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Preface
I was born and brought up in a rural agricultural community at the foot of Mount 

Kenya. My mum, a smallholder farmer, cultivates coffee, maize, beans and, nowadays 

less frequently, horticultural crops on her 1.2 acres of land. This is typical of all 

smallholders in the region. I grew up helping her with the farm work. My primary and 

secondary education was funded by earnings from farming. This allowed me to get 

a good grasp of issues that affect smallholder farming and livelihoods in developing 

countries. Having shared the daily challenges and experiences of smallholder 

farmers, it could not have been more fitting for me to pursue a career in an area that 

seeks to improve their situation. After all, ‘charity begins at home’.

Food is a human right, yet millions are starving and billions cannot meet their 

nutritional requirements. There is no greater cause than trying to work towards 

ensuring that those affected have access to quality and healthy food, which they need 

for an active and healthy life. Hence, the primary motivation for the present research. 

I was drawn to the topic of inclusive agribusiness because it promises to reach those 

most in need. Furthermore, I had a keen interest in exploring the private sector’s role 

in addressing societal challenges, given the general perception in literature that the 

private sector is more effective for international development than the public sector.

This work is my contribution to the important discourse on the role of the 

private sector in smallholder agriculture and food security. It brings into focus 

the contextual, mediating issues that are central to hunger and malnutrition in 

smallholder households by presenting insights into the extent to which private 

sector/business approaches can be a solution to societal challenges.
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1.1 | Rationale

It is reported that more than one in five (21%) of the global population who were 

facing hunger in 2020 were in Africa – ‘more than double the proportion of any other 

region’ (FAO et al., 2021: 14). Smallholder farmers, who derive their livelihoods from 

agriculture, are among most affected (FAO et al., 2020; Ogutu and Qaim, 2019; FAO, 

2019; Fanzo, 2018; Sibhatu and Qaim, 2017; IFAD, 2010). This concerning situation 

points to the failure of previous policies of and interventions by the international 

development community and the relevant governments to counter the problem. 

Given smallholder agriculture’s central role in regional food production (it produces 

75% of total production) and as the primary source of local livelihoods, it is strongly 

held in development policy and practice that the sector transformation – through 

the commercialisation of smallholder farming - is key to attaining local food and 

nutrition security (Fraval et al., 2019; AGRA, 2018; Herrero et al., 2017; OECD and 

FAO, 2016; WB, 2013). Under this assumption, private sector-led interventions 

seeking to enhance smallholder’s production capacity and access to commodities 

markets have been increasingly encouraged and promoted via the current official 

development assistance agenda: ‘Aid for Trade’. (OECD and WTO, 2019; MFAN, 2013; 

Thow and Priyadarshi, 2013; Higgins and Prowse, 2010). Anchored in this agenda is 

the inclusive business (IB) approach, which over the past decade has dominated the 

development community’s and governments’ policies and interventions for food 

security.

‘Inclusive businesses’ are businesses that integrate low-income populations into 

profitable value chains as suppliers, processors, distributors and/or consumers 

(Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Likoko and Kini, 2017; FAO, 2015; Gupta et al., 2015; SNV 

and WBCSD, 2011). Such businesses are presumed to provide poor, marginalised 

populations with the support they need to tackle local bottlenecks to market 

integration by exploiting the potential of private-sector businesses in resource 

mobilisation and other capabilities. By participating in inclusive businesses, 

smallholders receive support to address production and marketing constraints 

through, for example, improved access to inputs and capital, technical assistance, 

knowledge transfer, and markets development and linkage (Hall et al., 2017; FAO, 

2015; Bitzer and Hamann, 2015; MFAN, 2013; SNV and WBCSD, 2011; IIED et al., 

2010). 

The inclusive business approach is built around the concept of inclusive 

development, which is intended to ‘leave no one behind’ by reaching the most 

vulnerable – the central premise of Agenda 2030’s Sustainable Development Goals 

(UN, 2018; Arts, 2017). Despite its promises, the claims of the inclusive business 
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approach must be critically seen in the context of the past heavily criticised attempt 

to apply a private sector/market approach in development such as the Structural 

Adjustment Programs of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

in the 1980s and 1990s (Logan, 2015; Rodrik, 2006). In addition, as demonstrated by 

Blowfield and Dolan (2014: 23), despite the great enthusiasm for the private sector’s 

solution for the poor and marginalised, ‘[…] the benefits of such engagement must 

be weighed against other factors, including exclusion, an emphasis on capital 

assets, and the reinterpretation of positive outcomes, benefits and beneficiaries’. 

Food-wise, it remains a question among scholars whether participation in market-

oriented production contributes to food and nutrition security in rural communities 

(Ruel et al., 2018; Gillespie et al., 2017).

Motivated by the potential of inclusive businesses to improve smallholders’ 

livelihood and food security, numerous forms have been designed and implemented 

across sub-Saharan Africa (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2017; FAO, 2013a; Gradl et 

al., 2012; FAO, 2012). Others are under way. The Dutch government, for instance, 

has been pursuing development with over 70 inclusive business initiatives in 

30 developing countries, mainly in Africa and Asia (NEA, 2018b), through two 

development instruments, namely the Sustainable Water Fund (FDW) and the 

Facility for Sustainable Entrepreneurship and Food Security (FDOV). Several 

international platforms have been established to endorse, promote and support 

IBMs in the global South, for instance the Business Call to Action (BCtA) – a coalition 

of six European donor governments and the United Nations Development Program 

(UNDP) – and the Inclusive Business Network (iBAN), which is funded by the German 

government and the European Union (BCtA, 2019; iBAN, 2018; BCtA, 2014).

Any approach that seeks to tackle the pressing challenge of food and nutrition 

insecurity among smallholders is highly important. Irrespective of its popularity, 

the inclusive business approach is relatively new in the international development 

domain. Little is known about its impact on livelihoods in smallholder communities, 

and even less is known about its contribution to local household food security. A few 

attempts have been made to analyse the impact of IBMs that target smallholders in 

the global South (Ton et al., 2018; Maertens and Velde, 2017; Hall et al., 2017; FAO, 

2015; Wiggins and Keats, 2013; Prowse, 2012). These studies, however, confined their 

assessments to the performance of the business models. According to Chamberlain 

and Anseeuw (2019b: 601), the available assessment tools to assess inclusive 

business – Impact and Investment Standards (IRIS) and the BCtA Results Reporting 

Framework – ‘predominantly focus on business related parameters’. As a result, the 

indicators for assessing the impact of inclusive businesses in the agricultural sector 

‘generally encompass the number of smallholders reached, training provided, and 



Introduction | 19

agricultural revenue generated’ (ibid). Furthermore, as pointed out by van Westen 

et al. (2019: 64), studies on IBMs in smallholder communities often take a narrow 

focus by limiting the scope of the assessments to ‘[…] participating farmers while 

overlooking other community members’. With regards to the contribution of 

commercialised smallholder farming to household food security, studies tend to 

focus on increase in farm productivity (increasing food availability) and income 

(increasing farmers’ food purchasing power), and only for farmers participating in 

the interventions (Kuma et al., 2019; Bellemare and Novak, 2017; Joosten et al., 2015; 

Achterbosch et al., 2014; Swinnen and Maertens, 2007; von Braun, 1995). While all 

these are relevant issues for research, they do not provide a complete picture of the 

scope and/or an indication of the effect or potential effect of inclusive businesses 

in smallholder communities. There is a need for strong empirical evidence on the 

effectiveness of inclusive businesses in achieving the intended objective.

1.1.1 |  Research objectives

The severity of food and nutrition insecurity among smallholders in Africa demands 

an urgent solution. Although the effectiveness of an inclusive business approach 

is unsubstantiated, its application by donors and local governments to tackle the 

problem presents a crucial opportunity. The aim of the present study was to make 

an on-the-ground assessment of how successful inclusive business initiatives are 

in helping smallholder communities achieve improved livelihoods in general and 

household food security specifically. This dissertation presents an assessment 

of the scope of businesses in terms of the inclusive features’ capacity to support 

smallholders’ engagement in agri-food value chains as well as smallholders’ abilities 

and motivations to participate or not participate. Further, it explores the direct 

and indirect effects of inclusive businesses on local food security by going beyond 

the increased farm productivity and income to understand how this impacts food 

availability and access at the household level. Accordingly, the findings presented 

here will help generate evidence-based recommendations for policymakers, the 

development community and other stakeholders on the opportunities and risks of 

adopting an inclusive business approach to enhance smallholders’ household food 

and nutrition security.

The adoption of an inclusive business approach by governments and the 

development community implies the private sector becoming an agent of 

development. While it is not a new strategy in the development community, it is a 

hotly debated one (Rashed and Shah, 2021; Mawdsley et al., 2018; McEwan et al., 

2017; Graetz and Franks, 2016; Blowfield and Dolan, 2014; Schulpen and Gibbon, 

2002; Goldsmith, 1985). The debate is ripe with arguments for possibilities and 
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improbabilities. This dissertation contributes to this debate by providing empirically 

generated knowledge on and insights into the food and nutrition security effect of 

private agribusiness investments in Africa’s smallholder agriculture.

1.1.2 | Research location

The present research focused on three inclusive businesses in Kenya’s smallholder 

communities. Kenya achieved an economic growth rate of 5.7% between 2015 

and 2019, making it one of the fastest growing economies in sub-Saharan Africa 

(World Bank, 2021). Yet millions of Kenyans, mainly in rural areas, suffer from 

hunger and malnutrition. In 2019, for instance, the World Food Programme 

estimated that at least 2.6 million Kenyans experienced an acute food crisis (WFP, 

2016). Nevertheless, the agricultural sector, which is dominated by smallholder 

farmers – who account for most agricultural production [78%] and commercial 

production [70%] – is considered key to the country’s economy (FAO, 2021; World 

Bank and CIAT, 2015). Accordingly, IBMs have been widely promoted by donors in 

smallholder communities across the country both as a poverty alleviation strategy 

and as a food security strategy. The 2SCALE programme – which is funded by 

the Dutch government and implemented by Bopinc, the International Fertilizer 

Development Center (IFDC) and the SNV – is one such initiative currently promoting 

inclusive businesses in Kenya’s agri-food sectors and industries (2SCALE, 2021). 

Similarly, USAID has been working with smallholders and agricultural enterprises 

in the country to increase private sector investments and promote related policies 

at the national and county levels. Selective smallholder communities have also 

been beneficiaries of initiatives carried out under the German and European Union 

facilitated inclusive business network, iBAN.

Three research sites typical of Kenyan smallholder communities, in that the farms 

are underdeveloped (not modernised) and farmers practise mixed farming in terms 

of produce (both crops and livestock) and orientation towards subsistence and 

the market, were purposely identified (Figure 1.1). Their selection was based on 

three key factors: the smallholders experienced considerable production and/or 

marketing constraints and suffered significant levels of food insecurity; there was 

a donor-funded inclusive business initiative being implemented in the community 

to counter local constraints and improve household food security; and the business 

model and type of produce and market orientation. Depending on the produce, the 

impact pathway of the business is likely to vary. Also, the manner in which they are 

facilitated, that is, the type of business model (contract farming/outgrower scheme, 

cooperative, farmers’ group/association), is likely to influence the level of market 

integration and outcome. On a different note, different types of produce require 
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different local capacities in terms of, for example, land and water resources, and 

inputs and technology. Furthermore, their impact pathways vis-à-vis the use of land 

and water resources and ways they contribute to household food security for those 

directly and indirectly involved in the businesses are also likely to vary. 

Figure 1.1 | Research sites in Kenya

The following few paragraphs present a detailed description of the three study sites 

and business models.

Kaanwa, Tharaka-Nithi county – French bean initiative

Tharaka-Nithi county is located in the eastern part of the country. It has two distinct 

ecological zones: an upper zone that receives adequate rainfall for agriculture, and 

a lower semi-arid zone that receives low and erratic rainfall. The latter is where the 

research was conducted (CGoT, 2013). Agriculture, with farm sizes averaging 1.2 

hectares (3 acres), is the primary means of livelihood in the county. In Kaanwa, the 
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community in which the study was carried out, farmers practise mixed crops and 

livestock farming. The most common crops include maize and kidney beans, both 

for home consumption and sale. Also produced, though limited to households with 

access to water for irrigation, are horticultural crops such as French bean, tomatoes, 

Sukuma wiki and bananas. The livestock raised include cattle, sheep, goats and 

chickens (ibid). A minority of households have an off-farm source of income in the 

form of business ownership, formal employment or wage labour. Due to limited 

resources, underdeveloped infrastructure, unfavourable climatic conditions and 

other related factors, nearly half (40%) of the county’s population live below the 

poverty line (i.e. less than US$ 1.90/day), and thus struggle to meet their basic needs 

(GoK, 2018). Consequently, the county is reported to suffer from a high incidence 

of food insecurity characterised by people consuming borrowed or less preferred 

food, reducing the size or number of meals and/or adults skipping meals to provide 

for their children (WFP, 2016). Even with the support of food aid, some households 

manage ‘minimally adequate food consumption but are unable to afford some 

essential non-food expenditures without engaging in irreversible coping strategies’ 

(GoK, 2017a: 7).

Seeking to improve local livelihoods and food security amid declining farm sizes, in 

2016 a public–private partnership (PPP) launched an inclusive business initiative 

targeting 48,500 households in all the counties of eastern Kenya (Meru, Tharaka-

Nithi, Embu, Machakos and Makueni). The initiative was supported by the Facility 

for Sustainable Entrepreneurship and Food Security (FDOV) of the Netherlands 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs – a financing instrument intended to stimulate PPPs 

in order to contribute to food security in developing countries (NEA, 2018a). The 

partnership was made up of a Kenyan private horticultural export company (Bean) 

a Dutch private agribusiness service provider (soil testing and analysis), a Dutch 

NGO in Kenya and a Kenyan government export crop regulation agency. Through a 

contract farming arrangement, French bean – a high-value export crop destined for 

Germany and France – was introduced in Kaanwa, Tharaka Nithi county, as a way to 

boost local farmers’ incomes so they could improve their household food security by 

gaining access to quality and diverse foodstuffs. The initiative helped smallholders 

to address various production and marketing constraints, for example, a lack of 

access to inputs (e.g. seeds and agro-chemicals), knowledge and skills, and market 

linkage. 

Makueni county – mango initiative

Makueni county is a semi-arid region in south-eastern part of the country. The driest 

part of the county receives 500–750 mm of precipitation annually (GoK, 2017b). 

Due to poor weather conditions, massive crop failures are common (GoMC, 2016). 
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As a result, incidents of food insecurity are notably high. For instance, during the 

short rain in 2016, ‘two-thirds of the households had no food stocks’ (GoK, 2017b: 

3). Despite poor weather and food insecurity, mixed farming remains the primary 

source of livelihood and food security. The average farm size is 1.2 hectares (3 acres). 

The county is known for the production of mangoes and oranges. Horticultural 

crops such as tomatoes and cabbages are also produced by a few farmers living along 

the rivers. The main food crops include maize, sorghum, millet, kidney beans, green 

grams, cowpeas and pigeon peas (NDMA, 2019).

While the county is Kenya’s leading producer of mangoes, and mango farming is 

the main source of livelihood locally, smallholders suffer massive losses due to 

the lack of a reliable market and poor post-harvest handling (GoMC, 2016; Mbae, 

2014). Addressing the related challenges has been considered key to enhancing 

local livelihoods and tackling household food insecurity. In 2017, therefore, the 

county government – with funding from the European Union – launched a mango 

processing and marketing initiative involving the setting up of a fruit processing 

plant in the community. The business targets local and regional markets. The county 

government works with farmers’ cooperatives that, in turn, work with farmers’ 

groups to improve smallholders’ mango farming value chain – namely production, 

logistics, processing (value addition) and marketing. In the first year of operation 

(2018), the initiative targeted 12,000 smallholders. 

Olenguruone, Nakuru county – dairy initiative

Nakuru county is located in the Rift Valley region in the western part of Kenya. It is an 

agriculturally rich county where farming is the main economic activity. The county 

has four distinct ecological zones that are categorised according to their altitude. 

The present research was conducted in the higher altitude zone, in a community 

called Olenguruone, which is next to the Mau Forest. Across the county, farm sizes 

are small, averaging 0.7 ha (1.7 acres). Most smallholders practise mixed farming, 

that is, they produce crops and keep livestock. Tea, maize, kidney beans, Irish and 

sweet potatoes, horticulture (e.g. tomatoes, carrots, onions, French bean), fruits and 

cut-flowers are the main crops (ibid). Livestock keeping – especially cattle for dairy, 

meat hide and skin – is an important source of livelihood in the county for some 

households. Despite these agricultural activities, a large proportion (29%) of the 

population in the county are poor (CGoN, 2018). 

The cold, wet climate in Olenguruone is best suited for growing tea and keeping 

livestock; food crops do poorly thereby subjecting the community to food insecurity. 

Commercial dairy farming to improve local livelihood and food security has been 

gaining traction among smallholders in the community following increased 
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promotion by the government and donor organisations. The Kenya Market-led 

Dairy Programme II (KMDP-II) was an inclusive business initiative implemented 

in 2016–19 by SNV Netherlands Development Organization and funded by the 

Embassy of the Netherlands in Kenya (SNV, 2019). Through a cooperative model, 

the aim was to encourage dairy farming commercialisation and link smallholders to 

formal markets. Farmers supply milk to the cooperative, which acts as intermediary 

between the farmers and a private dairy company, Happy Cow, which processes 

the milk and sells it in the form of diverse dairy products to leading supermarkets, 

restaurants and hotels in the country (Happy Cow, 2020).

1.2 | Conceptual background

1.2.1 | From smallholder commercialisation to inclusive business

To put into perspective the potential contribution of inclusive agribusiness to 

smallholder food and nutrition security, a critical review of the debate on smallholder 

agriculture commercialisation in the earlier international development agenda is 

vital. Commercialised smallholder farming refers to a shift from subsistence or semi-

subsistence to market-oriented production (Ogutu and Qaim, 2019; Abafita et al., 

2016; Olwande et al., 2015). Commercial agricultural orientation is not new in Africa. 

It is said to have existed in the region ‘before to the arrival of European traders’ some 

4000 years ago (Bjornlund et al., 2020: 520). It continued to take place during the post-

colonial period, being shaped by environmental, socioeconomic conditions and 

government policies (Hinderink and Sterkenburg, 1987). According to Bjornlund 

et al. (2020), the colonial and post-colonial pursuit of export crops is to blame for 

disrupting the pre-colonial complex agricultural systems. The push for a market 

approach to agriculture on the international development agenda and in policy 

dates back to the 1980s (Timmer, 1997; Pingali, 1997; Pingali and Rosegrant, 1995; 

Goldsmith, 1985). The most recognised effort is the introduction of the infamous 

structural adjustment programmes (SAPs) of the World Bank and the International 

Monetary Fund, where the private sector assumed formerly state-led responsibilities 

such as service provision in the form of inputs, extensions and research services 

in agricultural sectors (Bello, 2008; Easterly, 2003; Smith, 1989; Norton, 1987; 

David, 1985). During this period, the peasantry was viewed as a major hindrance 

to development in Africa and structural changes that promoted the capitalistic 

mode of production in rural areas were deemed necessary for rural development. 

Agyeman (1981) was among the major advocates of this transformation. However, 

SAPs – which were concluded in the late 1990s – are now associated with a sustained 

decline in per capita agricultural GDP while the programmes were running (Mbithe 
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et al., 2017; Meertens, 2000; Barry et al., 2000). The expected poverty alleviation and 

improvement in food security resulting from economic growth did not materialise 

(Heidhues and Obare, 2011; von Braun et al., 1990).

The private sector approach was revisited in the mid-2000s with the launch by donor 

governments of the Aid for Trade agenda during the World Trade Organization 

(WTO) 2005 Hong Kong Ministerial Conference (OECD and WTO, 2008). According 

to the WTO (2020), the aim of the agenda is to promote trade as a means to tackle 

poverty in developing countries by raising extra resources to address trade-related 

constraints, thereby enabling recipient countries to make maximum gains from 

open trade. In its early phases, the initiative coincided with the 2007/8 global food 

crisis that saw an upsurge of foreign investments in sub-Saharan Africa to enhance 

food production and other agricultural products (biofuels) for global markets 

(FAO, 2013b; Zoomers, 2010; Molony and Smith, 2010; Fan and Rosegrant, 2008). 

Development agencies, particularly the World Bank through the report Agriculture 

for Development (WB, 2008), saw this as a unique opportunity to address 

smallholder agriculture constraints and thus end poverty and hunger in Africa, and 

therefore promoted increased investments. Similar sentiments were held by Paul 

Collier, author of The Bottom Billion, who argued for large-scale investments as a 

solution to agricultural productivity and food security in the region (Collier, 2008; 

Evans, 2008).

However, it quickly became apparent that the investors competed for natural 

resources with local populations, thereby threatening local livelihoods and food 

security in already food-insecure countries (Rulli et al., 2013; Havnevik et al., 2011; 

Cotula et al., 2009). The claims and evidence were widely documented in the ‘land 

grabbing’ debate, which led to a push for more responsible agricultural investments 

in the global South (Vicol, 2017; Rulli et al., 2013; Havnevik et al., 2011; de Schutter, 

2011; Zoomers, 2010; von Braun and Meinzen-Dick, 2009). Following the negative 

impacts, ‘business as usual’ was deemed an improbable and even risky approach to 

local food security, which led to the increased promotion of responsible business 

(McMichael, 2014; Kay, 2014; Clausing, 2014; Ramberg, 2013). This marked the 

onset of the increased support and popularity of the inclusive business approach 

among scholars and policymakers, given that it is presumed to embrace both 

business interests and development needs in smallholder communities. Donors 

and governments are motivated to adopt inclusive businesses because it is claimed 

that they promise sustainability, require little to no public funding, and allow for 

speedy upscaling in contrast to fixed-term donor supported programmes (Wach, 

2012). Thus, owing to the promise of contributing to societal goals of civil society 

and the state, and profit for the private sector, the inclusive business approach 



26 | Chapter 1

is considered a win–win strategy (Han, 2020; Lashitew and van Tulder, 2017; FAO, 

2015; Rösler et al., 2013; Dansereau, 2005).

The primary basis for the promotion of smallholder commercialisation in Africa is 

the fact that smallholder farming is the predominant way that the majority of the 

continent’s population earn their livelihoods (IFAD, 2010; Byerlee et al., 2009; World 

Bank, 2008; Hazell et al., 2007). The anticipated growth in smallholder farming 

through inclusive agribusiness is perceived as key to bringing these people out of 

poverty and enhancing local food security. The other key motivations, as outlined by 

de Janvry and Sadoulet (2010), stem from four major claims. First, the agricultural 

sector is the dominant economic sector in Africa and due to, for example, 

inadequate investment support in the past it has not reached its potential (Shimeles 

et al., 2018). Hence, it is maintained that increased investments would result in large 

economic growth. Second, borrowing from the history of countries such as China, 

the sector’s economic multiplier effects are large. Third, Africa’s economies have a 

competitive advantage in the agriculture sector and agro-industry due to abundant 

land resources. Fourth, food market imperfections are known to limit smallholder 

agricultural benefits, thus improving food markets would remove the hurdles.

Proponents of the current push for increased smallholder commercialisation argue 

that the current practices are predominantly subsistive, thus a transformation to 

market-oriented production would enhance local livelihoods (Ogutu and Qaim, 2019; 

Arias et al., 2013; Jaleta et al., 2009). Indeed, some studies on smallholder agriculture 

have generally indicated that commercialisation does positively contribute to 

poverty alleviation in Africa (Muricho et al., 2017; Olwande et al., 2015; Muriithi and 

Matz, 2015). However, as Ogutu and Qaim (2019) point out, the analyses in these 

studies are centred on income poverty, yet poverty has several dimensions, including 

nutrition, education, health and living standards. According to Walker (Walker, 

2015: 1), poverty extends beyond the ‘absence of income’ – that is, the absence of 

financial and other related resources essential to meet needs – to include ‘multiple 

consequences of this absence that are simultaneously experienced by people in 

poverty’. As such, ‘the simple assumption that additional income earned from 

agricultural commercialisation will automatically be spent on satisfying basic needs 

[in this case only food] may not always be true’ (ibid: 281). Furthermore, Olwande 

et al. (2015: 31) stress that ‘land, assets and technology are crucial determinants’ 

of market participation, thus interventions aimed at increasing smallholders’ 

involvement ought to reach beyond transaction costs reduction. For instance, a 

study on smallholder commercialisation determinants in Zambia highlights that 

‘any measures promoting increased crop commercialisation should go hand in 

hand with those aimed at increasing access to land for the more land-constrained 
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smallholders’ (Hichaambwa and Jayne, 2012: 27). It has also been shown that 

agricultural commercialisation risk, and smallholders’ attitude towards that risk, 

influences participation (Dercon, 1996; von Braun and Kennedy, 1994; Fafchamps, 

1992). In line with this claim is the observation that prices influence smallholder 

market participation. Studying the effect of smallholder commercialisation in 

Kenya, Olwande et al. (2015) found that ‘higher expected prices offer incentives to 

market entry and motivate increased sale quantities’.

While acknowledging the opportunities presented by the commercialisation of 

smallholder agriculture, critics call attention to the negative effects that may be 

attributed to the practice. Some cases have revealed that commercialisation may 

expose smallholder populations to food market risks and/or counter households’ 

food self-sufficiency goals, especially among the poorest members (Anderman et 

al., 2014; Pingali et al., 2005; FAO, 2003; von Braun, 1995; Pingali and Rosegrant, 

1995). Further, commercialisation has also been criticised for increasing regional 

income inequalities between areas that take up commercialisation and those that 

continue practising subsistence farming (Pingali and Rosegrant, 1995; David and 

Otsuka, 1994). The same can be argued for smallholders in the same community 

who engage in agricultural commercialisation and those who do not. Although 

these adverse implications seem to arise from commercialisation, von Braun and 

Kennedy (1994) argue that their root cause is a combination of commercialisation 

and failure of policies, institutions and markets. Building on this argument, de 

Janvry and Sadoulet (2010: ii28) suggest the need to move away from ‘one size fits 

all’ and to focus on context-based strategies, with ‘an emphasis on empowerment, 

organizations, institutions and political economy’.

In response to the World Bank (2008) report Agriculture for Development, critique 

from Poole et al. (2013: 156) on smallholder commercialisation claims` that the 

strategy is based on ‘a metanarrative for developing country agriculture and poverty 

reduction – both modernising in the sense of development theory, and modernist 

in the sense of underlying philosophy’. They add that while the report provides 

some level of differentiation in terms of countries and structural conditions, it 

does not substantiate the local contexts that inform or lead to differentiation in 

rural households’ livelihood strategies. As a result, there is no acknowledgement of 

‘processes of inclusion and exclusion’ that may arise from smallholder agribusiness, 

and that ‘may lead to increasing social differentiation, expansion of a small class of 

wealthy but still vulnerable farmers, and dispossession of the poor of their resources 

by new export-oriented investment’ (Amanor, 2009). For instance, in his study on 

the sustainability and inclusivity of oil palm production in Indonesia, Jelsma (2019) 

demonstrates that a lack of acknowledgement of smallholders’ heterogenous 
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socioeconomic needs undercuts opportunities presented by initiatives aimed 

at supporting smallholders. Elsewhere, McMichael (2009) cautions against the 

participation of smallholders in global value chains, which despite leading to a 

potential increase in productivity may lead to corporate market capture. These 

concerns have contributed to the emergence of a new development discourse – 

namely adverse incorporation – that challenges the idea that inclusion is good, while 

ignoring the fact that ‘[…] the terms of inclusion can be problematic, disempowering 

or inequitable’ (Hickey and du Toit, 2007: 3).

Aside from the criticism of the economic aspects of smallholder commercialisation, 

there are the social issues, specifically the autonomy of smallholder farmers and 

the increasingly popular concept of food sovereignty. According to Amanor (2012: 

736), there is concern that ‘the dominant policy vision of the future of agriculture 

[such as the one promoted by World Bank (2008)] is not of an egalitarian structure 

of autonomous smallholders with secure rights in small family farms’. Instead, ‘it 

is rather of an increasingly competitive but leaner commercial smallholder sector, 

which is expanding to displace less competitive smallholders and convert their land 

to more profitable land uses’ (ibid). In Indonesia, the integration of smallholders into 

the oil palm corporate value chain has been associated with ‘negative implications 

for cultures and ways of life in moving from autonomous farming to a market 

dependent livelihood, or in some cases to wage labour’ (Rist et al., 2010: 1021). 

Nonetheless, while commercialisation may affect smallholder farmers’ autonomy, 

compared to large-scale farmers, smallholder farmers still command autonomy and 

dignity (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019b; Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019a).

Overall, although smallholder commercialisation and inclusive business are closely 

linked, these two concepts belong in different periods and situations. The former 

dates back to the colonial period, when farmers were encouraged to produce for 

the market (Hinderink and Sterkenburg, 1987). The latter is more recent, having 

appeared on in the international business and development community agenda in 

the mid-2000s. Its aim is to link smallholders to commercially viable value chains 

that are orchestrated by private companies. Often, it is also seen as an essential 

strategy for providing consumers with access to affordable products and services. 

Inclusive business is a product of globalisation and the corporate agri-food regime 

that emerged in the late 1990s (McMichael, 2005). In the following sections, the 

concept of inclusive business and its link to smallholders’ household food and 

nutrition security are explored.
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1.2.2 | Inclusive business and food security nexus

The conceivable contribution of inclusive business to household food and nutrition 

security in a low-income smallholder community can be best understood along two 

lines, namely the extent to which the business models address the smallholders’ 

production and marketing constraints, and the businesses’ outcome seen in the 

context of multidimensional poverty. These two aspects are elaborated on below.

By leveraging on the private sector’s strength in skills and resources mobilisation, 

innovation, efficiency and responsiveness, inclusive business is perceived to be the 

solution to smallholders’ hurdles in participating in a globalised agri-food economy 

(World Bank, 2016; Breeman et al., 2015; Arias et al., 2013; Lucci, 2012). In both theory 

and practice, however, how this would be realised remains unclear given the diversity 

of perspectives on what inclusive business/development entails or should be. Some 

scholars have defined inclusive business in terms of value sharing within the business, 

assessed through the following key criteria: ownership, as dictated by the distribution 

of equity and assets; voice – the level of involvement and influence in decision making; 

and business risk and reward sharing (Vermeulen and Cotula, 2010; Chamberlain and 

Anseeuw, 2019b; Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019a). Elsewhere, German et al. (2018) 

maintain that inclusivity ought to be viewed in the context of perceptions, concerns 

and aspiration of the communities receiving the agri-investments. These scholars 

(ibid: 6) have put forth five pillars of inclusive business in agriculture: (1) effective 

arrangement for voice and representation; (2) inclusive and fair value chain relations; 

(3) respect for land rights and inclusive tenure arrangements; (4) employment 

creation and respect for labour rights; and (5) contribution to food security. In the 

Dutch governments’ development policy (and in that of other donors that are part 

of BCtA), inclusive business means almost literally the participation of low-income 

populations in neoliberal markets through agricultural production, processing 

and marketing (BCtA, 2020). Following the evolution of the concept from inclusive 

business towards inclusive development, the concept has been largely associated with 

local empowerment and wellbeing, and environmental sustainability (Ros-Tonen et 

al., 2019; Pouw and Gupta, 2017; Gupta and Pouw, 2017; Gupta et al., 2015).

The value sharing framework of inclusive business has been fairly covered by scholars 

(Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019b; Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019a; Chamberlain 

and Anseeuw, 2017). This dissertation focuses on some of the frameworks that have 

received little empirical contribution: participation, empowerment and wellbeing, 

in the context of contributing to improved smallholders’ household food and 

nutrition security. With respect to participation, the present research assessed 

the scope (who is included and who is excluded from the business) and the nature 
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of inclusion in terms of the businesses’ provision of support to smallholders. 

Theoretically, inclusive agribusinesses are built around the idea of addressing 

the inequality in access to and benefit from commercial agricultural value chains 

for smallholder farmers, who are often excluded because of limited production 

resources and the capital-intensive nature of agribusiness that favours large-scale 

farmers (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019a; Cochet et al., 2015; Hall, 2004). Despite 

the optimism, the extent to which businesses manage to address smallholders’ 

production and marketing constraints/needs, dictates not only participation but 

also the primary business outcome. Furthermore, the fact that these needs vary 

across smallholders’ households is likely to affect the process of participation. 

Indeed, as maintained by Pacini et al. (2014), heterogeneity among individual 

smallholders is likely to influence participation in commercial farming within 

the same smallholder community. Furthermore, studies have established that the 

heterogeneity in smallholder households’ socioeconomic characteristics (resource 

endowment, assets, age, education, gender, risk preference, etc.) influences their 

goals and preferences, which in turn influence production strategies (Vanlauwe 

et al., 2014; Bowman and Zilberman, 2013; Berkhout et al., 2010; Berkhout, 2009). 

Accordingly, smallholders’ production strategies (profit/food) determine whether 

they engage in commercial and/or subsistence agriculture.

The issue of participation in the context of smallholder heterogeneity needs has been 

elaborated through the empowerment and wellbeing frameworks of the inclusive 

business approach. Participation, which in this dissertation implies inclusion, can be 

viewed from three perspectives: social, relational and environmental inclusiveness 

(Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Gupta and Pouw, 2017; Gupta et al., 2015). Here, the focus is 

on social and relational inclusiveness. The former argues that the businesses should 

devote their attention to improving the ‘wellbeing for and empowerment of the 

poorest and most marginalized’ (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019: 14). In terms of wellbeing, 

this necessitates paying attention to diversity in ‘people’s individual assets and living 

conditions; how their personal well-being relates to collective well-being in terms of 

synergies and trade-offs; and how they subjectively evaluate experience and evaluate 

their well-being’ (ibid: 13). Empowerment is enabling the poor to make life choices 

and get involved in policy and decision making (van Eerdewijk et al., 2017; Gupta and 

Vegelin, 2016; Hickey et al., 2015; Gupta et al., 2015). Relational inclusiveness entails 

addressing the structural and underlying factors that promote political power 

concentration and inequality, and providing ways to foster local accountability 

(Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Pouw and Gupta, 2017; Gupta and Pouw, 2017). In the value 

chains context, this entails inclusive business preventing adverse outcomes such as 

elite capture and promoting institutions that provide vulnerable groups with access 

to land and assets (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019).
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Through inclusive business, improved smallholders’ household food and 

nutrition security is anticipated to be a result of increased farm productivity (i.e. 

food availability) and enhanced income from the sale of farm produce and/or 

employment opportunities (i.e. food access) (Maestre et al., 2017; Bellemare and 

Novak, 2017; Matshe, 2009). Given the profit motive of inclusive businesses, market-

oriented production is often promoted. Therefore, income growth for participant 

households is conceived as the primary means through which household food 

security would be achieved, by enhancing food access. The assumption that market-

focused production and a presumed increase in income would lead to improved 

household food and nutrition security necessitates a contextual backing. Numerous 

studies on low-income smallholder farming and household food security seem to 

challenge these assumptions. First, own food production constitutes the primary 

means by which smallholders meet their food and nutrition needs (Dorward, 2014; 

World Bank, 2007; van Averbeke and Khosa, 2007). It is only when their production 

fails that they turn to the market (IFAD and UNEP, 2013). As such, while an increased 

shift from own production to market production may have some merit, particularly 

with respect to accessing food not produced locally, it is likely to negatively impact 

poor households that get their food from own farms (Dorward, 2014). Furthermore, 

reliance on markets for food and nutrition needs exposes smallholders to local and 

international food price fluctuations (Wiggins et al., 2015; von Braun, 1995). Second, 

the market orientation (local market or export) and the type of produce (cash or 

food) is likely to affect food availability and price in the local market. On the one 

hand, where the produce is food and is meant for the local market, more food can be 

expected to enter the local market, which would drive the price down. On the other 

hand, if the produce is not locally consumed or is meant for export, a reverse effect 

should be expected (Dioula et al., 2013). Nevertheless, a positive contribution to 

household food and nutrition security can be expected when the produce not meant 

for the local markets generates enough income to procure food produced elsewhere, 

leading to the specialisation or division of labour. This argument hinges on the 

concept of comparative (or competitive) advantage (Ukwandu, 2015; Gupta, 2015; 

Costinot, 2009).

An increase in smallholder income can be expected from participation in 

agribusiness. Indeed, various reports indicate that market-oriented smallholder 

agriculture has a positive impact on the income of participating households. 

However, some studies show that such an effect is not guaranteed (Vicol, 2017; 

Djokoto, 2012; Komarek, 2010). Accordingly, in the case of the latter outcome a 

similar effect on the household food security would be an obvious outcome. In the 

context where a positive income effect is achieved, to what extent would the change 

translate into improved household food and nutrition security? As mentioned, 
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smallholder households targeted by inclusive agribusinesses are poor, thus given 

the multidimensional nature of poverty with respect to household income needs, 

obtaining adequate and nutritious food with the extra income may not be a priority.

