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Abbreviations and Acronyms
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Fo
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od
Enterprise Fertiliser Input Support Programme
Development
FRA
Food Reserve Agency
GHI

Global Hunger Index

GTAZ

Grain Traders Association of Zambia

IAPRI

Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute

IFAD

International Fund for Agricultural Development

IFPRI

International Food Policy Research Institute

KATC

Kasisi Agricultural Training Centre

LCMS

Living Conditions Monitoring Survey

MCTI

Ministry of Commerce Trade and Industry

MFL

Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock

MoA

Ministry of Agriculture

MYSCD

Ministry of Youth, Sports and Child Development

NAIP

National Agricultural Investment Plan

PoU

Prevalence of Undernourishment

RALS

Rural Agricultural Livelihoods Survey

ReNAPRI

Regional Network of Agricultural Policy Research Institute

SDG2

Sustainable Development Goals 2

SGR

Strategic Grain Reserve

Sida

Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency

SO

Strategic Objective

SUN II

Scaling Up Nutrition II Program
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ToC
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Zambia Development Agency
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Preface

The Embassy of Sweden, Lusaka, has contracted NIRAS to conduct a mid-term
evaluation of IAPRI, an organisation that provides evidence-based policy support and
advice in the agricultural sector in Zambia. IAPRI receives financial support from the
Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) with 38 million SEK
during 2018-2022.
The evaluation report has been prepared by an evaluation team with the following
members:
Åke Nilsson (team leader)
- Pia Chuzu (national agricultural policy and research expert)
- Bethel Nakaponda (national agricultural economist)
-

Emelie Pellby has been the evaluation manager at NIRAS, and Ted Kliest has been the
quality assurance advisor.
NIRAS and the evaluation team would like to thank staff at IAPRI and at the Embassy
of Sweden, Lusaka, for the time and support they have provided to the evaluation.
Thanks are also due to respondents representing government, civil society and the
private sector who have provided information to the evaluation team during interviews
and meetings.
The findings, conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are those of
NIRAS and the evaluation team.
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Executive Summary

A mid-term evaluation of the Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI)
has been carried out. The evaluation was commissioned by the Embassy of Sweden in
Lusaka. IAPRI provides evidence-based policy support and advice in the agricultural
sector in Zambia, and receives financial support from the Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency (Sida). Current support covers the period 20182022 with a budget of 38 million SEK.
The mission of IAPRI is to provide evidence-based policy solutions through highquality research and outreach services for the transformation of Zambia’s agricultural
sector to achieve sustainable broad-based pro-poor growth. It does so through the
following three core operational activities:
1. Producing trusted, impartial, and high-quality research on agricultural, food
and natural resource policy issues in Zambia and the wider Southern Africa
region.
2. Integrating research findings into national, regional, and international
programmes and policy strategies to promote sustainable agricultural growth
and reduce hunger and poverty in Zambia.
3. Supporting the development and strengthening of capacity for policy research,
analysis, and outreach of public and private institutions in Zambia.
The evaluation has been carried out during June-September 2021 by a team of three
consultants, one from Sweden and two from Zambia. Due to the current COVID-19
pandemic, all interviews, meetings and events have been carried out on virtual
platforms.
The methodology consisted of interviews, focus group meetings, virtual processes
and events for Forcefield analysis and Theory-of-Change discussions, engaging 49
individuals representing stakeholders from IAPRI, government, civil society and
private sector. The findings of the evaluation led to the conclusions and
recommendations presented below.
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CONCLUSIONS
Relevance
IAPRI’s work is relevant and aligned to the objectives and priorities of the 7th
National Development Plan, the National Agricultural Policy and the strategy for
Sweden’s development cooperation with Zambia. Research is addressing some of the
important underlying causes of slow growth in the agricultural sector. Apart from
providing evidence for policy making in the agricultural sector, IAPRI has earned a
reputation as a respected broker and impartial convenor of stakeholder meetings and
dialogues. The government and other important stakeholders in the agricultural sector
view IAPRI and its work as relevant.
Judging by policy briefs and papers produced as evidence basis for policy making and
advocacy, there has been some re-orientation of research towards the areas of climate
change, environment and natural resources management. There is, however, limited
IAPRI interaction with regulatory and implementing agencies working on
environment, climate change and climate-smart agriculture. This is mainly due to the
staff structure of IAPRI being almost exclusively based on competence in agriculture
economics.
Effectiveness
At output level, IAPRI has been effective, achieving on average over 80 percent of
the planned work. The COVID-19 outbreak in 2020 led to the cancellation of local
and international training activities, thus lowering achievement in this area.
At outcome level, performance has been limited. The extent of government spending
on key drivers of agricultural growth, as measured by the portion of national budget
allocated to agriculture, has been below the 10% advised by the Comprehensive
African Agriculture Development Programme during this period. It was 8.9% in
2018, 6.1% in 2019 and 3.7% in 2020. The extent of private sector participation in
input marketing, judged by the extent of rollout of the e-voucher mode of distribution,
was 100% in the 2017/18 season, 60% in 2018/2019 and 40% in 2019/20. The extent
of private-sector participation in maize marketing has not been consistently measured.
Maize purchases by the private sector constituted 70% of total purchases in 2018.
There are many intervening factors that influence favourable outcomes, some of
which are beyond IAPRI’s control. The emphasis on private sector participation in
private sector maize marketing is a double-edged sword. Managed properly, the
policies to encourage participation will benefit small-holder maize producers through
fair farm gate prices. However, as a staple crop, maize production and input
marketing are heavily influenced by the political economy, and government policy
pronouncements tend to move with the political environment at the time. Direct input
supply is structured such that it lacks transparency and offers many opportunities for
rent seeking and other vices. Since IAPRI is primarily engaged in policy research and
6
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not programme implementation, it does not have the opportunity to test or pilot any of
its policy recommendations.
IAPRI has produced 86 research outputs covering five thematic areas and
crosscutting areas. They have also collaborated on nine studies with other
organisations including the World Bank, European Union, World Food Programme
and the International Fund for Agricultural Development. About one third of the
studies (29%) are focused on maize or grain reserves and on maize as a central part of
the regular food security updates. These studies are visible in the policy or public
arena because they are more commonly presented as policy briefs or advisory notes
than other studies. Despite many research outputs in agriculture, not many
agricultural policies have actually been changed. Policies on maize and agricultural
inputs, especially fertiliser, are politically sensitive. Although there have been some
changes in IAPRI’s focus, there is still a strong orientation in the work programme of
IAPRI towards covering agriculture trade and marketing, agriculture diversification,
and food and nutrition thematic areas, compared to providing attention to crosscutting
issues of environment, climate change, natural resource management, gender and
youth.
One reason why IAPRI’s performance at outcome level is limited, is that it has not
been adequately elaborated how change is supposed to link up from the output to
outcome levels. There is evidence to suggest that the current IAPRI Theory of
Change is not perfectly valid, particularly with regard to underlying assumptions. The
lack of explicit appreciation and elaboration of the underlying assumptions means
that IAPRI may not have considered how to mitigate the risks associated with some
of the assumptions.
Efficiency
IAPRI’s monitoring and evaluation system is incomplete in that while it defines and
documents the indicators at all levels of the programme, it does not define and
document the tools and processes for data collection and analysis to enable reporting
on outcome indicators, and for learning. IAPRI has not been consistent in reporting
on all indicators in accordance with the frequencies of reporting stipulated in the
monitoring and evaluation framework. This raises doubts about the credibility of the
results reported on. The climate change, natural resources management, gender and
youth thematic area indicators at outcome and impact levels are not visible.
Therefore, it is difficult to assess progress. In addition, there has been less research in
these areas, partially because of few specialised staff. While the staff of IAPRI have
high academic qualifications, there is currently only one staff member with an
environmental, climate and natural resource management background.
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Sustainability
A current financing deficit, in combination with high staff salary costs, constitutes a
high risk to the sustainability of IAPRI at the same time as it reduces the effectiveness
and efficiency of operations.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendations to IAPRI
It is recommended that IAPRI:
1. Forge stronger research links with others working in the area of environment,
climate change and natural resource management. IAPRI’s research agenda
and its research and advisory products in this area stand a better chance of
getting attention at the policy levels and being used by policy makers when
the institution is collaborating with specialised agencies working in this field.
Collaboration with other organisations may also offer opportunities for IAPRI
to test or pilot some of its policy recommendations, hence increasing the
chances of policy adoption. IAPRI should focus more on policy changes that
may trigger economic growth as compared to policy changes that only
facilitate programme design for stakeholders.
2. Re-visit and update its Theory of Change, starting with an in-depth analysis of
the validity of underlying assumptions.
3. Develop and apply thematic outcome- and impact-level indicators on gender,
youth, climate change and natural resource management.
4. Develop, define and apply the tools and processes for collecting data to report
on outcome indicators, which should incorporate learning in the M&E system,
and start to consistently report on all the indicators in the M&E framework.
5. Revisit the current composition of its Board to ensure that the rotation of
board members is consistent with best practices of governance with regard to
the length of term of office. The representation in the Board should also be
adapted to any thematic changes in IAPRI’s thematic foci.
6. Carry out by an independent consultant, a job analysis and a job audit vis-àvis the existing thematic areas and the planned output levels, on the basis of
which the number and competencies of staff in accordance with the
requirements of the different thematic areas can be based. Currently, the
research staff is composed almost exclusively of agricultural economists.
7. Follow the agreement conditions regarding salary levels, which IAPRI
committed to Sida. IAPRI has stated that when a staff member contract
expires, the contract will be renegotiated based on skills and experience. This
has so far not been implemented.
8. In addition to looking for additional funding from potential donors, continue
to develop its activities under its Business Development Unit, and develop
8
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and implement a staff succession plan that can reduce the high staff costs in
the medium term.
Recommendations to the Embassy of Sweden
It is recommended that the Embassy, in its dialogue with IAPRI:
1. Stress the need for improving IAPRI’s M&E system as a basis for results
reporting at the output, outcome and impact levels.
2. Stress the need for IAPRI to adhere to commitments related to salary levels.
3. Consider an alternative financing mechanism for supporting IAPRI beyond
the current phase. This would include directed support to specific result areas
relevant to the current portfolio. This could create synergies with other Sidasupported interventions in the areas of agriculture, natural resource
management, climate change, gender and youth. Activities in these areas
could be developed and implemented in coordination and collaboration with
other Zambian partners. In this way, the Embassy may further develop its
current portfolio of activities in the environment-climate change-agriculture
nexus.
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1 Introduction

This final report presents the results of a mid-term evaluation of the Indaba
Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI), which was set up in 2011 as a private
company limited by guarantee, with the purpose of providing evidence-based policy
support and advice in the agricultural sector in Zambia. IAPRI received financial
support from Sweden under an agreement covering the period 2013-2018, and
following that, under a new agreement ending in December 2022. Several other
donors and donor-funded organisations have been supporting IAPRI, including
USAID as a major donor. Currently, the Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency (Sida) is the only donor after USAID ended their support in
2020. The grant provided by Sida for the current phase of support during 2018-2022,
amounts to SEK 38 million.
The evaluation has been carried out during June-September 2021, by a team of three
consultants, one from Sweden and two from Zambia. Preliminary evaluation findings
were presented to IAPRI and the Embassy of Sweden, Lusaka, on 17 August. A first
draft of this final report was submitted for comments and suggestions to the Embassy
of Sweden and IAPRI on 6 September 2021. Comments have been taken into
consideration when revising the first draft.
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2 The Evaluated Intervention
A.

BACKGROUND

Since the early 1990s, Zambia has adopted market liberalisation as a conduit for
economic growth. The orientation shifted from previous predominantly government
intervention in the economy to emphasise private sector participation, with
government focusing on creating a conducive business environment, including that of
enabling policies.
Zambia’s development aspirations and the strategies to achieve them are contained in
successive National Development Plans, the latest being the 7th National
Development Plan (7NDP), covering the period 2017-2022. Subject to the
consecutive overall development plans, successive National Agricultural Policy
documents, focus on policy objectives and plans in the agriculture sector.
The Second National Agricultural Policy, covering the period 2016-2020 lists 10
policy objectives including notably a) to improve food and nutrition security; b) to
increase agricultural production and productivity; c) to increase private sector
participation in agricultural development; and d) to increase the effectiveness and
efficiency in agricultural research and development. In the case of a liberalised
economy, the formulation and accurate targeting of various policies to stimulate
economic growth and achieve equitable wealth distribution cannot be
overemphasised. Policymakers need solid, and impartial evidence to guide their
policy decisions. Various research projects and organisations have been providing
policy advisory services over the years, IAPRI has been one of them.
IAPRI was incorporated as a private company in 2011 and has emerged as one of the
leading policy research institutes in Zambia. The organisation’s research agenda is
well aligned with policy objectives of the Second National Agricultural Policy and
intended reforms contained in the 7NDP. For instance, IAPRI has conducted research
on agricultural policy related to subsidy reform, especially related to the Farmer Input
Support Program, to reduce costs and improve targeting, and the redirection of the
Food Reserve Agency from commodity marketing to management of strategic
reserves.

B.

EVALUATION OBJECT

Guided by a strategic plan for 2017–2022, IAPRI conducts research and outreach to
provide evidence-based policy solutions and advise the government of Zambia and
other relevant stakeholders on agricultural policies and investments for transforming
11
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Zambian agriculture to achieve sustainable pro-poor growth. Its activities are based
on four strategic pillars:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Research and policy development
Outreach and alliances
Financial sustainability
Governance

The mission of IAPRI is to ”provide evidence-based policy solutions through high
quality research and outreach services for the transformation of Zambia’s
agricultural sector to achieve sustainable broad-based pro-poor growth”
The following three core operational activities are carried out by IAPRI:
1. Producing trusted, impartial, and high-quality research on agricultural, food
and natural resource policy issues in Zambia and the wider Southern Africa
region.
2. Integrating research findings into national, regional, and international
programmes and policy strategies to promote sustainable agricultural growth
and reduce hunger and poverty in Zambia.
3. Supporting the development and strengthening of capacity for policy research,
analysis, and outreach of public and private institutions in Zambia.
The Theory of Change for the IAPRI intervention is shown in Figure 1 under Section
3.2.
In accordance with the Terms of Reference (ToR) in Appendix 1, the purposes of the
current mid-term evaluation are to:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Assess the progress of the agreed interventions.
Provide lessons learned on what works and what does not.
Provide recommendations on any adjustment or improvement to be done.
Provide a basis for the Embassy’s decision on possible continued funding and
on the content of the portfolio under the current cooperation strategy period.

The objectives of the evaluation are to:
- Evaluate the relevance of IAPRI’s interventions to the stakeholders and
formulate recommendations on how IAPRI can improve and adjust
implementation for the remainder of the agreement period.
- Evaluate the effectiveness of IAPRI’s work with regard to the level of
influence on agricultural policies.
- Evaluate the cost effectiveness of IAPRI’s organisational structure in
undertaking the agreed mandate, and the sustainability of IAPRI’s operations
and results.
The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Embassy of Sweden in Lusaka,
the IAPRI board and staff members, and other interested donors. The time period
covered by the evaluation is 2018 – 2020.
12
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C. METHODOLOGY
Overall approach
The evaluation has been performed in accordance with OECD-DAC criteria and
guidelines, applying the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability as prescribed in the ToR, conforming to OECD/DAC Quality Standards
for Development Evaluation1, and using the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key
Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based Management2. The evaluation has been
objective and independent. The evaluation matrix is provided in Appendix 2.
Although the evaluation has been carried out under the COVID-19 pandemic, which
precluded physical in-person interviews and meetings, it has been highly participatory
in the sense that is has benefitted from active engagement of stakeholders,
particularly IAPRI staff, including in several larger virtual meetings.
Data collection
Data for evaluative analysis has been gathered through the following methods:
1. Document study
2. Interviews and meetings
3. Forcefield analysis and Theory-of-Change event
Document study
Documentation was collected mainly from IAPRI and the Embassy of Sweden,
complemented with additional documentation requested from other stakeholders in
the agricultural sector, that the team met during virtual interviews and meetings. A
list of main documents consulted is provided in Appendix 3.
Interviews and meetings
In addition to meetings with IAPRI and Embassy of Sweden staff, the team met in a
virtual manner with 49 individuals representing government and civil society engaged
with agriculture natural resource management and climate change. A list of
stakeholders met and interviewed is provided in Appendix 4.
Forcefield analysis and Theory of Change event
A Forcefield analysis process was carried out in order to provide evaluative findings
as well as to prepare for a virtual discussion with IAPRI staff on the Theory of
Change.

1

DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, OECD 2010.

2

Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management, Sida in cooperation with OECD/DAC, 2014.
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Since it was not possible to organise a physical workshop with the IAPRI team, the
process was managed through email communication. Following an introduction by
the evaluation team, each staff member was contacted through email and asked to
provide the five most important enabling and five most hindering factors in relation to
achieving the IAPRI mission (see Section 2.2).
The responses were collected by the evaluation team and aggregated under more
generic headings. After the two lists of generic headings (enabling and hindering) had
been produced, they were sent back to each IAPRI team member for individual
scoring. After the scores had been sent back to the evaluation team, the final
consolidated result was prepared and reported to IAPRI. The final result is shown in
Table 5, Section 3.2. This process was followed by a virtual event with the IAPRI
staff, where the Theory of Change was discussed in order to provide input for its
possible further development by IAPRI.
Data analysis
Inputs from the different data collection methods and from different stakeholder
sources have been triangulated.
Quantitative data from intervention documents and external documents received from
interviewees have been analysed and triangulated to answer evaluation questions that
need quantified data.
The structure of the final evaluation report follows the structure of the evaluation
matrix, that is, each criterion and each evaluation question have their own section or
subsection in the relevant part of the report.
Limitations
The potential limitations related to the COVID-19 pandemic that were mentioned in
the inception report did not materialise. The evaluation has been carried out according
to plan with the exception of the foreseen SWOT workshop, which was cancelled in
consultation with IAPRI since such a workshop had been carried out at IAPRI
recently and there would be a repetition of effort to some extent because of the
similarities between the Forcefield analysis and SWOT.
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3 Findings

The findings arrived at during the analysis of the collected data are presented in the
following text, structured under the four OECD evaluation criteria of relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability, and under the specific evaluation questions
provided in the ToR and elaborated in the evaluation matrix presented in Appendix 2.

A.

RELEVANCE

To what extent have IAPRI’s intervention objectives and design responded to the
stakeholders (private and public) needs, policies and priorities, and have they
continued to do so if/when circumstances have changed?
The main reason for IAPRI’s existence is to conduct research and generate evidence,
based on which the agricultural sector can make sound policies that contribute to
economic growth and reduced poverty. The current IAPRI Strategic Plan3 specifies 4
pillars on which attainment of this primary goal is to be attained. The first pillar of
Research and Policy Development anchors the work of IAPRI while the other pillars Governance, Financial Sustainability and Outreach and Alliances - play facilitative and
forward-looking roles for sustained attainment of the primary goal.
Being the current principal funder of IAPRI, Sida is an important stakeholder, the
objectives and priorities of which IAPRI needs to be continuously aligned with. The
immediate beneficiaries of IAPRI outputs are policy makers in the agricultural sector,
who use evidence generated by IAPRI to inform agricultural policy making. Other
stakeholders include agricultural sector players who use the evidence to lobby the
government for policies in their favour or to harmonise varying positions on contentious
sectoral issues, including for instance grain traders’ and millers’ associations. There are
others who use data generated by IAPRI for other purposes, such as students using the
data for their theses, or new donors who want to get an overview of the agricultural
sector in Zambia. The ultimate beneficiaries of IAPRI interventions, however, are smallholder farmers who stand to benefit from favourable policies that can help them develop
their enterprises.
Overarching frameworks and strategies that guide the national focus in the agricultural
sector development include the 7NDP and the National Agricultural Policy. The

3

IAPRI, 2017: Strategic Plan, May 2017–April 2022.
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Swedish strategy for development cooperation with Zambia is an important document
which provides the framework and foci for Sida’s support4. These frameworks, plans
and strategies are broadly defined and IAPRI’s work is aligned to the contents therein.
The thematic areas into which IAPRI classifies its work all fit within the focal themes of
environment, climate change, renewable energy and sustainable, inclusive economic
development and livelihoods, gender, youth and agricultural diversification contained in
the Swedish strategy. However, a closer look at outputs in terms of policy briefs and
advisory notes produced over the 3-year period from 2018 to 2020 reveals that there has
been little emphasis on the themes of climate change, and gender and youth. Out of 26
policy briefs and advisory notes produced during the period, only three, or 11.5 percent,
fell under each of these two thematic areas, compared to 77 percent for the remaining
themes of market development and trade, agriculture food security and nutrition, and
agriculture diversification (see Appendix 5). In terms of policy briefs, 2020 was the least
productive year.
There is a wide agricultural sector stakeholder representation on the IAPRI board, which
ensures focus on relevant topical issues. Apart from this, IAPRI attends to demanddriven research and outreach activities. These are activities that are not planned for, but
originate from stakeholders, guided by emerging unforeseen issues and priorities in the
sector. During the period under evaluation, the Research Directorate conducted 20 such
activities, an average of seven annually, while the Outreach Directorate conducted 51
activities, an average of 17 annually. The inbuilt flexibility to accommodate additional,
emerging and urgent research requests due to changing circumstances adds to the
relevance of IAPRI’s work. Smooth operation of the agricultural sector can only be
achieved if all stakeholders move in unison for the benefit of both small-holder farmers
and consumers. With diversity of interests among stakeholders, IAPRI’s role as a trusted
independent broker with strong, neutral convening power becomes more relevant.
During the period under evaluation, IAPRI adapted to changing circumstances due to
reduced donor funding after USAID ceased its funding in 2020. This led to staff
attrition, lowered staff morale, redistribution of work and increased staff work load for
fewer staff. In spite of this, all stakeholders interviewed except one, observed that they
had not experienced any reduction of IAPRI activities or outputs during this lean period.
This may be due to the fact that stakeholder engagement through outreach activities
remained high throughout the period, even in the face of the COVID-19 pandemic in
2020.

