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PART 1
INTRODUCTLON

Change is an inevitable part of "development" in agriculture
or any other sector of the society. The change can occur by merely
a1téring habitual ways of doing things such as time of planting crops
or by adopting new ideas and/or technology. Change creates problems
and opportunities for both the farmer and those who may attempt to
help him (change agents). This report has been prepared primarily as
descriptive background for change agents. Social change is a complex
process that is not well understood, but of which an undarstanding is
essential if the process of bringing about change 1is to be
successful.

Modernization of agriculture results in the farmer becoming a
part of a more complex socie*v in which a division of 7labor into
specialized occupations is the norm. Iﬁ the modernizing society much
of what the small farmer needs or wants is developed and delivered by
people who only do one thing such as selling or buying products,
providing information or conducting research. In the traditional
society the chiefs, the religious leaders or the village elders were
the primary sources of information on almost any subject. The
information specialists such as Extension agents serve as sources for
addressing individual farmer needs and wants in a very limited range

of topics. Essential to the process of change are a number of
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elements including information about new farming practices which is
accurate and app]icab]é, ﬁarkéts for the products, and credit to buy
the new technology, and supplies. The farmers must go to several
spécia]ists to obtain the necessary information together with other
inputs to achieve their goals. This is a new procedure for the farmer
and not one he/she accepts easily. This means that the first
experiences need to be successful in order to encourage him/her. Since
each farmer's situation is unique, the searching out of sources of
information must be done by him/her in the context of a system of
jndividual relationships and interdependences. The process of
adoption by each farmer is further complicated because the information
or technology delivered by the specialist is seldom precisely suited to
local needs. The adapting is usually left to the individual farmars.
Ihputs of information or technology have to be altered frequently by
lthé farmer to fit the precise ecological, economic and social
conditions of his/her farming system. Herein resides a difficult
problem for the user, particularly the small farmer with limited
resources and management knowledge. The individual adaptation problem
has been long unrecognized and unattended by people desiriﬁg to bring
about change in agriculture. Good outside assistance is needed to
provide the most adaptable information and technology and for this to
occur, knowledge of the local farming systems is necessary.

»‘ We must emphasize that those who would help farmers must
;Uhderstand the system in which the farmer makes his changes. Although

"the conditions and influences in the larger social system such as
government 'po1ic1es, markets and other infrastructure must be

recognized, those conditions that count most from the farmer's
perspective are the cnes that operata in the farmers' systems. These
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include more than just the farming system. It includes their belief
systems, values, and perceptions about the future. The farmer's world
is what he believes it to be. This may or may not be an accurate
reflection of reality. We all act mostly in terms of what we believe
situations to be, sometimes even when "what actually is" strongly

suggests contrary courses of action.

Purpose
It is the purpose of this report to provide knowledge insight,

andpunderstanding of the local social situations of small farmers in
‘tmo'communities in Western Kenya: Siaya and Kakamega. This report
icomp]iments and supplements the Ph.D. dissertation by Michael Sands
”(1983) ent1t1ed "Role of Livestock on Smaliholder Farms in Western
‘Kenya.: Prospects for a Dual Purpose Goat", which provides considerable

1nsight 1nto the economic and agronomic situations of the small

farmers. i'Also complimentary is Amanda Noble's (1982) M.S. thesis

;entitled i}"women and Livestock in Western Kenya: An Organizational

‘Analysis“ which explores the social organization of experimental goat
‘cooperatives. VSand_samork and this report both take a farming system

approach

Do For purposes of our report, the farming systems definition of%;‘n
Shaner, Ph111pp and Schmehl (1982, p. 16) will serve: "a farmingfgl
system ‘s a unique and reasonably stable arrangement of farming
'enterpr1ses that the household manages according to we11,»def1ned
commercialized (cash crops are grown or part of food crops are sold for
cash).

We, in this report, are not able to supply either the

interdisciplinary effort or a fine tuned description of what farmers
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do, how they do it, why they do it and the 1nteractioﬁs}§ff§p§t{fhéy;qb; 
as producers of agricultural products and as functioning meﬁbéks of!thé‘
villages in which they live, as is ultimately necessaky (Hildebrand,
1977). MWe try to provide a better understanding of the forces and
‘conditions that in one way -or another influence what farmers in
Kakamega and Siaya want or may want to do. We used as background the .
Kenyan research of Sands (1983), rural sociologist Meyers (1982) and; 
rurai sociologist Mbithi (1974). o
SR EEEE
What then are these forces and conditions that must be
Qunderstood? Perhaps orienting our thinking to a farm family or
househo]d trying to achieve its goals would help (See Figure 1). Such
an orientation assumes several things that should be noted. First it
éésumeé that there is someone in the household who believes that man is
;ih control and thus that his intervention in what happens is possible.
Second, it recognizes that the household is the prime unit of
agricultural production, accordingly that it is basically a group |
undertaking; not merely the devices of individuals acting alone. It
fqrther rec;gnizes thnat the resources available to the family, the
’{ntékéctions among members, what can be expected from each and what
must be given in return are at issue. Perhkaps, Figure 1 diagram can
help fu5~' v1sua112e the kinds of variables that are at
jssue and: how they 1nterface, combine and interact through time to helpr
ffarm fam111es achieve their u1t1mate goals. |
EEEEE R
fFjrst there are what we may call prior conditions. They are
;ffﬁﬁsiiy,what exists before a farmer starts on his way to achieving his

gdals. These include both (1) what the chief decision maker is
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,mentally,?physically, emotiona]]y_and:habituall} andV(Z)fthe nature of

1situation in which he Poperates. . |
ﬁpsycho]ogicai bent have identified such persona] itvesfas change
proneness, initiative, management ability and abi]ity to deal with
abstractions. This is in addition to such well known things as age,
health, education and physical strength. A1l seem to make a
difference. Both the farmer and the change agent will 1ikely have to
live with many of the situatiOnal'variables. Changes in them usua11y~:

;occurs s]ow]y, if at a]], and usua]]y as the result of a leng sustained:

}etfort.
| The situation in which -the chief decision maker and his or her#;
fami]y find themselves presents many additional variables. They are:ﬂ
"stuck with" government agricu]tural price, production policy, localsg

jgovernment restrictions, vi]]age and kinship obligations, land qua]ity}

tand antity, water supp]y, and the weather. There is also thel

;infrastructure that faci]itates or hinders their efforts in what they
d or want to do. Here too, change tends to occur slowly and when they
05 osualiy with outside help. The 1last may or may not be
ltorthcoming.,

1 ‘U’ Closer to home is the family which may ‘include only biological
ibarents and their offspring or mmbers of the extended family from whom
reciprocal duties may be expected and to whom obligations are owed.
}These obligations- generally takejprecedence over the requirements of
'agrioultural production. Thus an animal needed for food or power may
hefsold to pay the school tuition of a son. Or time needed to weed the
maize may be-spent instead participating in extended funeral rituals or"

religious obligations (Mbithi, 1974). The number of able bodied?f
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workers available to work in the fields, or those away from home who
may send money back all operate as important determinants of farming
operations (Meyers, 1982).

The support i frastructure is actually a conglomerate of
specia1ized agents and agencies whose purpose is to render services
and/or provide supplies to farmers. If they do not operate properly
{(on time, and on terms acceptable to the farmer) or if they are so
unreliable that farmers can't depend on them, they will not use them.

‘Then there are the variables that intervene between where a
;fafn family is and where they ultimately want to go. If for a moment

ne' forget about services delivered by the infrastructure which also

mdst intervene, there are still actions that must line up. Think of
the ultimate goal of sending a son to college. The route may be
adoption ofl new farm practices or enterprises, increased cash crop

yie]ds, fami]y savings (above requirements), and finally support of the

"n‘ co]]ege. Also remember there are sometimes unintended

consequences of what the farmer does, e.g. creating a disease prob]em

ting new ‘high yijelding varieties which are suspectible to

certain pathogenous.
~Thus in the context in which the farmer must make his decisions
on what to do or not do, the variables are many and varied. They

1nteract and combine over time yet, there is an order in which the

e\ents must occur if the best decisions are to be made. Complicated

and di ficu]t? Yes, and _even more so for farmers with 1limited
'resources and limited management knowledge. These are the first
lessons to be 13¢f“ed;3“d remembered by the change agent. Perhaps the

second is that the'nlight of the farmer can be understood only in the
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context of ‘his own farming system and its relation to fthef;]arger.

soctety.] |

These things a change agent must‘know 1f they(ife to be bf much
,hgjﬁ;tozgmall farmers with their prob]em$.~LIf they are native to the
.ﬁédbie they are trying to help they already have built-in understanding
§f many things. This was true of county agricultural advisers in the
U.S. Otherwise they must acquire this understanding quickly.2

Place of Agriculture in
the National Economy

About 90 percent of the population in Kenya.liveyin the rural
areas. Families engaged in smallholder agriculture'Fepresent about 85
-percent of Kenya's total rural population. The remaining 15 percent

,are found on large-scale farms and in non-farm activities, such as -

éagro-business, administration and commercial enterprises. Cast within
;the overall national economic framework, agriculture is the single"'
;]argest vsectqr and the most fundamental rural economic activity'.iqf
Kenya.. B

sAgriculture plays a principal role in national development. It
;1slthe backbone of the nation's economy. Because of this it is given
ibrominence in the government's budget. The growth of the expenditures
ffor'the Ministry of Agriculture has been faster than other ministries |

f(Kgnya,‘1979-1983). The budget for the Ministry of Agriculture will

R This was recognized in the farm and home unit approach in
“extension teaching of years past in our own state of Missouri. The
program was popu]arly known as Balanced Farming.

2 Recently the central focus of an international Institute of
Development Studies sponsored conference on "quick and dirty" surveys
for this purpose. Suggested methods from here and elsewhere are
briefly noted by Lionberger and Gwin (Communication Strategies: A
Guidebook for Agricultural Change Agents, 19827.




increase nearly two-fold in 1983 to about 23.6% of the htotafa

development expenditure compared to 12.6% in 1979.

