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Livelihoodd profiles on Marsabit Mountain 

Ourr main concern at this point is the question of whether, given the transition in livelihoods 
peoplee underwent, farming constitutes an important component in the current livelihood 
profiless on Marsabit Mountain. In Chapter 12, which dealt with farming performance, we saw 
thatt the production of grain and pulses alone does not provide enough food for subsistence. 
Thiss means that subsistence is only reached by a combination of livelihood strategies. In this 
chapter,, we look at how households score on the outcome of this combination. 

Ass we indicated earlier, our livelihood analysis cannot cover all the components of the 
livelihoodd framework as outlined in Chapters 1 and 2. Instead, we are going to concentrate on 
justt a few components and will emphasise the dynamics of natural resource use, linked to the 
changee in lifestyles that people underwent. A food security analysis of households in the 
mountainn area would have been a very strong and relevant tool to assess the current food 
situationn for settled households and individuals. However, to do that properly would require 
nutritionn and health science research tools which we did not apply and for which we do not 
regardd ourselves to be adequately equipped. We therefore decided to look at the resources that 
householdss had access to and the potential ability of households to feed themselves from 
thosee resources. The combination of resources that we looked at was grain and pulses 
productionn (generally called 'grain production' in this chapter), the number of livestock that 
thee household has access to and cash income earned per month. The outcome of this analysis 
iss a hypothetical and rough estimation because, in reality, a complex combination of factors 
affectss food availability. Before presenting the results of the livelihood profile analysis, 
however,, we will first present some of the factors that influence the availability of food. 

Factorss that affect food availability: some methodological issues 

Ass will be shown in the following sections, it appeared that a great number of households 
cannott subsist from their own resources. Yet, people belonging to these households managed 
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too survive. This means that food and money come from other sources which are sometimes 
difficultt to trace and hard to quantify. Relief food was distributed during the whole time of 
ourr research. This greatly improved food availability at household level. However, it was 
irregularr in time and quantity. A brief survey of relief food distribution among households 
providedd such contradictory information (both from households as from the relief food-
distributingg agencies) that we decided not to include it in the analysis. In addition, 
schoolchildrenn are given food in school but this was irregular as well. School food was in 
somee instances the only meal children ate. Yet, not all schools cook lunch every school term, 
norr do all children attend school. School food nevertheless greatly improved the calorie intake 
off  school children. Low food production at household level will therefore not automatically 
meann that children are malnourished. 

Importantt sources of food for children are meals from neighbours and relatives in Marsabit 
Township,, as well as other places. As we indicated earlier, household size appeared to be 
highlyy dynamic. Only 37 (19 per cent) of the 199 sample households who were interviewed 
twicee had the same household size in 1998 and 2000. AH the others had different (mainly 
increased)) household sizes in 2000. Only 21 (11 per cent) of the households (1998 and 2000) 
weree a nuclear family consisting of a father, mother and own children without any children 
livingg with other families. Interestingly, a relatively large number of those who had no other 
memberss in their household and no child living with other families (or in boarding school) 
belongedd to the lowest wealth categories. There was a significant correlation between wealth 
levell  and both the number of 'other' household members (grandmothers, uncles, nephews, 
cousins,, etc.) (correlation coefficients were 0.239, p<0.001 in 1998, and 0.320 in 2000, 
pO.001)) and the number of children staying elsewhere (0.213, p<0.003 in 1998 and 0.066 in 
2000).. However, the number of household members staying elsewhere did not correlate with 
wealthh in 2000. 

Thee fact that poor households had fewer members from other households and fewer 
childrenn living with others (in both absolute and in relative terms) is indicative of a reduced 
sociall  network for the poorest households in our sample, 'vnich was also confirmed in other 
chapterss using different indicators. 

