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to 1958 and St. Edmund Ball, Oxford University, England from 1958 %o

] 1959. He reoeived the degree of Bachelor of Science in Agriculture from
Iondon University in 1958 and the D,_iploma in Agricultural Economies fmm“- ’
| Oxford University in 1959. ’ ' _
In 1960 he went' to Kenya to work as a farm sgonomt st with the Kenya
_'Ministry of Agrioulture. " The work was conoerned with conduoting farm
”'\ ’ “management surveys both on large-scale European operated farms and on
. ) small-scsle African farms. - | o ' S
‘ In 1961 he was appointed Lecturer in Agricultiral Economics and Faim
' Management at Fgerton Agricultural College, Njoro, Kenya. At Egerton -
‘- ~College he was imrolved primarily in teaching agricultural economics
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on settlement schemes in the former "White Highlands. '
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- . N THE KENYA HIGHLANDS

iNiﬁﬁDﬁdﬁbiz T

Iargenscale farms in the "White Iﬁghlands" of Kenya have produced

S —

most of the farm produets sold comercially sinca European settlement

began in 1902. Althongh the importance of the large»scale fams has

»-_dec]ined recently, theae farms still pmduced 80 parcent of a]l marketed

’ agricultural*production in 1960. This included the bulk of the fQod

consumed by the rapidl.y' groving urban population and the majority of

exports. ‘In addition, the 1arge- oale farms were a major source of
employment (_1_, PP 2‘&, 58-62). ) ‘ |

Foi- a 1ong while the European settlers were able to resist efforts
.to redistribnte thair 1and to Ai‘ricans because there are 1arge areas ‘of
land in A.frlca.n ounershlp that afford substantial -gcope for development.

However, political pressures «to redistribute European owned land to .

L Africans contimted to mount. In 1960 with the prospect of Independence

near at hand, the law was amended ‘to, allow Africans to own land in ‘the -
"White mghlands. )

RN

The "white Highlands" encompass a‘bout seven .and one hali‘ million .

acres of land. Abont half of this 1and is in areas where the average



. the ra.nches nor the plantations are very suitable for Eﬁ'ican i‘amere. '

They cannot be subdivided eas:!.ly and they require a very—large capital

o -investment if they ars to be opérated as complete entities. Thus African
: ,settlement has. besn conﬁ_ned thus far largely to the mixed i‘arming areas.

} ,These areas contained about 3,-‘& million aeres of land. By 1965 about
'“:hali‘ of" this land had pasaed 1nto African occupation {25 pp. 1148-11&9). .
African settlement toak two main fonns. Africans were settled\ on
:small-scale i‘arms crea.ted through the subdivision of_large-scale farms.
’ and they wsre permitted to purchase large-scale i’arms intact,.
. The process of subdiv:lding large-soale Farms into small farms was

an int“ensively plenned operation v}ﬂ.ch ‘took place ds a result of a policy

deeision on the part of the Kenya Government. A new government depart-

| WS- charged with the task oi' carrying out the so-called "Million Acre

. i/
. Settlement Scheme.""/~ This scheme, which was expscted to have been come

- »pleted during 1967, involved the purchase of about 800 large—scale farms,

o including about one. million acres of land, and the subsequent resattle~

' ment of this land with over 30 000 Ai‘rican smsll-scale farmers (g, p.
358),

RS

The purchase of large-scale farms intact also took place as a-

Py most of this land. Ths land which receives high ratnfall has .

, for plantations or mixed arable/livestoek fams.‘ Neither ,

result of poncy decisions ‘made by the Kenya Govemmenf-- But f°" the

m— ] -

- earlier proposals' smaller schemes were suggested initially. .

_/ The "Hillion Acre Settlement Scheme" was the final outcome of several



- '," sively than was the “Millipn Acre Settlement Scheme." By June 1965 more

T than 700 large-scale farms, including an area of 550 000 acres of. J.and,

;;@. had been purchased by Africans for conti.nued operation as large-scale

e ." i‘arms (_2_, Pe 357) More than 200 of these far.ms were transferred with
a the assistance of the Department of Settlement under what beeame known

. : as the "Assisted Owners Seheme“ and the "Compassionate Farms." Host 01‘

“'_‘“'7": e the remaining 500 .farms were tranai’erred -to= Aercans uith tha. assistance

of the Land and Agricultural Bank (Land Bank) Pmbably these fams

Lo T LoWeTe T transferred to- Africans. Tiot because the Kenya Government had es—

tablished any detailed plan fsr their,takeever but beeause the Land
Bank, through its normal operations, assisted the transfer once the
raoial barriei‘s to land owg_ershlp were removedo ‘

- As a remxlt of ths' trensfer of European owned land to A.fricans,
the Kenya Gevemment has borrewed a subetantia]s emount of money from v
overseas.-j African settlement has also affected the: use of an mportant

>' part oi‘ the high quality le.nd in Kenya. The Kenya Government is con-.
cerned .because neither the large nor small-scale Ai‘rican farms appear
" ’ to be as. succeSsi‘v.l as originally anticipated. Thus, while there is
oontinuing polltical pressure to extend the various schemes i‘or African

settlement, the rate of transfer has slowed dam reeent],v. Some new

ettlementare‘now—being_introduced and measures_ane being taken

A.' ~to _ ‘prove the performance of the existing African farms (2, pp. 127—128
o 150-159) ' L

g/ The "Mil]ion Acre Settlement Scheme" involved the. Kenya Goverrment .
= oodn borrowing from abroad about ¥4 million. = No comparable figure, is :
. available i‘or the \large-scale African rams. ;




The recent perfermance and prospects for fu.rther development of

_.both large and small-scale Africarfarms are discussed in <%he pages. which DR
followr The primary obj ,ctive of this analysis is to assist the Kenya v

Government in fomulating i‘nture settlement pollcies. An attempt has

- been made to determine the proi:itability and’ debt repayment abilities of :
individual settlement fanns based on sample snrveys of Large and small-
ecale -farms conducted by the writer betneen 1963 and’ 1966. In addition, g
individual }.‘ame are. examined to determine what_ changee might be mede e

1‘-.6" prove output, efficiency and proﬁtabil:l.tr. Comparative fIgures

ployment, the be.lenoe of payments and foed production. Thd.s comparison-
T should provide information “inich Wil help the Kenya Government in f'“;“""“”"
mald.ng policy choices betueen altemative i'orms of: African settlement

i‘or future extension of setilement in the fermer "White Highlands."

. ,.,!_ In the succeeding chapter the economy of Kenya and the reasons for

A.t‘rican s’ettlement in the. "White Highlands" are discussed. !I'his is |

. followed by a description»of African settlement and plans for its =
tension. In Chapter L possible crlteria which may be used to appraise
the African settlement schemes are discussed. In the subsequent

- - ‘ chapters the alternative forms of Ai‘rican settlement are examined based

'“7'L',n_on the criteria suggested in Chapter ko A stmaary of the findings and.
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W‘:'{a little 1arger than Ii‘rance or over twice the size of the United K:I.ngdom." S

‘While Kenya is astride the equator on the East Coast of Africa it tenot o )

. "temperata e 1

":shows that most of the heavily settled areas are high rainfall districts.

T e T T
I PR O T RO

| THE NATIONAL SEPTING' - O

The "L_and.and.. the Peog'le' e

Kenya covars ‘a 1and area of 220 000 square milea (1 p. 1) It ia .'

entirely a tropical country.' Altitude varies from sea level to over

17,000 feet above gea level on l'hunt Kenya., ‘Part of the co\mtry has a

te on account of tha high -altitudes ° The-broad altitide ,

, cufrez-ences itk Kenya are shown in Map 1. Map 2 showg the distribn-'
E tign of. rai-nfall in Kenya. If these two mdps are compared it can be
‘j;_'ée'én_”that‘fiﬁo‘st ‘ofths a::eas*-of-‘ Kenya which- rqgeive -a-hi.gh-average annual
¢ rainfall é;;'é":*high al-titu‘d.aw areas. However, high rainfall is also -
'_. received in the medimn altitude area next to Iake Victoria in the West
. and’ in the Coastal Belt in the Bast. Map 3 shows the approximate
| distribution of the population throughout Kenya. A comparison oi‘ the

rain.i‘all distribution in Map 2 and the population distribution in Map 3

,\_,

Tba heavi]y settled high rainfall areas Occupy a relatively small

Vpart of Kenya. The majority of the country is arid and very sparsely
‘ ""-populated. Table 1 shows the average population density in- each of the -

oy 'seven ma;]or administrative distncts. . The locatimi of the;e districts -

o is shom in Hap 4. Apart from the urban area around Nairobi, the two

TR
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,€§7~the land aream In contrast, the Northern Province which covers more

than 50 peroent of Kenya s 1and area includes only seven percent of the

pepu_ation. S e e

When the 1ast population census was taken 4in 1962 there nere 8 6
million people in Kenya Ninetyaseven percent of the population vere

Vﬂ Africans, tha*remaining three peroent being either Buropeans or Asians

Tfrom sample censuges. (g, .PPs . 51-53).

- .

(Table 1) Largely as a result Of improvements in medical facilities{+ﬁ

-

The exact rate is unknown for the majority of births and deaths are not -

' - registered. The estimate or three percent was obtained by comparing

the two moet recent oeneueee (19&8 and.1962) and Irom data obtained

\
N,

) the population is inoreasing at an annual rate of about three percent.,u

The African. people of Kenya fall into four broad ethnic groups =, )

the Bantu, Nilotic, Nilo—Hamitic, and Hamitio people. Usually there

The 1962 Kenya population census separates a total of 40 different
tribes, although some- autborities -prefer to subdivide more than this -

(3, p. 2) ' Each of the four major ethnic groups speaks a dietinot

: language. h&thin each ethnic group the different tribes usnally speak

dirferentAbut related languages. ‘ Ae communication between people of

.l difterent tribes is difficult, Swahili, a language originating from the,

e

A'_Kenya Coast, has become the lingua franca. Houever, Swahili is not

LK e e

"spoken by, everyone, especially in the remote areas. th English and

Swahili are used as official.languages.

st

- are several distinct tribes within each of these ma jor ethnic groups. ..

12



Kenya is not a natural entity.- Its‘boundaries were fixed by the '

i‘ormer colonial pouers, oi‘ten in a very arbitrary i‘ashion. _ Sometimes" A

the arbitrary nature of the boundaries leads to tension, especially as ‘

many of them do not coincide with the natural ethnic regions. For example,

the Semali people in the North East of Kenya are engaged at present. in |

a terrorist movement, for they want to secede from Kenya and Jjoin the

. Somali: Republic. _ ' ‘ _
When the British first arrived in Kenya &b ;e end of the. nineteem:h.

' century there xas almost no market ecoﬁemy, inter-tribal warfare was ccm-- -

mon, as was slave—trading. Partly to try to prevent fighting between
different trlbee, eeeh major ‘tribe wasg, alloeated a tribal reserrve to
whieh its people were more or less cenfined.: The major tribal areas
j are, shom in Map ‘5 which also shows the major ethnic regions of Kemfa.
." o The reservee'wh.’rch ‘were- allotted to the di:fferent tribes Ware - normally
the areas that these tribes happened to be eecupying at the time when
the tribal boundarles were fixed early in this century. ‘Subsequently
it became apparent that the .areas which were given to the different
tr::.bes bore littla relation to their future. land needs. As the popula-
R :1;1 continued to grow some. tribal reserves began to suffer from extreme "
pulation pressure while other tribes continued to passess ample lande _ -
_ v In addition to. the 1and which uas allocated to Africans ‘an area of
C e e 'v ‘about 12, 000 square miles of apparently unoccupied land was reserved

for European use. "In allocating this land to European settlers it uas

‘b’-'};,'hoped_‘“hat the Europeans, in developing a commercial agriculture, would
make use or the rail_j,ay“which had been~censtructed from the Kenya Ccast
: i_to Uganda. This would help %o make the railway a comnercielly v:lable

"'"':k',benterprise. S ,.T’:.
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Si.nce European settlement rirst began in 1902, the 1arge-scale Euro- B

_ peanb-farms and plantations have become,dominant in agrlenlture s market V
seeter-. Similarly, the non-agricultura\lrsector of the.- monetary—-economy
| v has been operated primarily by Europeans and Asians. Thus a dual economy | S
has developed in Kenya, a small proportlon of the population is engaged /
in the relatively productive large-sea.le farming, commercial and industrial

sectore, while the majority of the population continues to" depend oh
o .

LS

subsistenee agriculture.

R e B T LT e S e L L o L

v The Econg_gx . e
‘ Kenya is eti_ll a predom:\nantly agricultural country. Probably

R

. ) ‘, more than 75 Percent of the pepulation are . directly dependent on agri- -

' cult\ire.v The exaut proportion is unknoun, for, in particular, there ‘dre

- i suﬁ‘ieient’ statistlcs 1vailable on the amount of non—agrioultural em—

ployment outside of the major oentres. &n approximate -caleulation mey
be made as follovs. In 1965 the total population of Kenya was 9,365,000

. of whom 384 000. people uere “employed in the non-agricultural see’éor
(l_g, 'pp. 9, 122). _ If it is assumed that eaeh ons of those employed eup-
-ports 4,3 people (the average ratio of the total population to the number
of adult males), then 1 652 000 people are supported by the non-agrieultural

sector. ‘(3_, p.~6) This 5,5 -about 18 percent of the total population.

—w——~ —-agricultural seotor. However, erven allowing :tor this nndercoverage,

agrieulture- Kuch oi‘ the non—agricultural employment is directly ae-'.- .

' ~ sociated” with agriculture, either in marketingo transporting or processing




~ foe

'agricultural produete.' As no substantial mineral deposits have been found

’ in Kenya, mining is an unimportant sector of the economy. There is no
heavy industry although light~industries, auch as processing wol, cotton,
1eather, etc., are: becoming increasingly important. The tourist industry_

impoz'tant and rapidly growing industry. )
S : The composition of Kem 5 Gross Doméstic Product (GDP) for t}B
R  years 1956 to 1965 is shom in Ghart 1._/ Of the four sectors shoun in
;'.___ .__i__i __Chaz:t_i, about.¢+5 pez:cent of ﬂDPJ.s produced by. private~ secton_ comfrge_ _

and industry.: This is slightly more than the total-contrlbtrtion of com-- '

s i : mercial agrioulture and snbeiatence agriculture combined, which together ’ }\/

LN B et

account i‘or abont L&O percent of GDP Of the 40 percent of GDP uhich

oo comes from the ag'ficultural sector, about 60 percent is produced " from

- subsistenee agriculture, the balance ‘from commercial agrieulture. T.ixe

- remaining sector, the publ.ic sector, producee about teri percent of GDP.
The value of GDP increased fairly steadily throughout the period

‘.f'i'om 195§ to 1965. During this time the relative contributions of the

' four sectors .shown in Chart 1 have remained much the same, exeept for a

slight swing towards the public sector. Probably the latter item results
from the fact that go;vernment salaries have increased more than other
' ;\‘ s salaries during this perind While the value of GDP increased from 1956
to 1965, average rezl per capita incories during this pex-iod remained '

i‘airly stati:c—at*abonb «530~per annum—erablrza i L S

- _J’j_) uraes—Domestio Produet '1s shown rather than Gross National

; Product (GNP);:GNP.1s not’ calculated in Kenya because the statistics °

. on income transfers ‘between Kenya.and the rest.of the world are incom- . -.
plete. : GDP is calculated at Factor -Cost, not -at_ Market Prices.
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—~-Bost-of ©" . “GDP &t Real Per Capita

o i’rbdiict a_ - Iiving l’/ 1965 Pr,ice_é Populat:\.onJ Tncome
Year, ( hon) - Index ;- (‘if":x’niv]:lidn_) ( housan ds) : Q
1956_ . 19345 279 S agh00 7,209 a6 |
: ', Tiw et BE s e s
198 . z0mM0 28 aWe3 7,652 . ~3i-92
1§59 : 214,79 290 _ "‘250.31@;. C L 7,880 n 31.77
1 ggq_i_,_;: _,4::';225_’.’51 L2920 o 261.03 .. By15 32.17 S d,.__
1{961. . "7224’;_7.0 t '_’ 299 -254.60 8;552_ . 30,41 )
1962 ¢ 2kh09 315 0 :o26Len 8,595 3047
1963 2s9.09  si7c 2p6.k TaEur - Tz
o 1964 e /28‘1'2"_.32_  324 29347 O gt0h 32424
S e dne . ome . mne 9,36 s
- "’:"‘ . Data from Kenya, M.’mistry of Economic. Planning and Development
Statistics Division, Statistical Abstract, 1966 and ibid., 1965. -
per. capita ‘income. is defined here as Gross Demestic Product, at Factor
L Cost, in 1965 prices, divided by popnlation. ,
P _/ The 1965 figure is provisional.

pj The* Cost of Iiving. Index ‘1s thé only index available with which
to ‘adjust the national income data for price changes. ‘Unfortunately,
‘it -is not a very suitable-index for it is based- on the patterns of con-
sumption of. European civil servants. Hence’ the i‘igures in.the table
must be regarded as. appro:d.mations only ) .

The Population estimates are’ based on the 1962 census, It is
o assumed ‘that ‘the African population has changed at an average annual

i rate-of-3.0 . pergent, and ‘the Asian population at a rate of 2.5 percent . .

S lg g a year._ The actual numbers of Ehropeans are: known exagetly for each year. :




i

mercialized country._l It 15 ngﬁ.. The apparently high proportion of GDP

iiwhichfconee-fromvthe eommercial1and:indqstpial sectors»is a_;esnltoof

» eiy?éeey‘fd’meeéuré, whe :ae fhat"frpnueﬁbsisfend

agriculture is not. There is little doubt that the value of subsistence

'agriculture is underestimated in the’ national accounts../ However,

-------
w " SR O

Lgéw~*l;__~___agriculturalusectore, partly becaiuse of the higher capital-lﬂbor Tat1°3

in those sectorsa An indicdtion of the disparity in inconme- levels between f

;5the commercial and subsistenoe gegtors can be obtained from the national )

‘,accounts, although no detailed 1ncome distributi_ stifi“fics are ~avall="

" able.. In the’ period betieen 1956 and 1965 about- 75 percent of ‘the total

' ;¥GDP ¥as derived from the Gemmercial seotors of the aconomy, uhich together
?eupported less than 30 percent of the population. In eontrast, the
'],subsistence eector produced only about 25 percent of" GDP but, occupied
“:about 70 percent of the population.‘ While these figures are only. ap-

vproximations, they do give an indication of the dual nature of the economy.

e

M

Kenya, 1ike most lonuincome countries, depends largely on impofts '

’, - 'to obtain 1ts manufactured goods and exports agricultural goods to obtain
"foreign exchange.; The composition of Kenya'!s. exports to: countries onbe-..
fside of East Africa is shown in Table 3. Most of these exports consist

4

7 '1':;] c.fo (j) for a description ‘of how’ the national accounts are- cal- —

e iculated.. Many of . the .calculations, especially for subsistence aericultnre,
are based on: bold assumptions._“ -
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KENIA:~4§EDRTS OUTSIDE OF EAST AFRIGA, 1956-1965*

CTtem © 195671957 1958 1959 1960 1961

ig62

1963

1964 1965

Ccoffes v - . 1347

Tea 2.6
hSiS'a,l 2.1
Pyrethrmu 1.2

Heat " ‘ 0.2

- f
;
i

"Whttle B 1.5
Hides & slins . 1.2

Bu'bter . 0.6

Cootten - 05
‘atse od

* Ganned fruit 0.8

Sodium Carbonate 1.5

Cement & Petroleum -

‘Other . - s 2-6 ‘

- Total\ ) ] 29.0

10,8
2.9
2' 1

1_.'.1

eles
1.5
0uk

0s5

0.5

26.4

10,4 1046

32 346

2.2 3.5

1,8 2.2
1.0 1.0
1.0. 1.6

1.2 30

0.9 0.7
0.5 0.7

1,9 1.1

06 0.5
1.2 1.7

- 0et

b B

29.3 33.3

10.3 10.6
bk 4,0

_4»6 b2 .

3. 31

' o 7 0.9
1.8 1.6
1?8‘.;?23,w_

0.7 0.6
0.8 0.6
02 -

0.4 Ot
1.3 1.6

0.2 04

5.0 5.0

35.2 35.3

10.6
_5.72
4.3

1.4
2,8

0.9
0
1.0
0.7 -
1.2

0.5

37.9-

0.97‘

4.8 -

:1 1_.-0 ;

‘57
7‘-_5
: 220

0.8
1.2;
2.6

‘ .aﬁt

‘O.ll-

1‘06.

0.8
12

0.6
6‘06 )

43.8

184 141

61 61
600\3.9 -
2.5 2.2

08

" 1.3 1.8

2.2 2.5
‘0¢8 ‘ 003 '
0,6 0.7

0.9 0.8

0.7 - 0.8

3.0 5.6
6.5 7.6

B7.1 7.2

o * Data fmm Kenya, Ministry of Economic Planning and Development,

Statistics Division, Statistical Abstract, 1265, _page 27.



'ricultural product& About 60 percent of total exports come from S

"four products. cof.fee, tea, sisal, and pyrethrum Corfee is the s:.ngle
most important export, accounting for about 30 percent of the total value
'of exports. Recently some non-agrioultural exports, espeeial]y cement '

o o—

. . .;_ ..and refined. petroleum, bave‘bﬂevcome more important.ll ‘ ___H

In addition to exporting to countries outside of East Ai‘rica, Kenya~ -

.-rexports 1o~ the other Eaet Afm.can countries, Uganda and Tanzania.J Today

. this trade has ‘increased to such an extent that Kenya s exports to the

- s.._....'—

of East Ai‘rica'-. Ten years ago this trade Wis very small. Slightly 1ese :
A than half of the exports to Uganda and Tanzania consist of agricultural

, e m,produote._ These are mostly producte that can beet be grom at high
- . | altitude, such as- uheat, vegetables, and milk, for Kenya has an advantage

over Tanzania and Ugands, in the production of these p:roduete‘ Hcre thas

_Vlocal exports coneiet of. manufactured _goodss These are

the products of & diverse eollection of 1light industries, 1nc1uding varioue
E oonmer goods, oement, and rei‘ined petroleum (_1_, PP 40—43).

Imports from outside of East Africa. consist mostly of manufactured l{
goods' only about tén percent of the total is accounted for’ by agricultural.
: _products, the most important being wheat, vegetable oils, sugar, maize, '

rice, ;and dried milk. Most oi‘ these products could be produoed 1ocally.

" Some ‘ot then ars. impcrted.b,e,_cause: the “imported product 1s of higher quality

.....

All.of the ‘erade’ petroleum ie imported. No oil has been dis-

i 'Mcov red An’ Kenya 's0 fare T L

;‘ l_l;/ Tanzania Has, until recently, two separate countries, Tanganyika E
and Zanzibar.  In most of the statietical references’ quoted in this thesis
o ,“.’i_the original names are uaed. s

e e e ',rest of- Eaet :Africa are worth almost half as nmch ae her exports outside. w,



S trthan the local:Lv produced alternative. In additi’on to importing §ome

”:food products, Kenya imports‘certain processed raw materials, notably'
= . cotton cloth and 'paper. Kenya hopes to be able to produce most of- these
'Vr'v"-rmaterials internally in the future.. 3
V‘,‘ Imports from Uganda and Tanzania consist of agricultural prodnote
and manui‘actured goods in about equal proportions. The largest items
"are s sugar andacotton cloth, both fiof- Uganda (_1_, PPe 1&4—45)4 : 7
Kenya has had a persistent,ly unfavorable balance -of trade with
= oountries outside of East. A.frica.l_Recently Kenya has developed a very

i‘avorable trade balance with the other East African countries but - this

1 has been"insuﬁicient te eliminata the overall tradé deficit (Table ll-). :
R L No statistics for Kenya s balance of payments were available before 1963.
E Kenya havnot experiemed a- balance-'of payments deficit :Ln any. oi‘ the
years for ﬂhich statis‘tics are available. However, this has been pos-

e »sible‘onlyibedause_&:nya has been receiving considerable assist.ance frcm

- ' ‘about possible futura changes in the balance of payments, Kenya' expects

- to incur a substantial payments deficit by 1970 (g_, Pe 96).

>

Lo ' . L e East African Co-ogeration

For many years: there has been‘a high degree of co-operation a.mong

the three East African countries. Several important services are operated

. '}.f'on an ‘Fast. African basis under the control of the Fast Afriean Common

: s 'Services Organization. These include the railways and airways, ‘the postal
e LT '_Lservices, income tax and some statis’cical and research services. Until

recen‘hly bhere was also a common Ihst African currency under the control

B of the East African Currency Board. However, all three countries now

,
L i i I
I B M L B R
I T AN R R R e

overssas govermnsnts (l_l-_, Pe 113) While there is considerable uncertainty’




*sqr0dxe-oa m:ﬁunﬁouH IES .
*Gz aJed .wwwﬂ .vcmhumg< “M%

,iﬁ%ﬂﬂw ‘.p.no.mnﬁam 8oTSTIels ‘uemdoressq pue Surmuelg oTmouosy Jo AxjsTuy .&nou aouw veq 4 - - -

. B n
I B .

€61 S°8  T'TC 4T 28T 1°€2, €91 T1°0z  g€C  gI€ ¥IOTFaI opeay, Tre2040.
44T ST 9°0T  0°0T 0% §'9  SeL 69 6o - ' ®oray 3sey Jo g0
. . ‘ : W3t eOUETEY OTqBI0AR.
R A B S <V R O R Y R e S o . . woragy 35vg go
S o ‘ : 3883 WOy s3odur
R 6°62 g°61 EL1 66T g€t - €21 m.m_,ﬂ #°11 :o.m A . BOTIIV. pmmm uo.
SN o : - - M S umou 03 wunoauﬂ
0% 0%z iz 4 wrlz 66z 1€z 9°k2  g0%  g9€ - . 7 atomreq
L L o L_ : epeag Hmﬁoﬁm
025  $°€  0°IS  T*Gw Lo zoon 18 € 2IC oe€E L&d 358 70,
t . . , : . J 10 0} mvuonum
068 -9'9L L'CL . S%9 68 T0L  SUT9 6%09 02l . g'69 .. otisy 45w Jo
o . ) . : ‘ . . . ovﬁmus sohu mpuomyH

:. _ - : — 4 — — m.; —
5961 961 €961 . 2961  I961° |096T 6561 8561 AS6T.. 9G6T | _ moqr

S L G .m mu maoﬂsac T M .
S *mmmﬂ.wmmﬂ ..ag I5ve Eyﬂ maﬁa any mqéa ﬁﬁmﬁm SVENTY o T Gy 0 A




e ]

e . WET e o - . ) . .
Wl el T _'_ PR . . -1 -

have separate currencies. The possibility‘of fbrming_anmEast African

ED

Federation has been the subject of almost continuous discussion. Howeverg

. there seems to be little prospeet that a deeretion will be formed within

the near future.

' .there_vas a large decline in.the annual level of capital investment,

L L ~ ggploigent

The majority of Kenya's 1abor force is employed in subsistence agri--
culture. Perhaps 25 percent of the labor force is employed as wage earn- .
ing labor, although the exaet proportion is unknoun. In 1965 the total

known employment outside of subsistence agrieulture was 594,000 ‘peoplés”

) The 1arg scale agricultnral sector employed 210 000 people, the private

' oommereial and induatrial eector 206,000 people and the public sactor

174,000 people. While the statistics -on employment are reaeonably satis~ -
factory,' there are no usable statistics for the level of unemployment.
Hewever. nnemployment, especially in urban areas, and underemployment in

the agricultural seotor are known to be severe problems. These problems

’ have been’ aggravated by the political uncertainty which occurred during

the period of Kenya s transition to independence. During thie period '

. =i
especially after.1961.e This trend‘in capital investment was followed
cloeelj bf é decline:in the level of:employment. While the‘levels of
capital investment and employment began to increase again in'the mid-
1960'3, both capital investment and employment uere lower in 1965 than
in 1960.‘ During this period of falling. employment thie population nas

continued to grow at about three percent each yemr.'~ Thus, unemployment

is a severe problem (53 pp. 9, 112, 122).




The cultural Sector

Iass than ten parcent of the 1and area. of Kenya rece:.ves an average ’

‘annnal rainfall of 35 inches or more (_6_, p. 8) Intensive agrieulture

B __is possible only in’ this »high rainfall zone. .Whlile crops can be grown
in areas whore the annual ra:mfal'!. is slight]y less than 35 inches,

’ cropping is unre]iable in these areaa, espooiall‘y if they are. at the '
: lower altitudes uhere evaporation :Ls muﬁx higher. A‘bont one-fifthpf
s L
_the high rainfall 1and (35 inches or more) is .f;‘ound in’ tho "Wh.’d;e High-

: _lands-" the remaining four-firths baing in_the- At‘rioan reserves (Appendix

/

R TﬂﬂeIL )
L T Until recently the :Land in the A.frlcan a.reas was devoted almost en- o

tirely to subsistanoe agricnlture, either mixed oropping and livsstock R

férmihg in‘the_hagh Fainfall greas, or nomadic pastoralism in the arid’

_“i>aréas‘°l Tl‘B largo~soalo Tarms -in the "White Highlands" -were the major 7

' »’;'_soor;oe--of-morket:ed agricultural pr.odnotion, either food erops for the
1ooa'3’.r-_,‘.117:a':_'ke;:',A'or-,‘ in pl;o_‘ca‘se‘ o'f.exports, most-ly the produotg,oi‘ planta-

el .,_tiong:agﬁéolture - .The_,,.pz:oporttoo_of ‘marketed agrioul‘tuﬁl, production

comin’g: fniiot’oo Mge and, sr.na]_'l.-scale’.fams ié shown in —'I'abl'e> 5. Recently

’ ,the amall-soale rarms have produoed a higher proportion of marketed

' '..,agricultura’f production, although in 1965 the large-sca\le farms still o
—. produced almost tln'ee-quarters oi‘ the total marketed agricultural '

‘ production"ﬂ ~

represmts an inorease ‘in the level of productivity ‘of the traditional
.small-scale farming areas, part of this increase results from.the fact
that, beginning in 1961,

Whi.le most o£ the :anreased produotion on ths snall-soale fa.rms -

some of the large~gcale farms have:-been split < . ot
up: into small-soals Farme 'as a. result oi‘ the Ai‘ri.oan setﬂementp.w.sohemea. e




TS ¥

Percentage : ... .
, ‘Share-of tha~-" = ™
- Fam Sactov-/ &nall Fam Sector..

o Ye_"é;‘

T T e e T
S 1957.." ORI -1 S L 69 o ‘. 17.-6" o |
T e S 33.4 | ) T i v
B 1959' S me L B T

1961 T . 8 2 . X S
R S (7 S S

1963 _' __1&'6.9 T | 221

e ~_~196*+ e H240 . 139 2149
19651'/ 369 Lo 14,5 28.2

Col e Lo Data :E‘rom Kenya, Ministry oi‘ Economic Planning and Development,
e StatistioB-*Dlﬂvisionr—Eeanemic—&xrvgzzl_:Qéé—, @age-%g

: : g/ The * figures Tor agricultural production from the small-scale
.-farms include only produce sold outside of the producing area. Hence -
L total ‘marketed: production by these fams—is—greater “than~these Tigures— S e
SO " . 'show.”" The above: figures: will probably alsc be 'slightly underestimated
I . through poor statistical coverage.: It is possible that some of the
» : " increase shown in. the ‘table results from an improving statistical.
coverage. . Hoquer, the major products sold outside of ‘the African.

areas,‘ ‘coffee, milk, pyrethrum, and tea, are sold through centralized
agencies which keep accurate records. . o

_/ Provisional figures




agriculture were often ha]I-hearted. Most of the -attention was concen- .

—trated—on—the—European -farms.-/ While the demonstra.tion effect of the. _

2 European farms was. nuioubtedly.,beneficial to. African famers, the inter- )
. ests oi‘ the E\u‘opean settlers sometimes conflicted with ‘those of ‘bhe A

Africans. Eor ex.ample, until the early nineteen fifties Afrn.cana were
not allowed to grow ooffee' the European settlers had. beeu able b pers

suade the Government that if Afz'icans ‘were allowed to grow coffee they '

Pt

would preduce lou quality coffee which would apoil the high repntation

of . Kenya s coﬁ‘ee on ’the world market. The mo&t signii‘lcan’c change ih : v
e lgovemment policmmonh:edMQﬁlﬁ_ ﬂth¢he p!ilzlieat,an_Oi,,tm m-cal.l _.__wk_l_.
' Suynnerton Flan: (_) ‘ Fbllowing the adoption of this ‘plan substantial- ]
development took place in t.he African areas of Kenya, espeoially in the
" more favored areas such as the Kikuyu Reserve. Usually this development
. took the form of consolidation or fragmented holdings, _raglstration of
freehold title deeds, introduction of high value cash earning farm |

——“*~*~—»~—~producte, —euch es eoffee,—-tea,-..pyrethrumarxd high grade dairy cattle,

and a. considerable expansion of the agricultural credit and extension

‘programs I.and consolidation and the reg:.stration of freehold title
~deeds was seen as. the key to the successful development of these areas,
f_for 1t was only when this process had been completed that the other de~ . ~

velopmen’c.s could take place. From the beginning of the eonsolidation

and'registration seheme up to 1965 about 1.6 million acres of land were .

conso dated'and the title deeds issued (2 Ps 353) During this same




: 'jto say how much of this increased productin’cy stems e

e Lo land consolidation uas an important factor. ‘Thus land consolidation
s .’remains a major component of government plans for developing A.t‘rican

‘i‘aming., (.2., P 12.7) .

Iss

S

O

In 1960 there taere 3,609 large—scale farms in Kenya. ~Apart from l}? ’

e s farms along the coast and a few Asian operated sugaf estates in the high- ,

',lands, all of these farms vere located in the Myhite Highlands" (9, pe 3).

¥ many of the farms were consolidated it is felt that~ _ -

' he Large-Scale Farmigg Areas ST T s.

The average size of these farms was 2, 11&2 acres, although the median farm
tsxze was only 889 acres (2, pp. %, 5). .This skewed distrl-bution oi' farm
,_size is a functien of the fact that many 'of the fams in the "White -

: Highlands“ are located in dry areas where the dominant system of i‘arming
V,is based on ]nrge-scale eat.tle ranches. Eumpean,farms-in the high
rein;‘all areas are connnonly less than 1,000 acres in extent. . On the ..

S " ' ’4be.tter land in the high rainfall areas there are two main types of farm:

First, there are plantations grouing coffee or tea.and second. there are . . .

‘m:l_xed farms produc:Lng maize, uheat, py'rethrum and - milk as their ma:]or
‘,,,_prodncts. The other ma.jor product is sisal. While th:.s can be grown

. on good land 1n high rainfall areas, usually it is grown in low rainfall
| -,;areas where other more valuable erops cannot be grown, M.though the

] 'large-scale farms can be separated into mixed rarms, plantations and

ranches,« this distinctibn is not always clear-cut. - For example, many

_ coffee ‘estates also grow maize and keep daixy cattle, ‘some mixed arable



‘ranche »fgrow a small amount of arabla crops. ]'_n addition to the ma:]or

‘ucts.. These include sugar, wattle, barley, potatoes,

0 : sheep, pigs, ard poultry. “The. value of the’ sales of these
' produots fmm the large-scale farms in’ shown in Appendix Table II.

‘I‘he Tho Suall-Scale Fe.rming Areas

are now oalled, there ard estimsted to be about 950 000 small-scale
farms. ‘ Thenaverage gize-of farn: is about. ten acres;: although this va.ries

widely from one dietriot to. snother and within districts ( !._0_, Po 17).

Wst of thsse farms are found in tne' high raiﬁi‘all af-eas ‘around Lake
' Vletori&, around the Na.irebi/Mount Kenya area or along the coast. ’Much
e of the rest of the country is arid and" is sparsely inhabited by nomadio
,- paatoralists.

Almost all of the small-scale farms concentrate on the production
of subsistence crops, notably maize._ Many other subsistence crops, auch
as millets, sweet potatoes, cassava, terious vegetables and bea.ns are

'__;.,,_..,_, SR groym, although maize is ueually the dominant _erop. In most areas, oX~ |
- cept:those where population pressure is extremely high, livestock, either

cattle, sheep, ‘or goats, are kept as well. Most -of these livestock are

indigenous types although high grade da.iry cattle are now being keprt by

~an inoressing proportion of the small-soale African farmers,- Since the

implementation of the Swynnerton 'Plan g.n 1954 some of the A.frican i‘arm:u:g

3 ,eas have developed very rapidly For example, the Kikuyu, Ki.psié.s

: and Kisii areas, where land oonsolidation has taken place, are pmbably

S some of the most productive small-scale farms in sub-Saharan Africa.

R

e “In the old African- reserves or small-scale faming areas, as they .f...%...-ﬁ,



“_}" VThese small-scale farms sell a variety oi‘ agmcultural products. Coffee

_is the most important crop, although maize, dairy prcducts, sisal, cotton,

o and pyrethrum are sold in substantial amounts‘ from the hetter small-scale

-

' farming areas (Appendix I Table III) Kenya can gell: only a limited

amount of cofi‘ee unde.r the International Coffee Agreement and she. expects o
to have a substar;,tial coffee surplus in the next few years. Thare has -:
been g- great deal of~new eoffeesplanted i1 the hst fow- yeara and this

cofi'ee is now coming into production (g_, pe 176). aThus Kenya has been
obl—iged to prohibit ‘all new coffee planting‘ Tha.s has been a maJor blow,

especially to many small-scale farmers. It is expected that tea will be

planted extensively in the next few years and this will help to overcome

the prob,lem c_reated by the coffés surplus- While a number of- other

" -countries are also Increasing {ea production, it 1s hoped that this in-. . '~

.. creased production will not affect world tea prices adverselys

B S

In cOntréAst.'to the rapidly developi‘ng ‘emall farming areas such as
the Kikuyu, Kipsigis, and Kieii areas, many of .the Ai‘rican areas_have
progressed very little from the basic pattern of traditional subsistence
agrioulture. This is especially true of the heavily settled areas close
to I.ake Victoria, in the Kamba area and along the coast. The majority

oi‘ the pastoral, dreas have shown aliost no improvement. In fact, soil

“erosion is- so severe i.n some of these areas that total production may
have deo]ined in recent years. . This is specula‘tion, however, for there

B are no raliable statistios on the volume oi‘ subsistence production either - .

‘in the small-scale farming area.s or in the pastoral districts.

'vhe African fam ng areas thus present a very diverse picture.




o live in areas where little development has occurred.

riculture An Economic ‘Develo-ment N

-~

‘The_ Role of

SRR \ ability of’ agricultural 1end it is desirable that Kenya should develop »

o ite non-agricultnral seci'.or. This H’O\lld help to wercome the tremendous .

i ‘7 problem tha’c Kenya has at; present uith urban unemployment. houever,

Kenya can develop ita non-agrioultural sector only if among other things, "

‘ 'enough capital and enough ekilled manpower are avallable.’ While it 1s

e.xtreme]y difi‘lcult to take predictione on the basis of presenb*trends, -‘
it would seem that shortages of capital and skilled manpower will prevent

. rapid non-agricultural growth in Kenya. Tt s been estinated that the

e :;rural populatien nill be-about 70 _percent higher in 1980 than it was in
1962 (1._1_, vp- 7). This inc?easing population pressure on the Jdand will
neceesitate extending the area of" eulf.ivation to poorer quelity 1and and
raising y'lelds on the land already being farmed. As the ma jority of the
popule.tion W1l continue bo depend on agricul‘bure, development of rnral
”,resources -Will . be -a _key. 1ssue An, determining the course of economic
progressuin Kenya.; o :

Within agricnlture there are many altemative ways oi‘ trying to

- .j':those altemtives that involve the transfer of European owned land to

e Africens. ,;T‘his has been done,r not because Ai‘rlcan settlemenh on Enropean

.jowned le.nd is the ideal i'orm of or&anization, but because African settle-

7 memt is politlcally desirable and. therefore 1t appears to be legitimte

f.o restrict the discuesion bo this specifio issue. -

":bring about development. In this thesis the discussion’ is:aconfined to T

Because of the rapid rate of population growth and the limited avail-

~



Land Availabil:.t;g. *The Need for African Settlement
: ~in the Minite: Iﬁuhlands" RS

Within any one’ tmbal area land can change hands through the normal

_market channels, ii‘ 1t is individually omed. Normally~ 1and cannot be ’
'purchaeed‘in one tribal area by a person fromga different tribe. Hence
 there is  relatively abundant ééod:l;nd in some tribal areas whereas it
Tig very scarce in others,, for the tribal ‘bourdaries ware f:l.xed more by

right of conquesL than by the needs of the people for land.

It is difficult to obtain reliable 1ni‘ormatlon on the availability

-of the different grades of agricultural land in Kenya. However, the

f-»~dlfferenees ‘betyeen-iribal areas are 50 great that, even an approximation

is valuable. This has beén done in Table 6. The moet noticeable feature

- is the relative abundance of good land in the European areas a.nd in the
A Masai reserve and a’few of the African areas in the Rift Valley Province.

‘ In contrast the people in ‘the Northern Province have no good land uhatn

soever, the Kamba have very little, while there are moderate amounts

in the Co»‘astal, Central, and Nyanza Provinces. However, most areas have

relatively aburﬂant acreages of poor grade land.

The Northern Province is quite distinct from the other Provinces

except in a few: places uhere it adjoins them. It is a vast--ar:L_d area

which supports a small population- of nomadic pastoralists“. Even though

the population density is extremely low much of the land is overstocked

: and famines ‘oecuk. period:.cally.' It will be difficult to develop this
Tland uithout usfhg the irrigation potential that exists in a few areas.
'-‘There have been instances where it has been .shown that substantlal in-_ .

/‘f‘creases over. the original carrying oapacity can be obtained simply by

j_r_;removing the 1ivestock ;t‘or a brlef period 80 that native species of grass

e
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TABLE 6. KENIA. IAND AVAILABIIITI PER AGRICULTURAL HOLDING :
‘ ‘BY DISTRICT, 1960-1962* :

. “(Acres).

) ) ~ . T ype.of Lan a
. _ : ' .. High Medium | Low - Poor "
District - Potential Potential Potential -Ranching  Total

. - Buwopear Avess - 75,6 | 879 5160 = 2,163.6
ﬁasgi""mstriet »’ 63.0 T8 - 56,5 1023 229,9

 Rift Valley Provined 264" 370 18,4 9.3" 914

S oo-Goast-Provihee - il iz l.‘.1‘8.8._*‘ 1070 ab9et ]
' Nyariza Province oo 305 - - 12,9

:éentra_l Province - U9 3.2 64 - 145

Kamba District - 2.2 173 20,8 192 59

Northern Province - L 0.1 0.6 5851 585.6

¥
. e .
Total . 1.7 9.8 . .10 . 839 115.4
< " % Baged on Appendix I, Table I, the footnote of which describes the
: mathod of calculation -and the method of land classification.
i , )




o can develop.

