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INTRODUCTION  

Though collective action is mostly embedded in the cultural fabric of various communities , in 

recent times, there has been a significant increase in the formation of special interest groups. These 

have mainly been farmer groups facilitated by both the civil society and state institutions. 

Moreover, most of the groups, are mainly informal. Through advocacy, various interest groups 

attain a platform for inclusion in policy processes. Active participation in governance by grassroots 

communities, through coalition of farmer groups and their interaction with other actors enhances 

their options and interests. 

Collective action amongst rural farmer groups has been considered a gateway for improved food 

security, poverty reduction and agricultural development. Through collective action, market 

participation by smallholder farmers is made much easier and profitable. Futher, institutional 

innovations that strengthen farmer organizations, enabling collective marketing are useful 

responses to pervasive market failures common in the region (Shiferaw et al., 2008). Farmer 

organizations are also considered an important strategy for smallholders to remain competitive in 

rapidly changing markets (Fischer and Qaim, 2014). Farmer groups in many instances act as a 

social fabric where farmers gather for farmer welfare and other social related functions. 

Collective action is defined as coming together of a group of people with shared interest and 

undertaking common action that works in pursuit of that shared interest. Although not often 

mentioned, this action should be voluntary (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2004). To sustain collective 

action, members contribute in various ways to achieve the shared goal: money, labor or in-kind 

contributions (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2004). Farmer participation in collective action is influenced 

by gender, access to extension (Ekepu et al., 2017), years of formal education, land size, 

accessibility of credit, distance to the extension service, average price of products, age, decision 

making in groups and off-farm engagement (Gicheha et al., 2015). Motivation for joining farmer 

groups is also influenced by individual preferences and interests, as well as by farmer perceptions 

of their chances of succeeding through collective action (Pandolfelli et al., 2008).  

 

Group performance is dependent on a myriad of factors, amongst these, the levels of participation 

of its members. According to Shiferaw et al. (2008), successful groups show high levels of 

collective action in the form of increased participatory decision making, member contributions and 

initial start-up capital. Low participation in collective activities may reduce the ability of groups 

to provide useful services to its members (Fischer and Qaim, 2014). Intensity of participation is 

influenced by previous benefits received by members, participation in group meetings and 

collective marketing (Fischer and Qaim, 2014). Although member participation does not account 

for all participation, organizational structures put by the organizations could influence how it 

works in the long run. Persson (2010), postulates that leadership skills and channels for member 

participation are the most important organizational factors explaining differences in performance. 

In the same study, it was found that cooperatives’ survival was  dependent  on the level of 

members’ involvement in the group. Groups that had been in existence for some time were found 

to perform better than newly formed ones since existing groups had own mandates and could be 

aggregated without assistance. They also had better group dynamics and social capital (Gyau et 

al., 2014). Groups in existence also had some level of interconnectedness, motivation and capacity. 
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Improving farmer group’ capacities including enabling them take advantage of markets, leadership 

skills and knowledge about marketing and mobilisation of members are vital for cooperative 

success (Persson, 2010).  Horton et al. (2003), points out  three factors that influence farmer group 

capacities: organizational capacity; internal environment; and external operating environment. 

Organizational capacity includes  resources, leadership and management. It can also  be influenced 

by : 

i) Resources that are at the disposal of an organization to achieve its goals (human, 

finance, infrastructure, facilities, equipment, transport, etc);  

ii) Leadership and its ability for setting direction, mobilizing members around common 

concerns, and realizing objectives; 

iii) Capacity for effective program management (delivery of services to members, 

participatory planning and periodic review, etc), and  

iv) Effective process management (staff management, facility management, financial 

management, fundraising, and networking and external linkages). 

Internal environmental factors are related to the organizational elements (mission, structures, 

incentive and reward system, and leadership and management styles). These factors influence the 

degree of cohesiveness, trust and the level of motivation among members to cooperate, and thereby 

the effectiveness of collective action by smallholder farmers. Other factors include  ensuring 

members are adequately engaged and participate in the set activities, member involvement in 

leadership of the farmer group through participation in cooperate affairs and  organizational 

features that enhance ownership and capacity building by external actors play an important role 

(Persson, 2010) 

The external environment comprises of the legal systems, political support that exists within the 

communities, their missions, and sociocultural, economic and ecological conditions in which the 

organizations operate. The external environment also includes access to and value of information 

and the resulting power structures. The external environment provides opportunities and 

challenges for the effective functioning of community groups, and strongly influence the success 

and sustainability of collective actions by smallholder farmers.  

The Value chain innovation Platforms for food security (VIP4FS) project characterization of the 

grassroots institutions began with a general census of farmer groups and various variants of 

coalitions. The census of farmer groups in the project sites: Solwezi, Manafwa and Kapchorwa 

districts was undertaken to highlight the characteristics of the different farmer groups. Thus 

determined, strategic options for their improvement.  The census also provides a baseline for 

interventions geared towards strengthening farmer groups thus enabling monitoring of any changes 

after project interventions.  

During the census exercise, a total of 65, 75 and 210 groups were interviewed in Solwezi, 

Kapchorwa and Manafwa districts respectively.  The specific objectives of the census were the 

following: 

1. Provide baseline information on farmer groups and institutions in the project area,,  
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2. Obtain indications of farmer groups level of performance through a rural institutions 

diagnostic tool, and  

3. Determine capacity gaps that exist and interventions that could be adopted to close 

identified gaps. 

SITE SELECTION 

Zambia, Solwezi district 

Solwezi district’s population based on the 2010 census is composed of 126,249 males and 128,221 

females, with an age distribution ranging from 85,885 for children under 9 years of age and 8,194 

for the elderly above 60years of age. Solwezi has a total of 157,745 people who are rural based 

and 96,725 who are urban based. In Solwezi, 65 groups from 4 blocks were selected for interview. 

Site selection was based on previous criteria used during household survey. Blocks and camps had 

been purposefully selected based on availability of farmers and/or traders who produce and sell 

soya beans. The blocks and camps with considerable number of soya beans were selected. Camps 

without farmers growing soya beans were left out of the selection process. Soya beans production 

was used as a basis for selection as it was produced by only a few farmers in the area. Other 

products of interest to the VIP4FS project, Solwezi beans and village chicken, were practiced by 

almost all the farmers in all blocks and therefore were omitted as selection criteria. For this 

exercise, the following blocks and camps were visited during FGD and census survey, Table 1. 

 

TABLE 1: BLOCKS NAMES AND CAMPS VISITED FOR INTERVIEW IN SOLWEZI 

Block name Camp name Activity No of groups 

Interviewed 

St Francis St Francis FGD  

Mujimanzovu Census 9 

Mutanda Mutanda Census 15 

Kyabankaka FGD  

Lunga Kasapa Census 18 

Kangwena Census 11 

Mushindamo Mushindamo FGD  

Mukumbi Lumwana East Census 13 

Mukumbi Census 8 

Total    64 

 

Uganda, Manafwa and Kapchorwa districts 

Farmer group census targeted all farmer groups preset in both districts and therefore NO selection 

criteria was used in these sites. A total of 11 enumerators were recruited and trained to undertake 

the data collection. 

Manafwa district 
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A total of 210 groups were interviewed in Manafwa district from 32 groups. All sub counties in 

the district had at least one group with others having a max of 25 groups, Table 2. 

