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Executive summary
Introduction
Drought, climate change and other climatic shocks are exerting pressure on Zimbabwe’s economy.
Between year 1993-2012, rainfall variability increased by 21% compared to its long-term average (19012012). Zimbabwe vulnerability assessment estimated that 30% of the rural population is food insecure
by the peak of the lean season. The main objective of this study is to analyze shock-response approaches
used by World Vision Zimbabwe and partners (WVZP) to build resilience in Zimbabwe. WVZP has been
implementing projects related to enhancing food and nutrition security, diversification of livelihoods,
creation of productive assets and increasing community market participation. Results of the present
study will contribute to the dialogue on appropriate response strategies for building resilience against
frequent and recurring drought and other idiosyncratic or covariant shocks. The analytical methods used
are both qualitative and quantitative. The qualitative methods involved focus group discussion with
communities and government and development partner officials. The qualitative analysis was aimed at
better understanding the knowledge, attitudes, priorities, preferences, and perceptions of target
beneficiaries and other stakeholders. Quantitative methods used are the quasi-experimental impact
assessment design – largely to capture quantitatively the impacts of the WVZP on selected outcomes.

Results
Focus group discussion with communities and policy makers and development partners:
Selected communities were selected to participate in focus group discussion to provide feedback on
effectiveness and weaknesses of resilience building strategies used by WVZP and other efforts.
Discussion with policy makers involved mainly the ministry of agriculture, mechanization and irrigation
development at the district and national level. The communities have seen significant impact of the
WVZP activities on increasing the absorptive and adaptive capacities of the beneficiaries during lean
periods. The impact was particularly significant for the food and nutrition programs in the hard-hit
areas. Similarly, WVP beneficiary communities have seen significant accumulation of community level
productive assets. However, the communities felt coverage of WVP does not include other needy
communities. Additionally, WVP performance in building their ability to sustainably maintain the
productive assets beyond the project period is weak. Both aspects are beyond WVZP’s ability to address
given their short-term projects. Communities reported that the main PAC challenge is the perception of
free-riding for communities who do not participate in the food-for-asset, yet benefit from the
community productive assets.
The Government resilience-building policy framework is the Zimbabwe Agenda for Sustainable SocioEconomic Transformation (ZimAsset), whose major objective is indigenization of the country’s economy
and empowerment of the people. Implementation of the resilience programs in each of the ministries
and department is based on the ZimAsset policy. For example, the Ministry of agriculture,
mechanization, and irrigation development is managing the input subsidy programs and promoting
conservation agriculture, mechanization, and post-harvest losses, which have increased due to climate
change. Funding remains a major constraint in implementing the ZimAsset programs.
Through a steering committee involving all ministries and department as well as donors, the
government is working to harmonize resilience building efforts done by the government and
development partners. The UNDP, CARE and World Food Program (WFP) were interviewed as
representatives of the development partners. All three development partners felt that the government
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of Zimbabwe is very supportive of the development partner efforts. NGOs and other development
partners have been working closely with the government and have been trailblazing innovative
approaches, which are helping the government to better design resilience programs. The UNDP is
funding resilience program in partnership with the government. This has helped to support the
government efforts by utilizing UNDP’s technical capacity and experience. For example, development of
the resilience and vulnerability maps was done in very close collaboration with all stakeholders and
involved the technical skills from the UNDP and other development partners. Like WVZ, CARE is partner
in resilience building programs. CARE uses a bottom-up approach and has succeeded in engaging
communities in designing and implementing programs. The accountability programs that CARE has used
has been attractive to government. WFP’s productive asset creation (PAC) and food for asset (FFA) have
been very successful. To ensure that the acquired assets are used sustainably, the Holistic ownership,
technically sound, maintenance, utilization and management (HOTMUM) trained communities on how
to manage their assets sustainably and how to safeguard them against selling at low prices when seller is
in financial distress.
Household survey results
Shocks and community response: Drought was reported in all districts and affected the largest share of
people. Coping strategies taken to address these shocks included selling livestock, livelihood
diversification, mining, and migration to South Africa and urban areas in Zimbabwe, moving livestock to
other places that did not experience drought. About 60% of WVZP households reported that World
Vision and partners helped them respond to shock and build resilience against climate change.
Government and other NGOs provided more assistance to the control group households than is the case
for the treatment group communities.
Enhancing absorptive capacity - Food & nutrition security and WASH: WVZP has increased food and
nutrition security and school attendance among the vulnerable groups – an aspect that increased
beneficiary absorptive capacity – i.e., the stability and persistence under shocks and challenging
environment. Dietary diversity index of WVZP beneficiaries significantly increased by more than two and
the increase was much greater among female-headed households than male-headed households. WVZP
programs also significantly reduced the odds of going to bed without eating food or sleeping hungry.
However, the reduction of the odds of sleeping hungry was not significant for female-headed
households. There is no significant difference between the treated and control households on the
duration of breastfeeding. WVZP beneficiary households who gave multivitamin to children was
significantly higher than was the case with control households. The major challenge that food and
nutrition programs faced is the long time it took to deliver food due to the sparse presence of the
distribution centers. ENSURE beneficiaries also pointed out that the rations distributed were not enough
to meet the needs of the intended women and under-five year-old children. One reason for the
shortage was some beneficiaries used the rations for the entire family instead of the targeted household
members – children, expecting or nursing mothers.
On Water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), WVZP beneficiaries reported significantly greater access safe
water sources than the control group. Similarly, comparison across gender shows that access to bore
hole by treatment and control group female-headed households was not significantly different between
WVZP treatment and control households but the treated female-headed households had significantly
higher access to protected dug well than control group female-headed households.
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Enhancing adaptive capacity: Non-farm income for WVP beneficiaries increased by about 20% and by
22% among treated female-headed households. WVZP had a significant impact on productive assets
suggesting that it increased the beneficiary adaptive capacity. PAC beneficiaries reported to have
improved community level assets – such as irrigation infrastructure, dams, bridge, and fencing fields.
Irrigation infrastructure improved community resilience against drought. For household-level assets,
participation in WVZP projects increased productive assets for both female and male-headed
households and the increase among female-headed households was twice as high as the case for the
male-headed beneficiaries. On the knowledge side, adoption rates of climate-smart agriculture (CSA)
practices increased due to participation in WVZP program but the rate of adoption was low. Market
participation was greater among WVZP beneficiaries than the control group but still low.
Building transformative capacity: Considering the weaknesses of the local governments, a program
implementation teams (PIT) were formed to build capacity of local governments to manage projects
efficiently. PIT members comprise local government officials, NGOs and technical staff from
government. This arrangement is very important for building the required institutional environment for
sustainability resilience. An important weakness of PIT is its limited involvement of the customary
institutions which play key role in social dynamics in rural areas. Additionally, building resilience requires
a long-term investment to ensure the transformative capacity is well-grounded. However, project mode
under which WVZP and other projects operate may not build transformative capacity in their short-term
duration.

Conclusions and policy implications
Results of the study show the WVZP resilience building projects have provided good empirical evidence
from which government policy making process can learn from as it strives to implement its resilience
framework in partnership with development partners. The World Vision Zimbabwe and partners (WVZP)
significantly increased adoption of resilience building land and water management practices, food and
nutrition security, household income and accumulation of productive assets. Additionally, use of
improved human waste disposal facilities and safe potable water also increased significantly among
WVZP beneficiaries. The results illustrate that WVZP ground-up approach, and provision of both
education and food and asset is working as expected.
Despite these achievements, WVZP faced challenges – which need to be addressed to increase
effectiveness of the resilience building efforts. Adoption rate of climate-smart agriculture is low –
especially among women. This calls for the need to Increase advisory services on CSA and to target
women.
Market participation among the vulnerable groups is weak. Consistent with the new WFP resilience
approach, there is need for enhancing market participation through building horizontal and vertical
linkages, which have been shown to enhance smallholder farmer market participation and bargaining
capacity.
Duration of the resilience-building efforts is short as much longer time is required for building resilience
and significant resource investment from both governments and development partners. Building
transformative capacity requires changes in the institutional infrastructure to ensure that the local and
national governments create conducive environment and commit resources for enhancing resilience.
Worse still, the increasing frequency and intensity of the shocks as well as climate change increase the
amount of investment required to meet the needs. Building transformative capacity and effectively
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implementing the current efforts will require institutionalizing and mainstreaming the successful
resilience building strategies used by WVZP and to design a more elaborate coordination of actors. For
example, rural road development rural electrification and other activities could be coordinated to focus
in areas with high vulnerability and this will greatly enhance non-farm activities.
Similarly, the ability of the communities to sustainably maintain the productive such that they continue
to be productive beyond the project period. Particularly, the irrigation infrastructure requires
hydrological engineering advisory services to ensure its sustainability. Such arrangement is not possible
within the project period – which WVZP projects operates. The government should mainstream and
institutionalize the successful resilience-building approaches implemented by WVZP and other
development partners.
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Introduction
Drought, climate change and other climatic shocks are exerting pressure on Zimbabwe’s economy, a
country that heavily relies on rain fed agriculture as only 4.6% of cultivated area is irrigated (AQUASTAT
2016). The level of irrigation among smallholder farmers – who account for 80% of agricultural land –
after the fast track land redistribution program (FTLRP)1 – is much smaller as only 2% of their cropland is
irrigated compared to 6.8% for commercial farmers. Additionally, only 37% of the country receives
rainfall considered adequate for agriculture. This makes irrigation development a prerequisite for
reliable agricultural production in 63% of Zimbabwe’s land area. The smallholder farmers are more
exposed to drought because of their greater concentration in less favorable climatic regions – and
consequently greater risks to rainfall variability (Benson and Clay, 1994). The frequency and intensity of
hydrological shocks – largely drought and flooding – are increasing over time due to climate change.
Between year 1993-2012, rainfall variability increased by 21% compared to its long-term average (19012012) (Harris et al 2013). Consequently, smallholder farmers are likely to face much greater risks as they
account for only 30% of the functional irrigated area of 120,000ha (Nhundu, and Mushunje 2010).
Given the effects of climate change and the consequent increase frequency and intensity of hydrological
shocks, governments and their development partners have been rethinking the past “fire-brigade”
approach in which the international community and governments only respond through humanitarian
assistance when drought or other events occur and do not invest in building long-term resilience against
shocks. The new paradigm has been to build resilience by helping the ultra-poor and vulnerable people
escape from poverty and transition from emergency programs to sustainable food and nutrition security
and livelihoods (Barrett et al 2014).
Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment estimated that 2.8 million rural people – or 30% of the rural
population – were food insecure by the peak of the lean season. This is due to several factors including
insufficient rainfall, which is exacerbated by El Niño, high and increasing cereal prices, and high levels of
underlying vulnerabilities in communities. Other factors are poor national economic outlook resulting in
limited livelihood options and incomes especially for poor households(Source). While humanitarian and
development partners respond to seasonal urgent need, the same partners have agreed on a Resilience
Framework for Zimbabwe. The framework used for the purpose of this study is the UNDP Resilience
framework. Building resilience is a process that requires deliberate commitment and effort. The
purpose of this study is to better understand the suite of current response mechanisms (Cash transfersconditional and unconditional, productive asset creation, lean seasonal targeted assistance and nutrition
interventions.) through the lens of the resilience framework. With an additional season of widespread
food insecurity anticipated, this study aims to make a timely contribution to the on-going dialogue as to
how to situate crisis responses within a longer-term resilience strategy in the specific context of
Zimbabwe.
The objectives of this study are to analyze shock-response approaches used by World Vision Zimbabwe
(WVZ) to build resilience in Zimbabwe. Results of the study will contribute to the dialogue on
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Following FTLRP in 2003, irrigated area fell from 200,000ha to about 120,000ha due to vandalism and
dilapidation of irrigation infrastructure.
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appropriate response strategies for building resilience against frequent and recurring drought and other
idiosyncratic or covariant shocks.2
To set context to the changing climatic conditions and the consequent shocks, the following section
discusses Zimbabwe’s agroecological zones, their changes due to climate change and consequent
vulnerability. This is followed by discussion of policies and strategies which Zimbabwe is implementing
to build resilience against hydrological and other shocks.

