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ABSTRACT

Considerably large numbers of people in many parts of developing countries are vulnerable to hazards
such as floods, wildfires and droughts. Quite often, the people fail to withstand the effects of the hostile
environments they are faced with. Vulnerability is multidimensional and must be reliably estimated
because it helps develop appropriate strategies to counter the associated causes and effects,in
particular at household level.Conventional aggregate analyses of household vulnerability rely on
weight-based indices calculated using information derived from literature. Rarely are grassroots
communities engaged to assign the weights. Various scholars argue that use of various targeting
approaches results in inclusion of undeserving households in developmentprogrammes and also

exclusion of those in dire need of assistance. Therefore, there is need to develop appropriate

approaches that might address this challenge.

In this study conducted in Rushinga District of Zimbabwe,Maputseng in Lesotho, Mpolonjeni in
Swaziland community members were engaged to assign weights to financial, human, natural, physical
and social capitals as determinants of rural household vulnerability. The weights were compared to
those obtained from literature and used in a household vulnerability index (HVI) that the Food
Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN) developed. The effect of
including weights obtained through engaging youth, women, men and community leaders in rural
communities on HVI and classification of households was subsequently investigated. The modified 10

seed technique was used to assign weights to the indicators of vulnerability in focus group discussions.

A household survey was conducted to collect data on livelihoods to use to compute HVIs and 400
households were sampled. Qualitative data were processed using the modified Cresswell (2011)
Thematic Content Analysis technique. With respect to quantitative data, descriptive statistics were
computed using MS Access. Hypothesis testing for proportions (t-test) was used to test for significant
differences among the weights. Chi-squareé and analysis of variance was undertaken using the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences ver 21.0. Seasonal variations in household vulnerability in
Rushinga District were determined. Using data from the Maphutseng (Lesotho), Mpolonjeni
(Swaziland) and Rushinga (Zimbabwe), comparisons in the magnitudes of weights of capitals and
household vulnerabilities were made to establish if there were any differences in perceptions among

these communities of place. The effect of incorporating the community-assigned weights of capitals on

the magnitude of HVIs was assessed.

Men, youth and women revealed that the communities in Rushinga District had limited but diverse
livelihood strategies that sustained households during difficult times. Women and community leaders
assigned most weight to human capital in determining the livelihoods to be 30.3 % and 30.6%

respectively. Youth assigned greater weight to physical capital (32 %) while men regarded natural
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capital as important (30.6 %). This highlights the importance of engaging diverse interest groups in
making decisions regarding targeting of relief support.

Significant differences in the HVI standard weights and those assigned by community members were
observed (P < 0.05). However, there were no significant differences in results of indices between the
use of the HVI derived through literature and the community determined weighting. Although there
were no differences, community engagement led to the identification of capitals contributing to high
vulnerabilities and these differed from HVI standard.When comparing the average weights for each
capital across interest groups, households were found to be more vulnerable to shocks introduced to
physical (28.6 %), human (28.3 %) and natural capitals (23.3 %). The respective weights derived using
the FANRPAN HVI were 25, 25 and 10 %. Furthermore, the community weighted HVI : FANRPAN HVI
estimates were 12.6 % : 25 % for financial capital, with the corresponding results for social capital
being 7.2 % : 15 %. Significant differences in estimates were observed for financial and natural capital
weights that the community assigned when compared with the standard HVI weights (P < 0.05).
Although there were no significant differences (P > 0.05) in the overall HVIs obtained after adjusting
with the community weights, the results provided useful insights into the capitals worth taking into

account.

It was clear that household vulnerability should be addressed through adopting programming
approaches that consider spatial differences. Inter-community differences in assigned weights were
also confirmed to occur, highlighting the need for not relying exclusively on standard weights.
Therefore, it can be concluded that standard weights might not realistically reflect the dynamics
obtaining at household level. For effective development relief programming to be achieved it is
advisable to incorporate community-based mechanisms that continuously update information.
Community participation would help guarantee ownership of the process, in line with the adage,

“nothing for us without us.”

Furthers studies are required to improve on the FANRPAN HVI. It is important that the costs and
benefits associated with the use of the HVI are compared to other methods for more informed
decisions to be made. The dynamics of community weights need also to be investigated.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| am thankful to the Lord Almighty for His faithful love and guidance. This thesis would not have been a
success without the invaluable support from various people. | gratefully acknowledge the intellectual
guidanceof Professor Joseph Francis (my Promoter) who showed genuine interest, willingness to give
his own time and experience to the PhD enterprise. Also allow me to extend my sincere gratitude to Dr.
Marizvikuru Mwale, Thabani Maphosa, Dr. Kathryn Taetzsch and Mr. Evidence Matangi for their
guidance and encouragement in ensuring the completion of this thesis. My sincere gratitude goes to
my other research fellows, namely Mbuso Jama and Dalton Nxumalo. Ms Mildred Mphaphathe
provided significant logistical support during the various trips | made to the University of Venda.

The Food and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network, Southern Africa Trust, World Vision
Zimbabwe, Lesotho and Swaziland as well as the Food Programming Management Group a
department under World Vision International funded this study. Conferences arranged by the sponsors
provided me with the opportunity to share and get feedback on my research findings from practitioners.
Many individuals shared their insights on the critical issues raised. | am particularly appreciative of the
support | received from Dr. LindiweMajele Sibanda, who also served as my co-Promoter.

| am especially indebted to the communities where the study was conducted for freely providing vital
information and sharing their experiences. Let me also express my gratitudefor the services of

enumerators during data collection, World Vision staff and UNIVEN staff who played various roles.

Finally, | thank my friends, family and especially my husband Samson, for giving me the practical
support and encouragement | needed to achieve my goal. This phase of the journey is now complete.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

O PR TIDI RB D AU v ss messonsasmessasmossaestapsmmsmsssraiapassssasssssastasssassassaassatus iasesson s i
I T A E IR i n-seswesrssshabmusomveviomnpiverntss s sspavs simnsspantsadutassassanstaesndras bt At adens asea AR AARLISARYS iii
ACHNOWEEDTBNMBNTS ... couveissscsnessssnsessumsmsssnssssossssssssssssrsnsasasssisssessassstssmisesasssasasasseesssiasasessiinsts v
I RIS .o ocobtiscototonssanisoeirusssuavetosssosssansmenassssbmarsamatiassspsissmasssapr s s sentas s ensss aesss st Xi
CHAPTER S INTRODUICTION .oocicrisscsusessussssassassasossasossessssssasistsassanssssmsssassastassassississsssarsssstisaasssnss 1
e e e s 1
1.1 Background to World \Vision DEVElOPMENt AGENCY .......ocrueirimiriiisismsnssssi s 2
1.2 Statement of the Research ProbIem ... 4
§.5 RESUIEN OBV 0 N A R T cvsteers sasssanentarassietsossisssssassenssasisesseamssnsensasussetsusp st tasnes et 6
3.4 OSSOl PO ROB . 5 SR A S SR vssssrssomsstmmmrississsasesss st paanissssas o 7
1.5 Definitions of Key Terms and CONCEPLS ........ccowwwuseuussssmmsssssssssmssssansssssssssmsse s s 7
1.6 OrgaNISEtION OF the THESIS ..........ccocriemeessssssmsssssssssss st 10
CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE ......cccoiiimmmmmssmmmmmmmssssnsssssssss s o0t 1
B e i S 11
2.8 TORIIIRY SO PO . cc0i5i.oeureonssonessunsossssusmsssssasansssssssnadosssstssssstasansessenssastassassstsssossssssssstonsits 11
2.3 MEASUING VUIMOIBDIIYL. i o buie e b ritiiiiisionsssasssssensassassscsnssssssassssssssasssssssssustassaasssssassnasssssstotsss? 14
2.3.1 Measuring Vulnerability at HOUSEOIA IBVEL ........ceveveerinnnereniestsusisansnsnansssssasasnsansssasasasasasassses 15
2.3.2 Background to the FANRPAN Household Vulnerability INA@X ..........ccooomimimmmimmes 16
2 3.3 Household vulnerability index approach in relation to CAPIALS......c.ccrnennruninsncsiisssnanssansunannsnses 17
2 3.4 Theoretical Foundation of the Household Vulnerability INAeX ..o 20
2.3.5 Categories of Household VUINEFADIlitY INAEX......c.ccruerreescrsisinminismstssusnsssinssnssse s 21
8 5.0 LN BRI 510 BRI vvererosesasssmsmssrorssneonsssssansissssinstiosmssessinssiassessistsasmissariaanttts 22
2.4 Approaches to Household Classification: Targeting .........ccoeeueueesrmmmmmnmssmnnssissss s 22
D41 OUODrapic TIRDBUNG ! Sl S o SR SEGREGRA R SR e 22
2.4.2 CommMUNity-baSed TANGEtING .......c.erummrrmsserimassurssssmssssensssssmsissmsss s 24
L A 24
2 4.4 Productivity REQUIrEMENt RAtIO..........oorvuvsrrmssraimismiss s 25
2.4.5 Strengths and weaknesses of the Productivity Requirement Ratio...........ccooiimmmme 27
2.5 The use of Indices in Vulnerability @SSESSMENS ........c.ouimrimimiiissisiss s 27
CHAPTER 3 DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY AND LIVELIHOOD STRATEGIES
........................................................................................................................................................... 30
O SUIOMMMIINN . s onsdh s shssbassnibponsns esurdaebpesasassurasss s s 1SRRAS HATRFASIRASA S HSRILTERSSATTAIBIRNRL 1101121 30
3.2 DESCHPHION Of the SHUY ATEA ......c.uuummmmmmmmsisssisisssssssssssris s 31
3.3 4 ROBOAICH DEBIGN i.. ...vcosieressssssssesssstsmsassassssssassssssssstasssssinsssssassssstnssessssssstasssssessas s s oo 32
3.3.2 Population, sampling frame AN PrOCEAUIES ........oocuirmrnssesssassssassrsnsssssssasasasssssasmsssssssssssssssssss 32
0 N OO OIONT 150 I T issveonvonsunnessensssssasssssunstsesssmbanstsianssshsetsnsssstosstsentossenas s aas st 0 33



3.3.4 Variables for secondary data CONECON ...........ooiiiii s 34

3.3.5 Data capturing, cleaning and @NalySis............ocovumiii s 35
3.4.2.1 NGHUFAI CAPIAIS ........veeeseeesisreresissssssssisrstas s s 41
3.4.2.2 HUMAN CAPIAL.......ovncueeuinssnsessssssssssssssssstsss st s s s e 43
3.4.2.3 PhySICal CAPIAL.........ccuiiminmrssmancusssssssininsssstssssmsssissesastrasiusessass i tas s sssssssssssas st ssses 43
3.4.2.4 FINANCIAI CAPIAL .....c0evereisesiininssssissssstststttirstsnst s st s s st st s 46
3.4.2.5 SOCIAN CAPIAL ......ouiisciicisssiisssssmantsssnsessatsssamsissssssestissssssssts st ssssssssesssaasssatassasesstrsss s sssseces 46
3.4.4 Comparisons of community and standard weights by group .........cccoemiiiiiiii 51
3.4.5 Comparisons of group weights within €ach capital.............ooi 52
3.4.6 Comparisons of capital weights by Wilrds: S0 SOEMURITGRASELL ABER GRS ... 52
3.4.7 Household Vulnerability Index: Household head impliCation ............ccoiiiiiinn 54
BB ORI - ol i hnitinisian s oS3 Eah Y SR S SR SIS B SRS 54
CHAPTER 4 EFFECTS OF INCORPORATING COMMUNITY-DEFINED WEIGHTS OF CAPITALS ON
MAGNITUDE OF HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY ..o 56
PR N s e oo B L s e et e it 56
4.2 Description Of the STUAY @re@S ...........ccuururuiinismiis s 56
4.2.1 Background to Maputseng ADP in B0 o |y o RN it LI sin S AT Er G P e ST PR TR 57
4.2.2 Background to Mpolonjeni ADP N SWAZIIANG.......cocooereecssmessissonssaniesssnerasaressssansssvensasessaiseseessanss 57
4.3 ROSEAICh MEhOAOIOGY .........occousurssssmnsisesscssussscssssssasusssasassasssssssnasssasssnsnessassustassissesastssassesssesens 58
£.3.1 RODOBIEN DOBIGN s icith i ithhiticusssnsnssnssasssssasessuossssnsasssassasssssonsssassansessosassasasivssastersnssssmasaasassnscss 58
4.3.2 Population and sampling PrOCEAUIE........cocucrnrrernririnsstostsessasassssnsassasssessastssss st 59
B0 D DR BIEIO ..o sorssnssnsss sbiebesass bAoA AR e P SOV ANy 60
4.3.4 Data capturing, cleaning and BNAIYSIS.......cococsesesisissasnessssnsssessasssasassasassasasasasasusnenssssssssasassesseses 60
4.8 RODUDS BN DIDOURMIORS. ....occcoso0ssasnisssssssssssnsssnsasusserssns ssssasasasasessansuanseseassesestsnssassossusessinsmts sesenss 61

4.4.1 Lesotho Comparisons of Community and the Standard Household Vulnerability Index Weighting

B e 61
4 4.2 Lesotho Household Vulnerability Index: Standard vs Community Weighting ... 64
4.4 4 Swaziland Household Vulnerability Index: Standard vs Community Weighting ............cccoeeene 66
4.4.5 Capitals that had High Indices across ORI R B TIR. o ninissansisisemvirsissssassatsisesns 67
4.5 Community Inclusion Modified HVI ... e 67
A6 COMCIMMON 44 508s ot Sl ile B libhbt s snssssessssssnensnssssssssnanassessssessssasnsnasesnssssnsssasssssntessssscionensssnee 71
CHAPTER 5 SEASONAL VARIATION IN HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY WITHIN COMMUNITIES 72
B4 IMPOTUCHON. ..o ceonscsssnsssasensasenssssssssassssssssssasssessssassissassssssasastassssse sssssesstesssssssssssssinascssssssssissisiess 72
5.2 Description Of the SUAY AT ........c..ciirrimiriiri i 73
5.3 RESEArCH MEthOGOIOGY .......vreursrseusrsessststssstseiscise bbb a0 73
5.3.1 RESEATCH DSIGN .....ooeciiisiuiunisisiasssmmansstasissssssssssssssisssssessisstsstasssasssssssiassssaissssmasisesssssiasassstess 73
5.3.2 Population and sampling PIOCOAUR® .. ..civiseninasiunainnassisisisiassnstansasssasbunersnsssasssasssssstananssstsassesesss 73



5.3.4 Data capturing cleaning and BIBIVBIS.........coocuiiserinsissinisasasicssessasanssssssannenssssssssnssessstsssssssessniess 74
5.4 RESUIS ANA DISCUSSION. .....ruersssssesnsssassssssssssssansssatassassssesssasssasesasrassasprasssosssssatonsssasssasesesensesses e 76
5.4.1 Seasonality of HUMAN CAPIMAL.........ccouuurrimsesssermsssissismmssns s 76
5.4.2 Seasonality Of Natural Capital ... T4l
5.4.3 Seasonality of PhySiCal CaPItal ...........cooruriiumiri s 77
5.4.4 Seasonality of financial and natural CapalS...........cccovrrimenisieenisiinisitsss e 81
5.4.3 Seasonality of Household VUINErability INAEX.........cccouvurirrimeeciiiisss e 81
B I T e et iavesusmverdbrves NN PPN e absdh oty stsentiniayaasonstnsmo it une 82
CHAPTER 6 EFFECTIVENESS OF THE HVI AND COMMUNITY-BASED APPROACHES IN

CLASSIFYING HOUSEHOLDS ....ccouenmssssssssasmsesssensssenssscssasssssnsasssusessassassensusssasmiasessasettsssonsasssasssoss 84
P s ) DA R - T A - A S 84
6.2 DeSCription Of the SUAY ATBA ........cooewimmmessiemmmessimmsiminssssssmssss st 85
G5 PORSATEE ISIMOIOIIIY «.cevocssenssaresavsmevsavvivens s msuvessiunsiv vy eV i TR 85
8.3 1 TROGDITE DIMIY 1o ovenie sare srtasessmmsiopeesssas ore 1 preactir RAMMI RTS8 ST ORISR RS 85
6.3.2 Population and sampling DIOCHUURD ... ciccoasresssrassiosssssssssasatsonsssnssrssosssusis issasiasssaspeasatspsraseiasessass 85
B T IO o r e ccn s sveanitosonevoaniovsab aamasasmpe RIS ISR AETR SRR va sotasesscssantasinadesmapens RS EEEES 86
6.3.4 Data capturing, cleaning and ENAIYEIB . e B L R L e 86
6.4 RESUILS ANA DISCUSSION........ceuesessssscssersesrsssussusssssssasarasensssssstasssscastsssassnsondssasasssmasaensaras st sssssses 87
6.4.1 Classification Of NOUSENOIIS...........ccuriumrrmmmmussenmsssusssimsssssssensssssissns st 87
CHAPTER 7 GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS ........ccocconiniscisnnssssasisnsssssnsansossasassnsens 91
NSt st e el R B e e dest st D 91
7.2 Synthesis Of the RESUMS ............ummsmessssssssasmmnssssssssssssssssmssmnssssssessipasss s 92
793 MSHODOIOGICEE IIOUBS. ... ooovosiocisassedsissadsonsssssassesssss stssissssmisensnssnsastasssasesriectanssesssasassss e ot 92
7.2.2 Community participation in vulnerability @SSESSMENES.........coouiriiimiiiin 94
7.2.3 Spatial Differences in Vulnerability @SSESSMENTS .........coviimmmmiin s 95
7.2.4 Seasonality Of VUINEFADIIILY............cccuerreserssesmmsimnissmssssnssssnsssmn s s 96
7 2.4 Classification of households by the HVI in comparison with community-based methods............ 96
7.3 Recommendation for policy, development and further StUAIES ... 97
7.3.1 Recommendations for policy and community development ..o 97
7 3.2 Recommendations for further SEUGIES.............ocwrmii i s 98
e e i i M 99
RERRIRENORE - i linskvas e ST A e andeta sy et s s 100
Appendix 1: Construction of the HVI using an example of household resSponSes .............ococuweeeeeees 112
Appendix 2: Community-based household vulnerability classification ... 120
Appendix 3. Household CBRINIRID ... .. covicoisisivmscnisrinriansiuinsaboensusatsasvons itontacssnssisestossinbacssssanars 121
Appendix 4: Analysis of variance among groups of men, women, youth and local leaders ..............- 133

viii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1 Summary of key features of commonly used techniques for household targeting for
Pl R T B dsstien 23

Table 3.1 Impact areas and variables that were used to measure household vulnerability by FANRPAN

........................................................................................................................................................... 36
Table 3.2 Household Vulnerability definition from community PErcePtions .........cooummiimmmmees 40
Table 3.3 Capitals Weighting of interest groups in Rushinga District of Zimbabwe ............cccoeieeniee 50
Table 3.4 Average community capital Weights DY Ward ... S

Table 3.5 Descriptive statistics of computed households vulnerability index (HVI) in Rushinga District of

T o e S R L B R s 59
Table 4.1 Capitals Weighting of interest groups in Lesotho MaputSeng Area...........ocoeeenmiuminnsnsneess 63
Table 4.2 Lesotho Average Descriptive Statistics for computed Household Vulnerability Index.......... 65
Table 4.3 Capitals Weighting of interest groups in Swaziland Mpolonjeni Area.............cooemmmsee 68
Table 5.1 Cut-off points for Low/Moderate level and Moderate/High Vulnerability households............ 79

Table 5.2 Descriptive statistics for variables used in assessing seasonal vulnerability in Rushinga
I T R e e et Gt S 79

Table 6.1 Classification of household in vulnerability categories using HVI and community-based



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1.1 Conceptual Framework of the study on comparative analysis of statistical and community-
based targeting tools for development relief in RUSNINGA..........cccovviiiiirianmnnninnensiiissnniniss s 8
Figure 2.1. Relationship between HIV/AIDS and the household livelihood capital.............cooeeees 19
Figure 2.2 : Productivity Requirement Ratio determination of appropriate intervention for each

T R G o st S i e PRV L T e et 26
Figure 3.2 Descriptors of weights for natural capitals from Rushinga Community perspective and
FANRPAN household vulnerability iNAEX ..o 42
Figure 3.3 Descriptors of weights for human capital from Rushinga perspective and FANRPAN
DOUSEDOIS VUMMSTIDINEY KR i ooesxsiosrasssmspiosnasistanssrapuiantsnssssesssastisntssmasiasasnssinssnssasessessstassasasnssesscsss 44
Figure 3.5 Descriptors of weights of financial capitals from Rushinga community perspective and
FANRPAN household vUINerability INAEX ..........ccvuiriiiimmmmsmmsss s 48
Figure 3.6 Descriptive Variables for Social Capital from Rushinga Community Perspective and
FANRPAN Household VUINErability INAEX..........cowvuririmimiimmmsiinssinssssss s 49

Figure 5.1 Seasonal variability in household vulnerability for Rushinga District...........c.ccoooimeins 83



ABBREVIATIONS

ADP
AIDS
CARE
CRS
C-SAFE
CSO

CVI

CW
DFID
ESCAP
EVI
FANRPAN
FANTA
FAO
FAOIWG
FFA
FFSS
FGD
FGT
FOSENET
FPMG
HBC

HIV

HVI

IWG
MDG
PRA
PRR
SADC
SOPAC
UNAIDS
UNESCAP
UNEP
USAID
WVZ
ZIMVAC

Area Development Programme

Acquired Immunedeficiency Syndrome
Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere
Catholic Relief Services

Consortium for Southern Africa Food Emergency
Central Statistics Office

Community Vulnerability Index

Community Weight

Department for International Development
Economic Commission for the Asia and the Pacific
Environmental Vulnerability Index

Food and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network
The Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance
Food and Agriculture Organisation

Food and Agriculture Organisation Informal Working Group
Food for Assets

Food for Social Services

Focus Group Discussion

Foster Greer and Thorbecke (measures of poverty)
Food Security Network

Food Programming Management Group

Home Based Care

Human Immunodeficiency Virus

Household Vulnerability Index

Informal Working Group

Millennium Development Goals

Participatory Rural Appraisal

Productivity Requirement Ratio

Southern Africa Development Community

South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission
Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS

United Nations Economic Commission for the Asia and the Pacific

United Nations Environment Programme
United States Agency for International Development
World Vision Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee

xi



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
1.0 Background

Development entails enhancing the overall wellbeing of people and bringing positive
changes in their lives. It is an intentional effort designed to make a long-lasting impact at the
level of individuals and societies (Ireland, Sibanda, Mupetesi and Mhlanga, 2004). When this
takes place at the community level it is structured and gives local people greater control over
finding solutions to the conditions that affect their lives (Chesley, 2007). The range of groups
and organisations representing people in a locality constitutes thecommunity sector.
Community development demands active involvement of people in dealing with the issues
which affect their lives and is a process based on the sharing of power, skills, knowledge
and experience (Chesley, 2007). Community development seeks to empower local people to
achieve self-driven improvement in the quality of their lives.