Livestock then can be brought “back under controlled condi-

B "tions. However, as might be expected in an area where the 1and is com-
: munally owned, grazing schemes have not been successi‘ul i‘or the people
,-;will not co-operate 4n controlling the grazing. Many people feel that,

‘especially in the very dry areas, thie .poor qua.lity arid lsnd could be

used better for ranching wild game animals. Apparently the wild game

_r,animals are able to manage with less uater than domestic etock, prodnee

f;..
more meat per aore, and do not cause such severe erosion.-?/ -

.

While the average amount of high potential land per farm is much

larger in the European areas than in any of the African areas, the European
__farms support a l,s‘r.ge_, _labor force uhilee the ,_A“friean;_,fa_rms support faw.
'people apart from their own'e'rs. T In 1960 for exmnple, the average area

. of land or all grades per farm wrker was enly 28 acres ror the Ehn'opean

R e

sreas talfen as’ a whole. However, in the principal mixed farming areas
of the “"White Highlands," the only areas which are really suitable for
-Arrican'settlement,ﬂ the average area of land per uorker‘was about 35

acres.. Only about 65 percent of these workers were aduli males (2, pp. 45.

- 1&6)." Thus, the mixed farming areas of the "White Highlands,"™ which con-

"sist largely of high potential land, apparently supported one ddult male

worker (roughly one family) on each 54 acres of land. Table 6 shous

that the Mesai District vas the only Arrioan district where the high

‘":*':potential land was: less densely settled than the: mixed farming land in Jﬂ
the "White Highlands. ' In addition, of course, - the Hasai District is
7 devoted to a type of agriculture which produces almost no market surplus.

o Thus, eco\omic reasoning alone would suggeet that gains from developing

1 For e oot roviw of thka sunject 300 (8-



the Masai Dietr.'n:ct~ more ﬁntensively~would probably be-greater than “those

derived from transferring European farms in the “White Highlands“ into

S

o ’"." S ', : African settlement schemes.§/
If: the high potential land in Hasai District were to be settled at .-

T L the Same density as the present “Million Aere Settlement Scheme"- in the-

hite iﬁghlaﬁ[is,"v the number of people That eould be absorbed is about
equal to those that could be settled on all of the mixed- farming land in )

the "erite mghlande.“ The small-ecale farms which comprise the present
. “Million Acre Settlement Scheme" have an average size of about. 30 acres
. (2, p. 58) Thus, - as the former European farms 41 the mixed Tarming
T . areae enpported “orie family on’ about 5° acree of land the process of -
. Ai'rioan settlement should increase the population density by about 80
) percent.: Ie the emall-scale farms were to support some hired laborers
in addit*on to- their awners, the effect on population density would be
sonewhat greater. ’ However, thie poseibility will be negleeted primarily
because most of the Afriean settlement schemes are high-density schemes
—_— ‘ which do. not appear to support many people -apart from their owners.
. For the present "Million Acre Settlement Scheme™ the 80 percent in-
A creaee “in the nuniber of families supported represents about 14, 000

fa.milies. It all of the 3.4 m1lion acres of mixed farming land in the

a8 This ‘was” the attitude of the Colonial Government, at’ least until ..
' immed.’mtely prior to independence,  This is illustrated by the following
’"quotation from a report. made by Sir Philip Mitchell when he vas Governor "
of Kenya in:1951 (_3_, P 6)

"And, third]y, the. expropriation of land: properly farmed by one
LT man”in order to hand it over -for destruction by others would be not
7.+ ° only anact of’ gross and indefengible injugtice but of egregious
L “folly. If it were ‘not- that one party is white-and the other’ black,
- -no’one:would” ‘suggest - such a-solution,-unless-of .course-land: were -
.. held in very large areas and were not properly: used. - But by that
oriterion expropriation uould begin with the Masai.,n e e o a5

.



.?"Whitegﬂighlands" were - settled on a similar basis, this mixed farming
J;land would support a total of 110 , 000" families, roughly 50; 000 more famil-

_eies than was the case when this land was. operated by European farmers. .
fHEnever, this.figure uould have to be reduced by about 10 000 families

” H if the mined farmingﬁland in the former "White Highlands“ which is pres-

L ently ouncd by African large—scale farmers was excluded from the calcula-

tion. Thus if all of the mixed farming land in the former “White High-

e ——

vlands,“ apart from that presently'operated by African: large—eoale farmere,.
. were settled with Africans on 30 acre farms, the “White Highlande" could
support about 40 000 more families than Were supported by the European

w

farms in these 8reas. S »;4'-r“~; L

The data which are presented in Table I Appendix I, suggest that
‘if the high potential land in the Masai District ware to support one
. family on every 30 acres, this high potential land sould support about

45,000 more families than the present total nunber'ofAfamiliee in Masal

. oiﬁietrict. Thn; MaSai~Dietrict alone codld support as many extra families

o as all of the mixed farming land in the "White - Highlands. e

 In 1962 the adult male population of Kenya 'was about tuo milXkion
(1, p. 6) If it is assumed that this group of people is increasing in
"size at the _same rate as the total population, three percent per annum,

;;and,that these people comprise the labor force, then the number of workers

"Hnis increasing by about 60,000 each year.” If, as seems 1ikely, most of

these people will have to be absorbed into the agricultural sector, it
B is clear that neither African settlement in thc "White Highlands" nor

- heavier settlement in thinly populated areas such as Mesai District is

"A: going to be anything more than a very temporary relief to growing




J— ]

- population pressure, at least if these extra people are absorbed on to
fanms as large as 30 acres each. Certainly'the population pressure on
the land will mount and.eventually the eﬁsﬁng tribal land barriers
uust break down.. waever, in the present political circumstances 1n
Kenya, re-allocation of land between dlfferent tribes is not feasible
while African settlement in the “iWhite Highlands" is extremsly attractive

politioally. It satisfies the Africans who . for many years have cast.

" envious eyes on the Europeans broad acres while at the same time it en-
ablee European farmers to- eell their 1and and leave Kenya if they wish

to do so.

e ’
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CHAPTER 3 . . - -

o . ’ : . . RN ™ .-

'FTVA B r”’AFHICAN”SETTEEMEKT‘IN*THE;"WﬁiiﬁvﬁTGHﬁtNDS”
' This chapter describes the various forms of'Afriean settlement in

7~ the "Wnite HMghiands." In part, this deseription is given to provide a

However, some of the information which is presented in this chapter will
be directly useful at a later stage when the effects of alternative .

seﬁtlement‘arrangements on Kenya‘e aconomy 'are, discussed.

The Extent of African Settlement

In 1960, the last year berore African settlement began, there were
alnost 3,600 large-scale European farms in the "White Highlands." These
farms covered an area of about 7.5 million acres of agricultnral land.
Table 7 shows that by June 1965 about 1,600 of these large-scale farms

_ covering an area of about 1.8 million acres of land had been purchased
for African uae.-/ About half of the farms which were purchased were
split up into small-scale farms and made into settlement sohemes. The

other half are still operated as 1arge-scale farms by.their new Arrican
N

;;;A,m;xnm(w“mowners.,Jkrd“«;;quWdﬂmﬁnewnwwmcm, U

S A;j These statistics include -only fams which were bought‘either by

"f“"”'fif”>fthe Kenya~ Government ‘or with the help of loans from government agencies.
' ) Asmall but unknown number of Africans have bBought or rented Buropean
-farms without’ having received any financial assistance from the Kenya

- Government.' T v

39

background for the Iater diScus'Ei‘oh“Uf—some*parﬁ:gular*fAfr;ftc'an;gamsh_.,,_;.,,..; e



‘FOR - AFRICAN 'OR 'GOVERNMENT USE

TOTAL UP TO 30th JUNE, 1965 *

... Number-of -
Large-Scale
- .. Farms' Purchased

.. Total

Area

Cost to

Public;
Agen

‘I‘ype—_of Scheme .

_w-.‘Sx‘;allQ-Scalef-F msﬂl .

' High-Denstty and -Low-Dénsity
Settlement Schemes

- Large-Scale Ferms

e »‘--boa-’-bperétize-.ﬁama;wDl’_',Ka}gu‘

. Privately Operated (Iand Bank)

" Privately Operated (Dept. of

-Settlement)

Total Large~Scale Farms
Go(r'er‘mnent Farms
-~ Nandi Salient

 Total

438

226

798

26

21

1,645

' { Th@usaﬁg

agres) ™

© 120

393

- 158 .

(Thousand -
EBs Av)

10,038

888

2,051 -

1,433

62

32-

17

4,371

- 318

- 180

1,805

14,907

‘schemesg, . '
- loans to individual farmers.

B _,mﬂ.;j?__.__.,\Datg_-simm-ﬁl.{r;xiyj;a,"._‘Dévelbpment‘ Plan, 1966-1970. g_agg'ﬁjjz.,_,i,_ '

' _éj'”TThi‘éfiii‘éiuﬂ‘é‘sf‘abdiit;’1’2 large-scale -co-operatively ‘operated 4
ranches.. These are officially classified asAHighj-l?e_msIty“‘settlément e

v E/This 'i,ncllii“i:le,g: only the;c,&stqoi‘ the land and permanent improve-
- "ments+ It does not ‘include administration expenses or development

S



About 3J+ million acres of land in the "White Highlands" is in areas

¥

) far almost all of the farnrs which have been re-settled 'aith A;t‘ricans are

icn the mixed farming areas._ About half of all the mixed farming land in

‘(mix d livestock ami arable farming is the major farming system. So o

the "White Highlands" had been taken over by Africans by June 1965. The .‘ _

balance of the- land in the "White Highlandsf' e million acres, is de~

voted to 1ax'ge-""w

ale ranches or plantations. Very few of these ”I‘aﬁches S

or. plantations have been affected by African settlement (_1_, PRs 1‘!8-149).
. ‘I‘he “White Iﬁ.ghlande" of “Kenya. and the areas which were taken up

by settlement schemes at the end oi' June 1965 are shown in Map 6. Most

of the nfrio,an ope_,rated farms, both‘on séttlepernt ischemee.and- individna'lly'

operated 1argé'-'s¢aiie 'Arricanrfarms,vare located in- the Westert and Central -~ —

v pax‘ts ol the "White Highlands-“ The i‘arms which are operated by Africans»

as 1arge-scale i‘arms ‘are: not‘ shown eeparatsly in Map 6 for most 6T these

: farms wer‘e bought on an individual basis and are scattered throughout the

"White B:\.ghlands.“ However, most of the Ai‘rican large-scale farms are

located in. the major mixed i‘arming areas; the ‘I‘rans Nzoia District around

Kitale, tl:xe Uasin Gishu District around Eldoret, ‘and’ the Nakuru District.

. ’l‘he majority of the Eastern part of the “White ‘Highlands" is devoted -to -

large-scale ranches and plantations. ©All of the 1arge block-of land -~

around Rumuruti and Nanyulcl apart from a few places a on its southem

edge, are used entirely for very large-scale ranches., The area to the

f"east of~ Nairobi contains very, i‘ew mixed fams but is used for- ranches and

plantations. Thus, most of the 1arge-scale i‘arms in the eastern part of

S the _"White Highlands“ are still operated by Enropeans. e
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'“:’by June 1965. The majority of these farms Wil pass or have - passed into
-“,forioan ownership. However, 26 of these large-scale farms, those shown-
‘ ff'as Government Ferms in Table s probably will remain in government )

‘vpossession.r Some of’these farms are being kept for an afforestation

scheme in eonnection with a proposed paper pulp mill. Most of the others

. dueing,-fa:,’.

-'certaintg;'manj or‘the”re

- u*ll fhrm_National—iaamssm,Ihese-uillﬂbe—administeredlby a,neuly fbrmed___iiiiw.;

llvestock breeding or orop sseed producing farms. As a result of the

o process of splitting ap European farms and settling African fanners on

small-scale farms many of Kenya s best 1ivestock breeding ‘and seed pro-

thave been‘disbanded.. Also, given the current politi 1 un-

to engage in such long-term activities as-the production of high-quality

‘ breeding livestock. The Kenya Government hopes that some of this damage

can ' be’ repaired through the operation of the National Fanms.

Twentyaone of the large-sesle farms which have been purchased from

Europeans, the Nandi Salient farms, have been given back.to the Nandi

ek

people for 1ncorporation in the Nandi Reserve.‘ Apparently these farms
Anere océupied by the Nandi when the first Ehropean settlers were given
- rlghts to this 1and. The Government has NOW returned these farms to the

;jNandi to compensate them for the original "urongful" settlement by

'Europeans. s ~r~-“

‘Apart from the #7 farms. mentioned above, all of‘the remaining 1 598

*‘f_large-scale farms which have been purchasea from Europeans are being or

';V‘uill be farmed by’African farmers, either as complete large-scale farms

RO

NS ,._;..,;:««_», .

ning European farmers appeartto be unwilling



—',or as small—scale farms created through subdiv1sion of the original

. ‘1arge-scale fanms.,u

o 'l’he Large-Scale Faris . e ] _
' Table' 7 ehows that by 301;11 ‘June 1965 nearly eoo ‘farms ‘had been pur- H

chased for use by Africans as large—seale farme. In fact, there were -

felightlyumore than this for about 12 large-scale co-operative ranches

. ?will help,to administer these co—operatives for the first few years until :

"are included tegetber with the small-ecale high-density settlement seheme'
farmsyianable ?. These co=0 perative ranches are officially classified

as higﬁ-deneity'séttlement“echemes, primarily“eecause they wers financed. T

with British Government funds under the eame terns as the rest of the

ﬁighadensity small—scale farms. The government ues anxious that all of

”i:the-small—scale farme on. settlement schemes ghould be organized ona .
“tribal basie and if possible, be situated on land adjacent to the exist-

‘ing-tribal reserve.,‘ Unrortunately, in the European areae adjacent to

the Kamba reserve there was very. little high-rainfall land suitable for

subdivision into small-scale farme. In order to overcome this problem

the Kenya Government decided to set up a special category of settlement

e o s g

soheme,»the co-operative ranches, 50 that the Kamba conld have settle- -
ment schemes in the European areas next to_their existiqg land unit.

Eighty—four of the 1Arge-ecale farms shown in Table 7 occur in one

‘vblock of land, the Ol'Kalou Salient. The Kenya Government intends that

'VTthese farms will be converted into 18 large-seale co-operative farms,

i-each uith 106 member settlers (g, ‘Po 53) The Department of Settlement

: i;the co-operative societies are sufficiently Hell organized tO operate .

;’_'everything themselvee. This 1and was purchased in “the earIy part of S _

e ‘T‘*“_"




,1965 So far most éfﬂehe 1sna is s£i11"ee1ng farmed by the Department

operative societies established. ) These, farms will not be - included in

=S e

N the analysis- e

vy RO SN

limim.csmpa_nielor through co-operative soeiet.ies- There ‘are’ no eta-

S of Settlement for there has been insufficient time to. got all of the co- =~

tistj.cs a,vailable te ehow how many of these fams fall into eech of these :

eategories. Hewever, most ‘of these far-ms are either individually mmed

or operated by private partnerships. 7 Only these t.uo types oi‘ organiza-

tion will be dealtr with' in this study .

LA

"‘ Agricultural Bank ef Kenya. The Iand Bank allowed farmers to borraw

8 maximum of 60 percenf., or.-dn special cases 80 peroenﬁ of ths vost of

) '_ the farm and permanent improvements. Most 6f these loans are repayable
R over a- period ef 20 years with interest charged at-gix end one-»halr

‘ percent per annmn., By 30th June 1965 the Land Bank- had helped to finance

i l+88 At‘rican 1arge-scale farms and had 1ent over ¥ 2 million for this

......

purpose. '
The: remaining 226 large-seale farms were bonght “through the Depart-.

ment of Settlement. : Theee ferms came under tuo separate schemes._ the

P TR

"Assisted Ouners Scheme" and the "Compassionate Farms.“ Under the

ment of Settlement.A A few of these farms were split up :Lnto two or more




“'lng nterest at six and one-half percent-per annum. Th° remaining 136

1ar§e-scale farme, the "Compasslonate'Farms," were sold intaet to Afriean

; -buyerSa After the first constitutional conference was held in Iondon :

' in 1960 the market for land, in the "nhita Highlands" collapsed. At the"m ‘
Same time there were a- number of people who, through old dge .or disability,; N

needed to,sell their farms. These fanms Were officially lieted as -

“Compassionate FErms” and the British Government provided funde so that
‘they could be purchased. A total of 160 1arge-eeale farms wers bought ;_
-in this way and 136 of theee farms ‘were, re-s0ld to. AIrican farmers (2,
p.v?)- The 1end purehaae loans wers nede on the same conditions as those
for the Aesiated Owners. ' : T
By 30th June 1965 over 700 lerge-scale farms had been. purchased by

Afrieans through either~tha Land, Bank or the Department of Settlement. -

» These- farme eover a total area of 550 000 agres of land and average

.‘ about ?70 aares in. size. After allowing for the faet.that a fow of these
farms Here split up by the Department of Settlement, the average size of ~\\\V
these privately opérated- African large-scale farms is about 70 acres.

- This is considerably smaller than the average size of all large-scale -
. rarme in,these areas. Mbst of these farms are in the Nakuru, Uasin Gishu \\
o or Trans Nzoia areas. In 1960, before African settlement began, the '

:.: average farm sizes in these three areas' were i 487, 1 594, and 1 282

aeres, respectivaly (5, p. 4) Thus most ‘of the private Afriean buyers
*w“**"wi«'7 have tended te bny the emaller large-scale farms. This is understand-

able n view'of\most Africans' lack of capital.A




"sequent resale to Africans were bought on the basis of 1959 land values.

All of the farms which were bought by the Kenya Government for sub-

'This meant that the rarms were valued on the’ basis of the~land values

. which prevailed in the 1ast year before the 1and market collapsed in

”~1960. The "Compassionate Farms" were resold to Africans at 50 percent

of. their cost to the Government. Those under. the “Assisted Owners o

Soheme" or: the large-scale co-operetive farming schemes organized hy

'the Department of Settlement waere resold at two-thirds of their cost to
' “”the Kenya Government. In eaoh cdse thelsubsidy'element was paid with-a -

_-__grant fron the British Government- ‘While the subsidies quoted apply to

all.of the farms insach category taken as a whole, individual farms may

~ have received more or less subsid& than the\percentage applicable. to all

_of the farms in the particular category.

All of the farms which were bought from their previous owners on a.

private besis through the Land Bank ware bought on the basis of a.privately

negotiated free msrket prioe. However, at the time of purchase the Land

‘Bank made an offioial valuation of the farms using 1959 values. Fre-
urqnently this valuation formed the basie for.negotiation between the buyer

'*and the seller. There Was no element of subsidy involved in the purchase

of any of these farms.

“"f“In‘addit

From Table 7 i’ can ‘be seen that almost o5 million of government

'=funds have been used to finance the transfer of the large-scale farms.

;toﬁtﬁds more “‘blic funds have “beeri made available to these g

'”ilfhpjand equipment, and also for short-term cropping loans. Unfortunately

e :;there are.no etatistioe available showing the gxtent of these loans.




*1m:,1u3.u The Small-Scale Farms

All of the small-scale Africah-operated fanms in the former "White

]

Highlanis" are fbund in groups or. settlement schemes, each scheme be1ng i

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

' created through ‘the sub dlvision of .one or more large-scale farms. All T
of these settlement schemes are administered by the Department of Settle-
ment, which wasg created espeoially for this purpose. " There are two main

e types of settlement schemes, distiHQUiBth primarily'on the basis. of

the terget 1ncomes which settlers vere expected to obtain. Table\B
- showa the numher of settlement schemes and the number of settlers on :
these settlements. When the present settlement scheme is completed in
¢?i96?:eilgntlyvmere.tban_one_millien a°r°319§,1aﬂ?«?111. have been re-
e ghtrled with 32,000 A.f-rlean‘ ‘fannes, For this reason the whole settles .
. ';”ment.eeheme'is reterred-tb‘as‘the”“Million Aere Scteme." It is appro-
}priate'to'ﬁeint.Eut here that the figures in Table 8 fer the area of
1snd'inve1ved in the"settlement schemes are not directly comparable with
. those in Table 7. Tabls 6 shows that 1 ,087,000 acres of Jand are ex-
""" - pected to be used for the "Million Acre Scheme" (including the 12 1arge-v
- - seale ranches). Table 7 shows that 1,084,000 acres of land had been
. - g purchased for this purpose by 30th June 1965 That is nearly all of the

1and required for the whele settlement scheme had been bought by 1965.

Houever, there is always a delay between the time when the government
purchases the land and the time when 1t can get the settlers onto the
‘j settlements. This is reflected in Table 8 which shous that re-settle-
”-fment had started on only 878 000 acres of land by 30tb June 1965.

:re based ‘n‘individual ounership of the small-scale farms..

There are




PRocftEss WP TO 30th JUNE,’ 1965 AND
PROJECTED FIGURES FOR waom scamE *
2 s o
= . — —
PR Iow - . “High' &‘ Couoperative o
- - e -~~Densityv..__m Density [ - Ranches . Total. -
' 'nﬁmbér‘orfséhenes S S (Ntmbér)
fotually started by ~ v S N
'30th June, 1965 28 58 6 92
Total-_ —ijected ‘ '3.6 - 76 - . 1,2. e 128
>Area. - ‘ R o (-Th‘onsand ac;‘ég)
Kctuslly started by P A
30th June, 1965 - 1M , 595 : X 878
Total Pro;]ected T S v/ 166 1,087
Number of Settlerr/ - ' (Number)
Actually settled by~ - ‘ . o
30th June, 1965 3,311 . 20,606 626 24,969
"":1'11-"-_1'91;;;_;‘1 *?’rbject‘ed- - 5,347 25,896 1,052 32,295
. _\ - e : - R e .
Average Fa —Size SN . (‘Acres. o
Pro;]ected S 3!4.5 " 28.1 - -

T * Data from Kenya, evelopmant Plan, 1266-1220, page 358.

e The projected total number of. séttlers on the High-Density and
ths Co—operative Schemes is: slightly undarestimated, for a few of the .
” ;H_»'schemes which have:not been started yet have: not been fully planned ‘and
o '_;the expected number oi‘ settlers 1s. unknown. ; ,
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A'HighADensity set%iéﬁéﬁt échemes:' These are intended -for peOple

e uho are both landless and unemployed. The indiVidual farms on these

'bschemes average 28 acres in size although there is’ considerable variation '

- in size among the sattlement schemes. Each settlement scheme is planned

- -on the basis of a- specific target income. The average farm. size on any.

,particular settlement is fixed so that, given the agricultural potential
’ of the land on that settlement, settlors: ought to be able to achieve-the
expected target incomes. On High-Density Settlement - Schemas the target
:QTM*Z.“""":inccmes vary from/£25 “to- iﬁO'per annums; - Fhese-ingomes are- expected to - -
be cash surpluses after settlers have repaid their loan installments .
and-obtained ‘their own gubsistenca. The-smallest.rarmsron any one of
-these high—density settlement schemes average only 11 acres with target
"farms incomes of £25. The largest farms on any high-density settlement

average 66 acres sach with target farm incomes of £70.
Each high-density settlement scheme comprises: an average of about

" 10,000 acres of land. The majority of the settlement schemes ‘are high-

--density -schehes. “When the "Million Acre“SEHeme“ i3 completed there

should\be'aboat 26;000 Settlers—on this—type of-scheme. *

Iow-Deneity ~settlement Schemes: These are fntended for Africans

'with some farming experience. Apart from"onemseheme—withwanwaverage~w~'

'““farm size of 140 acres and a target income of £250 all of these settle-

ment schemes have target fanm incomes of iAOO. The small farms average

cam’

o~

34 acres in size although this varies frcm as low as 12 acres on one

_ .*ewto as much as 56-acres on another (2, pp. 51-53) When the
"Million Acre Scheme“ is: completed there should be about 5,000 settlers

nfthese low density settlements.: “Bach low-dens1ty settlement comprises
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gtan average of ebout 5,000 ‘acres: of 1and. These schemes are only half
. t'the size of the high-density settlements primarily because the. agencies

g fwhlch 1ent the money for the development loans in515£3d on. thEir being

_ ’ smaller and receiving more 1ntensive supervision. _ .

- o Although both the high-density and the 1ow-denSity settlement .. - -
7 - -schemes are baeed on 1ndividually owned small-scale farms, -most- of-the

::' fanms are too small to be able to prov1de all of the services that the

farmers need._ Thus each settlement scheme or group of settlement schemes

”*"_has a central co-operative society~which operates some serv1ces such as.’

.marketing*garm pro ce,lgippingleattlel_operatinglan_artificial-insemina-

_wtionrservice, running a-tractor cultivating service, eto- NOrmally, when
+the settlement scheme is started these services are provided by the De-
:zpartment of Settlement through the settlement officer who lives on eaoh '
scheme. As the oo-operative becomae established the settlement offieer
. hands over these servioes gradually until the eo-operative is able to
- '-manage them by itself. However, oertain gservices, notably tractor culti-
vation and cattle dipping, may be provided by an outside contractor. '

Originally the. government intended that the settlement officers

- .i”uould stay on each scheme for the first two and one-half years. Iater

e it became . apparent that most settlement schemes could not function
.'"properly 1f the settlement offioers left so soon. The Kenya Government
7«:Jlis tnying now to keep the settlement officers on the schemes for the

fufirst five years. This has posed problems, for no financial provision .

.
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Iand purchase loans were available to all ‘settlers. These\ioans were .
repeyable over 30 years and like all government loans carried interest ‘
.'at six. and - one-half‘percent per annum. On highsdenslty schemes settlers
could obtain 100 percent of the farm s purchase price as’ a loan. On
low—density =chemes settlers -had to deposit 10 percent of the purchase
"price. .Recently, settlers on lou—density schemes have had to deposit
some working capital as well. They are able to withdraw this monsy when-
‘ever they can show that they naed to purchase sémething for their farms.
In addition to the farm purchase price, all settlers-had to pay-a smell -
‘fee, usually about -- £5, "to cover the legal expenses involved in trans-
__ferring the title deeds of the land. All settlers could obtain develop-
. ment loans for buying lvestock, building materials, equlpment and for
ceo. .. soma short-term cropping expenses. These devéﬁophent loans were usually
. large enough to enaple settlers-to completely equip, stock, and opsrate
tneir }erms,for the first-year or 804 Once these development loans ware
-issued “at least some of the settlers were able to obtain snort;tenn credit
}rom their co-operative society, usually against the security of -their
expected monthly milk check. If their co-operative society was well
organized the settlers could obtain short-term government loans for ex-
penses incurred in planting maize. These loans were obtainable only
through the co-operative society and were made as advances against the
Minimum Financial Eeturn'on naize. Apart from this, most _settlers were
unable to obtain much credit from commercial ‘sources; they were too- in- )

"debted to the Department of Settlement to be suitable candldates for—com-w

A_mercial credit.

3 - R RO

- edrd
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’—' Orig:.nally all” settlers were able to obtain two development loans.‘
One ,was, intended primarily for buying livestock building materials and
equipment and was repayable over 15 years. The other was intended for

- short—term cropping expenses and was to be repald over five years. Howme '
ever, it became apparent that if- settlers had to repay part of their

B loan ‘over five years there was a very heavy burden of. loan repayments

during the firs‘t ‘few years.» Thus the Department of Settlement decided .

T o T Y
to consolidate all five .and 15=-year loens into one lo-year lo:—m. This o

also helped to simp].iry accounting procedux:es within the Department of i
Settlement. ' T

N When a group of large-goale fams was, pnrcha.eed i‘or a eettlement
scheme they were bought on the basis of 1959 values. In arriving at the
price of a small-scale farm toa settler the following procedure wasg
edopted. First the total purchase price of the large-seale farms wag -
reduce'd by one-thir,d. This was peid with a grant from the British Gov~

. ernment and was 'inten;ded to_cover the' oos{t of expensive permanent improve~
R ments-, such as” the' houses of European farmers, which were not directly
. valuable to.the new settlers. This'one-third.subsidy,applied.'to .all

e

e e settlement schemes taken together. 'Ind‘lvidua—l settlement schemes may
: have rece:.ved more or:less than one-third, depending upon the special
. circumstances on the particular settlement. Then, having deducted the

‘ one-third grant, 10 percent was added to the remaining two-thirds end

ey the resulting figure divided by the number. of 5ma11 i‘arms to get the

av rage purchase price per farm eThis extra 10 percent was intended to

co‘ver the Kenye Government against any poseible loss through lete repay-

ment or default on loan repayments by settlers.




: i B ' A .
i All of the land which was bought for settlement schemes was purcha.eed e

with money provided by the British Government one-third. as a grant,

_ two-thirds as a loan. After the large-scale farms._ were purchased more
T money had to be spent on. sOll conservation, road building, farm planning,
etc. before the farms could be 'subdivided. The cost of this woxk wae

paid with a grant from the British Government. This grant also paid for

.81l of the oosts of administering the settlement schemes for the first

two and one-half yedars of their existenoea Most-of the futids for settlers'

development lcans were borrowed from ovez:seas. " However, when the European

large-scale i‘ams were purchased by the Government, some of the ™ E‘ﬁropean
i‘armere had to settle outstanding loans with, govemment oredit agencies
such as the I.and Bank. The proceeds ci‘ these 1oan repayments wWere used |
to help finanoe development loans ‘for gettlers on high-density settlement
s,cheme}s. The rest of the money f‘or development loans on high-density
'echemes wap obtained-as loans from either the British Government or the

o hest’ German Gove”mment ¢. The development loans for 1ow;density-sett1ement

e ‘.—i- e ~schemes Were- financed through loans from either the Commonwealth Develop-

ment Corporation (CDC) or the WOrld Bank (IBRD) There ‘was no subsidy

PP
e b

element in any of the development loans. A sumary of the expected total
cost of .the. Million Acre Settlement Scheme and the source of the funds
- is given in Ta.ble 9. The whole of this scheme was expected to cost

about i-23 million of which about -L9 million was a grant from the British

oot

i o

T This is intended only as a brief description of "African eettle-zv
ment in ‘the former "White Highlands." -A more: detailed description of

"‘the "Million Acre Scheme® is'given elsewhere (3). "Als0, much useful -
information o) 3 he settleme t,

schemes which are orgenized by the Department o
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 MMBIE 9. ¥ KENVA: TLLION AGRE SETTLEMANT SCHEE: I o
' -TOTAL GOST: AND SOURCES OF FINANCE * -
. , (T housands of -L E A.)
e .. .. ., 7 Schemes ~  Schemes® ' = Total
" Grant from U.K. 627 . . 3,180 3,807 o~
o Inan i‘rom U.K. L. ¥ 253 6,359 | ?,617' o

R < 1,885 . 9,539 ifkebe -
- Eete_lme_nueen.e S |
.K. Govefnment _ . e 2,7&9'7 2,497 ‘
CeDiGs ‘ 82k - 82k
—+zo’ - Wost-German- Govemment- AT 1,218 1,218
‘ Otherb : . - : 1,h22 L L,u22
L aem 5w 7,608
© . -Grant from UK. . 1,32 14,286 -~ 5,507
- - «»TotalrCost™ . - © 55577 . 17,540 23,117

E Data from Keuya, Development Plan, 1966-1970 page 358. h

, _/ The hlgh-density settlement schemes.include 12 1arge-scale .
_.co-operative ranches-which are officially classii‘ied as high-density
settlements for fina.ncial purposes. . . .

L _/ 'Rh:.s item is the proceeds obtained from 1oans which were re-
e "f,paid 1o the Kenya Government by European farmers whose farnms were
i ﬂpurchaeed_” . .

o i.e., the total cost to the Kenya: Government, not mcluding
the ite.m_ _/_Hhich, of" ¢ course 15 just-a bookkeeping arrangement within .
5 the Kenya Government. R




Possible i«‘nture Extensions of A African Settlement

The Kenya Government is anxious that the rest of the Earopean owned
land which is suitable for mixed farming in ‘the "White Highlands“'be e

transferred to African farmers. However, the Government realizes that

a r‘apid transfer of this land may be detrimental to the economy, for it

"~ would" be expensive and there are few Africans with suffioient experience

of commercial agriculture to- farm “the land suooessfully. The Kenya Gova_*

ernment is not happy with the progress of either of*the .existing fbrms

iy

of African settlement. Production from the emall—scale settlement schemes

has not been as high'as was expected and a*large proportion-of the settlers

have hot repaid their loan instellments on.time (1, Pps 150-156; 2, e

62); Similarly, the 1arge-scale African farms are generally considered

to be badly run, although there is little faotual information available. V

Thus\the-Kenya_G0yernment has decided that the -pace of land transfer
shall be. slowed down, At the same time the Govermment is considering
introducing hew ways ‘of effecting the land transfer which hopefully,
Hill be more suocessful than the previous onese-

During the period of the current development plan from 1966 to 1970
the Government expects that another 400,000 acres of lahd will be trans-

ferred to Africans. -About . 80 OOO acres of this land will be settled on

" lines similar to the existing low-density settlement schemes. ?robably

3 ,jfcnrrent development plan (i, PP. 150-160);

The.annual reports of several other government agencies which deal with -
~the 'small-scale settlement schemes contain useful information (8; 9;-10).

scale African-operated-farms, ‘although theré is some in the annual re-

‘porte of the credit agencies which deal with these farmers (11, 12).-

A gtatement of the Kenya Government's attitude towards the process of
~African settlement in the former WHhite: Highlands" is contained in the

of Settlement is given in that Department's annual reports (2 5y 6 z)..v

”.*Very little information is aVailable concerning the privately owned large-
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"’_'.another 2oo,ooo acres will be bought privately by African farmers who

" wish to“"farm large-scale farms. The balance of the land, 120,000 acres,

‘Ewill be takeﬁ_aver“by‘thE'recently established Agrlcultural Development.
;Corporation (ADC). Some of this ‘land will be fanmed as National Farms
by the ADC with the 1ntention of producing breeding livestock or high
hquality crop SBBdS-i The rest of the land to'be admlnistered by the ADC
will probably be’ operated as "Transitional Farms.“ These will be large—
'scale farms léased to African tenants. They will be supervised by a
’”manager who uill be enployed by the ADC. If, after a few years, it ap-
lpears that the African tenants can operate the farms on their own; they |
will be giVen the opportunity'to purchasa the fanms. The total cost of”

transferring from European to African ownership this 400,000 acres of

" land 18 expected to, be about 6k million during the period of the

current’ develqpment plan (1, ppe 156—160). _

By 1965 about 1.8 million acres of land had been purchased from ‘
Eﬁropean farnere,lfor gither Af¥ican use or, in the cnse of aAfeu”farms,
for use by the KEnya Government (Table 7) of this land about 1.7
million acres was in the mixed farming areas, the balance being in ranch-
:nming districts. During-the period of the current development plan,

: :from 1966 to 1970 anather 400, 000 acres of European land will be pur-
_chased, most of it for use by Afrlcans. Almost all of this land will
__be in the, mixed farming areas.. Thus, “by 1970 a total of about 2. 1
V.Tmillion acres of 1and will have been purchased in the mixed farmdng areas

o the “White Highlands." As there are about 3.4 million acres of mixed )

farmdng land in the "White Highlands," about 1-3 million acres of this

"will remain in European occupation in 1970. Apart- from about 100,900




s the majority of the four million acres of land in the ranching and
" **“‘*“plantation areas—of—»tre J'Wh:H'.e oHLghlands" will remain in Ehropean use .....
“in 1970. At present there are no definite proposals i‘or tald.ng over. the

' land whlch uill remain in European occupation in 19‘70 although, pre-

- 'jsumably, -tha Kenya Ge;rermuent muld prefer to see all of this land in

N M‘rican occupation, providing 8 satisfaetory method iy mr:.can sett‘.[e-""

e T ment could be faund. e o -
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CHAPTER &

CRITERTA FOR APPRATSING ALTERNATIVE FORMS OF SETTLEMENT

Introduction
This chipter begins by eXaiining some theoretical considerations which

are involved when. investment criteria are chosen.. It then goes on to

- discuss how these principles can be applied to the task of choosing suit-

able oriteria for appraising alternative ferms of African’ settlement-in

the xenya highlands. e s

[ e S O R P Y e e e e

Somo_Theoretical Considerations

Interest in the subject of investment oriteria has arisen for several

3

réaéons, two of which appear -to be of major importance. First, any

society has to mdke investments in areas such as health education and

k defense, where the market mechanism eannet be expected to-act as a guide

ror making investment decisions.‘ Second even in those seotors of the

-economy where the market mechanism plays a dominant role, returns obtained.
:by private investors may diverge from those which acerue to society as a
whole.-/ Thus a need has been felt for investment criteria which could

he’ used to appraise,alternative investment projects.

__In choosing between alternative investment prodects a country will

_be trying to reach several objectives, suoh as higher natlonal income,

L L .. - . .-

~



‘ffmore employment and a’better distribution of income. TIf an investment

._program which makes the maximum possible contribution to these- objectives
lris to be chosen, certain conditions will have to be fulfilled. For ex-
ample, the objective of higher national income implies that -resources
» ‘ should.be used in an economically efficient manner. This would. requireb |

™ that all resources in limited supply be used up to the point where the

ratfos of their marginal contributions to national income and eocial op~ -

K .

portunity costs are. equated. In. praeticeisufﬁicienQ;QQQ§Lgre‘not avgilable
to determine whether these conditions are met. The process.of choosing ;
between alternative investments'must be simplifiedw_ Investment criteria

S ‘ Ashould be selected .80 that they can be used L Jith the data available but

©still lead to a choice whieh approxigates +to the ideal investment program.‘
. Clearly there is8 ‘a danger that too high a degree of simpligication will |
be involved. ‘ -
“In the: literature on investment criteria there has baeen cofrgiderable
disagreement, much of which has been concerned with the problem of trying
“"to choose one single«best investment criterion. If one single criterion
is to be used to appraise the effects of alternative investments in reaeh-
"'.niné more than one objective, severdl procedures are possiblef‘
First, all of the objectives, except for one, can be neglected and
a single criterion which relates to the single objective may be used._
. Fbr example, Kahnﬂhas suggested that the Social Marginal Productivity
Criterion be employed (g, PP. 38-61). This criterion, among. other things,

jassumesfthat the country has only one Objeotive, maximizing the value of

; ationa income in the immediate future. Other people have suggested

' that maximizing national income in- some more distant period in the future




f'is the important objectlve -and thus, that the effect of a project on

capital investment is'uhat should be studied. FOr example, Galenson and

Ieibenstein have suggested that_projects which involve ‘production with '

g capitsl'intensive methods eponld be encouraged, for if capitalists have’ ani
higher than averagerprope;sity‘to sare, this wilinencourage capital in-~
vestment (3, pp. 543 570). In contrast, others have proposed that projects

which- employ capital extensive methods should be adopted since capital

is usually the scarcest resource (&) No doubt some. of thesa differences

may be explained because there were legitimate differences in the obgeetives »

which were appropriate for the situations under review. Nevertheless,

it is apparent that. much of the confusion has arisen because each of the )
suggested criteria Was designed to help reach one objective when in fact
there are many. .
Th¥s has led to the second method of approach. This procedure ag-
T o - ceptS'tnet“there-is4more'than one objactive, assigns weights to thendif-
- oferent objectives and then tries to-maximize the degree to which one
sinéievconbined objective is reached. For example, many investment

- criteria, such as the Benefit-Cost Ratio used by Eckstein, use an 1nter-

PR

o est rate to calculate the ‘presént_value of future incomes (5, ppe. 55-5?).
In_other werds, theiinterest rate is being used to weight several object-
ives, incomes in different time periods, in order to reach one singie com~

ffvbined objective, the present value of the future income stream. T0‘cite

another example, Chenery Jhas proposed that in using the Social Merginal

;iiiii;;i;,' P duct1v1ty’Criterion a projeot's perfbrmance should be measured by adding




A third approach accepts that there are several objectives, chooses
a criterion thab leads to maximum possible attainment of one of these ob-

jectives but imposes restraints to ensure. that the other obJectives are

T reached to some specified degree. Fbr example, projects may be chosen o

en’ the ba.is of their Benefit-Cost Ratio but subject to restraints which}
_require that-a certain measureboiAemployment or equality of incefie dis-- !
: tribution be obtained. Although this: approach hias not been used widely,
it has been-discussed by several writers, includingeTinbergen and - King
(D (®.. | '

Closer examination of these ‘threa procedures shows that they all de~
pend on one baeic principle, namely weighting the different objectives _
‘in order to obtain one single combined objective. The difference lies -

in the system.ofﬂneighting; The firet method assigns zero weights to all
of ‘the otjectiVes eicépﬁ for onej the third method assligns a constamt
‘welght to the main objective while the objectives which' are"incormrated
_into the restraints are a531gned infinite weights until the restraints
are satisfied and zero weights ‘thereafter. Thus the first and third methods
-are special cases of the second method in “which very arbitrary systems
::ogineigntinghareinsed;t The basic question in all three methods,. there~
fore, is can weights be attachec legitimatelj to the different‘bbjectives?’
‘If they cannot, one single criterion cannot suffice to appraise the extent
- to- which an investment progeot meets severaI‘SBjectives.
o Suppose,,te—take a hypothetical example, that a country has only two

”objectives, higher total employment and more national income. Further,

.suppose that all of the feasible combinations of employment‘and national

2 ncome that can be obtained from national”resources can be shown as. a




. produotion possibility set. Tnenvif the nationelrsocial nelfaremfnnction o
iA is represented as an 1ndifference map, policy decisions- should be made :
in such a way that they lead to‘a position where the efficient- frontier ' ¢?
R of the prodnction p0351bility-set is tangential to the ‘highest possibile
social utility contour. In Diagram- 1 two produetion possibility sets,
with efficient frontiers 1abelled Pt and Pgyqs and two social utility
contours, labelled Uy, and Ut+1: are shown. The subscripts, t end»t+1,
. repreeent different times, the beginning ‘and end of a_plamning period‘
Clearly, in Diagram 1 policy decisions should be designed to lead to ™
.point B et'the beginning of the planning period and point B* at the end
of the. pézx}.aci’. I2-the policy decisions are to be.made by the economist
he should assign weights to the two objeotives end these weights must
- be- propertional to the slope of the line AG at time t and A'C? at time
t&i. Bat the diagram has been constructed in such a way that AG is not
_parallel_ to A'GY. In other words, the relative utility of given units
of extra'income and»extrs employment is not the same at the beginning of
the Planning period (when it might be known by the economist) as it is at
the end of the period. In this ingtance the economist cannot make

2y P

policy'decisions using a constant set of weights for the whole of the

planning period. _
.~ Although Diagram 1 is entirely hypothetical, the situation which it.
represents appears to. be realistic. The relative degree to which’ a .

country derives satisfaction from the. attainment of different obJectives

is constantly changing, as to use the- previous example, the levels-of

l.national income and employment change.‘ Therefore the weights whioh have
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" Employment. ...

