
Success Factors in Product Development for 
Rural Namibia

- A Minor Field Study in Namibia

CHARLOTTE LINDAHL 

PER-JAKOB LINDAHL 

Master of Science Thesis 

Stockholm, Sweden 2016 





Success Factors in Product Development for Rural 
Namibia 

- A Minor Field Study in Namibia

Charlotte Lindahl 

Per-Jakob Lindahl 

Master of Science Thesis MMK216:148 MCE 353
 KTH Industrial Engineering and Management 

Machine Design 

SE-100 44  STOCKHOLM 





Examensarbete MMK216:148 MCE 353

Framgångsfaktorer inom produktutveckling för 
Namibias landsbygd 

- En fältstudie i Namibia

Charlotte Lindahl 

 Per-Jakob Lindahl 

Godkänt 

2016-12-06

Examinator 

Sofia Ritzén
Handledare 

Jens Hemphälä 

Uppdragsgivare 

Creative Entrepreneur Solutions 

Kontaktperson 

Marie Johansson 

Sammanfattning 

Många av jordens fattigaste människor lever på landsbygden och är beroende av småskaligt 

jordbruk för sin överlevnad. Förenta nationerna anser att det är en nyckelfaktor att öka 

produktiviteten hos jordbruken för att minska undernäringen i världen. Under det senaste 

årtiondet har den akademiska litteraturen gjort framsteg kring produktutveckling för 

utvecklingsländer men det är fortfarande få studier om hur den bör genomföras. Målet med detta 

examensarbete är att redogöra för vilka framgångsfaktorer som bör beaktas vid 

produktutveckling för människor på landsbygden i utvecklingsländer. 

Den empiriska datan baseras på ett produktutvecklingsprojekt i norra Namibia samt intervjuer 

med experter inom området. Projektet genomfördes som ett Minor Field Study projekt, 

sommaren 2016, genom passiva och aktiva fältstudier. Eftersom mycket av den befintliga teorin 

är generell, analyseras den för hur väl den kan appliceras i Namibia. Examensarbetet resulterade 

i två kategorier av framgångsfaktorer, projektets organisation och produktdesign. Den första 

kategorin listar framgångsfaktorer för hur ett lokalt produktutvecklingsprojekt bör organiseras. 

Den andra kategorin listar framgångsfaktorer kopplade till själva produkten. Genom att redogöra 

för dessa syftar den här rapporten till att vara ett stöd för småskaliga produktutvecklingsprojekt 

för Namibias landsbygd utförda av icke-namibiska företag eller organisationer. 

Intressanta slutsatser är att rekommendationer för tillverkning skiljer sig från vad som 

rekommenderats i tidigare litteratur. En analys är att det grundar sig i det småskaliga perspektivet 

som är påtvingat av Namibias låga populationstäthet. För att styrka rapportens slutsatser bör 

ytterligare studier inom småskalig produktutveckling för landsbygden i utvecklingsländer 

genomföras. 

Nyckelord: framgångsfaktorer, produktutveckling, utvecklingsländer, landsbygd, Namibia. 
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Abstract 
Many of the poorest people on earth live in rural areas and are dependent on small-scale farming 

for their survival. The United Nations sees it as key to improve the productivity of these farms in 

order to reduce undernourishment in the world. Even though the literature has taken a big step 

forward on product development for developing countries during the past decade, there are still 

few studies on how to develop products for this specific group. This master thesis aims to state 

the success factors when developing products for people living in rural areas of Namibia.  

The empirical data is based on a product development project in northern Namibia as well as 

interviews with experts within the area. The product development project was carried out as a 

Minor Field Study during the summer of 2016 and the authors of this report spent two months in 

Namibia conducting both passive and active field studies. Since much of the existing literature 

claims to be general, this thesis starts off by analysing the existing literature to see how it applies 

in the Namibian context. The literature study together with the empirical findings are then 

formed into two categories of success factors when developing products for rural Namibia. The 

first category, project organisation, lists the success factors for how to set up a local product 

development project as a non-Namibian company or organisation. The second category, product 

design, lists the success factors linked to the actual product. By stating these success factors this 

thesis aims to be a support for small scale development projects carried out by a non-Namibian 

company or organisation targeting rural Namibia.     

Interesting findings are that the recommended production methods differ from what is 

recommended in previous literature. This report argues that the reason for this is the small scale 

perspective forced by Namibia’s low population density in contrast to India’s, from where most 

of the existing literature originates. This raise the need for further studies on small scale product 

development projects in rural areas to validate the findings of this report. 

Keywords: success factors, product development, developing countries, rural areas, Namibia 
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NOMENCLATURE 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the background and the purpose of the study. It also presents the methods 

used and the limitations. 

1.1 Background 

There are 2.6 billion people on earth who earn less than $2 per day (Prahalad, 2012; Schuster & 

Holtbrügge, 2012). This group has for long been seen as weak and in need of aid from more 

developed countries but in 1998, Prahalad and Lieberthal (1998) stated that the poorest people on 

earth should be seen as a business potential rather than victims. In 2004 Prahalad (2004) released 

the book The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid where he argues how international 

companies can benefit from developing products, not only for but together with people living at 

the Bottom of the Pyramid (BOP). This has led to a new global interest in the group and the 

BOP-theory has been accompanied by the theory of Frugal Innovation that digs deeper in the 

product development segment of the BOP-theory. Frugal Innovation can be seen as a blueprint 

for developing products for people at the BOP and has its core in that the products need to be 

specially designed for the BOP. (Radjou, Prabhu, & Ahuja, 2012) The latest contribution in the 

field is the more holistic approach offered by Social Innovation. Social innovation refers to new 

innovative solutions that creates social change. This means serving the world’s poor with 

products and services that offer new value and benefit the local society in all steps of process. 

(Michelini, 2012) 

Prahalad & Hart (2002) state that Multinational Corporations (MNCs) are best suited to execute 

these so called social projects but other researchers argue that MNCs to a large extent fail to 

reach the people living at the BOP. (Seelos & Mair, 2007; Chatterjee, 2014) Even though MNCs 

might be best suited according to the theory, Rivera-Santos & Rufín (2010) state that most 

initiatives today actually are carried out by small enterprises. Despite these two facts, the theory 

offers little help for small businesses or organisations who wish to reach this target group. This 

thesis will therefore contribute to the literature by stating the success factors for product 

development projects carried out by small companies or organisations. 

In the annual UN report The State of Food Insecurity in the World it is stated that: “Economic 

growth is a key success factor for reducing undernourishment, but it has to be inclusive and 

provide opportunities for improving the livelihoods of the poor. Enhancing the productivity and 

incomes of smallholder family farmers is key to progress.” (FAO, 2015) This means that the UN 

consider improving the smallholder farmers’ work is key to reduce undernourishment in the 

world. In Africa, every 10% increase in farm yields lead to a 7% poverty reduction. (IFAD, 

2013) The best way of fighting poverty by product development is therefore to develop 

agricultural products that will increase smallholder farmers’ productivity. There is however a 

limitation in the existing literature that the results often are generalised to all developing 

countries, without taking into consideration that there are cultural differences that are unique for 

each country (Fearon, 2003). Since farmers in developing countries often live in rural areas, the 

product development for this target group also needs to adapt to this hard to reach context. 

(Chikweche & Fletcher, 2011)  
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A good example of this is Namibia, a country with a poverty incidence of 27% (UNDP, 2015) 

and where one third of the working population makes a living out of farming. According to 

Landguiden (2015) 47% of the country is used for agricultural purposes but because of the dry 

climate, growth possibilities are limited and technical solutions to increase the yields and 

improve the efficacy of the work are needed. Namibia is hence a good working ground for 

studying how well the existing product development theory applies to a specific context with 

farmers in rural areas.     
 

1.1.1 Previous Work 

This thesis originates from previous work done in Project Mahangu that was ordered by Creative 

Entrepreneur Solutions (CES), an NGO in Ondangwa, Namibia. CES have been doing work on 

improving the yields of pearl millet, also known as Mahangu, which is one of the key sources of 

food and nourishment for Namibians (Matanyaire, 1996). The increased yields have thus led to 

the need of improving the two post-harvest processes; threshing - removing the grains from the 

stems and chaff, and winnowing - separating the grains from the chaff. A process that implies 

heavy work and is very labour intensive.  

 

In 2014, two representatives from KTH went down to Namibia to conduct a pre study and 

prepare a project order from CES including background information and requirements. The 

project was then handed over to twelve master students at KTH as part of the advanced course 

Integrated Product Development. From April 2015 - December 2015 the students developed two 

functional prototypes, one for winnowing and one for threshing. The requirement was to develop 

manually driven solutions at an affordable price. Two students were to travel to Namibia as part 

of a master thesis project to manufacture and test the prototypes locally and develop the concepts 

further to fit local user conditions and production facilities, in both social and technical aspects. 

The goal with the prototypes was to improve the life of the Namibian farmers by making the 

harvest processes more efficient. 
 

Once in Namibia, field studies and market research made it clear that the two functional 

prototypes were too expensive and advanced. According to the farmers the threshing is the most 

demanding part of the after harvest process. Therefore, the project shifted to develop a new 

threshing solution. 

 

1.2 Purpose 

The purpose is to find the success factors in product development projects targeting rural areas in 

Namibia. By stating the success factors it will be easier to make products that benefit the people 

in rural Namibia and thus help them out of poverty. The purpose of this report is to be a support 

for small scale development projects carried out by a non-Namibian company or organisation. 

The study is aiming to answer the following research question: 

 

“What are the success factors for a non-Namibian company or organisation when developing 

products for people in the rural areas of Namibia?” 
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1.3 Delimitations 

This master thesis is done within the master program Integrated Product Development at the 

Royal Institute of Technology and is limited by the following:  

 The study is a Minor Field Study conducted in Ondangwa, Namibia, for eight weeks. 

 The research is limited to products targeting people in the rural areas of Namibia. 

 The study is aimed for small scale product development projects 

 The farmers that are interviewed in the study are lead farmers from CES’ network. 

 The projects studied in this research have all been carried out together with CES. 

 

1.4 Method 

The research undertakes a qualitative approach in line with design thinking theory. A two-month 

field study has been conducted in Namibia working at CES’ facilities in Ondangwa. The field 

study was divided into passive and active field studies. The passive study is based on 

observations and insights from studying previous projects conducted by CES as well as 

ethnographic observations of the people living in the rural areas of northern Namibia. The core 

focus was to understand the users and the setting. Semi structured interviews were held with 

CES’ employees and unstructured interviews were held with farmers when visiting their 

homesteads. The active study was carried out during the development of Project Mahangu’s 

threshing machine in order to understand the local manufacturing context and to study what 

resources and capabilities are available. Two co-creational workshops were held with farmers to 

generate ideas and feedback on the prototypes and to study their attitude towards new 

technology. Key insights were generated in understanding user needs, working with the users 

and how to develop products based on local resources.  

 

The result has been analysed together with a literature study in four categories: the organisation, 

the product, the user and the setting. Based on the discussion, multiple success factors are 

presented to be a support for non-Namibian companies or organisations who want to conduct 

product development projects in rural Namibia.   
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  5 

2 FRAME OF REFERENCE 

This chapter includes all relevant theory that was obtained during the literature study. General 

information about Namibia is presented along with theory on how to approach the BOP and how 

to conduct product development in the developing world. The frame of reference will be used to 

analyse the results in the discussion. 

 

2.1 Namibia 

Namibia, officially called The Republic of Namibia, is a country in south-western Africa. It 

shares borders with Angola, Zambia, Botswana and South Africa, see Figure 1. It has a 

population of 2.4 million people and has the second smallest population density in the world 

after Mongolia. Its capital and largest city is Windhoek. Namibia consists of 13 regions and 10 

ethnic groups. It is considered being a rich country but with unequal wealth distribution. Most 

people live in villages on the countryside but urbanisation is driving more people to move to the 

cities. (World Bank, 2015; CIA, 2016) One of the largest health issue is HIV/Aids. In 2015, 13% 

of the adult population were estimated to be living with HIV (UNAIDS, 2015).  

 

      

Figure 1 Map of Namibia (CIA, 2016) 

 

Namibia is a young country who gained its independence from South Africa after the Namibian 

Independence War in 1990. It was first occupied by the Germans during the colonial times from 

1884-1920 because of their diamonds. It was a time of brutal murders where 65 000 Herero 

people died, representing 80% of their ethnic group. In July 2016, Germany’s chancellor Angela 

Merkel gave an official apology to the Namibian people for the Herero genocide (The Telegraph, 

2016). After Germany lost WW1, South Africa took over the control of Namibia calling it South 

West Africa. With the occupation came apartheid, the blacks were suppressed by the minority 

whites and as a result SWAPO (South West Africa People’s Organization) emerged. For 30 

years SWAPO fought for independence and on 21 March 1990 Namibia regained its 

independence. In collaboration with the UN peace plan for Southern Africa, South Africa 

accepted to leave the country. The SWAPO party has been elected to run the country ever since, 

with over 75% of the votes in each election. Today Namibia is still having close economic 
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relations with South Africa who is their main importer. (Commonwealth, 2015; sahistory, 2016; 

CIA, 2016)  

 

The traces from the South African occupation are still visible. The education system is weak 

from the old apartheid time where different groups of people were separated and the state taught 

people about their different roles in society depending on the colour of their skin. The groups 

who were oppressed during apartheid are still struggling and are in need of empowering. 