Interventions have been developed to ensure that development is brought to different
communities in the world. The Millenium Development Goals (MDG) adoptedin September
2000seek to ensure that social change takes place globally through universally accepted
indicators. Over the years, the framework has inspired development efforts, helped set
global and national priorities (United Nations, 2011) and focus subsequent actions. The 2011
MDG report states that increased funding from many sources has translated into the
expansion of programmes to deliver services and resources to those most in need.
However, despite the progress in development, it still remains difficult to reach the most
vulnerable people. This is why development agencies continue to grapple with how best to
identify the most vulnerable people who should be assisted. Slater and Farrington (2010)
distinguish between whom an intervention is designed to reach (eligible beneficiaries which
are the most vulnerable) and those whom it actually reaches when implemented (inclusion

and exclusion errors). This suggests that there is need to develop appropriate approaches
that can help address this challenge.

Many targeting method have been developed to address the challenges of reaching the
most vulnerable in the communities. Designing a targeting approach involves finding
answers relating to who would be reached and why, and relies either on assessment of
poverty or categorising society (Slater and Farrington, 2010). Implementation of a targeting
approach answers questions regardinghow beneficiaries are identified and reached.Self-

targeting, means-testing, proxy means testing and community-based selection are some of
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the approaches in use (Hoddinott, 1999). According to Lavellee, Olivier, Pasquier-Doumer
and Robilliard (2010), targeting makes it possible to appropriately direct resources to the
poor. All this is done to ensure that there is efficient use of resources through meeting the
real needs of the poor. Hoddinott (1999) defines targeting as restricting the coverage of an
intervention to those who are perceived to be most at risk or vulnerable.

Many targeting methods endeavour to reach the most vulnerable. The MDGs state that the
most vulnerable people are to be reached. However, there is varied understanding of
vulnerability. According to Makoka and Marcus (2005), vulnerability is a multi-dimensional
concept which can be related to several hazards. It exists at varying levels, ranging from one
household, community or country to any kind of event that may be harmful once it occurs
such as droughts, diseases, floods. Effective household targeting in either development or
food assistance interventions hinges on appropriate determination of the most vulnerable.
This means that proper measurement of vulnerability would help improve the ability to clarify
the state of the household. Such knowledge would in turn isolate the source of vulnerability
thereby ensuring that there is proper targeting. However, there is no common measure of
vulnerability that development agents use. A common measure would assist in measuring
and tracking vulnerability levels in the communities. Taking this problem into account, the
Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN) developed
and proposed the adoption of the Household Vulnerability Index (HVI) as a proxy measure
(Sibanda and Kureya, 2007) of measuring and classifying vulnerability.

1.1 Background to World Vision Development Agency

World Vision is a worldwide community development organization that provides short-term
and long-term assistance to 100 million people worldwide (including 2.4 million children). It
operates nearly 100 countries (www.worldvision.org) For six decades, World Vision has
been engaging people to work towards eliminating poverty and its causes. World Vision is

committed to helping the poor. This is done through emergency relief, long-term

development projects and advocacy.

In an effort to improve targeting in its interventions, World Vision International (WVI) through
the Food Programming Management Group (FPMG) partnered with FANRPAN in piloting
the HVI as a proxy measure of vulnerability (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007) in Zimbabwe,
Lesotho and Swaziland. Due to global recession, resources have declined over the past few

years, yet the number of people in need has been increasing due to a combination of factors
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such as climate change, HIV and AIDS and poor government policies. The limited resources
against the great need requirethat proper identification of the most vulnerable households
(Slater and Farrington, 2010) is done. Important on the list of WV engagement with
communities, is defining who benefits, how they will be selected and by who. WV’ approach
to targeting has been contextual in order to accommodate governments and communities.
However, with the growing call for accountability and need to demonstrate impact, WV found
it necessary to revisit the way it targets in order to be sure that when evaluating its programs

it is assured that it was working with the deserving/ appropriate target group.

The tool that was piloted was the FANRPAN HVI which is a composite statistical index
designed to quantify household vulnerability through assessing human, physical, natural,
social and financial assets available to each household. It categorizes households based on
their varying degrees of vulnerability, aiming to ensure better planning and targeting of
interventions.It is worth noting that World Vision Zimbabwe uses various targeting methods
in its relief and development interventions (WVZ, 2007). The most commonly used method is
community-based selection. Criteria for community-based selection are also used in
transformational development projects (referring to those lasting 10-15 years in an area)
within World Vision. The aim of using such an approach is to ensure that the communities
involved are empowered. Thisapproach deliberately facilitates processes that seek to ensure
the intended beneficiaries lead their own development throughout the project cycle, including
selection of beneficiaries in all the interventions introduced in an area (WVZ, 1999).

Community-based targeting assumes that local people can classify families as rich or poor,
based on locally agreed notions of deprivation or need (Haddad and Zeller, 1996; Gwatkin,
2000). This implies that community targeting provides a means of taking advantage of the
local knowledge of households’ needs and capabilities that are difficult to capture when
measurable indicators are used. For instance, communities are likely to know who in their
midst are very poor and those who might be suffering a crisis or have the least income-
earning potential. However, community-based methodologies have inherent weaknesses,
which have made targeting remain a problem in the selection of households (Coady, Grosh
and Hoddinott, 2004).

Grosh (1994) identifies and explains the different types of household-focused targeting
approaches that can be used. Community-based identification is one of these. It is simple
and inexpensive although it may lead to inconsistencies with respect to interventions. This

emanates from the fact that the community and households tend to overstate their
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vulnerabilities (Coadyet al., 2004). This weakness has also frequently been observed in
vulnerability analyses in World Vision Zimbabwe (WVZ) programming, a situation which
demands viable solutions. As a result, frontline staff and their partners often accuse each
other of lacking objectivity when selecting vulnerable households, which at times precipitates
conflicts (WVZ, 2007). Although this is the case, the major weakness has been that the
same households identified as vulnerable at the inception of a project continue to benefit
from all the interventions introduced into an area every year. There is evidence of some
programmes being implemented in an area for at least 10 years with the same households

benefiting. According to WVZ (2004), some of these households are not showing an

improvement despite the support they receive.

As already highlighted above, there are many problems that necessitated FANRPAN to pilot
the HVI as a programming tool. Even though this the case, the HVI has never been
evaluated to establish how it compares with the community-based method used in World
Vision (WV) programming. It has also not been evaluated to establish how it has been
calculated compared to communities’ understanding of vulnerability. Nevertheless,
participatory methods have been widely used in World Vision programming. Use of
participatory approaches demonstrates W\V's respect for local knowledge about life
circumstances and coping strategies, which Chambers (1995) values highly. Also,
participation changes the role of the researcher from one of an ‘expert’ to a listener and
provides a ‘view from below' (Mies, 1996). Therefore, this study sought to assess how the

inclusion of the community voice in defining vulnerability variables affected the FANRPAN-

developed HVI.
1.2 Statement of the Research Problem

The measurement and classification of vulnerability is associated with high uncertainty since
it is a multidimensional concept (Eakin, and Tapia, 2007).Classification of the households in
a communityis critical for targeting groups of people and understanding their sources of
vulnerability (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007). This classification is enabled by the calculation of
an index.Various methods of developing a vulnerability index have been proposed
(Chaudhuri, Jalan, Suryahadi, 2002). Many vulnerability indices are based on the
assumption that the indicators of vulnerability are of equal importance.

Eakin and Tapia (2007) observe that vulnerability indicators have different weights.
However, studies on household vulnerability have relied on weights calculated using
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availableliterature and models. They have never systematically engaged the communities in
assigning weights to the indicators. Against this backdrop, this study proposes infusing
community engagement in the weighting process and compares the resultswiththe weights
developed from literature using a household vulnerability index (HVI). The HVI was
developed by Food Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN).
The theoretical foundations of the FANRPAN HVI involved assigning predetermined
weighting on the dimensions of household vulnerability. Its major weakness is that the
weights used in the HVI were derived from existing literature. In this study, the effect of
including weightings derived through engaging various interest groups at grassroots

community level on HVI and classification of households was investigated.

The study also explored the seasonality of household vulnerability using longitudinal panel
data. Apart from this, the feasibility of using the classification of household vulnerability as a
targeting tool compared to the community-based approach was explored. In general,
community-based targeting is acceptable to most beneficiaries. This made it worthwhile to

investigate how the HVI beneficiary selection compared with community-based targeting.

The FANRPAN HVI relies on collecting information about household variables. Methods that
rely on collecting data are beset with information-related problems (Adato and Haddad,
2002). The informational challenges arise because most targeting techniques are designed
assumingthat there is agreement on the definition of poverty or vulnerability, and consensus
on the measure of standard of living (Johnson and Start 2001, Besely and Kanbur, 1999).
For almost all the targeting techniques to operate on the basis of these assumptions there is
need for accurate documentation of individuals' assets and incomes. This study sought to
understand what vulnerability meant to different interest groups in communities as they
assigned weights. The HVI, for example, attempts to comprehensively collect information
about a household so as to accurately place it in a relevant vulnerability category after
assessing all the livelihoods.

Apart from the informational constraints already raised, inclusion and exclusion errors arise
in most conventional targeting techniques (Hoddinott, 1999). The errors have a serious
impact on the potential success of targeting. Errors of inclusion occur when an intervention
benefits inappropriate individuals and households. In contrast, errors of exclusion arise when
an intervention leaves out the intended beneficiaries. The errors are respectively denoted as
leakage and under-coverage. A targeting intervention would be regarded as fairly efficient if

it substantially minimizes leakage (inclusion errors) and achieves the lowest possible under-
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coverage (exclusion errors). There is need to investigate how to address the problems
articulated above. In the current study, how the HVI reduced exclusion and exclusion errors
when compared with community-based targetingwas explored. This was premised on the
view that if the HVI was to become the preferred method in programming for development it

must be better than the conventional approach.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the dynamics of household vulnerability. Seasonality and community
contextualised vulnerability affect the classification of households. The classification
depends on the method used and the variables under consideration. This study interrogates
the weighting of the capitals and its effects on the classification of households. Of particular
importance is the analysis ofcommunity perceptions in order to determineits effect on the

magnitude of vulnerability indices.

1.3 Research Objectives

This study sought to compare the statistical and community-based targeting tools for
development relief work in RushingaDistrict in Mashonaland Central Province of Zimbabwe. In
this research, the HVI was compared with community-based selection criteria in order to
objectively identify the most vulnerable people. The advantages and disadvantages of each
toolin gathering information for classification of specific target groups in relief and
development work were unravelled. Critical analyses of how each tool targeted households
in the same community and the related cost-effectiveness were assessed. Another feature of
the study was an investigation into how incorporating the community voice in the definition of
vulnerability and in assigning weights influenced the calculation of the indices. Aspects that
might have to be modified in order to improve its applicability were also studied. Analyses
were conducted to establish how the targeting methods used in Rushinga ADP programming
would classify beneficiaries. Lastly, the extent to which inclusion and exclusion errors
differed among the methods in the same community was studied. All this was done in order

to help shape World Vision programming of development relief.

Considering the explanations presented above, the main objective of the current study was
to suggest improvement areas of the HVI through carrying out comparative analyses of the
statistical and community-based targeting tools for development and relief work in
RushingaDistrict of Mashonaland Central Province in north-eastern Zimbabwe. In order to

address this main objective, the specific sub objectives used were :



(a) To determine how various social groups in the community assigned weights of
vulnerability to the capitals at their disposal compared to those of the FANRPAN HVI;

(b) To assess how the community weightings of vulnerability affected the magnitude of HVI
indices in different communities;

(c) To assess the seasonality of vulnerability and its effect on the HVI,

(d) To compare theHVI standard, community weightings and community-based selection as
classification approaches; and

(e) To suggest improvement areas for the HVI based on empirical evidence.

1.4 Research Hypotheses

In this study, the following hypotheses were tested:

(a) Community weighting of vulnerability does not significantly alter the overall HVI
magnitude of indices;

(b) There are no differences in assigned weights of vulnerability across communities in
different countries in Southern Africa ( Zimbabwe, Lesotho and Swaziland);

(c) Household vulnerability is the same across seasons, and

(d) Use of community-defined weights does not result in significant classification change

inthe standard HVI.
1.5 Definitions of Key Terms and Concepts

This study contributes to an understanding of household vulnerability to poverty in Zimbabwe
with particular emphasis on RushingaDistrict. Household vulnerability, vulnerability index,
community weightings, HVI standard weights and community-based approaches are
fundamental terms and concepts that underpin this study. In this study, the livelihood
framework thatDepartment for International Development (DFID, 1999) developedwas the
basis of analysis of household vulnerability. The framework spells out the factors that are
critical in the survival of people. Chambers and Conway (1992)reveal that livelihoods
comprise assets and activities needed for a living. Human, social, natural, physical and
financial capitals are the main components of the sustainable livelihood framework.
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In the study,household vulnerabilityrefers to the utilisation of the five capitals in responding
to shocks experienced in preventing the worsening of livelihoods (Adger, 1999; Watts and
Bohle, 1993;Chambers, 1989). In doing this, the prevailing conditions at the household level
are used to analyze the current status and factors that make them vulnerable.
Vulnerabilityindex refers to numerous approaches of assessing vulnerability through the use
of composite indices (Vincent 2007, Eakin and Tapia, 2007). There are variousindices used
to measure different things through aggregating index scores intended to rank the
vulnerability levels of countries, regions and households, among others (Moss, Brenkert and
Malone, 2001). The type and number of indicators used to produce theindices and how they
are aggregated, gives a good idea of thetype of vulnerability being measured. The current
studyuses the vulnerability indexdeveloped by Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources
Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN) as the basis. Use of the index in space and application
in the classification of households, including how it compares to community-based
approaches served as the building blocks.

Community-based approachesare centred on active participation and stakeholder
engagement in processes that influence their development. In this thesis, community
members were engaged in order for them to classify the households based on their own
understanding of household vulnerability. This takes into account stakeholders’ opinions,
concerns and suggestions. Apart from this, the process ensured that a broad range ofsocio-
economic groups were involved in planning and implementation of development
programmes.For this reason, men, women, youthand leaders were collectively regarded as
the community.

Community weightings in this study mean the values assigned by different social groups in a
community to represent the magnitude of impact if that livelihood capital is affected. For
example if a community relies their livelihood on fishingthey would greatly affected if their
natural capital is affected. The weights reflect the significance of the capitals to their
livelihoods. HVI standard weightsrefer to assigned weights and transformations to variables
using evidence from other statistical models and previous studies.These were derived from
existing literature.



1.6 Organisation of the Thesis

Chapter 1 has presentedthe background to the thesis, statement of the problem, objectives
and hypotheses of the research. In Chapter 2,theliterature is reviewed in order to build an
understanding of vulnerability, poverty and variousapproaches to classificationof
households. The methodology of empirically testingeach hypothesis is presented in its
relevant chapter. Chapter 3 is devoted to acomparison ofhow the community weighting
process of weights on five capitals differs from the ones suggested in the FANRPAN

framework. Analysis is also done on how different social groups assigned weights and the

significance of that in development.

Chapter 4 analyses the spatial differences of household vulnerabilities and the importance of
contextualising vulnerability indices. Chapter 5 presents findings on the seasonality of
vulnerability bringing out the importance of taking cognisance of the importance of
seasonality in tracking vulnerability especially when the indices are used as a monitoring
tool. Chapter 6 compares that classification of households using the indices calculated on
weights from literature, indices calculated from weights from community groups and the
general classification by the community. This provides insights on how households can be
classified in the different vulnerability classes depending on the weights of the capitals.

Chapter 7 presents discussion, recommendations, and conclusion.



CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviewed literature on the vulnerability, community participation and targeting
methods.  Operational definitions of vulnerability and community participation were
discussed in view of their meaning in different disciplines. A summary of the literature review

was provided at the end of this chapter.

A common objective of vulnerability assessment is to differentiate populations in terms of
their vulnerability and the type of shock that the households are vulnerable to. According to
Adger (1998) and Cardona (2004), determination of vulnerability is hazard-specific. In
developing countries there are large sections of society that may be classified as vulnerable,
and in sub-Saharan Africa, in particular, HIV/AIDS infected and affected households are
accounting for a significant proportion of vulnerable groups. According to UNAIDS (2010),
the HIV/AIDS prevalence rate in the sub-Saharan Africa for adults 15-49 years is 5% and
the affected households are more susceptible to becoming poor in the presence of a shock —
whether it is an economic shock, such as rising prices, or a natural disaster such as a flood
or drought. The situation is exacerbated by the unavailability of means to cope with the
shock when it occurs. The Household Vulnerability Index hinges on this fact and analyzes
how the different sources of livelihoods are affected in the face of HIV/AIDS shock for

example how a household would use their land if there is a sick member.

The assumption is that the HVI is able to classify a population in order to understand who
may be more or less vulnerable and in what ways they are vulnerable. It is, however,
important to note that vulnerability is a difficult concept to measure and describe (Eakin and
Luers, 2006). This is mainly because it is multidimensional and thus multivariate concept so
every different indicator of vulnerability is likely to have a different degree of influence thus
requires a different weight. Other targeting methodologies are also discussed with a focus on

their shortcomings and how the HVI is expected to fill the identified gaps.

2.2 Vulnerability to Poverty

It is very critical to understand vulnerability so as to adequately measure it. Vulnerability is
described as a dimension of disadvantage, which relates to exposure to shocks. It is

differentiated from poverty, which focuses attention on presentconditions, vulnerability is a
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forward-looking concept. The idea of vulnerability relates to the way in which events impact
on a certain system, and specifically on the likelihood of experiencing loss or negative
outcomes in the future because of particular events or actions (Hoddinott and Quisumbing

2003: Alwang, Siegel, Jorgensen, 2001).

Individuals, households, communities, or regions — exposed to certain risks, can be helped
in managing and reducing risk, to become more resilient, adaptable and able to cope with
changes (Alwanget al., 2001). These households that become resilient are described as
being able to cope in the HVI developed by FANRPAN. The literature on household
vulnerability has been generated primarily as an extension of the analysis of poverty (Cuna
2004: Hoddinott and Quisumbing 2003:Alwanget al. 2001). One of the key insights of this
literature is the conceptual distinction between the current conditions of a household such as
income status and the likelihood that this given household will experience a deterioration of
its condition in the future. Hence, vulnerability is not a measure of the current condition of the
household, but a measure of the likelihood that these conditions (outcomes) will worsen in
the future due to adverse events such as HIV/AIDS, droughts and floods. However, it is

important to note that the current conditions are used to predict the possible outcome in the

future.

Household vulnerability has been defined by Heitzmanet al. (2002) as a ‘“risk chain”
comprising (a) uncertain events which are described in some literature as shocks which are
either internal or external (b) the options for managing risks or risk responses which are also
referred to as resilience of a household to cope in the presence of a shock and (c) the
outcome in terms of welfare loss.