National Income

econnmlst. ‘He can only polnt out the relative effects of alternative
A'policles W1th respect ‘to meveral criteris; the policy de01sion must be
a polltlcal declsion governed by the conditions whlch prevail at the tlme
L ;'when the dec151on is made. These arguments appear to be especially rele-
vant to land settlement policy decisions in Kenya for thls pollcy will. ‘
'ﬁfkgi*affect & 1mportant'part ‘of Kenya s resources. »Thus ,in this thesis,
‘;f - alternatlve types of Afrlcan settlement will be appralsed usmng several
"criétzla but, no attempt w1ll be made to, give an overall ranklng to the
}'alternatives. . ‘ R )

Crlteria for Appralslng Afrlcan Settlement Schemes

This thes1s has two objeotlves-’ first to examine the levels of

R SR S T S PE S S

S 1ndiV1dual farm profits and suggest.ways of_improv1ng them, second, to

compare alternative fornm of African settlement wzth respect‘both to
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,m‘galf ”to the individual farmers,end to the natlon.i Aﬁﬁesiéihg the success T

- ) of the settlement farms in meeting the first obgective clearly réquires
that some fbrm of profltability criterion be employed. This would ‘2ls8
help to appraise +their success’ in meeting the second. objectlve. Honever,

a profitablllty criterion would not be sufficient to appraise the relative
gaing to the nation from alternatlve forms of . settlement. Other eriterla »
will be needed for: this purpose ‘for high 1ndividual farm profits do not

3

necessarily indicate that national resources are being psed ‘in-an. economical-A
ly efficient‘way; also, some-national problems such as unemployment and
p0551ble shortages of foreign exchange, government revenue and food would

not be taken into account directly by a profitability criterlon.

%

Individual Parm Profite
B Ih using 1 profitabllity criterion the analysis will try to see o
whether farmers are able to organize production efficiently and obtain
reasonable lncomes and sufficient cash to repay their loans. An important
partloftthis‘study will be concerned with examining the factors which
B prenent farmefs'froﬁfoféaﬁiélng“preaﬁction more efficiently, such as

LR thelr 1nabllity to accumulate farm capital or their 1nability or unwilling-

“ness-to adopt improved farming practices.
It is clearly ae51rable that the ind1v1dual settlers should repay

their loane to the Kenya Qovernmenit. If they czmnot" do- so, considerable

soclal unrest may ensue if the Government attempts do in51st on obtalning
~N L
full repayment.1 Also, if the Government cancels loans the Government '

(]

iteelfunilllbe placed in a difficult position' whether or I not the o
»_settlerS’repay*the Government,~the Kenya Government is still obligated
: to repay the overseas institutions which helped to finance the settlement




; ,._ischemes. - that the repayment of

loans by individual settlers is not an essential condition for a settle-:l_

v”'.ment scheme to be considered successful. Ii‘ a settlement scheme per-

i‘orms much better than others with respect. to certain other criteria,

such as- the efi‘eots on national 1ncome or employmént, it may still be
‘desirable even though settlers are unable to: repay their loans. If this
- were the - case, some o.t‘ the’ financial burden wéuld have to be removed

from ‘the. settlers and met from government revenueé, ;

Economic Efficienc}g

‘I'he néxt”. criterion will relate to the economic efi‘iciency wth which
national resources are used under alternative types of land settlement.

.If the’ economy of Kenya fuli‘illed all of the conditions af the perfectly

‘competitive model, as used in economic theory, resources wuuld be al= -
. located optimally and each i‘anner would be using his resources in such a
manner as to maximze profits. But thene are imperfactions in, the eeonomy
‘and profit maximized for the individual may not lead to the optimwn use
: 'of national resources. In Kenya there is widespread unemployment and
S :v_‘this suggests that the social opportunity cost of labor is lower than the
- . :-fmarket wage rate. TE:EQ ’;—'};}n?;sould tend to employ less labor than
- | . would best suit the needs of the niation for he would base his-use of labor

T ""“-‘i':jon the market wage rate, not -on.the. social opportunity cost oi‘ l1abor.

Many other instances of divergence between private and social returns
~,
could be noted. , In the case oi‘ land settlement schemes, the ini‘lexibility
4 oi‘ farm sizes, once they have been established initially, and the artificial-

‘—**13' controlled nature oi‘ some i‘arm product prices would be: other factors

contributing to»this~divergence‘ S




sources should be used 1n such a way that the ratios of thelr marginal

additions to national income and social opportunity costs are equated.
As noted previeusiy;it—is_notipossible;to_detenmineiwhgthgx_ihisigzitgzign_l_;__“
s being se;;is'bé;ctiééménd a simpler criteriondnust be employed.'VEMO ‘
1mportant problems arise in trying to find a oriterion for this purpose:
first,; how should the social benefits or net. addition t6 hational income - )
» be estimated; second, uhieh are the most important seeroe resourees: ’ . =
In estimating the fiet effects of alternative settlement schemes on
national income both farm profits and‘labor inoome will be oounted as ’
benefits; Iabor income will be included primarily because the secial
opportunity cost of labor:is‘less than the market wage rate and thus,
: at least some, if- not all, of labor income is a net addition to national
income. This amounts to messuring the value added-by the settlement
- sohemes. - The value added by the settlement schemes is not, however, the
net addition tovnetional‘income._ The settlement sonemes will have soms

“secondary effects on national income; also, the government provides some

services to these farmers at no cost to the farmers themselves.

~Inthis analysis no attempt will be made to account for the secondary

: effects on national 1ncome of the settlement schemes. There are two

) reasons for doing so. First both types of settlement produce very

e __T_W_Hmtsimilar»products and use similar farm 1nputs. Thus, the direct effect

i\Qh nat onal‘income should ‘be about the same proportion of the total of-
; they can be ranked

ust on the basis of their direct effeots. Second, all of the African

settlementffarms havekreplaced farms which produced rather similar )




4:ﬁé£éé; the secondary effects of changing ownerShip*end opera- ’

tion of such unite‘on national income should be small.

The Afrlcan»settlement farms receive some services, such as agricul-

ftural extension and administration of settlement~schemes, for-which no——svw—w7wiw

charge is made to the farmers. The oost of these services will be de-

. iducted from the value added in- order to estimate the net effect on national )
'1ncome. This assumes that government expenditure on these services ré- N
lects the social. opportunity cost of providing them. Jn view of the I
fact ‘that most of the cost’ of these services is for skilled manpower and
imported machinery and equipment, this assumption appéars to be ‘realistic.

, At present the most 1imited resouroes imlEgnya appear to be capital, -
'skilled manpower and high quality"land. Theﬂssttlemeht schemes involve “
Vumaimly the transfer of land ounership. Thus this study will ooncentrate

on the 9f£i°i¢n°3[“1@h‘“hiﬁh this resource is used. . The secomt-criterionf
"to-berusedzeill be the contributions of the settlement farms to national
income per unit of land. ‘Ideallv, 1t would be desirable to agoertain the
" marginal rather than the average product per’ unit of land, but this

icould not be done because of the lack of data.

The settlement schemes dp<not involve any large new capital invest-

R ment' for this reason, the efficiency with which capital is employed

“will not be 31ngled out for study. There may be differences between

foésettlement schemes in -the rates at which farmers are able to accumulate

ffarm capital.» This will be discussed in relation to the profitability
'criterion.' Similarly the settlement fanms do not involve the use of
::f much skilled manpower apart from that’ used by the government services

"*provided to rarmers.. Fbr this reason no detailed analy51s will be made

‘. 75»of relative returns to skilled manpower. rAlstudy“Qf the efficiency with
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?would in fact be»a most valuable area- for research. Hewever,_thls study :

o was not designed for that purpose.'H -'; _—_— ' T .
Effect on Emgloxgent T s "“:_4 ' 1. o f.unj;iﬂww .
:ﬂ In 1nitiating the various schemes for African settlement the major

\ﬂ obaective of the Kenya Government was to transfer the. control of ‘the

‘1' large-scale farms friom” Europeans to Africans. While this transfer was b ~

¢

desirable mainly for political reasons, excessive population pressure on
the 1and 1n some of the Afriean farming areas and urban unemployment~were
eeonomio factore which reinforced the need for African settlement on
Duropean 1anda There nas a need to- undertakBWSettlement in such a vay
-that a large number af people eould be given the opportunity, to farm.
For this reason, when the high-density settlement schemes were established
they were designed to absorb a large number of people, all of whom were
selected rrom the landless and unemployed, -Although there is probably
 some preference for adopting~types of settlement which involve Africans
i land ownership rather than in being employed as wage earners, it would

seem that the best criterion for assessing the success of alternative
"’3.‘?‘*7"_ types‘of Air;can—settlement 1n meetlng the above"obgectlves‘iS"the number - -
' of peéple enpleiee'bef wnit of ldnd. Even 'c'.hough this criterion ;ﬂould be
. misleading if Kenya were to reach a condition of full employment, it will .
:!7,;n.be used in this study since full employment is unlikely in Kenya within

: the fbreseeable future." e




sehemEs’does not require that Kenya use an appreciable quantity of foreign
i exchange; The amount of foreign exchénge required to finance the land ‘

transfer ‘is not noticeably affected by the subsequent type of land use.

-

'-“ﬂ-~4Thus, this aspect of the effect of alternative forms of. Afrlcan settle-

ment on the balance of payments will not be stressed. However, thereqmay.

k be differences between the different forms of settlement in the extent to
which they use or produce foreign exchange as a result of normal opera-

" tions, either for imported farm inputs or through the produetibn ofuexporté
or import substitutes. For this reason and»because it appears likely -
that Kenya will experienee some balance ef payments preblems in the future,
comparlsens will be sade'between the different forms of African settle-
ment with respect to theleffects of their normal operations on the balance
of pa&ments; Again the comparison will be made in terms of the effects

_of transferriné a unit éf Yand from one typevof African settlement to

another and not between Eﬁropean and Afriean ownership.

Effect on Food Output and Market Food Supplies

In appraising the different forms of African settlement the writer.
u_ﬁelieveswthat‘their effects on f?od production should be taken into
ruaccoent.m Recently Kepyh.hes,erperiencedlseveral serious food shortages,

_especially maize shortagesl While it may be argued that additional food
could be imported, provided that. Kénya does not have a serious balance
of payments problem, this. is not always a realistic solution to the problem.
Food shortages may. not be anticipated sufficiently far in advance and
¢fbefore imported food arrives in Kenya serious hardship may result for a-
"filarge number of people. Thus, in this analysis the effects of trans-

- ferring a unit of land into alternative forms of African settlement on the




~', value an_ composition of total food production, food used by farmers for )

,-their oun’ sub51stence and food sales will ‘be studied.

‘1nfEffect on Government Revenue

The alternative forms of African settlement may be expected to have

_ different effects on the amount of government revenue oollected. In,

_hparticular, splitting up large farms into small ones should have an .

seettlement and not vice—versa.

fradverse erfect on the amount of revenue obtained from income taXes Although:

‘this could be an important problem it will not be considered An this study;

A1l of the settlement schemes involve the freeholdwounership of land.

Thus, if tax reoeipts are rediuced as & result of African settlement, the

1 60vernment could 1ntroduoe 3 1and tax to meat the deficiency- Inrother

words, the system of-taxation could be chosen to suit the best type of

In order to appraise different types of African settlement in the

former “White Highlands" of Kenya five criteria have been suggeeted.

- These are the level of individual farm incomes, net. cofitribution to

'«;—;In usingithese oriteria somewhat different ordering of the two types of

., national income, employment the balance of payments and food produotion.

'J'settlement sohemes might be. expected depending ‘upon the time period on

. '—'A‘--f,‘that time period. —_—

mwhich the comparisons are- based. Because data were available only for

\.5” the period from 1963 to 1966 the analysis will be based largely on

7
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CHAPTER 5

‘PRESENT PERFORMANCE AND POTENTIAL FOR TNCREASING |
INGOMES ON THE LARGE-SCALE FARMS

1 Introduction

This chapter is concerned with an appraisal of some African-operated
large-scale farms using the profitability criterion suggested in Chapter
L4, Current levels of farmers' incomes and debt repaymeqp capabilities
are examined and possible ways in which farmers might_rebrgaeize_their
resdurees so as to improve their incomes are eaéEEStea. In Chapter 6 a
sampleiof small.scale farms is examined in an analogous manner.

The aneiysis is based on a detaiied examination of three t&pical
farmms. These three farms Qere'ehosen from a sample of 30 farms included
in a farm management study conducted by the writer during 1966 (1). The
three farns were selected in such a way that the important types ef com=
‘mercial farms were repfesented: fams that varied from well below to well

. abowve- the~average farm size, farms that obtained good average and poor
farm- incomes and farms that were operated elther by individual owners or
by groups of partners.

The farms ipclu;ed in the farm management survey were located.either

b in £he Qesiﬁ Giehuior-fhe Trans Nzoia areas of Kenya. In choosing the
seﬁpie of ferms an effort was ﬁade to seleet farms'which were located in
;an area of similar agricultural potential to the settlement scheme farms
wpieh.are deseribed in Chapter 6. The 1arge-scale‘}arming areas in the

: ”;W‘:)'pasiﬂwcishu and the: Trans Nzoia and. the neighboring African settlement
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schemes are shown in Map 7. Thekthree”settlement séhemes selected for

L study were Keben, which forms a part of the Lessos- Settlement Complex,

Ndalat, and.Mautuma Whlch is located- in the center of the Mbstern Region

Settlement Complex. All three of these settlement schemes are in. areas

“where the domlnant farm enterprises are maize and dalry oattle. The «HTW#WW

agricultural potential in mast of the large-scale farming areas is similar

‘to that of the. settlement schemes only in those areas whioh are’ very'close o

-to the settlement schemes. ‘While much of the: Trans Nzoia area is’ devoted

-to'maize and dairy cattle, this system of farming is dominant only along»
the mesternﬂedgeﬂof the Uasin Gishu area, from Turoofto;iessos. Most of
the resticf the:Uasin'Gishn area is a wheat, maize‘and dairying area.

The lergeascale farming area to the South*of Ieseos ig prinarily a tea.
producing district, Nandi Hills being an important center for Kenya's

tea plantation industry. . Thiig the sample of large-scals farms was chosen
from the area. around Kiminini and Hoey's Brldge, from the Turbo and Ndalat

areas and from an area to the North,of and ad jacent to Lessos Settlement

'“Complqu

“While maiie and dairy cattle are the major farm enterprisgs in

. ._'.».,—'3_, Er P o - .
’ the areas studied, some other products are produced‘on a small scale.

North,”

e S

These 1nclude ‘native cattle, sheep and gOats, pyrethrun, uheat, coffee -

' and potatoes. All of. these areas receive an average annual rainfall of

about 50 inches.' However, the altitude tends to decline towards the

rom about 7,000 feet at Iessos to just over 5,000 feet above “dea

level at Hoey's Bridge. ThlS change in altitude has little effect on’ the

major enterprises, maize and dalry cattle, although maize ylelds do tend

5,: to increase somewhat as the altltude decreasés. - More: 1mportant ;s_the
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Vr:effect of altitude on the" minor farm enterprises. tfwrethrum production

“is possible only 1n the high altitude area around Iessos. 'Wheatfcan be

'grown around Iessos and Ndalat although neither of-these areas are . . . °

~go°d wheat areas. Coffee can’ be grown only around Hoey's ‘Bridge and Turbov.,unwm

(eI . -
e e . >

quality.

c';;’m‘although the coffee which is produced in these areas is usually of poor

Many areas of Kenya experienced a severe drought in- 1965/66 How=
ever, the areas which ‘are ‘included in this andlysis received only elightly
.1ess than the normal amount of rainfall (2). Probably, in the 1965/66
season, maize yields were somewhat worse and wheat yields & little better.
than the average yields for these areas. " As Enese areas are too wet for
suocessful wheat production, wheat yields tend to be somewhat better in

va drier jear like 1965/66. Average milk vields were probably affected~a
very little.bv therlower:rainfell in’1§65/66} However, there are " no
officialiyieldIStatisuiCS'available for these Afrlcan farms endrnhe pre-
ceding‘remarks arelbased primarily on the writer's.personhl knowledge of
ﬁhe ared. N . -
Between 1959 and 1961 some European-operated large-scale farms located -

‘1e"‘”f;“ close to the African farms included in this study were also included in ..

w~---f~~4~:—‘¥~~-~~—~-'——fa.rm management surveysr—A$heqyield,statisﬁics from these surveysy 1f

compared W1th those from the survey of the African large~-scale farms in

the 1965/66 season, suggest that the, African farmers obtained maize and

/

’ milk yields about 25 pencent lower than_those obtained by the European

o farmers. Mhile there are obv1ous difficulties in making a comparison

f this sort, these yield statistics do support the w1dely held view that

the African farmers do not obtain such’ good yields as aid the European

P T




-farners. waever, a few of the ‘better African farmers obtalned maize and

' m:.lk yields in. 1965/66 whn.ch were better than those obtained by the average

European farmer between 1959 and 1961 (_, pp. 16, 18 and 20- 3, PDes 21-223

4 Po 24) Whlle the objectlve of this the51s is not to. compare African

farms with European farms, it is 1nterest1ng to observe that the better .
Afrlean farms appeared to have a~1evel of management as good as that
fourd on the European farms which they have replaced, )

In recent yeanekconsiderable progress has been made in Kenya in
breeding better varieties of wheat and maize. For example, average
ﬁheat yields at the Plant Breeding Stafion,'Njoro, have inecreased from
a flve year average of 6.1 bags per aere between 1951 and 1955 to 10,2
bags per acre for the period from 1961 to 1965 (i) The results of
maize breedlng have been even more spectacular. Several field trials ef
" hybrid maize have produced ylelds between 30 and 40 bags per acre during
the 1965/66 season (6) .J These ylelds are at least three to four times
Aas’g:eat as typicel commercial maize ‘yields. Wh;le‘these improved
varieties of maize and wheat are being introduced on commercial farms,

1t is uncertaln how much effect this will have on average crop yields

‘ 0ver the next three to flve years.

* oaE

SR S . U [ e - o R

-

e Mei:_bod of Analysis
"+ For each of the three farms which are examined in detail in this

chapter, the analys is starte by descrlblng the pattern of farming and

the financial performance of the farm in the 1965/66 season.. Then,

_/ Wheat 4nd maize yields in Kenya are usually expressed in bags

. per acre.' A bag of wheat or maize contalns 200 pounds of graln.

'A*f



icbearmng 1n mlnd the varlous llmltations or resource restraints which

]

fcontrol the extent to whlch fanners cin-expand’ thelr farm enterprlses,

s

:the analysls proceeds, using budgeting téChnlques, to see how farmers

*coula ‘improve their incomes if they were to allocate the1r resources more

efflciently-_ Several fanm plans are suggested for each farm. Thewflrst

.of these plans is designed to.show how ‘each farmer.should allccate_his

resources if the amounts of resources available o him and the levels of

output and resource input per unit of each enterprise remain'similar to -

their 1965/66 leuels. ;Then, where it appears that the farmer may be able

to 1mprove hlS level of management or increase his supply of resources,
other farm plans which 1ncorporate these ¢hanges are suggested. However,
any assumed y;eld improvements QOJnot ralse yields to levels higher than
tnose‘obtained by the best farmers in the.1965/66”season. '

The- three farms which.areldescribed in this chapter are real farms.

" However, in order to preserve the anonymity of the farmers concerned,

L]

-Case ‘Studies ofilndiviaual Farmg

‘"EaxﬁfNumber One

777 “"This farm was chosen“because it appeared to be-typical of a large-

" scale KfricanAfarm which was managed by just one operator. The farm,

”which includes an§area of 550 acres of - land, is situated in the area

N iust north of’ Iessos Settlement Complex. While the i‘arm is smaller than
mvrbthe average slze of all African-operated large-scale farms, it appears

"i-to be 51milar in 51ze to the average individually operated Afrlcan large-~

i scale farm- most Africans can purchase the larger farms only if they

-
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. some small_changes have been made in the figures pertainlng to sach farm. ..




'enter :_nto partnership mth others.g/

© 80

‘-':'_' The farmer bought the farm in the beginn:.ng of 1962. The farm and

famung assets ‘Were. valued at £10,300 in 1966. "This represented an invest-

ment of about %18 per acre.. The i‘armer had.borrowed 'a]most 70 percent
oi‘ -this- capital. Both the capital value per acre and the proportlon of
borrowed capital were a httle h:.gher than the average levels for similar
farms in this area.. ‘ o

The farmer managed the fam himseli‘ and did little manual labor.

‘Hs W‘.Lfe helped to supervise the dalry, although none of the children

_ provided any farm labor. - There were 16 labo'rers resident on.the farm

in 1965/’66 Six ‘of them worked regularly with the dairy ‘cattle. The
farmer tried to employ the other laborers every month although in some

months work was not available for them., At the peak seasons of weeding

and, harvesting, the farmer could obtam additional labor from the families

_of his regular laborers.' However, in practice he needed to employ Iittle

extra casual labor for he could ‘obtain most of h;!.s requirements from his

" resident male 1aborers. "Should he have required it, extra labor was

' 'readlly avallable from people living in the neighborhood.

" The laborers who lived on . the i‘arm each had a small piece of land

. on which they planted their subs:.stence crops. This land was in bushy

or rough- patches of the farm where it did not interfere with the croppiﬁg

program of the farmer. In fact, the farmer would have been able to bring

i 2/ The average i‘arm size oi‘ all African-operated 1arge-scale famms

; jis.about 740 acres. -In the farm management. survey the 30 farms had an. '~

‘average size of 687 acres,- although the median farm size was only 590

acres.. Only six of the farms below the median farm size but 11 of those -

'_above ‘the ‘median size were operated by groups‘oi‘ partners rather than by

:Lnd:,vidual operators. S C T




‘ftsavings out of'future farm profits.
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':7vvlextra land 1nto cultlvatlon as a result of the cropplng by ‘laborers.
JUsually the laborers clear thls land of bush, tree stumps andwfocks, ete.
‘Thus, when they move to a fresh plece of land every three years or so,
“the land whlch they vacate is Teft in-a condition which is more sultable

‘for mechanical cultivation. In 1965/66 the farmer allocated about 17

acres of land to his laborers.

Aftef allowing for the land which was takeri up by laborérs' crops
and roads and buildings, etc., about 520 aefes of 1end were available for
farming operatioﬁs. Aboyt 265 acres of this land .were suitabie for arable

cultivetion'although this land could not be cropped continuously. Little

is known about how long land can be cropped w1thout impairing productiv1ty.

However, successful commercial farmers do crop their land as frequently

‘as four yeare out of every séven and in this study it is assumed that all

- farmers can crop their land as 1ntensive1y as thls. Thus the total sup-

Ply of arable land on this farm is four-sevenths of 265 acres or 151 ’
acres.of land.. In 1965/66 less than 40 percent of this available acreage
was cropped.

The farmer owned one traetor in fair condition and a rather inadequate

‘ »rsﬁock of cultlvatlng machinery. With a good tractor and an adequate

-

}zsupply of 1mp1ements ‘he could have cropped between 150. and 200 acres of

land, that is somewhatvmore thanh his total arable area. While the farmer -

could increase the acreage in‘cropS'usxng ‘s exlstzng~mech1nery, e would

'be oetter duvised to obtaln some more up-to-date equ1pment- This would

requlre an additional 1nvestment of about #1,000. The farmer does not B

'have this muoh capltal available and probably would have difficulty in

o borrowing it. Hopefully, e may. be able to improve his machinery from

R e D U T L



gimilar in size to the averdge levels of farm profits and cash surpluses

The Performance of the Farm in 1 65/ 66

“ In 1965/66 the farmer kept 112 llvestock units of _grade dalrv cattle

'as his maJor enterpr1se.2/ His cash crops consisted of 45 acres of maize

‘and 13 acres-of pyreehrum (Table 1Q). In additioh he planted eix acres

of oats for his. cattle to gr5ze. He also kept a few natlve goats and
poultry for hls own consumption and two work oxeén’ for transport work around -
the farm. '

The farmer made a profit of £1,011 during the 1965/66 season.’

- Not all of thls represented a cash 1ncome, however, for in caloulating

farm profits certain non-cash items such as the appreciation in value of

the dairy herd and the value of farm produce consumed by the farmer were

included; Also, deprecistion uas deducted 1n ~arriving at farm profits

'while capital repayments of loan principal were not. If these items are

taken into account, the farmer made a cash surplus of €778 or about £230

less than his farm profit. Both his farm profit and cash surplus were

~

obtained by the other Afrlcan farmers who were included in the farm

management survey in thls area (1, pp. 8 and 14). This farmer s income

: was~sufficient to allow him to repay hlS loan 1nstallments and obtain a

reasonable level of 11v1ng- However, he would have had dlfflcultyxmn

maklng any capital improvements to his farm. Both his buildings and

machlnery Wers 1n neéa ol improvement. ™ e

- In 1965/66 the farmer obtained maize and milk yields very similar

to the average ylelds obtalned by the other survey fanners in his immediate

. 2/‘ Fbr a deflnltlon of. the term livestock unlt {or cow- equivalent)
568 the fbotnote to Table I Appendlx II.




LT RESOURCES IN 1965/66 AND SUGGESTED CHANGES UNDER ..
R M M'I‘ERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS *

- 'TABIE 10. = LARGE-SCALE FARM NUMBER ONE: ACTUAL USE OF SRS

- Budgeted Plans

‘Actual — -
“1965/66 18/ R "
Resource Uses {Acres or Iivestock Units)
Total Fam Area 550 550 550 550 " 550
Maize - ks o i . 10 150
Pyrethrum | 13 .25 - - : -
Dalry Lattle 112 - 98 105 - 1085 . 92
Financial Results: Y (£ _E.AS)
Farm Profit 1,011 1,286 758 1,965 = 2,502
Capital _ om0
Investment 10,317 11,317 11,317 11,317 11,317
Extra Capital - 71,0007 . 1,000 1,000 . 1,000
Yields: S | (Gallone per Cow, Bags per Acre or
: . ~Pounds of Flowers per Acre)
| Milk _ 228 228 228 . 300 300
Maize . ' 6.7 . 6.7 6.7 12,0 12.0

Pyretlirum o 372 372 - - -

* Details of thé'enterprise'costs and returns on which these bud-
gets ‘are based are glven in Appendlx iI.

g/ The flrst plan is based on the same ylelds as those ‘which the
farmer obtained in 1965/66. The plan involves increasing the maize and
pyrethrum enterprises to about twice thelr 1965/66 levels. Thls does not

S -represent a- substantial~1mprovement.- - - :

_/ The second plan is s1milar to Plan 1 except that, pyrethrum is not
.. grown. This returns a profit lower than that obtained in 1965/66.

- ¢/ The third plan is similar to Plan 2 except that the matze and
mllk yields-have been increased to levels similar to those found on the
best fanms.; This prov1des a substantlal improvement in income.,

_/ The - last plan is similar.to Plan 3 except that the maize. acreage
has been:increaged to 150° acres. - This represents the most intensive .and
o profitableﬁsystem of farming.



He obtalned 6. 7 bags of malze per acre and9228 gallons of milk .

,AQ~~per cow compared_withhaverage_lexele,of 7.6 baas of maize per ‘acre and e

204 gallons oﬁ mllk per cow. However, his pyrethrum. yield 372 pounds of .

’ drled flowers per acre, was the highest y1e1d which any-of the survey

farmers wers able to obtain, the average yield being only 295 pounds of
flowers per acre (1, pp. 16 18 and 20).

There would appear to be cons1derable scope for improving this farme
er's insome, both through better huabandry and 1mproved yields and through__'
. _a more efflclent allocation of resources. Before these possibilities are -

- examined the restralnts whi¢h Iimit the expansion of the various farm

enterpriseS'will be discussed. o

Iamitations on . fvansion

lllll The total size’ Bf the farm, the amount-of arable land and the farm-
er'e steck of machlnery have been mentioned already as being major Tré~-
hstraints whuch 1imit the expansion of farm enterprises. .labor is not a
limiting resouree, although the abllity of the farmer to manage a large

"“labor foroe is an 1mportant restraint which, unfortunately, is difficult

;ato~quantify The other 1mportant restraint is the willingness or ability

- CTTTTeE the Tarmér to w1thstand the risks involved in & high degree of" speciala

1zation.

—— . , Dalry»eattle are«usually.phénmost rellable of the fanm enterprises

' ;which»this_farmer_mig ose. The only restralnts which could possibly',




“;f ;could increase ‘his herd-51ze threugh rearlng more young stock. Also,

'e'totai—;;e;>of this farm, “the- farmer would never beable “to keep

T a dairy herd s0 large that 1t was’ beyond hls management capabllltles.

If the farmer wanted to increase the size of his maize enterprise,
the major limiting factors would be the avallability qf lapd,end equip-
meht{ the risk involved in plecing too much reiiance on a single crop,

~and difficﬁltiéeeof'hanageﬁent.' Although this farmer does not bqsségs'
a good set of mechanical equipment, it is assumed here “that he will be

_able to improve his equipment and cultivate all of his arableAlan&.
While the¥e>is an increased level of risk,in plahting a larger area of
maiee} :this 1s not an important consideratien:an,tﬁis farm. If the

) faene§>were to suffer a crop failure, he would be able to recever his -

- | expenees from the péyment for the "Minimum Financial Return" on maize.
Ao, the‘ﬁaiimum possib1e7area of maize on tpis farm is less than 30
percent of the farm area. Thus, asrihe farmer should obtain a very

]rellable 1ncome from the dalry cattle whlch are kept on most of the re-

“# maining 1and, a system of farming which involved planting all of the arable
-.area with maize would not be unreasonably subject to risk. More imporeent,
'eed‘exeeemely dlfficulgﬁto quantify, is the ability of the farmer to

T v — S

manage a. large area of malze. The wrltervbelleves that this farmer would

mheverdifficulty in looking after more than 100 acres of maize. Thus,

1n most of the farm plans that follow, 100 acres w111 be used as the upper

.'1imit for the malze enterprlse. However, one plan. will be suggested which .

T ;1nnolvesﬂrropp1ng the full 150 acres of arable land with maize. Bven

: :though this farmer,may not be able to -do thas, the plan w111 stlll be of

onvthis farm.;..




f_Pyrethrum is an intensive crop which requires a fairly high level of

“mansgement, especially labor»management. While there are risks 1nvolved

:lin too high a degree of specialization, these risks do not usually limit

: the extent gf the pyrethrumrenterprise, difficulties of management,are
>usually.norefimportanti In order to prodnce"pyretnrum a.farmer requires
a production quota. In the past +this has been an 1mportant factor limit- ‘

- ing pyrethrum. oreages. However, this farmer should have little difficulty »'
in obtaining a larger quéta for pyrethrum has been under-produced reeently.
In 1965/66, for example, all groners together produoed only 55 percent of
thelr production quotas (7)s -Thus~the only effective restraint limiting
the size oi‘ the pyrethrum ent,erprise is the management ability of the
farmer. Experience suggssts that most African fanmers would have diffi-
‘oulty 1n superv1sing more than 25 aeres of pyrethrum and” this will be used
as the upper limit for the _pyrgthfum enterprise on this farm. h

’ This completes the list of restraints which limit the expansion of
the enterprises on this farm. Using budgeting teehniques, the analysis
now proceeds to see how the farmer might be able to improve his_ income

through either a re-allocation of respurces or through improved methode )

< of husbandryu-/ Only three enterprises will be considered -~ dairy cattle,
maiee—end pyrethrum ““““ Seversl other enterprises, including wheat, potatoes;
”sheep, pigs and poultry, are possible. These will not ‘be con51dered, o

'however, for they are kept by few farmers in this area and there is no

‘”ev1dence to suggest that thls farmer should con51der any of them.

,‘here are" is0 few effective- restraints or alternative enterpriees
'ar‘programming methods ‘are- scarcely appropriate. However, the
ﬂuhich are used will-follow the.same systematic e
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Aiﬁernativé Plans for Improvement

V’The first p%an;whiéh is“considered‘shOWS how the farmer-should
*;: optimaliy combine his “three anterprisea - dair§ cattle, maize and
pyrethrum —- assuming that.tné pérformances of these enterprises remain
_at their 1965/66‘levels. The- results of this plan are shown as Plan 1
in Table 10. This plan involved increasing pyrethrum up to the limit of
25Aaares, increasing maize_up to the limit of 100 acres and keeping dairy
cattle on the remaining land. This plan returns a profit of £1,286, an
‘increase of‘mora than $250 over the 1965/66 farm profit. This is not a
substantial improvement and it does require that the farmer obtain some
better equipment. Howgver, no additional labor.weuld be required. In
-fact{ this plan could be operated with abont 11 full-time laborers if
casnal labor frqm the labofers' families were used during peak perio&s.
:Giﬁéﬁ‘that uncertaintiGS‘exist'in the world market for pyrethrum,
no’farmer can have confidence that pyrethrum will continue to be a
pnofitable‘crop. It is inﬁeresting therefore to see how tne income nf
this farmer would be affected if he were unable to grow pyrethrum. A
plan without pyrethrum is interesting also for maize and dairy cattle
halone are more typical of the African farms in the survey areas. If the
' farmer were to'cease pyrethrum prqduction he may be able to increasaAthé
size of bis maize enterprise. ‘However, the area of maize will not be ..
inicreased above 100 acres in.the.next suggested farm plan, although this
_ will‘ﬁa'dnne at -a later staga. One hundred acres of. maize is still'a .
".large 1ncrease over the maize acreage in 1965/66 and even without pyrethrum
" the management requirements on the farm would be hlgh durlng the cultivat-

1ng, planting, weeding and harvesﬁlng seasons.
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'”“PlanLZ'is identical'with'Blan i exceptlthat it includes no pyrethrum.

'- The ‘land released by the pyrethrum has been used to increase the size of"

~

the dalry herd, from 98 11vestock unlts in Plan 1 to 105 llvestock unlts
. 1n Plan 2. The farm,proflt suggested by Plan 2 is only i758 This is
about.i500 less than that suggested by Plan 1 and.i250 less than that ob-

tained. in 1965/66. It is apparent that pyrethrum productlon enables that
" farmer to obtain i income appreclably higher than that which maize and
dairy cattle alone would provide. v “
The_maize and milk yields which this farmer obtained in 1965/66
were both similar to the average ylelds on the farms included in the farm
management>$prgey. _quever, the best farmergv;puthis.survey ebtained ap=-
'preciably hlgher yields than these, Thus the third plan which is sug-
gested 1nvolvea increasing maize and milk yields to levels similar to
S e ”,“thosemdbtained by_the better farmers. Although it is uncertain ~whether
‘ ‘this farmer will be able-to inerease his yields to these levels, they
_ are fe351ble on thls farm‘ ‘Primarily, however, this third plan is sug- -
: <_gested because it .represents a level of performance 51milar to that found
fon the best farms. Pyrethrum is not considered in Plan 3 This particular
' farmer‘may have difficulty in improv1ng his ylelds to the levels suggested
1f e were ‘to mahage three enterprmses rather than two. Also, dairy cattle
' and maize alone are more typical of the majority of farms in tﬂis ;rea.‘
“Plan 3 is Tdentical with Plan 2 except that the naize yield has
: been“raised.from 6 7 to 12 0 bags per-acre and the milk yield from 228

b '300 ‘allons per.cow. While these ymelds .appear to be typical of the

best African}farmsrinkthis area, even higher ylelds are possible. wa—

g,,ylelds will not be consxdered here. There would




3ffarmer can obtaln them other than 1n 1solated and especlally favorable

' 'V'_"‘,This plan,

-

- ;years. e

Based on Plan 3 the farmer mlght expect to obtain a farm proflt of

£1-965 -By standards prevailing in this area this is a satlsfactory

R a4

”‘level of income. for a farm of this size; it is sufflclent to allow the

farmer to meet his- financial obligatlons, to llve reasonably well and to

finarce, - within a few years, most of the oapital improvements whlch has

.‘farm requires. Although the yleld 1evels whlch have been assumed for: Plan

3 were very 51m11ar to those fognd on the best African fanus in 1965/66,

. proflts are higher than on the best fanns, this is due to the fact that a -

' more 1nten51ve system of" farmang ig assgimed than thateprevailing on .even

the best Afrlcan farms.r On a well-managed Afrlcan farm of thls size an

—--incomne- of»about i1 400 would appear to be more usual.

profitable system of farming than that found on any of the African farms -

;,included in the survey'in 1965/ 66. This-plan is probably‘not within

'_the reach of Farmer Number Cne. It does represent, however,'about the

most profltable plan that the best Afr;can farmers may expect to attain.

shown as Plan h in- Table 10, is based on 1dentical assumptlons

T to. those used for Plan 3 except that the malze acreage has been increased.”‘

to 150 acres and the dalry oattle numbers reduced accordingly Thls plan

; suggests a farm Proflt of i2 502.. Thls is about two and one-half times
.fi‘as great as the proflt Whlch -this farmer obtalned in 1965/66 and is'sub-
'5i~stantially larger than the PrOfitS obtalned by even the best African
\ :s;farmers., Incidentally, thls 1s the only plan Which w°“ld prov1de full—

f%employment for all of the laborers who llved ‘on the farm in 1965/66.

Themlast plan to be consideredlrepresents a. morerinteneiye .and: moreﬂ,;wleg



Even then these laborers would have’ been fully employed only at peak

P,

; seasons. S e ‘ SR _'J' t -,\_

If thls farmer were to continue to farm in the future as "he’ dld in

es s

1965/66 he should be able to meet his loan repayments and obtaln a reason-

' able level of. living. However,ghe would have dlfficulty in making some
o necessary capitalﬂlmprovements to his farm.e Had he not been able to grow
., pyrethrum, capital improvement would have been almost impossible. Thls A
uould appeat to-be. a typlcal situation on a large numbervof Afrioan fanns
in this area for the maaormﬁy of these_farms do not grow pyrethrum.but
depend on maize and oairy cettle alone. The'farm‘plans'which have been
suggested showed that the farmer eduld obtainba syhstantial improvement

_ in his income 1f he were to 1mprove hls maize and milk yields. There

”””:;“““*“'“new enterprises for ,fsting ones, a re-allocation of resources more in

| favor of mazze would be helpful, however. Two factors make it difficult

.. for the. farmer to- effect these improvements. The first is his poor stock |
‘of machinery; the second and more important 1e'his lack of managerial

- abiiity.' o

Farm Number Two ‘

~ This is a: typlcal small farm of 250 acres in the Ndalat area. Many
“”*"““;‘"’*‘* of these small farms appear to'be better managed than most of the larger )
s Afrlcan fanns. ‘In fact, although a small.farm which was less profitable
than this one could have been chosen, it would have been difflcult to

find among the 30 farmers included in the survey in 1966 a small farm

where the level of management was as poor as ‘that which is scommonly

~

found on larger fanms.‘

<

. would appear to be no opportunluy for 1mproving income through substituting



The farm and farmlng assets were valued at about ilé per acre in

o1

1966 Whlle thls was about the average level pf capltal 1nvestment per

acre on all Afrlcan fanms in thls area, it was not.perhaps as ‘high as .

‘might have been: expected “for.s0 small a farm._ When the farmer took over

his farm in 1962, there were v1rtually no permanent improvements on it.

While this was a dlsadvantage in some respeots, it did mean that the

farmer wds - able to_construct only those improvements Whlch were of mest

use to him, In partlcular, he was able to bulld a houseamore A keeping

with his own requiremenesw _Thls was preferahle to finanecing the purchase

of--a 1arge European-type house as many African farmers have been obliged

to do. This farmer, who had o business partners, had.borrowed about. 65.

o

percent of his farming capitals

" Maize and dalry cattle are the maJor enterprlses in thls area.

However, wheat ean be grown although rarely with great sugcess. -

In

1965/66'this farmer planted.zo acres of maize and 40 acres of wheat

and kept 56 livestock units of dairy cattle. Also, his wife cultivated

about one acre of mixed vegetables and pineapples next to the house.

In 1965/66 his maize and;mllk ylelds, 8.8 bags 'of maize per acre and 210 ~

' gallons of mllk per cowW wers somewhat better than the average.

However,

his wheat yield, 5.2 bags'per acre, was not good, especially as the drier

weather in 1965/ 66 tended'to favorwwheat production in this rather

' wet area.. In 1964/65 he obtained an average wheat yield of only three

bags per acre. In view of these poor wheat ylelds and because he liad to

'ih rely upon an outside contractor to plant and harvest hls wheat, the farmer

dee;ded;to grow no more wheat after the 1965/66 season. ' The writer agrees

. that this was a sensible decision. ™

T I S




’ cesh surplus. Although thisirepresented a profit per acre better than

fl;i;i»llw f‘the average for all African. fanms in fms area, the absolute size of
’ histincomeqwas~not_sufficient to ‘allow-him to make necessary improvements
to his farm, at.least not without difficulty. For example, neither his
machinery nor }encing'were~edequate. In order for him to buy-suitable
‘_ machinery; even if hengre to<buy‘used~machinery, he'wouid“ﬁeee?ahout~- g
#600. While he may be‘ahle to borrow‘this money; if he:were ta make re-
i payment over a‘period of less.thdh five. years, as would bé usual, hie cash
surplus would be reduced "to an uncomfortably low level. )
There were eight 1aborers resident on the fgrm 1n 1965/66. Three -
of these laborers were’ employed regularly with the dairy cattle. The

.other flve obtained employment only on an irregular basis. Six of these j'

laborers were allocated one~half an aere of land each for their subsistence
: crops. i '

. About 240 acres of the farm were available for farming operations,
the balance of the 1and about ten aores, being taken up by roads, build-

SO L - i e

g ) ings, and 1aborers' crops."The majority of the farm, about 200 acres,
v"vfwas suitahle for arable cultivation. Assuming that the farmer could crop
’?:four-sevenths of this land each year, he would be able to plant a max1mum '
H;:of about 115 acrescof_maize. Honeyer,»he would be adopting a somewhat~
| riskypattern of farmizig if he vere to do -'so. The, writer believes that.

~glthis farmer should notlplant more than 80 acres of. maize.“ This will .-

A‘be used asithe upper limit for maize production in the farm:plans which

jare suggested below._i“flr ,
. Table 11 gives a: summany of the farm plan which was adopted in 1965/66

;and two suggested 1mproved plans. The first plan shows~how the'iarmer's
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B .:FTABIE {1.  LARGE-SOALE PARM NUMBER-TWD: ACTUAL USE OF %

" RESOURCES IN -1965/66 AND "SUGGESTED CHANGES UNDER®
SRS AITERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS *.

T SR ’Abtﬁal _§E§E§§§Q_21§B§S,

SRR 1965/66 . - 18/ .28 -
»Résiou,rce’ ﬁée: o (.Acresfor? I:!.‘ve"stcc‘k Unit{s)' ,
" Total Farm Area - ' 250 . 250 7. 250“ m

- ‘Maize T . : 20 « 80 ' 80
“Wheat ‘ 40 e . .

