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Abstract 

This paper is set within a framework of re-conceptualising sustainable livelihoods and enterprises by identifying 
the multidimensionality of rural livelihood diversification within small farm households in Southern Ghana. 
Contributing to and providing links between the different rural livelihood strategies and household well-being, 
this paper investigates the nature and extent to which livelihood diversification impacts of households strategies 
towards wealth accumulation, survival and resilience to impoverishment. The study undertakes a critical 
evaluation of the impact and relationship between poverty reduction projects implemented through District 
Assemblies and those initiated by community organisations and households. Empirical research involving 
questionnaire surveys, interviews and focus group meetings was used in studying rural farm households in 
Akuapem North and Dangme West Districts in Southern Ghana. The paper points to the existence of significant 
divergence in outcomes of livelihood diversification. Also, the overall impact of diversification and formal 
intervention strategies towards alleviating poverty within small farm household’s economy is limited and not 
sustainable with survival being the more probable outcome of diversification.  

Keywords: Ghana, livelihoods diversification, accumulation, survival, resilience, household enterprises 

1. Introduction 

Livelihood diversification activities have become an important income generating strategy for rural small farm 
households throughout the developing world. Although these are found to account for only part of the total 
income of rural small farm households, the diversified non-farm sector has gained in importance for rural 
household economies (Asssan & Beyene, 2013; Rigg, 2006; Bryceson, 2004).  

A livelihood is described in this study as comprising of systematic activities or enterprises undertaken by 
individuals/households using their capabilities and available opportunities to derive material/ financial reward 
and/ or improved status, or to produce food for sale rather than for household consumption (Hussein & Nelson, 
1998; Scoones, 1999; Assan, 2008). It has been argued that rural households adopt livelihood diversification 
strategies in an attempt to generate livelihoods and enterprises that can cope with and recover from stress and 
shocks, and in this way maintain and enhance their capabilities and assets both for the present and the future 
(Escobal, 2001; Barrett et al., 2001; Ellis et al., 2003). In addition, Hussein and Nelson (1998), Barrett et al. 
(2001) and Woldenhanna and Oskam (2001) are of the view that in the face of credit constraints and the 
withdrawal of government subsidies on agricultural inputs, income from livelihood diversification 
activities/enterprises provides cash to invest in productivity-enhancing inputs (Bahiigwa et al., 2005). Income 
from non-farm enterprises will also be invested in on-farm activities through intensification and extensification 
(Tiffen, 2003; Holden et al., 2004). In this argument, diversification is perceived as a means of enhancing the 
performance of the food system, leading to an increase in rural incomes and lower urban food prices (Ellis, 
2002). Livelihood diversification will thus increase access and availability of food products and augment food 
storage and consumption (Block & Webb, 2001). Proponents of diversification further argue that it will help the 
rural economy to grow fast and equitably (Holden et al., 2004).  
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Moreover, livelihood diversification within the context of a sustainable livelihood framework is perceived to be 
an effective policy strategy for the reversal of the persistent state of rural household deprivation (Devereux et al., 
2003). They argue that deprivation within rural farm households is an endemic and growing problem throughout 
sub-Saharan Africa. The cause of this growth is complex and quite difficult to understand. However, some 
authors refer to the inadequacy of rural household resources and the structural inability to sustain reasonable 
growth and development as the major causes (Scoones, 2000). Diversification in this context is argued to open 
avenues for growth by providing extra incomes and resources that would otherwise be absent from the rural 
household (Ellis et al., 2003). 

The paper examines the impact of rural livelihood diversification to non-farm enterprises within small farm 
households to ascertain whether such enterprises which were establishes through formal and informal 
intervention programs towards poverty alleviation result in wealth accumulation and improvement of well-being. 
The paper is organised as follows. Section 1 provides a brief introduction to the issues raised in the paper. 
Section 2 provides a review on the nature and the extent of the impacts of diversification on rural households 
whilst section 3 discusses the study context and fieldwork strategy of the paper. Section 4 presents empirical 
results from both qualitative and quantitative data generated by the study. Conclusion remarks and policy 
implications recommendations are found in section 5.  

