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Executive Summary
Background to the study
Government and donor agencies have been grappling for decades with how to design and implement
food aid programmes in developing countries. In Africa, concerns over increased hunger and the
declining availability of food aid from donor countries has spawned renewed interest and debate over
how food aid programmes can be designed to ensure that resources reach those who need it most.
In the past most of the literature on food aid has focused on disincentive issues, such as the effect of
food aid distribution on local food prices, production incentives and labour allocation. However, very few
studies have paid attention to the issue of targeting, despite its obvious importance for the effectiveness
and impact of poverty alleviation programmes1.
This study seeks to address this gap by considering key questions regarding how targeting is
approached and implemented by two different agencies in Malawi.
Study objectives and methodology
CARE USA’s Southern and West Africa Regional Management Unit (SWARMU), in conjunction with
World Food Program’s (WFP) Southern Africa Regional Bureau, commissioned this study, which
focuses on target practices in two programmes currently being implemented in Malawi:
•
WFP’s Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation (PRRO) and Joint Emergency Food Aid
Programme (JEFAP) and
•
I-LIFE (Improving Livelihoods Through Increased Food Security) programme, co-led by CARE
Malawi and Catholic Relief Services (CRS).
The main objective of this study is “to determine how the practice of targeting vulnerable beneficiaries at
field levels compares with intentions promoted at organisational level by I-LIFE and WFP in Malawi”.
The study was conducted in Malawi between October and November 2005. Five districts and
organisations were chosen to give an overview of different conditions across each programme as well
as covering examples of both large and small organisations. The sites and organisations chosen
included:
Organisation

District
WFP sites
Oxfam UK
Mulanje
Emmanuel International Machinga
I-LIFE sites
Africare
Ntcheu
CARE Malawi
Lilongwe rural
Cadecom
Mchinji

Area
Masuku
Mbonechere FDP
Mazondal FDP
Chiunjiza FDP
Mkanda FDP

The study team visited each site in turn to
observe food distribution processes, hold focus
group discussions with NGO staff, community
committees involved in targeting , interview
beneficiaries and non beneficiaries, as well as to
review programme reports, and targeting
guidelines and tools.

The study methodology focused on qualitative tools and approaches as it was felt that open ended
discussion would yield the most useful information and generate mutual learning. A limited amount of
quantitative data was also generated by the individual beneficiary and non-beneficiary interviews.
However, it must be noted that the sample of sites was small. Only five organisations and only one site
within each district were visited. Thus, conclusions reached are only indicative of general trends, but do
not necessarily reflect either WFP or I-LIFE’s programming as a whole. Thus, findings may differ from
organisation to organisation as well as within the districts that each organization operates in.
Jayne, T.S. et al (2000) Targeting food aid in rural Ethiopia: chronic need or inertia? Paper # 23 Department
of Agricultural Economics, Michigan State University; Hoddinott, J., Cohen, M. and Bos, M.S. (2003) Redefining
the role of food aid. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, D.C. and www.wfp.org – food aid
statistics.
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The Malawi context
Malawians continue to face unacceptable levels of vulnerability. During 2004 inadequate rainfall and
insufficient access to agricultural inputs during the 2004-2005 agricultural season led to the worst critical
food crisis since 1994. Underlying the current humanitarian crisis are two mutually reinforcing causes of
insecurity - a high prevalence of HIV/AIDS and chronic poverty. These factors, coupled with repeated
shocks throughout the past five years, have exhausted coping mechanisms of the most vulnerable
households, limiting people’s ability to access basic survival needs and severely undermining their
hopes of a more secure future2.
Various safety net programmes are already in place to respond to the crisis. For example:
• WFP Malawi is currently implementing a Regional Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation
(JEFAP - PRRO 10310.0), which primarily aims at mitigating both short term and chronic food
insecurity through several food related activities and;
• I-LIFE, which is a five year integrated food security programme, is funded by USAID/ Food For
Peace and USAID Malawi (including PL 480 Title II development food assistance). The programme
focuses on development initiatives that foster sustainable livelihoods.
The need for targeting
Targeting is defined as: “restricting the coverage of an intervention to those who are perceived to be
most at risk, in order to maximize the benefit of the intervention whilst minimising the cost”3.
Thus, targeting is important in food aid for two main reasons4:
•
Food is a critical resource – people who go without enough and appropriate food, even for short
periods of time, can suffer irreversible health effects and related diseases. Thus, reaching
beneficiaries who are at risk is especially important for the effectiveness of food transfers;
•
If organisations can improve the effectiveness of targeting, there is a greater chance that food aid
will be able to meet its humanitarian and development aims – that of realising people’s basic right
to food in addition to building and maintaining productive human capital.
Linked to the above, the main objectives of targeting include5:
•
Humanitarian – to ensure the neediest are given priority and are adequately assisted given scarce
food aid or logistic resources;
•
Efficiency – to maximize the impact and reduce the waste of limited resources;
•
Developmental – to minimize dependency, economic disincentives and limiting disruption to the
local economy by over supplying food aid.
In practice, targeting should not be an isolated activity, rather it should be integrated into all phases of
the project cycle, from the initial needs assessment and design, through to implementation and
evaluation. Thus, there are three main indicators of the effectiveness of targeting to help verify the
effectiveness of the process at different levels. These indicators include6:
•
Exclusion errors – the exclusion of some members of the target group from distribution;
•
Inclusion errors – the inclusion of some non-target group members;

United Nations (Aug 2005) Malawi 2005: Flash Appeal - Sept 2005 – March 2006. Consolidated Appeals
Process.
3 Jaspars, S. and Young, H. (1995) General food distribution in emergencies: from nutrition needs to policy
priorities. ODI/ RRN Good Practice Review 3. ODI, London.
4 Barrett, C.B. (Dec 2002) Food aid effectiveness: “it’s the targeting, stupid!” Department of Applied
Economics and Management, Cornell University.
5 Shoham, J. (Nov 1999) “Special Focus on targeting”. www.ennonline.net and
Sharp K (March 1999) Food aid targeting in East Africa. FEWS Project/ REDSO/ USAID and ARD. Nairobi,
Kenya.
6 Sharp, K. (March 1999) Food aid targeting in East Africa. FEWS Project/ REDSO/ USAID and ARD. Nairobi,
Kenya.
2

“Those with no means of support”: Malawi Vulnerability Targeting Study (Feb 2006)

iii

•

Leakage – the extent to which resources in the distribution system do not reach beneficiaries due
to poor management, in –storage losses, in-kind payments for transportation or handling, theft and
corruption etc.

For example, a perfect targeting system would include all the needy (zero exclusion error) and only the
needy (zero inclusion error) and would ensure all food aid reaches the beneficiaries concerned (zero
leakage). However, in practice it is more realistic to think of targeting in terms of acceptable trade offs
between these three indicators. In general reducing one indicator tends to increase another. Thus, the
relative importance or emphasis that is placed on each aspect depends on the objectives and context of
the programme in question.
Conclusions and recommendations
The study identifies six cross cutting issues concerning further improvements to targeting practices
within WFP and I-LIFE programmes in Malawi.
1. Levels of targeting: from plans to practice
Generally all organisations that were part of the study conduct targeting at several levels, such as
national, district, sub district, community and household/ individual. Several challenges need to be faced
in doing so at each level:
• Both WFP and I-LIFE need to advocate for a significant increase in available resources to expand
the scale of their interventions and to meet the needs of the current 2005/2006 hungry season;
• Both WFP and I-LIFE partners need to be strategic about the allocation of limited resources and
ensure that current resources are not spread too thinly, thus reducing the level of impact on
vulnerability and food insecurity;
• I-LIFE partners should monitor areas in which they are not yet operational. This would enable
member organisations to track trends and changes over time and to be in a position to respond
appropriately when required;
• It is noted that WFP has built into the PRRO the flexibility to expand into areas that were not part of
the original three year plan. However, being prepared ahead to time to respond to new demands
requires the mobilisation of resources in a timely manner. WFP needs to work on further narrowing
this response time when scaling up its food aid interventions.
2. Criteria selection: inclusion errors related to demographic selection criteria
WFP and I-LIFE advocate the use of a variety of criteria for both geographic and beneficiary targeting,
although ILIFE tends to give preference and greater weight to demographic criteria when targeting
beneficiaries at community level. There are several issues associated with this tendency.
• Demographic criteria such as female headed households, households hosting orphans and
chronically ill members, tend to be “broad brush” and are not adequately related to food or
livelihood security. They should not be relied on as appropriate indicators on their own as they can
lead to inclusion errors. Thus, there is a need to review the use of and weighting given to
demographic targeting criteria, particularly by I-LIFE. Demographic or social criteria should be used
as secondary indicators to refine the targeting of specific programme interventions, rather than
being used to identify vulnerable groups/ households in general;
• Current selection criteria tend to be quite general and potentially identify a target population that is
much larger than can be responded to within current I-LIFE/ WFP programme budgets and
resource allocation limits – therefore current criteria do not adequately enable staff to identify the
most vulnerable people or households. Thus, in both programmes, community level indicators need
to be refined and tightened through feedback from field level experience in order to make them
more contextually relevant and specific. It is important to ensure that the selection criteria used
must accurately describe the beneficiary group targeted – this helps to prevent both inclusion and
exclusion errors as well as ensure community ownership of the selection process. It is
recommended that both WFP and ILIFE use a greater variety of asset related indicators as primary
selection criteria in this regard;
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The C-SAFE baseline7, community and household surveillance (CHS) and end of project surveys
consistently refute the assumption that social and demographic indicators are related to food
insecurity and notes that there is no constant statistical relationship to food security proxies, such
as the food consumption index (FCI) or the coping strategy index (CSI). Thus, these criteria are not
necessarily reliable indicators of vulnerability. This is common when indicators that are used are not
related to food or livelihood security. When relied on to a greater extent, demographic selection
criteria can lead to increases in inclusion errors;
Both programmes also need to initiate a process of reviewing and refining indicators as well as the
purpose of targeting with field staff who are responsible for implementing the targeting guidelines;
WFP should review the screening tool used during the verification process. It is recommended that
a checklist of open ended questions be used to guide a discussion involving beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries regarding the criteria and reasons for selecting beneficiaries.

3. Exclusion errors: who is being left out
One of the main issues that both staff and communities raised regarding the targeting process, was the
low numbers of beneficiaries identified as part of both programmes. The interviews with nonbeneficiaries also show large proportions of people in the very poor categories who have not been
selected during the targeting process. While it is recognized that the PRRO was originally designed to
only cover 10 food insecure areas, and that I-LIFE is more of a developmental project, the low
thresholds of beneficiary numbers remain a huge challenge for both initiatives and limited resources
have not been enough to respond to demand. In future responses need to meet the scale of the need or
problems related to chronic poverty will be perpetuated. Responses also need to be fast and flexible
and use local and regional food purchasing to strengthen food pipelines.
• Subject to the availability of resources, there is an urgent need to scale up the response to the
current crisis. This is critical in the light of the increasing intensity of chronic and transitory food
insecurity that will be experienced during the “hungry season”. Both WFP and I-LIFE need to invest
more in advocacy strategies to ensure an increase in the allocation of resources and funding to
Malawi;
• I-LIFE also needs to monitor non beneficiaries, both in areas where partners are already operating
as well as TAs in which the interventions will expand to during the life of the programme;
• Both WFP and I-LIFE should review the procedures whereby the deaths of chronically ill
beneficiaries and the reallocation of ration cards in undertaken.
4. Chronic and transitory food insecurity: implications for programme response
Effective poverty reduction programmes need to provide protection to both the chronically vulnerable,
enabling them to participate more productively in economic activity, and to the transitorily vulnerable. In
order to effectively meet these aims, humanitarian approaches need to be extended and systematised;
and livelihood protection strategies (e.g. food aid, food distribution, FFW, and public works) need to be
linked with livelihood promotion strategies (e.g. provision of social services, infrastructure provision,
livelihood diversification, microfinance, and early childhood development). Creating and sustaining
these linkages represents a major challenge for NGOs in both developmental or emergency contexts.
• NGOs involved in both WFP’s PRRO and I-LIFE need to increase the involvement of food aid
beneficiaries in a greater range of provisioning, protection and promotion activities. This will help to
ensure that poor households benefit from a more comprehensive range of development activities in
order to break the cycles of crisis and vulnerability that trap people in deepening poverty and
insecurity.
5. Ownership of the targeting process
In practice, targeting should be a dynamic and iterative process that involves defining target groups and
ensuring that assistance reaches beneficiaries and meets their needs. While guidelines are required in
order to simplify and provide consistency to targeting and distribution practices among WFP and I-LIFE
Maunder, N (October 2005) Consortium for Southern Africa Food Emergency (C-SAFE) Programme
Review: Year Three. C-SAFE.
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agencies, there appear to have been some negative consequences associated with the standardisation
of targeting procedures. From the observation of food distributions and focus group discussions with
staff and community committees, it seems that elements that promoted local participation, ownership,
leadership, management and accountability have been compromised as a result of this standardization.
•
WFP and I-LIFE staff, NGO partners and community structures should jointly review existing
targeting practices to assess the extent to which the principles of participation, accountability,
transparency and community level ownership are demonstrated during the process and where
there are areas for further improvement. A review of verification processes and options under the
two different programmes should be a key component of this exercise;
•
Cross visits between partner organisations, involving both staff and community members should
be encouraged as a way of sharing experiences and developing good community based targeting
practices;
•
Donors, NGO staff, government officials, community members and CBOs should all have clear,
mutually agree roles and responsibilities during the targeting process. This will help to ensure
great accountability and ownership of the process. WFP and I-LIFE should seek to include
provisions for this within revised targeting guidelines.
6. Monitoring, evaluation and learning
There is a gap between the espoused culture of learning and the practical demonstration of a learning
orientation among staff at field level in both the ILIFE and WFP programmes. In both the WFP and ILIFE sites, the main use of the M&E data appears to be for upward accountability or for discussion at
management level. Within NGOs, limited attention is paid to learning, drawing out lessons to change
behaviour and practice, or to share information with others, especially at community level or among
fieldworkers. This represents an important lost opportunity. The PDM tools also appears to have been
designed by logistics staff and focuses heavily on leakage and logistical matters, with little attention paid
to monitoring inclusion and exclusion errors, food security status or impact. I-LIFE field staff have also
queried the need for collecting some of the information included on the PDM formats, as it does not
appear to serve any defined project purpose.
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems should help to determine the most appropriate type of
assistance to offer in a given context – as opposed to only identifying beneficiaries or the impact of the
food aid. The use of good M&E systems will help to demonstrate when food is, and is not, the most
relevant resource in a particular situation and thus help to avoid many of the targeting errors that affect
food aid programming. M&E systems should also help to indicate the extent to which the humanitarian,
efficiency and developmental aims of the targeting process are being met.
An almost universal challenge for NGOs is to increase their capacity to learn, adapt and continually
improve the quality of what they do. This has serious implications for organisations if they wish to
remain useful and relevant to their beneficiaries. Thus, NGOs need to put systems in place which
ensure that they know and learn from what they are achieving, as opposed to only what they are doing,
and then to apply what they have learnt.
•
To close the gap between the espoused culture of learning and practice at field level, more
attention needs to be paid to learning, drawing out lessons to change behaviour and practice and
to share information more broadly with other stakeholders. Thus, both WFP and I-LIFE need to
further strengthen the systems in place to ensure that NGOs know what they are achieving, as
opposed to only what they are doing, and then to apply what they have learnt;
•
Both WFP and I-LIFE need to meet with communities, CBOs, government officials, NGOs and
other stakeholders to review the January – February 2006 PDM findings and to determine the
most appropriate way forward for the remainder of the “hungry season”;
•
I-LIFE NGOs need to complete the roll out of monitoring systems in each district. This may also
require the review of PDM formats, as well as reporting and feedback loops – to include a greater
qualitative emphasis;
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At present the I-LIFE PDM process does not include the monitoring of non beneficiaries. It is
recommended that both beneficiaries and non beneficiaries, especially in TAs in which the NGO is
not yet operational, are included in regular monitoring activities;
Both WFP and I-LIFE should review how to monitor the situation in non operational areas to
ensure that new areas of need/ vulnerability are responded in a timely manner and at an
appropriate scale. The lag effect between identifying a need and responding to the demand
appropriately is one of the main challenges faced by large organisations/ consortia which
coordinate programme responses.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background to the study
Government and donor agencies have been grappling for decades with how to design and
implement food aid programmes in developing countries. In Africa, concerns over increased
hunger and the declining availability of food aid from donor countries has spawned renewed
interest and debate over how food aid programmes can be designed to ensure that food
reaches those who need it most1.
In the past most of the literature on food aid has focused on disincentive issues, such as the
effect of food aid distribution on local food prices, production incentives and labour allocation.
However, very few studies have paid attention to the issue of targeting, despite its obvious
importance for the effectiveness and impact of poverty alleviation programmes.
This study seeks to address this gap by considering key questions regarding how targeting is
approached and implemented by two different agencies in Malawi.