4

Government Offices for Sweden, 2018: Strategy for Sweden’s development cooperation with Zambia, 2018-2022.
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Has IAPRI contributed to identify and implement adequate solutions for sustainable
agriculture?
Documented examples of adequate solutions for sustainable agriculture, acknowledged
by stakeholders include:
1. The e-voucher mode of input distribution5, which cuts out rent seeking, saves on
resources, involves the private sector in input distribution, and increases access
to a wider variety of inputs for small-holder farmers. Agricultural input supply
management, which IAPRI is addressing, has been identified in the 7NDP as one
of the programmes that contributes to achievement of a diversified and exportoriented agriculture.
2. Strategic Reserves, a solution identified to reduce maize stock holdings based on
a more accurate assessment of national requirements and to reduce crop wastage
due to losses in storage; and
3. Export bans, which enable a higher maize price for small holder farmers,
especially immediately after crop harvests. While not all policy
recommendations made during the term under evaluation have been
implemented, some have attracted continuous focus due to the government’s
inconsistent implementation.
Other than the above solutions and during the period under evaluation, IAPRI has
produced one-off policy briefs/advisory notes on a few other value chains and subjects,
but have not followed up consistently to encourage uptake of recommended policy
reorientation, as they have done for the above areas. The consistent focus on the above 3
areas coincides with the fact that they have potential influence on the outcome-level
strategic objectives that IAPRI has committed to. The subjects of these other policy
briefs include a) agricultural finance in Zambia and how smallholder inclusion can be
deepened, b) enhancing participation of smallholder farmers in aquaculture, c) the
impact of various policy approaches on forest conservation, d) youth employment
opportunities in agriculture, and e) what characterises successful youth agribusiness
entrepreneurs.
IAPRI has minimal control at the policy implementation level. Once IAPRI generates
evidence and presents it to policy makers or sector stakeholders, acceptance and
implementation of recommended actions fall squarely on government or the
stakeholders. Inconsistent or non-implementation has been observed in a number of
cases. Recommendations may or may not be implemented due to political considerations
or lack of political will, vested interests of some stakeholders and lack of resources,

5

As opposed to direct supply of seed and fertilizer by a few contracted suppliers, this option allows famers to interface with a wide
range of local agro dealers who supply a range of inputs and are supposed to be paid by government for their service while farmers
are enabled with prepaid electronic cards (incorporating the government subsidy and farmer’s contribution) which they can use for
payment at any agro-dealer shop of their choice for any choice of inputs.
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among others. For example, the implementation of the E-voucher mode of input
management has progressed in fits and turns because of the wide political base
potentially affected by this recommendation. Similarly, despite policy advice against
export bans, the government continues to use this instrument each time a limited maize
harvest is expected. For a donor looking at grassroots impact of their funding, this may
seem to be a failure on the part of IAPRI.
Has the research and policy development addressed the main causes of the problems
in the agriculture sector?
The 7NDP identifies several constraints to the achievement of a diversified and exportoriented agricultural sector, which, in turn, could be expected to contribute to economic
diversification and job creation in the Zambian economy. Underlying constraints include
low productivity, poor access to land, inadequate skills and limited innovation,
inadequate infrastructure, high costs and limited finance, and inadequate water resource
management. Within the agricultural sector, three out of six strategies identified to
achieve desired outcomes, fit very well within the IAPRI thematic areas. These are a) to
improve production and productivity, b) to enhance agricultural value chains, c) to
promote diversification in the sector; and d) to promote small-scale agriculture.
Under the overall themes of environment, climate change, renewable energy and
sustainable, inclusive economic development and livelihoods in the Swedish strategy for
development cooperation with Zambia, the following expected outcomes are coherent
with IAPRI thematic areas, 7NDP strategies and programme areas, and the Second
National Agricultural Policy:
•

increased agricultural productivity and production,

•

sustainable use of natural resources and increased resilience to climate change,

•

improved opportunities for sustainable livelihoods and employment especially
for women and youth, and

•

increased capacity to engage in sustainable trade, and access to markets and
value chains for small-scale farmers, entrepreneurs and businesses.

Although IAPRI has conducted research and produced policy briefs on farmers’
enhanced capacity to increase sustainable trade through evidence-based support and
advocacy for export bans, this has tended to focus heavily on maize.
Four out of eight listed programmes to be implemented by government to address the
underlying causes of low productivity, as listed in the 7NDP, include farm block
development, agriculture input supply management, and irrigation and aquaculture
development. During 2018-2020, IAPRI conducted research and produced one policy
brief on agriculture input supply management, and one on aquaculture development.
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IAPRI also produced one policy brief on the underlying causes of high cost and limited
finance.6
How compatible and complementary has the IAPRI intervention been with other
interventions in Zambia’s agricultural sector and the Embassy’s strategic area?
IAPRI has interfaced well with other organisations collecting general data, for example
Zambia Statistics Agency. IAPRI collects some data through questions added to the
agency’s institutionalised questionnaires, thereby saving time and money. In its outreach
approach, IAPRI has built alliances with several organisations for the purpose of policy
advocacy and grassroots sensitisation of the agriculture policy space. These
organisations are listed in Table 1 under section 3.2 and include Zambia Development
Agency, Musika Development Initiatives, Ministry of Trade Commerce and Industry,
CARITAS and World Vision, among others.
IAPRI serves on many stakeholder platforms, committees and clusters due to their deep
knowledge about the agricultural sector in Zambia. For example, IAPRI has been
incorporated in a recently formed platform hosted by Musika Development Initiatives7
to enhance agricultural policy making and implementation, sponsored by the African
Union and funded by the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations
(FAO). IAPRI was incorporated on account of its extensive research on various value
chains in agriculture.
Stakeholder interviews and documentation have shown a weak linkage between IAPRI
and other organisations dealing with climate change and environmental issues. This is
coupled with a relatively low research output in the area of climate change and natural
resource management during the evaluation period. The evaluation has found no
substantive link with the Conservation Farming Unit, a leading implementer of smallholder climate-smart agriculture in Zambia. This anomaly may be due to inadequate
staff in the area of climate, environment and natural resource management. It deserves
to be noted that natural resource management, climate change and environment are
important themes in Sweden’s strategy for development cooperation in Zambia.
There are missed opportunities of research collaboration with institutions specialised on
environment, climate change and natural resource management. Such collaboration
would have been an obvious approach, seeing that IAPRI has not significantly advanced
its policy agenda within the environment and natural resource realm.

6

a) Review of E-FISP Performance during 2017/2018 Agricultural Season: Monitoring Report. Auckland N. Kuteya, Chinyama
Lukama and Vincent C. Malata. May 2018.
b) Enhancing the Participation of Small-holder Farmers in Aquaculture Value Chain in Zambia, Thelma Namonje-Kapembwa and
Rhoda Mofya-Mukuka No. 93. August 2018
c) Agricultural Finance in Zambia: How can Small-holder Inclusion be Deepened? Paul C. Samboko, Jairos Sambo, and James
Luhana. No.94. October 2018.
7
Musika Development Initiatives is a non-governmental organisation that supports the development of small-holder and emerging
farmers through private-sector investment in the agricultural market. It is partly funded by Sida.
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EFFECTIVENESS

To what extent has the intervention achieved its objectives, and its results, including
any differential results across groups (women and youth) ? If so, why? If not, why
not? What can be done to make the intervention more effective?
IAPRI’s work subscribes to higher and lower level outcomes and outputs. The institute
has identified two higher-level outcomes to which it contributes, namely:
•
•

extent of private-sector participation in maize and input marketing; and
extent of government spending on key drivers of economic growth.

At output level, work is organised under four pillars, as indicated earlier. Under the four
pillars are 11 low-level strategic objectives. Several activities spread out across five
thematic areas are implemented, in order to achieve the strategic objectives.
Performance on the higher level outcomes has been mixed. In 2018, there was weak
participation in maize marketing by the private sector because of export bans.
Nevertheless, maize purchases by the private sector rose from 51.6 percent in the
2016/17 season to 70 percent in the 2017/18 season. The following season, privatesector maize trade was subdued compared to the previous season because of the export
bans. Maize stocks in May 2019 were lower than they had been at the same time in the
previous year despite carryover stock from 2018 forming part of the holdings in 2019.
This could be expected following a season of export bans because farmers view this as a
disincentive for production.
During the 2017/18 season there was a full rollout of the E-voucher input management
system. Due to various problems, chiefly the non-adherence by government to agreed
timely payment of private-sector participants, E-voucher input management was scaled
down in the 2018/19 season and further in 2020, with only 2 provinces administering it.
From 2018 to 2020, the picture that emerged with regard to private-sector participation
in input and maize marketing was inconsistent progress due to lack of government
consistence in implementing recommended policies. IAPRI continued to provide
evidence to advocate for correct implementation of the policies.
Since 2013, Zambia has never attained the CAADP8 recommended threshold of at least
10 percent share of funding of the agricultural sector out of the total national budget.
The share was 8.9 percent in 2018, 6.1 percent in 2019 and 3.7 percent in 2020. Further,
the input subsidy and its administration, and the food reserve management continue to
gobble a major share of the dismal allocation to agriculture at the expense of

8

The Comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programme.
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transformative expenditure on rural feeder road infrastructure, irrigation infrastructure
and research and development, among others.
IAPRI achievements on seven lower-level strategic objectives (SO) are presented in
Table 3. Performance has been excellent on most strategic objectives with achievements
of over 80 percent of the target. In two cases, performance was 100 and 121 percent of
the target respectively. This success is attributed to good work planning, timely release
and application of funds and highly competent staff that is able to deliver on time.
Further, in addition to the good performance as per targets, additional demand-driven
work was undertaken. In 2020, 17 training programmes that had been planned by the
research and outreach directorates never took place due to the advent of the COVID-19
pandemic and the resulting travel restrictions, leading to the achievement of only 61
percent on strategic objective two.
Under strategic objective one, 86 research outputs (policy briefs/advisory notes, working
papers, professional publications and technical papers/notes) were produced, classified
thematically as shown in Table 1 (see Appendix 8 for details).

Table 1

Research outputs by thematic area

Thematic area

Number of

Proportion

outputs

out of total (%)

Agricultural diversification

22

25

Climate change and nutrition

15

17

Food security and nutrition

23

27

Gender and youth

11

13

Markets and trade development

11

13

Cross cutting

4

5

Total

86

100

Source: Compiled from table on Research Directorate Outputs, 2018-2020, provided by IAPRI.

Of the total outputs, 25 (29%) focused on maize. Nine out of 11 studies (82%) under the
markets and trade development thematic area focused on maize or grain (maize, soy
beans and wheat) reserves while 11 out of 23 (48%) of the studies under the food
security and nutrition thematic area focused on maize, since it is the national staple food.
Studies that focus on maize and grain are more visible in the policy and public arena
because they are more commonly and consistently presented as policy briefs and
advisory notes.
Research focus, as judged by planned research activities, was not equitably spread
across the five thematic areas. Research focus is apparently biased against the two
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thematic areas of gender and youth in agriculture, and climate change and natural
resource management. In 2018, 24 activities were planned for the five thematic areas of
which three were for gender and youth and two for climate change and natural resource
management, while for 25 planned activities in 2019, the allotment for these two areas
was two and four activities respectively.
Under strategic objective two, support for development and strengthening of capacity
for policy research and development by public and private institutions in Zambia, both
institutions and individuals within IAPRI were capacitated. IAPRI hosted postgraduate
fellowships and internship awards. In 2018, seven females and seven males were
targeted for postgraduate fellowships and internship awards, and nine males and three
females were actually awarded. In 2019, five males and five females were targeted and
completed internships. Postgraduate fellowship awards were discontinued. In 2020, five
females and five males were targeted for internships and six males, and four females
completed the internships. Table 2 shows the capacity building activities conducted for
various institutions.

Table 2
Year

Capacity building activities, public and private institutions
Organisation

Capacity Building Activity
Title

Description

2018

CSO
MoA
MFL
IAPRI

Training
meeting

Data Analysis using SPSS

2018

CSO

Training
meeting

IAPRI co-hosted a training workshop on
monitoring indicators for the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) with FAO Rome.
This training workshop was attended by the
Acting Director of Central Statistical Office, the
Acting Deputy Director Policy and Planning in
the Ministry of Agriculture, Chief Policy Analyst
in the Ministry Livestock and Fisheries, and the
Acting Director of the National Food and
Nutrition Commission

MoA
MoFL
NFNC

2019

CSO
NFNC

Training
meeting

Research methods for the Feed the Future Endline Survey

2019

CSO
MoA
MoFL

Training
meeting

Research methods for Rural Agricultural
Livelihood Survey (RALS) and the Scaling up
Nutrition Learning and Evaluation
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MoH
MCD

2020

UNZA

Seminar

The partnership with UNZA was further
enhanced through Dr. Hambulo Ngoma
presenting a seminar at UNZA on “Climatesmart agriculture: will higher yields lead to lower
deforestation”

2020

UNZA
ZaWARD
IAPRI

Training
meeting

Integrating Gender in Policy Research and
Outreach

Source: IAPRI Research Directorate. Notes: CSO=Central Statistical Office, NFNC = National Food and Nutrition
Commission, MoA = Ministry of Agriculture, MoFL=Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock, MoH= Ministry of Health,
UNZA= University of Zambia, MCD= Ministry of Community Development, ZaWARD=Zambia Women in
Agricultural Research and Development.

Under strategic objective three during this period, IAPRI continued its alliances with
organisations with similar and complementary mandates as indicated in Table 3. IAPRI
partners with these organisations to conduct outreach events. Sida is also included as
one key alliance partner in this context.

Table 3

IAPRI achievement on seven lower level strategic objectives
Description 2018

2019

2020

Target

Actual

%

Target

Actual

%

Target

Actual

%

SO1

To conduct
and support
evidencebased research
and
development

25

22 (6)

88

28

23 (14)

82

18

17 (10)

94

SO2

To support the
development
and
strengthening
of capacity for
policy
research and
development

23

20

87

37

36

97

31

19

61

SO3

To establish
strategic
alliances

CUTS, Musika,
Oxfam, ZDA, MCTI,
MoA, Provincial
governments, Sida
five-year award

MoU with World
Vision, CARITAS and
YEFI

Continued work with
CUTS, CARITAS, and
YEFI Initiative
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SO4

To
disseminate
research
findings to
stakeholders

SO5

To use
outreach
outputs to
inform the
research
agenda

SO6

To increase
generation of
income from
resource
mobilisation
activities
through
business
development
initiatives

SO7

To rationalise
the institute
cost structures
including
development
of own office
premises

41

36 (16)

88

52

52

10
0

50

48 (15)

96

16,449,
720

10,061,
975
(28)

61

16,500,
000

20,007,
640
(33)

12
1

25,365,
000

22,159,
586
(56)

87

Applied for and
obtained five hectares
of land from MFEZ for
construction of offices

Minimum progress on
building office premises
because of liquidity
problems

Source: Extracted and adapted from IAPRI annual reports, 2018-2020. Notes: Except for SO6, figures in brackets
indicate demand-driven outputs. Figures for SO6 represent funds raised denominated in the local Zambian Kwacha. In
brackets is shown the percent contribution to the total annual income of IAPRI.

SO 5 has not been reported on consistently during the period under evaluation. Apart
from a general statement in 2018 and 2019 that key policy issues emerge during
outreach events, which then inform the subsequent research agenda, there are no specific
details. In 2020, discussions during a meeting on biotechnology informed the research
on public perceptions on biotechnology in Zambia. From the virtual outreach meeting
that discussed the 2020 Crop Forecast Survey, the research on managing the 2020/21
marketing season emerged.
Achievements in SO 6 depend on the success rate of projects that IAPRI bids for. In
2018, the Business Development Unit bid for nine projects, out of which two were
successful. The successful bids represented 23 percent of the total funds that were bid
for. The sudden rise of the proportion contributed by the BDU reported in 2020, was due
to the close of the USAID financial support, which previously had contributed 35
percent of IAPRI’s budget. BDU contribution will become even more important if donor
funding declines.
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What policies (agriculture, environment, gender, nutrition) has IAPRI managed to
influence, and which ones are yet to be changed?
Table 4 provides a summary of the number of policy briefs and advisory notes which
IAPRI produced during the period covered by the evaluation, and also provides the
number of policies/plans influenced and those in the process of being changed, of which
IAPRI was the primary influencer, by thematic area (see Appendices 5, 6, 7 and 8 for
details)9.

Table 4
Number of policy briefs/advisory notes produced, and policies and
plans having been influenced/or in the process of being influenced
Description

2018

2019

2020

Total

Thematic Area

Thematic Area

Thematic Area

Thematic Area

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

# of Policy
Briefs/Advisory
Notes produced

3

1

5

1

1

5

1

3

0

1

0

1

1

2

1

8

3

9

3

3

# of
policies/plans
influenced

0

2

2

0

2

1

0

5

0

0

4

2

0

0

0

5

4

7

0

2

# of
policies/plans in
the process

1

1

1

0

0

1

2

1

0

0

6

5

6

7

2

6

9

9

7

2

Source: Extracted from Appendices 5, 6 and 7

A total of 26 policy briefs/advisory notes were produced during the evaluation period
while 18 policies/plans were influenced and 33 of them are in the process of being
changed. An observation was made that most of what have been specified as influenced
policies are related to programme design and not necessarily such key policy changes
which are needed to trigger economic growth and poverty reduction by creating an
enabling environment for the private sector to drive economic growth10. The key
policies have still not been influenced much yet because of political sensitivity.
Sometimes there is even a return to old policy such as the Food Reserve Agency (FRA)

9

Influence is where IAPRI has had an effect of some kind on policies and/or plans, or the effect itself. For instance, where IAPRI has
been asked to provide inputs to the understanding of or implications of a particular policy, or contribute to the development of a plan
or strategy. Change is where IAPRI has actually made a difference, altered or modified policies, or where IAPRI has replaced a policy
with another policy that is newer or better.
10
Policies that are key to triggering economic growth and poverty reduction, include budget allocation to the agricultural sector as well
as budget re-allocation within the sector away from a bias towards FRA, strategic grain reserves and FISP, which take up about 60%
of the sector’s budget, and the formulation of the Crop Marketing and Export Policy.
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and the Electronic Fertiliser Input Support Programme (e-FISP, as can be seen from the
discussion below under each thematic area.
Agriculture
A. The government requested IAPRI to use its evidence-based data and inputs from
other key stakeholders to formulate a chapter on agriculture which was
incorporated in the Government’s 2020-2023 Economic Recovery Plan (ERP),
which focuses on restoring economic growth and diversification. The ERP was
launched in December 2020.
B. The framing of a national level Zero Hunger Review Strategy (ZHRS), focused
on the following five key pillars: (i) ensuring 100 percent access to adequate
food all year round, (ii) zero stunted children under the age of two, (iii) all food
systems are sustainable, (iv) 100 percent increase in smallholder productivity
and income and (v) zero loss or waste of food. This strategy was developed in
response to Zambia being part of the global initiative to ensure there is no hunger
by 2030 and is in line with Zambia’s commitments to the African Union’s call to
eliminate hunger and food insecurity by 2063, and her priorities in the 7NDP.
The ZHRS was launched in 2018 and made two recommendations: that
government should speedily develop and implement a holistic and coherent Food
and Nutrition Security Policy aligned to the 7NDP; and coordination of food and
nutrition interventions must be done at higher administrative levels in order to
coordinate all stakeholders for the implementation of the Zero Hunger roadmap.
The Office of the Vice President engaged IAPRI as a consultant to develop the
ZHRS. IAPRI did all the consultations with the key stakeholders, framed the
ZHRS, and disseminated the results to all the key stakeholders including the
Vice President’s Office.
C. IAPRI was requested by the Ministry of Development and National Planning to
use its evidence-based research results to help in the formulation of a Chapter on
Agriculture in the 8th National Development Plan (8NDP) the development of
which is being coordinated by the Ministry of Development and Planning, and
which awaits to be launched.
D. IAPRI produced a concept note on the formulation of the Crop Marketing and
Export Policy, which the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) scrutinised, and based
on that developed a cap memo11 which has since been submitted to the Cabinet
Office for approval before formulation can commence.
E. The Zambia Agricultural Business Strategy (ZABS): The MoA has
formulated this strategy in consultation with stakeholders, including IAPRI,
which incorporated most of what they proposed in the concept note for the

