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LFSP Zimbabwe 

Cohort Study Learning Brief 

1st Wave Data collection October / November 2015 

1. Executive Summary 

The LFSP cohort study has been designed to track and attribute the reasons for changes in 

beneficiaries’ food security and dietary diversity status, livestock and asset holdings and crop yields, 

all of which are the indicators that will be used to assess the Programme’s effect. By collecting data 

three times a year from a panel of 96 households to provide an oversight of changes within these 

indicators as well as external and Programme-related reasons for these changes, the cohort study will 

serve both as a useful dash board indicating the direction of travel and a management tool, enabling 

MOs and IPs to take reinforcing or corrective action in the field. 

Two instruments are used to collect data: the relevant quantitative modules from the baseline survey, 

allowing the size of the change within a particular indicator to be measured; and a force-field analysis 

tool, which allows the reasons for changes in the indicator under question to be quantified. After 

selecting cohort households based on various criteria to ensure that all household typologies are 

represented, data was collected by a team of especially trained enumerators over a seven day period 

at the end of October / early November 2015. The fieldwork yielded a combination of quantitative 

and qualitative data, which has been combined with the baseline dataset to produce this learning 

brief. 

As would be expected considering the short space of time between the collection of this data and the 

baseline survey (July / August 2015), the extent of change observed in the indicators (especially asset 

holdings) under analysis is minimal, although, as is normal as the hunger season gains traction, a slight 

deterioration in food security, dietary diversity and livestock holdings can be identified. 

Beneficiaries’ main challenges with keeping livestock revolve around housing and veterinary care, 

both of which require labour and cash resources. Death – that of chickens often resulting from an 

inability to access vaccines and vets – was the main cause of livestock loss.  

Important factors that drive food security and dietary diversity outcomes in a positive direction include 

community vegetable gardens and remittances from family members, as well as good harvests in 

2014/15 for the small number of households that managed this. 

The value of assets owned has varied little since the baseline, and one of the lessons that will be taken 

from this round of data collection is that collecting data on assets is not appropriate on a four-monthly 

basis; rather it will be collected annually. 

In the coming months MOs and IPs should focus on supporting the things like community gardens, 

irrigation and off-farm income generating activities. 

Coffey will refine the tools to ensure, amongst other things, that more information on the efficiency 

and appropriateness of LFSP interventions is collected. Sampling will also be reassessed before the 

second round of data collection to ensure that all cohort households are registered beneficiaries - a 

process that will require the complete beneficiary registration lists from implementing partners. 



2 
 

2. Objective 

The objective of the Cohort study is to track - and attribute the Programme specific and external 

reasons for - changes in key outcome indicators1 for a specially selected group of LFSP beneficiaries 

three times every year over the course of the Programme. This regular stream of information will 

complement MOs’ and IPs’ internal monitoring products, add to the body of evidence that can be used 

for programme evaluation and be used as the basis for correcting or reinforcing Programme activities. 

3. Methodology 

Executing the 1st wave of the cohort study involved the following steps: - 

a) Classification of all households from implementation Districts into one of seven strata, each 

strata reflecting a household’s overall livelihood security status as measured by dependency 

ratio, hunger score, dietary diversity, value of assets and livestock and income.  

b) Selection of between two and five villages per district where a range of households from 

different strata were represented. This enabled clustering to cut down on enumerator travel 

time (figure 1) 

Figure 1: Locations of households in cohort sample2 

 

c) Selection of 96 households3 from the ‘clusters’ that contained a sufficient range of households 

ensuring that male and female headed households were represented. Figure 2 shows that 

while all selected households were included in the baseline sample, not all of them had been 

registered in LFSP groups at the time of the survey (see section 7 for the implications of this 

for the 2nd round of data collection due to take place in March 2016) 

                                                           
1 LFSP outcome indicators encompass: number of Tropical Livestock Units Owned, Household Hunger, 
Household Dietary Diversity, Assets owned, crop production (not collected in this round) and household income 
(not collected in this round). 
2 Some households are wrongly identified as being in Gweru and Harare – this is because data pertaining to 
these households was entered into the Electronic Data Capture devices in these locations.  
3 In the event 103 households were sampled due to the inclusion of some replacements as well as original 
households (Annex 1). The cohort list will be finalised before the second wave of data collection. 
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Figure 2: Cohort sample status within LFSP 

 

d) Compiling data sheets containing all relevant baseline information for the selected 

households plus phone numbers and other information that would allow the household head 

to be contacted and located and baseline information to be referenced during interviews 

e) Compiling lists of ‘alternative households’ that would allow replacements that fit the same 

strata and geographic area if households rom the primary list were unavailable / unwilling to 

participate in the study 

f) Designing the data collection instruments: -  

 Repeat baseline modules allowing the collection of relevant outcome data. 