Vulnerability and livelihood strategies across Zimbabwe’s
agroecological zones
Zimbabwe is divided into five natural regions – or agroecological zones (Table 1 &
Figure 1). Natural region (NR) I – which covers only about 2% of Zimbabwe’s land area – has the highest
agricultural potential with reliable precipitation above 1000mm per year, longest crop growing period
and fertile soils. Major crops grown in NR I are export crops, namely tea and coffee. Other major crops
grown in NR1 include fruit, maize and vegetables. NRI is also suitable for intensive beef and dairy
production. NRII receives 700-1050mm of rainfall per year and covers about 19% of land area. NRII is
one of Zimbabwe’s breadbaskets since it is suitable for intensive production of maize – Zimbabwe’s
staple food crop, tobacco and cotton. NRIII accounts 17% of land area and receives 500-800mm rainfall
annually – which is characterized by frequent drought spells and unreliable onset of rain season. Millet
and sorghum are the common crops but maize is also grown. Extensive livestock ranching is practiced in
NRIII. The NRIV accounts for 33% of land area – the largest share – and communal farmers occupy 50%
of NRIV. The region receives only 450-650mm of rainfall annually and rainfed farming is quite unreliable
– exposing the farmers to highly risky rainfed production. NRV is the driest and receives less than
450mm annually. It is suitable for extensive cattle and game ranching, yet farmers in NRV grow sorghum
and millet.
Climate change has changed the extent of the five natural regions and this has affected negatively food
security in Zimbabwe. Maize is the staple food in NRV and farmers in the grow more than sorghum and
millet. NGOs and the government have over the years invested in developing farmers’ capacity to grow
small grains but maize remains the most important crop in NRV. According to Mugandani et al (2012),
NRI has doubled in size – thus giving greater potential for coffee, tea and fruit production. However,
given that staple food production is done in NRII, & NRIII, this positive change does not have direct
impact on food production. NRII – Zimbabwe’s breadbasket – has decreased by 49% and lost much of its
area to NRIII – a drier and riskier production zone. NRIII has also decreased by 14% due to encroachment
of much drier NRIV. Given that NRIII is also source of cereal production, the loss has negative implication
on food security. NRIV extent has increased by about 6% due to its expansion into NRIII. NRV – the driest
zone – increased by 23% - ushering in greater vulnerability and need for building resilience against
hydrological shocks.
The increasing extent of NR IV and NRV increases vulnerability. Figure 2 shows the current drought
vulnerability in Zimbabwe. The southern and Midwestern part of the country is under severe
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Idiosyncratic shocks are those which are limited in scope – affecting certain area of households. Covariant shocks
are those which are widespread – affecting a large group of household, communities, entire country, regions or
even global.
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vulnerability while midlands and north-western parts of the country has moderate vulnerability. The
map also shows the districts which were selected as case studies for this research.

Table 1: Zimbabwe natural regions (agroecological zones), their change due to climate change,
annual precipitation, coverage of area and number of farmers and major farming systems
Natural
region
(NR)

a

Area (000 % change Annual
LGP
ha) before due to CC precipitation
CC
(mm)

I

613 106

II

7 343 -49%

III

6 855 -14%

IV
V

13 010 036 6%
10 288 23%

> 1 000

Farming systems

>165

Intensive dairy farming forestry, tea, coffee, fruit,
beef and maize production

700-1050

150165

Intensive farming, based on maize, tobacco, cotton
and livestock

500-800

135150

Semi-intensive farming region livestock production,
fodder crops and export crops

450-650

105135

Semi-extensive livestock and sorghum and millet;
forestry & wildlife/tourism

< 450

<105

Extensive cattle ranching; forestry, wildlife/tourism

Sources: (FAO 2006); Mugandani et al (2012).
Note: LGP=Length of growing period – largely based on maize growing period.

Figure 1: Natural regions and selected districts
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Source: modified from FAO and WFP 2009.

Figure 2: Zimbabwe drought vulnerability
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Source: UNDP 2016.
To address increasing vulnerability and risky livelihoods, the government of Zimbabwe and its
development has been designing and implementing several policies and strategies for enhancing
resilience against shocks. In the section, we review the country’s policies and strategies for building
resilience against shocks.

Policies in Zimbabwe
The discussion in this section will focus on policies that directly affect resilience of poor rural households
to drought and other shocks. The first section discusses the policies based on literature review while the
second section reports discussion that we held with policy makers and development partners to discuss
government efforts to build resilience against shocks.

ZimAsset
The government of Zimbabwe has laid out a framework for building resilience through its development
blueprint – ZimAsset, which puts agriculture as “the beacon of the economy” by designing the following
strategies (GoZ 2012):
i.
ii.

To achieve food and nutrition security through investing in sustainable and robust programs
Presidential input support scheme. Among the issues under this is financial support to
agriculture to increase production, productivity and product quality. This is especially for
supporting vulnerable groups. The government will provide a 50% subsidy of maize seeds
and fertilizer as well as subsidizing 55% of electricity of farmers. The government will also
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iii.

iv.
v.
vi.

implement a floor producer pricing policy for strategic grain commodities to guarantee
farmers receive viable prices for maize, coarse grain, and wheat (GoZ 2012).
a. rehabilitation and expansion of irrigation, dams and timely delivery inputs at affordable
prices
b. contract farming for export crops (tobacco and cotton)
Increasing economic opportunities and empowering for vulnerable groups, namely women,
youths, and physically challenged people. This was achieved by enhancing cooperatives and
SME and providing funds to indigenous investors; Small Enterprise Development
Corporation (SEDCO) will be recapitalized to provide funding to vulnerable groups
Value addition of primary products
Fostering strategic linkages and formalization among SMEs
Gender mainstreaming in agriculture through review of existing constraints and
opportunities and resource mobilization and empower women (GoZ 2012).

Agricultural policy
Agriculture accounts for about 16.5% of Zimbabwe Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and over 70% of the
country’s population livelihoods are agricultural based (GoZ 2012). Recognizing the impacts of climate
change discussed earlier and the recurring drought events, the 2012 agricultural policy has set the
following policies for building resilience:

Increase crop and livestock productivity and production:
The first agricultural policy objective is to increase productivity and production for smallholder farmers.
Though not clearly stated, this policy objective also suggests that reducing agricultural production risks
precipitated by drought and other shocks is important. To achieve this, the agricultural policy plans to
develop technologies and strategies to address the challenge of recurrent droughts through research
and develop that will generate drought-resistant crop varieties suitable for the smallholder farmers. For
livestock, the policy seeks to increase productivity through breeding programs for all animal breeds –
including the indigenous breeds used by smallholder farmers. The livestock productivity will also be
achieved through improved pasture and rangeland management.
The farm income and agricultural production policy main objective is to provide input and output
subsidies aimed at supporting smallholder poor farmers. The government will provide a 50% subsidy to
fertilizer and maize seed. Additionally, the government will provide a 55% subsidy to electricity supplied
to farmers. This will encourage investment in irrigation which will enhance efforts to address drought
events. For livestock, dipping facility services will be provided at a subsidized service fee.
On the output side, the government will provide floor prices for the major staple food crops – namely
maize, wheat, sorghum, millet and other small grain crops. As expected however, the government is
experiencing challenges financing the generous subsidies.

Irrigation
Irrigation and water management practices are among the most effective strategies for building
resilience against drought, flooding and heat shocks. Irrigation and water management practices can
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also increase crop productivity by more than 50% in areas with high water stress (You et al 2011). The
government of Zimbabwe has irrigation policy with four major development strategies (Government of
Zimbabwe 2012):
(i)
Rehabilitation and modernization of existing irrigation schemes
(ii)
Expand irrigated area
(iii)
Strengthen research on irrigation development and new technologies that are appropriate
for smallholder farmers and which exploit indigenous knowledge and enhance sustainability.
The policy also aims to promote public-private partnership
(iv)
Financing irrigation
Institutionally, the Minister of Environment, Water and Climate (MEWC) formulates policies on water
management – including agricultural water management. The Ministry of Agriculture, Mechanisation
and Irrigation Development (MAMID) is mandated to implement the policies formulated by MEWC and
other government policies. MAMID also provides technical advisory services to irrigators. MEWC also
provides research services to generate technologies for different groups of farmers.
Zimbabwe’s investment in developing irrigation for smallholder farmers – who are more vulnerable to
shocks - irrigation started after independence (AQUASTAT 2015). This followed the severe drought of
1981 and 1984 – in which 1982/83 was an el Niño year (FEWSNET 2014). The focus on smallholder
farmer irrigation was critical since majority of smallholder farmers were in low potential areas with
unreliable rainfall, yet had the lowest adoption rate of irrigation. The approach of the newly
independent country was to promote farmer-managed smallholder schemes. However, the fast track
land redistribution program (FTLRP) increased access of smallholder farmers to large scale irrigation
scheme operated by commercial farmers (AQUASTAT 2015). However, the smallholder farmer capacity
to manage large irrigation schemes was low and this led to their mismanagement. Agricultural
productivity fell significantly after FTLRP. One of the reasons for such decrease is the non-functional
irrigation infrastructure – which though accounted for only 5% of irrigated area – contributed 50% of
marketed crop production (Ibid). wheat yields decreased from about 5.4 in 2001 to only 2tons/ha in
2009 due to non-functional irrigation and electricity outages
(AFD, 2012). Additionally, the FTLRP posed institutional challenges in water management since the large
scale commercial farmers operated their irrigation schemes on private basis but land redistribution to
smallholder farmers with no experienced with irrigation resulted into challenges of managing the
irrigation infrastructure. FTLRP also created four land tenure systems (Table 2): i) communal, ii) A1 –
smallholder farmers – with area 40ha or smaller (Scoones who got land from white commercial farmers,
iii) A2 and iv) estates (SADC, 2012). Zimbabwe National Water Authority (ZINWA) has taken over permits
of dams from the former commercial farms to ensure they are maintained (World Bank, 2014). FTLRP
also disrupted the local institutions and management entities, resulting in a lack of management at local
level such as irrigation schemes boards (AFD, 2012).

Other agricultural water management practices
The government is promoting water harvesting, in-situ practices, infiltration pits, strip catchment
tillage, earth basins and contour ridges are main practices in the dry areas vulnerable to hydrologic
shocks (GoM 2012). Conservation agriculture (CA) has also been promoted in Zimbabwe – a country
with largest adoption techniques in SSA. About 332,000 ha or 8% of cropland was under CA in 2013
(Ibid).
Table 2: farmer typologies in Zimbabwe before and after fast track land redistribution program
Type of farmer

Average Area
(million ha in 2010)
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Area in 2010 as %
of its level in 1980

Number
of farmers

Communal
A1 – subsistence- semi-commercialized
Old Settlement
A2 – medium commercialized
Estate

4.1
3.5
3.5
3.4

145,000

145,000

16,500

16,500

Note: estate farms area in 1980 was only 22% of its total area of 15.5 million in 1980 (Scoones et al., 2011).

Health and nutrition policies
The National Health Strategy for Zimbabwe for 2016-2020 fits in the country’s broader policy framework
of ZimAsset and the UN Sustainable Development Goals (GoZ 2016). The health strategy sets four goals
which seek to strengthen and prioritize health programs and improve health service provision and to
improve enabling environment for service delivery. For brevity, we focus on the first goal because it
rhymes well with the WVZ intervention under review. Under this goal, Zimbabwe sets the following
targets:
1. Reduce maternal mortality rate from 614 in 2014 to 300 per 1000 births by 2020
2. Reduce neonatal mortality rate from 29 deaths per 1000 live births in 2014 to 20 in 2020.
3. Reduce mortality and morbidity due to malnutrition by 50%
On nutrition, the Food and Nutrition Security (FNS) policy objective is to “promote and ensure adequate
food and nutrition security for all people at all times in Zimbabwe, particularly amongst the most
vulnerable and in line with our cultural norms and values and the concept of rebuilding and maintaining
family dignity” (GoZ 2014). The FNS policy – which was officially launched in 2013 – is implemented by
the Ministry of Health & Child Care in collaboration with other ministries and departments. But given
the key role played by the agricultural sector in producing food and ensuring nutrition security, the
ministries of health and agriculture have formed district-level food and nutrition management teams,
which have strong linkage and close involvement of village health workers (Ibid). The FNS policy unique
feature is that, it treats food and nutrition as human right in Zimbabwe (Ibid). Several strategies have
been designed to implement FNS, one of which is the National Nutrition Strategy (NNS) 2014-2018. NNS
is implemented by the Ministry of Health & Child Care and has two objectives:
(i)

Implement FNS Commitment V – which commits to ensure nutrition security for all
Zimbabweans. Commitment V will be implemented through an integrated health framework –
including health services, and water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH). Commitment V is wellsynchronized with the broader resilience-building policy framework (Zim Asset) – in which
health and nutrition is one of its four pillars
(ii)
To contribute to achieving the global movement – Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) targets. SUN
targets the children in their first 1,000 days since birth – a period regarded as the most critical
in health and cognitive development of children. SUN efforts are aimed at intensification and
scaling-up proven high impact interventions which reduce prevalence of stunting, anemia and
low-birth weight. The SUN targets specific to Zimbabwe are nutrition during the critical first
1,000 days of life.
The discussion above reveals the policies and strategies for building resilience and is sourced from
literature. To gain deeper understanding of the policy and strategies implementation, we consulted with
policy makers and development partners who are collaborating with the government to build resilience.
The discussion below summarizes the main conclusions drawn from the dialogue with policy makers and
development partners.
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Discussion with policy makers about Zimbabwe government efforts to build resilience
In this section, we report the discussion that we held with national, provincial and district level policy
makers and development partners who support resilience-building efforts in rural areas. The focus of
the discussion with government officials was on government policies and strategies for resilience
building and their successes and challenges. For the development partners – who were largely NGOs
(excluding WVZ) and international institutions – the discussion was on how their programs are aligned
to government policies and strategies and their assessment of the government success and challenges
of building resilience against shocks.

