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foreword

Resilience has been a major theme of both The Rockefeller 
Foundation and Oxfam America for almost a decade1 and has 
produced a broad portfolio of resilience work in Asian cities, in 
African agriculture and more recently in the 100 Resilient Cities 
global competition. Oxfam America has also been program-
ming on resilience issues for a number of years. Recently it has 
become much more intentional about developing the program-
ming and measurement frameworks that will help to bring 
out the resilience aspects of its work. The multi-dimensional 
resilience framework allows Oxfam America to not only refine 
and improve the impact of its work on the resilience of com-
munities, but is also a valuable contribution to the overall 
understanding of the concept, its operationalization, and 
measurement in the field. 

The Horn of Africa Risk Transfer for Adaptation (HARITA) project 
was a key collaboration between the two organizations on 
resilience, with the Foundation supporting not only the pro-
gram but also the evaluation of its first phase. HARITA was an 
innovative program for Oxfam America that went through many 
cycles of learning and change to test what works to build resil-
ience to climate variability and change. The success of HARITA 
led to a multi-country R4 Rural Resilience Initiative—a strategic 
partnership between Oxfam America and the World Food 
Programme. A key component of The Rockefeller Foundation’s 
climate change resilience work in Africa has been to fund the 
testing of interventions that could be implemented more  

extensively in African countries. Providing financial support 
for Oxfam America’s HARITA project, including its impact eval-
uation, has been an important opportunity for the Foundation 
to support resilient livelihoods for smallholder farmers, to 
continue to evolve approaches to market-based solutions for 
development, and to learn from impact evaluation in  
challenging contexts.

This case study was commissioned by Oxfam America with 
financial support from The Rockefeller Foundation’s Evaluation 
Office to learn more about the findings and lessons from the 
evaluation of the HARITA/R4 initiative designed to promote 
resilient livelihoods for smallholder farmers in a changing 
climate. The far-reaching effects of climate change hit poor 
and vulnerable populations— those with the least capacity 
to prepare for, plan for, and withstand future climate change 
crises—the hardest. Building resilience requires us to invent 
systems, develop technologies, and implement other hard so-
lutions that will prevent or protect us from threats, while also 
strengthening the social connections and individual commit-
ments to learn from crisis and bounce back more quickly.

Oxfam America and The Rockefeller Foundation are pleased 
to share this case study of the evaluation of the HARITA/R4 
project with our partners and stakeholders, and to contribute 
to broader learning within our own organizations as well as 
the fields of agriculture, climate change resilience, innovative 
development finance and evaluation. 

Maliha Khan, PhD.      
Director, Learning, Evaluation & Accountability   
Oxfam America

Nancy MacPherson    
Managing Director, Evaluation 
The Rockefeller Foundation
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preface

The case study had two main objectives. First to draw lessons 
from the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) processes 
of The Horn of Africa Risk Transfer for Adaptation (HARITA)/ R4 
Rural Resilience Initiative with respect to (a) the effectiveness 
of weather-indexed crop insurance in addressing food security 
and rural poverty, (b) the changing role of International Non-
Governmental Organizations (INGOs) such as Oxfam America 
(OA) in the areas of monitoring, evaluation and learning; (c) 
guidance for the design of future programs; (d) understanding 
the balance and trade-offs between the operational needs 
of program management and the conditions necessary for 
the application of rigorous evaluation methodologies, and (e) 
the development and use of a theory of change. The second 
objective is to work with an evaluation training organization to 
develop a teaching case to help students understand real-
world options for evaluating the impacts of rural resilience and 
other kinds of poverty alleviation programs. 

Extensive documentation is available on HARITA and R4 Rural 
Resilience Initiative. The purpose of the case study is to 
synthesize this information into a single, relatively short report 
and to draw lessons as to how these experiences can be used 
to strengthen future rural resilience programs. It also intends 
to provide guidance on how to strengthen the monitoring and 
evaluation systems and ensure that the knowledge generated 
is effectively utilized. 

The present document, the Main Report presents a sum-
mary of the findings and lessons. These are discussed in 
more detail in the technical report which can be obtained by 
emailing lead@OxfamAmerica.org.
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Selas Samson Biru, in the grain storage room at her 
home in Adi Ha, in the Tigray region of Ethiopia. She 
is a farmer and a participant of the teff crop micro-
insurance pilot in her community.

Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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Executive  
summary

THE OXFAM AMERICA/WORLD 
FOOD PROGRAMME R4 RURAL 
RESILIENCE INITIATIVE
Since 2008 Oxfam America (OA) has been spearheading an 
innovative rural resilience program in Ethiopia that provides 
weather-indexed crop insurance (making automatic payments 
to poor farmers in drought-prone areas to compensate them 
for shortage of rainfall during drought years). Initiated together 
with the Relief Society of Tigray and several other local and in-
ternational partners, the program—Horn of Africa Risk Transfer 
for Adaptation (HARITA)—was supported by The Rockefeller 
Foundation as part of its interest in promoting market-based 
solutions to address development problems and in building 
resilience. 

In December 2010, OA entered into a strategic partnership 
with the World Food Programme. The purpose of the partner-
ship, known as the R4 Rural Resilience Initiative, is to adapt 
and scale-up the initiative to make a significant impact on 
the resilience of farmers in drought-prone areas of Africa, 
building on the success of HARITA. The program combines Risk 
Transfer (crop insurance), Risk Reduction (soil improvement, 
erosion prevention), Prudent Risk Taking (credit) and Risk 
Reserves (savings). 

In 2012 the program was launched in Senegal, and plans are 
underway for expansion to Malawi and Zambia in 2015. 

THE PILOT HARITA RURAL  
RESILIENCE PROGRAM  
IN ETHIOPIA
HARITA project in Ethiopia was the first initiative of Oxam’s 
newly created Private Sector Department (PSD). HARITA was 
also OA’s first experience with crop insurance and with public/
private business/civil society collaboration. When the pilot 
program began in Tigray Province in 2009, the conventional 
wisdom was that weather-indexed crop insurance was too 
complex to reach poor farmers. It was believed that because 
poor farmers do not have the cash required to pay for insur-
ance. It was also believed that crop insurance would be too 
complicated for them to understand. However, through a 
number of innovations, including participatory planning with 
farmers, enabling farmers to pay for insurance with labor, and 
a collaboration between government, civil society and com-
mercial insurance companies, by 2012 more than 19,000 small 
holder farmers had purchased crop insurance and over 12,000 
received pay-outs due to drought. The program also benefited 
an unexpectedly large number of women farmers (the poorest 
and most vulnerable households). 

The rapid growth of the project and the interest of the interna-
tional development community made OA recognize the need to 
launch a rigorous impact evaluation to assess the effective-
ness of the program in strengthening resilience and also to 
assess the potential for replication and scaling-up.
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THE IMPACT EVALUATION OF 
THE FIRST FOUR YEARS OF THE 
HARITA PROGRAM IN ETHIOPIA
In 2009, OA, in collaboration with the Earth Institute at 
Columbia University and The Rockefeller Foundation’s 
Evaluation Office, launched a longitudinal impact evalua-
tion to assess the social and economic impacts of HARITA. 
Quantitative data were collected from project and control 
villages in 2009 (baseline), 2010, and 2012 using a quasi-
experimental design with difference-in-difference analysis 
to reduce selection bias. This was combined with focus 
groups, community meetings and on-the-ground observation 
to develop a mixed-methods evaluation design. In 2012/13 
intensive qualitative follow-up studies were conducted to 
evaluate the processes of change and to understand how lo-
cal contextual factors caused different program outcomes in 
different villages. The HARITA evaluation experience provides 
important lessons on conducting impact evaluations under 
real-world constraints.

THE FINDINGS OF  
THE EVALUATION

PROGRAM IMPACTS
• The program model worked and the combination of crop 

insurance and interventions to reduce the effects of 
drought proved effective, strengthening resilience during 
drought and increasing farmer productivity in both drought 
and good rain years.

• Compared to farmers not participating in the program, in-
sured farmers increased their savings by an average of 123 
percent, and increased the number of oxen they owned by 
about 20 percent.

• The specific ways that resilience was increased (e.g., 
increased grain reserves, increased number and amount of 
loans) varied according to the particular characteristics of 
each village.

Female-headed households, who are among the poorest, 
achieved some of the largest gains in productivity:

• Increased use of compost (which improves soil quality 
more cheaply than fertilizer)

• Women were able to avoid or delay sales of oxen during 
drought years

• Women took back and began to farm land that was 
share-cropped 

• Women increased the area of land cultivated by approxi-
mately 35 percent

• The use of improved seed increased

• The number and amount of loans increased

MANAGEMENT AND  
PERFORMANCE OF HARITA
1. Most farmers were highly appreciative of HARITA and 

concluded that it has made a major contribution to their 
ability to cope with drought, giving them the security and 
confidence to take moderate risks. 

2. However, many farmers noted that they did not receive 
sufficient information about the risk reduction activities, 
and that HARITA was sometimes unresponsive to ques-
tions and comments on these activities. 

3. Risk reduction activities were generally appreciated but 
some farmers indicated that they should have had input 
on the selection and management of the projects on 
which they were required to work. Farmers also wanted 
more flexibility in the scheduling of the work projects so 
that they could be carried out at times when they are not 
so occupied with their own farming. 

4. There was general satisfaction with the management of 
insurance but lack of clarity among farmers on the regis-
tration process led to confusion as to who is entitled to 
insurance payout and who is not in a given year.



 Measuring Resilience  |  OXFAM AMERICA 9

KEY MESSAGES

PROGRAM DESIGN

1. The HARITA/R4 program design works well and provides 
an effective way to reach poor farmers and to strengthen 
their resilience to drought-related shocks. The program 
grew rapidly and the initial evidence suggests it is repli-
cable in Senegal and potentially in other countries.

2. HARITA represents a new kind of public/business sec-
tor/civil society collaboration with technical inputs from 
national and international universities and consultants.  
 
This has permitted the mobilization of a wider range 
of technical, financial, organizational and grass-roots 
resources than was possible in most previous programs. 
This complex partnership requires the presence of an 
organization, such as OA, that can play a strong catalytic 
and coordination role.

3. OA’s rights-based approach, in which farmers are equal 
partners in program design, made an important contribu-
tion to the efficiency and equity goals of the project. It 
was the farmers who proposed and helped implement the 
Insurance for Work program that addressed the challenge 
of how farmers, who lack cash, could pay for insurance.

4. The participatory approach also contributed to the high 
level of participation of female-headed households.

5. While making an important contribution to strengthening 
resilience, the current program model is not able to ad-
dress some fundamental challenges, such as insufficient 
water, the need to diversify sources of income, and how to 
address the needs of the landless. While these were not 
program goals, they should be kept in mind when consid-
ering the contribution of HARITA to building resilience to 
climate change. 

DESIGNING AN EVALUATION OF  
A COMPLEX, RAPIDLY EVOLVING 
INNOVATIVE PROGRAM
Often times Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) systems are 
designed under budget and time constraints with multiple 
demands from different stakeholders. Some of the key lessons 
to approach this challenge are the following:

1. Even when working under budget and time constraints, 
it is essential to allow time and resources for extensive 
consultation with local partners before the M&E systems 
are designed.

2. During the program development phase, well-designed 
and credible monitoring data will be at least as important 
as impact data.

3. An integrated M&E system, rather than separate M and E 
components is essential.

4. Budget constraints often mean working with smaller sam-
ple sizes than theoretically desirable. A well-designed, 
mixed-methods evaluation can usually provide method-
ologically valid estimates of program impact. However, it 
will often only be able to detect relatively large impacts 
(for example, a statistically significant difference of 20-30 
percent (effect size) between the project and control 
communities). An initial indication of potentially important 
smaller differences, or differences only affecting certain 
groups, can often be detected through focus groups or 
case studies.