" " Dalry Cattle . 56 50 -0 50

'Fjiiéxiéiai"hia-suléss.' R € %)

" Farm-Profit > ¥4 869 -1 w0 . .
_..Capital Investment LT L B, 086 sl 6867 l& 686. . —
Exbra Capital o= 800 ’ 600

4,.;,Yfaéi¢éi ~ .= (callons per Cow or Bags per Aore)
oMk . 0 st o210 210 300
Maize ) ' 8.8 8.8 12.0

e

*. Detalls of the entarprlse costs and returns on which these pla.ns
are based are conta:l.ned in Appendix IT. :

“THe i‘irst plan assumes that the-farmer increases his.crop acreage

a llttle but plants only maize. The maize and milk yields have been left
. at their 1965/66 levels.  This plan does not represent a substantial im-
provemen’c.. . . ' '

- ' _b_/ ThlS plan is identical with the first plan except that the maize .
. vand milk ylelds have been increased to leyels-similar to those obtained
by the best African farmers in 1965/66+ This plan returns a farm profit

more. than tulce as high as that’ obtained in 1965/66.




-and keep 50 11vestock’un1ts of cattle en the

grow no wheat,

remaining land. Thls plan, whlch assumes that his maize and milk yields

rem31n at their 1965/66 levels, _produces a farm profit of #869. While .
this is i250 -more than the farmer obtained in 1965/66 the flrst plan

" does not represent a substantlal improvement-

The second suggested plan is 1dent1ca1 to the flrst plan except that
the average milk yield has heen 1ncreased to 300 gallons per eow and the 7
maize yleld to 12 bags per acre. This plan shows a farm proflt of &l 410._.T
Jthlsems,nmer—iwmce_theﬂleneleofeprnflt.1n_19§5/66. It is_wpparent that -

"‘;””"‘ there 18 more room for increasing ificate through,imprdving yields than |
there~1s through re-ellqcet;pg farm resources among enterprises or even
1nereaeihg'the’aereaéejof'maize without some iﬁereaee in yields.r h

Although the‘performahde of this farm in 1965/66 was not unsatis-
factory, the plans which have been suggested show that there is consider-; ’
able scope for improvement‘ The writer believes that these plans are

; withln the reach of this farmer and he would not be surprlsed if the

farmer's 1ncome were to approach the level suggested by Plan 2 within a

w 7" FO ,u'.'

~§f b few years' time. Both of the suggested Pplans would require that the farmer

increese his labor force by one or two people. This should present no

problems. B ," B : ' -

eLNdalat area. The size of ‘the farm and the type of -




'5'Afr1can farms. : Hewever;"the ievel of management on this farm—ﬁas X~

rrfjtremely poor and probably below average even for the larger Afrlcan farms.,
uéiff L;_ir_Nevertheless, desplte the: poor management judging by the unfavorable re—

" ports contalned in the annual reports of the credit‘agencles which deal

with these farmers, many of the problems encountered on this farm were

‘common to a large number of African—operated farms (10 11).

-

This farm was operated by 15 partners- All of them, except for one,
11ved on the farm‘ one;” the senior partner, acted as manager while the
others worked as laberers, at»least 1nterm1ttently- In addition, there

were four full-time laborers who wers.not partnérs in the business.

Althomgnafhererare“no suitabiaistatistics availablé;ntHE-number of part-
ners who operated thls farm appeared 6 be falrly typlcal for a farm of )
>thls.eize. However, very large numbers of partners are 1nrelved in some.
i fannsa The writer v1sited one farm where there were 92 partners, all
iof whom were 1iving on a farm of less than 1,000 acres!
In 1965/66 Farm Number Three was valued at about £13 per acre.
This was a 1itt1e lower than average, "mainly because there were few
permanent 1mprovements on the farm. The farmers had borrowed qnly 25
"‘ﬁéle;nt of thelr farmlng capltal. They obtained a-loan for 60 percent
of the farm's purchase price. Ibwever;,thej were able to obtain only a
'small developmentrloan, poss;bly‘beeause ﬁhe agricultural credit agencies

# —

B[ The reader is remlnded of the ébservation in Chapter '3 that while
'm_the average size of all Afrlcan-operated farms was about’ 740 acres in
‘1965, the ‘average sizes of.all of the large-scale farms in the Uasin
.- Gishu-and Trans. Nzoia were, in 1960 before Afrlcan séttlement began,
215,594 and 1, 284 acres. respectivelys. Thus, a-farmof 1,300 acres is a-
- 1arge farm for an African‘operator but only a farm of average size- for
s+the: areas concerned.
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g iveelivestock were present, -as: they ‘were-on-this farm. . This was-an -

1nstance of where the 1nterests of the different partners confllcted.

The senlor partner was anxlous to stock the farm only with high grade dalry
cattle. Most of the other partners, however, decided that they would keep '

native stock and each of these partners brought hlS own herd of nat;ve :

e e« . it e g S e s St

cattle, sheep or goats onto the farm.

. This farm is in an ared where maize and dairy cattle are the major
enterprisee- In 1965/66 the'livestock on this fefm consisted of 286 .
livestock units of grade'dairy_cattle end'1§0>stoek umite of native
- livestoek;:most of the 1atter'being native cattié:elthough there were a
: reWrnative'goats and hati%e eheep. The grade cettle uere kept as one . .

enterprise under the oontrol of the senior partner. The netive:eettie“'

,WLmnezelkeptlineseparetefherdS“by;their ‘several pwnere.:wéixt& acres of ﬁaize'

_were planted as one single enterprise for the whole farm. In addition,
St S the 13 resident junior partners each’ planted about two acres of maize
for thelr own’ sub51stence. 2

CTn 1965/66 the malze ‘and milk yields were very low, 3.3 bags of

R

maize per acre® and only 58 gallons of milk per cow. Although poor hus;

v

bandry was undoubtedly the main reason why these yields were so bad,

there were some specIel clrcumstances involved. Thé maize crop was

: ,~planted about three months too late. Soon after malze planting began,

at the normal time, the tractor broke down. The farmers*were unable to-

epair; the tracto 'fbr another three months for it took them that long to

accumulate sufficlent money from their monthly cream checks. Incldentally,

fa ior's been wllling'to make the effort, the malze could have been ’
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planted.by:hand with little loss of. time. Alternatively, some native

livestock could have been sold to finance the tractor repalr.

V~Although the ayerage milk yield was extremely low, a part of this

, lOW'yield could be explalned by the fact that about one-third of the

milking cows wera purchased half way through the 1965/66 season, some

" of the partners having’agreed at this time to sell their native cattle in

order to make this purchase possible. However, this was an insufficient
reason to explain more than a small. part of the low yield.a Poor dairy
management was more 1mportant. The milking herd was comprlsed of poor
grade stook__the farmers hav1ng bought the cheapest that they could get.
In additlon, a large proportion of the herd was dry and.the grazing was

grossly overstocked. To.make matters worse, the farmers sold no whole

milk but separated all of the milk and sold in the lower-priced butterfat

market. =
There was no formal partnership agreement on the farm. The senior

partner attempted to operate the farm as a commercial entlty. He made

‘most of the management declisions himself,_except insofar as he was pre-

vented from doing so by the junior partners; for example, in the case of

~ v oo
oy

'thelr refusal to remove their native livestock from the farm. " In sharing

the farm incpme the following procedure was adopted. The junior partners

obtained whatever income arose from their own native livestock and sub-

'sistence crOps. Alsoy whenever the gunlor partners worked;on farm enter-
.prlses such as malze and grade dairy cattle, they were pald wages. In

-“addition, each.month's cream check Was split up between the partners in

™

’ :relation to ‘the: size of: thelr shares in the farm. However, the farmers

;;intended that a portion of. the. receipts from the sale of the cream and
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-all- of the proceeds from the sale of maize should.be retained for-paying -
w*iiﬂj?*—farm expenses. ,Insufflclent -cash,- 4n fact, was retained to meet these ‘
operating expgnses. v
" The senion paftnér, who had twice as large'a share in the businesé:
as did any of the other partners, derived his income primarily from his
share of the cream check. However, he was able to obtaln his food from
the 607a§re.block of-naize and he lived in the house of the former
Europeéan owner whereas the junior partners all lived in mud and wattle
huté similar to these which fafm laborers nornally ocCupy .’ Oniy tne most
rudimentafy farm accnunis ﬁere'kept and the majority of the junior partners
fconld not nead or nrite. ‘Thusy the senior partner.would have been well
 ip1aced had he wanted to 1ncrease his share of the farm income surreptitious-
1y Although there is no suggestlon that this did take place on this farm,
" mm&hg,writer'is of the opinion~that-it is a widespread praeticg on,many'f&rms.
Given the complicated‘partnership arrangements on this farm, it was
difficult-to define an entireiy satisfactory procedure for c;lculating
the farm profit. To nake this farm comparable with the other farms which
hafg»@een discussed already, the following pronedure was adopted. The
o o %érncbrnfin'was calculated in the usual way except that“bnly the grade"
cattle, native céttle, sheep and goats, and the 60 acre-block of maize
were treated as farm enterprises. The junior partners' subsistence naize
was not 1nc1uded in farm output but wages paid to them for,work on farm
- jobsfwas treated as a farm expense. Under these assumptions, the farm
'made a proﬁ.t of -Li 013 in 1965/66. This performance was unsatisfactory.
11The proflt per acre obtalned on this farm was typical of that obtained by
.the-less,successfulffarmer included'in the farm management survey,conducted

“f s el . .

by the writer.
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et The size of the- cash surplus or- deficit obtained on thls farm could

“ihob: be measured, prlmarily because -the- value of_the. sales of. native livew-

‘jfstock was not known. However, there was little doubt that the farm busi-

ness was extremely short of cash. If the native livestock were excluded,

-

the farm incurred. a cash deficlt of #378. This deficit was in fact made

up through the sale of natlve livestock. However, . the senior partner

told the- writer that, except in- a few 1nstances, the junlor partners who

ouned the natlve livestock could be prevailed upon to sell«them and. make i

the money'available to the farm business only at times when the farm busi-
ness was so critically short of cash that ite very existence was threat-
-ened, such as when a loan repayment installnment became overdue.

Although the performance of this farm was distinctly poor, it does
not:necessarixy follOW'thatlthe farm is a non-viable cormercial, enter-

pfisé.' A1Y of the partners Seemed prepared to accept a very low levelv

’ _did not. have -any large financial obligations, especially as only a small

amount of credlt was involved Ain financing the business. Thus, "despite

. the poor performance, the writer believes that these people could remain

L

' ih'busines'sneven‘if they did not improve their farming methods. Whether

or not the performance of the farm could be 1mproved is questionable,

particularly if no . steps are taken to- 1mprove the management of the farm.

-.Several improved fanm plans. will be. dlscussed. All of these plans will

- assume’ that the- farm is managed as a 51ngle unit. . The means by which

'.x~the necessany changes 1n the management structure of the farm might be’

.

'f effeeted will not b discussed. : A . -

“In the farm s uhich are discussed here only maize and grade dairy

“f*tcattle will be co: \deredgas suitable farm enterprises: Although little
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infbrmatlon‘is avallable concernlng the level of product1v1ty of nativev

——7jf:r¥_——m—11vestock—-the wrlter's own estlmates support the widely held v1ew that.l;u,s,qf

E native cattle‘ere not as profitable as grade cattle, unless the grade

cattle are managed extremely badly. 2

. The most important restraints which limit the size and performance

- of the: maize .and cattle enterprises on this farm are management restralnts.

Providing that the junior partners® natlve-cattle are sold4and the pro= . -
) ceeds used to develop the farm, éepltal is not in short subply., Hewever,‘
the farmers would not h§ve sufflcient capital to make some desmrable im-
provements to the permanent improvements on ;he fann, although,these long=~
ferm'demelobmentskcould be deleyed without.impa;r;ng the productivity. of
the farm.’ ‘ ‘ ) .

In.1965/66 the farm was grOSSIyioversuocked, ﬁhe“stocking rate being.
about 2.6 acres of grazing per livestock wnit. If there had been no
'natire<livestock on the farn,'the stocking rate would have been ﬁbeut k.1
acres per stock unit. This figure is similar to the stodking rate which
is recommended for this ares, four aores to>the beast’neing usual. Thus,
- in 1965/66 the farm possessed sufficient grade cattle to stock the farm

o | completely, and no more. capital would be. required to increase the dairy
| herd. However, as the grade cattle which were on the farm in 1965/66 ~
were of poor quality; a gradual process of herd“improvement through

. *selectlve culling and breeding, together with some out51de purchases, is

~'required.,‘?n

Suffi ient land was avallable to cultlvate well ‘over 300 acres. of

Zem

kﬁ@élze.; waever, the writer does not believe that a farm plan which

Hame i e g o . o




ST management capabilities of the operators of this farm. In fact, 300

aeres of_malze_nould be fea31b1e on thls farm only if there were. the mpst I

radical 1mprovement in the farm*s management. '
Theaflrst plan which is suggested, Plan 1 in Table fé represents

~ the greatest degreeiofiamprovement which the wrlter believes is poesible
i 1f there is no marked improvement in the management of the farm. Even
~ this plan assumes, that there is sufficient unity among the partners S0
that all of the mative livestock cdn be sold. Plan 1"iﬁV01VBS growing
100 adree‘ef maize and keeping 280 livestock units of grade cattle on
the remaining land. The'maize yield has ﬁeen assumed to be 8 bags per
acre and'ﬁhe milk yield 130 gallons per cew,a;No&planﬁhas been suggested
whicn is Baeed on £ﬁ€h¥965/66 yiela levelejfor these were so low as not
'gte~meflt'censlqeratiém, While the.milk’yield which is used.in Plan 1 is i

low, 130 gailons of milk pericow was the highest milk yield cbtained by
_any of the.farmers on farms of over 1,000 acres in the survey in 1966.
| Plan 1 returns.a farm profit of £1,470. This ie a worthwhlle increase

over. the 1965/66 profit 1eve1 but still is a poor Farm profit for a farm

©. of this size._ The plan would not require any additional capital but it

AR

‘ would require the employment of one or two extra labofers. »
Tne second plan involves growing 200 acres of maize and keeping

v2§6 sieek”mniﬁs‘ef'grade daify cattle on the remaining land. The maize

.»\yield has been left at eight bags per acre but the milk,yleld has been

: increased to 200 gallons per.cow. Thls plan returns a farm profit o?

61. This 13 a large increase over the 1965/66 profit level. The
- write’ does not believe that this level of profit can "be achieved on

farm unless there 15 a radical change in the organization of the
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| TABIE 12,  LARGE-SCALE FARM NUMBER THREE: “ACTUAL USE OF
: o RESOURCES IN 1965/66 AND SUGGESTED CHANGES UNDER
o AITERNATIVE- ASSIMPITONS -+ - — - e -

- T T . Budgeted Plans
] 1965/66 A 3
Resource Use: . (Acres or Iivestodk Units)
Total Farm Area - ,300 1,300 1,300 1,300
Maize ) » 60 100 200 300
-Native Iivestock 160 - . -
Dairy Cattle 286 280 256 231
Financial Results: : (£ E.Ad) '
‘Farm Prufit ) 1,013 < 1,470 -2 ,876 5,115
"Capital Investment f7,492 17,492~ 1B, 692 20,692
Extra Capital . - - i, 200 3,200
Yields: e - (Gallons per Cow or Bags per Acre)
Milk o i 130 200 200
M&ize ) 3-3 8,0 . 8.0 1240

.

) * Details of the enterprise co%ts and returns on which these plans .

are based are shown in Appendix II. The dairy cattle figures are shown
fseparately in Appendix Table VI. The maize figures are the same as those

shown in Table V for:Farm Number Two, except that for the lower-yielding

- -~ enterprise, the yleld is elght bags per acre and the output per acre ;}J
- - *'296/00" shnlings. _ |

i
-

) a/ This plan assumes that no native livestock are kept and that

- the maize enterpfise is increased in ‘size to 100 acres. The maize and -
-milk yields ‘assumed - for this plan are higher than those obtained on. this
famm in.1965/66 but similar to those obtained by typical larger than average

ﬁsized African farms. “This-plan-does not increase farm income substantially.

. *"TQ/‘ The second..plan’ is similar to the first except’ that the maize
_acreage has been.increased to 200 acres and the milk yield to 200-gallons
..-.-ber cow. . This returns profit twice as large as that shown by Plan 1 and
oosimilar- in ‘size to the farm profits obtained by the ‘most successful of
: h'"1arger than average Afrmcan farms in. 1965/66. -

! g/*. ﬁthird plan is similar to the second except that the maize

j;”,acreage ‘has been»increased ‘to 300 .acres and ‘the malze yield to 12 bags
ﬁpar.acre-, This-showsa: very.large. profit. Probably only the very best
A ‘can farmers could farm as wall as thls. .
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o S féhm's;méh;éeﬁent.i Nevertheless, the senior partner in the farmishould
&47?{f¥f§4mQ~4beﬁable‘to‘carry out this plan if he can manage the farm without inter-
T fsfehce.“ Incidentally, the level of'profit returhed in Plan 2 is-almost

identical with that Which was obtained by the most profitable of the
' larger farms in The survey in 1966, However, this partioular siccossful
farmer obtained his high profit in a slightly different manner.‘ He had -
a 1arger crop acreage. than that suggested in Plan 2, but his erop yields
were{hetter"and his milk yield was worse than those used for Plan 2.
The second plan requires an additional‘investment of about %1, ZCO'for
machinery and also would require that seven extra laborers be employed.
The third and last plan represents what the wr;ter believes a really
good‘farmer could achleve.>_However, the level of profit returned by
Pian:BvisAconsiderably greater than the highest of the farm profits which
any of the”farﬁers obtained in 1965/66i‘ Plan 3 involves growing 300
acres of maize and keeplng 231 livestock units of dairy cattle. The
maize yield has been increased to 12 bags’ per acre but the milk yield
”has been left at 200 gallons per cow. Although this milk yield is no
A _better than the average 1evel of those obtained by the survey farmers
'1n 1965/66 the writer belleves that milk yields higher than this cannot
be expected from large dairy berds. Plan 3 returns a farm profit of
7 £6,115. Although this is five times as great as the 1eve1 'Of farm profit’
.whlch ‘was obtalned in 1965/66 the writer would emphasize that the maize
:?and milk yiel&h-on which this plan 1sibased are . no more than those which
o ;vaverage dairy farmers and better than average maize farmers were able to
vfh obtaln in 1965/66. With really good management a much higher farm profit

e ——— ¢

? could be expected.. PlahfS’aSSﬁmes that theffarmep will invest another



B 3 000-1n bulldlngs and fences. Also; the plan would require that about

"{m30 1aborers be employed, an increase of 13 above the labor force which

¢ was present on the farm in 1965/66. ‘ S —_—

Thls completes the discussion of the improved farm plans for this

ERres were able to mgke substantial capltal 1mprovements yet on‘most iErms~~ ——i

SRR 1320 These plans 1llustrats that‘while a very large increase in farm
proflt ‘is possible on this farm, very little if any improvement is

possible without a major re-organlzation of the farm's management.

Conclusions .
Three large-scale farms have been discusged in this chapter. VThef
mere>ohosenefrom aregmple of 30 farms which were included in a farm anage-
ment stirvey . conduoted in 1966 in the Uasin Gishnfend;Tréns’Nzoia Districts
(1). These three farms were chosen to represent the important types of
African-operated, large-scale famms in the. maize/dairying areas--of the
;Uasin Glshu and Trans N201a Dmstricts. Apart from the ‘above farm manage-.
» ment survey, little factual information concerning the African—operated
ularge-scale farms is available. For this reason and beeause both the
discnssion in fhis onapter and the farm management survey itself have
shown that there is cons1derable varlability among the 1arge~scale famms,.
it is hazardous to make dogmatic generallzations ‘about these farms. With

fthls prov1so in mind the following tentative conclusions are suggested.
v Ty
Most of the Afrlcan-operated, 1arge-scale farms were dble to obtain

’Zfarm incomes sufficiently large so that they could meet their finanolal

”é?obligations and obtain rather modest personal incomes- Fbw Of the farmers

‘ *;the machlnery, bulldlngs, and fences wers inadequate and in poor condi-’
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'i The conclusion that most farmers are able to meet their financlal
g obllgations is supported by evidence from ‘other sources. For example, Q

i@;ml, 1f loan repayments whlch had been: overdue ~for" only six months are ex-"-.

i, oluded by June 30 1966 the Department of Settlement had recelved‘paya

ment for 90 percent of the value of the Ioan installments that had been

“billed up to that date to all of. the farmers in the “A551sted Owners
WScheme-“ the comparable figure -for the “Compassionate ¥hrms" was 86
‘percent’ (12 P. 62). No published statistics concerning African farm-
apst- loan repayments«to the Iand Bank-or the Agrlcultural I&nance Corpora=
: tion are available- However, the Iand Bank informed the writer that most
yrof the African farmers in the Ua31n Gishu and Trans Nzoia areas were

up to- date -with their loan repayments.

Among the~30 -farms- 1ncluded inthe fdrm management survey there

{were a fey farms which appeared to e non-viable. As might be .expected;
“most of the farmers who had difficulty in repaying their loans were

‘ fanmers who had borrowed a. large proportion of their farming capital and
kgalso who farmed badly. Poor management in itself was not sufficient

to. prevent fanmers from repaying their loans. If the farmers. were pre-

%f?<¥pared £ accept a very low level of income and if they had not borrowed

a large proportion of their farmlng capltal they could probably continue

"to farm even though thelr management was poor; Farm Number Three was a

' "case in p01nt. “‘_‘ . oo ‘

| Although most of the farms appeared-to he commercially'v1ab1e there

‘;'i uas considerable variation in farm 1ncomes. The medlan farm Size-in the

30 farm sample was 590 acres. The dlscu551on of Farm Number One, which

:‘"_ﬂ_,_; Myas simllar size to the medlan acreage, illustrated that typical farms

s
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'f of this size earned incomes ef about iBOO to &1, 000 while better managed
'7 farms of the'same size earned incomes as high as ®, 400. In oontrast
i there were several poorly managed farms included in the farm management

survey and typically a poorly managed farm of median size earned dn ine-

come ne greater than £500. Farm profits were highly variable on fanms T

of other sizes also- However, ‘the smaller fanms vere often better ‘managed
o than the largerﬂfarms;‘ Not only did the larger farms require more sklll- R

lful management because of their 312e, but alse’ many of these farms were
-operated by partnerships and this made management difficult._“;iE

The variability in farm profits was surpassed by the variability
in average incomes per farmer. ‘?he larger fanns tended to be poorly
man_gkd and operated by groups of partners rather than single operators.
Thus, on: these farms t;;raverage 1ncome”per«partner was.lowerlthan the.. .
average level of incomes ofr the smallsy farms with one operetor. Many

‘of the partners on the larger farms, such as Farm Number Three, obtained

levels of incoms little better .than those obtained by farm laberers. In

oontrast, a single operator on a farm of average size, such as Farm Number
One, might obtain an income of £, 000 or more. In this case the- farmer
would probably operate a motoroar and live in the previous European ouner's
‘f house in a manner not very different from that of his European predecessor.
g The observed variability in farm incomes and the farm budgets whioh
have ‘been discussed in this chapter suggest that substantial Aincreases
1n farm incomes could be obtained on most farms. The most important
jffb'f means by which farm 1ncomes oould be improved would seam to be thrcugh
e the adoption of better methods of husbandry In the farm management sure “

vey the better farmers frequently were able to obtain maige and milk

ol
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ylelds Which were from 50 to, 100 percent better than the average yields‘
?b and even the better farmers d1d not obtain outstandlng yields. A less

important but neﬁertheless worthwhile addltional method of raising farm

1ncomes would be for farmers to plant more maize. A shortage of machinery

O P, e

h and a lack of managerial abllity were the two most 1mportant factors

= "

which,prevented farmers ‘from doing thise
Until recently the agricultural and veterinary extensiOn services
which were available to the large—scale African farmers we;e acknowledged
to be inadequate. These serv1ces are now being increaged partly as a
result of the help which Kénya'has beon réceiving .from the West German
Governmenp7and‘the”United-Statgs Péace.°°PP5,(légng- 154-155). Hopefully,
the African farmerslwill be able to incréase their incomes along the
7““f“f;“““*‘ 1inésmsuggestedlin"thesfarm;budgets»inMthisfchaptervifeﬁh§”1n9r§§5§d.l§Y§¥e,l
A of extension adviee.which they are now receiving proves to be effective.
Probably 1ittle improvemént in farm incomes would take place without
",this extra extension'effort. - .

Additional measurss to improve. the agrieultural credit services
are also being faken.» As far ‘as the existing African farmers are con--
{;' S cerned, it would seem that the credit agencies could be most helpful if

' they wWere to make more money avallable for the purchase of machinery and
possibly for some. xtems of recurrent expenses, such as artificial in—
| >“-.k semination or veterinary treatment, nelhher of which are eligible for.

government sponsored credit in normal circumstances. Extra credit may be

helpful_in some circumstances, although in others, especially if it is neh

: accompanied by€improvements in methods of husbandry or in the inten51ty ]

L; of: farming, it may be harmful For this reason, the writer would place




more emfnhasis on improving the eftension services rather than making

credit more readily available. ~*° .
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_ CHAPTER 6

"~ PRESENT PERFORMANGE AND POTENTIAL FOR INCREASTNG

w0 T T INGOMES ON THE SMALL-SCALE FARMS

e *“» — Introdueticn il U A
In this chapter several small—scale fams are examined. Thevmethedre.
of anaiys'is adopted in this chapter is very similar to that ’use’d”fer the

_analysts of the large-scale farms in Ghapter 5. ‘

‘All of ‘the small-soale fanns which are dealt with in this ehapter
:“m%_ﬁ_ﬁ‘; are located on either Keben Settlement Scheme (Low-Density Scheme Number-
48), Ndalet Settlement Scheme (High—Density Scheme Number 43), or Mautuma
Settlement Scheme (High-Density Scheme Number 22). In choosing these
e three settlement sehemes, -an attempt was made to include only farms- lo-.

v cated 1n areas where the agricultural potential was similar to. that of
the large—scale farming areas discussed in the last chapter. Tt was also*
convenient to use these fanns since data relating to theee dreas previously
had been-obtained from farm'management surveys. Finally, it was desirable

tévlnCIude at 1east one typical high-den31ty ‘settlement scheme and one
typical low-den51ty scheme.~"ww ‘

F°r the P“rP°S°S °f thls analysms, it was essential that detailed
indiV1dua1»farm»statistics be avallable. The only individual farm

i statistics available to the writer were those obtained in a farm manage-'

ment survey of several settlement schemes conducted during the 1963/64

.

o eeason (_) Thus, this analysis was restricted to the four settlement

£

- schemes included in this. farm management survey - the lowudensity
e . L B - [l

110
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";; settlement ‘schieme’s at Keben and Alnabk01 East and theAhlgh-density settle-
ment schemes at Ndalat and Mautuma Of these four settlement schemes
”',r;all but Ainabk01 East were located in" areas where the agricultural potential
"Was similar to that of the large-scale fanming areas described in Chapter '
5 | o . .
_Ideally the writer would have liked to'include.justsoneﬁhigh-deneity
and one lowédensity‘settiement.scheme in the aﬁaiysisf 'Hewever, although
Keben Settlement Scheme was fairly typical of all low-density settlement

" schemes, the £arm management surveys suggested thaz Ndalat was partlcularly

'.successful while Mautums was a poor hlgh-denslty settlement scheme (1
pp. 68-69 and 89-90). Thus both Ndalat and Mautumagﬁettlement'Schemes“'
have been included in the analysis.
Keben Settlement Sdheme ‘forms. a part of Iessos Settlement Complex.
When the settlement scheme at Keben was established in 1962 thres larges
~-scale*farms“inclueing'en area‘ef 34700 acres of land wers subdivided.to
make 146 small-seale fanms.m In‘1963 two more settlement.schemes weme
nade from some adaoining land. By June 30 1966 these three settlement
F?#' chemes_ancluded a total of 362 small-scale farms covering an area of
‘ -over~14 OSO acres of land (gb P’ 51) These three settlement schemes
.”;j . share’ the same co-operatlve society and much of the field admlnistrat;on
of the Department of Settlement is oommon to the three schemes: Thus
4“;::;tmey form “a: ccnvenlent admlnlstrative block which is known ‘as a settle-

) ment complex. T e - ' L L

TSettlement Scheme is located at an altitude of Just less than

‘ ~:7,000 feet_ébove sea level uhere the average annuel Fainfall is about

=;53 inches (1, p. 1) Befbre the settlement scheme was started maize and

Ceronl . e
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e LR dairy. cattle were the major famm enterprises on this land. However, as
.production!cqnditibns.ﬁere fayorable and as tea processing factories-- -
were located converiently in Nandi Hills, the settlement pianﬁéré”egbeoted

that most settlers would grow tea, as well as keep dalry cattle and grow

i malze.' Tea is an 1nt=nsive crop which should produce a much hlgher in-
come per acre than do either maize or dairy cattle. For this reason
the settlement planners expected that the settlers at Kebee-would'be able
to obtain the target cash incomes of £100 per annum on farms smaller
than those commonly found on low~density settlement schemes. Thus the
-, average size of -farm on Keben Settlement Sphemg is.only 24 acres while
the average farm size on all loeédensity settlement. gchemes is 34 acres
(25 pe 51 and 4, p. 358).
For the purposes of this study it is unfortunate that tea can be
o 'grewn on Eepeh Settlement Scheme for not only does this mean that the
ranee at Keben are smaller than most farms on low-density settlement
‘schemes, but also tea cannet be grown on the nearby large-scale"farms;A
thus, comparison of the large-scale and small-scale farms is made more
“f; - . dlfflcult. Also, very little of the tea on Keben Settlement Scheme is
B A_:mature and there are- no—rellable tea production statistics available
- for thls area. Mbreover, at Keben some settlers do not grow tea. Oe
. some of these farms there is no land which is sultable for tea producﬁion.
‘These farms are eetally larger than the average size, about 30 acres
-~ —gompared- witb an- average of, 24 acres, for the settlers are stlll expected ]
to be able to obtain the target cash income of #4100 per amum even though
they have to rély oh maize and dalry cattle alone.' Oriéwof these fams
_L  w;;lﬁpe‘tncle@edv;n tte ;ndly;dual farm analysis in this chapter primarily

s
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"a farm of this size is more typical of low-density settlem V/n

schemes as a whole than is a farm of, average size.at Keben. - ;

" Some’ farms at Keben do not grow tea eveii though production conditions

'are.favorablea For example, by 1961 the farmers at Keben had planted

;_only about half of the tea acreage which the settlement planners h‘a‘éx‘—“"“““f‘
'pected (1, pp. 5&-56 1, p. 4). This was understandable in view of the

fact that tea does not begin to come. 1nto production until it 4s about.

“five years old and requires a substantial investment to bring it to that

T stage.

“On Keben Settlement Scheme . several settlers farmed'more than one
smallQScale farm. when settlement began the planners did not intend
that’ this ehauld happen., However, after the settlement scheme was. es-
tablished it became apparent that several settlers were operating more
than one small—seale farm although these farms may have been registered

in different names. These settlers appeared to be content to exercise

'the de facto ownership .of these farms even though the legal ownership

was in other hands. Reécently the Department of Settlement has changed

the registration of some of these multiple—plot farms so that they are

7~regietered*in*the?nameswof*their~de“facto~ownersj~«Hewever,~the writer

suspects that the Department of Settlement is not aware of all 1nstances

;.where several farms are operated by one person for some of these settlers

do not advertlse this fact. Thus there ‘are few statistics relating to

the problem. In the writer's experience multiple-plot farms are not un-

'7 common on. low-density settlement schemes. For example, in the farm

"f]'«management survey at Keben in 1963/64 smx of the. 27 sample farmers

“ operated more than one small-scale farm (1, p. 41) The largest of

i "these multiple-plot fanms included fonr small—scale farms covering more
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- than 80 acres of land. :
N " Most farms in the Ndalat Settlement Scheme are located at an eleva-

tion of between 6,200 and 6,400 feet. A part of the scheme, however,

includes” land rising to 7,000 feet above sea level. The.average annual

TAIATAIL Ts about 30 inches (L, b. 65 5 p. 1). Maise and dairy cattle
are the only significant enterprises on this scheme, glthough some set-
tlers do grow a small amount of millet or vegetables p{iﬁéfi;y for their
own consumption.

Ndalat is a high-density settlement scheme which was started in
1962, At that time thres large=-scale farmsyincludinqq; total area of
55900 acres of land were subdivided and made into 306,sm311~scale farms.
Sinée 1962 the scheme has been extended on se&eral occasions and in June
1966 Ndalat Settlement SchequcOVered 11,200 acres of land and included
515 smallnscalévfanns. Each of these settlers is expected to be able
to earn an annual cash income of %25 to ##0. The average farm size is
19 acres. This is somewhat smaller than the average siie of the'farms
on all high-density settlement schemes, the medién farm size on all
high-den;ity schemés.being about 26 acres.l/

' 'Mauﬁaﬁ;.ég;tlement Scheﬁe is located at an elevation of'about 5,300
feet and ;p receiées_an average annual rainfall of about 53 inches (6, p. 1).

. Maize énd da;nylcattle are the major farm enterprises although variocus

e »
”~ -

.7 1] The settlement schemes at Keben, Ndalat and Mautuma are all
located in areas where the average annual rainfall is about 50 inches.
As most-of the mixed farming land in the former "White Highlands" does

~not receive an annual rainfall as high as this, the land on the settle-

”Hmentmgchemes,disgussed,heré can be farmed more intensively than that on

. many .other settTement schemes. .This reason partly explains why the

~average farm:sizes on the three settlement schemes discussed here are

.all-less. than the average farm sizes on low-density or high-density

" settlement schemes taken as a whole.

T,
s



‘ other products including Sisal, vegetables, and several subsistence crops”

7’;1' 1ntended that sisal should be-one of the ma jor farm products on this

T are grown on a small scale. Originally, the Department of Settlement

scheme, Although Sisal was- not grown extensively in this area, it- hap-

L

pened that Hautuma Sett?giznt Scheme was created out of one of the few —m———

s1sal estates lccated in this area. The settlement planners intended
that each settler should grow a small plct of sisal and send hls leaf =
into the exisgting sisal factory for processing. Later it beeame -apparent

that few of the settlers were prepared to grov sisal- not only does-gisal

: require several “years before it comes 1nto production, but also the price

of sisal declined subetantially,in 1964 and this. trend -has not yet been

reversed (25 P. éb).

When Mautuma Settlement Scheme was planned originally (it was then -
called Iugari Settlement Scheme) the Department of Settlement intended
that each=of the small-seale farms should be gbout 12 acres in size.
From these small farms the settlers were expected to be able to obtain

annual cash incomes averaging ‘about ¥25. The settlement scheme was

‘ started on this. basis and the small-scale farms which were 1ncluded in’

SR

the farm management survey in 1963/64 did have an average size of about A

12 acres. After the settlement scheme had been started but before all

of the small—scale farms had been settled the Department of Settlement

: decided that it would increase the average size of the snall-scale farms

on the portion of the scheme that was. unsettlea at that time. "On some-

V{ as i?O per annum. Thus there is a cons1derab1e range in farm sizes on

|

: 1

of the larger farms the target cash 1ncomes wWere expected to be as high %
1

. f_% Mautuma Settlement Scheme today. By June 1966 this settlement scheme

S 2 S . . e e
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7covered 10,367 acres of land and 1ncluded 529 small-scale farms whose :

: average size was. 18 acres (2, p. 51). u

From the precedlng dlscuskion it will be apparent that some diffi-

—— e e [ '-‘.‘,'r- .

culty ‘was experlenced in ch0051ng sultable settlement schemes. In
partlcular, it was difficult to choose settlement schemes for which de-

talled statist1cs~ware available and where the average farm sizes were -
e close to the average 51Ze of ali hl;h:aen51ty or I‘n-den51ty—settlement~_.
" schemes. Ebwever, the individual famms which will be studied in this
chapter will range in size from’ 10 acres for one of the small farms.on
o Mautuma Settlement Scheme to over 30 acres. for one of the farms at Keben.
. Thls range in farm size is sufficient to include- the—majority‘pf small-
scale fanns which are found on existing settlement schemes, apart from ‘
some of those which are located in arees where the agricultural potential -

“of. the land is lower then found on the settlement schemes discussed here. -

Sources of Data
Throughout this study a major problem has been the lack of suitable
' data both for the large and small-scale farms. The only detailed indi-

- vidual ot statlstics which were avallable were those collected by the

writer in two farm management surveys (1, 7). Unfortunately, the farm .

-

management survey. of the large-scale farms related to the 1965/66 season

g

- while the survey of the small-scale farms covered’ the 1963/64 Crop year.
After 1963/64 the farm management survey of the small-scale farms was »
continued on a greatly expanded scale by . the Kenya Government. However,

. dditional data publrshed as & result of this-expanded survey

‘5 (at the time of‘writing) vere prov151onal survey- results from the 1964/65




S small-scale famms.are compared using data for different seascns._ However,
there was no. alternative course available and -the procedure used here
has been tc compare the different farms u51ng data for the 1965/66 season
for the 1arge-scale farms and for the 1963/64 season for the small-scale
ferms, the latter being updated to 1965/66. N

Between 1963/64 and. 1965/66 there undoubtedly were cnanges in'yields,
: “;ll‘ prices, crop acreages “and livestock fiumbers on the small-scale fanns on~ T
| sattlement sohemes. The, changes in livestock numbers over thls period

are known to have been small (1, PP, 55, ?5, 96 2, DPP. 51, 54, 2: PP

15, 20) The changes in maiZe acreages over this period are unknown.

However, they are thought to have been small and dhis, opinion was con-
firmed by the writer in several interviews with Tield staff of the De-
partment of Agriculture and w1th some - settlers during 1966. Few signi-v
ficent price changes occurred between 1963/64 and 1965/66. The only
price change of any importance was an 1ncrease in the price of maige from
~ gust over 30/00 shillings per 200 pound bag in 1963/64 to 37/00 shillings
in 196’5/66. >"-c: ' )
_ The moet difficult problem is that presented by the yleld data.
iv Unfortunately there is only scant ‘evidence of the yield clanges that have
7'7Wta§ean;ace on the settlementAschemes in the past few years S;Q). Through- v
out'this'anaIysis‘it will be“ apparent that yield variability is an importantv
issue. While some. cropping seasons produce better average yields than
others, very high and veny low yields are obtained by some fanmers in-
e i all seasons. Thls is: true‘not only of commercial farms but also of

Ljexperimental staticns. For example, in 1965/66 maize yields on experi-

‘ mental plots receiving the same treatment but a. few miles apart sometimes

o
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'differed.froﬁ~eacnuother-by more tnanil,dcb ;ereent (11). Similarly,
’ =tﬁé~survey eamples on the—three~settlement-ébhemee surveyed in 1963/64
and the sample q;;largeescale farmers ineluded in the 1965/66 survey
both contained farms with'wddely-differing'yields. Frequency distribu-
tions of the maize and milk yields obtained by these farmers are shown
in Chart 2 and Chart’'3. There are two reasons for preeenting thie in-~
fornation. First, it supports the hypothesis that although the survey
data refer to two specific years,'the range in‘ylelds shown in the two
charts is'eufficient.to include the important ranges of yields that may
. be expected in an average jear. Second,vit‘indlcates that yields are
*  highly verdable yithin each‘type of settlement;end%it is not posstble to
draw enyjfirm conclusions about whether average maize and milk yields
'differ tetween thedlarge_and smallqseale fams. ,
| ‘Mllk“yields are‘ehewh.in Chart 2. Apart from Ndalat, which had
somewhat better ylelds than the other areas, milk yields appeared to be
very similar ‘in the'different(survey areas. Howeter, if the’milk yields
-inldnert~érare compared with the maize yields in Chart 3, it is apparent
. that both w1thin and between locations, maize yields were more variable
;'T- -'tban milk ylelds.i This illustrates the point which was made in Chapter
5,,namely that maize is a less reliable enterprise than milk production.’
. Some ‘of the differences in maize and milk yields between the three'_A’
o different settlement _schemes may have resulted from certain activities
I3 . ‘ of the Department of Settlement. VWhen a settlement scheme is started .

.i;?the Department of Settlement usually buys a few large dairy herds,. per-

~,jhaps from the European farmers who farmed the land previously. These

~

‘ are then‘resold to the settlers. If the Department of Settlemeﬁt
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) :hépﬁenslﬁo‘buy afpafticulayly»godd herd of ca£tle fhen most of the set~
”fiéfs purchasing these céws should‘obtainzbe%tér than average milk yields.
This may have been the reason why thé settlers at Ndalat were able £6
obtain higher milk yields than were the settlers on the other two settle-
ment schemes which are gﬁowp in Chart 2. Similarly, most of the maize
.:on settlement schemes is planted by a contractor; usualiy, at least in
-the early years, the Departméﬁt of Settlement itself provides these
‘services. If the contractor has good equipment or is a particularly
googimanager then the'cultivatioﬁs will be done wé;l and the-;aize will
be'plgntéd on time. The writer believes that the avefage maize ylelds

at Ndalat were good ;p-1963/64 (although very variable) partly because .

the settlement officer who organized the cultivations at that time did

v‘ﬂgPPEEYiﬁe‘ihﬁ cultivatiqngﬁwgl;, In contrast, thé average maize yleld

at Mautuma was very poof and the writer o6bserved that the cultivations
-on this scheme were poqfly done and the ma%ze was planted too late in
1963/64.

It is not. possible tofdraw any firm conclusions about qhether aver-
age maize and milk yields differ between the small—scéle and the large-
‘scale farms. The information which is presented in the two charts could
be used to compare yields in different years a1£hough_this-would be very
difficult to interpret. There are insﬁfficient data available to permit
computing a statistical test to .see whether average maize of m11k yields

on the large-scale farms differ significantly from those on the small-
seale farms, either in any*one year or for a period of years. Thus, -
it i§’uncertain whsther statistlcally significant differences in average

:‘ ‘yieldsiwagengtained’by thesé two groups of farmers; from the evidence
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in the two charts and From local experience the writér believes that -

'avergge maize and milk yields do not differ greatly betwsen the large

and small-scale farms.  In the analysis which begins in the next chapter,

yield differences may be crucialhin deciding which type of .Africdn s?ttle-

ment is bettef-wikh respect to some particular criterion. Should this

occur, the final decision will have to rest either on the reéder's judg-
ment about the probable level of yields or, hopefully, on the better -

yield statistics which may become available.

