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1. Introduction

This Report provides information from the Final Household Survey conducted for CARE-Mozambique’s VIDA II project in June-August 2006. The purpose of the final survey is to measure project indicators in the final year of project implementation, to provide measurements project achievements relative to baseline and mid-term measurements of the indicators. The overall objectives of the VIDA II project are to provide households with increased access to food by increasing household incomes and improved food utilization within households. The project supports increasing household incomes by providing training and support for households to increase agricultural production, produce higher valued crops, improve storage and marketing practices for crops, and provide training in income-generating activities that rural households and groups may undertake. Improved food utilization is supported by providing training on the importance of good diets and appropriate feeding practices for children.

The project monitoring and evaluation plan defines project indicators that monitor project impacts, results and activities. The following table lists the results and impact indicators that are to be measured using household surveys.

Table 1. Project indicators to be measured by household surveys

	Level
	Indicator

	Results Indicators
	Value of agricultural sales per HH

	
	Number of household producing project-supported crops

	
	% HH adopting improved agricultural practices

	
	% HH adopting improved storage techniques

	
	% HH adopting improved marketing practices

	
	% Infants 4-10 months receiving complementary foods

	
	% infants 4-24 months fed 5 times per day

	
	% infants 4-24 months fed enriched porridge

	Impact Indicators
	Household income (calculated from INCPROX model)

	
	Household assets

	
	Length of Hungry season

	
	Diet quality (diet diversity)

	
	Anthropometric measures of children (baseline and final)


This report presents the calculations for each of these indicators from the results of the baseline survey. These results can be compared with the benchmark values obtained in the baseline survey in order to measure project achievements of stated targets at the mid-point of the life of the project.

2. Methodology


Sample Design

The survey sample selection was undertaken following the procedures described in the FANTA Report, Sample Design for Common Indicators Baseline Survey of Mozambique, prepared by Anthony G. Turner, June 2002. This report establishes a sample size of 600 households for each PVO with a Title program in Mozambique, and describes procedures for sample selection. A total of 30 communities were selected, with 20 household interviewed in each community.  

As much as possible, the same communities were used for the final survey as were selected for the mid-term survey. This was done in order to minimize the effects of changes in communities in comparing between the mid-term and final survery. However, five communities that were selected for the mid-term survey fell in the action area of the PASANA project, a counterpart project to VIDA which was funded by the EU. This project ended in 2004, so these five districts had to be replaced. The replacement communities were randomly selected from the list of all VIDA communities not previously selected, using the probability proportional to size (PPS) technique. One substituted community was selected from Angoche district, one from Nampula, one from Mogovolas, one from Moma, and one from Mecubure. (See Table 2)

Although the same communities were used as much as possible, a new sample of households was drawn from each selected community. Within each community, one half of the selected households (10 households) participate directly in project-supported groups, and one half are not supported directly by the project. For each selected community, a list of households, broken down into project participants and non-participants was prepared immediately prior to the survey fieldwork. From these lists, a sample of 10 participant households and 10 non-participant households were systematically randomly selected from the lists. 

Table 2 provides information about the number of households surveyed in each of the provinces of Nampula where the VIDA II project operates. 

Table 2. Number of Households surveyed by District, Mid-term and Final Surveys

	District
	Mid-term
	Final

	Meconta
	100
	100

	Angoche
	60
	80

	Nacaroa
	40
	40

	Erati
	60
	60

	Nampula
	20
	40

	Mogovolas
	60
	80

	Monapo
	80
	80

	Moma
	40
	60

	Murrupula
	40
	40

	Lalaua
	60
	

	Ribaue
	40
	

	Mecuburi
	
	20

	All Districts
	600
	600


The questionnaire format used for the final survey was essentially identical to that of the midterm survey, with a few additional questions added to get more information about agricultural production technologies and problems, and additional questions about respondents’ perceptions of membership in all project groups. University students were contracted by the project to conduct the survey in the field and to enter data at the project headquarters. 


Identification and Analysis of Household Categories

The VIDA II project provides services to households by working directly with three different types of groups in the project communities: farmers’ associations and extension groups are provided information about agricultural practices, with associations being provided additional support for marketing their crops; and women’s groups are provided initially with information about importance of good  nutrition and appropriate feeding practice for children and subsequently are provided agricultural messages and support for undertaking income generating activities .

In the baseline and mid-term surveys, the sample of households were divided into three categories of household: non-participants, those that had participated for less than two years (“New”) and those that had participated for two years or more (“Old”). (In the baseline survey, “new” and “old” participants were those households that had participated in the VIDA I project.)  In order to examine more fully the impacts of contact with the project over time, the households in the final survey have been divided into five categories: 1) non-participants  2) those that have participated in one or more of the three types of project groups for one year, 3) those that have participated for 2 years, 4) those that have participated for 3 years, and 5) those that have participated for 4 years or more. This final group, then, includes households that have participated since at least the first year of VIDA II. Most of the tables of results presented in this report are broken down into these 5 categories. 

Table 3 provides information about the membership of households in the three types of project groups, and five age categories of group membership. Note that membership in project groups is a stratification variable in the survey design, so the number of participating households does not represent the proportion of membership in the overall sample.  This design strategy was implemented to ensure that sufficient numbers of participating and non-participating households are included in the sample to ensure statistically significant comparisons across these subgroups. 

3. Findings

Agricultural Practices

Table 4 reports results on adoption of agricultural practices by categories of project participation, irrigation, pesticides, seed storage practices, and erosion control practices. With respect to soil fertility practices, project participant households exhibit a somewhat higher rate of adoption than non-participant households. The greatest differences are in filling planting holes with mulch and contour planting. In each of these practices, only about 20 percent of non-participant households have adopted, compared with about 40 percent of participant households.  Also, the percentage of households that burn fields is substantially lower for participant than non-participant households.  A significantly higher proportion of participant households consider the impacts of fertility management practices to be positive (small or large), and the perception of these benefits generally increases with the number of years of participation. This may reflect the fact that the impacts of these management practices are cumulative and the benefits are only noticeable over a period of several years. 

Adoption of crop management practices is also higher for project participants. Adoption rates are significantly higher for all age categories of project participants compared to non-participants. However, the greatest increase in the rate of adoption is in the 1 and 2 year participants, and the rate of adoption generally stabilizes after 3 or 4 years. 

With respect to crop rotations after growing groundnut and sesame, project participants are somewhat less likely to plant the same crop consecutively, although the differences are not clear for all categories of project participants. 

Approximately 1/3 of all households have irrigation, and there is no significant difference across project participation groups with respect to access to irrigation land.  

Use of botanical pesticides is generally higher for project participants than non-participants, with the biggest jump in the 1-year group, and then the percentage of adoption stabilizes for older participants. Use of improved seed storage techniques shows the same general pattern of rapid increase in adoption by new participants, and then the rate stabilizes in the older groups. 

There are no strong patterns of differences between participants and non-participants with respect to adoption of erosion control measures. Only the number of erosion control measures undertaken is significantly higher for participant than non-participant households. Table 5 shows that farmers that have adopted erosion control measures generally perceive that their erosion problems are decreasing, whereas farmers that do not adopt any measures more frequently report that erosion problems are increasing.

Table 6 provides information about adoption of improved seed varieties promoted by the project. With the exception of Matuba maize, which shows a steady rate of increase over time, the rate of adoption increases dramatically for 1-year participants and then stabilizes, or even shows a pattern of decline for older participants.

