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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) project was implemented
from October 2012 to September 2017 in one of the most shock-prone areas of the world, the drylands
of Ethiopia. A key project goal was to enhance the resilience of households to shocks. In particular, it
aimed to enable households to withstand and recover from the recurrent climate-related shocks—mainly
drought—to which they are exposed.

This report has drawn on the data collected as part of the PRIME Impact Evaluation (IE) Baseline and
Endline Surveys, as well as two Recurrent Monitoring Surveys, to meet three objectives:

(1) Document the changes that have taken place over the project’s implementation period in key
resilience-related variables (shock exposure, livelihoods, resilience capacities, coping strategies, well-
being outcomes, and resilience);

(2) Determine whether the project’s resilience-strengthening interventions served to strengthen
households’ resilience to shocks;

(3) Identify which resilience capacities—including specific absorptive, adaptive, and transformative
capacities—were strengthened, and by which types of interventions, in order to inform and enhance
the effectiveness of future resilience-strengthening projects.

The PRIME impact evaluation was conducted in two of the three project areas: Borena in the regional
state of Oromiya and Jijiga in Somali, for a sample of 2,750 panel households. It draws on both quantitative
and qualitative data, the latter collected through key informant interviews and focus group discussions.

Shock Exposure

During the PRIME project’s implementation period, households in both Borena and Jijiga experienced a
continuous cycle of multiple, back-to-back droughts. Annual rainfall deficits were the highest since 1950
and resulted in extremely dry soil moisture conditions. The quantitative and qualitative data show that
households experienced numerous downstream shocks. Problems of insufficient fodder and water for
livestock and consequent livestock disease, emaciation and unplanned deaths, as well as crop disease and
failures, were widespread. The catastrophic loss of livestock not only negatively affected household
income and consumption of highly nutritious foods (e.g., milk), it had cascading impacts on local
economies, leading to unemployment and business failures. The declining terms of trade associated with
concurrent food price inflation and falling livestock and crop prices exacerbated households’ ability to
meet their needs for food and non-food items like school fees, and to replay loans. Many households also
faced conflict shocks, such as thefts of livestock and crops, destruction of homes and loss of land due to
conflict, as well as violence against household members. Human illness and malnutrition among children
were a rising problem over the project period.

According to satellite remote sensing data, cumulative drought in terms of rainfall and soil moisture
deficits was more severe in Borena than Jijiga. Self-reported shock exposure data, including both drought
and its numerous downstream impacts, confirm that Borena households and pastoralists (compared to
agro-pastoralists and non-pastoralists) experienced the greatest increase in shock exposure over the
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project period. Women, the elderly, children and the poor were particularly vulnerable to the negative
impacts of drought.

Livelihoods and Livelihood Environment

Despite the extraordinarily severe shocks they experienced, households in the IE area saw a modest
increase in their wealth, as measured by ownership of assets. Households’ real expenditures have
declined, however. They have thus not been able to translate increased wealth into a better ability to
meet their basic needs, such as food, from their current resources, including food assistance. The
prevalence of poverty (based on the USD 1.90 per day line) rose from 63.5 to 71.8 percent, a total of 8.3
percentage points. It rose the most in Jijiga and among pastoralists.

The project area saw some changes in its basic socio-demographic makeup. In Borena there has been a
shift of households out of the agro-pastoralist group and into the non-pastoralist group, perhaps related
to the devastation wrought on agricultural production. The percentage of households with a disabled
member has increased project area -wide, and the percent of female-adult-only households has increased
in Jijiga. Positive trends are increases in the quality of dwellings and in women’s decision-making power.

In terms of sources of households’ livelihood, there has been a large increase in reliance on assistance
from others, including humanitarian assistance for people and animals. A notable reduction in farming
among Jijiga households has taken place. With regards specifically to livestock production and marketing,
there has been a shift from reliance on communal pasture browse for fodder towards private pastures
and market sources, such as livestock feed services. The length of time needed to get to fodder has
increased dramatically. While the quantitative data indicate an increase in livestock market participation,
the qualitative data tell a story of reduced engagement, especially for women, due to drought-induced
losses of livestock. Livestock marketing is increasingly spreading out from localized areas to woreda towns
and other regions within Ethiopia where stocks are higher and prices better.

Resilience Capacity

The analysis shows some positive and some negative trends in households’ resilience capacities, which are
the underlying determinants of resilience.

The three dimensions of resilience capacity. Trends in indexes of the three dimensions of resilience
capacity—absorptive capacity (minimizing exposure to shocks and recovering quickly), adaptive capacity
(making proactive and informed choices about alternative livelihood strategies), and transformative
capacity (system-level factors sustaining more lasting resilience)—differ greatly for the two project areas.
All three have increased among Jijiga households. However, among Borena households both adaptive and
transformative capacity have declined, and absorptive capacity has seen no change.

Individual resilience capacities. The individual capacities making up the three dimensions, 20 in all, are
the actionable programming and policy levers for enhancing households’ ability to recover from shocks.
Three have seen definite improvements in both project areas: aspirations and confidence to adapt, asset
ownership, and support for disaster preparation and mitigation. As for the overall indexes, however,
trends for most of the individual capacities differ between the project areas. A common pattern is for a
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capacity to be at a higher level in Borena at baseline but then to increase in Jijiga more than in Borena,
thus closing the initial gap between the areas.

The changes found by project area are summarized in the following table, with green shading indicating a
positive trend and red shading a negative trend.

Trends in the resilience capacities in Borena and Jijiga

Borena Jijiga

Social capital
Bonding social capital
Bridging social capital

+
Linking social capital _

Aspirations/confidence to adapt + +

Economic sources of resilience capacity
Asset ownership +
Livelihood diversity
Access to financial resources
Cash savings +

Human capital and exposure to information
Human capital

Exposure to information - +
+

4e

Disaster risk reduction

Disaster preparedness & mitigation ; +
Availability of hazard insurance -»_ +
Conflict mitigation support
Access to safety nets G
Access to informal safety nets -ﬂ
Access to formal safety nets 3 +
Access to markets, services, infrastructure, and
Access to markets :
Access to basic services +

Access to livestock services
Access to infrastructure

Access to communal natural resources

Note: Positive trends are in green; negative trends are inred.

Borena saw increases in five capacities, but reductions in seven. By contrast, Jijiga fared far better, seeing
increases in |3 capacities and a decline in only one, linking social capital.

Coping Strategies

Coping strategies are households’ responses to the shocks they face and mediate the influence of their
resilience capacities on their well-being. The most commonly employed strategy for coping with the
droughts and their many downstream impacts was to reduce food consumption, a negative coping
strategy that undermines human health. The percent of households doing so increased substantially over
the project period in both areas, although more so in Borena (from 71.7 to 93.1 percent), a strong
indication that the shocks households were exposed to had a negative effect on their food security.

Xiv EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



Ethiopia PRIME Project Impact Evaluation Endline Survey Report

Relying on informal and formal assistance was also a widely employed coping strategy. Borrowing from or
relying on gifts of food or money from friends and relatives decreased in Borena and increased in Jijiga.
Reliance on food aid, and food/cash-for-work as coping strategies has increased dramatically in both areas.

The large majority of households, a full 70 percent, sold their livestock to cope with shocks. The use of
this strategy has increased among Borena households and declined among Jijiga households since the
baseline. Taking up new wage labor was also a common strategy that declined among Jijiga households,
perhaps due to increasingly limited opportunities. Migration as a coping strategy has been on the decline.

Resilience marks the ability of households to recover from shocks while not undermining their ability to
recover from future shocks. Besides reducing food consumption, the only negative coping strategy to
increase over the project period was purchasing food on credit (in Jijiga). Borrowing from money lenders,
taking children out of school, and consuming seed stock held for the next season all declined, whether
due to less need or depleted options.

Well-being Outcomes and Resilience to Shocks

The well-being outcomes of focus in this report are food security and wasting among children under five.
As for livelihoods, resilience capacities, and many coping strategies, trends in these outcomes differ greatly
across the project areas. The Borena area experienced a strong reduction in food security over the
project period, accompanied by a very large increase in the prevalence of severe food insecurity, from
31.9 to 64.6 percent. By contrast, food security held steady in Jijiga, and the prevalence of severe food
insecurity dropped (from 46.3 to 39.4 percent).

In contrast to these regional differences in food security trends, the prevalence of child wasting (a
measure of acute malnutrition) almost doubled in Jijiga, rising from 6.1 to | 1.0 percent, but declined in
Borena (from 14.5 to 7.0 percent). The qualitative data point to increasing scarcities of clean water due to
successive droughts as a cause of the increase in wasting in Jijiga. Access to health services also fell
markedly in Jijiga but not Borena.

Two indicators of resilience are used in the report. The first, following directly from the operational
definition of resilience—the “ability to recover from shocks”—is measured as the change in food security
in the face of shocks between the PRIME baseline (December 2013) and endline surveys (December
2017). The second, subjective measure of resilience, is the perceived ability of households to recover
from the shocks of the previous year. By both indicators, Jijiga households as a group were more resilient
to the shocks they faced over the project period than Borena households. Trends in the perceived ability
to recover index show that not only have Jijiga households been more resilient, their resilience has
improved over the project period while that of Borena households has declined considerably.

Engagement in Resilience-strengthening Interventions and Receipts of
Humanitarian Assistance

The PRIME project was implemented using a multi-sectoral, systems-strengthening approach. Most of its
resilience-strengthening interventions were implemented at a broader, systems level, and households

could be indirectly exposed to them. However, households could also make decisions to take advantage
of them, and some were specifically targeted to them. Because indirect exposure and direct participation
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could have differing impacts, for this impact evaluation households’ engagement in resilience-strengthening
interventions is measured using separate indicators for each.

To construct overall measures of exposure and participation, the project’s interventions were first
divided into four categories—livestock productivity and competitiveness, pastoral natural resource
management (PNRM), financial services, and climate change adaptation(CCA)—and indexes of each were
calculated. Then, recognizing the multi-sectoral nature of the PRIME project’s approach (multiple systems
were strengthened simultaneously to better strengthen resilience), a dichotomous measure of
“Comprehensive Resilience Programming” (CRP) was calculated. Households engaged in at least three out
of four of the intervention sets were classified into the CRP group.

Using this threshold, forty-four percent of households residing in the project area as a whole were
exposed to CRP, and thirty percent directly participated in it. Borena households were more likely to be
both exposed to and participate in CRP.

With respect to differences in engagement in the four intervention sets, exposure to livestock
productivity interventions was higher among Jijiga than Borena households (49.3 versus 21.9 percent). On
the other hand, PNRM interventions were more heavily concentrated in Borena (44.2 versus none in
Jijiga). Exposure to financial services and CCA interventions was roughly equal across the two areas.
Participation in interventions was generally higher among Borena than Jijiga households.

As seen above, the baseline and endline data reveal the dramatic rise over the project period in access to
food aid and reliance on it as a coping strategy. Humanitarian assistance data collected from households at
endline show that a full 87.3 percent received some form of assistance over the project period. Food aid
was the most commonly received, followed by food-for-work, cash-for-work, and cash assistance. Borena
and Jijiga were equally likely to have received assistance, although the types differ across the areas. Jijiga
households were far more likely to receive cash assistance or engage in cash-for-work.

Impact of PRIME on Households’ Resilience and Resilience Capacities

The impact of the PRIME project is evaluated using a rigorous impact evaluation technique, Difference-in-
Difference Propensity Score Matching. All DID-PSM models employed are carefully tested to ensure they
meet the two criteria for applying this method (common support and adequate balancing). The results
indicate a largely positive impact of resilience-strengthening interventions on households’ ability to
recover from shocks and their resilience capacities.

Impact on resilience. Households’ exposure to and direct participation in resilience-strengthening
interventions did indeed strengthen their resilience to shocks. The impact was stronger when households
participated directly in interventions than if they were just exposed to them. Households exposed to CRP
experienced an |8 percent lower decline in their food security over the project period than their
unexposed counterparts. Households that directly participated in CRP experienced a full 40 percent
lower decline than those that did not, evidence that they were much more resilient. The positive impact
of direct participation was greater for Borena than Jijiga households, roughly double. Note that these
results hold even after controlling for receipts of food aid.
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Households’ engagement in CRP had a strong preventative effect on severe food insecurity. Exposure to
CRP led to a 15.6 percentage-point drop in severe food insecurity at endline. In the absence of exposure
to the variety of resilience-strengthening interventions made available, the prevalence would have risen to
72.1 percent (versus 56.5 for the exposed households). Direct participation in CRP had a further
preventative effect.

Impact on the three dimensions of resilience capacity. CRP strengthened all three dimensions of
resilience capacity—absorptive capacity, adaptive capacity, and transformative capacity. In the absence of
households’ engagement in CRP, the average household in the PRIME area would have experienced a
reduction in their resilience capacities during this period of extreme drought. However, the resilience
capacities of those engaged in multiple, cross-sectoral resilience-strengthening interventions were
strengthened, enabling them to recover and preparing them to cope with future shocks. Similar to
resilience itself, participation in CRP had a stronger positive impact on the capacities for Borena than Jijiga.