(Hopfer, 1997; Feinstein, 2002) According to Feinstein (2002) factors like poverty, low 

socioeconomic status, poor education system, unemployment and distressed families are direct 

consequences from the apartheid time. 

 

Today Namibia is considered to be one of the richer countries in Africa, however poverty is still 

widespread and can be traced down to economical inequalities. The wealth distribution is one of 

the most unequal in the world and a larger part of the population is outside the formal economy. 

In 2015, 43% of the population lived below today’s poverty line of $3.10 per day. (WorldBank, 

2016; Landguiden, 2015)  

 

Namibia has a desert landscape with hot and dry weather, it has 300 days of sunshine a year. 

Being situated between the Namib and the Kalahari deserts, Namibia has the least rainfall of all 

sub-Saharan countries. The rainy season occurs between Sep-Nov and Feb-Apr. In recent years 

the rainfall has been sparsely which has led to long periods of droughts. This is affecting the 

large population that depends on agriculture for its livelihood, especially small scale farming. 

(CIA, 2016; Landguiden, 2015) The water shortage has become a big problem this year, forcing 

tough restriction and water intensive productions to close down (The Guardian, 2016).  

 

2.2 Approaching the BOP  

This sub-chapter presents theory about the bottom of the pyramid, ways to enter this market and 

challenges in doing so.  

2.2.1 Defining the Bottom of the Pyramid 

The Bottom of the Pyramid (BOP) refers to the base of the socioeconomic pyramid, see Figure 1, 

representing 70% of the world’s population and also the poorest of which 2.8 billion earn less 

than $2 per day (Prahalad, 2012; Schuster & Holtbrügge, 2012).  
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Figure 1 Socio economic pyramid (Amitava, 2014) 

The BOP markets can be found in non-resource rich countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, South 

Asia, East Asia and Latin America, see Figure 2. A majority of these people live in shattered 

rural areas where weak infrastructure and limited distribution channels makes them harder to 

reach. (Hammond, Kramer, Tran, Katz, & Walker, 2007) The way out of poverty is hindered by 

political instability, lacking access to new technology and few job opportunities to mention a 

few. (Hammond, Kramer, Tran, Katz, & Walker, 2007; UNDP, 2008; Nari Kahle, Dubiel, Ernst, 

& Prabhu, 2013)  

 

 

Figure 2 World economies (Forbes, 2011) 

 

The term Bottom of the Pyramid was defined in 1998 by Prahalad and Lieberthal (1998). 

Together with Hart, Prahalad published the article The fortune at the bottom of the pyramid 
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(2002) where they introduced the possibility to help people out of poverty profitably. In 2004 

Prahalad released a book with the same name where he argues that there is a huge business 

opportunity within the lowest segment of the socio-economic pyramid that has been ignored for 

over 50 years. Until the 1980’s this market was mainly used as a supply of raw materials and 

cheap labour. Prahalad proposed how western companies can approach the people living at the 

BOP in order to eradicate poverty and at the same time create a market for growth. (Prahalad, 

2004) 

 

Over time, people living at the BOP have got increased attention from both academics, 

Multinational Corporations (MNCs) and social entrepreneurs (Pansera, 2013; Van den 

Waeyenberg & Hens, 2008; Hart & Christensen, 2002). Companies have begun to see the 

opportunities and potential at the BOP and how to serve the poor profitable. As a result, more 

attempts to develop products that meet the local needs have been done. (Hall J. , 2014)  
 

For the BOP to grow they need to be able to access quality products and services. Prahalad & 

Hart (2002) argues that MNCs are best fitted to stimulate economic growth in underdeveloped 

markets because they have the global resources and capabilities to do so. There are many 

opportunities for companies that want to enter the low income market but studies show that 

companies have failed in their attempts to do so. The majority of the MNCs are still trying to 

develop an appropriate business model. (Seelos & Mair, 2007; Chatterjee, 2014) 

 

2.2.2 Entering the BOP 

To successfully enter the low income market companies need to rethink their traditional way of 

doing business (Prahalad & Hart, 2002). There is no already existing market at the BOP for 

external companies to compete in, therefore they need to create and build a whole new market 

themselves. Instead of using traditional business models or making small adjustments to products 

or services that are offered in the developed world, innovative and radical approaches are needed 

to meet the needs of the BOP market (Prahalad, 2012; Chandra & Neelankavil, 2008). To reach 

the poor a new business strategy is needed where companies strive to work with the poor and not 

around them:  

 

“If we stop thinking of the poor as victims or as burden and start recognizing them as resilient 

and creative entrepreneurs and value conscious consumers, a whole new world of opportunity 

will open up.” (Prahalad, 2004, p. 1) 

 

Working with Non-Traditional Partners 

Many cases show that an inclusive business model is effective when entering the BOP since 

companies need to renew their resources and capabilities when they enter these markets. 

(Marquez, Reficco, & Berger, 2010; Michelini, 2012) Creating shared values and including the 

poor as partners and not only as customers is key. Therefore an inclusive business model can 

contribute to empower people living at the BOP and help them become entrepreneurs rather than 

passive producers (UNDP, 2008; Nari Kahle, Dubiel, Ernst, & Prabhu, 2013). The inclusive 

model is distinguished by its ability to involve the BOP sector in three ways (Michelini, 2012): 
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 As customers: the poor are the main target when companies develop products and 

services that aims to meet their needs and be available at an affordable price.  

 As suppliers, distributors or business partners: the poor are actors involved in the 

company's value chain. The company contributes to creating new jobs and spreading 

knowledge. The target is the average or high income local population, NGOs and 

traditional markets. 

 As customers and as suppliers, distributors or business partners: the poor are both 

the target and the actors involved in the value chain of the company. 

 

The relationship between the company and the people at the BOP is preferably facilitated by an 

NGO. Hart & Sharma (2004) discovered that MNCs that want to target the poor need to 

collaborate with a local partner, such as an NGO, that can share their network. Traditionally the 

fringe stakeholders, such as the poor, have been ignored by companies. (Simanis, Hart, & Duke, 

2008; Seelos & Mair, 2007) Research analysis has proven that businesses that collaborate with 

non-traditional partners, such as NGOs, community groups, local entrepreneurs, and women, are 

more successful than only working with traditional partners. (Prahalad & Hammond, 2002; 

London & Hart, 2004) The new partnerships can help companies develop local capabilities and 

learn about the needs, lifestyle and culture of the poor. This makes it possible to co-create 

products with the users and meeting their requirements. (London & Hart, 2004) The biggest 

challenge working with non-traditional partners is that their agendas are different. They have 

another economical and educational background which can affect the efficiency of the 

partnership. (Prahalad & Hart, 2002) During the idea generation phase it has shown to be 

especially successful to partner with a research institute, university or humanitarian organisation 

because it allows companies to fully understand the needs and requirements of the BOP. 

(London, Rondinelli, & O'neill, 2004; Michelini, 2012; Simanis, Hart, & Duke, 2008) 

 

The Triple Helix Model 

The triple helix model is defined as a strategic collaboration between a university, government 

and industry and coordinates the functional issues of markets, regulations and knowledge, see 

Figure 3. (Leydesdorff & Meyer, 2006) In this model the university is the key of knowledge; 

providing technology transfer programs, R&D activities and publications. The government is the 

key of stable interaction; providing policy environment, supporting program, grant and capital 

funds. The industry is the key of production; providing quality of small and medium 

entrepreneurs or NGOs, physical space, entrepreneurial experience and resources behind 

projects. (Chen, Li & Batchuluun, 2014; Etzkowitz, Mello & Almeida, 2005) Through a 

successful implementation between the three, a long termed sustainable production can be 

maintained to benefit the poor in developing countries (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). 
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Figure 3 Triple Helix collaboration 

 

Pathways of Innovation 

In many developing markets today there are groups from the top of the socio economic pyramid 

(TOP) that work alongside with the BOP. The TOP can contribute with high technical and 

managerial competencies to the impoverished groups at the BOP. (London and Hart, 2004; 

Prahalad and Hammond, 2002) Five pathways of innovation are defined when working with the 

BOP from the TOP, see Table 1. The pathways separate the different agendas with the 

innovation and the roles of the BOP and the TOP and their collaboration. Companies or social 

entrepreneurs that want to attempt entering the low income market needs to define what their 

collaboration with the BOP should look like. (Hall, Matos, & Martin, 2014)  

Table 1 Pathways of Innovation at the BOP 

Pathways of innovation at 

the BOP 

Definition 

From TOP to BOP (social 

innovation) 

New products are developed by MNCs that are fitted to 

serve the consumers at the BOP in order to improve the 

life standard in poor communities 

From TOP to TOP through 

BOP (disruptive BOP 

innovation) 

BOP consumers are used as lead users to test potentially 

disruptive innovations 

From BOP to TOP (global 

value chain capability 

development perspectives) 

New products are developed in a collaboration between 

TOP and BOP personnel. Products are produced in BOP 

locations, primarily to be sold in international markets 

From BOP to BOP 

(sustainable local enterprise 

networks) 

New products are developed at the BOP, primarily to be 

sold in BOP markets 

From BOP to TOP through 

BOP (ideal BOP innovation) 

New products are developed at the BOP to first serve the 

BOP consumers and then extended to TOP consumers 
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2.2.3 Challenges in Targeting the BOP 

The success rate when introducing new products are low, in some developed countries 

approximately 15% of the product ideas reach the market. In developing countries, it is even 

less, where only 2% of the ideas are successful. (Ozer, 2006) This poses a challenge for firms or 

local enterprises who want to develop new products and services as there are many parameters to 

take into consideration such as time, money and resources. Local companies do not have a lot of 

resources and capabilities of their own. When introducing new technology to the low income 

market there is low profit generated at high costs, which is a high risk for international firms to 

take.  A lack of incentives from the outside combined with a lack of resources from the inside 

results in that people at the BOP do not benefit from new products and services. (Chandra & 

Neelankavil, 2008) 

 

For companies that want to enter the BOP markets there are many challenges (Christensen, 

Baumann, Ruggles, & Sadtler, 2006; Nari Kahle, Dubiel, Ernst, & Prabhu, 2013). Nari Kahle et 

al. (2013) list some of the key challenges that are relevant to overcome when targeting the BOP:  

 Low and irregular income: the consumers at the BOP live on limited wages and 

irregular cash flow which make them extremely price sensitive. (Viswanathan, Rosa, & 

Ruth, 2010; Mendoza & Thelen, 2008) 

 Limited education: a large part of the BOP has poor or no education, this excludes them 

from information and skills which limit their potential employment opportunities. (Webb, 

Kistruck, Ireland, & Ketchen, 2010) 

 Inadequate infrastructure: the BOP is often lacking infrastructure such as roads, 

electricity, running water, banking, modern transportation, logistics and communication 

technologies. (Sheth, 2011) 

 Fragmented distribution: distribution systems to reach consumers in rural areas are 

missing at the BOP. (Prahalad, 2012; Sheth, 2011; Anderson & Billou, 2007)  

 

Distribution 

Both the weak infrastructure and lacking distribution systems is a hinder for companies that want 

to reach customers in poor areas. (Chikweche & Fletcher, 2011; Sheth, 2011; Ricart, Enright, 

Ghemawat, Hart, & Khanna, 2004) The lacking distribution channels influences how the 

consumers search for new products and also where they buy them (Rubesch, 2005). Because of 

media darkness, traditional means of reaching customers in rural areas are difficult. The poor do 

not get access to what is on the market or knowledge how to use it. The lack of reliable 

transportation and formal distribution channels forces companies to find new innovative ways to 

adapt to the market. Studies have shown that informal distribution channels have emerged in the 

BOP markets. (Chikweche & Fletcher, 2011) One example is to go through women’s community 

groups or buying clubs and use their social networks. These groups become distribution agents 

for companies.  

 

Unilever in India decided to create a network to people in the rural areas by contacting women 

from these villages. They were then trained to become distributors in their area. The benefit with 

this system is that these women have the right knowledge of what their people need and the 
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product demand. This has embedded for a unique information stream to Unilever when 

developing new products and services. When approaching the BOP, trust building between 

companies and consumers is key. After years of suppression and stereotyping between 

developing and developed countries the scar is still healing. By approaching these village 

women, companies have the opportunity to eradicate previous prejudice and create a trusting 

collaboration. (Dant & Nasr, 1998; Michael & Combs, 2008) 

 

2.3 Product Development for the BOP 

In the following sub-chapter different ways to develop products with a user centred approach are 

presented. After Prahalad and Hart (2002) introduced the concept of innovating for the BOP, 

related studies on innovation for a social change have emerged, both through social innovation 

and frugal innovation. These will be presented below.  