Table 7 reports on access to extension services. Not surprisingly, project participants of all age categories report much higher rates of contact than non-participants. More interesting is the fact that quite a high proportion of non-participants also report contact with contact with (project) extension agents and local project extension partners (demonstradores/animadoras).

Reported problems of specific crops and chickens are presented in Table 8. There are no significant differences across the participation groups with respect to the incidence of these problems.

Agricultural Production and Sales

Project promotion of improved agricultural practices and inputs is designed to increase production of both food and cash crops. Table 9 provides information about the percent of households producing the major food crops and cash crops. Only Nametil groundnuts shows a distinct pattern, with a larger proportion of project participants growing this variety than non-participants. Once again, the proportion increases dramatically for the 1-year participants, and then stabilizes for the older groups. 

Table 10 reports average production and sales of major food and cash crops by categories of project participation. With respect to sales (Table 11), the only crop that shows a clear trend across the participant categories is again Nametil groundnut. Average production of Nametil groundnut is higher for participants than non-participants. With respect to sesame, there is not clear pattern across the participant categories, and the average production is quite low for the sample as a whole.

Table 12 provides summary information about the value of all crops produced and the total value of agricultural sales. Value of agricultural production is about 4,500 Mtn for non-participants and 1-year participants, rising to over 6,000 for participants of 2 and 4+ years, although the average value of production for 3-year participants is less, at slightly over 5,000. Only 2 year and 4+ year participant household have value of agricultural production that is statistically different from non-participant households. 

Household Assets

Overall, ownership of assets has not changed significantly from the baseline. The overall value of HH assets of households sampled in the final survey is 1,600 Mtn (Table 13), almost identical to the mid-term survey. Comparing across the participation categories, the 1-year participants have a lower value of assets than non-participants, participants of 2 years and over have somewhat higher value of assets, but only 4+ year participants have a statistically different value from non-participants. In terms of specific assets, only bicycles show a clear pattern across the participation categories, with older participation categories showing a higher rate of ownership than non-participants. Ownership of livestock is also not clearly different between participants and non-participants (Table 14).

Food Security and Nutritional Status

Table 15 reports two indicators of household food security: number of months that households report experiencing shortage of food, and the diet diversity index, a measure of quality of household diet. Overall, the nutritional status of households improved from the time of the baseline to the midterm. The number of months of food shortage has decreased by over 40% (from almost 2.5 to 1.4) and the diet diversity index has increase by over 15 percent (from 4.00 to 4.69). From the mid-term to the final survey, however, the household nutritional status stabilized, at 1.69 months of food shortage and 4.64 diet diversity index.  Furthermore, there are not great differences in the nutritional status across the project participation categories. The number of months of food shortage is somewhat lower and the diet diversity scores are somewhat higher for the participant groups than the non-participants, but the differences are only statistically significant for diet diversity scores of 1 year and 3 year participants.

Child Feeding Practices

Table 16 provides information about child feeding practices, broken down by project participation and by gender of household head. (Because of the small number of children in the sample, project participants are not broken down by years of participation; rather, comparison is between participants and non-participants only.)  Generally project participants show a slightly higher rate of adoption of child feeding practices than non-participants, but the differences are not great or statistically significant. In addition, the percentages for both participant and non-participant households have not changed dramatically since the mid-term survey.


Perceptions about Association Membership
Tables 17 - 19 summarize responses about the activities, perceived advantages, and problems associated with membership for each of the three types of project-supported groups. The tables are organized in order of frequency of response for the overall sample. For each group, the most requently cited activities are those directly related to project support (training in production techniques and marketing, seed production/distribution, and nutrition training). Nutrition training is cited much more frequently by women’s groups than by the other groups. However, it is also important to note that training in agricultural techniques was also most widely cited by women’s groups. Some groups reported activities that are beyond the direct support of the project, such as raising poultry and animals, handicrafts, collective farm plots, indicating that the groups have taken initiative to use their groups to engage in other kinds of activities, however, the frequency of these supplemental activities is quite low, suggesting that most of the groups (including associations) are mainly engaged in activities that are being directly supported by the project.  The information on main advantages of group membership also support this general conclusion. The most frequently cited benefits correspond to support provided directly by the project. Benefits that might indicate an internal dynamism within the group (group dynamism, improved relations with members, exchange of information, etc.) are cited relatively infrequently. Similarly, major problems cited, such as lack of dynamism, conflicts among members, delays in payments to members, suggest a lack of internal momentum within the groups.
The results also suggest that women’s groups may be more dynamic, able to build up social capital, than the other groups. Group dynamism is cited more frequently as a benefit by women’s groups, while conflicts is cited less frequently as a problem.
Table 20 provides information about why households have not joined any of the project-supported groups. The most frequently cited reasons reflect a lack of interest or inability (sick, old) to join groups. Only very few responses indicated perceptions about problems of the operation of the groups (delays in payments to members, cost of fees) or possible exclusion (not asked to join). These results suggest that the households that have not joined any groups generally do so because they are not interested to join. This suggests that the percentage of households that are in the groups will probably not increase significantly if the groups continue with the same activities.
Trends from Baseline to Final Surveys

Comparison of the final results with those of the baseline and midterm surveys provides insights into the longer term and cumulative impacts of the project. Three key indicators will be examined: value of agricultural production, value of household assets, and diet diversity score. Value of agricultural production provides an aggregate measure of the impacts of all agricultural technologies, the main focus of intervention of the project. Value of household assets is an important aspect of household vulnerability status. Also, since households accumulate assets over time, the value of assets is an indicator of the longer-term trend of household incomes in the past. Finally, diet diversity score is an indicator of household current food security status.
For the purposes of comparison, 5 alternative representative households are considered:

1. Households that never joined any project groups. The values of non-participants are used from each of the three survey rounds. This group serves as the benchmark to compare impacts of project participation.
2. Households that joined after the midterm of the project. Values of non-participants are used for baseline and mid-term, and values of 2-year for the final round.

3. Households that joined between the beginning and the midterm of the project. Values of non-participants are used for baseline, “new” members (only 1 year of participation) for the midterm, and 4+ years of participation for the final round

4. Households that joined at the beginning of the project. Values of non-participants are used for the baseline, “old” project members (2+ years of participation) for the midterm and 4+ years of participation for the final round

5. Households that were already CARE participants (in VIDA I) at the beginning of the project. Values of “old” participants are used for the baseline, “old” participants for the midterm, and 4+ years of participation for the final round.

The figures for value of agricultural production and value of household assets (Figures 1 and 2) show that participants are better off than non-participants with respect to these indicators. However, the general pattern is that both value of agricultural production and value of assets increases quite rapidly in the first years of participation, and then the rate of increase slows down after two years of participation. The patterns are not so clear for diet diversity (Figure 3). Participants from the VIDA I project show a general decrease in diet diversity, while members that joined during VIDA II showed an initial increase and then a decrease. Note that non-participants also suffered a decrease from midterm to final rounds. 

Impacts of Extension

Tables 21 through 24 provide information about access to and impacts of extension. Table 21 provides information about household contacts with extension agents (either government or project) or project demonstradores/animadoras. This table shows that the reach of extension services goes beyond the project participant households. Overall, over 60 percent of all surveyed households had contact with either an agent or dememonstrador/animadora. 

