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Introduction 

Agriculture is the backbone of many economies, providing nutrition and livelihoods for 

hundreds of millions globally. However, farmers with disabilities often encounter significant 

challenges in accessing essential resources such as crop financing, quality extension 

advice, mechanisation, and markets. These barriers not only hinder their productivity but 

also contribute to their social and economic marginalisation. 

This paper explores the barriers, good practices, and potential approaches in accessing 

training and extension services, financial services, mechanisation, and markets. It explores 

cooperatives, producer groups, and digitalisation. It considers local government and 

communities as cross-cutting. Finally, the paper describes specific barriers and 

vulnerabilities of women in agriculture, specifically the intersection of gender and disability. 

Where possible, the paper links to examples of good practice. But it also challenges the 

reader to consider innovation in agricultural programming, in part in visioning the future and 

particularly the transformative next generation of Agriculture 3.0. The paper considers the 

integration of digital technologies and data-driven approaches in farming, and the potential 

for these to promote equal participation of people with disabilities in agriculture and 

commercial farming.  

Finally, the paper references relevant sections of the practical inclusion resource “toolkit” 

developed in parallel, and which supports agricultural programme designers and 

implementors, monitoring, evaluation and learning practitioners and other relevant 

stakeholders in addressing barriers to inclusion. 

The primary audience is advisors in international development cooperation, in particular 

agricultural experts that do not consider people with disabilities as a specific target group yet, 

and those interested in the topic, with no specific inclusion or agricultural expertise.  
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Disability and agriculture in  
sub-Saharan Africa  

Population and housing censuses offer important insights into the dependency on agriculture 

as a primary source of livelihoods and/or food security in rural contexts, rural versus urban 

prevalence of disability and, through that, the relative importance of farming (including crop, 

livestock, aquaculture, and fisheries) to rural populations of persons with disabilities in Africa.  

Analysing four sub-Saharan Africa national censuses (Kenya, Uganda, Nigeria, and Ghana) 

provides insights to approximately one-third of the current population across the region.  

From that, and the linking of censuses to other national sources of population, disability, and 

agricultural data, we can confidently present that: 

1. Disability is more prevalent in rural than urban contexts, and the majority of people with 

disabilities live in rural contexts. 

2. Prevalence of disability disproportionately impacts female versus male populations.   

3. Populations of persons with disabilities live in contexts where agriculture and farming are 

often the predominant source of livelihoods, employment, and food security. 

Analysis of the census data provides an important introduction to the further presentation 

and discussion of barriers to the economic inclusion of people (particularly women) with 

disabilities in agriculture, the opportunities that inclusive agricultural development will bring to 

the economic development of the region, and (recognising that sixty-five percent of all 

uncultivated agricultural land worldwide is in Africa1) to food security globally. 

It also presents an important introduction on how inclusive agricultural programmes in rural 

contexts will: 

1. naturally tend towards older populations of farmers with disabilities relative to more urban 

or peri-urban focused programmes on more disability inclusive waged, formal 

employment which tend to benefit younger populations of persons with disabilities with 

higher educational outcomes. 

2. necessarily need to consider not only farmers with disabilities but also households, 

assuming that household members with disabilities (for example children) may be 

economically and socially dependent on agriculture but not directly employed in it. 

The four country contexts analysed in this paper were not chosen for any particular reason 

outside of relevance to Sightsavers economic empowerment programming and, to a large 

 
1 Feed Africa, African Development Bank 

https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Generic-Documents/Brochure_Feed_Africa_-En.pdf
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extent, to the international development priorities of GIZ. It would be possible to expand this 

analysis to other counties, national censuses and related surveys. It is also important to 

acknowledge that approaches to disability data collection may vary across countries and 

therefore comparisons across countries will be influenced by variations in methodology and 

definitions to disability prevalence. 

Kenya 

1. Dependence on agriculture as the primary source of employment and food 

security in rural Kenya. 

The Kenya National Bureau of Statistics (KNBS) reports 6.4 million households in the 2019 

census were practising agriculture (including crop and livestock farming, fishing and 

aquaculture)2. This is 52% of all households counted in the census (12.1 million)3.  

The data also shows that agriculture is predominantly rural. Less than 2% of households in 

Nairobi and 3% of households in Mombasa practise agriculture. Together they account for 

less than 1% (44,755) of the 6.4 million households practising agriculture across the country, 

despite accounting for 12% of Kenya’s population.4 

Excluding Mombasa and Nairobi increases the percentage of households practicing 

agriculture to 62% (6.3 million of 10.3 million households) 5. Arguing that farming is 

predominantly rural in Kenya, up to 85% of households categorised as rural (7.4 million 

households)6 are dependent on agriculture for their livelihoods or food security. 

2. Disability is more prevalent in rural and female populations in Kenya. 

The 2019 census indicates a 2.2% prevalence of disability across the total Kenya population 

(918,270 of 41.2 million people aged 5 years and over). The data shows that disability is 

significantly more prevalent in women than men (2.5% versus 1.9%).7 

 
2 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV: “Distribution of Population by Socio-
Economic Characteristics”. Table 2.20: Distribution of households practicing Agriculture, Fishing and 
Irrigation. 
3 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.10: Distribution of Households. 
4 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.20: Distribution of households 
practicing Agriculture, Fishing and Irrigation. 
5  2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.20: Distribution of households 
practicing Agriculture, Fishing and Irrigation relative to Table 2.10: Distribution of Households, with the urban 
counties of Mombasa and Nairobi excluded.  
6 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.20: Distribution of households 
practicing Agriculture, Fishing and Irrigation, with the urban counties of Mombasa and Nairobi excluded relative 
to 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census: Rural Population Households Density by County. 
7 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.26: Distribution of Population aged 5 
years and above by Disability Status. 

https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Rural-population-households-density-by-county.xlsx
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
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The census evidences that disability is much more prevalent in rural populations. 2.6% of the 

rural population is categorised as persons with disabilities (738,778 individuals) versus 1.4% 

(179,492 individuals) of the urban population. Again, disability is more prevalent in women in 

rural populations in Kenya (2.9% versus 2.3% for men in rural populations).8  

3. Estimating the population of persons with disabilities dependent on agriculture 

for employment or food security in rural Kenya. 

Based on the 2019 census data showing that 80% of persons with disabilities live in rural 

settings (738,778 of 918,270 individuals) where up to 85% of households are reliant on 

agriculture as the source of income/livelihood or food security. 9 

This suggests that up to 627,961 individuals with disabilities were more likely to be 

dependent on agriculture as their primary source of income/livelihood or food security.  

Of those, up to 359,276 are female (85% of 422,678 women with disabilities in rural 

populations10) and up to 268,660 are male (85% of 316,071 men with disabilities in rural 

populations11). 

The census data can be further disaggregated by county and sub-county and by agriculture 

(including type of crop, livestock and fisheries). See Annexure 1 for tabulated data. 

Uganda 

1. Dependence on agriculture as the primary source of employment and food 

security in rural Uganda. 

The Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS) reports that 71%12 of households nationally rely on 

farming as their primary source of livelihood. In rural areas this rises to 83.7%, of which 98% 

is subsistence farming and 2% commercial13. With data disaggregated by district in the 

census main report, this suggests 22.7 million of Uganda’s 27.2 million rural population in 

2014 were dependent on agriculture for their livelihoods and food security. Urban 

 
8 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.26: Distribution of Population aged 5 
years and above by Disability Status. 
9 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.26: Distribution of Population aged 5 
years and above by Disability Status. 
10 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.26: Distribution of Population aged 5 
years and above by Disability Status. 
11 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Census – Volume IV. Table 2.26: Distribution of Population aged 5 
years and above by Disability Status. 
12 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Table 5.10. 
13 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Table 5.10. 

https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2019-Kenya-population-and-Housing-Census-Volume-4-Distribution-of-Population-by-Socio-Economic-Characteristics.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
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dependence on agriculture (predominantly again subsistence farming) is considerably less at 

31%14, or 2.3 million people, within an urban population of 7.4 million. 

Three quarters (75.4%) of farming was crop growing and just over half (57.6%) was 

livestock. Two-thirds (66.9%) was mixed crop and livestock15. 

Eastern, Western and Northern regions have greater than 80% rural populations (87%, 83% 

and 87% respectively). The Central region is more urbanised with a 59% rural population. 

The Central region includes the exclusively urban population of Kampala. 

2. Disability is more prevalent in rural and female populations in Uganda. 

The census reports a 12.4% prevalence of disability across the Ugandan population aged 

two years and older in 2014 (4.3 million people)16. While not disaggregated at district levels 

in the census, at national level, does report a significant difference between genders with a 

13.7% prevalence among women and girls aged two years and over, versus 11% for men 

and boys17.  

The census main report does not present a clear distinction in terms of rural versus urban 

prevalence. Its narrative suggests disability is more prevalent in rural populations, although 

graphically represents it the opposite. As a point of reference, Kampala, with its uniquely 

urban population had a prevalence rate of just 6.4%. Wakiso district with its predominantly 

urban population and home of the second, third and fourth largest urban centres of Nansana, 

Kira, and Makindye returned a 6.7% prevalence18.  

The census does disaggregate disability at district level in its annexes19, and from that we 

can calculate prevalence at district level and then apply that to size of rural populations at 

district level in the main report. Conservatively, this means 82% (3.6 million of 4.3 million) of 

the population of persons with disabilities live in rural areas. 

3. Estimating the population of persons with disabilities dependent on agriculture 

for their livelihood or food security in Uganda. 

With 3.6 million people with disabilities living in rural spaces, and a household dependence 

on agriculture (farming) of 83.7% as their primary source of livelihood, we can reasonably 

estimate that 2.98 million people with disabilities, aged two years and older, in 2014 were 

dependent on agriculture for the livelihoods or food security. 

 
14 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Table 5.10. 
15 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Figure 5.4. 
16 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Figure 4.2. 
17 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Figure 4.2. 
18 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Table A11. 
19 National Housing and Population Survey 2014 Table A11. 

https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
https://www.ubos.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/03_20182014_National_Census_Main_Report.pdf
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With a national disability prevalence of 13.7% for women and girls aged two years and older, 

it is then also reasonable to estimate that 1.64 million of this population who were dependent 

on agriculture are women and girls with disabilities.  

Nigeria 

1. Agriculture as a source of employment or food security in Nigeria. 

The National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 

categorises 85.41% of households across Nigeria in 2022 as farming households20. 84.3% of 

those households were male headed (15.7% female)21. 90.9% grew crops22, of which 86% 

were cereals23. Most households also farmed one or more of livestock, poultry and fish24.  

While not disaggregated by disability, the agricultural census does disaggregate by state and 

local government area (LGA), which can then be mapped to other sources of population data 

which are disaggregated by disability. 

Within that, farming extends beyond rural LGAs. Rural households accounted for 68% of the 

all households in the 2019 WASH mapping and peri-urban 7%25, which means some 

households in urban spaces in the agricultural census must be categorised as farming 

households.  

The North-East and North-West of the country included the highest concentration of farming 

households (both at 95%). The South-West had the lowest at 69%. 

2. Disability prevalence in Nigeria 

The NBS (with UNICEF, World Bank, and African Development Bank) WASH National 

Routine Mapping 2019 reported a 5.7% national prevalence of disability (5.8% male, 5.6% 

female, 4.7% urban, 6.1% rural), living in 11.2% of all households (9.4% of urban, 12% of 

rural)26. 

