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Executive Summary
COSACA, a consortium of Concern, Oxfam, Save the Children and CARE, has been implementing
projects in Mozambique since 2009. The focus of its interventions lies on emergency preparedness. This
report is an emergency baseline for the COSACA II project and assesses the situation in Manica,
Maputo, Sofala, and Zambezia provinces for future projects. In order to support COSACA in its plans to
provide support to individuals affected by drought, this report specifically focuses on food security and
livelihoods (FSL); water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH); child protection; and infant and young
children feeding (IYCF).
After independence in 1975, Mozambique suffered from a long and brutal civil war, which killed overall
more than one million people, and was ended by a peace agreement in 1994. Tensions between the
former combatant parties remained high, however, and a low-level conflict flaring up since 2013
threatens the otherwise continuous economic growth of the Mozambican economy. Additionally,
Mozambique has been severely affected by climate change, with large areas of the country suffering
from year-long droughts, while other parts experienced heavy flooding. These issues threaten the basis
of many individuals’ livelihood, placing a particular burden on the poor.
Overall, the quantitative survey consists of 1342 observations from 4 provinces (Sofala, Manica,
Maputo, and Zambezia) and was accompanied by 6 qualitative key informant interviews with high level
stakeholders and 2 focus group discussions with children and local economic groups in each region.
Based on the latest census, the data was weighted on province level in order to provide the most
accurate representation of the population in question.
The mean age of the aggregated sample lied at 35.1 years and male head of households were
proportionally older than their female counterparts (38.6 years vs 31.6 years). Gender was equally
distributed in the sample. The median household size in the sample was 2 persons and 94.3% of
respondents lived in households with up to four other household members. In Sofala province, the
household size in the sample was significantly higher, 11.4% of respondents claimed to live in
households with five to nine other members; a fact which can be explained by the predominantly rural
areas where data was collected in Sofala.
Food Security and Livelihoods
Responses to questions about livelihood activities painted a diverse picture: on one hand, almost half of
respondents (45.5%) stated to own livestock or small farm animals. On the other hand more than two
thirds of respondents (68.5%) owned small farm animals like poultry rather than cattle (21.5%), which
indicates a lesser livelihood stability overall. Zambezia province stood out with significantly less animals
owned than the average (35.1%), as well as a higher likelihood of owning small farm animals such as
poultry or goats than respondents from other provinces. Wage labour was mentioned as most
important source of income and 14.1% of respondents did not have any source of income. This figure is
higher than average in Zambezia and Manica provinces (18% and 21%).
A majority of respondents reported to not have enough seeds left for the next plantation cycle, which
exacerbates an already high level of food insecurity. 57.1% of interviewees had to skip a meal at least
once in the last 7 days. More than one fifth had to skip meals even more than once a day. “Limiting size
of portions”, “reducing consumption of adults in order to have enough food for children”, “borrowing
food” and “spending savings” were mentioned most often as coping mechanisms. It is concerning that
overall, 11.9% of respondents stated that they spent savings, anther 10% sold household assets and
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10.4% sent household members away to eat elsewhere, which could increase food insecurity even
further as household productivity is reduced as a result of many such mechanisms.
WASH
On average, targeted head of households collected 15.4 litres of water a day, with remarkable
differences between the regions: in Sofala, the average respondent collected 22.8 litres, whereas in
Maputo, only 7.2 litres were collected per day and person. Data further showed a great level of
dissatisfaction with the collected amount, which was corroborated by qualitative interviews: in Manica,
65.9% stated that the water was not sufficient for their needs, whilst in Sofala, Maputo, and Zambezia,
the percentages hovered around 40%. Across all regions, respondents mentioned lack of storage
facilities, distance to the water point, and lack of water at the source as top three reasons for this
dissatisfaction. Public taps and standpipes were mentioned as main water source most often in the
survey (44.2%). Concerningly, surface water ranked second with more than a quarter of responses
(27.2%). In Manica province, this figure was even higher, more than half of all interviewees (54.8%)
stated to use surface water as main source.
Questions on hygiene practices showed that even though there was a satisfying knowledge on the
importance of using soap among the population in question in general, knowledge on particular
occasions when to use detergent or soap differed. Additionally, there was little awareness on infant
hygiene and how to deal with feces, e.g. less than a quarter of respondents claimed to wash hands
before or after dealing with children’s feces.
IYCF and Child Protection
Roughly one third of respondents (32.9%) had already participated in or have at least heard of a child
protection awareness campaign in their community. This number was significantly lower in Sofala and
highest in Zambezia. Main topics discussed were children’s and maternal health, education, and IYCF.
Almost all mothers in Manica and Maputo provinces reported to breastfeed their children (96.6%).
More than 90% of women further reported to have started breastfeeding in the first 24 hours after
giving birth. Notably, in Manica the proportion of women starting to breastfeed immediately after birth
was significantly higher than in Maputo (80% compared to 54%).
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1. Introduction
As a result of its geographic location, Mozambique is highly vulnerable to erratic weather
patterns and natural disasters, which have had a significant negative impact on the people of
Mozambique. The country is exposed to a number of extreme weather events, including
cyclones, floods, and droughts. Southern and central Mozambique, where Manica, Sofala,
Zambezia, and Maputo provinces are located, have been affected particularly badly in recent
years. These provinces have suffered from recurrent agricultural losses as a result of droughts,
floods and uncontrolled bush fires. The densely populated coastal lowlands are affected by
severe erosion, saltwater intrusion, loss of vital infrastructure, and the spread of diseases such
as malaria, cholera and influenza. Combined, these issues threaten the basis of many
individuals’ livelihoods, placing a particular burden on the poor.1
In response to these disasters and Mozambique’s high risk factors, the COSACA (Concern,
Oxfam, Save the Children and CARE) Consortium has been implementing interventions
focused on emergency preparedness and response in Mozambique since 2009.
In seeking to extend their program, the Consortium is planning on supporting 171,960 droughtaffected individuals with interventions in different thematic areas, namely in food security and
livelihoods (FSL), nutrition, water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), and child protection. It is
against this background that COSACA commissioned a baseline study in Maputo, Manica,
Sofala, and Zambezia Provinces.

1.1.

Background

1.1.1.

Background on Country

The independence of Mozambique in 1975 ended after almost five centuries of colonial rule by
Portugal, who governed the southeast African country since Portuguese explorer Vasco da
Gama first set anchor on its shore in 1497. During the 18th and 19th century, Mozambique rose
to be a major centre in the international slave trade with its peak in the first half of the 19th
century, when around 15 000 slaves left Mozambique, mainly to Brazil but also to markets
around the Indian Ocean.2 Even after Portugal officially banned slave trade in 1842, clandestine
trade continued for decades.3 However, Portugal was not the only colonial power which had
interest in south eastern Africa. Britain also had interests in the area at the time, and Britain
and Portugal signed a treaty shaping the land borders of Mozambique and its neighboring
British colonies – a treaty which continues to shape Mozambican politics and society today.
“German Development Cooperation, accessed 7 February 2017, https://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/20431.html.
“Mozambique – History and Background”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://education.stateuniversity.com/pages/1027/Mozambique-HISTORY-BACKGROUND.html.
3 “BBC – Country Profile Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-13890720.
1
2
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In 1910, Mozambique’s status changed from Portuguese province to being a colony, but it took
another 50 years before the Liberation Front of Mozambique (FRELIMO), formed in 1962,
could begin the struggle for independence.4 After a military coup in Portugal, which toppled
Salazar’s regime, the movements for independence in colonies like Angola, Guinea Bissau, and
also Mozambique received a wave of political support from the newly established Portuguese
leadership and in 1975, Mozambique became independent, with FRELIMO leader Samora
Machel, elected as the country’s first president.56 FRELIMO established a socialist single-party
system and adopted a Marxist doctrine in the late seventies.
By 1976, tensions between the communist leadership and the Rhodesian colonialists, backed
by the Mozambican National Resistance Movement (RENAMO), escalated into a civil war,
which lasted until 1992 and killed more than 1 million people.7 A peace accord signed in 1992
ended the fighting and paved the way for multi-party elections in 1994, where FRELIMO
reinforced its political dominance and RENAMO became the official opposition party.8
At the last elections in 2014, FRELIMO still secured a strong majority in the parliament with
144 out of 250 seats in total. However, in this election RENAMO also doubled its seats and
gained further political influence. Since 2012, a low level insurgency backed by RENAMO
fighters has taken place in the central and northern parts of the country.
Mozambique has been growing rapidly, with an average GDP growth of 7.6% from 2000 to
20159, which shows a potential to continue its economic/social/political progress. But political
unrest and the debt/loan issue threatens this progress. The discovery of an additional debt of
1.4 billion USD of the Mozambican state has led to harsh sanctions by the IMF and has added
to the uncertainty of developments in the economic and political sector.10