2. Rural Livelihood Diversification: Accumulation, Survival and Despair? 

Hussein and Nelson (1998, p. 3) define livelihood diversification as ‘attempts by individuals and households to 
find new ways to raise incomes and reduce risk (economic, environmental and social), which sharply differs by 
the degree of freedom of choice (to diversify or not) and the reversibility of the outcome’. They argue that it 
includes activities both on and off the farm that are undertaken to generate income additional to that of the 
household’s main agricultural activities. They added that this supplementation is achieved through production of 
other agricultural and non-agricultural goods and services, the sale of waged labour, self-employment in small 
firms, and other strategies employed to spread risk. Lemi (2005) further argued that the level of intensity and 
participation of rural households in diversifications was not uniform. Demographic factors, such as the age and 
gender of the household head, dependency ratio and number of female household members are determinants of 
participation. He pointed out that intensity is also affected by the size of land holdings, value of livestock owned 
and level of income from crop production. 

The on-going debate on rural livelihoods is not clear on whether diversification into small enterprises results in 
sustainable wealth accumulation or a desperate strategy for survival within resource poor societies (Assan & 
Beyene, 2013). Ellis (1998) perceived diversification to be an accumulation strategy which could lead to 
improvement in incomes and assets. According to Whitehead and Kabeer (2001) and Dercon and Krishnan 
(1996), accumulation through diversification may not be equally available to all rural households. They consider 
diversification to provide one source of surplus for investing into productivity improvement in agricultural 
methods and other forms of accumulation.  

Within the diversification literature, there has been much debate concerning the ability of a diversified activity to 
provide accumulation and/or survival options to rural households (Whitehead & Kabeer 2001). The outcome has 
been inconclusive. However, some authors arrive at conclusions that can only be accepted cautiously; since their 
studies are based either on limited data/experience, or are restricted in scope to specific geographical locations 
(for example: Reardon, 1997; Hussein & Nelson, 1998; Whitehead & Kabeer, 2001). These authors are confident 
that 30% to 50% of African rural households derive income from non-farm enterprises, but they are not able to 
state whether these incomes are earned for survival or accumulation. Reardon (1997) blames the lack of 
conclusiveness on the scarcity of empirical research findings in relation to the rural non-farm sector, especially 
in Africa. Diversification, according to him, offers a pathway out of poverty but he does not say whether it is 
indicative of survival or accumulation strategies.  

Whitehead and Kabeer (2001) hypothesized that commercialisation of agricultural activities could lead to 
accumulation. They cite the use of irrigated agriculture in the cultivation of rice and vegetables as a form of 
on-farm diversification that could yield high levels of return and accumulation. Carswell (1997) also takes this 
position in her study of agricultural intensification activities in East Africa. This then poses the critical question 
as to what factors enable a household to accumulate or diversify their enterprises to the extent that it will ensure 
accumulation or a sustainable level of socio-economic improvement. 

de Janvry and Sadoulet (2001) have reported forms of accumulation in the rural non-farm service sector 
activities such as tourism and waged labour activities. They conceded that the rural non-farm service sector has a 
better potential in enhancing accumulation from diversification. This could be attributable to the fact that this 
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area does not require much capital investment and mainly requires an individual’s skills. In the absence of the 
need for a major financial investment, proprietors of non-farm enterprises tend to consider the greater part of 
their returns as profits (Assan, 2013).  

By contrast, Davies (1996) and Neihof (2004) emphasize the survival motivation in the nature of diversification. 
They argued that diversification has become a form of temporary adaptation to risk and hence is a strategy that is 
necessarily employed to ensure survival rather that accumulation. Beck (1989: 23) describes survival strategies 
as the activities of the poor people in times of stress which they see as crucial for the continued running of their 
households. It is considered as a stopgap or filler, in the sense that it merely allows households to bridge 
economic gaps on a temporary basis, only to encounter them again in the near future (Neihof, 2004). Another 
view with similar emphasis is that diversification represents a survival strategy, a response to crises that is 
associated with very low returns and deprivation (Reardon & Vosti, 1995; Reardon & Taylor, 1996; Whitehead 
& Kabeer, 2001). The proponents of this view argue that it forms part of survival strategies in areas of high 
agro-climatic and economic risk. 