Thus a household is said to be vulnerable to the outcome of an uncertain event, if it does not

have sufficient resources to adequately contend with the outcome of the event.

Literature reveal that the development community has settled on the appropriate indices to
measure poverty [namely the Foster Greer, Thorbecke (1984) (FGT) indices], no consensus
has yet emerged about the appropriate way to measure vulnerability. There are several
approaches that emerge in literature, which consider vulnerability. According to
Christiaensen and Boisvert, (2000),Chaudhuri, et al.(2002), vulnerability is associated with
high expected poverty. They considered the possibility of a household falling below the
poverty threshold looking at the consumption levels. Ligon and Schechter, 2003 associated

vulnerability with low expected utility where they looked at information about individual risk
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preferences. Given that individuals are often uncertain about their preferences it is difficult to

relate these to future problems since vulnerability is futuristic.

A Participatory Poverty Assessment that was done in Tanzania (Morris,
Butterworth,Lamboll,Lazaro, Maganga and Marsland, 2009) comprehensively did a
qualitative assessment of households’ risk environment, their coping strategies, and the
resulting household vulnerability. The study concluded that vulnerability is the result of the
number and intensity of the shocks households face against the number and effectiveness of
their coping strategies. It identified environmental and macroeconomic conditions,
governance, ill health, lifecycle conditions and cultural beliefs and practices as important
shocks causing households to be more vulnerable. As coping strategies the assessment
found that households make use of assets (including human, social, political, natural,
physical and financial assets). Thus poverty itself limits people’s capacity to improve and
safeguard their well-being. The assessment also found out that there are some
disadvantaged social groups in the country that due to their low access to assets are
particularly vulnerable. Although the study touches on different dimensions and that
vulnerability (in the future) is linked to household’s poverty (current situation), the focus was
mainly on qualitative description. The study does not quantify how the different shocks affect

vulnerability, which is very important in identifying the causes of household’s vulnerability so

as to address the problem.

Vulnerability and development was analysed by Cardona (2004) as vulnerability to signify a
lack or a deficit of development due to socially constructed shocks. Therefore, the author
also focuses on the intrinsic susceptibility of a community suggesting that vulnerability
originates in physical and socio-economic shocks and a lack of resilience by taking a look at
these parameters. He tried to get to a holistic view of vulnerability, which covers both
physical factors as well as socio-economic aspects. It gives a forward-looking perspective on
what might happen, if a certain hazard takes place. A definition of vulnerability to poverty is
given by Chaudhuriet al. (2002) as the ex-ante risk that a household will, if currently non-
poor, fall below the poverty line, or if currently poor, will remain in poverty. These
approaches are mostly restricted to income vulnerability and they try to find a common
metric for all indicators. Thus they are mostly restricted to measuring money (consumption)

and tend to disregard other indicators that are more difficult to be translated into monetary

terms (Alwanget al. 2001).
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2.3 Measuring Vulnerability

Most vulnerability measures have just been recently developed and some of them have not
been widely adopted (Makoka and Marcus, 2005). It is important to note that different
disciplines measure vulnerability in different ways. This section presents important measures

of vulnerability from the economics and the environmental science perspectives.

In the economics discipline, vulnerability to poverty is measured as the probability that a
household (or an individual), whether currently poor or not, would find itself poor in the future
(Chaudhuri, 2011) Usually, the concept of vulnerability is understood in the income space to
express the probability that a household will become consumption poor in the future in the
sense that household members will not be able to purchase due to income vulnerability. In

this case, vulnerability is measured with respect to the consumption poverty line (Chaudhuri,

2011).

Different organizations working on environmental sustainability have developed different
measures of vulnerability in order to advance their course. Among them is the
Commonwealth Vulnerability Index (CVI), developed in 2000 (Commonwealth Secretariat,
2000). The CVI was developed based on three years of intensive research carried out by
Commonwealth of Nations with the mandate of the Commonwealth finance ministers and
endorsed by the heads of government (Commonwealth Secretariat, 2000). The index was
based on two principles: first, the impact of external shocks over which the country affected
has little or no control; and secondly the resilience of a country to withstand and recover
from such shocks. In this framework, therefore, vulnerability means exposure to exogenous
shocks over which the affected country has little or no control, and relatively low resilience to
withstand and recover from such shocks. The CVI is a country-level index, which ranks
developing countries according to measurable components of exposure and resilience to
external shocks. The development of the index is based on the observation that income

growth volatility is the most apparent manifestation of vulnerability (Commonwealth

Secretariat, 2000).

Besides the CVI, another measure of vulnerability that has been developed is the
Environmental Vulnerability Index (EVI). It was developed by the South Pacific Applied
Geoscience Commission (SOPAC) and the United Nations Environmental Programme in
2005 (Makoka and Marcus, 2005). It was developed through consultations with
governments, institutions and leading experts throughout the world. According to UNEP and
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SOPAC (2005), the EVI has been developed to provide a rapid and standardized method for
characterizing vulnerability in an overall sense, and identifying issues that may need to be
addressed within each of the three pillars of sustainability, namely environmental, economic
and social aspects of a country’s development. The main aim for the creation of the EVI is to
promote sustainable development across the world and cooperation on issues relating to the
world’s natural life support ecosystems (Makoka and Marcus, 2005). The EVI is based on
indicators for estimating the vulnerability of the environment of a country to future shocks.
These include indicators on weather and climate, geology, geography, ecosystem resources
and services, and ecological processes and human interactions (Makoka and Marcus,
2005). The next section will look at how attempts have been made to narrow down the index

from a national level down to household level.
2.3.1 Measuring Vulnerability at household level

There is a variation in the measurement of vulnerability from practitioners in different
disciplines even from differentperspectives within the same disciplines. There is use of
different meanings and concepts ofvulnerability, which, in turn, have led to diverse methods
of measuring vulnerability(Alwang et al, 2001).0ne such indicator based measurement is the
Financial Vulnerability Index (FVI) developed by (Anderloni, Bacchiocchi, Vandone,
2012).The index measured financial vulnerability of a household as it relates to expenditure,
income, savings, and loans for Italian households. The limitation of this study is that it deals
with one aspect of the capitals available to a household which does not reflect the total

household vulnerability.

Household Social Vulnerability Index (HSVI) was developed by Vincent and Cull(2010). The
study assessed the social vulnerability of a household to climate change. The study is based
on the multiple dimensions of vulnerability identified in the livelihood framework. It
recognises the importance how a household interacts with different capitals at its disposal
and the significance of putting weights in the calculation of an index. However the study is
limited in that it uses uniform weights, assuming that a household uses the capital assets
uniformly if which this is not the case.Vincent (2007) creates a household level index for
adaptaive capacity to change (HACI). He develops it based on theoretically determined
composite indices. The development of the indices is based on limited indicators, economic
wellbeing, demographic structure, interconnectivity, quality of housing and dependence on
natural resources. The other limitation is that the index is based on equally weighted sub-
indices.
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Another household vulnerability index was developed by Eakin and Tapia (2007). The study
combined the livelihoods framework with the multicriteria decision analysis approach to
weight household attributes according to their relative importance. The study recognises the
need for different weights in the calculation of the indices however it is based on literature
and expert judgement. This poses challenges in excluding community voice in the process
where theie participation is limited to proving information about their households. This study

proposes active community engagement in the coming up with weights that can be used in

the calculation of an index.
2.3.2 Background to the FANRPAN Household Vulnerability Index

The HVI was developed in 2004 by FANRPAN, in its endeavour to quantify the impact of
HIV/AIDS on a household, when it embarked on a study on the Impact of HIV and AIDS on
Rural Livelihoods and Food Security (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007). Although the concept of
vulnerability has been applied in a variety of disciplines and contexts, the bulk of the
literature on vulnerability focused on household vulnerability to poverty and vulnerability of
geographic areas to environmental adversities or natural disasters (Cuna, 2004). The HVI
developed by FANRPAN concentrated on quantifying the vulnerability of households to the
adverse effects of HIV/AIDS. FANRPAN and was formed in 1994 as SADC needed a
network that deals with food and natural resources (Sibanda and Kureya. 2007). It is
comprised of governments as the key stakeholders, farmer organizations, farmers and Non-
Governmental Organisations. It is a regional network focusing on research, policy and

networking around food, agriculture and natural resources in the Southern Africa

Development Community.

From a study conducted in 7 SADC countries, FANRPAN identified the need to put a
quantitative measure to household vulnerability as pivotal intervention in the HIV and AIDS
crisis. A household that has a strong livelihood base should be better equipped to cope with
HIV and AIDS, yet the level of copying depends on the quantity and quality of the livelihoods.
The HVI was developed by FANRPAN in 2004 by means of investigating the different
dimensions through which households are likely to be affected when exposed to shocks
such as HIV/AIDS. Appropriate weights and scales were applied to each of the impact areas
and an HVI calculated for each household (Food Security Network, 2007).

The HVI framework employs the sustainable livelihoods approach as the basis of its
foundation (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007). A livelihood is considered to be sustainable when a
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household can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks through either maintaining
or enhancing its capabilities and assets. During the process it should not deplete its resource
base. Thus the more assets a household has, the lesser its vulnerability (Sibanda and

Kureya, 2007). The HVI uses the five capitals to analyze the impact of HIV and AIDS as

follows:

Human capital- HIV and AIDS impacts on household demographic structure i.e., size and
composition, and the mobility of household members. Natural capital- Household
vulnerability increases environmental degradation and affects access to natural capital.
Physical capital- This includes changes in household physical assets, access to extension
services and changes in optimal farm household production. Financial capital- HIV and AIDS
evoke changes in household financial assets, investment choices, household income and
expenditure and market access. Social capital- The pandemic affects social networks in
terms of support, and inter and intra-relationships from government, community and other
relatives. There are different kinds of shocks that can be experienced at a household level
varying from climate change (droughts, floods) and HIV/AIDS. In this particular study
conducted by FANRPAN All these capitals were linked to the HIV and AIDS pandemic
through how it affects household agriculture and food security (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007).
The HVI categorises households into three levels of vulnerability, i.e., coping, acute and
emergency and then based on these levels, development response packages are designed

to assist the most vulnerable households fight their external and internal vulnerability

(Sibanda and Kureya, 2007).

The HVI is also expected to be used in monitoring assisted households’ graduation or
deterioration from one level of vulnerability to another. By focusing on the livelihood
framework the sources of vulnerability are expected to be identified hence correctly

identifying interventions required to move households from one level of vulnerability to

another (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007).
2.3.3 Household vulnerability index approach in relation to capitals

Literature on vulnerabilities has linkages with the asset-based approach and sustainable
livelihood literature (Alwanget al., 2001). Livelihoods comprise of different on and off farm
activities for generating income that is used for procurement of various assets. It also implies
communities’ access to income and resources to meet basic needs sustainably (Chambers
and Conway, 1992). The sustainable livelihoods approach is used to analyse the different
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activities and strategies that are used by households to acquire income using various
resources at their disposal. Resources may comprise of different assets such as human,

social, financial, economic, physical, natural and political (Chambers and Conway, 1992).

Assets that are defined as natural/biological include land, water, common-property
resources, flora and fauna. Social assets examples are community, family and social
networks. Examples of political assets are empowerment - sometimes included in the ‘social’
assets. Human assets are education, labour, health and nutrition. Physical assets are such
as roads, clinics, markets, schools and bridges. Economic assets are jobs, savings and

credit, among others (Chambers and Conway, 1992).

Sustainable livelihoods are those activities that are able to cope with and recover from
shocks and stresses (such as drought, civil war, policy failure, HIV/AIDS) through adaptive
and coping strategies. Communities with sustainable livelihoods should ensure that their
activities do not irreversibly degrade natural resources within a given ecosystem. Livelihoods
are said to be sustainable if they are socially equitable, which suggests that promotion of
livelihood opportunities for one group should not limit options for other groups, either now or

in the future (Chambers and Conway, 1992). The activities should promote intergenerational

equity.

The extent of household access to assets is strongly influenced by their vulnerability context,
wh‘ich takes account of trends (for example, economic, political and technological), shocks
(for example, epidemics, natural disasters, civil strife) and seasonality (for example, prices,
production, employment opportunities). It is crucial to measure this vulnerability so that the
state of the household and the source of the vulnerability can be identified. Figure 2.1 below

summaries the relationship between livelihood capitals and how HIV/AIDS impacts on them.
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2.3.4 Theoretical Foundation of the Household Vulnerability Index

According to Sibanda and Kureya (2007) the theoretical foundation of the HVI was based on
the work originally proposed by Costa (2002) known as the fussy set approach to
multidimensional analysis of poverty given composite indicators. The aim of the HVI, as was
the case in the work by Costa, is to quantify the multi-dimension aspects of the impacts of
HIV/AIDS problem on a household. The HVI tool would be perfect for targeting because of
its capacity to assess the holistic access of a household to different capitals, FANRPAN
(2007). It is, therefore, in this light that the tool would be tested for its capacity to target

against inclusion and exclusion errors and cost effectiveness of the tool in implementation.

The Fussy Set approach was used to analyse the data for households. The following
definitions help clarify how the calculation of the HVI is done as proposed by FANRPAN:

One can state that for the population N made up of n households i.e. (N= {hhy, hhy, hh;
...hh,}, V is a subset of v households that have some degree of vulnerability to HIV and
AIDS or other shock. Thus v<nand v =0 implies that there are no vulnerable households, and
v = nimplies that all households are vulnerable.

One can also break down the vulnerability X into m specific dimensions of impact, and give a
corresponding weight (w; ,i = 17,.. .,m) to each dimension. The weights can be predetermined,

or developed using an appropriate function.

The vulnerability of any given household hh;i= 1...n to the /" j=1,...m dimension of impact
can be expressed as X;, and set to take values between 0 and 1 such that 0 = no impact and
1 full impact. Each X; denotes the degree of vulnerability of household i to the /" dimension
of impact, and X;wwill be the corresponding weighted vulnerability.

The sum of the weighted vulnerabilities across all dimensions will give the particular
household’s total vulnerability Vhhto HIV and AIDS, that is:

i X\v]i w = th
Jj=1 j=1

It is also possible to sum down the dimensions and calculate the particular dimension’s
contribution to vulnerability to HIV and AIDS.

For the study, the sum of the weights has been conveniently set to ZW’ = 100. The
j=1

weights were preset. The household vulnerability index was calculated by applying the
theory discussed above to the data collected by household questionnaires.
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This study proposes the inclusion of community voice and participation into the formula such
that the corresponding weighted vulnerability for a household was expressed as XijCWi
instead of XijWi:

Xij denoting the degree of vulnerability of a household | to the j" dimension of impact and
CW denoting community weight

The sum of all weighted community vulnerability will be denoted as:

Vhh =Y Xcw2 CW,

j=1 j= 1

2.3.5Categories of Household Vulnerability Index

Three levels of vulnerability were used in the survey. Household could either fall into

vulnerability level one, two or three. Specific definitions for these categories are given below:

« Low Vulnerability Levels — a household in a vulnerable situation but still able to cope.

« Moderate Vulnerability Levels — a household that has been hit so hard that it needs
urgent but temporary assistance for it to recover. This entails assisting households
recover from a shock (recovery and rehabilitation of that household).

e High Vulnerability Levels — a household is an emergency situation but could be
resuscitated only with the best possible programming to address the area of need.
The emergency level is thus defined as a household where saving lives of that
household is number one priority before one can introduce that household to long
term developmental projects. These are the households that would require
emergency interventions to save lives and these could have been into the situation
due to different shocks.

The above cut-off points were derived through a simulation process. The study simulated a

coping level household by assigning upper limits of coping level values to the different
indicators and then calculating the HVI.
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2.3.6 Limitations of the HVI

Despite the fact that the HVI derivation was largely informed by a rich literature around HIV
and AIDS in the world, the index is not immune to challenges that bedevil indices. An
element of subjectivity especially in the assigning of weights to the different livelihood assets
remains one of the major challenges. Though this process is supposed to be informed by a
careful analysis of literature on the study communities, there are bound to be limitations if

this literature scan is not conducted properly.
2.4 Approaches to Household Classification: Targeting

There are different approaches to targeting that are identified in literature. Table 2.1 provides

a summary of all the approaches discussed in detail in this section

2.4.1 Geographic Targeting

Various developmental organisations use different targeting methodologies. One example is
geographical targeting, which entails selecting an area because of its peculiar
characteristics. Either all the community members participate or certain households can be
selected (Hoddinott, 2001). Geographic locations differ ranging from size to the inclusion and
exclusion errors. If the geographical location is large such as a District, many programmes
may not have enough resources to target everyone so targeting methodologies may have to
be employed to target individual households. But at a village level it may be possible that a
programme may benefit all the residents of the area. Lavelle et al. (2010) states that
geographic level such as the village and/or households generally share the same climatic,
geographic ~ conditions, productive  activities, infrastructure, access and SO
inequalitiesamoung households tend to be smaller.

Ravallion and Wodon (1997) show that in Bangladesh geographic location is of great
importance as a predictor of poverty than other household characteristics and the conclusion
was that differences in returns to household characteristics such as labour force for their
human capital depended on geographic area affecting their livelihoods. Efficiency of
geographic targeting depends on the level of concentration of the most vulnerable in the
area. In most cases households are heterogeneous and resources are limiting which may
affect the inclusion and exclusion errors when this type of targeting is conducted.
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Table 2.1 Summary of key features of commonly used techniques for household
targeting for development and relief

Techniques  (plus Description of the Strengths Weaknesses/Gaps
source) Approach
1. Geographic Entails selecting an |t has low It assumes
targeting area because of its administrative costs households are
(Hoddinott, 2001)  peculiar characteristics as everyone is homogenous but in
and everyone benefits targeted, works reality they are
by virtue of being in that better in  small heterogeneous, and

2. Community-

based targeting
(Grosh, 1994,
Bailey, 2008)

3. Proxy-means
testing targeting

(HallieEaking and

Bojorquesz-

Tapia, 2006).

area

Community members
select themselves.
choose
that

be

vulnerable and these

Communities
the
they

households

know to

tend to bring conflicts

and are subject to
corruption.
Entails calculating a

synthetic score on the
basis of easily collected
indicators of
vulnerability using

weighted algorithm.

geographic area

It is simple and
inexpensive;

approach depends
on good facilitation

skills, done in order

to maximize the
benefits of the
intervention while

minimizing the costs
at the same time.

Ensures uniformity
across a selected
community but may
differ

different

among

communities.

Vulnerability can be
calculated to a
digit that

ranking

single
makes

households easy.

resources are limiting
which may affect the
inclusion and
exclusion errors when

this type of targeting is

conducted.
May lead to
inconsistencies in

terms of interventions
that be

implemented in the

may

community and may
also overstate

vulnerabilities.

It is based on previous
analytical work and
periodic updates to
proxy
variables and weights

establish

which might make it
expensive if  not
properly planned and

managed.
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2.4.2 Community-based Targeting

Grosh (1994) describes different types of household targeting that can be used such as
community-based identification, which is simple and inexpensive. However, it may lead to
inconsistencies in terms of interventions that may be implemented in the community and
may also overstate vulnerabiliies. This method demands that skilled staff carry out
Participatory Rural Appraisals (PRAs). Effectiveness of this approach depends on good
facilitation skills, which are paramount for clearly communicating issues to members of the
community in question. This is done in order to maximize the benefits of the intervention
while minimizing the costs at the same time. Communities choose the households that they

know to be vulnerable and these tend to bring conflicts and are subject to corruption (Bailey,
2008).

The strength of the community selection process is that it enables community members to
participate fully and actively. However, WV tries to verify and triangulate targeting
information from the community. The challenge is that the community ranking usually bring
tension between the beneficiaries and the non-beneficiaries. In development work of
Rushinga this methodology has resulted in the same beneficiaries participating in almost all
interventions that come in an area during the lifetime of a programme that lasts 10-15 years.
The PRR and HVI endeavours to ensure community participation in creating a database

where all possible areas of livelihoods are identified and the true vulnerability showed for
each household.

2.4.3 Proxy-means testing

Inconsistencies that result from the community-based targeting can be addressed using a
proxy measure of vulnerability. This entails calculating a synthetic score on the basis of
easily collected indicators of vulnerability. The weighted algorithm that is used ensures
uniformity across a selected community but may differ among different communities
(HallieEaking and Bojorquesz-Tapia, 2006). If there is no evidence of community
participation, the result may be regarded as arbitrary, especially if communities and
households fail to understand it. Therefore, it is critical that communities participate and have
a clear understanding of the methodology applied. A weakness of the weighted algorithm is
that it is based on previous analytical work and periodic updates to establish proxy variables
and weights which might make it expensive if not properly planned and managed.
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2.4.4 Productivity Requirement Ratio

The consortium of World Vision Zimbabwe, Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and CARE
International in Zimbabwe had a variety of food security interventions. Traditionally,
vulnerable beneficiaries were selected based on what communities perceived to be
vulnerability (through facilitation process conducted by the implementing agencies). Before
the introduction of the productivity requirement ratio (PRR), beneficiary selection procedure
used a set of vulnerability criteria and households were ranked in a participatory process.
The beneficiary list would be determined during the participatory process. However, the PRR
beneficiary targeting process is based on the participatory household vulnerability ranking
through community-based selection and also the calculation done on the potential of the
household to meet its cereal requirements. Potential agricultural productivity (human
capacity and productive assets) on the household’s land and value of livestock it can sell
during the year is compared to its cereal requirement in a ratio called
Productivity/Requirement ratio (PRR), (USAID, 2007).

