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Summary, conclusions and
recommendations

This study set out to explore how gender dynamics in urban agriculture shaped
the construction of household livelihoods and impacted livelihood outcomes of
farming households, and of individual men and women. This was intended not
only as a contribution to the emerging body of knowledge on the importance of
gender in urban agriculture, but also to the debate on policy implications for sus-
tainable and equitable urban agriculture. Considered from a livelihoods perspec-
tive, the study conceptualized urban agriculture as constituting one of the liveli-
hood strategies that were adopted by urban residents — and one which was inter-
linked with other livelihood strategies in varied ways — against a backdrop of a
wide range of trends and events that defined urban residents’ vulnerability con-
texts and increasingly strained their abilities to sustain household livelihoods and
individual well-being. Such trends and events included loss of jobs following
closure of, and retrenchments from, industries based in Eldoret and beyond due
to macro-economic restructuring, as well as declining incomes, diminishing job
opportunities in the local job market, and escalation of commaodity prices. The
most dramatic event during the course of the study was the post-2007 election
violence.

The extent to which urban farmers were able to make a living from urban agri-
culture was mediated by various institutions and processes, operating at multiple
but inter-locking scales. Of particular interest was how the various national urban
agriculture-related laws and policies were implemented within Eldoret munici-
pality, and how they impacted opportunities for the farming men and women. At
the household level, the study focused on gender relations and how these medi-
ated men’s and women’s access to resources, the respective roles they played in
the construction of household livelihoods in general and in urban agriculture in
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particular, and the implications of these not only for household livelihoods and
individual well-being, but also for urban agriculture policy.

The first of three sections of this chapter that follow summarizes the key find-
ings of the study and reflects on related theoretical postulations. The second sec-
tion discusses the implications of urban agriculture policy for urban households
and gender mainstreaming in light of the foregoing findings. The chapter ends
with some recommendations for further research.

Summary of findings and theoretical reflections

Urban agriculture policy

Chapter 5 demonstrated how the interplay of national and municipal laws and
policies, and the politics surrounding their enforcement shaped the practice of
urban agriculture within Eldoret municipality. It showed how the contradictions
and inconsistencies inherent in national legislations and policies, and the negative
official attitudes towards urban agriculture within Eldoret Municipal Council
(EMC) have not only engendered contradictions in the application of existing
laws and policies within the municipality, but also impeded the evolution of a
more responsive legal and policy framework for urban farming. In exercising its
discretion about which national laws and policies to effect within its jurisdiction,
the EMC has in most cases restricted and criminalized urban farming, with par-
ticularly stringent regulations being directed towards livestock-keeping. The
EMC also tended to enforce its by-laws selectively, exercising leniency towards
some sections of the farming community while harassing others on the basis of
their ethnic identities. In addition, some EMC and government officials also
practised urban agriculture, while some national government agencies and non-
governmental organizations participated in promotional activities for urban farm-
ing against the EMC’s wishes. These dynamics emboldened the resolve of urban
farmers to continue farming despite the restrictions they faced.

Whether due to a lack of moral authority or the capacity to enforce its own by-
laws against a resilient farming community, or due to its relative powerlessness
vis-a-vis national government agencies involved in promotional activities, the
EMC has had to tolerate urban agriculture in the town. The laxity in enforcing its
by-laws also reflected the growing appreciation of the value of urban farming to
the households involved, and of the challenges implied in land-use change in ar-
eas newly incorporated into the municipality. However, the tolerance of urban
agriculture has not been accompanied by a change in official attitude and policy
at the municipal level, which remain unfavourable and at best ambivalent to-
wards urban agriculture. The EMC’s latest set of by-laws (2009) do not make
any provision for the support or regulation of crop cultivation and are prohibitive
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of livestock keeping. On its part, however, the national government recently ini-
tiated policies aimed at regulating and supporting farming in Kenya’s urban
areas.

The EMC’s tolerance of urban agriculture despite its anti-urban agriculture
policies, and the government’s recent pro-urban agriculture policy responses
demonstrate that while meso-macro policies and institutions do shape individ-
ual’s micro contexts for livelihood construction, the livelihood strategies indi-
viduals pursue at the micro-level may in turn impact meso-macro policies and
institutions as well (e.g. Brons et al. 2005; Oberhauser & Hanson 2007). Also
highlighted is the fact that institutions are necessarily dynamic and subject to
multiple interpretations, contestation and negotiations (Scoones 1998) and that
they also impact the livelihood options of different individuals and collectives
differently, depending on their positioning within the social and power structures
within which they are situated. Moreover, policy and institutional changes at the
meso-macro levels must be understood not only from the point of view of the
agency of urban farmers per se but, importantly too, from the point of view of the
tensions between formal and informal policies and institutions, and the role of
external actors and their relative power relations.

Access to farming resources and constraints

Farming households and individual men and women accessed the various farm-
ing resources across the five asset/capital categories — i.e. natural, physical, fi-
nancial, human and social — to varying degrees, and with varying implications for
household and individual outcomes. While all farming households had, by defini-
tion, access to land of some kind, the spaces under cultivation were generally
small and perceived as inadequate by the majority of the farmers. Farming
households established entitlement over the farming spaces mainly through pur-
chase, social connections, and informal use of land around their dwellings. While
those who owned land had unrestricted freedom of access to and use rights over
such plots, the rest enjoyed tenuous use rights. For a variety of reasons, including
social norms and cultural practices related to inheritance and ownership of land
as well as better economic status, most farming spaces were owned or accessed
by men in male-headed households; but female household heads also accessed
land in their own right, although they did so to a limited extent and their holdings
were generally smaller than men’s. However, despite high incidences of non-
ownership of land among them, women seemed to enjoy considerable access and
use rights over household land for farming, but such rights were more limited for
other land-uses such as housing. As such, many married women did not prioritize
land ownership, preferring instead to negotiate the use of their husbands’ plots.



203

Unlike married women, female household heads enjoyed greater control over the
use of household land holdings for whatever uses.

Most farming households had access to water sources — mostly shallow wells
and piped water — that were not only located within short distances of their
dwellings, but also reliable all-year-round and, in the case of well water, accessi-
ble at no financial cost. However, a very small proportion of farming households
irrigated their plots and those who did did not practice full-time irrigation. Many
farmers considered drawing water from the wells to be cumbersome with some
choosing to use piped water instead, although this was prohibited by the munici-
pal council. Most crop cultivators practiced rain-fed agriculture and adapted their
farming systems to rainfall seasonality and variability.

Financial credit tailored for urban agriculture was not available in Eldoret, and
the farmers’ plots lacked titles that could be used as collateral for loan acquisition
from formal banking institutions. This constrained farmers from accessing addi-
tional farming spaces to increase the scale of production. It also limited their abil-
ity to modernize, intensify and optimize productivity of available spaces, and to
engage in high-value agricultural enterprises. And whereas many women partici-
pated in informal credit-based social networks through which they accessed
credit, such credit was rarely (re-)invested in urban agriculture. Many farmers
relied on their limited personal savings and incomes from non-farming sources to
make only modest investments in urban farming. Men tended to have greater ac-
cess to such incomes due to their higher levels of participation in the informal
sector. Financial resources for investment in urban agriculture were also gener-
ated through the sale of crop produce and livestock.