Impact on the 20 individual resilience capacities. The impacts on the individual resilience capacities
are summarized in the following table, with green shading indicating a positive impact and red shading a
negative impact. As can be seen, where resilience-strengthening interventions have had an impact, it has
been positive with a few exceptions. The capacities strengthened by CRP span beyond the economic
capacities of traditional focus to include human and social capital, psycho-social capabilities, safety nets,
disaster risk reduction, and access to markets, services, and infrastructure.

Impact of Comprehensive Resilience Programming on Resilience Capacities

All Borena Jijiga
(Participation only)

Socialcapital i &
Bonding social capital
Bridging social capital

Linking social capital

Aspirations/confidence to adapt

Economic sources of resilience capacity
Asset ownership
Livelihood diversity
Access to financial resources
Cash savings
Human capital and exposure to information
Human capital
Exposure to information
Disaster riskreduction . &
Disaster preparedness & mitigation
Availability of hazard insurance
Conflict mitigation support
Access to safety nets
Access to informal safety nets
Access to formal safety nets
Access to markets, services, infrastructure, and
communal natural resources

Access to markets

Access to basic services

Access to livestock services

Access to infrastructure

Access to communal natural resources

Note: Positive impacts are in green; negative impacts are in red.
The results for the project area as a whole summarize those for exposure and participation
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Which sets of interventions served to strengthen households’ resilience and resilience capacities!?
Focusing on the project-area-wide results for resilience itself and the three dimensions of resilience
capacity, the following are the main findings.

Impact on resilience: The evaluation found that the livestock productivity and competitiveness
interventions, followed by the CCA interventions, had the strongest impacts on households’ resilience.
The financial services interventions had no impact on resilience itself. The PNRM interventions had mixed
impacts: they had a negative impact on the small minority of households that were only exposed to them
with no active participation. Those that did participate in them experienced induced improvements in
their resilience to shocks.

Impact on resilience capacity: Despite not independently improving households’ resilience over the
short time span of the project, the financial services interventions had the most powerful, positive impact
on the three dimensions of resilience capacity. They had a particularly strong effect on households’
absorptive capacity. In all, they served to strengthen 14 out of the 20 individual capacities. The livestock
productivity & competitiveness interventions had the second-strongest impact on the three dimensions of
resilience capacity, strengthening a full 17 of the individual capacities. The CCA interventions had the
third-strongest impact on the capacity dimensions, having a positive (though lower) impact on all three,
and strengthening |12 of the capacities. Finally, the PNRM interventions strengthened only adaptive
capacity. They had a positive impact on 7 individual capacities.

The CCA and PNRM interventions did not independently strengthen households’ resilience as much as
they could have because they had negative effects on some capacities (4 for CCA and 5 for PNRM). The
evaluation also found that CRP itself, and financial services and CCA interventions in particular, had a
negative impact on access to communal natural resources, including rangeland, water, and firewood.
Avoiding such negative impacts on resilience capacities is obviously important for leveraging the greatest
resilience impacts. To do so, efforts should be made to understand why they are occurring and who is
being affected so that appropriate shifts in programming can take place.

Program Implications
The following are the implications for programming based on the findings of this report:
o Greater impacts are achieved when interventions from multiple sectors are combined than when

they are implemented separately.

e Participation of households in the PRIME project’s interventions had a greater impact than only
indirect exposure.

¢ Important knowledge was gained from this impact evaluation: livestock productivity, financial
services, and CCA interventions had the strongest impact on households’ resilience and resilience
capacities
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o The positive resilience impacts were brought about by strengthening a wide range of resilience
capacities spanning beyond the economic to include human and social capital, psycho-social
capacities, safety nets, disaster risk reduction, and access to markets, services, and infrastructure.
Shocks are not going away: continue to strengthen a wide range of capacities to protect
households’ well-being and development investments.

e The CCA and PNRM interventions had negative impacts on some resilience capacities, hindering
resilience progress. Avoid negative impacts through understanding why they occur, who they
affect, and shifting programming accordingly.

e The sharp deterioration of food security and resilience capacities seen in Borena could have been
prevented with earlier information on food security trends, where interventions were
concentrated, and which are likely to have the greatest impact. To leverage optimal impacts in
shock contexts, conduct interim monitoring and evaluation and use the information gained for
adaptive management.
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| INTRODUCTION

The Pastoralist Areas Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) project, funded under the
United States Government’s Feed the Future initiative,! was implemented from October 2012 to
September 2017 in one of the most shock-prone areas of the world, the drylands of Ethiopia. A key
objective of the project was to enhance the resilience of households to shocks. In particular, it aimed to
enable households to withstand and recover from the recurrent climate-related shocks—mainly
drought—to which they are subjected.

This report presents analysis of new data collected as part of the PRIME IE Endline Survey in December
2017, while also making use of data collected in three previous PRIME IE surveys. These are the Baseline
Survey (December 2013) and two Recurrent Monitoring Surveys (RMSs) collected between the baseline
and endline: RMS-1 (2014/2015) and RMS-2 (2015/2016). As will become clear in the report, the period of
implementation of the project was marked by extreme climatic variability, with households enduring
multiple, back-to-back droughts that induced a series of downstream shocks to agriculture and livestock
rearing, producer and consumer prices, human health and social relations between population groups.
The purpose of the RMS’s was to collect real-time data during these actual shocks in progression in order
to provide more in-depth understanding of how they affected households’ well-being and their coping
strategies. Exploratory analysis was undertaken to understand what can help them recover.

The purpose of this endline report is to determine whether and how the PRIME project’s resilience-
strengthening interventions enhanced households’ resilience. Did the interventions help them recover
from the multiple shocks they faced over the project period? What can we learn to enhance the
effectiveness of future resilience-strengthening projects? In addition to providing a detailed accounting of
the shocks households were exposed to over the project period, the report presents data on the changes
in households’ resilience capacities (that is, the underlying factors affecting their resilience), coping
strategies, and well-being outcomes over the period. It then presents the results of an impact evaluation
documenting how households’ resilience was affected by interventions falling into four categories—
livestock productivity and competitiveness, pastoral natural resource management, financial services, and
climate change adaptation—as well as their combined impacts. As will be seen, the panel data collected at
baseline and endline, along with specialized data collected on the factors affecting participation in
interventions, allow the use of rigorous impact evaluation techniques that give more definitive evidence on
what can be done to help households recover from future shocks.

.1 The PRIME Project

The PRIME project’s overall goal was to reduce poverty and hunger by enhancing resilience to climate
change through market linkages in the drylands of the Somali, Afar, and Oromiya regional states of
Ethiopia.

Feed the Future seeks to address global food insecurity in 19 focus countries by accelerating growth of the agricultural sector,
addressing the root causes of undernutrition, and reducing gender inequality. USAID is responsible for leading the government-wide
effort to implement the Feed the Future initiative, whose high-level target is: “to reduce by 20 percent the prevalence of poverty and
the prevalence of stunted children under 5 years of age in the areas where we work.” (USAID 2013).
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To achieve this goal, the project strove to meet the following five “Intermediate Results”:
I. Improve productivity and competitiveness of livestock and livestock products;
2. Enhance pastoralists’ adaptation to climate change;
3. Strengthen alternative livelihoods for households transitioning out of pastoralism;
4. Ensure enhanced innovation, learning and knowledge management;

5. Improve nutritional status of targeted households through targeted, sustained, and evidence-based
interventions.

The project’s interventions were implemented following an integrated approach based on “the theory that
a number of systems, including financial, market, health, agriculture and environmental, act in synergy, not
isolation. By merging and strengthening these systems simultaneously, more resilient households and
communities should result” (Mercy Corps 2018, p. 5). More specific information about the project
interventions is given in Chapter 8 on “Households’ engagement in resilience-strengthening interventions
and receipts of humanitarian assistance.”

The project sought to assist not only pastoralists, but also agro-pastoralists, non-pastoralists, and those
transitioning between these different categories. Its implementation area covered 54 woredas (districts)
within three pastoral clusters (PC) in Ethiopia: the Southern PC, the Somali PC, and the Afar PC (see
Figure 1.1).

Figure I.1: PRIME Project intervention areas
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The Southern PC includes the Borena/Guiji zones of Oromiya Region and the Liban Zone of Somali
Region. The Somali PC includes the Jijiga and Shinile2 zones of the Somali Region, and the Afar PC is
comprised of Zone 3 of the Afar Region.

Expected to benefit 250,000 individuals, the project was implemented by Mercy Corps in partnership with
CARE International, Kimetrica, Haramaya University, Action for Integrated Sustainable Development,
Ethiopian Center for Disability and Development, Horn of Africa Voluntary Youth Committee, Aged and
Children Pastoralists Association, and SOS Sahel Ethiopia.

The PRIME impact evaluation that is the main subject of this report was focused on two areas within the
broader PRIME project area that have traditionally had a high concentration of pastoralists and agro-
pastoralists: Borena in Oromiya and Jijiga in Somali. Figure 1.2 shows the location of Borena within the
broader Oromiya region (see the pink area in the south). Figure 1.3 shows the same for Jijiga within
Somali (see the dark pink area in the north).

2 The Jijiga zone is now called Fafan.
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Figure 1.2: Location of Borena within Oromiya region
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Figure 1.3: Location of Jijiga within Somali region
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|.2 Resilience and Resilience Capacity

As resilience and resilience capacity are both key concepts on which this report’s analysis is based, it is
important to understand what each is and the distinction between them.

The PRIME IE conceptualizes resilience according to the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) definition, which states that resilience is “the ability of people, households,
communities, countries, and systems to mitigate, adapt to, and recover from shocks and stresses in a
manner that reduces chronic vulnerability and facilitates inclusive growth.”3 This report focuses on
resilience at the household level. From a practical measurement standpoint, it defines resilience as the
ability of a household to manage or recover from shocks and stresses and takes into account whether
that recovery took place with the use of negative coping strategies that undermine the ability to recover
from future shocks and stresses.

While resilience itself is an ability to manage or recover, resilience capacities are a set of conditions that
are thought to enable households to achieve resilience in the face of shocks. These determinants of
resilience can be classified into three categories:

. Absorptive capacity is the ability to minimize exposure to shocks and stresses (ex ante) where
possible and to recover quickly when exposed (ex post).4

° Adaptive capacity involves making proactive and informed choices about alternative livelihood
strategies based on changing conditions.

° Transformative capacity relates to governance mechanisms, policies/regulations, infrastructure,
community networks, and formal safety nets that are part of the wider system in which
households and communities are embedded. Transformative capacity refers to system-level
changes that enable more lasting resilience.

Given their complexity, measuring the resilience capacities requires combining a variety of indicators of
the underlying concepts relevant in a particular setting into one overall indicator. The measurement of
absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacity for the PRIME IE is described in Chapter 5.

|.3 Description of the PRIME Project IE Areas: Borena and Jijiga

The PRIME IE was undertaken in a sub-set of the project’s overall implementation area comprising two
zones: Borena and Jijiga. Borena is located in the southern lowlands of Ethiopia, bordering on northern
Kenya. It is one of |17 zones within the region of Oromiya. Jijiga, also known as “Fafan,” borders Somalia
(the country) and is located in the northern part of the Somali region. Both areas have arid and semi-arid
climates and are situated in the drylands of Ethiopia, where pastoralism has traditionally prevailed. They
are characterized by erratic and unpredictable rainfall and patchy vegetation.> The scope for sedentary,

3 USAID 2012.
4 The descriptions in the paragraph of absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacity are from Frankenberger et al. (2012b).
5 This overview of the PRIME project area is summarized from Mercy Corps (No date).
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arable farming is limited in many parts of these zones. Nomadic and semi-nomadic pastoralists have
traditionally made efficient use of scarce natural resources to access food and earn income through the
sale and consumption of livestock and livestock products (meat, milk, and hides).

A sustainable balance of human populations, livestock populations, water, and rangeland resources are
required for pastoralism to thrive over the long term. However, in Borena and Jijiga, as in pastoral areas
across Ethiopia, pastoral systems are under increasing pressures due to natural and man-made shocks that
are leading to imbalances between these populations and the resources they depend on to sustain
themselves. Ongoing climate change is expected to increase the unpredictability of rainfall, leading to
more frequent droughts and floods, as aptly born out over the five-year implementation period of PRIME.
A diminishing natural resource base due to overgrazing, increased sedentarization, and the increased
presence of agriculture has reduced pastoralists’ mobility. Yet mobility is a key foundation of traditional
risk management strategies, and its reduction has made them increasingly vulnerable to shocks. An
additional challenge is that increased competition for pasture and water has led to conflict in a number of
places, including locations within the PRIME project’s operational area. These pressures have spurred
many pastoralists to transition out of pastoralism and seek alternative livelihoods.