TABLE 2: SUBCOUNTIES VISITED IN MANAFWA 

 Sub-county (in Manafwa) Frequency Percent 

Bubutu 12 5.7 

Bugobero 2 1.0 

Bukaweka 7 3.3 

Bukhabusi 8 3.8 

Bukhofu 9 4.3 

Bukhokho 25 11.9 

Bukiyabi 5 2.4 

Bukusu 6 2.9 

Bumbo 2 1.0 

Bumwoni 6 2.9 

Bunabutsale 2 1.0 

Bunabwana 1 0.5 

Bupoto 9 4.3 

Busukuiya 2 1.0 

Butiru 1 0.5 

Butta 6 2.9 

Buwabwala 12 5.7 

Buwagogo 4 1.9 

Kaato 4 1.9 

Khabutoola 4 1.9 

Lwakhakha 2 1.0 

Maefe 3 1.4 

Magale 5 2.4 

Manafwa town council 5 2.4 

Mukoto 17 8.1 

Nalonda 2 1.0 

Namabya 6 2.9 

Namboko 9 4.3 

Sibanga 8 3.8 

Sisuni 12 5.7 

Tsekululu 11 5.2 

Weswa 3 1.4 

Total 210 100.0 

 

In Kapchorwa, only those sub counties previously selected for the baseline survey were selected 

for the census, 13 sub-counties were visited in Kapchorwa. The number of farmer groups visited 

in each sub-county are presented in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3: NUMBER OF GROUPS VISITED IN EACH SUB-COUNTIES VISITED IN KAPCHORWA 

Sub-county (in Kapchorwa) Frequency Percent 

Chema 6 7.5 

Kawowo 3 3.8 

Munarya 1 1.3 

Sipi 1 1.3 

Tegeres 7 8.8 

Chepterech 1 1.3 

Kabywa 11 13.8 

Kamoko 1 1.3 

Kapchesombe 25 31.3 

Kapchorwa town council 9 11.3 

Kapkworya 1 1.3 

Kaptenya 10 12.5 

Kapteret 4 5.0 

Total 80 100.0 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 

USE OF RIDS IN EVALUATING PERFORMANCE OF FARMER GROUPS 

The Rural Institutions Diagnostic Software (RIDS), formerly developed through the Strengthening 

Rural Institutions project, was used as a baseline for gauging institutional strength. RIDS provides 

a simple process for determining the initial maturity status and subsequent progress of rural 

institutions capacities. It evaluates smallholder farmer groups advancement processes and maps 

observed changes around pre-defined standard principles and several criteria and an index for the 

maturity of groups as a surrogate measure of their performance. 

RIDS has been designed to automatically produce several standard analysis of the data. 

Additional analysis of the data can be done by exporting the data set and using alternative 

analysis methods.  

RIDS software enables users to determine 

1. Performance score for groups by use of 5 main principles: governance, leadership, 

management, capacity development and resilience proven to be determining factor of 

farmer group success. These principles were considered the most substantial in measuring 

the advancement processes of rural grassroots organizations. Each principle has a number 

of criteria encompassing a broad range of aspects on group functioning. 

2. Maturity level of farmer groups through categorizing the groups into three distinct 

categories: mature, intermediate and beginners. Mature are those groups which are 

considered advanced in all the principles and beginners are those groups that are less 

advanced and therefore do not have enough structures to govern the group 

3. Provides ready statistical analysis such as analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and principal 

component analysis (PCA) that determines the difference in categorizations as well as 

important factors that contribute most to the performance scores 

Analysis performed by the RIDS software 

• Individual group maturity scores 

• Maturity levels of groups  

• Descriptive statistics of the data 

• Group trends  

• Analysis of variance 

• Principal component analysis 

Using the census data collected from Solwezi, Kapchorwa and Manafwa, the RIDS tool was used 

to categorize farmer groups in three distinct categories: Mature, intermediate and Beginners. The 

following four steps were used for this analysis  

a) Aggregation of indicator scores for each criterion; 
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 b) Calculation of the criteria indices;  

c) Determination of individual group score and maturity levels;  

d) Determination of relevant criteria for each maturity level using Principal Component 

Analysis.  

1. Contexualizing RIDS through Aggregation of indicator scores for each criterion; 

In this activity, focus group discussion (FGD) with a few farmer groups were held in the different 

sites. In the FGDs, farmers were asked to identify indicators that could be fundamental in 

evaluation of their group as well groups in the neighborhoods. The exercise aimed at gathering 

opinions of what were the best practices implemented locally under each criterion. The partners 

were also asked to provide examples of ‘what worked well’ in their own areas and rank their 

answers from 1 (least relevant), 2 (relevant) and 3 (highly relevant). The ranking become verifiers 

of the indicators. The exercise generated information on best practices that are commonly practiced 

in each project sites with their ranks.  

After receipt of the different indicators and rankings, common inter-site characteristics of each of 

the project sites were identified. Similarities and differences were highlighted to identify what was 

similar and what was unique in each of the sites per country. Similar characteristics were those 

characteristics with the same ranking, different characteristics were defined as similar 

characteristics with different ranking, and finally unique characteristics were defined as different 

characteristics on both sites for per country. 

A single document containing all the characteristics across all sites within the two countries was 

developed, with the leading criterion being to keep all the answers that were appearing in at least 

two out of the three countries studied and the rest put aside for further consideration.  

2. Calculation of the criteria scores using ranks provided;  

Criteria scores were awarded depending on the ranks provided. For each of the ranks, 

frequencies were calculated (the number of times a rank appeared across FGDs). A product of 

the frequencies with the equivalent rank score was calculated to give indicator scores. A score of 

3 was given to those indicators ranked highly relevant, score of 2 for those indicators ranked 

moderately relevant and score of 1 for those indicators ranked least relevant. The indicators 

scores were the aggregated to give a total score for each of the criteria.  

3. Determination of individual group score and maturity levels;  

Since different numbers of indicators under each criteria were different a standardization tool 

was needed.  For this exercise a multi-criteria index was used to standardize score obtained 

through weighing and aggregating all evaluations made by participants and site level partners                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

To come up with a standard MCA index for each criterion, the total scores obtained from the previous step 

were weighted using the following formulae: 
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JNJN

JNKJ

KJ
LeastHighest

LeastSTT
STD

)........1()........1(

)........1(




  

Where:   

J = Criterion J  

N = Indicator at position N for each criterion J 

K = Count of indicators for a given criterion J 

KJSTD   = Standard MCA index 

KJSTT  = Total indicators score for each criterion 

JNLeast )........1(  = Value of the least scored indicator for each criterion 

JNHighest )........1(  = Value of the highest scored indicator for each criterion 

 

The MCA presents a standardized score for each indicator and overall criteria score per 

principle.  

Maturity level of groups 

To obtain the maturity levels of groups, the standardized scores formed the basis for ranking the 

different farmer groups into three levels of maturity; mature/ advanced, intermediate, and 

novice/beginners. To differentiate the 3 levels, a cut-off point was determined. The cut-off point 

was calculated using mean, standard deviation and the Z-value formulae. To obtain the upper and 

lower cut-off point, the following formula was used: 

A =µ−σZ 

C =µ+σZ 

Where: 

• Z represents the standard score at 90% level of significance 

• A represents the lower cut off point at 90% level of significance 

• C represents the upper cutoff point at 90% level of significance 

• µ represents the mean 

• σ represents the standard deviation 

The confidence levels can be adjusted to allow for more variation of the farmer groups. 
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PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

FARMER GROUP CHARACTERISTICS  

Farmer groups in all districts, were of mixed typology- with male and female- as members of the 

group (Table 4). There were barely any male groups in both districts, while female only groups 

formed less than 10% of the groups in Uganda and 17.2% of groups in Solwezi. 

 

FIGURE 1: FARMER GROUP COMPOSITION 

In Solwezi, the interviewed farmer groups had an average of 42 members: with 18 and 24 being 

average number of males and females, respectively. About  64.3% of the group members 

actively participated in group activities. This number is a considerable increase from start of the 

farmer groups. In Solwezi, the number of female members was also higher than that of male 

members. The number of women that actively participated in group activities  was also higher 

than that of men (Table 4).  

TABLE 4: NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN SOLWEZI FARMER GROUPS 

Number of group 

members 

Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum 

Total number of members 

at start of group 

36.3 25.0 32.2 10 160 

Number of males at start  15.2 8.0 20.7 0 120 

Number of females at 

start 

21.1 20.0 17.2 2 84 

Total number of members 

at the time of the survey 

41.7 32.5 33.8 8 230 

Number of males 18.2 12.0 24.4 0 170 

Number of females 23.9 21.5 14.4 4 82 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Kapchorwa Manafwa Solwezi

Gender composition

Female only Male only Both male and female
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Total number of Active 

members 

27.0 20.0 20.7 5 120 

Number of active males 10.5 8.0 11.3 0 60 

Number of active females  16.4 15.0 12.7 0 78 

 

Kapchorwa district had a general increase in the number of members from start of the groups to 

the time of the study. Farmer groups in this site had an average of 16 members per group at the 

start of the groups and this number has increased to a mean number of 25 members per group at 

the time of the study, Dec 2016. This increase could be an indication of increased motivation for 

farmers to join farmer groups.  Despite the increased numbers, the number of active members 

was still lower than the total number of farmers registered with the group (Table 5). In 

Kapchorwa, only 52% of total members were active at the time of the study. Like in Solwezi, the 

number of women actively participating in groups was higher than that of men (Table 5). 

