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BACKGROUND AND HISTORY: PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT 
IN ZAMBIA 
Zambia is a landlocked low-income country in Southern Africa with a history of under-fulfilled 
development potential. The country has ample land for crops and livestock and a good endowment of 
water and other natural resources. With only 11 million people in an area slightly larger than Texas 
(which has 23 million people and is hardly over-populated), population pressure is not a problem. At 
independence in 1964, Zambia’s per capita income was among the highest in Sub-Saharan Africa, 
owing largely to the development of copper mining since the 1920s. During the first three decades of 
independence, however, per capita income declined steadily as a result of falling copper prices, 
socialist ideology, poor resource management, drought, and heavy involvement in the freedom 
struggles of neighboring countries. According to World Bank figures, GDP per capita (expressed in 
2000 $US) dropped by nearly 50 percent—from $613 in 1965 to $318 in 1995.  

Kenneth Kaunda, the founding President, presided over a system of one-party rule until 1991. The 
successor government of Frederic Chiluba, elected on a platform of political and economic reform, 
enacted limited but ultimately disappointing reforms and was replaced in 2001 by a government 
headed by Levy Mwanawansa, the current president. Presidential and legislative elections are 
scheduled for late 2006. 

Zambia’s economy is small and undiversified. Aggregate GDP in 2004 was equivalent to only $6.8 
billion. Agricultural productivity is extremely low, as reflected in the fact that the 85 percent of the 
labor force that works in that sector produces only 15 percent of GDP. Eight percent of GDP 
originated in mining in 2003, 57 percent in services, 11 percent in manufacturing, and 7 percent in 
construction. Commodity exports in 2005 amounted to 29 percent of GDP. After decades of 
socialism, the private sector is poorly developed and largely controlled by foreigners and ethnic 
minorities.  

Poverty is pervasive but poorly measured. Various estimates put the proportion of the population that 
lives below the poverty line at around 80 percent. Annual population growth is approximately 2 
percent. Fertility is high (the total fertility rate was six in 1990). The death rate is also relatively high 
and is rising because of HIV/AIDS, which is a major problem in Zambia. At least 20 percent of 
Zambians are HIV-positive or have full-blown AIDS. According to official records, HIV/AIDS has 
killed about 700,000 people and orphaned more that 800,000 children since the first case was reported 
in 1985. Life expectancy, reported as 49 years in 1990, is now thought to be 40 years or less. The 
infant mortality rate was estimated to have been 88 per thousand in 2005, slightly better than in prior 
years. 

Economic growth has been achieved in Zambia recently. Following the long-delayed privatization of 
the copper mines in 2000, which led to the upgrading of existing mines and the opening of new ones, 
and IMF-bolstered efforts to improve the government’s control of its finances, economic growth rates 
exceeding 5 percent were achieved in 2003-2005. This happened despite fuel shortages and industrial 
unrest in 2005. High copper prices have boosted economic growth. In 2005 agricultural growth 
slowed to 2.8 percent because of drought and disincentives to grow maize arising from plentiful 
provision of food aid. However, bumper crops are expected in 2006.  

A three-year poverty reduction and growth facility (PRGF) was agreed to with the IMF in 2004. It 
aims to improve fiscal discipline and management, curb inflation, and eventually cut interest rates, 
leading to increased private-sector borrowing. The PRGF also provides for improved governance, a 
better business environment, and completion of the privatization program. Some backsliding is likely 
in 2006 because of the election, but cooperation with the IMF is expected to survive any such slips.  
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Zambia is a large recipient of food and other foreign aid. According to World Bank data, aid 
amounted to 26 percent of GNI in 2000, or $80 per capita. Zambia experts express concern over the 
disincentive effects of aid on such a large scale, especially the discouraging effect of food aid on the 
cultivation of maize, the staple food crop. Low maize prices help to shift farmers’ incentives in the 
direction of cotton and other commercial crops. More generally, aid dependency is thought by many 
observers to weaken development efforts.  

Large aid inflows and recent high copper prices have led to over-valuation of Zambia’s currency, the 
kwacha. This tendency, which has not been effectively dampened or offset by government policy, 
helps to make imports available at low prices but weakens incentives to export. Current record-high 
copper prices are expected to be temporary. Once all the recent mining investments come on line and 
growth in the volume of copper exports slows, lower prices would cause worsening of the balance of 
payments.  

Other barriers to development include a lingering socialist mindset in some quarters and the high 
incidence of HIV/AIDS, which has reduced life expectancy and severely disrupted family life and 
economic activities while discouraging education and skill acquisition. Private sector development of 
the sort promoted by the PROFIT project offers Zambia opportunities for raising productivity and 
competitiveness and thus improving welfare for the poor, who make up the great majority of the 
population. The expansion and upgrading of smallholder agriculture are feasible if technical and 
incentive problems can be solved and suitable market linkages worked out. However, everything 
depends on good economic management, which has not previously characterized Zambia. 

THE PROFIT PROJECT 
PROFIT is a five-year project that began in June 2005. It is funded at the level of $15 million, 
including $5 million for local grants. The Cooperative League of USA (CLUSA) implements the 
project on behalf of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID). International 
Development Enterprises (IDE) and the Emerging Markets Group (EMG) participate as sub-
contractors. 

The project is part of USAID’s Strategic Objective 5, which seeks to increase private sector 
competitiveness in agriculture and natural resources. Under SO 5, four intermediate results (IRs) are 
sought: 

• Increased access to markets 

• Enhanced value-added production and service technologies 

• Increased access to financial and business development services 

• Improved enabling environment for enterprise growth 

The goals of the PROFIT project are to: 

• Improve the competitiveness of selected industries in which large numbers of MSEs participate and 
might benefit 

• Foster the sustainability of competitiveness to enable firms and industries to respond to market 
demands, both in the short and long run 

• Increase the breadth and depth of benefits at the industry, MSE, and household levels 
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In pursuing these goals, PROFIT applies several intervention principles: 

• Goal: Assure the competitiveness of the whole industry over time while assuring that growing 
numbers of MSEs contribute and benefit 

• Methodology: Foster a greater role for the private sector and a more strategic role for 
governments, donors, and project implementers – who should act as market facilitators, rather than 
players 

• Facilitation: The project will: 

− Foster increased industry and firm capacity to learn, innovate, and change to compete 
effectively 

− Sequence intervention options that look first for “light touch” and progress to the last 
option of using PROFIT funds to buy down excessive risks 

− Adhere to a carefully planned exit strategy, so that impacts are sustainable 

PROFIT’s work plan calls for the following activities: 

• Selection of sub-sectors or industries: Identify industries that: 

− Have good growth potential in the near, medium, and/or long term 

− Present opportunities for large-scale impact at the firm and industry levels in terms of 
income gains, asset development, and sustainability 

− Have interested and committed industry leaders who understand the key role of MSEs and 
are willing to work together to address industry-wide constraints 

• Identification of competitive advantage: Determine whether an MSE-dominated industry can 
achieve competitive advantage in terms of efficiency, product differentiation, and ability to affect 
change in demand characteristics to better fit local capacities. 

• Design of a commercial upgrading strategy for the value chain/industry to turn competitive 
advantage into competitiveness. These strategies will target constraints and opportunities in: 

− The enabling environment: MSE participation in many markets is affected by 
international standards and treaties, national policies and practices, and local norms and 
enforcement practices. This will not be a focus of PROFIT, but the program will work 
closely with the MATEP (Marketing, Trade and Enabling Policy) project to assure that a 
broad industry perspective is considered and emerging constraints are identified. 

− Vertical linkages: Linkages both up the value chain (e.g., between international buyers 
and national exporters) and down the value chain (backward linkages to small producers 
and/or producer groups) influence risk-sharing, the transmission of information and skills, 
and the ability to affect change in demand characteristics. 

− Horizontal linkages/cooperation: How like firms interact determines whether joint 
constraints such as high transaction costs, limited external economies, and limited 
innovation and learning are addressed. 

− Supporting markets: The functioning of markets for financial, sector-specific and non-
sector specific services and products determines the extent to which they are able to 
contribute to and benefit from the competitiveness of an industry. 
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• Ensuring the sustainability of competitiveness. Achieving competitiveness over time requires an 
industry to respond to changing market demands efficiently and effectively. This requires that: 

− Relationships among firms in a chain become more transparent, longer-term, and focused 
on industry goals to enhance the ability to respond and adapt to the dynamic nature of 
demand. 

− Learning and innovation need to be valued. 

− Benefits must be broadened and deepened. 

Using the criteria mentioned earlier, PROFIT analyzed several industries thought to have private 
sector development potential: cotton, tourism, livestock, non-timber forest products (NTFPs), high-
value horticulture, and small-scale mining. The analysis showed that cotton and livestock provide the 
best potential returns. Non-timber forest products and tourism were judged to provide reasonable 
potential returns, while high-value horticulture and small-scale mining were considered less 
promising (because of poor industry leadership and inability to achieve scale, respectively). Based on 
this analysis, PROFIT initially targeted cotton, livestock, NTFP, and tourism activities. The project 
continues to scan market activities for possible intervention and is monitoring the paprika and 
horticulture sectors particularly closely. 

For each industry in which it works, PROFIT identifies and carries out specific interventions intended 
to strengthen vertical and horizontal linkages as well as supporting markets. Another part of the 
project is an innovation grants program, which solicits proposals for innovative services and 
programs to foster private sector growth. Finally, the project works on several cross-cutting issues: 
information and communication technology (ICT), financial services, irrigation, and HIV/AIDS. 

PURPOSE AND DESIGN OF THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Sponsorship: This impact assessment of the PROFIT project is sponsored by USAID and jointly 
financed by PROFIT and the Washington-based Accelerated Microenterprise Advancement Project 
(AMAP). Responsibility for implementation of the study has been contracted to DAI, a consulting 
company based in Bethesda, Maryland, USA. DAI in turn has sub-contracted part of the work to 
RuralNet, a Zambian consulting company. 

Purpose: Besides being an important project for private sector development in Zambia and Africa 
more generally, PROFIT is a good example of the new generation of private sector development 
(PSD) projects currently being implemented by USAID and other donors in developing and transition 
countries. Impact assessment of PROFIT’s effectiveness in achieving its goals will generate 
information that can be used by USAID/Zambia, other African missions, USAID generally, and other 
donors to gauge the effectiveness of this approach and inform decisions about the design of future 
projects. In addition, the design of the impact assessment is being integrated with the project’s 
performance monitoring system to ensure quick feedback of some findings to project management 
and may enable them to modify their approaches in ways that will improve project performance. 

Design: Like similar studies being conducted in other countries under AMAP, the PROFIT impact 
assessment will employ a longitudinal, quasi-experimental design implemented through a mixed-
method approach. A sample of project clients and a comparable group of non-clients will be surveyed 
twice, with a two-year interval between surveys. Data from these surveys will be combined with 
qualitative information collected through interviews and focus group discussions. Impacts will be 
measured at the value chain, MSE, and household levels.  
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SELECTION OF AREAS FOR STUDY 
Because of budget constraints, the impact assessment will cover only three parts of the PROFIT 
project. After discussion with PROFIT staff, two industries were chosen for study: cotton and beef. 
(Beef is one part of the livestock industry; the other part, poultry development, will not be studied.) 
The third area of intervention to be included in the impact assessment is PROFIT’s effort to build up 
the input supply network at the retail level for smallholders in a variety of sectors. Cotton and beef 
were selected because they are activities that involve large numbers of smallholders (200-300 
thousand in each case) and because causal models for PROFIT’s interventions are relatively well 
defined at this stage. Honey (a non-timber forest product) also met these criteria, but after discussion 
it was not included because input supply at the retail level, a PROFIT innovation, was preferred as a 
novel activity that will add variety to the body of findings of our impact assessments in various 
developing countries. 