2.3.1 Meeting the Needs of the Customer 

The BOP represents a broad range of culture, ethnicity, capabilities and needs. This poses a 

challenge when approaching these low-income markets because they all have their own unique 

ecosystem that needs to be met. Once companies try to understand how to effectively participate 

in these markets there will be possibilities for internal and external growth. This should be done 

through understanding the dynamics and innovation process in the specific markets. (Prahalad, 

2012; Fearon, 2003) 

 

Creating a Capacity to Consume 

An important aspect to consider when developing products for BOP customers is that they have 

an unpredictable income stream. They rarely plan their purchases in advance, instead they tend 

to make purchases based on their daily needs. Therefore, it is important to analyse the low 

income people's capacity to consume and adapt to their variability in cash flow. Researchers 

argue that to create a capacity for the BOP to consume, the four A’s need to be fulfilled: 

(Prahalad, 2012; Anderson & Billou, 2007)  

 Awareness: the poor needs to be aware that the new products/services exists and how to 

use them. 

 Affordability: products/services needs to come at an affordable price without sacrificing 

quality or efficacy. 

 Access: The poor’s life and working pattern needs to be considered. To travel long 

distances is difficult, therefore stores must be easy to reach. 

 Availability: the poor cannot defer buying decisions. 

 

When developing new products for developing countries there are two main categories to 

originate from: affordability and value added creation. The product needs to be developed from 

an economic point of view, cutting all unnecessary costs and also take into account what the 

customer is willing to pay. Studies show that the poor are willing to consume but do not always 

afford to pay. (Chandra & Neelankavil, 2008) 
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Innovation for the BOP 

Many international firms have made the mistake to make a few adjustments on already existing 

products and then introducing them to developing countries. In most cases this has been 

unsuccessful since the products end up costing too much and fail to serve its purpose. Long term 

success in low income markets is depending on radical, innovative products or services, instead 

of micro adjustments to already existing ones. (Chandra & Neelankavil, 2008) A radical and 

innovative approach is necessary where the products are developed solely from the market 

needs. The development needs to begin with the end-user and understand what purpose the new 

solution should fulfil.  

 

Hart and Christiensen (2002) suggest that companies should bring radical or disruptive 

technology to the BOP market as they believe it can be beneficial before launching the product 

in the already developed counties. The BOP market is a good base to test and evaluate new 

products in a cost efficient way as people at the low-income market have less demands as long as 

the product is working. People at the BOP are willing to adopt new technology and innovations 

as the products and services they use today can easily be replaced, they are ready to accept new 

ways of doing things as they have nothing to lose. (Sanchez & Ricart, 2010) 

 

When innovating for the people at the BOP a different mind-set is needed than innovating for 

developed countries. Companies or entrepreneurs needs to adapt to the more hostile environment 

that exists in a developing country. Prahalad (2004) has listed twelve principles of innovation, 

these are presented in Table 2 below.   

Table 2 Twelve principles of innovation 

1. Focus on value and price performance 7. Reduce the skills required to do the job  

2. Hybrid solutions, blending old and new 

technology 

8. Educate customers in how to use new 

products 

3. Solutions must be scalable and 

transportable across borders 

9. Products and services must work in harsh 

environments  

4. Aim to conserve resources, minimize 

wastage 

10. Simplify interfaces and shorten the 

learning curve 

5. Product development must start from a 

deep understanding of functionality 

11. Innovate new distribution channels to 

reach the customers 

6. Process innovation due to lack of logistic 

infrastructure 

12. Create broad platforms that can be 

extended with new features 

 

2.3.2 Social Innovation 

Social innovation refers to new innovative solutions that creates social change (Michelini, 2012). 

This means serving the world’s poor with products and services that offer new value. The EU-

commission (2010) defines social innovation as following: ”Social innovations are new ideas 

that meet social needs, create social relationships, and form new collaborations. These 

innovations can be products, services, or models addressing unmet needs more effectively”. Pol 

and Ville (2009) points out that social innovation for the BOP has the core focus to improve 

either the quality or the quantity of life for the poor through innovation. It should lead to 

opportunities for better education, improving the environment and longer life expectancy. 
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According to Michelini (2012), when developing a social product for the BOP it needs to have 

the following eight features: 

1. It must generate a positive social impact  

2. It is driven by both social and economic motivations  

3. It must be novel  

4. It can be promoted by different actors (businesses, NGO, public institution, etc.)  

5. It must be scalable  

6. It must be sustainable  

7. It can take different forms 

8. It must improve and change the lives of the poor 

 

Mulgan (2006) has identified four main phases in the process of social innovation. First phase is 

to obtain ideas through understanding the needs of the low income users and find potential 

solutions. Second phase is to develop the ideas through prototyping and piloting the solutions. 

Third phase begins after the idea has been tested and is ready to expand and diffuse on the 

market. The final phase is focusing on learning and evolving, the innovation changes and the 

adaption of it may turn the initial idea into something else. These phases are coherent with the 

EU report Social Innovation Europe Initiative (2015) which claims that the social innovation 

process can be divided into the four phases: ideas, prototyping and piloting, implementation, and 

scaling.  

 

2.3.3 Frugal Innovation 

Frugal innovation, or Jugaad innovation, is defined as doing more with less to target the poorest 

people on the planet. The approach begins with defining the consumer need through deep 

consumer insights and thereafter develop a radical solution depending on available/minimal 

resources and combining them in new creative ways. (Baker & Nelson, 2005) The EU 

commission (2010) defines frugal innovation as one form of social innovation. The core value of 

frugal innovation is that it is innovation “led by the people, for the people, and with the people” 

(Radjou, Prabhu, & Ahuja, 2012, p. 189). 

 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2012) describes the low income markets as “mega markets with 

micro consumers”. Companies that wants to enter these markets need to develop affordable 

products of value to drive profits through volumes (Bound & Thornton, 2012; Rego, Oliveira, 

Rosado, & Habib, 2013; Zeschky, Widenmayer, & Gassmann, 2011). The guidelines of frugal 

innovation are to start from the beginning of the development process and cut costs in each step 

of process instead of stripping down costs on already existing products or services (Jha & 

Krishnan, 2013). Kumar and Puranam (2012), present six pillars on which frugal innovation 

often rests, see Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 Six pillars on frugal innovation 

Due to the poor infrastructure and the harsh environment in rural areas, robustness of the product 

is a must to withstand transportation and heavy usage. It is also common that several people 

share a product, which makes portability highly desired for frugal products. By developing 

products solely for the BOP it is possible to remove all unnecessary features from the product 

and by that cutting the costs. Sometimes the lack of infrastructure can lead to something good 

and Kumar and Puranam means that this has forced entrepreneurs to take a big leap and adopt 

new technologies. The frugal innovation theory is to a great extent based on Indian cases where 

the high population gives economies of scale, which lays the ground for low cost mega scale 

production. Another benefit of the large population is that it enables service ecosystems with 

everything from spare parts and repair shops to financing, thus making the frugally innovated 

product a real social innovation. (Kumar & Phanish, 2012)  

 

2.3.4 User Involvement 

Users have always been a stakeholder in the product development process but it was not until 

von Hippel introduced his theory about lead users in the 80’s that users were considered as 

potential designers. Von Hippel means that lead users are users with great insight and knowledge 

within a specific product area. They want the products of the future that is not out on the market 

yet and can therefore contribute with innovative ideas and solutions. They are one step ahead the 

general market and can predict which products the majority will ask for in the future. If lead 

users are involved in the product development process, the company can benefit from valuable 

information about the future. (Urban & Hippel, 1988)  
 

Since then a lot has happened when it comes to integrating users in the product development 

process. Many studies show that it is important to integrate users early in the development 

process. In some cases, it has even been crucial for a product’s competitiveness. (Steen, Kuijt-

Evers, & Klok, 2007) It is however important to know that users have different experiences and 

knowledge about products. One way of coping with that fact is to divide users into expert users 

and non-expert users, there are both pros and cons when working with these categories. 

(Hoffmann, 2007).   
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The expert user has previous in-depth experience from using a similar product which can be a 

good advantage in user integration. The expert user is more likely to understand the product 

concept and can discuss prototypes based on experience and with a problem-oriented view 

(Engelbrektsson, 2002; Reinicke, 2004). However, product experience can also lead to a lack of 

imagination when it comes to new solutions since the users are closed in by their view of the 

existing product. The non-experienced users might instead base their input on unfulfilled needs 

and be more imaginative. (Reinicke, 2004).  
 

Another factor whether a person is suitable for user integration is the degree of involvement with 

the product (Raabe, 1996). Hoffmann (2007) states that “the higher the involvement with the 

product, the more people will be motivated to take part in developing activities and the higher 

their knowledge about the product and related problems will be.” Besides products that go in line 

with personal interest, studies show that involvement also can be generated by ethical concerns 

such as environmental protection, energy saving, regional development or health issues. 

(Ornetzeder & Rohracher, 2006)  

 

It is also important to bear in mind that a product has different kinds of users who gets affected 

by it in different ways. It is therefore common to create a user profile to obtain information about 

the different end users before starting the user involvement process. The purpose is to get an idea 

of the factors that affects the user in various situations and by that be able to design the product 

for as many as possible. The user profile consists of four different kinds of users (Bohgard & 

et.al, 2015): 

 Primary user: a person who uses the product for its main purpose.  

 Secondary user: a person who uses the product but not for its main purpose. 

 Side user: a person who is affected by the product without being the primary or 

secondary user. 

 Co-user: a person who cooperates with the primary or secondary user without interacting 

with the product. 
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3 METHOD 

In this chapter the research setting and research design are described. As this master thesis is a 

Minor Field Study the methods used have been influenced by the independency of working in a 

third world country and to plan for the unplannable. Data collection has been done through an 

extensive literature study as well as active and passive field studies in Namibia. Finally, the 

methods for the study are discussed with focus on validity and reliability.  

 

3.1 Research Setting 

This project is planned and structured as a two-month Minor Field Study (MFS) sponsored by 

Sida. The research needed to be planned with room for manoeuvre, as working in a developing 

country is highly unpredictable. The project took place in Ondangwa in northern Namibia as a 

collaboration with the NGO, CES. Through the field study and the literature study, the purpose 

of the report is to contribute to the research with the success factors in developing products that 

can enhance the life standard for people living in the rural areas of Namibia. By using the work 

of Project Mahangu as a way to investigate in the product development process in Namibia and 

get unique insights on needs, challenges and opportunities, the research question can be 

answered. In this research, developing a threshing solution has had a  key role and has been the 

centre of discussions during workshops with the farmers. 

  

3.1.1 Project Mahangu 

This master thesis originates from Project Mahangu as part of the advanced course Integrated 

Product Development, where twelve students got the task to develop a manually driven threshing 

solution for small scale farmers in northern Namibia. Project Mahangu was ordered by Creative 

Entrepreneurs Solutions (CES), a non-governmental organization in Ondangwa, Namibia. CES 

have been doing previous work on improving the yields of pearl millet, also known as Mahangu, 

which is the key source of food and nourishment for Namibians. The increased yields have thus 

led to the need of improving the two post-harvest processes; threshing - removing the grains 

from the stems and chaff, and winnowing - separating the grains from the chaff. In 2014, two 

representatives from KTH went down to Namibia to conduct a pre study and prepare a project 

order from CES including background information and requirements. This was then handed over 

to the master students at KTH and two functional prototypes, one for winnowing and one for 

threshing, were developed. The next stage in the process was to bring the prototypes to Namibia 

and conduct tests and evaluations in the right environment, as part of this master thesis. 

 

Mahangu 

Mahangu is one of the most commonly grown crops by farmers in Namibia. Mahangu is the key 

source of food, especially for people who live outside the cities and in the north. The millet is 

used to make porridge, bread and nutritious drinks. Mahangu mainly grows in the northern parts 

of Namibia where the dry climate, low soil fertility and high temperature, makes it hard for other 

crops to compete with it, in terms of seasonal yields. At present, some of the most common 

agricultural related challenges are droughts, erratic rainfalls and urbanization.   
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During threshing, the Mahangu is placed in a large pile on the ground. When using the pounding 

technique, the farmers bash the Mahangu through stomping until the grains let go of the chaff. 

The whipping technique is an update of the pounding technique and is done through whipping 

the Mahangu with long sticks. These are the traditional methods which are labour intensive and 

time consuming. Therefore, they are mainly used on smaller batches. For larger batches the 

tractor is the most popular method. The farmers rent the service from a tractor driver who 

threshes the Mahangu by driving over the pile. Finally, there is the fuel driven machine which 

does both threshing and winnowing. The machine is expensive but can be rented out to farmers 

as a service the same way as the tractor service. The machine has been introduced in two 

versions, the first one got a lot of critique because it was damaging the grains but the new 

version of the machine is easier to operate and gives a better output than the first. 