1.2.3 | Conceptual framework

The conceptual framework underlying the present research (see Figure 1.2) is based 

on the conceptual background presented above. The level of inclusive development 

achieved through IBMs as a result of smallholders’ participation and the related 

outcome, is dictated by the businesses’ attributes and the extent to which they 

address local constraints and needs. Smallholders’ participation is influenced by 

various socioeconomic attributes that vary across households and the scale and 

scope of the business support. The level of presumed outcomes in terms of a farm’s 

productivity and income are merely pathways towards household food and nutrition 

security. Their contribution to a household’s eventual food and nutrition security 

situation is determined by various critical factors that are central to the local food 

system. 

Figure 1.2 | Conceptual model
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Guided by the objectives of this study – namely to assess the effectiveness of the 

contribution of inclusive business initiatives to smallholders’ household food and 

nutrition security, and to contribute to the debate on private sector as a development 

agent – the following main research question was formulated:

To what extent do inclusive businesses contribute to smallholders’ household food and 

nutrition security?

This question was divided into three parts. The first part concerned smallholders’ 

inclusion (i.e. participation) in the business models; that is, it concerned the scope 

and quality of the inclusivity meant to address local production and marketing 

constraints and/or farmers’ market preferences and risk perception as an indication 

and determinant of the businesses’ reach and overall contribution. Hence the 

first sub-question below. Building on the first part, the second part assessed the 

contribution of the businesses to household food and nutrition security in the 

respective communities, by scrutinising the direct and indirect, intended and 

unintended impact pathways of the businesses (farm productivity and income, 

employment, land-use change, income use, etc.). Thus, the second sub-question. 

1  What characterises participant and non-participant households in the inclusive 

business models?

  Development projects often view a smallholder farming population as a 

homogenous community. However, studies increasingly suggest they are 

comprised of heterogeneous households in terms of their socioeconomic 

attributes. In this dissertation, this diversity is presumed to influence 

participation in the businesses. Smallholder production and marketing 

constraints as defined by individual households’ resources endowment and 

assets, among other factors, may mean that such households are unable or 

unwilling to engage in agribusiness irrespective of the support offered by an 

inclusive business. Therefore, it is critical to explore how individual household’s 

constraints dictate the success of inclusive businesses.

2  What is the household food and nutrition security contribution of inclusive business 

models in smallholder communities?

  In light of the above argument, it is presumed in this dissertation that not every 

household gets to participate owing to various local constraints and factors. As 

such, the effect of the businesses on farms’ productivity and income would vary 

depending on whether or not a household participates. A similar variation in 

household food and nutrition security outcome would be expected. Further, it 

is expected that the IBMs differ with respect to the scale and scope of supportive 



34 | Chapter 1

elements, the produce promoted and the market destination (local or export), 

which would impact food security differently. Therefore, the quality of support 

and related farm’s outcome will determine the quality of effect of the business on 

food security. To add depth in answering this sub-question is a third sub-question, 

below, which takes a food systems perspective to explore the contribution of 

inclusive businesses to food security in smallholder communities. 

3  How does inclusive business interact with the local food systems in delivering 

household food and nutrition security?

  An initiative’s opportunities to address local constraints to food security in any 

community depend on how the initiative affects the performance of the local 

food systems. How an inclusive business interacts with a food system – such 

interaction encompasses a relationship between activities, resources that are 

in a feedback loop and food-related decisions made by various stakeholders – 

determines the eventual food and nutrition outcome.

1.3 | Study approach and methods

This research was primarily informed by three case studies carried out in the three 

communities described above, namely Kaanwa in Tharaka-Nithi county, Makueni 

county, and Olenguruone in Nakuru county. While smallholders may share similar 

challenges, the extent and context varies in different localities and households. 

Thus, case study research was deemed most suitable. A case study is ‘an empirical 

inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; 

when boundaries and context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple sources 

of evidence are used’ (Yin, 1984: 23). A mixed-methods research technique known to 

consistently combine both quantitative and qualitative methods and is included in a 

case study approach was adopted (Creswell and Clark, 2017; Zainal, 2007; Greene et 

al., 1989). By combining different sources of information, mixed-methods research 

provides ‘a more complete picture’ (Denscombe, 2008: 272). Furthermore, applying 

different methods ensures the availability of more details to better understand 

the results, gain new perspectives or even improve assessment tools (Morse, 2003; 

Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998).

1.3.1 | Data collection

For the quantitative data, a standardised cross-sectional household survey was 

conducted with smallholders from all three communities. While the survey’s 

questionnaire was tailored to the individual case studies in order to capture business-
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related details, participation and outcomes, all other questions were consistent in all 

three cases: capturing the households’ key social and economic attributes, such as 

age and educational level of the household head, household size, sources of income, 

saving and credit practices, and farming characteristics (farm size, access to water 

for irrigation, source of labour, marketing options, etc.). In the case of the French 

bean and mango initiatives, where household food security status was assessed, the 

questionnaire included questions to capture details on household food security as 

provided through the conventional measurement tools, viz the Household Food 

Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) and the Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS). 

The HFIAS is built around nine questions that enable researchers to distinguish 

food-insecure from food-secure households in different cultural contexts (Coates et 

al., 2015). The scale measures the ‘access component of household food insecurity’ 

based on information covering a four-week period (ibid: 2). The HDDS analyses the 

variety of food and the dietary diversity that are accessible to a household (Kennedy et 

al., 2011). To obtain the dietary diversity data, a household member is taken through 

24-hour recall questions about the food groups consumed in the household.

The qualitative data were gathered through in-depth interviews with smallholders 

and key informants (KIs), during focus group discussions (FGDs), and through 

participant observations and informal talks in the respective communities. Both the 

interviews and the FGDs were used to seek clarity and additional details regarding 

critical questions covering critical issues related to the business initiatives, such 

as the farmers–company relations, reasons behind certain business outcomes, 

etc. The qualitative data were used to triangulate and validate the relevant findings 

obtained from the quantitative (survey) data. Besides the primary data gathered 

via quantitative and qualitative methods, secondary data were obtained during 

and after the fieldwork through consistent and extensive desk research (literature 

review) on relevant topics in various documents, including national statistics, policy 

documents, development organisations, reports, academic journals, and project 

and project evaluation reports.

In total, 708 respondents participated in the research (see Table 1). Given there 

was a need for comparison between smallholder households that were integrated 

in the business and others in the respective communities, the respondents were 

disaggregated into specific groups during sampling for data collection and analyses. 

Details concerning the period when the data were collected, the sampling techniques 

and the disaggregation are presented in the individual empirical chapters (3, 4 & 5). 
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Table 1.1 | Study participants

Initiative Surveys Interviews (farmers) Interviews (KI) FGDs Total

French bean 110 40 5 20 175

Mango 120 30 5 45 200

Dairy 300 5 7 26 333

1.3.2 | Data analyses

Survey data were cleaned, coded and analysed using STATA (version 13) software. 

The analysis comprised descriptive statistics (frequency, summary tables and t-test) 

and regression tests (multinomial logit regression and probit regression). Again, the 

details regarding the specific tests – for instance, the way they were caried out – are 

presented in the individual empirical chapters. The descriptive statistic outputs were 

used to scrutinise, compare and describe the socioeconomic characteristics of the 

surveyed population groups. Regression test outputs were employed to determine 

factors that dictated integration into the IBM and the associated effect on household 

food security (in Chapters 3 & 4) and smallholders’ selection of specific marketing 

channel (Chapter 5). The qualitative data were coded and analysed for themes and 

patterns, an inductive approach referred to as thematic analysis (Vaismoradi et al., 

2016; Braun and Clarke, 2006). Themes provide attributes used for description and 

even concept development (Ayres et al., 2003). Thematic analysis is a highly relevant 

research tool as it allows for rich and detailed outputs on critical issues or topics.

1.3.3 | Ethical considerations

In any type of research, researchers are faced with various ethical challenges. 

Generally, all research studies involving human subjects must apply ‘appropriate 

ethical principles’ to prevent harm to the participants (Arifin, 2018: 30). ‘These 

[principles] include anonymity, confidentiality, informed consent, researchers’ 

potential impact on the participants and vice versa’ (Sanjari et al., 2014: 1). Other 

principles include ensuring voluntary participation and communicating the results. 

In the present research, all the relevant ethical principles were observed (Polonsky 

and Waller, 2011). First, informed consent to participate in the study was obtained. 

Second, all participants were asked to indicate whether they wanted to remain 

anonymous to protect their confidentiality. Third, participants were informed 

about the benefits of their involvement in the study, namely that the study’s findings 

would provide critical input for policy development on the issues of agribusiness 

and local food security. Finally, some of the study’s findings were communicated to 

the communities through a dissemination workshop with key stakeholders and the 
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development of a policy brief. Furthermore, some of the results of the case studies 

were published in peer-reviewed articles. Overall, all the information about the study 

was provided in the participants’ native language to ensure it was clearly understood.

1.3.4 | Positionality statement

Owing to the recognized issues of subjectivity and the influence of researcher and 

the researched with respect to data sought, I must reflect on my role as external 

researcher in the field. I was born and brought up in a smallholder rural community 

in central Kenya where I assisted my family in cultivating a small piece of land (about 

1.2 acres). I, therefore, possess first-hand knowledge and experience in smallholder 

agriculture. Furthermore, before and in-between this research, I worked with various 

international development entities implementing interventions in smallholder 

communities on issues of local livelihoods and food and nutrition security. I am 

convinced that my personal background, international education background and 

work experience in the development sector have moulded me into an objective 

researcher of the present issues.

Being a Kenyan who speaks Kiswahili, and the fact that most of the research 

participants also spoke the language, I was able to benefit from direct exchanges 

without a need for a translator which could lead to inaccurate reporting. Indeed, 

as pointed by Anokhina and Kobyakova (2017: 32), information may be lost 

during data gathering because of ‘the difficulties of translation caused by cultural 

lacunarity, namely, the non-transferable elements of the translation, in other 

terms – culturemes’. In a few instances where respondents could not converse in 

Kiswahili, I engaged and trained an assistant to translate. To avoid poor translation, 

interviewees were to ask ‘difficult' questions multiple times to ensure that 

respondents understood the questions well. For the surveys, I engaged and trained 

enumerators from the targeted communities who used the local language to conduct 

the survey. Prior to data collection, a pilot phase helped to make sure enumerators 

had mastered the questionnaire and practise interview skills.

I worked with international NGO - Solidaridad East and Central Africa, which was 

a partner in the ‘Follow the Food’ research project that facilitated this study. All 

the three case studies carried out involved donor funded interventions. Because 

of my links with the NGO and targeting the donor-initiated interventions, I was 

at first associated with these entities which could have negatively affected the 

type of responses I received – where in some cases the respondents hoped that by 

participating in the study, they would benefit from future interventions upon positive 

representation of the intervention assessed. My introduction and discussions 
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cleared such confusion by explaining that I was a PhD researcher and that there were 

no direct benefits from their participation, but that the research would contribute to 

donor and NGOs policies and future interventions.

Given my experience in development industry, background in a developing 

country, and my roots in a community confronted by the challenges tackled in this 

dissertation, it is a reasonable that I held some bias regarding the issues covered in 

this study. I acknowledge and appreciate the positive role the development industry 

has played in advancing socio-economic development, including in the agricultural 

sector, in the Global South. I was, and I am still, hesitant to agree with the 

development industry dominant view that investment in (smallholder) agriculture 

and transformation towards market-oriented farming is the key pathway towards 

ending poverty and hunger in sub-Saharan Africa. For majority smallholders, 

farming is a way of life, that is, it involves some level of freedom and dignity while 

serving to meet households’ livelihood and nourishment needs. Emphasis on 

commercialised smallholder agriculture which implies efficient market production 

is the central focus of the practice. Doing so implies disregard for above-mentioned 

cultural/traditional values attached to the practice. 

Smallholders work with limited natural resources, and often compete for markets 

with larger, accomplished commercial farmers, yet it is claimed that by investing in 

their small farms they would reap substantial returns capable of propelling them 

out of poverty and hunger. Alternative non-farm activities as poverty alleviation 

strategies and support for continuation and improvement of subsistence practices 

for food security should be encouraged. I recognize and acknowledge that 

commercial agriculture has a role to play in smallholder communities, but there 

must be realistic goals and the practice ought to be pragmatic and curated for the 

local context (constraints) and the opportunities, especially where donor funding is 

involved.

1.4 | Structure of this dissertation

This dissertation is structured around three empirical and one perspective chapters, 

which are presented in such a way that they are independent of each other and can be 

read separately. This (the first) chapter has introduced the dissertation and provided 

the study’s rationale, objectives and conceptual background. It has also presented 

the general framework of the present research ahead of more specific and in-depth 

conceptual discussions in the individual empirical chapters. In addition, it has 

outlined details of the study methodology.
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Chapter 2: ‘Contextual background: The agricultural sector and food security in 

Kenya’ provides a contextual background to Kenya’s agricultural sector, particularly 

the plight of smallholders and the state of food and nutrition security in the country. 

Also covered is the role the government and the development community have 

played over time to improve the sector as well as food security in the country. 

Chapter 3: ‘Inclusive business for smallholders’ household food and nutrition 

security. Disconcerting results from an analysis of a French bean agri-investment 

in Kenya’ is the first of the three empirical chapters. It highlights the dangers of 

mismatch between the perspectives of the development interventionists (donor, 

company, NGOs and other entities involved) and the local relativity as well as 

the perspectives of the local community, which may arise because of the lack 

of participation in the intervention design. It essentially demonstrates a threat 

imposed from outside. A high-value export crop (French bean) that is water intensive 

and requires above average farm plot size to produce is promoted as a food security 

solution in a community where access to water and land resources is limited. This 

case study indicates that access to land and water for irrigation prevents most 

smallholders from participating in the business, showing that resource endowment 

is critical to participation in inclusive business. The research findings reveal that 

the crop fails to match the local climatic context (semi-arid region) and that despite 

having access to water for irrigation, most farmers producing the crop make 

losses due to crop failure caused by limited rainfall, which affects the reliability of 

irrigation infrastructure. The limitations of inclusive business that were revealed by 

these findings suggest that while private sector-led development might contribute 

to higher economic productivity and access to food of better quality, it does not 

necessarily change the structural causes of food and nutrition insecurity, which 

are often related to access to production resources. The results point to a need for 

increased scrutiny of contextual factors and the need for local perspectives when 

designing and implementing IBMs. 

Chapter 4: ‘Limitations of inclusive agribusiness in contributing to food and 

nutrition security in a smallholder community: The case of a mango initiative 

in Makueni county, Kenya’ focuses on the community and existing smallholder 

diversity, and – as in Chapter 3 – showcases the selectivity in an IBM. The chapter 

emphasises smallholders’ production and marketing constraints and needs, and 

the extent to which an IBM purported to be pro-poor addresses them, and loosely 

explores the connection with food and nutrition security. It shows that while the 

business does provide the considerable support needed to address smallholders’ 

mango production and marketing constraints, these benefits favour the well-off, 

that is, those with a higher production capacity in terms of physical capital (land and 
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number of mango trees, financial capital and access to loans) and human capital 

(age and educational level of household head and family size). Improvement in 

income from the business is associated with significantly better household food 

security. However, participation does not improve household dietary diversity, 

implying that improvement in income does not necessarily lead to better household 

nutrition security.

Chapter 5: ‘Recognising determinants of smallholders’ market orientation and 

marketing arrangements: Building on a case of dairy farming in rural Kenya’ is 

also focused on the community and rural diversity, with an emphasis on farmers’ 

preferences and decision making with respect to participating in commercial 

farming and the marketing channels. The research demonstrates that smallholders’ 

socioeconomic attributes and market perceptions, which are heterogeneous among 

households in the same community, are key determinants. The chapter is based on 

an inclusive dairy initiative that seeks to link smallholders to formal markets through 

a cooperative arrangement. The marketing channel – a private dairy processing 

company – is promoted alongside other marketing outlets that are available in the 

community, namely an established private dairy company and brokers/middlemen. 

Attention is drawn to the factors that dictate smallholders’ engagement in market-

oriented production and choice of marketing outlet, irrespective of externally 

promoted and supported development opportunity. 

Chapter 6: ‘The need for a food systems approach in smallholder food and 

nutrition security initiatives: Lessons from inclusive agribusiness in smallholder 

communities’. This chapter proposes the need to adopt a food systems approach 

in studying the contribution of inclusive business initiatives to smallholders’ 

household food and nutrition security. It reiterates the existing research argument 

that the value chain approach normally used to study inclusive businesses limits the 

focus to instrumental aspects such as the number of farmers supported, the training 

provided and immediate farm outcomes, namely revenue. While the business-related 

aspects and farm-level factors do influence the food security outcome of IBMs, other 

elements and decisions that are not directly related to the farm and/or business play 

a critical role. For example, the household budget expenditure priorities whereby 

non-household needs such as school fees or healthcare may mean that income is not 

spent on buying more nutritious food. The food systems approach puts food at the 

centre of the analyses, allowing for a broader scope for analyses. Although it has its 

weaknesses, the approach provides for a systemic and broader way of thinking about 

and working on food and nutrition security issues. It builds on analyses of recent 

studies (including Chapters 3 & 4) and reviews of inclusive business initiatives and 

their contribution to smallholders’ livelihood and food security.
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Chapter 7: Concludes this dissertation by synthesising and reflecting on the 

materials presented in the four main chapters in the context of the research 

questions that guided this study. It first reflects on the study methodology and 

limitations, and then presents a summary of the research findings. Drawing from 

the synthesis of and reflections on the research findings, policy recommendation 

and suggestions for future research are provided.

Figure 1.3 | Book structure
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2.1 | Introduction

Before delving into the empirical inquiries into the adoption and application of 

the inclusive business approach in Kenya’s smallholder landscape, it is crucial to 

understand the country’s agricultural sector and food security issues. This chapter 

therefore provides a contextual background to Kenya as a sub-optimal smallholder 

agricultural economy struggling to feed its population and the role the government and 

the development community have played in an attempt to counter related bottlenecks.

2.2 | Agricultural situation in Kenya

Kenya borders South Sudan and Ethiopia to the north, Somalia to the east, Tanzania 

to the south and Uganda to the west. The country population is estimated at 53 million 

people according to current data from the World Bank (2021a). The majority (72%) of 

the population reside in rural areas. As in all other countries in sub-Saharan Africa, 

agriculture is the backbone of Kenya’s economy. Overall, the country’s agricultural 

sector accounts for 25% of the national gross domestic product (GDP) and about 

27% via indirect linkages to agro-based industries and the service sector (GoK, 2017). 

More than 65% of the country’s export come from agriculture. The agricultural 

sector is comprised of six subsectors: industrial crops (coffee, tea, sugarcane and 

tobacco); food crops (e.g. cereals, pulses, roots and tubers); horticulture (e.g. French 

bean, tomato and cabbage); livestock (cattle, goats, sheep and chicken to name but 

a few); fisheries; and forestry. Figure 2.1 shows the proportional contribution of the 

various subsectors to the country’s agricultural GDP (AgGDP). As the figure shows, 

horticulture is the largest subsector, accounting for 33% of AgGDP, which has been 

responsible for ‘remarkable export-driven growth in the past decade’ (GoK, 2017). 

Food crops – some of which are exported – account for only 18% of AgGDP, yet 

determine food security in the country. 

Figure 2.1 | Six agricultural subsectors in Kenya and their contribution to national AgGDP
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Given the major role that agriculture plays in the national economy, improving the 

sector is perceived to be ‘a prerequisite for fighting poverty, reducing food insecurity, 

and improving the general economic wellbeing of the entire population’ (World 

Bank, 2013: 3). Indeed, the agricultural sector is an important source of livelihood for 

many Kenyans, accounting for ‘more than 18% of the formal employment and 70% of 

informal employment in the rural areas’ (ibid: 2). The majority of farmers in Kenya 

are smallholders, producing about 75% of the total national produce and 50% of the 

marketed agricultural produce; they each cultivate an average of 0.2–0.3 hectares 

(≈0.5-0.7 acres) (FAO, 2015a; Mohajan, 2014; World Bank, 2013). Smallholders 

mainly depend on rain-fed irrigation and traditional agricultural practices, factors 

considered to be the main hindrance to economic growth and local food security 

(von Kimakowitz, 2012). 

Climate-wise, Kenya experiences a bimodal rainfall distribution: a long-rains 

season running from March to May and a short-rains season starting in October 

and ending in December. Most (80%) of the country’s land is classified as arid or 

semi-arid, receiving an annual precipitation of 200–750 mm (WRMA, 2013). This 

is where Kenya’s rangelands and nature reserves are to be found, and where 80% 

of the country’s livestock is kept. The medium- and high-potential agricultural 

land occupies the remaining area, and it is where 80% of Kenya’s population, who 

almost completely rely on agriculture, live (FAO, 2015a; GoK, 2010). The annual 

precipitation in the high and medium rainfall zones is about 1000 mm and between 

750 and 1000 mm, respectively (GoK, 2015).

2.3 | Food security situation in Kenya

Research in Kenya and elsewhere shows that poverty is associated with hunger 

and malnutrition (Mutisya et al., 2015; Hannum et al., 2014; Otaha, 2013; Oluoko-

Odingo, 2011). More than 35% of the Kenyan population live below the poverty line, 

that is, on less than US$ 1.90 a day (World Bank, 2020). This suggests that about 19 

million people in the country experience some form of food insecurity. Available 

data indicate that the prevalence of severe food insecurity in Kenya was over 19% 

in 2017 (World Bank, 2021b). While the country has seen notable improvement in 

prevalence of undernourishment, the numbers remain significantly high, namely 

32% in 2001 and 23% in 2018 (ibid). Perhaps most concerning is that the number of 

moderately and severely food insecure and of undernourished Kenyans has been 

rising over the past 5 years (see Figure 2.2).



Contextual background: The agricultural sector and food security in Kenya | 59

           

Moderate and severe food insecurity Undernourishment prevalence
(FAO, 2021b) (FAO, 2021b)

Figure 2.2 | Food insecurity in Kenya

The current state of food insecurity in Kenya is attributed to interrelated factors, 

including limited agricultural production, the impact of climate change, population 

growth, urban development and changes in oil prices. As mentioned, only 20% of 

the land in Kenya is suitable for agricultural production, and much of it is cultivated 

by smallholders using sub-optimal farming practices. As a result, the level of the 

sector’s performance has been much lower relative to that of the rest of the world. 

For instance, in 2020 Kenya’s yield of maize – the country’s major staple – was 1.77 

tonnes/ha, whilst the world’s average was 5.82 tonnes/ha (FAO, 2021a). This sector’s 

poor performance is exacerbated by the impact of climate change. Given that the 

agricultural production in the country is rain-fed, farmers have been exposed and 

are vulnerable to changes in the quantity and patterns of rainfall. Research shows 

that there have been notable changes in seasonal precipitation and temperatures in 

the country, resulting in increased frequency of droughts and flooding (Kogo et al., 

2021; MFAoN, 2018). 

Population-wise, Kenya – like other sub-Saharan countries – has been experiencing 

notable population growth. The growth rate, however, has not been accompanied 

by a similar growth rate in food production (Emongor, 2014). A growing population 

puts pressure on the environment as the demand for food, living spaces, access to 

clean water and energy increases (ibid). In addition to general population growth, it 

is reported that Kenya’s urban population has also been rising. Nairobi, the country’s 

capital, is said to have ‘the highest growth rates per annum compared to the other 

growth rates in Africa’, and the majority of (75%) of those making up the increase 

end up living in informal settlement/slums (UN-HABITAT, 2005: 7). Research 
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has shown that urbanisation particularly in developing countries where there 

are limited opportunities in urban regions is accompanied by poverty (UN, 2018; 

Ruel et al., 2017). People living in slums have limited or no access to basic services 

such as housing, healthcare, education, clean water and sanitation (Emongor, 

2014). Furthermore, while they spend most of their income on food, they still have 

limited or no access to safe, affordable and nutritious/diverse food (Ruel et al., 2017; 

Matuschke and Kohler, 2014). 

Perhaps most concerning of all the factors contributing to food insecurity in Kenya is 

the ever-rising food prices, an issue linked to oil prices. Besides being a crucial input in 

food production, oil plays a central role in food post-production activities, especially 

transport. Research has also shown that oil prices do influence food prices (Dillon 

and Barrett, 2016). Because of these and perhaps other factors, food prices in Kenya 

have been rising annually at the rate of 6.9% (Herbling, 2021). This obviously has a 

great impact on local food security particularly among the low-income population.

2.4 | Government and development community 
food security efforts

Over the last two decades, the Kenyan government has shown that it understands the 

food insecurity situation in the country, including areas within the agricultural sector 

that need improvement. It has demonstrated interest in these issues in various ways, 

including by launching new strategies and policies to tackle food- and agriculture-

related issues. In the early 2000s, to counter declining agricultural economic growth 

in the country, the newly elected Kibaki government introduced the Strategy for 

Revitalizing Agriculture (SRA) 2004–2014 (Poulton and Kanyinga, 2013). The strategy 

had extended areas of interest: increasing productivity by improving the extension 

service system, improving the link between research, extension and farmers, 

improving access to financial services, encouraging the growth of agribusiness, 

reducing taxation of agriculture, increasing market orientation and improving 

the sector’s regulatory framework. In 2008, the government launched a long-term 

development strategy – Vision 2030 – promising to put emphasis on agricultural 

productivity, income and food security, by promoting ‘an innovative, commercially-

oriented, and modern agricultural sector’ (GoK, 2007: x). By 2010, the SRA had 

accomplished little and was replaced by the Agricultural Sector Development 

Strategy 2010–2020 (ASDS) claiming ‘to build on and learn from SRA’s “success”’ 

(Poulton and Kanyinga, 2013: 2). Then in 2012, the National Agribusiness Strategy 

(NAS) was launched to speed up agricultural sector transformation from subsistence 

to commercial orientation (GoK, 2012a). The strategy was termed as inclusive.
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Besides the strategies, around the same period the government unveiled a few policy 

documents to improve agricultural sector development and food insecurity in the 

country. An example is the National Food and Nutrition Security Policy in 2011. The 

policy recognises the above-outlined key issues in the country’s agriculture and food 

security situation and suggests that private sector working alongside the public 

sector would be key to solving identified bottlenecks. In 2012, two other policies 

were adopted: the National Agricultural Extension Policy (GoK, 2012b) and the 

National Horticulture Policy (GoK, 2012c). Together, these policies are intended to 

improve agricultural extension services, sectoral knowledge transfers, productivity, 

commercialisation and the competitiveness of smallholder farmers, who are to 

focus on horticultural crops. Despite these efforts, as demonstrated, low agricultural 

production and productivity, and food and nutrition insecurity persist. This critical 

situation has prompted the current government, the regime of the president, Mr 

Kenyatta, to make food and nutrition security one of the top four areas of focus. 

Through the ‘Big-Four Agenda’, the government is targeting an increase in the role 

of the private sector in the agricultural sector in order to boost production and 

productivity. As a result, various initiatives – such as irrigation infrastructure and 

inclusive agribusinesses – have been promoted by the government.

Besides the government’s role, the country benefits from the presence of many civil 

society organisations that are working to improve the agricultural sector and food 

security. Nairobi hosts several top development agencies working in the sector and 

other areas, namely the World Bank, the United Nations’ Food and Agricultural 

Organization (FAO) and the World Food Programme (WFP). All these institutions 

have been active promoters and facilitators of inclusive agribusiness in Kenya 

and other developing countries (WFP, 2021; World Bank, 2018; FAO, 2015b). The 

European Union, a major donor to development programmes/ projects in Kenya has 

also been encouraging the adoption of inclusive agribusiness in Africa (EU, 2014). 

Many other international development organisations that have a strong presence 

in Kenya – for example, SNV Netherlands Development Organization, Deutsche 

Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), USAID, Solidaridad Network, 

Heifer international, Bopinc, and IDFC – and have facilitated inclusive businesses 

in select communities in Kenya to improve smallholders’ farm productivity and 

income, and thus food security. A recent documentation of such inclusive business 

initiatives by SNV in Kenya, facilitated by the Dutch government and other donors, 

provides detailed examples (Kariuki et al., 2020).
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2.5 | Conclusion

Kenya is similar to other countries in sub-Saharan Africa in that it is an agricultural 

economy in which the agricultural sector is not only the main contributor to the 

national economy but also a source of livelihood for a majority of the country’s 

population. However, with more than a third of the population, most of whom 

are depended on the agricultural sector, unable to meet their food and/or dietary 

needs, significant sectoral gaps exist, some which perhaps arise from unsolvable 

constraints. The attributed issues seem to be reasonably well understood by 

the government and the development community. Evidently, the smallholders’ 

production and marketing constraints are well articulated in strategies, policies 

and proposed approaches. The government and the development community have 

shown notable interest in improving the agricultural sector and solving the food 

security problem by, for example, embracing and facilitating the idea of increased 

commercialisation through the inclusive business approach. As mentioned earlier, 

however, the effectiveness of inclusive business in tackling the sectoral challenges 

and food insecurity has not been substantiated. The following four chapters attempt 

to provide clarity on these subjects.
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Abstract

Inclusive business is regarded as having the potential to improve food security status 

in the global South. Despite increased popularity among governments, donors 

and other development stakeholders, little is known about the approach’s impact 

on smallholder farmer communities. As such, the above-mentioned inclusive 

business promise on food security status rests largely on assumptions. This article 

discusses a case of smallholders’ French bean production for the export market in 

Tharaka Nithi County, Kenya. The business model adopted in the initiative is termed 

inclusive and is intended to enhance food and nutrition security in the community. 

The empirical findings show that several contextual factors – in particular, access 

to land and water resources – limit the participation of the majority of farmers in 

the community. This leads to a notable level of exclusion. Moreover, the company 

risks negatively influencing local food security when food crops are replaced by an 

export crop that is not consumed locally. The results of the research underlying this 

article show that while private sector-led development might contribute to higher 

economic productivity and access to food of better quality, it rarely changes the 

structural causes of food and nutrition insecurity, which are often related to access 

to production resources. We plead for increased scrutiny of the contextual factors 

when designing and implementing inclusive business models.

Keywords: private sector; inclusive business; agribusiness; food and nutrition 

security; export; Kenya 
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3.1 | Introduction

In 2005, the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) launched 

the concept of ‘inclusive business’ (GIZ, 2013). In the global South, inclusive business 

in the agricultural sector entails integrating poor and low-income communities into 

global and regional value chains as producers, processors, workers and/or other 

forms of business partners. It is considered integral to enhancing local livelihoods 

and food security (FAO, 2015; Sjauw-Koen-Fa, 2012; Chevrollier et al., 2012; Bonnell 

and Veglio, 2011). Since its launch, it has been promoted as a way of doing business 

and simultaneously contributing to development objectives – a unique opportunity 

to combine business development and growth while combating poverty and hunger. 

Furthermore, by putting private businesses in the drivers’ seat, the global South’s 

development should not have to rely solely on overstretched public funding sources. 

The profit orientation of a business is expected to ensure sustainability as opposed 

to most donor-supported programmes that invariably depend on temporary public 

funding. Profit-driven businesses are thought to be able to scale up at speed and to a 

level unattainable by most other development interventions (Wach, 2012).

Against this backdrop, governments and international donors have gratefully 

accepted the concept in their pro-poor narratives (Zoomers et al., 2017). International 

organisations – for example, the Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) of the 

United Nations, WBCSD, the Word Bank, and the African Development Bank – 

have put integrated business models (IBMs) at the centre of their market-oriented 

interventions (Gupta and Vegelin, 2016; Gupta et al., 2015; IFC, 2012; Shortall, 2008; 

da Silva and de Souza Filho, 2007). To facilitate the concept, a multilateral alliance 

(Business Call to Action (BCtA, 2017)) has been established, bringing donors 

together to promote IBMs to companies.

As highlighted by the FAO (2015), the potential of inclusive business to contribute to 

food security rests on a business model’s ability to address low-income smallholders’ 

barriers to reaching the market. This notion leads to the definition of ‘inclusiveness’ 

used in this article. Integration in agricultural value chains is expected to improve 

farmers’ access to capital, offer risk mitigation tools such as insurance, promote 

knowledge and technology, and provide market information. All these are the 

assumed means to enhance farmers’ income through which food security would be 

improved (FAO, 2015; Lundy et al., 2014; Ion et al., 2014; WBCSD, 2013; Golja and 

Požega, 2012; Jenkins et al., 2011).

Despite increased popularity among governments,1 donors and other international 

development stakeholders, little is known about the impact of inclusive business 



70 | Chapter 3

on local communities (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2017; Bruni and Santucci, 2016; 

FAO, 2015; Smith, 2013; Sjauw-Koen-Fa, 2012). Furthermore, while it is presented 

as a model that contributes to improved local food security, little is known about 

whether and, if so, how it contributes. To better understand the relationship between 

inclusive business and food security and nutrition, this chapter discusses a case 

of a proclaimed inclusive business initiative. The initiative involves smallholders’ 

French bean production for the export market and is intended to enhance household 

food security in Tharaka Nithi County, Kenya. Guiding the research underlying 

this discussion were the following research questions: who are the farmers that 

participate as producers in the business model? And what is the impact of an IBM 

producing for distant markets on household food and nutrition security for the 

farmers in the production area?

The next section discusses the evolution of private-sector development in policy 

and cooperation in the global South, in order to provide the background to inclusive 

business, which is now embraced as a crucial strategy to address food security. The 

third section introduces the case study and its context. The fourth section details the 

research methodology employed. The fifth and sixth sections present the answers to 

both research questions. The article is concluded with a discussion of the findings 

and policy considerations.

3.2 | From private-sector engagement to 
inclusive business

Private sector involvement in development interventions is not a new phenomenon. 

In recurring periods since the emergence of development assistance in the 

1960s, the private sector has been positioned as an essential agent in promoting 

development. Most noticeable was the period between 1985 and 1994, the era of 

structural adjustment programmes, in which global development actors – the 

World Bank and the International Monetary Fund – compelled African states to 

rigorously roll back their involvement in public services such as extension, research 

in the agricultural sector, and other activities, presuming a private sector takeover. 

Aid was provided under strict conditions. In the era of ‘good governance’ in the late 

1990s, the state was re-appreciated, this time for its role in overseeing globalisation 

and in facilitating economic growth via the promotion and protection of foreign 

investment and new regimes of property rights. Structural adjustment gave way to 

poverty reduction strategy programmes that involved the state in tandem with the 

market (Craig and Porter, 2006).
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Following the global financial crisis of 2007/8, however, the private sector again 

obtained a central position in development. Development assistance shifted 

from supporting civil society to collaborating with – often financing – companies, 

philanthropists and investors. ‘Trade not aid’ became the new adage of many donors 

(Mawdsley, 2017; EC, 2016; Richey and Ponte, 2014; Ploumen, 2013). Trade was 

presented as a better way of achieving change, as development aid was usually seen as 

making the beneficiaries dependent on the provider. Against this backdrop, in 2011, 

the Busan Partnership Agreement for effective development cooperation referred to 

the private sector as critical for achieving sustainable development (OECD, 2011). 

Currently, in the era of ‘retro-liberalism’ (Murray and Overton, 2016: 248), governments 

are actively intervening to promote business interests as crucial instruments for 

development; a clear departure from the preceding neo-liberal stance of rolling back 

the state to allow the market to do its work. The donor programmes supporting the 

establishment of cross-border agrifood-value chains linking smallholders to regional 

and global markets are seen as the contemporary example.

However, merely engaging the private sector as the lead agent of development does 

not automatically lead to positive outcomes for local communities. If business 

growth is to improve the livelihoods of the many through production support, 

employment, market uptake and market outlets for smallholders, then it should 

look beyond the bottom line and incorporate social objectives of inclusion and 

sustainability in its business models (West and Haug, 2017; EU, 2013; Deininger, 

2011). Responsible investments that consider the impact on the local population 

and environment at the very least pursue a ‘do no harm’ principle in their operations 

(Teklemariam et al., 2017; Cotula et al., 2009). Also, the provision of public support 

to the private sector is often made conditional on ‘doing good', that is, including 

positive societal impact in the objectives of the business model. Thus, the concept 

of inclusive business is embraced when a win–win situation for the company and 

the local population is guaranteed, which may hamper the scope of the company’s 

contribution to development.

3.3 | Materials and methods

3.3.1 | Case description

The community of Kaanwa in Tharaka Nithi county was purposively selected for 

this research. It is located in the lower semi-arid zone of Tharaka-Nithi county and 

receives insufficient and erratic rainfall for agriculture (CGoT, 2013). Nevertheless, 

smallholders in the region, who cultivate approximately 1.2 hectares (3 acres), still 
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rely on agriculture as the primary means of livelihood. Maize and beans dominate the 

crops cultivated for both home consumption and sale. The common horticultural 

crops produced include bananas, French bean, Sukuma wiki and tomatoes. Due 

to the poor rain condition, horticulture farming is confined to farmers who have 

access to water for irrigation. Other less common crops include cowpeas, sunflower, 

tobacco, Miraa (Khat) and millet. Some households keep livestock, including cattle, 

sheep, goats and chicken (ibid). A few households have an off-farm source of income 

in the form of business ownership, formal employment and wage labour. Because 

of limited resources, poor infrastructure and unfavourable climatic conditions, 40% 

of the population of Tharaka-Nithi county live below the poverty line (i.e. less than 

US$ 1.90/day), and thus struggle to meet their basic needs (GoK, 2018). As a result, 

some residents consume less preferred or borrowed food, reduce the size or number 

of meals, and/or (in the case of adults) skip meals to provide for children (WFP, 

2016). Irrespective of receiving food aid, some households are only able to acquire 

minimum caloric intake but cannot afford to meet their non-food needs without 

adopting irreversible coping strategies (GoK, 2017).