1.2 Study objectives
CARE USA’s Southern and West Africa Regional Management Unit (SWARMU), in conjunction
with World Food Program’s (WFP) Southern Africa Regional Bureau, commissioned this study,
which focuses on target practices in two programmes currently being implemented in Malawi:
• WFP’s Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation (PRRO) and Joint Emergency Food Aid
Programme (JEFAP) and
• I-LIFE (Improving Livelihoods Through Increased Food Security) programme, co-led by
CARE Malawi and Catholic Relief Services (CRS).
The main objective of this study is:
“To determine how the practice of targeting vulnerable beneficiaries at field levels
compares with intentions promoted at organisational level by I-LIFE and WFP in
Malawi”.
To this end, the following issues were explored:
• What is the range of different types of targeting practices used by key implementing
agencies? (e.g. demographic based targeting, indicator based targeting, and/or
community based targeting). This would include methodologies used by WFP and the ILIFE consortia members as well as other organisations.
• What methodologies are recommended at organisational level, at field level and during
distribution processes? And how are these put into practice at each level? (e.g. who is
involved at each level, what are their roles and responsibilities, what criteria are used in
practice, to what extent does practice differ from guidelines or recommendations and what
are the main reasons for variations?)
• What is the correlation between actual targeting practice (largely geographic and/or
demographic) and targeting based on index indicators such as asset poverty, and local
perceptions of vulnerability?
• To what extent do factors such as seasonality, regionality and asset depletion strategies
need to be incorporated into targeting tools?
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•

What key constraints and challenges need to be taken into account when implementing
targeting methodologies? For example, to what extent do field staff skills, time constraints,
complexity of selection criteria, local power and authority issues in geographical areas of
operation, gender and generational issues, etc. impact on targeting practices in reality.

1.3 Report outline
The report is divided into several sections. The first section outlines the methodology used to
conduct the study. This is followed by a description of the two programmes that were the focus
of the study, i.e. WFP’s JEFAP PRRO 10310, as a regional initiative, and the I-LIFE
consortium programme, coordinated by CARE Malawi and CRS. A comparison of the different
types of targeting methods used by organisations involved in the two programmes is then
considered. Six key issues regarding targeting methods are then drawn out and the report
concludes with recommendations regarding further improving the effectiveness of targeting
practices within the Malawi context.

Off loading food rations – Lilongwe rural
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2. The study methodology
This study was conducted in Malawi between October and November 2005. The process
started in Lilongwe with an initial briefing meeting with staff from WFP and I-LIFE member
NGOs. During this meeting the purpose of the study was discussed, the methodology finalised
and five potential sites and organisations mutually agreed and selected for the fieldwork
process. These five sites were chosen to give an overview of different conditions across each
programme as well as covering examples of both large and small organisations. The following
sites were selected:
Organisation

District
WFP sites
Oxfam UK
Mulanje
Emmanuel International Machinga
I-LIFE sites
Africare
Ntcheu
CARE Malawi
Lilongwe rural
Cadecom
Mchinji

Area
Masuku
Mbonechere FDP
Mazondal FDP
Chiunjiza FDP
Mkanda FDP

The study team visited each district and organisation in turn. These visits included:
• Focus group discussions with the NGO staff involved in vulnerability targeting;
• Observation of a food distribution process within each district (with the exception of Oxfam
UK due to a donor visit);
• Focus group discussions with relief committee members involved in the food distribution
and targeting processes;
• Individual interviews with10 beneficiaries and 10 non-beneficiaries (a total of 48
beneficiaries and 50 non-beneficiaries interviews were analysed. Two beneficiary
interviews had to be rejected for reasons of incompleteness.)
In addition to these visits the following activities were also undertaken:
• Literature review of relevant food aid and vulnerability targeting material;
• Review of recent WFP and I-LIFE programme reports and documentation;
• Formation and briefing of the study team (six members including WFP and I-LIFE staff
members, two external researchers and the lead consultant);
• Organisational interviews with senior staff of WFP, the I-LIFE Project Management Unit;
Catholic Relief Services; CRS Commodities Unit; Emmanuel International, and CARE
Malawi;
• Observation of a WFP food distribution process – carried out by the Malawi Red Cross in
Salima;
• Weekly debriefing sessions open to all interested parties during which preliminary results
from the fieldwork were analysed and discussed;
• Regular debriefing sessions with staff from the regional units of WFP and CARE USA.
The study methodology focused on qualitative tools and approaches as it was felt that open
ended discussion would yield the most useful information and generate mutual learning. A
limited amount of quantitative data was also generated by the individual beneficiary and nonbeneficiary interviews. However, it must be noted that the sample of sites was small. Only five
organisations and only one site within each district were visited. Thus, conclusions reached are
only indicative of general trends, but do not necessarily reflect either WFP or I-LIFE’s
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programming as a whole. Thus, findings may differ from organisation to organisation as well as
within the districts that each organization operates in.
Fig 1: Map of Malawi study sites
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3. The current food aid context in Malawi
3.1 The Malawi context
Malawians continue to face unacceptable levels of vulnerability. This year, inadequate rainfall
and insufficient access to agricultural inputs during the 2004-2005 agricultural season led to the
worst critical food crisis since 1994. Underlying the current humanitarian crisis are two mutually
reinforcing causes of insecurity - a high prevalence of HIV/AIDS and chronic poverty. The
current food crisis is compounded by poor health conditions and malnutrition that need to be
addressed in tandem with food aid. All of these factors, coupled with repeated shocks
throughout the past five years, have exhausted coping mechanisms of the most vulnerable
households, limiting people’s ability to access basic survival needs and severely undermining
their hopes of a more secure future2.
On 15 October 2005 President Bingu wa Mutharika declared a state of emergency across all
28 districts of Malawi and reported that the country will need to assist 4.6 million people
through the March 2006 harvest. While the early stage of the food crisis affected the densely
populated Southern Region and parts of the Central Region, the Malawi Ministry of Agriculture,
Irrigation and Food Security reported in November that between 44 - 50% of farming
households in the north were without food from their own production3.
Following the poor harvest from March – July 2005, maize prices in Malawi rose by as much as
37% above previous year’s prices. A sharp decline in informal grain imports from Mozambique,
due to a reduced harvest and increasing grain scarcity in border provinces, contributed to price
increases in Malawi’s Southern Region. In September WFP reported that the maize price
continued to escalate weekly, leaving few Malawians able to purchase maize available from
local markets4. Thus, unless maize imports are accelerated and fund raising appeals, such as
the UN’s Flash Appeal, are adequately supported to avoid pipeline breaks, a localised, price
driven famine could develop by December, especially in the Southern Region5.
The inability to purchase maize has led many families to resort to coping mechanisms several
months earlier than usual. These include6:
• Selling household possessions and livestock;
• Eating one meal a day;
• Migrating to tobacco estates in Central and Northern regions;
• Removing children from school to work in the fields;
• Selling firewood
• Foraging for wild foods.
Other adaptive strategies have also been affected. Seasonal ganyu, casual agricultural labour
in exchange for food or cash, is the main source of income for poor households in Malawi.
According to FEWS NET, the early hungry season in 2005 increased the number of
households seeking ganyu, while the lack of agricultural inputs decreased the number of large
scale farmers able to offer ganyu. FEWS NET predicts that as a result the oversupply of labour
will cause wages to drop while maize prices continue to rise. In addition, households will be
forced to devote more time to ganyu rather than preparing their own fields for the 2005/2006
planting season7. Some Food for Work (FFW) projects have been seen to have a similar effect.
In areas and times when the local labour market may be limited and highly seasonal, with the
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lack of any real alternative employment, people tend to become increasingly dependent on
FFW activities. When the peak of food aid needs falls in the rainy/hungry season, as in Malawi,
FFW requirements may even obstruct people’s farming activities or place a heavier burden on
malnourished beneficiaries.
3.1.1 Food distribution and international assistance
Various safety net programmes are already in place to respond to the crisis. For example, the
Government of Malawi in coordination with the UK Department for International Development
(DfID) and WFP jointly each oversee one of the two main pipelines for emergency food
assistance in Malawi. WFP began targeted food distributions in June 2005 whilst the Voucher
Scheme started in July 2005. The number of beneficiaries reached with the two schemes has
increased from 30,740 in June to 1,935,268 people in October. Currently, the two schemes are
providing food assistance to more than 2.5 million people and this number is set to increase to
the maximum 4.9 million by January 2006 according to the latest MVAC update.
Other safety net programmes include:
• Malawi Social Action Fund (MASAF) Phase 3 (2003-2015):
This programme is aimed at improving services delivery and levels of community assets in
rural and urban areas, with the support of local government and sector ministries. This
involves a variety of community driven development projects, cash transfers and capacity
building activities. The programme is integrated into Malawi’s Poverty Reduction Strategy
framework and is designed to contribute towards the attainment of the 12 Millennium
Development Goals.
• Government of Malawi and European Union Public Works Programme (GoM/EU-PWP)
(2001 – 2005) and the Income Generating Public Works Programme (GoM/EU-IG PWP)
(2005 – 2010):
This five year programme aims at improving the socio-economic status of rural and peri
urban population through upgrading rural infrastructure; developing local forestry (fuel
wood and timber); developing productive agricultural activities and improving the capacity
of district assemblies to manage district development.
• USAID Title II programme (I-LIFE – Improving Livelihoods Through Increased Food
Security):
For more information see 3.3 below.
• other NGO food security programmes.
This study focuses on organisations that are either part of the WFP or I-LIFE programmes.
These two interventions are described below in more detail.

3.2 WFP – JEFAP PRRO 10310
WFP Malawi is currently implementing a Regional Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation
(JEFAP - PRRO 10310.0), which primarily aims at mitigating both short term and chronic food
insecurity through the following food related activities:
• Therapeutic feeding;
• Nutritional support to HIV/AIDS patients (TB, PMTCT, ART);
• Targeted food distribution;
• Food for work;
• Support to HIV/AIDS affected households (PLWHA, OVC).
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The current JEFAP PRRO was initiated in January 2005 and will continue until December
2007. Targeted Food Distribution (TFD) in response to the current food crisis commenced in
the Southern Region, covering seven districts and will continue until the post harvest period in
March 2006. In addition, WFP will also extend the TFD to Mzimba district in the Northern
Region following the recent updated MVAC report. At present nearly 2 million people in seven
districts are receiving food rations each month under this programme8. Under the same
programme, about 2,000 severely malnourished children and their care takers are also
receiving food aid in Nutritional Rehabilitation Units (NRUs) throughout the country. In addition,
about 125,000 people infected and affected by HIV/AIDS are also getting food aid assistance.
The current JEFAP PRRO thresholds have been revised to address the increased needs to the
2004/2005 crop failure. (For example, the recent MVAC update report estimates that about 4.9
million people are currently food insecure and will require up to 253,000 MT of food aid
assistance between October 2005 and March 2006 ; some new districts like Mzimba have also
been declared food insecure between now until March next year9.)
The programme is implemented through various cooperating partners (CPs), which include
Oxfam UK and Emmanuel International – among several other organisations under the JEFAP
Consortium. The table below outlines WFP’s current areas of intervention.
Table 1: WFP’s current areas of focus in Malawi
District
Mzimba
Nsanje
Chikwawa
Zomba
Mulanje
Machinga
Phalombe
Chiladzulu
Salima
Balaka
Lilongwe
Kasungu

Partner
PLAN
Goal
WVI, CRS, CARE Malawi
ADRA, CPAR
Oxfam
EI
Salvation Army
Concern Universal, MoH
Malawi Red Cross Society
Concern Univarsal
St Gabriel, UNC Project, ADRA, CPAR, CADECOM
COOPI

Project
TFD
OVC/CI & TFD
OVC/CI8 & TFD
TFD
TFD
TB, OVC/CI & TFD
OVC/CI & TFD
TFD & PMTCT (MoH)
TB & OVC/CI
TB & OVC/CI
PMTCT & OVC/CI
OVC/CI

Box 1: Oxfam UK’s response:
Oxfam UK in Malawi are currently targeting more than 300,000 people in southern Malawi with food aid (in
partnership with WFP) to reduce their need to sell household assets, beg, migrate, or resort to crime in order to
get enough food to eat.
Food distribution commenced in September and 25% of the number of target beneficiaries are being reached at
present. The food rations consist of 50kgs of maize per month per household. Oil and pulse will be added to the
ration from November onward to enhance its nutritional value.
Oxfam is also providing the following support:
- Cash-transfer projects – an alternative to giving food aid, which helps sustain the local economy, and allows
people the dignity of choosing what they most need. To be implemented in Thyolo district;
- Supplying seeds and fertilizer for the coming planting season. Distribution started at the end of October;
Improving irrigation systems to allow people to produce more than one crop per year;
- Providing goats and chickens to replace those already lost and to decrease future vulnerability;
- Increased care and support to households affected by HIV/AIDS;
- A public health programme to improve community access to sustainable water and sanitation10.
Activities in Mulanje district11
Under the PRRO programme Oxfam is operational in all TAs in Mulanje district
8

WVI and CARE Malawi are implementing the OVC/CI programme.
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Total district population: 522,89312
Total # of FDPs: 52
Total # beneficiaries: 36,967 households (approx 151,565 people) & touching approx 28.9% of the district pop
Ration size: FFW beneficiaries - 50kg maize/beneficiary. Oil and pulses to be added to ration in December
VAC % “poor” – scenario 1 & 2: 25 – 35%13
Mulanje poverty rate: “ultra poor” – 30.6%; “poor” - 68.6%14
Box 2: Emmanuel International’s response:
EI is currently working in several districts in the Southern Region, including Balaka, Mangochi, Zomba and
Machinga. EI has been working with WFP since the early 1990s. At present the organisation only works with WFP
in Machinga. Under the PRRO, activities in this district include targeted food distribution and FFW activities, such
as HIV/AIDS, TB, road construction, molding bricks, construction of community facilities, a forestation and
vegetable gardening. Substantial increases in the number of targeted beneficiaries are planned for
December/January.
Activities in Machinga district15:
Under the PRRO programme EI is only operational in the Machinga district (all TAs)
Total district population: 425,60916
Total # of FDPs: 30
Total # beneficiaries: 27,733 households – including 24,933 TFD; 2,400 OVCs/ chronically ill and 400 TB patients
for a pilot project (approx 113,705 people) & touching approximately 26.7% of the district pop
Ration sizes:
OVCs: 50kg maize; 7.5kg pulses; 2.5kg oil
Chronically ill: 50kg maize; 7.5kg pulses; 3.4kg oil; 9kg CSB
VAC % “poor” – scenario 1 & 2: 25 – 35%17
Machinga poverty rate: “ultra poor” – 38.3%; “poor” - 73.7%18