5. When evaluating the initial pilot phase, it is likely that 
a quasi-experimental design will be preferred to a 
Randomized Control Trial (RCT). A RCT may be more ap-
propriate in a second phase evaluation of a larger program 
when the operational aspects of the program model have 
already been tested.

LESSONS FOR DEVELOPING AN 
INTEGRATED APPROACH TO A 
MONITORING, EVALUATION AND 
LEARNING (MEL) SYSTEM 
1. The scope of monitoring should be broadened from a 

reporting and accountability function to identify and  
address any operational problems at an early stage, and 
to assess whether the program is moving towards its 
development goals. 

2. The design of both M&E should involve from an early stage 
project stakeholders to build consensus around the 
objectives of the evaluation, evaluation questions, the 
evaluation plan, and how the evaluation will be used.



10 Oxfam America  |  Measuring Resilience

3. When it is not possible to conduct a full-scale im-
pact evaluation, monitoring can be broadened to use 
performance evaluation strategies to provide a basic as-
sessment of program impact. 

4. M&E should be integrated into a single system. This 
should include contextual analysis to understand how 
implementation and outcomes are affected by factors 
such as the local economic, political, socio-cultural and 
ecological conditions.

5. Standard guidelines should be prepared for the develop-
ment and use of a Theory of Change. 

6. The evaluation design should plan to examine differences 
in the characteristics of each project location. 

7. A knowledge management strategy should be put in place 
to synthesize lessons learned and to transform this infor-
mation into a learning strategy. 

8. An evaluation capacity development program for partners 
and R4 staff will often be required and should be built into 
the M&E system. 

9. It is important to recognize that programs to address 
resilience are complex and that conventional evaluation 
designs must often be broadened to incorporate evolving 
approaches to the evaluation of complexity. 

10. Given the range of stakeholders and their different informa-
tion needs, it will often be necessary to combine economic 
and social/empowerment approaches to evaluation. 

Medhin Reda’s daughter Tekleweini takes  
care of the cows at her home in Tigray, Ethiopia. 
Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America



 Measuring Resilience  |  OXFAM AMERICA 11

Purpose and design 
of the case study

This case study was commissioned by Oxfam America (OA) with 
financial support from The Rockefeller Foundation’s Evaluation 
Office. It is meant to document and draw lessons from the OA/ 
World Food Programme (WFP) Horn of Africa Risk Transfer for 
Adaptation (HARITA)/R4 Rural Resilience Initiative, called R4 in 
short, which seeks to strengthen the resilience of smallholder 
farmers to cope with the consequences of drought. The case 
study has the intended audiences: OA, WFP, and their partners 
who are involved in the design, implementation, evaluation 
and expansion of the program; The Rockefeller Foundation and 
other foundations conducting evaluations; development agen-
cies; and universities and other organizations concerned with 
teaching development evaluations.

The main objective of the case study is to draw lessons from 
the HARITA/R4 Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) pro-
cesses with respect to:

1. The effectiveness of weather-indexed crop insurance, and 
the complementary products included in the R4 initia-
tive in strengthening food security and rural resilience to 
weather-related shocks.2 

2. How a large international NGO such as OA is evolving its 
understanding of the relationship between innovation and 
MEL. What areas of comparative advantage does OA have 
in the design, implementation and use of the different 
elements of MEL? How should key evaluation questions be 
defined and by whom?

3. Guidance for the evaluation of similar programs. What are 
the most appropriate evaluation methodologies in the 
real-world context in which R4 programs are implemented?  

What are the key questions, and how can program 
designers ensure these reflect the interests of different 
stakeholders?

4. Understanding the balance and trade-offs between the 
operational needs of program management, and the 
conditions necessary for the application of rigorous evalu-
ation methodologies. 

5. Developing and using the Theory of Change.

Both OA and The Rockefeller Foundation aim to collaborate with 
one or more universities or evaluation training institutes to de-
velop a teaching case. The idea is to help students understand 
real-world options for evaluating rural risk management strate-
gies such as crop-insurance, and to draw general lessons for 
assessing the impacts of other kinds of development programs 
addressing poverty alleviation.

The case study brings together in one short document the 
findings and lessons from a number of different sources, 
including: the impact evaluation covering the first four seasons 
of the HARITA pilot project in Tigray, Ethiopia3, quarterly and 
annual progress reports prepared on HARITA and later on R4; 
more detailed technical reports, and personal and telephone 
interviews with some 15 staff from OA (past and present), WFP, 
local partners and Columbia University. In addition the author 
spent one week in Tigray in July 2013 visiting the project loca-
tions. The case draws heavily on the HARITA impact evaluation 
report published in 2014 by Malgosia Madajewicz at the Center 
for Climate Systems Research, the Earth Institute, Columbia 
University and her colleagues Ashmelash Haile Tsegay 
(Independent Consultant based in Addis Ababa) and Michael 
Norton (University of California at Davis). The evaluation, which 
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Senegal program was still in the development phase and the 
impact evaluation had not yet been designed, so it was only 
possible to discuss the assessment of the 2012 diagnostic 
and planning studies and the 2013 pilot program, the proposed 
monitoring systems, the planned expansion during 2014-15, 
and the theory of change.

covered the period from 2009-2012, estimates the initial out-
comes of the HARITA program and provides information on how 
the program is perceived by farmers. 

The added value of the case study is that it synthesizes the 
many studies and publications by, and on, the program and the 
perspectives of different stakeholders. Also, the case study 
draws lessons for the development of future MEL systems 
and illustrates the potential of the R4 approach to promoting 
rural resilience in a changing climate, and on the design and 
implementation of impact evaluations under real-world budget, 
time, and organizational constraints. 

The main focus of the case study is on the HARITA food security 
program in Ethiopia, the monitoring and evaluation systems, 
and the impact evaluation of the first four years of operation 
(how the components were designed and implemented and 
lessons learned). The case study also discusses the transition 
to the R4 Rural Resilience Initiative and its launch in Senegal 
and how the Ethiopia experience was adapted to the Senegal 
context. When the case study was completed in late 2013 data 
was available on the first four seasons of operation in Ethiopia 
and the preliminary results of the 2009-2012 impact evalua-
tion were also available. At the time the case was launched the 

Fekadu Abreha plows his field in Adi Ha.

Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America

For more information see Chapter 1 of the Technical 
Report. To access the full technical report, please write 
to lead@OxfamAmerica.org.
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The origins of the 
R4 Rural Resilience 
Initiative

When the Oxfam America Private Sector Department (OA PSD) 
was launched in 2005, PSD wished to develop an approach 
that would include not only adversarial campaigning against, 
but also collaboration with, major private sector actors. The 
PSD team was intent on finding an approach aligned with OA’s 
broader rights-based approach to development. This meant 
that the interests of participating farmers would need to be 
the first priority and farmers needed to be integrally involved in 
developing the initiative. Starting in 2006 the PSD team began 
to consult with a broad spectrum of experts from development 
agencies, academia, and the private sector. The effects of cli-
mate change on food security emerged as a promising area as 
many agencies were seeking ways to operationalize food secu-
rity in drought stricken areas. A meeting with Swiss Re (a major 
international re-insurance company) suggested crop insurance 
as a promising entry point. Then Ethiopia, a country with a long 
history of drought-related famines, and where OA had many 
years of experience working with farmers on the ground, was 
identified as a possible candidate to launch a pilot project. 

At a meeting between PSD and the Columbia University 
International Research Institute for Climate and Society (IRI), IRI 
offered to put together a four person team to conduct a fea-
sibility study in Ethiopia on a weather-indexed crop insurance 
program. They also offered their technical expertise to develop 
the weather index. It was decided to conduct the feasibility 
study in Northern Ethiopia’s Tigray province, one of the most 
severely drought affected regions, and where OA already had 
extensive experience and credibility after many years of work-
ing jointly with people affected by poverty. The villages where 
the feasibility study was conducted were selected in consulta-
tion with Relief Society of Tigray (REST), OA’s main local partner. 

Meetings with local farmers revealed that their primary con-
cern was the periodic droughts that depleted their capital, 
produced periods of food insecurity and created a climate 
of uncertainty which discouraged farming investment. The 
farmers indicated, with strong support from REST, their inter-
est in crop-insurance to protect them from drought and poor 
rains. However, farmers indicated they were too poor to buy 
insurance with cash. At this time the conventional wisdom 
was that smallholder farmers were not good clients for crop 
insurance, because they did not have cash and because they 
could not understand crop insurance. However, during the 
community meetings in Tigray, the farmers proposed that they 
should be allowed to pay for the insurance with their labor 
that would be used to build the kinds of water and soil con-
servation measures with which they were already familiar. 

The Horn of Africa Risk Transfer for Adaptation (HARITA) 
program, was launched in Ethiopia in 2009 by OA and REST 
together with several other public and private partners follow-
ing two years of research and development. The goal was to 
develop innovative ways to strengthen resilience to climate 
change for food-insecure rural communities. The IRI Center, 
supported by a grant from OA played a pivotal role in developing 
the program, as without their technical expertise it would not 
have been possible for OA to develop a weather-indexed crop 
insurance program. HARITA provided an attractive opportunity 
for IRI to use available research funds to test crop insurance in 
the field. This proved to be a synergistic relationship, as IRI pro-
vided the technical input to develop the crop insurance model, 
while OA provided the operational, grass-roots experience, and 
the connections with key players. The dimension of paying for 
insurance with labor emerged during discussions with farmers. 
OA brought in the political and organizational dimensions and 
placed crop insurance in a broader international context. 
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The pilot project began by offering crop insurance to 200 farm-
ers in one village. Most of the farmers paid for insurance with 
labor working on projects managed by REST to improve soil 
quality and enhance water retention. The key partners were, 
DECSI, which had extensive experience in managing community 
micro-finance; Swiss Re, which managed the re-insurance; and 
IRI, which designed the weather index. A key element of the 
pilot program was the development of a weather-based crop 
insurance index used to calculate insurance premiums and 
payouts and to provide farmers with guidance on how to decide 
how much insurance to purchase.4

The program model envisioned an integrated strategy that 
simultaneously addressed four dimensions of resilience: 
Risk Reduction, Risk Transfer, moderate Risk Taking and Risk 
Reserves (see Box 1). Although the pilot programs only included 
the first two elements, R4 is moving towards the integrated 
model in Senegal.

Despite conventional wisdom that poor farmers are unable 
or unwilling to purchase crop insurance, the pilot projects in 
Tigray in 2009-2010 found large numbers of very poor farmers 
buying insurance, including many female-headed households. 
Even though the rains were good in 2010, so that farmers did 

OA had no prior experience with crop insurance. REST intro-
duced the Dedebit Savings and Credit Institution (DECSI), who 
had extensive experience with the management of community 
level micro-finance, and whose participation proved critical. 
There were extensive discussions concerning the appropriate 
insurance premium rates between insurers who were con-
cerned with ensuring financial viability of the crop-insurance 
program, and farmers and community extension organizations 
who wanted to keep the program as affordable as possible. 

In addition to unrestricted funding provided by OA for the period 
2010-2013, financial support was provided by The Rockefeller 
Foundation and Swiss Re. When the partnership with WFP was 
formalized in December 2010 the name of the program was 
changed from HARITA to R4 Rural Resilience Initiative. However, 
in Ethiopia, WFP formally became involved in the joint planning 
of R4 in 2013 for program implementation in 2014 and beyond. 
For the period between the establishment of the R4 partner-
ship in December 2010 until the end of 2013, the program was 
called HARITA/R4 Rural Resilience Initiative in order to signal 
the transition towards the overall global initiative umbrella in 
Ethiopia. The program was formally referred to as R4 in Ethiopia 
starting in 2014. 