Again, Davies (1996) argues that diversification into local enterprises mainly enhances the ability to survive, and 
serves as a source of insurance against indebtedness and borrowing. In her study of seasonality and coping 
strategies as practised by five village councils in central Mali, Cekan (1992) suggested that rural households are 
able to derive mainly survival benefits from diversification. It could however be noted that rather than employing 
such survival strategies in times of crises, several small farm households employ such strategies for the greater 
part of the year. Hence, such survival strategies rather describe permanent adaptive strategies.  

It is evident that predicting the outcome of a diversified activity can be difficult (Rigg, 2006). There is therefore 
the need for further understanding of the varying context, scale and size of the outcomes of livelihood 
diversification. It is also useful to know which rural enterprises are either able to achieve sustainable wealth 
accumulation and improve the well-being of those engaged in such enterprises and ultimately accelerate poverty 
reduction.  

3. Study Context and Fieldwork Strategy 

According to Haroun and Oduro (2002), several small farmers in Southern Ghana have taken up non-farm 
diversification as a means of raising alternative incomes or generate complementary incomes to finance their 
agricultural enterprises. Non-farm diversification and migration are reported by the same source to have replaced 
farming as main source of income in some rural households. The overall impact of diversification activities and 
enterprises on the economy and welfare of small farm households in Ghana and the theoretical implications for 
the wider study on diversification is not well reported, although the Ghanaian economic recovery model has been 
employed by several other African countries and it is perceived to successfully address issues relating to the rural 
and household economy effectively. 

This study collected empirical data on household income strategies and sources, assets, access, and expenditure 
patterns to address the key question raised by the paper: does livelihood diversification result in accumulation of 
wealth or it only enhances survival and peripheral living conditions?  

3.1 Sampled Study Districts 

Small farm households in Akuapem North and the Dangme West Districts in the South-eastern part of Ghana 
were selected as the sites for the household data collection. These two districts have large rural populations 
engaged in food production and also have similar socio-economic and cultural structures. Although 
geographically located next to each other, the sampled districts are located in two different agro-ecological zones. 
The households in both these districts are traditionally known to be farmers (Hill, 1965, Benneh, 1971), but are 
reported by the respective district profiles as diversifying into non-farm enterprises.  

The major economic activities undertaken by farm households in both study districts include food crop and 
vegetable production, pottery, production of beads, bee keeping, cosmetics and quarrying (Assan, 2008; District 
Profile 2000-2004). This form of diversification has led to the introduction/ adoption of waged labour by some 
farmers; shortage and high cost of staple food crops have increased the prevailing seasonal and permanent 
migration as reported by the district profile. By contrast, Akuapem North District has not received any formal 
government intervention but is experiencing diversification and the expansion of non-farm enterprises although 
this district is considerably more endowed (District Profile, 2001). 

3.2 Fieldwork Strategy 

A participatory multi-stage research strategy, triangulating quantitative and qualitative methods has been adopted 
(Kitchen & Tate, 2000). The study used a combination of quantitative (household survey), qualitative (individual 
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and group interviews) and participatory (wealth ranking, group discussions and key informant analysis) methods 
within a small-scale sample survey following a reorganised research strategy in livelihood studies that 
purposively sampled communities and households involved in diversified enterprises as recommended by de 
Haan and Zoomers (2005) and Ellis (2000).  

3.2.1 Selection of Communities  

The eight communities were randomly selected from each of the two districts using the respective district 
economic baseline studies and district profiles (ODI, 2001). In doing this, all the farming communities that are 
involved in non-farm activities as listed by the district profiles were initially selected purposively.  

 

 

Figure 1. Map of study districts and sampled communities 

Source: Author (2014). 

 

The next stage of the sampling process involved the selection of the study households which was the unit of 
analysis of the study. Household selection by this study required households to have been involved in 
diversification for at least five years and consider the diversified enterprises as part of their income tree and 
household budget, and therefore invest their time and resources in it. According to Barlett (1986, p. 3), the farm 
household is the core component of human cultural and economic organisation and provides a framework for 
many socio-economic activities. Toulmin and Guèye (2005, p. 160) define a household as a unit of production 
which farms a common field and eats from a common granary. A household is also described as a group of 
people who share the same domestic economy or eat from the same bowl (Barlett 1989, p. 6).  

