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Key Terms and Acronyms
BDA: Business Development Account
CAK: Cooperative Alliance of Kenya
CDP: USAID’s Cooperative Development Program
CDP Partners: The three organizations that are implementing CDP (Global Communities, NCBA CLUSA and
WOCCU)
CDP Kenya Team: Each of the three CDP Partners has local staff who were collectively involved in the
SSNA. This term refers to all three organizations’ local staff.
CIC: Cooperative Insurance Company
Cooperative: A business or company that is both owned and controlled by its members
CUK: Cooperative University of Kenya
GC: Global Communities
INGO: International Non-governmental Organization
KCCDB: Kisumu County Cooperative Development Board
KUSCCO: Kenya Union of Savings and Credit Cooperatives
NACHU: National Cooperative Housing Union
NACOs: National Cooperative Organizations
NCBA CLUSA: National Cooperative Business Association CLUSA International
NGO: Non-governmental Organization
NKCC: New Kenya Co-operative Creameries Ltd.
Pando: Root Change’s proprietary technology platform used to help organizations visualize, learn from,
and engage with the systems where they work (https://mypando.org)
SACCO: Savings and Credit Cooperative Organization; A financial cooperative
SASRA: SACCO Societies Regulatory Authority
SME: Small to Medium Size Enterprise
SSNA: Social Systems Network Analysis
Ushirika Hub: The name of the map on Pando used to collect the SSNA data.
USAID: United States Agency for International Development
WOCCU: World Council of Credit Unions

3

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report

Introduction
Root Change partnered with the CDP Partners to conduct a Social System Network Analysis (SSNA)
baseline of the cooperative ecosystem in six counties in Kenya from September 2019 to February 2020.
This final report is the culmination of the analysis, findings, and recommendations. Here is a guide to the
report to help you select sections of interest.
I. Executive Summary gives a brief summary of this study, including a summary of the key findings and
recommendations.
II. Study Overview provides background on the cooperative ecosystem in Kenya, the Cooperative
Development Program (CDP) and its Partners, the purpose of the SSNA baseline, why network analysis
was the method of choice, unique value of the Pando platform, the learning questions the guide the study
design, and an overview of the cooperative ecosystem framework adapted to guide the analysis of SSNA
results.
III. Study Methods includes an overview of the methods used to map stakeholder relationships and
capture stakeholder feedback during in-person workshops. It also outlines methods used to analyze the
data for this report.
IV. Overview of Data Collected is a brief summary of the relationship data collected using Root Change’s
online network analysis platform, Pando.
V. Key Findings and VI. Recommendations answer each of the seven learning questions from this study.
The first four questions are the findings, and the last three are the recommendations. Ushirika Hub lessons
learned and recommendations for continued use are included in the Recommendations section.
Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full Network details the findings of the full network, highlighting
patterns and similarities found across all 6 counties. This analysis is guided by the dimensions of the
cooperative ecosystem framework described in the study overview.
Annex 2: SSNA Baseline Findings by County includes detailed findings for each of the 6 target counties.
This analysis again is guided by the dimensions of the cooperative ecosystem framework described in the
study overview.
Annex 3: How Pando Works explains Root Change’s online network analysis platform.
Annex 4: Key Activities Conducted gives additional information on the design, data collection, and
validation activities of this study.
Annex 5: Collaboration Area Questions lists the relationship survey questions on Pando.
Annex 6: Breakdown of Collaboration Areas by County is a table with percentages of relationships
reported in each collaboration area.
Annex 7: Analysis of Key Cooperative System Actors includes detailed findings for key actors, such as
higher-tier cooperatives and specialized service providers.

I. Executive Summary
The USAID-funded Cooperative Development Program (CDP) in Kenya is a joint initiative among three
individual projects launched in 2018 by Global Communities, the World Council of Credit Unions (WOCCU),
and the National Cooperative Business Association CLUSA International (NCBA CLUSA). Together, these
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three organizations (known as the CDP Partners) and their complementary projects are working to
strengthen the enabling environment that serves cooperatives and their members in Kenya by
strengthening cooperative support institutions, improving business development services, providing
capacity building services directly to cooperatives, and facilitating learning among cooperatives.
The CDP Partners have partnered with Root Change to conduct a social systems network analysis (SSNA)
baseline study of the cooperative ecosystem in 6 target counties where CDP Partners are implementing
projects. The primary goals of the SSNA baseline were to 1) better understand the links among emerging
and established actors in the Kenyan cooperative sector to help the CDOs identify potential and existing
entry points for supporting cooperative networks and building capacity of cooperative support
organizations, and 2) determine the most effective ways for the three CDOs to complement each other’s
CDP activities. This report, more specifically, aims to summarize the links among emerging and established
actors in the cooperative ecosystem, identify key actors and areas of collaboration to inform CDP Partners’
programming, and give recommendations for aligning collective strategies over the next 5 years.

Summary of Study Purpose
Together, we developed a set of learning questions to inform the data collection, analysis, and reporting
for this SSNA baseline report. The seven questions explore the networks and perspectives of who is
working in the cooperative ecosystem, examining the perspectives of cooperative businesses (including
SACCOs1) and support organizations (i.e., government, businesses, financial institutions, higher-tier
cooperatives,2 INGOs) who offer critical services to cooperatives/SACCOs. The learning questions also
explore obstacles both groups face in seeking services and providing services, and actions or solutions to
address these obstacles.
Data analysis and reporting is also organized around a framework for understanding the cooperative
ecosystem and the enabling environment conditions needed to ensure cooperatives can grow and thrive.
This framework was adapted from USAID’s market systems resilience framework3, and Project Equity and
the Democracy at Work Institute’s framework on key elements that support and sustain cooperative

1

SACCOs in Kenya refer to Savings and Credit Cooperative Organizations, which are financial cooperatives,
sometimes referred to as Credit Unions. We have distinguished them in this study as the CDP Partners are interested
in understanding cooperatives as a whole, and specific roles SACCOs or financial cooperatives play within the
cooperative ecosystem.
2
Higher-tier cooperatives are organizations that support cooperative movement in a country, they include unions,
federations and confederations of cooperative businesses.
3
Jeanne Downing et al., “Market Systems Resilience: A Framework for Measurement,” October 4, 2019,
https://www.usaid.gov/documents/1866/market-systems-resilience-framework-measurement.
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growth4. Root change used the cooperative ecosystem framework to structure the analysis, findings, and
recommendations.

Summary of Methods and Data Collection
For this SSNA baseline report, we used mixed-methods data collection and analysis, which draws from
relationship data surveys as well as stakeholder feedback and dialogue.
The data was collected in all six counties using the same approach:
● Ushirika Hub Launch Events: Relationship data surveys were collected using Root Change’s online
network analysis platform, called Pando.5 The CDP Partners launched Ushirika Hub6, a network
map on Pando, across the six counties through in-person workshops with key stakeholders.
Participants included cooperatives, SACCOs, county government, input suppliers, higher-tier
cooperatives, academic institutions, NGOs, and others. The data from these surveys can be
viewed by all participants on the Pando platform, and was validated by participants in meaning
making events held in each county. Additional analysis for this report was conducted by Root
Change using relevant network analysis software and data visualization tools.
● Ushirika Hub Meaning Making Events: Preliminary results captured in Ushirika Hub were shared
back and validated with stakeholders during a second in-person workshop held in each county
with the same stakeholders from the launch events. These events were also used to conduct a
feedback exchange between stakeholder groups on the quality of relationships among
cooperatives and service providers. Feedback was openly shared and discussed to reveal
strengths and obstacles within the ecosystem. Results were documented using flip charts and
digitized by the CDP Kenya Team7 and Root Change to contribute to analysis. Lastly, participants
worked in teams to propose their ideas for how the cooperative ecosystem could be
strengthened. These “big ideas” were also documented and summarized. The qualitative data
captured from these events was assessed to help make meaning of the SNA results and inform
recommendations.
For both the Ushirika Hub Launch and Meaning Making Events, the CDP Partner teams in Kenya mobilized
cooperatives/SACCO and support organization participants through the County Department of
Cooperatives, following county government protocol. In Nairobi, stakeholders were mobilized through
CDP Partners’ existing relationships with support organizations and cooperatives/SACCOs. As a result, the
network and feedback data captured for this SSNA baseline reflects the first- and second-degree ties of
those stakeholders that attended Ushirika Hub events. Many of the actors who participated are influential

4

Hoover, Melissa, and Abell, Hilary. “The Cooperative Growth Ecosystem: Inclusive Development in Action. A joint
project
of
Project
Equity
and
the
Democracy
at
Work
Institute”,
2016.
https://institute.coop/sites/default/files/resources/Ecosystem%20Report.pdf
5
www.mypando.org
6
“Ushirika” is the Kiswahili word for cooperative.
7
Each of the three CDP Partners has local staff who were collectively involved in the SSNA. This term refers to all
three organizations’ local staff.
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in their counties and relevant for CDP Partners to understand at this early stage of the program, as they
represent the primary government, service providers, and cooperative businesses they will most likely
engage with first as they start up the program. Over time, if CDP continues to grow the Ushirika Hub
network map and as more actors join Pando, this introductory bias will diminish.

Summary of Key Findings
Through the Ushirika Hub workshops, we mapped 1487 relationships among 601 actors working in the
cooperative ecosystem in the 6 target counties. The county subsystems mapped ranged in both size and
structure, with Meru county having the most relationships identified (385) and Nandi county having the
least (137).8 We also gathered system feedback and system strengthening ideas from an estimated 250
stakeholders (30-60 key stakeholders for each county) who were invited to the Meaning Making event
based on their participation in the Ushirika Hub network map and existing relationships with the county
government and CDP partners. Together, the relationship and feedback data for these 6 county networks
has allowed us to better understand the cooperative ecosystem that supports these stakeholders in each
county, and the obstacles they face in accessing and providing services. Some key takeaways include:
● Across all 6 counties, the most common areas where stakeholders are collaborating are around
accessing financing and cooperative education and training. The least amount of collaboration is
happening around accessing insurance, and inclusion of women, youth, or persons with special
needs in cooperatives.
● Key actors identified in the cooperative ecosystem include national and county governments,
higher-tier cooperatives (i.e., unions, federations, confederations, and apex organizations), and
specialized cooperative service providers like the Co-operative Bank and the Cooperative
Insurance Company (CIC). Governments and higher-tier cooperatives were the main providers of
key services that help cooperative businesses accelerate their growth (such as cooperative
education and training, cooperative advocacy, cooperative news/information, and
marketing/product development).
● Many businesses/companies were found to provide more specialized business services, such as
information technology, legal services, accounting, and insurance to help cooperatives operate.
It was observed that cooperatives/SACCOs overwhelmingly had exclusive ties to
businesses/companies for these technical services. In other words, there were very few common
business service providers shared among cooperatives/SACCOs. This could suggest that there is
not much peer-to-peer exchange happening among cooperatives about service providers they
use, and/or that the private sector is not providing targeted marketing for their services to
cooperatives and SACCOs.
● Across all counties (with the exception of Nairobi) we found an over-dependence by
cooperatives/SACCOs on the county government for a range of support services (with the most
prominent being cooperative education and training, cooperative news/information, cooperative

8

The size of the networks for each county represents a sample of cooperatives and support organizations that CDP
was able to reach to participate in the Ushirika Hub Launch event. Mobilization was done primarily by the county
government and through CDP Partners’ existing relationships in the county.
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●

advocacy, and dispute resolution). Officials from the Department of Cooperatives across counties
shared how limited resources and inadequate staff hinder their ability to service and reach all
cooperatives. From the perspective of cooperatives/SACCOs we engaged in the baseline, the lack
of resources available to county governments can result in “favoritism” toward larger and more
established cooperatives/SACCOs that are more within their reach.
Other gaps and obstacles shared by cooperatives/SACCOs that hinder access to services were
inadequate information sharing among cooperative leadership and members, lack of an oversight
body or process for vetting quality service providers, lack of networking platforms to facilitate
connections between cooperatives/SACCOs and service providers, a desire for higher-tier
cooperatives (specifically the national apex organization CAK), to be more present at the county
level, and the need for more affordable financial products and education services for smaller,
emerging cooperatives/SACCOs. Poor infrastructure, geographical distance, and political
interference were also frequently cited as obstacles that hinder both cooperatives/SACCOs from
accessing services and support organizations from providing services within the cooperative
ecosystem.

Summary of Recommendations
Based on analysis of the network map and stakeholder feedback from this SSNA baseline study, key
recommendations for the CDP Partners include:
● Continue to play a convening role: Through the Ushirika Hub workshops conducted by for the
baseline, the CDP Partners brought stakeholders together in target counties where they are
working, allowing them to build relationships, network, exchange knowledge, and creatively think
together about how to address collective obstacles within the cooperative ecosystem.
Stakeholders found this engagement a unique and valuable opportunity. CDP should continue to
explore ways to support stakeholders at the county-level to engage face-to-face and work
together jointly to on collective action initiatives that strengthen their cooperative ecosystems.
● Find other ways to cross-collaborate: The SSNA baseline was an invaluable opportunity for the
three CDP Partner organizations to work as a team, practice co-facilitating activities together, test
out ways to cost-share, and leverage each other’s project locations, connections, and influence.
CDP Partners should continue to explore opportunities to work together on activities and share
each other’s tools, training, and approaches.
● Work with government and higher-tier cooperatives to align roles: A strength of the CDP
Partners is the strong relationships they have with government, national higher-tier cooperatives
and higher-tier cooperatives in the counties (unions, etc.). As we share in the findings, a question
we raise is around the role of county government and higher-tier cooperatives. We found some
over dependence on county government and duplication of services with higher-tier
cooperatives. We recommend continuing to explore with stakeholders the best roles of county
governments and higher-tier cooperatives. For example, is there need for more cooperative
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integration9 at the county level or engagement with other service providers to reduce pressure
on county governments for essential services cooperatives need? There may not be a one-sizefits-all model.
Find ways to support some of the “big ideas” from counties: The meaning making events allowed
stakeholders to share their big ideas for strengthening the cooperative ecosystem in their
counties. The CDP Partners should explore if there are opportunities to support or incentivize the
implementation of those ideas. This could be done either through financial investment or nonfinancial investment, such as playing more of a brokering or convening role.
Leverage the Ushirika Hub subscription: The CDP Partners have a subscription to Pando for the
Ushirika Hub map through December 2020. The Ushirika Hub map can continue to be used by CDP
to grow the network map and their understanding of the cooperative ecosystem as well as serve
as a shared resource for all stakeholders to identify potential service providers and partnerships.
We provide some lessons learned on the use of Ushirika hub in this report and ideas for how
Pando can continue to be used an adaptive management tool.
Increase public awareness of cooperatives: Partnering with the media to share the creative ways
cooperatives, government, and other market system actors are cooperating to advance the model
could help to revive the cooperative movement in certain counties (like Kisumu) and inspire
collaboration. Public awareness could also be used to share the benefits for inclusion of
marginalized groups (i.e., women and youth) in cooperatives, and strengthen collaboration
around this priority area, which was found to have the least amount of collaboration and still
associated with social stigmas.

II. Study Overview
With the decentralization of cooperative administration, oversight, and support to county governments
in the 2010 Constitution, the Kenyan cooperative ecosystem faces considerable challenges and
opportunities. According to the Cooperative Alliance of Kenya (CAK), more than 20,000 registered
cooperative societies are still learning to navigate the newly devolved cooperative system. Nascent
cooperative movements such as worker, consumer, and housing cooperatives lack the reputation and
coordination of more established sectors like agricultural and savings and credit cooperatives. The Kenyan
cooperative movement will need stronger internal sector systems, better collaboration across activity
hubs, and more robust extension services to meet its goal of enhancing the development of cooperatives
in counties and sectors across the country.
Kenya still leads among other East African states in integrating cooperatives with larger economic policy
and has long-standing cooperative institutions anchoring the sector's development. Higher tier
cooperatives like the CAK and KUSCCO, as well as national education institutions like the Cooperative
University of Kenya (CUK), have encouraged the emergence of cooperative leaders and advocated for

9

Cooperative integration is the process of forming structures within the cooperative movement (ie. unions,
federations, confederations) who regulate and support the growth of cooperatives and SACCOs.
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broad local capacity development to support cooperative agendas countrywide. This work indicates a
requisite level of motivation and vision in the sector to develop a more robust system and enabling
environment for cooperative development.
Under the USAID-funded Cooperative Development Program (CDP), three individual projects were
launched in 2018 by Global Communities, the World Council of Credit Unions, and NCBA CLUSA (hereafter
referred to as the "CDP Partners") to develop complementary elements of a healthy cooperative
ecosystem. These elements include (1) strong advocacy and capacity building to influence a more
favorable legal and regulatory landscape for cooperatives, (2) enhanced business skills and organizational
capacity for cooperatives themselves, and (3) strong cooperative support organizations and financial
institutions with the skills required to help develop strong, resilient, and inclusive cooperative businesses.
Finally, through collaboration, learning, and adaptation, networks of cooperatives and the actors who
support them will leverage their collective potential for more successful and widespread citizen
ownership.

Study Purpose
The CDP Partners have partnered with Root Change to conduct a social systems network analysis (SSNA)
baseline study of the cooperative ecosystem in target counties where they are working in Kenya. The
purpose of the baseline is to help the CDP Partners identify potential entry points to strengthen the
enabling environment that supports cooperatives and test out an adaptive management approach they
can use to monitor how the cooperative ecosystems changes and grows over time as a result of CDP
interventions.
The Objectives of the SSNA baseline are as follows:
1. Facilitate a county-specific network analysis of the cooperative ecosystem in six target counties
in Kenya to better understand the links among emerging and established actors, identify key
actors and network structures, potential gaps and bottlenecks in business support services, and
inform the CDP Partners' system strengthening strategies over the next 5 years;
2. Build capacity of the CDP Partners’ program staff to collect and interpret SSNA data and to clearly
understand the value of network analysis to system strengthening work;
3. Test the use of Pando, an online real-time network analysis platform, and participatory meaning
making of system data as an adaptive management approach the CDP Partners could continue to
use to track the program’s progress toward achieving system strengthening goals.
When researching potential methods to assess the cooperative ecosystem in Kenya, CDP identified social
system network analysis (SSNA) (“network analysis” for short) as an approach that could best fulfill their
learning objectives. The advantages of network analysis are detailed below. Root change additionally
offered a unique online platform, called Pando10, that uses real-time participatory network analysis. This

10

www.mypando.org
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tool suite and approach provided CDP with an adaptative management approach they could continue to
use to understand the larger cooperative ecosystem, inform their collective program strategy, and track
their progress toward their system strengthening goals over time.

Why Network Analysis?
When we refer to the cooperative ecosystem in Kenya, we are talking about the often invisible web of
social relationships between diverse sets of actors working together to grow cooperative businesses.
These actors include small, medium, to larger cooperatives/SACCOs, to financial institutions, business
support providers, hirer-tier cooperatives (i.e., unions and federations), government agencies, learning
institutions, and NGOs, all of whom are providing a range services, from financial, educational and
technical services to advocating for pro-cooperative cooperative legislation and policies.
Multiple factors shape cooperative ecosystems, including competition for markets or resources.
Networking efforts of cooperatives can often be siloed or influenced by geography, politics, cultural
attitudes and beliefs, or sector affiliations. Network analysis is a method commonly used the social
sciences, that helps make visible the relationships, roles, power dynamics, information, and resource
flows that influence the systems where cooperatives operate.
Network analysis is the process of visualizing and
analyzing the relationships among individuals
and organizations exchanging information,
ideas, or services or working together on an
issue. Using simple qualitative surveys,
respondents describe their relationships and
who they go to for information, ideas and
support. The results can be translated using
network analysis software into a network map
represented as a series of nodes and links (as see
Image 1 for an example of this output). Network
maps can show you where collaboration is
happening between individuals or organizations,
and where actors might be isolated or siloed.
Data analysis algorithms are used to identify
central organizations or individuals in the
system, such as those that act as resource hubs
Image 1. Illustrative Network Map Visualization.
for others, or those who act as brokers, and be
Different network structures and key actors that can be
in a critical position for connecting groups or
identified are highlighted.
disseminating information. It can also be used to
determine where potential gaps or bottlenecks
might exist that could hinder the flow of information, resources, or services. By creating these network
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maps periodically, programs can track changes in relationships over time, and how specific interventions
may shift the system toward desired outcomes.
At Root Change, when applying network analysis to support development programs, we follow USAID’s
system practice cycle, informed by the Local Systems Framework11. These four steps guide the use of
network analysis and in the case of CDP, how to work with cooperatives and other key stakeholders to
strengthen the county and national systems. They include:
• Listen to cooperatives and stakeholders by using network analysis to map the current system of
relationships;
• Engage with cooperatives and stakeholders to make meaning of network maps and identify
actions to promote improvement;
• Discover what network interventions strengthen the system by testing interventions, and then
collecting network data again to track how systems have changed over time;

•

Adapt those interventions that yield ideal network results and repeat the cycle.

For the SSNA baseline, Root Change designed with CDP a process that focused on the first two steps of
the system strengthening cycle. This involved using network analysis to create a visual network map of
cooperative ecosystem in target counties, sharing back the SSNA data collected with the organizations
and people involved to make meaning of the results, and facilitating system actors to make meaning of
the results and identify actions that could strengthen the system.
Within this report, we have provided recommendations that CDP can use to inform their programmatic
interventions for the discover stage of the system strengthening cycle. We have also included
recommendations on steps they can take to continue to use network analysis to inform and adapt their
project interventions over the 5-year program.

The Pando Platform
For the last decade at Root Change, we have assisted organizations to use network analysis to map and
engage with local systems in over 15 countries, and found it to be a powerful tool for analyzing system
dynamics, facilitating dialogue among stakeholders on where system strengths and weaknesses exist, and
identifying actions that catalyze systemic change. Over the years, we’ve learned there are few tools that
allow organizations to use network analysis in a continuous and adaptive way. Traditional network
analysis approaches and software are often time intensive, costly, and produce network maps that can
quickly become static or obsolete. Facilitators or enumerators that work with participants to collect
relationship data, are often limited by those who they are able to survey or get to attend a workshop.

11

Technical Note: The 5Rs in the Program Cycle, USAID Bureau for Policy Planning and Learning:
https://usaidlearninglab.org/sites/default/files/resource/files/5rs_techncial_note_ver_2_1_final.pdf

12

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report
Data captured, then has to be digitalized and analyze separately to create visual network maps, which can
be time consuming.
In 2018, we created Pando12, an online network analysis platform, to address some of these challenges.
Data can be collected and visualized instantly in real-time and shared with all system actors involved. The
participatory nature of Pando, allows the stakeholders involved to also benefit from the network map and
their collective relationship information. Users can see and explore the network map in a user friendly
interface, identify potential partners, service providers, and well as learn about their network position,
and see how it changes over time. In filling out short relationship surveys on Pando, users nominate the
organizations they go to for information, ideas, and support and include an email contact. New actors
identified in the relationship surveys receive an invitation to join via email and map their own relationships
in the system, and in turn invite their contacts to join. This “snowball” method allows network maps to
iteratively grow over time as new users join. Users are able to return at any time and regularly update
their relationships, creating a living network map that reflects the evolving nature of real-life ecosystems.
Table 1 provides an overview of some of the advantages the Pando platform offers CDP, as the technology
platform used to conduct the SSNA baseline. See Annex 3 for more on how Pando works.
Table 1. Differences between the Pando Platform and the Traditional SNA Methods

Traditional SNA

Pando Platform

Focus on gathering static contact information on
stakeholders akin to a “Yellow Pages”. These
efforts can be costly, time intensive, and involve
training of enumerators, with the data becoming
obsolete in a matter of months.

An online platform that will enable real-time
participatory mapping and sharing of data across
organizations and institutions, enabling a mapping
process where data is regularly updated by users
based on the changing landscape.

Involves capturing the knowledge and expertise
of local organizations through surveys. Data
however is not often made readily available for
local organizations and actors to use in their own
work.

Customized user interface and network map
designed to serve organizations and individuals
that participate. All of the data generated is cloud
based and made readily available to users.

Limited ability to show the quality of
relationships and how interventions impact trust
overtime.

Combines network analysis and feedback data, to
provide a holistic understanding of changing levels
of trust, social capital, and influence among
organizations and their constituents.

Once launched, Pando network maps can inform immediate reflection and action with system actors
involved. At Root Change we have learned that network maps only provide you with part of a system’s

12
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story. Coupling network analysis with other approaches like qualitative feedback surveys and participatory
dialogue with system actors on the network map results can provide additional insights on the quality of
relationships and help to identify where systems can be strengthened. These methods were integrated
SSNA baseline, and are detailed further below.

Study Design
During the design phase of the study, a set of learning questions were identified and agreed upon with
the CDP Partners in Washington D.C. and in Kenya. Discussions around these learning questions sensitized
the CDP Partners to the Pando platform, the types of actors in the system, and the opportunities to collect
data under a systems approach.
Learning Questions
1. Who are the key actors and networks (technical, financial, educational service providers;
communications; etc.) within the Kenyan cooperative ecosystem?
2. What are the gaps or bottlenecks in critical services or resources that cooperatives are facing?
3. To what degree do cooperatives have access to the services they need within the current
ecosystem? What are the biggest obstacles cooperatives face in expanding their networks?
4. What relationships matter most to cooperative support organizations? What are the biggest
obstacles support organizations face in servicing cooperatives?
5. How can CDP Partners expand their understanding of networks within the Kenyan cooperative
ecosystem?
6. How do these findings inform the individual roles of the CDP Partners in the system? How can the
CDP Partners leverage their complementary strengths and strategies to most effectively
strengthen the cooperative system?
7. What are ideas for how to strengthen the cooperative system at the county level and broadly in
the country, both from county stakeholders and from CDP Partners?
These learning questions were used to inform the design of Ushirika Hub, the network map customized
on Pando and used to collect relationship data from cooperatives and key system actors. Participatory
qualitative feedback surveys and dialogue were also identified as supporting methods that could be used
when SSNA results were shared back with stakeholders involved to further identify the obstacles
cooperatives and support organizations face. In the next section we describe a framework we have
adapted to assess different dimensions of resilient cooperative ecosystems.

