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No single evaluation approach can fully understand and respond to the
complexities of most development interventions.
Understanding how development really works requires the systematic
integration of a wide range of evaluation tools and techniques drawn
from multiple disciplines.
Bamberger M. 2013

Mixed methods approach
Focuses on research questions that call for real-life
contextual understandings, multi-level perspectives, and
cultural influences
Employs rigorous quantitative research assessing
magnitude and frequency of outcomes and rigorous
qualitative research exploring the meaning and
understanding of these.
Intentionally integrates or combines multiple methods
(e.g., fuel consumption measurements (KPT) and semistructured interviews)

Background
• HM-5000 plancha stove
given gratis to “bottom-ofthe-pyramid” HH by national
program.
• Cross-sectional study
design: 36 HH with HM5000 and 36 matched
control HH.
• Monitoring conducted ~10
months after HM-5000 HH
received stove
• Funding provided by Shell
Foundation

Technical stove
performance
measurements
•

•

3-day monitoring period
• Household air pollution
• Kitchen characteristics
and ventilation
• Fuel consumption (KPT)
• SUMS: Temperaturebased stove usage of all
stoves
• User-reported cooking
events
~21-day measurements of
stove usage in subset of
HM-5000 homes (SUMS)

Well-being and Socioeconomic assessment
• Quantitative well-being
and demographic survey
in all households
• Qualitative, semistructured interviews
(SSIs) exploring stove
perceptions and impacts
of HM-5000 on
subjective well-being

Mixed method design

Key results: Learnings from usage sensors (SUMS)
Amount of cooking is similar
in both groups: 3.5±1.7 total
combined cooking events per
day in the HM-5000 group (all
stoves) versus control group
events of 3.1±1.7 uses per
day.
Cooking time per day similar
between study groups (7.5
hours vs. 7.3 hours).
New stove significantly
displaces traditional
technologies (89%).

Key results: Comparing survey and SUMS data.
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Self-reported use of HM-5000 over-estimated when compared to
empirical SUMS data by 50% (urban) and 80% (rural)
Contrary to over-estimated HM-5000 use , electric stove use
under-reported in HM-5000 user group by 79% (urban) and 29%
(rural).

Key results: Comparing survey and SUMS data.
Just under 70%, reported that
an average meal took them
less time to cook since
installation of the HM-5000
Median reduction of 20 minutes
cooking time per meal.

How can we understand this contradiction?
Sensors tell us that there is no difference between cooking
time between stove groups.
BUT survey data shows cooks consistently reported
reduced cooking time with HM-5000.

Key results: Qualitative findings on stove use and time
Exploratory SSIs, revealed perceptions /behaviors that
clarified the apparent contradiction.
For several reasons the HM-5000 enables multitasking and
thereby saves time:
• Larger iron comal can accommodate multiple pots
simultaneously
• Stove requires less tending, allowing other tasks to be
accomplished, and less “time” spent cooking.
• An increased sense of safety- flexibility to leave the stove
unattended during cooking
• New stove often installed inside, brought cooking closer to the
location of other tasks, thus facilitating the supervision of
cooking while carrying out other tasks.

Thus multitasking rather than reduced cooking time per
se is the value that drives adoption.

Exploration of an unanticipated impact
In interviews, cooks explained that receiving an HM-5000 allowed
them to move cooking indoors.
This move emerged as a key driver for HM-5000 adoption:
• The kitchen was now an object of pride and a place for people
to join together.
• HM-5000 installation created a comfortable, safe, warm,
clean, convivial kitchen environment.
• Cooks reported feeling less isolated from their families because
they no longer had to cook alone in the courtyard.
• Increased access to stove
• Able to cook at night- whereas previously it was a safety risk
• Able to cooking during inclement weather.

•

Facilitated multitasking- saved time.

Key qualitative results:
Possible barriers for
exclusive use

Longer term SUMS
monitoring in subset
revealed HM-5000 used
more during monitoring
period than during the
following three weeks
Possible “Hawthorne Effect”
SSI’s used to explore for
recurrent barriers to more
extensive use
Revealed that women could
not bake or roast food –
especially to put meat
directly on top of the coals
Women also perceived the
stove as fragile and were
uncertainty about long-term
repair options
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ANNEX SLIDES

Stove Type

Example

Sample Size

U-shaped
Adobe Stove
with
Chimney

N=2

U-shaped
Adobe Stove
without
Chimney

N=6

Metal Barrel
Stove

N=3

Stove Type

Example

Sample Size

Square Shaped
Adobe without
Chimney

N=6

Square Shaped
Adobe with
Chimney

N = 13

U-Shaped Brick

N=6

Control group households had a mix of baseline stove types, with many being improved compared to the traditional Honduran
open fire, and showed a wide range in baseline fuel consumption (0.33-5.5 kg/standard-adult/day).

