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Executive summary 

The purpose of this report on the CARE PNG Baseline Coffee Survey is to inform project design 
through identifying priority areas for CARE PNG to focus their work and help design project 
activities, processes and materials that are culturally relevant and sensitive. In addition, the 
baseline evaluation is also to provide a basis for measuring project impact in later years of the 
project. Finally, the baseline evaluation will also help determine future strategic priorities and 
directions for CARE PNG programmes and research. The baseline study seeks to establish 
indicators to measure increases in produced economic, human and social capital inherent in 
the objectives of the baseline survey. 

The baseline used the survey instrument developed in the IFC/Monpi baseline study. A sample 
frame was obtained from PNGCE containing the names of 396 farmers in the Asaro and 
Unggai-Bena LLG areas who deliver coffee to PNGCE and a sample of farmers was drawn from 
this. A team of five males and five females, working in pairs, conducted the interviews from 
the 13th to the 19th of February, 2014. The teams attempted to interview the household head 
and a significant other household member of the opposite sex, which provided a balance 
between male and female respondents. 

Data was entered into an Excel spreadsheet, checked for errors and completeness and then 
imported into SPSS by the consultant for analysis. Data on tree numbers for PNGCE was added. 
Most analysis used descriptive statistics, frequencies, cross tabulations and means, with the 
data presented in text, tables and figures. Some statistical tests (mainly t-tests and Chi-square 
tests) were conducted to test for significant differences. 

Key findings and their implications include: 

 Productivity is low, with a mean of 0.21 kg/tree of parchment or 370 kg/hectare and this 
is reflected in a poor mean gross margin of K1,148/ha. There are therefore opportunities 
to increase yields and profitability. 

 Mean cost of coffee production was K1.06/kg of parchment, with the main cash costs 
being: hired labour for picking, weeding, and clearing and preparing land and chemical 
costs, mainly to purchase herbicides. Very few used artificial fertilisers. 

 Women have and perceive themselves to have an important role in decision making 
about coffee production and many have some control over income from coffee, 
although this is not always acknowledge by the male household head. This does not 
appear to be acknowledged by the current sources of training and information, with 3% 
or less of women receiving training in the main coffee topics in 2013, compared with 
25% to 45% of men. 

 Education and literacy levels are very low, with half the women and one quarter of the 
men not being able to read and write in Tok Pisin and about 60% of women and 30% of 
men with no formal education. 

 Training activities, processes and materials must be suitable for low literacy and 
numeracy levels of many, and strategies must be developed to overcome the obvious 
gender bias in the delivery of training and extension information. 

 A target is required for involvement of women in training, perhaps 30%. They could be 
targeted by the delivery of women-only training perhaps using church and women’s 
groups as well as encouraging husband-wife couples to attend some training, much as 
was done for the survey. 

 While 42% of households had financial accounts (mainly with banks), only 10% 
borrowed money for growing coffee (50% or those with a microfinance institution 
account, but only 4% of those with a bank account). Lack of access to working capital 
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and investment finance is a constraint to improved productivity and profitability, 
particularly for the larger smallholder coffee farms. 

 The survey provides baseline indicators for measuring project impact including: number 
and gender balance of training; yields measures; sales revenue, costs of production and 
gross margin measures; use of sustainable practices; practice change indicators, social 
capital indicators and family life indicators. 
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1. Introduction 

CARE International in PNG (CARE PNG) has a Coffee Industry Support Project (CISP) whose goal 
is to improve the economic and social wellbeing of women coffee farmers in PNG. A part of 
this project CARE PNG conducted a baseline evaluation survey with smallholder farmers in the 
network of their partner PNG Coffee Exports. This evaluation focussed on coffee husbandry 
practices, coffee earnings and productivity, division of labour in the household and other 
gender norms (attitudes and practices) around household livelihoods strategies, with a focus 
on coffee. 

The purpose of the baseline evaluation was to inform project design through identifying 
priority areas in which to focus their work and help design project activities, processes and 
materials that are culturally relevant and sensitive. In addition, the baseline evaluation is also 
to provide a basis for measuring project impact in later years of the project. Finally, the 
baseline evaluation will also help determine future strategic priorities and directions for CARE 
PNG programmes and research. 

Part of this was a consultancy (see TOR in Appendix 2) to lead the analysis of the data collected 
from the baseline evaluation and to write a report summarising the results and to make 
comparisons with other available evaluations. 

This report contains the results of the baseline evaluation and provides discussion, conclusion 
and recommendations relevant to the CISP project. 
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2. Methodology 

2.1 Theoretical approach 

The methodology followed the approach used in the IFC: Agribusiness PNG: Monpi Coffee 
Exports and Monpi Cocoa Exports Baseline Study Report prepared for the International Finance 
Corporation (IFC) by Roy Murray-Prior in 2014 (hereafter referred to as the IFC/Monpi baseline 
study). The CARE PNG baseline study seeks to measure increases in produced economic, 
human and social capital inherent in the objectives of the baseline survey. In addressing the 
issue of increasing the role and empowerment for women in the coffee industry, the baseline 
uses the Women’s Empowerment Framework developed by CARE Australia (2010) which 
focuses on empowering women. 

The evaluation of the CISP project incorporates a longitudinal design, of which the baseline is 
the first component. Due to ethical and implementation problems with selecting comparison 
groups, the design chosen involves pre-test project groups only. 

2.2 Survey instrument 

The baseline used the survey instrument developed in the IFC/Monpi baseline study (see 
Appendix 3). It was divided into three parts: Part 1 – Interview information to identify who 
conducted the interview and where it was conducted; Part 2 – Household and coffee garden 
information; and Part 3 – Gender specific questions to be asked separately of the male and 
female members of the household interviewed. The topics covered in the three parts are as 
follows: 

Part 1: Interview information 

 Survey preamble and ethics issues 

 Information on interview 

 Area and household identification 

Part 2: Household and coffee garden information 

 Household demographics 

 Coffee production and income 

 Coffee production and processing practices 

 Coffee processing and production costs 

 Coffee assets and finance 

 Coffee certification 

 Sources of information and training 

 Social capital 

Part 3: Gender specific questions 

 Household and gender roles, decision making and gender beliefs 

 Membership and role in organisations 

 Coffee knowledge 

 Preferred training times 

 Women’s sources of income 

The questionnaire was developed in English and then translated into Tok Pisin. 
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2.3 Sampling 

A sample frame was obtained from PNGCE containing the names of 396 farmers in the Asaro 
and Unggai-Bena LLG areas who deliver coffee to PNGCE. From this a main and alternative 
sample was drawn randomly. 

2.4 Conduct of surveys 

A team of five males and five females, working in pairs, conducted the interviews from the 13th 
to the 19th of February, 2014. In interviewing households, the teams attempted to interview 
the household head and a significant other household member of the opposite sex. Part 2 or 
the survey was conducted by both members of the team with both household members, while 
Part 3 involved separate interviews with a male enumerator interviewing the male household 
member and a female enumerator interviewing the female household member. 

Further detail on the conduct of the survey and issues arising during its conduct can be found 
in the report in Appendix 4. 

2.5 Data entry and cleaning 

An Excel spreadsheet was prepared for data entry with one sheet containing columns for the 
quantitative and precoded answers and another for the qualitative answers. Each of the 
former had appropriate input instructions and data validation constraints. CARE PNG arranged 
for data entry. Data were then checked for errors and completeness and where necessary 
checks and alterations were made to the data or missing and not applicable codes were 
entered. The PNGCE data on tree numbers for each farmer was added to the data set as most 
farmers did not know how many trees they had. 

Data was then uploaded into SPSS by the consultant for preliminary analysis. This initial 
analysis consisted of frequencies and cross tabulations to help with checking for errors. Any 
errors detected through this process were corrected following consultations with Gabriella 
Marimyas from CARE PNG. 

2.6 Data analysis 

Overall usuable surveys were obtained from 86 households in eight villages (Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1: Villages surveyed and target and actual numbers of surveys 

Village Target Actual 
Percent of 

actual 

Ketarobo 20 24 28% 

Arufa 12 14 165 

Roza 12 11 13% 

Samogouaf 8 10 12% 

Sogopegu 12 10 12% 

Ifiufa 12 7 8% 

Katagu 8 6 7% 

Bena Brid 6 4 5% 

Total 90 86 100% 

 

Mainly descriptive statistics were used in the analysis – frequencies, distributions, means, 
standard deviations and coefficient of variance. Where differences were required by the client 
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for scale variables this can be conducted using t- tests and Chi-square tests. Comparisons were 
made with data from the World Bank’s Productive Partnerships in Agriculture Project (PPAP) 
baseline conducted in 2012 (UniQuest 2013) where possible. A factor analysis was conducted 
of the social capital variables. 

2.7 Data presentation 

Survey results and discussion are presented as text, tables and figures according to the type of 
data to be presented and a located in the following five chapters: 

Chapter 3. Household and farm characteristics 
Chapter 4. Family life and gender issues 
Chapter 5. Coffee practices 
Chapter 6. Coffee finances and economics 
Chapter 7. Discussion and recommendations 
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3. Household and farm characteristics 

This chapter contains key information, findings and implications on household demographics; 
land, coffee and other assets; human capital factors; and social capital factors. 

3.1 Implications of findings on household and farm characteristics 

Certain implications arise from the household and farm characteristics presented in this 
chapter: 

 Very few women are currently receiving training, so strategies will need to be developed 
to target the delivery of training to women. 

 Since many women are members of church or women’s groups, these may be suitable 
organisations to help organise delivery of training. 

 Literacy levels are low, particularly for women. Because many males and half the 
females cannot read and write in Tok Pisin, training must focus on demonstrations and 
photographs/posters, while information materials should be visual rather than written. 

 In addition some adults are not fluent in Tok Pisin, so local languages will need to be 
used if possible, or translation into local languages will be necessary when delivering 
training to some locations. 

 Mornings of Mondays through Fridays are the most suitable training times. 

3.2 Household demographics 

3.2.1 Gender and status of household members interviewed 

In the 86 households surveyed, 86 males and 74 females were interviewed (Table 3.1). Of the 
85 household heads interviewed, 84 or 98.8% acknowledged a male as the household head. 

Table 3.1: Gender and status of household members interviewed 

Status Males Females Total 

Household head 84 1 85 

Spouse of household head 1 70 71 

Parent/grandparent of head  2 2 

Other relative of head 1 1 2 

n 86 74 160 

 

3.2.2 Age of household respondents and household size 

The mean age of those interviewed was 38 for males and 32 for females. However, the large 
number of ‘don’t knows’ could have distorted the result, particularly as they are more likely to 
be older than younger. Most respondents who gave an age were in the 21-40 year age group 
(Table 3.2). The oldest were male (65) and female (60) and the youngest were male (22) and 
female (19). This sample has a similar number of males in the >60 age groups as the PPAP 
baseline (11% vs 5%) and slightly less in the 21-40 age group. 
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Table 3.2: Age by gender of interviewees 

 Male Female 

Age category # % # % 

<= 20 0 0% 2 2% 

21-40 37 43% 29 34% 

41-60 11 13% 7 8% 

>60 6 7% 0 0% 

Don't know 28 33% 32 37% 

Not applicable 4 5% 14 16% 

Missing 0 0% 2 2% 

n 86  86  

 

While the average size of the households was 4.9, the most common numbers of members 
was 5 or 6 and the largest was 12 (Figure 3.1). This compares with an average number of 
persons per household of 5.1 for the PPAP baseline. 