Table 22 shows that access to extension strongly affects the likelihood that households will adopt recommended practices. In all cases, the rate of adoption of households having contact with extensionists (either agents or demonstradores/animadoras) is much higher (and statistically significant) than for households without contact.

Impacts of adoption of selected management practices on total production of selected crops are shown in Table 23. It should be emphasized that analysis of these comparisons must be interpreted very carefully. The information on management practices is not given by crop, only whether the farmer undertakes the practice at all. For instance a farmer may report undertaking line planting, but he only does so for maize. In the table, this farmer would be counted as undertaking line planting for all the crops in the table. Furthermore, the information is about total production, not productivity per unit of land. Farmers that adopt these practices may farm larger or smaller areas than those that do not adopt the practices, so scale effects may confound the results. The strongest results are for maize, where all the practices except thinning are significantly correlated with the total maize production per household. 

Finally, table 24 shows the impact of extension on overall value of agricultural production. Households having had contact with some extensionist have significantly higher value of agricultural production. This aggregate measure captures the overall effect of all the kinds of support given to promote agricultural production.

4. Summary of Findings

· Project participants have generally adopted recommended practices more than non-participant households. However, the rate of adoption seems to increase most for new participants (1 and 2 year participants), and then the rate of adoption stabilizes (or even diminishes) after 3 or 4 years of participation

· Impact indicators (value of agricultural production, household assets, diet diversity score) are also generally somewhat higher for project participants than non-participants, although most of the differences are not statistically significant at the 10% level. Again, these indicators increase the most for newer participants, and then stabilize for older participants.

· Comparison of results across the three survey rounds shows the same general pattern of change in the impact indicators – quite large improvements from the baseline to the mid-term, and then only modest differences from the mid-term to the final round.

· Contact with extensionists (project agents or local level demonstradores/animadors has a very strong impact on adoption of recommended technologies, and on the value of agricultural production achieved by the households.

Table 3. Distribution of Households by Participation in Project Groups and Gender of Household Head

	
	Number
	% of Sample

	Non-participants
	301
	50.2

	Members of associations
	170
	28.3

	Members of extension groups
	188
	31.3

	Members of Women’s groups
	67
	11.2

	Participants in all project groups by years of participation:
	
	

	    1 year
	42
	7.0

	    2 years
	88
	14.7

	    3 years
	103
	17.2

	    4 years or more
	61
	10.2

	Female-headed households
	109
	18.2

	Total Sample
	600
	100.0


Table 4. Agricultural Practices by Category of Project of Project Participant 

	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Soil Fertility

	   Commercial fertilizer
	3.2
	2.4
	4.6
	5.8
	3.3
	3.8

	   Manure
	6.9
	7.1
	11.4
	11.7
	9.8
	8.7

	   Liquid manure
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.6
	0.1

	   Mulch (capim/restolhos)
	76.5
	73.8
	88.6*
	83.5
	91.8*
	80.1

	   Compost
	.00
	.00
	1.1
	1.0
	0.0
	0.3

	   Fertility management practices:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fill planting holes with mulch
	19.3
	38.1*
	37.5*
	46.6*
	45.9*
	30.7

	Intercrop with legumes
	72.9
	85.7*
	84.1*
	88.4*
	86.9*
	79.5

	Contour planting
	20.6
	40.5*
	48.9*
	35.9*
	44.3*
	31.2

	(Burn fields)
	44.1
	35.7
	29.6*
	18.5*
	21.3*
	34.7

	   Perceived impacts of fertility management practices

	Negative
	7.3
	8.1
	6.8*
	2.2*
	2.0*
	5.8

	No impact
	46.1
	43.2
	23.3*
	24.7*
	19.6*
	35.4

	Small positive
	38.8
	43.2
	43.8*
	51.7*
	56.9*
	44.3

	Large positive
	7.8
	5.4
	26.0*
	21.3*
	21.6*
	14.5

	No. soil fertility practices adopted
	2.4
	3.0*
	3.3*
	3.2*
	3.5*
	2.9

	% HH adopting 2 or more practices
	73.5
	81.0
	90.9*
	92.2*
	93.4*
	81.8

	Crop Management

	Line planting
	55.6
	78.6*
	93.2*
	94.2*
	95.1*
	73.3

	Planting recommend spacing
	21.9
	59.5*
	68.2*
	70.8*
	83.6*
	46.0

	Thinning
	55.6
	78.6*
	83.0*
	80.6*
	80.3*
	68.0

	   Perceived impacts of crop management practices

	Negative
	1.7
	2.6*
	0.0*
	2.0*
	3.3*
	1.7

	No impact
	35.5
	15.8*
	15.3*
	18.2*
	13.1*
	24.8

	Small positive
	48.7
	68.4*
	54.1*
	56.6*
	49.2*
	52.6

	Large positive
	14.2
	13.2*
	30.6*
	23.2*
	34.4*
	20.9

	% HH adopting 2 or more practices
	37.9
	71.4*
	85.2*
	84.5*
	86.9*
	60.2


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 4 (Continued). Agricultural Practices by Category of Project of Project Participant

	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Crop Rotations

	    Crop to be planted following groundnut:

	Groundnut
	26.3
	11.1
	14.9*
	23.4
	14.0*
	21.6

	Cereals
	9.2
	11.1
	20.7*
	12.8
	14.0*
	12.3

	Cassava
	48.5
	61.1
	46.0*
	48.9
	59.6*
	50.2

	Sesame
	1.9
	2.8
	3.4*
	1.1
	8.8*
	2.8

	Other
	14.1
	13.9
	14.9*
	13.8
	3.5*
	13.1

	   Crop to be planted following sesame:

	Sesame
	18.8
	0.0*
	7.3
	16.7
	13.3
	14.8

	Cereals
	22.6
	17.6*
	24.4
	26.2
	20.0
	22.8

	Cassava
	19.5
	29.4*
	19.5
	11.9
	13.3
	18.3

	Groundnut
	9.8
	29.4*
	22.0
	9.5
	23.3
	14.4

	Other
	29.3
	23.5*
	26.8
	35.7
	30.0
	29.7

	Irrigation

	   % HH with irrigation
	29.3
	40.0
	38.4
	33.0
	29.3
	32.0

	   Type of irrigation:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gravity
	3.0
	0.0
	6.3
	0.0*
	0.0*
	2.7

	Watering cans
	55.7
	62.5
	62.5
	79.4*
	87.5*
	64.5

	Pump
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0*
	0.0*
	0.0

	Other
	40.9
	37.5
	31.3
	20.6*
	12.5*
	32.8

	   % HH growing:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tomato
	49.4
	56.3
	66.7*
	76.5*
	70.6
	59.8

	Onion
	18.0
	6.3
	15.2
	26.5
	52.9*
	21.2

	Garlic
	4.5
	6.3
	0.0*
	2.9
	0.0*
	3.2

	Cabbage
	11.3
	12.5
	9.1
	11.8
	23.5
	12.2

	Lettuce
	6.7
	6.3
	15.2
	23.5*
	29.4*
	13.2

	Sweet potato
	4.5
	12.5
	9.1
	8.8
	5.9
	6.9

	Other
	76.4
	100.0
	72.7
	73.5
	70.6
	77.3


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 4 (Continued). Agricultural Practices by Category of Project of Project Participant 
	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Pesticides