TABLE 5: NUMBER OF FARMERS IN KAPCHORWA FARMER GROUPS 

Kapchorwa (N=75) Mean Median Std. Dev Minimum Maximum 

Total number of 

members at start of group 

16.3 15.0 10.5 3 60 

Number of males at start  6.6 5.0 7.3 0 40 

Number of females at 

start 

9.6 8.0 7.2 0 32 

Total number of 

members at the time of 

the survey 

25.2 16.0 24.6 7 150 

Number of males 10.8 8.0 11.9 0 60 

Number of females 14.4 10.0 15.5 0 90 

Total number of Active 

members 

21.7 15.0 23.7 6 150 

Number of active males 9.1 7.0 10.7 0 60 

Number of active 

females  

12.6 10.0 14.9 0 90 

 

In Manafwa, there were an average of 44 members of groups per group at inception. However, 

these numbers have decreased to only 38 members   per group at the time of the study.  As was 

the case in Kapchorwa, Manafwa has less active members than members registered. 71% of the 

members are active in Manafwa which is higher compared to the other two districts: Solwezi and 

Kapchorwa (Table 6). 
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TABLE 6: Number of farmers in Manafwa farmer groups 

Manafwa (N=201) Mean Median Std. 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Total number of 

members at start of group 

44.9 17.0 153.8 3 2000 

Number of males at start  31.4 10.0 135.9 0 1800 

Number of females at 

start 

13.5 8.0 21.1 0 200 

Total number of 

members at the time of 

the survey 

38.3 25.0 41.4 7 240 

Number of males 22.9 13.0 30.7 0 180 

Number of females 15.5 11.0 15.6 0 140 

Total number of Active 

members 

28 16.0 31.4 0 230 

Number of active males 16.3 9.0 21.6 0 157 

Number of active 

females  

11.6 7.0 14.8 0 140 

 

A comparison between the three districts revealed that Solwezi and Manafwa had the highest 

active members on average of 27 and 28 members respectively than in Kapchorwa, which had 

only 22 actively participating members. The number of female and male members also differed 

significantly with Manafwa having highest male members actively participating in group 

activities contrary to groups in Solwezi and Kapchorwa where more women participated in 

group activities that male members on average. These findings are surprising especially since 

Kapchorwa is believed to have better institutional structures to allow for farmer group 

engagements than other districts. Farmer groups in Solwezi could have more members 

participating due to the nature of the groups where they are only formed to receive inputs from 

the government.  

Farmer group functions 

Farmer groups mainly engaged in agriculture and agricultural production in all districts visited.  

More than 85% of the farmer mainly engaged in agricultural production in Kapchorwa and 

Manafwa while a few farmer groups engage in financial services and commodity marketing in 

Kapchorwa (7.5%) and Manafwa (11%), Figure 2. There were hardly any conservation based 

groups in Kapchorwa and Manafwa with only one group undertaking conservation as main 

functions Manafwa (Figure 2). 
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FIGURE 2: MAIN FARMER GROUP FUNCTION 

 

In Solwezi district farmer groups mainly practiced agricultural related functions such as farming, 

dairy and agroforestry, 92.2%.  Nearly half (46.9%) of the group’s main function was to access 

input such as fertilizer and seeds from the national government. There were also no conservation 

based groups in Solwezi (Figure 3). 

 

FIGURE 3: FUNCTIONS OF FARMER GROUPS IN SOLWEZI DISTRICT 
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Most of the farmer groups in Manafwa and Kapchorwa, were found to undertake multiple 

activities with most groups having an average of two activities per group. The second most 

preferred activity by group was financial related services. Most groups undertake agriculture as 

main activity but also undertook finance related activities such as lending and borrowing as an 

alternative function. 

TABLE 7: OTHER GROUPS FUNCTION OF GROUPS IN UGANDA 

What is the Other function of your 

group? 

Kapchorwa % 

(n=80) 

Manafwa % 

(n=210) 

User group (water users, forest user) 1.3 0.5 

Financial (lending, borrowing) 71.3 50 

Conservations (waterway management, 

climate change) 

30 2.4 

Agricultural (farming, dairy, agroforestry) 21.3 8.1 

Commodity (produce marketing and 

trading) 

41.3 33.8 

Other specify 16.3 18.6 

 

Of the agricultural based groups, almost 90% of all groups were engaged in production of 

commodities. Only 9.4% of the groups did not produce any commodities. Each of the farmer 

groups engaged in agricultural production engaged in at least three different crops per group with 

a few groups having up to five commodities. 

In Solwezi, groups produced commodities such as maize and solwezi beans produced by 75.9% 

and 53.4% respectively (Table 8). Only 19% and 20% of groups were engaged in the production 

of soya beans and village chicken respectively. It is however important to note that most farmer 

groups with maize as their major commodity were commonly formed to access input from the 

government such as fertilizers and seeds and therefore might not have own initiated functions as 

a group.  

Other commodities produced by groups were broiler chicken, vegetables and bananas.  

TABLE 8: COMMODITIES PRODUCED BY GROUPS IN SOLWEZI 

Commodities produced Number of times the 

commodity is mentioned by 

groups 

Percent of group producing 

the commodity 

 n= 65 

Maize 44 75.9 

Beans 31 53.4 

Soya Beans 11 19.0 

Village Chicken 12 20.7 

Other specify 45 77.6 
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In Uganda, 78.7% of farmer groups in Kapchorwa were involved in production of agricultural 

commodities with 95.0% from Manafwa.  The farmer groups engaged in production of only 1 

commodity on average.  

The commodities produced by different groups are as shown in Table 9. In Kapchorwa almost 35 

% of farmer groups were engaged in coffee and another 35% were engaged in dairy milk 

production. 38.2% of groups were also engaged in production of honey. The groups in Manafwa 

slightly differed with those in Kapchorwa as most, 69.8%, of the groups interviewed were engaged 

in coffee production compared to 23.6% and 11.1% producing dairy and honey respectively. 

TABLE 9: COMMODITIES PRODUCED BY FARMERS IN MANAFWA AND KAPCHORWA 

Commodities 

produced 

Kapchorwa Manafwa 

Count Percentage Count Percentage 

Coffee seedlings 22 34.9 139 69.8 

Dairy products 

(milk, yoghurt, 

cheese) 

22 34.9 47 23.6 

Honey 24 38.1 22 11.1 

Other specify 16 25.4 35 17.6 

Total 63 
 

199 
 

 

Mode of production of commodities 

In Solwezi, most of the farmer groups, 69.0%, undertook their activities collectively, while 36.2% 

of farmer groups practicing individually. Individual production was where farmers’ decision to 

produce is made at group level but the production is undertaken at individual farm lands. Collective 

production is where groups come together and produce commodities jointly in the group farms or 

individual farms. Only 13.8% of the groups produced commodities both collectively and 

individually (Table 10). 

TABLE 10: COMMODITY PRODUCTION BY FARMER GROUP 

How does your group undertake production 

of these commodities? 

Frequency Percent 

Individual production 44 36.2 

Collective production 85 69.0 

Both individual and collective 10 13.8 

Total 139 100 

 

The mode of production differed between commodities produced, Table 10. A higher percentage 

of farmers produced Soya beans and maize collectively. In this instance group members own a 

farm collectively and the members contribute labour, cost of inputs and time. Village chicken 

and Solwezi beans was mostly produced at individual farm lands. 
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TABLE 11: MODES OF PRODUCING COMMODITIES IN SOLWEZI 

 

In Kapchorwa, most  of the groups (60.3%), undertook production of their commodities 

collectively, and less than a half (41.3%) carried out production individually. In Manafwa, most 

farmer groups carried out production individually in their own households, 65.3%, and only 

brought it to the group for bulking or selling. 

TABLE 12: MODEL OF PRODUCTION OF COMODITIES IN UGANDA 

How does the group 

undertake production 

of its commodities 

Kapchorwa Manafwa 

Count Column N % Count Column N % 

Individual production 26 41.3 130 65.3 

Collective production 38 60.3 56 28.1 

Both collective and 

individual 

6 9.5 29 14.6 

Total 63 100.0 199 100.0 

 

Solwezi and Kapchorwa based on their modes of production would have better collective action 

than farmer groups in Manafwa. 

 

Sale of agricultural products by farmer groups in Solwezi, Manafwa and Kapchorwa  

96.6 % of the groups sold at least one or more commodities they are producing. Only 3.4% of 

groups producing commodities did not sell any of the commodities produced.  The commodities 

produced and sold by the groups in Solwezi were maize 75% of the groups, while 51.8% sell 
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Solwezi beans. Only as few groups sold soya beans and village chicken, 12.5% and 17.9% sold 

respectively, Table 13. 