Although extension services were available in Eldoret, only a small proportion
of the farmers had benefited from the services. Some farmers did not consider it
necessary to seek the services, either because of the uncertainty over the future of
urban agriculture, their view of urban agriculture as a marginal activity that did
not require much investment, a lack of awareness about the existence of farming
technologies that could improve productivity of their holdings or, in the case of
women, a lack of time due to domestic responsibilities. The effectiveness and
reach of extension services were also constrained by the lack of a structured ur-
ban agriculture extension programme, and by restrictions on urban agriculture by
the municipal council as well as by inappropriate approaches adopted in targeting
the farmers. As a consequence, farmers relied mostly on traditional knowledge
and skills, and/or informal networks for agricultural information, and tended to
adapt non-optimal farming systems and practices that were often not appropriate
for the urban context. Because of their reliance on traditional knowledge and
skills, men’s and women’s agricultural knowledge and skills were gendered,
somehow reflecting the traditional rural-based agricultural division of labour and
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roles. However, men’s relatively higher literacy levels and greater spatial mobil-
ity enabled them to appropriate agricultural knowledge and information available
in the public space to a greater extent than women.

The farmers, and particularly female household heads, derived a number of
inputs from the local environment such as manure, crop residues, local seeds and
seedlings for crop cultivation. Male-headed households accessed market-based
inputs such as chemical fertilizers and pesticides to a greater extent than female-
headed households. Livestock keepers also relied on the open spaces, dumpsites,
garbage heaps and urban waste available in the local environment for livestock
inputs. They also procured some inputs from the market, namely veterinary drugs
and feed supplements. Most livestock keepers raised local breeds which, al-
though considered more disease-resistant and less costly, were less productive.

Aside from the constraints related to access to farming resources, urban crop
cultivators faced other constraints as well. Pests and diseases was the most preva-
lent problem among both crop cultivators and livestock keepers, and in both
cases women and especially female household heads were the most affected.
Theft of crops was also prevalent and was perceived more as a problem by
women compared to men. Rainfall unreliability and variability, poor soils, and
destruction of crops by livestock (of others) were also reported by crop cultiva-
tors. Other problems perceived by respondents as constraints to livestock keeping
included conflict with neighbours, labour shortages, and theft of livestock.

Several conclusions can be drawn from the foregoing patterns of access to
farming resources by households and individual men and women. Whether it is
women’s use rights over their household’s farming spaces, or (under)utilization
of the widely available water resources for irrigation and extension services to
improve productivity, as has come to be emphasized in livelihood and gender
studies (Bebbington 1999; Mandel 2004; Kabeer 1999), access to and not just
availability of resources is critical in livelihood construction. And while more fo-
cus has been placed on the role of formal policies and institutions in mediating
access to resources (Brons et al 2005), it seemed the case that at the household
level informal institutions related to culture (i.e. social norms and gender ideolo-
gies) were perhaps more important, not least because they imbued assets and
livelihood options with varied meanings for men and women. In the particular
case of land, for instance, women’s relatively easier access to household land for
farming compared to its use for housing shows how social norms and gender
roles can not only influence men’s and women’s livelihood options, but also
shape how men and women relate to and value different livelihood assets and,
related to this, prefer different modes of establishing entitlement over the assets.

Moreover, whether and how men and women exercised their agency in identi-
fying probable livelihood opportunities, and whether they optimally utilized as-
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sets available to them in making a living was dependent on their capabilities.
Thus, the fact that many urban farmers underestimated the potential productivity
and profitability of urban agriculture and in the process underutilized available
extension services and/or withheld financial investments from the activity goes
some way in sounding caution over the livelihood perspective’s over-emphasis
on poor people’s agency. However, while this also makes the case for external
interventions in catalyzing the agency of the poor to enable them realize greater
potential of their assets, attention must be paid to the implications of such inter-
ventions for the meanings that men and women attach to, and their claims over,
the assets involved and the activities to which they deploy the assets to earn a liv-
ing. In other words, the potential impact of external interventions on household
livelihoods, personal well-being, and gender relations cannot be underestimated.

Contribution of men and women to household livelihoods

Complementarities between men’s and women’s roles and livelihood activities in
the construction of household livelihoods were apparent within conjugal house-
holds. Such roles and livelihood activities were underpinned by social norms and
gender roles and responsibilities, and by personal agency augmented by individ-
ual capabilities and entitlements, which varied between and among men and
women.

Men and women were responsible for different spheres of household well-
being obligations. Generally men were regarded as overall breadwinners and
decision-makers responsible for household provisioning, children’s education,
medical expenditure, housing, and other ‘major’ investments that involved lump-
sum expenditures (e.g. land purchase). On the other hand, women were expected
to take care of ‘minor’ household expenditures, food preparation, childcare, and
home-keeping. However, as was apparent in Chapters 4 and 6, the prevailing
economic circumstances had increasingly diminished men’s abilities to effec-
tively provide for their families, forcing many women to play more prominent
roles in household provisioning as well, mostly by engaging in diverse activities
in the informal sector, key among them being urban agriculture.

As with urban farming, most non-farming livelihood activities of choice for
women were generally interconnected with their gender roles and home-keeping,
and as such they primarily focused on food provisioning and were highly local-
ized. The latter point illustrates the local embeddedness of the livelihoods of
(female) urban farmers. In some cases, however, women did not only engage in
more economically visible livelihood activities and venture into the public sphere
— which is socially constructed as men’s domain — but also became ‘real’ bread-
winners for their households. The extent to which women took up this challenge
was determined by a confluence of various factors, including ethnicity, age, and
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socio-economic status within their households — implying that women (and men
too) should not be treated in development planning as if they constitute homoge-
nous categories. Yet as a result of the contraction of livelihood opportunities for
men in the public sphere, they were on their part increasingly retreating into the
feminine domestic space to explore alternative means of providing for their fami-
lies — mostly in urban agriculture — sometimes with adverse implications for
women’s economic independence and autonomy. Such dynamics illustrate the
fluidity of the gendered private/public spatial divide and its role in the (re)pro-
duction of gender inequalities in changing economic contexts (see Youngs 2000).

As was indicated in Chapter 6, complementarities between men’s and wo-
men’s livelihood activities within household livelihood systems were mostly ob-
served among spouses. Other household members who participated in livelihood
activities were not only few, but also in most instances seemed less obligated to
contribute towards household well-being. School-going children were also rarely
mobilized to augment household livelihoods, except when their participation in
livelihood activities did not interfere with their school work. Moreover, the com-
plementarities between men’s and women’s livelihood activities did not neces-
sarily involve complete disclosure and pooling of incomes, nor were the activi-
ties always intended for a shared household livelihood outcome. Most men and
women pursued personal interests concurrent with their contributions towards
household well-being. And while the pursuit of household livelihoods involved a
certain level of co-operation between spouses, their personal interests were some-
times in competition or in conflict. Individuals’ contributions towards household
livelihoods were informed by their gender roles and responsibilities as well as
perceptions of their obligations and of those of others. However, non-disclosure
of incomes limited spouses’ claims on each other’s incomes thereby blurring
such perceptions.

That children in farming households were less involved in urban agriculture
and other livelihood activities — as their parents privileged their education instead
— is relevant to the debate as to whether poor people’s so-called livelihood strate-
gies are actually borne out of strategic decisions or are simply here-and-now
reactionary responses to adversity without an eye on the future. This particular
case illustrates that the urban farmers did, to some degree, sacrifice their present
circumstances and possibilities for short-term livelihood enhancement with a
view to breaking intergenerational transfer of poverty. As for urban agriculture,
however, the non-participation of children threatens its sustainability into the fu-
ture, if it is recalled that many urban farmers relied on traditional knowledge
gained from their farming backgrounds. Also to be considered among ‘strategic’
actions were the decisions by many urban farmers to limit investments in urban
agriculture for fear of losing out due to EMC restrictions, or to avoid the vulner-
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abilities associated with rainfall variability. Moreover, most of those who pre-
ferred to invest the income gained from urban agriculture in housing rather than
re-invest it in urban farming considered their actions as a strategy of securing
their old age when they would no longer be able to farm.