Cotton has good export potential and existing market linkages that can be further strengthened, but 
poor infrastructure, high transaction costs, and relatively low yields make the industry very 
inefficient. There is a good lead firm (Dunavant), which contracts with farmers and provides inputs, 
finance, extension services, and market outlets. PROFIT will work with Dunavant, the Conservation 
Farming Unit (CFU), and the Farmers’ Union to train farmers in improved cultivation methods that 
could raise productivity and strengthen the supply response to the marketing opportunity offered by 
Dunavant. At the same time, the project will try to lessen farmers’ dependence on the lead firm by 
facilitating commercial delivery of sector-specific services such as spraying, tillage, and weeding, and 
by improving market transparency. Cotton exports from Zambia remain economically viable at 
present, but further appreciation of the kwacha could threaten the industry’s survival.  

Beef production has weaker market linkages (Zambeef, the largest beef marketer, is only interested in 
acquiring beef; it does not provide services to farmers), is severely hampered by disease problems, 
and needs substantial upgrading. USAID’s MATEP project is trying to help some of the larger 
commercial livestock operators gain access to the export market, from which they have been barred 
by disease problems. Leather also has export potential, but its realization of this potential depends on 
development of the beef industry. The small farmers with whom PROFIT is working are unlikely to 
be able to export in the foreseeable future, except for limited quantities that go to neighboring 
countries. Many small farmers regard cattle more as a source of prestige and store of value than as a 
commercial product. To induce them to take a more commercial view, attractive alternative savings 
vehicles may need to be devised. PROFIT’s activities will emphasize strengthened veterinary services 
(critical for gaining acceptance in higher-value markets), improved distribution of veterinary drugs, 
and heightened market transparency. 

Retail input supply: PROFIT will work with input dealers to facilitate expansion and improvement 
of the input distribution network at the retail level. It will promote alternative models such as the 
appointment of independent marketing agents/distributors, franchising arrangements, and buyer clubs 
and will facilitate training of retailers to help build their capacity to conduct profitable business with 
low-income customers. 

CAUSAL MODELS 
Any good impact assessment is based on a causal model that clearly shows what activities the project 
to be evaluated is undertaking (mostly facilitating service provision by others in the case of PROFIT) 
and what impacts it hopes to achieve (in this case, a range of positive outcomes at the sub-sector, 
firm, and household levels). The causal model also indicates what project outputs (services delivered) 
and outcomes (immediate results of service delivery) are expected to intervene between project 
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activities and the expected impacts. Once we have specified what a project is trying to achieve, and if 
we can regard those achievements as plausible results of the activities, outputs, and outcomes 
specified, then the expected impacts can be used as standards against which to judge the impacts 
actually achieved over the period of study.  

Working with PROFIT staff members, DAI devised causal models (also know as log frames) for the 
three cases to be included in the impact assessment. These models (shown in Tables 1-3, below) list 
planned project activities in the left-hand column of each table. Most of PROFIT’s activities are 
facilitative and should lead to the project outputs (service delivery) listed in the second column of 
each table. Service delivery should then lead to a range of intended outcomes, shown in Column 3. 
These in turn should help to bring about the impacts shown in the last column of the table. While 
particular project activities should lead to specific outputs, project outcomes and impacts may be the 
combined result of various activities and outputs and cannot necessarily be associated with particular 
activities and outputs. 

TABLE 1. PROFIT PROJECT CAUSAL CHAIN: COTTON 
Activities 

(Facilitation) 
Outputs 

(Service Delivery) Outcomes Impacts 

CFU farmer training 
(conservation farming) 
• TOT (lead farmers) 
• Incentivized farmer 

extension 
• Demo plots 
 

• # of trainers & 
farmers trained 

• # of demo plots 

• Rising percent of 
land under CFU 

• Rising yield/acre in 
served areas 

• Improved quality of 
cotton 

• Rising percent of 
land receiving 
proper early 
preparation 

• Increased 
secondary 
cropping 

 
Facilitating commercial 
delivery of sector-
specific fee services 
(spraying, tillage, 
weeding) 
• Identify potential 

suppliers 
• Promotion 
• Linkages 

• Number of 
commercial 
service providers 

• Number of 
linkages 

• Decreased 
production cost/ha. 

• Improved soil 
quality 

• More land sprayed 
• Increased 

diversification of 
services 

• Increased revenue 
for service 
providers 

 
Sector-specific market 
information & training 
provided by SMS (cell 
phone text message 
system) & radio 

• # of services 
available on 
system 

• # of people using 
service (dialing 
cell phone) 

• Hours of radio 
programs on 
farming practices 

• Better farmer 
knowledge of 
market 
opportunities & 
cultivation 
practices 

• Increased use of 
appropriate tillage 
service 

 

Sub-sector level 
• Increased competitiveness 
• Ability to sustain 

competitiveness 
 
Firm level 
• Increased sales 
• Increased revenue/ha. from 

cotton 
• Increase in secondary crop 

yields 
 
Household level 
• Rising income 
• Increased sales of 

secondary crops 
• Increased assets 
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TABLE 2. PROFIT PROJECT CAUSAL CHAIN: BEEF 
Activities 

(Facilitation) 
Outputs 

(Service Delivery) Outcomes Impacts 

Vet services 
• Organize group 

payment mechanism 
for communities 

• Facilitate service 
delivery structure 
based on herd plans 

• Facilitate a vet 
networking 

• Develop business 
expansion model 
(work with vet 
assistants) 

• Facilitate develop-
ment of livestock 
insurance (packages 
with services) 

 

• # of private vets 
providing services 

• # of animals 
receiving health care 
(especially 
preventive) 

• # of vets organized 
into networks 

• # of vet assistants 
• # of insurance 

policies established 
• # of new bulls sold 
• # of stud service 

transactions/AI 
• Sales volume of 

drugs sold through 
vets & retail stores 

• # of vets given 
business training 

 

• Increased # of cattle 
under private vet 
schemes 

• Decreased cattle 
mortality & morbidity 

• Increased 
value/animal 

• Increased # of vet 
services provided 
(growth of vet 
industry) 

• Increased # of 
smallholders 
accessing financial 
sector (decreased 
risk of loss) 

• Improved margins 
• New vet entrants & 

vet 
• assistants 
 
 

Market transparency 
activities 
• Facilitate 

establishment of 
blind auctions with 
scales 

• Facilitate grade & 
standard pricing at 
abattoirs 

• Link smallholders to 
feed lot systems  

• Develop artificial 
insemination (AI) & 
breeding services 
through vets 

• Facilitate wholesale 
distribution of vet 
drugs 

• Develop savings 
alternatives for 
smallholders 

• Link tanneries to 
abattoirs 

• # of auctions 
established 

• # of scale services 
available 

• Grades & standards 
pricing structure 
established 

• # of feed lot 
outgrower systems 
established 

• # of cattle sold at 
feed lots 

• Use of savings 
instruments 

• #of cattle sold 
through more 
transparent 
mechanisms 

 

• Improved animal 
quality 

• Decreased mean age 
at slaughter 
(increased stock 
turnover) 

• Differential pricing by 
• quality 
• Increased awareness 

of market 
requirements among 
vets 

• Shift from cattle as a 
store of value 

• New entrants into 
beef industry (more 
balanced market 
shares) 

 

Sub-sector level 
• Output growth by 

value & volume  
• Growth (in volume & 

value) of output 
going through formal 
structure 

• Access to high-
quality market 

• Growth in 
smallholder output 
share 

• Increased 
smallholder price 
relative to 
commercial price 

• Improved ability to 
withstand shocks 

 
Firm level 
• Increased sales 
• Increased profits 
• Higher productivity 
 
Household level 
• Rising income 
• Declining poverty 
• Increasing assets 
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TABLE 3. PROFIT PROJECT CAUSAL CHAIN: RETAIL INPUT DISTRIBUTION 
Activities 

(Facilitation) 
Outputs 

(Service Delivery) Outcomes Impacts 

Expansion model 
development using: 
• Wholly owned stores 
• Agent network 
• Modified franchises 

(corner of store) 
• Buyer clubs 
 
Create incentives to 
market inputs (according 
to model) 
 
Work with agents & 
retailers on market 
research 
 
Work with larger retailers 
to ensure right input 
packaging and 
combinations are being 
distributed and right 
inventories kept 
 
Facilitate transparent 
contracts between 
wholesalers and retailers/ 
franchises (clear 
responsibilities regarding 
payments & dispute 
resolution) 
 
Work with Farmers’ Union 
on dispute resolution 
 
Work on marketing 
programs of retailers & 
agents 
 
Facilitate agents’ access 
to 
training (or provide 
directly in some cases) 
 
Promote dealer 
networking (horizontal 
linkage); may help 
dealers access financial 
services 
 
Monitoring 
 
Work with seed, 
chemical, etc. producers 
& pushing them into the 
distribution network  
 

# of retailers signing 
Memorandum of 
Understanding 
 
# of agents, franchise 
stores, wholly owned new 
stores & buyer clubs 
 
Incentive scheme in 
place 
 
Agreements signed 
between retailers & 
agents 
 
Marketing/inventory 
plans completed 
 
Market research 
conducted 
 
New dispute resolution 
mechanism in place 
 
# of dealers in 
networks 
 
Linkages to wholesalers/ 
large producers 
established 
 
# of outgrowers 

Increased sales at 
wholesale & retail levels: 
• Among clients 
• In the sector 
 
# of farmers accessing 
retail services 
 
Marketing activity 
launched by retailers 
 
# of retail outlets 
 
Decreased cost/unit 
of inventory 
 
Increased access to 
finance from seed 
companies &/or banks 
 
Smooth functioning of 
dispute resolution 
process 
 
Increased knowledge 
about business & 
markets 
 
Increased used of inputs 
on farms 
 
Increased production of 
inputs (seed, chemicals) 
 
Reduced cost of inputs 
 
Reduced transportation 
cost for farmers 
 
 

Market/regional level 
• Increased farm 

productivity (multiple 
crops) 

• Increased farm 
income 

 
Firm level 
• Increased farm yields 

& production 
• Increased farmer 

income 
 
Household level 
• Improved household 

welfare 
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Activities Outputs Outcomes Impacts (Facilitation) (Service Delivery) 

 
Facilitate outgrower 
schemes for seeds 
 
Add layers of services 
into input supply chains 
(e.g., sprayers linked to 
input providers) 
 
Promote outgrower 
schemes for non-
traditional crops 

These causal models provide a framework both for project monitoring, which is being undertaken by 
PROFIT staff (partly in response to USAID Mission requirements), and for impact assessment, which 
is being undertaken by DAI in cooperation with a RuralNet. Project monitoring is concerned with the 
first three columns of Tables 1-3: that is, with project activities, outputs, and outcomes. Impact 
assessment focuses on the final column of the table (impacts), but also tries to measure outcomes 
(Column 3) in some circumstances.  

KEY QUESTIONS  
The key questions to be addressed in the impact assessment derive from the causal models shown in 
Tables 1-3. They concern whether the activities being studied have the impacts hypothesized in the 
project design. The impact assessment will also focus on expected outcomes, combining information 
received from quantitative and qualitative impact assessment with data from the project’s 
performance monitoring system.  

For the cotton and beef value chains, the study will try to measure impacts at three levels: 

• The sub-sector itself: Do PROFIT interventions promote the growth and development of the sub-
sector, as well as increased participation by MSEs in sub-sector activities and increased benefits 
received by MSEs as a result of their participation? 