Government Agricultural Policy

The 1979-1983 Development Plan, the Sessional Paper No. 4 on
Food Policy (1981), and the National Livestock Deve10pment Policy Paper
(1980) together provide the government's strategy for overall
agricultural development on a national scale. As the mainstay of the
national economy, priority is being given to increased agricultural
production in order to improve the standard of 1living of the rural
population which depends on farming as a primary source of livelihood.
| The primary objective of Agricultural Policy is to alleviate
o pdVerty through the provision of income earning opportunities in
agriculture. There is to be a growing emphasis on farm productivity
and the development of the production potential of smallholder farming
jnforder to generate more rural employment, higher incomes and improved

_nutrition (Kenya, 1979).

| ‘571_3The strategy for achieving this objective emphasizes lines of
agr1c&1tura1 research that are appropriate for land use intensification

'1njsma11h01d1ngs and on production techniques in low, medium and high

:potential areas. Research on developing viable mixed crop/11vestock

ﬁto »a11ev1at1ng the constraints facing small farmers. Considerable

. being made by the government to develop technology
,appropriate to the small farmer setting

Food supplies have not kept up with popu]at1on increases. The

id"”ands for even more food creates a demand for more new crop varietiesf |

andfother improved practices.. If these are to be adopted the research?‘;
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'1hifagéj§01tﬁfal production must be mounted on a multi-disciplinary
'(bégié.i;ﬁd be relevant to the farmer's situation, not only to his
-pﬁygjﬁéi environment but also to his socio-economic setting.
Ag;55u1fura1 technology must be adapted to local realities in terms of
éﬁape; size, and resource complementarity (Mbithi, 1974; Shaner, et.
a1, 1982).

The government has a food policy designed to meet nutritional
dbjéctives and avert frequent food shortages. In general, Kenyans
déﬁend on a cereal based diet, supplemented with pulses, milk and some
méat. The diet of most people is high in carbohydrates and low in
pfotein. The current policy aims at shifting the emphasis toward

small-scale farmers in medium and high potential areas to ensure that

adequate food supplies can be grown on these smallholdings (Kenya,
1981). In addition, the smallholder oriented programs will promote the
p?odUction of a wider range of foods, especially fruit and vegetables,
'f;iéédfﬁg‘to a more balanced diet.

In food crop production, increased production of pulses will be
mehaéized, especially beans mainly through varietal improvement.
ﬁ;ﬁ?éf remains the staple food for the majority of the people so
;é;édrch efforts w111 be made to shorten the maturing period of
;Eik;fﬁﬁéni vmaizé' ﬁov make it more tolerant of Tlow moisture .growing

‘5c6ndition§. ‘
| Animal production policies emphasize programs such as poultry
f_ahd sma1l ruminant production which lend themselves more easily to on-
1f;farm consumption than cattle. There- is an integration of
5 'cfop/livestock policies at the farm level, 'using credit and other
facilities to ensure that those farmers whose production is for export

also allow adequate resources to be wused for their own domestic
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consumption so as to raise the nutritional status of household members.
P3rt{q@1§flattention is to be paid to crop packages in the Integrated
,Ag}iéﬁifdral Development Program {IADP) and their food crop components.
B The Integrated Agricultural Development Program is the main
~ program for developing smallholder agriculture in Kenya. It has two
major objectives: (1) to alleviate poverty through mobilization of
small-farm resources to increase food crop production so basic food
needs can be covered without imports, and (2) to facilitate 1livestock
production in small holdings through improved breed selection,
husbandry, management of pasture, use of crop residues and the
expansion of the production mix to include a wider variety of crops to
supplement maize and beans which are the most important staple crops
(Kenya, 1981).

It 1is recognized, however, that the circumstances of small
farmers, their limited access to land, research, extension,
cooperatives, marketing, credit, labor supply, and their Tlimited range
non-agricultural employment opportunities means that agricultural
development policies and programs will need to be complemented by

1incqme supporting programs in other sectors of the economy.

* Land Tenure System in Kenya

The land ownership pattern in Kenya is crucial since
agriculture 1is based predominantly on private, smallholder farming,
supplemented by large private, cooperative and public enterprises.
Smallholder farming is considered the most suitable institutional
structure to increase output and employment and to obtain increased

participation in farm decision-making.
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Land tenure refers to the rights to hold and use the natural

resources found in the land profile unchallenged. In Kenya, land is

held under three types of land tenure:

(1)

@

Customary land tenure which stems from the indigenous land

holding system practiced by various ethnic groups prior to
colonialism. Under this system land was owned, held, or
controlled by a family group, a clan, a chief or a group
of elders. There was communal ownership and collective
farming systems. Land which was under customary 1land
tenure is now classified as Trust Land and is administered
by the Commissioner of Lands on behalf of Tlocal

authorities.

The second type of 1land tenure is freehold land which is

held by an individual with minimal use restrictions and

there are no rents due. Individualization of land tenure

functionally means the granting of freehold titles to
household heads. Some of the factors that have led to
individualization (freehold) of 1land tenure include the
decline in community control over allocation of 1land
because there is.no more land to allocate due to increased
settlement and fragmentation. This has been due to
increasing population pressure within a 1limited 1land
space. Another contributing factor is the breakdown of,

or laxity in, tribal norms, leaving individuals free of

’1sbcia1 control and sanctions, and thus able to continually

hold, use and apply for title deed without a higher
traditional authority to dispute the claim (Mbithi, 1974).

Land consolidation and registration policy also
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contributed to the establishment of freehold fehﬁré
"system. When land is registered, the title deed is givéﬁ
to one person, often the male head of household and it 1s‘
usually expected that only one son will inherit the title
deed and that the land shall not be subdivided further.

(3) The third type of land tenure is leasehold. Leasehold
land use is subject to the terms and conditions of the
lease. Rent is extracted annually by the leasor, usually
the government. Once the land is leased or adjudicated to
freehold, it becomes private property (Kenya, 1979-1983).

Approximately 57% of the land in Siaya and 82% in Kakamega are

kegistered and privately owned (Kenya, 1980b). Farmers have been given
fréeho1d title to land to enable them to obtain loans from financing
| institutions, especially commercial banks. Land ownership and control
js intimately linked with kinship ties. For most of the small farmers
in Western Kenya, it provides the basic means of subsistence. Land
inheritance patterns serve to preserve continuity of family name. In a
case involving land dispute, one often hears statements, such as "my
great grandfather settled here, he farmed this land and is buried here;
I will continue to hold it for my children" (Ocholla-Ayayo, 1980).
Thus, land is associated with the conceptio of responsibility to one's
ancestors. Land remains a traditional form of wealth and prestige in
the two communities. The landless are considered marginal and looked
down upon by society. This is because land ownership serves as the
basis of an individual's identity with his kinship group.

In a predominantly agricultural economy 1like Kenya, land

ownership is such an integral part of 1ife that even if an individual

is employed in the urban areas, he must own a piece of land in the
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rural area so he can be returning home occasionally to maintain ties
and to perfdrm obligztory kinship functions. Customarily, women do not
jaherit land but they acquire their husband's 1land rights upon

marriage.

Western Kenya

About 85 percent of the small farmers in Kenya depend on
subsistence agriculture for their livelihood. They carry out intensive
mixed crop/livestock farming as a way of 1ife, not just as a way of
making a 1iving. Small farmers in Western Kenya consume most of what
they produce and produce most of what tiiiey consume. Over 80 percent of
maize and beans produced in Siaya and Kakamega are consumed in the
household (Kenya, 1977).

Surplus production is encouraged for the purposes of exchange
eitheér within the community market places or in large urban areas.
However, farming behavior in the smallholder sector 1is far from
economically oriented. Even when a small farmer sells his surplus
produce in the neighborhood market, he seldom perceives farming as a
business enterprise the way the large-scale commercial farmer does. A
small farmer sells surplus produce to get money to buy goods and
services which he requires to subsist rather than to én]arge his scale
of operation.

In Western Kenya, subsistence agriculture 1is carried cut in
privately owned small holdings using simple farming techniques. Small
farmers operate under a series of constraints, including land shortage,
inadequate 1labor supply, lack of 1improved technology and: other

agricultural inputs. There is also the cultural constraint.
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The agricultural activities of small farmers in Western Kenya
are consistently integrated into the cultural values, belief systems
and sanction mechanisms of the farming community. Their farming
technology is often rationalized by a system of observances, such as
taboos, rituals, observance, and prohibitions. Thus, the rejection or

acceptance of a complex innovation such as a dual purpose goat will

largely be a function of its social implications.
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PART 11

THE FINDINGS FROM A SURVEY OF FARMING SYSTEMS IN SIAYA
AND KAKAMEGA DISTRICTS

Data presented in this report were collected from two sources:
the Baseline Survey conducted by the Production Systems Project
(Winrock International) in October-November 1980, and the small farm
survey conducted by the Sociology Project (University of Missouri-
Coiumbia) in October 1980-April 1981. Data from the baseline survey
included an overall characterization of the farming systems in Siaya
and Kakamega districts, and focused primarily on a description of
Tivestock, crops, land and demographic characteristics of the farm
housenold.  The sociological survey and observationzl data focused
mainly on the attitudinal factors and other socio-cultural constraints
1ikely to 1influence farming practices, particularly livestock
production.

A farming system is regarded as a unique arrangement of farming
}activities that the household engages in according to well-defined
practices in response to the physical, biological and socio-economic
environments, and in accordance with the household's goals, preferences
and resources (Shaner, et al., 1982:16). These factors combine to
influence output and production methods. The farming system in Western
Kenya is primarily made up of crops and livestock subsystems. .