TABLE 13: COMMODITIES SOLD BY GROUPS, SOLWEZI 

Commodities sold by groups 
% of total groups selling 

commodity (n=64) 

Percentage of all crop 

enterprises (n=123) 

Maize 75 34.1 

Beans 51.8 23.6 

Soya beans 12.5 5.7 

Village Chicken 17.9 8.1 

Other specify 62.5 28.5 

 

The farmer groups in Solwezi mostly sold the commodities they produce collectively, a few sold 

the commodities individually or both collectively and individually. Maize was mainly sold 

collectively. The few farmer groups producing and selling soya beans mostly sold them 

collectively, 57%. Village chicken is mainly produced and sold individually by the members of 

the groups. Solwezi beans were sold by farmers individually, Table 14. 

 

TABLE 14: MODE OF SELLING PRODUCTS IN SOLWEZI 

How does your group 

undertake marketing 

of products? 

Individual 

marketing 

(%) n= 41 

Collective 

marketing (%) 

n= 67 

Both collective 

and individual 

(%) n=23 Total 

Maize 19 64 17 32 

Beans 50 40 10 23 

Soya beans 29 57 14 5 

Village Chicken 70 30 0 8 

Other specify 21 50 29 32 

 

Commodities produced in Solwezi were mostly sold to direct consumers and retail markets in the 

local area/villages by 34% and 33% respectively. ATS, supermarkets, hotels/ restaurants which 

are readily available in Solwezi town were barely mentioned as buyers of products. This suggests 

that the farmer groups have limited organized markets to tap to the market demand such as the 

ATS Company and mines. These opportunities are widely unexplored. Few commodities were 

sold to wholesalers, Food Reserve Agency (FRA) and other famer groups (Table 15). 
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TABLE 15: BUYERS OF GROUP COMMODITIES 

Buyers of commodities Percentage number of times buyers mentioned 

by farmer groups sell their products to the 

buyers (%) 

Direct consumers 34 

Retail trader in local 

market/village 

33 

Wholesale traders 10 

Food Reserve Agency (FRA) 8 

other farmer Groups 5 

Processor companies 2 

Schools 2 

Cooperatives 2 

Mines 2 

ATS 1 

World food programme 1 

Exporters 0 

Hotels/Restaurants 0 

Supermarkets 0 

 

In Kapchorwa and Manafwa on the hand most of the farmer groups sold almost all commodities 

produced, 70.7% and 96.5% sold in both districts respectively (Figure 4). 

 

FIGURE 4: PERCENTAGE OF GROUPS THAT SALE COMMODITIES IN UGANDA 
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The farmer groups in Kapchorwa sold honey, coffee seedlings and dairy products (Table 16). 

The Manafwa groups mostly sold coffee seedlings, produced dairy products such as milk and 

honey. From initial analysis, a higher number of farmer groups were engaged in honey 

production of honey in Kapchorwa, 37.1% of this groups are in turn sell the honey and honey 

products in Kapchorwa. A higher number of these groups were found in Kapchorwa than 

Manafwa. Only 9.3 of farmer groups sold honey in Manafwa. Only 27.8% and 23.8% of farmer 

groups sold dairy products in Kapchorwa and Manafwa respectively. A higher percent, 71.5%, of 

farmer groups in Manafwa mainly sold coffee seedlings than Kapchorwa with 33.3% (Table 16). 

Table 16: Commodities sold in Kapchorwa and Manafwa 

Commodities sold 

Kapchorwa % 

n= 54 

Manafwa % 

n=193 

Coffee seedlings 33.3 71.5 

Dairy products (milk, yoghurt, 

cheese) 

27.8 23.8 

Honey 37.0 9.3 

Other specify 13.0 19.2 

 

The mode of marketing products also differed between districts. In both districts, most farmers 

sold products collectively, 50.7% & 56.7% for Kapchorwa and Manafwa respectively, showing 

substantial level of collective action in the groups, Table 17. 

 

TABLE 17: MODES FOR SELLING GROUP PRODUCTS 

How does your group undertake marketing of 

products? 

Kapchorwa (%) 

n=75 

Manafwa (%) 

n=210 

Individual production 16.0 21.9 

Collective production 50.7 56.2 

Both collective and individual 4.0 18.4 

Total 70.7 96.5 

Groups not selling any commodities 29.3 3.5 
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Unlike Solwezi, Kapchorwa farmer groups sold produce to small scale farmers, 20.8%, then to 

brokers, 18.9%, and export companies 15.1%. In Manafwa most groups sold products to 

cooperative associations, 34%, small scale farmers, 28.4% and large scale farmers 15.5%. 

Comparison of buyers between products is as shown in Table 18 below 

 

TABLE 18: MAIN BUYERS OF PRODUCTS KAPCHORWA AND MANAFWA 

Who are the main buyers of these 

products? 

Kapchorwa (%) Manafwa (%) 

n=54 n=193 

Small scale buyers 20.8 28.4 

Large scale buyers 13.2 15.5 

Brokers 18.9 6.7 

Cooperative/farmer association 11.3 34.0 

Processors 3.8 4.6 

Export companies 15.1 2.1 

Household consumers 11.3 6.7 

Institutional consumers (schools, 

hospital) 

5.7 2.1 

 



20 | P a g e  

 

EVALUATING PERFORMANCE LEVELS OF FARMER GROUPS IN THE THREE 

DISTRICTS 

Using the RIDS tool, a normal curve was generated with clearly defined cutoff points (max and 

min) such as that in Figure 5. The 90% confidence interval was adopted for this analysis. The 

lower and upper cut off points are indicated by the green area of the curve where the lower cutoff 

point was a score of 97.5 while upper cutoff was at score of 175. All groups that had total scores 

of 175 and above were considered mature while all groups that had score below 97.5 were 

considered beginners. Those with scores between 97.5 & 175 were considered intermediate, 

Figure 5 

 

FIGURE 5: RIDS RESULTS OF MATURITY LEVEL OF GROUPS IN UGANDA 

From the analysis, majority of group in Uganda fell under the intermediate category, with more 

than 93% of groups. There were no beginner groups in Kapchorwa. Only 5.4% and 4.5% of 

groups were considered mature in Kapchorwa and Manafwa respectively. 
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There was a slight difference in the Maturity of groups within districts of Uganda. In 

Kapchorwa, the farmer groups in the different sub-counties differed, with most groups falling in 

the intermediate maturity. Only a few subcounties contained mature groups including Chema, 

Kabywa, Kapchesombe, Kapteret and Tegeres, Table 19.  

 
TABLE 19: MATURITY LEVES OF GROUPS IN DIFFERENT SUB COUNTIES IN KAPCHORWA 

Kapchorwa Maturity levels of groups Total 

Mature Intermediate 

Chema 0 4 4 

Chepterech 0 1 1 

Kabeywa 1 9 10 

Kamoko 0 1 1 

Kapchesombe 1 23 24 

Kapchorwa town council 0 8 8 

Kapkworya 0 1 1 

Kaptenya 0 10 10 

Kapteret 1 3 4 

Kawowo 0 3 3 

Munarya 0 1 1 

Sipi 0 1 1 

Tegeres 1 5 6 

Total 4 70 74 
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In Manafwa, mature groups were found in Bukhofu, Bupoto, Lwakhakha and Manafwa town 

council sub counties (Table 20). The beginner groups were found in Bukaweka, Bukhokho, 

Magale and Namabya (Table 20). 

TABLE 20: MATURITY LEVELS OF GROUPS IN MANAFWA SUBCOUNTIES IN MANAFWA 

Manafwa Maturity levels of groups Total 

Mature Intermediate Beginner 

Bubutu 0 12 0 12 

Bugobero 0 2 0 2 

Bukaweka 0 5 1 6 

Bukhabusi 0 8 0 8 

Bukhofu 4 4 0 8 

Bukhokho 0 24 1 25 

Bukiyabi 0 5 0 5 

Bukusu 0 5 0 5 

Bumbo 0 2 0 2 

Bumwoni 0 6 0 6 

Bunabutsale 0 2 0 2 

Bunabwana 0 1 0 1 

Bupoto 1 7 0 8 

Busukuiya 0 2 0 2 

Butiru 0 1 0 1 

Butta 0 6 0 6 

Buwabwala 0 11 0 11 

Buwagogo 0 4 0 4 

Kaato 0 3 0 3 

Khabutoola 0 2 0 2 

Lwakhakha 1 1 0 2 

Maefe 0 3 0 3 

Magale 0 3 1 4 

Manafwa town council 3 0 0 3 

Mukoto 0 17 0 17 

Nalonda 0 2 0 2 

Namabya 0 5 1 6 

Namboko 0 9 0 9 

Sibanga 0 8 0 8 

Sisuni 0 12 0 12 

Tsekululu 0 10 0 10 

Weswa 0 3 0 3 

Total 9 185 4 198 
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In Solwezi district Zambia, 86% of the farmer groups interviewed fell into intermediate category, 

6% in beginner category and 8% in the mature category, Figure 6. 