Summary of how the PRR was being used to select beneficiaries for different programmes is
presented in Figure 2.2 where programmes such as Food for Assets, Food for Social
Services and the Safety Net programs in relief work were done.

The PRR is intended to be a comparison between a) the amounts of cereals a household
has access to through its agricultural production; and b) its cereal requirement. The
household'’s access to cereals is assumed to be determined by five factors:

1) current stocks;

2) human capacity, a function of age, health status and disability status;

3) ownership of productive assets, including draft power and implements;

4) yield potential of land; and

5) ownership of livestock that can potentially be converted to cereals through sale.

A mathematical equation relating these five elements produces a single value of kilograms of
cereals a household can access, which is then the numerator of the ratio. The denominator
is the households’ cereal requirement, based on household size and the health and disability
status of its members. If this PRR ratio is greater than “1” then the household can meet its
cereal requirements; if it is less than one then it cannot (CARE International, CRS, WVZ,
2007).

Community rankings and a follow-up verification survey complement the PRR in the final
selection of beneficiary households.
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FOOD SECURITY SCREENING

Verification & HH Characteristics Screening:
Productive Capacity, Health Status

One or more Able- | 1 Moderately Able - 2 No Able-bodied 3
bodied Adults, bodied Adult, Low Adult, No/Very Low
Productive Capacity Productive Capacity Productive Capacity
Chronically ill household
member?
FFA Household projects NO YES
available and relevant for
?
FFA Community Ao v Access to clinical
Projects available? NO ] L YES J ] NO program (DOTS,
ART, OI treatment)?
NO [ YES

l NO ] YES
Re-verification and '

A
referral to Safety FFSS Available? Access to HBC? Qlinical
Net or Discharge YES NO NO YES Program
f Referral
fman) e
Referral
FFA Community FFA Household FFSS ‘Social Welfare

FFA - Food for Assets

FFSS - Food for Social Services
HH - Households

ART - Anti Retroviral Treatment
DOTS - Stop TB Strategy

Figure 2.2 : Productivity Requirement Ratio determination of appropriate intervention for each
household

Source: CARE International, CRS, WVZ, 2007.
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2.4.5 Strengths and weaknesses of the Productivity Requirement Ratio

The main strength of the PRR targeting approach is that an exact, unambiguous cut-off with
a simple, intuitive interpretation can be applied to determine which households are potential
beneficiaries (CARE International, CRS, WVZ, 2007). However, the approach addresses the
issue of household food security in an incomplete manner. The PRR method does address
food access (specifically the resources available for accessing food), but only focuses on
one type of food: maize. While maize is the main source of calories for most households in
the operational area it is not the only source of food security of a household. A household
can use different capitals at its disposal to ensure that it is food secure for instance a

household may survive on remittances or even other cereals that are not maize.

The other weakness is that the PRR is based on an assumption that all households depend
fully on their own agricultural production for accessing food but in actual fact a household
can be food secure either through own production or purchases on the market. The use and
selection of the different methods by different agencies depend on the associated cost of the
method (Coady, Grosh and Hoddinott, 2004). The next section discusses seasonality of
vulnerability which is an important aspect in understanding household vulnerability
dynamics.

2.5 The use of Indices in Vulnerability assessments

Approaches to vulnerability differ according to disciplines and the use of composite indices
varies (Vincent, 2007; Brooks, Adger and Kelly, 2005; Cutter, Boruff and Shirley, 2003; Moss
et al., 2001). Indicator-based analyses are critical in identifying, ranking or distinguishing
among units of analysis for the purpose of informing resource allocation, or targeting support
programs or other interventions (Eakin and Tapia, 2007). The indicator-based approaches to
vulnerability that have been undertaken at the national scale have permitted the ranking of
geographical places (Moss et al., 2001; Brooks et al., 2005) through the use of indices such
as the Environmental Vulnerability Index and the Commonwelth Vulnerability Index as has
already been highlighted.

The use of indices has allowed spatial comparisons through the use of existing data sets
mapped to theoretical concepts associated with vulnerability (Eakin and Tapia, 2007). Moss
et al. (2001) notes that one substantial drawback of national-level indicators is the variability
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at distinct scales of analysis depending on the variables under consideration. Despite the
variability of the indices, they are critical in gaining insights into the sources and cause of
vulnerability for households that may face similar shocks in the same environment (Eakin
and Luers, 2006; Brooks et al., 2005; Yohe and Tol, 2001)

The vulnerability indices can thus be used to assess a household’s degree of membership to
different classes of vulnerability in order to analyze different sets of specific household
characteristics in this case being the five capitals and the variable descriptions that are
associated with vulnerability. There are however challenges that are faced in the creation of
an index such as the heavy reliance on data. This has led to the use of secondary census
data that is not frequently collected hence can mask the frequent dynamics of vulnerability
due to lack of frequently collected data (Vincent, 2007; Alwanget al., 2001). Hence this study
sought to assess the dynamics of vulnerability in different seasons since household- level
vulnerability can be very dynamic. Household can move in and out of vulnerable states in
relatively short periods of time (Alwanget al., 2001) hence this has a bearing on the
classification of households.

The calculation of different indices uses different approaches. This study is however based
on the livelihood approach. This approach has been suggested at a local scale to group
households according to their associated assets and activities through the use of qualitative
and quantitative means (Ellis, 2000; Scoones, 1998). The classification provides insights into
the varying implications of socioeconomic and environmental shocks for households
pursuing particular types of strategies for the household’s survival. (Eakin, 2005; Eriksen and
Brown, 2005).

2. 6 Summary of Review of Literature

Although literature and several studies have brought out the importance of vulnerability index
as a way of classifying vulnerable units either for nations or households, no emphasis really
has been made so assess how these compare to the other conventional methods of
selection or classification such as the community-based approaches. Literature has revealed
that most of the studies on vulnerability approaches do not look at the household in a holistic
manner, assessing all the capitals that a household is able to tape from for its survival hence
indicating its coping capabilities.

28



These indices are developed as a way of addressing problems of vulnerability classification
in the face of limited resources such that a household that is vulnerable can easily be
identified and prioritized.

The FANRPAN HVI does look at the household coping mechanism using the livelihood
approach. It poses that it is not sufficient for a household to be selected in programming
intervention without assessing how the household utilizes its capitals. Relatively limited
research has applied the concept of vulnerability to the analysis of socio-economic
conditions of households. The study builds on this to assess the spatial differences of
vulnerability using the index, the seasonality in the classification and the comparison of the

HVI classification and community-based classification.

29



CHAPTER 3DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY AND LIVELIHOOD
STRATEGIES

3.1 Introduction

The Food and Agriculture Organisation Informal Working Group on Participatory Approaches
and Methods (FAOIWG) defines participation in development as a process of equitable and
active involvement of all stakeholders in the formulation of development policies in all the
stages. This allows for a more equitable development process, disadvantaged stakeholders
need to be empowered to increase their level of knowledge, influence and control over their

own livelihoods, including development initiatives affecting them (FAO, 2007).

Participatory research is to be included in any project as it is indispensable for the collection
and analysis of the necessary information on the action areas and the disadvantaged people
(Heck, 2003). In recent years, participatory methods have increasingly been used in national
poverty assessments, initially for enabling the poor to express and analyse their priorities
and realities (Pimbert, 2004). Participatory Poverty Assessments (PPAs) are promoted for
instance by the World Bank, with the stated aim of helping the perspectives and priorities of
the poor influence development cooperation and national policies (Norton and Moser, 2001).

United Nations Economic Commission for the Asia and the Pacific,describes dimensions that
keep the poor trapped as a lack of income and productive assets. They also identified a lack
of access to essential economic and social services as well as a lack of power, participation
and respect as also contributing to the poor being trapped in their situation. Participatory
approaches are complemented by the use of a sustainable livelihoods framework, which
considers that a livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets and activities required for a
means of living (UNESCAP, 2008). This study adopted the view expressed by UNESCAP of
engaging community to actively participate in assessing their own vulnerabilities using the
livelihood framework. The communities defined capitals in their context and gave weights to
each capital depending on the significance of that asset in their livelihood as a community.

This chapter assesses the importance of community participation in the identification and
definition of variables that communities consider when ranking household vulnerability and
assigning weights to livelihoods strategies. It also covers methodology, results and the

summary of the discussion.
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3.2 Description of the Study Area

RushingaDistrict is located 215 km to the north-east of Harare, the capital city of Zimbabwe.
The RushingaDistrict is located within Mashonaland Central Province. It is found along the
northern Zimbabwe-Mozambique border. The southern part borders with Mashonaland East
Province with Mazowe River serving as the demarcation area. There are 26 wards in
RushingaDistrict. The Area Development Programme (ADP) was introduced by World Vision
in Rushinga in 2004 after realising the needs of the people in that community. However, the
ADP covers only nine wards namely Ward 1: (Mukosa), 2: (Chapinduka), 3: (Chitange), 4:
(Bopoma), 5:( Makuni), 19: (Nyamanyanya), 21: (Nyanhewe), 20: (Kasika)and 22:
(Nyatsato) (figure 3.1).

Rushinga is poverty stricken mainly due to its historical legacy and geographical location
(WVZ, 2007). The area was adversely affected by the war of independence that was fought
in Zimbabwe (1960s and 70s) and the subsequent civil strife in Mozambique. The civil war in
Mozambique spread into the areas bordering Zimbabwe and Mozambique resulting in
considerable human displacement and loss of lives. Because of this, Rushinga lags behind

in terms of development.

The studywas covering the ADP area which is the nine wards. The area is mountainous,
which reduces the land area suitable for farming. It falls in the agro-ecological region four
(Vincent and Thomas, 1961) which is characterised by low rainfall of about 465mm/year and
high average temperatures that reach 38°C. The rainfall is poorly distributed annually and
seasonally. This result in intermittent seasonal rivers, only Mazowe River flows throughout
the year

Due to the low rainfall received in the area, cotton and other drought tolerant crops such as
millet and sorghum are successfully grown. The vegetation is characterised by Baobab trees
that can thrive in hot and dry areas (World Vision Zimbabwe, 2004).

Rushinga ADP has been implementing both relief and development work since 2004. The
area has been chosen for this particular study because different approaches have been
used in targeting beneficiaries for the interventions that are brought into the area.
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3.3 Research Methodology

The research design, population and sampling procedures that are described in this chapter
are to empirically test the objective which sought to determine how social groups in the
community assigned weights of vulnerability to the capitals at their disposal and these were
compared to those of the FANRPAN HVI. The hypothesis which states that community
weightings of vulnerability do not significantly alter the HVI indices within communities

inRushingaDistrict, was empirically tested.

3.3.1 Research Design

A case study was done in which selected social groups were investigated in great detail
concerning their assets and capabilities for their livelihoods. Exploratory design was also
used as community’s defined vulnerability and its variables in their context. Qualitative
approach was adopted to empirically answer this objective. This study utilised both primary
data and secondary data. Primary data was collected using both qualitative and quantitative
methods. Secondary data was drawn from FANRPAN values that had been collected using
literature review. The primary data collected was then compared to the secondary data

available.

3.3.2 Population, sampling frame and procedures

In the research presented here, modified ten seed tool was used to assign weights to
indicators and the household survey was done to collect information used to compute the
vulnerability indices. When assigning of weights, different social groups (men, women, youth
and local leaders) were sampled (4 groups in each ward for all the nine wards). Community
leadership was engaged to mobilize people according to the above mentioned social groups.
People who were willing to participate were mobilized but were limited to a maximum
number of 15 for each group for effective participation (Cornwall and Guijt, 2004).

The community interest groups that were engaged were women aged thirty-six to sixty years
as well as men aged thirty six to sixty years. The youth comprised of male and female within
the age categories of 18-35 as described by the country of Zimbabwe (Central Statistics
Office, 2000). Community leaders comprised traditional leaders, development committees,
and support group leaders. The support groups comprise of members of the community that
unite to provide services as caring for the people living with HIV/AIDS as well as those that

care for orphans.
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The Focus Group Discussions, enlightened the research to assess how the weightings or
views on vulnerability differed by each group. It was also of great importance to assess how
the community leaders’ views differed from the rest of the community. In many development
programmes local leadership is called to represent the perception of the rest of the
community, the data provided insight into the development strategy of calling local

leadership. A total of thirty-six focus group discussions were conducted.

A household survey was conducted for all the households in the area. At household level

information on the five capitals and capabilities were collected.

The diverse types of data that was collected that describe household characteristics for
example continuous, nominal and ordinal were calculated using fuzzy logic based on the
theory of fuzzy subsets for the construction of an index including the different dimensions
(attributes) of vulnerability (Dagum 2002). In this approach, the vulnerability of a person is
identified by its degree of belonging to the fuzzy sets, and this respectively to each of the
attributes of vulnerability (Costa 2002). The degree of belonging is determined by the degree
of possession of the attribute, which may take the value one or zero interval [0, 1] (see
Appendix 1, Fuzzy sets developed by FANRPAN). Using the weights from focus group
discussions and data from household survey the data was aggregated into a single index to

allow for classification.

3.3.3 Data Collection

A total of thirty six focus groups discussions were conducted in assigning of weights on the
different livelihoods strategies. During the discussions communities were engaged to get
perceived definition of vulnerability. The ten seed tool is a rapid participatory learning tool
that is useful in gathering qualitative information on various issues (Jayakaran, 2002). The
modified ten seed stimulates discussion and ranks different issues according to their

importance.

Unlike the ten seed tool, this study engaged the community using hundred stones in
allocating weights to the different capitals depending on how significant it was to their lives.
The members allocated the stones according to what they believed to be critical factors, the
most important determinant of vulnerability to poverty getting the most stones, followed by
the next important one and so on until the least important capital. As a group each focus
group discussed the allocation and redistributed the stones accordingly until what the whole

group believed to be the true situation in their area was reflected. The number of stones
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allocated per each capital were recorded. The groups went on to redistribute the stone
allocated to each capital among variable descriptors under each capital using the same
process of assigning weights and ranking.

Enumerators were hired from local students and were later trained on facilitation skills. As
part of the training, pre-test were done to ensure that students had understood the process
of engaging the community. Each focus group discussion had a facilitator, two note takers
and an observer. The lead researcher participated in the exercise by ensuring data quality
through being part of the FGD discussion of all the groups during the process. The FGD
were conducted in a manner that enabled active involvement and participation by all
members managing both the quiet (so that they actively participate) and the dominant
members managed to give a chance for others to contribute. Each FGD wrote its
perceptions on the flipchart and discussed until consensus was reached in both defining and
giving weights to the five capitals. Each FGD would then present in plenary to the rest of the
groups on what they would have come up with. Each ward was covered in a day and a total
of four focus group discussions were done per day. All the flipcharts were labelled to reflect
the group composition, the ward for processing and data entry. Daily reflections of the
process was done and feedback was given to the enumerators by the lead researcher.
The lead researcher supervised the data collection and ensured that the questionnaires had

been adequately completed.

Views from the community were gathered through brainstorming and open discussion. One
hundred stones were used because they help reduce the error of calculating to percentages
as in the case when fewer or more stones are used. This also reduces the rounding off error,

so the exact mathematical values were derived from the discussions.
3.3.4 Variables for secondary data collection

Fifteen impact areas that fall within different livelihood assets or dimensions were used as
identified through the 2004 FANRPAN study (Sibanda and Kureya, 2007).The following are
the key assumptions of the index:

a) It assesses five capitals (natural, human, physical, financial and social) and assumes
that the bulk of households in that community have similar characteristics ie mostly
subsistence farmers,

b) Households have mixed livelihood options, and draw some form of livelihood from each

of the capitals.
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c) The minimal set of questions each household was asked was necessary and sufficient

for comparing through principal component analysis done for the variables by FANRPAN

3.3.5 Data capturing, cleaning and analysis

The results from the focus groups discussions were organised according to the different
thematic areas based on the livelihood framework. The capitals were the financial capital,
human capital, natural capital, social capital and physical capital. The themes were
consolidated according to the perceptions of youth, women, men and leadership. The
consolidation of perceptions was done according to the FGD guide such that the data was

presented according to the themes that emerged during discussions.

The data that was collected from the social groups weighting process of the livelihood
capitals was entered in excel. The data was entered according to the perceptions on the
weights of the youth, men, women and leaders. Average weights were consolidated based
on the social groups. The weights were then compared to the average weights of
FARNPAN. Level of significance was calculated values using hypothesis test for proportions.
The hypothesis test was done since the purpose was to assess the differences between sub
populations’ means with different sample sizes (Poate and Daplyn, 1993). The hypothesis
test for proportions were done using the t-tests for small proportions since thirty-six focus
groups discussions were done. A 95% and 90% significant levels was done to determine the
range within which the null hypothesis values will be expected to lie (Poate and Daplyn,
1993). Online calculators for hypothesis test for proportions were done on

www.wessa.net/rwasp hygothesisgroz.wasg.
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Table 3.1 Impact areas and variab

vulnerability by FANRPAN

Impact areas

1.

Optimal farm-household production
decisions

Changes in household demographic
structure and labour availability

Changes in household productive
physical capitals

Sustainability of household food and
nutrition  security (food accessibility

and utilization)
Impact on household Market Access

6. Agricultural extension services

10.

el

12,

13.

14.

Changes in household income and
expenditure patterns

Changes in household productive
financial capitals

Impact on household investment
choices
pbehavioral ~ change

Access to

information

Changes in household productive
natural capitals

Mobility of household members

Gender implications

Support networks

15. Environmental degradation

les that were used to measure household

Indicators

Nitrogen fertilizer use for staple crop

Staple cereal output per capita
Proportion of sick members

Who is regularly sick
Dependency ratio
Ownership of plough or ox-drawn cart

Productive livestock index
Livestock sales index
Number of meals per day

Regular source of financial resources
Household nutrition diversity
Use of revenue from crop sales

Access to extension services
Expenditure patterns
Expenditure of additional resources

Reliance on bank savings

Amount of credits received
Presence of unpaid debt
Farm equipment purchases and sales

Livestock purchases and sales
Sources and quality of information on HIV and AIDS

Sources and quality of information on agriculture
Loss of land

% land utilization
Household disintegration due to HIV and AIDS

Age and gender of household head
Two types of support from government, NGOs and

local community

Areas in which support completely met household
requirements

Number of social networks

% field fertilized by natural means

Management and use of forest products
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3.4 Results and Discussion

The results of the data collected are presented in this section. The analyses of the
differences by group of people, by ward and the composition of the community capital

weights was done in comparison to the standard FANRPAN HVI values.

3.4.1 Community Perceptions on Household Vulnerability

Community’s understanding of vulnerability was explored to pave way for the weighting
process. This was done to ensure that as communities put weights on factors that affect
them, they have an in depth understanding of what vulnerability mean in their context.
Discussion with the communities showed that they understood household vulnerability to be

defined as “limited diverse livelihood strategies that sustain households in times of difficulty

and this came mainly fr
understanding of vulnerability is in line with what wasaslo stated by Chambers (1989)who

defined vulnerability as exposure to risks, stress and the lack of ability to cope with the
of risk. The communities were identifying diverse assets as likely to cushion

om groups of men, youth and women. The communities

consequences
them in times of shock to the household. During the community engagement it emerged that

different types of shocks can affect a household at a given time. Examples that were cited
was when a household can be affected by both HIV/AIDS related sickness and a drought

where one of their livelihood is affected. So lack of diverse livelihood strategies does affect a

household.

The social groups also identified vulnerability as inability to cope with economic challenges

and physical threats to a household as shown in Table 3.2. This notion mainly came from the

men, women and leaders groups. Economic factors include the purchasing power of

households or the assets and strategies on which households rely on to give them

purchasing power (Rakodi,1999)
food requirements they divert these resources into assets(both tangible and intangible) that

awn upon in times of need (Abed, 2009). Poorer households tend to have the

_When households accumulate surplus above their basic

can be dr
st assets which makes them the most vulnerable (Abed, 2009).

fewe
All the groups identified ‘inability to meet the basic needs of a household needed for survival
as crucial in describing household vulnerability this assetion came from men and women.
Eakin and Luers(2006), alludes to the notion that vulnerability is a difficult concept to
describe and is multidimensional. Various descriptions stem from the fact that different
indicator of vulnerability or shock will have different degree of influence (Eakin and Luers,
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2006). Inability to meet basic needs is related to the deterioration of primary livelihood
system for the household leading to increased impoverishment as they fail to meet basic
needs (Chambers, 1989).