• Participating firms: Do MSEs served by the project (usually through facilitation of service 
provision by private sector entities) succeed in upgrading themselves and deriving enhanced 
benefit from their productive activities? 

• Associated households: Do the households associated with participating MSEs derive benefits from 
the project? 

Impact assessment of the project’s efforts to improve retail input distribution will emphasize impacts 
on firms that are served by the project and their associated households. Do farm yields and production 
increase as a result of PROFIT’s intervention? Does income from agriculture rise, both on farms 
served by the project and in the region generally? Does welfare improve at the household level?  

More specifically, if the project has its intended impact, the following results are expected. 

The cotton sub-sector should increase its competitiveness in world markets. This means that it will 
be able to sell a growing volume of cotton, of adequate and improving quality, at prices that cover the 
cost of production and earn a profit for growers, especially smallholders. The project’s cotton 
activities will not succeed, however, unless smallholders benefit by increasing their productivity and 
sales. If these impacts are achieved at the firm level, there should be measurable impacts on 
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smallholder households, especially rising incomes and some accumulation of household assets. 
Especially since the great majority of households concerned are living below the poverty line (the 
great majority of cases), an important issue will be whether improved performance in cotton 
cultivation helps to boost household income and improve family welfare more generally. The key 
questions for the impact assessment in the cotton sub-sector are whether these impacts are attained at 
the sub-sector, firm, and household levels. 

One basic intended impact of PROFIT’s work in the cotton sub-sector will be difficult to measure: the 
sustainability of whatever level of competitiveness the sub-sector is able to achieve. The difficulty of 
measuring this impact arises from the obvious fact that sustainability, if it is achieved, would have to 
be observed over a timeframe much longer than the life either of the impact assessment or of the 
project itself. 

Outcomes of PROFIT’s interventions in the cotton sub-sector will be tracked through a combination 
of project monitoring and impact assessment. Important anticipated outcomes include better farmer 
knowledge, a rising area cultivated under conservation farming methods, rising yields, improved 
quality, increased secondary cropping, decreased production costs, and increased farm investment. If 
the study shows that these positive outcomes are being achieved, it will strengthen the case for 
attributing any measured improvements in impact variables to project activities. 

In the beef sub-sector, the impacts aimed for at the sub-sector level are output growth by value and 
volume, increased channeling of production through the formal marketing structure, increased 
smallholder participation, a higher producer price relative to the commercial price, and improved 
ability to withstand shocks on the part of the smallholders. The impact assessment will ask whether 
these project goals are being achieved. At the firm level, the goals are higher productivity, increased 
sales, and higher profits for participating smallholders. If the firm-level impacts are achieved, they 
should result in improved welfare within smallholder households. As in the cotton sub-sector, this 
would be indicated by higher household income, asset accumulation, and the ability of participating 
households that are poor to climb above the poverty line. 

As with cotton, outcomes of intervention in the beef sub-sector will be tracked through a combination 
of project monitoring and impact assessment. Hoped-for outcomes include improved veterinary 
services, better herd health, higher average value, improved margins, and new entrants into the 
packing industry.  

The third case to be studied, retail input distribution, involves work with retailers who supply 
inputs to farmers. The impacts expected will occur at the market/regional, MSE, and household 
levels. They will take the form of increased farm yields and production as well as higher farm 
income, both for farmers who buy inputs through the improved distribution system and in the region 
generally. Again, outcomes will be measured through a combination of performance monitoring and 
impact assessment. Expected outcomes of this area of project activity include increased farmer 
knowledge about inputs and their use, increased input sales (both to clients and in the sector in 
general), a rising number of retail outlets, and increasing production of agricultural inputs. 

FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS 
As indicated earlier, the impact assessments of cotton and beef activities will involve three different 
levels of impact: the sub-sector (or market/region in the case of retail input distribution); participating 
smallholder MSEs; and MSE households. They will also deal with selected outcomes of the project’s 
activities in the three areas chosen. These levels of analysis are shown in Tables 4-6, along with the 
variables to be measured and the sources of information that will be utilized to obtain information on 
each variable.  
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Some of the hypothesized outcomes and impacts in Tables 4-6 are defined in terms that lend 
themselves readily and directly to empirical measurement, while others are not. The third column of 
each table gives an indicator of the outcome or impact in question that can be measured, at least in 
principle. The fourth column proposes one or more sources of data for each indicator. It will be 
observed that information on outcomes and impacts at the sub-sector or market/regional level will be 
derived primarily from qualitative research (interviews and focus group discussions), as well as 
secondary data where available. Some of this information will be taken from the PROFIT project’s 
performance monitoring system.  

To the extent possible, observed outcomes for intervention sectors or regions will be compared with 
outcomes for non-intervention sectors or regions. Nevertheless, conclusions about the project’s 
impact at the sub-sector/regional level are likely to be more qualitative and depend more on the 
opinions of participants and experts than conclusions about impact at the firm or household level. 
Impacts at the latter two levels will be measured primarily through the longitudinal survey. 

TABLE 4. OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS TO BE MEASURED: COTTON ACTIVITIES 
Level of 
Analysis Outcome/Impact Indicator of Change Source of 

Information 

Spread of conservation farming 

•  percent of land under 
CFU 

• # of farmers under CFU 
• Extent of crop 

diversification 

Interview (CFU) 

Better farmer knowledge of market 
opportunities & cultivation practices 

Farmers’ knowledge & 
attitudes 

• Interviews 
• FGDs 

Improved access to finance # of financial providers • Interviews 
• FGDs 

Increased use of appropriate tillage service  percent of land served • Interviews 
• FGDs 

Output growth Volume produced Secondary data 

Increased competitiveness 

• Quality of cotton 
• # of farmers using 

Dunavant seed 
•  percent of crop rejected 

Interviews 

Increased market participation by 
smallholders 

 percent of output from 
smallholders 

• Secondary 
data? 

• Interviews 

Sub-sector  

Improved producer price 
• FOB price in kwacha 
• Producer price as percent 

of FOB price 

• Secondary 
data 

• Interviews 
Increased production   
Increased sales Value of sales  Survey 
Increased profits Sales minus cash costs Survey 
Higher productivity Output per ha. Survey 

Smallholder 
MSEs 

Investment in farm Farm implements owned 
Draft animals owned 

Survey 
Survey 

Higher income 

Annual income from cotton 
sales 
Household consumption 
expenditure per capita 

Survey 
Survey MSE 

households 

Increasing assets Stocks of selected household 
assets Survey 
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TABLE 5. OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS TO BE MEASURED: BEEF ACTIVITIES 
Level of 
Analysis Outcome/Impact Indicator of Change Source of 

Information 

Improved animal health Mortality & morbidity 
• Secondary 

data 
• Interviews 

Improved quality Value/animal or per kg. • Interviews 
• FGDs 

Improved access to 
finance # of financial providers Interviews 

Development of vet 
industry 

• # of vet services provided 
• Types of vet services provided 

• Interviews 
• FGDs 

Growth of beef industry Volume of production Secondary data 

Increased participation of 
smallholders  percent of output from smallholders 

• Secondary 
data? 

• Interviews 

Improved quality of 
smallholder beef 

• # of animals sold at feed lots 
• Mean weight at sale 
• Calving rate 
• Smallholder beef graded choice 

Interviews 

Improved price for 
smallholders 

Producer price for smallholder as a percent 
of price received by commercial producers Interviews 

Sub-sector  

Improved ability to 
withstand shocks 

• Savings (preferably monetary, but also 
cattle) 

• Uptake of insurance products 
Interviews 

Increased sales # of animals sold  Survey 
Increased profits Value of sales minus cash costs Survey 

Smallholder 
MSEs Higher productivity 

• Herd size 
• Mortality 
• Mean weight at sale 
• Calving rate 
• Quality (do any move up from standard 

to choice?) 

Survey 

Higher income 
• Annual income from beef sales 
• Household consumption expenditure per 

capita 
Survey MSE 

households 
Increasing assets Stocks of selected household assets Survey 
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TABLE 6. OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS TO BE MEASURED: RETAIL INPUT DISTRIBUTION 
Level of 
Analysis Outcome/Impact Indicator of Change Source of 

Information 
Increased input sales at wholesale & 
retail levels 

• Wholesale sales value 
• Retail sales value 

Interviews 

# of farmers accessing retail 
services # of customers • Interviews 

• FGDs 

Increased knowledge among 
retailers 

• # of promotional techniques 
learned & used 

• Establishment of direct links 
to spraying services 

Interviews 

# of retail outlets # of retail outlets  • Interviews 
• FGDs 

Reduced cost of inputs Price trends for major inputs 
(retail and wholesale) Interviews 

Market/Region  

Increased access by retailers to 
finance from seed companies &/or 
banks 

Volume of production • Interviews 
• FGDs 

Increased farmer income Sales of top 4 crops/agricultural 
products Survey 

Increased yields Output per ha. for top 4 crops Survey Smallholder 
MSEs 

Increased production Sales of top 4 crops/products 
minus cash costs Survey 

Higher income 

• Annual income from sales of 
relevant agricultural products  

• Household consumption 
expenditure per capita 

Survey MSE 
households 

Increasing assets Stocks of selected household 
assets Survey 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
The research design uses a mixture of quantitative and qualitative methods. The quantitative part of 
the study consists of a longitudinal panel survey of MSEs and the households that are associated with 
them. The baseline survey will generate descriptive information as well as data that will then be 
analyzed, together with data from the follow-up round, to determine whether various forms of impact 
are being achieved. The analysis will be “quasi-experimental” and use a “difference-in-difference” 
approach. Changes in the values of target variables for program participants between the two surveys 
will be compared to similar changes for control group members to see whether impact can be 
inferred.  

The qualitative part consists of interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs) with several types of 
subjects (e.g., farmers, lead firms, traders, and industry experts) to identify impacts that may not 
emerge from the quantitative analysis as well as to help discover the reasons for the impacts measured 
there.  
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SURVEY OF SMALLHOLDERS 

Panels of participating MSEs and the households to which they are related will be surveyed in two 
rounds. The first or baseline round will take place in May/June 2006, while the follow-up round will 
be scheduled for two years later. The sample frame for the survey is shown in Table 7.  

TABLE 7. SAMPLING FRAME FOR SURVEY 
Intervention area Participant sample Control sample 

Cotton Dunavant farmers Continental farmers 

Beef Communities with vet contracts 
(actual or anticipated) 

List obtained from district livestock 
officer or community leaders 

Retail Communities where retailers have 
established relationships  

Farmer population (2 stages: 
villages first, then individual farmers 
within selected villages) 

 

From the populations defined in Table 7, samples of program participants and matched non-
participating smallholders will be drawn. Where possible, participants will be drawn from lists of 
participants provided by PROFIT or its implementation partners. Non-participants will be drawn from 
separate districts that are matched to the districts of participants in terms of agricultural activities and 
size of smallholdings. The control cells (in districts that PROFIT will not enter in the coming two 
years) will be geographically separated from the participant cells so as to minimize “spillover” of 
project benefits to non-participants (although it will not be possible to preclude spillover). Non-
participants will be matched to participants on a limited set of variables including type of agricultural 
activity, size of landholding, gender of farmer, location, and (to the extent possible) poverty level.  