 

FIGURE 6: MATURITY LEVELS OF GROUPS IN SOLWEZI 

The Maturity level of groups in solwezi slightly differed between blocks. There were more 

beginner farmer groups in St Francis (22%) than any other blocks while Mutanda block had 

more farmer groups in the mature category. St Francis and Lunga blocks did not have any mature 

groups while Mutanda and Mukumbi did not have any beginner groups (Figure 7). 
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FIGURE 7: MATURITY OF GROUPS IN DIFFERENT BLOCKS IN SOLWEZI DISTRICT 

 

CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMER GROUPS IN DIFFERENT MATURITY LEVELS 

The mature, intermediate and beginner farmer groups significantly differed in Kapchorwa 

district. Since there were no beginner groups in Kapchorwa comparison was only made between 

mature and intermediates. Mature groups focused more on financial lending and borrowing while 

intermediate groups focused on agricultural production (Table 21).  

TABLE 21: GROUP FUNCTION IN DIFFERENT MATURITY LEVELS IN KAPCHORWA DISTRICT 

Kapchorwa Mature 

(n=4) 

Intermediate 

(n=70) 

Beginner 

(n=0) 

Total  

(n=74) 

Financial (lending, 

borrowing) 50% 4% - 7% 

 

Agricultural (farming, dairy, 

agroforestry) 25% 89% - 85% 

 

Commodity (produce 

marketing and trading) 0% 4% - 4% 

 

Other specify 25% 3% - 4% 

 

2
2

%

0
%

1
0

%

0
%

6
%

7
8

%

8
6

% 9
0

%

8
6

%

8
6

%

0
%

1
4

%

0
%

1
4

%

8
%

S T  F R A N C I S M U T A N D A L U N G A M U K U M B I T O T A L  

MATURITY LEVEL OF GROUPS IN  BLOCKS

Beginner Intermediate Mature



25 | P a g e  

 

In Manafwa, a higher percent of groups regardless of the maturity levels focused on agricultural 

production however 100% of the beginner only focused on agriculture with no alternative 

activities. Mature and intermediate category had at least one other group functions to supplement 

the main functions. Diversity of group activities and functions ensures that farmers are better 

resilient and could overcome shocks such as bad weather and poor harvests, Table 22. 

TABLE 22: GROUP FUNCTION IN DIFFERENT MATURITY LEVELS IN MANAFWA  

Manafwa Mature 

(n-9) 

Intermediate 

(n=185) 

Beginner 

(n=4) 

Total  

(n=198) 

Financial (lending, 

borrowing) 

0% 3% 0% 3% 

Conservations (waterway 

management, climate 

change) 

0% 1% 0% 1% 

Agricultural (farming, 

dairy, agroforestry) 

89% 86% 100% 86% 

Commodity (produce 

marketing and trading) 

11% 10% 0% 10% 

Other specify 0% 1% 0% 1% 

 

 

Other characteristics that were tested are presented in table below, Table 23. In Kapchorwa, all 

mature groups produced at least commodities, almost all had a bank account meaning the groups 

understand the importance of saving compared to only 44.3% of intermediate having an account. 

Mature groups also have an office and sold at least some of the commodities produced, Table 23. 

There was no difference in registration between mature and intermediate groups in Kapchorwa. 

TABLE 23: CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMER GROUPS IN KAPCHORWA UGANDA 

 Kapchorwa   Mature (%) Intermediate 

(%) 

Beginner 

(%) 

    (n=4) (n=54) (n=0) 

Does your produce 

commodities 

  100 77 
 

How is your group 

registered 

Formally with 

certificate 
75 74.3 . 

informally (no 

certificate) 

25 25.7 
 

Bank account 75 44.3 . 

Does your group have an office 100 54.3 . 

Ever Received training on production of 

commodity 

75 75 . 
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Does your group undertake value 

addition of commodities 

0 12.9 . 

Number of 

commodities sold by 

the group 

Mean 1.5 0.91 . 

std error 0.5 0.07 . 

Number of 

commodities produced 

by the group 

Mean 2.75 1.37 . 

std error 0.5 0.65 . 

 

Farmer groups in Manafwa on the other hand almost all groups regardless of the maturity level 

producing at least one commodity. Mature groups were all formally registered with number of 

groups being registered reducing with decrease in maturity. More groups in beginner group were 

registered informally. The groups in Manafwa were not keen on having a bank account or 

savings although more than 50% of mature groups having a bank account had some form of 

office and received trainings on production. In both sites beginner groups have undertaken some 

of value addition for products in their groups, Table 24. 

TABLE 24: BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMER GROUPS IN MANAFWA  

Manafwa 

  

Mature (%) Intermediate (%) Beginner 

(%)  
  (n=9) (n=185) (n=4) 

Does your produce commodities 100 95 100 

Group registration Formally with 

certificate 

100 67 50 

informally (no 

certificate) 

0 33 50 

Bank account 55.6 20.5 25 

Presence of an office 77.8 41.6 0 

Training received on production of commodity 77.8 64.2 75 

Any Value addition undertaken 55.6 67 75 

Number of 

commodities sold by 

the group 

Mean 1 1.27 1.25 

std error 0 0.051 0.25 

Average number of 

commodities varieties 

sold by the group 

Mean 1 1.36 1.25 

std error 0 0.056 0.5 

 

In Solwezi, like Kapchorwa and Manafwa, mature groups had varied functions and not heavily 

relied on agricultural production. Intermediate groups had some variation but highest percentage 

were involved in crop production, Table 25. 
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TABLE 25: MAIN GROUP FUNCTION OF GROUPS PER MATURITY LEVELS SOLWEZI 

Main group function Mature (%) 

(n=5) 

Intermediate (%) 

(n=55) 

Beginner (%) 

(n=4) 

Input Access 20 3.6  

Financial (lending 

and borrowing) 

40   

Agricultural 20 81.8 75 

Commodity 20 1.8  

Crafts  3.6  

Other specify  9.1  

 

In the other characteristics, mature groups in Solwezi were all registered, all had bank accounts 

for the group, had received at least some training in crop production and marketing. Mature groups 

also had more number of commodities produced than beginners and intermediates on average, 

Table 26 

 

TABLE 26: UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS OF DIFFERNT MATURITY LEVELS SOLWEZI 

Maturity levels and their distinct 

farmer group characteristics 

Beginner (%) Intermediate (%) Mature (%) 

  
(n=4) (n=55) (n=5) 

Group registration  75 100 100 

Bank account 50 89.1 100 

presence of an office 0 21.8 40 

Training received on production of  

commodity 

0 41.8 100 

Trained received on marketing of 

commodities 

0 9.1 100 

Any Value addition undertaken 25 81.8 60 

Average number of 

commodities varieties 

sold by the group 

Mean 2 2.47 3.4 

Median 2 2 4 
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GAUGING FARMER GROUPS STRENGTHS THROUGH THE PRINCIPAL 

COMPONENT ANALYSIS 

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used to generate the most important characteristics that 

would define a better performing farmer group. The first component presents characteristics that 

carry heavier weights in determine group strength. The results were divided according to the 5 

principles that ensures the improved performance of groups. The number of components 

generated depends on the criteria overall contribution to the principal. Only criteria that 

contribute most (highest variance) and component with Eigen value greater or equal to 1 are 

presented in the following sections. These components are thought to contribute most to the 

overall principle. 

1. Governance 

The criteria that highest contribute to governance in Solwezi include: financial investments in the 

group, membership rules and regulations such as entry and exit policies as well as group 

registration. The second most criteria that contribute to governance include group sustainability 

in terms of leadership succession, processes to attract new members, leaders’ delivery of their 

mandates and processes in development and implementation of group policies and regulations, 

Table 27 

 

TABLE 27: CRITERIA THAT CONTRIBUTE MOST TO GOVERNANCE OF FARMER GROUPS IN SOLWEZI 

Highest contributor to group 

Governance (PC1) 

Second most contributors to the group 

governance  

(PC 2) 

Funding processes  Members promotion to leadership positions 

Membership exit policy  Interaction with non-members  

Management practices to enforce 

guidelines and group policy 

Limits to office holders 

Rules for accepting new members into 

the group 

Procedures to jointly manage properties owned 

by the group 

Forms and nature of group registration Group members expectations from its leaders 

 Approvals to  group’s regulations and policies 

 

The criteria that contributed most to the different criteria: management, leadership, capacity 

development and resilience, in farmer groups of Solwezi are presented in table 22. Factors that 

contributed most to management were groups ability to participate in deciding, planning, as well 

as in monitoring of group progress and activities agreed upon by the members. Other include 

keeping in touch with changing member levels of commitment. Collective work plans by the 

different groups allows members and leaders understand their roles in the farmers’ groups. 