Diversified households in each community were purposively sampled and listed using a baseline data provided 
by the District Assembly representative of the respective communities, the District Profiles and Community 
Baseline Reports. These lists were verified by rapid appraisals conducted by the research team. A systematic 
random sampling method was used to select fifty households from each district. Within the household, 
household heads, their spouses and economically active members were selected as the key respondents of the 
study, as they are often the decision-makers and contributors to the household budget (Toulmin & Guèye, 2005).  
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Table 1. Household characteristics of study population 

Measures of 
Central Tendency 

Total household 
size 

Number of 
Males in 
Households 

Number of 
Females in 
Households 

Number of 
Male Adults 

Number of 
Female Adults 

Number of 
Economically 
Active Members  

Sum  
751 

 
360 

 
391 

 
256 

 
299 

 
305 

Mean 7.51 3.64 3.95 2.59 3.02 3.05 
Median 6 3 3 2 3 2 
Mode 6 3 3 2 3 1 
Minimum 4 2 1 1 1 1 
Maximum 15 11 12 11 11 10 
       

Number of households is 100. 

 

Table 2. Household characteristics of study population by District Akuapem North  

Measures of 
Central Tendency 

Total household 
size 

Number of Males 
In Households 

Number of 
Females In 
Households 

Household 
Members 
(excluding 
heads)  

 Male Members  
(excluding heads)  

Female 
Members 
(excluding 
heads)  

Sum 367 172 195 267 119 148 
Mean 7.30 3.44 3.9 5.30 2.43 3.02 
Std. Error of Mean 0.40 0.24 0.28 0.40 0.25 0.27 
Median 6 3 4 4 2 3 
Mode 6 3 2 4 2 1 
Minimum 4 1 1 2 1 1 
Maximum 15 11 9 14 11 8 

Dangme West  

Sum 384 188 196 288 137 151 

Mean 7.66 3.76 3.9 5.68 2.74 3.02 
Std. Error of Mean 0.41 0.23 0.31 .417 0.232 0.31 
Median 6 3 3 4.50 2 2 
Mode 6 3 3 4 2 2 
Minimum 4 2 1 2 1 1 
Maximum 15 9 12 13 8 11 

 

Community durbars (community gatherings of the chief, elders and members of the community) were organised 
to explain the objectives of the study to the communities and to select key informants. This was followed by a 
household questionnaire survey. Household heads and their spouses were the key respondents to the 
questionnaire survey. Economically active members of the households were also interviewed to complete 
sections on the questionnaire that dealt with their economic activities and their contribution towards household 
budget. The questionnaire survey was complemented by informal household interviews of all the sampled 
households and a focus groups discussion meeting in each of the sampled communities. Participants of the focus 
group meetings were selected randomly with a maximum of eight individuals in a group. The interviews and 
focus group discussions greatly complemented the questionnaire survey in that they provided meaning and 
clarity to some of the trends, patterns, phrases, terms and concerns that recurred in the questionnare survey. It 
also helped to build case studies.  

4. Empirical Findings 

Empirical findings in the form of cross-tabulations from the questionnaire survey and quotations from interviews 
and focus group discussions on household income strategies and sources, assets management, consumption and 
expenditure patterns were used to answer five key questions ascertaining the benefits of diversification to the 
household and under which the empirical results are presented.  

4.1 Livelihood Enterprises of Household Members within Diversification 

Studies of rural non-farm enterprises suggest the gender and socio-economic characteristics of the household 
head and members and the nature of their economic activities may influence the benefits from livelihood 
diversification (Ellis, 2003a; Chimhowu & Hulme, 2006). 
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Table 3. Main income activities/enterprises and gender of household head 

Main Income activities Akuapem North 
Gender of household head 

Dangme West 
Gender of household head 

Household Level Male Female Total 
 

Male Female Total 
 

Total freq.