Despite general similarities, there are significant differences
in the overall farming pattern between Siaya and Kakamega districts.
The two regions will be systematically differentiated throughout this

. discussion.
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Cropping Activities

Siaya district is in Nyanza Province and Kakamega is in Western
Province. The Luo ethnic group inhabits Siaya and the Abaluhya occupy
Kakamega district. Kakamega district has a higher potential for
agricultural production than Siaya, which s considered an
agriculturally medium potential ecozone.

Due to increasing population pressure, the size of farms in
Western Kenya has been declining in the recent past. Land pressure in
 Si§ya district has been estimated at 186 people/Km2 while in Kakamega

district the estimate is about 294 peop]e/Km2 (Sands, 1983). The
average farm size for Siaya and Kakamega is 1.09 and 0.98 hectares
respectively.

’Small farm househo]ds are dependent on subsistence production
to meet basic food consumption needs. The major food crops are maize,
beéns and sorghum, often intercropped during the long rains which come
in’ March - through May.  Other important food crops include sweet
:potatoes, cassava, finger millet, bananas and vegetables. The staple
;fqu of the area is "Ugali" served with greens, meat or fish. Fish is
faQailable in sufficient quantity in the neighborhoods around Lake
;Vigforia. Beef, however, is a fairly expensive dish. The average
‘sméll farm household serves beef about three times a month. Most of
fﬁﬁékmaize (528-843 kg) and beans harvested are primarily consumed on
ffhé farm. The surplus produce is usually sold at the local market, and
some are kept as seeds for the next planting season.

o Native varieties are used for all crops. Crop. yie]ds 1n Siaya

_arél among the 1lowest in Kenya (Kenya, 1980c). The principat

fconstraints to crop production are water availability, qua]ityJof s(11’

'poor management knowledge, inadequate labor supply, and occasiona]ly
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lack of timeliness in planting and weeding. Sands (1983) has reported
that maize and bean yields in small holdings in both districts are
higher per unit of land as a result of intensive use of labor. Yields
in Kakamega, partly because of higher rainfall, have been reported to
be higher than in Siaya. The main cash crops of the area are tea and
coffee in Kakamega and cotton, groundnuts and sugarcane in Siaya. Most
of the cash crops are not found on small farms. Cash farms either have
specific cash crops‘ er produce more food crops than required for
‘hodsehOTd consumption. About 73 percent of the farms in Siaya and
Kakamega are subsistence operations where the primary purpose of
production is to meet family consumption needs. Wolf (1966) has
suggested that the small farmer aims at subsistence, not at profit.
The profit motive is subordinate to other considerations, such as local
;preStfge, §ocia1 recognition, and traditional ceremonies.
7s{h¢e the profit motive is subordinate to other considerations,

isome small farmers, particularly in Siaya, are content with what they

’tﬁhave. Farmers in both districts differ in terms of their opportunity

'to become acquainted with new practices and also in their individual
recept1v1ty toward change. Many consequences flow from this phenomenon
of ‘limited aspirations. In general, unless a farmer feels the desire
Fe;have more material wealth sufficiently to strive for it, there will
‘geriittle motivation on his part to innovate. Part of the reason is
fﬁat»the social structure limits the scope of interpersonal interaction

mainly‘to:the primary groups--family, village and clan members--which/_~

accord“the‘small farmer his needed status without requiring h1m to earnfi
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it by adopting a hybrid seed corn or a grade catt1é“where an

jndigeneous variety was raised before.

Livestock Systems

Livestock production is a subsystem within the overa]]xfafming
system. The system comprises all componénts required for production,
including the interactions between crops and other household
enterprises, and the physical, biological. and socio-economic
environments. In general, livestock husbandry is considered a
secondary enterprise within the mixed crop/livestock production system.

The baseline survey data indicate that there are fewer numbers

of farms with ruminant 1livestock than crops. Table 1 shows the

distribution of farms by presence of livestock and district.

1Tab1e 1.1. Percentage of Farms With Livestock by District.

FARM HOUSEHOLDS KAKAMEGA SIAYA; TOTAL '
(%) B ®)

With Livestock | 60 - 5°;   
Without Livestock ;40‘: Lfﬁb;”
Total (N = 80) 100

,?with 11vestock are equa11y d1str1buted n both'distr1cts

The most comnion livestockflvnclude catt]e, sheep, goats and

»,poultry. The average 11vestock farm has about three cattle, several

fsheep and goats and about 15 nat1ve chickens. The overall ruminant
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_livestook produtionij‘partityjarly goat production, is 'consioeroblyﬁ
lower in the study aroaéi
Cattle, which‘aré a higher status animal than goats, are kept
primarily as a source of liquid capital to be sold when cash is needed
to pay school fees and purchase other essential goods and services. In
the traditional farm household, cattle femains an important status
symbol. The wealth and prestige of a person is judged by the size of
: ois‘stock, regardless of quality.
S g In Siaya, more than in Kakamega, cattle is commonly used for
fﬁ&rhioge to pay bride-wealth. Thus, larger herds of cattle are
toquired to meet bride-wealth payments dinvolving plurality of wives
‘ (oolygyny), but also, by the same token, 1larger herds require more
vaes and children to tend them. Cattle are also used for ploughing
»(oxen-ploughing) the fie]ds. Other uses of livestock include the
k:provision of meat, milk and manure. |
i . .Only cattle are milked. Cattle milk is usually consumed in tea
ofB;"hOUSehold members. A small proportion: (20-30%) is sold, usually to_
 fa neighbor. The rema1nder is fermented and served as yogurt or souro‘
, ;milk. Elder]y women, particularly in Siaya, are generally prohibited;
' oifrom consuming mi]k--which is considered as food primarily for males
,and children. Drinking goat milk 1is unknown in the surveyed
households. 0ccasiona11y, goat milk is mixed with local herbs and,_
“consumed as a form of med1c1ne. There are several food. taboos which:7

;1nf1uence the k1nd of diet that 4s or is not socially acceptable toit

*f”women.ﬁ:Fohfexample, goat meat is associated with constipat1on, 1eprosy¥”
.VTia"d other hea]th Prob]ems. Those farmers who currently raise goatoﬁ’

'?(15%) in Siaya and (c.a%) in Kakamega do not raise them pr1mar11y forﬁg
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on-farm personal consumption. Like cattle, goats are kept as a. source'
of liquid capital and for ceremonial purposes. Despite their roie in
the community social fabric, goats are considered a low status animal
whose production is at variance with tradition.

The principal socie-cultural constraint to goat production is
the inherent cattle bias. Because of its low status, most farmers do
not consider goats an important part of Tlivestock husbandry. Despite
- jts potentiality, none of the‘ farmefs interviewed considered
jncorporating dual purpose goats 'intolgfhe ’farming system a worthy
undertaking. For most of them, goats are viewed ae ritual animals to
be slaughtered or exchanged at weddings, funerals, births, and
circumcision. Management priorities are thus geared toward cattle
-production rather than increasing goaffvprquCtion. Changing the
‘pekceptions regarding the role of goateﬂeﬁdfihe consumption of goat
~§foducts would be a formidable task. |

: Poultry are also common and found in about 83% of the farms.
;Theyzare primarily native chickens. The average number of birds per
h@Usehold is 7-10 chickens in Kakamega and 10-15 in Siaya. Poultry are
;;b}iﬁerily kept’fer personal consumption but some are sold when the need
: fef.;caEhv afises} Again, in accordance with the traditional norms,
older women are prohibited from consuming chicken. Chicken is usually
. :slaughtered for a special guest, friend or relative, such as a son-in-

| 1aw.

Crop Livestock Interactions

The interactions between crop”wﬁdwiiveétOCkprddUCtioh systems

‘igifffth' predominant,
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forages are rarely brought to tethered livestock especially sheep
goats and calves. N

The principal form of interaction includes use of oxen for
ploughing, manure for fertilizer to increase crop productivity, and
crop residues to feed livestock. Crop residues commoniy fed to
livestock include maize stoves, sorghum stalks, and banana leaves.
ééuiiky]a+e occasionally fed spoiled maize, sorghum and finger milletif'
grains. | :

Lack of strong interactions between the two subsystems fis due,‘
in part to .1imited resources and farm management ability as well as
| competition with other on-farm enterprises. For example, a typical-
‘farm house in the villages of Hestern Kenya is plastered with cow dung
~and thatched with grass., Maize and sorghum stalks are frequently used

dS‘fl?EWOOd;i

CHARACTERTSTICS OF -THE FARM HOUSEHOLD

One of the’*defining ?characteristics “of
production system is that t
and “consumption. o

determined by the size andfcomposition of th .h sehold

':fThe farm,isl
;operated and run by the farmer, his: wife.'(wives). and children with a:

:minimum of outside labor.

?Family Size and Composition

The average family size 15 . 55 1“ Siaya and 7. 95 in. Kakamega:ffl
fTable 1.2 shows the distribution of household composition in the:surqey;i5

'area.
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Table 1.2. Distribution of Family Composition by District.

Average Number Per Household

COMPOSITION KAKAMEGA . SIAYA
Males 3.7 2.3
Females 4.2 - 2.4
Children of Head Living on Farm 4.6 2.2
Under 16 Years 4.7 2.3
16-40 Years 2.1 1.1
Over 40 Years 1.3 1.4
Three Generations Living in the Household 1.5 1.7
Average Family Size 7.95 4.6

L]
(3]

The extended family system i5 a key feature of a rural farm
household. There is a very high value placed on having large number of
| children which brings recognition to a woman. Having as many children
as is physically possible is the ideal to which every family aspires.
Children, especially girls, are a source of wealth and prestige because
of the transfer of livestock and other gifts to the girl's family at
the time of her wedding. In the absence of institutionalized security
‘system, children are also viewed as an economic asset and insurance
against old age. A large family undoubtedly makes the operations of a
small farm Tlabor-intensive production system relatively manageable.
Ch11dren are viewed as essent%al fo survival and status.