Cage Studies of Individual Farms

Farm Number One

The first‘farﬁ selected for detailed analysié i5113§a£9d~0n the low-
aensity_séttleﬁéﬁt”ééhéma"atAKeben. In 1963/64 the farm management survey
on this séttlement scheme included 27 farms. There was so much variability |
among this groub of férmars that it was difficult to choose one typical
fafm. In most respects, this farm was a typical farm. However, it was

a little smaller and somewhat less profitable than the average farm on

this settlement scheme in 1963/ 64,

This farm is exactly 20 acres in size while the average farm size
on this settlement scheme-is jﬁst less than 24 acres. The value of the
farm and farming assets vas abo;t-iﬁho. The farmer had borrowed about
85 percent of his farming capital. )

"Thé farmer oéerated:thé farm himself with assistance from his_wife.

All of his children went to school and conseguently could provide little |

- farm *1abor. In fact, the farmer did little work on the farm. The only

: ,regular work pn_thehfanm; at least until the small plot of tea matures,

"was‘ﬁith the dairy Catfle. Most of thisawork was done by the.farmer's
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‘wife. The famér did some’work with the maize and with developing the

{'small plot of tea. ‘However, some of this seasonal work was done by

: hlred laborers. Hired labor is readlly avallable if the .farmer requires

it .

A1l of the major cﬁlt;ﬁaiions*were dqna,mechanically.‘ Most settlers
employ a contractor with a tractor. However, in 1963/64 this farmer was
able to do his cultivations with work.oxen.borrowed from friends in the
adjoining Nandi District. The writer expects that the farmer has been

obliged to uge a tractor since 1963/64 for it was illegal to bring work B!

foXen_onto.the settlement ééheme'and the authorities havée been more success-

. -~
~

ful in conﬂroliipgAstqck movement since then; livestack.movement between
the ssttlement scheme ahd other areas was controlled to"prevent the spread
of diseaée. - .

In 1963/64 the farmer kept five cows and their followers and grew

tbree acres of maize and about one-thlrd of an acre of tea. He made a

p;oflt_of_iao of which %16 repre§ented a cash surplus (in 1965/66“prices).

“In the 1963/64 farm management survey of this settlement scheme the aver-

age farm made a profit of £50 but made almost no cash surplus. Thus,

‘.thls farmer obtalned a below average farm profit but a better than average

cash~surplus:V_TheseVcalculations assume that the farmer paid his loan
repayment installments on time. Accounting difficulties within the De-

partmenﬁ of -Settlement preventedrthe writer from ascertaining the loan

repaymenﬁ pdsition of individual'settlers,%! Clearly, thislfarmer's

”g]» The writer does not wish to_appear unreasonably critical of the
accounting staff of ‘the ‘Department of ‘Settlement, for the task of estab-

' i‘lishing ‘an“accounting. system to’ deal with over 30 000 settlers was not
feasy, especlally in view .of ‘the shortage of trained accountants. However,
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‘-“.cash'surplus ofviié wa; not -adequate to support a family, especially

;;'éince‘hé had to pay schéol fees for his children. Thus the writer would
' Eé‘_‘éﬁ%rised,if this settler had paid his loan installments at the right
'ntiﬁé; ‘Dﬁring the first ten yearé his ‘annial loan repayment, ineluding

~ both interest and-friggiggl, amounts to £59. If he were not obliged to -
rbéy this his”farm income would have been éufficient to allow'hiﬁ to 1i§e

satisfactorily. - ' . - _

| In 1963/64 the settler obtained maize and milk ylelds which were
very similar to tﬁe éverage leyels of maize and milk yields on ;iis
Setﬁlement sqheme; he obtained 5,7 bags of malze compéred with ‘the average
of 5.0 bags per épre and 226 gallons of milk compéfedlyzyﬁ the average

© milk yield of 230 gallons.per cow. The most important reason why his

profit was below average was that one of his cowa-died. The 193§m9£
even one cow, of coﬁrsé, Has an appreciable effect on incomes on farms
of this size. In addition to this loss, the farmer sold cattle worth
£32 duringithe,year. Ho did this mainly to obtain a larger cash ihcome.‘
Certainly he did not sell just -the natural increase from his cattle for
his lifestéck valuation decreased in value by #51 during the year. In-
“cidentally, it is illegal for most settlers to sell mature catbie Tor
these animalé.combrise a méjof’part of the Department of Seﬁtlehent!s
security for the development loans.

although the writer understands that considerable improvement in the ac-
counting system has been made since 1963/6%4, the accounts were unsatis-
factory in that year.. N - T :

. -+ For example, in June 1964 the Controller and Auditor General reported
‘that 15,900;discrepancie5rhad been discovered in the Department's accounts.

. In his words "The correction of “all these defects will be a major task
“ but until it has-been completed it will. not be possible to say -that the
. accounts are:satisfactory and that all amounts due have been billed.to

settlers." (12, p. 3)

1
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If the death of ‘one. of hls cous 1s neglected both his~pro£1t and

fcash surplus were 51milar to the average levels of farm profits and cash

:‘surpluses ‘on this settlement scheme. waever, the average farmer made
_almost no cash surplus on ‘this settlement scheme while the settlement

: j’planners expected that each settler would be able to obtain an annual

cash surplus: of £100- -There were several reasons for this. The farm

jbudgets which. the settlement planners suggested for the majority of
.these farms were based on the assumption that each settler would plant

dtwo aeres of téa and that this would produce an annual, net income of"

'_about £50 3/ In 1963/64 none- of the tea was mature and- thus the set-

o
tlers were not able to derive any. income from this. source.l However,

the majority of the settlers had not planted two acres of tea, so they

will not derive substantially Highér incomes in the future. Farm

Number One, for instance, had planted .only one third of an acre of tea.
' The other reasons why this farmer s cash income was lower than that

expected by the settlement planners were that ‘he derived no cash income

‘;gdfrom his maize, while the planned budgets were based on the assumption

that he would obtain £37 from maize sales. Furthermore, he realized

vy

only'inm-thirds of the expected 1ncome from the sale of dairy products.

-ﬂThlS farmer planted a little more than three acres of maize and obtained

a yield of less than s1x bags per acre, while the budgeted"amounts'were

},six acres of maize with an average yield of 10 bags per acre.k This

2/ Settlers have never been forced or coerced into following -the

'.planned budgets. However, the devélopment loans. were désigned to sup-

= -port- the' -planned budgets and thus the availability of these loans en-
- couraged farmers to. farm in a manner similar to that proposed 4n the -
'.farm budgets.'r‘“ i




' wimjfarmer, in fact kept an-average °f five cows, while the budgets vere
~¢Qbased on an average of only four COWS. However, hls yleld of saleable

milk'was only 226 gallons per cow afd he consumed in his own home about

one=third of his total milk productian; in contrast, the budgets”expecteé

that his cows would yield an average of300 gallons ef milk and that all

‘ of this would be‘sold, the farmer presumably consumingionly skinmed

- ) milk (3, p. l")u

The farm planners expected that the settlers would sell only butter-

fat. - At the eurrsnt price of about 3/00 shillings per pound of butter-

' fat depending on grades receivedaand various bdhuses, milk which is

separated ylelds a return of about 1/20 shillings per gallon, plus the
skimmed mflk. This, of course; represents the return if the ‘séttlers

were tg_sell their-milk‘direct.to the creamery.. In fact, they sell

_through theirlcomoperstibe society and by the time the co-operative has

~ deducted its charges, the settlers receive only about 80 cents for each

gallon of milk sold. At this price most settlers seem unprepared to

sl butterfat. Fortunately the settlers' co-operatlve soeiety holds

a substantial milk quota (over 400 gallons of milk per day in 1965/66

A

”'fplus'a'variable amount of contract'mllk). In 1965/66 less than 20

percent of all the milk sold through the settlers!' co-operative societx

was. sold as butterfat.: The co-operatlve society reéelved an average

A prlce for whole mllk of 2/08 shillings per gallon in 1963/64 (2/07
~shillings in 1965/66) Houever, in 1963/64 they-paid .out to the set-
»tiers an average price of only 1/38 shilllngs per gallon of whole Mllk.

i TThus the settlers received ‘an average return for thelr milk somewhat

viahigher than that expected by the settlement planners. However, if

S’
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_"a higher milk price could be paid out- to the settlers.

The writer believes that the farming systems which were suggested

-_by the settlement planners were realistic. ‘Howgver, the yields which
'were expected in the farm budgets were too high; only.a few of the -
settlers were able to obtain these high yields in 1963/64.-/ The sug-

gested farm plans were bised on the-assumption that- each settler would
keep four cows and grow six acres of maize ahd two-acres of tea. This
will form the basis of the farm budgets which will be suggested‘here

although as Farm Number One is smaller than average, three cows not four
will be proposed...

Coneraky

" The tea enterprise has been restricted to two acres partly because

of the difficulty of managing a larger enterprise. However, a larger

teeuenterprise'hasrnot been suggested bécause the Kenya vaernmentfiS"'_‘,tf"v "

not keen on encouraging small-scale farmers to plant large areas of tea.
The,Gerernmentiwould prefer'that the benefits from new tea proddetion
be spread over a large number of small—scale farmers.

This farm has sufficient land to” grow about ten acres of maize.

B Ir the farmer were to plant all of this land to maize, the writer believes

‘ &/ When the farm budgets were drawn up there ‘Wwere no settlement

_schemes in existende and. the settlement planners had ‘to- operate with

very. limited information. The maize and milk yields which the planners

~-'expected were, in fact, very ‘similar to the yields obtained. by Buropean

g"fermers in areas of similar agricultural potential, cf. (_}, pp. 24 and

~-35)+ Also, the people who designed the farm budgets. had 1little to do
“with arrangements for - “financing the settlement schemes. ‘The financial

'loan,installments._};'

arrangements which were -made: necessitated that each settler should make

A large annual ‘loan repayment. “Thus the farm planners were obliged to
suggest . intensmve farming ‘systems with moderately. high yields,. for it

$.only din this way that’ settlers could hope to be- able to repay their
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that he would be adopting an unreasonably high risk system of farming.

For this reason, the crop ‘enterprises have been restricted to a total

area of not more than eight acres. This assumes that the‘farmer can

“obtain-sufficient warking capital'to plant a larger area of maize. He

.should be able to obtain this as an advance on MFR through his co-opera-
tlve society;é/ Al so, sufficient machinery must be available. This
could be an important weakness for, in the past at least, some settlers
have experienced difficulty in obtalning 2 machinery contractor at the’

right time.

i These Dlans assume a stocking rate of about 2. 6 acres per llvestoc

unit (assuming that three cows plus their followers are quivalent to

- %46 livestockunits). In the 1963/64 farm management survey at Keben,

average stocking rate on the large~scale African farms which were inelud
in the farm management survey in the area close to Lessos in-1965/66
was 3.8 acres per stock unit (i, P. 55 and 7, p. 2), The writer dees
_not believe that sufficient evidence is evailabl; to draw any firm econ-
clusions” about the relative carnying capacities of these two farming are
AHeﬁevef, the abeve figures appear to be realistic for the small-scale
farms at Keben receive more rainfall- than the nearby large-scale fermS,
the smaller paddocks on the settlement scheme make it easier.to manage
the grazing, and most settlers ean obtain some grazing. from the roadside

for every settlement scheme is interspersed with a large number of roads

%

é/ In the event of a crop failure each farmer is paid compensation
at a fixed rate, usually about £5 per acre for non-hybrid maize. This
so-called Minimum Finaneial Return constitutes the security against whic
adyances on MFR are- made.
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_'the average stocking rate was only 2.5 acres per stock unit, while the
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B Four 1mproved farm plans are shown in Table 13. The first two plans

"involve plantlng six acres. of maize and two acres of tea and keeping

three cows plus their followers on the remaining land. Plan 1 assumes
thaﬁ the farmer will'obtain an average milk yield of 226 gallons per .
cow, Wthh is the same as his mllk yield in 1963/64. The maize yield,

however, has been ralsed to elght bags per acre. While average mgize

~ ylelds were only five bags per acre on thig settlement scheme in 1963/ 64,

they appear to have been unusually low in that year. The Department of

Settlement estimated that the average\maize yield was eight bags per acre

in 1965/66 and the writer believes-that this is & rEasoﬁable average

,.

yleld to expect on thls settlement scheme, given the average levels of

husbandry which prevail at present (10).

No tea yield statisties were available for thie;settlement scheme.
The original'farmnbudgets for this settlement scheme were based on
the assumption that settlers would obtain an average yleld of about
1,000 pounds of tea per acre. The Kenya Development Plan, on the other
hand, suggests that they can expect to obtain only 300 pounds per acre

(3, po & and 4, p. 381). Surveys of small-scale farms in the Nyer1 area

of- Kenya have shown that actual average yields of about 800 pounds of tea

per acre were obtained from five Yyear old tea (1%, p. 40}, Tea production
conditions at Keben are not as favorable as they are at Nyerl. The

A4
writer believes that 700 pounds of tea is a reasonable yield to expect

at Keben and this figure has been confirmed by the Agricultural Depart-

_ment (18

Plan 1 returns a farm profit of £¢36 While this is a substantial

inmérovement over -the farm profit which the farmer made in }965/66, it
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¥~45isit‘;;“‘“ddésfﬁe£ thfe meet the income target for this settlement scheme, for
after‘ellowing for the farmer's own food consﬁﬁptien and repayments of
loan princlpal, etc.; this plan suggests a cash surplis of about #85.
The second plan which is considered here: 1s,ident1cal with the first
mplan except that the milk yield ‘has been raised to 300 gallons per cow
and .the maize yleld to 12 bags per acie. These yields are similar to
. those whlch the béest farmers on this settlement scheme were able to
obtain in 1963/64. Plan 2 returns a farm profit of £181-‘ Thls‘ls,equivae
lent to a cash surplus of about #130. Thus Plan 2 more than meets the
c- £100 cash income target. r'
The third and fourth plans assume that no tea is.grown. -These
plans ipvolve planting eight acres of maize and keaping'three cows plﬁs
their rollowers on the remaining land. These plans are suggested partly
because many of ‘the farms on Keben Settlement Scheme do not grow tea
even though they have sultable land available. However, these two plans
uould also be appropriate for many -other settlement schemes where maize
and dairy cattle are the only farm enterprises. In fact, these two plans
are very similar to those which would be suitable for a farm on Ndalat
Settlement Scheme. For this reason, no farm at Ndalat will be singled
$L£v§;} discussion in this chapter. '
Plan 3 assumes the same mllk and malze yields as those which were
‘used for Plan 1, ise, yields 51milar to the average yields on this
setilemenp scheme in 1965/66. This plan returns a farm profit of £70
”or a cash surplus of about £20. This is only a little beétter than the

‘,_average perrormance of these small-scale farmsfip 1965/66.. The only °

reason that it is at all better than the actual perfermance is that this



- TABIE 13. SMALT..-SCALE FARM NUMBER ONE: -  AGTUAL USE OF
: RESOURGES IN 1963/64 AND SUGGESTED GHANGES UNDER
| ALTERNATIVE ASSUI{PTIONS *

. Actual o .
- 1963/6% 1w/ 2 ae

Resource Use:

(Acres or Livestock Units)

.20.0 20,0

Total-Farm Ared - 20,0 20,0 20,0,
Maize 3.3 6.0 640 8.0 8.0
Tes T 3 2.0 2.0 - B
Dairy Cattle 6 7 he6 - 4.6 406 4.6
f‘inancial ‘Resultsz . A& .E.J{n) _
- . Faim Profit 130 i3 ~+181° 70 126
S— . Capital Investment ) 637 767 767 637 637
Extra Capital - A 130° 130 - -
T e »iields:' (Gallons per_Cow, Bags per Acrevgg
: Pounds of Made Tea per Acre)
Mlk 226 226 v3oo 226 300
mize b . : : 5.? 800 12.0 8«0 N 12.0

gea - %0 700 700 700

x Under the heading "Actual 1963/ 64“ all of the figures are 1963/64
figures except for thosé for the Farm Profit and the Capital Investment,
~ both of these {ters having been adjusted to 1965/66 price levels.

- The- enterpra.se costs and retums onm which these plans are based
are shown in Appendix III.

The extra capital required for Plan 1 and Plan 2 represents the
cost of establishing the extra acreage of tea, less the value of the

,.f_——ﬁ—--—eattle—which are-not- required*for +these plans. . -

The first:plan 1nvolves increasing the acreages of malze and tea.
e The maize yield has been. increased a little but the milk y:.eld has been _
0 “Yeft at the 1963/64 level.  This plan returns a substantially improved .
' income, but still does not meet the income target. .

) E
milk: yields have been :anreased. This 15 the only plan that meets the
_.Aincome ’cargets.
0 ¢f Thsis identical with Plan 1 except that the two acres of tea
" 'have been’ replaced with maize, - - '
’_/‘frThis is the ‘same ‘as’ Plan 3 ‘except the yle,lds h_e,ve ‘been increased.




plan-includes more land in maize than was found on the average farm on

" this settlement scheme in 1965/66.

“Mffarm at Ndalat would achaeve _the target income of #40.

Plan ﬁils of’ 1nterest also because it is quite 51milar to the ob-

served performance of a typical farm at Ndalat.. The major dlfferences

. between Plan 3 and the fypical farm at Ndalat were that the latter was

about one acre smaller and planted only three acres of maize; not eight
as shown in Plan 3. Houever, the farm income ‘at Ndalat was almost as
hlgh ag that in Plan 3 fon despite é;e smaller maize acreage at- Ndalat
average milk yields were substantially higher than those at Keben. Also,
the land at Ndalat was cheaper than that at_Keben and the capital nalne ‘
of the typical fam at Ndalat-would be only about £350. , The target in-
come at Ndalat was only £40 not 3100 asiat Keben. Even so the typical
farm at ﬁdalat'ebtained little if any cash surplue; neither would Flan
3 do so. ‘

The last plan to be considered is identical with Plan 3 except
ﬁhat the maize yield has-been’increaSed to 12 bags ner acre and the milk

yield to 300 gallons per cow. This plan returns a profit of %126 or a

- cash surplus of about iVS. This represents what a good farmer who did

'not grow tea could achieve. In fact, a few of the farmers included in

-~

the farm- management survey in 1963/64 did achieve incomes as high as
thlS‘ Thls plan also is sxmilar to the performance of a good farm at
Ndalat. The farm at Ndalat, however, would have a somewhat smaller maize
aereage and would 6btain a~elightly lower income. Nevertheless the good

In the fbur plans which Tave been-discussed it has been assumed that

no labor would be hlred unless the family labor was fully occupied. Only

-~ - -



132

: fﬁﬁevfirst”twewplans~required anylhired labor and even for these only a
" small amount of hired labor was needed during the peak period from
#pril to August. In the past, this farmer has hired labor even though

:hiS—familyllabor was not fully employed.” If he continues to do this in

the future then the. farm plans suggested“here would returh somewhat smaller
prafits than those shown in Table 13. ‘ -
The farm plans dlscussed above illustrate that settlers at Keben
.can expeot to obtain the target cash incomes only 1f they plant at least =
two. acres of tea, obtain good maize and milk yields and do not hire ex-
cessive amounts of labor (Plan 2). The writer believes that it would be
‘_unreasenable-je expect“mOre than p.few of the settlers.to do this: In-
_comes suffié?ent to allow settlers to repay their loan§ and obtain moder-
ate: levela ‘of personal income could be obtalned either if settlers planted
_om if settlers ‘planted no tea but obtalned good maize and milk yields
(Plan 4). If settlers at Keben continue to farm as they did in 1963/6@,
the writer doss not belleve that.a large proportion of the settlers will

be‘able'te repay their loans to the Department of Settlement.

ean B i s mt e B R T

Farm Number Two
~ This fara'alse is on”the'low-density settlement scheme at Keben.
S The faIﬂLlS 31 acres, in size and thus is considerably larger than the

. average fann at Keben.v The farm wWas made larger than average for there

as no: land sultable for tea productlon on thls farm, yet the farmer was

Wtill expected to be able to obtaln the target cash income of £100 per




&
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- The farm and i‘armng assets were valued at 426 in 1965/ 66. Thus,
h desplte the larger 51ze of this farm it was valued at less than Farm
‘ 'Number Oné. The purchase pmce oi‘ th:.s farm was lower than that of Farm
! ijNumber One malnly because 1t had no land sun.table for. tea productlon. o
The farmer had borrowed 93 percent of his farming capltal. .
A swmary of the farm plan which was adopted in 1963/64 (uedated to
1965/66 price-levels) and some suggeéted improvements aré presented in
Table 14, In 196§/64 the farmer planted 3.6 acres of maiéeiand kept seyen
. cows plus their followers. He.made a farm profit of 360, This was
o slightlyAhigperWtham the average,level of farm profits among the’ sample
- of farmers iﬁcluded in the farm.management surv;y on,this. settlement
schemg. -Thé farmer obtained a better than average maize yield, 6.9
. bags per acre, but a poorer than average milk yield, 147 gallons per cow.
Thus the farmer's profit was above average mainly because his farm wag |
abore average in eize, ﬁot because of high yields.
Although fhé farmer mede a‘SOmewhat,better than averaga farm profit,
hls farm incurred a cash deficit of £25. (assuming ‘that he repald his an-
nual loan installment of E48)." His poor cash p051tion was due to the

- fact that he consumed rather a large- proportion of his milk".and maize

.and'he still hadfsome unsold maize in ‘his store at the end of the year,
However, even a generous allowence for theee two factors would not'allow_
i-h1m~to make & cash surplus-if he continues to farm in the future as he

”did 1n 1963/64.‘ In 1963/64 hlS cash shortage was alleviated through selling
some native cattle which he owned in Nandi District._ As he no longer

own‘ any natlve cattle, he w1ll not be ablé to rely upon this source of

income in the future. Clearly, his income was unsatlsfactory in




" TABLE 14, =  SMALI~SCALE FARM NUMBER TWOs <ACTUAL.USE OF

RESOURCES IN 1963/64+ AND SUGGESTED CHANGES UNDER
- ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS *

T

Budgeted Plans- -

Actual

- 1963/66 18/ 2/

Resource Uses _ , "~ (Acres or Livegtock Units)-
~ Total Farm Area : 3144 ° 31.4 3.4
Maize . e 3.6 10,0 . 1040
Dairy Cattle ‘ 9.5 7.7 77

" Financial Results: o ‘ (3 E.A.)
. ) : : Tt

Farm Profit. . . . 60 - 1&5 221
- Capital Investment o 426 426 426
Yields: : ~ (Gallons per Cow or Bags per Acre)
Mk - o BT I 200" 300

" Maize C . 649 8.0 12,0

. The actual 1963/64 flgures are adjusted to 1965/66 prlce levels
where appropriate.

The budgeted plans are based on the same enterprise costs and returns
as'those which were used for Farm Number One,

_j The.first plan involves increasing the maize acreage substantlally.-

Alse, the maize and milk yields have both been assumed to be slightly
hzgher than their 1963/6% levels. This plan suggests an income which
is considerably hi er than that obtained in 1963/64 but still not high

enough to meet the target income level.

Q/' Thls plan is 1dentlcal with the first plan except that the milk -

and maize. ylelds have both 'béen increased to levels similar to those
-Whlch ‘the. best’ farmers were able to obtain in 1963/64. Thls plan suggests

an income higher than the target level. -

W R




1963/64 and the wrlter would: be surprlsed if he ‘had repald his loan in- .

) stallments to the Department of Settlement.

) The farm budget which was designed for this farm by the Department
Lo of Settlement suggested that the farmer should grow 10 acres of maaze

. . w5

and keep six COWS plus thelr followers. The malk yield was expected to
i be about 300 gallons per cow and the maize yield 10 bags per acre (3, Pe 4)
" The writer helleves that-this suggested budget represents a level of
performance~samalar to that which a-good farmer ‘could achieve on_thls
farm. Two budgets will be suggested here. They will both include-10 =
. -aches ef maize but the number of cows will beifirernot sia as- suggested
by the settlement planners' with six cows the farm would be stocked at a
rate of about 2.3 acres per stock unit and this appears to be too high
a level of stooking. i
B Plan 1 Whlch is shown in Table ‘14 assumes that. the fermer can obtain
a maize yield of eight bags per acre and a milk yield of 200 gallohs per
'cow, ie.e. about the dverage 1evels of maize and milk yields on thls settle-
‘ment scheme. 'This plan returns a farm profit of #145. This is equivalent
to a cash sarplas\of‘about 535. Thus, while this plan represents a con-
”'51derable 1mprovement over the farm's actual performance, it does not
.~ meet the target cash income of £100 per annum.
; The second and last plan is identlcal w1th Plan 1 except the mllk
;" yleld has been increased to 300 gallons per cow and the maize yield to
12 bags per acre.f This plan returns a. “profit of 221 which is equivalent

“.:to a cash surplus of about 5150. Thus, this plan mpre than meets-the

-

ftarget cash income.~ i
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"i‘;hlgh yields (Plan 2) If he fanns inten51ve1y but obtains only average

t;;his loans to the Department of Settlement. N

: rpyields, he will not: be able to meet the target income but he ‘would be<

! T:able to repay hls loans and live moderately well (Plan 1) If he does'M"A o

: '-:'jnot 1mprove on his 1963/64 performance he w1ll have difficulty in repaying

-

The wrlter would be surprised if this farmer can raise his income

to the level suggested by Plan 2. However, one- or two of" the 27 farmers R
7 who were included 1n the farm management survey in 1963/64 wereaable to :

vfarm as well as this. This farmer should be able to achieve an income -

_level as’ high as that suggested by Plan i, Hdwever,“in~ordertfor the

a

: farmer to do this he must be prepared to work harder thap heehas in the

past; in addition, he must be able to obtain sufficient short-term credit

“_,andesufficient maehinery services to allow h1m to plant as much as ten :

R acres of maizee S o .

”1~Farm Number Three ' . ] o : .

‘This fann, the last to be discussed in this chapter, is a farm of

- 10~acres~on\the’high—density settlement scheme at»Mautumau, This farm was
,.;typical of the,average farm in the farm management survey. of this “settle-

'iment scheme in 1963/64. E

The farm and farming assets: were valued at £183. The farmer had

,,borrowed from the Department of Settlement a total of £146 or 80 percent

: :_of has farming capitalJ The percentage of his oapital which was’ borrowed

'$;would have been 100 percent had it not been for the fact that the farmer

: ¢~‘started farmang-'u

"was able to construct most of the buildings he required mth his own

.”family labor and because his livestock had increased in value s1nce e



o

S é/ Strictly speaking, _the farm prof:rst should be a little higher

3

A summary of the i‘arm plan adopted 1n 1963/ 64 is shown in Table 15. o

‘ The i‘armer, ]_'Lke most oﬁthe farmers 1ncluded in the farm management

survey, kept as his ma jor enterprises two COWE and two and one-half acres.
of maize. The two and one-palf acre plot of maize was cultivated and
planted with a tractor which was operated by the Department of Settlement.
- In additlon to the two and one-half acre plot of maize the farmer culti— '
vated another three-quarters of an acre of land entirely by hand. (0%
about half an dcre of this land the farmer planted maize althoughﬂthis

was interplanted with finger millet and beans. The other quarter of an

" acre was planted with a diverse collection of crops, including cassava,

L

sweet Potaioes,;dnions and cabbagess. These crdpéAwepedgrD“n prinaFily
selling vegetables. }b also Kept abqut 30 native‘poultry,

 The farmer “made a profit of §21.§/ However, assuming that he had

paid his loan installments to the Department of Settlement, he would have

incurred;a cash defieit of 8. Tpie unfortunate situation occurred
primariiy because the'farmer obtained poor yields, especially from maize.
In 1963/64 he-obtalned 3.0 bags of maize per acre and 188 gallons of

milk per cow, these ylelds were very 51m11ar to the average levels of

‘maize and milk yields (2.5 bags of maize per acre and 185 gallons of milk

per cow)‘obtainedvby tne 21 fammers. in the;farm management survey. -
‘While the”average" nilk ﬁeld' ‘which th'isr‘ farmer obtained was not

]

than this for the settler-did ‘obtain some income from green vegetables,
etc., which he consuimed ‘in his own home. Although the major items of -

- home consumed food, maize and milk, were included as a part of farm in-

come, various vegetables, etc. were. not included for the quantities could
not‘be measured accurately and most of these products do not’ have well-
established market prlees. e
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TABLE 15. SMAIIpSCALE FARM NUMBER THREE ACTUAL USE OF

RESOURGES IN' 1963 6% AND~SUGGESTED -CHANGES -UNDER
AL'I‘ERNATIVE Assmmxons *

e

Budgefed Plans

" Actual

1963/ A A
Resource Use: , , ( Acres -or Iivest.oék Units)
‘Total Farm Area B ' 10,0 - 10.0 10.0
Maize 3.0 3.0 3.0
Mixed Subs:.ste ce Grops o3 “e3 3
i Da’ll'y Cattle 2'3 301 3.1
Financial Resultst (Bl
Farm Profit’ 21 g -7 80
Cepital Investment 183 183-- 183
Yeldss : : . (Gallons per Cow or Bags per Acre)
Mk . 188 200 -~ 300

* ‘I‘he actual 1963/ 64 figures are adjusted to 1965/ 66 price levels

where appropriate.
" For the budgeted plans the enterpm.se costs and returns on which

the plans are based- are shown in Appendix III. The maize costs and
~~returns.are identical with those shown in Table II for Farm Number One;
““the ‘dairy cattle i‘lgures are shown separately in Table IV.

d A1l of ‘the"plans are baséd on a dairy herd of two cows. In"
1963/64 the farmer had two cows and one heifer calf. This is equivalent
t6 2.3 livestock units. By the time the farmer has reared sufficient

.youngstock to-maintain his dairy herd at a permanent level of two cows,
he should have livestock equ:.valent to 3 1 llvestock unlts.

o y Thls plan is very -similar to the actual plan’ adopted in 1963/6k."

Hoiwever 11; assumes a sl:.ghtly better milk yield and a much hlgher maize .

_/ This plan is iden‘bical with Plan 1 except that the maize and

;fmilk yields have béen increased.




especially poor~ his maize y1eld in 1963/64 was dlsastrous. This resulted

L

' primarily from the extremely poor standard of the cultlvatlons and plante
1ng which were done mechanically by the Department of Settlement. ' The

weather was very wet during the planting period. The cultivations were
g

dons too 1ate and begause of the middy conditions, the malze ‘planter was

‘blocking up continually and leaving large gaps of unplanted 1and. Un-~

fortunately, becausse of poor_relatlons between the settlers and the
Settlement Officer, these unplanted gaps were not filled in. The settlers
maintained that they had paid the Department of Settlement to do this

work and thus the Department should do the job properly. The Settlement

T L T T RC T

Officer maintained that he could not organize the extra. jork so he issued
more seed to the seitlers askiné them to fill in the gapé'ehemselves. |
. Ragrettabl&3 both sides stuck ‘to their original positions and thus the
gaps~réﬁained unplanﬁed.' o

The farm budgets which were snggested by the settlement planners

expected that each settler would obta1n a cash income of 125 per anpum
jas a result of planting five acres of sisal and two acres-of maize.and
keeping two cous (Qb pp. 5-6). TFor reasons which have been mentioned, .
few of the settlers at Mautuma planted any sisal. Two farm budgets will
be suggested here. Both will be based on the assumptlon that this farmer
will plant three acres of maize apd keep two cows; three acres of maize
ls about -the maxlﬁum_acreage which is consistent with this farmer!s
"Jébility‘to withstasd‘risks.-fAlso, the writer expects that she Parmer
: ?ill:ebztlnue‘tq;hand cultivate a small plot of land on which he hill<

ﬁlént:siﬁi&ekvariety of subsistence crops. Thus the two budgets-presented
.7A.Herelrely4u§9n’eisystem-df—ferming almost identical with that which ‘the

- -
~oame



fapmervaHOpted?inh1963/64. The only important differences between the
suggested farm budgets and the farmer's actual performance in 1963/6k4
g are_ﬁhaﬁ the budgets assume'that the farmer's maize and milk yields will

be somewhat higher than those which he was able to-obtain in 1963/64.

’“”fTEé—ﬁr‘s‘f‘Biﬁ“éﬁ"‘tsmﬁ?rn“Tabrﬂs»»‘assumes that the farmer's milk
yield will be 200 gallons per cow and his maize yield eight bags per acre:*
Although these yields are hlgher than those which the farmer obtained in
1963/64, the writer believes that they are similar to the average yieélds
which farmers at Mautuma have been able to obtain ai‘ter 1963/6%. This
oplnlon is based prlmarlly on the result of a v151t which the writer made
to Mautuma 1n,1966'for no yield statistics are availahls.- Blan 1 returns
a farm profit of £55. This repregents a cash surplus of about_ ¥21 and
thus this plan dogs nut quite maet the income target of £25.

The ‘second plan assumées that the milk y1€ld will be 300 gallons per
~cow and the mMaize yield 12 bags per acre: In the farm managemént survey
of--this sattlement scherie in 1963/ 64 only two of the farmers were able

7t0~obtain milk yields as high as 300 gallons per cow. None of these
farmers obtained a maize yleld higher than five ‘bags per acre, although
vf?this was ;fiﬁéélly the result of the especlally unfavorable conditions
Whlch prevailed in that year. Plan 2 represents what the writer believes
- A good farmer could achleve. This plan returns a farm brofit of 80 and
V about £H6 of this would be a cash surplus. ) o P
From the prev1ous discussion it appears that thlS farmer could achleve

Uf cash ir ome almost as high as that which.the’ settlement planners ex-

;pected if he contmnues to Tarm in the same way that he did in 1963/64

wtbut heﬁobtains an average maize. yield of eight bags per acre and an




"‘:5VEragé‘m11k yieldtqf:ZOQ;galions-per<cow~(Plan 1)+ This would appear
to be'e~reasonable,éxpectation. The better than average farmer would be
“able to exceed the farget cash income (Plan 2) but the Fesults of Favm

 Number Three's operations in 1963/64 illustrate that many settlers will '

‘bave difficulty in repaying their loans to the Department 6f Settlement
in years when production conditions are unfavorable., Even in good years ‘
it Séems that some of the poorer farms will not be able o obtain any

id cash surplus. C .

Conclu51ons

Three small-scale f~"_‘—ﬁave ‘best discussed in Tthis’ éhapter. Tﬁésé“'
farms .were choien fron three samples of farmers included in farm management
surveys in 1963/64 on the high—density settlement schemes at. Ndalat and
’Msutuma and on theﬁlowedensity sett;ement ‘scheme at Keben. The farms

1reiehinedein thds:chapter ranged in size from 10 to 30 acres. This size
raﬁge-wes sufficieet t6 include the importaﬁt farm sizes.found on_sattlen
ment;schemes in areas of high agricultural potentialf

Only a iimited amount of infermetion was available concerning the
fshellﬁscale»farms Thus, “the conclusions suggested here,- like those
suggested in the previous chapter for the large-scale farms, must be re- |

‘ garded as tentatlve. _ o ‘

All of theifeﬁns described in this chapter were chosen to reﬁresent

typical rermsﬁw1th average levels of farm profits. Some of -the’farm

i budgets suggested for these farms were used to répresent situatlons

i 1m11ar togthose found on the most successful farms. Many farms which

Qwere farjless‘successful then any of those described in thls chapter

Tbeen used for the analy51s. However,,as the subsequent -

-
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. dlscusslon will show, ﬁhis would -have served only to emphasize the con-

clusions suggested below. Generelly the less successful farms were

. those whlch'obtazned’poor jields.. Also, most of the farmers at Keben " -

» who operated more than one small-scale -farm were rather unsuccessful.

vwere so low that it would have been very<diff1cult for them to pay thelr _
loan 1nstallments to the Department of Settlemént. However, thelr cash
incomes would have been sufflcient -to provide them with reasonable levels
of living if they had -not repaid any money to the Department of Settle-

‘“‘*‘“‘-‘—*‘_~"1ﬁnﬂr‘—ﬁonewof‘the*three“fermers—madeAa caeh‘1ncome—whmch~even-apppoached

— SN
£

the target levels. set by the settlement planners. Amoqg the whole sémple
of farmers studied in 1963/64 a few were able to attain the target incomes.
. . ©If alIDWance is made for the fact that the tea at Keben was not in pro- - -
' duction in 1963/ 6% and Tor the &xceptionally low maize yields obtained
’ by'some~farmers—in~%hat -year;-gspecially thosg at ‘Mautuma, perhaps 20
! o percent of the settlers would be able to meet the target income requlre-
.mentss In 1963/64 several farmers were observed to have sold‘matere
daigy cattle, a capipal asset,-and this may be regarded as further evidence
iofwtheifrihaollliy to meet tﬁeir cash needs. T
Althouéh the discussion in this chapter was restricted to the achieve-
: ments of settlers as farmers, mention should be made'of the fact that o

' some settlers were able to obtain extra income in addition to that whlch

_ was obtained from their fErms. In particular, when a settlement scheme -

~eopportunities for employment. By far the major source of employment for

ttlers is their co-operative society. However, probably less than flve




'peroent~df>tne settlers can ottein extra income in this way and thus,
these addltional sources of income are 1nsuff1c1ent to materlally affect
the ability of settlers to repay their loans.Z/

Purtheér evidence that settlers have difficulty in repaying their
;!Qe?;jwsy;Vm,mwlpans‘to the Depsrtment of Settlement is available from the Department's
“_statistics; For example, if repayments which had been outstandlng for

only six months are neglected, all settlers together had repaid only 6#
percent of‘the total value of the loan installments which the Department
of Settlement had billed to them up to Juns 30, 1966. “If the loan re-

e —~‘~——__peyments whlch had been bllled to settlers wlthin the six months prior

to June 30, 1966 are included only 39 percent of the totel value of
the loan repayments ‘which had been billed to settlers had been repaid
(2, p. 62). Thus there would seem ‘to be little doubt that a large pro-
portlon of the money ‘which géttlers owe to the Department of Settlement
Wil Aot ‘be repaids -
Most settlers had borroweahbetween 80 amd 100 percent of their
ST »' farmlng capital. This has meant that the settlers have to make a 1arge
repayment to the Department of Settlement each year. Generally, settlers
can do thls only 1f they farm 1nten51vely and obtain good yields. Most
“of the settlers do not have the management ability to obtaln,sufficiently
high ylelds and some of the. settlers find it difficult to farm intens1vely

because they cannot obtain enough short—term capital or machlnery,services.

—~——t

. Z/ The Department of Settlement is also an important employer in
‘,the early stages of settlement. On high-density settlement schemes all
' settlers are offered employment with the Department of Setilement for
v the-first-sixz months after their arrival. This is primarily a welfare
measure and is paid for-with a grant from the British Govermment.

P
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*‘availaﬁle to allow them to purchase the animals (g, Pe 2}

-intensiveifa}ming with high levels of management is neceéssary if their

LING e |

Difficulties over obtaining a machinery contractor at the'right'time‘msy

Calso cause maize yields to be low as a result of late planting. Most

settlers do not suffer from a shortage of long-term capital for thé loans
which were issued to them when they started farming were sufficient to

enable them to obtain most of the livestock, permanent-improvements and

“equipment which they needed. However; Kenya is now experiencing an acute

shortage of mature dairy stock and new settlers may not be able to obtain

the dairy cattle which they require desplte the fact that loans may be

"Although the better farmers may be able to repay their loans and

culty in a poor year. This was illustrated in the discussion of the

farm at Mauwtuma. Among the settlers who were included in the farm manage-

ment survey at Mautuma in 1963/64 the highest malze yield which any
farmer obta;ned was only flve bags per acre and none of the farmers was
eple to attain the«tafget cash income of 25,

The poor standard of-farming which was practiced by many settlers

appears to be not entirely due to a lack of~manauerial ability but partly

" a result of the fact that the maJorlty of” settlers have come from an

3

} environment which is entlrely dlfferent from that found on the settlement

schemes. Most settlers have never been involved in a cash economy such

4as that on the settlement schemes. Probably few farmers understand that

e

loan repayments are to be mede- most settlers will learn this: only

g from experlence. Furthermore, some settlers hold polltlcal opinions which

discourage them from making - payments for land which they believe is theirs

’ by;;;ght.' However, thls attltude is perhaps less true of settlement
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. schemes in Wéstern Kenya than of those in the central part,of the country.

These cong}uslons appear to be applicable both to the hlgh-den51ty

and toﬁth@ low-density settlement schemes. Although the settlers on

vthe,lowaaéhsity settlement schemes were supposed to have been selected

-from phbpie with farming experience while those on high-density schemes

,'came from the ranks of the landless -and unemployed, there did not seem

"::,Mtq;gg aﬁy noticeable difference between the farming performances of thess

two groups of settlers. Howew;er, the evidence on this point was scanty.
The farm budgets reviewed in this chapter illustrated that consider-
able improvements in farm incomes could be obtained by settlers. Im-~

. T
provements in the agricultural extension services, the machinery contract-

‘ing services, the avéilability of short-term credit-and the organization

of settlers' co-operative societies would be helpful in enabling settlers
to increase their incomes., Also, if settlérs were to work harder them-
selves they could reduce their dependence on hired labor and increase
théir'qash incomes. Similarly, many settlers could sell more farm produce

if they~ghd$e to consume 1355 themselves. Some improvement has taken

- place 1n the.last few years. For example, there is evidence that an

1ncrea51ng number of settlers are now using improved varnetles of maize
seed and using artificial insemination rather than natural breeding (g,
PP. 4—8). However, thé’writer finds it hard to believe that these im-- 
provements will be adopted sufficiently rapidly or by enough settlers to

materially alter the ma jor conclusions .of this chapter, namely that a

: substantlal proportlon of’ the settlers will not be able to repay their

floans and that only a few of them will be able to attain the target in-
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CHAPTER 7

THE. EFFECT OF AFRICAN SETTLEMENT ON FOOD PRODUGCTION

. In this chapter an attempt is made to compare the African opefated

mlarge-scale farms and the small—scale farms .on the settlement schemes

.

with respect to- their effects on food production. The data which are

used for this analy315 are drawn from the farm management surveys whioh e e

have been referred to previously ( While the data for the small-

"scale farms ralate to the 1963/64 season and those for the large-scale

farms to the 1965/66 season, the writer believes that ¥hese tio sets of
data can be compared without seriously prejudiclng the analysise.