Figure 3.1: Distribution of number of people in a household  

3.3 Land and assets 

The mean number of coffee gardens was 2.8, with a range from 1 to 9. The most common 
number of gardens was 2 (35%) followed by 3 (27%) (Table 3.3). 
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Table 3.3: Number of coffee gardens per household 

# gardens Count Percent 

1 12 14% 

2 30 35% 

3 23 27% 

4 12 14% 

5 4 5% 

6 2 2% 

7 2 2% 

9 1 1% 

Total 86 100% 

 

Half the households said they did not know the number of coffee trees they have. 
Consequently, PNGCE records of the number of trees for each household were used in this 
report. The mean number of trees per household was 8,244, with the modal and median 
number being 5,000 trees (Figure 3.2). The maximum was 50,000 trees and the minimum was 
250 trees. 

Figure 3.2: Distribution of number of trees per household (PNGCE records) 

 

On average 80% of households sold cherry and 72% sold parchment (Table 3.4), however, in 
one village (Arufa) only one household (7%) sold cherry, while for the other villages the 
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Table 3.4: Number and percentages selling the different types of coffee 

Coffee type # % 

Sell cherry 69 80% 

Sell parchment 62 72% 

Sell green bean 2 2% 

n 86 
 

Some households sold more than one type of coffee 

3.3.1 Number and value of coffee and selected household assets 

The mean number of coffee and selected other household assets per household are shown in 
Table 3.5. The most frequently cited coffee assets were coffee bags, buckets, spades and bush 
knives. Not all households have secateurs or bow saws, which are beneficial for effective 
pruning. Similarly not all households have hand pulpers, however, since ¼ of them don’t sell 
parchment not all will need them. However, since only 52% of households selling parchment 
have a hand pulper they may be a constraint for some households. 

Radios and TVs are not common, but about ⅓ appear to have access to mobile phones. This 
suggests mobile phones could be used to send out price messages and simple extension 
reminder messages to farmers. 

Table 3.5: Mean number per household of coffee assets and selected other assets 

Asset Mean # 

Wheelbarrows 0.17 

Chainsaws 0.05 

Good knapsack 0.54 

Poor knapsack 0.15 

Good secateurs 0.71 

Poor secateurs 0.14 

Good bow saw 0.97 

Poor bow saw 0.19 

Spade 2.83 

Bush knives 1.93 

Coffee bags 22.59 

Canvas sheets 1.65 

Buckets 11.63 

Hand pulper 0.44 

Machine pulpers 0.10 

Other coffee processing 0.00 

Radio 0.16 

Mobile phone 0.65 

TVs 0.10 

 

The numbers of coffee and selected household assets purchased in 2013 are given in Table A 2 
and show a similar pattern. 

The mean value of coffee assets for households was K882, with a range of K10 to K10,170 
(Table 3.6). The mean value of selected household assets (including vehicles) was K1,013 and 
ranged from K0 to K66,275. 
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Table 3.6: Value of assets per household in Kina (Mean, Max, Min, SD) 

Assets Kina 

Coffee assets 
 

Mean K882 

Maximum K10,170 

Minimum K10 

Standard deviation K1,332 

n 86 

Other household assets 
 

Mean K1,013 

Maximum K66,275 

Minimum K0 

Standard deviation K7,361 

n 83 

 

3.4 Human capital factors 

3.4.1 Education and literacy 

Education levels in the population surveyed were low, with 31% of men and 58% of women 
having completed no formal educational grades at all. No men and only two women had 
completed beyond Grade 10. 

These statistics are difficult to compare with the PPAP data because their results were 
presented as an average across all household members or for household heads. Since 98% of 
the household heads were males in the PPAP baseline, these can be used to compare with the 
male education levels from this survey. The percentage of male household heads with no 
formal education is similar to the figures for PPAP which was 35%, although the percentages 
who have received Grade 1-6 level education is higher than for the PPAP baseline, which was 
38%. However, they confirm that a large proportion of adults have relatively little education, 
which has implications for the delivery of coffee training and particularly for accounting and 
business training. 

The low levels of literacy are also reflected in the question asking if they could read and write 
Tok Pisin, with 73% of men and 47% of women indicating they could do so. Therefore delivery 
of visual and written materials in Tok Pisin will cause problems in understanding for many men 
and women. 
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Figure 3.3: Distribution of educational levels by gender  

n = males 85, females 73 

3.4.2 Knowledge of coffee topics 

Respondents were ask to rate their knowledge of six coffee topics, which were chosen based 
on the main CIC modules and those used in the IFC/Monpi training program. Men rated their 
knowledge on these topics higher than women with ratings for men ranging from 2.48 for 
Coffee marketing to 4.21 for Post-harvest, while for women the range was from 1.99 for 
Coffee pest and diseases to 3.58 for Post-harvest (Figure 3.4& Table A 3). These provide some 
indication of areas where households perceive they have weaknesses. 

Figure 3.4: Self-rating of knowledge on selected coffee topics by males and females 
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almost all have no idea of the conversion rates and therefore are not able to compare cherry 
and parchment prices, a key bit of knowledge for households that produce both cherry and 
parchment. 

Interestingly, 91% of households indicated they had no knowledge of coffee certification 
(Table 3.7), which suggests they have not received any training in this topic. 

Table 3.7: Self rating of knowledge of certification 

Rating # Percent 

1. No understanding 77 90.6 

2 2 2.4 

3 2 2.4 

4 2 2.4 

5. Very good understanding 2 2.4 

Total 85 100.0 

 

Therefore while men may rate their knowledge of post-harvest issues well, this may not be a 
true reflection of their actual knowledge. It would be useful to also get them to rate their 
desired level of knowledge, which alongside their perceived knowledge would give a good 
indication of which topics they are most likely to be interested in for further training. To also 
get a good idea of actual training needs it would be desirable to ask detailed questions of 
farmers for each topic as part of any assessment of training needs. 

3.4.3 Training and information access for selected coffee topics 

Between ¼ and ½ of men received training in the main coffee topics, including bookkeeping in 
2013 (Table 3.8), which appears to be a good result, particularly when compared to other 
topics such as agriculture. It also compares favourably with the levels of training for farmers in 
the PPAP baseline, which averaged 18% for EHP and 14% for WHP, although 80% of Okapa 
farmers from that survey had received at least one training. 

However, almost no women received training, with the 3% being 2 women only, which is 
similar to the proportions receiving agriculture training. Given the important role of women in 
the coffee industry, this issue needs to be addressed. It appears few other members of the 
households received training. 

Table 3.8: Coffee training received by subject and gender in 2013 

Topic Males Females Other 

Coffee rehabilitation 46% 3% 1% 

Post-harvest processing 43% 3% 1% 

Coffee nursery 32% 3% 1% 

Pest & disease 
management 

26% 1% 1% 

Coffee marketing 28% 1% 1% 

Bookkeeping 39% 1% 1% 

Other coffee 21% 0% 1% 

Agriculture 26% 3% 1% 

n 85 74  

 



 

Page 12 

Overwhelmingly the training received by the coffee households was provided by an Exporter 
(Table 3.9), in this case most probably PNGCE. CIC appears to have provided some training 
across a range of topics to a small number of farmers as has DAL/DPI and NGOs. Given the 
apparent numbers of staff DAL also has for agriculture and coffee training, not many farmers 
appear to be receiving training from them. In the PPAP baseline, the proportions receiving 
training from CIC and Exporters across a range of topics was similar, probably reflecting the 
presence in that sample of control groups of farmers, whereas this survey has only interviewed 
farmers who are part (or are becoming part) of a network linked to PNGCE. 

Table 3.9: Main providers of training by subject in 2013 

Topic Exporter CIC DAL/DPI NGO Buyers Farmers Other 

Coffee rehabilitation 
       

  Males 82% 3% 3% 3% 3% 5% 3% 

  Females 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Post-harvest processing 
       

  Males 79% 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 

  Females 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Coffee nursery 
       

  Males 74% 4% 4% 4% 4% 7% 4% 

  Females 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Pest & disease management 
      

  Males 73% 5% 5% 0% 5% 9% 5% 

  Females 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Coffee marketing 
       

  Males 71% 4% 4% 4% 4% 8% 4% 

  Females 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Bookkeeping 
       

  Males 79% 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 

  Females 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Other coffee 
       

  Males 56% 0% 6% 0% 6% 28% 6% 

  Females 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Agriculture 
       

  Males 59% 5% 5% 0% 5% 14% 14% 

  Females 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 

 

The average rating of usefulness of training by men for the six main coffee topics was 4.65, 
with a range from 4.38 for coffee marketing to 4.93 for coffee nursery training (Table 3.10). 
Statistical comparisons using t-tests were made between mean rating on the six main coffee 
topics and both level of education and literacy in Tok Pisin. While the rating for those with the 
highest level of education tended to be slightly higher than the ratings of those with less 
education, only the rating for coffee nursery had a significant difference. No significant 
differences were found for the literacy comparison (Table A 4 & Table A 5) and no trend was 
apparent. A claim was made in the PPAP baseline that higher education was positively linked 
to rating of training, although they did not conduct a statistical test and the trends were not 
always consistent. 
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Table 3.10: Rating of usefulness of training received in 2013 by subject 

Topic Rating
* 

Coffee rehabilitation 4.77 

Post-harvest processing 4.71 

Coffee nursery 4.93 

Pest & disease management 4.45 

Coffee marketing 4.38 

Bookkeeping 4.66 

Other coffee 4.44 

Agriculture 4.41 

*
 Rating out of 5 with 5 best 

A larger proportion of men than women accessed information about coffee in 2013, with men 
being most likely to access information on Coffee marketing (67%) and least likely to access 
information on Pest and disease management (35%), with similar results for women with the 
percentages being 23% and 8% respectively (Table 3.11). The higher levels of women accessing 
information - despite the difficulty of doing so - indicates that they are more active in coffee 
decision making than the percentages involved in training suggest. These levels are also higher 
than the levels found in the PPAP baseline. 

Table 3.11: Information topics accessed in 2013 by topic and gender 

Topic Male Female 

Coffee rehabilitation 48% 13% 

Post-harvest processing 45% 12% 

Coffee nursery 41% 9% 

Pest & disease management 35% 8% 

Coffee marketing 67% 23% 

Agriculture 40% 13% 

No other household members were mentioned as accessing information. 

An exporter – presumably PNGCE – was a major source of information for both men and 
women. However, for men, CICs was rated relatively higher as an information source than a 
training source, particularly for marketing (Table 3.12). Other farmers were the other main 
source of information for all topics. For the few women accessing information, other farmers 
were important as well as the Exporter. Interestingly, DAL/DPI was not important for 
Agricultural information, or for most other topics. 