11

A cap memo is a request which is crafted and sent to Cabinet Office by a particular ministry seeking the approval or go ahead of a
particular request made, in this case the request for Cabinet to authorize the formulation of the Agricultural Trade and Marketing
Policy.
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formulation of the Agricultural Trade and Marketing Policy. This has enabled
the utilisation of the valuable advice IAPRI provided for the improvement of
marketing in the country while awaiting Cabinet’s approval of the cap memo for
the formulation of the Policy.
F. Ad-hoc trade bans: In May 2019, the Government imposed an export ban on
maize. That ban, coupled with the bumper harvests in the two seasons of
2018/2019 and 2019/2020 marketing seasons resulted in an accumulation of
800,000 metric tons of excess maize. The Grain Traders Association of Zambia
(GTAZ) requested IAPRI to come up with an evidence-based paper justifying
why the export ban should be lifted, especially that the country was still
expecting a bumper harvest in the 2020/2021 marketing season, which was
presented to the Government. Using that evidence from IAPRI, the Government
lifted the ban in March 2021. Without IAPRI’s readily available reliable data,
Government would have delayed that decision for about 2 months until it had
conducted a rapid appraisal on availability of maize stocks in the country since it
does not have reliable statistics on maize stocks. The delay would have caused a
price reduction and a loss for the private sector as well as the farmers as there
would have been a substantial amount of maize held up by grain traders and
millers. In addition, the government commits, through the ERP, to easing
agricultural export bans.
G. Effects of COVID-19 on the Zambian agricultural sector: Through its
internal task force formed to monitor and report on the effects of the COVID-19
pandemic on the agricultural sector, IAPRI conducted various studies monitoring
policy shifts in economic livelihoods during the pandemic12, in collaboration
with IFPRI13 on food and nutrition security14 and carried out a study on COVID19 trade implications together with the World Bank15. The results of these
studies were utilised by several stakeholders. .
H. National Strategic Grain Reserves: In 2018, IAPRI proposed an evidencebased optimal size of the strategic grain reserves (SGR), which the Food Reserve
Agency (FRA) maintains, without negatively affecting the food security situation
in the country. IAPRI’s work on SGR helped spur debates on reducing FRA
SGR purchases and eventually FRA reduced its target SGR from above 500,000
metric tons to between 300,000 – 350,000 metric tons during 2018 and 2019,
before increasing to above 500,000 in 2020. FRA is still using the 2019/2020
law which authorised it to purchase 1,000,000 metric tons of maize of which
500,000 metric tons is for strategic grain reserves and 500,000 metric tons of
maize is for export

12

Balancing health and economic livelihoods: Policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic in Zambia.
The International Food Policy Research Institute
14
Public Perceptions of Effects of COVID-19 on Food Security, Livelihoods and Priority Measures (Summary of Online Rapid
Assessment Survey Results)
15
Securing Food Systems and Trade in Zambia during the COVID-19 Pandemic
13
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I. 2019 Rural Agricultural Livelihoods Survey (RALS) Report: Through this
survey, IAPRI arrived at the income-based rural poverty rate of 80.4%. This was
higher than the country’s target to reduce rural poverty rates to 40 percent by the
year 2015 according to the National Agricultural Investment Plan (NAIP) 20142018. However, the national estimates show that rural poverty was reduced from
77.9 per cent in 2010 to 76.6 per cent in 2015, based on the last Living
Conditions Monitoring Survey (LCMS) done by the Central Statistics Office in
2015. The LCMS surveys use the consumption expenditure method to come up
with poverty estimates whilst the Rural Agricultural Livelihood Survey uses
income methods, therefore, the two surveys are not comparable.
J. New Sustainable Fresh Produce Wholesale Markets: In 2019, IAPRI
conducted a feasibility study on this subject with financial support from Musika
Development Initiatives, the results of which were used by the Savenda Group16
to develop a business plan to guide their investment in Zambia. The Savenda
Group have since come up with the Zambia Fresh Lusaka Market, which is
Africa’s first commission-agent and formal fresh produce market outside South
Africa.
K. The maize market outlook and regional analysis: IAPRI conducts this
regularly to promote maize marketing and trade policy predictability and
transparency. This work by IAPRI is valued by government as IAPRI has
continued to participate in the national Stocks Monitoring Committee, chaired by
the Permanent Secretary at the MoA. Occasionally, IAPRI is requested to make
presentations on the food security update and market outlook in the country.
Agricultural Diversification
The agricultural diversification thematic area has two sub-components, namely,
technology and smallholder productivity, and public expenditure.
1) Technology and smallholder productivity
A. E-FISP: The electronic Fertiliser Input Support Programme (E-FISP) is aimed at
promoting financial inclusion through digital platform, private sector
involvement, agricultural diversification, and lowering government’s
administrative expenditure on the Fertiliser Input Support Programme( FISP).
Based on IAPRI’s evidence-based research, the electronic Fertiliser Input
Support Programme (E-FISP), was piloted in the 2015/16 season in 13 districts,
then 40 districts in 2016/17, and covered the whole country in 2017/18, with
private sector participation. However, it was scaled down to 60% and 40%
national coverage during the 2018/2019 and 2019/2020 seasons when part of the

16

Savenda Group is a South African group of companies which is involved in various value chains, one of which is the marketing of
fresh produce.
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FISP was implemented under the Direct Input Supply (DIS)17 due to technical
challenges faced by the Government. The technical issues were later resolved,
making it possible to roll out the E-FISP nation-wide again.
B. The Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock (MFL) requested IAPRI to provide
evidence-based information on the goat value chain18 to help in the design of
project interventions that would enhance goat production in Zambia under the
Enhanced Smallholder Livestock Investment Programme (ESLIP) funded by
the International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD).
C. IAPRI’s publication on the fish value chain was used in the formulation of the
National Aquaculture Trade Development Strategy and Plan 2020-2024.
D. Fisheries Policy: The Parliamentary Committee on Agricultural, Land and
Natural Resources requested IAPRI to make a submission on the opportunities
and challenges of the Fish industry in Zambia for the formulation of the
Fisheries Policy which is yet to be adopted.
2) Public expenditure
A. Post Annual Government Budget Analysis and Dialogue: Every year after the
Ministry of Finance announces the budget, IAPRI carries out a budget analysis
on the implications of the budget for the agricultural sector and disseminates
information to stakeholders. Presentations on this are well attended but it was
indicated that it is produced too late to amend or change agricultural budget lines
for a particular year. This has been noted by IAPRI which plans to be
participating more during the budget allocation process itself.
B. Budget allocation to the Agricultural Sector: IAPRI has on several occasions
been asked to make submissions to Parliament on budget allocation to the
agricultural sector but there has been no change in the budget allocation to the
sector, which still remains below the African Union (AU) Comprehensive
African Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP)19 recommended
proportion of 10% of the total national budget for all AU member states. This is
because the government does not follow IAPRI’s advice such that two
government programmes (FISP and FRA strategic grain reserve) take up about
60% of the agricultural sector budget every year.

17

Direct Input Supply is where only 2 to 3 large private sector companies distribute inputs while under the E-FISP, almost 1,000
small agro-dealers participate in the distribution of the inputs.
18
IAPRI produced three livestock studies: “Developing the goat industry in Zambia”; “Goat value chain study”; and “Smallholder
Livestock Production in Zambia: Bridging the Gender Gap”
19

Government is a signatory to the AU CAADP.
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Food Security and Nutrition
A. Informing Programme Design: IAPRI’s Zambia Food Security and Nutrition
Reports are used by most of the agriculture stakeholders to inform their
programme design, e.g. IAPRI’s research guided the formulation of the Scaling
Up Nutrition II (SUN II) programme.
B. Improved food balance sheet and hunger index: Results from IAPRI’s
research studies on food and nutrition in 2019 contributed to the expansion of the
food balance sheet to make it nutrition-sensitive. The 2019 Global Hunger Index
(GHI) showed a change in Zambia’s Hunger Index from 52.3 in 2000 to 38 when
the improved nutrition-sensitive food balance sheet was used in the calculation
of the hunger index.
Climate Change and Natural Resources (Environment)
A. Policy reforms: IAPRI used its evidence-based information to participate in the
policy reforms for the Forest Act and the Wildlife Act, aimed at creating
sufficient incentives and clarity on benefit-sharing mechanisms for community
participation in sustainable natural resources management. The Acts are yet to be
adopted.
B. IAPRI contributed to the formulation of the 8NDP’s Chapter on Climate
Change and Natural Resources.
C. IAPRI provided evidence-based Climate Change and Natural Resources
Management (forests, water resources, wildlife, etc.) Policy
recommendations when it was invited to provide input by the Parliamentary
sub-committee for Agriculture and Natural Resources.
D. IAPRI presented evidence on ’Climate Change and Sustainable Natural
Resources Management’ at national fora such as USAID’s Integrated Land
Resources Governance Symposium; the National Conference on Conservation
Agriculture; and the University of Zambia School of Agricultural Sciences’
monthly policy seminars.
E. IAPRI has been collaborating with international policy and multilateral institutes
(e.g. IFPRI and the World Bank) to generate and disseminate evidence on
climate change impacts on, and vulnerability and resilience of, Zambia’s
agricultural sector.
F. IAPRI provides evidence-based information to stakeholders and Government to
lobby for increased budget allocation to climate change and environmental
protection programmes. This is still to be adopted.
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Gender
A. IAPRI had four research outputs20 on gender which were done with a view to
focus on two policy issues: gender inclusiveness in the programme design, and
enlightening people about the need to think about gender disparities in resource
allocation, programme design and participation. As a result of its work, IAPRI
was invited to make a presentation at the prestigious annual event organised by
MULIMI21 on ’Bridging the gender gap on financing scenarios for Zambia’. The
presentation stimulated discussions around gender-sensitive financial product
development.
B. Food Enterprise Development (FED) project: Technoserve22 requested IAPRI
to provide evidence-based gendered information that fed into the development of
interventions for the Food Enterprise Development (FED) project funded by
Sida.
C. The IAPRI Board approved IAPRI’s Workplace Gender Policy on 30th July
2021.
Youth
A. Promoting the participation of youth in agriculture: IAPRI undertook five
studies to promote youth participation in agriculture23. The results of the “Youth
and Employment in Zambia” were shared at various fora: at a Youth Symposium
organised in collaboration with the Ministry of Commerce Trade and Industry
(MCTI) and Ministry of Youth, Sports and Child Development (MYSCD) in
Lusaka, and in a documentary which was aired. As a result of the success of the
Youth Symposium, IAPRI was invited to attend the Northern Province Expo in
November 2018, and the Central Province Expo to further disseminate the results
of the study.
B. FAO requested IAPRI’s publications on youth involvement in various
agriculture value chains and used the information in the development of projects
aimed at supporting youth.
It is important to note that when debating any policy issues related to agriculture, the
Parliamentary Committee on Agriculture, Land and Natural Resources often requests
IAPRI to appear before it to provide evidence-based recommendations.

“Gendered Atlas”; “Amazing Women! Stories of Successful Women in Agribusiness in Zambia’; “Understanding intra-household
gender disparities of smallholder livestock production in Zambia’; and “Are Agricultural Subsidies Gender Sensitive? Heterogeneous
Impacts of the Farmer Input Support Programme in Zambia”.
21
MULIMI is a Zambian organisation that supports women in agriculture
22
Technoserve is a non-governmental organisation that implements one of the Sida-funded programmes.
23
“Successful Emerging Agri-business Youth Entrepreneurs in Zambia: What makes them Succeed?”; “Youth Employment and
Agriculture in Zambia”; “Motivating and preparing African youth for successful careers in agribusiness: Insights from agricultural
role models”; What is the Secret behind the successful agri-business youth entrepreneurs in Zambia?”; and “Does Access to Land
and Security of Tenure Affect Agricultural Productivity among Youths? Evidence from Zambia”.
20
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To what extent have lessons learned from what works well and less well been used to
improve and adjust intervention implementation?
There is no documented process for the monitoring and evaluation function of IAPRI to
provide feedback on the research implementation process and there are no separate
periodic monitoring reports. Feedback on the process is just as important as the resultant
outputs from research. Nor are there any scheduled learning events.
IAPRI uses its outreach events to present to stakeholders the findings from research and
to obtain feedback from stakeholders on the usefulness of the research and advice
provided. Some research topics are said to originate from outreach events. For example
with regard to the annual budget reviews that occur immediately after the national
budget is presented, stakeholders are of the view that discussions would be more useful
if done before the budget is presented. Then, there might be a chance for government to
include some of the emerging input before the budget is presented. In response, IAPRI
resolved to hold two budget analysis meetings, one before the budget announcement and
the other afterwards. Information from annual reports (2018-2020) shows that the
Outreach Department scheduled two annual budget reviews in 2018 only. One annual
budget review per year was actually held in each of the three years.
IAPRI notes the following three important lessons learned in the course of executing its
mandate:
Policy influencing is a complex process involving several stakeholder interests
which are sometimes at variance. To achieve harmony in policy recommendations,
IAPRI holds annual consultative stakeholder dialogues before the agricultural marketing
season to ensure resolutions arrived at are inclusive. Most stakeholders spoken with
during the evaluation did not recall a separate stakeholder meeting before the marketing
season apart from the annual crop forecasting meeting called by the Ministry of
Agriculture at which some of the dialogue may have taken place. The dialogue might
also be listed as one of several policy meetings by the Outreach Department.
Some policy recommendations, even if evidence-based, may not be implemented
due to lack of transparent and effective cooperation, or for political reasons. For
instance, in the case of FRA and IAPRI, collaboration in the research process to
determine strategic reserves has been ineffective in achieving sufficient acceptance of
recommendations presented. Transparency and agreement about inputs and assumptions
that are used in models to determine strategic reserves is a necessary starting point for
promoting ownership of the results. Even if this would be achieved, however, it is
ultimately up to the policy makers to decide whether to adopt or reject the
recommendations. They may choose to disregard technically sound recommendations in
order to avoid political upheavals. Maize, as a staple crop, is a very political crop.
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Co-creation with stakeholders of the research implementation process promotes
ownership of the research outputs. By involving government personnel in its research
activities, IAPRI hopes that this will make for greater appreciation of the research output
and advocacy for policy adoption from within the government command system.
To what extent has the IAPRI programme generated, or is expected to generate,
significant positive or negative, intended, or unintended, high-level effects in
agricultural sector with regard to policies?
The IAPRI Theory of Change is shown in Figure 1 below. The high-level effects in the
diagram start from the result “improved policy environment for sustainable agricultural
transformation”, which is intended to lead to reduced poverty, food security and
nutrition. As is clear from the above presentations of the limited indications of highlevel effects as a result of IAPRI interventions, it is not obvious that this Theory of
Change is valid and may need to be re-visited, including looking at the assumptions that
the Theory of Change was actually based upon24.

Figure 1

24

IAPRI Theory of Change

No information about these assumptions is available in the documentation received from IAPRI.
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The virtual Forcefield analysis that was facilitated by the evaluation team shed some light
on what factors hinder and support respectively, the attainment of IAPRI’s goals. As
discussed with IAPRI at the joint event on the Theory of Change, the generic factors
provided in Table 5, which are entirely based on the perceptions of IAPRI staff, can
constitute a basis for analysing and arriving at assumptions about what factors that could
more effectively support the achievement of the IAPRI goals.

Table 5
Ranking results of supporting and hindering factors for achieving
IAPRI’s goal (Please note that the most important factor is the factor that gets the
lowest score)
Supporting factors
1

Score

Financial support from development partners, e.g. Embassy of
Sweden, and potential other donors
Highly qualified, competent, hardworking, versatile and dedicated
staff
Increasing stakeholder acceptability and demand for evidence-based
research outputs and policy recommendations

54

4

Competitive advantage and high demand for IAPRI services due to
long-term engagement, autonomy, political impartiality, strong brand
and stakeholder confidence

79

5

Wide outreach base and collaboration with other actors, from
grassroots level to regional think tanks

84

6
7

Strong convening power in the agriculture sector
Access to political establishment, such as the parliamentary subcommittee on agriculture
IAPRI has valuable institutional base and assets, including a strong
and diverse board, rich database, good and strong systems and controls

85
88

2
3

8
9
10
11

1
2

Good alignment with national goals in the agricultural sector
Potential for sustainable self-financing, e.g. through the BDU
Opportunities for increasing efficiency of its operations by applying
new IT solutions, particularly for teleworking and virtual meetings
Hindering factors
Decline in donor funding
Political influence, bureaucracy, rent seeking and vested interest
causing sub-optimal policy development

56
71

121
126
138
149

Score
49
65

3

Increased dependency on BDU funding may redirect resources and
attention from achieving IAPRI’s core mission

73

4

High staff turnover, reductions in number and
compensation/incentives for staff, delayed payments, increased
workload and lowered morale

84
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5

High frequency of change among policy decision makers causing lack
of consistent agricultural policy direction

87

6

Lack of understanding and appreciation of need for evidence-based
research for policy development

97

7

Top-heavy management with too many directors and top-down
communication style

105

8

Certain level of dislike of IAPRI among other stakeholders and
politicians because of its impartiality and independence, and the
sensitivity of certain policy issues

106

9

Insufficient governance and control from a board that is too large and
with a static membership

116

10
11

Effects of unforeseen events such as the COVID-19 pandemic
Lack of smallholder farmers ability and interest to embrace
innovations

135
137

Source: Results of IAPRI Forcefield analysis Virtual Event, based on IAPRI staff perceptions.

C. EFFICIENCY
Has the M&E system delivered robust and useful information that could be used to assess
progress towards outcomes and contribute to learning?

Although the precise definition of an M&E system varies between different
organisations, an M&E system in most cases refers to all the indicators at each level of
the programme (thematic area for activity interventions, outputs, outcomes and impact),
the tools to be used to collect data to measure those indicators, and the processes that
one can use to measure if a programme has been implemented according to the plan
(monitoring) and is having the desired results (evaluation). An M&E system is often
described in an M&E Plan while an M&E Framework is one part of the M&E Plan.
IAPRI’s M&E system is found to be incomplete and inconsistent. The IAPRI’s Strategic
Plan 2017-2022 provides the IAPRI’s strategic objectives and the M&E structure which
highlights four levels of the programme: four Strategic Pillars with the thematic areas,
the outputs, the outcomes, and the impact, without indicators at any of the levels. The
ToC and the M&E Structure articulated in the Final Project Proposal submitted to Sida
for June 2018 – May 2020 provides five levels of the programme as the outcomes here
are divided into two: the lower-level outcomes and higher-level outcomes (they are
combined in the Strategic Plan as one level). Both the strategic objectives and outcome
results are discussed in Section 3.2 of this report.
Although IAPRI has defined the indicators at all levels of the programme in its M&E
Framework, it does not define the tools and the processes which will be used to collect
data for reporting on the lower level and higher-level outcome indicators. As a result,
IAPRI has not been consistent in its reporting system according to the frequencies of
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reporting on each indicator as stipulated in the M&E Framework. Out of the three years
under review, IAPRI made an attempt to write a comprehensive report covering almost
all the indicators only in the 2020 annual report, although some indicators were still not
reported on at disaggregate levels required in the M&E Framework. For example, for
documents cited or quoted, only those cited by media were reported on, yet the M&E
Framework stipulates that the reporting would include those cited or quoted or used by
policy makers and other stakeholders as well. This implies that senior management and
other IAPRI stakeholders were not properly informed about the actual use of the outputs
of IAPRI. As for the higher-level outcome indicators, the reports were not consistent in
reporting on the level of participation of the private sector in output marketing. This
could be attributed to the fact that the information is supposed to be collected from other
stakeholders who may not easily avail the data.
The learning process as well as the process of incorporating and/or substituting planned
activities for demand-driven activities is not documented as part of the M&E system for
someone to understand the criteria used to incorporate the demand-driven activities. The
learning process can be improved upon for results achievement by IAPRI capitalising
and focusing on non-politically sensitive topics.
To what extent has the intervention delivered, likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely
way considering the inputs (funds),organisational structure and outputs?

Sida has been disbursing funds to IAPRI in a timely manner except for a one-off delay
that resulted from a delay in concluding the funding agreement after the first agreement
had come to an end. Generally, IAPRI has been able to deliver its outputs in a timely
manner. When the USAID funding came to an end in 2020 there was a funding gap for
implementing the Strategic Plan. To fill that gap, IAPRI used income generated through
its Business Development Unit (BDU) to supplement the funding from Sida for
programme implementation. However, there has still been a reduction in funds for the
Research Directorate. In addition, IAPRI had to put the following cost saving measures
in place: reduced salaries by 41%25; surrendered part of the office space to the landlord
to reduce on office rentals; sold off some old motor vehicles to reduce vehicle
maintenance costs; there was no replacement of staff who left IAPRI due to the
reduction in the salaries – instead their work was shared amongst the remaining staff;
had to forego the replacement of the computers with new ones as per the policy after
every three years and fell back on old computers. IAPRI started teleworking in 2020
mainly due to the COVID-19 pandemic and this reduced some finance and

25

For the 19 staff who are currently at IAPRI who were there at the time the agreement with Sida was being signed, the total salary
bill reduced from US$93,030.36 before the agreement was signed to US$78,504.91 at the time of signing the agreement (15.6%
reduction) and reduced further to US$ 58,486.16 from January 2021 (a further 25.5% reduction)
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administrative costs26 and enabled the participation of people from outside Zambia who
could otherwise not have attended these outreach activities. In 2020, there were delays
in the implementation of some research activities in the second and third quarters due to
COVID-19 pandemic, but they were completed by the end of the year.
From the organisational structure point of view, although the staff managed to share the
work of the staff that had left, that may have compromised the quality of the work in the
long run as researchers tend to specialise. Out of currently 11 technical IAPRI staff, all
but two are agricultural economists. Considering the width of IAPRI’s work scope and
current needs to integrate thematic aspects of immense importance to agriculture, such
as climate change mitigation, adaptation and resilience, this staffing profile is far from
optimal. On the part of the board, the institutional board membership by position has
resulted in some board members being there from inception for as long as their position
in the institution they are representing on the IAPRI Board has not changed. This may
tend to compromise best practices for board oversight and bringing in of new ideas.
The salary levels at IAPRI have been the subject of discussion between IAPRI and Sida.
The salaries are paid in USD and there have been fixed annual increments that have
resulted in levels that have been considered too high by Sida. The discussions resulted in
reductions of, on average, 26% for research staff27. Following the severe reduction in
financing resulting from the withdrawal of USAID financial support, there was a further
reduction of salaries for research staff with another 5%, resulting in a total reduction of
31% from the original level. Several cost-cutting measures have been implemented,
including self-payment contributions to staff medical insurance, disposal of vehicles,
reduced number of interns, reduction of office accommodation costs, review of service
contracts, and reallocation of tasks.
The current average salary level for IAPRI research staff is 5,833 USD/month. This is
considered being a high level compared to similar organisations in Zambia and the
region. As a comparison, the average salary for research staff producing analytical
studies and policy-oriented reports at one of the most prestigious global environmental
think-tanks, with offices on several continents, including Africa, is around 4,600 USD28.
This means that even in the current situation, following the radical reductions that have
been made, the research staff salary levels at IAPRI are 25% higher than those at this
particular global think-tank.
The high salary levels have serious negative effects on the cost efficiency of IAPRI’s
interventions as well as on the sustainability of the organisation as such. The fact that

26

Overall, the Finance and Administrative costs increased by 28.3% from ZMW 4,578,817 in 2018 to ZMW 5,875,978 in 2019 but
reduced by 21.5% to ZMW 4,610,214 in 2020, even though the utilities, office rentals, and other administrative costs increased in
2020 from the 2019 figures.
27
Research Associates and above (Executive Director and Finance and Administration Director not included). Data included in table
on “Salary Revisions” received from IAPRI, have been used as a basis for these calculations.
28
Personal communication with research staff member in global think-tank.
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the set of staff competence profiles is not optimally adjusted to the range of themes and
results covered by IAPRI, including the important crosscutting issues, is an additional
limitation to IAPRI’s efficiency.