Active monitoring and evaluation also ensures that members undertake group activities as set in 

the work plans. 
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In leadership principle, understanding leaders as well as members’ responsibilities is pertinent to 

improved leadership. Other factors that contributed most to leadership included promotion of 

environment for good participation by members as well as by other farmers outside of the 

groups, factors that could improve the performance of the group and ability of the group to 

attract new members. Farmer groups also ability to cope with changes such as change of 

partners, formation of alliance with other organizations either for training or funding purposes is 

key in leadership. 

Farmer group ability to keep records (both financial and group activities records such as minutes 

etc), communication to members and from members, sourcing of external expertise for trainings 

improves farmers’ ability to cope with shocks and changes assists in better capacity development 

in the group. Farmer groups group ability to solicit for trainings for its members, to 

understanding preferred training methodologies and groups eliciting feedback from training 

offered.  

TABLE 28: CRITERIA THAT CONTRIBUTE MOST TO LEADERSHIP, MANAGEMENT, CAPACITY 

DEVELOPMENT AND RESILIENCE IN SOLWEZI DISTRICT 

Principles Highest contributor to group the 

principle (PC1) 

Second most 

contributors to the 

group principle  

(PC 2) 

Third most 

contributor to 

group principle 

(PC3) 

Fourth most 

contributors 

to the group 

principle 

(PC4) 

Management Monitoring & Evaluation 

undertake, persons responsible and 

communication and 

implementations of feedback 

received by members of the group 

Levels of 

contribution by 

members to the 

group 

Presence of track 

records including 

availability of an 

MOU 

contribution 

levels by 

members 

Resource availability in the group Conflict 

management and 

resolution within the 

groups 

Ways to ensure 

group work plan 

are clearly 

understood by 

members 

Enforcement 

of contracts 

and/or 

memoranda of 

Understanding  

Modes by which members 

participate in group activities 

Difference in the 

level of contribution 

members 

  

Activity planning process Member 

contribution to 

groups  

  

Mode of operation and agreements 

to carry out group activities  

Reinvestments of 

accrued profits  

  

Work planning members 

acceptance of set plans 

   

Cost analysis and budgeting    

Introduction of new ideas and 

activities by the leaders to the 

members and persons responsible 
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Leadership  Promotion for environment for 

good participation and satisfaction 

Adaptation to 

changes such as 

change of partners 

or funders 

Development of 

new partnership  

 

Group activities to introduce group 

activities to public 

Group interactions 

with other groups in 

the neighborhoods 

Form of partnership 

with organization 

for instance activity 

or fund based 

 

Membership drive attract new 

members 

Factor that 

contribute successful 

performance of your 

group 

  

Criteria used in choosing leaders Leaders’ 

responsibilities and 

guidance in the 

group 

  

Members’ expected 

responsibilities  

Groups performance 

in relation to 

competitors 

undertaking similar 

activities 

  

Capacity 

Development 

Recording of group activities  Trainings received 

by the group 

Methods or 

approaches used by 

group to share 

knowledge and/or 

train others  

 

Maintenance of financial records  Convincing and 

bringing partners on 

board to train group 

members 

Communication 

and advertising of 

group activities to 

the public  

 

Communication to group members  Preferred 

methodologies used 

by trainers during 

the trainings 

received by your 

group 

Eliciting feedback 

from that 

trained/shared 

knowledge by the 

group 

 

Sourcing of external expertise 

 

Group dependency 

on partnerships 

institutions in 

expertise 

  

Resilience  Members’ income level  Institutional 

structures in the 

group 

Accumulation of 

Institutional 

memory 

 

 

Partnerships and linkages 

Geographical scope 

the group activities 

Mechanism to 

access and develop 

opportunity 

 

Perceived development record Groups adaptive 

capacity to shocks 

and vulnerabilities 

Strongest partners 

linkages  

 

Increased group productivity    
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The criteria that contributed most to the different principles: governance, management, leadership, 

capacity development and resilience in Uganda are presented in Table 29. The factors that 

contribute most to better governance in groups included having clearly define rules and regulation 

regarding membership. Such rules and responsibilities include but not limited to member 

introduction to the group, members exit and member adherence to set rules. Having rules and 

regulations ensure members discipline and aids in conflict resolution as well as govern how 

members interact with each other within the group and outside of the group. 

Like Solwezi, better management of groups will be highly dependent on member participation in 

groups, mode and agreement for implementing the group activities, monitoring and evaluation of 

the activities undertaken within the group, agreements between partners and the group and group 

ability to reinvest profits accrued within the group.   Groups also will be able to better manage if 

they have well defined work plans that was developed with the members with clear feedback 

strategies.  The group should also have resource and ways to obtain more if there is need. 

Leadership principle could be better enhanced by promotion of group to the public through mass 

media and interaction with other groups and organizations. This will enhance the groups’ ability 

to attract and maintain new partnerships and  adaptation to changes. 

Capacity development in groups will be better managed if group identifies expertise within the 

group as well as from outside the group. Modes of communication by group to its members as well 

as to its public are also essential to capacity development of the group. The trainings offered to 

group, ability of members to report back to the groups whenever they are sent for trainings and 

groups ability to keep records within the group whether financial or minutes is essential. 

Resilience is the ability of farmer groups to deal with shocks and changes within the group. In 

Uganda some of the factors that could assist include but not limited to: development of strong 

partner linkages, accumulation of institutional memory, group development record which could 

set the group to attract more partnerships, mechanisms put in place by the groups to adjust to 

vulnerabilities and shocks, institutional structures put in place and resources owned by the group. 
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TABLE 29: THE CRITERIA THAT CONTRIBUTE MOST TO THE GROUP PERFOMANCE PRINCIPLES IN UGANDA 

Principles Highest contributor to principle (PC1) Second most contributors to 

principle 

(PC 2) 

Third most contributor to 

principle (PC3) 

Fourth most 

contributors to 

principle 

(PC 4) 

Governance 

Rules for accepting new members into 

the group 

Forms of group registration Methods to raise funds  

Membership exit policy  Groups interactions with non-

members 

 

Members promotion to leadership 

positions 

   

Group members’ expectation from 

leaders 

   

Management practices (ensuring 

members follow rules) 

   

Adherence to group governance    

Level of interaction by group members in 

groups 

   

Management 

Modes by which members participate in 

group activities 

Group do budgeting before 

undertaking activities 

Work planning members 

acceptance of set plans 

Presence of track records 

including availability of 

an MOU 

Monitoring & Evaluation undertake, 

persons responsible and communication 

and implementations of feedback 

received by members of the group 

Ways to ensure group work 

plan are clearly understood by 

members and circumstances 

where members fail to 

understand 

Implementation of feedback on 

implemented activities 

communicated to members 

 

Contractual agreements between the 

group and its partners  

Resource availability in the 

group 

Conflict management and 

resolution within the groups 

 

Mode of operation and agreements to 

carry out group activities 

 Introduction of new ideas and 

activities by the leaders to the 

members and persons 

responsible 

 

Group Reinvestments of accrued profits    
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Leadership  

How does the group make itself known 

to the public? 

Does your group make effort to 

attract new member 

 

How does your group attract 

new members 

Development of new 

partnership and how the 

group relates to the 

developed partnerships 

Promotion for environment for good 

participation and satisfaction 

Benefits sharing between 

members 

  

Factor that contribute successful 

performance of your group 

   

Group interactions with other groups in 

the neighborhoods 

   

Group interactions with other partners in 

the neighborhoods 

   

Groups performance in relation to 

partners and usefulness of interaction 

with other organizations 

   

Adaptation to changes such as change of 

partners or funders 

   

Capacity 

Development 

Expertise in the group Member feedback to the group 

about trainings undertaken. 

