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Abstract 

his country study is a background paper 

prepared for the comparative analysis of 

organization and performance of cotton 

sectors in Sub-Saharan Africa, a study carried out 

by the World Bank, with the objective of 

analyzing the links between sector structure and 

observed performance outcomes and drawing 

lessons from reform experience, in order to 

provide useful guidance to policy-makers, other 

local stakeholders, and interested donor agencies. 

It describes and reviews the cotton sector 

situation in Tanzania, where, after years of 

uneven growth, production of seed cotton 

reached record levels in 2004 and 2005. 

Importantly for wider policy debates, the 

Tanzanian cotton sector, unlike many others in 

sub-Saharan Africa, operates in a highly 

competitive market structure.  With high local 

taxes and transport costs, the sector nevertheless 

pays reasonably attractive prices to producers. 

However, the competitive market structure has 

also presented significant challenges, especially 

in relation to seed supply, quality control and 

seasonal credit. 

Following liberalization in 1994, the state largely 

withdrew from the cotton sector in Tanzania. 

However, when production fell sharply in the 

latter part of the decade, the state, in the form of 

the Tanzania Cotton Board, renewed its 

engagement in the affairs of the sector. 

Cooperation between a group of leading ginners 

and TCB has been central to the process of 

devising new institutional arrangements for the 

sector that facilitate coordination for seed 

multiplication and input supply (amongst other 

things) in a context of the highly competitive 

market for seed cotton. As long as the sector 

retains this highly competitive structure, there 

will be a vital role for TCB in ensuring that 

important strategic decisions are taken to 

promote sector development. Tanzania thus 

represents an interesting study in public-private 

collaboration and sector governance.  It also 

represents an important test case of whether a 

competitive market model can be made to work 

for African cotton. 
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Executive Summary 
 

fter years of uneven growth, production of seed cotton in Tanzania reached 

record levels in 2004 and 2005. In 2004/05 cotton lint was Tanzania’s top 

agricultural export earner. Importantly for development practitioners, the 

Tanzanian cotton sector, unlike many others in sub-Saharan Africa, operates in a highly 

competitive market structure.  With high local taxes and transport costs, the sector 

nevertheless pays reasonably attractive prices to producers. However, the competitive 

market structure has also presented significant challenges, especially in relation to seed 

supply, quality control and seasonal credit. 

 

In the early 1980s the government controlled the sector through the Tanzania Cotton 

Authority (TCA). However a disappointing overall performance led to the reintroduction 

of regional cooperative unions in 1986, which were responsible for cotton production, the 

provision of seasonal credit, and ginning in their respective regions for as long as the 

unions themselves could access the necessary finance. Export remained the responsibility 

of the successor to TCA, the Tanzania Cotton Marketing Board.   

 

Although cotton production reached record levels in the 1991 and 1992 harvest seasons, 

many of the cooperative unions were soon beset with problems of corruption, poor 

management and, above all, financial mismanagement. Thus, in 1994 the government 

eliminated the monopoly held by the Cotton Board and the unions and allowed 

competition in cotton marketing and ginning. In the years immediately after 

liberalization, the state played a minimal role in the cotton sector. Production rose sharply 

in 1995 and 1996, prompted by the highly competitive nature of seed cotton purchase and 

the attractive world prices for cotton lint prevailing at the time. Competition between 

ginners ensured that an increased share of the (higher) export price was passed onto 

producers. 

 

During the later 1990s world prices declined, the real exchange rate appreciated and the 

weaknesses in sector organization began to make themselves felt. As a result, production 

declined steadily, falling to around 100,000 tons in 1998 and 1999. This decline 

prompted TCB to call stakeholders together in 1999 for roundtable discussion to examine 

ways to improve the sector. This signalled a renewed engagement by the state in the 

affairs of the cotton sector. 

 

Central to the process of devising new institutional arrangements for the sector has been 

cooperation between a group of leading ginners and TCB. Their working relationship is 

integral for the growth of the sector. As long as it retains its highly competitive structure 

(i.e. numerous ginners, none of them dominant), there will be a vital role for TCB in 

ensuring that important strategic decisions are taken to promote sector development. 
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An example of institutional innovation considered by the report is the introduction of the 

passbook system, a sector-wide intervention designed to enhance producers’ access to 

crop protection chemicals through “forced saving”.  Unlike company credit systems, 

which are often undermined by highly competitive output markets, the passbook system 

is fully compatible with a competitive market model. Its introduction (by TCB/CDF) is 

believed to have been one contributory factor towards the major resurgence in cotton 

production in 2004 and 2005, the other major reasons being attractive seed cotton prices 

in 2003 and good rains. 

 

Tanzania thus represents an interesting study in public-private collaboration and sector 

governance.  It also represents an important test case of whether a competitive market 

model can be made to work for African cotton.
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Tanzania and Cotton 

Tanzania competes with Zimbabwe to be the largest cotton producer in Southern and 

Eastern Africa. Cotton is one of the three most important export cash crops in the 

country, along with coffee and cashew. After struggling for several years, production of 

seed cotton in Tanzania reached record levels in 2004 and 2005, and cotton became the 

largest export earner of all agricultural commodities in the country.  In both these years, 

Tanzania ranked as the 6
th

 largest lint producer in Africa, according to ICAC data. 

 

From a wider perspective, the Tanzanian cotton sector is interesting because, of all the 

liberalised cotton sectors in Africa, it has been closest to the competitive “ideal”.  Despite 

high local taxes and transport costs, the sector does pay reasonably attractive prices to 

producers.  However, the highly competitive market structure has also presented 

significant challenges, especially in relation to seed supply, quality control and seasonal 

credit.  

 

Tanzania and Uganda present contrasting responses to the common challenges of seed 

supply, quality control and seasonal credit.  In Uganda, where the number of ginning 

companies is similar to Tanzania, current arrangements impose major restrictions on 

competition.  In contrast, there is widespread support for maintaining a competitive 

market model in Tanzania, although there is also recognition that this can only be 

effective if a public agency - currently Tanzania Cotton Board (TCB) and the associated 

Cotton Development Fund (CDF) - plays a complementary “coordination” role.  In turn, 

this raises interesting questions about the accountability of the public agency to sector 

stakeholders.  Tanzania thus represents an interesting study in public-private 

collaboration and sector governance.  It also represents an important test case of whether 

a competitive market model can be made to work for African cotton. 

 

The Tanzanian cotton sector has yet to make significant progress on restoring overall 

cotton quality to pre-liberalisation levels.  However, in the area of input supply, a recent 

institutional innovation of interest is the passbook system, a sector-wide intervention that 

is designed to enhance producers’ access to crop protection chemicals through “forced 

saving”.  Unlike company credit systems, which are often undermined by highly 

competitive output markets, the passbook system is fully compatible with a competitive 

market model. Its introduction (by TCB/CDF) is believed to have been one contributory 

factor towards the major resurgence in cotton production in 2004 and 2005. However, we 

conclude that the system can only make a limited contribution to the intensification of 

cotton production in Tanzania. 

 

Following two years of record harvests, an extended drought devastated seed cotton 

production for the 2006 season.  In this light the following report will consider whether 

institutional arrangements, such as the passbook system (or seasonal credit), can help to 

stabilise cotton production levels. 
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2 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND REFORM PROCESS 

2.1. The Tanzanian Cotton Sector Prior to Liberalisation 

A detailed history of the Tanzanian cotton sector is provided by Maro and Poulton, 2002. 

Initial investments in ginning were made by missionaries, British companies and Asian 

businessmen (based both in Uganda and Tanzania). The latter came to dominate the 

sector during the 1930s. The colonial government regulated the operations of the Asian 

ginners, invested in seed varietal research to support the sector, distributed seed free to 

producers and announced floor prices at the start of the season. In 1956, the Tanganyika 

Lint and Seed Marketing Board (LSMB) was registered to deal with the export of seeds 

and Lint.  Prior to this, the marketing of lint abroad had been undertaken by the Uganda 

Lint Marketing Board on behalf of Tanganyika. 

 

The colonial administration also made efforts to promote co-operatives within the 

WCGA due to concerns about deteriorating relationships between the traders and cotton 

farmers. By the mid 1950s, a total of 400 co-operative societies and 20 co-operative 

unions had been formed in different parts of the Lake Province, including the apex 

Victoria Federation of Co-operative Unions (VFCU).  During the 1950s these institutions 

began to make inroads into the crop purchasing activities of the Asian traders through 

market competition.  

 

In the three decades after independence (1961), government policy sought both to give 

cooperatives greater control over cotton marketing (to the exclusion of private traders) 

and to extend political control over cooperatives in WCGA and more generally.  The 

result was highly bureaucratic and inefficient cooperative unions.  In 1976 all cooperative 

unions were liquidated, the Tanzania Cotton Authority was given responsibility for all 

post-harvest activities related to the cotton crop in Tanzania and all ginneries, oil mills 

and related assets became state property.  However, disappointing performance under this 

arrangement
1
 led to the reintroduction of regional cooperative unions in 1986, which 

were responsible for cotton production, the provision of seasonal credit, and ginning in 

their respective regions for as long as the unions themselves could access the necessary 

finance. Export remained the responsibility of the successor to TCA, the Tanzania Cotton 

Marketing Board.   

 

Initially the re-introduction of the unions was well received by their affiliate societies. 

Their performance was regarded as satisfactory and financial institutions were willing to 

lend to them. However, many of them were soon beset with problems of corruption, poor 

management and, above all, financial mismanagement. Thus, although cotton production 

reached record levels in the 1991 and 1992 harvest seasons (see Figure 2 below), this 

came at a high cost in subsidies to loss-making cooperative unions. Reliable data are hard 

                                                 

 
1
 Members of Parliament and producers alike criticized the cotton and other crop authorities for being 

corrupt, inefficient and distant from the farmers they were intended to serve. These weaknesses were 

reflected in the heavy losses the authorities incurred and also the dwindling output for major crops like 

cotton because producers became highly demotivated. 
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to come by, but it also appears that the quality of Tanzanian lint was declining prior to 

liberalisation, as inefficiency in the cooperatives led to the relaxing of grading standards 

(Gibbon, 1999; Baffes, 2002; World Bank / Government of Tanzania, 2004). 

 

2.2. Sector Liberalisation and Subsequent Institutional Evolution 

Baffes, 2002 (p1) summarises the major steps in the liberalisation of the sector as 

follows: “Before the 1990s the Cotton Board and the cooperative unions handled all 

marketing services for the industry, including the provision of seed and other inputs. In 

reforms introduced in 1990 the Cotton Board provided fee-based services to the 

cooperative unions instead of buying the cotton itself. In 1992 price controls were 

relaxed, and indicative prices were announced instead of prices at which cotton was 

purchased. The biggest change came with the Cotton Act of 1994, when the government 

eliminated the monopoly held by the Cotton Board and the unions and allowed 

competition in cotton marketing and ginning.” Liberalisation can thus be dated as 

beginning in 1994.  

 

In the years immediately after liberalization, the state played a minimal role in the cotton 

sector. As already noted, production rose sharply in 1995 and 1996, prompted by the 

highly competitive nature of seed cotton purchase and the attractive world prices for 

cotton lint prevailing at the time. Competition between ginners ensured that an increased 

share of the (higher) export price was passed onto producers. World Bank / Government 

of Tanzania, 2004 (p26) report that, “For cotton, average growers’ share of export prices 

increased, from 41 percent in six seasons prior to reform to 51 percent in six seasons 

following reform.” Competition also resulted in prompt payments being made for seed 

cotton, whereas pre-liberalisation payments had sometimes been delayed for “several 

months” (World Bank / Government of Tanzania, 2004, p26).   

 

However, the sector did not perform well either in terms of maintaining quality control or 

assisting producers to access high quality inputs (both of which are discussed in more 

detail below). During the latter 1990s, world prices declined
2
, the real exchange rate 

appreciated and the weaknesses in sector organization began to make themselves felt. As 

a result, production declined steadily, falling to around 100,000 tons in 1998 and 1999 

(Figure 2). This decline prompted TCB to call stakeholders together in 1999 for the first 

of what became annual stakeholders’ conferences, at which measures to turn around the 

fortunes of the sector were discussed. The stakeholders’ conferences had a high political 

profile, with attendance by MPs from cotton producing zones and, initially at least, 

chairmanship from the President, Prime Minister, or Minister. This signalled a renewed 

engagement by the state in the affairs of the cotton sector. 

 

                                                 

 
2
 The A Index had actually hit a peak in the 1994-95 marketing year, then declined year-on-year until 2001, 

with only a brief respite in 2000. It fell below its 30-year average level in 1998 and subsequently has only 

briefly returned to that average level in late 2003. 
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3 OVERVIEW OF THE COTTON SECTOR:  

SEED COTTON PRODUCTION  

3.1. Key Macro-Economic Factors Affecting the Sector 

The Government of Tanzania has achieved considerable success in both macro-economic 

stabilisation and growth in recent years. Inflation (measured by the CPI) averaged 27% 

p.a. in 1994-96, 12% p.a. in 1997-99 and 4.3% p.a. in 2003-05. Meanwhile, annual per 

capita GDP growth has been positive since 1995 and rising steadily, exceeding 3% p.a. in 

most years since 2000. Nevertheless, Tanzania remains one of the poorest countries in the 

world. 

 

The combination of successful macro-economic stabilisation and an increasingly 

competitive banking sector has also permitted interest rates to fall. The average medium 

and long term lending rate was 21% p.a. during 1998-2000, but had fallen to an average 

of 14% p.a. during 2003-05 (source: Bank of Tanzania; www.bot-tz.org). This has 

reduced the costs of finance faced by cotton companies. 

 

An important factor affecting the growth and profitability of the agricultural sector, and 

especially tradable commodities such as cotton, is the real exchange rate (Delgado and 

Minot, 2000). Figure 1 shows trends in the real exchange rate in the years since cotton 

sector liberalisation. This shows that there was a significant appreciation in the real 

exchange rate in the mid-to-late 1990s, which limited companies’ ability to pay attractive 

prices to producers. The situation has improved since, although the real exchange rate is 

not back to the level prevailing at liberalisation. 

 
Figure 1:  Real Exchange Rate 

 
Sources: www.bls.gov/cpi/cpid0608.pdf; 

www.bot-tz.org/Publications/EconomicIndicators/EconomicAndFinancialIndicators.htm 
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3.2. Seed Cotton Production 

Within Tanzania, cotton is grown predominantly in the north-west of the country. The so-

called western cotton growing area (WCGA), which comprises Shinyanga, Mwanza, 

Mara, Tabora, Kagera, Kigoma and Singida regions
3
, accounts for 99% of national 

production. However, within this, it is Shinyanga and Mwanza regions that account for 

the majority (c.85%) of production. Although in recent years the Tanzania Cotton Board 

(TCB)
4
 has been making efforts to encourage production in other parts of the WCGA, 

this has so far made little impression on the share of production accounted for by 

Shinyanga and Mwanza (see Appendix Table 1). 

 

Meanwhile, the so-called eastern cotton growing area (ECGA) has traditionally been 

centred on Morogoro region, but also officially includes Pwani, Tanga, Iringa, 

Kilimanjaro, Mbeya and Manyara. Production in ECGA has always been much smaller 

than in WCGA, partly due to higher pest pressure and partly to the alternative economic 

opportunities open to producers in these regions. When the cooperative-owned ginneries 

in ECGA ran into financial difficulties, production in the ECGA also collapsed. Whilst 

numerous companies invested in new ginneries in the WCGA after liberalisation, similar 

investment was not forthcoming in the ECGA. For some years TCB itself has run 

ginneries in the ECGA to try and encourage a recovery in cotton production there. 

However, despite this and some interesting initiatives – a contract farming scheme in 

Morogoro region and a group of farmers in Kilimanjaro that contract gin on their own 

account - there has as yet been no major recovery in production in ECGA. 

 

Figure 2 shows production of seed cotton in Tanzania over the past 30 years. The most 

striking feature of this figure is the degree of volatility, which, if anything, has been 

increasing over time. Production reached a record high in harvest year 1992 – only two 

years prior to liberalisation. However, the subsequent fall put financial strain on the 

cooperative system that extended credit to producers for input access. There was another 

increase in production immediately following liberalisation, but again this was short-

lived. The six years of lower production from 1998-2003 prompted fundamental 

questioning of the benefits of liberalisation in Tanzania. They also caused key 

stakeholders to work together more closely to try to address the main weaknesses 

identified in the functioning of the liberalised sector.  
 

                                                 

 
3
 These regions have similar agro-ecological conditions for cotton production. 

4
 From 1993 onwards the regulation of the sector was undertaken by the Tanzania Cotton Lint and Seed 

Board (TCL&SB). The Tanzania Cotton Board was created in 2001 with the passage of the Cotton Industry 

Act. However, it was only in 2005/06 that the government finally cleared the outstanding debts of 

TCL&SB “thereby paving the way for the newly formed Tanzania Cotton Board (TCB) to embark on its 

new defined role of regulating and promoting the subsector more efficiently and effectively” (Tanzania 

Cotton Board, 2005). For convenience we refer to both organizations by the short-hand TCB. 
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Figure 2:  Seed Cotton Production in Tanzania, 1975-2006 

 
Source: TCB data 

 

Given the pessimism surrounding the Tanzanian cotton sector at the turn of the 

millennium, it is useful to draw together the factors thought to have contributed to the 

dramatic increase in cotton production in Tanzania in 2003/04 (then sustained into 

2004/05). Three factors dominate, although it should be pointed out that no quantitative 

analysis has been conducted to measure the relative contribution of each to the 

production increase. 

 

Firstly, cotton producers in Tanzania are highly responsive to changing (relative) prices 

of competing crops. (In Mwanza and Shinyanga, cotton may compete with maize, rice 

and/or groundnuts for land, labour and capital). They apparently do not have any way of 

assessing likely future prices, so base decisions on what area to plant to which crop on 

the previous season’s price. Thus, Delgado and Minot, 2000 (p58) found that the price 

elasticity of cotton supply (responding to the previous season’s price) was 1.00. The 

world lint price rallied temporarily in late 2003, just as seed cotton was being purchased 

from producers, and much of this price rise was passed onto them (see section 4.7 for a 

more detailed discussion of seed cotton pricing). Many producers, therefore, determined 

to increase their area planted in 2003/04. 

 

Secondly, their resolve to do this was, in many cases, strengthened by the introduction of 

the passbook scheme in 2003. For the first time, a useful proportion of producers could 

plant cotton in 2003/04 confident that, when the time came to obtain chemicals (which 

have to be applied during the “lean season”), they had a basic entitlement through their 

passbooks, irrespective of their cash situation at the time. 

 

Using data from the 2004 household survey, Maro and Poulton, 2005b show that 

producers who had produced seed cotton in 2002/03 expanded their area on average by 

17% in 2003/04, whilst many households who had not produced cotton in 2002/03 re-

entered in 2003/04, albeit with acreages on average less than half of those of “existing” 

producers. 
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Thirdly, the 2003/04 season was ideal weather-wise. The evidence of a bumper crop in 

the ground, plus (to some degree) the benefit of the passbook system, encouraged 

producers to increase their chemical application (see Table 7 for data), protecting the 

harvest that was available and at the same time contributing to an increase in quality. 

 

After the dramatically improved performance in harvest years 2004 and 2005, the 

disappointing production in 2006 can be attributed almost entirely to poor weather. There 

are high hopes of a rebound in 2007 – as long as the season is not too wet! – but it is clear 

that the degree of inter-year volatility in production remains uncomfortably high. Later 

we discuss whether the passbook system could help reduce this volatility and, if so, how. 

 

3.3. Number of Producers, Area Cultivated and Yields 

Table 1 presents official data on cotton producers and area planted in recent years. 

However, none of these figures are offered with any confidence and various reports (e.g. 

Baffes, 2002; Maro and Poulton, 2005a) have emphasised the importance of improving 

data collection for the sector.  
 