The follow-up survey will revisit as many of the respondents from the baseline round as possible. 
Accordingly, information must be collected in the baseline that will facilitate finding and identifying 
respondents for the repeat interviews. Another implication of the panel approach is that some over-
sampling in the baseline round is advisable, since there inevitably will be some attrition between 
survey rounds as respondents from the baseline round die, move away, change their lines of business, 
or decline to participate. To obtain results at a meaningful level of significance, the sample should 
include at least 1,200 smallholder MSEs at the end line. Anticipating attrition of 20 percent, the 
baseline survey should cover at least 1,500 respondents. 

To facilitate surveying, respondents in the participant and comparison group samples will be 
concentrated in pre-selected districts. The participant samples will be drawn in selected districts 
served by PROFIT. The comparison samples will be drawn in different districts regarded as similar in 
significant ways (for example, in the same ecological zone) to the intervention districts. Since cotton 
growing, livestock rearing, and retail input supply are all widespread activities in Zambia, an 
abundance of potential control groups is available. PROFIT cotton interventions will take place in 
Central and Southern Provinces initially, and later in Eastern Province. Beef interventions will also be 
in Central and Southern Provinces initially, and later in Western Province. Retail service 
interventions will take place in Central and Northwest Provinces. Table 8 shows the districts that have 
been selected as appropriate sites for participant and control surveys. The numbers to be surveyed in 
each cell in the baseline round are shown in Annex Table B-1, below. 

TABLE 8. DISTRICTS PROPOSED FOR SURVEYING 
Sub-Sector/Region Participant Sample Site Control Sample Site 

Cotton Choma (Southern) Monze (Southern) 
Beef Kalomo (Southern) Choma (Southern) 
Retail input supply Mkushi (Central) Chibombo (Central) 
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In principle, each of these samples should consist of randomly selected representatives of their 
respective populations (e.g., participating cotton growers in Choma District). Lists of program 
participants can be used to draw participant samples where such lists exist. There may be no such list 
for some participants, and censuses of control groups are unlikely to exist. Accordingly, means must 
be devised to draw up lists from which the survey samples will be drawn. One possibility is to use the 
“walking method,” which involves selecting control group respondents located in some predefined 
geographic relationship to participant group sample members (e. g, the third farm to the west of a 
participant respondent’s farm). Small deviations from strict randomness are, however, permitted for 
practical reasons. For example, enumerators need not travel several miles to interview a single 
respondent. Care must be taken, however, to ensure that significant bias is not introduced in this way. 
It is NOT acceptable to select a sample purely on the basis of interviewing convenience, since this 
might introduce a “main road bias” as only the relatively better-off farmers near the main arteries are 
included in the survey.  

In the baseline round, each of the three participant samples should consist of 300 respondents. The 
control group sample size in the baseline round will be 200 in each district, for a total of 1,500 
respondents in all in the baseline survey. 

In picking districts for inclusion in the survey, attention was paid to the potential cost of field 
operations, as well as to the need to avoid having to work in too many languages. According to local 
intelligence, the selections proposed above will require the use of three languages: English, Bemba, 
and Tonga. Questionnaires will be written in English, translated into Bemba and Tonga, and then 
back-translated to ensure accuracy. 

As indicated in Tables 4-6 (above), the survey will be the primary means of measuring impacts at the 
firm and household levels. It will therefore collect data on: 

• Enterprise sales and profits 

• Productivity 

• Household income 

• Household assets 

• Household poverty status 

Because of anticipated difficulty in obtaining direct measures of enterprise profits and household 
income, proxies will be used. In the case of profits, identifiable purchases of inputs and services as 
well as payments for hired labor and taxes (if relevant) will be deducted from reported sales to obtain 
a figure for gross profits. No deduction will be made for household labor or depreciation on any 
equipment that may be used. Instead of asking sensitive questions about household income, 
consumption data will be collected. We will also collect information on household assets and 
investigate the possibility of using this information as a proxy for income. 

The baseline survey will provide information about the values of the impact variables in sampled 
enterprises and households that prevailed early the project’s implementation history. Comparison of 
the results for the participant and control samples will also afford an opportunity to analyze potential 
mediating variables – influences on individual values of the impact variables other than program 
participation. The findings of this analysis will be used to make appropriate allowances for mediating 
variables when the time comes to measure the program’s impact through the interventions studied. 
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Basic descriptive tables will be assembled from the data obtained in each survey round. These tables 
will contain three types of information: 

• Descriptive information on the respondents (managers of smallholder MSEs) 

• Information on the smallholder MSEs included in the survey 

• Information on the households associated with the samples smallholder MSEs 

A detailed analysis plan has been prepared, describing the tabulations to be performed in each of 
these categories (see Annex D). Grouped data displayed in the tables will be backed up by raw counts 
that show the full (ungrouped) frequency distributions so that alternative analyses can be performed if 
indicated. 

Following tabulation of the survey data and examination of the pre-defined tables, additional cross-
tabulations and correlations will be specified, for example to determine the relationship between 
personal or household-level variables and enterprise-level impact variables. The database will be 
organized to make such inquiries easy to perform. 

QUALITATIVE STUDY OF THE COTTON AND BEEF VALUE CHAINS AND RETAIL 
INPUT DISTRIBUTION 

The smallholder survey will be complemented by qualitative research to improve understanding of: 
(1) the dynamics of smallholder participation in the cotton and beef value chains; (2) factors that 
affect the responsiveness of smallholders to changing demand; (3) how supporting markets (for 
inputs, services, and finance) support firm competitiveness; and (4) how PROFIT addresses these 
issues in the development of interventions intended to further the integration of smallholders into 
competitive value chains. 

This part of the study will involve in-depth interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs) with 
approximately 60 participants in the cotton and beef value chains as well as those involved with input 
distribution in the areas studied for that intervention. Subjects to be interviewed or asked to 
participate in FGDs include smallholder producers, lead firm buyers, input suppliers, veterinarians, 
and other providers of commercially viable extension, advisory, and information services. 

The qualitative study will address these questions: 

• What are the incentives and risks for smallholders, input suppliers, and exporters associated with 
upgrading and accessing new or different cotton and beef marketing channels? 

• What is the nature of inter-firm cooperation in the value chain – among smallholder MSEs and 
among smallholder MSEs, suppliers of inputs and services (extension, veterinary, etc.), and 
buyers? How do issues of trust, power asymmetries, and cultural biases affect inter-firm 
cooperation? How can interventions promote inter-firm cooperation in ways that help ensure that 
smallholders are able to contribute to and benefit from increased competitiveness in the cotton and 
beef industries? 

The research will focus on: 

• Factors that influence the upgrading of MSEs in response to changing market demand in both the 
domestic and export markets. Upgrading might involve, for example: supplying better quality and 
higher grades of cotton and beef; supplying larger volumes; producing improved varieties of 
different types of product; accessing a new market (by entering into a direct supply contract with a 
lead firm, selling through a producer group, or otherwise); obtaining a new type of input (e.g., seed, 
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fertilizer, or feed) or service (e.g., assembly and grading, training, extension, crop or herd 
protection) through embedded arrangements, commercial extension agents or veterinarians, 
producer groups, or otherwise. Factors such as profitability, risks, transaction costs, and the 
sustainability of inputs and services as they relate to the upgrading of smallholder MSEs will be 
explored through interviews with smallholders, leaders of producer groups, input suppliers, service 
providers, and lead firms/exporters. 

• Factors that enhance or constrain market access within the value chain, with a focus on smallholder 
MSE linkages to buyers (lead firms, agents, and others). We will explore: 

− Smallholder views on attributes that characterize each category of buyer  

− Risks, transaction costs, and profitability associated with each market outlet 

− Lead firm views on the attributes that characterize each category of seller 

− Risks, transaction costs, and profitability associated with each seller 

− Decision processes, issues of trust, cultural biases, and other factors that may affect 
smallholder linkages to different market outlets 

− Smallholder and lead firm perspectives on embedded services and how they relate to 
price, profitability, risk, and transaction costs 

The role of producer groups in linking smallholders to markets 

• Issues related to inter-firm cooperation within the cotton and beef value chains. The study will 
address horizontal linkages among smallholders and ways that cooperation and coordination enable 
them to benefit from and contribute to the competitiveness of their industries. It will also address 
vertical linkages between: smallholders and input suppliers; extension, veterinary service and 
training providers; and buyers. We will seek examples of cooperation and coordination and try 
learn how it can contribute to efficiencies, improved competitiveness, and increased benefits to 
smallholders in the value chain. Issues such as trust, power asymmetries, cultural biases, and 
information flows between smallholder MSEs and those to whom they are linked in the value chain 
will be explored. 

• The role of cotton and beef production in smallholder household economic portfolios (the relative 
importance of these income sources and who within the household decides how to use the income 
received) and how decision processes and incentives or constraints at the household level may 
affect value chain participation and upgrading (e.g., increasing production, adding a new crop, 
adopting a new husbandry practice, switching from one product to another, selling to a new market 
outlet, taking on new functions, joining a producer group). 

Preliminary draft guides for the qualitative study are included in Annex A, below. Analysis matrices 
will be used to document and organize key findings. The findings will be summarized and analyzed 
in a report describing the value chain and findings from the interviews and FGDs. The qualitative 
research will complement the baseline survey data in addressing the key questions and providing a 
base of information that can be referred to after the second round of data collection in interpreting the 
quantitative impact findings. 

Qualitative work will also include focus group discussions with PROFIT staff and RuralNet 
researchers at the start of the baseline phase to get their input on outstanding sample definition 
questions, definitions of appropriate variables, and other outstanding issues, such as the ability of 
smallholders to recall their income from cotton and beef (What is an appropriate recall period?) and 
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seasonal issues that might be important to consider. The questionnaire will be vetted with project staff 
for their review and input. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
The impact assessment will be carried out by DAI under a contract with USAID. Donald Snodgrass 
and Gary Woller will lead the study on behalf of DAI. Much of the work will be done by RuralNet 
under a sub-contract with DAI. Snodgrass and Woller are responsible for: 

• Designing the study 

• Providing overall direction of the fieldwork and consultation on problems encountered in its 
implementation 

• Participating in the qualitative study (Woller) 

• Analyzing the quantitative and qualitative data collected 

• Preparing the baseline report 

RuralNet’s responsibilities are to: 

• Assist DAI in the development of the baseline survey and sampling frame 

• Recruit and train enumerators 

• Pilot test survey 

• Implement survey, including quality control of data collection, data entry, and data cleaning 

• Implement qualitative research methods (focus group discussions and key informant interviews) in 
cooperation with DAI 

• Prepare and submit to DAI: 

− Complete set of data in SPSS format 

− Report on conduct of the sample survey 

− Notes summarizing each focus group discussion and interview 

− Overall analysis of results of qualitative research 

Table 9 gives the work schedule for the impact assessment that was developed in meetings between 
DAI and RuralNet that took place in Lusaka during the week of April 17. Topics discussed at that 
time included: the nature and workings of the DAI-RuralNet partnership; construction of a sampling 
frame; drawing the participant and comparison samples; content of the questionnaire; supervision and 
implementation of the survey; and the design of the qualitative research. Following these discussions, 
RuralNet will design and field test the questionnaire and, after correcting any problems encountered, 
carry out the survey. Once the survey is completed, RuralNet is responsible for entering, cleaning, 
and tabulating the survey results. Descriptive tables will be prepared following the formats specified 
in Annex D. The tables and a complete data set in SPSS format will then be sent to DAI, which will 
complete the baseline report using the quantitative and qualitative information collected.  
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In September, Gary Woller will return to Zambia and, together with researchers from RuralNet, carry 
out the interviews and FGDs specified as part of the qualitative research. This will be followed by a 
jointly authored report on the qualitative research. 