 Formats to allow the collection of ‘force-field’ data. This participatory approach 

basically engages the respondent in identifying and weighting the various factors 

(forces related to the Programme and external) that have contributed to or restrained 

change in a particular outcome (e.g. hunger score) since the baseline or the previous 

round of data collection.  

g) Training enumerators in the sampling approach, including the selection of replacement 

households 

h) Training enumerators in the use of the two main data collection instruments and the study’s 

qualitative data requirements 

i) Data collection (a process that took about 7 days) 

j) Enumerator debriefing 

k) Data cleaning, analysis and presentation (including stakeholder feedback) 

l) Consolidation of the large amount of quantitative data that was collected in addition to the 

scores 

m) Report writing 

The approach has a number of limitations. The first is that, although households have been selected 

to represent the range of wealth found within the baseline population, the overall sample is not big 

enough to draw statistically accurate conclusions on the wider population and large changes within a 

small number of households have a disproportionate effect on the overall figures. This constraint will 

 

 

Cohort group 

(96 hh) 



4 
 

be inherent to all data collection rounds. Nevertheless, the quantitative results (size of the change in 

outcome indicator scores) are only one part of the story. Of more interest are the reasons why changes 

have taken place: these are likely to be common to other beneficiary households outside the cohort 

group, and will inform management responses to prevent, reverse or reinforce the direction of travel 

in a particular indicator. 

A second constraint – particular to this first round of data collection only – is that not all households 

sampled were involved in the Programme (figure 2 above). Beneficiary registration had reached about 

60% of the target number of households and was ongoing at the time of the survey. It is anticipated 

that the registration process will be complete in early January 2016 allowing a modification of the 

cohort list (see section 7).  

Respondents’ general propensity to answer questions in a way that they think will increase the 

likelihood of receiving some kind of cash or in kind transfer presents a third challenge. Indeed, the first 

wave of cohort data collection revealed that some households had considerably under-reported their 

livestock and asset holdings during the baseline data collection phase. It is expected that the incidence 

of this will diminish over time as households are involved in repeat rounds of data collection: they will 

be visited by the same enumerators over the two year cohort study period, so discrepancies in 

answers will be easy to spot, plus there is no advantage to be had in not telling the truth. A related 

constraint concerns respondents’ tendency to articulate ‘forces’ on outcomes that are not specific to 

the period under analysis (in this case the three months since the baseline data collection) rather 

identifying more general driving or restraining forces they face. Again, the incidence of this is expected 

to diminish as the enumerators become more skilled in facilitating the conversation, the respondents 

become more aware of the approach and the data collection system refined to preclude these general 

answers. 

A final constraint is the sensitivity of some outcome data. Basically the size / rate of change in some 

outcomes (notably assets owned) does not bear collection on a four-monthly basis. The approach will 

be modified to take account of this for subsequent waves of data collection (section 7). 
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4. Findings 

4.1 Tropical Livestock Units 
All livestock were considered for this study, including chickens. There was minimal change in 

households’ livestock holdings as measured by TLU (table 1). Five Districts registered a mean decline 

in animals, while three registered an increase. The overall mean increase was just 0.36 TLU - equivalent 

to about one or two goats. The large difference between mean and median scores indicates that 

changes were brought about by one or two cohort group members acquiring animals. 