D. SUSTAINABILITY
To what extent does the lack of government funding or funding from other Zambian
stakeholders and the cessation of USAID funding have on IAPRI’s capacity to deliver
on its mandate?
There were three major challenges that the Institute faced in the 1st Quarter of 2021.
Firstly, the Institute continued to experience a tight liquidity situation, which limited the
capacity of the Institute to adequately dismantle its negative balances carried over from
the 4th Quarter of 2020. Secondly, the staff attrition coupled with reduced staff salaries
and emoluments required remaining staff to take on more work, including working on
assignments attained under the Business Development Unit (BDU). Thirdly, restrictions
in movement and assembly due to the 2nd wave of COVID-19 constrained certain
outreach activities even though continuous innovation using online platforms and
leveraging partners’ strengths allowed for overcoming this constraint. The Institute
continues to review its challenges and risks and finding solutions and mitigation
measures to address them. A more detailed review of the challenges and risks are
presented in the risk matrix as part of the Audit and Risk Board Committee report.
It is clear that the government is neither willing nor able to provide core support to
IAPRI for production of common-good policy advice in the way Sida and other donors
have done so far, and potential new donors will in the future. The government finances
are not good enough, and funding IAPRI would have to be according to government
procurement rules. As one government official put it: “IAPRI would have to compete in
procurements on the same terms as any other institution or company”.
IAPRI has been rather successful in creating an alternative to strong donor funding in
the form of the BDU, which has funded around half of the current budget through
assignments won on the open market. This comes at a cost, since the overheads that can
be gained from these contracts cannot substitute the regular donor funding, which means
that it cannot cover the “common good” part of IAPRI’s operations.
Another administrative problem with sustainability implications is the fact that there is
no staff succession plan. The high salary levels mentioned in Section 3.3 will not be
sustainable in the current situation and they can be revised only when new staff are
recruited that are willing to accept contracts with lower salary and emolument levels.
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To what extent will the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to
continue?
The main benefit of IAPRI’s work has been agriculture policy change, supported by
evidence-based research. Most government stakeholders have expressed this, and also
voiced their appreciation of the fact that IAPRI advice has been impartial, unlike advice
from interest-based organisations and the private sector. As long as the adopted policies
stay in place, the intervention benefits will continue. However, if political orientation and
other determining conditions at macro level change, so will the policies, and the benefit
of the intervention will not remain as evidently.
IAPRI has also contributed to capacity development in the sector through training and
dissemination of research findings. The benefits of this work can be expected to continue
for some time.
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4 Evaluative Conclusions
A.

RELEVANCE

IAPRI’s work is relevant and aligned to the objectives and priorities of the 7th
National Development Plan, the National Agricultural Policy and the strategy for
Sweden’s development cooperation with Zambia. Research is addressing some of the
important underlying causes of slow growth in the agricultural sector. Apart from
providing evidence for policy making in the agricultural sector, IAPRI has earned a
reputation as a respected broker and impartial convenor of stakeholder meetings and
dialogues. The government and other important stakeholders in the agricultural sector
view IAPRI and its work as relevant.
Judging by policy briefs and papers produced as evidence basis for policy making and
advocacy, there has been some re-orientation of research towards the areas of climate
change, environment and natural resources management. There is, however, limited
IAPRI interaction with regulatory and implementing agencies working on
environment, climate change and climate-smart agriculture. This is mainly due to the
staff structure of IAPRI being almost exclusively based on competence in agriculture
economics.

B.

EFFECTIVENESS

At output level, IAPRI has been effective, achieving on average over 80 percent of
the planned work. The COVID-19 outbreak in 2020 led to the cancellation of local
and international training activities, thus lowering achievement in this area.
At outcome level, performance has been limited. The extent of government spending
on key drivers of agricultural growth, as measured by the portion of national budget
allocated to agriculture, has been below the 10% advised by the Comprehensive
African Agriculture Development Programme during this period. It was 8.9% in
2018, 6.1% in 2019 and 3.7% in 2020. The extent of private sector participation in
input marketing, judged by the extent of rollout of the e-voucher mode of distribution,
was 100% in the 2017/18 season, 60% in 2018/2019 and 40% in 2019/20. The extent
of private sector participation in maize marketing has not been consistently measured.
Maize purchases by the private sector constituted 70% of total purchases in 2018.
There are many intervening factors that influence favourable outcomes, some of
which are beyond IAPRI’s control. The emphasis on private sector participation in
private sector maize marketing is a double-edged sword. Managed properly, the
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policies to encourage participation will benefit small-holder maize producers through
fair farm gate prices. However, as a staple crop, maize production and input
marketing are heavily influenced by the political economy, and government policy
pronouncements tend to move with the political environment at the time. Direct input
supply is structured such that it lacks transparency and offers many opportunities for
rent seeking and other vices. Since IAPRI is primarily engaged in policy research and
not programme implementation, it does not have the opportunity to test or pilot any of
its policy recommendations.
IAPRI has produced 86 research outputs covering five thematic areas and
crosscutting areas. They have also collaborated on nine studies with other
organisations including the World Bank, European Union, World Food Programme
and the International Fund for Agricultural Development. About one third of the
studies (29%) are focused on maize or grain reserves and on maize as a central part of
the regular food security updates. These studies are visible in the policy or public
arena because they are more commonly presented as policy briefs or advisory notes
than other studies. Despite many research outputs in agriculture, not many
agricultural policies have actually been changed. Policies on maize and agricultural
inputs, especially fertiliser, are politically sensitive. Although there have been some
changes in IAPRI’s focus, there is still a strong orientation in the work programme of
IAPRI towards covering agriculture trade and marketing, agriculture diversification,
and food and nutrition thematic areas, compared to providing attention to crosscutting
issues of environment, climate change, natural resource management, gender and
youth.
One reason why IAPRI’s performance at outcome level is limited, is that it has not
been adequately elaborated how change is supposed to link up from the output to
outcome levels. There is evidence to suggest that the current IAPRI Theory of
Change is not perfectly valid, particularly with regard to underlying assumptions. The
lack of explicit appreciation and elaboration of the underlying assumptions means
that IAPRI may not have considered how to mitigate the risks associated with some
of the assumptions.

C. EFFICIENCY
IAPRI’s monitoring and evaluation system is incomplete in that while it defines and
documents the indicators at all levels of the programme, it does not define and
document the tools and processes for data collection and analysis to enable reporting
on outcome indicators and for learning. IAPRI has not been consistent in reporting on
all indicators in accordance with the frequencies of reporting stipulated in the
monitoring and evaluation framework. This raises doubts about the credibility of the
results reported on. The climate change, natural resources management, gender and
youth thematic area indicators at outcome and impact levels are not visible.
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Therefore, it is difficult to assess progress. In addition, there has been less research in
these areas, partially because of few specialised staff. While the staff of IAPRI have
high academic qualifications, there is currently only one staff member with an
environmental, climate and natural resource management background.

D. SUSTAINABILITY
A current financing deficit, in combination with high staff salary costs, constitutes a
high risk to the sustainability of IAPRI at the same time as it reduces the effectiveness
and efficiency of operations.
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5 Recommendations
A.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO IAPRI

It is recommended that IAPRI:
1. Forge stronger research links with others working in the area of environment,
climate change and natural resource management. IAPRI’s research agenda
and its research and advisory products in this area stand a better chance of
getting attention at the policy levels and being used by policy makers when
the institution is collaborating with specialised agencies working in this field.
Collaboration with other organisations may also offer opportunities for IAPRI
to test or pilot some of its policy recommendations, hence increasing the
chances of policy adoption. IAPRI should focus more on policy changes that
may trigger economic growth as compared to policy changes that only
facilitate programme design for stakeholders.
2. Re-visit and update its Theory of Change, starting with an in-depth analysis of
the validity of underlying assumptions.
3. Develop and apply thematic outcome- and impact-level indicators on gender,
youth, climate change and natural resource management.
4. Develop, define and apply the tools and processes for collecting data to report
on outcome indicators, which should incorporate learning in the M&E system,
and start to consistently report on all the indicators in the M&E framework.
5. Revisit the current composition of its Board to ensure that the rotation of
board members is consistent with best practices of governance with regard to
the length of term of office. The representation in the Board should also be
adapted to any thematic changes in IAPRI’s thematic foci.
6. Carry out by an independent consultant, a job analysis and a job audit vis-àvis the existing thematic areas and the planned output levels, on the basis of
which the number and competencies of staff in accordance with the
requirements of the different thematic areas can be based. Currently, the
research staff is composed almost exclusively of agricultural economists.
7. Follow the agreement conditions regarding salary levels, which IAPRI
committed to Sida. IAPRI has stated that when a staff member contract
expires, the contract will be renegotiated based on skills and experience. This
has so far not been implemented.
8. In addition to looking for additional funding from potential donors, continue
to develop its activities under its Business Development Unit, and develop and
implement a staff succession plan that can reduce the high staff costs in the
medium term.

43

5

B.

RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE EMBASSY OF
SWEDEN

It is recommended that the Embassy, in its dialogue with IAPRI:
1. Stress the need for improving IAPRI’s M&E system as a basis for results
reporting at the output, outcome and impact levels.
2. Stress the need for IAPRI to adhere to commitments related to salary levels.
3. Consider an alternative financing mechanism for supporting IAPRI beyond
the current phase. This would include directed support to specific result areas
relevant to the current portfolio. This could create synergies with other Sidasupported interventions in the areas of agriculture, natural resource
management, climate change, gender and youth. Activities in these areas
could be developed and implemented in coordination and collaboration with
other Zambian partners. In this way, the Embassy may further develop its
current portfolio of activities in the environment-climate change-agriculture
nexus.
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ANNEX 1 – TERMS OF REFERENCE

Terms of Reference for the Mid Term Evaluation of Indaba
Agricultural Policy Institute (IAPRI) in Zambia
Date: 2021-04-01

1.

General information

1.1 Introduction
Indaba Agricultural policy Institute (IAPRI) is a non-profit company limited by guarantee whose mandate has
been to use empirical evidence to advise and possible guide government of Zambia and other stakeholders on
agricultural investments and policies. IAPRI was first funded by Sida under the Sweden’s cooperation strategy
with Zambia (2012-2018). In 2015, an evaluation was conducted to assess among other things the relevance
during the implementation period. The findings of the Midterm evaluation revealed that the IAPRI intervention
was relevant to both the development cooperation strategy of Sweden and Zambia. Therefore, Sida decided to
continue supporting IAPRI and signed a new agreement in 2018 under the cooperation strategy 2018-2022.
IAPRI’s mandate is to utilise empirical evidence to advise and guide the Government of Zambia on agricultural
policies and investments. The overarching goal of IAPRI’s policy analysis and outreach efforts is to identify
policies and investments in the agricultural sector that can effectively stimulate inclusive economic growth
and poverty reduction. The IAPRI’s vision and mission statements are guided by the Strategic Plan for 2017
to 2022, which has four pillars namely: 1) research and policy development, 2) outreach and alliances, 3)
financial sustainability 4) Governance. IAPRI achievements are based on three core operational activities
which are:
1) Producing trusted, impartial, and high-quality research on agricultural, food and natural resource policy
issues in Zambia and the wider Southern Africa region.
2) Integrating research findings into national, regional, and international programs and policy strategies to
promote sustainable agricultural growth and reduce hunger and poverty in Zambia; and,
3) Supporting the development and strengthening of capacity for policy research, analysis, and outreach of
public and private institutions in Zambia.
IAPRI implementation strategy fit well in the Embassy’s development Strategy Area 3 that involves activities
in Environment, climate, renewable energy and sustainable economic development and livelihoods. The
specific results to be attained in strategy area 3 are:
- Sustainable use of natural resources increased sustainable production and productivity in agriculture,
increased resilience to climate change.
- Improved opportunities for sustainable livelihood, with a focus on productive employment with decent
working conditions particularly for women and young people
- Increased capacity to engage in sustainable trade, access to markets and value chains for small scale
farmers, entrepreneurs, and businesses
- Greater access to renewable energy and improved energy efficiency.
According to the reports coming from IAPRI, the Institution has been performing well and in accordance with
the agreed milestones. However, these works have not been verified in the last two years of the Sida support.
As a result, their works have remained largely unsubstantiated. Therefore, it is important to undertake the
midterm evaluation to assess whether the Intervention is still likely to achieve expected results, relevant and is
well aligned to the country strategy going forward. This planned evaluation was mutually agreed between
IAPRI and the Embassy.
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1.2 Evaluation object: Intervention to be evaluated
The evaluation object is the midterm evaluation of IAPRI. IAPRI has been undertaking research and outreach
activities to inform stakeholders on the agricultural policies. Over, the years research in nutrition, environment
and climate change have also been included in their outreach. Therefore, the evaluation will examine relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability in attaining the intended objectives. The evaluation will further be
used to identify areas of improvement for the remainder of the agreement period and also provide
recommendations to Sida for continued financial support.
The evaluators will be external to ensure that the analysis and findings are objective. The intended users of the
evaluation findings will be the Embassy of Sweden and IAPRI. The specific objectives of the evaluation are
to
• Assess the performance of IAPRI programme with regard to relevance (the extent to which the IAPRI
works conforms to the needs and priorities of the donor (Sida) and the beneficiaries (policy makers
and some targeted stakeholders especially those who are Sida funded) and the effectiveness (the extent
to which the intervention contributed to the intended outcomes.
• Assess the organisational structure whether it is cost effective (in terms of having the optimal number
and mix of staff) in undertaking the agreed mandate.
• Provide recommendations on future forms of support and also how to improve the implementation of
the programme for the remainder of the agreement period.
For further information, the intervention proposal is attached as Annex D.
The intervention logic or theory of change of the intervention may be further elaborated by the evaluator in the
inception report, if deemed necessary.

1.3 Evaluation rationale
Sida with several other donors (USAID being the major donor) has supported IAPRI since 2013. In 2015, a
midterm evaluation was undertaken to assess among other things the progress of the institution towards
sustainability and general performance of the institutions in attaining the agreed objectives. The findings from
the external evaluation were impressive. As a result of the reported good performance during the first phase of
support, Sida signed a new grant agreement in 2018 to undertake a 4 year programme. It was agreed that a
midterm evaluation will be undertaken after two years of implementation of this new intervention. In addition,
USAID ceased funding to IAPRI in May 2020 and it has been reported that IAPRI is struggling to meet some
of the obligations. Therefore, it is important to undertake the midterm evaluation to assess issues related to
sustainability, organisational structure, and relevance of IAPRI in the midst of reduced financial support.

2.

The assignment

2.1 Evaluation purpose: Intended use and intended users
The purpose or intended use of the midterm evaluation is to help the Embassy and IAPRI assess the progress
of the on-going interventions that was agreed in 2018. Further, the findings will provide lessons on what works
well and less well. It is also expected that the evaluation will provide recommendation on how the programme
may be adjusted and improved for the remainder of the agreement period. The Embassy will use the findings
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to make decisions on whether to continue funding IAPRI or not and also to make strategic decisions regarding
the portfolio of the strategy area 3 of the country cooperation strategy (2018-22).
The primary intended users of the evaluation are IAPRI staff and its board, the Embassy and some other donors
who are interested in the affairs of IAPRI. IAPRI will be responsible for keeping the various stakeholders
informed about the evaluation.

2.2 Evaluation scope
The midterm evaluation scope is limited to the period starting from when the new agreement was signed (2018)
to December 2020. The evaluation will focus on the activities that were agreed with the Embassy of Sweden
as indicated in the results framework. The evaluation will refer to the Embassy’s results strategy. Further the
evaluation will document what has been achieved, lessons learnt and areas of improvement.
The stakeholders to be selected for interviews during the evaluation will include but not limited to those that
interact closely with IAPRI such as the board members, government officials, Musika, ZNFU, USAID and
some Sida funded organisations.
However, the evaluator will define the scope of the assignment in the inception report.

2.3 Evaluation objective: Criteria and questions
The objectives of this evaluation are to;
•

Evaluate the relevance of the IAPRI’s intervention to the agricultural stakeholders (Embassy of
Sweden’s strategy inclusive) and formulate recommendations on how IAPRI can improve and adjust
implementation for the remainder of the agreement period.

•

Evaluate the effectiveness of IAPRI’s work with regard to the level of influence on the agricultural
policies.

•

Evaluate the cost effectiveness of the IAPRI’s organisational structure in undertaking the agreed
mandate.

The proposed evaluation questions are indicated below. Additions or amendments to the questions are
welcome. The final list of the questions will continue to be refined and concluded during the inception phase.
Relevance
•

•
•
•

To what extent has the IAPRI’s intervention objectives and design responded to the stakeholders
(private and public) needs, policies, and priorities, and have they continued to do so if/when
circumstances have changed?
Has IAPRI contributed to identify and implement adequate solutions for sustainable agriculture?
Has the research and policy development addressed the main causes of the problems in the
agriculture sector?
How compatible and complementary has the IAPRI intervention been with other interventions in
Zambia’s agricultural sector and the Embassy’s strategic area?
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Effectiveness
•

•
•

To what extent has the intervention achieved its objectives, and its results, including any differential
results across groups (women and youth) ? If so, why? If not, why not? What can be done to make the
intervention more effective?
What policies (agriculture, environment, gender, nutrition) have IAPRI managed to influence and
which ones are yet to be changed?
To what extent have lessons learned from what works well and less well been used to improve and
adjust intervention implementation?

Efficiency
•
•
•

Have the M&E system delivered robust and useful information that could be used to assess progress
towards outcomes and contribute to learning?
To what extent has the intervention delivered, likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely way
considering the inputs (funds),organisational structure and outputs?
To what extent has the IAPRI programme generated, or is expected to generate, significant positive or
negative, intended, or unintended, high-level effects in agricultural sector with regard to policies?

Sustainability
•
•

To what extend does the lack of government funding or funding from other Zambian stakeholders
and the cessation of USAD funding have on IAPRI’s capacity to delivery on its mandate .
To what extent will the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to continue?

2.4 Evaluation approach and methods
It is expected that the evaluator describes and justifies an appropriate evaluation approach/methodology and
methods for data collection in the tender. The evaluation design, methodology and methods for data collection
and analysis are expected to be fully developed and presented in the inception report. Given the situation with
Covid-19, innovative and flexible approaches/methodologies and methods for remote data collection should
be suggested when appropriate and the risk of doing harm managed.
The evaluator is to suggest an approach/methodology that provides credible answers (evidence) to the
evaluation questions. Limitations to the chosen approach/methodology and methods shall be made explicit by
the evaluator and the consequences of these limitations discussed in the tender. The evaluator shall to the extent
possible, present mitigation measures to address them. A clear distinction is to be made between evaluation
approach/methodology and methods.
A gender-responsive approach/methodology, methods, tools and data analysis techniques should be used29.
Sida’s approach to evaluation is utilisation-focused, which means the evaluator should facilitate the entire
evaluation process with careful consideration of how everything that is done will affect the use of the
evaluation. It is therefore expected that the evaluators, in their tender, present i) how intended users are to

29

See for example UNEG United Nations Evaluation Group (2014) Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in
Evaluations http://uneval.org/document/detail/1616
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participate in and contribute to the evaluation process and ii) methodology and methods for data collection that
create space for reflection, discussion and learning between the intended users of the evaluation.
In cases where sensitive or confidential issues are to be addressed in the evaluation, evaluators should ensure
an evaluation design that do not put informants and stakeholders at risk during the data collection phase or the
dissemination phase.