“Mozambique – History and Background”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://education.stateuniversity.com/pages/1027/Mozambique-HISTORY-BACKGROUND.html.
5 “Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://adst.org/2015/04/the-carnationrevolution-a-peaceful-coup-in-portugal/
6 “BBC – Country Profile Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-13890720.
7 “Mail and Guardian”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://mg.co.za/article/2013-10-23-mozambiques-renamo-a-history.
8 “Mail and Guardian”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://mg.co.za/article/2013-10-23-mozambiques-renamo-a-history.
9 “World Bank – World Development Index“, accessed 7 February 2017, http://data.worldbank.org/country/mozambique.
10 “Bloomberg”, accessed 7 February 2017, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-10-28/imf-freezes-mozambiqueloans-while-country-s-debt-is-in-distress.
4
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1.1.2.
Background on Food Security and Livelihood
(FSL); Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene (WASH); and
Infant and Young Child Feeding (IYCF) in Mozambique
Food Security, Livelihood, and IYCF
Mozambique’s rapid economic expansion over the past decades has had only a moderate
impact on poverty reduction, and the geographical distribution of poverty remains largely
unchanged. Even though the country is rich in natural resources such as precious stones, gas,
and fertile land, the human development index still ranks the country as one of the poorest in
the world (180 out of 188 countries and territories).11 The adult literacy rate hovers around
56%, and average life expectancy at birth is 50.3 years.12
A majority of Mozambicans still rely on small scale cultivation as a main source of income. In
2016, the weather phenomenon El Niño caused a severe drought in Southern Africa, and
Mozambique was particularly affected. 13 The Technical Secretariat for Food and Nutritional
Security (SETSAN) stated in July 2016 that the number of people facing acute food insecurity
has actually decreased from 1,498,928 in March to 1,423,031 in July.14 However, the World
Food Programme estimates that almost 2 million people will require food assistance during the
2016/17 period, due to low yields in the preceding harvest season.15
One-third of the Mozambican population is chronically food-insecure and half a million
children aged 6-23 months are undernourished. Malnutrition among children remains
alarmingly high at 43 percent under 5 years of age. 16 In general, undernourishment is classified
not only as a lack of food, but as a combination of different factors, which negatively affect a
child’s development, i.e. insufficient protein, energy and micronutrients, frequent infections or
disease, poor care and feeding practices, inadequate health services and unsafe water and
sanitation.17
Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene (WASH)
Mozambique has one of the lowest levels of water consumption in the world despite being
endowed with a variety of water sources.18 Although Mozambique has increased the overall
access to clean water for its population, the disparities between rural and urban areas remain

“United Nations Development Program”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/MOZ
“Central Intelligenca Agency – World Fact book”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://www.ciaworldfactbook.us/africa/mozambique.html.
13 “United Nations Organisation for Humanitarian Affairs”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://www.unocha.org/el-nino-southernafrica
14 “SETSAN – Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://reliefweb.int/report/mozambique/mozambique-ipc-acutemalnutrition-analysis-minister-health-and-setsan-august-2016.
15 “World Food Programme – Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, https://www.wfp.org/countries/mozambique.
16 “World Food Programme – Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, https://www.wfp.org/countries/mozambique.
17 “UNICEF – Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://www.unicef.org.mz/en/our-work/what-we-do/nutrition/.
18 “World Bank – Mozambique Country Overview”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/mozambique/overview.
11
12
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significant: whilst 80% of the population in urban areas have access to clean water, only 35% of
rural areas do so.19
Similar disparities appear when looking at access to sanitation. The overall sanitation coverage
has increased to 21% since the 1990’s, with 44% coverage in urban and only 11% in rural areas.
Open defecation has decreased to about 20%, however UNICEF reports that still 40% of
Mozambicans openly defecate, which leads to an estimated cost of 4 billion Meticais per year
due to premature deaths, vector borne diseases, and loss of productivity.20

2. Purpose of Assessment & Methodology
2.1.

Aim of Assessment

With the above in mind, the Emergency Response Baseline Study had the following objectives:
- To establish values for all outcome indicators and output indicators in the
respective thematic areas;
- To provide credible evidence to review the result log frame by adding baseline
values and updating targets for the assessment of project effectiveness;
- To establish baseline values for the mandatory indicators recommended in the log
frame agreement in the thematic areas;
To gather other required relevant information to inform programming, in addition to the result
level indicators.
Forcier agreed with COSACA on the following priority indicators listed below, which will guide
the quantitative and qualitative fieldwork:
- % targeted households and their children are able to meet essential basic food needs
until the next successful harvest (March 2017);
- % targeted households resume livelihood activities;
- % of men, women and children in targeted communities having access to sufficient and
safe water on a daily basis by the end of the project;
- % of targeted beneficiaries demonstrating satisfactory hygiene practices;
- # of schools and health facilities where WASH infrastructure (water or sanitation) was
rehabilitated;
- # of water sources repaired/ rehabilitated including disinfection and cleaning;
- # of people benefiting from seed systems/agricultural input activities, by sex;
- # of child protection awareness raising campaigns conducted;
- # of village water user committees formed and members that are trained;
- For Manica and Maputo provinces: GAM rates maintained below the emergency
threshold of <10%;
19

„Wateraid“, accessed 7 February 2017, www.wateraid.org/~/.../WaterAid-mozambique-country-programme-evaluation.pdf
“UNICEF – Mozambique”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://www.unicef.org.mz/en/our-work/what-we-do/water-sanitationhygiene/
20
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-

For Manica and Maputo provinces: Proportion of infants 0-5 months of age who are fed
exclusively with breast milk.

2.2.

Methodology

Forcier's Emergency Response Baseline Study is comprised of a comprehensive desk review
(utilizing available secondary literature), a quantitative household survey, key informant
interviews and focus group discussions, as described in Table 1 below. The desk review
consisted of a comprehensive review of all existing documents, including proposals, relevant
literature, and other project documents. The information gathered during the desk review
guided the creation of the data collection tools and informed the final report. The household
survey, meanwhile, focused on measuring outcome indicators in the key program areas: food
security & livelihoods, WASH, and child protection. Finally, the qualitative tools – KIIs and
FGDs, respectively – provided insight into the thematic areas that would not have been
captured by quantitative data collection, such as specific local developments and perceptions
of problems faced by the community among key stakeholders.
Method
Desk Review

Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

Quantitative Smartphone Household Survey

Source/Respondents
Relevant Secondary Literature Project Documents
COSACA
Representatives; Agricultural
&
Economic
Advisors;
District
Services
Representative; Health,, Women & Social Action
District Services; Representative Education, 6 KIIs
PER LOCATION 24 KIIs TOTAL
Children; Local Economic Groups 2 FGDs PER
LOCATION 8 FGDs TOTAL ,
Potential Beneficiaries
Maputo:
312 Manica:
312 Zambézia:
312 Sofala: 312
1,248 OBSERVATIONS TOTAL

Table 1 Methods Overview

2.2.1.