	   Commercial Pesticides
	20.3
	11.9
	26.1
	16.5
	36.1
	21.5

	   Botanical Pesticides:
	16.7
	28.6
	35.2
	31.1
	36.1
	24.7

	Nhambrica
	4.3
	4.8
	10.2
	6.8
	18.0
	7.0

	Lali
	0.3
	0.0
	2.3
	0.0
	3.3
	0.8

	Tobacco
	0.0
	4.8
	3.5
	0.0
	3.3
	1.2

	Ashes
	11.4
	19.1
	27.3
	21.4
	24.6
	17.3

	Pepper
	2.9
	7.1
	13.6
	13.6
	16.4
	8.0

	Papaya
	0.3
	0.0
	3.4
	1.0
	4.9
	1.3

	Other
	2.0
	2.4
	2.3
	1.9
	3.3
	2.2

	Seed Storage Practices

	Elevated storage
	71.6
	90.5*
	86.4*
	85.4*
	80.3
	78.3

	rat skirts
	9.2
	21.4*
	29.6*
	13.6
	21.3*
	15.0

	Completely closed
	32.0
	50.0*
	47.7*
	35.0
	52.5*
	38.2

	Small door
	33.3
	54.8*
	56.8*
	38.8
	50.1*
	41.0

	“Improved silo”a
	5.9
	14.3
	26.1*
	9.7
	14.8*
	11.0

	Actellic in silo
	5.6
	4.8
	13.6*
	6.8
	24.6*
	8.8

	Botanical pesticides in silo
	17.3
	28.6
	37.5*
	35.0*
	45.0*
	26.9

	Botanical pesticides or actellic
	19.3
	31.0
	44.3*
	36.9*
	50.8*
	30.0

	Average # practices
	1.9
	2.7*
	2.9*
	2.3*
	2.8.*
	2.3

	% HH adopting at least 1 practice
	80.4
	97.6*
	94.3*
	90.3*
	93.4*
	86.7

	% HH purchase seeds
	37.6
	38.1
	46.6
	31.1
	44.3
	38.5

	Expenditures on seeds (MTN)
	26.68
	39.29
	34.06
	41.25
	34.31
	31.92


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

a Improved silo has all four characteristics (elevated, rat skirts, completely covered, small door)

Table 4 (Continued). Agricultural Practices by Category of Project of Project Participant
	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Erosion Control Practices

	%HH reporting erosion problems
	43.1
	35.7
	40.9
	44.7
	45.9
	42.8

	 Reported trend in erosion problema:

	Increasing
	27.9
	20.0
	22.2
	11.1*
	39.3
	24.8

	Constant
	23.0
	6.7
	13.9
	26.7*
	28.6
	22.0

	Decreasing
	49.2
	73.3
	63.9
	62.2*
	32.1
	53.3

	Actions taken to reduce erosion:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nothing
	18.2
	6.7
	13.9
	6.5*
	17.9
	14.8

	Plant ground cover
	8.3
	6.7
	11.11
	15.2
	10.7
	10.2

	Contour planting
	8.3
	13.3
	13.9
	8.7
	21.4
	10.9

	Fallow
	3.0
	0.0
	2.8
	2.2
	7.1
	3.1

	Open new field
	2.3
	0.0
	5.6
	2.2
	10.7
	3.5

	Drainage ditches
	36.4
	46.7
	58.3*
	41.3
	50.0
	42.4

	Leave plant residue
	17.4
	0.0
	22.2
	10.9
	14.3
	15.6

	Reduce burning
	0.7
	6.7
	13.9*
	4.4
	3.6
	3.9

	Barriers
	44.7
	46.7
	38.9
	71.7*
	53.6
	49.8

	Plant trees
	6.8
	6.7
	13.9
	4.4
	3.6
	3.9

	Number of  erosion control practices 
	1.28
	1.27
	1.75*
	1.63*
	1.79*
	1.46


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 5.  Reported Trends in Erosion Problems

	Trend
	% HH

	
	No Erosion control Practices
	Practice Erosion Control
	Total Sample

	Increasing
	58.3
	19.0*
	24.8

	Constant 
	41.7
	18.6*
	22.9

	Decreasing
	0.0
	62.4*
	53.3


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 6. Use of Improved Seed Varieties

	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Maize

	   Matuba
	13.3
	15.6
	26.5*
	33.3*
	46.5*
	22.6

	   Manica
	6.9
	12.5
	19.1*
	10.7
	20.9*
	11.4

	   Sussuma
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	2.7
	2.3
	0.7

	Cassava

	   Nikuaha
	17.2
	25.6
	32.5*
	19.4
	27.5
	21.4

	Groundnut

	   Nametil
	20.9
	45.2*
	39.8*
	52.4*
	52.5*
	34.0

	   Momane
	0.7
	0.0
	3.4
	3.9
	0.0
	1.5

	Cowpea

	   IT18, IT36, IT76
	19.7
	54.2*
	49.2*
	34.9*
	37.2*
	30.5

	Pigeon Pea

	   Muakuveya
	5.9
	18.2
	26.9*
	25.0*
	19.1
	15.5

	Sweet Potato

	   Orange fleshed
	25.0
	50.0
	16.7
	33.3
	20.0
	27.3

	Sunflower

	   Black Record
	50.0
	n.a.
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	70.0

	Sesame

	   White
	54.6
	63.6
	72.7*
	77.1*
	54.6
	62.0

	% HH using 2+ improved seeds
	21.9
	40.5
	48.9
	50.5
	52.5
	35.2


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

 Table 7. Access to Extension services
	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	   Extension agent
	30.7
	78.6*
	81.8*
	80.6*
	86.9*
	61.2

	   Demonstrador/animadora
	41.2
	78.6*
	81.8*
	80.6*
	86.9*
	61.2

	   Received price information
	60.1
	76.2*
	79.6*
	81.6*
	91.8*
	71.0

	   Received training chemical usea
	83.9
	100.0*
	82.6
	88.2
	72.7
	83.0

	   Training provided by:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CARE
	18.6
	50.0
	34.4
	60.0*
	44.0*
	34.5

	DPA
	2.9
	0.0
	9.4
	6.7*
	0.0*
	4.2

	Other NGO
	4.3
	0.0
	6.3
	0.0*
	16.0*
	5.5

	Neighbor
	7.1
	12.5
	0.0
	0.0*
	0.0*
	3.6

	Company
	55.7
	37.5
	34.4
	26.7*
	36.0*
	42.0

	Other
	11.4
	0.0
	15.6
	6.7*
	4.0*
	9.7


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

a% of HH that used chemical products

Table 8. Reported  Problems for Selected Crops and Livestock

	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Cassava 
	68.6
	76.2
	68.2
	67.0
	70.5
	69.0

	Groundnut
	37.9
	47.6
	37.5
	37.9
	34.4
	38.2

	Sesame
	15.7
	14.3
	15.9
	15.5
	22.3
	16.3

	Chickens
	44.4
	33.3
	36.4
	43.7
	57.4*
	43.7


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 9. Percent of HH growing crops
	
	% HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Maize
	73.5
	81.0
	83.0*
	79.6
	72.1
	76.3