Figure 1.4 shows the percentage of households that were classified as pastoralist, agro-pastoralist, and
non-pastoralist in Borena and Jijiga at the time of the PRIME baseline. As can be seen, the transition out of
pastoralism is well under way in both areas, being furthest along in Jijiga. At baseline, pastoralism was far
more prevalent in Borena than Jijiga, and non-pastoralism far more prevalent in Jijiga than Borena.
Accordingly, the baseline data show that crop production is much more likely to be households’ main
source of income and food in Jijiga. Poverty and food insecurity were roughly equal across the two areas
at the start of the PRIME project. However, Jijiga households started out with far less resilience capacity,
especially absorptive and adaptive capacity, than Borena households (Smith et al. 2015).

Figure 1.4: Percent of pastoralists, agro-pastoralists, and non-pastoralist, by project area
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|.4 Objective of this Report and Research Questions

The overall objective of this report is to determine whether the PRIME project’s resilience-strengthening
interventions served to increase households’ resilience to shocks, that is, enhanced their ability to recover
from shocks. Figure 1.5 is TANGO'’s conceptual framework for resilience measurement and analysis.
Following this framework, households’ resilience, as measured by changes in well-being outcomes (in this
example, food security) over the course of a period of shocks and stressors, is determined by their
resilience capacities. Their resilience capacities in turn govern their coping strategies, and ultimately
whether they are able to bounce back to their previous well-being or better. Resilience-strengthening
interventions alter households’ well-being trajectories in the face of shocks through impacting their
resilience capacities and, thus, coping strategies. This framework guides the variables measured and
specific research questions of the report.

Figure 1.5: TANGO Conceptual Framework for Resilience Measurement and Analysis
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Context

I. How did household shock exposure evolve over the course of the project in the PRIME IE areas?
How severe was their exposure and what specific types of shocks did they experience?

2. What changes have taken place in households’ livelihoods and livelihood environments, including
their pastoral status, socio-demographic characteristics, economic status, and main livelihood
activities?

3. What changes have taken place in households’ resilience capacities and coping strategies over the
course of the project?

4. How have households’ well-being outcomes, including food security and nutritional status, changed
over the course of the project. Have they experienced any increase in their resilience to shocks?

Impact Evaluation

5. Did household exposure to and direct participation in resilience-strengthening interventions
increase their resilience capacities and resilience to shocks?

6. Which resilience capacities were strengthened due to households’ engagement in the
interventions?

7. Which specific types of interventions enhanced households’ resilience capacities and resilience?

|.5 Organization of the Report

Chapter 2 of this report presents the data collection and analysis methodologies. Chapters 3, 4 and 5 set
the context by documenting the changes in households’ shock exposure, livelihood environments and
resilience capacities, respectively, over the project period. Chapter 6 describes the shifts in households’
coping strategies that have taken place. Chapter 7 then examines the data to determine what changes
there have been in household well-being outcomes (food security and nutritional status) and resilience
itself. In Chapter 8 a descriptive analysis of households’ exposure to and participation in resilience-
strengthening interventions as well as their receipts of humanitarian assistance is undertaken. The impact
evaluation results are presented in Chapter 9, followed by conclusions, implications for programming, and
questions for future research in Chapter 10.
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2 METHODOLOGY

This chapter first describes the methodology used for collecting the data in the PRIME |E baseline and
endline surveys. It then describes the methods for analyzing both the quantitative and qualitative data
collected.

2.1 Quantitative Survey: Data Collection

2.1.1 Survey Logistics

The suite of surveys collected as part of the PRIME Impact Evaluation include the baseline, Recurrent
Monitoring Survey-1 (RMS-1), Recurrent Monitoring Survey-2 (RMS-2), and the endline. The dates of
these surveys as well as analysis data set (post-cleaning) sample sizes are given in Table 2.1. All four
included both household and community surveys.

Survey Start date End date MULCEC)y
households

Baseline November 2013 December 2013 3,142
RMS-1 October 2014 March 2015 414
RMS-2 October 2015 November 2016 400
Endline (panel) December 2017 January 2018 2,750

Note: The sample sizes are for the "analysis data set", giving the number
of households after data cleaning.

The endline quantitative household survey was administered using the same sampling design as the
baseline. The questionnaires differ only in that additional data were collected at endline to enable
implementation of the main impact evaluation method, Difference-in-Difference Propensity Score

Matching (DID-PSM). These additional data are for measuring households’ exposure to and participation

in PRIME activities, factors affecting their exposure and participation, and humanitarian assistance
received. Data collection for the two Recurrent Monitoring Surveys, which are used in descriptive
analyses documenting changes in key variables over the life of the project, is described in detail in
Frankenberger and Smith (2015) and Smith, Frankenberger and Nelson (2018).

All PRIME IE data were collected by Green Professional Services, and survey administration was preceded

by enumerator trainings including review of questionnaires, use of the Nexus 7 tablets with which the

data were collected, human subjects research training, data checking for quality control, creating backup

copies of data, and data archiving and transfer. Trainers included staff members from Green Professional

Services and TANGO International.
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2.1.2 Sampling Design

In order to facilitate this final impact evaluation of the PRIME project, the baseline sampling design was

planned with the need to collect data for two groups—a treatment group and a control group—within
each of the two project areas, Borena and Jijiga. Consultation with PRIME project staff regarding how the
project would be implemented led to the decision to define these groups around the intensity with which
interventions would be implemented in kebeles. As such, each of the |12 kebeles in the IE area were
assigned to a high or low intensity groupé and, subsequently, the sample was drawn from the following
four strata:

* Borena high intensity (Borena Hl);
* Borena low intensity (Borena LI);
* Jijiga high intensity (Jijiga HI); and
* Jijiga low intensity (Jijiga LI).

Selection of sample households was based on a two-stage, stratified random sampling design. In stage one,
sample enumeration areas (EAs)7 were selected within each stratum using probability proportional to size
(PPS) sampling. In the second stage, households within each EA were selected randomly from household
listings. The planned DID-PSM -based empirical technique for the impact evaluation necessitated that
within each of the two project areas, one-third of the households be selected from the HI stratum and
two-thirds from the LI stratum. The purpose of having a greater number in the low intensity group is to
have sufficient matches for HI households (the treatment group) chosen from among potential LI control
group households.

2.1.3 Sample Size Calculation

The sample size was chosen to be able to detect a 20 percent reduction between the baseline and endline
surveys in one outcome variable of interest, the prevalence of poverty (a change from 50 to 40 percent).
To do so, the minimum sample size required for each of six equally sized cells was calculated: the two Hl
groups and two each within the LI groups (to maintain the 1/3 to 2/3 balance). The target number of
households was chosen with the parameters of 90 percent confidence (Z4=1.282), 80 percent power
(Zp=0.840), and a design effect of 2.0. The calculated minimum was 44| households for each cell. A 10
percent upward adjustment was made to account for the possibility of drop-out communities and
household-level non-response. Given that the survey was to be a panel survey, an additional 10 percent
upward adjustment (for a total 20 percent upward adjustment) was added to accommodate possible
attrition between the baseline and endline surveys. The minimum total target sample size per stratum was
thus 529 households. The final target for the HI groups within Borena and Jijiga was 485; for the LI groups
it was 970, for a total of 2,910 households.

6 See the baseline report (Smith et al. 2015) for details of this assignment process.
7 Enumeration areas are the smallest geographical unit for which population data were collected in the 2007 census, which provided
the sample frame for the baseline. There may be several enumeration areas in each kebele.
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2.1.4 Panel Data Set for Endline Impact Evaluation Analysis

Table 2.2 gives the number of kebeles, enumeration areas, and households in each of the seven sample
woredas in the baseline-endline panel data set. A community survey was administered in each of the 73
kebeles.

Number of

. Number of . Number of
Project area Woreda enumeration
kebeles households
areas
Borena Yabelo 15 30 567
Teltele 13 25 538
Dugdadawa 2 4 88
Miyo 11 16 343
Jijiga Gursum 6 16 326
Jijiga 5 5 86
Kebrebeyah 21 43 802
Total 73 139 2,750

Attrition. The baseline analysis data set contains 3,142 households. The cleaned endline data set contains
2,750 panel households, giving an attrition rate of 12.5 percent. Table 2.3 compares the panel households
with the 392 non-panel households, showing that these groups are largely the same with the exception
that the panel data set contains a lower percentage of female adult-only households and higher percentage
of agro-pastoralists. Because of the former, the number of adult equivalents is slightly higher and the
percent of adult females slightly lower in the panel than non-panel sample. Absorptive capacity and the
ownership of agricultural productive assets are slightly higher in the panel sample. Taken together, these
differences mean that the panel sample is likely to be slightly better off than the PRIME IE area population
as a whole.
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Characteristic Non-panel Panel !Dercent
difference
Food security 19.84 19.72 -0.6
Resilience capacity
Absorptive capacity 55.8 59.2 6.1 **
Adaptive capacity 45.8 46.2 0.9
Transformative capacity 47.3 46.4 -1.9
Shock exposure
Household shock exposure 11.6 115 -0.9
Number of shocks in last5 yrs 30.4 30.4 0.0
Socio-demographic characteristics
Projectarea: Borena 68.7 71.8 4.5
Female-adult-only household 15.5 10.9 -29.7 *
Number of adult equivalents 59.0 62.1 5.2 ***
Percent males 0-16 3.9 4.2 7.3
Percent males 16-30 11.1 10.1 9.1
Percent males 30 plus 13.6 135 -0.2
Percent females 0-16 24.0 254 6.2
Percent females 16-30 13.5 12.0 -113  *
Percent females 30 plus 13.8 133 -3.7
Percent with formal education 59.0 62.1 5.2
Percent pastoralist 39.0 34.1 -12.6 *
Percent agro-pastoralist 32.4 42.8 31.9 ***
Percent non-pastoralist 28.6 23.2 -18.9 **
Economic status
Consumption asset index 1.27 1.31 2.8
Agricultural productive asset index 6.12 7.50 22.6 ***
Tropical Livestock Units 6.31 6.44 2.1
Total pc daily expenditures 17.70 16.50 -6.8
Pre-existing government and NGO programs
Number of government programs 2.4 2.5 4.6
Number of NGO programs 1.9 1.8 -3.6
T Number of households I

Stars indicate the difference is statistically significant at the 10%(*), 5%(**), and
1%(***) levels.

Comparison of planned versus actual treatment and control groups. The data collected in the
endline household and community surveys on households’ engagement in resilience-strengthening
interventions over the project period indicate that the planned intensity of implementation on which the
sampling design was based, was not in accordance with the actual intensity. For this reason, the original
treatment and control groups were not used for this evaluation. Rather, the data collected at endline
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were used to create groups of households that were exposed to or participated in interventions based on
the concept of “Comprehensive Resilience Programming” to serve as the treatment groups (see Chapter
8). Table 2.4 gives the number of sample households falling into the planned intervention and control
groups versus the actual groups used in this report. The number of households in the treatment and
control groups differ, and in some cases the |/3 — 2/3 targets are not met. However, as will be seen in
Chapter 9, in most cases an adequate number of control group households is available to be able to
implement DID-PSM and thus perform a rigorous impact evaluation.

Actual
Exposure to Participationin
Planned Comprehensive Comprehensive
Resilience Resilience

Programming Programming

Number of Number of  Number of Number of  Number of Number of

kebeles hholds kebeles hholds kebeles hholds
Stratum
All
Treatment 25 858 31 1,164 70 773
T (31.2%) (42.3%) (28.1%)
Control 48 1,892 42 1,586 73 1,977
(68.8%) (57.7%) F o (71.9%)
Borena
Treatment 14 534 22 775 41 510
T (34.8%) (50.5%) ¥ (33.2%)
Control 27 1,002 19 761 41 1,026
(65.2%) (49.5%) (66.8%)
Jijiga
Treatment 11 324 9 389 29 263
(26.7%) (32.0%) (21.7%)
Control 21 890 23 825 32 951
T (73.3%) (68.0%) (78.3%)
Total 73 2,750 73 2,750 73 2,750

Sample weights. For each of the four strata, the household-level sample weights are calculated as the
inverse of the selection probability of a household. They are a ratio of the proportion of the entire
population of households in the stratum to the proportion of sample households in the stratum. The
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community-level sampling weights are calculated in the same manner.8 The sample weights correspond to
the planned sampling design at baseline as modified to account for the 2,750 household panel data set.

2.2 Quantitative Survey: Data Analysis

The quantitative data analysis was conducted in STATA using descriptive analysis along with Difference-in-
Difference Propensity Score Matching and regression techniques to conduct the impact evaluation.

2.2.1 Descriptive Analysis of Trends

The baseline and endline household and community survey data (and in some cases RMS survey data) are
used to conduct descriptive analysis of changes between the baseline and endline in key variables needed
for conducting resilience analysis. These are: households’ shock exposure (Chapter 3), livelihoods and
livelihood environments (Chapter 4), resilience capacities (Chapter 5), coping strategies (Chapter 6), and
well-being outcomes and resilience to shocks (Chapter 7). Indicator values are presented as percentages
and means. In addition to the overall |E area, the changes over time are compared for two population sub-
groups:

e PRIME IE project area: Borena or |ijiga;
e Pastoralist status: Pastoralist, agro-pastoralist or non-pastoralist.