Table 1: Change in TLU owned 

District BL score 
Oct 15 
score 

Change 
+/- 

Gokwe South 
(n = 12) 

Mean 1.83 1.82 -0.01 

Median 1.91 1.85 0.09 

Guruve 
(n = 12) 

Mean 2.87 3.60 0.73 

Median 2.29 3.06 0.11 

Kwekwe 
(n = 10) 

Mean 3.67 4.22 0.14 

Median 3.28 3.49 0.12 

Makoni 
(n = 12) 

Mean 3.75 3.68 -0.07 

Median 3.43 2.67 -0.03 

Mt Darwin 
(n = 12) 

Mean 2.79 2.60 -0.19 

Median 2.23 1.60 -0.01 

Mutare 
(n = 12) 

Mean 4.35 5.92 -0.10 

Median 3.75 4.07 0.00 

Mutasa 
(n = 12) 

Mean 0.27 0.60 0.33 

Median 0.12 0.32 0.15 

Shurugwi 
(n = 10) 

Mean 3.83 3.68 -0.11 

Median 3.10 2.89 0.00 

Total 
(n = 92) 

Mean 2.88 3.22 0.36 

Median 2.08 2.21 0.14 

A range of forces contributing to the decline in livestock numbers were identified (table 2), the most 

frequent being death (e.g. Newcastle disease) followed by inadequate feed / pasture and unaffordable 

drugs (the latter being a general problem rather than something that emerged since the baseline). 

Most of the large number of ‘other’ responses referred to inappropriate shelter or housing for 

livestock (especially poultry), which resulted in theft or predation by wild animals. Respondents also 

frequently mentioned difficulties with getting vaccines and veterinary care for animals, with many 

resorting to traditional remedies, which are less effective and against which stock build up resistance.  

In terms of what LFSP can do to address the reasons for decline in numbers a number of issues stand 

out, including improving farmers access to veterinary care and drugs and training farmers in the 

construction of appropriate holding pens – although several female farmers mentioned that they did 

not have the labour necessary to gather the required materials or construct the necessary structures. 

The most commonly mentioned reason for an increase in livestock numbers (table 3) was natural 

reproduction, and reflecting one of the main constraints identified, the availability of veterinary care 

and vaccines and provision of knowledge on feeding and shelter, both of which can at least in part be 

credited to LFSP. As would be expected given the stratified nature of the cohort group, access to 

natural and labour resources varies considerably within the group. One respondent mentioned that 

as he was the village chief he was able to graze his animals on areas off-limits to others, and better off 

households (receiving remittances for example) were able to buy drugs that often prevent the large 

scale deaths when poultry get diseased. 
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Table 2: Reasons for decrease in TLU owned 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Death 65 7.49 

Inadequate pasture / feed 36 6.64 

Other 36 6.48 

Drugs unaffordable 31 6.81 

Wild animals 30 6.27 

Lack of knowledge 23 7.09 

Theft 16 6.56 

Sales / barter 15 5.60 

Consumption 14 4.64 

No water 13 6.69 

Off season 5 6.80 

Shortage of males 4 7.25 

 

Table 3: Reasons for increase in TLU owned 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Reproduction 45 7.26 

Availability of vaccines 37 6.66 

Local production of stock 
feed 

31 6.38 

Education on husbandry 25 6.57 

Good vet treatment 25 6.71 

Improved shelter 24 7.20 

Other 23 6.63 

Good Pastures 19 6.06 

Purchases 16 5.67 

Water 15 6.69 

Predator control 10 5.75 

Gifts 9 6.38 

Decrease in theft 4 6.67 

Lobola (incoming) 2 6.00 

 

4.2 Household Hunger Score 
The household hunger index is calculated by asking household heads six questions relating to various 

consumption specific coping mechanisms. The highest possible score is 6, and the lowest possible 

score is zero. As shown in table 4, the average hunger index score increased in all Districts apart from 

Mt Darwin, where it dropped by 0.17 points. The mean increase is relatively small and in all cases the 

median change is 0. All this indicates that there has been a negligible increase in hunger in the period 

under question, with the factors that most frequently prevent hunger – remittances and community 

gardens (table 6) - on the whole outweighing those that most frequently drive it – lack of purchasing 

power (driven in part by limited opportunities for employment) and the recent poor harvest (table 5). 