2.5 Organisation of evaluation management
This evaluation is commissioned by the Embassy of Sweden. The intended users are the Embassy, IAPRI and
possibly potential donors. The evaluation will serve as an input to the decision on whether IAPRI shall receive
continued funding after the expiry of the current agreement or not, the Embassy has thus commissioned the
evaluation. IAPRI has contributed to the ToR and will be provided with an opportunity to comment on the
inception report as well as the final report, but will not be involved in the management of the evaluation. Hence
the Embassy will evaluate tenders, approve the inception report and the final report of the evaluation. The
start-up meeting and the debriefing/validation workshop will be held the presence of both the Embassy and
IAPRI.

2.6 Evaluation quality
All Sida's evaluations shall conform to OECD/DAC’s Quality Standards for Development Evaluation30. The
evaluators shall use the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation31 and the OECD/DAC Better
Criteria for Better Evaluation32. The evaluators shall specify how quality assurance will be handled by them
during the evaluation process.
Better Criteria for Better Evaluation33. The evaluators shall specify how quality assurance will be handled by
them during the evaluation process.

2.7 Time schedule and deliverables
It is expected that a time and work plan is presented in the tender and further detailed in the inception report.
Given the situation with Covid-19, the time and work plan must allow flexibility in implementation. The
evaluation shall be carried out 1st of June 2021 and end 4th Oct 2021. The timing of any field visits, surveys
and interviews need to be settled by the evaluator in dialogue with the main stakeholders during the inception
phase.
The table below lists key deliverables for the evaluation process. Alternative deadlines for deliverables may
be suggested by the consultant and negotiated during the inception phase.

30

OECD/DAC (2010) Quality Standards for Development Evaluation.
Sida OECD/DAC (2014) Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management.
32 OECD/DAC (2019) Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use.
33 OECD/DAC (2019) Better Criteria for Better Evaluation: Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use.
31
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Deliverables

Participants

Deadlines

1. Start-up meeting/s Embassy
of Sweden Lusaka
(VIRTUAL]

Embassy of Sweden staff and
IAPRI

TBA

2. Draft inception report

Tentative 28/06/2021

3. Inception meeting Embassy
of Sweden (Virtual)

Embassy and IAPRI staff

Tentative 30/06/2021

4. Comments from intended
users to evaluators

Embassy and IAPRI staff

Tentative 9th July 2021

5. Data collection, analysis,
report writing and quality
assurance

Evaluators

10th August 2021

6. Debriefing/validation
workshop (meeting)

Embassy and IAPRI staff

13th August 2021

7. Draft evaluation report

Tentative 6th September 2021

8. Comments from intended
users to evaluators

20th September 2021

9. Final evaluation report

4th October 2021

10. Seminar Embassy

DCD

Tentative 1st November 2021

The inception report will form the basis for the continued evaluation process and shall be approved by Sida
before the evaluation proceeds to implementation. The inception report should be written in English and cover
evaluability issues and interpretations of evaluation questions, present the evaluation approach/methodology
including how a utilisation-focused and gender-responsive approach will be ensured, methods for data
collection and analysis as well as the full evaluation design, including an evaluation matrix and a stakeholder
mapping/analysis. A clear distinction between the evaluation approach/methodology and methods for data
collection shall be made. All limitations to the methodology and methods shall be made explicit and the
consequences of these limitations discussed.
A specific time and work plan, including number of hours/working days for each team member, for the
remainder of the evaluation should be presented. The time plan shall allow space for reflection and learning
between the intended users of the evaluation.
The final report shall be written in English and be professionally proof read. The final report should have
clear structure and follow the layout format of Sida’s template for decentralised evaluations (see Annex C).
The executive summary should be maximum 3 pages.

51

ANNEX 1 – TERMS OF REFERENCE

The report shall clearly and in detail describe the evaluation approach/methodology and methods for data
collection and analysis and make a clear distinction between the two. The report shall describe how the
utilisation-focused approach has been implemented i.e. how intended users have participated in and
contributed to the evaluation process and how methodology and methods for data collection have created space
for reflection, discussion and learning between the intended users. Furthermore, the gender-responsive
approach shall be described and reflected in the findings, conclusions, and recommendations along with other
identified and relevant cross-cutting issues. Limitations to the methodology and methods and the consequences
of these limitations for findings and conclusions shall be described.
Evaluation findings shall flow logically from the data, showing a clear line of evidence to support the
conclusions. Conclusions should be substantiated by findings and analysis. Evaluation questions shall be
clearly stated and answered in the executive summary and in the conclusions. Recommendations and lessons
learned should flow logically from conclusions and be specific, directed to relevant intended users and
categorised as a short-term, medium-term and long-term.
The report should be no more than 35 pages excluding annexes. If the methods section is extensive, it could
be placed in an annex to the report. Annexes shall always include the Terms of Reference, the Inception Report,
the stakeholder mapping/analysis and the Evaluation Matrix. Lists of key informants/interviewees shall only
include personal data if deemed relevant (i.e. when it is contributing to the credibility of the evaluation) based
on a case based assessment by the evaluator and the commissioning unit/embassy. The inclusion of personal
data in the report must always be based on a written consent.
The evaluator shall adhere to the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation34.
The evaluator shall, upon approval by Sida/Embassy of the final report, insert the report into Sida’s template
for decentralised evaluations (see Annex C) and submit it to Nordic Morning (in pdf-format) for publication
and release in the Sida publication database. The order is placed by sending the approved report to Nordic
Morning (sida@atta45.se), with a copy to the responsible Sida Programme Officer as well as Sida’s Evaluation
Unit (evaluation@sida.se). Write “Sida decentralised evaluations” in the email subject field. The following
information must always be included in the order to Nordic Morning:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The name of the consulting company.
The full evaluation title.
The invoice reference “ZZ980601”.
Type of allocation: "sakanslag".
Type of order: "digital publicering/publikationsdatabas.

2.8 Evaluation team qualification
In addition to the qualifications already stated in the framework agreement for evaluation services, the
evaluation team shall include the following competencies
1. A lead evaluator should have alteast 5 years’ experience with strong evaluating expertise in policy
oriented programmes particularly in agricultural policy
2. Expertise in the design and conduct of theory based evaluation studies and or contribution analysis
techniques
3. Experience in conducting mixed method research and analysis
4. Experience and or academic background in agricultural economics and or agricultural policy

34

Sida OECD/DAC (2014) Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management.
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Demonstrated ability to function in a team setting to lead or facilitate meetings and to communicate
effectively and sensitively with high level government and stakeholder staff.
6. Superior oral and written communication skills including experience in writing technical, analytical
and evaluation reports.
5.

It is desirable that the evaluation team includes the following competencies
1. Understanding of research issues and or experience in cross cutting issues of environment, gender,
climate change and nutrition.
2. Knowledgeable of the context of Zambian agricultural policy issues and politics.
A CV for each team member shall be included in the call-off response. It should contain a full description of
relevant qualifications and professional work experience.
It is important that the competencies of the individual team members are complimentary. It is highly
recommended that local evaluation consultants are included in the team, as they often have contextual
knowledge that is of great value to the evaluation. In addition, and in a situation with Covid-19, the inclusion
of local evaluators may also enhance the understanding of feasible ways to conduct the evaluation
The evaluators must be independent from the evaluation object and evaluated activities, and have no stake in
the outcome of the evaluation.
Please note that in the tender, the tenderers must propose a team leader that takes part in the evaluation by at
least 30% of the total evaluation team time including core team members, specialists and all support functions,
but excluding time for the quality assurance expert.

2.9 Financial and human resources
The maximum budget amount available for the evaluation is SEK 800,000.
Invoicing and final payment (100%) shall be paid after approval by the Embassy of the final report and when
the assignment is completed.
The contact person for this assignment is from the bilateral section of the Embassy of Sweden and is Zoole
Newa email is: zoole.newa@gov.se. The contact person should be consulted if any problems arise during the
evaluation process.
Relevant Sida documentation such as assessment memos, annual reports, audit reports etc will be provided by
the contact person of the Embassy (Zoole Newa)
Contact details to intended users (cooperation partners, Swedish Embassies, other donors etc.) will be provided
by IAPRI.
The evaluator will be required to arrange own logistics booking for interviews, travel etc.

3.

Annexes

Annex A: List of key documentation
[List the key resources that are available either publicly on the Internet or will be distributed with the ToR (e.g.
internal documents) in order to provide evaluators with insight and guidance when preparing the tender (e.g.
relevant strategy documents, programme documents and reports).]
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1. IAPRIs’ annual reports (2020 and 2019)

Annex B: Data sheet on the evaluation object
Information on the evaluation object (i.e. intervention)
Title of the evaluation object
Midterm evaluation
ID no. in PLANIt
12160
Dox no./Archive case no.
UM2018/201810
Activity period (if applicable)
1st November 2018 to December 2022
Agreed budget (if applicable)
SEK 38,000,000
Main sector35
Agriculture
36
Name and type of implementing organisation
IAPRI ( local NGO)
Aid type37
Project type
Swedish strategy
2018-2022
Information on the evaluation assignment
Commissioning unit/Swedish Embassy
Contact person at unit/Swedish Embassy
Timing of evaluation (mid-term, end-ofprogramme, ex-post, or other)
ID no. in PLANIt (if other than above).

Swedish Embassy
Zoole Newa
Mid term

Annex C: Decentralised evaluation report template
[This format is a requirement for publication under the “Sida Decentralised Evaluations” report series in Sida’s
publication database and can be found on Sida’s Inside, under Guidelines & Support/Contribution
Management/Evaluation/Implementing.]

Annex D : Project/Programme document
1. IAPRI programme document

Choose from Sida’s twelve main sectors: education; research; democracy, human rights, and gender equality; health; conflict,
peace, and security; humanitarian aid; sustainable infrastructure and services; market development; environment; agriculture and
forestry; budget support; or other (e.g. multi-sector).
36 Choose from the five OECD/DAC-categories: public sector institutions; NGO or civil society; public-private partnerships and
networks; multilateral organisations; and other (e.g. universities, consultancy firms).
37 Choose from the eight OECD/DAC-categories: budget/sector support; core contributions/pooled funds; project type;
experts/technical assistance; scholarships/student costs in donor countries; debt relief; admin costs not included elsewhere; and
other in-donor expenditures.]
35
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Annex 2 – Evaluation Matrix
Questions
raised
in
ToR

Primary
indicators

Methods

Sources

Comments
on
availability
of data

To what extent
has the IAPRI’s
intervention
objectives and
design responded
to the
stakeholders
(private and
public) needs,
policies, and
priorities, and
have they
continued to do so
if/when
circumstances
have changed?

Extent of alignment
between IAPRI and
national objectives.

Document
review

7NDP

IAPRI
documentation
readily availed

Has IAPRI
contributed to
identify and
implement
adequate solutions
for sustainable
agriculture?

Proportion of research
budget towards
sustainable agriculture
agenda

Document
review

Number of products
(policy notes?) availed to
public and private sector

Theory of
Change
(ToC)
workshop

RELEVANCE

Interviews

Extent of alignment of
research agenda with
public and private sector
information needs/
priorities.

Various nonIAPRI
documents
Public and
private sector
key
informants/users
of IAPRI
outputs

Extent to which there is
inbuilt flexibility to adjust
research programme in
order to respond to
emerging urgent needs,
with examples

Interviews

Extent of uptake of
availed solutions by
public and private entities
& reasons for uptake/nonadoption

Has the research
and policy
development
addressed the
main causes of the
problems in the
agricultural
sector?

Public sector/ private
sector/ IAPRI
prioritisation of the
problems in the
agricultural sector and
their causes
Extent of congruity
among the entities on the
causes of commonly
prioritised problems
Extent to which identified
top public sector and
private sector priorities
have been addressed by

Various IAPRI
documents

Document
review
Interviews
SWOT and
Forcefield
analysis

IAPRI will
assist with
mobilisation of
relevant
people/organisat
ions to
interview

Same as above
Various IAPRI
documents
ToC output
Public and
private sector
key
informants/users
of IAPRI
outputs

Various IAPRI
documents
Public and
private sector
key
informants/users
of IAPRI
outputs.
Outputs from
FFA event

IAPRI to
mobilise staff
participation in
the virtual ToC
workshop

IAPRI
documentation
readily availed
IAPRI will
assist with
mobilisation of
relevant people/
organisations to
interview
IAPRI to
mobilise staff
participation in
the virtual FFA
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IAPRI research; if not
addressed, why not
How compatible
and
complementary
has the IAPRI
intervention been
with other
interventions in
Zambia’s
agricultural sector
and the
Embassy’s
strategic area?

Extent of overlap and
forward/backward
linkages in agriculture
policy research between
IAPRI programs,
Embassy of Sweden
strategic area and other
key public and private
sector policy research
think tanks

Document
review
Interviews

IAPRI
documents and
relevant public
and private
sector
documents
Strategy for
Sweden’s
development
cooperation
with Zambia
2018 - 2022

Extent of collaboration
between IAPRI and other
think tanks with similar
objectives/programs

Public and
private sector
key informants
of selected key
organisations in
the agricultural
policy research
field

IAPRI
documentation
readily availed
IAPRI will
assist with
mobilisation of
identified
people/
organisations to
interview from
whom relevant
documentation
will also be
collected

EFFECTIVENESS
To what extent
has the
intervention
achieved its
objectives, and its
results, including
any differential
results across
groups (women
and youth)? If so,
why? If not, why
not? What can be
done to make the
intervention more
effective?

Extent to which the
achievement of objectives
and results has been
confirmed

Document
review

Reasons for
achievement/nonachievement provided

ToC

What policies
(agriculture,
environment,
gender, nutrition)
have IAPRI
managed to
influence, and
which ones are
yet to be
changed?

Number of policy briefs
produced

Document
review

IAPRI policy
briefs

Number of briefs tendered
to support policy debates/
discussions

Interviews

IAPRI staff &
Board

Interviews

FFA

Recommendations for
enhanced results
achievement provided

IAPRI
monitoring and
evaluation
reports
Public and
private sector
IAPRI output
beneficiaries
Outputs from
FFA and ToC
workshop/ event

Parliamentary
sub-committee
on agriculture
and natural
resources

Number of polices
changed/ or in the process
of which IAPRI was a
primary influencer

Private and
public sector
beneficiaries
To what extent
have lessons
learned from what
works well and
less well been
used to improve
and adjust

Extent of follow up on
findings from monitoring
and evaluations
Number of learning
events scheduled and
implemented.

Document
review
Interviews

IAPRI
documentation
readily availed
IAPRI will
assist with
mobilisation of
identified
beneficiaries to
interview

IAPRI
documentation
is readily
available
IAPRI will
mobilise staff
for interviews
IAPRI will
facilitate
location of other
identified key
informants

IAPRI
monitoring and
evaluation
reports

IAPRI will
documentation
is readily
available

IAPRI
monitoring staff
and senior

IAPRI will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff and
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intervention
implementation?

To what extent
has the IAPRI
programme
generated, or is
expected to
generate,
significant
positive or
negative,
intended, or
unintended, highlevel effects in
agricultural sector
with regard to
policies?

Extent to which policy
makers and stakeholders
have been using IAPRI’s
evidence-based outputs in
the policy making process
to achieve pro-poor
growth

Document
review
Interviews
FFA and
ToC
workshops

Number of products
(Policy Briefs, Working
Papers, Technical Paper,
Advisory notes) availed to
public and private sector

management

management for
interviews

IAPRI
monitoring and
evaluation
reports

IAPRI’s
documentation
is readily
available

information
received from
interviews and
virtual ToC and
FFA
workshop/event

IAPRI will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff,
management
and Board; for
interviews and
participation in
the virtual FFA
and ToC

Extent of uptake of
availed outputs by public
and private entities &
reasons for uptake/ non
adoption

Sida will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff and
management for
interviews

EFFICIENCY
Has the M&E
system delivered
robust and useful
information that
could be used to
assess progress
towards outcomes
and contribute to
learning?

Type of information the
M&E system is able to
produce vis-à-vis what it
has been able to produce

Document
review

Number of policy briefs
produced

SWOT
workshop

Interviews

Number of working
papers produced

IAPRI
monitoring and
evaluation
reports

IAPRI
documentation
is readily
available

information
received from
interviews

IAPRI will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff,
management,
Board and
beneficiaries of
capacity
building for
interviews

beneficiaries
from IAPRI’s
capacity
building
activities

Number of technical
papers and advisory notes
produced
Number of trainings
conducted for individuals
and institutions involved
in agricultural policy
research, formulation,
advocacy, and
implementation
Number of individuals
and institutions involved
in agricultural policy
research, formulation,
advocacy, and
implementation whose
capacity has been built
Extent to which the
strategic plan has been
operationalised into
smaller periods for
achievement of outputs
e.g., annually, quarterly
To what extent
has the
intervention

Extent of timely/non
timely disbursement of
funds for planned

Document
review

IAPRI
monitoring and
evaluation

IAPRI’s
documentation
is readily
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delivered, likely
to deliver, results
in an economic
and timely way
considering the
inputs (funds),
organisational
structure and
outputs?

activities and reasons for
any delays
Extent of timely carrying
out planned activities

Interviews

reports

available

SWOT
workshop

informational
received from
interviews

IAPRI will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff,
management
and Board for
interviews

Adequacy/inadequacy of
the organisational
structure and each
individual’s
responsibilities for the
attainment of outputs,
considering the inputs
(funds)

Sida will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff and
management for
interviews

Proportion of funds
allocated to
administrative activities
(e.g. salaries) vis-à-vis
operational activities
Value for money
SUSTAINABILITY
To what extent
does the lack of
government
funding or
funding from
other Zambian
stakeholders and
the cessation of
USAID funding
have on IAPRI’s
capacity to deliver
on its mandate?

Current and expected
availability of alternative
funding
Actual or expected
prioritisation of activities
within IAPRI

Virtual
interviews
Document
review
Virtual
workshops

IAPRI,
Government
staff,
parliamentary
sub-committee
on agriculture
and natural
resources

The information
needed should
be accessible
Quality of
information on
potential future
funding may be
low

Embassy of
Sweden, other
potential
donors, budgets
and work
planning
documents
SWOT and ToC
workshops

To what extent
will the net
benefits of the
intervention
continue, or are
likely to
continue?

Level of policy up-take
Longevity of policy
changes

Document
review
Interviews
FFA and
ToC
workshops

IAPRI
monitoring and
evaluation
reports

IAPRI’s
documentation
is readily
available

information
received from
interviews and
virtual ToC and
FFA event

IAPRI will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff,
management
and Board; for
interviews and
participation in
the virtual FFA
and ToC
Sida will
facilitate
mobilisation of
staff and
management for
interviews
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Annex 3 – Main Documents Consulted

Document reference
1.
2.
3.
4.

IAPRI: Annual Reports for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020.
IAPRI: Financial statements for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020.
IAPRI: Quarter 1 2021 Executive Director’s Report to the Board.
IAPRI: Quarter 1 2021 Finance and Administration Committee Report to the
Board.
5. IAPRI: Quarter 1 2021 Monitoring & Evaluation Report.
6. IAPRI: Quarter 1 2021 Research and Outreach Report.
7. IAPRI: 2017: Strategic Plan May 2017 to April 2022.
8. IAPRI: Reports from stakeholder meetings.
9. IAPRI, 2018: Project Proposal for two years, June 2018 to May 2020.
10. IAPRI, 2017: Minutes of the IAPRI/SIDA Consultative Meeting, 1st February
2017.
11. Government Offices of Sweden, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 2017: Strategy
for Sweden’s Development Cooperation with Zambia 2018-2022.
12. Embassy of Sweden, Agreement on Core Support to Indaba Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (IAPRI), 2012-2018.
13. Embassy of Sweden, 2018: Appraisal of Intervention, IAPRI Phase Two
14. Embassy of Sweden, 2018: Grant Agreement between the Swedish
International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) and Indaba
Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI), regarding the Agricultural
Policy and Private Sector Investment Programme, Sida Contribution No.
12160.
15. Ljungman C.; Lungu T.; Christoplos I.; 2015: Mid-term Review of the Indaba
Agricultural Policy Research Institute, Final Report for Sida.
16. Republic of Zambia, Living Conditions and Monitoring Survey Report 2015,
Central Statistics Office.
17. Republic of Zambia, Seventh National Development Plan 2017 - 2021, Ministry
of National Development Planning.
18. Republic of Zambia, 2006: Vision 2030: A Prosperous Middle-Income Nation
by 2030.
19. Republic of Zambia, 2016: Second National Agricultural Policy. Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Livestock.
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Annex 4 – Persons Met/Interviewed
All meetings and events with the persons listed below were carried out on virtual
platforms.
Organisation

Name

Function/Position

UNZA School of Agricultural Dr. Mick Mwala
Sciences
Independent Economist
Mr. Denis Wood

IAPRI Board Member

Agricultural
Forum

IAPRI Board Member

Consultative Mr. Masiye Nawiko

IAPRI Board Member

Grain Marketers Association of Mr. Jacob Mwale
Zambia

IAPRI Board Member

Ministry of Finance

Mr. Boyd Lumbwe

IAPRI Board Member

Ministry of Commerce Trade Mr. Sunday Chikoti
and Industry

IAPRI Board Member

Zambia Statistics Agency

Mr. Patrick Chuni

IAPRI Board Member

Ministry of Agriculture

Mrs. Peggy Yawawa Mlewa

IAPRI Board Member

IAPRI

Mr. Chance Kabaghe

Executive Director

IAPRI

Mr. Joseph Ngulube

Finance &
Director

IAPRI

Mr. Ballard A.M. Zulu

Business & Outreach
Director

IAPRI

Dr. Antony Chapoto

Research Director

IAPRI

Dr. Brian Mulenga

Senior
Fellow

IAPRI

Dr. Mary Lubungu

Research Fellow

IAPRI

Mr. Stephen Kabwe

Grassroots
Coordinator

IAPRI

Ms. Christabel Chabwela

Communications
Specialist

IAPRI

Ms. Christabel M. Chileshe

Accountant

IAPRI

Mr. Cardinal Hachikona

Webmaster
Librarian

Admin.