 

3.1.2 Sida – Minor Field Study 

This thesis was conducted as a Minor Field Study, a scholarship provided by Sida - Swedish 

International Development Cooperation Agency. Sida is a Swedish government agency under the 

ministry of foreign affairs. Their purpose is to manage grants and other funding to support 

initiatives that help to fulfil the objectives of international development cooperation, including 

humanitarian aid and reform cooperation. They work according to the directives of the Swedish 

government to reduce poverty in the world and contribute to improving the living conditions for 

the poor. (Sida, 2014) 

 

The MFS scholarship is an initiative from Sida to give university students the opportunity to 

conduct studies in development countries as part of their bachelor or master thesis. The goal is 

for students to gain experience and understanding of development issues that may exist in the 

third world. The timeframe of the scholarship is a minimum of eight weeks in a developing 

country, as eight weeks are necessary to gain all the information and results needed to complete 

the project and generate an understanding of the country itself. (MFS, 2016) 

 

3.1.3 Creative Entrepreneurs Solutions 

CES was formed by Marie Johansson from Sweden and started as a local NGO in Ondangwa, 

Namibia in 2008 where they mostly did small vegetable production projects. Ondangwa is a 

town in the north with 23 000 inhabitants, located in the Oshana region. The north stands for a 

large share of the agricultural production in Namibia. In 2009 CES were approached by the 

Small Grants Programme Office of the Global Environmental Facility to become a national 

implementer of the Community Based Adaptation Project. A project that aimed to pilot different 

strategies to adapt to climate change in vulnerable local communities. For CES’ part this mainly 

meant teaching farmers to work by the Conservation Agriculture (CA) methods. They also 

developed an energy-efficient stove, the EzyStove, to prevent deforestation and reduce toxic gas 

emissions (UN, 2009). They have set up multiple drip irrigation systems for vegetable 

production to reduce water usage. (Johansson, 2016; Twendeni, 2016) 
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CES help educating farmers with methods that can increase their average yields, income and life 

standard. By collaborating with rural communities, their aim is to support small enterprises 

through education and entrepreneurship training in the northern central regions. CES work with 

projects founded by Sida, UN and others. They have implemented CA projects with over 12 000 

Namibian subsistence farmers.  

 

CES are mainly a service based organisation but they have also participated in a few product 

development projects. Uppermost the development of the EzyStove in 2010. This award winning 

stove was developed in a collaboration with design firm Veryday (2010) and was met with a 

great response amongst the farmers. However, CES have still not been able to produce any 

stoves besides the 100 subsidised stoves in the pilot project. The main reason for this is that the 

stove is built by stainless steel, something that needs to be imported. The cheapest way of 

producing the EzyStove, according to CES, is to import pre-cut parts from China and assemble 

the stoves in Namibia. Importing a container from China requires initial capital, something CES 

have not been able to raise so far. Besides the EzyStove project, CES have collaborated with a 

number of university students from KTH in their master thesis projects. In these projects, CES 

provided their office as a space to build prototypes and hold workshops, they also shared their 

network of farmers and assisted as interpreters during interviews. CES are currently between 

projects and are not active at the moment. 

 

3.2 Research Design 

This sub-chapter describes how the project has been organised and defines the features of design 

thinking that has been a key method for this study. 

3.2.1 Project Organisation 

The research is done as a qualitative study of the specific context in northern Namibia. A 

literature study of product development for developing countries has been conducted and formed 

the base for the theory and discussion chapters in this report. To retrieve empirical data this 

thesis has taken a design thinking approach with the main focus to understand the local context 

and the users. In order to do so, the authors of this report spent two months in Namibia visiting 

different locations and people involved in the product development processes. To get a deeper 

understanding of what it actually means to develop products for rural Namibia, the research was 

conducted during the development of Project Mahangu’s manually driven threshing machine. 

This made it possible for the researchers to obtain first-hand information and to evaluate 

different idea generation methods, manufacturing obstacles, organisational issues and so on. 

Instead of just analysing previous projects and conduct interviews, this research adds a “learning 

by doing perspective” to give the researchers a closer connection to the problem and research 

question.  

 

To get a wide understanding of the context and the domestic manufacturing possibilities many 

suppliers were visited and one week was spent building a winnowing prototype in a workshop in 

Windhoek that manufactures agricultural products. This was followed by two weeks of field 

studies, visiting different farmers and observing the currently used threshing and winnowing 

techniques. After the field study a new threshing solution was developed from scratch, following 
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a design thinking toolkit provided by IDEO (2016). During the development process several 

prototypes were built and two user involvement workshops were held. Semi-structured 

interviews were held with the employees at CES to map their earlier projects and to get their 

opinion on product development in Namibia.  
 

During the field studies, one person was in charge of taking notes while the other one asked 

questions. When visiting farms, both were in charge of taking photos and the person taking notes 

would also ask questions. During the workshops one person was responsible for taking notes 

while the other one led the discussions.  
 

Everyday a diary was written where observations from the day was summarized with text and 

photos. This was done to be able to look back later in the process and not forget key insights.  

 

3.2.2 Design Thinking  

Design thinking is a method that has grown rapidly the last couple of years. (Brown, 2015) It 

takes another approach to the development process than the logical order and is instead carried 

out as agile, in multiple loops. The core of design thinking is to approach a problem as a designer 

to generate ideas, build simple prototypes, and iterate these steps with a good portion of feedback 

towards a final solution. (Brown, 2008; Luchs, Swan, & Griffin, 2016) Luchs et al. (2016) 

describes it as a “systematic and collaborative approach for identifying and creatively solving 

problems”.  

 

Design thinking has its foundation in understanding the user and all decisions are based on user 

insights. How to gain these valuable insights differ from project to project and design thinking 

has a lot of different tools and methods for it. No matter which method is used, the process starts 

with understanding the user and the problem. The information from the observations are then 

transformed into stories that are easy to empathise with. The stories are used to describe the 

project and make it easier to keep the focus on the users while ideating different concepts.   
 

Another key in design thinking is to use prototyping already from the beginning. The first 

prototypes are often made of cardboard or whatever the designer can grab on the desk. As soon 

as an idea is generated, a simple prototype is built to test the idea. These simple prototypes can 

of course not test any functions but it helps both users and designers to get an idea of what the 

product might look like. It makes it easier to give feedback on how to develop it further. This 

loop of ideation - prototyping - testing, continues until the product fits the user needs. This 

process of loops and prototyping from an early stage of the project is also a very cost efficient 

way to make sure that the product will meet the needs of the users in the end. Luchs describes 

this iterative process as an infinite loop with two main parts; identify and solve, see Figure 5. 

(Luchs, Swan, & Griffin, 2016) 
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Figure 5 Infinite loop of design thinking (Luchs, Swan, & Griffin, 2016) 

 

   

3.3 Literature Study  

A literature study was conducted in the beginning of the process that was complemented 

throughout the entire study. The literature was retrieved from search engines such as KTHB 

Primo (KTHB Primo, 2016), Scopus (Scopus, 2016) and Google Scholar (Scholar, 2016). 

Following main key-works were used in different combinations and variations to retrieve 

relevant articles within the chosen topic: 
 

Product development, innovation, developing countries, bottom of the pyramid, frugal 

innovation, social innovation, Namibia, Africa 
 

In line with the literature study, the research question and background were refined and 

determined. Thereafter a more extensive literature study was conducted and relevant articles 

were found in order to answer the research question. This led to a deeper understanding of the 

chosen topic and foundation for the empirical studies. The disposition for the Frame of 

Reference was divided into three parts: Namibia, Approaching the BOP and Product 

Development for the BOP.  

 

3.4 Empirical Study  

The empirical study of this reports is based on field studies and interviews. The study analyses 

previous CES projects as well as their ongoing work and organisational structure. In order to 

understand and analyse how the users behave and react when approached with an innovation 

project, the authors of this report developed a threshing machine together with the users during 

their time in Namibia. By being involved in a product development project it was possible to 

analyse the methods used in a first-hand perspective. 
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3.4.1 Field Studies 

The field studies can be divided in two categories; passive and active studies (Fiske, Gilbert, & 

Lindzey, 2010). The passive studies consist of observations and insights from studying previous 

projects conducted by CES as well as ethnographic observations (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 

1995) of the people living in the rural areas of northern Namibia. 

 

The active studies were carried out during the development of Project Mahangu’s threshing 

machine. The design thinking approach made it possible to conduct idea generation and 

prototyping workshops together with the farmers, as well as assessing their attitude towards 

foreign initiated innovation projects. During the project it was possible to study how the users 

responded to different workshop methods, questions, design challenges and much more.    
 

3.4.2 Prototyping 

By developing Project Mahangu’s threshing machine it was possible to retrieve first-hand 

information of the local prototyping and manufacturing possibilities. One week was spent 

building a replicate of the winnowing prototype that was developed in Sweden, with help from 

an agricultural equipment business in Windhoek. During that week many suppliers and 

subcontractors were visited to gain an understanding of available material and the domestic 

industry capabilities. The employees at the workshop also contributed with valuable knowledge 

of the local context.  

 

For deeper understand of the manufacturing possibilities in Namibia, a new threshing prototype 

was built in CES’ office in Ondangwa. Insights were generated on which tools and skillset are 

available. Since many of the local craftsmen are trained at a vocational training centre, a visit to 

one of the centres was arranged to study what they do and to understand what level of design 

complexity their graduates can handle. This gave an indication of what requirements could be set 

for a manufacturer in the rural Namibia. 
 

3.4.3 Workshops 

As part of the active study two user involvement workshops were held, using the methods from 

IDEO’s toolkit (IDEO, 2016). The outline of the workshops is presented in Table 3, where the 

purpose and the setup of the two sessions is defined.  

 

A focus group was invited to gather feedback on the prototypes from a user’s perspective. The 

same focus group was used during both workshops and consisted of five farmers provided by 

CES. These farmers all have experience in participating in creative workshops and giving 

feedback on new technology. When holding workshops, it is important to consider how many 

participants are needed in order to generate as many ideas as possible and where everybody feels 

confident to share their thoughts. It is suggested that eight to nine participant is a maximum 

number of participants (Danielsson, 2014). Therefor five people were requested in this study due 

to language barriers as the farmers did not speak English. Two employees from CES participated 

as interpreters.  
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The farmers were not offered monetary payment because this could result in the participants 

becoming less objective in their feedback. (IDEO, 2016) Instead the participants were served 

lunch and their transportation was paid for.  

Table 3 User involvement workshops 

 First Workshop Second Workshop 

Purpose  Discuss and analyse existing 

threshing methods 

 Gathering feedback on the first 

threshing prototype 

 Define what is valued in a new 

product and understand what 

the user wants 

 Feedback on updated threshing 

prototype 

 Generate product specific feedback 

on features and design 

 Discuss how the product can be 

distributed  

 Discuss incentives for investing  

 Discuss business models  

Setting  Duration: 9-16 (1-hour lunch 

break) 

 Location: held at a farm 

 Duration: 9-13  

 Location: held at CES’ office 

 

3.4.4 Interviews 

Both semi-structured (Westlander, 2000) and unstructured (Business Dictionary, 2016) 

interviews were held with CES’ employees during the time in Namibia. Marie Johansson was 

interviewed on several occasions using Skype and the semi-structured interview guide was 

responded to over email. Unstructured interviews were also held when visiting farmers where 

spontaneous questions were asked to get a better understanding of the cultural context. The semi-

structured interviews were often prompted by reflections and analysis of previous data 

collection. Table 4 defines semi-structured and unstructured interviews.     

Table 4 Interview methods 

Interview 

method 

The role of the 

interviewer 

The role of the 

respondent 

Tools 

Semi-structured 

personal 

interview 

Investigates the individual's 

own perspective and 

understand and describe the 

event/relations. 

The interviewer decides sub 

themes for the interview. 

Gets the liberty to 

specify what to 

bring up within the 

sub-themes. 

Interview guide and 

note taking during 

and after the 

interview. 

Recording if the 

respondent allows it. 

Unstructured 

interview 

Can be seen as a guided 

conversation. The 

interviewer may have 

formulated some key 

questions in advance. 

Allows for questions based 

on the responses. 

The interview is 

more like a friendly, 

non-threatening 

conversation. 

Notetaking during 

and after the 

interview. 

Recording if the 

respondent allows it. 
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The semi-structured personal interviews were held with employees at CES, see Table 5. The 

purpose was to gain an understanding of how CES work and the strengths and limitations of an 

NGO in a product development project, see interview guide in Appendix 1. The guide was 

developed in line with “the funnel model” (Kvale, 2007). Open questions were formulated to 

give the respondent more freedom to answer the questions (Westlander, 2000), this led to fitting 

follow-up questions.  The semi-structured interviews were transcribed to gain a higher validity 

and reliability to the result.  

Table 5 Semi structured interviews 

Respondent Title Time Deviations 

Marie Johansson CEO - Responded through e-mail 

Tuhafeni Nghilunanye Assistant Project Manager 40 min - 

Tweendeni Andreas Field Coordinator 52 min - 

 

3.5 Data Analysis  

The results from the empirical studies were analysed together with the literature study in four 

categories to discover success factors for small non-Namibian companies or organisations that 

want to develop products for the rural areas:   
 

 The organisation: how to organise for a new project, which actors to involve, how to 

adapt to the business mind-set in rural Namibia, how to distribute the products. 

 The product: how to design the product for the user, what to think of during 

prototyping/manufacturing, what resources and capabilities that are available. 

 The user: understanding the user needs and how they respond to new technology, how to 

develop a product with the users and not only for the users.  

 The setting: how small scale product development in Namibia differs from large scale 

projects in India. 

