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1. Background1 
UNDP with support from a number of bilateral donors have embarked on laying the ground-work for the 

establishment of the Zimbabwe Resilience-Building Fund. This is an initiative between Government of 

Zimbabwe and donors which has the overall objective: to contribute to increased capacity of communities 

to protect development gains in the face of shocks and stresses, enabling them to contribute to the 

economic growth of Zimbabwe. 

The strategy to achieve the set objective is developed around the following four main components: 

• Setting up an independent base of evidence for programme targeting and policy making 
(including M&E) 

• Capacity assessment and building of central and local government partners to improve 
application of evidence 

• Setting up of Multi Donor Fund will allow partners to come together around the Resilience 
Framework and principles to improve adaptive, absorptive and to a certain extent 
transformative capacities of the targeted communities 

• Setting up a risk financing mechanism which will provide appropriate, predictable, coordinated 
and timely response to risk and shocks from a resilience perspective. 

An agreement was established between UNDP and WFP for the vulnerability analysis, monitoring and 

evaluation (VAME) unit to provide technical support in setting up the knowledgebase to kick-off the design 

of the ZRBF. The key components of this activity were to: 

 Deepen the understanding of the occurrence and characteristics of shocks and stresses; develop 
a hazard profile of Zimbabwe that will be used to locate the potential target areas affected by 
frequent and multiple shocks and stresses, 

 Analyze the drivers of different well-being outcomes (income, nutrition, food security, health etc.) 
to identify and select potential investments areas/activities that will comprise the portfolio of the 
fund. As a background to the discussions on the Theory of Change for ZRBF. 

 Set-up an M&E framework for the Zimbabwe Resilience Building Fund 
 

The following outcomes were envisaged from the assignment: 
 

a) Evidence provided for issues such as targeting of geographic areas and people at risk as well as 
activity selection, opportunities scalability is used to promote a multidisciplinary approach within 
UNDP 
 

b) A better understanding created of the 5Ws of poverty (who is poor, Where are they, why are they 
poor, when are they poor, what are the characteristics of the poor and the opportunities for 
addressing poverty). 

                                                           
1 This report is prepared with under the leadership and guidance of Natalia Perez (UNDP) and Andrew 

Odero (WFP), who also prepared the report. Vhusomusi Sithole and Shupikayi Zimuto (UNDP) analyzed 

and mapped shocks, developed community resilience tools, Rudo Sagomba (WFP) analyzed the ZimVAC 

data and Brenda Zvinorova (WFP) analyzed the drivers of stunting. 
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c) Systematic information for design and management of the resilience building Fund is in place. 
These include mapping of shocks and risks and description of dimensions of resilience capacities, 
processed and presented in analytical reports and presentation for validation 
 

d) Design an integrated M&E framework for the Zimbabwe Resilience Building Fund, including tools 
for measuring resilience, check list for high frequency mapping and 4W mapping 
 

e) Handover and overlap with incoming M&E specialist 

The detailed description and outcome of the assignment is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Description of outputs and activities of the assignment 

EXPECTED CP 

OUTPUTS ( indicators 

including annual targets) 

 

PLANNED ACTIVITIES 

List all activities to be undertaken 

during the year towards stated  outputs 

 

STATUS OF ACTIVITIES 

Continue Strategic 

planning of resilience 

in Zimbabwe 

a) Review of UNDP strategic Plan, Draft 

ZUNDAF and Country Analysis 

Done 

b) assemble and analyze relevant data 

c) produce report of secondary data 

analysis including ZIMVAC and MICs 

data 

ZimVAC and MICs data compiled and analyzed using 

bivariate and multi-variate methods presented in the 

report. 

Finalize assembling  

data and conducting 

exploratory poverty 

analysis focusing on 

poverty trends and 

5Ws of poverty in 

Zimbabwe 

a)Assemble and Analyze  secondary 

poverty data 

b) Overlay poverty and other data on 

food and nutrition security 

c) visit selected districts for validation 

 

 

Secondary data analyzed for trends and mapped for 

the draft strategic framework for community poverty 

reduction. Data on food security and nutrition are 

assembled at the district level. 

Alkire-Foster method used to define non-income 

based deprivation. 

ZimSTAT has just finished analysis and mapping of 

general and food poverty at the ward level. This is a 

monumental task which will provide the opportunity 

for more in-depth analysis poverty with other well-

being indicators when data becomes available 

Nkayi, Lupane and Tsholotsho identified as target 

districts based on poverty trend analysis. 

 

Continue building a 

knowledge base that 

would assist in 

designing and 

managing the 

Zimbabwe Resilience 

Building Fund 

a)Assemble candidate indicators for 

measuring resilience capacities 

b) conduct innovative analysis of data 

on indicators 

c) assemble a risk profile for shocks 

and stressors 

d) identify communities and target 

groups at risk 

A menu of candidate indicators produced from 

existing literature. Further work is needed to select 

context specific indicators. This will depend on the 

Theory of Change agreed upon in October. In 

addition, the ongoing resilience research is also likely 

to provide some further insights of indicators as it has 

been designed to answer some key research 

questions identified in this activity. 

Analysis of ZimVAC and MICS have been with expert 

support from the VAM Unit. A problem analysis of key 

outcome indicators was carried through expert 

consultations, field validation and extensive literature 
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d) analyze and map shocks and 

stresses 

e) prepare 4W mapping 

f) present results at validation workshop 

in September 

 

review. The next step is to document causalities from 

the results of the innovative analytical activities as 

well as through a workshop planned for November. 

9 hazards mapped and hazard analysis presented at 

a validation workshop on 10th September. The maps 

to be revised with comments from the workshop. 

Mapping of partner activities is on-going with key 

focus of which activities 

Design an integrated 

M&E framework for the 

ZRBF 

a) Prepare and expand outline of key 

activities, indicators and actions 

b) Refine the checklist for conducting 

high frequency monitoring 

c) draft tools for measuring resilience 

Draft M&E proposed as a building blocks for further 

refinement after the ToC discussions.  

Key M&E activities: performance monitoring, annual 

performed reporting and impact evaluations are 

described. This need to be further elaborated into 

relevant tools for which PRIME documents are a 

useful starting point. 

Handover to incoming 

M&E specialist at 

UNDP 

a)Detailed written report on the process 

laid out in the previous objectives 

b) detailed written status report 

c) a week face to face hand over 

Exit debriefing done pending and handover done with 

UNDP. 
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2. Overview of resilience analysis framework 
This report gives an overview of the analysis framework for the resilience in Zimbabwe. The framework 

highlights five key areas which resilience analysis focusses on: i) context, ii) shocks and stresses, iii) 

capacities, iv) (resilience and vulnerability) response pathways and v) well-being outcomes (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Resilience conceptual framework 

 
Source: Béné, Frankenberger and Nelson (2015). 

This analytical process provides the foundation of a knowledgebase that will be used to implement 

resilience building fund that will be managed by UNDP. Therefore it focusses on deepening the 

understanding of the distribution and characteristics of shocks and stresses, identifying potential target 

areas that are affected by frequent and multiple shocks and stresses and sets the stage for the process of 

identifying and selecting potential investments areas/activities that will confer resilience and sustain 

improved well-being outcomes. It also highlights the key features of an appropriate M&E tools for tracking 

the results of these investments and as well as indicative timelines for the analytical activities. 

Resilience analysis follows the principles highlighted in the strategic resilience building framework paper 

for Zimbabwe. Table 2 shows the implications of resilience principles on the analytical approach. 
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Table 2: Implication of resilience principles on the analytical approach 

 

Principle Implication for analysis 

Resilience building is a long-term endeavour 
requiring long-term thinking. 

 Conduct comprehensive and integrated context analysis 
building based on trends. 

Multi-stakeholder risk analysis to develop the 
theory of change  

 Map underlying drivers and root causes to determine 
leverage points for domain change. 

 Strong engagement and Government leadership in the 
process of evidence building. 

 Conduct wide consultation on the causal links to well-
being decline. 

Strengthening social capital: bonding, bridging 
(horizontal relationship) and linking (vertical 
relationship) 

 Mine existing data for dynamics of social capital 

 Incorporate social capital in the gap filling assessment. 

Integrated and holistic programming approach  Multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder approach to 
analysis to identify opportunities to augment resilience 
capacities. 

 Stakeholder buy-in in problem analysis and selection of 
investment areas. 

Build national and local capacity  Engage Gov’t in analysis, knowledge generation and 
operational research. 

 Identify and strengthen the opportunities for community 
collective action and national response capacities. 

Long-term commitment with built-in mechanisms 
to respond to deteriorating conditions 

 Develop a national hazard profile and identify major 
early warning indicators to trigger actions for a crisis 
modifier 

Regional approach to enhance effectiveness and 
efficiency 

 Support a systems approach allowing for collective 
understanding of risks and how to address them 

 Knowledge aggregation from programme 
implementation. 

Real time monitoring of program activities and 
changing contextual factors 

 Strengthened monitoring for early warning indicators 
and operational research for programme enhancement. 

Multi-track approach combining humanitarian 
and development interventions 

 Develop strong early warning system with timely and 
effective triggers of risk financing and protection against 
shocks and stressors. 

 Identify and develop explicit linkages between 
development and humanitarian programming. 

Anchored in national actors realities and contexts  Ensure alignment with national priorities and planning 
frameworks (e.g. ZimASSET, ZUNDAF). 

 Contribute evidence that demonstrate actions needed to 
achieve national goals related to poverty, health, food 
and nutrition security and livelihood improvements. 

Build strategic partnerships and dynamic 
relationships that are transformative 

 Strong engagement of Government and partners in the 
generation of evidence for programme design as well as 
in monitoring and impact evaluation. 

 Conduct 4/5W mapping of stakeholder activities to 
identify areas of complementarity and partnership 
building. 
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2.1 Steps for setting up the Resilience Fund 

1. Comprehensive secondary data analysis of drivers of selected well-being outcomes, shocks and 

capacities. Build on already existing analysis to identify the geographic areas experiencing 

recurrent and multiple shocks and manifest chronic vulnerability. 

2. Gap filling done through primary qualitative and quantitative data collection to develop the 

Theory of Change. The TOC assembled from different streams of analysis will be validated in a 

workshop to build a consensus on the drivers and hypotheses through which resilience building 

actions could result in improve well-being outcomes. The TOC will help identify investment areas 

in resilience-building that will bring the greatest and sustained change in well-being outcomes. 

3. Develop a structure of fund: This will include governance mechanisms, staffing structure in terms 

of technical capacity and numbers, partner eligibility and selection criteria, accountability and 

reporting tools. 

4. Develop Request for Proposals presenting the TOC, indicators and M&E framework. 

5. Governance Structure of the fund: A steering committee consisting of donors, UN, Government 

and some experts on resilience will review and select proposals. 

6. Conduct an orientation workshop for partners on resilience measurement, clarify roles and 

responsibilities, reporting requirements and the M&E system. 

7. Launch baseline surveys in project areas where the resilience fund projects have been awarded. 

a. Identify firm to conduct the baseline 

b. Develop a peer-reviewed protocol describing tools for data collection and an analysis plan 

c. The monitoring activities consisting of baseline and recurrent monitoring, upon 

commencement of the project will play a knowledge management function as a tool for 

adaptive learning and feedback between partners and also to the fund. 

 

8. Develop an early warning system: The early warning system provides continuous data on agreed 

indicators for early warning. Consists of a mechanism for validating when thresholds are exceeded 

which triggers a crisis modifier in the event of a shock or a stressors happening during the 

implementation of the project. The crisis modifier/risk financing consists of an immediate release 

of a transfer to protect beneficiaries in the resilience building project. The eligibility criteria to be 

agreed upon2. 

3. The Context 

3.1 Economic context 
The Zimbabwe economy is based on services contributing 40.6 percent to the GDP, industry (31.8 percent) 
and agriculture (16 percent)3. While the economy is on the recovery path from economic stagnation and 
hyperinflation (between 1998 and 2008) after the introduction of multi-currency regime in 2009, the GDP 
growth rate has dwindled from 9.4 percent in 2011/12 to an estimated 3.1 percent in 2013/14 and 
projected at 3.2 percent in 2015 due liquidity challenges, low domestic savings, investment inflows and 
power supply deficits4.   

                                                           
2 Could be based on vulnerability criteria, means-testing or some other administrative criteria. 
 
3 World Bank (2013). Zimbabwe Economic Briefing. November 2013. The World Bank, Harare. 
4 2015 Budget Statement by the Minister of Finance. 
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The expected modest growth in agriculture would be dampened by the late and erratic rains5 which 
accounts for 21 percent of export earnings.  Over 70 percent of Zimbabwe’s employment, however, is 
directly or indirectly accounted for by agriculture and therefore any unfavourable movements in the 
sector has a widespread effect on well-being in Zimbabwe. 
 
The GDP per capita stands at US$487. The national poverty rate is 62.6 percent with the rural poverty at 

76.0 percent compared to 38.2 percent in the urban area.  Extreme (Food) poverty rate in the rural area 

stands at 30.4 percent compared to only 5.6 percent in the urban area6. With the industrial capacity 

utilization continuing to decline (e.g. from 39.6 percent in 2013 to 36.3 percent in 2014), the 

unemployment especially in urban areas, is likely to increase. Since only 8% of the budget is allocated to 

development (Budget Statement 2015), this curtails Government’s capacity to address poverty and 

unemployment effectively. The introduction of the multi-currency system has also restricted 

Government’s ability to use monetary policy for economic management. A persistent debt overhang, and 

resulting constraints in accessing credit from multilaterals and international capital markets are also 

restricting government and the private sector from taking meaningful action to address liquidity 

challenges7. 

3.2 Social Context 
Zimbabwe has a population of 13.1 million people, 52 percent of them female. Some 41 percent are 

children below the age of 15 years while 4 percent are elderly people above the age of 65.8 Life expectancy 

in Zimbabwe has improved from 49 years in 2008 to 58 years in 2011. The total fertility rate is 3.8 children 

per woman and average household size is 4.2. Zimbabwe’s population mainly resides in the rural areas 

(67 percent), slightly over 50 percent reside in communal areas and 18 percent reside in commercial 

farming and resettlement areas while 32 percent resides in the urban areas.9  

Zimbabwe has made notable progress in: HIV prevalence which has declined from over 27% in mid 1990s 

to 14% in 2014; maternal mortality from 960 per 100,000 live births in 2009 to 614 in 2014; child 

immunization and primary school attendance (MICS, 2014). Stunting (short for their age) of children aged 

0-59 months decreased from 33.8 percent in 2010 to 27.6 percent10 even though wasting (thin for their 

height) and underweight (thin for their age) have increased from 2 percent to 3.3 percent11, and from 10 

percent to 11.2 percent respectively. 