Defining A Cooperative Ecosystem Framework
One of the most important ideas contributing to our understanding of the cooperative ecosystem is the
notion that individuals and organizations are embedded in thick webs of social relations and interactions,
forming complex network that shapes business development outcomes. This is particularly true for
cooperatives that are trying to operate in a competitive and ever-changing environment, while also being
a member owned entity. Successful cooperatives require a sophisticated understanding of democratic
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ownership as well as the business acumen and connections needed to succeed as an enterprise. The
essential system elements that directly support cooperative businesses, including member skills,
financing, and technical assistance are insufficient on their own. Without the enabling elements of market
connections, business support organizations, pro-cooperative policy, cooperative education, and
advocacy partnerships to enable scale and create demand, technical support can only make limited
advances.
Cooperatives are also influenced by social effects that include the exchange of ideas and information
internally between cooperative leadership and their members and externally with diverse market system
actors, including the private sector, government, and learning institutions. Tracking the flow of services
and information is key to understanding the readiness of networked cooperatives to meet complex
challenges, not just because timely information is critical to efficient systems, but because individual and
organizational behavior is driven by the way people cooperate, learn, and coordinate around common
goals. Social capital refers to the knowledge, resources, and skills a cooperative can gain or leverage from
its social network and relationships; or, to put it another way, the benefits and influence derived from
having links within a community of peers and other prominent organizations or individuals. These benefits
flow from trust, reciprocity, information exchange, and the cooperative norms embedded in these
relationships. Research has shown that the social capital of small to medium size enterprises (SMEs) is an
essential ingredient to their growth and sustainability.13 The same can be applied to the success of small
and medium sized cooperative businesses, and of the social impact and programmatic success of the CDP
Partners.14
To help us to analyze the SSNA results captured under the baseline we created a framework for
understanding cooperative ecosystems, and the key conditions that are needed to ensure cooperatives
can leverage their social capital, grow their businesses, and thrive. The framework was informed by
existing theories on market system resilience for SMEs and the conditions needed to grow, sustain, and
legitimize the cooperative movement.
We first identified characteristics of a sustainable and resilient market system, as cooperatives and
SACCOs (financial cooperatives) are first and foremost for-profit businesses. USAID defines market system
resilience as including eight dimensions: connectivity, diversity, power dynamics, rule of law, cooperation,
competition, evidenced-based decision making, and business strategy.15 We adapted three of these
dimensions: ecosystem connectivity, cooperative market diversity, and cooperation among cooperatives.
We also added a fourth dimension, inclusion of marginalized groups, which is acknowledged as one of the

13

Mahboobeh Jalali et al., “The Role of Social Capital and Innovation in SMEs' Success: A Partial Least Squares
Approach,” Journal of Basic and Applied Scientific Research, 2013, pp. 515-522,
https://www.textroad.com/pdf/JBASR/J.%20Basic.%20Appl.%20Sci.%20Res.,%203(4)515-522,%202013.pdf.
14
Levinger and Bloom, Fulfilling the Promise: How National Societies Achieve Sustainable Organizational
Development, 2011.
15
Jeanne Downing et al., “Market Systems Resilience: A Framework for Measurement,” October 4, 2019,
https://www.usaid.gov/documents/1866/market-systems-resilience-framework-measurement.
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objectives of a resilient market system.16 These four dimensions were selected based on their relevance
to the CDP learning questions and the feasibility for them to be assessed using the SSNA methods in this
study. We detail the dimensions used to guide our analysis of the cooperative ecosystem further below.
USAID defines a Market System as a dynamic space that includes the resources, roles, relationships,
rules, and results in which the private and public sectors interact and compete to produce and distribute
goods for consumption.
Resilience refers to the ability of market systems to allocate resources (drawing on social capital,
financial systems, and government assistance) to innovate in order to solve problems in the face of
shocks and stress. Shocks could be economic (e.g. fluctuating food and cash crop prices, fuel prices),
social (i.e., political instability, trade policies), environmental (i.e., climate change, floods, erratic rainfall,
locusts) or health crises (ie. HIV/AIDs, Ebola, Coronavirus).17
Cooperatives are businesses that are both owned and controlled by its members. Members are typically
small to medium sized businesses that can found in every sector and industry (from agriculture to
manufacturing to retail and service). Members of a cooperative own the majority equity of the business
and control voting shares. They participate in the profits, provide oversight, and manage the organization
using democratic practices.18
Second, we also looked at key conditions that support the growth and sustainability of cooperative
businesses. As cooperatives are member owned businesses that work collectively to reach economies of
scale and function using democratic practices, there are specific types of leadership skills, knowledge, and
capacity building these businesses need to operate effectively. Project Equity and the Democracy at Work
Institute define the system elements needed to help cooperatives grow and thrive. They divide these
elements into three categories: (1) “essential” elements, represent access to technical and financial
services and products that help cooperatives build their member skills and capacity and successfully
operate successfully as a business; (2) “important” elements, are conditions within the system that help
cooperative businesses to accelerate their growth, such as pro-cooperative policies, tax incentives, and
supply chain development; and (3) “environmental” elements, are factors that help to legitimize and
popularize cooperatives within society, such as education programs or public awareness campaigns that
engage society about the benefits of cooperatives and inspire the model to grow among new members.19
Examples of these are included in the table 2.

Elements

Table 2. Elements of a Cooperative Ecosystem
Examples

Matched Collaboration Areas

16

Ibid, pp. 6.
Ibid, pp. 7.
18
Hoover, Melissa, and Abell, Hilary. “The Cooperative Growth Ecosystem: Inclusive Development in Action. A joint
project
of
Project
Equity
and
the
Democracy
at
Work
Institute”,
2016,
pp.
3,
https://institute.coop/sites/default/files/resources/Ecosystem%20Report.pdf
19
Ibid, pp 8.
17

16

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report

Essential
Building Blocks

Important
Accelerators

Environmental
Legitimizers

•
•
•

Member skills and capacity
Access to financing
Access to technical assistance

•
•

Connections to markets
Pro-Cooperative Policy and
Legislation
Tax incentives
Advocacy partnerships
Presence of other
cooperatives/collaboration between
cooperatives
Favorable attitudes and culture
Public awareness of cooperatives
and their benefits

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cooperative Education and Training
Source of Funds (financing)
Legal Services
Accounting
Insurance
IT/Technology
Marketing/Product Development
Cooperative Advocacy
Cooperative news/information
Dispute resolution
Cooperative member recruitment
Peer to Peer support
Participation of women, youth, and
persons with special needs in
cooperatives

By looking at the presence (or lack) of these elements in each of the county ecosystems, we are able to
better assess entry points for interventions the three CDP Partners could take to support the growth of
cooperatives in each county. This was done by assessing collaboration areas within the network map
created for Kenya. Collaboration areas are the functional or thematic areas in which organizations or
institutions work together. Root Change, with input from the CDP Partners and key stakeholders,
identified 15 collaboration areas, representing a menu of topics in which cooperatives/SACCOs and
service providers, private sector, and government, are likely to engage. Collaboration areas selected are
aligned with the system elements outlined by Project Equity and Democracy at Work Institute that help
to grow and sustain cooperatives (see table 2). Building off these theories, we define below the
dimensions of the cooperative ecosystem framework we adapted to inform analysis of SSNA baseline
results.

Ecosystem Connectivity
Connectivity examines the degree to which a county cooperative system is one large and inclusive system
or several smaller, isolated systems. According to systems thinking, too many or too few connections can
constrain growth and/or innovation within a market system. A resilient market system is able to maintain
the
right
balance
of
connectivity.20
We have adapted connectivity to examine the balance of relationships within the cooperative network,
which includes connections between cooperatives/SACCOs, unions, federations, and apex organizations,

20

Sally J Goerner, Bernard Lietaer, and Robert E Ulanowicz, “Quantifying Economic Sustainability: Implications for
Free-Enterprise Theory, Policy and Practice,” Ecological Economics 69, no. 1 (November 15, 2009): pp. 76-81,
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.07.018
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and how they are sharing information, services and support. We have also examined how the cooperative
network is engaging with the larger market system in the county, and the degree to which the cooperative
movement is well connected with the private and public sectors, exchanging information, services, and
resources. On the next page. Table 3 shows the actor types included in the cooperative network and the
types of actors we’d expect to find in a market system.

Table 3. Cooperative Network Pyramid versus Market System Actors
Cooperative Network21

Market System Actors

●

●
●
●
●
●
●

Private sector
(Business/companies,
consultants)
Banks/MFIs
Insurance
Government departments
and agencies
Learning institutions
NGOs/INGOs
Media

Engagement vs. Exploration
We hypothesize that within the cooperative network in each county, we would expect to see some level
of internal engagement between cooperatives. Engagement is the practice of establishing deep and
meaningful relationships with relevant peer colleagues and partners. When actors within a group with
similar goals (in this case the cooperative network working in a particular sector or region) are well
connected to each other, it builds trust and mutual support and promotes coordination. We would expect
to see cooperatives supporting one another not only with technical assistance but exchanging ideas and
information on key topics related to advancing the cooperative enterprises, such as cooperative
education, news, and advocacy.
At the same time, we would expect to see the cooperative network exploring and seeking information,
ideas, services, and resources from a diverse set of market system actors in the county. Exploration is the
act of reaching out and seeking new ideas, perspectives and practices. Establishing ties with a range of
diverse market system actors increases exposure to learning new business skills and practices, tracking

21

“Cooperative Structure,” Rwanda Cooperative Agency, n.d., www.rca.gov.rw/about-cooperatives/cooperativestructure/#.XlaPLBNKifU.
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changes in the industry, and accessing new markets. In Social Physics (2014), Alex Pentland describes how
exploration and engagement together are a powerful combination for social learning among groups of
individuals and organizations.22 Exploration allows groups access to relevant information (in this case
market information, resources, and skills) and engagement helps to integrate these new ideas, practices,
and resources into a peer community. For the SSNA baseline we have calculated the ratio of external
exploration to internal engagement for the cooperative network in each county.

Cooperative Market Diversity
Diversity within market systems refers to variation of products and channels through which products are
produced and marketed and involves having the right balance of different types of products, firms,
producers, and end markets.23 For example, if there is only one dairy processor that controls the dairy
market this can demonstrate a lack of balance and potential market risk to shocks. In addition, within a
robust cooperative ecosystem, we would hope to see that cooperatives have ties to a diversity of service
providers, that represent the “essential” elements for cooperatives to establish and grow their business
models. These would include, for example, access to cooperative education and training to build member
skills and capacity, a diversity of financing sources (loans, grants, and investment capital), legal or
accounting services, insurance products, as well as business management support services.24 For the SSNA
baseline, we have looked at the diversity of actor types accessed by the cooperative network within each
county and compared whether cooperatives and SACCOs seek services form different types of actors in
the cooperative ecosystem.

Role of Higher-Tier Cooperatives
Within the cooperative network, higher-tier cooperatives are often formed to help cooperatives
accelerate their growth and reach economies of scale. Higher-tier cooperatives represent an association,
union, federation, or confederation that has been created to serve a group of cooperative businesses,
who represent their members. Cooperatives working in a particular sector or geographic region may
decide to organize and set up a higher-tier cooperative, paying fees as members for them to provide
specific services needed to advance their enterprises.
The services higher-tier cooperatives provide within the cooperative ecosystem represent “essential” and
“important” elements that help cooperatives establish their businesses and accelerate their growth.
Services higher-tier cooperatives might provide include: disseminating relevant industry news and
information on cooperative regulations, providing management training, help with audits or accessing

22

Alex Pentland, Social Physics: How Social Networks Can Make Us Smarter (New York: Penguin Press, 2014): Pg. 96.
Jeanne Downing et al., “Market Systems Resilience: A Framework for Measurement,” October 4, 2019,
https://www.usaid.gov/documents/1866/market-systems-resilience-framework-measurement.
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credit, connecting cooperatives to new markets, or advocating for favorable policies and legislation.25
Table 4 shows the four main functions of higher-tier cooperatives, and how they align with collaboration
areas in this study.
Table 4. Functions of Higher-tier Cooperatives
Functions

Comparable Collaboration Areas

1.

Strengthening of cooperative
measures to prevent failure

1.

Advocacy for favorable legislation and regulation

Cooperative Advocacy

3.

Support attaining economies of scale (e.g. facilitating
collective buying power to make equipment, insurance, loans
or other products affordable)

Cooperative News and Information

Facilitating access to large-scale capital markets

Marketing and Product Development

4.

management,

including

Cooperative Education and Training

The US Overseas Cooperative Development Council (OCDC) has found that in low-to-medium-income
countries, as the cooperative sector grows in a region, the government often steps in to play a similar
function to that of higher-tier cooperatives. This is a short-term solution to supporting the cooperative
sector to accelerate. As the cooperative sector grows over time, you would expect to see these functions
be transferred to the cooperative movement actors and be led and managed by higher-tier cooperatives;
in the long-term it is not sustainable to have the government solely provide this service.26
For the area of Diversity, we have looked at the role of higher-tier cooperatives in the six counties, the
level to which they are playing convening roles in county market systems, and are playing the role
described in table 4. We have looked to see if other system actors, like the county government, private
sector, and learning institutions, are playing similar roles to that of higher-tier cooperatives within the
cooperative sector, and helping to accelerate their growth.

Behavioral Roadblocks to Networking
Based on Root Change’s previous research of international development and humanitarian relief
networks, there are a few key roadblocks we have found in systems within market systems that can
threaten their effectiveness, growth, and sustainability. In assessing the Kenyan cooperative ecosystem,
we looked for examples of a common roadblock: preferential attachment and dependency.

25

Dr. John W Mellor, “US Overseas Cooperative Development Council (OCDC), ‘Measuring Cooperative Success:
New Challenges and Opportunities in Low- and Middle-Income Countries, Tracking Indicators of Cooperative
Success (Metrics),” 2009, https://www.ocdc.coop/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Metrics.pdf.
26
Ibid.
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Preferential Attachment: Cooperative ecosystems are complex and ever changing, as new market actors
enter and exit a system constantly. A common misconception is that new entrants to a system will
naturally choose to associate with a range of local, peer institutions on common challenges. In reality,
new actors are much more likely to associate with actors with the most links and connections (and,
usually, who offer opportunities for funding). Preferential attachment to centralized actors reinforces the
hegemony of a few key actors, with negative consequences for sustainability. Over time, networks risk
becoming dependent on a few dominant actors, who may have few incentives to facilitate connections
within the ecosystem and embrace new brokering roles that might potentially diminish their own
influence. Not surprisingly, when international agencies and programs provide assistance in market
systems, they can quickly become the target of preferential attachment by local actors, where local actors
go primarily to these international agencies for technical assistance or funding.
In assessing diversity within the cooperative ecosystem in Kenya, we looked for signs of preferential
attachment and the degree to which the provision of services, information, or resources were dominated
by a few actors, indicating a potential bottleneck or vulnerability in the system.

Cooperation Among Cooperatives
The USAID Market Systems Resilience Framework describes positive forms of cooperation as actors
working together to achieve a common purpose or function that adds value and improves market system
performance. Examples could include (1) firms jointly marketing or branding a product in a county, (2)
advocating together to change a specific policy or regulation, or (3) agreeing on uniform standard or grade
to increase overall industry brand/efficiency.27 This idea also aligns with cooperation among cooperatives
as the sixth principle within the cooperative movement.
For the SSNA baseline, we have looked to see if these types of cooperation examples are present in the
cooperative network. To do this, we have visualized the cooperative network in each county to see in
what collaboration areas cooperatives are supporting each other the most, how are they networked, what
structure they form (and therefore which phase of ecosystem strengthening they are in), and what role
the higher-tier cooperatives are playing in facilitating cooperation. We have also looked for examples and
stories of cooperation among cooperatives based on feedback and stories shared during meaning making
workshops with stakeholders. Examples of successful cooperative integration in the market system can
offer insights on creative practices or models cooperatives in different sectors might try to grow and scale.

Inclusion of Marginalized Groups
Inclusion of marginalized groups is an important dimension of market systems resilience. Excluding youth
or women, who make up half the population, from a market system means excluding them as a resource

27

Jeanne Downing et al., “Market Systems Resilience: A Framework for Measurement,” October 4, 2019, Pg. 11,
https://www.usaid.gov/documents/1866/market-systems-resilience-framework-measurement.
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for problem solving or new ideas that could help a system better adapt to shocks.28 Inclusion of women,
youth, and marginalized groups is also a key dimension of CDP. For example, Global Communities, is
supporting counties to develop a cooperative policy on inclusion of youth and women. NCBA CLUSA is also
conducting a gender analysis to inform trainings and coaching activities with cooperatives and engaging
youth through succession planning. For these reasons, we have included inclusion as the fourth dimension
of our adapted cooperative systems resilience framework.
To assess networking around inclusion, we have looked at three collaboration areas (subsystems) within
each of the counties. These collaboration areas collected relationship data on where cooperatives and
other system actors go for support including youth, women, and persons with special needs in cooperative
enterprises (see Annex 5: Collaboration Area Questions for more on how these areas were defined). We
have assessed these collaboration areas across counties to identify key resource hubs. We have also
reviewed stories and feedback shared by stakeholders on the topic of inclusion within the cooperative
sector for insights on existing socio-cultural factors, beliefs, or practices that may support or hinder the
adoption of inclusive practices by cooperatives. The dimension of inclusion also aligns with the
“environmental” elements within cooperative ecosystems that help to legitimize and popularize the
movement, expand it to new members, and further create demand for cooperative models within the
country.
We have summarized key findings from this analysis under the relevant learning questions in the Key
Findings section. Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for the Full Network includes detailed findings for each
of the dimensions.

III. Study Methods
Target Counties
The SSNA baseline focused on six target counties within Kenya and aimed to map a representative
network of their cooperative ecosystems. Analysis at the county level was most appropriate for
understanding complexity within each cooperative subsystem and the effects of devolution on
networking. Criteria used to select the six counties included the following: (1) each CDP Partner should
have at least two counties they are targeting under the program and (2) counties should be accessible and
have low security risk for convening stakeholders. See table 5 for the counties included based on priority
locations for each CDP Partner. For more information on each county, including location, sectoral focus,
and county findings see Annex 2: SSNA Baseline Findings by County.
Table 5. Counties Selected for SSNA Baseline Divided by Target Locations for CDP Partners
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Global Communities
1.
2.

Nairobi
Kisumu

NCBA/CLUSA
3.
4.

Meru
Nandi

WOCCU
5.
6.

Laikipia
Kirinyaga

Data Collection
To conduct the SSNA baseline, Root Change used two main approaches: (1) network analysis and (2)
facilitated meaning making, feedback, and idea generation on how to strengthen the cooperative
ecosystem in each county.

Network Analysis
Relationship data used for the network analysis was collected through Ushirika Hub map on Pando, Root
Change's online, real-time network mapping platform. Pando allows users to create online accounts,
provide organization and relationship data, and see a rich and detailed visualization of the diverse
connections among key actors in the cooperative ecosystem, including cooperatives, SACCOs,
business/companies, higher-tier cooperatives, service providers, government agencies, and learning
institutions. See Annex 3: How Pando Works for more on the participatory network mapping platform.
We have described below how the Ushirika Hub network map was designed and used to support the
SSNA.

Meaning Making and Feedback
In mapping social systems around the world, we've learned that network analysis gives you only part of
the story. For example, a network map might reveal that a number of cooperatives are going frequently
to the county department of cooperatives for cooperative education training, however, this suggests that
department of cooperatives is a key resource provider, however the network map does not reveal the
quality of service that is being provided, or explain why cooperatives choose only to go to the department
and no other providers. By sharing back the network results with stakeholders involved and conducting
short feedback surveys on the quality of relationships between actors in the system can help to validate
the structure of relationships found in the network analysis and provide further insight on areas where
the enabling environment could be strengthened. In the example provided above, feedback might reveal
that cooperatives are going to government because they provide subsidized training, and that there are
no other quality service providers in their county. And that the feel the government could do a better job
of hiring more qualified trainers. Coupling SNA with feedback in a facilitated participatory workshop
setting, gives stakeholders an opportunity to think about the larger ecosystem and relationships that
supports their work, where relationships are strong or weak, where gaps or bottlenecks in service
provision exist.
Our system strengthening approach for the SSNA baseline involved convening stakeholders for each of
the counties that included cooperative leadership from key sectors, known service providers and support
organizations from county government, private sector, financial institutions, suppliers and marketers, and
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learning institutions, among others identified from the network map on Ushirika Hub. During a one-day
Ushirika Hub meaning making workshop conducted in each county, the preliminary findings from the
network mapping were shared back with those that participated and other stakeholders invited to
validate and learn from the results and identify other key actors missing from the county ecosystem.
To help paint a more holistic picture of system roadblocks and opportunities, participants were also led
through a feedback exercise where they formed actor type groups (ie. SACCOs, dairy cooperatives, highertier cooperatives, county government, service providers). Each actor type group listed the actors they
work with regularly in the cooperative sector and rated the quality of their relationships as “great”,
“okay,” or “needs improvement”. They then listed the reasons why they gave that score. The feedback
was exchanged and discussed between the different actor type groups openly in plenary. This dialogue
helped to reveal where relationships were strong and worked well, and areas that needed improvement.
The feedback results helped to validate and add to the network analysis and provide insights on obstacles
faced in either accessing services or providing services to cooperatives.
Stakeholder Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector
Based on input from CDP Partners, we decided early on that the meaning making workshops should give
stakeholders the opportunity to think together and share their ideas for how to strengthen the
cooperative ecosystem in their county. This element was integrated into the culmination of the one-day
Ushirika Hub meaning making workshops. Participants had the opportunity to identify and pitch their “big
idea” for strengthening the cooperative system, based on the findings and feedback shared. Some of these
ideas led to actions that stakeholders committed to take, others represent potential strategies or actions
the CDP Partners could help to facilitate going forward.
For more on the SSNA baseline activities conducted with stakeholders, the design, and how they were
rolled out in the counties see Annex 4: Key Activities Conducted.

Network Map Design
When designing Ushirika Hub, Root Change first worked with the CDP Partners in Washington, DC to
customize the map using the SSNA learning questions. We then further customized the map with the CDP
Kenya Team. Finally, we invited key stakeholders from local Nairobi cooperatives, and representatives
from CAK and CUK to test the language before launching the map in the counties. Customizable parts of
the map are collaboration areas and organizational attributes, which are described below.

Collaboration Areas
When stakeholders are invited to join Ushirika Hub on Pando, the first step is to identify who they go to
for information, ideas, and resources for critical services using collaboration areas. Collaboration areas
are the functional or thematic areas in which organizations or institutions work together. Root Change
with input from the CDP Partners and key stakeholders identified a list of 15 collaboration areas,
representing a menu of topics in which cooperatives/SACCOs and service providers, private sector,
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government, and apex organizations are likely to engage. Table 6 shares examples of collaboration area
questions created, which were responded to by users in Ushirika Hub on Pando. See Annex 5:
Collaboration Area Questions for the complete list.
Table 6. Examples of Collaboration Areas on Ushirika Hub
Collaboration Area

Survey Question
Who do you go to for funding (credit/loans, investment, grant funding,
etc.)?

Source of funds

Cooperative education and
training

Who do you go to for coaching or training on how to advance your
cooperative business model (training on cooperative governance,
board/member management, building member equity, etc.)?
Who do you go to for support with advocating for improving the
cooperative system in Kenya (cooperative transparency, ethics, legislative
questions, legal reform, double taxing, etc.)?

Cooperative advocacy

Participation of women in
cooperatives

Who do you go to for information, ideas or support with increasing
participation of women in cooperatives?

Organization Attributes
After inputting relationships using collaboration areas, Ushirika Hub users completed an Organizational
Profile on Pando (see Annex 3: How Pando Works for an example). Profiles in Ushirika Hub capture a
range of attributes on each organization described in Table 7.

Table 7. Organization Attributes Collected on Pando
Attribute

Description
Respondents selected from 17 options that are relevant to the cooperative
sector.

Organization Type

Location

Area of Expertise

Choices were: Academic Institution, Apex Organization, Bank/MFI,
Business/Company, CBO, Consultant, Cooperative Federation, Cooperative
Society, Donor, Government Institution, Labor Union, Local NGO, Media,
National Association, Insurance, International NGO, SACCO Society (Financial
Cooperative)
Respondents selected where they work from a list of the 47 counties in Kenya.
Respondents selected from 38 categories that included sectoral foci and services
they offer.
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Examples include: Agriculture, Transportation, Education, Health, Cooperative
Registration, Cooperative Governance, Graphic Design/Branding, Alternative
Dispute Resolution, and Digital Financial Services.

During the data cleaning process, it was found that profile data for many actors was missing. This was
largely because there were a range of organizations that stakeholders identified who never joined Ushirika
Hub and filled out their profile and relationships. Root Change, with support from the CDP Partners’ Kenya
teams, conducted desk research to fill in key attributes like organization type and locations where
organizations work to support the final analysis.29

Analysis and Reporting
Root Change conducted the network analysis using the following techniques.

Attribute Summaries
Summary counts and percentages of organization and relationship attributes allow us to get a better sense
of who is in the network and what types of relationships are present. For example, we can answer
questions such as: How many cooperative societies are in the network versus service providers? How
many relationships were reported for each collaboration area? These summaries can be found in the
Overview of Data Collected section of this report.

Identifying Subsystems
Attributes allow us to dive deeper into specific groups of actors, specific types of collaboration, or both at
the same time. The cooperative ecosystem in Kenya is county-based, consequently, we have done most
of the analysis based on the six counties of interest. To form county subsystems, we pulled out the actors
working in each county, based on the location attribute, and their relationships to one another, forming
the subsystem for each county (i.e., Kirinyaga).
We also did analysis based on organization type. For example, we created a cooperative network
(subsystem) representing relationships between actors within the cooperative movement, including
cooperatives/SACCOs, Unions, Federations and Apex Organizations. We looked at the cooperative
network within the full network (combining all six counties) and within each county subsystem to gauge
the level of connectivity of the cooperative movement in each county.
Finally, we looked into the subsystems of services based on each of the 15 the collaboration areas for the
full network and within each county subsystem (i.e., source of funds in Laikipia or cooperative education

29

We were not able to easily identify areas of expertise for those organizations with missing data. Therefore, these
fields were left missing in the analysis.
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and training in Nandi). This allowed us to look for patterns and see who key actors were for different
collaboration areas in each county.

Network Statistics
We used a range of social network analysis metrics to learn about the full network and its subsystems.
Table 8 provides the metrics used, their definitions, and how they are calculated.
Table 8. Social Network Analysis Metrics Used
SNA Metric

Description

Number of Actors in the
Map

The number of actors (organizations, cooperatives, government institutions,
academic institutions, banks, etc.) who have at least one relationship with other
actors. Actors who were invited, but never participated, are not included in this
count.

Number of Total
Relationships

The relationship survey allowed and encouraged respondents to indicate all
collaboration areas in which they worked with another actor. When counting the
number of relationships, each collaboration area is counted separately even if the
same actor is identified (ie. I go to KUSCCO as a source of funds and I go to KUSCCO
for cooperative advocacy).

Average Degree

The number of relationships each actor has (both incoming and outgoing), divided
by the number of actors in the map. This measure is a proxy for social capital and
describes on average how many actors someone can go to for support or advice.

Reciprocity

The number of relationships that are reciprocal, or bidirectional between two
actors, divided by the number of relationships in the network. The output is the
percentage of relationships that are reciprocal. The calculation does not count
collaboration areas separately if the same actor is identified.
This metric first requires that you define a group of interest using actor attributes.
For the purposes of this report, we looked at the cooperative movement
(cooperatives/SACCOs, unions, federations, higher-tier cooperatives).

External-Internal Ratio
(E-I Ratio)

The ratio takes the number of relationships from the group to those outside of the
group (external relationships), subtracts the number of relationships from the
group to others in the group (internal relationships), and divides by the total
number of relationships that group has (external and internal relationships). The
result is a number between -1 and 1, where -1 represents all internal relationships,
1 represents all external relationships, and 0 represents a balance between
relationships. For more how we applied this metric, see Annex 1: SSNA Baseline
Findings for Full Network.

Network analysis also allows us to visualize these systems, using nodes for actors and arrows for their
relationships to one another. We prepared visualizations for all key subsystems mentioned above. All
visualizations in this report distinguish between cooperatives/SACCOs and support actors (i.e.,
government, unions, businesses, banks, etc.) with colors.
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Identifying Key Actors
There are two key actor types that form the basis of this network analysis–resource hubs, and brokers.
Figure 1 defines these three actor types, including the SNA metric used to calculate each.

Figure 1. Types of Key Actors

Resource Hubs

Brokers

Resource Hubs are opinion leaders and
sources of subject matter expertise. As
those most sought after by others in
the system, they can passively spread
information, ideas or resources
throughout the network. The SNA
metric to calculate this role is in-degree
centrality.

Brokers can introduce people and
institutions across professional,
economic, social, and cultural circles.
They often have exclusive ties to
unique actors and smaller sub-groups,
as well as direct ties to central core
actors, such as funders and
government. The SNA metric to
calculate this role is betweenness
centrality.