LFSP is working on community gardens in some areas, so should receive some credit for the 

contribution that these play in keeping hunger at bay. How much LFSP is doing / can do to encourage 

the petty trade and small business that also plays an important role will be explored in more detail in 

the next round of data collection. The factor that is most highly ranked in terms of preventing hunger 
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(though mentioned by just four households) is good harvest, indicating, if any more evidence were 

needed, that improving farm productivity is one of the best ways of ensuring household food security. 

The effectiveness of the approaches used by LFSP to achieve this will be explored in subsequent waves. 

Table 4: Change in HH hunger score 

District BL score Oct score 
Change 

+/- 
Gokwe South 

(n = 11) 
Mean .73 1.00 .27 

Median .00 1.00 .00 

Guruve 
(n = 12) 

Mean .08 .25 .33 

Median .00 .00 .00 

Kwekwe 
(n = 10) 

Mean .20 .50 .30 

Median .00 .00 .00 

Makoni 
(n = 12) 

Mean .00 .25 .25 

Median .00 .00 .00 

Mt Darwin 
(n = 12) 

Mean .58 .42 -.17 

Median .00 .00 .00 

Mutare 
(n = 12) 

Mean .67 1.42 .75 

Median .00 .50 .00 

Mutasa 
(n = 12) 

Mean .08 .58 .50 

Median .00 .00 .00 

Shurugwi 
(n = 12) 

Mean .50 .92 .42 

Median .00 .00 .00 

Total 
(n = 93) 

Mean .35 .67 .33 

Median .00 .00 .00 

 

Of possible concern is the number of households that reported selling or bartering goods to maintain 

consumption. Of course if the goods sold were produced for sale or exchange this does not present a 

problem as would the disposal of productive assets. Qualitative evidence collected as part of this 

module revealed the disdain that a significant portion of farmers hold for the barter trade, which has 

become a necessity for many households as the economic crisis and associated liquidity problems 

have deepened. There is a perception that often the terms of trade are unfair. 

Table 5: Reasons for increase in hunger 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Lack of money 28 8.00 

Poor harvest 18 8.00 

Other 15 7.43 

Drought 11 7.64 

Disease 4 8.25 

Increase family size 4 6.75 

Lack of land 4 8.00 

Lack of knowledge on nutrition 3 5.33 

Barter 2 6.50 

Late payment from buyers 2 3.50 
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Table 6: Reasons for decrease in hunger 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Gifts / remittance 14 8.25 

Community garden 12 7.82 

Sell / barter goods 12 7.50 

Income from petty trade / casual 
labour 

11 6.13 

Wild seasonal fruits / foods 7 7.57 

Income from small business 6 6.60 

Good harvest 4 8.50 

Improved knowledge of 
preservation 

4 7.75 

Improved knowledge of production 2 6.00 

Irrigation 2 6.50 

 

4.3 Dietary Diversity 
Table 7 presents the changes that were observed in household dietary diversity scores (1 day recall 

period). As with the hunger index scores, overall mean change is minimal at just 0.5 (highest possible 

score is 11), and median change is zero, indicating that the small change in evidence is driven by a 

small number of households. Nevertheless, what may be the start of a seasonal downward trend in 

dietary diversity may be emerging – driven by lack of purchasing power and ‘other’ factors (table 8), 

which qualitative data reveal to include lack of fencing for gardens, lack of irrigation and few off farm 

labour opportunities. LFSP’s support the first two issues is particularly important because, as can be 

seen from table 9, community gardens are the primary driver of dietary diversity. Improved knowledge 

of production and nutrition – both LFSP intervention area – was mentioned as a drivers of dietary 

diversity in 12 and 10 instances respectively. Non-programme related factors that are also important 

in maintaining dietary diversity are the ability to sell or barter goods for food and having friends or 

relatives that can provide money for food purchases. 