Men’s and women’s contributions to urban agriculture

The contributions of men and women to urban agriculture are considered here in
terms of their decision-making roles and labour contributions. Urban agriculture
literature has demonstrated how gender division of labour results in inequalities
in livelihood outcomes for men and women, and how different patterns of labour
allocation derive different outcomes for farming households. It has been sug-
gested, for instance, that because women prefer and channel their labour pre-
dominantly in subsistence enterprises, their decision-making roles and labour
contribution in urban agriculture hold greater prospects for household food secu-
rity and well-being than men’s decisions and labour which tend to dominate in-
come-related urban agriculture activities and to derive greater personal benefits
for men (see Jacobi et al. 2000).

Chapter 9 showed that men and women played different but complementary
roles in decision making and that the roles were influenced by various factors,
including relative control over farming resources (especially land), social norms
and gender roles, personal agency, individual as well as household socio-
economic standing, and the scale of agricultural production and its perceived eco-
nomic visibility. Consistent with most urban agriculture studies in sub-Saharan
Africa, it was the case that the initial decision to farm was mostly taken by
women, and that they showed preference for subsistence crops and small live-
stock. Where men took the initiative, they tended to go for income-earning crops,
large livestock, and to be involved when the scale of production was economi-
cally more visible. However, men were increasingly turning to subsistence farm-
ing (mostly cultivation of maize) to provide for their families as their non-
farming income sources declined. Because of the conflicting interests between
men and women on the one hand, and given the limited farming spaces available
to households, on the other hand, power relations between men and women also
came into play in determining whose decisions prevailed. And although men
generally wielded greater decision-making power at the household level, women
employed a variety of strategies and especially exploited their social spaces and
gender roles to negotiate a bigger role in decision-making related to choice of
crops and livestock, and use of urban agriculture products and income.

Chapter 10 confirmed that indeed women provided most of the labour in urban
agriculture. The influence of social norms and gender roles on men’s and wo-
men’s labour contribution manifested in the type of agricultural activities and
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tasks performed, the spatial segregation of the activities and tasks, and in labour
access and control patterns. Because of their reproductive responsibilities, wo-
men dominated home gardening involving subsistence crops as well as the keep-
ing of small livestock. Men, on the other hand, were involved to a greater extent
with off-plot farming activities, those undertaken primarily for income and with
large livestock, especially dairy cows and pigs. And in conforming to constructs
of maleness and femaleness, men also performed what were considered difficult
tasks while women performed ‘easy’ tasks. However, women spent longer hours
than men on farm work because women’s tasks were usually of a repetitive and
routine nature while men’s were usually undertaken on a one-off basis or only
occasionally. Moreover, as the main household decision makers, men exercised
greater control over women’s labour but women had little or no control over
men’s labour.

The gendering of activities and tasks was also augmented by gender differen-
tials in capabilities embodied in entitlements and farming knowledge and skills.
Men and women sometimes performed certain tasks whose responsibility they
were reluctant to give up on the assumption — rightly or wrongly — that they were
the most knowledgeable about, and the most able, to perform them. In circum-
stances of unequal control over household labour, the gendered agricultural
knowledge and skills enabled women to make claims on men’s labour. There was
evidence, however, that in certain circumstances some men and women crossed
(or were willing to cross) gender boundaries and performed activities tradition-
ally associated with the opposite gender in response to economic realities, short-
age of labour of the opposite gender in the household, and because of the need to
control benefits associated with the activities.

These decision-making patterns and gender division of labour had implica-
tions for livelihood outcomes. As would be expected, women’s dominance of
subsistence crops and their responsibility for small livestock and for certain tasks
related to large livestock (e.g. milking) enhanced their control over the use of ag-
ricultural products thereby improving the availability of the products for home
consumption. As primary marketers of farm produce and main decision makers
on income use, women were also able to access income necessary for meeting
other household needs. Agricultural decisions taken by men, especially at the
level of produce and income use tended to mostly benefit them individually. As
was shown in chapters 8, 9 and 10, this was particularly common with the sale of
large livestock. However, it was evident that women did exploit their social
space to also derive personal benefits from their labour and to advance their per-
sonal interests. They took advantage of men’s general underestimation of the
economic value of urban agriculture as well as men’s relative absence from the
home to underreport or even completely conceal the income from home gardens
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as a strategy of gaining some economic independence and autonomy. Because of
women’s care giving and food provisioning responsibilities, some men also will-
ingly ceded to them control over the use of agricultural output and income. Thus,
while women’s participation in urban agriculture might have been burdensome,
the assumption of responsibility for crops, as well as livestock, was actually self-
rewarding for them.

Granted, men’s control of the more profitable enterprises — especially large
livestock — derived greater personal benefits for them than for women despite the
latter’s labour contribution. However, in circumstances where women’s labour
was critical to the success of the enterprises, it became an important fall-back po-
sition for women in the household bargaining process. Co-operative arrange-
ments and improved relations between spouses were more likely where women’s
labour was important, while in other cases women used the threat of labour with-
drawal as a bargaining chip to share in income from livestock sales. But as
Apusigah (2009) has pointed out in a different context, the consequence of gen-
der inequalities and the socialization process that reproduces them is that such
actions by women — as recounted, for example, by Njoroge in Chapter 10 — often
yield limited gains “as they (women) negotiate and bargain within prescribed
limits” and with little else (beyond labour) in terms of fall-back position. This is
reflected in Mhubiri’s explanation (captured in Chapter 10) as to why he often
sold sheep by force whenever there was need despite knowing that his wife
would protest and feel bad about it.

With regard to men’s increased involvement with subsistence farming as an
alternative means of meeting their social obligations to their households, the im-
plications for household and individual outcomes were mixed too. Because they
were relatively better-off in terms of resources entitlements and capabilities,
men’s involvement improved their household’s access to inputs as well as labour
for tasks that women could not manage. Indeed, evidence elsewhere has shown
that men are less likely to yield to women’s requests for urban agriculture-related
support if they are not involved in and/or they undervalue urban farming (see e.g.
Toriro 2009). In addition, and as several cases referred to in Chapters 8, 9 and 10
indicated, whenever there was any surplus farm produce to be sold — and for
which the men were aware — most men did not ask for income from such sales.
Thus, it may be concluded that where productivity and profitability was good,
women would gain greater financial autonomy to respond to both household
needs as well as personal interests. However, in many instances it also led to men
scaling down on household provisioning thereby increasing women’s burden of
providing for their households.



210

The importance of urban agriculture: motives and needs of men and women
Urban agriculture achieved various outcomes for farming households and derived
varied meanings — material as well as non-material — for individual men and
women. It is evident from the foregoing discussion that, owing largely to their
gender roles and responsibilities, men and women had different interests and
preferences in urban agriculture and benefitted differently from it. This conclu-
sion notwithstanding, both men and women tended to have a shared vision re-
garding the most immediate and basic household survival needs, namely to en-
hance food availability and income to meet basic household requirements.