 
20 National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 Table: Total Number of EAs and Household Covered by State 
and LGA.  
21 National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 Table 2: Distribution of head of agricultural households by sex. 
22 National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 Table 7A: Distribution of Farming Activities Operated by 
agricultural Households.   
23 National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 Table 9B: Distribution of Crop Producing Agricultural 
Households by major crop groups. 
24 National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 Table 7A: Distribution of Farming Activities Operated by 
agricultural Households.   
25 WASH National Routine Outcome Mapping 2019 Table HH. A-C2: Demography of Households – Sex, 
Literacy, Duration of Stay. 
26 WASH National Routine Outcome Mapping 2019 Table.A-C1: Demography of Households – Disability and 
Age and Table HH. A-C2: Demography of Households – Sex, Literacy, Duration of Stay. 

https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241525
https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241525
https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241525
https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241525
https://nigerianstat.gov.ng/elibrary/read/1241525
https://www.nigerianstat.gov.ng/pdfuploads/WASH%20NORM%20II%20Final%20Report%202019.pdf
https://www.nigerianstat.gov.ng/pdfuploads/WASH%20NORM%20II%20Final%20Report%202019.pdf
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A 5.7% prevalence of disability (11.3 million people within a 198.6 million population), living 

in 11.2% of households (4.6 million of 40.9 million), must mean that there may be multiple 

people with disabilities in each household (11.3 million people with disabilities in 4.6 million 

households).  

3. Estimating the population of persons with disabilities dependent on agriculture 

as a source of employment, livelihoods, or food security in rural Nigeria. 

While it is not possible to exactly calculate the numbers of persons with disabilities within 

rural farming (agricultural) households (it would need LGAs further disaggregated into rural 

and urban households), it is possible to estimate it by connecting the two datasets. While the 

result is imperfect it can be considered indicative.  

Linking farming as percentage of all households at state level from the agricultural census to 

the household and population and disability data at state level in the WASH mapping, we 

can estimate that, in 2019, 9.7 million of all people with disabilities likely lived in farming 

households in 2019, of which at least 6.6 million (69% of the national population27) likely 

lived in rural farming households. In reality, the number of persons with disabilities in rural 

farming households would likely be higher, given a greater prevalence of disability in rural 

versus urban contexts in Nigeria, but the referenced datasets are not disaggregated 

sufficiently for that at state and LGA levels to estimate beyond the national average.  

Ghana 

1. Dependence on agriculture as the primary source of livelihood or food security 

in rural Ghana. 

In its 2021 Population and Housing Census (PHC), the Ghana Statistical Services (GSS) 

reports that 33% (3,296,995) of employed individuals were employed within the agriculture, 

forestry, and fishing industries.28 This includes waged and self-employment. 

Disaggregating rural and urban is important, with agriculture, forestry and fishing accounting 

for 12% of employment in urban contexts (724,823 individuals aged 15 years and over) 

versus 63% in rural (2,285,715 individuals).  

Rural populations accounted for 43% of the country’s total population, with more northern 

regions, in general, returning greater rural population percentages to the more urban 

southern.  

 

 
27 WASH National Routine Outcome Mapping 2019 Table.A-C1: Demography of Households – Disability and 
Age. 
28 Ghana 2021 Population and Housing Census General Report Volume 3e Table 5.11. 

https://www.nigerianstat.gov.ng/pdfuploads/WASH%20NORM%20II%20Final%20Report%202019.pdf
https://census2021.statsghana.gov.gh/gssmain/fileUpload/reportthemesub/2021%20PHC%20General%20Report%20Vol%203E_Economic%20Activity.pdf
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2. Disability is more prevalent in rural and female populations in Ghana. 

The census reports a 7.8% prevalence of disability across the Ghana population aged five 

years and older (2,098,138 individuals), 6.7% among the male population (884,106 men and 

boys) and 8.8% female (1,214,032 women and girls)29.  

Rural versus urban context is again important. Urban prevalence was 6.5% (male 5.4%, 

female 7.5%), rural 9.5% (8.3% male, 10.6% female). 

Rural women are the highest constituent of the population of persons with disability, totalling 

611, 926 individuals aged five years or older (versus 477,083 rural male, 602,106 urban 

female and 407,023 urban male). 

3. Estimating the population of persons with disabilities dependent on agriculture 

for their livelihood or food security in rural Ghana. 

With the PHC primarily reporting at individual rather than household levels, it is not possible 

to correlate disability with household dependency on agriculture for livelihoods or food 

security. Households may host more than one person with disabilities, and more than one 

person in any household could be employed in agriculture, forestry and fishing industries. 

However, from the PHC, it can be inferred that: 

• 1.1 million persons with disabilities (56% female / 611,926 women and girls aged five 

years and older) live in rural contexts, where 

• 63% of people depend on agriculture, forestry and fishing for individual and/or 

household livelihood (employment) or food security. 

• Across urban and rural contexts, people with disabilities are more than 50% more 

dependent on agriculture for employment than those without (51.7% versus 33%).30 

 

  

 
29 Ghana 2021 Population and Housing Census General Report Volume 3f Table 5.1.   
30 Thematic Brief: Persons with Difficulty in Performing Activities in Ghana 

https://census2021.statsghana.gov.gh/gssmain/fileUpload/reportthemesub/2021%20PHC%20General%20Report%20Vol%203F_Difficulty%20in%20Performing%20Activities_final_161221.pdf
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Intersecting gender and agriculture 

Without repeating content elsewhere in this paper, it is important to recognise the amplified 

barriers faced by women with disabilities in agriculture, and the particular risks they face. 

These are rooted in structural, social, cultural, and economic challenges, which are often 

compounded by the intersection of gender and disability discrimination. 

Access to Land 

Women across sub-Saharan Africa constitute the greatest percentage share of the 

populations economically active in agriculture in the global south, with women producing 

70% of all food in Africa, yet rarely owning, or have control over, the land which grows it31.  

In many sub-Saharan African countries, land ownership is predominantly governed by 

patriarchal traditions and legal systems which limit women’s access to land. Even when legal 

provisions exist to support women’s land rights, traditional customs often override these 

laws, especially in rural areas. Women typically access land through male relatives 

(husbands, fathers, or brothers), leaving them with little control over the land. This problem is 

exacerbated for women with disabilities, who face additional stigma and discrimination.  

Societal and cultural biases and discrimination makes it even more difficult for women with 

disabilities to secure access to land. The Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) in the 

Sightsavers’ led Global Labor Program – Inclusive Futures32 gives insight into this, with 54% 

of women with disabilities included in the study reporting property rights as a key barrier to 

their equal participation in agriculture, versus 47% for men with disabilities, 41% for women 

without disabilities and 33% of men with disabilities.  

Access to Finance, Skills, and Markets 

Access to land is pivotal and a compounding factor to other barriers to equality in agriculture 

for women, particularly women with disabilities.  

As explored later in this paper, access to finance is a critical barrier for all smallholder 

farmers. It is especially pronounced for women in agriculture, including women with 

disabilities. Banks and microfinance institutions often require collateral, such as land titles or 

other significant assets, which women generally lack. Since women, particularly women with 

disabilities, are less likely to own land or other assets, they are more likely to be denied 

access to credit. 

 
31 Women grow 70% of Africa's food. But have few rights over the land they tend 
32 Global Labor Program – Gender equality and social inclusion analysis report 

https://www.weforum.org/stories/2018/03/women-farmers-food-production-land-rights/
https://inclusivefutures.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/GESI-analysis-Final-Report.pdf
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Societal assumptions that, by definition, farmers (as predominant landowners) are male also 

creates barriers for women in accessing agricultural training and extension services. This is 

further compounded by cultural and religious conditions which limit women’s spatial mobility 

and opportunity to access training and extension services tend which tend to require the 

farmers to travel to the service provider, rather than the service delivered to the farm gate or 

community. 

Finally, accessing markets not only introduces safety risks for women with and without 

disabilities (not least in terms of gender and sexual based violence), access to land and the 

decision-making power which parallels it often means that men transact in the market and 

take control of the financial results of it – irrespective that women will have often grown the 

crop or the agricultural product. 

Cultural Myths, Stigma and Discrimination 

This builds on the risks faced by women in agriculture and necessarily leans again on the 

learning from the Global Labor Program – Inclusive Futures (GLP-IF) and its gender equality 

and social inclusion (GESI) analysis in the absence of another similar research. Over 20% of 

GLP-IF GESI agricultural community respondents reported gender-based violence as 

‘rampant’, another 40% as ‘somewhat’. Women reported that they cannot plant or harvest 

until they have sex with their husbands, and cannot plough, or harvest before their mother-

in-law plants. The GESI also reports that decisions and action surrounding sorghum farming 

are centred around sexual encounters that act as fertility and that the absence of men as a 

result of rural-urban migration and other factors creates barriers that impede women 

participation in the sorghum value chain. “The absence of men means a woman cannot do 

anything because there is no one to engage in these rituals thus the land is left uncultivated 

because the ritual has not been performed. In addition, there is also discrimination against 

women’s bodies, for example during menstruation, further impedes active engagement of 

young women of reproductive age who thus miss working on their property during their 

menses.”33 

Further myths compound barriers (and risks) for farmers with disabilities, with disability seen 

as a curse from “the ancestors for offending them” or as “bad luck to the family and persons 

with disabilities are not allowed to fully participate in communal activities” (including farmer or 

producer groups and cooperatives). 

 

 

 
33 Global Labor Program – Gender equality and social inclusion analysis report. 

https://inclusivefutures.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/GESI-analysis-Final-Report.pdf
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Conclusion 

Barriers faced by women with disabilities in agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa are 

multifaceted and deeply entrenched in societal norms, structural inequalities, and economic 

challenges. Limited access to land, finance, agricultural inputs, and extension services, 

compounded by social stigma and mobility constraints, prevent these women from fully 

participating in agricultural activities. 

 

1. Extension advice and training 

Key Challenge 

Gains in agricultural productivity and the modernisation of agriculture (including the adopting 

climate smart approaches) hinges on knowledge and continuous learning. Yet farmers with 

disabilities often encounter formidable barriers when seeking quality extension services and 

training.  

Root Cause 

This challenge is very much multifaceted, from the physical barriers in accessing training 

facilities as well as government and non-government extension advisory services buildings; 

communication barriers (for example an absence of sign language or alternative 

communication formats for Deaf of hard-of-hearing farmers; financial barriers to farmers with 

disabilities travelling to training events or extension advisory services premises; and 

stigmatization and discrimination which exclude farmers with disabilities from training and 

accessing extension services.   

Impact Hypothesis 

The UN’s Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) projects food consumption (calorific 

value) will increase 1.3% per year, in the decade to 203234. Assuming that increase remains 

constant in the years that follow, and that the world reaches the UN projected 9.7 billion35, 

then agricultural (including livestock and fisheries) would need to increase calorific output by 

more than 40% against the current 2023 base. OECD-FAO present that productivity will be 

 
34 OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2023-2032. 
35 UN: Global Issues: Population. 

https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-fao-agricultural-outlook-2023-2032_08801ab7-en.html
https://www.un.org/en/global-issues/population
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key to feeding the growing global population, and that 87 percent of increases in global crop 

production by 2030 will need to come through productivity (yield) gains36.  

Those productivity gain targets mean that we need to have greater access to agricultural 

training and quality extension services for all farmers. Engineering and re-engineering these 

services for farmers with disabilities, adopting the principles of universal design, will ensure 

that all farmers benefit whether disabled or not.   