Zimbabwe has one of the highest literacy rates in Sub-Saharan Africa with 98 percent of the population 

considered literate. Significant progress has also been realized across genders with near parity in 

enrolment in lower secondary school by gender. However inequality appears pronounced at upper levels 

                                                           
5 IMF (2015). Zimbabwe: First Review of the staff monitored program-staff report. IMF Country Report No 15/105 
6 Poverty Income, Consumption and Expenditure Survey (PICES). 2011-12 Report. Zimbabwe National Statistics 
Agency. 
7 UNDP Draft Draft Country Programme Document for Zimbabwe (2016-2020) 
8 Census 2012 Preliminary Report, Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency 
9 Poverty Income Consumption and Expenditure Survey 2011-12 Report, Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency 
10 Stunting prevalence of 20–29 percent is “medium”, 30–39 percent is “high” and 40 percent is “very high”. World 
Health Organization, 1995; see: www.who.int/nutgrowthdb/en   
11 Wasting prevalence of 5–9 percent is “poor”, 10–14 percent is “serious” and above 15 percent is “critical”. 
World Health Organization, 1995; see: www.who.int/nutgrowthdb/en   

file:///C:/AODocs/VAM%20and%20M&E%20Strategy/www.who.int/nutgrowthdb/en
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with girls comprising only 40 percent of enrolment at upper secondary level. Secondary school completion 

rate is higher for boys than girls and quality of learning outcomes is an issue for both sexes.12 

Access to social services such as education, improved water sources, improved sanitation, and mobile 

penetration has increased. Urban dwellers (97 percent) have greater access to improved water sources 

than rural dwellers (69 percent). Only 40 percent of the population have access to improved sanitation 

facilities.13 Mobile penetration per 100 people has increased from 3 percent in 2003 to 97 percent in 

2012.14 

3.3 Political Context 
Zimbabwe is an independent state with a democratically elected President and government. Its legal 

system is based on Roman Dutch Law. A new constitution was adopted in May 2013 to replace the 

Lancaster House Constitution, which had been in place since independence. Harmonized elections are 

held every five years and the last elections were held in July 2013 ending the inclusive government formed 

in 2008. The Government formulated the Zimbabwe Agenda for Sustainable Socio-Economic 

Transformation (ZimASSET), an ambitious national socio-macroeconomic blueprint to guide government 

programmes between October 2013 and December 2018. Its over-arching principle is to achieve 

sustainable development and social equity based on indigenization, empowerment and employment 

creation. 

3.4 Overview of Livelihoods 
Zimbabwe is a land locked country and relies mainly on agriculture (Tobacco and horticulture) and 
mining (platinum, gold and gold). Agriculture is considered the back bone of Zimbabwe’s economy as it 
provides more than 70 percent of employment. However 2013-14 estimates indicate that it contributes 
about 13%15 of the national Gross Domestic Product annually. Farming remains the most important 
source of income with half the adult population dependent on income from farming activities16. 
 
The livelihood activities in Zimbabwe are inextricably linked to the agro-ecological regions, known as 

Natural Regions (NR) (Figure 2)17. There are five natural regions varying from NRI to NRV depending on a 

combination of factors including rainfall regime, soil quality and vegetation, among other factors. The 

suitability of cropping declines from NRI through to NRV in southern and northern parts of Zimbabwe. 

Natural Region 1 with high rainfalls, Natural Region IIA and IIB with moderate rainfall, with IIB subjected 

to severe dry spells during the rainy season, Natural Region III with moderate rainfall and Natural Region 

IV and V with very low and erratic rainfalls and poor soils. Zimbabwe has 24 livelihood zones which can be 

broadly categorized into 8 broad categories shown in Figure 3. 

 

                                                           
12 Zimbabwe Demographic Health Survey 2010-11, Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency 
13 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SH.H2O.SAFE.RU.ZS/countries 
14 http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/IT.CEL.SETS.P2 
15 World Bank (2014). Zimbabwe Economic Briefing June, 2014. 
16 FinScope Consumer Survey Zimbabwe 2014. Launch Presentation on 16 February 2015.  
17 WFP (2014). Zimbabwe: Results of exploratory food and nutrition security analysis. World Food Programme, 
VAME Unit, Harare, Zimbabwe. 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SH.H2O.SAFE.RU.ZS/countries
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/IT.CEL.SETS.P2
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Figure 2: Natural Regions of Zimbabwe 

 
 

Figure 3: Generalized livelihood zones 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Adapted from Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee (ZimVAC), Zimbabwe Livelihoods Zone Profiles, 2010 

http://www.fews.net/sites/default/files/documents/reports/zw_profile_en%20Dec%202010.pdf 

 

 

http://www.fews.net/sites/default/files/documents/reports/zw_profile_en%20Dec%202010.pdf
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The recent survey18 of financial inclusion indicate an increase in the number of adult remitting from 40 
percent in 2011 to 58 percent in 2014. On the other hand the number of adults not borrowing increased 
from 48 percent to 58 percent with fear of debts or worry that they will not be able to pay being the 
among the main reason for not borrowing. The participation in formal and informal savings and 
investment has declined from 63 percent in 2011 to 47 percent in 2014 as well as the unbanked population 
that has increased from 30 percent in 2011 to 70 percent in 2014 with rural areas exhibiting higher levels 
of financial exclusion than urban areas. Almost all adults expressed the need to have information on how 
to manage money (saving, budgeting, investing) which is also a reflection of realities of increased pressure 
that people are going through such as skipping meals, going without treatment, not being able to send 
kids to school or not being able to make a plan for daily needs due to lack of money. 
 

3.5 Geographic patterns of shocks, food and nutrition security 
The integrated context analysis (ICA) conducted by multiple stakeholders under the aegis of WFP, provides 

the first systematic effort to identify identified broad geographic patterns of food and nutrition security 

overlaid with shocks and stresses. This provides some notional programmatic activities and priority areas 

for longer-term programming reduce risk and build resilience to natural shocks and other stressors19. 

3.5.1 Shocks 
The Department of Civil Protection (DCP) identifies 12 hazards in Zimbabwe. These are: drought, 

floods/flush depressions and cyclones, thunderstorm and lightning, cereal price changes, mid-season dry 

spell, human diseases, Epizootic diseases, earthquakes, environmental degradation, chemical 

spills/explosion of toxic wastes/mine collapses, crop pests (army worm and Quelea birds) and 

transportation. 

In terms of natural shocks 

Matabeleland North, south-

eastern Masvingo, northern 

Mashonaland and southern 

Manicaland Provinces appear to 

be those most affected by floods 

while the southern part of the 

country (Matabeleland South, 

Masvingo, parts of Manicaland 

and Midlands provinces) appear 

most affected by drought. 

Therefore Matabeleland North, 

Matabebeland South and 

Masvingo appear to be the 

provinces most affected by 

natural shocks, though pockets 

                                                           
18 FinScope Consumer Survey Zimbabwe 2014. Launch Presentation on 16 February 2015. 
19 WFP (2015). Zimbabwe Integrated Context Analysis. World Food Programme. 
http://vam.wfp.org/CountryPage_assessments.aspx?iso3=ZWE 
 

Figure 4: Combined risk of drought and flood 

 
Source: ICA (2015). 

http://vam.wfp.org/CountryPage_assessments.aspx?iso3=ZWE
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with high natural shock risk are dispersed around the country (Figure 4). Large portions of Mashonaland 

West, Masvingo and Matabeleland North provinces were classified by the ICA as having high land 

degradation, as was Shamva district (in Mashonaland Central) while Mashonaland East province appears 

least affected. 

3.5.2 Food insecurity and stunting 
The prevalence of stunting among children aged 0-59 months has declined in the last ten years, but, at 

27.6% in 2014, is still high; 24 districts have stunting rates above 35%.20 Chronic malnutrition affects 

slightly more than 30% of children between 6 and 59 months of age, which has remained relatively 

constant over the last decade.21  

 

 

Stunting is more 

prevalent among boys 

(31.1%) than girls 

(24.1%) and higher in 

rural areas (30%) 

compared to urban areas 

(20%).22 With a Maternal 

Mortality Rate (MMR) of 

614 per 100,000 live 

births, Zimbabwe will not 

meet MDG5 by 2015.23 

Child mortality rates are 

also off-target; the infant 

mortality rate is 55 per 

1,000 live births (with a 

2015 target of 22 per 

1,000 live births), and the 

under-five mortality rate 

is 75 per 1,000 live births 

(with a 2015 target of 34 per 1,000 live births). Although rates of stunting in children under the age of five 

are moderate in Zimbabwe compared to other sub-Saharan countries, one in three children under the age 

of five is chronically malnourished, with higher prevalence of stunting among the poor than among 

wealthier quintiles. 

                                                           
20 Ministry of Health and Child Welfare and Food and Nutrition Council. 2010. Zimbabwe National Nutrition Survey – 2010. 
Available at: http://www.zadhr.org/national-documents/103-zimbabwe-national-nutrition-survey-2010.html. 
21 WFP. 2014. Zimbabwe: Results of exploratory food and nutrition security analysis. Harare: WFP. 
22 Government of Zimbabwe and UNCT Zimbabwe. 2014. Zimbabwe Country Analysis: Working Document. Dated 4 November 
2014. 
23 Government of Zimbabwe and UNCT Zimbabwe. 2014. Zimbabwe Country Analysis: Working Document. Dated 4 November 
2014. 

Figure 5: Recurrence of food insecurity and stunting 

 
Source: Integrated Context Analysis  
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Between 1.1 and 2.2 million Zimbabweans have been food insecure between January and March in the 

last five years,24 and according to a 2014 report, eight out of ten provinces were projected to experience 

crisis level food insecurity, in part due to low household income levels and high staple cereal prices, 

especially in the southern provinces.25 The recurrence of food insecurity was highest in Binga 

(Matabeleland North) and Kariba (Mashonaland West) while most of the districts along the southern 

borders of the country experience medium levels of recurrence. Central areas generally have low 

recurrence of food insecurity (Figure 5).  

Temporally, the food insecurity levels are linked to economic growth which determines food access as 

well as cyclic weather pattern every 3-4 years associated with rainfall failure aggravated by structural 

factors such as low yields. This highlights the need to make investments that enhance the capacities to 

respond to shocks and stresses.  

The analysis show that districts with critical levels of stunting are found in the areas with a low recurrence 

of food insecurity. Given the differences in the lower percentage of populations experiencing food 

insecurity compared to the higher percentages of stunting, reasons for stunting may not necessarily be 

related to quantity of food, but rather the diversity of diets, health and other related contextual factors. 

Poverty 

As of 2011, about 62.6% of Zimbabweans were living in poverty with 16.2% living in extreme poverty.26 

Rural areas have higher poverty rates than urban areas (76% compared to 38.2%, respectively),27 and rural 

poverty is most prevalent in communal areas (79.4%) and resettlement areas (76.4%),28 where over half 

the country’s population lives.29 This trends is particularly worrying as more than half (67%) of the 

population resides in rural areas and are largely dependent on farming30. Areas with high poverty rates 

tend to also be areas in which household access to water and sanitation is limited.31   

There are some 18 districts with poverty rates of over 80 percent. Of these Nkayi, Gweru and Hurungwe 

have the highest rates over 90 percent and have been on an increasing trend since 2003 (Figure 6).  

There are some interesting patterns to note: Some of the districts with the highest poverty rates are the 

highest maize surplus producing areas (such as Makonde and Hurungwe) but on the other hand have the 

high stunting levels while districts in the southern parts have high levels of food insecurity. Similar 

surprising trends are observed in the maize surplus producing areas of Malawi32. 

 

 

                                                           
24 ICA – Integrated Context Analysis – Zimbabwe 2014. 
25 OCHA. 2014. Southern Africa: weekly report (19 to 25 August 2014). Available at:  
http://reliefweb.int/map/zimbabwe/southern-africa-weekly-report-19-25-august-2014.  
26 Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency. 2013. Poverty Income Consumption an expenditure Survey (PICES) 2011/2012 report. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Government of Zimbabwe and UNCT Zimbabwe. 2014. Zimbabwe Country Analysis: Working Document. Dated 4 November 
2014 
29 Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency. N.d. Census 2012. National Report. 
30 ZIMSTAT, 2012: Census 2012 National Report 
31 Zimbabwe Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 2014 
32 Benson, T. et al. (2005). An investigation of the spatial determinants of the local prevalence of poverty in rural Malawi. Food 
Policy 30: 532-550. 

http://reliefweb.int/map/zimbabwe/southern-africa-weekly-report-19-25-august-2014
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Poverty in Zimbabwe is a complex 

interplay of structural and transient 

poverty. The structural elements are 

linked to economic, social, political and 

cultural dynamics that contributed to 

unequal access to economic and natural 

resources, employment and education 

opportunities. 

The transient component is fuelled by 

among others climate variability and 

change causing increased frequencies of 

droughts and floods, negative impact of a 

declining economy; limited employment 

and job opportunities, under-

employment, impacts of HIV and AIDS, 

unreliability of agriculture especially in 

communal areas and resettlement areas, 

unsatisfactory quality of education particularly in rural areas33. 

More analytical work will be continued to map the inter-linkages between different well-being outcomes 

and map causal pathways to the desired well-being outcomes. 

4. Hazard Analysis 

4.1 Introduction 
Hazards (shocks and stressors) is central in resilience analysis as it pre-defines the risks that communities 

and households have to contend with while endeavoring to maintain and improve their well-being. 

Therefore, a detailed hazard profile mapping out the shocks and stressors by type, time of occurrence, 

frequency, intensity and magnitude. These factors put together determine the overall risk to shocks in 

terms of exposure and impact. 

Different shocks affect different communities differently and the priority in this analysis was to identify 

risks up to the possible lowest level (ward-level) to understand the geographic distribution of different 

shocks. 

The Department of Civil Protection (DCP) identified 12 hazards in Zimbabwe. These are: drought, 

floods/flush depressions and cyclones, thunderstorm and lightning, cereal price changes, mid-season dry 

spell, human diseases, Epizootic diseases, earthquakes, environmental degradation, chemical 

spills/explosion of toxic wastes/mine collapses, crop pests (army worm and Quelea birds) and 

transportation. 

                                                           
33 Government of Zimbabwe and UNCT Zimbabwe. 2014. Zimbabwe Country Analysis: Working Document. Dated 4 November 
2014 

Figure 6: Prevalence of Poverty 

 



14 | P a g e  

 

4.2 Hazard Profile 
This analytical work focused on mapping 9 out 12 shocks 34 described in Table 3. The hazard profile built 

on the initial profiling done by the Department of Civil Protection (DCP) and other partners using 

information from secondary sources (Table 3). ArcGIS was used to integrate hazards information with the 

population and disaggregate it the ward level. 

Table 3: Description of hazards and parameters used for the hazard analysis 

Hazard Parameters used Source Duration 

Drought 
Standardized Precipitation Index 
(SPI) & Water Requirement 
Satisfaction Index (WRSI) 

The Meteorological Services 
Department, WFP 

1971-2014 

Mid-season dry spell Number of dry days within a season AGRITEX 2010-2015 

Flooding Flood prone wards 
Zimbabwe National Water 
Authority 
(ZINWA) 

10 year return 
period 

Landmines Wards affected by landmines 
Ministry of Defence (pending), 
Halo Trust, NPA 

Current state 

HIV & AIDS HIV prevalence as % 
National AIDS Council (NAC), 
UNAIDS 

2013 estimates 

Cereal and 

Livestock prices 

inter-seasonal prices changes (June 
and October prices) 
Prices per kg and beast respectively 

AGRITEX- National Early 

Warning Unit (NEWU) 
2010-2014 

Crop pests and 
diseases 

Areas affected by Armyworm, Large 
grain borer and Quelea birds 

AGRITEX 2010-2015 

Animal diseases 
Reported cases of Newcastle, 
Heartwater, Foot and Mouth and 
Anthrax 

Department of Livestock and 
Veterinary Services 

2014-2015 

Diarrhoeal diseases 
Reported cases of cholera, 
dysentery, typhoid and common 
diarrheal 

Ministry of Health and Child 
Care 

2008-2015 

 

These were integrated to identify areas experiencing frequent and multiple hazards using a hazard index 

(H) which was derived from ranked frequency and severity scores as below (Figure 7): 

H = Ʃ(Si*wi). 