Farmers sign up for Wahisna financial  
package in Adi Ha.

Michelle Talukdar / Oxfam America
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not receive any insurance payout, most farmers felt it was 
worthwhile to purchase crop insurance because it gave them 
security for years in which the rains did fail, and because they 
saw the benefits of the risk reduction projects. By 2012, the 
program included 75 villages with almost 19,000 farmers having 
purchased insurance. Assuming an average family size of five 
persons, it was estimated that approximately 100,000 people 
were directly benefiting. In addition it is likely that the program 
will have a wider multiplier effect as farmers not purchasing 
insurance are adapting many of the new risk reduction and 
cultivation practices. Also, it is likely that increased income of 
some project farmers may benefit local businesses and other 
farmers. However, these multiplier effects were not captured in 
this evaluation.

The project began to attract international attention once the 
initial findings of the first season became available. OA staff 
have been invited to attend a number of high-level confer-
ences on climate change and food security. Conference 
participants, who included funding agencies and researchers 
among others, were particularly impressed by the high insur-
ance take-up rates, which were much higher than in many 
previous programs organized by other agencies and by the 
effects of payment for insurance through labor. 

One innovation of the program was the development of a 
weather-based crop insurance index used to calculate insur-
ance premiums and payouts and to provide farmers with 
guidance on how to decide how much insurance to purchase. 
Other innovations included: involving commercial financial 
institutions in working directly with farmers; collaboration 
between public sector agencies, commercial companies, 
research institutions and civil society; developing participatory 
methods to involve farmers in program design; integrating rig-
orous research into program design; and developing monitoring 
systems for this new program area. 

The interest generated by the initial research findings made OA 
aware of the need to conduct more systematic evaluations.

THE HARITA THEORY OF  
CHANGE 
Figure 1 presents the Theory of Change (TOC) that describes 
how the HARITA program was intended to achieve its objec-
tives. This was developed by the impact evaluation team to 
identify the key assumptions to be tested in the evaluation and 
to identify the outcome and impact indicators to be measured.5 
In 2013, the Learning Evaluation and Accountability Department 
of OA organized a workshop with the local partners during 
which an updated TOC and logic model were developed, but as 
of early 2014 these were still in the development phase. 

The two left-hand columns show the four resilience com-
ponents [risk transfer, risk reduction, risk taking and risk 
reserves], and the inputs that each component provides. The 
Tigray program only included two of the four components of the 
R4 resilience model: risk transfer and risk reduction. However, 
while credit was widely available in the project areas prior to 
HARITA, farmers were reluctant to apply for credit to invest in 
their land in fear of the unpredictable rains. The TOC suggests 
that having crop insurance will increase farmers’ willingness 
to take moderate risks and to increase their use of credit. The 
program also includes a Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 
[MEL] component that provides regular information to man-
agement on performance of the different components and 
activities, periodic assessments on outcomes and impacts 
and identifies potential problems and promising innovative ap-
proaches. The dotted red lines indicate the learning feedback 
loops through which lessons learned are fed into the imple-
mentation systems to improve performance.

The third column identifies the two different scenarios under 
which the program is expected to improve the lives of farmers 
and their families. The first scenario refers to years when the 
rains fail. When households receive insurance pay-outs they 
will avoid having to reduce consumption of food and drinking 
water, as well as having to sell animals and productive assets. 
The program may also reduce seasonal out-migration and 
provide technical knowledge on how to cope with drought. 
The second scenario refers to the effects that the program 
may produce in all years, irrespective of the rainfall situation. 
These effects include confidence to borrow and to invest, in-
creased use of improved seeds and fertilizer, and higher yields, 
enabling increased purchase of animals and other produc-
tive assets. An additional effect that mainly benefits women 
farmers is the direct cultivation of land that was previously 
share-cropped. The two dark green boxes identify the critical 
conditions and assumptions that can affect outcomes for indi-
vidual farmers or particular communities under each scenario.

Box 1. The four elements of the 
R4 Rural Resilience Initiative

• Risk Reduction: labor-based safety nets pro-
tecting assets against disasters and improving 
productivity 

• Risk Taking: accessing microcredit

• Risk Transfer: gaining insurance coverage

• Risk Reserves: increasing savings

Source: R4 Annual Report for 2012 pp 3-4
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Figure 1: the r4 theory of change for Harita
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The fourth column identifies both the positive long-term out-
comes that the program is intended to achieve, and potential 
negative outcomes that could occur under certain circum-
stances. Positive outcomes include: better quality of life, 
improved food security, better health, improved productivity 
and income, reduced out-migration, strengthened resilience to 
cope with and reduce effects of drought, spillover benefits for 
uninsured farmers, and economic, social and political empow-
erment of women farmers. Possible negative or unanticipated 
outcomes include: 

• If crop-insurance is not well designed or risks are larger 
than expected, insured farmers could be worse off;

• Prices of productive inputs may rise if R4 results in in-
creased demand–with adverse effects on investments;

• Insurance for labor may affect labor supply;

• Increased time burden on women farmers and their children;

• Farmers may be prematurely “graduated” out of the 
Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) if they have insur-
ance and/or get payouts and if these increase their 
income, even though their incomes may still be low and 
unstable. 

Many of the market responses to a successful program can 
have both positive and negative consequences for different 
groups. Similarly, increased time burden when women start 
to farm their own land or purchase insurance for work is an 
inevitable consequence of the benefits of increased produc-
tion and income. These changes are not bad per se, but they 
need to be monitored. 

THE HARITA MONITORING SYSTEM 
The Field Operations Dashboard was developed early in the 
program by the Private Sector Department (PSD) in Boston in 
response to the pressing need for information on basic per-
formance indicators. This reporting system is still being used 
as the main management reporting system. The monitoring 
system has not evolved much since the early days. The Field 
Operations Dashboard presents monthly updates on some 45 
indicators6 and compares them with annual targets. In 2013 
OA’s Learning, Evaluation and Development Department (LEAD) 
organized a planning workshop in Ethiopia to start implement-
ing a MEL system. At the end of 2013, HARITA/R4 still did not 
have a fully functioning monitoring system. However, based on 
lessons learned from HARITA, OA, and WFP are jointly refin-
ing the global R4 MEL plan and the monitoring frameworks for 
Ethiopia and Senegal.

THE IMPACT EVALUATION DESIGN 
Given the rapid growth of the project and the positive response 
of the international development community, it was decided 
that an impact evaluation was needed to provide more rigorous 
and credible estimates of HARITA impacts. It is important to 
clarify that the purpose of the evaluation was to assess the 
impact of the HARITA program and it was not designed to evalu-
ate the R4 program which had not yet been launched when the 
evaluation began. Malgosia Madajewicz, an econometrician 
working at the Earth Institute at Columbia University was com-
missioned to design and manage the impact evaluation. It was 
decided to use a mixed-methods design combining a quanti-
tative pretest-posttest comparison group survey with focus 
groups and in-depth interviews with key informants. A baseline 
survey was conducted in 2009 and follow-up surveys were 
conducted during the 2010 and 2012 seasons. Difference-
in-differences (DiD) analysis was used to control for initial 
differences between farmers who bought insurance and those 
who did not, that might have explained some of the differences 
in outcomes between the two groups. The focus groups were 
conducted with male and female farmers who did and did not 
purchase insurance: and farmers who paid for insurance with 
cash or with labor. The mixed-methods approach strengthened 
the quantitative surveys by helping explain some of the sta-
tistical findings with qualitative data. It also strengthened the 
validity of the data through triangulation and helped identify 
issues not captured by the surveys. 

Initially, there was some resistance within OA to the use of a 
quantitative evaluation design, both because of the relatively 
high cost compared to other OA evaluations and concern that 
the design would not address OA’s rights-based approach 
to development. However, given the increasing scope of the 
program, its potential replicability and the interest of the inter-
national development community, OA accepted the need for a 
more rigorous quantitative design. 

While budget constraints reduced sample size below what 
would have been considered optimal, the sample size was 
sufficient to detect the most important differences between 
farmers who did and did not purchase crop insurance. The 
sample size, however, did limit the types of disaggregated 
analysis that could be used to examine differences in out-
comes within and between each community and the number of 
focus groups that could be conducted. Budget constraints also 
limited the time foreign consultants could spend in Ethiopia 
during the evaluation design phase and the time for interaction 
with local partners. That resulted in a lack of understanding by 
some partners of the purpose of the evaluation and how the 
findings would be used. 

For more information see Chapter 2 of the Technical 
Report. To access the full technical report, please write 
to lead@OxfamAmerica.org.
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Selas Samson Biru, 48, fetches water from a spring, in Adi Ha, 
in the Tigray region of Ethiopia. It takes about half an hour to 
this, her closest water source. She doesn’t drink this water and 
uses only for dishes and washing, as she says she has seen 
worms in it. Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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Scaling up: 
The WFP/OA R4 
Rural Resilience 
Partnership 
[This  chapter is based on a report completed in December 2013 
when the R4 program in Senegal was still in the pilot develop-
ment phase. Consequently it does not include information on 
how the program has evolved since then.]

OA’s goal for HARITA was to develop an innovative, replicable, 
and scalable approach to strengthen the resilience of small-
holder farmers to cope with drought. It is also meant to address 
the growing problem of climate change (such as the declining 
and less predictable rainfall and the resultant problems for 
farmers of making investment decisions at the start of the sea-
son concerning productive inputs and what crops to grow). OA 
recognized that its comparative advantage was as a catalyst 
to bring together the different public, private, civil society, 
funding, and academic/research partners required to develop 
the model. Nonetheless, OA realized that bringing it to scale 
would require collaboration with one or more partners with the 
mandate and resources to implement the program on a large 
scale in a number of different countries. In December 2010, 
WFP and OA announced the R4 Rural Resilience Partnership7 to 
expand the rural resilience model. It was stated that: 

“R4 represents a new kind of partnership bringing public and 
private sector actors together in a strategic large scale ini-
tiative to innovate and develop better tools to help the most 
vulnerable people build resilient livelihoods. R4 promises 
to leverage the respective strengths of its partners: OA’s 
capacity to build innovative partnerships, the WFP’s global 
reach and extensive capacity to support government-led 
safety nets for the most vulnerable people. This partnership 
will enable thousands more poor farmers and other food in-
secure households to manage weather vulnerability through 
an affordable comprehensive risk management program 
that builds long-term resilience.”

The partnership is defined as a strategic collaboration between 
equal partners with no co-mingling of funds and that each 
partner has its own sponsors. It builds directly on the experi-
ence of HARITA which, it is stated to have “ broken new ground 
in the field of rural risk management by enabling Ethiopia’s 
poorest farmers to pay for crop insurance with their own labor.”8

THE SENEGAL RURAL RESILIENCE 
PROGRAM
The first replication of R4 under the collaborative WFP/OA part-
nership was launched in Senegal in 2011. Each R4 program has 
to be contextualized, so the initial program design for Senegal 
capitalizes on existing programs and areas of experience to 
adapt to local conditions. During 2012, the R4 team completed 
a national-level analysis and selection of the R4 pilot area 
within Senegal.9 The analysis studied the Senegal context, 
including the risks to food security, regional demographics and 
major developmental concerns, existing policies, and strate-
gies as well as regulatory frameworks on different sectors 
linked to R4, to guide the project implementation and coordina-
tion. The R4 team conducted various assessments and studies 
to inform decisions on pilot area selection, R4 strategy and 
design, partner selection, and coordination with government 
and other key national actors. 