In 2016, an inclusive French bean business initiative was launched in Kaanwa to help 

local farmers cope with farming challenges in the community. It involved a Kenyan 

private horticultural export company (Bean) that engaged Kaanwa smallholders in 

the production and marketing of the high-value crop for export. The community 

is one of nine across the country from which the company sources French bean 

destined for Germany and France. The initiative was supported by the Facility 

for Sustainable Entrepreneurship and Food Security (FDOV) of the Netherlands’ 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, a financing instrument to stimulate public–private 

partnerships (PPPs) with the aim of contributing to food security in developing 

countries (NEA, 2018). The initiative’s guiding principle was that given the extremely 

small farm sizes in the densely populated county, smallholders should be assisted 

in growing valuable cash crops to boost their livelihoods. Enhanced income would 

in turn enable the farmers to improve their access to quality and diverse food, hence 

addressing local food and nutrition security. The initiative was a collaboration 

between Bean, a Dutch NGO in Kenya, a Dutch private agricultural service provider, 

and the Kenyan government’s export crops regulation agency. Rolled out in 2016 by 

the consortium, the initiative ran for five years and had a total budget of about € 5 

million, half of which came from FDOV. Bean contributed the other half by setting up 

a French bean processing factory in the export processing zone (EPZ) in Kitengela, 

south of Nairobi. Other partners contributed in-kind by providing their expertise.

Through the PPP set-up, Bean’s main goal is to provide French bean production 

support and a guaranteed market to 48,500 smallholders. The initiative’s theory 
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of change revolved around removing the barriers to food security in the region, 

namely low production and productivity attributed to poor agricultural practices, 

post-harvest losses, inaccessibility of improved technologies and lack of extension 

delivery systems; market inaccessibility due to poor smallholder’s organisation 

capacity and lack of market information; and cross-cutting issues such as inability 

to produce within the quality standards essential to meet the market standards, 

and addressing weak infrastructure. By improving access to quality inputs, training 

farmers in good farming practices, and providing a guaranteed market, farmers 

would be able to enhance their income and thereby improve their ability to afford 

quality food.

Specifically, Bean supported farmers by providing them with input, including seeds, 

chemicals and fertiliser. Project partners provided other agricultural services, 

including soil testing and analysis at a subsidised price, knowledge of climate-smart 

technologies such as drip irrigation, training in and advice on soil conservation 

methods and biological pest control. The NGO trained extension service providers 

– promotor farmers and trainer of trainers (ToTs) – in good agricultural practices 

(GAPs), and they then trained the farmers. The government agency facilitated the 

contracting process between the farmers and Bean and administered the quality 

standards, namely KenyaGAP and GlobalGAP.

3.3.2 | Data and analyses

Data were collected in January-April 2017. The survey data were obtained from a 

clustered sample comprising three categories of farmers. As we were interested 

in understanding the impact of Bean, we compared the farmers engaged in the 

company’s business model against those who did not take part. The latter comprised 

two categories: farmers with access to water for irrigation and those without such 

access. This categorisation assumed that the ability to irrigate is a significant 

determinant of the type of farming practice, and the resulting household’s livelihood 

outcome. The category that was composed of farmers without access to water for 

irrigation served as a control group.

The total number of farmers’ households that worked with Bean in Kaanwa during 

this study was small. Hence, all known participants (25) were recruited for the 

survey. The second category, comprising households that had access to water for 

irrigation but did not work with Bean, was a larger group; a random sample of 29 

households was obtained from a list of the members of the irrigation projects. A 

snowball sampling method was employed to select 56 households without access 

to water for irrigation: 28 of the farmers in the first two categories were tasked with 
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providing the names of at least four farmers without access to water for irrigation in 

their neighbourhood. From the list, two households from every four were randomly 

selected as respondents. The survey data captured households and farming 

characteristics, value chain relations and economic impact, food security status, 

savings and credit options, and perceptions of farming.

The analysis comprised descriptive statistics and regression tests. The descriptive 

statistics included summaries of the variables – such as land, farming practice, 

crops grown and income – that characterise the farming community in the study 

area. Under the assumption that land is the primary resource base that dictates 

smallholders’ participation in the Bean business initiative, a multinomial logistic 

regression test was conducted with land as the dependent variable and the three 

farming groups as predictor variables: farmers without access to water for irrigation 

– as a control group (0), farmers with access and working with Bean (1) and farmers 

with access but not working with Bean (2). To isolate the effect of Bean, we assessed 

the effect of irrigation on income and on the household dietary diversity score 

(HDDS) of Bean and non-Bean farmers, with the non-irrigation group as control. 

Two more multinomial logistic regression tests were carried out to assess whether 

income varied among the groups. This analysis involved a model similar to the 

above-mentioned but in this case income and HDDS replaced land as the dependent 

variable. Qualitative data from interviews and focus group discussions were coded 

and analysed using NVIVO software. The resulting themes and patterns were used 

to triangulate and validate the relevant related results obtained from the statistical 

analysis.

3.4 | Findings

3.4.1 | Inclusion for all? Who participates in the French bean 
business?

The first question this study sought to answer was: who participates as producers 

in the Bean initiative? In other words, how inclusive is the business model? The 

initiative operated by Bean and partners is, in principle, open to every farmer in 

Kaanwa who wishes to enrol; it does not actively select participants. However, the first 

prerequisite of participation is access to water for irrigation. French bean cannot be 

grown in Kaanwa, and most other parts of the country, without water for irrigation. 

Kaanwa has two irrigation schemes. One of them is the Mbwiru–Mwanjati scheme, 

initiated by a German Development Bank (KFW), and has 250 members. The project 

draws its water from the Tongo river. Of all members who registered at the scheme’s 
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inception, about 7% dropped out because they were unable to repay the loan. 

According to a key informant – a senior member of the irrigation project – outside of 

the dry periods of the year each farmer can adequately farm up to 1 acre of land with 

water from the scheme. The second irrigation scheme is called Ciambaraga. Of its 

initial 200 registered members at the inception, about 50 withdrew from the project, 

claiming they were unable to meet the costs. This higher rate of attrition may be 

related to the absence of an adequate grace period for loan repayment in the start-up 

phase. Also, water access from this project is less reliable than in the case of Mbwiru-

Mwanjati. Because of this unreliability, Ciambaraga members are often forced to use 

water in shifts. This situation is attributed to the many irrigation schemes drawing 

water from the same river, Naka, according to the key informant from the scheme.

In both irrigation projects, membership was open to everyone in the Kaanwa 

community. However, it was indicated during the focus group discussions and 

by the informants that only about 20% of the farming households are members 

of the irrigation schemes. Lack of financial capability is the main reason for 

non-participation, as confirmed by key informants and during the focus group 

discussions. To become a member of Mbwiru-Mwanjati or Ciambaraga, a farmer 

was required to pay KES 66,000 (≈US$ 660) and KES 120,000 (≈1200), respectively, 

excluding a monthly fee of KES 200 for the project’s maintenance. However, 

other more immediate household needs such as school fees, farming capital and 

healthcare, meant meeting the project costs is a major challenge. Irrigation, thus, 

is shown to be a significant constraint on participating in the Bean initiative, 

raising questions about the inclusiveness of the business model, given that most 

of the vulnerable households are unable to participate. While it is unreasonable to 

expect all farmers in Kaanwa to participate in the Bean initiative, inclusive or not, 

when over three-quarters of the farming population is not able to meet the essential 

requirement – access to water for irrigation – then the business model must be 

deemed selective. It is not likely that much can be done about this limitation, as 

rainfall scarcity imposes a ceiling on the expansion of local irrigation schemes, 

according to 98% of all the farmers interviewed.

This, however, is not the whole story. Survey data also reveal that Bean farmers 

have more land than others without access to water for irrigation. On average, 

farmers working with Bean cultivate 2.18 acres, compared to 1.65 acres for those not 

practising irrigation, as indicated in Table 3.1. The difference observed is statistically 

significant, as shown in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.1 | Summary statistics - average plot size by irrigation accessibility

Group N Mean sd cv

No irrigation 53 1.656 1.062 .641

IrrigationBean 23 2.185 .942 .431

IrrigationNoBean 19 3 1.871 .624

Table 3.2 | Multinomial logistic regression estimating likely group as explained by Land

Group Coef. St. Err. t-value p-value [95% Conf Interval] Sig

No irrigation __ __ __ __ __ __

IrrigationBean 0.430 0.229 1.88 0.060 -0.018 0.878 *

IrrigationNoBean 0.798 0.238 3.36 0.001 0.332 1.264 ***

Mean dependent var 0.642 SD dependent var 0.798

Pseudo r-squared 0.077 Number of obs 95.000

Chi-square 14.541 Prob > chi2 0.001

Akaike crit. (AIC) 181.724 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 191.939

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Our conclusion, therefore, is that the business model is not inclusive. It is 

understood, however, that such business models cannot reach everybody. 

Nevertheless, in Kaanwa, the inclusiveness is bound by real constraints – namely 

lack of access to water and land resources – that make the French bean initiative 

significantly selective.

3.4.2 | Impact of French bean business on income

There may be strong limitations to the business model, but does it deliver on its 

promises to those enrolled? What is the impact of Bean’s activities on income? As 

outlined, the Bean initiative aims to achieve enhanced food security by enabling 

farmers to grow a valuable export crop and thus improve their ability to purchase 

quality food. The first outcome expected is improved income; a secondary impact is 

on food and nutrition security.

First, we take a look at current annual income levels for the three subgroups of 

farmers in Kaanwa: Bean participants, non-Bean irrigating farmers and those 

without irrigation (Table 3.3). The survey results show a remarkable advantage 

of the irrigation farmers not engaged in French bean production compared to 

‘Beaners’ and the non-irrigating group – a statistically significant difference, and an 

insignificant difference between the ‘Beaners’ and non-irrigating group (Table 3.4).
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Table 3.3 | Summary statistics, average income by irrigation accessibility

Group N Mean sd cv

No irrigation 53 63415.09 78018.1 1.23

IrrigationBean 23 65217.39 51333.98 .787

IrrigationNoBean 19 191000 230000 1.207

Table 3.4 | Multinomial logistic regression estimating likely group as explained by income

Group Coef. St. Err. t-value p-value [95% Conf Interval] Sig

No irrigation __ __ __ __ __ __

IrrigationBean 0.000 0.000 0.12 0.908 0.000 0.000

IrrigationNoBean 0.000 0.000 2.75 0.006 0.000 0.000 ***

Mean dependent var 0.642 SD dependent var 0.798

Pseudo r-squared 0.071 Number of obs 95.000

Chi-square 13.455 Prob > chi2 0.001

Akaike crit. (AIC) 182.809 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 193.025

*** p<0.01

The difference is such that it cannot be explained by this group’s advantage in 

plot size or by an alternative miracle crop that dwarfs the results of French bean 

cultivation. Closer scrutiny reveals that the relatively advantaged group of no-Bean 

irrigation farmers are on average older (52 years vs 43 years for Bean participants) 

and are more educated (80% have a higher education, whereas only 20% of Bean 

growers do). This is in line with the decisive differentiating factor, that is, many have 

formal jobs alongside farming. In fact, 8 out of 19 people in the non-Bean group 

are employed as teachers or have other government jobs or are enjoying retirement 

benefits from previous formal employment. For these employees, farming is a 

side job – a useful addition to salaries that stand out by local standards but are not 

so generous that they enable a comfortable life. This in addition to older age also 

explains why this relatively privileged group is less inclined to take up the labour-

intensive growing of French bean. Furthermore, their schedules do not make it easy 

to combine these activities. Bean growers and non-irrigating farmers also tend to 

have side jobs as a livelihood strategy by combining several income sources, often 

engaging in informal activities and casual labour.

More ominous for the appraisal of the Bean initiative, however, is the observation 

that participating farmers earn barely more than the excluded group of farmers 

without access to water irrigation (Tables 3 and 4). A constraint for our analysis is that 

our survey gives us a single observation in time, limiting the ability to make a reliable 

comparison between the situations ex-ante and ex-post introduction of Bean. Yet we 
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can draw conclusions from another perspective, and that is the returns to farmers of 

the French bean endeavour. The following calculations are quite revealing.

The minimum amount of French bean a farmer is required to cultivate within the 

Bean initiative is one unit of seeds, which is equivalent to 4,000 seedlings. A single 

unit occupies a plot size of about 0.06 acre. Depending on the amount of land and 

water available, farmers are free to plant as many units as they can. According to 

verified accounts from both key informants (agronomists and various company 

representatives working in a French bean business), a farmer should be able to 

produce up to 400 kg from a single unit of seeds. Assuming they manage to produce 

400 kg and Bean has provided them with all the inputs required for production 

(seeds, fertiliser, agri-chemicals, and possibly a cash advance to cover harvesting 

costs), 100 kg/25% of the produce per unit is deducted from the final price to cover 

these costs. In the case of farmers who only take seeds from the company, the 

corresponding share would be 10% of the benchmark yield. As confirmed by the Bean 

representative, few farmers manage to reach the output target. In fact, in the crop 

cycle prior to the survey date in Kaanwa, the average yield was 58 kg per unit of seeds, 

which was bought at KES 40 per kg (KES 110 ≈ €1). Relative to the cost of production, 

the average total revenue (KES 2,320) per farmer amounted to a loss for the farmer 

considering the costs of production (see Table 3.5). In this particular crop cycle, 

only 20% of the farmers made a profit. The year in question, it should be mentioned, 

was unfavourable because of drought, so an average year is likely to produce better 

results. Nonetheless, droughts are not exceptional in the region and can be expected 

to occur regularly in the future due to the impact of climate change.

Table 3.5 | French bean costs/returns for optimal production (estimate per seed unit)

Items Cost/returns (KES)

Seeds (one unit) 1000

Manure & Fertiliser 1200

Agro-chemicals & Foliar 450

Labour (weeding, spraying, top dressing, watering, harvesting) 6700

Total costs 9350

Total returns from 400 kg 12000

Profit (returns – costs) 2650

Several factors explain this outcome. First, a lack of consistent and reliable access to 

water. Bean farmers may have access to water for irrigation, but the erratic rainfall 

patterns mean they are susceptible to shortages, as mentioned in the interviews. 

Second, French bean production is capital intensive, as discussed above, and a lack 
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of funds among farmers translates into inadequate investment in the business, 

hampering crop productivity. Nevertheless, among all the farmers surveyed, Bean 

farmers spend a notably higher proportion of their income on input than farmers 

in the other two subgroups. The amount spent on hired labour (Table 5) may vary 

according to household size, but all French bean growers face the need to hire 

workers for harvesting, the most labour-intensive part of the production process. 

This needs to take place within a short period of time to avoid quality issues, 

because French beans are highly perishable. And finally, shortcomings on the side 

of Bean and consortium partners play a role in depressing profitability. All farmers 

maintained that Bean extension services were poor, as exemplified by delayed supply 

of inputs and/or the unavailability of suggested agro-chemicals. Bean acknowledges 

this problem and lays the blame on its extension officers.

Given the questionable returns, one may wonder why farmers continue to work 

with Bean. Participants in the initiative mentioned the provision of seeds, which 

they imply eases their capital burden. They stated that while they may experience 

loss in some cycles, they remain positive about getting rewarding returns in other 

cycles. Furthermore, French bean has a short production cycle (45 days), has a 

certain market and pays relatively well compared to other horticultural crops such 

as tomato. Tomato takes longer to mature (60–85 days, depending on the variety) 

and its market is highly volatile, as was stressed during focus group discussions. The 

short French bean cycle yields quick cash in a lump sum which is helpful in meeting 

farmers’ financial needs. Indeed, the crop is perceived as having some attractions, 

although overall returns are low. With 80% of farmers not making a profit from 

French bean production in our survey, it can be concluded that the Bean initiative 

does not significantly contribute to improved income in Kaanwa.

3.4.3 | French bean business impact on food and nutrition 
security

The ultimate goal of the Bean initiative, we should remember, is to increase food 

security in this food-insecure part of eastern Kenya. For this purpose, raising income 

was an intermediate objective rather than the final goal. Disappointing outcomes in 

terms of income, as discussed above, imply that not much can be expected from the 

anticipated initiative’s theory of change, yet it is still worthwhile to check if impacts 

on food security can be observed.
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Figure 3.1 | Household Food Security Status of the Three Groups of Farmers

Figure 3.1 shows that overall, the majority (54%) of the surveyed farmers in Kaanwa 

are food insecure, as measured by the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale 

[HFIAS; (Coates et al., 2015)]. HFIAS provides an approximation of a household’s 

food insecurity prevalence. As Figure 1 indicates, food insecurity is most prevalent 

among farmers without access to water for irrigation, as can be expected. Among 

irrigating farmers, slightly more farmers are food secure in the group not working 

with Bean. This will come as no surprise in view of the income data discussed above 

– their higher income can be expected to translate into a better food security status. 

Figure 1 shows a certain link but does not establish causality between Bean and food 

security in Kaanwa.

A direct effect of Bean on food security could be expected if farmers were to consume 

part of the French bean they produce. French bean is rich in nutrients and may 

thus serve as a valuable addition to local diets. The direct impact pathway must 

be discounted, though, as French beans are not part of local dishes and are rarely 

consumed in farmer households. French bean has recently appeared on premium 

supermarkets shelves, hotels and hospitals in the city (SNV, 2012). In the rural areas, 

however, people tend to view the vegetable as an immature bean even though local 

cuisine does recognise the mature seeds of kidney bean and other traditional bean 

varieties as valuable items for consumption.

A review of the composition of the meals consumed by households in Kaanwa 

further details the local nutrition security condition. Daily household diets mostly 

comprise cereals (98% of households), some dairy products in the form of tea with 

milk (96%), some vegetables (kale and tomato; 84%), onions, legumes – primarily 

kidney beans (66%) – oil and fats (63%), and fruits (50%). As the figures suggest, 
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half of the households do not consume fruits, and those that do can do so only 

when fruits are in season and available on their individual farms – it is not an item 

people tend to purchase. Further, nearly half of the households’ meals lack plant-

based proteins (a strength of French bean), and oils and fats. The majority of people 

hardly consume animal products, considering only 23% and 3% can afford meat 

and eggs, respectively. Spices, condiment and beverages complete the menu (3%). 

So, a direct contribution of French bean production to local food security must be 

discounted for cultural reasons (taste), although the vegetable would offer a valuable 

contribution in terms of nutrition.

An indirect effect on nutrition security can mainly be expected through income. 

Table 3.6 below shows the result of the multinomial logistic regression analysis with 

the three farmer groups (no irrigation, irrigation participating in Bean and other 

irrigation) as predictor variables and the household dietary diversity score [HDDS; 

(Kennedy et al., 2011)] as the dependent variable. HDDS measures the quality of 

the diet consumed by a household. The result shows no significant relationship 

between enrolment in the Bean initiative and HDDS compared to non-irrigating 

farmers. As we have seen, the Bean initiative has little effect on income and thus it 

is no surprise that it does not contribute to the nutrition diversity in the community. 

Non-Bean farmers, however, seem to have a significant difference (at less than 

10% significance level) in dietary diversity compared to non-irrigating farmers. If 

participation in the business were to yield better income for Bean farmers, it would 

still have little impact on nutrition security. Based on interviews and focus groups 

discussions, besides spending their income on basic food items such as sugar, salt, 

cooking oil, onions and staples in difficult times, much of the money goes to other 

non-food needs including education, healthcare, clothing, labour and agricultural 

input. Against this background, for French bean farmers it is right to claim that 

the initiative exposes participating households to more risk, in the sense that they 

are less involved in food production. Such is the case of local staples production – 

maize and kidney bean. According to the survey, 10% of Bean initiative participants 

do not grow staples; all other farmers do. This implies that they cannot fall back on 

subsistence should their harvest fail, as had happened in the previous crop cycle.
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Table 3.6 | Multinomial logistic regression estimating likely group based on HDDS

Group Coef. St. Err. t-value p-value [95% Conf Interval] Sig

No irrigation . . . . . .

IrrigationBean -0.132 0.182 -0.72 0.468 -0.490 0.225

IrrigationNoBean 0.328 0.183 1.79 0.073 -0.031 0.687 *

Mean dependent var 0.755 SD dependent var 0.848

Pseudo r-squared 0.023 Number of obs 110.000

Chi-square 5.268 Prob > chi2 0.072

Akaike crit. (AIC) 229.752 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 240.554

*** p<0.01

3.5 | Discussion: French bean impact in the 
local context

This case study shows that there are clear limitations to the increasingly popular 

strategy of fostering rural development through IBMs linking smallholders 

to corporate agribusiness. Some of these constraints may pertain to specific 

circumstances of the case. The performance of the Bean company could improve, 

and local rainfall conditions vary positively in some cases. Yet other limitations point 

to shortcomings of the approach itself. First, the limit to inclusiveness. There are 

pre-conditions for participation in the business model that exclude a considerable 

part of the community involuntarily. Access to water for irrigation is required for 

a farmer to engage in French bean production; also, those included tend to have a 

larger than average plot of land. This points to a mismatch between the rationale of 

the development strategy and the needs of local farmers. While the IBM is based on 

the premise that land scarcity and fragmentation must be countered by adopting 

more remunerative export crops rather than local staples, local farmers tend to 

prioritise their family’s subsistence needs before considering a cash crop. Results 

presented here suggest that these farmers may well be right, considering the lack of 

profit for the Bean farmers. In the end, considering that not all farmers participate 

in the French bean production – less than 20% of the farmers have taken part in 

the initiative – it is a severely limited form of inclusiveness. In fact, it is probably 

realistic to state that any such initiative can reach only part of the community with a 

reasonable chance of success.

In Kaanwa, the majority of farmers do not have access to water for irrigation – the 

most food insecure in the community never qualified for being taken on board 
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in the Bean initiative. This again highlights the gap between the offices where 

development policy on food security and business models are being designed and 

conditions in the places where these ideas are to be realised. The Kaanwa area is too 

prone to drought to make French bean an important crop on which to build local 

food security, although it may add a useful source of cash income. As shown, luring 

farmers away from subsistence crops into French bean may increase the risk of 

food and nutrition insecurity in the case of drought or market disruptions, and it is 

likely that such considerations partially explain why farmers with the smallest plot 

sizes tend not to join Bean. The implication for policy is that IBMs may well be part 

of a local development strategy but should always be complemented by additional 

initiatives to take care of those who cannot realistically be integrated into a 

commercial value chain. There is nothing wrong with IBMs as a potential contributor 

to local rural development. The problem arises when donors and planners stop there 

and consider the job done by means of this approach alone. In that case, the farmers 

most in need of support to improve their households’ food security situation are 

excluded.

What then should be done for those rural people who cannot benefit much from 

the inclusive business approach – in this case food security? Easy answers are not 

available, but we may take some leads from the Kaanwa case study. We have seen 

that the most successful farmers (in terms of income generation) are those who 

combine farming with another revenue source, specifically formal employment. 

While this is obviously an option open to only some people, it raises the question 

whether the policy should aim so single-mindedly at encouraging farmers with very 

small landholdings into agriculture as has implicitly been done in the inclusive 

business approach and generally in other rural development interventions. Farming 

has a crucial role in local survival as a fall-back option and through subsistence food 

production. But off-farm employment may eventually offer more opportunities 

– as in the historical experiences of wealthier countries, where part of rural labour 

gradually moved to other sectors, in the process freeing up land that could be 

consolidated into more sustainable farm units. It may tentatively be argued that the 

ambitions of many smallholders in places like Kaanwa are also oriented towards 

something other than local farming. If we take a clue from the expenditure patterns 

observed in this study, increased income does contribute to better food security, but 

not as much as one would expect. The reason, as transpired in interviews, was that 

many people have other priorities and prefer to invest more in education for their 

children – perceived as the key to a better life – rather than acquire better food.
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3.6 | Conclusions

The study findings suggest that the interest of the business investment does not 

align with the intended goal for the farmers, which would entail a guarantee of 

sufficient and quality food for own consumption, amid scarce water and land 

resources. Furthermore, for Bean to be able to include low-income farmers in 

the French bean business – considered a high-risk investment – public funding 

is critical. This aligns with the analysis by Murray and Overton (2016) that even 

though private sector-led development is presented as cost-efficient compared 

to development aid programmes led by NGOs, in most cases public support is 

essential. The intervention is packaged as an impact investment that is expected to 

enhance food security while being profitable, yet the participation of a private-sector 

actor is primarily made possible due to the promise of public support. Researchers 

observe a global trend towards ‘retro-liberalism’, in which public finance is 

transferred to the private sector to facilitate a role in development. For example, in 

Western countries, where following the collapse of global capital markets ‘retro-

liberalism’ is the principal means by which markets were reconstructed through 

large public stimulus packages. Murray and Overton (2016) claim that the intention 

of such interventions is, in general, not to address social inequalities and injustice 

but to reignite capitalism. According to these scholars, similar intentions of self-

interest underlie the current ‘trade not aid’ regime. Although we cannot claim this 

for Bean, the case study has made it clear that the business interests do not align 

with the priorities of the community. It therefore brings into question whether it is 

ideal for making the private sector responsible for collective societal goals, such as 

smallholders’ food and nutrition security, that are often not directly in line with a 

company’s advantage, especially where public funds are involved.

We also see that livelihood diversification is a critical strategy employed by all farming 

households. Indeed, besides agriculture, each family has one or more additional 

income sources such as wage labour, formal employment and/or running a business. 

According to Hakizimana et al. (2017: 510), smallholder farmers’ livelihoods include 

a combination of ‘own petty commodity production and wage labour’, mainly due 

to meagre farm sizes. To contribute to local food security, policymakers and parties 

implementing interventions related to the Bean initiative should start from the 

real-life situation in the field. This means ensuring local priorities and contexts as 

expressed by the communities are strongly considered where such interventions 

ought to be implemented. Our case study shows that when the business proposition 

is leading the intervention and the design, improved food and nutrition security is 

not guaranteed. In Kaanwa, several factors explain this:
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1  The theory of change does not fit the local context; that is, using small parcels 

of land to cultivate a high-value crop intensively did not provide farmers with 

a higher income and/or improve their household food and nutrition security 

status. In fact, this prevented them from growing crops that could have bolstered 

their food security needs.

2  There is no clear link between the export of a high-value vegetable that is not 

consumed locally and improved local food security.

3  Part of the community is excluded. Even if a positive effect had been realised, 

this would have been only for the minority – the relatively well-off – possibly 

contributing to growing inequality.

Private sector-led development may contribute to higher small-farms’ productivity 

or even access to better quality food. However, it rarely changes the structural causes 

of food insecurity, which are often fundamental to access to production resources. 

Increased scrutiny of various structural factors warrants further study, for instance, 

paying more attention to the local context. Similarly, more effort needs to be directed 

towards establishing what determines the diversification strategies adopted by 

smallholder households and how they complement crop production in meeting 

food and nutrition needs.

Notes: 

1  The Kenyan government, through its business agency Kenya Investment 

Authority, has actively promoted the participation of investors in primary 

production and value addition via the processing of agricultural produce. 

2  Kenya experiences two rain seasons. The ‘long rain’ season takes place between 

March and June, and the ‘short rain’ season occurs from October to December. In 

the study region, these seasonal patterns are reversed; the ‘long rain’ season takes 

place from October to December.
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Abstract

Food and nutrition security remain at the top of development priorities in low-

income countries. This is especially the case for smallholder farmers who derive their 

livelihood from agriculture yet are often the most deprived. Inclusive agribusinesses 

have been championed as a key strategy to address local constraints that limit 

smallholders’ participation in regional and global value chains, thereby enhancing 

their livelihoods and food and nutrition security. In this paper, which is based on 

a mixed method research approach, we discuss the potential food and security 

contribution of inclusive agribusiness in Makueni county, Kenya. In our research, we 

focused on the smallholders’ constraints and needs, exploring the extent to which 

these are addressed by such a purported pro-poor approach. First, using independent 

sample t-tests and a probit regression model, we explored who is able to participate 

in an ongoing intervention. We compared how participants and non-participants 

differ in terms of key socioeconomic characteristics and established which of these 

attributes are associated with successful integration into the business. Second, we 

again used independent sample t-tests to determine how the participants and non-

participants compare in terms of their food and nutrition security. The household 

food and nutrition security was assessed with the conventional measurement tools, 

namely the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale and the Household Dietary 

Diversity Score. We found that participation in the inclusive agribusiness favours 

smallholder households with relatively higher production capacity in terms of better 

physical capital (land and number of mango trees), financial capital (access to loans) 

and human capital (age, education and family size). Following income improvement, 

the participants’ household food security situation is significantly better than it is 

for non-participants. However, participation does not improve household dietary 

diversity, implying that improvement in income does not necessarily lead to better 

household nutrition security. To address the limitations of inclusive agribusiness, 

we propose that policymakers and development actors should critically explore the 

contextual background prior to intervention design and implementation, and devise 

a broader approach for more inclusivity of the very poor and marginalised, and better 

food and nutrition security outcomes as a result. Given that not every smallholder 

can benefit from inclusive agribusiness for their food needs due to resource scarcity, 

alternative livelihood supports, including social protection programmes and safety 

net plans, should be considered.

Keywords: inclusive business; agribusiness; smallholders; food and nutrition 

security; land; Kenya
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4.1 | Introduction

Food and nutrition insecurity remain a major concern in developing countries, 

affecting about 14% of the total population (FAO et al., 2019; Graef et al., 2014)]. The 

majority of the undernourished live in sub-Saharan Africa (FAO, 2015b; UNDP, 2012; 

FAO et al., 2012): Ethiopia, Tanzania, Nigeria, Kenya, and Uganda have 32.1 million, 

15.7 million, 11 million and 10.7 million people, respectively, suffering from hunger 

(Endalew et al., 2015: 56). Rural residents, specifically smallholder farmers, account 

for most of these people (FAO, 2019; Ogutu and Qaim, 2019; IFAD, 2010). Improving 

the performance of smallholder farming is therefore perceived as key to improving 

food security in these countries. However, smallholders struggle with many 

constraints, including lack of access to input and output markets; lack of capital, 

knowledge and technology; poor infrastructure; and inability to reach economies of 

scale, which is essential to compete in the regional and global markets (Mojo et al., 

2017; Negash and Swinnen, 2013; Godfray et al., 2010; Abate et al., 2014; Markelova 

et al., 2009; Shiferaw et al., 2011).

The inclusive agribusiness approach has been championed as a key strategy to 

address these challenges and solve the persistent problem of food and nutrition 

insecurity in the global South (Hahn, 2012; FAO, 2015a; Woodhill, 2016; Schouten 

and Vellema, 2019). It entails the integration of low-income smallholder populations 

into commercially viable value chains, as suppliers, distributors or consumers, thus 

contributing to poverty alleviation and food security (Nelson et al., 2009; Likoko and 

Kini, 2017; Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Wach, 2012). According to George et al. (2012), 

inclusive businesses provide opportunities for disenfranchised individuals and 

communities, which are otherwise inaccessible due to socioeconomic, geographical 

and structural barriers. Inclusive businesses are an extension of scholars’ and 

policymakers’ increasing support for the private sector’s role in achieving global 

development goals such as food security (Lucci, 2012; Breeman et al., 2015; Arias 

et al., 2013; Fuglie, 2016; World Bank, 2016). Businesses that are inclusive are 

envisioned to contribute to local development via financial investments, transfer 

of knowledge and innovation, job creation, and the delivery of goods and services 

(Lucci, 2012). Accordingly, donors and governments have increasingly promoted the 

adoption of inclusive business models (IBMs) as the dominant strategy to address 

global development challenges (Wach, 2012; Compact, 2014; GIZ, 2013; Smith, 

2013; iBAN, 2019). Today, there are thousands of inclusive agribusiness projects 

and initiatives, which between them are worth billions of dollars and involve 

private companies that are mainly supported by the public sector and civil society 

organisations (Woodhill, 2016).
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According to Chamberlain and Anseeuw (2018: 1), inclusive agribusinesses have the 

potential to ‘contribute to investment needs in the sector and smallholder exposure 

to commercial markets’. Indeed, smallholders’ participation in agribusiness 

models has been found to address the problem of market imperfection and 

reduce transaction costs, ultimately contributing to food security (FAO, 2015a). 

Nevertheless, their potential for local development and transformation requires 

an understanding of a broader local context (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2018). 

Specifically, a deeper insight into the local needs and characteristics, one that goes 

beyond the investment’s limitations that are the focus of inclusive businesses (IBs), 

is needed. Thus far, only a small number of studies have been conducted on this 

latter topic and their focus was on the IBs’ performance – specifically, their capacity 

to effectively include smallholders in the business model in terms of business value 

sharing (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019; Bernard and Spielman, 2009; da Silva and 

Ranking, 2013; Hendrickson et al., 2014). Among the key aspects explored by these 

studies are ‘within business’ parameters, including the control of assets (e.g. land), 

decision-making processes, risks and benefit sharing. Hardly any research has 

studied IBs in the context of broader smallholder communities’ needs, beyond such 

aforementioned business factors.

Given the dominance of the inclusive business approach on donors’ and 

governments’ development agendas for smallholder communities, its potential 

success and/or limitation warrant further exploration. This necessitates exploring 

the inadequacies within a smallholder community and the extent to which they are 

addressed by an inclusive agribusiness initiative. Hence, the goal of the present 

research was to unravel the potential contribution of inclusive agribusiness to 

smallholders’ household food and nutrition security by broadly focusing on 

smallholders’ needs and constraints, and exploring the extent to which they are 

addressed by such a purported pro-poor approach.

The research examined a case of inclusive agribusiness in Makueni county, Kenya 

– a fruit processing and marketing business targeted at mango smallholders and 

aiming to enhance local food and nutrition security. To comprehend the extent 

of the contribution of the initiative to local food security, we applied a multi-level 

analysis. First, we assessed the local participation in the fruit business, by analysing 

the characteristics of the business participants and non-participants. Second, we 

scrutinised and compared the state of food security among the households that are 

integrated into the inclusive business initiative versus the households that are not.

The following section provides the study’s theoretical background, discussing 

the literature on inclusive agribusiness and food security, while also presenting 
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the analytical framework that guided the later analysis. Following this, the study 

methodology is described and the findings and discussions are presented. The final 

section presents the study’s conclusions and policy implications.

4.2 | Theoretical background

4.2.1 | Inclusive business and food security nexus

The concept of inclusive business is strongly embedded in the United Nation’s 2030 

Agenda for Sustainable Development, which vows ‘no one is to be left behind’ in the 

present efforts to address the global challenges (UN, 2015: 4). Central to the concept 

is the promise to achieve both societal development goals, such as food security, and 

profit for national and foreign private companies (Bitzer and Hamann, 2015; Likoko 

and Kini, 2017; Wach, 2012). For smallholders, who have been long marginalised in 

the regional and global agri-food trade (Schouten and Vellema, 2019), it is argued 

that market-based solutions like inclusive agribusinesses are key to improving 

local livelihoods and food security. Such initiatives provide the means (e.g. capital, 

knowledge and technology) to improve product quality and productivity, remove 

restrictions to markets access and empower rural producers (Vorley et al., 2009; 

Blowfield and Dolan, 2014; Bitzer and Hamann, 2015; London and Anupindi, 

2012). Inclusive agribusinesses are presumed to leverage the synergy from close 

collaboration between business actors (smallholders and companies) and public 

actors (governments, civil society organisations and donors) (Ros-Tonen et al., 

2019; Bitzer and Hamann, 2015). By combining their capacities, it is argued that 

businesses and public actors will be able to accomplish development goals, which 

have proven difficult to achieve when tackled independently by each individual 

entity (Laasonen et al., 2012; Austin and Seitanidi, 2012).

While the potential contribution of inclusive agribusiness to local development is 

recognised by policymakers and scholars, concerns have been raised with respect 

to the nature and actual extent of inclusivity. Particularly critical is the question 

of which smallholders take part in the initiatives and the corresponding terms 

of inclusion (Schouten and Vellema, 2019; Ros-Tonen et al., 2019). According to 

Murphy (2012), there is a considerable variation in the levels of marginalisation that 

characterise smallholder farmers, in terms of access to resources, assets, capital, 

information and technology. Against this backdrop, there is a fear that due to 

profit interests and competition, there is a tendency for businesses to focus on less 

marginalised/more privileged smallholders in an effort to lower transaction costs 

(Crane et al., 2014; Bitzer and Hamann, 2015). This scenario has been exemplified 
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by Ton et al. (2018) through a systematic review of contract farming schemes that 

are aimed at enhancing smallholders’ incomes. Such unintended outcomes risk 

exacerbating local inequalities across age, gender and/or ethnicity, and may also 

have a detrimental effect on access to land and other critical resources (Crane et al., 

2014; Stoian et al., 2018; Donovan et al., 2016; Vicol et al., 2018).