Where Si=Normalized ranked frequency score and wi= weighted severity score by livelihood).  

                                                           
34 These include: drought, mid-season dry/wet spells, floods/cyclones, cereal price spikes, HIV/AIDS, epizootic 
diseases, crop pests (army worm, Quelea and Larger Grain Borer (LGB), land mines and diarrhoea. 
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The shocks and stressors were ranked from 1-9 with 9 being assigned to the shock/stressor with the 

largest effect in the generalized livelihood zone35. 

 

Where 𝑤𝑖 represent the weight of the ith shock 

 𝑅𝑖 is the rank for the ith shock and  

∑ 𝑅𝑖
𝑛
𝑖  is the sum of all ranks. 

 

Table 4 shows the 10 districts with the lowest and highest mean scores. The districts with the highest 

scores indicate the districts experiencing frequent and multiple shocks. 

Figure 7: Mean Hazard Index 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
35 To reduce computational effort the livelihood zones were generalized into the following 9 general zones: Urban, 
Cereal and cash crop farming, Agro-fisheries, Communal farming, Cattle and cereal farming, Commercial farming, 
Sugarcane and fruit farming, Informal mining. 

 

𝑤𝑖 =
𝑅𝑖

∑ 𝑅𝑖
𝑛
𝑖
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Table 4: 10 districts with highest and lowest mean hazard indices 

 

10 HIGHEST DISTRICTS 10 LOWEST DISTRICTS 

DISTRICT Mean Hazard Index DISTRICT Mean Hazard Index 

Beitbridge 0.6697 Hwange 0.0837 

Bubi 0.6167 Hurungwe 0.1593 

Insiza 0.5963 Bikita 0.2493 

Chipinge 0.5741 
Uzumba Maramba 

Pfungwe 
0.2509 

Gwanda 0.5673 Mhondoro-Ngezi 0.2527 

Chimanimani 0.5605 Mutoko 0.2625 

Chiredzi 0.5574 Victoria Falls 0.2632 

Matobo 0.5531 Ruwa 0.2969 

Mberengwa 0.5290 Shurugwi 0.3026 

Umguza 0.5030 Zvimba 0.3233 

 

4.0 Analysis of drivers of food and nutrition insecurity. 
The analysis of the drivers of well-being was conducted to being to have a solid understanding of 

different causalities of well-being. A problem tree was constructed through extensive review of existing 

literature and complemented by qualitative field assessment. 

To understand causalities and linkages, a combination of descriptive statistics and multi-variate analysis 

of ZimVAC data from different years representing good, bad and average years was done. Factor analysis 

(both principal components and polychoric analysis were used) to explore the dataset and identify key 

variables for further multi-variate analysis. 

These linkages are the basis of entry points for resilience programming that will be used to propose 

investment areas of the fund.  

An analysis36 of 26 district level candidate variables food and nutrition security assembled from national 

surveys and assessment identify the following drivers: variability of rainfall and its consequent effects on 

cereal production and pasture for livestock; 2) poverty (both food and general), market access and dietary 

diversity and 3) Morbidity factors associated with fevers, coughs and diarrhea which represent WASH, 

access to health services as well as child care. 

Further factor analysis of ZimVAC for 3 different seasons representing a good season 2013/14, bad season 
2014/15 and typical year 2011/12 provided indicators that account for overall household variability of 
well-being37. The results of the analysis summarized in Table 5 shows that livestock ownership and 
demographic indicators are the most consistent in explaining the variability in the data in a good, typical 
and bad years. This reinforces the contribution of livestock in the household as a source of liquidity, 
draught power and food. 
 

                                                           
36 WFP (2014). Zimbabwe: Results of exploratory food and nutrition security analysis. Harare, Zimbabwe. 
37 WFP (2014). An exploratory analysis of drivers of food insecurity in rural Zimbabwe using 3 year rural ZimVAC data. 
Vulnerability Analysis Monitoring and Evaluation, Harare Zimbabwe. 
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Marital status and sex of head of 

the household of the head of 

household suggests the possibility 

of some social dynamics around 

the institution of marriage and 

gender of head of household 

which affect well-being.  

livestock ownership, demographic 

parameters such as  indicators 

which were dropped/retained in 

the final rotated solution and the 

factor that they belong which 

shows the indicators ‘hangout’ 

together (communality). 

In a bad year the level of 
education and age of the head of 
household become important 
source of variability and so are 
coping strategies and the food 
consumption score and nutrition 
status. These suggest the need to 
retain the ability to respond 
quickly in the event of a shock, 
which is an important element in 
the resilience programming to 

protect assets and livelihoods of affected households. 
 
Households in general are comparable in a good or typical year households are general comparable in 
terms of coping and food consumption score but this changes in the lean season. So it is necessary to 
investigate the changes in households that bring about large differences in the food security status at the 
lean season. One possibility is that because of high cash-poverty majority of rural households sell their 
produce during the post-harvest season when the prevailing conditions command low prices only to 
purchase from the market at high prices during the lean season which also forces them to drawdown on 
their assets to meet their needs during this time. 
 
Also how the harvest is handled in a is important in all types of years and more increasingly in a bad year 
when food stocks are low and the high-rate of post-harvest losses is likely to undermine the stocks further. 
 
A number of questions can be distilled from this initial analysis which will be explored through further 
analysis of candidate indicators presented in Appendix 1, subject to data availability. 
 

Table 5: Summary of Polychoric analysis of ZimVAC data in a good, 

typical and bad year 

Indicator 

Rating of production season 

Good 
2013/14 

Typical           
2011/12 

Bad 
2012/13 

Livestock ownership       

Cattle  F1 F1 F2 

Sheep/goats  F1 F1 F2 

Poultry  F1 F1 F2 

Draught power  F1 F5 F2 

Demographics       

Marital Status F2 F3 F4 

Sex of HH F2 F3 F4 

HH size dropped F4 F5 

Dependency ratio dropped F4 F5 

Education level of HH dropped not collected F4 

Age of HH dropped F4 F5 

Services/Infrastructure       

Functionality of irrigation services F3 dropped 
not 
collected 

Access to irrigated land F3 dropped 
not 
collected 

Post-harvest storage and treatment F5 F2 F1 

Water availability dropped not collected F3 

Household labour       

Adequate labour  F6 not collected 
not 
collected 

Chronic Illness F4 F4 dropped 

Cereal stocks       

Opening stocks dropped F5 dropped 

Food Expenditure dropped F2 dropped 

Cereal production F4 F2 F4 

Coping strategies/outcomes       

Coping strategies index dropped dropped F1 

Food Consumption Score dropped dropped F1 

Nutrition Status dropped dropped F6 
    



18 | P a g e  

 

4.1 Possible research questions emanating from this summary 

analysis of ZimVAC data 

 Is there a difference in the asset ownership/living conditions, food storage and treatment patterns 

between male and female-headed households, marital status and age of head households? 

 Is there a difference in the participation in formal and informal community groups by male and 

female headed households, marital status, age of head of households? 

 Is there a difference in the livelihood diversity, income, expenditure, potential labour availability 

by male and female headed households, marital status, age of head of households, education 

status? 

 Is there a difference in access to micro-finance by male and female headed households, marital 

status, age of head of households, education status? 

 How does family size, aggregate level of education, dependency ratio correlate with income 

potential of the HH? 

 Ownership of livestock is a key determinant of well-being (as source of liquidity for inputs and 

other essential needs, source of draught power and source of food). 

 Occurrence of chronic illness is associated with cereal production (due to reduced labour 

potential, drawdown on household assets and savings, which affect allocative decisions for other 

equally important household expenditure line items. 

 Is there a difference in the carryover stocks, family size and post-harvest handling conditions by 

male and female-headed households, marital status age of head households? 

 How does household education play a role in determining well-being outcomes in a bad year (high 

income potential, diversified livelihoods, high social capital, bigger aspiration windows and 

confidence to adapt? 

 What percent of own production accounts for total household cereal production? 

 What is the seasonal utilization pattern of own production (how much is sold at harvest time, later 

in the season, and how much is purchased in the lean?).

 

5.0 Evidence of drivers of food security from detailed household 

analysis of ZimVAC data (2013/14 and 2014/15) 
 

A combination of bi-variate and multi-variate analysis38 were used to explore the relationships of key 

drivers of food and nutrition security using the ZimVAC data. The drivers of nutrition were observed from 

the 2014 MICS dataset. The results of the multivariate analysis are presented in Table 6. 

 

 

 

                                                           
38 Details of analysis are presented in WFP (2015). Detailed Analysis of Drivers of Food Security using ZIMVAC data. 
Vulnerability Analysis, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit. WFP, Harare. 
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Table 6: Results of the regression analysis of food security and household-level variables 

Variables Effect on food security 
status 

Statistical Significance 

2014/15 (Good year) 2015/16 (Bad year) 

HH head with O’ level 
education 

+ ** ns 

HH head with Tertiary 
Education 

+ * ns 

Improved toilet - * ns 

Occurrence of 
diarrhoea 

+ (??) ** ns 

Access to protected 
water (y/n) 

+ * Not collected 

Adequacy of HH labour 
(y/n) 

- ns ns 

Sell produce (y/n) - ** ** 

Total Income + ** ** 

Household dietary 
diversity score 

+ ** ** 

Ownership of cattle + ** ns 

Ownership of draught 
oxen 

+ ns * 

Ownership of poultry + ** ** 

Ownership of sheep 
and goats 

+ ns ** 

Ability to borrow +  ** 

Access to credit +  ** 

    
** Statistically significant at 99% confidence; *statistically significant at 95 percent confidence. NS=not significant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



20 | P a g e  

 

5.1 Demographics 
There were no clear-cut differences in 

food security outcomes attributed to 

demographic characteristics of 

household such as marital status, gender 

and age of household head, HH size and 

dependency ratio. However, there are 

some gender-based differences in access 

to information, asset ownership and 

extent of market participation. 

In terms of education, households with 
lowest food security status also had the 
highest proportion of household heads 
with no education at 44 percent in 2014 
and 32 percent in 2015. While education 
is necessary it is not sufficient condition 
to ensure improved well-being which is 
evident from the fact that at least 20% of 
severely food insecure have secondary 
level of education (Figure 8).  
 

Table 5 shows a strong association between food security and secondary education with the association 
diminishing at the tertiary level. Studies39 have shown that the association between food insecurity and 
primary education is very high, while it decreases progressively with basic, secondary, and tertiary 
education. Education has been found to improve rural people’s capacity to diversify assets and activities, 
increase productivity and income, access to information on health and sanitation, strengthen social 
cohesion and participation. 

5.2 Chronic illness 
The presence of a household member with 

chronic illness also had a bearing on the 

food security status of that household at 13 

percent in the most food insecure category 

in 2014 and 11 percent in 2015 and 

opposed to 5 percent in the food secure 

category (Figure 9). Presence of chronically 

ill household member increases the 

household outlay for health expenses 

which diminishes the ability of households 

to invest in long-term improvements in the 

household. Diarrhoea can be an indication 

                                                           
39 Burchi, F. and De Muro, P. (2007). Education for rural people: neglected key to food security. Working Paper No. 
78, 2007. Dipartimento di Economia, Università, Roma, Italy. 
http://host.uniroma3.it/dipartimenti/economia/pdf/wp78.pdf 
 

Figure 8: Household head education 

Source: ZIMVAC 2013/14 and 2014/15 
 

Figure 9: Households with a chronically ill member 
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of poor utilization of food which encompasses handling, processing of water, water and fuel used to 

prepare food. It can also be an indication of serious underlying conditions like HIV/AIDS. 

5.3 WASH 
Households with poor food security status reported the consistent use of unprotected water sources (53 

percent) as well as unimproved toilet facilities (65 percent) both conditions which pre-dispose households 

to diarrhea which was observed to be highest in these households at 29% compared to 8.6 percent in food 

secure households (Figures 10 and 11). These indicators affect human capital in terms of labour 

productivity and overall physical well-being needed to sustain productive activity and resourcefulness. In 

addition, where the water sources are distant, households spend a disproportionate amount of time in 

search of water at the expense of other productive activities in the households. 

Figure 10: Types of water sources used by 

households 

Figure 11: Types of toilet facilities used by 

households 

 

 
Source: ZimVAC 2014/15 
 

 

5.4 Livestock Ownership 
Livestock ownership is a consistent positive source of household well-being even though generally the 

level of ownership is low. Overall about 38% own cattle, draught cattle (26%), sheep/ goats (40%) and 

poultry (53%) according to ZimVAC 2014/15. Livestock ownership increases the likelihood of a household 

to be food secure. Ownership of poultry is significant both in good and bad years, sheep/goats in a bad 

year. Research40 elsewhere indicate that transfer of productive assets such as livestock combined with 

other consumption support, training in life skills and savings, health education can lead to significant and 

lasting improvement in consumption and incomes and aspiration windows for the ultra-poor and 

therefore programmes around livestock and other productive assets is a promising path towards building 

resilience. 

 

                                                           
40 A. Banerjee et al. (2015). A multi-faceted programme causes lasting progress for the very poor: Evidence from 
Six Countries. Science 348, 1260799 (2015). DOI: 10.1126/science.1260799. 
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5.5 Group Membership and access to credit 
Generally participation in community groups and microfinance associations is low as only 15% of 

households participated in a group or association and therefore the effect of membership on food security 

could not be observed. Participation in groups is one possible mechanism/vehicle to harness and promote 

collective action and need to be strengthened. Further analysis is needed to determine participation and 

perceptions of the pros and cons of working in a group and their past experiences of being a group even 

if they are not participating in a group at the present moment. 

 

Only 17% of households belonging to a group had access to a loan which was associated with increased 

livestock ownership. Additional work is needed to measure people’s interest to take loans and abilities to 

repay and accountability can be enforced to ensure compliance. 

 

5.6 Stocks 
Even though statistical analysis show that stocks are generally comparable at the start of season, in 

general the group with the lowest food security status tend to have the lowest household stocks. 61 

percent of 61 percent of the severely food insecure households had the lowest stocks in 2014 and 47  

percent in 2015, which was a 

poor agricultural season (Figure 

12). This stresses the importance 

of having good storage structures 

to keep the household stocks in a 

good condition for use in times of 

poor performance. It is worthy to 

note that good amounts of stocks 

were carried over from 2014 

season into 2015 which was 

observed as a good buffer 

against the immediate effect of a 

poor harvest such as in 2015.  