With an annual population growth rate of over 4.0 percent,

”»ffkéﬁyéfis among the fastest growing countries in the world (U.S. Bureau

'§f the‘census, 1983). Anker and Knowles (1983:10) observe that: "Due
,°to:,th1§ high population growth rates, Kenya has a very young age
d{sﬁribﬂtiqn, Approxiamtely one-half of the population is below 15

years  of age ..... As a result, Kenya has one of the highest .
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dependency burdens 1n the world... The economically active age group
(16-40 years) was between 23-29% of the farm household, giving a
dependency ratio of 2.8 for Kakamega and 3.4 in Siaya.

| The average age of the head of the household is 49 years in
Kakamega and 52 years in Siaya. Table 1.3 shows some of the

characteristics of the head of household.

Table 1.3. Some Characteristics of the Head of Househo]d by

D1str1ct.
CHARACTERISTIC - KAKAMEGA SIAVA
Age (Mean Years) 49 ”527f3f7
Formal Education éYears) 2.0 1.7
Languages Spoken {Average Number) 2.2 1.4

There were 57% female heads of household in Kakamega and 55% in
Siaya. This is primarily due to male out-migration to search for
fenp1eyment in urban areas. In the absence of a male head, rural farm
vvhodseho]ds are run by women who traditionally have no farm related
decision-making powers. This 1is 1likely to slow down the adoption
process, particularly in livestock production which is traditionally a
male domain.
| R The overall literacy level of small farmers is low. Between
| 25 42 percent of the household heads had more than two years of primary
“educat1on. About 75% of the heads of household in Siaya had no formal
‘education compared to 55% in Kakamega. I1literacy may impose
’constraints on\ the farmer 3 ab111ty to adopt recommended farm
‘practices., Among other things, 1t limits his or her exposure to thei

mass med1a.'
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Approximately 75% of the farmers in Kakamega compared to 60% in

Siaya speak Swahili as their second language. English is rarely

spoken. The first language is the farmer's vernacular, either Luhya or
Dholuo. _

Education for children has become a prerogative for most

families. This is reflected in the government's policy to provide free

primary education up to standard four and up to standard seven by 1983.

Table 1.4 indicates the proportion of school attendance.

Table 1.4. Percentage of Children Attending School by District.

SCHOOL LEVEL AND SEX KAKAMEGA SIAYA
(%) (%)
Children Attending Primary School 82.5 67.5
Males Attending Secondary School 22.5 "12.5.
Females Attending Secondary School 15.0 - 5.0

Fees in secondary schools are usually high (800-2000 ksh)
depending on the type of school. This prevents children whose families
have 1limited resources from continuing beyond primary 1level. An
increase in the number of children attending school makes them 1less
available for farming activities.

Labor Supply

Much of the 1labor required for field crops and 1livestock
activities 1is drawn from family members. Household 1labor is usually
allocated on the basis of age, sex and other relationships that are
dictated by custom and practical considerations. Labor on food crops
is primarily demanded in the form of peaks and troughs according to the

agricultural season.
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Kenyan women have traditionally beei responsible for all the
planting, weeding and harvesting of food crops on the farm. They
also have the responsibility of fetching water from streams, gathering
firewood, preparing family food and conserving surplus for the times of
drought and shortage. However, ploughing, the care of 1livestock, and
all major management decisions including selling, buying, slaughtering
and treatment are reserved for the male head of household. Table 1.5
shows the distribution of female 7labor contribution on cropping
uaétiQities.

| T&Bﬁé 1.5. Percentage of the Female Labor Contribution in
e Cropping Activities by District Carried.

CROPPING ACTIVITIES KAKAMEGA SIAYA
: (%) (%)
Digging N 62.0 57.0
Planting 60.0 66.0
Weeding 60.0 69.0

Harvesting 61.0 R 71.0

Female labor cdntribution on crop production is significantly
higher on farms where adult males have migrated to look for wage
employment elsewhere. About 17% of the husbands were working off the
farm at the time of the survey. Increased male out-migration has led
to an increased take-over of male agricultural tasks by women.

.'HOWever, livestock production is traditionally a male activity. This

’ ¥ _ fraditional role definition has tended to persist despite growing male

‘%5jﬂf6ut-migration from the farms. Major decisions concerning livestock

‘... management continue to be made by men.  Since traditional norms

‘prohibit women's role in livestock production, they may be much less
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willing to participate 1in decisions concerning impkoved Tivestock
practices. And yet, if dual purpose goats ére to be incorporated in
the farming system, women will have to assume responsibility of caring
for them. This is one of the dilemmas arising from a cultural-lag

process.

Table 1.6.. Percentage of Household Members Working 30+ Days Off
the Farm by District.

KAKAMEGA SIAYA
(%) (%)
Husband | 17.5 0.0
Other Household Members 30.0 17.5

While the adult males are absent, women have dn]y unmarried
daughters, young sons and aging relatives to rely upon for help with
’a]I farm tasks. Child 1labor contribution in farm activities is
ehbrmous particularly during school vacations. éhi]dren and young
adults provide the extra labor needed during peak planting and
| harvesting times when everyone in the household must work for 7long
hours everyday. The tasks normally allocated to children include
herding 1livestock, guarding field crops against birds and animals,
fetching water from streams, fetching firewood, and child care (e.g.,
babysitting). Table 1.7 shows the distribution of household labor on

livestock activities.
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Table 1.7. Percentage of Household Labor in Livestock Activities by
District.

K AKAMEGA SIAYA
(%) (%)
Males 5.0 45.0
Females 35.0 35.0
Children Under 16 Years 20.0 7.5

Labor shortage at periods of peak demand 1is one of the
constraints to crop production, especially when children are away at
sch001 and the men are in urban areas {(e.g., Kisumu, Nakuru, Mombasa,
Na_rnbi, etc.). M,st households cannot afford hired labor. About 33

percent ‘of the households hired some labor for weeding and harvesting.

Lfdor on livestock is usually drawn from the family pool. Exchange of
1aborzis another means by which households cope with labor shortages

during peek season. Weeding and harvesting are by far the most

Eimportént activity for which labor is exchanged.
Hpuseho]d labor is not always available for farm use only. A

lﬁfgé{bnbportion (45%) of the family's wcrking time is spent or non-

farmtact1v1t1es. The major consumers of farm time include visiting

ffriends and relatives in the neighborhood, going to market places,
barticipating in community activities, attending church, wedd1ngs and
funerals. In Siaya, funeral ceremonies usually last for three or more

weeks depending on the social status of the family (or the deceased).
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The Social Structure

The social structure of a comunity and interpersonal
relationships have important implications for the success of any

, deve]opment program. History is replete with examples of programs that
have failed because they ignored the social context in which change
;ﬂWQSt occur. Social groups are aggregates of people who develop
:ltee]ings of belonging, associate more closely with each other than with
loutsiders and which influence the thinking, feelings and acting of itSi

‘ members. Who belongs is generally known to all. In the c]oseiy knit;:

groups like the family, members develop fee]ings of ob]igation to, andfw

-»concern for,}the we]fare of each other,,a]so they care for and hei _f

1,each other.r‘ ExpeCtations of what each is to“dx:on beha]f of othersfi
~deveiop and in turn what can be expected of: others.i Peop]e received
favorabie recognition (love,, respect and . esteem) for doing what is'f
expected and iose status and receive unfavorable recognition for

| fai]ures to conform. They may even be punished for serious di]ections.

: Fe]low members are more accessible to each other than to outside>

.,ﬁ’c'mmunication tends to be freer, more frequent, and more- fran
"ffcioseiy knit groups fellow members trust each other more.u

The smail farm household in Western Kenya has a system of normsff

‘that-vprescribe appropriate behavior patterns for each member of the'

between parents Ha

household. "
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Kenya is a patriarchal society. 1Equa1ity within marriage is
knot customary.. A husband norma]]y'exercises considerable authority
over his wife (wives) and children. Wives are expected to be obedient,
fa}thful and subordinate not on]y to their husbands but also to their

parents and in-laws.

in the other hand fhéffrelationship between parents and

‘ch11dren is usually one of* ‘)e#control in one direction and fear-i

Otder members of the family are treated,'

:1nspjred respect 1n the other.w

fwitﬁ‘much<respect and the1r advice 1s often sought on various 1ssues .
“,hstaofished social structure serves to reinforce family stability. |

The small farm commun1ty character1zed by a stronng

1nterpersona1 1nteract1on where:'”l’tjonships are strengthened by fac
‘to-face contacts. Effective 1nteract1on occurs within primary5T ou

People. of the same age, sex, m: 1ta1§

\and between homoph1lous groups

than those who are dissimilar in these attr1butes. Interaction withf
outsiders follows a similar pattern. Small- farmers 1nteract{# g,,,;
;with other farmers of simi]ar characterist1cs. such  as language,3

freligious be]iefs,’ ethn1c1ty, size of farm, number of stock, family‘

is1zef¥p011t1cal aff111at1on, etc. More effective communication would

?he exoected to occur between a farmer and an extension agent when they
fshare common meanings,: language and other personal and socialﬂ
?character1st1cs. vﬁ "B1rds of a feather flock together" (Rogers anof
tShoemaker, 1971)

Interact1on w1th1n the household and with the larger community
foccurs most frequently on the basis of primary, personal and intimate
}relat1onsh1ps. 0uts1de SOC1a1 networks are limited among the farmers

1nterV1ewed. 0n1y a’ few of them belong to any farmer organizations,
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such as the cooperatives. The farmers interviewed displayed strong
ethndch1oya1ties. Each ethnic group has developed and carefully guards,
'its*ﬁooitUra1 heritage. There is also a strong commitment toe and}
‘dependency on family ties and kinship obligations.