Table 1:  Estimated Number of Cotton Producers and Area Planted 1998-2007 

Production 

Season 

Estimated Number of 

Producers 

Estimated Area 

Planted (ha) 

Average Area Planted 

Per Producer (ha) 

2006/07 350,000 561,287 1.60 

2005/06 300,000 281,434 0.94 

2004/05 434,986 482,000* 1.11 

2003/04 500,000 452,000 0.90 

2002/03 460,000 291,000 0.63 

2001/02 370,000 338,400 0.91 

2000/01 350,000 420,000 1.20 

1999/00 320,000 182,000 0.57 

1998/99 310,000 250,000 0.81 

1997/98 380,000 180,000 0.47 

Average 377,500 343,812 0.91 

Source: TCB data, except * = ICAC estimate 

Note: The cotton production season in WCGA lasts from November to June. The years in this table refer to 

the production season (November to June). By contrast, TCB present their data by marketing seasons, with 

each marketing season running from July 1
st
 to June 30

th
. Thus, the 2003/04 production season generates 

the 2004 harvest, which is recorded by TCB as the figure for the 2004/05 (marketing) season. 

 

TCB are currently considering a registration scheme for cotton farmers (with each farmer 

having his/her own registration number). In the meantime, since the advent of the 

passbook system, the number of passbooks distributed has become the most reliable way 

of estimating the number of producers engaged in cotton production. It is this, rather than 

any “real” change in cotton production activity in the country, that accounts for the 

decline in recorded numbers of producers since 2002/03.  

 

Each year some passbooks that are distributed to district level are not taken up by farmers 

and our understanding is that the figures in Table 1 are not fully adjusted for this. (See 
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footnote 32 for an example of low uptake). We might, therefore, take 350,000 as an 

upper-bound estimate of the number of active cotton producing households in Tanzania. 

 

Putting this figure in context, the estimated population of Tanzania in 2006 was 37 

million
5
. With around 70% of the population living in rural areas and an estimated 

average rural household size of 5.8 persons, up to 8% of rural households may be 

involved in growing cotton. However, in the major cotton producing zones, the vast 

majority of households grow cotton, especially in years when sentiment towards cotton is 

positive. 

 

Figures on area planted are even more problematic than those on number of producers. 

They are derived from estimates made by extension agents in the various production 

regions
6
, but are really little more than guesswork. An annual sample survey is needed to 

arrive at more reliable figures (M.Mtunga, pers.comm.). 

 

Given the problems with the figures for both number of producers and area planted, we 

suggest that the figures on average area cultivated per producer should be treated with 

extreme caution. Baffes, 2002 (p1) summarises the TCB orthodoxy (the figures in Table 

1 notwithstanding), which is that “Cotton is produced primarily by smallholders on farms 

of 0.5 to 10 hectares (the average is 1.5 hectares).” This is over 50% more than the 

average recorded in Table 1, which is consistent with the view that the number of 

producers has historically been over-estimated. 

 

Table 2 reports figures from the 2004 household survey in Kwimba and Bariadi districts 

undertaken by the DFID-funded “Competition and Coordination” project
7
. In this survey, 

there were 213 cotton producers for whom data on area planted to cotton and seed cotton 

production in 2004 were available. Note, however, that both pieces of information were 

supplied by the respondent, not measured or independently verified by the enumerators. 

                                                 

 
5
 The 2002 census recorded a total population of 34.6 million of whom 73% lived in rural areas. Average 

household size was 4.9, but mean household size in rural areas was higher than in urban areas. In the 

regions comprising the western cotton growing area, average household size was 5.9 

(http://www.tanzania.go.tz/census/census/index.html). 
6
 Two sets of estimates are made: an initial set that form the basis for the quantities of seed distributed by 

TCB to each production district (with 7kg of seed allowed per acre to be planted), then an adjusted estimate 

that is supposed to reflect actual area planted.  
7
 A total of 280 households were surveyed, out of which 235 (85%) had one or more members growing 

cotton during the 2003/04 production season. Data on both area planted and seed cotton production are 

available for 213 of these. (Some respondents recorded “don’t know” in response to one or other of these 

questions). A total of 301 households had been surveyed in the same villages in 2002, 151 in Kwimba and 

150 in Bariadi. Of these, 221 (73%) had one or more members growing cotton during the 2001/02 

production season. The majority of households surveyed in 2003/04 were households that had been 

surveyed in 2002. However, due to difficulties in tracing original households, 26 new households from 

Bariadi district were added in 2004. Kwimba and Bariadi Districts were originally chosen as survey sites as 

they represent “middling” producing districts within Mwanza and Shinyanga regions respectively. Findings 

from the survey are thus believed to be indicative, if not fully representative, of trends within the sector as a 

whole.  

http://www.tanzania.go.tz/census/census/index.html
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Thus, the figures on area planted in particular could be subject to quite a wide margin of 

error.  

 
Table 2:  Production by Farm Size 

     Share of 

 Count Total 

Area 

Planted 

(ha) 

Total 

Seed Cotton 

Production (kg) 

Weighted 

Average 

Yield 

(kg/ha) 

Count Area 

Planted 

Seed Cotton 

Production 

4+ ha 13 116 51,597 444.8 6% 30% 19% 

2-3.9 ha 52 128.4 112,236 874.1 24% 33% 41% 

1-1.9 ha 62 84.3 65,760 779.9 29% 22% 24% 

0-0.9 ha 86 54.6 42,958 786.6 40% 14% 16% 

Total 213 383.3 272,551  99% 101% 100% 

Source: 2004 household survey in Kwimba and Bariadi districts  

Table 2 indicates that 6% of cotton-producing households grew four or more hectares of 

cotton. Three of the reported acreages in this category were in excess of 15ha (i.e. not 

really smallholders), but the very low yields recorded by all three suggest that areas 

planted were subject to over-estimation by respondents. 

 

The mean area planted to cotton within this sample was 1.8ha and the median was 1.2ha. 

These figures are considerably in excess of the figures calculated in Table 1, but are 

comparable with the TCB orthodoxy summarised by Baffes, 2002.  

 

Table 3 presents data on yields derived from the area estimates presented in Table 1 and 

the production figures shown in Figure 2. The figures jump around due to the fluctuations 

in estimated area planted contained in Table 2. As noted above, there is reason to believe 

that many of these fluctuations do not represent real trends on the ground.  

 
Table 3:  Average Seed Cotton Yields 1998-2005 (kg/ha) 

Harvest Year Average Seed Cotton Yield  

(kg/ha) 

2006 464 

2005 781 

2004 756 

2003 480 

2002 557 

2001 353 

2000 679 

1999 402 

1998 583 

Average 562 

 Source: calculated from Table 1 and Figure 2 

 

The conclusion reached by both Baffes, 2002 and Maro and Poulton, 2004 was that a 

credible ballpark yield figure for the Tanzanian cotton sector is 500 kg/ha. This, of 

course, is a low figure even within Africa, let alone internationally. Moreover, these 

authors found no evidence of any trend in yields, nor any qualitative evidence (e.g. 

introduction of new seed technology or increase in input use) that would suggest that 
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there should be any such trend. Instead, weather conditions were believed to be the major 

determinant of inter-annual variations around the 500 kg/ha mean.  

However, the yield figures for 2004 and 2005 - around 50% higher than the 500 kg/ha 

average so far quoted – are credible. The reasons for the record production in these 

seasons will be discussed below. For now, we note that the 2003/04 production season 

was an ideal one weather-wise and that producers were able to access more crop 

protection chemicals than they had been able to hitherto. Hence, yields were unusually 

high. The 2004 household survey in Kwimba and Bariadi districts recorded a mean yield 

figure of 711 kg/ha for this season, which may be an under-estimate due to the assumed 

over-estimation of areas by households with the largest areas planted to cotton. The high 

production achieved in 2004 further enhanced producers’ access to inputs for 2005 

through their passbook entitlements, contributing to another record harvest. 
 

By contrast, the 2005/06 season was badly affected by drought and this is reflected in the 

poor yield shown in Table 3. 
 

Returning to Table 2, the variation in yield by farm size category is not statistically 

significant, and we have already noted that we believe the low yield for the largest size 

category to be a matter of data error. On the other hand, it is worth noting that sector 

average yield figures can hide significant variation across production areas. Taking 

Kwimba and Bariadi districts as an example, soil fertility and availability of alternative 

cash crops (most notably rice) are both greater within Bariadi. As a result, cotton yields 

in Bariadi tend to be higher than those in Kwimba.  

 

Figure 3 presents the yield estimates for the 2002, 2003 and 2004 harvests derived from 

the 2004 household survey. The two-year recall figures for yields in the 2001/02 

production season are somewhat different from those collected in 2002, especially in 

Kwimba. Nevertheless, from this figure we observe that: yields in the 2003/04 production 

season were significantly higher (99% confidence level) than those in either of the two 

preceding seasons; this effect was mainly due to increases in Bariadi in 2003/04; yields in 

Bariadi are significantly higher (99% confidence level) than those in Kwimba.  

 
Figure 3:  Seed Cotton Yields in Kwimba and Bariadi, 2001/02 - 2003/04 

 
Source: 2004 household survey 



 

 13 

 

3.4. Seed Cotton Purchase and Ginning 

One of the major distinguishing features of the Tanzanian cotton sector is the large 

number of buyers, most of whom also own ginneries, who compete to purchase seed 

cotton
8
.  

 

Baffes, 2002 (p4) reported that, “In 1994/95 [the first year of market liberalisation] some 

22 private companies started trading cotton, and 8 new private ginneries were 

constructed.” Some of the private buyers without ginneries sought toll ginning contracts 

with cooperative unions that owned ginneries. However, at this time, the cooperative 

unions remained confident of government support to compete against the private buyers, 

so were generally reluctant to enter into such toll ginning contracts – and were certainly 

not going to consider selling ginning facilities to them. This encouraged the expansion of 

private ginning capacity, despite the existence of under-utilised capacity at ginneries 

owned by cooperative unions. 

 

Another factor that has encouraged the expansion of private ginning capacity, and which 

has perhaps assumed greater importance with the passage of time, is that much of the 

ginning equipment owned by the cooperative unions is old and/or poorly maintained. 

Thus, it is difficult to achieve good quality lint. Seed coat fragments are a particular 

problem when this old equipment is used. 

 

Since liberalisation, the sector has experienced considerable entry and exit of firms from 

year to year. Whilst some of this is completely new entry or final exit, it is not 

uncommon for ginneries simply to be left unutilised for a season or two, either because 

the company concerned has financial difficulties (e.g. cannot obtain the necessary 

working capital) or because it decides that buying prices are too high to make buying 

worthwhile. Maro and Poulton, 2002 reported TCB data on the number of ginneries in 

existence in the WCGA and whether or not they were operational as of August 2002. A 

total of 48 ginneries were recorded, but only half of these were classed as operational at 

the time. Even amongst the ginneries owned by private companies, only 63% were 

operational (Table 4).  
 

Table 4:  Ginneries in the WCGA as of August 2002 

Ginnery Owned by Operating Not Operating Total 

Cooperative 6 12 18 

Private Company 19 11 30 

Total 25 23 48 

                                                 

 
8
 In addition to the numerous small ginning companies in Tanzania, plus the few buyers who seek to toll 

gin, there are some small-scale cotton traders who do not gin raw cotton. These traders take truckloads of 

seed cotton to nearby ginneries and seek to sell it there (probably avoiding some taxes and levies in the 

process). Whilst their behavior becomes the topic of debate if regulation of ginneries or potential changes 

to the marketing system is discussed, we do not currently have any figures on which to base an estimate of 

their share of total seed cotton purchases. However, we suspect it to be small. Neither the 2002 nor the 

2004 household survey picked up evidence of sales to traders other than recognized buyers. 
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Source: TCB data 

Note: The 30 private ginneries recorded in the table were owned by 22 companies. 

 

Table 5 shows that no firm has succeeded in establishing dominance, or even consistent 

leadership, in the sector. As an example of short-term entry and exit from the sector, 

Cargill re-entered the sector in 2004, having “mothballed” its two ginneries prior to that, 

and was the biggest single buyer in 2004 and 2005, but then dramatically scaled back its 

purchases in 2006 when it judged that seed cotton prices were unprofitably high. Nyanza 

Cotton Oil was also a new entrant into the sector in 2004 and similarly scaled back its 

purchases sharply in 2006.  

 
Table 5:  Buyer Concentration in the Tanzanian Cotton Sector, 2003-2006 

Harvest 

Year 

Number of 

Buyers 

Purchasing 

Seed Cotton 

CR5 Cooperative 

Share of 

Purchases 

(%) 

Top Five Private Buyers 

2006 29 0.45 0% Kahama Cotton Co, Afrisian, Kahama Oil Mill, 

Diamond, Gaki  

2005 28 0.41 3% Cargill, Virian, Alliance, Afrisian, Jambo 

2004 36 0.35 9% Cargill, Alliance, Virian, Nyanza Cotton Oil, 

S&C 

2003 26 0.40 7% S&C, Alliance, Diamond, Virian, Birchand 
Source: TCB data 

 

Tanzania Cotton Board, 2005 explain the lower number of buyers in 2005 compared to 

2004 as follows: “Some buyers and two out of four existing Regional Cooperative 

Unions could not register for the [2005/06 marketing] season ostensibly due to liquidity 

problem [sic] arising from financial losses incurred during the 2004/05 marketing 

season.” However, whilst some firms inevitably incur losses in a highly competitive 

market place, the current dynamic within the sector is definitely one of expansion, 

encouraged by the record harvests of 2004 and 2005. The latest TCB data on ginneries 

show that seven companies expanded their ginning capacity in 2006 alone and that these 

new investments represented an additional 26% ginning capacity for the sector. During 

our field visits in January 2007 we encountered firms (Jambo and Cargill – there may 

well be others) with ambitious expansion plans in Tanzania. It remains to be seen 

whether this will produce any consolidation in buying patterns over the next few years. 

 

It is worth emphasising that the ongoing investments in ginning capacity provide 

compelling evidence of private sector confidence in the future of the Tanzania cotton 

sector. The sector surprised many observers (the current authors included) by just about 

hitting its self-proclaimed target of 750,000 bales of cotton lint in the 2005/06 marketing 

season. Now, the government has set the sector a new target of 1.5 million bales by 2010. 

It appears that many ginners share the belief that there remains considerable scope for 

production expansion in Tanzania. They point out that WCGA covers a huge 

geographical area, as well as encompassing 40% of the national population. Whilst there 

are huge logistical challenges in operating across such a vast area, if they can manage 

this, then there are many more households who could still grow cotton. 
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Turning to the ownership of ginning companies in Tanzania, a noteworthy fact is that 

only three are owned by major international firms: Cargill, Copcot (owned by the 

international trading firm, Paul Reinhart) and BioRe (an exporter of organic cotton, 

owned by Swiss textile company Remei AG). Over the past four seasons these firms have 

between them accounted for 7-15% of seed cotton purchases in Tanzania, the variability 

being largely the result of changes in Cargill’s buying behaviour. 

 

Most of the firms in the sector are, therefore, owned by Tanzanians of African or Asian 

origin
9
. As will be argued below, the links that the sector is able to establish with both 

equipment suppliers and lint buyers in Asia are a potentially important asset in the highly 

competitive (and increasingly Asia-focused) international cotton market. 

 

Meanwhile, 2006 was the first year in several decades in which cooperative unions did 

not feature as cotton buyers in Tanzania. Cooperative unions had retained a market share 

of around 40% until 1999, mainly because the government still provided guarantees that 

enabled them to receive credit from commercial banks. However, since 2000 the level of 

government support has dwindled and they have accounted for a greatly reduced share of 

seed cotton purchases. The evidence collected during the “Competition and 

Coordination” project indicated that cooperative unions were only able to participate in 

the seed cotton market at the early stages of the season, when prices were lowest. A few 

farmers sold a proportion of their seed cotton to cooperative buyers, believing that it was 

in some way good that they remained in the market. Others sold to them believing that 

they would give a “fair” price, only to be disappointed when they realised that what they 

actually received was the floor price. Moreover, as already noted, the ginning equipment 

belonging to the cooperative unions is ageing and often poorly maintained, hence 

impacting lint quality.  

 

With numerous private companies jostling for market share within the sector, there is 

little justification for a “counter-weight” to uncompetitive private trading practice
10

. 

There should be no loss in farmer welfare from the disappearance of the cooperative 

unions from the market. 

 

Finally, arriving at a reliable estimate of ginning capacity and utilisation within the sector 

is complicated by a number of factors, including: 

 

 The unpredictability from season to season as to which private gins are going to 

be in operation; 

 Uncertainty as to how one should assess the status of the cooperative ginneries 

that still appear on official lists.  

 

                                                 

 
9
 Alliance is a Kenyan company of joint Arab and Asian ownership. 

10
 One possible exception to this statement is in the area of weights and measures used during seed cotton 

buying. However, cooperative buyers have been unable to exert any systemic influence over these practices 

and there are, besides, other possible ways of tackling the problem of cheating on weights and measures. 
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TCB data show that, as of the end of 2006, there were a total of 61 ginneries in WCGA, 

of which 20 are owned by cooperatives
11

. Assuming a 181kg bale size for all ginneries 

(as TCB statistics tend to do)
12

 and a six-month ginning season, the combined capacity of 

these 61 ginneries is sufficient to produce 268,745 tons of lint. This capacity is almost 

equally split between roller and saw gins. 

 

If we only consider the ginneries owned by private companies
13

, these have a combined 

capacity sufficient to produce 205,097 tons of lint (i.e. 76% of the total). Of this capacity, 

61% is saw gins. 

 

Using a 35% ginning out-turn ratio, the private ginneries would be able to gin around 

586,000 tons of seed cotton during a six month ginning season. This is well in excess of 

the record harvests achieved in 2004 and 2005. 

 

Taking the private ginning capacity as installed in 2005, the record 2005 seed cotton 

harvest represented about 80% ginning capacity, assuming a six month ginning season. In 

stark contrast, with the subsequent increase in ginning capacity, the poor harvest in 2006 

only represented just over 20% ginning capacity. However, whilst one would expect such 

a low capacity utilisation to be very costly in financial terms, the low cost of ginning 

equipment installed in Tanzania means that this is not actually the case (section 5.1). 

 

Finally, the two main cooperative unions - NCU (1984) and SHIRECU – remain the 

largest owners of ginning capacity, albeit with old equipment. Within the private sector, 

ginning capacity is actually slightly less concentrated than seed cotton purchases. The 

CR5 concentration ratio for private ginning capacity is 0.36, compared with 0.40 or 

slightly over for purchases (Table 5). 

 

3.5. Lint Export 

Cotton has long vied as one of the three most important export cash crops in Tanzania, 

the other two being coffee and cashew. (More recently, tobacco has also grown in 

importance). In the 2004/05 marketing season, following the record harvest in 2004, it 

was the largest export earner of all agricultural commodities in the country. The value of 

lint exports during the 2004/05 marketing season was US$90.3 million and this rose to 

US$116.1 million during the 2005/06 marketing season. The total value of so-called 

traditional (i.e. major agricultural) exports was US$354.5 million in calendar year 2005, 

meaning that cotton contributed about 30% of the value of agricultural exports. However, 

                                                 

 
11

 As there have been no new cooperative ginneries built since 2002, the discrepancy between the 20 

cooperative ginneries currently recorded and the 18 reported by Maro and Poulton, 2002 is a matter of data 

error in one or other source. 
12

 Data gathered by TCB ginning inspectors during their visits to the 29 (private) ginneries that were in 

operation during the 2006/07 marketing season show a mean bale weight of 200kg. Ten out of the 29 

ginneries still produce bales of the traditional 181kg weight. The maximum bale weight recorded was 

275kg. However, ginnery ratings are calculated in bales and we understand that the traditional 181kg 

weight is still assumed for the purpose of these calculations. 
13

 The 41 private ginneries are owned by 29 companies. 
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gold exports (US$641.7 million in 2005) greatly exceed agricultural exports. Exports of 

gold and other minerals helped raise total exports of goods and services to US$1.676 

billion in 2005. Thus lint exports were only around 6% of Tanzania’s total exports of 

goods and services. 

 

Export of lint is more concentrated than ginning, but there are still several players 

involved. We only have figures by company for export during the 2002-03 marketing 

season. During this season, fourteen companies exported lint from Tanzania, with the top 

five accounting for 66% of the country’s lint exports
14

. Of the fourteen, nine operated 

their own ginneries. In general, although there are exceptions to this, exporters from 

Tanzania handle lint from a number of ginning companies.  

 

Table 6 shows the destinations to which Tanzanian lint was exported in 2002-03 and the 

value of lint sent to each region. In conformity with global trends, the majority of lint 

(86%) went to Asia. However, within this there was a bias towards fewer quality-

demanding buyers in South Asia, where cheap labour is available to sort out foreign 

matter before lint is spun. Smaller volumes of higher quality lint were sent to Europe (by 

Copcot and BioRe), Middle East and, in some cases, East Asia. 