 

 

5.7 Access to irrigation 
 

While households are facing recurrent effects of erratic rainfall, only 5 percent of households have access 

to irrigation while nationally 22 percent of all assessed wards have irrigation schemes. This brings to focus 

the unutilized potential especially as the number of non-functional irrigation seems to be increasing from 

21 percent in 2012/13 to 43 percent in 2013/14. A deliberate effort need to expand and utilize the existing 

irrigation potential through micro-irrigation to produce high value crops that can supplement earnings of 

households. These high-value enterprises can be linked to the development of SMEs with an agro-

processing focus to boost employment opportunities. The irrigation by their very nature can also be used 

as a tool for building collective action which is essential for building resilience. 

 

Figure 12: Stocks quantities and food security status 
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5.8 Income sources and expenditures 
 

5.8.1 Income sources 
 

Casual labour paid in-kind is a predominant source of employment for at least 35 percent of the 

households regardless of food security status. This pattern could also be symptomatic of the systemic 

unemployment linked to the prevailing macro-economic situation in the country. Both food secure and 

food insecure households have a comparable diversity number of income sources. However, while 

households with low food security status tend to rely on agricultural casual labour compared to the food 

secure group where formal salary/wages and sale of livestock, remittances and vegetable production are 

also income sources (Figure 13). The sale of crop from the household was negatively associated with food 

security as rural households tended to sell their produce during the post-harvest season when the 

prevailing conditions command low prices only to purchase from the market at high prices during the lean 

season which also forces them to drawdown on their assets to meet their needs during this time. This 

strengthens the need to diversify income sources. 

 

The results also showed a weak negative association between cash crop production and income and data 

shows that 59 percent of household involved in high cash crop producers had low income. Although there 

could be a bias, the results point to the need to strengthen value-chains to enhance profitability of cash 

crop produce. 

 

Figure 13: Income Source 

 
Source: ZimVAC 
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5.8.2 Expenditures 
 

Analysis of expenditure patterns shows that severely food insecure households spend 70-84 percent of 

their income on food compared to 19-36% for food secure households. This undermines the expenditure 

on basic non-food expenditures, education and agricultural inputs which account for about 16 percent in 

bad year (2014) and could increase to 25 percent in good year (2015). Food insecure households also 

spend the least on agricultural inputs at 2-4 percent compared to 15-24 percent for the food secure 

households (Figure 14).  

 

The low expenditure on productive activities presents a strong case of activities focused on augmenting 

income, savings and investments. 

Figure 14: Expenditure Shares 

 
Source: ZimVAC 

 

5.8.3 Food Sources 
 

Market purchases and own food production were major food sources for at least 40% of the households 
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stronger investments in markets is needed to ensure that they function efficiently even in the face of 

shocks and stresses so that households can obtain their food sources at affordable prices. 

 

In general the majority of the lowest cereal producers (65 percent) also tended to be food insecure which 

indicates a strong dependence on agriculture to meet food needs and this strengthens the need for 

diversification of food and income sources (Figure 16). 

 

Figure 15: Food Sources 

 
Source: ZimVAC 
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5.9 Coping 

Strategies 
In general households with low food 

security status had the highest 

number (85 percent) of households 

engaging in negative coping 

strategies. However, in 2015, the 

coping levels are much less distinct 

between the different categories 

(Figure 17). These are activities that 

undermine future ability of 

households to meet their needs. 

 

 

 

 

5.10 Food Consumption 
 

Dietary diversity was a strong determinant of food security in both good years and bad year which 

depends on the food consumption. Dietary diversity determines the intake of micro-nutrients such as iron 

(Fe), vitamin A, and Zinc which are critical for sound physical and mental development of the human body 

The exploratory analysis of drivers of food and nutrition security shows that there is relationship between 

poverty, low dietary diversity, poor infant and young child feeding practices as well as physical market 

access.41 Good dietary diversity was also positively associated with presence of food stocks in the 

household. The presence of food stocks in the households takes away the urgency to prioritize “belly-

filling” over adequate and nutritious food which happens when a household is faced with declining food 

supplies and/or incomes. This finding calls for multiple interventions, expand the diversity of food sources, 

ensuring the basic staples (cereals, tubers, butternut etc.) are available in sufficient quantities through 

increased productivity and also enhanced post-harvest handling to increase basic household food 

availability. 

 

5.11 Summary of Analysis of ZimVAC data 
 

 There is a strong link between WASH and food security indicators as low food security status is 

consistently associated with the use of unprotected water sources as well as unimproved toilet 

facilities water. Equally these households also reported the highest occurrence of diarrhea 

 

 Households who reported having chronically ill member also tended to exhibit high levels of food 

insecurity even though this was statistically significant. 

                                                           
41 WFP (2014). Zimbabwe: Results of exploratory food and nutrition security analysis. WFP, VAME Unit Harare, 
Zimbabwe. 

Figure 17: Households engaging in coping strategies index 

Source: ZimVAC 
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 While there was no clear-cut differences in the well-being indicators attributed to marital status 

and sex of head of households, there were some gender differences in access to information and 

market participation. 

 

 In general membership to community groups is low as well as access to micro-finance. This gap 

be bridged to increase social capital as well as collective actions that could increase community 

resilience. 

 

 The low expenditure on productive activities presents a strong case of activities focused on 

augmenting income, savings and investments. 

 

 Access to irrigation is generally very low and this is an important area to strengthen and develop 

further to mitigate against frequent dry-spells and erratic rainfall patterns. Expanded irrigation 

utilization could be focused on high value crops to boost incomes and employment. 

 

 Livestock ownership is generally very low but it is a consistent factor in explaining the differences 

in overall household well-being. However, the mechanism through which this happens is not 

clear. 

 

 Education is an important driver of food security especially secondary level education which has 

a strong association with food security unlike in most other developing countries where strong 

links with food security as expressed at the basic education level. This presents the need to take 

advantage of the high literacy rates to ensure that requisite information needed to support 

productive activities are in place and used. Training of diverse agricultural and non-agricultural 

skills, including WASH and post-harvest management. 

 

 Own production and market are an important source of food and income. Therefore, there is a 

need to focus on means of improving productivity and market functioning as they are mutually 

self-reinforcing as well as diversification of food and income sources. 

 

 The production of one season affects the decisions and strategies of the next season in terms of 

coping strategies. Therefore it is essential to minimize storage-related losses to prolong food 

availability in the households. 

 

 Casual agricultural labour is a predominant source of employment regardless of food security 

status. Therefore there is a need to diversify rural economy and explore non-agricultural (off-

farm) livelihood enterprises. 

 

 Food insecure spend high proportion of their income on food and little is spared for investment 

in productive activities. This makes a strong case to augment incomes, savings and asset build-up. 

 

 Food diversity is a strong determinant of food security and is linked to basic household food 

availability. This finding calls for multiple interventions: expand the diversity of food sources (both 

plant and animal), ensuring the basic staples (cereals, tubers, butternut etc.) are available in 
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sufficient quantities through increased productivity and also enhanced post-harvest handling to 

increase basic household food availability. 

 

6.0 Drivers of Stunting 
The Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey of 2014 was used to understand the drivers of stunting in Zimbabwe 

using binary logistic regression42.  The following variables were associated with stunting: Breastfeeding 

(child ever breastfed and children who were still breastfed), age, assets, sanitation, sex, ownership of a 

bank account, province, and diarrhoea and type of floor were the predictors of stunting. Table 7 shows a 

summary of the direction of causality and significance of the different variables included in the model. 

 

Table 7: Results of the regression analysis of drivers of stunting 

Variables Effect on stunting (+ve increase 
probability of stunting and –ve 
decrease probability of stunting 

Significance (**significant) 
(ns-not significant) 

Ever breastfed + ** 

Still breastfed - ** 

Diarrhea + ** 

Fever - ns 

Cough + ns 

Mother with primary education + ns 

Mother with secondary 
education 

+ ns 

Mother with higher education + ns 

Traditional dwelling + ns 

Type of dwelling + ns 

Use of electricity as cooking fuel + ns 

Use of gas as cooking fuel  + ns 

Use of coal as cooking fuel + ns 

Use of wood as cooking fuel + ns 

Other cooking fuel + ns 

Bulawayo Province - ns 

Manicaland Province + ** 

Mash Central Province + ** 

Mashonaland East Province - ns 

Mashonaland West Province - ns 

Matabeleland North Province - ns 

Matabeleland South Province ** ** 

Midlands Province - ns 

Masvingo Province - ns 

High Asset Count - ** 

                                                           
42 See analytical details in WFP (2015). Understanding the drivers of stunting through multi-variate analysis of 

MICS 2014 data. Vulnerability Analysis Monitoring and Evaluation, Harare, Zimbabwe. 
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Low Asset Count + ** 

Improved water facilities - ns 

Improved sanitary facilities - ** 

Good meal frequency - ns 

Good stool disposal + ns 

Sex-female - ** 

Sex-boys + ** 

Children under 6 - ** 

Land ownership - - 

hectare + - 

Livestock ownership - - 

Bank account ownership - ** 

 

6.1 Demographics 
Age is a strong predictor of stunting with 

the 0-5 month and 24-59 month age group 

being mostly affected by stunting (Figure 

18).  Age in itself does not cause stunting 

but what causes it are some of the events 

that occur at different life stages.  At the 

ages of 0-5 month, some children may be 

introduced early to complementary feeds, 

thereby predisposing them to diseases and 

therefore growth retardation during this 

period.  The 24-59 month period is a time 

when most children are weaned off from 

their mother’s milk.  The weaning process 

is often not accompanied by the increased 

nutrient rich and sufficient diet thereby 

increasing the likelihood of a child being 

stunted. 

 

Figure 18: Proportion of children who are stunted by age 
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Sex of the child is also a predictor of 

stunting.  Males are more likely to be 

stunted than girls (Figure 19).  This could 

be due to the effects of early introduction 

to complementary feeding due to beliefs 

that boys require more food and energy 

than boys. A child who is introduced to 

other food earlier than 6 months is 

predisposed to diarrhoeal and other 

intestinal problems than a child who is 

exclusively breastfed.  Furthermore, 

hygiene is also a factor during the 

preparation and handling of food, and if it 

is compromised, the child is likely to 

suffer from diseases. 

 

6.2 Breastfeeding 
 

A child who has ever been breastfed, and 

a child who is still being breastfed are likely 

to be less stunted than children who have 

never been breastfed or those who have 

stopped being breastfed (Figure 20).  

Breastfeeding is a protective factor against 

stunting as breast milk contains anti-

bodies and nutrients which boost the 

immune system of a child and thus 

protects against various diseases.  The 

data therefore shows that breastfeeding is 

an underlying factor. 

 

 

6.3 Sanitation facilities 
 

Sanitary facilities are also a strong predictor of stunting.  Children who come from households with 

improved sanitary facilities are less stunted than children whose households have unimproved sanitary 

facilities.  Unimproved sanitary conditions are associated with prolonged illnesses such as diarrhoeal 

leading to poor utilisation of food.  However, stunting is a function of frequent diseases which occur over 

a long period of time leading to stunting. 

Figure 19: Proportion of children who are stunted by 

gender 

Figure 20: Breastfeeding status and stunting 
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6.4 Asset count 
 

Children who come from households which 

have no or a low asset count are more likely to 

be stunted than children who come from a 

household with higher asset counts (Figure 21).  

The link between assets and stunting is not so 

direct, indicating that stunting could be a result 

of structural factors.  Assets are in indication of 

wealth or poverty status.  A household with no 

sustainable livelihood sources and income may 

have no disposable income to purchase assets.  

The little income that the household obtains, 

may even be insufficient to meet the dietary 

and basic infrastructural needs for the 

household.   

 

6.5 Financial inclusion 
Possession of a bank account also emerged as a 

strong predictor for stunting.  Children who came 

from households which own a bank account were 

likely to be less stunted than children whose 

households did not have one (Figure 22).  A bank 

account is an indicator of the socio-economic status 

of the household.  A household that has a bank 

account is likely to have a household member who 

is formally employed or who is getting regular 

income.  In addition, a household with a bank 

account stands a better chance of getting a loan 

from a bank or other income groups. 

 

6.5 Type of dwelling 
Children who came from households whose floor were made from dung were likely to be stunted than 

children who housing floors were made of concrete, earth, cement or other materials of the floor.  The 

material of a floor is an indication of the socio economic status of the household.  A household which can 

afford good flooring material may have better livelihood opportunities and higher incomes. 

 

 

Figure 21: Stunting by assets count 

 

Figure 22: Bank account ownership by stunting 
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6.6 Geographic Patterns of stunting 
 

Stunting rates are particularly high in 

Manicaland and Mashonaland Central 

Districts (Figure 23). Results of the 

exploratory analysis have shown that the 

high cereal availability or high food security 

does not necessarily translate to low 

stunting.  There are some districts which 

have high cereal availability although their 

stunting rates are high.  Such districts in 

Mutase, Mutate, Nyanga, Chipinge, (under 

Manicaland District) Hwange and Bubi43.  An 

overlay of stunting and recurrent food 

insecurity also showed areas where 

prevalence of stunting are high despite low 

levels of food insecurity.  This therefore 

shows the multi-dimensional causalities of stunting.  Food consumption is necessary but not sufficient 

condition for adequate nutrition status. Other factors such as such as diet diversity and health also count.  

The predictors of stunting cut across sectors which shows that the causes of stunting are multiple and 

multi-faceted. 

 

7.0 Resilience Capacities 
 
Resilience analysis focusses on capacity/ability of (individuals, household and communities) being able 
to survive during an adverse situation or recover from such an event44. FSIN (2014) defines resilience as 
the capacity that ensures adverse stressors and shocks do not have long-lasting adverse development 
consequences. Therefore resilience is a set of capacities that enable households and communities to 
effectively function in the face of shocks and stresses and still meet a set of well-being outcomes. 
 
A broader working definition of resilience has been developed by stakeholders for Zimbabwe as follows: 

“The ability of at risk individuals, households, communities and systems to anticipate, cushion, adapt, 

bounce back better and move on from the effects of shocks and hazards in a manner that protects 

livelihoods and recovery gains, and supports sustainable transformation.” 

                                                           
43 WFP Zimbabwe: Results of Exploratory Food and Nutrition Security Analysis (Final Report). Harare. October, 
2014. 
44 Schipper, E.L.F. and Langston, L. (2015). A comparative overview of resilience measurement frameworks: 
analysing indicators and approaches. ODI Working Paper 422.ODI, London. 

Figure 23: Stunting by Province 
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Broadly there are three capacities45 are considered in resilience. These are: 

Absorptive: This relates to the ability to minimize exposure to shocks and stresses through 

preventive measures and appropriate coping mechanisms. It is a function of assets, cash-saving, informal 

safety nets, DRR activities and hazard insurance and also people’s perception of their ability to recover. 

Adaptive: Involves making proactive and informed choices about alternative livelihood strategies 

based on an understanding of changing conditions. This capacity relates to skills and resources available 

to proactively diversify livelihoods and accumulate assets in preparation to shocks. This also includes: non-

agricultural skills, access to financial services, people’s confidence to adapt, improved aspiration windows 

to manage shocks and stresses and to make human capital improvements. 

Transformative: This is the enabling environment that allow absorptive and adaptive capacities 

to be fully realized. These comprise of governance mechanisms, service delivery mechanisms, early 

warning systems, policies/regulations, infrastructure, community networks, and formal and informal 

social protection mechanisms that facilitate systemic change. 