OA has a strong savings and credit program in Senegal which, 
in combination with the risk reduction and risk transfer com-
ponents could complete the R4 model. Most of the savings 
programs operate through traditional women’s groups, but 
efforts are underway to expand savings and credit to men. 
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5. Finally, the importance of a solid monitoring system that 
can both provide rapid feedback on program performance 
and issues that management must address, and that can 
provide periodic information to policymakers and funding 
agencies on program progress and benefits. 

The planned expansion of the program is based on several 
guiding principles. First, in order to allow the program to ex-
pand rapidly while maintaining quality and the desired impacts, 
the scale-up plan will capitalize on synergies with existing 
government programs, as well as those being implemented by 
WFP, OA, and other international partners. Second, the program 
will seek to achieve economies of scale by expanding opera-
tions in areas where R4 capacity has already been built. Third, 
the program will also be introduced in new regions so as to 
establish R4 core areas where a comprehensive, integrated 
approach can create the basis for further expansion. The goal 
is to support 6,000 households by 2014 and 18,000 by 2015. 
The program will include: Risk Transfer, Risk Reduction, Risk 
Reserves (Savings), and Risk Taking (Credit). 

During the 2013 season, pilot implementation began in 12 vil-
lages (covering 500 households) in the communauté rurale de 
Koussanar, in the southeast of Senegal. In 2014, the expansion 
will include the Kolda region in the southeast as well. By 2014 
the program is planned to cover a total of 6,000 households in 
the southeast region of Tambacounda and in the Kolda region. 
One of the synergies that R4 is leveraging is the strong tradi-
tion of savings groups, particularly the OA Saving for Change10 
program that underpins the savings dimension of the 4 Rs.

The Senegal program draws a number of lessons from the 
HARITA experience:

1. The importance of an integrated strategy that systemati-
cally addresses the four dimensions of resilience;

2. The importance of Insurance for Work (IFW) as a way to 
reach the poorest farmers who have very little cash; 

3. Participatory consultations with farmers to draw on their 
practical knowledge in program design; 

4. The importance of a national safety net or similar mecha-
nism through which the IFW can be implemented;

Medhin Reda carries seedlings she is  
going to plant in Tigray, Ethiopia.  
Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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Planning beyond 2015, a national level context analysis has 
identified the Kaolack and Kaffrine regions for scale-up. The 
context analysis goes well beyond conventional stand-alone 
food security and nutrition assessments to provide a more 
holistic framework for geographical targeting.

The WFP/OA Global R4 Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 
(MEL) standards and the application in Senegal. WFP and OA 
have developed R4 Global MEL standards to be applied in all 
collaborative programs (see Box 2). These provide guidance 
on four broad areas: planning and resource requirements, 
monitoring and quality control, data requirements, and 
evaluation.

APPLYING THE MEL FRAMEWORK 
IN SENEGAL
The first application of the MEL framework took place in 
Senegal beginning in 2012 in the pilot project in Koussanar. 

Constructing a logical framework: This defined the goal as the 
promotion of the resilience of the communities in Koussanar. 
The goal was to be operationalized through four specific 
objectives:

• Investments, assets, and agriculture are increased among 
target households;

• Consumption levels and assets of target households are 
protected against shocks;

• Technical and financial capacity, particularly of women, in 
the target villages are increased;

• Solidarity with the targeted communities is increased.

The objectives would be achieved through four output com-
ponents: Risk Reduction, Risk Transfer, Risk Reserves, and 
Prudent Risk Taking.

The Theory of Change (TOC). While HARITA did not begin to 
develop a Theory of Change [TOC] for its program operations 
until 2012-13, the R4 Senegal team decided early on to invest 
significant amounts of time and staff resources to develop 
a TOC and to use it to assist with program design and to help 
structure the process and impact evaluations. The TOC11 was 
developed in a series of workshops drawing on HARITA experi-
ence and went through a number of iterations. It was also 
discussed extensively in the monthly phone conferences of the 
evaluation working group that included representatives from 
WFP, OA, and external consultants. 

The TOC spelled out the implementation strategy. This con-
nected the four components and showed the linkages through 
which outputs are transformed into intermediate and then final 
outcomes. The TOC was then used to develop a set of outcome 
indicators that were classified into:

• Technical capacity

• Financial capacity

• Physical (e.g., cultivated land area, draught animals 
owned) 

• Natural (e.g., level of water, soil quality)

• Human (e.g., literacy, dependency rate)

• Livelihoods (e.g., total income, income diversity, savings)

• Health (e.g., morbidity, water borne disease)

• Social (e.g., conflicts) 

The R4 team found the very time-intensive development of 
the logframe and TOC to have been useful and to have helped 
clarify many issues concerning the linkages between the 
different components of the program. The TOC includes a set 
of detailed figures for each main type of intervention, and it 
is summarized in a single figure providing a holistic overview 
of the linkages between the different program components. It 
was recognized that the full TOC must also include: identifica-
tion of contextual factors (both at the level of the individual 
communities and at a broader level) that help explain why 
outcomes and farmer behavior often vary among communi-
ties; a risk analysis to help understand factors affecting the 
level and types of risk that different farmers are willing to 
accept; and a way to model the different sequences of inter-
ventions and outcomes in different regions. 

THE R4 MONITORING SYSTEM
The Senegal M&E system drew on the experience from Ethiopia. 
Some of the innovations that are being incorporated in Senegal 
include: (1) linking monitoring indicators from different compo-
nents to provide a holistic overview of the total program and its 
impacts; (2) much of the detailed monitoring will be conducting 
detailed monitoring on a sample of communities and house-
holds; (3) monitoring will focus on access, use and satisfaction 
with the program; and (4) a strong focus will be placed on 
process monitoring to understand how farmers respond to 
different aspects of the program, and to understand how well 
program management and implementation adapt to farmers’ 
responses.
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This box summarizes the key features of the Global MEL 
standards agreed to between OA and WFP to be used in all 
of their collaborative R4 programs. The first application of 
the system is in Senegal.

1. PLANNING AND RESOURCES

• Ensuring a common understanding of program goals 
through developing a theory of change and a clear 
definition of the target population

• Dedicating 7 percent to 10 percent of program budget 
to MEL

• All R4 staff receive training in MEL concepts

2. MONITORING AND QUALITY CONTROL

• Monitoring should build on existing WFP and OA 
systems;

• Definition of monitoring data to be collected by 
partners;

• Monitoring responsibilities rest with all R4 staff not 
just MEL;

• Clear definition of monitoring data and data collection 
methods to be used by R4 staff;

• Review of aggregated financial data from all partners 
to understand how R4 partners are using financial 
products;

• Monitoring of R4 impacts on the environment and of 
mitigation measures;

• Monitoring learning loop: monitoring data reviewed 
monthly by R4 managers;

• Periodic learning events with stakeholders.

3. DATA
• Activity and output monitoring data are collected on: 

sex-disaggregated data on activities and outputs; 
community level data on community characteristics; 
credit; savings; insurance and disaster risk reduction.

• The household is the unit of analysis for outcome 
data. This covers: household characteristics, par-
ticipation in government safety net and R4 programs; 
assets, income, food consumption and migration. 

4. EVALUATION

• The following R4 MEL themes are addressed through 
the evaluation

o Food security, consumption, assets, livelihood 
etc.

o Gender issues and impacts on women’s lives

o Equity: fair allocation of costs and benefits 
across and within communities and households

o Environmental sustainability and adaptation

o Resilience and coping strategies

o Capacity building and empowerment of partners 
and participants

• The evaluation methodology uses mixed-methods. 
Rigorous methods are used where possible but the 
choice of methods should be driven by the complexity 
and needs of each community.

• Causality: Impact evaluations use baselines and con-
trol groups and/or rolling scale-up to create natural 
controls (where possible) to build robust evidence of 
R4 impact.

Box 2: The WFP/OA R4 Global Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning [MEL] standards

Source: Unpublished Global MEL team document
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The Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches sur le Développement 
International [CERDI] research program conducted by the 
Universities of Berkeley and Université d’Auvergne, Clermont-
Ferrand, used the Theory of Change developed by the R4 team 
in designing their study on risk analysis and demand for insur-
ance, and in return the R4 team used the findings of the study 
as a baseline for the pilot area.

Baseline data: Monitoring began with the collection of baseline 
data on expected outputs for each component, planned activi-
ties, local environmental and social factors that can affect 
implementation and outcomes, expected positive outcomes 
and possible adverse impacts. Parameters will also be defined 
for monitoring mitigation measures to address any negative 
environmental consequences. WFP and OA collaborated with 
local partners to set up a system for quarterly monitoring of 
outputs. In accordance with WFP’s environmental policies a 
detailed environmental management and monitoring system 
was also established.

From outputs to outcomes: Two key assumptions are tested 
to monitor transition from outputs to outcomes. The first is 
whether the target population has access to the outputs, and 
the second is whether the target groups actually use the prod-
ucts and services delivered in the intended way.

Monitoring outcomes: Short- to medium-term changes are 
monitored with respect to the intended outcomes. Case 
studies will be developed on special successes or failures to 
help understand the dynamics of change. Monitoring will be 
conducted within the Household Economy Approach (HEA) to 
analyze how people obtain access to the products, services 
and resources they need to survive and prosper. Within the R4 
framework HEA will be used to: 

• Describe how households with different livelihood pro-
files and in different livelihood zones fulfill their food and 
cash needs;

• Predict the effect of a major shock (e.g. drought) on their 
ability to cover these food and cash needs in the presence 
or absence of R4;

• Assess if and how R4 instruments have contributed to 
improving seasonal access to food at normal times and 
after shock.

THE R4 EVALUATION SYSTEM
The R4 evaluation has two components: a process evaluation 
and an impact evaluation. The latter is part of a global effort 
to assess whether the integrated risk management approach 
promoted by R4 is improving resilience under different condi-
tions. Some of the questions to be asked include: Resilience 

of what? Resilience to what? Over what time-frame? The 
evaluation will not only address the “what” questions but also 
the “how” and “why.”

The evaluation design will need to be adapted to the com-
plexity of the R4 intervention in Senegal. Not all instruments 
roll out at the same time, according to the same sequencing, 
or in the same combination in all settings. So, an appropriate 
combination of evaluation instruments will be required for 
each context.

PROCESS EVALUATION: 
The process evaluation is based on the People First Impact 
Method (P-FiM) developed by Gerry McCarthy and Paul O’Hagan 
based on their experience in Africa. This method has already 
been successfully applied by WFP in South Sudan, Kenya, Haiti, 
Sudan, Liberia, Burundi, and Gambia. The methodology gives 
communities a voice in the identification of outcomes and 
impacts, and also involves partner agencies in the planning 
workshops. “The starting point is people and communities 
and not organizations and projects.”12 This forces agencies to 
understand their work from the community perspective and 
to recognize that progress is non-linear. This is a goal-free 
approach where program outcomes are identified on the basis 
of community priorities rather than imposed in a top-down way. 
Once these outcomes have been defined, a quantitative attri-
bution analysis is conducted to develop causal links to assess 
the extent to which outcomes identified by the community can 
be attributed to the effects of the project interventions. 

Feedback is obtained from communities and also from the 
agencies involved in the planning and implementation of 
the program. An important feature of the People First Impact 
Method is that communities identify both positive and nega-
tive outcomes. 