Ministry of agriculture, mechanization and irrigation development
The discussion with the ministry of agriculture, mechanization and irrigation development (MAMID)
confirmed what literature shows that the ZimAsset is the major resilience building policy. Through a
steering committee involving all ministries and department as well as donors, the government is
working to harmonize resilience building efforts by government and donors. The government works
with UNDP in its resilience building program through US$25 million from the EU and IFAD and from its
own resources. It implements the resilience program since it rhymes with its own policies and strategies.
Irrigation revitalization is the major component of the program. Additionally, Zimbabwe signed the
CAADP (Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme) in 2013 investment plan. The
major CAADP investments that lead to resilience building are irrigation development and sustainable
land management practices for smallholder farmers. It is estimated that the irrigable area is 2 million ha
but only 175,000 ha is irrigated. The major challenge is funding to invest in irrigation. In collaboration
with Brazil, FAO has been promoting irrigation among small-scale farmers in the Africa-more-food
program.

Other resilience-building activities what MAMID officials discussed include conservation agriculture,
mechanization, and post-harvest losses, which have increased due to climate change. As discussed
earlier, the government is providing unconditional input subsidies to farmers. However, subsidy
program is being criticized by donors and researchers since it creates dependence and interferes with
free market. The government has been attempting to implement food for work but this approach has
not been as successful as anticipated. The government is also implementing command agriculture –
which gives input to vulnerable communities but recovers the in-kind loan by taking part of the harvest
worth the amount borrowed.
The drought mitigation program for livestock gives feeds and teaches farmers best livestock
management practices. On WVZ and other development partners, MAMID reported that the
government learns a lot from success stories of projects and it attempts to incorporate such lessons in
its own resilience building programs. The major concern that MAMID expressed regarding WVZ
programs and other development partners is the short duration of its programs and limited coverage.
These aspects are driven by resource mobilization constraints. As it will be seen below, building
resilience requires long-term commitment which cannot be achieved during the project duration. This
means, successful strategies and approaches for building resilience achieved by WVZ and other projects
need to be institutionalized and mainstreamed in government programs and strongly reflected in the
country’s policies and strategies. Development partners then needs to be provide support consistent
with the government policy and strategies.
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Constraints that the government faces in building resilience
Funding remains a major constraint. As discussed earlier, the large subsidy commitment and the
increasing frequency and intensity of hydrological shocks and climate change are posing a challenge in
financing strategies to address them.
Subsidies and free input distribution is challenging market-based agricultural development.
Unfortunately, the government has not yet designed a better method of having farmers pay in cash or
in-kind for the inputs. However, the government is seriously considering to implement food for work.
The donors implementing cash transfer and other programs could help the government to properly
implement its food-for-work strategy.

Provincial and district ministry of agriculture, mechanization and irrigation development
We interviewed three provincial level Agritex (department of agricultural and technical extension
services) and department of livestock production staff in Matebeland North and South and Bulawayo
provinces. We also discussed with Agritex and livestock development officials in Gwanda district
(Matabeleland South). These provinces are the in the most severe drought vulnerability area (Figure 2).
The focus on livestock is due to its important economic role in Matabeleland North and South provinces.
On crop production, Agritex officials reported that they have promoting land practices and varieties that
drought resistant. These include climate-smart agriculture (CSA), conservation agriculture, irrigation,
and drought resistant varieties. Additionally, Agritex has been promoting production of coarse grain
(sorghum and millet) and discouraging production of rainfed maize. The coarse grain crops are welladapted to the drylands and are the staple crops in Matabeleland North and South. For example, coarse
grain crops account for 60% of cropland area in Matabeleland south province. Agritex has also been
promoting red sorghum, which is not common in Matabeleland but well-adapted to the area.
The major problem for coarse grain adoption is that improved seed availability is low. Agritex is working
with ICRISAT to produce foundation seed using farmer groups.
For crop production, the major challenges for building resilience which provinces and districts reported
include:
(i)

(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)

Maize is currently favored and soil fertility managements on maize plots are far better than
on coarse grain plots. Unfortunately, coarse grain doesn’t have good market. So, farmers
tend to produce them for subsistence purposes only.
First challenge during drought is food security. Farmers liquidate their assets to get food.
Farmers in communal areas are set in their production practices and their adoption rates of
new technologies are slow
farmers are sparsely distributed and poses challenges to reach them
Donor dependence syndrome. Farmers always expect support from donors – such that they
invest little effort to build resilience
Limited resources to build dams and irrigation infrastructure
There is also need to set demonstration plots of better management practices but resources
are limited to finance such extension services.
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Livestock production strategies in Matabeleland have been driven by its predominance. Officials
estimated that about 60% of households own cattle in Matabeleland provinces, each own 9 heads of
cattle on average. Emphasis on keeping small ruminants and increasing women empowerment through
livestock ownership are among the key strategies for enhancing resilience. since small animals are
owned by women. Small ruminants have been shown to be more profitable overtime and could be
liquidated without having a major shock in the household. For example, chickens cost $3-$5 compared
to US$500 for one head of cattle. On large animals, there is need for increasing extension services to
promote livestock marketing to allow farmers buy inputs like feeds to supplement pasture.
Communities have also been increasing resilience by collective action. They share oxen, and loan their
livestock to those without livestock. The beneficiaries of the loaned animals use the livestock to produce
milk, animal power and other benefits of livestock.
Specific strategies for building resilience using livestock include:
i.

ii.

iii.

iv.
v.

Construction of warehouses of feeds and pasture. The warehouses were constructed in
collaboration with FAO and other NGOs – including World Vision Zimbabwe. This helped
farmers to store feeds for their livestock following drought, which created severe pasture
shortage.
The livestock feed program was most successful in districts neighboring South Africa –
where is a well-developed market – with abundant supply of livestock feeds. This means
market access played a key role.
Farmers organized themselves in groups, which helped reduce transportation costs and
enabled them to receive technical advisory services from provincial livestock department.
This included advisory services on veterinary and livestock feeding systems. The farmer
groups formed a livestock trust whose role was to plan and implement livestock
development strategies.
Small ruminants are being promoted since they are hardy and able to browse trees and
bushes which are better adapted to drought climate than grass.
Provision of advisory services on livestock marketing. This program helps reduce livestock
population

The challenges that building resilience for the livestock in Matabeleland include:






Adoption of livestock production technologies remains low. There is need for increasing
extension services efforts to address this challenge. Consequently, livestock productivity is low.
This makes it harder for farmers to acquire feeds and improved breeds. Land degradation and
climate change has also led to decline of veld (grassland) productivity – further reducing
livestock productivity. Overgrazing due to increasing cattle population in the province is also a
growing problem which is worsening grazing land degradation. Farmers in communal areas still
resist reducing stock population due to the traditional belief that a large stock is a status symbol
Climate change has caused a lack of feeds and increasing incidence of livestock diseases. Animal
and zoonotic diseases are also increasing due to livestock movement in search of pasture and
water
Predation by wild animals is a common problem in Zimbabwe. This is a serious problem –
especially for communities closer to game parks or wildlife ranches. For example, a study in
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Gokwe communal land showed that each livestock-owning household lost livestock worth
US$13 per year or 12% of each household's net annual income due to wildlife predation on
livestock (Butler 2000).
Feeds and warehouse is a good resilience building technologies but it requires proper planning
to ensure animals have enough feeds throughout the year. Farmers are still experiencing
problems in properly planning livestock needs.

Development partners
We interviewed the CARE, UNDP and WFP officials to gain deeper understanding of their resiliencebuilding activities and how they perceive government strategies for addressing the shocks.

CARE
The CARE resilience program is funded by DFID and EU. The program dubbed as crisis modification and
includes ENSURE, cash transfer and WASH programs – which are discussed in the proceeding sections.
The program has succeeded in communities where a bottom up approach was used to engage
communities in designing and implementing programs. The accountability programs that CARE has used
has been attractive to government, which implemented programs that led to suspicion of favoritism and
corruption. Contrary to this, the CARE program was implemented with high accountability and it led to
favorable assessment from beneficiaries.
On how the CARE perceives government programs on resilience, CARE thinks that the Zimbabwe
economic recovery roadmap is the key policy that states an objective of building resilience against
shocks. However, there are coordination challenges and lack of accountability Lack of funding to support
resilience building is also a major hindrance.

WFP
WFP has been working very closely with WVZ on implementing productive asset creation (PAC) and food
for asset (FFA), which will be discussed below. Success stories of WFP PAC and FFA programs included
water harvesting, rehabilitation of dams and irrigation schemes, desiltation, community nutrition home
gardens, dip tanks (for dipping livestock), splash tanks, and feedlots
These programs succeeded where:
i.
ii.

iii.

iv.
v.

Challenges of both crops and livestock were addressed simultaneously. For example, weir
dams in Mudzi were used for crop irrigation and watering livestock during lean season.
Community was involved in identifying assets and implementing planned activities. WFP
used a community participatory planning (CPP) approach to implement FFA and PAC.
Acknowledgment of the cultural differences in communities was made.
Programs were aligned with local government development programs. A program
implementation team (PIT) has been formed. PIT members comprise local government
officials, NGOs and technical staff from government. For example, government agricultural
extension and rural health staff are involved in the WFP programs. The PAC and FFA
programs were also used to build capacity of local government staff on how to build
resilience of vulnerable communities
Programs were gender sensitive
Programs were promoting child welfare
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vi.
vii.

viii.

Programs were made for those with disabilities
Integrated programs: Promoted nutrition and WASH (water, sanitation and hygiene). For
example, there is promotion of orchard and vegetable production, water development and
training communities on best sanitation and hygiene
There was training of communities on how to manage their assets sustainably and how to
safeguard them against “fire sales” – selling at low prices when seller is in financial distress.
The HOTMUM (holistic ownership, technically sound, maintenance, utilization and
management) programs is used to achieve this

The main challenges that WFP is facing in building resilience include:
i.

ii.
iii.
iv.

Projects implemented in only six months – too short to make lasting impact. The short
duration of intervention is still following the old humanitarian aid approach and does not fit
with the resilience building approach.
Limited market access that challenge market participation of smallholder farmers
El-Niño and other shocks increase severity of the problem and impede success of programs.
Some government programs work against efforts to increase private sector participation in
enhancing resilience through participation in agricultural input and output marketing.

v.

UNDP
UNDP programs on increasing capacity of resilience started in 2013 after government urged donors to
stop humanitarian only programs. Zimbabwe resilience building fund has three major objectives
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

Evidence based generation of information – to support policy making – which involves R&D
Increasing absorptive, adaptive & transformative capacity of at risk communities
Crisis modification – which includes risk financing, and other programs that build resilience. 25% of budget

The evidence-based program has conducted a study correlation analysis between exposure to hazards
and wellbeing outcomes. The study analyzed correlation between hazards, food security indicators,
stunting, & nutrition. The study found surprising results that stunting was poorly correlated with
hazards. For example, stunting was severe even in areas with surplus cereal production. This is due to
the consumption of maize and limited consumption of other food types. UNDP has collected and
mapped data on poverty and hazards (Figure 2).
The crisis modification program is largely early warning and provides information to communities at risk
and to government officials and donors. It does not have any intervention activities.
On the government resilience policy collaboration, UNDP is working the government to build resilience.
Government is receptive of the UNDP resilience program and has been working closely in implementing
it. In addition to the ZimAsset – which is the broader policy framework, the government has released a
policy on resilience building.
The major challenges which UNDP views as hampering resilience building efforts include:
(i)

No clear guidelines of responsibilities in resilience activities across several ministries and
departments. This leads to conflicting messaging or activities. For example, USAID has been
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(ii)

promoting resilience by encouraging farmers to own more livestock while UNDP has insisted
that resilience could be built with fewer but well-managed livestock.
Funding remains a major constraint in the government programs, which are well-articulated
but lack funding for implementation.

