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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A unique problem with the monitoring and evaluation of climate information services (CIS) for
agriculture interventions is that CIS have no inherent value of their own. Their usefulness is predicated
on the ability of farmers to make decisions thatladiefarming practices and activities. As a result,

the pathways through which the information results in observed outcomes, such as increased yield or
the improved resilience of farming systems, are complex and dependent on other decisions, factors,
and pocesses. For example, access to and uptake of climate information is mediated by complex and
often contexspecific interactions between social (such as gendered roles and responsibilities, or trust
in the information provided) and economic (such asoass&tship or market prices) factors. These
factors create different information needs and capacities to utilize this information within a
community or even a household. Access, therefore, does not guarantee uptake or use. Even in a
context where accessynz assured and farmers can overcome barriers to the utilization of the
information, it is difficult to directly attribute the provision of climate information to observed
outcomes. These decisions are shaped by other sources of information, inmedtiisigcentives

to utilize climate information, and their connections to wider everyday decisions that rural populations
make about their livelihoods addition, because they are often bundled with other services or
interventions, it is difficult toolkaite the effect of CIS on livelihoods.

To articulate impact, an important task is to understand how a CIS intervention meets the particular
needs of specific end users and through which pathways this information comes to influence not only
agricultural ecisions, but also broader livelihood decisguth information is important for the

design of CIS that are more genrdsponsive and that reach marginal and vulnerable populations, as

it points to the information different people need and the diffeppottunities individuals and

groups have to act on that informatieumrther, by understanding how climate information intersects

with livelihoods decisiamaking, we can build rigorous interpretations of the role climate information
plays in observedaiges in the decisions and outcomes among users of a CIS.

There is, howevecurrently a gap in the development and testing of methodologies that support
such in depth and contextual investigations of the social and economic factors that circumscribe
usemeeds and their ability to utilize available information at the community and household level.
Thisqualitative study of two villages in Senggaé of several piloted within the Climate

Information ServicgResearch Initiative (CISRI) to improve thauation of climate services and

their impactdy testing innovative evaluation methodologies within ongoing progrthmssase,

we test the utility of tHavelihoods as Intimate Government (LEpproach, an ethnographic
approach to livelihoods dgornrmaking, for gathering information about these pathways of impact.

This reporhas three goals

1) Develop empirical information about theconnection between a specific climate service
and thelivelihoods decisionmaking of its users HURDL worked in two communities in
the region whertae Multidisciplinary Working Group (MWG) model CIS in Sasdmang
implemented, but which have not yet participated in the pradramI\WG model delivers
seasonall0day, and daily forecasts (idswace daily), as well as warnings of extreme events
made a few hours before an event.

2) Provide general lessons from the use of a qualitative tool for the monitoring and
evaluation(M&E) of CIS. Specifically, identify lessons regarding the identificepotential
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and realized pathways through which CIS might have impact on the lives and livelihoods of their
users.

3) Fill knowledge gaps identified in theCISRI learning agendasCISRI has compiled
learning agendas on the monitoring and evaluation dédhifisamation serviceand on the
identification of CIS users and their néddwese two learning agendas identify gaps in our
knowledge around CIS, and seek to organize and prioritize these gaps to guide future research
into the design, implementatiand efficacy of CIS. As a third goal,ghigly responds to
some of the gaps raised in these two learning agendas.

Methods and Approach

To achieve these goals, we employeddvbihoods as Intimate Government (LIG) framewmrk
understand how farmeasross a single FEWSNET livelihoods zone in Senegal (Livelihoods Zone
SN10) made livelihoods decisions. LIG is a qualitative approach that invehktescterad

interviews and ethnographic observation. The approach goes beyond the descriptitgsof activit

and assets to develop contpecific explanations of the underlying structure of demialong

which then produces observed outcomes. This explanation is critical for the design, monitoring, and
evaluation of climate services, as it presents ariwpty to understand how climate information
intersects with the decisions of different users.

Goal 1. The MWG model: Current awareness, uptake and use, and future
pathways of change

The bulk of this repogrovidesinsights into how different commuynihembersn SN10 currently
experiencand prioritizerulnerabilitieassociated with their liveliho@ssl consequently make
livelihood decision8y laying out the existing logic of livelihatstssion makinig this zoneprior

to full implementation ahe MWG mode] thereport provides behaviorabaseline against which

to measure futurghanges in tHegics of livelihooddecision making that might result from
engagement with the MWG model. This will be crucial for interpreting olbharvgek ithe

materiafh s pect s of p mamdnredtisat rigarousty kcandiders tdegpathways through
which the climate information could have produced the observed dnahgagport, we also lay
out likely pathways of change in material (suatidsayid social (such as changes in gender roles)
outcomes that should be monitored for project impact going forward, and how to interpret
observed changes.

Further, the report employs this baseline of decsaimg tadentify opportunities for impac

presented bfprmal forecasts for this livelihoods zdfa.example, we expect that if the MWG is
effective those men who generally produce surpluses in this zone will see early increases in peanut
yield, and later sorghum and perhaps millet. The wothesérhouseholds will likely focus on

increasing cowpea Yyield. On the other hand, the impact of the MWG on those who have yields that
allow for a stable subsistence but less reliable surplus might not be captured as readily through yield

1The learning agenda on monitoring and evaluation of b8 azressedt:
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/dmoent/2017 _CVaughaat

al_ EVALUATING%20AGRICULTURAL%20WEATHER%20AND%20CLIMATE%20SERVICES%20IN%20AFR
ICA.pdf

2The paper on identification of CIS users and their needs can be accessed at:
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_-@gat_IdentifiyvingCISUsersandtheir
NeedsSubSahara#frica.pdf



https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_CVaughan-et-al_EVALUATING%20AGRICULTURAL%20WEATHER%20AND%20CLIMATE%20SERVICES%20IN%20AFRICA.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_CVaughan-et-al_EVALUATING%20AGRICULTURAL%20WEATHER%20AND%20CLIMATE%20SERVICES%20IN%20AFRICA.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_CVaughan-et-al_EVALUATING%20AGRICULTURAL%20WEATHER%20AND%20CLIMATE%20SERVICES%20IN%20AFRICA.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_Carr-et-al_Identifiying-CIS-Users-and-their-Needs-Sub-Saharan-Africa.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_Carr-et-al_Identifiying-CIS-Users-and-their-Needs-Sub-Saharan-Africa.pdf

increases as thugh avoided losses during challenging seasons. This baseline is presented in Sections
4-8, and the implications of this baseline for the uptake of the MWG model CIS are laid out in
Section 9.

Finally, the report also lays outdperopriate stratificati of the population for future monitoring

and evaluatioof CIS intervention SN10 (see Section 4). Hugiculturalist populatiai this
zonegenerally falls into households or concessions with one of three livelihoods profiles: Surplus
Production Lyelihoods, Stable Subsistence Livelihoods, and Low Resource Livelihoods.