 

                                                           
45 See details in the draft Zimbabwe Strategic Resilience Framework paper developed with the support TANGO 
International. 
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7.1 Measurement of Resilience 

There are varied ways to measure resilience capacities. 

However, one thing that is clear is that it cannot be 

measured on its own but rather it must be indexed to 

some desired well-being development outcomes. It is also 

agreed dynamic, complex and has to take into account 

different levels which stretch from individual, household, 

community and system level (FSIN, 2014). 

At household resilience capacities are built by indexing 
household characteristics that confer resilience to the 
households and at the community level the focus is on 
what communities can do for themselves and how 
strengthen their collective action. Box 1 presents some of 
the components that are used to measure and derive the 
three capacities. Table 6 lists some indicators for 
measuring different resilience capacities. 
 
At the community level resilience is defined as “the 
general capacity of a community to absorb change, seize 
opportunity to improve living standards, and to transform 
livelihood systems while sustaining the natural resource 
base. It is determined by community capacity for 
collective action as well as its ability for problem solving 
and consensus building to negotiate coordinated 
response” (Quoted in USAID, 2015, PRIME Report). 

 
Therefore key elements of community resilience include 

collective action in the following areas:  

1) DRM--Ability to plan ahead and have coping 

strategies to manage shocks and stresses 

2) NRM--Community skills and arrangements to 

management natural resources 

3) Community Safety Net--ability to engage in 

collective action through formal and informal 

community safety nets 

4) Presence of conflict mitigation mechanisms 

5) Ability to manage and maintain public goods such as schools, water systems, community 

infrastructure such as roads, clinics, markets etc. 

A draft tool for measuring community resilience has developed and presented in Appendix 2. 

Social Capital: This is one obvious area where there is a gap is the psychosocial dimensions of social capital 

(bonding, bridging and linking) which will need to be developed from scratch. Bonding social capital refers 

to the supportive relationships within the same risk profile, bridging social capital are the horizontal 

connection across different risk profiles and linking capital refers to the connections to sources of power 

Box 1: Some components of 
Resilience Capacities. Source: USAID 

(2015). PRIME impact evaluation report 
 
Absorptive capacity 

 Bonding social capital  

 Shock preparedness and 
mitigation (e.g., livestock off-
take) 

 Access to informal safety nets 

 Availability of hazard insurance 
Household ability to recover 
from shocks 

 Whether any household member 
holds savings 

 Asset ownership 
 
Adaptive capacity 
Bonding social capital  
Linking social capital 
Human capital 
Aspirations and confidence to adapt 
Exposure to information 
Diversity of livelihoods 
Access to financial resources 
Asset ownership 
 
Transformative capacity 
Bridging social capital  
Linking social capital 
Access to formal safety nets 
Access to markets 
Access to infrastructure 
Access to basic services 
Access to communal natural 
resources 
Access to livestock services 
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and influence which can be Gov’t, NGO, private sector etc. It is important to understand motivations and 

dynamics of power relations and use the knowledge on capacities to expand the aspiration windows. 

These will help to measure people’s perception on their ability, confidence and aspirations to adapt that 

also play a big part in the use of inherent capacities to respond effectively to shocks and stresses. USAID 

2015 PRIME Impact Evaluation report provides technical details on their measurement. 

There is a general consensus that indicators should be both qualitative and quantitative to understand 

resilience capacities and map causal pathways that promote it.  

Frankenberger (2014) has compiled a partial list of qualitative indicators for measuring resilience 

capacities: these include:  

 Income diversification; 

 Willingness and capacity to invest in quality improvements to natural resources; 

 Propensity for household savings; 

 Seasonal variations in access to food; 

 Joint household decision-making; 

 Openness to innovation and adoption of improved livelihood practices; 

 Value placed on improvement of human capital (investments in health and education); 

 Access to and content of disaster preparedness information; and  

 Community capacity for organizing collective action 
 

Table 8 provides a list of indicators used for measuring resilience capacities. 

Table 8: Indicators for measuring resilience capacities46 (Source USAID, 2015) 

Resilience Indicator Description Measurement 

Ability to recover from 

past shocks 

A household is classified as having recovered if the 

chosen answer to the household survey question “To 

what extent were you and your household able to 

recover?” was one of the following:  

1. Recovered to same level as before 

2. Recovered and better off 

3. Not affected 

 

Ability to recover is measured using 

perceived ability to recover index 

Livelihood (asset 

depletion) coping 

strategies index47 

Frequency of households using specified defined asset 

depletion strategies48. 

Proportion of HHs using stress, crisis 

and emergency strategies 

Reduced Coping 

Strategies Index49 

Scale of weighted average of the number of days a 

strategy was employed, where the weights reflect the 

severity of food insecurity associated with each 

strategy. 

Coping strategy index of targeted 

households is reduced or stabilized  

                                                           
46 Unless stated these variables are extracted from USAID (2015). Ethiopia Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and 

Market Expansion (PRIME) Project Impact Evaluation Report from TANGO. This report contains the details of each of the 
indicators listed. 
47 World Food Programme (2015). Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI) Guidelines, Second 

Edition. http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp271449.pdf  
48 ibid 
49 ibid 

 

http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp271449.pdf
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Psychosocial measure of 

resilience capacity: 

Aspirations and 

confidence to adapt 

The three index components are absence of fatalism, 

belief in individual power to enact change, and 

exposure to alternatives to the status quo. 

Measured as an index based on three 

components 

Support received by 

households 

Formal, informal and capacity building social support 

Informal support includes support from relatives, 

neighbours and friends and remittances 

% of households receiving different 

types of support; 

Types of formal, informal and capacity 

building support received 

Social Capital Bonding capital (bond between community members 

defined by trust, reprocity and cooperation):  

Measured as an index 

Bridging capital (connection between communities to 

facilitate links to external assets and broader social 

and economic identities) 

Measured as an index 

Linking social capital (vertical linkages between 
individual and groups and some form of authority or 

power in the social sphere 

Measured as an index 

Livelihood diversification Diversity is measured as the total number of 

livelihood activities each household is engaged in 

Number 

Ownership of Productive 

Assets 

total number of assets owned (to be developed from 

a list of assets) 

Productive asset index score:  

Access to financial 

resources 

Access to credit support Percent of communities with 

institutions providing credit and type 

Usage of credit support Percent of household taking out a loan 

in the last year and source of loans 

Access to saving support Percent of communities with a savings 

group 

Usage of cash saving support 

Access to markets  Normal place of sale for livestock and agricultural 

crops/agricultural and livestock inputs 

 Percent preferring to sell at a different market 

 Reason for not selling/purchasing at preferred 
market 

Percent 

Availability of 

infrastructure and service 

in communities 

 

% of communities with: 

Piped water/Electricity/Cell phone 

used by at least half of HH 

Electricity used by at least half of HH 

Cell phones used 

Community can be reached by paved road 

Public transport available within 10 km 

Percent 

 

Services  A primary school is available within 5 km  

 A secondary school is available within 5 km  

 Adult education is available  

 A health centre is available within 5 km  

 Animal services are available within 5 km  

 Agricultural extension services are available  

 Security or police can reach community within one 

 Availability of institutions that provide assistance in 

times of need 

 Food assistance  

 Housing materials and other non-food items  

 Assistance due to losses of livestock 

Percent for each service 

Access to various source 

of information 

Long term changes in weather 

Patterns, Rainfall prospects, Local water prices and  

Availability, Methods for animal health/husbandry,  

Livestock disease threats, Current market prices for  

animals in the area, Market prices for animal 

products, Grazing conditions in nearby areas 

Business and investment opportunities, 

Opportunities for borrowing money, Market prices 

for food Child nutrition and health info 

Percent 

 



37 | P a g e  

 

 

 Percent of Communities with Disaster Planning and 

Response Services 

Presence of disaster planning/response 

service 

Community collective 

action measures. 

  

Community Collective 

Action 

Recurrent monitoring to measure communities 

performance in the five dimensions of collective 
action; disaster risk reduction, conflict management, 

social protection, natural resource management and 

management of public goods. 

Index of collective resilience 

 

8.0 Well-being outcomes 
Well-being outcomes are consequences of the context, shocks and stress, capacities and responses. These 

include poverty, health, food security and nutrition status and environmental security (Frankenberger, 

2014) and are measured through an impact evaluation (IE). Table 9 presents some candidate well-being 

indicators for tracking resilience. 

Table 9: List of candidate well-being outcomes 
Well-being indicators   

Poverty Description Indicator 

Asset poverty (Overall 

asset index based on PCA 

on scale of 0-100) 

Ownership of consumer durables  Number of consumption assets owned 

out of a total of pre-defined number  

Ownership of agricultural productive assets  Number of productive implements 

owned out of predefined total number 

of assets 

Animal ownership Number of heads of livestock owned 

measured to Tropical Livestock Units 

(TLUs) 

Expenditures poverty Percent poverty percent 

Depth of poverty (poverty gap) percent 

Daily Per capita expenditures (total) Total (US$) 

Daily Per capita expenditures (daily) Total (US$) 

Percent food expenditures from three source (own 

production, purchases and received in-kind) 

Percent 

Food Insecurity   

Consumption indicators Food Consumption Score is a measure of dietary 

diversity, food frequency and the relative nutritional 

importance of the food consumed 

Poor FCS 0-21; Borderline 21-35 and 

acceptable >35. 

Food Security Index: a measure that combined food 

consumption, economic vulnerability (expenditure on 

food or poverty) and asset depletion strategies50 

Percent of households that are Food 

Secure; Marginally Food Secure; 

Moderately Insecure; Severely 

Insecure 

Food consumption Score-N (FCS-N)51. This score 

focuses on the frequency of consumption of the main 

micronutrients namely protein, iron and vitamin,  

Frequency consumption  of protein, 

iron and vitamins (disaggregated) 0 

days (high risk for deficiency, 1-6 

(medium risk for deficiency) days; 7 

days (low risk for deficiency) 

                                                           
50 This is a robust measure that combines food consumption, economic vulnerability and asset depletion strategies. See WFP 

Technical guidance for WFP's Consolidated Approach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI). 
https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI%20Technical%20Guidance_Final.pdf accessed on 12th Sept 2015. 
51 WFP (2015). Technical Guidance Note for Food Consumption Score Nutritional Quality Analysis (FCS-N).World Food 

Programme. Rome, Italy. 

 

https://resources.vam.wfp.org/sites/default/files/CARI%20Technical%20Guidance_Final.pdf
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Per capita calorie consumption:  Total calorie 

content of the food consumed by household 

members daily divided by household size 

Number 

Undernourishment:  Percentage of households not 

meeting the average calorie requirements for light 

activity of all of their members 

Percent 

Dietary Diversity score: The total number of food 

groups, out of 7, from which household members 

consumed food.  

Number 

Experiential Indicators 

Answers to the questions 

are used to construct a 

score on a scale of 0 to 6. 

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS): 

Index constructed from the responses to nine 

questions regarding people’s experiences of food 

insecurity (see 

http://www.fantaproject.org/monitoring-and-

evaluation/household-food-insecurity-access-scale-

hfias for details). 

Number 

Household Hunger Scale (HHS): Similar to HFIAS but 

is based only on the three HFIAS questions 

pertaining to the most severe forms of food 

insecurity 

Number 

The prevalence of Hunger: The percentage of 
households whose scale value is greater than or 

equal to 2, which represents “moderate to severe 

hunger. 

Percent 

Child Malnutrition   

Minimum acceptable diet 

(MAD) 

Minimum acceptable diet: measures the proportion 

of children who consumed at least the minimum level 

of dietary diversity and frequency of meals during the 

previous day.  For non-breastfed children, in addition, 

at least two milk feedings are considered 

Proportion of children accessing a 

minimum acceptable diet 

 

 

 

Stunting Height for age are collected z scores are calculated 

using the WHO and National Center for Health 

Statistics (NCHS) references to establish the 

prevalence of stunting among children under the age 

of five 

Proportion of children who are not 

stunted, z-score of >-2, moderately 

stunted (z-score <=-2<=-3 and 

severely stunted(z-score <-3) 

Underweight Weight for age are collected z scores are calculated 

using the WHO and NCHS references to establish 

the prevalence of underweight among children under 

the age of five. 

Proportion of children who are not 

underweight, z-score of >-2, 

moderately underweight (z-score <=-

2<=-3 and severely underweight (z-

score <-3) 

Wasting Weight for age are collected z scores are calculated 

using the WHO and NCHS references to establish 

the prevalence of wasting children under the age of 

five. 

Proportion of children who are not 

wasted, z-score of >-2, moderately 

wasted (z-score <=-2<=-3 and 

severely wasted (z-score <-3) 

 

8.1 Problems Analysis and formulation of the Theory of Change 
Mapping causality pathways and linkages between well-being outcomes is critical to develop problem 

analysis tree which was constructed through extensive review of existing literature and complemented 

by qualitative field assessment. The problem analysis will guide in formulating a set of hypotheses that 

help to map the causal pathways or programmatic leverage/entry points to achieve the desired 

outcomes through resilience building, also known as the Theory of Change (ToC). (See Figure 24). 

While some of the hypotheses have been partially tested through the analytical work on the drivers of 

different well-being outcomes, this will be refined, discussed and agreed upon consultatively to identify 

the key investment areas and broad activities for resilience building portfolio. Some detailed explanation 

of some of the pathways are provided in Appendix 4. 

http://www.fantaproject.org/monitoring-and-evaluation/household-food-insecurity-access-scale-hfias
http://www.fantaproject.org/monitoring-and-evaluation/household-food-insecurity-access-scale-hfias
http://www.fantaproject.org/monitoring-and-evaluation/household-food-insecurity-access-scale-hfias
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Figure 24: Problem Tree analysis (causality analysis) and Potential Investment Areas of the fund. 

Morbidity 

Poor access to 

WASH
HIV/AIDS

Poor access to 

Health services

Lack of knowledge/

information/ Skills

Low investments

Low 

incomes

25
27

35

Stunting 

6

13
15

14

MND

7

Low food intake and 

diet diversity

Poor food preparation 

and care

16 17

Low food 

access

4

Low agriculture 

productivity

Low market 

access

Water issues 

(excess or scarcity)

Soil 

infertility

Sub 

optimal 

Inputs

61

63

22

20

8
9

70

18

Low labour 

productivity

Climatic 

variability/Change

Floods/Wet 

spell

57
Pests and 

diseases

72

19

54
60

Poor 

Infrastructure

21

Poverty

11

Limited livelihood 

opportunities

Low 

purchasing 

power
30

24

12

42

10 5

2

1

Low asset 

ownership
23

Limited 

savings
Financial exclusion

Unemployment

37

5147

40 39

28
29

Low social 

capital

41

48
46

45

43

44

26
34

66

Migration

50

49

Land 

degradation

56

55

Deforestation

59
Overgrazing

58

31

64

Policies, Systems, Processes and Institutions 

32

36

3

33

Drought/dry 

spell

53

Negative 

attitudes 

38

69

65

62

67

68
52

71

 

 

 



40 | P a g e  

 

9.0 Monitoring and evaluation framework 
Developing an operational resilience measurement and M&E framework is a priority for identifying and 

supporting interventions that have the most positive effect of people’s ability to respond to and 

accommodate adverse events. The M&E system envisaged for the fund follows the framework laid out in 

Figure 25. 