Quantitative Research

As the main component of the fieldwork, Forcier conducted household surveys in Maputo,
Manica, Sofala and Zambézia. The quantitative survey targeted a population of 1248
households as recommended by COSACA. In line with the objectives of the study, the data
collected from these surveys enabled the establishment of values for all of the outcome
indicators and output indicators in the respective thematic areas, namely: food security &
livelihoods, WASH, and child protection. In addition, the results of the surveys will largely
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contribute towards providing credible evidence and establishing baseline values for the key
priority indicators provided by COSACA. The household surveys were conducted by the
enumerators who were supervised by a Forcier Researcher. Prior to data collection,
enumerators were led in a comprehensive two-day training to learn the survey, sampling
methodology, respondent selection, and a review of smartphone data collection techniques.
IYCF indicators
The quantitative household questionnaire consisted of a food security and livelihood section
and a WASH component in all four target areas. In Manica and Maputo provinces, Forcier
additionally included a section on infant and young children feeding (IYCF). Questions
addressing IYCF indicators were added to the end of the household questionnaire, which
targeted primary caregivers with infants below 24 months.
Sample Design and Cluster Selection
The quantitative survey employs a stratified, clustered probability sample design. Because the
population of interest in the survey includes only areas in which COSACA programming takes
place, a sample frame was created on the basis of a comprehensive list (provided by COSACA)
of the organization’s intervention sites. This list included all program sites in four targeted
provinces: Maputo, Zambezia, Manica, and Sofala. The sample frame identifies sites at the
level of zone or community – these areas are the smallest geographic unit at which program
sites can be identified. As a result, they serve as the primary sampling units or clusters. A
clustered sample was a logistical necessity for the fieldwork to be carried out in an efficient and
timely fashion.
Province

Requested
in ToR
Maputo
307
Zambezia
306
Manica
316
Sofala
302
Total
1231
Table 2 Sample Structure

Planned # of
Households
312
312
312
312
1248

# of
Clusters
13
13
13
13
52

Cluster size
24
24
24
24
-

The sample draw was stratified at the province level, with a desired total sample size of 1,231
interviews. In order to ensure that this target was met, the design allotted 52 clusters of 24
interviews across the four provinces, for a total of 1,248 interviews. The sample structure,
which deviates slightly from the per-province target described in the Terms of Reference, is
described in Table 2 above. Within each province, 13 clusters or sites were selected randomly,
without replacement.
The sample design employed produces an important drawback. Ideally, the sample would be
drawn such that clusters were selected with probability proportionate to size. This would
produce a sample that is representative of each province. Unfortunately, the population size of
individual zones or communities is not known and is not available from secondary data
6

COSACA Emergency Response Baseline Report | Sofala, Manica, Zambezia, and Maputo provinces |
January 2017

sources. By drawing clusters of different size with equal probability, the sample is not truly
representative at the province level. Instead, sites with smaller populations are given
disproportionate weight in the sample. Unfortunately, the lack of population data make it
impossible to correct for this imbalance within provinces.21 Imbalance between provinces –
with provinces of different sizes being allocated the same number of clusters – was corrected
by applying probability weights. These weights were derived from province-level population
figures from the 2007 census; when applied, they allow for analysis of the full sample,
accounting for differences in population across provinces.
Importantly, these caveats regarding sample design do not prevent valid comparisons to a
future endline evaluation sample, as long as the endline data is collected under similar
circumstances – i.e. in the absence of site-specific population information. As a result, the
sample utilized by this baseline evaluation lays a solid foundation on which a future endline
evaluation can be conducted.
Household Selection
As described above, the sample was structured as a household survey, with 24 interviews
conducted in each cluster. Households were selected randomly using a random walk method in
each cluster. Enumerators used non-overlapping routes to ensure that each road within a
cluster was covered. Once enumerators arrived at a household, they asked for names of male
and female head of households above the age of 15 years. Subsequently, one of the head of
households was randomly chosen and the interview conducted. In case the chosen interviewee
was temporarily not available, another appointment was scheduled. If the selected person was
not available for an interview at all, the household was replaced, again following a predetermined skip pattern.
Respondent Recruitment
In each selected household, the enumerator asked to speak with the head of the household. In
order to ensure a sufficient quota of each gender, enumerators alternated between male and
female heads of household (M-F-M-F), such that a male head of household was selected at the
first household, a female at the second household, and so on. If a person who identified as the
head of household is not available, the enumerator asked to speak with a knowledgeable adult
of the appropriate gender. For Manica and Zambezia provinces, households were restricted to
those in which a primary caregiver of an infant not older than 24 months was available for
interviewing, in order to collect data on IYCF indicators.

The necessary data would need to identify zones or communities with the same geographic boundaries used by COSACA,
and provide their total population or the population of program beneficiaries. Even the 2007 national census does not provide
the required information, because the intervention sites are not denoted at the same geographic scale (bairro and posto
administrative) as that used in the census.
21
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2.2.2.

Qualitative Research

The qualitative research aims to complement the quantitative data and will consist of 6
complementary key informant interviews (KIIs), and 2 focus group discussions (FGDs) per
location.
Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)
KIIs were conducted at each location, with 24 KIIs completed overall. When conducted with
knowledgeable participants, key informant interviews are important sources of information as
they will provide first-hand knowledge from individuals who have an in-depth knowledge and
understanding of the subject matter, and in this case questions relating to the thematic areas
of the study. Key informants were previously identified and contact information is provided by
local COSACA staff in the respective locations.
Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)
Forcier conducted FGDs with children and local economic groups in each location, 8 FGDs
overall. This method was proposed for data collection from children in order to obtain
information on key child protection issues in each of the proposed provinces. FGDs with local
economic groups will provide information from these communities regarding their access to
market-integrated livelihood activities. The reason why focus groups have been selected as a
method for these two diverse groups is that they allow for nuanced and open-ended responses
to difficult questions, eliciting more information that otherwise cannot be obtained by a
quantitative survey. While the household survey allows for analysis of general population
trends, FGDs allow for more detailed reports including in-depth explorations of respondents’
views and experiences.
COSACA obtained permission from caregivers in order to conduct FGDs with minors. Forcier
ensured that throughout the study, and especially in the team’s interaction with children, the
correct protocols were followed and the interests and rights of the children and other
participants were protected.

2.2.3.

Limitations

Fieldwork was hindered by several unforeseeable events and, wherever necessary,
zones/clusters were replaced according to the sample draw, developed by Forcier’s lead
methodologist. This section outlines logistical challenges encountered during fieldwork, and
briefly highlights the methodological limitations inherent in the quantitative sample design.
Manica
Fieldwork in Manica was delayed by heavy rainfalls, which led to a delay of data collection for
several days. Zone Massoca 3 had to be replaced due to security issues; it was replaced by
gathering additional observations in Mugugo 7.
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Zambezia
Data collection in Zambezia province was also heavily delayed due to the inaccessibility of
roads during heavy rainfall. Additionally, interviews collided with food distribution by the local
government in several clusters, and had to be continued throughout the holiday season, at
which point several households were again not available for interviews. Several enumerators
did not return to work after the holidays; thus, new enumerators were trained and resumed
work beginning of January 2017.
Sofala
Fieldwork in Sofala suffered from severe inaccessibility in several zones, due to heavy rainfall
and the ongoing security issues in the region. Zones 5, 8, 10, and 13 had to be replaced; in order
to guarantee a methodologically balanced sample, another zone was added to cover the
remaining interviews. Please see table below for details.
Maputo
The team of researchers encountered serious depopulation in zones 2 and 3; these zones were
subsequently replaced in order to complete the required number of observations.
Sample Design
As noted in Section 3.2.1. above, the quantitative survey was designed as a stratified, clustered
probability sample, but the sample was not representative at the province level. Specifically,
the sample was not representative of the underlying total province population – since only
program areas were included in the sample frame – nor was it representative of the population
of program areas. In order to draw a sample that is representative of program areas within a
province, detailed population data at the same geographic level as the program areas would be
needed.22 Such data was not available at the time of the sample draw.
The result of this sample design is that program areas with smaller populations were
overrepresented in the sample. While it is not clear what type of bias this would produce, it
may influence the results presented in this report. For instance, if smaller program areas tend
to be more rural or situated at greater distance from major market towns, their
overrepresentation could produce bias in estimates of food security and livelihoods outcomes.
Again, the extent and direction of this bias is unclear, but should be kept in mind when
reviewing the results presented below.

As discussed with representatives from COSACA, if this information were collected after the completion of the survey, the
data could still be re-weighted to make it representative.
22
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3. Findings
This section presents the major findings of the emergency response baseline report for the
COSACA project. Based on pre-identified key indicators, it focused on the major aspects of
COSACA interventions in Sofala, Maputo, Manica, and Zambezia provinces in Mozambique. It
covered food security and livelihood aspects of the population in question, as well as WASH
activities, such as washing and defecation habits, and child protection awareness. Additionally,
in Manica and Zambezia provinces, respondents with infants under 24 months were
interviewed in regards to their infant and young child feeding practices.
The findings also include a section on the demographic profile of respondents below. The
findings section directly feeds off of qualitative key informant interviews, focus group
discussions, as well as quantitative data, which were all collected in December 2016 and early
January 2017.

3.1.