Householdss in the rural villages on the mountain who cannot feed all their children 
sometimess send a number of children to relatives who are able to feed them. Some children 
aree sent daily to different households for a meal. Older girls and boys of poor households who 
cann carry out domestic work or herding activities could stay for months in other households. 
Wealthyy households are therefore larger.2 We did not see the impact of this mechanism on our 
dataa at first, because we calculated the household resources per capita with some of the 
wealthyy households (in our definition of household wealth) then appearing to be poor. 
Resource-poorr households had sent some of their members away and resource-rich 

Inn 2000, for instance, of the 67 households who had relatives in their family living with them, 40 households 
hadd 'other-than-their-own' children in the 7 to 18 years age category who were engaged in herding, farming 
andd domestic work. 
A'' wealthy' household (those who scored 6 and above on the wealth index as explained in the following 
section)) had an average family size of 8.1 in 2000, while the 'poor' families (those who scored 3, 4 and 5) 
hadd an average of 6.7 persons per family. In 1998, about 12% of the members of a wealthy household did 
nott belong to the nuclear family while the figure for 2000 was about 14%. Among poor households, about 
4%% of the household members came from other families in 1998 and about 6% in 2000. 



613 3 

householdss were feeding (or employing) more children than their own. However, the 
phenomenonn of household sizes shrinking and expanding was also very dynamic. We know 
thatt if poor families were suddenly able to feed a lot of children, their household size would 
expandd immediately. In fact, we witnessed complete households joining and separating again 
duringg our stay in the field. Household size in the Marsabit Mountain area is therefore a 
dependentt variable. In addition, our own experience in Marsabit, when our household 
expandedd from three persons upon arrival to eight persons when we left, reinforces this fact. 
AA per capita analysis of household resource availability (number of animals, grain production 
andd cash income) on the basis of our survey data would suggest a preciseness that does not 
correspondd to reality. To solve this problem, we therefore took the average household size of 
sixx persons and based our calculations on that number for each mountain village.3 The 
analysiss is, in fact, based on the production side of the household and not on the consumption 
side.. This made it easier for us to identify the 'resource poor' and 'resource rich' households 
ass production units. This method differs from the food availability analysis that was carried 
outt in the lowlands, where household resources were calculated per capita in adult equivalent 
terms.. Household size in the lowlands appeared to be much more constant than in the 
mountainn area and the resources less diverse. 

Thee next problem in our analysis arises from the fact of how to interpret the potential 
abilityy of households to feed themselves. The fact that people produce food does not mean 
thatt they consume it. They often sell the harvest in order to pay hospital or other bills, or they 
havee to give their harvest away to settle a debt. Moreover, cash income and livestock holding 
earningss were not always used for food. Weddings, childbirth, hospital bills and school fees 
usuallyy weigh heavy on the monthly budget. The potential ability of households to feed 
themselvess therefore does not mean that other livelihood needs are met. 

Thee average monthly cash income for wage-employed members of the household could be 
quitee high. However, not all of that money was available for household consumption needs. 
Too solve this problem we based our analysis on the cash income of the wife, including the 
moneyy she received from employed members of the household. In this case we were sure that 
thee income used in the analysis was potentially available for food consumption. 

Somee cash income activities remained hidden. These activities include prostitution, trade 
inn weapons and poaching. The brewing of alcohol is also illegal and only few respondents 
mentionedd it as an income-generating business. However, we suspect that, considering the 
naturee of these activities, they do not play a very important role (in cash terms) in rural areas 
wheree social control is high. Households that earn high cash incomes tend to move to 
Marsabitt town and surroundings, especially in the Borana-speaking area. 

Thee cultivation of mirraa (Catha edulis) is not hidden from researchers, so we could easily 
acquiree data on that activity. However, mirraa has to be protected against theft and is 
thereforee not very visible from public roads. 

Thesee considerations do not, however, detract from the significance of the outcome of the 
livelihoodd profile analysis as carried out below. The stock and flow of resources that are at the 
household'ss disposal informs us to what extent resources are secured and available. School 
food,, relief food, an incidental meal at a neighbour's or an uncle's house for instance are 

Thee household size used by official reports and according to the population census was about 4.5 in 
Marsabit,, but our sample households were consistently larger. 
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sourcess of food beyond the control of poor households and are only reasons why not every 
poorr individual is dying from starvation, without providing any information on the potential 
abilityy of a household to feed a family. 