For smallholders integrated into agribusiness value chains, the concern relating to 

the terms of inclusion emerges from the fear of the businesses favouring companies 

over smallholders. This implicates the level of empowerment of smallholders in 

the business relations with the company – namely ‘the actual terms of conditions 

under which people are included whether it is beneficial for SHFs [smallholder 

farmers] to be included in a value chain’ (Schouten and Vellema, 2019: 40). Based 

on German et al. (2018: 5), ‘ill designed collaborative models may establish unfair 

relations, involve coerced participation, create dependence on one buyer, or push 

disproportionate risk onto smallholders’. Unequal local power relations may not 

only limit the benefits smallholders obtain from participating in the businesses but 

could also exacerbate local inequalities, especially when some farmers are unable 

to participate (Vicol et al., 2018; Alford et al., 2017; Bassett et al., 2018; Donovan et 

al., 2016). The above re-emphasize the criticism of ‘the profit, growth and market 

orientation of inclusive businesses as being incompatible with greater equity, 

sustainable development, and tackling the root causes of poverty’ (Ros-Tonen et al., 

2019: 11). Based on these arguments, as pointed out by Likoko and Kini (2017: 18), 

scholars ‘question the assumption that market forces should and will be willing, and 

able to sustain interest in the well-being of the poor’.

In response to these concerns, the inclusive business concept has evolved into 

inclusive development that puts emphasis on ‘a transformative agenda that focuses 

on social, relational and environmental outcomes’ (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019: 14). 

Social inclusivity entails a focus on people’s wellbeing, as defined, first, by their 

living conditions and access to the material resources (e.g. natural and financial 

resources) that are critical for a satisfactory life, and, second, by their personal 

wellbeing relative to others (Gupta et al., 2015; McGregor and Pouw, 2017; Hickey 

et al., 2014). Relational inclusivity pertains to empowerment, that is, the ability of 

the poor and marginalised to make informed choices, have their voices heard, and 

participate in policy and decision making (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 2019; Gupta 

and Vegelin, 2016; Gupta et al., 2015; Hickey et al., 2014). Environmental inclusivity 

touches on the potential negative impact of business on the environment and the 

ability of business to foster environmental sustainability (Ingram et al., 2018; Gupta 

and Pouw, 2017; Gupta and Vegelin, 2016; Gupta et al., 2015; Knorringa et al., 2016).
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In this paper, we focus on social and relational inclusivity. For the former aspect, we 

explore inclusivity in the context of material access and other forms of livelihood 

capitals. Inclusive development seeks to improve the wellbeing of the most poor 

and marginalised. Its aim is to understand and address ‘the underlying norms, 

institutions and discourses that produce marginalization’ (Ros-Tonen et al., 

2019: 14). In a smallholder-targeted approach, this implies acknowledging the 

‘heterogeneity of value chains, actors [particularly poor farmers] and networks 

involved in them, as key to ensure they are “more inclusive”’ (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019: 

14). It calls for an analysis of ‘the underlying forces (factors and actors) that create, 

perpetuate and contest multiple inequalities at the local through to the global level 

and how these levels interact with each other’ (Gupta et al., 2015: 548).

The contribution of IBs to food security is expected to result mostly from increased 

farm productivity and improvements in households’ incomes. However, while 

some inclusive business studies have reported a positive effect on the engaged 

smallholders’ incomes (Ton et al., 2018; NEA, 2018; Achterbosch et al., 2014; 

Maertens and Velde, 2017; Joosten et al., 2015), others have shown less encouraging 

outcomes (Komarek, 2010; Djokoto, 2012; Vicol, 2017; Wangu et al., 2019). 

Nevertheless, where inclusive businesses have boosted income, studies have 

observed a positive impact on food security. These findings, though, need to be 

interpreted cautiously. For instance, von Braun and Kennedy (1986) found that food 

security is improved only in instances where an income rise is achieved consistently 

across time, instead of in the form of a lump sum payment. In the latter scenario, 

the income is often spent on assets or re-invested, rather than saved to buy food. 

Indeed, given that smallholders are confronted with many income needs, they are 

sometimes likely to give priority to the present ones over future food needs (Minten 

et al., 2009; Negash and Swinnen, 2013). Elsewhere, studies have indicated that a 

focus on production for markets risks a decline in overall food production, adversely 

affecting, for example, the availability of diverse food in a community (Mangnus and 

Van Westen, 2018; Gebru et al., 2019; Worku, 2019).

4.2.2 | Analytical framework

In this study, smallholders’ inclusion in the inclusive agribusiness models was 

presumed to be contingent on their socioeconomic characteristics coupled with 

the institutional setup that guides the initiatives. To contextualise the reach of 

the business model in the research area, we compared those who participate in 

the business model against non-participants, in terms of their livelihood assets 

(Krantz, 2001). According to Johnson et al. (2016: 296), in the context of agricultural 

development initiatives, ‘assets can influence the design, implementation, and 
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outcomes of programmes by determining who participates (and who does not) in the 

programmes as well as how and how much they benefit’. Meinzen-Dick et al. (2011: 

2) add that ‘assets give individuals the capability to be and to act’. Based on these 

claims, we presumed that the smallholders’ levels of assets dictate participation in 

the present business initiative. The nature of inclusion, and closer scrutiny of how 

the initiative is operated, provided crucial details on the institutional environment 

of the business.

Relative to the smallholders’ asset levels, how do the business model participants 

and non-participants compare in terms of their food security? There is empirical 

evidence that a smallholder household’s access to productive assets is linked with 

improved food security status (Bogale, 2012; Matshe, 2009). As such, if agribusinesses 

only engage smallholders who have a relatively high resource endowment, those 

with fewer resources, and likely the most food insecure, remain vulnerable.

Does participation imply improved food and nutrition security? As discussed, 

merely being integrated into an inclusive business does not necessarily translate 

into improved household food and nutrition security. Rather, it is dependent on 

several factors. For instance, inclusive agribusiness is envisioned to influence food 

security through income, that is, when the enhanced income is used to procure 

diverse and nutritious food. However, such an outcome may not be achieved if food 

is unavailable in the local markets, it is very expensive when available and/or the 

income is spent on other non-food needs. Furthermore, it is important to recognise 

that specialising in specific production for markets may hamper the food security 

prospect of households and the community. For rural households that are largely 

dependent on their own subsistence production for food security, low crop diversity, 

arising from a focus on market production, can lead to a decline in nutritional 

diversity for the households (Pellegrini and Tasciotti, 2014; Sibhatu et al., 2015).

4.3 | Materials and methods

4.3.1 | Case description

This research was carried out in Makueni county (Kenya), a semi-arid region with a 

climate characterised by low and unreliable rainfall and high temperatures (18–33 

degrees Celsius). The driest part of the county receives on average 500–750 mm of 

precipitation annually. (GoK, 2017). The poor weather conditions result in regular 

crops failure; thus, food insecurity in the county is notably high (GoMC, 2016). 

During the short rains in 2016, for instance, ‘two-thirds of the households’ did not 
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have food stocks (GoK, 2017: 3). Mixed farming – namely crops production and 

livestock keeping on plots of, on average, 1.2 hectares (2.9 acres) – is the dominant 

local economic activity. Fruits – mangoes and oranges – are the main crops produced 

in the county. A few farmers (those living along rivers) produce horticulture crops – 

tomatoes and cabbages. Maize, sorghum, millet, beans, green grams, cowpeas and 

pigeon peas, are the main food crops cultivated in the county (NDMA, 2019).

Makueni is the country’s leading producer of mangoes (Mbae, 2014), which currently 

constitute the main source of livelihood for the locals. Mango trees, being a perennial 

fruit crop, are more adaptable to harsh weather conditions, thriving in low rainfall 

and coping in a wide range of temperatures. Despite the crop’s popularity, however, 

access to the market remains a key challenge. Historically, most buyers are brokers 

who only buy fruits of the best quality, creating unreliable market opportunities. 

Coupled with poor handling and transport, poor market access results in large post-

harvest losses (GoMC, 2016). Thus, improving the mango value chain is expected to 

contribute to higher incomes and subsequently local food and nutrition security.

To improve the mango production and marketing situation and food security, 

the county government, facilitated by the European Union, initiated a mango 

processing and marketing business. The core of the business is a fruit processing 

plant that was established in 2017 in Kalamba, a small rural town in the county’s 

interior. Construction of the KES 110 million (US$ 1 million) plant was funded by 

the Instrument for Devolution Advice and Support Program (IDEAS) – a Kenya–

EU bilateral programme perceived to be among the key pathways to achieve local 

development in the country (EC, 2013; Nation, 2018; GoMC, 2019b). It is run by the 

local government. Smallholders in the community are linked to the mango business 

via farmers’ cooperatives. At the time of the study, the business supported roughly 

12,000 smallholders through value addition (conversion of ripe mango into pulp and 

packaging) and linkage to local and regional markets, with an expectation of better 

prices, reduced post-harvest losses, job opportunities, and, ultimately, enhanced 

local incomes.

Adopting a cooperative arrangement in the initiative show that the Makueni 

government perceives cooperatives as a crucial channel for mobilising local 

communities for social and economic development (GoMC, 2019a). The set-up is 

considered vital for promoting ownership in the initiative and stimulating collective 

production and marketing. Following member training in good agricultural 

practices, engaged farmers are believed have the ability to guarantee produce of the 

preferred type and quality. Furthermore, as research assets, collective production 

and marketing through cooperatives allows for collective decision making and 
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economies of scales, thus reducing transaction costs and enhancing returns (Bonus, 

1986; Schroeder, 1992; Deininger, 1995; Valentinov, 2007; Altman, 2015). 

The present research focused on one of the two cooperatives – Makueni County 

Fruit Processors Cooperative Society (MCFPCS) – that had been contracted to supply 

mango to the plant. The sub-regions where MCFPCS operates, namely Wote, Nziu, 

Kamunyolo, Matiliku and Uona, were included in the study area. The cooperative 

was established with the help of SNV Netherlands Development Organization to 

support fruit farmers in the community improve production and access markets. 

Early attempts to export mangos to Dubai were unsuccessful. 

The initial cooperative members were local elites (retired civil servants) but 

smallholders could join by paying a one-time fee of KES 50,000 (US$ 500) per person 

(key informant – MCFPCS board member). Since the fee was unaffordable for most 

smallholders, it was later brought down to KES 2500 (US$ 25). For the majority of 

smallholders, the membership cost remains too high (Muthini, 2015). In addition, 

one has to be a member of a farmers’ group. Because of these factors, MCFPCS 

membership is low (around 2000 active and non-active members). It claims to offer 

its members a stable produce market and various production provisions, including 

training, subsidised agricultural inputs and credit. However, as Muthini (2015) 

highlights, some of these services, particularly training, have only been possible 

due to funding that was made available by a donor. In the first business cycle (early 

2018), the low supply of produce resulting from low membership led the cooperative 

to extend its sourcing to non-members, provided they belonged to a farmers’ group 

and met the supply threshold.

4.3.2 | Data and analyses

The present paper is based on an exploratory research design (Stebbins, 2001) to 

gather empirical evidence on the nature of smallholders’ participation in inclusive 

agribusiness and to compare the state of food and nutrition security among the 

business initiative’s participants versus non-participants. By examining the issues 

surrounding the business inclusivity aspects vis-à-vis smallholder constraints and 

needs, it was possible to draw some conclusions about the potential contribution of 

agribusinesses to food security in the community.

Two categories of smallholders were created for the survey. The first comprised 

80 smallholders from households that participated in the business initiative, that 

is, members of the cooperatives and/or members of farmers’ groups. The second 

category was made up of 40 households that did not participate in the business 
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initiative. The cooperative members were randomly sampled from a list provided 

by the MCFPCS leader (cooperative chairperson). The rest of the survey respondents 

were identified randomly but through a snowball technique. The sampled 

cooperative members were requested to identify six non-member smallholders 

living nearby. From the six, two were sampled: a non-cooperative member business 

participant and a non-participant. The survey captured, among other information, 

the household’s socioeconomic assets and status, the household head’s age and 

educational level, the family size, plot size, general income, crop and livestock 

revenue, in- and off-farm sources of income and, most importantly, the household’s 

food security status.

Thirty-five in-depth interviews were conducted. This included 15 interviews with 

smallholders from each of the two smallholder categories and five key informants: 

the cooperative chairman, three board members and one fruit processing plant 

employee. The focus group discussions comprised between six and eight cooperative 

members. Each was conducted in a different geographical area in the region where 

the survey was carried out. The interviews and focus group discussions were guided 

by a semi-structured questionnaire that mainly targeted issues relating to the mango 

agribusiness and access to the business initiative.

From the quantitative data, we first obtained the descriptive statistics that provided 

the key socioeconomic characteristics of the sampled smallholders and compared 

how they differed between participants and non-participants. The second step 

involved assessing the probability of participating or not participating (‘0’ non-

participants, ‘1’ participants), based on the identified smallholder characteristics. 

We applied a probit regression model, a probability statistic model that allows for 

analysis involving dichotomous dependent variables (Liao, 1994; Horowitz and 

Savin, 2001). The model allowed us to establish whether there is an association 

between smallholders’ socioeconomic attributes and participation in the business 

initiative. It also allowed for the estimation of maximum likelihood (marginal 

effects) of participation in the business by individual independent variables, while 

others are held constant. The probit model equation is written as follows:

P = β0 + β1x1 + β2x2 + … βixi + εi (1)

where P in (1) is the probability of smallholder participation and x represents 

smallholder characteristics; x1, x2… xi are the independent variables.

The food security assessment employed the conventional measurement tools: 

the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) and the Household Dietary 
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Diversity Score (HDDS). Because this study built on a cross-sectional study approach 

(snapshot survey), we were not able to assess the direct contribution of the initiative 

to local food security among participants. However, comparing the differences in 

the present socioeconomic attributes of the participants and non-participants, and 

assessing the present individual state of the households’ food and nutrition security, 

does paint a good picture of the business’s potential contribution. Therefore, to 

assess the state of food and nutrition security among the business participants, 

we conducted two independent sample t-tests to compare HFIAS, HDDS and 

households’ spending on food against participation and non-participation. 

The qualitative data were used to triangulate the findings from the quantitative 

assessments. Relevant parts of the data were coded and transformed into 

quantitative data from which summary statistics were derived. The transcriptions 

of the interviews were analysed for common themes that either validated or 

contradicted the quantitative findings.

4.4 | Findings

4.4.1 | Comparison of the business participants and non-
participants

Table 4.1 presents a comparison of participation in the inclusive business initiative 

in terms of the households’ key socioeconomic characteristics. The descriptive 

statistic output indicates that the participants’ households have access to relatively 

more land than non-participants, averaging 12 and 7 acres, respectively. The average 

age of the heads of participating households is higher (58 years) than that of the 

heads of non-participating households (48 years). The differences in plot sizes 

and age of the households’ heads are statistically significant. Only 8% of all the 

households are headed by members of younger generation (i.e. 18-35 years), who 

own an average of 3 acres.

The annual crop and livestock incomes also differ considerably between the two 

categories. The participating households have significantly more annual average 

crop income (KES 147,542) than non-participants (KES 68,125). Although the 

difference in the annual average livestock income is not significant, non-participants 

seemingly fare better (KES 61,100) than participants (KES 42,355). With respect 

to number of mango trees, participating households had significantly more trees 

in total (127) than non-participants (88). This indicates that the number of mango 

trees is proportionate to the amount of land owned by the household. The period in 

which the trees were planted varies, with the majority being planted in the 2000s and 
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only a few in the early 2010s. All the households were reported to depend on family 

labour for mango production. Being a perennial crop, however, means there is not 

much labour involved in mango farming other than during the harvest season. It was 

reported by the smallholders during focus group discussions that the majority of the 

harvesting labour is provided by the buyer (the cooperative) at a cost. Nevertheless, it 

is apparent that, based on the family size, participants have a slightly bigger labour 

pool (seven) than non-participants (six), although the difference is not statistically 

significant.

Table 4.1 | Characteristics of households by the categories of participants and non-participants

Figure 4.1 compares participation in terms of the gender and educational level of the 

household head, and whether the household had acquired a loan in the 12 months 

preceding the crop harvest period. We found that although only 14% of the sampled 

households were female headed, comparatively more female-headed households 

(75%) participate in the business than male-headed households (65%). Education-

wise, in all levels, we find that participant households’ heads are more educated than 

non-participants households’ heads: primary (56%), secondary (70%) and higher 

education (89%). Although both participant and non-participant households had 

taken out loans, the participant farmer group has a significantly higher number of 

the borrowers (47% vs 25%). Besides agriculture, a significant proportion (59%) of 

the households also engage in off-farm livelihood activities, but involvement differs 

between participants and non-participants: the number of households’ heads with 

formal employment is higher among participants (61%) than non-participants 

(39%). A similar case applies to business ownership, in which participants represent 

71% and non-participants represent 29%. Conversely, a relatively higher proportion 

Variables Category N Mean St. Err. t-Value p-Value Sig.

Age Non-participants 40 47.825 2.212 21.622 0.000 ***

Participants 78 57.795 1.177 49.108

Family size Non-participants 40 5.875 0.338 17.374 0.201

Participants 78 6.5 0.302 21.529

Land Non-participants 40 7.45 1.29 5.778 0.065 *

Participants 78 11.511 1.41 8.162

Crops income Non-participants 40 68,125 9679.623 7.038 0.009 ***

Participants 78 147,542.31 20,905.576 7.058

Livestock income Non-participants 40 61,100 23,021.11 2.654 0.334

Participants 78 42,354.936 7316.365 5.789

Mango trees Non-participants 40 88.225 12.021 7.34 0.068 *

Participants 78 127.334 13.898 9.162

*** p < 0.01, * p < 0.1.
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of non-participant households’ heads earn their off-farm income from wage labour 

(53%) compared with participants (47%). Only the participant households receive 

remittances.

Figure 4.1 | Percentages of households by gender, educational level, and loan access

The results of the probit regression model, estimating the likelihood of participation 

in the mango business, are presented in Table 4.2. The model’s output (χ2 = 

27.55, p = 0.001) indicates the presence of adequate information to explain the 

association between participation and smallholders’ socioeconomic attributes. 

The marginal effects are reported. We found that the size of a household’s plot is 

positively and significantly associated with participation. The estimated marginal 

effect indicates that an increase in plot size by a single unit (1 acre) increases the 

likelihood of participating in the business by 8.5 percentage points. Furthermore, 

loan procurement has a positive and significant effect on participation. Having a 

loan increases the likelihood of a household’s participation in the business by 18.3 

percentage points. Family size, in reference to a household’s labour capacity, is also 

positively associated with participation. The estimated marginal effect of family 

size reveals that an increase of one unit (one person) is associated with increased 

likelihood of participation by 3.9 percentage points. Male-headed households have 

a significantly lower probability of participating, while those with a more educated 

head have a significantly higher probability of participating. The estimated marginal 

effect indicates that being a male-headed household reduces the likelihood of 

participation by 29.2 percentage points. Completion of secondary education and 

higher education by the household head increases the likelihood of participation by 

18.8 percentage points and 35.9 percentage points, respectively.

The age of a household’s head and the number of mango trees the household owns 

are also positively and significantly associated with participation in the business. 
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Nevertheless, these variables were excluded from the regression model to avoid 

multicollinearity [106]. Both variables were highly correlated with the variable ‘land’ 

and consequently were causing ‘adverse effects on the estimated coefficients’ of the 

model [107]. The variable ‘total annual income’ does not have a significant effect on 

business participation.

Table 4.2 | Probit regression estimating factors associated with participation – marginal effects

These results corroborate claims made in interviews by smallholder farmers who 

were excluded from the business initiative, that the cooperative only targeted 

farmers capable of supplying a high volume of produce. While we could not obtain 

specific information about this claim, the descriptive information on the disparity in 

land size, number of mango trees, access to loans and annual income substantiates 

these assertions. Nevertheless, according to the cooperative chairman and the 

board members interviewed, all smallholders in the community are welcome to 

join the cooperative. By default, therefore, everyone has access to the business 

opportunity irrespective of production volumes. Despite this, the board indicated 

that they found it difficult to recruit farmers. Our household surveys and interviews 

with non-participants pointed to a lack of interest in working with the cooperative: 

up to 83% of all the non-participants surveyed expressed either a lack of trust in a 

cooperative and/or an absence of adequate information about its existence and 

operations. As identified by a handful of others, trust issues that relate primarily to 

the fear of collapse leading to loss of revenue – which is a common occurrence in 

Kenya’s cooperative sector – prevent farmers from joining. Indeed, cooperatives in 

Kenya ‘suffer common problems associated with weak legislation, poor financial 

Variables Marginal 
Effects

Std. Err. z P > z [95% 
Conf.

Interval] Sig.

Gender −0.292 0.075 −3.890 0.000 −0.439 −0.145 **

Education

Secondary 0.188 0.094 1.990 0.046 0.003 0.373 *

Higher 0.359 0.125 2.870 0.004 0.114 0.603 **

Family size 0.039 0.018 2.230 0.026 0.005 0.074 **

Land 0.085 0.048 1.770 0.078 −0.009 0.179 *

Total income 0.056 0.040 1.390 0.166 −0.023 0.134

Loan 0.183 0.081 2.260 0.024 0.024 0.342 *

Mean dependent var 0.661 SD dependent var 0.475

Pseudo r-squared 0.187 Number of obs  115.000

Chi-square 27.549 Prob > chi2 0.001

Akaike crit. (AIC) 137.756 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 162.460

** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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management, leadership, governance and political interference among many 

others’ (Baka, 2013: 13).

Our survey revealed that only 20% of the youth in smallholder households engaged 

in mango farming participate in the initiative. This situation is largely attributed 

to the inaccessibility of land. Much of the land is owned by parents, who have not 

yet shared it with their children. Furthermore, even if they did receive their share, 

there is high likelihood that their portion would be relatively small, similar to 

that of the non-participants in the present analysis. Nevertheless, a handful of the 

youths in the community have benefited from the business initiative through the 

job opportunities that have emerged from the establishment of the processing 

plant. Based on interviews with all the key informants, some 450 youths from the 

community have been employed along the value chain to perform various activities, 

including fruit picking, weighing, loading, offloading and even processing activities.

It is evident that resource-poor smallholder farmers do not participate in the 

business. As a result, we expected the contribution of the business initiative to 

these households’ food and nutrition security to be negligible or non-existent. For 

participating households, according to interviewees and participants in focus 

group discussions, the business has had a positive impact on income; hence better 

household food and nutrition security is to be expected. Following their integration 

into the business initiative, participating households maintained that they have seen 

a considerable increase in overall returns, a change they linked to the establishment 

of the fruit plant, which, unlike in the past, has allowed them to sell all their produce. 

According to one of the smallholder farmers (W): 

Previously, brokers and other buyers would only pick fruits that are ‘best in 

quality’, often in small quantities and would leave the rest. This would lead to 

major losses that we are currently able to escape.

Nevertheless, to ascertain the overall contribution of the mango business initiative 

to local food and nutrition security in Makueni, it was critical to closely review how 

the participants and non-participants compare in their respective households’ food 

and nutrition security statuses.

4.4.2 | Contribution to local food and nutrition security

Table 4.3 presents the results of the independent sample t-test, comparing the 

Household Food Insecurity Access Score (HFIAS) and Household Dietary Diversity 

Score (HDDS) between participating and non-participating households. We found 
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that, on average, participants have a significantly lower score (4.2), which implies 

a better food security status than non-participants (6.0). There is no significant 

difference in the average HDDS between participants (7.1) and non-participants 

(7.2). Despite participants having a slightly larger family size, their average weekly 

spending on food is slightly lower (KES 1094) than for non-participants (KES 1170). 

This difference, though, is not statistically significant.

Table 4.3 | T-test results comparing HFIAS and HDDS between participants and non-participants

Variables Participation N Mean St._Err. t-Value p-Value Sig.

HFIAS Non-participants 40 5.85 0.598 9.79 0.0125 ***

Participants 78 4.218 0.344 12.257

HDDS Non-participants 40 7.15 0.163 44.05 0.6592

 Participants 78 7.064 0.112 63.351

Weekly Spending Non-participants 40 1170 80.419 14.549 0.5363

Participants 78 1093.59 77.916 14.036

*** p < 0.01

The lack of a significant difference in HDDS implies that there is no variation in the 

type of diets consumed locality. Figure 4.2 presents the type of food consumed as 

part of the local diet. Cereals, vegetables, dairy products, oil and fats, sweets, spices, 

condiments and beverages dominate the local diet. Based on the data, chai – a hot 

beverage made up of milk, tea, spices, sugar and water – is the primary source of dairy 

products and represents dairy products, sweets, spices, condiments and beverages 

in the diet. Up to 15% of the households do not consume legumes, nuts or seeds. The 

consumption of fruits and roots & tubers is notably low, as they are only consumed by 

14% and 31% of the households, respectively. None of the households consume fish, 

and only 1% and 3% consume eggs and meat, respectively.

Figure 4.2 | Types of food consumed in the local diet
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Remarkably, while an improvement in income among participating households 

likely contributes to better food security as measured by the HFIAS, compared 

to non-participating households, it has not affected these households’ nutrition 

security (Table 4.3). The analysis of income spending between business participants 

and non-participants, whether on food or other needs (education, healthcare, 

clothing, agricultural inputs, labour, repaying a loan, transport, assets and home 

improvement) does not vary significantly. Furthermore, the annual income spending 

compared to mango income spending on main items, including food, education 

and agricultural inputs, is consistent across the households, whether or not they 

are participants or non-participants (Figure 3). This implies that spending trends 

across all households match closely. In addition, the results of weekly spending on 

food indicate an insignificant difference between participant and non-participant 

households. This implies that non-participants, with a lower resource endowment 

and capacity to produce, spend proportionately more than their counterparts, who 

have more ability. Overall, one factor that partly explains a lack of improvement in 

nutritional diet, despite the larger income accrued by participating households, is 

the fact that smallholders primarily buy staples and ‘commercial’ ingredients rather 

than food that is essential for improving overall dietary diversity. The following 

statement summarises interviews with key informants and focus group discussions 

on the issue:

The food items bought from mango income is mainly staples (maize and 

beans) during hunger periods and generally common ingredients for food and 

hot beverages preparations such as cooking oil, onions, tomatoes, tealeaves 

and sugar. Only on rare and special occasions do households spend money on 

ingredients for special meals such as wheat flour for chapati, rice, eggs and meat.

Figure 4.3 |  Spending mango and annual incomes – participation versus non-participation
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Notably, an impending impact on local food security of the mango business 

initiative relates to land-use change associated with local mango plantation sizes. 

It is anticipated that the market opportunity provided by the plant and its promise 

of economic growth has prompted an expansion in mango plantations in Makueni. 

The following quotes from smallholders X and Y indicate a growing determination 

to increase their mango tree plantations:

I have been planting new mango trees. I have done so because in the future I 

expect to fill one lorry or more to be taken to the factory (X).

I have been grafting the local variety to Apple or Ngowe varieties and increasing 

the total number of trees to increase their productivity and marketability (Y).

The majority (60%) of the interviewed smallholders indicated that they had increased 

the number of mango trees on their land. Those that had not, had either recently 

replaced the old ones with new varieties or do not have enough land to expand their 

plantation, as reported by two respondents.

4.5 | Discussion

4.5.1 | Variables associated with participation in the business

This study’s findings indicate that participation in the inclusive business initiative 

favours smallholder households that are relatively well-off in terms of critical 

resources, namely physical capital (including plot size and number of mango trees), 

financial capital (loan procurement) and human capital (education and family size 

– labour pool). This poses some challenges for inclusive business initiatives. For 

one, land access in the sub-Saharan context is an ever-growing challenge among 

smallholder households, whose plot sizes have continued to decline due to a growing 

population (Jayne et al., 2003). Furthermore, studies have shown that households 

with better educated heads are positively associated with access to land, which 

positions them more able to swiftly seize the opportunities and innovations that 

are emerging in the agricultural sector (Jayne et al., 2003). The comparatively larger 

plots of land, the greater number of mango trees, the more educated household 

heads, greater access to loans and the availability of a larger labour poor all highlight 

a profile of smallholder households with a higher production capacity, and hence, 

a higher farming income. These assertions are effectively backed up by the fact 

that participating households have significantly higher annual crop incomes. In 

addition, as we learnt from the interviews, the company targets smallholders capable 
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of producing comparatively larger volumes. Indeed, drawing on the study by Gebru 

et al. (2019: 962) in Ethiopia, which found livestock size to be a major productive 

resource for households to engage in a malt barley business, it seems reasonable 

to assert that participation in the mango business is ‘a function of wealth’. Other 

studies share similar findings (Tobin et al., 2016; Wangu et al., 2019; Worku, 2019; 

Donovan and Poole, 2013; Bacon et al., 2014).

Based on the present findings and with the presumption of participation as inclusion 

in an ‘inclusive’ business initiative, the mango business initiative in Makueni is not 

inclusive. The limited production capacity resulting from the low level of physical, 

financial and human capital among the excluded smallholders, would amount to 

high transaction costs should the business make an extra effort to integrate more 

resource-poor farmers. Instead, considering the business profit motive alongside 

the development objective to guarantee viability, it is understandable that the 

mango business initiative focuses on smallholders who meet a certain production 

capacity threshold. Nevertheless, smallholders’ asset constraints and the presumed 

business potential to meet these inadequacies constitutes the rationale and the 

institutional basis that inform inclusive businesses (Chamberlain and Anseeuw, 

2017). Building on the debate on inclusive development, specifically social and 

relational inclusivity (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Pouw and Gupta, 2017; Gupta et al., 

2015), the initiative in Makueni does not make an effort to reach the more vulnerable 

and marginalised smallholders in the community. Worse, in the current state, it 

actually serves to perpetuate the existing inequalities. The lack of attention to the 

poorest of the poor in the community highlights a significant limitation of inclusive 

business in delivering to local development needs. Instead of putting the onus on 

the inclusive business to meet the needs of the poor, it requires the poor to adapt to 

the needs of the business in order to benefit (Blowfield and Dolan, 2014). This defies 

the fundamental claims of inclusive business initiatives.

In view of the shrinking size of plots in smallholder communities (Jayne et al., 2003; 

Headey and Jayne, 2014; Headey et al., 2014; Guirkinger and Platteau, 2014), where 

access to reasonably sized plots is central to farmers’ livelihoods, diversification 

becomes a crucial strategy to meet households’ livelihood and food security needs. 

According to Headey and Jayne (2014), for the farmers most affected by land scarcity, 

this necessitates either increased investment and intensive farming, renting more 

land or relying more on off-farm income. Based on our findings, the first two options 

are not possible for the excluded Makueni smallholders, considering the reported 

financial constraints, unless external funding is increased. This could only be 

remedied if businesses were to step in to assist, which is also highly unlikely due to 

the abovementioned transaction costs. This leaves us with the prospect of the third 
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option, namely off-farm activities. With this option, besides other development 

interventions that support smallholders with farming-related activities, the land-

scarce farmers could benefit from external contributions to develop and exploit off-

farm opportunities. Alternatively, a development initiative could target a farming 

opportunity that best suits the smallholders’ socioeconomic context and conditions. 

We found, for example, that smallholders who are excluded from the mango 

business have comparatively better annual livestock incomes than the business 

participants. Our assumption is that keeping dairy cattle does not need as much 

farming space as producing mango. Therefore, land-poor farmers focus on livestock 

production and have a better outcome. This implies that a development initiative 

simultaneously aiming to support resource poor smallholders with such endeavours 

alongside the mango business would to a certain extent offset their exclusion from 

the mango business.

Inclusion/exclusion aside, the present contribution of the mango processing 

and marketing business in Makueni is still welcome. Despite the initiative’s 

limitations in reaching all smallholders in the community, the mango value chain 

gaps that the business fills are critical in Makueni. As our findings demonstrate, 

those participating do get to enjoy the benefit promised by an inclusive business 

approach. Similar positive outcomes have been reported elsewhere (George et al., 

2012; Schouten and Vellema, 2019; Blowfield and Dolan, 2014; Bitzer and Hamann, 

2015). In Makueni, the inclusive aspects are manifested through value addition 

services and marketing opportunities made possible by the establishment of the 

processing plant. Furthermore, participating farmers receive transport services 

provided between farm gates and the market, and the few who are already members 

of the cooperative have gained from technical knowledge through good agricultural 

practice training and access to subsidised inputs and credit. The value addition 

component in the form of fruit processing at the plant often raises the revenue by 

enabling smallholders to reach and compete for the market opportunities that offer 

premium prices (Muchopa, 2013; Hellin et al., 2005; Lundy et al., 2002). It is claimed 

that a combination of market access and value addition form a recipe for sustainable 

agri-food sector growth, which is believed to be critical for poverty alleviation (de 

Janvry and Sadoulet, 2010; Christiaensen et al., 2011; Diao et al., 2012).

Overall, from social and relational inclusivity perspectives, an inclusive agribusiness 

initiative should especially focus on the very poor and/or marginalised to ensure more 

inclusive development (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019). It is evident that the mango business 

initiative in Makueni is far from inclusive, given that this category of smallholder 

is excluded. While this may partly be tied to the cooperative bias of the initiative’s 

participant selection, the findings highlight a structural pattern with respect to the 
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local socioeconomic attributes and pre-existing inequalities between resource-

rich and resource-poor households. As demonstrated, the households that do not 

participate in the business initiative are those with a relatively lower production 

capacity. Ideally, their significantly more pronounced inadequacies, which in turn 

dictate their present livelihood status, means they ought to have been the primary 

target in an initiative aimed at promoting inclusivity (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Gupta 

et al., 2015). Nevertheless, although inclusive businesses are presented as a pro-poor 

strategy to reach the poor and marginalised, they are businesses whose success is 

simultaneously contingent upon them being profitable. This justifies their decision 

to work with smallholders with a relatively higher production capacity. Indeed, as 

van Westen et al. (2019: 66) indicate, businesses ‘work within bounded rationalities 

and market pressures may actually limit their horizon’. This perspective implies 

that some of the shortcomings that prevent Makueni smallholders from being 

included in the initiative, particularly land and number of trees, are arguably beyond 

the scope of the inclusive features of the business. Yet these resources, particularly 

land, are the primary basis for smallholder resource accumulation and enhancing 

their capacity to participate in a profitable agribusiness initiative. The present 

scenario, though pragmatic, highlights the limitation of private sector approaches 

such as ‘inclusive’ agribusiness in fostering actual inclusive development outcomes. 

Because of the business interests, there will always be a bottom line beyond which 

the actors will not cross to reach the low-income population.

4.5.2 | Contribution to food and nutrition security

The findings on the state of food security among the business participants and non-

participants are consistent with other studies that associate access to productive 

assets with better household food security (Bogale, 2012; Matshe, 2009). As indicated 

above, the non-participants, who are less well-off in terms of production capacity 

and subsequently more food insecure, are excluded from the mango business 

initiative. Their exclusion means that they miss out on the value addition and 

marketing opportunities that the business provides to the participating households. 

Ultimately, they miss out on a possibility to ameliorate their meagre resources, 

which is essential to improve their food security status. In the present scenario, by 

focusing on the well-off smallholder farmers, and in the absence of an alternative 

initiative to reach the more resource-poor households, the business initiative 

risks perpetuating or even worsening the existing socioeconomic inequality in the 

community. The continued alienation of the smallholders with a low production 

capacity means they will remain stuck in the current situation of limited livelihood-

enhancing opportunities and food insecurity.
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Given that the mango business is the primary source of income for the smallholders 

in Makueni, our findings show that the improvement in revenue linked to 

participation in the initiative has contributed to a better household food security 

status. Indeed, previous studies have indicated that improved farm income 

positively impacts household food security (Joosten et al., 2015; Achterbosch et 

al., 2014; MFAN, 2017). However, while our findings show that participation does 

improve food security status, a higher income does not correspond to improvements 

in the household dietary diversity. As illustrated above, both groups of smallholders 

consume the same types of food groups, which are severely lacking in some critical 

nutrients. The business’s lack of contribution to household nutrition diversity is in 

contrast to some studies that have found that an improvement in farm income has a 

positive effect on a household’s dietary diversity (Taruvinga et al., 2013; Ntakyo and 

van den Berg, 2019; Joosten et al., 2015; Achterbosch et al., 2014). Nevertheless, the 

findings are consistent with the fact that the business participants, who happen to 

have relatively higher incomes, spend similar amounts on food as non-participants. 

Studies have found that an increase in spending on food is positively associated with 

improved dietary diversity (Hoddinott and Yohannes, 2002; Lo et al., 2012). This has 

not happened among participant households in Makueni. Furthermore, it is evident 

that the food bought is not aimed at improving nutrition diversity but, rather, is 

simply focused on basic calories intake. Ultimately, these situations highlight the 

critical gap in the initiative’s effort to address local food and nutrition security. More 

income does not necessarily translate into better nutrition security.

To put the nutrition diversity outcome into perspective, in a low-income smallholder 

community it is crucial to acknowledge that addressing food and nutrition security 

is one among many household needs that smallholders are confronted with. 