The main motivation for men’s and women’s participation in urban farming
was the need to enhance food availability at the household level, and to earn
and/or save some income. It was clear that most respondents turned to urban
farming in an effort to diversify their portfolio of activities to cope with eco-
nomic hardships, mostly after incomes from other non-farming activities were no
longer sufficient to support their families. They also participated in urban agri-
culture for cultural reasons, to gain economic independence, to utilize available
space, and as a pass-time.

Overall, urban agriculture only made marginal contributions to household food
supply and incomes, but such contributions were nonetheless significant for
household survival at some critical moments. Although non-farming activities
constituted the main sources of livelihood for most farming households, there
were nonetheless important linkages and trade-offs between the two types of ac-
tivities. In other words, the contribution of urban agriculture to household liveli-
hoods and personal well-being cannot be conceived of simply in terms of direct
food and income contributions. The relative contributions of urban agriculture
vis-a-vis non-farming activities to household livelihoods as well as inter-linkages
and trade-offs between them also varied over time and between households.

At the individual level, urban agriculture was valued by men more as a means
of saving money on food expenditure that enabled them to use their often limited
financial resources to meet other household obligations. However, livestock
keeping was also a relatively important source of additional income, but more so
for women. Urban agriculture, especially crop cultivation, provided the means
with which women were more able to perform their gender roles and responsi-
bilities (practical gender needs), and to gain social and economic empowerment
(strategic gender interests). This was especially the case where urban agriculture
leveraged their participation in social networks through which they were able to
access financial credit.

The findings that urban agriculture generally catered for only a small portion
of household food and income needs no doubt emboldens critics of urban agri-
culture policy advocacy who hold that the real significance of urban agriculture is
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only speculative if not exaggerated, and that the practice is therefore not deserv-
ing of any special policy support (e.g. Webb 2011; Ellis & Sumberg 1998).
However, for most of those who participate in urban agriculture, the activity’s
benefits, limited as they may seem, are clearly demonstrable and greatly valued.
Moreover, as long as economic hardships of urban residents persist — character-
ized by falling incomes, declining purchasing power and rising food prices — own
food production will remain an important strategy of improving their household
food situations, even if only marginally. As has come to be recognized, following
Amartya Sen, availability of food in the market does not necessarily translate into
food availability at the household level for those who lack financial resources to
establish entitlement over the food.

Moreover, it is now widely recognized in livelihood studies that poverty and
well-being are better understood not just from the point of view of economic and
material concerns, but from the totality of poor people’s lived experiences and
livelihood goals — including non-material and social concerns — as expressed by
the poor themselves (Chambers 1995; Scoones 1998; Chambers & Conway
1992). If this is so, then the varied meanings that participation in urban agricul-
ture give to the worlds of those participating in it (see Bebbington 1999), and
more so in the case of women, clearly affirm the status of urban agriculture as a
potentially important strategy for fighting urban poverty. In any case, urban agri-
culture’s economic marginality and environmental and health risks associated
with it are largely a function of poor regulatory regimes and lack of support.
Moreover, besides the non-material benefits that accrued to urban farmers, urban
agriculture was inter-linked and traded off with other income-generating activi-
ties in varied direct and indirect ways, the totality of which constituted household
livelihood systems. Conceptually, this latter point highlights the need to adopt a
broader and more holistic approach to people’s livelihood response strategies — a
point that is commonly emphasized but rarely taken up by livelihood studies
(Brons et al. 2005).

Implications for policy

Recently, the Government of Kenya adopted the ‘Sessional Paper No. 3 of 2009
on National Land Policy’ and made public the draft National Urban and Peri-
Urban Agriculture and Livestock Policy (UPAL) document. The two policy ini-
tiatives are aimed at regulating and supporting urban farming.

The Sessional Paper provides the most progressive and coherent national pol-
icy statement yet on urban agriculture. It is intended to “form the basis for, and
(...) the overall guide to all other land-related policies” (Section 270) and a refer-
ence point for the review and harmonization of “land use planning functions of
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(all) local authorities” (Section 255), including existing legislative frameworks
for urban agriculture (Sections 254, 255, 270). Besides addressing a wide range
of issues related to land that have a bearing on urban agriculture — e.g. land gov-
ernance, management, utilization, access, equity, social justice, and tenure rights
for various groups, including women, etc. — the Sessional Paper goes a step fur-
ther. Not only does it recognize that “[U]rban agriculture has not been properly
regulated and facilitated”, it lays down principles upon which it shall be carried
out: (a) “promotion of multi-functional urban land use, and (b) putting in place
an appropriate legal framework to facilitate and regulate urban agriculture and
forestry” (Section 12).

As a planning concept, urban multifunctional land use (MLU) promotes inten-
sification in the use of urban space by emphasizing the combination of diverse
but synergetic and inter-dependent land uses in one area (see Vreeker et al.
2004). In the context of urban agriculture, this principle disabuses the notion that
the activity does not belong in the city and that it is incompatible with other ur-
ban landuses. It also departs from the oft-preferred ‘zoning” model (see for ex-
ample Owusu 2007; Mireri et al. 2007) that proposes the designation of particu-
lar areas as farming zones while excluding agricultural activities from other areas
designated for other land uses such as residential, industrial, recreational, etc.
Based on the MLU model, a case could be argued, for example, in favour of
promoting urban agriculture within (or in close proximity of) residential areas
because of its predominantly subsistence nature, but also because of the existence
of a ready market (for home consumption) for any surplus agricultural produce.
Allowing urban agriculture within close proximity of their residences rather than
zoning far away areas for farming would also tap into women’s labour and en-
hance their participation in the activity. This is because of women’s supposed
ability to juggle between the various domestic chores and farming tasks (Bryld
2003; Mougeot 2000; Jacobi et al. 2000), especially where agricultural activities
and products can be integrated into their other income-generating activities.
Given their domestic-based reproductive responsibilities, women are usually ex-
cluded from off-plot farming activities due to distance and time-related con-
straints.

The MLU principle’s focus on maximization of urban space finds resonance in
Section 109 (c) of the Sessional Paper which spells out that “the government
shall (...) encourage development of underutilized land within urban areas”. To
appreciate the importance of this provision one has to consider that many urban
farmers in Kenya cultivate plots in open, undeveloped public and private spaces
but under circumstances of great anxiety and uncertainty over precarious tenure
rights and harassment by local authorities as well as landlords and their agents
(see Foeken 2006; Dennery 1996; Freeman 1991). Furthermore, as a custodian of
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some of the (undeveloped) public spaces, the government can actualize the provi-
sion by allocating such land for purposes of urban farming. It is particularly in-
structive that unlike in the past when bureaucracy, corruption and nepotism ex-
cluded the poor from benefitting from allocation of public land in Kenya’s urban
centres (see Musyoka 2004; GoK 2009), the Sessional Paper contains provisions
that cushion poor urban dwellers, including women, against exclusion in the land
allocation process. For instance, it spells out that public land shall be allocated
“through public auctions except for land earmarked for the support of livelihoods
in urban and rural areas” (Section 84, ¢). This means that the government can de-
liberately allocate land to the poor rather than open it up for competition through
the public auction process that would in all likelihood favour those with ample
financial resources. The position of the poor urban residents — and especially
women — in respect of access to public land for urban farming is further aug-
mented by the emphasis the Sessional Paper places on “equitable access to land
in the interests of social justice” (Section 39, e).