3.3 The I-LIFE programme
I-LIFE is a five year $70 million integrated food security programme funded by USAID/ Food
For Peace and USAID Malawi (including PL 480 Title II development food assistance). I-LIFE is
a consortium of seven NGOs, co-led by CARE Malawi and CRS. These same NGOs also
worked together under C-SAFE in addressing the needs that arise from recent droughts.
Recognising that there was a need to transition from emergency to development, the I-LIFE
programme was designed to focus solely on development initiatives. This development focus is
business oriented, moving farming families away from subsistence and towards commercial
agricultural production and improving their nutritional and health practices so that they can
better foster sustainable livelihoods.
To this end, I-LIFE is linking with like-minded efforts in Malawi in order to reach 1.8 million
beneficiaries by 2009. The focus is on broad based agricultural and agribusiness growth in
conjunction with improving health and district capacity to sustain development. Primary
emphasis is on the most vulnerable communities, female and child headed households, as well
as those affected by the chronically ill. Thus food distribution activities are a less significant
component of the programme. The number of FDPs and food aid beneficiaries is consequently
lower and is scheduled to decline during the life of the project.
Programme activities include:
Increasing agriculture production:
• Farmer Field Schools for improved production practices;
• Linking production to marketing;
• Improved access to seeds and fertilizers for crop diversification (seed fairs);
• Increasing agricultural assets, small scale irrigation and water catchment systems;
• Village savings and loans.
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Improving nutrition and health:
• Positive Deviance Inquiry-using healthy families in poor communities as a positive example;
• Rehabilitate malnourished children;
• Provide a safety net for chronically ill- affected households;
• Build community capacity on the delivery of health services;
• Home gardens to increase nutrition.
Increasing district capacity:
• Help districts and CBOs provide leadership and services in the agricultural and health
components of the programme;
• Integrate District Development Plans into the I-LIFE Program;
• Enhance capacity to sustain development.
Table 2: I-LIFE member’s areas of focus
Partner
CRS (with Cadecom)

Focus district
Mchinji

CARE Malawi

Lilongwe

World Vision
Save the Children
Emmanuel International
Africare
Salvation Army

Thyolo
Dedza
Mangochi
Ntcheu
Phalombe

Technical area of expertise
Health
Commodity management
Marketing and savings
Decentralisation
Monitoring & evaluation
Agriculture
HIV/AIDS
Nutrition
-

Table 1 outlines the focus and
technical areas of expertise of
each of the seven I-LIFE
members. During the study,
three consortium members
were visited. Details of their
programme activities are
provided in the table below:

Table 3: Activities of I-LIFE members included in study
Africare
Activities in Ntcheu district19:
Operational in 3/10 TAs (Ganya,
Kwataine and Phambala)
Providing food distribution and
health and nutrition activities

CARE Malawi
Activities in Lilongwe rural23:
Operational in 4/15 TAs (Kalolo,
Mazengera Khongoni and Mtema)
Providing food distribution, health
and nutrition, HIV/AIDS, marketing
and agricultural activities

Cadecom
Activities in Mchinji district27:
Operational in 3/7 TAs (Mduwa,
Mkanda and Dambe)
Providing food distribution, crop
diversification, agricultural inputs,
health and natural resource
management activities

-Total district population: 459,33120
-Total # of FDPs: 11
-Total # households:2,136
beneficiary hhs – including 1,128
FFW; 1,008 OVCs/ chronically ill
=Approximately 9,185 people
-Touching approximately 1.9% of
the district pop or 5.7% of TA pop;
-Ration size i

-Total district population:
1,125,99824
-Total # of FDPs: 18
-Total # households: 3,630
beneficiary hhs – including 1,865
FFW; 1,765 chronically ill
=Approximately 15,609 people
-Touching approximately 1.4% of
the district pop or 5.3% of TA pop;

-Total district population: 409,59028
-Total # of FDPs: 4
-Total # households: 2,537
beneficiary hhs – including 1,302
FFW; 100 chronically ill and 1,135
OVCs
=Approximately 11,670 people
-Touching approximately 2.8% of
the district pop or 7.5% of TA pop;

-VAC % “poor” – scenario 1 & 221:
35 – 45%
-Ntcheu poverty rate22:
“ultra poor” - 21.1%
“poor” - 51.6%

-VAC % “poor” – scenario 1 & 225:
20 – 30%
-Lilongwe rural poverty rate26:
“ultra poor” – 11.7%
“poor” - 37.5%

-VAC % “poor” – scenario 1 & 229:
20 – 30%
-Mchinji poverty rate30:
“ultra poor” – 30.4%
“poor” - 59.6%

Ration sizes for all I-LIFE partners were as follows: for OVCs and chronically ill: 50kg maize; 5kg beans 3,67kg oil
and 10kg CSB.

i
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4. Targeting methods
4.1 The need for targeting
Government and donor agencies have been grappling for decades with how to design and
implement food aid programmes in developing countries. In Africa, concerns over increased
hunger and declining availability of food aid from donor countriesj has resulted in renewed
interest and debate over how food aid programmes can be designed to ensure that food
reaches those who need it most31.
Targeting is defined as:
“restricting the coverage of an intervention to those who are perceived to be most at
risk, in order to maximize the benefit of the intervention whilst minimising the cost”32 or
“the practical process of defining, identifying and reaching the intended recipients of
aid”33.
Thus, targeting is important in food aid for two main reasons34:
• Food is a critical resource – people who go without enough and appropriate food, even for
short periods of time, can suffer irreversible health effects and related diseases. Thus,
reaching beneficiaries who are at risk is especially important for the effectiveness of food
transfers;
• If organisations can improve the effectiveness of targeting, there is a greater chance that
food aid will be able to meet its humanitarian and development aims – that of realising
people’s basic right to food in addition to building and maintaining productive human
capital.
Linked to the above, the main objectives of targeting include35:
• Humanitarian – to ensure the neediest are given priority and are adequately assisted
given scarce food aid or logistic resources;
• Efficiency – to maximise the impact and reduce the waste of limited resources;
• Developmental – to minimise dependency, economic disincentives and limiting disruption
to the local economy by over supplying food aid.
In practice, targeting should be a dynamic and iterative process that involves defining target
groups and ensuring that assistance reaches beneficiaries and meets their needs. The term
“targeting” actually refers to two different but related processes – the technical aspect of
identifying who is food insecure or vulnerable to a range of negative livelihood outcomes, such
as low income, social exclusion etc; as well as implementation - delivering interventions to food
insecure people36. In practice, targeting should not be an isolated activity, rather it should be
integrated into all phases of the project cycle, from the initial needs assessment and design,
through to implementation and evaluation.
It appears to be easier to define targeting than it is to implement it. The three main objectives
mentioned above, particularly the humanitarian and efficiency aims, sometimes come into
conflict with each other, as restricting entitlement to aid inevitably causes competition and
Estimates that food aid flows are approximately two-thirds lower than they were 30 years ago. In part this has
been due to changes in General Agreement on Tariff and Trade regulations and domestic policies that have
reduced agricultural subsidies in some major donor countries, which has in turn reduced surplus production.
j
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increases the likelihood of the marginalized of being excluded in the process. Thus, Sharp37
identifies three main indicators of the effectiveness of targeting to help verify the effectiveness
of the process at different levels. These indicators include:
• Exclusion errors – the exclusion of some members of the target group from distribution;
• Inclusion errors – the inclusion of some non-target group members;
• Leakage – the extent to which resources in the distribution system do not reach
beneficiaries due to poor management, in –storage losses, in-kind payments for
transportation or handling, theft and corruption etc.
For example, a perfect targeting system would include all the needy (zero exclusion error) and
only the needy (zero inclusion error) and would ensure all food aid reaches the beneficiaries
concerned (zero leakage). However, in practice it is more realistic to think of targeting in terms
of acceptable trade offs between these three indicators. In general reducing one indicator tends
to increase another. Thus, the relative importance or emphasis that is placed on each aspect
depends on the objectives and context of the programme in question.
In order to understand the targeting methods used by both WFP and I-LIFE in Malawi, the
following section will provide a more detailed description of the espoused targeting practices
advocated these two agencies.

4.2 WFP targeting guidelines
The WFP targeting guidelines have evolved over time. At first the guidelines mainly focused on
the approach to and process of targeting. They now include inclusion and exclusion errors,
steps in the verification process and verification tools. A technical working group, consisting of
WFP and JEFAP partners, meets periodically to review the guidelines and monitoring
materials. The most significant change was a shift away from an emphasis on demographic
indicators as primary selection criteria. An evaluation targeting mission, conducted in 2003,
shed light on the problems associated with demographic selection criteria and this lead to a
change being made to the guidelines in early 2004.
The current JEFAP (PRRO 10310) targeting manual38 outlines the recommended procedure
that the cooperating partner (CP) should follow in targeting food aid beneficiaries and provides
an outline of the most recent indicators and selection criteria. The following is a summary of
these recommendations:
Table 4: WFP targeting guidelines
Step
Identification of
districts that are
risky to food
security

Description
-Geographic targeting criteria:
•
High food insecurity – based on 2005 MVAC data;
•
High HIV/AIDS prevalence based on 2003 HIV/AIDS Surveillance Report;
•
High population density;
•
Included Also are: high poverty levels; low crop diversification; and low yield based on
NSO mapping.
-Priority districts determined by:
Based on the above plus
•
MVAC May 2005, especially for TFD;
•
FAO/WFP crop and food supply assessment mission;
•
2nd round national crop estimates (March 2005).
-Leading NGO identified in each district to coordinate and implement activities.

“Those with no means of support”: Malawi Vulnerability Targeting Study (Feb 2006)

21

Step
Sensitisation

Sharing
guidelines

Household level
identification

Verification and
registration of
beneficiaries

Food
distribution to
beneficiaries
On site & post
distribution
monitoring
(PDM)

Sustainability

Description
-Creating awareness of the programme at three levels in three phases:
• District level – geographic targeting of the district and meetings with the District Assembly
through the District Executive Committee (DEC) or District Civil Protection Committee as
well as various government officials e.g. agricultural officers;
• Traditional Authority (TA) – meetings with TAs, group village heads (GVHs) and village
heads to determine priority TAs within the district. Usually based on Extension Planning
Areas in consultation with agricultural officers;
• Community level – getting village committees in place in a democratic, transparent and
gender sensitive manner.
-Lead NGO also responsible for conducting a needs assessment of the district before initiating
food distribution activities.
-CP interacts with community to share targeting guidelines;
-Ensures village committees are in place;
-Emphasis on the use of food to address food insecurity;
-CP facilitates the process and guides the community in making selection decisions based on
guidelines and their definition of the poorest of the poor;
-Identification of households who meet at least three of the following inclusion criteria (primary
criteria):
• Owning less that two acres (three for Lake Chirwa and Phalombe Plain) and unable to
hire it both for cash or food;
• Without major common livestock (e.g. cattle, goats, sheep, pigs, poultry);
• Without a formal wage;
• Perpetually depending on ganyu for daily food;
• Without a regular income generating activity (IGA);
• Has less than three months of food stock starting from harvest.
-Additional inclusion criteria (secondary criteria):
• Keeping chronically ill patient(s);
• Elderly headed;
• Female headed household;
• Taking care of at least two orphans
-Special consideration is given to households that are not registered under other community
support structures.
-Enrollment to be done in a transparent manner through village gatherings. All households to
be made aware of their category and why they have been registered
-Verification is a continuous process and is done in two ways:
• By the community – through community gatherings where registered names should be
verified and endorsed by the community before submission to the CP;
• By the CP – through door to door, community random interviews (both beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries)
-Phasing out of beneficiaries – done if beneficiary no longer meets criteria e.g. beneficiary
household will be discharged one month after the death of the chronically ill patient etc.
Guidelines for this step are provided in the JEFAP (PRRO 10310) targeting manual.
-Monitoring involves both on site and post distribution monitoring;
-PDM involves:
•
Random selection of 1 -2 food distribution points per month per district – according to
sampling guidelines;
•
Random selection of villages and 20 households for individual interviews;
•
50% of households selected are beneficiaries (receiving various types of rations e.g.
FFW/ chronically ill/OVCs etc) and 50% are non-beneficiaries;
•
Interviews are conducted by CP staff using a standard PDM questionnaire;
•
Interviews are supposed to a take a maximum of 1 week per month to complete
-PDM data are analysed by the CP and used to further improve the food distribution process
as well as to meet WFP reporting requirements.
-Beneficiaries should be linked to agricultural support systems, IGAs, awareness campaigns,
other programmes and involved in community structures to ensure sustainability after food
supplements are phased out
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4.2.1 Definition of key terms:
Amongst others, the manual defines the following key terms:
Targeting – is a means by which areas and vulnerable households most in need of food as
well as longer term assistance are identified. The targeting methodology used justifies
decisions made on potential beneficiaries, and requires participation of the stakeholders at
various levels in order to achieve:
• Transparency/ accountability for the collection, analysis and presentation of data;
• Ownership of the criteria for inclusion or exclusion of areas/ participants;
• Targeting effectiveness (both for problem identification and implementation).
Food insecurity – means the household has no food or access to food in any meansk due to
external factors such as drought, floods, pest and diseases etc. Food insecurity can be in two
forms: chronic or long term.
Verification – the continuous process of checking and eliminating inclusion errors, to make
sure that the program targets the right beneficiaries

Food distribution - Ntcheu

k The phrase, “no access to food in any means” might not be realistic. This definition should be reviewed or
rephrased.
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4.2.2 Implementation of the targeting guidelines
Table 5: Practical implementation of WFP targeting guidelines The table below outlines how CPs have used the guidelines on the groundl.
Oxfam – Mulanje

Emmanuel International - Machinga

-Use predetermined WFP targeting criteria and specified numbers of hh as basis for targeting;
-Food distribution part of a TFD process;
-July/ Aug 05: briefing meeting with District Assembly, Area Development Committees.
•
District provided data on most vulnerable TAs in the area;
•
Data used to select TAs for TFD;
•
Agree allocation of # of h proportionally within targeted TAs;
-Hold sensitisation meeting with targeted TAs and GVHs
•
Meeting facilitated by Agric or Health extension workers;
•
Community informed about TFD process and timefame (up to March 06);
•
Community informed about criteria and # of hh to select;
•
Community asked to form Village Relief Committees (VRCs);
-Election of VRCs from among members of various CBOs – process facilitated by extension
workers;
-Chief, VRC and villagers draw up lists of beneficiary hh based on criteria and allocated #s
•
Approximately 10 – 15% of hh in targeted villages;
-Hold village level verification meeting
•
Meeting facilitated by Oxfam staff;
•
List of names read out to the community;
•
The reason for selection of each hh is verified with the community;
•
Finalization of village list of beneficiaries;
•
Ration cards handed out to beneficiaries;
•
In cases where there are targeting irregularities with more that 20% of household in one
particular site the list is canceled and the entire process is repeat to ensure fairness and
accuracy;
-Sept 05 – TFD commences in district
•
VRCs helps unload and secure food, and observe distribution process at FDP;
•
Ration: 50 kg of maize/hh/ month;
-Post distribution monitoring conducted by Oxfam staff
•
30% of all beneficiaries interviewed per month using std WFP PDM form.