 

Based on the discussion, key success factors will be found and presented in the conclusion 

divided in two categories: project organisation and product design. 

 

3.6 Method Discussion 

The active field studies are a key method in this report. It made it possible to not only study the 

users from the side but also work together with them, a working experience that would not have 

been possible otherwise. Many problems and difficulties of conducting product development 

projects in a developing country are linked to the cultural differences. Tacit knowledge, general 

manners, body language and talking via interpreters are just a few things that might lead to 

misunderstandings. Experiencing the development project in a first-hand perspective gave access 

to the implicit insights and feelings from the developer's point of view. On the contrary, it is a 

risk to get too emotionally involved when conducting the active study and not to keep an 

objective view. It is therefore possible to question the validity of the results and further studies 

on the topic are needed.    
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The main benefit of conducting an active study and “hijacking” an ongoing development project 

is that the methods that are being studied comes across as natural to the users and not as a made 

up experiment where they are asked to comment on a fictive project. This gives more unbiased 

and reliable results since the users are not aware of what is being studied. (Fiske, Gilbert, & 

Lindzey, 2010) 

 

To get a wider perspective and a more objective approach to the research question, the active 

study was supported by a passive field study and interviews with experts on the farmers’ 

situation in northern Namibia. Both semi-structured and unstructured interviews were held with 

the employees at CES and with the farmers during the field studies. The benefit with the more 

structured interviews is that the respondents are asked a similar set of questions which allows for 

comparison in the result. The unstructured interviews lack more in reliability since they are 

based on more spontaneous questions. However, this is a good way to gain a deeper 

understanding within a specific topic and to generate questions for the semi-structured 

interviews. (Business Dictionary, 2016; Kvale, 2007) 

 

By spending eight weeks in Namibia it was possible to experience the Namibian way of life first 

handed. To really benefit from the fact that the study took place in Namibia it started with a 

passive field study and ethnographic observations. Those observations gave a general 

understanding for the context and laid the foundation for the coming studies. Another reason for 

the extended studies of the local context is that the literature offers no support by previous 

studies. In order to see if the general theory applies in Namibia, it was necessary to actively 

study the ethnographic situation.  

 

With reliability and validity in mind, all found success factors were cross checked with the 

existing literature. Most of the success factors could be found in the theory which validates the 

result. The success factors that could not be found in the theory are argued to be linked with the 

previously unstudied, specific context of this thesis. It is also suggested to further study these 

findings in order to validate them.     
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4 RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results from the field study in Namibia. The result is divided into three 

sections where the first section presents the results from interviewing employees at CES. 

Thereafter follows the result from the passive field study and finally the active field study. 

 

4.1 Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were held with CES’s CEO Marie Johansson, Field Coordinator 

Tweendeni Andreas and Assistant Project Manager Tuhafeni Nghilunanye. The interviews focus 

on how CES built their network, which actors are involved in their projects and their experiences 

from working with farmers.  

4.1.1 Building a Network  

Network of Farmers 

Since 2009, CES have worked on Community Based Adaptation Projects where they mainly 

teach farmers to work by Conservation Agriculture (CA) methods. CA is a holistic agriculture 

method and one main advantage compared to the traditional methods used in Namibia is that the 

soil is ploughed in a way so that the rain is captured better. This means that the small amount of 

rainfall comes to better use and gives larger yields. Tweendeni explains that to get in touch with 

farmers, CES contacted the counsellors of five different regions. The counsellors were asked to 

point out so called lead farmers who had a central role in their village and could be interested in 

trying a new way of farming. These lead farmers were then trained by CES in how to use the CA 

method. The farmers were responsible for teaching their new knowledge to their neighbours. 

Since one lead farmer could train up to twenty other farmers, the knowledge of CA spread 

quickly. Today CES are active in eight regions with approximately 62 lead farmers in each 

region. With their large network of farmers, CES are able to work with them and get feedback on 

new projects, both services and products. Marie, Tweendeni and Tuhafeni all agree that their 

strong network gives CES a unique position when it comes to implementing new ideas in 

northern Namibia.    

 

When CES are approached with a new project they have good use of their network. They have a 

couple of lead farmers in villages close to their office in Ondangwa, who can easily participate in 

a first pilot or user study. Therefore, the project can get started without too much administrative 

work. Since most of CES’ projects are about services and education it is often enough with CES’ 

own employees or consultants to carry them out.  

 

Project Based Work 

CES’ core business is services but lately they have also engaged in several product development 

projects. These have often been a collaboration with for example universities as it requires skills 

that CES do not possess. In these projects CES mainly provide their external partners with work 

facilities and contact with farmers. For more advanced mechanical work they have partnered up 

with a manufacturer of agricultural equipment in Windhoek who advises in technical questions 

and also offers his workshop services when needed.  
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Despite engagement in product based projects, CES do not plan to expand their business to a 

product selling organisation. They work on a project to project basis and need to constantly 

search funding for the next project in order to stay alive as an NGO. Marie means that making a 

product based project dependent on CES would make it vulnerable as they continuously rely on 

external project funding. Tuhafeni explains that the purpose of hosting product development 

projects is to create business opportunities for local entrepreneurs by handing over the product 

once it has been developed. CES do not want to keep any business to themselves, instead they 

want to benefit and support the local community in every step of the process.  

 

Many projects have passed through CES, they have been successful in implementing their 

educational programs and offering their services. However, none of the product based projects 

has made it further than the development phase. The employees meant that the responsibility to 

make a business of the project was on someone else but who this “someone” was is unclear. 

 

Financial Services 

Even though most of CES’ projects are about education they often require equipment, such as 

tractors and rippers for the CA projects. In order to provide these expensive products CES 

teamed up with the financial institute Kongalend. At Kongalend the farmers can apply for a loan 

to buy a tractor, CES then vouch for the farmer by writing a letter of recommendation saying that 

the farmer is trained in CA and has a customer base for tractor services. By writing letters of 

recommendation to Kongalend CES can control who buys a tractor and make sure that the 

tractors are geographically spread so they can benefit as many as possible. Marie explains that 

enabling financial aid without being the lender is in line with CES’ vision of a local community 

that is not dependent on NGOs or charity organisations.  

 

Vocational Training Centres 

In Namibia there are multiple vocational training centres (VTCs) where people can learn 

craftsmanship such as carpentry, masonry, metalwork and business administration amongst 

others. The programs are usually three to six months long and teach the students the basics in the 

chosen craft. The goal with these programs is to give students enough knowledge to get hired or 

start their own business after they graduate. At some occasions CES have hired VTC students to 

help out with manufacturing products. One of the product development projects, the marula nut 

cracker, was handed over to a graduate so he could start up a business of producing and selling 

the cracker. Tuhafeni Nghilunanye sums it up by stating: “We empower people, that is 

something that we believe in, you know, help and empower small businesses of somebody that 

wants to get into business. Because we don’t want to just give things to them, they have to 

understand that they have to do some sort of work.”  

 

However, there are not only upsides with the VTC collaboration. Tuhafeni believes that the 

training they get is insufficient, he has experience from working with VTC students who after 

half of their education still cannot measure right or cut straight. He is doubtful whether the 

students gain enough learning experience, especially when it comes to setting up a business of 

their own or working with others. They get very little exposure during these months and 
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therefore they do not get enough job attachments. Tuhafeni explains that CES have made sure to 

supervise the manufacturing done by VTC graduates until they feel they are ready to take over 

and start their own business. Marie also believes that the VTC instructors does not show enough 

interest when approached with a new product idea or product development project. She thinks 

this is a shame since it could benefit both the community in general and the students directly.  

 

4.1.2 Working with Farmers 

The employees at CES emphasise that farmers in Namibia are curious on new technology but 

have little knowledge about existing products. They are therefore dependent on that people bring 

new technology to them. This is part of the reason why CES find it easy to maintain and extend 

their network, the farmers always respond positively to the invitation and participate in new 

projects. CES’ experience is also that word of mouth really works in the rural areas. They often 

get phone calls from people that want to buy products. Tuhafeni means that there is no need for 

marketing new products; “just do a demonstration at a lead farmer’s house and ask them to invite 

their friends, if they like what they see you can go back home and wait for the phone to ring”.      

 

Even though the farmers are curious of new technology they are not always easily convinced. 

Tweendeni describes the difficulties with implementing CA for the first time: the first step was 

to give the farmers a demo plot so they could test the CA method without risking their own yield. 

After that the farmers slowly started to implement CA at their own farms, one step at the time. 

Many of the farmers first only used the CA method on 15% of their fields and the next year they 

increased it to 30% and so on. Even though the CA fields gave larger yields the farmers did not 

want to reject their traditional methods that had been taught from generation to generation. “One 

year when it did not rain at all, the farmers blamed the CA method for not getting any yields” 

Tweendeni explained despairingly. However, after a couple of years it was clear that CA was the 

superior method and more farmers wanted to adopt it.  
 

Tweendeni believes that the lead farmer network is a great way to come in contact with farmers 

to spread ideas and new technology. However, he raised the concern that the network mostly 

consists of people who are already curious and eager to develop and might not be representative 

for the average farmer.  

 

4.2 Passive Field Study 

The results from the passive field studies are based on ethnographical observations and talking to 

farmers in their natural work setting and holding workshops discussing product related issues. 

The results are also taken from own experience by living and working in Ondangwa and 

interacting with the locals to understand the setting and environment.   

 

4.2.1 Understanding the Target Group 

In order to understand the farmers living in northern Namibia, field visits have been conducted at 

five different homesteads, observing the daily life and how new technologies have been 

introduced to their work routines. When introducing new technology, three areas has been 
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studied: Farmers’ incentives to leave old methods behind, their level of understanding new 

technology and their engagement for developing a new method. The results from the latter will 

be presented in the active field study.  

 

Life in the Homestead 

The farmers live in homesteads, close to small communities where they hold local meetings or 

buy the most essential things in shops or bars. In each homestead there are approximately twelve 

people living from all ages. When studying the way farmers work it became clear that men are in 

charge of using technical equipment such as machines and vehicles. Women are responsible for 

the physical work; taking care of the house, farm chores such as harvesting and feeding animals 

and selling items at the market. Their main income is selling self-manufactured products on the 

market such as baskets, clay pots, dried meat or vegetables. Retired people above 65, get 1200 

NAD/month from the government.  

 

A normal work day lasts for as long as they have energy to work, before the weather gets too hot 

as temperatures can increase to over 40 degrees Celsius during the summer. In the homesteads 

they often help each other with farm. If there is a lot of work they get help from their neighbours, 

for example if they need to thresh and winnow a large batch of Mahangu.  During the farm visits, 

it was common that the younger kids accompanied their parents. The women explained that the 

kids help out from an early age, the women themselves had been threshing since they were 8 or 9 

years old.  

 

Introducing New Technology 

To analyse farmers’ attitude towards technology shifts, the evolvement of threshing methods has 

been studied. Today there are four methods of threshing Mahangu in Namibia: pounding, 

whipping, using a tractor or a fuel powered machine. These methods were both observed and 

analysed together with the farmers. 
 

During the field visits and discussions at the first workshop the farmers took pride in their 

traditional threshing methods of pounding and whipping. It has been taught from generation to 

generation and they can control the quality of the output. Despite that, they all believe that the 

traditional methods are too heavy and hard work. The farmers are curious when easier, non-

traditional methods are introduced but they are also very strict that the result has to be better than 

their traditional ways to be worth it. If they are introduced to a concept with poor result, they 

lose interest and when the result is good it still takes some time to fully convince them. They first 

want to test the new technique on smaller portions to be able to compare it with the old methods, 

if they are satisfied they will increase the portions. 
 

When the tractor threshing service was introduced a few years ago it quickly grew popular 

amongst the farmers. Today it is the most widely used method, especially when handling large 

batches. Unlike the traditional methods the tractor saves the farmers a lot of energy as it is not as 

heavy work or as time consuming. Many farmers are renting the tractor service even when they 

barely can afford it because they would not be able to manage their large batches otherwise. 
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Even though saving time is appreciated, reducing the physical work is higher valued since there 

are many heavy chores on the farm.  
 

The only competition the tractor has today is the fuel powered machine, which does threshing 

and winnowing combined. The machine has been introduced in two versions. When the first 

version was introduced it was met with curiosity but it turned out to have a lot of downsides. It 

was faster and more productive than the previous methods but the quality was poor and the 

grains were damaged in the process. This gave the machine a bad reputation and the farmers 

became sceptic. When the updated version came, the farmers agreed that the quality of the output 

had increased sufficiently. It was easy to use and less time consuming which enabled them to 

focus on other chores. The farmers who had not used the new version were sceptic when they 

heard of it but they were still interested to hear the other farmers’ opinions. They said that they 

were interested to see for themselves how well it worked to determine whether they liked it or 

not. 

 

A challenge with introducing new technology is to make sure that the farmers understand how it 

is supposed to be used. Something that was clear from CES’ marula nut cracker. If the farmers 

only know the purpose of the product but do not understand the function, they are likely to end 

up using it wrong. During a field visit one farmer explained how she had bought a cracker but 

that she was not satisfied with it. The cracker did not work as she had been promised and when 

she demonstrated how she was using it; it became clear that she did not understand how to use it 

correctly. Instead of putting the nuts in one at a time she poured the whole bag of nuts into the 

cracker. She had high expectations on the product performance but did not understand the 

technique. The woman had been using the marula cracker incorrectly simply because no one had 

taken the time to explain how to operate it when she bought it.  