Potential Approaches 

• Invest in training and extension infrastructure that prioritizes accessibility, 

including ramps, tactile pathways, and adaptive equipment, can create inclusive 

environments for farmers with disabilities. 

• Implement inclusive communication strategies, such as providing sign language 

interpreters, captioned videos, and written materials in accessible formats, ensures 

information reaches all farmers. 

• Where practical deliver training and extension services as close to the 

community as possible, reducing the transportation barriers farmers with disabilities 

face in accessing them.  

• Develop customised training modules which accommodate various learning styles 

and incorporate interactive, participatory methods which can enhance the 

effectiveness of training for different impairment groups of farmers with disabilities. 

• Establish financial support mechanisms which alleviate financial barriers and 

ensure equal access to training opportunities. 

• Promote awareness campaigns to challenge stereotypes, foster an inclusive 

culture that celebrates diversity, and implement anti-discrimination policies in 

programmes and services. 

Target Group and Intermediaries 

The target group for this guidance is farmers with disabilities. But, recognising that solutions 

which work for people with disabilities bring material benefits for all, the group naturally 

extends also to farmers without disabilities. Intermediaries include agricultural training and 

extension service providers. 

 

 

 
36 OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook. 

 

https://www.oecd.org/en/about/news/press-releases/2021/07/oecd-fao-agricultural-outlook-presents-production-consumption-trade-and-price-trends-for-the-coming-decade.html
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Key Enablers 

Two key enablers, which are both an imperative to disability inclusive extension services and 

training are. 

1. Local government agricultural extension advisors. 

2. Organisations of Persons with Disabilities. 

Extension advisory services are there for a purpose but are often overloaded with numbers 

of farmers within their constituencies. Our role in agricultural programming is not to replace 

them but to amplify their reach and for our solutions to become a further extension of their 

work; whether that be through commercial service centre solutions (example below) or other 

intervention approaches such as lead farmer roles within producer groups. Government 

agricultural advisors need to be involved in training curricula development, and where 

practical delivery of it, and in continuing to link farmers with disabilities to government safety 

net and incentive mechanisms which programmes themselves may not have access to. 

Organisations of persons with disabilities (OPDs) bring trust within communities, and 

knowledge expertise in the mobilisation and support to farmers with disabilities. No 

programme or project should operate insolation of OPDs, they are the representative voice 

of disability.  

Good Practices 

Sightsavers has been implementing the five-year USAID funded Global Labor Program – 

Inclusive Futures (GLP-IF) in Kenya since October 2021, working with Diageo, a UK 

headquartered beverages company, on inclusive sorghum supply chains. In partnership with 

the Syngenta Foundation for Sustainable Agriculture (SFSA) and the United Disabled 

Persons of Kenya (UDPK) organisation of persons with disabilities, the programme centres 

on community-based, commercially sustainable, farmer hubs providing a catalogue of fee-

based and no-fee-based services which support small-holder farmers with and without 

disabilities in adopting modernised growing protocols. Fee based services include access to 

quality seeds, fertilisers, and crop protection products. No-fee based services include access 

to training and demonstration plots, extension advisory services, crop aggregation and 

linkages to farm mechanisation, crop financing and insurance. Networks (clusters) of farmer 

hubs have aggregation / supply chain contracts with Diageo and agency agreements with 

SFSA. 
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Each hub supports 150-200 farmers, with UDPK coordinating the linking of farmers with 

disabilities to the catalogue of services and farmers without disabilities self-enrolling; 

recognising for themselves the material benefits they gain from the approach. Demonstration 

plots provide a risk-free space for farmers to observe good agricultural (GAP) and climate 

smart agricultural (CSA) practices. All farmers have access to a curriculum of GAP and CSA 

training provided through SFEA and Diageo agronomists and local government agricultural 

extension advisors. UDPK ensures that necessary and reasonable accommodations are 

available to farmers with disabilities to meaningfully participate in those training sessions and 

farmer field days. 

To date, more than 10,000 farmers have been enrolled into ninety farmers hubs, of which 

more than 1,400 grow sorghum and are now linked into the Diageo supply chain. Of those 

40 percent are farmers with disabilities and 40 percent are female farmers with and without 

disabilities. In an FCDO funded precursor pilot in 2020, farmers with disabilities benefited 

from a first season on yield underwriting, up to the commercially viable threshold of 800kgs 

of sorghum per acre. Through GLP-IF, farmers averaged a yield of 828kgs per acre in the 

2023 “long-rain” season, with farmers with and without disabilities realising the same 

average yield, and female farmers with disabilities realising slightly a greater yield than all 

others. Average net income from the 2023 season increased 65%, with costs of production 

reducing as yields increased. 

Key here is (1) intervention sustainability, (2) universal design and (3) bringing training and 

services as close as possible to the farm gate. 

Catalogue of Services
Seeds, fertilisers, crop protection products
Access to finance, insurance, mechanisation

Demonstration plot

Sub-agent (Hub)

Farmers
Customer relationship

Sub-agent (Hub)

Agency agreement
Business development 

and agronomic services

Aggregation Contract
Agronomic, inputs and aggregation support

Network Manager (Hub)

Commercial solution to the inclusion of farmers 
with disabilities in the EABL supply chain 
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Tools, Publications, Resources  

Relevant tools from the toolbox include: 

04. Common barriers to inclusion and participation 

05. Accessibility and Reasonable Accommodation 

06. Meaningful Participation 

10. Budgeting for Inclusion 

13. Working with and through Organisations of Persons with Disabilities 

Also, refer to this accessibility pack which offers guidelines for creating accessible 

communications across different contexts: Sightsavers Accessibility Pack 

Stakeholders & Partnerships 

Key stakeholders and partnerships must include local government agricultural offices and 

organisations of persons with disabilities. Potentially also private sector actors (brands) 

within key agricultural supply chains.   

 

2. Financial products and services 

Key Challenge 

Accessing a full range of financial products and services is crucial for small holder farmers in 

developing countries.  Crop financing provides small holder farmers with the necessary 

capital to invest in seeds, fertilisers, and crop protection products which, coupled with 

accessing quality training and extension advisory services, have the greatest chance to 

increase crop yield and quality. Crop and weather-based index insurance helps small holder 

farmers manage risks associated with agriculture, such as weather fluctuations and pest 

outbreaks. Yet for many, and particularly for farmers with disabilities, affordable, regulated 

financial products and services are out of reach and have a material impact on their ability to 

move beyond subsistence farming.  

Root Cause 

Although not specific to agriculture, from Sightsavers GIZ funded research in Kenya37 we 

can confidently say that the root cause is the interaction between a number of key barriers.  

 
37 Financial inclusion for persons with disabilities in Kenya. 

 

https://www.sightsavers.org/perspectives/sightsavers-at-design-festival/
https://research.sightsavers.org/project/assessment-of-access-to-formal-financial-services-among-people-with-disabilities-in-kenya/
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• Inaccessible infrastructure and physical location, communication and information 

packaging, technology, systems and services, a lack of policies, a lack of disability 

awareness or willingness to include them are important barriers to people with 

disabilities, as are attitudinal and personal economic factors (including ownership of 

collateral, which for farmers with disabilities particularly includes ownership of land 

and other assets). 

• While people with disabilities often report digital channels as a key enabler to access 

to financial services and products, much needs to be done to improve their (the 

channels) accessibility. 

• Financial institutions face barriers in designing and providing products and services 

for people with disabilities because of the lack of official statistics on people with 

disabilities both in literature and at institutional level; absence of accessible 

infrastructure, technology and communication channels; lack of policies; lack of 

awareness of how to support people with disabilities; attitudinal and economic factors 

(potential high costs associated with modifying forms or mobile applications to make 

them more accessible and to collect data on disability status, training staff on disability 

inclusion, modification of buildings and infrastructures to improve accessibility). 

Impact Hypothesis 

Ensuring farmers with disabilities have access to affordable and, where appropriate 

regulated, financial products and services, specifically crop financing and insurance, coupled 

with access to quality agronomic / extension advisory and training services is directly related 

to increased commercial viability; through increased yield, reduced costs of production, and 

critical safety nets to manage recovery from periodic agricultural and climatic/environmental 

shocks.  

Potential Approaches 

• Accessible Financial Services. Promote financial services that are physically 

accessible and user-friendly for farmers with disabilities. This includes accessible 

banking facilities and digital banking applications. 

• Flexible Loan Products. Work with financial service providers to design loan 

products with flexible terms to accommodate the specific needs of farmers with 

disabilities. This could include longer repayment periods, customized interest rates, or 

seasonal payment schedules that align with agricultural cycles. 

• Assistive Technology Financing. Establish financing programmes specifically for 

assistive technologies that enhance the ability of farmers with disabilities to engage in 

agriculture. This may include financing for adaptive farm equipment, tools, or 

technologies that facilitate farming tasks. 
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• Partnerships with Organisations of Persons with Disabilities (OPDs). Collaborate 

with OPDs to understand the financial needs and challenges of farmers with 

disabilities. Develop partnerships to create awareness, provide financial literacy 

training, and ensure that financial services are tailored to their requirements. 

• Community-Based Savings and Credit Groups. Facilitate the formation of 

community-based savings and credit groups that include farmers with disabilities. 

These groups can provide a supportive environment, promote financial inclusion, 

progressively provide low interest loans agricultural activities as well as recovery from 

agronomic shocks. Collective savings can increasingly be leveraged with regulated 

financial service providers to increase access to credit for all group members.  

• Capacity Building and Financial Literacy. Implement financial literacy programmes 

specifically designed for farmers with disabilities. These programmes can empower 

them to better understand financial concepts, manage their finances effectively, and 

make informed decisions about crop financing. 

• Government Subsidies and Support. Advocate for government subsidies or 

financial support programmes which target farmers with disabilities. This can include 

reduced interest rates, grants, or subsidies to make crop financing and insurance 

more accessible and affordable. 

• Inclusive Microfinance Institutions. Work with microfinance institutions, which may 

be more relevant to small holder farmers than larger retail banks, to encourage that 

they adopt more inclusive policies and practices. This involves training staff to build 

institutional confidence in disability and to work with them in offering financial products 

that are more inclusive and adaptable. 

• Digital-enabled Financial Inclusion. Leverage technology, such as mobile banking 

and digital payment platforms, to provide convenient and accessible financial services 

for farmers with disabilities. Ensure that these platforms are user-friendly and 

compatible with assistive technologies. 

• Impact Investing in Inclusive Agriculture. Encourage impact investors to allocate 

funds to initiatives that promote inclusive agriculture, including crop financing and 

insurance for farmers with disabilities.   

Target Group and Intermediaries 

The target group is farmers with disabilities. Intermediaries include financial service 

providers and OPDs.  

Key Enablers 

Sightsavers’ financial inclusion research referenced above is particularly notable in bringing 

together micro-finance institutes and organisations of persons with disabilities to not only 

identify barriers to inclusion but co-create potential prototype solutions.  
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Central banks are also potential key enablers, with the potential to positively influence the 

development of more inclusive products, including the ability to pre-finance credit to farmers 

with disabilities. 

But most important is creating the conditions where farmers with disabilities can 

demonstrate, and programmes can evidence, that their creditworthiness is no different to 

anyone else.  