The community also explained household vulnerability as lack of productive assets at home.
It emerged during discussions that the loss or lack of productive assets affect the
household’s means of survival hence makes them vulnerable. Dilley and Boudreau (2001)
make a distinction between vulnerability to hazards (which may or may not lead to disasters
depending on how the risk is handled) and vulnerability to negative outcomes such as
starvation, loss of productive assets. A negative outcome of lack of productive assets results

in vulnerability according to the community’s perception.

The compounding effect of lack of livelihood strategies and lack of productive assets results
in the household’s inability to meet the basic needs required for survival (Slatter and
Farrington, 2010). The linkages between livelihoods and vulnerability can be clearly
identified and analysed using the livelihoods framework approach (DFID, 2000). The
sustainable livelihood approach grew from the recognition that the improvement in the lives
of the poor is not just about income but that there are different assets and capabilities that a
household can utilise for survival (DFID, 2000).As the communities were defining

vulnerability they were touching on different aspects of the livelihood approach.

An analysis of exploring ten detailed exploratory studies on the livelihoods oriented
interventions in Tanzania, South Africa, Uganda and Lesotho revealed that it is people
centred and listens to what the poor people themselves have to say (Franks, Toner,
Goldman,Howlett, Kamuzora, Muhumuza, Tamasane, 2004). The approach understands
that poverty is multidimensional and therefore analyses vulnerability that affects people’s
lives (Franks et. al, 2004). The study went on to engage people to understand the variables

that are under each of the five capitals.

3.4.2 Comparisons within and between each capital

The determinants of each capital were done to assess how the composition of community
and HVI standard differed and the key issues that the communities consider in defining
vulnerability to the assets at their disposal. Approaches to assessing vulnerability and
adaptive capacity through the use of composite indices have been proposed in recent years
which are indicator based analyses (Vincent 2007, Brooks et al., 2005).
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Table 3.2 Household Vulnerability definition from community perceptions

Dimensions Interestgroups

household Men Women Youth Leaders Total
vulnerability (np= 108) n,=135 n,= 101 n= 108 n= 452
1. Limited diverse I [l e I 25

livelihood strategies
that sustain
households in times
of difficult times

2. Unable to cope with I 1 Il il 18
economic
challenges and

physical threats to a
household

3. Lack of productive Ul 1] Il 1] 11
assets at home

4. Inability to meet the 1 1] Il Il 11
basic needs of a
household needed

for survival

5. Household that have | Il 1 4
potential for loss in
hard times

6. Inability to deal with | | | 3

loss at a household

level
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Smit and Wandel, (2006) argue that the determinants of vulnerability are necessarily
dynamic depending on the stimulus under consideration. However engaging communities on
indicators under each livelihood capital can be used to gain insights into the causes of
vulnerability. Using a livelihood approach, (Scoones, 1998) the survey collected data on
household assets and capitals (financial, human, physical, natural and social). The results of
the comparison per each capital is discussed below.

3.4.2.1 Natural Capitals

Under natural capital, the following variables were considered: soil fertility in relation to
fertiliser use, environmental management and land use in food production. During the
discussions it emerged that under natural capital, vulnerability increases as soil fertility
declines when application of natural fertilisers reduces. Vulnerable households rely more on
the environment for free products such as wild fruits and these households do not fully utilize

their existing land. They also face barriers of access to land for agriculture (Odenya, 2003).

Different studies have identified different indicators under the human capital, for instance a
study done by CARE international (2002), for the KanalNargar community in the Mongria
region of Bangladesh showed that under natural capital the community prioritised the forest,
land type, soil fertility, flooding as important vulnerability factors. This shows how each
community can interact with a capital asset depending on the shocks they experience, in this
case it implies that flooding was an important descriptor.

The community put more weight on environmental management, limited labour and land use
than the weight for FANRPAN HVI standard as an indicator for the vulnerability level of the
Rushinga community. The weighting of fertiliser use as an indicator of vulnerability was the
same for the community and HVI standard. Rushinga community rely on agricultural
production (WVZ, 2004) hence a household that does not have access to the natural capital

is vulnerable.

Odenya (2003) analyzed the effects of HIV/AIDS on the livelihood activities at the
household. He states that weeding and other inter-cultivation measures may be neglected as
a result of labour and input shortages. Some families may abandon traditional practices such
as mulching which replenish the soil, or may sell livestock which would otherwise provide

manure, thus reducing soil fertility.
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In a study done by Odenya (2003), about 60 % of the respondents indicated that soil
fertility had declined, and greater exploitation of fuel wood for sale and wild foods for
home consumption as households become more vulnerable they turn to their natural

capital for survival. This also supports the indicators that have been identified by the

community that get affected by the HIV/AIDS shock.

3.4.2.2 Human Capital

The community and HVI standard considered the proportion of sick household
members, sick productive household members, dependants in the household,
characteristics of the household head whether male, female, child or elderly and
disintegration of the household as variables that define human capital Fig 3.3.
Households are vulnerable when they have sick members, and the more the number
of sick members, the more the vulnerability the household is. Vulnerabilty tends to
worsen if the sick member is the head of the household or productive members of the
household (Eakin et al, 2007). Vulnerable households tend to have a greater number
of dependents due to the increasing number of orphans in such households (Grassly
and Timaeus, 2003). Female headed and/or child headed households are less able
to cope with shocks, compared to male headed households (Grasslyand Timaeus,
2003).

Under human capital the community weighting did not differ much from the HVI
standard. The community weighting exceeded the HVI standard on the variables of

sick members and the household head sick. The T-tests indicated that there was no

significant difference between the two weightings.

3.4.2.3 Physical capital

The variables that were considered under physical capital were magnitude of fertiliser

use, per capita staple cereal output, ownership of farm implements, livestock

ownership, loss of livestock, access to livestock and/or crop extension. Vulnerability
especially to food insecurity increases with less use of fertilizers. Vulnerable
households have reduced harvests due to limited labour and draft power.
Households that do not own an ox drawn plough or cart are likely to face difficulties in

cultivation, planting and other farming operations.
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Households that do not own or those with fewer cattle and other livestock species are
more vulnerable due to limited access to draft power and alternative sources of

income and nutritious food. Vulnerable households adopt unsustainable short term

coping strategies which might include the selling of assets such as livestock and

farm. They also have limited access to extension services due to il health and

inadequate time to devote to such activities, diversity of food consumed and number

of meals taken on a single day (Barnett, 2005)

3.4.2.4 Financial capital

Under financial capital the community and HVI standard weightings considered
household savings, sources of income, access to credit loans, presence of unpaid
debt, areas of expenditure on current income, additional areas of expenditure if

additional income is availed and purpose for selling livestock/ harvested crop

(Barrett. 1992).

The HVI standard exceeded the community weightings value on the variables of
savings, fewer sources of regular income and access to credit or loans. Zimbabwe is
recovering from a period of hyperinflation as has already been explained.
Communities were not relying on savings, regular income or loansso they put lower
values as indicators of vulnerability. The HVI standard considered additional

expenditure and crop sales of which the community did not consider them as

important descriptors under financial capital.

3.4.2.5 Social capital

The variables that were considered under social capital were the type of support
received from government, NGOs, community, adequacy of support, and access to
information such as HIV/AIDS. The lesser the number and quality of support
channels from external sources, the greater the vulnerability. Barnett and Whiteside
(2000) said thatsusceptibility and vulnerability are determined by the degree of social
cohesion and the overall level of wealth of the society. The level of vulnerability will
depend on a society’s social order and the relative position of advantage or
disadvantage that a household occupies (Bankoff, 2007). Social factors contributing
to vulnerability are deeply entrenched in hierarchical systems as these can maintain
people in conststntly vulnerable state because they produce inequality, exclusion and
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exploitation (Bailey, 2008).The community weighting did not consider access to
information as a variable that describes the social capital. The HVI standard had

more weight under external support than the community weighting (Figure 3.6).

3.4.3 Comparison of average community-defined and Household Vulnerability

Index weights

The study showed that the weightings of the capitals namely human, financial,
physical, natural and social differed between the HVI standards developed by

FANRPAN and the community weightings of Rushinga community. According to the

Rushinga community a household would be more vulnerable to a shock introduced to

human capital which was given a weight of (28.3 %) and physical capital (28.6 %)
then followed by natural capital (23.3 %) and these had been pegged at 25, 25 and
10 % , respectively in the standard HVI (Table 3.3). The community weighted

financial capital at 12.6 % and social capital at 7.2 % of which these had been

pegged at 25 and 15 % , respectively by the FANRPAN HVI (Table 3.3).

To test for significant differences, hypothesis tests for proportions were conducted

(Table 3.3). The analysis indicated that there was significant difference between
financial weights of the community (P < 0.05) and the standard HVI weights. The
standard had put the values at 25 % but the community of Rushinga weighted

financial capital at 12.6 % indicating that the absence of financial capital does not

contribute significantly to vulnerability of the community. This is because Zimbabwe

as a nation was recovering from a period of hyperinflation (World Vision Zimbabwe

Strategy, 2009) and communities were relying on barter trading. Studies done also

support this finding indicating that in most rural communities assets have more value

compared to cash (Bankoff. 2007). The FANRPAN HVI had put more value on

financial assets which was not supported by the perception of Rushinga community.
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There was also a significant difference betweenstandard HVI and community HVI for natural

capital at (P<0.05). The standard HVI had put the value at 10 but the community put the
value at 23.3 %. This is because Rushinga community practices agricultural production

despite it being a dry area and experiencing recurrent droughts. The community indicated

this in a participatory rural appraisal that was done by World Vision in 1994 that it is their

major livelihood (WVZ PRA, 2004) such that a shock that affect their natural capital
increases the vulnerability of that community. The community has been receiving food aid
since 2002 after a Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment was done and categorised them as
requiring food aid after recurrent droughts that were a shock to their natural capital

(ZIMVAC, 2009). Analyses of the social capital showed that there was significance

difference. The FANRPAN HVI had put a weight of 15 % whereas the community average

was 7.2% of which further analysis indicated that there were significant differences at

P<0.01. Discussions showed that the social capita was valued low because of the food aid

programme which had just ended and was creating conflict in the area due to exclusion

errors during beneficiary selection. Comparisons 0
o significant difference as well between community and standard household

f the human and physical capital showed

that there was n

vulnerability weights.

3.4.4 Comparisons of community and standard weights by group

The results indicate that there was no significant difference for all the groups (Table 3.3)
from the standard HVI weight under human capital. There was also no significant difference
between the groups for all the capitals. The standard HVI weight can be used in the

calculation of HVI indices for Rushinga community as the community weighting did not

significantly differ from the standard weight.

Physical capital analysis also indicated that there was no significant difference between the

community weights for men, women, youth and local leaders and that of the standard weight

(Table 3.3)
ge community weight for natural capital at P<0.05 not all groups differed significantly

avera
from the standard. The analysis indicated that women significantly differed at P< 0.05 and

youth at P<0.05 for natural capital. The natural capital for men and local leaders did not

. Although there was significant difference between standard weight and the

differ significantly from the standard weight. The social community weight for men, women,

youth and local leaders showed that they did not differ significantly from the standard weight

(P>0.05).
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3.4.5 Comparisons of group weights within each capital

An analysis of variance within and between the groups indicated that there was no

significant differencesamong the groups of men, women, youth and local leaders within each

capital (P>0.05). The weights assigned by the different groups represent a common shared
understanding of the effects of shock to that particularcapital that would be a source of their

livelihood. The mean values of the capitals weights reflect how the community of Rushinga

utilise the five capitals at their disposal in the presence of a shock. There was no group that

differed significantly from another group for all the capitals (P>0.05). In some capitals the
difference for the groups was on how they differed from the standard weights but not among

the groups themselves.

3.4.6 Comparisons of capital weights by wards
Comparisons of the community weights by ward were done to assess if there are any

geographical differences on how the capitals a
d averages and the standard HVI weights (Table

ffect the vulnerability of the households.

Comparisons were done between the war
3.4). There was significant differences between ward 19 (P<0.05) and the standard HVI

weight for human capital and it was the only ward that showed significant difference. The

ward had an average weight of 36

the focus groups indicated that most people in
nearer to the growth point compared to other wards.The financial capital was significantly

different for ward 1, 2, 3, 19, 21 and 22 (P<0.05). All the wards were lower than the HVI

% against the HVI standard weight of 25. Discussion from
this community are employed and the ward is

standard weight.

the only ward that was significantly different from the standard HVI weight at
ge of 45 compared to the standard of 25.

Ward 22 was

(P<0.05) for the physical capital. It had an avera
Analysis for natural capital showed that there was significant difference between the average
for the (ward 5 and 19) and the st

significantly between the averages for ward 1,

andard weight at P<0.05. Social capital differed
2, 3 and 20 and that of the standard HVI

weight at P<0.05.
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3.4.7 Household Vulnerability Index: Household head implication

The analysis was done based on the household head type (child headed, elderly headed,
female headed and male headed as in (Table 3.5). The values of the capitals changed
based on whether the community weighting had differed positively or negatively from the
standard HVI weighting. Where the community weighting had been given more value than

the standard the indices of the capitals increased and where the values had been less the

capitals values decreased.

The analysis of the overall HVI value, the inclusion of the community voice into the

construction of the HVI calculation increased the indices. The average of the child headed
HVI was 55.2 % before inclusion of the community voice but later moved to 57.2% after

inclusion of the community voice and participation. The el
from 54.8 to 56.2% , female headed changed from 54.1 to 55.7 % and for the male headed

derly headed household moved

household it moved from 50.1t052.2 % .

3.5 Conclusion

T-tests were conducted to assess if the indices were significantly different from each other.

The inclusion of the community voice significantly changed the HVI for the social, financial

and natural capital assets. These are the same capital assets that had community-based

weights significantly different from the standard weights. For both the community and

standard HVI weight the capital the community is most vulnerable to is the physical capital

as these are the ones that had the highest values. Analysis of the overall HVI indices for the

different categories of households indicated that there were no significant differences

between indices calculated from community-
erall indices did not differ the inclusion of the community voice provided

pased weights and standard weights.However

although the ov
insights on the capital assets valued
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Table 3.5 Descriptive statistics of computed households vulnerability index (HVI) in

RushingaDistrict of Zimbabwe

Type of capital

Human capital

Social capital

Physical capital

Financial

capital

Natural capital

Household
Vulnerability
Indices Total

Key: ns = not significant

Category
household

Child-headed
Elderly headed
Female-headed
Male-headed
Child-headed
Elderly headed
Female-headed
Male-headed
Child-headed
Elderly headed
Female-headed
Male-headed
Child-headed
Elderly headed
Female-headed
Male-headed
Child-headed
Elderly headed
Female-headed
Male-headed
Child-headed
Elderly headed
Female-headed

Male-headed

Standard HVI

%
71
6.9
6.7
5.8
5.2
9.2
)
5.0
18.3
Wkl
18.3
16
11.3
11.4
11.4
11.5
13.2
13.6
12.5
147
55.2
54.8
54.1
50.1

P <0.05

of Vulnerability assessment tool

Community-based

weighting %

Significance

55

11.3 ns
11.0 ns
10.8 ns
10.0 ns
121 i
124 o
124 i
11.9 i
20.6 ns
19.9 ns
20.6 ns
18.3 ns
6.3 %
6.2 %
6.2 ¥
6.4 &
6.9 *
7.0 2
6.0 e
5.6 5
57.2 ns
56.2 ns
597 ns
922 ns
= P <0.0]



CHAPTER 4EFFECTS OF INCORPORATING COMMUNITY-DEFINED WEIGHTS OF
CAPITALS ON MAGNITUDE OF HOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY

4.1 Introduction

Approaches to vulnerability are conceptualized as dynamic (Alasia, Bollnan, Parkins,

Reimer, 2008) and require the definition of a time dimension as well as consideration for the
| imperatives of change. A common objective of social vulnerability assessment is to
n of their vulnerability (Eakin and Tapia,

tempora
differentiate populations in terms of the compositio

2007). It is important to understand who may be more or less vulnerable in a community

(Eakin and Tapia, 2007) but also in what ways they are vulnerable. Vulnerability is a difficult

concept to measure and describe (Eakin and Luers, 2006) since it is multidimensional and

different indicators of vulnerability can have a different degree of influence on the overall

index.

Smit and Wandel(2006), argue that the determinants of vulnerability are dynamic, vary

according to the stimulus in consideration and are location specific. It is therefore crucial that

the weights that are put for the different indicators of vulnerability reflect the community’s
cope or areas of vulnerability (Alasiaet al., 2008). There are concerns that creating

ability to
ciated with several challenges. Data from

a vulnerability index at the household level is asso

existing censuswhich are normally used can mask important local variability and subtlety in

assets and entitlements (Vincent, 2007; Alwang, Siegel, 2001) this is why it is important to
engage the communities in providing information on how they interact with the capitals. This

ensures that the indices calculated from weights derived from community engagement,

represents the priorities and dynamics in the communities.

The study adopted the livelihood approach in engaging the communities in assigning

weights to the capitals in their communities. The study also sought to assess variability of

these capitals in the different communities Swaziland and Lesotho. Data for three different

communities was analysed for this study.

4.2 Description of the Study areas

The study used data from three different sites that had been engaged namely Rushinga in

Zimbabwe (results are already presented in chapter 3 of this thesis), Maputseng in Lesotho

and Mplolongeni and Swaziland. The sites were selected because World Vision International
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is operational in those areas doing developmental work that last between 10-15 years

depending on the needs of the community. World Vision piloted the use of the FANRPAN

HVI in these three areas.

4.2.1 Background to MaputsengADP in Lesotho

cated in the Mohales’ HoekDistrict, 140km south of Maseru, the capital city
the ADP is divided into three parts. The first is the mountain
Although most of the ADP area is in

Maphutseng is 0
of Lesotho. Geographically,
zone, falling at an attitude of 1800m above sea level.
the mountain zone, it is least populated. The second p
the lowland zone. Most of the people live in the lowland zone. The Mokhele mountain range
P whilst the Mekaling mountain range marks the

art is the foothills zone and the third

marks the south-eastern boundary of the AD
north-western boundary (Maphutseng ADP Design Report, 2008)

The District is generally semi-arid and land degradation is a common feature in the area due

to heavy run-offs and poor land management practices.
00 and the majority live in the valley and

According to the Local Government

Statistics, the population is estimated at 22,0

foothills. The area consists of one ethnic group of people, the Basotho people(Maphutseng

ADP Design Report, 2008).

Low levels of food production, low-income levels, high HIVandAIDS prevalence rates, and

oor road infrastructure characterize the area (MaphutsengADP Design Report, 2008). The

p
dation due to heavy rainfall and poor land use.

area is also prone to environmental degra
Maphutseng has experienced several years of drought and this has contributed to the

reduction in the production of food crops. The people in Maphutseng area grow a variety of
m, wheat, beans and peas. Since the area tends to be drought

crops including maize, sorghu
has been critical in World Vision programming

prone, promotion of drought resistant crops
(Maphutseng ADP Design Report, 2008). In addition, there are farmers who raise sheep and

goats for wool and mohair. The highlands part of the area produces fruits.

4.2.2 Background to Mpolonjeni ADP in Swaziland

Swaziland has four main administrative regions; Hhohho, Manzini, Shiselweni and Lubombo

regions. Swaziland covers 17,364 square kilometres, while the Lubombo Region accounts

for 5, 945 square kilometres of this area. This is the largest of the four regions which

accounts for 34.24% of the country’s size. Lubombo region is further divided into four major
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physiographical zones according to climatic conditions and land reform. These are Lower

Middleveld, Western Lowveld, Eastern Lowveld and Lubombo Range. Western and Eastern

Lowveld are basically plains with an altitude of 200 — 500 metres above sea level. Generally,

Swaziland has a sub- tropical climate with hot summers and cool winters. Mpolonjeni ADP

falls under the Lowveld zone covering 37% of the country, has high summer temperatures

with mean temperature ranging between 17 and 27°C. On average 600 — 750mm of rainfall

are received annually. Other characteristics of the Lowveld include winter frosts and most

fertile soils in the country. The drought situation which has struck the country for about
fifteen years has maintained a hot and dry climate. (Mpolonjeni Assessment Report, 2004)
(ADP) is located in the central east of Swaziland in

Mpolonjeni Area Development Program
s from the Mbabane which is the

the Lubombo Region. The ADP is about 105 kilometre

capital and largest city of Swaziland. The program covers ten communities in the

lowveldzone which are Ngcina, Mpolonjeni, Shoba and Ndzangu, Langa, Maphatsinduku,

Matsetsa and Nyetane. These communities have 8244
eni ADP was estimated at 24, 000. There are an
are headed by women (Mpolonjeni

Mncitsini, Ekupheleni,
households.The population for Mpolonj
estimated 3,230 households in the ADP of which 33.7%

Assessment Report, 2004).