Overwhelmingly, conversation was the main way information was accessed (Table 3.13). For 
men it was between ⅔ and ¾ of the responses and for women from about ½ to ⅔ of 
responses. Meetings were another important source. Interestingly, radio was more important 
as a source of information for women, providing between 10% and 20% of the responses 
across the topics. It appears to be reasonably important for marketing information. Notice 
boards, posters, TV, SMS and newspapers were generally not important except for a couple of 
topics. 
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Table 3.12: Main sources of information in 2013 by topic and gender 

Topic Exporter CIC DAL/DPI 
Agriculture 
suppliers 

Buyers 
Other 

farmers 
Other 

Coffee rehabilitation 
       

  Males 36% 11% 2% 0% 9% 34% 9% 

  Females 35% 6% 0% 0% 6% 41% 12% 

Post-harvest processing 
       

  Males 32% 10% 0% 5% 5% 32% 17% 

  Females 30% 0% 0% 0% 10% 30% 30% 

Coffee nursery 
       

  Males 34% 8% 3% 3% 8% 32% 13% 

  Females 33% 0% 11% 0% 11% 22% 22% 

Pest & disease management 
      

  Males 26% 11% 0% 0% 6% 46% 11% 

  Females 29% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 29% 

Coffee marketing 
       

  Males 30% 17% 0% 0% 7% 33% 13% 

  Females 33% 0% 0% 0% 17% 33% 17% 

Agriculture 
       

  Males 26% 6% 0% 12% 0% 35% 21% 

  Females 20% 0% 0% 10% 0% 40% 30% 

 

Table 3.13: Main ways information accessed in 2013 by topic and gender 

Topic Conversation Radio 
Notice 
board 

TV Meetings 
SMS 
text 

Newspaper Poster Other 

Coffee rehabilitation 
        

  Males 63% 2% 2% 0% 12% 2% 0% 10% 7% 

  Females 50% 10% 10% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% 10% 

Post-harvest processing 
        

  Males 68% 3% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 8% 11% 

  Females 67% 11% 0% 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Coffee nursery 
         

  Males 69% 3% 0% 0% 14% 0% 0% 3% 11% 

  Females 57% 14% 0% 0% 14% 0% 0% 0% 14% 

Pest & disease management 
        

  Males 67% 3% 0% 3% 20% 0% 0% 0% 7% 

  Females 50% 17% 0% 0% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Coffee marketing 
         

  Males 75% 11% 5% 0% 5% 2% 2% 0% 0% 

  Females 71% 18% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Agriculture 
         

  Males 68% 3% 3% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0% 9% 

  Females 70% 10% 10% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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While slightly less than half of the men interviewed accessed coffee information in 2013, about 
70-80% of them only accessed information annually or very rarely. Of the ⅔ who accessed 
market information, 22% (or 15% overall) accessed it weekly, while 15% (or 10% overall) 
accessed it monthly. Therefore only about 25% of male household members are getting 
regular information about the coffee market. 

Around 10% of women access coffee information (apart from market information), but once 
again 80-90% of them access it annually or very rarely. However, while around ¼ of the women 
accessed coffee market information, 18% (or 4% overall) accessed it weekly and 29% (or 7% 
overall) accessed it monthly. Therefore around 10% of female household members 
interviewed are getting regular information about the coffee market. 

When you consider the people who did not access coffee information at all and those who 
only accessed it very rarely or annually, it appears that very little information is available or 
being utilised by these coffee farmers. 

Table 3.14: Regularity of access to information by topic and gender 

 
Weekly Monthly 

Every 3 
months 

Annually Very rarely 

Coffee rehabilitation 
     

  Males 15% 0% 8% 38% 40% 

  Females 10% 0% 10% 30% 50% 

Post-harvest processing 
     

  Males 16% 0% 8% 35% 41% 

  Females 11% 0% 11% 22% 56% 

Coffee nursery 
     

  Males 12% 0% 6% 41% 41% 

  Females 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 

Pest & disease management 
     

  Males 7% 3% 7% 40% 43% 

  Females 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 

Coffee marketing 
     

  Males 22% 15% 5% 25% 33% 

  Females 18% 29% 6% 12% 35% 

Agriculture 
     

  Males 6% 0% 6% 41% 47% 

  Females 10% 0% 10% 40% 40% 

 

Both men and women rate the information they access as being valuable or very valuable, with 
ratings ranging from 4.1 to 4.7 (out of 5). 

Table 3.15: Rating of usefulness of information by topic and gender 

Topic Male Female 

Coffee rehabilitation 4.6 4.5 

Post-harvest processing 4.5 4.1 

Coffee nursery 4.4 4.5 

Pest & disease management 4.2 4.5 

Coffee marketing 4.4 4.4 

Agriculture 4.3 4.7 

Rating out of 5 with 5 best 
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3.4.4 Suitable times for conducting training 

It appears the most suitable times to conduct training in these villages are in the mornings of 
Mondays through Fridays (Table 3.16 & Table 3.17). However, this may vary from location to 
location and at different times of the year. Late morning is less suitable than early morning, 
particularly for men. 

Table 3.16: Days not suitable for training by gender 

Day Male Female 

Saturday 84% 57% 

Sunday 78% 60% 

Monday 11% 16% 

Tuesday 11% 21% 

Wednesday 14% 19% 

Thursday 10% 10% 

Friday 51% 21% 

Percentage of respondents 

Table 3.17: Period of day most suitable for conducting training by gender 

Period of day Male Female 

Early morning 83% 86% 

Late morning 36% 64% 

Early afternoon 29% 19% 

Late afternoon 19% 2% 

Evening 13% 9% 

Percentage of respondents 

3.5 Social capital factors 

3.5.1 Ratings of social capital on selected social capital items. 

Households were asked to rate their level or agreement or disagreement with eight social 
capital measures on a five point scale, with five being the highest level of agreement. There 
seems to be a very high level of satisfaction with village life in terms of leadership, 
consideration of their views and the harmonious relationships (Table 3.18). The variance in 
these items was relatively low. However, the views were more mixed on whether people were 
willing to help, fairly contribute to the village and were basically honest, in the latter case the 
modal rating was 3, while ⅓ said they very strongly disagreed with the statement as well (Table 
A 6). The item on stealing cherry shows that this appears to be an issue, although again the 
views were mixed, with ¼ strongly disagreeing and 61% strongly agreeing. People steal cherry 
and People are basically honest had bimodal rather than unimodal distributions, indicating a 
level of disagreement in the community on these issues. 

Factor analysis was conducted on these items to see if there was similarity between the items. 
However, the results were not conclusive so have been left out. This could be due to the low 
numbers of respondents in this survey. However, the items (apart from stealing cherry) were 
derived from the World Bank Social Capital Assessment Tool for different categories of social 
capital and so would not necessarily be expected to measure exactly the same things. 
However, they provide an indication of levels of social capital for each location. 
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Table 3.18: Mean and standard deviation of ratings for social capital measures 

 
Mean Std Devn 

Village relationships harmonious 4.79 0.73 

Confidence in leaders to manage conflict 4.66 0.87 

Peoples views considered in village 4.64 0.78 

Entire village makes decisions 4.14 1.26 

People willing to help 3.96 1.31 

People fairly contribute to village 3.84 1.35 

People basically honest and can be trusted 2.33 1.17 

People steal cherry
1 3.81 1.71 

n = 85; Ratings out of 5, with 5 best. 
1
 This is a negative question in comparison to the others. 

3.5.2 Involvement in community organisations as a measure of social capital 

Other measures of the level of social capital are involvement in community organisations, the 
number of community organisations present and the level of involvement of people in these 
organisations. Of the people who answered this question, slightly more women (45%) than 
men (39%) said they were members of one or more community organisations. Men were more 
involved in farmers groups (61%) than women (6%), which is a concern (Table 3.19). Similarly 
15% of men were involved with credit groups but no women. On the other hand, women are 
more involved in religious groups (39%) than men (21%). Those women who were involved in 
community organisations appear to have been slightly more active than men (28% being 
leaders, compared with 15% for men) (Table 3.20). 

Table 3.19: Membership of community organisations by gender 

 
Male Female 

Group 
% of 

responses 
% of 

respondents 
% of 

responses 

% of 
respondents 

Farmer's group 49% 61% 6% 6% 

Cooperative 7% 9% 3% 3% 

Religious group 17% 21% 36% 39% 

Women's group - - 48% 52% 

Political group 5% 6% 0% 0% 

Credit group 12% 15% 0% 0% 

Village association 2% 3% 6% 6% 

Sports committee 7% 9% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 124% 100% 106% 

n  41  33 

1
 More than one response allowed per person 
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Table 3.20: Level of participation in community organisations by gender 

Participation level Male Female 

Leader 15% 28% 

Very active 8% 6% 

Somewhat active 5% 3% 

Not active 73% 63% 

n 40 32 

 

3.6 Key findings from household and farm characteristics 

 Most households (98.8%) acknowledged males as the household head. 

 Education and literacy levels are low, with half the women and one quarter of the men 
not being able to read and write in Tok Pisin. Also about 30% of men and 60% of women 
had no formal education. 

 Between 25% and 50% of men and 1% and 3% of women had received some training in 
the main coffee topics in 2013, indicating a substantial gap in training for females. 

 Men rated the usefulness of training they received between 4.4 and 4.9 out of 5, 
however, few women received training so their ratings are not given. 

 The mornings of Mondays through Fridays are the most suitable times for training, 
although Tuesdays and Fridays are slightly less suitable. 

 Overwhelmingly, conversation was the main source of information, with meetings being 
another important source. Radio was an important source of information for women, 
providing between 10% and 20% of responses. 

 Mobile phones were reasonably common with 0.65 per household, although radio and 
TVs were less common. 

 Men were more involved in farmer’s groups, while women were more involved in 
religious groups and women’s groups. Very few women were involved in farmer’s 
groups. 

 Cherry was sold by 80% of households, with parchment sold by 72% and green bean by 
2%. 

 About 52% of households selling parchment had hand pulpers. 

  



 

  Page 19 

4. Family life and gender issues 

This chapter outlines the key findings and implications with respect to family life and gender 
issues and their implications for the efficient and effective production and marketing of coffee 
at the smallholder farmer level. 

4.1 Implications of findings on family life and gender 

Implications arising from the family life and gender results presented in this chapter include: 

 Women appear to have an important role in decision making about coffee and 
household management, although their spouses do not always acknowledge this. 

 Spouses make many decisions jointly and consequently the delivery of training, the 
provision of information and general dealings with coffee producing households should 
involve women as far as is possible to take advantage of this. 

 Domestic violence is a problem that may affect the ability of some women to participate 
in some activities and the design of training and information programs should address 
this constraint. 

4.2 Participation in coffee work 

Men consider themselves to be involved in most of the main coffee activities listed, apart from 
fertilising/mulching and pest and disease management where only about half saying that they 
did this work in 2013 (Table 4.1). Most women say they are involved in activities such as 
clearing land, planting coffee, weeding, picking coffee, wet milling, drying and selling coffee. 
Like men they are less involved in fertilising/mulching and pest and disease management, but 
are also less involved in shade establishment, nursery management, digging drains, pruning 
coffee and record keeping. 

However, women appear to have a different perception of their and their spouse’s role in 
working of coffee when compared to men’s perceptions. For example, ¾ of women consider 
they have an equal main role in clearing land for coffee compared with 40% of men who 
consider they have the main role and 52% who consider they have an equal main role. Women 
also appear to be very important to planting coffee, weeding, picking coffee, wet milling, 
drying and perhaps most interestingly, selling coffee. For the latter 75% of men and 83% of 
women consider they have an equal main role in selling coffee. 