 

4.2.2 Reaching the Target Group 

One of the biggest challenges with developing products for people living in rural areas is 

distribution. Where farmers hear about new products and how to reach them have been studied 

through observations and interviews. During the second workshop Project Mahangu's threshing 

machine was also put into a larger context to discuss topics such as affordability, added value 

and distribution. 

 

Marketing and Distribution 

The main channel of hearing about new technology in rural areas is through word of mouth. 

Mobile phones are common and the word spreads quickly. The farmers do not actively search for 

new innovative solutions that would make their life easier but they are eager eared when 

someone approaches them with a new innovation. If they like the idea they are quick to spread 

the word further. 

 

The lead farmers are therefore better fit as distributors than people in the town or city. The lead 

farmers have higher credibility and if they use a new method successfully, other farmers are 

more likely to be convinced. The benefit with using the lead farmers as distributors of 

agricultural equipment is that they have the largest network of people that can use these kinds of 
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products or services. The farmers explained that they could gather 10-20 people to their 

homestead to demonstrate a new product. They have had good experiences doing this in previous 

CES projects such as CA and the Drip Irrigation System where all participants ended up 

adopting these systems. After the demonstration the farmers would either encourage people to 

invest in the product themselves or to buy the service from the lead farmer. 

 

Judging from speaking with the farmers, there is no demand for a transport service when buying 

products in the cities. They believe it is a waste of money and rather use their own network to 

bring their new purchase home. Based on observations, barter is still common among farmers 

and they rather trade favours with friends than buying a service such as transportation from a 

company. 

 

Finding Value in a New Product 

When discussing affordability issues and how much money farmers would be willing to spend 

on agricultural equipment, the farmers separated income generating products from non-income 

generating ones. For example, they explained that for them to invest in a new threshing machine 

that costed more than 1000-2000 NAD they would have to take a loan at Kongalend. It would 

however be worth taking a loan to buy such a machine since they would be able to earn back 

their money through offering rental services to the poorer farmers who would not be able to take 

a loan. If the product would not be suitable to rent out, the price sensitivity among the farmers 

increased dramatically. It was also found that when offering an expensive product, it is important 

to motivate the price. The farmer needs to know where the costs originate, for example material 

costs and salaries, in order to accept the price of the product. 

 

4.3 Active Field Study  

The results from the active field studies are based on information collected during the two 

workshops discussing new technology and demonstrating the threshing prototypes. Data has also 

been collected from experiences building the prototypes in CES’ office.  

4.3.1 Working with the Farmers 

During the workshops, first-hand information was gathered to understand the target group. 

During the first workshop the farmers discussed what they required from the prototype and what 

they valued. During the second workshop the farmers generated more prototype specific ideas 

about features and design. 

 

Introducing New Technology 

When demonstrating the first threshing prototype to different genders, the feedback regarding the 

quality of the threshed grains differed substantially. The men were very positive and impressed 

by the functionality, while the women only needed one look to determine that the result was not 

good enough. The different perspectives show that women are more knowledgeable in the 

agriculture area since this is their responsibility and they take pride in their work. 
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At the first workshop the farmers were introduced to the first version of project Mahangu’s 

threshing prototype. The turn up was higher than requested, 13 farmers showed instead of 5-6 

people as required. For the workshop to be correctly executed, the farmers who had not been 

officially invited were told that they were welcome back later. When discussing with the farmers 

and employees from CES it was clear that they were expecting a fully functional prototype that 

was not necessarily manually driven and was cheap enough for them to buy. When the prototype 

was demonstrated they realised that this was not the case since the prototype was merely an 

illustration of the technique and not a final version. The result was not as good as they had 

expected as the grains were not fully threshed. This had a negative impact on the reaction on the 

prototype at first, some farmers lost a bit of interest. In general, it was harder to generate new 

ideas and feedback on the prototype. For the next workshop it was crucial to improve the 

threshing prototype to satisfy the farmers’ needs and rebuild their commitment to the project.  

 

During the second workshop an updated version of the prototype was demonstrated where some 

of the farmers’ suggestions of improvements had been implemented and the quality of the 

threshing had increased substantially. This time the farmers were satisfied and more engaged to 

share their ideas. They began to see the product in a larger context where they could use it 

themselves. Partly because they knew what to expect from the workshop this time and partly 

because they felt like they had influence on the prototype. When comparing the farmers’ 

commitment during the two workshops, they were more positive in the latter. 

 

Working with the Users 

It was difficult to brainstorm ideas with the farmers and make them think outside the box before 

showing them prototypes and demonstrating how it works. If they saw that the prototype did not 

work perfectly, they had a hard time seeing the potential in the technique or giving feedback on 

features like form and function. The needed to see a result they liked before they could give 

more product specific feedback.   
 

The best product specific ideas were generated when the farmers saw a prototype they believed 

in, that inspired them to come with ideas and build upon each other’s thoughts. The most useful 

information came during discussions where they analysed what features were important for them 

and what creates value. In the second workshop it became clearer to the farmers that they were 

part of the process, they realised that their thoughts could influence the prototype and they got 

more engaged. Putting them in a position where they were treated as experts in their own area 

made them more committed to the project. The farmers also reacted positively when the 

prototypes were built in materials that they were familiar with. When using materials that they 

recognise from their daily work made it easier for them to relate to the new idea. It caught their 

attention since it showed that the same material could be used for different purposes.  

 

Working with Interpreters 

The farmers did not speak any English and the two employees from CES stepped in as 

interpreters during the field visits and workshops. The Field Coordinator already had a close 

relationship with the farmers. The farmers felt more comfortable answering him since they 

already knew him and therefore it was easier to approach them through him.  
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During the workshops the farmers often begun to discuss amongst each other, often about things 

that turned out to be of value for the project. When communicating through interpreters it is hard 

to pick up these “behind the scene talks”. Another challenge was to make sure that the 

interpreters did not take own initiatives that interfered with the session. This occurred during the 

first workshop and with these insights it was avoided for the second one by making sure the 

interpreters understood the purpose of each exercise. Working with 5-6 people was just enough 

to be able to pick up what people said without anything getting lost due to language barriers.  

 

4.3.2 Local Manufacturing 

Local manufacturing possibilities were studied when prototyping for Project Mahangu along 

with experiences from visiting different manufacturing facilities and hardware stores. 

Prototyping for Project Mahangu 

When working on Project Mahangu in Sweden, many assumptions had been made on what was 

considered a good result and what materials that were appropriate and affordable. Once in 

Namibia it became clear that many of the decisions and assumptions that had been made in 

Sweden were wrong, which forced the development back in the process to make more accurate 

estimations based on real data.  
 

When building a replicate of the winnowing prototype from the project in Sweden it was difficult 

finding the right material, even though a local workshop owner had verified in advance that the 

materials were available in Namibia. The prototype needed to be redesigned to fit what was 

available on the market and this resulted in a too expensive product. Instead a new threshing 

prototype was designed based on locally available material. A market search was made, looking 

in hardware stores and finding scrap pieces from other manufacturers. It was also necessary to 

establish what tools could be purchased and which machines could be used for more complex 

constructions. If the design demands an advanced and unavailable manufacturing process it 

would be too expensive to serve the purpose of an affordable product. The employees at CES 

knew what was available in the local stores and also had a network they could use to find 

recycled materials. This information is only possible to retrieve if spending time on site.   
 

During the workshops, one farmer pointed out that the benefit with using locally available 

material and manufacturers is that it would be easier for the farmers to maintain and repair their 

products to make them last longer. This seemed to be appreciated by all farmers at the workshop.  

 

Manufacturing Challenges 

In Namibia welding is the most commonly used manufacturing method because it is cheap and 

there is a variation of material available. Working with wood on the other hand is very 

expensive, it is difficult to find good quality and the selection is small. Therefore, it is beneficial 

developing a prototype based on welding. 
 

Another observation was that most workspaces are limited on tools and advanced equipment. In 

the few cases machinery was accessible, they were often poorly maintained and it was clear that 



 

  35 

people did not know how to handle the machines properly. Most of the work was therefore done 

with basic tools such as hammers and wrenches. Another issue noticed was that there was almost 

no safety equipment available in the workshops or at the hardware stores. When observing a 

couple of welders working, nobody wore gloves and they were only using sunglasses to protect 

their eyes from the bright arc.  

 

Another important issue to bear in mind when manufacturing agricultural equipment is the 

transportation. Equipment is often transported on the back of a pickup truck and the roads in the 

rural areas are poorly maintained gravel roads, only suitable for 4x4 vehicles. This often puts 

more stress to the equipment then the actual use of it.  
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5 DISCUSSION 

The discussion is divided into four areas that are key when planning to develop products for 

people at the low income market; organisation, product, user and setting. Results from studying 

the Namibian market are compared with general theory about innovation for the BOP. From the 

discussion, success factors for product development will be highlighted in the conclusion.  

 

5.1 The Organisation 

This sub-chapter focuses on areas relevant when planning the project organisation. Actors 

involved, how to build a network and innovative ways of doing business will be discussed. 

5.1.1 Being in the Right Setting 

For non-Namibian companies or organisations that plan to develop products that benefit people 

living in rural Namibia, it is essential that the R&D is conducted in Namibia. In line with 

existing literature (Prahalad, 2012; Luchs, Swan, & Griffin, 2016; Radjou, Prabhu, & Ahuja, 

2012) the study argues that products developed together with users are more likely to meet local 

conditions. The product gets based on unique insights from interactions with the users in their 

natural environment. There was a big difference developing the threshing prototype in Sweden 

and developing the new prototypes in Namibia. When developing in Namibia the prototypes 

were based on user needs, locally available resources and capabilities. When developing in-

house in Sweden, the information stream between Sweden and Namibia was weak due to poor 

infrastructure. These communication challenges are also pointed out in the theory (Ricart, 

Enright, Ghemawat, Hart, & Khanna, 2004; Sheth, 2011). The communication was based on 

CES as a middleman and did not transfer nuances that were crucial when trying to understand 

the users. In the design thinking literature, it is highlighted that the information stream risks 

getting modified when communicating through middlemen. There is a risk that the users will tell 

the researchers what they think that they want to hear instead of the reality. Therefore, a success 

factor is to develop the product in Namibia to be able to study the market and interact with the 

users. Only then is it possible to fully understand their needs. It will also become possible to 

explore the local conditions and what resources and capabilities that are available.  

 

As stated in the theory (Marquez, Reficco, & Berger, 2010; Michelini, 2012; Seelos & Mair, 

2007), the resources and capabilities are limited in developing countries which affects the 

product development. Therefore, traditional business models need to be reconstructed to fit the 

market. Spending time understanding the setting, establishing partnerships with local actors and 

building a network is key. Research has proven that collaborations with non-traditional partners 

such as NGOs, community groups, local entrepreneurs, and women, are more successful than 

only working with traditional partnerships (London & Hart, 2004). These partners are key to 

develop local capabilities and resources, and can help companies co-create products with the 

poor and to meet their requirements.  
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5.1.2 Network of Farmers 

When developing a product for people in the rural areas, based on their needs, it is essential to 

access a network to reach the right people. Preferably through partnering with a local NGO that 

can facilitate contact with the users and provide essential facilities, as agreed with London & 

Hart (2004). The benefit with reaching the target through a local partner, like CES, is that they 

already have established a relationship with the people living in the rural area. The partner will 

be able to maintain that relationship even after the project is completed and channel the product 

for distribution. It is easier to convince people at the BOP to collaborate if trust is already there, 

this is also stated in the theory (Chikweche & Fletcher, 2011). In Namibia trust and respect is 

essential and therefore focus should be put on strengthening the link between the external and 

local actors. 
 

CES’ biggest strength is their network, their relationship with farmers is especially strong since 

the field coordinator already has a close relationship to many of the farmers. He knows the best 

way to approach them and they trust him. For non-locals, it is necessary to consider cultural 

differences and social rules that needs to be applied. CES are able to reach a broad range of 

farmers that are willing to participate in new projects, therefore they have a powerful channel of 

communicating new technology and methods. For an external partner that wants to develop 

products, a partner like CES will open up many opportunities. Once the network is established, 

the developers have a direct link to discover user needs, get feedback on new ideas and distribute 

technology. The network can work as an ongoing source of information and insights that will be 

highly valuable for the project.  
 

5.1.3 Business Model Innovation 

The core of frugal innovation, BOP-theory and social innovation is to improve the lives of the 

poorest people on the planet. However, it is not easy to develop products that does just that and 

yet is affordable. All these theories therefore puts a lot of emphasis on business model 

innovation (Prahalad, 2012; Chandra & Neelankavil, 2008). In order to reach the target group, 

one has to explore new ways to finance the products rather than selling it directly to the end user. 
 

By studying CES it became clear that it is not enough to have a good product idea, there are 

many features to take into consideration such as finance, implementation and sustainability. 