	Rice
	13.4
	14.3
	12.5
	19.4
	24.6*
	15.5

	Sorghum 
	38.2
	26.2
	37.5
	38.8
	36.1
	37.1

	Millet
	6.5
	2.4
	1.1*
	5.8
	3.3
	5.0

	Groundnut (local large)
	27.5
	28.6
	13.6*
	14.6*
	19.7
	22.5

	Groundnut (local small)
	36.3
	31.0
	45.5
	23.3*
	26.2
	34.0

	Groundnut (Nametil)
	24.2
	42.9*
	42.1*
	57.3*
	49.2*
	36.3

	Groundnut (Momane)
	1.0
	2.4
	1.1
	2.9
	0.0
	1.3

	Feijão manteiga
	1.3
	0.0
	1.1
	1.0
	4.9*
	1.5

	Cow pea
	70.3
	57.1*
	69.3
	66.0
	68.9
	68.3

	Feijão jugo
	31.1
	40.5
	29.6
	23.3
	31.2
	30.2

	Pigeon pea
	34.6
	26.2
	40.9
	50.5*
	27.9
	37.0

	Feijão oloko
	23.5
	11.9
	33.0*
	23.3
	24.6
	24.2

	Feijão fava
	16.3
	11.9*
	20.5
	21.4
	14.8
	17.3

	Irish potato
	0.0
	0.0
	1.1
	1.9*
	0.0
	0.5

	Cassava
	92.2
	92.9
	84.1*
	91.3
	86.9
	90.3

	Sweet potato (orange-fleshed)
	2.6
	14.3*
	3.4
	5.8
	3.3
	4.2

	Sweet potato (local)
	6.9
	0.0*
	9.1
	3.9
	9.8
	6.5

	Cotton
	19.0
	4.8*
	21.6
	13.6
	31.2*
	18.7

	Tobacco
	1.3
	0.0
	3.4
	3.9
	3.3
	2.2

	Paprika
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Pepper (piripiri)
	3.3
	4.8
	5.7
	7.8*
	0.0
	4.2

	Sunflower
	1.6
	0.0
	0.0
	1.0
	3.3
	1.3

	Sesame (local)
	13.1
	21.4
	12.5
	8.7
	16.4
	13.2

	Seseame (white)
	24.2
	23.8
	42.1*
	31.1
	32.8
	28.8

	Sugar cane
	6.9
	7.1
	8.0
	7.8
	11.5
	7.7

	Pineapple
	2.9
	2.4
	2.3
	1.9
	0.0
	2.3

	Soybeans
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.6*
	0.2


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 10. Average production of crops per HH
	
	KG / HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Maize
	180.3
	248.7*
	261.5*
	207.8
	233.6
	207.2

	Rice
	22.5
	13.4
	15.0
	31.6
	58.8
	26.0

	Sorghum 
	63.5
	28.5*
	50.9
	50.1
	61.4
	56.7

	Millet
	3.0
	0.1*
	0.4*
	0.8*
	1.3
	1.8

	Groundnut (local large)
	47.7
	67.1
	20.1*
	23.4*
	34.9
	39.6

	Groundnut (local small)
	75.5
	73.2
	151.9*
	67.5
	89.6
	86.6

	Groundnut (Nametil)
	69.7
	115.7
	103.2
	139.5*
	113.8
	94.3

	Groundnut (Momane)
	3.0
	6.4
	4.6
	5.0
	0.0
	3.5

	Feijão manteiga
	0.4
	0.0
	1.5
	0.6
	3.3
	0.9

	Cow pea
	64.7
	45.6
	118.9*
	66.4
	94.1
	74.6

	Feijão jugo
	9.0
	14.2
	10.5
	7.5
	13.9
	9.8

	Pigeon pea
	17.2
	16.9
	58.2*
	18.0
	17.3
	23.3

	Feijão oloko
	7.4
	8.7
	23.0*
	6.4
	16.5
	10.5

	Feijão fava
	7.2
	5.2
	16.6*
	27.0
	7.5
	11.8

	Irish potato
	0.0
	0.0
	3.7
	19.0
	0.0
	3.8

	Cassava
	367.9
	376.7
	314.5
	382.5
	512.1
	377.9

	Sweet potato (orange-fleshed)
	5.7
	14.9
	2.3
	3.4
	0.4
	4.9

	Sweet potato (local)
	8.0
	0.0
	12.6
	7.6
	13.1
	8.6

	Cotton
	171.3
	55.9*
	168.2
	94.2
	285.2
	161.1

	Tobacco
	0.1
	0.0
	8.6
	6.6
	0.1
	2.4

	Paprika
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Pepper (piripiri)
	0.4
	0.0
	0.3
	0.3
	0.0
	0.3

	Sunflower
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0*
	1.2
	0.3
	0.6

	Sesame (local)
	12.2
	25.4
	11.6
	20.9
	12.6
	14.6

	Sesame (white)
	23.6
	19.5
	52.1*
	34.1
	26.5
	29.6

	Sugar cane
	34.6
	5.4
	10.9
	19.2
	70.0
	29.9

	Pineapple
	2.1
	0.0
	4.0
	2.4
	0.0
	2.1

	Soybeans
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 11. Average sales of crops per HH
	
	KG / HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Maize
	46.1
	57.9
	69.4*
	62.1
	53.1
	53.8

	Rice
	2.7
	0.0
	0.7
	7.6
	11.5
	4.0

	Sorghum 
	9.0
	0.0*
	7.2
	3.4
	10.7
	7.3

	Millet
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Groundnut (local large)
	13.3
	19.9
	5.3*
	7.0*
	12.1
	11.4

	Groundnut (local small)
	19.1
	25.4
	55.1*
	48.9
	36.1
	31.7

	Groundnut (Nametil)
	33.8
	30.7
	27.8
	41.9
	38.0
	34.5

	Groundnut (Momane)
	0.3
	1.1
	1.5
	2.9
	0.0
	1.0

	Feijão manteiga
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	0.5
	0.1

	Cow pea
	11.1
	10.0
	27.1*
	15.6
	13.8
	14.4

	Feijão jugo
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.2
	0.5
	0.1

	Pigeon pea
	1.5
	2.1
	11.4
	2.0
	2.3
	3.2

	Feijão oloko
	1.4
	1.2
	3.0
	0.6
	3.0
	1.6

	Feijão fava
	0.4
	0.0
	1.0
	3.2
	0.3
	0.9

	Irish potato
	0.0
	0.0
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2

	Cassava
	72.2
	44.8
	55.3
	71.0
	121.4
	72.6

	Sweet potato (orange-fleshed)
	1.1
	1.2
	0.0*
	1.5
	0.0
	0.9

	Sweet potato (local)
	37.1
	0.0
	5.7
	1.0
	1.3
	20.1

	Cotton
	149.1
	56.0
	132.7
	78.6*
	265.0
	139.9

	Tobacco
	0.0
	0.0
	4.4
	6.1
	0.0
	1.7

	Paprika
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Pepper (piripiri)
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Sunflower
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0
	1.2
	0.0
	0.3

	Sesame (local)
	8.8
	7.9
	9.2
	14.2
	10.1
	9.8

	Sesame (white)
	19.2
	14.7
	37.3*
	24.6
	22.2
	22.8

	Sugar cane
	14.3
	0.0
	7.2
	11.2
	68.8
	17.1

	Pineapple
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Soybeans
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 12. Value of Agricultural Sales and Production

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	

	Value of agricultural production (Mtn)
	4,563
	4,774
	6,122*
	5,238
	6,231*
	5,088