As regards the second principle, namely “putting in place a legal framework to
facilitate and regulate urban agriculture”, it is expected that the legalization of
urban agriculture will go a long way in removing anxiety among farmers about
the official status and future of urban agriculture in general, and about possibili-
ties of having their crops destroyed or, as in the case of pig farmers in Eldoret,
their livestock baited by municipal authorities. It is expected that a supportive
and facilitative legal and policy environment would constitute an important in-
centive for urban farmers to invest in urban agriculture, but also attract outside
resources, innovations and technologies necessary for improving productivity,
profitability and environmental sustainability (see Bryld 2003; van Beek & Rutt
2007).

The Sessional Paper also makes clear the need to balance between the benefits
of urban agriculture with ecological and public health concerns. It highlights the
need for land use plans that promote “orderly management of human activities to
ensure that such activities are carried out taking into account considerations such
as the economy, safety, aesthetics, harmony in land use and environmental sus-
tainability” (Section 104, c). Ironically, it is such framing of the essence of spa-
tial planning that has defined the restrictive policy and legal frameworks for ur-
ban agriculture in many African cities. As was observed in Chapter 2, anti-urban
agriculture policies and official attitudes were invariably predicated on the activ-
ity’s perceived marginality to the urban economy, public health and security risks
as well as its supposed incompatibility with other more formal urban landuses.
The inherent risks of the said section of the Sessional Paper in the particular case
of Eldoret should be understood in light of persistent negative attitudes towards
urban agriculture among officials of the municipal council. The Sessional Paper’s
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emphasis on public participation in the spatial plans preparation and development
control processes “for all urban and peri-urban areas in the country” (Section
109. a.; 59.h), and on the democratization of, and consideration of public interest
and stakeholder needs in land appropriation for public use potentially bodes well
for urban agriculture in this respect (Sections 42-3; 51 b; 104 f; and 105 c). How-
ever, this does not in and by itself necessarily guarantee a favourable regulatory
framework for urban agriculture.

It should also be noted, as evidence from elsewhere on the continent suggests
(e.g. Mkwambisi et al. 2010; Mlozi 2003), that favourable national policy frame-
works for urban agriculture will amount to nothing if concrete steps are not taken
to translate them at the local level. In light of the prevailing negative official atti-
tudes within the EMC, educational and advocacy programmes targeted at mu-
nicipal officials should thus form an integral part of the implementation process.
The purpose of such programmes should be to raise awareness among officials of
the importance of urban farming for urban households, and of ways in which the
practice could be integrated into urban planning in a manner that enhances the
urban environment. The involvement of civil-society organizations and research
institutions will be critical in this process. Such programmes have yielded posi-
tive results in Kenya’s Nakuru town (Foeken 2008), and in other urban centres in
Sub-Saharan Africa (van Beek & Rutt 2007).

Effective implementation of the national policies at municipal level will also
require improved coordination among various stakeholders in urban agriculture,
including the EMC, relevant government departments, research institutions and
civil-society organizations (including farmers’ organizations) operating in the
municipality. And finally, greater participation by the farming community in the
design and implementation of urban agriculture support and regulatory frame-
work is imperative. The (aspiring) urban and peri-urban farmers must find a way
of engaging and negotiating with urban authorities (and other stakeholders in ur-
ban land use planning) and articulating their interests in an organized and struc-
tured manner. This is best realized by farmers’ organizations, which are currently
rare in urban centres in Kenya. Non-governmental and civil-society organizations
can play an important role in raising awareness among farmers and organizing
them and/or strengthening the capacity of farmers’ organizations as vehicles
through which farmers can participate in the policy implementation process. As
has been demonstrated elsewhere (see e.g. Brock & Foeken 2006), organized
farmers’ groups could also play a critical role in enabling their members to ac-
cess — through collective bargaining — farm inputs at affordable rates, extension
services and new farming techniques and technologies, as well as markets and
good prices for their produce. As shall be discussed below, participation of wo-
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men in farmers’ groups also offers them opportunities to network and build soli-
darity necessary for psychological support and collective action.

It is the proposed National Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture and Livestock
Policy (UPAL) — a draft of which was made public in May 2010 — that more spe-
cifically lays down policy guidelines and intervention measures for the support of
urban farming.' The policy’s broad objective is “to promote and regulate sustain-
able UPAL development to improve incomes, food security, create employment,
enhance living standards and reduce poverty; while focusing on land use, public
health and environmental management”(Section 2.1). This objective betrays a
broad-based approach to urban agriculture planning aimed at harnessing its mul-
tiple functions within the broader context of sustainable urban development and
city-wide food security.

At the household level, the policy addresses a broad range of constraints that
many (would-be) urban farmers encounter, and environmental and health risks
attributed to urban farming that typically provide the pretext for restricting its
practice. The constraints — some of which were identified in Eldoret (see Chapter
7) as they have been in other urban contexts across sub-Saharan Africa — include
lack of or inadequate access to farming resources such as land (and associated
security of tenure problems), inputs, extension services tailored to the urban con-
text, and appropriate urban agriculture technologies. Environmental and public
health risks identified by the proposed policy document as requiring attention re-
late to unplanned disposal of urban agriculture waste, overuse of agrochemicals,
cultivation of contaminated sites, use of untreated sewage, nuisance associated
with marauding livestock, and transmission of zoonotic diseases. The policy out-
lines specific measures to address these challenges. The urban farmers’ recogni-
tion of environmental and health risks associated with unregulated urban farming
(see Chapter 5) augurs well for the regulatory initiative, the successful implemen-
tation of which will require environmental awareness and effective participation
of urban residents.

Support for farmers to access farming resources as proposed in the policy (sec-
tion 3.0) will be of particular significance. Especially for the poor and recent
immigrants to urban areas for whom access to farming space is the most prob-
lematic (see e.g. Dennery 1996), intervention measures aimed at enabling urban
residents to access land stand out. As for those already with some farming space,
access to more land is essential for expanding and diversifying production. The
question is what and how much the government and urban authorities can actu-
ally do to meet the predictably high demand for agricultural land — and whether it
makes economic sense to do so — in a context of stiff competition from other

! The policy was developed jointly by the ministries of Agriculture, and Livestock Development.
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competing landuses over the increasingly scarce land resource. Other measures
that focus on improving productivity include the promotion of agricultural inten-
sification through adaption of appropriate technologies, high value crops and
livestock, and promotion of extension services. Such measures are particularly
important given that the majority of farming spaces, especially home gardens, are
typically small holdings.

By virtue of women’s gender roles and, deriving from this, their control over
the use of agricultural produce (especially crop and some livestock products), it
could be assumed that any improved productivity will translate into improved
household well-being and advance women’s practical gender interests by ena-
bling them to play their reproductive roles more effectively. As a result of this,
and more so by generating income with which they can build social capital and
use it as a basis for accessing financial capital, improved productivity would en-
able women to also enhance their contributions to household sustenance and as-
set building thereby raising their social status and voice at the household and
community levels.