Some adjustments to the’data were made, however, in order to _

'eP;QQ?‘Fhe two g:pqps of farms on & compgrable4ba51s. The most important
-of these adjustments were'es follows: ‘Mrst, the 1argé-scele farms all

employ laborers who plant subs;stence cTops of their own+ Bstimates of

—o

the laborers' subsistence food production and consumptmon were made and

ithe datauforgthe,largeeecale,fanms which are presented in this chapter -

-~

laborers.‘

Second»/in order to compare the _extent of food production per unmt ‘

“As es f the small—scale farms on the settlement schemes.

on t,he three'_ L

ads, etc '(z;rp.r51). Thus, in orden,te—make the land areas of
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ifthetsmallfscaleﬁfanns'and~the large-scale farms comparable, the acreages
. ;‘of the small- cale farms have been 1ncreased from between six to 12

;"percent depending upen’ whlch particular settlement scheme was 1nvolved.' ~

Finally; where the large-scale and the small—scale farms were produc-

ing ident1cal products but were selling them at" dlfferent prlces, one

single prlce*has ‘been used for all of the farms. Thls adgustment was

important only in the case. of milk. In 1965/»66 the small-éscale -farmers -

”;received 2 1ower mllk priee than the largeuscale farmers, primarily be-“lr_w“

cause the~settlers' o-operatlve societies deduoted thelr margin from

the- final milk price before paymng the settlers.. In fact the average
price recelved by the settlers' co-operative societies was hlgher than
“that whlch the large-scale fanners reoeived for the latter sold a smaller =

~[ ‘Vprooortion of thelr milk in the hlgher prlced whole—mllk market. In_

”l‘this analysis interest is eentered on milk production from a natlonal
"viewpoznt rather than frcm that of the 1nd1vidual farmers' tg:s it seemed..

'f:v ; S ,.appropriate to use-one- ~single price for all of the farms (1/80 shillings

. per gallon, the overall average price Whlch was received by all farmers

~~tog ther) Also, there would appear to be no inherent. reason why the

argér pro-
'fportlon of thelr milk in the whole-mllk market. ’ _ o
Table 16 contains a summary of the values, in 1965/66 prices, of

: *food production .on the sample of large-scale farms in 1965/66 and the

'j:three samples of small-scale farms in 1963/64 The value of total food ..

~?production per acre on the three settlement schemes at Keben, Ndalat

';vand Mautuma was greater than that on the 1arge-scale farms. The two

;:‘settlement schemes at Keben and Ndalat each produced food worth 121
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: _ ... Farms .
e (30 farms)

" FOOD PRODUGTTON FOR SALE.OR SUBSISTENCE:
LARGE~SCALE FARMS TN 1965/66 AND SMALL-SCALE
FARMS IN 1963/64 * :

L - . Settlement Schemes - :
‘ . Scale - Keben Ndalat  Mautuma

N<27\fafmsf": (30 farms) (21 farms)

Total Food af. = .~ .
Production' - R

(Shillings per Acre) e

‘Maiéé U ¥ S K fjg C 45 IR
Wheat R B -
Wik R I - ST e

Other &/ . L.3 o -3 P e 19 .
L B0, L o
Saleable Surplusi N T N %

vetze &/ 3

‘Wheat . . 6 . ] : L - .
Milk S 37 63 Com2 )
Cattle S T T o :

Other !

é/ -  ,'.\v;1 'f .“ ;lii: ,-'f:"rr,

Subsistence:

”Maize e ,k_#h;=~f -

T
ST e

20

14 : A 36

11
10

57

‘ Lo .“>\\:_" | 35.”‘ ..

,“.

o+ All of: the food has’been valued using 1965/66 price levels. Milk

,r,‘which was sold was.valued at- 1/80-shillings per gallon and all maize was
‘- - valued at 37/00 shillings per 200 pound bag.
J“'farmers was valued at 1/50 shillings per gallon.
. s*trary -‘valuation ‘but it dogs represent the approximate sale value of the
"mllk if, 1t s assumed that about/ half of the milk could be sold as whole

Milk which was? ~gonsumed by
This is a somewhat arbi

'_/ Thls is the total amount of food which is available for use as
Fann requirements for-use as. seed or stockfeed have been

‘(éﬁhtinuéd)
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SE "b/ Some of this item represents an increase in dairy herd valuations.
: As most of the farms-are fully stocked, the portion of this item which
represents the appreciation in livestock values could be regarded as a
. saleable-surplus. : '
. . . . '\)
: ¢/ The category “Other" includes primarily native poultry, potatoes
] and vegetables. .. . ‘ ‘

d/ The figure in parentheses is a »déficit.

) e/ All of this food was produced by the farmers or the laborers
w.. . except for a portion. of the maize at Mautuma (the deficit of 12/00. shil-~
", . lings per acre). The values which aré shown for farmers' consumption
‘ “  of food are based partly on detailed figures available from the fam _
.- .menagement surveys and partly on estimates. The values shown for- farmers®
"~ *milk éohisumption are based entirely on detailed figures-from the farm
. manggement surveys. Some of thé farmers' and laborers' maize and poultry
. consumption was based on estimates. The most important estimate involved
the assumption that one family corisumes 12 bags of maize each year.

A

ot




: :ﬂshillings per acre. Thus, as the average value of food production on A'

b'~itthe large-scale farms was only 80 Shllllngs per acre, both of these

'settlement schemes produced about 50 percent more fbod than dld the '

T.r;large-soalewfarms. Mautuma settlement scheme produced only 101 shlllings

worth of food per acre._ Although thls was about 25 percent hxgher than
ithe value of food production per acre on the large-soale farms, food
produotion at Mautuma in 1963/64 appears to have been unusually low on
'account of the ‘very poor maize ylelds which the settlérs obtained_in
that year. If ‘the farmers at Mautuma had received an average ‘maize yleld
'of elght bags per acre, rather than two and one»half bags per acre as
was the case in 1963/6#, the: value of  food production at Mautuma would
" have been about 155 shillings per ‘acre. Thus,-in a more normal year,
:the value- ef food productlon-at Mautuma should approach almost twice the
'level of {food productlon per dere on the large-scale farms. Mantuma |
.;Z*Settlement Scheme inecludes the emallest farms of any which are discussed
) There- the land is farmed more 1ntensively at Mautuma than is the case
| iuln the other areas which are the subject of this analysis; thus it would
'?appear to be realistlc to expect that Mautuma oettlement Scheme would ;
Lriiproduce the greatest amount of food per acree.
Not only was the total value of food. production per acre hlgher on -
the small-scale farms but the total values of" each of the two maJor .

'e‘products, mllk and malze, were higher on the small-scale farms as well.

;/r:Both Keben and Ndalat Settlement Schemes produced about twice as much

"T?Ttmalze and mllk per acre as’ d1d the large-scale farms.’ Although milk

Cmproductlon at Mautuma was only about 30 percent greater than that on

ithe large-scale farms, if the settlers at Mautuma had recelved an average

malze yield‘o e;ght bags er acre, malze production at Mautuma would
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3Ti¥;.ﬁaVe been at least four times as great as that“on‘the large~scale'farme.
Asmde from the effects on total food production, subdivlding 1arge-
scale farms into small farms may affect the composition of farm output; .
the two groups of fams may produce the same products but in dlfferent
propprticne or one group of fams may produce some products which the
ohmer group does,notAproduce; In_tﬁelareas which were covered’by the
Awriter's farm management surveys, maize and milk were the majcrffanu
products both on tme large and small-scale farms. The data which are-
'presehted in Table 16 show that the average total value of mllk production
‘per acre wasg about twice the average total value of maize production per
' acre, both on the three settlement schemes at Keben, Ndalat and Mautuma
and on .the large-sc¢ale farms. Thus, in the survey-areas,-the ccmpositlon
of farm output-is quite similar on both‘kroups of farms. The large-
scale farms;’houever;'did produce a small amount of wheat, none of wmicﬁ
was produged by the small-scale faimers. Also, cattle production was
4 i more imporﬁamt_on'the large-scale farms. ‘
' In the mixed farming areas of the "White Highlands" the major farm
products are milk, ize,‘wheat and pyrethrum (Table II, Appendix I).
©UA1L of these products, apart. from wheat are sultable for production on
both large and small-scale farms. It would seem that if large-scale farms
are subdlvided into small farms, the compositien of farm output wculd be

changed_fﬂpreciably only in those areas where wheat can be produced.

In the areas whlch were included in the writer's farm management

';surveys, both wheet and maize can be grown, although wheat production

eondiktons are. not good on: -account of the high rainfall, the net returns
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mechanlze. Theée‘two reasons‘probably explain why none of - the small-

”7; scale farmers in the survey aréas had planted any wheat. On the large-‘\

"scale farms, however, even in the. relatlvely high-ralnfall areas whlch

Here covered by the wrlter's surveys, some farmers may grow wheat as-well.

V\as malze. Probably the reason for this is. that wheat produetlon on a

-large scale is eagier to manage than maize productlon, for malze requires

a much higher labor input than doee wheat. However,-the data in Table
16 show that this fector was not. 1mportant in the. survey areas (oﬂly
seven,of the 30 sample farmers grew wheat and one of these farmers_pro-
duced more than half of the totel)
= ff-v ' Apart from the areas which are the main subject of this analysls,
e 'it is interesting to observe how the compositlon,of farm output may
r.change if large—scale farms are subdivlded in other wheat producing areas.
‘:l)q' ‘,A '_:In Kenya wheat is usually preduced~1n arsas uhich receive an average
vannual rainfall of between about 30 and 40 1nches ‘and where the' altitude o
is ‘between about 6,000 and 9 OOO feet above sea level. So far, the‘
only wheat proddclng areas in Wthh settlement schemes contalning small-

K

scale farms have been created are in the higher altitude areas (the Kikuyu'

~F

settlement schemes around Thompson s Falls and in the Kinangop, where the

altltude 1s generally above 8,000 feet) ‘At these high altitudes maize
v ican be grown only wlth-difflculty, it is subject to frost damage and it

3takes a very long tlme to mature. Perhaps for this reason,-wheat,;s
';,‘still grown by the small-scale farmers on: these settlement schemes
"e‘(a, - 60 61) It would seem that at very high altitudes where maize ‘
;C;j:;_f-, };fricannot be grown, small-scale farmers will: contlnue to grow. wheat despite

frthe difficulties of mechanlz1ng “the productlon of this crop.




"“ 15 thé:;ﬁéerfﬁﬁeet produciﬁg.arees,of’Kenya; most of which are at
‘“ebeet‘7,000efeetwebeve~sea,level,Wthemeitgatioe ma&7be quite the reverse
ofupbet.inlthe higher altitude areas. This, however, is only an opinion
. for there dre.veryifew small-scale African farms in these areas. For
example, in the Uasin Gishu Plateau and the Njoro area (near Nakuru),
~~both of-which are major wheat growing areas, some samples of European
'farmers were included in farm management surveys betyeen 1958 and 1962
Maize ‘and wheat were the major crops planted by these farmers, akthough
_they had planted more wheat than maize. Even though the farmers ccneen;
trated on wheat productlon, the farmers' average net returns per acre
from wheat were.lower thanrthese frcm;maize. They,appeared“to»conoentrate
on wheat, nof because it returned the highest prefit per acre but beqeépe
©o. it is aasier ﬁo.manage on a lirge scale (4, pp. 21, 22 and 573 5, pp.
Af:«' © 023, 25 and 59). “There is np reason to believe that African large-scale —
farmeérs would behave dlfferently. However; if Africans were to be re-
settled on small~scéale farms in these areas, the writer believes that
) 'they-would concentrate on maize production and plant little 1f any wheat.
‘ Maize returns a hlgher income per acre than wheat; it is the staple food

s,

;”crop and usual cash crop of these people and on small-scale farms the

hlgh 1abor requirement of maize presents few problems while it would be
difflcult tp mechanlze'wheat productlon. Thus it would seem that when

Qlarge—scale farms are. subdivided the - comp051tlon of farm output would be

' gichanged substantlally only if the re-settlement were to take place in

Table 16 shiows that” cdttle production was more
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B 1mportant ‘on the large-scale farms- This occurred mainly because a few

of the large-scale farms_kept native cattle whlle very few native cattle
. were found on the small-scale farms. On small-scale farms natlve cattle
are not suitable primarily because they return only & small income per

'_acre;_high-grade dairy‘cattle'are more profitable and can be managed

without great difficulty. On the large-scale rarms;'however;“especialgyf" -

on the larger farms, there are two reasons why some cattle, in addition

to dairy cattle, may be kept: Flrst, on some‘of the farms although very
large dairy herds could be kept, these large herds would be difficult to
manage; thus, some of tie~land may be used either_for rearing dairy
steers'or for natlre‘cattle. Second, .on those farms,which;are oterated

by large groups of partners, ana these again are usually the larger rarms,'
some of the'partners may decide”tc keep native cattle, regardless of the *

interests of the farm as a whole, The main reason for this is probably

F T AUV PR -—

that when a partner keeos “his o own “herd of natlva stock he derives all
of the income from thesé cattle himsélf; if high grade dairy cattle were
kept-'they would be run as one enterbrise for the whole farm and each
partner_ would obtain only a share of the income.

. In~the survey areas, not all of the food which farmers produced
was avallable for sale. Most farmers consumed some of their own maize
and milk and posslbly some native poultry or native sheep or goats as
well.v;Most farm laborers on large-scale farms produced their own sub—
-Vmslstence crops and ‘native poultry and perhaps were able to obtaln some
' skim mllk or whole milk from thelr employers. Table 16_shows the extent‘A
;; of farmers' and laborers consumptlon of the a jor food products. On

the three settlement schemes the farmers consumed food worth between two

‘and’ three tlmes as much as that whlch was consumed on the large-scale ‘

e
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farms. The higher level‘of consumption of milk was especially noticeable

on the small-scale farms, the average level of milk consumption per acre

_“being from five to 15 times as great on the settlement schemes as on

A4

the large—scale fanns. A small part of this difference probably is due
tqudaficiencies in the data, for it was not possible to measufe orﬁesti-
‘mate -the-extent-of laborers' milk consumption on_the,larée-scaler;arms.
However, very little milk is consumed: by these farm laborers fof milk
is the major source of cash income for the large~scale farmers and "they
do not provide milk to their laborers ih normal circumspances.

Table 16 also shows the extent of thé farmers production of a
saleable surplus of food. Although the figures which are-shown under
the heading of a saleable surplus are not appraeciably different from the/

farmers' gctual sales of food, there are some differences between these
>

_ two gagggggiggjhixbewgigures for the saleable surplus inglude several

items which had not been sold but which farmers could have sold had they
elected to do so. Stocks of maize surplus to farmers' own requirenents

and increases in livestock numbers were the m05t important items. Even

~though the small-scale farmers consumed a hlgher proportlon of their total'

' food productlon than the 1arge-scale farmers, the valu€ of the saleable

surplus of food from the small-scale farms was not lower than that which

vas available from the large-scale farms, except in the case of Mautums

Settlement Scheme. At Mautuma the value per acre of the saleable food

surplus was only two-thlrds as hlgh as that on the large-scale farms.

This was entirely a result of the poor maize yields at Mautuma in

ii1963/64. In‘that.year,zthe settlers at Mautuma did not produce sufficient

L malze to‘meet their76wn requirements let alone produce é saleable surplus.

- . .
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ﬂ 'Hovever, had the settlers at Maituma obtained a more normal maize yield N

o S 157 :

(eight bags per acre), the saleable surplus of food from this settlement

scheme would have been at ledst 50 percent greater than that which the

.

large-scale fermers produced in 1965/66. L

B The value of the saleable surplus of food at Ndalat, 66 shillings

per acre, was only a little better than that which the ]arge-scale farmers
produced, 63 shillings per acre. However, the settlers at Keben produced

a saleable surplus of food worth 86 shllllngs per acre; or about 3% parcenit .
more than that which the large-scale farms produced. " Thus from the evi-
dence which is available here it would appear that the small-scale farmeﬂs
‘on the settlement schemes ere able to produce a salaable prd surplus at
least as great as that which the large-scale farmers produce and perhaps

as much as 50 percent larger. S : - . R

R TR

"The analysis $o far has been confined to a discussion ef the average

" levels of food production on the different farms. However, these aver-

ages conceal a lafge.measure of variation. This is illustrated in

Charﬁ L which gives frequéncy distributionS'of the total values of food

oroductlon on the 1nd1v1dua1 farms in the four areas _which were included

in the farm management survejs. On' all three of the settlement schemes

shill;ngs.per.aere. On_the large-scale farms the modal value of food

production Was betWeeh 50 and 100 shillings per acre. These figures cor-
: respond‘ﬁith the average figures‘which were presented in Table 16.

' However, it 1s apparent from Chart 4 that many of the small-scale farms

produee,no_more food*per acre than do. the large-scale. fanns. Also, some -

of the 1arge-scele,farms,produee as much food as the smg}l—scale farms._

~ ele



FOOD PRODU&!TION/_GN SETTLEMENT SCHEMES AND
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In the sample of. 30 large-scale fanns, 12 farms produced food worth

e»morefthan_100rsh1111ngs per acre. These i2 farms 1nc1uded almost all

o ef‘the‘smallest'farms in.the sample. Only twu of these farms were

1argerﬁ£han the medlan farm size and one of these farms was managed by

a farmer who had an exceptionally hlgh ability as a farmer and a larger

than average amount . of" capltal available. In Ghapter 5 some of tha dlf-

flculties which prevented the 1arger of the 1argenscale farms from belng
farmed 1ntensmve1y were mentloned. Aghese 1ncluded management problems,
especlally as many of the larger farms were operated by'groups of partners
rather than individual operators, and shortages.ofzmaghlnery- It appears
that these factofSJEreventvéhe larger of the 1érge~éealev£é@ms ffom pro-

ducing as much food as the average farms on the settlement schemes. By~

. aver, the smaller large—scale farms (especially those less. than 350

- acres) were able 6" produce as.much food as the average level of food

production on the small-scdle farms«
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CHAPTER 8

THE EFEECT OF AFRICAN SETTLEMENT ON NET NATIONAL PRODUCT

Inmthis chapter the small-scale farﬁs on the ssttlement schemes and
:; .‘ ‘ ‘ ﬁhe large-scale farms are compared wlth,réspect to ioeir effects on value
added or Net-National Product (NNP). Both the methed of analysis.and
the sources of data which are used in this chapter are sihilar'toAthose
T which are described in Chapter 7. - |
The procedure which was adopted in oxfler to estimate the indlvidual
farms' contributlons to NNP was as follows. The value'of farm output in
1965/66 prices was calculated for each farm.j Then, ‘the value added by
gach farm was estimated through deducting from the value of farm output
all expenses for purchased farm inputs, except the amounts spent for
. labor, interest and land rent, Finally, the cost of the government
.operated agricultural extension and creditusgrvices,,etc., was deducted
from the value added in order to arrive at each farm's contribution to
. .NNP. L, e
In order to ensure that the data for the two groups of farms were
“'placed on.a comparable basis, several adjustments were made to the data.
’ Three of these adJustments were described in Chapter 7. These involved:

(.. T ‘first, including laborers‘ subsistence preoduction together with the other

«sxlerge-sﬁale farn data, second, increasing the size of the small-scale "

,s ,o allow for the land which is used for non-farming purposes such

n;the same basms regardless of the actual prices which were
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”“ré’céix}ed by the different farmers. In addition.to these three adjustments,

' one other adJustment was made to .the data which are used in this chapter. .

. .Thds ﬂas necessary in order to allow for the effects of the co-operatlve

-societies on. the settlement schemes.

On the three ‘settlement schemes which are the subject of tbis

{mﬁ ( o analysis, those at Keben, Ndalat and Mautuma, the co—operative societies

provided a range of services to the settlers. All three of the co=’
operatives collected, transported and sold the settlers' milk. Also,_
_ they provided some machinery contracting and cattle dipping serv1ces for
{ o the settlers. However, in no case was the co-operative society the only
" machinery contraotor*for”private~contrgctors wWere dperatihg as wells
’Also; the cettle dipping‘service at Ndalat has beenptakenvover by a
private contractor recently. These'ghree services, selling milk,’operat-
;'“:' ' Lingdceﬁtle dips and. maghinery confracting, were the most important serviées
whieh the co<operative societles provided to settlers. however, some
Cof hhe eo;onerativesbbrovided additional-services such as sellingrmaize,
repaying settlers' loan 1nstallments through regulat deductions from
o _ ’/mtheir monthly milk receipts and administerlng short-term credit.
e In order t: estimate the value added by each farm, the individual

falmers' expenses. for purchased 1nputs and the co-operative societies'

- expenses, other than for labor and interest, have been deducted from

AT

3ieco“ft'hg‘was involved) In deducting the- co-operative*sOCieties' expensesy

‘;“rose and some arbitrary decisions “had to be made.’
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;;be allocated to individual farms only in an arbitrary manner. No data,A:
were available-concerning the financial operations of the private con-
ytractors who operated the tractor cultivating or cattle dipping services.
‘ Audiiedraccounts for the co~-operative sééigilé; at Keben and Ndalat were 7
available‘although onlynestimates of the financial accounte of the co-
.operative society at Mautuma could be obtained (1 2y 3) -

Bacause of the incomplete 1nformat10n available concerning the costs

of operating the cattla dipping and machinery cultivating serV1ces, the

- _procedure used here has been to deduct from the value of farm output on

each farm the prices which the small—scale farmers actually paid for these ‘
_ services. Pessibly, this-urocedure has.penalized the smallescale iarmsw_

' for part of the priee which settlers pay for these serv1ces should represent
B elther wages or profits._ However, the lack of data necessitated this ap-

A proach and if the small-scale farms have been penalized the effect” W111 -
‘have/béen small; the cattle~dipping services represent only a smell.item
of expanee (three-to four shillings per,acre) and there is evidence to

suggest that the private contractors do not earn a large/sorplcs from

. thelr operations.

-

e PRE B '
‘ The costs whlch were 1ncurred by the co-operative societies both in

connectlon w1th thelr adnunlstration and with their handling of milk
were obtained from their accounts and these costs were charged to ‘the

,ferme, As most of these expenses are of an overhead natgre,

: o;flgures relating to private contractors® expenses are

eral-contractors have. discontinued operations which sug-
that they do not ‘earn; large profits. The writer discussed the

' ctcr ‘and‘he expressed the: opinion that it wWas dif-
han hls costse
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theywere ailo_‘ca{t'ed édﬁﬁl‘y‘{&?&éﬂ”‘fézﬁ'and not on the 'bavsisﬁ—eack-—--—’—ill- -

fenn's acfeage;of volume of business. _ :
' " ‘Table ‘17 conteins a summary of the average values added per acre

‘by the” large—seale farms and the three samples of farms on the settle-

’ment schemes at Kében, Ndala* and- Mautuma. No account of the costs of ’
the government operated serv1ces which are provided to these farmers has.
been taken at thls etage although this will be disuussed later in this

chapter. - The figures preseénted in Table 17 conform to a pattern quite-

-similar‘tovthat'shown~by therstetisties for food produceion"given~in

| Table 16, Chapter 7 ' The average values added ber acre b;ﬁﬁhe two settle-

‘ment - sehemes at Keben and Ndalat were substantially highernthan %he aver-

age value added by the largeascale farms; the—average value. added at

T 3 Keben, 100 shillings per acre, was almost twice as’ high as that which

L ‘ihe large-scale farms produced 51 shzlllngs per acre. Ndalat with an
average value added of 89 shlllings per acre was not quite as good as
Keben but evén so this was still 75 percent higher than the average
- value added by the ierge-scale fards. However, the'averege value added
;at Mhueuma, 56 shlllings per acre, was only a little better than that
~f¥which the lafge-scale farms praduced. o

Due to the special circumstances whlch prevailed in 1963/64 some
of the flguzes fbr the values_added on the settlement schemes appear to.

"han may be«expeeted in the long term. This is especiallywtrue‘

1963/64 If these farmers had obtained an average



B \ B -
TABLE 17.  VAIUE ADDED: LARGE-SCALE FARMS IN 1965/66 .
o7 T CAND SMALLWSCALE FARMS IN 1963/64 *
: _Settlement Schemes
large- = -
Scale Keben Ndalat Mautuma
Farms ) ) - . :
(30 fa;ms) (27 farms) (30 farms) (21 farms)
- —— ) . -
o (Shillings per Acre per Annum)
Farm Output 83 128 121 101
Expenses: .
Machinery Y 15 3 1, 21
Depreciation ¥/ * 5 12 7 -9
Purchased ¢/ : . .
Requisites 12 - 9 9 12
Co~operative - 4 2 3
Value Added 51 BT 89 56
* A1 of the"data is in 1965/66 prices (ses the footnote to
Table 16). .

g/ “Machinery expenses include the cost of fuel and oil, spares
gndvrgpairs, depregiation and any machinery contracting.

Q/ This.includes depreciation on evefything except machinery.

g/ This item consists mainly of fertilizer, purchaged cattle feed,
dip fluid or veterinary expenses.
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’,vwould have been about 110 shllllngs per acre, i.e. more than tiwice, the

rvﬁlevel which the 1arge-scale farms produced. Similarly the settlers at

mmKeben obtalned an average ma1ze yleld of only five bags per acre in
1963/6# and if they had received eight ‘bags per acre they would have

. produced an extra value added of 21 shillings per acre. Probably an.
even more important addition to the average value added at Keben will be
obtained when the tea which these settlers have planted comes 1nto pro-
ductione“However, estimating the possible increase in value added-from

2/

From the above discussion it would séenm falr to conclude that the

this source is somewhat speculatives

-average value added byuthe small-scale;farms on the'settlemeut»sohemes
is of the order of twioe ‘that which the large-scale farms produce.
'.:,”cﬂmable 17 il%uetrates that this 51tuation has arlsen largely because of
- ‘ differences in levéls of farm output for the expenses for purchased
‘1nputs incurred on the settlement schemes were not very different from
those on the large-scale farms. There was a tendency for the level of
expenditure on purchased inputs ‘to be a'little higher on the small-scale
farms. This was .most notlceable at Mautuma, where the average level of
i;expendlture; #5.;h1111ngs per acre, was about 40 percent higher than that”
‘ ound on the 1arge-soa1e farms. At Ndalat and Keben the level of expendi-

ture was either the same or lower than that on the large-scale farms.

”‘Howeve?,‘the_expehees at Keben appear to have been unusually low ip,

Cal g/ On Kebe‘}Settlement Scheme there are 131 plots with land suit~
able for tea production (4, p. 10)., If it is assumed that each of these

settlers:plants one: acre of tea and obtains an—average yield of 700

ade’ tea ‘per acre then,” basing the calculations on. the tea
costs ‘and returns which are shown in Appendix III, Table IIT,

: 7va1ue added at Keben vould 1ncrease by 31 shilllngs per acre
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:f1963/64 primarily because many of thersettlers at Keben used Work oxeh

to do their cultivations in that year. If these settlers had used

:tractors 1nstead of work oxen, as they are obllged to do now, the level

of expendlture ‘at Keben would have been about 15 shllllngs per acre -

~ higher than the level shown in Table 17. -
- Differences in farm output were the most important factors contributing 7
“to the higher‘average levels of ralue added on ﬁhe'small;scale farme;
As the-mejorify of.farm outout consisted of;food'products; the discussionA‘
in Chapter 7 which exaniined the reasons for the dlfferences in the- 1evels
of food output between the large and small~scale farms s relevant here
also. In Chapter 7~1t wag noted that there was considerable~waria%10n
:”among all of the samples of farmers and that several of the large-
"vscale farmers,'especially the smaller ones, were able to produce as much
}; ) ~.vfood per- acre as the average farm on the settlement schemes. In Chart 5
frequeney distributions of the value added per acre on the large-scale
~-ferms and the small<scale farms on the settlement schemes at Keben,
Ndélatband Mautuma are shown. These frequency distributions are quite
51mllar to those which were shown for food productlon in Chart 4., On

7 o b e
e “4the large-scale farms the modal value of value added per acre was Dbetween
40 and'80 shillings. At Keben and Ndalat the modal values of value added

e were - hlgher than,on the large-scale farms, both of them being between 80

and 120 shillings per acre. waever, at Mautuma the modal value of value

Aer acre was the same as ‘that on the large-scale farms although

hatt)

k”ﬁ;”thls was prlmarlly a result of the except&onally low maize- ylelds which

| h‘the farmers at Mautuma received in 1963/64.A,-

e VZOnly'nlne of the 30 large-scale farms produced a value added hlgher




VALUE ADDED BY' LARGE SCALE FARMS AND

SETTLEMENT SCHEMES
(—Shi:{.iinss per Acre per Annum)
Large-Scale Farms .
. ) 30 Farms in 1965/66
. : V7 . :
g. optLL A ' // i
'§ 7 , .
_ g ] ~ i - Keben Settlement Scheme .
. é 20 i ) < 27 Farms in 196376k
b AV e ers e e
LR | : N -
R § . .5071 . . Ndalat Settlement Schéme
' e o o 30 Farms in 1963/6k4
Lo =1 -
MR § 0 0: W _/_ // l772 W/l ir.or v S v -
50 1. /) _ a Mautuma Settlement Scheme
/ e 21Farms in 1963/6k4
, ;k,zjy,rijj SRR )

Lesé‘*? ho 80 120" 160° 200 240 280 i 320 '
o bhan s o ; “wobol o obo to to to. to
"9 79 ?1;9 19 199 B9 219 519 359

Value Added per Acre

j* '.I.‘he lowest class interva.l is open-ended. On-one of the
‘ la.rge-scale farms ‘and -on; three farms at Keben: and: three
ferms a.t Nda.la.t the values a.dded were. nega.twe. T
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.:f;than 80 shllllngs per acre. All of these farms,'except for one, were

f‘fbelow the medlan farm size.of the 30 farm sample' even the one exception

b

" was less than 700 acres in 51ze. Thus the conclu51ons to Chapter 7

.“f”appear to be’ equally appllcable here. The large-scale farms do not per-
‘*kform as well -as: the small-scale farms but the smaller of the 1arge-scale
farms are able to. achleve levels of performance as good as that which
the average small-scale farmxachleves. Agaln, the reasons for thls ap--
pear to be that the larger of the large-soale farms do not have elther
_Athe management or capltal resources to enable them to. farm thelr 1and
as 1nten31vely as the smaller farms are able to do.‘;‘ -
So far the dlscussion has been conflned to an examanationnof the
F?values added by the ind1v1dual farms, based on actual farm data and oX=
:‘ucluding the costs cf the government operated services provided tc these
farmers. Qne further step in the analysis will be made. The contribution .'_“e’
of the farms to NP Will be estimated through deductlng from the prev1ous i\\il
(ye;ue added figures the costs of the government services. However, the h
'»3é£ﬁai figﬁres for”vaine‘added'mill be adjusted to remove some of the
_vdlfferences which appeared to be pecullar to the years in whlch the data
ijere collected. JTh;swadgustment w1ll 1nvolve prlmarlly changing the-
iactual flgures for value added under the assumption that all of the-farmers,
: both 1arge and small-scale, recelve an average maize yield of elght bags .'

"per acre, for this level of yleld appears to be the best estlmate of the

“”l.leong run expected yleld on these farms given the present level of “husbandiy.. .

§ Ho_gver, the flgures for value added at Keben will also be adJusted both

to allou for the 1ncrease 1n productlon uhlch should take place when the

.

'1.tea at Keben comes 1nto productlon and also to provide for the extra costs

whlch these farmers -how have to pay for tractor cultlvations.
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VATable 18 contalns a summary - of the contrlbutions to NNP of the™

"large-scale farms ‘and the three settlement schemes. The footnote to

o lf:the table contalns a descrlptlon of the sources of 'data for the estlmates

_of thelcosts of the government services. On a settlement scheme, as
wgpposed to‘a.largeqscale~fapm, the need for government services isannen =
Higher'du?ing_the‘first few years when‘the-settlement scheme is béing
established. ﬁuring»tne'first two and one<half years, the period of“so-
called "Nermal Supervision," the costs are highest. In additionrto £he
usual expenses for agnlcultural extension, etc., the Department of

Settlement has to place new settlers on thelr farms, issue loans and help

"+ to supervise some oﬁrthe~services such as marketing produce,'nperating ‘

tractor cultivatlons and dlelng cattle, which in the long run will be

‘.'controlled by the settlers' ce-operatlve societles or private contractors.

S f“Normal Superv1sion" but stlll not as low as in .the long term when “the*

Orlglnally, the Department of 3attlement 1ntend°d that all of these B

'servmces should be taken over by the co—ooeratlves or the private con=
;tractors before the end of the two and one-half year period. However,

after the settlement schemes had been establlshed for some whlle it be-

¢

-came. apparent that in many cases a two and one-half year period was-in-

sufflclent to allow the settlement schemes” to become well ‘established. -
'Thps, anotber two and one—half year period-of "Bxtended Supervision" was
"introduced. Durlng thls period of “Extended Supervision the Department

-of Settlement's expenses would be lower than'in the initial perlod of,

wr

'settlement schemes would have no need for any admlnlstratlve a551stance

w

1t f Settlement.
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V,THE EFFECT OF AFRICAN SETTLEMENT oN. NEI‘
: NATIONAL PRODUCT * :

i

Large- Settlement Schemes

Value Added: -

L : Actual../ . 51 100 89 56
Plus Extra Maizfr/ b 21 (3) . 54
Plus Extra Tea & - 31 - -
Less Extra Tractor : o ‘
c : - . ‘ - -
OStS . . . /{5 R . A ’
o - I <1 867"+ 110
nen g/ . .
Govermnent Services i - ‘
Normal b B 21 10 10
. - “Bxtended b 9 5 5
-Long Ruti b 5 3 3
L AContrn.but:.on to NNP: A . ' n .
" Normal 510 . 116 7% 100
Extended 51 : 128 81 105

. -long Run 51. . o132 83 107 .

%+ aidor'the dsta s in 1965/66 prices. -
a/ Fi'om Tagie‘17.
}_:/ _‘The f:.gure in parentheses is negative.
' Vﬁg/,;f'See footnote g/ in. this chapter for the calculations. -

g/ 'fThe sbatn.stlcs i‘or the: cost oi‘ the. government semces on the
' ?settlement schemes are based on ‘the detailed estimates of the Ministry
" ‘of lands‘and Settlement (5): Only the cost of the field services has

,,-bean Ancluded; 1.8+ the. ‘cost of the. agncultural and vetennary extension

head oi‘i‘lce o

The: figures shown fo'rﬂ the government services on the large-scale

TMs: compri e"’the expenses of the Mlnlstry £ Agnculture s i‘:n.eld .

(cont:\.nued) ;

"~ Scale
Farms Keben Ndalat . Mautuma |
(30+farms) (27 farms) (30 fagms) (21 farms)
 (Shillings per Acre per Annun)

services end_the Department of. Settlement's ad.m:.nistration on the settle-'
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‘services and the“expenses of the Iand Bank and the Agricultural Finance
: ;:Corpo:;tion.zfFéw'detailed statistics were available for any of these
-~ items. . The costs of the extension: services provided by the Ministry of

B “Agriculture were based partly on figures available in the Kenya Develop-
ST ment Plan (6, p. 160) and on information obtained from the District Agri-

cultural Office-at-Eldoret. The cost of the services provided by the
Land Bank were obtained from that organization's Annual Accounts (7).

. The cost of the services which were provided by the Agriculturdl.Finance.
. Corporation.could not be obbained accurately for the Agricultural Fihance
Corporation's accounts are published in such a manner that it is impos-

G "sible to.allocate their expenditure between the large-scale farms and

. the other farms with which they deal (8).. However, the field servides,

: of the-Agricultural Finance Corporation are almost ideritical with those

of the-Iand Bank and thus, it has been assumed that the services which
are provided by the Agricultural Finance Corporation cost the same ag

T e

- those of the Iand Bank. -
e " ‘Durdng- the-period. of “Normal Supervision" all of the expenses of _
‘ the Kenya Government on the settlement schemes are paid with a grant
from the British Government. After this period the Kenya Government
is responsible for mesting these expefises although the writer believes
that the Kenya Government is trying to obtain overseas asskstange to
. help meet some of these costs. The Kenya Government is responsibis for
. _.the expenses of the services which are provided-to the large-scale farmers
“&lthough overseas assistance from several sources; including the British
~and West German Governments and the_United States Peace Corps, does help
© . to pay for some of these experses.




Durlng tpe perlod ‘of "Normal Superv151on" Table 18 shows’ that the

Government's expendlture on a low-den51ty settlement scheme such as Keben

S is about five times as great as that on the large-scale farms. Onthe T

) f-hlgh-den51ty settlement schemes the Government's expenses are only about

7"half as: much as "those on a. low-den51ty settlement scheme but they areb
‘ﬂ”still about two and one—half tlmes as great as those on the large—scale
f;_farms.z/ waevar, as the value added by the settlement schemes was much
“higher than that whlch the large-scale farms: produced the settlementjmu
schemes contributed more tc NNP than the. large-scale fams even durlng
,the period ‘of "Normal éuperv1sion" when the chernment's expenses were
--hlghest. At Keben, durlnv thc period of "Normal Sucervisicn,“ thc average;
-dfcontrlbution to NNP, 116 shillings per. .acre, was. mcre than twice that of
tithe 1arge-scale farms, 5%- shillings per acre. Mautuma Settlement Scheme
; contributed 100 shillings per acre to NNP, about twiee the 1eve1 of the
jlarge-scale farms' contribution and- Ndalat whlch contributed 76 shillings
| :eper acre was 50 percent better than.the large—scale farms. Once the
'ﬂ:settlement schemes become established and the Government's expenses have
- fbeen reduced to the expected long-term level the relatlve position of '
g ey .

\inthe settlement schemes may be even better. In the long run, Ndalat

'Settlement~Schemeishculd~contr1bute 83 shillings per acre, Mautuma 107

e e E =

When a settlement scheme ig establlshed the Department of Settle-
) ment 1ncurs someéxpense for capital development- in addition to the ex=~
“penses for admlnistration ‘and extension, etc.y which are shown in Table -

18 This capltal expense, which is estimated to cost about 27 shillings

.per agre, is. aSSQCIath with the extra road bullding, soil conservation

. and survey -work, etc., which has to be done before the large-scale farms.

.. can be_subdivided (9, ps 24).. If this expenditure:had been included R

" here through charging interest on the capital used at six percent per

- annum,less than two shillings per‘acre would have been added to the costs
- of ‘the government: services which are shown in Table 18, ~All of these
f'costs, of. course, are’ pald with a grant frcm the Brltlsh chernment.



 1iihgs‘pef»acrevand*KEBenliBé ehiilin§3~pef acre. These figures

~f*represent 1mprovements over the 1ong run performance of the large- o

‘ fscale farms of 63, 110 and 159 percent respectxvely. However, if the

o at Keben falls to 101 shlllings per acre in the long run and this is

almost 100 percent better than the performance of the large-scale farms.

From‘the.abeve d;sopesmon it appeafs that in}ageas~where malze.end_‘
dairy ceteie.are'ﬁhe domiﬁant.farm enterprise the smell—seale fefms-en .

Mthemseitlemept schemes eontribute from between 50 to 100 percent more ‘
to NNP than do the largezscale farms Howevef,_ tﬁe proeise that some-

of the smaller large—scale farms are as successful asg: the average Larm -

';‘On the settlement schemes still agplies.
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CHAPTER 9

THE EFFECT OF AFRICAN SETTLEMENT ON EMPLOWMENT

- In-this Ghapter the small-scale fams'on the settlement schemss and |
the large;scale ferms are comearee with respect to their'effeets.on,emq
p%oymenﬁi As-in-thE‘previous two chepters, most of the“eaie‘whiph ere
used{fer'tﬁe'anelysis are drawn from the‘farm'menagemeht surveys of |
larée-scele’fanns ihyfhe Uesim Gishu and Trans‘Nzeia‘Areas and small- N

scale farms on the settlement 5chemes at Keben, ‘Ndalat and Mautuma (L, 2).

In trying to compare the levels of employment whieh the small-scale
-and the-large—scale farms previded, several preblems arose. These stemmed
ipartly from 8 lack of data although difficulties in defining and méasur-

- 1ng employment were important also. In measurlng the amount of employ-

ment which the fanns provﬁde, the .extent of employment may be related

either to the number of people who are supported by the farms or, alter;
natively, to the amount of actual work Whlch is done. In this analysis
. ‘ ‘zthe fohner defipitlon aof employment will be stressed, partly because it
_:15 ea51er to measure, but mainly because the maJor concern or item of
"1nterest in thls analysis is the number of people who are supported or |
lmalntalned on‘the land. o . m

On the large-scale farms there was 1ittle difficulty in measurlng

size of the labor force fer, as ment:oned in Chapter 5, the large-

';emp' v nly those laborers -who live on the famms, at 1east
Gn the small-scale farms the problem is” more

two high—density settlement schemes at Ndalat and

-~17é
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' *"Meutuma, ‘none of . the farmers. 1ncluded in the farm management surveys en-
')'ployed any laborers on a regular basis. However, almOSt all of these
farmers employed some casual-labor. At-Ndalat in 1963/64 the average

annnal expendlture on labor was only 73 shlllings per farm and 88 per—

cent of the farm work was- done by famlly labor. At Mautuma the average
farmer in the survey sample in 1963/64 spent 83ﬁshillingslom hired'laper _
‘ene 96 pereent of all ferm work was done by family labor (2, pp. 73, 80,
92 and 102). The mriter believes that most gf this casual labor was dbe
tained from other sebtlers and‘tneir families; ‘Thus, in this analysis
the smalléscale farms at Ndalat and Meutuma:have heenlassumed to support
only the settlers themselves. ,1' b o nau;; o
On Keben Settlement Scheme several of the settlers provided regular
employment to laborers, alﬁheugh frequently these laborers did not live
on the séttiers' -farms. In the farm management survey at Keben in 1963/64
( the everage annual expenditure on hlred labor was 559 shillings per farm
—-and-only-42-percent of ‘the farm work was-done by famlly labor (g, PP« 51
and 60)}. Thus, on Keben Settlemenf Scheme the problem of defining what
constituted a regular laborer arose. The procedure adopted here has been
'lto assumeﬁehapvlé a farmer employed a person for more than six months,
--then.that person was a regular laborer who was supporped by his employ-
.ment:  Anyone_ employed for lees than six months, an& frequently the
perlods involved were very short, uas considered to bé either another,
7vsettler or-a member of another settler s family and thus, he was not

"supported by hlS short—term employment.

if"Under the above assumptions, Table 19 shows the number of male workers”
who« ere supported by the large—sbale fanns and” the settlement schemes at

:’d Mautuma. These flgures_lnclude only employment provided
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. TABIE 19. ~ EMPIOWMENT: [LARGE-SCALE FARMS IN 1965/66

AND SMALL-SCALE FARMS IN 1963/64

- Ié.'rgé-'}“’*"’*wl Settlement Schemes
Secale
Farms ¢ _Keben Ndalat Mautuma

(30 farms) (27 farmsy (30 farms) (21 farms)

(Number of Adult Male Workers)

Workers Supported -

Per Farm:
a -
Farmers 7.7 1.0 1.0 1.0
Laborers 12.9. 1.4 . -
20.6 2.4 1.0 . 1.0
o (Acres).
Average Farm &Lzet-)/ : i‘-687.3 - 32.8 20.9 12.5

(Number of Adult Male Workers)

Workers Supported )
Per 1,000 Acres . 30,0 . o 7hu 47.7 80.1

At

a/ -Ascertaining the exact number of partners in some of- the farm
business was diffioult. On some farms some of the people who were de-

" “seribed as-laborers may have had an undisclosed financial interest in

the farm.

b/ The average i‘arm sizes.shown for the small-scale farms are not
the actual average farm sizes for they have been increased o allow for
the land which is used for non—farmlng purposes.