Therefore, it appears that women have a major role, and more importantly perceive they have 
a major role, in many of the key activities of coffee production and marketing. 
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Table 4.1: Percentage of respondents involved in coffee activities by gender 

Activity Male Female 

Clear land 99% 87% 

Plant coffee 98% 81% 

Shade establish & control 99% 62% 

Nursery management 98% 55% 

Weeding 92% 80% 

Fertilising/mulching 52% 26% 

Fencing 80% 46% 

Digging drains 91% 48% 

Pruning coffee 98% 55% 

Pest & disease management 51% 35% 

Coffee picking 96% 96% 

Wet milling 88% 77% 

Drying 85% 84% 

Selling coffee 98% 93% 

Record keeping 73% 33% 

n = male 85; female 69 

Table 4.2: Main roles in coffee work by activity and gender 

 
Main worker Equal main worker 

Activity Male Female Male Female 

Clear land 40% 6% 52% 75% 

Plant coffee 48% 3% 41% 59% 

Shade establish & control 71% 1% 24% 33% 

Nursery 53% 1% 39% 36% 

Weeding 38% 10% 44% 55% 

Fertilising/mulching 29% 1% 15% 19% 

Fencing 38% 1% 27% 28% 

Digging drains 49% 1% 33% 29% 

Pruning coffee 69% 1% 22% 39% 

Pest & disease management 27% 1% 18% 25% 

Coffee picking 11% 7% 65% 88% 

Wet milling 14% 6% 58% 61% 

Drying 15% 6% 61% 74% 

Selling coffee 16% 4% 74% 83% 

Record keeping 39% 4% 26% 19% 

Only top two categories (main worker and equal main worker) given in this table. Complete table, 
including main support worker, provide some support, don’t do and not applicable can be found 
in Appendix 1, Table A 7. 

4.3 Decision making about coffee 

While 41% of women acknowledge their male spouse as household head as the primary 
decision maker involved in planning and decision making about coffee production, slightly 
more (46%) say that these decisions are made together. This compares with 62% of men who 
consider they are the primary decision maker and 27% who say the decisions are made 
together (Table 4.3). 
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Table 4.3: Male and female respondents view of who is the primary person involved in 
planning and decision making about coffee production 

Main decision maker Male Female 

Myself 62% 9% 

My spouse 11% 41% 

Together 27% 46% 

Other 0% 4% 

n 85 69 

 

The results for who is the primary controller of coffee money are mixed, with women seeming 
to have a greater role in controlling the money than in decision making about coffee 
production. For cherry, both men and women agree that 39% of the control is jointly decided, 
while for parchment women appear to believe they have slightly greater control than do men, 
although the differences are not great. It appears that in around ½ the households, women 
have an important role in decisions about the expenditure of coffee income. 

Table 4.4: Primary controller of cherry and parchment coffee money by product and gender 
(% of respondents) 

Primary controller 
Cherry Parchment 

Male Female Male Female 

Head of household 39% 51% 44% 44% 

Spouse of household head 14% 9% 11% 9% 

Both 39% 39% 34% 45% 

Other 7% 2% 10% 2% 

n 85 65 84 66 

 

Prior to conducting the survey, there was some anecdotal evidence that some women have 
their own coffee gardens, so a question was asked to assess this. Overall 32% of men and 38% 
of women said that women have their own gardens. I am not sure how we interpret this, but it 
suggests that many women and men perceive that women have their own coffee gardens. This 
needs follow-up inquiry to understand how both genders interpret this question, as it could be 
they see the household’s coffee garden as their garden, rather than them having ownership of 
a coffee garden and its income. 

4.4 Participation in household work 

Questions were asked of both men and women respondents about the level of work they 
performed in a list of household tasks (Table 4.5), using the same categories used for work on 
coffee activities. While women are normally regarded as having the main role in gardening, 
men also appear to have an important role and this appears to be acknowledged by women. 
The activities in which women appear to have the main roles are domestic chores, selling fresh 
produce and mending, although, apart from gardening, they also perceive themselves to have 
significant roles in child care, animal husbandry, fetching water and purchasing for the house. 
Men appear to have significant roles in child care, animal husbandry, fetching water, hunting, 
selling fresh produce and purchasing for the house. 
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Table 4.5: Roles in household work by activity and gender 

Activity 
Main worker Equal main worker 

Male Female Male Female 

Role in food garden 14% 38% 69% 61% 

Role in commercial garden 12% 33% 68% 65% 

Role in child care 7% 29% 69% 64% 

Role in animal husbandry 14% 20% 67% 62% 

Role in domestic chores 15% 71% 33% 28% 

Role in fetching water 15% 32% 52% 57% 

Role in hunting 56% 0% 24% 28% 

Role gathering wild foods 44% 7% 39% 30% 

Role in selling fresh produce 8% 57% 51% 35% 

Role in firewood collection 36% 14% 44% 67% 

Role in building 65% 3% 28% 36% 

Role in mending 7% 78% 22% 12% 

Role in purchasing for house 21% 19% 58% 77% 

Only top two categories (main worker and equal main worker) given in this table. Complete table, 
including main support worker, provide some support, don’t do and not applicable can be found 
in Appendix 1, Table A 8. 

 

4.5 Decision making about family life 

Both male and female respondents were asked about their level of agreement with a series of 
statements about family decision making (on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being very strongly agree) 
(Table 4.6). There was general agreement between the genders on each of the statements and 
a paired samples t-test showed no significant difference (p = 0.05) between the genders. There 
was strong agreement that husbands should help the wife with household jobs and that a wife 
has the right to express opinions even when she disagrees with her husband. Conversely, the 
views about a wife tolerating beatings from her husband were more divided, leading to 
bimodal distributions and only mild disagreement on average. Both genders disagreed with 
sending a son to school before a daughter, although more men were likely to be in strong 
agreement with this statement. 

Table 4.6: Ratings by male and female respondents on items about aspects of family life 

Decision statement 
Mean Std Devn 

Males Females Males Females 

Important decisions should be made only by men 3.7 3.8 1.42 1.35 

Husband should help wife with household jobs 4.7 4.6 0.64 0.63 

Wife has right to express opinions even when she disagrees 
with her husband 

4.3 4.4 1.04 0.98 

Wife should tolerate being beaten by her husband to keep 
the family together 

2.3 2.7 1.53 1.53 

Better to send a son to school than it is to send a daughter 2.0 1.8 1.60 1.42 

Rating out of 5, with 5 being very strongly agree 

Male and female respondents were asked about who makes particular household decisions 
(Table 4.7 and Table A 9). Very few of these decisions are decided alone. Most decisions are 
made jointly with the spouse or the spouse decides after discussion with their partner. Women 
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appear to have more say than men over decisions about some household expenditure items, 
including children’s education, marriage and medical expenses. Even expenditure of income 
derived from coffee and money they have earned themselves appears to be decided jointly or 
after consultation. Some of these results appear inconsistent with the assumption by many in 
PNG that men make most of the decisions, which suggest some of these assumptions need to 
be researched more thoroughly. 

Table 4.7: Male and female respondent views on who makes a series of household decisions* 

Household decision 
Decide alone 

Decide with 
spouse 

Spouse decides 
after discussion 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Buying small food items, groceries, 
toiletries 

15% 19% 44% 51% 38% 28% 

Buying clothing for yourself and your 
children 

13% 30% 40% 45% 39% 20% 

Spending money that you yourself have 
earned 

29% 36% 25% 30% 45% 30% 

Spending money derived from coffee 12% 9% 39% 51% 48% 32% 

Buying or selling major household assets  13% 3% 33% 51% 47% 35% 

Use of loans or savings 9% 0% 24% 16% 28% 14% 

Expenses for your children’s education 7% 4% 32% 45% 51% 39% 

Expenses for your children’s marriage 2% 3% 25% 39% 42% 20% 

Medical expenses for yourself or your 
children 

9% 7% 34% 59% 54% 30% 

*
 Only top three top categories given in this table. Complete table is in Appendix 1, Table A 9. 

n = males 85; females 69 

Both males and females were asked to rate their satisfaction with the allocation of household 
income on a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being best. The rating for men was 4.7, while the rating for 
women was 4.4, with a paired samples t-test showing a significant difference between the two 
results (p = 0.008). In general men appear to be satisfied with the allocation, while a few 
women were more ambivalent. 

Figure 4.1: Rating of satisfaction with allocation of household income by gender 
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4.6 Women’s sources of income 

Women were independently asked if they earned any income from their own work during the 
last 12 months, the sources of that income and the return for effort from it. Of the 69 women 
who answered the question (out of a possible 75), 67 or 97% said they did. 

The main sources of income were: selling vegetables (84%), selling coffee (67%), selling other 
farm products (39%) and selling handicrafts (33%) (Table 4.8). Very few had paid jobs or 
businesses. Interestingly selling handicrafts had the highest benefit rating 4.9 out of 5, while 
selling vegetables (4.6), selling coffee (4.5) and selling chickens (4.5) had similar ratings. This 
implies women appear to be reasonably happy with the return they are receiving from coffee. 

Table 4.8: Women’s sources of income from their work and rating of benefits 

Source 
# 

responses
1 

% 
responses 

% 
women

2 Rating
3 

Selling vegetables 58 34% 84% 4.6 

Selling coffee 46 27% 67% 4.5 

Selling other farm products 27 16% 39% 4.3 

Selling handicrafts 23 13% 33% 4.9 

Selling chickens 11 6% 16% 4.5 

Paid permanent job 2 1% 3% 5.0 

Family business 2 1% 3% 5.0 

Paid casual job 1 1% 1% 4.0 

Own business 1 1% 1% 5.0 

Other: 1 1% 1% 5.0 

n 172 
 

69 
 

1
 More than one response was allowed 

2
 Out of the 69 women who answered Yes or No to this question 

3
 Rating out of 5 with 5 the best. 

4.7 Domestic violence 

In the households surveyed, 12% of men and 25% of women said there was domestic violence 
in the last three months. A cross tabulation of male and female answers showed differences in 
the answers within households and a Pearson Chi-square test showed a significant difference 
(p = 0.043). Only 22% of women said it occurred when men said it occurred and 25% of men 
said it occurred when women said it occurred. Apparently, this question caused some issues 
when asked, although all but one man and six females didn’t answer the question. We also did 
not ask about the severity of violence, which is an important and controversial issue, but since 
domestic violence was not a key aim of this study, it was not included. 
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Table 4.9: Cross tabulation of male and female perceptions of occurrence of domestic 
violence within the last three months 

    
Female 

 

   
Yes No Total 

  
n 2 7 9 

 
Yes % within males 22% 78% 100% 

Male 
 

%within females 12% 14% 13% 

  
n 15 44 59 

 
No % within males 25% 75% 100% 

  
%within females 88% 86% 87% 

  
n 17 51 68 

 
Total % within males 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

  
%within females 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Chi square test: p = 0.043 

There was also disagreement between men and women in the households over the regularity 
of occurrence of domestic violence, with 80% of men saying it occurred one time only and a 
similar percentage of women saying it occurred several times over the three month period. 
The reasons for this difference in regularity and the lack of agreement in households about 
occurrence would be interesting to investigate. 

Table 4.10: Regularity of occurrence of domestic violence for those who said it occurred 

Regularity Male Female 

One time only 80% 22% 

Several times 20% 78% 

Often 0% 0% 

n 10 18 

 

4.8 Key findings of family life and gender 

 Women perceived their role in many coffee activities to be more important than men 
perceived to be their role. 