In summary, all development partners have been working closely with the government and have been
trailblazing innovative approaches, which are helping the government to design better resilience
programs. Yet, there are challenges that both the government and development partners face, some of
which are related to the country’s policies and strategies.
To set the stage for the impact assessment analysis, the section below discusses the major WVZ projects
which will be analyzed.

WVZ Interventions
Since this study is evaluating the impacts of WVZ interventions on resilience, this section reviews the
major programs that was evaluated in this study. Figure 3 shows the districts which benefitted from
WVZ interventions.

Figure 3: WVZ interventions across market access

We briefly discuss each of the WVZ interventions. WVZ has been implementing these projects in

partnership with other organization shown in Figure 4. For brevity, we will refer to this partnership as
World Vision and partners (WVZP)
ENSURE (Enhancing Nutrition, Stepping Up Resilience and Enterprise): ENSURE major objectives are to
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(a) Improve nutrition of women of reproductive age and children under the age of five, increase
and improve agricultural production and marketing. The project aims to provide food rations
and health and nutrition training up to 150,000 women of reproductive age and under five-yearold children,
(b) Increase household income. This is achieved through farmer field schools (FFS), facilitation of
producer associations and their business dealings with agro-dealers. ENSURE also works to
enhance development of Community Savings and Credit Cooperatives (SACCOs) to increase
access to financial services and asset accumulation. In total this activity was targeted to reach
20,000 people.
(c) Enhance resilience and response to hydrological and other shocks. This is achieved through
training communities on methodologies for increasing their resilience against shocks and Food
for Asset (FFA) – in which communities construct dams, irrigation schemes, wells and nutrition
gardens. A total of 7,000 people were expected to participate in this food for asset program.
ENSURE set a target of reaching a total of over 215,000 vulnerable people by 2018.
Productive Asset Creation (PAC): The main objective of the PAC program is to enhance resilience of
beneficiaries to natural and human-induced shocks. PAC’s main objective is to transform vulnerable
households and communities that depend on emergency relief operations to self-sufficient and resilient
households. PAC is the second-level phase in which beneficiaries move from humanitarian (safety-net)
programs to asset creation. Food insecure and vulnerable community are selected to work to build
community productive assets that have a potential to improve food security. The households providing
labor receive food rations as an incentive after completion of assigned tasks monthly. PAC is an
innovative approach that builds on past efforts that were largely focusing on providing humanitarian
food assistance to communities experiencing acute food shortages. Under the asset building approach,
beneficiaries are expected to, over time, develop their productive capacities to cope with emergencies
arising from drought and other shocks, and eventually transition from dependence on humanitarian
relief to surplus production, market participation, and exit from humanitarian assistance programs.

Lean Season Assistance (LSA) and cash transfer program (CTP): LSA is a short-term conditional
assistance provided to the most vulnerable households in targeted wards and districts contingent on
participation in a livelihoods focused/related training provided by WVZ or its cooperating partners. CTPs
Project

Implementing partners

LSA

WFP
WVZ

PAC

WFP
WVZ

ENSURE

WFP, CAREa, SNV
USA, SAFIREb, &
ICRISATc
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Figure
4:
WVZ
project
implementation
partners
a

Notes: Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere, Inc implements ENSURE on behalf of CARE
b
SAFIRE= Southern Alliance for Indigenous Resources
c
ICRISAT= International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

were either unconditional or conditional. Conditional cash transfers (CCT) have been shown to have

large impact on nutrition ((Adato and Hoddinott 2010). Gilligan et al (2013) compared cash vs food
transfer in north-eastern Uganda and observed that CCT or unconditional cash transfer had a much
larger impact on dietary diversity, food consumption, and frequency of consumption by children, than
food transfer. However, WFP’s experience in Kenya has shown that cash transfer works in areas with
vibrant food markets. In areas with no food market, impact of cash transfer is weak and inappropriate.
Studies have also shown that when women have stronger decision making in the household or
community and when their asset ownership and control is higher, household welfare is better than is
the case when they do not have control over such productive assets (Coppock et al 2013). Accordingly,
cash transfer was made to women in the household. Due to this, FFA has been targeting women by
ensuring that the bank account holders for cash transfers accounts are women.

Transfers are provided as food commodity or cash or a mix the of the two. The objective is to help
beneficiaries to avoid “fire sales” – in which households under financial distress or dire food insecurity
would their productive assets at extremely low prices to cope with such crisis. LSA also supports food for
asset activities to increase households’ resilience to shocks and gradually offset their need for seasonal
food assistance. LSA and CTP seek to improve the nutritional status of children under five, expand and
diversify agricultural production, increase household income, and help communities prepare for
disasters through disaster risk reduction activities. In response to the drought from El Niño, FFP has
supported these development partners to expand food rations and to support the creation of dams and
irrigation schemes through food for assets activities. Additionally, LSA is engaged in supporting 5,389
smallholder farmers in Mudzi and Rushinga districts to increase adoption of drought-tolerant small
grains and developing market linkages and a predictable demand. Thus, LSA is also involved in the
resilience building and not only short-term food needs.
As shown in Figure 3, the four types of WVZP interventions (ENSURE, LSA, PAC, and CTP) were
implemented independently or in combination in each of the districts experiencing shocks and with high
vulnerability. Given the project discussion above, the next section discusses the analytical approach and
data used to analyze their impacts.
To set the stage for the analysis of impacts of the WVZP programs under review, we analyze the
alignment of the with the WVZP program under with the government policies discussed above.

Alignment of World Vision Zimbabwe resilience building interventions with Government
Policies
One of the most success stories in Zimbabwe and development’s efforts to build resilience is its
elaborate coordination. The Government of Zimbabwe has the primary responsibility for coordination
and regulation of the resilience-building efforts by different ministries and departments and
development partners. Additionally, the Government of Zimbabwe has resource mobilization funding
responsibility to fund its own policies and strategies to achieve its targets. Development partners
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complement Government efforts and provide technical support. For example, the Ministry of Health
and Child Care’s National Nutrition Department is leading implementation of the strategy in
coordination with other key players. The Food and Nutrition Council (FNC) is mandated to coordinate
efforts of multiple ministries, UN agencies, NGOs, and the business sector. FNC also analyzes and
promotes multi-sectoral responses to food and nutrition insecurity interventions. This leads to holistic
and integrated implementation matrix. The Policy Matrix serves as the common results framework to
monitor commitments across all actors and has clear objectives and corresponding actions.
Additionally, Food and Nutrition Security multi stakeholders Committees have been formed at the
National, Provincial, District and Ward levels to ensure decentralized implementation of the National
Nutrition Strategy. Table 3 illustrates the close coordination between government and WVZP and
collaborating partners in building resilience. All WVZP projects are well-aligned with the government
policies for building resilience and it shows that there is strong harmonization of the WVZP projects with
the government policies and strategies. PAC and ENSURE projects match very well with the ZimAsset.
ENSURE activity that builds irrigation and water management is aligned with the agricultural policies. So
are cash transfer activities which engage in some activities that build community assets which increase
agricultural productivity.
As pointed out earlier however, some government policies and strategies hamper its own efforts and
those of development partners. The ZANU-PF election manifesto in 2013 projected to allocate a total of
US$300 million to the presidential agricultural input support (ZANU-PF 2013). This manifesto is
implemented through the government Input Support Program, which provides a 50% subsidy to
fertilizer and maize seeds for smallholder scale farmers (GoZ 2012). Additionally, the agricultural policy
commits to a 55% subsidy of electricity used for agricultural production (Ibid). the government also
commits to establish a floor price for maize, wheat and small grains (Ibid). It is also undermining the new
WFP approach which seeks to build farmer market participation – which is strongly driven by private
sector participation and therefore free market environment. Additionally, the government does not
have resources to fulfill its policy targets of providing such generous subsidies.

Table 3: Government policies and corresponding WVZP interventions
Government policy

ZimAsset
Agricultural policy
 Increase crop and
livestock productivity
& production
 Irrigation
 Water harvesting
 Conservation
agriculture

Corresponding WVZP &
collaborating partners’
intervention
PAC

Specific activities

FFA to build asset that enhance resilience

ENSURE, PAC

ENSURE: FFS,

ENSURE, PAC

PAC, LSA, CTP: Expand and diversify agricultural
production,
household
ENSURE: FFS,increase
Community
dams, income
irrigation
schemes & wells

ENSURE, PAC
ENSURE, PAC

== as above==
==As above==

17

Zimbabwe health
strategy

CTP, ENSURE, LSA

PAC, LSA, CTP: Improve nutrition of children
under five; health & nutrition training for
nursing and expecting mothers
ENSURE: Community gardens

Even though there is strong coordination across government and its development partners, there are
gaps which challenge coordination and lacks clear guidelines of responsibilities in resilience activities.
This leads to conflicting messaging or activities. The role played by development of providing technical
guidelines on how to implement resilience building efforts could help to address this challenge. Wellimplemented programs have also been serving as success stories which the government has been
adopting.
Another challenge is the that FNS implementation does not have a common M&E (GoZ 2014).
Additionally, the government programs and many development partners have not yet done an
evaluation of the national action plan and track investment costs in food and nutrition security programs
(Ibid). This will compromise ability to conduct cost effectiveness of the different approaches used.
The section below examines the resilience framework used in the WVZP activities and its relationship
with WFP and ZimAsset. The analysis will motivate the discussion on impact of the WVZP and strategies
for improving impact in future. Specifically, the analysis will help determine the future activities in
relation to the new WFP and its efforts can achieve the UNDP resilience framework.

UNDP resilience framework and its relationship with WFP and ZimAsset
The WVZP resilience building framework follows the UNDP impact assessment approach and it
implements WFP projects. At the same time, all WVZP intervention are done in a way that they are
consistent with the government resilience building policies and strategies. Thus, we examine the UNDP
resilience framework, WFP new resilience program and how both are aligned to the government
overarching resilience-building policy – the ZimAsset. Theory of change under the UNDP impact
framework is a long-term resilience-building process that follows three major stages (Figure 5Error!
Reference source not found.):
(i)
Absorptive capacity – which builds stability under shocks and leads to persistence in
challenging environment. In this study, challenging environment are shocks – thus
absorptive capacity is the ability of households to build stability and cope with shocks.
(ii)
Adaptive capacity – the ability to incrementally adjust livelihoods to ensure that the
household to diversify livelihoods, which in turn provides flexibility and continue improving
livelihoods under shocks and stressors.
(iii)
Transformative capacity – which is transformational response that creates long-term
improved governance and enabling conditions to enhance household response to shocks
and resilience-building environment. This is the final stage of resilience and it goes beyond
household since it involves both local and district and national institutions and rural services
that create the enabling environment for building resilience. This means resilience building
is a long-term and integrated approach which cannot be achieved during a short-term
project period common with the WVZP and other development partners evaluated in this
study.
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Our analysis will examine the three stages of resilience process and show progress that WVZP made in
achieving each stage.

New WFP approach to building resilience:
Given that WVZ implements WFP programs, we examine WFP new approach and how WVZP approach
fits in the new WFP approach. Unlike the old approach, the new WFP approach is oriented to
prevention of children malnutrition. It is an intervention to support long-term recovery and resilience
and address the underlying causes of food insecurity and malnutrition and eventually sustainably
reaching zero hunger in Zimbabwe. The salient features of the new WFP approach are:
-

-

-

Instead of short-term focus on addressing acute malnutrition, WFP’s new focus will be on
prevention by investing in improving health and nutrition in the first critical 1000 days of life.
This approach is critical and it is likely to achieve the UNDP three stages faster. This orientation
does not mean ignoring the immediate acute malnutrition needs but rather treatment of acute
malnutrition and other immediate needs will be done under the safety nets programs that
address immediate humanitarian needs. But the resilience building efforts will invest more on
preventive strategies which enhance nutrition and health in the first 1000 days of life.
WFP will enhance its efforts in increasing farmer market participation. This has been shown to
enhance rural poor transition to resilient livelihoods. This program will be done in partnership
with FAO.
WFP new approach will enhance efforts in asset creation and rehabilitation schemes that
strengthen climate and disaster resilience, while supporting the exploration of risk transfer
mechanisms at national and subnational levels. This is critical given the role of agriculture in
livelihoods of WVZP beneficiaries.