Goal 2: Lessons about the monitoring and evaluation of weather and

climate services from the use of LIG

The use of the LIG approach in this assessment presents several lestingghegase of this
tool, and othein-depth qualitativapproaches to M&Hhe report demonstrates that
understanding local decisimakingand the use of CIS should begith the stratification of the
user population by locaitientified differences perceived vulnerability, assets, and livelihoods
activitiesAggregatingata on uptake and useCIS at the ammunitylevel obscures critical
differenceé vulnerabilitacrossommunity members and within househéiaiture to properly
stratify thepopulations of each livelihoods zahereforeis likely to overlook segments of the
population that are using the information, as well as thoseayhmve access to the information
but cannot usé. Also important is that there are almost alwaysgirdup differences in
vulnerability and need for weather and climbtemation. Thereforeachidentified vulnerability
group should be stratified thye sociakleavagegender, seniority, ethnicity and so fdrthi
determinghe roles and responsibilities of individuals vis a vis activities shaped by climate
information.This is especially critical in contexts like Senegal, where different roles and
responsibilities can result in significantly varied vulnerability armblivptibfiles, evewithin
households.

Therigorous interpretation of changssociated with a Qi&uires understanding the underlying
decisions that produced those chandestifying impact requires more than the measurement of
yields or income3herigorousnterpretation of such outcomes, and the connection of these
outcomes with different parts of a user population, are central to understanding if and how a CIS
works. This is particularly critical for CIS, as different grmuggen the samedimidual may use

the information to different ends depending on seasonal coralitsmsal goal$or instance the

same household may seekdost yields in a good year, while avoiding losses in a challenging year)
This report demonstrates tlgataltative approaches to M&E aeeffective means of

understanding the decisions that underlie observed behaviors and assmsiaed with CIS
interventions

The report shows thaath orivelihooddecisioamakingcan be gathered in a representative
community and reliably scaled to the level divibldhoods zone. Aseen in this studsnost
observed variatisacrossSN10 arehe product of local circumstantdestshape the outcomes of
decisiong;ather tharvariations in the broad structure ofisiecmaking itselfAt the same time,
CISR}related work in Rwanda shows that understandingsisioegmaking associated wihe
livelihoods zoneften do not apply to other livelihoods zones.



Goal 3: Filling Gaps in the CISRI Learning Agendas

The reprt provides preliminary evidericat speaks tsome of the questions that emerged from
the two CISRI learning agendaseon the monitoring and evaluation of climate information
serviceandoneon the identification of CIS users and their needs

a) Over whapatial region or social groupings can a particular CIS be scaled? What factors affect tf

This study suggests that the broad structure of livelihoods decision making is coherent at the scale of
the livelihoods zone, even anevhichconditiors vary significantlyhis suggests that climate

information can be tailored to the decisiesglent®f this zone make, and the basis on which they

make themHowever, such tailoring must take into acatitfatences in behavior and decision
makingwithin different vulnerability groups in this livelihood zas@imate information is not

likely to have the same utility or uptake adrfiesent vulnerability groups within a community, or

even within vulnerability groupsthoutsomedegree of tailorg.

b) What are the broad lessons we might learn about the social constraints to the use of climate inf

The LIG analysis in this report identifies a range of social constraints in the use of climate
information For instance wo me n 8 s onsbllitesn SNl @eflectivety prpclude them

from focusing their livelihoods on the cultivation of rainfed grains, and they have little say in the
decisions around such productiorhonsehold or family fields.dh pr act i ce of pri vi
agricultual production over that of women delays deeisaiing for womeforcing themnto

select certain crops and varighasfit a shorter growing season than that of Wemnefore,

information aimed at improving practices around the cultivation of gaaifeglis not likely to be

taken up by women in this zone without significant, broader efforts to facilitate transformation in
gender roles

c) What are the differences in information gleaned through different methods, and how might diffe
approachessbeegr at ed t o dr aw amdaVhat are tbemmdt dffsctiva medns e |
of Il earning about users and needs in a giyvVv

While this study is purely qualitative, and largely ethnographic in its approach, it serves to highlight
the ®rts of information that such work can provide to our understanding of CIS users and needs.
The ethnographic information in this report explains patterns of behavior in gredhgepth.
information can be used to nuance, augment, and expand on infayerarated through other
methodologies such as survéysile surveys are useful tools for gathering large numbers of
observations about outcomes, they are less useful for interroga@tigwtags through which
interventions produdbose outcomeQualitativanformationfocused on livelihoods decision

making explains patterns, comes with a high degree of internglaradidippears to have

significant external validity at the scale of the livelihoods zone.

d) How do we identify and potesdislisera broader range of impacts th@n yield alone

This study helps deepen the ways in whichtereret existiaga on the impact and oafd0I8ds

clearly defiaswho the users of the MWG project are, what their needs for weather and climate
information are, and what sorts of impacts might be produced by the delivery of credible, salient
information For example, idlone SN10 we demonstrate thasired/ield outcomesan vary
significantly depending on whether households are secure or iBseaveehouseholds are more
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likely to seek to increase yields while insecure households make decisions to guard against the loss o
yields and maintaining subsistence.

Summary

Taking a detailed, qualitative approach to the livelihoods of prospectigesetivite users serves

to better understand who these users are, what their needs are, and how CIS can fill some of these
needs. Further, this approach clearly identifies the most likely pathways through which a CIS might
address user needs. This infoilondacilitates the design of impact assessments that measure
relevant indicators of impact and whose interpretations are informed by empirical evidence. Taken
together, this approach shows potential for designing effective CIS, and monitoring amgl evaluati
such CIS to maximize learning, such that weather and climate information might live up to their
potential as tools for development and adaptation. The report sets the foundation for further
activities that can help build capacity of local and natigaaizations for more effective, efficient

and equitable provision of climate information and services for large numbers of poor and
vulnerable farmers in Africa.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This study isne of several piloted within @Bémate Information Service Research Initiative
(CISRI) to improve the evaluation of climate services and their impacts. This qualitative study of
twovillages irf8 e n e lgvalihoddsZone 10: Rainfed Groundnut and Céreakessése potential
impact ad uptake of climate information services delivered by the Multidisciplinary Working Group
(MWG) project in Senegahis projectaimed at addressing the impacts of climate change on rural
agrarian livelihoods in Senelgas, been under development atat gelivery irkaffrine since

2011(Lo & Dieng 2015)it was extended to Bambey, Louga, and Theis Regions in 2013, and
Niakhar Region in 2014. Since its initial pilot phase, the project received guidance on identifying
users and their nee@arr, Fleming, et al. 2015; Carr, Fleming, et al a2@l®)ore recentlyhe

CGIAR Program on Climate Change, Agriculture, andJemdity (CCAFS) conductedimpact
assessmefito & Dieng 2015)

The aim of this study is twofold. First, it presiqualitative data that furthersimowledgef

the uptake and potential impacti&CIS informatiorprovided by the MW®y understanding

how it fits into the underlying logic of livelihoods for those residing in Ngetou Malick and Panal,
two villagesn Zone 10. This involves understanding:

1) the range of stressors and shocks that
material and social world towards dynamic and sometimes conflicting goals, who is
vulnerable to what stresses and shocks, and what makes particular groups of peopl
vulnerable to particular stresses and shocks;

2) how these stressors and shocks orient p

3) the ways in which people mobilize resources and use varying strategies (including the use
of CIS in decision making) to address thegsati@s.