4.3 Research Methodology

ought to compare the community weights derived from Lesotho and Swaziland

This section s
s to assess how the community

where the FANRPAN HVI was piloted. The objective wa

weightings of vulnerability affect the sizes of household vulnearbility indices in different

communities.

4.3.1 Research Design

he case study which was also exploratory as was the case
tudy is defined by Bromley, 1990, as a
lated in an endeavour to describe and

The study design adopted was t
with the Zimbabwe (Rushinga ADP). A case S
systematic investigation into an event that could be re
explain the phenomenon of interest and in this particular interest
livelihood capitals at their disposal. Multi-perspective analysis was done
groups in the community. A

exploring how different

communities value
in which the research focused on views of different social
and quantitative approach was also adopted. The qualitative data was collected in

qualitative
people in these communities associate

mmunities of the different sites, on the value
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with the five capitals. The quantitative information was collected at household level focusing
on the descriptive variables of the capitals mainly to assess how a household would interact
with the five capitals.

4.3.2 Population and sampling procedure

The population that was used for this study comprised the communities for Maphutseng in
Lesotho and Mpolonjeni in Swaziland. The results from these two sites were later compared
to the results of Rushinga Zimbabwe already presented in the previous chapter. In
Maphutseng a total of eighteen focus group discussion were done. The ADP is divided into
three sites and has a total of 2665 households .Four groups of men, four groups of female
youth were done in all the sites and five groups of women and five groups of male youth
were also done in all the sites. Each focus group discussion comprised between eight to
fifteen members. For Mpolonjeni ADP the total number of households is 3211. A total of
thirty focus group discussions were done. Each of the social groups children, youth, men,
women, elderly and leaders had a total of five focus groups conducted. Each focus group
discussion had a total number of eight to fifteen. For qualitative data collection social groups

were engaged.

The study used the social groups that were of importance to that community such that
Zimbabwe had men, women, youth and local leaders. Lesotho had adult male, adult female,
youth male and youth female. Swaziland had children, youth, men, women, elderly and
leaders. Since the weighting of the capitals is supposed to be context specific the social

groups were selected based on what best suits the community.

The interest groups had the following general age categories children below 18 years,
women aged thirty-six to sixty years as well as men aged thirty six to sixty years. The youth
comprised of male and female within the age categories of eighteen to thirty five. In
engaging the community a common tool was used across countries (Appendix3). The data
collection was conducted in a participatory manner. Views from the community were

gathered through brainstorming and open discussion.
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4.3.3 Data Collection

Communities were engaged to get perceived definition of vulnerability as has been
discussed already in chapter 3. They defined vulnerability in their context and how shocks
affect their livelihood assets.

The data was collected uniformly across the three sites. A household questionnaire was
developed and used for collecting information on the five capitals variables. The minimum
set of variables to be used in the calculation of the HVI was collected uniformly across
countries (Appendix 3).

4.3.4 Data capturing, cleaning and analysis

The HVI calculations were done using the standard weights and community weightings to
comparatively analyze how these varied. The weights or scores for each of the five
livelihoods dimensions (physical, financial, human, natural and social assets) were used for
both the standard that has been predetermined by FANRPAN and the community weighting
to calculate the HVI. The indices were calculated to fall between 1 and 100 %. Households
having high %ages meant that their vulnerability was higher but those with lower meant that
they could cope due to their interaction with the capitals and capabilities. The weights were
pre-set after taking into consideration the importance of each livelihood asset in the lives of
the target community that is the ADP.

The data that was collected from the social groups weighting process of the livelihood
capitals was entered in excel for all the sites. The data was entered according to the
perceptions on the weights of the different social groups.The weights were then compared to
the average weights of FARNPAN calculated values using hypothesis test for proportions.
The hypothesis test was done since the purpose was to assess the differences between sub
populations’ means with different sample sizes (Poate and Daplyn, 1993). The hypothesis
test for proportions wasdone using the t-test for small proportions. A ninety five and ninety
per cent significant levels was done to determine the range within which the null hypothesis
values will be expected to lie (Poate and Daplyn, 1993). In analysing for variance a
hypothesis test for proportion were done in comparing the community averages and the
FANRPAN weights to the same capitals. Online calculators for hypothesis test for

proportions were done on www.wessa.net/rwasp_hypothesispro2.wasp.
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4.4 Results and Discussion

The results of the study are presented in this section. Hypothesis test for proportions was
done in assessing whether the differences between the community weightings and HVI
weights were significant assess how vulnerability differs across communities. The values of
the weights were also used in calculating the HVI to assess whether the incorporation of

context specific weights would alter the HVI for selected households.

4.4.1 Lesotho Comparisons of Community and the Standard Household Vulnerability
Index Weighting Capitals Averages

The community weighting results indicate that Maputseng community values financial
capital most (Table 4.1). Focus group discussions indicated that this was because the
maijority of males in the community work in the neighboring South Africa for their livelihoods.
Remittances from the working spouses are an important capital in Lesotho (Maphutseng
Assessment Report,2005). Some household heads cross the border every day to work in the
neighboring province of South Africa (Maphutseng Assessment Report,2005). According to
World Bank(2007), rural finance reducesvulnerability through savings and access to credit
which help rural households manage seasonal liquidity shortages.This helps them meet
planned life events such as marriage, childbirth, unplanned life events such as a health
emergency and death. By putting more weights on the financial capital the community
indicated that any shock that affect that capitals would put most households in a vulnerable

state.

Maphutseng community indicated that remittances from spouses assist them in meeting the
households’ needs. Since most families indicated that they rely on the money being sent
therefore well-functioning rural financial systems can also help poor families receive
remittances reliably and at low cost (World Bank, 2007).

Male adults put more weight on financial capital followed by male youth than the other
female groups. Income is important in rural communities in building assets and reducing
their vulnerability to the crises that are a major part of their daily lives (Littlefields, Murduch
and Hashemi, 2003). Men tend to be the providers of their families hence the importance of
that capital in their livelihoods. Financial capital is also supported by other studies to be
integral in lowering vulnerability. A study done in Bangladesh showed that a greater
proportion households that indicated that they have credit (60 %) faced low level of
vulnerability as compared to ‘without credit’ respondents (36 %) who faced high vulnerability

(Ahmed, Sewar, NorAini, Idris, Mia, 2011). The same study also showed that a lower
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proportion (30 %) of the borrower women are moderately vulnerable than the non-borrower
women (42%). Analysis of the Maphutseng community average and the social groups
weightings indicated that they were all significantly different P<0.05 from the FANRPAN

standard for the financial capital.

The community average for human capital was significantly different at P<0.05 from the
standard HVI weight (Table 4.4.1). Male and female youth did not put any weight on human
capital.lt would have been expected that the human capital would play an important role in a
community that relies more on financial capital coming from remittances. The community
however indicated that shocks to the financial capital affect them more as they rely more on
exporting their labour to the neighbouring country. The female adults differed significantly
from the standard HVI weights at P<0.05.

Maputseng community weight for physical capitals was compared to the predetermined
FANRPAN HVI weights to assess how they differ. The analysis indicated that there were no
significant differences between the two. However analysis of the social groups showed that
female youth put more weight on physical capital than the male adults who did not put any
weight under the capital. The physical assets variables were mainly ownership of cattle, farm
implements. The low values allocated to this capital are in line with the livelihoods of this
community. The main livelihood falls under the financial capital as most household heads

work in South Africa so they mainly rely on remittances.

The recurrent droughts affected crop production such that communities did not prioritize
physical capital. However women prioritized this capital and the reason was that they are the
ones normally left at home as their husbands work in neighbouring country and till the land.
The hypothesis test for proportions done indicated that there is significant difference
between the community and the standard weighting (P<0.05). The community average for
natural capital was significantly different from the standard HVI weights (P < 0.01). The male
adults prioritized this capital but the male youth did not prioritize this capital. The analysis
also showed that under social capital only the male adults prioritized it but the other groups
did not assign ant weights. The social community average weighting differed significantly
from the standard HVI weighting (P<0.05).
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4.4.2 Lesotho Household Vulnerability Index: standard Vs Community Weighting

The household yulnerability indices were calculated for the households in Lesotho

the standard and the community weighting (Table 4.2). The

Maputseng area using both
household heads of the community. They were

indices were calculated py the type of
disaggregated py the type of asset/capability to identify the type of capital that households
The less the index the more a household is able to cope to shocks
ehold is able to cope to shocks. The

Id will be affected in

are most vulnerable to.

introduced to it and the moré the index the less a hous
ts to @ capital indicating how much a househo
ning that the capital will be very critical to the jivelinood of
d that all the household types were yulnerable to
ocial capital and then human capital for both

communities gave weigh
the absence of that capital mea
that household. The analysis showe
financial capital, followed by physicai, natural, S

the standard HvI and the community weighting.

g the community weighting increased where the

The HVI calculations that were done usin
community weightind was m ighting and decreased where the

g was less that the HVI standard. The community weights increased the

community weightin
s for signiﬁcant differences petween the totals for HV! standard and

total HVI values. T-test
cated that all the p-values are not signiﬁcant. Thus the community values

n identifying the sources of yulnerability and not the overall HV! value for @

community indi
mainly assists |

household.

443 Swaziland Comparisons of Community and the standard HVI Weighting Capitals

Averages

The gwaziland Mpoionjeni community gave weights to capital weights according to how

these influence their jivelihoods and have 2 pearing on their yulnerability. The community
pital. The main jivelinood for the community is crop and

prioritized physicai and financial ca
ion (Mpoionjeni, Assessment Report, 2004). Due to the recurrent droughts

livestock product
in the area the households have prioritized drought resistant crops in an endeavor to

yields in cereal production. The community also prioritized financial capital and

improve their
they highiighted the usé of savings groups to improve on their income levels.
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Table 4.2 Lesotho Average Descriptive statistics for computed Household

Vulnerability Index

Vulnerability assessment tool

Type of capital Category of
household Standard Community-based Level of
HVI % weighting % significance
Financial Child-headed 4.2 23.6° *
capital Elderly headed  11:8° 24.1° !
Female-headed 11.9° 12 *
Male-headed 11 8" 24.1" *
Human capital Child-headed 4.7° ¥ *
Elderly headed o 24 *
Female-headed 6.4° 25° *
Male-headed Ty an *
Natural capital Child-headed 7.4° 13.5° *
Elderly headed - 13.4° *
Female-headed 41,3 13.6° *
Male-headed 6.9 12.9° *
Physical Child-headed 20.1 17.9 ns
capital Eiderly headed 206 18.5 ns
Female-headed 21.5 19.6 ns
Male—headed 19.6 17.6 ns
Social capital Child-headed 18.9° 6.8° *
Elderly headed 18.8° 6.9° *
Female-headed 18.3 6.2° *
Male-headed 19.3° 7.6° *
Household Child-headed 62.8 63.4 ns
Vulnerabllity  Eiderly headed  64.7 65.3 ns
Indices Total  pemale-headed 650 66.1 -

66.3 ns

Male—headed 65.5

Source: Own computation

Key: ns = not significant » = statistically significant atP <0.05
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Including the community voice in the weighting process showed that for Mpolonjeni

ht (15 %) was less than that for the HVI standard (25

%). The children, youth and women gave more weight (20 %) to human capital than the men

and the elderly (10 %). Financial capital weighting was given more value by children, men,

and elderly at 30 % and the groups of youth, women and leaders gave it 20 %. Physical
groups of youth, men, women and the leaders.

community average human capital weig

capital was given more value by the

The average natural capital HVI standard (10%) was less than the community weighting 07

% (Table 4.3). Groups for men, women, elderly and |leaders put more weight on natural
capital 20% than the groups of children and youth (10%).The average social capital was 15
% and that for the Mpolonjeni community was 17 % . The individual group ratings indicated
that the elderly, the leaders, youth and children weighted the social capital at 20 % and the

groups for men and women at 10% .

Hypothesis test for proportions was done at 99 9% confidence interval to assess how the
d from the standard FANRPAN values. The average human
ly differ from each other (P>0.05). Analysis of the group
ps of men, elderly and leaders differed significantly from

community weighting differe
capital values did not signiﬁcant
weightings indicated that the grou
the HVI FANRPAN values (P<0.05)(Table 4.3). The other capitals namely the financial,

physical, natural and social did not differ significantly from the FANRPAN values. Analysis of

the groups of children, youth, men, women, elderly and the leaders for the financial,

physical, natural and social assets did not differ from the standard values (P>0.05).

4.4.4 Swaziland Household Vulnerability Index: Standard vs Community Weighting

The household vulnerability indices were calculated for the sampled households of

Mpolonjeni community (Table 4.4)The households were classified according to the type of
household head and average indices calculated. For all the household types the households

indicated that the capital that the community is most vulnerable to is the physical capital
tural and lastly human capital. The overall HVI calculation

followed by social, financial, na
using the community weighting and standard HVI calculations did not differ significantly for

all the groups.
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4.4.5 Capitals that had High Indices across sites

The total HVI calculations done for all the households had different capitals contributing
t the highest values in

| values. Table 4.5 analyses the capitals tha

differently to the tota
es of household heads

overall HVI value across the different typ

contributing to the
the inclusion of community voice in the HVI

summarised for the different countries. Thus
g the index SO that the source of vulnerability can be

Itis important to note that for Maphutseng area,
owed that they were vulnerable to

calculations assisted in contextualisin
appropriately identified for that community.
e analysed sh

all the different households types that wer
the capitals that they had put more weight in the ranking. This is because the calculations

done at household level in coming up with the hous
on the value weight put for each capital. The weights weré critical in identifying the

contribution of each capital to the ove

ehold vulnerability index had a bearing

rall livelihoods of households in that community.

4.5 Community Inclusion Modified HVI

The analysis doné for the inclusion of community voice indicated that although the indices do
"it assist in identifying the most critical capitals for that community.

not significantly change,
ance in identifying the sources of vulnerability. Under

These capitals aré of great import

literature review
jon of community voice and participation into the formula such

the study proposes the inclusi
that the corresponding weighted vulnerability for 2 household beé expressed as XijCWi

instead of XijWi:
Xij denoting the degree of

CW denoting community weight
The sum of all weighted community vulnera

vulnerability of @ household i to the j" dimension of impact and

pility will bé denoted as:

mm

Vhh =3 Xow2 CWi

j==1 j= =1

Although FANRPAN HVI had recommended the inclusion of community weighting in the
jusion of community voice. One should

process it is critical that the formula is explicit in inc
not just take the FANRPAN weighting put this should be contextualised to communities’
understanding of yulnerability and should bé clear as in the formula suggested above.
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Table 4.4 Swaziland Descriptive statistics for computed Household Vulnerability Index

Vulnerability assessment tool

Type of capital Category of
household standard HVI % Community-based significance
weighting %
Human capital ~ Child-headed 5.5 4.0 »
Elderly headed 7.6 6.1 ns
Female-headed 6.2 5.0 ns
Male-headed 55 4.0 ns
Natural capital ~ Child-headed 6.5 i v
Elderly headed 6.2 7.4 ns
Female-headed 6.4 7.6 ns
Male-headed 6.2 7.4 ns
Physical capital Child-headed 23.7 23.2 ns
Elderly headed 20.6 22.2 ns
Female-headed pUVE, 229 ns
Male-headed 20.9 22,5 ns
Financial capital  Child-headed 432 11.2 o
Elderly headed 12.4 12.4 ns
Female-headed 1272 12.2 ns
Male-headed 11.8 11.8 ns
Social capital Child-headed 15.3 17.4 i
Elderly headed 14.7 16.6 ns
Female-headed 14.0 16.0 ns
Male-headed 15:0 17.0 ns
Household Child-headed 60.1 63.5 i
Vulnerability Elderly headed 61.4 64.7 ns
b tem Female-headed 60.1 63.7 i

62.7 ns

Male-headed 59.3

Source: Own computations

Key: ns = not significantly different
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Table 4.5 Summary of the major perceived capitals determining household vulnerability across countries in

Southern Africa
Type of capital Rank of capital in
Maphutseng, Lesotho Mpolonjeni, Swaziland Rushinga, Zimbabwe
) 2 3 3 2 5 1 2 3
Natural Standard HVI
Community - «
Physical  Standard HVI ¥ 8 v
Community v 4 v 4
Financial ~ Standard HVI L \
Community , o
Human Standard HVI
Community .
Social Standard HVI 4 v o
Community v

Source: Swaziland (Nxumalo, 2011 and Jama, 2011)

Key: v'= rank of respective capital by different communities
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4.6 Conclusion

pirically test the hypothesis which states that there are no
lity across communities of households due to geographical
The evidence provided in this section indicate that there
munities livelihoods. However the hypothesis

The analysis of the chapter was to em
differences in assigned weights of vulnerabi

location in some countries in Southern Africa.

are differences in assigned weights that reflects the com

owed that the inclusion of the community voice into the weighting process

test for proportions doné sh
lar household. It is important to note

does not change significantly the overall HVI values for a particu
that the inclusion of community voice assisted in identifying the capitals that are making the community

vulnerable. The capitals that had the highest values showed that vulnerability was inclined towards the
s showed that the inclusion of community voice either

capitals that had the highest values. The analysi
| that is most critical to that community. The analysis

affirmed the HVI standard or identified the capita
done for the computed HV!I for the different types O

source of vulnerability differed (Table 4.5).

f household heads across countries showed that the
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CHAPTER 5 SEASONAL VARIATION INHOUSEHOLD VULNERABILITY WITHIN
COMMUNITIES

5.1 Introduction

Vulnerability context as defined in the DFID framework (1999), assesses the external
environment in which people exist. People’s livelihoods are affected by trends, shocks and
seasonality which they have limited or no control over. The external environment has direct
impact on people’s assets and capabilities’ status (DFID, 1999). Changes in the environment
can either be positive or negative depending on the impact on the assets of people.

Literature on vulnerability to poverty or food insecurity has shown that households can move
in and out of vulnerability status in relatively short periods (Alwanget al., 2001). Smit and
Wandel (2006) argue that the determinants of vulnerability are dynamic according to the
stimulus in consideration. Environmental risks play an important role in household
vulnerability, for example the heavy depencency on rain-fed agriculture renders the majority
of the Zimbabweans vulnerable in the face of erratic and unpredictable rainfall (Zimbabwe
Vulnerability Assessment Report, 2011). It is therefore important to assess how the
vulnerability of a household changes within different seasons so as to understand the

dynamics of household vulnerability.

Some of the studies on environmental risks have focused on identifying the different shocks
that affect households such as the one dore by Hoddinott and Kinsey (2001); and Alderman
(2004) that show that rainfall shocks are causally related to reduced human capital formation
and that the magnitudes of these effects are meaningful. Dercon and Krishnan (2000)
reported that rainfall shocks, crop damage and livestock diseases are among the leading
shocks that make households vulnerable to poverty in rural Ethiopia.

Chiwaula and Waibel (2011) showed that there is seasonal bias in household vulnerability to
poverty estimates. They mainly focused or the seasonality of consumption data collected for
poverty estimates and reported that seasonality should be considered in vulnerability to
poverty estimates. However there has besn a gap in assessing seasonality in vulnerability
using the livelihood approach in tracking the changes for the assets and capabilities in a
household using the five capitals developed by DFID (1999). The livelihood approach
assesses all the resources that are at the disposal of a household so as to identify sources
of vulnerability.
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This study, therefore, aims at filling this gap in knowledge. In particular, the study focused on

y index changes for a household using panel data collected for

analysing how the vulnerabilit
different seasons in a year. The vulnerability index used for this study is based on the one

developed by FANRPAN.

5.2 Description of the Study Area
The study was conducted in RushingaDistrict which is located 215km in the northeastern

direction from Harare, the capital city of Zimbabwe. The ADP is in the Mashonaland Central
Province and is along the Zimbabwe—Mozambique pborder. It shares the northern border with
Mozambique. The southern part porders with Mashonaland East. The District has a total of
26 wards but the study ared covers nine of them namely Ward 1 Mukosa, Ward
2:Chapinduka, Ward 3:Chitange, Ward 4:Bopoma, Ward 5:Makuni and Ward
19:Nyamanyanya, Ward 21 Nyanhewe, Ward 20 Kasika and Ward 22 Nyatsato as these are
World Vision Operational areas as described in section 3.2 of this thesis.

5.3 Research Methodology

The research design, population and sampling
are to empirically test the objective which sought to assess the seasonality of vulnerability
and its effect on the household vulnerability index. The analysis tested the hypothesis which
do not significantly alter the targeting indices within

procedures that are described in this chapter

states that seasonality of vulnerability

communities in RushingaDistrict.