Good Practices 

Sightsavers’ partnership with SMEP Microfinance Bank Limited in Kenya offers us an 

example of what is possible in low-cost incentivising of extending credit to farmers with 

disability. Emerging from the financial inclusion research referenced earlier38, the partnership 

is not specifically focused on agriculture but connects with the same USAID funded Global 

Labor Program - Inclusive Futures to leverage a small GIZ underwriting fund to de-risk loans 

to Coca-Cola Beverages Africa female retailers with disability. Over the coming two years 

hundreds of women with disabilities, having benefited from business development training 

and advisory services through TechnoServe will have the opportunity to access startup 

financing through de-risked funds. This is one of the prototypes collaboratively generated by 

micro-finance institutes and organisations of persons with disabilities, addressing one of the 

key barriers identified in the research: the perceived poor creditworthiness of people with 

disabilities.  

The National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda (NUDIPU), supported by the Norwegian 

Association of the Disabled (NAD) as well as the Association of Microfinance Institutes of 

Uganda (AMFIU) and a number of international disability and development organisations, 

launched its iSAVE39 village savings and loan association model in 2006. Members generate 

their own revolving funds, but with capacity building investments from iSave. Members can 

access entrepreneurship training. After reaching a level of maturity, groups are linked to 

more mainstream, regulated financial services provided through micro-finance institutes 

(MFIs).  By 2023, 1,055 VSLA groups, totalling 30,781 members (60 percent people with 

disabilities) had annual savings of USD 1.35 million and outstanding group loans of USD1.2 

million.  

Tools, Publications, Resources  

Relevant tools from the toolbox include: 

04. Common barriers to inclusion and participation 

 
38 Financial Inclusion for Persons with Disabilities in Kenya 
39 iSave Inclusive Economic Empowerment 

https://research.sightsavers.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Sightsavers-research-centre-financial-inclusion-for-persons-with-disabilities-in-kenya-final-report-july-2023.pdf
https://isave-inclusion.com/
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05. Accessibility and Reasonable Accommodation 

06. Meaningful Participation 

10. Budgeting for Inclusion 

13. Working with and through Organisations of Persons with Disabilities 

Sightsavers’ GIZ funded financial inclusion research40 includes the process followed in 

mapping and prioritising barriers and in co-creating potential prototype solutions to them.      

Stakeholders & Partnerships 

As noted above, partnership between financial service providers (particularly micro finance 

institutions) and organisations of persons with disabilities are key in identifying key barriers 

and development prototype solutions. Key stakeholders include central banks, which have 

the potential to amplify, and scale evidenced models through those partnerships.  

 

3. Mechanisation and automation 

Key Challenge 

Agricultural mechanisation plays a pivotal role in modernising and advancing the agricultural 

sector. It increases efficiency by replacing manual labour with machinery, allowing tasks to 

be completed more quickly and on a larger scale. Secondly, it improves precision in tasks 

such as planting, harvesting, and irrigation, leading to better crop yields. Mechanisation also 

addresses labour shortages in agriculture, as fewer workers are required for repetitive or 

strenuous tasks. Additionally, it can enhance sustainability by optimising resource use and 

reducing environmental impact.  

Root Cause 

While access to some forms of farm mechanisation for small holder farmers is increasingly 

an option in developing countries through innovative rental platforms like “Hello Tractor”41, 

equipment is rarely accessible if self-driven or self-controlled. As a result, farmers with 

disabilities continue to be disproportionately dependent on manual labour to complete key 

agricultural tasks like land preparation, weeding, harvesting and post-harvest processing. As 

we will see in a later chapter on digitalisation, 5G, 6G and 7G will increasingly bring 

autonomous and Internet of Things (IoT) agricultural devices to a practical reality. But even 

 
40 Financial Inclusion for persons with Disabilities in Kenya 
41 Hello Tractor 

https://research.sightsavers.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Sightsavers-research-centre-financial-inclusion-for-persons-with-disabilities-in-kenya-final-report-july-2023.pdf
https://hellotractor.com/
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5G adoption rates in sub-Saharan Africa are only expected to reach 17% by 2030 (from 

0.2% in 2022)42 and will be focused more on urban than rural contexts at that stage. 

Impact Hypothesis 

As mentioned earlier, OCED-FAO forecast that 87 percent of increases in global crop 

production by 2030 will come through productivity (yield) gains43. In developing countries 

much of that will be the result of adopting more modern growing protocols and good 

agricultural practices. But unquestionably mechanisation, specifically low technology 

mechanisation, could significantly contribute to that and the reduction in costs of production 

for farmers with disabilities who rely more than farmers without disabilities on hired manual 

labour.     

Potential Approaches 

• Adaptive farm equipment. Design and manufacture farm equipment that is 

adaptable and customizable, allowing farmers with disabilities to modify tools based 

on needs. 

• Inclusive demonstration plots. Establish demonstration farms that showcase 

inclusive mechanisation practices. These plots serve as learning hubs where small 

holder farmers with (and without) disabilities can experience and gain hands-on 

knowledge of adaptive technologies and equipment. 

• Financial support and subsidies. Implement financial support programmes or 

subsidies that specifically target farmers with disabilities, enabling them to access 

mechanised equipment. 

• Government policies and incentives. Advocate for policies and incentives for 

farmers and equipment manufacturers to adopt inclusive technologies and make 

mechanisation more financially accessible. 

• Participatory research and development. Involve farmers with disabilities in the 

research and development of inclusive mechanisation technologies; not least as 5G 

(and later 6G and 7G) become closer to a reality in rural areas of developing 

countries.   

• Multi-stakeholder partnerships. Foster collaboration among government agencies, 

NGOs, private sector entities, and local communities to collectively address the 

mechanisation challenges faced by farmers with disabilities. Pool resources (including 

financial resources) and expertise.  

 

 
42 Sub-Saharan Africa's 5G Adoption Set for Significant Growth by 2030 - Telecom Review Africa 
43 OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 

https://www.telecomreviewafrica.com/en/articles/reports-and-coverage/3969-sub-saharan-africa-s-5g-adoption-set-for-significant-growth-by-2030
https://www.oecd.org/en/about/news/press-releases/2021/07/oecd-fao-agricultural-outlook-presents-production-consumption-trade-and-price-trends-for-the-coming-decade.html
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Target Group and Intermediaries 

The target group for this guidance is farmers with disabilities. But again, mechanisation 

solutions which are not specific to particular impairment needs (e.g. access to unmodified 

tractors or threshers) will be relevant to small holder farmers both with and without 

disabilities.  

Intermediaries include mechanisation service providers, local government agricultural 

departments, private sector actors within agricultural supply chains (particularly those 

engaging with farmers with disabilities in forms of contracted farming.   

Key Enablers 

Within the evolution to 5G (and later 6G and 7G) technology developers will be a key 

enabler, working with mechanisation service provider in ensuring autonomous, IoT and 

automated technologies like RFID44 and AIDC45 are addressing the needs of small holder 

farmers with disabilities in developing countries.  

Good Practices 

Sightsavers partnership with Syngenta Foundation East Africa under the USAID funded 

Global Labor Program – Inclusive Futures includes farm mechanisation within the farmer hub 

catalogue of services (see Chapter 1). In 2023 this included demonstrating the increased 

cost (lower costs of labour) and output (increased threshed sorghum grain versus chaff) 

through mechanical threshing both for farmers with and without disabilities. Costs were one-

third lower per kilo of grain, coupled with a 10 percent increase in sorghum grain.  

TechnoServe utilises agricultural drones in Nigeria to assist farmers with mobility 

impairments in crop monitoring. By collecting data on crop size, health, and yield potential, 

drones enable informed decisions on crop management.46 

Light for the World’s AgriLab in Cambodia has worked with Engineers without Borders 

Australia and Pacific Action for Inclusive Development on the co-design of agricultural 

technologies with people with disabilities.47 

 
44  Radio frequency identification (RFID) involves using radio waves to identify and track objects equipped with 
RFID tags. In agriculture, RFID is employed for livestock tracking, inventory management, and supply chain 
optimization. Livestock tagged with RFID can be monitored for health, movement, and breeding patterns, 
leading to more informed decision-making. 
45 Automatic identification and data capture encompasses various technologies, including barcodes, QR codes, 
and biometrics, to automatically capture and transmit data. In agriculture, AIDC is applied in traceability 
systems, field data collection, and quality control. Barcodes and QR codes, for instance, enable quick 
identification and monitoring of products throughout the supply chain. 
46 Inclusive Pathways: Enhancing Participation of Farmers with Disability in Agriculture 
47 Co-designing tech with communities of people with disabilities in rural areas 

https://www.nepad.org/blog/inclusive-pathways-enhancing-participation-of-farmers-disability-agriculture
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_218_h0bBtA
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Tools, Publications, Resources  

“Enabling Digital Transformation in Agriculture”48 provides an interest insight into the present 

and future of agriculture automation and mechanisation, as does “Internet of Things in 

Agriculture”49. Articles like these can be key in more visioning of more forward thinking (5G 

and later) innovations.  

Stakeholders & Partnerships 

Service providers, local government agricultural departments, private sector actors within 

agricultural supply chains (particularly those engaging with farmers with disabilities in forms 

of contracted farming). 

 

4. Digitalisation and Agriculture 3.0 

Key Challenge 

Agriculture 3.0 will increasingly see the integration of advanced technologies such as 

precision farming, data analytics, and automation into traditional agricultural practices. This 

phase aims to enhance efficiency, productivity, and sustainability by leveraging innovations 

like IoT devices, drones, and artificial intelligence to optimize resource management, crop 

monitoring, and decision-making in farming.  

Root Cause 

Agriculture 1.0, traditional subsistence farming through to the Industrial Revolution in the 18th 

century, relied on manual labour and draft animals for cultivation.  

Agriculture 2.0, through the mid-20th century, brought mechanisation and the use of 

machines like tractors and ploughs to increase efficiency in farming. As we’ve noted in the 

previous chapter, this phase again did not consciously consider the needs and barriers to 

adoption for farmers with disability. 

Agriculture 3.0, our contemporary phase, is marked by the integration of digital technologies, 

data analytics, and precision farming practices. This phase embeds use of information 

technology, sensors, and automation to optimise various aspects of farming, including 

resource management, crop monitoring, and decision-making. With the adoption of 5G, 6G 

 
48 Agriculture 3.0 is here 
49 Internet of Things in Agriculture 

https://www.cubictelecom.com/media/resources/agriculture-3-0-is-here/
https://www.cropin.com/iot-in-agriculture
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and eventually 7G technologies, this phase has the unparalleled potential to level the playing 

field for farmers with disability. To do so will require deliberate and intentional action.  

Impact Hypothesis 

Over the coming decade, 5G will progressively become the dominant network in developing 

countries, focusing on urban areas by 2030, and expanding to more rural areas in the years 

that follow. With that comes: 

• improved internet connectivity enabling farmers with disabilities to access real-time 

information, weather forecasts, market prices, and agricultural best practices through 

various online platforms.  

• enhanced connectivity supporting the adoption of precision farming, allowing farmers 

to remotely operate and monitor machinery, and reducing physical barriers and 

accessibility for farmers with disabilities. 

• faster and more reliable internet speeds enabling the implementation of augmented 

reality applications for customized and interactive training programmes. Farmers with 

disabilities can receive specialised training on various agricultural practices. 

• easier access to online financial services, potentially making it more convenient for 

farmers with disabilities to manage crop financing and other financial transactions. 

• Increased access to online markets, reducing dependency on physical transportation 

and broadens market access barriers for farmers with disabilities. 

6G and 7G will further build on that, with increasingly high speed, low latency networks, 

advanced precision agriculture, artificial intelligence and advanced automation and 

emergence of real autonomous mechanization. All of this has the potential to transform 

agriculture for farmers with disabilities. 