Profiles of Population of Interest

During the two weeks of fieldwork, researchers interviewed more than 1400 respondents for
both qualitative and quantitative components of this research. After cleaning the quantitative
data, the survey consists of 1342 observations. As explained in the previous section, the sample
drawn is not per se representative for the population in these target areas. However, due to the
weights applied to the data set based on population size on province level, its large number of
observations and the regional diversification, it provides an in-depth insight on the practices
and habits of respondents in the four areas of intervention. The actual distribution of
respondents between the four provinces, is shown in table 1 below:
Province
Sofala
Zambezia
Manica
Maputo

Frequency
316
336
334
356

%
23.55
25.04
24.89
26.53

Table 3 Actual Respondent Distribution by Province

Gender
Overall, gender distribution is rather balanced in the sample, with 50.1% male and 49.9%
female respondents. However, in Manica and Maputo provinces, the proportion of female
respondents is higher than in the other two provinces (Manica: 52.4 % female, Maputo: 60.4%,
N=690). This slight overrepresentation of women is likely caused by the additional IYCF
questionnaire in these two provinces, which targeted primary caregivers and thus traditionally
favours women. Wherever applicable, this aberration was taken into consideration.
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51.0%

Total

Maputo

Manica

Zambezia

Sofala

39.6%
47.6%
58.6%
59.2%

Figure 1: Male share of respondents, by province (n=1342)

Age
The mean overall age in the aggregated sample was 35.1 years. Female respondents were
proportionally younger than their male counterparts. On average, men in the sample were 38.6
years old, whereas the mean age for women was 31.6 years. Notably, there was a relatively
high number of missing values, i.e. respondents who did not want to or could not tell their
exact age. This figure was higher among women, which might be explained by lower levels of
education reported by female respondents overall. Respondents with little or no formal
education, are usually less likely to be able to recall their exact age.
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7.7%
6.6%
5.1%

5.8%

5.1%
3.8%

4.0%

3.8%
2.8%

2.6%

2.0%
0.8%

Missing 15 to 19 20 to 24 25 to 29 30 to 34 35 to 39 40 to 44 45 to 49 50 to 54 55 to 59 60 to 64

65+

Figure 2: Age distribution of male respondents, in percentage of total population (N=1342)

Similar to age differences disaggregated by gender, age varied also between respondents from
different provinces. Respondents in Zambezia and Sofala provinces were slightly younger than
those in the other two areas of interest. Whilst in Maputo and Manica the largest group were
between 30 and 34 years old (Maputo: 18.54%, Manica: 14.07%), in Sofala and Zambezia the
largest group of respondents were between 25 and 29 years old (Sofala: 12.03%, Zambezia:
11.01%).
The number of child headed households was rather small, as is displayed in figure 2 above. Of
1342 visited households, 0.82% (n=11) were headed by respondents younger than 19 years.
The questionnaire did not target respondents younger than 15 years, but even when
extrapolating population figures, the data did not provide any evidence that child headed
households were significant among the population in question.
Household Size
The mean aggregated household size in the sample was 2 people, and 94.3%, the vast majority
of respondents, reported to live in households with one to four other household members. A
little more than 5% reported to live in households with 5-9 members. These figures remained
largely the same across all four provinces, with the exception of Sofala. In the centrally located
province, 11.4% of respondents lived in households with five to nine other household
members, compared to 2.1% in Zambezia, 5.1% in Manica, and 2.52% in Maputo. Whilst the
data itself did not allow for an unequivocal explanation, one reason could be that data
collection in Sofala did exclusively take place in small rural communities in the district of
Chemba, where several generations tend to live together in one household. Clusters in
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Maputo, Zambezia, and Manica provinces did also cover small rural communities, but included
also larger villages and small towns, with a higher number of one or two person households.

3.2.

Food Security and Livelihoods

This section provides an overview of the livelihood activities of the targeted households. It
shows, which kind of agricultural tools, and how much livestock respondents possess. It further
deals with basic food needs until the next successful harvest, and points out how respondents
cope with food insecurity, disaggregated by region.

3.2.1.

Livelihood activities

With subsistence agriculture and farming still being the most prevalent source of income in
rural Mozambique, possession of livestock, herds, and / or farm animals was an important
indicator for sustainable livelihood activities. Indicating livelihood activities, a little less than
half of respondents to the quantitative survey (45.5%) owned livestock and/or farm animals.
Does your household own any livestock and/or
farm animals?
Yes
No
Don't Know or Refuse to Respond

Male

Total
47.9%
51.8%
0.3%

45.5%
54.2%
0.2%

Table 4 Possession of livestock and/or farm animals (N=1342)

Don't Know and
Refuse to Respond
Sheep
Other
Cattle

0.2%
3.1%
14.1%
21.5%

Goats
Poultry

48.6%
68.5%

Figure 3 Type of farm animal and livestock owned by households (n=609)
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Interpreting the data displayed in figure 3 above, more than two thirds of the households
reported to own poultry and almost a half of them owned goats. Less than a sixth of the
interviewees reported to own large livestock, i.e. cattle. These relatively low figures indicate a
general lack of livelihood stability.
Disaggregated by region, Zambezia stands out as the province with the lowest number of
households with livestock (35.1% compared to 45.4% overall). Respondents from Maputo on
the other hand clocked in above the average with 54.2% claiming to own livestock or animals.
In Zambezia, interviewees did not only own less livestock than the average, when they did,
they owned significantly more poultry, rather than goats or cattle than respondents from other
provinces, as depicted in figure 4 below. These figures indicate an overall lesser livelihood
activity in Zambezia compared to other regions. This assumption is also backed by qualitative
information on the overall quality of living, as given below.

Total
Don't Know and Refuse
to Respond

Sheep

Maputo

Manica

Zambezia

Sofala

0.2%
0.7%

3.1%
3.6%
6.0%
1.4%

Other

14.1%
14.5%
10.2%

39.5%
21.5%

Cattle

5.1%

28.5%
21.9%
25.9%
48.6%

Goats

44.6%
17.0%

79.5%
52.4%
68.5%
65.8%
64.2%

Poultry
46.9%

94.9%

Figure 4: Distribution of livestock and farm animals by province, multiple response options (n=609)
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Answers varied greatly between different groups of respondents, as well as between different
regions, but several general trends persisted: Respondents from all regions reported that
continuing floods and drought have largely affected all aspects of their daily lives:
“Floods affect this community a lot and people suffer greatly from the access routes. The
roads are damaged and it is to some extent verified in some resettlements where the
people of this community live.”23
“We've seen the climate change. The environment has changed. Production has stopped.
Crops and animals have been in decline in this area since the drought began. Tens of
thousands of animals have died. The ones that are left are only 50% as productive as they
once were because there is not enough food and water for them.”24
The decrease in production due to the drought, mentioned by an economic and agricultural
advisor in Magude in Maputo province above, is also supported by other informants, which
claimed that farmers have lost livestock and are not able to save seeds for upcoming seasons
anymore.25
On a more positive note, qualitative interviews also showed that knowledge and skills on
agricultural techniques have increased over the last five years. An educational advisor from
Chemba in Sofala province gave the following reports:
“Regarding the type of agriculture practised here, five years back the techniques were so
poor but now we are almost having mechanised agriculture.”26
“From 5 years to now, there has been improvement in the following: before they
practiced monoculture, they were not in the habit of producing vegetables, sesame and
more, but with the assistance of the agriculture sector, they already Polyculture and
already create associations of crops. [sic!]”27
However, even though knowledge of agricultural techniques increased, most respondents
looked with sorrow to the next harvesting season. When asked if they or their community had
a plan on how to sustain themselves if there would be another drought during the next season,
respondents from all four provinces said emphasised their reliance on food and seed
distribution funded by either the government or international non-governmental organisations
(INGOs).

KII with Economic and Agriculture advisor, 22 December 2016, Zambezia.
KII with Economic and Agriculture advisor, 22 December 2016, Maputo, Magude.
25 KII with Health advisor, December 2016, Maputo, Maputo
26 KII with Education advisor, 20 December 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
27 KII with Economic and Agriculture advisor, 29 December 2016, Zambezia
23
24
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“The population here got used to receive donations all the time there in situations like
this current one. These donations sometimes are not enough to cover everybody.
Population have [sic!] no plan.”28
The survey data also reflected this uncertainty on how to sustain livelihood activities in the
future. A majority of 82.7% of respondents said that they did not possess enough seeds for
planting in the next season. This figure was about the same in Sofala, Zambezia, and Maputo
provinces, only in Manica it was significantly lower, which can be seen in figure 4 below.