 
Table 6:  Destinations of Tanzanian Lint Exports 2002-03 and Prices Received 

Destination Region Tons Value (US$) 

Mean f.o.b. Price  

(US$/ton) 

S. Asia 20,116 17,065,194 848 

S.E. Asia 10,983 9,387,475 855 

E. Asia 8,316 7,618,645 916 

Europe 2,469 3,103,926 1,257 

Middle East 1,477 1,621,624 1,098 

Africa 968 946367 978 

TOTAL 44,329 39,743,231 897 

Source: TCB data 

 

During the 2002-03 lint marketing season, the Cotlook A index price (based on lint c.i.f. 

North Europe) varied from US$0.49/lb during August-October 2002 to US$0.61/lb in 

March 2003. This makes comparison of the prices quoted in Table 6 with prevailing A 

index prices difficult. However, based on a USc3/lb differential between c.i.f. and f.o.b., 

it appears that 80% or more of Tanzanian lint was exported at a discount to A index 

equivalent prices during 2002-03 and that a quarter or more was exported at a discount of 

more than 20%. 

 

                                                 

 
14

 In 2002-03 marketing season, the five largest exporters were Roshan Meghjee &Co Ltd, Cotton Agency, 

SM Holdings, Livercot Impex and Olam (Tanzania) Ltd. Three of these are agents who export on behalf of 

ginners. SM Holdings is a ginner as well as an exporter. Olam buys from ginners and then exports the lint. 

Olam is building a long-term supply relationship with one Tanzanian ginner, although this does not (yet) 

appear to include much, if any, pre-finance. 
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3.6. Domestic Textile Industry 

Historically, the textile industry in Tanzania evolved as a result of high demand for cloth, 

particularly “kikoi”, “khanga”, “kitenge” bed sheets, blankets and other dressing 

materials. The period between 1966 and 1985 saw rapid growth of the textile industry in 

Tanzania. This was a result of the government’s policy of industrialization aimed at 

producing consumer goods locally and adding value to primary products like cotton. 

Combined government and private sector investment in textiles amounted to US $500 

million. The public sector had 15 textile mills throughout the country complemented by 

seven privately owned mills. The total installed capacity was over 300 million linear 

meters. A very small percentage of this was of synthetic fibers, mainly polyester 

(TCB&SL, May, 2002). 

 

At its peak in the late 1970s, the textile industry was the largest manufacturing sector in 

Tanzania in terms of employment and second largest by gross value of production. It 

employed about 25% of the manufacturing labour force and contributed about 25% of the 

GDP by the manufacturing sector. 

 

According to Maro and Poulton, 2002, the textile industry suffered after 1994/95 as a 

result of a combination of unfavourable economic and policy factors, including: 

inadequate supply of cotton lint, as the previous policy of prioritising supply to domestic 

textile mills ended with cotton marketing liberalisation (the new private ginners of seed 

cotton preferred exports to local sales, which raised raw material prices for domestic 

textile companies); sharply increased competition from imports, especially second hand 

garments, as a result of the policy of trade liberalisation; lack of power and/or power 

interruptions; high power tariffs. 

 

During the 1990s, domestic textile production consumed about 20% of lint produced. In 

2004, World Bank / Government of Tanzania, 2004 estimated this figure to be 15%, but 

Tanzania Cotton Board, 2005 also cites 20% as the best estimate. There have been 

several investments in the textile industry in recent years - focused on the domestic 

market, as much as on opportunities opened up by AGOA
15

 – but a number of factories 

encountered (apparently unrelated) problems in 2005, which restricted their operation 

(Tanzania Cotton Board, 2005). 

 

According to The Daily News of 04/10/2006, Mwanza Textile Mills (privatized in 2002 

and currently “70% rehabilitated”) is now gearing up for exports to the US under AGOA 

provisions. Meanwhile, one of the ginning companies, Jambo Oil Mills Ltd, is currently 

constructing a spinning mill in Arusha, expected to start operation in mid-2007. There are 

                                                 

 
15

 According to AGOA.info, US imports of duty-free 'textiles and apparel' items from Tanzania under 

AGOA rose from US$851,000 in 2003 to US$2.81 million in 2005. Thus, there has been growth after a 

slow start. Tanzania qualified for the 'Wearing Apparel' provisions of AGOA on February 4, 2002, and in 

terms of AGOA was also classified as a 'Lesser Developed Country'. This allowed Tanzania the use of non-

qualifying third country textile inputs for the manufacture of AGOA-eligible garments, at least until 

September 30, 2004 (http://agoa.info/index.php?view=country_info&country=tz). 

http://agoa.info/index.php?view=country_info&country=tz


 

 19 

plans to sell yarn to the Far East and the US and then to integrate further forward into 

textile production for the domestic market.  

 

3.7. Oil and Cake 

As well as investing in ginnery expansion, many of Tanzania’s cotton companies have 

recently been erecting oil mills. We understand that twelve or more cotton companies 

now have their own mills. 

Early entrants into the oil business, who have had time to establish a brand reputation for 

their product, report that it can be a more profitable business than cotton ginning
16

. A 

related motive for investment in oil milling appears to have been the low prices that 

cotton seed fetched in the years of bumper cotton harvests in 2004 and 2005. Thus, in 

2005 the cotton seed price fell as low as TShs 30/kg (US$27 per ton). By contrast, in 

2006, when cotton seed supplies were short, the price reached TShs 140/kg (US$110 per 

ton). This volatility must also impact on the profitability of the oil business, as the final 

product has to compete with imported brands, but it appears that ginners are banking on 

increases in seed cotton production keeping cotton seed prices low in the coming few 

years. 

 

The oils produced by cotton companies are semi-refined, which keeps the cost of 

production down
17

. In the WCGA market, they also enjoy the natural protection against 

their main Dar-based rivals (Oki, Kori) that is afforded by high transport costs. 

Furthermore, the best cotton seed oils are preferred by local consumers for frying fish 

(important on the shores of Lake Victoria) and cooking chapatis and local doughnuts, 

because they burn less easily/quickly than the main Dar-based brands, which are 

produced using imported palm oil. 

 

By contrast, the only oil from the WCGA that currently competes in the Dar market is the 

long-established Voil, a company that buys from cotton ginners (and also other raw 

materials suppliers?), but is not involved in cotton production itself. 

 

In early 2007 the ex-factory price of a 20 litre tin of cotton seed oil was around TShs 

20,000, of which TShs 3-5,000 was accounted for by the cost of the tin. 

 

Meanwhile, the cake market is less formalised, but can offer good returns. There are no 

feed millers in the WCGA, so there is limited competition for cotton seed cake (other 

than grass!) at the more commercialised end of the livestock business. In Shinyanga, 

commercial livestock activities centre on fattening up cattle produced by smallholders 

ready for sale to Dar es Salaam. Some Dar-based chicken feed millers also come to 

Shinyanga to buy cotton seed cake. Large cake customers (interested in buying anything 

                                                 

 
16

 A good example of an early entrant is Birchand Oil Mills. They established their oil mill in 1994 and 

integrated backwards into ginning in 1996/97 due to a shortage of seed for crushing. Their “Ndiyo” brand 

oil is well known throughout the WCGA. 
17

 One miller whom we visited told us that the cost of producing a fully refined product was almost double 

that of producing the semi-refined product. 
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from 2-100 tons) tend to purchase at the mill. Some millers, such as Jambo, also run retail 

shops in the city centre at which they sell both oil and cake. 

 

Cotton companies are heavily reliant on independent trucking companies for the 

transportation of their cotton, both from buying posts to ginneries and from their 

ginneries to Dar es Salaam port (when they sell f.o.b.). 

 

3.8.  Transport Services 

There is a railway connection from Dar to Mwanza that passes through Shinyanga, but 

this has experienced operational difficulties for some time. (A planned privatisation of 

the railways in Tanzania is a hot political topic!). At the same time, parts of the road 

connecting Shinyanga to Dar are very poor, although much of the Shinyanga-Mwanza 

stretch is new. As a result of these domestic transport difficulties, it costs more to 

transport a bale of lint from WCGA to Dar than it does to ship it from Dar to a port in 

Asia. 

4 CURRENT INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND 

PERFORMANCE 

4.1. Regulation of the Tanzanian Cotton Sector 

Since the passage of the Cotton Industry Act in 2001, responsibility for regulation of the 

Tanzanian cotton sector has officially lain with TCB. On paper the act gives TCB 

sweeping powers and some commentators (e.g. Cooksey, 2003) feared that this marked a 

retreat from the government’s previous commitment to sector liberalisation. However, 

amongst sector stakeholders there is a fair degree of consensus around the need for a 

strong organisation that can provide coordination and strategic leadership, given the 

problems of achieving effective coordination amongst 30 or so highly competitive 

ginning companies
18

. 

 

TCB’s predecessor organisation, TCL&SB, had had limited powers and even more 

limited resources. One of the drivers behind the 2001 act was the perception amongst 

policy makers - brought into clear focus during the sector stakeholders’ meetings initiated 

in 1999 - that there was a need for an organisation that could play a more active 

developmental, as well as regulatory, role within the sector.  

 

In 2003-04 the role of TCB was re-examined as part of the World Bank / Government of 

Tanzania / European Union-funded review of crop boards in Tanzania. During this 

review it was clear that leading ginners favoured an active role for TCB - even in areas, 
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 Of course, there are also dissenting voices, some of which we heard during the fieldwork for this report. 

More common are grumbles about specific decisions and actions taken by TCB or the linked organization, 

CDF. However, one may disagree (quite often with some justification) with individual decisions without 

departing from the wider consensus. 
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such as input provision, that are traditionally defined as private goods. From a ginner’s 

perspective, if state involvement helps to strengthen the provision of pre-harvest services 

to producers and to provide incentives to all players for the pursuit of high quality lint, 

this frees the ginner to concentrate on competing in seed cotton purchase, ginning and 

possibly export.  

 

Of course, given past experience with state intervention in the cotton sector (and other 

areas of economic life in Tanzania), there are legitimate concerns that any state agency 

needs to be made accountable to private stakeholders within the sector for the 

performance of its functions. The consensus that has emerged amongst TCB and leading 

ginners in favour of an active role for TCB has emerged in part because the process of 

multi-stakeholder consultations that was initiated in 1999 has led to a gradual increase in 

trust between the two parties. Below we observe that, even though some of the 

interventions pursued since 1999 have been well-intentioned, they have not always been 

effective, efficient or equitable. However, there has been a readiness to learn from 

experience and to refine or re-design interventions, which gives hope for the future. 

 

The structure and financing of TCB is explored in some depth by World Bank / 

Government of Tanzania, 2004. It has a modest complement of managerial and 

administrative staff based in Dar es Salaam and Mwanza, plus eleven or so cotton 

classifiers, six ginnery inspectors and eleven cotton inspectors (extension staff) working 

at district level. The latter work with Ministry of Agriculture extension staff in the 

districts where they are based. In the districts with no cotton inspectors – cotton is grown 

in 29 districts across WCGA – cotton extension work is undertaken by Ministry of 

Agriculture staff as one of their duties. 

 

TCB issues licences to ginners and exporters, keeps statistics, classifies lint prior to 

export, inspects ginneries and has for some years also hired private monitoring 

companies to oversee quality control at ginneries. It is responsible for (cotton) seed 

multiplication in the country. Through its cotton inspectors and collaboration with the 

Ministry of Agriculture, it attempts to promote cotton production. It also advises the 

Minister of Agriculture on sectoral policy and, through its key role in CDF, is intimately 

involved in decisions about input supply and research for the cotton sector.    

 

TCB is led by a Director, who is appointed by the Minister of Agriculture, and has its 

own board, also appointed by the Minister. According to World Bank / Government of 

Tanzania, 2004, the 2001 act states that this board should have five members: a Chairman 

(who is usually an MP from somewhere within WCGA), a member from Tanzania Cotton 

Association (i.e. a ginner), someone representing growers (who, in the absence of a 

credible producers’ association until recently, may also be an MP), and representatives of 

the Ministries of Agriculture and Local Government.  

 

MPs from the main producing areas also get an opportunity to express their views on the 

performance of TCB (and of the sector more widely) at the annual sector stakeholders’ 

meetings. The influence of MPs within the sector is a source of concern to some 

observers, who equate it with political interference or fear rent-seeking motivations. 
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However, a more benign explanation is that the active engagement of MPs representing a 

significant proportion of the country’s population
19

 ensures that due attention is given to 

promoting the sector’s development and that, where sector performance is adversely 

affected by factors outside the control of TCB management, there are influential voices 

able to speak up for the sector within both Parliament and the ruling party. 

 

Until 2006, much of the cost of running TCB was met through a levy on marketed seed 

cotton. (Its other main revenue stream was rent on property it owned). However, the 

combined burden of a number of taxes and levies on seed cotton sales was widely seen as 

exerting undue downward pressure on the price received by producers (section 4.7). 

Therefore, in April 2006, as part of a memorandum of understanding between the 

government, TCA and TACOGA (the fledgling farmers’ organisation), the government 

agreed to fund the core costs of running TCB directly out of the national budget. This 

was a move that World Bank / Government of Tanzania, 2004 had argued in favour of. 

 

There are, however, two significant disadvantages to this course of action: 

 

1. The first is a practical one. We understand that TCB has not found it easy to 

obtain all the funds that it was allocated in the budget. Moreover, they have had to 

cut back on certain activities (e.g. monitoring of ginneries) as a result. By 

contrast, levy funding gave TCB considerable control over its funding stream, 

even if the value of levy payments depended critically on the size of the year’s 

harvest; 

2. The second is a more theoretical point, but potentially important nonetheless. If 

farmers and ginners see their own money going to TCB, they are more likely to 

follow closely how it is used than if the money comes from an impersonal source 

(e.g. the national budget). 

 

The TCB levy amounted to perhaps 2.5% of the seed cotton price (see section 4.7). From 

a farmer’s perspective, this is not a negligible sum. However, if levy payments entitled 

farmers to a stronger voice in how TCB was run, this might be a price worth paying.  

 

There are ways of correcting for both the disadvantages noted above without returning to 

levy funding. The April 2006 memorandum of understanding notes that the government 

contribution to TCB will fall within the MTEF framework (that sets out the forthcoming 

budget for the Ministry of Agriculture, amongst other things). This should, at least, 

provide some predictability to TCB budgeting. However, the onus is still on TCB, plus 

the MPs of WCGA and others interested in the success of the cotton sector, to make the 

case for increased funding for TCB within the projected Ministry budget and also to put 

pressure on the Ministry to release the budgeted funds in good time. On the second point, 

other mechanisms can be established or strengthened to enhance the accountability of 

TCB to its stakeholders. These include modifications to the composition of TCB’s own 

board. If these measures prove unsuccessful, however, then one should perhaps consider 
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 Mwanza and much of Shinyanga regions are home to the Wasukuma, the largest ethnic group within 

Tanzania. 
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reinstating the TCB levy, and perhaps having payment go to TCB through CDF (or its 

replacement) to strengthen the accountability mechanisms. 

 

This brings us to consideration of the Cotton Development Fund (CDF), which was 

established in 1997 and, like TCB prior to April 2006, is funded through a levy on all 

seed cotton purchased (TShs 20/kg in 2006). CDF is currently managed by a board which 

comprises TCB, two ginners’ representatives, representatives of two Ministries and (as 

recent additions) two representatives from TACOGA. TCB provides the secretariat to 

CDF
20

. 

 

CDF has two main functions. The majority of the CDF levy is spent on input 

procurement and distribution to producers (discussed in section 4.4). It has also funded 

ongoing research on cotton at the country’s two cotton research stations, Ukiriguru in 

WCGA and Ilonga in ECGA. However, as part of the April 2006 memorandum of 

understanding, the government also undertook to provide the majority of research 

funding through the Ministry of Agriculture budget. 

 

Finally, we note that, whilst progress has been made over a number of years in building 

working relationships and trust between TCB and leading ginners, until very recently 

producers have not had direct voice in the policy making process for cotton in 

Tanzania
21

. This shortcoming was recognised during the World Bank / Government of 

Tanzania / European Union-funded review of crop boards in Tanzania in 2003-04. Since 

this time, some progress has been made in establishing a producers’ organisation, the 

Tanzanian Cotton Growers’ Association (TACOGA). TACOGA was registered by 

personal initiative of an ex-cooperative employee in October 2002, but funding to create 

a strong, grassroots organisation has been lacking. TCB has provided some financial 

assistance to enable founder members of the organisation to meet and the benefits of 

membership are being promoted by “lead” farmers who have won awards in annual 

competitions organised by TCB. In January 2007, Mr.Nduta, the driving force behind 

TACOGA, estimated that around 5,000 members had been signed up. He and another 

leading figure in the organisation have been allowed to participate in CDF board 

meetings, but feel that they will be able to speak with greater legitimacy once a first 

annual general meeting, with elections to leadership posts, has been held. It is hoped that 

this will take place in April 2007. 

 

One can argue that, given the competitive nature of the Tanzanian cotton sector, the 

consequences for producers from a lack of a strong representative organisation are not as 
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 As part of the April 2006 memorandum of understanding, it was agreed that CDF should be reconstituted 

as a trust fund. The workshop that preceded the signing of the MoU proposed that the Board of Trustees of 

this fund should comprise three representatives from TCA, two representatives from TACOGA and two 

government members. 
21

 MPs might argue that their presence at annual stakeholder meetings guarantees that the interests of 

producers (their constituents) are taken into account in the formulation and implementation of sector policy. 

Indeed, some MPs in cotton zones are themselves large producers of cotton. However, it is also possible 

that their interests as large and well-connected producers actually diverge from those of the majority of 

their (much poorer) constituents in some areas.  
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serious as they could be under a more concentrated market structure. Nevertheless, the 

formation of a representative producers’ organisation that can speak for producers in 

policy dialogues - and ultimately perhaps also provide producers with services related to 

cotton production and marketing - is a desirable objective and one that TCB/CDF will do 

well to continue to support. 

 

4.2. Public Investment in the Cotton Sector 

Prior to liberalisation, public investment in the cotton sector occurred through subsidies 

or debt write-offs paid to loss-making cooperatives, plus funding of the two cotton 

research stations. Public loan guarantees to cooperatives engaged in cotton buying and 

ginning continued for around a decade after liberalisation, but declined significantly after 

2000. Moreover, since 1994 it is unclear whether one can count this as investment in the 

cotton sector or support to one type of supposedly private organisation operating within 

it. 

 

Aside from this funding, which has yielded no lasting return, for most of the period since 

liberalisation there has been no funding of the cotton sector from either national or local 

government budgets, other than paying the salaries of cotton researchers and other staff at 

the two cotton research institutes. Indeed, conversely, in major cotton growing areas, the 

cotton sector has been a major contributor to local government funds through the district 

levy paid on seed cotton sales and other associated levies, e.g. for education (see section 

4.7). 

 

Since the April 2006 memorandum of understanding between the government, TCA and 

TACOGA, the government has committed to fund the basic operating costs of TCB and 

to fund the operational costs of cotton research within the country through the Ministry of 

Agriculture budget. However, as already noted, reliance on such central government 

funding is not without its difficulties. 

 

4.3. Research and Extension 

Research for the cotton sector is undertaken at two government research centres, 

Ukiriguru in WCGA and Ilonga in ECGA. In the period between the establishment of 

CDF and the signing of the memorandum of understanding in April 2006, the operational 

costs of work at these centres were funded out of the CDF levy. (Staff costs were paid by 

government). The budget for research allocated by CDF was decided on an annual basis. 

We understand it to have been around TShs 250 million p.a. in recent years, of which 

70% went to Ukiriguru and 30% to Ilonga. 

 

According to Maro and Poulton, 2004, citing TCB figures, in 2002/03 there were ten
22

 

researchers working on cotton at the two research stations and the associated budget was 

US$179,000. World Bank / Government of Tanzania, 2004 (p70) commented that, “In 
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 This number is nine in 2007: seven at Ukiriguru and two at Ilonga. 
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cotton and cashew research stations, government covers staff salaries. The industry funds 

are not adequate to meet research costs.” 

 

For 2006-07, the Ukiriguru agricultural research institute is expecting to receive TShs 

150 million (US$115,000) from the Ministry of Agriculture for operational costs, in 

addition to payment of salaries. Thus, it appears that its funding is going to decline as a 

result of the change in funding source. 