At Keben the 27 fams which are-mentioned in the table included
35 small plotsy six of the i‘armers operated more than one plot.

-



’}fbffthe“fanms'themselves‘and they do not inclﬁdeAam&radditional.employh
mentwprovided by, for example, the co-operative societies on the settle-
ment schemes. On'the large-scale farms,'thelayerage farm suppdrted-mearly
i 21 people,.of whom about eightrwere farmers or partners end the remaimder
laborers. 411 of the small-seale farms supported théir owners and, in

) addition, the small-scale farms on the low—density settlement scheme at

" Keben sdpported an average of 1.4 laborers. If these figures are placed"
on a comparable ba31s, and the extent of employment is measured in terms
of 1, 000 acres of land, the large—scale farms supported 30 people per.

1, 000 acres.—/ A1l of the settlement schemes supported more people than
“-this. The high—density settlement scheme at Ndalat supported 47.7 people
per 1 000 acres or almogt 60 percent more than the large-seale farms.

“The settlement scheme at Keben supported 74.L people and the scheme at
Mautuma 80.1 people pet i, 000 acres. The latter figures represent,

respect;vely, 148 and 16? percent more employment than that which the

large-scale farms provide.
The settlement schemes wouLd appear then to support from 60 to 160
percent more people than the large-scale farms. However, the figure

FY R

whlch is shown for Keben Settlement Scheme in Table 19 is higher than

_/ In Chapter 21t was observed that the European large-scale farms
in the mixed farming areas of the "White Highlands" employed about one
~adult male-worker per “84 acres of land, or about 19 adult male workers.
“per 1,000 acres of land. The African large-scale farms which are dis="
cussed here supported about 30 adult male workers per 1,000 acres.
However, some ‘of -these-farms are operadted by partnershlps and many of
the" junior partners dn these businesses do little farm work. If each
Afrlcan largefscale farm had supported only the hired laborers who were
re51dent on the farm and one owner, these farms would’ have supported,
~on':the average, only '20.adult males per 1,000 acres. -This figure is very
similar to- ‘the 19 ‘adult male workers per 1 000 acres. supported by the
: former European farms."




Tfmﬁbuiéfbe expected for most settlement schemes with farms of the size.of

those at Keben for the tea at Keben is an inteneive erop which increaees
the farms;wlabor requiremeﬁés. In the farm management surve& on Keben
Settlement Scheme in 1963/64, the tea enterprise used 52 percent of the
labor which was hired (2, ps 60). If this employment is neglected, the

number of laborers supported at Keben would be’reduced to 52.2 laborers

“per 1,000 acres of iand, not 7444 as shown in Table 19.- However, even

‘this level of employment would be somewhat greater than that which Ndaldt

Settlement Scheme provides.

Throughout this thesisﬁthe variability in individual farms®' statis-
tics has been stressed‘ The statistics for employment are ne egqeption.
Frequency distributicns of the amounts of laber supported per 1,000

acres of land on the individual farms in the four survey areas are shown

in Chart 6. In each of the four areas the modal range of employment cor-

respends with the average figuree which are shown in Table 19. However,
the range in the levels pf employment whichrthe individual farms provided
wa; eufficiently large so that some of the small-scale farms at Keben
and Ndalat supported, per unit land area, no more people than did the

. DA SN
apefage'larée—zé?;e farm. None ef the small-scale farms at Hautuma sup-
ported s0 few:peoplet This was entirely a result of the very small farm

sizes at Mautuma At Kebeu the farms which supported few people tended

, to be those which were either larger than average or which grew 11ttle -
" orino-tea. At Ndalat the farms with'a low labor to land ratio were the

7 iarger farﬁs. In feet;:as the small-scale farms at Ndalat and Mautuma

L supported only one adult male worker each, the frequeney distributions

whlch are shown in Chart 6 for these two settlement schemes are only
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"t}f'~ chart é. 'WORKERS. SUPPORTED BY THE LARGE-SCALE FARMS

AND THE SETTLEMENT SCHEMES
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el distributions of the reciprocals of the farm sizes. On the’ settIement
schemes the larger than average farms are generally (except for the

multiple plot farms at Keben) farms which include some poor quality 1;né.;J
"Nine of the 30 large-scale farms provided a level of employment

nequivalent to 40 or more people per 1, 000 acres of land. Of these nine

farmers, seven employed between 40 and 60 people per 1,000 acre§ﬂaf iand,

i.e. the same level of employment as the modal level of employment at

Ndalat, the settlememt scﬁeme with the lowest labor to land ratio.

Four of these seven farms were below the median farm size of the large-~

scale farm sample and these smaller fams tended to be operated more.

‘intensively than the larger farms. The three farms whichvwere,aﬁoye

the median farm size and which employed between 40 and 60 people per

1,000 acres were all operated by partnerships (60 partners in one

~ casel). OF these three farms the level of employment was high, not be-

cause the farms were operated intensimely, but because the partners had
acduired residemce_rights_thrbugh‘virmue“of their-beimg part-owners of
the businesses.

Only two of the large-scale farms provided a level of employment

""greater than 60 peo%le\per 1,000 acres. Both of these farms were well

below the medlan farm size. 1In addition, the one that provided the
highest level of employment Jwas. qulte excentlonal in that it was a small
.farm (350 acres), yet it was owned by a large group of partners (24
parﬁners and five laborers).

From ‘the above discussion and from some of the remarks Whlch were

made in Chapter 5, many of the 1arge-scale farms appear to support more

people than the number for which they can provide employment. Whether

i
N O
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".'-Ethese surplus workers can continue to live on thsse farms is question-

e "able although the- farmers would have difi‘iculty in persuading many of

them to leave., However, in the case of the farms operated by large By

groups of partners, the management problems have been_k‘so severe that

"official policy will probably place inereasing. préssure on these farmers

to simplify their management structu'ra and allow only those pa-rtnere who

are willing to work and who can be use.t‘ully employed to live on the

On some of the settlement schemes underemployment could be consid-

farmss

. ered a problem also, although in this case much of the underemployment
"+ 1s voluntary and there is little risk that it will lead to- thé;farmers
' losing their means of supporb (unless, of course, they are evicted for

’ non-repayment of their 1oans) On Ndalat Settlement Scheme, for example,

the average labor inpit per farm in 1963/64 was only 186 man-days (de=

f:.ned as being eight hours'! work) and only 73 of these days were provided

e e by -the-settlers thensslves;—as epposed——uo -other-members oi‘ the i‘amly

or hired labor. ‘On Keben Settlement Scheme the average settler in

\.-

) 1963/ 64 provided only 57 days of work although at Mautuma the average

S 3

settler 'put in- 179*days oi‘ work (2, ppi 61,’“75, 80, "81,7and 103), s

In new of the small labor inputs which many of the settlers put into

-
B

: gj cf. some_.proposals which were made by the Agricultural &cbension
Service in the Trans Nzola ( ‘ A

3/ The ‘settlers at Ndalat and Keben“are all members of the Nandi

.-Tribe. TraditionaI.‘Ly the Nandi were ‘1livestock keepers and most:of the work
s ighe ‘the Iivestock was done by the: women, children or old men. Possibly
-+ their traditions discourage the farmers at Ndalat and Keben from vorking

. hard. The: settlers at Mautuma, "however, are all Maragoli or Bunyore
. _people.. Traditionally these people have been cultivators and the men are
- -accustomed to working. Per:haps,.m.t}ﬁ.s explains the higher level of labor

input’ vwhich the fanners at Mautuma provided."-




.theiz;"far‘ms,' some of them have time to work. elsewhere if other forms of
. employment were -available. » -
" On -all of r-the settlement -'schemes some employment, in addition to

- that which the fams provide, is available. During the early staées of

settlement the Department of Settlement is the major employer although -
as. the settlement schemes become e,sta_blished the gettlers’ co-operative
socleties assume this role. Mest"of_ these jots, however, are 'cccppied‘
by settlers, for employers do not need to engage_' outsiders when there are
50 many ‘settlers with free time available. Thus, even thoug‘h the settle-
~ment schemes do provide some employment in eddition to farn work, if this
extra work were taken. into account in this analysis, it mould, J;end to. .
overstate the extent of employient on the settlement scheries . "For example,
“in 1§66 the éo-éﬁer&t&@ society at Ndalat employed: 21 people but only

| one of these employees we.s‘nct a gettler. The co-operative at Ndalat

caters for the settlers at both Ndalat and Sosiani Settlement Sehemes,

“whieh” together cover 16,523 aeres of land" (4, -p+-51)+ -Thus, the one job. — . .-

. which was not held by a settler represents an amount of employment equiva-

“lent to less than one-tenth of one person per i, 000 acres of land. At

PRI ~\
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Mautuma ‘the- co—operative society employed 12 people in 1966 and eight of
these. people were not vse’ctlers. As Mautuma Settlement Scheme includes

'l5?"§67 ié}es of land, this extra employment represents less than one. person

per 1 000 acres. ; No comparable figures co‘uld be obtained for Keben Settle-'
ment Scheme. However, in view of the very small labor input which. the -

settlers pu‘b into their om farms the co-operative society at Keben is

unlikely to employ many people who are not settlers. " Thus no adjustment

: will be made to the i‘igures for employment whlch are shown in Table 19.




:fbr apart‘frbm the settlers theméelves and the»people-uho are regularly

- »»schemes.;¢a~Vf-p~~r
The conclusions of this chapter maycbe_summarized as followsa Ali '
th?é?,df the settlement schemes @iscussed‘in this chapter supported‘more .
people per hnit_iand araa, on.the average, than'did the large-scaie farms.
In‘tae‘;ase of MautumaASQttlemeaf'ScHeme, where the farms were very small,
about 12 acres GAOh, or in the case of Keben Settlement Scheme, where
thé}farms were larger. but an intensive -crop, tea,ﬁas groua, the "number of
settlers supported per unit area of land was' about two and one—half timas
the number uhlch the larga-scale farms supported. Howéver,.. in the- cade
. of Ndalat Settlement Scheme, where the famms were intermediate in size
between those4a£”Maﬁtuma and Keben and wherse maize and dairy cattle were
the ddmihant enterprises, the level 6fvemployment per unit of land was
only 60 percent greatér than that on the large<seale farms. Although
_«____in.a@maathereﬁyas_cnnsiderable;variationaiamaach_ofhthe-iguragroupamofwfarm&,
only one or;two af the large-scale fanms were able to shppbrt as many

people per unit of land area as did the average farm on the two settle-

.- -~
e e L e L ¥

ment schemes at Mautuma and Keben. ‘About one—quarter of the large-scale
; farms were able to. support ag many people per unit of land as the average

farm at Ndalat. These 1gbor-intensive large-scale fams tended to be

i either the smaller and more. intensively operated farms or farms where,
there uere 1arge groups of partners. Uhderemployment was quite common’
in all of the areas which were - studied although only in the case of the

‘of people supported by the fanms.
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CHAPTER 10

_ THE EFFECT OF AFRICAN SETTLEMENT ON KENYA'S BALANGE OF PAYMENTS

e et e o » : e T

In-this chapter the small-scale farms on the settlement schemes

and the African operated large-scale farms are compared with respect to

their effects on.Kenya's balance of payments. As in the previous chapters

most of the data which are used for this analysie are drawn from the
writer's farm manggement surveys (L, 2) 7
The farms which are the subjeat of this. analysis affect the balance
of payments in several ways'- ‘first, 1mported farm inputs are used'“ )
:second,‘exports or -import substitutes are,produced;_third,wthe people
who livezon the farms speod a par% of their personal income on imoorted

goods' and finally, the transfer af ownershig from Duropeans to Africans

— . p— s e vt

m.~involved _substantial capital tranefer.: -
No account will be taken in this study of the imported goods which
" are used for personal consumption by the families who live on.the farms.
- This has been neglected primarily because no sultable data are avallable.
However, in the writer's experlence the people who live on these farms

spend very little,money;on,importedﬂgoods.

The -effect-on- the-balande-of-payments-of-the-vartous-international
‘afinancialetransacpions yhlch were associated with the land tranefer will ~
o ‘not‘be'ekaainedrln depail. ALL types of‘African settlement involve
Kenya in borrowing from. abroad in order to transfer from European to

African ownership assets Hhich already exist in Kenya. For land of the

187
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same quality,qthe land and other assets (notably permanent improvements :
and livestock) which are transferr_ed will be worth about the same amount
of money, per acre, regardless of which type of settlement is established. o
Perhaps the- majority of the European farmers who have sold their land have _
lei‘t Kenye a.nd taken their money with them. 'However, no statisties are

: available on this subject. If all of the money used to finance the trans-

fer . had been borrowed from overseas and if all oi‘ the Europeans who wers

bought “out had taken their money out of Kenya, then for all types oi‘ .

. African settlement this land transfer would have adversely affected

Kenya's balan¢e of payments to the full extent of the cost oi‘ the assets

transferred together with any interest due on.the loans (spread. eger a- . 4

- s .number of years; of course). If this had been the case the effect on the

balance of payments would have been substantial. In the case of the 1and

and other assets transferred to Africane urider the "™Million Aere Scheme™

M_m these assets were worth about %19 million in total or'about ;.17' per acre

"

. (Table 9, Chapter 3). No comparable figures are available for the African

large-scale farms although the cost per acre should have been quite similar

to that.on the “Million Acre Scheme." '

ERRRCR

In actuality the effect of the —land transi‘er~on the balance of pay-.

ments ‘will not have been -ds severe as the hwpothetical situation depicted

above.‘ A few of the European farmers whose land was. purchased have

_stayed in Kenya and not taken their money out of the country. Part oi' ,

the money rece:.ved for their farms was paid to the 'Land Bank in order to ‘

' pay oi‘f agricultural 1oans.’ ‘Par'tmoi‘ »~the-money used.toifinance the‘ 1and o

transfer, especially to African 1arge-scale farmers, was obtained from

-'7«’# —~~j~—~~~sources~in Kenya -and part of- that used‘ to finance thew”Million Acre :Scheme't:- -
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'Luas a grant from overseas, not a 1oan (Tables 7 and 9, Chapter 3). Thusg,
mifif the transfer of land to Africéan farmers in different types of settle-
‘,u ment has had different effects on Kenya s balance of payments, these
differences have arisen largely as a result of the particular financial
arrangements which happen to have been made in order to finance the’ settle-
ments, not as..a.result of inherent differences in the types of farm or-
ganization: This study is- concerned primardly with systems- of“farm organizgs -
tion not with international finance. Thus the effects on Keriya's balance
T >7-* ;of payments of the various international transactions involved w1th the
land transfer will not be discussed, instead, the different farms will
¢be -compared with respect to their use of- imported farm inputs and their g
,production of exports or import substitutes for these effects are a
: »;direct result of the»types of farming'which are practicedg
~-In the farm management studies from which the individual farm data
were- drawn, detailed figures for farmers® expenditure on ‘the major items .
of purchased input were available. H0wever, considerable difficulty
was experienced in trying to calculate the foreign exchange content of
: these costs. Thus the figures which are presented here for farmers' use
fniim:ir; ~,of__f,ox:.eign exchange'are only'informed estimates. - The procedure which
| _7'7 - was used to make these estimates is described in the footnote to Table 20.

4 .',. Similarly; although farmers' production of different commodities

was known in detail, deciding which of- them constituted exports or im-

port substitutes vas sométimes difficult. In the case of pyrethrum,'

; ooffee & a_there uas no problem for these products are exported from .




ercertain (3: PP- 27 and 33: 4, "pp. 193_§nd 19#)-» In this analy51s serera1<
ui'iestimates of'the farms' efrects on'Kenya's balance of payments will be -
‘."made. Bne of these estimates will assume that the farmers' market surplus '
' of maize is an export while another will dssume that this surplus ig.an
mport substituter-— SR ) o .
Kenya imports wheat in small quantities in most years and does not
export any o countries outside.of East Africa.. Howevor, the wheat ob—
- 'Ttained from. -other countrias ie imported primarily because it has a higher
. _Azbaking-quaiity;than that whioh Kenya produces. Thns the wheat which the .
'-51}A§rioan'farms prdduce ‘is not an inpofﬁrsubStitute. Kenya does export
wteatcregularly‘to Ugandauand”Tanzaniaa In 1965, for GXampie;;Kegya eX=
5 ported t6 thase two countries wheat worth Ii.,7 million. This was nore
J_than 10 times the value of the wheat which Keénya imported from- outside
of Fast Arica (3_, PP. 35, 43, and 45). Clearly then, wheat i8-an export
‘although whetner it is a source of desirable foreign currency is another -
.iqnestion.~ ﬁn%il*iéé?’éii’éﬁéée of the East African countries_used‘a_
" common currency administered by the East Afrlcan Currency Board. Today

“Tall three countries have their own saparate currencies. These all ex-

change at par w1th each other and with Sterling. However, should either P

‘_"of the other two East African countries experience a foreign exchange .

5 'crisis o"if the East African FEderation comes into being and the East

'iﬂjAfrican Currenqy is- restored, then Kenya's exports to the rest of East ”i '

'ii ﬁAfri kfmay not be a source of foreign exchange.' Thus-in this.analyeis
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the effects o Kenya's balance of payments of alternative settlement

E schemes mll be éxamined both under the assumptmn that exports to the

~other East African countries provide. foreign exchange and altematively

that they’ do not. - L.

. In trade with countries outside of East Africa Kenya is a net ex-
porter of dairy produets. In 1965, for example, Kenya exported dairy

"~ products worth -HJ.36 milliong butter ‘being the 1argest item (3, ps 27).

" In this analysis the farmers' market surplus of milk will be treated as'.
a source of roreign exohange equivalent to the forei.gn e_xchangeeamings
of the butter whj.ch could be made from this milk. A word ofl caution is

r«zcalled' for, howeve'r, 'fof- as Ke-nya"s‘ “exports of dairy produc.ts ‘tg ‘countries
outside of East Africa are worth considerably less_than the total valne

~of the dairy products whioh are produced on all of’ the African i‘arms in
the YWhite Highlands" the results of this analysis could be misleading

1/

: Kenya does export both wholemilk ami putter to Uganda and Tanzania.

if they were used to appraise very large new settlement schenes.

In 1965, for exa'mple, Kenya exported dairy products worth #1.4 million

to these two :countries. About 41 percent {by value) of these, e:tports c.
,consisted., of butter’(g, pp. 11—3 and 45). In terms of the return per gal-
) 1on of milk from ‘uhich it is produced, butter exports to Tanzania a.nd

"Uganda are worth substantially less than wholemilk exports. Thus any

margiual changes in Kenya's exports of dairy products would presumably .

_/ There are no’ statistics available for the value of milk production ‘
n' the African. large-scale farms. However, in 1965 the small-scale farms
on:the settlement schemes- sold throngh their co-operative societies dairy
: i};products, uh:.ch in terms of the export price~of butter were worth #0.51
million.” Thus the small-scale farms alone produce more dairy products
“than Kenya s)total exports to. countries outside of East Ai‘rica (3, p.
27 .

6133, p




“ _affect the b’uttei mar\k:et and not ‘the'wfholemilk market.. Butter which is
_so0ld to Tanzania and Uganda~obtaiﬁe a slightly higher p;ice thagﬁ#hat»

- which is sold outside of East Africa. In th;s anelysis the different
effects on Kenya's balance of payments. of alternative settlement schemes
will be studied,iirst under the assumption that the farmers!' milk surplus
is sai& as butﬁer in the‘Uganda and Tanzania markets ane second under the
assumption that this butter is sold ocutsidé of East Afrigae—

Table 20 contains a -summary of the effects on Kenya's balance of -
payments of the three settlement schemes at.Keben, Ndalat and Maqtema
~and the sample of large-scale farms. The total value‘of the forelgn ex-.
- change used for farm inputs was essentially the same in éll.@935‘§reas;‘
'Keben Settlement Scheme nsed a total of 13 shillings pef acre while the
'oﬁhe; three arees each ueed 11 shill;ngs‘werth of fereige'exchange per
~acres ‘
In all four areas merevthan half of the foreign exchange used for
farm- inputs was associated with the'ESB of mechinery. These machinery
costs were quite similar in all four areas, although, of éoufse, the

1arge-sea1e farmers used their own equipment while the smalles¢ale farmers

.

-employed contractofs. Alfhough‘the production techniques which are-em- . -

ployed on therlarge-scale farms are almost ﬁﬁeeticel with those used on
the small-scale farms, it may perhaps be expected that the machinery
- Qeeets;would be.muchrhigher‘on the small-scale fares- these farms are
T‘jefbpbedemore iniehsiveiy than the large-scale farms,-also,_ the fields are -

';;mueh smaller on the small-scale farms. But these effects may be offset,

waifefln part by more efficient use of equipment, sinee contractors who operate

e~*jonlthe.small-ecele_farms appear to work their equipment for longer hoprs

e TR e o m .



* TABIE 20,

' THE EFFECT OF AFRIGAN SETTLEMENT ON
_ KENYA'S BALANCE OF PATMENTS * .

gy

R

Iarge-

Settlement Schémes .

Scale T ——
Farms Keben . Ndalat Mautuma
(30- farms)

(27 farms)

(30 farms) (21 farms)”

Used for Farm Inputs.

Depreciation of Mach-
inery & Equipment .
Fuel, Spares & Repairs
Machinery Contractors

Total Machinery

. Dip & Veteri _? ry
“~Fertilizer 2
Other .
. ‘Total Foreign Exchange
-Used

ports:
Butteryj

Maize
Whea‘b S o -

““Pyrethrim - SRS

Coffee
. Total-Foreign Exchange
- Produced

- Fdi-‘éizn ‘E&tchan;re' si_i_gplus :

37

50,

s * The large-scale fari. dats relate to 1965/66 and the small-scale
farm data to 1963/64 although both. sets of. .data.are’in 1965/66 prices.
The foreign exchange values of exports were obtained from the

_‘_Statn.stical Abstract, 1966 and from the Maize Commi ssion of Enqt_z_i_zx'

- (3, pp. 27-18; T, pp. 193-194) .
The’ foreign exchange content of farm costs was obtained through

' Qmultiplying the major items ‘of imported farm input expenditure by

(cont%nued)



- ;if-fThese percentages were. as -follows:

-Percentage of Farm Price which

Item’
e . " represents Foreign Exchange
Drugs & Chemicals. By
... Fertilizer ’ 90
“Fuel , .15
.~ Machinery Spares . 50
~-Machifiery Repairs . 25
" Machinery Depreciation 70
-Building Depreciation , S 10°
Machinery GContract & Hired Transport 30 O

-~-Many of these figures are based largely on local experience and
Judgment for’'few statistics are available and merchants in Kenya will
not usually divulge the landed cost of the items which they sell.
However, in the case of the major itenms, traptors, fuel and fertilizérs,
information contained in the Statistical Abstract, 1966 was helpful. -
The foreign exchange content of machinery contracting services was

© estimated by applying the pereentages shown dbove fof’fuél,msp&resﬂqnd“-
repairs, and-depreclation, to’thé breakdown of contractors® expenditure

.. ~as published by the World Bank in their bulletin
- in East’ African Countries (3, pp. 33-38; 6).

~a/  The farmers at Mavtumg did use some fertilizer although this is

) wn in the table. At Mautuma the Department of Settlement

.. ¥planted two and:-one-half acres of maize for .each gettler, charging them
250:8hillings for this.

not sho

. - operation including the

This charge included the cost of the complete

cost of the fertilizer which was used. Tt was

not possible, however, to discover how much fertilizer was used and thus
the total charge was treated as a charge for machinery hire.

gricultural Mochanisation

: b/ The figure in parentheses is a debit, i.e. the farmers at Mautuma -
.. did not produce sufficient maize to meet their own food requirements.

o

N S

—

-
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'fj*‘fﬂf}veach‘year.\'For example,—in 1964/55 the. Department of Settlement'was able
: to use each of its tractors for an average of 763 hoiirs-per year whlle
the wrlter's fanm management survey suggested that the African large--

scale farmers used their tractors for an average of only 528 hours each

)

f*per year (6 Tablé‘hB) However, ﬁhile the machlnery costs per acre
may be quite similar on both the large and small-ecale farms, the writer ' ffj
&

believes that these coste will 1ncrease on both' groups of farms in-the = - eﬁ

- ~ future. .ln>view of the apparent shortage o£~mach1neryzcontractors-on e

) :yaﬁé‘ééttleﬁent'seﬁémés*ana*béeauee some ¢ontractors have apparently not
been able to oberate profitably, the smallaecale'-farrqers may have to pay
‘higher contracting fees. 15 the future. I&kewise; on the large-sqale |
farms much of the equipment 15 in poor condition and in need of replace—

~ment.

Intaddi%iQn 0 thgirausa‘of'foreign exchange for machinery, all
._of-the-farms used foreipgn ‘exchange §3r other farm inputs such as drugs
andfdip fluid for livestock and fertiltzer for crops. Again, the levels
1of expenditure on these items were quite similar on both the large and
small-scale farms (although no’ fertilizer was used at Keben).™ As with -
. the machinery expense:s,- ‘the‘ writer uould expect. that, on both groups of

farms, the use of forelgn exchange for fertilizer will increase in the
future as the farmers gradually adopt improved methods of maize husbandry.
) However, even 1f in the future all of the farms ‘use more foreign exchange
f‘aifor machinery and fertilizer, the effects of the alternative African »
.'settlement schemes on the balance of payments will not be altered sub-
itstantially, as the subsequent dlscuseion will show,~differences in the

:vt”use of forelgn exchange for purchased inputs in alternative types of




African settlement are small; the effect on the balance of payments of

"their production of export products is of far greater importance.

There were more noticeable differences between the large and small-

scale farms in the’ amounts of foreign exchange which they earned from

the production of exports. If East African trade is included and if
maize is treated as an.export, the'everagefforeign exchange value of

the exports“ﬁhlch were prdduced by -the largeroale‘fanms was 48 shillings
per acre. The tuo settlement schemes at Keben and Ndalat both produced?
more than this; Keben produced 80 shillings worth and Ndalat 61 shillings
worth of ‘foreign exchange per acre. Mautuma Settlement Scheme, however,
“which produced only 29 shilllngs'worth of foreigh exchange penfagre»was
worse than the large-scdle fanns. This poor performance was entirely
_the result of the low maize yields and the consequent maize deficit

at Mautuma in 1963]64-

After deducting the farms® use of foreign exchange for purchased

inputs from their foreign exchange earnings'from exports, the farms®’

foreign exchange surpluses were caleulated. The large-scale farms which

earned an average foreign exchange surplus of 37 shillings per acre were -

e SR

,not as successful as the settlement schemes at Keben and Ndalat. These
two settlement schemes earned surpluses which respectively, were 84 and
: 35,percent greater than_that_on the large-scale farms. Mautuma Settlement
ZScheme,~however,'produced'a fereign‘exchange surplusponly half as largep,
'?as that ‘on the large-scale farms. If, however, as shown in Table. 21,

-;the figures are adjusted under the assumption that the farmeirs all re-

.fceivedgankaverage maize yield of eight bags per acre, the position

'i changes somewhat. All three settlement schemes now earn forelgn exchange

196 - -
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'TABIE 21. THE EFFECT OF AFRTGAN SETTLEMENT ON :
KENYA'S BALANCE OF PAYMENTS: SOME CHANGES UNDER
ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS *

— i
e —————

e Large- Settlement Schemes
e .Scale
e L ‘ Farms. Keben . Ndalat Mautuma

(30 farms) (27 i‘arms) (30 farms) (21 farms)-

(FOI‘B:L n E’xchan 8- Sur luses in Shillings -
per Acre per

" ~Foreipn Exchangs
- L Surpluses Assuining a.

Maize Yield of Eight
Bags Per Acre But . .
Otherwises , . E:-

Actual e 88 .~ 48 56

- Actual and tea - S N ‘
“mature at Keben2/ Ly -1 48 56

- Actual with East ~
African trade ‘ :
. excluded .. 29 ) 80 Wy 51

Actual with maize
import.ed ; by 110 58 71

* The general i‘ootnote to Table 20 applies to thig table also.
- The figure which is shown for the foreign exchange produced by
vthe ;tea ‘at Keben is based on the assumption that the 131 small-scale
farms at Keben which have land suitable for tea production will each
have one.acre of tea yielding an average of 700 pounds” of made tea
‘per agres. . In the farm management survey at Keben in 1963/ o the median
; “tea acreage per farm was 0.9 acres.

-
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' surpluses‘greater than that found on the large-scale farms. However,
the surplus at Ndalat, 48 shillings per acre, is only a little better

than that on the 1arge#scale farms, ﬁi‘shillings per acre; that at Mautuma

is 56 shillings per acre or a. little better than Ndalat, while that at

Keben, 88 shillings per acre is over twice the level of the foreign exr

change surplus on the large-~scale farms. The position at Keben becomes “i

.even more favorable if allowancé is made for the foreign exchatige which

the tea;at.Kebenwshouid earn.  When this tea comes into proeuetion the ST

average foreign.exchange surplus at Keben should be_morevthan four times
as great as that on the large-scaie farmsﬂ' o ‘
Table 21 showsfthatvif the extra export.earnings from,Eastgﬁfriean,
- trade are excluded from the calculations or if maize is treated as an
port substitute rather than as an export, the relative positions of the
1arge-sca1e farms and the three settlement schemes remain the same as
“those which ogcurred when the actual figures were adgusted on the basis
of a common maize yield; the ab501ute magnitudes of the foreign exchange
surpluses do not change much either. 'In the case where the extra earnings

from_East African trade are excluded all of the farms produce smaller

“—~»~._ g

foreign exchange surpluses.‘ However, as wheat is excluded and as this

_crop is grown only on the large-seale farms, these farms suffer more from
this. adjustment than do-the small-scale fanms. In the case where maize
“is treated as an import substitute, which, of course, means that a given

":quuantity of maize is equivalent to nmore foreign exchange than would be

ﬂ‘Ythe case if‘it were exported, all of the farms produce higher foreign

"ehange surpluses. However, as the malze surpluses on "the small-scale
farms uere, in physical units, greater than those on the’ large»scale farms,

this-ad] ’tment also favors the small—scale farms.
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" From the above discussion it appeefs that all three of the settle-~

ment schemes produce 1arger'fbreign exchange surplusee than the large-

7! scale farme. Although~£hese surpluses etjﬁdalat and Mautuma were not<

much greéter than those on the 1arge;ecale farms, the average surplus- |

cat Keben was more than twice as large as that on. the 1arge;scale farme
or, four times as great if allowance is made for the extra foreign ex-'
change earnings which should be produced by the tea at Keben. These
conclusions are based entirely on the average figures shown in Tables 20 °
and 21. Howéver, these average.figures conceal a ldrge amount of vari-
ability. In Chart 7 frequencyAdistributioﬁs of the foreign exchange sur-

" pluses on fhe individual‘farms‘in,ths feur survey areas are-shownwsiTheée

é;stribuyions are based on.the actual surpluses earned, i.e. they include

:'tiade with Uganda and Tanzania, they treat maize as an export, tﬁey have

- not been adjusted for possible changes in maize ylelds and they take no

et .- .acoount.of the .extra foreign exchange. earnings at Keben when the tea .

J ‘matures. Examination of -these frequency distributions suggests that the
conclusions mensioned above, based on awerege figures, cannot be ewp-
porﬁea with any.confidegces“ In Chart 7 the-general positidns of the fre-

A;qwepeéuq;;eyiéutieneﬂénq the wedel levels of the ;nq;vidual farms' foreign
exchenge surpluses ;e'not qprrespendye%vall_well with the average figures
.shown in'Table ?O. The modal level of foreign exchange surplus per.aewe

_‘Ton_ﬁgé;ia;geegcéle_ferﬁs, betweenAéo and 90 shillings, is as higﬁ as that -

‘ at. Keben 'and higher than those. at Ndalat and Mautuma. . Although the peor

':iperformance at Mautuma may be explalned in terms of the very poor maize

;lylelds which were obtained in 1963/64;" this explanation will not suffice

fat Ndalat.” If the results at Ma1%uma*are neglected, Chart 7 shows that
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the frequency distributions of foreign exehange surpluses oh the 1arge-f
. scale rarms and.the settlement schemestat Keben and Ndalat are quite simi~

lar in appearance, although the modal leyel of surplus at Ndalat is lower '

than thoseé at Keben and on the large-scale farms.

Glearly, the evidence in Table 20 and Chart 7 is insufficient to ‘

i;_ffiai . allow any firm conclusibns to be drawn. . The writer believes that the best
i 1nterpretation that can be placed on these data is that, if the possible ' _

earnings from tea at Keben are neglected, there is essentially no differ- °

ence between the large-scale farms and the small-scale farms 1n‘the foreign

exchange surpluses which they earn. Certeihly, any possible differences

- N

‘ ‘hetween these farms are very depenaent on the level of ylelds oht&ined -
an&'the yield data available are net accurate enough to allow any firm )
.téssértions to be made sbomt differences'ig average y%elds between the
eiffereht'ferms. However,”there can be little douet that the foreign
excﬁgﬁée surplus at Keben will be higher than that in any of the other
:.areas when the tea at Keben matures. "
Whether, on the average, there are'differences between thezlarée-

scale farms and the settlement schemes in the foreign exchange surpluses

e A

whlch they produce,’er not, Chart,? shows that some of the large-scale‘
ferms were able to produce foreign exchange surpluses as high or higher
than-the ‘modal levels of surpluses earned by the small-seale farms on the ) .
7 three settlement schemes at Keben, Ndalat and Mautuma. Thirteen of the ";
.large-scale farms earned surpluses greater than 60 shilllngs per acre.
JlliThreebof these,fanms earned surpluses uorth between 90 and 120 shilllngs

*r,ggger;agre@;;All~threerof,these farms were -well below the median farm size, |

;;theflergest smeﬁbeimé only 310 acres. The 10 large-scale farms which
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'earned surpluses'ﬁorth betwéen 60 and 90 shillinge per acre included.

Lo eight farms which were below the medlan farm size. Thus, the most

H_*su essful large-scale farms’ appear to be the smaller ones, whether

. Judged from the standpoint of their effect on ‘the balance of payments or
.on net national product or employment. ) ' -
Although.the conclusions in'this chapter are based almpst“entirel§; “
on data taken‘frcm one particular area of Kenya, “the writer believes that
they would be applicable to other areas also.. In Chapter 7 it was notedl @
that when large-scale farmms are SubleidBd, snpstantial changes in the'
’ _ composition of farm output would probably take place only in those areas
» where wheat wag the maaor erop” but where conditions-veie suitabla £pr the
T production of maize also. However, even if this substitutlon of maize
for wheat were to taka place, Kenya's ‘balance of payments would not be
o materially affected for the foreign exchange earnings of an acre of wheat

are ‘very similar to those of an acre of maize.
i




>2 R H. Cloxfgh -Sonia Economic Aspects of Land Settlement in Kenya o

T o . CITATIONS

1 R. H. Clough, Some Preliminary Results of a Farm Management Survey
of Some African. Operated large-Scale Farms in th “the Ua.sin Gishu and.
Irans Nzoia Areas, 1 “(Dept. of Agric. Econ., GCornell
University, 19 v B

(Egerton College, Njoro, Kenya,

965) %

3 Kenya, Ministry. of Economic Plann:.ng & Development, Statistics

: 6 The International Bank Tor Reconstruction and.- Development,

Division, Statistical Abstract 1966.

LRI Sy

'ricultural Mechanisation in East African Ccmntnes (Agricultural




“CHAPTER 11

SUMMARY AND CONGLUSIONS
- In this ﬁ‘xe"sis ..an attempt has beén iﬁade to ebpreise the econcmic

effects of different forms ofﬁAfricanmsettlemenil: in the fome: "Wﬁit_e’ .
Highlands" of Kenya. Two-;nain forms of African settlement were studied; N
these were the large-scale famms operated by Africans as complete entities
and the small-_'f.s,cale farms on settlement schemes creeted “through the sub-
» diﬁ.sion of‘former 1arge—-scale farms. Primrily because of a shortage

Vci‘ data, only a few i‘arms of each type were stmd:.ed. A1l of tiiese i‘arms
were ‘located in theUesm Gishu and Trans Ngoia aréas of western Kenyd.
ru‘ih:che‘c;e:_!.ng these faz"ms an effort was made to select farms from an area
of unifom agricultural pet:ential. Although it was not possible- to'find
an area which contained all of the desired types of farm and- where the
agrlcultural potential was completely unii‘orm, all of the farms which are
included in the study .are located in areas where maize and dairy cattle
~are the major. enterpriseS, where the average annual ‘rainfall is ‘about 50
‘inches and where the alti'tude ranges from about 5,500 to ?, 000 feet.. above
sea 1eve1. /—_

Most oi‘ the data for the large-scale farms used :t‘or this study were

obtained from a group oi‘ fanns ihcluded in a farm management study con-~

: ducted by the uriter during 1966+ The farms covered by this study in-

. cluded farms ranging in size from 200 to over 2,000 acres and farms

’ ,operated en:bher y individual operators or hy groups of _partners.

«
L]

-
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> Most of the small—scale farm data were obtained from farm management studies
fwhlch the wrlter conducted durlng 1963/64 on the high-density settlement

'schemeS'at Ndalat and Mautuma and the low-density settle@ent scheme at

keben. "These small-scdle farms ranged in size from 10 acres for the smalle

" est farm at Mautuma to over 30 acres for the largest farm at Keben. “How-

ever, some of the settYers at Keben operated more than one small-scale

farm as one unit. The largest of these multiple plot farms included four: -

small-scale farms covering a to;al area of 80 acres of land. , -
These were two reasons for making the ecopomic appraisal of the

African settlement farms. First, it was hoped that -the results of this

appraisel’woule be helpful,to the Kenya Government. in formulatingxpoliclesﬁ,

for future extension of African settlement. Second, the results of the

_analysis should be of use to the Kenya Government in trying to take meadsures

to imorove‘the-economic performance of the African fams which exist al=
ready ih the highlands. Hopefully, the analysis’will be helpful in meet-
ing both- of these requirements. However, some caution. is required in in-
terpreting the results of the analysis.

Only 2 limited amount of data’ was available and much of the individual

%

farm data exhlblted a high degree oft variabillty. Most of the data related

to small samples of farms. Thus it would have been hazardous to have re-

stricted the analysis to a comparison of the mean levels of performance

'of the different types of settlement; clearly, ‘sample means .cannot be

expected to be good estimates of population means - if small samples are.

; chosen from,highly varlable-populat;ons. For this reason, the important

characteristics of the different types of ¥arm were examined both through

‘comparing the éémp_ie"'ﬁzeansl and through observing the behavior of frequency
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“distributions of the'dets. In many instances the frequency distributions

wege quite_well-behaved and examination of the sample means alone uould

have been sufficient. But in other cases this might have been mislead-
ing- For example, in Chapter 10 the foreign exchange surpluses per acre
produced by three settlement sehemesiand one group of large-scale ferms
were compared. If the foreign exchange sunpluses of these four samples »

. ware compared using the sample means the order of ranking was different’
from that suggested by the modal values of - the four samples. Thus therée ~
are difficulties 1nvolved if farm management data from small samples of
farms are used to appraise large-secale agricultural developments such as
African settlement. Nevertheless, this type of data is often allsthat
is available. Useful results can be obtained if the data are used with

" caution.

Seperal eriteria were used in order to make. an economic appraisal of

the alternative types of Afriean'settlement. The first criterion was

_ the level of profits. This was not a sufficient criterion, however, since
the type of organization which leads to high individual farm profits would ‘

not necessarily be superior from the standp01nt of society as a whole.

g A

,Other eriteria were needed-primarily because Kenya's economy does not ful-
fiIl all of the conditions of the perfectly competitive model and imper-

»lfections within the economy may cause the interests of profit maximizing
,individuals and the nation as a whole to diverge. The most important of .-
these 1mperfections were the inflexible nature of farm sizes once they

F = ,have been established initially and the positive market wage rate which

lerevails in Kenya déspite the high level of unemployment. The other
f criteria which Were suggested, in addition to the profitability eriterion,
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i were the effects of alternative forms of African settlement on food pro-

duction, employment net ‘national product and the balance of payments.

Farm Proflts ) _
Ih using a profitability criterion to ‘appraise the alternative forms
'of African settlement interest was centered on comparing the levels of .
income, the debt repayment capabilities and the pOSSibilities for organiz-L“.ajm
ing farm producticn more efficiently and thus for improving farm incomss’
.on the different'typeS»of~fanns. L
Both the samples of large and small—scale farms included units whére

: income levels, based on current yields and conditions, were insufficient

[V S By h

tc allow the farmers to remain in business. Few of the large-scale farmers

rjwere unable to meet their financial commitments, however, a ‘large. proportion

' pf the small-scale farmers could rot do so. This conclusion was supported .

both by the farm management survey data and by other published statistics

which show the extent of loan repayments made by the different types of

fanmers to public agencies. ﬁot only was default on loan repayment more
. common on “the small-scale farms but*also many of these farmers were ob-

“ 'served to have sold- cap¥tal assets, notably mature dairy cattle, in order
to 1ncrease their cash incomes. Few of the large-scale farmers solc
capital assets in this way. The techniques of production and the yields
k obtained were. essentially the same on both groups of farms- Probably ‘the’
’ﬁ;mOSt important reason £or the financial difficulties of the small~scale-

1ffarmers was’ that ‘they had borrowed a much higher proportion of their fanm-

' ”ﬂf“ing capita' than had the large-scale farmers. On the average the large-

tale £ 'mers had borrowed only about 50 pereent. of their capital while

;farmers had borrowed about 90 percent. This meant thatr




* +the small-scale farmers ¢ould meet their financial obllgatlons only if

they farmed intensively and obtalned qulte high yields. In contrast,

the 1arge-scale farmers were not under so much pressure to farm more in-

‘tensively. .

Even though'default on igz;'repayment was widespread on the small- ' o
scale fan;; a fegégf these farmers wvere able to obtain the target lncomes.
suggested by the settlement planners. . During the years covered by the
farm management survey there were some particular circumstaﬁces whiéh
tended to lower farm incomes on some of the settlement schemes (especially
the very low maize yields at Mautuma and the fact that the tea plahted |
at Keben was not then—in production). .IfaYlowance is made for .these.,
factors perhaps 20 percent of the small-scale farmers should bg able to
Obtain'the target incomes. The less successful small-scale farmers were
usuallthhdse who'planted small cfbp acreages and obtained poor yields.
However, émployment of excessive amounts of hired labor and consumption
6f a high proportion‘of farm-produced outpﬁt in' the home were ;mportanf‘

©

factors contributing to low cash incomes on some farms. Also, on Keben

Settlément Scheye those farmers who operated more than one small-scale

"

farm as one unit were usually not very successful.