 Group use of knowledge 

obtained from its training 

to influence its partners 

Methods or approaches used by group to 

share knowledge and/or train others 

Availability of meeting minutes   

Preferred methodologies used by trainers 

during the trainings received by your 

group 

Recording of group activities 

(Ways in which groups keeps 

records of activities and how 

often the records are kept by the 

group) 

 Consistency in keeping 

of financial records 

Modes of communication to group 

members 

Maintenance of financial 

records and persons responsible 

  

Communication and advertising of group 

activities to the public or the rest of the 

community 

   

Sourcing of external expertise who/where    

Trainings received by the group    
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Group dependency on partnerships 

institutions in expertise  

   

Resilience 

Partnerships and linkages 

with other institutions and levels of 

partnerships with this organizations 

Institutional structures in the 

group 

  

Accumulation of Institutional memory Funds owned by the group   

Mechanism to access and develop 

opportunity  

   

Perceived development record of the 

group 

   

Geographical scope the group activities    

Groups adaptive capacity to shocks and 

vulnerabilities 

   

Increased group productivity and 

increased assets 
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CONCLUSION 

In East Africa, farmer groups are prevalent amongst smallholder farmers. This farmer groups 

provide benefits ranging from input access, information sharing and social welfare. This groups 

are mostly functional at the grassroots level and often not capacitated enough to utilize the social 

capital accumulated within the group. Depending on their maturity level groups can also develop 

greater linkages within its communities as well as outside the community.  

In the VIP4FS project sites, almost all groups interviewed were of mixed gender with all sites 

having less that 20% female only groups, there were barely any male only groups in all sites. 

Solwezi and Manafwa groups had the highest number of active members with an average of 44 

and 38 members respectively. Kapchorwa had 16 active members per group on average. In Solwezi 

and Kapchorwa, female members were found to be more active than males, with Manafwa having 

more males actively participating. Member participation could only be by name only and therefore 

should not taken at face value. The increased member participation could be due to increased 

number of organizations interested in working with and using farmer groups as an extension agent 

in reaching out to more farmers. The amplified participation of farmers in farmer groups, such as 

in Solwezi, is more likely due to the benefits accrued to members, inputs provision by government 

through groups etc. The farmer groups with own mandates have however been thought to be able 

to stand for a longer period of time than those that only formed to take advantage of some form of 

predicted benefit.  

All the groups interviewed in the two districts mainly produced and sold agricultural products 

where farmers mostly produced Maize in Solwezi, coffee and dairy in both Kapchorwa and 

Manafwa. This is particularly understandable as most rural farmers have agriculture as their main 

source of income. For better resilience however, it has been advised that farmers groups with 

diverse activities for better preparedness to shocks and adversities from within and without the 

group. In Kapchorwa, more groups were involved with savings and credit as an alternative activity. 

This groups also collectively produce the commodities of interest while others have agreements 

where farmers have to produce commodities in own farmers as agreed per group, as in the case of 

Manafwa, this shows some level of  trust that already exist within the groups.  

The farmer groups in all sites differed in terms of maturity level. Using the rural diagnostics 

software (RIDS), most groups in both sites fell under the intermediate category, with only 10% 

falling on the mature and beginner categories. Maturity level in the RIDS was evaluated using the 

group internal capacities: governance, management, leadership, capacity development and 

resilience. Kapchorwa district had higher number of mature groups with no beginner groups, this 

implies that the groups in this site are fairly equipped with internal governance structures.  

Mature, intermediate and beginner groups showed that groups in the different categories focused 

on different commodity production. In all sites mature groups focused on several functions 

compared to beginner groups who only concentrated on agricultural production with no alternative 

function. Beginner mostly focused on agricultural production. Mature groups in Uganda had bank 

accounts, had some of office or central place for members to meet and produced more than 1 

commodity.  In Uganda all groups regardless of maturity level have ever received some form of 
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training.  Solwezi groups on the hand were all registered. All Mature groups had a bank account, 

have ever received trainings on production of commodities as well as marketing and had averagely 

more products than beginner and intermediates. 
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NAME OF FARMER GROUPS IN DIFFERENT MATURIY LEVELS 

TABLE 30: NAME OF GROUPS IN DIFFERENT MATURITY LEVEL IN SOLWEZI 

Maturity Levels of groups 

Beginner Intermediate Mature 

Kalilele farming group Bukomo women's club Butala womens club 

Kamakokwa group Buseko women's club Kamilenda Womens Club 

Kamilulu multy purpose 

cooperative 

Buyatashi co-operative Mukamena Agriculture 

cooperative society 

Kilonga women's club Chikangomaya multipurpose 

cooperative 

Ngumina cooperative group 

 
Chimilombe farming group Shiinda multipurpose 

cooperative  
Chintobetobe coperative 

 

 
Ducas women's club 

 

 
Falipo livinig positively 

 

 
Holy family multipurpose  

cooperative 

 

 
Ilunga coperative 

 

 
Inembwe cooperative 

 

 
Kabasaulu coperative 

 

 
Kabuba coperative 

 

 
Kabuchimba women's club 

 

 
Kabunja cooperative 

 

 
Kalombishi cooperative 

 

 
Kambazhi womens club 

 

 
Kamikunko 

 

 
Kamisombo womens club 

 

 
Kampala cooperative  society 

 

 
Kamyanga women's club 

 

 
Kangwena multipurpose shade 

 

 
Kankuwa women's club 

 

 
Kaposa coperative 

 

 
Kasapa Cooperative 

 

 
Kasapa women group 

 

 
KATU womens club 

 

 
Kawayawaya multipurpose 

cooperative 

 

 
Kijimbamataba cooperative sociaty 

 

 
Kimishima cooperative 

 

 
Kinkileni Women Club 
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Kupwisha Buyandi corperative 

 

 
Kyabalwe corporative 

 

 
Lumwana multipurpose cooperative 

 

 
Lunga kabasaulu coperative 

 

 
Lusekelo Cooperative 

 

 
Luswishi 

 

 
Lwamvundu Farmers Multipurpose cooperative  
Makasano cooperative 

 

 
Minishingwa women club. 

 

 
Misambo cooperative 

 

 
Mishingwa co-operative 

 

 
Mujimazovu multy purpose 

 

 
Mukumbi community development association  
Mumbezhi cooperative 

 

 
Musakashi multi purpose 

cooperative 

 

 
Mwembeshi women club 

 

 
Nyansowe cooperative 

 

 
Shiinda green market multipurpose cooperative  
Tika Multipurpose Cooperative 

 

 
Tubalange multi purpose 

cooperative 

 

 
Tukwatakane women society group 

 

 
Tukwatankane Club 

 

 
Tweseke women club 

 

 
Village Marketing Cooperative 

 

 

Names of groups in each maturity levels in Uganda 

TABLE 31: NAMES OF GROUPS IN EACH MATURITY LEVELS IN UGANDA 

Kapchorwa district 

Mature Intermediate 

Chebukat development 

association 

Arokwa beekeeping association Kwoti watershed cooperative 

society 

Chema integrated farmers 

association 

Arokwa Growers Association Lakaket bonnmil 

Chesiyo mixed farm coffee 

enterprise 

Beekeeping and Tree Nursery Group Lakam multipurpose women 

group 

Kabeywa United Coffee 

farmers 

Bukasa youth farmers group Lakatet Apiary Group 

Kapleko Youth  Forum Chebonet women coffee Development 

Association 

Lakatet Youth Produce and 

selling Group 
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Kitobo United Group Chebukat Women bee keeping project Ledo/Chebelat Diary Group 

Kutung mixed  farmers Chekrwandine mixed farmers group Lomoywo Women Group 

Tegeres Elgon Women Milk 

Suppiers 

Chekwishe United Maikut Intergrated farmer's 

Association  
Chema bee keepers Masaka women dairy group  
Chepkuronkir United group Moron dairy group  
Chesotaa women group Moron women group  
Ebenezer women Enterprenures Mt Elgon Women In spacialty 

coffee  
Gamudede Coffee farmers Mt. Elgon Bee farmers group  
Glorious mercy network Mutyoru beekeepers association  
Gombe Beekeeping Group Mutyoru dairy group  
Gubongoi women beekeeping group Nakisa Apiary Group  
Kakwomurya United dairy group Orange purpose group  
Kalalaba Coffee Modern Farmers Sangasa united group  
Kamaran lower livelihood group Seswa  women dairy group  
Kamukes coffee farmers group Seswa beekeeping assciation  
Kamunda farmers group Sidoi women beekeeping group  
Kamweshok farmers association Sipi river conservation project  
Kapchebut Elgon Farmers Association Slopes of Mt elgon honey  
Kapchela dairy farmers Sore multi purpose youth  
Kapchesombe dairy farmers 

association 

Swomu women dairy sub project 

 
Kapchesombe Division Integrated 

Dairy women 

Tangwen kwigate Bee Keeping 

Association  
Kapchesombe farm producers 

association 

Tegeres bananas and coffee 

group  
Kapchesombe Green Change 

Association 

Tegeres multi purpose farmers 

association  
Kapchorwa Community Development 

Association. 