 

Ukiriguru is considered a moderately well performing organisation by the standards of 

Tanzanian agricultural research institutes. Its output is modest, but there are debates as to 

whether this principally reflects lack of funding or lack of incentives for staff and 

effective accountability to sector stakeholders. 

 

In the 2005/06 production season, a “new” seed variety, UK91, was finally distributed to 

cotton producers in WCGA. Producers are happy with it (see section 4.4); it is more 

uniform than the mixed seed stock that it replaced, and it has a slightly higher ginning 

out-turn. Research trials indicate that UK91 should give a lint out-turn of 0.38. TCB 

ginning inspectors visited 29 private ginneries two or three times each during the 2006/07 

marketing season. Their lint out-turn tests showed that, in practice, ginneries using 

double roller gins were obtaining a mean out-turn of 35.9% (maximum = 38.5%) from 

UK91, whilst ginneries using saw gins were obtaining a mean of 34.3% (maximum = 

35.5%). These figures compare with 33-34% obtained from the previous seed. 

 

However, UK91’s name reveals when it was actually released: 1991. No new varieties 

have been released since then, although trials are being undertaken with farmers on four 

new lines, out of which the replacement to UK91 will hopefully emerge. It is claimed that 

these new lines have a considerably higher ginning out-turn (41-42%) than UK91, with 

better resistance to some pests, whilst maintaining the same yield potential. 

 

Over the past decade, staff at Ukiriguru have worked on a number of issues, including the 

promotion of scouting (through STABEX funding) and the trialling of labour-saving 

technologies (ox-drawn planters and weeders). However, the impression is that these 

efforts have faded out whenever the particular time-bound funding source was exhausted. 

 

Clearly, greater research output is required if the Tanzania sector is to keep up with the 

rate of productivity growth in the global cotton industry. Increased funding will clearly be 

required if this is to be achieved. However, this should be accompanied by institutional 

arrangements that ensure the accountability of cotton researchers to sector stakeholders. 

Reorganisations of research in the coffee and tea sectors are held up as examples of what 

can be done here. Whilst different models have been devised in the two sectors, both 

involve increased funding and increased private sector participation in management 

and/or decision making. 

 

At this point it has to be noted that the problem is not simply one of researchers being 

reluctant to make themselves more accountable to industry stakeholders. In the cotton 

sector, there is little evidence of effective demand from ginners for greater research 
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output. In turn, this may well be related to the structure of the sector. It is more difficult 

to get 30 ginners to speak with one voice on any issue than it is to get two duopolists to 

agree on a common line and, when long-term effort is required to work with researchers 

to enhance the quantity and quality of their output, the temptation to free-ride must be 

high. In 2006, TCA set up a Crop Development Committee to consider all matters related 

to production enhancement (presumably, therefore, including research). However, as of 

early 2007 the committee had not held its first meeting. 

 

Finally, with regard to extension, we note that the incentives for individual companies to 

provide extension advice and training to farmers are weak when numerous companies 

may arrive at harvest time to compete for the resulting seed cotton. Nevertheless, a few 

companies (e.g. Copcot in Geita) have invested in training (e.g. appropriate pesticide 

application) for farmers in their areas. Beyond this, the main burden of responsibility for 

extension rests with the cotton inspectors where they exist and with the regular Ministry 

of Agriculture extension staff where they do not. A fairly easy conclusion to reach is that 

TCB has neither the financial resources nor the managerial manpower to provide 

adequate extension support to the large number of cotton producers that are scattered 

over a large area of Tanzania. Arguably, this is one reason (though probably not the most 

important one) why cotton yields in the country remain low. 

 

4.4. Seed Production and Supply 

Distribution of cotton seed to Tanzanian farmers has been handled by the state since 

colonial times. For most of this time, seed has been provided free or on a heavily 

subsidised basis. Except when new varieties are being rolled out, the seed that is 

distributed to producers is seed retained from the previous season’s ginning activities. In 

these “normal” years, all ginners in Tanzania are required to retain 5% of the seeds from 

their ginning process. The chosen 5% must come from Fusarium wilt-free production 

zones. These seeds are dusted and packed, then distributed to producers through various 

local channels (much as passbooks are)
23

. In the past five years there have been 

experiments with mechanical delinting of this seed. However, no fully satisfactory 

method of delinting has yet been agreed. At present, TCB is considering applications 

from private companies to undertake seed delinting for the sector. In the meantime, the 

Tanzanian cotton sector still uses fuzzy seed. 

 

Prior to liberalisation, two main zones were demarcated within the WCGA, each of 

which had its own seed variety (known as UK77 and UK82 respectively) that was 

particularly suited to agro-ecological conditions within the zone. To keep the two 

varieties separate, ginneries were only allowed to gin seed cotton that had been produced 

within their zone. Immediately after liberalisation, this zoning broke down and the two 

varieties became mixed. This is reported to have had negative impacts on both 

productivity and lint quality (Gibbon, 1999). 
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 Amongst respondents to the 2004 household survey, 75 claimed to have obtained their seed from a cotton 

company, 73 from their village government, 35 from a stockist, 31 from a primary society and 15 from 

other farmers. Nevertheless, seed was generally found to have arrived in good time for planting. 
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Attempts were made by TCB to introduce a new seed variety, UK91, which had been 

shown in trials to perform as well as UK77 and UK82 across the entire WCGA. 

However, without zoning it proved impossible to prevent UK91 from being mixed with 

the existing seed stock during initial multiplication and the first attempt to introduce it 

was abandoned. Amid allegations that no pure UK91 seed at all remained after this, 

researchers had to seek individual plants that were considered genetically pure as a basis 

for rebuilding the breeding stock. 

 

Introducing UK91 gained a new importance through the annual stakeholders’ workshops. 

In addition, Baffes, 2002 identified the successful introduction of UK91 as the single 

highest priority for TCB action. Subsequently, TCB engaged leading ginners to assist it 

in multiplying the renewed UK91. Learning lessons from the 1990s failed attempt to 

scale-up production, temporary restrictions were imposed on seed cotton buying and 

ginning in Mara district to ensure that no mixing took place. In the bumper harvest of 

2003/04, enough seed was multiplied to supply the entire WCGA. However, there was 

insufficient time to gin and delint all this seed before distribution for the 2004/05 season 

began. Therefore, around half of WCGA (Mara, part of Shinyanga, Kigoma and Singida) 

was planted to UK91 in 2004/05, with zoning again enforced at marketing time to ensure 

that this seed was not mixed with the remaining old seeds
24

.  

 

With both frankness and some sense of eventual success, Tanzania Cotton Board, 2005 

reported that: 

 
Finally, during 2005/06 season, the operation to clean up the mess created in the aftermath 

of the market reforms, whereby previously zoned seed varieties got mixed in the ensuing 

competitive scramble for seed cotton, was successfully completed. Multiplication of pure 

seed from UK91 and ALAI90 varieties for WCGA and ECGA respectively was completed 

successfully. As a result, during the 2005/06 planting season, smallholders will for the first 

time in many years plant clean seed and better quality seeds derived from just two pure 

varieties, namely UK91 and ALAI90. 

 

During focus group discussions in two villages in each of Kwimba and Bariadi districts in 

January 2007, respondents expressed their satisfaction with the performance of UK91 in 

both 2005/06 and so far during 2006/07. The 2005/06 season was affected by drought 

and, although national production was only around a third of the level achieved in the 

record 2004/05 season, participants remarked that UK91 withstood the drought better 

than the previous seeds would have done. They also commented on its excellent 

germination in both seasons and on its large white bolls. Their main concern was that, 

having done well in a drought year, UK91 might not do too well in a very wet year, 

which (as of January 2007) the 2006/07 season could still turn out to be. 

 

Meanwhile, starting in 2003/04, producers have been charged TShs 100 per kg of seed. In 

2003/04 this represented a steep increase from the nominal TShs 15 per kg charged in 
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 This zoning requirement is, incidentally, a good example of the need for TCB to play a strong regulatory 

role in the highly competitive Tanzanian sector. 
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2002/03, but still only a fraction of the cost of delinted seed in Zimbabwe or Zambia
25

. 

TShs 100 per kg was, however, sufficient to cover the opportunity cost of the seed (the 

selling price to oil mills was around TShs 60 per kg in 2004) plus delinting, packaging 

and distribution to producers [P.Kapoor, pers.comm.]. Moreover, getting producers to pay 

more realistic prices for seed is a desirable first step if private capital is eventually to be 

brought in to develop cotton seed production in Tanzania
26

.  

 

With the introduction of the passbook system (see section 4.5), producers have been able 

to purchase seed using their passbook entitlements. In addition to the convenience factor, 

this is a useful way to use small entitlements (or parts of entitlements) that are 

insufficient to purchase a bottle of chemicals. Amongst respondents to the 2004 

household survey, 58 claimed to have used their passbook to purchase seed in 2004, 

whilst 169 paid for their seed on a cash basis
27

.  

 

However, starting in 2007/08 TCB is considering taking seeds out of the passbook 

system. The reason for this is that the administration of the passbook system is too 

complex (and/or available human resources insufficient) to process all the passbooks in 

time to allow timely purchase of seed through the passbook. This is considered further in 

the next section. For now, we note in our survey data about 10% of the poorest producers 

do not obtain a sufficiently high entitlement in their passbook to permit the purchase of 

even one bottle of chemicals through the passbook system (Table 8 below). This means 

that, if cheaper and more “divisible” seeds were not available through the passbook 

system, they would either have to supplement their passbook entitlement with cash in 

order to obtain one bottle of chemicals or would risk losing what small entitlement they 

did have. However, we also note that, in 2006/07, for the first time TCB allowed 

producers to carry over any unused entitlement in their passbook from the previous year. 

If this practice is continued, which is certainly desirable, then any “unjust” consequences 

for the poorest producers of the removal of seeds from the passbook system will be 

reduced. 

 

4.5. Fertiliser and chemical usage and provision 

As earlier discussion of low yields in the Tanzanian sector suggested, seed cotton 

production in Tanzania is quite extensive. A negligible proportion of producers (1-2%) 

uses any inorganic fertiliser in cotton production
28

. However, the 2004 household survey 
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 Some seeds in Zimbabwe and Zambia are also treated with the Cruiser chemical, which adds 

significantly to both cost and performance. Therefore, whilst treated, delinted seed costs US$0.5-0.6 / kg in 

Zimbabwe and Zambia, compared with around US$0.1 / kg in Tanzania, the products are not entirely 

comparable. 
26

 In recent years, discussions have been held between TCB and Quton, the seed company owned by Cottco 

and responsible for seed production in Zimbabwe, about the possibility of Quton establishing an operation 

to produce certified seed in Tanzania. However, no firm plans have resulted from these discussions. 
27

 Note that this shows that seeds are available for cash purchase by those who want to buy them. This was 

also confirmed by our focus group discussions in January 2007 
28

 Starting in the 2005/06 production season, the Tanzanian government provided subsidies on about half 

the quantity of fertilizer consumed in the country. Around 70% of subsidy funds have been directed to DAP 
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did indicate that 25% of producers in Bariadi and 42% of producers in Kwimba applied 

manure to their cotton fields in 2003-04. In both cases this was a considerable increase 

over the percentage recorded in 2002. The survey did not ask for the reasons behind 

trends in manure use, but we suggest that increasing manure was driven by two different 

(but possibly complementary) factors: growing concerns over soil fertility on the one 

hand and optimism that investment in cotton production in the 2003-04 season was going 

to be worthwhile on the other. 

 

From our focus group discussions in January 2007, it appeared that manure use was more 

widespread in the two villages in Kwimba than in the Bariadi villages. (This is consistent 

with the 2002 and 2004 household survey findings across the two districts). In the 

Kwimba villages, it was the top cotton producers – who also had more livestock and/or 

could afford to buy manure – who were most likely to use it. In both Bariadi villages, 

respondents reported that yields (of maize as well as cotton) had been falling over time 

on at least some plots. In one of these villages, this had prompted the local administration 

to begin promoting manure use quite recently. They had promoted it principally on maize 

and those who had tried applying it had seen encouraging results. In the second Bariadi 

village, respondents distinguished between high fertility plots, where yields were still 

being sustained, from low fertility plots, where yields had been observed to fall. Their 

response was to concentrate their priority crops (maize and cotton) on the high fertility 

plots, rather than to add external nutrients. However, this strategy can only succeed for a 

finite period. 

 

Apart from seed and hired labour, the most commonly purchased input in cotton 

production in Tanzania is crop protection chemicals. Even these, however, are far from 

universally applied and, where they are applied, it is in modest quantities. Table 7 shows 

the proportion of farmers in Kwimba and Bariadi districts who applied crop protection 

chemicals in 2002 and 2004, along with the average number of sprays applied by those 

who did use chemicals. 
 

Table 7:  Proportion of Farmers Spraying Chemicals. 

 Kwimba Bariadi 

2004 2002 2004 2002 

Proportion of Farmers Spraying (%) 54.9 27.6 77.1 71.3 

Average Number of Sprays 2.4 1.5 3.6 2.7 
Source: household surveys 2002, 2004 

 

Prior to liberalisation, distribution of pesticides to producers was the responsibility of 

regional cooperative unions and their associated primary societies. The majority of 

pesticides were supplied on credit. After liberalisation, enforcing repayment of input 

credit became much more difficult, contributing to the mounting debts of the cooperative 

unions. Larsen, 2003 records that distribution of pesticides dropped from 335,631 litres in 

1992/93 to just 93,810 litres in 1997/98, during which season cooperatives supplied 

                                                                                                                                                                 

 
and urea destined for maize, the remainder to TSP, CAN and NPK, which are commonly used on tobacco. 

Although we heard mention of these fertilizers in Bariadi district, we did not hear of any of them making 

their way onto cotton plots. 
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pesticides on cash terms only for the first time. A small number of private ginning 

companies also experimented with chemical supply on credit, but quickly abandoned this 

when they realised the impossibility of enforcing credit contracts in such a competitive 

output market. 

 

In response to the declining availability of pesticides, the newly-formed Cotton 

Development Fund (CDF) was given the task of ordering and distributing pesticides to 

producers. In the 1999/2000 production season, around 100,000 litres of pesticides were 

distributed to producers through village leaderships at subsidised prices. In 2000/01 this 

rose to 320,000 litres. With TCB under political pressure to be doing something about 

lack of input access, for the 2001/02 production season, a total of 1 million litres (or 

equivalent
29

) of pesticides were ordered by CDF, through tenders with three private 

firms. So as to maximise the quantity that could be procured, a decision was taken to 

order primarily water-based pesticides (Decis 2.5, Karate 5), whereas farmers had 

previously been used to oil-based products. Only in districts that were judged to suffer 

severe water constraints (e.g. Magu and Bariadi) were oil-based products (Fenom C170, 

Bulldog 170) made available as before. Shao, 2002 (p.22) provides a comprehensive list 

of reasons as to why farmers were reluctant to invest in the water-based pesticides during 

2001/02. In addition to the fact that they were unknown / unproven, they required a 

different type of pump to the oil-based products. Whilst many producers already had their 

own pumps for the oil-based products, the new pumps (supplied one per village with the 

water-based pesticides) were more difficult to get access to. As a result, the majority of 

the chemicals were not taken up by producers. The unfamiliarity with the water-based 

pesticides is one of the reasons why use of chemicals was so much lower in Kwimba than 

in Bariadi in 2002 (and even still in 2004, by which time additional sprayers had been 

made available and sceptical farmers had had a chance to see the new pesticides in action 

on their neighbours’ plots). 

 

The rush to switch to water-based pesticides is one example of questionable decision 

making within CDF, even though the basic goal of moving towards cheaper pesticides is 

a sensible one. Moreover, the basic design of the initial CDF system for chemical 

distribution (a revolving fund) could be criticised on both equity and accountability 

grounds. Maro and Poulton, 2005a noted that: 

 
The theory was that farmers would pay levies for a fixed period, say 5 years, during 

which time a revolving fund was built up, such that inputs could then be acquired and 

distributed without further levies. However, even in this “ideal” scenario, farmers who 

bought inputs had to “pay twice” for chemicals whilst the levies were in place and would 

still pay the full price each year even once the levies had finished.  
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 There are difficulties in “adding up” quantities of oil-based and water-based pesticide. Whereas a one-

litre bottle of oil-based pesticide might be sufficient to spray one acre once, a smaller bottle of water-based 

pesticide might be adequate to spray two acres of cotton. The total number of bottles / litres supplied to the 

WCGA in the 2001/02 production season was intended to be enough for one application on one million 

acres of seed cotton. 
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Those who didn’t acquire inputs (including many of the poorer farmers) still paid the 

levies, even though they reaped no benefit from the system. 

 

If the chemical price was subsidized
30

, it would take longer to accumulate a revolving 

fund of a given size, as funds that would contribute to the expansion of the revolving 

fund were now spent on subsidies instead. Moreover, with subsidies in place it is 

impossible to maintain the value of the revolving fund without continuing to charge 

levies. This is because the subsidy element is not recouped from the purchasers of 

chemicals; hence it is a loss to the value of the fund in the following season. 

In theory, it should be possible to set up a system whereby the use of the revolving fund 

is publicly accounted for; therefore “leakages” would be discouraged. However, this did 

not happen in either Lindi or Mtwara Regions when the Input Trust Funds for cashew 

(similar in design to the initial CDF system) were in operation (Poulton, 1998). As a 

result, large quantities of funds that were collected as levies during cashew marketing 

never made it to be used for sulphur importation.  

 

Passbook System 

During the 2002/03 season, therefore, a passbook system was piloted in Geita and 

Bukombe districts as an alternative way of assisting producers to access chemicals and 

seeds. The new system was considered a success (including by farmers), so in 2003/04 it 

was scaled up to replace the previous system for input access throughout the country’s 

cotton producing zones. 

 

The principles of the passbook system are as follows: As under the previous system, a 

levy is charged on all seed cotton sold. It is the responsibility of buyers to pay this levy to 

CDF, but inevitably, the value of the levy (so far set at TShs 15 per kg) is reflected in the 

price that farmer receive for their seed cotton. 

 

The levies collected by CDF are used to fund the importation of chemicals. As under the 

previous system, a tender is issued and private companies receive contracts for the actual 

importation. 

 

However, unlike under the previous system, when farmers sell their seed cotton they 

receive a stamp from the buyer in an official passbook (distributed throughout production 

areas prior to the start of the marketing season) to record the quantity of seed cotton sold. 

At the start of the following season, they are then entitled to claim, from the designated 

local source, inputs (seed or chemicals) up to the value recorded in their passbook. The 

system thus represents a form of “forced saving”, albeit one that producers might 

welcome, rather than resent. 

 

The passbook system is (in theory) more equitable than the previous system, because all 

producers who market seed cotton in one season are automatically entitled to receive a 
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 CDF claim that chemicals were distributed at cost price and that the low price that they were able to 

charge reflected the benefits of bulk purchase, plus the selection of cheap chemicals. 
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quantity of inputs (proportional to the value of seed cotton marketed) during the 

following season. It also has a built-in accountability mechanism, because, if some of the 

money that is collected is siphoned off by those in charge of the fund, this should become 

evident the following season when some farmers are unable to claim the inputs that they 

are entitled to. Finally, Maro and Poulton, 2005a also observe that, whilst it provides for 

a minimal level of chemical use within the cotton sector (something that was lacking 

amongst 50% of producers in the 2002 household survey) the passbook system still 

leaves plenty of room for the development of private sector input supply. This is because 

producers who wish to apply three or four sprays of chemicals (i.e. the better-off 

producers, who are the most obvious clients for private stockists) are unable to satisfy 

this demand through their passbook entitlement. Thus, having been encouraged to grow 

cotton by the security of their passbook entitlement, they are likely to turn to stockists for 

their supplementary input requirements. 

 

Table 7 showed that input use had increased in our two survey districts between 2001/02 

and 2003/04, at least in part because of the introduction of the passbook. Table 8 

examines our 2004 household survey data to see the distribution of passbook entitlements 

across 238 cotton producing households in the 2002/03 and 2003/04 production seasons. 

This is based on production data alone, i.e. it assumes that all producers receive their full 

entitlement of TShs 15 worth of inputs per kg of seed cotton marketed, an assumption 

that we explore below. We also focus on entitlements to chemicals, given that seeds may 

be taken out of the system next season. 