This is critical to establish the pathways through which information does, or might in the future,
impact farmer decisianaking and livelihoods outcomasaddition it provides a qualitative

dataset that will be synthesized with survey diégated by CISRI partners as part of an outcome
evaluation ofhe MWG effortsn Senegal. The synthesis of qualitative and quantitative data will
enable a meaningful impact evaluatiatirafite informatioengagement and uptake, a critical

first step toward the evaluation of the wider livelihoods impacts of this project. Specifically, this
synthetic effort is aimed at addressing survey methodology limitations with regard to the internal
validity of data interpretation, and the limitations of ethnograptiiods with regard to external
validity.

3Zone SN10 is specific to Senegal. The Famine Early Warning System NetwoMEFEWBose livelihoods zones

we employed in this study, does not create@sassry zones. For example, Zone 10 in Senegal is distinct from Zone
10 in Mali, or any other FESNET country. This study is therefore generalizable to a livelihoods zone in Senegal, but
should not be assumed to be valid for any other livelihoods zone in Senegal or in anotNETFENYEBry.



2. CIS PROJECT CONTEXT: THE MULTIDISCIPLINA RY
WORKING GROUP MODEL IN SENEGAL

MWG advice has three main objectivebe(p farmers to master their farming calendar, (ii) assist
farmers in choosing dates for cropping operations, (iii) secure people and property. The advice
focuses on high winds, (Le&Deng?2016)lomadhieve thds® r ms an
goals, the MW@ odel operates at two scales. At the national scale, the MWG is composed of
representatives tife Departmendf Agriculture (DA), the Institute of Agricultural Research of

Senegal (ISRA), the Ecological Monitoring Center (CSE), the National Agricultural and Rural

Council Agency (ANCAR), the National Agricultural Insurance Company of Senegal (CNAAS), and
the Natiomal Agency of Civil Aviation and Meteorol@gyACIM). This grougproducs climate

information, interprsit into actionable decisions, and commursittaése products to users at the

local levefLo & Dieng 2015) At t he | ocal scal e, MWGs consi st
services, farmers and local farmer organizationgdouaistrativauthorities, NGOsnd the

media. Local MWGs are responsible for collecting climate information from ANACIM,

disseminating that information to farmers, monitoring harvests and potential agricultural shocks and
stressors, and manage early warning systems that use thafolimaten produced by

ANACIM (Lo & Dieng 2015)ANACIM works with CCAFS to produce four types of CIS: seasonal
forecats on the amount of rainfall, onset and cessatiaigylfdorecasts;2days forecasts and

instant forecasts for extreme events. Seasonal forecasts are generally characterized as rainy, normal,
or deficit, and are updated monthly throughout the agrtsieason (June, July, and August). The

10-day forecasts are intended to help identify dry spells and otheitestrorésents that might

challenge agricultural production. Daily reports are delivered twice per day, and early warnings are
used to warn advents such as thunderstorms, which can cause significant damage to cattle

holdings.

A previous assessment of this ptdjex & Dieng 20153laimed several impacts. First, that farmers

in the project area s#lwe climate information providbg the MWG aa source of support for
theiragriculturahctivitiesSecond, that farmers considered the MWG information abdatehaf

the start of the rainy season and the seasonal forecasts were considered the most important. Third,
that farmers had shifted from a position of skepticism to one of demand for this climate

information. Fourth, farmers shifted a number of practioes their selection of varieties to the

timing of their millet sowing to their etayday application of fertilizers, in response to this

information. Fifth, farmers started using seasonal forecasts to assess their financial needs for the
upcoming seas@ndappropriatelgalibrate their loan sizes. Finally, they reported that farmers

using the information saw greater yields than those who were not.

While these findingsepromising their claims of impact are difficult to assess because they rest on
assumptions about the users of this informatio
situation on the ground in Livelihoods Zone SN10.r st , t he evaluation ass
availability of information is a response to climate risk manggerham implies that this

program is demardtiven.This is perhaps the least problematic of the assumptioihss bae of
importanceind deserves assessmime field of climate services has a long history of-supply

driven services, where climafermation about various trends, shocks, and stressors became

available and was disseminated under the assumption that it was inherently useéithterusers,
assumedr explicitly targete@ansen et al. 2009; Carr & OwDsaku 2016; Carr & Onzere 2018;

Roncoli 2006; Millner & Washington 2011; Shankar et al. 2@&k&)has been significant pivot

away from this approach in climate services as the field recognized thhtliylieeclimate



related shocks and stressors was not only a function of exposure, but also the sensitivity of people
and activities to that shock/stressor and their capacity to adapt to it. Thus, the design of the MWG
model, which is intended to crdatallytailored advisories that speak to specific needs, is a model

of climate service production that seeks to identify information neeu®e womprehensively

and effectively assess the vulneradiljtptential useras opposed tdimate servicdeamed
aroundrisksperceivedby climate scientists and other actors from outside the user. context

The second assumptignb e havi or al change as a result of af
hel ped to i mprove agrndauslylptohlematicin the contextofan vi t y, o
impact evaluation. This assumption effectively starts the evaluation from the assumption that the
intervention works, in terms of uptake, utility, changes in behavior, and beneficial changes in
outcomes from thosdnanges in behavior. All of these cannot be assumed in an impact evaluation,

but must be assessed. As we demonstrate below, this assumption is not valid in Zon#&0, where
capacity to take up such information, and indeed the potential utility ofrthatiafg varies
greatlyThe third assumption, thata w©hulsti pl i nary approacheéi s esse
resilience of the farming systemdé is effective
project had been accurately and ap@iely measured, there is no counterfactual data against

which to compare this impact. All of the data in the impact evaluation were gathered in a short

period during a single growing season, and therefore cannot capture the different ways in which
farme outcomes might have changed under different seasonal conditions.

Il n this report, we unpack the second assumpti
change as a result of application of the agricultural advice has helped to improvalagricultu
productivity. 6 Sp enakesfagricultural and wider éveliboods decisions, anth o
on what basisThis is important because, in the prior assessthiamtnersvereconflated and

treated as a unitary category, without regard for identity (particularly gender) or their relative asset
holdings, two factors that were previously identified as critical to shaping individual and household
livelihoods decisiemaking(Carr, Fleming, et al. 2015rrCBleming, et al. 201#)d therefore

climate information uptake and Udgs appears to lzd least partialy product of the methods
employed in this impact assessment, which included only limited engagement with farmers via
interviews. In fairnego the implementers of the impact assessment, they were limited by time and
fundi ng, and aquéstoonaitbasedgnediewt wowdthava all@ved for not only
better quantification of the results (production with or without CI, numbeasofgpapplying the

advice given, etc.) but also an approach by category of stakeholders, including gender (big, small
farmer s, wo mdlo & Diang 20&5Hswever thixissye dvith methodology and data,
along with existing understandings of livelihoods in thig@ame Fleming, et al. 2015; Carr,

Fleming, et al. 2016; Kaag 1996; Perry 2005; Venemaudy&its that the claims dblp, use,

and impact reported in this assessment are at best constrained to a subset of the residents of this
zone, and therefore do not represent the actual impact of this project on the wider agrarian
population. Further, the claims of impact obscyseramities to expand or modify the project to

better meet a wider set of needs in this zone, and indeed in the wider area in which the project is
being implemented.