A process evaluation of the first two years of the Senegal 
R4 pilot initiative was carried out between September 6 and 
November 25, 2013.13 This reviewed the perspectives of two 
communities and staff and volunteers from 16 organizations on 
their experiences during the pilot phase. The evaluation was 
based on the People First Impact Method described above. The 
key findings were:

1. The R4 program was considered relevant to the community 
contexts in which the pilot was implemented. Addressing 
climate change and climate-related food insecurity and 
disasters emerged as the top priorities from the commu-
nity perspective. The contribution of R4 to strengthening 
community solidarity was also appreciated. However, 
climate changes were not considered to be the leading 
cause of poverty and a broad-based attack on poverty 
should also include access to quality education and 
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improved water and sanitation. Forced marriage at an 
early age was also considered an important cause of 
poverty, particularly among women, and is a critical is-
sue that must also be addressed;

2. The program design was largely considered appropriate;

3. There is a high appropriation of the R4 vision among WFP, 
OA, and partner staff;

4. Coordination challenges among partners: problems for 
agencies working together included coordination within 
team, leadership and issues relating to organizational 
structures; 

5. Coordination and planning challenges; there were 
delays in signing and implementing memoranda of 
understanding, and in some cases where agencies had 
limited options, the signing of an MOU did not neces-
sarily mean that a satisfactory working agreement 
had been reached. In some cases not all partners felt 
ownership of the program.

R4 IMPACT EVALUATION
It was originally proposed to launch the impact evaluation 
during the pilot program in 2012-13, but it was decided  
that the initial phase of the evaluation should focus on an  
operational assessment of the pilot projects and that the  
impact evaluation would be designed once there was  
a clearly defined and standardized program delivery system  
with clearly defined treatment and control populations.  
That is expected to happen by or before 2015.

Abrehet Niguse is planting seedlings in Tigray, 
Ethiopia. Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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Findings of the 
HARITA impact 
evaluation 

The HARITA impact evaluation, covering findings on the 2009, 
2010, and 2012 seasons was published in early 2014. The 
surveys also reported on farmers’ recollections of agricultural 
investments and yields during the previous season. 

EVALUATION FINDINGS ON 
PROGRAM IMPACTS14

The following paragraphs summarize the main findings where 
there was a statistically significant difference in outcomes 
between farmers who purchased crop insurance (the “insured”) 
and farmers who did not (the “uninsured”). 

HARITA is helping increase resilience of farmers to cope with 
drought and maintain their livelihoods when rains fail.

Two outcomes were statistically significant across all villages 
for the period 2009-2012:

• Insured farmers increased their savings by an aver-
age of 123 percent; 

• Insured farmers increased the number of oxen they 
owned by about 16 percent (0.25 oxen).15

In many cases the specific ways that resilience was strength-
ened varied according to the particular characteristics of each 
village and district. For example:

• In one district farmers increased their grain 
reserves;

• In another farmers increased the number and 
amounts of loans.

FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS, WHICH ARE AMONG THE 
POOREST, ACHIEVED SOME OF THE LARGEST GAINS IN 
PRODUCTIVITY [COMPARED TO BOTH MALE FARMERS WHO 
PURCHASED INSURANCE AND TO THE UNINSURED] 

• They increased the use of compost (which improves soil 
quality more cheaply than fertilizer);

• They were able to avoid or delay selling livestock during 
drought years;

• They took back land which they had previously share-
cropped and began to cultivate themselves [potentially 
doubling profits but requiring greater labor input];

• They increased the area of land cultivated by approxi-
mately 35 percent while there was no increase for male 
farmers and wives of male farmers;

• They increased the amount of improved seeds and the 
proportion of improved seeds in all seeds planted;

• They increased the number of loans and the amount of loans.

OTHER BENEFITS

• Farmers reported increased knowledge of agricultural 
production methods [farmers who did not purchase insur-
ance also enjoyed some of these benefits provided by the 
agricultural extension agents, but the benefits may be 
greater for the insured];

• Crop insurance gives farmers confidence to take moderate 
risks [taking out loans, investing in seed and fertilizer].
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2. Many farmers noted that they did not receive sufficient 
information about the risk reduction activities, and that 
HARITA was sometimes unresponsive to questions and 
comments about these activities; 

3. Risk reduction activities were generally appreciated but 
some farmers indicated that they should have an input on 
the selection and management of the projects on which 
they were required to work. Farmers also wanted more 
flexibility in the scheduling of the work projects so that 
these could be carried out at times when they are less 
occupied with their own farming. [Note: The scheduling 
later in the season was due to the long time required to 
design and price the insurance products and the situation 
is improving];

4. There was general satisfaction with the management of 
insurance but there were complaints that some farmers 
received preferential treatment and a few complained 
they had not received insurance payouts. [Note: In the 
early years there were some administrative problems with 
registering the names of farmers which caused some of 
the problems in receiving insurance payouts].

HARITA IS A MAJOR STEP FORWARD BUT 
ONLY PART OF THE SOLUTION
The evaluation concluded that the HARITA program was a major 
step forward in strengthening resilience in drought-prone 
areas, but that it only represents part of the solution. A longer 
term improvement in livelihoods requires access to irrigated 
water and help to diversify livelihoods. The long-term finan-
cial viability of the program also requires a greater number of 
wealthier farmers to purchase crop insurance.

EVALUATION FINDINGS ON 
THE MANAGEMENT AND 
PERFORMANCE OF HARITA16

1. Most farmers were highly appreciative of HARITA and 
believed it had made a major contribution to their ability to 
cope with drought giving them the security and confi-
dence to take moderate risks; 

The nursery in Medhin Reda’s community in Tigray, 
Ethiopia. Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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Lessons learned

DESIGNING AND IMPLEMENTING 
PROGRAMS TO INCREASE THE 
RESILIENCE OF FOOD-INSECURE 
COMMUNITIES TO DROUGHT17

WHAT WORKED WELL?

The HARITA program grew from working in one small village in 
2009 to having almost 20,000 farmers buying insurance in 2012 
and directly benefitting an estimated 100,000 people. Some of 
the innovative contributions include: 

1. HARITA represents a new kind of public/business sector/
civil society collaboration with technical inputs from na-
tional and international universities and consultants. This 
has permitted the mobilization of a wider range of techni-
cal, financial, organizational and grass-roots resources 
than is possible in most previous programs;

2. The programs have been based successfully on OA’s 
participatory and rights-based approaches. This has 
enabled the programs to reach many (but not all) of the 
poorest farmers; 

3. The innovative program model has been evaluated and 
documented thus facilitating the adaptation and scal-
ing up within Ethiopia and in Senegal, and in Malawi and 
Zambia starting in 2015; 

4. R4 has already demonstrated that the model is replicable 
and scalable. The Japan International Cooperation Agency 
(JICA) project in Ethiopia, which was modeled after R4 also 
showed that the program is replicable.

HOWEVER, THE PROGRAM FACES SOME 
CHALLENGES: 

1. HARITA does not currently address some of the most 
pressing needs of farmers, namely lack of water and the 
need to diversity their sources of income. While these 
were not program goals, they should be kept in mind 
when considering the contribution of HARITA to build-
ing resilience to climate change. Similarly in Senegal 
the process evaluation assessment of the pilot projects 
found that while farmers agreed that the R4 program 
was addressing important needs, they also stated that 
a comprehensive attack on poverty must also address 
the access to and quality of education, and water and 
sanitation. They also mentioned the need to challenge 
some social customs, particularly the forced marriage 
of underage girls which is a major constraint on poverty 
reduction, particularly for women;

2. The HARITA Insurance for Work [IFW] program is coordi-
nated with the Government of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety 
Net Programme (PSNP) and depends upon external funding 
to cover the cost of the labor. Funding in Ethiopia was 
provided for three years by The Rockefeller Foundation 
and Swiss Re, and while external funding for IFW is likely to 
be available in both Ethiopia and Senegal, it is important to 
recognize that any IFW model will not be financially viable 
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the landless (how many, who they are and why they are 
landless) and to consider whether there are ways that R4 
could also assist them.

LESSONS FOR EVALUATING 
FUTURE RURAL RESILIENCE 
PROGRAMS18

When selecting the appropriate evaluation design, it is neces-
sary to get the right balance between methodological rigor 
to present credible evidence to stakeholders and potential 
funders on the one hand; and operational considerations such 
as flexibility for the program to enroll the maximum number of 
eligible farmers and to adapt the program model on the other. 
The combination of quantitative difference-in-difference 
analysis with a mixed method design using focus groups and 
in-depth interviews with stakeholders provided a methodologi-
cally robust design for the HARITA evaluation. Covering three 
seasons, rather than the usual two season before-and-after 
model also strengthened the design. One of the main chal-

from the perspective of a private insurance company with-
out this external subsidy. While subsidizing crop insurance 
is potentially more cost-effective from a development 
perspective than, for example, food aid or perhaps un-
conditional cash transfers, when talking about long-term 
sustainability it is necessary to clarify whether the goal is 
for farmers to graduate to paying with cash (as is starting 
to happen in parts of Tigray) or whether it is assumed that 
long-term subsidies will be available; 

3. Financial viability of the program also requires that signifi-
cant numbers of wealthier farmers purchase insurance. 
While there are some indications that a small number of 
wealthier farmers in Ethiopia are now buying insurance, 
attracting larger numbers of wealthier farmers will prob-
ably require some refocusing of the program’s outreach 
strategies. Also farmers in all IFW villages are now required 
to pay a percentage of the cost of insurance in cash, 
which provides an additional source of revenue; 

4. The current model, by its nature, only insures farmers 
who are growing crops and does not directly benefit the 
landless. It might be useful to collect more information on 

Lemlem Hagos and son Reda Alamo, 3, at their 
home in Maichew, Ethiopia. Alemu Tadesse is  
outside. Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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lenges was the budget constraint that limited sample size 
and consequently the types of disaggregated analysis that 
could be conducted. Also more time could have been spent on 
consultation with local partners during the design of the evalu-
ation; lack of which led to some partners misunderstanding the 
purpose of the evaluation and how findings would be used.19

Some of the lessons learned include: 

1. There was a great demand for information on the program 
and even the limited monitoring information provided by 
the HARITA dashboard reporting system was found very 
useful. This highlights the importance of ensuring that 
monitoring data includes the kinds of information required 
by stakeholders and that the information is complete, reli-
able and disseminated regularly. 

2. Much more time was needed to involve local partners in 
the choice of the evaluation design, ensuring that the 
information needs of all stakeholders were addressed and 
clarifying expectations as to the purpose of the evaluation 
and how the results would be used.

3. Different stakeholders have different information needs 
and the program planning should include a stakeholder 
analysis of what information is required by each stake-
holder and how it will be used. Program planning should 
also clarify the level of detail and the criteria that different 
stakeholders will use for assessing credibility of evalua-
tion findings.

4. Local partners perceived the evaluation as being very 
technical and it was assumed that only specialists could 
contribute to the discussion.

5. The qualitative data proved very valuable to understand 
the attitudes and experience of farmers, explain quantita-
tive findings and for the comparison of different groups 
where sample sizes are too small to permit comparisons 
from the quantitative survey data. This is particularly im-
portant for detecting potential trends, opportunities and 
issues when sample sizes are too small to permit statisti-
cal comparisons between certain groups.

6. Although budget constraints meant the sample was 
smaller than would have been desired, it was large 
enough to provide reliable estimates of the main pro-
gram impacts achieved over the first 3 seasons (where 
there was a statistically significant difference of 30 
per cent or more between the insured and uninsured 
groups). So when combined with the focus groups and 
stakeholder interviews, the design was able to satisfy 

the immediate management information needs of the 
pilot phase. However, it is important to appreciate some 
constraints resulting from the small sample size. First, 
many important long-term impacts only evolve slowly 
over a number of years so that the sample would not 
have been able to detect small initial differences that 
might indicate potentially important larger impacts that 
would only evolve slowly over a longer period of time. 
Also, sample size meant that it was not possible to 
compare statistical differences in patterns of produc-
tion decisions and agricultural outcomes between 
different communities. These differences are very 
important when trying to project how well the project 
could be replicated in different kinds of community. 