Farming 9 3 12 8 0 8 20 
Bee Keeping & Fuel wood 3 0 3 5 - 5 8 
Gari processing &Trading 0 22 22 - - - 22 
Chop bar & trading 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 
Dressmaking & trading 0 2 2 0 1 1 3 
Factory worker &wage labourer 3 0 3 11 0 11 14 
Wood cutter/fuel wood/ cassava harvester 7 0 7 - - - 7 
Pottery, Quarrying &  Trading  - - - 1 13 14 14 
Sand & Clay trading & Wage labour - - - 5 0 5 5 
Soil harvesting & Wage labour - - - 9 0 9 9 

Total  22 28 50 35 15 50 100 

Chi Squared Test (P) P = 0.000 

 

There is a significant relationship between gender of the household head and the main economic activity of the 
household. Table 3 shows that twenty households indicated farming as their main income activity, and the rest of 
the sampled households (80) depend on non-farm enterprises for their main income. This pattern has important 
implications in the sense that all the sampled households had originally been mainly staple crop producers 
(MOFA 2001). A shift from farming by any single household could influence both local and national food 
security.  

Another interesting pattern observed from Table 3 is that, with the exception of farming, all the households with 
non-farm enterprises as their main economic activities operated two or more enterprises. The reason for this 
strategy is to ensure income security. Unlike farming where it is difficult to maintain income security, the 
sampled households are able to achieve this security by engaging in multiple non-farm activities. This security 
mechanism works on the basis that when the sale or production levels in one enterprise falls (or fails), the 
proprietors are able to switch to the other enterprise. The interviews revealed that operating a dual enterprise 
helps to increase returns and ensure continuity of production and cash income.  

It is also observed from Table 3 that some of the enterprises are associated with a particular district. This is 
because these activities are traditional trades of the natives of these districts and also the raw materials required 
for such enterprises are located as natural resources in the respective districts. For example, Dangme West has 
large reserves of clay whilst Akuapem North produces a large quantity of cassava for gari production. The study 
was also informed that cost of transporting raw materials can be expensive particularly because of the bulky 
nature of raw materials often attract high fares and does not make some non-farm enterprises worthwhile. A 
respondent in Dangme West made this comment: 

I have particular interest in gari processing but the cassava produced in this district is not as good as that 
produced for the production of gari in Akuapem. Secondly, it is very expensive to buy cassava from Akuapem 
because cassava is perishable and the cost of transport is too dear. 

The study revealed that most non-farm enterprises are headed by both genders. Arguments for such patterns as 
expressed by the sample are that some activities were traditionally associated with particular genders in the past, 
but such traditional views are changing with the advent of diversification. However, specific combinations of 
activities (e.g. gari processing and trading; pottery and quarrying, factory work and waged labour; sand and stone 
trading and wage labour; fuel wood and cassava harvesting; soil harvesting and waged labour, bee keeping and 
fuel wood business) are observed to be associated with either male or females. Such patterns point to the 
diversification in gender roles and social values (Garcia, 1995). 
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Table 4. Economic activity of employed members within the sampled households 

Economic activity of adult non-household heads Akuapem North 
 

Dangme West Total  

 Freq. % Freq. % Total N Total % 

Number of households members operating NF 
enterprises as main income activity 

127 89.9 89 90.8 216 84.7 

       
Number of household members involved in farm 
enterprises 
 
Number of employed household members within 
the sample 

30 
 
 
157 

19.1 
 
 
100 

9 
 
 
98 

9.2 
 
 
100 

39 
 
 
255 

15.3 
 
 
100 

 

Out of the 255 employed members (non-household heads) within the sampled households, 216 (84.7 percent) are 
engaged in non-farm enterprise as their main income activities compared to 39 employed members (15.3 percent) 
involved in farming activities (Table 4). It is also noted that 127 (49.8 percent) of the total number of individual 
adult members operating non-farm enterprises as their main income activity within the sample are located in 
Akuapem North compared with 89 (34.9 percent) in Dangme West. The above pattern indicates that like the 
household heads, the majority of the employed members within the sampled households are also engaged in 
non-farm enterprises.  

The household interviews in Akuapem North suggests that the majority of the economic activity members prefer 
participating in non-farm enterprises compared to farming because of the possibility of earning quick cash and 
creating access to interacting with the world outside the village with possibility of stepping outside the cycle of 
poverty traditionally associated with food crop cultivation and its related discriminatory and repressive land 
tenure systems. 

4.2 Diversification: Insurance against Asset Smoothing and Asset Disposal? 

Asset smoothing could be described as the act of temporarily disposing off personal or household assets in 
exchange for cash in times of crises with the intention of reclaiming the asset when the amount borrowed is 
repaid (Dercon 2000).  