Potential Approaches 

6G and 7G are still very much in the development and ideation stage respectively. Within 

these technologies it will be imperative for OPDs and development organisations prioritising 

disability in agriculture to engage with technology organisations leading the development of 

6G and 7G, to unlock the potential for farmers with disability and ensure universal design 

principles specifically prioritise disability. 

5G is already a technology increasingly prevalent in more developed contexts but likely to 

emerge at scale in developing countries from 2030 onwards. Key here will be how the 

disability movement is ensuring that application and network developers of the future and 

software development organisations have advanced levels of disability confidence and 
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inclusivity to ensure disability is front-of-mind as thy maximise the potential of the technology 

in agriculture.  

3G and increasingly 4G are more the reality of technology in developing countries. But these 

are still relevant to Agriculture, bringing enhanced internet connectivity allowing farmers with 

disabilities to access real-time information, weather forecasts, and market prices through 

various online platforms, mobile banking services, potentially facilitating easier access to 

crop financing, financial transactions, and other banking services, online market and 

improved mobile communications allowing farmers to coordinate activities, access training 

and extension advice, share information, and seek assistance more effectively, reducing 

isolation and enhancing collaboration. In today’s reality it’s imperative that OPDs are 

supported to build collaborative relationships with agricultural and financial service providers 

to ensure that applications developed on these technology platforms are immediately 

accessible and relevant to farmers with disabilities, recognising that applications tend to be 

far more inclusive if the disability movement is involved from the very beginnings of design. 

Target Group and Intermediaries 

Application and network developers, agricultural and financial service providers, OPDs.  

Key Enablers 

Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) provide an important framework for 

information systems accessibility and a reasonable standard not only for web-based 

applications but also potential 4G and 5G mobile apps50. 

Good Practices 

Farm Radio International (FRI) utilises radio to enhance agricultural productivity for farmers 

in developing countries. In Ghana, FRI has introduced "Radio Farma", a programme tailored 

for farmers with hearing impairments, broadcasting in sign language with closed captions. 

The programme is broadcasted in English, Twi, and sign language across various radio 

stations in Ghana. This ensures the accessibility of information and features interviews with 

Deaf or hard-of-hearing farmers, facilitating the exchange of experiences and insights.51 

Digital Green52 a global development organisation that empowers smallholder farmers to lift 

themselves out of poverty by harnessing the collective power of technology and grassroots-

level partnerships, has for the last decade leveraged early-stage technology to facilitate 

farmer-to-farmer training through video. Its “connect-on, connect-off” (COCO) 

 
50 Making the Web work 
51 Inclusive Pathways: Enhancing Participation of Farmers with Disability in Agriculture 
52 Digital Green 

https://www.w3.org/
https://www.nepad.org/blog/inclusive-pathways-enhancing-participation-of-farmers-disability-agriculture
https://www.digitalgreen.org/
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communication protocol recognises and adapts to intermittent internet connectivity in rural 

contexts in developing countries. Community videos of good agricultural practices have an 

evidenced 60 percent adoption rate, at a cost of just a few dollars per farmer.  

Tools, Publications, Resources  

GSMA’s 2021 publication “Inclusive Digital Agriculture: Making Value Chains Work for 

Farmers with Disabilities” provides a very helpful platform for understanding barriers and 

opportunities in digital technology for the greater inclusion of farmers with disabilities in 

agricultural value chains.53 

The Disability Inclusion Helpdesk, funded by the UK Department for International 

Development (now FCDO), contracted through the Disability Inclusion Team (DIT) under the 

Disability Inclusive Development Programme, produced a particularly relevant response in 

2019 to a question “what is current best practice in addressing disability and including people 

with disabilities within agricultural development programming”54. A secondary question “What 

is current best practice in mobile agriculture programming (i.e. mobile-based interventions 

targeted at smallholder farmers) to include smallholder farmers with disabilities, empower 

them and address key barriers they are facing?” is particularly relevant to this chapter. 

Stakeholders & Partnerships 

It’s an imperative that disability programmes build partnerships in this space with application 

and network developers, agricultural and financial service providers, OPDs. 

5. Cooperatives and producer groups 

Key Challenge 

Agricultural cooperatives are collective organisations formed by farmers who pool their 

resources and efforts to achieve common goals. These cooperatives can take various forms, 

including marketing cooperatives, production cooperatives, and credit cooperatives. The 

primary objectives often include improving bargaining power, accessing markets, obtaining 

credit, and sharing knowledge and resources among members. 

Producer groups share similarities in that they also bring farmers coming together to achieve 

common goals. However, they often operate more informally and in general are much 

smaller in membership. They are more likely not have a specific legal structure that 

 
53 Inclusive Digital Agriculture: Making value chains work for farmers with disabilities 
54 Agriculture and mobile-based interventions for smallholder farmers: best practice on disability 
inclusion, Disability Inclusion Helpdesk Research Report No. 14 

https://www.gsma.com/solutions-and-impact/connectivity-for-good/mobile-for-development/gsma_resources/inclusive-digital-agriculture-making-value-chains-work-for-farmers-with-disabilities/
https://www.sddirect.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-03/no-13-agriculture-and-mobile-technology.pdf
https://www.sddirect.org.uk/sites/default/files/2022-03/no-13-agriculture-and-mobile-technology.pdf
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cooperatives must, and their governance and decision-making processes can be less 

formalized compared to cooperatives. 

Both have the potential to be inclusive, and in some contexts, cooperatives may have a legal 

obligation to be so.  

Root Cause 

Disability stigma and discrimination in rural communities in developing countries can have 

deep-rooted causes, often stemming from a combination of social, cultural, economic, and 

educational factors.  

Limited awareness and understanding of disabilities in many rural communities contribute to 

misconceptions and stereotypes. That can lead to fear, prejudice, and discriminatory 

attitudes which exclude them from community and local level structures like agricultural 

cooperatives and producer groups. 

Deep-seated cultural beliefs and superstitions may associate disabilities with curses, divine 

punishment, or negative karma. Disability is sometimes viewed as a personal failure or as 

something to be hidden, leading to social isolation and discrimination. 

These often lead to exclusion of disability from mainstream cooperatives and producer 

groups. 

Impact Hypothesis 

Equality of access to and membership of agricultural cooperatives and producer groups has 

the potential to address many of the barriers referenced in this guide which unnecessarily 

limit smallholder farmers with disabilities from becoming commercially viable: accessing 

essential resources such as crop financing, quality extension advice, mechanisation, and 

markets. Inclusion will support economic and social change across whole communities. 

Potential Approaches 

By nature of their legal structure and size (often operating at regional or even national 

levels), cooperatives tend to share many characteristics of relatively large enterprises. One 

approach then is to partner with relevant agricultural cooperatives and apply the same 

disability confidence building framework we would to any medium to large scale company; 

structured frameworks which equip them both in terms of more inclusive workforces and 

membership but also in terms of the products and services the cooperative registered for. 

Here, the Inclusive Futures employers’ disability confidence toolkit55 may be helpful as might 

 
55 The disability-confident employers toolkit  

https://inclusivefutures.org/disability-confident-employers-toolkit/
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the International Labor Organisation Global Business and Disability Network’s disability 

confidence self-assessment56; both in terms of baselining and measuring change in 

cooperatives’ disability confidence over time.  

Agricultural cooperatives tend to enter value chain contracts with brands, large scale off 

takers and processors, financial and agricultural service providers, and public sector 

procurement. These in themselves may aspire to more inclusive work forces and supply 

chains and will be positioned well to incentivise and influence inclusive change within 

agricultural cooperatives they have business interests with.   

With producer groups much more local and community based, inclusion will need a greater 

focus on those misconceptions, stereotypes and cultural beliefs mentioned earlier. Here, 

social behavioural change methodologies will be far more relevant, where possible 

leveraging physical or organisation infrastructures which the producer group(s) might 

access. For example, farmer field days or training events to initiative discussion or service 

centres where Information, Education and Communication (IEC) materials could be 

displayed to trigger or nudge behavioural change or catalyse more informal discussion.   

Target Group and Intermediaries 

Communities, farmers with and without disabilities, existing or producer groups in formation, 

agricultural cooperatives.  

Key Enablers 

Cooperatives are often bound to cooperative laws or regulations. Influencing those laws or 

regulations to ensure they legislate inclusion can be a key enabler for greater inclusion of 

farmers with disabilities. As mentioned earlier private sector value chains and public sector 

procurement may also be an opportunity to influence and incentivise greater inclusion of 

armers with disabilities in cooperatives.  

Good Practices 

The Sightsavers’ led Global Labour Program – Inclusive Futures in Kenya groups sorghum 

farmers both with and without disabilities to access extension advisory services and support 

provided through community farmer hubs or service centres (see Chapter 1). Farmers 

progressively plan their season as a collective, ensuring key cropping stages are then 

coordinated: for example, bird scaring and pest management. Farmer field days not only 

provide an opportunity to train and demonstrate good agricultural practices but also to 

introduce discussion on more address more social imperatives like disability inclusion and 

 
56 ILO GBDN Self-Assessment 

https://www.businessanddisability.org/news/ilo-gbdn-self-assessment/
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gender equality. The hub infrastructure provides space for the display IEC materials which 

challenge some of the cultural myths on disability and gender and the intersections between 

the two. The groups can formalise their relationship into associations, which then have the 

potential to be register with trade unions to better promote and protect their rights and build 

collective bargaining relationships with brands (specifically Diageo in the first instance).  

Tools, Publications, Resources  

Tools from the toolbox particularly relevant for working with cooperatives include: 

03. Language Do's and Don'ts 

04. Common barriers to inclusion and participation 

05. Accessibility and Reasonable Accommodation 

06. Meaningful Participation 

08. Safeguarding 

09. Gender and Disability 

10. Budgeting for Inclusion 

11. Inclusive Monitoring & Evaluation 

12. Disability Disaggregated Data  

13. Working with and through Organisations of Persons with Disabilities  

Sightsavers’ social behavioural change approach and tools will be particularly helpful for 

designing interventions with producer groups57. 

 

6. Markets 

Key Challenge 

The final barrier for farmers with disabilities considered in this paper is access to markets. 

Farmers with disabilities in developing countries face several barriers when it comes to 

accessing markets. These barriers can limit their ability to sell produce, participate in 

economic activities, and enjoy the full benefits of agricultural trade.  

Root Cause 

A lack of accessible infrastructure, such as roads, transportation, and market facilities, can 

make it difficult for farmers with disabilities to physically reach and navigate markets. 

 
57 Sightsavers: Social behaviour change: Our learning journey. 

https://www.sightsavers.org/blogs/2021/07/social-behaviour-change-journey/
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Farmers with disabilities may also have limited access to market information, prices, and 

opportunities due to communication barriers. A lack of awareness about market trends and 

demand can affect their decision-making. Stigma and discrimination against people with 

disabilities can result in exclusion from market activities. Negative attitudes may lead to 

reluctance among market actors to engage with or support farmers with disabilities. 

Insufficient training and skill development programs tailored to the needs of farmers with 

disabilities may hinder their ability to handle market transactions or negotiate prices 

effectively. 

Impact Hypothesis 

By working together with other farmers with (and without) disabilities, farming households 

can more than double their net income from farming if, on average, they can add more than 

20 percent to each of the three components of their business model: increased yield, 

decreased costs of production and increased market price. If benefit is limited to yield and 

costs of production, then net income will only increase by between 40 and 60 percent.   