 
Table 8:  Distribution of Passbook Entitlements across Cotton Producing Households 

  Number of Respondents 

Production of Farmer Implication for Passbook 

Entitlement 

2002/03 

Production 

Season 

2003/04 

Production 

Season 

Did not produce during previous 

season 

No passbook entitlement 62 (26%) 36 (15%) 

Produced in previous season, but 

not this season 

Might not claim passbook 

entitlement 

31 (13%) 2 (1%) 

Production in previous season 

<200kg 

Passbook entitlement insufficient for 

one “acre pack” 

19 (8%) 23 (10%) 

Production in previous season 

>200kg, but yield <200kg/acre 

Passbook entitlement insufficient for 

one spray on same area 

27 (11%) 39  (16%) 

Yield in previous season between 

200kg/acre and 400kg/acre 

Passbook entitlement sufficient for 

one spray on same area, but 

insufficient for two sprays 

31 (13%) 57 (24%) 

Yield in previous season between 

>400kg/acre 

Passbook entitlement sufficient for 

at least two sprays on same area 

32 (13%) 35 (15%) 

Missing data on previous season’s 

production 

- 33 (14%) 46 (19%) 

  238 238 

Source: 2004 Household Survey 

 

Table 8 shows that, in the two seasons considered, 15-26% of cotton producing 

households had not grown cotton the year before, so had no passbook entitlement. This 

will also have been true to some extent in 2006/07, given the 2005/06 drought. Our 

experience suggests that it is predominantly poorer households who switch in and out of 
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cotton production, although a few larger, more commercialised farmers might do so as 

well. A further 10% (again, mainly poorer households) had an entitlement, but one that 

was insufficient to purchase a single bottle of chemicals. A further 11-15% were entitled 

to one or more bottles of chemicals, but not sufficient to spray the same acreage as they 

cultivated the previous season with one spray using the recommended dosage. Only a 

minority (26-39%) were able to obtain one or more sprays for their full production area 

through the passbook system. 

 

Of course, even good design in theory does not guarantee effective implementation and 

there have indeed been difficulties with the scaling up of the passbook system since 

2003-04. Neither TCB nor CDF have presence at village level, so they have to rely on an 

ad hoc collection of willing and trusted village intermediaries (village Chairman or 

Secretary, primary society or extension agent, cotton company agent – Figure 4) for the 

distribution of both passbooks and subsequent input entitlements. World Bank / 

Government of Tanzania, 2004 (p64) reported that, following the 2003 harvest, “nearly 

77 percent of the producers in all the districts had received passbooks. And nearly 88 

percent of them had all the sales that they made entered in the passbook.” However, at the 

time of their survey in December 2003 – January 2004, “Only 31 percent indicated 

having received any inputs, most of them only seeds. Nearly three-quarters of the 

respondents indicated that they could not get the inputs they needed in a timely manner.”  

 
Figure 4:  Sources from Where Chemicals Were Purchased, 2004 

 
Source: 2004 household survey 

 

Based on the 2004 household survey, Maro and Poulton, 2005b reported that only 25% of 

producers using chemicals obtained them through their passbook, as compared to 73% 

who paid cash. However, figures for the distribution of passbooks for 2004-05 suggested 

that some of the irregularities of the first full season were being ironed out for the second 

season (Figure 5). Meanwhile, 74% of cotton producers responded that they wished the 

passbook system to be continued and showed fairly high levels of understanding of its 

implications (including for seed cotton prices). 

 
Figure 5:  Did you Receive a Passbook When You Sold Your Seed Cotton? 
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 Source: Maro and Poulton, 2005b 

The feedback from the focus group discussions in January 2007 was that further progress 

had been made in making the passbook system operational since 2004, but that 

challenges still remained. Thus: 

 

 Some producers still did not receive passbooks even in 2006 (for the 2006/07 

season). It is the responsibility of the local leadership in each village to prepare a 

list of cotton producers who will require passbooks and these lists are not always 

exhaustive. The problem is said to be getting less acute as the years go by, but 

this problem should have been fully resolved by now. We heard complaints that 

farmers whose names had been missed off the lists had indicated their need for a 

passbook, but that their village leadership had not been responsive once the 

requested number of passbooks had been delivered to the village and they had 

not been able to alert anyone else higher up in the system that their names had 

been overlooked. 

 All producers with passbooks who sold seed cotton did receive stamps in their 

passbooks as they were supposed to. 

 Producers with large entitlements had not always been given their full 

entitlement. Again, this problem was worse in 2005 than it was in 2006. 

 Sometimes a range of chemicals was delivered to a village for distribution to 

those with passbook entitlements. However, producers in the village were not 

given any choice over which they received. In Bariadi, where preferences remain 

strong for oil-based, as opposed to water-based pesticides, this was a particularly 

sore point, as some received one and some the other. 

 Pesticides arrived far too late in 2006 – in either April or May, depending on the 

village. (However, we were assured that, as of January 2007, they were already 

ready for distribution to villages). 

 

Regarding the third point concerning large entitlements, there is a second side to the 

story: officials involved in the implementation of the passbook system report that some 

farmers had begun to collude with buyers’ representatives (who often come from the 

village where they operate a buying post) to receive inflated entitlements to inputs in their 

passbooks. When this came to light, village committees were formed to scrutinise 
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entitlement claims before the input demands were communicated to CDF. However, even 

this did not solve the problem. Therefore, in 2006 all passbooks were collected in and 

sent to district level (cotton inspector, extension agent or district agricultural officer) for 

checking before the final input requirements for that district were collated. Where an 

individual entitlement seemed implausibly large, the village was visited and enquiries 

made with other villagers, with the result that some “cheats” were denied access to 

passbook inputs for 2006/07. In Kwimba district, for example, 10,500 passbooks were 

used during seed cotton marketing in 2006 and, of these, 375 were rejected for forgery
31

. 

It is the introduction of this checking procedure that has made it difficult to retain seeds 

within the passbook scheme, as passbooks may still be being checked when seeds need to 

be distributed. 

 

The forgery problem illustrates the challenge of administering the passbook system over 

a wide area with no dedicated field staff. Similarly, the feasibility of any recommendation 

for improving its performance has to be examined quite carefully. However, the 

following suggestions are worthy of further consideration: 

 

 It should be made clear to producers whom they should contact if they feel that 

their rights and entitlements have not been respected in the implementation of the 

passbook system. This might be an area where TACOGA can begin to 

demonstrate its worth to prospective members.  

 When chemicals are distributed to a village, more should be sent than will be 

claimed through passbook entitlements. Producers should then be able to exercise 

some choice about which chemicals they take, whilst stocks left over could be 

sold on a cash basis
32

. In more remote villages, we heard complaints that 

producers wanting to purchase chemicals for cash had to make journeys in excess 

of 20km to reach the nearest stockist. 

 

This second point highlights the fact that, whilst independent input wholesalers and/or 

retailers have begun to appear in larger centres within the cotton zones, encouraged in 

part by the demand for crop protection chemicals for cotton revealed in recent years, 

there is still a long way to go before a strong network of independent stockists exists to 

supply cotton farmers with inputs at the village level. 

 

A final, very important issue concerns the transferability of passbook entitlements across 

seasons. In the early years of the scheme, if an entitlement was not used up in the season 
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 A total of 19,000 passbooks were distributed at the start of the 2005/06 season, but, because of the 

drought during that season, many producers either decided not to grow cotton after all or abandoned their 

crop part way through the season. This illustrates how even the number of passbooks distributed only gives 

a rough idea of the number of producers in any given year (see section 3.3). 
32

 Village committees would be required to account for all chemicals delivered by showing either proof of 

receipt by a passbook holder or cash receipt or by returning unsold chemicals. Of course, one has to be 

careful not to be left with large unsold stocks that then have to be stored for a year and also not to choke off 

demand for emerging private stockists. This argues for only sending a small surplus and perhaps for 

targeting this to villages recognized as less accessible. 
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for which it was intended, it was lost. This was actually quite a serious tax on producers, 

as: 

 Inadequate quantities of inputs were sometimes delivered to villages. 

 Bottles of chemicals are “indivisible”, so it was not always possible to fully 

exhaust the sum available.  

 

In 2005/06 many producers were unable or reluctant to use up their whole entitlement 

because of the drought conditions. Thus, TCB announced that unused entitlements could 

be carried over until 2006/07. Obviously, this creates an additional administrative burden 

for those handling the passbook system. However, it has several important benefits: 
 

 It is fairer (it removes the tax on those who are unable for whatever reason to 

exhaust their entitlement). 

 It will be particularly important for smaller (poorer) producers if seeds are taken 

out of the scheme. 

 It may help producers reinvigorate their production after a drought, as in 

2006/07. By contrast, a rigid system with no transferability across seasons will 

tend to lock-in weather-induced downswings (as well as upturns) in production. 

A passbook system with transferability across seasons may thus help to reduce 

the cyclical variation in production seen so clearly in Figure 2. Bad weather will 

still have a major impact (as seen in 2005/06), but recovery from a bad season 

should be swifter. 

 

4.6. Quality control 

Lint quality is affected by a number of factors, including seed variety and quality, 

production practices (especially the effectiveness of spraying), harvesting, post-harvest 

grading, handling and storage, and ginning (the type and management of gins, additional 

grading, handling and storage at the ginnery). 

 

Prior to liberalisation Tanzanian lint regularly enjoyed a premium over the Cotlook A 

index price. However, there is some evidence that this premium began to fall prior to 

liberalisation, as grading became lax and lint was no longer considered clean (Gibbon, 

1999).  

 

The impact of liberalisation on the quality of lint produced by the Tanzanian sector has 

been the subject of a lively debate, which is examined in Maro and Poulton, 2004 and 

Maro and Poulton, 2005a. Gibbon, 1999 reported that lint quality had fallen post-

liberalisation because of the mixing of seed types and reduction in producers’ access to 

crop protection chemicals (both discussed above) and also because buyers prioritised 

volume over quality at primary marketing in a “scramble” for seed cotton. This latter 

problem was exacerbated by the precipitous decline in seed cotton production in the latter 

1990s, giving rise to chronic over-capacity at ginneries (also noted above). In response, 

Baffes, 2002 argued that private ginners got their lint to market quicker than pre-

liberalisation cooperatives had done, which would tend to reduce spoilage during storage. 
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Moreover, he claimed that price data from Cotlook for Tanzanian lint c.i.f. North Europe 

showed only a very small decrease in the premium over the A Index (from 10% to 8%) 

from the seven seasons prior to liberalisation to the seven seasons after. However, this 

latter argument fails to take into account the tiny share of Tanzanian lint exported to 

Europe and the fact that this lint is not representative of Tanzanian exports more 

generally (see Table 6 above). 

 

Figure 6 shows trends in lint prices for Tanzanian lint and other national origins within 

southern and eastern Africa in the past ten years. These are ballpark figures derived from 

a survey of 13 international buyers conducted by the “Competition and Coordination” 

project during late 2004 – early 2005. They show a clear decline in the price of 

Tanzanian lint, relative to the A index price, since liberalisation. 
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Figure 6:  Average Premium/Discount Over the A Index, 1995 – 99 and 2000 - 04 

 
Source: Larsen and Poulton, 2005 

 

Similarly, although the number of samples was small, International Textile 

Manufacturers Federation, 2001 reported Tanzanian lint to be some of the most 

contaminated in the world, along with national origins from Nigeria, Turkey, India, 

Tajikistan, Pakistan and Uganda. Tanzanian lint samples were found to be contaminated 

with various fabrics (plastics and jute), string (again, plastics and jute), organic matter, 

sand/dust, metal/wire and grease/oil.  

 

Beginning in the 2000/01 marketing season, TCB contracted private firms to undertake 

quality control monitoring (and data gathering) at all operational ginneries. In 2000/01, 

one firm, ACE (Audit Control and Expertise) received the contract to cover all ginneries 

in the WCGA. Starting in 2001/02, ACE was entrusted just with the northern zone, whilst 

a second company, Baltonic, was given responsibility for the southern zone. 

Subsequently, SGS and Wakefield also entered this business. The functions carried out 

by these private firms included: 

 Monitoring the quality of cotton ginned and of the ginning facilities used. 

 Collection and dissemination to the Board (on a weekly and monthly basis) of 

statistical data and information, including: seed cotton deliveries at each ginnery 

(i.e. grade, value and source), lint production. 

 Drawing samples from all lint bales produced and forwarding them to the Board. 

 Control of cotton seed for planting. 

 Monitoring the payment of various taxes before lint bales are removed from the 

ginneries. 

 

The conclusion drawn by researchers (e.g. Larsen, 2003; Maro and Poulton, 2004) was 

that these companies were ineffective in raising the quality of lint, although they may 

have performed other useful functions. Reasons for this included:  

 principal-agent difficulties in monitoring the activities of hired monitors 

(typically, unemployed ex-students, who received minimal training prior to their 

posting) dispersed in numerous ginneries around WCGA;  
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 a conflict between quality control (which necessitated turning away low quality 

and/or unsorted consignments of seed cotton at the ginnery gate) and the 

statistical reporting function, leading to an uneasy collusion between some 

ginnery managers and their monitors. Especially in seasons of seed cotton 

scarcity, ginnery managers potentially wanted all consignments to be let in, but 

also wanted “help” from the monitors in understating volumes (so as to avoid 

levy payments), making it difficult for them to blow the whistle on monitors who 

demanded bribes to let unsuitable seed cotton into the ginnery;  

 the fact that the inspection companies were paid according to their inputs 

(number of monitor-months), rather than by outcome (e.g. improved quality).  

 

Fundamentally, however, the fact is that most of the damage to lint quality is done before 

the seed cotton even reaches the ginnery gate. 

 

Quality control companies would dispute the first three of these points, but might broadly 

accept the fourth. According to ACE, in 2005 they were responsible for monitoring ten 

ginneries in WCGA and they rejected 3% of all seed cotton delivered to these ginneries 

(which, therefore, had to be taken away for sorting before being allowed in). They further 

claim that their rejection rate had risen over the 2001-2005 period, as they were liable to 

pay penalties if TCB inspectors found that their staff were not performing their duties 

effectively [Z.Wilson, interview, Mwanza 10/1/2007]. 

 

Another factor that may have encouraged improved performance from the inspection 

companies is that, starting from the 2004/05 marketing season, the basis of their contract 

with TCB was changed to link their remuneration to ginning throughput (TShs 1 per kg 

of seed cotton ginned). Although they deny that principal-agent problems ever existed, 

this would have given the companies a much greater incentive to monitor their own 

monitors and stamp out collusion between them and ginnery managers. It was also 

believed to have improved the quality of production statistics. 

 

However, in stakeholder discussions at the Mwanza workshop for the World Bank / 

Government of Tanzania / European Union review of crop boards in September 2004, 

there was strong consensus that the critical area for quality control occurs at the point of 

primary marketing. As originally argued by Gibbon, 1999, the scramble for seed cotton 

post-liberalisation caused many buyers to prioritise volume over quality at primary 

marketing. Producers thus had no incentive to sort their seed cotton or keep it clean – and 

in some cases realised that they could get away with the addition of sand, water or stones. 

Meanwhile, ginners who tried to insist on property grading and quality standards found 

that they lost out to their less discerning rivals. 

 

An objection raised against this line of argument is that, if ginners receive a decent price 

premium for higher quality lint from export markets (as is suggested, for example, by 

Table 6), then they should be able to use this to pay a premium to farmers supplying 

higher quality seed cotton at their buying posts. Thus, producers of higher quality seed 

cotton should choose to sell to more quality-conscious companies and there should be no 
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trade-off between an insistence on quality control on the one hand and capacity 

utilization on the other.  

 

However, interview evidence from the more quality-conscious companies has always 

indicated that their insistence on quality control has caused them to forego seed cotton 

volume. Maro and Poulton, 2005a thus advanced two arguments to explain why higher 

prices obtained in international markets do not necessarily translate into an ability to pay 

higher seed cotton prices at buying posts. These are as follows: 

 

There is widespread evasion of the high level of taxes and levies imposed on cotton 

buying and ginning operations. However, companies with an international brand 

reputation (currently only three in the Tanzanian sector, but these are all companies 

interested in insisting on proper grading and quality control practices) perceive it as too 

risky to their wider brand reputation to be caught in flagrant tax or levy avoidance. They 

may, therefore, end up paying more in levies and taxes than some of their less quality-

conscious competitors, which reduces their ability to pay higher prices at their buying 

posts. 

 

Meanwhile, companies that are not part of vertically integrated international production 

and trading operations (i.e. the majority in Tanzania) may find it difficult to translate 

higher quality lint into higher prices on export markets. This is because – particularly in 

the case of forward contracts and/or in the absence of reliable HVI reports on lint 

properties – spinners will be unwilling to pay international traders a premium for 

Tanzanian lint from an unknown source, given the unreliable reputation of Tanzanian lint 

as a national origin. International traders, therefore, have no basis on which to offer 

premium prices to “independent” Tanzanian ginners who sell their lint to exporters. 

 

In the light of this analysis, participants at the Mwanza workshop for the World Bank / 

Government of Tanzania / European Union review of crop boards recommended that a 

local auction system be piloted in the 2005/06 marketing season, replacing the current 

system whereby multiple companies set up competing but separate buying posts in a 

given village. A single village auction point, operating once per week, could be overseen 

by TCB-paid inspectors
33

. It would make it much more difficult for farmers to sell 

adulterated cotton and would also greatly enhance the incentives for them to deliver high 

quality seed cotton to auction.  

 

Following the workshop, the Ministry of Cooperatives and Marketing set up a task force 

to consider the auction proposal in more detail. As of January 2007, the report of this task 

force had still not been released. However, it is understood that the task force 

encountered divergent views amongst stakeholders. There is a legal issue relating to the 

imposition of a statutory auction system within a previously liberalised market 

framework. However, other arguments appear to have more to do with interests than 

compelling technical arguments. Thus: 
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 The proposal was for half of the monitors currently employed in ginneries to be relocated to a peripatetic 

role overseeing weekly auctions in five villages each. 
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 The auction system would need to be backed up by adequate warehouse capacity 

at each auction venue (a point the proponents recognised). Most current 

warehouse capacity at village level is owned by cooperative primary societies 

and cooperative unions saw this as an opportunity to reclaim a more prominent 

role in cotton marketing – something that private buyers would understandably 

want to resist; 

 Whilst some private buyers are supporters of the auction proposal, not all buyers 

want to see greater transparency in seed cotton marketing. 

 

Having listened to a number of arguments during field work in January 2007, we remain 

of the view that the benefits of an auction system are likely to outweigh the costs and that 

a pilot project, therefore, should be undertaken. An issue raised repeatedly in focus group 

discussions was the mistrust that farmers have of many private buyers, whom they 

believe regularly tamper with scales. (TCB staff confirm that some tampering does take 

place. However, currently they do not have the resources for anything more than 

occasional checking of scales). Focus group participants stated openly that farmers 

adulterate their seed cotton with sand, water and rocks, but argued that this was in part 

their way of compensating for the loss of weight (and hence income) due to fiddled 

scales. Restoring confidence in weights and measures does seem to be a necessary 

(though certainly not sufficient) step if the quality of Tanzanian cotton is to be improved. 

Weekly village auctions are one of the few ways that monitoring of all scales could be 

contemplated on the basis of available human resources. 

 

In the meantime, TCB did not renew the contracts of the inspection companies for the 

2006/07 marketing season. The official reason for this is that the change in funding basis 

for TCB following the April 2006 memorandum of understanding meant that TCB could 

no longer afford to employ them. Despite this, there are several factors that may have 

contributed to an improvement in the average quality of Tanzanian lint during the past 

couple of seasons. These are: 
 

 The wider availability of chemicals through the passbook scheme; 

 The introduction of UK91 seed; 

 In 2005, but not 2006, the greatly increased production and hence capacity 

utilisation levels at ginneries, which should have reduced the “scramble” for seed 

cotton on the part of ginners. 
 

TCB has also been encouraging district authorities to collaborate in the campaign to raise 

seed cotton quality. At the village level, village executive officers (VEOs) are supposed 

to be vigilant about cotton quality practices in their villages at cotton marketing time. 

However, this is an additional responsibility for VEOs, who are not paid to deal with crop 

quality, so response has been uneven. In Bariadi, the district administration has 

reportedly taken the campaign for better quality cotton quite seriously, with the result that 

an area that previously supplied notoriously poor quality cotton has now improved 

somewhat [J.Bwahama, interview, Mwanza 16/1/2007]. 