 

Table 5. Objective of engaging in non-farm activities 

Objectives Akuapem North Dangme West Total Frequency 

Raise cash and accumulate assets 39 46 85 
For income security and accumulation & security 
of well being 

11 4 15 

Total 50 50 100 

 

The need for cash income and also to accumulate income and assets as a form of insurance against financial 
hardships was mentioned in the household interviews as being vital for both groups (Table 5). The respondents 
in Akuapem North indicated that diversification not only ensures their survival but is also a security measure 
against financial pitfalls associated with farming and rural life where incomes are irregular. One male household 
head in Akuapem North explained that he considered his household’s cost of living and budget and decided to 
diversify with the hope of bringing more money into the household budget. Overall, the sample recognised that 
other households had taken a similar stock of their economies, hence their reason to diversify.  

Only one household confirmed its ability to accumulate from diversification. This household grow rice and 
vegetables and is also involved in trading of fish and textiles. The couple argued that the trading activities ensure 
a more regular inflow of extra income, most of which is spent on household consumption and the rest is saved at 
the bank and for the expansion of trading capital.  
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Table 6. Have you disposed of any assets as a smoothing measure in the last year?  

Asset disposal Akuapem North Dangme West Total 

Yes  28 38 66 
No 22 12 34 
Total 
P = 0.014 

50 50 100 

 

A large proportion of the sampled households (66) have disposed off their valuable assets in exchange for cash 
on a regular or occasional basis within the last year (Table 6). The reason for asset smoothing varies and is 
mainly underlined by material lack, food shortage and financial difficulties. Off the households involved in this 
form of coping strategy or practice, the majority (38) are from Dangme West. It is lamentable that the disposal of 
assets through smoothing is still employed within the study districts in spite of diversification. Household 
members explained that asset smoothing is not just a short-term mechanism but also a strategy to forestall the 
persistent economic difficulties and hardships such as food and income shortages. The study observed a 
significant difference (p= 0.014) between the two districts with regards to smoothing of assets (Table 6). This 
variation was explained by the fundamental difference in the social capital networks, which are more supportive 
in Akuapem North. Residents in Dangme West tend to sell valuable personal effects and household belongings 
to other members of the family or the larger community for cash. Such transactions are often permanent and 
irreversible.  

4.3 Diversification and Resource Control and Management 

Ellis has considered diversification to augment household’s resource management and capacity to control 
resources (Ellis, 2003a). However, the majority (83) of the sampled households in Southern Ghana indicated that 
the extent to which their diversified enterprises have helped to control their resources is very low. They concede 
that diversification has not had much impact on the low resource control processes of their household, especially 
when there is little left to be used to expand their assets and reduce levels of indebtedness.   

In the light of the above findings, the study looked at the issue of household savings and how these have been 
influenced by diversification. The outcome of this analysis is disturbing as the majority of the households (77) 
indicated that the effect of diversification on their savings is very low. The household interviews revealed that 
most of the money obtained is reinvested in non-farm enterprises and debt servicing rather than improving 
consumption and well-being.  

The study used questionnaire surveys and household interviews to elicit information on household income 
sources and expenditure which were statistically analysed to identify household income patterns and expenditure 
priorities. The total expenditure on borrowing and repayments of credit (¢46.02 million) by the sampled 
households is more than the amount they expended on savings and investments (¢30.60 million) (Tables 7 and 8).  
Although this is consistent with the findings of the GLSS (2000), it suggests that diversification has not been 
able to reverse the pattern of indebtedness.  

 

Table 7. Total expenditure on household savings and investments 

Measures of Central Tendency Akuapem North 
(million ¢) 

Dangme West District 
(million ¢) 

Total sample 
(million ¢) 

Sum 18.70 11.90 30.60 
Mean 0.3740 0.2380 0.3060 
Std. Deviation 0.17 0.15 0.17164 
Maximum 0.80 1.00 1.00 
Minimum 0.10 0.10 0.10 
Per capita 0.050953 0.030989 0.040745 

Total (N) 50 50 100 
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Table 8. Monetary value of debt (all cash and items obtained on credit) 

Measures of Central Tendency Akuapem North 
(million ¢) 

Dangme West District 
(million ¢) 

Total sample 
(million ¢) 