Research

&
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IAPRI

Ms. Kabukabu Makau

Office Manager

IAPRI

Ms. Faith Kalondawanga

M & E Specialist

IAPRI

Ms. Miyanda Malambo

Business Development
Associate

IAPRI

Mr. Moses Tembo

Business Development
Associate

IAPRI

Ms. Mulako Kabisa

Research Associate

IAPRI

Mr. Nicho Zulu

Assistant Accountant

IAPRI

Mitelo Subakanya

Research Associate

IAPRI

Mr. Mwamba Chishimba

IT & Data Manager

Independent Consultant

Mr. Hichaambwa Munguzwe

Immediate past BDU
Manager at IAPRI

Embassy of Sweden

Ms. Susanna Hughes

Head of Bilateral
Cooperation

Embassy of Sweden

Mr. Zoole Newa

Programme Manager

Parliamentary sub-committee Hon. Ponde Mecha
for Agriculture and Natural
Resources

Committee
Chairperson

Parliamentary sub-committee Hon. M. Mazoka
for Agriculture and Natural
Resources

Committee
Chairperson

Parliamentary sub-committee Hon. Imakando
for Agriculture and Natural
Resources

Committee member

Ministry of Agriculture and Mr. John Mulongoti
Livestock

Director Agribusiness

Ministry of Agriculture and Mr. Cosmore Mwaanga
Livestock

Director of Policy and
Planning

Ministry
Planning

of

Development Mr. Maketo Mulele

Director and member
of Cluster Advisory
Group 2

Ministry
Planning

of

Development Mr. Dingiswayo Banda

Vice

Musika
Initiatives

Development Mr. Reuben Banda

CEO

Musika
Initiatives

Development Mr. Mwiza Museteka

FAO-funded project at
Musika

Conservation Farming Unit

Mr. Elliott Zvarevashe

Monitoring
and
Evaluation Manager
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Millers Association of Zambia

Dr. Harrison Banda

Executive Director

Grain Traders Association of Mr. George Liacopoulos
Zambia

President

Grain Traders Association of Mr. Joof Pistorius
Zambia

Member

National Food and Nutrition Mr. Freddie Mubanga
Commission of Zambia

Acting Director

Zambia
Environmental Ms. C Mwembela
Management Agency

Acting
Operations

Zambia
Environmental Mr. M. A. Phiri
Management Agency

Technical Assistant to
the DG- Climate
Change

Zambia
Environmental Ms. Lilian Kalenge
Management Agency

Principal Inspector

Zambia
Institute
of Mr. Morgan Katati
Environmental Management

Chief
Officer

Food Reserve Agency

Mr. Martin Mwansa

Conservation Farming Unit

Mr. Collins Nkatiko

Food Reserve and
Marketing
Coordinator- North
Chief
Executive
Officer

Director

Executive
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Annex 5 – Policy Briefs and Advisory
Notes
Title of brief/ advisory note

2018
Pricing Policy and Maize Market Development in Zambia.
Antony Chapoto and Brian Chisanga. No. 97. November
2018.
Pay, Talk or ‘Whip’ to Conserve Forests: Frame Field
Experiments in Zambia. Hambulo Ngoma, Amare Teklay
Hailu, Stephen Kabwe, and Arild Angelsen. No. 96. October
2018.
Determining the Appropriate Size of Zambia’s Strategic
Grain Reserve and Options for Food Reserve Agency
Reforms. Auckland N. Kuteya and Paul C. Samboko. No.
95. October 2018.
Agricultural Finance in Zambia: How Can Smallholder
Inclusion Be Deepened? Paul C. Samboko, Jairos Sambo,
and James Luhana. No. 94. October 2018.
Zambia Food Security Report - September. September 2018.
Enhancing the Participation of Smallholder Farmers in
Aquaculture Value Chain in Zambia. Thelma NamonjeKapembwa and Rhoda Mofya-Mukuka. No. 93. August
2018.
Youth Employment in Zambia: What Opportunities Does
Agriculture Offer? Thelma Namonje-Kapembwa and Henry
Machina. No. 92. July 2018.
Household Dietary Diversity Impact of Women Control over
Agricultural Income in Zambia. Rhoda Mofya-Mukuka and
Jairos Sambo. No. 91. July 2018.
Zambia Food Security Report - July. IAPRI Food Security.
July 2018.
Zambia Food Security Report - May. IAPRI Food Security.
May 2018.

Thematic
Classification38
1 2 3 4 5
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X

38

1=Market Development and Trade, 2=Agricultural Diversification, 3=Agriculture Food Security and Nutrition,
4=Climate Change and Natural Resource Management, 5=
Gender and Youth.
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Review of E-FISP Performance During 2017/ 2018
Agricultural Season: Monitory Report. Auckland N. Kuteya,
Chinyama Lukama and Vincent C. Malata. May 2018
Subtotal
2019
Area Mismeasurement Impact on Farmers’ Input Choices
and Productivity. William J. Buke, Stephen N. Morgan,
Thelma Namonje, Milu Muyanga and Nicole M. Mason. No.
100. December 2019.
What is the Secret Behind the Successful Agri-business
Youth Entrepreneurs in Zambia? Stephen Kabwe and Henry
Machina. No. 99. November 2019.
Options for Agricultural Diversification from the Farmers
Perspective in Zambia. Rhoda Mofya Mukuka and Marjolein
Mwanamwenge. No. 98. October 2019.
Food Security Status Update - July to September. Brian
Mulenga and Alefa Banda. September 2019.
Maize Market Status Report. Alefa Banda.
Food Security Status Report - January to March. Alefa
Banda. March 2019.
Maize Market Status Report. Alefa Banda. March 2019.
Bursting the Myth: The Direct Input Supply in NOT
Synonymous to E-FISP. Auckland Kuteya, Antony Chapoto
and Chinyama Lukama. March 2019.
Agricultural Sector in Peril: Is Zambia Killing the Goose that
Lays the Golden Egg? Paul Samboko, Antony Chapoto,
Alefa Banda and Brian Chisanga. No. 98. February 2019.
Grain Market Assessment - September to December 2019.
Alefa Banda. January 2019
Sub total
2020 (There is no individual listing of policy briefs/
advisory notes for 2020)
Subtotal (These numbers were extracted from 2020
Annual Report, Table 1, Pp18-19)
Grand total

X

1

4

4

1

1

X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
4

2

3

0

1

0

1

1

2

1

5

7

8

3

3
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Annex 6 – Planned and Achieved Research Outputs
RESEARCH
OUTPUTS
Planned and
achieved Research
outputs
Thematic
Area
Market
development and
trade

Output

Target

2017
Actual

Working
Papers
Policy
Briefs
Advisory
Notes
Grain
Assess
ment
Reports
Goats
Industry
Strategy
Reports

4

2018
Actual Variance

Target

2020
Actual Variance

Target

Total
Actual Variance

Target

5

2

2

0

0

6

7

-1

2

1

1

1

1

0

0

3

2

1

1

1

0

0

2

2

0

0

Target

2019
Actual Variance

Varianc
e
-1

1

1

0

2

1

1

2

1

1

2

1

1

2

1

1
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Agricultural
Diversifica
tion

Agriculture, Food
Security &
Nutrition

Outlook
Outlook
Working
Papers
Policy
Briefs/
Advisory
Briefs
Evoucher
monitoring
reports
Survey
reports
Evoucher pilot
followup
survey
Working
Papers/
Reports
Policy
Briefs
Food
Security

1

1

0

6

3

3

2

2

0

5

3

2

3

3

0

1

0

2

2

0

1

0

1

1

0

2

2

0

2

2

0

0

1

1

3

4

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

4

4

0

0

6

3

3

1

0

11

9

2

1

0

4

3

1

0

4

4

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

3

4

-1

0

-1

3

2

1

1

1

0

2

1

1

6

4

2

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

3

3

0

4

4

0

4

4

0

8

8

0
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Climate
change &
Natural
Resource
Management
Gender
and Youth

Status
updates
The
state of
Zambia
's food
and
nutrition
security
in
2019,
2020
Country
strategy
on Zero
Hunger
Working
Papers
Policy
Briefs
Working
Papers
Policy
Briefs
Atlas
on
Women
in Agriculture

1

2

2

0

1

1

0

2

2

0

1

0

1

2

2

2

1

1

1

1

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

0

2

2

0

0

1

1

0

3

3

0

2

2

0

9

9

0

1

1

0

2

2

0

3

3

0

1

1

1

1

0

5

3

2

1

1

1

1

0

5

3

2

0

1

1

0

1

1

0
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Other
annual
Reports

Work Plan
totals
Demand
Driven
outputs
Total
outputs todate

2017
Agricultural
ALMA
-NAC
2018
Agricul
tural
Budget
Analysis
2019
Agriculture
status
report
FTF
Endline
Report
RALS
Survey
Report

1

1

0

1

25

25

21

4

8

-8

29

-4

25

25

1

0

22

3

6

-6

28

-3

0

0

1

1

0

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

28

23

5

96

83

13

4

-4

28

-28

27

1

111

-15

28

18

18

17

1

10

-10

27

-9

96

68

Annex 7 – Policies and Plans Influenced

Description

2018
Thematic
Area
1 2 3 4 5
# of policies/plans Influenced
2020-2023
Economic
Recovery Plan
(ERP)
Zero Hunger
Review Strategy
(ZHRS)
Zambia
Agricultural
Business
Strategy (ZABS)
Ad-hoc trade
bans 2020/2021
season
Strategic grain
reserves
Fresh Produce
Wholesale
Markets
No maize
imports due to
The Maize
Conundrum
study
E-FISP covered
the whole
country in
2017/2018
IFAD funded
‘Enhanced
Smallholder
Livestock
Investment
Programme
(ESLIP)’

39

2019
Thematic
Area
1 2 3 4 5

2020
Thematic
Area
1 2 3 4 5

Total
Thematic
Area39
1 2 3 4 5

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1 = Market trade development, 2 = Agricultural diversification, 3 = Agricultural food security and nutrition, 4 = Climate
change and natural resource management, 5 = Gender and youth
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Aquaculture
Trade
Development
Strategy and
Plan 2020-2024
Formulation of
the Scaling Up
Nutrition II
(SUN II)
Program
Improved food
balance sheet to
make it nutrition
sensitive
Zambia’s
Hunger Index
indicator
Prevalence of
undernourishme
nt (PoU) which is
one of the SDG2
indicators
Youth and
Employment in
Zambia (Expos)
IAPRI’s reports
on youth used
for programme
design by FAO,
ReNAPRI and
other
stakeholders
Sub-total
0 2 2 0
# of policies/plans in the process
8NDP
Crop Marketing
and Export
Policy
Economic
livelihoods
during the
pandemic
With IFPRI
effects of COVID
19 pandemic on
food security and
livelihoods
COVID-19 trade
implications
Rural poverty
rates (RALS
2019)
Agricultural
1 1 1
sector annual
reports:
agriculture
performance
indicators

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

0

5

0

0

4

2

0

0

1

1

1

1

0

5

4

7

0

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

3

3

3
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against regional
and continental
indicators
E-FISP
IFAD/ MFL
GAFSP Design
Mission –
Meeting
Fisheries Policy
Food Reserve
Act of 2015
Budget
allocation to the
Agricultural
Sector still below
10% of national
budget
Forest Act
Wildlife Act
Forests Policy
Water Resources
Policy
Wildlife Policy
Climate change
impact and
resilience policy
Gender
inclusiveness in
programme
design (financial
product
development)
Gender
disparities in
resource
allocation
Sub-total

1

1

2
1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1

1

0

0

1

2

1

0

0

6

1

5

1
1

6

1

1

1

1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
1

1
1

7

1

1

1

1

2

6

9

9

7

2

Source: Compiled from annual reports, interviews with key stakeholders and impact tracking tables submitted by
the IAPRI Research Directorate.
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Annex 8 – IAPRI Research Directorate
Outputs, 2018-2020
Title of Study

Institution

Year

Thematic Area

Analysis of the Animal Feed to
Poultry Value Chain in Zambia
Increasing Agricultural
Resilience through Better risk
Management in Zambia
Quantitative Livelihood Profiles
Analysis of Rural Households in
Zambia
The role of strategic reserves in
enhancing food Security in
Zambia
Realigning Agricultural Policies
and Support Programs in
Zambia and Zimbabwe
Zambia Zero Hunger Strategic
Review
Egg Value Chain (IAPRI as
local partner on Study)
Maize Value Chain (IAPRI as
local partner on study) -

UNWIDER

2018

Agricultural Diversification

World Bank

2018

Climate Change and National
Resources

IFAD

2018

World Bank

2020

Agricultural Markets and Trade
Development

World bank

2021

Agricultural Diversification: Public
Expenditure

World Food
Programme
European
Union
European
Union

2019

Food Security and Nutrition Security

2018

Agricultural Diversification

Assessment of Impacts of
Conservation Agriculture in
Zambia

European
Union

Smallholder vulnerability and
exposure to climate change in
AERs I and III

World Bank

Too be
finalized
in
September
2021
2019

2020

Agricultural Diversification
(Productivity)/ Climate Change and
Natural Resources (Climate smart
Agriculture)
Climate Change and natural
Resources

Year

Type

Title

Thematic
Area

Sub Theme

Fieldwork
involved

2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

Determining the
Appropriate Size of
Zambia’s Strategic Grain
Reserve and Options for
Food Reserve Agency
Reforms. Auckland N.
Kuteya and Paul C.
Samboko. No. 95.
October 2018.

Agricultural
Diversification

Public
Expenditure

Yes, survey of
participants
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2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

Agricultural Finance in
Zambia: How Can
Smallholder Inclusion Be
Deepened? Paul C.
Samboko, Jairos Sambo,
and James Luhana. No.
94. October 2018.
Enhancing the
Participation of
Smallholder Farmers in
Aquaculture Value Chain
in Zambia. Thelma
Namonje-Kapembwa
and Rhoda MofyaMukuka. No. 93. August
2018.
Review of E-FISP
Performance During
2017/ 2018 Agricultural
Season: Monitory
Report. Auckland N.
Kuteya, Chinyama
Lukama and Vincent C.
Malata. May 2018.
Emergent Farmer
Survey: Survey Report.
Alefa Banda, Antony
Chapoto, and Olipa
Zulu-Mbata. Working
Paper No. 147.
November 2018.
Determining the
Appropriate Size of
Zambia's Strategic Grain
Reserve and Options for
Food Reserve Agency
Reforms. [High
Resolution Version].
Auckland N. Kuteya and
Paul C. Samboko.
Working Paper No. 143.
October 2018.
Agricultural Finance in
Zambia: How Can
Smallholder Inclusion Be
Deepened? Paul C.
Samboko, Jairos Sambo,
and James Luhana.
Working Paper No. 142.
October 2018.
Enhancing the
Participation of
Smallholder Farmers in
Aquaculture Value Chain
in Zambia. Thelma
Namonje-Kapembwa
and Rhoda MofyaMukuka. Working Paper
No. 139. July 2018.

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
participants

Agricultural
Diversification

Agricultural
Diversification

Public
Expenditure

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, Pilot
Survey done
jointly with
World Bank and
Ministry of
Agriculture

Agricultural
Diversification

Public
Expenditure

Agricultural
Diversification

Public
Expenditure

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
participants

Yes, survey of
participants

Yes, survey of
participants
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2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2018

Technical
Papers and
Notes

2018

Technical
Papers and
Notes

2018

Professional
Publication

2018

Professional
Publication

2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

Contract Farming and
Informality: Drivers and
Governance Responses
in Zambia and
Zimbabwe. Stephen
Kabwe, Jackqueline
Mutambara, Kingstone
Mujeyi, Emma
Blackmore, Bill Vorley
and Xiaoxue Weng.
March 2018.
Quantitative Livelihood
Profile Analysis of Rural
Households in Zambia.
Mitelo Subakanya,
Munguzwe
Hichaambwa, Antony
Chapoto, Mari
Kangasniemi, and Marco
Knowles. Working Paper
No. 132. January 2018.
Fall armyworm outbreak
in Zambia: responses,
impact on maize
production and food
security
The fisheries sector in
Zambia: status,
management, and
challenges
Paul C. Samboko, Olipa
Zulu-Mbata and Antony
Chapoto. Analysis of the
Animal Feed to Poultry
Value Chain in Zambia.
Published Online. June
2018.
Nicholas J. Sitko, Brian
Chisanga, David
Tschirley, and Thomas
S. Jayne. An Evolution
in the Middle:
Examining the Rise of
Multinational Investment
in the Smallholder Grain
Trading in Zambia. Food
Security, Volume 10,
Issue 2, pages 473-488,
April 2018.
Area Mismeasurement
Impact on Farmers' Input
Choices and
Productivity. William J.
Buke, Stephen N.
Morgan, Thelma
Namonje, Milu Muyanga
and Nicole M. Mason.
No. 100. December
2019.

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
participants

Agricultural
Diversification

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Agricultural
Diversification

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Agricultural
Diversification

Smallholder
Productivity
and
Technology
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2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2019

Working
paper

2019

Working
paper

2019

Professional
Publication

2020

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper(Also
listed under
gender and
Youth)

2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

Bursting the Myth: The
Direct Input Supply in
NOT Synonymous to EFISP. Auckland Kuteya,
Antony Chapoto and
Chinyama Lukama.
March 2019.
Why Some Farmers Are
More Productive Than
Others: The Case of
Smallholder Farmers in
Zambia. Brian Chisanga
and Antony Chapoto.
Working Paper No. 154.
December 2019.
Antony Chapoto. The
Role of Strategic Food
Reserves in Enhancing
Food Security in
Developing Countries:
The Case of Zambia.
Food Reserves Working
Paper No. 10. March
2019.
Nandi Jama, Elias
Kuntashula, and Paul C.
Samboko. Adoption and
Impact of the Improved
Fallow Technique on
Cotton Productivity and
Income in
Zambia. Sustainable
Agriculture Research;
Volume 8, No. 2,
February 2019
Sowing Seeds of
Success: A Regional
Perspective on the
Development of the Seed
Industry in the
COMESA Region.
Auckland N. Kuteya,
John Mukuka, Chance
Kabaghe and Esau
Simutowe. Working
Paper No. 155. April
2020.
Conservation
Agriculture: Gendered
Impacts on Households
Livelihoods. Olipa ZuluMbata and Antony
Chapoto. Working Paper
No. 141. August 2018.
Pay, Talk or 'Whip' to
Conserve Forests: Frame
Field Experiments in
Zambia. Hambulo
Ngoma, Amare Teklay

Agricultural
Diversification

Public
Expenditure

Agricultural
Diversification

Agricultural
Diversification

Public
Expenditure

Agricultural
Diversification

Smallholder
Productivity
and
Technology

Agricultural
Diversification

Smallholder
Productivity
and
Technology

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 1

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 2

Yes, survey of
stakeholders
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2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2018

Technical
Papers and
Notes

2018

Professional
Publication

2019

Working
paper

Hailu, Stephen Kabwe,
and Arild Angelsen. No.
96. October 2018.
Switching up ClimateSmart Agriculture
Adoption: Do 'Green'
Subsidies, Insurance,
Risk Aversion and
Impatience
Matter? Hambulo
Ngoma, Nicole M.
Mason, Paul C. Samboko
and Peter Hangoma.
Working Paper No. 146.
November 2018.
Impact Assessment of
the Pilot Electronic
Farmer Input Support
Programme on
Integration of Climate
Smart Agriculture.
Auckland N. Kuteya,
Munguzwe
Hichaambwa, and
Chinyama Lukama.
Working Paper No. 145.
November 2018.
Pay, Talk, or 'Whip' to
Conserve Forests:
Framed Field
Experiments in Zambia.
Hambulo Ngoma, Amare
Teklay Hailu, Arild
Angelsen, and Stephen
Kabwe. Working Paper
No. 140. July 2018.
Impacts of climate
change on water
availability in Zambia:
implications for
irrigation development
Mitelo Subakanya,
Gelson Tembo and
Robert B. Richardson.
Land Use Planning and
Wildlife-Inflicted Crop
Damage in
Zambia. Environments;
5(10):110.
Climate-Smart
Agriculture, Cropland
Expansion, and
Deforestation in Zambia:
Linkages, Processes, and
Drivers. Hambulo
Ngoma, Johanne
Pelletier, Brian P
Mulenga, and Mitelo
Subakanya. Working

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 3

Agricultural
Diversification

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 4

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 5

Smallholder
Productivity
and
Technology

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 6

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 7
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2019

Working
paper

2019

Working
paper

2019

Professional
Publication

2018

Professional
Publication

2018

Professional
Publication

2018

Professional
Publication

Paper No. 152.
December 2019.
The Role of Policy and
Institutions in Greening
the Charcoal Value
Chain in Zambia.
Mulako Kabisa, Brian P.
Mulenga, Hambulo
Ngoma, and Mercy
Mupeta Kandulu.
Working Paper No. 151.
November 2019.
Poverty and Weather
Shocks: A Panel Data
Analysis of Structural
and Stochastic Poverty in
Zambia. Hambulo
Ngoma, Brian P.
Mulenga, Jason Snyder,
Alefa Banda, and Antony
Chapoto. Working Paper
No. 150. November
2019.
Byman H. Hamududu
and Hambulo Ngoma.
Impacts of climate
change on water
resources availability in
Zambia: implications for
irrigation
development. Environme
nt, Development and
Sustainability. Published
Online, Pages 1-22.
February 2019.
Hambulo Ngoma and
Arild Angelsen. Can
Conservation Agriculture
Save Tropical Forests?
The Case of Minimum
Tillage in Zambia. Forest
policy and Economics,
Volume 97, Pages 153162.
Faaiqa Hartley, Dirk van
Seventer, Paul Samboko,
and Channing
Arndt. Economy-wide
Implications of Biofuel
Production in Zambia.
Development Southern
Africa. Published Online.
December 2018.
Ngoma, H. Does
Minimum Tillage
Improve the Livelihood
Outcomes of
Smallholder Farmers in