Table 4 summarizes WFP’s new strategic outcomes and how current WFP interventions fit. The WVZP
alignment to WFP new strategy is ranked from highest (three stars) to the lowest (one star).
Most of the activities in the new WFP strategy are well-aligned with the current WVZP resilience building
strategy. However, the WVZP resilience building resilience is weak in enhancing farmer market
participation. Additionally, efforts to promote climate-smart agriculture are weak. Emphasis on the first
1000 days of life is already implemented by WVZP resilience building program and focus on children.
However, the only challenge is priority setting that needs to be improved to ensure that the program is
heavily oriented towards prevention of malnutrition.
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Figure 5: UNDP resilience building framework
Stability

Transformational change

Flexibility

Absorptive

Adaptive

Transformative

Ability to cope under
shock

Incrementally adjust &
diversify livelihoods

Long-term
transformational
response to shock

Resilience growth process

Table 4: Level of alignment of WVZP interventions to WFP’s new strategic outcomes and
corresponding outputs
Strategic
outcome

Output

Level of WFP
current
engagement

Food insecure people get basic food & nutrition requirements during seasonal shocks
WFP targeted populations received sufficient cash- or food-based transfers to
enable them to meet their basic food and nutrition requirements

***

Children in prioritized districts have stunting rate trends in line with the achievement of national and global targets
by 2025
Sufficient local knowledge and evidence base for national policy and decisions
relating to nutrition specific and nutrition sensitive interventions

***

Targeted beneficiaries provided with cash- and/or food-based transfers, inclusive
of specialized nutritious foods, as appropriate and sufficient to enable them to
meet their nutrition requirements

***

Tailored nutrition-focused behavioral change messages adequately delivered to
targeted populations.

***

Smallholder farmers in Zimbabwe have increased Access to well-functioning agricultural markets by 2030
National and subnational food procurement and marketing systems enhanced

*

Smallholder farmers’ net sales, including of drought-resistant crops increased

**

Micro-storage and other post-harvest infrastructure available and accessed by
smallholder farmers and farmers’ organizations across the country

***

Food insecure rural households and small holder Farmers achieve food security and resilience to repeated exposure
to multiple Shocks and stressors
Productive and sustainable assets linked to food security are produced and/or
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***

rehabilitated and made available to rural communities
Supported communities’ capacities to reduce risk are strengthened

**

The social protection system in Zimbabwe ensures that chronically vulnerable populations across the country can
meet Their basic needs all year round.
National and local safety nets and programmes have increased capacity to target
and reach all food-insecure people

***

National social protection systems can expand and scale-up services in times of
crises

**

Policy and regulatory frameworks, and design and delivery of national food
security programmes reflect global best practices and experiences

*

Prioritized districts are better able to plan and manage resilience-building linked
to food security and nutrition

**

Partners in Zimbabwe are reliably supported by World-class, cost effective and efficient supply chain services
Humanitarian and development agencies in Zimbabwe are accessing WFPprovided supply chain services

***

Analytical approaches and data
To increase robustness of results and address weaknesses of analytical methods, we use both qualitative
and quantitative approaches.

Qualitative methods
Qualitative methods are used to better understand the knowledge, attitudes, priorities, preferences,
and perceptions of target beneficiaries and other stakeholders. Qualitative methods are particularly
useful for acquiring a more in-depth understanding of the factors that influence program operations or
impacts; and level of acceptability of the approaches by beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries - community
leaders, government officials, and other key stakeholders. The qualitative methods will include focus
group discussions (FGD) in the selected communities. Two Focus Group discussions, one with males and
one with females, was done in selected district. In each district, one ward was randomly selected from
which one village was randomly selected for FGDs. Each focus group had a minimum of 8 and a
maximum of 12 participants. The FGD focused on community-level strategies to cope with shocks,
community perception of the WVZP intervention relevance, effectiveness, and impact. Additionally, FGD
focused on other important aspects related to community economic and social activities that affect
resilience and livelihoods in general. Interviews with community key informants and leaders,
government officials at district and national levels were done Additionally, interviews with development
partners operating in the districts where WVZP is active and other stakeholders who could provide
information to help answer some of research questions was done. Some of the results of the
government and development partner discussion on policy have been reported in the policy section
above. The qualitative methodological approach to be used is narrative analysis, which investigates how
communities or subjects involved in the study experienced and perceived the issues under consideration
(Riessman 2008) and case-oriented understanding approach (Fischer and Wertz (2002) which is based
on understanding mechanisms of community actions and perception through FGD and other social
interaction.
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Quantitative methods
To capture the differential impact of WVZP across different groups of beneficiaries, the assessment is
disaggregated across gender. Given that WVZP placement was not random, matching methods (Smith
and Todd 2001) was used to estimate its impacts on the selected outcomes. The matching methods
select the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries who have comparable characteristics which affect project
participation and outcomes. Matching methods net out the effect of observable time-invariant drivers
of project outcomes (Ibid).
The Heckman’s difference-in-difference (DID) (Heckmann et al 1997) approach is used to determine the
impact of WVZP project:
DID =∆𝑦𝑡 − ∆𝑦𝑐 ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….(1)
Where:
∆𝑦𝑡 = 𝑦𝑡2 − 𝑦𝑡1 and ∆𝑦𝑐 = 𝑦𝑐2 − 𝑦𝑐1
𝑦𝑡1 = outcome y in baseline period (1) for the treatment group; 𝑦𝑡2 = outcome y in the endline period (2)
for the WVZP beneficiaries group. The outcomes of interest include: household income, productive asset
creation, food security, child wellbeing, and morbidity.
𝑦𝑐1 = outcome y in baseline period (1) for the control group (WVZP non-beneficiaries); 𝑦𝑐2 = outcome y in
the endline period (2) for the control group.

To ensure robustness of results, we use two types of matching methods:
(a) propensity score matching (PSM) – which matches propensity scores to match program
participants (WVZP beneficiaries) and non-participants (control group). Propensity scores are
the estimated probability of being included in the project, which are estimated using a probit
model. For small samples, PSM is the most common matching method. There are different PSM
methods but for brevity we used the nearest neighbor (NN) matching method. The NN approach
matches pre-treatment characteristics of treatment and control group and minimizes the
distance (measured in terms of propensity scores) between treatment and control.
(b) Covariate matching – which matches program participants and non-participants using variables
that determine participation in program and impacts on outcome of interest (e.g. asset
ownership). Examples of variables (covariates) that affect program participation include level of
education, value of assets before WVZP project intervention, distance to market, etc.
For small sample, PSM is less efficient than covariate matching (Angrist and Hahn 2004).3 To capture the
differential impact of WVZP across different groups of beneficiaries, the assessment was disaggregated
across gender and types of interventions groups (CTP, ENSURE, LSA & PAC and some of their
combinations as observed at district level).
To address the research objectives, the quantitative impact analysis focuses on the following outcomes:

3

However, for practical purposes, the number of covariates needs to be modest.
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(a) Dietary diversity: Studies have shown that dietary diversity is highly correlated with dietary
quality and quantity (Marshall et al 2014; Hoddinott and Yohannes 2002). Additionally, dietary
diversity is associated with other positive health outcomes including greater birth weight, child
anthropometric status, haemoglobin concentration, and reduced hypertension and
cardiovascular disease and cancer (Hoddinott and Yohannes 2002; Ruel 2003). Dietary diversity
index (DDI) is the number of food groups that a household consumed in the last seven days. The
nutrition and health training conduced in the LSA and cash transfer was captured in the DDI.
(b) Number of days a household went to bed without eating food or hungry: This is an indicator of
food insecurity used.
(c) Water sanitation and hygiene (WASH): Water, sanitation and hygiene are among the
interventions that WVZP implemented to beneficiaries. We also examine the type of human
waste disposal facilities and source of potable water.
(d) Value of productive assets: The Productive asset creation is one of the most important
approach to building resilience against shocks. We examine the change of value of assets among
beneficiaries.
(e) Change in household income: We examine the change of household income obtained from
crops, livestock and non-farm activities.

Data collected
Six districts – Chipinge, Insiza, Mt. Darwin, Nkayi , Mudzi, and Chimanimani – were purposively selected
for household survey and FGD. The WVZP interventions (treatment) in each of the six districts are
reported in Table 5. Even though only Nkayi falls in the severe drought category, the El Niño of 2015-16
was more severe and could have covered other districts. District selection was driven by severity of
vulnerability to drought, the type of interventions implemented by WVZP and agroecological zones
(natural regions). Nkayi – which experienced the highest frequency of drought events in 1984-2014 –
benefitted from PAC, LSA and cash transfer program (CTP). Nkayi is in the NRIV – with unreliable rainfall.
Mudzi and Mt. Darwin benefitted from PAC and LSA and the largely fall in NRIV – semi-arid conditions
regions. NRIV has the largest number of districts due to its severe vulnerability to drought and relatively
higher population than NRV.

Table 5: Household sample and severity of vulnerability
District

Insiza

Nkayi

Vulnerability

Moderate Severe

Chimanima

Chipinge

Darwin Mudzi

Mild-moderate

Mild-moderate

Mild

Total

Mild

Treatmenta

69

0

2

0

0

0

71

Controla

11

0

17

23

1

47

99

Treatment across WVZP intervention types
ENSURE

0

0

54

102

0

0

156

LSA+ENSURE

0

0

109

63

0

1

173

182

43

1

2

49

13

290

PAC

23

PAC+LSA

0

0

4

2

5

28

39

LSA

0

59

29

10

68

83

249

CTP

106

121

0

0

0

0

227

Control across district level WVZP interventions types
ENSURE

0

0

5

18

0

0

23

LSA+ENSURE

0

0

28

1

0

0

29

108

0

0

0

16

0

124

PAC+LSA

0

0

4

0

12

15

31

LSA

0

47

2

0

25

3

77

CTP

6

47

0

0

0

0

53

482

317

255

221

176

190

1,641

PAC

Total
a

Type of interventions was not reported

Key:
Drought vulnerability defined according to frequency of drought shocks between 1984-2014:
Mild: 12-15 years of drought
Moderate: 16-18 years of drought
Severe: 19-21 years of drought
Sources: (drought vulnerability): UNDP 2016.
(All other data): WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Power calculation was done to determine the sample size. Using data collected by WVZP from past
intervention (post-distribution monitoring data), effect size of PAC and LSA were used to determine
sample size. Clustering was done at village level. We assumed statistical power of 90% and level of
significance (alpha) of 0.05, and intra-cluster correlation of 0.05. An effect size of 90% and 40% was
drawn for PAC and LSA. To obtain conservative estimates, we used the effect size of 40%.
Figure 6 shows that total sample size disaggregated across gender. About 35% and 42% of the
treatment and control households respectively were female-headed – a level which is comparable with
the national level average of 35.5% (Zimstat 2012). Female-headed households in southern Zimbabwe.
The share of female-headed households in Matabeleland North and South, Manicaland and Masvingo
are likely to be higher nationally because of skewed sex ratio – where male:female sex ratio is below
85% (Zimstat 2012).
Figure 6: Total sample size and share of female-headed households
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Note: MHH=Male-headed households, FHH=Female-headed households.
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Table 6: Sample distribution across type of WVZP intervention and sex of household
Sample
Percent FHH
Treatment groups across type of WVZP intervention
156
24
 ENSURE
173
14
 LSA+ENSURE
290
39
 PAC
39
31
 PAC+LSA
249
43
 LSA
227
43
 CTP
Control groups in districts with WVZP intervention
23
4
 ENSURE
29
14
 LSA+ENSURE
124
52
 PAC
31
35
 PAC+LSA
77
58
 LSA
53
62
 CTP
Total
1641
36
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

The control group is smaller (436) because it serves as a comparison group for all treatment groups,
whose total sample is 1205 households. Table 6 reports the sample distribution across type of WVZP
intervention.
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Results
Shocks and stressors experienced
We asked the FGD participants to report the shocks and stressors that their community experienced in
the past five years and share of people affected the most. Table 7 shows that drought was reported in
all districts and affected the largest share of people. With no exception, the people affected most were
children, women, the elderly and those with disabilities. This comprises the vulnerable groups in
developing countries. Flooding was only reported in Chipinge – a district that is prone to flooding. There
was widespread flooding in Chipinge in 2013 and 2017.4
Higher temperatures are also reported in all communities visited. Given its nature, it is not surprising
that communities reported that higher temperatures affected all people.
Volatile prices and migration of the youth to urban area and South Africa were the two most frequently
reported economic shocks. It is not surprising that share male:female sex ratio is lowest in the southern
districts (ZimStat 2012).

