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Key Takeaways

Diversification of
livelihood
strategles 1s the
norm for majority
of rural farm
households

diversify
differently, driven
by factors that
influence their
capaclty to take
advantage of
opportunities 1in
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Introduction

¢ Diversification of livelihood strategies 1s 1mportant

O 1ncreases 1ncome while reducing household wvulnerability to

economic shocks (Elin & Levin, 2023; Kristjanson et al. 2014; Barrett et
al. 2005; Freeman et at. 2004, Ellis 2000)

e Farm  households diversify livelihood strategies
differently, Dbased on factors that affect their
abllity to take advantage of opportunities

¢ Understanding households’ 1livelihood diversification

strategies and enabling factors and can help 1nform
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Questions

1)

How diversified are rural farm households’
livelihood strategies? What 1s thelr relative
importance 1n total household i1ncome?

Which livelihood strategles are crucial for wvarious
household groups?

How do households combine livelihood strategies?

What household attributes are assocliated with
various livelihood diversification strategies?



Data

* Kenya Climate Smart Agriculture Project (KCSAP)
Baseline survey Data

* Project 1in 24 (half of Kenya’s) counties, selected based on
based on the criteria of having higher vulnerability to climate

change and extreme weather events, volatility in agricultural
production, and poverty incilidence.

* Baseline conducted in 1n 2022
o Nine (9) counties

o Sample size - 4,645 households, randomly picked from common interest
groups (CIGs) around defined agricultural value chains in project and
non-project wards

* Data included  household farming activities, off-farm
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* On—-farm activities
(primary agriculture) 1S
key for rural
households’ 1income

* Households also rely
significantly on
off-farm activities
for 1ncome



#2 Which livelihood strategies are most

important for wvarious household groups?

Share of hh participating in
livelihoods strategy, by income

qu1n|11es | |
4th 5th

Income quintile

Share of livelihood strategy in
total income, by income quintiles
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BOn-farm
B Agricultural wage
mNon-agricultural wage

Total
Income quintile
EOn-farm B Agricultural wage
B Non-agricultural wage B Non-farm self employment
B Transfers mOther

* On—-farm activities decline in importance in high income households

* Non—-agricultural wage and non-farm self-employment are more 1important 1n

higher 1ncome households

8




#2 Which livelihood strategies are most

important for wvarious household groups?

Share of hh participating in Share of livelihood strategy in
livelihood strateqy, by gender & total income
1.00 age of hh hea 1.00 ge r & age hh ad
0.80 0.80
0.60 0.60
0.40
0.40
0.20 I I
0.20
0.00 o Il . N o II . | | -
Male Female 35 yrs & Below 35 0.00
above years Male Female Total 35 yrs Below Total
Gender of hh head Age of hh head & 39
above vyears
BOn-farm B Agricultural wage B Other CSNUEr Of T headgt - cfAgE Oof tir  head
mNon-agricultural wage mNon-farm self employment mNon-farm self employment mNon-agricultural wage
B Transfers mOther mAgricultural wage mOn-farm

* Non—-agricultural wage and non-farm self-employment are more 1important 1in
male headed vs female headed households; on-farm activities more important
for female headed households.

9
* Non-farm self-employment 1s more 1important 1in vyouth headed vs other



#2 Cont.

Frequency distribution of non-farm self- Frequency distribution of non-

employment activities agricultural wage employment

activities
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Activity

N

Retail shop/kiosk business Activity

Bodaboda business General casual

Building and construction worker

Grocery business
Y Teacher

Hotel business

Livestock trader Driver

Rental of properties Watchman

Clothes business

Policeman/woman
Public
administrator

Tailor

Hairdressing / barber

Posho milling

Selling miraa (khat) Clerk

Others
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#3 How do households combine livelihood

strategies?

No. of livelihood strategies and share of households engaged in wvarious
combinations, by income quintile

On-farm + non-

On-farm +
Average no. of On-farm On-farm + non- ag. wage +

: i : non-farm
Income livelihood only agric. wage non-farm self
: : : self emp.
quintile strategies emp .

| N ShaFe of househo%ds :
1 1.5 1 0.54 1 0.14 1 0.20 1 0.01
2n | 1.9 .25 i 0.28 10.40 1 0.07
| | | |
3r I 2.1 1 0.16 I 0.39 10.52 10.16
|
4t 1 2.3 I 0.08 I 0.51 10.55 1 0.22
. : 7 7 ¥
5th 2.5 0.05 0.67 0.54 0.32
Total 2.1 0.22 0.40 0.44 0.15

e Poorer households are less diversified, and majority rely on only

on—-farm activities for 1ncome .



No. of livelihood strategies and share of households engaged in wvarious
combinations, by gender & age of hh head

On-farm + non-
On-farm +
Average no. On-farm On-farm + non- ag. wage +
. : : non-farm
of livelihood only agric. wage non-farm self
_ self emp.
strategies emp .
Gender of hh
head

Age of hh head
35 yrs & above 2.1 0.23 0.40 0.43

atioﬁLfs leds inclgsﬁ%e for wom%ﬁ@headed ﬁé%%eholds
2.1 0.22 0.40 0.44

e Youth are diversifying more i1nto non-farm self-employment 12




livelihood strategies? (Multinomial logit regression - marginal

livelihood
strategy 1is more is
likely for associated with
households with: is |Households
associated with:

with associated with
households households with
with:
* older, female, and =<+ older and younger and * male and more

less educated more educated less educated educated heads
heads heads heads

is

more active
fewer active higher number fewer male members (both male
members (both male of male active members and female) (15-064
and female) (15-64 active (15-64 years of years of age)
yvears of age) members (15- age)
64 years of

. access to credit.

* No access to access to
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strategles 1s the norm rather than an exception

* The share of non-

Croping activities farm activities 1in
On-
Livestock keeping household total
activities income is
Farm : : :
Non-f 1f 1 + signlificant for

income majority of rural

Non—-agricultural wage
employment households.

Agricultural wage employment .
? J e o Promoting non-farm
activities 1is
Transfers
essential for rural

growth.

14
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by factors that influence their capacity to take
advantage of opportunities in the strategies

I. Poorer households are less diversified and rely more on on-
farm activities as a livelihood strategy

- Relying overwhelmingly on on-farm income makes households vulnerable to
uncertain income loss, especially in the face of adverse climate change

and economic shocks—-—---- this implies lower resilience

— This is in the face of constraining factors such as lower education,
lack of access to credit, labor shortages and longer distance to produce

markets (results from regression analysis)

— Accelerated efforts to address the above constraints will be key for
this category of households
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Conclusion #2 (cont.)

IT.The relative importance of agriculture declines across the
income ranges, 1mplying higher returns opportunities outside
agriculture or higher capacity of such households to engage

1in more remunerative activities

ITT.Education 1s key to diversification 1nto non-agricultural

wage employment.

O General casual work 1s the largest provider of non-
agricultural wage employment, but public sector service
(teaching, security and administration) is a significant

provider of non-agricultural wage employment for rural

households.
16



Conclusion #2 (cont.)

IV.Access to credit appears to facilitate non-farm self-

employment.

* Self-employment activitiles are mostly local retailing of
goods, but service offering businesses such as transport
(specifically boda boda), building and construction and
hotel are also 1mportant. The boda boda and to some extent

building & construction services are mostly provided by

younger people

V. Diversification off-farm 1s less 1nclusive for women-headed
households while the youth are diversifying more 1into non-

farm self-employment
17
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