K1nsh1p ralationships consist largely of rec1proca1 rights andj

ob1igat10ns.‘ Since a farmer's welfare rests primarily with hisafamiiy;
and re1at1ves to whom he could turn in times of need 1nterpersonaT

re]ationships exert considerab1e pressure on farmer's decis1on-mak1ng

power.}‘ )A Lberson s - obligations are reciprocated by his: kin s
ob1igations to him. The enforcement of these reciprocal riohts;andf

‘ob1igationswconst1tutes the means of social control.
ATTITUDES OF FARMERS

_Att1tudes pred1spose people to th1nk feel or ‘behave i "af

They do not ensure that they will act accordingly. Manyd

th gs’about their situation even about themse]ves and certainly theh

thji s”they encounter on the way make a difference.  But peop1e o

often' respond 1n ‘terms of what they beheve a s1tuation to be quitei;

asidef;rom what 1t actua]]y is. Some of the things about their actua]i

situation we have a1ready noted. Others that intervene between wheref

they are and may want to go will fo11ow a look at attitudes. |
- 1E'A primary purpose of this port1on of the study was to determ1ne§
ttftudina] factors wh1ch may influence the adoption or nona%
adoptionwof farm1ng pract1ces. Each respondent was asked their op1n1ont

about a series of statements to determine some of the attitudes that

mi 1t;1nf1uence behaV1or. The attitudinal statements were taken from

previous studies in ~other 1non-industria1 countries. The statements

'were pretested in Western Kenya and modified to fit that culture. The



'lﬁasked to. respond in terms of whether they 51‘."0"913/'a

z'agreed 1sagreed or strong]y disagreed with each statement.‘ For ‘he;
':purposes?‘of ana1y51s in this paper, the two categories of strong]yl
i agreed and agreed have been combined and are referred to as agreed.
iThe, total of the other two categories, disagreed and strong]y
,'disagreed are}reported as disagreed. The statements are divided into
'gthe fo]]owing sub-categories plans for the future, power and success:
f{kinship, orientation and participation, farming practices, and sources

ﬁiof farming information.,

'traditional in their 1nciinations.

Plans for the Future--Smali Farm Sample
‘ Farming practice adoption by 1ndividua1 farmers is frequentiy
'assoc1ated with an orientation for the future. Farmers must be wi]]ing

:to make p]ans 1n order to see the possible outcomes of their ,new

practice adoption.. 0nejof the values underlying sustained deveiopﬂ'nt

dhwelopjmanagement ability and a resource*

a;dea;,with;aisitua“,on 1n,which they find themseives. Pertinent;to;this



Teast parttally, capable of

- value 1s the be11ef_ that man 1s

contro]]ing hi

Althoug the farmersjin both areas seem ‘to recognize that thisw

'1s5'poss1b1e they are by no means opt1m1st1c about the wisdom of

_planning for the future or the consequences that might follow. Farmers
 :1n S1aya were far more skeptical than those in Kakamega. Seventy
1:percent of the Siaya farmers thought planning on]y brings unhappiness,vl
because plans are so hard to fulfill, Most (85%) he]d that ‘the. secret

: t° ‘happiness and be1ng content 1s acceptmg?uwhat comes you'"”‘"'

tcompared to 55% 1n Kakamega who expressed the view that making,p]ans
for the future might be benef1c1a1 in the long run. o

S1aya farmers were heavi]y oriented to the presen ;wh11e those;ﬁﬁ‘

’1n Kakamega were future or1ented Thus 70% of thegfi tfthought hatfg;

conditionsfbe1ng as they are, an 1ntelligent person ought think:on]y;c7

ppen tomorrow;?[

,/'f_ambition and. a1so that the control of‘thei “coifmun ity was' n’ the hands;i:’“

“of a sma11 group of people., Theftwo ommunft1es2d1sagreed on how to’ﬁh

get ahead in the wor]d. Those 1n Staya were much more 11ke1y jt ”‘1'

| be]ieve that it wou]d be very d1ff1cu1‘ffor a- farmer or a son of a};g

,“farmer to get ahead and morxﬁh' ;fort”a son of a busine sman

e succeed Further the “people 1‘ Kakamega were notd too sur; whethe

' _wealth was a principal means by wh1ch a person shou]d be’ evaluated.f'”
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Increased nNesternrwinf1uence has 1ed to ~a:.chang

= constituts wealth ‘f Th‘:g ot rad1t1ona1 forms of:

e s1ze Of fam11y, the number of 11vestock and the sizel

V 1n_‘egard;to,how.they responded to kinship patterns.; Farmers 1n ‘Siayaf

"only a re]at1ve would be depended upon for he]p when in trouble and“
kthat you shou]d p1ck a job which was c1ose to home. This suggests aﬂ
‘ strong fam11y orientat1on in Siaya and 1ess of such an orientation 1nf

-Kakamega.« It a1so suggests a more c1osed’commun1ty 1n which 1t wou]d'

k'be more d1ff1cu1t for an outsider s _fiff,,‘y,' ”fﬁiffftifﬂ . _}::;?::fl

’agent to be accepted



relatives in‘u'adi‘wayfflthatifftrangceﬁdﬁ]ﬂfkiﬁsﬁlP}if@?]ﬁgaiﬁéﬁgﬁi@ffc*

ex pectat 1 6‘n s,:,», .

For ;implementing ‘changes in farming, farmers often nef"”"‘”

.;contactfoff-farm agencies for needed supplies and serv1ces.‘ Only one;j

jthe :vernment operated extension service, was dealt with
’ .For sure a desired condition for all BL

of their product to trust them-*f fﬁo

governmentlextenbyon”agents had achieved a high position of;trustgamongfl

“vfarmer”mlnlbdth Siaya“and Kakamega.

Tw';thirds of Siaya and 97% in Kakamega ind1cated;a7”rust forﬁ"
v"”?agents.‘ In Kakamega the locational chief and villa: religic
lea r,were almost off the list as best choices of farm

':Furthermore only 10 3% ‘thought what their fathers did was better than

extension agents adV1ce. Likewise in Siaya 12. 5% would mark off;”
,religious leaders and 30% the village chief as best choices. Even'

”though‘ tney were less confident than Kakamega farmers in placing‘

fo her‘s way of farming over the government agents advice, 37 5% didn

7Thus it was that even in the most conservative area of this studyk*;

:lthe vast’ majority valued professional adv1ce overglexperience of thef“

iThis wasi an enviable, but;.

“éggiﬁgiy, respon51ble position for a;,government agriculturalf‘

‘er:to'be in.

Trust Orientation and Participation--§
Small Farm Sample L

The farmers in Siaya were much more likely to place higher”
emphasis on personal relations. | For example, three out of four of the

respondents 1in Siaya said that you could only trust people who you knew '
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_really-well i while: Tess than one-half of the people in Kakamega agreed
_fwith that statement.

| For those who see some uti]ity in venturing out in pursuit of

fplans for 1mprov1ng their own situation, relations with outsiders might

.b; necessary, inevitable and beneficial. Some degree of trust (of self

‘adv”thers) is a prerequisite for venturing out (taking initiative).

f:Th"qi:stion posed here is not whether peop]e will or won't venture out
'tto achieve goais for this depends on many things, rather it is whether
~attitudes of trust or distrust will or won‘t 1ncline them to actually
_‘seek solutions. Moving out brings new encounters. There are people in
_1arge groups and specific kinds of peop]e with whom would-be achievers
,~must interact.v

T Even though some move out (most]y to cities), farmers*in both*'

?Siaya and Kakamega (73.4%) think it 1s better to live in a;;smali;

community "where you know everybody" E Citiesxare ‘see

impersona1 places where it is hard to make new fri;_ds (87 S%kin Siaya
and 74.4% in Kakamega).

Although farmers 1n both areas were more 1nterested in 1ocal

‘;affairs than in nationalvor;international 1ssues, a high percentage in
'both communities favored learning about what goes on outside of their
;:own ijmmediate locality. The "local-outside” balance in Kakamega is
vC]ose. | Thus to the question of interests in the news via newspapers

'and the radio their yes responses were as follows:

fKind of News Kakamega Siaya
S (% Yes) | es)
Local 68.2 57.5. .
National: = = 63.1 0.
-International 615
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In response to a question of whether they discussed po]itica]’

(somet1mes or often) prob]ems w1th the1r friends, their "yes" responses’

‘were 47.7% and 25. 0% respect1ve1y. Thus it was that a S1zeab1e

cont1ngent in both ‘areas ‘wer__ 1nterested in becoming informed about,'

matters outside of their local commun1t1es

Life Chances

In a society where so much of one's life is lived with and in.
're1ation to associates close at hand and 1nterpersona1 communication

~fpreva1ls over the mass media for exercising 1nfluence and getting new.

flfideas and 1nformat1on, what people think the ‘local power structure cang

| 'do't, or“on behalf of one is very 1mportant- also one S perception of

’the rospects and hazzards that may accrue from trying to improve one's

"§nY6K off the hook" for not trying* a“d least of all in 51aya-;
Fo ;and 87 5% 1n SiaYa'saidl

,‘ftheA mostw 1mportant qualitiesnuof!da ﬁreal man“are determination “and
~1'dr1v1ng ambition. |

= Nearly all (95%) of the farmers in Siaya and 87.2% in Kakamega
th1nk that ordinary people don't have much say 1n the way things happen

'~yand that the rea] power in the1r commun1t1es is in the hands of a few

'1,p'"p1e._ Th1s to the farmers in S1aya makes the "right" connect1ons
"seem‘to be very 1mportant. N1nety percent believe good connections are -
)needed to get ahead in. the world. Over 77% believe that businessmen
| have connections that make it easy for their sons to become successful;

75% believe the chances for the son. of a farmer are slim. Farmers in

Kakamega are basical]y of the same view but are more hopeful. Still
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on]y 59% be11eved the way“is‘”””i"*fr"‘“ons of businessmen because of

~connect1ons and 46 2% as»bad;forﬂthe sons of farmers.