TABLE 9. IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR PROFIT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Activity Responsibility Start date Completion date 

Write research plan DAI, in consultation with 
PROFIT and RuralNet February 6, 2006 April 28, 2006 

Draft survey questionnaire RuralNet, in consultation 
with DAI April 24, 2006 May 5, 2006 

Pilot test questionnaire; 
report RuralNet May 8, 2006 May 15,2006  

Draw sample; plan field 
work; hire and train 
enumerators 

RuralNet May 8, 2006 May 25,2006 

Field survey RuralNet May 26, 2006 June 16, 2006 
Complete cleaned survey 
data set in SPSS format RuralNet June 19, 2006 July 7, 2006 

Management report on 
conduct of the sample 
survey and process used 
including quality control 

RuralNet July 10, 2006 July 14, 2006 

Draft guidelines for 
qualitative research DAI and RuralNet July 17,2006 July 31, 2006 

Conduct interviews and 
FGDs; prepare notes RuralNet and DAI September 4, 2006 September 15, 2006 

Overall analysis of results 
of qualitative research DAI and RuralNet September 25, 2006 October 6, 2006 

Baseline research report DAI October 9, 2006 October 27, 2006 

 

Primary data collection instruments will include: 

• Survey questionnaire including enterprise and household level questions 

• Guide for in-depth interviews with smallholders 

• Guide for in-depth interviews with lead firm buyers. 

• Guide for in-depth interviews with input suppliers  

• Guide for in-depth interviews with service providers (training, extension, veterinary) 

Available secondary data sources (for example, district-level agricultural statistics) will also be 
consulted. 
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ANNEX A. QUALITATIVE RESEARCH PLAN 
DAI is conducting a study of the Production, Finance and Technology Project (PROFIT) to assess its 
impact on: 

• Improving the competitiveness of the cotton and beef sub-sectors in Zambia 

• Increasing the integration of micro and small enterprises, especially smallholder farmers, into these 
value chains so that they increase their contributions to the competitiveness of the sub-sectors and 
receive greater benefits from their participation 

• Improving the delivery of business services (e.g., veterinary and extension) to smallholders in these 
value chains 

• Improving the sustainable distribution of agricultural inputs to smallholders 

• Raising rural household incomes and helping to lift smallholder households out of poverty 

The study design is based on a causal model of impact that shows how project facilitation activities 
can address constraints to smallholder participation and the competitiveness of the value chain. These 
activities, in turn, lead to project outputs and outcomes that contribute to realization of the above 
objectives. 

The quantitative component of the study will involve (1) a longitudinal survey of smallholder MSE 
producers with data collection at two stages with a two-year interval between them and (2) a review 
of secondary market level information on the production and sale of cotton and beef. 

The qualitative research will include in-depth interviews with a small sample of value chain actors: 
smallholder MSEs, input suppliers, service providers, lead firms, other buyers, and producer group 
leaders. The design of the qualitative research, described below, builds on previous project reports, an 
earlier baseline study of tree fruit value chains in Kenya, and value chain research designs developed 
under Components A and C of USAID’s AMAP/BDS project. 

BACKGROUND 

To be competitive in global and domestic markets, actors in the cotton and beef value chains need to 
be responsive to changing market demand. There is strong global demand for cotton, beef, and 
leather. There is growing domestic market for beef. Domestic demand for cotton is limited at present 
and depends on the development of the spinning, weaving, and garment industries in the future. In the 
near term, it is expected that domestic cotton production will go primarily to the export market while 
domestic beef production is destined mainly for local consumption. Detailed value chain maps for 
cotton and beef are not yet available but need to be drawn up as part of the qualitative research if they 
cannot be obtained elsewhere. 

PROFIT has identified a number of constraints to competitiveness in the cotton and beef value chains. 
Subject to further research, these include, for cotton: 

• Low yields 

• Shortage of draft animals 

• Weak technical knowledge 

• Reluctance to adopt conservation farming 
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• Weak microfinance 

• Strong kwacha creates disincentive to export 

For beef: 

• Low quality 

• Severe disease problems 

• Treating cattle as a store of value, not as a commercial production item 

• Sale of animals at advanced ages 

• Competition between uses of cattle: Beef vs. draft animals 

• Lack of interest from lead firm in smallholder upgrading 

• Distance between farms and abbatoirs 

• Inadequacy of veterinary services 

• Weak technical knowledge 

• Weak microfinance 

• Failure to use hides 

Through a longitudinal quantitative survey, the impact assessment will generate information on 
smallholder MSEs involved in cotton and beef production related to: changes in sources of market 
information; use of capital, labor, and material inputs; participation in training; use of extension 
services; use of veterinary services; inter-firm cooperation; market linkages; productivity; 
employment; and income. At the household level, it will also collect data on changes in income and 
well-being. 

The qualitative research, described below, is intended to generate information to help understand the 
context of impacts in these areas. It will focus on incentives and risks for smallholders associated 
with upgrading and accessing new markets. It will also look at incentives and risks for lead firms and 
input and service providers and the extent to which the project is helping them develop and/or 
improve these activities. It will consider the nature of cooperation and coordination among actors 
within the value chain as it relates to smallholder participation and competitiveness. Factors to be 
explored will include, for example, incentives such as increased profitability or reduced transaction 
costs and risks associated with lack of trust, power asymmetries, and cultural biases. Finally, the 
study will explore how incentives or constraints at the household level may affect smallholder 
participation in the two value chains.  

SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

Qualitative data will be collected through in-depth interviews and focus group discussions with a 
small sample of actors in the cotton and beef value chains. This will include interviews and 
discussions with smallholder MSE producers, leaders of producer groups, input suppliers, 
veterinarians, extension workers, lead firm buyers, and brokers. 

A preliminary sample design is presented below. We will maintain good communication with 
PROFIT staff to identify study participants who match the criteria and schedule interviews. 
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The sample will include smallholders, input suppliers, veterinarians, buyers, and others who have 
participated in facilitated activities. Non-participant buyers will also be included. The following 
criteria will guide the selection of study participants. 

• Smallholders who have changed a process, product, or function 

• Smallholders who have established a new market linkage 

• Smallholders who have not participated in previous interviews 

• Leaders of producer groups 

• Extension workers and veterinarians who charge for their services 

• Agents/collectors/brokers who are not involved in the project 

• Buyers who provide embedded services 

• Input suppliers who provide embedded services 

A tentative sample design is proposed in Table A-1, below. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 

Gary Woller and members of the RuralNet research team will carry out the qualitative field work in 
September 2006. The team will draft preliminary findings in bullet points immediately following the 
field work. RuralNet will type up the field notes and transcripts by June 9, 2006. The team will 
analyze the results and complete a summary report on the qualitative research findings by June 30, 
2006. 

SCHEDULE FOR DATA COLLECTION [SEPTEMBER 4-15] 

Day 1 [Lusaka] 

 
• Field team meets to review objectives and organization of the research 

• Meet with PROFIT staff to review objectives of the research and discuss 
criteria for selecting participants and questions that will guide the 
interviews and FGDs 

• Review and finalize the interview guides 

• Review and finalize interview and FGD group schedule and appointments 

 

Days 2-4 [Choma, 
Kalomo, Mkushi] 

 

• Individual interviews with smallholder MSE producers (6 interviews) 

• Focus group discussions with smallholder MSE producers (3 FGDs, 21 
participants)  

• Individual interviews with input suppliers (8 interviews) 

• Individual interviews with veterinarians (4 interviews) 

• Individual interviews with agents/brokers (4 interviews) 

• Individual interviews with leaders of producer groups (4 interviews) 
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Day 5 [Lusaka] 

 
• Individual interviews with beef retailers (2 interviews) 

• Individual interviews with lead firms (4 interviews) 

 

Days 6-7 [Lusaka] 

 
• Field team meets to review results, agree on preliminary findings, and draft 

bullet points to share with stakeholders 

• Field team draws up detailed outline of report 

 

SCHEDULE FOR ANALYSIS AND WRITE-UP 

• Write up notes/transcripts from field interviews [September 15] 

• Complete analysis of data and draft report; circulate draft report for review [October 2] 

• Finalize report [October 6] 

TABLE A-1. QUALITATIVE SAMPLE DESIGN 

Participant Cotton Value 
Chain Beef Value chain Retail Input 

Distribution Total 

Smallholder 
farmers 

1 focus group w/ 7 
farmers + 2 
individual interviews 

1 focus group w/ 7 
farmers + 2 
individual interviews 

1 focus group w/ 7 
farmers + 2 individual 
interviews 

28 (21 in focus 
groups + 6 
individual 
interviews) 

Input suppliers  2 interviews 2 interviews 4 interviews 8 interviews 

Service providers 2 interviews with 
sprayers   2 interviews 

Extension workers 2 interviews 2 interviews  4 interviews 

Feed lot  
1 interview (one 
that serves 
smallholders) 

 1 interview 

Veterinarians  4 interviews  4 interviews 

Agents/brokers 2 interviews 
(distributors) 2 interviews  4 interviews 

Retailers  
2 interviews (1 up-
market + 1 ordinary 
kiosk) 

 2 interviews 

Leaders of 
producer groups 2 interviews  2 interviews  2 interviews with head 

of buying club/agent 6 interviews  

Lead firm 2 (Dunavant + 
Great Lakes) 

2 (Zambeef + 
Kembe)  4 interviews 

Input wholesaler 
or manufacturer   2 interviews 2 interviews 

 

EXPECTED OUTPUTS 

The qualitative findings will be summarized in a report describing the objectives of the research, the 
methodology used, key findings, and conclusions. Annexes will include interview guides, interview 
lists, and relevant analysis tables/matrices. The findings will complement the baseline survey data in 
addressing the key research questions and provide a base of information that can be referred to in the 
second round of data collection in interpreting the quantitative impact findings. 
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GUIDELINES FOR INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS WITH 
SMALLHOLDER COTTON AND BEEF PRODUCERS 

Two separate guidelines are provided below: one for cotton and beef producers and another for 
farmers in areas where PROFIT is working to improve retail input provision. 

 

GUIDELINES FOR COTTON AND BEEF PRODUCERS 

Objective: To deepen our understanding of the incentives and risks that affect the responsiveness of 
farmers to changing market demand in the cotton and beef value chains. 

Introductions and discussion of the purpose of the in-depth research. 
 

Background Information 

Describe your agricultural activities, especially livestock rearing and cotton cultivation. How large is 
your herd? Area planted to cotton? 

How much cotton did you harvest last season? How many head of beef did you sell or slaughter? 

Approximately how much did you earn from sales of beef, cotton, and other products? 
 

Market linkages 

To whom do you sell your beef/cotton? 

What are the ways producers can sell their products? 

How do these different buyers/marketing channels differ in terms of: 

• Profitability. 

• Risk of suffering a loss. 

• Marketing or transaction costs (the time it takes to gather information about the marketing 
alternative, travel to the place of sale, time spent meeting with buyers, time it takes to collect 
payment, etc.). 

Nature of producers’ relationship with the buyer. Do they have a close relationship? Are there repeat 
transactions? Which of the following do they receive from the buyer: 

• Inputs.  

• Extension services.  

• Information.  

• Training.  

• Credit. 

Level of trust that producers have with this type of buyer. 

28 PROFIT ZAMBIA RESEARCH PLAN 



 

 

Upgrading (improvements in business practices made either alone or with support from others) 

Please describe any changes you have made in the past two years in the production or sale of cotton, 
beef, and other products. 

• Change in type or variety of beef or cotton. 

• Change in animal and crop husbandry practices, 

• Change in harvest method (cotton). 

• Change in post-harvest activity. 

Did you use an embedded service or other type of commercial service? If so, 

• Did you pay anyone to help you make these changes? 