 There was very little difference in women’s involvement in selling cherry and in selling 
parchment. 

 Women were more likely than men to perceive they had a joint primary role in decision 
making about coffee production, while over a third of both genders perceived they had 
a joint role in controlling coffee money. 

 Men had significant roles in many household activities, including gardening, child care 
fetching water, but women had a greater responsibility for domestic chores, selling fresh 
produce and mending, gardening, childcare, animal husbandry, fetching water and 
purchasing for the house. 

 There was a significant difference (p = 0.008) between men (4.7) and women (4.4) in 
their rating of satisfaction with the allocation of household income, although both 
ratings were high. 

 There was no significant differences between genders on a series of statements about 
family decision making. Both were strongly in agreement that men should help wives 
with household jobs and that a woman has a right to disagree with their husband. 
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 Most women had a source of income, which included coffee income, and were highly 
satisfied with the benefits they received from the income. 

 12% of men and 25% of women said there had been domestic violence in the last three 
months, although there was a significant difference within households (p = 0.04) in 
acknowledging its occurrence. 
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5. Coffee practices 

This chapter outlines the key findings and implications with respect to the coffee production, 
marketing and certification practices. 

5.1 Implications of findings on coffee practices 

Implications arising from the findings on coffee practices in this chapter include: 

 A key focus of training for coffee households that spray artificial chemicals should be the 
safe use, cleaning and disposal of chemicals and chemical containers and equipment. 

 Training and information on coffee management practices should first identify areas of 
weakness, then develop and deliver practical strategies to overcome these weaknesses. 
Many farmers may believe they know enough and so the advantages of these strategies 
will need to be demonstrated to them. 

 There appears to be little use of fertiliser and the potential responses to its use should 
be investigated with farmers who otherwise have healthy coffee trees. 

5.2 Production practices 

5.2.1 Agronomic practices 

Most households (83%) intercrop with coffee. 

Almost all households claim to undertake the coffee management practices, apart from 
fertilising/mulching, pest and disease control and to a lesser extent soil conservation and 
fencing (Appendix 1, Table A 10). Around ¼ of households say they undertake stump/recycle 
and maintenance pruning yearly, which is best practice, while around half say they do it when 
needed. This result is similar to the result for the PPAP baseline, but their questions were 
asked differently and the results were presented differently. 

Most undertake shade pruning, shade planting, coffee replanting, drainage and weed control 
‘when needed’, with about 50% indicating this is when they do new planting. The high levels of 
‘when needed’ responses to activities such as pruning are a concern as it is not clear exactly 
what is meant by this, since this activity should probably be done annually. It is a positive that 
only 13% say they never undertake new coffee planting, but once again it is not clear what the 
around 50% who say they do it ‘when needed’ mean by this. These issues require further 
qualitative investigation. 

Around ⅓ of households say they are undertaking strategies to control pests and diseases, 
leaving ⅔ who said they didn’t in 2013. This contrasts with the 48% who said they never 
undertake pest and disease control in Table A 10. 

Of the 39 households (34%) who said they used pest and disease control strategies, most used 
pruning, with 41% pruning and not burning, and 34% pruning and burning the cut material. A 
further 22% use biological control, while 16% spray with insecticides. The most common 
biological control method was to squash the pests or rub the leaves. 
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Table 5.1: Strategies used by households to control pests and diseases in coffee 

Strategy 
% of 

responses 

% of 
respondents 

Pruning coffee but not burning cut material 33% 41% 

Pruning coffee and burning cut material 28% 34% 

Biological control 18% 22% 

Spray insecticide 13% 16% 

Pruning shade trees 5% 6% 

Spray fungicides 3% 3% 

n = 39 

Most households (82%) used organic fertilisers on their coffee, with the most commonly used 
fertiliser being natural compost, which was used by 79% of households (Table 5.2). Cherry skin 
pulp was also used, but since many households sell cherry, this will not be widely available. 
This is much higher than the PPAP baseline, where only 1.5% said they used organic fertiliser 
on their coffee gardens. It is not clear why the large difference. It could be due to slight 
differences in the questions and delivery of the questions. Perhaps, while 82% use organic 
fertilisers, they only use on a part of their coffee gardens, whereas the PPAP results may be 
over the entire garden. 

Table 5.2: Organic fertilisers used by households 

Organic fertiliser 
% of 

responses 

% of 
respondents 

Natural compost 70% 79% 

Cherry skin pulp 9% 10% 

Composted cherry skin 3% 4% 

Coffee husks 1% 1% 

Poultry manure 1% 1% 

Not using 16% 18% 

n = 81 

In 2013, 62% of households said they planted new coffee trees, with the mean number planted 
being 403 and the median number being 123. 

5.2.2 Artificial chemical use and practices 

Almost all households (85%) have cash costs associated with the purchase of chemicals for 
weeding, but less than 10% have cash costs associated with purchase of pest and disease and 
fertiliser chemicals (Table 5.3). The use of artificial fertilisers by these farmers is higher than in 
the PPAP baseline, where only 1.5% of farmers overall were using artificial fertilisers, but it 
varied from 0% to 8%, with the highest levels being in the WHP and Jiwaka provinces. 
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Table 5.3: Percentages of households who have cash input costs associated with their coffee 
gardens 

Cost Percent 

Weeding 85% 

Pest & disease 6% 

Fertiliser 9% 

Coffee planting 2% 

n 86 

 

Most farmers use herbicides, but not insecticides and fungicides (Table 5.4). However, the 
percentages are higher than the overall figures for the PPAP baseline, where 72% used 
herbicides, 0.4% used insecticides and 0.8% used fungicides. Use of artificial fertilisers at 9% is 
also higher than for the PPAP baseline at 1.1%. 

Of those households spraying chemicals, 62% use one or more forms of safety equipment. This 
is higher than the figure for the PPAP baseline (28%), but is probably not directly comparable 
as their percentage appears to include households that don’t use chemicals. The main types of 
safety equipment used by households are protective outer clothing (63%), protective footwear 
(59%) and plastic or rubber gloves (47%) (Table 5.5). 

Table 5.4: Percentages of households using herbicides, insecticides, fungicides, safety 
equipment, artificial fertiliser and organic fertiliser 

Practice used # Percent 

Herbicide 75 87% 

Insecticide 4 5% 

Fungicide 3 4% 

Spraying safety equipment
1 49 62% 

Artificial fertiliser 8 9% 

Organic fertiliser 66 82% 

1
 At least one item of safety equipment. Percentages of households spraying chemicals. 

Table 5.5: Types of safety equipment used by households who spray and use protective 
equipment 

Safety equipment 
% of 

responses 

% of 
respondents 

Protective outer clothing 30% 63% 

Protective footwear 28% 59% 

Plastic or rubber gloves 22% 47% 

Long trousers 7% 14% 

Breathing masks 5% 10% 

Eye safety 5% 10% 

Other 3% 6% 

n 103 49
* 

*
 Households using safety equipment for spraying. 

The main persons applying chemicals are adult household males (97%), although other persons 
spraying chemicals are adult household females (41%) and male and female children (12%) 
(Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.6: Main and other persons spraying chemicals 

Person Main Other 

Adult household males 97% 29% 

Adult household females 0% 41% 

Adults in household 3% 35% 

Male household children 0% 6% 

Female household children 0% 6% 

Hired males 0% 12% 

n 74 
 

 

Most households who spray chemicals (84%) restrict one of more groups of people from 
applying the chemicals. In these households, people aged under 18 years are the main people 
restricted (92%), while people untrained in chemical use (66%) and pregnant women (36%) are 
also restricted by some households. These were the main groups found to be restricted by the 
PPAP baseline, but the proportions were different. 

About half the households clean their spray equipment in a designated area or away from a 
water source, but around 40% clean them either in a river or stream of close to a water source 
(Table 5.7). Close to a water source could include reticulated water, but this is a concern as 
these sources are also likely to be where people get drinking water and wash dishes and 
clothing. These results are better than those obtained in the PPAP baseline survey, but 
nevertheless, practices associated with cleaning spray equipment appear to be an issue for 
further training and behaviour change. 

Table 5.7: Locations where households clean spray equipment 

Location Percent 

Designated area 32% 

In river/stream 27% 

Away from water areas 20% 

Close to water source 13% 

Don’t clean equipment 7% 

Other 1% 

n 75 

 

The main method for the disposal of spray equipment are to burn (33%) or to put in the bush 
(27%), with only 9% using the river and 3% using for household purposes. These results are 
generally better than those found in the PPAP baseline, but they are still a concern for the 
health of the local populations. 
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Table 5.8: Locations where farmers dispose of spray equipment 

Method Percent 

Burn 33% 

Bush 27% 

Natural hole 13% 

Bury 9% 

In river 9% 

Other 5% 

Reuse for household purposes 3% 

Total 75 

 

5.2.3 Harvest and post-harvest practices 

Almost all households (95%) pick coffee throughout the day, with only 2% choosing each of the 
other options of morning, or when have time. 

Of those who sell parchment or green bean, 85% pulp their own coffee. Less than half (43%) 
pulp on the same day, with ⅓ pulping the next day and 18% pulping two days after (Table 5.9). 
Almost all (80%) ferment in a bag covered with leaves or in the shade, with only 9% fermenting 
in boxes. The other two methods mentioned are in a string bag and in a bucket. About ⅓ wash 
more than twice and ¼ wash twice. Most wash in a stream (59%), with ⅓ bringing water to 
wash. 

Table 5.9: When cherry pulped 

Time Percent 

Same day 43% 

Next day 34% 

Two days after 18% 

When minimum amount available 3% 

Other 1% 

 

Most coffee (94%) is sun dried on canvas or a drying sheet, with only 3% sun drying on a raised 
platform. About ½ store their parchment in their house on a raised platform, with the 
remaining quarters storing it in a separate hut on a raised platform or in the house on the floor 
(Table 5.10). 

Table 5.10: Where parchment is stored 

Where stored Percent 

Stored separately in house on raised platform 54% 

In house on floor 21% 

Stored separately in hut on raised platform 23% 

Other 1% 
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5.3 Marketing practices 

5.3.1 Selling practices 

PNGCE was the main buyer for about half the households selling cherry (53%), with another 
factory being the other main buyer (43%) (Table 5.11). Roadside traders were the most 
mentioned secondary buyer for the few who answered this question. Similarly, PNGCE was the 
main buyer for 34% of households selling parchment (Table 5.12), with another factory 
mentioned by ⅓ and roadside traders mentioned by a further 28%. Roadside traders were the 
most mentioned secondary buyer. 

Table 5.11: Who households sell cherry to 

Buyer Main Secondary 

PNGCE 53% 0% 

Clan/Village member 1% 29% 

Roadside 3% 43% 

Factory 43% 29% 

n 68 7 

 

Table 5.12: Who households sell parchment to 

Buyer Main Secondary 

PNGCE 34% 0% 

Clan/Village member 3% 0% 

Roadside 28% 75% 

Factory 33% 25% 

Traders 2% 0% 

n 58 8 

 

The household head, who in most instances was a male, was the primary seller of just over half 
the cherry (54%) and parchment (57%) (Table 5.13). Around ⅓ of the households had both the 
head and spouse as the primary seller, while the remaining approximately 10% was sold by the 
spouse of the household head (in most cases a female). 