Figure 25: Logframe for M&E of resilience programming interventions 

 
Source: Béné, Frankenberger and Nelson (2015). 
Note: although the shock module is represented on the right hand side directly opposite wellbeing, shocks and 
stressors can affect every component, from inputs through to wellbeing 

 

Essentially the result chain has five components: inputs, activities/outputs, intermediate outcomes and 

impact. Inputs, activities/outputs are generally the same as in other frameworks. The intermediate 

outcomes represent the resilience capacities which are measured as changes in the three resilience 

capacities: absorptive, adaptive and transformative. Some indicators for capturing changes in resilience 

capacities are presented in Table 6. 

Outcome indicators or results correspond to effective resilience response indicators which are captured 

through high frequency data collection activities. These help to track whether target group (individual, 

households, communities, systems) is able to effectively respond to and recover from a shock or stressors 

in an appropriate manner. These include the reduced coping strategies index and livelihood coping/asset 

depletion index.  The Consolidated Approach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI) uses the 

Livelihood Coping Strategies indicator as a descriptor of a household's coping capacity. The Livelihood 
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Coping Strategies indicator is derived from a series of questions regarding the household’s experience 

with livelihood stress and asset depletion during the 30 days prior to survey. A master list of livelihood 

coping strategies presents all potential questionnaire items for this indicator is available in the CARI 

manual52. 

Other responses that may be relevant include: focusing on cash or money-borrowing strategies, easily 
measured by indicators that capture access to or utilization of financial services (e.g., savings groups, 
credit), increased use of early warning information53. 
 
Impact indicators capture the long-term improvement and changes in well-being. These include poverty, 

health, food security, nutrition and health outcomes, among others. These are summarized in Table 7. 

One uniqueness of the M&E system for resilience programming is that shock and stresses are also 

monitored to see the success of programming against shocks and stresses, which would be difficult to see 

without capturing information on shocks and stresses and it also enables to see the patterns of 

relationships between shocks and stresses, intermediate outcomes (capacities), outcomes (responses) 

and impacts (well-being outcomes). 

In a nutshell Table 10 gives an overview of the indicators to be measured, when and how they are to be 

measured. Performance and results measurement is envisaged to be at four levels: operation of the fund, 

annual performance monitoring, recurrent high frequency monitoring and impact evaluation. (See Figure 

26). 

Table 10: Summary of key measurement items54 

What to measure?  Indicators  How to measure  Time frames? 

Initial vulnerability 
context in terms of 
wellbeing and basic 
conditions measures  

Food security/ nutrition 
index 
Economic/ poverty 
index 
Health index 
Community Asset index 
Social capital Index 
Access to services 

Measured as single 
indicators or composite 
indices through surveys 
to show state of well-
being at the start of 
project. 

Baseline/Endline 

Disturbance measures 
(shocks and stressors) 

Type, duration, 
intensity, and 
frequency of covariate 
and idiosyncratic 
shocks and stressors  

Profiling of shocks and 
stresses affecting a 
community and 
households through 
surveys. High frequency 
monitoring (e.g., 
monthly, bi-monthly, 
quarterly) 

Before, during and 
after experiencing 
shocks and stressors.  

                                                           
52 World Food Programme (2015). Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI) 
Guidelines, Second Edition. 
http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp271449.pdf 
53 Béné, Frankenberger and Nelson (2015). 
54 The items listed here are in way exhaustive; for example it does not capture inputs, activities/outputs which are 
too varied to capture in a generic sense. 

http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/manual_guide_proced/wfp271449.pdf
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Inputs/Activities/Outputs Specific indicators 
related to investment 
areas defined by the 
fund 

This will be captured in 
the annual 
performance 
monitoring and other 
intermediate reporting 
activities defined by the 
fund. 

Throughout the life 
of the project  

Household resilience 
capacities (Intermediate 
outcomes) 

Index of absorptive, 
adaptive and 
transformative capacity 

Household surveys with 
high frequency 
monitoring triggered by 
shocks and stresses 

Before, during and 
after experiencing 
shocks and stressors. 

Community capacities 
(resilience response 
measures) (Intermediate 
outcomes) 

Index for Community 
Collective Action55  

Recurrent monitoring 
to measure 
communities 
performance in the five 
dimensions of 
collective action: 
disaster risk reduction, 
conflict management, 
social protection, 
natural resource 
management and 
management of public 
goods. 

Before, during  and 
after  experiencing 
shocks 

Appropriate response 
and recovery from a 
shock or stressors 
(Outcomes) 

Coping Strategy Index 
Livelihood coping/Asset 
depletion index 
Access and use of 
financial services, 
increase use of early 
warning for 
preparedness  

Measured through high 
frequency recurrent 
monitoring 

Before, during and 
after experiencing 
shocks 

End-line well-being and 
basic conditions 
measures (Impact) 

levels of food 
security/nutrition index 
poverty prevalence 
health index 
social capital index 
access to services  

Measured as single 
indicators or composite 
indices through surveys 
to show state of well-
being at the end of the 
project. 

End line  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
55 The tool for measuring the five areas of collective action in Appendix 2 
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9.1 Operation of the resilience fund 
 

This level will focus on the efficiency and effectiveness of the management of the disbursement of funds 

and the accountability mechanisms. This will include the timeliness and quality of the review process of 

proposals and alignment of the disbursement of the fund to the problem analysis. 

9.1.1 Annual performance monitoring 
This level asks the question, did any change happen. This level will elicit partner performance and some 

initial capacities being created by the activities of the fund. Implementing agencies will be responsible for 

monitoring inputs, activities and outputs but monitoring of outcomes will be done once a year using an 

independent assessor.  

UNDP as fund manager will provide a compendium of minimum set of indicators and guidance on the 

protocols used to measure, analyze and report the indicators. Some capacity building will be needed to 

orientate partners on the monitoring and reporting requirements. The lessons from this monitoring will 

be used to make effect programmatic adjustments needed to achieve the desired well-being changes. 

Figure 26: M&E system for the Resilience Fund 
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9.1.2 Recurrent high-frequency monitoring 
This is a real time “light monitoring” which is triggered when selected shocks reach a pre-defined 

threshold of early warning system. A sub-sample of the baseline households will be monitored to see how 

they are coping and responding to shocks. In addition focus group discussion will be held to see how the 

community is coping and check for external assistance from other sources. The attainment of the 

threshold will also a trigger a crisis modifier/risk financing which is a small designated amount of transfers 

to protect household assets and livelihoods. 

During a shock real time monitoring will be continued to assess whether the crisis modifier is to be 

continued and when to stop it. If the collective shock is too large for the modifier then there should be a 

trigger mechanism other appeal processes to protect the households from the collective effects of shocks 

and also so as not to draw-down on the resilience fund. Real time monitoring will provide the opportunity 

for real time learning of how households are coping with the effects of shocks and stresses (See section 

on crisis modifier). 

This will be based on a sub-sample of baseline depending on the region. About 200 households56 will be 

observed from the sub-regions of the project areas when households are exposed to shocks using a short 

questionnaire lasting 7-10 minutes. The monitoring covers how households are coping with shocks and 

collect information on food security indicators that change rapidly such as Dietary Diversity Score (DDS), 

and Household Hunger Scale (HHS). 

In addition there is a qualitative segment of the monitoring using focus group discussions to understand 

how communities are coping with the shock. The information is to be collected once every twenty days 

over a six month period. This allows to map the pathway of change in response to the shocks and stresses 

due to erosion of livelihood assets, capacities, community cohesion and changes in social capital. 

9.1.3 The impact evaluation 
This will entail both qualitative and quantitative methods and collection of baseline and end line data at 

community and household level. Rationalization of the sampling for the IE will be achieved by narrowing 

down the focus of the IE to answer specific question: did the project activities have an impact on HH well-

being outcomes which can be attributed to changes in HH resilience capacities. 

The measurement of changes in capacities and outcomes will be done through a randomized controlled 

trial based on sequenced roll-out or varied intensity of interventions -- areas with intense interventions 

will be considered as the treatment areas while the control areas will those with only one or two 

interventions. This will be used to create the counterfactual to measure the “effect” of the project.  

Households will be matched using the propensity score matching to ensure that households being 

compared between treatment and control group have comparable household characteristics to control 

for differences in household potentials that would confound the treatment effects of the programme 

being tested. 

The number of groups to compare will depend on the geographic coverage of the project activities. These 

include: district level, agro-ecological zones, livelihood groups (farming system, off-farm employment, 

livestock ownership etc.), control vs non-control group. 

                                                           
56 The exact number depending on the context and programme coverage 
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The sampling of the households in both control and treatment groups should account for attrition of 15% 

to ensure there is sufficient overlap of households covered both baseline and endline. These groups need 

to be clear from the very beginning. The sampling strategy needs to be clear from the beginning of the 

project implementation. It is important to be clear on existing projects which could influence the outcome 

of project interventions. 

The impact evaluation will be built on key research questions/hypotheses57 formulated from the theory 

of change. The evaluation will involve a baseline and an endline measurement of indicators with a clear 

strategy to compare the resilience of participants and non-participants. A counterfactual analysis58 will 

also be considered to compare what actually happened and what would have happened in the absence 

of the intervention. Oversampling based on attrition rates would be to ensure there sufficient overlap in 

the panel of data collected for the baseline and endline. 

The layout for the impact evaluation will comprise household and community level assessments which 

can cover the whole project areas or a sub-set of the project area. The focus of the evaluation can be 

narrowed down to cut down on the sampling and the ensuing costs. Typical questions for IE: 

 What interventions improve ability of vulnerable households/communities to recover from 

shocks and stresses? 

 Does strengthening of markets improve resilience to shocks and stresses? 

 What is the relationship between household and community resilience. Are households in 

resilient communities more likely to be resilient than those in non-resilient communities? 

 What interventions strengthen DRM strategies preferred by the household? 

 Did the project activities have an impact on household well-being outcomes attributed to changes 

in household resilience capacities 

 Projects participants receiving more activities are more resilient. 

 What programmes improve the ability of vulnerable households/communities to recover from 

shocks and stresses? 

 Does strengthening markets improve resilience shocks and stresses? 

 Is there a relationship between household and community resilience. Are households in resilience 

communities more likely to be resilient? 

 What interventions strengthen DRM strategies preferred by the households? 

Key activities of the IE 

 Timing of baselines: The baselines will be done after participating agencies are chosen and before 

the start of the implementation work. Ideally it is desirable to establish the baseline during the 

                                                           
57 Examples of hypothesis would include: 

 The change in capacities leads to substantive improvement in the desired well-being outcomes. 

 People with more diversified livelihood strategies in different risk profiles are manage shocks and stresses better than 
those who don’t. 

 People connected to value chain are more resilient than those who do not. 
58 This is achieved through quasi-experimental design that controls for differences in the intensity and timing of the 

programme.  In designs involving varied intensity, the area receiving the full package/range of programme interventions will be 
the treatment group while the areas with one or two interventions will be the control group. Propensity Score Matching 
techniques will be used to ensure that households being compared have the same observed characteristics to control for 
differences in household potentials that would confound the treatment effects of the programme being tested. 
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lean season, the time when households are most vulnerable and are likely to use different coping 

strategies (Jan-March). 

 Set up a peer review team, consisting of an institution of higher learning, external groups such as 

FSIN technical working group on resilience, statisticians from the bureau of statistics, to review 

the protocols. 

 Identify the firm to collect the data. Therefore need to prepare TORs and bids for identification of 

bidding firms. 

 Training and orientation 

 Programming of data collection tools – including skip rules and pretesting of tools. 

 Permission and clearance for the study: This will include assurance of confidentiality, questions 

being asked and signed informed consent. It is good to have the Government on board on the 

sampling issues as well as for the data collection. 

 Data collection:  Involve ZimSTAT/FNC to supervise data collection for buy-in. Also crucial is to get 

assistance of ZimSTAT on sampling. Some areas may not have EAs and it would be necessary to 

do some cluster sampling is the population has changed for weighting purposes. 

Qualitative component of the IE: The qualitative component of the IE will consist of detailed focus group 

discussions on socio-psychological dimensions, social capital involving males and females, youth and 

specialized groups. Key informant interviews with local government staff, clinic staff will provide the 

context. Qualitative contextual information involve 1-2 weeks of training – 5 days of training and 3-4 days 

pre-testing and practice. The team typically consist of 1 team of 6: 2 team leaders and 4 enumerators. 

Spot-check – Important to have roving supervisors responsible for downloading data and doing spot 

checks to ensure that the data is being captured correctly. The data should be transcribed into matrices 

to capture patterns. Good documentation is essential for qualitative assessments. Therefore one day of 

data collection should be followed with one day of entering data. This allows critical issues that need to 

be investigated further to be identified. 

Data Processing: compile data dictionary, clean data for outliers and inconsistencies, develop an analysis 

plan based on agreed upon tables and outputs, conduct descriptive and multivariate analysis to assess 

changes in capacities by the predefined comparison groups as well as analysis between endline and 

baselines. 

Outcome indicators: Include food and nutrition security indicators. Due to high cost adapt from Mutasa 

study for nutrition indicators (Refer to the PRIME documents for the indicators to be monitored). 

 

9.2 Crisis modifier 
A crucial component of the analysis to help generate information for designing the risk financing 

mechanism also known as a crisis modifier which is the built-in mechanism in the fund to ensure safe-

guard resilience investments are not undermined whenever a major shock happens during the course of 

implementation of the fund. 

The crisis modifier is triggered when agreed thresholds of early warning indicators are exceeded. 

Therefore the setting up the crisis modifier requires agreement on the trigger indicators and the 

thresholds and a system to collect the indicators consistently and help to verify and confirm that the 
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thresholds have been exceeded. 

The modifier also needs a system that allows funding to be released within 24-48 hours followed by a 

month-by-month implementation plan for crisis modification. Also needed is a trigger to stop the 

operation of the crisis modifier or to escalate to other appeal mechanisms if the collective magnitude of 

the shock is greater than can be handled by the fund.  

Key questions to be answered: key shocks to be monitored, thresholds needed to activate the crisis 

modifiers, roles and responsibilities of who issues early warning information and who monitors the 

situation and advises to stop the crisis modifier. Does every one qualify for the crisis modifier? This will 

be determined through means-based testing, community based targeting or some other form of targeting. 
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Appendix 1: List of candidate indicators for household resilience analysis. 