Ann analysis of resource wealth and differentiation on Marsabit Mountain 

Inn this section, the main question is to what extent the stock and flow of resources to which a 
householdd has access potentially provide enough to feed a family of six persons. 

Wee have seen earlier that grain production provides a potentially food secure situation for 
onlyy about 13 per cent of rural households. For the other households, grain production is just 
onee strategy among many others that needs to be complemented with livestock production or 
incomee from other activities. In the following analysis, we assess whether low grain 
productionn scores are indeed compensated for by either cash incomes or animal-related 
products. . 

Theree is a methodological issue connected to this: the variables of cash income, animal 
holdingss and grain production are not completely independent from each other. Large animal 
holdingss can contribute to a high income from sales of animal products like milk and meat. 
Thiss could result in a situation in which households that own 12 TLU and do not sell milk and 
thereforee have less cash income score lower on the 'ability score' than households that own 
122 TLU plus cash income earned from sales of milk. These methodological problems were 
partlyy solved by using wealth classes. Incomes earned only by milk sales are so low that they 
wouldd fall into the first income class, which is the same class to which households belong 
whichh did not sell their milk. If extra income was earned through other means, such 
householdss would then fall into other income classes. 

Highh incomes can, in turn, contribute to large animal holdings, where cash earnings are 
investedd in animal holdings. Grain production and animal holdings also seemed to have a 
positivee correlation, as we saw in Chapter 12. In addition, animal holdings and grain 
productionn are two different resources. Grain production is a flow of products derived from 
thee resource 'land', whereas 'animals' is the resource from which a flow of products is 
derived,, such as milk, meat and cash earnings in case livestock products are sold. However, 
wee found 'land' to be a resource that is not indicative for wealth because when nothing is 
donee with that land it is not even sure whether the person 'owns' it or not and it will not 
contributee to a higher food availability. In addition, in the case of households without much 
landd in ownership but with a high grain production, labour is an important resource that 
improvess their food situation. We therefore find grain production to be a better indicator for 
thee ability to feed a family of six persons. We take the number of animals (in TLU per 
household)) as a proxy that can be compared to cash earnings and grain production. 

WealthWealth classification of households 
Thee classification of households in this section is based on a combination of average cash 
incomee per month, livestock wealth expressed in number of TLU, and mean grain harvest per 
year. . 
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Iff  a household needs to buy food at the market to subsist from, the assumption is that 
Ksh.200 per person per day is enough to buy food offering sufficient calories per person per 
day.. A family of six would therefore need Ksh. 120 per day to meet their food requirements. 
Cashh incomes ranging from Ksh. 0 to 2,000 per month per household are considered to be too 
low.. Households with incomes between Ksh. 2,001 and 3,999 are considered moderately able 
too feed a family of six and monthly cash incomes of Ksh. 4,000 per month and above mean 
thesee households are more than able to fulfi l their food requirements. 

Forr the assessment of the ability to feed a family on the basis of livestock, the threshold of 
122 TLU and above per household is considered enough to feed a family of six. Even though 
122 TLU for a household of six persons is generally considered too low for subsistence, we 
onlyy look here at the potential to feed a family from livestock earnings. Owning 12 TLU 
couldd mean 17 cattle and calorie requirements could be met through the sale of milk or meat 
too buy grains in situations where there is a market, as is the case in all the rural villages on the 
mountain.. In Marsabit, due to low grain prices (relief food reduces the price of grain) and 
highh milk prices (Ksh. 13 for a kg of maize and Ksh. 10 per 250 ml cup of milk) the terms of 
tradee for livestock holders is favourable. A family of six should sell three litres of milk per 
dayy to earn Ksh. 120 or less in case they consume milk and buy grains to fulfi l calorie 
requirements. . 

Withh regard to grain production, we consider a grain harvest of 15 bags or more as being 
sufficientt to feed a family of six, while households harvesting less than that quantity are 
consideredd to be moderately or not able to feed their family on the basis of their grain 
production. . 