 



 

 42 

4.7. Pricing of seed cotton 

Whilst highly competitive cotton sectors, such as Tanzania, are observed to struggle with 

“coordination” challenges (e.g. providing inputs on credit to producers, ensuring grading 

at primary purchase), they should deliver higher seed cotton prices to producers than 

more concentrated sectors.  

 

According to World Bank / Government of Tanzania, 2004 (p28), the real producer price 

for seed cotton fell by 8-10% between 1987-94 (the years immediately before 

liberalisation) and 1995-2002 (the years immediately after). However, this change can be 

decomposed as follows (effect on producer price in brackets): 

 

 Decline in world price (-10%); 

 Real exchange rate appreciation (-25%); 

 Increase in producer share of lint price (+25%); 

 Increase in quality premium (+3%, but see section 4.6, which casts doubt on this). 

 

Figure 7 shows that changes in international lint prices are readily passed on to producers 

by the highly competitive Tanzanian seed cotton marketing system. 

 
Figure 7:  A Index Price and Domestic Seed Cotton Price, 1992 - 2006 

 
Source: TCB, ICAC data 

 

Meanwhile, Table 9 shows the share of the international lint price received by Tanzanian 

producers in the years immediately prior to and since liberalisation. From 1990-94 the 

mean share of the c.i.f. export price received by producers was 45%; from 1995-2006 it 

has been 59%. This latter figure compares favourably with the mean figure for Zimbabwe 

over the same period of 55%. 
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Table 9:  Seed Cotton Prices and Producer Shares of c.i.f. Lint Price 1990-2006 

  90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 

Seed Cotton Price TShs / kg 41 70 60 80 120 207 170 185 180 175 180 185 182 290 250 240 365 

Seed Cotton Price US$ / kg 0.21 0.32 0.20 0.20 0.24 0.36 0.29 0.30 0.27 0.23 0.23 0.21 0.19 0.28 0.23 0.21 0.29 

A Index Price (y/b Aug 1st) US$ / kg 1.82 1.39 1.27 1.55 2.07 1.88 1.73 1.59 1.30 1.16 1.26 0.92 1.23 1.50 1.14 1.24 1.30 

A Index Price (with premium) US$ / kg 1.85 1.41 1.29 1.57 2.08 1.89 1.73 1.59 1.29 1.15 1.24 0.90 1.21 1.48 1.12 1.22 1.28 

Payment to producers US$ / kg 0.64 0.97 0.61 0.60 0.71 1.09 0.89 0.92 0.82 0.71 0.68 0.64 0.57 0.85 0.70 0.64 0.84 

Producer share of CIF/CFR % 34% 69% 47% 38% 34% 58% 51% 58% 64% 62% 55% 71% 47% 57% 62% 53% 65% 

Source : Authors 

Notes :Assumptions: USc2.6/kg premium over A Index price 1990, then USc0.4/kg loss per year until 2003, after which USc0.4/kg recovery per year until 2006; 

ginning out-turn ratio = 33%, except 2006 = 35% 
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Of course, several factors complicate simple inter-country price comparisons. However, 

whilst transport costs for Tanzanian lint (both from ginnery to port and from port to 

Asian markets) are lower than for Zimbabwean lint, Tanzanian cotton faces higher taxes 

and levies than Zimbabwean. Note, too, that the producer prices on which Table 9 is 

based are net of CDF contributions. If the TShs 15 per kg that producers have paid to 

CDF since 1999 is added to the seed cotton price for these years, then the average share 

of the international lint (c.i.f.) price received by producers since liberalisation rises to 

61%. 

 

Table 10 illustrates the high burden of taxes and levies that has been a common feature of 

export crop sectors in Tanzania. In 1999 Ministry of Agriculture reported that the total 

burden of local taxes and levies and payments to TCB amounted to TShs 24.3 per kg of 

seed cotton at a time when the seed cotton price was around TShs 175 per kg (reported in 

Maro and Poulton, 2002). Table 10 shows that the burden of taxes and levies per kilo of 

seed cotton sold had risen further by 2002, at a time when the seed cotton price was still 

only around TShs 182 per kg. Note that most farmers still did not access chemical inputs 

in 2002, despite paying the CDF levy that paid for importation of chemicals.  

 
Table 10: Taxes on Cotton Marketing 2002 

Nature of Charge Basis Charge per Kg of Seed Cotton 

CDF Levy TShs 20 per kg 20 

TCL&SB Levy  4.5 

District Levy 5% of seed cotton price 9 

Education Levy  5 

Ginning Licence US$1100 per company 0.14 

Export Licence US$1000 per company 0.12 

Trade Licence US$570 per company 0.07 

District Licences TShs 150,000 per district 0.07 

Buying Post Licences TShs 20,000 per buying post 0.25 

Total  39.15 

Source: Maro and Poulton, 2004, p24 

 

During the 2004-05 marketing season, the world price of lint began to slide as seed cotton 

was being purchased in Tanzania. This fed very quickly through to producer prices, as 

few companies had hedged their prices or committed to forward contracts. The 

government feared that the rapid fall in producer price would undermine all the positive 

feeling around cotton generated by the record harvest that year, so agreed to waive levies 

worth TShs 15 per kg of seed cotton as a way of temporarily sustaining the producer 

price. 

 

The effects of fluctuations in the domestic harvest can also be seen in recent pricing 

movements. In 2005 a second record harvest reduced the intensity of price competition, 

but the much reduced harvest in 2006 greatly intensified it (Figure 7 and Table 9). 

 

Prices in 2006 were also assisted by the memorandum of understanding signed in April 

and the conscious decision by the new government to reduce the burden of taxes and 



 

 45 

levies paid by private stakeholders within the sector. Thus, in 2006/07 the only levies that 

remain out of those listed in Table 10 are the district levy and the CDF levy
34

. Not only 

have the TCB and education levies been abolished, but license fees have also been 

scrapped, although companies do still have to apply for the licenses in question. 

 

Finally, since liberalisation TCB has announced an indicative seed cotton price at the 

start of each marketing season. (Until 2005 the marketing season officially commenced 

on July 1
st
 each year). This came under criticism from researchers (e.g. Baffes, 2002; 

Maro and Poulton, 2004), as the price set tended to be a conservative one, with actual 

prices quickly rising 50% above the indicative price in some years. Therefore, producers 

who sold early (including some poorer, cash-strapped producers) found that, far from 

being protected by the indicative price, they were lulled into a false confidence by it and 

reported during surveys that they blamed TCB for the low price that they had received. 

As from the 2005/06 marketing season, the practice of announcing an indicative price has 

been scrapped (Tanzania Cotton Board, 2005). 

 

Without the indicative price, producer prices in 2006 opened at TShs 270 per kg 

(US$0.225 per kg) in June, then rose to around TShs 380 per kg by August. The final 

scramble for cotton in September and October saw prices finish at TShs 440 per kg or 

above in some villages. Based on TCB figures on the flow of seed cotton into ginneries 

during the 2006/07 marketing season, we estimate an average producer price of TShs 365 

per kg. 

5 COST COMPETITIVENESS, RETURNS TO PRODUCERS AND 

SUSTAINABILITY 

This section relies heavily on two (sets of) budgets, calculated during fieldwork in 

January 2007: 
 

 An illustrative ginner’s budget, that attempts to summarise the costs incurred by a 

medium-sized ginnery in assembling and ginning seed cotton in 2006; 

 Illustrative budgets for seed cotton production by each of the three farmer types 

identified during focus group discussions. 

5.1. Processing and Marketing Costs in Tanzania 

Our illustrative ginnery budget is presented in Appendix Table 2. This is compiled from a 

range of information sources and so does not reflect the costs at any specific ginnery. 

However, the costs incurred perhaps most closely reflect the costs of purchasing and 

running roller ginning equipment. 

 

                                                 

 
34

 30% of the value of the district levy is returned to the village in which the seed cotton was bought. The 

CDF levy is apportioned as follows: TShs 15 per kg as passbook entitlement; the remaining TShs 5 per kg 

paying for administration of the passbook system and contributing to research funding. 
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Assumptions underlying the budget are presented in Appendix Table 2 panels A-B. 

Attention is drawn in particular to the low capital costs. Most of the ginning equipment 

installed in Tanzania since liberalisation has been second-hand. Where new double roller 

gins have recently been purchased, they have tended to be bought from Bajaj in India, 

which has been offering very competitive prices. 

 

Energy costs are estimated at 10% of total ginnery costs. However, where a ginnery is not 

connected to the national grid, as is the case with several of the more rural ginneries, 

energy costs could be double those presented here.  

 

We set as the base case for Appendix Table 2 a good year scenario (such as 2003/04 or 

2004/05), where the harvest is plentiful, so the mean producer price is at its post-

liberalisation average as a share of the international price (59%) and the ginnery can 

operate for 150 days (i.e. at around 80% capacity). Under such circumstances, the 

Tanzanian cotton sector is extremely cost competitive on the international market and 

hence highly profitable.  

 

In Table 11 we show what happens when we relax some of these happy assumptions. 

Even with the drought-induced scarcity of seed cotton supplies and hence low capacity 

utilisation plus generous producer prices paid in 2006 (scenario 2), the ginnery returns a 

small profit. Comparison of this scenario with scenario 1 shows that, in fact, the level of 

capacity utilisation does not make a huge difference to ginnery profitability in Tanzania. 

This is due to the low capital cost of the ginnery and helps explain how Tanzanian 

ginners survive the large fluctuations in national production that were shown in Figure 2. 

 
Table 11: Simulating Ginnery Profitability Under Different Scenarios 

    Retaining 

Same Profit 

Level 

 Scenario Assumptions Profit per kg of 

lint (US$) 

Mean Seed 

Cotton Price 

Payable 

(TShs/kg) 

0 Base (“good year”) Producers receive 59% of c.i.f. = TShs 

320/kg; operate for 150 days 

0.16 - 

1 2006 Producer price Producer price = TShs 365/kg 0.05 - 

2 2006 “actual” Producer price = TShs 365/kg; operate 

for 90 days 

0.04 - 

3 Lower lint quality 10% discount on Index A 0.06 278 

4 Higher lint quality 2% premium over Index A 0.21 340 

5 Higher ginning out-

turn 

g.o.t. = 0.4 0.24 360 
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Scenario 3 considers the impact of receiving an even lower lint price, due to excessively 

poor quality. Profitability is cut to less than 40% of what it was in the base case
35

, but, 

under the favourable harvest conditions assumed in the base scenario, the ginnery still 

manages a small profit. If, however, the company received this lower lint price when seed 

cotton was also scarce (i.e. a combination of scenarios 2 and 3 – not reported in the 

table), then it would make a loss of equal magnitude. We infer from this that some 

companies that received such discounts in the past made short-term losses and either 

exited the sector or learned from their worst errors.  

 

By contrast, receiving a 2% premium over Index A would allow the company to pay 

producers an extra TShs 20 per kg (6%). In the context of a scramble for seed cotton, it is 

possible to see how this higher price to producers could be matched by competitors 

through underpayment of tax. 

 

Finally, scenario 5 shows the benefits that the sector could obtain if research produced a 

local seed variety capable of delivering a ginning out-turn of 40%, instead of the 36% 

assumed for a roller gin in Appendix Table 2. This higher out-turn would increase 

ginnery profits by 50% compared with the base case or alternatively would allow a TShs 

40 per kg (12%) increase in producer price, holding ginnery profits constant.  

 

5.2. Cost Competitiveness at Farm Level 

Focus group discussions were held in two villages in each of Kwimba and Bariadi 

districts in January 2007. The villages were chosen by district officers, with one 

accessible and one more remote village being visited in each district. Five to twelve 

respondents participated in each discussion, which lasted two-three hours. As an initial 

exercise within the first three focus group discussions, the participants grouped a sample 

of the households in their village into three or four groups, according to the extent of their 

cotton production
36

.  Once groups were identified, a series of questions was asked about 

typical household characteristics and livelihood profiles of households within each group, 

as well as about their cotton production activities. Finally, a cotton production budget 

was constructed for each group. 

 

Farmer production budgets for each of the farmer types identified by the focus groups are 

presented in Appendix Tables 3-5. We note that these budgets assume relatively high 

seed cotton yields - compatible with national average data for 2003/04 and 2004/05 – but 

                                                 

 
35

 Alternatively, to maintain the level of profitability assumed in the base scenario, the average seed cotton 

price that the company could pay would fall from TShs 320 per kg to TShs 278. 
36

 Reflecting the history of “villagization” in Tanzania, villages in these districts are large: 500-1100 

households in the villages we visited. In only one case was a complete list of households available. 

However, partial lists were available in all cases and names of 60-100 household heads (selected more or 

less randomly) were noted on cards. The exercise then proceeded much like a conventional PRA wealth 

ranking exercise. In all three villages, households were initially divided into three groups – on the basis of 

their cotton production activities, rather than overall wealth (which, as it turns out, is quite closely 

correlated). However, in one of the villages, the group with the lowest cotton production was subsequently 

subdivided into two. For presentation purposes here, these two sub-groups have been re-aggregated.  
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use prices that were realised in the shortage year of 2005/06. Thus, they should perhaps 

be thought of as “best case” budgets. 

 

We also note that area planted and yield are positively correlated across these budgets, 

whereas the evidence from the producer surveys is less clear about this (Table 2).  

 

 
Table 12: Analysis of Costs and Returns from Farmer Budgets (US$) 

 TShs/acre US$/acre PPP US$ 

Group 1    

Gross Revenue 171000 142.50  

Margin After Payment of Inputs 153800 128.17  

Input Cost / Gross Revenue 0.10   

Gross Margin (excl family labour) 69825 58.19  

Returns to family labour 5819 4.85  

Net Margin (after family labour) 55425 46.19  

Break-even Cost per kg 257 0.21  

Gross margin from all cotton 698250 US$581.88 1256.86 

Income per capita if:    

Household Size = 6 116375 96.98 209.48 

Household Size = 12 58188 48.49 104.74 

Group 2    

Gross Revenue 96000 80.00  

Margin After Payment of Inputs 87360 72.80  

Input Cost / Gross Revenue 0.09   

Gross Margin (excl family labour) 47260 39.38  

Returns to family labour 1525 1.27  

Net Margin (after family labour) 10060 8.38  

Cost per kg 286 0.24  

Gross margin from all cotton 189040 US$157.73 340.70 

Income per capita if:    

Household Size = 6 31507 26.26 56.72 

Household Size = 12 15753 13.13 28.36 

Group 3    

Gross Revenue 49000 40.83  

Margin After Payment of Inputs 46360 38.63  

Input Cost / Gross Revenue 0.05   

Gross Margin (excl family labour) 45860 38.22  

Returns to family labour 1245 1.04  

Net Margin (after family labour) 1660 1.38  

Cost per kg 271 0.23  

Gross margin from all cotton 68790 US$57.33 123.83 

Income per capita if:    

Household Size = 6 11465 9.55 20.63 

Household Size = 12 5733 4.78 10.32 

Source: focus group discussions 

 

Table 12 presents a number of indicators of costs and returns that can be derived from 

these budgets. Bearing the above caveats in mind, we note that: 
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 Costs of production per kg of seed cotton are low in absolute terms and are lowest 

for the most productive group.  

 All groups produce at comfortably below the average seed cotton price that was 

paid in 2006. However, if group 2 or 3 producers had sold all their seed cotton at 

the season’s opening price in 2006, they would have made losses (despite the fact 

that the budgets assume a higher yield than would generally have been attainable in 

2006). 

 Input costs only account for a tiny share of farmers’ gross revenue from cotton in 

Tanzania. This reduces their risk in production. However, as will be seen below, the 

corollary of the limited capital input into production is that returns to producers are 

also low. 

 

Unfortunately, we cannot estimate what proportion of farmers fall into each of the three 

groups based on the information collected during the focus group discussions, as our 

sampling process was not truly random. We note that, according to the 2004 household 

survey, only 36/238 cotton producing households (i.e. 15%) used a hand hoe to prepare 

their land
37

 – a characteristic of (some) group 3 farmers according to the focus groups. 

This would suggest that group 3 is fairly small. By contrast, 70 achieved a yield of 175 

kg/acre or less, suggesting that group 3 could represent around one third of producers. 

 

5.3. Return to Farmers and Poverty Alleviation Considerations 

Table 12 also provides insights into the incomes that the different types of households 

derive from their cotton production. From this table, we observe the following: 
 

 Returns to labour are moderately attractive for group 1 households, where 

household labour is essentially a managerial input supervising hired labour. 

However, returns are lower than they are in Zimbabwe, where labour is combined 

with a much higher level of capital input.  

 For the smallest producers, returns to labour are very similar to what they could 

obtain from hiring out their labour to others38.  

 When converted into purchasing power parity dollars, the income per capita from 

cotton production (net of input costs, but excluding the cost of family labour) gives 

group 1 households a fair chance of being non-poor in MDG terms. According to 

the focus group participants, these households often also have a sizeable herd of 

cattle and/or some business income (or, in the accessible villages, possibly even a 

                                                 

 
37

 These households tended to cultivate a smaller area of cotton and achieve lower yields than the sample 

average, though not all the differences between means are statistically significant. 
38

 This, of course, assumes that one can specify the wage rate for hired labour in these areas. In fact, the 

implicit wage rates paid for hired labour vary quite considerably across the different activities of the cotton 

production cycle. Moreover, when asked to suggest a wage rate for hired labour, respondents in the two 

accessible villages gave figures that were double those given in the remoter villages. This suggests that 

labour markets are quite segmented. We did not ask how confident a person could be of obtaining casual 

employment at the wage rates quoted.  
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salary). However, the participants also reported that group 1 households are often 

(but not always) large – in polygamous households, 20 or more people. Income per 

capita, therefore, depends on the number of dependents. 

 By contrast, group 2 and 3 households are clearly poor in MDG terms. As well as 

having a lower cotton income than group 1, they tend to have smaller livestock 

herds, grow smaller areas of food crops and are less likely to have business income. 

Cotton production plays an important part in the current livelihood strategies of 

these groups, because cotton has a guaranteed market, so can be relied upon to 

generate some cash. However, the cash sums are not large. Thus, cotton production 

effort will depend very much on prevailing prices and the quality of other services 

supplied to cotton producers. Focus group members noted a number of other crops 

that households could grow – mainly for subsistence, but also allowing them to sell 

small quantities to local markets – in addition to, or instead of, cotton39. These 

included rice, maize, (sweet) potatoes, peas, green grams and groundnuts. The 

modest returns to cotton in most years, plus the range of alternatives (even if they 

also only offer modest returns), go some way towards explaining the high 

variability in cotton production observed in Figure 2.  

 Whilst group 2 producers have some resources (land, plough and oxen) with which 

to expand cotton production if the potential profitability of cotton production 

improves, group 3 households face major production constraints that limit the 

extent to which they can respond to better prices - or even services - in the short 

term. Thus, they are likely to remain poor under any plausible scenario of enhanced 

cotton sector performance.  

 

Given that both group 2 and 3 households are likely to sell some (or all) of their cotton 

soon after the buying season opens, the returns that they achieve from cotton production 

are critically dependent upon the opening price set by the companies. As was argued 

earlier, it is extremely difficult for TCB to influence this price for the benefit of these 

poorer producers. However, other agencies working in these areas might consider 

interventions (such as inventory credit schemes) that would permit producers to hold onto 

their cotton beyond the first couple of weeks, so that prices can rise before they sell. 

 

We argue below that a more intensive production model is required if cotton production 

is to have a bigger impact in terms of poverty reduction. However, we also note that, as 

well as enhancing the incomes of those producing cotton on their own account, improved 

cotton sector performance should raise demand for hired labour in cotton producing 

zones. The farmer budgets indicate that group 1 households hire in considerably more 

labour than they apply themselves to their cotton plots, whilst group 2 households are 

also regular hirers of labour (although some household members may also hire labour 

out). 
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 Only in one village – Nyamalapa in Bariadi – did we record areas grown to crops other than cotton. In all 

four groups identified in this village, cotton occupied around 50% of area cultivated. 
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5.4. Sector Sustainability 

Soil fertility is a key issue for the Tanzanian cotton sector. Smallholder production of 

cotton in Tanzania is low cost, hence internationally competitive, fundamentally because 

producers are able to obtain tolerable seed cotton yields with very little capital 

investment, thanks to the continuing fertility of their soil. 

 

In the areas that we visited, there were some indications that this is changing. Kwimba is 

known to have plenty of sandy soils and the 2002 and 2004 household surveys picked up 

that use of manure on cotton had begun sooner there than in Bariadi. In Malya village 

some group 1 farmers were reported to buy manure for application on their cotton. In 

Bariadi, by contrast, awareness of the need to use manure is only just beginning to grow. 