Each of these actor types play different roles within the network, the aggregate impact has strong effects
on the viability of the ecosystem. Important to note, ecosystems are dynamic and often involve diverse
sets of actors who learn, adapt, self-organize and co-evolve over time. Therefore, the key actors identified
and the network roles they have been found to play in this report are a snapshot in time.
For the purposes of this report, we mainly focus on resource hubs, as it most closely pertains to the
learning questions around key actors and who is providing services. We calculated key actor scores for
the full network and for each of the 15 collaboration areas within each of the six counties. Because of the
quantity of data that this produced, we have summarized the roles that actors are playing.

Analysis Tools
Data collected on Ushirika Hub was cleaned by Root Change, with support from CDP and stakeholders
involved. For the advanced analytics included in this report, the data was downloaded in Excel format.
Most analysis was carried out using Python coding language, including packages such as NetworkX and
DataFrames, to run social network analysis algorithms and summary statistics respectively. We used ORA,
a tool developed by CASOS at Carnegie Mellon, to create the network images. Additional data visualization
such as pie charts and bar graphs were done in Excel. Raw data was given to the CDP Partners upon
submission of this report. The outputs of the analysis tools can be in Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for
Full Network and Annex 2: SSNA Baseline Findings by County.

Meaning Making and Feedback Data
All meaning making, feedback data, and big ideas for strengthening the cooperative ecosystems were
captured on flip charts during the workshops. Root Change and the CDP Kenya team created templates
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for participants to fill out for the feedback exercise, an example of which can be seen in Image 2. A CDP
Kenya Team member sat at the group tables for each of the meaning making activities to help with data
capture. All flip charts were digitized, and full notes were given to the CDP Partners upon submission of
this report. A summary of these results for each county can be found in Annex 2: SSNA Baseline Findings
by County.
Image 2. Example of System Feedback Flip Charts

Study Limitations
For both the Ushirika Hub Launch and Meaning Making Events, the CDP Partner teams in Kenya mobilized
cooperatives/SACCO and support organization participants through the County Department of
Cooperatives, following county government protocol. In Nairobi, stakeholders were mobilized through
CDP Partners’ existing relationships with support organizations and cooperatives/SACCOs.
For the SSNA baseline, it was agreed that we would start by mapping the relationships that CDP partners
have or are likely to engage with first within the counties they are working. The assumption was that the
first group to map on Ushirika hub, would in turn nominate their peers and partners on Pando and provide
an email address, which would allow Pando to invite the second- and third-degree actors to join Pando
and map their relationships, allowing the network to viral grow and expand. While we were able to map
second-degree actors, this process did not happen as quickly or as extensively as was originally
hypothesized. It was discovered during the Ushirika Hub launch events that in most counties about 50%
of participants did not have access to email. Paper surveys were effectively used to compensate and data
added to Ushirika Hub. Because of this limitation, network and feedback data captured for this SSNA
baseline reflects the first- and second-degree ties of those stakeholders that attended Ushirika Hub

29

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report
events. Many of the actors who participated are influential in their counties and relevant for CDP Partners
to understand at this early stage of the program, as they represent the primary government, service
providers, and cooperative businesses they will most likely engage with first as they start up the program.
Over time, if CDP continues to grow the Ushirika Hub network map and as more actors join Pando, this
introductory bias will diminish. For more lessons learned from using Ushirika Hub see the
Recommendations section.

IV. Overview of Data Collected
Through the Ushirika Hub mapping initiative, we reached 601 actors and mapped 1487 relationships. See
Table 8 for more information on how we have counted actors and relationships.30 Figure 2 is a visualization
of the full network as captured in Ushirika Hub, with each of the six county subsystems highlighted.

Figure 2. Full Network Image with Six Counties Identified

30

This is a typical network size we’d expect to capture over 3 months of engagement with stakeholders to fill out
relationship surveys.
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Organization Types
A range of actors were included in the Ushirika Hub mapping initiative. Actors self-selected into 17
organization type categories. Where data was missing, Root Change and the CDP Partners’ Kenya teams
did desk research to fill them in. Some were not able to be identified so were left as “Unknown.” Table 9
provides an overview of the number of actors identified in the network map for each organization type.
In total, there were 76 cooperatives and 53 SACCOs identified in the network map.
Table 9. Number of Actors by Organization Type
Organization Type

Number of
Actors

Organization Type

Number of
Actors

Government Institution

128

Academic Institution

23

Business/Company

110

Consultant

22

Cooperative Society

76

Insurance

19

SACCO Society (Financial Cooperative)

53

Local NGO

18
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Unknown

39

Media

8

Bank/MFI

39

Donor

5

International NGO

31

National Association

4

Higher-tier Cooperatives

25

CBO

1

Government institutions and business/companies were the most common actor types identified in the
network map. For county government, often specific departments were referenced (i.e., “Department of
Cooperatives Meru”), similarly for business and financial institutions, specific county branches were
referenced (i.e., “Co-operative Bank - Kisumu”). We left these distinct in order to capture nuances of
where actors are going for information, resources, or services. This may explain why the number of
government institutions, in particular, is so high.

Collaboration Areas
The relationship survey was organized around 15 collaboration areas, which represented the information,
resources, or services for which actors are going to one another. For a full list of the collaboration area
survey questions see Annex 5: Collaboration Area Questions.
The nature of the survey on Pando allows users to list organizations they go to for multiple collaboration
areas. We often saw that actors choose to fill out relationships for collaboration areas that were most
important to them, and in many cases listed the same organization as a resource for multiple collaboration
areas. Table 10 provides the number of relationships reported in each collaboration area across all six
counties. According to those who participated in Ushirika Hub, source of funds and cooperative education
and training were the top two collaboration areas in the full system and in each of the county subsystems.
For more on these results by county see Annex 6: Breakdown of Collaboration Areas by County.

Table 10. Number of Relationships by Collaboration Area
Collaboration Area

Number of
Relationships

Collaboration Area

Number of
Relationships

Source of Funds

212
(14.3%)

Cooperative Member
Recruitment

80
(5.4%)

Cooperative Education and
Training

211
(14.2%)

IT & Technology

76
(5.1%)
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Marketing & Product
Development

132
(8.9%)

Dispute Resolution

66
(4.4%)

Cooperative Advocacy

130
(8.7%)

Participation of Youth in
Cooperatives

62
(4.2%)

Cooperative News/Information

126
(8.5%)

Participation of Women in
Cooperatives

61
(4.1%)

Peer to Peer Support

96
(6.5%)

Participation of Persons with
Special Needs in Cooperatives

32
(2.2%)

Insurance

29
(2.0%)

Accounting

88
(5.9%)

Legal Services

86
(5.8%)

County Subsystems
Though each county event had roughly the same number of participants (around 40), the amount of data
collected through this initiative varied across the six counties, as seen in Table 11.
Table 11. Network Size by County
County

Number of Relationships

Number of Actors

All Counties (combined)

1487

601

Meru

385

135

Nairobi

289

162

Kirinyaga

263

134

Laikipia

192

83

Kisumu

153

79

Nandi

137

90

Meru county stakeholders identified the highest number of relationships (385), while Nairobi county
stakeholders identified the highest number of actors (162). The size of the subsystem reflects the activity
level of the cooperative/SACCOs and support organizations that attended the Ushirika Hub events. These
do not reflect the actual size of cooperative ecosystems in each of these counties. A summary of the key
findings and recommendations from the network analysis is described below. See Annex 2: SSNA Baseline
Findings by County for a more detailed analysis on each of the county subsystems.
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V. Key Findings
The following key findings have been organized around the priority learning questions developed with the
CDP Partners to guide this study. We provide a more detailed analysis to support these findings in Annex
1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full Network and Annex 2: SSNA Baseline Findings by County.

1. Who are the key actors and networks (technical, financial, educational
service providers; communications; etc.) within the Kenyan cooperative
ecosystem?
Networking within the cooperative ecosystem is found highest around source of funds and cooperative
education and training, followed by marketing/product development, cooperative advocacy, and
cooperative news/information as other prominent areas.
Across counties (with the exception of Nairobi), the county government was found to be the key resource
hub and service provider for multiple collaboration areas, the most prominent ones including cooperative
education and training, cooperative news/information, cooperative advocacy, and dispute resolution. The
Department of Cooperatives, in particular, was identified as a key department that cooperatives rely on
for technical assistance and cooperative educational services that build member skills and capacity. In
general, stakeholders’ report having strong relationships with the Department of Cooperatives and feel
they offer useful services. This suggests that for the counties we visited, devolution appears to be
managed well by county governments, who have been able to build relationships with a number of
cooperatives. That said, county government officials acknowledged that they struggle to reach all
cooperatives in a county, particularly smaller cooperatives/SACCOs and those based in rural areas. Limited
resources, access to transportation, lack of adequate personnel, and poor infrastructure were cited as
obstacles. In Nairobi, the national government, represented as the State Department of Cooperatives,
was found to be a prominent actor, rather than the county government.
After county government, higher-tier cooperatives (i.e., CAK, KUSCCO, other unions) were found to be
key actors in the cooperative network. They are playing a role we would expect, helping to convene
cooperatives and provide industry information, market products and access markets. Higher-tier
cooperatives were not identified as prominent actors in all counties (more mapping is needed to learn
about their role). In Nairobi, national-level apex organizations and learning institutions (like CAK and CUK)
were found to be key support organizations.
Specialized cooperative service providers were also found to be key actors. Co-operative Bank was
identified as the main funder of cooperatives/SACCOs across counties. Stakeholders report having a
predominantly positive relationship with the Co-operative Bank. Each county has some additional
emerging funders as resource hubs, represented by other banks and SACCOs. Likewise, Cooperative
Insurance Company (CIC) was found to be the main provider for insurance to cooperatives/SACCOs.
Insurance overall, was the area with the least collaboration. This suggests that for those involved in the
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study, insurance as a service is either not a priority or something that cooperatives are seeking. Both of
these actors provide tailored products and services that target cooperatives/SACCOs, so their prominence
is expected. To learn more about each of these key actors and the roles they play in the cooperative
ecosystem, see Annex 7: Analysis of Key Cooperative System Actors.

2. To what degree do cooperatives have access to the services they need
within the current ecosystem? What are the biggest obstacles
cooperatives face in expanding their networks?
Cooperatives included in the study appear to have access to the critical services they need to operate and
accelerate their businesses. The roles of the county government and higher-tier cooperatives described
above also appear to be helping to provide “essential” and “important” elements to help cooperatives
grow. Looking at the connectivity of each of the county cooperatives systems, we saw that in all counties
cooperatives/SACCOs are well-connected to other market system actors (i.e., government, businesses,
etc.) who provide services to cooperatives/SACCOs. Within the broader market system, the Ushirika Hub
network map revealed a large number of government institutions and departments (128 total) and
business/companies (109 total) working within the cooperative ecosystem in these 6 counties.
Cooperatives/SACCOs rely heavily on government institutions (across all counties, 39% of relationships
from cooperatives and SACCOs are to the government). As mentioned above, the county government is
supporting most with providing “essential” and “important” elements, such as cooperative education
and training, cooperative news/information, cooperative advocacy, and dispute resolution.
Cooperatives/SACCOs also have many relationships with businesses and companies (across all counties,
11% of relationships from cooperatives and SACCOs are to business/companies). The private sector was
found to provide more specialized business services (or “essential” elements), such as information
technology, legal services, accounting, and insurance, which help cooperatives business operate. There
were, however, very few common business/company service providers cooperatives or SACCOs shared,
with often only one cooperative or SACCO going to each business/company. This could suggest that there
is not much peer-to-peer exchange happening among cooperatives (i.e., word of mouth
recommendations) about service providers they use, and/or that the private sector is not providing
targeted marketing for their services to cooperatives and SACCOs. Of the stakeholders we engaged in
meaning making workshops, they identified competition (specifically among SACCOs) and a lack of
networking platforms for cooperatives as constraints to accessing services. These could also be
contributing factors to why cooperatives/SACCOs do not have common or shared business/company
service providers. Increasing networking platforms for cooperatives, and awareness among the private
sector of cooperatives and how to tailor their services to meet their needs are two “environmental”
elements CDP could explore improving to help cooperatives better leverage their social capital and
legitimize the cooperatives as businesses within the counties.
Cooperatives/SACCOs shared that there is limited access to information on quality service providers and
where they can go within the private sector for support. We heard stories from multiple counties about
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the challenge of “quack” consultants or businesses taking advantage of cooperatives, charging high rates
for poor services. This points to a gap in the ecosystem, the lack of an entity or process for vetting
businesses or consultants who work with cooperatives, and a lack of feedback channels for improving
future service provision. These services represent “important” system elements that help cooperatives
accelerate their growth. Among the participants we engaged in meaning making workshops, many
presented “big ideas” for addressing this gap that ranged from forming cooperative associations or
unions, to creating county directories of service providers and digital platforms, to developing new roles
for the Department of Cooperatives and apex organizations, like CAK, to solve this problem. This would
be another entry point CDP could explore addressing.

3. What are the gaps or bottlenecks in critical services or resources that
cooperatives are facing?
The network analysis revealed an overdependence by the cooperatives/SACCOs who participated in
Ushirika Hub on the county government for multiple services that help them to accelerate their growth.
Preferential attachment to a few actors can make a system vulnerable to managing shocks and threaten
its long-term sustainability. Preferential attachment was found toward the county government across
counties, among the cooperatives/SACCOs and service providers who participated in this study. This may
be a reflection of the existing relationships these stakeholders have with the county government, as many
of there were invited by the Department of Cooperatives to participate in Ushirika Hub events. That said,
it still appears that that among the actors we engaged, they are quite reliant on the county government.
Additional mapping within Ushirika Hub would help to determine the extent of this dependency.
Officials from the Department of Cooperatives across counties shared how limited resources and
inadequate staff hinder their ability to service and reach all cooperatives. From the perspective of
cooperatives/SACCOs we engaged in the baseline, they shared that this translates into “favoritism” by the
county government toward larger and more established cooperatives/SACCOs that are more within their
reach.
We also found a lack of diversity in providers of critical services for cooperatives/SACCOs (i.e.,
cooperative education and training, cooperative advocacy, cooperative news/information), which tend to
be provided by government or higher-tier cooperatives (when present). The majority of these
collaboration areas represent “essential” and “important” elements that help cooperatives build their
member skills and capacity and accelerate their growth. When we dove deeper into these two groups,
we saw that there is potentially some duplication of efforts between government and higher-tier
cooperatives in many of the counties with both groups providing the same services. This raised the
question: as counties advance to operationalize their cooperative policies, what specific roles should
county government be playing and what specific roles should higher-tier cooperatives be playing to help
grow and sustain the cooperative movement? Is duplication a good thing? Is more cooperative integration
or alternative providers needed at the county level to support provision of these critical services to help
take some of the pressure off county government who has limited resources and reach?
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Among those who mapped on Ushirika Hub, the collaboration areas of inclusion of women, youth,
persons with disabilities (along with Insurance) were found to have the lowest amount of networking
across all counties. During meaning making workshops, stakeholders we engaged validated this finding
citing that inclusion was not a common priority for cooperatives. In some areas, it was clear there are still
stigmas that exist against these groups. When looking at where system actors are going within these
counties for support to increase the participation of youth, women, and persons with special needs in
cooperatives, the county government was again found to be a prominent resource hub. This suggests that
more work is needed to strengthen the dimension of inclusion and this “environmental” element within
the cooperative ecosystem, to help popularize and sustain the cooperative movement among new
members.
Additionally, it was found that higher-tier cooperatives (i.e., CAK and KUSCCO) could be engaging more
actively with their members at the county level. Cooperatives/SACCOs across counties shared a desire
for higher-tier cooperatives to better communicate their role in the county ecosystems, and how they are
supporting the cooperative sector, and serving their members.
As mentioned earlier, Cooperatives/SACCOs cited limited platforms to network and connect with service
providers as a gap to accessing services. This is especially true for those based in more rural areas in the
county, as they are physically isolated from reaching service providers due to poor roads and
infrastructure. While the county governments appear to be playing brokering role, limited resources and
personnel constrains their ability to reach all cooperatives and connect them to service providers in the
county. We also repeatedly heard from county stakeholders we engaged that smaller
cooperatives/SACCOs have limited funds to pay for training and support, which limits their access to
these services. Cooperatives/SACCOs also shared the need for service providers, particularly banks and
insurance providers, to continue to design products that are affordable and accessible for smaller
cooperatives/SACCOs. This suggests that smaller more rural cooperatives/SACCOs have less access to
“essential” elements they need to operate and grow within the cooperative system, as compared to
medium-to-larger cooperatives/SACCOs or those that are based closer to city centers.

4. What relationships matter most to cooperative support organizations?
What are the biggest obstacles support organizations face in servicing
cooperatives?
Service providers and support organizations were also found to be dependent on government for
multiple collaboration areas. A large percentage of relationships were found going to government actors;
35% among apex organizations, 20% among INGOs, and 16% among private sector actors. This again
suggests there is preferential attachment to county government actors by service providers, as well as
cooperatives/SACCOs. This may make sense given the county government, in particular the Department
of Cooperatives, role and mandate as a key connector and advocate for the cooperative ecosystem.
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In general, service providers and support organizations were found to have many relationships with
others who represent the same organization type. For example, over 50% of relationships from
government were to other government actors (this may be expected given the county government’s
mandate to coordinate internally to address specific issues and needs). Among the private sector, 35% of
relationships from the private sector were to other private sector actors. This indicates that relationships
with similar actors are important to service providers and support organizations. During the feedback
exercises conducted in the meaning making workshops, many of the priority relationships of service
providers and support organizations were to other service providers and support organizations. Generally,
these relationships were rated positively.
The network mapping revealed that service providers and support organizations do not go to
cooperatives/SACCOs very often. The highest percentage of relationships from these actors to
cooperatives/SACCOs was from the private sector at 22% of their relationships. The stakeholder feedback
revealed that higher-tier cooperatives valued and prioritized their relationships with the
cooperatives/SACCOs that they serve. County government, on the other hand, rarely identified
cooperatives/SACCOs as key actors they prioritize and work with to support service provision to
cooperatives/SACCOs. This emphasizes the potential need for more feedback channels between service
providers, including government, and the cooperative/SACCO constituents they serve, as well as seeing
cooperatives/SACCOs as potential allies in providing support services to the sector.
Many support organizations and service providers shared some common challenges in reaching
cooperatives, such as limited use of technology and slow procedures of cooperatives/SACCOs. Service
providers, like input suppliers, banks, and insurance providers, cited a lack of quality information and
digital data on cooperatives as an obstacle to reaching and serving cooperatives. They also shared that
democratic nature of cooperatives can make decision making slow on whether to obtain a service, and
cooperative boards or leadership often lack the skills on how to best apply certain services to support
their business. Support organizations also shared the challenge of politics and foreign assistance
interfering with cooperatives/SACCOs and contributing to a culture of “hand-out” cooperatives. In many
countries, cooperatives/SACCOs seek per diem and financial support, diminishing the culture of “selfhelp” within the cooperative movement.

VI. Recommendations
The last three priority learning questions ask about the role of the CDP Partners and actions that they can
take to improve the cooperative ecosystem. Below, we provide recommendations that are applicable to
all three organizations.
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5. How can CDP partners expand their understanding of and networks
within the Kenyan cooperative ecosystem?
Close the Loop with Stakeholders Involved: As an immediate next step, we recommend that the CDP
Partners share the results of this study and the feedback and ideas for how to strengthen the county
cooperative systems with all the stakeholders involved. As mentioned above, each of the CDP Partners
holds deep relationships with specific key actors (like the County Governments, CAK, and KUSCCO) that
could be leveraged in sharing back the results and discussing new strategies or actions to be taken in each
of the counties. During the meaning making events, we also heard consistently from the county
governments that they’d like the results in order to follow up on feedback shared and support mediation
of issues raised by those cooperatives that participated. Sharing back the results supports closing the
feedback loop and continued dialogue and discovery on ways CDP can partner with stakeholders in each
of the counties. It also helps to maintain transparency and build trust with those involved.
Leverage Subscription to Ushirika Hub: The CDP Partners have a subscription to Pando and Ushirika Hub
through the end of December 2020. This SSNA baseline is a good first step for CDP to understand the
networks they will be engaging within target counties in Kenya. While the actors engaged in the study
were predominantly well-established cooperatives/SACCOs with existing relationships with the county
government or one of the CDP partners, they represent many of the key actors CDP will be engaging with
through this program. The network data shared in this report has allowed the CDP Partners and the
stakeholder participants to learn about the second-degree ties of these relevant stakeholders. Continued
use of Ushirika Hub will allow the CDP Partners to assess change over time and to identify lesser known
cooperatives/SACCO and market system actors. If the CDP Partners were to continue to use Ushirika Hub
to map cooperative stakeholders in each of these counties, they could identify third- and fourth-degree
ties of core actors they engage through the program. As the network grows and expands in each of the
counties, this will in turn reduce the introductory bias that was found in the baseline. The continued
practice of sharing back Ushirika Hub with stakeholders in participatory workshop settings, could also help
to address some of the obstacles we heard during this study around lack of information and knowledge
sharing within the cooperative sector. See Ushirika Hub Lessons below for additional ideas on how to
expand Ushirika Hub.
Facilitate Feedback Channels on Service Provision: We recommend the CDP Partners explore how they
can continue to facilitate feedback channels between cooperatives/SACCOs and government and with
service providers, creating spaces where disputes can be resolved, and relationships and services can be
improved. Stakeholders shared that there is confusion and lack of awareness around who to talk to when
they receive poor services. While some of these issues may be ones that would need to be taken up in the
court system, many issues could be resolved with an effective and continuously available feedback loop.
Certain support organizations, like the County Department of Cooperatives, KUSCCO, Meru Dairy Union,
CIC, Co-operative Bank, could test implementing anonymous feedback loops with their constituents and
clients. The CDP Partners could support service providers on how to analyze results and conduct dialogue
sessions to determine actions they could take.
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Convene Spaces for County Cooperative Ecosystems to Engage and Test Ideas: Alternative ways for CDP
to expand their understanding of their network and the cooperative ecosystem would be to continue to
create spaces for cooperatives/SACCOs, service providers, and county governments to meet, reflect on
the cooperative ecosystem, and identify gaps or areas of improvement. The SSNA baseline gave CDP two
opportunities to convene 40-50 cooperative system actors in each of the target counties and learn about
their networks. It also allowed Global Communities, NCBA CLUSA, and WOCCU to build key relationships
with stakeholders they are serving and other influencers that could support the work on their specific
projects. We heard a lot of positive feedback from stakeholders engaged that the Ushirika Hub events
were the first time they had all been in a room together to talk and think about the cooperative sector,
that typical gatherings don’t include this range of actors, or allow for networking, feedback and dialogue.
CDP Partners might explore how they can support these types of county level forums once a year,
partnering with others like CUK and CAK to host them, and see if there are ways that some of the ideas or
solutions presented by stakeholders could be funded or supported through micro-grants.
Engage the Media: We were inspired by the diverse range of cooperatives we met. Across counties, we
heard many hopes for the cooperative sector, including a hope that the cooperative movement be
revitalized, a hope that cooperatives be seen more as legitimate businesses, and a hope for more people
to join cooperatives and improve their livelihoods. This suggests that more could be done to the
strengthen the “environmental” elements that help to legitimize and popularize the cooperative
movement. In the network map, the media was found to be an actor type least engaged in the cooperative
ecosystem. We’d recommend each of the CDP Partners explore cultivating partnerships with media
institutions, journalists, radio stations and others to promote uplifting stories of cooperatives and
showcase innovative cooperative/SACCO models in Kenya. Stories could also be used to highlight
cooperatives that are inclusive, that value having diverse members, and the benefits diversity brings to
their business. Promoting these stories at the county level in particular could be a great way to break
down some of the stigmas against cooperatives and the inclusion of women, youth, and persons with
disabilities.

6. How do these findings inform the individual roles of the CDP partners
in the system? How can the CDP partners leverage their complementary
strengths and strategies to most effectively strengthen the cooperative
system?
Continue to Collaborate: The three CDP Partners, with their complementary strengths, approaches, and
relationships with key stakeholders, are well-positioned to convene stakeholders and support system
strengthening at many different levels. The SSNA baseline was an opportunity for the Kenya Team to work
together, build relationships, and test cost-sharing models to support this joint activity. Maintaining this
level of coordination can be challenging, especially as each of the CDP Partners work to achieve the
objectives of their individual projects. We recommend the CDP Partners continue to look for opportunities
to collaborate as one team on activities that benefit all three organizations and their work. The CDP
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Partners could also benefit from holding regular touch points where the three project teams meet faceto-face to strategize together on what they are learning, what is working well, and where they might
support each other's work in target counties.
Share Tools and Approaches: The CDP Partners could also benefit from sharing tools, curriculum, and
resources they develop within their projects. For example, WOCCU could share the SME lending tool with
Global Communities and NCBA CLUSA and see if they can support in dissemination and use of the tool by
SMEs in their own target counties. Similarly, a cooperative inclusion policy for youth and women could be
jointly implemented by all CDP Partners in target counties. Each CDP Partner has influential relationships
with county government officials, cooperatives/SACCOs, higher-tier cooperatives, and others that could
be leveraged in a roll out of the policy.
Align Efforts of Government and Higher-tier Cooperatives: Each of the three CDP Partners have key
relationships with national and county governments as well as national and county-level higher-tier
cooperatives. The SSNA baseline revealed that there is preferential attachment and dependence on
county government by cooperative actors for a range of support services (see Annex 7: Analysis of Key
Cooperative System Actors for more on these findings and the role of higher-tier cooperatives). We
recommend the CDP Partners continue to use their network of cooperative experts in Kenya and the U.S.
to investigate the ideal role of national and county level government and higher-tier cooperatives in
supporting the enabling environment for cooperatives. In what instances do you want to see duplication
of services? Are there new or different forms of cooperative integration needed at the county level to
remove some of the pressure on county governments? The SSNA baseline, revealed a few different
“disruptors” who are using new models supporting cooperatives/SACCOs (see Cooperation section under
Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full Network). The CDP Partners could also conduct case studies on
additional disruptor models of cooperation and see if these could be promoted at the county level among
cooperatives working in similar sectors.
Each of the CDP Partners provides a complimentary set of skills, programming expertise, and influential
relationships within Kenya that make the three ideal collaborators to strengthen the enabling
environment for cooperatives/SACCOs in Kenya. Below are a set tailored recommendations for each of
the CDP Partners based on SSNA baseline findings.

Global Communities
•

Global Communities is well positioned to support national and county governments to develop
and implement cooperative policy where needed. In the SSNA baseline we saw that some counties
seem to have greater energy or interest in developing a cooperative policy. Our recommendation
would be to go where the energy is (i.e., Kirinyaga, Kisumu, Nairobi), and test out partnerships to
advance this goal. For example, the Kisumu County Cooperative Development Board (KCCDB) was
found to be an influencer in the county, they could be a good potential partner for Global
Communities, to form a cooperative policy leadership forum in Kisumu. The formation of a
leadership forum to support Kisumu’s cooperative policy was shared during the Meaning Making
Event by stakeholders.
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•

Global Communities should also continue to nurture and guide the informal committee of service
cooperatives that formed in Nairobi during the Ushirka Hub Meaning Making Event. During the
event, ten representatives from over five service cooperatives that attended the workshop
proposed the need for a committee of service cooperatives to engage with the State Department
of Cooperatives to ensure that future cooperative policy developed at the national and county
level includes the interests of service cooperatives, which is a new worker cooperative model
being pioneered in Nairobi. At the end of the workshop the participates agreed to start that
service cooperative committee and exchanged contact information with the representatives from
the State Department of Cooperatives who agreed to work them. This would be a good entry
point for Global Communities to continue to support in Nairobi, and help to advance the service
cooperative model with the country.