Thee classification of the three variables is thus as follows: 

Grainn harvest in an average of 100 kg bags per year from 1997 to 1999: 
11 =0-7.4 bags low 
22 = 7.5-14.9 bags moderate 
33 = 15 bags or more high 

Cashh income in Ksh. per month in 1998: 
11 = 1,000-2,000 low 
22 = 2,001-3,999 moderate 
33 = 4000 or more high 

Livestockk wealth in TLU in 1998: 
11 = 0-6 low 
22 = 6.1-11.9 moderate 
33 =12.0 or more high 

'Low'' (score 1) means that this resource does not contribute enough to the household's 
foodd situation. Households scoring 'low' on each variable are considered unable to feed a 
familyy of six and at least one source on which 'high' (score 3) is scored, or two sources on 
whichh 'moderate' (2) is scored, are needed for subsistence. 'Moderate' means that this 
resourcee supplies half of the income or food needed to subsist from. At least one other 
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resourcee with a score of 'moderate' is needed to feed a family of six persons. However, 
householdss that score ' twice and iow' once are potentially able to feed an average 
familyy and can be perceived as 'vulnerable'. If one resource fails at a particular time, there is 
onlyy one other resource on which the household can temporarily 'fall back'. A score of 'high' 
meanss that the household is potentially able to feed a family of six. Yet, if households score 
'high'' for one resource variable and low for the two other resource variables this also means 
thatt if this one resource does not provide enough for subsistence, there is not much else to 
subsistt from. It is perfectly possible that households score 'low' twice for one resource and 
'high'' once. Therefore, in this situation, even though household production is potentially 
adequate,, the food situation is 'vulnerable'. However, one could argue that a high score on 
livestockk holding and a low score for both cash and grain production can still mean that the 
householdd is able to feed itself. In the lowlands, most pastoralists subsist from livestock alone. 
Yet,, in the case of Marsabit Mountain, the average TLU value of the households that score 
highh on the livestock variable but low on cash and grains is 14 TLU for the wet zone and 17 
TLUU for the dry zone. During a severe drought when half a herd might die, the food situation 
off  these households can still be perceived as vulnerable and we therefore classify this score as 
'moderatelyy able to subsist from ones own resources'. 

Wee consider households that scored 'high' on two or three variables to be highly able to 
feedd an average family. In reality, such households were indeed feeding members of other 
householdss as well. 

LivelihoodLivelihood profiles per ecological zone on Marsabit Mountain in 1998 
Inn Tables 14.1 and 14.2, the households are grouped according to their score on each of the 
threee variables. The highest number of households can be found in the upper left cell, where 
householdss score low on grain production, low on livestock ownership and low on cash 
incomee per month, for both ecological zones {i.e. the wet and the dry zone). These are the 
householdss (the total number in the grey cells in the tables) that can be perceived as 
householdss with a low potential ability to feed their families. Households that score 
'moderate'' once, but 'low' twice are also considered 'low'. Interestingly, the percentage of 
householdss scoring low is the same for both ecological zones (42 per cent). As can be seen in 
thesee tables, in the wet zone there are relatively more households that depend more on 
farmingg than on livestock than in the dry zone and there are quite a few that combine both. 

Classifyingg households according to their livelihood profile, we distinguish between those 
thatt specialise in livestock keeping, in cash income-generating activities and in grain 
production.. Livestock specialists are all the households that score moderately or high on 
livestockk and low on cash earning and grain production. Those that score moderately or high 
onn cash but low on both livestock and grain production can be referred to as 'specialises in 
cash'' and households that score moderately or high in grain production but low on livestock 
andd cash earnings specialise in grain production. All the others can be classified as 
diversifyingg households that combine income from several sources. Households that score 
'low'' (1) on each variable are included in this class, but also those who score 'high' (3) on 
eachh variable. 

Inn the wet zone (Table 14.1) there are only eight livestock specialists (6 per cent), 17 cash 
specialistss (13 per cent), 17 grain specialists (13 per cent) and 88 households with a 
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diversifiedd profile (68 per cent). To diversify in the wet zone is thus a more common 
livelihoodd strategy than to have a specialised livelihood profile. In the dry zone (Table 14.2), 
theree are 15 livestock specialists (22 per cent of the households in the dry zone), 15 cash 
specialistss (22 per cent), three grain specialists (5 per cent) and 34 diversifying households 
(511 percent). 