	Value of agricultural sales (Mtn)
	2,079
	1,413
	2,447
	2,186
	3,121
	2,212

	Sales as percent of production
	48.3
	26.9
	37.3
	38.4
	42.2
	42.8

	Average number crops sold
	2.3
	2.1
	2.9*
	2.3
	2.9*
	2.4


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 13. Household Ownership of Assets

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	%  HH owning:

	Wooden bed
	19.9
	26.2
	34.1*
	22.3
	36.1*
	24.5

	Wooden table
	11.1
	7.1
	21.6*
	19.4*
	18.0
	

	Bicycle
	59.8
	64.3
	73.9*
	67.0
	77.1*
	65.2

	Motorcycle
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0*
	1.0
	0.0
	0.7

	Sewing machine
	1.6
	0.0*
	0.0*
	2.9
	4.9
	1.8

	Radio
	60.5
	54.8
	77.3*
	68.9
	62.3
	64.2

	Cotton mattress
	7.8
	19.1
	9.1
	6.8
	14.8
	9.3

	Foam mattress
	1.3
	0.0
	11.4*
	1.9
	11.5*
	3.8

	Wooden chest
	24.8
	16.7
	33.0
	29.1
	41.0*
	27.8

	Clock
	30.7
	19.1*
	31.8
	28.2
	34.4
	30.0

	Car
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.0
	3.3
	0.5

	Lamp (petroleum)
	86.9
	81.0
	93.2*
	83.5
	83.6
	86.5

	Value of assets (Mtn)
	1,381
	1,107
	1,608
	1,841
	2,649*
	1,603


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 14. Average number of animals owned
	
	No /  HH

	
	Non-participants
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	   Cattle
	0.14
	0.00
	0.03
	0.08
	0.10
	0.10

	   Goats
	1.54
	1.60
	0.84*
	1.56
	1.59
	1.45

	   Sheep
	0.02
	0.10
	0.17
	0.10
	0.07
	0.07

	   Pigs
	0.35
	0.07*
	0.41
	0.33
	0.56
	0.36

	   Chickens
	5.40
	7.07
	6.62
	5.25
	6.75
	5.80

	   Other poultry
	0.28
	0.40
	0.82*
	0.28
	0.28
	0.37


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 15. Household Food Security Indicators

	
	No. months food shortage
	Diet diversity score

	Total Sample
	1.69
	4.64

	Years of membership in all project groups:

	   Non-members
	1.75
	4.47

	   1 year
	1.79
	4.98*

	   2 years
	1.90
	4.82

	   3 years
	1.36
	4.84*

	   4+ years
	1.52
	4.74

	Membership in women’s groups:

	    Members
	1.61
	4.94

	    Not members
	1.70
	4.61

	Gender of Household Head

	Male-headed households
	1.69
	4.62

	Female-headed households
	1.65
	4.75


* different from non-participants at 10% significance level.

Table 16.  Child Feeding Practices

	
	% HH

	
	%  under 4 mo. exclusively breastfed
	% 4-10 mo. eating enriched foods
	% 10-24 mo. eating 5 times per day
	% 10-24 mo. eating enriched foods
	% children 0-24 mo. eating more after diarrhea

	Entire sample
	96.2
	71.4
	1.1
	79.8
	59.6

	Members of Project Groups
	92.3
	77.8
	2.0
	89.8
	68.4

	Not Members of Project Groups
	100.0
	66.7
	0.0
	68.9
	53.6

	Members of Women’s Groups
	100.0
	100.0
	0.0
	90.9
	83.3

	Not Members of Women’s Groups
	95.8
	68.4a
	1.2
	78.3
	56.1

	Male-Headed Households
	100.0
	75.0
	5.3
	89.5
	88.9

	Female-Headed Households
	95.5
	0.0c
	0.0
	77.3
	52.6b


a different from members of women’s groups at 10% significance level.

b different from male-headed households at 10% significance level.
c only one female-headed household with child 4-10 months.

Table 17. Qualitative Responses from Association Members

	
	% HH

	
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Reported activities of associations

	   Training in agricultural techniques
	69.6
	65.0
	53.7
	55.8
	59.8

	   Production and sales of crops
	26.1
	30.0
	50.0*
	34.9
	37.2

	   Seed distribution
	4.4
	2.5
	3.7
	9.3
	4.9

	   Training in management and marketing
	0.0
	5.0
	5.6*
	2.3
	3.7

	   Training in “associativismo’
	0.0
	0.0
	5.6*
	4.7
	3.1

	   Raise poultry
	0.0
	2.5
	1.9
	4.7
	2.4

	   Fish culture
	4.4
	0.0
	0.0
	4.7
	1.8

	   Raise animals
	0.0
	2.5
	1.9
	0.0
	1.2

	   Rehabilitation of infrastructures
	0.0
	0.0
	1.9
	2.3
	1.2

	   Training in post-harvest techniques
	4.4
	0.0
	1.9
	0.0
	1.2

	   Training in child nutrition
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	2.3
	0.6

	   Handicrafts
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	2.3
	0.6

	Reported Benefits of Association Membership
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved access to market
	8.7
	25.0*
	27.8*
	20.9
	22.0

	Improved agricultural techniques
	13.0
	15.0
	27.8
	25.6
	22.0

	Improved agricultural production
	30.4
	32.5
	20.4
	9.3*
	21.3

	Improved access to credit
	30.4
	30.0
	16.7
	23.3
	23.8

	Improved access to inputs
	13.0
	12.5
	11.1
	18.6
	15.2

	Improved relations among members
	8.7
	5.0
	13.0
	14.0
	10.4

	Access to useful information
	8.7
	2.5
	1.9
	9.3
	6.1

	Group dynamism
	0.0
	0.0
	7.4*
	9.3*
	4.9

	Exchange of information
	0.0
	2.5
	3.7
	9.3*
	4.3

	Rehabilitation of infrastructures
	0.0
	2.5
	1.9
	2.3
	1.8

	Improved diet
	4.4
	2.5
	1.9
	0.0
	1.8

	Increased savings
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	4.7
	1.2

	Training in marketing and management
	0.0
	0.0
	3.7
	0.0
	1.2


* Different from 1-year participants at 10% significance level.

Table 17 (Continued). Qualitative Responses from Association Members

	
	% HH

	
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Reported Problems of Associations

	Conflicts among members
	8.7
	2.5
	11.1
	4.7
	6.7

	Lack of inputs
	4.4
	10.0
	5.6
	11.6
	7.9

	Lack of market access
	8.7
	2.5
	11.1
	4.7
	6.7

	Lack of credit
	8.7
	5.0
	1.9
	0.0
	3.1

	Lack of dynamism in association
	0.0
	5.0
	1.9
	0.0
	2.4

	Delays in payments to members
	0.0
	2.5
	0.0
	2.3
	1.2

	Absence of extensionist
	0.0
	0.0
	1.9
	0.0
	0.6


* Different from 1-year participants at 10% significance level.