According to Ozer (2006), the majority of the product ideas fail when entering the low income 

market. Perhaps it is due to lack of user involvement during the product development or it is 

simply because there is no sustainable business plan to keep the product alive. For companies 

and organisations that want to launch new product to the BOP market, they need to rethink the 

way they do business. Prahalad & Hart (2002) describe how MNCs fail to do so, simply because 

they are unable to develop a fitting business model. There needs to be a plan for making new 

technologies available and accessible on the market. In rural Namibia, there is a need for new 

technology and people are curious when approached by innovative products. This can be seen in 

the way CES’ customer base has evolved and the demand for more services and products has 

grown.  
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Many researchers (Marquez, Reficco, & Berger, 2010; Michelini, 2012; Prahalad, 2004) are 

arguing that an inclusive business model is successful when targeting the BOP. By including 

non-traditional partners it will be possible to create shared values for all actors involved. Seeing 

the poor not only as consumers but also as business partners, they can contribute as either 

manufacturers, interpreters, customers or distributors. 

 

As described in the literature (Hall, Matos, & Martin, 2014), there are several pathways of 

innovation when working with people at the BOP as customers and business partners. The 

Mahangu project has been conducted in the BOP to develop product for the BOP. However, 

competencies from the TOP was also brought in to the innovation process, offering technical and 

managerial support with purpose of improving the life of the farmers. In summary, the 

development project was facilitated by a local enterprise with input from the farmers. For 

technical implementation and project management, university students were brought in as 

external partners to develop the product. A benefit using this pathway (BOP to BOP through 

TOP) is that it is inclusive and creates shared values for all actors involved. This model can also 

contribute to empower people living at the BOP and give them confidence and generate 

opportunities to escape poverty by using their own measures, in line with UNDP (2008) 
 

5.1.4 Actors Involved 

As suggested in the theory (London, Rondinelli, & O'neill, 2004; Michelini, 2012; Seelos & 

Mair, 2007), it is important to consider what actors should be involved in the project. CES have 

occasionally chosen to collaborate with external partners such as international university student 

or international consultants. However, these collaborations always end when the students go 

home and in CES’ case, the project reaches a dead end as the responsibility of the project is 

unclear. Therefore, it is crucial that after a project has come to an end or a final product is 

handed over, there is someone in charge of the project continuation. There needs to be a local 

actor responsible for implementing a business plan for the product. To use CES as an example, 

they are vulnerable to sell products because they are not allowed to make a profit. Instead they 

are better off handing over the product together with a business plan to a local manufacturer. 

This way they would be able to provide job opportunities to for example a newly graduated VTC 

student. However, the manufacturers or VTC students often have a limited education and 

experience in setting up a business. Previous experiences from CES have proved that simply 

handing over a product with an implementation plan is not enough. Instead they need to offer 

supervision before the new business will be able to continue on its own. A positive effect would 

be that the project could help empower small local entrepreneurs and give them an opportunity to 

set up a business.  

 

Parallels to the partnership between a university and an NGO can be drawn to the triple helix 

model (Leydesdorff & Meyer, 2006). As argued by Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff  (2000) the 

collaboration between the industry and the university is stronger during the R&D phase than the 

involvement from the government. CES provided the project with resources such as network 

with farmers, contacts to local businesses and workspace, all of which would have been difficult 

to access otherwise. The missing competencies such as in depth technology knowledge, 

experience with product development and R&D activities, were provided by the students. The 
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only thing missing was involvement from a third actor that put grant and capital funds into the 

project, that is especially important after the product development is completed.  By having an 

actor that puts financial demand on the project, it will create a stronger incentive to keep the 

project running. In line with theory (Chen, Li & Batchuluun, 2012; Etzkowitz, Mello & Almeida, 

2005), the third actor represents the government and is recommended for a successful 

implementation and sustainable production that benefits the poor. The complexity when applying 

triple helix collaborations in a small scale production context is that the funding is more difficult 

to establish, especially when the industry is represented by an NGO that is dependent on external 

funding. This is another reason why CES projects with external partners have reached a dead 

end. It could be further analysed to why good-will projects in general fail. The governments in 

developing countries are often corrupt (Nari Kahle, Dubiel, Ernst, & Prabhu, 2013; UNDP, 

2008). Even though Namibia is considered a stable country in comparison to its neighbours 

(WorldBank, 2016), it still shows tendencies of corruption. Therefore, it is suggested to find a 

substitution to what the government role offers in the triple helix model. Being dependent on 

governmental institutions also means more bureaucracy and slower processes. 

 

5.1.5 Distribution 

CES’ experience from over eight years of networking with farmers in Namibia is that word of 

mouth is the most powerful marketing and distribution channel in the rural areas. According to 

(Lusch & Vargo, 2004; Lusch & Vargo, 2006), the best way of creating a positive word of 

mouth message is  to co-create the product together with an opinion leader. By inviting lead 

farmers to try new ideas and to co-create products, CES do just that. As opinion leaders, the lead 

farmers have a higher credibility when promoting new ideas. Due to their position in the village 

their word has a higher impact than a salesperson’s from the city. In line with theory (Mason, 

2008) on marketing in developing countries and observation of CES’ network in this study, lead 

farmers can be considered as the best distributors of products and information targeting people in 

the rural areas. Mason (2008) finds that word of mouth is critical when marketing to less 

sophisticated or literate markets. Fragmented distribution is one of the main challenges when 

working with the BOP and because of media darkness, traditional means of reaching customers 

in rural areas are difficult. Rubesch (2005) means that the poor neither gets access to what 

products are available on the market or knowledge on how to use them.  

 

The lead farmers together with the project responsible, e.g. an NGO, also have an important role 

after the product has reached the users. Since the understanding for new technology is low, 

information and training on how to use and maintain products are crucial for the adoption of new 

products. When introducing new technology, it is important that the customer understands how 

to use it. Otherwise the customer might become sceptic of it instead of seeing the potential. In 

line with social innovation theory, new products should empower people and make them feel 

included in society. A negative user experience could have a negative impact on the distribution 

of the product. Transformator Design (2016) found that distributing products in an effective way 

is not enough to push a technology shift in the rural areas. Follow ups and continuous training 

are just as important to make the technology adoption sustainable. If a product has a complex 

design, it is important that the customer gets instructions on how to use it and that the 

salesperson assures the customer understands. Therefore, a success factor when introducing a 
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new product on the market is to be available for the customers and offer support to ensure the 

product gets used in a way that brings value to people’s lives.  

 

5.2 The Product 

This sub-chapter discusses how to develop products for the users. It also discusses challenges 

and opportunities when manufacturing products for the rural area.  

5.2.1 Design for the User 

When developing products for people at the BOP it is key to do radical innovation based on the 

user needs. The findings of this study go in line with existing theory (Radjou, Prabhu, & Ahuja, 

2012; Prahalad, 2012) about that the development projects need to take place in the right context 

in order to be successful. Being in the right setting has proven to be crucial for the understanding 

of the user as well as for the user to understand the product. Since most people at the BOP do not 

have much experience with technology, products must be user friendly and failsafe in order to 

gain acceptance and not break due to misuse. One step in line with a failsafe product 

development is to build robust products with few adjustment possibilities. The more adjustment 

possibilities - the greater need for information and by that greater risk for misuse and lower 

quality of the output. The observation on how agricultural equipment is being transported in the 

rural areas supports the theory, saying that frugal innovations should be robust (Kumar & 

Phanish, 2012). Too many loose parts would make the product vulnerable, both for 

transportation and usage.  

 

Something that was clear from studying the farmers in Namibia was that there are different 

levels of poverty. The varying sizes of each years’ yield is one factor but farmers who lives 

closer to cities and communities can also easier earn money by selling goods at the market. 

Further out on the countryside barter between neighbours is more common. A business model 

that was discussed with the farmers during the workshops was a rental service among the 

farmers. One farmer with a more stable economic situation, preferably a lead farmer, buys the 

machine either by direct payment or via loan through a financial institute, such as Kongalend. 

The farmer will then rent out the machine to neighbours to finance the purchase and is alone 

responsible for setting a price on that service. This opens up for multiple payment options, either 

through an economic compensation or a combination including bartering. A set up like this 

opens up for new technology to reach even the poorest farmers. As also suggested in the theory 

(Jha & Krishnan, 2013), without sacrificing the product’s quality by cutting costs, it can still be 

affordable for the poorest farmers who can rent the service instead. It is important to integrate the 

business model and distribution plan from the beginning of the development process (Chikweche 

& Fletcher, 2011; Michelini, 2012). Together with the awareness of different user types 

(Bohgard & et.al, 2015; Hoffmann, 2007) this helps to develop the product not only for the users 

but also so the product actually reaches the users. If a product for example targets the poorest 

farmers it might result in a product where affordability has been the only objective, leading to a 

less robust product that in the end does not fit the user context. By integrating an alternative 

business model such as a rental service early in the development process, the product could be 

developed to better fit the context and allowed to be more expensive, still targeting the poorest 

farmers via a rental service. 
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5.2.2 Demand on New Technology 

In line with theory (Sanchez & Ricart, 2010), the study implies that people with low technology 

understanding have higher expectations of what a new product can do. If the function is not 

obvious it is looked upon as a black box solution, where input is transformed to output. Theory 

(Prahalad & Hart, 2002) describes a misconception that poor are not aware of quality but in fact 

they are very concerned that the product will work well and look good before they leave their old 

methods behind. The farmers in Namibia were concerned about the quality and appearances of 

the prototypes. However, when visiting the homesteads, the farmers use what they have because 

they do not have the luxury to choose between a high quality or low quality tool. If the tool or 

product fulfils its purpose the farmers will make do with what they have. 
 

Bringing value for the user and making products affordable is highlighted in the theory when 

developing products for the BOP (Anderson & Billou, 2007; Chandra & Neelankavil, 2008). The 

study also shows that the farmers are price sensitive and before investing in an expensive 

product, they need to know where the costs go. Therefore, they need to understand that there is 

more to the price than the material, there are also manufacturing and transportation cost etc.  

 

During discussion at the workshop when evaluating different threshing methods, some core 

values emerged. Saving energy is higher valued than saving time. If a more efficient method is 

introduced, such as threshing with a tractor, the farmers will choose that. This means that they 

think it is worth paying extra money to avoid physical work, as long as the new method is 

equally productive. 

 

5.2.3 Manufacturing 

When developing a product that is thought to be manufactured locally in a small scale, it is 

important to design it for the local manufacturing setting. To conduct the development in the 

right setting is therefore crucial for the choice of materials and manufacturing methods. When 

conducting large scale manufacturing it is easier to match the material to the design since there 

are economies of scale. In small scale manufacturing however, the design needs to match the 

materials available locally in order to keep the costs low. For example, it was clear from the 

observations that steel is by far the most common building material, even for simple products 

such as chairs and tables. Naturally, welding is therefore the most common handcraft skill. When 

planning for a small scale manufacturing carried out by a local business in Namibia, the chance 

of success therefore increases if the product is constructed in steel. Even though welding is a 

common skill and there are welding and manufacturing education at for example VTCs, the 

skills are often basic and the abilities of reading blueprints are limited. It is therefore highly 

important to be generous with tolerances and keep instructions as simple as possible. It is key 

that the manufacturer understands the product and the different components’ purpose to prevent 

that they tamper with the design or change materials. Something that could lead to lower quality 

or product failure.       
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Another benefit of using local small scale manufacturers is that it requires less initial capital. If 

setting up a large scale production or importing materials, a large initial investment is required. 

The business model is then to get economies of scale to keep production costs low, all in line 

with BOP- and frugal innovation theory. For a smaller company or organisation, it is difficult to 

make such an investment. When using local materials and manufacturers, the turnover rate is 

faster and less capital needs to be invested. This showed to be crucial when handing over 

projects to VTC students since they have very little or no initial capital. 

 

5.3 The User 

This sub-chapter discusses ways of involving the users in the development process to be able to 

meet their needs and find ways to introduce new technology.   

5.3.1 Understanding the Target 

The study showed that the farmers are open for testing and adopting new technology. According 

to the BOP theory (Hart & Sharma, 2004) the poor should get the opportunity to be exposed to 

new technology because there is an interest that previously has been overseen. From spending 

time with people in the rural area it was noticed that they do not actively look for ways to 

improve or make their work more efficient, even though they during discussions at the 

workshops are open to hear about new ideas. This implies that there is a low market pull in the 

rural Namibia but that there also is an opportunity for small enterprises or organisations to 

introduce new products, as long as they have a plan for how to reach the market. The low 

demand on new technology could be a result from poor marketing, people do not know what is 

available due to weak infrastructure and distribution channels. Not to be forgotten, the low and 

irregular income at the BOP also limits their purchasing power which makes them extremely 

price sensitive, in line with (Anderson & Billou, 2007; Viswanathan, Rosa, & Ruth, 2010). 

Another factor at play could be that it was only 25 years ago they became independent from the 

South African apartheid era (Hoffmann, 2007; Feinstein, 2002). Hence, they demand very little 

because it was only recently they were allowed make demands at all. Many people are satisfied 

with what they have today because it is more than they used to have.  