Understanding the impact of climate information on rural livelihoods requiredénstamaing

who isreceiving andsing that information, and for whassessing the existing impact of this
information, versus its potential impact (should it reach a wider audience, or provide different, more
relevant information) requires understanilavg people live in this livelihoods zone, a broad

guestion that engages everything from the activities they undertake to local understandings of



identity categories and their associated roles and respon&iaititi2813)n this report, HURDL

first unpacks the latter question of how people live in this zone to identify groups of potential
climate service users and their specific information lt¢leels.turns to the question thie use of
existingnformation to assess current patterns of use, identifying the specific pathways through
which climate information becomes an input to agriculnateigsand agrarian livelihoods more
broadly. It is not possible to design an effective or accurateeugbaation of the MWG project

in Senegal until we understand who the users of this information are, and for what they use that
information. This report provides that information, and thus creates the foundation for the design
of an effective, accurate irapassessment of the MWG model that not only speaks to its existing

i mpact, but provides opportunities for | earni
future projects that seek to build on its lessons.

This report also speaks to theRlI&arning agenda ddentifying CIS Users and their Néeds

(Carr et al. 2017)his learning agenda raises a set of questions with regard to how we might best
identify users and their nee@sne ofthese questionareinformed by this report. For example,

this report speaks to question 1.1 from that agemdagften does bias obscure usérdwutaymepds

out the project assumptions evident in CGIAR documentation and the impact assessment, and
comparing these fmdings from extended ethnographic fieldwork in the project area. In so doing,
this report identifies how assumptions about the users of this information shaped who was targeted,
and what information promote¢krsus the situation of users and needseaground. It also

informs question 4.&hat are the most effective means of learning abdibysenmspémdnmeeds
ethnographic methods to this question. The claim here is not that ethnographic tools are inherently
better or more appropriate farchk identification, but that these tools allow us to see things about
users and needs that are not visible via surveys or other tools. Thus, the data in this report opens a
guestion about what information we need to better design and implement clicegdaerv

agriculture, and what tools are best suited to the collection of that information. Third, this report
speaks to question 4what are the broad lessons we might learn about the social constraints to the use
informati@rby focusing othe social dynamics that shape observed livelihoods decisions and
outcomes in this project context. Finally, this report is part of a larger effort framed around this
project in Senegal and another CIS in Rwanda that integratemtaigeguantitativasets on

CIS users, needs, and outcomes with ethnographic data on the decisions and factors that produced
the outcomes observed in the surveys. This wider effort informs quesiiraRdre the differences

in information gleaned through diftetenamaetiow might different approaches be integrated to draw on
strengths and elimin&eTgapgiestion is taken up in a separate report.

3. METHODOLOGY

HURDL employs the Livelihoods as Intimate Government (LIG) approach as the conceptual
framework ordeng its field methods and analySiarr 2013; Carr 2014jvelihoods approaches

have long held an important place in developaffents to understand what people are doing in
particular places, and the implaretiof those activities for the environment and economy.

However, most such approaches are broadly descriptive, ordering observed assets, activities, and
decisions into frameworks and flows without an explicit theorization of how decisions are made.
LIG rests on just such an explicit theorizat@arr 2013)and thereforess a means of

understanding the decisions behind observed livelihoods decisions and dincanes.

livelihoods as ways of living in particular plauatsmerely the activities pursued by individuals.
Decisions people make to engage in various livelihood strategies are efforts to govern their world by
reconciling social, material and cultgatexts so as to achieve various, often shiftinggmals.



instanceHURDL livelihoods studiexrossouthern Malfe.g. Carr, Onzere, et al. 2015; Catrr,

Onzere, et al. 201®und that men grew millet because the craitézigo local agroecological

conditions. However, growing enough millet to feed the household for the entire year (instead of
acquiring it through the market) was al so a s
household. Thus, men faced both $acid cultural pressures to grow the crop and would be likely

to keep growing it even in unsuitable conditions. LIG themeéarporates a much widange of

stressors, including economic, environmental and social sinessens to locadocial rolse and
responsibilites, nt o expl anations of peopleds goals, de
livelihoods approachd@is broader lens is critical to fully understanding why people do what they

do, and how development interventions such aigts speak to those logics of livelihoods.

At its broadest, LIG sebgelihoodslecisions as taking shape at the intersection of three domains

of everyday life: discourses of livelihoods, mobilization of identity, and tools of (sesfagure

3.1). Discourses of liveliaothe ways people talk about and understand how they should live in a
particular place, especially as related to what activities they should undertakedotindss e

activities should be directed, and who should be undertaking them. Insofar as discourses of
livelihoods reference who should be doing what, they mobilize particular aspects of individual
identity, elevating particular roles and responsiblildteshiape how people see themselves, and

how they understand appropriate ways of living in thatlglegyefers to the ways in which
communities conceptualize the ideal community and household members. These conceptualizations
directly translate imthe roles and responsibilities different men and women must fulfill within the
household and community, and the resources that individuals can access to fulfill these
responsibilities. In pursuing different livelihood activities, existing discouivssarfds and

identities are reinforced and reproduced. However, livelihood strategies produce inequitable
outcomes for community and household members and can lead to frustration and discord.
Individuals are likely to challenge existing livelihood dsgiosy seek to improve their positions.
Additionally, the physical, environmental and social contexts in which people are embedded are
complex and change often, challenging the legitimacy of livelihood logics as the context exceeds
their utility (for ineance, as during a period of civil unrest that significantly changes social norms).
Therefore, it is important to understand how communities manage potential deviations from
expected roles and responsibilities by employing adtsusf coertooaly legitimate means of
disciplining transgressions of local expectations or rewarding those who conform to expected roles
and responsibilitig€arr 2013; Carr 2014 individuals strive to meet their roles and

responsibilities in everyday lifegse three conceptual areas intersect in myriad ways they create
locallys peci fic 6social factsd which define, bounc
consequently observed livelihood outcq@ag 2013)
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Figure 3.1: Conceptual diagram of the LIG approach (Carr 2014).