-Use predetermined WFP targeting criteria and specified numbers of hh as basis for targeting;
-Food distribution part of current FFW activities;
-Sensitisation meetings with district level staff e.g. District Commissioner, Dir of Planning & Development – to introduce the
programme, compare population figures and TA figures and discuss implementation;
-Also hold briefing similar briefing meetings with TAs and GVHs;
-Hold sensitization meeting at FDP level
•
Meetings facilitated by EI staff;
•
People divided into village groups;
•
Each group informed individually about food distribution, selection criteria and allocated # of hh and timeframe for FFW
activities;
•
Village groups choose most vulnerable hh according to criteria;
•
Staff use a screening tool (a Yes/No matrix) to interview nominated hh;
•
Each GVH asked to elect a VRC (tends to consist of one person from each village in the GVH – 50% men and 50%
women);
-EI staff (targeting team) analyse screening data for each FDP
•
They draw up a final list of selected beneficiary hh;
•
Each village in the district has the same proportion of hh allocated to it;
-Second FDP meeting:
•
Staff present final list of beneficiaries;
•
Verification process conducted – read out names of hh and community verifies if they are present;
•
Ration cards handed out to beneficiary hh;
•
VRC members observe the verification process;
-Sept 05 - distribution commences:
•
FFW rations given to hh with OVCs/ CIs/ TB;
•
OVC ration consists of 50kg maize, 7.5kg pulses and 2.5l oil;
•
CI ration consists of 50kg maize, 7.5kg pulses, 3.5l oil, 9kg CSB;
•
VRC helps with unloading and security, observes distribution and helps with scooping;
On site monitoring done by EI HQ staff (different sites are selected each month);
Post distribution monitoring done by HQ staff according to WFP requirements. (Good practice dictates that PDM should not
be done by the same staff who do food distribution – to avoid internal bias.)

l This information is based on the study team’s observation of food distributions at FDPs; separate focus group discussions with village relief committees, field staff, and individual interviews
with beneficiaries and non beneficiaries at each site.
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4.2.3 Observations
Strengths:
• A common set of guidelines, which is regularly reviewed, provides a useful direction for
the implementation of the targeting process and decision making processes. The
guidelines also help to ensure uniformity across organisations and districts, while still
providing space for adaption and flexibility when required.
• Generally the guidelines are followed consistently by each NGO, although the selection
criteria tend to be used as a “blue prints” rather than a guideline, to be refined and
adapted in the field;
• Primary selection criteria used include food and livelihood security related indicators.
Secondary selection criteria include demographic indicators;
• An open and transparent community based targeting process helps to contribute to
transparent decision making and ownership at community level;
• Oxfam UK’s strategy of partnering with government and use of extension workers to
facilitate steps in the targeting process (especially at sub TA level);
• Oxfam UK’s verification process is particularly effective and very time efficient in the contxt
of a large area and large numbers of beneficiaries– i.e. open community meetings replace
the need for individual house to house visits, greater trust and responsibility shifted to
community and meetings provide an opportunity for triangulation. Post distribution
monitoring visits also double as further verification visits;
• Both beneficiaries and non beneficiaries are sampled during post distribution monitoring
activities;
• There is variation in implementation of the verification processes between Oxfam UK and
Emmanuel International, as the context requires.
Weaknesses:
• The WFP screening tool was found by staff to be too vague to enable accurate
verification. “Yes/No” answers on the matrix are thought to be easy to “fake” by potential
beneficiaries;
• Some verification meetings observed appear to be perfunctory, staff and communities do
not engage in much discussion around confirming the reasons for beneficiary selection;
• Oxfam UK’s strategy of partnering with government and use of extension workers to
facilitate steps in the targeting process (especially below TA level) does not appear to be
replicated in other sites/organisations;
• The issue of what happens in the case of the death of chronically ill beneficiary causes
concern in the community. Staff tend to “grab” cards one month after the death of a
beneficiary and reallocate to another householdm. Relief committee members are unclear
on how decisions are made regarding the reallocation of ration cards.

4.3 I-LIFE targeting guidelines
The I-LIFE targeting manual39 outlines the recommended procedures that the consortium
members should follow in targeting food aid beneficiaries. The current I-LIFE guidelines are
based on original C-SAFE & WFP targeting guidelines and the steps in the process are thus
similar to those mentioned above. Various I-LIFE technical working groups (TWGs), such as
m

Although it is within the current programme guidelines to remove ration cards from households one month after
the death of the CI beneficiary, it is intended that the process and rationale for doing so be reviewed with partner
organisations.
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the Chronically Ill and the Agriculture TWGs, contributed to the formulation of a set of I-LIFE
guidelines. The main differences between the current WFP PRRO guidelines and the I-LIFE
guidelines include the use of demographic indicators as primary selection criteria (a hang over
from the original C-SAFE guidelines) and the tightening of definitions and indicators concerning
chronically ill beneficiaries. It was felt that the original C-SAFE guidelines were too vague and
broad, as they tend to include the elderly, disabled, handicapped and sick under chronically ill
and all OVC regardless of age. The tightening of the selection criteria has lead to a focus on
young OVC in elderly female headed households as well as excluding the disabled and
handicapped from the chronically ill category. As the I-LIFE guidelines have only been in
operation for one targeting cycle (i.e. since the start up of food distribution activities in mid
2005), they are scheduled for an initial review. It is hoped that this report will be able to feed
into this process when it occurs.
The following is a summary of the I-LIFE guidelines:
Table 6: I-LIFE targeting guidelines
Step
Selection of
districts

Senitisation

Sharing the
guidelines

Description
-During programme design phase – conducted an initial vulnerability assessment of all districts
in Malawi using a five indicator vulnerability index to create a picture of national vulnerability
and food insecurity;
-The vulnerability index was used to prioritized 12 districts, then selected eight to work in – the
programme is currently operational in seven districts;
-I-LIFE management then agreed which TAs in each district needed programme interventions
the most – this process included discussion with district authorities and other district
stakeholders to prioritise the selection of TAs based on perceptions of vulnerability and need.
Consortium members also considered coverage by other NGOs outside the consortium in this
selection process.
-Reasons for sensitization meetings:
•
To create an awareness within the working are of the presence of the programme;
•
To alert the population in the area as to the potential benefits of this programme;
•
To encourage participation by those in the area;
-The sensitization process is implemented at all levels:
•
District level – informing and obtaining permission for programme implementation from
the DC and DEC;
•
TA – chain of command within the TA, the GVHs and village chiefs. The Area
Development Committee is an essential participant in the ongoing process – deciding
which TAs to work in and where the interventions should start.
•
Community level – the community and any existing community committees and groups
should be included. The Village Development Committee plays a key role in the actual
targeting process at community level;
-Generally, this process leads to the identification/ formation of a committee to work with the
implementing partner. The implementing partner needs to encourage a democratic and gender
sensitive selection process.
-TA selection criteria include:
•
Low staple food production;
•
High malnutrition rates;
•
High rates of chronic illness;
•
Requiring agricultural infrastructure development;
•
With market potential/ infrastructure
•
Void of similar interventions by other NGOs
-Sources of data – PRAs or district reports or NGO reports.
-While I-LIFE has already formalized its standard targeting criteria, it is essential that the
community be encouraged to develop their own targeting criteria. These will need to be
acceptable under the I-LIFE criteria. Where there is variation between the two, there needs to
be open discussion until an agreement is reached;
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Step

Household level
identification

Description
-Once the criteria have been agreed, the community decides how they will enroll the
beneficiaries that fit within the guidelines;
-The implementing partner then verifies that those selected fit within the criteria (house to
house interviews)– where there is questionable targeting the implementing partner will return to
the committee with the request that the choice be reconsidered (key to this process is the good
understanding and agreement by the community as to the section criteria.)
-Beneficiary selection criteria for chronically ill and OVCs – listed in order of priority
Demographic criteria (primary criteria):
1. Orphan/child headed household (keeping more than two double orphans);
2. Hosting chronically ill (e.g. TB or HIV/AIDS patients on ARTs);
3. Elderly headed household and keeping more than two double orphans;
4. Female headed household and keeping more than two double orphans;
5. Hosting more than two double orphans;
6. Households with chronically malnourished children under 3 and under 5;
Food security criteria (secondary criteria):
7. Food insecure households;
8. Households involved in agricultural production;
9. Also consider at least three of the WFP JEFAP criteria (see 4.2 above);
-Beneficiary selection criteria for FFW:
•
Able bodied adults;
•
Over 18 years old;
•
One participant per household;
•
No household already registered in other food supplement programmes;
•
Chronically food insecure households;
•
Hosting at orphans;
•
Minimum 30% female headed households

Beneficiary
selection

Verification of
beneficiaries

Food
distribution to
registered
beneficiaries
On site & post
distribution
monitoring
(PDM)

-Only households not enrolled in any other food distribution programme will be included;
-Highest qualifying households will be enrolled in the food distribution programme for
chronically ill (see definition below). Those not included will top the list for the FFW
programme;
-Sources of data – community, community structures, village head, health centres, district
reports, PRAs.
-Enrollment to be done in a transparent manner through village gatherings and door to door
visits;
-Agreement by all committee members on the households selected;
-All households to be made aware of their category and why they have been registered;
-Chiefs and village development committees to be kept informed of the process and the list of
beneficiaries within their jurisdiction.
-Verification is an ongoing process throughout the programme. It involves the following:
•
By community – through community gatherings where registered names are read out
and endorsed by the community;
•
By implementing partner – through door to door visits to selected beneficiaries as well as
questionnaire interviews with both beneficiaries and non beneficiaries. Also conduct
wealth ranking in a random sample of villages to verify those households selected by the
community
Guidelines for this step are provided in the I-LIFE targeting manual.

-Monitoring involves both on site and post distribution monitoring of beneficiaries;
-PDM involves:
•
each month 10% of beneficiary households at each FDP are randomly selected for
individual PDM house to house visits by staff two weeks after the distribution;
•
PDM data are analysed by the implementing partner and used to further improve the
food distribution process as well as to meet I-LIFE reporting requirements.
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4.3.1 Definition of key terms
Targeting – is a means whereby communities are assisted to select from among their number,
those who are the most food insecure. To be effective there needs to be:
• Transparency within the community as to the process and the resulting choices;
• Acceptance by the community of the targeting criteria;
• Thorough understanding of the targeting criteria.
Chronically ill person includes someone who meets at least two of the following criteria:
• Unable to do daily activities for the past three months;
• No support structure in placen;
• Illness is affecting the community – necessitating that the community cares for the
household because of illness.

Bicycle transporters waiting for clients – Machinga FDP

The phrase “no support structure in place” may not be true in reality. This definition should be reviewed or
rephrased.

n
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4.3.2 Implementation of the targeting guidelines
The tables below outline how implementing partners have used the guidelines on the groundo.
Table 7: Practical implementation of I-LIFE targeting guidelines
Africare - Ntcheu
-Various ILIFE technical working groups define selection criteria and
definitions of vulnerable groups e.g. FHH, hh looking after OVCs, hh
with chronically ill members
-Africare asks group village headmen (GVH) to assist with selection
of beneficiaries and provides a list of selection criteria (e.g. hh looking
after chronically ill members and OVCs);
-Village chiefs work with VDCs to make a list of needy hh in each
village. They use the Africare criteria as well as:
•
Patients with hospital papers e.g. receiving TB treatment/
malnourished children;
•
hhs with OVCs;
•
hhs not cultivating any crops;
•
at least 18hhs are identified per village (18hh x 26 village =
468hh)
-Chief and VDC then prioritises hhs based on the condition of the hh/
# of active adults and general ability to survive;
-Chief gives prioritized list of hhs to the GVH
-GVH gives lists of hh to Africare;
-Africare concerned about the number of hh identified (the numbers
are far more than their ILIFE “quota” permits. Staff also note that
some “villages” don’t exist or are not “official villages” – but are
actually part of other areas. Some anonymous letters are received by
Africare saying that some people on the GVH lists do not meet the
selection criteria and do not qualify;
-Africare staff “trims” the list of hhs to fit their assigned ration quota –
only 74hhs are chosen in Ntcheu. Priority is given to those with
chronically ill members and those looking after OVCs. Three - four
hhs are chosen from each of the 26 “official” village in the GVH;
-Africare calls a communal meeting in each TA and hands out 74

CARE Malawi – Lilongwe rural
-Use ILIFE section criteria & specified number of hh;
-Orientation meeting with District Assembly and key officials e.g.
District Health Officer – to discuss project;
-Conduct district level situation analysis to identify vulnerable TAs;
-Meeting with DA:
•
Discuss selection and prioritisation of TAs to work in;
•
Agree sequencing of work in district over 5 years;
-Sensitisation meetings with GVHs/ CBOs and community in 4
selected TAs:
•
Facilitated by CARE staff;
•
Selection of 2 community facilitators per GVH;
•
Discuss targeting criteria and selection process for CIs/ OVCs/
FFW groups;
•
FDP committee elected of each FDP
-CARE trains CFs to act as a communication link between the project
and the GVH;
-Draw up different list of beneficiaries – done by HBCs/ CBOs/ Village
Action Committee and FDP committee;
-Beneficiary lists given to CARE;
-Verification process
•
Staff hold a community meeting with GHV to confirm
beneficiary households selected - discuss why each household
was selected;
•
Staff also conduct household visits visit to each beneficiary
(70% completed so far) – to check hospital papers, observe
hh, conduct a checklist interview;
-Food distribution
•
Process coordinated by staff (at least 4);
•
FDP committee unloads food, provides security, does scoping

Cadecom - Mchinji
-Use I-LIFE criteria and allocated number of households;
-Cadecom reviews district reports and surveys to get to know the
district;
-Orientation meeting with district assembly:
•
To introduce the process and I-LIFE project;
•
Agree selection criteria for TAs;
•
Agree on the two most vulnerable TAs to focus on;
-Hold sensitisation meetings with selected TAs and GVHs :
•
To introduce the process and I-LIFE project;
•
Present criteria for selection of beneficiaries;
•
Prioritise three connected GVHs in ech TA in which to start
working;
•
Ensure a food distribution committee is elected for each FDP;
-Brief village development committees, CBOs, church leaders re the
selection criteria and threshold number of households
•
Village development committees/ church leaders select
beneficiary households
•
Present list to Cadecom;
-Verification process
•
Staff and govt extension workers go house to house to verify
beneficiaries on the list – use a questionnaire and observation;
•
Hold an open GHV meeting – read out lists of names and
confirm the selection of beneficiaries with the community;
•
Confirm the final list of beneficiaries with village development
committee;
•
Hand out ration cards to confirmed beneficiaries;
-Food distribution
•
Food aid distributed to OVCs/CI/FFW groups each month
•
Cadecom staff coordinate the process;

This information is based on the study team’s observation of food distributions at FDPs; separate focus group discussions with village relief committees, field staff, and individual interviews
with beneficiaries and non beneficiaries at each site.

o
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Africare - Ntcheu
ration cards to a select number of hhs:
•
Some hhs informed that they are on list and get ration cards;
•
GVH discovers that there are only a limited number of places
available for food rations;
•
“Trimmed” hhs, who thought they were on the list, get upset
and confront the chiefs and make threats;
-In April, Africare started distributing food aid to those hh with
chronically ill and OVCs and with ration cards;
•
GVH asked to observe each distribution process and deal with
problems (they find this difficult because they feel they do not
know how people were finally selected and don’t know what to
say to when they are asked why some hhs are not on the
ration list. Although Africare feel that the GVH identified
beneficiaries and they should be able to deal with any queries
and problems that arise during food distributions);
•
Some beneficiaries help to measure and hand out rations
during distribution;
•
Four Africare staff and one CRS staff were present to
coordinate and monitor the distribution process;
•
Food was distributed according to CRS commodity unit
guidelines – compliance with the guidelines/formats and forms
appears thorough;
•
On site monitoring is done using prescribed questionnaires
administered to 15hhs;
-Africare staff start a verification process – each hh on the final list will
be visited to confirm if they comply with the selection criteria. A
prescribed verification questionnaire is used for this process. The
verification process started recently (July?) – has not been completed
(approximately 60 – 70% complete);
-Africare asks GVH to establish a “distribution committee” by
selecting 1 person from each village in the FDP area – this committee
will coordinate distribution at the FDPs in conjunction with Africare.
This selection process was underway at the time of the study.