NCBA CLUSA
•

Given their existing relationships with CAK and CUK, they are well positioned to lead in organizing
a forum with CAK and CUK leadership to share findings from SSNA baseline. Specifically, we
recommend they discuss how to support CAK in reaching cooperative members in target counties,
and share the big ideas presented by stakeholders to see if there are some CAK and CUK could
support. Meetings could be held between stakeholders in Kirinyaga and Kisumu, where
stakeholders were most vocal about wanting a better relationship with CAK, feedback could be
discussed and possible solutions explored and tested under CDP, with leadership from NCBA
CLUSA.

•

NCBA CLUSA is also well positioned to support the national government in to develop and
implement the national cooperative policy and review of the Cooperative Societies Act (CSA) and
SACCO Societies Act (SSA).

•

We recommend NCBA CLUSA further investigate the role of Meru Dairy Union as a positive
disruptor and example of an effective higher-tier cooperative that is helping to accelerate the
growth of the dairy cooperatives in the county. A case study could be done to determine how
county-level cooperative unions could be replicated in other sectors to achieve similar results.
NCBA CLUSA could also explore together with the Meru Dairy union how they can strengthen the
role of the Department of Livestock in Meru, who stakeholders we engage in Meru share is not
actively engaging dairy cooperatives or providing support; as a result, dairy farmers are relying on
private practitioners for services. This would be an entry point for NCBA CLUSA to explore and
see how the county government and the role they play to help accelerate the growth of dairy
cooperatives can be strengthened.

•

NCBA CLUSA can leverage their research and networks in the US and in Kenya with CUK to
determine which models or structures for cooperative integration is ideal at the county level and
at the national level. Exploring the question in the long term: as counties continue to devolve,
what role does the county government play and what services do they offer in relation to higher
tier cooperatives in their counties?
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WOCCU
•

Given WOCCU’s close relationship with KUSCCO, they are well positioned to lead in organizing a
forum with KUSCCO leadership to discuss the SSNA baseline results and feedback findings, as well
as share big ideas presented by SACCOs to see if there are some they could support.

•

We recommend WOCCU convene a forum between county government, KUSCCO, CIC, and Cooperative Bank and small-to-medium sized SACCOs in Kirinyaga and Laikipia to think about how
to better reach small SACCOs, address competition as a barrier to cooperation among SACCOs,
and identify quality service providers. This idea reflects some the “big ideas” shared by SACCOs
during Meaning Making events. We also recommend WOCCU connect with Laikipia Department
of Cooperatives to learn about some of the creative solutions they are testing to reach smaller
SACCOs by providing auditing services to group of smaller SACCOs. NABOSA SACCO and NABOSA
Housing cooperative and their cooperation model is another creative example that could be
explored for potential lessons or approaches that might be scaled or promoted among SACCOs
(for more on this model see Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full Network, Disruptors section,
page 73).

7. What are ideas for how to strengthen the cooperative system at the
county level and broadly in the country, both from county stakeholders
and from CDP Implementing Partners?
County Stakeholder Recommendations: The following are a high-level summary of big ideas shared by
county stakeholders during the meaning making workshops in each county. We have organized the ideas
into three themes that were frequently referenced, the include (1) improve connectivity and information
exchange, (2) capacity development of cooperatives/SACCOs and (3) establishing a county level
cooperative policy. For more details on the ideas from each of the 6 counties, see Annex 2: SSNA Baseline
Findings by County.
Table 12. Summary of Big Ideas Shared by County Stakeholders

Connectivity/
Information Exchange

Capacity Development

Multipurpose Cooperative Union at
County level

Cooperative/SACCO shared fund
for capacity development

Digital platform for cooperative
sector in each county

SACCO education on investments
and business growth

Resource Center

Increase in revolving fund for
Coops/SACCOs by county
government

Public Private Dialogue Forum or
Oversight body to improve service
quality

Cooperative education for
members & board on
accountability, rules, and

Cooperative Policy
Create a county-led Cooperative
Policy Leadership Forum to conduct
situational analysis and support roll
out of policy
Establish clear roles for national
and county government on
cooperative policy implementation
Create Service Cooperative
Committee to advise national and
county level government on
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County Govt. led feedback platform
to mediate disputes b/w coops &
service providers

regulations

cooperative policy that is inclusive
of service cooperatives

Increase extension officers with
sector specialization to support
cooperatives

Support Implementation of County Stakeholder Ideas: To the extent possible, the CDP Partners should
explore ways to support some of the ideas that came out of the meaning making workshops in the 6
counties. This could include offering match funds, where stakeholders raise a certain amount of money,
and the CDP Partners would match that amount. We have shared an example of this below. There are
also non-financial ways of incentivizing and supporting stakeholders to work on implementing some of
their ideas. For example, the CDP Partners could create spaces for stakeholders to come together, as
discussed above.
Hold a Cooperative Business Development Marketplace: To address the challenge identifying and vetting
quality service providers and connecting them to cooperatives/SACCOs, CDP Partners could explore
partnering with CAK, CUK and KUSCCO to host Business Development Marketplaces (an approach adapted
from PACT’s Capacity Development Marketplaces for NGOs).31 The business development marketplace
could be a one-day fair that would bring together vetted service providers from the private sector and
NGO community with small-to-medium-sized cooperatives/SACCOs seeking services. Service providers
and cooperatives/SACCOs would both be prepared before the event to ensure that after the one-day
event, they walk away with services secured. This could be coupled with other big ideas shared during the
meaning making events, such as (1) cooperatives/SACCOs who participate in a marketplace event come
prepared with a joint fund to purchase services and/or (2) the marketplace after being test and adapted
could evolve into a digital platform of vetted service providers at the county level.32

Ushirika Hub Lessons
One of the objectives of the SSNA baseline was to test Pando, Root Change’s online network analysis
platform, as an adaptive management approach for CDP to understand the cooperative ecosystem and
inform on-going programming for each of the partners. In rolling out Pando among stakeholders in each
of the counties we were able to test some of our assumptions and learned some lessons for improving
adoption of the approach by the CDP Kenya Team and users. Here is summary of four takeaways:
1. A combination of paper surveys and Pando online accounts is needed to support data collection.
When beginning this study, we assumed that county level stakeholders would have access to
smartphones, internet, and email accounts to facilitate their use of Pando and that those who
joined Ushirika Hub would invite their partners via email to participate, allowing the network map

31
32

“Pact Capacity Development Marketplace Handbook,” Pact, September 23, 2013, https://www.pactworld.org/.
An online platform of service providers was an outcome of the Capacity Development Marketplace tested by PACT.
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to capture two to three degrees of separation during the baseline. In rolling out Pando, we found
that about 40-50% of participants we engaged (predominantly cooperatives/SACCOs) to use
Ushirika Hub did not have smartphones or access to an email account. In these cases, we adapted
and administered paper surveys, inputting the data manually to Pando. Using both email accounts
and paper surveys, we learned that Ushirika Hub still can be effective in collecting a large amount
of relationship data (with the baseline mapping over 601 actors and 1487 relationships across 6
counties).
2. CDP Partners could benefit from partnering with CUK or another local steward to support
outreach and management of users. The CDP Kenya Team found it time consuming to conduct
the level of outreach, including emails and follow up calls, and manual data entry of paper surveys
to support Ushirika Hub. Ideas shared for how to improve this included engaging a team of student
interns at CUK or hiring a cooperative marketing firm to support with outreach. In past projects
that Root Change has supported with Pando, those that have been successful in administering
Pando have dedicated program staff giving 20-40% of their time over the course of year to support
outreach to stakeholders to use Pando.
3. Network metrics to inform system change over time for CDP Partners could be further refined.
A primary benefit of Ushirika Hub its ability to serve as an adaptive management tool for CDP
Partners. As we demonstrate in this report, there are a range of network analysis metrics that
can be produced to support CDP in their understanding of cooperative ecosystems at the county
level. Moving forward we’d recommend CDP develop a network theory of change or hypothesis
around the type of networking behaviors or characteristics they’d expect to see in a resilient
cooperative ecosystem. Root Change could support CDP to design a set of metrics (some of which
are used in this baseline) that could continue to be tracked over time (once or twice a year) to
inform the performance of CDP interventions. The cooperative ecosystem framework we present
in this report is also the start of a working theory of change around what conditions and types of
actors are needed within the system to help cooperatives grow and thrive.
4. More time and testing are needed to determine if Ushirika Hub adds value for
cooperatives/SACCOs, higher-tier cooperatives, county government, and service providers. A
secondary, unique benefit of Ushirika Hub is that users of the network map are able to access and
learn from the network data to inform partnerships and connections between
cooperatives/SACCOs and service providers in counties, like a living directory. During the Nairobi
meaning making event, we heard from Professor Isaac at CUK that Ushirika hub “has a lot of
potential, and was a good proof of concept” that it could work in Kenya. He shared that if it were
to be widely adopted as a resource within the cooperative ecosystem, more incentives are needed
to encourage cooperatives and support organizations to participate. From other Pando use cases,
we have learned that it can take one to two years, with a program conducting outreach and
engage with stakeholders around network data, to build a critical mass of organizations mapping
on Pando that will return to make updates. If CDP is interested in exploring the value add the
Ushirika Hub to the cooperative ecosystem, we recommend instituting regular touch points, at
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least twice a year, to encourage stakeholders to map, understand the results, and the benefits of
participating. Partnering with a local institution (like CUK) to help champion the process and
educate users can also help to build legitimacy and grow participation as well as local ownership.
5. Empowering Stakeholders to Strengthen the Cooperative Ecosystem. As we saw with the
Ushirika Hub Launch and Meaning Making events, the power of Ushirika Hub and Pando is when
stakeholders are brought together to discuss the results, look critically at the health of their
relationships, and determine where improvements are needed to strengthen relationships,
services, the sector. In each county we visited, stakeholders shared how unique and valuable it
was to come together and talk about the cooperative ecosystem in this new way and think
critically about the roles actors are playing and the services being provided. It is through these
interactions that stakeholders learn how to interpret and use network maps and data and network
face-to-face and identify potential service providers or allies. In continuing to use Ushirika hub,
we recommend CDP continue to facilitate meaning making workshops around network
visualizations and feedback data. This could be improved by co-hosting with a local partner in
each county to help transfer local ownership of this events to cooperative system actors. These
facilitated events around relationship and system data have the potential to catalyze change
among county system actors, help to build trust, and create shared purpose to strengthen county
cooperative ecosystems, which in of itself, is a solution to some of the gaps stakeholders shared
in this study.

VII. Concluding Remarks
The CDP Partners are well positioned to support stakeholders to strengthen the enabling environment for
cooperatives. Root Change is available to be a thinking partner and have further conversations on any of
the findings or recommendations shared. We will continue to provide technical support to users on
Ushirika Hub through the end of the year. We would also be happy to work with the CDP Partners to
further refine the cooperative ecosystem framework we presented in this report to support a midline or
endline analysis of the ecosystem within the program.

Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full Network
Findings for Ecosystem Connectivity
Overview
The first step we took to assess connectivity of the full network (all six counties combined) and each of
the county subsystems is to see their size and level of interconnectivity. Table 13 includes key metrics of
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network size and structure. To read more about how each of these is calculated see Table 8 in the Study
Methods section of this report.
Table 13. Network Size and Structure by County
County

No. of
Relationships

No. of Actors

Average Degree

Reciprocity

All Counties (combined)

1487

601

4.7

4.3%

Meru

385

135

5.7

0.8%

Nairobi

289

162

3.6

7.2%

Kirinyaga

263

134

3.9

1%

Laikipia

192

83

4.6

15.9%

Kisumu

153

79

3.8

1.8%

Nandi

137

90

3.0

1.8%

From the table above, we can see that Meru has the largest number of relationships and that Nairobi has
the largest number of actors. Laikipia county has by far the largest percentage of relationships that are
reciprocal, or bidirectional. This is calculated as a “reciprocity score” which looks at the percentage of bidirectional ties found in the county system. Reciprocity is commonly used as a proxy for trust and strength
of relationship, actors who both go to one another for information and or advice we assume have a
stronger relationship that is based on mutual trust. The county with the second largest reciprocity score
is Nairobi, however, it Laikipia is still twice as high. This suggests that actors in Laikipia and Nairobi are
working jointly together more and may have higher trust relationships then other counties.
Meru county has the largest average degree of relationships (including both incoming and outgoing
relationships). Average degree is a proxy for social capital, representing the main contacts or options an
actor on average can go to, or leverage, to help them solve a problem. An actor in Meru has on average 6
options, while an actor in Nandi only has 3 options. This shows that connectivity in Meru is about twice as
high as in Nandi.
In addition to understanding how connected county subsystems are, we also looked at what key areas
actors are connecting around. To do so, we created a table of what percentage of relationships in each
county are in each collaboration area. The full table can be seen in Annex 6: Breakdown of Collaboration
Areas by County. Table 14 summarizes the top collaboration areas in each county.
Table 14. Popular Collaboration Areas by County33

33

A check mark means that at least 10% of all relationships in that county are in the collaboration area.
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County

Source of
Funds

Coop Edu.
& Training

All Counties
(combined)

✓

✓

Meru

✓

✓

Kisumu

✓

✓

Kirinyaga

✓

✓

Nairobi

✓

✓

Laikipia

✓

✓

Nandi

✓

✓

Coop
News &
Info.

Peer to
Peer
Support

✓

✓

✓

✓

Marketing &
Prod. Dev.

Advocacy

✓

✓

Member
Recruit.

✓

We can see that source of funds and cooperative education and training continue to be the top
collaboration areas in each individual county. In a few counties, such as Meru, Kirinyaga, and Nandi, these
were the only ways in which actors are frequently connecting. In Laikipia, collaboration is also happening
around member recruitment. In Kisumu, cooperative news and information and peer to peer support
were prominent collaboration areas.
Nairobi is interesting because the many check marks indicate that at least 60% of relationships in Nairobi
are in just these 6 collaboration areas (out of a total 15 possible choices). Unlike other counties where
relationships were more spread out across the 15 collaboration areas, Nairobi’s were highly concentrated
in just a few. High concentrations of relationships in Nairobi were also in marketing and product
development and advocacy.
Across all counties, insurance and inclusion of marginalized people (women, youth and persons with
special needs) in cooperatives were continually amongst the lowest collaboration areas (with less than
10% of relationships in these areas). For accessing insurance, this aligns with an overall low penetration
rate for insurance generally in Kenya (which is less than 3%). During meaning making events in Nairobi,
stakeholders confirmed that insurance penetration is similarly low within the cooperative sector, as
cooperatives/SACCOs either can’t afford insurance or don’t see it as important to obtain.34
Over time, we might expect counties to have richer collaboration and engagement across a greater
number of collaboration areas (like in Nairobi), this would suggest that the ecosystem has a greater

34

“Kenya’s CIC Insurance Ready to Expand in Region,” Financial Times, April 22, 2013,
https://www.ft.com/content/81c091f2-8c58-30d0-a40f-4fd5a5021bb7
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balance of networking around “essential”, “important”, and “environmental” elements that help
cooperatives to grow and thrive.

Connectivity of Cooperative Movement to Broader Market System
To assess connectivity, we also looked at the relationships of the cooperative network in the full network
and in each county to see to what degree the cooperative network is collaborating with one another
versus with other market actors (from the private and public sectors) for information and resources.
The External-Internal ratio is used to assess the networking of the cooperative network as a group. It
calculates a score between -1 and 1, if all relationships are internal to the cooperative network, then a
score of -1 is given, if all relationships of the cooperative network are external to market system actors, a
score of 1 is given.35 The closer the score is to 0, the more balanced connectivity is between internal
engagement within the cooperative network and external networking with market system actors. In Table
15, you can see the total number of external and internal relationships found for the cooperative network
in each county, and the External-Internal Ratio calculated.
Table 15. External-Internal Ratio, Full Network and by County
County

EXTERNAL:
No. Relationships from
Coop Actors to Others

INTERNAL:
No. Relationships within Coop
Movement

External - Internal Ratio

All Counties
(combined)

960

233

0.609

Meru

252

97

0.444

Nairobi

153

23

0.739

Kirinyaga

198

33

0.714

Laikipia

90

15

0.714

Kisumu

83

34

0.419

Nandi

98

6

0.884

Looking across all counties, we can see that all scores are positive, which means that cooperative actors
have more connections with the market system than with each other. This makes sense, since we’d expect
to see cooperatives/SACCOs and higher-tier cooperatives seeking services, information, and resources
from the market system. Kisumu and Meru have the most balanced scores (with ratios closest to 0). This
indicates that cooperative actors in these counties are collaborating most with each other, while

35

For a full definition of this metric and how it is calculated see Table 8 in the Study Methods section of this report.
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maintaining a high level of exploration with the market system. On the other hand, Nandi has the highest
E-I ratio (that is closest to 1). This tells us that cooperative actors are not engaging much with others
internally and are primarily going to market system actors. During meaning making in Nandi, stakeholders
described how culturally people are very individualistic, and that they value being able to work
independently. This may contribute to why cooperatives/SACCOs and higher-tier cooperatives have such
low connectivity amongst each other and the cooperative network we mapped in the county.

Obstacles to Connectivity
From the meaning making workshops, we heard common obstacles to connectivity across all six counties:
● Poor infrastructure: Counties struggle with poor roads; cooperatives/SACCOs based in rural areas
are less connected and lack access to critical services. As a result, in some counties, “homegrown”
SACCOs have formed to service cooperatives and members in those areas.
● Financial constraints prevent smaller cooperatives/SACCOs from accessing services: We
repeatedly heard across counties that emerging and smaller cooperative societies do not have
the capital to invest in business management support services and education for their members
or invest in insurance services.
● Lack of county government resources and staff: County government departments, like the
Department of Cooperatives, shared that they often lack resources and adequate quality staff to
provide training, as well as vehicles and transport for their officers to reach more rural
cooperatives/SACCOs.

Findings for Cooperative Market Diversity
Overview
The network map revealed that diversity exists among service providers, however, there was high
dependence found on the county government as a resource hub and broker. The Department of
Cooperatives was found to be a highly sought-after resource hub within the county government and was
also validated in the meaning making workshops as a trusted and appreciated support organization. In
counties where higher-tier cooperatives were mapped, they were found to be providing many of the same
support services to cooperatives/SACCOs as that of the county government. We also see that other key
cooperative actors, such as Co-operative Bank and Cooperative Insurance Company (CIC) are well known
and relied upon service providers for financing and insurance across all counties.

Who are cooperatives and SACCOs going to for services?
We first looked at who cooperatives/SACCOs were going to most for services. Figure 3 shows the
percentage of relationships reported by cooperatives/SACCOs that are going to each organization type.
Very quickly, we see that the majority of relationships are going to government. Other sought-after
organization types are higher-tier cooperatives, business/companies, and bank/MFIs.
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Figure 3. Percentage of relationships from cooperatives and SACCOs to organization types

In all counties except Nairobi, 40-50% of relationships from the cooperatives/SACCOs we mapped are
going to government institutions. Nairobi, followed by Kisumu, has the most diverse makeup of service
providers with cooperatives/SACCOs primarily going to business/companies, INGOs, and higher-tier
cooperatives in addition to government institutions. In both Nandi and Kirinyaga, banks/MFIs and
businesses/companies are more prominent service providers after the government. In Meru, higher-tier
cooperatives (specifically the Meru Dairy Union), are providing many services. In Laikipia, unlike in other
counties, the private sector was found to be one of the least sought-after service providers, with
cooperatives/SACCOs in the county more frequently going to cooperatives and INGOs for information and
resources relative to other counties. For a complete breakdown of service providers by county, see Annex
2: SSNA Baseline Findings by County.
Figure 4 combines relationships from cooperatives and SACCOs to get a sense of overall service provision.
We also conducted the same analysis separating who cooperatives go to services versus who SACCOs go
to
for
services,
see
Figure
4
for
a
summary
of
results.
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Figure 4. How do cooperatives and SACCOs differ?
Cooperative Societies

SACCO Societies (Financial Cooperatives)

From the pie graphs above, we see that both cooperatives and SACCOs mapped in Ushirika Hub are
predominately going to government institutions, with slightly more relationships from cooperatives to
government than SACCOs. Cooperatives are going more to INGOs and business/companies, whereas
SACCOs are going more to higher-tier cooperatives (especially KUSCCO), banks/MFIs, and insurance
providers.

Who are service providers and support organizations going to?
In addition to cooperatives and SACCOs, we explore diversity through the lens of the various support
organizations and service providers who participated in the Ushirika Hub mapping. Figure 5 shows the
percentage of relationships reported by four different organization types: government, private sector
(including business/companies, consultants, bank/MFIs and insurance providers), higher-tier
cooperatives, and INGOs (including the CDP Partners). Very quickly, we see that many of the relationships
from these actors are also to government institutions.

Figure 5. Who are service providers and support organizations going to?
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Government

Private Sector

Higher-tier Cooperatives

INGOs

From the Ushirika Hub map data, the largest percentages of relationships to government institutions are
from other government institutions (54%), followed by higher-tier cooperatives (35%). There is also a large
amount of engagement with INGOs, especially from other INGOs (19%), higher-tier cooperatives (17%),
and government (13%). Private sector actors tend to engage more with business/companies (17%) and
bank/MFIs (16%). Higher-tier cooperatives also have a higher percentage of relationships with other
higher-tier cooperatives (13%). The data therefore suggests that service providers and support
organizations have many relationships with others of similar types of organization.
From data collected through this study, service providers have few relationships to cooperatives and
SACCOs. The highest percentage of these four groups is from the private sector, with 13% of their
relationships to cooperatives and 9% of their relationships to SACCOs. Higher-tier cooperatives reported
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no relationships with cooperatives and few to SACCOs (2%).36 Government institutions reported no
relationships with SACCOs. While playing the role of a support organization or service provider means that
cooperatives and SACCOs are likely coming to these actors rather than these actors going to cooperatives
and SACCOs. In the future, if we were to see reciprocal (bi-directional) relationships increase among
cooperatives/SACCOs and higher-tier cooperatives, for example, this could suggest more mutual
accountability, feedback, and information exchange related to services and support. This could be one
type of metric CDP Partners could track over time to understand how higher-tier cooperatives are
engaging with their cooperative/SACCO constituents.

Dominance of Government
As mentioned above, in all counties except Nairobi, 40-50% of relationships from cooperatives and
SACCOs that were captured on Ushirika Hub are to government institutions. Service providers and support
organizations also frequently go to the government. Over-dependence on government can indicate a
potential bottleneck or vulnerability in the system, where this actor becomes too influential or is not able
to keep up with demand of services from other actors.
We looked at the relationships to government in each of the six counties to see which government
institutions are playing key roles and what services they are providing. In most counties, the county
Department of Cooperatives was identified as a key resource hub. This is especially true for the Meru
Department of Cooperatives, which was found to be the largest resource hub in the entire network, having
been identified by 71 nominations. 18.4% of all relationships within Meru are to this one government
actor. Likewise, in Kisumu 10.5% of county relationships are to the Kisumu Department of Cooperatives,
and in Laikipia 25% of relationships are either to the Department of Cooperatives Laikipia or the County
Government of Laikipia.
Across all counties, the county government and Department of Cooperatives are providing support in
cooperative education and training, cooperative news/information, cooperative advocacy, and dispute
resolution. In some counties, these actors are also providing support in source of funds and member
recruitment. CDP might explore how other support organizations or higher-tier cooperatives can share
the responsibility of providing these services and increase diversity for these “essential” and “important”
elements and services to cooperatives/SACCOs. To learn more about the roles of the county government
in each of the six counties, see Annex 2: Analysis of Cooperative Ecosystems by County.

Government Overlap with the Role of Higher-tier Cooperatives
When comparing the role of higher-tier cooperatives (when captured in county data) to that of county
government, we found that they are providing similar types of services and support. Figure 6 explores the
collaboration areas associated with the four key functions of higher-tier cooperatives to that of

36

Reminder that these findings reflect the results for the private sector and higher-tier cooperatives who
participated in Ushirika Hub. Additional mapping by these actor types may also be needed.
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government with the ecosystem. The graph presents the number of nominations that higher-tier
cooperatives and government received in each county for that collaboration area.
Figure 6. Key Services from Government and Higher-tier Cooperatives in Each County

As seen in the bar graph above, the SSNA did not capture presence of higher-tier cooperatives in Laikipia
and Nandi counties, so the government was found to be the main provider of cooperative education and
training, advocacy, and news/information. In Kirinyaga, the government is also the main provider of these
three services, even though there is presence of higher-tier cooperatives. Meru, Kisumu, and Nairobi see
both government and higher-tier cooperatives providing cooperative education and training, advocacy,
and news/information.
Meru is the only county where both government and higher-tier cooperatives provide support in
marketing and product development. Higher-tier cooperatives, namely the Meru Dairy Union, are
providing this service. In the other five counties, various business/companies, INGOs, and others are all
providing support, in addition the government and higher-tier cooperatives. For example, in Nandi county
marketing and product development is supported by a few large, private processing plants.
These findings raise questions about the role of county government and higher-tier cooperatives within
the cooperative ecosystem. Questions like, how sustainable is it for the county government, with their
limited resources and staff, to provide “essential” and “important” elements for cooperatives? Is the
duplication we see between county government and higher-tier cooperatives desired in the ecosystem?
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Is more cooperative integration37 needed at the county levels or engagement from the private sector to
help alleviate some of the pressure on the county government as service providers and support
organizations? How is the county government transitioning or enlisting support on the provision of certain
cooperative services to others in the ecosystem?

Role of the Private Sector
The private sector, as defined for Ushirika Hub, consists of business/companies, consultants, banks/MFIs,
and insurance providers. In analyzing the Diversity within the ecosystem, we looked into the role of the
private sector in both providing services and offering alternative choices to cooperatives/SACCOs.
From the Ushirika Hub network map we see that there are many businesses/companies working in the
cooperative system. This was the second largest group of actors in the map at 18.1% of actors. Consultants
were highly concentrated in Nairobi with 15 identified in the county. All other counties only have 4 to 6
total consultants. Businesses/companies and consultants were found to provide more “specialized”
services to cooperatives/SACCOs that represent “essential” elements within the cooperative ecosystem
(i.e,. IT/technology, legal services, and accounting). Though there is much diversity and choice, even within
the six counties, often only one or two actors are going to each business or company, meaning that
cooperatives/SACCOs have exclusive ties with these actors. This could suggest that cooperatives/SACCOs
do not know who their peers go to and/or that businesses/companies may not be marketing their services
specifically to cooperatives/SACCOs. Additional mapping on Ushirika Hub would help to confirm if the
private sector is helping to advance more than just “essential” elements to cooperatives/SACCOs in Kenya.
Banks/MFIs, as expected, were mapped as key providers of financing for cooperatives/SACCOs.
Cooperatives who participated in Ushirika Hub were found to have greater diversity of options for
financing as they go to both banks and SACCOs. For example, in Meru, Capital SACCO, was identified as
prominent source of financing for cooperatives, while in Kirinyaga, Fortune SACCO was identified as
commonly used credit union by cooperatives. Cooperatives also occasionally receive funding from
government institutions or INGOs. For example, in Laikipia the county government and the Department
of Cooperatives came out as a key resource hub for funding. SACCOs, on the other hand, were found to
primarily go to banks/MFIs for financing.
Across all counties, Co-operative Bank and its many branch offices were found to be the main resource
hub that cooperatives/SACCOs that participated in Ushirika Hub go to for financing. In the feedback
process, we heard that this is because the Co-operative Bank offers tailored services and financial
products for cooperative businesses. For more on the role of Co-operative Bank see Annex 7: Analysis of
Key Cooperative System Actors. Other banks, such as Equity Bank and KCB Bank, were also identified as
a common funders, after Co-Operative Bank.