Sum 21.72 24.30 46.02 
Mean 0.4344 0.4860 0.4602 
Std. Deviation 0.18 0.24 0.21 
Maximum 1.00 1.50 1.50 
Minimum 0.20 0.20 0.20 
Range 0.80 1.30 1.30 

Total (N) 50 50 100 

 

The study proceeded to analyse and compute the expenses made by the sampled households as well as the 
amounts spent on debt repayment using date generated from the household questionnaire and interviews. An 
important finding made by the study in this regard is the high incidence of indebtedness in the two study districts 
and the significant difference between the average amounts of money borrowed per household in Akuapem 
North (¢0.4344 million) compared to that of Dangme West (¢0.4860 million). The total amount of money 
borrowed by the sample in Dangme West (¢24.30 million) which is significantly higher than the amount 
borrowed by the sample in Akuapem North (¢21.72 million). This demonstrates the prevailing vulnerability, and 
that the poverty reduction program and for that matter diversification has not been able to erase the substantial 
deprivation prevalent amongst households in Dangme West.  

Again, it is also noted (Table 7) that the average amount spent on savings and investments for both groups are 
lower than household debts, although savings per household in Akuapem North is significantly higher (¢509, 
530) than that of Dangme West (¢309,890). This indicates not only that the diversified households in Akuapem 
North are more likely to sustain their economy and enterprises in the face of credit constraint compared to those 
in Dangme West, but it also shows the perpetuation of indebtedness and the fragile economies of the sample in 
Dangme West. This proposition is confirmed by the larger savings-debts deficit per annum of Dangme West (¢ 
12.4 million), which is more than three times that of Akuapem North (¢3.02 million) (Table 8). This is calculated 
by subtracting total amount of debt from total amount of savings and investments (Tables 7 and 8). It could also 
be deduced from the negative savings to debt ratio of the sample that such patterns denote abject deprivation and 
lessen ability to manage risks and elements which diversification is perceived to eliminate or reduce (Sen 1985). 
Generally, the low level of savings and investments associated with both study groups gives cause for concern, 
as life devoid of extreme poverty and its reduction seems more and more remote.  

In this line, the study revealed that acquisition and maintenance of assets through diversification is very low as 
indicated by majority (93) of the sampled households. This is because the need to meet other household needs, 
largely for consumption purposes, makes it difficult to acquire electronic and other physical assets. The majority 
of households covered by the present study highlighted the lack of livelihood and income security as a factor that 
caused them to diversify, and argued that they still do not enjoy income security in spite of their diversification.  

4.4 Household Food Security and Ability to Afford of Social Services 

This section evaluates the impact of diversification on household food security in an attempt to ascertain the 
perception of the households regarding diversification and its influence on household capacity and ability to 
secure food and feed its members consistently. 

When asked to evaluate the impact of diversification on household food security, most of the sampled 
households (71) said the impact is moderate. They argued that although a large proportion of their income from 
diversification is used to meet household food needs, the effect has not yielded the transformation that is 
expected to alleviate their recurrent seasonal hunger. The respondents explained that several households cannot 
afford to eat what they desire or buy food that will be sufficient to feed all of its members. Diversification has 
had very little positive impact on the household’s menu. Participants in the focus group meetings in both study 
districts explained that the extent to which income from diversification has assisted in the introduction of new 
food items on the household’s menu is small or very small.  

With the introduction of user charges for medical care and education, it has become critical for rural households 
to be able to raise required amount of money to access these facilities. The study therefore sought to see if 
diversified households are able to afford education fees or access medical care under the Ghana Health and 
Education Services by virtue of additional income. 
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Table 9. Ability to afford present medical bills before and after diversification 

Ability to afford medical bills Akuapem North Dangme West 

 Before After Before After 
No 5 6 15 17 
Unable to pay most times 30 32 25 27 
Yes 15 12 10 6 
Total 50 50 50 50 

 

Table 10. Ability to afford school fees before and after diversification  

Ability to pay fees Akuapem North Dangme West 

 Before  After Before  After 
No 18 21 30 35 
Unable to pay most times 10 21 10 11 
Yes 22 8 10 4 
Total 50 50 50 50 

 

Ability to afford medical services: An issue of serious importance identified by the study is the rising number of 
households that are unable able to pay for their medical care in spite of diversification. The household interviews 
showed that most households still struggle to pay for the medical care of their members. This is quite 
disappointing because one would expect that earning additional income from diversification would make it 
possible for most of the households, if not all, to overcome such an important barrier. It suggests that although 
there is the need to make medical facilities available and accessible by virtue of their location, the ability to 
afford and to use them is more important. A household head explained by saying: my household has to use 
traditional herbal clinics, for no other reason than that they are far less expensive than the orthodox medical 
treatment. The basic implication of this pattern is that the increased cost of medical care is excluding some rural 
households from accessing medical care. This type of social exclusion directly deprives the household of its 
dignity which pushes them further into deprivation.  