The diagram outlines that in 1) identifying current stressorsheingland livelihoods (the
vulnerability context) moments where particular stressors become identified as problems for one
group of people but not for another, the logic and legitimacy of livelihood strategies are called into
guestion (problematization); 3) This, in turn, provides a point of entrgdetstanding how

livelihoods decision making emerges at the intersection of the mobilization of identity, livelihoods
discourses and tools of coercion 4) and forms the basis for interpreting livelihoods strategies and
outcomegCarr 2014

3.1.Criteria for Site Selection
The data in this report was gathered in two communities in ZoneF&i€B2). HURDL
examined the livelihoodsNfietou Malick in 2013 as part of an assessment of the potential users
for climate i nfor mat i(Gm Flemnng,®tean20iEpetod MalicKwas f r i n e
selectd for its proximity and demographic/livelihoods similarities to other communities that had
been engagen the early stages of the MWG project in the Kaffrine commune of this region
Ngetou Malick is located approximately 9km from Kaffrine, the regpited) abbong a well
maintained dirt roatt.is now in the middle of a range of communities that have been directly
engaged by the MWG, which helps them interpret the climate information deliveredFaneddio.
is located in the Guinguineo commune, wihere is no MWG but residents can still hear the
climate information broadcast via radio. It is approximately 40km north and west of Ngetou Malick,
and 45km to the northeast of Kaolack on the border of Livelihoods Zone NS08: Rainfed
Groundnut and Millett was selectdaly CISRI partner ICRAF as a comparative site for its
biophysical similarities to the communities in the Kaffrine commune who have been engaged by the
MWG. It is divided into 6 different quarticasid the HURDL team stayed in or visitetl efic
them during its fieldwork, conducting interviews in €atal Gueyene (3 interviews), Panal
Ndiaré (23nterviewy Panal Peulh (6 interviews), Panal Serrére (16 interviews), Panal Thiarane (15
interviews)Panal22 interviews). According to resideof the village, Panal Thiarene is the largest
quartier of the greater Panal village (PTB&bals much further from urban areas and has much
weaker transportation infrastructure than Ngetou MBlicther, the precipitation gradient in this
zone uns fromnortheast to southwest, with the northeast being the Asdxnasits very near
the northeastern edge of this zdhes area receives less precipitatior5@0®m per year) than
doesNgetouMalick (50/00mm per yealgcated further souttnd west toward the middle of the
zone Therefore, Panal and Ngetou Malick present a contrast of situations within the same



livelihoods zone, an opportunity to assess the degree to which the structure of livelihoods decision
making varies within a givemeo

3.2.Data collection
In Ngetou Malick, all fieldwork was conducted between May and July, 2013. This fieldwork
produced interviews with 44 residgritthe community21 women and 23 mear)d observational
data about their activities. In Pafialdwork was conducted betwdanuarandApril, 2017 This
fieldwork resulted imterviews with 85 residents (37 women and 48 men) and observational data
about their activities. Following the LIG approach, in each village we collected data se$wo pha
Both phases used individuatiepth qualitative interviews and participant observation conducted
by the field teanuring the first phase of data collection, the field teams focused on eliciting an
overview of stressors and shocks people facdiviséiood activities, and why they undertook
these livelihood activities. In the second phase of data collection the team sought to understand
which roles and responsibilities are associated with particular community members, how community
members are p&cted to meet these responsibilities, and the consequences faced by those who do
not live up to their roles and responsibilities.
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3.3.Data Analysis
Under LIG, communities are stratified by the assemblages of vulnerability reported by its members.
Though they may live in the same place, and participate in broadly similar livelihoods activities,
different members of tteommunity have different exposures to shocks and stressors, different
sensitivitieto these issues, and different adaptive capacities through which they might address their
challenges. Within communities, groups of people share assemblages of yidimarialpilit
experiences of the vulnerability context and similar access to resources that can be used to address
stressors and shocK$ie groups that coalesce around these assemblages, or vulnerability groups,
are the primary analytic units for LIG.

The LIG analysis undertaken for this project involved a number of steps as summarized below.

3.3.1. Translation
The field team employed a qualitative interview guide to structure data collection. The conversations
with community members that this guide structured were recorded in handwritterieroiess
were conducted in Wolof, with French translators. Thetineterview notes were then translated
to English by members of the field team and translators hired by HURDL to facilitate the rapid
coding and analysis of the interview data.

3.3.2. Coding
Translated interviews wergered them into a qualitative data asagiware, MAXQDA. These
notes were then coded for critical themes and points, using the LIG approach as a broad initial
structure for codes. TiNgetou Malick data was coded in 208.4s part of a prior project, and
represented one of the first implatagons of the LIG approach. This project was revisited, and
the coding structure updated, to capture lessons learned from implementations of the approach
since then. Theodingof the Ngetou Malick data, including updates to the coding system added as
pat of the analysis for this project in 20&8ulted 8405 coded segmenfdext. The coding
team for thdPanabatagenerated6,52G0oded segments of text for analyi$ie substantially
increased number of codes in the Panal data reflects therewdline LIG approach over a series
of implementations, both in terms of data collected during fieldwork and in terms of the coding of
that data.

3.3.3. Establishing the natureof livelihood decision making
In the work on both villagestea the codes were cleaned and refined, data was analyzed for themes
and insights related to the logic of livelihoods in the two communities of study as described in the
following steps.

a Establishing the vulnerability context

The firststepindamnal ysi s i nvolved the identification
enabled us to map out the overall vulnerability context as well as different assemblages of
vulnerability. Information on stressors and shocks was triangulated across iatetwighv

existing literature to establish the validity of claims about shocks and stressors. This, along with a
review of field notes and a consideration of the initial groupings from the field team, formed the
basis for the final grouping of respondaritsassemblages of vulnerability groups.

b.Deepening cosfetific understandings of identity



To establish a deeper understanding of the relationship between the roles and responsibilities
identified in the assessment of activities and identigljedeon data from interviews and

observational notes gathered from each village. During this stage of analysis, we sought to explain
how and why particular roles and responsibilities were attached to particular people within the
household and community

c.Exploring discourses of livelihoods

To uncover how community members believed they shouldthea community, we explored

how they perceived and characterized the livelihood activities in which they were engaged and why
they perceived these actigitas desirable, appropriate, or inappropriate within the community
context. Discourses of livelihoods, when considered in light of the mobilization of identity,
potentially explain why and how various community members can use CIS.

d.Identifyirapd utherstanditogls of coercion

At this stage of the analysis, we examined which individuals within the community had the
legitimacy to discipline or reward other community members for their actions and the various ways
in which this was carried out. Furthiee team sought to understand if there was considerable
agreement about these tools and their appropriate use, and to identify contexts in which they were
not applied despite clear transgressions of expected roles and responsibilities.

3.3.4. Checking analysisagainst reported subgroup vulnerabilities
The last step in analysis applied the logic of livelihoods identified through the analysis above to the
different assemblages of vulnerability identified in the firdhdieip.step, the team examined the
asemblages of vulnerability repotbgddifferent members of the same vulnerability gncegoch
community, and applied the logic of livelihoods developed through the steps above to explain the
patterns of reported vulnerabiliys vulnerability is closéilyked to livelihood&aillard 2010}he
logic of livelihoods developed through the analysis above should illuminate the reasons why
different members of the same vulnerability group report somewhat different assemblages of
vulnerabilityThisexercisallowed the team to check the analytic value of the analysis by
establishing the extent to which it explained why diffexepteprioritized different stressors in
the community. Further, in understanding who prioritizedstveasors and why, this step allowed
the team to identify the ways in which different community members can use CIS.