Table 18. Qualitative Responses from Members of Extension Groups

	
	% HH

	
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Reported activities of extension groups

	   Training in agricultural techniques
	68.2
	87.9*
	80.0
	65.5
	78.4

	   Seed multiplication
	13.6
	86.2
	13.3
	13.8
	12.1

	   Training in post-harvest techniques
	0.0
	15.5*
	10.7*
	10.3*
	10.5

	   Production and sales of products
	4.6
	6.9
	16.0*
	6.9
	10.0

	   Nutrition training
	9.1
	8.6
	1.3
	3.5
	4.7

	   Distribution of inputs
	9.1
	1.7
	1.3
	13.3
	4.2

	   Collective farm plots 
	0.0
	5.2*
	1.3
	3.5
	2.6

	   Commodity price information
	0.0
	1.7
	0.0
	6.9
	1.6

	   Develop good relations with group members
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	10.3*
	1.6

	   HIV/AIDs messages
	0.0
	1.7
	0.0
	3.5
	1.1

	   Training in ‘associativismo’
	0.0
	1.7
	1.3
	0.0
	1.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reported Benefits of extension groups
	
	
	
	
	

	   Increased productivity / income
	36.4
	36.2
	32.0
	20.7
	31.6

	   Training
	22.7
	36.2
	34.7
	27.6
	33.2

	   Access to inputs
	4.6
	19.0*
	26.7*
	17.2
	20.0

	   Increased access to market
	13.6
	13.8
	14.7
	10.3
	13.7

	   Improved relations with members
	22.7
	8.6
	16.0
	13.8
	13.7

	   Training in post-harvest techniques
	4.6
	5.2
	1.3
	3.5
	3.2

	   Solving problems
	9.1
	0.0
	1.3
	6.9
	3.2

	   Access to useful information
	0.0
	5.2*
	1.3
	0.0
	2.6

	   Access to credit
	0.0
	1.7
	4.0*
	6.9
	3.2

	   Training in child nutrition
	4.6
	3.5
	1.3
	3.5
	2.6

	   Seed multiplication
	0.0
	5.2*
	0.0
	3.5
	2.1

	   Savings
	4.6
	1.7
	0.0
	3.5
	1.6


* Different from 1-year participants at 10% significance level.

Table 18 (Continued). Qualitative Responses from Members of Extension Groups
	
	% HH

	
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Reported Problems of Extension Groups

	   Lack of inputs
	9.1
	15.5
	10.7
	3.5
	10.5

	   Delays in seed delivery
	13.6
	10.3
	5.3
	0.0*
	6.8

	   Absence of extensionist
	4.6
	5.2
	4.0
	6.9
	4.7

	   Conflicts
	0.0
	5.2
	4.0*
	3.5
	4.2

	   Lack of capital
	4.6
	6.9*
	1.3
	3.5
	4.2

	   Lack of incentives
	9.1
	3.5
	1.3
	0.0
	2.6

	   Lack of dynamism
	4.6
	1.7
	2.7
	3.5
	2.6

	   Lack of access to market
	0.0
	5.2
	1.3
	3.5
	2.6

	   Lack of transparency in group activities 
	0.0
	1.7
	1.3
	6.9
	2.1

	   Lack of training
	0.0
	3.5
	0.0
	0.0
	1.1

	   Land conflicts
	0.0
	0.0
	1.3
	0.0
	0.5


* Different from 1-year participants at 10% significance level.

Table 19. Qualitative Responses from Members of Women’s Groups

	
	% HH

	
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Reported activities of women’s groups

	   Training in agricultural techniques
	21.4
	40.0
	41.7
	29.4
	37.5

	   Training in child nutrition
	21.4
	30.0
	41.7
	17.7
	27.5

	   Training in mother and child health
	7.1
	40.0*
	12.5
	5.9
	17.5

	   Sales of products by group
	21.4
	5.0
	20.8
	0.0*
	13.8

	   Production of crops
	14.3
	0.0
	12.5
	11.8
	8.8

	   Training in post-harvest techniques
	0.0
	0.5
	16.7*
	5.9
	7.5

	   Promote group dynamism
	14.3
	5.0
	16.7
	5.9
	7.5

	   Handicrafts
	0.0
	5.0
	4.2
	11.8
	5.0

	   Seed multiplication
	7.1
	5.0
	4.2
	0.0
	3.8

	   Distribution of inputs
	0.0
	0.0
	4.2
	5.9
	2.5

	   Raising poultry
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	11.8
	2.5

	   HIV/AIDS messages
	7.1
	0.0
	0.0
	5.9
	2.5

	   Savings
	0.0
	0.0
	4.2
	0.0
	2.5

	Reported Benefits of women’s groups
	
	
	
	
	

	   Increased knowledge of nutrition
	28.6
	45.0
	37.5
	17.7
	31.3

	   Improved relations among members
	21.4
	25.0
	25.0
	23.5
	23.8

	   Improved agricultural techniques
	7.1
	20.0
	20.8
	5.9
	17.5

	   Improved market access
	7.1
	20.0
	16.7
	23.5
	17.5

	   Improved access to credit
	21.4
	10.0
	16.7
	11.8
	15.0

	   Group dynamism
	14.3
	5.0
	0.0
	17.7
	7.5

	   Improved sales of products
	0.0
	5.0
	8.3
	5.9
	6.3

	   Increased savings
	7.1
	5.0
	4.2
	0.0
	5.0

	   Provision of market prices
	0.0
	5.0
	4.2
	0.0
	2.5

	   Exchange of information
	0.0
	5.0
	0.0
	0.0
	2.5

	   Training in post-harvest techniques
	7.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.3


* Different from 1-year participants at 10% significance level.

Table 19 (Continued). Qualitative Responses from Members of Women’s Groups

	
	% HH

	
	Project participants, by number of years participating
	Total

Sample

	
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years
	

	Reported Problems of Women’s Groups

	   Lack of capital
	21.4
	5.0
	12.5 
	11.8
	12.5

	   Lack of dynamism
	0.0
	30.0*
	0.0
	0.0
	7.5

	   Delay in seed distribution
	0.0
	10.0
	4.2
	0.0
	3.8

	   Conflicts
	0.0
	10.0
	0.0
	0.0
	3.8


* Different from 1-year participants at 10% significance level.

Table 20. Reasons Given for not Participating in Project Groups

	
	% HH responding

	   Not interested
	36.8

	   No group nearby
	31.2

	   Don’t know about groups
	9.0

	   No time
	6.8

	   Not invited to join
	5.3

	   Illness
	4.9

	   Lack of dynamism in local group
	2.1

	   Spouse doesn’t permit
	1.6

	   Old
	1.4

	   Delays in payments to members
	0.4

	   Cost of membership fees
	0.2


Table 21. Household Contact with Extension Agents and Demonstradores/Animadoras

	
	Number of HH
	% of Sample

	No contact
	175
	29.2

	Contact with Extension Agents
	348
	58.0

	Conact with Demonstradores/Animadoras
	367
	61.2

	Contactt with either Agents or Demonstradores/Animadoras
	425
	70.8

	Total Sample
	600
	100.0


Table 22. Adoption of Selected Agricultural Practices by Contact with Extensionista
	Agricultural Practices
	% HH

	
	No contact with extensionist
	Contact with Extensionist
	Total Sample

	   Fill planting holes with mulch
	5.1
	37.2*
	27.8

	   Intercrop with legumes
	67.4
	84.5*
	79.5

	   Contour planting
	5.7
	41.7*
	31.2

	   Leave crop residue in field
	72.6
	79.1*
	77.2

	   Burn crop residue
	42.9
	31.3*
	34.7

	   Thinning
	53.7
	73.9*
	68.0

	   Line planting
	37.7
	88.0*
	73.3

	   Recommended planting intervals
	4.6
	63.1*
	46.0

	   Elevated silo
	61.2
	85.2*
	78.3

	   Rat guards on silos
	7.4
	18.1*
	15.0

	   Completely covered silo
	21.1
	45.2*
	38.2

	   Small door on silo
	25.1
	47.5*
	41.0

	   Use actellic in silo
	3.4
	11.1*
	8.9

	   Use botanic pesticides in silo
	5.1
	35.9*
	26.9


aeither extension agent or project demonstrador/animadora

* different from mean of group with no contact with extensionist at 0.10 significance level.