Ability to afford school fees: The payment of school fees in secondary and tertiary institutions is a great drain on 
the resources of parents, especially those from small farm household. Over half of the respondents are not able to 
pay their children’s school fees (Table 10). The obvious implication is that many rural children will be excluded 
from school for most of the academic year. Staff of Ministry of Education in both districts confirmed the 
reported poor fees payment patterns. This is consistent with the findings of Ghana Core Welfare Questionnaire 
Survey (2001) on school attendance and rising dropout rates in communities in Southern Ghana. Considering 
that their diversified activities could increase their incomes but not sufficient to afford children’s school fees 
makes their inability to meet this objective lamentable. This shows that diversifying into alternative forms of 
employment activities still provide the needed cash income; this is short-lived and makes little or no impact on 
household well being in the long term. 

5. Policy Conclusion 

One particular policy program with extended theoretical underpinnings was the Structural Adjustment Program 
of which Ghana has been hailed as an icon of success by the World Bank (Horton et al., 1994). However, 
evidence from several studies, including Bryceson (2000, 2002, 2004) and this paper, seems to point to the fact 
that rural communities have still not recovered from the negative shocks of adjustment and economic 
liberalisation policies implemented in the 1980s and 90s. Bryceson (2002) concluded that Structural Adjustment 
Programs and market liberalisation policies in Africa and Ghana in particular have removed safety nets and 
eroded local economies and social communities as argued by Although the sustainable framework suggests the 
achievement of accumulation from diversification within the rural economy is feasible, this study has shown that 
such a benefit is not likely for most rural households with the obvious alternative of survival being the more 
probable outcome of diversification.  

Livelihood Diversification is associated with outcomes which vary with geographical locations. It is noted that 
the outcomes of diversification are not uniform with respect to derived benefits and effects of the benefits on the 
household as projected by Assan and Beyene (2013), Assan et al. (2009) and Scoones (1998). Rather than 
improving well-being and reducing poverty unilaterally, this paper argues that the outcomes from diversification 
vary from one geographical area to the other and from one district to another as argued by Reardon and Taylor 
(1996).  
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In spite of the attempts towards labour specialisation by individuals and households as recommended by 
Bryceson (2002), and the proliferation in wage labour associated with diversification which is encouraged by the 
advocates of free market and liberalisation, returns are still not commensurate to investment as would have been 
expected in an efficient free market and contrary to predictions by the proponents of Structural Adjustment (see 
World Bank 2000). 

Again, diversification does not necessarily offer pathways out of deprivation as suggested by Reardon (1997). 
Empirical evidence presented by this paper is consistent with that presented by Orr and Mwale (2001) in the case 
of small farm households in Malawi and Carswell (2000) but contradicts the views of Whitehead and Kabeer 
(2001). The pattern of disposal of valuable tangible assets in exchange of cash as a result of extreme economic 
hardships is in contrast with the proposed benefits of liberalisation to the rural farm household. This observation 
is in contrast to theoretical propositions on adjustment and liberalisation policies presented by Ahmed and Lipton 
(1997). The present study offers empirical evidence that largely identified diversification as a strategy for 
survival as argued by Assan et al (2009).  

Belshaw (2002) is of the view that for accumulation to occur income generation processes should be 
accompanied by cost minimising policies, market linkages and risk reduction. These policies are not sufficiently 
pursued within local enterprises in Ghana. Effective poverty alleviation in Southern Ghana must therefore 
involve geographical targeting and pragmatic policy strategies that encourage private sector participation in local 
economic development beyond the present scheme that is largely coordinated and managed by the respective 
District Administrations and Non-governmental Organisations (NGOs). 
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