TableTable 14.1 
Livelihoodd profiles in 1998 for the wet zone (n = 130) 
Grainn production 

Low w 

Moderate e 

High h 

Total l 

U U 

O O 

CA A 

es s 
(J J 

Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
High(3) ) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 

Low( l ) ) 
30 0 
100 CS** 
7CS** * 
99 GS*** 
7 7 
4 4 
88 GS*** 
1 1 

--
76 6 

Livestock k 
Moderatee (2) 

55 LS* 
3 3 
3 3 
4 4 
2 2 
1 1 
7 7 
2 2 

--
27 7 

Highh (3) 
33 LS* 
2 2 
4 4 
4 4 
1 1 
6 6 
2 2 

5 5 
27 7 

SourceSource Own survey 1998. 

TableTable 14.2 
Livelihoodd profiles in 1998 for the dry zone (n = 67) 
Grainn production 

Low(l ) ) 
Livestock k 

Moderatee (2) Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 

Moderatee (2) 

Highh (3) 

Total l 

(A A 
(TJ J 

O O 

u u 

n) ) 
CJ J 

Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 

14 4 
22 CS** 

133 CS** 
33 GS*** 
1 1 

--
-- GS*** 

--
--

33 3 

9LS* * 
1 1 
7 7 

1 1 

--
--
--
--

18 8 

66 LS* 
1 1 
9 9 

--
--
--
--

16 6 
*LSS = Livestock specialist. 
**CSS = Cash specialist. 
***G SS = Grain specialist. 
Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Fromm the tables above it is clear that many households that do not produce enough grains 
too feed an average family are unable to complement this deficiency by other resources. In the 
wett zone, 51 per cent of the 105 households that did not harvest enough grain to feed an 
averagee family (i.e. a low or moderate score) do not have enough alternative resources to 
compensatee this, while in the dry zone this proportion was 42 per cent. 

Howw the households that score low on both grain production and livestock keeping (47 in 
thee wet zone and 29 in the dry zone) meet their food requirements will be elaborated on in the 
nextt section. In the dry zone, 43 per cent of the households scoring low on livestock and grain 
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productionn score high on cash income, while in the wet zone this is only 11 per cent. This can 
partlyy be explained by the fact that a village like Hula Hula (a dry zone village) is inhabited 
byy households that depend on cash income earned in Marsabit Township. Borana-speaking 
cashh earners live in town rather than in the rural villages and this partly accounts for the fact 
thatt there are fewer high cash income earners in the wet zone. 

LivelihoodLivelihood profiles on Marsabit Mountain in 2000 
Thee 2000 survey showed a different situation. Table 14.3 shows how households scored on 
livestockk wealth and cash income per month. Because no household harvested grains in 2000 
thee classification of the variable 'grain production' is based on the mean score of grain in the 
threee previous years (1997, 1998, 1999).4 More households scored low in their food 
productionn ability, as the following overview will show: 

TableTable 14.3 
Livelihoodd profiles in 2000 for the wet zone (n = 125) 

Grainn production Livestock 
______ Low(l) Moderate (2) High (3) 

Low( l ) ) 

Moderatee (2) 

Highh (3) 

Total l 

a a 
U U 

ra ra 
<J J 

u u 

Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low{l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 

24 4 
88 CS** 

100 CS** 
155 GS*** 
4 4 

--
66 GS*** 

--
2 2 

69 9 

111 LS* 
1 1 
2 2 
9 9 
2 2 
3 3 
3 3 

--
--

31 1 

44 LS* 
1 1 
1 1 
4 4 
2 2 

--
7 7 
1 1 
5 5 

25 5 
Source:Source: Own survey 2000. 

