen sheep .

goats ....

3.4. What is your' monthly income from all sources?

a) Formal employment (wages/salaries) kshs

b) Self employment kshs .

c) Others sources, specify
Source Khs _

Source _ ., Khs ., _

Source;__. . Khs . _
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3.5. Please fill these tables.

Table H1: Household food and cash crop product ion and the prices per unit

item.

II ~II c.rops
I . .I Amount I p .j r t ce per unit kshs

ILTea
I~yrethrum

I
Coffee I K ' !gs per year ....
F/mi lle t sacks per year .... i

!--j

I Beans sacks per year .... j 1
i

I Milk ~ liters per day ... I JL--------·I Bananas I bunches per' week ... I -.-J
It Vegetables sacks per week ... I
II ~ .. I I

I Kgs per year .
I Kgs per year .

II ~weet potatoes t sacks per year ...
II !via; ~e ] sacks per year ...

3.6. Table H2: Household food consumption and the prices per unit item.

ilFr"u "tI~a t t em I. tI Amoun I price per unit
I

,

II \Viaize "
debes per mnth ... H

IIFImi 11et
.Jl

debes per mnth .. Ii
I

II Beans j debes per mnth ... I
I [vi; 1k liters per day ... j -llI
IIBananas bunches per day ... JI

sacks per wk ... III Vegetables
I 1 . I I , I1~I_Me_a_t ~j~Kg~s~/_d_a~y~/_w_K_._.. ~ ~II
l Cook inq Kgs per mnth... II
l~su~g~a_r +I_K~g_s~p_e_r__mr_lt_h_'_'_' ~r- __----------------~lllill
~ Sweet potatoes I sacks per yr.... .

3.7 Do you receive any form of rural credit meant for agricultural production?
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Yes [ J No [ J

If yes, state the form and the amount you recei ve per- year.

Cash kshs Fertilizers . Farm tools (eg jembes) _

Chemicals Planting materials .

4.0 CALAMITIES /MISFORTUNES
4.1 Have you ever exper-ienced any calamities/misfortunes such as

diseases, floods, accidents, or theft in the last one year? Yes [ ] No [ ]

If yes,indicate the calamities . _

5.0 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS
5.1. What can you say about your- 1iving standard? high [] low [ ]

If low, in your opinion, what has affected your living standard?

Lack of land [ ]

Big family size

Lack of access to formal education

[ J

[ ]

Lack of access to credit facilities (bank loan, loans from other sources) [J

Calamities/misfortunes (accidents, fire, diseases, and theft) [ ]

( please tick all the factors that are appropriate to you)
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APPENDIX 2
SUMMARY OF i-KJUSEHOLDRAW DATA.

•

f~BS ---ill-· F_I_R__ 4-I_HH__ -+-I_ED__ ---+I_F_s__ 41_L_s__ ~I-A-c-· _~ll-r_;A_L_----lli

~-_~I~·~J~~_:·~~~:I:~~~~~~~:I!~2~~~~~II.~-·--~II-~--~I-~-~I
i~ I 0.3 I i~ I ~~ I ~ ! 2 I :~ 1,< IIII 5 ! O. 3 I fvl I u::' I .:I I 2 I Y 'I
! t

I I
I
I

\I 9 ! 0 4 t ~ ~ ..•. t ~ ! 0 ! 1,,1 I· N II'ILo I V:o I : I ~: I : 11 I ~ I ' il

16 I ~ 4 I US !6 ~
IN t

M 12 N ru. I I I
! ~

1

10 \3 I" I I0.4 M LP ! .,

~
, Y I Y!8 10 2 1M UN 10 I" I" !

I . i5 ! y I Y I,

II IN ..-H
1111 ! 0.3 i M IUP I 8 I 7 i y Iy -..~l
1112 10.4 J_lvl __ -+I_U_N __ -+1_7__ ---41_3 I-! '_y __ -+-I'_' __ -lH

~ I Y .J',II111 3 i O. 4 1M IUS I 5 I 2 I y I y \



48

II 44 I O. 8 I F I 0 ! 10 ! 0.4 I N I y 11

'!t~8 -+1 .0 I F I LP 1118 I 2.5 IY ! y .--JI
II 49 I 0.9 I F I ~ I 10 ! 2. 5 I N I y JI
1~_~71 1M I~p I -" i 3 I y I y III~-+- I 00_.._8 --!-~ M---+-I_LP_'jl_"I:-3~---l:If-~-'·- 5--'1+-' N L_Y ---jl
1152 IO. 8 IF I 0 _ c: IN I y II
1153 ! O. 8 I /vi I LS 11 2 I 2 I Y I y II

I I
l15! 10.8 jM

i 54 10.8 /vi 10 I 19 U05 N I,,~
I I Y

1
55 10.

5 /vi I US 10 12 IN ! " II I Y

I I I I I
I

156 10.8 IN
'---'

F ° 10 14 y I
~ I ! I ~ l . ., II

10 I 11 1.5 I '( H
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1158
1.0

1
M I LS ! 17 10.25 I .~ I" HI I I 1 I Y II

I I I I I II
) ,

j LP 111

)

IN
,

1159 0.7 F !3 y

60 10.5 F 10 I 11 i 0.5 Iy y .II
I

1 ~. 10.5 F 10 I 11 I 1 IN y II101 I

\62 ! 0 ~
1M I LP

, I I .. III .~ 120 j 1 I l\j Y,
I 1 ~ l ." I " II1-2-'-~---lI---~---Ii-,-:,-----lj!n ~~

10.9 IF
(

'C- 10 10
10.9 I .. j L~

1164 1M ! t-' 11
Source: Survey data (June - July 1998)

Calculations.
ivleanland size = 172.8/64 = 2.7 acres.
Mean family size = 637.44/64 = 9.96.

where;
HH = household head
M = male, F = female
FS = family size
Ls = Land size
Ed = household head educational level
o = never went to school

Lp = lower primar-y
Up = primary
Ls = lower secondary
US = upper secondary
UN = university
Y = yes
N = no

AC = access to credit facilities
Cal = calamities.
FIR = food income ratio