This is why there is a broad acknowledgement in scholarship and development 

communities that poverty is multidimensional and touches on different aspects 

of household needs, including living standards, healthcare, education, food and 

nutrition security, among other basic necessities (UN, 2015; Bourguignon and 

Chakravarty, 2019; Aaberge and Brandolini, 2015; Alkire, 2013). Notwithstanding 

the possibility of some incremental growth in overall production returns following 

participation in the business initiative, smallholders still belong to a low-income 

population that faces diverse needs, all assigned different priorities. Therefore, 

just having something to eat may often be enough of a priority. Any extra money 

is commonly spent on other objectives and immediate priorities. In Makueni, a 

significant proportion of household income is spent on education, healthcare, 

clothing and home improvement, while other money is reinvested in farm 

production – buying inputs, repaying loans, acquiring labour and, when necessary, 

buying basic food items.
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It is also worth noting the future implications for household food security if farmers 

continue to focus on and expand mango plantation sizes. An increased shift towards 

mango production, which is primarily a cash crop, could have implications for the 

food available for the involved households, as this move would shift production away 

from subsistence crops. Such a change could have implications for the availability of 

locally produced food in the local markets, which would mean higher costs to access 

the food because it would be coming from outside the region. Furthermore, more 

mango trees means that, especially for farmers with small plot sizes, fewer crop 

varieties are maintained. Studies indicate that a decline in food crop diversity could 

have a negative effect on households’ food diversity (Pellegrini and Tasciotti, 2014; 

Sibhatu et al., 2015).

4.6 | Conclusions and policy implications

In this paper, we explored the potential contribution of an agribusiness initiative, 

presumed to be inclusive, on household food and nutrition security in a smallholder 

community in Makueni county, Kenya. Mango farming is the primary source of 

livelihood in the region, but market access for the produce is a major challenge, 

leading to heavy post-harvest losses and, ultimately, income losses. The setting 

up of an ‘inclusive’ fruit processing and marketing business, with the help of 

European Union funding, presents a critical opportunity to improve smallholders’ 

incomes and ultimately local food and nutrition security. Although all the 

smallholder farmers in the community share similar needs in terms of marketing 

opportunities that the business set out to address, participation is not inclusive of 

all smallholders in the community. The analysis indicates that participation in the 

business is associated with the household’s amount of land and number of mango 

trees; access to loans; family size; the age, gender, and the educational level of the 

household’s head. Thus, integration in the business is largely determined by the 

smallholder household’s production capacity. The more well-off households are 

better positioned to benefit from the business initiative, while the more resource-

poor households are excluded.

Our findings demonstrate that inclusive business does offer a comprehensive 

marketing opportunity and value addition services and, as a result, improves incomes 

for those able to participate. In a context like Makueni, such achievements have 

otherwise proven to be difficult without external support. This implies that, where 

possible, there is scope for expanding participation by increasing the external business 

investment to incorporate more resource-constrained smallholders. Inclusive business 

initiatives ought to recognise the heterogenous nature of smallholders’ socioeconomic 
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attributes and how this affects participation. At the same time, however, it is critical not 

to overlook the fact that inclusive businesses are externally funded and profit oriented. 

Hence, their long-term success in contributing to development objectives upon the 

withdrawal of external funding is pegged on the commercial viability of the businesses. 

The inclusion of smallholder farmers with a relatively low production capacity and 

high transaction costs would profit neither the farmer nor the business. Worse, it could 

prove to be counterproductive by making the business unprofitable, which may lead 

to a collapse of the business. Furthermore, as Rammelt et al. (2018) assert, inclusion 

of the poorest in inclusive business might not be the ideal development strategy in 

conditions where, due to resource constraints, it would mean their engagement may 

leave them worse off. Instead, for the excluded smallholders in the ‘poorest’ category, 

policy and development actors should target them with alternative initiatives that 

would be more effective in improving their livelihoods. By doing so, the increased 

socioeconomic inequality that may arise from their exclusion in an initiative, as in the 

mango business in Makueni, can be avoided.

Our findings show that the inclusive business contribution to local food and 

nutrition security is partial and only benefits participant households. Improving 

the income of the smallholders engaged in the business leads to their household 

food security situation being significantly better than that of those excluded. 

Nonetheless, the comparatively increased income has not improved the nutrition 

diversity for the participants, suggesting that more money does not necessarily 

translate to better food intake. This is primarily due to competing household needs, 

such as education and healthcare. Understanding such shortcomings is critical 

for interventions whose objective is to deliver food and nutrition security in a 

smallholder community. To address such limitations, we propose that policymakers 

and development actors explore the contextual background of the community prior 

to intervention design and implementation, and devise solutions accordingly. We 

agree with Gebru et al. (2019: 964) that addressing nutrition and other diet-related 

bottlenecks via an inclusive agribusiness initiative would require expanding an 

initiative scope ‘beyond market facilitation, by integrating other actors that work on 

the food and nutrition components of rural livelihoods’. For the most resource-poor 

smallholders, who may still struggle to earn a decent livelihood and meet their food 

needs despite external assistance, policymakers and development actors should 

promote alternative strategies such as social protection programmes and safety net 

plans (Devereux, 2016; Hidrobo et al., 2018; Pouw et al., 2020)].
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Limitations and future research directions

This study would have benefited from broadening its scope by incorporating the 

other farmers’ cooperative that is part of the inclusive agribusiness initiatives in 

Makueni. Although the authors were prudent in selecting the present cooperative 

to ensure research reliability, it is likely that there is variation in contextual issues 

within the individual cooperatives that could have contributed to enriching the 

research findings. Furthermore, while our research methodology led to the collection 

of information that had adequate depth and met the research objective, the study 

would have been richer had we used a more extensive data collection methodology. 

We relied on a cross-sectional study approach that built on a snapshot household 

survey, meaning there were some limitations in terms of timeline and the data 

gathered. This is primarily because of the short research timeframe and the fact that 

the initiative in Makueni was under way at the time of the research. A more extensive 

data gathering approach, such as a longitudinal study (panel survey), would have 

provided a more comprehensive documentation of the business initiative’s progress 

from the commencement period to completion, ensuring that periodic dynamics 

were captured, and hypothesis testing would have been possible.

Summing up, the present research shed light on the application of an inclusive 

business approach in a smallholder community. We focused on ‘inclusion’ in 

reference to who is able to participate and who is not, which is one of the ways to 

contextualise inclusivity. Another vital conceptual framework is one that encourages 

the assessment of how the value created by inclusive businesses is shared in terms of 

ownership, voice in decision making, and risks and rewards (Vermeulen and Cotula, 

2010). It adds depth to the understanding of the nature and quality of the inclusivity 

for the actors involved. For future research, in addition to incorporating the just 

proposed methodological approach, we recommend that studies on inclusive 

business should broaden their conceptual framework to incorporate the value-

sharing component. This would ensure that the true value and contribution of an 

inclusive business in smallholder communities are captured.
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Abstract

Smallholder commercialisation is central to international development policy 

and practice. As a result, several arrangements to foster market linkages are being 

implemented. Especially popular are farmers' organisations, which are presumed 

to be owned, controlled and financed by smallholders. As such, their design is 

considered inclusive given that every household in a community is theoretically 

allowed to become a member, and the governance and management structure 

encourage participatory decision-making. However, even in the context in which 

farmers’ organisations are actively promoted, a notable proportion of smallholders 

may not be able to engage in market-oriented production or may opt for the 

existing alternative marketing arrangements, as dictated by individual households’ 

socioeconomic characteristics. Focusing on the case of smallholder farming 

in Olenguruone, Nakuru county, Kenya, where a donor-funded dairy farmers’ 

cooperative marketing arrangement is promoted alongside existing marketing 

opportunities, the present research investigated the factors that determine 

smallholders’ commercial farming orientation and marketing arrangements. It 

employed a case study approach, combining both quantitative and qualitative 

research methods for a more complete empirical inquiry. The findings demonstrate 

that irrespective of the external support provided through marketing opportunities 

such as farmers’ organisations, smallholders’ engagement in commercial farming 

and marketing is dictated by their socioeconomic attributes and market perceptions, 

which are heterogeneous among households in a smallholder community. 

Keywords: heterogeneity; farmers' organisations; cooperative; agribusiness; 

inclusion; donor
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5.1 | Introduction

Poverty and incidences of hunger and malnutrition remain high among 

smallholders in sub-Saharan Africa, yet smallholder agriculture is considered the 

key solution to these challenges. Smallholders are farmers who rely on small farms 

(family farms) and they are likely to experience marginalisation in terms of access to 

the land resources, inputs, technology and information that are available to farmers 

with larger farms (Gollin, 2014; Hazell et al., 2007). Improving their small farms’ 

productivity and income via increased market orientation (commercialisation) has 

for long been one of the central focuses of international development policy and 

practice (Abafita et al., 2016; Olwande et al., 2015). Linking them to the market, 

which is often portrayed as being imperfect, remain at the top of this agenda (Abate 

et al., 2014; Shiferaw et al., 2011), because poor infrastructure, failing institutions, 

a lack of information and high transaction costs, among other challenges, prevent 

smallholders from capturing the benefits of the growing domestic demand for 

food and a rapidly globalising agricultural economy (Shiferaw et al., 2011; Kydd and 

Dorward, 2004). 

Against this background, numerous interventions are geared towards improving 

smallholders’ access to produce markets. However, while agricultural 

commercialisation does present opportunities for smallholders to enhance their 

livelihoods, scholars and policymakers rarely question whether every farming 

household can actually participate or benefit from their involvement, even with 

external support. For externally supported marketing opportunities to benefit 

smallholders, the support must adequately address the farming and marketing 

needs of the smallholders. The present research explored smallholders’ market 

orientation and inclination towards specific marketing arrangements. It 

concentrated on establishing the factors that determine the latter aspect in order to 

gain a better understanding of the potential success of donor-funded interventions 

promoting specific marketing arrangements – an issue that is seldom discussed in 

the literature.

In studying smallholders’ market orientation and marketing strategy, we applied the 

actor-oriented approach, which focuses on how actors' (in this case, smallholders’) 

attributes affect their choices (McDonald and Macken-Walsh, 2016). According 

to Long (1997: 2), ‘rural development represents a complex drama about human 

needs and desires, organising capabilities, power relations, skills and knowledge 

[…]’. The actor-oriented approach, therefore, is a useful lens for ‘[…] explaining 

differential responses to similar structural circumstances, even if the conditions 

appear relatively homogeneous’ Long (2001: 13). In development interventions 
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smallholders tend to be perceived as a passive homogenous group whose challenges 

can be addressed by a specific intervention. However, as Long (1997: 2) adds, 

smallholders should not be seen as ‘passive recipients of intervention, but as active 

participants who process information and strategise in their dealings with various 

local actors as well as with outside institutions and personnel’. Long (ibid) stresses 

the need to put actors’ choices into context, which includes but is not limited to 

the distribution of power and/or resources, cultural disposition, past experiences, 

individual concerns, personal habits, lifestyle, peculiarities, emotions and feelings 

(Hebinck et al., 2001). In the present research, we limited the context to individual 

smallholders’ social and economic attributes, past marketing experiences and 

individual concerns.

Under today’s most popular pro-poor approach – inclusive business (Chamberlain 

and Anseeuw, 2019; Likoko and Kini, 2017) – several arrangements to link 

smallholders to national, regional and global markets have been pursued. Examples 

are cooperatives, contract farming, outsourcing and market linkage through a lead 

farmer, as well as the establishment of rural markets and auctions (Markelova and 

Mwangi, 2010; Shepherd, 2007; Markelova et al., 2009). Especially common are 

farmers’ organisations such as cooperatives (Trebbin, 2014; Markelova and Mwangi, 

2010; Shiferaw et al., 2011). Farmers’ organisations have become the centrepiece 

of pro-poor market development interventions in sub-Saharan Africa (Meier zu 

Selhausen, 2016; Shiferaw et al., 2011) and are presumed to embrace the ideology 

of bottom-up empowerment. Owned, controlled and financed by smallholders, 

their design is considered inclusive given that every household in a community is 

theoretically allowed to become a member, and the governance and management 

structure encourage participatory decision-making (Bijman and Doorneweert, 

2010).

The success of a farmer organisation is pegged on its ability to achieve economies of 

scale, both in production and marketing through collective action (Trebbin, 2014). 

To benefit from the collective opportunity, a smallholder must be a member of 

an organisation that qualifies in terms of its capacity to enhance local production 

and support access to the market. However, numerous studies have shown that 

participation in a farmers’ organisation is determined by a wide range of factors, 

including production capacity as dictated by productive resources, educational level, 

age, information, social capital and distance to the produce selling centre (Jitmun 

et al., 2020; Fischer and Qaim, 2014; Ates and Terin, 2011). These findings suggest 

that not every smallholder gets to join a farmers' organisation. At the same time, a 

few studies have demonstrated that smallholders’ marketing strategies, namely 

whether to join a farmers' organisation or use other marketing options, are similarly 
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influenced by various socioeconomic characteristics (Kumar et al., 2019; Tolno et al., 

2015; Mburu et al., 2007). If this applies in the context where farmers' organisations 

are actively promoted through donor- or government-funded interventions, it would 

imply that there is a discrepancy between the promoted marketing arrangements 

and the smallholders’ needs. Given donor persistence in promoting farmers’ 

organisations, understanding the local outcome is critical for future interventions.

The premise of this paper is that smallholders are diverse in terms of their 

socioeconomic attributes, farming experiences, and concerns, which in turn 

dictate participation in commercial farming, and individual households’ goals 

and attitudes towards specific marketing strategies. By goals we mean what the 

farmers aim to achieve through a specific marketing arrangement, and by attitudes 

we mean marketing preferences as determined by experiences and factors unique 

to individual households. It is widely held that farmers’ goals and attitudes vary at 

the individual level (Vanlauwe et al., 2014; van der Ploeg and Ventura, 2014; Bowman 

and Zilberman, 2013; Berkhout et al., 2010). Building on the literature on farmers' 

technology adoption, heterogeneity arising from, among other factors, farmer 

characteristics, asset endowments, risk preferences and intertemporal factors, 

determines what farmers grow, their use of technology and their land management 

practice (Bowman and Zilberman, 2013). For instance, it has been established that 

farmers’ income, resource endowment and/or access to credit affect crops choice, 

farming systems and inclination towards a new crop, systems or technologies 

(Knowler and Bradshaw, 2007; Mccann et al., 1997). 

Against this background, the present research focused on a case of a donor-

funded farmers’ cooperative marketing arrangement that is promoted alongside 

other existing marketing opportunities in rural Kenya. To better grasp issues in 

smallholder dairy farming and marketing landscape in the research community, it 

was imperative to delve into the evolution of Kenya’s dairy sector, its relevance to the 

local economy and current challenges. 

5.2 | Context: Kenya’s dairy industry

The year 1925 can be seen as the naissance of Kenya’s dairy industry, following the 

establishment of the Kenya Co-operative Creameries (KCC) by European colonialists 

with the aim of advancing an agenda on milk production, processing and marketing 

in the country (Wambu, 2017; Bebe et al., 2002). When the colonialists left in the run-

up to independence (1963), their cattle were offered to the local people (Muriuki et 

al., 2003) and land was ‘subdivided and redistributed in line with the land reform 
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movement’(Leksmono et al., 2006: 9), which resulted in smallholders becoming the 

country’s main milk producers (Mbogoh and Ochuonyo, 1992). This necessitated 

KCC to incorporate smallholders in the enterprise, which it did by establishing the 

necessary infrastructure, most importantly regional cooling plants (Leksmono et 

al., 2006). For decades the dairy sector was a monopoly under KCC, a state-led entity 

controlling the entire chain: milk collection, processing and marketing (Leksmono 

et al., 2006; World Bank, 1989). This arrangement allowed the government to dictate 

the prices at the producer and the consumer level (World Bank, 1989). However, due 

to the entry of two new cooperatives as dairy processors – Meru Central Farmers Co-

operatives Union (MCFCU) in 1983 and the Kitinda Dairy Farmers Co-operatives 

Society (KDFCS) in 1986 – KCC lost its monopoly privilege (Leksmono et al., 2006). 

Since then, Kenya has seen a proliferation of dairy companies and cooperatives that 

have entered and exited the market over time.

The dairy sector in African countries has received much notable support from the 

international donor and development community. Between 1975 and 1985, donor 

funding to the sector in developing countries amounted to USD 80 million a year, 25% 

of which came from local governments (Anteneh et al., 1988). In Kenya, these funds 

enabled the government to provide subsidised dairy production services, including 

breeding, animal health and milk production (Leksmono et al., 2006; Bebe et al., 

2002). This sector approach, however, ended following the government’s adoption 

of a new policy on Economic Management for Renewed Growth that ‘emphasized 

the need for small enterprises to be nurtured as beacons for future growth’ (Nelson 

and Johnson, 1997: 8). This structural change, which called for ‘price decontrols, 

liberalisation of marketing, government budget rationalisation, and parastatal 

reform’ (Leksmono et al., 2006: 9), led to a shift from the public to the private sector 

as an essential services provider, but resulted in failure (GoK, 2013). Furthermore, 

the implementation of these radical economic reforms, combined with political 

influences and corruption within KCC, led to the company’s dissolution (Wambu, 

2017; Leksmono et al., 2006). As a result, informal diary traders, along with a few 

private processors, sprang up to meet the processing and marketing demand 

previously controlled by KCC (Leksmono et al., 2006; Muriuki et al., 2003).

Kenya’s dairy industry is regarded as vibrant (Rademaker et al., 2016a). According 

to the country’s Dairy Board (KDB), the dairy sector is Kenya’s largest agricultural 

subsector and a significant contributor to the national economy, accounting for 14% 

of the agricultural GDP and 4% of the national GDP (GoK, 2014: 7). The expansion 

of the sector is notable, experiencing an average annual growth rate of 5.3, 7, and 

5.8 per cent in milk production, processing capacity and per capita consumption, 

respectively (GoK, 2014). Kenya’s per capita milk consumption – namely an average 
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of 117 litres per year – is among the highest in Africa (FAO, 2018). Many Kenyans 

derive their livelihood from dairy farming; an estimated 1.3 million households 

keep dairy cattle (GoK, 2016). Smallholder production accounts for more than 80% of 

the total raw milk output in Kenya, with the rest coming from large-scale producers 

(USAID-KAVES, 2014). However, it is important to note that while a proportion of 

households in smallholder communities in the country engage in commercial 

dairy farming, there are also many that are not involved. Hence, they cannot benefit 

directly from the growing industry.

The raw milk market is dominated by informal traders, who control up to 80% of 

the total product of which only 16% undergoes either home or artisanal processing 

(Muriuki, 2011; Kurwijila and Bennett, 2011; TechnoServe, 2008). Middlemen, 

commonly known as brokers and often viewed negatively as being exploitative 

of farmers, are among the key informal traders (TechnoServe, 2008). The rest is 

processed and marketed through competitive formal channels – those that do some 

processing prior to sale. While there are more than 30 registered dairy processors 

in the country, only a few dominate the market. According to the available data, up 

to 80% of milk is traded through formal channels, including Brookside, New KCC, 

and SnipKnit (Muriuki, 2011; TechnoServe, 2008). Together with other relatively 

small but reputable players, these three big players are accused of operating in an 

oligopolistic manner (Rademaker et al., 2016a; Muriuki, 2011; TechnoServe, 2008).

Cooperatives and farmers’ groups are said to be crucial players in milk production 

and marketing in Kenya and their formation is increasingly encouraged (Rademaker 

et al., 2016a; Mburu, 2016; Bingi and Tondel, 2015; GoK, 2013; Muriuki, 2011). With 

respect to production, they provide various forms of support to their members, 

including the supply of subsidised inputs, animal health services (artificial 

insemination and veterinary services), access to credit facilities, extension services 

and bargaining power. As marketing agents, they either collect, bulk, cool and 

distribute milk after processing, or sell it directly to processors and/or consumers. 

The bulking service is recognised by the government as essential for lowering the 

marketing costs for the farmers, thereby contributing to better returns (GoK, 2013). 

In total, there are about 334 cooperatives and farmers’ groups spread across the 

country according to recent data from KDB (GoK, 2020). 

Despite the positive outlook, Kenya’s dairy industry is faced with numerous 

challenges. First, the milk production level is extremely low due to, among other 

factors, shrinking farm sizes, poor animal husbandry, low-quality feeds, diseases, a 

declining genetic base and the impact of climate change (Bingi and Tondel, 2015; 

GoK, 2013). Second, although there is a wide range of milk markets, the key players 
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are faced with many challenges, including costly milk processing, an unstable supply 

of milk – characterised by cycles of scarcity and abundance – milk quality and safety 

issues, poor infrastructure and the risk of unhealthy competition from growing 

oligopolists in milk processing – problems that are linked to poor policy, regulation 

and enforcement in the country (FAO, 2018; Rademaker et al., 2016a; USAID-KAVES, 

2014; GoK, 2013). Third, because of the oligopolistic nature of the milk market, 

sellers are forced to take the price offered by the big processors (Rademaker et al., 

2016a; Ettema, 2015). These milk market challenges keep producer prices down to 

a point where most farmers’ revenues are below the cost of production (Rademaker 

et al., 2016a). Poor market access and low milk prices deter farmers from increasing 

their investment in milk production. These challenges are the key barriers to the 

sector’s growth (Mburu, 2016; GoK, 2013). 

Against these backdrops, both the Kenyan government and the international 

development community perceive the dairy sector as an agricultural subsector 

with considerable potential to boost local livelihoods and food security (SNV, 2019; 

Solidaridad, 2018; HI, 2015; GoK, 2013). To do so, various interventions are aimed 

at addressing the sector’s growth bottlenecks by improving dairy productivity 

and marketing. The former effort entails increasing the production capacity of 

smallholders, whilst the latter’s focus is on marketing formalisation. It is argued 

that the deep involvement of informal traders makes quality control and standard 

enforcement difficult (GoK, 2013). It is believed that farmers' organisations, 

particularly cooperatives, present the best pathway for the smallholders to address 

these issues.

Recognising that the cooperative marketing arrangement in Kenya’s dairy industry 

is conceived by the government and the donor community as being one of the ideal 

options for smallholder commercialisation, it is also important to presume that 

other existing marketing opportunities play a significant role in addressing farmers’ 

marketing needs that are not met by cooperatives. Given that little is known about 

the key determinants of smallholders’ market orientation and inclination towards 

specific marketing arrangements, it became a relevant area of research. Hence, the 

aim of the present research. The study findings will be crucial for continued efforts to 

improve ways to advance farmers’ commercialisation where applicable, as a means 

to enhance their livelihoods and food security situations.
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5.3 | Materials and methods

5.3.1 | Case description

The fieldwork for this research was carried out in Olenguruone, a rural smallholder 

community in the lower-western part of Nakuru county, Kenya. The average farm size 

in the county is 0.7 ha (1.7 acres). Local smallholders practise mixed farming; that is, 

they both keep livestock and cultivate crops. Bordering the Mau Forest, Olenguruone 

has a favourable climate for tea and livestock production. Among the livestock 

kept are cattle, goats and chickens. Tea, maize and Irish potato are also cultivated. 

Because of extreme cold and wet weather conditions, food crops do not do well and 

take longer than usual to mature. As a result, food and nutrition insecurity is a major 

problem in the region. The local government therefore considers food insecurity as 

one of the top challenges the county is facing (CGoN, 2018).

Nearly all smallholder households in Olenguruone keep at least one dairy cow. To 

take advantage of the local potential of dairy farming, the local government and 

donor organisations have increasingly promoted commercial dairy farming, which 

has become an essential contributor to local livelihoods. The practice is gaining 

popularity because it is considered more profitable than traditional livestock 

keeping. Development campaigns that encourage commercial dairy farming 

as a high potential undertaking to enhance local livelihoods and food security 

amid diminishing farm sizes have been central to the growing interest. Donor 

organisations such as Denmark’s Development Cooperation (DANIDA) and the 

SNV Netherlands Development Organization (SNV) are among those that have been 

active in the region. They promote the transformation in practice via free farmers’ 

training and by linking farmers to formal markets. Besides the external campaigns, 

members of the local elite who have attained some success in commercial dairy 

farming also serve as a source of influence in the community.

Dairy farmers in Olenguruone currently have three marketing options. One is a 

cooperative – Olenguruone Dairy Farmers Cooperative Society (ODFCS) – which 

was established with the support of DANIDA. The cooperative acts as the marketing 

link between the farmers and a private company (Happy Cow), a national dairy 

product manufacturing private company that supplies dairy products to leading 

supermarkets, restaurants and hotels in Kenya (Happy Cow, 2020). During the 

present research, this arrangement was facilitated by a public–private partnership – 

Kenya Market-led Dairy Programme II (KMDP-II) – which was implemented by SNV 

and partners between 2016 and 2019, and financially supported by the Embassy of 

the Netherlands in Nairobi (SNV, 2019). The goal of the programme was to increase 
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the competitiveness of the Kenyan dairy sector by enhancing smallholder access to 

inputs, training and extension services, and the formal market; improving sector 

management and governance, international linkages and partnerships, and milk 

quality; and providing policy and sector support (Molenaar and Blackmore, 2019; 

de Jong et al., 2016). The second market player in Olenguruone is Brookside, the 

largest milk processing company in Kenya (Rademaker et al., 2016b; Business Daily, 

2016). The third market player is made up of brokers, who go to smallholders, often 

on motorcycles, and buy their milk, which they sell to members of the community 

who do not produce their own milk, as well as local restaurants, hotels, schools, and 

ODFCS and Brookside. 

5.3.2 | Data and analyses

A total of 333 individuals participated in this study. A cross-sectional survey involving 

300 households was conducted between December 2018 and February 2019. The 

survey respondents included non-dairy farmers (N=56), dairy farmers selling milk to 

ODFCS (N=154), dairy farmers selling milk to Brookside (N=49) and dairy farmers 

selling milk to brokers (N=42). Non-dairy means farmers not engaged in milk 

production for sale, either because they do not keep dairy cattle or because their 

cattle do not produce enough to allow for commercial practice. Non-dairy farmers 

and dairy farmers selling milk to Brookside and brokers were sampled through the 

snowball technique with the help of randomly surveyed ODFCS members. Most of 

the farmers in Olenguruone worked with the cooperative, hence the higher number 

of those recruited for this survey. 

The interviews were carried out with seven key informants to better understand 

the scope of commercial dairy farming in the community. Five of them were 

milk transporters (Transporters 1–5) for the cooperative. The other two were the 

cooperative’s extension officers in charge of milk production and dairy husbandry 

(Extension 1) and production improvement (Extension 2). In addition to key 

informants, four farmers; one representing each group, were also interviewed. Three 

focus groups discussions were made up of 6–8 farmers, both men and women. The 

three groups represented farmers selling to the cooperatives and brokers, and those 

not engaged in commercial dairy farming. Brookside farmers were not involved in 

the focus group discussions due to their unavailability. The interviews and focus 

group discussions were complemented by observations and informal talks with 

smallholders and cooperative staff during the field visits.

Social and economic attributes affect any farmer’s farming practices (Beyene et 

al., 2006). We set out to explore whether smallholder households’ agricultural 
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production assets, educational level, age and non-farming income influence their 

participation in commercial dairy farming. For inter-household economic data 

consistency and reliability we limited the production assets variables to farm sizes, 

crops and livestock (Berkhout et al., 2010). Since livestock species vary in size and/or 

value, to ensure a standardised unit of measurement as a means of inter-household 

comparison, we adopted the tropical livestock unit (TLU) measurement tool, which 

is a weight-based species exchange ratio used to compare tropical livestock (Quinlan 

et al., 2016; Njuki et al., 2011). Through TLU ‘[…] different species of different 

average size can be described by a common unit and compared’ (Njuki et al., 2011: 

11). We used the TLU conversion factors presented by Jahnke (1982), namely cattle = 

0.7, sheep and goats = 0.1 and chickens = 0.01.

For those farmers producing for the market, given a range of local marketing 

opportunities, they decide based on their needs where to sell their milk. By needs 

we refer to the external supports required to improve production (e.g. convenient 

input access, and subsidies, credit and extension services) that are common in 

cooperative and contract farming business arrangements. A smallholder in need 

of production support as dictated by their production assets is likely to work with a 

marketing outlet that provides such support. Furthermore, as Berkhout et al. (2010: 

272-273) indicate, ‘additional income allows farmers to move away from subsistence 

production and allows for a more market-oriented production strategy’. Market 

preference is also influenced by the market features such as prices, payment period 

and supply chain transaction costs (Bowman and Zilberman, 2013). For instance, 

higher prices and shorter payment periods are likely to motivate some smallholders’ 

marketing choices.

Of the social aspects, educational level and age are known to influence smallholders’ 

cooperative membership (Zheng et al., 2012; Fischer and Qaim, 2012; Bernard and 

Spielman, 2009). According to Bernard and Spielman (2009), a higher educational 

level increases the chance of cooperative membership. Fischer and Qaim (2012) 

found that young people are less interested in participating in collective marketing. 

We also explored smallholders’ individual marketing experiences and their current 

concerns about milk marketing, which were mainly about the frequent failure of 

cooperatives in Kenya and their resentment towards middlemen for the latter’s lack 

of consistency and reliability.

The quantitative data were analysed using STATA (version 13). The descriptive 

outputs from quantitative data analysis were used to describe the households’ 

farming characteristics and to illustrate the households’ heterogeneity. To assess 

the influence of smallholders’ diversity on marketing choice, we conducted a 
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multinomial logit model that allowed us to estimate the probability of marketing 

choice (‘0’ = Brookside, ‘1’ = cooperative (ODFCS), ‘2’ = brokers) based on selective 

socioeconomic attributes. A multinomial logit regression ‘is used to predicting 

categorical placement’ in instances where ‘more than two dependent variables’ 

are involved (here, smallholder marketing choice), ‘based on multiple dependent 

variables’ (here, households’ farming characteristics) (Starkweather and Moske 

(2011: 1). The statistical results were triangulated by the qualitative data, which were 

analysed for themes, patterns and quotes.

5.4 | Findings

5.4.1 | Olenguruone smallholder households’ characteristics

As can be seen from the findings presented in Table 5.1, the four groups of farmers 

vary in terms of both personal and farm characteristics. Most notable is that farmers 

in the non-dairy group own the smallest farms and the least livestock and have 

the lowest annual income. Farmers in the cooperative category, and particularly 

those in the Brookside group, have considerably larger farms and considerably 

more livestock. Overall, the marketing options appear aligned with the farmers’ 

socioeconomic features, whether or not they are engaging in commercial dairy 

farming.

Table 5.1 | Smallholder households’ characteristics (i)

Marketing options

Variables
Non-dairy
(mean)

ODFCS
(mean)

Brookside
(mean)

Brokers
(mean)

Age 43.7 49.3 48.1 44.0

Family size 3.9 4.9 3.8 3.6

Farm plot size (acres) 3.3 6.4 6.6 4.0

Total annual income (KES) 239,802.5 301,430.5 344,298.3 262,711.4

TLU 3.0 5.7 5.8 4.0

Dairy TLU 0.6 1.5 1.7 1.2

* US$1 ≈ KES 100

Figure 5.1 provides data on the influence of key household characteristics on 

engaging in commercial dairy farming and the choice of marketing arrangement 

(%). The households’ gender representation in all the groups seems to be relatively 

similar, with the majority of the households (%) being male headed. To a certain 

extent, the household head’s level of education, specifically secondary education, 
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seems to be a primary factor determining whether or not the household engages in 

commercial dairy farming and/or its choice of marketing channel. It appears that 

households not engaged in commercial dairy farming are more likely to pursue 

businesses and/or wage labour. Only a few of the farmers in all groups are formally 

employed. Access to loans seems to be aligned with different marketing options. 

The majority of the farmers in Olenguruone appear to have access to an information 

medium (television/radio). 

Figure 5.1 | Smallholder household’s characteristics (ii)

5.4.2 | Smallholders’ market orientation and inclination 
towards a specific outlet

The descriptive results show that not every household in Olenguruone engages in 

commercial dairy production, even though at least 90% keep cattle and 83% of the 

non-dairy households own dairy cattle. Farmers in the non-participant group have 

relatively less production resources, given that they own the smallest farms and 

the least livestock (dairy or non-dairy). Their annual income is aligned with their 

resource scarcity situation. During interviews, the cooperative extension officers 

said that some in this group – those keeping livestock – lack interest in engaging 

in commercial dairy farming as an economic activity. They attributed this to the 

local culture. In a Kalenjin community, every household is expected to own dairy 

cattle. Furthermore, milk is an important part of the local diet, especially for young 

children. For households with children, having a cow secures milk for them. Their 

lack of interest in commercial dairy farming is exemplified by their poor livestock 

husbandry and not being attentive to animal dietary needs. They tend to send the 

livestock to open fields and the nearby Mau forest and leave them there for days 
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in an environment severely lacking in nutritious animal feeds (Interviews). It 

thus appears that participation in commercial dairy farming seems to depend on 

households farming characteristics. Those identified in the present case include 

the level of access to production resources; the relatively well-off are engaged and 

have knowledge. For some, dairy farming is not considered an important economic 

activity besides supplying the household with milk. 

As for marking options, the smallholders’ appear to be influenced by individual 

households’ socioeconomic attributes. A multinomial logistic regression was 

conducted to assess which of the attributes were associated with which marketing 

arrangement. Table 5.2 shows the results of the regression model’s estimation with 

marketing options as the three-level dependent variable (‘0’ Brookside, ‘1’ ODFCS, ‘3’ 

brokers) and selective socioeconomic attributes (farm size, dairy cattle ownership, 

annual income) as dependent variables. To ensure consistency in the model, we only 

incorporated the three groups engaged in commercial dairy production. Based on 

the results (χ=21.95, p=0.001), there is enough information in the model to explain 

smallholders’ market inclination. The results indicate that a smallholders’ choice of 

marketing outlet is significantly explained by the number of dairy cattle owned by the 

household. According to the estimation, an increase in dairy TLUs (milk producing 

cattle) by a single unit, decreases the likelihood of a household preferring ODFCS to 

Brookside as the market outlet by a factor of 0.76. A similar trend applies to brokers. 

A one unit increase in a household’s dairy cattle herd decreases the preference for 

brokers over Brookside by a factor of 0.90. Based on the model’s results, production 

capacity is the only determinant of where farmers sell their milk. An explanation of 

the results and data on other non-farm factors influencing marketing options are 

provided below.

Although the model shows that farm sizes and annual income do not seem to directly 

explain smallholders’ choice of marketing outlet (Table 5.2), they do contribute 

to the households’ dairy production capacity. The descriptive results indicate that 

smallholder households that sell their milk to Brookside are the most well-off in 

terms of production assets, having the largest farms and the highest annual income 

(Table 5.1). They also keep the most livestock (largest average TLUs). It is therefore 

reasonable that smallholders who are inclined to sell to Brookside as a market 

option have the largest dairy production capacity in the community, which is made 

possible by their above average assets.
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Table 5.2 | Multinomial logistic regression estimating households’ dairy market inclination

Additional information from the survey data and interviews with farmers and key 

informants add depth to the smallholders’ interest in Brookside as a marketing 

choice. The trust issue was brought up as among the determinants. Smallholders 

working with Brookside said they do not trust the cooperative, quoting management 

problems, inefficiency and a lack of transparency. The cooperative management is 

accused by its members of deducting part of the income from their daily milk supply. 

According to the management, the deduction is meant to be part of shareholding 

and a yearly bonus, yet no members have received the payment despite the expiration 

of the maturation period and their regular follow-ups. Furthermore, no explanation 

has been given by the cooperative leadership. The second issue involves the prices 

paid for milk by the different market outlets. Compared to ODFCS, Brookside and 

brokers offer better prices. The survey data show that 54% of the smallholders selling 

their milk to Brookside were partly attracted to the outlet by their better prices (KES 

38/litre) compared to the cooperative’s (KES 32/litre). In a smallholder community, a 

KES 6/litre difference is a substantial amount.

Despite being regarded as unreliable and inconsistent, particularly by farmers 

working with Brookside, brokers seem to serve a proportion of farmers in the 

community. What motivates farmers to sell their milk to brokers? The first and 

perhaps most important reason is that they pay in cash at the farm gate, an option 

that neither Brookside nor ODFCS provides. These two pay their farmers on a 

monthly basis. For smallholders in this category, access to regular cash to meet their 

daily needs is a challenge, thus they turn to milk income (smallholder interviews). 

Variables  Coef.  St. Err. t-value p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig

Brookside - . . . . .

ODFCS

Farm size (acres)  .39 .242 1.61 .107 -.084 .864

Dairy TLUs -.763 .334 -2.28 .022 -1.418 -.108 **

Annual income (KES) -.157 .205 -0.76 .445 -.56 .246

Brokers

Farm size (acres) -.442 .3 -1.47 .141 -1.03 .146

Dairy TLUs -.902 .457 -1.97 .048 -1.798 -.006 **

Annual income (KES)  .009 .263 0.03 .973 -.506 .524

Mean dependent var 0.972 SD dependent var 0.604

Pseudo r-squared 0.048 Number of obs 250.000

Chi-square 21.951 Prob > chi2 0.001

Akaike crit. (AIC) 447.505 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 475.677

** p<.05
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Indeed, drawing from the descriptive results (Table 1), households in this category 

are the least represented among those with non-farm income. Overall, only 29% of 

households selling milk to brokers have a non-farm income source. The second 

reason farmers are attracted to brokers is the better price. As indicated by 80% of all 

their farmers, brokers offer the highest price of the three market outlets (KES 45/

litre). Cash in hand and good prices are an extra appeal to the poorest dairy farmers 

in the community.