Inn the wet zone, 46 per cent of the households scored low on cash income and livestock 
numbers.. In the dry zone the figure was 65 per cent. This also shows that the dry zone, which 
hadd a similar proportion of poor households in 1998, had more low-scoring households in 
2000.. This is partly due to a decrease in cash incomes. Households generally scored lower on 
cashh incomes but some scored higher on livestock numbers in 2000. In the wet zone, 45 per 
centt scored moderate to high as regards livestock numbers in 2000, while the corresponding 
figuree was 41 per cent in 1998. 19 per cent scored moderate to high for cash incomes in 2000 
comparedd to 22 per cent in 1998. In the dry zone the differences were more pronounced: 57 
perr cent scored moderate to high as regards livestock numbers in 2000 compared to 51 per 
centt in 1998, but 6 per cent scored moderate to high as regards cash income in 2000, 
comparedd to 24 per cent in 1998. The year 2000 also showed a shift in livelihood profiles, as 
Tabless 14.5-14.7 will show. 

Althoughh this overestimates the gram production for 2000, it is important (as the analysis will show) to take 
grainn production in normal years into account, since this affects a farmer's wealth position compared to 
thosee who never produce grain. 



TableTable 14.4 
Livelihoodd profiles in 2000 for the dry zone (n = 63) 

619 9 

Grainn production 
Low(l ) ) 

Livestock k 
Moderatee (2) Highh (3) 

Low(l ) ) 

Moderatee (2) 

High(3) ) 

Total l 

Cfl l 

U U 

n n 
O O 

M M 

u u 

Low(l) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 
Low(l ) ) 
Moderatee (2) 
Highh (3) 

20 0 
33 CS** 
11 CS** 
33 GS*** 

--
--
-- GS*** 

--
--

27 7 

155 LS* 
2 2 
2 2 

--
--
--
--
--
--

19 9 

99 LS* 
4 4 
3 3 

--
--
1 1 

--
--
--

17 7 
*LSS = Livestock specialist. 
**CSS = Cash specialist. 
***G SS = Grain specialist. 
Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

TableTable 14.5 
Profilee shifts from 1998 to 2000 in the wet and dry zones 

Wett zone Profilee 1998 Profilee 2000 
Grainn specialist 

Livestockk specialist 

Cashh specialist 

Diversifier r 

17 7 

7 7 

16 6 

84 4 

Dryy zone Profilee 1998 Profilee 2000 
Grainn specialist 
Livestockk specialist 

Cashh specialist 

Diversifier r 

3 3 
15 5 

13 3 

32 2 

Itt means that the combination of resources that are important in people's livelihood also 
changee according to problems of drought or market opportunities. In both the dry and the wet 
zoness it appears that there were more people relying on livestock in times of drought. In 1998, 
aa total of 22 livestock specialists were counted, whereas in 2000 this number was 39 in both 
ecologicall  zones. Diversification is probably a more difficult strategy in times of drought 
becausee a number of people found it very difficult to generate a cash income (except 
householdss that were able to produce mirraa). 
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MobilityMobility along wealth levels according to livelihood profile 
Tablee 14.5 does not show which type of household was less successful than the other and 
changedd their scores in 2000. It is not unlikely that households with a specialised livelihood 
profilee react differently to a drought situation than households with a diversified profile. In 
addition,, it is important to find out whether households that scored low on each variable in 
19988 remained in that category in 2000, or whether they were able to increase on the wealth 
ladder. . 

Thee overview in Table 14.6 shows the change in cash income and livestock holding from 
19988 to 2000, in the form of a comparison of the various livelihood profiles. The variable 
'grainn production' was held constant (nobody harvested anything in 2000), but the 
classificationn of households is based on the previous harvests. As in the Tables 14.1 and 14.2, 
thee livelihood profile score of each household is based on the combined scores of 'low' (1), 
'moderate'' (2) and 'high' (3). A household that scored 'high' or 'moderate' for livestock 
holdingg but low as regards both cash and grain production in 1998 is classified as a 'livestock 
specialist'.. A 'cash specialist' is a household scoring 'high' (3) or 'moderate' (2) for cash, and 
'low'' (1) as regards both livestock and grain production. A grain specialist is a household that 
hass a 'high' (3) score on grain harvest, but a low (1) score for both livestock and cash earning 
perr month. All other households that have another combination of 'low', 'moderate' or 'high' 
aree defined as 'diversified households'. 