Indicators Question No. Source Dimension of resilience 

Demographics       

Dependency ratio/HH size 1.6 ZIMVAC demographic 

Sex of head of household 1.1 ZIMVAC Demographic 

Level of education of head of HH 1.4 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Percentage of school age kids attending 
school 1.15/(1.10,1.11) ZIMVAC Adaptive and Absorptive 

Migrant labour  Census Adaptive/ Absorptive 

Housing       

Percentage of HHs living in modern housing 29 Census outcome 

Percentage of HHs not owning certain types 
of assets D1 CHS outcome 

Percentage of dwelling units by type 29 Census outcome 

Livelihoods       

Share of main income sources (ag. and non-
ag.) 7.1 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Livestock ownership 16 ZIMVAC Absorptive/ Adaptive 

HH cereal production level/Per capita cereal 
production 17 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

HH per capita cultivated area/total 
cultivated area   Adaptive 

Crop diversity 17 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Household labour 1.8, 1.9 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Crop productivity (maize and small grains) 17 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Occupation of HH 21 Census Absorptive/ Adaptive 

Main livelihood groups (based on cluster 
analysis)  ZIMVAC Comparison groups 

Percent of HHs with access to irrigated land 15.1 ZIMVAC Absorptive and Adaptive 

Percent of HHs with access to functional 
irrigation facilities 15.2 ZIMVAC Absorptive and Adaptive 

Percent of HHs with improved storage 
facilities 18.3 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Percent of HHs who treat their food stocks 18.1 ZIMVAC Adaptive 

Input prices   Transformative 

Livelihood/coping strategies 6 ZIMVAC Outcome 

Loans/debts 11 ZIMVAC Absorptive/Adaptive 

Membership in a community group (farmer 
association, community savings and lending 
etc.) 10.1 ZIMVAC 

Absorptive, 
transformative 

Climate change adaptation practices   Adaptive/ Absorptive 
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Remittances 7.1 ZIMVAC Absorptive/Adaptive 

Food Access       

Food sources F3 CHS context 

Commodity prices  FSM Transformative 

Food Expenditure share 9 ZIMVAC outcome 

Food deprivation (consumption below 1717 
Kcal per day, FAO)   outcome 

Food consumption score 3.3 ZIMVAC OUTCOME 

Dietary diversity (Iron rich, Vit. A rich, 
Protein-rich) 3.3 ZIMVAC outcome 

Household hunger scale 4 ZIMVAC Outcome 

Share of calorie source by province/district    context 

Poverty indices  PICES Outcome 

Total consumption expenditure   outcome 

Expenditure share on food (by urban, rural, 
wealth quintiles)   Outcome 

Expenditure share on staple food (by urban, 
rural, wealth quintiles)   Outcome 

Expenditure share on non-food (by urban, 
rural, wealth quintiles)   Outcome 

Proxy of access to market   transformative 

Nutrition       

<5 mortality/morbidity Table 8.1 Census Outcome 

Stunting (Height for Age)  
Nutrition 
Survey Outcome 

Wasting (Weight for Height)  
Nutrition 
Survey Outcome 

Under-weight (Weight for Age)  
Nutrition 
Survey Outcome 

Child diet diversity Table 2.2 
Nutrition 
Survey Outcome 

Micro-Nutrient supply (Iodine, Iron, Vit A.) Table 6.1 
Nutrition 
Survey Outcome 

WASH       

Access to improved protected/unprotected 
drinking water 31a Census Transformative 

Access to improved sanitation 32 Census Transformative 

Percentage of HH's with access to piped 
water, borehole, unprotected water 31a Census Transformative 

Average distance to water source 31b Census Transformative 

Percent of households with no toilet 
facilities 31a Census Transformative 

Health       
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Prevalence of HIV/AIDS DHS- table  

DHS or Ministry 
of Health 
Estimates Outcome 

Morbidity Table 8.3 Census Report Outcome 

Maternal mortality Table 8.4 Census Report Outcome 

      

Shocks/Environmental factors       

Risk index (incorporating type, frequency, 
duration, intensity/magnitude)   Shocks and stresses 

Cover change index (Degradation)     Shocks and stresses 

Access to extension service   Transformative 

Access to potable water   Transformative 

Access to markets   Transformative 

Access to security   Transformative 

Access to credit   Transformative 

Presence of social protection (y/n)   Transformative 

Access to health    Transformative 

Access to Education   Transformative 

Governance issues??   Transformative 
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Appendix 2: Draft Measuring Community Resilience Tool 

District Name: Ward Name: Ward Number: 

   

Villages represented   
 
 

Name of participants: Positions: 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Section A: Profiling of shocks and stresses affecting a community 

Over the past 5 years, has the community experienced 
any of the following shocks?  

1=Yes   
2=No  

Date 
(month/y
ear) 
 

Date 
(month/
year) 

Date 
(month/
year) 

Date 
(month/
year) 

Date 
(month/ye
ar) 

Natural shocks        

Dry spells        

Drought       

Floods and cyclones       

Crop pests and diseases e.g. larger grain borer, arm 
worm and Quelea birds  

      

Livestock diseases e.g. anthrax, new castle, foot and 
month  

      

Conflict Shocks        

Theft of crops       

Theft of livestock       

Destruction or damage of houses due to violence       

Loss of land due to conflict       

Violence against community members       

Economic shocks        

Cereal price spikes       

Livestock price spikes        

Unavailability agricultural or livestock inputs       

Health shocks        

Diarrheal diseases e.g. cholera, typhoid and acute 
diarrhoea  

      

HIV and AIDs       

       

How is the community responding to the shocks? 1=Collective action by community supporting 
each other 
2=No community collective action 
3=Individual affected devise own means 
4=  Other specify 

Rank the 9 Shocks according to their impact and how they affect the community. (Note) 2 or more shocks can be ranged at par.  

 

 

 

Section B: Community collective action measures.   

Disaster Risk Reduction 
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Are there any community based early warning and contingency planning 
systems in place in this community? e.g. 

1= Yes 
2=No 

If Yes, which ones (multiple response) 1=DRM committees 
2=Ward Development Committees 
3=Agriculture Extension Workers 
4=Health workers  
4=Other specify  

What are the available community mechanisms or structures that help 
communities to anticipate, prepare, respond and coping with natural 
disasters (multiple response). How many of each identified above are 
available in this community? 

1=Zunde Ramambo 
2=Grain banks 
3=Seed banks 
4=Other specify  

Which ones are being used by communities as collateral security? 1=Zunde Ramambo 
2=Grain banks 
3=Seed banks 
4=Other specify 
5=Non  

How often do communities draw or benefit from these mechanism?  1=During shocks periods 
2=Whenever they need arise 
3=Upon approval by set up committees 
4=All the time 

Does the community have an emergency response or hazard mitigation 
plan? 

1=Yes 
2=No 

If Yes, What percentage of households are covered by the emergency 
response or hazard mitigation plan? Use proportional pilling techniques to 
find this. 

 

What percentage of households exposed/experiencing disaster/hazards in 
the last 10 years? Use proportional pilling techniques to find this. 

 

What are the main routes used to reach this community (Multiple responses 
possible) 

1=Poor Dusty roads 
2=Well maintained Dusty roads 
3=Tarred roads 
4=Mixed dusty and tarred 
5=Footpaths 
6=Other specify 

Are there times of the year when people cannot travel because of poor 
road/trail conditions  

1=Yes 
2=No 

If yes how many months and which one?  

What share of households in this community are affected by this problem? 1=Everyone 
2=Most of the households 
3=About half of the households 
4=Less than half of the households 
5=Very few 

Conflict Management 

What are the common areas community conflicts in this community?  1=Political differences 
2=Land boundaries 
3=Resources e.g. water points and grazing lands 
4=Development and social services 
5=Community Leadership  
6=Other specify  
 

What are the available and used formal and informal structures to conflict 
mediation and resolution in this community? (multiple response) 

1=Traditional structures such as consultation of 
elders, village heads, chief courts etc. 
2=Peace committees,  
3=Churches structures 
4=Legal recourse  
5=Other specify 

Do you have a conflict resolution committee in your community  1=Yes 
2=No 
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If Yes, How effective and satisfactory are these mechanisms in conflict 
mediation and resolution?   

1=Effective 
2=Mixed 
3=Weak 

 
Are there any conflict management plans in the community? 

1=Yes 
2=No 

What type of community governance do you have in your community   1=Traditional  
2=Formal government representative 
3=Both  

Is there any new or renewed conflict due to shocks?  1=Yes 
2=No 

If Yes, what are they?  

How is the community dealing with this conflict?   

Social Protection 

What are the available community based assessment structures to identify 
and support need people  

1=child protection committees, 
2=village health workers, etc. 
3=None 
4=Other specify  

Are there any reciprocal arrangements for provision of food, water, shelter 
in this community in the event of shocks happening?  

1=Yes 
2=No 

Check on the attitude of communities towards sharing of food and other 
resources within the community (spirit of reciprocity) 

1= No spirit of sharing 
2= Willing to share 
3=Mixed reaction 

What are people doing to assist each other to be productive again? 1=Labour exchange 
2=Loan inputs such as animals 
3=Passing on information 
4=Other specify 

How are shocks affecting relationships within the community? 1=Relationships remains normal 
2=Relationships strained and more conflicts 
3=Relationships improves  

Do people in the community use their connections to people in authority to 
access support (formal safety nets, services)? How? 

1=Yes 
2= No 

What are the available self-help or institutions that provide credit 
facilities/borrowing or insurance facilities to community members? 
(Multiple response) 

1=Banks 
2=NGOs 
3=Community Groups 
4=Shops/merchants 
5=Money lenders 
6=ISAL groups 
7=Informal insurance 
8=Funeral or burial associations  
7=Other specify  
 

Natural Resources Management 

Are there any plans and structures for community natural resource 
management? 

1=Yes  
2=No 

If Yes list them  

What are the natural resources management improvements being done by 
the community? (Multiple response) 

1=Rain water harvesting, 
2=Re-forestation,  
3=Land reclamation,  
4=Pastures improvement  
5=Other specify 

What approaches are being adopted by the communities to copy with 
effects of climate change? 

1= Community regulatory mechanisms for use of 
pastures, water, agriculture land, farming practices 
and other resources 
2=Adoption of better farming technologies such as 
CA, Zero tillage, pot holing, water harvesting, etc. 
3=Community projects such as Zundera Mambo 
4=Other specify 

Management of Public Goods and Services 
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What are the available public/community infrastructure in this community 
(multiple response) and how many are accessible and functional? 

1=Primary Schools 
2=Secondary schools 
3=Public clinic/Hospitals 
4=Market stalls/places 
5=Dip tanks 
6=Veterinary service facilities 
7=Other specify 

Are there any community plans for building and maintaining such public 
structures? 

1=Yes 
2=No 

What is the longest distance you travel to access these facilities (km)   

Section C: Community capitals as resilience response measures 

Social capitals- Community Organizations 

 Are any of the groups 
active in this 
community? 
1=Yes 
2=No 
Enter code 

Who participates in 
this group? 
1=Men 
2=Women 
3=Both 
Enter code 

Which age group 
participates in this group? 
1=Youth 
2=Adults 
3=Older persons 
4=Everyone 
Enter code 

Water point committees     

Grazing land use Committees     

Dip tank Committees     

Disaster planning Committees     

Ward Development Committees    

Village lending and Savings Groups, Merry-go-
round, etc. 

   

Mutual help groups (including burial societies)    

Religious group    

Political group    

Women’s group    

Youth groups    

Trade or business associations     

Charitable groups (Helping others)    

Voluntary Associations    

Non-profit organizations Civic group (improving 
community) 

   

Sport and recreation clubs    

Newspaper readership     

Other specify    

Other specify    

Are communities or individuals in other locations assisting you to copy with shocks 1=Yes  
2=No 

If Yes what form of assistance do you receive as a 
community? 

 

Do members of this community have access to a range of 
communication systems that allow information to flow 
during an emergency 

1=Don’t know 
2=Has limited access to a range of communication 
3=Has average/good access to a range of communication  
4=Has very good access to a range of communication 

What is the level of communication between local 
governing body and population? 

1=Passive (government participation only) 
2=Consultation 
3=Engagement 
4=Collaboration 
5= Active participation (community informs government on what is 
needed) 

What is the relationship of your community with the 
communities at larger? 

1=No networks with other communities towns/regions 
2=Informal networks with other communities/towns 
3=Some representation at intercommunity/areal meetings 
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4=Multiple representation at intercommunity/areal meetings 
5= Regular planning and activities with other 
communities/towns/regions 

What is the degree of connectedness across community 
groups? (e.g. different religions, ethnicities/sub-
cultures/age groups/ new residents not in your 
community when last shocks happened) 

1=Little/no attention to subgroups in community 
2=Medium and mixed with some better connected and some not at 
all 
3=Well connected, active engagements and good coherence among 
different social groups 

Natural and Physical capitals 

 Are there any of the 
assets in your 
community? 
1=Yes 
2=No 
Entre code 

How many are they?  Who has access to use of 
these assets? 
1=Everyone 
2=Most of the households 
3=About half of the 
households 
4=Less than half of the 
households 
5=Very few 

Wetlands     

Arable land     

Pastures/grazing lands     

Forest and vegetation cover    

Dams     

Electricity     

Water     

Telephone access and communication systems    

Clinic/Health facilities    

Roads, bridges and transport systems    

Other Public/Community buildings specify     

Other specify     

Other specify    

Human capitals  

 Are there any of the 
following in your 
community? 
1=Yes 
2=No 
Entre code 

Who has access to these services? 
1=Everyone 
2=Most of the households 
3=About half of the households 
4=Less than half of the households 
5=Very few 

Trained community volunteers/members in 
Health and Hygiene Education 

  

Trained members in Village Internal Savings and 
Lending (Mukando) 

  

Trained Community Paravets    

Master farmers trained groups/members    

Participants of field days and field schools    

Other specify    

Economic capitals  

 Are there any of the 
following in your 
community? 
1=Yes 
2=No 
Entre code 

Who has access to these services? 
1=Everyone 
2=Most of the households 
3=About half of the households 
4=Less than half of the households 
5=Very few 

Informal credit facilities e.g. relatives and friends, 
village savings and lending clubs etc. 

  

Formal employment opportunities    
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Informal employment opportunities e.g. casual 
labour in farms etc. 