CARE Malawi – Lilongwe rural
and observes the process;
•
HBCs also present to observe process – esp CI distributions;
•
On site monitoring conducted by CRS’s commodities
management unit;
-Post distribution monitoring
•
By CARE staff with 10% of all beneficiaries each month;
•
HBCs also observe CI beneficiaries during home visits.
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Cadecom - Mchinji
Food distribution committee observe/ monitor/ deal with issues;
On site monitoring done by CRS’s commodities management
unit;
-Post distribution monitoring
•
Not started this yet – still finalizing the procedures and
monitoring formats with CRS.

•
•
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4.3.3 Observations
Strengths:
• A recent audit by the CRS Commodities Unit has improved the functioning of the food
distribution process as well as clarifying and harmonising procedures followed by member
NGOs;
• Generally the guidelines are followed consistently by each NGO, although the selection
criteria tend to be used as a “blue prints” rather than a guideline, to be refined and
adapted in the field;
• Both CARE Malawi and Cadecom initiated the selection of representative community
structures to manage the targeting process at community level. Africare worked through
local chiefs and headmen, but are in the process of forming community based distribution
committees;
• A door-to-door verification process of every beneficiary household has been initiated in
each site. (The much smaller number of sites and beneficiaries under the I-LIFE
programme permits a door-to-door verification process);
• CARE Malawi appears to be the only one of the five organisations sampled, to have
conducted a district level participatory needs assessment prior to initiating community
based targeting;
• Community facilitators (two per GVH) act as a useful communication link between the
project and the community in Lilongwe rural;
• An open and transparent community based targeting process helps to contribute to
transparent decision making and ownership at community level;
• Cadecom appears to have been strategic in its selection of beneficiaries within the TAs in
which it currently functions. In conjunction with GVHs, Cadecom has attempted to select
vulnerable communities within the selected TAs, as opposed to implementing a “blanket”
approach to food distribution. While this means that not all needy households within the
selected TAs have the chance of receiving food aid, it is a more strategic use of limited
resources available for distribution and helps to ensure a greater concentration of
resources in more vulnerable areas. However, staff also emphasise the variety of other ILIFE interventions, besides food aid, that are available to households throughout the
selected TAs;
• The PDM format, which was developed by the commodities unit, has been piloted in some
districts and is scheduled for a review by consortium members.
Weaknesses:
• The reliance on demographic indicators as primary beneficiary selection criteria can lead
to an increase in inclusion errors, as was noted in one study site - Africare in Ntcheu;
• The verification of individual beneficiaries through house to house visits is yet to be
completed in all three sites despite the commencement of food distribution activities. This
has been due to staff shortages and logistical challenges experienced during the start up
phase of the project;
• The lack of an open and transparent community based targeting process has a significant
impact on the reduced levels of community ownership and control of the targeting process
at village level;
• Post distribution monitoring is yet to be initiated by Africare and Cadecom as monitoring
staff are still in the process of being hired and trained;
• Monitoring activities focus on beneficiary households only. No attention is paid to sampling
non beneficiary households;
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•
•

Limited involvement of government officials in the community targeting process below TA
level;
Africare appears to have adopted a “blanket” approach to the allocation of food aid within
their selected TAs. While this is a more democratic option – ensuring that all villages
within the operational TAs have at least two or three households who will receive food aid,
it also has a few negative consequences. Food aid appears to been stretched too thinly
across too large a number of villages, this leads to the dilution of the impact of food rations
(too few households are reached within a given area and there is greater pressure on
households to share rations within the village) as well as necessitating that a
proportionally greater number of FDPs must be organised and staffed in order to distribute
the food.
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5. Conclusions and recommendations
When reviewing the effectiveness of targeting practices, it is useful to bear in mind the following
questions:
• Who is food insecure and who is not?
• Where are these groups? (e.g. globally, nationally, regionally, at community/household
level and individually);
• When is food required and when should it stop?
• How are vulnerable groups identified? (geographic, administrative, self or community
based targeting);
• What is needed – is it only food aid or other types of resources?
• How much is needed? (extent of coverage).
Related to these questions, the study identified six cross cutting issues concerning further
improvements to targeting practices within WFP and I-LIFE programmes in Malawi. These are
discussed below in more detail.

5.1 Levels of targeting: from plans to practice
Generally all organisations surveyed conducted targeting at several levels, such as nation
district, sub district, community and household/individual.
With regard to the WFP organisations, districts under the PRRO were chosen taking into
account chronic vulnerability using such information as poverty index, high prevalence of
HIV/AIDS; low crop diversification and low yield and general high food insecurity in addition to
current MVAC data, FAO/WFP assessments and crop estimates in order to address the
immediate acute food shortage. WFP is also centrally involved in the national vulnerability
assessment process, providing the VAC with data on which much of the analysis is based.
Thus, WFP’s partner organisations tended to commence their targeting activities at district level
and below. These organisations tended to cover the entire area identified by the MVAC as at
risk of food insecurity, and have much larger potential beneficiary populations to work with. In
some cases, the whole district was affected and had to be supported with food aid. For
example Oxfam UK is working with approximately 40,000 beneficiary households (representing
± 29% of the district population) and Emmanuel International is working with approximately
28,000 beneficiary households (representing ±27% of the district population.)
In contrast, I-LIFE is a developmental programme. It has been designed to include a broader
range of developmental activities, in addition to food aid, within a predetermined number of
districts in Malawi over a period of five years. These districts were chosen during the design
phase of the programme by the consortium management team. The various consortium
members are responsible for carrying out targeting activities within their assigned districts
according to mutually agreed criteria and procedures. Due to the integrated development
nature of I-LIFE, the provision of food aid is a much smaller component of the overall
programme. Thus, numbers of beneficiaries is much smaller than those of WFP activities.
Africare, CARE Malawi and Cadecom have between 2,100 – 3,600 beneficiaries from 3 – 4
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TAs per district. This accounts for approximately 5.3 – 7.5% of the selected TA populationsp.
However, these percentages appear quite low, especially if beneficiary numbers are to be
scaled down in subsequent years as activities expand to other TAs within each district (as is
planned in the proposal); and if a substantial sustainable impact is to be made on people’s
livelihood security.
Targeting can not be attempted without good, reliable information on food security i.e. food
sources, and income streams and coping strategies, at national, regional, sub regional and
household level. Shoham40 notes that there seems to be an increasing ground swell of opinion
that the greatest improvements in targeting efficiency can be made by enhancing information
systems which inform decisions about geographic targeting rather than by refining intracommunity targeting systems.
Box 3: “Blanket” vs “directed” approach to geographic targeting:
In situations where there is a high level of demand, organisations have a choice regarding how to allocate scarce
resources. They can either democratically allocate an equitable amount of resources to each area or group, or
they can concentrate resources in key locations.
The former is referred to as the “blanket” approach and represents a simpler option. For example, Africare
appears to have adopted this approach to the allocation of food aid within its selected TAs. While this is a more
democratic option – ensuring that all villages within the operational TAs have at least two or three households who
will receive food aid, it also has a few negative consequences. Food aid appears to been stretched too thinly
across too large a number of villages, this leads to the dilution of the impact of food rations (too few households
are reached within a given area and there is greater pressure on households to share rations within the village) as
well as necessitating that a proportionally greater number of FDPs must be organised and staffed in order to
distribute food rations.
The latter choice is referred to as the “directed” approach. This is a more complex option, as it involves finding a
critical balance between the scale of demand and level of impact. For example, Cadecom appears to have been
strategic in its selection of beneficiaries within the TAs in which it currently functions. In conjunction with GVHs,
Cadecom has attempted to select a few vulnerable communities within each TAs, as opposed to implementing a
“blanket” approach to food distribution. While this means that not all needy households within the selected TAs
have the chance of receiving food aid, it is a more strategic use of limited resources available for distribution and
helps to ensure a greater concentration of resources in more vulnerable areas. Staff also emphasise the variety of
other I-LIFE interventions, besides food aid, that are available to all households throughout the selected TAs
The directed approach often involves making choices between who will and will not be allocated resources, or how
activities need to be phased over time.
Globally resources are becoming increasingly scarce. Thus, organisations must face the challenge of becoming
more innovative and strategic in their allocation strategies in order to ensure the maximum impact and
sustainability of the limited means at their disposal. This requires both a sound understanding of the environment
and its political dynamics as well as unbiased, up to date contextual information.

Different types of information are needed for different stages or levels of targeting. For
geographic targeting a comparative overview is usually required, including:
• early warning information to monitor trends and danger signals;
• baseline analysis which enables the interpretation of monitoring signals;
• assessment missions to areas of concern to determine scale of need and help to trigger a
donor/ government response.
The MVAC and various WFP missions provide much of this data for the PRRO programme and
partners are not required to conduct their own district level baselines. I-LIFE has a conducted
detailed representative baseline of its seven districts, although much of the data used to select
areas of intervention came from secondary sources.

These figures represent rough estimates as they based on TA population figures from the 1998 Population and
Housing Census. More up to date figures were not available at the time of writing.
p
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At community level targeting tends to be very decentralised and information is often not
formally collected regarding the characteristics of proposed target populations prior to
community activities. Both WFP and I-LIFE have used MVAC or district level data (and past
experience) to define the characteristics of their target groups, but the practical task of
matching or cross checking these indicators with the situation in actual households by field staff
at community level does not appear to be done in most cases. There is limited cross checking
or further refinement of selection criteria during the community targeting process. For example
there is little testing or cross checking of indicators at village/household level to confirm that
they are appropriate for the given context. In some areas the uniform application of selection
criteria has resulted in a disconnection between the definition of the intended target groups and
the reality at village level, particularly regarding the numbers of beneficiaries and some
contextually specific indicators, such as land size and livestock ownership. This may point to
the need for some sort of process to verify the size and characteristics of proposed target
groups prior to the roll out of food distribution activities.
I-LIFE has given priority to targeting the most vulnerable districts within the country and then
distributing food aid and implementing programme activities within these selected areas.
However, this approach may miss a large percentage of the poorest households. Not all poor
people are located within the poorest areas of the country. As mentioned above, it has been
reported that between 44 - 50% of farming households in the Northern Region also face acute
food shortages, despite the fact that this region has tended to be perceived as more secure
and less of a priority for assistance. Because a strategy focused only on targeting poor areas
would miss a large percentage of needy people, monitoring activities should also pay attention
to areas that are not targeted. For example, I-LIFE members should consider ways in which the
programme can monitor the situation in TAs in which they are not yet working in (but which
they plan to in future) order to check trends over time and to be in a position to respond
appropriately when required.
While WFP’s PRRO programme has the flexibility to expand into new areas, e.g. Mzimba in the
Northern region in December, it is constrained by limited resources and relies on national level
MVAC data when identifying and expanding to new areas.
5.1.1 Recommendations
• Both WFP and I-LIFE need to continue to work on ways of increasing current targeting
thresholds/resource allocations, especially as current levels are low and intensities of
chronic and transitory food insecurity will increase dramatically over the coming months of
the “hungry season”.
• Both WFP and I-LIFE partners need to be strategic about the allocation and use of limited
resources – ensuring that the spread of resources is not diluted to the point where food
aid has no impact at all.
• Due to the fact that a strategy of targeting poor areas would miss a large percentage of
needy households, monitoring activities should be revised to include paying attention to
those areas that are not targeted. For example I-LIFE members should monitor TAs in
their districts in which they are not yet operational. This would enable organisations to
track trends and changes over time and to be in a position to respond appropriately when
required.
• It is noted that WFP has built into the PRRO the flexibility to expand into areas that were
not part of the original three year plan. However, being prepared ahead to time to respond
to new demands requires the mobilisation of larger amounts of resources in a timely
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manner, in line with seasonal requirements. WFP needs to work on further narrowing this
response time when scaling up its food aid interventions.

5.2 Criteria selection: inclusion errors relating to demographic selection
criteria
WFP and I-LIFE advocate the use of a variety of criteria for both geographic and beneficiary
targeting, although ILIFE tends to give preference and greater weight to demographic criteria
when targeting beneficiaries at community level. There are two issues associated with this
tendency.
Firstly, demographic selection criteria (such as the chronically ill, female headed households,
households hosting OVC, gender and age) tend to be “broad brush” indicators and can lead to
the identification of unintended groups or those who are not food insecure. For example, the ILIFE baseline report41 notes that 30% of elderly headed households; 29% of households
hosting orphans; 27% of households with at least one chronically ill member and 16% of female
headed households are either asset medium or asset rich. The C-SAFE programme review42
also notes a similar finding. The C-SAFE baseline, community and household surveillance
(CHS) and end of project surveys consistently refute the assumption that social and
demographic indicators are related to food insecurity and notes that there is no constant
statistical relationship to food security proxies, such as the food consumption index (FCI) or the
coping strategy index (CSI). Thus, these criteria are not necessarily reliable indicators of
vulnerability. This is common when indicators that are used are not related to food or livelihood
security. When relied on to a greater extent, demographic selection criteria can lead to
increases in inclusion errors. This was noted in at least one I-LIFE study site, which included
beneficiaries in the “medium” well being category.
Secondly, both the WFP and I-LIFE selection criteria tend to be quite general and appear to
apply to and include a much larger target group than can be responded to under the current
beneficiary threshold levels or resource allocations. The greater integration of asset poverty
and other livelihood indicators, or the refinement of existing indicators through feedback from
field level experiences, could help to make these criteria more specific, contextually relevant
and better able to identify exactly who the programmes intend to work with.
It appears that staff and communities are responding to the weaknesses of current selection
criteria and are using a alternative criteria at community level. From the results of focus group
discussions with various local committees, it appears that communities base their targeting
decisions on a different set of criteria to that which appears in the WFP or I-LIFE standardized
manuals. Some examples of the types of indicators that communities used are listed below:
• Those who have no means of support (4);
• Those who lack the basics e.g. no food, clothes, or shelter (4);
• Those who do not have enough to sustain themselves: no food/ income (3);
• Those who are seen as poor by the rest of the community (3);
• Live in a poor house: no roof, no toilet (3);
• Under the “poverty line” (1);
• Have no income generating activities (1);
• Can’t work or sustain the household (1);
• Parents/ some adults in the household have died (1);
• Disabled members of the household: lost arms/legs and are unable to work(1);
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•
•
•
•
•

Can’t produce own crops/ no harvest/ no food stocks (1);
Has very little land and a big family (1);
At risk: household has suffered bad times in the past (1);
No assets/ has sold all their assets to meet basic needs (1);
No livestock (1).