Response to shocks
According to FGD results, coping strategies taken to address these shocks included:
(i)

(ii)

Selling livestock: This is the most common form of coping strategy for communities that
keep livestock. All communities interviewed in all seven districts reported to sell livestock as
a this is one of the most coping mechanisms in Zimbabwe (Hoddinott 2006) and other
African countries (Giesbert & Schindler,2012, Verpoorten, 2009). Households also sold other
assets but livestock was the most liquidated asset following a drought. However, the
farmers reported that sale of livestock is challenged by the low prices which prevail because
the livestock emaciate during drought and that they tend to sell them in the same area
affected by drought and thus customers are also poorer and unable to buy at higher prices.
For example, in Chipinge, communities reported that they sold their livestock in the local
market – where livestock disease outbreak occurred resulting in people failing to sell their
livestock to other areas as they are quarantined. Communities in Nkayi also reported that
they have a low bargaining power and the buyers determine the prices and sellers are taken
advantage of. Additionally, there is no market information to inform farmers of the prices of
beef and live animals in large markets.
Livelihood diversification: All communities reported to diversify livelihoods. The most
commonly mentioned new livelihood strategies include:
a. brick making for the very poor. This activity was reported in Chipinge, Isinza, Nkayi and
Mudzi.

4

https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/system/files/documents/files/Chivi%20District%20Civil%20Protection%20
Report%20on%20Floods.pdf, and http://allafrica.com/stories/201701230047.html

26

Chimanimani

Mudzi

Nkayi

Mt. Darwin

INSIZA

Chipinge

Table 7: Shocks and stressors in the past five years

Percent affected
Climate-related shocks
 Drought
 Flooding
 Unpredictable rainfall
 Higher temperatures
Economic shocks
 Volatile agricultural prices
 Falling demand/low prices of
 Loss of employment
products
 agricultural
Youth migration
to urban areas &
South Africa
Health shocks
 Human disease outbreak
 Livestock disease outbreak
 Crop disease/pest outbreak
 Land degradation
 Decreasing water availability

80
20

100

100

x

100

78

80
100

100

x

100

100

100

100

x
x

100
100

x
x

50

35

50
70
50

80
75

58

x
x

85
x

65%

65

Notes: x = shock reported but share of people affected not reported
Only shocks that were reported by at least one community are reported.
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Focus group discussion

(iii)

a. Agricultural marketing: This activity involved buying agricultural products from other
producers and selling them to consumer’s. This activity was done mainly by the youth
and women. The youth got involved in activities that involve traveling to distant markets
using bicycle or other means of transportation while women mainly got engaged in
buying fresh vegetables and fruits and cooked foods. Other cooked and fresh foodstuffs
– such as the staple food maize, sorghum, millet, beans, etc – were also sold.
b. Mining and blacksmith: Mining was reported in Chipinge, Insiza, Nkayi and Mudzi. This
involved mainly male adults. the form of mining is largely artisanal mining of panning.
However, opportunities have been enhanced by the 2007 Indigenization and Economic
Empowerment Act (GOZ 2012; Gochero and Kadi 2015) – which requires largescale
miners to engage local people in the mining.
Migration to South Africa and urban areas in Zimbabwe: Young males migrate to South
Africa to be engaged in a variety of activities during the lean periods. These include informal

27

cross-border traders, short- and long-term skilled and unskilled migrants, and laborers in
mining industries, largescale farmers, etc (Kiwanuka and Monson, 2009). Migration of the
youth to Bulawayo, Harare and other cities within Zimbabwe is also one of the coping
strategies. The migrant workers send back money to families left behind.
(iv)
Moving livestock to other places that did not experience drought: Communities reported
moving livestock to other places with better pasture.
What is interesting is that management practices that enhance resilience were not reported in any
community in FDG. Additionally, changing type of crop was also not reported. It is only communities in
Chimanimani, which reported that they switched from crop production to livestock as their primary
activity. The household survey results present a better on agricultural practices used for adaptation to
climate change.
Table 8 shows that 33% of treatment households changed their management practices in response to
drought shocks.
This level is significantly higher than the case of the control group, in which only 21% changed crop
farming practices. This shows that the WVZP intervention had a significant impact on building resilience
using crop management practices. WVZP beneficiaries who reported to have adopted crop varieties,
crop type, planting dates, land management practices, and fertilizer application, was significantly higher
than the corresponding share of households in the control group – further showing impact of WVZP.
Control group reported to have used irrigation to enhance resilience more than the treatment group (
Table 8). However, the rate of adoption of irrigation among treatment households is significantly higher
than the case for the control group (Table 9). The seemingly contradictory results could be due adopting
irrigation by treatment group for purposes other than resilience building.

WVZP beneficiaries also reported higher adoption rate of other land and water management practices
that enhance resilience to drought. The adoption of irrigation among female-headed WVZP beneficiary
households is significantly higher than control female-headed households – underscoring WVZP
targeting of women. However, for adoption of agroforestry, the control group did significantly better
than the treatment group. So was adoption of improved seeds among men.
Adoption of ISFM, inorganic fertilizer for both male and female-headed households is significantly higher
than the corresponding adoption among control group households. This further shows the WVZP
success in helping farmers to adopt land and water management practices that enhance resilience.

Table 8: Crop, livestock and livelihood strategies used to respond to last drought shock
Control
(n=31)
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Treatment
(n=585)

Paired test
(P-Value)

Percent reporting
Did you change practices to build resilience? % Yes
If changed Crop farming practice changed
Crop variety
Crop type
Planting date
Increased land under production
Decreased land under production
Field Location
Soil and water management practices
Fertilizer application
Adopted water harvesting practices
Built diversion ditch
Adopted irrigation
Livestock strategies
Increased Livestock numbers
Decreased Livestock numbers
Diversified feeds
Changed feeds
Changed animal breeds
Moved animals to another location
Livelihood strategies
Mixed crop and livestock
Changed from crop to livestock
Changed from Livestock to crop
% sought off farm work

21.3

33.3

0.000***

3.2
3.2
2.2
2.2
2.1
2.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
3.2

15.2
30.2
18.9
3.7
3.5
3.0
2.0
4.5
0.2
1.5
0.9

0.001***
0.0000***
0.0001***
0.450
0.512
0.660
0.085*
0.038**
0.631
0.2361
0.051**

0.0
5.4
1.0
1.5
0.0
1.1

2.2
6.9
1.1
1.2
1.2
3.2

0.073*
0.577
0.069*
0.068*
0.280
0.129

2.2
1.1
0.0
4.3

7.5
1.0
2.3
12.7

0.030**
0.946
0.062*
0.010***

Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

To illustrate these results, we asked respondents to report the institution that helped them to build
resilience. Both the government and World Vision were reported among the leading institutions aiding
responding to shocks and building resilience (Table 10). About 60% of WVZP households reported that
World Vision helped them respond to shock and build climate change. Government and other NGOs
provided more assistance among the control group households than is the case for the treatment group.

Table 9: Adoption rate of land and water management practices that enhance resilience of
shocks
Land & water
management practice

Control group

Treatment groups

Paired test across gender
and treatment
FHHT vs FHHC MHHT vs MHHC

MHH FHH
Percent

P-Value

MHH
FHH
Percent
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P-Value
P-value

Agroforestry
7.5
1.6 0.006***
0.0
0.2
0.083*
0.054**
0.000***
Organic inputs
58.5
66.1
0.053**
63.8
58.6
0.080*
0.041**
0.066*
SWC structures
11.9
1.6 0.000***
12.5
4.6 0.000***
0.039**
0.787
Irrigation – rainy season
1.2
0.0
0.070*
3.3
5.1
0.063*
0.002***
0.039**
Irrigation – dry season
1.6
1.1
0.667
1.1
1.2
0.909
0.549
0.579
Irrigation – any season
1.6
1.1
0.667
4.3
6.1
0.090*
0.004 **
0.022**
Improved seeds
39.5
21.3 0.000***
31.1
30.5
0.844
0.010***
0.006***
Inorganic fertilizer
14.6
4.9 0.001***
25.9
31.9
0.013**
0.000***
0.000***
ISFM
4.7
3.8
0.644
18.3
22.0
0.061*
0.000***
0.000***
Notes: FHHT = Female-headed household – treatment group; FHHC = Female-headed household – control group;
MHHT = Male-headed household – treatment group; MHHC = Male-headed household – control group;
ISFM=Integrated soil fertility management; SWC=soil and water conservation
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

To illustrate effectiveness and challenges of the NGOs that are working with the government to build
resilience, we discuss performance of the WVZP projects in the section. The results are based on FGD.

Table 10: Assistance to respond to shock and build resilience
Control (N=436) Treatment (N=1205) P-Value
Percent reporting
% received assistance or training

36.7

49.6

0.000***

58.7
28.4
59.5
6.9
2.4
4.0
3.0

0.594
0.000***
0.000***
0.047**
0.236
0.328
0.325

If received assistance, sources of resilience assistance
Government
Government & NGOs
World Vision Zimbabwe
Other NGOs
Church
Relatives
World Food Program

61.2
45.5
10.4
11.2
0.7
5.9
1.5

Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Evaluation of performance of the resilience building projects
Through the focus group discussion, we asked the communities to evaluate performance of the WVZP
projects. Discussion centered around their perception of how the projects helped them achieve the
intended outcomes and the challenges that each project faced. Communities were also asked if the
WVZP will be sustainable beyond the project period. Table 11 shows the type of project implemented in
each of the selected district and its main natural regions.

Table 11: project implemented in the district selected for FGD study & main natural region
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District

Natural
region

Chipinge

III, IV

Nkayi

IV

Mt. Darwin

IIB, III

Mudzi

IV

Insiza

IV

Chimanimani

III, IV

ENSURE

ENSURE+PAC

CTP LSA, & PAC

ENSURE+LSA

CTP + PAC

Source: WVZP/IFPRI study design report

As expected, communities in Chimanimani, Chipinge and Mudzi reported that ENSURE project improved
food and nutrition security of children below two years and pregnant & lactating women. Communities
reported that the irrigation schemes have helped them to address the hydrological shocks and increase
production of nutritious vegetables and other crops using irrigation. As envisioned by ENSURE, training in
collective production and marketing and SACCOS has further helped communities to build assets and
increase income. The ENSURE project is likely to be sustainable beyond its five-year duration because
farmers are responsible for organizing the farmer field schools (FFS) and provide labor for maintaining
the irrigation infrastructure and other assets. ENSURE has also provided good training for farmers to
operate in groups and to engage in marketing as well as the nutrition and health training. The training
has been effective and many communities reported that they benefitted from the training and will
continue to operate in groups beyond the project period.

Despite these achievements however, communities reported that ENSURE faced challenges. The major
challenge that ENSURE beneficiaries reported are the long time it took to deliver food due to the sparse
presence of the distribution centers. ENSURE beneficiaries also pointed out that the rations distributed
were not enough to meet the needs of the intended women and under-five year-old children. The
shortage was especially severe in the supplementary feeding. However, the communities reported that
the shortage could have been due to sharing the ENSURE rations to the entire family instead of the
targeted pregnant or lactating mothers and children below five years old.
Selecting beneficiaries of the irrigation scheme built by ENSURE beneficiaries was a challenge. There
were a lot of free-riders – i.e., people who did not participate in the asset creation also used the
irrigation water – which was intended for the entire community. So, beneficiaries felt that everyone in
the community should have participated in building the irrigation schemes. However, this complaint
could be due to lack of clarity of how food for asset and other such programs work. The solar powerpower irrigation equipment used for horticultural production were stolen. Improper construction of
irrigation weirs also posed risks of injury or loss of life of people and livestock.
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Productive Asset Creation (PAC)
PAC beneficiaries reported to have improved community level assets – such as irrigation infrastructure,
dams, bridge, and fencing fields. Irrigation infrastructure improved community resilience against
drought. Communities in Mudzi also reported that PAC constructed and rehabilitated cattle dips, which
reduced distance to dips and improved quality and frequency of dipping – consequently reducing
livestock disease pressure. Savings also increased among PAC beneficiaries – an aspect that follows the
training offered to enhance savings. Additionally, PAC beneficiaries reported to increase their adoption
of land conservation which in turn increased yield and enhanced crop tolerance to drought.
As was the case with ENSURE, communities reported that the main PAC challenge is the perception of
free-riding for communities who do not participate in the food-for-asset, yet benefit from the
community productive assets.
Asked about the sustainability of the PAC success stories, communities expressed optimism that that
they will be able to maintain the community PAC, which they participated in building and received
training to maintain them. Communities have also experienced the benefits of the PAC and are better
organized to be able to raise funds to finance maintain the PAC. For example, the communities in Mudzi
reported to have started to contribute money to finance running the irrigation and dips.
The persistent drought affected the efforts of the community as the maize suffered moisture stress.
Some dams are also dry due to drought. The communities recommended that more training is required
to enhance their capacity to build resilience, manage community PAC and participate in marketing. They
also raised concern that the project ended at a time when they were not yet ready to run the projects
independently.