Manica

76.6%

Zambezia

Sofala

Maputo

83.3%

84.2%

86.0%

Figure 5: Households without seeds for the next planting cycle, percentage by province (n=1342)

When asked about the reasons for not having seeds for the next plantation cycle, more than
two thirds (66.9%, n=1108) of respondents had no seeds left from last year. 14.5% of
respondents also claimed that no seeds were available to buy this year.
With a majority of respondents not having enough seeds for the next plantation cycle, other
sources of income were important. Overall, the most important source of income for survey
respondents was wage labour with (22.4%), followed by sale of firewood, charcoal, and
grass(15.6%). At the same time, 14.2% of respondents claimed not to have any source of
income. This figure is even higher in Manica and Maputo provinces, where 21.6% and 25.6% of
respondents claimed to have no primary source of income.

28

KII with Health advisor, 20 December 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
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Maputo

Sale of animal products
(milk etc)

Remittances

Sale of livestock and fish

2.5%
1.2%

2.8%
2.1%

8.0%
9.8%

9.5%
8%

Wage labor

10%

18.3%
14.6%

21%
18%
25.6%
21.6%

6.0%
2.5%
9.6%

24.1%

7.9%

17.7%

Other

Sofala

12.8%

0.0%

None/not applicable

Sale of charcoal, firewood,
and grass

Zambezia

5.6%
2.4%
0.6%
2.2%

5.3%
Sale of crops, vegetables

Manica

14.9%

23.7%

37.9%

57.3%

Figure 6: Primary source of income sorted by frequency, by province

Answers for this question showed a large number of “other”, in particular in Sofala province
more than 57.3% (n=996). A majority of “other” responses were empty, and were treated as
missing values. Actual answers in the open “other” category mentioned small scale agriculture
in machambas most frequently.
In addition to the large number of respondents claiming to have no income, almost a third of
respondents (29.6%) reported to have incurred debts over the last month. In Maputo, Sofala,
and Zambezia provinces, these numbers hovered around 33%, whilst in Manica this percentage
was significantly lower with 16.2%. When asked what expenses did cause the debt, a large
majority reported that they used money for food expenses across all provinces, as can be seen
in figure 7 below.
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91%

Food Expenses
Health Expenses

7%

Other

7%

Expenses for Agriculture

6%

Education Expenses
Production of goods

4%
3%

Figure 7: Reasons for incurring debts, percentage of respondents (multiple response options, aggregated, n=395)

Disaggregated by province, the figures remained the same with Sofala province being an
exception in one other variable: Expenses for agriculture were mentioned second most often
as reason to go into debt (13.5%, compared to 6.25% overall). In Manica respondents reported
expenses due for health care as number two reason for occurring debt (13% compared to 6.5%
overall).
Despite these two outliers, the general trend was also corroborated by FGDs undertaken for
the COSACA emergency response baseline report. Qualitative data showed that the overall
price for food has risen sharply due to the ongoing drought, the economic crisis, and the
continuing political unrest between RENAMO and FRELIMO in certain areas of the country.
Furthermore, the high number of respondents accumulating debts in order to cover food
expenses points towards a basic food insecurity, which is explained in further detail in the
section below.

3.2.2.

Food security

Food insecurity posed a serious problem for respondents across all provinces and participants
to FGDs and KIIS reported that they struggled to meet basic food needs. A COSACA
representative in Chemba reported for instance, that inhabitants in the area did sell livestock in
order to buy food.29 Others stated their reliance on food distribution by NGOs, including – but
not limited to – members of the COSACA consortium:

29

KII with COSACA representative, December 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
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“The people here rely on the Zambeze river to produce food. Before the rain which has
been currently falling they used to rely only on the river. There is no enough food here for
the community that is why some NGOs such as Christian Council of Mozambique, Oxfam
Novib has selected us for the humanitarian support. The drought has been the main
reason for the lack of food, what [sic!] makes many people lack energy or power to
produce.”30
According to a public servant, the situation in Maputo is even more dire:
“There has been no rain for three years. People are just surviving on a short term basis.
The WFP work for food program has been very important. People receive money for food
by working on roads/building community housing etc.”31
The lack of food security particularly affected children in the households interviewed,
malnutrition and illnesses caused by undernourishment pose a major threat to communities. A
COSACA representative in Zambezia said for instance, that “many children in the district are
vulnerable, many are ill because of malnutrition. Very early they try to be self-sufficient, very
early looking for their own food.”32 Several children interviewed in FGDs gave a similar account,
stating that they recently spent at least a day without eating, due to shortage of food.33
In the quantitative survey, several indicators were used to measure food insecurity and basic
food needs: The number of meals eaten by household members for instance, provided insights
on how much food was available across provinces. A majority of households (56.5%) in the
sample ate two meals in the last 24 hours. Disaggregated by province, Maputo province stood
out with the highest number of respondents who ate two, three or more meals in the last 24
hours (90.7% compared to 84% overall). In Manica and Zambezia, the percentage of
households who had two meals in the last 24 hours were the highest (Zambezia: 68.8%,
Manica 65%). Only 10.5% of respondents in Manica had three or more meals, which is the
lowest rate among all four provinces. Almost a quarter (24%) of Manica respondents had only
one meal in the last 24 hours.

KII with Education advisor, 20 December 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
KII with Public servant, 22 December 2016, Maputo, Magude
32 KII with COSACA representative, 8 January 2017, Zambezia
33 FGD with children, 17 December 2016, Sofala, Chemba
30
31
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Sofala

Zambezia

Manica

Maputo

Total

68.8%
65.0%
56.5%
46.5%

44.4%

30.7%

25.9%
22.8%

24.0%
15.3%
6.0%

No Meal

27.5%

10.5%

9.0%

1 Meal

46.3%

2 Meals

3 or More Meals

Figure 8: Number of meals per household in the last 24 hours, by province (N=1342)

More than half of the respondents (57.1%) had to skip a meal at least once in the last seven
days and more than one fifth (21.1%) reported to skip meals even more than once a day. These
figures illustrate how little stability and security there was in regards to access to basic foods
within the population in question. Nevertheless, 42.4% of respondents were able to provide
food without having to skip a meal in the past 7 days.
45% of respondents said they had to rely on less preferred or cheaper food more than once.
From all provinces, Manica stood out, with only 12.3% of the respondents claiming the same
(Sofala:50.9%, Zambezia:51.19%, Maputo: 62.1%). Respondents also reported limiting the size
of their meals, borrowing food, and spending savings in order to cope with food insecurity.
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Other (SPECIFY)

4.7%

Don't Know or Refuse to Respond

5.0%

Sell household assets, such as furniture,
tools, etc.
Send household members somewhere
else to eat
Spend savings
Borrow food
Reduce consumption of adults in order
for children to have enough to eat
Limit portion size of the meals

9.7%
10.4%
11.9%
32.6%
42.9%
62.8%

Figure 9: Households using each coping strategy for food insecurity in the last 7 days (n=1342, multiple response options)

Coping strategies differed between regions, e.g. in Maputo the percentage of households
which limited the size of the meals was lower than the overall average (55.33% compared to
62.8%), whereas “borrowing food” (41.9%) and “spending savings” (25.8%) was mentioned
more frequently than in other regions and the overall average. Sofala and Zambezia provinces
tended to be close to the overall average, whilst in Manica, respondents claimed to “reduce the
size of the meals” most often (74%) in order to cope with food insecurity.
Overall, 11.9% of respondents stating that they have spent savings to cope with food
insecurity; 9.7% sold household assets; another 10.4% sent household members away to eat
elsewhere. The number of households forced to rely on such coping mechanisms has the
potential to exacerbate food insecurity further, as household productivity is reduced as a result
of such mechanisms.
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3.3.

WASH

Mozambique is heavily affected by climate change and has suffered from serious floods in
some parts of the country recently, whereas other areas were experiencing a drought, with no
rainfall in three consecutive years.34 Access to water in the targeted areas remains thus a main
concern of the COSACA projects, which this section describes in detail below. Further below,
this chapter gives account on washing habits and access to toilet facilities of people of concern.

3.3.1.