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 8

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 9

Climate
Change and
Natural
Resources 10

Climate
Change Forest
Natural
Resources 11

Climate
Change Forest
Natural
Resources 12

Climate
Change Forest
Natural
Resources 13
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2018

Professional
Publication

2020

Working
Paper

2018

Working
paper

2019

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2019

Technical
Papers and
Notes
Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2018

2018

2018

2018

2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Working
paper

Zambia? Food Security.
10(2), 381-396.
Paul C. Samboko,
Mulako Kabisa and Giles
Henley. Constraints to
Biofuel Feedstock
Production Expansion in
Zambia. Published
Online. August 2018.
Smallholder
vulnerability and
exposure to climate
change in AERs I and III
Zambia Agriculture
Status Report 2018.
Antony Chapoto, Brian
Chisanga, and Mulako
Kabisa. December 2018.
Zambia Agriculture
Status Report 2019.
Brian P. Mulenga,
Mulako Kabisa, and
Antony Chapoto.
December 2019.
Zambia Agriculture
Status Report 2019.
Brian P. Mulenga,
Mulako Kabisa, and
Antony Chapoto.
December 2020
Rural Agricultural
Livelihoods Survey
report, 2019
Zambia Food Security
Report - September.
September 2018.
Household Dietary
Diversity Impact of
Women Control over
Agricultural Income in
Zambia. Rhoda MofyaMukuka and Jairos
Sambo. No. 91. July
2018.
Zambia Food Security
Report - July. IAPRI
Food Security. July
2018.
Zambia Food Security
Report - May. IAPRI
Food Security. May
2018.
Understanding the
Hunger and Malnutrition
Situation in Zambia.
Rhoda Mofya-Mukuka,
Alefa Banda, and Benny

Climate
Change Forest
Natural
Resources 14

Climate
Change Forest
Natural
Resources 15
Cross Cutting
all theme

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Cross Cutting
all theme

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Cross Cutting
all theme

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Cross Cutting
all theme

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition
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Working
paper

2018

Technical
Papers and
Notes

2018

Professional
Publication

2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2019

2019

Working
paper

2019

Working
paper

Kabwela. Working Paper
No. 148. December
2018.
Impacts of Legume
Technologies on Food
Security: Evidence from
Zambia. Christine M.
Sauer, Nicole M. Mason,
Mywish K. Maredia, and
Rhoda Mofya-Mukuka.
Working Paper No. 133.
January 2018.
The status of hunger and
malnutrition in Zambia:
a review of methods and
indicators.
Brian Chisanga and
Olipa Zulu-Mbata. The
Changing Food
Expenditure Patterns and
Trends in Zambia:
Implications for
Agricultural Policies.
Food Security, Volume
10, Issue 3, pages 721–
740, June 2018.
Options for Agricultural
Diversification from the
Farmers Perspective in
Zambia. Rhoda Mofya
Mukuka and
MarjoleinMwanamweng
e. No. 98. October 2019.
Food Security Status
Update - July to
September. Brian
Mulenga and Alefa
Banda. September 2019.
Food Security Status
Report - January to
March. Alefa Banda.
March 2019.
Food Security Status
Report. Alefa Banda,
Brian P. Mulenga and
Antony Chapoto.
October - December
2019.
Zambia Food Security
and Nutrition Report.
Rhoda Mofya-Mukuka,
Alefa Banda, and
MarjoleinMwanamweng
e. December 2019.
Effects of Food Prices on
Household Dietary
Diversity of Rural
Households in Zambia.
Stephen Kabwe, Mitelo

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition
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Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2018

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

Subakanya, and Rhoda
Mofya-Mukuka.
Working Paper No. 149.
September 2019.
Food Security Status
Report. Alefa Banda and
Antony Chapoto. April June 2019
Food security status
update report – January –
March 2020
Food security status
update report – AprilJune 2020
Food security status
update report – July –
September 2020
Public Perceptions of
Effects of COVID-19 on
Food Security,
Livelihoods and Priority
Measures.
Securing Zambia's Food
Systems During the
COVID-19 Pandemic.
COVID-19 Effects on
Food Security and
Livelihoods in Zambia.
Factors Contributing to
reduction in Stunting in
children 0 to 2 years in
Zambia – Rhoda Mofya
The State of Zambia's
Food and Nutrition
Security in 2019
Youth Employment in
Zambia: What
Opportunities Does
Agriculture
Offer? Thelma NamonjeKapembwa and Henry
Machina. No. 92. July
2018.
Conservation
Agriculture: Gendered
Impacts on Households
Livelihoods. Olipa ZuluMbata and Antony
Chapoto. Working Paper
No. 141. August 2018.
Youth Employment in
Zambia: What
Opportunities Does
Agriculture Offer? Henry
Machina, Thelma
Namonje-Kapembwa,
and Albert C. Kasoma.

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition
Food Security
and Nutrition

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Food Security
and Nutrition

Food Security
and Nutrition
Gender and
Youth

Gender and
Youth

Gender and
Youth
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Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2018

Working
paper

2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2019

Working
paper

2019

Working
paper

2020

Working
paper

2020

Atlas

Working Paper No. 138.
June 2018.
Successful Emerging
Agri-business Youth
Entrepreneurs in Zambia:
What makes them
succeed? Stephen
Kabwe, Henry Machina,
and Theresa Kinkese.
Working Paper No. 137.
June 2018.
Household Dietary
Diversity Impact of
Women Control Over
Income from Agriculture
in Zambia. Rhoda
Mofya-Mukuka and
Jairos Sambo. Working
Paper No. 136. April
2018.
Smallholder Livestock
Production in Zambia:
Bridging the Gender
Gap. Henry Machina and
Mary Lubungu. Working
Paper No. 134. February
2018.
What is the Secret
Behind the Successful
Agri-business Youth
Entrepreneurs in
Zambia? Stephen Kabwe
and Henry Machina. No.
99. November 2019.
Youth Employment and
Agriculture in Zambia.
Antony Chapoto, Jairos
Sambo, and Henry
Machina. Working Paper
No. 153. December
2019.
Amazing Women:
Stories of Successful
Women in Agribusiness
in Zambia. Henry
Machina, Antony
Chapoto, Rhoda MofyaMukuka, Mary Lubungu,
Faith Adwoko
Kalondawanga, Joyce
Mufungwe and Martha
Chilala. December 2019.
Statistical compendium
of gendered statistics and
agriculture
Atlas on women in
agriculture [mapping
statistics about women
participation in

Gender and
Youth

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Gender and
Youth

Gender and
Youth

Gender and
Youth

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Gender and
Youth

Gender and
Youth

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Gender and
Youth
Gender and
Youth
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and
Advisory
Notes

2018

Working
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Working
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Working
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2018

Professional
Publication

2019

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes

2019

2019

agriculture - various
aspects)
Pricing Policy and
Maize Market
Development in Zambia.
Antony Chapoto and
Brian Chisanga. No. 97.
November 2018.
2018/19 Zambian Maize
Outlook and Regional
Analysis. Brian
Chisanga, Antony
Chapoto and Alefa
Banda. Issue 4.
December 2018.
Getting it Right: How to
Make Grain Trade Work
for Zambia. Brian
Chisanga, Mitelo
Subakanya, and
MirriamMakungwe.
Working Paper No. 144.
November 2018.
Grain Marketing
Innovations and
Investments in Zambia:
Creating Marketing
Opportunities for
Smallholder Farmers.
Brian Chisanga and
Antony Chapoto.
Working Paper No. 135.
April 2018.
Graham Paul von
Maltitz, Giles Henley,
Mike Ogg, Paul C.
Samboko, Alexandros
Gasparatos, Matt Read,
Francois and Abubakari
Ahmed. Institutional
Arrangements of
Outgrower Sugarcane
Production in Southern
Africa. Published Online.
October 2018.
Maize Market Status
Report. Alefa Banda.

Markets and
Trade
Development

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Markets and
Trade
Development

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Markets and
Trade
Development

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Maize Market Status
Report. Alefa Banda.
March 2019.

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Agricultural Sector in
Peril: Is Zambia Killing
the Goose that Lays the
Golden Egg? Paul
Samboko, Antony
Chapoto, Alefa Banda

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders
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2019

2019

2020

Policy Briefs
and
Advisory
Notes
Working
paper

Working
paper

and Brian Chisanga. No.
98. February 2019.
Grain Market
Assessment - September
to December 2019. Alefa
Banda. January 2019.
Zambian Maize Outlook
and Regional Analysis
2019/20. Brian P.
Mulenga, Alefa Banda,
Antony Chapoto and
Brian Chisanga. Issue 5.
December 2019.
Maize Market Outlook
and Regional Analysis

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Markets and
Trade
Development

Yes, survey of
stakeholders

Source: Extracted from IAPRI, Research Directorate Output compiled in 2021
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1. Assessment of the scope of the evaluation
1.1 Background and objective
The Indaba Agricultural Policy Institute (IAPRI) conducts research and outreach to provide evidencebased policy solutions and advise the government of Zambia and other relevant stakeholders on
agricultural policies and investments for transforming Zambian agriculture to achieve sustainable
pro-poor growth. Its activities are guided by four strategic pillars:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Research and policy development
Outreach and alliances
Financial sustainability
Governance

The institute was set up in 2011 and Sweden has provided financial support since 2013. The current
grant from Sida amounts to SEK 38 000 000 and covers the period November 2018 to December
2022.
The purposes of the current mid-term evaluation are to:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Assess the progress of the agreed interventions.
Provide lessons learned on what works and what does not.
Provide recommendations on any adjustment or improvement to be done.
Provide a basis for the Embassy’s decision on possible continued funding and on the
content of the portfolio under the current cooperation strategy period.

The objectives of the evaluation are to:
-

Evaluate the relevance of IAPRI’s interventions to the stakeholders and formulate
recommendations on how IAPRI can improve and adjust implementation for the remainder
of the agreement period.

-

Evaluate the effectiveness of IAPRI’s work with regard to the level of influence on agricultural
policies.

-

Evaluate the cost effectiveness of IAPRI’s organisational structure in undertaking the agreed
mandate, and the sustainability of IAPRI’s operations and results.

The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Embassy of Sweden in Lusaka, IAPRI board and
staff members, and other interested donors.
1.2

Sector context
Perspective on agriculture policy and research
Zambia operates a market economy as a conduit for economic growth and development. The
government is predominantly focused on creating a conducive business environment through
enabling policies in order for the private sector to thrive and create national wealth. Agricultural
research is important to provide information for evidence-based policy making and to guide public
and private funding agencies on investment choices among several available opportunities. Policy
impact studies are also key in providing feedback to scientists on which technologies or innovations
are successful at smallholder farm level: why they are working and how they can be enhanced.
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Agricultural research also aims at increasing productivity in the sector given a growing population,
adverse climate change, shrinking employment in the formal non-agricultural sectors and the huge
potential for agricultural innovations to address the challenges for food security, income and
employment generation, and for conservation and management of natural resources. A thriving
agricultural sector in Zambia is imperative to reducing poverty and for equitable distribution of
income in an economy with a large rural, impoverished and agriculture-dependant population.
Zambia’s development aspirations and the strategies to achieve them are contained in successive
National Development Plans, the latest being the Seventh National Development Plan 2017-2021
(7NDP). Subject to this overall plan, successive National Agricultural Policy documents have focussed
on policy objectives and plans in the agricultural sector.
The Second National Agricultural Policy (SNAP, 2016) lists 10 policy objectives including notably a)
to improve food and nutrition security; b) to increase agricultural production and productivity; c) to
increase private sector participation in agricultural development; and d) to increase the effectiveness
and efficiency in agricultural research and development. In a market economy, the formulation and
accurate targeting of various policies to stimulate economic growth and achieve equitable wealth
distribution cannot be overemphasised. Policy makers need solid, credible and impartial evidence to
guide their policy decisions. Various private and public organizations and research projects, including
IAPRI, have been providing this service. IAPRI was incorporated as a private limited company in 2011
and has emerged as one of the leading agricultural policy research institutes in the country.
Agricultural research is funded in various ways in Zambia. The government primarily funds publicbasic research through budgeted grants or through donor-aided projects implemented by the
government. Such research is aimed at finding ways to increase livestock or crop yields, increase farm
productivity, reduce disease and insect pests, etc. The private sector is primarily engaged in research
results that can be commercialized. The primary motive is profit, for example in the seed industry.
Donor-funded private organizations also engage in policy research and some, such as IAPRI, have
carved out specialized niches of research for themselves. Government funding for basic research is
minimal, and funding from donor sources to government and private organizations is also declining
for various reasons including insufficient overall government budget allocations to the agricultural
sector because of a declining national economy, donor fatigue in research funding, declining donor
purses, and changing newly emerging priorities, including those related to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Given the above, a picture emerges in which there will be increasing demand for research into the
distant future as the operating sector environment continues to evolve. However, in the near
foreseeable future, there will be a big gap in funding such as is already being experienced by many
research institutions including IAPRI. In order to avoid stagnation in the agricultural sector, there is
need to find innovative ways of funding agricultural research, especially in critical areas of research
that are unlikely to be funded by the private sector.
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Perspective on agriculture economics
Zambia has a total land area of 752,614 Km2, of which 58 percent is classified as having medium to
high potential for agricultural production, with annual rainfall ranging between 800 mm to 1,400
mm. These conditions are conducive for the production of a broad range of crops, fish and livestock.
Zambia has about 40 percent of the water resources in the SADC region thereby offering huge
opportunities for fish farming, livestock production and irrigated agriculture. Out of the 160 billion
cubic meters of water received as rainfall annually, the country uses only 60 billion cubic meters.
According to the Second National Agricultural Policy (SNAP), out of 2.75 million hectares of land
potentially available for irrigation, the country is currently irrigating only 156,000 hectares.
The agricultural sector provides livelihoods for more than 70 percent of the population and absorbs
about 67 percent of the labour force. According to the Central Statistics Office Living Conditions
Monitoring Survey Report (2015), 61 % of Zambia’s population lived in rural areas and the incidence
of rural poverty was estimated at 77%, with 66% being extremely poor. About 85% of the rural
population depend on agriculture for their livelihood. Out of an estimated 1.5 million farmers, 96%
are smallholder farmers cultivating 76% of the total cropped area with most female farmers falling
in this category (Sida, Appraisal of Intervention, IAPRI phase 2).
Despite a favourable climate, fertile land and vast water resources, Zambia’s agricultural prospects
are not yet fully tapped with only about 15 percent of total arable land (47 percent of the country’s
total land) under cultivation. The total contribution of agriculture to gross domestic product
averaged 9.8 percent in the period 2006 to 2015 (7NDP). Although national production increased for
most crops such as groundnuts, cotton, sorghum, mixed beans and maize, the crops sub-sector is
not yet diversified and is still dominated by maize. The average maize yields are less than 3 metric
tonnes per hectare despite huge investments made in the provision of input subsidies. (SNAP).
Currently, the fisheries sub-sector only produces about 70, 000 metric tonnes of fish per year out of
which 87 percent comes from capture fisheries. Zambia is a net importer of fish. The livestock subsector is relatively under-exploited and with an expected growth of per-capita income and increasing
urbanisation, demand projections show a large future production deficit.
The agricultural sector faces a number of challenges. These include low agricultural production and
productivity resulting from poor agricultural production management practices and limited holdings
of land cropped by small-scale farmers, which have stagnated at less than two hectares; inefficient
agricultural extension service delivery resulting from low numbers of, and ill equipped, extension
service officers; low level of agricultural mechanisation among smallholder farmers as most of them
still use hand hoes for land preparation and ox-dawn carts; high dependence on rain-fed agriculture;
over-fishing in natural water bodies due to use of unsuitable fishing nets; and unsustainable use of
natural resources resulting from use of bad agricultural production practices such as slash-and-burn
cultivation and charcoal production.
There are also market-related challenges including inefficient access to agricultural markets for
inputs and outputs resulting from poor road infrastructure especially in rural areas; high post-harvest
losses due to poor storage facilities; limited access to and availability of agricultural finance and
credit facilities partially resulting from high interest rates and lack of collateral for small-scale farmers;
reduced net value of agricultural exports particularly for horticulture, floriculture and fish products
due to low production resulting from high production costs, in spite of the overall value of non-
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traditional exports having risen due to exports of timber, honey and handcraft; low resilience to
climate change effects; lack of crop diversification resulting in maize dominance due to high input
subsidies for maize (SNAP).
Therefore, improving livelihoods for poor rural people requires evidence-based agricultural
intervention strategies, coupled with appropriate policy development, in a number of areas.
1.3

Focus of the evaluation
The evaluation focuses on the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of IAPRI and its
interventions. According to the ToR, the evaluation shall cover the period 2018 – 2020 and will focus
on the activities that were agreed with the Embassy of Sweden as indicated in the results framework.
During the start-up meeting, it was agreed that any information of interest to the evaluation available
for 2021 could also be taken into account if found relevant.

2. Relevance and evaluability of evaluation questions
All evaluation questions are considered relevant to the purposes and objectives of the evaluation
and possible to evaluate in the manner described below.
The following evaluation question listed under ‘Efficiency’ in the ToR has been moved to
‘Effectiveness’ since it seems to relate entirely to the effectiveness part of the evaluation: ‘To what
extent has the IAPRI programme generated, or is expected to generate, significant positive or negative,
intended, or unintended, high-level effects in agricultural sector with regard to policies?’
The complete evaluation matrix with all evaluation questions, primary indicators, methods of data
collection and data sources is provided in Appendix 1.

3. Proposed approach and methodology
3.1 Overall approach
The most important aspect of the overall evaluation approach is that the process and results of the
evaluation should be useful to the learning and decision-making of the main stakeholders, that is
IAPRI and the Embassy of Sweden in Lusaka. To this effect, the team will apply an open, participatory
and inclusive approach to gather evidence-based information, which is manifested in the
methodologies for data collection presented below.
The evaluation will also take into account overall objectives of Swedish development cooperation, in
particular the Strategy for Sweden’s development cooperation with Zambia 2018 – 2022, and
notably the poverty and gender/rights perspectives.

3.2 Methods for data collection
The intended methods for data collection include document review, virtual interviews virtual
workshops and electronic events.
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Review of documentation
A list of documents that have been made available to the evaluation team during the inception phase
is provided in Table 1. Additional documentation of relevance will be collected during the evaluation
process.
Table 1

Preliminary list of documents to review

Document reference
1.

IAPRI, Annual Reports for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020

2.

IAPRI, Financial statements for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020

3.

IAPRI, Quarter 1 2021 Executive Director’s Report to the Board

4.

IAPRI, Quarter 1 2021 Finance and Administration Committee Report to the Board

5.

IAPRI, Quarter 1 2021 Monitoring & Evaluation Report

6.

IAPRI, Quarter 1 2021 Research and Outreach Report

7.

IAPRI, 2017, Strategic Plan May 2017 to April 2022

8.

IAPRI, Reports from stakeholder meetings.

9.

IAPRI, 2018, Project Proposal for two years, June 2018 to May 2020

10. Embassy of Sweden, Agreement on Core Support to Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI),
2012-2018
11. Embassy of Sweden, 2017, Appraisal of Intervention, IAPRI Phase Two
12. Embassy of Sweden, 2018, Grant Agreement between the Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency (Sida) and Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI), regarding the
Agricultural Policy and Private Sector Investment Programme, Sida Contribution No. 12160.
13. Strategy for Sweden’s Development Cooperation with Zambia 2018-2022. 2017? Sida.
14. Ljungman, C et.al., 2015, Mid-term Review of the Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute, Final Report for
Sida.
15. Republic of Zambia, Living Conditions and Monitoring Survey Report 2015, Central Statistics Office.
16. Republic of Zambia, Seventh National Development Plan 2017 - 2021, Ministry of National Development
Planning
17. Republic of Zambia, December 2006, Vision 2030: A Prosperous Middle-Income Nation by 2030.
18. Republic of Zambia, Second National Agricultural Policy. 2016. Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Livestock

During the preliminary document review carried out as part of the inception phase work, the issue
of reduced funding for IAPRI has been verified as a particularly critical sustainability issue.
Interviews
A preliminary list of agencies, organisations and individuals to interview is provided in Table 2. The
list is based on stakeholder mapping, carried out using information available in the documentation
made available to the team and information provided verbally during the kick-off meeting. The list
will be updated and complemented as the evaluation progresses. In view of the current spike in
Covid-19 infections, all interviews and possible group events will be carried out using virtual
platforms. The team will prepare adapted interview guides at the outset of the data collection phase.
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Table 2.