But whatever 1s done for you by others, farmers 1n both;

Kakamega (94.4%) and Siaya (85%), they say, s not because 1t 1s rfghtf

dea1s W1th the “r1ght" peop]e are necessary.‘ Nhat

by th fam11y and tr1be;z Beyond that the way 1s not so clear:
even.elosh to ho‘evcare must be exercised. Some 58% maintain that ne;
, ise to let friends know everything about yot '

'reaso Jthatfthey’”ay take advantage of you.
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Kakamega) sau'new ideas as being suitabie;tor?pigjfarmers,but'not*fors
the small ones. |

_' With 65% of the farmers feeling that success in farming is more
dependent on God than the efforts of man and the same high percentage
beiieving that a person has to take chances to get ahead, it would
appear that cultivating the help of God might be seen as about as
, important as cuitivating the 1and With comparable percentages in

'Kakamega being 43 7% and 71 4% respectively, 1aunch1ng out on one' 's

o,own surely must have appeared to be 1ess hazardous--uniess of course!‘

Kaka ga farmers,

in contrast‘*to their 1ess ‘well-off Sfaya:
' ew c"op'varieties.
. 1d ones. About 80%' hough ;

"ﬁthe nel varieties were?bette, than he oidn" Comparabie percentages forfi

es ctiveiy. ‘ They were much 1ess “sur oni:

‘9farmer‘1as they see it

fSourcesTof”Farming Information

S The majority of the farmers in both communities said theyf.
'trusted government extension agents as sources of farming 1nformation.'
Almost all of the small farmers in Kakamega said that they trusted thw_
government extension agents whiie oniy two-thirds of the peopie inh.'

c Siayavsaid that Again the peop]e in Siaya were more 1ike1yfto reiy onf‘
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3
relied on non-professional _farming information such ~vas;}gth'e{‘-]ocatio‘nai'

| chief,or the religious leaders.

- Livestock Sample

The Tivestock sampTe was seTected by a different method. These

were Tivestock owners se ‘cted by the government veterinary

""_agents to be 1n a_s_ a.ivestock heaTth These farmers were

»different from the random sampTe of smaTT farmers in terms of attitudes

and behefs The pattern of “rdifferences 1n att1tudes between the two

communities tended to be the same, that is, the Kakamega Tivestock,

farmers tended to be more "modern“ whﬂe the Siaya farmers tended to be"_

more "traditional”. The Tivestock farm sampTe tended to be som

‘Tess change-oriented than the smaTT farmer sampTe. _Theyfwe‘re

1ikely to agree that making pTans heTped They feTt that a:

needed to have good connections to get ahead more than diduvthev sma]T'

farm sampTe. And as an interesting change, they were Tess hkeTy'. toi:

.....

v,agree that the best way to judge a man was by his wea]th This 1sf‘“

probabTy a refTection that these were weaTthier farmers. The peopTe]

'_who own Tivestock in this area are more prosperous than the average

: '“smaTT farmer.

At _he other end of the sca]e they“ were more' _’.ikely to think‘f_'

"that new var1et1es were better than on ones, o come right back;

and say that it was better to grow traditiona] varieties rather than'
new varieties. In concTusion, because of the considerabTe amount of

variation between the two sampTes, 1t is difficuit to suggest that the

zhvestock.’&farmers are simiTar to fthe" totaT sampTe of smaTT farme's.;if

’*we.‘,differences aTthough the pattern-;;of. |
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Willingness to Make Changes
in Farming Practices

A11 of the respondents were asked what they would be willing to
do to increase their farm income by 500 shillings per year. Most
farmers were willing to make some changes although for many these were
simply doing more of what they were already doing quantitative rather
than qualitative change. The Kakamega farmers were more willing to
obtain more credit than were the Siaya respondents, more willing to
‘”expand their cattle production, but 1less willing to expand their
pou]try production or farm more land. This suggested that the Kakamega
7farmers were more willing to take risk in terms of credit while the
,‘Siaya farmers are more willing to try to expand their income by
traditional methods such as increasing existing practices. Cattle
production nas the most preferred way of expanding 1livestock
production., This was fo]iowed by sheep, and then lowest of ai] was
'fexpanding goat production witn pou]try falling in the middle of the
,“array, except in Siaya where it was the preferred type of livestock to
expand.

In the 11vestock?7sampie, the preference differences between

7<yavious types of 11ves_ockfwereJnot as great, and in fact, goats were

y"hgivenithe highest rating 1n Siaya while cattle was given the highest in
Kakamega Sheep, goats and poultry all had the same agreement in
‘ Kakamega. In both' samples, it was a minority who were willing to
expand goat production. The highest was about 40% of the livestock

Tsamp]e in Kakamega w1111ng to expand goat production and only one-

difourth in Siaya.ﬂ Since the Tivestock sample included only goat owners,

chffit-iS inte sgw:g that 1ess than one-half of the goat owners in either
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community were willing to expand their herds to increase their farm
income. This number dropped to one-fourth in Siaya.

Planning Changes in Farming
Operations

The respondents were asked what plans they had for making

changes within the next three years in their farming operations. Two-
thirds to almost three-fourths said they expected to work more hours on
the farm. About one-half of the farmers in Siaya planned to grow more
cash crops and almost that many planned to go to double cropping to
intensify their farming operations. Slightly over one-third of the
farmers planned to raise more livestock and around one-third planned to
use more chemicals in their farming operations. These responses
suggest that the 7armers are not against change, they intend to confine
the ones they make mostly to doing more or better what they are already
doing, but they are constrained by availability of finances or adequate
information concerning new farming practices.

There were other distinct differences in responses of the
livestock sample. For somz reason only about one-half of those farmers
expected to hold onto their farms for their children nor did they plan
to intensify their activity by working more hours nearly to the extent
that the small farm sample did. They tended to be more 1ikely to plan
to buy more land, buy more machinery, rent more land, put dp more
buildings, and in Kakamega grow more crops and raise more Tlivestock.
. Some of these differences were undoubtedly the result of the higher
financial status of Tivestock owners.

The adoption of an agricultural innovation usually depends on a
variety of factors. New ideas and farm practices often require

considerable resource integration and well-developed infrastructure to
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accelerate their adoption. Development of agricuithrai support
infrastructure would include dmproving extension and information
services, the marketing system, research activities, soil and water
conservation programs, credit facilities, and transportation system to
facilitate geographical mobility. Many of these services are not
avaiiabie in sufficient quantity or quality in the study area. Some
that are do not render services on terms suitabie'to farmer needs.

The Way the Extension
Service Operates

Both the characteristics "of farmers and the type of
agricultural extension services influence who does or does not adopt
recommended farm practices. The current practice by the extension
" service in Western Kenya is to provide ass1stance to a smaii group of

.“progressive“ farmers and to expect that the;effect of such ass1stance

fwili trickle down to small farmers.

Research and extension services hav\ubecome disproportionately
__:geared to the needs and interests of the progressive farmers. A study
"hby Leonard (1973) indicated that the average extension agent in Kenya
‘fspent much of his time with a few progressive farmers. Not
‘esurprisingiy, these farmers~tendedv‘ to be reiativeiy well-off, have
;higher formal education, anof‘usuaiiy grew cash crops in what s
essentiaiiy subsistence agriooiture. The small farmers in this study
vwere aware of this Extension practice. Roling (1973) reported a very
'}'iopsided distribution of government extension services on the most
3Vprogre551ve. Progressive farmers may not be those best suited to
'popuiarize an innovation. They are usually viewed as‘an elite group,

and the social distance between them and small farmers might impede the
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.)atricklefdownrdiffus1on process., Working with progress1ve farmers to

-‘?the re1at1ve d1sadvantage of the sma]] farmers contr1butes to 'a
'ﬁw1den1ng gap between the "bigs® and the "littles", particularly when
ithe technology offered is more suited to the needs of the progressive
farmers. If the interests and needs of small farmers are to be served,

special effort to orient both research and extension to the "littles"

is required.

" Farm Input Supplies

Small farmers 1n Western Kenya have 11m1ted ‘resources and
management knowledge. They are genera]]y more 1nc11ned to adopt those
farming practices which they can afford or are readily available. Most
of them lack the economic means to try out new ideas and practices that
requ1re 1arge cash out]ay.

0ne of the major constra1nts to crop and Tivestock production

y,?is 11m1ted access to credit facilities and the market system. There 1s‘
‘Viextensive 11terature on how credit programsnin Kenya have primarily

tbenefitted wealthier farmers and have"not‘ represented the most
economical use of government resources 1n fostering agricultural

deve]opment (e g., through marketing system) (Heyer and Waweru, 1976

s Muthama and 0t1eno, 1977 Meyers, 1982)



It may be that a farmer is ready to p]ant hybr1d seed on]y ts

discoverfthaclthe seed he needs is not available, the fert1lizer has

_not arr1ved or the credit he needs must be obtained on terms he cannot
‘ afford s The conditions under which inputs may be obtained, and the
Tikely mahket situation may have significant influence on adoptive
behavior.‘
Throughout the ‘sample, hybrid maize was the only purchased
innqt;hsed for croppingff:The‘seed‘was used by 90% of the farmers in
ifakamega compared to only 40% in Siaya. The uncertainty of forces with
Which farmers in Siaya must contend inclines them to avoid risk and
follow those ways they believe will produce positive, though meager,
results than to try a new variety that might end in failure and
endanger their whole existence. In addition, when the innovation is a
’staple food texture and palatab111ty become important considerations
:to the farm family. The only 1mportant sorghum variety in the area is
| Serena.f It has been wiaely adopted because it mature within a shorter
‘dperiod than the native variety.

The most common type of cattle in the study area is Zebu. None

' t.d§f75the farmers in Siaya owned crossbred cattle or improved goats.

ﬁ:AbOut717% of the farmers in Kakamega owned crossbred cattle. Ownership

of improved livestock partly depends on farm size and economic status.