Sufficient access to Water

The right to water is a fundamental human right, enshrined in different bodies of international
law, such as the United Nations Committee on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights
(ECOSOC). There, the right to water is defined as “the right of everyone to sufficient, safe,
acceptable, physically accessible and affordable water for personal and domestic uses.”35 The
Sphere handbook for water usage per day sets 10 to 20 litres available for each household as
minimum standard.36
Access to water remains a critical issue in Mozambique, with huge divergences between urban
areas, where a majority has access to tap water, and rural places, where most inhabitants do
not have access to a private well or tap. A COSACA representative from Zambezia put the
differences between more urban and more remote areas into words:
“In Mopeia Sede there is treated and piped water. However, when we leave this part of
Mopeia going to remote localities, we find many damaged sources of water and it is very
difficult to access water in areas such as Lualua, Posto Campo, and Nzanza. There are
only many faulty fountains. There is no maintenance.”37
On average, respondents collected 15.4 litres of water a day per head of household. This figure
was higher in Sofala, with 22.8 litres a day and Manica (16.4 litres). Maputo province stood out
with the lowest average water collection of 7.2 litres per day and person. Even though
respondents collected more water than the average, inhabitants of Manica reported a great
level of dissatisfaction with the quantity as well the quality of the collected water: 65.9% stated
that the water collected was not sufficient for their needs. For Maputo and other provinces, the
correlation was not as clear: In Sofala and Zambezia, around 40% indicated that they do not
have enough water (42.4 and 41.7%), and in Maputo only 37.4% stated the same.

“Washington Post”, accessed 7 February 2017, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/energyenvironment/wp/2015/02/03/the-countries-most-vulnerable-to-climate-change-in-3-maps/?utm_term=.7fc0178804e4
35 “Office of the High Commissioner of Human Rights”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/FactSheet35en.pdf.
36 “Council of Europe”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/evaluation/watsan2005/annex_files/Sphere/SPHERE2%20-%20chapter%202%20%20Min%20standards%20in%20water,%20sanitation%20and%20hygiene%20prom.pdf.
37 KII with COSACA representative, 8 January 2017, Zambezia, Mopeia Sede
34
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Top three reasons for the water collected not being sufficient for respondents’ needs were “not
enough storage facilities” (31.6%), “water point too far” (28.9%), and “not enough water at the
source” (23.2%). Lack of storage facilities was an issue particularly in Sofala (67.2%) and
Zambezia (43.6%). In Manica, on the other hand, distance to the water point was mentioned
most often (44.5%) as reason for insufficient access to water, and in Maputo province
distribution between these issues was equal (roughly 25% for each).
Concluding, sufficient access to water remained an issue across all provinces, which was also
reflected in the different main water sources used, as can be seen in figure 10 below.
Total
Don't Know
Tanker truck or cart with small
tank or drum
Rainwater collection

Other (specify)

Protected dug well
Piped water into dwelling, yard
or plot
Tubewell or borehole

Maputo

Manica

Zambezia

Sofala

0.5%
0.6%
1.2%

0.9%
2.2%
0.9%
1.2%
2.2%
1.8%
2.2%
1.7%
2.7%
1.5%
3.8%
4.1%
3.4%
4.2%
2.5% 6.0%

4.2%
9.6%
2.1%
1.5%
1.6%
6.0%
9.6%
9.0%
1.5%
2.2%

Unprotected dug well
Surface water (river, pond,
stream etc.)
Public tap or standpipe

9.3%
5.9%
12.6%
7.7%
13.6%
12.2%
12.0%

21.3%

27.2%

22.2%

54.8%
44.2%
43.5%

68.5%

54.1%

Figure 10: Main water source, by province

Whilst almost half (44.2%) of the respondents named a public tap or standpipe as main water
source overall, these number varied greatly between provinces. In provinces with more urban
areas, such as Zambezia, where Mopeia sede was one (of several) clusters, and Sofala the
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percentage of people using public taps or standpipes were much higher (68.5% and 54.1%)
than in Manica, where only 12% of respondents stated to do so.
Notably, surface water was mentioned second most frequently (27.2%), which is worrisome in
terms of spreading vector borne diseases, such as typhoid or cholera. However, divergences
between more urban and rural areas showed again in the data: Whilst in Manica 54.8% of
respondents named surface water as most important source, this figure was only 12.2% in
Zambezia and 21.3% in Maputo.
Another key indicator measured the distance to main water source for each household: Almost
a third of respondents (32.4%) stated in the survey that it took them an average of five to ten
minutes to reach this main source, 15.1% said it took them between 11 and 30 minutes, and
roughly a third (29.5%) stated it took between 31 minutes and more than one hour.
Sofala

Zambezia

Manica

Maputo

Total

45.4%
39.9%
33.3%
32.5%

32.4%

23.1%

21.2%

20.4%
13.4%

20.8%
15.1%
11.9%

17.7%
17.5%
12.1%

6.7%

16.1%
14.0%

17.4%

17.5%

12.5%
12.1%
10.4%
10.2%
9.8%
7.8%

0.6%
5-10 mins

11-15 mins

16-30 mins

31 mins-1 hour

More than 1 hour

5.3%
3.0%

Don't know and
Refused to Answer

Figure 11: Distance to main water source in minutes, by province

The latter category was corroborated by findings from the qualitative interviews, where
respondents stated that access to water overall had improved, however, they were still in need
for more refined water pumps across all regions. The number of water station was of particular
concern in Sofala:
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“Yes, there are some improved water sources but they are not enough. We are still very
far from reaching satisfactory water sources. The water is salted and the number of
water sources that government manage to install every years is quite low. There is water
but not appropriate to drink since it comes straight from the river and it is not treated.”38
“Yes, they are water pumps and taps. But, the number of these water sources is still very
low. There is a need of increasing the number of these sources because the number of
population is also increasing. Currently there are 151 water sources in which 142 are
operable and the rest are inoperable. In each localidade there are water committees
responsible for the management of the water sources. Each family pays an amount of
100 mts for the maintenance of these sources.” 39
In other provinces, the access to water sources seemed to be less of a problem. A public
servant from Magude stated for instance:
Most people have access to water. For people in households connected to water they pay
based on their consumption. It is about 35 [MZN] per cubic meter. Other people who rely
on wells/pumps pay water committee fees and also about 35 per cubic meter when they
get water from these locations.”40
In Zambezia, a health advisor gave a similar account and listed different types of water pumps
that existed in his or her district. He / she even mentioned that water gets treated before being
distributed to the community’s population:
“The sources of improved water, yes they exist. I am referring to two types namely:
manual pump system and distribution network system that arrives in homes. But this last
one is not enough for all the houses, being health technicians, we help the community in
the supply of detergent (Certeza) for the treatment of water and to make it healthy. In
relation to the water supply system, we have the water system with counters and pumps
that goes according to the consensus of the community paying for example, 10mt
monthly.”41
The statement above also points out that members of the community pay for accessing the
water facilities, which was mentioned throughout all qualitative interviews. Whilst the
informant from Zambezia above reported that community members pay a lump monthly sum,
others mentioned to pay per cubic meter used, which can be read as a sign for a more complex
and developed system. A public servant from Magude in Maputo mentioned, that users paid
“about 35 per cubic meter when they get water from these locations”.42

KII with Health advisor, 20 December 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
KII with Public servant, 16 December 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
40 KII with Public servant, 22 December 2016, Maputo, Magude
41 Kii with Health advisor, December 2016, Zambezia, Mopeia Sede
42 KII with Public servant, 22 December 2016, Maputo, Magude
38
39
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The fees for using the water sources were usually collected by water management
committees, which were explicitly mentioned in all four targeted provinces:
“In each community there is a water management committee which is responsible for
the maintance of the sources, the households pay monthly little amount for the
maintenance purpose.”43
“Private companies manage the water systems. Water committees manage most of the
well/pumps, they are mainly responsible for maintenance issues.”44
In interviews conducted in Zambezia and Manica, key informants also reported that the
government or private entities collected money for using public water sources.45 All key
informants had knowledge of water management committees and could give account of their
main tasks.
Respondents across all provinces explained that their main function was to ensure the quality
of water at the boreholes and at the same time to solve disputes over access to water. The
level of satisfaction with the committees’ work was overall high. However, in Zambezia, a
COSACA representative stated that the committees lacked tools to repair the water pumps
when they were broken.46 In general, maintenance of tools and pumps was a matter of
concern, as several informants mentioned that the communities relied on NGOs or the
government to replace broken tools.

3.3.2.