However, it must be borne in mind that since women provide the most labour,
any increase in the scale of urban farming, without securing men’s greater in-
volvement in domestic responsibilities and/or in farming activities associated
with or previously carried out by women, comes with the possibility of increased
demands on their time and labour (see Hovorka 2006). This is more the case if
the (extra) plot to be accessed is located at a considerable distance from the
home. Yet greater involvement of men in urban agriculture activities — especially
once such activities become more economically visible — may not necessarily
benefit household well-being or serve women’s interests. On the contrary, it may
lead to men’s withdrawal of budgetary support with income from non-farming
activities, and/or undermine women’s claims on the incomes derived from urban
farming thereby reducing their space to maneuver with the income that may ac-
crue to their labour. Unlike women’s labour which contributed more directly to
household well-being, men tended to privilege their own interests. And while
adoption of some technologies may also lessen women’s workload, improve-
ments in agricultural productivity resulting from the use of such technologies has
the potential of attracting greater interest of men in urban agriculture with a simi-
lar effect of eroding women’s maneuvering space. It must be recalled that
women’s economic independence and autonomy was largely gained through
concealment of incomes, which was made possible by men’s under-estimation of
the activity’s economic value, and their regular absence from the home. As for
the men who knowingly ceded to women control over the use of income as a
means of safeguarding their own personal incomes, it is difficult to speculate
whether or not they would continue to do so (and under what circumstances)



217

when and if productivity improved substantially. In other words, the challenge
for gender planning in urban agriculture is to support urban agriculture in a way
that lessens women’s labour burdens and/or promotes more equitable sharing of
labour between men and women, while at the same time enhancing their deci-
sion-making role in the use of agricultural produce and income. Interventions in
favour of home-based agricultural activities that are critical to household food
supply and that also earn some income, and over which women traditionally ex-
ercise greater control such as vegetable production, will be particularly benefi-
cial. Among large livestock, support for dairy farming would most probably en-
hance more co-operative arrangements between men and women, improve
household welfare (in terms of milk consumption), and derive equitable benefits
for both men (in terms of saving on food expenditure) and women (in terms of
economic independence) than, say, pig production.

Moreover, while women’s access to agricultural extension services is impofr-
tant in terms of improving productivity and reducing their dependence on men
(who may sometimes be un-cooperative) for the performance of agricultural tasks
and access to knowledge and skills, it may in certain instances have adverse im-
plications for women. If — as was apparent from many men’s accounts — men
took up certain tasks because of their perception that women were unable to per-
form them, then any extension services offered with men’s knowledge that im-
proves women’s agricultural knowledge and skills in performing those tasks will
annul men’s rationale for performing the tasks. Thus, it may be argued that any
attempt to bridge the gender knowledge and skills gap — e.g. through extension
services — that does not simultaneously address the power asymmetry in relation
to labour allocation may work to the disadvantage of women.

Ultimately, the empowerment potential of urban agriculture more generally is
more probable when, as Hovorka (2006: 60) notes, “women’s participation in ur-
ban agriculture comes out of choice rather than need”. This will require that
structural causes of poverty and gender inequalities are confronted. It was cer-
tainly the case that through their participation in urban farming, some women
were able to renegotiate intra-household gender relations in their favour and to
gain a voice at the household level. However, such women mostly preferred not
to project such empowerment beyond their households in order to avoid harming
the public image of their spouses as well as to retain their own respectable
‘wifely’ status in the community. (This reflects the cultural sanctions of gender
inequalities operating at the extra-household or community level.) Thus, although
individual women’s agency may achieve emancipation at the household level, by
remaining invisible in the public domain, the impact of such agency on the struc-
tural inequalities and women’s conditions more generally remain limited (Kabeer
1999). Consequently, to improve the circumstances of women individually and
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collectively, development programmes must aim at redressing gender inequalities
at the community level as well, and should of necessity entail “collective solidar-
ity in the public arena (besides propping up) individual assertiveness in the pri-
vate” (ibid.: 457). In the context of urban agriculture, community gardening and
farmer’s organizations can constitute important forums through which women
can access support for agricultural production, build solidarity and a sense of
community and, through conscientisation, engage in collective action to improve
their conditions (see e.g. Slater 2001).

It should be pointed out, however, that while interventions in the public arena
may be relatively easy to implement and/or monitor, it is more difficult at the
level of the household, which, as Chant (1998: 19) observes “is widely seen as a
‘private’ as well as a ‘natural’ domain”. Moreover, external actors’ perceptions
about women’s circumstances and prescriptions about the choices they ought to
make may not necessarily cohere with women’s own values and the meanings
they attach to their choices, or even be feasible in the contexts within which the
women are situated (Kabeer 1999). It has been mentioned, for instance, that fe-
male farmers preferred to negotiate power relations silently and to avoid disrupt-
ing intra-household power relations, perhaps because acting contrary could be
more costly given their lack of strong fall-back positions. Thus, policy interven-
tions need to take cognizance of such sensitivities embodied in cultural structures
operating at the extra-household level, and of the available possibilities and op-
portunities for exercising agency, if the activities that are subject of intervention
are to have meaning for and be valued by the participants. It is noteworthy that
the proposed UPAL policy proposes to “incorporate gender concerns in UPAL
related development programmes; and (...) [to] develop and implement innova-
tive programmes that enhance equity between men and women in UPAL produc-
tion and marketing” (section 3.9.1). Hopefully the concerns discussed above,
among others, will inform such programmes.

Besides the household and personal benefits that are likely to be gained from
improved productivity of urban agriculture as envisaged by the UPAL policy in-
terventions, it is also expected that such improvements would positively impact
urban development more generally. In the particular case of food security, the
sale of surplus food and improved incomes for farmers and other participants
along the urban agriculture production chain will contribute towards city-wide
food security. And whereas the policy’s proposal to “discourage informal mar-
keting of UPAL products through establishment of designated food courts, cot-
tage industries and mainstreaming them into formal marketing” (section 3.5.2) is
aimed at aiding this process, formalization of marketing — to be augmented by
stringent food handling and processing standards and guidelines — may end up
stifling poor urban farmers’ participation in formal markets. It will also constrain
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poor urban residents’ access to food that would otherwise be more affordable and
more easily available from informal markets within their neighbourhoods. This
adds to the doubts about the feasibility and potential of urban agriculture as a
poverty-alleviating strategy in light of the enormous resources required for its
support as implied by the wide range of proposed intervention measures on the
one hand, and the scarcity of resources and competing demands on the same, on
the other hand. It does not help that some urban farmers themselves tended not to
consider urban agriculture as an activity worth more serious attention and sub-
stantial investment, putting greater premium instead on other livelihood activi-
ties. While this may, by itself, have been a consequence of legal constraints and
lack of support for and limited productivity of urban agriculture, such percep-
tions augment apprehensions about urban agriculture policy advocacy. Yet, the
urban agriculture policy initiatives do not explore any possibilities for inter-
linkages and enhanced synergies between urban agriculture and non-farming
livelihood activities. For instance, what would support for urban agriculture
mean for other livelihood activities, and for the direction of inter-linkages be-
tween urban agriculture and other non-farming livelihood activities within the
household livelihood systems? And, by implication, would it not therefore make
more economic sense and be more responsive to the felt needs of the poor to
support livelihood activities chosen by them, if that is what their lived realities
dictate?