Tegeres Women Milk suppliers 

 
Kapenguna integrated farmers  

association 

Yembek high level farmers 

association  
Kapkwamoi Youth United Group   
Kaplak Dairy farmers Association Kaptobomwo multi purpose  
Kaplelgo Agro-forestry Group Kapwai Mt. Elgon coffee 

farmers group  
Kapsinda bonnik dairy group Karasa Bee Keeping Group  
Kaptakwoi beekeeping Association Kimawa youth horticulture 

farmers  
Kaptanya coffee farmers Kwoti bee keepers association 
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Name of groups in different maturity levels in Manafwa 

 

Manafwa 

Mature Intermediate Beginners 

Bubirabi 

producers 

business group 

A mani group Bumumali growers 

cooperative society 

Buwangani GCS Bubikala organic 

farmers cooperative 

society 

Bubulo 

development 

initiative 

Akimorikikina group Bumunyifa farmers group Buwanyama ago forestry 

development association 

Bumulika Dairy Group 

Bukhofu 

Christian group 

Ambilakombi farmers 

association 

Bumunyifa tsoatsoana group Buwanzala farmers 

Association 

Butingu Young Star 

Bukhofu united 

famers 

association 

Amukaa farmers group Bumurwa coffee farmer's 

association 

Buwasiba youth produce 

buying and selling 

associatoin 

Masaka farmers group 

Bumakusa famers 

association 

Aswani coffee farmers 

association 

Bumurwa farmers group Buwasibi farmers 

Association 

 

Bumulalu famers 

association 

Baraki women farmers 

group 

Bumusobi lower bee keeping Buwasibi womens group 
 

Khamitsaru 

farmers group 

Basawa Kaboole famers 

association 

Bunabuyoka sisters group Buwasunguyi coffee 

farmers group limited 

 

Kubakenget 

famers group 

Bubikala farmers group Bunamae growers 

cooperative society 

Buwasunguyi farmers 

association 

 

Manafwa arabica 

coffee famers 

Bubikala organic Bunambale aids community 

initiative 

Buwasunguyi GCS 
 

Manafwa dairy 

cooperative 

society limited 

Bubikala organic farmers 

cooperative society 

Bunambale gcs Buwasyu farmers group 
 

Manfwa town 

council group 

Bubutu farmers group Bunamboko farmers group Buwaya Growers 

Cooperative Society 
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Bubuyela limanila 

association 

Bunamukhaye disabled group Buweswa GCS 
 

 
Bugobero kabale farmers 

association 

Bunamukhweya tubana Buwunga farmers group 
 

 
Bugobero rambanabi group Bunamulingi Coffee Group Buyaka community coffee 

dealers' association 

 

 
Bukakala coffee farmers 

group limited 

Bunamulunyi Farmer's group Buyaka farmers' group 
 

 
Bukakala inyukha group Bunamulunyi saving and 

credit association 

Buyaseke sisimukha 

women's group 

 

 
Bukakalacoffeefarmersgroup Bunangabo growers 

coperative society 

Buyesere elderly savings 

and credits 

 

 
Bukhabusi coffee Farmers Bunasambi nabwayi group Bwakhome fish farmers 

 

 
Bukhabusi tsekululu 

beekeeping association 

Bupoto farmers' group Fuluma Toma Gcs 
 

 
Bukhabusi youth 

development association 

Burian aye coffee farmers 

association. 

Fuluma tree growers and 

bee keeping association 

 

 
Bukhaweka town board 

farmers group 

Busambatsa farmers group Green farmers group 
 

 
Bukhwaya yetana group Busambatsa greay lakes 

coffee group 

Hawa sisuni women 

association 

 

 
Bukikete integrated group Busambatsa tubana group Highland Honey Farmers 

Association 

 

 
Bukokho environment 

conservation group 

Buserere Savings and credit 

farmer's association 

Ikaali youth produce 

buying and selling group 

 

 
Bukokho Tikiyana Bushula farmers group Kaabale farmers group 

 

 
Bukokho tubana group Busibalango growers' 

cooperative society 

Kaabale growers 

coperative society 

 

 
Bukusu coffee farmers 

association 

Busulwa coffee Farmers 

group 

Kaato Farmers Marketing 

Initiative 

 

 
Bulako farmers group Butimbwa  Tubaana Farmer's 

association 

Kaato GCS 
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Bulako growers cooperative 

society 

Butingu coffee farmers group Kaboyi women famers 

association 

 

 
Bulowo Farmers association Butiru-bunabwana bee 

keepers association 

Kabukwesi integrated environmental conservation 

trust  
Bulutswala youth poverty 

fighters 

Butsebeka youth victory 

farmers group 

Kabukwesi living faith 
 

 
Bumagambo farmers Butsema III mushebebe 

women dairy group 

Kayombe farmers 

association 

 

 
Bumagambo primary society Butta coffee buyers 

association 

Khamistaru cattle keepers 

group 

 

 
Bumagambo upper farmers 

group 

Buwabingwa Tubaana group Khanzala farmers 

association 

 

 
Bumakunya farmers group Buwabwala diary farmers 

group 

Kilongo pentacostal 

Assembly of God group 

 

 
Bumatanda farmers 

association 

Buwabwala/mukoto/tsekululu 

tubana group 

Kisawayi mercy women 

group 

 

 
Bumatola yetana group Buwagogo Dairy farmers 

association 

Kisawayi poverty 

alleviation 

 

 
Bumbo farmers group Buwakoko Ayakharyo 

Growers cooperative 

Kitsi farmers group 
 

 
Bumula GCS Buwambingwa GCS Kitsi farmers non 

goverment organization 

 

 
Bumumali coffee farmers 

association 

Buwambwa Dairy farmers 

group 

Kituyi farmers group 
 

 
Lirima diary farming group Mufutu Farmer's association Namisindwa organic 

farmers association 

 

 
Lwanda  Diary  group Mukoto women group Namweke tubana group 

 

 
Lwanjusi youth group Mukoto-Bupoto inzinyuse 

Rural Development 

Association 

Nandalaka sisimukha 

Dairy association 

 

 
Maalo coffee farmers 

association 

Mulemba GCS Ndokho women's group 
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Maalo Dairy farmers 

association 

Munyungululwe farmers 

Association 

Neema welfare association 
 

 
Maalo Farmers Association Musikoma coffee Farmers 

group 

Ngati growers cooperative 

sociey 

 

 
Mabembe Bee Keeping 

Association 

Muyembe farmers group RUFFA farmers 

association 

 

 
Mabono GCS Nabitsihi farmers association Save masaba ranges 

association 

 

 
Maela farmers' group Nabitsikhi fellowship income 

saving association 

Shanemba development 

association 

 

 
Magale GCS Nabukhi farm farmers group Sibanga integrated 

development association 

 

 
Makenya coffee farmers 

association 

Nabunyanga farmer's group Sibanga women of destiny 
 

 
Makenya coffee farmers 

group 

Nabuuta Bee keepers Group Sikhana dairy women and 

organic association 

 

 
Makhele coffee farmers 

group 

Nagongo yugana group Sililwa 1986 vision group 
 

 
Makutano Yetaana Group Nakhasenye GCS Silk United Catholic 

Church 

 

 
Manyali farmers' group Naluboka coffee Farmers 

group 

Simela charles and sons 

coffee enterprise 

 

 
Manyi farmers association Namasho Sisuni sub  county womens 

group 

 

 
Maresi Yetaana investment 

Group 

Namawondo farmers group Sisuni yetana baleme 

association 

 

 
Masaaka Ambanilakho 

Savings and Credit 

Association 

Nambale Association Sitobo women farmers 

group 

 

 
Mt. elgon arabic coffee 

farmers cooperative society 

Nambale coffee growers Siwelelo youth link 

developing project 

 

 
Mufuragi Diary project 

group 

Namisi sisimukha farmers 

group 

Tikiyana farmers group 
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Tseboto famers group Wanekali farmers' group Weyunga group 

 

 
Tsekulu bukhabusi bee 

keeping association 

Wesakulila association Weyunga tubana famers 

group 

 

 
Tsekululu farmrmers group Wesakulila farmer's group Womare 

 

 
Tubana women group Wesakulila Group Yetana famers group 

 

 
Wakhururwe GCS Wetunga farmers group Yetana farmer group 
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