As noted above, representativeness of the PRIME |E area is maintained by weighting any statistics that
apply to the survey population as a whole by survey sampling weights.

Classification of households into the pastoralist status groups is based on (1) baseline data on self-reports
of the main sources of households’ food and income in the last year; and (2) rankings of these sources in
terms of the proportion of food/income they provide. The groups are defined as follows:

e Pastoralist: Livestock production and sales is the primary livelihood activity;

e Agro-pastoralist: Crop production and sales is the primary livelihood activity. Livestock
production and sales is also a livelihood activity; and

* Non-pastoralist: Livestock production and sales is not a source of food or income. Also
included in this category are households for which livestock production and sales is declared as a
livelihood activity, but the primary source of food and income is wage labor, self-employment
unrelated to crop or livestock production, remittances, gifts or inheritances or, lastly, assistance
from friends, neighbors, relatives, or an outside organization.

Some important variables of interest (e.g., resilience capacities) are composite measures based on multiple
other measures. The technique used to calculate these indexes and ensure comparability over time is
detailed in Appendix 4 “TANGO method for calculating and updating resilience capacity indexes”.

8 For one survey module data were collected for children under 5 (on anthropometry and children’s milk consumption). The weights
applied to these data are the household-level weights for each stratum divided by the child-level non-response rate.
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2.2.2 Impact of Resilience-strengthening Interventions

An impact evaluation is a study conducted in order to determine whether changes in outcomes can be
attributed to a project or intervention. Evaluating such attribution requires comparing what happened to
the outcome with an intervention or “treatment” (the factual) to what would have happened to the
outcome without it, the latter referred as the counterfactual. The counterfactual is never known with
certainty because the exact same households engaged in an intervention are not able to not engage in it
at the same time. Given this issue, two necessary conditions for an impact evaluation to be conducted in a
rigorous manner are that (1) a non-treatment control group be available so that a counterfactual can be
identified; and (2) that the problem of selection bias be addressed. This latter problem can arise because
of purposeful targeting of project interventions to specific populations (e.g., the most poor) and/or self-
selection of households into interventions. This renders the control group and the treatment group
fundamentally different from one another prior to the commencement of project activities (Gertler et al.
2016; Khandker, Koolwal & Samad, 2010).

2.2.2.1 Difference-in-Difference Propensity Score Matching (DID-PSM)

As noted above, the main impact evaluation method employed for this study is difference-in-difference
propensity score matching to create comparable control groups from among groups of households not
engaged in resilience-strengthening interventions to serve as the counterfactual. The matching process in
PSM takes place using measured indicators of characteristics that are believed to influence engagement —
whether exposure or direct participation—in an intervention as well as additional indicators of variables
potentially influencing the outcome of interest. If these observed characteristics are the only ones
influencing participation, the estimates are deemed unbiased and the important “conditional
independence” condition is met. However, if unobserved characteristics also influence participation, then
the estimates will be biased (Khandker, et al., 2010). The challenge then, is to collect data on the entire
universe of such characteristics so that none can be deemed unobserved.

Households’ engagement in PRIME resilience-strengthening interventions was influenced by two broad
factors: (1) targeting conducted by project administrators; and (2) households’ and individuals’ own
decisions (on whether to participate). The variables employed for matching are listed in Table 2.5. They
include baseline food security, resilience capacity and shock exposure, various household socio-
demographic characteristics, variables representing households’ economic status, village characteristics
and the number of government and non-governmental organization (NGO) programs at baseline.

Additional matching variables for the participation (but not exposure) model including ownership of a
radio and telephone, variables affecting households’ aspirations and confidence to adapt, social capital,
women’s decision making power and leisure time, the latter representing time constraints influencing
households’ ability to participate.?

9 Data for measuring men’s leisure time were also collected, but were missing for one-third of households. Thus it was not possible to
include men’s leisure time as a matching variable.
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Note that this list of variables goes far beyond those typically included in PSM impact evaluations to
include many that are considered “unobservables,” for example, resilience capacities, shock exposure,
aspirations, social capital, decision making power, and time constraints.

Panel data also greatly increase the validity of the resulting impact estimates. They were collected
expressly for two purposes: |) Ensuring that the characteristics affecting participation used for matching
are not affected by project activities themselves (a requirement for implementing PSM), which is
implemented by only using baseline values for matching; and 2) Controlling for all unobservable (that is,
unmeasured) factors that do not change over time. The latter is implemented as part of the “difference-in-
difference” portion of the PSM by using the difference in the change between baseline and endline for all
outcome variables evaluated rather than differences in levels. Examples of relevant factors that do not
change over time might be cultural traditions, persistent health conditions and disabilities, and
topographical traits of households’ areas of resilience like rivers and mountains.

For any intervention, PSM estimates of impact are generated in three steps. The first is to estimate a
probit treatment model to compute a probability of engagement, or “propensity score,” for each
household conditional on the observed characteristics. In the second step, treated households are
matched with a group of non-treated households based on similarity of propensity scores. An important
condition for the success of this step is “common support”. Treatment households must be similar
enough to non-treated households in the observed characteristics so that there are sufficient non-treated
households close by in the propensity score distribution with which to make matches. Treatment
household propensity scores that are higher than the maximum or lower than the minimum of the non-
treated distribution are dropped. In the third step of PSM, the average value of the (change in the)
outcome variable of the matched treated and non-treated groups of households are compared to
calculate an estimate of the impact of the intervention, or the “average treatment effect on the treated”
(ATT). For this analysis, DID-PSM is conducted for three groups: all households in the |IE area, Borena
households, and Jijiga households. DID-PSM is conducted separately for the project areas in order to
ensure adequate matching for project area-level impact estimates.

Of the many techniques available, DID-PSM is conducted here using kernel matching, for which each
treated household is matched to a group of non-treated households with propensity scores within a
certain radius.!? The control group outcome is computed as a weighted average, with a lower weight
given the greater is the propensity score difference from that of the treated household. The analysis is
conducted using PSMATCH2 in STATA, along with PSTEST to test for matching effectiveness (Leuven &
Sianesi, 2003).

10 The radius (the distance between propensity scores of the treated and non-treated households) depends on the bandwidth of the
kernel, which is set at 0.06 for all ATT estimates reported in this analysis.
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Table 2.5 Propensity Score Matching: Household and community characteristics used

for matching

Exposure Participation

Baseline food security P

Baseline resilience capacity
Absorptive capacity
Adaptive capacity

__Transformative capacity

Shock exposure

~_Household shock exposure index (baseline)

Number of shocks in last 5 years

__Total rainfall deficit

Soil moisture deficit

'Household socio-demographic characteristics
Project area: Jijiga a/

___Borena
Female-adult-only household

_Number of adult equivalents

Percent males 0-16 a/
... Males 16-30
Males 30 plus
_Femaleso16 W
Females 16-30
.. Females 30 plus
Any member has a formal education
_ Pastoral status: Pastoralista/
Agro-pastoralist

___Non-pastoralist

Household economic status

__Consumptionassetindex &

Agricultural productive asset index '

__Tropical LivestockUnits

Total per-capita daily expenditures
Poverty gap
Other household characteristics potentially influencing

their participation in interventions

Household owns radio

Household owns phone

Absence of fatalism

Individual power

Exposure to alternatives

Bonding social capital

Bridging social capital

Linking social capital

Women's decision making power

Women's decision making over whether can join groups
__Women's |eisure time
Village characteristics

Population

Distance from nearest town

Cell phone service available

Paved road available

Number of community organizations
Baseline number of gov't and NGO programs

Number of government programs

Number of NGO programs
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Matching effectiveness is evaluated based on the criteria that the mean standardized percentage bias
across all matching variables post matching is less than or equal to 10.0 and all matching variables have an
individual bias less than 20.0.!' These criteria ensure that there are no unacceptably large differences in
characteristics between the control and treatment groups, ie, that the control group is essentially the
same as the treatment group before the resilience-strengthening interventions were implemented. In
cases where matching variables with standardized biases greater than 20.0 remain, these variables are
noted and the results interpreted in light of the potential direction of bias in impact estimates.'2 Following
Heinrich et al. (2010), the robustness of the estimations is evaluated by comparing the kernel matching
estimates with those derived from Nearest Neighbor (I:1) and radius matching.

2.2.2.2 Standard Growth Regression with PSM-derived Intervention and Control Groups

Resilience marks the ability of households to withstand and recover, specifically, from shocks and stresses.
DID-PSM helps us to see how resilience-strengthening interventions impacted outcomes. Another way to
assess the impact of resilience-strengthening interventions on resilience is to determine whether the
interventions have actually served to reduce the negative impact of such shocks and stresses on households’
well-being. Here we do so using standard growth regression (Yamano et al. 2015; Hoddinott and Kinsey
2001) whereby the change over time in households’ food security serves as the dependent variable. The
time period of analysis is from the last round (Round 6) of RMS-2 to the endline which, as will be seen in
the next chapter, was one in which households experienced a great deal of shock exposure. The
independent variables are:

* Shock exposure between RMS Round 6 and the endline (SEjr6_£L);
* Initial well-being (Yire¢);

* Household characteristics as measured at baseline (Xi);

* Kebele of residence; and importantly

* An interaction term between the measure of shock exposure and the (on-common-support)
treatment dummy derived using the PSM method above.

The specification is:
Yier — Yire = @+ BiT; + B2SEire gL + BsT * SEipe g1 + BaYipL + BsXi + W + &. (2)

where a and the Bs are coefficients to be estimated, the y, are dummy variables representing kebele of
residence (making this a kebele fixed-effects model), and ¢; is an error term. A coefficient on the

I The standardized percent bias is the percent difference of the sample means in the treated and non-treated sub-samples as a
percentage of the square root of the average of the sample variances in the treated and non-treated groups. Heinrich, Maffioli and
Vazquez (2010) reference Rosenbaum and Rubin’s (1985) suggestion that a bias for any matching variable that is 20 or higher should be
considered “large”. Garrido et al. (2014) write that “there is no rule regarding how much imbalance is acceptable in a propensity score.
Proposed maximum standardized differences for specific covariates range from 10 to 25... balance in theoretically important covariates
is more crucial than balance in covariates that are less likely to impact the outcome” (p. 6).

12 |n rare cases, a matching variable is excluded from the DID-PSM estimation procedure in order to achieve adequate common
support or balance. In these cases the excluded variable is compared across the treatment and control group post-matching to
determine if any substantial imbalance remains for that variable. If so, the impact estimates are interpreted in light of the expected
direction of bias.
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interaction term (f33) that is statistically significant and positive indicates that the interventions did provide
protection from shocks and thus served to bolster households’ resilience.

The household characteristics, X;, included as independent variables are:
*  Number of household adult equivalents;

* Percentage of members in six age-sex groups (female 0-16, female 16-30, female 30+, male 0-16,
male 16-30 and male 30+);

*  Whether any adult household member has a formal education (at least at the primary level);

*  Whether the household is a female-adult-only household, that is, there are no adult male
household members;

* Pastoralist status (dummy variables for pastoralist, agro-pastoralist and non-pastoralist); and

* An asset index representing economic status.

2.3 Qualitative Survey: Data Collection

Qualitative data collection was done through focus group discussions (FGDs) and key informant
interviews (Klls). Separate focus group discussions (FGDs) with men and women captured differing views
based on their respective roles and responsibilities across a range of topics. Group discussions examined
household and community preparedness and responses to shocks, impacts of shocks on livelihoods,
community level impacts, exposure to drought, down-stream effects, coping strategies, reliance on social
capital, livelihood security, humanitarian assistance, community actions, mitigation of impacts of future
droughts, and attitudes and confidence levels, and more. Qualitative teams included female and male
interviewers, though were not always gender-balanced. Separate FGDs were held for men and women,
and attendance ranged from five to eight people. In total, 12 FGDs (6 male and 6 female) were conducted
in Borena and 8 in Jijiga (4 male and 4 female).

Klls were conducted at the systems level, with key informants from four broad categories of intervention:
I) Livestock Productivity and Competitiveness, 2) Pastoral Natural Resource Management (PNRM), 3)
Financial Services, and 4) Climate Change Adaptation. Interviewees included terrace building leaders, radio
listeners group leaders, development team members, TOPS business group members, small enterprise
business owners (e.g., female input suppliers, fodder traders, solar equipment/installation, youth
employment enterprise), the Dean of the TVET Pastoralist College, the manager of the Somali
Microfinance Institution (MFI), private veterinary pharmacies, livestock traders, women’s association
leaders, fodder traders, women’s Rural Saving and Credit Organization (RUSACCO) chair, and manager
of the Berwako Milk Processing Plant. In total, 16 Klls were carried out in Borena and || in Jijiga.
Qualitative data collection was impeded somewhat in Jijiga due to a flair up Oromo-Somali tension, which
restricted travel to a number of selected sites. Unfortunately, it was not possible to identify appropriate
alternatives, based on input from Mercy Corps’ local program staff.
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2.4 Qualitative Survey: Data Analysis

Qualitative information from FGDs and Klls was transferred into topically-structured matrices and
analyzed to identify patterns in responses and contextual information to help explain the quantitative
findings. Responses from participants were triangulated across the data sources to cross-check the
reliability of information and to identify differences in perceptions between groups based on gender, social
or economic status, and ethnic group.