Thee sum of scores in the third column of Table 14.6 shows how each household scored on 
bothh cash income and on livestock. A score of '2' means that cash and livestock scores were 
bothh 'low'. A score of '6' means that cash and livestock scores were both 'high'. All the 
valuess in between are combinations of'low' to 'moderate' and 'high'. 

Thee columns with arrows show how many households moved from one wealth class to the 
otherr over the period from 1998 to 2000. For instance, there were eight 'livestock specialists' 
inn total, of which five scored moderately for livestock in 1998 and three scored high. Of the 
moderate-scoringg households, three remained in the same wealth category in 2000 and one 
movedd up to a 'high' score for both cash and livestock wealth. Of the total group of livestock 
specialists,, 43 per cent increased their wealth score for cash earnings and livestock holdings 
andd 57 per cent remained in the same class of wealth in 2000. 
Thee results show that the number of households that scored low as regards wealth indicators 
inn 2000 are not always those who scored low in 1998. The results also show that it would be 
wrongg to assume that poor households are 'chronically poor' or that wealth is constant. In 
total,, 44 per cent of the households in the wet zone changed their wealth scores between 1998 
andd 2000. This reveals a rather high level of mobility in wealth levels. If we compare the 
percentagess of increase in wealth for all the livelihood profiles in the wet zone, two groups 
standd out - namely the livestock specialists and the diversifiers who are high grain producers 
(seee Table 14.6). Of the livestock specialists, 43 per cent managed to increase their wealth 
levelss from 1998 to 2000, while the wealth level increased for 43 per cent of the high grain 
producerss who had a diversified livelihood profile (and who generally also had a large herd 
size).. The highest proportion of households with decreasing wealth levels are observed among 
'cashh specialists' and the 'diversifiers' among the 'low' and 'moderate' grain producers. 
Amongg the 'low' grain producers, the wealth of 19 per cent and 20 per cent of the cash 
specialistss and diversifiers respectively decreased, while the wealth of 51 per cent of the 
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TableTable 14.6 
Mobilityy in wealth according to livelihood profile in the wet zone (n = 125) 

Classs of grain 
producers s 
(Basedd on 
meann harvests 
fromm 1997-
1999) ) 

Livelihood d 
profile e 
Inn 1998 

Summ of 
scoress for 

livestockk and 
cashh income 

Numberr of 
households s 

inn 1998 

Numberr of 
households s 
andd direction 
off  scores 
fromfrom 1998 to 
2000 0 

Numberr of 
households s 

inn 2000 

Mobilityy in 
wealth h 

classes* * 

Low w 

Moderate e 

High h 

Livestock k 
specialist t 

Cash h 
specialist t 

Diversified d 

Diversified d 

Grain n 
specialist t 

Diversified d 

Grain n 
specialist t 

2-3 3 

4 4 

5-6 6 

2-3 3 

4 4 

2-3 3 

5-6 6 

2-3 3 

4 4 

5-6 6 

2-3 3 

4 4 

2-3 3 

4 4 

5-6 6 

2-3 3 

4 4 

5* * 

3 3 

10 0 

7* * 

30 0 

11 1 

10* * 

8 8 

- >> 3 

*  4 

- >> 3 

?2: : 
-  6 

43%% + 
57% % 
remained d 

12%% + 
69% % 
remained d 
19%--
20%% + 
60% % 
remained d 
19%--

19%% + 
30% % 
remained d 
5 1 %--

11%% + 
89% % 
remained d 

44%% + 
44% % 
remained d 
12%--

25%% + 
75% % 
remained d 

**  There was one missing case in this group for which the score in 2000 was unknown. 
## In this column, the symbol'+' means an increase in wealth level and '-' means a decrease in wealth level. 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998 and 2000. 

householdss with a diversified livelihood profile among the moderate grain producers 
decreased. . 
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TableTable 14.7 
Mobilit yy in wealth according to livelihood profile in the dry zone (n = 63) 

Classs of grain 
producers s 
(Basedd on 
meann harvests 
fromm 1997-
1999) ) 