3.4. Confidence and Confounding Factors in Analysis
The analysis in this report is subject to uncertainty resulting from both the particularities of data
collection and the character of LIG analysis. First, HURDL gathered its data in two distinct field
seasons, one in 2013 and one in 2017. This introduzest y pes of wuncertainty
analysis, related to different issues of change over time. The first is a question of whether or not the
four-year gap between data collection efforts was enough time that activities and decisions have
changed in sigmeint ways that are not accounted for in the data. The second is a concern that
Hansen has voiced with regard to the evaluation of CIS (get Jim cites), that CIS likely have different
values during different sorts of seasons. For example, during a seasag®frainfall, farmers
might use the climate information to maximize yields, while in a dry season they might seek to avoid
losses. These different goals would present very different appearances of impact, and therefore it is
important to characteriige 2013 and 2017 seasons such that we identify any differences large
enough to affect the overall structure of deemi@king. This, in turn, requires a characterization of



HURDL®s under s tnaakird,taidentity reasd ie whicts it isorobndtwhere it
might be susceptible to seaspacific events.

LIG is an effort to uncover the decisimaking structures that produce observed decisions, actions,
and activities. These decision structures do not shift rapidly, because they are ¢dhmpesed o

major parts: discourses of livelihoods (how one lives in a place, including appropriate activities to
undertake and how to undertake them), the mobilization of identity (who should undertake those
activities and make decisions about how to uneehiak), and tools of coercion (loel@iytimate

means of compelling individuals to conform to the expectations that emerge from discourses of
livelihoods and their mobilization of identity). Agrarian livelihoods are overbuilt for risk and
vulnerabilityand therefore discourses of livelihoods always incorporate expectations of variability
and risk. I n a onormaldé year (however this mi
years and the likelihood that subsequent years will be challehgagsipresent. In a challenging

year, the memory of and likelihood of a return to normal or favorable years is present. The very
guestions owhat activities should be undertak
always incorporate an undamsting of and expectation of challenges and opportunities. Variation
within historical experience lies within these discourses of livelihoods, not beyond them. Therefore,
on a yeato-year basis, these discourses will not shift greatly. In a chall@angsugngestressors

may figure more prominently (water scarcity, drought, animal morbidity) than in a normal or
favorable year (lack of credit to expand production, lack of access to adequate land), but all of these
stressors are evatresent, as both chalging and favorable years aregnesent. For this reason,

LIG does not weight stressors listed by agrarian populations, for example by the order in which the
stressor is mentioned, because agrarian livelihoods work to address a suite of shaskssaand stre
whose configuration changes year after year.
vulnerability context, and the use of assemblages of vulnerability to stratify the population, is
unlikely to be significantly affected by-t@egear vaation in conditions that fall within the

boundaries anticipated by discourses of livelihoods.

The mobilization of identity is also unlikely to changdéoygear. While identity is always

situational and intersectional, discourses of livelihoodszephiticular aspects of identity and

shape the roles and responsibilities associated with those identities. What these discourses mobilize,
however, goes well beyond the immediate household or community, and beyond the current
situation. For example, gendoles can extend throughout broad ethnicities, whether they live in a

rural community or a large city, and these roles often have deep historical roots to which individuals
feel attachment. These broader identities do not shift rapidly. The mollizespetts of these
alreadydurable identities by resilient, durable discourses of livelihoods creates a very resilient set of
expectations for how to live in particular places that is not easily displaced.

Finally, this intersection of identity and discourses of livelihoods is maintained through various tools
of coercion, sanctions for the failure to conform to expectations that range from verbal corrections
and warnings to physical violence and even taksiexpirom the household or community. The
legitimacy of these tools of coercion are drawn from both wider expectations of identity and the fact
that livelihoods, as ways of living in a particular place, provide safety and security in the context of a
word marked by variability. When individuals undertake unexpected activities, conduct their
activities in ways that are new or otherwise surprising, or refuse to play their roles or live up to their
expectations, they put not only themselves, but the wigsshiold, and sometimes the wider

community, at risk. In such situations, efforts to encourage individuals to comply with these
expectations are seen as legitimate, and will continue to be seen as such until discourses of

1C



livelihoods and their mobilizatiohidentity change. Such change does happen, but under normal
conditions it does not happen quickly.

While LIG is robust under conditions that fall within the expectations in discourses of livelihoods,
no matter how variable, a LIG analysis can be congeain conditions of extreme stress or

change that depart from expected parameters. For example, under an unprecedea@shmulti
drought, the physical risk to life or the associated loss of assets or activities could compromise
discourses of liveblds, calling into question the fundamental assumptions about what activities to
conduct, and how to conduct them. This, in turn, can lead to questions about who should be
conducting those activities. Without clear expectations to enforce, tools of caercise

legitimacy, and the structure of livelihoods deetsading could change substantially. Therefore,

any LIG analysis is only valid for the expected spread of conditions under which that analysis was
conducted. Any data collection across seasdngars must ensure that no such extremes, and
associated potential changes, have taken place in the intervening time.

For the analysis at hand, the LIG analysis remains robust because there was no extreme shift in
conditions, either in 2013 or 201a%, did such an event occur in between. Further, there is no

evidence of substantial change in politics, economy, or infrastructure to suggest pressures that might
be more slowly inducing substantial change in the context across the four years between data
collections.

4. VULNERABILITY CONTEX T: LIVELIHOODS ZONE SN10:

RAINFED GROUNDNUTS A ND CEREALS

According to thenost recenEEWSNETlivelihoods zone maps (updated in 2015), Livelihoods
Zone 10covers the centrabuhern part of Senegal direatbyth of theGambia Figure3.2).

Much ofZone SN1Geceives betwe@&d0and700mm of rain each yedahough northerand
easteriparts of this zone lie in ardlagt average between 400 and 500mm pefhealimited

amount of rainfall generally falls between May and October, with the majority in July and August.
The rest of the year is dry.

The2011description of thiaredell under Zone 8: Agypastoral Penuts Zone, and has not been
updated FEWSNET 2011)According to this earlier descripti@mming is the principal livelihoods
activity in the &a, along withivestock sales, trade, crafts, remittances, salt sales, adichivorse
transportThe principal staple crops in the regionieegpeanutsmillet, maizesorghum, and
cowpeas. Of thegeeanutsmillet and cowpeaseacommonly sojalong with watermelon,
hibiscus, cotton, maize, asegbameCattle, shoatdpnkeys and horsgmultry, and pigsre the
dominant domestic animals.

4.1.Livelihoods Zone 10: Vulnerability Context
According to the 2011 description of this Z6®&NVSNET 2011 xhe principle vulnerabilities faced
by residents include drought and unseasonal rains, insect pests (including locusts), animal diseases,
iliness, bsh fires, soil and groundwater sation, floods, land pressure, cattle theft, and unsold
stocks. According to FEVNEET, this area is characterized by production deficits in the north (in
this case, Panal), and normal to surplus production levelsauttn (Ngetou MalickKjo represent
the range of vulnerability contexts encompassed in this zone, we begin with Ngetou Malick.
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Figured.1 represents the stressors and shocks reported by the 44 residents of Ngetou Malick in
2013. These stressors are broadly consistent with theidesairipis area from FEWMSET.

While the agcultural production stresses are related more to access to equipment and animals than
to climate and weather, this is andwesibttissct of
zone, where there is more precipitation. Second, the stressks@ugment and animals are of

two types. Those reporting a lack of equipment and animals had no direct access to these important
assets. Those reporting insufficient equipment and animals owned one or both, and sought to
expand their production througletacquisition of more of these assets. Finally, the rate of

reporting for all stressors is relatively low, with only-retdezdstressegprincipally access to water

for irrigation peing reported by more than half of the sample. In this way, thahilitpeontext
represented iRigure4.1is consistent with the FEWNET representation of the southern part of

this zone as marked, on the whole, by normal to surplus production.