• Did you receive support from your buyer(s) and/or input supplier(s) to make these changes? 

• Did you receive support from government, development projects, NGOs, etc, to make these 
changes? 

Please describe the main reasons motivating you to make these changes. 

Describe how it worked out. How, if at all, have you benefited from these changes? 

Please describe any disadvantages or risks that you faced in making these changes. 

Please describe the disadvantages or risks of NOT making these changes. 

 

Inter-firm cooperation/coordination – horizontal 

Objective: To explore how trust, power asymmetries, and cultural biases may affect horizontal 
cooperation through examples of how producers cooperate with each other and what motivates them 
to do so. 

Nature of cooperation 

To you sell to the same buyers as your neighbors who sell similar products? 

Do you discuss prices? 

Do you discuss when to sell the products (cotton, beef, etc.)? 

Do you share transport of products with your neighbors? 

Do you share labor related to beef or cotton production with your neighbors? 

Do you share information about cotton cultivation or animal husbandry with your neighbors? 

Do you participate in farmer groups? If so, are you in the same groups as your neighbors? 

Role of producer groups 

Are you a member of a producer group? If so, who initiated the formation of this group? What is the 
role of the producer group? What economic activities does it participate in (joint procurement of 
inputs, joint collection/transportation/sale of products)? Advocacy? Joint access to finance? 
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How does this group differ from other farmers’ or women’s groups? 

Describe similarities and differences among members of the group. 

How much time do you spend attending meetings? 

How do you travel to the meeting place and how long does it take you? 

How would you describe differences between members and non-members?  

How do you feel about communication within the group (transparency and information flows)? 

Can you give an example of how decisions are made within the group (e.g., on prices or payment 
systems)? 

Can you give an example of how disputes are resolved within the group? 

Does the group deal (as a common entity) directly with buyers, input suppliers, financial institutions, 
and/or government? Do leaders negotiate contracts and make agreements on behalf of the group? If 
not, why not? If so, how do you know you can trust your leaders? 

Describe any problems the group has had. 

Describe the main benefits of being a member of this group. 

 

Inter-firm cooperation – vertical 

Objective: To explore how trust, power asymmetries, and cultural biases may affect competition 
between producers, buyers, input suppliers, and service providers through examples of how they 
cooperate with each other and what motivates them to do so. 

Embedded services 

Describe the different kinds of support or assistance (services) you receive from your buyer or input 
supplier. Ask separately for each buyer or input supplier. Ask specifically about: inputs, finance, 
training/technical assistance, introduction of new/improved products, group organization support, 
access to markets and market information, tools/equipment. 

Could you get this kind of support/assistance from someone other than your buyer or input supplier? 

How does this kind of support benefit you? Probe risks, transaction cost, profitability. 

How does it benefit those who provide it to you? Probe risks, transaction cost, profitability. 

Has this kind of support helped you earn more from cotton/beef? Explain why or why not. 

Are you confident that this kind of support will continue in the future (sustainability)? 

Are you confident that the buyer you contract with (and who provides you various kinds of support) 
will uphold agreements to buy your products in the future? Explain why or why not (trust). 

Negotiating power (power asymmetries, cultural biases, information flows) 

Describe how terms or agreements with different types of buyers are negotiated (either individual 
agreements or agreements made through producer groups). 

How do these agreements affect your flexibility to sell products through other outlets? 
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Describe how disputes, if any, with buyers are handled.  

Give other examples of how you have cooperated (recently or in the past) with a buyer or input 
supplier. 

Give examples of ‘missed opportunities’ for cooperation. 

Give examples of any problems you have experienced through lack of cooperation with buyers, input 
suppliers, or service providers. 
 

GUIDELINES FOR FARMERS IN INPUT PROVISION AREAS 

Objective: To deepen our understanding of the incentives and risks that influence the acquisition of 
production inputs by farmers in areas where PROFIT is working to improve input distribution. 

Introductions and discussion of the purpose of the in-depth research. 
 

Background Information 

Describe your agricultural activities, including livestock, crops that you grow for sale, and crops that 
you grow for use by your family. How large is your herd? Areas planted to cotton, maize, other major 
crops? 

Approximately how much did you earn last year from sales of beef, cotton, and other products? 
 

Input acquisition and use 

What inputs did you purchase last year for use on your crops/livestock? What quantity of each input 
was purchased? 

What inputs did you acquire through individual purchase? For each input purchased, state the type of 
source utilized (kiosk, itinerant seller, buyer of outputs, etc.).  

Why did you purchase inputs from these sources? What are the advantages and disadvantages, 
compared to other possible sources (cost, delivery, distance, accompanying advice, etc.)?  

Do you belong to any group that buys inputs on behalf of its members? If so, did you buy any inputs 
via group purchase with others? What were they and why did you select this method of input 
acquisition? 

How did you pay for the inputs that you purchased (cash, credit, deducted from sale price of output)? 

Were the type, quantity, quality, and timeliness of the inputs purchased suitable for your needs? 
Please explain any problems encountered with any of these aspects. [Ask separately for each type of 
input purchased and each source.] 

Did anyone provide you with information/advice/training on how to use the inputs you acquired? If 
so, who was it? How helpful was the information/advice/training received? 

Besides the productive inputs that you did acquire, were there other inputs that would have liked to 
purchase, but did not? If so, what are they and what was your reason for not purchasing them? 

What improvements in input supply would be most useful to you to raise the income that you earn 
from your farm? 
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ANNEX B. SMALLHOLDER SURVEY SAMPLE 
TABLE B-1. STRUCTURE OF SMALLHOLDER SURVEY SAMPLE 

Sub-Sector/Region Participant 
Sample 

Control 
Sample Total 

Cotton 
Choma (Southern) 
Monze (Southern) 

 
300 

 
 

200 

500 
 
 

Beef 
Kalomo (Southern) 
Choma (Southern) 

 
300 

 
 

200 

500 

Retail input supply 
Mkushi (Central) 
Chibombo (Central) 

 
300 

 
 

200 

500 

TOTAL 900 600 1,500 
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ANNEX C. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 
 

Separate questionnaires have been designed for use with cotton, beef, and retail input respondents. 
Each of these questionnaires is reproduced below. 
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ANNEX D. ANALYSIS PLAN FOR BASELINE SURVEY 
As its name suggests, the baseline survey is intended to collect information for the participant and 
control samples that can be compared with data to be collected two years later from the same panel of 
respondents to determine the impact of the PROFIT project. This Annex outlines a plan for tabulating 
and analyzing the data to be collected. Data analysis at the baseline stage is elementary, consisting 
purely of simple frequency distributions and cross-tabulations. More sophisticated data manipulation 
to plot relationships among variables and determine their statistical significance will follow the 
second round of data collection. 

Drawing on the research plan and particularly the causal models shown in Tables 1-3 above, the 
baseline survey should measure potential impact variables for samples of participants and controls in 
the covered interventions: 

• Sales, productivity, and trade in cotton, beef, and agricultural activities served by the improved 
retail input distribution system 

• Household incomes and poverty status for those engaged in these agricultural activities 

The baseline will provide information about the current levels of these variables in sampled 
enterprises and households and afford an opportunity to analyze some of their determinants (other 
than the effect of program participation, which can only be determined after the second survey 
round). 

RuralNet will provide the database to DAI in easily accessible form (Excel and SPSS), permitting 
basic tabulations and calculations to be performed by DAI. RuralNet will retain the database from the 
baseline survey for further analytical use following the second-round survey. 

The basic tables to be assembled from the data collected in the baseline survey are grouped into three 
sections: (1) descriptive information on the respondents; (2) information on the smallholder MSEs 
included in the sample; and (3) information on the households associated with the sampled 
smallholder MSEs. The remainder of this Annex describes the tabulations to be performed in each of 
these categories. Some of the information displayed in the tables described below is binary (e.g., 
yes/no, male/female), while other information is grouped data derived from frequency distributions. 
Grouped data displayed in tables should be backed up by raw counts that show the full (ungrouped) 
frequency distribution. 

After the tables described below are examined, additional cross-tabulations may be specified. For 
example, we may want to determine the relationship between the educational attainment of the 
entrepreneur or the household’s consumption or asset level on such activities as participation in 
producer groups and use of purchased inputs and business advice. The database should be organized 
to make such inquiries easy to perform. 

Three groups of descriptive tables will be prepared: 

• Basic descriptive information on respondents (common content for participants and controls in all 
three areas of project activity) 

• Enterprise-level information (specific content for participants and controls in cotton, beef, and 
retail services) 

• Household-level information (common content for participants and controls in all three areas of 
project activity) 
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BASIC DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION ON RESPONDENTS 

Table B-1. Distribution of sample by intervention. Shows the numbers of participant and control 
group members surveyed in each intervention area (cotton, beef, and retail input 
distribution), as well as the total number surveyed for each population. 

Table B-2. Demographic profile of respondents. Shows several types of personal information for 
respondents (individuals who manage smallholder MSEs): 

• Age and sex. Group men and women as young (up to 34), middle aged (35-54), or old 
(55+). 

• Relationship to head of beneficiary household: self; spouse; other. 

• Educational attainment (separately for male and female respondents): Never attended 
school; primary school only; some secondary school; some post-secondary school. 

Prepare one table for each intervention area plus one for the total sample. Note: We do not necessarily 
need this information for heads of household, but rather for those who operate smallholder MSEs. 

ENTERPRISE-LEVEL INFORMATION (COTTON) 

NOTE: The purpose of this section is to describe the smallholder MSEs covered by the survey. 
Numerous characteristics of the enterprise need to be measured: the land area devoted to the activity, 
the annual production level, cash sales, production and sales of improved varieties, marketing 
channels used, hired labor used, production inputs, technologies used, sources of business information 
and services, and producer group membership. This section describes some of the questions to be 
asked about cotton enterprises; the following two sections give the equivalent information for beef 
enterprises and small holders in retail input distribution areas. In both cases, additional and/or better 
formulations will become possible after we have consulted in the field once more and learned more 
about the two sub-sectors and the ways in which PROFIT will intervene in their operations. 

Table EC-1. Smallholder MSEs by Area Planted to Cotton. Prepare a table showing size distribution 
of cotton holdings for participants and controls in hectares. Size groups TBD. (Q202) 

Table EC-2. Smallholder MSEs by Total Farm Area. Prepare a table showing size distribution of farm 
area for participants and controls in hectares. Size groups TBD. (Q201) 

Table EC-3. Volume of Cotton Harvested Last Year. Prepare a table showing size distribution of 
cotton harvests for participants and controls. Size groups TBD. Volume measure used in 
questionnaire? Or kg.? (Q203) 

Table EC-4. Productivity: Volume of Cotton Harvested per Hectare Planted. Derived from Tables 
EC-3 and EC-1. Group the responses to give a reasonable idea of the range of variation. 

Table EC-5. Total Sales of Cotton in Past Year. Show value of cotton sold in past year for 
participants and controls. Group the responses to give a reasonable idea of the range of 
variation. (Q204) 

Table EC-6. Sale Price per kg. of Cotton. Show price realized by participants and controls. Group the 
responses to give a reasonable idea of the range of variation. (Q205) 

PROFIT ZAMBIA RESEARCH PLAN  85 



Table EC-7. Use of Fertilizer for Cotton Cultivation in Past Year. Tabulate answers to Q301 as 
yes/no. Tabulate yes answers by amount of fertilizer used (Q302). 

Table EC-8. Expenditure on Fertilizer and Chemicals for Cotton Cultivation. Group answers to Q304 
to show distribution. 