7. The mixed-methods design permits the statistical analy-
sis of large differences while focus groups and similar 
qualitative methods can detect smaller but potentially 
important differences (for example between male and 
female farmers and between farmers paying for insurance 
with cash versus labor).

8. In operational terms statistical differences must be quite 
large to be of practical significance, so a sample size that 
can detect differences from 30 percent upwards (as was 
the case with the HARITA evaluation) may be sufficient. 
However, it would be useful to discuss with management 
and other key stakeholders at the start of the project 
what size differences would be considered operationally 
relevant. It is then possible to estimate the sample size 
that would be required to detect differences of this size.20 
An important lesson is that relatively large increases in 
sample size are required to reduce the size of differences 
that can be detected.

9. Program effects often differ among communities or types 
of farming households due to different local characteris-
tics. It is important to anticipate these differences which 
may require the incorporation of a more systematic case 
study design.21

10. The concept of a comparison group (that did not buy 
insurance) was difficult for local partners to understand. 
They assumed that changes in behavior or outcomes of 
insured farmers proved the program had been successful. 
It was difficult for them to accept that if there were similar 
changes for the comparison group, then it could not be 
assumed the project had contributed to these changes. 
This should be addressed during discussions with local 
partners, and possibly through workshops. 
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Chapter Seven of the Technical Report concludes with sug-
gestions on a set of alternative impact evaluation design 
strategies that could be considered for future evaluations.22

LESSONS FOR OA’S NEW  
APPROACH TO MONITORING, 
EVALUATION AND LEARNING23

OA faced a number of challenges in developing the monitoring 
and learning system for HARITA (evaluation has been discussed 
separately). These included: 

1. Budget constraints limited the time and resources avail-
able for setting up a monitoring system. The theory of 
change provided a useful framework for the evaluation, 
but its usefulness in the interpretation of the evaluation 
findings was limited by the fact that it was developed by 
the evaluation team and was not used in the program de-
sign or monitoring. Consequently, program staff and local 
partners did not contribute to the identification of critical 
assumptions to be tested in the evaluation. 

2. The HARITA initiative was launched and managed from 
Boston in the initial stage before the Horn of Africa 
Regional Office (HARO) in Addis took full ownership. This 
weakened the ability to develop and manage a more com-
prehensive monitoring system.

3. The M&E systems were developed with only limited con-
sultation with local partners. Given these constraints the 
monitoring system was adapted to the types of information 
that REST had experience in collecting and this was largely 
limited to basic information on project inputs and outputs. 
Resource constraints also limited the number of REST field 
workers and these staff had to cover outreach as well as 
data collection and reporting for the monitoring system.

4. The technical team that designed the weather index was 
not involved in developing the monitoring system.

5. Resource constraints and limited involvement of HARO, 
limited coordination with REST and the supervision of 
the monitoring system. The combination of these fac-
tors probably contributed to some of the administrative 
problems that later emerged with respect to inconsisten-
cies in records concerning which farmers were eligible for 
insurance payments. 

6. There may have been some differences in understand-
ing of the role and relative importance of Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Learning between (a) OA headquarters and 
the HARO, (b) between program and technical MEL staff 
and between program staff and partners.

7. At the time the monitoring (and evaluation) systems were 
being developed, the OA team did not fully appreciate the 
complexity of the HARITA program and consequently this 
was not taken into consideration when designing the 
evaluation. 

Moreover, it was not clear how useful the monitoring data was 
for local partners due to their lack of inclusion in the develop-
ment of the monitoring system, which led them to feel that 
they did not own the system and that it was not designed to 
collect the kinds of information that would have been useful 
to them.

Despite the challenges and the limited scope of the monitoring 
system, OA staff reported that the monitoring information was 
found very useful. The initial monitoring data on high take-up 
rates for crop insurance helped stimulate the high level of in-
ternational interest in the program. Previous efforts to promote 
weather-indexed crop insurance for smallholder farmers had 
mixed results, so the initial HARITA monitoring reports attracted 
a lot of attention, particularly as it was shown that women 
farmers, who tended to be among the poorest, were also 
purchasing crop insurance. International interest emphasized 
the need for more rigorous research to ensure the data was 
reliable and to be able to assess outcomes and impacts, and 
this provided the impetus to develop the impact evaluation.

At the same time there was more useful monitoring data that 
was not utilized largely because there was no system in place 
to ensure its collection, analysis and dissemination. 

The baseline study for the impact evaluation should be con-
sidered as part of the monitoring system as it provided very 
valuable operational feedback on questions such as farmers’ 
knowledge about the program and the strengths and weak-
nesses of communication with farmers. It highlighted that 
there are all kinds of information that could have been incor-
porated into a more comprehensive monitoring system. The 
operational value of this information illustrates the importance 
of developing a broader-based monitoring system.

As the program evolved and international interest increased, 
it became clear that there were a number of different 
stakeholders interested in receiving information on both 
operational performance and evaluation impacts of the 
R4 initiative. Stakeholders included: OA staff (policy level, 
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funder-raisers, operational and MEL staff – all with differ-
ent information needs), REST and other local implementing 
partners, The Rockefeller Foundation and Swiss Re and later 
USAID and other potential donors, WFP and the academic and  
development communities. Each of these groups had  
different information needs.

Dissemination strategies: Until the publication of the HARITA 
impact evaluation report in late 2013 the main source of 
information for stakeholders on HARITA’s progress were the 
quarterly and annual reports published by OA through 2011 
and from 2012 in coordination with WFP. The reports provided 
updates on progress of HARITA/R4 in Ethiopia and later for 
Senegal, financial information and challenges and lessons 
learned. These reports were disseminated to all stakeholders. 
OA’s dissemination strategy also involved making presenta-
tions in international events sponsored by organizations 
such as: the Rainforest Alliance, Skoll Foundation, Bankers 
without Borders, DfID, Swiss Re, The Rockefeller Foundation, 
SDC and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. 
During 2012, participation in 18 conferences was reported. 
Periodic meetings and briefings also took place with WFP and 
The Rockefeller Foundation and national and local partners in 
Ethiopia.

While there was a clear dissemination strategy, there was not 
a similarly clear learning strategy and only a limited number of 
learning events were held. 

There are a number of lessons that can contribute to R4’s 
evolving MEL strategies.

1. Local partners should be included in developing the 
monitoring system, to facilitate a sense of ownership 
and to ensure that the data collected will be useful for 
project implementation. 

2. The scope of monitoring should be broadened to identify 
and address any operational problems at an early stage, 
and to assess whether the program is moving towards its 
development goals. 

3. When it is not possible to conduct a full-scale impact  
evaluation, monitoring can be broadened to use  
performance evaluation strategies to provide a basic  
assessment of program impact. 

4. M&E should be integrated into a single system. 

5. The M&E system should include contextual analysis  
to understand how implementation and outcomes are  
affected by contextual factors.

6. The evaluation should plan to examine differences in the 
characteristics of each project location. 

7. Standard guidelines should be prepared for the develop-
ment and use of a Theory of Change. 

8. A knowledge management strategy should be put in place 
to synthesize lessons learned and to transform this infor-
mation into a learning strategy. 

9. Design an evaluation capacity development program 
for partners and R4 staff. The capacities of the national 
researchers and evaluators should be strengthened for 
designing evaluations, data collection and for doing data 
analysis and interpretation of the results.

10. Methodologies for evaluating complex development  
programs should be considered.

11. Economic evaluation and social/empowerment evaluation 
should be combined.

12. The evaluation should involve project stakeholders to 
build consensus around the objectives of the evaluation, 
evaluation questions, the evaluation plan, and how the 
evaluation will be used.
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conclusions

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 
R4 APPROACH TO BUILDING 
RESILIENCE AND PROMOTING 
FOOD SECURITY AMONG FARMERS 
IN DROUGHT-PRONE AREAS OF 
RURAL AFRICA

SOME FINDINGS ON PROGRAM IMPACT

• The Horn of Africa Risk Transfer for Adaptation (HARITA) 
program strengthens the resilience of farmers to cope 
with the consequences of periodic droughts and to main-
tain their livelihoods under these conditions;

• Female-headed households, who are among the poorest, 
achieved some of the largest gains in productivity and 
increased resilience;

• Farmers increased their knowledge of agricultural produc-
tion methods;

• Crop insurance gave farmers confidence to take moderate 
risks [e.g. taking out loans, investing in seeds and fertilizer];

• The feedback from the process evaluation of the 2013 
R4 pilot projects in Senegal suggests that both com-
munities and partner organizations believe that R4 is 
addressing priority problems facing poor farmers in 
drought-prone regions.

EVIDENCE ON THE ROBUSTNESS OF THE  
R4 MODEL
While it was not possible in Ethiopia to test the full R4 model 
with an integrated approach to the four dimensions of re-
silience, initial evidence from HARITA suggests that the risk 
reduction and risk transfer components are working well. In 
fact, even when only these two components are being offered, 
the program makes a significant contribution to helping farm-
ers cope with drought. These two components give farmers 
the confidence to increase borrowing and savings through 
traditional channels. This suggests that the savings and loans 
components will have even more impact when fully integrated 
into the program, as they will be in Senegal. So, evidence from 
the first three years suggests there are important synergies 
between the individual components and that the overall model, 
once fully operational, offers the potential to make a signifi-
cant contribution to increasing resilience to drought.

The pilot development phase of the R4 Senegal program also 
indicates that the model has the flexibility to adapt to different 
national contexts. The following paragraphs summarize experi-
ence with respect to each of the four components of the R4 
model in Ethiopia and initial indications from Senegal.

Risk transfer (crop insurance): After only four seasons in 
Ethiopia, the number of farmers who purchased crop-insurance 
for at least one season exceeded 19,000 (starting from only 
200 farmers in the 2009 pilot season). Demand for insurance in 
HARITA programs in Ethiopia continues to exceed supply and 
the take-up rates continue to be higher than in all previous 
programs. Permitting farmers to pay for insurance through the 
innovative Insurance for Work option has been one of the key 
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crop-insurance encouraged many farmers to take out more 
loans, and many stated this was an important benefit of the 
program. A micro-credit and savings component is included in 
the expansion of R4 to Amhara, Ethiopia, and credit and sav-
ings are included in Senegal.

Risk reserves (savings): HARITA did not include a savings com-
ponent. However, the evaluation found that on average insured 
farmers more than doubled their savings (123 percent increase) 
compared to uninsured farmers. In some of the communi-
ties farmers were also able to increase their grain reserves. 
In Senegal, the program includes a savings component which 
builds on OA’s Savings for Change model that has been operat-
ing successfully in Senegal and several other countries.

R4’S CATALYTIC ROLE IN BUILDING A  
NEW KIND OF PUBLIC/PRIVATE SECTOR 
PARTNERSHIP FOR DELIVERING THE  
RESILIENCE PACKAGE

OA  played a catalytic role in developing an innovative service 
delivery system that brought together private sector insurance 
and micro-finance institutions with public sector agencies, 

factors in achieving such high take-up rates. Two future chal-
lenges for strengthening the financial viability of the model are 
encouraging poor farmers to pay part of the cost of insurance 
in cash (as is now being done in all projects) and convincing 
wealthier farmers to purchase insurance. Progress is being 
made on the first challenge, but a different marketing strategy 
may be required to involve larger numbers of wealthier farmers.