Table 5.13: Primary sellers of coffee products 

Primary seller Cherry Parchment Green bean 

Household head 54% 57% 100% 

Spouse of household head 13% 11% 0% 

Both head & spouse 33% 31% 0% 

n 69 61 2 

 

5.3.2 Certified coffee 

Only 10 or 12% of households claim to sell certified coffee. Of these, only one claims to have 
sold one bag of certified parchment. The main scheme mentioned was Rainforest Alliance 
(80%), with the others not knowing the name of the scheme. 
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Interestingly, the main reasons given by households for selling certified coffee were to improve 
farm practices (80%) and to improve quality (70%) rather than to improve price (20%), which is 
a normally a key reason given. Perhaps more concerning is that the mean rating of the benefits 
of certification (out of 5 with 5 best) was 2.6, with ⅓ rating it no benefit (Figure 5.1). 

Table 5.14: Reasons given by respondents for selling certified coffee 

Reason 
% of 

responses 

% of 
respondents 

To improve farm practices 36% 80% 

To improve quality 32% 70% 

For exporter requirements 18% 40% 

To improve price 9% 20% 

Unsure/don't know 5% 10% 

n 22 10 

More than one answer allowed 

Figure 5.1: Rating of benefits of coffee certification 

n = 9; Rating out of 5, with 5 best. 

5.4 Key findings on coffee practices 

 Most households claim to be undertaking the main coffee management practices, 
although there is doubt about when and how, as many said they were done ‘when 
needed’  

 Most households did not use strategies to control pests and diseases, with pruning being 
the main strategies used by those who said they did. 

 82% of households claim to have used natural compost, but less than 10% used artificial 
fertilisers. Conversely 85% used weedicides. 

 62% of those spraying chemicals used one or more forms of safety equipment. 

 Of the 84% of households who restrict people from applying chemicals, 92% restrict 
people 18 years or under, but only 36% restrict pregnant women. 

 Practices for cleaning and disposal of spray equipment were potentially hazardous to the 
local environment and to people’s health. 

1 [no benefit]

2

3

4

5 [very big benefit]

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
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 Many households appear to have followed the recommended postharvest processing 
practices, apart from late pulping by 34% of households. 

 Slightly less than ½ of female spouses are primary or equal primary sellers of cherry and 
parchment. 

 Only 12% of households claim to sell certified coffee, with the main scheme mentioned 
being Rainforest Alliance. 
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6. Coffee finances and economics 

This chapter presents the key findings and implications with respect to coffee productivity, 
costs, profitability and availability of finance. 

6.1 Implications of findings on coffee finances and economics 

Implications arising from the findings on coffee finances and economics in this chapter include: 

 Productivity was low and there should be opportunities to increase yields. 

 Cost per kilogram appears to be relatively low as a percentage of price, so there should 
be opportunities to obtain good returns on targeted investments in productivity. 

 Some households use high levels of hired labour for key activities and this should be 
considered when designing training. 

 Working and investment capital finance are likely to be key constraints to improvement 
in productivity for the larger coffee producing households. 

6.2 Coffee production 

6.2.1 Quantities of coffee sold by households 

The mean weight of cherry sold in 2013 (per household selling cherry) was 2,016 kg, with a 
range from 55 kg to 20,000 kg. For parchment the mean was 510 kg with a range from 50 kg to 
2,250 kg. For the two households who sold green bean, the mean weight sold was 480 kg. 
There was a much wider variation in the quantities of cherry sold than the quantities of 
parchment sold. 

When all coffee sold was converted to kilograms of parchment equivalent, the average 
quantities sold per household was 622 kg. 

Table 6.1: Estimated quantities and variation per household of cherry (kg), parchment (kg), 
green bean (kg) and all coffee (kg parchment equivalent) sold in 2013 

Statistic Cherry Parchment Green bean All coffee
1 

Mean 2,016 510 480 622 

Maximum 20,000 2,250 480 4,000 

Minimum 55 50 480 11 

Standard Deviation 3,572 442 
 

722 

Coefficient of Variation 177% 87% 
 

116% 

n
2 55 53 2 67 

1
 Cherry converted to parchment assuming 5:1 conversion, while green bean was converted to 

parchment assuming a 73% recovery rate. 
2
 While 69 households sold cherry and 62 households sold parchment, some were not able to 

give the quantities sold. 

6.2.2 Estimates of coffee yields 

The mean production per tree was 0.21 kg parchment equivalent with a range from 0.001 to 
1.94 kg per tree (Table 6.2). At 1,750 trees per hectare this is equivalent to a mean production 
per hectare of 370 kg, with a range from 2 to 3,388 kg per hectare. Some of the extremes of 
the range appear unrealistic, but the average is consistent with other estimates of yields for 
smallholder coffee (e.g. PPAP baseline estimate was 382 kg/ha). However, the World Bank 
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report on the competiveness of PNG coffee sector (Global Development Solutions 2008) 
suggested the average yields for smallholders in PNG were 1.5 kg/tree of cherry or 300 kg/tree 
of parchment which converted to 2,600 kg/ha of cherry or about 520 kg/ha of parchment, 
which is considerably higher. 

Table 6.2: Statistics on estimate coffee yields (in kg parchment equivalent) per tree and per 
hectare 

Statistic kg/tree kg/ha 

Mean 0.212 370 

Maximum 1.936 3,388 

Minimum 0.001 2 

Standard Deviation 0.360 
 

n 67 
 

 

6.3 Estimated coffee sales revenue, cash costs and gross margins 

6.3.1 Coffee sales revenue 

Cherry sales revenue for the 55 households selling cherry averaged K1,646, with a range from 
K55 to K16,000 (Table 6.3). Parchment sales revenue for the 54 households selling parchment 
averaged K2,094, with a range from K150 to K9,801. The mean of all coffee sales per 
household was K2,529, with a range from K55 to K16,000. There was a bigger variation in 
cherry sales revenue per household than for parchment sales revenue per household. 

Table 6.3: Estimates sales revenue (Kina) per household by coffee type and for all coffee sold 

Statistic Cherry Parchment Green bean All coffee 

Mean 1,646 2,094 2,340 2,529 

Maximum 16,000 9,801 2,400 16,000 

Minimum 55 150 2,280 55 

Standard Deviation 2,790 2,216 
 

2,977 

Coefficient of Variation 169% 106% 
 

113% 

n
1 55 54 2 67 

1
 While 69 households sold cherry and 62 households sold parchment, some were not able to 

give the amounts sold and only those who were able to give both are included here. 

The estimated mean prices were cherry K0.86/kg, parchment K3.42 and green bean K5.00. A 
couple of the maximum and minimum prices seem unrealistic for the season, but generally 
they seem consistent with prices during the 2013 season. They are lower than the PPAP 
baseline, but world and domestic prices were higher in 2011 than in 2013. 

When converted to parchment equivalent, the prices were cherry K4.28/kg, parchment 
K3.42/kg and green bean K3.65/kg. Households selling cherry therefore received a price that 
was on average 25% above the price they received for parchment, with no wet processing and 
drying costs. The price of K3.65 for green bean is less than the cherry price and includes wet 
and dry processing costs and is only slightly better than that received for parchment. Since 
most farmers don’t know the conversion rates from cherry to parchment and many would find 
it difficult to do the calculation because of low levels of education, it is unlikely they know that 
cherry brings a better price than parchment. 
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Table 6.4: Estimated prices in Kina per kilogram for coffee sold in 2013 

Statistic Cherry Parchment Green bean 

Mean price 0.86 3.42 5.00 

Maximum price 1.60 6.00 5.00 

Minimum price 0.70 2.40 5.00 

Parchment equivalent price 4.28 3.42 3.65 

 

6.3.2 Coffee costs 

Slightly more than half the households (59%) use hired labour for picking coffee in 2013, with 
the other main uses of hired labour being weeding (24%), clearing and preparing land (21%), 
drainage for coffee (13%) and pruning coffee (12%) (Table 6.5). 

Table 6.5: Proportions of households using hired labour for coffee activities in 2013 

Activity Percent 

Clearing and preparing land for coffee 21% 

Drainage for coffee 13% 

Nursery operations 3% 

Planting coffee 9% 

Shade establishment 2% 

Weeding 24% 

Fertilising/mulching 5% 

Pest & disease management 1% 

Pruning coffee 12% 

Pruning shade 7% 

Fencing coffee 9% 

Picking coffee 59% 

Washing coffee 9% 

Drying and bagging coffee 3% 

n 86 

 

The mean cost per household for cash costs of production was K656, which converts to 
K1.06/kg of parchment equivalent. This is less than a ⅓ of the Global Development Solutions 
(2008) estimate of K0.77/kg of cherry or K3.85/kg parchment equivalent. The main costs were 
hired labour K3,49 and chemicals K157 (Table 6.6). 

Table 6.6: Estimated cash costs of coffee production 

Cost Mean Maximum Minimum Std Dev’n 

Total hired labour cost (K) 349 6400 0 940 

Total processing cost (K) 68 1110 0 170 

Total coffee transport cost (K) 82 1000 0 168 

Total chemical cost (K) 157 2530 0 399 

Total other cost (K) 0 0 0 0 

Total costs (K) 656 6938 0 1158 

Cost (K/kg of parchment equivalent) 1.06 
   

n = 63; Excludes households with missing costs. 
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6.3.3 Coffee gross margins 

The mean total gross margin was K1,901 (Table 6.7), with a range from  –K4,586 to K14,830. 
This is less than the mean for the PPAP baseline of K2,127 for EHP, but is greater than the 
means for all locations within the province apart from Okapa. This is despite the considerably 
higher prices in 2011 when compared with the prices in 2013, but could in part be due to the 
much higher proportions from this sample who are selling cherry. 

After converting to gross margin per tree based on the PNGCE estimates of tree numbers and 
thence to gross margin per hectare assuming 1,750 trees per hectare, the mean gross margin 
per tree was K0.66 and per hectare was K1,148. These estimates have to be used with caution, 
because most farmers did not have any written records of income or costs, leading to 30 
missing cases and the estimates of tree numbers may not be accurate. 

Table 6.7: Mean coffee gross margins by network 

 
Total

1
 Per tree Per hectare

2
 

Sales 2,559 0.81 1,417 

Costs 658 0.15 269 

Gross Margin 1,901 0.66 1,148 

1
 n = 56; Excludes cases with missing tree numbers, income and costs. 

2
 Assuming 1,750 trees per hectare. 

6.4 Financial accounts 

In all 42% of households said they had a financial account. This is almost double that of the 
22% for the PPAP baseline. Of these ¾ were with the banks, with 15% with each of the savings 
and loans societies and microfinance institutions (Table 6.8). The main operators of these 
accounts are the household head (78%) and the spouse of the household head (22%). Since 
most of the household heads are men, this implies in about ¾ of households men operate the 
account, while women only operate them in about ¼ of households. 