Ngetou Malick: Vulnerability Context
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Figure 4.1: The vulnerability context of Ngetou Malick, as reported by residents interviewed for this project

The relatively low rate of reporting for all stressors also suggests that different residents of this
village have different experiences of the vulnerability context. During data collection, the field team
strdified the community into three groups: tHageg in householdsithout plows or draught

animals, thodéeving in households wittraught animals but not plows, and thieseg in

households thatwned both plows and draught animals. Looking moreyeatddese groups, we

found them to be characterized by different mixtures of livelihoods actiresownership, and
agricultural strategi@sgured.2). To characterize these three groups, we have named them Surplus
Production Livelihoods (SPL), Stable Subsistence Livelihoods (SSL), and Low Resource Livelihoods
(LRL).
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Figure 4.2: Overview of vulnerability groups in Ngetou Malick

Figure4.3 shows the different assemblages of vulnerability associated with thes&sgenipsf

these assemblages are unsurprising. Those with SPL are not concerned with a lack of draught
animals or farm equipment, but express high rates of concern for insufficient equipment and
fertilizer as this limits their ability to expand their ptamu Interestingly, they also express the

highest rates of concern for water stress, food scarcity, and health issues. Those with LRL express
the highest rates of concern for lack of equipment, lack of animal traction, and monetary stress.
However, theglso express the lowest rates of concern for water stress, food scarcity, and
insufficient fertilizer. Finally, between these two groups are those with SSL, who express the same
rate of concern for lack of tools and insufficient tosflstence concernsrfboth lack of traction

and insufficient traction, and have the highest rates of concern foskamsinesployment

stressedNhile there are important differences among the assemblages of vulnerability of these
groupsgdifferences that we explain belovwerall the picture dgetouMalick is one of a

community that is not facing existential crises in its livelihoods. Even those with LRL are not
reporting high rates of stress across the vulnerability context, while those with SPL and SSL are
producing sipluses with their agricultural efforts on a regular basis.



Ngetou Malick: Assemblages of Vulnerability by Group
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Figure 4.3: A comparison of the assemblages of vulnerability reported by members of each group in
Ngetou Malick

The village of Panhas limited market access with no markets in any of its immediate quartiers.

Many residents in Panal report having to travel 7.5 km east to the village of Gnibi for market access.
As satellite images of the area show, residents of Panal also faseteniéedess. Some residents
complain about the overall lack of water and/or the high price of getting access to water. This

further limits the ability of residents to begin or expand gardening activities. Located further north,
and much further from urbaettlementghenNgetouMalick, the vulnerability context of Panal

reflects different, and somewhat more intense pressigrealing that aenior man iPanal noted

that its name means oOasking for helpd6 in Wolo

Figured.4 lays out the stressors identified by the 85 residents of Panal who were interviewed for this
project.Most notable is the rate of reporting stressors, with three (daily expenses, insufficient seeds,
and food shortage) reported by more than half of the respoAdé¢héssame time, some of the

most highly reported stressors in this village are thosatedseith relatively secure farmers

seeking to expand production: insufficient farmland, insufficient seeds, and insufficient equipment.
Lack of equipment and seeds, while also comneguaisted stressors, are reported less frequently

than those associatedh stable, secure livelihoods. Further, fewer than 10% of those interviewed

in Panal reported either insufficient or lack of draught animals as a challenge.
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Panal: Vulnerability Context
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Figure 4.4: The vulnerability context of Panal, as reported by residents interviewed for this project

As inNgetouMalick, the residents of Panal have varying experiences of their vulnerability context.
During fieldwork, the team identified eight groups in Panal that were perceived to have distinct
assemblages of vulnerability. When the data was analyzed in HURDL and the assemblages of
vulnerability for each of the eight groups were compared, we identified several groups that shared an
assemblage of vulnerability and condensed this initial lisetgribups. While the vulnerability

analysis of Panal was conducted independently of tNgetouMalick, the three groups

identified for Panal share the same characteristics as Ngs@uMalick, suggesting a consistent
stratification of the popation across this livelihoods zone.

The assemblages of vulnerability associated with the groupsanelPanadne hand, broadly

similar. However, they highlight several key differences among these groups and their experiences of
the vulnerability context. Those with Surplus Producing Livelihoods (SPL) lead in the reporting of
stressors that limit theiribity to expand their production, such as inadequate equipment and

fertilizer. They are also the most concerned about weather and climate issues. As this group does not
suffer from a lack of basic agricultural assets, the quality of the agricultutakesasogreater

importance with regard to their perceived success than in other groups where access to basic
agricultural needs is in question. Similarly, this group reports the highest rate of concern for the lack
of electricity in the community, pripally because this group is the one most able to pay for such
service if it was availalibn the surface, the relatively high rate of concern for food shortage in this
group appears to contradict the notion that these individuals are able to secately gene

agricultural surpluses. However, when one examines what members of this group mean when they
say food shortage, it becomes clear that this is not an existential stressor, but a seasonal issue that
arises when their previous production does notllts alay to the new harvest. Members of this

group are able to access loans or other forms of employment to gain access to needed food



However, taking loans results in repayments that compromise their ability to dedicate their surplus
production to invement in their farms. Further, taking nonfarm employment to earn money limits
agricultural production. For example, one junior man (PWO05) reported that such food shortages
forced him to seek out nonfarm employment, but in taking up these jobs he kadts faan

of or a short time.o6 While short, this absence
yields. Thus, the reporting of this stressor, as well as stresses around household expenses, among
this group is more a reflection of their ongdriag concern for increasing their yields and incomes,

rather than a concern for their safety andbeeip.

Those with Stable Subsistence Livelihoods (SSL) are most concerned with their lack of access to
agricultural equipment and the fact that dtdease of them have land at a distance to their home
(Figured.5). They report the highest rate of concern for food shortages in thebuitlagenong

those with SPIfor this group food shortage is not the same thing as significant food inéecurity.
among those with SPhosewith SSlreportingfood shortage generally mention shortages just

before the harvest, when their subsistence produetgorstio run out. However, those in these
households generally have the ability to take loans to cover this need, which they pay back with their
production at the end of the harvest. This category of stressor also reflects relative shortage, such as
the junior women (PW10) who reported food shortage as the inability to make good food like her
cowife. In this sense, food shortage is a stressor that forces these households to dedicate a portion
of their relatively secure production to the repayment ofudaals,limits their ability to invest in

the equipment needed to cultivate regular surpluses as among those with SPL.
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Panal: Assemblages of Vulnerability
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Figure 4.5: A comparison of the assemblages of vulnerability reported by members of each group in
Panal

Those with Low Resource Livelihoods (LRL) report an assemblage of vulnerability that places them
at significant existential risk. They have the greatest iedaeknaf draught animals, access to

land, access to adequate agricultural labor, and concerns for health. However, this is not to suggest
that members of these households live at the edge of disaster. Their agricultural production is
relatively secure,aigh it often does not reach even to the new farming season. This forces them to
take significant loans or sell off assets, compromising both their agricultural production and their
ability to accumulate assets after the harvest (as they are payimgwvathleay surplus). As a

result, their rate of reporting of food shortage is actually lower than among SPL and SSL, principally
because they are able to reach subsistence through various means, but are not close to producing
significant surpluses thaigimi allow them to accumulate assets and significantly improve their
material situatiohis is also true of daily expenses, where members of this group report

inadequate access to credit. While they can get credit to purchase food and needed agricultural
inputs, they characterize this credit as inadequate to fully meet their needs and aspirations. Their
concerns for illness reflect this shortage of financial resource, as in these households illnesses often
require the taking of loans to pay for medicimetraus further pressure on the alresicdhssed

harvests they produce each year.