  

Other economic opportunities existing in this 
community e.g. gold panning, petty trade and 
collection Mopani worms? Specify  
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Appendix 3:  Proportions of combinations of the mean hazard index per district 

Districts 
Drought & 
Dry spells 

Floods 
Cereal 
prices 

HIV/AIDS 
& 
Diarrhoea 

Crop 
pests & 
diseases  

Animal 
diseases 

Landmin
es 

Total 

Beitbridge 45.33% 11.41% 14.16% 6.71% 16.02% 6.38% 0% 100% 

Bikita 27.27% 0% 19.43% 18.38% 20.12% 14.80% 0% 100% 

Bindura 12.58% 0% 13.59% 22.71% 33.10% 18.02% 0% 100% 

Binga 26.55% 1.78% 22.13% 12.72% 18.46% 18.37% 0% 100% 

Bubi 29.20% 0.78% 16.24% 16.32% 20.14% 17.32% 0% 100% 

Buhera 29.63% 1.50% 11.78% 19.09% 27.88% 10.12% 0% 100% 

Bulilima 42.35% 0% 22.55% 15.60% 14.37% 5.14% 0% 100% 

Centenary 8.23% 21.37% 13.69% 15.55% 29.41% 10.24% 1.50% 100% 

Chegutu 9.26% 0% 14.38% 21.84% 37.09% 17.43% 0% 100% 

Chikomba 14.32% 0% 16.79% 16.73% 35.23% 16.93% 0% 100% 

Chimanimani 31% 1.24% 12.69% 13.06% 28.63% 13.37% 0% 100% 

Chinhoyi 0% 0% 37.44% 48.98% 0% 13.58% 0% 100% 

Chipinge 37.47% 8.36% 10.85% 11.33% 22.89% 6.97% 2.12% 100% 

Chiredzi 43.40% 12.77% 13.16% 11.58% 13.27% 4.52% 1.30% 100% 

Chirumhanzu 11.89% 0% 21.40% 10.91% 43.68% 12.12% 0% 100% 

Chivi 38.38% 0% 20.51% 13% 18.61% 9.49% 0% 100% 

Gokwe North 10.81% 2.06% 18.37% 22.54% 28.03% 18.20% 0% 100% 

Gokwe South 11.79% 3.53% 16.68% 18.44% 21.08% 28.47% 0% 100% 

Goromonzi 9.11% 0% 15.66% 21.99% 32.23% 21.02% 0% 100% 

Guruve 12.41% 8.86% 17.97% 21.13% 23.46% 16.17% 0% 100% 

Gutu 14.10% 0% 15.06% 14.83% 35.96% 20.05% 0% 100% 

Gwanda 47.58% 1.11% 15.72% 9.91% 17.04% 8.64% 0% 100% 

Gweru 23.52% 0% 26.57% 19.42% 11.81% 18.68% 0% 100% 

Hurungwe 4.82% 0.49% 19.14% 25.99% 40.54% 9.03% 0% 100% 

Hwange 24.07% 15.60% 22.90% 9.64% 8.74% 16.39% 2.66% 100% 

Hwedza 19.40% 0% 15.74% 17.45% 28.73% 18.68% 0% 100% 

Insiza 40.81% 0.33% 14.68% 14.41% 15.49% 14.28% 0% 100% 

Kariba 8.31% 0% 26.61% 22.22% 15.32% 27.54% 0% 100% 

Karoi 0% 0% 36.37% 43.93% 0% 19.71% 0% 100% 

Kwekwe 16.45% 0.51% 19.11% 19.07% 32.90% 11.97% 0% 100% 

Lupane 14.44% 5.62% 18.96% 18.36% 25.79% 16.83% 0% 100% 
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Makonde 6.37% 0.21% 20% 23.45% 36.56% 13.42% 0% 100% 

Makoni 17.35% 0% 14.12% 24.32% 40.69% 3.53% 0% 100% 

Mangwe 47.32% 2% 22.33% 11.19% 17.16% 0% 0% 100% 

Marondera 15.24% 0% 14.39% 25.75% 28.73% 15.89% 0% 100% 

Masvingo 28.70% 0% 12.85% 12.61% 34.50% 11.33% 0% 100% 

Matobo 44.15% 4.03% 15.93% 11.24% 16.65% 8.01% 0% 100% 

Mazowe 3.37% 0% 14.89% 34.42% 36.88% 10.43% 0% 100% 

Mberengwa 44.98% 0.78% 15.50% 16.68% 17.10% 4.95% 0% 100% 

Mbire 5.24% 40.99% 25.18% 9.12% 9.50% 9.96% 0% 100% 

Mhondoro-Ngezi 13.13% 0% 25.64% 43.55% 10.49% 7.19% 0% 100% 

Mount Darwin 11.92% 11.96% 13.41% 29.21% 18.24% 9.26% 6.01% 100% 

Mudzi 17.55% 0% 28.51% 12.83% 14.57% 15.67% 10.87% 100% 

Murehwa 9.68% 0% 11.38% 23.98% 39.21% 15.75% 0% 100% 

Mutare 27.97% 0.22% 11.33% 16.89% 39.88% 3.47% 0.25% 100% 

Mutasa 12.70% 0% 12.56% 19.66% 37.77% 16.71% 0.60% 100% 

Mutoko 25.05% 0% 24.42% 22.69% 22.01% 5.83% 0% 100% 

Mwenezi 52.42% 1.68% 21.67% 10.09% 11.65% 2.50% 0% 100% 

Nkayi 17.82% 4.25% 23.09% 32.31% 12.30% 10.23% 0% 100% 

Nyanga 10.62% 1.39% 22.11% 21.06% 35.64% 7.48% 1.71% 100% 

Plumtree 10.68% 0% 37.33% 32.77% 0% 19.22% 0% 100% 

Rushinga 20.05% 0% 26.66% 14.98% 11.62% 7.40% 19.29% 100% 

Sanyati 10.94% 6.16% 19.33% 13.88% 30.93% 18.76% 0% 100% 

Seke 15.56% 0% 15.71% 20.73% 30.25% 17.74% 0% 100% 

Shamva 3.44% 0% 15.96% 36.70% 34.44% 9.47% 0% 100% 

Shurugwi 31.41% 0% 25.20% 15.32% 23.65% 4.42% 0% 100% 

Tsholotsho 37.98% 12.45% 21.21% 9.62% 11.74% 7.01% 0% 100% 

Umguza 35.48% 0.73% 18.57% 11.40% 24.86% 8.95% 0% 100% 

Umzingwane 37.11% 0.23% 24.22% 16.70% 13.25% 8.49% 0% 100% 

UMP 17.27% 0% 33.84% 21.66% 19.15% 8.09% 0% 100% 

Zaka 42.12% 0% 13.62% 15.77% 16.65% 11.84% 0% 100% 

Zvimba 3.69% 0% 17.72% 36.07% 40.51% 2.01% 0% 100% 

Zvishavane 25.84% 0% 22.89% 17.13% 34.14% 0% 0% 100% 

Grand Total 21.77% 2.78% 18.16% 19.49% 25.39% 11.66% 0.75% 100% 
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Appendix 4: Explanation of some causal pathways from the problem tree and recommended activities. 

Livelihood 
capital  Variable Pathway Description  

Code  
Recommended Activities Reference 

Human Capital 

Poverty -is a 
cause and 
consequence of 
low food access 

Low food access affects human 
productivity (labour productivity and 
mental capability) leading to poverty 
manifestation  

1 1. Livestock support to increase accumulation and 
ownership of livestock is critical in building 
households resilience to shocks and stressors and 
taking people out of poverty as livestock 
ownership is a consistent factor in explaining 
household well-being. 

ZimVAC data 

Poverty limit options to obtain adequate 
and nutritious diets because of 
deprivation in income and limited 
participation in markets  

1 

Financial 
Capital  

Income 
deprivation is a 
driver of poverty 

Low incomes implies low purchasing poor 
hence deprivation of education, social 
services, adequate and nutritious food 
(poverty) 

11;27; 30; 69 1. Increase access to incomes and decent work 
opportunities in the key value chains and 
economic sector, particularly for young people                           
2.Activities that increase households income 
earning such as off farm  IGAs are critical  

ZimASSET & 
ZUNDAF 

Human Capital 

Malnutrition 
(stunting), ill 
health and 
poverty reinforce 
one another in a 
vicious circle. 

Malnutrition impact on human capital 
base (affects access to school, capacity to 
learn, physical development and energy 
to work) and results in loss of productive 
time due to morbidity and mortality 
leading to poverty.  

2;3 1.Coordination and collaboration across sectors to 
enhance greater impact, community 
engagements, behaviour change communication 
for uptake of nutrition services and sustained 
adoption of practices that promote good nutrition                                                                                                
2. Nutrition-specific interventions are required to 
complement income-focused programming, in 
order to overcome the non-income dimensions of 
poverty. 

ZUNDAF and 
Nutrition Strategy 

Poverty encompass deprivation of 
education, social services (water and 
health), adequate and nutritious diets 
that causes morbidity and stunting.  

2,10,29 1. Multi-sectorial programming approach is need 
to tackle these interlinked cause and effects 
among nutrition, morbidity and poverty  

ZUNDAF 

Physical Capital   

Low asset 
ownership is a 
cause and 
consequence of 
low incomes 

Low assets ownership implies low 
disposable assets in times of crisis to 
generate cash to meet households needs 

32 Support access to assets ownership, hazard 
insurance, informal community safety nets  

  

Low incomes limits households 
opportunities to acquire productive 
assets, as the little available income is 
dedicated for survival 

32 Activities that increase households income 
earning such as off farm  IGAs are critical  
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Livelihood 
capital  Variable Pathway Description  

Code  
Recommended Activities Reference 

Physical Capital   

Low food access Rural Food insecurity in Zimbabwe is 
driven by poor household production 
levels and depressed household incomes 
i.e. (poor harvests and low market 
access). 

8,9 1. Activities that improve agriculture productivity 
are crucial in ensuring food access and availability 
i.e. strengthening of sustainable Crop Production 
Systems and marketing.                                                                                     
2. Activities that increase households income 
earning such as off farm IGAs are critical                                    
3.Improved organization of marketing systems. 

ZimVAC, 
ZimASSET 

Physical Capital   

Low market 
access 

Some crisis level food insecurity in 
Zimbabwe is partly due to depressed 
average household incomes to acquire 
food on the market and poor markets 
and supportive infrastructure.  

28 1. Activities that improve agriculture productivity 
are crucial in ensuring food access and availability 
i.e. strengthening of sustainable crop production 
systems and marketing.  

ZimVAC & 
ZimASSET 

Low market access is a driver of low 
agriculture productivity and low food 
access.  

9,70 

Human Capital 
Low market 
access 

Inadequate knowledge and skills results 
in low market access.  

66 Education, training and capacity development is 
essential  

ZUNDAF 

Natural Capital 

Climate 
variability and 
change are major 
drivers of 
drought/dry 
spells, floods/wet 
spells, pests and 
diseases and 
migration 

Zimbabwe lies in a semi-arid region with 
limited and unreliable rainfall patterns 
(characterised by long dry spells) and 
temperature variations that induce 
drought.  

36 1. Promote production of drought, high yielding 
and 
heat tolerant varieties and pest and diseases 
tolerant varieties  

ZimASSET & Met 
Department 

Reports  

The heavy downpours also caused major 
damage to agricultural lands, destroying 
maize crops (the main staple), as well as 
disrupting public services such as road 
transportation and education.  

53 

Climate change is helping pests and 
diseases that attack crops and animals to 
spread around the world. 

54;60 

Climate change effects such as droughts, 
sea-level rise and acceleration of 
environmental degradation impact on 
human mobility, leading to a substantial 
rise in the scale of migration and 
displacement in different parts of Africa. 
(African Diaspora Centre, April 2014) 

49 
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Livelihood 
capital  Variable Pathway Description  

Code  
Recommended Activities Reference 

Natural Capital 

Low agriculture 
productivity  

High incidents of pests and diseases in 
both crops and animals reduces 
productivity  

19 1. There is a need to focus on means of improving 
productivity and market functioning as they are 
mutually self-reinforcing as well as diversification 
of food and income sources.   

Erratic rainfall patterns, increased and 
prolonged dry spells reduces agriculture 
productivity  

61;65 1. Expand and improve efficiency of existing 
irrigation schemes, and explore possibilities of 
constructing new ones in order to increase 
numbers of people with access to irrigation 
schemes in the rural communities. Ways to ensure 
inclusion and participation of different equality 
groups in irrigations may need to be explored.  

ZimVAC & ZAIP 

Poor and late access to inputs and use of 
sub optimal inputs reduces agriculture 
productivity  

20, 70 1.Establish Market linkages between input 
suppliers and farmers and Strengthen agro-dealer 
networks throughout the country to improved 
input and output market access 

ZimVAC & 
ZimASSET 

Inadequate knowledge and skills on good 
agriculture practises contributes to low 
agriculture productivity  

62 1. Strengthen agriculture research and extension 
services;                                                                                  
2.Building capacities for farmers, private sector 
and of public institutions which support farmers 
so that farmers and agri-businesses can 
participate profitably and competitively  

ZAIP & ZimASSET 

Excessive and scarcity water availability 
affects agriculture productivity i.e. heavy 
downpours cause major damage to 
agricultural lands and destroy crops while 
little rains reduce harvests.  

61 1. Promotion of sustainable agriculture practises 
and activities that conserve water, soil and 
increase productivity such as conservation 
agriculture is critical      2. Support to timely access 
of agriculture inputs  

ZAIP 

Poor soil fertility reduces production 
potential in any crop and also results in 
poor pastures for animals  

63 

  
  Poor infrastructure is as cause of low 

agriculture productivity  
52     
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Livelihood 
capital  Variable Pathway Description  

 
Code  Recommended Activities Reference 

Physical Capital   

Land degradation 
is mainly driven 
by deforestation 
and overgrazing  

Deforestation and overgrazing are the 
major drivers of degradation. It leaves 
the land bare, making it susceptible to 
various forms of erosion. The country is 
losing 330 000 hectares annually as a 
result of deforestation. 

58, 59 Increase production and productivity through 
improved management and sustainable use of 
land, water, forestry and wildlife resources. 

Forestry 
Commission & 
ZAIP 

Land degradation 
contributes to 
flooding and soil 
infertility 

Degraded lands are generally infertile and 
vulnerable to flooding as soil nutrients 
are washed away and infiltration rate is 
reduced.   

55;56 

Social Capital  

Low social capital 
- is driven by 
migration and low 
participation in 
community 
groups and micro 
financial 
associations 
among 
Zimbabwean rural 
households 

Migration degrades the bonding capital 
among family because of long distances 
and non-existence of physical 
interactions. 

50 Promotion of activities that encourage community 
members to come together is key to improve 
collaborative and collective action among 
communities as this strengthen community 
collective actions in times of experiencing shocks 
and stressors. Programmes activities should be 
designed to create plats forms for community 
interaction, sharing of ideas and knowledge and 
promote working together to build social fabric 
i.e. support of activities such as ISAL groups, 
Irrigation Associations, Marketing groups etc. 

WFP analysis 
recommendations  

Limited savings and financial exclusion 
are other causes of low social capital  

46;47 

low social capital 
- is driver of low 
incomes 

low social capital - is driver of low 
incomes as it limits opportunities to 
economic activities  

44 

low social capital - 
is a cause of low 
investments  

low investments and assets ownership 39;45 

  limited livelihoods opportunities and 
assets ownership  

23;40;41 

  
low social capital 
and HIV  

  33 
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Livelihood 
capital  Variable Pathway Description  

 
Code  Recommended Activities Reference 

Financial 
Capital  

Low income is a 
result 
unemployment, 
limited livelihoods 
opportunities and 
low social capital 

unemployment 31 Promotion of activities that ensure financial 
inclusion of vulnerable households  

  

limited livelihoods opportunities 42 

low social capital 43 

Low investments 
is caused by 
limited savings 
and financial 
exclusion  

Financial exclusion  47 

limited savings  51 

  

Morbidity- poor 
access to WASH is 
a key driver of 
morbidity and it is 
exacerbated by 
poor access to 
health services 
and HIV and AIDS 
incidents  

poor access to WASH 15 

    

 poor access to health services  13 

HIV and AIDS incidents  14 

Physical Capital   

Poor access to 
WASH and health 
services are the 
drivers of 
morbidity and 
stunting.  

Access to WASH and health services is 
mainly influenced by income levels. WFP 
2014 analysis show that majority of food 
insecure households have poor access to 
WASH facilities.  This implies that food 
insecure households mostly prioritise 
their income on food at the expense of 
investment in other social amenities such 
as toilets and protecting wells.  

3;10;13;15;27 

    

 