Table 6.8: Types of financial accounts held by households 

Financial institution 
# of 

responses 
% of 

responses 

% of 
respondents 

Westpac/ANK/BSP 27 69% 75% 

Savings and loan society 6 15% 17% 

Microfinance Institution 6 15% 17% 

n 39 39 36 

More than one answer allowed 

Table 6.9: Who operates the household's financial account 

Who operates 
  

Household head 72% 78% 

Wife/Husband of head 21% 22% 

Other relative 3% 4% 

Other 3% 4% 

n 29 
 

 



 

  Page 39 

Only 10% said they borrowed money for growing coffee. Of the nine households who said they 
borrowed money, three said from relatives, three from microfinance institutions and one each 
from a bank, a savings and loan society and a village money lender. It appears that while 
banks, and to a lesser extent savings and loan societies are willing to take deposits but on not 
providing loans to coffee farmers, with the percentages of households with accounts 
borrowing money from that institution being: banks 4%, savings and loans societies 17%, and 
microfinance institutions 50%. 

The absence of financial accounts and borrowing facilities could be a major constraint for some 
farmers, particularly the larger coffee farmers. 

6.5 Key findings on coffee finances and economics 

 Mean quantity of coffee sold (in parchment equivalent) was 622 kg. 

 Mean yield of coffee per hectare (in parchment equivalent assuming 1,750 trees/ha) 
was 370 kg. 

 Mean sales revenue per household from all coffee types was K2,529. 

 Mean cost of coffee production was K1.06/kg of parchment. 

 Mean coffee gross margin per household was K1,901 and per hectare was K1,148. 

 42% of households had financial accounts with 75% having bank accounts, 17% having 
microfinance accounts and 17% having savings and loans society accounts. 

 Only 10% borrowed money for growing coffee, with 50% of households with a 
microfinance institutions borrowing from them and only 4% of those with a bank 
account borrowing from them. 
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7. Discussion and recommendations 

Two issues to be addressed by this report are: guidelines for activities, processes and materials 
that are culturally relevant and sensitive; and providing a comparison baseline for measuring 
project impact.  

7.1 Developing relevant activities, processes and materials 

Key findings from this report that are relevant to the development of culturally relevant and 
sensitive activities, process and materials for training and extension are: 

 Poor literacy, even in Tok Pisin, is a constraint to the use of written materials. Even the 
delivery of oral material in Tok Pisin may be a problem in some communities, so the use 
of Tok Ples may be appropriate. 

 Low education levels, particularly of women, may create problems for the delivery of 
information that requires numeracy e.g. bookkeeping, calculation of spray rates, record 
keeping on yields and returns, price comparisons between cherry and parchment, and 
calculation of productivity and financial ratios. 

 Some people, women in particular, listen to the radio to obtain information while most 
obtain information by conversation. 

 Women appear to be quite involved in church and women’s groups and these could be a 
conduit for the delivery of training and for the delivery of other information – such as 
that on the radio. 

 Productivity is low, so this needs to be a focus for the training, but farmers will need to 
see the relevance of the training and be able to obtain the resources to implement the 
recommendation before they are likely to adopt. 

 Women have and perceive themselves to have an important role in decision making 
about coffee production and many have some control over income from coffee. This 
does not appear to be acknowledged by the current sources of training and information. 

 Poor access to both working and investment capital are potentially limiting coffee 
production in some households and needs to be addressed. 

The implications of these findings are: 

1. Training activities, processes and materials need to be suitable for the low literacy and 
numeracy levels of many farmers. 

2. Information delivery, apart from training, must: 

 Be in forms that households with poor literacy and communication resources can 
access. 

 Therefore it needs to be in oral, demonstration and pictorial forms, rather than 
written and graphical. 

 Make use of existing social networks such as farmer groups, church groups and 
women’s groups to scale out. 

3. To overcome the obvious gender bias in training and delivery of extension materials to 
women in the coffee chain, strategies and subsequently materials must be developed to 
improve access of women to training and other opportunities in the coffee chain. 

4. Key parts of a gender inclusive training might include: 

 Adopting a target for percentages of women at all professional levels in PNGCE. 

 Examine and adopt strategies to deal with issues that will affect the employment 
and the daily work activities of female extension officers, e.g. safety and security. 
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 If this has not occurred already, all staff, in particular extension staff should 
receive gender training. 

 Implement a policy to target 30% of people trained to be women. 

 Conduct training on gender awareness for both genders as part of the coffee 
training, including using the results from this survey. 

 Use learning methods that ensure active participation by women in the process. 

 Use audio visual media where possible and demonstrations, games and role play 
to make the information easier to absorb. 

 Conduct the training during the times indicated in this survey, but consult with 
particular locations to confirm that these times are suitable. 

 Encourage management and budgeting training to be done as couples. 

 Develop women-only training and deliver them at appropriate locations and 
times. 

 Deliver appropriate training in same-sex groups (all women or all men) or for 
husband-wife couples, as well as the normal mixed-sex groups 

7.2 Measuring project impact 

This baseline could be used to develop a series of indicators to measure project impact in 
future years. These could include: 

1. Number and gender balance of training. The baseline includes estimates of the 
proportions/numbers of men and women trained in 2013. These proportions could be 
checked against the evaluation at the end of at other stages in the project. They key 
target will be to increase the number of women, which is currently only about 2%. 

2. Number, gender balance and access sources for information. Currently there are few 
sources for men and women to access information about coffee apart from through 
conversation. The benchmarks from this baseline could be used to develop targets and 
to assess improvements. 

3. Yields per tree and per hectare. Productivity is low and measures of per tree and per 
hectare productivity were obtained that could be used to establish targets and measure 
improvements. 

4. Use of sustainable practices. One of the key issues identified is poor application, use 
and disposal practices for chemicals. 

5. Sales revenue, costs of production and gross margin. While these figures will vary with 
price of coffee and yield cycles, they can be used for later comparisons provided 
comparison groups are identified. Farmers can be involved in the discussion of income, 
costs and returns and encouraged to monitor for themselves. 

6. Financial performance indicators could include: 

 Cost of production per kilogram 

 Cost of production as a percentage of gross sales revenue. This requires further 
investigation as this can be too high or too low 

 Quantities and value of coffee equipment 

 Percentages of households with financial accounts and percentages and sources 
of borrowed money. 

7. Knowledge of coffee was measured using a self-rating scale. These could be measured 
after the project, but caution is required because people may realise what they didn’t 
know and the levels may decline because of this. 

8. Improvements in social capital. The eight social capital measures can be reassessed at 
the end of the project. Perhaps more importantly women have only a poor level of 
involvement in farmer’s groups and a target for improvement could be developed and 
measured. 
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9. Practice change indicators. Additional practice change indicators measured in the 
baseline could be measured including: 

 Strategies used to control pests and diseases 

 Use of organic fertilisers 

 Use of artificial fertilisers 

 Practices for use, cleaning and disposal of spray equipment 

 Postharvest processing practices 

 Number of coffee trees planted 

 Frequency of use and sources of market information. 

10. Family life indicators. Measures of this include: 

 Prevalence of domestic violence 

 Responses to questions about family decision making. 
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Appendix 1.  Extra baseline results 

 

Table A 1: Percentages of households in each village selling coffee types 

 Cherry Parchment  

Village # % # % n 

Arufa 1 7% 14 100% 14 

Bena Brid 4 100% 3 75% 4 

Ifiufa 6 86% 3 43% 7 

Katagu 6 100% 4 67% 6 

Ketarobo 21 88% 18 75% 24 

Roza 11 100% 9 82% 11 

Samogouaf 10 100% 6 60% 10 

Sogopegu 10 100% 5 50% 10 

Total 69 80% 62 70% 86 

 

Table A 2: Mean number per household of new coffee assets and selected other assets 
purchased in 2013 

Asset Mean # 

Wheelbarrows .01 

Chainsaws .01 

Good knapsack .06 

Poor knapsack .02 

Good secateurs .02 

Poor secateurs .03 

Good bow saw .14 

Poor bow saw .00 

Spade .30 

Bush knives .28 

Coffee bags 2.44 

Canvas sheets .21 

Buckets .13 

Hand pulper .09 

Machine pulpers .00 

Other coffee processing .00 

Radio .07 

Mobile phones .05 

TVs .01 
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Table A 3: Rating of coffee knowledge by topic and gender 

Topic Males Females Difference 

Coffee rehabilitation 3.95 3.28 0.68 

Post-harvest 4.21 3.58 0.63 

Coffee nursery 3.69 2.62 1.07 

Coffee pest & disease 2.52 1.99 0.53 

Coffee marketing 2.48 2.01 0.47 

Bookkeeping 2.49 2.12 0.38 

Mean rating 3.23 2.60 
 

n 85 69  

Rating out of 5 with 5 the best. 

Table A 4: Comparison of ratings of training by education levels 

Topic None Grades 1-6 Grades 7-10 All 

Coffee rehabilitation 4.7
a
 4.8

a
 5.0

a
 4.8 

Post-harvest processing 4.6
a
 4.7

a
 5.0

a
 4.7 

Coffee nursery 4.7
a
 5.0

b
 5.0

a,b
 4.9 

Pest & disease management 4.6
a
 4.3

a
 5.0

a
 4.5 

Coffee marketing 4.6
a
 4.1

a
 5.0

a
 4.4 

Bookkeeping 4.6
a
 4.6

a
 5.0

a
 4.7 

a, b
 Different superscripts indicate significant difference at the p = 0.05 level 

Tests were adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row using the Bonferroni correction. 

Table A 5: Comparison of rating of training by literacy in Tok Pisin 

 
Yes No Total 

Coffee rehabilitation 4.8
a
 4.9

a
 4.8 

Post-harvest processing 4.7
a
 4.7

a
 4.7 

Coffee nursery 5.0
a
 5.0

a
 5.0 

Pest & disease management 4.5
a
 4.5

a
 4.5 

Coffee marketing 4.4
a
 4.5

a
 4.4 

Bookkeeping 4.7
a
 4.8

a
 4.7 

a
 Different superscripts indicate significant difference at the p = 0.05 level 

Tests were adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row using the Bonferroni correction. 