L We would argue, along with Hunt (1977), that the chzin of causation

stuns from wealth to innovation.

YH There is very little use of chemical fertilizers on food crops.
":Ndne Qf the farmers used chemical fertilizers at the time of the survey
','hut a small proportion (20%)-utilized_composted manure to plant maize

and beans.
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Mass Media Exposure

The small farmers have a low literary level. They make 1ittie
use of the mass media channels such as newspapers, farm magazines,
bulletins, radios, etc. Most of these communication channels are not
- available in the small farm community. The majority of them rarely
travel outside their immediate locality. Some of them rely heavily on
interpersonal communication with peers both for information and advice.
Since most farmers have 1itt1e formal education, they‘are‘un1ike1y to
- relate abstract research knowledge transmitteq:;thﬁeeghj;mess‘media

channels to their own empirical situations.

Appropriate Technology

It is often said that lack of -innovativeness on the part of

‘small farmers is a function. of'Hi“  0 Village
settings (Molnar and C]O"ts’ 1983 Mbithi 1974) An important factor

. affecting the adoption ate of any comp]ex innovation s its

;f;empatib111ty w1tn the cultural values, belief system, past experiences
l;and needs of a farmer. An innovation to incompatible with the people's
fcultura] setting might have 1low probability of being adopted,

"regardless of 1ts relative advantage or affordability.

*f”Farm mechanization must also be se]ect1ve otherwise it might

.UfThe b;beessof Change

l “Hx?i“In the process of a small farmer making changes in his farming
"éfecthes, there are conditions which intervene between where people
.;{efe‘ (1n this case a Kenyan farm family) and what they want to

";ultimately echieve,/ﬁTheﬁ]ong‘range goals might be sending a son or



daughter to a university or improving the productivity of theﬁfarm”

the farm family is dependent on the land for its subs1stence and 1f 1t:'
has resources, the connection between the present situation and
ultimate goal may not be direct. The long range goal achievement
requires increasing the family's available cash to make it possible to
4 send a son or daughter to college. This in turn presupposes changes in

farm practices which  may - well require acquisition of

| lsupp11es and services not previous]y access1b1e or ava11ab1e if so, in

f'1ess quantity.} The sequence may be acquisition of 1nformat10n, thought

"processes 1ead1ng;dto‘ha* decision to use a new more productive crop

Variety, acquisition[of the add1t10na1 resources (services, credit or

supp]ies) neces ary' o grow 1t, successfu]]y growing it, marketing the -

“ﬁdsurp1us, and 1nvest1ng or at Ieast saving part of the money from thek"

«sales, all 1ook1ng to the day when 1t can be used to send the son or
vdaughter to college. The points to be noted are: (1) that there is a
’sequence of things that must be done, (2) that there is a proper order
for do1ng them, and (3) that decisions along the way are necessary.,
_A]] represent intervening variables which must be dealt with 1““t

sequence and combinat fons through time. Thus, the additiona] concern;

with what sociologists refer to as process, i.e. doing what needs to be -

done correctly in the right order and combination.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR APPLIED RESEARCHERS
AND CHANGE AGENTS
. The normal reaction after reading such a report is to ask "so
ﬂﬁﬁat?" What does it mean? This section will at Tleast attempt to
‘iaﬁéwer that question. Two points will be assumed: (1) an applied
‘Wéétion orientation wherein people are interested in seeing social
chénges occur; and (2) the major proposed changes are in small ruminant
(primarily goat) husbandry.
The small farm system in Western Kenya is a relatively
‘ efficient system which has been carefully developed after years of
 pract1ca1 experiences. It has been fine tuned and become more
?§6§hist1cated from the farmef'é perspective by these experiences. The
iﬁékgin of error which can be tolerated in changing practices is small.
 The farmers are small, and tnhe population pressure is high. The
economic and other  resources, farm or non-farm, are very limited.
Since most farms afe of a subsistence type, the farmer may be risking
Jﬁjﬁ/hgf‘vefy'11ve]ihood if he/she attempts to make major changes in
'jﬁj§7hef‘ farming practices. But at the same time, the farmers are
_:ﬁiﬁl}ﬁg to make changes.
'ufiﬁﬁ;;?  The following conditions are a summary of those presented.
‘_ﬁéifjjéfg Some of the conditions‘are favorable to the adoption of the
Hjﬁé%)}?hctices concerning goats and some are constraints to the &doption
'df §uch practices. The possibility of the practice being a dual
purpose goat was the final determination as to whether a condition was

favorable or a constraint.
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Favorable Factors

1.

6.

The Government of Kenya has agricu]turai"p01ioiesf’and'
programs favorable to small farm development. These inciudet
applied research and extension programs dedicated to t
increasing agricultural production_among small farmers.
Relatively stable social and economic conditions.

Small farmers who are achievement motivated andeiliingfto’_
make changes.

Considerable freedom in the buying and selling of 1and.
Belief by many farmers in the necessity of making changes inf
farming practices.

Considerable trust (or very 1itt1e-jhost111ty) towards

government extension agents ;Sas';?aff source v of farming
information. e
The goats, though 1low status animais,iare an accepted, but
restricted, part of thelfarming system. There are a1mostgno

cultural taboos prohibiting the keeping of goats.

LOﬂStY‘a'lntS

2
| 4 L ]

» 5 L]

Land shortage and ;opu1ation pressure. B

uInad,quate 1abor supp]y which is decreasinq as’ more children

go to sch001
Lack of appropriate improved technology to go . with ‘the
introduction of a dual purpose goat. |
Very 1limited contacts by small farmers Wﬁhf:?ffe’;"_t?n5,»1,,9_.".5}'}.,0","~;
agricultural organizations.

Extension programs aimed at progressive farmnrs with a

heavy dependence on the "trick]e down" diffusion.
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6. Inadequate credit system to provide capitaivfon'adoption of
new technology.

7. Lack of infrastructure to provide the necessary suppiies,
and services to small farmers.

8. In many households, the male who has the traditional
4decision making authority has migrated to an urban place
aand left the female without the authority but with the
.responsibiiity of running the farm.

,9. Many taboos, rituals and beliefs which may be frequently a

......

practices. o
10. A very 1arge eco]ogicai variation which necessitates manysv

different farming practices and proposed innovations. G

Livestock Constraints

1. Livestock production is given secondary preference to cron:
. f production. Minimal crop/iivestock interaction. Sl
‘2. Goats have lower status than cattle.

}3q Qne primary reason for Keeping goats is as a source of
ni,liquid capital which means they may be sold or bought fairly

°’f:frequent1y and not kept and bred for herd 1mprovement.

j4£oGoats are frequently used only as a ritual animal to beﬁ:

sJaughtered or exchanged at weddings, funerals, births, or

 circumcisions.

;St'Numbers of animals are more important than quaiity?ffﬁ
' individual animals.

- Gt;Grazing is confined mainiy ‘to unimproved fai]ow 1and

'F,n_eCut and carry ”toifconfined animals is not generaiiy
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_»praéticed. Cut and carry may be required for - .u:-
»pufpose goats.
7. Milking, up to now, has been generally confined to
. ;gattIe.
8. Use of milk fs. traditionally confined to children and'
§§;fébéf meat is associated with some negative hea]th
¢ﬁaracteristics in the minds of many small farmers.
These may carry over to the dual purpose goat.
iThe list of constraints is much longer than the 1ist of

f&géfﬁﬂjéiffactors. This does not mean the task of introducing new

f'i‘.?‘,a,,,ctices concerning goats is impossible. It does suggest,

| ﬁdﬁéygéiﬁf;that it will be much more difficult to introduce a dual
pu;ﬁaée:goat’than'a new maize variety. The introduction of a dual
pUEbose goat will require the introduction of several innovations at
thé same time: feeding and breeding practices, care of milk, animal
hea]th practices, etc. Since this is much more complex than changing
a Variéty or any other single practice, great care should be taken in
thé déVe]opment of the innovation program including both research and
extension. Any new practice must be carefully tested and adjusted to
the many micro economic, socio-cultural, and ecological conditions in
the area. Failure in the introduction process to take these factors
into considgratiqn “could make any future diffusion of such .

fnnovatfons mich more difficult.
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APPENDIX
A BRIEF NOTE ON DATA COLLECTION

The data described in this report came from two separate
5§m91¢3'. :fhe first is the small farm systems survey supervised by
Michael Sands and Collette Suda. This is described in Sand's Ph.D.
' ffﬁé§ﬁ§3;ehtit1ed, "Role of Livestock on Smallholder Farms in Western
ﬁgépyaf' ?rospects for a Dual Purpose Goat". The sample included 80
jéaéfilfarmers of whom very few were livg§tock owners. The decision was
| ﬁﬁde to enlarge the sociclogy portion of.:;e survey to an additional 79
gdat owners in order to get a better sample of their attitudes and
;?pinions. These respondents were the owners who resided near the
‘”éfiginal sample and had been a part of the animal health study. It is
'vimporfant to note that the two groups are not the same in
‘characteristics. While socio-economic data are not available on the

animal health sample, field observations indicate they are larger and

have more wealth than the small farm systems survey.



ATTITUDES OF FARMERS IN WESTERN KENYA

Small Ruminant CRSP

Department of Rural Sociology
University of Missouri-Columbia

SMALL FARM SAMPLE

PLANS FOR THE FUTURE

Making plans only brings unhappiness,
because the plans are hard to fulfill.

With things as they are today, an intelli-
gent person ought to think only about
the present, without worrying about
what is going to happen tomorrow.

The secret of happiness is not expecting
too much out of 1ife, and being
content with what comes your way.

POWER AND SUCCESS

The most important qualities of a real
man are determination and driving
ambition.

A person needs good connections to get
ahead in the world.

Businessmen have good connections that
makea it easy for their sons to
become successful.

The best way to judge a wan is by his
success in his wealth.