Implications for research

A study based largely on home gardens or on-plot farming, such as this, provides
only a partial picture of gender dynamics in urban agriculture. It misses out on
other issues that play out in the context of off-plot farming (i.e. farming in pub-
lic/open urban spaces) such as access to land and tenure (in)security, community
organizing and collective action associated with community gardening, public
health and aesthetic concerns, etc. These issues are central to debates about the
sustainability of urban agriculture and, as such, to urban agriculture planning.
Besides, while urban agriculture undertaken on people’s own plots in most part
falls beyond the purview of the municipal authority’s planning regulations, open
space farming is subject to direct surveillance of municipal authorities. Thus, ex-
ploring gender dynamics in both home gardening and open space farming is
critical for gaining a more complete picture of the role of gender in shaping the
functioning of urban agriculture. In particular, it will provide a better understand-
ing of the role of the gendered private/public spatial division in (re)producing
gender inequalities in the context of urban agriculture on which intervention
measures at the household as well as the extra-household level can draw.
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Similarly, greater attention should be paid to the trade-offs and inter-linkages
between urban agriculture and other household livelihood strategies and the role
of gender in this, if the real value of urban agriculture is to be better understood.
Studies have tended to focus on urban agriculture as an isolated livelihood strat-
egy without paying attention to the varied ways in which it impacts and is im-
pacted by other livelihood strategies that together constitute household livelihood
systems. At the policy level such information is essential for enabling planners to
anticipate probable consequences of supporting urban agriculture on other liveli-
hood activities and vice versa, and on overall household livelihood systems as
well. It also enables planners to explore possibilities of targeting support for ur-
ban agriculture in a manner that enhances beneficial synergies between urban ag-
riculture and other livelihood activities.

Whereas access to farming resources has been identified in the literature
among important constraints that require policy attention, the findings of this
study point to the need to pay greater attention to how men and women relate to,
and the varied meanings they attach to, different farming resources, and the im-
plications of different modes of establishing entitlement over such resources for
their respective roles in urban agriculture, and for personal as well as household
livelihood outcomes. As Kabeer (1999: 44) has pointed out, “if it is to be useful
as a measure of empowerment, the ‘resource’ dimension has to be defined in
ways which spell out the potential for human agency and valued achievements
more clearly than simple ‘access’ indicators generally do.”

Attempts should also be made to gain more insights into the varied meanings
of, and the value attached to agricultural work and to different agricultural tasks
by men and women. This will help in understanding the continuities and changes,
in the urban context, of the traditional agricultural division of labour and the
gendered agricultural knowledge and skills. As with many studies on work (Jack-
son & Palmer-Jones 1999), analysis of division of labour in urban agriculture re-
search has tended to overemphasize the relative ‘burdensomeness’ and time con-
straints related to men’s and women’s participation in urban agriculture and in
the performance of specific agricultural tasks as a proxy for gender inequalities in
well-being outcomes.

Lastly, urban agriculture research in sub-Saharan Africa has paid scant atten-
tion to the inter-generational dimension, which is in many ways intertwined with
that of gender and integral to the sustainability of urban agriculture. This begs the
question: if we should plan for the sustainability of urban agriculture into the fu-
ture, shouldn’t we focus too on the role and contribution of the future farmers,
i.e. young men and women?
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Appendix 3.1 Key issues and related diagnostic/data extraction tools

Form Key issues

Sub-issues Diagnostic tool

1

Importance of urban
agriculture for farming
households

Needs of men and women

in urban agriculture

Contribution of men and

women to urban agriculture
and household livelihoods

Constraints of men and
women in urban
agriculture

Household poverty/welfare

level

Legal and policy
framework for urban
agriculture

Household composition: Sex, age,
marital status, education, employ-
ment status, ethnicity

Urban-rural linkages

Farming activities undertaken by ~ Gender benefits
households analysis

Motives for participating in urban Gender analysis matrix
agriculture

Benefits from urban agriculture

Choice of farming activities Gender decision-

making matrix

Personal benefits from urban
farming Gender benefits

o analysis
Household participation in non-

farming livelihood activities

Performance of roles and tasks
in urban agriculture

Gender activity
analysis chart

Gender decision-
making matrix

Household food security

Gender resource
analysis and mapping

Gender problems
analysis

Problems faced by men and
women in urban agriculture.

Gender resource
analysis and mapping

Access to farming resources
(land, water, inputs, technical
support, financial capital).

Household ownership of assets Asset-based welfare

N index construction
Access to amenities

Physical conditions of dwellings

Knowledge of municipal council
policies on urban agriculture.
Enforcement of municipal council
policies.

Perception of environmental and
health risks of urban agriculture by
urban farmers.
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Appendix 3.2 Demographic characteristics of respondents

Characteristic No. of respondents % of total
Geographic distribution

Block 3 67 34
Block 4 133 67
Total 200 100
Sex of respondent

Female 128 64
Male 72 36
Total 200 100
Relation to household head

Female household head 31 16
Female spouse 95 48
Male head (conjugal) 62 31
Male head (single) 8 4
Other (son) 2 1
Other (daughter) 2 1
Total 200 100
Respondents age (years)

>20 years 2 1
20-29 26 13
30-39 46 23
40-49 57 28.5
50-59 39 19.5
60-69 17 8.5
70 and above 13 6.5
Total 200 100
Respondents’ education level

No formal education 24 12
Up to upper primary 61 32
Secondary and above 108 56
Total 193 100
Respondents’ ethnicity

Kikuyu 100 50
Luhya 27 22
Kisii 43 14
Kalenjin 15 8
Luo 3 )
Kamba 9 15
Others 3 15
Total 200 100




Appendix 3.3 Principal component analysis descriptive statistics

Mean Std. deviation Analysis N
vehicle/motorbike .0938 .29240 160
bicycle 4188 49490 160
television set .5000 .50157 160
radio .7688 42296 160
urban plot(s) 4563 .49965 160
rural plot(s) .2250 41889 160
owner-occupied dwelling .9438 23113 160
cemented walls .3688 48398 160
cemented floor 5125 .50141 160
access to electricity 1313 .33873 160
access to piped water .6688 47214 160
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Appendix 6.1 Crops grown by farming households in Langas

Crop No. of % of Crop No. of % of
Households total households total
cultivating cultivating

Sukuma wiki (kale) 97 61 Passion fruit 4 3

Maize 95 59 Dhania 4 3

Spinach 40 25 Carrots 4 3

Bananas 33 21 Pumpkins 3 2

Suja (black night shade) 28 18 Saga (spider plant) 3 2

Sugarcane 28 18 Nderema 3 2

Beans 24 15 Cabbages 3 2

Cowpeas 20 13 Green peas 1 1

Nduma (arrow roots) 17 11 Green peppers 2 1

Onions 16 10 Oranges 1 1

Avocados 14 9 Luguards 1 1

Tomatoes 13 8 Guavas 1 1

Irish potatoes 11 7 Sorghum 1 1

sweet potatoes 9 7 Cucumbers 1 1

Cassava 5 3 Mangoes 1 1

Appendix 6.2  Participation in non-farming livelihood activities (NFAS),
by gender and type of household headship

N Men Women Male Female Female Other Male Female
h’head spouse h’head male headed headed

Landlord 59 44 15 44 3 12 - 47 12
Grocery 37 3 34 2 26 8 1 28 9
Hawking (general

merchandize) 35 20 15 17 8 7 3 25 10
Casual employee 30 25 5 16 2 3 9 27 3
Artisanal/manufacturing 23 16 7 14 3 4 2 19 4
Regular employee 17 11 6 9 5 1 2 16 1
Retail trade (shop, kiosk) 11 3 8 2 6 2 1 9 3
Transport 10 9 1 9 - 1 - 9 1
Community service 4 4 - 4 - - 4 -
Other services 4 1 3 1 1 2 - 1 2
Total 230 136 94 118 54 40 18 185 45
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Appendix 7.1 Constraints faced by crop cultivators, by gender (%)