Preliminary list of agencies, organisations and individuals to interview

Agency, organisation

Name

Position

UNZA Sch. of Agric. Sciences

Dr. Mick Mwala

IAPRI Board Member

Independent Economist

Mr. Denis Wood

IAPRI Board Member

260966757056

ZNFU

Mrs. Ellah Chembe

IAPRI Board Member

260965608748

Agricultural Consultative
Forum

Mr. Masiye Nawiko

Grain Marketers Association
of Zambia

Mr. Jacob Mwale

Ministry of Finance

Mr. Boyd Lumbwe

IAPRI Board Member
IAPRI Board Member
IAPRI Board Member

Ministry of Commerce Trade
and Industry

Mr. Sunday Chikoti

Zambia Statistics Agency

Mr. Patrick Chuni

IAPRI Board Member

Ministry of Agriculture

Mrs. Peggy Yawawa
Mlewa

IAPRI Board Member

Michigan State University
Department of Agricultural
Food and Resource
Economics
IAPRI

IAPRI Board Member

IAPRI Board Member
Prof. Thom S. Jayne

Contact
260977670635

260966455696
260977988897
260977348676
260973017956
260977801584
260977801584
1-517-432-9802

Mr. Chance Kabaghe

Executive Director

260977794466

Mr. Joseph Ngulube

Finance & Admin. Director

260977457060

Mr. Ballard A.M. Zulu

Business & Outreach
Director

260977811700

IAPRI

Dr. Antony Chapoto

Outreach Director

260978838122

IAPRI

Dr. Brian Mulenga

Senior Research Fellow

260978609526

IAPRI

Dr. Mary Lubungu

Research Fellow

260975901466

IAPRI

Mr. Stephen Kabwe

Grassroots Coordinator

260976826931

IAPRI

Ms. Christabel Chabwela

Communications Specialist

260966880915

IAPRI

Ms. Christabel M.
Chileshe

Accountant

260977370970

IAPRI

Cardinal Hachikona

Webmaster & Librarian

260973285510

IAPRI

Nicho Zulu

Assistant Accountant

260977471477

IAPRI

Kabukabu Makau

Office Manager

260977875158

IAPRI

Ms. Faith Kalondawanga

M & E Specialist

260966209193

Miyanda Malambo

Business Development
Associate

260963310712

Mr. Moses Tembo

Business Development
Associate

260977284683

IAPRI

Mulako Kabisa

Research Associate

260977598936

IAPRI

Mitelo Subakanya

Research Associate

260977218813

IAPRI

Mwamba Chishimba

IT & Data Manager

260977827569

IAPRI
IAPRI

IAPRI
IAPRI
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Embassy of Sweden

Susanna Hughes

Head of Bilateral
Cooperation

Embassy of Sweden

Zoole Newa

Programme Manager

Ministry of Agriculture,
Livestock and Fisheries

Permanent Secretary &
Directors
Technical Committee
Senior staff in the Policy
and Planning Division

Parliamentary sub-committee
for Agriculture and Natural
Resources

TBA

Zambia Institute for Policy
Analysis and Research

TBA

Institute of Social and
Economic Research

TBA

Policy Monitoring Research
Centre

TBA

Centre for Trade Policy
Development

TBA

Musika

Reuben Banda

Millers Association of Zambia

TBA

National Food and Nutrition
Commission of Zambia

TBA

Zambia Environmental
Management Agency

TBA

Zambia Institute of
Environmental Management

TBA

Food Reserve Agency

TBA

Conservation Farming Unit

Mr. Collins Nkatiko

National Youth Development
Council

TBA

Selected interviewees from
2015 MTR

TBA

CEO

0977718486

Chief Executive Officer

TBA

Stakeholder workshops and electronic events
Theory-of-change workshop
A virtual workshop for discussing the current IAPRI theory of change (see Figure 1) will be facilitated
by the evaluation team. The purposes of the workshop are:
-

To enhance the understanding of the anticipated causal linkages between the different result
levels among the evaluation team members
To scrutinize and validate/invalidate the relevance of the current IAPRI theory of change
To provide evidence inputs to support contribution analysis by the evaluation team

The working hypothesis is that it will be possible to organise this workshop using the Zoom format.
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Figure 1.

The IAPRI Theory of Change.

SWOT workshop
A SWOT workshop to ascertain strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats and proposed paths
going forward will be organised with the purpose of providing an opportunity for the evaluation
team to collect information related primarily to the two evaluation questions on efficiency:
1.

Delivery and usefulness of the IAPRI M&E system: Has the M&E system delivered robust
and useful information that could be used to assess progress towards outcomes and
contribute to learning?

2.

Organizational efficiency of the intervention: To what extent has the intervention
delivered, likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely way considering the inputs
(funds), organisational structure and outputs?

If feasible, the workshop will be arranged as a virtual meeting with the IAPRI staff, facilitated by the
evaluation team. If that will prove difficult due to difficulty in gathering a sufficient number of IAPRI
staff during late July, the required information will be collected electronically from each staff member
and consolidated by the evaluation team. A solution could also be to have a virtual workshop with
available staff and complement with collecting information electronically from those who cannot
participate in the workshop.
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Forcefield Analysis
The Forcefield Analysis methodology was originally developed as a tool for taking decisions and
planning change. It can also be used to analyse what factors enable and what factors hinder the
ability of an organisation, project, programme or strategy to achieve its intended goals and can thus
provide valuable strategic guidance.

Forcefield Analysis is normally carried out as a group-based interactive exercise with a dynamic
orientation. Ideally it is carried out as a workshop where key stakeholders first individually specify
the most important positive (enabling) and negative (hindering) factors on Post-it notes or sheets of
paper. These are then displayed on a wall or big table in front of the participants and then aggregated
under more generic factor headings that can range from factors experienced at individual community
member levels up to government policy or strategic level. The general factor headings, which
typically amount to around 10, are specified by the group and then each participant sets a score for
the importance (strength of influence to change) of each factor. The scores for each generic factor
are added and the factors are ranked according to the perceived importance.
This link to a YouTube presentation is useful for a quick overview of the method:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Rwpp53uq1o8
From a strategizing point of view, a programme can work with both sets of factors in order to
enhance its effectiveness. In the case of the enabling factors, it can be analysed for each factor how
interventions related to that particular factor can be strengthened. In the case of the hindering
factors, it can be analysed how they can be influenced or, when they are beyond possible influence
by the programme, how the effects of these hindering factors can be counteracted or circumvented.
Since it will not be possible during the current pandemic to organise a workshop with the IAPRI staff,
it is proposed to do it individually through email communication. Following a virtual introduction by
the evaluation team, each IAPRI staff member will be contacted through email and asked to provide
the five most important enabling and five most hindering factors in relation to achieving the goal of
the initiative: “identifying policies and investments in the agricultural sector that can effectively
stimulate inclusive economic growth and poverty reduction”.
These will be collected and entered into a database by the evaluation team. The aggregation under
more generic headings will be done by the evaluation team. After the two lists of generic headings
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(enabling and hindering) have been produced, they will be shared with IAPRI management for
information and possible comment, and then sent to each respondent for individual scoring. After
the scores have been received by the evaluation team, the final consolidated result will be prepared
and reported to IAPRI.

4. Other issues and recommendations
4.1 Limitations and ethical matters
The current rise in new Covid infection rates in Zambia constitutes a methodological limitation to the
evaluation. It is obvious at this stage, that it will not be possible to conduct the three workshop events
that are part of the work plan as physical events. With regard to the SWOT and Forcefield Analysis
events, this is not considered a major problem, they can be carried out electronically, engaging the
concerned stakeholders individually through email correspondence. The event for analysing and
discussing the current IAPRI Theory-of-Change, however, will necessitate a virtual meeting format
allowing for discussion.
The evaluation includes primary data collection from key stakeholders and beneficiaries, to a major
extent in the form of key informant interviews, virtual workshops and electronic communication
events. Interviewees, and meeting and event participants will be informed that the results of their
participation in terms of information and perceptions gathered will be stored, processed and
presented in full confidentiality by the team. In order to avoid presenting information that could be
harmful to stakeholders or beneficiaries, informed consent procedures will be followed at interviews.
Participants will be informed that they are free to cease their participation at any point. Sensitive or
confidential information will be treated with due care and used in agreement with the Client.

4.2 Risks
A risk assessment, including how they can be addressed, is provided in Table 3.
Table 3.

Risk assessment

Risk

Probability

Severity

Action

Independence of the
evaluation team vis-à-vis
stakeholders, including
its policy & operation

Low

High

No conflicts have been identified at this stage. Any
possible conflicts of interest will be addressed openly
and transparently as they emerge.

Lack of timely access to
relevant information and
data, particularly data
from stakeholders and
policy beneficiaries listed
in the evaluation matrix
and the preliminary list of
persons to interview
(Table 2 of this report)

Medium

Medium

Most written requested data from IAPRI have already
been accessed. The team, in cooperation with IAPRI,
will work constructively to overcome difficulties in
locating
and
interviewing
listed
stakeholders/beneficiaries
by
making
early
appointments in order to give interviewees timing
flexibility.

Team dysfunctions, lack
of performance and
team member drop out
due
to
unforeseen
circumstances

Low

Medium

NIRAS has worked with all team members in previous
assignments and attests to their high capability. Two
team members have functioned well together on
other assignments. By applying a proactive project
management approach, it will be possible to closely
monitor progress and identify early warning signals.
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In case of dropout due to unforeseen circumstances,
it would be possible to replace team members at short
notice, drawing on NIRAS’ broad and deep in-house
networks and competence both locally in Zambia and
internationally.
Delays due to external
risks such as effects of
working in a COVID 19
pandemic environment
and during an election
campaign period.

Medium

Medium

The general evaluation timeframe has been found to
be realistic and agreed during the start-up meeting.
Provided
that
timely
access
to
relevant
documentation, beneficiaries and stakeholders is
arranged, no delays are foreseen in implementing the
evaluation. In this regard the data collection work
period is the most constrained in terms of time
management. Meeting arrangements involving
individual stakeholders and beneficiaries must
consider and proactively mitigate effects of remote,
home based (rather than face-to-face office
meetings) communication and its timing (time of day).
Conducting the planned 3 workshops virtually or
electronically may take longer than anticipated,
especially where required participant feedback cannot
be simultaneously obtained from all participants.
Open, honest and transparent dialogue with all
stakeholders will be encouraged to provide a basis for
identifying possible delays in a timely manner and to
plan for adjustment of timelines, if need be. Realistic
and firm time management will be applied. The team
will be proactive in identifying early warnings that
may signal a need to discuss with Sida an extension of
the timing of field work.
The current COVID-19 third wave in Zambia, ongoing
election campaigns and election day in August are
pertinent issues that require close monitoring and
appropriate, timely responses where necessary.

Emerging sensitive issues
beyond the scope of the
evaluation,
e.g.
corruption

Low

Low

The NIRAS Evaluation Toolkit provides clear
guidelines on how to deal with this, should sensitive
issues arise.

Stakeholder
disagreements
with
evaluation findings and
conclusions

Low

High

This is primarily addressed by applying a utilisationfocused approach to the process whereby findings are
triangulated to ensure credibility and transparency,
and validation with the users.

5. Work plan
A time plan for milestones and deliverables is provided in Table 4.
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Table 4.

Time plan for milestones and deliverables

What

Who

Time plan

1.

Start-up meeting, Embassy of Sweden Lusaka
(Virtual)

Embassy of Sweden and IAPRI
staff, NIRAS evaluators

14/06/2021

2.

Draft inception report

Evaluators

30/06/2021

3.

Comments from intended users to evaluators

Embassy and IAPRI staff

07/07/2021

4.

Submission of second draft inception report

Evaluators

09/07/2021

5.

Inception meeting, Embassy of Sweden
(virtual)

Embassy and IAPRI staff,
NIRAS/Evaluators

13/07/2021

6.

Submission of final inception report

Evaluators

13/07/2021

7.

Approval of the final inception report

Embassy

15/07/2021

8.

Data collection, analysis, report writing and
quality assurance

Evaluators

15/07/2021 – 12/08/2021

9.

Virtual debriefing/validation meeting

Embassy and IAPRI staff,
NIRAS/Evaluators

13/08/2021

10. Draft evaluation report

Evaluators

6th September

11. Comments from intended users to evaluators

Embassy and IAPRI staff

20th September 2021

12. Final evaluation report

Evaluators

4th October 2021

13. Seminar Embassy (internal Embassy meeting)

Development Cooperation
Department at the Embassy of
Sweden (DCD)

Tentative 1st November
2021

The evaluation workplan is shown in Table 5. While all team members have strong evaluation
experience and directly relevant academic backgrounds, competent communications skills, and
experience of integrating cross-cutting issues of environment, gender equality and climate change
as well as nutrition, they will also have complementary roles in the evaluation. Åke Nilsson will lead
the teamwork and evaluation process, and Pia Chuzu and Bethel Nakaponda will have specific
responsibilities related to agricultural policy and research, and agricultural economics respectively.
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Table 5.

Work Plan
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Appendix 1: Evaluation matrix
Questions raised in ToR

Primary indicators

Methods

Sources

Comments on
availability of data

RELEVANCE

To what extent has the IAPRI’s
intervention objectives and
design responded to the
stakeholders (private and
public) needs, policies, and
priorities, and have they
continued to do so if/when
circumstances have changed?

Extent of alignment between
IAPRI and national objectives.

7NDP

Extent of alignment of research
agenda with public and private
sector information needs/
priorities.

Various IAPRI
documents

Extent to which there is inbuilt
flexibility to adjust research
program in order to respond to
emerging urgent needs, with
examples
Proportion of research budget
towards sustainable agriculture
agenda

Has IAPRI contributed to
identify and implement
adequate solutions for
sustainable agriculture?

Number of products (policy
notes?) availed to public and
private sector
Extent of uptake of availed
solutions by public and private
entities & reasons for
uptake/non-adoption
Public sector/ private sector/
IAPRI prioritization of the
problems in the agricultural
sector and their causes

Has the research and policy
development addressed the
main causes of the problems in
the agriculture sector?

How
compatible
and
complementary has the IAPRI
intervention been with other
interventions
in
Zambia’s
agricultural sector and the
Embassy’s strategic area?

Extent of congruity among the
entities on the causes of
commonly prioritised problems
Extent to which identified top
public sector and private sector
priorities have been addressed
by IAPRI research; if not
addressed, why not

Extent of overlap and
forward/backward linkages in
agriculture policy research
between IAPRI programs,
Swedish Embassy strategic area
and other key public and private
sector policy research think
tanks
Extent of collaboration between
IAPRI and other think tanks with
similar objectives/programs

National
Agricultural Policy
Document
review
Interviews

Various non-IAPRI
documents
Public and private
sector key
informants/users of
IAPRI outputs

Document
review
Interviews
Theory of
Change
(ToC)
workshop

Document
review
Interviews
SWOT and
Forcefield
analysis

Interviews

IAPRI will assist with
mobilization of relevant
people/organizations to
interview

Various IAPRI
documents
ToC output

Same as above

Public and private
sector key
informants/users of
IAPRI outputs

IAPRI to mobilize staff
participation in the
virtual ToC workshop

Various IAPRI
documents

IAPRI documentation
readily availed

Public and private
sector key
informants/users of
IAPRI outputs.

IAPRI will assist with
mobilization of relevant
people/ organizations to
interview

Outputs from FFA
event

IAPRI to mobilize staff
participation in the
virtual FFA

IAPRI documents
and relevant public
and private sector
documents
Document
review

IAPRI documentation
readily availed

Strategy for
Sweden’s
development
cooperation with
Zambia 2018 2022
Public and private
sector key
informants of
selected key
organizations in

IAPRI documentation
readily availed
IAPRI will assist with
mobilization of
identified people/
organizations to
interview from whom
relevant documentation
will also be collected
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the agricultural
policy research
field

EFFECTIVENESS

To what extent has the
intervention
achieved
its
objectives, and its results,
including any differential results
across groups (women and
youth)? If so, why? If not, why
not? What can be done to make
the intervention more effective?

Extent to which the
achievement of objectives and
results has been confirmed
Reasons for achievement/nonachievement provided
Recommendations for
enhanced results achievement
provided

Document
review
Interviews
ToC
FFA

Number of policy briefs
produced
What
policies
(agriculture,
environment, gender, nutrition)
have IAPRI managed to
influence, and which ones are
yet to be changed?

To what extent have lessons
learned from what works well
and less well been used to
improve and adjust intervention
implementation?

To what extent has the IAPRI
programme generated, or is
expected
to
generate,
significant positive or negative,
intended, or unintended, highlevel effects in agricultural
sector with regard to policies?

Number of briefs tendered to
support policy debates/
discussions
Number of polices changed/ or
in the process of which IAPRI
was a primary influencer

Extent of follow up on findings
from monitoring and
evaluations
Number of learning events
scheduled and implemented.

Extent to which policy makers
and stakeholders have been
using IAPRI’s evidence-based
outputs in the policy making
process to achieve pro-poor
growth
Number of products (Policy
Briefs, Working Papers,
Technical Paper, Advisory notes)
availed to public and private
sector

IAPRI monitoring
and evaluation
reports
Public and private
sector IAPRI output
beneficiaries
Outputs from FFA
and ToC workshop/
event

IAPRI policy briefs
Document
review
Interviews

Document
review
Interviews

Document
review
Interviews
FFA and
ToC
workshops

IAPRI staff & Board
Parliamentary
subcommittee
Private and public
sector beneficiaries

IAPRI monitoring
and evaluation
reports
IAPRI monitoring
staff and senior
management

IAPRI monitoring
and evaluation
reports
information
received from
interviews and
virtual ToC and FFA
workshop/event

Extent of uptake of availed
outputs by public and private
entities & reasons for uptake/
non adoption

IAPRI documentation
readily availed
IAPRI will assist with
mobilization of
identified beneficiaries
to interview

IAPRI documentation is
readily available
IAPRI will mobilize staff
for interviews
IAPRI will facilitate
location of other
identified key informants
IAPRI will
documentation is readily
available
IAPRI will facilitate
mobilization of staff and
management for
interviews

IAPRI’s documentation is
readily available
IAPRI will facilitate
mobilization of staff,
management and Board;
for interviews and
participation in the
virtual FFA and ToC
Sida will facilitate
mobilisation of staff and
management for
interviews

EFFICIENCY
Has the M&E system delivered
robust and useful information
that could be used to assess
progress towards outcomes
and contribute to learning?

Type of information the M&E
system is able to produce vis-àvis what it has been able to
produce
Number of policy briefs
produced

Document
review
Interviews
SWOT
workshop

IAPRI monitoring
and evaluation
reports
information
received from
interviews

IAPRI documentation is
readily available
IAPRI will facilitate
mobilization of staff,
management, Board and
beneficiaries of capacity
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Number of working papers
produced

beneficiaries from
IAPRI’s capacity
building activities

Number of technical papers and
advisory notes produced

building for interviews

Number of trainings conducted
for individuals and institutions
involved in agricultural policy
research, formulation, advocacy,
and implementation
Number of individuals and
institutions involved in
agricultural policy research,
formulation, advocacy, and
implementation whose capacity
has been built
Extent to which the strategic
plan has been operationalized
into smaller periods for
achievement of outputs e.g.,
annually, quarterly
Extent of timely/non timely
disbursement of funds for
planned activities and reasons
for any delays

To what extent has the
intervention delivered, likely to
deliver, results in an economic
and timely way considering the
inputs (funds), organisational
structure and outputs?

Extent of timely carrying out
planned activities
Adequacy/inadequacy of the
organisational structure and
each individual’s responsibilities
for the attainment of outputs,
considering the inputs (funds)

IAPRI’s documentation is
readily available
Document
review
Interviews
SWOT
workshop

IAPRI monitoring
and evaluation
reports
informational
received from
interviews

Proportion of funds allocated to
administrative activities (e.g.
salaries) vis-à-vis operational
activities

IAPRI will facilitate
mobilization of staff,
management and Board
for interviews
Sida will facilitate
mobilisation of staff and
management for
interviews

Value for money

SUSTAINABILITY
To what extent does the lack of
government funding or funding
from
other
Zambian
stakeholders and the cessation
of USAID funding have on
IAPRI’s capacity to deliver on its
mandate?

Current and expected
availability of alternative
funding
Actual or expected prioritization
of activities within IAPRI

Virtual
interviews
Document
review
Virtual
workshops

IAPRI, Government
staff, parliamentary
sub-committee on
agriculture
Swedish Embassy,
other potential
donors, budgets
and work planning
documents

The information needed
should be accessible
Quality of information
on potential future
funding may be low

SWOT and ToC
workshops
To what extent will the net
benefits of the intervention
continue, or are likely to
continue?

Level of policy up-take
Longevity of policy changes

Document
review
Interviews
FFA and
ToC

IAPRI monitoring
and evaluation
reports
information
received from
interviews and

IAPRI’s documentation is
readily available
IAPRI will facilitate
mobilization of staff,
management and Board;
for interviews and
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workshops

virtual ToC and FFA
event

participation in the
virtual FFA and ToC
Sida will facilitate
mobilisation of staff and
management for
interviews
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Mid-term evaluation of Indaba Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (IAPRI) in Zambia
A mid-term evaluation of the Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI) was carried out, commissioned by the Embassy
of Sweden in Lusaka. IAPRI provides evidence-based policy support and advice in the agricultural sector in Zambia, and receives
financial support from the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida). Current support covers the period
2018-2022 with a budget of 38 million SEK. The mission of IAPRI is to provide evidence-based policy solutions through high-quality
research and outreach services for the transformation of Zambia’s agricultural sector to achieve sustainable broad-based pro-poor
growth. The evaluation methodology consisted of interviews, focus group meetings, virtual processes and events for Forcefield
analysis and Theory-of-Change discussions, engaging 49 individuals representing stakeholders from IAPRI, government, civil society
and the private sector.
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