However, respondents in both villages in Bariadi confirmed that fallow has now 

disappeared from their cropping systems and reported that, on some plots, a falling yield 

trend has been observed for some time. 

 

Over time, these farmers will need to increase their investment in soil fertility 

maintenance if they are to continue to benefit from cotton. On the one hand, this can be 

seen as an additional cost, hence lowering returns. However, if institutional arrangements 

are put in place to assist such producers to intensify their cropping systems, then returns 

should ultimately rise. There are at least two problems here. The first is that the passbook 

system - an excellent fix within a competitive market model for the pressing input 

challenge of recent years - is not really equipped to support fertiliser use. Table 8 showed 

the levels of entitlements that producers currently obtain through it. Adding expensive 

fertiliser into the passbook system would necessitate a huge increase in the CDF levy. 

 

Farmers’ own innovation suggests that promoting greater manure use is a more promising 

option in the short-medium term than trying to promote much inorganic fertiliser. (There 

is also an unanswered research question about how responsive current cotton seeds are to 

fertiliser application). However, promoting greater manure use should really be part of a 

wider programme to link the development of livestock and cotton in WCGA, with 

livestock providing both draught power
40

 and manure, whilst cotton revenues permit 

investment in livestock herds. This is an agenda that goes beyond the remit of TCB, CDF 

or cotton companies. However, it is recommended that industry stakeholders work with 

local government extension staff and NGOs to develop joint extension programmes, 

possibly with credit linked into cotton revenues. There is an increasing number of 

responsive funding windows that might respond favourably to proposals of this nature. 

 

The second difficulty, however, concerns company incentives to do this. WCGA is a 

large area and an alternative – and possibly easier – way of expanding their production 

levels is to extend the extensive production model to new areas. This will incur additional 

transport and other logistical costs, but existing institutional arrangements should suffice. 

Existing production might not be sustained – it would not be the first example of cash 
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 There may be potential to introduce ox-drawn planters and/or weeders to complement already quite high 

levels of plough use [Ali Goronya, pers.comm., 13/1/2007]. 
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crop production migrating across a territory, leaving behind soils no longer fertile enough 

to support competitive production – but it could be replaced by production in new areas. 

 

Both for environmental reasons and because intensified production should ultimately 

bring greater poverty reduction impact than the current extensive production model, we 

hope that the sector decides to confront the soil fertility challenge head on. 

6 LESSONS LEARNED 

From a comparative perspective, probably the major lesson to learn from the experience 

of the liberalised Tanzanian cotton sector is that its highly competitive market structure 

has presented significant challenges in relation to seed supply, quality control and 

seasonal credit, even if it is desirable from the point of view of seed cotton pricing. With 

time and lesson learning, it has been possible to devise institutional arrangements to 

respond to the immediate challenges on the input side, and a proposal does exist (local 

auctions) to improve incentives for quality. After several years of doubt at the turn of the 

millennium, in 2004 and 2005 a new optimism has been injected into the sector 

(Tanzania Cotton Board, 2005). 
 

We also affirm the positive news that the competitive market structure has delivered good 

prices to producers. However, further development of institutional arrangements to 

support production intensification is necessary if these are to translate into attractive 

returns for producers. 
 

Central to the process of devising new institutional arrangements for the sector has been 

cooperation between a group of leading ginners and TCB. Their working relationship has 

not always been easy, but over time a degree of trust has built up between them that 

bodes well for the future. There is still scope to further increase the influence of ginners 

within the governance of the Tanzanian sector, as well as to strengthen the voice and 

capabilities of producers’ representatives within policy making processes. However, as 

long as the Tanzanian sector retains its highly competitive structure (i.e. numerous 

ginners, none of them dominant), there will be a vital role for TCB in ensuring that 

important strategic decisions are taken to promote sector development. 
 

Meanwhile, there remain a number of key weaknesses in the sector, which hold back both 

its competitiveness and its poverty reduction impact. In one way or another, the highly 

competitive market structure can be seen as an obstacle to remedying these weaknesses. 

Whilst UK91 is an important step forward – appreciated by farmers, delivering a slight 

increase in lint out-turn for ginners – the whole seed system (from varietal development 

through to multiplication and distribution to producers) remains weak. The local auction 

system still remains just a proposal and little else has been done to improve quality whilst 

the auction proposal is under consideration. Moreover, as was emphasised in the previous 

section, soil fertility remains a major medium-to-long term challenge for the sector, but 

one to which current institutional arrangements are ill-equipped to respond. 
 

Looking forward, we expect production to continue to expand. There is plenty of ongoing 

private investment in the sector to give confidence that this will happen. However, 

whether future production increases come mainly from a geographical expansion of the 



 

 53 

extensive production model - using limited capital and heavily dependent on pre-existing 

soil fertility for its viability – or whether a more intensive model can be promoted 

remains to be seen. The extensive model can almost certainly continue because of the 

large under-exploited land area within WCGA. However, whilst it is low cost (good in an 

age of low international prices), it also generates limited returns to producers and is 

ultimately environmentally undesirable. Without further institutional innovation to assist 

production intensification, the poverty reducing impacts of continued industry expansion 

could be modest. 
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ANNEX 1: DATA AND STATISTICS 
 

Table 1: Seed Cotton Production by Region, 1999/00-2005/06 

Region 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 

Shinyanga 57466 69913 80030 119009 88352 204626 234193 

Mwanza 31551 41376 46685 43699 31306 90974 91871 

Mara 2822 4286 13091 11361 11349 24128 28288 

Kagera 431 2087 3117 2309 3476 7091 14197 

Tabora 4757 5725 4613 11409 4332 10560 5089 

Kigoma 15 4 18 19 62 542 697 

Singida 0 27 21 8 39 481 484 

TOTAL WCGA 97042 123418 147575 187814 138916 338402 374819 

Manyara 6 6 130 119 224 829 781 

Morogoro 171 35 242 348 523 1948 875 

Mbeya 2934 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kilimanjaro 32 4 21 16 36 26 6 

Pwani 18 8 9 122 33 190 45 

Tanga 209 89 15 103 70 140 58 

Iringa 169 29 150 59 17 54 7 

TOTAL ECGA 3539 171 567 767 903 3187 1772 

TOTAL Tanzania 100581 123589 148142 188581 139819 341589 376591 

Share WCGA 96.5% 99.9% 99.6% 99.6% 99.4% 99.1% 99.5% 

Shinyanga & Mwanza 88.5% 90.0% 85.5% 86.3% 85.6% 86.5% 86.6% 

Source: TCB data 

Note: The years in this table refer to the production season (November to June). By contrast, TCB present 

their data by marketing seasons, with each marketing season running from July 1
st
 to June 30

th
. Thus, the 

2003/04 production season generates the 2004 harvest, which is recorded by TCB as the figure for the 

2004/05 (marketing) season.  
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Table 2: Indicative Ginnery Budget 

Exchange Rate 1200        

Gor 36%  200 bale weight (kg)    

Wastage 2%        

Seed Loss 3%        

Seed Given To TCB 5%        

Capacity Of Ginnery (Tons Lint/Day) 42 Tons lint/day 210 bales/day     

Capacity/Year 6300  150 days     

 cost/kg seed cotton cost/kg lint cotton     

 TShs $ TShs $     

Buying Commission To Coops 15.00 0.01  0.03     

Purchase Team Salary 1.80    3 agents x200000TShx12months for 4000T  

Transport Of Purchasing Team 0.75    200km/weekx20 weeksx 750TSh/km for 4000T 

Transport Of Seed Cotton 22.00    Tsh/t/km 220 av.distance 100 

Purchase Price Of Seed Cotton 320.00        

CDF Levy ($0,01932/Kg SC) 23.18        

District Taxes (5% Price) 16.00        

Financing Cost 8.80    interest rate 11% months 3 

Cost At Ginnery Gate 398.73 0.33 1,107.59 0.92     

Ginnery Costs         

Amortization Of Ginnery   5.71 0.005 cost (US$) 300000 years 10 

Amortization Of Construction   0.95 0.001 cost (US$) 100000 years 20 

Amortization Of Warehouse   1.14 0.001 cost (US$) 120000 years 20 

Energy   11.31 0.009 KwH 250 unit cost 79.2 

Casual Salary   4.40 0.004 44 x 3 shifts x 1500 sh for 45 tons/day  

Permanent Staff   14.29 0.012 5 x 3shifts x 500000sh per month (26 days at 45 tons) 

Maintenance Cost   10.00 0.008 25 Tsh/kg in WCA, but capital cost much higher in WCA 

Packaging   50.00 0.042 TShs/bale 10000   

Capital Cost   5.45 0.005 Total Cost/2 * interest   

Overhead (Management, …; 10%)   10.33 0.009 O/H rate 10%   

Total Ginnery Costs   113.58 0.095     

Value Of Seed Sale (Deduct)   90.00 0.075 seed P/kg 60   
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Total Cost Ex Factory (F.O.T.)   1,131.18 0.943 US$/lb 0.43   

Transport To Dar   75 0.063 TShs/bale 15000   

Warehousing + Port Charges   50 0.042 Abidjan cost    

F.O.B. Cost   1,256.18 1.047 US$/lb 0.48   

Sea Freight    0.044 container (US$) 1100 weight (tons) 25 

Cfr Cost (Far East)    1.091 US$/lb 0.50   

         

A Index    1.28 US$/lb 0.58   

Price After Discount    1.254 US$/lb 0.01   
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Table 3: Budget for Group 1 Farmers (assuming manure is used) 

No.of acres cultivated 10     

Yield (kg/acre) 450     

Price Received 380     

      

2006 Exchange Rate (US$1=) 1200     

Wage rate 1200     

      

Production Practices      

Manure Application yes - 3 carts (one ton each) every 3 years  

Land Preparation own plough     

Planting row planting, hired labour    

Weeding 3 times, hired labour    

Spraying 3 times, own pump    

Harvesting hired labour     

Transport own cart     

Time of sale wait     

      

 Units Unit Cost No.of Units Total Notes 

Family/Management Time      

Manure Application Man-days   1  

Land Preparation Man-days   1  

Planting Man-days   1  

Weeding Man-days   3  

Spraying Man-days   1  

Harvesting Man-days   4 3 workers + manager doing 10 tins per day 

Transport Man-days   1  

TOTAL    12  

      

Hired Labour, Services or Opportunity Cost     

Transport (manure to field) cart opp.cost 4000 1 4000  

Manure Application Man-days 1200 3 3600 spreading (labour estimate from Dr.Mafuru) 
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Land Preparation plough opp cost 15000 1 15000  

Planting Man-days 2500 3 7500 too high? 

1st Weeding Man-days   13000  

2nd Weeding Man-days   10000  

3rd Weeding Man-days   8000  

Spraying pump opp cost 500 3 1500  

Harvesting debe (3kg) 150 112.5 16875  

Transport (field-house) cart opp.cost 4000 0.5 2000 unit cost depends on distance, can get 700-900kg in one cart 

Transport (house-market) cart opp.cost 5000 0.5 2500 unit cost depends on distance, can get 700-900kg in one cart 

TOTAL    83975  

      

Input Costs      

Manure ton 7000 1 7000 This is recommended rate; farmers' estimates were higher than this. 

Seed kg 120 10 1200  

Pesticide bottle 3000 3 9000  

TOTAL    17200  
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Table 4: Budget for Farmer Group 2 

No.of acres cultivated 4     

Yield (kg/acre) 300     

Price Received 320     

      

2006 Exchange Rate (US$1=) 1200     

Wage rate 1200     

      

Manure Application no     

Land Preparation own/hired plough     

Planting broadcast, family labour    

Weeding 3 times, family/hired labour    

Spraying 2 sprays, hired pump    

Harvesting family/hired     

Transport hire cart     

      

Time of sale progressive     

      

 Units Unit Cost No.of Units Total Notes 

Family/Management Time      

Land Preparation Man-days   1  

Planting Man-days   2 done at same time as ploughing; may be done by children 

1st Weeding Man-days   1  

2nd Weeding Man-days   12  

3rd Weeding Man-days   8  

Spraying Man-days   1  

Harvesting Man-days   5 2 workers + 2 family doing 10 tins per day 

Transport Man-days   1  

TOTAL    31  

      

Hired Labour, Services or Opportunity Cost     

Land Preparation plough (opp) cost 15000 1 15000  

Planting Man-days     
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1st Weeding Man-days   13000  

2nd Weeding Man-days     

3rd Weeding Man-days     

Spraying pump hire 500 2 1000 hire from gov = TShs200, but batteries? Private hire = TShs500 

Harvesting debe (3kg) 150 50 7500  

Transport (field-house) cart opp.cost 4000 0.4 1600 unit cost depends on distance, can get 700-900kg in one cart 

Transport (house-market) cart opp.cost 5000 0.4 2000 unit cost depends on distance, can get 700-900kg in one cart 

TOTAL    40100  

      

Input Costs      

Seed kg 120 22 2640  

Pesticide bottle 3000 2 6000  

TOTAL    8640  
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Table 5: Budget for Farmer Group 3 

No.of acres cultivated 1.5    

Yield (kg/acre) 175    

Price Received 280    

     

2006 Exchange Rate (US$1=) 1200    

Wage rate (TShs/day) 1200    

     

Manure Application no    

Land Preparation hand hoe, family labour    

Planting broadcast, family labour   

Weeding once, family labour   

Spraying no spray    

Harvesting family    

Transport carry themselves   

     

Time of sale immediately    

     

 Units Unit Cost No.of Units Total 

Family/Management Time     

Land Preparation Man-days   14 

Planting Man-days   2 

Weeding Man-days   14 

Spraying Man-days    

Harvesting Man-days   6 

Transport Man-days   1 

TOTAL    37 

     

Hired Labour, Services or Opportunity Cost    

Land Preparation     
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Planting Man-days    

Weeding Man-days    

Spraying pump hire    

Harvesting debe (3kg)    

Transport (field-house) wheelbarrow    

Transport (house-market) wheelbarrow 500 1 500 

TOTAL    500 

     

Input Costs     

Seed kg 120 22 2640 

Pesticide bottle    

TOTAL    2640 
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Appendix Table 6: PPP Conversion Factors 

 

  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006  

1 GDP (US$bn) 9.4 9.8 10.3 11.3 12.6 13  

2 GDP PPP (US$bn) 18.9 20.7 22.6 24.7 27.1 29.7  

3 GDP per capita (US$) 274 278 286 309 336 339  

4 GDP per capita PPP (US$) 549 587 629 674 723 777  

        Average 

 PPP factor (1) = 2/1 2.01 2.11 2.19 2.19 2.15 2.28 2.16 

 PPP factor (2) = 4/3 2.00 2.11 2.20 2.18 2.15 2.29 2.16 

Source: http://www.dfat.gov.au/geo/fs/zimb.pdf (downloaded 16/3/2007) 

Note: 2006 data are IMF estimates 

 

 



 

 64 

ANNEX 2: BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

Baffes, J. (2002). Tanzania's Cotton Sector: Constraints and Challenges in a Global 

Environment, World Bank, Washington DC 

 

Cooksey, B. (2003). "Marketing Reform? The Rise and Fall of Agricultural 

Liberalisation in Tanzania." Development Policy Review 21(1): 67-90. 

 

Delgado, C. and N. Minot (2000). Agriculture in Tanzania Since 1986: Follower or 

Leader of Growth? World Bank Country Study, World Bank / IFPRI / Government of 

Tanzania, Washington DC 

 

Gibbon, P. (1999). "Free Competition without Sustainable Development? Tanzanian 

Cotton Sector Liberalisation 1994/95 to 1997/98." Journal of Development Studies 36(1): 

128-150. 

 

International Textile Manufacturers Federation (2001). Survey of Cotton Lint 

Contamination, International Textile Manufacturers Federation, Zurich, June 2001 

 

Larsen, M. (2003). Re-regulating a failed market: The Tanzanian cotton sector 1999-

2002. Working paper, Institute for International Affairs, Copenhagen, April 2003 

 

Larsen, M. and C. Poulton (2005). Survey of International Cotton Buyers: Trends in 

Purchasing from Southern and Eastern Africa. Report produced for DFID as part of the 

project "Competition and Coordination in Cotton Market Systems of Southern and 

Eastern Africa", Imperial College London, Wye, March 2005 

 

Maro, W. and C. Poulton (2002). System Overview Report for Tanzania. Report produced 

for the project "Competition and Coordination in Cotton Market Systems of Southern and 

Eastern Africa", Imperial College London, Wye, September 2002, available from authors 

on request. 

 

Maro, W. and C. Poulton (2004). Tanzania Country Report: 2001/02 Production Season. 

Report produced for the project "Competition and Coordination in Cotton Market 

Systems of Southern and Eastern Africa", Imperial College London, Wye, January 2004, 

available from authors on request. 

 

Maro, W. and C. Poulton (2005a). Tanzania Country Report: 2002/03 Production 

Season. Report produced for the project "Competition and Coordination in Cotton Market 

Systems of Southern and Eastern Africa", Imperial College London, Wye, March 2005, 

available from authors on request. 

 

Maro, W. and C. Poulton (2005b). Tanzania Country Report: 2003/04 Production 

Season. Report produced for the project "Competition and Coordination in Cotton Market 

Systems of Southern and Eastern Africa", Imperial College London, Wye, April 2005, 

available from authors on request. 

http://www.imperial.ac.uk/agriculturalsciences/research/sections/aebm/projects/cotton_se_africa.htm
http://www.imperial.ac.uk/agriculturalsciences/research/sections/aebm/projects/cotton_se_africa.htm
http://www.imperial.ac.uk/agriculturalsciences/research/sections/aebm/projects/cotton_se_africa.htm
http://www.imperial.ac.uk/agriculturalsciences/research/sections/aebm/projects/cotton_se_africa.htm


 

 65 

 

Poulton, C. (1998). The Cashew Sector in Southern Tanzania: Overcoming Problems of 

Input Supply. Smallholder Cash Crop Production Under Market Liberalisation: A New 

Institutional Economics Perspective. A. Dorward, J. Kydd and C. Poulton. Wallingford, 

CAB International: 113-176. 

 

Shao, J. (2002). Agriculture and Market Liberalisation in Tanzania: Problems of Cotton 

Production and Marketing in Bunda District, Tanzania Development Research Group - 

Tanzania Agriculture Situation Analysis, Dar es Salaam, November 2002 

 

Tanzania Cotton Board (2005). Tanzania's Statement to the 64th Plenary Meeting of the 

International Cotton Advisory Committee, held on 25-29 September 2005, Liverpool, 

UK, Tanzania Cotton Board, Dar es Salaam, 

www.tancotton.co.tz/ICAC%20Country%20Statement.htm. 

 

World Bank / Government of Tanzania (2004). Tanzania Crop Boards Study, World 

Bank / Government of Tanzania, Dar es Salaam 

 

http://www.tancotton.co.tz/ICAC%20Country%20Statement.htm


 

 66 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

ARWPS 1 Progress in Public Expenditure Management in Africa: 

Evidence from World Bank Surveys 

 

January 1999 C. Kostopoulos 

ARWPS 2 Toward Inclusive and Sustainable Development in the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo 

 

March 1999 Markus Kostner 

ARWPS 3 Business Taxation in a Low-Revenue Economy: A Study on 

Uganda in Comparison with Neighboring Countries 

 

June 1999 Ritva Reinikka 

Duanjie Chen 

ARWPS 4 Pensions and Social Security in Sub-Saharan Africa: Issues 

and Options 

 

October 1999 Luca Barbone 

Luis-A. Sanchez B. 

ARWPS 5 Forest Taxes, Government Revenues and the Sustainable 

Exploitation of Tropical Forests 

 

January 2000 Luca Barbone 

Juan Zalduendo 

ARWPS 6 The Cost of Doing Business: Firms’ Experience with 

Corruption in Uganda 

 

June 2000 Jacob Svensson 

ARWPS 7 On the Recent Trade Performance of Sub-Saharan African 

Countries: Cause for Hope or More of the Same  

 

August 2000 Francis Ng and Alexander J. 

Yeats 

ARWPS 8 Foreign Direct Investment in Africa: Old Tales and New 

Evidence  

 

November 2000 Miria Pigato 

ARWPS 9 The Macro Implications of HIV/AIDS in South Africa: A 

Preliminary Assessment 

 

November 2000 Channing Arndt 

Jeffrey D. Lewis 

ARWPS 10 Revisiting Growth and Convergence: Is Africa Catching Up?  