Table EC-9. Use of Purchased Cotton Seed. Tabulate answers to Q307 as yes/no. Tabulate yes 
answers by amount of fertilizer used (Q308). 

Table EC-10. Expenditure on Purchased Cotton Seed. Group answers to Q310 to show distribution. 

Table EC-11. Use of Tillage Services for Cotton Cultivation. Tabulate answers to Q313 as yes/no. 

Table EC-12. Expenditure on Tillage Services. Group answers to Q315 to show distribution. 

Table EC-13. Use of Weeding Services for Cotton Cultivation. Tabulate answers to Q319 as yes/no. 

Table EC-14. Expenditure on Weeding Services. Group answers to Q321 to show distribution. 

Table EC-15. Use of Harvesting Services for Cotton Cultivation. Tabulate answers to Q322 as yes/no. 

Table EC-16. Expenditure on Harvesting Services. Group answers to Q324 to show distribution. 

Table EC-17. Use of Banking Services for Cotton Cultivation. Tabulate answers to Q325 as yes/no. 
For yes answers, indicate type of service used. (Q327) 

Table EC-18. Use of Insurance for Cotton Cultivation. Tabulate answers to Q330 as yes/no. 

Table EC-19. Purchase of Farm Implements and Equipment. Tabulate answers to Q333 as yes/no. For 
yes answers, indicate amount spent. (Q335) 

Table EC-20. Use of Repair Services. Tabulate answers to Q336 as yes/no. For yes answers, indicate 
amount spent. (Q338) 

Table EC-21 (cotton). Use of Draft Animals in Cotton Production. Tabulate answers to Q339 as 
yes/no.  

Table EC-22. Use of Hired Labor for Cotton Production. Tabulate answers to Q341 as yes/no. For yes 
answers, indicate number hired. (Q342), total days worked (Q343), and total amount paid 
(Q344). 

Table EC-23. Types of Cotton Buyers. Show distribution of total amount sold by type of borrower 
(lead firm, processor, broker, or local trader). Q402 and 403) 

Table EC-24. Percentage of Cotton Rejected. Show percent of cotton offered for sale that was 
rejected by the buyer. Get total from Q404. 

Table EC-25. Spot vs. Contract Sales. Show percent of cotton sold to buyers through spot sales, 
contracts, and a combination of the two. (Q403 and 406) 

Table EC-26. Satisfaction with Cotton Buyers. Show percent of buyers of each type (lead firm, 
processor, broker, and local trader) with whom producers are very satisfied, moderately 
satisfied, or not satisfied. (Q402 and 407) 

Table EC-27. Farmer Group Membership. Tabulate answers to Q504 as yes (any group)/no.  

Table EC-28. Benefits of Farmer Group Membership. Tabulate answers to Q505, showing frequency 
of mention for each of the benefits listed.  
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Table EC-29. Frequency of Farmer Group Meeting Attendance. Tabulate answers to Q507 for group 

members (always, sometimes, rarely). 

Table EC-30. Shared Purchases of Agricultural Inputs. Tabulate answers to Q509 as yes/no.  

Table EC-31. Acquisition of Service from Other Farmers. Tabulate answers to Q510 as yes/no.  

Table EC-32. Shared Sales of Produce. Tabulate answers to Q511 as yes/no.  

Table EC-33. Cell Phone Use. Tabulate answers to Q601 as yes/no. For yes answers, indicate 
frequency of internet use. (Q602) 

Table EC-34. Use of Radio Programs on Agriculture. Tabulate answers to Q603 as yes/no.  

Table EC-35. Presence of Farmer Information Center. Tabulate answers to Q604 as yes/no.  

Table EC-36. Use of CFU-Recommended Farming Practices. Tabulate answers to Q701 as yes/no. 
Tabulate yes answers by type of practice used (early land preparation, minimum tillage 
using hand hoes, minimum tillage using animal power, minimum tillage using 
mechanical means). (Q702) 

Table EC-37. Use of Advice, Training, and/or Information. Tabulate answers to Q703 as yes/no. 
Tabulate yes answers by source. (Q704) 

Table EC-38. Satisfaction with Advice, Training, and/or Information Received. For each source listed 
in Q704, indicate how many respondents rated it as very useful, moderately useful, or not 
useful.  

ENTERPRISE-LEVEL INFORMATION (BEEF) 

Table EB-1. Smallholder MSEs by Total Farm Area. Prepare a table showing size distribution of 
owned cattle grazing areas for participants and controls in hectares. (Q201) 

Table EB-2. Type of Grazing Area. Tabulate answers to Q202 (own farm, communal land, both). 

Table EB-3. Farm Area Used for Grazing. Show size distribution of area reported. (Q203)  

Table EB-4. Size and Composition of Herd. Show total herd size and numbers of heifers, bulls, steers, 
and cows owned. (Q204) 

Table EB-5. Change in herd Size Over the Past Year. Show distribution of respondents by change in 
herd size over the past year in absolute numbers. (Q210, 204) 

Table EB-6. Total Sales of Beef in Past Year by Type of Animal. Show distribution of respondents by 
numbers of animals sold in past year. (Q211) 

Table EB-7. Beef Sales by Type of Buyer. percent of cattle sold to each type of buyer (lead firms, 
processors, brokers, local traders). (Q346, 347) 

Table EB-8. Beef Rejected for Poor Quality by Type of Buyer. Number of cattle rejected for poor 
quality by type of buyer. (Q348) 

Table EB-9. Payment Arrangements for Cattle Sales by Type of Buyer. percent of buyers to which 
respondent sells for spot sale, on contract, and both. (Q350) 
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Table EB-10. Main Reasons for Selling Cattle. Tabulate answers to Q351 in terms of frequency of 
mention of each motive (commercial, emergency, raise cash for school fees, raise cash 
for medicals, raise cash for dowery, other) for first, second, third, or fourth sale.  

Table EB-11. Location of Cattle Sales. Tabulate answers to Q352 in terms of frequency of mention of 
each location (at the farm, at abattoir, at feed lot, at auction, butchery, market) for buyers 
1-3.  

Table EB-12. Average Price per Animal by Type of Buyer. Classify buyers listed in Q345 by type 
(Q346), then calculate average price received for each type of buyer (lead firm, 
processor, broker, local trader), using price information provided in Q353.  

Table EB-13. Usual Method Used to Determine Price by Type of Buyer. For each type of buyer (lead 
firm, processor, broker, local trader), show distribution of pricing methods used (visual 
inspection, weight, string measurement of girth, sex, off-take (dressed weight), grades 
and standards, other). (Q353).  

Table EB-14. Level of Satisfaction with Buyers of Beef. Show distribution of responses (very 
satisfied, moderately satisfied, not satisfied) for each type of buyer (lead firm, processor, 
broket, local trader) (Q346, 354) 

Table EB-15. Use of Dip Chemicals. Tabulate answers to Q401 as yes/no.  

Table EB-16. Expenditure on Dip Chemicals. Group answers to Q304 to show distribution. 

Table EB-17. Use of Supplements/Feeds. Tabulate answers to Q405 as yes/no.  

Table EB-18. Expenditure on Supplements/Feeds. Group answers to Q408 to show distribution. 

Table EB-19. Use of Vaccines. Tabulate answers to Q405 as yes/no.  

Table EB-20. Expenditure on Vaccines. Group answers to Q412 to show distribution. 

Table EB-21. Use of Herding Services. Tabulate answers to Q413 as yes/no.  

Table EB-22. Expenditure on Herding Services. Group answers to Q415 to show distribution. 

Table EB-23. Use of Cattle Spraying Services. Tabulate answers to Q416 as yes/no.  

Table EB-24. Expenditure on Cattle Spraying Services. Group answers to Q418 to show distribution. 

Table EB-25. Use of Cattle Transportation Services. Tabulate answers to Q420 as yes/no.  

Table EB-26. Expenditure on Cattle Transportation Services. Group answers to Q421 to show 
distribution. 

Table EB-27. Use of Feed Lot Services. Tabulate answers to Q423 as yes/no.  

Table EB-28. Expenditure on Feed Lot Services. Group answers to Q424 to show distribution. 

Table EB-29. Use of Stud Services. Tabulate answers to Q426 as yes/no.  

Table EB-30. Expenditure on Stud Services. Group answers to Q427 to show distribution. 

Table EB-31. Use of Artificial Insemination Services. Tabulate answers to Q428 as yes/no.  

Table EB-32. Expenditure on Artificial Insemination Services. Group answers to Q430 to show 
distribution. 
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Table EB-33 (beef). Use of Banking Services. Tabulate answers to Q431 as yes/no.  

Table EB-34. Types of Banking Services Used. Display frequency of mention of the different 
banking services (borrowing, paying for imports, savings, security of assets, other). 
(Q433) 

Table EB-35. Use of Insurance. Tabulate answers to Q437 as yes/no.  

Table EB-36. Use of Private Veterinary Services. Tabulate answers to Q439 as yes/no.  

Table EB-37. Expenditure on Private Veterinary Services. Group answers to Q441 to show 
distribution. 

Table EB-38. Use of Hired Labor for Cattle Rearing. Tabulate answers to Q442 as yes/no. For yes 
answers, indicate number hired (Q443), total days worked (Q444), and total amount paid 
(Q445). 

Table EB-39. Foot and Mouth Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that 
suffered from foot and mouth disease in past year. (Q501) 

Table EB-40. Treatment of Foot and Mouth Disease. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that 
suffered from foot and mouth disease by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from 
a government veterinary clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought 
medicines, other). (Q502) 

Table EB-41. Deaths from Foot and Mouth Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of 
cattle that died from foot and mouth disease in past year. (Q503) 

Table EB-42. Corridor Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that suffered 
from corridor disease in past year. (Q504) 

Table EB-40. Treatment of Corridor Disease. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that 
suffered from corridor disease by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from a 
government veterinary clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought 
medicines, other). (Q505) 

Table EB-41. Deaths from Corridor Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle 
that died from corridor disease in past year. (Q506) 

Table EB-42. Anthrax. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that suffered from 
anthrax in past year. (Q507) 

Table EB-43. Treatment of Anthrasx. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that suffered from 
anthrax by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from a government veterinary 
clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought medicines, other). (Q508) 

Table EB-44. Deaths from Anthrax. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that died 
from anthrax in past year. (Q509) 

Table EB-45. Lumpy Skin Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that 
suffered from lumpy skin disease in past year. (Q510) 

Table EB-46. Treatment of Lumpy Skin Disease. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that 
suffered from lumpy skin disease by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from a 
government veterinary clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought 
medicines, other). (Q511) 
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Table EB-47. Deaths from Lumpy Skin Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of 
cattle that died from lumpy skin disease in past year. (Q512) 

Table EB-48. Liveroot Fluke Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that 
suffered from liver fluke disease in past year. (Q513) 

Table EB-49. Treatment of Liver Fluke Disease. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that 
suffered from liver fluke disease by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from a 
government veterinary clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought 
medicines, other). (Q514) 

Table EB-50. Deaths from Liver Fluke Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle 
that died from liver fluke mouth disease in past year. (Q515) 

Table EB-51. CBPP Disease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that suffered from 
CBPP disease in past year. (Q516) 

Table EB-52. Treatment of CBPP Disease. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that suffered 
from CBPP disease by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from a government 
veterinary clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought medicines, 
other). (Q517) 

Table EB-53. Deaths from CBPPDisease. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that 
died from CBPP disease in past year. (Q518) 

Table EB-54. Other Diseases. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that suffered 
from other diseases in past year. (Q519) 

Table EB-55. Treatment of Other Diseases. Show distribution of respondents with cattle that suffered 
from other diseases by action taken (did nothing, sought treatment from a government 
veterinary clinic, sought treatment from a private veterinary clinic, bought medicines, 
other). (Q521) 

Table EB-56. Deaths from Other Diseases. Show distribution of respondents by number of cattle that 
died from other diseases in past year. (Q522) 

Table EB-57. Use of Cell Phone to Receive Information Useful in Cattle Rearing. Group respondents 
by never, sometimes, often. (Q601) 

Table EB-58. Use of Internet to Send or Receive Information Useful in Cattle Rearing. Group 
respondents by never, sometimes, often. (Q602) 

Table EB-59. Listening to Radio Programs on Agriculture in Past Two Weeks. Group respondents by 
yes, no. (Q603) 

Table EB-60. Presence of Farmer Information Centers in This or Nearby Community. Group 
respondents by yes, no. (Q604) 

Table EB-61. Types of Information Disseminated by Information Centers. Show frequence of 
mention for the types of information listed in Q605 by those who reported the presence of 
a farmer information center.  