Table 7: Change in dietary diversity scores 

 BL score 
Oct 

score 
Change 

+/- 
Gokwe South 

(n = 12) 

Mean 3.8 4.4 0.7 

Median 3.0 4.5 0.0 

Guruve 
(n = 12) 

Mean 5.9 4.8 -1.1 

Median 6.0 5.0 -1.0 

Kwekwe 
(n = 9) 

Mean 5.6 5.1 -0.4 

Median 6.0 5.0 0.0 

Makoni 
(n = 12) 

Mean 5.8 5.5 -0.3 

Median 6.0 6.0 0.0 

Mt Darwin 
(n = 12) 

Mean 3.9 4.2 0.3 

Median 4.0 4.0 0.5 

Mutare 
(n = 12) 

Mean 5.5 3.7 -1.8 

Median 6.0 3.0 -2.5 

Mutasa 
(n = 12) 

Mean 5.1 4.7 -0.4 

Median 5.0 4.5 -0.5 

Shurugwi 
(n = 12) 

Mean 5.8 5.1 -0.8 

Median 6.0 5.5 -0.5 

Total 
(n = 93) 

Mean 5.2 4.7 -0.5 

Median 5.0 5.0 0.0 
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Table 8: Reasons for decrease in dietary diversity 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Lack of money 44 7.50 

Other 40 7.29 

Drought 33 7.38 

Poor harvest 32 6.75 

No income 18 6.83 

Disease 11 6.64 

Lack of knowledge on nutrition 9 7.00 

Increase family size 7 5.29 

Late payment from buyers 6 8.67 

Pests 6 5.67 

Lack of land 5 5.20 

 

Table 9: Reason for increase in dietary diversity 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Community garden 29 7.96 

Sell / barter goods 21 7.22 

Gifts / remittance 19 7.33 

Income from small business 17 6.73 

Wild seasonal fruits / foods 17 6.57 

Income from petty trade 15 6.43 

Good harvest 14 7.23 

Improved knowledge of 
production 

12 6.10 

Improved knowledge of nutrition 10 6.38 

Irrigation 10 6.78 

Improved knowledge of 
preservation 

8 8.29 

4.4 Assets 
As mentioned in the methodology section (section 3), the ‘value of assets owned’ indicator is not 

sensitive enough to warrant collection every four months: median data presented in table 10, shows 

that in most households there was no change in asset value since the baseline, the mean changes 

being driven by disposal of assets by just a few households in the group. Livestock are more fungible 

than things like ploughs and hoes, and as such tracking animal sales is more appropriate given the 

frequency of data collection; recollecting data on assets on an annual basis will be considered. 

Furthermore, the responses given to questions on the reasons for the depletion of assets were 

generally related to an inability to purchase – which while important, is not specific to the period 

under question. With regard to increases - in some cases farmers had deliberately under-reported 

their asset holdings at baseline in the hope that they would receive a transfer of some kind. The correct 

value was discovered during this survey, and the resulting ‘increase’ recorded as ‘other’. The 

qualitative information gathered around the issue of asset ownership yielded a couple of interesting 

points, including farmers’ desire for access to credit (within LFSP’s remit) and demands that thieves 

receive stiffer penalties when caught (currently outside the Programme remit).  
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Table 10: Change in value of assets 

District BL score Oct score 
Change 

+/- 

Gokwe South 
(n= 11) 

Mean 236 237 1 

Median 23 23 0 

Guruve 
(n = 12) 

Mean 380 380 0 

Median 143 143 0 

Kwekwe 
(n = 11) 

Mean 0 0 0 

Median 0 0 0 

Makoni 
(n = 12) 

Mean 660 645 -15 

Median 827 823 0 

Mt Darwin 
(n = 11) 

Mean 424 364 -60 

Median 173 143 0 

Mutare 
(n = 12) 

Mean 811 766 -46 

Median 807 807 0 

Mutasa 
(n = 12) 

Mean 120 103 -17 

Median 92 69 0 

Shurugwi 
(n = 11) 

Mean 0 0 0 

Median 0 0 0 

Total 
(n = 92) 

Mean 336 319 -16 

Median 83 52 0 

 

Table 11: Reasons for decrease in value of assets owned 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

High cost 16 7.69 

Other 12 6.00 

Poor Harvest 10 7.10 

Break downs 9 6.33 

Obsolete 7 6.14 

Theft 4 6.75 

Exchange 2 6.50 

Sell assets 2 8.00 

 

Table 12: Reasons for increase in value of assets owned 

Reason Number times mentioned Mean weight 

Other 15 6.00 

Gifts 8 7.38 

Availability 7 6.71 

More disposable income 6 6.50 

Buying on credit 2 5.00 

Contract farming 1 9.00 

Donations from NGOS 1 7.00 

 