Problem/constraint Total Men  Women Male Female Female
Head  spouse head
N 176 68 108 65 84 23
Resource access-related
High input costs 25 22 27 23 25 30
Labour shortage 10 13 8 12 7 17
Lack of money 8 6 9 5 7 22
Insecurity of tenure 5 4 5 5 5 4
Lack of access to water 5 6 4 6 5 -
Lack of farming skills 3 4 2 5 1 4
Low market prices 2 1 2 3 1 -
Environmental/ecological
Pests and diseases 64 60 67 62 62 83
Insufficient/unreliable rainfall 19 21 19 22 19 17
Poor land quality 16 15 18 15 15 26
Water logging 2 1 3 3 10 4
Social problems
Theft of crop 22 13 27 12 26 30
Destruction of crops 6 3 8 3 8 4
Appendix 7.2 Constraints faced by livestock-keepers, by gender (%)
Problem/constraint Total Men  Women Male  Female Female
Head spouse  head
N 148 64 84 61 59 24
Resource access-related
Lack of financial capital
High input costs 16 13 18 11 15 21
Labour shortage 11 9 12 10 5 17
Poor market prices 6 9 4 5 3 8
Environmental/ecological
Pests and diseases 75 63 82 62 80 88
Shortage of fodder/feeds 11 16 8 16 7 13
Social problems
Conflict with neighbours 14 9 17 8 17 21
Theft of livestock 9 9 10 10 8 13
Predation 3 5 2 5 2 4
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Appendix 9.1 Decision-making on choice of crops, by gender

Crop N* Men Women Joint
FooD CROPS

Sukuma wiki (kale) 104 17 53 30
Maize 91 27 31 33
Spinach 37 10 17 10
Beans 22 4 12 6
Cow peas 7 2 2 3
Nduma (arrow roots) 8 - 7 1
Onions 12 3 9 0
Tomatoes 10 3 4 3
Irish potatoes 6 - 6 -
Sweet potatoes 8 - 6 2
Pumpkins 2 2 -
Saga 1 - 1 -
Cabbages 2 - 1 1
Cassavas 4 - 4 -
INCOME-EARNING CROPS

Suja (black night shade) 30 9 10 11
Dhania 5 3 - 2
Green pepper 2 2 - -
OTHER CROPS

Bananas 27 3 20 4
Sugarcane 26 4 17 3
Avocadoes 9 4 3 2
Passions 3 2 1 -
Oranges 2 - 2 -
Luguards 1 1 -

TOTAL 389 96(25%) 206(53%) 129(33%)

* The number of decision-making instances, i.e. the number of households cultivating the crop.
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Appendix 9.2  Decision-making in consumption and sale of crop products, by gender

Crop product Consumption Sale

N Men Women Joint N Men Women Joint
FooD crops
Sukuma wiki leaves 93 8 69 13 72 10 37 24
Sukuma wiki suckers - - - - 5 2 1 2
Maize grain 90 18 38 34 7 1 3 3
Spinach 30 9 16 4 25 7 15 3
Beans 14 2 2 8 2 2
Cowpeas 6 3 3 4 1 2 1
Nduma 8 - 7 1 2 - 2 -
Onions 12 2 9 1 5 2 2 1
Tomatoes 10 3 4 3 7 - 2 2
Irish potatoes 6 1 5 - 1 1 - -
Sweet potatoes 8 - 6 2 - - - -
Cassavas 4 - 4 - - - -
Pumpkin leaves 1 1 - - -
Saga 1 - 1 - - - -
Cabbage 2 - 2 - - - - -
INCOME-EARNING CROPS
Suja 26 3 18 5 19 6 8 5
Dhania 4 3 - 1 4 2 -
Green pepper 2 - - 2 2 2 - -
OTHER CROPS
Avocados 7 2 3 2 4 - 2 2
Passions 3 - 2 1 - - - -
Sugarcane 23 3 13 6 6 2 2 2
Bananas 23 1 22 - 5 2 2 1

TOTAL 373 55(15) 225(60) 86(23) 170(46) 38(10) 80(21) 51(14)




228

Appendix 9.3 Decision-making on use of income from crops, by gender

Crop product No. sold

Male spouse

Female spouse

Joint

FooD crops
Sukuma wiki leaves
Sukuma wiki suckers
Maize grain
Spinach

Beans

Cowpeas

Nduma

Onions

Tomatoes

Irish potatoes
Sub-total
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Green pepper
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OTHER CROPS

Bananas 5
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Sub-total 15

TOTAL 170

-
©

W DO

coNDN B~

N

22(13)

4

H
AN DNDN O WWO

e}
N

o NO

OB~ WwWwN

99(58)

w =
Ol WW i DN WW . ©

©

1 W

48(28)




Appendix 9.4 Decision-making in use of livestock products, by gender
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Crop product Consumption Sales

N Men Women Joint N Men Women Joint
Large livestock
Cow milk 30 6 11 13 20 6 6 8
Cow manure - - - - 4 2 - 2
Live cows - - - - 10 3 - 7
Sheep meat 22 5 4 13 - - - -
Sheep manure - - - 2 - 2 -
Live sheep - - - - 15 10 4
Goat meat 4 1 - 3 - - - -
Live goats - - 4 3 - 1
Live pigs - - - - 9 5 - 4
Sub-total 56 12(21) 15(27) 29(52) 64 29(45) 8(13) 26(41)
Small livestock
Chicken meat 43 8 17 18 - - - -
Chicken eggs 42 5 28 9 17 - 13 4
Live chickens - - - - 18 3 8 7
Duck meat 15 3 5 7 - - - -
Duck eggs 12 3 5 4 4 - 3 1
Live ducks - - - - 8 1 4 3
Sub-total 112 19(17) 55(49) 38(34) 47 4(9) 28(60) 15(32)
Total 168 31(18) 70(42) 67(40) 111 33(30) 36(32) 41(37)

Note: Figures in parentheses denote corresponding percentages.
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Appendix 10.1 Responsibility for crops, by gender

Crop N Male household Female Joint
Head spouse
FooD CROPS
Sukuma wiki 104 19 66 9
Maize 91 22 55 9
Spinach 37 11 18 6
Beans 22 - 15 5
Cow peas 7 1 6 -
Nduma - 8 -
Onions 12 2 10 -
Tomatoes 10 5 5 -
Irish potatoes 6 - 6 -
Sweet potatoes 8 - 8 -
Cassavas 4 - 4 -
Pumpkins 2 - 2 -
Saga 1 - 1 -
Cabbages 2 - 2 -
INCOME-GENERATING CROPS
Suja 30 10 16 3
Dhania 5 1 2 2
Green pepper 2 - 1 1
OTHER CROPS
Bananas 27 4 21 -
Sugarcane 26 4 20 -
Avocadoes 9 6 3 -
Passions 3 2 1 -
Oranges 2 - - 2
Luguards 1 - - 1
TOTAL 389 87(22) 270(69) 38(10)

Note:  The figures in parentheses represent corresponding percentages. Where they do not add up to
100% in their respective rows in respect of decision-making and responsibility, it is either
because of rounding or because the decisions were taken by, or it was the responsibility of,
members of households other than the male household head or the spouse.



Appendix 10.2 Responsibility for livestock, by gender

231

N Men Women Joint

Large livestock

Cows 36 12 13 10

Sheep 42 11 20 6

Goats 9 3 2 3

Pigs 14 4 6 3

Sub-total 101 30(30) 41(41) 22(22)
Small livestock

Chickens 57 9 39 9

Ducks 21 1 17 3

Sub-total 78 10(13) 56(72) 12(15)
Total 179 40(22) 97(54) 34(19)

Note:  Some percentages do not add up to 100% because household members other than the male
household head and/or the female spouse also took decisions on the choice of livestock.
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