5.3.1 Research Design
A longitudinal study was use
interviewing the same househo

differences or changes in the varia

patterns of change over time. Primary data was col
ready established in chapter 3 of this thesis were used for the analysis

this study. The study involved
llowed the analysis of the

d as the research design for
|ds at two time points.The study a

bles from oné period to another, that is, the description of

lected using quantitative methods and the

community weights al
of the household vulnerability indices.

5.3.2 Population and sampling procedure
uired to estimate the seasonality of household vulnerability requires panel data

e area under study that data was not available. For the
four hundred households was obtained from the nine
nal area. The aim was to follow

The data req
of sufficient length. However for th

purposes of this study a sample of
wards of RushingaDistrict which is World Vision operatio
them up and applying the same questionnaire to obtain @ two-period panel data for the same
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variables. The sampling procedure for the four hundred households involved the
identification from the nine wards. Clustered sampling was done to get a representation
across all the wards. In each ward households were randomly selected from the list of
households. The household numbers that were randomly picked were interviewed at two
different times. The first interviews are done in May as the households would be harvesting
and the second interviews were done in November as households were cultivating for the
next season. In these two periods the study sought to assess the major changes that
happen in peoples’ livelihoods as these mark the major events in the farming community of

Rushinga

5.3.3 Data Collection

A household survey was conducted for all the households in the area. At household level
information on the five capitals and capabilities were collected as these form the basis for
the livelihood approach used for this study. Enumerators for household survey were trained
for them to understand the tool (Appendix 3). A pretest was done to ensure that the
enumerators had understood the questionnaire and could administer in vernacular. The lead
researcher supervised the data collection and ensured that the questionnaires had been

adequately completed. To improve on quality daily reflection were done by the teams.

5.3.4 Data capturing cleaning and analysis

In analyzing the household data, information was captured in Statistical Package for Social
Scientist (SPSS) as well as Microsoft access to calculate the household vulnerability indices.
In analyzing the information on the capitals the study employed the Household Vulnerability
Index developed by Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Framework, in
2004. The Household Vulnerability Index measures vulnerability of households and
communities to shocks such as diseases and poverty. TheHVI achieves this by comparing
wealth or assets that are available to a household, and classifies the households according
to three levels of vulnerability. As indicated by Thomas (2003), to be able to address
vulnerability effectively it needs to be measured so that areas of highest priority can be
identified. The HVI approach conceptualizes vulherability as the presence of factors that
place households at risk of not being able to cope (see formula and calculation in
section2.3.3 of the thesis).The calculation were done and households classified as highly
vulnerable, moderately vulnerable or lowly vulnerable. The following descriptions of cutoff
points were done for the three scenarios. The vulnerabilities were described based on the
livelihoods assets. Table 5.1 describes how households in the different categories relate to

the five capitals.
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Table 5.1 Cut-off points for Low/Moderate level and Moderate/High Vulnerability

households
Capital Minimum for Low V

ulnerability level Minimum for high vulnerability level

households households

s headed b an a) Household is headed by an

1. Human a) Household i Yy
economically active household member
less sick b) Dependency ratio is high, more orphans

and sick household members.

Economically active household

economically in active, elderly or child

b) Dependency ratio is low,
household members and no orphans.

c At least two economically active ©)

household members. members are few.

oth inorganic and a) Organic fertilizers are the main sources

2. Natural a) Household useé b
of fertilizers

organic fertilizers
b) Low agriculture productivity

b) Medium agriculture activity
Utilize less land for subsistence farming

utilize much land for subsistence c)

c)
d) They cannot manage the environment

farming

d) They can fairly ~manage the well

environment

3. Social a) May receive some means of support a) Receive  support from NGO’s and

from NGO's and government
eable on agriculture and b)

government

b) More knowledg Most of the support goes to food and

HIV/AIDS, and issues aré discussed health

regularly at homes

a) Haveno basic source of income

a) Havea diversified income source
b) Most of the household income is used

4. Financial
b) Household income is used on 2

palance of needs (farming inputs, on food and medicines

education, health, recreation etc)

5. Physical a) Own important livestock for example. 2) May have no or few livestock No labour

cattle, in sustainable numbers
pour for farm and off farm work b)

for farm and of farm work

p) Have la Do not own farm implements
c) Receive some agricultural extension ©)

services

d) At |east three meals per day

Do not regularly eat three times a day
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5.4 Results and Discussion
The chapter assesses the seasonality of household vulnerability by analysing the variables

under each capital and capability of the househo
llected in the two panel datasets was

Ids namely human, natural, physical,

financial and social capital. The data that was co

compared.

5.4.1 Seasonality of Human Capital

Descriptive analysis was done to assess the differences in the panel data sets using
man capital at household level. The analysis

variables that were used to calculate hu
did not change for the overall data sets. The

indicated that there aré certain variables that
type of household head did not change over the period. 66.6 % of the household heads were

males, 21.2% were females, 7.9 % were elderly and 4.3 % were child headed (Table
5.4.1). A study conducted by Baiyegunhi and Fraser (2010) for pane data showed that in the
first and second survey rounds, there was higher incidence of poverty among household

heads aged 60 years and above. Household became more vulnerable to poverty with an

increase in the age of household head. The FANRPAN HVI model considered that female

headed and/or child headed households are less able to cope with shocks, compared to
male headed households. A study conducted by Baiyegunhi and Fraser (2010) showed that
female headed households were more vulnerable to poverty compared to the male headed

households.

increase in the number of orphans from 12% to 14 % . There was also a

There was a slight
ehold for the productive sick members, sick

e health status of the hous
members from 16% , 19 %, 8% t012%,21%,9

d Jorgensen (1999), showed that a high %age of
s (such as illness or loss of

change in th
household head, and other sick family

% respectively. A study by Holzmann an

households move into poverty due to temporary shock
employment) that aré reversed just one of two years later. T-tests were done to check if the
y different between the seas
rence between the seasons at P<0.5 (Table

results were significantl ons. The variable on productive sick
at there was significant diffe

members showed th
holds with household head sick was significantly

5.4.1). The differenceé of the
different at P<0.01.

9%age of housé
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5.4.2 Seasonality of Natural Capital

Changes to the natural capita were noted that during the harvesting period 71 % of
households indicated that soil fertility for their land had declined as application of natural
fertilizers declined. For the data collected during farming season 69 % of the household
indicated a decline in soil fertility. Environmental management deteriorates with increasing
vulnerability. Households revert to the environment for "free" products such as wood when
vulnerable. The other variable that was considered was limited land use causing vulnerability
as households do not fully utilize the potential land sizes at their disposal. Limited use of
land increased from 25-29% indicating that more households had not fully utilized their land
during the two farming seasons. Analysis for significance showed that the use of land by the
households in the two seasons were significantly different from each other at P<0.5.

The analysis showed that there s a correlation between sickness and natural capital assets.
Sickness of household members has implications on other capitals of a household such as
land use under natural assets.Arable land that can be cultivated by a household with
productive sick members changes when there are sick people in the house. Correlation
analysis was done on the relationship between sick members of a household and area
cultivated and the results showed that there was strong negative relationship (r = -0.157, P <
0.05) for farming period dataset and (r =-0.144, P < 0.05) for harvesting period dataset. An
increase in the number of sicc members in the household resulted in less area that was

cultivated.
5.4.3 Seasonality of Physical Capital

Variables under physical capital were assessed on how they would change over the two
seasons. Draught power did not change over the two seasons it remained the same at 68 %
of the households indicating shortage of draught power for cultivation (Table 5.2). In general,
livestock are a major asset for improving rural livelihoods.Households that do not own or
own fewer cattle and other livestock are more vulnerable due to limited access to draft power

and alternative sources of income and nutritious food (Barret, 2005).

Further analysis was done on draught power to assess the relationship between cattle and
the size of land cultivated. The analysis indicated that there was a relationship between the
number of cattle owned and the size of land planted with crops. A weak positive correlation
was observed between cattle ownership and cultivated land (r = 0.002; P< 0.05), (r =
0.005: P < 0.05) for harvesting season and farming season respectively. Owning large herds
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of cattle did not necessarily translate to ownership and cultivation of large tracts of land.
Furthermore, community members reported that they hire draught power from others and the

recurrent drought have negatively affected the land sizes that are cultivated.

On average, each household owned two cattle. The relationship between cattle ownership
and state of household food security throughout the whole year (how many months
household food stocks would last) was investigated. It was observed that there existed a
relationship between cattle ownership and household food stocks (X2 = 1.109; P< 0.05)
during harvesting period. There was a positive correlation between the number of cattle
owned and the months the food stocks of a household lasted (r = 0.142, P< 0.05) during
farming period. This meant that the more livestock a household had the greater the chances

it had of becoming more food secure.

There was a decrease in the %age of households who indicated that they had no farming
implements such as ploughs from 60 % in the harvesting period to 55 % in the farming
season. Further analysis indicated that there was significant differences between the season
at P<0.5. The decrease was mainly because some households managed to purchase some
farm implements during the period. The selling of assets also decreased from 4.8 % of the
households to 3.2 % who indicated that they had sold assets as a coping mechanism for the
shortages in the household. Households that indicated that they had limited food variety and
limited meals increased from 24.6 % and 37.4 % (harvesting period) to 28 % and 54.6 %
(farming season) respectively. There was significant difference between the seasons at
P<0.5 (Table 5.4.1). These are indicators of vulnerability at household level and they were

considered under physical capital as food result from past productive activity.

78



Table 5.2 Descriptive statistics for variables used in assessing seasonal vulnerability

in RushingaDistrict

Type of Harvesting Farming Season
household season
asset or Vulnerability % of S, % of Std. Significance
capability Variable households Dev. households Deviation
Human Productive 16.0° 3.2 12.0° 4.1 .
capital members sick
Household 19.0° 5.7 21.0° 6.1 -
head sick
Other 8.0 9.0 9.0 4.1 ns
household
members sick
Number of 12.0 . 4 13.0 3.9 ns
orphans
Child headed 4.3 0.6 4.3 0.6 ns
Female 212 9.6 21.2 9.6 ns
headed
Male headed 66.6 401 66.6 401 ns
Elderly 7.9 4.1 79 4.1 ns
headed
Natural Decline in soil 71.0 38.8 69.0 38.0 ns
capital fertility
Practising 65.1 43.2 64.0 42.9 ns
environmental
management
Limited land 25.0° T 29.0° 7.9 b
use
Physical Don't use 25.0 6.6 20.0 6.1 ns
capital fertilisers
Low harvest 21.9 6.2 19.0 5.8 ns
Shortage of 68.0 J9:1 68.0 991 ns
draft power
No farming 60.0° 28.6 55.0° 25.7 .
implements
Selling of 4.8 0.6 3.2 0.5 ns
assets
Limited 37.8 19.3 40.0 16.8 ns
farming
extension
services
Limited food 24.6° 6.3 28.0° 7.3 »
variety
Two or less 37.4° 15.0 54.6° %7 .

meals per day




Type of
household
asset or
capability

Vulnerability

Variable

Financial
capital

Social
capital

Key: ns =

No savings
No regular

source of

income
No access to
credit/loans
Unpaid
debts
Expenditure
on ill
members
Additional
income
spend on
food

Crop sales
money
spend on
health
Limited
external
support
Limited
access to
HIV/AIDS
information
No
agricultural
information

not significant

Harvesting season

% of

households

97.9
56.4°

99.4
19.1

2.9

42.7

255

61.8°

24

23.3°

Farming Season

std. Dev. % of Std. Significance
households  Deviation
83.7 96.0 81.7 ns
22.1 52.0° 20.0 "
103.2 99.2 99.7 ns
5.3 20.0 8.8 ns
0.6 22 0.7 ns
20.0 45.0 21.6 ns
6.5 28.0° 6.9 "
39.7 55.0 25.1 *
0.3 2.0 (035} ns
5.2 30.0° 7.0 *

*

* = gtatistically significant at P <0.01
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5.4.4 Seasonality of financial and natural capitals

Financial capital did not change much in the two periods. The %age of households that

indicate that they had no savings changed from 97.4 % during the harvesting period to 96%

during the farming season. Increased expenditure on health care due to the presence of

more ill members in the household (Barnett, 2012) increases vulnerability, analysis of the
9% of household to 3.2 %. Limited

panel data indicated that there was an increase from 2.9

t loans due to increased risks and lac
s a vulnerability factor. Other studies have

access to credi k of collateral associated with

households in the rural community poses a

an increase in access to credit market en
hold income (Adugna and Heidhues, 2000).

shown that hances household welfare through the

provision of investment credit to boost house

The analysis of the data set indicated that access to credit/loans did not improve with the

majority of the households indicating that they do not have access to loans.

thin the sustainable livelihoods framework to mean the social

Social capital was defined wi
uits of their means of survival and this includes

resources that people make use of in purs
networks, connectedness, membership of more formalised groups, relationships of trust,
ges (DFID, 1999). There was @ decrease in the %age of households

reciprocity and exchan
limited external support for the needs that they have

that indicated that they weré receiving

from 61.8% to 55 % - Receiving agricultural
sehold level that relate to livelihood.

information is critical at household level as it

influences some of the decisions at the hou

5.4.3 Seasonality of Household Vulnerability Index

ed for the five capitals was used to calculate household

The variable information collect
ented in section 2.3.3. The community weights

vulnerability index using the formula pres
e used in deriving the index. All the discreet variables were

derived in chapter 3 wer
ted in Appendix 1 for all the five capitals. The overall

transformed using the formulas presen
red for the two periods. High vulnerability increased

household vulnerability index was compa
compared to the harvesting period from 2.3-3.1% of the households

in the farming season
essing household vulnerability as there a lot of

(Figure 5.1). Seasons aré very critical in ass

factors that affect household’s livelihoods. More
ing season that the harvesting period. Further analysis of the capital’s

ed that physical capital contributed more to the HVI

households were classified as vulnerable

during the farm
o the overall HVI indicat
ecrease |
89.7 and 7.2 9%, respectively. There is a movement

contribution t
ere was however a d

and 7.8 % to

values. Th n the classification for moderate and low

vulnerability from 89.9 %
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during the farming season of households from those that had low vulnerability to moderate

vulnerability. The movement is there also for those in moderate vulnerability to high
vulnerability. The analysis for significant levels established that the classification for high
vulnerability is significantly different at P<0.01. There was also significant differences at
P<0.01 for the low vulnerability classification. There was however no significant differences
ssification. A study conducted by Chiwaula and Waibel (2011)

for moderate vulnerability cla
d should be considered in poverty and

indicated that seasonality is Very critical an
t as it affects values for these. Seasonality of vulnerability mainly

vulnerability assessmen
Inerability classification with households who were

affected the low vulnerability and high vu

in the moderate vulnerability category moving classes with change in seasons.

5.5. Conclusion

rability is dynamic and different seasons in a year can
bility of people. The HVI frameworks factors in different
hold level such as sickness which has an

The study has established that vulne

have different classification of vulnera
ility at house
ht which affect the physical capital when issues like food

e need for regular updates for
It is therefore

aspects that may affect vulnerab

impact on human capital and droug

stocks, land sizes were considered. The study bring out th
household vulnerability tracking when its used in monitoring progress.
for household vulnerability.

encouraged that seasonality be considered when assessing
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CHAPTER 6EFFECTIVENESS OF THE HVI AND COMMUNITY-BASED APPROACHESIN

CLASSIFYING HOUSEHOLDS

6.1 Introduction

(2004), alluded to the fact that economic growth is a necessary

Coady, Grosh and Hoddinott,
ould be complimented by building

but insufficient condition for the alleviation of poverty but sh
the asset base of the poor for them to participate in the growth process. There is also need
for development to be more intensive in the assets held by the poor and the sectors in which

orld Bank, 2000) and this requires me
trate resources on target groups of

they predominate (W thods for reaching the poor. Due

to scarcity of resources efforts have been made to concen

poor households or individuals (Coadyet al., 2004).

ave been used to target the poor households by

There are different methods that h
discussed in literature review. This study however

organisations such as has already been

focuses on how the household vulnera
community-based classification that is no

household-level index can be used to gain insight
vulnerability among similarly exposed populations (Eakin et al, 2007) despite questions
about whether indices can ficance and contextual nature of
context (Eakin and Luers, 2006, Brooks, Adger and Kelly, 2005,Yohe
e a household’s degree of membership with a

bility index classifies households compared to
rmally used in RushingaDistrict programming. A
s into the cause and structure of

truly capture the signi

vulnerability in various

and Tol, 2001). They can pe used to evaluat
ulnerability in order to analyze how different sets of specific household

ssociated with vulnerability (Eakin et al, 2007).
pe used in classification of households. This
erable households but does

specific class of v

characteristics (assets, activities) are a

o classes of vulnerability can

Membership t
nd the classification of vuln

study only focuses on the process a

not focus on the costs and benefits ana
olds was compared for three

lculated for households using t
esources Policy Analysis Network. The

lculatinghousehold vulnerability indices

lysis of the classification process.
different methods oné of the

The classification of the househ
he standard weights

being household vulnerability indices ca

which are the ones developed by Food and Natural R

other one is the classification of the households by ¢a@

for households using th y the community and lastly the classification
f the same sam

e weights determined b
done by community members O pled households using their understanding of

vulnerability.
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6.2 Description of the Study Area

RushingaDistrict is in natural region four and five which is drier and hugely affected by
tise mixed farming of crop and livestock

droughts. The communities of Rushinga prac
production. Rushinga is poverty stricken mainly due to its historical legacy and geographical

een done in Rushinga to mitigate against the effects of

location. Development work has b
w annual rainfall receive
Il wellbeing of people and bringing positive

recurrent droughts and the lo d in the area as shown in figure 1.
Development is defined as enhancing the overa
changes to the society. It is an intentional effort to make a long-lasting impact at the level of

individuals and societies (Ireland et al., 2004). Development in World Vision operational

g the communities to be food secure, have access to education, income

areas entails assistin

generating projects and improved access to health servic
ance are reached.

endeavoured that households that require assist

es. During development it is also

6.3 Research Methodology

n that was used for the study, population, sampling

This section describes the desig
the specific objective of comparing the

methods, data collection and analysis for

classification of the HVI standard, HVI community and community-based method.

6.3.1 Research Design

The study used a case study of Rushinga, using both quantitative and qualitative methods
e classification of households using different methods. The qualitative
sultations on the community weights of the

holds. Quantitative methods were used in

in exploring th
e used during community con
house

methods wer
capitals and classification of vulnerable
gathering household data on the capitals variables.

6.3.2 Population and sampling procedure

s study. These were taken from the

A sample of hundred and fifty household was used for thi
for households was collected

four hundred used in chapter 5 where cross longitudinal data

over two different seasons of harvesting and farming. To allow
methods namely HVI calculated using standard weights, HVI calculated using community

weights and the community pased classification, household data collected during the farming

o calculate the household vulnera

for comparison of the three

bility indices used for classification since

season was used t
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n was done during the farming season. The standard

the community based classificatio
dices calculation for the sampled

weights and community weights were used in in
households. The sampled one hundred and fifty households were also used in the

community-based classification to allow for comparisons.

6.3.3 Data Collection
The sampled households were taken from a household survey that was done for the
analysis in chapter 5. The process involved:

a) Data collected on households during the

the community-based consultations done
es (developed to capture livelihoods capitals variables)

farming season to allow for comparison of

during the same period. The data was

collected using questionnair
Appendix 3

b) Entering the data in
FANRPAN (with varying degrees of verification an

y were being entered into the system)
nd weights developed by FANRPAN

to a Household Vulnerability Index database developed by
d consistency checks of the

questions as the
c) Calculating the HVI indices using the database a

from literature
d) Classification of the households accordin
lation of the HVI indices using value 0

g to the indices,

e) Calcu f weights on the five capitals from
community engagement in chapter 3.

s by the com

he cut off points determined by the communities

f) Classification of the household munity leadership for all the one hundred

and fifty households according to t

sehold variables in the various categories as described in

input on description of hou

table 5.1.

6.3.4 Data capturing, cleaning and analysis

sification, the HVI indices calculations were done using the standard
ightings of the capi
ompared to the community-based

To compare the clas

s with community weé tals and a comparative analysis

weights as well a
done on how these were varying.
The community pbased an

mmuni
|d relates to the five capitals being financial,

These were C
classification. alyses and classification was done for each
th the group of selected co ty members analyzing each household using
ouseho
Using the threshold agreed by the community

the HVI calculations which

household wi

community knowledge on how the h
social and human.

physical, natural,
one for the households using

(Appendix 2) classification was d
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and standard weights. To test for significance level t-tests
ights and community weights.

were done for both community
were done between the HVI indices from standard we

6.4 Results and Discussion
The analyses focused on the classification of households to empirically answer the

s that the use of the HVI standard weights in
hniques and HVI modified with the

hypothesi households classification do not

significantly differ from the community-based tec

community voice.