37

Cooperative integration is the process of forming structures within the cooperative movement (ie. unions,
federations, confederations) who regulate and support cooperatives and SACCOs.
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While insurance is not widely sought after by cooperatives and SACCOs that participated in the baseline,
among those that are seeking insurance services, the Cooperative Insurance Company (CIC) was found to
be the main provider. For more information on the role of CIC, see Annex 7: Analysis of Key Cooperative
System Actors. Few other insurance providers were identified in Ushirika Hub, with this organization type
accounting for only 3.3% of actors in the map. As with business/companies and consultants, insurance
providers were often only identified by one actor, as an exclusive tie. We did hear during the meaning
making workshops that KUSCCO and Co-operative Bank also provide insurance to SACCOs, but they only
received a couple nominations across all six counties.

Obstacles to Cooperative Market Diversity
From the meaning making workshops, we heard common obstacles to diversity across all six counties:
● Limited platforms to network and find service providers: Across all of the big ideas shared by
counties, the idea of a networking forum or digital information sharing platform was frequently
mentioned. This forum or platform would exist at the county level and help to connect
cooperatives and SACCOs to key information related to cooperative registration, auditing services,
cooperative education and management, qualified consultants with sectoral expertise, as wells
changes to cooperative legislation and policy. In the big ideas from the counties, the county
government and higher-tier cooperatives were often referenced as a key stakeholder in
establishing information sharing platforms that could be used for different target sectors.
● Service provider “quacks” and lack of service quality monitoring: Coupled with information
sharing was also the desire for more feedback channels for cooperatives/SACCOs to share their
experience with service providers like Co-operative Bank, CIC, KUSCCO, input suppliers, and other
smaller service providers. The big ideas from the counties reflect a desire for an oversight body or
process to help vet service providers and consultants who work with cooperatives, and help to
channel feedback to providers on the quality of their services. The Department of Cooperatives,
CAK and other higher-tier cooperatives we cited again as a key stakeholders who could help to
provide this oversight.
● Need for greater county level involvement in dispute resolution: During the meaning making
events, cooperatives/SACCOs also shared a desire for county governments to help facilitate
dialogues to improve service quality and resolve disputes. In Kirinyaga, a representative from the
Department of Cooperatives described how feedback is to be directed to cooperative officers who
then share the feedback to the department so that there can be action and resolution. Likewise,
in Laikipia the feedback exercise revealed the need to leverage good relationships between
cooperatives/SACCOs and the government, and service providers and the government. so that
the government could act as a mediator between cooperatives/SACCOs and service providers.
Leveraging these relationships would allow the government to play a key role in strengthening
relationships and resolving disputes between other actors.
● Slow decision making and a lack of skilled leadership and boards among cooperatives: Across
counties, many service providers (such as Co-operative Bank and CIC) shared that the democratic
process for decision making within cooperatives can be slow and limit their ability to provide
services. Additionally, they cited a general lack of leadership skills within cooperatives and
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●

knowledge of services and how they can support cooperative businesses as a barrier to service
delivery.
Limited resources and capacity of government: Finally, we heard that a repercussion for lack of
diversity and over-dependence on county government is that government institutions have
limited resources and lack adequate staff to provide services and support to cooperatives. This
means that county governments are not able to reach all cooperatives, which can cause favoritism
towards larger, more well-established cooperatives/SACCOs.

Findings for Cooperation Among Cooperatives
Sixth Principle of Cooperatives: “Cooperatives serve their members most effectively and strengthen
the cooperative movement by working together through local, national, regional, and international
structures.”38

Overview
To understand cooperation among the cooperative movement in each county, we separated out the
cooperative network. This included visualizing relationships that existed only between cooperatives,
SACCOs, and higher-tier cooperatives such as federations, unions, and apex organizations. This allowed
us to see what gaps or bottlenecks existed and what role higher-tier cooperatives were playing to convene
cooperatives. We also reviewed the feedback shared during the meaning making sessions for additional
stories or examples of “disruptor” models among cooperatives to increase value and improve the
cooperative sector.
Table 16 provides a breakdown of the number of cooperative actors identified in each county network.
Among cooperatives, we have distinguished SACCOs from cooperative societies.

Table 16. Number of Cooperative Actors
County

Cooperative

SACCO

Higher-tier
Cooperatives

Total No. of Cooperative
Actors

All six counties
(combined)

82

60

25

167

38

“Cooperative Principle #6-Cooperation Among Cooperatives,” Viroqua Food Co-op, n.d.,
https://www.viroquafood.coop/about-us/what-is-a-co-op-/cooperation-among-cooperatives.
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Meru

27

5

8

40

Kirinyaga

20

16

4

40

Nairobi

13

8

9

30

Kisumu

3

14

4

21

Laikipia

5

7

2

14

Nandi

7

4

4

16

In some counties, like Kisumu, Kirinyaga, and Laikipia, we can see that we identified more SACCOs, while
in Meru, Nairobi, and Nandi counties more cooperative societies were identified. Higher-tier cooperatives
were identified in every county, but more were identified in Meru and Nairobi than in the other four
counties. This is likely a limitation of who participated in Ushirika Hub. Further research and mapping are
needed to learn more about the activity of higher-tier cooperatives in these counties and the different
roles they play. Of the higher-tier cooperatives mapped, we can examine their networking behavior to
learn about the role they play within the cooperative movement.
Table 17 provides an overview of how these cooperative actors are cooperating across counties, with all
other actors removed from the network. The first column is the percentage of total cooperative actors
identified in each county that reported cooperating (in other words, they had relationships with each
other); the second column shows the percentage of total relationships reported in the county that are
between two cooperative actors.

Table 17. Percentage of Actors and Relationships that are Cooperating Among Cooperatives
County

% Coop Actors Cooperating

% Total Relationships
Between Coop Actors

All Counties (combined)

64.7%

15.6%

Meru

87.5%

25.2%

Kisumu

76.2%

22.2%
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Kirinyaga

62.5%

12.5%

Nairobi

46.7%

8.0%

Laikipia

64.3%

7.8%

Nandi

50.0%

5.1%

Meru was found to have the highest percentage of cooperative actors that are collaborating; Nandi and
Nairobi had the lowest percentage of cooperation among cooperatives. In both Meru and Nandi, a high
number of cooperatives that participated were from the dairy sector, however, we found little
collaboration happening between cooperatives in Nandi. This suggests that certain “important” or
“environmental” elements may more present in Meru, supported by the role of the Meru Dairy Union,
who potentially is helping facilitate peer-to-peer networking. Stakeholders in Nandi shared that culturally
they are a very individualistic community, and often pride themselves on working independently. This
may be an “environmental element” that is having an adverse effect and diminishing cooperation among
cooperatives in this county. Additional mapping on Ushirika Hub in Nandi will help to determine if
cooperation among cooperatives is happening in other parts of the county.
In Nairobi, the limited amount of cooperation may be a reflection of who participated in Ushirika Hub, as
the cooperatives who were invited to the events represent from diverse sectors and were found to be
working closely with many INGOs, academic institutions, etc.
Another key takeaway here is that just because there are more cooperative actors in a market system
doesn’t mean they are more connected as a cooperative movement. If CDP were to continue to measure
cooperation among cooperatives over time, we suggest setting some targets on the percentage of
cooperation we would expect to see among cooperative actors as a result of CDP, and could track this
over time to see if interventions targeted at increasing cooperation, particularly within certain areas, like
cooperative advocacy, increases over time.
Table 18 shows where cooperative actors are collaborating most within each county. A collaboration area
received a check mark if more than 10% of relationships within the cooperative network were found in
that area for that county.
Table 18. Top Collaboration Areas within the Cooperative Network
County

Peer to
Peer
Support

Source of
Funds

Coop Edu.
&
Training

All Counties
(combined)

✓

✓

✓

News &
Info.

Member
Recruit.

Marketing &
Prod. Dev.

Advocacy
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✓

Meru
Kisumu

✓

✓
✓

Kirinyaga
Nairobi

✓

Laikipia

✓

Nandi

✓

✓

✓
✓

✓

✓
✓

✓

✓

✓
✓

We can see that across counties, most cooperative actors are collaborating around peer to peer support.
This makes sense since this collaboration area asked, “who among your peers do you consult for advice
when you need to solve a problem?”. This collaboration looked at general peer-to-peer networking.
However, in isolating the cooperative network, we are able to identify the other areas where peer-to-peer
network is happening among cooperative actors. Interestingly, Meru, which had the highest amount of
cooperation among cooperatives, was found to be collaborating most around “essential” and “important”
elements such as marketing and product development, cooperative education and training, and source of
funds. This aligns with the key services provided by the Meru Dairy Union, a prominent higher-tier
cooperative in this county. Further research on dairy cooperatives and the Meru Dairy Union in Meru how
help to reveal why there is more peer-to-peer networking around these areas, if it was facilitated by the
Meru Dairy Union or is an independent practice lead by dairy cooperatives.
Nairobi and Nandi were the only two counties with where cooperative actors found to be collaborating
around the “important” element of cooperative advocacy. In Nairobi, this aligns with the presence of CAK
as the apex organization supporting cooperative advocacy in Kenya. In Nandi, cooperative actors
identified the Kenya Dairy Farmers Federation as a higher-tier cooperative that supports cooperative
advocacy.
Figure 7 provides a visual of the cooperative network for all six counties combined. In this image,
cooperatives and SACCOs and their outward relationships (shown as arrows) are colored blue. Other
cooperative actors, such as higher-tier cooperatives and their relationships are colored orange. The nodes
are sized by resource hubs (in-degree centrality); the larger the node, the more that actor was nominated
by others as a resource for one or more collaboration areas.
Figure 7. Full Cooperative Network Across All six counties
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We can see that several higher-tier cooperatives appear as prominent resource hubs (i.e., Meru Dairy
Union, KUSCCO, CAK). This validates their role we would expect them to play as ecosystem convener,
helping to connect cooperatives/SACCOs to other support organizations and provide critical services to
accelerate their growth.

Disruptors
In reviewing network analysis results, stories, and feedback shared during the meaning making
workshops, there were three examples found of cooperation among cooperatives that represent
successful models of cooperation within the ecosystem. We have described these actors as positive
disruptors, who appear to have developed a set of behaviors or practices that are helping cooperatives to
work together to achieve a common purpose or function that adds value and improves market system
performance.

Cooperative Dairy Union in Meru
As mentioned earlier, the Meru Dairy Union was found to be a key resource hub and service provider for
dairy cooperatives, supporting key “essential” and “important” elements like cooperative education and
training, marketing and product development, and dissemination of cooperative news and information.
In Figure 8, when looking at the cooperative network for just Meru county, you can see how prominent
Meru Dairy Union is, with Capital SACCO emerging as a leading funder among dairy cooperatives. During
the meaning making workshops, dairy cooperatives and the county government indicated a high level of
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satisfaction with Meru Dairy Union, articulating that they are organized and had a vast reach. Some dairy
cooperatives felt that the Meru Dairy Union could improve on timeliness of payments and information
dissemination. For more on Meru Dairy Cooperative Union and the role they play in the county system
see Annex 7: Analysis of Key Cooperative System Actors.
Meru Dairy Union, as county-level, sector-focused union disruptor, is helping dairy cooperatives to
organize, work collaboratively, and jointly market products. Further research into the Meru Dairy Union
and their practices and the perceptions of their role by dairy cooperative members could provide a good
case study for other higher-tier cooperatives, particularly those working in dairy or similar types of sectors,
like Nandi County. Figure 8 compares the Meru cooperative network to that of Nandi’s.

Figure 8. Comparison of Meru and Nandi County Cooperative Networks
Meru Cooperative Network

Nandi Cooperative Network

In Nandi County, we see one participant identified the Nandi Dairy Cooperative Union. Further
relationship mapping in Nandi could help to reveal the role the county union is playing. NCBA CLUSA, as
the CDP Partner leading in these two counties, could promote activities, like an exchange visit between
dairy cooperatives in Nandi and Meru, as an opportunity for the two sectors to learn from each other, and
discuss what has worked well to advance cooperation among dairy cooperatives. The Meru Dairy Union
might also present as a case study for other sectors interested in starting unions about how they can
support cooperation among cooperatives and advance the growth of cooperatives within a sector at the
county level.
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KUSCCO in Kisumu
In Kisumu county, KUSCCO was found to be a key higher-tier cooperative and convener of SACCOs. Figure
9 shows the cooperative network in Kisumu, where SACCOs identified both KUSCCO branch in Kisumu and
the KUSCCO national branch as resources. Combining the two nodes, 16.3% of relationships are to
KUSCCO. The main service SACCOs nominated for them was for the provision of cooperative education
and training. During the meaning making workshops in Kisumu, KUSCCO received positive feedback that
they provide affordable credit facilities and offer consultancies. They could improve on marketing and
reaching smaller SACCOs with affordable products. Of the counties we targeted, KUSCCO has a branch
office in Nairobi and Kisumu. While KUSCCO was identified in the other counties in the SSNA baseline,
they were found to be prominent convener and resource hub in Kisumu. One reason for this may be their
physical presence in the county, which contributes to relationship building and marketing. Other highertier cooperatives, like CAK might benefit from learning from KUSCCO in Kisumu and how they have been
able to reach SACCOs, provide critical services, and advocate for their interests at the county level.
Figure 9. Kisumu County Cooperative Network
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NABOSA Housing in Laikipia
In Laikipia, we had the opportunity to conduct a site visit with NABOSA Housing Cooperative, which has
built over 60 houses for their members. Patrick, the head of NABOSA Housing, shared how they started
as NABOSA SACCO in Laikipia to serve boda boda (motorcycle) taxis. The lack of affordable housing in
Laikipia and the capital city of Nanyuki, left many boda boda drivers struggling to save money with the
SACCO, as a majority of their income went to rent. They organized and decided to form NABOSA Housing,
under which members of the SACCO pooled their savings to buy a piece of land. They negotiated an
affordable loan from NACHU that allowed members to build houses with a mortgage they could afford to
pay off over 5 years.
From the network map in image 3, we can
see the tight-knit group of cooperatives and
Image 3. Nabosa Housing Cooperative Site Visit
SACCOs working together with NABOSA
SACCO, NABOSA Housing, and NACHU, the
housing union, to make this happen.
NABOSA SACCO and Housing are another
example of pair of disruptors, that have
facilitated
cooperation
between
cooperatives to accelerate growth and
livelihoods of their members. NABOSA
Housing shared that the project has been so
successful that they now have many new
members, who are not boda boda drivers, or affiliated with NABOSA SACCO, interested in joining. This
would be an excellent case study that WOCCU could prepare and share for SACCOs and cooperatives
across counties.
Figure 10. Laikipia County Cooperative Network
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Obstacles to Cooperation Among Cooperatives
●

●

●
●

Need for greater presence of higher-tier cooperatives on the ground: While CAK was found to
be a clear convener and resource hub for cooperative advocacy in Nairobi, feedback across other
counties revealed that their presence is less felt on the ground in other counties. They were
acknowledged as a key apex organization and actor in Kisumu and Kirinyaga, however,
stakeholders felt they could do more to build relationships with cooperative members in the
county, get their input, and clarify their role. They were not identified during the feedback activity
in Nandi, Laikipia, or Meru, which is an indication that they are not seen as a central support
organization for the cooperatives we engaged in in those counties.
Regulations keep small SACCOs from accessing higher-tier cooperatives: KUSCCO and SASRA
were identified within the cooperative network as key higher-tier cooperatives for SACCOs.
Feedback revealed that both have difficulty reaching smaller SACCOs, who can’t afford training
services from KUSCCO and are unable to afford fees needed to be regulated by SASRA.
Competition for members: Competition, especially among SACCOs, was frequently referenced
during meaning making sessions as an obstacle to cooperation.
Information gets stuck in cooperative leadership: Cooperatives and SACCOs shared that
information received by cooperative leaders does not always get shared with members. This
inequality in the flow of information also creates challenges to cooperation both within
cooperatives and with the larger market system.

Findings for Inclusion of Marginalized Groups
The fourth dimension we examined within the cooperative system across counties was the level of
collaboration around inclusion of marginalized groups, specifically youth, women, and persons with
special needs (PSNs). To do this we looked at networking around three collaboration areas on inclusion.
See Table 19 for the collaboration area questions used to generate these networks.
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Table 19. Inclusion Collaboration Areas
Inclusion Collaboration Areas
Participation of youth in cooperatives: Who do you go to for information, ideas or support with increasing
youth participation in cooperatives?
Participation of women in cooperatives: Who do you go to for information, ideas or support with increasing
participation of women in cooperatives?
Participation of persons with special needs in cooperatives: Who do you go to for information, ideas or support
with increasing participation of persons with special needs in cooperatives?

Among those mapped in Ushirika Hub, these three collaboration areas (along with Insurance) were found
to have the lowest amount of networking across all counties (see Annex 6: Breakdown of Collaboration
Areas by County). During meaning making workshops, stakeholders validated this finding citing that
inclusion was not a common priority for cooperatives. In some areas, it was clear there are still stigmas
that exist against these groups. For example, one stakeholder shared that “the reason persons with special
needs are not in cooperatives is because they stay home all the time”. In Nandi, where participants were
predominantly older men from the dairy sector, it was acknowledged that succession is a challenge for
their cooperatives and identifying young people to join the dairy cooperatives should be more of a priority.
When asked about the inclusion of women, stakeholders in Nandi shared excuses like women can’t own
property, which limits their ability to participate in cooperatives. Nandi, out of the six counties we visited
continues to be more patriarchal and less open to women in leadership roles than other counties. Other
counties, like Kirinyaga and Laikipia, were identified as having a culture that is more accepting of women
in leadership positions.
When looking at where system actors are going within these counties for support with increasing the
participation of youth, women, and persons with special needs, we found the government was the most
nominated resource hub. Figure 11 shows a breakdown of the types of actors nominated by all system
actors for these three collaboration areas.
Figure 11. Who are actors going to for inclusion of women, youth,
and persons with special needs?
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Government actors make up 66% of nominations. This may be explained by the fact that the government,
including the county government and County Department of Cooperatives, is advocating for inclusion,
which we heard during the meaning making events. Certain key departments like the County Department
of Gender and Youth or the County Ministry of Youth and Gender Affairs were nominated in the mapping
as key resource hubs. Their presence as a resource hub on this topic is an indication to CDP Partners that
county governments would be a good partner to support an inclusion policy for cooperatives.
CDP Partners might also explore working with cooperatives/SAACOs that are specifically engaging youth,
women, and persons with special needs to inform a cooperative policy on inclusion, learning from their
successes and how they have reached these members. For example, cooperatives/SAACOs who have a
specific mandate and business model to include women and youth members appear to be leading on
inclusion for these groups. There was one SACCO identified in Meru, for example, that specifically serves
persons with disabilities.

Obstacle to Inclusion
Low level of networking, awareness, and interest by cooperatives/SACCOs on inclusion of women,
youth, and people with special needs: Different approaches for how to message or frame why
cooperatives should prioritize inclusion could be tested. Dairy cooperatives in Nandi, for example, seem
to have understood the need to include youth as necessary for their survival and sustainability.
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Annex 2: SSNA Baseline Findings by County
Meru
Overview
Meru is located in the Mount Kenya region in the heart of Kenya’s agriculture sector. Meru county has a
long history of a vibrant cooperative movement and as a pioneer in operationalizing devolution for the
cooperative sector. In 2014, they were the first county to enact their own County Cooperatives and
Societies Act.39 Meru has a high number of coffee and dairy cooperatives and SACCOs. Meru is a target
county for NCBA CLUSA, who is working with several dairy cooperatives and the Meru Dairy Union.
Because of this, the dairy cooperative movement is highly visible in Ushirika Hub, where we have good
participation in the network map and meaning making from dairy cooperatives.

Headline Story Heard in Meru:
“Dairy farming is the backbone of the Meru cooperative sector.”
Attendance
During both Ushirika Hub workshops, cooperatives and service providers working in the dairy sector were
well represented in Meru county. This reflects the strong presence of the dairy cooperatives in the county
and the emphasis of CDP programming on this sector in Meru. Dairy cooperatives, coffee cooperatives,
SACCOs, the Meru Dairy Union, and several officials from the County Department of Cooperatives, CIC,
Co-operative Bank, and Sigma Feeds Input Supplier participated in the Ushirika Hub network map. During
the meaning making event we had representation from dairy cooperatives, Meru Dairy Union, county
government, Sigma Feeds, and KUSCCO Meru branch, with no representation from SACCOs or other
cooperatives in other sectors. The meaning making event was also combined with stakeholders from
Laikipia county.

Summary of Findings from SSNA
In Meru, we mapped the largest county network with 385 relationships and 135 actors. On average, each
actor was found to have 5.7 relationships, which was more than other counties.
A total of 31 businesses and companies were identified, followed by 27 government institutions, and 27
cooperative societies. Of the cooperatives mapped, we had high representation from the dairy sector.

39

“Meru Leads Way in Enacting New Cooperatives Law,” Daily Nation, February 25, 2015,
https://www.nation.co.ke/counties/meru/Meru-leads-way-with-new-cooperatives-law/1183302-2633138ope46yz/index.html

69

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report
Cooperative education and training was the top collaboration area with 59 relationships, followed by
source of funds with 56 relationships. Figure 12 is the county network for Meru.
Figure 12. Meru County Network

Resource Hubs
Among those who participated in the Ushirika Hub mapping, Meru Department of Cooperatives was
found to be the largest resource hub (with 71 nominations); this actor received the highest number of
nominations in all six counties combined. Meru Dairy Union was the second highest (with 48 nominations),
followed by the Meru County Government (35 nominations), and Capital SACCO (20 nominations). These
three actors were validated during the meaning making work as key providers of information, financial
services and training.

Higher-Tier Cooperatives
According to data collected, the Meru Dairy Cooperative Union (Meru Dairy Union for short) is providing
support on “essential” and “important” ecosystem elements, such as marketing/product development,
cooperative education and training, and cooperative news/information. Within marketing/product
development the Meru Dairy Union was found to be the top resource hub, receiving roughly half of all
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nominations in this collaboration area in Meru (15 total). Within cooperative education and training, the
top resource hubs were Department of Cooperatives (8 nominations), followed by Meru Dairy Union (7
nominations), SNV, and County Government of Meru (with 6 nominations each).
The Meru Central Coffee Union was another key higher-tier cooperative identified in Meru county by
participants in Ushirika Hub. This actor was found to be a top broker in marketing/product development,
as they have many outward ties in this area and know many offering services in this collaboration area.
The Kenya Cooperative Dairy Board came up in the meaning making workshop as a key actor with which
dairy cooperatives wanted to improve their relationship, claiming they did not know what services this
actor provided. In the network, we learned that actors are going to the Kenya Cooperative Dairy Board
for cooperative news/information.

Government
Government is very active in the cooperative ecosystem captured in Ushirka Hub in Meru, with the Meru
Department of Cooperatives as the largest resource hub in the network (with 71 nominations), and other
government departments also playing key roles. The Meru Department of Cooperatives is providing
support especially on “essential” and “important” ecosystem elements like cooperative
news/information, dispute resolution, cooperative advocacy, and cooperative education and training.
Actors are also going to the Meru Department of Cooperatives for member recruitment and participation
of women, youth, or persons with special needs.
Other key government departments are: Meru County Government, which is providing support in
cooperative news/information, legal services, and participation of youth and persons with special needs;
and the Audit Department of Meru County Government, which offers accounting services.

Cooperative Market System Diversity
As with all county subsystems, the key service providers and support organizations for cooperatives and
SACCOs surveyed in Meru are government institutions, making up almost half (48%) of relationships from
cooperatives and SACCOs in this county. Meru County, however, sees a large amount of relationships
(19%) going to higher-tier cooperatives as compared to other counties. This is mostly from the
relationships dairy cooperatives have with the Meru Dairy Union. Figure 13 shows the full breakdown of
who cooperatives and SACCOs are going to in Meru.
Figure 13. Meru County Service Providers and Support Organizations
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Source of Funds
When looking at the source of funds collaboration area, there were 10 banks and three SACCOs identified
as providing funds. Capital SACCO was found to be the top resource hub among those mapped, having
received a fourth of the nominations in this collaboration area (16 out of a total 56). The second top
resource hub was Meru Co-operative Bank with nine nominations. Other SACCOs providing funds are
Yetu SACCO and SIRAJI SACCO; additional banks nominated were Equity Bank and KCB among others. This
area, relative to other counties, was found to have a greater diversity of funders, with a range of banks
being accessed by system actors.

Role of Private Sector
Though businesses/companies and government were also widely represented in Meru, most
collaboration areas had many cooperatives within them - likely because these are the actors seeking
services. This was not true for the IT/technology collaboration area (which had an equal number of
cooperatives and businesses/companies) nor the insurance collaboration area (which had an equal
number of cooperatives and insurance providers). In both cases, the large number of providers was
because actors were going to many different providers for this service rather than all going to the same
provider. The business/company that was identified as the largest resource hub in Meru is Meru Net
Systems, who provides support in IT/technology (five nominations).
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Cooperation Among Cooperatives
Meru had the highest percent of cooperative actors working in this county who are collaborating with one
another (87.5%) and also the highest percent of relationships reported in the county that were between
cooperative actors (25.2%). Our data shows that Meru Dairy Union is playing a large convening role,
bringing together cooperative actors in this county. For a comparison with other counties, refer to the
Findings for Cooperation Among Cooperatives section in Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full
Network. Figure 14 shows the cooperative subsystem in Meru county.

Figure 14. Meru County Cooperative Network
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Within the cooperative network, actors we reached through Ushirika Hub are collaborating primarily
around source of funds (23 relationships), marketing/product development (18 relationships), and
cooperative education and training (13 relationships). Half of reported the relationships are to the Meru
Dairy Union (48 relationships out of 97 total relationships between cooperative actors), which also means
that all nominations that the Meru Dairy Union received in the map were from other cooperative actors
(and not government, businesses, or other actor types). Yetu SACCO has the largest brokering power
within the cooperative network so also may be a good facilitator or convener.

Summary of Findings from Feedback and Stakeholder Dialogue
Dairy Cooperatives
● Among government providers, the Kenya Cooperative Dairy Board was acknowledged as a key
county government actor, however, stakeholders felt their services and role was unclear and their
presence was not felt on the ground. The relationship with the Department of Cooperatives was
also rated as “needs improvement.” While the group acknowledged that the Department assists
with audits, they have inadequate staff and provide limited trainings. The Department of Livestock
was not engaging dairy cooperatives or providing support, and as a result dairy farmer have to
rely on private practitioners for services.
● Dairy cooperatives stated they had a good relationship with the Meru Dairy Union, highlighting
areas where they could improve on payment timing and rates and information dissemination.
● Among financial institutions, cooperatives had a good relationship with Co-operative Bank, noting
good interest rates, however, the Bank needs to improve on their customer service. Capital SACCO
was also identified as another good provider, with quick payments to dairy cooperatives, good
service delivery, and lower interest rates on loans.
● Feedback about input suppliers, such as Sigma Feeds, and Meru Multipurpose Farmers Center,
was mixed. Some felt they were providing good quality inputs and responsive, others thought the
prices were high and the inputs were poor quality and delivered late.
● Additional obstacles dairy cooperatives in Meru face in accessing services included poor
infrastructure, lack of access to information and collateral for loans, and a general feeling that
county government was not present.
● Dairy cooperatives spoke about a gap in quality service providers and consultants in the county,
and the challenge of “quack consultants” selling inferior services and claiming to have credentials.
There was no oversight for this by the county government or the Meru Dairy Union. Solutions for
how to address the gap in service providers are reflected by stakeholders in the “big ideas” in the
meaning making workshop on how to strengthen the cooperative sector (see below).
Meru County Government
● The county government generally reported a positive relationship with the Meru Dairy Union,
describing them as organized and providing a great network.
● They identified some difficulty with the national government, which has delays in releasing funds
and is slow to move forward on policy or prosecution.
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Obstacles faced in providing services to cooperatives included lack of resources, unqualified
service providers and consultants, corrupt leaders, and political interference in cooperative
movement.