Hygiene practices

Overall, a solid 70.9% of respondents replied to have used either soap, ash, or detergent on the
day of data collection. Answers in Maputo stood out, where 82.3% of households reported the
use of soap. When being asked what they used the soap for, washing clothes (69.48%, multiple
response options, n=946), washing the body (69.4%), and washing cooking pots or dishes
(65.4%) were mentioned most often, followed by washing children (35.5%) and washing hands
(27.2%).
Data revealed that in areas of data collection in Maputo province, significantly less people used

soap or detergents for washing hands, children, or their children’s hands or bottoms than in
other provinces. This points towards a lesser awareness and could be used for future
interventions in terms of prevention of vector borne diseases. Manica and Zambezia on the
other hand stood out as provinces with the highest percentage of responses for these
variables, which indicated a greater awareness overall.

KII with Health advisor, 20 DEcember 2016, Sofala, Chemba Sede
KII with Public servant, 22 December 2016, Maputo, Magude
45 Kii with Economic and Agricultural advisor, December 2016, Zambezia and Manica
46 Kii with COSACA representative, 8 January 2017, Zambezia
43
44
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Similar answers were given to the question “in what situations exactly did respondents wash
their hands?” Whilst overall 84.7 % (n=1342, multiple response options) reported to wash their
hands before eating, these numbers were significantly lower than average in Maputo province
(68%).
Quantitative data showed a disparity not only between regions (Maputo respondents seem to
overall have lesser awareness when to use soap and wash their hands than respondents from
other regions), but also a different knowledge on what moments best to do so. On one hand, a
majority of respondents in all provinces stated to use soap when washing their bodies (69.4%),
clothes (69.5%), and cooking pots (65.4%). Correspondingly, a majority of respondents agreed
to wash hands before eating (84.7%), using the bathroom (68.3%), and treating food (52.7%).
On the other hand, only 18.4 % stated to use soap to wash children and only 4.8% reported to
do so when washing children’s hands. Less than a quarter (22.1%)of respondents claimed to
wash hands before or after dealing with children’s feces. These figures display a lack of
awareness on infant hygiene across all regions and for both gender.

3.3.3.

Access to Toilet Facilities

Open defecation refers to the practice whereby people go out in fields, bushes, forests, open
bodies of water, or other open spaces rather than using the toilet to defecate, which around 1.1
billion people world-wide refer to.47 A 2012 report by the World Health Organisation (WHO)
stated that around 9.5 million Mozambicans practiced open defecation.48 A UNICEF report on
WASH activities in Mozambique suggested the following:
“Poor water, sanitation and hygiene account for an estimated 37,100 deaths every year in
Mozambique. The burden of disease related to WASH deficiencies is also extremely
heavy, estimated by WHO in 2008 to be 2,135,000 Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs)
or 17% of the entire national health burden. This represents an enormous cost to the
country as a whole and specifically to the households affected, most of which are poor
and rural.”49
Across all provinces, almost half of the respondents (43.7%) claimed to use the bush for
defecation and almost the same number of households stated to use a family constructed
latrine (46.3%). As in previous sections, results are diverging significantly between regions,
which can be seen in figure 12 below.

“UNICEF”, accessed 7 February 2017, http://unicef.in/Whatwedo/11/Eliminate-Open-Defecation.
“World Health Organisation”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/monitoring/jmp2012/fast_facts/en/.
49 “UNICEF, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://www.iceida.is/media/verkefnagagnabanki/Annex_IFINAL_UNICEF_WASH_proposal_for_Zambezia_(SUBMITTED).pdf.
47
48
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Total

Maputo

Manica

Zambezia

Sofala

0.3%
River/Stream

Latine built by NGOs

Other (specify)

Community built
latrine

Improved latrine VIP

0.6%
0.6%
2.5%
6.2%

0.3%
1.5%

3.4%
4.5%
0.3%
3.9%
5.1%
3.4%
0.6%
1.2%
2.8%

1.1%
0.6%

9.9%

5.1%

Bush

Family owned
constructed latrine

43.7%

26.1%

56.3%
48.2%
51.6%

32.6%

46.3%
44.3%
39.9%

61.5%

Figure 12 Sites Used for Defecation, by province

Whilst the number of people, who openly defecate in the bush was the lowest in Maputo
province, with little more than a quarter of responses (26.1%), Manica and Sofala provinces
stood out with more than half (Manica: 56.3%, Sofala: 51.6%) of respondents claiming the
same. For those, who responded to use any kind of latrine, a majority (52.5%) reported that up
to four families used the same facility. Notably, in Manica, the number of families using the
same latrine was significantly higher: Only 33.2% reported 1-4 families, and almost a third
(31%) claimed that up to 10 families used one toilet.
This again highlights the disparity between predominantly rural and more urban areas. Future
projects should take these differences into account and factor in the regional context. Manica
province should be targeted in particular for future WASH related interventions.
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3.4.

Child Protection and IYCF

The COSACA Emergency Response Baseline Report also dealt with child protection and infant
and young child feeding (IYCF) practices. The following section investigated child protection
awareness and describes feeding practices of young children up to 24 months in Manica and
Maputo provinces.

3.4.1.

Child Protection Awareness Campaigns

The quantitative questionnaire asked if respondents ever participated in a child protection
awareness campaign, which targeted topics such as IYCF, education, health, child labour, and
sexual exploitation. Across all four provinces, roughly a third of respondents claimed to have
heard of or participated in such a campaign (32.9%). Disaggregated by province, Zambezia
stood out with almost half of participants (49.1%, n=1308), whilst Sofala reported the lowest
percentage with only 23.4% of respondents answering “yes” to that question.
Of those who have heard of or participated in such a campaign, the largest group participated
in an IYCF campaign, followed by children’s and maternal health, and education. In the open
“Other” response category (7.3%), the top three answers regarding awareness campaigns
included vaccinations, prevention of diseases, and children’s rights.

Children's and maternal
health

30.0%
18.0%

Education
7.3%

Others

5.8%

Sexual exploitation

5.2%

Child labour
Don't Know or Refuse
to Respond

2.3%

Child soldiers

0.7%

Female genital
mutilation

0.7%

Figure 13 Participation in child protection awareness campaigns (multiple response options, n=421)

These figures show that campaigns to a variety of topics have taken place in the past.
However, community outreach could be increased in the future, in particular because the level
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of awareness of child protection issues varied significantly between provinces: Whilst in Sofala
already two thirds of respondents had heard of an IYCF campaign, in Manica only 15% reported
the same. In Maputo (55%) and Zambezia (48.4%) this figure hovered around 50 %. Similar, in
Manica significantly less respondents had heard of educational (50%) or health campaigns
(37%) than in the other three provinces.

3.4.2.
IYCF and Breastfeeding practices among young
mothers in Manica and Maputo provinces
The following section reports findings on infant and young child feeding habits, which is
another priority area of interventions for COSACA in Mozambique. In Manica and Maputo
provinces the quantitative questionnaire included additional questions targeting primary
caregivers with a young child up to 24 months.
Statistics show that immediate breastfeeding after birth significantly reduces child mortality
and helps improve cognitive abilities, and resistency against diseases.50 In its guiding principles
on breastfeeding, the WHO suggests to “practice exclusive breastfeeding from birth to 6
months of age, and introduce complementary foods at 6 months of age (180 days) while
continuing to breastfeed.”51
The findings showed that a vast majority of mothers breastfed their children (96.6%, n=689).
Primary caregivers in Manica reported to almost 100% to have breastfed their infant child
(99.1%, compared to 94.7% in Maputo). Even more so, two thirds of mothers replied to have
done so immediately after birth (65.6%). Another 26.6% stated to have done so between 1 and
23 hours after giving birth. Disaggregated by province, the data showed that primary
caregivers from Manica started breastfeeding right after birth to a significantly higher
percentage (80%) than those in Maputo (54%). Even though breastfeeding was a prevalent
practice among participants in the survey, a majority of respondents claimed to have fed
additional food to their young child in the past 24 hours.