In summary, the assemblages of vulnerability in Panal do not reflect a population that is at the edge
of crisis, but instead one that faces significant challenges imgctiengmaterial conditions.
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Some, such as those with SPL, seek to improve what are already very secure incomes and food
supplies. Others, such as those with LRL, seek to improve their incomes and production enough to
get out of a state of chronic finatatress. However, nobody in this community reported

challenges to agricultural production so severe that they could not cultivate enough food to meet
their subsistence needs. Instead, where it exists food shortage is a seasonal issue emerging when
houseblds have to commit significant portions of their harvests to loan repayment.

4.2.Comparing vulnerability contexts within Livelihoods Zone 10
Any effort to build an understanding of the livelihoods deamsi&img across this zone must first
assess the extent to which the experiences of the vulnerability context are shared by different
residents of that zone. In comparing the vulnerabilityxterdad the resultant assemblages of
vulnerability in Panal ahdjetouMalick, it is important to contextualize their differences and
similarities with regard to their demographic composition and their geographic situation.

First, the sample of resideot$?anal suggests a community that, on the whole, is meseasset

than that oNgetouMalick. Neither village was sampled throagbmalized randomization

exercise. Instead, the samples were generated purposively, to capture a range obéxiperiences
vulnerability context, and a range of roles and responsibilities associated with life in these
communities. This includes a conscious effort to interview those with and without assets, as well as
to identify gender and other critical social cleathgt shape roles and responsibilitiegheAs

sampling process was the same in both communities, as they were in the same livelihoods zone, and
as they have the same ethnic composition, these samples are broadly comparable. As such, it is
interesting tht a far greater percentage of respondents in Panal reported SPNgasuMalick

(Figure4.6).
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Figure 4.6: The compositions of the samples in the two villages by vulnerability group.
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When we compare the reported vulnerability contexts of the two villages, there is a great deal of
similarity between them. Further, the differeme®geen these two reported contexts are easily
explained by either this difference in the composition of the samples or the different environments
and market connegtisof the two communitie§igured.7). As Figure X shows, the rates of

reported stresses related to agricultural expansion, typically associated with SPL and SSL livelihoods,
are very similar between the two villages. The principle difference between the two contexts is the
greater concerof access to seeds in Pamélinction of locallinadequate government seed

distribution According to residents of Panal, the timing of goverrsubsidized seed sales is

often late, the quality of these seeds is poor, and the amounts availatdafaceenotor an

acceptable harveBbr example, one senior man argued that if he could get peanut seeds on time he
could improve his living conditions (Interview PW25, see also PW01, PW11, PW17). A senior
woman argued that government subsidized seesafsp@or quality, and they are not available in
sufficient quantities (Ilnterview PG75). A sen
seeds from the government doesn't get it, you
Farmers in &al can only access the market organized once a week in Gniby, Mba , and Mboss.
Gniby is 9km away from Panal and it is the closest. Farmers in Ngetou Malick have access to
Ngetou Farba and other neighboring village markets that are organized oncewselNeek a

However, they have the advantage of access to Kaffrine market, which is organized daily and has a
diversity of agricultural inputs. Taken together, these &agitaswhy, among the stressors

associated with challenges to achieving subsiggeagécultural production, those in Panal

reported higher rates of concern for lack of seeds, but otherwise very similar rates of concern for
other stressors. Beyond these-gpetific stressors, the higher rate of reporting for most stressors
reflectghe fact that Panal is drier tidgetouMalick and further from urban areas. These facts

make agriculture is more challenging, and make transportation of crops to market more difficult.
The difference in concern for water access between these twaeflageslifferent timing of

gardeningn Panal, gardening is conducted during the rainy season because, according to residents,
the soils are not fertile enough and the local water supply is too salinized to allow for irrigation.
While this reduces thralue of this activity as a source ofsggson income, it also reduces the

need for water supply. NgetouMalick, gardening is a dry season activity dependent on irrigation,
which makes the population more sensitive to the supply of water andatedsastd8ecause

the residents of this village draw their water from a neighboring village, the cost of water in time and
money is significant.



Vulnerability contexts: Panal and Ngetou Malick
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Figure 4.7: Comparison of the vulnerability contexts of the two villages

When we compare the assemblages of vulnesditisg the vulnerability groups in the two

villages, we also find broad similarities tempered by the specificities of each village context. Those
with SPL, whether iNgetouMalick or Panaemphasized the same broad set of stressors centered

on barriers to the expansion of existing produ(fignre4.8). In Panaldaily expenses such as

loans were a larger issue thawgetouMalick. Soil degradation was also more reported in Panal,

which when combined with broad concerns for access to adequate farmland reported by residents of
this village, suggests that Panaddre land constrained thdégetouMalick.Not all members of

this group, however, reported concerns for expanding production. This suggests that while all
members of this group are relatively secure in their subsistence and capable of producing surpluses
not all members are motivated to produce such surpluses. Whether seeking to expand production,
or simply content with their secure status, members of this group do not erpeess about

becoming chronically insecure.
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Figure 4.8: Comparing the assemblages of vulnerability for SPL across Ngetou Malick and Panal

Comparing the assemblages of vulnerability associated with those with SSL across the two
communities, we see differences that point to tHerded that Panal presents to those who live in

it (Figure4.9). Those in Panal have much higher rates of reporting of lack of equipment, stress
related to daily expenses, food shortage, and insufficient seeds, distant fields, and soil degradation.
Thissuggests that those with SSL in Panal have greater barriers to the improvement of their
situation to that of SPL than do their counterpaftigetouMalick The fact that those in Panal

report a lack of equipment at a much greater rate than thggtanMalick, and that those in
NgetouMalick report insufficient equipment much more frequently than those in Panal, is telling.
Insufficiency generally reflects an orientation toward improvement and increase, while lack reflects a
concern for the achievemeifitbaseline goals. While members of this group in both villages do not
own plows, ilNgetouMalick this problem is on of limitations to production, while in Panal it is a
problem of achieving subsistence. While their asset situation is very simvaih) th6&en Panal

have greater challenges with regard to land access, soil quality, and access to seeds, thus making
delays in plowing their fields more significant with regard to their livelihoods outcomes. In
summary, in both communities those with&8lin a transition between LRL and SPL, but in
NgetouMalick the assemblage of vulnerability reflects a group that sees itself as close to achieving
SPL status, while in Panal we see a group that is concerned about falling back to LRL status.
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