Specific research questions guiding the qualitative analysis included:

l.
2.

What kind of shocks and stresses is the community experiencing now?

How are the shocks and stresses affecting the community? What are the main ways households
tried to cope with the shocks and stresses/

What are the gender-differentiated impacts of shocks?

What actions are members of the community taking to prepare for or respond to the shock?
How has the community adapted to climate variability over the last five years?

How are recurrent shocks affecting relationships within the community? With other communities?
Has social support eroded due to recurrent shocks?

Are community leaders effective at organizing support for all members of the community? Why or
why not?

What collection action is the community taking to protect or maintain resources important to the
whole community? Which resources and why?

Are communities successfully recovering from recurrent shocks/stresses? If not, why not?
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3 SHOCK EXPOSURE

Drought was the biggest contributor to households’ shock exposure over the PRIME project’s operational
period. This chapter thus starts by describing how climate conditions in the two IE areas, Borena and
Jijiga, evolved over the period. It then presents quantitative data on households’ own reports of their
exposure to the drought and other shocks, including climate shocks, conflict shocks, and economic
shocks. It ends with perspectives on shock exposure from the qualitative data.

3.1 Climate Shock: Evolution of Drought Conditions over the Project
Period

To describe the evolution of drought conditions and construct key measures of climate shock exposure
that will be used for the impact evaluation, this report relies on satellite remote sensing data from the
Africa Flood and Drought Monitor (AFDM). The AFDM is a real-time drought monitoring and seasonal
forecast system for sub-Saharan Africa developed through a collaboration of the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the International Hydrological
Programme. Current conditions are compared to an historical, multi-decadal reconstruction of the
terrestrial water cycle using data from 1950-2008. For this report, data on measures of rainfall and soil
moisture that compare current conditions with the historical record are employed. The measures are (1)
the Standardized Precipitation Index (SPI); and (2) the soil moisture percentile. The AFDM’s internet
interface allows Geographical Information System (GIS) coordinates to be employed to access data for
localized geographical areas with 0.25¢ spatial resolution (Sheffield et. al. 2014). For this analysis, month-
by-month AFDM data are downloaded using GIS coordinates for each of the 73 sample kebeles.

Figures 3.1 and 3.2 provide a snapshot of drought conditions in the IE areas over the project period,
showing the monthly rainfall deviation from norm and soil moisture percentile from 2013 through mid-
2018. As can be seen from the rainfall data, the period was decidedly rocky, with multiple back-to-back
droughts occurring throughout (Figure 3.1). In normal years, the project areas both have a bi-model
rainfall pattern, with spring rains (Ganna in Borena, Diraa in Jijiga) occurring in the earlier part of the year
and autumn rains (Hagaya and Karan) in the latter months. As can be seen, in all four years of the
project—2014, 2015, 2016, and 2017—at least one of the rains failed (or was delayed in timing), and in
some years both.

The failure of the rains in 2016, which was the subject of RMS-2, was induced by two weather
phenomena. The first was the 2015/16 El Nifio Southern Oscillation, which led to what was considered
Ethiopia’s worst drought in more than 50 years. Figure 3.3 shows its geographical spread from March
through September 2015 in relation to the IE areas. The other weather phenomenon was what is known
as the (negative) Indian Ocean Dipole (IOD), which was spread across the East Africa region (see Figure
3.4). The severity of the ensuing drought period is related to climate change: global warming has made
weather phenomena like the El Nifio and IOD more extreme (Marchant 2017).
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Figure 3.3 Spread of the 2015/16 El Nifio-induced Drought, March-September 2015
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Figure 3.4 Spread of the 2016 Indian Ocean Dipole-induced drought as of October 2016
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The on-the-ground, cumulative result of the successive droughts was a continually declining trend in soil
moisture starting in December 2014 in both regions, bottoming out at the 0-th percentile by the
beginning of 2017 (Figure 3.2).

As detailed in the RMS-| and RMS-2 survey reports (Frankenberger and Smith 2015; Smith,
Frankenberger and Nelson 2018), the successive rain failures exposed households to numerous
downstream drought impacts. Critical water and pasture shortages, along with desperate livestock
movements both within Ethiopia and cross-border ensued. Problems of insufficient fodder and water for
livestock and consequent livestock disease, emaciation and unplanned deaths were widespread. Crop
disease and failures were also widespread. The |E areas experienced sharp food price increases, along
with drops in demand for livestock and agricultural products, decreases in their prices, and increases in
the prices of inputs. The failure of the rains in 2016 was associated with a distinct uptick in thefts of
livestock and crops and other conflict shocks, such as theft of money and violence against household
members.
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Analysis of the RMS data reveal the negative food security impact of the droughts. Many households found
themselves dependent on humanitarian assistance to meet their food needs. Secondary data also confirm
that the droughts took a toll on children’s nutritional status, showing increased admissions to therapeutic
feeding centers of children under five. As malnutrition cases increased, areas with both Borena and Jijiga
were elevated to Priority | Nutrition Hotspot status by the Ethiopian government at some point over the
project period.

To help compare climate shock exposure across the project areas and over time (and to control for it in
the impact evaluation), two summary objective measures of drought exposure will be used throughout
this report: the total rainfall deficit and total soil moisture deficit. Rainfall deficit is the sum of the monthly
deviations below the norm of the Standard Precipitation Index (where the norm is zero) presented in
Figure 3.1. The soil moisture deficit is the sum of the monthly deviations below the norm of the soil
moisture percentile (where the norm is 50 percent) presented in Figure 3.2.

Table 3.1 compares the rainfall and soil moisture deficits over the four-year period preceding the project’s
inception (2010-2013) with the project period (2014-2017). Both increased dramatically between these
two periods, with the total rainfall deficit rising by 75 percent in Borena and doubling in Jijiga. The soil
moisture deficit has increased by nearly 250 percent in Borena and over 400 percent in Jijija. With respect
to the relative severity of drought over the project period, the rainfall deficit was roughly equal for the
Borena and Jijiga areas, but the soil moisture deficit was 22 percent higher in Borena.

Pre-project period Project period
2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total

Borena

Rainfall deficit 4.38 6.62 433 4.65 20.0 4.65 7.67 12.56 9.97 34.9

Soil moisture deficit 1153 258.2 26.3 40.7 440.6 175.4 341.6 4755 4739 1466.4
Jijiga

Rainfall deficit 2.39 7.64 1.95 3.57 15.6 5.10 10.86 7.46 7.97 314

Soil moisture deficit 45.2 99.1 42.4 56.1 242.7 46.6 224.4 459.7 470.2 1200.9

Figure 3.5 places the multi-year, volatile drought episode of the PRIME project’s implementation period
into longer historical perspective, reporting the annual rainfall deficit from 1950 through 2017 for the
project areas. Borena’s rainfall deficit in 2016, and Jijiga’s in 2015, were the highest over the entire seven-
decade period, surpassing even that of the drought of the mid-1980’s that led to widespread famine.
Fortunately, due to the quick humanitarian response of the Ethiopian government and international
agencies, and public investments in the agriculture sector, markets and telecommunications (Dorosh and
Rashid 2015), the widespread deaths of previous droughts were not repeated. Yet as will be seen in
subsequent chapters in this report, many households did experience a large shock to their resilience
capacities and food security, especially Borena households and pastoralists.
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Figure 3.5 Annual rainfall deficit in Borena and Jijiga, 1950 — 2017

14
1950's 1960's 1970's 1980's 1990's 2000's 2010's
(upto
12 2017)

10

M Borena

M Jiijga

1234567 8 91011121314151617 18192021 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67

Note: Shaded area is the PRIME project operational period.
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3.2 Household Reports of Exposure to Climate, Conflict, and Economic
Shocks

Table 3.2 compares households’ own self-reports of their shock exposure in the year prior to the PRIME
baseline (December 2013) and endline (December 2017) surveys.

Climate shock. The data confirm that households’ exposure to climate shocks and the immediate
downstream impacts has greatly increased over the course of the project’s implementation period. The
percentage of households reporting exposure to drought has more than doubled, increasing from 44
percent to 92 percent. Exposure to livestock and crop disease and “very bad harvest” have also increased
dramatically. There have been slight declines in exposure to excessive rains and landslides.

Conflict shock. The only type of conflict shock that was higher in the year prior to the endline than the
year prior to the baseline is violence against household members, rising slightly from 0.2 to 1.5 percent of
households in Borena. According to the quantitative data, thefts of money, crops, assets and livestock, as
well as destruction or damage to households and loss of land due to conflict, have not shown significant
increases. However, these baseline-endline comparisons overlook a great deal of conflict shock in the
interim, for example during the El Nino/IOD drought of 2016. During the one-year period marking these
droughts, over 25 percent of Borena households and |3 percent of Jijiga households experienced theft of
livestock or crops. Similarly high percentages experienced other conflict shocks such as theft of assets,
destruction of a home or loss of land due to conflict, and violence against household members
(Frankenberger, Smith and Nelson 2018). The qualitative data also point to a great deal of conflict shock
and other types of conflict shocks than those enumerated in the quantitative data collection.

Economic shock. Exposure to economic shocks was widespread and increasing throughout the project
period. The percentage of households experiencing food price inflation increased from 63.2 to 90.3
percent and was elevated into the 90’s during both RMS-1 and RMS-2. In addition to increases in
problems with demand for agricultural and livestock products, households experienced increased
exposure to input price inflation and drops in prices of agricultural and livestock products. The prevalence
of these price shocks was very high during the RMS-2 period. For example, nearly 100 percent of
households were exposed to input price inflation. The percentage of households reporting family member
deaths (which can be a particularly harsh shock to households’ livelihoods) increased from 2.4 to 3.8 in
Borena. This finding signals that while the droughts did not lead to widespread deaths, they did take a toll
on people’s physical well-being, as confirmed by the qualitative data (see below).

Summary measures of shock exposure. The bottom of Table 3.2 reports values of two summary
measures of shock exposure based on household self-reports: a perceptions-based shock exposure index
and a count of the total number of shocks exposed to in the last year (out of 12). The perceptions-based
index takes into account the perceived severity of shocks in addition to the number of shocks to which
households were exposed.
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All Project area Pastoral status

Agro-

pastoralist

Borena Jijiga Pastoralist Non-pastoralist

Baseline Endline

Indicator Baseline Endline Baseline Endline Baseline Endline Baseline Endline Baseline Endline

Climate shocks (% of households)

Hxx *hk

Excessive rains 14.4 8.6 10.2 8.5 24.9 9.0 13.5 82" 17.1 58" 12.9 121
Too little rain/drought 43.8 91.9 ™" 39.8 94.8 """ 53.9 84.7 """ 426 94.9 ™" 476 88.7 """ 41.4 91.2 ™"
Livestock/crop disease 475 68.5 " 47.9 7337 46.6 56.4 " 48.8 75.4 """ 48.9 63.8 " 44.6 64.4 """
Very bad harvest 40.7 81.6 " 40.7 853 """ 40.9 725" 39.9 83.9 " 43.9 789" 38.6 81.5 "
Landslides/erosion 13.7 9.8 12.4 93 ™ 17.0 11" 14.4 10.7 " 14.1 78" 12.5 10.7
Conflict shocks (% of households)
Theft of money 1.9 2.0 23 2.6 0.9 0.3 2.2 2.6 16 1.8 1.9 1.3
Theft of crops 1.4 1.1 1.2 0.8 1.9 1.7 1.4 06" 1.6 1.7 1.2 1.1
Theft or destruction of assets 14 14 1.4 14 1.5 13 1.2 0.9 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.7
Theft of livestock 2.9 3.7 35 47" 15 1.1 3.9 43 1.9 337 2.7 33
Destruction of house due to raids 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.7 01" 0.2 0.4
Loss of land due to conflict 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.1 0.6 1.3 04" 0.8 24"
Violence against household members 0.6 137 0.2 15" 1.6 0.8 0.7 1.2 0.5 0.6 0.4 217
Economic shocks (% of households)
Sharp food price increases 63.2 90.3 """ 66.1 91.5 ™" 56.1 87.2 """ 64.0 94.0 ™" 61.8 87.4 """ 63.8 88.4 """
Unavailability of ag. or livestock inputs 21.4 51.4 " 13.2 483" 41.6 59.3 " 16.8 54.6 " 27.4 522" 21.0 465"
No demand for ag. or livestock products 15.7 36.2 """ 9.9 383" 30.3 31.1 15.4 39.8 " 17.5 31.8 " 14.3 363"
Increase in price of ag. or livestock inputs 35.2 68.0 " 33.1 68.4 """ 40.3 67.3 """ 35.8 73.0 " 34.4 67.8""" 35.2 62.0 "
Drop in price of ag. or livestock products 225 3037 197 2947 294 325 206 35277 245 288 229 255
Death of household member 3.9 438 2.4 38" 7.7 73 2.6 34 44 4.9 5.2 6.5
Index (mean)
Shock exposure index 116 200" 107 209 " 13.7 17.9 ™" 113 2157 12.2 18.7 " 11.3 19.4 ™
Number of shocks exposed to in last year 3.3 55" 3.1 56" 4.0 53" 3.3 58" 35 537" 3.2 54"

Note: Stars indicate statistical significance at the 10%(*), 5%(**), and 1%(***) levels.
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Perceived severity is measured from survey respondents’ answers to the question “How severe was the
impact on your income and food consumption?” The five possible responses range from “None” to
“Worst ever happened.” The index is a weighted sum of the incidence of each shock (a dummy variable
equal to 0 if not experienced and | if experienced) and its perceived severity as measured on the 5-point
scale. The resulting scale ranges from 0 to 49, with higher values indicating greater shock exposure.