5. Discussion  

The first wave of the cohort study indicates that the process will be a useful addition to the LFSP M&E 

system, especially once the tools and approach are refined for subsequent rounds. Findings are 

intuitive: one would not expect a significant level of deterioration in households’ hunger or dietary 

diversity status in the three months since the baseline data was collected, but, due to the lag time 
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associated with improving agricultural productivity (coupled with the on-going El Nino event), the next 

round of data collection is likely to reveal a worsening of the food security and livestock situation 

unless households receive transfers of some kind4. It is expected that the accuracy of information 

collected will improve as sample households become more familiar with enumerators, and vice-versa 

6. Action Points for MOs and Implementing Partners 

While this round of data does not contain any information on the efficiency, appropriateness etc. of 

specific interventions it does contain several pointers to what activities are likely to drive positive 

change in LFSP outcomes. These include: - 

 Improving access to veterinary care and animal vaccines, especially for poultry. 

 Improving knowledge on the appropriate housing of animals to prevent theft and predation. 

Ways of addressing the constraints that some households face with regard to labour and 

building materials will also have to be sought. 

 Continuing to support the development and operation of household or community vegetable 

gardens. These are typically limited in size because of the need to carry water by hand. The 

importance of larger scale irrigation is recognised, but should only be tackled by LFSP if the 

community management aspects can be developed to the necessary standard. 

 Exploring ways that farmers can access cash during the periods when less labour is needed on 

farms, specifically through value chains that are not dependent on rainfall in the same way 

that field crops are. 

7. Action Points for Coffey 

Coffey’s main task before the second round of data collection is to refine the tools and approach to 

make them more user friendly and efficient, and to ensure that they yield more usable data. Issues 

that need to be addressed before March 2016 include: - 

 Aligning the cohort sample with the lists of farmers registered on LFSP so that all households 

tracked are genuine programme beneficiaries as well as baseline participants (see figure 3). 

Once information on the value chains that each farmer is involved in is available the force-

field tool will be tailored to cover the effect of specific LFSP interventions. It is anticipated that 

full beneficiary registration lists will be available in early January 2016. 

                                                           
4 This depends to a large extent on whether the GoZ declares a state of emergency – an instrument that ‘unlocks’ 
additional funding from bilateral and multilateral aid agencies. 
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Figure 3: Revised Cohort sample status (2nd wave onwards) 

 

 Removing the ‘assets’ module will avail more time for collection of output-specific information 

(based on the value chains and interventions identified through the farmer registration 

process). New themes are likely to include the appropriateness, efficiency and timeliness of 

delivery of LFSP support. 

 Further automation of data gathering using the COSMOS electronic data collection platform. 

The first round of data collection allowed a better understanding (and hence coding) of the 

types of ‘forces’ that farmers are likely to mention as having a bearing on the various 

outcomes of interest. It will also be necessary to customise the system so that a households 

previous records (baseline and subsequent waves) are available to enumerators in the field – 

i.e. permanently stored on the data collection devices rather than in the cloud. 

On the analysis and triangulation side, more can be done with regard to disaggregation by male and 

female headed households or indeed other stratification variables, but it is preferred that a final list 

of cohort households is established before this level of analysis commences. As more longitudinal data 

is accumulated through subsequent data collection rounds it will be easier to identify trends, and use 

this as the basis for refining the programme approach with MOs and IPs. 

 

  

 

 

Cohort 

group 
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Annex 1: Cohort Household Sample 

District Village 
Number of households 

sampled 

Gokwe South 
Masuku 5 

Mawarure 7 

Guruve 
Kuradu 6 

Mapira 6 

Kwekwe 
Mfolo 7 

Zebhedi 7 

Makoni 

10 1 

11 1 

40A 7 

7 4 

8 1 

9 1 

Mount Darwin 

Bandimba 5 

Mugarapanyama 5 

Mupetura 2 

Mutare 
Daure 6 

Murai 8 

Mutasa 
Chapinduka 7 

Chisuko 5 

Shurugwi 
2 Dorset 7 

Makuvaza 5 

Total Households 103 

 