Table A 6: Distribution of ratings for social capital statements 

 Very strongly disagree  Very strongly agree 

Statement 1 2 3 4 5 

Village relationships harmonious 2% 1% 0% 8% 88% 

Confidence in leaders to manage conflict 4% 0% 5% 11% 81% 

Peoples views considered in village 1% 4% 1% 19% 75% 

Entire village makes decisions 7% 8% 5% 24% 56% 

People willing to help 9% 6% 13% 22% 49% 

People fairly contribute to village 9% 8% 19% 16% 47% 

People basically honest 35% 13% 40% 7% 5% 

People steal cherry
1 25% 1% 4% 9% 61% 

1
 This is a negative question in comparison to the others. 
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Table A 7: Coffee work role by activity and gender 

Activity Main worker Equal main worker Main support worker Provide some support Don't do Not applicable 

 
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Clear land 40% 6% 52% 75% 5% 4% 2% 3% 1% 12% 0% 0% 

Plant coffee 48% 3% 41% 59% 8% 6% 1% 12% 1% 19% 0% 1% 

Shade establish & control 71% 1% 24% 33% 4% 6% 1% 20% 1% 39% 0% 0% 

Nursery 53% 1% 39% 36% 5% 6% 1% 9% 2% 48% 0% 0% 

Weeding 38% 10% 44% 55% 5% 9% 6% 6% 7% 20% 1% 0% 

Fertilising/mulching 29% 1% 15% 19% 4% 3% 2% 1% 46% 61% 4% 14% 

Fencing 38% 1% 27% 28% 5% 3% 11% 14% 16% 49% 4% 4% 

Digging drains 49% 1% 33% 29% 4% 7% 4% 10% 9% 43% 1% 9% 

Pruning coffee 69% 1% 22% 39% 4% 0% 2% 13% 2% 46% 0% 0% 

Pest & disease management 27% 1% 18% 25% 2% 0% 1% 7% 45% 62% 7% 4% 

Coffee picking 11% 7% 65% 88% 7% 0% 15% 1% 1% 3% 1% 0% 

Wet milling 14% 6% 58% 61% 6% 9% 11% 1% 7% 19% 5% 4% 

Drying 15% 6% 61% 74% 5% 4% 4% 0% 11% 12% 5% 4% 

Selling coffee 16% 4% 74% 83% 6% 4% 1% 3% 2% 6% 0% 0% 

Record keeping 39% 4% 26% 19% 4% 3% 1% 6% 24% 61% 7% 7% 
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Table A 8: Roles in household work by activity and gender 

Activity Main worker Equal main worker Main support worker Provide some support Don't do Not applicable 

 
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Role in food garden 14% 38% 69% 61% 9% 1% 6% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Role in commercial garden 12% 33% 68% 65% 9% 1% 6% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 

Role in child care 7% 29% 69% 64% 12% 6% 0% 0% 6% 0% 6% 1% 

Role in animal husbandry 14% 20% 67% 62% 11% 4% 0% 0% 5% 7% 4% 6% 

Role in domestic chores 15% 71% 33% 28% 11% 1% 20% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 

Role in fetching water 15% 32% 52% 57% 19% 9% 7% 0% 7% 3% 0% 0% 

Role in hunting 56% 0% 24% 28% 4% 0% 1% 4% 12% 36% 4% 32% 

Role gathering wild foods 44% 7% 39% 30% 5% 1% 0% 13% 9% 23% 4% 25% 

Role in selling fresh produce 8% 57% 51% 35% 12% 3% 11% 1% 16% 3% 2% 1% 

Role in firewood collection 36% 14% 44% 67% 14% 12% 5% 4% 1% 3% 0% 0% 

Role in building 65% 3% 28% 36% 6% 16% 0% 22% 0% 22% 1% 1% 

Role in mending 7% 78% 22% 12% 7% 0% 20% 1% 41% 7% 2% 1% 

Role in purchasing for house 21% 19% 58% 77% 14% 1% 4% 0% 4% 3% 0% 0% 
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Table A 9: Male and female respondent views on who makes a series of household decisions 

Household decision 
Decide alone Decide with spouse 

Spouse decides after 
discussion 

Not involved in 
decision 

Not applicable 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Buying small food items, groceries, toiletries 15% 19% 44% 51% 38% 28% 2% 3% 1% 0% 

Buying clothing for yourself and your 
children 

13% 30% 40% 45% 39% 20% 4% 3% 5% 1% 

Spending money that you yourself have 
earned 

29% 36% 25% 30% 45% 30% 1% 3% 0% 0% 

Spending money derived from coffee 12% 9% 39% 51% 48% 32% 0% 7% 1% 1% 

Buying or selling major household assets  13% 3% 33% 51% 47% 35% 1% 6% 6% 6% 

Use of loans or savings 9% 0% 24% 16% 28% 14% 2% 9% 36% 61% 

Expenses for your children’s education 7% 4% 32% 45% 51% 39% 0% 1% 11% 10% 

Expenses for your children’s marriage 2% 3% 25% 39% 42% 20% 1% 4% 29% 33% 

Medical expenses for yourself or your 
children 

9% 7% 34% 59% 54% 30% 0% 1% 2% 1% 
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Table A 10: Intervals for conduct of management practices by households 

Practice Monthly 3 monthly 6 monthly Yearly 2 years 3-5 years > 5 years At planting Never 
When 

needed 
Don't know 

Stump/recycle pruning 2.3% 4.7% 9.3% 25.6% 1.2% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 46.5% 0.0% 

Maintenance pruning 3.5% 3.5% 12.8% 26.7% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 47.7% 0.0% 

Drainage 1.2% 3.5% 2.3% 12.8% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.6% 67.4% 0.0% 

Weed control 10.5% 12.8% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 69.8% 1.2% 

Pest & disease control 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 45.3% 47.7% 1.2% 

Shade pruning 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7% 86.0% 0.0% 

Fertilising/mulching 0.0% 2.3% 1.2% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 76.7% 16.3% 1.2% 

Soil conservation 9.3% 4.7% 2.3% 16.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 23.3% 41.9% 2.3% 

Fencing 1.2% 1.2% 0.0% 8.1% 4.7% 4.7% 2.3% 1.2% 24.4% 52.3% 0.0% 

Coffee replanting 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 3.5% 82.6% 0.0% 

Shade replanting 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 2.3% 87.2% 0.0% 

New coffee planting 1.2% 0.0% 2.3% 20.9% 4.7% 2.3% 0.0% 8.1% 12.8% 46.5% 1.2% 

n = 86 households 
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Appendix 2. Terms of Reference: Data Analysis 
Consultant 

Terms of Reference:  
Data Analysis Consultant 

Project Background 
CARE International in PNG (CARE PNG) is a not-for-profit, international non-governmental 

humanitarian organisation.  CARE International has been working in Papua New Guinea since 

1989.  In 2006, CARE International established a country office in Goroka in the Eastern 

Highlands Province, and in 2008 extended operations through a sub-office in Buka, in the 

Autonomous Region of Bouganville.  In 2012, it extended operations into Arawa in Central 

Bouganville and Menyamya District in Morobe Province. 

 

The strategic goal of CARE PNG is to achieve significant, positive and lasting impact on poverty 

and social injustice in remote rural areas through the empowerment of women and their 

communities, and through effective partnerships.  The current program focal areas for CARE 

PNG include: gender equity, livelihoods, governance, HIV and AIDS, maternal and infant health, 

and emergency preparedness and response. 

 

Launched by CARE PNG on July 1, 2013, the Coffee Industry Support Project (CISP) is an initial 

three-year project funded under the Australian government’s Pacific Women Shaping Pacific 

Development initiative in Papua New Guinea.  The goal of the project is to improve the 

economic and social wellbeing of women coffee farmers in Papua New Guinea.  To achieve this 

goal, CARE PNG will build the capacity of key coffee industry stakeholders to mainstream 

gender equity in their policies, programs, and practices.  Through the changes that coffee 

industry stakeholders make in the programs and services they offer to smallholder farmers, we 

expect to see a positive impact on women coffee farmers’ economic and social wellbeing. 

 

The results framework of the Coffee Industry Support Project is as follows: 

 

Project Goal: The economic and social wellbeing of women coffee farmers in Papua New Guinea is 
improved 
 

Strategic Objective 1: Key 
industry stakeholders have 
built internal capacity to 
promote gender equity 
 

Strategic Objective 2: Women have 
increased their meaningful 
participation in coffee farming  
 

Strategic Objective 3: Learning 
about women’s empowerment in 
the coffee industry in Papua New 
Guinea has been improved 

Intermediate Result 1.1: 
Key industry stakeholders 
implement changes in 
policy to improve gender 
equity 

Intermediate 
Result 2.1: The 
participation of 
women coffee 
farmers in 

Intermediate 
Result 2.2: 
Male farmers 
express 
support for 

Intermediate 
Result 3.1: 
CARE maintains 
effective 
project 

Intermediate 
Result 3.2: Key 
industry 
stakeholders 
have access to 
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agricultural 
extension 
services has 
increased 

women’s 
meaningful 
participation in 
coffee farming 
 

management 
and learning  

learning on 
gender equity in 
the coffee 
industry 
 

 

Objective 
CARE PNG seeks a short-term consultant to conduct the analysis of the data collected from the 

baseline evaluation for one of the private-sector partners of the Coffee Industry Support 

Project.  The baseline evaluation will collect data from smallholder farmers in the partner’s 

network, and will focus on: coffee husbandry practices, coffee earnings and productivity, 

division of labour in the household, and other gender norms (attitudes and practices) around 

household livelihoods strategies, with a focus on coffee. 

Data collected in the baseline evaluation will be used to inform project design through 

identifying priority areas in which to focus our work and helping design project activities, 

processes, and materials that are culturally relevant and sensitive.  In addition, the baseline 

evaluation will also provide a basis for measuring project impact in later years of the project.  

Finally, the baseline evaluation will also help determine future strategic priorities and 

directions for CARE PNG programmes and research. 

Scope of Work 
CARE PNG is procuring a consultant to lead the analysis of the data collected from the baseline 

evaluation.  The roles of each party are outlined below: 

Role of Consultant 

With supervision from the Coffee Industry Support Project Manager, the consultant will 

perform the following tasks: 

1. Provide feedback to CARE on sampling method and strategy 

2. Perform statistical analysis on data collected from baseline evaluation 

3. Write report summarising results of analysis 

4. Write brief comparative report highlighting key differences and similarities between 

the two partner baseline evaluations that CARE has conducted 

Role of CARE PNG 

CARE PNG staff will be responsible for: 

1. Conducting the baseline evaluation  

2. Data entry of data collected during baseline evaluation 

3. Sharing database with consultant by start of consultancy 

4. Supervising the consultant’s work  

5. Providing feedback to consultant on draft analysis results and reports 

6. Approving final reports written by consultant 

Deliverables 
The consultant should provide the following deliverables: 
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1. Written summary of data analysis methods to be used 

2. Draft data analysis results (graphs, tables) 

3. Report of results from baseline evaluation 

4. Brief comparative report highlighting key differences and similarities in results 

between the two partner baseline evaluations that CARE has conducted. 

Supervision and Working Relationships 
The consultant’s work will be supervised by the Coffee Industry Support Project Manager.  The 

consultant will work in close collaboration with the Coffee Industry Support Project Manager 

and Senior M&E Officer for all work.   
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Appendix 3. Survey instrument 

 T:\Programs\CISP\M&E\Baseline\Baseline Evaluation Hilary Documents\Final Questionnaire\IFC 
Monpi Coffee survey Final 291113 English Tok Pisin.pdf 

 

 

  

file://carepngdc/goroka$/Programs/CISP/M&E/Baseline/Baseline%20Evaluation%20Hilary%20Documents/Final%20Questionnaire/IFC%20Monpi%20Coffee%20survey%20Final%20291113%20English%20Tok%20Pisin.pdf
file://carepngdc/goroka$/Programs/CISP/M&E/Baseline/Baseline%20Evaluation%20Hilary%20Documents/Final%20Questionnaire/IFC%20Monpi%20Coffee%20survey%20Final%20291113%20English%20Tok%20Pisin.pdf
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Appendix 4. Report on conduct of survey 

T:\Programs\CISP\M&E\Baseline\PNGCE\PNG CE and CARE C I S P Baseline Survey Field Trip 
Report - 13th-19th February  2014.pdf 

 

file://carepngdc/goroka$/Programs/CISP/M&E/Baseline/PNGCE/PNG%20CE%20and%20CARE%20C%20I%20S%20P%20Baseline%20Survey%20Field%20Trip%20Report%20-%2013th-19th%20February%20%202014.pdf
file://carepngdc/goroka$/Programs/CISP/M&E/Baseline/PNGCE/PNG%20CE%20and%20CARE%20C%20I%20S%20P%20Baseline%20Survey%20Field%20Trip%20Report%20-%2013th-19th%20February%20%202014.pdf