Potential Approaches 

Participatory Market Systems Development (PMSD) is an approach developed by Practical 

Action in the early 21st century and often used in agriculture and rural development. It 

emphasizes the active involvement and collaboration of all stakeholders, including farmers, 

businesses, and community members, in shaping and improving market systems.  

PMSD involves the active participation of all relevant actors in the market system. This 

includes farmers, traders, processors, government agencies, and other community 

members. Rather than focusing solely on individual enterprises, PMSD considers the entire 

market system. It looks at the interactions and relationships among various actors, 

institutions, and factors influencing market dynamics. PMSD takes a holistic and systemic 

view of markets, considering not only the exchange of goods and services but also the 

underlying factors that shape market behaviour, such as policies, infrastructure, and social 

dynamics. The approach often involves capacity building and empowerment of local actors, 

for example in building confidence in disability. PMSD begins with a thorough analysis to 

identify constraints and opportunities within a market system. It’s an approach we can 

consider “bottom-up”, focusing on developing a market for a commodity already grown or 

nurtured by farmers with disabilities or working with a community to identify commodities with 

the greatest market potential. Practical Action’s revised guidance (2021) is available here. 

A more “top-down” approach is private sector value chains or public sector procurement, 

where there is already a market and that the market systems development approach is more 

focused on ensuring farmers with disabilities supplying the demanded commodity have the 

https://practicalaction.org/pmsd-toolkit/
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best market position possible within what is often a contract relationship with the buyer. That 

will necessarily focus on capacity building for increased yield, decreased costs of production 

and collective negotiating position on market (contract) pricing. Value chain or procurement 

relationships will ideally include the buyer investing in the capacities of agricultural 

communities and in financing, or underwriting, some of the costs and risks of production. 

Target Group and Intermediaries 

Farmers with (and without) disabilities.   

Key Enablers 

Private sector value chains and public sector procurement systems.   

Good Practices 

Sightsavers has a progressive value relationship with Diageo, a UK headquartered 

beverages company, initially in Kenya but increasingly across the African markets where it 

has production operations. Diageo sources sorghum for the production of beer and has an 

interest in inclusive supply chains and sustainable agriculture, and has piloted this with 

Sightsavers, the United Disabled Persons of Kenya, and the Syngenta Foundation for 

Sustainable Agriculture in the western region of Kenya. It currently works with more than 

1,400 sorghum farmers, 40 percent of which are farmers with disabilities. Farmers with and 

without disabilities contract into the Diageo supply chain, with Diageo investing human 

agronomic resources into the capacity building of those farmers and guaranteeing 

procurement of crop which meets its quality standard. 

Tools, Publications, Resources  

As described above, Participatory Market Systems Development (PMSD) is an approach for 

working with markets that has been used by Practical Action programmes around the world. 

In 2021 PMSD was revised to consider learning and changes to internal and external 

environments. The revised guidance is available here. 

Stakeholders & Partnerships 

Market Systems Development (MSD) approaches, whether participatory or value chains, 

take a systems approach, which not only strengthens the core demand and supply 

components of a system but also the supporting functions and regulatory framework. That 

includes strengthening the capacities of OPDs to engage in market systems as well as 

government agricultural departments to regulate and incentivise inclusion in markets.   

https://practicalaction.org/pmsd-toolkit/
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7. Agribusiness 

Key Challenge 

This guide has, so far, focused largely on identifying and addressing barriers for people with 

disabilities in agriculture, particularly in becoming commercially viable farmers. But of course, 

not all people with disabilities in rural contexts aspire to be a farmer, or to transition to 

commercial farming. Others will aspire to waged or self-employment within agricultural 

economies.  

Root Cause 

Establishing a business will always require the mastering of access to skills (particularly 

business development skills), markets and finance. With the last being the greatest barrier 

for people with disabilities.  

Assumptions of capacities and capabilities, cultural myths which are particularly prevalent in 

rural spaces, and outright discrimination in access to credit exclude potential entrepreneurs 

with disabilities in establishing and growing agribusinesses.  

Impact Hypothesis  

Supporting people with disabilities in establishing or growing “before the farm” and “after the 

farm” agribusinesses, not only creates the opportunity for creating more self-employment; it 

also creates the opportunity for job creation within rural communities. 

Potential Approaches 

“Before the farm” 

Opportunities which can made perfectly accessible to people with disabilities include: 

• Nursery operations. Running a small plant nursery to produce and sell seedlings or 

saplings. 

• Seed cultivation and sales. Multiplying and selling seeds to local farmers, providing 

access to a variety of crop seeds suitable for the region. 

• Fertiliser Production. Producing and selling organic or chemical fertilisers to farmers 

to improve soil fertility and crop yields. 

• Agrochemical (crop protection products) retail. Establishing a small shop to sell 

pesticides, herbicides, and other agrochemical inputs to local farmers. 

• Tool and equipment rental. Offering rental services for farming tools and equipment, 

providing access to those who may not own such items. 
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• Soil testing services. Providing soil testing services to farmers to help them 

understand their soil's nutrient levels and make informed decisions about fertilisation. 

• Water management solutions. Offering solutions for efficient water use, such as 

rainwater harvesting systems or irrigation equipment. 

These "before the farm" micro agribusinesses play a crucial role in supporting farmers and 

ensuring the success of agricultural activities. Micro agribusiness service centres are 

exampled in chapter 1 of this guide. The farmer hubs established within the Sightsavers led 

Global Labor Program in Kenya are owned and operated both by entrepreneurs with and 

without disabilities, both male and female. 

“After the farm” 

Again, significant opportunities for people with disabilities: 

• Value addition through market access / crop aggregation. Small holder farmers 

globally struggle to access higher value markets for their crops. We explored the 

barriers and opportunities through a disability lens in chapters 1, 5 and 6. The good 

practice described in chapter 1 (aggregation and market linkages through farmer hubs 

in Kenya) is relevant to agribusinesses opportunities for people with disabilities.  

• Value addition through processing. The proportion of processed crops varies, but 

in developing countries, a significant share undergoes post-harvest processing. High-

value crops like tomatoes, for instance, offer substantial opportunities. They can be 

processed into products like sauces, purees, or dried tomatoes, increasing their shelf 

life and market value. Fruits, such as mangoes and berries, are also examples, as 

they can be transformed into juices, jams, or dehydrated snacks. Additionally, grains 

like maize can be milled into flour or processed into snacks, contributing to added 

value. 

• Value addition through reduced post-harvest loss and waste. Estimates suggest 

that, on average, around 20-30% of crops may be lost post-harvest in these regions. 

However, this figure can be higher for certain crops and in regions with inadequate 

storage and transportation facilities. Implementing better post-harvest practices, 

including improved storage and transportation infrastructure, can help reduce these 

losses. Solar conduction dryers can effectively dry a variety of crops, including grains 

like rice, wheat, and maize. They are also suitable for drying legumes such as lentils 

and beans. Fruits like apples, apricots, and berries, as well as vegetables like 

tomatoes and peppers, can benefit from solar conduction drying. Additionally, herbs, 

spices, and certain nuts can be successfully dried using this method. The key is to 



Empowering Farmers with Disabilities 

 

  
 35   

optimize the design and settings of the solar conduction dryer based on the specific 

characteristics of the crop being dried. 

Target Group and Intermediaries 

Our primary target group here is people with disabilities who do not aspire to be 

commercially viable farmers but to be engaged in “before” and/or “after the farm” micro 

agribusinesses. 

Our secondary target group is the broader farming community who could benefit from the 

value addition services the agribusinesses would bring. 

Key Enablers 

Recognising the financial barriers people with disabilities face in establishing or growing 

micro businesses, government entrepreneurial funds can be a key enabler; as would be 

access to quality business development advisory services. 

Good Practices 

While focused on women in agriculture in India, this example of solar conduction drying is 

equally an opportunity for after the farm agribusiness for people with disabilities in any 

context. 

Tools, Publications, Resources  

Applied within the Sightsavers led USAID Global Labor Program in Kenya, the Syngenta 

Foundation for Sustainable Agriculture’s farmer hub model offers us good practice on 

agribusiness development which can be inclusive of people with disabilities. 

Stakeholders & Partnerships 

Sightsavers, Light for the World, CBM Global and International, Humanity and Inclusion, 

ADD International and Helen Keller International all have track records in agriculture and 

disability inclusive agribusiness. 

  

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/stories-60347736
https://www.syngentafoundation.org/agriservices/whatwedo/farmershub#:~:text=Network%20Manager%20concepts.-,The%20Farmers'%20Hub%20model,training%20and%20advice%20is%20free.
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8. Employment 

Key Challenge 

Building on the previous section (Agribusiness), agriculture and agricultural-based value 

chains also have the potential to generate significant waged (and self-) employment 

opportunities for persons with disabilities. The key challenge is the recognised gaps in 

“disability confidence” and the imperative to bridge such gaps in private sector value chains, 

public procurement systems, and (critically) in small and medium-sized enterprises which 

generate most of the off-farm employment in developing countries / emerging economies.  

Root Cause 

Beyond barriers to gaining the technical or vocational skills needed to secure employment, 

attitudinal stigma and discrimination creates a seemingly unsurmountable barrier to formal 

employment within agricultural-based value chains. Societal stigma, including stigma from 

communities, education systems and even within families, stops people with disabilities from 

considering formal employment as a realistic aspiration. The internalising of that stigma 

generates a lack of confidence to compete for employment and leads to continued cycles of 

vulnerable or no employment.  

In parallel, potential employers lack confidence in disability, fuelled by assumption and 

reinforced societal stigma of the capabilities of persons with disabilities. While there has 

been recent progress, projects have tended towards more urban, downstream value-chain 

functions (e.g. processing, distribution and retail) and not upstream, rural functions (e.g. 

inputs suppliers, extension advisors, aggregators, traders). 

Impact Hypothesis  

The potential for inclusive employment in small and medium sized enterprises serving 

agriculture is probably higher than in any other sector due to the high number of persons 

with disabilities engaged in the agriculture sector, as described in the earlier in this paper. 

The list below expands on opportunities:  

Inputs Supply (seeds, fertilisers, pesticides, and agricultural equipment). 

• Agri-input manufacturing, transportation, distribution, and retail roles 

Production (excluding farming) 

• Irrigation specialists, farm mechanisation operators (e.g., tractor drivers), agronomists 

and crop advisors. 

Aggregation and Storage (collection, sorting, and temporary storage of harvest)  

• Aggregators and traders, warehousing, transport, and logistics workers. 
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Processing and Value Addition (converting raw agricultural products into processed 

goods, e.g., milling, packaging, canning). 

• Factory workers (machine operators, packagers), food technologists and safety 

inspectors, maintenance technicians, quality assurance specialists. 

Distribution and retail (selling processed or raw products to consumers or wholesalers). 

• Shop or wholesale agent workers, e-commerce platform operators, export agents and 

logistics providers, branding, and marketing professionals. 

Consumption (where products reach consumers, often involving restaurants, cafes, and 

households). 

• Food service workers (chefs, waiters), street vendors, delivery agents. 

Support Services (cross-cutting jobs, with service that support the entire value chain). 

• Financial services (microfinance officers, credit advisors), agricultural insurance 

agents, ICT service providers (digital platforms for farming or trading), training and 

capacity-building professionals. 