 

December 2000 C. G. Tsangarides 

ARWPS 11 Spending on Safety Nets for the Poor: How Much, for How 

Many?  The Case of Malawi  

 

January 2001 William J. Smith 

ARWPS 12 Tourism in Africa  February 2001 Iain T. Christie 

D. E. Crompton 

 

ARWPS 13 Conflict Diamonds 

 

February 2001 Louis Goreux 

ARWPS 14 Reform and Opportunity: The Changing Role and Patterns 

of Trade in South Africa and SADC 

 

March 2001 Jeffrey D. Lewis 

ARWPS 15 The Foreign Direct Investment Environment in Africa  

 

March 2001 Miria Pigato 

ARWPS 16 Choice of Exchange Rate Regimes for Developing Countries 

 

April 2001 Fahrettin Yagci 

ARWPS 18 Rural Infrastructure in Africa: Policy Directions June 2001 Robert Fishbein 

ARWPS 19 Changes in Poverty in Madagascar: 1993-1999  July 2001 S. Paternostro 

J. Razafindravonona David Stifel 

ARWPS 20 Information and Communication Technology, Poverty, and 

Development in sub-Sahara Africa and South Asia  

 

August 2001 Miria Pigato 

ARWPS 21 Handling Hierarchy in Decentralized Settings: Governance 

Underpinnings of School Performance in Tikur Inchini, 

West Shewa Zone, Oromia Region 

 

September 2001 Navin Girishankar A. Alemayehu 

Yusuf Ahmad 



 

 67 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

ARWPS 22 Child Malnutrition in Ethiopia: Can Maternal Knowledge 

Augment The Role of Income?  

 

October 2001 Luc Christiaensen 

Harold Alderman 

ARWPS 23 Child Soldiers: Preventing, Demobilizing and Reintegrating  

 

November 2001 Beth Verhey 

ARWPS 24 The Budget and Medium-Term Expenditure Framework in 

Uganda  

 

December 2001 David L. Bevan 

ARWPS 25 Design and Implementation of Financial Management 

Systems: An African Perspective  

January 2002 Guenter Heidenhof H. 

Grandvoinnet Daryoush 

Kianpour B. Rezaian 

 

ARWPS 26 What Can Africa Expect From Its Traditional Exports?  

 

February 2002 Francis Ng 

Alexander Yeats 

 

ARWPS 27 Free Trade Agreements and the SADC Economies  February 2002 Jeffrey D. Lewis 

Sherman Robinson 

Karen Thierfelder 

 

ARWPS 28 Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks: From Concept to 

Practice.  Preliminary Lessons from Africa  

 

February 2002 P. Le Houerou  

Robert Taliercio 

ARWPS 29 The Changing Distribution of Public Education Expenditure 

in Malawi 

 

February 2002 Samer Al-Samarrai 

Hassan Zaman 

ARWPS 30 Post-Conflict Recovery in Africa: An Agenda for the Africa 

Region  

 

April 2002 Serge Michailof 

Markus Kostner 

Xavier Devictor 

ARWPS 31 Efficiency of Public Expenditure Distribution and Beyond: 

A report on Ghana’s 2000 Public Expenditure Tracking 

Survey in the Sectors of Primary Health and Education  

 

May 2002 Xiao Ye 

S. Canagaraja 

ARWPS 34 Putting Welfare on the Map in Madagascar August 2002 Johan A. Mistiaen 

Berk Soler 

T. Razafimanantena 

J. Razafindravonona 

 

ARWPS 35 A Review of the Rural Firewood Market Strategy in West 

Africa 

August 2002 Gerald Foley 

P. Kerkhof, D. Madougou 

 

ARWPS 36 Patterns of Governance in Africa September 2002 Brian D. Levy 

 

ARWPS 37 Obstacles and Opportunities for Senegal’s International 

Competitiveness:  Case Studies of the Peanut Oil, Fishing 

and Textile Industries 

 

September 2002 Stephen Golub 

Ahmadou Aly Mbaye 

ARWPS 38 A Macroeconomic Framework for Poverty Reduction 

Strategy Papers : With an Application to Zambia 

 

October 2002 S. Devarajan 

Delfin S. Go 

 

ARWPS 39 The Impact of Cash Budgets on Poverty Reduction in 

Zambia:  A Case Study of the Conflict between Well 

Intentioned Macroeconomic Policy and Service Delivery to 

the Poor 

 

November 2002 Hinh T. Dinh 

Abebe Adugna 

Bernard Myers 



 

 68 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

ARWPS 40 Decentralization in Africa: A Stocktaking Survey November 2002 Stephen N. Ndegwa 

 

ARWPS 41 An Industry Level Analysis of Manufacturing Productivity 

in Senegal 

 

December 2002 Professor A. Mbaye 

ARWPS 42 Tanzania’s Cotton Sector:  Constraints and Challenges in a 

Global Environment 

 

December 2002 John Baffes 

ARWPS 43 Analyzing Financial and Private Sector Linkages in Africa 

 

January 2003 Abayomi Alawode 

ARWPS 44 Modernizing Africa’s Agro-Food System: Analytical 

Framework and Implications for Operations 

February 2003 Steven Jaffee 

Ron Kopicki 

Patrick Labaste 

Iain Christie 

 

ARWPS 45 Public Expenditure Performance in Rwanda March 2003 Hippolyte Fofack 

C. Obidegwu 

Robert Ngong 

 

ARWPS 46 Senegal Tourism Sector Study March 2003 Elizabeth Crompton 

Iain T. Christie 

ARWPS 47 Reforming the Cotton Sector in SSA March 2003 Louis Goreux 

John Macrae 

ARWPS 48 HIV/AIDS, Human Capital, and Economic Growth 

Prospects for Mozambique 

 

April 2003 Channing Arndt 

ARWPS 49 Rural and Micro Finance Regulation in Ghana: Implications 

for Development and Performance of the Industry 

 

June 2003 William F. Steel 

David O. Andah 

ARWPS 50 Microfinance Regulation in Benin: Implications of the 

PARMEC LAW for Development and Performance of the 

Industry 

 

June 2003 K. Ouattara 

ARWPS 51 Microfinance Regulation in Tanzania: Implications for 

Development and Performance of the Industry 

 

June 2003 Bikki Randhawa 

Joselito Gallardo 

ARWPS 52 Regional Integration in Central Africa:  Key Issues June 2003 Ali Zafar 

Keiko Kubota 

 

ARWPS 53 Evaluating Banking Supervision in Africa June 2003 Abayomi Alawode 

 

ARWPS 54 Microfinance Institutions’ Response in Conflict 

Environments: Eritrea- Savings and Micro Credit Program; 

West Bank and Gaza – Palestine for Credit and 

Development; Haiti – Micro Credit National, S.A. 

 

June 2003 

 

 

Marilyn S. Manalo 

AWPS 55 Malawi’s Tobacco Sector: Standing on One Strong leg is 

Better than on None 

 

June 2003 Steven Jaffee 

AWPS 56 Tanzania’s Coffee Sector: Constraints and Challenges in a 

Global Environment 

 

June 2003 John Baffes 

AWPS 57 The New Southern AfricanCustoms Union Agreement June 2003 Robert Kirk 

Matthew Stern 

 



 

 69 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

AWPS 58a How Far Did Africa’s First Generation Trade Reforms Go? 

An Intermediate Methodology for Comparative Analysis of 

Trade Policies 

June 2003 Lawrence Hinkle 

A. Herrou-Aragon 

Keiko Kubota 

 

AWPS 58b How Far Did Africa’s First Generation Trade Reforms Go? 

An Intermediate Methodology for Comparative Analysis of 

Trade Policies 

June 2003 Lawrence Hinkle 

A. Herrou-Aragon 

Keiko Kubota 

 

AWPS 59 Rwanda: The Search for Post-Conflict Socio-Economic 

Change, 1995-2001 

 

October 2003 C. Obidegwu 

AWPS 60 Linking Farmers to Markets: Exporting Malian Mangoes to 

Europe 

October 2003 Morgane Danielou 

Patrick Labaste 

J-M. Voisard 

 

AWPS 61 Evolution of Poverty and Welfare in Ghana in the 1990s: 

Achievements and Challenges 

 

October 2003 S. Canagarajah 

Claus C. Pörtner 

AWPS 62 Reforming The Cotton Sector in Sub-Saharan Africa: 

SECOND EDITION 

 

November 2003 Louis Goreux 

AWPS 63 (E) Republic of Madagascar: Tourism Sector Study November 2003 Iain T. Christie 

D. E. Crompton 

 

AWPS 63 (F) République de Madagascar:  Etude du Secteur Tourisme November 2003 Iain T. Christie 

D. E. Crompton 

 

AWPS 64 Migrant Labor Remittances in Africa: Reducing Obstacles to 

Development Contributions 

 

Novembre 2003 Cerstin Sander 

Samuel M. Maimbo 

 

AWPS 65 Government Revenues and Expenditures in Guinea-Bissau: 

Casualty and Cointegration 

January 2004 Francisco G. Carneiro 

Joao R. Faria 

Boubacar S. Barry 

 

AWPS 66 How will we know Development Results when we see 

them? Building a Results-Based Monitoring and Evaluation 

System to Give us the Answer 

 

June 2004 Jody Zall Kusek 

Ray C. Rist 

Elizabeth M. White 

AWPS 67 An Analysis of the Trade Regime in Senegal (2001) and 

UEMOA’s Common External Trade Policies 

June 2004 Alberto Herrou-Arago 

Keiko Kubota 

 

AWPS 68 Bottom-Up Administrative Reform: Designing Indicators for 

a Local Governance Scorecard in Nigeria 

 

June 2004 Talib Esmail 

Nick Manning 

Jana Orac 

Galia Schechter 

 

AWPS 69 Tanzania’s Tea Sector:  Constraints and Challenges June 2004 John Baffes 

 

AWPS 70 Tanzania’s Cashew Sector: Constraints and Challenges in a 

Global Environment 

 

June 2004 Donald Mitchell 

AWPS 71 An Analysis of Chile’s Trade Regime in 1998 and 2001: A 

Good Practice Trade Policy Benchmark 

July 2004 Francesca Castellani 

A. Herrou-Arago 

Lawrence E. Hinkle 

 



 

 70 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

AWPS 72 Regional Trade Integration inEast Africa: Trade and 

Revenue Impacts of the Planned East African Community 

Customs Union 

 

August 2004 Lucio Castro 

Christiane Kraus 

Manuel de la Rocha 

AWPS 73 Post-Conflict Peace Building in Africa: The Challenges of 

Socio-Economic Recovery and Development 

 

August 2004 Chukwuma Obidegwu 

AWPS 74 An Analysis of the Trade Regime in Bolivia in2001: A 

Trade Policy Benchmark for low Income Countries 

 

August 2004 Francesca Castellani 

Alberto Herrou-Aragon 

Lawrence E. Hinkle 

AWPS 75 Remittances to Comoros- Volumes, Trends, Impact and 

Implications 

October 2004 Vincent da Cruz 

Wolfgang Fendler 

Adam Schwartzman 

AWPS 76 Salient Features of Trade Performance in Eastern and 

Southern Africa 

October 2004 Fahrettin Yagci 

Enrique Aldaz-Carroll 

 

AWPS 77 Implementing Performance-Based Aid in Africa November 2004 Alan Gelb 

Brian Ngo 

Xiao Ye 

 

AWPS 78 Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers: Do they matter for 

children and Young people made vulnerable by HIV/AIDS? 

 

December 2004 Rene Bonnel 

Miriam Temin 

Faith Tempest 

AWPS 79 Experience in Scaling up Support to Local Response in 

Multi-Country Aids Programs (map) in Africa 

 

December 2004 Jean Delion 

Pia Peeters 

Ann Klofkorn Bloome 

AWPS 80 What makes FDI work? A Panel Analysis of the Growth 

Effect of FDI in Africa 

February 2005 Kevin N. Lumbila 

AWPS 81 Earnings Differences between Men and Women in Rwanda February 2005 Kene Ezemenari 

Rui Wu 

AWPS 82 The Medium-Term Expenditure Framework: The Challenge 

of Budget Integration in SSA countries 

April 2005 Chukwuma Obidegwu 

 

AWPS 83 Rules of Origin and SADC: The Case for change in the Mid 

Term Review of the Trade Protocol 

June 2005 Paul Brenton 

Frank Flatters 

Paul Kalenga 

 

AWPS 84 Sexual Minorities, Violence and AIDS in Africa 

 

 

July 2005 Chukwuemeka Anyamele 

Ronald Lwabaayi 

Tuu-Van Nguyen, and Hans 

Binswanger 

 

AWPS 85 Poverty Reducing Potential of Smallholder Agriculture in 

Zambia: Opportunities and Constraints 

July 2005 Paul B. Siegel 

Jeffrey Alwang 

 

AWPS 86 Infrastructure, Productivity and Urban Dynamics 

in Côte d’Ivoire An empirical analysis and policy 

implications 

 

July 2005 Zeljko Bogetic 

Issa Sanogo 

 

AWPS 87 Poverty in Mozambique: Unraveling Changes and 

Determinants 

 

August 2005 Louise Fox 

Elena Bardasi, 

Katleen V. Broeck 

AWPS 88 Operational Challenges: Community Home Based Care 

(CHBC) forPLWHA in Multi-Country HIV/AIDS Programs 

(MAP) forSub-Saharan Africa 

 

August 2005 N. Mohammad 

Juliet Gikonyo 



 

 71 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

AWPS 90 Kenya: Exports Prospects and Problems September 2005 Francis Ng 

Alexander Yeats 

 

AWPS 91 Uganda: How Good a Trade Policy Benchmark for Sub-

Saharan-Africa 

September 2005 Lawrence E. Hinkle 

Albero H. Aragon 

Ranga Krishnamani 

Elke Kreuzwieser 

 

AWPS 92 Community Driven Development in South Africa, 1990-

2004  

October 2005 David Everatt Lulu Gwagwa 

AWPS 93 The Rise of Ghana’’s Pineapple Industry from Successful 

take off to Sustainable Expansion   

 

November 2005 Morgane Danielou 

Christophe Ravry 

AWPS 94 South Africa: Sources and Constraints of Long-Term 

Growth, 1970-2000  

 

December 2005 Johannes Fedderke 

AWPS 95 South Africa’’s Export Performance: Determinants of 

Export supply 

December 2005 Lawrence Edwards 

Phil Alves 

AWPS 96 Industry Concentration in South African Manufacturing: 

Trends and Consequences, 1972-96 

 

December 2005 Gábor Szalontai Johannes 

Fedderke 

AWPS 97 The Urban Transition in Sub-Saharan Africa: Implications 

for Economic Growth and Poverty Reduction 

December 2005 Christine Kessides 

AWPS 98 Measuring Intergovernmental Fiscal Performance in South 

Africa 

Issues in Municipal Grant Monitoring 

May 2006 Navin Girishankar 

David DeGroot 

T.V. Pillay 

AWPS 99 Nutrition and Its determinants in Southern Ethiopia - 

Findings from the Child Growth  

Promotion Baseline Survey 

 

July 2006 Jesper Kuhl 

Luc Christiaensen 

AWPS 100 The Impact of Morbidity and Mortality on Municipal 

Human Resources and Service Delivery 

 

September 2006 Zara Sarzin 

AWPS 101 Rice Markets in Madagascar in Disarray: 

Policy Options for Increased Efficiency and Price 

Stabilization 

 

September 2006 Bart Minten 

Paul Dorosh 

Marie-Hélène Dabat, Olivier 

Jenn-Treyer, John Magnay and 

Ziva Razafintsalama 

 

AWPS 102 Riz et Pauvrete a Madagascar Septembre 2006 Bart Minten 

AWPS 103 ECOWAS- Fiscal Revenue Implications of the Prospective 

Economic Partnership Agreement with the EU  

April 2007 Simplice G. Zouhon-Bi 

Lynge Nielsen 

 

AWPS 104(a) Development of the Cities of Mali 

Challenges and Priorities 

June 2007 Catherine Farvacque-V. Alicia 

Casalis 

Mahine Diop 

Christian Eghoff 

 

AWPS 104(b) Developpement des villes Maliennes 

Enjeux et Priorites  

June 2007 Catherine Farvacque-V. Alicia 

Casalis 

Mahine Diop 

Christian Eghoff 

 



 

 72 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

AWPS 105 Assessing Labor Market Conditions In Madagascar, 2001-

2005 

June 2007 David Stifel 

Faly H. Rakotomanana 

Elena Celada 

 

AWPS 106 An Evaluation of the Welfare Impact of Higher Energy 

Prices in Madagascar 

June 2007 Noro Andriamihaja 

Giovanni Vecchi 

 

AWPS 107 The Impact of The Real Exchange Rate on Manufacturing 

Exports in Benin 

 

November 2007 Mireille Linjouom 

AWPS 108 Building Sector concerns into Macroeconomic Financial 

Programming: Lessons from Senegal and Uganda 

 

December 2007 Antonio Estache 

Rafael Munoz 

AWPS 109 An Accelerating Sustainable, Efficient and Equitable Land 

Reform: Case Study of the Qedusizi/Besters Cluster Project 

December 2007 Hans P. Binswanger 

Roland Henderson 

Zweli Mbhele 

Kay Muir-Leresche 

 

AWPS 110 Development of the Cites of Ghana  

– Challenges, Priorities and Tools 

January 2008 Catherine Farvacque-Vitkovic 

Madhu Raghunath 

Christian Eghoff 

Charles Boakye 

 

AWPS 111 Growth, Inequality and Poverty in Madagascar, 2001-2005 

 

April 2008 Nicolas Amendola 

Giovanni Vecchi 

AWPS 112 Labor Markets, the Non-Farm Economy and Household 

Livelihood Strategies in Rural Madagascar 

 

April 2008 David Stifel 

AWPS 113 Profile of Zambia’s Smallholders: Where and Who are the 

Potential Beneficiaries of Agricultural Commercialization? 

 

June 2008 Paul B. Siegel 

AWPS 114 Promoting Sustainable Pro-Poor Growth in Rwandan 

Agriculture: What are the Policy Options? 

June 2008 Michael Morris 

Liz Drake 

Kene Ezemenary 

Xinshen Diao 

 

AWPS 115 The Rwanda Industrial and Mining Survey (RIMS), 2005 

Survey Report and Major Findings 

June 2008 Tilahun Temesgen 

Kene Ezemenari 

Louis Munyakazi 

Emmanuel Gatera 

 

AWPS 116 Taking Stock of Community Initiatives in the Fight against 

HIV/AIDS in Africa: Experience, Issues, and Challenges 

 

June 2008 Jean Delion 

Elizabeth Ninan 

AWPS 117 Travaux publics à Haute Intensité de Main d’ Oeuvre 

(HIMO) pour la Protection Sociale à Madagascar : 

Problèmes et Options de Politique 

 

August 2008 Nirina H. Andrianjaka 

Annamaria Milazzo 

 

AWPS 118  

 

Madagascar : De Jure labor Regulations and Actual 

Investment Climate Constraints 

 

August 2008 Gaelle Pierre 

AWPS 119 Tax Compliance Costs for Businesses in South Africa, 

Provincial Analysis 

August 2008 Jacqueline Coolidge 

Domagoj Ilic 

Gregory Kisunko 



 

 73 

Africa Region Working Paper Series 

Series # Title Date Author 

AWPS 120  Umbrella Restructuring of a Multicountry Program 

(Horizontal APL) Restructuring the Multicountry 

HIV>AIDS Program (MAP) in Africa 

October 2008 Nadeem Mohammad 

Norbert Mugwagwa 

AWPS 121 Comparative Analysis of Organization and Performance of 

African Cotton Sectors 

October 2008 Gérald Estur 

AWPS 122 The Cotton Sector of Zimbabwe February 2009 Colin Poulton 

Benjamine Hanyani-Mlambo 

AWPS 123 The Cotton Sector of Uganda March 2009 John Baffes 

 

AWPS 124 The Cotton Sector of Zambia March 2009 David Tschirley/ 

Stephen Kabwe 

 

AWPS 125 The Cotton Sector of Benin March 2009 Nicolas Gergely 

 

AWPS 126 The Cotton Sector of Cameroon March 2009 Nicolas Gergely 

 

AWPS 127 The Cotton Sector of Tanzania March 2009 Colin Poulton 

Wilbald Maro 

 