Lean Season Assistance (LSA) and cash transfer
Cash and LSA beneficiaries reported improved food security of children and school attendance. The
programs also enhance the community participatory planning and improved relationships among the
community members and collective marketing and production. This is important since one of the main
approaches for building successful resilience is to enhance social capital, which helps communities to
produce and sell agricultural produce as a group. This is confirmed by the household survey results
which showed WVZP households had greater collective action than the control group (Table 12). WVZP
beneficiaries was almost twice as high as the control group. This further underscores the WVZP
achievement in organizing households in groups. Of those in groups, almost all control and treatment
group members were in the savings groups – a crucial strategy for building resilience – saving for a rainy
day.

The challenges faced in both cash transfer and LSA are inadequacy. A ceiling was established which
disqualifies people who needed food aid. Additionally, beneficiaries in Insiza and Chipinge reported that
they failed to cash out their entitlements and hence forced to purchase other items that are readily
available at e-purchase shops. This is like the problem observed in Kenya – which was discussed earlier.

Table 12: Social capital
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% belong to any group or association
If belong, what group?
 Economic activity group
 Savings group
 % accessed loans from savings group
 Agricultural production group

Control (N=436) Treatment (N=1205) P-Value
Percent reporting
9.2
16.2 0.000**
*
0
3.6
0.113
100
96.4
0.226
27.5
23.4
0.584
0
4.6 0.084*

Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

The analysis below discusses the impacts of WVZP interventions on food and nutrition security, health,
productive asset creation and household income. It is based on quantitative data obtained from
household survey. The analysis is more rigorous than the descriptive statistics reported above.

Impact of WVZP on food and nutrition security, health, income and productive assets
Impact on food and nutrition security
Dietary diversity index of WVZP beneficiaries significantly increased by more than 2 and the increase
was much greater among female-headed households (Table 13). This shows the LSA and conditional
cash transfer – which provided nutritional training – achieved the desired impact – especially among
women – who were the target of both programs. The DDI increase was much higher in female-headed
households than in the male-headed households. As noted earlier, food diversity index (DDI) is an
important indicator of better nutrition – suggesting that WVZP improved household nutrition –
especially among female-headed households. All five types of WVZP interventions in the selected
districts showed significant and consistent increase in DDI – further underscoring that they were wellimplemented and achieved the desired outcome. The impact was largest in the cash transfer project.
WVZP programs significantly reduced the odds of going to bed without eat food or sleeping hungry in
the last month. However, the reduction of the odds of sleeping hungry was not significant for femaleheaded households. Consistent with results for DDI, all five WVZP projects significantly reduced the odds
of going to bed hungry or without eating food at all (Table 13).

Table 13: Impact of WVZP on nutrition
Ever gone to bed without
eating in last month?

Dietary diversity index (DDI)
PSM, NN

Covariate
matching

a

PSM, NN

DDI
All beneficiaries
b
FHH
MHH

c

a

Covariate
matching

Sleeping hungry in the last
month?
PSM, NN

a

Covariate
matching

Marginal probability

3.0***
2.7***

2.4***
2.6***

-0.44*
-0.61*

-1.32***
-0.69***

-0.11***
0.04

-0.10***
-0.04

2.0**

2.0***

-0.45

-1.14**

-0.21***

-0.20***
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Beneficiaries of specific programs
d

ENSURE
e
ENSURE+PAC

3.3***
1.9

0.9
1.9**

-

-0.27
-

0.13**
0.22

-0.35***
-1.07***

e

2.0***

2.5***

-0.29

-0.88***

-0.05

-0.07*

f

2.1**

2.7***

-0.51

-1.56***

-0.09*

-0.12***

3.5***

1.7***

-0.36

-1.85***

-0.15**

PAC
LSA

Cash transfer
a

b

-0.17***
c

Notes: PSM=Propensity Score Matching, NN=nearest neighbor; FHH=Female-headed households, MHH=Maled
e
headed household; ENSURE= Enhancing Nutrition Stepping Up Resiliency and Enterprise;
f
ENSURE+PAC=Productive Asset Creation; LSA=Lean Season Assistance
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Impact of WVZP on under-five year children nutrition and adult health
There is no significant difference between the treated and control households on the share of
households that report breastfeeding or first giving solid food to children below five years old (Table 14).
This was expected given that African rural households families breastfeed babies and have limited use of
baby formulas. However, we see a significant difference on other practices. WVZP beneficiary
households who gave multivitamin to children was significantly higher than was the case with control
households (Table 14). The age at which children were weaned was more than three times higher than
is the case for the control group – an aspect that reflects the training done to breastfeeding mothers
and expecting mothers. Of interest is the comparison of treated households across gender. The share of
female-headed households who provided multivitamin and age at which they weaned their children was
significantly higher than is the case for the male-headed households. This further shows the WVZP
targeting of women for programs on children health and nutrition was effective.

Impact on Water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH)
WVZP beneficiaries reported significantly greater access safe water sources than the control group
(Table 15). Comparison across gender shows that access to bore hole by treatment and control group
female-headed households was not significantly different but the treated female-headed households
had significantly (at 10%) higher access to protected dug well than control group female-headed
households.

Table 14: Under five-year child food and nutrition practices
Do you
breast feed?

Do you get
Age (months) at which
multivitamins? given solid foods

Age at child was
weaned (months)

Percent reporting
Treatment
Control
P-value
Control group

49.9
48.1
0.680

44.3
12.5
0.000***
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7.8
9.3
0.552

12.2
3.5
0.000***

MHH
48.9
11.7
FHH
46.9
13.6
P-Value
0.808
0.712
Treatments group
MHH
51.3
41.6
FHH
47.5
49.4
P-Value
0.327
0.042**
Paired test across treatment and gender of household head (P-value)
FHHC=FHHT
0.940 0.000***
0.000***
MHHC=MHHT
0.6769 0.000***

7.3
12.6
0.035**

1.2
1.1
0.767

8.7
6.5
0.037**

3.7
4.9
0.034**

0.000***
0.709 0.000***

c

Notes: FHH=Female-headed household, MHH=Male-headed household; FHHT=FHH in treatment group,
FHHC=FHH in control group, MHHT=MHH in treatment group, MHHC=MHH in control group.
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Table 15: Source of potable water
Treatment type

source of drinking water
Bore hole

All households

Control Households

Treated Households

Treatment
Control
P-value
MHH
FHH
P-Value
MHH
FHH
P-Value

P-value Test FHHC =FHHT
P-value Test MHHC =MHHT

Protected Unprotected Pond, River,
dug well
dug well
Stream

69.1
11.8
56.7
8.3
0.000*** 0.042**
53.8
8.7
60.7
7.6
0.076*
0.696
71.2
11.9
65.1
11.6
0.030**
0.900
0.295
0.0717*
0.000***
0.162

Public tap,
neighbor

Percent reporting
5.6
12
0.7
15.1
15.8
0.6
0.000***
0.044**
0.902
21.3
90
1.2
6.6
25.1
0
0.000***
0.000***
0.070*
5.4
9.9
0.8
6.1
15.9
0.5
0.656 0.002***
0.445
0.8144
0.0083***
0.3465
0.000***
0.680
0.668

c

Notes: FHH=Female-headed household, MHH=Male-headed household; FHHT=FHH in treatment group,
FHHC=FHH in control group, MHHT=MHH in treatment group, MHHC=MHH in control group.
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Conversely, control group reported higher use unsafe sources of water (unprotected dug well, pond,
river) than the WVZP beneficiaries. The results further show WVZP had favorable impact in increasing
access to safe potable water.
Similarly, WVZP beneficiaries reported significantly higher usage of improved human waste disposal
facilities than the case for control groups (
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Table 16). Comparison across gender and treatment show that the WVZP male-headed households had
much higher use of improved facilities than is the case for female-headed households. For example,
WVZP male-headed households had 9.4 percentage point (47.7%-38.3%) higher use to ventilated pit
latrine than the control male-headed households. Treated female-headed households use was only 2.4
percentage points (38%-35.6%) higher than the control female-headed households (Source: WVZP/IFPRI
Household survey

Figure 7). However, treated female-headed households reported much greater access to unventilated
pit latrine and less use of the bush than the female-headed control households (Source: WVZP/IFPRI
Household survey

Figure 7). The results suggest that the female-headed households opted for cheaper waste disposal
facilities and did better than the treated male-households in increasing the use cheaper improved
human waste disposal use.

Table 16: Human waste disposal facilities
Improved facilities
Treatment

Pit Latrine with
Slab

Unimproved facilities
Pit Latrine
Ventilated

Percent reporting
20.5
44.4
13.3
37.1
0.001***
0.009***

Treatment
Control
P-value
Control
 MHH
 FHH
P-Value
Treatment
 MHH
 FHH
P-Value
P-value Test: FHHC=FHHT
P-value Test: MHHC=MHHT

Pit Latrine
without Slab

Open Pit

17.1
2.7
20.4
5.3
0.061* 0.009***

Bush

15.1
23.9
0.000***

11.1
16.4
0.053**

38.3
35.6
0.549

25.3
13.7
0.003***

6.3
3.8
0.250

18.9
30.8
0.005***

18.3
24.7
0.009***
0.0122*
0.007***

47.7
38
0.001***
0.562
0.009***

17.3
16.7
0.796
0.348
0.005***

3
1.9
0.263
0.088*
0.017**

13.4
18.4
0.021**
0.001**
0.029**

c

Notes: FHH=Female-headed household, MHH=Male-headed household; FHHT=FHH in treatment group,
FHHC=FHH in control group, MHHT=MHH in treatment group, MHHC=MHH in control group.
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Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Figure 7: Comparison of impacts of WVZP on usage of improved human waste disposal facilities
across gender

Note: Percentage point (PP) is calculated as follows: 𝑃𝑃 = 𝐹𝐻𝐻𝑇 − 𝐹𝐻𝐻𝐶
Where FHHT=Female-headed household (FHH) in treatment group, FHH C=FHH in control group. The same approach
is used to compute the corresponding percentage point for male-headed households.
Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Impact of WVZP on household income
The WVZP impact on non-farm and livestock income is reported in Table 17.5 Non-farm income
increased by about 20% and by 22% among treated female-headed households.6 Disaggregating the
results across types of WVZP interventions shows that the ENSURE+PAC had the largest impact – as it
raised income by 125%. This shows that combining productive assets and health and nutrition program
has the greatest impact on non-farm income than other programs. However, for crop income, LSA

5

Income from livestock is not reported because the data were available.
Change expressed in natural logarithm translates into a proportion – which can be converted to percentage by
multiplying it with 100.
6
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increased income by 239% and the results were consistent across matching methods (PSM and
covariate) used.
Participation in WVZP projects increased productive assets for both female and male-headed
households and the increase among female-headed households was twice as high as the case for the
male-headed beneficiaries (
Table 18). As expected the PAC is reported to have the largest impact of productive assets in absolute
terms. The value of productive of PAC beneficiaries increased by 150% to 206%. However, ENSURE
beneficiaries productive beneficiaries reported the highest percentage increase (191% to 248%). LSA
had the second largest impact and strangely, ENSURE+PAC had the smallest impact and the impact was
not significant at p=10%.