Risk reduction (protecting family and community assets against 
disasters and improving productivity): The HARITA evaluation 
did not assess the quality of community assets constructed or 
improved through Insurance for Work, but the survey found most 
farmers appreciated the risk reduction activities and considered 
them one of the most important components of HARITA. Even in 
good years when there was no insurance pay-out, the benefits 
from these risk-reduction projects convinced farmers that par-
ticipation in HARITA was worthwhile.

Moderate risk taking (micro-credit): While HARITA did not 
include a micro-credit component, formal and informal sources 
of loans were available to most farmers. Preliminary evidence 
suggests the increased security and confidence provided by 

(Left to right): Lem Lem Hagos, 22; 
Mahari Hagos, her neighbor’s child; her 
youngest child, Reda Alemo, 3; husband, 
Alemu Tadesse, 30; and daughter, 
Goitetom Alemo, 6, at their home in 
Maichew, Ethiopia.  
Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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civil society, universities and funding agencies. OA was able to 
partner with WFP to forge this powerful organizational struc-
ture while remaining faithful to its rights-based philosophy 
and ensuring active consultation with farmers. This partner-
ship brought together technical expertise in weather-indexed 
crop-insurance, re-insurance and insurance, micro-finance, 
the management of a labor-based safety net, community or-
ganization and agricultural extension. The WFP/OA partnership 
has been successful in mobilizing the financial resources to 
sustain and expand this complex program but as noted earlier 
(p. 29), the longterm financial viability of the program also  
requires that significant numbers of wealthier farmers pur-
chase insurance. 

THE POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION OF R4 TO  
ADDRESSING THE CHALLENGES OF FOOD  
SECURITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

R4 has worked well on the scale on which it has been applied 
so far (around 19,000 insured farmers in Tigray), and has also 
shown its ability to grow rapidly while still sustaining a high 

level of demand. The successful pilot in Senegal in 2013, and 
the plan to reach 78,000 households in four countries by 2015 
(the expansion to Malawi and Zambia is being planned starting 
in 2015) clearly demonstrates the potential to move to scale. 

The broader question concerns R4’s potential contribution to 
food security in the context of climate change and the increas-
ing problems for smallholder farmers to access sufficient 
water. While the four year HARITA evaluation is too short a time 
to assess the long-term contribution to food security, the pre-
liminary findings indicate that crop insurance enabled farmers 
in at least some communities to build up grain reserves, to in-
crease the number of oxen, to experiment with improved seeds 
and to improve the quality of their land. However, the evalua-
tion did not find increases in consumption. So these findings, 
together with increased use of loans and increased savings, 
suggest that the Ethiopia program is laying the groundwork for 
future improved food security at the local level. However, the 
evaluation did not assess the impacts of these local programs 
on macro-level factors such as agricultural markets, labor sup-
ply, prices and availability of agricultural inputs, or effects on 
agricultural policies. 

Farmers earn insurance through labor on communi-
ty risk reduction, e.g., water harvesting structures

Mengesha Gebremichael / Oxfam America
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Farmers also pointed out that HARITA does not address the main 
concern of farmers, which is the lack of water, and does not 
include an irrigation component. Farmers in Ethiopia also point 
out that HARITA does not help them to diversify their sources of 
income to reduce their vulnerability to poor and unreliable rain-
fall. While R4 cannot be expected to address all dimensions of 
rural poverty and food security, it is important to recognize that 
its long-term impact will depend on the ability of government, 
civil society, and perhaps the private sector to provide essential 
complementary programs and services.

In Senegal, the process evaluation found that farmers felt that 
while R4 is providing important services, in order to have a 
significant impact on poverty, the program should also address 
problems of education, water and sanitation, and some nega-
tive social customs, such as forced marriage of young girls.

R4’s model is closely related to climatic conditions, and if 
there is a continued reduction in rainfall then the model should 
be revised to re-consider the insurance component in areas 
where drought/shortage has become a certainty. 

DRAWING LESSONS FOR  
FUTURE EVALUATIONS OF  
RURAL RESILIENCE 
The evaluation designs reported in research journals usually 
describe evaluations that have sufficient resources to use a 
methodologically strong design with a sufficiently large sample 
to permit disaggregated analysis and with sufficient time to 
plan and implement the design. HARITA represents the more 
typical situation where the evaluation is conducted under 
budget and time constraints, and with trade-offs between 
research and operational needs. Consequently the HARITA 
evaluation experience provides important lessons on conduct-
ing impact evaluations under real-world constraints.

HARITA also had to design the evaluation for a new type of 
program that was expanding rapidly. In addition to the need to 
develop new evaluation approaches, with a more quantitative 
approach than previous OA evaluations, there was also the 
challenge of when to start the evaluation. Is it better to start 
with a simpler, performance evaluation and then introduce a 
more rigorous impact evaluation design when the program has 
expanded and the operational model is well established, or is 
it better to begin the rigorous evaluation as soon as possible? 
HARITA opted to begin the rigorous evaluation in 2010, the first 
season after the proof of concept when five villages could 
purchase insurance. This meant findings were available on 
program impacts by the end of the third season, but the evalu-

ation only covered 5 communities while by 2013 the program 
was operating in 75 communities. Obviously with more re-
sources it would have been possible to launch a second-phase 
expanded evaluation in 2013.

Budget constraints reduced the sample size so that it was only 
possible to detect relatively large program effects. So while 
it was possible to detect differences of at least 30 percent 
between farmers who did and did not purchase crop insurance, 
there were probably some important smaller effects that were 
not detected. It was also not possible to include observa-
tional data collection techniques such as attending farmers’ 
meetings, observing interactions between farmers and local 
partners, and observing the risk-reduction work activities. 
However, while a bigger budget and a larger sample would 
have permitted a more in-depth analysis and the detection of 
a wider range of program effects, the evaluation was able to 
achieve its broad objectives and to identify the major program 
effects. The use of a mixed-methods design proved particularly 
useful when working under budget constraints as it meant 
that focus groups, which are relatively economical, could be 
used to identify trends and potential effects that could not 
be detected in the quantitative surveys. Focus groups are 
also valuable for understanding behavioral mechanisms and 
contextual factors that influence farmers’ decision to partici-
pate in the program and to understand how farmers made their 
agricultural production decisions. 

OA and local HARITA partners decided that a randomized control 
trial (RCT) design was not an acceptable option. The Quasi-
experimental design (QED) pretest-posttest comparison group 
design using difference-in-difference (DiD) analysis proved to 
be methodologically sound and was able to minimize potential 
issues of selection bias. The DiD has the flexibility to select the 
project and comparison samples after farmers have decided 
whether or not to purchase crop-insurance, so it does not have 
to impose restrictions on the participant selection process as 
does a RCT. So while a RCT is theoretically stronger, a care-
fully designed QED using DiD can combine rigorous results 
with greater flexibility to adapt to an evolving program design. 
However, for future evaluations a wider range of design options 
could be considered.24

A criticism of many quantitative evaluation designs is the long 
delay, often of several years, before feedback is provided to 
managers and other stakeholders. The HARITA evaluation was 
able to exploit data from the baseline study to provide rapid 
feedback on important operational issues such as complaints 
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A man carrying teff on his head in southern 
Ethiopia. Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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from farmers about the communication systems. A future 
evaluation should incorporate formative evaluation methods to 
provide regular feedback to program managers.

While OA was able to successfully incorporate its rights-based 
approach into the program design (e.g. consulting with farmers 
on the design of the crop-insurance program), it failed to do 
this with the impact evaluation and farmers and local partners 
had very limited input into the evaluation design, implementa-
tion and interpretation. Local partners complained they had 
not been fully consulted on the purpose of the evaluation and 
some were unhappy with how the evaluation results were used. 
OA met with farmers and local partners to discuss these issues 
in May 2014.

A major evaluation challenge concerns the assessment of sea-
sonality. Farmers respond differently to the program in years 
when they expect the rains to be good than in years when 
they expect the rains to fail. They are also likely to respond 
differently in the year following a drought compared to a year 
following good rains. The situation is further complicated by 
the fact that farmers do not know how much rain there will be, 
and in some years, such as 2012, the early rains were good in 
many areas but the late rains failed almost everywhere. Ideally 
an evaluation requires more years to be able to observe more 
seasonal variations. A longer period of time is also required 
to observe how farmers adapt their behavior and investment 
decisions to the availability of crop insurance. 

Farmers’ responses to the program varied considerably among 
the 5 villages. While the analysis was able to identify some 
of the contextual factors that affected outcomes, budget 
constraints limited the depth of the comparison between vil-
lages and among different groups in each village. In a future 
evaluation it would be useful to invest more resources in the 
collection and analysis of the influence of contextual factors. 
The possibility could be considered of using some of the new 
quantitative case study methods such as configurational case 
study analysis.25

The theory of change provided a useful framework for the 
evaluation, but its usefulness in the interpretation of the eval-
uation findings was limited by the fact that it was developed by 
the evaluation team and was not used in the program design or 
monitoring. Consequently, program staff and local partners did 
not contribute to the identification of critical assumptions to 
be tested in the evaluation. This was beyond the control of the 
evaluation team.

While the evaluation design worked well, particularly  
considering the budget constraints, there are several 
 lessons concerning the planning and implementation of  
future evaluations: 

1. Significantly more time must be budgeted for initial plan-
ning and consultation with local partners. Consultations 
must begin before the evaluation design has been se-
lected and must discuss questions such as the purpose of 
the evaluation, whose questions will be addressed (i.e. will 
farmers and local partners have a voice in the evaluation 
design), the choice of design and how the results will be 
disseminated and used. 

2. The design must integrate the information needs of manag-
ers and planners, the funding and development departments 
of agencies such as OA, the WFP and local partners, as well 
as the requirements of methodological rigor. 

3. The evaluation must provide rapid feedback to managers 
and local partners so that the information can be used to 
detect and resolve short-term operational problems and 
inform all stakeholders on how the program is progressing. 

4. Experience has shown that the use of comparison groups 
to define a counterfactual is one of the most difficult 
concepts for local partners to understand. 

5. A dissemination strategy is required to ensure that the 
evaluation findings are made available to all partners in a 
format that they can understand. 

HOW AN NGO SUCH AS OA IS 
EVOLVING ITS UNDERSTANDING 
OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
INNOVATION, MONITORING, 
EVALUATION AND LEARNING 
While OA felt pressure to implement a credible impact evalua-
tion to respond to demands from the international community 
and its own fundraising department, there was less pressure to 
put in place a robust monitoring system. As a result of resource 
constraints and the need to focus on and finance the imple-
mentation of the rapidly expanding HARITA program, only basic 
data on program outputs was collected. It was not until 2013 
that the Learning, Evaluation and Accountability Department 
(LEAD) organized a workshop in Ethiopia to initiate a more 
robust monitoring system, and at the beginning of 2014 this 
system was still at the development stage. The lack of a good 
monitoring system created some operational issues, such as 
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problems checking eligibility to receive crop insurance pay-
ments, and also lost the opportunity to learn more about the 
development of this important new program.

Despite the limitations of the HARITA monitoring system, some 
important lessons were learned which were applied both in 
designing the monitoring system for the Senegal R4 program 
and also to help OA understand the changing functions of its 
monitoring and evaluation systems. Lessons with respect to 
how the monitoring system could have been improved include: 
the need to invest more resources in monitoring and to ensure 
more upfront planning to clarify expectations and ensure lo-
cal ownership of the system; building on existing monitoring 
systems and strengthening the capacity of local partners to 
collect and analyze monitoring data; and designing broader 
systems to collect outcome as well as output indicators.