Potential Approaches 

Sightsavers, the International Disability Alliance, and OPDs have demonstrated, through 

their work in the FCDO funded Inclusion Works and Futuremakers by Standard Chartered 

programmes, that a systems approach to building disability confidence can result in 

improvements in employment for persons with disabilities58. The systems approach of 

building confidence in the core demand and supply sides of labour markets, but also in the 

capacities of labour market supporting functions (employer networks, trade unions, national 

business and disability networks, educational institutions) and regulatory frameworks to 

promote greater inclusion, has a strong relevance to agricultural-based value chains. Until 

now, the approach has primarily (although not exclusively) focused on national levels and 

direct employment in larger companies. To realise its full potential, approaches will need to 

adapt (and be adapted) to the needs of small and medium sized enterprises in rural 

contexts. 

Target Groups and Intermediaries 

Target groups and intermediaries include development programmes and the influencing of 

national and international development funding priorities. This includes the private sector, 

particularly those willing to pioneer inclusion and the power of public-private partnerships in 

 
58 Inclusive Futures: Our work on inclusive employment  

https://inclusivefutures.org/employment/
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evidencing the impact an adapted approach to inclusion can have within agricultural-based 

value chains.  

Key Enablers 

The increasing numbers of national business and disability networks are key enablers to this, 

not least where private sector members include companies with significant agricultural 

supply chains – and the immediate opportunity these bring in evidencing inclusion and 

influencing broader business sectors to emulate.  

OPDs working with communities, technical and vocational colleges, employers, and 

individuals (persons with disabilities) in building disability confidence and ensuring skills 

providers and employers have the capacity to increasingly include people with disability in 

skills generation and employment are also key.  

This will need additional partnerships (as key enablers) with chambers of commerce and 

industry and trade associations which have more relevance to small and medium sized 

enterprises, not least those in rural contexts.   

Beyond this and recognising the financial constraints of small and medium sized enterprises, 

working with and influencing all levels of government in supporting reasonable 

accommodation and providing incentives to employers (e.g. through tax benefits).  

Tools, Publications, Resources  

• IFAD and Light for the World’s Disability Inclusive Value Chain Development 

toolkit. 

• Sightsavers, Business Disability International and the International Disability Alliance’s 

Employers Disability Confidence toolkit. 

• The ILO Global Business and Disability Network self-assessment.  

Good Practices 

Examples of good practice begin to emerge, albeit that inclusive economic empowerment 

programmes have more tended towards on-farm and, where off-farm, to small business 

development and waged employment in more urban contexts. One of those emerging 

examples is the USAID funded, and Sightsavers led Global Labor Program – Inclusive 

Futures59  which begins to innovate capacity building interventions for Diageo suppliers and 

Coca-Cola Beverage Africa distributers in Kenya. 

 
59 Sightsavers News (March 2022): Sightsavers and partners launch US$6 million inclusion and labour 
rights programme. 

https://sparkinclusion.org/disability-inclusive-value-chain-development/
https://sparkinclusion.org/disability-inclusive-value-chain-development/
https://inclusivefutures.org/disability-confident-employers-toolkit/
https://www.businessanddisability.org/news/ilo-gbdn-self-assessment
https://www.sightsavers.org/news/2022/03/us6-million-inclusion-labour-rights-programme/
https://www.sightsavers.org/news/2022/03/us6-million-inclusion-labour-rights-programme/
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Stakeholders & Partnerships 

National and local government agencies, national councils of persons with disabilities, 

OPDs, national business and disability networks, chambers of commerce and industry and 

trade associations.  
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Annexure 1. Kenya 

Table 1: Disability and agriculture in Kenya 

 

Persons with disability 

(RURAL & URBAN) 

Disability prevalence 

PREVALENCE 

Farming households 

(HHs) 

TOTAL MALE FEMALE TOTAL MALE FEMALE HH Percent HH 

Kenya Population 918,270 394,330 523,883 2.2% 1.9% 2.5% 6,354,211 52% 

Urban Population 179,492 78,259 101,205 1.4% 1.2% 1.6% N/A N/A 

Rural Population 738,778 316,071 422,678 2.6% 2.3% 2.9% N/A N/A 

         

MOMBASA 14,241 6,383 7,857 1.4% 1.2% 1.5% 12,497 3% 

KWALE 12,152 5,722 6,430 1.7% 1.6% 1.7% 108,074 62% 

KILIFI 20,064 9,004 11,060 1.6% 1.5% 1.7% 161,188 54% 

TANA RIVER 4,040 1,980 2,060 1.5% 1.5% 1.6% 35,094 51% 

LAMU 2,403 1,134 1,269 1.9% 1.7% 2.2% 18,678 49% 

TAITA/TAVETA 8,305 3,636 4,666 2.8% 2.4% 3.2% 56,920 59% 

GARISSA 5,220 2,892 2,327 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 47,645 34% 

WAJIR 3,793 2,064 1,729 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 63,433 50% 

MANDERA 6,237 3,210 3,026 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 62,639 50% 

MARSABIT 3,100 1,527 1,573 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 39,167 51% 

ISIOLO 2,699 1,261 1,438 1.2% 1.1% 1.3% 24,271 42% 

MERU 49,815 21,819 27,994 3.6% 3.2% 4.1% 274,865 64% 

THARAKA-NITHI 13,029 5,648 7,381 3.7% 3.3% 4.1% 85,767 78% 

EMBU 23,816 9,681 14,133 4.4% 3.6% 5.2% 130,990 72% 

KITUI 27,029 11,655 15,373 2.7% 2.4% 2.9% 215,322 82% 

MACHAKOS 31,701 13,477 18,223 2.5% 2.1% 2.9% 231,341 57% 

MAKUENI 36,369 14,896 21,472 4.1% 3.4% 4.8% 193,531 79% 

NYANDARUA 16,228 6,649 9,578 2.9% 2.4% 3.3% 140,854 78% 

NYERI 21,875 8,599 13,274 3.2% 2.6% 3.8% 164,229 66% 

KIRINYAGA 18,875 7,279 11,594 3.4% 2.7% 4.2% 139,866 68% 

MURANG'A 35,141 13,808 21,331 3.7% 3.0% 4.5% 231,400 73% 

KIAMBU 44,519 18,159 26,353 2.1% 1.7% 2.4% 214,052 27% 

TURKANA 7,959 3,901 4,058 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 61,209 37% 

WEST POKOT 5,220 2,465 2,755 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 89,828 77% 

SAMBURU 3,377 1,577 1,800 1.3% 1.2% 1.4% 43,149 65% 

TRANS NZOIA 17,499 8,095 9,403 2.0% 1.9% 2.2% 140,249 63% 

 UASIN GISHU 15,079 6,851 8,227 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 141,547 46% 

ELGEYO/MARAKWET 4,861 2,382 2,479 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 74,881 75% 

NANDI 14,260 6,503 7,756 1.8% 1.7% 2.0% 148,887 75% 
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BARINGO 8,666 4,090 4,575 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 100,465 70% 

LAIKIPIA 8,352 3,635 4,717 1.9% 1.6% 2.1% 90,729 61% 

NAKURU 33,933 14,498 19,428 1.8% 1.6% 2.1% 283,652 46% 

NAROK 9,046 4,285 4,761 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 181,706 75% 

KAJIADO 10,389 4,755 5,633 1.1% 1.0% 1.2% 97,565 31% 

KERICHO 8,557 3,993 4,563 1.1% 1.0% 1.2% 150,845 73% 

BOMET 9,117 4,276 4,840 1.2% 1.1% 1.3% 152,564 81% 

KAKAMEGA 47,919 20,370 27,546 2.9% 2.6% 3.2% 335,269 77% 

VIHIGA 20,000 8,305 11,695 3.8% 3.3% 4.3% 113,753 79% 

BUNGOMA 29,203 13,212 15,989 2.0% 1.9% 2.1% 280,445 78% 

BUSIA 20,522 8,745 11,777 2.7% 2.4% 2.9% 148,257 75% 

SIAYA 35,580 14,072 21,508 4.1% 3.4% 4.7% 194,362 78% 

KISUMU 39,929 16,349 23,580 4.0% 3.4% 4.5% 147,117 49% 

HOMA BAY 42,181 17,050 25,130 4.3% 3.7% 4.9% 193,812 74% 

MIGORI 29,363 12,586 16,775 3.1% 2.8% 3.4% 169,958 71% 

KISII 36,355 15,118 21,236 3.3% 2.9% 3.6% 219,853 71% 

NYAMIRA 17,549 7,360 10,189 3.3% 2.9% 3.6% 110,028 73% 

NAIROBI CITY 42,703 19,374 23,322 1.1% 1.0% 1.2% 32,258 2% 

CENTRAL 136,638 54,494 82,130 2.8% 2.3% 3.3% 890,401 51% 

COAST 61,205 27,859 33,342 1.7% 1.5% 1.8% 392,451 37% 

EASTERN 187,558 79,964 107,587 3.1% 2.7% 3.5% 1,195,254 68% 

NAIROBI 42,703 19,374 23,322 1.1% 1.0% 1.2% 32,258 2% 

NORTHEASTERN 15,250 8,166 7,082 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 173,717 44% 

NYANZA 200,957 82,535 118,418 3.7% 3.2% 4.1% 1,035,130 68% 

RIFT VALLEY 156,315 71,306 84,995 1.4% 1.3% 1.5% 1,757,276 58% 

WESTERN 117,644 50,632 67,007 2.7% 2.4% 2.9% 877,724 77% 

Source: Kenya Population and Housing Census 2019. 
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Annexure 2. Uganda 

Table 2: Disability and agriculture in Uganda 

District 
Persons with Disabilities 

Agriculture as primary source of HH 

livelihood (Rural Population) 

Prevalence District Rural Subsistence Commercial 

UGANDA 12.5% 4,336,641 3,555,886 2,915,827 60,450 

Buikwe 11.7% 49,616 25,132 20,608 427 

Bukomansimbi 11.8% 17,865 16,352 13,408 278 

Butambala 6.2% 6,281 5,332 4,372 91 

Buvuma 21.1% 18,964 16,868 13,832 287 

Gomba 12.7% 20,275 18,698 15,332 318 

Kalangala 15.7% 8,520 7,738 6,345 132 

Kalungu 13.1% 23,998 19,789 16,227 336 

Kampala 6.4% 96,867 - - - 

Kayunga 11.4% 41,888 38,806 31,821 660 

Kiboga 14.8% 21,980 17,009 13,948 289 

Kyankwanzi 13.9% 29,821 26,419 21,663 449 

Luwero 11.5% 52,517 41,521 34,048 706 

Lwengo 11.8% 32,548 27,464 22,521 467 

Lyantonde 11.6% 10,916 9,307 7,631 158 

Masaka 9.8% 29,226 19,062 15,631 324 

Mityana 12.5% 40,972 27,566 22,604 469 

Mpigi 9.8% 24,485 20,253 16,608 344 

Mubende 12.1% 83,099 69,461 56,958 1,181 

Mukono 10.6% 63,424 46,129 37,826 784 

Nakaseke 10.4% 20,603 16,490 13,522 280 

Nakasongola 16.3% 29,661 25,625 21,012 436 

Rakai 9.4% 48,630 45,422 37,246 772 

Ssembabule 12.2% 30,749 28,676 23,515 487 

Wakiso 6.7% 132,861 54,179 44,427 921 

Amuria 19.4% 52,689 49,308 40,433 838 

Budaka 11.2% 23,296 20,616 16,905 350 

Bududa 14.3% 29,980 28,015 22,972 476 

Bugiri 13.8% 53,003 44,112 36,171 750 

Bukedea 10.6% 21,614 20,456 16,774 348 

Bukwo 11.2% 10,031 8,673 7,112 147 

Bulambuli 18.7% 32,576 29,428 24,131 500 

Busia 11.0% 35,500 29,487 24,180 501 
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Butaleja 17.5% 42,837 37,012 30,349 629 