Both the perceptions-based shock exposure index and the number of shocks have increased markedly
over the project period, with the shock exposure index rising a full 72.4 percent. As illustrated in Figure
3.6, shock exposure has increased more in Borena than Jijiga, with the perceptions-based index almost
doubling in Borena. This difference between the project areas is consistent with greater severity of
drought exposure in Borena seen from the AFDM data (Table 3.1). Pastoralists have experienced the
greatest increase in their shock exposure, with the perceptions-based index rising by 90 percent, followed
by non-pastoralists (72 percent) and agro-pastoralists (53 percent). The greater increase for pastoralists is
due to higher increases in exposure to a host of shocks: drought, livestock and crop disease, poor
harvests, food price increases, unavailability of and inflation in the prices of inputs, and drops in the prices
of agricultural and livestock products.

Figure 3.6 Shock exposure index (self-reported), baseline versus endline by project area
and pastoralist status
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3.3 Qualitative Perspectives on Shock Exposure

3.3.1 Climate Shock: Drought and How It Affected Different Groups of People

Insights from the qualitative research reveal that drought was the primary shock experienced by
households in the five years prior to the endline survey (i.e., over the life of the program) in both Borena
and Jijiga. Additionally, FGs and Kis in both regions reported two to three episodes of drought in that
time period. Most kebeles in Jijiga indicated that the two years between 2015 and 2017 had been
particularly difficult in terms of drought, with no rain at all during those two years (2015/2016 and
2016/2017 cropping seasons), at least in some locations. Other kebeles experienced these two years as
“separate” droughts, with the second year exceedingly severe. Similarly, FGs and Kls in Borena reported
experiencing three recurrent droughts in 2015 and 2016, with the impacts in the second year exceedingly
more severe in terms of livestock losses, hunger, asset depletion and in some cases loss of life.

In Jijiga, with the exception of an early rainfall event, the
2017 rains in March-May were somewhat late—and below _
average—but above average during the later season rains “Women have a lot of burdens.

(August-October). Thus, people in Jijiga experienced some They have multiple responsibilities

relief in 2017 from the previous years of drought, but not o .
] } related to their biological make-
enough to recover—even partially—from the substantial

losses they had incurred prior to the last month of data up....as a result of all these, we are

collection in the RMS-2 (December 2016), particularly in

terms of livestock. - Female FGD;, Jijiga
There was widespread acknowledgement across all FGDs

soft to the impact of drought.”

in both Jijiga and Borena that women (particularly pregnant and breastfeeding women), the elderly, and
children are particularly vulnerable to the impacts of drought. In Borena, this vulnerability was linked to a
lack of mobility; women are tied to productive and reproductive (e.g., child care) responsibilities in the
homestead, and the lack of road infrastructure and transportation impedes their ability to market raw
goods in town centers. As one women in Borena noted: “If a woman goes to the market [|6 hours of travel],
she will be in a group and will spend the night under a tree with her donkey.”

Women FGD participants in Jijiga also felt there are obvious differences in terms of how drought affects
them. According to them, “women are more impacted by drought because they give birth and have more
trouble getting enough food, water, and care when everyone is suffering.” VWWhen men and male youths migrate
in search of either pasture or work, women are left on their own to deal with everything, however best
they can manage. FGs in Borena suggested that while youth have greater mobility, they bear great
responsibility for migrating to urban areas in search of employment and income support to their families.
Thus, they are also negatively affected. During severe drought, the elderly may be “abandoned” if their
families migrate, leaving them dependent on the community.

Women’s time burden collecting water is especially impacted during droughts, often requiring they walk
long distances (e.g., 6-7 hours roundtrip), which may also expose them to certain dangers. This takes time
away from child care, income generating activities, food preparation and other household activities. In
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their role as caretakers for children and the elderly, women experience both the physical and emotional
strain of providing for the essential needs of others.

The elderly, children, and pregnant and lactating women suffer the most nutritionally; they are less able to
cope with undernourishment and are more susceptible to illnesses caused by inadequate food or clean
water. In at least one woreda in Jijiga, FGD respondents felt that child malnutrition—and stunting in
particular—resulting from the drought was “pretty bad” over the three years prior to the endline.

There was strong agreement among all FGs in both Borena and Jijiga that everyone had suffered. But
participants in both regions felt that the drought affects the poor more than the wealthy. As one person
in Borena indicated, “The wealthy feed cattle by buying molasses, while the poor wait for God to rescue their
cattle.” Wealthier households with large livestock holdings have the capacity to purchase feed or sell some
livestock in advance of declining livestock body conditions and invest in other activities, including
construction of rental homes in town centers in Borena. In multiple communities, discussants observed
that while the poor are undoubtedly most negatively affected by drought, “rich men” who lost large herds
(e.g., 100, 200, 300 cattle) suffered gravely, in some cases resulting in desperate acts or attempts of

suicide.

Interestingly, women in one woreda in Jijiga suggested

that wealthy households actually suffered more because

they had more to lose. That is, poorer people could just “Every community member is

migrate elsewhere to look for food or fodder; wealthy suffering equally, the only difference

people would have a harder time migrating to other . .
, i is the timing. Those who are wealthy
places. The underlying presumption was that poorer

people were not leaving anything behind if they migrated have been buying crops with the

whereas wealthier people were leaving nice houses, money they have until the money is
businesses, and other sources of “wealth”. A Kl in Borena depleted.”
noted, “The rich are affected by the loss of herds, whereas - Female FGD; Borena

the poor are doomed to lose their lives.”

Note that, as for the quantitative data, some flooding was reported in both regions; in Borena as a major
secondary effect of drought, but in Jijiga it was primarily limited to communities located near rivers.
Although many riverbeds are dry most of the year, intermittent rain or rains in the mountains result in
flooding, destroying homes and washing away livestock and property. Additionally, because grass is unable
to grow during periods of drought, when rains occur they lead to large-scale flooding, causing erosion,
destruction of roads, wells, etc. Although not widespread, floods have a dramatic impact on those
households and communities in which they occur, including death of people and livestock. Several
communities in Borena reported building canals and digging ditches to protect houses from the negative
effects of flooding.

3.3.2 Downstream Effects of Drought

Pastoral and farming livelihoods. By and large, FG discussants considered drought to be the key
shock they experienced over a several year period, which resulted in an array of downstream and
compounding effects, primarily on their livelihoods. Both farming and pastoral livelihoods as a way of life
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were severely threatened. Some households reportedly lost their entire asset base; there was nothing to
sell in order to generate income. FGD participants said that especially in the 2015/2016 period many
people’s main livelihoods were simply wiped out. According to a female participant in Jijiga, “Before this
drought, we generated income by selling livestock products such as by selling milk, butter and cheese. But after this
drought, our means of income generation decreased.” As the main purveyors of these commodities, women
were highly affected. Additionally, loss of such foods is particularly detrimental for children and the
elderly, who “faced malnutrition twofold”.

FG participants in both regions indicated severe _

declines in crop and livestock production, including “A| ¢ all th ttle i it
most all the cattle in our community

widespread and large-scale loss of livestock due to

lack of water, pasture, feed, and increased incidence are decimated. Even our goats and camels

of disease. In the most extreme cases, households are unable to resist and have fallen on the
lost entire herds. In both regions, people reported ground due to this drought. No oxen

little or no agricultural production, not even plant survived for farming to supplement our
stubble or fodder. In previous years, even when income.”

crop production failed, households relied on - Male EGD: Borena

minimal or erratic rainfall to produce crop residue,

which was harvested and stored as livestock feed. Other downstream effects resulting from the drought
included widespread acute watery diarrhea (AWD) and other water-borne diseases, particularly in Jijiga,
and increased conflict and insecurity.

Even before the endline, the drought was primarily characterized by the large number of livestock deaths
that had occurred. Everyone lost at least part of their livestock and for some, entire herds had been
wiped out, especially among poorer households. Although the wealthy lost livestock in significant numbers
also, their larger herds meant at least some animals typically survived, helping them recover faster. One
male participant in Jijiga indicated only 20 out of his herd of 120 goats survived the drought; he finally
migrated with the remaining animals in search of better pasture.

In both Borena and Jijiga, the increasing severity and frequency of drought resulted in a loss of pasture
(and fodder), as well as the quality of pasture. Of note in Jijiga was that FGDs did not specifically report a
lack of fodder as a critical downstream effect of the drought at endline, which contrasts strongly with
RMS reports that it was a key limiting factor for livestock. As noted in the last round of RMS-2 (Nov-Dec
2016), some communities had reported improvements in pasture from sporadic rains that had occurred
earlier that year. Given the slight improvement in rains during 2017, combined with the dramatic
reduction in livestock remaining in the area, availability of fodder may simply not have been an issue. This
is a somewhat interesting finding given that focused efforts to improve the supply and availability of fodder
in the region may now be slightly more difficult (or at least involve lag-time) due to a reduction in demand
(i.e., dramatically reduced herds).

Goats and camels are often preferable to cattle due to their better resistance to drought. Regardless,
significant numbers of shoats perished, as well as cattle. According to one person in Jijiga, cattle were
“wiped out” while camels mostly survived but suffered greatly (i.e., became very skinny and weak). Taken
together, this had an effect on the entire livestock industry—in terms of trading, fattening, fodder
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suppliers, veterinary service providers, MFls, as well as on the availability—and price—of milk and butter.
In Jijiga, FG participants and Kls noted the drought had affected both the Jijiga Export Slaughter House
(JESH) and the Barwako Milk Marketing Cooperative.

The catastrophic loss of livestock not only severely limited household income and consumption of highly
nutritious foods (e.g., milk), it had cascading impacts on local economies. In Jijiga, a male FGD participant
suggested that the primary effect of the drought was high “unemployment” because no one had a way to
earn money. As one FGD participant put it, “income from livestock is closed,” which meant people had no
money from livestock to purchase food and other household items, pay for school fees, repay loans, etc.
Thus, the drought impacted other businesses as well, as people could not purchase food with cash and
sought to take out loans, primarily from shop owners. As the drought wore on, however, even this
became untenable; people were unable to repay their debts, forcing shop owners to stop making loans.

In Jijiga, other businesses closed entirely, especially

those related to livestock. One private veterinary _

pharmacy owner indicated he had closed two of his »
o . No one has any money to spend so
three pharmacies in the region over the three years

prior to the endline. Although he indicated there were even if you don’t depend on livestock,

challenges related to road blockades due to local you can’t sell things because no one
conflict, which affected the price of medicine, etc., the can buy them.”

main challenge was the lack of demand for veterinary - Male FGD; Jijiga
services because people had lost their livestock (i.e., no

animals to treat) as well as any income they may have derived from agricultural activities.

It is not clear from the endline qualitative data whether large numbers of animals continued dying
between the last round of the RMS-2 (Nov-Dec 2016) and the endline (Dec 2017). Qualitative data
collected by the end of 2016 included many reports of specific—and large—numbers of livestock deaths
from the drought. For example, in July 2016 one kebele in Jijiga reported that 870 cattle and 2000 shoats
had died from drought in one year. By contrast, at the endline in December 2017, there were few, if any
specific numbers of animal losses reported from any of the FGDs or KllIs. Rather, people tended to speak
in general terms such as many, most, or all. This suggests that the catastrophic loss of livestock may have
primarily occurred before December 2017, as an accumulation of the previous two years of drought. The
slight relief in terms of rainfall during 2017—at least in Jijiga—may have helped minimize additional
livestock losses after two years of drought. Additionally, by the endline, people may simply have blurred it
all together in terms of the numbers of livestock that had died. Such details were, however, captured in
both RMS rounds.

The widespread loss of livestock also negatively affected people’s ability to engage in productive activities
with the onset of rains (e.g., from a lack of draught power, money from livestock sales to rent tractors or
to purchase seeds and agricultural inputs). It is not uncommon for households within a community to
provide support in terms of oxen for plowing, or money to rent a tractor, in order to help people
become productive again. It is in the whole community’s interest that all households be productive.