KUSCCO Ltd Meru
● KUSCCO has a great relationship with WOCCU and the County Government, sharing how each
supports the capacity development of SACCOs and sponsors SACCO members for training.
● The Ministry of Trade, Industrialization, and Cooperatives and the national government could
improve on their services to SACCOs, amend cooperative policies, and create a separate ministry
for cooperatives.
● The relationship with CIC is good. In this county, CIC provides insurance to compliment KUSCCO
loans to SACCOs, rather than competing with KUSCCO on insurance products. Similarly, the
relationship was good with the Co-operative Bank. KUSCCO noted that they offer advisory services
and loans to SACCOs.

Big Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector in Meru
Table 20. Stakeholder’s Big Ideas to Strengthen Cooperative Sector in Meru
1. Linkage system between all sectors of cooperative networks in the county (i.e., mobile application).
This would allow for centralized information and those involved to share information with others in the
cooperative sector.
2. Agriculture and dairy cooperative oversight body to advocate for farmers and dairy cooperatives.
Goal would be to ensure there are quality service providers (banks, input suppliers, dairy board,
cooperative officers), and provide awareness of service providers available to cooperatives.

Nairobi
Overview
Nairobi is Kenya’s vibrant capital and also the largest city in the country. As such, it is home to national
apex organizations, many higher-tier cooperatives, INGOs, and national-level actors. It is also home to two
levels of government - county and national - which has affected devolution in this county. Nairobi’s
infrastructure is more advanced than other parts of the country, so actors here tend to be very tech-savvy.
Nairobi is also pioneering the growth of service cooperatives, who come together not to sell raw materials,
products or transportation methods, but to promote a common skill of their members. Examples of
service cooperatives we met provide entertainment, drama and acting skills, housing/construction, digital
branding/marketing, and mechanical engineering for the energy sector. Global Communities works closely
in this county to support higher-tier cooperatives and service cooperatives.

75

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report

Headline Story Heard in Nairobi:
“We need less apexing.40 [National higher-tier cooperatives] are not
really representing cooperative needs on the ground.”
Attendance
The Nairobi workshops included participation from national higher-tier cooperatives, cooperative
economic service providers and learning institutions. There were also representations from INGOs and
the county and national government. Examples include CAK, CUK, KUSCCO, CIC, Co-operative Bank, and
Agriterra. During meaning making, we had a large group (10+) participants representing service
cooperatives, and also some representation from SACCOs (only two participants). Mobilization of
participants in Nairobi was done through CDP Partners existing connections and the State Department of
Cooperatives. Nairobi is a priority county for Global Communities.

Summary of Findings from SSNA
In Nairobi, we mapped 289 relationships and 162 actors. On average, each actor was found to have 3.6
relationships, which was lower than the full network for all six counties. A total of 36 businesses and
companies were identified, followed by 26 government institutions, and 17 INGOs. Thirteen cooperatives
were identified, a large portion of which were service cooperatives. Top collaboration areas in this county
were cooperative advocacy with 41 relationships, followed by source of funds with 38 relationships, and
cooperative education and training with 37 relationships.

Figure 15. Nairobi County Network

40

“Apexing” is a word sometimes used in Kenya to refer to cooperative integration, or the process of forming
structures within the cooperative movement (ie. unions, federations, confederations) who regulate and support
cooperatives and SACCOs.
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Resource Hub and Active Networker
Among those who participated in Ushirika Hub, Global Communities was the largest resource hub in
Nairobi with 27 nominations. Actors reported that Global Communities is providing support primarily in
cooperative education and training, cooperative advocacy, and marketing/product development, which
aligns with their programming to support the enabling environment that helps cooperatives to operate
and accelerate their growth. They were also found to be a key broker in Nairobi and are positioned well
to facilitate connections between other actors. It is important to note that these findings may be biased
toward Global Communities, as they organized the Ushirika Hub workshops in Nairobi and mobilized
actors with whom they have existing relationships.
After the meaning making workshop, a few actors from this county input additional relationships.
Funditech (a service cooperative for construction workers) was one actor that did additional mapping.
They were the largest active networker across all six counties, inputting a total of 44 relationships.41

Higher-tier Cooperatives
In Nairobi, unlike other counties, national apex organizations and higher-tier cooperatives were identified
as resource hubs instead of the government. For example, the Cooperative Alliance of Kenya (CAK) was

41

An active networker is someone who goes to many others for information, resources, services, or support.
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identified as the second largest resource hub in this county after Global Communities with 18
nominations. CAK is providing support primarily on “important” ecosystem elements, namely cooperative
advocacy and cooperative news/information. CAK was also identified as a key broker in this county, and
well positioned to facilitate connections in the network.
KUSCCO was the third largest resource hub in this county with 14 nominations among those who
participated in Ushirika Hub. Their nominations were primarily in cooperative advocacy, cooperative
news/information, and peer to peer support. The Cooperative University of Kenya (CUK) was identified
as the fourth largest a resource hub with 13 nominations. CUK is providing support in cooperative
education and training, as the only university for cooperatives in Kenya.

Source of Funds
Looking at the Ushirika Hub data for Nairobi, many INGOs and banks were identified in the source of funds
collaboration area. Co-operative Bank was the top resource hub with seven nominations. Other banks
and INGOs identified for source of funds include NIC Bank, WeEffect, and Global Communities. During the
meaning making event, participants validated that many actors go to NGOs for funding. During the
meaning making workshop, participants pointed out that Equity Bank is an important source of funds,
however, they were not identified in the map.

Cooperative Market System Diversity
Whereas almost half of reported relationships from cooperatives/SACCOs were to government in the
other five counties, cooperatives/SACCOs who mapped in Nairobi were found to have a more diverse
range of actor types that they go to for services and support. Only 19% of relationships were to
government, with many also to business/companies (18%), INGOs (15%), and higher-tier cooperatives
(11%). Nairobi also had the highest engagement with consultants at 8% of relationships. Figure 16 shows
the full breakdown of who cooperatives and SACCOs are going to in Nairobi county.
Figure 16. Nairobi County Service Providers and Support Organizations
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Peer to Peer Support
Unlike other counties, many types of actors mapped in the peer to peer support collaboration area in
Nairobi. According to those who participated in Ushirika Hub, INGOs, government, and higher-tier
cooperatives are going to each other for peer to peer support. However, almost no cooperatives/SACCOs
received nominations in this collaboration area, which means that cooperatives/SACCOs are not going to
each other. Something to explore further is whether the large number of higher-tier cooperatives and
INGOs in Nairobi are inhibiting peer to peer learning for cooperatives/SACCOs.

Role of Private Sector
Along with CUK, many INGOs are offering services in cooperative education and training. There were not
clear resource hubs in areas of member recruitment, participation of women, or dispute resolution.
Private sector actors like businesses/companies or consultants are providing most services in
marketing/product development, accounting, IT/technology, and legal services. Often, each
business/company or consultant received only one nomination, meaning that those who mapped in
Ushirika Hub are not going to the same private sector actors.

Cooperation Among Cooperatives
Nairobi has a surprisingly low number of relationships between cooperative actors, as compared to the
number of relationships reported in the county, at just 8% of relationships. This is reflected in the small
cooperative network shown in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Nairobi County Cooperative Network

The Nairobi cooperative network mapped in Ushirika Hub is made up of six cooperatives, five higher-tier
cooperatives, and three SACCOs. Collaboration among these actors is primarily around advocacy and peer
to peer support, followed by cooperative news/information, and member recruitment. KUSCCO is the
largest resource hub with nine nominations.

Summary of Findings from Feedback and Stakeholder Dialogue
Service Cooperatives
● Among service cooperatives in Nairobi, many common obstacles were identified across a diverse
group of businesses representing energy, housing, construction, and marketing sectors. One of
the biggest constraints identified was a lack of a national or county level cooperative policy that
acknowledges and supports service cooperatives.
● With service cooperatives being a new model pioneered in Kenya, stakeholders spoke to
challenges of registration, the lack of procurement policy both at the county and national level of
government that recognizes service cooperatives as cooperative businesses, slow responsiveness,
and unfamiliarity with the service cooperative model.
● Additionally, the service cooperative movement acknowledged that it is growing among young
people, participants felt that the government could help to encourage growth of the model
among youth in specific ways. For example, they could provide a free or subsidized space for youth
to meet and learn about service cooperatives and work on their business ideas.
● Other obstacles for service cooperatives included a lack of financing and awareness among other
service providers of service cooperatives as a barrier, they also highlighted a need for more digital
tools and information sharing, and for greater internal skills and capacity development of their
members.
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Among government entities, service cooperatives indicated that they work with the Nairobi
Government Procurement & Communications Department, and although communications are
good, the department is very slow to process requests and is not accommodating to the needs of
service cooperatives.
The US Embassy (American Space), Gooding Africa, EA Rise Up Trust, and the UN Convention in
the UK were called out for their high-quality coaching, mentorship, training, and networking
opportunities for members.
On the other hand, members of the group shared that NITA, the National Industrial Training
Authority, needs to be more responsive to the needs of cooperatives and improve their services
accordingly.
CUK was identified as very supportive with mentorship and training, but the group felt their
relationships could be improved with increased funding support.
In regard to financial service providers, the Co-operative Bank was recognized for its timely service
delivery and responsiveness, but some members noted poor customer service at Kariobangi Bank.

SACCOs
● SACCOs identified several obstacles faced in accessing the information, services, and resources
needed to grow their businesses. There is a need for more accurate, relevant information on
cooperative societies within specific industries. For example, the dairy processors could improve
the information they have on credit scores for dairy cooperatives, which would support SACCOs
servicing dairy cooperatives. KTDA provides credit scores and loan recovery services for tea
farmers, but the accuracy of their information needs improvement.
● Fees to access information and services is also a barrier, particularly for smaller SACCOs. There is
also a need for willing partners to facilitate credit access to SACCOs, particularly smaller SACCOs
and those working with marginal groups.
● The relationship with SASRA was positive as they provide regulation and industry standards for
SACCOs. The State Department of Cooperatives also helps to maintain industry standards.
● High quality relationships were identified with the Co-operative Bank, which offers timely,
affordable, and flexible financial services and EAGC, which facilitates grain trade in East Africa.
● SACCOs identified the opportunity to improve relationships with CAK, which the group felt could
provide more frequent updates about the industry and advocacy efforts.
KUSCCO/NACHU
● Co-operative Bank was listed as an important financial institution because of the availability of
affordable funds and good customer service.
● KUSCCO and NACHU reported a high-quality relationship with WOCCU. Participants indicated that
WOCCU provides timely and appropriate funding, assists in market research, and provides
capacity building.
● Participants in this group also indicated a high-quality relationship with We Effect, a development
cooperative that provides training and funds to members that have improved the living standards
of members.
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KUSCCO and NACHU identified CIC as a key insurance provider but indicated that CIC needs to
improve on the period in which it provides compensation, particularly for deaths.
KUSCCO/NACHU indicated that among government actors, they work with the State Department
of Cooperatives, which offers training support and capacity building. However, the group felt that
the State Department of Cooperatives needs to improve on service delivery and public
participation in policy and regulations.
KUSCCO/NACHU also works with SASRA but reported that SASRA needs to improve regulations to
protect SACCO members.
Unsurprisingly, KUSCCO/NACHU participants indicated that they work with SACCOs, which
patronize KUSCCO’s products and participate in important research. However, the group felt that
SACCOs need to improve their governance.
Both unions cited obstacles around competition from other service providers, a lack of adequate
financial resources and technology to fulfill their roles, political interference in the cooperative
movement, and delays in decision making.

NGOs and Cooperative University of Kenya (CUK)
● NGOs and CUK spoke about the need for digitized and readily available accurate data on
cooperatives (e.g. number of registered and active cooperatives).
● The group cited challenges with individual consultants providing services to cooperatives. While
there are many service providers, the quality of their services needs constant evaluation. There is
also a lack of specialized service providers for certain industries.
● Other obstacles that were identified include the challenge of donor dependency for cooperatives
and unrealistic expectations, competition between cooperatives, and lack of coordination that
leads to duplication of services.
● The group identified high quality relationships with Global Communities, which has been a longterm partner and has provided support with service delivery and connections to potential
partners, as well as the State Department DCDC, which provides networking opportunities that
result in expanded reach.
Co-operative Bank
● Co-operative Bank was an active participant, having three representatives during the meaning
making event. Overall, they cited high quality relationships with the Central Bank, CAK, CIC, Capital
Markets Authority, the Insurance Regulatory Authority, and donors such as We Effect, AgRA, and
USAID.
● The group shared that SASRA provides accurate information but needs to improve on working
with SACCOs that are not in compliance.
● Participants indicated that the Ministry of Agriculture and State Department of Cooperatives
could improve the data provided on cooperatives.
● The group recognized several obstacles that they face in providing resources to cooperatives and
SACCOs. Their services are not affordable to all cooperative societies and there is resistance to
change among cooperatives (like adoption of technology). In addition, cooperatives lack
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succession planning and transference of knowledge to new leadership; and slow decision making
is an obstacle.
State Department of Cooperatives
● The State Department of Cooperatives shared a positive relationship with Co-operative Bank,
SASRA, CUK and CAK.
● With KUSCCO they indicated that while there is mutual cooperation, they do not control or have
access to their archives on SACCOs.
● They recognized the gaps in the regulatory framework for cooperatives, and the delay in a
National Cooperative Policy as being an obstacle.
● Unclear roles between national and county government around cooperative policy has brought
county level resistance to cooperation.
● Inadequate funding to cooperative departments across counties has also created a barrier to
service provision. There is a lack of a functional professional body to support cooperatives and
provide standardized curriculum.
● The state department of cooperatives was open to feedback received from service providers and
service cooperatives.
● A point raised from the feedback exercise in Nairobi, is that when it comes to developing a
cooperative policy at the national and county level it is unclear what it is the role of cooperative
leadership in that process.
● During the presentation of “Big Ideas”, the service cooperative representatives banned together
and pitched the idea of creating a committee from the participants at the workshop that would
work with the State Department of Cooperatives to inform a cooperative policy that would be
inclusive of service cooperatives. The State Department was open and receptive to this idea.
Contact information was exchanged at the workshop and dates set on when a follow up meeting
could be held to give this new committee a “seat the table”.

Big Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector in Nairobi
Table 21. Stakeholder’s Big Ideas to Strengthen Cooperative Sector in Nairobi
1. Strengthen the cooperative policy and regulatory framework in order to ensure seamless collaboration
between cooperative movement stakeholders and improve performance and development of cooperative
societies in the country. Idea was shared by a group of government representatives to define clear roles of
national and county governments, including emerging issues in cooperatives (like service cooperatives).
Action would include the State Department of Cooperatives, County Government, CAK, KUSCCO, SASRA,
Banks, Development Agencies, KLRC and IGTRC.
2. Improve inequality of information sharing among cooperative leadership and members. Ideas were
presented by KUSCCO and NACHU. Idea is to improve access to relevant data on cooperatives, create
technology tools that support data analysis, and share existing data and information from USSD via radio
and other mediums.
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3. Create a digital platform for accounting services for small cooperative societies. Multiple small
cooperatives could pool resources and use the platform, since they can’t afford services on their own.
Platform would improve accounting efficiency, security, and expertise. Idea was presented by
representatives from the Co-operative Bank. Idea would involve Co-operative Bank, CCIA (Cooperative
Consultancy within Co-operative Bank), service providers, and donors. Pilot approach in Nairobi.
4. Cooperative policy framework for service cooperatives. Leadership from service cooperatives to form a
committee to inform the development of cooperative policy at national and county level. Idea shared from
group of service cooperatives. Committee would be formed from service cooperative representatives at the
workshop. Support requested from Global Communities in helping to connect the committee with the
national and county government.
5. Develop a unified, dynamic, and country-wide online platform to provide accurate and relevant data
to support the cooperative sector. This would help to address lack of digitized and accurate data on
cooperatives, unequal distribution of information and support resources, and corruption at the county level,
which can prevent cooperatives from accessing information. Idea developed by a group of NGOs and
learning institution representatives. Would involve USSD registration of every cooperative society.

Kirinyaga
Overview
Kirinyaga county is nestled between Mount Kenya and Kenya’s capital, Nairobi. It has a vibrant
cooperative movement with an active and respected Department of Cooperatives. According to the head
of the Department, the county is home to 109 active cooperatives, with coffee being one of the largest
sectors. This is a priority county for WOCCU, who has many existing relationships with SACCOs and the
county government.

Headline Story Heard in Kirinyaga
“New energy for the cooperative sector in Kirinyaga - The county
government welcomes cooperatives to participate in the sector’s
development agenda.”
Attendance
During the Ushirika Hub launch and meaning making events, we had representation from cooperative
societies in coffee, dairy, housing, and irrigation sectors, and from SACCO societies. There was also
representation from the County Government Department of Cooperatives, KUSCCO, and CAK.

Summary of Findings from SSNA
Kirinyaga was found to have the third largest county network after Meru and Nairobi counties, with a total
of 263 relationships and 134 actors. On average, each actor had 3.9 relationships, which is slightly higher
than Nairobi.
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A total of 32 government institutions were identified in Kirinyaga, followed by 26 businesses/companies.
This county had the most even split between cooperatives and SACCOs, with 20 cooperatives and 16
SACCOs identified in this county. Most cooperatives are working in agriculture, but this county was much
more diverse as some cooperatives work in irrigation, farming supplies, coffee, and dairy. The top
collaboration areas in Kirinyaga were source of funds (49 relationships) and cooperative education and
training (36 relationships).
Figure 18. Kirinyaga County Network

Government
For those who mapped in Ushirika Hub in this county, the Kirinyaga County Government, the Kirinyaga
Department of Cooperatives and County Cooperative Officers were cited most frequently as resource
hubs with 67 total nominations across these three departments.42 The three were referenced as key
resource providers for “essential” and “important” cooperative ecosystem elements, including
cooperative education and training, cooperative advocacy, cooperative news and information, member
recruitment, legal support, dispute resolution, and marketing and product development.

42

While these are all county government actors, we have chosen to keep them distinct as it demonstrates the
specific role the department of cooperatives is playing, as well as the role of their officers.
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Government was also found to be a top resource hub for the participation of youth, women, and persons
with special needs in cooperatives, with the Department of Gender and Youth as a key agency. In a few
cases for participation of women in cooperatives, NGOs, networks, and MFIs were also identified (i.e.,
TechnoServe, Women in Coffee Alliances, Kenya Women Microfinance Bank).

Higher-Tier Cooperatives
KUSCCO Embu was the main higher-tier cooperative identified in Kirinyaga county with seven total
nominations. All seven nominations were in different collaboration areas, including cooperative
education/training, source of funds, marketing and product development, cooperative advocacy, member
recruitment, cooperative news and information, and insurance. This shows that they offer a range of
services but may indicate that few actors are going to them for many different services, as seen in the
cooperative network in Figure 19 below.

Cooperative Market System Diversity
In Kirinyaga county, as with all other counties other than Nairobi, almost half of relationships from
cooperatives/SACCOs who participated in our mapping (43%) are going to government institutions. This
county, similar to Nandi county, has larger portions of relationships to banks/MFIs (14%) and
business/companies (16%) than counties like Meru, Laikipia, and Kisumu. There were few reported
relationships to higher-tier cooperatives than other counties, at just 3%. Figure 19 shows the full
breakdown of who cooperatives/SACCOs are going to in Kirinyaga county.

Figure 19. Kirinyaga County Service Providers and Support Organizations
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Source of Funds
Within the Ushirika Hub data collected for source of funds in Kirinyaga, Co-operative Bank was a top
provider of funds, followed by Fortune SACCO and Equity Bank. In the meaning making workshop,
participants identified Bingwa SACCO as also a top SACCO in the county. Bingwa SACCO participated in
Ushirika Hub, identifying 14 outward relationships. They, however, were only nominated once by a
cooperative society in Kirinyaga as a resource for source of funds, and only had two nominations across
all six counties. This raises a question about the degree to which they are acting as a resource hub. More
investigation is needed to confirm this. Bingwa SACCO was identified as a top broker given their diverse
connections in Kirinyaga and Nairobi. They are in a good position to connect up others in the system.

Cooperation Among Cooperatives
The cooperative network in Kirinyaga mapped in Ushirika Hub is comprised of 14 cooperatives, eight
SACCOs, and three higher-tier cooperatives: KUSCCO Embu, Kirinyaga County Cooperative Union, and
Agricultural Society of Kenya (ASK).

Figure 20. Kirinyaga County Cooperative Network
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Collaboration within the cooperative network was predominantly around “essential” elements of
cooperative ecosystems, namely source of funds, member recruitment, and cooperative education and
training. The top resource hubs reported in the cooperative network were Fortune SACCO and KUSCCO
Embu, who seems to be offering many services to only a couple actors. Unlike in other counties,
cooperative actors in Kirinyaga are going to more cooperatives and SACCOs, meaning that more
cooperatives and SACCOs were identified as resource hubs in the cooperative movement than higher-tier
cooperatives in this county.

Summary of Findings from Feedback and Stakeholder Dialogue
SACCOs
● Among SACCOs in Kirinyaga, the Co-operative Bank was identified as having up-to-date
information on products and services and practiced good information dissemination on banking
services. However, there is a need to improve customer service.
● SACCOs identified KUSCCO as a key actor they work with who provides good training, customer
care, credit management, and networking opportunities. They could improve in providing more
affordable training for smaller SACCOs.
● The biggest complaints from SACCOs were found with CAK. CAK was acknowledged as an
important player, however, SACCOs cited that they only target high-level players. There is a need
for them to do better marketing and have more presence on the ground with their members.
● Obstacles SACCOs face in accessing services include high cost of services and lack of information
sharing.
KUSCCO
● KUSCCO acknowledged that it is challenging for them to reach smaller SACCOs. They shared that
smaller SACCOs tend to be harder to reach because they are located in more rural areas and roads
are poor. KUSCCO felt that smaller SACCOs often also have leadership that does not embrace or
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●

want to invest in education and training, which can hurt growth. Smaller SACCOs also lack access
to updated technology.
They expressed challenges with the county government, who is registering SACCOs that are not
financially stable.

Cooperatives (Dairy, Coffee, Irrigation)
● Dairy, coffee, and irrigation cooperatives identified having a good relationship with the County
Department of Cooperatives. They appreciate that all their services (auditor, DCO, and training)
are under one roof, are trustworthy, and promote information exchange. The group identified a
need for more extension officers and financial literacy training for dairy coops and identified
delays on permits for coffee cooperatives as being a challenge.
● Fortune and Bingwa SACCOs were identified as offering high quality services, having good
marketing, and providing advances to farmers at cheaper rates. The relationship was also great
with Co-op and Equity Banks, who offer sustainable services to dairy farmers. High interest rates
and ledger fees were identified as obstacles with financial institutions.
● Cooperatives have an ok relationship with CIC in Kirinyaga; they appreciate that CIC educates
members and provides member friendly packages but identified the need to reduce “red-tape”
and bureaucracy to get compensated for claims.
● Relationships are good among processors (KCC, Brookside, and Economy Feeds). The group
appreciates low prices, however, expressed challenges with delayed payments and penalty on
target prices.
● Among input supplies (Economy Feeds), the group identified high demand as an obstacle, which
causes delays in supply.
● Cooperatives identified CAK as a key actor, however, rated the relationship as “needs
improvement,” citing that they were not visible in the county and offered no tangible services.
● Obstacles cooperatives face in accessing services range from the need for more digital platforms
to reach farmers to share information, to the need for specialized insurance packages and loans
to help mechanize the milling system, to gaps in capacity development (e.g. cooperatives lack
internal managerial skills and financial literacy skills), to environmental and economic challenges
(e.g. fluctuating coffee prices and dry spells affecting water supply).
County Government
● County government, made up primarily of the Department of Cooperatives, shared having a great
relationship with the national government, indicating that they are synchronized on their
development agendas.
● Participants identified relationships with national apexes and higher-tier cooperatives (e.g. CAK)
as needing improvement. One participant explained that, “They are apex in registration but not
in practice, members don’t interact with them, CAK is not felt on the ground.”
● Banks and financial institutions provide customized products for cooperatives, however the group
felt that they place too much emphasis on profit as opposed to customer satisfaction.
● Obstacles for county government to provide services to cooperatives include scarce resources,
politics in cooperatives, and resistance to change from cooperatives.
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Big Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector in Kirinyaga
Table 22. Stakeholder’s Big Ideas to Strengthen Cooperative Sector in Kirinyaga
1. Education on Rules and Regulations for Cooperative Society Members and Board. This could be
provided by the county government working with sub-county cooperative officers. Need for extension
officers who possess different specializations in key sectors to educate members on upcoming matters
that affect core business operations.
2. Public Private Dialogue Platform, between county government, cooperative societies and service
provides. Goal would be to help to improve the quality of services offered by all stakeholders in the
cooperative sector, efficiency in service delivery, ensure transparency and increase accountability for
quality service provision, and improve communication between actors. Allow for timely resolution of
issues as they may arise.
3. Synergy in the Cooperative Movement, improve vertical and horizontal linkages between County
Cooperative Development Committee, help to implement county cooperative policy, improve
information sharing on actions within county government and among key cooperative stakeholders.
4. Resource Center at the county level for cooperative societies, help improve information flow,
provision of training, and prepare cooperatives with stronger systems and information management.
5. Multipurpose County Cooperative Union to bring together stakeholders in cooperative systems,
enhance collaboration and networking, increase awareness on the importance of cooperative societies,
promote networking for smaller societies, share ideas and networking with service providers. Idea
primarily shared by cooperatives, who felt it would help to fill the higher-tier cooperative gap felt in the
county. Some shared that the union could become the first county chapter of CAK, provide training and
capacity building for society board members and management teams.

Laikipia
Overview
Laikipia county is also in the Mount Kenya region of Kenya, neighboring Meru county. This county is home
to many SACCOs as well as agricultural and housing cooperatives. Due to the large number of SACCOs
here, many small SACCOs struggle to survive. The county government is quite involved in the cooperative
movement and encourages networking and collaboration. This is a priority county for WOCCU, who works
very closely with the SACCOs in Laikipia.

Headline Story Heard in Laikipia:
“ ‘Come, let’s dialogue!’ County government encourages
stakeholders to share feedback.”
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Attendance
In Laikipia county, during the launch and meaning making workshops we had representation from
cooperative societies and SACCOs working in transport, housing, and other agriculture sectors, the County
Department of Cooperatives, and CIC. From the first engagement, it was evident that there is wellrespected leadership working at the County Department of Cooperatives in Laikipia. The officers and head
of the department were receptive to receiving feedback on their role and the role of others in the
cooperatives system. It was also noted by the CDP Kenya Team that women were seen to be in more
leadership positions in Laikipia.

Summary of Findings from SSNA
Through Ushirika Hub, we mapped a smaller set of actors and relationships in Laikipia relative to other
counties. This county came in fourth place, with a total of 192 relationships and 83 actors.
From the data we collected, on average each actor had 4.6 relationships, which was higher than most
counties, demonstrating that of the actors who mapped in Ushirika Hub, those in Laikipia have more
connections (see the Findings for Connectivity section in Annex 1: SSNA Baseline Findings for Full
Network). Laikipia also had the highest reciprocity score of all counties at 15.9%, this suggests that actors
are cross collaborating more regularly and may suggest more trust among actors who participated in
Ushirika Hub.
There were 19 government institutions, 12 academic institutions, and 10 banks/MFIs identified in Laikipia.
The greater representation by academic institutions is unique to this county and not observed across
other counties. Important to note, however, is that this is because one cooperative, Naome SACCO
Society, recruits members from many secondary schools in the area.
Top collaboration areas mapped in this county included source of funds (36 relationships), followed by
cooperative education/training (24 relationships).43 Figure 21 is the county network for Laikipia.