Table EB-62. Dissemination Methods Used by Information Centers. Show frequence of mention for 
the dissemination methods listed in Q606 by those who reported the presence of a farmer 
information center.  
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Table EB-63. Usefulness of Information Disseminated. Show frequency of yes/no answers for those 

who reported the presence of a farmer information center. (Q607) 

Table EB-64. Technical Advice/Training/Information Received in Past Year. Show frequency of 
yes/no answers. (Q701) 

Table EB-65. Sources of Technical Advice/Training/Information Received in Past Year. Show 
frequency of responses for sources listed in Q701. 

Table EB-66. Usefulness of Technical Advice/Training/Information Received in Past Year. For the 4-
5 most frequently mentioned sources in Q701, show the distribution of evaluations (very 
useful, moderately useful, not useful).  

Table EB-67. Presence of Farmer Groups in Community. Show frequency of yes/no answers. (Q801) 

Table EB-68. Types of Farmer Groups Present in Community. For those who answered yes to Q801, 
should distribution of types (marketing cooperative, buyer cooperative, marketing/buyer 
cooperative, producer association, other) for groups mentioned. (Q803) 

Table EB-69. Farmer Group Membership. Show number of respondents reporting membership in any 
farmer group and number reporting no membership. (Q804) 

Table EB-70. Benefits of Farmer Group Membership. For those who report membership in any 
farmer group, show the frequency of mention of each type of benefit listed in Q805. 

Table EB-71. Desired Benefits of Farmer Group Membership. For those who report membership in 
any farmer group, show the frequency of mention of each type of benefit listed in Q806. 

Table EB-72. Attendance at Farmer Group Meetings. For those who report membership in any farmer 
group, show the frequency of mention of each attendance pattern listed in Q807 (always, 
sometimes, rarely). 

Table EB-73. Resource Pooling to Buy Agricultural Inputs. Show yes/no answers to Q809. 

Table EB-74. Resource Pooling to Acquire Services. Show yes/no answers to Q810. 

Table EB-75. Resource Pooling to Sell Produce. Show yes/no answers to Q811. 

ENTERPRISE-LEVEL INFORMATION (RETAIL SERVICES) 

Table ER-1. Awareness of Shop that Sells Agrciultural Inputs in this or Nearby Community. Show 
numbers of yes/no answers. (Q212) 

Table ER-2. Source of Information on Shop that Sells Agricultural Inputs in this or Nearby 
Community. For those who are aware of a shop, show distribution of sources of 
information shown in Q213. 

Table ER-3. Distance to Nearest Shop. Show distribution of responses to Q214. 

Table ER-4. Source of Information on Available Products and Services. Show distribution of source 
of responses to Q215. 

Table ER-5. Retailer Efforts to Persuade Farmers to Buy from Them. Show yes/no responses to 
Q216. 
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Table ER-6. Most Important Factors in Deciding Where to Buy Inputs. Show distribution of mentions 
for factors listed in Q217. 

Table ER-7. Frequency of Cell Phone Use to Obtain Information Useful in Farming. Show 
distribution of responses to Q218 (never, sometimes, often). 

Table ER-8. Frequency of Internet Use to Send or Received Information Useful in Farming. Show 
distribution of responses to Q219 (never, sometimes, often). 

Table ER-9. Listened to Radio Program on Agricultural Business in Past 2 Weeks. Show yes/no 
responses to Q220. 

Table ER-10. Presence of Farmer Information Centers in This or Nearby Community. Group 
respondents by yes, no. (Q221) 

Table ER-11. Types of Information Disseminated by Information Centers. Show frequence of 
mention for the types of information listed in Q222 by those who reported the presence of 
a farmer information center.  

Table ER-12. Dissemination Methods Used by Information Centers. Show frequence of mention for 
the dissemination methods listed in Q223 by those who reported the presence of a farmer 
information center.  

Table ER-13. Usefulness of Information Disseminated. Show frequency of yes/no answers for those 
who reported the presence of a farmer information center. (Q224) 

Table ER-14. Amount of Fertilizer Bought in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of amounts 
bought in kg. (Q225) 

Table ER-15. Expenditure on Fertilizer in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of amounts spent 
in kwacha. (Q226) 

Table ER-16. Main Source of Fertilizer. Show distribution of responses by the sources listed in Q227. 

Table ER-17. Distance to Shop Where Fertilizer was Purchased. For those who reported buying 
fertilizer from a shop (Q227), show distribution of distances as indicated in Q228. 

Table ER-18. Amount of Pesticides Bought in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of amounts 
bought (in kg.?). (Q229) 

Table ER-19. Expenditure on Pesticides in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of amounts spent 
in kwacha. (Q230) 

Table ER-20. Main Source of Pesticides. Show distribution of responses by the sources listed in 
Q231. 

Table ER-21. Distance to Shop Where Pesticides were Purchased. For those who reported buying 
pesticides from a shop (Q227), show distribution of distances as indicated in Q232. 

Table ER-22. Amount of Herbicides Bought in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of amounts 
bought (in kg.?) (Q233) 

Table ER-23. Expenditure on Herbicides in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of amounts spent 
in kwacha. (Q234) 

Table ER-24. Main Source of Herbicides. Show distribution of responses by the sources listed in 
Q235. 
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Table ER-25. Distance to Shop Where Herbicides were Purchased. For those who reported buying 

herbicides from a shop (Q235), show distribution of distances as indicated in Q236. 

Table ER-26. Amount of Veterinary Drugs Bought in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of 
amounts bought (in kg.?) (Q237) 

Table ER-27. Expenditure on Veterinary Drugs in Last Season. Show grouped distribution of 
amounts spent in kwacha. (Q238) 

Table ER-28. Main Source of Veterinary Drugs. Show distribution of responses by the sources listed 
in Q238. 

Table ER-29. Distance to Shop Where Veterinary Drugs were Purchased. For those who reported 
buying veterinary drugs from a shop (Q238), show distribution of distances as indicated 
in Q239. 

Table ER-30. Expenditure on Purchase Services. Show numbers of respondents who reported any 
expenditure on each type of service listed in Q240. 

Table ER-31. Technical Advice/Training/Information Received in Past Year. Show frequency of 
yes/no answers. (Q446) 

Table ER-32. Sources of Technical Advice/Training/Information Received in Past Year. Show 
frequency of responses for sources listed in Q447. 

Table ER-33. Usefulness of Technical Advice/Training/Information Received in Past Year. For the 4-
5 most frequently mentioned sources in Q447, show the distribution of evaluations (very 
useful, moderately useful, not useful).  

Table ER-34. Presence of Farmer Groups in Community. Show frequency of yes/no answers. (Q524) 

Table ER-35. Types of Farmer Groups Present in Community. For those who answered yes to Q801, 
should distribution of types (marketing cooperative, buyer cooperative, marketing/buyer 
cooperative, producer association, other) for groups mentioned. (Q526) 

Table ER-36. Farmer Group Membership. Show number of respondents reporting membership in any 
farmer group and number reporting no membership. (Q527) 

Table ER-37. Benefits of Farmer Group Membership. For those who report membership in any 
farmer group, show the frequency of mention of each type of benefit listed in Q528. 

Table ER-38. Desired Benefits of Farmer Group Membership. For those who report membership in 
any farmer group, show the frequency of mention of each type of benefit listed in Q529. 

Table ER-39. Attendance at Farmer Group Meetings. For those who report membership in any farmer 
group, show the frequency of mention of each attendance pattern listed in Q530 (always, 
sometimes, rarely). 

Table ER-40. Resource Pooling to Buy Agricultural Inputs. Show yes/no answers to Q532. 

Table ER-41. Resource Pooling to Acquire Services. Show yes/no answers to Q533. 

Table ER-42. Resource Pooling to Sell Produce. Show yes/no answers to Q534. 
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INFORMATION ON SMALLHOLDER MSE HOUSEHOLDS 

Tables H-1 to H-3. Household Size and Economic Activity. Tabulate separately for each intervention 
area (cotton, beef, and retail). Cross-tabulate by participants and controls and male- and 
female-headed households. Show distribution of households by number of total members, 
number of members who engaged in business or informal labor in past year, and number 
who had salaried employment. (Q111)  

Tables H-4 to H-6. Major Household Income Sources. For each intervention, show distribution of 
income source rankings – that is, for each source (numbered 1-10; see Q?), show how 
many households ranked it first, how many second, etc., as well as the number that did 
not receive income from that source. (Q112)  

Tables H-7 to H-9. Household Consumption Expenditure per Capita. Calculate total household 
consumption by adding totals from Q114, Q118 through Q115. Then divide by the 
number of household members (Q109) to obtain consumption expenditure per capita. 
Show distribution by appropriate size groups.  

Table H-10. Number of Whole/Aquare Meals Eaten Yesterday. Show responses to Q115. 

Table H-11. How Long Food Crops Harvested in the Past Year Lasted. Show responses to Q116 (less 
than 12 months, 12 months). 

Table H-12. If Food Harvested Lasted Less than 12 Months, What Was the Main Source of Food 
After the Harvest Ran Out? For those who reported that their harvested food lasted less 
than 12 months (Q116), show the distribution of responses on other sources of food 
utilized (bought, received gift, exchanged crops for food, food aid program, 
sold/ecchanges household goods). (Q117) 

Table H-13. Material of House Wall. Show array of answers to Q126. 

Table H-14. Material of House Roof. Show array of answers to Q127. 

Table H-15. Main Source of Drinking Water in Dry Season. Show array of answers to Q134. 

Table H-16. Distance to Main Source of Drinking Water in Dry Season. Show array of answers to 
Q135. 

Table H-17. Main Source of Drinking Water in Wet Season. Show array of answers to Q136. 

Table H-18. Distance to Main Source of Drinking Water in Wet Season. Show array of answers to 
Q137. 

Table H-19. Type of Toilet Facility. Show array of answers to Q138. 

Table H-20. Type of Lighting in House. Show array of answers to Q139. 

Table H-21. Ownership of Gas/Electric Stove. Show yes/no answers to Q140, Item 4. 

Table H-22. Ownership of TV. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 1. 

Table H-23. Ownership of Radio. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 2. 

Table H-24. Ownership of Cell Phone. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 6. 

Table H-25. Ownership of Fixed Telephone Line. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 7. 
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Table H-26. Ownership of Sewing Machine. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 13. 

Table H-27. Ownership of Car/Pickup. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 16. 

Table H-28. Ownership of Motorcycle. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 17. 

Table H-29. Ownership of Bicycle. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 18. 

Table H-30. Ownership of Truck/Lorry. Show yes/no answers to Q141, Item 19. 
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