 

In Namibia in general, planning in advance is difficult as they live on day to day terms. The lack 

in drive and ambition, that was observed, can be reflected in their business mind-set. This could 

be a result of a culture where they never had to plan for different seasons. On the contrary, in the 

western world it has been a matter of surviving preparing for winter. Therefore, the western 

mind-set is a valuable asset when setting up a new production that could benefit the locals. By 

sharing the knowledge and expertise with people in rural Namibia, where education is scarce, it 

could increase their potential employment opportunities, in line with Webb et.al (2010). It could 

also rebuild the trust that was damaged during apartheid. According to Feinstein (2002) factors 

like poverty, poor education system and unemployment are direct consequences from the 

apartheid time. The lack in drive that was seen in the rural areas could be linked back to the 

apartheid time where it was not possible for people with coloured skin to make a career or 

develop professionally. A non-local entrepreneur needs to have this in mind when planning to 

develop products for people in the rural area. Guidance from someone with experience in how to 

set up a business is crucial, especially for small scale production. Weather it is a local NGO or an 
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external partner, education and supervision is important if the production is going to be handed 

over to a person with less experience.  

 

5.3.2 Introducing New Technology 

Field studies and interviews showed that the farmers are curious about new technology and 

products but they also are sceptic at first, especially if the purpose is to replace traditional means 

where the farmers are the experts. They need to see for themselves that the new technique works 

better than their traditional ways before they are fully convinced. In the example with CA, where 

the fields gave larger yields, the farmers did not immediately want to reject their traditional 

methods. Instead they wanted to test it out in different proportions and grew to accept it over 

time.  Another similar example during the study was when the farmers who had invested in the 

updated threshing machine tried to convince others to use it, they were met by resistance. Since 

the first model had damaged the grains it got a bad reputation and the farmers needed to see with 

their own eyes that this machine worked better. Therefore, it is good to bear in mind when 

developing products for the rural area that it will take time to fully convince people to adopt new 

technologies. They need substantial proof that it works, especially when it is supposed to replace 

an old craft that has been passed on for generations. Patience and respect is key.  

 

Using lead farmers to implement new technology is a step on the way to convince other farmers. 

They can work as both direct and indirect distributors. This is where CES have been successful 

and been able to reach a broader target group. The farmers need to “see it to believe it”. On the 

contrary, once they believe in a new product they do not look back. In line with theory (Sanchez 

& Ricart, 2010), old methods are easy to forget if new ones proves to be better. This can be 

further analysed to the opportunities in entering products at the BOP and the Namibian market 

because people in the rural area have nothing to lose. There are big technology leaps to be made 

compared to in the developed world, which once again argues for radical innovation that can 

make an impact. There is no value for the farmers in making small incremental adjustments on 

already existing products.  

 

5.3.3 Lead Farmers as Lead Users 

As stated in the theory, it is important to know who to approach when working with the users to 

get the right answers. When getting feedback on the output from the threshing prototype it made 

a big difference talking to men or women. In general, threshing is a women chore but there are 

also men that have experience in the area. In line with the theory (Bohgard & et.al, 2015), it is 

important to consider different levels of experience among the users. Before involving the user in 

the process, it is necessary to clarify who is most likely to use the new product. For example, 

agricultural machines are mainly used by men but it is the women who knows what is considered 

good output. Therefore, the product needs to be designed to be failsafe and to fit multiple 

categories of users. 

 

The study shows that working with lead farmers is a good way to generate ideas and get 

feedback on prototypes. Inviting smallholder farmers as a source of knowledge and expertise is 

also supported in the theory (IFAD, 2013) because they can provide practical solutions on how 
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to improve agriculture in a sustainable way. The collaboration between CES and the lead farmers 

has been successful and also empowered them as entrepreneurs. Since these farmers are trained 

by CES they are used to test new methods and concepts. They can be compared to lead users 

(Urban & Hippel, 1988) as they have great insight within a specific product area and are curious 

about contributing to the development of new products. However, it is important to bear in mind 

that the lead farmers might not be representative for the average Namibian farmer since they are 

trained to take on new products with an open mind. They are used to test new ideas and work in 

a creative manner, which does not necessarily conclude that other farmers will be as open.  
 

As discussed earlier, the process of introducing new technology in rural Namibia is long since it 

takes time to fully convince people to leave their old methods behind. Therefore, it can be further 

argued that it is beneficial to introduce new technology through lead farmers to be able to reach a 

broader network. CES’ lead farmers and early adopters are one step ahead of the general market 

and can predict what the majority want to use in the future, confirmed by Urban & Von Hippel 

(1988). Therefore, their word is higher valued than the average farmer’s. A person with good 

reputation is well fitted to test new products to convince others that it works and encourage them 

to follow their lead. When developing new products for the rural area it is therefore suggested to 

work with lead users that can add valuable insights to the project and set the direction as early 

adopters. This is supported in the literature for MNCs but is just as valuable for small scale 

entrepreneurs. 

 

In line with theory on expert users (Engelbrektsson, 2002; Reinicke, 2004), the lead farmers have 

in-depth experience using similar products and are likely to understand and analyse the new 

concepts. Hoffmann (2007) argues that these users will be more eager to take part in the 

developing activities. However, this could also limit their imagination as they already have a 

closed view of existing products and methods. This was noticed during the workshops; it was 

easier to analyse already existing prototypes than to generate ideas for a completely new concept.  
 

5.3.4 Workshops 

The biggest difference with holding the two workshops was the increased level of engagement in 

the second one. For the second workshop, the ideas and feedback that had been discussed in the 

first workshop had been implemented to the updated prototype. When the farmers saw that their 

ideas had an impact on the prototype they felt more committed to the project. This can be 

verified in existing BOP theory of working with the users instead of for the users. They want to 

see that their ideas are being used to feel like they are part of the process.  
 

Previous studies show that it is important to integrate users early in the development process 

(Steen, Kuijt-Evers, & Klok, 2007). This was also noticed during the development of the 

threshing prototype, the more involved the farmers were in the process the more engaged they 

got. Over time the farmers became more open to the new ideas that were presented to them. 

Once their attention had been caught it was possible to suggest improvements that did not come 

from them, and it was possible to co-create the product.  
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When working with the users, it is important to build their trust and respect from the beginning, 

as discussed earlier (Chikweche & Fletcher, 2011). Only then can crucial information about the 

users be gathered to understand what they value in a product. Over time, the farmers became 

more comfortable sharing their ideas and thinking outside the box and to discuss product related 

features and design. Eventually they were able to see the product in a larger context and to 

discuss how it could be used and distributed. By letting the farmers be a part of the process they 

became more inspired and believed in the idea. 

 

5.4 The Setting 

When defining the success factors for small scale product development projects in Namibia it 

was found that most of the existing theory on product development for the BOP is applicable. 

One area of success factors does however stand out from the rest as it is unsupported in the 

theory; using local materials and manufacturing methods. This does not mean that existing 

theory discourage the use of local capabilities but it raises a question to why it is not brought up 

when it was found to be a key success factor in Namibia. One possible reason lies within the 

research gap on product development for the BOP as a small scale company or organisation. 

Pioneers on the topic such as Prahalad, Radju and Prabhu, to name a few, all base their theory on 

studies carried out in India. Hence, almost all theory on how to conduct product development for 

the BOP have evolved from India and they all proclaim large scale or even mega scale 

production. (Kumar & Phanish, 2012) When developing products for people at the BOP in India 

it is not strange to suggest economies of scale given the fact that India’s population is 1.3 billion 

(World population review, 2016) of which 22% enrols as BOP (Reserve Bank of India, 2014). 

The population density in India is 441 inhabitants/km2 in contrast to Namibia with 3 

inhabitants/km2 or the sub-Saharan average of 42 inhabitants/km2. (World Bank, 2016) 

Considering these facts, it is easy to see that it is harder to achieve economies of scale in Africa 

and Namibia in particular. National borders as well as ethnical differences within countries 

makes it difficult to create large marketing- and distribution channels. This poses for multiple 

small scale production and distribution centres rather than one large scale production. It might be 

that the traditional way of conducting frugal innovation needs to be reviewed in order to suit 

rural areas in Africa.   

 

In Africa it is also common with development projects carried out by charity organisations and 

there is little theory on how to make these kinds of projects sustainable once the funding from 

charity or subsidiaries end. This could be seen in Namibia when the country was moved up in the 

income level ranking to “upper middle income” by the World bank. (World Bank, 2015) The 

new rating meant that countries that had given aid to Namibia before, now stopped giving aid. 

Since many projects were not economically sustainable without subsidiaries they were cancelled. 

(Mulunga, 2010)  
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6 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

In this chapter the research question is answered and success factors are listed when developing 

products for rural Namibia. This is followed by recommendations for future work. 

6.1 Conclusion 

This thesis has studied the specific context of northern Namibia in order to find the success 

factors when developing products for the rural areas as a non-Namibian company or 

organisation. There are however many similarities between Namibia and other sub-Saharan 

countries and it can be argued that the findings of this report apply in those similar contexts. The 

main contributions to the existing theory given by this report is the perspective of small scale 

companies or organisations as product developers for the BOP and the specific context of 

Namibia.  

The found success factors have been divided in two categories; project organisation and product 

design, see Table 6.  The first category lists the success factors for how a non-Namibian 

company or organisation should approach this context and adapt to the local culture. The second 

category lists general product design attributes that should be applied in order for the product to 

succeed. Many of the found success factors are also stated in existing literature, which validates 

them as success factors. However, when it comes to manufacturing, this report suggests to work 

locally in contrast to previous literature that are arguing for large scale production. The 

conclusion is that another manufacturing and distribution approach is needed when working 

small scale due to economic resources but also the low population density in Namibia. These 

success factors are presented in bold. 

Table 6 Success factors in product development for rural Namibia 

Project Organisation Product Design 

Be in Namibia to get unique insights and 

understanding 

Radical innovation rather than incremental 

Tailor an innovative business model for the 

local conditions 

Product should be easy to understand 

Work with a local organisation with a broad 

network 

Failsafe product design 

Co-create the product with lead users  Robust construction  

Collaborate with lead farmers as distributors Portable design 

Appoint a project responsible stationed in 

Namibia 

Use locally available material 

Use a local manufacturer Use locally available manufacturing 

methods 

Long term support and supervision to the 

manufacturer 

Easy design for poorly educated 

manufacturers 

Conduct user follow ups after product 

purchase 
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6.2 Recommendations for Future Work 

As stated in the discussion, almost all literature on product development for the BOP originates 

from studies conducted in India, a country with a very high population density. In most other 

countries with a high poverty rate, the population density is much lower. It is therefore relevant 

to question whether the existing theory’s recommendations of large scale production is suitable 

also for countries with low population density. The fact that local manufacturing was found to be 

a success factor in Namibia gives even more validity to that question. A recommendation for 

future work is therefore to study how products targeting the BOP in countries with low 

population densities should be manufactured and distributed. It is also recommended to study 

product development for the BOP in Africa. A large part of the world’s poorest lives there, yet 

there are few studies on product development carried out in Africa.     
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APPENDIX A. INTERVIEW GUIDE 

About CES 
1. The network 

a. Describe how you built your network  

b. How do you maintain the network you have? 

c. How do you extend it? 

d. What are the challenges with the network? 

2. What has your biggest challenge been as a NGO? 

3. What are your biggest strengths as a NGO? 

4. Why did CES want to expand their business from service focused to selling products? 

5. How have you adapted your organisation to the new focus? 

 
Conservation Agriculture (CA) 
6. Actors involved in CA 

a. Who did you start with? 

b. how did it spread? 

7. What was the biggest challenge with introducing CA? 

8. Thoughts about CA 

a) How was CA met by the farmers at first? 

b) How have the farmers’ attitudes towards CA evolved until today? 

 
Tractor Service Provider (TSP) 
9. Who are the actors involved in the TSP and what are their roles? 

10. How do you reach the tractor owners? 

11. What was the biggest challenge with introducing TSP? 

12. How has the service evolved until today (in numbers)?  

 
The Marula Cracker  
13. Where did the product idea come from? 

14. How much were the end users involved in the developing process? 

15. Who were involved in the project after the product was developed? 

16. Was there any distribution plan? Describe it. 

17. How many crackers have you sold? 

18. How did you use the revenue? (the plan says the profit should be reinvested in 37 new crackers) 

19. Why does the product not sell today? 

20. Who is responsible for the project today? 

21. What did you learn from the marula cracker project and how would you use that knowledge to 

benefit new product focused projects? 

 
Project Mahangu 
22. What were CES’s expectations with project Mahangu from the beginning? 
23. What plan do you have for distribution of a threshing solution? 

24. Who do you thinking will be the distributors, sails men? 
25. How would CES make the project sustainable (självgående)? 

26. Do you have any experience with partial payment of products and services? 

 
VTC 
27. How does CESs collaboration with VTC work? 

28. What are the benefits of collaborating with the VTC students? 

29. Are there any downsides/challenges with collaborating with VTC students? 

30. Have you considered hiring a VTC student for manufacturing the products? 

31. How much do they charge? Is it per hour or per product manufactured? 
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