These criteria appear to be closest to the WFP PRRO criteria, and may provide a good starting
point for the review of selection criteria. However, as criteria tend to vary from community to
community, it is important to ensure that any generic set of selection criteria developed that are
part of a targeting manual, be verified at a local level and that community criteria be
incorporated into the final set of selection criteria used at community level by NGOs.
The interviews that were conducted with 48 beneficiaries and 50 non beneficiaries during the
study, have been used to contribute to building up a profile of households in different well being
categories. Using a range of indicators as well as people’s own assessment of their livelihood
status, interviewees were grouped into four categories with the following profiles:
Table 8: Interviewee livelihood profiles
Indicator
Main assets owned

Average land size
# & type of
livestock

Very Poor
Some basic tools e.g.
hoe, axe, spade
Very occasionally a
bicycle
4 or less productive
assets
A few hh had no
productive assets
1.1 – 3.6 acres
55–79% hh have no
livestock
Others have poultry

Main IGAs

Farming, piecework,
selling crops &
firewood, brewing,
washing clothes

Dependence on
ganyu
Ave months/yr with
own food stocks

57-91% hh depend on
ganyu
<1 – 4.2 months/yr

Demographic
indicators
(currently used by
I-LIFE)

25–79% hh are FHH
25-90% hh host OVC
18-75% hh have CI

Poor
All basic tools
Bicycle
5 - 6 productive assets

Medium
All basic tools
Bicycle
Sewing machine
Handmill
7 – 8 productive
assets

Better off
All basic tools
Bicycle
Sewing machine
Handmill
Wheel barrow
9 or more productive
assets

1.1 – 5.75 acres
22– 55% hh have no
livestock
Others have poultry
small stock

3 – 3.25 acres
All hh have livestock
Poultry
Small stock
HHs tend to have
more than one type of
livestock
Farming, piecework
growing crops for sale,
small business,
remittances, tailoring

4.5 acres
All hh have livestock
Poultry
Small stock
Cattle
HHs have more than
one type of livestock
Farming commercially,
pension

Youth in hh do ganyu

None

3 – 6.5 months/yr

9 months/yr

0-50% hh are FHH
0-89% hh host OVC
0-78% hh have CI

None
None
None

Farming, piecework,
growing crops for sale,
selling firewood,
moulding bricks, small
business
75 – 100% hh depend
on ganyu
1 – 4.3 months/yr
(less months with own
food stocks due to
using land more for
growing cash crops
e.g. sunflowers and
tobacco)
0–22% hh are FHH
44-89% hh host OVC
44-78% hh have CI

While it is tempting to rely on one or two indicators when identifying beneficiaries, it is important
not to oversimplify people’s livelihoods or to make general assumptions about households and
poverty. Rather, an integrated “basket” of indicators should be used to build a more
comprehensive, accurate picture of households, social networks and community vulnerability.
However, the above table shows that asset indicators tend to have a stronger correlation with
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overall livelihood status than do demographic indicators – especially those demographic
indicators currently used by I-LIFE as primary selection criteria. As can be seen in the table
above, trend in demographic indicators across the categories are much less easy to define.
This finding has also been reflected in other C-SAFE research43. Thus, NGOs should be
encouraged to build up their profiles in conjunction with communities, government officials and
CBOs, in order to further refine selection criteria, their understanding of vulnerability and trends
over time, as well as their understanding of intended target groups.
5.2.1 Recommendations
• Criteria such as female headed households, households hosting orphans and chronically
ill members, tend to be “broad brush” and are not adequately related to food or livelihood
security. They should not be relied on as appropriate indicators on their own as they can
lead to inclusion errors. Thus, there is a need to review the use of and weighting given to
demographic targeting criteria, particularly by I-LIFE. Demographic or social criteria should
be used as secondary indicators to refine the targeting of specific programme
interventions, rather than being used to identify vulnerable groups/ households in general.
• Current selection criteria tend to be quite general and potentially identify a target
population that is much larger than can be responded to within current I-LIFE/ WFP
programme budgets and resource allocation limits. Therefore, current criteria do not
adequately enable staff/communities to identify the most vulnerable people or households.
Thus in both programmes, community level indicators need to be refined and tightened
through feedback from field level experience in order to make them more contextually
relevant and specific. It is important to ensure that the selection criteria used accurately
describe the beneficiary group targeted – this helps to prevent both inclusion and
exclusion errors as well as ensure community ownership of the selection process. It is
recommended that both WFP and I-LIFE use a greater variety of asset related indicators
be used as primary selection criteria in this regard.
• Both programmes also need to initiate a process of reviewing and refining indicators as
well as the purpose of targeting with field staff who are responsible for implementing the
targeting guidelines. This will help to consolidate people’s understanding of the process,
help to strengthen a targeting practice as well as to encourage a greater appreciation of
the consequences of different choices.
• WFP should review the screening tool used during the verification process. Staff find this
tool ineffective and feel that the use of “yes”/ “no” answers can easily be faked, leading to
inclusion errors. It is recommended that a checklist of open ended questions (i.e. requiring
more than a “yes”/ “no” response) be used to guide a discussion involving beneficiaries
and non beneficiaries regarding the criteria and reasons for selecting beneficiaries.

5.3 Exclusion errors: who is being left out
As mentioned above, one of the main issues that both staff and communities raised regarding
the targeting process, was the low numbers of beneficiaries identified. This was particularly the
case in the I-LIFE districts, where less than 7.5% of TA populations are currently identified. The
interviews with non-beneficiaries also show large proportions of people in the very poor
categories who have not been selected. Thus, exclusion errors appear to be the main issue
faced by the NGOs at this time. This is mainly due to insufficient food for distribution to meet
the growing demand. There are two options in this situation:
i.)
programmes to gain access to more food aid or
ii.)
to tighten the selection criteria used to identify potential beneficiaries.
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Box 4: Profile of beneficiaries and non beneficiaries sampled
Generally in the study, beneficiaries were found to fall within the “very poor” and “poor” categories. At one site
beneficiaries also fell within the “medium” category. No beneficiaries were found in the “better off” category. Nonbeneficiaries were distributed across all categories. However, a significant amount of non-beneficiaries (50%)
were found in the “very poor” category as well as 42% in the “poor” category. This indicates the possibility that a
proportion of eligible households were excluded during the targeting process at these sites. This represents a
significant exclusion error, even taking into account this small sample size
Fig 2: Well being categories of beneficiaries (n = 48)
Medium
4%

Fig 3: Well being categories of non beneficiaries (n = 50)
Medium
6%

Better off
0%

Better off
2%

Poor
25%

Poor
42%

Very poor
71%

Very poor
50%

While it is recognised that the PRRO was originally designed to only cover 10 food insecure
areas, and that I-LIFE is more of a developmental project, the low thresholds of beneficiary
numbers remain a huge challenge for both initiatives. Although attempts are being made to
greatly increase these figures, the question remains what is a sufficient targeting level in order
to achieve impact. Other studies regarding general food distribution implemented in Ethiopia
and Tanzania suggest levels of up to 60% of the total population maybe required44.
Thus both programmes need to focus on how to achieve the most effective impact within
current resource allocations. However, the consequence of allocating food to low percentages
of the target population is a “thin blanket syndrome”45 - the dilution of the impact of the food aid
to the point where it may have little effect on the food situation of the neediest. Exclusion errors
also lead to the creation of holes in household’s critically important safety nets that may force
vulnerable individuals to rely on more costly risk management and coping strategies as well as
forcing households more deeply into poverty traps from which it is difficult to escape.
Although, the low levels of available resources mean that exclusion errors predominate at this
time, this does not mean that inclusion errors will not occur in future. Inclusion errors were rare
amongst those beneficiary households interviewed. However, this may be attributed more to
the low numbers of beneficiaries able to be selected rather than the accuracy of the targeting
criteria themselves. As resource levels rise and as the programmes expand to new areas over
time, this may be accompanied by an increase in inclusion errors, if selection criteria are not
reviewed and refined.
5.3.1 Recommendations
• As mentioned in 7.1 above, exclusion errors are of great concern to both communities and
staff. Subject to the availability of resources, there is an urgent need to scale up the
response to the current crisis. This is critical in the light of the increasing intensity of
chronic and transitory food insecurity that will be experienced in the coming months of the
“hungry season”. Both WFP and I-LIFE need to invest more in advocacy strategies to
ensure an increase in the allocation of resources and funding to Malawi.
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•
•

I-LIFE also needs to monitor non beneficiaries, both in areas where partners are already
operating as well as TAs in which the interventions will expand to during the life of the
programme. (See 5.6 below).
Both WFP and I-LIFE should review the procedures whereby the deaths of chronically ill
beneficiaries and the reallocation of ration cards in undertaken.

5.4 Chronic and transitory food insecurity: implications for a programme
response
Conceptually there are important distinctions between chronic vulnerability to food insecurity
and transitory vulnerability. Chronic vulnerability to food insecurity denotes persistence
vulnerability to food shortages over time. For example, households who are constantly
economically vulnerable over the years and routinely food insecure nine months out of twelve
every year can be said to be chronically vulnerable to food insecurity. Chronic vulnerability to
food insecurity is strongly associated with various structural issues that are difficult to reverse
quickly, such as lack of human and physical assets; high dependency ratios; living in remote
locations; high levels of chronic nutrition; working in low-return, variable and seasonal
occupations and limited access to support networks46.
Transitory vulnerability to food security involves a temporary ability to meet food needs or
smooth consumption levels. This situation is primarily due to seasonal income fluctuations,
negative price fluctuations and temporary shocks. Transitory food insecurity is associated with
an inability of households to maintain their consumption levels in the face of fluctuations or
shocks affecting their incomes or circumstances47.
Effective poverty reduction programmes need to provide protection to both the chronically
vulnerable, enabling them to participate more productively in economic activity, as well as to
the transitorily vulnerable. Shepherd48 identifies three key aims that such strategies need to
meet in order to have an impact on risk and vulnerability. These include:
• To prevent, mitigate and enhance the ability to cope with and recover from the major
hazards faced by all poor people;
• To contribute to chronically poor people’s ability to emerge from poverty, deprivation and
insecurity, and to challenge the oppressive socio-economic relationships which keep them
poor, by increasing livelihood security and linking such increases to the promotion of
enhanced livelihoods;
• To enable the transitorily vulnerable to live a dignified life with an adequate standard of
living, such that poverty is not passed from one generation to the next.
Fig 4: Beneficiary Involvement in Activities
Other Than Food Aid (n = 48)
Nothing
Re-Afforestation
Gardening
Home Based Care
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Cadecom
Oxfam
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Borehole Maintenance
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However, in order to effectively meet
these aims humanitarian approaches
need to be extended and systematised;
and livelihood protection strategies
(e.g. food aid, food distribution, FFW,
and public works) need to be linked
with livelihood promotion strategies
(e.g. provision of social services,
infrastructure provision, livelihood
diversification, microfinance, and early
childhood development). Creating and
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sustaining these linkages represents a major challenge for NGOs in both developmental or
emergency contexts.
Organisations need to be able to place their interventions within a wider developmental
framework and to ensure the integration of both protection and promotion strategies. For
example, food aid alone is not sufficient to promote household food production, purchasing
power or to shift households out of a state of chronic insecurity. This requires additional
development interventions that increase assets and resources, promote income generation and
improve household coping capacity. General food distribution typically has been ineffective at
doing this and it should rather be focused only on addressing transitory shortfalls in food
availability. Although TFD has helped vulnerable groups to reduce dependency on negative/
risky coping strategies, improved diet diversity and quality and contributed to longer term
development goals, it can not be used effectively in isolation as the dominant resource.49
Yet, from the interviews conducted with
Fig 5: Strategies Needed for HH to Get Off Food Rations
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries this
appears to have been the trend
Cadecom
observed in many of the study sites. In
addition to food aid only a limited
Oxfam
Don't Know
Inputs
number of households participate in or
Sell Livestock
Emmanuel
benefit from additional interventions or
Farming Techniques
sources of support. Households in both
CARE
Oxfam and Emmanuel International’s
Africare
districts appear to benefit mainly from
food aid, with 89% and 85% of
0
2
4
6
8
# of Households
interviewees reporting that they do not
receive any other form of support or
participate in any other type of intervention. Households in the I-LIFE districts also report a
similar trend, with 60 – 75% of interviewees reporting that their households were not taking part
in any other kind of development intervention. Although the sample sizes in each area were
small, this result was surprising, especially as I-LIFE has been designed as an integrated
development programme.
Thus, in order to reach the most marginalised and have a sustainable impact of poverty NGOs,
donors, government officials, CBOs and communities need to find new models that break the
periodic cycle of crisis and address the causal factors of regional food insecurity. This will
involve identifying and implementing a mix of activities that can support people in achieving
secure livelihoods. This type of integrated approach to risk and vulnerability goes well beyond
the provision of food aid, even if this activity remains one of its components.
5.4.1 Recommendations
• Conceptually there are important distinctions between chronic and transitory food
insecurity. Both situations need to be responded to, but required interventions vary
significantly and food aid alone is not sufficient to promote household food production and
purchasing power or shift households out of a state of chronic food insecurity. The
livelihood protection and promotion strategies of WFP and I-LIFE partners need to be
linked in an integrated approach in order to determine the most appropriate type and
combination of interventions to be implemented in conjunction with food aid – in order to
maximise its impact. This will also require greater cooperation with a range of other
stakeholders, especially government officials.
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•

NGOs involved in both WFP’s PRRO and I-LIFE need to increase the involvement of food
aid beneficiaries in a greater range of provisioning, protection and promotion activities.
This will help to ensure that poor households benefit from a more comprehensive range of
development activities in order to break the cycles of crisis and vulnerability that trap
people in deepening poverty and insecurity.

5.5 Ownership of the targeting process
As mentioned above, targeting is important in food aid for two main reasons50:
• Food is a critical resource – people who go without enough and appropriate food, even for
short periods of time, can suffer irreversible health effects and related diseases. Thus,
reaching beneficiaries who are at risk is especially important for the effectiveness of food
transfers;
• If organisations can improve the effectiveness of targeting, there is a greater chance that
food aid will be able to meet its humanitarian and development aims – that of realising
people’s basic right to food in addition to building and maintaining productive human
capital.
Linked to the above, the main objectives of targeting include51:
• Humanitarian – to ensure the neediest are given priority and are adequately assisted
given scarce food aid or logistic resources;
• Efficiency – to maximize the impact and reduce the waste of limited resources;
• Developmental – to minimize dependency, economic disincentives and limiting disruption
to the local economy by over supplying food aid.
In practice, targeting should be a dynamic and iterative process that involves defining target
groups and ensuring that assistance reaches beneficiaries and meets their needs. Mathys52
notes four key preconditions for effective community based targeting processes:
• Active community participation in all phases of the project, from needs assessment
through programme evaluation;
• Clear delineation of roles and responsibilities among all parties, including central and local
government, aid agencies and communities themselves;
• Accountability of relief committees and other decision makers to their communities, and
mechanisms for ensuring this accountability;
• Transparency of essential information between implementing partners, local government,
community leaders and community members to enable people to make informed
decisions.
When food targeting and distribution programming genuinely embody these four principles, the
result is the genuine transfer of responsibility for targeting, managing and monitoring the food
distribution from the implementing agency to the beneficiary community.
While guidelines are required in order to simplify and provide consistency to targeting and
distribution practices among WFP and I-LIFE agencies, there appear to have been some
negative consequences associated with the standardisation of targeting procedures. From the
observation of food distributions and focus group discussions with staff and community
committees, it seems that elements that promoted local participation, ownership, leadership,
management and accountability have been compromised as a result of this standardisation.
These compromises have been caused by:
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•
•
•
•
•

Insufficient time for full sensitisation of target communities before the roll out of distribution
activities;
Large numbers of new staff needed to be hired quickly during the start up phase
(especially in the case of I-LIFE members), many of who were unfamiliar with community
based targeting methods;
Lack of effective feedback to the field staff from the analysis of monitoring data;
A tendency among field staff to be action oriented and to focus heavily on achieving
outputs (e.g. a list of beneficiaries), with relatively little attention paid to the process of how
these outputs were derived and the extent of community ownership of these processes;
Limited involvement of other stakeholders, especially government officials in the targeting
process. In many cases NGOs appear to conduct the targeting process within individual
communities in isolation. This is contrary to the espoused need for greater
decentralisation and the establishment of developmental partners that is promoted by
many NGOs and consortia.