“UNICEF”, accessed 7 February 2017, https://www.unicef.org/nutrition/index_24824.html.
“World Health Organisation”, accessed 7 February 2017,
http://www.who.int/nutrition/publications/guiding_principles_compfeeding_breastfed.pdf”
50
51
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Tea or coffee with milk
Milk (tinned, powedered,…
Sour milk or yoghurt
Infant formula
Thin porridge
Juice
Mixed dishes (e.g.…
Sweet drinks (e.g Fanta,…
Broth

2.5%
3.7%
4.7%
5.5%
6.1%
8.6%
8.8%
14.2%
20.9%

Plain water

25.2%

Figure 14: Types of food fed to respondent's child in the last 24 hours, multiple response options (n=690)s

A majority of respondents reported that their child drank liquids such as water, broth, and
sweet drinks in the last 24 hours. It is worrisome, that sweet drinks, such as Pepsi, Fanta and
the likes were among the top three types of foods distributed, which can negatively affect
young children’s health.
Among those who reported to have fed their child a mixed dish in the last 24 hours (8.8%),
noodles (18.3%), porridge (15.6%), and rice (9.7%) were mentioned most often. As a
suggestion, future interventions targeting children’s health could include a component on
infant feeding.
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations
Indicator
Livelihood
Activities

Conclusion

Overall, 45.5% of the target population owned
livestock and/or farm animals. Zambezia province
stood out, with respondents owning significantly less
livestock than the average. They also more frequently
owned poultry and small farm animals, like goats, than
respondents from other provinces. These findings
suggest lower livelihood stability among the target
population in Zambezia compared to other provinces.
82% of the population in the target areas reported not
having enough seeds for the next plantation cycle.
Figures from Manica stood out, with significantly lower
levels of available seeds than the average (76.6%).
When aseked why they did not have sufficient seeds
for the next planting cycle, the most common
responses were that they had “no seeds left from the
last harvest” and that there were “no possibilities to
buy seeds.”

Recommendation

•

Direct cash distribution programmes have been
shown to have a positive impact on livelihood
security overall. Micro-grants and/or cash
distribution could be considered for future
programme implementation.

•

In order to tackle the lack of seeds, future phases
of COSACA should include a seed distribution
component as well as a large-scale training
program on agricultural techniques. This training
should target planting techniques and storage of
seeds for the next season.

With a lack of seeds, other sources of income become
even more important. Wage labour and the sale of
firewood, charcoal, and grass were mentioned most
often, followed by the sale of crops and receiving
remittances. 14% of the respondents stated that they
do not receive any income at all.
Additionally, 29.6% of the target population reported
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to have incurred debt over the last month, most often
to cover food expenses. Answers remained roughly the
same across all provinces, with the exception of
Manica, were only 16.2% reported the same.
Food Security

Food insecurity was a cross cutting issue in quantitative
as well as qualitative interviews. Sofala and Manica
provinces stood out with the highest number of
households who ate only 1 meal in the last 24 hours
(30.7% and 24% of responses, compared to 15.2%
overall). Further, around 60% of respondents had to
skip one meal and 21% canceled even more than one
meal in the last 7 days. As coping mechanisms head of
households stated to had limited size of portions in
general, reduced consumption of adults in order to
have enough food for children, borrowing food, and
spending savings.

•

With food prices having sharply increased over
the last year, food distribution fairs could be
organized to help alleviate food insecurity. By
including local shop owners in the fairs, they
could increase their revenue and acceptance in
the community would be facilitated.

Access to Water

Access to water was mentioned as another issue across
all regions. Head of households reported to collect
15.4litres of water per day on average, with differences
between the regions: Whereas respondents in Sofala
collected 22.8 litres per day, respondents in Maputo
found themselves at the other end of the spectrum
with only 7.2 litres of water collected per day.

•

Water buckets and jerry cans could be
distributed as reward for participation in
community based trainings on water
management and water treatment of surface
water.

•

Follow up with water management committees
after the end of the project implementation
should be ensured. Mechanisms for repairing
tools and equipment should be provided
alongside training for members of the WMC on

Data further revealed high levels of dissatisfaction with
the amount of the collected water: While in other
provinces the level of dissatisfaction hovered around
40%, in Manica 65.9% of respondents deemed the
water as “not sufficient”. Top three reasons mentioned
were lack of storage facilities at the household level
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(31.6%), water points being too far away (29%), and
not enough water available at the source (23.2%).

how to use them.
•

Diversify WASH actions depending on location.
In locations with higher percentages of
population using surface water, building
standpipes and public taps should be prioritized,
whereas in better developed areas, focus could
be put on water management.

•

Hygiene practice awareness campaigns should

The main water source named by the population in
question were standpipes or public taps (44%). These
answers were significantly higher in provinces with
more urban areas such as Zambezia than in
predominantly rural provinces. Worryingly, surface
water was mentioned second most often as main
source overall. Again, in predominantly rural Manica
this number was higher (54.8%) than on average
(27.2%).
Distances to the water point were equally distributed
across provinces: A third of respondents stated that
the nearest water place was 5 to 10 minutes away,
another third mentioned up to 30 minutes, and the last
third said it took them more than 30 minutes.
However, answers from Manica province stood again
out, with 39.9% stating that the nearest water point
was more than 1 hour away.
Water Management Committees (WMC) were well
known among participants in the qualitative
interviews. Respondents showed a satisfactory
knowledge on tasks and roles of the WMC and were
overall satisfied with their work in their communities.
The main point of critique was that the WMCs
sometimes lacked equipment for repairing broken
pumps.
Hygiene Practices

Overall 70.9% of the target population had used soap,
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detergent, or ash on the day of data collection.
Disaggregated by province, data showed a disparity
not only between regions (Maputo respondents seem
to overall have lesser awareness when to use soap and
wash their hands than respondents from other
regions), but also different levels of knowledge on
what moments best to do so. On one hand, a majority
of respondents in all provinces stated to use soap when
washing their bodies (69.4%), clothes (69.5%), and
cooking pots (65.4%).

focus on infant hygiene, as data showed a lack of
knowledge across all regions.
•

Particular focus should be put on raising
awareness for female hygiene, with schools and
public buildings having separate washing
facilities for women and girls.

•

Knowledge about the advantages of a family
owned latrine needs to be increased and building
of latrines could be incentivized. Possible
incentives could be jerry cans, plastic sheets or
wooden construction material.

On the other hand, only 18.4 % stated to use soap to
wash children and only 4.8% reported to do so when
washing children’s hands. Less than a quarter (22.1%)
of respondents claimed to wash hands before or after
dealing with children’s feces.
Access to Toilet
Facilities

Worryingly, the percentage of people using open
defecation (43.7%) was almost the same as the
percentage of respondents using a family latrine
(46.3%). These proportions of people practicing open
defecation varied again between regions and were
lowest in Maputo province (26.1%) and highest in
Manica (56.3%) and Sofala (51.6%).
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Child Protection
Awareness
Campaigns

Infant and Young
Children Feeding

Roughly a third (32.9%) of all respondents in the
sample had heard of or participated in a child
protection awareness campaign. In Zambezia province,
this percentage was highest with 49.1% and in Sofala
province, this percentage was lowest with 23.4%.
Of those who have heard of or participated in such a
campaign, the largest group participated in an IYCF
campaign, followed by children’s and maternal health,
and education.
The vast majority of mothers breastfed their children
(96.6%) in Manica and Maputo province, where
questions about IYCF were asked to primary
caregivers. This proportion was even higher in Manica,
at 99.1%, compared to 94.7% in Maputo. Two-thirds of
mothers indicated that they breastfed immediately
after birth (65.6%), in line with international
recommendations, and another 26.6% started to
breastfeed in the first 24 hours after giving birth.
Mothers from Manica started breastfeeding right after
birth at an even higher rate (80%) than those from
Maputo (54%).

•

Future programme implementation should focus
on child protection awareness campaigns,
particularly in Sofala province. Priority topics
should include an infant hygiene and infant
feeding component.

•

Infant and Young Children feeding campaigns
should particularly focus on the health benefits
of breastfeeding in the first 6 months.
Additionally, awareness should be raised on
potential health dangers of feeding food
containing high amount of sugar to infants and
young children.

•

Projects should be tailored to different provinces
as this baseline showed that the level of
knowledge on these issues differs significantly
from region to region.

Even though breastfeeding was a prevalent practice
among participants in the survey, a majority of
respondents claimed to have fed additional food to
their young child in the past 24 hours and did not solely
rely on breastfeeding.
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5. Annex
[Include survey questions/ KIIs/FGDs/other relevant information]
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Forcier
Forcier is a development research firm that operates in challenging post-conflict
environments. Established in 2011 in South Sudan, Forcier has invested in
developing methodologies and approaches to research that are contextually
appropriate and feasible, whilst adhering to international standards for social
science research and utilising the latest data collection technology available. Our
core services include population and social science research, project evaluations,
market assessments for livelihoods and vocational trainings, private sector and
market research for feasibility studies, strategic planning and representation, and
training and capacity building workshops.
For further information, please visit www.forcierconsulting.com.
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