Table 23. Adoption of Selected Agricultural Practices by Contact with Extensionista
	Agricultural Practices
	% HH

	
	Not members of Groups
	Members of Project groupsb

	
	No contact with extensionista
	Contact  with extensionista
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	4+ years

	   Fill planting holes with mulch
	5.0
	27.6*
	35.7
	36.4
	42.7*
	45.9*

	   Intercrop with legumes
	67.1
	79.3*
	85.7
	84.1
	88.4*
	86.9

	   Contour planting
	5.0
	37.9*
	40.5
	48.9
	35.9
	44.3

	   Leave crop residue in field
	70.8
	72.4
	73.8
	81.8
	82.5*
	91.8*

	   Burn crop residue
	41.6
	46.9
	35.7
	29.6*
	18.5*
	21.3*

	   Thinning
	52.8
	58.6
	78.6*
	83.0*
	80.6*
	80.3*

	   Line planting
	37.3
	75.9*
	78.6
	93.2*
	94.2*
	95.1*

	   Recommended planting intervals
	3.7
	42.1*
	59.5*
	68.2*
	70.9*
	83.6*

	   Elevated silo
	60.3
	84.1*
	90.5
	86.4
	85.4
	80.3

	   Rat guards on silos
	5.6
	13.1*
	21.4
	29.6*
	13.6
	21.3

	   Completely covered silo
	19.3
	46.2*
	50.0
	47.7
	35.0*
	52.5

	   Small door on silo
	21.7
	46.2*
	54.8
	56.8
	38.8
	50.8

	   Use actellic in silo
	3.1
	8.3*
	4.8
	13.6
	6.8
	24.6*

	   Use botanic pesticides in silo
	4.4
	31.7*
	28.6
	37.5
	35.0
	45.0*


a either extension agent or project demonstrador/animadora.  * = different from mean of group with no contact with extensionist at 0.10 significance level.

b * = different from mean of non-group members having contact with extensionists at 0.10 significance level.

 Table 24. HH Production of Selected Crops, by Adoption of Selected Practices

	Crop
	KG / HH

	
	Mulch in planting hole
	Contour planting
	Thinning
	Line planting
	Recommended spacing
	Total

Sample

	
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	

	Maize
	259.4
	372.7*
	270.7
	325.8*
	282.4
	291.0
	200.5
	315.1*
	255.7
	322.2*
	288.2

	Groundnut
	256.0
	289.9
	256.7
	284.7
	290.0
	255.0
	241.0
	274.3
	246.3
	287.7
	265.6

	Sesame
	115.3
	125.6
	119.5
	116.2
	134.5
	110.5
	101.0
	121.8
	116.1
	119.7
	118.1

	Cowpea
	112.8
	102.7
	86.1
	167.5*
	142.9
	95.0*
	75.6
	122.4*
	89.7
	135.1*
	110.1

	Cassava
	403.5
	503.7*
	441.4
	406.8
	464.8
	415.6
	403.3
	441.4
	408.5
	458.4
	431.0


Table 25. Value of Agricultural Production Per HH, by Contact with Extension Agent and Demonstrador/Animadora

	
	(Mtn)

	No Contact with Extensionists
	3,259

	Contact with extension agent
	5,023

	Contact with  demonstrador/animadora
	5,265

	Contact with either extension agent or demonstrador/animadora
	  5,381*


Table 26. Comparison of selected indicators across rounds

	Indicator
	Survey Round
	Representative Household Categories

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	
	
	A
	B
	
	A
	B
	
	A
	B
	
	A
	B
	
	A
	B

	Number of improved practices adopted by HHc
	Baseline
	2.74
	
	
	2.74
	
	
	2.74
	
	
	2.74
	
	
	3.89
	
	

	
	Midterm
	3.86
	*
	
	3.86
	*
	
	5.22
	*
	
	5.86
	*
	
	5.86
	*
	

	
	Final
	3.59
	*
	*
	5.02
	*
	*
	5.63
	*
	*
	5.87
	
	*
	5.87
	
	*

	Value of crop production (MTN)
	Baseline
	3,550
	
	
	3,550
	
	
	3,550
	
	
	3,550
	
	
	3,550
	
	

	
	Midterm
	3,836
	
	
	3,836
	
	
	4,766
	*
	
	6,062
	*
	
	6,062
	*
	

	
	Final
	4,563
	*
	*
	6,122
	*
	*
	5,237
	
	*
	6,231
	
	*
	6,231
	
	*

	Value of crop sales (MTN)
	Baseline
	1,573
	
	
	1,573
	
	
	1,573
	
	
	1,573
	
	
	1,573
	
	

	
	Midterm
	1,585
	
	
	1,585
	
	
	2,183
	
	
	3,765
	*
	
	3,765
	*
	

	
	Final
	2,079
	
	
	2,447
	*
	*
	2,186
	
	
	3,121
	
	*
	3,121
	
	*

	Value of Assets
	Baseline
	867
	
	
	867
	
	
	867
	
	
	867
	
	
	1,396
	
	

	
	Midterm
	1,224
	*
	
	1,224
	*
	
	2,050
	*
	
	2,123
	*
	
	2,123
	
	

	
	Final
	1,380
	
	*
	1,608
	
	*
	1,841
	
	*
	2,649
	
	*
	2,649
	
	*

	Diet diversity
	Baseline
	4.00
	
	
	4.00
	
	
	4.00
	
	
	4.00
	
	
	4.00
	
	

	
	Midterm
	4.57
	*
	
	4.57
	*
	
	4.47
	
	
	5.08
	*
	
	5.08
	*
	

	
	Final
	4.47
	
	*
	4.82
	
	*
	4.84
	*
	*
	4.74
	
	
	4.74
	
	

	No. months food shortage
	Baseline
	2.54
	
	
	2.54
	
	
	2.54
	
	
	2.54
	
	
	2.02
	
	

	
	Midterm
	1.41
	*
	
	1.41
	*
	
	1.40
	*
	
	1.33
	*
	
	1.33
	*
	

	
	Final
	1.75
	*
	*
	1.90
	*
	*
	1.36
	
	*
	1.52
	
	*
	1.52
	*
	*


A: * = Different from the mean of the previous round at the 0.10 significance level.

B: * = Final round is different from the baseline at the 0.10 significance level.

aNumber of practices adopted by the HH from the following list: 

1. place mulch in planting holes

2. use manure

3. plant residue (mulch) in fields

4. intercropping with legumes

5. line planting

6. recommended planting intervals 

7. thinning

8. improved seeds

9. improved silo
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0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Baseline Midterm Final

Number

1

2

3

4

5


[image: image3.emf]Figure 2. Value of Agricultural Production
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[image: image4.emf]Figure 3. Value of Agricultural Sales
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[image: image5.emf]Figure 4. Value of HH Assets
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[image: image6.emf]Figure 5. Diet Diversity
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[image: image7.emf]Figure 6. Months of Food Shortages
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