The debates on the goals of HARITA within the framework of 
the new Private Sector Department helped OA to understand 
the changing role of MEL within OA’s evolving development 
strategies. Over the period following the launch of HARITA OA 
was moving towards a strategy that focused on broad-based 
development programs with 10-15 year horizons combined 
with innovative projects requiring greater assessment of the 
effectiveness of these new approaches. Within this changing 
environment it became clear that MEL should contribute to all 
of the new and evolving roles of OA, including: an innovative 
focus constantly seeking to identify new areas where OA has 
a comparative advantage, promotion, advocacy, resource mo-
bilization, technical support to partners, alliance building and 
communication and coordination both within OA and among 
agencies and partners operating in different sectors and at 
different levels. 

The analysis of the new development environment towards which 
OA is moving, identified the following new roles and foci for MEL:

1. In 2013, a detailed results-based MEL system, together 
with a Theory of Change was developed by OA and is in 
the process of being implemented. The four outcomes 
identify the indicators required to monitor resilience, crop 
insurance take-up, use of savings and microcredit and 
scaling-up by integrating the R4 model into government 
programs and policies. This model builds on the lessons 
learned during the first four years of HARITA.

2. For the many programs where it will not be possible to 
conduct a full, stand-alone impact evaluation, a perfor-
mance evaluation26 framework should be used to ensure 
that the best available estimates are obtained of program 
outcomes and impacts. 

3. Monitoring and evaluation should be designed as a single, 
integrated system. A conventional pretest-posttest com-
parison group design should include an assessment of 
the quality of program implementation, which will usually 
be obtained from monitoring data. This process data is 
required to determine whether failure to achieve intended 
program outcomes (where this is the case) is due to pro-
gram design failure or implementation failure. 

4. While OA is involved in many large-scale programs that 
have economic and other quantitative outcomes, all of 
its programs are guided by overarching rights-based 
principles. Consequently all evaluations must combine a 
range of quantitative and qualitative methodologies that 
can assess this wide range of objectives. This presents an 
important challenge as most program evaluations tend to 
focus on either quantitative economic outcomes or qualita-
tive rights-based methodologies, so an important challenge 
for LEAD is to design mixed method approaches that can 
integrate a wide range of evaluation methodologies.

5. The TOC should be an integral part of both program design 
and evaluation. Standard guidelines should be developed 
explaining how to design the TOC for use in program design 
and evaluation. One of the purposes of the TOC is to iden-
tify a set of key hypotheses explaining how the program 
is intended to achieve its objectives, and these should 
provide the framework for the evaluation27 and should be 
tested in the evaluation.

6. The HARITA evaluation illustrates the common situation 
in which program outcomes differ significantly among 
communities or groups. This is due to a combination of dif-
ferences in the characteristics of the target populations 
(in this case farmers) as well as different contextual fac-
tors (economic and ecological factors, access to markets 
and services, the availability of financial services, the 
political dynamics, demographic factors such as migra-
tion). The evaluation design should include data collection 
instruments to document the contextual factors and 
these should then be included in the quantitative analysis 
(either as dummy variables or interval variables).

7. As OA moves towards larger and more complex programs, 
with multiple components, multiple outcomes and longer 
time horizons; conventional experimental and QED designs 
become less adequate. It will become necessary to con-
sider the new approaches for evaluating complex programs. 
These employ different methodologies, often using theory-
based approaches and non-experimental designs. Complex 
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evaluation is an emerging field and as yet there are few 
standard evaluation practices, so this is an area where OA 
may also be able to make cutting edge contributions.

8. M&E should take full advantage of the new information 
technologies, such as smart phones, tablets, GPS and 
mapping systems. The possibility of using big data should 
also be considered.

9. An important function of MEL is to identify and document les-
sons learned and include standard procedures for ensuring 
that lessons are communicated to stakeholders in a timely 
manner and in a way that they can utilize. The TOC can pro-
vide a useful framework for structuring lessons, particularly 
when developed in a participatory way with local, national 
and international stakeholders being involved in the articula-
tion of the model and the definition of the key assumptions. 
 
Learning products must be tailored to the needs and 
educational levels of different audiences. While some 
audiences like to receive quantitative reports with tables 

and statistical analysis, others prefer narrative reports 
illustrated with photographs and case studies. Farmers 
and other community level groups may prefer oral pre-
sentations rather than written reports and more creative 
techniques such as videos and community theatre may be 
appropriate in some cases.  
 
For a large organization such as OA a data management 
and knowledge management system may be needed so 
that lessons from similar projects in different regions (or 
different kinds of projects in the same region), can easily 
be retrieved and synthesized for different audiences. When 
sufficient programs are underway in a particular sector it 
may be possible to conduct a systematic review to make 
findings and lessons easily accessible to a wider audience.

10. Evaluation capacity development (ECD) is also an essential 
component of the MEL strategy. This should involve both 
strengthening technical capacity of partners to design, 
implement and interpret M&E methodologies, and also 
strengthening their capacity to request, understand and 

The home of Gidey Mehari, 38, in Maichew, Ethiopia. 
Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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use M&E. It is often assumed that the main barrier to suc-
cessful M&E is the lack of technical capacity to conduct 
the studies (supply side limitations). While this is always 
an important factor often the main problem is the lack of 
demand. Stakeholders may not have the knowledge and 
understanding to request the kinds of studies they require 
or to negotiate to ensure that the studies address their 
needs. Likewise, they may not understand how to interpret 
and use the studies that are produced. 

THE COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE 
OF A FOUNDATION SUCH AS THE 
ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATION IN 
SUPPORTING INNOVATIVE AND 
COMPLEX DEVELOPMENT  
PROGRAMS SUCH AS HARITA
The Rockefeller Foundation has been providing funding for 
the HARITA/R4 project since 2009, and for the HARITA Impact 
Evaluation since 2011. Experience has shown that a founda-
tion such as The Rockefeller Foundation can offer a number 
of unique contributions to a complex and innovative program 
such as HARITA/R4. These contributions include:

1. It has considerable flexibility in terms of how grants are 
used and it may be able to fill gaps that other funders could 
not cover so easily or quickly. In the case of HARITA The 
Rockefeller Foundation was able to help fund, among other 
things, the payment for the labor of families who paid for 

insurance through their participation in the Insurance of Work 
Program, the impact evaluation, a number of planning meet-
ings and the commissioning of this case study;

2. It can act as a catalyst to provide spaces where a wide 
range of different organizations can come together and 
collaborate in a new kind of partnership;

3. It can bring in a wide range of technical expertise;

4. It is able to take risks which makes it possible to support 
experimental programs in areas where there is no prior 
experience to guarantee success;

5. It has a strong commitment to promoting public/private 
sector collaboration and to seeking private sector solu-
tions to problems that had previously been considered the 
responsibility of the public sector;

6. There is a strong commitment to the overarching themes 
of resilience and equity and through its investments a 
commitment to improving the well-being of poor and 
vulnerable people; 

7. It has a strong commitment to dissemination of knowledge 
in this case through supporting the commissioning of the 
case study and its dissemination through collaboration 
with one or more training institutions;

8. It has a strong commitment to promoting innovative evalu-
ation methods and to strengthening the timeliness and 
inclusiveness of monitoring systems in order to improve 
ongoing performance and to inform future work. 

For more information see Chapter 9 of the Technical 
Report. To access the full technical report, please write 
to lead@OxfamAmerica.org.
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Notes

1 For more information on The Rockefeller 
Foundation’s resilience portfolio see http://
www.rockefellerfoundation.org/our-work/
current-work/resilience and for Oxfam America 
see http://policy-practice.oxfamamerica.org/
work/rural-resilience/.

2 The full four components of the R4 model were 
not implemented in Tigray during the period 
covered by the HARITA impact evaluation. 
The HARITA program only incorporated the 
risk reduction and risk transfer components. 
However, some limited information was 
available on how the Savings and Credit 
components operated and how they might 
contribute to the understanding of the 
potential benefits of the full R4 model as some 
farmers in the pilot projects and in other areas 
as the program expanded, did have access to 
savings and credit from community and other 
sources (IGAs for loans and VSLGs for savings). 

3 Madajewicz, M; Asmelash Haile Tsegay, 
Independent Research Consultant, Addis Ababa 
and Michael Norton , University of California 
at Davis (2014) Managing Risks to Agricultural 
Livelihoods: Impact Evaluation of the HARITA 
Program in Tigray, Ethiopia 2009-12. Report to 
Oxfam America. 

4 See Box 2 of the technical report for an 
explanation of the weather-based index

5 The figure was developed by the present author 
based on the Impact Evaluation text

6 The indicators are described in Chapter 2 Box 3 
of the Technical Report

7 R4 Rural Resilience Initiative: Partnership for 
resilient livelihoods in a changing climate. 
[WFP/Oxfam America (undated)]

8 R4 Rural Resilience Initiative: Partnership for 
resilient livelihoods in a changing climate. 
[WFP/Oxfam America (undated)]

9  This section is adapted from the 2012 R4 
Annual report page 6.

10 Saving for Change is an innovative savings 
groups program, designed by Oxfam America, 
Freedom from Hunger, and the Strømme 
Foundation, that increases resilience and 
financial assets. More information can be found 
at: http://www.oxfamamerica.org/static/oa4/
oxfam-america-sfc-ipa-bara-toplines.pdf.

11 The theory of change is presented in APPENDIX 
6 of the Technical Report

12 WFP (2013) Rural resilience (R4) process 
evaluation report. October 2013 see also Gerry 
McCarthy and Paul O’Hagan (2010) People First 
Impact Method (21 Agency Field Exercise Pre-
Planning Guide.

13 WFP (2013) Rural resilience (R4) process 
evaluation report. October 2013 see also Gerry 
McCarthy and Paul O’Hagan (2010) People First 
Impact Method (21 Agency Field Exercise Pre-
Planning Guide. 

14 See chapter 4 of the technical report. More 
detailed findings are given in Appendices 1-4 
of the Technical Report and in Chapter 8 of the 
Impact Evaluation Report

15 Insured farmers increased their number of oxen 
by 0.215 oxen compared to an increase of only 
0.035 for non-insured farmers

16 See Chapter 9 of the Impact Evaluation Report 
for a more detailed analysis of findings on 
program operation.

17 See Chapter 6 of the technical report. Section 
6.3 provides more detail on lessons learned 
with respect to project organization, project 
launch and defining the strategic focus of the 
program

18 See chapter 7 of the technical report

19 The challenges are discussed in Section 7.1 of 
the Technical Report

20 See Bamberger, Rugh and Mabry (2012) 
Realworld Evaluation Chapter 15 Section 4 for 
an explanation or how to estimate the sample 
size required to be able to statistically assess 
different effect sizes (differences between two 
groups)

21 For a discussion of case study methods see 
Section 7.1.5 and Appendix 9 of the Technical 
Report

22 The options discussed include: Randomized 
control trials, difference-in-difference analysis 
(the design used in this evaluation) and other 
pretest-posttest comparison group designs, 
regression discontinuity, pipeline designs, 
multiple case study designs, mixed methods, 
theory-based evaluation, non-experimental 
designs and qualitative/participatory methods.

23 See Chapter 8 of the technical report

24 See Section 7.2 and Appendix 9 of the Technical 
Report

25 See Appendix 9 of the technical report

26 See Section 7.1.2 of the Technical Report for a 
discussion of performance evaluation

27 Chapter 2 Sections 2.3 and 2.4 of the Technical 
Report illustrate how these assumptions were 
identified and tested in the HARITA evaluation.

Notes



 Measuring Resilience  |  OXFAM AMERICA 42

Cover: Mulu-Birkan Mehari, 25, daughter-in-law of Selas Samson Biru, 
checks the rain gauge. Measurements from this household rain gage serve 
in a control group to satelite readings in the community micro-insurance 
pilot. Eva-Lotta Jansson / Oxfam America
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