Buyende 15.6% 50,537 46,903 38,460 797 

Iganga 13.0% 65,677 53,597 43,950 911 

Jinja 11.6% 54,860 34,792 28,529 591 

Kaberamaido 18.0% 38,776 38,049 31,200 647 

Kaliro 13.6% 32,149 29,868 24,491 508 

Kamuli 12.9% 62,520 54,888 45,009 933 

Kapchorwa 16.9% 17,783 15,514 12,721 264 

Katakwi 19.4% 32,248 30,446 24,966 518 

Kibuku 11.9% 24,140 22,057 18,087 375 

Kumi 11.8% 28,200 23,899 19,597 406 

Kween 8.2% 7,722 7,189 5,895 122 

Luuka 10.7% 25,487 24,388 19,998 415 

Manafwa 23.3% 82,405 70,461 57,778 1,198 

Mayuge 8.4% 39,632 36,823 30,195 626 

Mbale 9.6% 46,846 35,053 28,743 596 

Namayingo 15.8% 34,044 31,559 25,878 537 

Namutumba 13.2% 33,335 30,877 25,319 525 

Ngora 14.3% 20,338 18,164 14,895 309 

Pallisa 13.1% 50,535 45,579 37,375 775 

Serere 14.4% 41,232 39,473 32,368 671 

Sironko 22.3% 54,080 46,440 38,081 789 

Soroti 14.3% 42,534 35,420 29,044 602 

Tororo 14.9% 77,118 66,358 54,414 1,128 

Abim 17.2% 18,528 15,580 12,776 265 

Adjumani 10.3% 23,115 18,971 15,556 322 

Agago 16.2% 36,826 32,139 26,354 546 

Alebtong 17.3% 39,386 38,226 31,345 650 

Amolatar 21.2% 31,212 26,630 21,837 453 

Amudat 7.2% 7,608 6,760 5,543 115 

Amuru 14.5% 26,983 25,638 21,024 436 

Apac 21.8% 80,490 75,556 61,956 1,284 

Arua 11.7% 91,836 84,562 69,341 1,438 

Dokolo 18.2% 33,317 29,656 24,318 504 

Gulu 13.2% 57,421 37,708 30,921 641 

Kaabong 11.4% 19,084 17,770 14,571 302 

Kitgum 15.3% 31,208 19,647 16,110 334 

Koboko 11.5% 23,772 17,105 14,026 291 

Kole 17.6% 42,224 40,663 33,343 691 

Kotido 7.6% 13,830 12,771 10,473 217 
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Lamwo 18.4% 24,680 20,687 16,963 352 

Lira 16.5% 67,381 50,657 41,539 861 

Maracha 14.9% 27,748 26,362 21,617 448 

Moroto 7.7% 8,009 6,909 5,665 117 

Moyo 11.4% 15,830 14,625 11,993 249 

Nakapiripirit 8.6% 13,540 13,218 10,839 225 

Napak 8.2% 11,595 11,210 9,192 191 

Nebbi 16.9% 67,063 57,239 46,936 973 

Nwoya 21.9% 29,300 26,316 21,579 447 

Otuke 23.2% 24,146 22,707 18,620 386 

Oyam 16.6% 63,796 60,730 49,799 1,032 

Pader 19.5% 34,670 32,060 26,289 545 

Yumbe 7.4% 35,921 33,328 27,329 567 

Zombo 17.4% 41,774 34,017 27,894 578 

Buhweju 11.4% 13,785 13,448 11,027 229 

Buliisa 21.2% 24,035 22,497 18,448 382 

Bundibugyo 16.3% 36,483 30,685 25,162 522 

Bushenyi 11.0% 25,709 20,469 16,785 348 

Hoima 12.8% 73,374 59,804 49,040 1,017 

Ibanda 11.5% 28,772 21,307 17,472 362 

Isingiro 12.0% 58,319 51,679 42,377 879 

Kabale 15.3% 81,050 69,368 56,881 1,179 

Kabarole 12.4% 58,252 43,088 35,332 732 

Kamwenge 12.1% 50,183 47,410 38,876 806 

Kanungu 12.6% 31,859 25,398 20,826 432 

Kasese 9.4% 65,635 54,209 44,452 922 

Kibaale 11.6% 91,035 83,872 68,775 1,426 

Kiruhura 14.9% 48,862 44,207 36,250 752 

Kiryandongo 13.1% 34,788 27,522 22,568 468 

Kisoro 12.4% 34,990 31,828 26,099 541 

Kyegegwa 13.0% 36,633 33,212 27,234 565 

Kyenjojo 11.8% 49,792 42,149 34,562 717 

Masindi 13.9% 40,351 27,261 22,354 463 

Mbarara 9.2% 43,520 25,550 20,951 434 

Mitooma 14.9% 27,290 25,595 20,988 435 

Ntoroko 11.9% 7,966 5,138 4,213 87 

Ntungamo 10.8% 52,320 45,764 37,526 778 

Rubirizi 14.3% 18,484 16,017 13,134 272 

Rukungiri 12.1% 37,991 32,726 26,836 556 

Sheema 11.3% 23,379 18,037 14,790 307 
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Central Region 9.8% 935,765 623,297 511,103 10,596 

Eastern Region 14.0% 1,263,722 1,104,903 906,020 18,783 

Western Region 12.3% 1,094,859 918,239 752,956 15,610 

Northern Region 14.5% 1,042,294 909,448 745,747 15,461 

Source: Uganda Population and Housing Census 2014. 
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Annexure 3. Ghana 

Table 3: Disability and agriculture Ghana 
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GHANA 30,832,019 43% 9,990,237 3,296,995 33%     4,092,486      2,572,172  63% 26,986,540 2,098,138 7.8% 11,515,183 1,089,009 9.5% 

Upper East 1,301,226 75% 268,349 123,230 46%          178,740           108,851  61% 1,131,516 101,991 9.0% 845,105 84,047 9.9% 

Upper West 901,502 74% 214,575 125,220 58%          148,411           116,159  78% 778,360 72,908 9.4% 571,587 60,868 10.6% 

Savannah 653,266 70% 137,367 95,780 70%          100,803              84,858  84% 542,758 36,877 6.8% 378,016 27,621 7.3% 

Western North 880,921 70% 303,492 202,300 67%          216,665           169,912  78% 771,720 55,379 7.2% 539,726 41,500 7.7% 

North East 658,946 67% 125,524 91,764 73%             86,694              74,551  86% 544,740 36,682 6.7% 363,749 26,848 7.4% 

Oti 747,248 67% 260,129 173,229 67%          180,167           138,309  77% 637,842 63,731 10.0% 427,879 45,947 10.7% 

Volta 1,659,040 58% 518,934 172,125 33%          303,893           144,879  48% 1,472,864 180,705 12.3% 849,957 123,738 14.6% 

Northern 2,310,939 53% 577,962 336,592 58%          308,959           273,675  89% 1,907,159 126,011 6.6% 981,936 75,198 7.7% 

Ahafo 564,668 51% 190,725 107,320 56%          101,864              77,986  77% 494,937 37,954 7.7% 252,033 20,433 8.1% 

Eastern 2,925,653 49% 1,014,849 363,109 36%          512,128           284,183  55% 2,594,700 251,551 9.7% 1,248,883 138,502 11.1% 

Western 2,060,585 48% 691,469 244,616 35%          336,654           200,613  60% 1,815,979 129,121 7.1% 870,021 68,406 7.9% 

Bono East 1,203,400 47% 402,954 218,024 54%          194,422           150,004  77% 1,035,163 64,485 6.2% 486,160 35,215 7.2% 

Central 2,859,821 42% 949,994 290,080 31%          406,639           217,325  53% 2,521,817 227,608 9.0% 1,054,455 117,833 11.2% 

Bono 1,208,649 41% 394,082 186,930 47%          168,518           121,556  72% 1,064,600 67,095 6.3% 436,525 31,399 7.2% 

Ashanti 5,440,463 38% 1,824,952 484,005 27%          697,190           373,020  54% 4,788,598 363,321 7.6% 1,812,101 163,011 9.0% 

Greater Accra 5,455,692 8% 2,114,880 82,671 4%          150,739              36,291  24% 4,883,787 282,719 5.8% 397,050 28,443 7.2% 

Source: Ghana 2021 Population and Housing Census. 
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Annexure 4. Nigeria 

Table 4: Disability and agriculture in Nigeria 

State 
Households 

(HH) with 
disabilities 

HH members  
with disabilities 

Farming HHs with 
disabilities 

Farming HH members  
with disabilities 

NIGERIA 4,564,974 11,327,109 3,845,054 9,658,061 

Abia  180,077 373,803 150,534 312,477 

Adamawa  158,087 503,859 149,460 476,362 

Akwa Ibom  327,875 777,873 298,187 707,439 

Anambra  81,278 226,053 61,929 172,238 

Bauchi  77,337 107,544 75,784 105,384 

Bayelsa  92,700 231,111 71,500 178,258 

Benue  215,891 465,115 209,310 450,936 

Borno  113,328 271,057 102,120 244,250 

Cross River  110,350 233,783 97,040 205,584 

Delta  128,663 261,701 88,533 180,076 

Ebonyi  138,936 241,823 134,045 233,310 

Edo  110,976 208,046 86,901 162,913 

Ekiti  78,211 241,632 69,726 215,418 

Enugu  149,652 312,105 118,654 247,458 

FCT  39,515 67,321 32,342 55,100 

Gombe  80,007 274,120 5,930 260,150 

Imo  284,676 594,348 254,436 531,212 

Jigawa  91,077 244,938 89,557 240,850 

Kaduna  164,411 414,476 150,731 379,990 

Kano  259,909 1,209,483 237,479 1,105,105 

Katsina  96,108 650,433 91,349 618,228 

Kebbi  26,780 141,238 25,643 135,242 

Kogi  48,680 96,327 43,858 86,785 

Kwara  45,097 101,462 36,030 81,063 

Lagos  189,342 451,048 45,699 108,863 

Nasarawa  41,916 108,703 37,985 98,507 

Niger  64,029 148,533 55,697 129,204 

Ogun  173,522 396,731 106,676 243,897 

Ondo  94,605 249,077 81,038 213,358 

Osun  59,006 139,872 43,396 102,870 

Oyo  184,871 282,010 133,177 203,155 

Plateau  69,267 146,135 65,531 138,253 

Rivers  253,750 473,011 203,559 379,451 

Sokoto  106,986 199,903 102,014 190,613 

Taraba  161,070 304,793 154,351 292,080 

Yobe  44,695 122,007 43,276 118,132 

Zamfara  22,292 55,638 21,577 53,852 

Region North Central  524,396              1,133,594                    480,753                   1,039,849  

Region North East            634,524              1,583,380                    600,921                   1,496,358  
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Region North West            767,563              2,916,109                    718,350                   2,723,879  

Region South East            834,620              1,748,132                    719,598                   1,496,695  

Region South South        1,024,314              2,185,524                    845,720                   1,813,720  

Region South West            779,556             1,760,369                    479,712                   1,087,561  

Source: Estimations, merging data from the Nigeria National Agricultural Sample Census 2022 with the Nigeria 

WASH National Routine Outcome Mapping 2019 (for disability prevalence).  
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