Table 17: Impact of WVZP on non-farm and crop income
Non-farm income
ATT (DiD) US$/hhd
Log DiD
PSM
Covariate PSM
Covariate
matching 0.22*** 0.20***
matching
All beneficiaries
189** 145***
FHH
215*** 163***
0.26*** 0.22***
MHH
2.7*** 2.2
0.11*** 0.10**
Impact across WVZP intervention
166*
-0.15
 ENSURE
28.7 0.30**


ENSURE+PAC

13.0



PAC

97.0*

56.0***

0.06**



LSA

263**

107***

0.18**

0.09***
0.18**



CTP

260*

130***

0.07**

0.18***

39.3 0.39

1.25***

Crop income
ATT (DiD) US$/ha
Log DiD
PSM
Covariate PSM
Covariate
matching 1.77*** 1.59***
matching
880***
856***
1137***
1014***
2.03*** 1.76***
444***
559***
1.31*** 1.36***
2365**
5.4
5.4
671**
694***
671**
2365**
1171***

1090***
-28***
-28***
399**
1001***
399**
1090***
1220***

Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Table 18: Impact of WVZP on productive assets
PSM, NN

Covariate matching

PSM, NN

Value of productive assets
(US$/household)
All beneficiaries
690***
FHH
915***
households beneficiaries 395***
MHH
Impact across WVZP projects
75***
 ENSURE
8.0
 ENSURE+PAC

Covariate matching
Log DiD

655***
832***
470***

1.16***
1.56***
0.63***

1.15***
1.53***
0.65***

102***
4.9

1.91***
0.13

2.48***
-0.04
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3.89***

0.38

0.83***

-

1.06***
2.39***
2.00***
2.00***

1.23***
1.56***
2.06***
2.06***





PAC
LSA
CTP

895***
1447***
243

1238***
1168***
160

1.48***
1.99***
0.34*

2.06***
1.94***
0.37*

Source: WVZP/IFPRI Household survey

Impacts of WVZP on absorptive, adaptive and Transformative capacity
Below, we evaluate the progress which WVZP made in all three stages of the resilience building process
and the challenges that it faced in achieving them. The discussion below will refer and build on the
results reported above.

Impact on absorptive capacity
To determine the absorptive capacity of the WVZP beneficiaries, we examined their absorptive (coping)
capacity. Specifically, we analyzed the following research questions:
(i)

(ii)

The type, quality, and value of asset and knowledge they acquired through the project. The
important question being to see if such assets and knowledge acquired will contribute to
building stability (resilience) against shocks.
Productive asset management and level of knowledge and use over time. This requires
assessment of asset productivity, technical support, and ability of owners to contribute
costs for servicing, maintenance, and replacement of the acquired assets. On the
knowledge, this involves adoption rate and use of knowledge provided through training
beyond project period.

Type, quality, and value of asset: Table 18 shows that WVZP had a very large impact on productive
assets – suggesting that this was big success in this area. The type, quality of assets is also successful
because the type of assets acquired was predetermined and agreed upon between WVZP and
beneficiaries. The irrigation infrastructure that WVZP is building is quite crucial in building resilience
against drought and other shocks. The PAC/ENSURE assets – namely, Dams/weirs, Nutrition gardens,
Deep tanks, Dams/weirs, Irrigation schemes, Water troughs, and Fish ponds Bores have been shown to
build resilience against hydrologic shocks. On the knowledge side, the results show that WVZP
beneficiaries had better health and nutrition outcomes and adoption rates of resilience-building
practices (Table 14 to Error! Reference source not found.). This suggests they used the health and
nutrition acquired through the project. The results of this study are showing significant that impact of
WVZP intervention on the asset and knowledge acquisition.
Productive asset management: While WVZP have successfully increased quantity and value of
productive assets, the challenge remains with the ability of the communities to sustainably maintain the
productive such that they continue to be productive beyond the project period. Particularly, the
irrigation infrastructure requires hydrological engineering advisory services to ensure its sustainability.
Such arrangement is not possible within the project period – which WVZP projects operates. The
government should mainstream and institutionalize the successful resilience-building approaches
implemented by WVZP and other development partners. Additionally, technical staff – employed by
government and development partners need to be involved in the planning and implementation stages
such that it can provide the required technical and managerial support that are required to sustain the
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projects beyond the project duration. Through the HOTMUM (holistic ownership, technically sound,
maintenance, utilization and management) program, WFP and other development programs
implementing PAC provided training of communities on how to manage their assets sustainably and
how to safeguard them against “fire sales.” Yet there are still weaknesses given the short duration of the
WVZP projects – especially on ensuring that the HOTMUM outcomes are maintained beyond the project
period. Again, the importance of mainstreaming and institutionalizing successful resilience building
programs needs to be taken into consideration. It is only through this process that it will be possible to
build long-term resilience.
On the knowledge side, adoption rates of climate-smart agriculture (CSA) practices increased due to
participation in WVZP program but the rate of adoption is low. Market participation is greater among
WVZP beneficiaries but still low. Accordingly, the following aspects needs to be addressed to further
enhance resilience:

1. Increase advisory services on climate-smart agriculture (CSA). Communities did not report CSA
as strategies for building resilience. It is only household level results that showed higher
adoption rate among WVZP beneficiaries than non-beneficiaries but CSA adoption rate was
generally low.
2. Target women in agricultural extension service provision since their adoption rate of CSA is
consistently lower than is the case for men even though they are more vulnerable to shocks. The
successful program on cash transfer that targets women could be extended to FFS and other
extension service interventions.
3. Market participation: Market participation enhances resilience and increases income. While
WVZP have worked with farmers to increase their market participation, the efforts have not
yielded significant outcomes. Additionally, efforts to promote horizontal and vertical linkages
have been shown to enhance smallholder farmer market participation and bargaining capacity.
Horizontal linkages are long-term social capital formed to accomplish common goals among
farmers or traders with beneficial interdependence, trust and resource pooling (Trienekens
2011). Vertical linkages are social capital across different non-competing levels of the value
chain – e.g. producers can be vertically linked to consumers or processors (Figure 8). This allows
producers to bargain for better prices and area assured to market of their produce. Zimbabwe
cooperatives are strong and show a good example of strong vertical and horizontal linkages –
especially for tobacco and other export crops. Such mode can need to be strengthened among
smallholder farmers producing food crops, livestock and other agricultural products.
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Figure 8: Horizontal & vertical linkages key role in enhancing market participation and resilience
While WVZP have facilitated formation of farmer groups, its efforts in enhancing vertical linkages is
weak and needs significant improvement. This will resonate well with the new WFP resilience approach
which aims to increase farmer market participation.

Impact on adaptive capacity:
The ability to cope with shock is the adaptive capacity. It has three interrelated aspects – livelihood
assets, institutional environment and its dynamics, and livelihood strategies. The discussion below
assesses how WVZP affected the three aspects of adaptive capacity.
Livelihood assets endowment and adoption of resilience enhancing management practices: As
discussed above, WVZP had a significant impact on productive assets suggesting that it increased the
beneficiary adaptive capacity. Likewise, adoption rate of resilience-building management practices
among WVZP beneficiaries was higher than those of the control group. However, the adoption rate is
generally low.
Institutional environment and its dynamics: Considering the weaknesses of the local governments, a
program implementation teams (PIT) were formed to build capacity of local governments to manage
projects efficiently. PIT members comprise local government officials, NGOs and technical staff from
government. This arrangement is very important for building the required institutional environment for
sustainability resilience. An important weakness of PIT is its limited involvement of the customary
institutions which play key role in social dynamics in rural areas. For example, WVZP effort to enhance
women capacity to participate in development processes will be more successful if customary
institutions are involved. Additionally, discussion with the communities and with the development
partners showed that the capacity of local governments to manage projects is still low. This is largely
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due to short duration of the project and weak efforts to institutionalize and mainstreaming the process
such that they will continue to be used beyond the project period.
Livelihood strategies: Diversification of livelihood strategies is key to building resilience. All WVZP
beneficiary communities reported to diversify livelihoods and the most commonly mentioned new
livelihood strategies include brick making for the very poor (e.g. Chipinge, Isinza, Nkayi and Mudzi);
agricultural marketing, mining and blacksmith. Household level analysis also showed that WVZP
beneficiaries responded to drought shocks by seeking off-farm activities and mixing crops and livestock
more than the case of the control group (
Table 8). This suggests WVZP had significant impacts on enhancing diversification.
To ensure that livelihood diversification is sustainable and more effective in building resilience, other
aspects of enhancing livelihood diversification involves increasing access to electricity and enhancing
market access. Figure 9 shows that only 12% of rural population have access to electricity and this share
is likely to be lower in areas with high poverty incidence and hard hit by drought. The government rural
electrification program has been stalled by the economic hardship and this suggests the need for
promoting solar power, wind energy and other renewable energy programs that have been successful in
other countries. Rural electrification is beyond the mandate of WVZP but the government of Zimbabwe
needs to enhance its rural electrification program and increase efforts to promote renewable energy.

Figure 9: Trend in access to electricity for rural population in Zimbabwe as compared to SSA
region and subregions

Source: Calculated from World Bank data on electricity
(http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EG.ELC.ACCS.ZS).

Impact on transformative capacity
The HOTMUM training is one of the most successful activities that contributed to building
transformative capacity of the WVZP beneficiary communities. As pointed out above however, the
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transformative capacity is a long-term capacity that requires to be built over a long-term period. There
should be efforts to institutionalize and mainstream the WVZP resilience successful approaches in the
government institutions and ensure that both government and development partner investments are
building on what has been successful. It is perhaps this capacity as WVZP most daunting challenges. The
daunting challenges arises from its long-term nature and the need for an integrated approach involving
the government and other stakeholders that operate on long-term basis.

Conclusions and policy implications
The frequency and intensity of El- Niño, drought and other hydrological shocks have been increasing.
Climate change is also changing the agroecological zones in a way that is increasing food insecurity.
Policy response in the past focused on providing humanitarian assistance to these shocks and it is only
recently that governments and development partners have shifted to a more sustainable approach in
which vulnerable groups are assisted to build their resilience against shocks. Accordingly, Zimbabwe has
designed the Resilience Framework. Implementation of the resilience framework requires to learn from
empirical evidence showing strategies and approaches that have been proven to be effective in
Zimbabwe and other countries with comparable socio-economic and biophysical characteristics. This
study was done to provide empirical evidence on resilience building approaches that work in Zimbabwe.
Results of the study show that the World Vision Zimbabwe and partners (WVZP) significantly increased
adoption of resilience building land and water management practices – such as irrigation, integrated soil
fertility management (ISFM) and other practices. Additionally, WVZP beneficiaries’ food and nutrition
security, household income and accumulation of productive assets increased significantly. Similarly,
duration of breastfeeding and use of multivitamin for under-five children increased – especially among
female-headed households. Additionally, use of improved human waste disposal facilities and safe
potable water also increased significantly among WVZP beneficiaries. The results illustrate that WVZP
ground-up approach, and provision of both education and food and asset is working as expected. WVZP
focus on children welfare and targeting women has also enhanced its success in building resilience.
Assessment of the WVZP program done by the communities also support these conclusions. However,
WVZP success in reducing morbidity was weak – especially among male-headed household beneficiaries.
Despite these achievements, WVZP faced challenges – which need to be addressed to increase
effectiveness of the resilience building efforts. Duration of the resilience-building efforts is short and this
does not provide enough time for building lasting resilience. Funding of WVZP and other NGOs providing
such services tends to increase when a humanitarian crisis hits but dies down after the crisis. Building
resilience requires long-term commitment and significant resource investment from both governments
and development partners. The increasing frequency and intensity of the shocks as well as climate
change increase the amount of investment required to meet the needs. This remains a challenge that
was reflected in the discussion with the communities, government and development partners.
The following are key strategies that reveal WVZP challenges in its current resilience building strategy.
They need to be addressed to ensure WVZP’s impact contributes more significantly to building longterm transformative resilience:
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a. Increase advisory services on climate-smart agriculture (CSA). Communities did not report CSA
as strategies for building resilience
b. Target women in agricultural extension service provision since their adoption rate of CSA is
consistently lower than is the case for men even though they are more vulnerable to shocks
c. Consistent with the new WFP resilience approach, enhance market participation through
building horizontal and vertical linkages. Horizontal and vertical linkages have been shown to
enhance smallholder farmer market participation and bargaining capacity It is perhaps this
capacity as WVZP most daunting challenges.
d. Building transformation capacity requires mainstreaming and institutionalizing successful WVZP
resilience building strategies. This is a daunting challenge since it is long-term process and
requires an integrated approach involving the government and other stakeholders that operate
on long-term basis.
Some government policies also pose challenges to successful resilience building. Subsidies and free input
distribution is challenging market-based agricultural development – which have been shown to build
resilience. Coordination of resilience building programs and other unrelated rural development activities
also needs to be improved to exploit their synergies and avoid conflicts. This will improve diversification
of activities which in turn would enhance resilience. For example, rural road development rural
electrification and other activities could be coordinated to focus in areas with high vulnerability and this
will greatly enhance non-farm activities.
In summary, the WVZP resilience building projects have provided good empirical evidence from which
government policy making process can learn from as it strives to implement its resilience framework in
partnership with development partners.
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