6.4.1 Classification of households

d in the HVI quantitative data collection were the ones that were

The variables that were useé
hresholds for the classification into the three

considered in the setting of the community t
vulnerability classes namely highly, moderate

were collected in the household survey were e
household level that was used in the calculation of the indices for HVI Standard and HVI

e community based classification had 10.7% of the households as highly
households and low vulnerability had 1.3 %
dix 2. According to the criteria set by the

ly and lowly vulnerable. The variables that

ssential as these provided the information at

community. Th
vulnerable, moderate vulnerability had 88.7 %

|ds using the criteria presented in Appen

househo
useholds require emergency interventions for their

community the highly vulnerable ho

survival as there aré different factors in the five capitals working against them such as low

endency ratios, lack of regular sources of income. All these

erty. The HVI using community weights classified
s moderately vulnerable and low

yields compared to the high dep

factors affect their vulnerability to pov
as highly vulnerable, 90.7 % @

of the households. The classification using the standard weights

as highly vulnerable, 93.3 % as mo

7.3% of the households
vulnerability had 2.5 %
from literature has 2.7% derately vulnerable and 4% as

lowly vulnerable.

eholds using the HVI standard was significantly
based classification at P<0.05. The cut off
nity indices were based on the variable

The highly vulnerable classification of hous
different from HVI community and community-

points for the HVI standard and HVI commu
on on Table 5.1. The HVI community provided a balance between the use of proxy

and commu
de use of the community knowledge about the

n HVI community and community-

descripti
means of classifying vulnerability
based classification ma
gnificant differences betwee

nity input on capitals critical for their livelihood.

The community-

household. There wereé no si
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based classification because the calculation of the indices had taken into account people’s

opinions.

Issues of fairness and transparency aré important elements for political supportability of any

Pritchett, 2005). The acceptability of a classification method by

classification method (
not all the success of a program but to

community members and stakeholders is critical for

at the onset (Grosh, Del Ninno, 2008). Hence the need for stakeholder

allow ownership

involvement in the process of classifying households an
arency in criteria is an important factor in that it

d this has been addressed in the HVI

with community weights. Increased transp
can help in acceptability of classification methods. An advantage with community-based
methods is that they involve communities in the classification process, thus promoting
process. However, there is the danger of political or elite

transparency and ownership of the
dy eat al, 2004). However the HVI community weights

manipulation by local actors (Coa
nipulation that may be found in classification of

classification eliminates the elite ma
there is @ mix of methods in using data collected

household by community members as
through the survey and use of community weights of the five capital assets.

mmunity leaders and community members were asked to brainstorm on

ociated with vulnerable households. These were similar
RPAN HVI calculations (Appendix 2). This can

dicators are used is likely to gain acceptance in the

hip, the final classification of households can

During field visits cO

characteristics they thought were ass

to those variables selected in the FAN

suggest that a method where similar in
communities. To enhance community owners
be shared with the community for verification and correcting exclusion errors resulting in HVI
community classification. This may also help in addressing differences that may arise in

classification as shown in Table 6.1

ga programme to assist vulnerable households(those with high

For a policymaker devisin
titute the targetbeneficiaries and these are

probabilities of becoming poor in the future) cons
as highly vulnerable. Misclassifying vulnerable households as low

hese households would not be prioritized despite

This type of misclassification can be labelled as

the ones classified

vulnerability carries @ high exclusion cost. T

the fact that they would require assistance.
corresponding to the pro

ow VU
|ds as either moderately or high vulnerable. This

portion of currently highly households, which were

exclusion error,
Inerability. The second type of misclassification

erately vulnerable or |
useho

classified mod

imp|ieslabelling|owly vulnerable ho

misclassification is inclusion error.
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that these categories of classification offer a potential

Sinha and Lipton(1999) suggest
window from which to design specificand effective programmes. Similarities in vulnerability
of households might be due to variousfactors. The livelihood capitals helps unpack the
source of vulnerability for each household instead of treating households as homogeneous.

Classification helps in prioritizing where organ
| among the highly vulnerable housé

isationscan prioritize householdsthat have a

weak particular capita holds and designinterventions to

address the class of vulnerability.

The results of these validation exercises using different methods indicate that vulnerability
h degree of misclassification, especially among the

indices estimates havea relatively hig
|assification is pased on average of the values

poor. However,it should be noted that the €
Analysis O
h household. For instance,vul

lity for each household as

f the values allocated to each capital
nerability profiles should help
has already been discussed

calculated for each capital.
enhancesheterogeneities of eac
to distinguish the sources of vulnerabi

in chapter 3 and 4.
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CHAPTER 7 GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1 Introduction

In the recent past, international humanitarian and development community has highlighted
the need for more effective provision of aid (Emmi, Czlem, Maja, llan, Florian, 2011). The
donor community continues to call upon development agencies to demonstrate the impact of
the various programmes they implement. This would provide a measure of the value for
money invested. As has already been highlighted the Millenium Development Goals (2011)
reports that although there has been reported progress there still remain a challenge of
reaching the most vulnerable. There is need to understand the dynamics that are faced by
the most vulnerable as a means of intensifying efforts of developing the communities. It is
against this background that this study set out to explore household vulnerability and the

differences across communities, seasons and the use of household vulnerability index in the

classification of households.

Importance of community participation was explored through community engagement were
comparisons were done for community weighting (o the ones identified by FANRPAN.
Community participation is critical to any development process aiming to empower poor
people (Mansuri and Rao, 2001) so as to enhance sustainability. The study identified the
spatial differences of community weights in different areas which showed the importance of
community engagement to bring development programming that is specific to the need of
the people. The study also explored the seasonality of household vulnerability using
longitudinal data to show that although classification of vulnerable households is critical,
there are other dynamics at play hence should not just focus on aggregate figures. There is
incomplete knowledge of the extent and manner in which household vulnerability varies
regionally and among households in different seasons. Finally the study looked at feasibility
of using the classification of vulnerable households using the FANRPAN HVI compared to

the community-based approaches.

This chapter’s presentation first looks at the synthesis of the empirical evidence of the study
in answering the research objectives. It further provides the theoretical and policy
implications of the empirical evidence presented by the study. Recommendations for future
research are also presented in light of what can be done in the field of understanding

household vulnerability.
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7.2 Synthesis of the Results

The main empirical findings are chapter specific and were summarised within the respective

empirical chapters. This section synthesizes the empirical findings to answer the research

objectives;

(a) determine how various social groups in the community assigned weights of vulnerability
to the capitals at their disposal compared to thcse of the HVI;

(b) assess how the community weightings of vulnerability affected the magnitude of HVI
indices in various communities;

(c) assess the seasonality of vulnerability and its effect on the household vulnerability index

(d) compare household classification of the HVI and community-based selection
methodologies;

The synthesis aims to provide the methodological issues and theoretical underpinnings of

the study.
7.2.1 Methodological issues

The study was based on livelihoods approach as developed by DFID (1999) in collecting
both qualitative and quantitative information. Household information was collected using
variables under each livelihood capitals/ capabilites namely human, social, natural, financial
and physical capital. Several studies have used the livelihoods framework in their analysis of
the household vulnerability (Vincent and Cull, 2010, Eaking et al, 2007,). What differed
among these studies in the descriptive variables under each capital or capability despite
using the five livelihood capitals. What also differed among the studies was the shock under
study either climate, disease, and its effect on the household. However the range and extent
of indicators varied from study to study (Eriksen and Kelly, 2007). Complex analyses
incorporating multiple stressors have been carried out at the local level in various locations
(Bankoffet al., 2007; Cutter, 1996). But the scale specificity of indicators means that it is
often not methodologically possible to apply the exact frameworks across different units of

analysis (Vincent, 2007).

Vulnerability is a multidimensional concept and every indicator of vulnerability is likely to
have different effect at the household (Eakin and Luers, 2006). Although several studies
have used livelihood approach in assessing vulnerability at household level, remarkable little
attention had been given to a comprehensive analysis of the interaction of the household

with its capitals in the face of both internal and external vulnerability such as diseases and
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drought. The FANRPAN household vulnerability index looked at both internal and external

vulnerability. This study built on the work developed by FANRPAN (2004).

There are generally two options that are available for researchers that wish to use an index

to categorise population according to vulnerability
of assigning weights (Eakin et al, 2007). A study

that either assume that all indicators have

equal weights or engaging in 2 process
done by Eakin and Tiapia (2007) developed a household vulnerability index using livelihood

framework and multi-criteriondecision analysis to assign weights to household attributes

sed on theory an
| vulnerability index where it assumes that all the five

according to their importance ba d existing theory. A study done by Vincent

and Cull (2010) used @ household socia

rtance hence equ
different effects such that this study focused on

capitals are of equal impo al weighting were used. However in reality at

household level different aspects have
assessing the different weights of the indicators.

This study differs from other studies in that it engaged the communities in assigning weights
ture. Valuable insights provided by the

and capabilities instead of using litera
ge communities on how they tape and utilise all

to the capitals

livelihoods frameworks were used to enga
pitals. Communities were also engaged to get their understanding of vulnerability.

re engaged in focus groups discussions deliberating on
ned weights to the capitals

the five ca

Representatives of social groups we
issues that they aré vulnerable to in their community. They assig
depending on the oné they were most vulnerable to and the weighting process continued

their livelihoods as a community.

down to the variables under each capital that aré critical to
In building upon the work done by FANRPAN the community engagement weights were

compared to the ones derived by FANRPAN from literature.

d a modified ten seed tool developed by
rticipatory learning tool. The technique
n their community.

In engaging the community, the study Use
Jayakaran (2002). The ten seed tool is a rapid pa
stimulates discussion 0N the relative importance of various factors i
Although in its initial use the ten seed tool was not used to provide figures for an absolute
his study a hundred stones weré used to correspond to the overall contribution
d. The hundred seed were given o each social group
n a certain number of seeds to
ty. The visual nature

amount, for t

of the five capitals to the househol
iperation they would assig

rtance in their survival as a communi
th understanding of vulnerability is

where through discussion and del
impo

each capital depending on its
f discussion and an in-dep

of the process creates a lot ©

achieved.
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ith the weights from community
lity index using the FANRPAN

d discrete data were analysed

The household information data collected together W

engagement were used to calculate @ household vulnerabi

ented in section 2.3.3 where continuous an

framework pres
using formulas presented in Appendix 1. The classification of the households using the index

was checked for seasonality to check for its sensitivity to the dynamic in the community. The

classification was further compared to community-based methods.

7.2.2 Community participation in vulnerability assessments

n of different social groups in the community weighting process

The participation and inclusio
brought insights about community perceptions on vulnerability at household level. Thematic

discussions on household vulnerability pointed to household vulnerability as “limited diverse
that sustain households in times of difficult times” as presented in
search (Adger 1999, Watts and Bohle 1993,

hold level as the presence or lack of

livelihood strategies
Chapter 3. This notion is supported by earlier re

Chambers 1989) who defined vulnerability at house
ability to withstand shocks and stresses t0 livelihood. This laid the foundation to show that
When vulnerability is taken to be a potential state

specific methods of assessment aré required
eople who areé affected by

communities understand vulnerabilities.

that affects the different communities, context-

to assess the levels of vulnerability and the participation of the p

the vulnerability is critical (Groshet al., 2008).

amework was used for assessing local level vulnerability and

the status of five “capi
2: DFID, 1999) not only in a passive way

ement where their views of the

The sustainable livelinoods fr
adaptive capacity through analysing
physical and natural (Chambers and Conway, 199

of administering the questionnaire put through active engad
factors that affect them was considered. The sustainable livelinoods framework has variously

nvestigate the contextual an
2005)). The analysis of the overall weights through community

ynamics of vulnerability. Within a community there

tals” — financial, human, social,

been applied to i d multi-dimensional nature of vulnerability

(Christiansen et al.,

engagement gave insights to
ynamics that are cruc

the local d

ial that inform development programmes to address

are intrinsic d
different social groups.

Results for Chapter 3 indicate that for Rushinga community, the women groups gave more
at 30.3 % weight, youth’s physical capital 32% , men Natural
al at 30.6 % . In the calculation of the

rce of vulnerability. Although the

weights to human capital

capital at 30.6 % and loc
ipbuted to the value of the sou

al leaders’ human capit

indices, the weights contr
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analysis of the significant differences between the weights allocated by the different groups
under each capitals showed that some significantly differed and some did not from the
FARNPAN weights. Although there were no significant differences in the overall indices
calculation after the inclusion of the community voice in the weight values, the social
grouping weights for the capitals provided insights on the capitals that may be a source of
vulnerability for the community. These capitals differed from the ones that had been

prioritised by the standard HVI for instance Lesotho prioritised financial where as the

standard had prioritised physical capital.

It is also important to note that despite the insignificant differences in the comparisons of the
indices, it is important to get active participation of communities in decisions that affect them.
Community development is about respecting and developing relationships so decisions

should not be just based on statistics but should value opinions of people.
7.2.3 Spatial Differences in Vulnerability assessments

The study brought out that vulnerability indicators weight cannot be universal but should be
community specific for more informed vulnerability assessments and insights into the
livelihoods of people.

It is widely recognised that there are multiple driving forces of vulnerability in relation to
specific outcomes (Adger and Vincent, 2005). Vulnerability should take into account the
social groups of that community. The evidence provided in Chapter 4 indicated that there
are differences in assigned weights that reflect the communities livelihoods. The hypothesis
test for proportions done showed that the inclusion of the community voice into the weighting
process does not change significantly the overal HVI values for a particular household
because the aggregate figure of hundred is used in both FANRPAN and community weights.
It is important to note that the inclusion of community voice assisted in identifying the
capitals that are making the community vulnerable. The capitals that had the highest values
showed that vulnerability was inclined towards thcse capitals. The analysis showed that the
inclusion of community voice either affirmed the HVI standard or identified the capital that is
most critical to that community. The analysis done for the computed HVI for the different
types of household heads across countries showed that the source of vulnerability differed

from each community.
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7.2.4 Seasonality of vulnerability

point in time depends on how its livelihood

A household’s vulnerability t0 poverty at any
prospects and well-being is likely to evolve over time. And that in turn depends on its
interaction with the livelihoods capitals at its disposal. The livelihoods also depend on the
complex dynamic interlinkages petween t

the household operates, the

socio-political and physical in which
s behavioural responses (Cafiero and Vakis, 2008).

he environment—macroeconomic, institutional,
resources, human, physical

and financial it commands, and it
n household well-being suggests

vulnerability are exposure to adverse aggregate shocks. These shocks differ during the year
depending on social and environmental dynamic (DFID,1999).The seasonality of the
household vulnerabilities Was done and there was a shift as the year progressed from

season. More households were classified as highly vulnerable during
on. During harvesting season different capitals

able to cope. The study showed that
r harvest. Food stocks in

Such a dynamic perspective 0 that the proximate causes of

harvesting to farming
han the harvesting seas
households more
tal as households sell thei

the farming season t
are positively affected making the

there was a change in the financial capi
the household increase during harvesting put as the year progresses
ulnerability assessment ought to ta

form of the types of programmes req
household information

he number of meals

consumed decrease. Household Vv ke into account
an in
|| for a need to regularly update
especially if the data is t0 be used for monitoring
it is critical to consider the season and

the same time of the year otherwise

seasonality vulnerability 8s this C uiredat different
times of the year. This therefore ca

through cheaper sustainable means

household progress. WWhen checking for progress

comparisons should be doné for data collected in during

distorted information will be derived.

7.2.4 Classification of households by the HVIin comparison with community-based

methods

ntions helps to bring the most

nd development interve
d situations. The anticipated product of this study

participation in the proposed HVI as
in Chapter 4 the study proposed
6, classifications were done using

Household classification in relief a
rce-limite

significant impact under resou
gnificance of community

was to provide insight into the si

a household classification tool.
ach accordingly- In chapter

the Household vulnerabilit and the community-
classification that picks Up the weakest source of vulnerability
way in addressing the challenges that most organisations face in targeting (Lambert, 2002;

In the analysis done

modifications to the HVI appro
y Index

based approaches. A method of
for a household goes a long
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nd 4 that the sources of vulnerability could be
The community-based approach of classifying

people as vulnerable compared to the HVI

Taylor, 2004). It was shown in chapter 3 @
achieved through community engagement.

the most vulnerable categorised more

classification using community weights. The HVI calculation using HVI standards weights

from literature put few people as highly vulnerable. The HVI community weights classification

incorporates community participation and calculation of the index using household variables

providing a balance of objectivity.

7.3 Recommendation for policy, development and further studies

cal in understanding the challenges that

Id level vulnerability areé criti
hood strategies. This ensures that

Dynamics of househo
nerable households in the liveli

are faced by vul
in trying to eradicate poverty in community

appropriate strategies aré developed

development

7.3.1 Recommendations for policy and community development

tween community engagement and

study seeks @ palance be
s how diverse perspectives can be

The approach proposed in this
the use of proxy means of hous

included through the participation of various social groups in
y explicitly defining weights in a deliberative manner, the study
aging the communities

ehold vulnerability. It show.
the community in identifying

sources of vulnerability. B
showed how to enhance the analysis of vulnerability by eng
iform programming but should

themselves. Community vulnerability cannot be solved by uni

be contextualized as indicated by the spatial differences in vulnerability. Un
ect the dynamics that happen at household level as shown by different

tals in different communities. The study showed
rability for different groups

iform weights do

not realistically refl
weights that were allocated to similar capi
assess the source of vulne

priorities can serve to
ddress the different needs in

that social actors

can inform the different programmes required to @

of people and
the community.

t in community development there is

vulnerability shows tha
| needs in the community. Care

The seasonality of household
need to have different programmes that address the seasona
y levels of households and comparisons

n tracking vulnerabilit
| bias in the vulnerability levels of people and may not give a

brought by programming. There is therefore need for
pdate of information due to the dynamic nature

also ought to be taken whe

since there may be seasona

true reflection of the changes

community-based mechanisms of continual U
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of vulnerability. Household vulnerability classification methods are important in identifying the
vulnerable households. However careé must be taken in ensuring community participation for
ownership of the process. Household vulnerability index classification that involves the

community is important in identifying the vulnerable households and for acceptability.

The FANRPAN HVI is a crucial tool in household classification. Its combination of the
livelihood approach in analyzing all the available options at household level is critical in
identifying areas of weakness. This informs development agencies to identify areas for
programming. Although the study showed that there were no significant differences in the
HVI indices calculated using the two weights, analysis of how the weights affect the
classification of a household showed that there were significant differences. The classification
of households in different vulnerability levels significantly changed with the inclusion of the

community voice.
7.3.2 Recommendations for further studies

The operational task of reaching beneficiaries is prone to trade-offs between the cost of
targeting and the cost of leakages. The use of the HVI as a targeting tool requires the
following considerations;

a) Comparing both financial and qualitative costs and benefits -The financial costs of the
HVI as a targeting method must be balanced by the expected benefits of reaching
intended beneficiaries more effectively. The costs and benefits of targeting depend on
the type of resource that is available to benefit the community, the characteristics of the
intended beneficiary group, the chosen intervention, and institutional capacity. There is
need to go beyond just classification but implementation of the HVI categories and
tracking them through an identified intervention.

b) The difference between acceptable leakage of benefits and wastage. Allowing leakage to
the unintended beneficiaries is not necessaiily wasteful. The financial and political cost
of screening out unintended beneficiaries may exceed the benefits to be derived from
excluding them. There is need for full financial analysis of the proportion of a budget that
is consumed by targeting cost of the HVI versus the amount of money that goes to
beneficiaries

c) Analysis of possible monitoring information that can be collected through existing
mechanisms. As targeting relies on information, there is need to assess the structures

that can be used collect data on beneficiaries and the areas in which they live.
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Depending on the degree of fine-tuning, these data can reveal much about the changing

needs of beneficiary populations over time.

7.4 Conclusions

oners identify programmes that can impact the lives

It is critical that as development practiti
mes that target the different social groups. The

of people they should be sensitive to program
analysis of this study’s empirical findings showed that various social groups prioritised

different capitals showing the areas of sustainability that are critical to groups as sources of

vulnerability.

Poverty prevention efforts th
transmission of poverty must go
multiple underlying causes of yulnerability

yulnerability to poverty and prevent the

at aim to reduce
ability to address the

peyond the proximate causes of vulner

nt in the rural communities and programmes on

proved developme
onse of the most vulnerable

ties is determined py the resp
e it is of fundamental importance

that they do not lag pehind in
government efforts pased on the

f yulnerability dynamics at household levels aré likely to be

pirical findings from this study, the research has major
area of community

The ultimate impact of im
the welfare of thesé communi

households to the interventions 10 bring
ble households sO

development. Henc
to correctly identify the most vulnerd

e results of development practitioners and

development. Th
incomplete understanding o

disappointing. Based on the em
of household yulnerability in the

hts to household yulnerability fo
get spatial differences,

additions to our understanding
r their communities,

participation in providing insig
mmunities in differe
sehold vulnerabilities for C
practitioners to design and

importance of engaging €0 nt communities to

seasonality of yulnerability an

knowledge should hopefully iMm
Inerable groups

d use of hou lassification. This

prove the ability of development

classify better the most vu to enhance impact of development.
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