On the large-scale farns, although most farmers were able to meet

their flnan01al commltments, few were able. to invest in any capital im-

provements on. thelr farms. On most of these farms. the machnnery and

buildlngs were in poor condltlon and the machinery insufficient to handle

all the acreage that might have bee’ cultivated. The few farmers who
were able&tb haké°cépital,improvements to their farms were uéually those

who obtained high yields and planted large crop acreages. Also, these
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B ' farms’ were‘ wsually operated by a single owner rather than by a group of

partners. ‘
Most oi‘ the “smaller of the large-scale farms were more successful
Iarge farms

. than the larger ones.» " There were several reasons for this.

: are more dii‘i‘icult to manage and managanen'h skills were. linﬁ.ted. Perhaps

more important was the fact’ that many of the larger farms were operated

by. groups of partners while the smaller farms tended to be ewned by sm‘g‘le

operators. The African farmers appea.red to have been able to obtain the

- capital required +to operate the largﬁ/ farms only ii‘ they entered into

partnership w1th others. But few of fthese partnership groups were able

',

L to organize management ei‘i‘ectively.i, Thus thers were large differences R

o An- incomes between i‘armers. A typiféal single operator on a smaller farm

s

’p(say about 500 acres) obtained an ihcome of about 800 to 1,000 per annum.

e

-~ He ope_rated a motor car and lived ih a large house in a manner similay

t’o that of his European pfédecé“s;sbi. In contrast, on a large farm operated

M

.by a group of partners each partner migh’c have obtained an income similar

‘. to that of a farm 1aborer.

o —

:'-“f""b”'"-'"On*both the large mdmaﬂ-se le i‘arms, incomes could be improved ~

g ‘ . of be‘hter methods of husbandry woul : be the most important means of in«
oL creasing incomes. However, farmingi r:ore intensively through planting

larger acreages to maize or export crops also would be helpi\:.l. Prob- o

ably the farmers' lack of management

factor preventing them i‘rom raising‘

- i
: extens:.on serv:.ces available to thes‘

8

- paetnership groups more effectively i

rr.Governmen’q can help.' Also, farmers

sld.lls is the’ most important single

1J.heir incomes. ‘l‘hus making better

farmer_s and helping,.themrto organize

.d;-‘ perhaps the best véaYs in which the

wou.ld bef'ab.:l.Ve',"'t:oT pl'ent__,larger crop ..
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_:acreages and t:Lme the:u.r operatn.ons betf.er 1f more machlnery were avall-

".able. : On the large-scale farms 1ncreased availablllty of. intermediate-

; term credit for machlnery purchase would help. On the small-scale .f.‘arms
: , measures should —be taken to improve the availability of machinery contract-
fk‘»-‘ing 5 rvf:‘f(:es and short-term cred:.’c for the purchase of these mach:.n'"éry' '

- serv:Lces and seeds, fertilizer, atcs R

Although subsi.antlally improved incomes are feasible and the measures A

@,

suggested above would: be helpful in attaining thm end, i‘armers will make

the ei‘fort to :unprove their incomes only if. given sufficien ncer&i\ves to

~

‘do 50 Probably these incentivee are not as high a5 the Govemment would : ——
like For example, some African farmers believe that the land#n- the-
'j.-i‘ormer "White Highlands“ 1s theirs by right. :Thus they do not- i‘eel any
strong obligatlon to repay to the Governmen,t money borrowed for the pur~

R chase of th:Ls land. ir they obtain profits insufficient to enable them

‘ ans they may decide that 1t 1smot~ worth their while to

make the effort and adopt improved farming practices if the major benefit

from doing_ so is smplx to enable them to repay their land p_ourchase loans

' ‘:ra‘l';her'tklan to.‘l_mprove their standard of living. -

R R T . g R e

. Food Production

. On the three settlement schemes at Keben, Ndalat and Mautuma the )
vt‘total value oi‘ food product:.on per acre was about 50 to 100 percent greater
than that on the large-scale i‘anns. This gggurred primarn.ly because the
".land on the small-scale i‘arms was i‘armed more 1ntensn.vely than that on

gy the large-scale farmg- The evidence avallable suggests that on a high-

’5densi’c.y settlement scheme such as Mautuma, where the average farm size

was only about 12 acres, the land was i‘armed more intensively than in the

A RN " L T L TR T T e S T e e e e T



.other""arees and the average value of total food productlon per acre: was
A‘about twice as high as that on the large-scale farms. On the other two
'wsettlement schenes a'b Keben -and ‘Ndalat, both of which Md average farm
' smzes close to 20 acres, the land was no‘h farmed as intensively as that

at Mautuma and ‘bhe average- value of foqd }_)roduction per acre was about 50
ﬁp‘er‘(:e_“nt‘ "hiéhef than that on the large-scale farms. However, the vali;e '
of -food pi‘oduét:fg.on}per acre on the smaller of ehe “large-~scale Eam,s was
as high as thit on the average small-scale famm.
- 'I‘-he.,»composltie;g of farm output was similar in all of the areas studied.

Howeirer, in an.aree. where both wheat and maize could' be grown, the large-

- ecale famsmd prebably emphesize wheat produn’c.:.on while the small-

PN N -
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The “total.value- per acre of t‘,he foed consumed by the pebple living

oe the land was about two to thres times ‘as great on the smali-scale farms
as en_;j;he largfa;scale famvs.' Especially noticeable was the higl;e? level
"of milk consumption on the @all-scé,le farms. ~ On the settlement schemes
at Ke;qen, Ndelaf and Mautuma the average value of milk consumption per ’
-acre was. about five'jto 15 t_ime‘s as great as that en the large-fscale.;fe;’rm's.
'Enf“ii&%bifefth:e'higiien?‘lever of food -consumpbion on the small-scale farms,
these ferms produced'ra market sutplus of food per aere as large as or

‘!siighi;ly;]l;grger than that produced by the large-scale:-farms.

The 1arge-sca1e i‘arms included in' the survey supported, on the average,

30 workers per 1 000 acres of land. Almost one-third of these people . )

'-'were owners or: part-owners, the: remalnder being hired 1aborers. The emall-' ‘

a'“s supported more people thdan this per equivalent area of land.

£l ment,Seheme_ vspppqrtegl_ 47, Keben ?lt_'end MautumaeS‘O;“workers__d,per
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Thus the average level of employment on these three settle-

_ment schemes was between- 60 and 160 percent higher than that on the large-
scale fams. (h the high-dens:.ty settlement schemes at Ndalat-and Mautuma
few if any people apart from, the settlers themselves were employed. On
the low-density settlement soheme at Keben, however, more than half of the
people employed were hired laborers. | |
‘The " level of employment per acrelwas highest at Meutuma, primarily
because this gsettlement scheme contained the smallest farms of any of-Ar
those studied. The level of employment at Keben was.elmost as high as
that at Meutuma only because tea, a labor 1ntensive Crop, was grown.
”“‘;~ ' ;Had no tea been grown at Keben the level of émployment on ‘this “settlemnent
schemeﬂwould probably heve been similar to that at Ndalat. —Seme of the
" large-scale farms supported as mahy people per unit of land as Ndalat
- éettlement Seheme, although-few supported as many people as either Keben
or M;;tuma Settlement Schemes. The large-scale farms which provided the
hlghest level of. employment were elther the lnten31vely operated “smaller
fanms or those on which a large number of partners resmded.
~On many*of the £arms, both large and .small-scale, the people supported
by the land were not fully employed. But only in the case of the large-
scale ferms is this likely to lead to a reduction in the numbers employed.
The . problem of under-emplqyment was most acute on those large-scale farms
-,1Lwhich were operateg by groups of partners.. On some of these farms a -
':-flarge number of people had acquired residence rights as a result of their

: .:,Atpart..

ownership of the farm- but the farm could not provide employment for

all of them. In view of the considerable management problems which have

been exper1enced on these farms, neasures may be taken to reduce the number
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‘of partners and this would lead to a reduction in the level of eniployment s

?*?ﬁ“”ffi4ft*f“Neteﬁational_Product

‘weﬂixe,,ﬂ-~u,.‘Eormeach of-the farms studied in this thesis the value added was

estimated)through‘deductgﬁg the cost of purchased inputs (not including

J?hired labor) from the value of farm output. Then ﬁhe contributions of
the farms to net national product (NNP) were calculated throvgh’ subtract-
ing the cost of the government services prgv1ded to farmers from\the figures
for value added. ' ~—

ExPeediture per acre for purchased inputs was quite similar on the

large and small-scale farms although the government services provided to
fanmers were much more expen31ve on the small-scale farms, at'ieestyaufing
the first few years when the settlement schemes were being establ1shed.
However, the expenditure on governm@nt services was equivalent to oniy a
small proportion of the value of farm output. Thus dif Perences between

"":the large ‘and small-scale farms in the-levels of their contributiens to NNP
were dﬁe primaiily to differences in the value of farm output. On all of
the farms studied‘most of farm output cgnsisted Qf,food_producte- Thus/

+ " the remarks made ebove?concerningedigferences in the level of food pro-
ductioe between the'lérge'and small—scale farms are applicable here also.
'Oe.the three settlement schemes at Keben, Ndalat ahd Mautuma<the
,,average contrzbutlons to NNP per acre were about 50 to 150 percent greater

‘than teoee of the large-scale farms. Qn Ndalat Settlement Scheme, where -~

“the average farm size was almost 20 acres, the average contribution to

. ‘NNP per acre was about 50+ percent larger than that of the- large-scale
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.;; value of the contribution to NNP per acre was about twice as 1arge as

that of the 1arge-sca1e farms. On Keben Settlement Scheme the average

contribution to NRP per acre was about 150 percent larger than that of
the large-scale farms.~ chever, the especially good performencewgf the“ T m——

“fanusrat Keben was due partly poithe fact that tea.is produced ou.ﬁhis =

settlement scheme. If tea had not been produced at Keben the average

value of the contribution to NNP per acre would have been somewhat less

than that at Maut,uma. ' . .

A few of . the large-scale farms did contribute as much to NNP per

acre ENNthe\ayerage small-scale farm. Once’ again - the better large-scale

- fayrms were the smaller onass T . e T

Balance of Payitents Effects ‘ ) ' T~ 1

In studying the effects of alternative types of African sei\lemen\‘on
the balance of payments the cbjective_was 40 see whether there were dif-'
ferences betwesen farms in tﬁe extent to which they used foreign exchange
‘for purchased inputs or‘earned foreign exchange through supplying aexport

-wproducts. Substantial capital transfers between Kenya agd the rest of
s.; the world did accompany the transfer of Buropean owned land to Africans.

erbwever, the effect ofmexternal financing on the balance of payments was

not studied for it was*largely independent of the subsequent type of land
‘_rrrmuse. Also, in the case of ‘the existlng settlement schemes, the effects
R o ef,these capital transfers are of historical interest only.
I The data available d1d not indicate that the large and small-scale

-,farmsrhad signlficantly diiferent effects on the belance of payments;




s,

- using _tractors to culti_vate small fields. However, it appeared that -

be at least twice as large as that in any oi‘ the other areas._ This was
due to the fact that tea had been pla.nted'at Keben. If %ea prcduction

at Keben is neglected, the data suggest that the average foren.gn exchange

~surpluses produced by the large-scale fariis and the three samples of

small-scale farms were all quite similar a;d in.the range i‘rom 40 to 80

h shill:mgs per acre. - T o b h '

' The amounts of foreign exchange used per acrg- ?o‘r purchased inputs
were ve_ry similar on the large-scale farms and the three »settlen_ent S e

schemes. Although the production technigues employed by both groups of

- farmers were much the saine, t might have been expected that the small-

"scale farms would have used more roreign exchange on account of. the,ir

g

“machinery costs per acre were quite similar on both groups of farms. While

tha ‘smallgscaleggarjne’rdi‘:d use ti“actqrs for cultivating small flelds; this

R X 4

disadvantage Was.apparently' offaet by .the fact. that the conmtractors who

_provided these services were able to use their equipment for ionger perivods -

each year than were the large-scale farmers.

Sa.milarly the amounts of i‘oreign exchange earned through the production

i

-of exports were much the same- on bogh groups~ farms. This was due

prlmanly to the fact that the value of the farm output marketed by both

) the large and small-scale farmers was essentially the same, as was the

:compos:.tion of this output.i ' . e <

In thls instance also, the large-scale ‘farms which contributed most

per acre to the balance of payments were the.smaller of th:.s type of farm.




| = Y
L : .
B 1\,\_ .

'.1h this fhesis ofvthe'large'and small-scale farms were used to choese

”'_ between establishing either new large-scale or new small-scale farms,

the choice would not be- easy to make. From a national standpoint the most
important considerations are the effects on net national product, employ-
ment, the balance of payments and food production. As the average small;'
=~spale farm performed better than or as well as the average large-scale
farm with respect to these four“qriteria, the nationalﬂinterestrwuuld
appear to be better sexved if small-scale farms are chosen. But there
would be little point in establishing new small-seale farms if they were
to encounter the same financial difficulties as those.experienced by the
existing small-scale famms. _' ' . . |

L et

+ .It may be possible to avoid the problem of default on loan repay--

' meﬁffon~small-scale farms if'hew'farms are settled only with farmers who

themselves can provide a substantial propertion of their farming capital.
This, in fact, 1s being tried on the small—scale farms which are being
established during the period of the current development plan, i.e. from
1966 to 1970. An alternative approach would oe gpr the Government to

“reduce the capitalneeds of the settlers through increasing the proportion

"—of ‘the pufchase pfice'ofheaeﬁ;farm which is paid with a government grant.

'The wfiter,mould‘prefer thelfirst approach- vThis would mean that no added
‘government expense was necessary. Also, fanmers with some capital of
their own might be" expected 10 be more capable farmers than those with no
capital, especially if the latter also ‘are unemployed and. landless peopls,
as’ has been the case on most of the existing settlement schemes. A
From the preceding remarks it would appear that when African settle-

9

ment is extended small~sca1e farmers will be selected on the basis of
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“2’ thelr cap1ta1 resources._ It would .seem reasonable to select large-scale
fanners on the same basis, for the data available suggest that ‘the most
successful large-scale farmers are those with- substantlal capital resources

» of their own., Glearly,- thls w111 have- an effect on income distrlbutmon.
- i: First, for“any partlcular type of settlement"lt w1ll tend to make those N

‘ who are already better off more so, while nct contrlbutlng directly to.

. the employment of people in the lower incoime groups, éepeclally the land-

less and unemployed. But if this method of selecting settlers means that -

a more productive type of farming is practlced a larger amount of employ-
" ment may be provided in the lohé’rum. - Secondy the choiceAbetween large
and ‘small-scale farms will affect ingome dlstrlbutlon. The data.avail; .rdr
able suggest that income dlstribution would be relatlvely unaffected if R
either small~scale farms or large-scale farms operated by groups of

- partners were chosen. But because the large-scale farms operated by

partnership groups are usually poorly managed, lsrge-scale farms of this
type probably will not be chosen. If- large-scale fams operated by
individual ouwners are chosen rather than small—scale farms this will tend

to have an und951rable eifect on income dlstribution' at 1east it will -

- not help to remove some of the-ex1sting fnequalitles. - S e
| : Hrthin the overall categorles of large and small-scale farms, a'r
better choice may'be posslble if partlcular types of large or small-
scale farms are selected. For example, the smaller of the large-scale
farms, especially those less than about 500 acres, performed as well as
the average small—scale ~farm. Wlth respect to the criteria adopted in .

thie thesis.‘ Thus the national 1nterest may be served equally well

\"; whether small—scale or the smaller of the large—scale fanns are chosen




“ for extenszon of African settlement. Therejuould;be some ﬁoints in favor
of the large-scale farms. For instance, these farms are more suitable
for the production of high quality seeds and ‘breeding stock. On the

_ other hand, the small-scale farms may be preferred because they involve

LS

more people in land ownership. Lx‘ < R

Both the large and small-scale farmers could obtain substantially
‘ hlgher incomes iffthey were to produoe higher yields # a result of =
| adopting 1mproved farming practices. The rate at uhich these better .
methods -are adopted should be affected by, the amount and quality of the
extension services provided to the fammers. Cnh a given area of land there - .
ara, of course, far fewer farms lf the land is used for large rather. ;-1
e than small-scale farms. Henoe 1t should be easier to provlde better :
N ‘*>Tenteusion services to the large-scale farms. Perhaps, for this reason,.
;~the'iarge;soale férmershﬁi¥1jhe able to inereese yields faster than the
~smaIlQScele farmers. '
The data presented in this thesis suggest that the large and small-
- o scale fams obtained quite similar yields; but the average value of out~
put'per-acre was higherfon the small-scale farms, primarily because the -

g

__m:llwrwml_,land in smallsseale farms was. eult;vated more 1nten51vely. If in the
“~future the large-scale fams obtaln yields higher than those on the small-
scale farms, the extra output obtained would/help to compensate for the
difference ig\intensxty of 1and -use. But the average;output per acre
obtained by the small-seale farms in the survey was about 50 percent hlgher
than that on the large-scale farms-' It would seem unli ‘that the
large-scale farmers can obtaln yielda in the future 50 much higher than

L4

those found on the small—scale fanns that this would compensate for the
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? effect on farm output of the more intensive. land use on the small-scale .

farms. But the smaller of the large-scale farms in the survey obta,lned
an output per acre quite similar to that on the small-scale-farms. Thus,
Af the large-scale farmers do obtain in the future yields higher than
those on the small-scale_ farms, the average output per acre on the smaller
of the large-soale farms may be distinetly higher than that produced by
" the small-fscale farms. ~ .
So far the discussion has been limited to the performance and .
e potential.'for further developmeot of existing African farms. But if
African settlement is extended the land which is transferred will not all
be similar to that used by Africans at present. .This may affeot the rela— A
tive merits of the alternative fonns of Afriean settlement. For example,
cmuch of the mixed farming land which is still in Buropean ownership is
located 'i'n the Uasin ;Giehu and Nélmru Distriets. Aithough both wheat and
_maize are grown in thege areas they are the major wheat producing areas
in Kenya. If this land were used for small«-seale farms'most farmers
v .Probably would not grow wheat. Evef though the individual farmers may
be able to‘obtaih .reasonable incomes from a system of farming based on _
kmaize and milk product.:i:on;. Kenya may experie_nce a wheat ‘shortage if this
land is used for sxnall;scale farms. '
Most of the ranehes and plantations are stlll in Buropean ownership.
It does not ssem feasible to subdivide them into small farms. On a coffee .

estate, for example, if the land- were subdivided, some settlers would ob-

ta:m farms containing nothing but coffee while others would receive land

S , on; bioh no coffee was planted. and perhaps on wh:.ch tHere wds no land

y suitable for cofi'ee production. In the long run it may be possible to

-




rédieuribute coffee‘prbduction uore-evenly between the Small-scale fafms.
- But in the short run coffee production wauld certainly be reduced and
coffee is the major export crop of Kenya.

'Tﬁe ranches are - suitable only for the extensive production of live-
__stock. This type of farming tends to produce a cash inco%y only at ire
regular intervals when livastock mature. Also, specialized production, ' -
even ‘in livestock, if it is in the lower rainfall'ereas where precipita- )
tion is less reliaolg and livestock diseases more ‘prevalent, is subject toii
higher risks. Thms this land is not well suited to small-scale pro- ,
_duction; small-scale farmers tend to have féw capital reserves and they
‘need to obtain a regular and reliable income. .i . “i‘ﬁle;

The ranches and plantetions‘could not easily be transferred to
fArrioans even,for continued use as largeegcaie units. They nequire eub-
stantial capital which few'Afrieane possess. Neither do man& Africans
" have any experience in operating businesses as large as these. Perhaps
it will be possible for Afrioans 45 take over the ranches-and plantations
under some form of group ownership, through producef'co-operative‘societies,
for éxample. But present indications are that ve£§'few of the large-scale
farms‘opereted\by gfou;s.of nfricans are managed efficiently. For this
reason,‘if the ranches or plantations are‘transferred to Africans,‘iiu
should be done slowly so that experience can be gained with this type
‘ of organization. Some of the ranches and ‘many of the plantations are H,”
_'owned by limited liability companies. It would be quite easy for Africans
to gradually assume control of these through buying shares on the stock

"‘3lmarket.; This, in fact, is taking place on a small scale. ’

- Within the overall category of small-scale fanns, some choice is




possible between ferms of different eizes. The ‘data available suggest
that the smaller of the small-scale farms tended to be more successi‘ul N
with respect to most of the criteria used. ‘But, of ourse,<the smaller

~ the farm the smaller thé income reeeivecl by the indix;idual farmer. Thus,
in.cnoesing between the smallest farms, such as_thoee‘on»a highedenéit&<'
settlement scheme like Mautnma,~and the larger-farms, such as those on

" most low-~density settlement schemes, a conflict mdy arise betwsen the
need to settle as large a number of people &s possible and the need to
provide each settler wlth the opportunity for earning a reasonable level
‘of income. _

The ma jor conclusions of‘this thesis may be summarized as follows: .
Providing that the small-scale farmers can be financed in a manner less
arerous than that used ‘in the past, the costs and ‘benefits of extendlng ,
,-Afrioan séttlement in the mixed farming areas of the former "White High-
lands® eould be quite similar whether Africans were settled on small-
eecale fams or on the smaller of the large;scale_farms. The 1efge-scale
farms, however, may be preferred in aredas where wheat is a major crop.
There would seem to be strong justlficatlon for not permitting Africans -
Vto own and openate the largermof the_large-seale farms as complete

entities, especially if these farms are to be operated by greups of

vpartners.

' During the period of the current development plan, Kenya is extending .

_.African settlement by creating new small-scale farms similar to those on

-f: the previously established 1OWbdensity settlement schemes. In additaon,

i jthe Government is allowing Africans to buy large-scale farmms intact.

:This does not appear to be a rational policy based oti the evidence

Ed



X

}currently avallable regard:.ng the performance of the large-scale farmse.

Apart i‘rom this prov:.so, one could f:md little i‘ault with Kenya's present

. pol‘icy for extend::.ng African settlement to new areas.

i s
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. TABIE T. mn, LAND CATEGORIES BY DISTRIGT, 1960-1962% .

Footnotes I

- ~Data from Kenya.,( Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning,
Economics and Statistics Division, Ke African Agricultural Sample .
Census 1960/61,. and ibid.,. Kenya Population Census,. 12 2. MAlso from Kenya,
Ministry of “Agriculture, A National Cash Crops Policy for Kenya (1963),
by, I He Brown. This table is only intended as an approximation.- The
areas of the different grades of land are said to be acourate in the source.
However, the total areas In the.table conflict slightly with atatistics from -
other sources.

&2

a/ The fi;gures .shoun for the number of agricultural holdings are
the numbers from the Sample Gensus for the following districts: Central,
Coast, Nyanza, Ukambani_and the African areas of the Rift Valley Province.
There are no agricultural statistics available-for either Magal district
or the Northern Frontier Distriet. In faot, there are virtudlly no agri- :
cultural holdings as such in these areis for they . are used almost ent.u'ely
for nomadic livestock ranching. For these latter areas the figuie’ showm- -

. under number-of -holdings-is-the-nunmber of adult males in these districts
at the time of the 1962 population cénsus. As there is virtually no non=
,agricultural employment. in these areas this figure is an indicatiqn of
the number 6f people who would have agricultural holdings in these areas
ir set’g.led farming were practiceds It is thus a fairly realistic figure
to use for comparison purposes.

. b/ The land categories shown in the table are as follows:
A: High Potential land. Rainfall above 35" per annum. .
AL.’ With good deep soils and moderate températures.
Aii, With good deep solls but too cold for two crops a years
Aljii. With deep soil but either a fertility or drainage problem.
Atv, Shallow soil not suited to arable agriculture. . ’
B. Medium Potential” Tand. Rainfall 35-25" per annum.
Biy " With-good ‘deep soil.
Bii. = With fertility or drainage problem.
- Biiis With shallow soil unsuited to arable agriculture.
Q. low Potential Land. Rainfall 20-25" per annum.
D.. Poor Ranching Land. Bainfall less than 20" per annum. »

In the table: categories C and D were both included together under category
".....C in the European areas for it was not possible from the statistics to dis-
tinguish between them. .

-
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.« TABIET. Footnotes
TR Based on Al(ﬁe-n}-a:“ﬁ‘inistry of - Finance & Economic Plamning, Edonomics

and. Statistics Division, annual series of Statistical Abstracts. Depend-
: ing on which Statistical Abstract is used slightly different estimates -

for the same figure can be obtained. For this reason some of the figures .
~in this table are a little different from the comparable figures in text’ .

Table 5.
J Prov:.si.onal fa.gures. o L
‘ -
L]
1 > 13
. 1 .
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¢ TABIE IIT. KENYA: GROSS FARM REVENUE FROM
SMALL FARM AREAS, 1957’1965 *

(Million_s of % E.A.)

Produet 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 19652/
Temporary Crops 5
" Madze . 12 1.4 1.0 1.0 Ll 1. 1.2 0.7 0.8
Catton Ot 0,3 0.5 0,5 0.5 '0.3. 0.5 0.6 0.7 -
Rice U062 043 042 L0k 04 0.3 0 0.3 043 043
. Pulses . 0.2 0-4 0-3 0-3 033 0-3 003 0.3 003 .
.- Potatoes 01" 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
' Vegetables &other 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.3
STofal 2.8 3.0 26 2.9 30 27 33 2.7 2.6
Permarient Crops o o T e T
y T Gotfee T 09 13 1.8 2.2 28 33 3.0 5b4 54
M S_isafl ) . - = ¢ 001 . 0-3 0.’4’ 0.1 005 00? 0.2
: - Pyrethrum 0.1 0ul  0:2 045 047 0.5 04 0.5 0.7
. GO»Cénuts 0.1 002 o.l‘- 003 003 Qsz 002 003 Oiq'
Wat‘ble . 003 003 0.2 0.2 0'1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
. Cashew nuts 0.l 0.1 0.1 Q.2 0:3 0.1 0.1 002 0.1}
Pineapples 0.2 042 042 0.2 0.1 0,2 0.2 0.2 0.3
. Tea - < .= 0l 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
Other - - 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0 0.2 0.3
Total o 1.6 2.1 34 B3 5.0 5.0 5.3 7.9 8.1
. | Iivestock & Dairy - S
- oo Pmductkg-r-;.-» B A L.
Ca‘btl cr 1 .8 1-9 1.8 1.9 ] 108 2.1 2.2 203 2-”"
Sheep, pigs, goats . ' e
& poultry S 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 Ol 0k 0.5
Dairy products -~ = 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2..0.2 - 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.8
”‘TOI"AL REVENUE w_‘w"“wfg.9 " 7.6‘ B 946 '1'0.4 10;5 11,6 140 145 -

e * Based on Kenya, Ministry of Finance and: Economc Planning,

S Economics and Statistics Division, Economic Survey, 1960, through ibid.,
17019664 These’ figures include only produce sold outside of the producing
distr:.ct ‘dnid "are; thus: underestimated. No statistics are available for

: 1956 or earlier years. o

’_/ Provisional ﬁgures.
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APPENDIX IT
LARGE-SCAIE FARMS:
. ENTERPRISE COSTS XD RETURNS AND INPUT/OUTPUT b
L COEFFICLENTS ‘USED IN FARM BUDGETS . ~ I
tNote'* ‘The C:.tation Numbers shown in.this appendix refer to the

gitat;Lons listed at_ the _end.. Qf Chapter 5. L -




" LARGE-SCALE FARY NUMBER ONE:
- _DATRY CATTIE.*

g T - . Actual . Assuming
T e - 1965/66. Higher Yield .
%7 Expenses: - + * (Shillings per Iivestock Unit)
Labor '~ 39 T RN
Purchased Feed ) 20 S M -
Tr'ansport of Milk. _ 20 : 25
Dip Y Y
Artificial Insemination N 15 i15°
Veterinary 10 - : 10
.Othe¥ - ' -3 2
o | 124 g _
Qubpst 375 - . - ke
et Rovenuo L s 319
'Iﬁgg'; +/Output Coefficients: (Gallons per Cow, Acres per Stock =
. o Unit and Man-Days per Stock Unit)
| Tield of Saleable Milk . 228 300
. Stocking. Rate . 4 - o L
R Arntal Labor Requirements 22 22
o Iabor Requirements in . -
I Peak Month (throughout year) 2 . : 2

o : "{ The output figures include the-effects of inventory changes.

S L A]Jnost 70 percent of the milk ‘was sold as whole milk at an average price -

. of 2/26 shillings per gallon. Most of the remainder was separated and

“"sold-as butterfat at an ayerdge price, incliuding bonuses, of 3/33 shillings

per ‘pound of butterfat. A On the average all farmers in the survey sold .~ -

“only 45 ‘percent.of- their milk as wholemilk. Thus, even though this farmer

“recelved’a milk'yield very similar to -the average, his.dairy output per

oW WA somewhat higher than the average.” For the-hypothetlcal enterprise.

= ‘with a: higher yield it” has been assumed that half of the extra-milk. could '

be sold -as wholemdlk, -

‘The -labor data: are based on information avai.la.ble i‘rom various pub-
1ished fam mnagement surveys (1, P 575 & P 61 and 8 b 60) "

__t“

-

':.(999tieued)
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For “the lngh yielding enterpr:.se it was eXpected that most ‘of the o
“improved yield would ‘result_from_a-general improvement in cattle manage= . : ...

o ~ment, especially bPeeding management. This -would not necessarily involve

~the.farmer in additional. expense.. However, some items of expense such.as
purchased feeding suffs have. been increased to. levels simild? to those
.found-on-the better.farms where high yields were obtained. However, most
-of the increased yield is not expected to stem from a higher level of
feedings. -
s Throughout this thesis the tem livestock unit is used frequently
-.in order to-express pumbers of livestock of different ages or different
types in a common unit. In order to estimate the number of livestock
_units the following ratios were used'

> *.

Fraction of One nygstpcg Un_.’_t_._i,:_ c -

. Adult Grade Cattle - 1

Grade Cattle between one o

and- two years-old 203

Grade Cattle under one year old . - " 1/3
| AGult Native Cattle ' .23 e

Young Native Cattle ' 1/3

Native Sheep and Goats o 1/6 N

.
4
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- LARGE-SCALE "FARM NUMBER ONE: : A
oo TTTTTMAZE X LT e
<7 Actual - Assuming -
T 1965/66 . Higher Yield
Expenses: e . " (Shillings per Acre)
“7 " "Fuel & Machinery Repairs - 57 - 5y
Fertilizer , - 25 - . b0
Labor 25 13
Seed _ 8 .
“Transport =5 8
" - Qubput 248 bigly b
el Néﬁjﬁgigpug- : L8 208 .
| Yeld | 6.7 . 12,0
Annuval labor Requirement 14,5 o ' 17.5 )
‘Labor: Requirement in - Co .
Peak ‘Month (May-dJure) 3.5 : ‘4,5 éE{K:'

:+ ~* The output. figures are.based on a price.of 37/00 shillings per
200- pound bag without bag. - o , _ »
=~ The.labor data are based on various published famm management surveys
and-on judgment (3, p. 57; 4, p. 61 and 8, pp. 36, 60, 80 and 102)s = -
. The higher yield from the hypothetical enterprise with a yield of
12 bags per acre.was assumed.to have been obtained from a. general improve-
- ment in maize husbandry. Probably, more: attention to the standard of
- _cultivations, the time of planting and the supervision of labor would be
v the most important, * This improved level of management could be obtained
©r.. o witbout any additional expense. Hawever, the levels of expenditure. on
% fertilizer, labor and transport ‘have been increased to: bring them up to
" - .~ the levels which wefe more generally found on the farms where higher
. maize.yields were .obtained. Unfortunately, there is only scanty-and often ‘
- conflicting evidence in Kenya of the potential returns wMlch,can be ob-
tained from the use of extra fertilizer, c.f. () for example.




i surveys (3, P.. 57;.8y Ps 36 and 9, D+ 70).
o ‘Thesexpenses for seed and fuel and spares are. esbimated under the
S -assumptlon that the pyrethrum crop lasts for four years. o

e : 233
RY .
o mMBIETI. LARGE-SCAIE_ FAR NBER ONE:
g IR S . : PYREI‘HRUM * LT T . .
i e v Nl :
. y , N N
Lo .
Ea.cg'énses: o k | .
Iabor A - 163 - -
"Fuel. & Spares .o 11
.~ -.Transport . ' - . ‘ -6 . S -
. . - ..- - 185 - ‘. -
2 Ay
. 678
" Net Revenue . , L ] 5 S
'Iﬁm!t/mtﬁut Coefficients: " (Pounds of Dried Fl wers per -
~ R "Acre or Man-Days per Acre
S yied e | ‘ . e
: Anniial Labor Requirement— o . - 91
Iabor ‘Requirement in Peak Month . ; .
(May-June) SR et - L 9
i ‘ ‘ :
ek The average pr.lce received by this farmer was 1/82 shlllings per
: “pound ‘of dried flowers. -This is based on a pricé of 157/00 shillings per
" pound- ‘of pyrethrins.: The average py'rethrins content of the dried flowers
“" 'yag approximately 1.2 percent. =
S The ' labor data ‘are derived from various published farm managemsrrb -
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TABIE IV.. . . LARGE-SCALE FARM NUMBER TWO:
: ' DATRY CATTLE *
" Actual . * - Assuming
1965/66 Higher Yield
Expensess - (Shill:m_gs per I'.n.vestock Unit)
Labor - : 35 | 35
Purchased Feed & e 9 20
Transport of Milk =~ ™ 13 ) 18
Dip 10 . 12
Veterinary 10 10
- T - . . :_:r"':'__,
77 . 25
Qutput - o 334 410
Net Hevenue e 257 - | 315

Inﬁgt[butggtvCoafficients: (Gallons per Cow, Acrss per Stock

Unit and Man-Days per Stoek Unit)

Yield of Saleable Milk 210 : 300

Stocking Rate 3.2 3.2

Annual Iabor Requirement 22 22

Labor Requirement in ) : , ) T
Peak Month (throughout yEar) 2 2

. * The output flgures include the effects of livestock inventory

éhanges. Over 70 percent of the milk was sold as wholemilk at.an average

price of 2/i2 shillings per gallon. The balance was separated and sold
at an average price of 3/00 shillings per pound of butterfat. For the
higher ylelding enterprise it had besn assumed .that. three-quarters of

the additional milk would be sold as butterfat.

The sources of the labor data and the assumptions about the hlgher

‘__yielding enterprlse are given in: Table I.

o
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TABIE V. LARGE. SCALE FARM NUMBER TWO:
. MAIZE *

Aetual . - Assuming -
£965/66 : Highe¥ Held

'~ Tuel & Machinery Répgirs ) 57 S 57 : -
Fertilizer 32 40 ’
.. . ...JIabor 18 , 25 -
Transport : 13 _ 17
_..Seed et i U | s BT » 10
Insecticide 3 3.
) 133 . 152 0w
Qutpat | 326 Car -
~Hst_Revenue' © 193 292
Inj;mt/Output Coefficientss ‘ (Bags or lhn;Dajs per Acre)
Yield 8.8 . 12,0
--------- " Annual Labor Requirement ih.5 : 1745 o
Iabor Requirement in . R o
Peak Month (May-June) R Y ' 4,5
* The footnote to Table ix aisg refers to this table.
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‘LARGE.SCALE FARM NUMBER THREE:
DATRY CATTIE * :
... Assuming ~ Assuming. .
- Poor Yeld Average Yield

 Expemses: . ___ ... - (Shillings per Iivestock Unit

!

-

S labor | . 36 - 3%
Purchased Feed 21 ) 21
Dip _ ’ 12 - - 12
* Transport of Milk 8 : 12
.- Veterinary Ao 1o
87 ' R

b o o ' e
G e
o Net ’R‘.e:venue ‘ 119 o - 190

= L -:(‘ . - . ‘ﬂ
_ (Gallons per C3W)"

Milk Yierd [ 130 | 200

' * The figures in this table are based primarily on the average dairy
erérl'),exﬁprise_ costs and retirns for farms with the above milk yields (1, p.
16). )
- It is-assumed-that half of the milk is separated and sold as butterfat

-.at an average.price of 3/00 shillings per pound of butterfat, the balance

' being sold as wholemilk at-an-average-priee-of-2/20- shillings-per gallon, —— ~

. "The only item of expense which differs between the above two enter-

“ny _:prises.is the cost-of transporting milk. This appeared to be the usual
. 'situation on.the famsin the survey where the yield levels were similar
~to those shown above. 'The difference in yield does not seem to arise

© = =T from & difference in the amount of purchased inputs uséd, rather the T T

-~ ‘higher yield is bbt’ained»‘frqn improvements in dairy management such as
. better breeding practices and better grazing management and these forms

“'of improvement do hot involve any extra expense.
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; APPENDIX TIT -~ - -
SMALI.SGALE FARMS:
. - o : ; ) ‘ - - 2 ~hey
. ENTERPRISE COSTS AND RETURNS AND INPUT/OUTPUT
GOEFFICIENTS USED IN FARM BUDGETS
s ) o
ST T Notes: ,\;The' Cltation: Numbers shown in this appendjx refer to the,
R IR B cltanlonsﬂisted?at the end of Chapter 6i. o
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" SMALI-SCALE FARM NUMBER QNE: )
DAIRY GATTIE * -
- Actual Assuming
S 1965/66 Higher Yield
. Expenses: - (Shillings per Livestock Unit)
Pur}éhased ‘Feed . L : 28
Dip . 16 ) 16
.  Artificial Insemination - 12
e ~~Veberinary ] : : 10
25 65
" Qutput 259 376
N_et-'-ﬁ:e‘\jréniri‘e 234 311
\ . e -
\
A

* . Toput/Output Goefficients:

" Yield of Saleable Milk
Stocking Rate
Annual Iabor Requirement

Labor Requirement in Peak
Month (throughout year) -

{Gallons per Cow, Acres per Stock
Dnit or Man-Days per Stock Urit)

226 . 300

2.6 B 2.6 ’
‘22 : : 22
2 2

. . The output figures include'the effects of 1nventory changes. ‘
The milk s all sold as wholemilk at an average pr::.ce of 1/38 shillings

' ..per:gallon..

-The labor. data are based on various published surveys {1, pp. 60 and

80, _}_, p. 613 16, p. 57).

s ‘The; higher vield-from the hypothetical enterprise was assumed to
o _have ‘been obtained from a general improvement in. husbandry.
~not” ltqgresent solely a return:to-a higher . level.of feeding.

It does
Improve=-

ment in breeding practices wuld probably be the most important factor. -

ﬂPJ
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© . TABIE II. o SHMALL-SCALE FARM NUMBER ONE:
R LR . MATZB X L
e - o " Actual _. Assuming »
. o . 1965/66 _ Higher Tield
' &cg enses. — (Shlllinn's per Acre)
Hire of Machinery T o101 - S 1oL
Transport e 16 2k
" Fertilizer - 40
~ Seed | LA -8
: | . el 13T -
“Qutmit, 296 7 Ll e
175 27
/ 3

s \, Iield . :
" ""Annual Labor Requirement
o I.abor Requirement in Peak
A Month (May-June)

ek

“(Bags or Map-Days per Acre)

. 8.0

1k4.5
35

17-5

L 4.5

=3

=

* The flgures shown under "Actual 1965/66" are 1963/64 figures up-

dated to 1965/66.

o The higher yn.eld'i‘r-'om the hlgher yielding enterprise does not represent
solely the extra retirn to fertilizer.
the right. time: and obtan.m.ng the correct plant population would probably

) ’be more import;ant.

Better attention to planting at:

, Hand cultivation ‘has not been cons:.dered as a realistic altematlve .

..:to tractor ‘cultivations on any of the small-scale farms, at least not for.

the major: crop enterprises.. Farmers appear to be unwilling td make the =
s effort if a tractor is.available; the standard of-cultivation.is usually
.+ poor if. done: by hand and most farmers would be unable: to plant more than
=2 two acres ‘of crops: ii‘ “they relied solely on hand cultivation; two acres
‘of majze would be an insufficlent area of maize to allow.the farmers to-

SN

obtain sui‘ficient moome to be able tb repay their loans. S
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e TABIE IIT. SMAI_L-SCALE FARM NUMBER ONE:
e - TEA * ..
- . Estimates OhiY'
_ ' (Shillings per Acre)
‘Expelises : ’ ) 5
Output ' k35
Net. Revenue S 891
‘Input/Output Coefficients: ‘ (Pounds of Made Tea or
_ . T Man=] =Days per_ Acre)
Yield , . 700
7 Annual Labor Raquirement 211
L Labor Requirement in Peak Month . :
o (May=duly) -, 22

* The only items of expense included here are for pruning knives,
baskets, etc. The figure is based on published datd from the Nyerli area
(14, p. 40). "No- ‘charge has been made for interest on capital used in
developing tea to maturity. Generally most of this work is done with un-

paid family labor.

The output is based on an estimated yield of 700 pounds of made tea
per acre. This is equivalent to 3,150 pounds of leaf if conversion is
made at the usual-rate of one pouhd of made tea being equivalent to four

. and one-half pounds of leaf. It has been assumed that farmers would re-
*y ceive an average price of 30 cents per pound of leaf. In the past farmers
. have received a fixed price of 23 cents per pound of leaf plus a variable,
bonus of between five and 10 cents per pound.
"The lgbor data are based on tuwo published surveys from the Nyeri

) é.rea (14 P. 575 17, P+ 65)«



Net Revenue

- . -

229 - 297

. Inpub/Output Cosfficientsy

. v Yield
Stocking Rate

(GaliOns_perfCbﬁ'dfﬂﬁhrqg
'~ per Stock‘ﬂhit)' o
200 - o 300"
2.2 2.2

[

’

LLE Ab6u$,25=§ercent'6f.theuﬁilk-is sold as wholemilk at an average

pﬁice,of'i/ho shillings per ga
-~ ‘terfat, the farmer receiving a

Llon. Most of the remdinder is sold as but-
n average price of 80.cents per pound of

cream. - This farmer, who is a Maragoli, seems content to consume sldm =

milk unlike the other farmers

© " Nandi: people,  who appear to ha

who ‘have been discussed, all of whom were
ve a strong preferencé for wholemilk: This

~"is’understandable for the Nandi are traditionally cattle keepers while
.- -the Maragoli are nots  The skim milk which this farmer consumed has been

. valued ‘at an arbitrary price o
lished price for skim milk,:
ooooo oo Apart from: the: above rem

 Table I applies to this table

£ 50 cents per gallon.. Thére is no estab- -

érké'abput milﬁ:prices,:the footnote to "~ -
also. LE - .

o
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" SMALL-SCALE FARM NUMBER THREE:
R ‘DATRY CATTIE *
lsSumipg‘An Assuming A
Average‘!ield -~ Higher Iield
.. Bxpenses: (Shillings per Iivestock Unit) -
Purchased Feed - 10 o 20
Dip o 15 15
Artifieial Insemination v L 12
- Veterinary, - 6 =10
C Outpeg e el 260 - ¢ - .3 -
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