43

There were no relationships identified in Laikipia for the insurance collaboration area. Laikipia was the first county
to map on Ushirika Hub and identified the need for an area on insurance to be added. The collaboration area was
added after the Laikipia Ushirika Hub Launch Event, which may explain why no relationships were identified.
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Figure 21. Laikipia County Network

Government
The Laikipia Department of Cooperatives, County Government of Laikipia, and Ministry of Trade, Tourism
and Cooperatives were the top three resource hubs in Laikipia with 58 total nominations for these three
departments. The Department of Cooperatives is also acting as a key broker and is providing support
predominately on “essential” and “important” ecosystem elements like cooperative education/training,
cooperative news/information, and dispute resolution.
The County Government of Laikipia is primarily providing support in source of funds but also in
cooperative education/training and other areas. In other counties, the government did not come up as a
key provider of funding.

INGOs
INGOs were the fourth most common actor type identified in Laikipia county. Other than in Nairobi, where
many INGOs have their headquarters, this is unique to this county. For example, WOCCU was identified
as a key resource hub in cooperative education and training. SWISS Contact was identified as an emerging
resource hub for cooperative education and training and marketing and product development. That said,

92

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report
when looking across collaboration areas, who actors went to for services and support was quite spread
out and unique, with few uniting or common resource hubs.

Cooperative Market System Diversity
In Laikipia county, as with all other counties other than Nairobi, almost half of relationships collected on
Ushirika Hub from cooperatives/SACCOs (40%) are going to government institutions. This county,
however, has more relationships going to INGOs (11%) and cooperative societies (10%) than other
counties. Important to note is that many of the relationships to academic institutions were from a single
SACCO. Figure 22 shows the full breakdown of who cooperatives and SACCOs are going to in Laikipia
County.
Figure 22. Laikipia County Service Providers and Support Organizations

Source of Funds
Within source of funds, Co-operative Bank of Nanyuki was the top resource hub according to participants
of Ushirika Hub, followed by the County Government of Laikipia and the Department of Cooperatives for
a total of seven nominations for these two government departments. As mentioned above, banks and
SACCOs are common to see in this area, but government institutions typically are not. There were also a
number of INGOs identified under source of funds, including SNV, World Vision, and the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation.
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Cooperation Among Cooperatives
The cooperative network in Laikipia county mapped in Ushirika Hub is quite small with only nine actors
and 15 relationships. It is made up of four cooperatives, four SACCOs and one higher-tier cooperative
(NACHU). In the meaning making workshop, participants mentioned that KUSCCO, CAK, and SASRA all
work in Laikipia county but were not identified in the network map. Actors are going to one another mostly
for peer to peer support, followed by source of funds. Figure 23 shows the cooperative network in Laikipia
county.
Figure 23. Laikipia County Cooperative Network

The cooperative network in Laikipia county depicts an successful example of cooperation among
cooperatives/SACCOs. In Laikipia, we had the opportunity to conduct a site visit with NABOSA Housing
Cooperative, which has built over 60 houses for their members. Patrick, the head of NABOSA Housing,
shared how they started as NABOSA SACCO in Laikipia to serve boda boda (motorcycle) taxis. The lack of
affordable housing in Laikipia and the capital city of Nanyuki, left many boda boda drivers struggling to
save money with the SACCO, as a majority of their income went to rent. They organized and decided to
form NABOSA Housing, under which members of the SACCO pooled their savings to buy a piece of land.
They negotiated an affordable loan from NACHU that allowed members to build houses with a mortgage
they could afford to pay off over 5 years.
From the network map in Figure 23, we can see the tight-knit group of cooperatives and SACCOs working
together with NABOSA SACCO, NABOSA Housing, and NACHU, the higher-tier cooperatives for the housing
sector, to make this happen. NABOSA SACCO and NABOSA Housing represent positive disruptors, who
have helped to facilitate cooperative among their members and external stakeholders to help them
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accelerate their growth and improve their livelihoods. NABOSA Housing shared that the project has been
so successful that they now have many new members, who are not boda boda drivers, or affiliated with
NABOSA SACCO, interested in joining. This would be an excellent case study that WOCCU could prepare
and share for SACCOs and cooperatives across counties.

Summary of Findings from Feedback and Stakeholder Dialogue
SACCOs
● SACCOs identified great relationships with WOCCU and SWISS Contact, citing that they were good
trainers, supportive and efficient, and offered good capacity development services.
● Relationships were ok with KUSCCO. The group appreciated the information they provided,
however, thought they delayed their implementation and could improve in this area.
● SACCOs’ relationship was ok with Co-operative Bank, who meet expectations and have good
services, however, could offer lower interest rates.
● In reference to the County Government of Laikipia, some SACCOs appreciated that they are
readily available, offering good advice and feedback. The group noted there is a shortage of
auditors and transportation funds, which prevent the government from reaching all SACCOs in
more rural areas. Some SACCOs were highly dissatisfied with the County Government, rating the
relationship as “needs improvement,” sharing that they delay in service delivery, show favoritism
to certain SACCOs, and fail to follow through with commitments.
● Relationships needed the most improvement between SACCOs, CIC, and NACHU in Laikipia.
SACCOs shared that CIC was not paying out SACCOs for insurance claims, which was hurting
businesses, and NACHU offered poor services and overcharging.
● Additional obstacles faced by SACCOs in accessing services included poor infrastructure and
roads, poor communication with the Department of Cooperatives office, lack of printed materials,
lack of a digital platform to share information, lack of security when applying for large loans, poor
time management for seminars and workshops, and generally not knowing where to get
information.
CIC Insurance
● CIC shared they have a great relationship with the Department of Cooperatives. They create
forums where they can discuss matters related to insurance. Their relationship, however, with
the County Government in Laikipia as a whole was rated as “needs improvement.” CIC felt the
government could do a better job connecting them to SACCOs, claiming there are not many
platforms in the county to identify and connect with SACCOs.
● CIC believed they had a great relationship with SACCOs (ie. SIRAJI, Unison and NABBOSA) claiming
that most SACCOs work with them and there is mutual trust, however, feedback was given by
NABOSA SACCO and other SACCOs during feedback exchange that there were some areas for
improvement by CIC, specifically, that they need to pay out SACCO insurance claims in a more
timely manner, delays are hurting businesses.
● CIC shared their relationship with KUSCCO needed improvement, as they are a competitor for
them in Laikipia in providing insurance to SACCOs.
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●

They acknowledged that it is challenging for them to reach local and small SACCOs in the interior
parts of the county, because of poor roads.

Department of Cooperatives
● Overall, the Department of Cooperatives had a good relationship with a range of stakeholders.
● They had a good relationship with the Department of Trade, Department of Social Services,
Department of Agriculture, KUSCCO, CIC, and Co-op Bank, who they felt offered good training,
information, and services to cooperatives.
● Additional obstacles providing services to cooperatives included transportation challenges,
economic hardship and price fluctuation for agriculture products, climate change,
mismanagement and poor leadership within cooperative societies, and SACCOs having an
especially high default rate.

Big Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector in Laikipia
Table 23. Stakeholder’s Big Ideas to Strengthen Cooperative Sector in Laikipia
1. Feedback Forum to discuss pending issues between SACCOs, CIC, KUSCCO and County Government. To
be hosted and facilitated by the Department of Cooperatives, who committed to holding the forum in
February 2020 at Laikipia East and North in Nanyuki and Laikipia west in Nyahururu. Requested support
from CIC, KUSCCO, and other partners (ie. Co-operative Bank and WOCCU) with the forum. Idea came about
during feedback exchange between SACCOs, CIC, and the Department of Cooperatives, representatives
from these organizations worked together on this big idea.
2. Cooperatives need increased funds. Idea is for cooperatives to receive training on fund management and
the county government to increase the revolving fund and lower interest rates, encourage members to add
value to their products, and recruit more members.
3. Digital Software Platform for all SACCOs in Laikipia to enable information sharing among SACCOs, help
to promote real-time product development and raise red flags in the sector. Should be spearheaded by
LACCOSOF and the Department of Cooperatives. Funding could come from SACCOs contributions, county
government, and donors.

Kisumu
Overview
Kisumu County is in the western part of Kenya, on the northeastern border of Lake Victoria. Kisumu city
is the capital of Kisumu county, and the largest city in western Kenya, third largest city in the country after
Nairobi and Mombasa, and Kenya’s port on Lake Victoria. Kisumu is home to many fishing and rice
cooperatives, and a high number of SACCOs. Global Communities recently started working in this county
under CDP.
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Headline Story Heard in Kisumu:
“Dying cooperative sector is being revitalized by new leadership
aimed at divorcing politics from the cooperative sector.”
Attendance
For the Ushirika Hub launch and meaning making events in Kisumu County, there was good participation
from the Department of Cooperatives, the Kisumu County Cooperative Development Board, KUSCCO, CIC,
various banks, a high number of SACCO societies, and one cooperative society from the marketing sector.
A national representative from KUSCCO also attended the meaning making event.

Summary of Findings from SSNA
Kisumu was the second smallest county network mapped in Ushirika Hub with 153 relationships and 80
actors. On average, actors reported 3.8 relationships, which is less than most other counties.
There were 16 government institutions, 14 SACCOs, and 13 banks/MFIs identified in the network. Though
cooperatives are active in this county, the mapping only included three of them, with a much larger focus
on SACCOs. It was noted in the meaning making workshop that many of the SACCOs we reached are
national-level SACCOs working in Kisumu and that local SACCOs were not identified. Source of funds was
by far the largest collaboration area with 35 relationships. The next largest collaboration area was
cooperative education and training at 18 relationships. Figure 24 shows the county network for Kisumu.
Figure 24. Kisumu County Network
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Higher-tier Cooperatives
According to those who participated in Ushirika Hub, the largest resource hub in Kisumu county was
KUSCCO with a total of 25 nominations when combining the national and Kisumu branches. KUSCCO is
providing support primarily in cooperative education and training with a total of nine nominations across
both branches. SASRA also came out in the network mapping, providing support in cooperative
news/information (five nominations of the seven total nominations SASRA received). During the meaning
making workshop, participants also said that CAK, CUK, and NACHU are important higher-tier cooperatives
in this county.

Government
The second and third largest resource hubs were the Department of Cooperatives Kisumu (16
nominations) and County Government Kisumu (12 nominations). The Department of Cooperatives
Kisumu is providing support in cooperative news/information, legal services, and dispute resolution.
County Government Kisumu is providing support in cooperative member recruitment, cooperative
education and training, and source of funds. Government is therefore supporting both “essential” and
“important” elements of cooperative systems. County Government Kisumu is also a key broker in the
county, with the power to convene and introduce others.
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Cooperative Market System Diversity
Almost half of relationships collected during this study from cooperatives and SACCOs (39%) in Kisumu
county were to government institutions, which was true for all other counties, except Nairobi. Kisumu
county reported much less diversity in which types of organizations cooperatives/SACCOs go to for
support and services. Government, higher-tier cooperatives, and banks/MFIs account for 80% of
relationships from cooperatives and SACCOs. Other actor types (ie. cooperative societies, unions, and
consultants) that were typically sought after by cooperatives/SACCOs in other counties, were found
missing in Kisumu. Relationships to business/companies reported in this county were also quite low
comparatively. Figure 25 shows the full breakdown of who cooperatives and SACCOs are going to in
Kisumu county.

Figure 25. Kisumu County Service Providers and Support Organizations
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Source of Funds
Co-operative Bank is the largest resource hub for source of funds with 10 total nominations across the
Kisumu and national branches. There were many other banks identified in this collaboration area,
indicating a higher level of diversity of funders for this county compared to others. Interestingly, almost
no SACCOS were identified as a source of funds for others in Kisumu. This could be because the SACCOs
were mapping where they get their funding. KCB Bank Kisumu, KUSCCO, Agricultural Finance Corporation,
and County Government of Kisumu were other prominent funders identified.

Cooperation Among Cooperatives
The cooperative network reported in Kisumu consists of 11 SACCOs, three higher-tier cooperatives (when
separating the KUSCCO branches) and one cooperative. These actors are working together around
cooperative education and training (8 relationships), cooperative news and information (6 relationships)
and peer to peer support (5 relationships). Figure 26 shows the cooperative network in Kisumu county.

Figure 26. Kisumu County Cooperative Network

Higher-tier cooperatives clearly come out in this county cooperative network as resource hubs, which can
be seen in the network image. KUSCCO received 23 nominations for the Kisumu and national branches
combined, which means that all but 2 of their relationships in Kisumu are from other cooperative actors.
SASRA also received quite a few nominations (7 total). As with KUSCCO, all but two of SASRA’s
nominations come from other cooperative actors. Participants reported during the meaning making
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workshop that other higher-tier cooperatives, such as unions, are active in the county even though they
were not captured in the map, but that cooperative federations do not exist in Kisumu.
KITE SACCO was the only SACCO or cooperative to receive more than one nomination, both of which were
for peer to peer support. Follow up with this SACCO or those who nominated them (Equabo SACCO Society
Ltd and KISEYO Boda Boda SACCO) could determine why others are going to them.

Summary of Findings from Feedback and Stakeholder Dialogue
Kisumu county was found to have some unique challenges. During the dialogue with stakeholders and
feedback exchange, stakeholders expressed an accepted understanding that the cooperative movement
is dying and inactive in Kisumu and needs revitalization. With that said, there were some strengths and
opportunities identified as well by stakeholders. Kisumu was one of two counties (including Kirinyaga)
where stakeholders specifically identified a hope and desire for a county level cooperative policy that
would provide clear roles and responsibilities of county government and cooperative societies. During the
meaning making event in the county, the head of the Kisumu County Cooperative Development Board
(KCCDB) was an influential participant, who has a deep knowledge of cooperatives and was a strong
advocate for the cooperative policy in Kisumu. They would be ideal partner for Global Communities when
mobilizing stakeholders for future county events.
SACCOs
● SACCOs in Kisumu recognized a high-quality relationship with CIC, which was cited as offering
good investment rates and fast payments.
● The Co-operative Bank was considered by some to be consistent, cost effective, welcoming, and
timely. However, others felt that the Co-operative Bank could improve SLAs with SACCOs and
improve the performance of their ATMs.
● SACCOs identified KUSCCO as an important relationship because it provides affordable credit
facilities and consulting services. However, the group felt that KUSCCO could do more to support
small SACCOs and improve its communications with SACCOs.
● Participants indicated that they would like to improve relationships with CAK, the SACCO Tribunal,
and NACHU. The group expressed that their relationship with CAK was constrained by difficulties
in accessing information and services, which are not devolved to the county level. Similarly,
SACCOs indicated that they don’t know how to access the SACCO Tribunal or NACHU.
● Among government entities, SACCOS listed SASRA and the county government. Both were
recognized for offering good advice and consulting, but the group felt that the county
government’s services could be improved by offering financial support, and SASRA could do more
to support SACCOs by better devolving its services within the county.
● The lack of savings culture was cited as a challenge specifically for SACCOs. Members are more
consumers then savers, which limits the amount of capital available for SACCOs.
● Political influence and per diems provided by the aid sector were also cited as having contributed
to a culture of “hand-out” cooperatives, which Global Communities cited as a challenge in
mobilizing stakeholders for the county events.
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KUSCCO
● KUSCCO identified high quality relationships with the State Department of Cooperatives, which is
highly supportive of its advocacy agenda and policy formation, and the Co-operative Bank, which
effectively manages SACCO deposits, and SACCOs.
● The group also recognized its relationship with the Business Advocacy Fund (BAF), which provides
financial support for advocacy.
● KUSCCO identified low uptake of digital communications, low economic growth, and rigid fiscal
and monetary policy as obstacles to providing information, services, and resources to SACCOs.
County Government
● The county government identified important relationships with the Co-operative Bank of Kenya,
KUSCCO, and CIC, all of which have good communication, but could be improved by providing
subsidized interest rates or enhanced services to cooperatives.
● During the feedback exchange, the county government rated their relationship with Global
Communities as “ok”, noting that “they are new and still learning about their role and services
they provide in the cooperative sector”. As Global Communities continues to engage with
stakeholders, these are some key learnings that were discussed from this process with the staff:
(1) go where cooperatives are based in sub-counties to reach them, (2) engage with cooperatives
in more priority sectors (like fishing and rice sectors, which were not engaged in Ushirika hub), (3)
work with the Head of Cooperative County Board, a clear influencer, to mobilize stakeholders for
future meetings.
● The county government also recognized its relationship with CAK needs improvement, citing that
they have minimal representation in the county and that there is lack of transparency and trust
with the CAK representative in Kisumu.
● The group acknowledged the important role that the National Irrigation Board (NIB) offers by
providing seeds and funds to rice farmers but felt that NIB could do to support farmers with
product development and finding markets.
● The county identified several obstacles, including inadequate staffing, capacity, and motivation,
and poor legislation.
● Ushirika Day was proposed as an opportunity for cooperatives to celebrate and have a unified
voice and was suggested as a potential space where cooperative policy and other actions could
be promoted.
CIC Insurance
● The CIC group felt that there were significant opportunities to improve relationships with SACCOs,
which lack knowledge of insurance products, in many cases can’t afford insurance, and don’t
provide CIC with the opportunity to educate members about insurance.
● CIC cited competition with other key players in the market, such as KUSCCO and financial
institutions as another key obstacle.
NGOs
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●
●

Religious organizations, such as Koping, who attended the meaning making event, are providing
a range of financial and management services to SACCOs and Cooperatives.
Kolping indicated that they have difficulty reaching societies not affiliated with the Catholic
Church.

Big Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector in Kisumu
Table 24. Stakeholder’s Big Ideas to Strengthen Cooperative Sector in Kisumu
1. Increase Transparency and Accountability among Cooperatives, by providing training to committee
members of cooperative societies on governance and accountability, conducting an exchange program for
executive officials to learn from others in similar positions.
2. Cooperative societies and SACCOs pool funds and created a shared pool that can be used to fund
capacity development services, like education and training, marketing and product development services
that are harder for small cooperatives and SACCOs to afford. The exchange would help cooperatives to
share expertise and strengthen relationships.
3. Cooperative education and training to be provided by the county government to cooperative members
and committee members at all levels. Develop training partnerships with KUSCCO, CAK and CUK and Global
Communities.
4. County Platform for collaboration and networking, created by county government departments, group
stakeholders based on sector and type of cooperative, link them to specific departments, service providers
and other key contacts. Could be a central county website for the cooperative sector.
5. Develop Kisumu Cooperative Policy, organize policy leadership forum that would involve all key
stakeholders, carry out a situational analysis to determine gaps and how to address them, provide training
to marginalized groups (women, youth, and PSNs), benchmark Kisumu cooperative sector and policy to
other counties.

Nandi
Overview
Nandi county is situated in the western part of Kenya, in the North Rift Valley. The primary economic focus
of the county is agriculture, with cooperatives working in dairy, coffee, and tea. The county is known for
its sports, and many of Kenya’s leading athletes come from this part of Kenya. Nandi is fairly rural and so
many people travel to Eldoret in neighboring Uasin Gishu county to access resources and services that
may not be readily available in the county. Nandi is a priority county for NCBA CLUSA.
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Headline Story Heard in Nandi:
“ ‘In Nandi we are runners because we are highly individualistic, even
in our sports.’ -- Culture influences cooperation within the
cooperative sector.”
Attendance
Nandi county had a large number of dairy cooperatives and a few SACCOs who attended the Ushirika Hub
launch and meaning making events. The launch event saw more participation from other stakeholders
such as CIC and New Kenya Cooperative Creameries. The meaning making event had few participants,
mainly those from cooperatives and SACCOs, because of a competing event that was being held on the
same day. The county government did attend, but there was no representation from service providers. It
was noted by the team that among the dairy cooperatives, participants were mainly men over 50 years
old, with little representation from women and youth, and quite a few of the participants were from the
same dairy cooperative.

Summary of Findings from SSNA
Nandi is the smallest of the county networks mapped in Ushirika Hub with only 137 relationships and 90
actors. On average, each actor has only three relationships. The structure of this county system is fairly
decentralized.
There are 26 government institutions, 16 business/companies, and 14 bank/MFIs that were identified in
the map. Eight cooperative societies are in the map, most of which work in the dairy sector. The most
mapped collaboration area was source of funds (24 relationships), followed by cooperative
education/training (16 relationships) and marketing/product development (14 relationships). Figure 27
shows the county network for Nandi.
Figure 27. Nandi County Network
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Government
As reported by participants of Ushirika Hub, the government in Nandi is a highly sought-after resource
hub, which we heard in the meaning making workshop might be for political reasons or because they offer
free services. Nandi County Government (16 nominations) and Department of Cooperatives Nandi (10
nominations) were the largest resource hubs. The Nandi County Government is providing support in
cooperative education/training, cooperative news/information, cooperative advocacy, legal services, and
dispute resolution. The Nandi Department of Cooperatives is providing support in cooperative
education/training, and cooperative advocacy. Various county government departments are also
providing support in participation of women, youth, and persons with special needs.

Higher-tier Cooperatives
From the Ushirika Hub mapping, higher-tier cooperatives do not seem to be very active in Nandi. Only
two were identified in this county: Kenya Dairy Farmers Federation, and Nandi Diary Coop Union. Each of
these only received one or two nominations from participants in the map. A few others, such as KUSCCO
and SASRA, came out in the feedback (see below).

Cooperative Market System Diversity
In Nandi county, as with all other counties other than Nairobi, half of reported relationships from
cooperatives and SACCOs (50%) are going to government institutions. This county, similarly to Kirinyaga
county, has larger portions of relationships to banks/MFIs (14%) and business/companies (17%) than
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counties like Meru, Laikipia, and Kisumu. Figure 28 shows the full breakdown of who cooperatives and
SACCOs are going to in Nandi county.
Figure 28. Nandi County Service Providers and Support Organizations

Source of Funds
Co-operative Bank was most identified by participants for source of funds (nine nominations across all
locations). Locations serving this county include: Kapsabet, the capital of Nandi County, and Eldoret,
located in neighboring Uasin Gishu. Along with Co-operative Bank, nine other banks were identified as a
source of funds for those in Nandi county, showing that there is diversity in banking even though Cooperative Bank currently dominates this service.

Private Sector
From the Ushirika Hub mapping, there are two main dairy processing plants that seem dominate the
market in Nandi: New Kenya Cooperative Creameries (NKCC), which is owned by Dutch investors,44 and
Brookside Dairy, which is owned by Uhuru Kenyatta who is the President of Kenya.45 Both of these came

44

“Our Heritage,” New Kenya Co-Operative Creameries Ltd, n.d., http://www.newkcc.co.ke/our-heritage/
Mfonobong Nsehe, “Kenya's 2nd Richest Man Sells Dairy Firm To Kenyatta Family-Owned Business,” Forbes,
June 1, 2015, https://www.forbes.com/sites/mfonobongnsehe/2015/06/01/kenyas-2nd-richest-man-sells-dairyfirm-to-to-kenyatta-family-owned-business/#55c728177216
45
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out as resource hubs for marketing/product development in the map. NKCC has a couple locations that
are servicing those in Nandi, including in Kapsabet, Nandi’s capital city, and in Lessos, which is in the
eastern part of Nandi on the border of Uasin Gishu county.
Another resource hub identified in Nandi is Amtech Technologies, which is providing support in
IT/technology. There were many other business/companies that were identified in Nandi, providing
marketing/product development, legal services, and accounting.

Cooperation Among Cooperatives
The cooperative network in Nandi was quite small with only six relationships; three relationships in peer
to peer support and three relationships in advocacy. There are three cooperatives, two SACCOs, and two
higher-tier cooperatives. Figure 29 shows the Nandi cooperative network.
Figure 29. Nandi County Cooperative Network

Kenya Dairy Farmers Federation is the only actor in the cooperative network in Nandi that received more
than one nomination in Ushirika Hub. Both nominations were for cooperative advocacy. The actor who
input the most relationships going to other cooperative actors (who lies between the others on the right
side of the image above) is Lessos Farmers Cooperative Society. This actor is a broker in the cooperative
network and could promote more collaboration within the cooperative movement in Nandi. It is also
reportedly one of the larger dairy cooperatives in the county.

Summary of Findings from Feedback and Stakeholder Dialogue
Dairy Cooperatives
● Dairy cooperatives acknowledged their relationships with the county government, which is active
in the cooperative movement in Nandi. For example, they have provided financing, machinery,
and equipment to support cooperative sectors. However, cooperatives indicated that the
government needs more extension officers to reach cooperatives, and that poor roads in rural
areas prevent cooperatives from accessing services. Dairy cooperatives also referenced
bureaucracy as a barrier to service delivery, in addition to delays in policy making,
implementation, and a lack of political will.
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The group reported good relationships with banks (Co-operative Bank, KCB, Trans National Bank,
Equity Bank) however, high interest rates and a long and costly loan process can prohibit easy
access to financing. Banks also provide no grace period for dairy farmers.
Processors (NKCC and Brookside) buy milk, however, there are challenges with late payments,
price fluctuations, and the group reported limited respect for contracts (milk rejection). It was
also shared that they are the two primary milk processors in the county, which highlights a system
bottleneck and potential vulnerability in the dairy value chain.
Agro dealers, such as Norbook, Coopers, and Kenya Seed, supply inputs, but there is a small profit
margin and short credit period.
Milk suppliers' relationship with farmers and self-help groups is great, however, some farmers sell
milk in informal markets and provide competition.
Heifer International was identified as one NGO that provides training to dairy cooperatives, but
the group felt that the criteria for selection for their trainings was not appropriate.
CIC and ICEA LION were identified as insurance providers. Both were recognized for their good
communication and providing training, but the group felt that there are delays in honoring claims.

SACCOs
● Among SACCOs, challenges faced included lack of finances, issues with member loyalty, and a
need for better cooperative education training for members. The ability for members to access
services via mobile phones was also cited as a priority, in order to enable members to access
important information.
● The group identified opportunities to strengthen their relationship with KUSCCO, which the group
had trouble accessing because there is no agent or office in Nandi county. In addition, the group
felt that KUSCCO’s training services were expensive.
● SACCOs identified their relationship with the county government as “good,” indicating that the
office is easily accessible and that personnel are responsive via phone. However, the group felt
that the county government is understaffed and needs additional services to achieve its mission.
● Co-operative Bank was recognized for providing efficient, reliable, and accessible services,
including mobile banking.
● Similarly, CIC was cited for its responsiveness to claims, for following up, and for making timely
payments.
● The group referenced a high-quality relationship with NCBA CLUSA, which is said to be timely and
resourceful.
County Government
● The county government cited a high-quality relationship with the national government and good
cooperation and support related to policy, data, and legislation.
● The county also referenced good relationships with donors (ie. NCC), which provide funds,
capacity building, and infrastructure, as well as financial institutions and SASRA, which offer
information sharing and conflict resolution respectively.
● The county shared feedback with the cooperatives/SACCOs that there is a need to address issues
of leadership, succession, membership conflicts, and low completion of audits. The county also
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●

shared the need for cooperatives and SACCOs to prioritize inclusion of youth and women in
membership. Important to note is that Nandi was the only county where this issue was made
explicit.
The government identified the obstacle of minimal budget allocation for services, human resource
challenges, and transportation to reach cooperatives. The group discussed a history of negative
attitudes towards cooperatives in Nandi county, and mentioned individualism as one factor.