Given the complaints of less pay and the trust issue in the cooperative approach, 

the question remains: what makes smallholders in Olenguruone work with 

ODFCS? The survey responses to this question indicated that ODFCS provisions to 

their members is the main reason that it attracts its farmers. Members of ODFCS 

can obtain subsidised agricultural inputs and services, including animal feeds, 

fertilisers, veterinary services (artificial insemination), extension services and 

financial advances. They are permitted to make their payments for the advances 

through a check-off system (i.e. repaying in kind, namely milk), which they find 

highly convenient (FGD). These claims align with statements made by the extension 

officers, who maintained that farmers in the cooperative tend to struggle to raise 

enough funds for farming input and other related needs, and thus the possibility 

of borrowing from the cooperative is a motivation for membership. Indeed, this is 

among the objectives of a cooperative set-up: to help smallholders to increase the 

quality of their milk production and productivity as well as improve the quality of 

produce. In light of this, the establishment ODFCS seems vital for the Olenguruone 

dairy landscape – linking local smallholders to farming inputs so they can increase 

their production capacity and access to a formal dairy market. While in this respect 

ODFCS closes a vital gap in dairy farming needs in Olenguruone, the members’ milk 

supply data show a rather uninspiring outcome. Supplying an average of 3.8 litres a 

day, smallholder households working with ODFCS supply an average of 114 litres per 

month, for which they receive KES 3648 (inclusive of costs of production). Figure 5.2 

shows the average milk supply to ODFCS in October 2018 through April 2019. These 

low returns suggest that these farmers’ production capacity and the support they get 

from the cooperative does not amount to much. As a result, it seems the cooperative 

does not seem to substantially improve local livelihoods nor enable economies of 

scale, a situation that could be expected if it attracted farmers with relatively higher 

volumes than the current membership.
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Figure 5.2 | Farmers’ average monthly milk supply to ODFCS

5.5 | Discussion

It is widely acknowledged by policymakers and development practitioners 

that a commercial orientation has benefits for smallholders, especially where 

farmers' organisations (cooperatives) are adopted to exploit economies of scale 

considered impossible for individuals (Valentinov, 2007; Deininger, 1995). Hence, 

the continued push for policies and interventions that promote smallholders’ 

participation in commercially viable value chains through farmers' organisations 

such as ODFCS. ODFCS is presented as an ideal opportunity that smallholders 

in Olenguruone should be keen to exploit. In doing so, however, no attention is 

accorded to the ‘[…] existing lifeworlds of the individuals and social groups affected’, 

specifically the existing marketing opportunities in the community and the fact that 

some smallholders choose not to pursue dairy farming due to limited resources 

(Long, 2001: 13). Simply put, the interventions promoting ODFCS did not conduct 

actor-oriented analyses, which help map local ‘[…] everyday life experiences and 

perceptions of the individuals and groups concerned’ (ibid).

The findings of the present research show that smallholders’ integration into a 

cooperative marketing opportunity, irrespective of external support, is dictated 

by individual smallholders’ socioeconomic attributes, among other factors. This 

implies that the smallholders’ participation or lack thereof in the cooperative 

marketing arrangement is dictated by their socioeconomic characteristics, which 

essentially inform their agency on where to sell their milk. We demonstrated that the 

differences in households’ socioeconomic attributes – ranging from farm plot sizes, 
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family size, livestock holding, income and income sources, to household head’s age 

and level of education, and farming risk perception and cultural factors – determine 

whether a household can participate in commercial dairy production and marketing 

arrangements.

The findings also show that even in the context of external marketing support, a 

proportion of households in the community are still unable or unwilling to exploit 

the opportunity presented to them. Low annual income and a lack of adequate 

production assets (land and livestock) are associated with farmers’ inability to 

participate in commercial daily farming. These two are among the primary factors 

that determine a farmer’s dairy production capacity. Hence, they should have been 

considered in the design and implementation of the intervention. Not doing so 

limits the scope and effectiveness of the intervention. The findings are consistent 

with various recent studies on inclusive agribusiness interventions in smallholder 

communities that found that despite external production and marketing support, 

a considerable proportion of smallholders are unable to exploit such opportunities 

due to their limited resources (Wangu et al., 2020; Gebru et al., 2019; Tobin et al., 

2016; Bacon et al., 2014). This calls for rethinking ways to support smallholders’ 

commercialisation in order to enhance their livelihoods. A first step would be to 

acknowledge that not everyone in a smallholder community has the resources and 

the capacity to be involved in commercial farming. Besides the claim that farmers 

in the non-dairy group only keep livestock as part of local culture or are not keen 

to engage in commercial livestock farming, it is also evident that they are the 

households with the least production assets and annual income. For this group of 

farmers, pursuing a commercial farming agenda would be an unrealistic strategy to 

improve their livelihoods. Alternative strategies such as the promotion of off-farm 

economic activities and social protection programmes are needed to reach them 

and prevent further marginalisation. 

The promotion of commercial farming through ODFCS in Olenguruone is considered 

a way to counter the shrinking farm sizes and improve the local dairy industry. 

Given that a large proportion of smallholders are not engaged in commercial dairy 

farming, and given the monthly returns for ODFCS members, we are confident 

in saying that this objective has been only partially met. Furthermore, we see a 

divergence in local marketing arrangements as a result of the different needs and 

preferences of different smallholder households. The findings show that individual 

households’ dairy production capacity (Dairy TLUs), financial arrangements (e.g. 

price of milk and cash in hand) and the trust in the outlet determine households’ 

market choices. Several other studies have reported similar outcomes, namely that 

smallholders’ socioeconomic attributes (e.g. farm plot size, price of the produce, 
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size of the dairy cattle holding) and market perceptions influence the marketing 

channel through which individual households sell their produce (Jitmun et al., 2020; 

Kumar et al., 2019; Ollila et al., 2012; Ates and Terin, 2011; Bernard and Spielman, 

2009; Mburu et al., 2007; Fischer and Qaim, 2012). Mburu et al. (), for instance, 

found that an increase in milk price, size of dairy cattle holding and farm size have a 

negative influence on smallholders marketing their produce through a cooperative. 

According to Ollila et al. (2012), as cited in Cechin et al. (2013: 449), ‘farms with larger 

production capacity are likely to be less dependent on the cooperative for market 

access and, therefore, less willing to be loyal when they see short-term economic 

benefits outside’. This corroborates the present research findings, specifically 

with respect to farmers marketing their milk through Brookside. These findings 

suggest that the cooperative is mostly an option for farmers in the middle in terms 

of production capacity (resource level) in the community, and not for the poorest or 

the most well-off. 

The problem of mistrust of ODFCS is not a new issue affecting cooperative 

membership in Kenya. As reported by Wanyama (2009: 5), incidents of 

mismanagement and corruption within cooperatives date back to the 1990s 

following the 1997 Cooperative Societies Act, which ‘empowered the members to be 

responsible for the running of their own cooperatives, through elected management 

committees’. Notwithstanding the Act amendment in 2004 that gave the state the 

mandate to regulate cooperatives, many related challenges persist, including poor 

financial management, leadership and governance, and political interference (Njiru, 

2014; Baka, 2013; Wanyama, 2009). It seems that these issues remain a concern 

even in the context of donor-funded cooperatives such as ODFCS where some local 

smallholders highlight a lack of transparency with respect to financial management 

(deductions). The distrust of ODFCS highlights the risk perception some farmers 

have towards this marketing arrangement. The same applies to the finding that some 

farmers consider brokers unreliable and inconsistent. The farmers’ perception of 

the market therefore adds an additional dimension to diversity in the community 

that has an influence on the market channel to which individual household’s lean.

Irrespective of the outlined motivations against ODFCS membership, our findings 

show that to a certain extent, the cooperative serves an important role in the local 

commercial dairy industry. Through collective marketing, smallholders working 

with ODFCS can collectively access subsidised inputs and services to enhance their 

production, and enjoy a convenient repayment arrangement: the check-off system. 

Such an arrangement is not available to farmers who supply milk to Brookside or 

brokers should they need it. In addition, ODFCS’s linkage to Happy Cow ensures that 

farmers who are unable to supply milk to a formal channel such as Brookside can 
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still participate and benefit from the formal dairy market through the cooperative 

arrangement. Nevertheless, given how low the average milk volumes supplied by 

ODFCS members are, the impact of the cooperative on local livelihoods remains 

highly limited. The small local contribution of ODFCS in Olenguruone implies that 

cooperative members may be adversely incorporated into the dairy commercial 

value chain (Hickey and Du Toit, 2013; Davis, 2011). Combined with the fact that 

the ODFCS does not reach the most resource poor, the approach and/or the level of 

support to smallholders may need rethinking. 

Cooperatives thrive on volumes, which is why they are promoted as a collective effort 

to achieve economies of scale (Sexton, 1986). By failing to attract those with relatively 

higher production capacities, ODFCS is unlikely to regularly collect the volumes 

that are critical for growth. At the same time, it is crucial to acknowledge that one 

size does not fit all. The different marketing channels seem to cater for the diversity 

of marketing needs and priorities in Olenguruone’s smallholder community. It 

would be unrealistic to expect that these needs and priorities could be met by one 

marketing channel. In this context, future interventions should consider promoting 

multiple options. 

5.6 | Conclusion

The present research set out to explore the commercial farming orientation 

and inclination towards specific marketing arrangements based on individual 

smallholder’s socioeconomic attributes. The findings show that even in the context 

of relatively close rural smallholder communities, there is a considerable level of 

heterogeneity in the households’ socioeconomic characteristics that dictate farming 

systems and marketing arrangements. Individual smallholders have agency towards 

participation in market-oriented production and specific marketing arrangements 

as determined by their unique farming situations – resources, payment systems, 

attitudes/risk perception, etc. Therefore, an analysis of individual smallholder’s 

context vis-à-vis engagement in commercial farming and how to best meet their 

marketing needs in a manner that advances their livelihood is critical. Accordingly, 

those promoting farmers’ organisations such as cooperatives ought to acknowledge 

the presence of important diversity in local marketing needs and priorities emerging 

from the differences in socioeconomic attributes that characterise individual 

smallholder households.
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Abstract

Inclusive business models (IBMs) dominate current development policy and 

practices aimed at addressing food and nutrition insecurity among smallholder 

farmers. Through inclusive agribusiness, smallholder food security is presumed 

to come from increased farm productivity (food availability) and income (food 

access). Based on recent research, the focus of impact assessments of IBMs has 

been limited to instrumental aspects, such as the number of farmers supported, the 

training provided and immediate farm outcomes, namely revenue. Furthermore, 

the assessments limit their scope to participating smallholders, while overlooking 

other community members. With respect to food and nutrition security, there is 

no acknowledgement of the diverse household needs that compete with the food 

requirements with regard to the multidimensional nature of poverty. Focusing on 

recent studies and reviews on the contribution of inclusive business initiatives to 

smallholders’ livelihoods and food security, the present review adopts a food systems 

approach for a broader knowledge and insight analysis. It re-emphasises that a food 

systems approach that provides a systemic and broader way of thinking about and 

working on food issues is critical for development initiatives aimed at ensuring that 

every person can meet their food and nutrition needs. 

Keywords: food systems; agribusiness; non-food needs; household priorities; food 

security; rural diversity 



The need for a food systems approach | 157

6.1 | Introduction

Over the last decade, inclusive business models (IBMs) have dominated development 

policy and practice aimed at improving low-income smallholder farmers’ food 

and nutrition security (hereafter ‘food security’) (Danse et al., 2020; Mangnus, 

2019). IBMs are generally defined as commercially viable business initiatives that 

integrate low-income populations into their value chains as suppliers, processors, 

distributors, retailers or consumers (Woodhill, 2016; Veglio and Fiedler, 2016; FAO, 

2015; UNDP, 2008). Popular and preferred over traditional development approaches 

(i.e. aid and charity), the strength of the inclusive business approach lies in the 

business models’ potential to achieve commercial success while addressing social 

challenges (Danse et al., 2020; Wach, 2012). It is maintained that through IBMs, 

business actors stand to profit from enormous commercial opportunities in food 

value chains – production, supply, processing, distribution and consumption – 

following enhanced smallholder agri-food sector growth, whereas food-insecure 

smallholders would benefit from an increased capacity to address production 

constraints through, for example, inputs, extension services, technology and 

marketing (FAO, 2015; Wach, 2012; van Westen et al., 2019; Hamilton, 2013; 

Tuttle, 2012). Through IBMs, smallholder food security is presumed to result from 

enhanced farm productivity (food availability) and increased income (food access). 

Some literature on the inclusive business approach, however, has expressed 

reservations on whether such positive contributions can be effectively realised, 

while some scholars maintain that the approach may even lead to negative outcomes 

(Hall et al., 2012; Arora and Romijn, 2012; Karnani, 2010). The following contexts 

highlight the different areas of concerns. 

First, due to competitiveness in the agri-food industry, IBMs may not adequately 

address the constraints faced by smallholder farmers, leading to limited livelihood 

change and/or the exclusion of some smallholders from the businesses (van Westen 

et al., 2019; Shiferaw et al., 2011; Vellema and Danse, 2007; Danse and Vellema, 

2006). Second, for the businesses’ participants, the increase in farm productivity 

and income may not be sufficient to overcome their households’ food insecurity 

challenge. Primarily, participation in the businesses implies market-oriented 

production instead of production for home consumption. Yet the majority of 

food consumed in smallholder households comes from own production (Riesgo 

et al., 2016; Dorward, 2014; World Bank, 2008; van Averbeke and Khosa, 2007). An 

increased focus on the market requires more investment from the farmers to meet 

the production costs and is likely to result in market dependence for food. It may 

also expose smallholders to food price fluctuations (Wiggins et al., 2015; Bacon et 

al., 2014; von Braun, 1995). Third, the level of improvement in smallholders’ farm 
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income is a significant determinant of how well it can contribute to their food 

security. Smallholders are not only among the most food insecure populations 

in the world, but also among the poorest. Due to the multidimensional nature of 

poverty, the income derived from the business is likely to be utilised on multiple 

households’ needs, such as health, education, agricultural inputs and home 

improvement, besides meeting food needs. Therefore, the effect of increased farm 

income on food security depends on the amount of money made and the priorities 

accorded to the different household needs. Understanding this complexity in the 

relationship between IBMs and smallholder household food security outcomes 

requires a broader perspective than the productivity and income perspective used in 

the inclusive business approach.

In this paper I argue for a food systems approach in understanding the extent to 

which IBMs can contribute to household food security in smallholder communities. 

Such an approach allows ‘a more holistic way of thinking and working’ in efforts 

aimed at ensuring that every person can meet their food and nutrition needs (Grant, 

2015: 88). It ensures acknowledgement of the intricate nature of the interaction 

between the elements (natural, technical, economic, social and political) and 

activities that are central to food production, processing, distribution, consumption 

and disposal (Grant, 2015; "System", 2020; Halberg and Westhoek, 2019). Through 

the food systems’ approach, the delivery of food is viewed as a complex interaction 

of subsystems with a feedback loop rather than a simple linear process (IPES-Food, 

2019; van Berkum et al., 2018; UNEP, 2016). Thus far, literature on food systems has 

focused on global food security (more generally), health, biodiversity, environmental 

impact and a combination of these aspects vis-à-vis food security (IPES-Food, 2019; 

UNEP, 2016; Willett et al., 2019; IPBES, 2019; TEEB, 2018; IPES-Food, 2017; HLPE, 

2017; EEA, 2017; GP, 2016; Ericksen, 2008a).

Utilising the food systems approach, I re-analyse the available empirical inquiries 

into the potential contribution of inclusive business initiatives to smallholders’ 

livelihoods and food security. Included in the analysis are three case studies that 

are part of a recently concluded research project – Follow the Food. The project 

assessed the contribution of foreign direct investments in agribusiness to local food 

security (NWO, 2021). This author primarily contributed to two of these studies: the 

French bean and the mango cases (Wangu et al., 2021; Wangu et al., 2020). The Malt 

barley case is the third study from Follow the Food (Worku, 2019). For the rest of the 

empirical cases, a Google Scholar search through Utrecht University library with the 

keywords inclusive; (agri)business; food and nutrition security; and smallholder was 

conducted. All studies in the period 2010–21) on IBMs in Africa were included in this 

review. To broaden the scope of the analysis, two review publications on inclusive 
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business in smallholder communities were also included. In total, 10 empirical 

studies, two review articles and two organisations’ reports were analysed/reviewed. 

Table 6.1 provides an overview of all the materials. More details on the initiatives are 

presented in the analysis subsection below.

Table 6.1 | Material included in the analysis

The cases from Follow the Food project show that there are significant limitations 

to using IBMs as the solution to food security in smallholder farming communities. 

These limitations generally arise from the mismatch between the initiatives and the 

local priorities and context, and the instrumental focus on farm productivity and 

income rather than the desired end goal, namely food security. By re-analysing the 

findings of these studies from a food systems perspective, whereby food is the centre 

of focus, the systemic issues surrounding the effect of IBMs on local food security 

(or lack thereof) are better understood. Guiding the present analysis are two key 

questions. Are all smallholders in the targeted communities, especially the most 

food insecure, able to derive farm benefits from inclusive business initiatives? And 

do inclusive business initiatives and resulting income levels sufficiently address 

the local non-farm food access hurdles? The smallholder farming system – which 

is characterised by a range of constraints including limited access to land, water, 

farm inputs and technology – is central to food availability and access in smallholder 

communities. Inclusive businesses must therefore effectively counter these 

systemic constraints to boost local food availability and/or access. In doing so, they 

Country(s) Author(s) & year Primary inclusive features Produce

Ethiopia Gebru et al. (2019b) Production/marketing support Malt barley

Ethiopia Gebru et al. (2019a) Production/marketing support Vegetables

Ethiopia Worku (2019) Production/marketing support Malt barley

Ethiopia Tommasi (2018) Production/marketing support Various: Livestock/
dairy; Food/cash crops

Ghana Mangnus and van Westen (2018) Production/marketing support Maize

Ghana de Vries (2017) Production/marketing support Various fruit crops

Kenya Wangu et al. (2021) Production/marketing support French bean

Kenya Wangu et al. (2020) Production/marketing support Mango

Zimbabwe Mutema and Chiromo (2014) Production/marketing support Tabasco chili

Tanzania Herrmann et al. (2018) Production/marketing support Various food and 
cash crops

Various Kaminski et al. (2020) Review article Production/marketing support Aquaculture

Various German et al. (2020) Review article Production/marketing support Various food and 
cash crops

Various World Bank (2018; 2012) Report Production/marketing support Various
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must consider the diversity in constraints common in different households within 

the same community. The food availability dimension is determined by the type of 

produce promoted through the IBMs and the destined markets. Locally consumed 

food produce and produce that is destined for local markets would, arguably, have a 

more favourable effect on local food systems than produce that is destined for distant 

markets. To enhance smallholder food security via food access, inclusive business 

initiatives and anticipated improvement in income must counter socioeconomic 

barriers to food access in respective communities. Such barriers include the 

previously mentioned competing household non-food needs (healthcare, school 

fees, clothing, etc.), the poor condition of local food markets and limited nutrition 

education. Prior to delving into the analysis and detailed findings, the background 

to the food systems approach is provided.

6.2 | The food systems approach – a conceptual 
background

Today, policymakers and major international development agencies such as the 

European Commission and the UN’s Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) 

employing the food systems approach in their global food security efforts, as clearly 

evidenced in various high-profile food and nutrition security reports (HLPE, 2017; 

FAO et al., 2020; EU, 2019). The 2021 United Nations Food Systems Summit is 

testament to the growing recognition of systems thinking and working on global food 

security (UN, 2021). As Halberg (2017: 1) notes, the food systems concept is perceived 

as an alternative to ‘value chains as the common description of food production 

from field to fork’. Generally, value chain analysis entails mapping actors and key 

linkages within a chain whereby the focus is establishing an area of improvement 

via, for example, better governance (Rosales et al., 2017; Gereffi and Fernandez-

Stark, 2011; Kaplinsky and Morris, 2000). The value chain analysis is critical to food 

security as it informs the assessment of food systems (Ridoutt et al., 2019; Morgan et 

al., 2019; de la Pena et al., 2018; Taylor, 2005). However, the value chain approaches 

are perceived as limited for undertaking a broader and integrated analysis of food 

systems. Integrated analysis allows for ‘consideration of multiple outcomes, and 

better links value chains with consumer behaviour and food environments’ (Farmery 

et al., 2021; FAO, 2018). Figure 6.1 shows the differences and similarities between the 

food systems food framework (on the left) and the value chain framework.
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(a) Sustainable food systems framework (De Bernardi and Azucar, 2020)

(b) Sustainable value chain framework (FAO, 2014)

Figure 6.1 | Frameworks

Food systems comprise interactions between biogeophysical and social, economic 

and political factors (Ericksen, 2008a; Béné et al., 2019; Berkes et al., 2008). The 

analysis of these interactions requires a food system to be perceived as comprising 

the ‘determinants and outcomes of its activities’ (Tendall et al., 2015: 18). The 

determinants constitute the biophysical and the social, economic, and political 
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elements that guide the performance of the system’s activities. The outcomes give 

rise to a certain level of food security but could also result in social and environmental 

changes that in turn influence the food system activities and its outcomes (Tendall et 

al., 2015; Ingram et al., 2012; MA, 2005; Steffen et al., 2004; Lonergan, 1999).

The concept of food systems is not new, having its roots in the 1970s and 1980s 

(Kneen, 1989; Sobal, 1978). Recent renewed attention to the concept among 

policymakers and in research and practice emerged from a need to understand the 

increasingly globalised food system with respect to concerns about how the food 

system’s structure and governance impact patterns of consumption and social 

and environmental welfare (Ericksen, 2008a; Béné et al., 2019; Foran et al., 2014; 

Brinkley, 2013). In light of this, there is a consensus that food systems are failing 

given the mounting problem of hunger and malnutrition across the globe, and thus 

an urgent need for their improvement (GP, 2016; Haddad et al., 2016; de Schutter, 

2014; Gómez et al., 2013). Even then, ‘the nature of what that failure actually entails 

seems to differ considerably between perspectives’ (Béné et al., 2019: 118).

Food systems are complex owing to the many interactions involved, and thus 

adopting a food systems approach in research and practice is a challenge. In 

smallholder communities, for instance, local food systems are less structured/

formal, making them difficult to adequately analyse. Adding to the complexity, the 

FAO (2018) insists that a food systems review should consider contemporary global 

changes such as population growth, natural resources depletion, climate change and 

globalisation. Perhaps its major weakness is that even though the approach offers a 

broad and integrated way of analysing food security issues in specific communities, 

it does not offer guidance on the most important areas to focus on. In principle, food 

systems are boundless. Notwithstanding its shortcomings – namely a lack of focus 

and delineation compared to the value chain approach commonly employed to 

study IBMs – it promises to provide a broader, systemic understanding of the critical 

factors that determine food security outcomes in smallholder communities.

Research and policy on food systems has revolved around three areas: agriculture, 

nutrition and socioecology. In the agriculture domain, attention is narrow; the 

focus is on ‘maintaining or restoring productivity’ especially in the context of 

climate change (Béné et al., 2019). Another concern is the negative effect that food 

systems may have on the environment, such as resources depletion (Garnett and 

Godfray, 2012). Limited scope has also applied to the nutrition domain. Efforts 

have been targeted at solving the poor quality of diets and feeding habits through 

supplementation and food fortification campaigns, and encouraging dietary 
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behaviour change, such as breastfeeding (Béné et al., 2019; Beal et al., 2017; Bhutta 

et al., 2013). Yet, the long-term efficacy of such strategies has been questioned when 

they are implemented outside the broader local food environment and the structural 

causes of undernutrition (Bhutta et al., 2013; Leroy et al., 2008). The socio-ecology 

context focuses on the interactions between bio-physical and social dynamics, and 

how these components are impacted by environmental, social and livelihood factors 

(Béné et al., 2019).

In analysing the contribution of IBMs to smallholder household food security, 

all three areas are relevant. Low productivity (and as a result, low income), which 

characterises smallholder farming, is perhaps the primary reason why local food 

systems fail to deliver adequate and nutritious food. Therefore, the potential of 

IBMs to address the contributing constraints (i.e. to improve smallholder farming 

systems) is a critical step towards local food security. The anticipated outcomes of 

IBMs (increased productivity and income), however, are contingent upon the nature 

and scope of the inclusivity aspect (the agricultural and innovation systems), which 

is one of the food system’s subsystems. Other local subsystems are also significant 

(Béné et al., 2019; Foran et al., 2014; Ericksen et al., 2010; Ericksen, 2008b). Among 

the subsystems are the socio-ecological system that revolves around the quantity 

and quality of land and water resources, the cultural context (food preferences), and 

political-ecology systems that determine issues of politics, power and social justice 

that are critical to food security for vulnerable households. Overall, how an inclusive 

business initiative interacts and affects the different subsystems’ performance 

determines the ultimate local food security outcome.

I begin the present analysis in the following subsection by reviewing the scope of 

different IBMs in different communities as specified in the selected studies. The 

results provide answers to the first question of this paper on whether all farmers in 

targeted communities derive benefit from the IBMs, by establishing who becomes 

integrated and how. Specifically, it indicates whether all farmers in targeted 

communities are integrated into the IBMs, and the quality of support they receive 

vis-à-vis addressing individual farming constraints.

6.3 | The scope of inclusive business models

6.3.1 | Description of the initiatives

The United Nations World Food Programme (WFP) maintains that boosting 

smallholders’ livelihood by providing them with support to tackle local production 
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constraints and limited access to formal markets is ‘key to building sustainable food 

systems, advancing food security and achieving Zero Hunger’ (WFP, 2021: 1). That is 

exactly what IBMs in smallholder communities seek to accomplish. The malt barley 

initiative that aimed to address food insecurity in Lay Gayint district in northern 

Ethiopia, took the form of contract arrangements between Gondar Malt Factory 

(GMF) and smallholders’ cooperatives (Gebru et al., 2019b). Inclusion elements 

from the business comprised a guaranteed produce market and access to credit, 

technology and technical skills. A state-sponsored vegetable initiative in Raya Azebo 

district, which is also located in northern Ethiopia, promoted commercial vegetable 

production (chili peppers, onion and tomato) for local, regional and, occasionally, 

foreign (Djibouti) markets (Gebru et al., 2019a). A shift from less profitable staple 

food production to horticultural crops for higher returns is considered a key 

pathway to local food security (increasing food access). The inclusivity aspects of 

the initiative include irrigation infrastructure, provision of extension services, and 

facilitation to access produce markets. Community Revenue Enhancement through 

Agricultural Technology Extension (CREATE) is another public–private partnership 

(PPP) initiative in the Arsi Zone, Ethiopia, which has a similar objective to that of 

the first two initiatives. It is financed by the Dutch government, Heineken and the 

World Bank, and involves malt barley production (Worku, 2019). Heineken provides 

the market for the malt barley that is used to produce beer locally. Through contract 

farming, smallholders have access to quality inputs – particularly new, high-quality 

seed varieties – training, extension services and a stable guaranteed market for their 

produce. Finally, six different inclusive business initiatives in Ethiopia that are 

seeking to address local food security were researched in one case study (Tommasi, 

2018). These six initiatives are: spices and grain initiative – a PPP arrangement that 

supports smallholders’ access to quality inputs, technical skills and technology, 

and markets; a PPP initiative that promotes the avocado value chain; another PPP 

that promotes coffee production and marketing; a daily initiative by a foreign 

company supporting smallholders with quality animal feeds, essential hardware 

and transport facilities as a means to integrate them into the dairy value chain; a 

livestock PPP initiative run by a private company that links smallholders to national 

and export markets for meat products; and a PPP initiative that promotes seeds 

production by smallholders by equipping them with the right inputs, information 

and technology.

Elsewhere, in northern Ghana, a farmers’ association – Masara N’arziki – 

established by two partly foreign and private agribusiness companies promote the 

commercialisation of various commodities, including cocoa, rice, maize and cotton 

(Mangnus and van Westen, 2018). The study included here focusses on maize. The 

business supports smallholders through subsidised agricultural inputs, services 
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and linkage to markets. The other case from Ghana involves the IBM of HPW Fresh 

& Dry Ltd (Accra, Ghana), which promotes the production and marketing of dried 

fruits (pineapples, mangoes, coconuts and papayas) for European markets (de Vries, 

2017). The initiative provides training in resource management, imparting technical 

skills to farmers to improve their production capacity while providing other farm- 

and market-related support.

In Tharaka Nithi county in Kenya, the French bean PPP initiative, which is funded 

by the Dutch government and a Kenyan private company, introduces the production 

of a high-value crop – French bean – via a contract farming arrangement. It was 

conceived as an ideal strategy to counter dwindling farm plot sizes and provide 

a solution to local food insecurity in a densely populated smallholder community 

(Wangu et al., 2021). Through this initiative, farmers are provided access to farm 

inputs in the form of seeds, agrochemicals and fertiliser, and extension services 

and markets. The second case is from Makueni county in Kenya. The programme on 

mango production, value addition and processing is led by the county government 

and funded by the European Union. The initiative follows the establishment of a 

fruit processing plant in the community. The goal is to solve the problem of mango 

post-harvest loss, a common experience in the community, and by so doing improve 

smallholder income and food security.

The Agro Initiative Zimbabwe (AIZ) implemented in Honde Valley and the Mutasa 

district of Manicaland, Zimbabwe involves the production and marketing of tabasco 

chili through contract farming. Farmers receive support to access inputs, are trained 

in production skills and provided access to a ready market for their produce. The 

case from Tanzania includes various initiatives promoting contract farming and 

cooperative arrangement as ways to link farmers to the market. Among the crops 

produced are cashew nut, coffee, cotton, tobacco, sesame and pigeon pea.

From the aquaculture development in a review from low- and middle-income 

countries, strategies similar to the inclusive businesses described in the above cases 

are observed (Kaminski et al., 2020). Smallholders’ capacities are improved through 

contract farming and the provision of farm input, technical training and market 

linkage via farmers’ cooperatives, associations and groups. The study by German 

et al. (2020) of businesses with the same arrangement specifically reviews ‘the 

structural factors shaping agricultural value chains and their implications for social 

inclusion’. The final case study included is farm forestry project by the International 

Financial Cooperation (IFC) in a ‘large South Asia country’, promoted the supply 

of pulpwood (eucalyptus trees) for the local pulp mills. It was geared towards 

enhancing local livelihoods whereby IFC supported low-income smallholders with 
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skills training and inputs and credits to boost farmers’ earnings to alleviate their 

poverty and improve food security (World Bank, 2018; 2012).

6.3.2 | Inclusion and quality of inclusion

Common to all the inclusive business models in the studies that have extensively 

assessed smallholders’ participation is their selective nature concerning who 

participates. This is to be expected, as for various reasons not everyone in the 

respective communities can and/or are willing to be part of the initiatives. However, 

it is consistently evident that the relatively well-off farmers seem to be favoured by 

the opportunities the businesses provide. Gebru et al. (2019a) found that while the 

vegetable initiative in Ethiopia led to increased household income, participation is 

largely determined by access to production resources endowment. These include 

farm plot size and livestock holding, access to extension services and ability to 

meet production costs. Other, social factors are cooperative memberships, market 

risk perception, price of the produce and distance to the market. These findings 

are mirrored to a certain extent by the French bean initiative in Kenya. To produce 

French bean, a water intensive crop, a farmer must have access to water for irrigation 

(Wangu et al., 2021). There are only two irrigation infrastructures available in the 

community and they serve only 20% of the smallholder households, implying only 

households within this group can exploit the opportunity (Wangu et al., 2021). 

Membership of the two irrigation schemes costs smallholders KES 66,000 and KES 

120,000, respectively (≅ US$ 610 and US$ 1110), funds that nearly all non-members 

(80%) insist they are unable to raise. In addition to water resource limitations, the 

non-participants have less than average farm plot sizes (1.65 acres) compared with 

participants (2.18 acres). An increase in farm plot size significantly increases the 

chances of participating in the French bean business.

The trend towards excluding the least well-off smallholders from the initiatives seen 

above seems to be replicated in the malt barley initiative in Ethiopia, the mango 

enterprise in Kenya and the farm forestry business in South Asia. Worku (2019) 

found that smallholders engaging in malt barley for Heineken in Arsi Zone have 

significantly higher production resources endowment, namely farm plot sizes (4.9 

acres vs 3.7 acres for non-participants) and labour (family size of 6.8 vs 6.1 for non-

participants). According to Gebru et al. (2019b), participation in the malt barley 

initiative is dictated by farming resource endowment (farm plot size, size of livestock 

holding), information access, institutional linkage, gender, and location. In 

Makueni county in Kenya, the household’s farm plot size is a significant determinant 

of participation in the mango business: participant households’ average plot 

size is larger (12 acres) than that of non-participants (7 acres) (Wangu et al., 2020). 
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Participants also have a larger number of mango trees and greater household labour 

capacity (family sizes) than non-participants. The study from Tanzania (Herrmann 

et al., 2018) found that participation in inclusive businesses is determined by assets 

(vehicles), access to information, age, livestock holding (for livestock businesses), 

level of non-farm income, distance to the urban area and educational level. In the 

farm forestry initiative in South Asia, ‘the farmers who participated in this business 

project were not the poorest, but rather middle-income farmers’; those with bigger 

farm plot sizes (World Bank, 2012: 20).

The extensive review study on inclusive businesses across Asia and Africa by 

Kaminski et al. (2020: 17) corroborates the findings regarding the cases presented 

above. As part of their study’s conclusion, they maintain that their findings ‘[…] 

suggests that most of these models require smallholders to have access to some 

degree of assets, such as land, finance and/or human and social capital’. German 

et al. (2020: 14) share similar findings, namely that ‘[…] factors specific to the crops 

and value chains reviewed also shape social inclusion’. Among those mentioned 

are barriers to mechanisation, large input costs and delayed returns, financial risks 

and water for irrigation. When the private sector is involved (and the government 

retrenches), the support available to address these constraints is likely to be 

inadequate, given competitiveness and the efficiency imperative in the agri-food 

sector. The summaries of these findings are presented in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2 | Participation in inclusive business initiatives

Initiative(s) Factors determining participation in IBM(s)

Vegetable (Ethiopia) Productive resource (farm plot size, irrigation infrastructure), 
cooperative membership, extension services, age of household 
head, market distance, risk perception

Malt barley I (Ethiopia) Production resource (farm plot size, size of livestock holding, 
labour), information access (radio), age, institutional support, 
distant to market, risk perception

Malt barley II (Ethiopia) Production resource (land plot size, labour)

French bean (Kenya) Productive resource (land plot size, irrigation infrastructure)

Mango (Kenya) Productive resource (land plot size, number of mango trees, 
labour), access to loans, age and education of household head

Food and cash crops (Tanzania) Production resource/asset (size of livestock holding, vehicle), 
distance to market, non-farm income, information access

Farm forestry (south Asia) Production resource (land plot size)

Aquaculture (developing countries) Production resource (land plot size), finance, human and social 
capital

Food and cash crops (developing 
countries)

Production resource (irrigation, machinery) risk perception
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As a pro-poor strategy in smallholder communities, the inclusive business approach 

is designed to integrate poor and marginalised rural populations into local, regional 

and global agri-food value chains as part of the Sustainable Development Goals call 

to ‘leave no one behind’ (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019: 10). While generally the benefits 

attributed to participation in IBMs seem to apply to some smallholders, it becomes 

a concern when those most in need are excluded from participation. This outcome 

arguably defeats the logic behind the inclusive business/development – reaching 

those furthest behind first. Importantly, what does it mean for the food and nutrition 

security in the respective communities? The next section attempts to answer this 

question.

6.3.3 | Inclusive businesses’ contribution to household food 
security

The various initiatives analysed provide some level of the support needed to improve 

smallholder farming systems; hence, increased productivity and improved income 

can be expected among participant households. Indeed, in Raya Azebo, Ethiopia, 

Gebru et al. (2019a) found that participation in the vegetable business significantly 

improves the incomes of the households involved. Accordingly, higher incomes 

contribute to their improved food security by enabling food access during the lean 

period, that is, when they are short on own production. Further analysis, however, 

reveals that the increase in income does not have an effect on households’ food 

variety and dietary diversity, calorie intake or child anthropometry. The authors 

attribute the outcome to the limited availability of diverse foods in the local markets, 

and possibly a lack of adequate knowledge of nutrition. Even more worrying, the 

findings indicated ‘a negative relationship between participation in the vegetable 

business and the scores for food variety and diet diversity’ (Gebru et al., 2019a: 23).

The findings from the mango business in Makueni county in Kenya are similar to 

those from the Ethiopian vegetable business. The participants report a significant 

increase in their income, thanks to mango value addition and market opportunities 

that were not available to them previously (Wangu et al., 2020). The resulting 

enhanced income is associated with better general household food security. 

Nutrition-wise, however, no significant difference was observed between the 

business participant and non-participant households. The local diet, for both 

business participants and non-participants, has a significant lack of roots and 

tubers, fruits, fish, eggs and meat. The study indicates that rather than use the 

income from business to buy better food, smallholders spend it on non-food items 

such as education for their children, healthcare and agricultural inputs. In the event 

that money is spent on food, it is to purchase staples and/or commercial ingredients 
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such as oil, sugar, etc. They spend cash income on ‘special food’ (e.g. meat and eggs, 

which are absent from the local diet) only rarely, usually to celebrate significant 

holidays or event.