Price shocks. FGs in Borena talked in detail about the soaring prices of food and agricultural inputs as a
major secondary shock. One community leader reported, “Five years ago, the price of | kg of maize was 5
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or 6 birr but now it has increased to 10 or |2 birr.” Women remarked that their purchasing power declined
drastically as market prices for sugar and wheat doubled or tripled. Prices of agricultural seeds tripled
since the drought: a cup of seeds that previously sold for 4 birr in Borena cost 12 birr per kuch belu (local
measuring unit) at the time of the baseline. At the same time, the price of livestock decreased dramatically
due to the emaciated condition of cattle and the rise in the number of livestock on the market from
destocking efforts; market prices are nearly half of what they once were. Thus, people experienced
negative terms of trade, with increased prices for purchased grains and inputs, alongside declining prices
for livestock and animal products.

Disease and malnutrition. Disease—among both people and livestock—was also considered to have
been aggravated as a result of the drought. Widespread livestock diseases, particularly among cattle and
camels, typically ended in death of the animal. People reported both that their traditional remedies
appeared not to be working any more, and that they had no income to secure the services or medicines
that might have helped prevent livestock illnesses and deaths.

In Jijiga especially, human illness and death were _
widely reported as one of the widespread impacts
of the drought, more so during the RMS-2 than “In the first day or within one day 40

endline. The scarcity of water meant people and people were affected by water-borne

livestock shared what few water resources there disease while in the second day around 18

were, resulting in contamination. “Everyone used ”»
people were affected.

the same sources of water; children got sick,”
according to one woman. Acute watery diarrhea - Female FGD; Jijiga
(AWD) was a problem in many communities in Jijiga and resulted in deaths throughout the region,
particularly among the elderly, children, and women. FGD participants in one kebele reported seven
elders and three children had died from AWD (or related causes). The scarcity of water, as well as the
quality of water, made it difficult to maintain good sanitation practices, particularly among children.
Women felt that children suffered greatly from vomiting and diarrhea, and that they were “less
protected” in terms of getting enough to eat, a balanced diet, and clean water. Children—and the
elderly—were plagued by weight loss, diarrhea, coughing, and overall weakened condition. Men noted

meat, both of

I”

that the loss of cows meant no milk and the loss of shoats reduced availability of “casua
which increased malnutrition, especially among children. Children were too sick to attend school, or
dropped out altogether, and many classes were combined because “classes were empty.” Government-
sponsored treatment centers were established at the kebele level in order to help deal with the
outbreaks. Additionally, a government human health initiative focused on information to help create
awareness about water-borne diseases, including prevention and treatment, and providing medicine and
vaccinations for children, and water treatment tablets (e.g., chlorine).

Land degradation and invasive species. In both regions, people felt that land degradation was
exacerbated by the drought. In Jijiga, trucks carrying contraband cut through fields to bypass established
roads and “created” new ones in what had been farmland or scrub. As trucks loaded with contraband
from Somaliland, as well as the soldiers chasing them, indiscriminately cut across both cultivated and non-
cultivated lands, crops were damaged and vegetation destroyed. Loose soil was easily eroded both from
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wind and flooding. Influxes of refugees and their settlements also contributed to deforestation and land
degradation.

In previous data collection events, FGD participants mentioned invasive species (e.g., cactus, weeds) as
being aggravated by the drought. In Jijiga, a type of cactus has invaded the area, which swells in the guts of
livestock and weakens or kills them. FGD participants also mentioned a grass that renders pasture
unpalatable to livestock, as well as threatens their health. When land becomes infested, it is unusable for
either crops or grazing. FGs in two woredas in Borena attribute a deterioration in the quality of pasture,
in part, to invasive plant species, namely “tusee”, a thorny bush said to negatively affect cattle health.

Conflict shock. Although quantitative data in Table 3.2 suggest that few households experienced conflict
as a shock during the project period, findings from the qualitative study suggest otherwise. This may
simply be a result of how the list of possible shocks is worded, as there are not specific conflict-related
shocks regarding “ethnic” conflicts generally, let alone “border disputes with the Somali.”

In Borena, FGD participants noted the on-going and sometimes escalating conflict between their
communities and the neighboring Somali region, particularly over border disputes as the Somalis/Garis
have expanded into Oromia state. Numerous communities reported large numbers of men dying while
defending the border. One FG discussant indicated that several male household heads from the kebele
had been sent to the Oromia border region for fear that the Somalis had further advanced into the area
and upon hearing that armed groups had opened fire on the Oromos living near the border. Reportedly,
over 200 Borena lives have been lost to conflict with the Somali. FG members explained, “The Somali have
taken 5 to 6 kilometers of our land every year but now they have begun to control up to 50 kilometers. Conflict
with the Somali costs us our lives and makes us suffer when we have no wherewithal for resolution.” A Kl in
another kebele further revealed the negative effects that conflict has on families: “The conflict is taking away
our young people and assets. The border war takes away our productive generation; leaving no one left to care for
their families.”

In Jijiga, conflict within and/or between communities was, for the most part, not considered as having
increased significantly as a result of the drought. However, recurrent flare-ups of the long-standing
Oromo/Somali ethnic conflict resulted in periodic road blockades into Jijiga, which contributed to price
hikes (or reductions) and disruptions in transport, the livestock trade, and supplies (e.g., agricultural
inputs). The price of green peppers decreased from 4000 birr/quintal to 500 birr even in local markets;
farmers stopped harvesting their crops.

lllegal trade, particularly of livestock medicines, increased, which also contributed to a decline in demand
for certain agricultural services. As previously noted, such blockade-induced price hikes had a negative
effect on the income of service providers and businesses, contributing to a loss in livelihood support for
some.

Overall, however, most FGD participants in Jijiga felt there was little conflict—or crime—in their
communities, and none that resulted specifically from the drought. Communities reported they eat and
live together “as one” and that generally trust remains high. Recognizing that they themselves may need
help at some point, for example with better pasture, communities hold strong to the custom of sharing
their resources with others, even in times of severe drought. In contrast, FG participants in Borena
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suggested that drought has detrimentally affected social relationships with their neighbors, and has
resulted in conflicts over grazing lands and water points.

Some FGD respondents in Borena went so far as to state that crime has become increasingly common in
their community, and attribute this to the recent and severe drought. A male FG participant explained, “In
previous times, there was no such word as theft in our community. | remember when a man from this community
found 200,000 birr lost by a rich man and returned it by traveling as far as the home of the owner. But after
2008 E.C. [2015], people started stealing from each other—cattle, camels, clothes, [from] shops, solar power—
all due to the severe drought.” Similarly, according to other male FG participants, “In extreme cases, they steal
cattle from the fields. They go to Yabello to steal anything they can find, including donkeys. Raids for cattle also
take people up to the border of Kenya ... Local people are seen as suspicious by the neighboring Gabra ethnic
group because people started stealing their cattle either to sell or for consumption.” Female participants in some
Borena communities also expressed concern over increased incidents of domestic and gender-based
violence.

At least some communities have conflict resolution processes, where leaders facilitate meetings to discuss
the issues and recommend appropriate actions. Again, qualitative data from the RMS-2 rounds—at least in
Jijiga—suggest that generally there is little conflict overall, and none considered to be triggered by the
drought per se. However, FGD participants were more likely to mention inter- and intra-household
conflicts during RMS data collection (2015 and 2016) than at endline. For example, the RMS-2 report
shows that one FG in Jijiga indicated that disagreements and competition between community members
happen even in the absence of drought and that, “When the quality of existing grazing pastures is reduced due
to persistent drought, our community members, including relatives, get into competition and conflict over available
grazing pasture claims.” In particular, disagreements between some married couples, mostly regarding
household expenditures during times of drought, were reported as early as December 2015 (RMS-2
Round 2). This again supports the idea that as time passes after an event, even a severe one, its impacts
can be somewhat diminished in the minds of those experiencing it. Data collected at endline still give
credence to the severity of the drought(s) experienced over the five years of the PRIME project, but data
from the RMS rounds show even more clearly the depth and extent of its impact in real-time.
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3.4 Summary: Shock Exposure

Drought was by far the most prominent shock to hit the PRIME project area over its operational period.
Households experienced multiple, back-to-back droughts with failures of at least one, if not both, rainy
seasons in all four years between the baseline and endline surveys. Satellite remote sensing data show
that annual rainfall deficits were the highest since 1950 and resulted in extremely dry soil moisture
conditions. The failures of the rainy seasons in 2015 and 2016 were induced by the 2015/16 El Nino
Southern Oscillation and subsequent Indian Ocean Dipole, weather phenomenon made more extreme
by global warming. Fortunately, due to the quick humanitarian response, as well as public investments in
the agricultural sector, markets, and telecommunications over the last few decades, the widespread
deaths of previous drought-induced famines were not repeated. Yet both the quantitative and qualitative
data show that households experienced numerous downstream shocks that were detrimental to their
livelihoods and, for many, the very quality of their physical well-being.

Problems of insufficient fodder and water for livestock and consequent livestock disease, emaciation and
unplanned deaths were widespread. Crop disease and failures were also extensive. The catastrophic loss
of livestock not only negatively affected household income and consumption of highly nutritious foods
(e.g., milk), it had cascading impacts on local economies, leading to unemployment and business failures.
The declining terms of trade associated with food price inflation and falling livestock and crop prices
exacerbated households’ ability to meet their needs for food and non-food items like school fees, and to
repay loans. Conflict shocks, such as thefts of livestock and crops, destruction of homes and loss of land
due to conflict, as well as violence against household members were also quite prevalent. Some of this
conflict was associated with escalating ethnic tensions and border disputes between the Oromo and
Somali. Human illness and malnutrition among children were a rising problem over the project period,
spurred by food and water scarcities, the latter which led to people and livestock sharing water
resources, resulting in contamination.

According to the satellite remote sensing data, the cumulative drought over the project period was
more severe in Borena than Jijiga. Self-reported shock exposure data, including both drought and its
numerous downstream impacts, confirm that Borena households experienced a greater increase in
shock exposure over the period. Shock exposure increased the most among pastoralists, followed by
non-pastoralists and agro-pastoralists. VWomen, the elderly, children and the poor were particularly
vulnerable to the impacts of drought.
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4 LIVELIHOODS AND LIVELIHOOD ENVIRONMENT

As seen in the last chapter, both PRIME IE areas experienced a great deal of climate and economic shock
over the course of the project’s implementation period. This chapter shows that accompanying these
shocks—and the resilience-strengthening activities and humanitarian assistance of PRIME and other
projects—have come some significant shifts in households’ livelihoods and livelihood environments. This
chapter starts by examining changes since the baseline in the pastoral status of households and in their
socio-demographic makeup since the baseline. It then turns to describing changes in households’
economic status and livelihood activities, followed by a more detailed look at livestock production and
marketing. Finally, it describes changes in migration patterns that took place over the four years of the
project.

4.1 Shifts in Pastoral Status and Socio-demographic Characteristics

Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 report on the shifts that have taken place in the percentage of households falling
into the three pastoral status categories: pastoralist, agro-pastoralist, and non-pastoralist. The
classification system is described in Section 2.2.1 above. The biggest changes have taken place in the
Borena project area, where there has been a shift of households out of the agro-pastoralist group and
into the non-pastoralist group. This shift likely reflects the longer-term trend towards livelihoods that are
not highly climate-vulnerable, but may also be a response to the devastation wrought on agricultural
production due to back-to-back droughts. Notably, the percentage of pastoralists has increased slightly in
both project areas.

All Project area
Borena lijiga
Base- End- e
line line Base-  End- Base-  End-
line line line line

Pastoralist 33.9 38.8 ™ 40.6 455" 17.4 220"
Agro-pastoralist 42.8 31.0 ™ 41.3 246 46.5 47.0
Non-pastora“st 23.3 30.2 7 18.1 29.9 36.1 309 °

Stars indicate a statistically significant difference at the 10%(*), 5%(**), and 1%(***) levels.
Note: These values differ slightly from those in Figure 1.2 as they are calculated using the
panel data set (N=2,750).
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Figure 4.1: Percent of pastoralists, agro-pastoralists, and non-pastoralists at baseline and
endline (panel data set), by region
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There have also been some noticeable shifts in household socio-demographic characteristics over the
period (Table 4.2). Household size and the percentage of households with a disabled member have
increased in both project areas and for all of the pastoralist status groups. The change in disability is
associated with increases in “partial visual impairment” and “mobility and orthopedic”-related disabilities.
It is unclear whether this represents actual increases in disability, perhaps as a result of sporadic violence
due to ethnic conflicts in both program areas or reflects an increase in reporting of disabilities. The
percentage of female adult-only households has risen in Jijiga, from 7.5 at baseline to 10.0 at endline,
perhaps rooted in family separation due to male migration. Increases in formal education, especially for
women, likely reflect a long-term trend, but may also be due to fewer students being pulled out of school
to work as a coping strategy in response to shocks (see Chapter 6).

There have also been some shifts in the types of dwellings in which households reside. In Borena, the
percentage of households with a brick, cement or adobe house has risen, offset by a decline in the
percentage with a thatched hut. In Jijiga the percentage with a thatched hut has increased while that living
in a tent has declined considerably. These changes may be a reflection of the increase in wealth (asset
ownership) and income in both project areas (see next section). Note also that the decline of residence in
a tent has been particularly large for non-pastoralists, the group that has seen the greatest increase in its
asset wealth.