Big Ideas to Strengthen the Cooperative Sector in Nandi
Table 25. Stakeholder’s Big Ideas to Strengthen Cooperative Sector in Nandi
1. Policy and legislation to prevent hawking of milk and tea. County government of Nandi and national
government formulate cooperative society policy that will be implemented by law enforcement agencies to
stop hawkers from taking advantage of farmers, helping to improve food safety and strengthen cooperative
profits.
2. Capacity building to SACCO members to help improve business growth and investments. Conducted
through seminars, exchange programs, exhibitions, and training. SACCOs can organize training. The
Department of Cooperatives could offer training on policy making and legislation, support exchange
program; KUSCCO could provide training on financial management, and NCBA CLUSA could offer seminars
on management operations.
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Annex 3: How Pando Works
Pando is a tested, cloud-based platform that enables real-time participatory relationship mapping and
sharing of data across organizations and institutions. All of the data and key network analytics generated
are readily available to participants. Users of Root Change’s Pando platform respond to a few short
questions describing their collaboration with others around priority issues, also called collaboration areas,
in their Relationship Manager.
Figure 30. Relationship Manager on Pando

Once completed, their relationship data is visualized instantly as a network map. Pando updates
immediately, meaning participants can see their place in the network and how they compare to others as
soon as they complete or update relationship surveys. New actors identified in the relationship surveys
receive an invitation to join via email and map their own relationships in the system. As participants
regularly update their relationships by adding new contacts and deleting inactive relationships, the map
becomes a living network directory reflecting the evolving shape of the ecosystem.

Figure 31. Network Map on Pando
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Users of the Pando platform also respond to a few short questions describing the organization that they
represent on their Organization Profile. This is where attributes like organization type, location, and areas
of expertise are captured.

Figure 32. Organization Profile on Pando
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The platform's network data creates a picture of an organization’s trust, influence, and social capital in a
given sector, thematic area, or collaboration network. This data represents relationships between
cooperatives and their partners, at the individual, sector, and system levels.
Key features of Pando include:
● Real-time visualizations and metrics reduce the lengthy off-line analysis process and turn
traditional static SSNA maps into dynamic representations.
● The invitation feature of the platform facilitates the organic expansion of the map, allowing CDP
Partners to understand the system beyond their program participants. This capability offers an
expanded view of the system without the cost and time of enumerators.
● Pando identifies resource hubs (actors targeted within the network for their professional or
subject matter expertise or the resources/services they provide), network brokers (actors who
link social, economic, regional, or professional sub-networks), network influencers (actors who
influence the culture, practices, standards, and politics of the network), and active networkers
(actors dedicated to spreading information and resources through the network). Knowledge
about these key actors will provide CDP Partners with valuable information about how to
strategically build new high-impact partnerships, leverage opportunities for connectivity and
network engagement, and disseminate resources.
● Feedback surveys explore potential topics such as: quality of relationships among cooperatives
and government, private sector, or nonprofits; health of partnerships between cooperative
system actors; perceptions of financial and capacity building services available to cooperatives;
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and desired resources or support services to grow and scale cooperatives. These short surveys
help facilitate honest conversation among actors to surface underlying issues and come up with
possible course corrections to improve in identified areas. These feedback loops can inform
improvements in services such as credit union lending or cooperative capacity development, as
well as facilitate learning between program participants and the CDP Partners.46
Once launched, the Pando network map can inform immediate reflection and action. Beginning at the
organization level, the CDP Partners and the map participants have a personalized view of their positions
in their networks. This perspective creates new possibilities, especially when analyzed collectively to make
meaning of what the map represents. The CDP Partners are also able to identify potential issues in the
system, such as isolated resources, knowledge, or communities, as well as opportunities to diversify
perspectives and connections where needed. CDP Partners are able to identify the brokers to target in
their networking, resource hubs which may be convening or dominating the network, and active
networkers who can elevate an issue. The map also provides insights on possible points for collaboration
and coordinated strategy between the CDP Partners.

Annex 4: Key Activities Conducted
These are the key activities conducted as part of the SSNA baseline study.
Design and Methodology
Root Change conducted a 2-day design session with the CDP Partners in Washington D.C. to clarify
targeted and actionable objectives for the map, metrics, and collaboration areas to be analyzed. Root
Change introduced Pando and network analysis principles, as well as led exploratory conversations, to
firmly situate the purpose of SSNA within the CDP Partners’ strategies. From this, Root Change came out
with a draft design for the network map and meaning making process, and further validated and refined
this approach with the CDP Kenya team during their first trip.
Capacity Development

46

Though this feature is available on Pando, we conducted feedback at the in-person meaning making events due
to lack of access to email in the counties.
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During Root Change's first visit to Kenya to launch the SSNA, we started by validating the purpose of the
SSNA baseline study and learning questions with the CDP Kenya team. This also included a review of the
initial design of the network map language, profile fields, collaboration areas, and framing.
Representatives from CAK and CUK participated for part of this process to support the validation of the
collaboration areas and profile questions. We conducted a three-day capacity development workshop to
ensure staff's familiarity and comfort with the Pando platform and how network analysis will be used
during the SSNA baseline. The CDP teams selected the name “Ushirika Hub” for the network map on
Pando and came up with a messaging strategy for the launch workshop. Root Change prepared the team
to facilitate county half-day Ushirika Hub launch events with key stakeholders from the cooperative
sector.
Lastly, the CDP Kenya team and Root Change finalized the target counties to be included in the study. A
total of six counties were identified, with at least two counties being relevant to one of the CDP Partners.
Other criteria used to select the counties included feasibility to mobilize stakeholders and engage them
in Ushirika Hub and areas where there was presence of an active and vibrant cooperative sector. Selected
counties included Kirinyaga and Laikipia (for WOCCU), Nandi and Meru (for NCBA/CLUSA) and Kisumu and
Nairobi (for Global Communities).

Launch Workshops
The first trip culminated with a series of half-day workshops to launch Ushirika Hub on Pando with
cooperative societies from target sectors and service providers in six priority counties. Root Change
accompanied and co-facilitated with the Kenya CDP teams during the first three county launch and
coached staff through the Pando map launch process. Based on our experience mapping systems, we've
found it most effective to invite a representatively diverse group of actors to "seed" the map with their
relationships, from which the map grows naturally through its invitation function. In the Kenyan CDP
context, this included cooperatives, apex organizations, alliances, networks, academic institutions, and
development service providers supporting priority cooperative sectors as well as more nascent sectors.
The half-day launch workshops conducted in each of the six counties seeded the network, and as
participants invited their partners and their partners invited their collaborators, together, they created a
snowball effect by adding critical data to the cooperative ecosystem map. After the first trip, the CDP
Kenya teams conducted strategic outreach to those that had participated in the launch workshops to map
in Ushirika Hub and fill out their relationships and profile data. Root Change provided bi-weekly updates
on map growth as well as remote support to troubleshoot and coach the CDP Kenya teams through this
process.
Preliminary Analysis
In the last phase of the SSNA, the data gathered in Ushirika Hub was vetted and checked for
inconsistencies with the help of the CDP Kenya staff. During this phase, Root Change identified key
resource hubs and the most frequently referenced actor types and collaborations areas. This information
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was compiled into a series of handouts to be shared back with county stakeholders during the Ushirika
Hub meaning making workshops.
Meaning Making Workshops
During Root Change’s second trip to Kenya, we worked closely with the CDP Kenya team to mobilize and
conduct a series of one-day learning workshops at each target county. The purpose of the workshop was
to share back the preliminary findings from Ushirika Hub, validate and reflect on the data with those that
participated, and identify key actors missing from the system. The workshop was also used to conduct a
feedback exercise between cooperatives and support organizations/service providers.
Participants were asked to form groups based on their role in the system, for example, grouping SACCOs
together, dairy cooperatives together, government together, and banks/financial institutions together.
Each group was asked to list the actors they work with and rate their relationship with that actor. For
cooperative societies, the question was structured around who they go to for information, ideas, or
support to help their businesses. For support organizations within the cooperative sector (e.g.
government, service providers, learning institutions) the task was to list the actors they work with to
provide information, support, and services to cooperative societies. Each group was asked to rate their
relationship with the actor, as either great, ok, or needs improvement, and list the reasons why they gave
that rating.
Final Analysis
After the second trip to Kenya, Root Change conducted final data cleaning, downloaded the network data,
and conducted the analysis according the plan shared in the Study Methods Section. The results of the
network analysis, feedback, and dialogue conducted with stakeholders have been summarized in this
report.

Annex 5: Collaboration Area Questions
The following are the collaboration area survey questions included in the Relationship Manager on Pando
for Ushirika Hub.
●

Source of funds: Who do you go to for funding (credit/loans, investment, grant funding, etc.)?

●

Marketing/Product Development: Who do you go to for technical assistance to advance your
products and services (sales, market research, product development, risk management, etc.)?

●

IT/Technology: Who do you go to for help with technology or IT services (website, mobile money,
mobile apps, social media, hardware, software, etc.)?

●

Dispute resolution: Who do you go to when your cooperative has a dispute (alternative dispute
resolution, tribunal, arbitration, etc.)?
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●

Legal services: Who do you go to for legal services to support your cooperative business (legal
questions, compliance, registration, contracts, etc.)?

●

Accounting: Who do you go to for accounting or financial services to advance your cooperative
business (taxation, auditing, etc.)?

●

Insurance: Who do you go to insure your cooperative business or its members?

●

Cooperative education and training: Who do you go to for coaching or training on how to advance
your cooperative business model (training on cooperative governance, board/member
management, building member equity, etc.)?

●

Cooperative advocacy: Who do you go to for support with advocating for improving the
cooperative system in Kenya (cooperative transparency, ethics, legislative questions, legal reform,
double taxing, etc.)?

●

Cooperative news/information: Who do you go to for the latest news or information on the
cooperative industry (current events, industry standards, new regulations, research, data, etc.)?

●

Cooperative member recruitment: Who do you go to for new member recruitment for your
cooperative business? Including marginalized populations.

●

Participation of youth in cooperatives: Who do you go to for information, ideas or support with
increasing youth participation in cooperatives?

●

Participation of women in cooperatives: Who do you go to for information, ideas or support with
increasing participation of women in cooperatives?

●

Participation of persons with special needs in cooperatives: Who do you go to for information,
ideas or support with increasing participation of persons with special needs in cooperatives?

●

Peer to peer support: Who among your peers do you consult for advice?

116

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report

Annex 6: Breakdown of Collaboration Areas by County
The following table shows the percentage of relationships in each county subsystem that were in each
collaboration area. Source of funds and cooperative education and training were consistently among the
most mapped. Insurance and inclusion of marginalized groups (women, youth, persons with special
needs) were consistently among the least mapped collaboration areas.
Table 26. Collaboration Areas by County
Collaboration Area

Meru

Kisumu

Kirinyaga

Nairobi

Laikipia

Nandi

No. of Relationships
in Full County

385

153

263

289

192

137

Source of Funds

14.5%

22.9%

18.6%

13.1%

18.8%

17.5%

Cooperative Education and
Training

15.3%

11.8%

13.7%

12.8%

12.5%

11.7%

Cooperative
News/Information

8.3%

11.1%

7.2%

10.4%

8.3%

5.8%

Cooperative Advocacy

7.5%

3.3%

6.1%

14.2%

5.2%

7.3%

Marketing & Product
Development

8.6%

7.2%

4.9%

11.4%

9.9%

8.8%

Peer to Peer Support

6.0%

11.1%

4.2%

11.4%

9.9%

8.8%

Accounting

7.5%

2.6%

8.0%

2.4%

7.3%

5.1%

Legal Services

5.5%

6.5%

6.8%

4.5%

3.1%

5.1%

IT & Technology

4.7%

3.9%

6.1%

4.5%

3.1%

5.1%

Cooperative Member
Recruitment

4.2%

2.6%

3.8%

3.1%

10.9%

5.1%

Dispute Resolution

4.9%

3.9%

4.9%

2.1%

4.2%

4.4%

Participation of Women in
Cooperatives

4.2%

4.6%

5.3%

3.5%

4.2%

3.6%

Participation of Youth in
Cooperatives

4.9%

2.6%

3.8%

5.2%

2.6%

3.6%
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Participation of Persons
with Special Needs in
Cooperatives

3.1%

1.3%

2.7%

0.3%

2.1%

2.2%

Insurance

0.8%

4.6%

3.8%

2.8%

0.0%

3.6%
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Annex 7: Analysis of Key Cooperative System Actors
Higher-tier Cooperatives
Co-operative Alliance of Kenya (CAK)
CAK is the national apex organization in Kenya for the cooperative movement. Their membership consists
of over 20,000 registered cooperatives from National Cooperative Organizations (NACOs) and cooperative
unions and primary cooperative societies. Membership is dominated by SACCOs.47 They have a mandate
to unite cooperatives, promote collaboration, networking, and advocate for policy and legal frameworks
that represent the cooperative movement’s interests in the country. They also run a publication called
the Co-operative Magazine. As such, CAK was most nominated by participants of Ushirika Hub for
cooperative news/information and cooperative advocacy. CAK also received a couple (2-3) nominations
in Ushirika Hub for areas of cooperative education and training, and dispute resolution. Figure 33 shows
the cooperative news/information collaboration area across all six counties, where CAK can be clearly
seen. Please refer to Figure 34 to see CAK in the cooperative advocacy network.

Figure 33. Cooperative News/Information Collaboration Area in the Full Network (All Six Counties
Combined)48

47
48

Co-operative Alliance of Kenya, n.d., https://cak.coop/about-us/
The cooperative news/information collaboration area has 126 relationships among 124 total actors.
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As seen above, CAK is a leading provider of cooperative news/information for those who mapped in
Ushirika Hub, and the Co-operative Magazine was also identified as a leading source of news or
information. In general, CAK has been working on increasing their presence at the county level. During
our engagement with counties, CAK was acknowledged by cooperative leadership and county government
in Kisumu, Kirinyaga, and Nairobi to be an important and influential leader within the cooperative
movement. Feedback was given in these same counties, that while they are known, their presence was
not felt on the ground. Some stakeholders rated their relationship with CAK as “needs improvement,”
sharing that there could be more transparency about their operations and that services could be better
devolved to the county level. In Nairobi, the relationship with CAK was identified as more positive,
particularly by service providers (like Co-operative Bank and the State Department of Cooperatives.) In
Nandi, Meru, and Laikipia, CAK was not identified during the feedback exchange as a key actor and was
not discussed by participants. This suggests that CAK may not be a key actor that is supporting their
businesses.
Given CAK’s role in the cooperative movement, this raises questions about how they can better represent
cooperatives at the county level and how they can build an advocacy agenda that is truly bottom up. This
is an area where Global Communities, NCBA CLUSA, and WOCCU could offer support, starting with sharing
the feedback given by stakeholders to CAK, which can be seen in Table 27. The CDP Partners could support
CAK with identifying opportunities to connect with county governments, cooperative unions, and leaders
in the counties to improve CAK’s reach and advocacy role.
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Table 27. Summary of Feedback for CAK49
5 Counties

Nairobi

Needs Improvement
● Not very visible or felt on the ground; no tangible services, they
are apex in registration but not in practice
● More member interaction and better marketing
● Can target high-level players
● Need more transparency in their operation, services not devolved

Positive
● Provide industry
information and advocacy
Needs Improvement
● Needs more frequency

Kenya Union of Savings and Credit Cooperatives (KUSCCO)
KUSCCO is the Union for SACCOs in Kenya with a mandate to champion issues affecting SACCOs across the
country through advocacy and representation.50 Along with CAK, KUSCCO is a leading provider of advocacy
(see Figure 34 of the cooperative advocacy collaboration area across all six counties). They also provide a
range of education and training services for members on SACCO management and best operating
methods and practices. In fact, they were identified by participants as the top resource hub for education
and training in the Ushirika Hub map (see Figure 35). In addition, they act as a financial institution for
larger SACCOs providing them with credit and mortgages through the KUSCCO Housing Fund. More
recently, KUSCCO has started providing insurance to SACCOs.51 KUSCCO has an impressive reach in the
country, with branch offices in Kisumu, Nakuru, Nairobi, Embu and Mombasa, and sub-branches that
allow them to service all 47 counties.52
Figure 34. Cooperative Advocacy Collaboration Area in the Full Network (All 6 Counties Combined)53

49

All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.
50
KUSCCO, n.d. https://www.kuscco.com/index.php
51
Frederick O Wanyama, “Coop Africa Working Paper No. 10-Surviving Liberalization: the Cooperative Movement
in Kenya,” International Labor Organization, 2009, https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/--emp_ent/---coop/documents/publication/wcms_117886.pdf
52
Emily M Gatuguta and Samwel Kiptoo, “HISTORY AND ORGANIZATION OF COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND
MARKETING SUB SECTOR IN KENYA” (Ministry of Industrialization and Enterprise Development, n.d.)
53
The cooperative advocacy collaboration area has 130 relationships among 130 total actors.
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During our engagement across the six counties, KUSCCO was recognized and acknowledged by
participants as an influential and key service provider for SACCOs in all counties. KUSCCO representatives
participated in Ushirika Hub launch and meaning making events in Nairobi, Kisumu, and Meru. On average,
they were rated by SACCOs, CIC, Co-operative Bank and county governments as having a “good”
relationship. SACCOs described how they provide good training, customer service, and opportunities for
networking. Feedback for KUSCCO would be to improve on products and training models that are
affordable to all SACCOs, as smaller SACCOs often can’t afford their training. CIC, Co-operative Bank and
larger SACCOs shared that KUSCCO also can act as competitor with their credit and insurance services—
this could be interpreted both positively and negatively. Participants in Nandi, in particular, identified that
there was no KUSCCO office or representative in their county which limited their access. To address
concerns like this one, KUSCCO might consider capturing anonymous feedback from their members to
improve their reach and service delivery.
Table 28. Summary of Feedback for KUSCCO54
5 Counties
Positive
● Good and extensive trainings, provide networking opportunities,
good customer service
Needs Improvement
● Expensive trainings, not affordable to all

Nairobi
*Not identified by cooperatives or
SACCOs as an actor they go in
Nairobi. Therefore, there was no
feedback from this county.

54

All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.

122

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report

●
●
●

Offers competition to SACCOs
Don’t support small SACCOs, need to improve communication
and products for smaller SACCOs
Don’t have office or agent in all counties, not always reliable

SACCO Societies Regulatory Authority (SASRA)
In 2008, the SACCO Societies Act, largely led by KUSCCO, created SASRA as a state corporation to support
with licensing of SACCOs to carry out deposit-taking business and regulate and supervise SACCO societies
activities in accordance with the act.55 SASRA provides support in cooperative news/information, as can
be seen in Figure 29. During the feedback exchange, SASRA was mentioned as a key actor by KUSCCO,
SACCOs, and county governments in Nairobi, Nandi, and Meru. SASRA was identified as offering
consultancies and advice, conflict resolution, and information sharing. In Nairobi, they were
acknowledged by SACCOs for supporting regulation and maintaining industry standards.
Areas where SASRA could improve are on reaching more SACCOs (especially smaller SACCOs without
enough capital to qualify for their services), raising awareness among SACCOs about their mandate, better
devolving at the county level, and determining the best ways to address non-compliance of SACCOs with
regulation.
Table 29. Summary of Feedback for SASRA56
5 Counties
Positive
● Offer consultancy and advice, conflict resolution, and information
sharing
Needs Improvement
● SACCO awareness could be better, their mandate is not well
known
● Services are not very devolved in counties
● How to regulate smaller SACCOs with little capital

Nairobi
Positive
● Offer regulation and
industry standards

National Cooperative Housing Union (NACHU)
NACHU, a housing union, represents housing cooperatives across the country. They provide their
members with microfinance credit services and provide technical support and advocacy to help
cooperatives gain access to land and construction services to support housing development. They also

55

SACCO Societies Act (2012). http://pckamunya.co.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Sacco-Societies-Act.pdf
All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.
56
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provide a range of other services to their members based on needs, such as training in financial
management and governance.57
NACHU did not participate in the Ushirika Hub network mapping and was only identified a total of four
times by other actors who participated in the mapping, so the networking data for this actor is
inconclusive. However, during the feedback exchange they were mentioned as key players among housing
cooperatives and county governments in Laikipia and Kisumu. The rating for NACHU was predominately
“needs improvement.” Feedback shared was that they are not well known in many counties, and it is
unclear what services they provide. In cases where they are known, like in Laikipia, stakeholders felt their
services could be less expensive.

Feedback was not given to NACHU in Meru, Nandi, Kirinyaga, or Nairobi. In Nairobi a representative from
NACHU did participate in the event.
Table 30. Summary of Feedback for NACHU58
5 Counties
Needs Improvement
● Not known in many counties, unclear on what services they
provide
● Services are expensive and could be improved

Nairobi
*Not identified by cooperatives or
SACCOs as an actor they go in
Nairobi. Therefore, there was no
feedback from this county.

Other Key Actors
Cooperative University of Kenya (CUK)
CUK is the leading cooperative education and learning institution in Kenya, helping to train the next
generation of cooperative leaders in the country. Based in Nairobi, they offer a range of cooperative
education trainings to cooperative societies and are a thought leader on cooperative research. As such,
CUK was identified as a key resource hub in Ushirika Hub for cooperative education and training. Figure
35 shows this collaboration area for the full network across all 6 counties.

57

Emily M Gatuguta and Samwel Kiptoo, “HISTORY AND ORGANIZATION OF COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND
MARKETING SUB SECTOR IN KENYA” (Ministry of Industrialization and Enterprise Development, n.d.)
58
All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.

124

CDP Kenya | SSNA Baseline Report

Figure 35. Cooperative Education and Training Collaboration Area in the Full Network (All Six Counties
Combined)59

Though we expected CUK to be the leading provider of cooperative education and training, they come in
second place after KUSCCO, according to those who participated in Ushirika Hub. In Figure 35, you can
also see that many of the relationships to CUK are actually from other support organizations (orange
arrows), whereas other prominent resource hubs for this collaboration area have many relationships from
cooperatives and SACCOs (blue arrows). In addition, during the feedback exchange, CUK was not identified
by participating cooperatives and SACCOs as a key actor that they go to across all counties, with the
exception of Nairobi. This makes sense as CUK is based and operates out of Nairobi. CUK was recognized
and appreciated in Nairobi by a range of stakeholders as providing supportive mentoring and training for
cooperative societies. They were also identified as a key partner for participating INGOs and other support
organizations. Areas where they could improve would be to provide more subsidized training for those
who may not be able to afford it.

59

The cooperative education and training collaboration area has 211 relationships among 189 total actors.
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Table 31. Summary of Feedback for CUK60
5 Counties
*Not identified by cooperatives or SACCOs as
an actor they go in all counties except
Nairobi. Therefore, there was no feedback
from these counties.

Nairobi
Positive
● Very supportive (mentorship, housing training)
Needs Improvement
● Sometimes limited funding support

Co-operative Bank of Kenya
The Co-operative Bank is the third largest bank in Kenya and was repeatedly identified in Ushirika Hub as
a key financial institution in the cooperative sector.61 The bank has branches throughout Kenya, including
in some the six target counties for this SSNA. Participants included some of the different branches in
Ushirika Hub, such as that in Nairobi, Kisumu, Meru, Eldoret, etc. These can be seen in Figure 36, which is
a depiction of the source of funds collaboration area across all six counties.

Figure 36. Source of Funds Collaboration Area in the Full Network (All 6 Counties Combined)62

60

All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.
61
“Integrated Report.” Co-operative Bank, 2018. https://www.co-opbank.co.ke/sites/default/files/documentdownloads/CO-OP BANK 2018 ANNUAL REPORT-compressed.pdf
62
The source of funds collaboration area has 212 relationships among 209 total actors.
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Co-operative Bank, including its many branches, was reported by participants to be a key player in most
counties for source of funds. In both Nairobi and Kisumu where there are large offices, the Bank was
reported to be the main source of funds. While Co-operative Bank is the largest source of funds in Nandi,
there is not a clear branch serving this county. Some actors reported going to Eldoret while others go to
Kapsabet. During the feedback, actors in Nandi expressed feeling cut off from many services, including
banking services, because there are not easily accessible locations from this county. In Laikipia, the county
government was identified by participants as a source of funds along with Co-operative Bank in Nanyuki.
In Meru, cooperatives reported going more to a local SACCO than to Co-operative Bank, even though
there is a branch in Meru.
Feedback shared by cooperatives and SACCOs was on average “good” for Co-operative Bank. Participating
cooperatives felt that the bank provides good information dissemination on products and services, are
efficient, reliable and accessible in most counties, and have good mobile banking services. Areas where
they could improve would be to offer lower interest loans and be more transparent about fees. In a few
counties there was a feeling that services were expensive and customer service could be improved.
Table 32. Summary of Feedback for Co-operative Bank 63
5 Counties
Positive
● Good information dissemination on products and services

Nairobi
Needs Improvement
● Customer service could be

63

All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.
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● Efficient, reliable, accessible within most counties
● Good mobile banking services
Needs Improvement
● Interest and fees could be lower and better communicated
● Services can be expensive
● Customer service could be improved

improved

Cooperative Insurance Company (CIC)
The Cooperative Insurance Company (CIC) is the primary insurance provider for cooperatives and has been
working to provide micro-insurance products to lower-income cooperatives and people. Insurance, in
general, among cooperatives, while it is growing, remains considerably low. Insurance penetration has
recently dropped in Kenya to 2.43% of Gross Domestic Product.64 It has steadily been dropping over the
last 15 years. This may explain why insurance as a collaboration area in Ushirika Hub was found to be low.
It is recognized as an important service for businesses and cooperative societies and members; however,
it is only accessed by larger cooperatives who can afford it.

Figure 37. Insurance Collaboration Area in the Full Network (All 6 Counties Combined)65

64

PATRICK ALUSHULA, “Insurance Penetration Drops to 15-Year Low,” Business Daily Africa, September 5, 2019.
https://www.businessdailyafrica.com/news/Insurance-penetration-drops-to-15-year-low/539546-52612202vbmef/index.html
65
The insurance collaboration area has 29 relationships among 43 total actors.
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CIC was identified by participants of Ushirika Hub as the main insurance provider in the cooperative
system. As seen in Figure 37, many relationships in insurance target CIC or one of its branches. There are
a few other insurance providers that were also identified, but as seen in the network image there are only
one or two actors who go to each provider.
Feedback given during the meaning making session on average was “good” for CIC, with cooperatives and
SACCOs in most counties giving this score. Positive feedback included that they have fast payments, good
rates on investment and money market, are trustworthy, and honor promises and claims.
In a couple of counties, the feedback was more towards “needs improvement,” with actors feeling CIC
could be more transparent about product fees, and sometimes are not consistent in making payments.
SACCOs, especially in Laikipia, were the actors who reported room for improvement of their relationship
with CIC.
Considerations for CIC include: How can better feedback channels be created between cooperative
consumers and CIC, and how are disputes resolved when issues like unresponsive payments happen? In
addition, because this was the lowest reported collaboration area, it is also important to ask if there are
other partnerships that could help to improve insurance uptake among cooperatives and SACCOs who
often operate without insurance.
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Table 33. Summary of Feedback for CIC 66
5 Counties
Positive
● Fast payments and follow up in some counties
● Offer good rate on investment and money market
● Trustworthy, honor promises and claims, responsive
Needs Improvement
● In some counties they could be more transparent about fees for
their products
● “Red-tape”/bureaucracy in compensation can be difficult to
navigate
● Not consistent in making payments on time in every county

Nairobi
*Not identified by cooperatives or
SACCOs as an actor they go in
Nairobi. Therefore, there was no
feedback from this county.

66

All feedback is from cooperatives or SACCOs. Given that this is a national level player that is better known in
Nairobi, we’ve separated the Nairobi feedback given by service coops and SACCOs from the other 5 counties.
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