In the first malt barley initiative in Ethiopia, increased income is associated with 

better food access and diet diversity score, but does not improve ‘the actual calorie 

intakes, food variety score, child nutrition and food availability’ (Gebru et al., 2019b: 

963). The findings from the study of the second malt barley business in Ethiopia, 

indicate significantly higher incomes for participant households (Worku, 2019). The 

higher incomes are a result of the premium price offered by Heineken and the higher 

yields from improved seed varieties and other production support received from the 

business initiative. Shockingly, however, the increased income does not contribute 

to either better household food security or nutrition (dietary diversity). Apparently, 

much of the income from the malt barley business is spent on accumulating new 

assets instead of buying better and more nutritious food. An additional explanation 

of this outcome is the company’s payment approach, whereby smallholders receive 

a lump sum instead of frequent periodic payments. Studies have shown that more 

frequent payments in contract farming arrangements favour household food 

security compared to lump sum payments (Kuma et al., 2019; Negash and Swinnen, 

2013). Should this be the case, the present outcome would hardly change given that, 

as reported by the author, there is a lack of certain food varieties, particularly fruits 

and vegetables, in the local market. In the Tanzania study, Herrmann et al. (2018) 

found that despite significantly increasing business participant income compared 

to non-participants, there was no significant difference in household food security. 

The study notes that other elements are critical to food security, including access to 

potable water, sanitation, healthcare and education. As regards the study on the six 

IBM initiatives in Ethiopia, Tommasi (2018) indicates that while there is a limited 

contribution to food security, the dietary diversity among participant households 

has not improved.

In Tharaka Nithi county, Kenya, the French bean business is considered a failure 

as it generally does not benefit the participating households (Wangu et al., 2021). 

Owing to critical contextual factors, the crop performs extremely poorly. Despite 

the availability of an irrigation infrastructure among the business participants, 

access to water for crops production is both inconsistent and unreliable because 

the community is in a semi-arid region where rainfall is erratic. As a result, crops 

often fail. Out of all the households that engaged in the French bean production 

cycle during the time of the study, only 20% made some (limited) profit. A lack of 

improvement in participant household income implies that the business does not 

contribute to local food or nutrition security.
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Regarding a direct contribution of increased farm productivity to household food 

availability, the outcome is a matter of whether the crop promoted is consumed 

locally. It is reported that the vegetable business in Ethiopia contributes to 

participants’ household food security via partial consumption of the produce (Gebru 

et al., 2019a). The same applies to all other initiatives that promote fruit crops and 

other food crops that form part of local diets. Concerns, however, arise when the 

crops are produced for the market and when income derived from the sale is not 

sufficient to procure food or the food needed is not available in the local markets. 

Ntakyo and van den Berg (2019) warn that ‘market-oriented crop production is not 

sufficient for reducing hunger and undernutrition of smallholder households, 

even if the marketable crop is a food crop that can also be consumed at home’. The 

beans from the French bean business are primarily exported to European markets 

and are hardly consumed locally, thus do not contribute directly to local food and 

nutrition security. Smallholders’ market-orientation also implies land use change 

jeopardising local farms’ food crop diversity, which is common on smallholder 

farms. This will in turn impact the availability of diverse foods both in households 

and at the local market. In the case of Makueni county, the mango processing plant 

has triggered smallholders to expand their mango plantations in anticipation of 

increased returns from the crop (Wangu et al., 2020). To participate in the tabasco 

chili initiative in Zimbabwe, farmers use up to 0.25 ha (0.6 acres) in a community 

where the average farm size is between 0.5 ha (1.2 acres) and 1 ha (2.5 acres), meaning 

for some farmers, at least half of the farm is allocated to the cash crop (Mutema and 

Chiromo, 2014). The average income in a year from the business US$ 260 (US$ 0.7 

per day), which does not help participants rise above the poverty line of US$ 1.90 

per day. Such a small amount contributes hardly anything to smallholder’s food 

security, especially given other competing non-food needs. Considering how small 

the available land is, tabasco chili production is also likely to reduce the diversity of 

food crops. Studies have shown that such reduced diversity on smallholders’ farms is 

detrimental to household dietary diversity (Mangnus and van Westen, 2018; Sibhatu 

et al., 2015; Pellegrini and Tasciotti, 2014).

Among the non-participant households, the businesses’ pathways to improved food 

security (i.e. increased farm productivity and income) are irrelevant: such potential 

food security benefits cannot be expected for this group of smallholders as they are 

excluded. In a very few cases benefits for non-participants can be seen, indirectly 

through employment and trade in the produce, as reported in various cases (Wangu 

et al., 2020; Gebru et al., 2019a; Tommasi, 2018; de Vries, 2017; Mutema and 

Chiromo, 2014). Yet, based on the six IBM initiative study in Ethiopia, it is reported 

that the income non-participants derive from the employment opportunities created 

is insufficient to contribute to better local food security. Basically, the income – and 
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by extension, food security benefits – are marginal and thus have not been reviewed. 

What is clear is that in all the businesses, the excluded smallholders fair worse in 

their household food security than the included. With regards to nutrition security, 

however, neither participants nor non-participants are doing better. This implies a 

significant nutrition gap that goes beyond the farmers’ production and marketing 

capacities. Even then, the unavailability of diverse food items in local markets and/

or food needs competition with non-food needs for the available income must be 

acknowledged. Also critical for consideration is limited nutrition knowledge and 

other local contextual factors that may be linked to food insecurity. Table 3 presents 

an overview of the food security contribution of the various inclusive business 

initiatives.

Table 6.3 | Studies’ findings - inclusive businesses and local food security

Initiative(s) Food Security contribution (and reasons/factors where applicable)

Vegetable (Ethiopia) -  Improved income leads to better food security for participants but 
has no effect on dietary diversity or caloric intake, or child anthro-
pometry improvement

-  Limited food availability in local markets & nutrition knowledge 
among contributing factors

Malt barley I (Ethiopia) -  Improved income leads to better food security
-  No improvement in calories intake, food variety, child nutrition or 

food availability

Malt barley II (Ethiopia) -  Improved income does not lead to better food or nutrition security
-  Income spent on acquiring new assets

Various (Ethiopia) -  Improved income contributes to limited food security
-  No contribution to dietary diversity

French bean (Kenya) -  No income improvement; does not affect food or nutrition security
-  Mismatch between intervention and local context
-  Crop produced not part of local diet

Mango (Kenya) -  Income improved associated with better food security
-  No dietary diversity improvement
-  Income spent on non-food needs
-  Potential reduction in crop diversity 

Maize (Ghana) -  Increased income but limited long term contribution to food 
security

-  Reduce food crop diversity

Fruits (Ghana) -  Improved income leads to limited contribution to food security
-  No dietary diversity contribution

Tabasco chili (Zimbabwe) -  Limited income improvement; hardly contributes to food security
-  Likely to reduce food crops diversity

Food and cash crops 
(Tanzania)

Improved income does not lead to better food or nutrition security
Access to other elements – potable water, sanitation, healthcare and 
education also influences food security
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6.4 | Discussion and conclusions

The present paper adopted a food systems approach to broaden the knowledge 

of and insights into the contribution of inclusive business to food and nutrition 

security in smallholder communities. This paper serves to enrich the existing 

knowledge and debate on the role of the private sector role in delivering societal 

development goals, specifically food security for marginalised populations 

(Mangnus, 2019; FAO, 2015; Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Schouten and Vellema, 2019; 

Allen and de Brauw, 2018; Maestre et al., 2017; FAO, 2013). It does so by expanding 

the discussion on the possibilities and improbability of inclusive businesses in 

solving smallholders’ farming-related livelihood constraints, especially those most 

marginalised socioeconomically and therefore most in need (van Westen et al., 2019; 

Blowfield and Dolan, 2014). Concomitantly, and most importantly, it illuminates the 

importance of a food systems approach, which puts food at the centre of policies 

and development interventions that are designed and implemented with a view to 

addressing food and nutrition insecurity in smallholder communities.

Today’s food security policies and interventions in developing countries favour 

investing in smallholder commercialisation through the inclusive business 

approach (FAO, 2015; WFP, 2021; iBAN, 2020; MFAN, 2017; CFS, 2016; IFAD, 2015). 

Indeed, improving smallholder farms’ productivity (food availability) and income 

(food accessibility) are among the key elements of an effective smallholder food 

system (Ericksen, 2008a). In the context of all the studies presented in this paper, 

these outcomes seem to only apply to a proportion of smallholders – the relatively 

well-off – and only to a certain extent, depending on the initiative, owing to diversity 

in the socioeconomic characteristics in the respective communities. Evidently, the 

level of individual smallholders’ productive resources such as farm plot size, labour 

and access to water for irrigation, determines participation in the inclusive business 

initiatives. Land and water resources are particularly critical. In smallholder 

communities, they constitute the basis through which livelihoods are earned. They 

are therefore key ingredients in the pathway to secure households’ food needs. As 

such, the individual smallholders’ quality of land and water resources are central to 

their food system.

The exclusion of smallholders who are most in need irrespective of the support 

provided through inclusive businesses, or instances where an initiative fails to meet 

its basic goals (e.g. in the case of French bean in Kenya), implies that the approach 

may not be realistic in certain smallholder settings. While the limitations of IBMs 

both in achieving the desired outcome or reaching the marginalised may be a result 

of poor design and implementation of an initiative, the capacity issue of the business 
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models should also be acknowledged. Considering that inclusive businesses are 

profit oriented, it is understandable that not every smallholder can be reached, 

especially those with a very low production capacity, as doing so would raise the 

transaction costs and thus render the businesses unprofitable and unsustainable. 

As pointed out by van Westen et al. (2019: 66), like all businesses, IBMs ‘work within 

bounded rationalities and market pressures’. Against this background, inclusive 

agribusinesses that integrate farmers into capital intensive markets may not be the 

best way to address smallholders’ livelihood issues (Kaminski et al., 2020: 1897). 

The initiatives are promoted with the view of enhancing local food security; thus 

the exclusion of the most food-insecure households without an alternative strategy 

implies a major shortcoming in policies supporting such initiatives. In fact, doing so 

perpetuates and even exacerbates existing inequalities.

Based on the present review, the policies and interventions that promote IBMs seem 

not to consider the significant variation in the local structural factors – land, water 

and other constraints – that determine smallholder livelihoods and food security. 

This calls for rethinking the application of IBMs in smallholder communities, and 

particularly a clear indication of to whom they apply. Perhaps some of the constraints 

that prevent smallholders’ participation in the present IBMs – for instance, access 

to water for irrigation and cooperative membership – could be addressed by an 

increase in the investment support from donors and the private sector. For those most 

constrained in production resources (e.g. nearly landless smallholders), alternative 

interventions should be considered. For example, provision of virtually free inputs 

and technical knowledge for own food production as a social safety net for the poorest 

and marginalised with some access to land may be useful way to support this category 

of smallholders to enhance their food security. After all, most of the food consumed in 

smallholder households comes from their own farms. Interventions that support non-

farm income also present an important avenue for improving livelihoods and food 

security in smallholder communities. The Raya Azebo case where non-participants 

benefit from the business initiative through vegetable trade and youth employment 

in Makueni businesses provides vital evidence that it is possible for non-farm 

production to contribute to local livelihoods. Studies show that non-farm income (e.g. 

wage labour on other farms) makes up a significant part of rural households’ income 

and its relevance increases with the growing population and dwindling per capita 

agricultural resources (Haggblade et al., 2010; Babatunde and Qaim, 2009; Haggblade 

et al., 2007; Jolliffe, 2004; Barrett et al., 2001). The non-farm income must be decent 

enough by local standards (living wage) to meet their needs. For the most vulnerable 

who cannot adequately benefit from farming and/or non-farm interventions, social 

protection programmes and safety net plans (Kristjanson et al., 2010; Barrett et al., 

2006) will be necessary in the fight against hunger and malnutrition.
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The failure of inclusive businesses to contribute to household dietary diversity 

is a major concern, particularly when an increase in farm income does not 

necessarily increase the intake of nutritious foods. This finding highlights a critical 

contradiction to the expected outcome – namely improved food and nutrition 

security, the basis for agribusiness promotion – as a solution to smallholder food 

and nutrition security. The studies demonstrate that smallholders have needs 

beyond food that must be met from the income earned. These socioeconomic 

aspects become important elements of a smallholder food system, in that they 

influence whether additional income can be spent on the household’s food needs. 

The diversion of the business participants’ income to non-food income, as seen in 

the mango (Kenya) and malt barley (Ethiopia) initiatives, shows that even with extra 

support, the income derived from the business is not sufficient to meet the dietary 

needs of the participant households. To understand such local dynamics and how 

they influence smallholders’ household food and nutrition security, one must look 

outside the value chains’ effects on farm productivity and income. Specifically, the 

level of increase in household income and how individual households prioritise 

different households’ needs against the available income/resources need to be 

interrogated. Interventions-wise, this situation points to a mismatch between 

the logic and assumption of policymakers and practitioners, and the quality of 

interventions’ impact and the decisions of the targeted smallholders.

In sum, there is a need for policymakers, donors, development agencies and 

businesses pursuing the inclusive business approach to broaden the scope by 

promoting complimentary interventions in the context of a food systems perspective. 

While there are limitations on how to conceptualise and apply the concept of food 

systems, it certainly adds significant depth to the understanding and delivery of 

interventions that are meant to improve smallholder food security. The inclusive 

business approach in smallholder agriculture focuses on improving households’ 

farm productivity and income prospects. Although this is an important step towards 

creating opportunities for improved household food and nutrition security, it is 

evident that many aspects including those that relate to diversity in production 

resources capacity are not acknowledged. Importantly, the socioeconomic factors 

that surround food systems, particularly outside the agribusiness value chains, seem 

to be overlooked. Depending on the local context, for some smallholders, engaging 

in commercial farming, which is often resource- and cost-intensive, can result in 

the use of money reserved for buying better food to instead meet households’ many 

other needs. Also, there is the issue of time lost in time-intensive cash cropping at 

the expense of seeking and preparing food. Understanding these socioeconomic 

dynamics of smallholder food systems and responding to them appropriately 

requires a broader approach. This paper demonstrates that a food systems approach, 
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which demands a multidisciplinary approach by ensuring increased integration 

of actors from different disciplines – namely agri-ecology, nutrition, economics 

and sociology – offers such a platform (Béné et al., 2019; Fresco et al., 2017). Local 

food systems and their challenges vary from community to community and require 

context-specific approaches. A food systems approach provides for a more nuanced 

understanding of the critical issues related to improving specific food systems’ 

ability in delivering food and nutrition to any individual in any community.
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Food and nutrition security remains one of the major global development challenges 

– hence its position as the second Sustainable Development Goal. In sub-Saharan 

Africa, the region most affected by food and nutrition insecurity, the problem is 

more critical given that recent data indicate that the number of affected people has 

been rising (FAO et al., 2021). It has also been established that smallholder farmers 

constitute one of the most food-insecure populations (Ogutu and Qaim, 2019; FAO, 

2019). Thus, finding effective ways to end hunger and malnutrition in smallholder 

communities has never been more urgent. Over the last decade, the presumed 

solutions have been built around the concept of inclusive business, where IBMs 

have been actively promoted by donors, governments, development agencies and 

organisations as the key pathway towards household food and nutrition security in 

smallholder communities. Inclusive businesses are defined as those that link low-

income populations to commercially viable value chains as suppliers, processors, 

distributors and/or consumers (FAO, 2015b; FAO, 2015c; Wach, 2012; Sjauw-Koen-Fa, 

2012; SNV and WBCSD, 2011). Various internally (national) and externally (foreign) 

funded inclusive agribusiness initiatives have been implemented and others 

are under way. An example are the inclusive business programmes and projects 

implemented in over 20 developing countries under the Facility of Sustainable 

Entrepreneurship and Food Security (FDOV) by the Netherlands Enterprise Agency 

between 2012 and 2020 (NEA, 2021). Although IBMs offer opportunities to address 

local food insecurity in smallholder communities, there is a genuine concern that 

they may not be effective. Although linking smallholders to agricultural production 

resources and markets does present opportunities to improve food security for a 

population group that is primarily dependent on agriculture for their livelihoods, 

the problem of food insecurity among smallholder farmers is compounded by, 

among other factors, poverty-related challenges, growing populations, dwindling 

productive resources, climate change, rising demand for richer diets, and 

competition between food production and crop-based biofuels production (Samir 

and Lutz, 2017; Springmann et al., 2016; Wiebe et al., 2015; Bodirsky et al., 2015; 

Tilman and Clark, 2014; Ewing and Msangi, 2009).

Inclusive business is an extension of donor governments’ and development 

agencies’ current policy agenda Aid for Trade, which promotes increased 

integration of low-income populations into regional and global trade as the key 

pathway to local development (WTO, 2020; OECD and WTO, 2019; EC, 2017; ODI, 

2010). As a development tool in smallholder communities, inclusive agribusiness 

is based on the assumption that the local livelihood challenges, which include 

food insecurity, are a result of inadequate investments to counter smallholder 

production and marketing constraints and to fulfil their needs. Indeed, there is 

no doubt that smallholders are faced with numerous production constraints and 
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needs that lead to insufficient capacity for high productivity and quality produce 

and could benefit from such sectoral support. Also, partly because of the low 

quantity and quality of their produce, coupled with poor local infrastructure and 

insufficient technology, smallholders have limited access to markets. Inclusive 

agribusiness promises to address these challenges by mobilising support to enable 

smallholders’ participation in commercial agricultural value chains (Ros-Tonen et 

al., 2019; Burkitbayeva and Swinnen, 2018; Likoko and Kini, 2017; Gupta and Pouw, 

2017; Haggblade et al., 2012). Specifically, through their integration into IBMs, it 

is presumed that smallholders would gain access to production resources such 

as inputs, capital, knowledge and technology, as well as market information and 

linkages. This would, in turn, result in increased farm productivity (food availability) 

and related income (food access). Accordingly, improved household food security 

would be realised. 

In literature, the contribution of inclusive agribusiness to smallholders’ household 

food and nutrition security has not been substantiated despite the implementation 

of numerous ongoing and completed interventions. Hence the focus of the present 

study. This dissertation, which is built around three case studies carried out in Kenya, 

contributes to narrowing the knowledge gap on the extent to which IBMs contribute 

to smallholders’ household food and nutrition security. In doing so, it provides 

critical knowledge of and insight into the opportunities and risks of adopting an 

inclusive business approach in advancing development efforts aimed at ending 

hunger and malnutrition in smallholder communities in developing countries. It 

focuses on the scope of the business models in addressing smallholders’ farming 

and marketing constraints, and the subsequent contribution to household food 

security. This concluding chapter provides a synthesis of and reflection on the 

research findings, presents the research policy implications and makes suggestions 

for future research directions, while briefly revisiting the research approach 

methods and the research limitations. First though, the research methodologies 

and limitations are revisited.

7.1 | Study and limitations

7..1 | Research sites

The findings in this dissertation are based on empirical research involving three case 

studies carried out in rural smallholder communities in Kenya. Three key factors 

motivated the selection of Kenya as the country of focus. First, the importance of 

smallholder agriculture to local livelihoods and food production. As indicated, it is 
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estimated that smallholders produce more than 75% of all the food that is produced 

in Kenya and that the sector employs and is the source of food for about 80% of the 

country’s population (FAO, 2021; Mohajan, 2014; Sasson, 2012). Second, the high 

levels of food insecurity: there was over 19% severe food insecurity prevalence in 2017 

(World Bank, 2021). The high level of poverty (affecting about 35% of the population) 

caused by, for example, poor agricultural sector performance, contributes to food 

insecurity in Kenya. Third, the presence of inclusive agribusiness initiatives. Both 

the Kenyan government and the donor community have been actively promoting 

inclusive businesses to tackle the agricultural sector’s low productivity and the 

country’s food insecurity (GoK, 2019; Ngoasong et al., 2015; Ettema, 2013; GoK, 

2007).

The three inclusive business initiatives on which this dissertation is based were 

purposely selected to represent contexts that are typical of the Kenyan smallholders’ 

landscape and to explore and highlight differences in IBMs and produce. The first 

case – from Tharaka-Nithi county, which is in a semi-arid area – involved the French 

bean. This contract farming initiative represented an externally designed IBM in the 

form of a public–private partnership that is intended to counter production resource 

constraints amid a growing population in order to enhance local food security. It was 

financed by the Dutch government and a national company called Bean. The crop 

was destined for foreign markets. Second was the case of mango processing and 

marketing in regional and global markets. This initiative was funded by the European 

Union and is implemented in Makueni county (another semi-arid region) and run by 

the local government. The third, dairy farming initiative was implemented in Nakuru 

county, which has a cold and wet climate. Funded by the Dutch Embassy in Nairobi 

and promoted by SNV Netherlands’ Development Organization, the initiative seeks 

to formalise and commercialise the local dairy value chain as a means to boost 

local livelihoods and improve smallholders’ household food security. Farmers are 

reached via a cooperative and linked to the market by a private dairy company called 

Happy cow. Different business arrangements and products were considered for this 

study because of presumed different impact pathways; that is, the business nature in 

terms of the scope and scale of inclusion and the smallholders’ capacity to produce 

and whether they have a direct or indirect effect on household food security.

7.1.2 | Empirical framework

The inclusive business approach is presented as a pro-poor strategy capable 

of countering smallholders’ farming and marketing constraints (GoN, 2019; 

FAO, 2015a; Sjauw-Koen-Fa, 2012; SNV and WBCSD, 2011). However, it is barely 

acknowledged in the literature that even in seemingly homogeneous smallholder 



190 | Chapter 7

communities, there is considerable socioeconomic diversity among the households 

that dictates the level of constraints experienced. Central to understanding how 

and the extent to which inclusive agribusiness models can counter individual 

household’s constraints, it is crucial to explore the relationship between the inclusive 

features (the quantity and quality of support that farmers get in the form of inputs, 

credit, information/technology, market linkage) and the smallholders’ contextual 

needs (land and water resources, inputs and technology needs, etc.). In the three case 

studies, therefore, the households’ socioeconomic attributes (local contexts) were 

analysed against participation or lack thereof in the inclusive business initiatives. 

Specifically, the farming and marketing attributes of the participants were analysed 

and compared against those of the non-participants. These attributes included 

production resources (land and water, livestock and other assets), financial factors 

(income sources, income and access to loans) and social factors (age, gender and 

level of education of household’s head). A smallholder household was considered 

to have been included in the business model if it could integrate in the business 

(i.e. participate), resulting from the supportive (inclusive) features of the business 

irrespective of whether they benefitted from the business. The inclusive features 

considered included any form of assistance accorded to smallholders, such as 

production inputs, technical and extension services, training and market linkages.

As it is centred on the private sector, the inclusive business approach is considered 

more effective at promoting economic development than traditional donor 

approaches, because it promises commercial success whilst realising social 

benefits such as food and nutrition security. Food security in the studied initiatives 

is envisioned to be a result of increased farm productivity (food availability) and 

increased income (food access). In this dissertation, the former outcome is believed 

to be dictated by how the produce fits within a household’s food security channels; 

that is, the level of output (volumes, and how much of it ends up in the market amid 

market orientation) and the type of produce (whether the produce is consumed 

within the household). The latter outcome is presumed to be influenced by the 

level of income (amount of money made), food availability in the local markets and 

whether the households are able and/or feel the need to spend extra income on 

better food. The businesses’ outcomes were also considered in terms of potentially 

contributing to local food security via increased food supply in the local markets. 

The household food and nutrition security assessment involved two conventional 

measurement tools: the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) and the 

Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) (Coates et al., 2015; Kennedy et al., 2011; 

Swindale and Bilinsky, 2006). Two impact pathways were investigated: the direct 

contribution of the business to household food security through change in the 

supply of food, and indirectly by means of income enabling improved access to food.
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7.1.3 | Methods and materials

To answer the research questions, a case study research approach employing the 

mixed-methods (quantitative and qualitative) technique was adopted. The case study 

approach is known to allow a context-specific analysis (Zainal, 2007). Furthermore, 

it offers an ‘up-close or otherwise in-depth understanding of a small number of 

cases, set in their real-world contexts’ (Yin, 2011: 3). The data collection was carried 

out between 2016 and 2019. A survey questionnaire was designed to capture key 

households’ socioeconomic characteristics, business-related elements and – where 

relevant – food security related aspects. The qualitative research methods comprised 

focus groups discussions (FGDs) and in-depth interviews with selected smallholder 

farmers and key informants. Other complementary data were gathered via desk 

research involving sources such as national statistics, project documents, policy 

documents and media sources. Overall, a total of 713 individuals were involved in 

the research: 530 participants in the surveys, 91 in the FGDs and 92 in the in-depth 

interviews.

After cleaning and coding the quantitative data, descriptive statistics (summary 

and frequency tables, and t-test) were used to obtain a detailed description and 

comparison of the study populations’ socioeconomic characteristics. To analyse for 

participation and non-participation in the businesses and for food security situation 

association with business participation or lack thereof, advanced statistical tests 

(multinomial logit regression and probit regression) were conducted to match the 

number of sample groups involved. The quantitative data underwent a thematic 

analysis to obtain a richer description of the quantitative data, for the purpose of 

validation and triangulation (Castro et al., 2010). 

7.1.4 | Limitations

While the approach and methods used in the present research provided for 

robust responses to answer the research questions, the research was not without 

limitations. First, the empirical findings presented in this dissertation are based 

on only three cases that were conducted separately in three different communities, 

therefore providing a limited scope. Although care was taken when selecting the 

cases to ensure that adequate data were obtained to guarantee the validity of the 

conclusions drawn, broadening the scope of the research by recruiting more IBMs 

would have provided even richer findings. Specifically, a wider coverage in terms 

of the number of cases, communities, smallholders and other stakeholders would 

have allowed for more generalisation and even more rigorous findings. 
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Second, the empirical data were based on a cross-sectional study (snapshot 

surveys), which entails observing the target population at a single point in time. 

Although a cross-sectional study takes less time and cost less money than a cohort 

(longitudinal) study (Setia, 2016), ‘it prevents an analysis of temporal associations 

and causality’ (Harris-Fry et al., 2015: 9). As such, in the present research it was not 

possible to adequately capture information on the periodic dynamics between the 

inception of the businesses and the outcome observed at the time the case studies 

were conducted. By only focusing on a single point in time, the food and nutrition 

outcome of the initiatives in different extended periods of the year (e.g. harvest and 

lean seasons) could not be gathered (Birhane et al., 2014). 

Third, by focusing on households rather than household members, little attention 

was paid to the gendered roles within them in delivering food and food security. 

While women play a primary role in food production and consumption, they are 

among the most food-insecure individuals in rural/ smallholder communities. As 

such, interventions that seek to address smallholders’ household food and nutrition 

security should ensure that women’s ideas and actions are acknowledged and 

integrated (Botreau and Cohen, 2020; Oxfam, 2019; Ntakyo and van den Berg, 2019; 

FAO, 2016; Taruvinga et al., 2013; Agarwal, 2011). Understanding the gendered lens 

in inclusive business models is a crucial area of research, especially with respect to 

rural women’s vulnerability and contribution to food security.

Fourth, the chapter on a food systems perspective (Chapter 7) would have benefited 

from primary data and a deeper analysis of the local food systems in the communities 

where the studies were carried out. This would have entailed understanding various 

local food subsystems, including farming system, waste management system 

and input supply system, and how they interact with other non-food subsystems, 

for example health systems and trade systems. At the same time, it would have 

been critical to run diagnosis on the local food systems to pick out the systems’ 

deficiencies (Rutten et al., 2011).

7.2 | Summary of the research findings

7.2.1 | Mismatch between local needs and perspective and the 
intervention’s design

In Chapter 3, it was observed that the IBM – namely French bean (a high-value 

crop) production – is promoted in a semi-arid, densely populated community 

to compensate for dwindling farm plot sizes and as the solution to local food 
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insecurity. The study revealed a significant mismatch between the crop promoted 

and the available local production resources. French bean production is highly water 

intensive; thus, a farmer needs to have access to an irrigation infrastructure. While 

there are two irrigation schemes in the community, they are insufficient since they 

only serve a minority – that is, the socioeconomically well-off who are member of the 

irrigation scheme – and the water supply is not sufficiently reliable for French bean 

production. This problem is attributed to the fact that the river from which water for 

the two schemes is drawn also serves several other schemes in nearby regions, which 

limits supply. Furthermore, the dry weather conditions exacerbate the situation. In 

addition to the water resource, farm plot size also dictates participation in French 

bean production. With respect to the land aspect, it became apparent that although 

land scarcity constitutes the primary motivation for the introduction of a high-value 

crop, it is also the limiting factor for smallholders’ participation in the initiative 

because only households with an above average amount of land can cultivate the 

crop. 

Besides the selective nature of participation in French bean production, the findings 

show that the business interests fail to match the objective of the initiative for the 

farmers, namely to ensure that they have access to sufficient and quality food 

considering the constraining local context (land and water scarcity). The findings 

also suggest that smallholders with small plots of land that are only sufficient for 

household food supply stick to producing their own food crops. With respect to 

food security contribution, because of the water scarcity problem, the French bean 

initiative yields hardly any income benefit for the participating households and thus 

no food and nutrition security contribution was observed. Furthermore, French bean 

is produced for export and is rarely consumed locally. Promoting such a crop as a 

solution to local food security defeats the purpose, unless it brings in enough income 

to allow smallholders to buy food and pay for other households needs – which it does 

not. In addition, since the crop does not contribute to the food supply in the local 

food market, the initiative does not impact non-participants’ food security. This 

study also analysed the food and nutrition security of the well-off groups that have 

access to water for irrigation and of those without access. The analysis revealed that 

the former group has a better food security situation. However, those participating 

in the business did not score better on dietary diversity than non-irrigating farmers, 

as would have been expected given that they were relatively well-off. However, the 

irrigating farmers not engaged in the business did score significantly better on 

dietary diversity, implying that they use water from irrigation to produce nutrient 

diverse food.
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7.2.2 | Local socioeconomic diversity influences integration in 
inclusive business models

Focusing on the community, Chapter 4 interrogated smallholders’ socioeconomic 

attributes as determinants of participation in IBMs, whilst also considering the 

external support the business provides. Although the mango processing and 

marketing business provides farmers with support – subsidised farming inputs, 

crop production training, credit services, knowledge and technology to increase 

their participation in the business – only a small group of farmers managed to 

take up the opportunity. Participation is associated with the household’s physical 

capital (productive resources, namely farm plot size and number of mango trees), 

financial capital (access to loans) and human capital (family size, and the age, 

gender and education of the household head). Generally, farmers with a higher 

production capacity were favoured, suggesting that inclusion benefits resource-rich 

smallholders. Regarding the food security contribution of the mango initiative, the 

chapter showed that the participants get regular food in times of need by using the 

extra income they earn. However, increased income is not associated with improved 

nutrition security, but is spent to meet non-food needs such as education, healthcare 

and clothing, highlighting households’ priorities. The observed non-food priorities 

are likely associated with the limited income that is derived from the business, given 

that participant households are a low-income population.

Chapter 5 also focused on the community, exploring how smallholders’ 

socioeconomic attributes shape their needs and preferences with respect to 

commercial farming orientation and marketing channel choices. The study 

showed that despite the opportunities an IBM (in this case, a dairy cooperative) 

can offer smallholders, not every farmer can engage in commercial dairy farming 

or market their milk through the externally supported cooperative. A considerable 

number of the dairy producers opt for other marketing channels – either a private 

company (Brookside) or brokers – owing to different marketing needs compared 

with those who choose the cooperative. Evidently, smallholders’ socioeconomic 

characteristics ranging from farm plot size, family size, livestock holding, income 

and income sources, to household head’s age and level of education, farming risk 

perception and cultural factors, determine whether a household can participate in 

the commercial dairy production and marketing arrangement. Marketing through 

Brookside is associated with a higher production capacity (farm plot size and dairy 

cattle herd size), characterising farmers who are not in need of the external support 

(e.g. agricultural inputs and extension and financial services) that attracts farmers 

to the cooperative. The smallholders who are inclined to sell their milk to brokers 

seek to obtain a daily cash income for their produce as they lack alternative options. 
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Brokers pay for the milk upon collection at the farm gate. Non-commercial dairy 

farmers lack the production and/or knowledge capacity needed to participate. 

These varied situations highlight the differentiated socioeconomic contexts of 

individual farmers as having an influence on market orientation in dairy farming 

and marketing options. Other related factors observed include trust in the business 

due to fear of mismanagement, inconsistency and unreliability, which have been 

reported in other cooperative arrangements in Kenya. In terms of the cooperative’s 

household food and nutrition security contribution, it was observed that the average 

volume of milk supplied to the cooperative was insufficient to generate enough 

income to buy better and more nutritious food. 

7.2.3 | A food systems perspective

Chapter 6 called for a food systems perspective in food security initiatives in 

smallholder communities. The inclusive business approach – or value chain 

approach – is intended to lead to the emergence of food and nutrition security from 

increased farm productivity (food availability) and increased income (food access). 

While these two outcomes, when realised, are critical determinants of household 

food security, their contribution ought to be viewed and analysed in the context 

of local food systems. Hence the need for a food systems perspective to broaden 

the scope and to holistically understand the effect of inclusive businesses on 

smallholders’ household food and nutrition security. This would, for instance, entail 

analysing whether the produce promoted is compatible with the local food system. 

In the case of the French bean initiative, it turned out that the produce barely forms 

part of the locals’ meals and also does not enhance household income, which would 

otherwise be used to enhance household food security. When increased income is 

realised, food and non-food needs compete for the household budget expenditure. 

Non-food needs are prioritised due to the multidimensional nature of food in 

smallholder communities. All three case studies showed that production resources 

scarcity, which characterises smallholder farming systems, limits participation in 

inclusive business. Those who are unable to participate are the most vulnerable to 

food insecurity. By leaving out this group of the local population, inclusive business 

becomes an unsuitable tool to comprehensively tackle local food and nutrition 

insecurity.

Essentially, in the context of inclusive business initiatives, the food systems 

perspective puts food at the centre of focus and leads to the understanding that 

increased farm productivity and income are part of a larger food system that 

dictates whether household food security is achieved. This entails, for instance, 

critically assessing households’ production resources, anticipated income and 
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potential limitations in enabling individual households to access adequate, diverse 

and preferred food. Achieving food security for some will perhaps necessitate the 

adoption of alternative sources of livelihood such as non-farm economic activities to 

bolster what they can obtain from their farm and/or social protection programmes 

and safety nets.

7.3 | Inclusive business through an inclusive 
development lens

Inclusive business is presented as a tool to achieve inclusive development; the 

grounding framework for the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs): to leave no one 

behind and to ‘reach the furthest behind first’ (UN, 2015). Its prominence on today’s 

policy agenda for international development as having the potential to ensure 

that low-income communities meet their basic needs, enhance their productivity, 

increase their income and get opportunities to improve their livelihoods and 

wellbeing (SNV, 2021; IFC, 2021; GIZ, 2021; G20, 2015) highlights the strong global 

confidence in the approach’s promises. However, the findings presented in this 

dissertation suggest that while IBMs have a role to play in achieving inclusive 

development – in this case, addressing food and nutrition insecurity in smallholder 

communities – their contribution is not sufficient.

As pointed out in the introduction (Chapter 1), participation/inclusion in inclusive 

business, and thus in inclusive development, implies achieving social and relational 

inclusiveness. This entails enhancing the wellbeing of those who are the most 

impoverished and marginalised and empowering them, and tackling the structural 

and underlying factors that promote inequality and benefits for the minority in 

‘political’ power (Ros-Tonen et al., 2019; Gupta and Vegelin, 2016). Chapters 3–5 

showed that IBMs were implemented in the three Kenyan smallholder communities 

with the aim of improving the wellbeing of and empowering the local population. 

To a certain extent, the initiatives do provide some critical support to smallholders. 

The French bean initiative provides farmers with access to production inputs, 

knowledge and innovation, and extension services, and serves as a link to the market 

outlet for the produce. By doing so, it addresses some of the local constraints that 

prevent smallholders in the region from engaging in high-value crop production 

and marketing. Similarly, the mango initiative provides subsidised farming inputs, 

farming training and credit services, fruit processing services and linkage to fruit 

markets. The market for their mangos is a major constraint, a cause of substantial 

production losses in the community and a key reason for livelihood hardship. 
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Through their cooperative, dairy farmers receive subsidised inputs, animal health 

and extension services, access to credit facilities and market linkage. 

In development policy and practice, it is widely maintained that providing 

production and marketing support to smallholders will ensure that they participate 

in and benefit from global and regional agri-food value chains. Hence, the promise 

of inclusive business to deliver on this agenda is highly fundamental. Key questions, 

however, are whether the support provided by inclusive business initiatives 

reaches every smallholder in need, whether the support effectively addresses the 

local challenges and whether the strategy is the appropriate one to address these 

challenges. As consistently demonstrated through the findings from the three 

case studies, the support is only accessible to a few in the respective communities, 

a situation that highlights a selective nature of the opportunity. As Chapters 3 and 

4 showed, the opportunity seems to favour a minority who are relatively well-off. 

Furthermore, it is apparent that the inclusive business initiatives do not effectively 

address local challenges given that, for instance, in all the cases studied they 

did not meet the primary constraints, such as land scarcity and lack of irrigation 

infrastructure, that are central to smallholders’ low-income condition. The dairy 

case showed that the dairy farmers were supplying significantly low volumes of milk, 

suggesting that they obtained hardly any revenue from their participation in the 

business. If this is the case, the farmers in this initiative are adversely incorporated 

(Hickey et al., 2015; Hickey and du Toit, 2013; du Toit, 2009) and would probably 

be better off venturing into other areas. Elsewhere, although it may be an isolated 

case, the French bean initiative reveals a design that was incompatible with the local 

context.