Finally, there has been a slight increase in women’s decision-making power in both project areas and for
all three pastoralist status groups (bottom of Table 4.2). Decision-making power is measured as an index
using data collected from women regarding who usually participates in |12 types of decisions ranging from
which types of crops to grow, to women'’s participation in groups. The data were collected at endline
with a retrospective recall method used for estimating the index at baseline.!3 This change may be
associated with women'’s role in shifting livestock marketing towards areas with the best prices, as
observed from the qualitative data (see below).

13 See Chapter 9 for measurement of the index.
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All Projectarea Pastoralist status
A -
Borena Jijiga Pastoralist 6ro . Non-pastoralist
Base- End- pastoralist
line line Base- End- Base- End- Base- End- Base- End- Base- End-
line line line line line line line line line line
Household size 5.7 6.1 ™" 5.7 6.2 5.7 6.0 "™ 5.8 6.3 ™ 6.0 6.3 ™ 5.0 56 "
Female adult-only household (%) 10.9 11.4 12.2 12.0 7.5 100 ™ 11.6 11.2 6.9 8.2 171 17.8
Disabled member (%) 104 13.5 ™ 104 133 ™ 10.3 141 ™ 10.3 142 ™ 9.8 11.8 ™ 115 15.7 ™
Education (at least some primary school)
Female adult member 8.4 11.8 ™ 10.2 14.0 ™ 4.1 6.1 7.6 104 °* 8.6 123 ™ 9.4 127 ™
Male adult member 25.6 28.6 ™ 27.9 307 ™ 19.8 234" 22.3 26.5 ™ 26.8 30.7 ™ 28.1 28.0
Type of dwelling (%)
House (brick, cement or adobe) 9.1 175 ™ 62 167 ™ 163 193 42 131 ™ 106 182 ™ 134 226 ™
Thatched hut 78.3 74.8 ™ 904 807 ™ 48.1 60.0 ™ 88.2 81.4 ™ 771 75.3 65.9 64.2
Tent 10.1 40 ™ 1.4 11 319 11.0 ™ 6.4 31" 9.7 3.4 ™ 16.4 6.2 ™
Number of rooms (mean) 25 3.8 2.1 1.4 3.6 9.7 ™ 1.2 24" 2.7 3.1 4.2 70"
Women's decision making power
54 5.8 53 5.8 5.7 59 54 59 5.5 5.8 54 59

(index) a/

Stars indicate a statistically significant difference at the 10%(*), 5%(**), and 1%(***) levels.

a/ Baseline values are estimates from retrospective recall data collected at endline (see text); thus no statistical significance testing was undertaken.
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4.2 Changes in Wealth, Income, and Poverty

This section looks at how households’ wealth and income have changed over the project period. Wealth
is measured based on household ownership of assets, including domestic (or “consumption” assets),
agricultural productive assets, and livestock. Income is measured using households’ (real) total per capita
expenditures as a proxy. The latter is used to measure the percentage of households in poverty, that is,
unable to meet their basic survival needs, such as food, shelter, and clothing. As we will see, the asset-
based and expenditures-based indicators tell different stories about the distribution of households’
economic well-being and its evolution between the PRIME IE baseline and endline surveys, and this is
because they capture alternative aspects of that well-being.

The income-based measure of poverty indicates whether a household currently has sufficient resources to
meet its basic needs. Household incomes are measured using total expenditures per capita on food and
non-food items.!4 For food, which makes up the largest proportion of household expenditures (82
percent at baseline), data are collected on cash purchases, food consumed from a household’s own
production, and food received in-kind. The poverty line below which a household is deemed to be poor is
the USD 1.90 per day line currently used by the World Bank for measuring global poverty (World Bank
2018). The equivalent poverty line in Ethiopian Birr (ETB) is derived using 2010 Purchasing Power Parity
(PPP) exchange rates. Expenditures are calculated using spatial and temporal price deflators, which are
cost-of-living adjustments that reflect the fact that prices are generally higher in Jijiga than Borena and
have increased over the project period.!5

A wealth measure based on ownership of assets has a number of advantages over an income-based
measure for understanding economic well-being for this study. First, asset wealth provides insight into
long-lasting, structural economic deprivation. Measurement based on current income, by contrast, may
only be picking up on transitory, short-term deprivation.'¢ Second, asset ownership may more fully
capture true “income” in the pastoralist setting because it takes into account the contribution of
pastoralists’ main asset—animals—to their well-being. Examining productive asset ownership, such as
herd size, can reveal how pastoral households increase long-term wealth and buffer themselves against
shocks by asset protection and accumulation, perhaps even at the expense of current consumption.!?
Third, asset-based wealth measures are more consistent with traditional wealth rankings than income-
based measures and thus reflect people’s own experiences of poverty. Finally, unlike flow-based measures
such as income, stock-based measures of asset holdings are more relevant for shock-prone settings such
as the PRIME project area. This is because asset holdings are a resource for meeting basic needs when
households are faced with a negative shock that reduces incoming income flows.!8

14 The expenditures questionnaire contains 7| food items and 42 non-food items.

IS The price deflators are calculated using International Monetary Fund-published CPI data (IMF 2018).
16 Carter and Barrett (2006).

17 Little, McPeak, Barrett and Kristjanson (2008).

18 Tache and Sjaastad (2010).
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Asset wealth is measured here based on three categories of assets: ownership of consumer durables (out
of 11), ownership of agricultural productive assets (out of 22), and ownership of animals (measured in
Tropical Livestock Units). These asset types reflect the diversity of livelihoods in the study area, being
relevant to pastoralists, agro-pastoralists and those mainly dependent on cash incomes. An overall asset
index is constructed using a Factor Analysis (see Appendix 4 for calculation method).

Wealth. Despite the extraordinary shocks to which they have been exposed, the average household in
both project areas and in all of the pastoralist status groups has seen an increase in ownership of assets
(see Table 4.3). The overall index of asset ownership increased by |6 percent, led by increases in
consumption and productive assets. There was no increase in livestock ownership, the asset that is most
vulnerable to climate shock in the project area. Figure 4.2(a) illustrates the rightward shift in the entire
distribution of the asset index that has taken place since the baseline.

The increase in asset wealth was far greater among Jijiga than Borena households, with the index rising by
22.6 percent among Jijiga households but only 7.4 percent among Borena households. Non-pastoralists
saw a much greater increase in their asset wealth than the other groups, with an overall index increase
near 40 percent. This group is the only that saw an increase in livestock ownership.

Income (total expenditures). While households’ total nominal expenditures have increased over the
project period, because of high price inflation (which has undermined purchasing power) their real
expenditures have declined (Table 4.3, bottom panel). Real expenditures fell in both project areas and
among all pastoral status groups, but the drop was highest among Jijiga households, who experienced an
average 35 percent reduction, and non-pastoralists (a 24.4 percent reduction). The higher drop in Jijiga
can be partially explained by higher inflation.!® The reduction in real expenditures means that, despite
increases in their asset ownership, households are less able to obtain what they need for daily living, such
as food, from their current resources—including food assistance. They have been unable to translate the
increased asset ownership into increased consumption. The reduction is consistent with the recorded
decline in food security over the project period (see Chapter 7). Figure 4.2(b) shows the slight leftward
shift in the distribution of total expenditures and also demonstrates a small decline in inequality (the
distribution is more concentrated around the mean).

19 The Consumer Price Index rose in the Somalie region (where Jijiga is located) by 47.3 percent, while it rose in Oromiya (where
Borena is located) by 44.6 percent.
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All Project area Pastoralist status
Base- End- . Agro- .
i . Borena Jijiga Pastoralist € . Non-pastoralist
line line pastoralist
. Base- End- Base- End- Base- End- Base- End- Base- End-
Indicators i . . . . . . . . .
line line line line line line line line line line
Asset wealth
Index of consumption assets 1.3 1.8 1.5 1.9 ™ 0.9 1.7 ™ 1.5 1.9 ™ 1.3 1.8 1.1 1.8
Index of productive assets 7.5 8.0 8.1 89 "™ 6.0 57 7.6 82" 8.5 8.6 5.4 6.5 """
Animals owned (TLUs) 6.4 6.5 7.3 7.3 43 4.6 10.2 9.5 5.5 5.7 2.5 38"
Overall asset index 12.4 14.4 7" 13.6 15.5 **" 9.3 1147 14.6 15.9 12.7 145 """ 8.6 120"
Income and poverty
Total per-capita expenditures (daily Birr)
Nominal 18.2 2027 11.9 152 " 34.0 32.7 15.6 175" 18.3 203 21.8 24.1°
Real 22.4 172" 15.1 135" 40.5 263" 19.5 151" 22.5 172" 26.5 2017
Poverty ($1.9/day line) 63.5 718" 79.0 84.4 ™" 24.9 404 " 69.3 785 " 63.1 716" 55.8 625"

Stars indicate a statistically significant difference at the 10%(*), 5%(**), and 1%(***) levels.
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Figure 4.2 Shifts in the distributions of asset ownership and total expenditures per-capita
between the baseline and endline
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Poverty. Poverty has risen in the PRIME area, by 8.3 percentage points. The increase is greatest among
Jijiga households (15.5 percentage points) and pastoralists (9.2 points). Note that poverty was far lower in
Jijiga than Borena at baseline—the poverty rate was less than one-third that of Borena. This means that
despite having smaller livestock holdings and productive assets, Jijiga households were better able to
acquire food and non-food items using their current resources. With the greater increase in income
poverty in Jijiga than Borena over the project period, the gap between the two areas has narrowed.
However, Borena households remain far poorer than Jijiga households by this measure.

Figure 4.3 Changes in the prevalence of poverty between the baseline and endline, by
project area and pastoralist status
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4.3 Livelihood Activities

Changes over the project period in the percentage of households gaining their livelihood from various
sources are reported in Table 4.4. One trend seen in both project areas and for all pastoral status groups
is a large increase in reliance on “gifts/inheritance”. The percentage of households gaining livelihood from
this non-work source increased from 6.8 at baseline to 31.9 percent at endline. Some of this increase is
undoubtedly related to the rising reliance on food assistance (see Chapters 6 and 8). In Jijiga, where
bonding and bridging social capital, and reliance on “money/food from family members” as a coping
strategy were on the rise (see Chapters 5 and 6, respectively), it may also be due to increased support
from other households.

There was a notable reduction in reliance on farming as a source of livelihood among Borena households
(from 85.7 to 65.7 percent), a change that may be related to the multiple crop failures that took place
throughout the project period. The small increase in the percentage of households engaged in salaried
work may signal a switch out of climate-vulnerable livelihoods like farming. The recorded increase in the
sale of wild/brush products may be a more desperate “survival” strategy. The Jijiga area saw an increase in
the percentage of households engaged in livestock production and sales, along with small increases in the
percentage engaged in salaried work and self-employment.

Pastoralists and agro-pastoralists saw significant reductions in both of the main climate-vulnerable
livelihoods, farming and livestock rearing. By contrast, as confirmed by data on livestock ownership trends
presented in Section 4.4, a large percentage of non-pastoralists apparently took up livestock production
sometime between the baseline and endline, increasing from 20.5 to 67.4 over the four-year period.

All Project area Pastoralist status
. Agro- .
Base-  End- Borena Jijiga Pastoralist pastoralist Non-pastoralist
line line Base-  End- Base- End- Base-  End- Base- End- Base-  End-
line line line line line line line line line line
Farming/crop production and sales 865  72.0 ™ 857 6577 885  87.9 784 607 1000 809" 736 723
Livestock production and sales 812 817 873 840" 661 759" 998 884" 994 842" 205 674"
Wage labor 17.7 17.5 21.4 20.7 8.4 9.3 11.6 12.9 18.0 17.7 25.8 23.7
Salaried work 13 23" 1.6 25" 0.7 207 0.2 14" 0.7 22 4.2 4.0
Sale of wild/brush products 1.4 257 1.4 26" 1.6 22 0.6 25" 14 1.6 2.7 3.8
Self-employment 6.6 76 7.8 7.7 36 73" 39 58" 4.7 70" 142 111"
Sale of other non-livestock assets 0.2 0.4 0.2 03 03 0.7 03 0.2 0.1 04" 0.5 0.8
Remittances 37 31 49 4.2 0.5 0.4 3.6 3.6 1.6 2.5 7.7 3.5
Gifts/inheritance 6.8 319" 7.7 355" 44 228" 4.6 340" 33 304" 16.3 317"

Stars indicate a statistically significant difference at the 10%(*), 5%(**), and 1%(***) levels.

Insights from the qualitative data reveal the stress to livestock rearing brought on by the droughts and the
pressure to turn to alternatives. In Borena, FGD respondents stated that their communities are
traditionally pastoralist and thus rely primarily on cattle and the sale of milk and butter for their
subsistence. However, a majority of communities reported losing between 70 and 80 percent of