One of the steps in the community targeting process that seems to have been most
problematic, has been that of verification of list of beneficiaries. Verification in the Oxfam and
Emmanuel International districts tends to happen through open community meetings, during
which the lists of beneficiaries are read out and their selection confirmed by those attending
meetings. Staff reported that during this process the reasons for selection were thoroughly
discussed with community members present and their status publicly confirmed. In addition to
this, Oxfam staff reported that is there was a problem with the identification of more than 20%
of beneficiaries identified in any particular site, then the list would be cancelled and the
identification process repeated to ensure that the right beneficiaries were selected in a
transparent manner. However, some of the the verification processes that were observed by
the team appeared to differ in practice. Some verification meetings held with communities
appeared be quite perfunctory and not as detailed as described by the staff. Beneficiary names
were read out to the wider group, but there was little confirmation discussion other than to
confirm the presence or existence of the person in question. In some sites community
involvement appeared to be limited to “yes”/ “no” answers.
The process of verification in I-LFE districts involves community meetings as well as staff
undertaking house-to-house visits and conducting individual interviews with all beneficiaries
using a verification questionnaire. 100% of beneficiaries are planned to be verified in this
manner. However, most NGOs have not yet completed this process, despite the fact that the
food distribution process is already underway. This appears due to the time consuming nature
of these interviews in addition to other programme activities that need to be undertaken at the
same time. As mentioned above, door-to-door visits to all beneficiary household is possible if
the number of sites and beneficiaries is small (e.g. under I-LIFE); but a more open, communitybased process is required when beneficiary numbers and areas covered are larger (e.g. under
WFP’s PRRO).
Other issues concerning the verification process were related to how lists of selected
beneficiaries were reduced or added to according to the predetermined thresholds. In one
case, in which too many beneficiaries had been identified at TA level, the staff of the NGO
concerned deleted names from the lists themselves, without involving the community or the
selection committee. This resulted in tensions between the selection committee and the
potential beneficiaries, with threats being issued to committee members, who were perceived
to have intentionally left certain people off the final list. In this case the selection committee did
not feel any ownership of the targeting process or the final list of beneficiaries. This led to
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further problems when the NGO required the committee to deal with queries and issues during
the food distribution process, with the committee feeling they were unable to respond as they
had no control over who had or had not been registered. Thus, NGOs need to ensure that
community structures are aware of the ceiling number of possible beneficiaries as well as to
ensure that the process is owned and controlled by the community.
Overall, only two of the community committees interviewed (i.e. under Oxfam in Mulanje and
Cadecom in Mchinji districts) expressed ownership of the selection process. This appears to be
due to the following factors:
• the participatory style in which of the selection process was undertaken – including the
manner in which the selection criteria and threshold number of beneficiaries were
presented and discussed with the community;
• the manner in which chiefs and traditional leaders were incorporated into the selection
process, while simultaneously maintaining high levels transparency and community
participation in decision making;
• ensuring that key decisions were made during open and inclusive community meetings;
• the extent to which community members were able to ask questions and clarify issues of
concern during meetings;
• the extent to which the final list was discussed and verified by the wider community;
• undertaking verification exercises in the presence of the whole community with an
emphasis on joint agreement and triangulation rather than on policing community
decisions;
• the amount of time taken to train, prepare and build a relationship of trust with the
community committee and its leaders.
The remaining three committees interviewed in Machinga (EI); Ntcheu (Africare) and Lilongwe
rural (CARE Malawi) felt that the NGOs concerned made the final decision regarding how the
selection process was done and who were ultimately selected as beneficiaries. Committee
members also appeared to be reluctant to raise issues with NGOs, who were perceived to be
more powerful and not able to be approached regarding issues relating to staff conduct. While,
it is recognized that in many cases staff have placed an emphasis on being as inclusive and
participatory as possible; that situations vary across districts covered by the same NGO and
that the study did not involve a representative sample of sites, it is important to acknowledge
these community perceptions and to continue to ask ourselves why these perceptions exist and
what can be done differently in future.
5.5.1 Recommendations
• WFP and I-LIFE staff, NGO partners and community structures should jointly review
existing targeting practices to assess the extent to which the principles of participation,
accountability, transparency and community level ownership are demonstrated during the
process and where there are areas for further improvement. A review of verification
processes and options under the two different programmes should be a key component of
this exercise.
• Cross visits between partner organisations, involving both staff and community members
should be encouraged as a way of sharing experiences and developing good community
based targeting practices.
• Donors, NGO staff, government officials, community members and CBOs should all have
clear, mutually agree roles and responsibilities during the targeting process. This will help
to ensure great accountability and ownership of the process. WFP and I-LIFE should seek
to include provisions for this within revised targeting guidelines.
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5.6 Monitoring, evaluation and learning
Good systems for monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are disturbingly rare in food aid
programmes53. Effective M&E systems should create a feedback loop with targeting activities.
However, M&E systems should help to determine the most appropriate type of assistance to
offer in a given context – as opposed to only identifying beneficiaries or the impact of the food
aid. The use of good M&E systems will help to demonstrate when food is, and is not, the most
relevant resource in a particular situation and thus help to avoid many of the targeting errors
that affect food aid programming. M&E systems should also help to indicate the extent to which
the humanitarian, efficiency and developmental aims of the targeting process are being met
(see 4.1 above).
Generally, all the NGOs visited have established some form of M&E system within their
organisation. Several forms and formats have been developed and refined over the past few
years that assist with providing monitoring information regarding food distribution management.
In addition WFP has conducted several external evaluations of various aspects of its food aid
programming. However, monitoring tends to focused on logistical information and is undertaken
in isolation from other programme activities. Most monitoring activities are form or
questionnaire driven exercises, designed to extract information at different levels. There was
little evidence of analysis and discussion of results, particularly by those involved in gathering
the data. Staff tend to submit their forms and information to those higher up the reporting line
for analysis, or to meet reporting requirements, and seldom meet to discuss or reflect on results
jointly.
In both the WFP and I-LIFE sites, the main use of the M&E data appears to be for upward
accountability or for discussion at management level. Within NGOs, limited attention is paid to
learning, drawing out lessons to change behaviour and practice, or to share information with
others, especially at community level or among fieldworkers. This represents an important lost
opportunity. The PDM tools also appears to have been designed by logistics staff and focuses
heavily on leakage and logistical matters, with little attention paid to monitoring inclusion and
exclusion errors, food security status or impact. I-LIFE field staff have also queried the need for
collecting some of the information included on the PDM formats, as it does not appear to serve
any defined project purpose.
An almost universal challenge for NGOs is to increase their capacity to learn, adapt and
continually improve the quality of what they do. This has serious implications for organisations
if they wish to remain useful and relevant to their beneficiaries. Thus, NGOs need to put
systems in place which ensure that they know and learn from what they are achieving, as
opposed to only what they are doing, and then to apply what they have learnt. This may mean
allocating time and resources to:
• qualitative team and organisational learning processes, such as discussions, case studies
or stories from the field, action learning research and small group reflections on monitoring
data;
• establishing ways to ensure staff put their learning into practice on a day to day basis,
rather than only at formally scheduled sessions;
• ensuring that training activities are integrated into learning plans and broader staff
development processes at organisational level;
• involving government officials, other stakeholders and community structures more actively
in reflecting on feedback and findings as opposed to only being providers of quantitative
data.

“Those with no means of support”: Malawi Vulnerability Targeting Study (Feb 2006)

45

In this way people will learn to work more consciously from past experience and use insights
and lessons to shape the future.
5.6.1 Recommendations
• There is a gap between the espoused culture of learning and the practical demonstration
of a learning orientation among staff at field level in both the ILIFE and WFP programmes.
M&E systems should help to determine the most appropriate type of assistance to offer in
a given context, as opposed to only identifying beneficiaries or the impact of food aid.
More attention needs to be paid to learning, drawing out lessons to change behaviour and
practice and to share information more broadly with other stakeholders. Thus, both WFP
and I-LIFE need to further strengthen the systems in place to ensure that NGOs know
what they are achieving, as opposed to only what they are doing, as well as applying what
they have learnt.
• Both WFP and I-LIFE need to meet with communities, CBOs, government officials, NGOs
and other stakeholders to review the January – February 2006 PDM findings and to
determine the most appropriate way forward for the remainder of the “hungry season”.
• I-LIFE NGOs need to complete the roll out of monitoring systems in each district. This may
also require the review of PDM formats, as well as reporting and feedback loops.
• At present the I-LIFE PDM process does not include the monitoring of non beneficiaries. It
is recommended that both beneficiaries and non beneficiaries, especially in TAs in which
the NGO is not yet operational, are included in regular monitoring activities.
• Both WFP and I-LIFE should review how to monitor the situation in non operational areas
to ensure that new areas of need/ vulnerability are responded in a timely manner and at
an appropriate scale. The lag effect between identifying a need and responding to the
demand appropriately is one of the main challenges faced by large organisations/
consortia which coordinate programme responses.

“Those with no means of support”: Malawi Vulnerability Targeting Study (Feb 2006)

46

6. Appendices
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6.1 Well being profiles of beneficiaries and non beneficiaries
The following section outlines results from the individual interviews conducted with beneficiaries and non beneficiaries across the five sites
6.1.1 Basic profile of the sample of beneficiaries (n = 48) and non beneficiaries (n = 50) interviewed as part of the study
Average Size of Land Available
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6.1.2 Analysis of who collects the food ration how they are compensated (n = 37)
Who Collects the Ration (n=37)

Compensation Given for Transporting
Ration

Children 11
Receive
17%

Siblings 3
Don't Know 2
Inlaw s 1
Self 19

Grand Child 1

Nothing
83%
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6.1.3 Analysis of how beneficiaries are perceived and the impact of the ration on households
Community Perception of Beneficiaries (n=48)

Ways in which Food Rations have Helped (n=48)
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6.1.4 Oxfam – Mulanje
Well being categories:
# productive assets:
# hh with corresponding # productive assets
% hh (n=19)
# FHH
% FHH (n=11)
# hh with OVCs
% OVC (n=10)
# hh with CI
% CI hh (n=8)
Average land size
# hh with no livestock
% hh per category (n=14)
# hh with livestockq
(goats/ sheep/ cattle)
# hh with a formal wage
% hh depending on ganyu
% hh (n=12)
Ave # months with own food stocks
Types of IGAs

% beneficiaries (n=9)
% non beneficiaries (n=10)

q

0
1

1
1

1

1

0
1
1

1
0
1

Very poor
2
1
74%
1
79%
57%
1
43%
1.6 acres
1
79%
0

0

0

0
-

0
1

0
1

-

-

57%
<1 month

None

Farming
Selling crops
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3
6

4
5

5
1

5
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0

6
3
21%
0
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3

4
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2
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1
50%
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4
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Medium
7
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0
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0
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0

8
-
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0
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0
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30%

1
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0
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3
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≥9
-
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-

Mulanje and Machinga are predominantly Muslim – thus no pig ownership was recorded during indiv hh interviews.
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6.1.5 Emmanuel International – Machinga
Well being categories:
# productive assets:
# hh with corresponding # productive assets
% hh (n=20)
# FHH
% FHH (n=14)
# hh with OVCs
% OVC (n=18)
# hh with CI
% CI hh (n=12)
Average land size (acres)
# hh with no livestock
% hh per category (n=14)
# hh with livestockr
(goats/ sheep/ cattle)
# hh with a formal wage
% hh depending on ganyu
% hh (n=17)
Ave # months with own food stocks
Types of IGAs

-

6

-

0

Very poor
2
3
95%
1
89%
2
58%
2
74%
1.1 acres
3
84%
0

-

0
7

0
2

-

0-5

0
0

1
7

-

6

-

-

7
2

Farming
Selling firewood
Selling crops
Selling thobwa
Small scale business

84%
1-4
1.5 months
Farming
Selling firewood
Piecework

% beneficiaries (n=10)
% non beneficiaries (n=10)

r

3
5

4
4

3

3

5
4

3
3

2

3

0

0

0
4

0
3

1

1-4

Farming
Selling firewood
Basket weaving
Piecework

Farming
Selling crops
Washing clothes
Piecework

90%
100%

Poor
5
1
5%
1
100%
1
100%
1
100%
2 acres
1
100%
0
0
1
100%
1
1 month
Farming
Selling firewood
Moulding bricks
Piecework

10%
-

6
-

Medium
7
8
-

-

Better off
≥9
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Mulanje and Machinga are predominantly Muslim – thus no pig ownership was recorded during indiv hh interviews.
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6.1.6 Africare – Ntcheu
Indicator

Very Poor HH

# FHH

0

# with chronically ill

0

1hh
(25% of cat.)
0

# hh looking after OVCs

1hh

1hh

1hh
(25% of cat.)
1hh
(75% of cat.)

# of productive assets
# of hh with corresponding #
of productive assets
Land size available

1 hh

1hh

2hh

3 acres

Yes

1.5 acres
Yes

1 – 2.5 acres

Average land size
Types of livestock owned

None

None

poultry

3 hh poultry
2hh goats
1hh cattle

# of months/yr with own food
stocks
Range and type of livelihood/
IGAs

3 mnths

2 mnths

Farming
Casual work

Farming

Farming
Casual work

Roof material

100% grass

100% grass

100% grass

# beneficiary hh
# non beneficiary hh

2

0

3

4

Poor HH
ILIFE selection criteria
2hh
0
(20% of cat.)
3hh
2hh
(50% of cat.)
4hh
4hh
(80% of cat.)
Select livelihood indicators
5
6
5hh
5hh

1.5 acres

3 - 6 mnths
3.5 months

3hh – 33%
1hh – 10%
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3 – 5 acres

2.6 acres
4hh poultry
2hh goats
2hh pigs
1hh cattle
3 – 11 mnths
3 – 12 mnths
4.1 months
Faming
Farming
Casual work
Selling crops
Selling snacks
Casual work
Selling livestock/ veg

80% grass
20% iron

80% grass
20% iron
4hh – 45%
6hh – 60%

Medium HH
1hh
1hh
2hh
(50% of cat)

Well Off HH

1hh
(50% of cat.)
1hh
(50% of cat.)
0

7

0
0
0

8

≥ 9 assets

3hh

1hh

1hh

1 – 5 acres

3 acres

4.5 acres

3hh poultry
2hh goats
2hh pigs
10 – 12 mnths
Farming
Small business
Selling crops
Piece work
Remittances
66% grass
33% iron

3.25 acres
1hh poultry
1hh goats

4.5 acres
1hh poultry
1hh cattle

10 mnths
6.5 months
Farming
Tailoring
Selling snacks

9 mnths
9 months
Farming commercially
Pension

100% grass
2hh 22%
2hh 20%

100% iron
0%
1hh – 10%
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6.1.7 CARE Malawi – Lilongwe rural
Well being categories:
# productive assets:
# hh with corresponding # productive assets
% hh (n=20)
# FHH
% FHH (n=4)
# hh with OVCs
% OVC (n=15)
# hh with CI
% CI hh (n=15)
Average land size (acres)
# hh with no livestock
% hh per category (n=8)
# hh with livestock
(goats/ pigs/ sheep/ cattle) (n=8)
# hh with a formal wage
% hh depending on ganyu
% hh (n=16)
Ave # months with food stocks
(this year)
Types of IGAs

0

0

Very poor
2
1
55%
0
27%
0
64%
0
73%
2 acres
1
55%
1

0
0

0
1

0
0

0

1

73%
1
4 months

0
1

1
1

1

1

1

0

1

1

1

Farming

1

Piecework

Farming
Selling crops
Selling firewood
Piecework

% beneficiaries (n=10)
% non beneficiaries (n=10)
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70%
40%

Poor
3
3

4
5

5
5

0

1

0

6
4
45%

1

5

5

3

3

5

1
11%
3
89%
2
78%
2.7 acres

1

2

2

0
22%

Medium
7
8
-

Better off
≥9
-

0

3

1

3

0
3

0
4

0
5

0
3

-

2-4

0-6

1-5

0-6

-

-

-

Farming
Selling crops
Selling veg
Selling firewood
Piecework

-

-

-

89%

-

2.3 months
Farming
Selling crops
Selling veg
Piecework

Farming
Selling crops
Selling firewood

Farming
Selling crops
Selling veg
Selling firewood
Piecework

30%
60%

-

-

-
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6.1.8 Cadecom – Mchinji
Well being categories:
# productive assets:
# hh with corresponding # productive assets
% hh (n=20)
# FHH
% FHH (n=
# hh with OVCs
% OVC
# hh with CI
% CI hh
Average land size (acres)
# hh with no livestock
% hh per category
# hh with livestock
(goats/ pigs/ sheep/ cattle)
# hh with a formal wage
% hh depending on ganyu
% hh
Ave # months with food stocks
(this year)
Types of IGAs