The initiatives studied show that inclusive business – particularly in poor smallholder 

communities – is unlikely to deliver on inclusive development. As demonstrated, 

not everyone in a community can take up the opportunity because of the diversity 

and different scales of needs in rural communities, and the limited scope of IBMs. 

In fact, the most resource-poor households (‘the furthest behind’), which ought to 

be the primary target in the context of inclusive development, are excluded. By only 

supporting the relatively well-off, the inclusive business initiatives risk perpetuating 

the existing structural and underlying inequality in smallholder communities. 

Indeed, the success of a business hinges on profit, thus it is unrealistic to expect that 

the ‘very’ resource-poor households will effectively participate in and benefit from 

IBMs. If integrated, market forces will certainly push them out, which makes the 

pursuit of inclusive business as a poverty/food security strategy for these households 

a waste of effort and resources. That said, it is undeniable that IBMs do provide 

opportunities for some smallholders to address certain constraints that impede 
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their integration into regional and global agricultural value chains and should 

therefore be pursued. To counter their limitation as tools for inclusive development, 

IBMs should be accompanied by alternative/complementary strategies. In the food 

security context, this could perhaps involve policy directions that could improve 

household food access such as facilitation of smallholders’ own food production, 

non-farm income opportunities and social protection programmes such as direct 

cash transfer or food aid. Doing so will prevent the marginalisation of this group of 

smallholders and further local inequality, including food insecurity. In doing so, 

inclusive development will have been achieved.

7.4 | Future research directions

There are two key issues that have been only lightly touched upon in this dissertation 

and that need further exploration. First, the sustainability nature of inclusive 

business in smallholder communities. As is the case with all the initiatives included 

in the present research, inclusive business interventions are often in the form 

of public–private partnerships, with the private sector taking the leading role. It 

is presumed that through this arrangement the sustainability of the businesses 

will be guaranteed upon the withdrawal of the donor funding, as well as ensuring 

an opportunity to scale up the initiatives at speed (Wach, 2012). However, a closer 

look at the initiatives reveals that many of the inclusive aspects of the businesses 

come from the public sector; thus, the initiatives’ sustainability and scalability are 

not certain. Indeed, as corroborated by Schouten and Vellema (2019: 38), inclusive 

business ‘is rarely performed in isolation and usually entails collaborative efforts 

with other actors’ and the ‘suggested synergy between business interests and 

development goals seems to be contingent on partnering processes’. Furthermore, 

despite the merits of inclusive business approach, failed attempts to have the private 

sector drive development in the global South – such as the structural adjustment 

programmes of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund in Africa in 

the 1980s and 1990s – show that caution in the present reinvention is warranted. The 

adoption of the present inclusive business approach by donors and governments has 

been termed ‘retro-liberalism’, whereby public-sector financial resources are passed 

to the private sector to facilitate development. Therefore, a long-term study on the 

impact of the inclusive business approach in smallholder communities is needed 

to ascertain its effect on the socioeconomic wellbeing of the targeted communities, 

especially among the excluded smallholders if the current trend persists. The second 

issue entails the adoption of a food systems approach in research and policies on 

food and nutrition security. So far, there has been hardly any empirical research 

on inclusive business interaction with the overall smallholder food systems. Such 
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a study would be instrumental in ensuring that policies and interventions that are 

aimed at promoting smallholders’ household food and nutrition security take a 

broader approach in their design and implementation.

Summing up, in 2020 the world was hit by a sudden crisis – the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Besides causing an ‘[…] immediate, serious, and worldwide human health issues’ 

(Stephens et al., 2020: 1), the pandemic has had a major negative impact on global 

agriculture and food systems, thereby triggering a global food crisis (World Bank, 

2021; Carducci et al., 2021; Galanakis, 2020; Aday and Aday, 2020). The global effect 

of Covid-19 pandemic on food security has been a result of major disruptions of 

global, national and local food systems (specifically, the food value chains) and 

economies (Swinnen and McDermott, 2020; Béné, 2020). The poor relatively to 

the rich have been affected more strongly, amid the direct effect of the pandemic 

on their productive assets, labour especially, through which they meet their food 

security (Swinnen and McDermott, 2020).  Indeed, following the onset of the 

pandemic, the world experienced, among others, food related challenges, ‘[...] 

movement restrictions of workers, changes in demand of consumers, closure of 

food production facilities, restricted food trade policies, and financial pressures 

in the food supply chain’ (Aday and Aday, 2020: 167). By causing major disruption 

in food supply chains, the pandemic makes it more challenging to address the 

persistent problem of global food insecurity, especially in the already food insecure 

communities in low- and middle-income countries. Based on the World Bank 

(2022, p. 2), ‘as of February 2022, the Agricultural Commodity Price Index is 35% 

higher than its January 2021 level’. A ‘rapid phone surveys done by the World Bank 

in 83 countries show a significant number of people running out of food or reducing 

their consumption’ (ibid: p. 6). The disruptions food value chains’ by the pandemic 

extend to development interventions seeking to tackle the problem of food security 

in the Global South, particularly those that were implemented over the last two years 

during the height of the pandemic. Understanding how such an extensive pandemic 

interacts with food security interventions by development community in the Global 

South is an area that has not been explored in the past, thus should be explored in 

future research.  
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Annex: Survey details
label

start.

end.

md4. GPS coordinates.

md6. Enumerator's name

md9. Name of the sub-location

md10. Name of the village

md11. Household house material

Household Characteristics

d1. Name of respondent

d2. Age of the respondent

d3. Respondent's telephone number

d4. Gender of the respondent

d5. Respondent’s relationship to household head

d6. Age of the household head (years)

d7. Gender of the household head

d8. Marital status of household head

d9. Highest level of education completed by household head

d10. Total number of members currently dependent on Household head

d11. Household members below 5 years

d12. Household members in primary school

d13. Household members in secondary school

d14. Household members at university

d15. Is the household retired formal employee?

Income & spending

i1. What was the household's sources of income in the last 12 months? (Ksh.)

i2. Total income - Livestock production (milk; eggs, selling cattle etc) (Ksh.)

i3. Total income - Crop production  (Ksh.)

i4. Total income - formal employment  (Ksh.)

i5. Total income - business (Ksh.)

i6. Total income - wage labour (Ksh.)

i7. Total income - remittance (Ksh.)

i8. Total income - others

i9. On what did the household spend the income on in the last 12 months?

i10. Specify other

i11. Total amount of money spent in school (fees+books+uniform+housing) this year
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Assets owned

as1. Do you own a vehicle, motorcycle and/ bicycle?

as2. Do do you livestock?

as3. Do you own a television and/ radio?

Agriculture attributes

ag1. How much land does this household own (in acres)?

ag2. What is the ownership/user right?

ag3. Do you practise IRRIGATION?

ag4. What are your sources of water for farming and domestic use?

Rainfall

Borehole

River

Piped water

ag5. What crops did you cultivate in the previous 12 months? (list 3 in order of 

importance)

ag6. Were the harvests more or less comparable to the year before; and how?

ag7. What crops were for subsistence?

ag8. What crops was for sale?

ag9. Market/buyer - what crop, to whom and where?

ag10. Please list AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES you NO LONGER engage in 

and why?

ag11. Please list NEW AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES you have STARTED 

engaging in and why?

ag12. Do you do return on investments (costs-benefit analysis)?

ag13. If NOT, why?

Business (Bean)

b1. Are you familiar with a company called Bean?

b2. If 'Yes', how did you learn about Bean?

b3. Have you ever farmed for Bean?

b4. If 'No' why are have you never farmed for Bean?

b5. Are you currently farming for Bean?

b6. If 'No', why are you not currently farming for Bean?

b7. Has the size of land you farm/farmed for Bean changed over time?

b8. What form of farming arragement do/did you have with Bean?

b9. How long (in years) have you been farming for Bean?  Enter 9999 "Can't remember", 

8888 "don't know"

b10. Have you had any technical farming training/technical support from Bean?
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b11. If 'Yes', HOW MANY training/technical support, and WHAT KIND did you get last 

farmed for Bean per farming session?b12. Did the training or technical support 

improve your yields?

b13. What crop(s) did you grow for Bean last time you farmed for the company?

b14. How much of your land had you allocated for Bean production (in acres)?

b15. In the last farming session, what was the unit price for the product (in shillings)?

b16. Has the unit price improved in the period you have farmed for Bean?

b17. Have you ever been involved by Bean in the setting unit price?

b18. Do/did you experience any challenges while farming for Bean?

b19. If 'Yes', what kind of challenges?

b20. How have you/did you deal with these challenges?

b21. Did you made profit from the last farming session for Bean?

b22. If 'Yes' profit made, how much on average for the past farming session?   Enter 9999 

"Can't remember", 8888 "don't know"

b23. What do/did you spend your income on from Bean?

b24. If 'No' profit was made, did you incur any loss?

b25. How much loss did you incur for the last farming session?   Enter 9999 "Can't 

remember", 8888 "don't know"

b26. What would you attribute the loss you incurred to?

b27. Has your FARMING PRACTICES changed since you started working for Bean?

b28. In what ways has your farming practices changed? Briefly explain

b29. Has there been changes in ways that you work with Bean in the past 2 year (contract 

arragements)?

b30. If 'Yes' why kind of changes

Food and nutrition security (female respondent preferred)

fs1. Name of respondent

fs2. Gender of respondent

fs3. Age of respondent

fs4. Did you go to a celebration or were you very sick yesterday?

fs5. Did you have breakfast yesterday?

fs6. Please describe the foods (and ingredients) that you ate and/or drank for breakfast at 

home or outside the home

fs7. Did you eat or drink anything in between breakfast and lunch yesterday?

fs8. Please describe the foods (and ingredients) that you ate and/or drank in between 

breakfast and lunch at home or outside the home

fs9. Did you have lunch yesterday?

fs10. Please describe the foods (and ingredients) that you ate and/or drank for lunch at 

home or outside the home

fs11. Did you eat or drink anything in between lunch and dinner yesterday?
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fs12. Please describe the foods (and ingredients) that you ate and/or drank in between 

lunch and dinner at home or outside the home

fs13. Did you have dinner yesterday?

fs14. Please describe the foods (and ingredients) that you ate and/or drank for dinner at 

home or outside the home

fs15. Did you eat or drink anything after dinner yesterday?

fs16. Please describe the foods (and ingredients) that you ate and/or drank after dinner at 

home or outside the home

fs17. In the past 4 weeks, did you worry that your household would not have enough food?

fs18. How often did this happen?

fs19. In the past 4 weeks, were you or any household member not able to eat the kind of 

foods you preferred because of a lack of production and/or money?

fs20. How often did this happen?

fs21. In the past 4 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a limited variety 

of foods due to a lack of production and/or money?

fs22. How often did this happen?

fs23. In the past 4 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat some foods that 

you really do not like to eat, because of a lack of production and/or money to obtain 

other types of food?fs24. How often did this happen?

fs25. In the past 4 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a smaller meal 

than you felt you needed, because there was not enough food?

fs26. How often did this happen?

fs27. In the past 4 weeks, did you or any other household member have to eat fewer meals 

in a day because there was not enough food?

fs28. How often did this happen?

fs29. In the past 4 weeks, was there ever no food to eat of any kind in your household 

because of lack of production and/or money?

fs30. How often did this happen?

fs31. In the past 4 weeks, did you or any household member go to sleep at night hungry, 

because there was not enough food?

fs32. How often did this happen?

fs33. In the past 4 weeks, did you or any household member go a whole day and night 

without eating anything because there was not enough food?

fs34. How often did this happen?

fs35. How did you obtain the food that you consumed last week?

fs36. How far is the market where you purchase food? (in minutes)

fs37. Means of transport to the market

fs38. Is it EASY or DIFFICULT to find all the food you need in your local market?

fs39. Why is it difficult?

fs40. Is buying food affordable in this community?
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fs41. How much money does your household spend on food per week on average?   (Ksh.)

fs42. What is the main types of food consumed in your household? (3 types if possible, in 

order of importance)

fs43. Does the type of food consumed vary monthly/seasonally?

fs44. Please explain briefly how it varies

fs45. Which month(s) are MOST DIFFICULT to have enough food for your household, 

and why?

fs46. Is there types of food you are NOT ABLE to consume, but would like to?

fs47. What food, and why are you not able to consume it?

fs48. How has dairy farming helped you meet your households' food security?

Shocks and credit  (recall period 1-2 years)

scs1. Have you experienced major loss of crops/livestock due to poor rains (drought) in 

past 12 months?

scs2. Have you experienced major loss of crops/livestock  due to too much rain/flood/

hailstorm in the past 12 months?

scs3.Have you ever received any loan in the past 12 months?

scs4. From whom did you get the loan from?

scs5. How much? (try convert to Ksh. if in kind)

scs6. What was the purpose for the loan?

scs7. Specify other

scs8. Have you paid back?

scs9. How did you pay back (where did you get the money from)?

scs9. How are you paying back (where are you getting the money from)?

scs10. Why not?
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Summary
Food and nutrition insecurity remain among today’s major global challenges, 

particularly in sub-Saharan Africa where most affected people reside. Thus, the 

importance of solving this problem in the region cannot be overemphasised. 

Smallholder farmers who depend on agriculture for their livelihoods and food 

security, and are major contributors to global food security, are one of the most 

food insecure population groups. In development policy and practice, it is 

maintained that limited farm productivity and income are the major reasons for 

hunger and malnutrition among smallholders, who lack access to farming inputs, 

receive insufficient extension and financial services, cannot access knowledge and 

technology, and have poor access to the market. To counter this situation, the concept 

of inclusive business in the form of inclusive business models (IBMs) has been widely 

promoted by governments, donors, development agencies and organisations over 

the last decade. IBMs integrate low-income populations into profitable value chains 

as suppliers, processors, distributors and/or consumers. Poor and marginalised 

populations are presumed to benefit from the potential of private sector businesses 

in terms of resource mobilisation and technical capabilities. Thus, the inclusive 

business approach is viewed as a tool for inclusive development, which purportedly 

entails reaching those most left behind. By participating in IBMs, it is thought that 

smallholders will receive support to tackle production and marketing constraints 

and needs. They will thus, it is claimed, be able to increase their farms’ productivity 

and income, which supposedly translates into food and nutrition security.

Irrespective of the considerable enthusiasm for applying IBMs to address 

challenges faced by the poor and marginalised (in this case, smallholders) via 

private companies, the benefits of such engagement must be weighed carefully 

against a range of mediating factors, including processes of exclusion, available 

local resources and capital assets, and the reinterpretation of positive outcomes, 

benefits and beneficiaries. With regard to food security benefits, the extent to 

which participation in market-oriented production actually contributes to food 

and nutrition security in rural communities remains a moot point among scholars. 

Overall, little is known about the impact of inclusive businesses on livelihoods 

in smallholder communities, and even less is known about their contribution 

to household food security. Hence the aim of the present research was to answer 

the question: To what extent do inclusive businesses contribute to smallholders’ 

household food and nutrition security?

To set the scene for the empirical chapters (3, 4 & 5), Chapter 2 provides a brief yet rich 

contextual background to Kenya’s agriculture sector and food and nutrition security 
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situation. Kenya is a typical sub-Saharan African country in which the majority of the 

population live in rural areas and rely on agriculture for their livelihoods and food 

security. Despite the agricultural sector being the backbone of the local economy 

and an important contributor to foreign exchange earnings, an estimated 19 million 

Kenyans experience some form of food insecurity (i.e. hunger and/or malnutrition). 

The Kenyan government and the development community have been pursuing 

increased commercialisation and competitiveness of smallholder agriculture by 

facilitating inclusive agribusiness initiatives in various communities as a solution to 

local food insecurity. The problem of food insecurity in the country requires urgent 

action, and the presence of various ongoing inclusive agribusiness investments 

in Kenya seeking to address the problem made it an ideal case study. The 

empirical chapters are based on research carried out in three diverse smallholder 

communities, where different IBMs are pursued and varying product are promoted.

Building on contextual research that focuses on inclusive business strategies – 

namely the intervention’s design versus the local context – in other terms the local 

constraints and needs of smallholders, Chapter 3 demonstrates the dangers of 

incompatibility between the perspectives of development actors (donors, NGOs, 

etc.) and the local realities. The research focused on a purportedly inclusive business 

initiative that promoted a highly water-intensive and high-value horticultural crop – 

French beans – in a semi-arid region, where access to water for irrigation is limited 

to only relatively well-off households. Because of the dry weather conditions in the 

community, even the few producers who have access to an irrigation infrastructure 

hardly benefit from the intervention because water availability is neither consistent 

nor reliable. Besides the water factor, only farmers with larger than average farm 

sizes participate in the initiative, which implies that the amount of land available to 

a household is a significant factor determining participation or non-participation. 

French beans, an export crop that is barely consumed locally, is promoted in a 

densely populated community to counter shrinking farm sizes and as a solution to 

local food insecurity. The research findings show, however, that the initiative fails 

to achieve its objective in two critical ways: 1) the crop promoted is incompatible 

with local ecological context – it does not fit the local reality that the majority of 

smallholders have limited access to land and water resources; and 2) neither 

participation in the business nor the crop promoted contributes to better local food 

and/or nutrition security.

Chapter 4 focuses on another inclusive business initiative, namely a mango 

production and processing business. Here, the analysis focused on the community’s 

characteristics, exploring individual smallholder’s socioeconomic status as 

determinant of participation in the initiative. The findings show that, despite the 
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support provided by the initiative (e.g. subsidised farming inputs, crop production 

training, credit services, knowledge and technology), participation is significantly 

mediated by households’ physical, financial and human capital: farmers with 

greater production capacity – that is,  those with larger farm plot sizes, access to loans 

and relatively larger family sizes (to provide labour) – are more likely to participate 

in the initiative. Other human capital factors include the age, gender and education 

level of the household head. Furthermore, although participation in the initiative 

is generally associated with better household food security, it does not improve 

nutrition security. Procuring better food with income obtained from the initiative 

competes with non-food needs such as education and healthcare costs, hence the 

outcome.

Like Chapter 4, the fifth chapter focuses on community characteristics. It explores 

how smallholders’ farming needs and preferences, as shaped by individual 

household’s socioeconomic attributes, influence whether smallholders engage in 

market-oriented production and marketing outlets, irrespective of external support. 

The study’s findings indicate that even in a context where smallholders are presented 

with supportive opportunities to engage in commercial farming (in this case, 

through cooperative arrangements), not everyone can exploit the opportunity, and 

those that can, do not consider cooperatives an optimal marketing choice. Because 

of limited resources, and at times cultural factors, some smallholders’ simply lack 

the capacity to engage in commercial dairy production. Of the smallholders with the 

capacity to produce for the market, a considerable number opt for other marketing 

channels (i.e. private companies or brokers), instead of cooperatives.. This is because 

their marketing and production needs are not met by cooperative arrangements 

and/or they have negative perceptions of cooperatives due to prior experience of the 

inconsistency and unreliability of cooperatives. The findings show that farmers’ 

marketing needs and perceptions are shaped by socioeconomic characteristics 

such as farm plot sizes, livestock holding, income, family size (for labour), payment 

period, and trust. This case study also reveals that participation in commercial dairy 

farming may not yield enough income to positively impact household food and 

nutrition security.

Chapter 6 offers an extended analysis of the findings presented in Chapters 3 and 4. 

It is based on an extensive review of the available literature on IBMs’ contribution to 

livelihoods and/or food security in smallholder communities. The analysis calls for a 

food systems approach (or perspective) in development interventions, such as those 

included in this study, that aim to end hunger and malnutrition in smallholder 

communities. In most recent development policies and practices, the food and 

nutrition contribution of inclusive business initiatives is seen solely through 
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the lens of a value chain approach, whereby the focus is only on increased farm 

productivity (food availability and income to access food). While these are critical 

elements in household food and nutrition security, they provide only a partial image 

of the overall outcome. For instance, the nutrition security is never considered. A 

food systems’ perspective, which puts food at the centre of the analysis, broadens the 

scope and provides a more holistic understanding of the overall effect of initiatives. 

For instance, Chapter 3 shows that French beans do not form part of the local diet – a 

critical detail that was overlooked by those promoting the initiative – given the sole 

focus on productivity and income. The competition for the farm income between 

food and non-food needs suggests the need to go beyond inclusive businesses’ 

farm-level outcome and explore other local factors that may affect household food 

and nutrition security. Another key point made in this chapter is that the exclusion 

of those most vulnerable to food insecurity from the inclusive business initiatives 

indicates a lack of attention to local food systems in the design of these interventions.

Concluding the book, Chapter 7 highlights that inclusive agribusinesses in 

smallholder communities are unlikely to deliver on inclusive development, which 

calls for targeting the most vulnerable first – which the studied IBMs do not do. While 

inclusive business strategies and interventions have a role to play in increasing farm 

productivity and income (and thus food security), it is apparent that not every farmer 

can be integrated into and/or benefit from such businesses. Considering significant 

local constraints and the limited support that the businesses can offer, not every 

smallholder can be effectively integrated into these businesses. The success of any 

business hinges on profit, and inclusive businesses are no exception to this. Hence, 

it is unrealistic to expect the poorest of the poor to be effectively integrated into them. 

If they are integrated, market forces will likely push them out. Thus, the pursuit of 

inclusive business as a poverty/food security strategy for these households is an 

ineffective use of effort and resources. To counter the demonstrated inadequacy 

of inclusive agribusinesses in achieving inclusive development (and thus food 

and nutrition security) in smallholder communities, their implementation must 

be accompanied by alternative/complementary livelihood strategies and support 

for poorer smallholders and those who are usually excluded. Such support should 

include nonfarm income activities and social protection programmes. Failure 

to do so will mean that inclusive businesses will perpetuate existing structural 

and underlying inequalities, including local food insecurity. In other words, such 

interventions will not only prove ineffective, but may also worsen inequality in 

targeted communities. 
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Samenvatting
Voedsel- en voedingsonzekerheid blijft een van de grootste wereldwijde 

uitdagingen van vandaag, met name in sub-Sahara Afrika, waar de meeste 

getroffen mensen wonen. Het belang om dit kritieke probleem in de regio op te 

lossen kan om deze reden niet genoeg worden benadrukt. Kleinschalige boeren 

die voor hun levensonderhoud en voedselzekerheid afhankelijk zijn van de 

landbouw en door middel van productie een belangrijke bijdrage leveren aan 

de wereldwijde voedselzekerheid, vormen een van de bevolkingsgroepen met 

de meeste voedselonzekerheid. In ontwikkelingsbeleid en de uitvoering ervan 

wordt beweerd dat de beperkte productiviteit en het inkomen van de boerderij 

de belangrijkste redenen zijn voor honger en ondervoeding bij kleine boeren, 

die een schaarste aan productiemiddelen ervaren: een gebrek aan toegang tot 

landbouwprdocutiemiddelen (arbeid, kapitaal en grond), onvoldoende beschikbaar 

stellen van extension en financiële diensten, gebrek aan toegang tot kennis en 

technologie, en slechte toegang tot de markt. Om deze knelpunten te verhelpen, is 

het concept van inclusief ondernemen in de vorm van inclusieve bedrijfsmodellen 

(IBM's) op grote schaal gepromoot door overheden, donoren, ontwikkelingsbureaus 

en organisaties. De IBM's beogen om mensen met een laag inkomen op te nemen 

in winstgevende waardeketens, als hetzij leveranciers, verwerkers, distributeurs en/

of consumenten. De aanname is dat arme en gemarginaliseerde bevolkingsgroepen 

profiteren van het zakelijke potentieel van de particuliere sector door het 

mobiliseren van hulpbronnen en technische capaciteiten. Zodoende wordt de 

inclusieve bedrijfsaanpak gezien als een instrument voor inclusieve ontwikkeling, 

wat in zou houden dat de meest achterblijvers worden bereikt. Van deelname aan 

IBM's verwacht men dat het kleine boeren steun verschaft om de beperkingen 

en behoeften op het gebied van productie en marketing aan te pakken. Als gevolg 

hiervan zouden ze de productiviteit en het inkomen van hun boerderij kunnen 

verhogen, wat zich in voedsel- en voedingszekerheid zou vertalen. 

Ongeacht het aanzienlijke enthousiasme voor het toepassen van IBM’s om de 

uitdagingen die armen en gemarginaliseerden via particuliere bedrijven hebben 

te adresseren, moeten de voordelen van een dergelijke aanpak zorgvuldig worden 

afgewogen tegen een reeks invloedrijke factoren, waaronder processen van 

uitsluiting, beschikbare lokale middelen en kapitaalgoederen, en veranderde 

interpretatie van positieve resultaten, voordelen en mensen die ervan moeten 

profiteren. Met betrekking tot de voordelen van voedselzekerheid blijft een 

twistpunt onder wetenschappers in hoeverre deelname aan marktgerichte 

productie daadwerkelijk bijdraagt aan voedsel- en voedingszekerheid in 

plattelandsgemeenschappen. Over het algemeen is er weinig bekend over de impact 
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van inclusieve bedrijven op het levensonderhoud in gemeenschappen van kleine 

boeren, en nog minder is bekend over de bijdrage ervan aan de voedselzekerheid 

van huishoudens. Daarom ligt de focus van dit onderzoek op het beantwoorden 

van de vraag: in hoeverre dragen inclusieve bedrijven bij aan de voedsel- en 

voedingszekerheid van kleine boeren in huishoudens? 

Hoofdstuk twee, dat het decor vormt voor de empirische hoofdstukken (drie, vier 

en vijf), biedt een korte maar rijke contextuele achtergrondschets van de Keniaanse 

landbouwsector en de voedsel- en voedingszekerheidssituatie. Kenia is een 

typisch sub-Sahara-Afrikaans land, waar de meerderheid van de bevolking op het 

platteland woont en voor levensonderhoud en voedselzekerheid afhankelijk is van 

de landbouw. Hoewel de landbouwsector de ruggengraat is van de lokale economie 

en een belangrijke bijdrage levert aan de handelsbalans, ervaren naar schatting 

19 miljoen Kenianen een vorm van voedselonzekerheid (in de vorm van honger 

en/of ondervoeding). De Keniaanse regering en de ontwikkelingsgemeenschap 

hebben gestreefd naar meer commercialisering en concurrentievermogen van 

kleinschalige landbouw door inclusieve agribusiness-initiatieven in verschillende 

gemeenschappen te faciliteren, als een oplossing voor lokale voedselonzekerheid. 

Het probleem van voedselonzekerheid in het land vereist dringend actie, en de 

aanwezigheid van meerdere inclusieve bedrijfsinvesteringen in de landbouwsector 

in Kenia om het probleem aan te pakken maakt Kenia een ideaale case study voor 

dit onderzoek. De empirische hoofdstukken zijn gebaseerd op onderzoek in drie 

verschillende gemeenschappen van kleine boeren, waar meerdere IBM’s worden 

nagestreefd en verschillende producten worden gestimuleerd. 

Hoofdstuk drie bouwt voort op contextueel onderzoek dat zich richt op inclusieve 

bedrijfsstrategieën, namelijk dat de opzet van de interventie inherent ingaat tegen 

de lokale beperkingen en behoeften van kleine boeren, en demonstreert welke 

gevaren schuilen in de onverenigbare perspectieven van ontwikkelingsactoren 

(d.w.z. donoren, NGO's, enz.) en de lokale realiteit. Het onderzoek richt zich op een 

zogenaamd inclusief bedrijfsinitiatief dat een zeer waterintensief en hoogwaardig 

tuinbouwgewas (sperziebonen) promootte in een semi-aride regio, waar toegang tot 

water voor irrigatie beperkt is tot alleen relatief welvarende huishoudens. Vanwege 

de droge weersomstandigheden in de gemeenschap, profiteren zelfs de weinige 

producenten die toegang hebben tot een irrigatie-infrastructuur nauwelijks van de 

interventie, omdat de beschikbaarheid van water niet consistent en betrouwbaar 

is. Naast deze waterfactor is het het vermelden waard dat alleen boeren met een 

meer dan gemiddelde bedrijfsgrootte deelnemen aan het initiatief, wat impliceert 

dat de grond die beschikbaar is voor het huishouden een belangrijke factor is voor 

deelname. Snijbonen, een exportgewas dat nauwelijks lokaal wordt geconsumeerd, 
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wordt gepromoot in een dichtbevolkte gemeenschap om krimpende boerderijen 

tegen te gaan en als een oplossing voor lokale voedselonzekerheid. De bevindingen 

van deze studie laten echter zien dat het initiatief op twee cruciale manieren zijn 

doel niet bereikt. Ten eerste is het gepromote gewas onverenigbaar met de lokale 

ecologische context; het past niet in de lokale realiteit dat de meeste kleine boeren 

beperkte toegang hebben tot land- en watervoorraden. Ten tweede blijkt uit de 

studie dat noch de deelname aan het bedrijf, noch het gepromoot gewas, bijdraagt 

aan een betere lokale voedsel- en/of voedingszekerheid. 

Hoofdstuk vier richt zich op een ander inclusief bedrijfsinitiatief, namelijk 

een mangoproductie- en verwerkingsbedrijf. In dit geval richt de analyse zich 

op de kenmerken van de gemeenschap en onderzoekt de sociaaleconomische 

statussen van individuele kleine boeren als bepalende factoren voor deelname 

aan het initiatief. De bevindingen laten zien dat, ondanks de steun die door het 

initiatief wordt geboden (bijvoorbeeld gesubsidieerde landbouwinputs, training 

in de productie van gewassen, kredietdiensten, kennis en technologie), deelname 

aanzienlijk wordt beïnvloed door het fysieke, financiële en menselijke kapitaal van 

huishoudens. De kans is groter dat boeren met een grotere productiecapaciteit (d.w.z. 

die met grotere percelen, toegang tot leningen en relatief grotere gezinsomvang – 

om arbeid te leveren) deelnemen aan het initiatief. Andere factoren van menselijk 

kapitaal zijn onder meer de leeftijd, het geslacht en het opleidingsniveau van 

het gezinshoofd. Bovendien verbetert het de voedingszekerheid niet, hoewel 

deelname aan het initiatief over het algemeen wordt geassocieerd met een betere 

voedselzekerheid van huishoudens,. Het verkrijgen van beter voedsel met inkomsten 

uit het initiatief concurreert namelijk met non-foodbehoeften zoals onderwijs en 

gezondheidszorgkosten. 

Net als in hoofdstuk vier richt hoofdstuk vijf zich op de kenmerken van de 

gemeenschap. Het onderzoekt hoe de landbouwbehoeften en -voorkeuren 

van kleine boeren, zoals gevormd door de sociaaleconomische kenmerken 

van individuele huishoudens, van invloed zijn op het al dan niet beginnen 

aan marktgerichte productie en verkoop, ongeacht externe ondersteuning. 

De bevindingen van het onderzoek laten zien dat zelfs in een context waarin 

kleine boeren ondersteunende kansen worden geboden om deel te nemen aan 

commerciële landbouw (zoals in dit geval door middel van coöperatieve regelingen), 

niet iedereen de kans kan benutten, en degenen die deelnemen beschouwen 

coöperaties niet als een optimale marketingkeuze. Vanwege beperkte middelen 

en soms culturele factoren zijn sommige kleine boeren uiteindelijk niet in staat 

om deel te nemen aan commerciële zuivelproductie. Van de kleine boeren met de 

capaciteit om voor de markt te produceren kiest een aanzienlijk aantal voor andere 
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marketingkanalen zoals particuliere bedrijven of tussenhandelaren, in plaats 

van door donoren gepromote coöperaties. Dit komt doordat hun marketing- en 

productiebehoeften niet worden vervuld door coöperatieve regelingen en/of doordat 

ze een negatieve perceptie hebben van coöperaties vanwege eerdere ervaringen 

met inconsistentie en onbetrouwbaarheid van coöperaties. De bevindingen 

tonen aan dat de marketingbehoeften en -perceptie van boeren worden bepaald 

door sociaaleconomische kenmerken, zoals de grootte van het landbouwperceel, 

de veehouderij, het inkomen, de gezinsomvang (als arbeid), betaalperiode en 

vertrouwen. Net als de bevindingen uit hoofdstuk drie, laat deze studie ook zien 

dat deelname aan commerciële melkveehouderij mogelijk niet genoeg inkomen 

oplevert om de voedsel- en voedingszekerheid van huishoudens positief te 

beïnvloeden. 

Hoofdstuk zes biedt een uitgebreidere analyse van de bevindingen gepresenteerd 

in hoofdstuk drie en vier. Het is gebaseerd op een uitvoerig overzicht van de 

beschikbare literatuur over de bijdrage van IBM aan het levensonderhoud en/of 

voedselzekerheid in gemeenschappen van kleine boeren. De analyse vraagt om 

een voedselsysteembenadering (of -perspectief) in alle ontwikkelingsinterventies 

die, zoals die in deze studie, gericht zijn op het beëindigen van honger en 

ondervoeding in gemeenschappen van kleine boeren. In de meest recente 

ontwikkelingsbeleidsmaatregelen en -praktijk wordt de voedsel- en 

voedingsbijdrage van inclusieve bedrijfsinitiatieven uitsluitend bekeken 

via een waardeketenbenadering, waarbij de focus alleen ligt op verhoogde 

landbouwproductiviteit (beschikbaarheid van voedsel en inkomen waarmee 

toegang tot voedsel wordt vergkregen). Hoewel dit essentiële elementen zijn van 

huishoudelijke voedsel- en voedingszekerheid, ze geven slechts een gedeeltelijk 

beeld van het totale resultaat. Zo wordt de voedingszekerheid nooit overwogen. Een 

perspectief van het systeem van voeding, dat voedsel centraal stelt in de analyse, 

verbreedt de blik, en zorgt voor een meer holistisch begrip van het effect van 

initiatieven. Zo leren we uit hoofdstuk drie dat sperziebonen geen deel uitmaken 

van de lokale maaltijd, een essentieel detail dat over het hoofd wordt gezien door de 

partijen die IBM’s promoten, gezien de focus enkel op productiviteit en inkomen. De 

concurrentie tussen non-food- en voedselbehoeften voor het landbouwinkomen laat 

verder zien dat het nodig is om niet alleen de resultaten van inclusieve bedrijven te 

bekijken, maar ook andere lokale factoren te onderzoeken die van invloed zijn op de 

voedsel- en voedingszekerheid van het huishouden. Een ander belangrijk punt dat 

in dit hoofdstuk naar voren wordt gebracht, is dat de uitsluiting van degenen die het 

meest kwetsbaar zijn voor voedselonzekerheid in de inclusieve bedrijfsinitiatieven, 

wijst op een gebrek aan aandacht voor lokale voedselsystemen in het ontwerp van 

deze interventies. 
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In hoofdstuk zeven, ter afsluiting van het boek, wordt benadrukt dat 

het onwaarschijnlijk is dat inclusieve landbouwbedrijven in kleine 

boerengemeenschappen inclusieve ontwikkeling zullen realiseren, wat uitnodigt 

om zich in de eerste plaats op de meest kwetsbaren te richten - wat niet gebeurt in 

de bestudeerde IBM's. Hoewel inclusieve bedrijfsstrategieën en -interventies een 

rol spelen bij het verhogen van de productiviteit en het inkomen van boerderijen 

(en dus bij de voedselzekerheid), is het duidelijk dat niet elke landbouwer kan 

worden geïntegreerd in en/of kan profiteren van dergelijke bedrijven. Gezien de 

aanzienlijke lokale beperkingen en de beperkte ondersteuning die de bedrijven 

kunnen bieden, kan niet elke kleine landbouwer effectief in deze bedrijven worden 

geïntegreerd. Het succes van elk bedrijf hangt af van winst, en inclusieve bedrijven 

zijn geen uitzondering op deze regel. Om deze reden is het onrealistisch om te 

verwachten dat de allerarmsten effectief worden geïntegreerd. Als ze geïntegreerd 

zijn, zal de marktwerking ze waarschijnlijk verdrijven. Om deze reden is het 

nastreven van inclusief ondernemen als strategie voor armoede/voedselzekerheid 

voor deze huishoudens een ineffectief gebruik van inspanning en middelen. 

Om de aangetoonde ontoereikendheid van inclusieve landbouwbedrijven in het 

bereiken van inclusieve ontwikkeling (en dus voedsel- en voedingszekerheid) 

in gemeenschappen van kleine boeren tegen te gaan, moet de uitvoering ervan 

gepaard gaan met alternatieve/aanvullende strategieën voor levensonderhoud 

en ondersteuning voor armere kleine boeren en hen die gewoonlijk worden 

uitgesloten. Dergelijke steun moet niet-agrarische inkomensactiviteiten en 

socialebeschermingsprogramma's omvatten. Als dat niet gebeurt, zullen inclusieve 

ondernemingen de bestaande structurele en onderliggende ongelijkheden in 

stand houden, ook in lokale voedselonzekerheid. Met andere woorden, dergelijke 

interventies zullen niet alleen ondoeltreffend blijken, maar kunnen zelfs de 

ongelijkheid in bepaalde gemeenschappen verergeren.
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