The control of this community is in the
hands of a small group of people,
and an ordinary citizen has not got
much to say about the way things
happen.

The son of a farmer does not have a very
good chance of becoming wealthy.

KINSHIP

When you are in trouble, only a relative
can be depended on to help you out.
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% AGREEING WITH STATEMENT

KAKAMEGA

33.3

20.5

48.7

82.0

53.8

59.0

43.6

87.2

46.2

17.95

SIAYA

70.0

70.0

85.0

87.5

90.0

77.5

75.0

95.0

75.0

52.5



- If you have a chance to hire somebody to
work on your farm, it is always
better to hire a relative instead of

a stranger.

When looking for a job off the farm, a
person ought to find a position in
a place located near his family even
if that means losing a gocd ~pportunity
elsewhere.

ORIENTATION AND PARTICIPATION

You can trust only people whom you know well.

It is not good to let your friends know
everything about your life, for they
might take advantage of you.

People help persons who have helped them
not so much because it is right but
because it is good business.

In general, life is better in small
communities where you know everybody.

People in a big city are cold and impersonal;
it is hard to make new friends.

Do you often discuss political problems
with your friends? (Often or
Sometimes)

Are you interested in following local news
in the newspapers and on the radio?

Are you interested in following national
news in the newspapers and on the
radio?

Are you interested in following inter-
national news in the newspaners
and on the radio?
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% AGREEING WITH STATEMENT

KAKAMEGA

41.0

20.5

41'0

30.8

74.4

73.4

74.4

47.7

68.2

63.1

61.5

SIAYA

45.0

70.0

77.5

57.5

85.0

87.5

80.0

25.0

57.5

40.0

48.0



FARMING PRACTICES

New varieties are generally better than
old ones.

Is is better to grow the traditional
varieties of maize rather than take
a chance on an unknown new variety
even though the new variety may
yield more?

New farming ideas are 0.K. for big farmers,
but not for small farmers.

Methods of farming are changing rapidly
around here.

Farming is changing in this area and I
should change the way I farm.

If a person is to get ahead in farming they
must take chances.

Success in farming is more dependent on
God than on the efforts of man.

SQURCES OF FARMING INFORMATION

I don't trust government extension agents.

The way my father did it (farming practices)
is better than any government agent
can tell me.

The best person to ask about what to do
in farming is the village chief.

The best person to ask about what to do in

farming is the village religious
leader.
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% AGREEING WITH STATEMENT

K AKAMEGA

79.5

2.6
48.5
35.9

48.7
71.4

43.7
2.6

10.3

51

’ 7Qr0;

SIAYA

40.0

37.5
65.0
50.0

40.0
65.0

65.0
32.5

37.5

130.0

12.5
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ATTITUDES
LIVESTOCK FARM SAPLE

% AGREEING WITH STATEMENT

PLANS FOR THE FUTURE KAKAMEGA SIAYA

Making plans only brings unhappiness,
because the plans are hard to fulfill. 65.1 80.6

With things as they are today, an intelli-
gent person ought to think only about
the present, without worrying about .
what is going to happen tomorrow. 17.2 51.6

The secret of happiness is not ~<pecting too
much out of life, and being content _ o
with what comes your way. 75.8 70.9 -

POWER AND SUCCESS

The most important qualities of a real
man are determination and driving o
ambition. ~.86.20 82.3

A person needs good connections to get o ?
ahead in the world. 100.0 96.8

Businessmen have good connections that -
make it easy for their sons to S
become successful. ' 55.2 - 71.0

The best way to judge a man is by his C e L
success in his wealth. 17.2 22,5

The control of this community is in the
hands of a small group of people,
and an ordinary citizen has not got
much to say about the way things

happen. 41;4%;; jifA0:0-?;
The son of a farmer does not have a very o R

good chance of becoming wealthy. - 51.7 6153
KINSHIP - | |

When you are in trouble, only a relative -
can be depended on to help you out..

we ma



If you have a chance to hire somebody to
work on your farm, it is always
better to hi-e a relative instead of
a stranger. '

When looking for a job off the farm, a
person ought to find a position in
a place located near his family even
if that means losing a good opportunity
elsewhere.

ORIENTATION AND PARTICIPATION

You can trust conly people whom you know well.

People help persons who have helped them
not so much because it is right but
because it is good business.

In general, 1ife is better in small
communities where you know everybody.

. People in a big city are cold and imperonal;
it is hard to make new friends.

Do you often discuss political problems
with vour friends? (Often or
Somet .mes)

It is not good to let your friends know
everything about your life, for they
might take advantage of you.

Are you interested in following local news
in the newspapers and on the radio?

Are you interested in following national
news in the newspapers and on the
radio?

Are you interested in following inter-
national news in the newspapers
and on the radio?
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% AGREEING WITH STATEMENT

KAKAMEGA

20.7

2.4
72.4
79.3
8l.l
68.9
58.3

76.9

89.2
81.1

65.5

SIAYA

19.1

80.6

83.1
83.3

71.0
44.2

61.3

77.4
74.2

54.8



FARMING PRACTICES

New varieties are generally better than
old ones.

Is is better to grow the traditional
varieties of maize rather than take
a chance on an unknown new variety
even though the new variety may
yield more?

New farming ideas are 0.K. for big farmers,
but not for small farmers.

Methods of farming are changing rapidly
around here.

Farming is changing in this area and I
should change the way I farm.

If a person is to get ahead in farming they
must take chances.

Success in farming is more dependent on
God than on the efforts of man.

SOURCES OF FARMING INFORMATION

I don't trust government extension agents.

The way my father did it (farming practices)
is better than any government agent
can tell me.

~ The best person to ask about what to do
‘ in farming is the village chief.

The best person to ask about what to do in
-+ farming is the village religious
leader.
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% AGREEING WITH STATEMENT

KAKAMEGA

93.1

34.5
s
.'80.6=1
190.0

90.0

37.9

16.2
17.2

3.4

SIAYA

80.6

47.4

74,5

”95;3?

53;2?

92.6

6.3

38.7

31.3

22.6

; 28.0 :



WILLINGNESS TO MAKE CHANGES TO INCREASE FARM
INCOME BY KSH 500 PER YEAR

SMALL FARM SAMPLE

% WILLING TO DO SO

IF THE CHANGE REQUIRED: KAKAMEGA SIAYA
Obtaining more credit. 46.2 27.5
Farming more land. . 53.9 67.5
Using more labor. 33.3 ' 42.5
Expanding cattle production. 53.9 32.5
Expanding sheep production. 28&2;‘ 30.0 |
Expanding goat production. éégifA ‘.;7{5 
Expanding poultry production. 35.9 A;gb;p3

Expanding crop production. 94,9 92,5



WILLINGNESS TO MAKE CHANGES TO INCREASE FARM

INCOME BY KSH 500 PER YEAR

LIVESTOCK FARM SAMPLE

IF THE CHANGE REQUIRED:

Obtaining more credit.
Farming more land.

Using more labor.

Expanding cattle production.
Expanding sheep production.

Expanding goat production.

Expanding poultry production.

Expanding crop production.

% WILLING TO DO SO

KAKAMEGA

28.6
57.1
40.7
46.4
39.3
39.3
39.3

- 96.4

SIAYA
48.4
45.2
39.0
16.1
19.4
26.0
35.5
87.1
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PLANNED CHANGES IN FARMING OPERATIONS
SMALL FARM SAMPLE

% PLANNING TO DO SO

WITHIN 3 YEARS, PLAN TO: KAKAMEGA SIAYA
Buy more land. 20.5 7.5
Intensify farming operations {(double '

cropping) k 30.8 47.5
Hold on to my farm for my children. 87.2 90.0
Use more chemicals (fertilizers, herbicides

and insecticides) 38.5 30.0
Buy machinery. 0.0 - 2.5
Rent more land. | 23.1 7.5
Build more buildings. 10.3 42.5
Grow more cash crops. 30.8 50-0,{:
Raise more 1ivestock. 38,5 "’ 537,5in
Seek off-farm employment. 2.6} ' livi7;§?i
Work more hours on-farm. 64.1 B 72.5

Retire from farming. 2.6 22,5
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PLANNED CHANGES IN FARMING OPERATIONS
LIVESTOCK SAMPLE

% PLANNING TO DO SO

WITHIN 3 YEARS, PLAN TO: KAKAMEGA SIAYA
Buy more land. 17.9 35.5
Intensify farming operations (double
cropping) 70.4 83.9
Hold on to my farm for my children. B 50.0 41.9
Use more chemicals (fertilizers, herbicides ~
and insecticides) . 46.4 32.3
Buy machinery. - | 7.1 = 16;1~1
Rent more land. E "40.7 ‘4i;§fﬂ
Build more bu11d1ngs. . 46.4 v38,?3
kGrow more ‘cash crops. 46.4 35;5:
Raise more livestock. 53.6 2.0
Séék’off-farm emp]oyment; 3.6 6;7 '
dek,more hours on farm;? R W fﬁ3;3i§

;Reﬁire_fom farming. S R :iggé}f
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MIGRATION PATTERNS
SMALL FARM SAMPLE

Respondents who believed most young

. Both

KAKAMEGA - SIAYA
% NN

people moved away from village. 97,4 60.0
Households who have had members who
migrated. 64.1 55.0
Large city as a destination of migrants. 30.8 40.0
Reasons for migration:
Marriage 522 17.4
A job. 783 69.6
 ]To‘go to school. ‘f‘4;3€ v 4.3
‘M_i'grﬁaht.s who came back to visit. 957 82.6
Visits were for holidays and other? o LT
special events. S 78,2 82.6
| Migrants who sent or brought items to S i
respondents. | +.6842 73,9
~ Large cities are a good or bad p]ace:fqr 
‘ people from this village to 11ve?13
Good place B :3618?5; 225
Bad place . . ‘525J5
' Neither 30,0
15l0
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