% beneficiaries (n=10)
% non beneficiaries (n=10)

0
-

1
1

2
4

-

0

2

-

1
0
0

3
0
4

-

1

0

-

0
1

0
4

-

4

1-4

Very poor
3
1
55%
1
66%
1
90%
0
18%
3.6 acres
1
55%
0
0
1

Poor
4
5

5
7

3

1

6
2
45%
1
22%

5

3

1
44%

2

3

1
44%
5.75 acres

1

4

0
44%

1

3

1

0
4

0
7

0
1

-

2-10

0-7

5-7

-

91%
-

Piecework

Farming
Selling veg
Piecework

1
4.2 months
Farming
Selling firewood
Piecework

70%
40%
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Medium
7
8
-

100%
Farming
Selling crops, livestock
Selling firewood
Selling mats
Small business

Farming
Selling crops, veg, livestock
Baking cakes
Piecework

30%
60%

-

-

-

-

-

-

4.2 months
Farming
Selling crops, veg, fish
Piecework

Better off
≥9
-

-

-
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6.2 Ideas for a 2 day process to review targeting methods and procedures
Group size:
Venue:

15 – 20 people (ideally at least 2 -3 staff from each participating organisation to
ensure learning is shared within and between organisations
Preferably away from distractions of phones/ work obligations

Process outline:
Draft process objectives:
• Provide people with an opportunity to discuss and reflect on their experiences (and to build these
skills in the process)
• Share targeting methods and experiences through a cross visit/ small group work and plenary
discussion;
• Consolidate people’s understanding to role and purpose of targeting
• Enable participants to identify their own strengths and challenges re targeting
• dentify what needs to change and what needs tot stay the same re their own (organisational)
targeting practices;
• Use insights and lessons learnt to develop a common targeting practice at programme level

Day 1
•
•
•
•

•

•

Introductions
Objectives, expectations and outline of the process
Definitions of key terms
o e.g. targeting, indicator, beneficiary, non beneficiary
Why do we need targeting?
o Background/ trends in targeting
o Different types of targeting
o Purpose of targeting
o Elements of effective targeting
History of current targeting practices
o Relating participants experiences of targeting – what is it and how is it done, what have
been the main challenges, what questions do you have
o Background – what guidelines currently exist and how were the guidelines developed etc
Presentation from host community/NGO (of field visit site)
o Description of field visit and required outputs of exercise
o Background to NGO/project
o Info on community
o Form small groups, agree roles and responsibilities and checklist of questions

Lunch break & travel to field site
•

Afternoon field visit (need to set this up with a willing volunteer community!)
o Observe a community based targeting process, or verification process
o Conduct FGD with committee, beneficiaries and non beneficiaries (e.g. break participants
into 3 sep groups …)
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Day 2
•
•

•

Reconnect with the group
Small groups prepare brief presentations on field experiences
o e.g. what was new/ what was confirmed / what questions do you for the NGO/community?
o strengths and weaknesses of methods/ tools observed
o presentations x 3 groups
Plenary discussion
o What did you learn?
o What key questions do you have /challenges do you face?

Lunch break
•
•

•

Developing a targeting practice
o What are the key things do you recommend need to be done at each step of the targeting
process (e.g. behaviours/ roles and responsibilities)
Review targeting guidelines/ steps in the process (small group work – in organisational groups)
o What needs to stay the same?
o What needs to be done differently?
o How will you take these ideas back to you organisation/managers?
o Organisation presentations
Wrap up and process evaluation

Possible follow up processes
The above workshop represents the first step in developing a sound conceptual understanding of
targeting and consolidate a practice (including beliefs and behaviours re targeting). Once people have
begun to consolidate their targeting practice – it will be possible follow up on some of the other
recommendations in the report, such as:
• reviewing the selection criteria and procedures;
• reducing exclusion and inclusion errors;
• further improving ownership of the targeting process and involvement of other stakeholders, esp
government officials;
• assessing monitoring procedures and formats, e.g. the PDM formats, feedback loops and learning
from PDM data.
To ensure a great understanding and sense of ownership of the changes and results it is critical that
that these activities involve organizational or group processes as much as possible. It is possible for an
external consultant to undertake these tasks – but there are costs (other than financial) to be incurred
by using this option. The danger of “contracting out” learning and assignments to external consultants is
that the learnings and insights often stay with them and are not internalised adequately by staff into
their day to day practice. This leads to yet another report that sits on a shelf for the next consultant to
review! It is hoped that both WFP and I-LIFE will be able to use this report and its recommendations to
design an appropriate and useful process of addressing some of the issues that have been raised.
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6.3 PowerPoint presentation of study findings
(See attached PowerPoint file).
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6.4 Terms of reference
Background to the study
Operationalising targeting criteria in the field
Data collected in four rounds of the Community and Household Survey (CHS) in southern
Africa show little difference between beneficiary and non beneficiary populations with respect to
their food security and livelihood situations. This suggests that there is room for improvement in
targeting of beneficiaries. Further work has shown particularly that the use of demographic
characteristics as determinants of vulnerability is not always a valid assumption. The CHS
results have however consistently validated that those with the fewest material assets (‘asset
poverty’) experience the most vulnerability.
In addition, CARE research in Sierra Leone and Angola over the past 3 years has also focused
on developing more nuanced understandings of local perceptions of vulnerability and its
relationship to targeting criteria used by agencies, as well as the linkages between intended
targeting methodology and actual, operational practice in communities. The research revealed
that patterns of exclusion frequently mirror patterns of marginalization and local power
structures, irrespective of targeting methodology used. Registration, allocation, and distribution
processes were often not as transparent or accountable as intended, and distributional
inequalities mirrored well known social patterns of marginalization and exclusion.
The challenge
Vulnerability refers to the susceptibility of households (and the individuals within them) to
livelihood failure.
Vulnerability can be immediately characterized by a range of factors such as gender of the
household head, hosting of orphans, households with disabled and or chronically ill members,
households headed by the elderly with all other members being under 18 and youth headed
households. However, food aid programming and development interventions in general are
being conducted in a context characterised by widespread and chronic vulnerability to food
insecurity, often making it difficult to distinguish between the vulnerable and the most
vulnerable members of the populations. The simultaneous use of a range of targeting
mechanisms is required to ensure that the most appropriate individuals or households are
identified and selected for the provision of food rations or participation of other food security
interventions.
Finding the right balance between rigour and cost effectiveness is a challenge. In addition, the
targeting mechanism has to be operationally robust under field conditions. Targeting needs to
be both sensitive (to ensure that those vulnerable are not excluded) and specific (to ensure that
those not eligible are excluded)t. The table below highlights the observations made when a
means test analysis was done between the demographic targeting criteria against key
measures of food insecurity - the Coping Strategies Index (CSI) and a chi square test against
the Food Consumption Index (FCI).
s

C-SAFE Learning Centre. 2004. ‘Targeted Food Assistance in the Context of HIV & AIDS – Better Practices in CSAFE Targeted Food Programming’.
t
Taylor, A, Seaman J. 2004. Targeting Food Aid in Emergencies (Save the Children UK), Special Supplement
Series Number 1. pg 11
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Why use FCI and CSI to check targeting
CSI provides an
FCI measures food
indication of the food
diversity – with the
insecurity of households.
assumption being that
As household food
the more diverse the
diet of a household, the supply deteriorates,
less likelihood that they households employ more
severe and riskier coping
are food insecure.
strategies to survive and
this is reflected in an
elevated CSI score

insecurity in all CHS rounds.

Asset poverty was the most sensitive and
consistent criteria in every round. Female
headed households and households hosting
chronically ill members were slightly sensitive to
food and livelihood insecurity. Households with
disabled members and elderly headed
households were least sensitive to these
indicators
of
insecurity.
Interestingly,
households with high dependency ratio were
not sensitive to both food and livelihood

The findings above do not suggest that
only asset poor households are
vulnerable, but rather, that asset poverty
is the only characteristic that can reliably
R1
R2
R3
be used as a stand alone predictive
Female head
No
No
Yes
factor. The analysis further highlights the
W/
Yes No
Yes
chronically ill
need to combine targeting criteria in
W/ disabled
No
No
No
No
Yes No
order to better identify the vulnerable
W/ orphans
Yes Yes No
Yes No
No
households. The application of multiple
W/ elderly
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
vulnerability criteria ensures that from
head
those referred (i.e. those that meet the
Asset poor
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
general selection criteria for the targeted
W/ high
No
No
No
No
No
No
dependency
vulnerable groups) the most vulnerable
ration
within each group is served. Multiple
vulnerability criteria can be in the form of demographic characteristics which are known to
reflect vulnerability (such as child headed household or household with high dependency ratio);
or alternatively in the form of food and livelihood security criteria (such as asset wealth ranking,
household food stocks, or livelihoods security ranking that brings in other factors beyond direct
ownership of tangible assets). This strategy also reduces the risk that short-term food aid will
create false incentives (i.e. families taking in orphans in order to qualify for food aid, without
making a long term commitment to the child)u.
Targeting
criteria

Significant
difference
in % hh with low
FCI
R1
R2
R3
No
Yes No
No
No
No

Significant
difference in CSI?

Study objectives
The main objective of the study will be:
To determine how the practice of targeting vulnerable beneficiaries at field levels compares
with intentions promoted at organisational level by I-LIFE and WFP in Malawi.
To this end, the following issues will be explored by the study:
• What is the range of different types of targeting practices used by key implementing
agencies? (e.g. demographic based targeting, indicator based targeting, and/or
community based targeting). This would include methodologies used by WFP and the ILIFE consortia members as well as other organisations.
• What methodologies are recommended at organisational level, at field level and during
distribution processes? And how are these put into practice at each level? (e.g. who is
u

C-SAFE Learning Centre. 2004. ‘Targeted Food Assistance in the Context of HIV & AIDS – Better Practices in CSAFE Targeted Food Programming’. Page 10.
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•
•
•

involved at each level, what are their roles and responsibilities, what criteria are used in
practice, to what extent does practice differ from guidelines or recommendations and what
are the main reasons for variations?)
What is the correlation between actual targeting practice (largely geographic and/or
demographic) and targeting based on index indicators such as asset poverty, and local
perceptions of vulnerability?
To what extent do factors such as seasonality, regionality and asset depletion strategies
need to incorporated into targeting tools?
What key constraints and challenges need to be taken into account when implementing
targeting methodologies? For example, to what extent do field staff skills, time constraints,
complexity of selection criteria, local power and authority issues in geographical areas of
operation, gender and generational issues, etc. impact on targeting practices in reality.

Proposed methodology
The study will explore the questions mentioned above through a mix of qualitative and
quantitative methods. Some of the key steps in the process are listed below:
• Carry out a literature review concerning targeting methodologies currently used in the
region;
• Conduct interviews with WFP, I-LIFE members and other organisations in Malawi to
review current targeting methodologies and assumptions;
• Observe food distribution processes in at least 2 sites;
• Arrange and conduct fieldwork in at least 5 sites to compare and contrast targeting
methods used. For example, focus group discussions and social mapping exercises,
conducted with beneficiaries and non beneficiaries, will be used to generate qualitative
and quantitative results;
• Analyse the effectiveness and degree of correspondence between different targeting
methodologies at organisational level, field level and during distribution processes;
• Draw conclusions regarding effective and appropriate targeting processes, implementation
challenges and provide guidelines for future practice;
• Complete documentation of required outputs of the study (see 7 below).
Proposed activity plan
Activity

When

#
days
2
3

Where

Literature review
Preparation, design methodology and team training materials

Early Oct
Early Oct

Travel to Lilongwe
Briefing meeting with WFP/I-LIFE
Finalise team/ methodology & site selection
Interviews with organisations to gather targeting methodologies/
information
Review WFP/I-LIFE project reports and methods
Observe distribution process in 2 sites
Brief field team (4 staff from WFP/I-LIFE)
Fieldwork – Site #1
Debrief fieldwork process
Travel to SA

13 Oct
13 Oct

½
½

Lilongwe

14 Oct

1

Lilongwe

15 – 16 Oct
17 Oct
18 Oct
19 – 20 Oct
21 Oct
22 Oct

2
1
1
2
1
½

Lilongwe
Central Region
Lilongwe
Central Region
Lilongwe
-

Travel to Lilongwe
Conduct fieldwork in Central Region: Sites 2 & 3

30 Oct
31 Oct – 4

½
5

Central Region
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Activity

When

#
days

Where

Debriefing
Writing up
Travel to Southern Region
Conduct fieldwork in Southern Region: Sites 4 & 5
Debriefing
Travel to SA

Nov
5 Nov
6 Nov
7 – 11 Nov

1
1
5

Lilongwe
Southern Region
Southern Region

12 Nov

½

-

Writing up
Produce guidelines/ reports/ presentations
Travel to Lilongwe
Facilitate workshop to present draft report
Facilitate workshop to present draft report
Edits to draft report
Submit final report and other deliverables

20 Nov – 2
Dec
5 Dec

10

Johannesburg

2

Lilongwe

7 Dec
8 Dec
12 Dec

1
1
-

Johannesburg
Johannesburg
Johannesburg

Total # days

41.5 days

(The proposed dates listed above will need to be discussed and agreed with all those involved
in the study).
Support required from CARE, WFP & I-LIFE staff
The following support and information will be required by the team of consultants:
• To agree dates regarding briefing meetings to be held at the commencement of the study
to finalise the methodology, agree site selection for fieldwork and identify study team
members;
• For I-LIFE and WFP Malawi to identify a team of at least 4 staff members, experienced in
PLA/PRA tools and methods, to accompany the consultant for the duration of the study;
• To provide the consultant with copies of relevant documentation by the start of the study
(e.g. copies of project reports, monitoring tools and results and other relevant readings);
• For I-LIFE to provide the necessary logistical support for arranging fieldwork, booking
accommodation and providing transportation during the study;
• To provide the consultant with a letter of introduction to facilitate the arrangement of
interviews and fieldwork exercises;
• For key staff in Johannesburg and Malawi to be available to the team to discuss progress
and resolve any issues that might arise;
• To agree dates with interested staff for the presentation of the draft report in
Johannesburg and Lilongwe;
• Payment to Mutengo Consulting of 30% of the total contract amount on signing the study
contract with SWARMU.
Key outputs
The study will yield the following main outputs:
• 2-4 page executive summary of key findings and lessons learnt;
• Study report outlining methodology, challenges, key findings and recommendations;
• A simple 2-3 page field level guideline for field staff to use when selecting beneficiaries.
This should include a 1 page checklist/tool for field staff to complete;
• A simple verification form to be used by I-LIFE PMU field monitors when monitoring
partners’ distributions. This should include a recommendation on a sample size to be
done at each monitored distribution should be included in the form (e.g. for distributions
for less than 100 beneficiaries, sample 10 recipients of food randomly; for distribution
greater than 100, but less than 300 sample 20….etc.);
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•
•

Facilitate 2 one-day workshops, in Johannesburg and Malawi, to present draft findings
and discuss a way forward;
PowerPoint presentation to accompany the one-day feedback workshops.

A possible Phase II of the study
WFP has expressed interest in following up this study with addition research into different types
of social protection options available, such as food, wages, pensions, loans, agricultural inputs,
equipment, clothing, social services, labour contributions as well as various combinations of
these support mechanisms. WFP is keen to explore the benefits, disadvantages and impact of
these different options on household and community livelihood security and poverty reduction.
Thus, the targeting study could be seen as the first phase of this process, focusing on ways in
which beneficiaries can be identified. The second phase of the study would then go on to
explore different social protection options. The possibility of this further research will be borne
in mind during the targeting study, thereby ensuring that the results will be able to provide a
foundation for further work in this area.
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