Livelihood d 
profilee in 
1998 8 

Summ of 
scoress on 

livestockk and 
cashh income 

Numberr of 
households s 

inn 1998 

Numberr of 
households s 
andd direction 
off  scores 
fromm 1998 to 
2000 0 

Numberr of 
households s 

inn 2000 

Mobilityy in 
wealth h 
classes# # 

Low w 

Moderate e 

Livestock k 
specialist t 

Cash h 
specialist t 

Diversified d 

Diversified d 

Grain n 
specialist t 

2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 

4 4 
5-6 6 

2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 

2* * 
13* * 

14 4 

1 1 
17* * 

7%+ + 
67% % 
remained d 
26%% -

8%% + 
38% % 
remained d 
54%% -
19%% + 
45% % 
remained d 
36%% -

100%% + 

100% % 
remained d 

**  There was one missing case in this group for which the score in 2000 was unknown. 
## In this column the symbol'+' means an increase in wealth level and '-' means a decrease in wealth level. 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998 and 2000. 

Inn the dry zone, the wealth situation of 49 per cent of the households changed, often 
negatively.. The food situation therefore seems to be worse in the dry zone. In the wet zone, 28 
perr cent of all the households experienced increases in wealth, while the wealth of 14 per cent 
off  the households decreased. In the dry zone, the wealth scores of only 14 per cent of the 
householdss increased and 35 per cent experienced decreases for cash and livestock wealth. 
Thiss shows that the dry zone villages were more vulnerable during the drought in 2000 and 
hadd been less able to increase their resources during 1998-2000 than households in the wet 

Fromm Table 14.7 it is clear that the highest proportion of households whose wealth scores 
decreasedd (54 per cent) can be found among those with a specialised cash-earning profile that 
scoress low on grain. The sample size of the moderate grain producers in the dry zone is too 
smalll  to be able to make any definitive conclusions. 

Generally,, Tables 14.5-14.7 show that it was not possible to predict in which category the 
wealthh levels of households fell in 2000 on the basis of their wealth score in 1998. The 
directionn of the arrows in the tables already indicates that the situation of many households 
thatt were wealthy in 1998 deteriorated, while some poor households moved up one or two 
classes. . 
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Thee analysis so far does not show how each variable independently affects the wealth score 
off  households in 2000. Correlation coefficients between average cash income, livestock 
holdingss and grain harvest in 1998 and mobility in wealth scores show an unexpected result. 
Livestockk wealth in 1998 correlated with a decrease in wealth level in 2000. The wealth 
positionn of livestock-rich households decreased in 2000, while that of livestock-poor 
householdss increased. The correlation between livestock numbers in 1998 and wealth class in 
20000 was -.302 for the wet zone, and -.287 for the dry zone (both at the 0.01 level of 
significance).. The correlation between cash income in 1998 and wealth level in 2000 was 
evenn more extreme: -.488 for the wet zone and -.492 for the dry zone. That means that both 
cashh and livestock wealth acquired in 1998 correlated negatively with the wealth levels based 
onn both cash and livestock in 2000. Surprisingly, only grain production in 1998 correlated 
positivelyy with wealth levels in 2000. In the dry zone the correlation was .340 (significant at 
thee 0.01 level), which means that the greater the harvest of households in previous years, the 
moree their wealth classification increased in 2000. In the wet zone, however, the correlation 
betweenn grain production in 1998 and wealth level in 2000 was only .068 and therefore 
insignificant. . 

'Ability''Ability'  levels in 2000 according to livelihood profile 
Iff  households did not have grains left from previous years in 2000, they had to rely on 
resourcess from cash earnings and livestock only. From the above tables it is possible to assess 
whichh households were potentially able to feed a family of six persons in 2000 from cash 
earningss and livestock products alone. If we assume that those households that scored 4 or 5-6 
onn cash and livestock combined had enough resources to feed an average family (a score of 4 
meanss that the score for both cash and livestock was 'moderate' twice or 'low' once and 
'high'' once) we end up with the overview presented in Table 14.8. 

Despitee the very small sample size in this analysis it is possible to identify the livelihood 
profilee with the highest proportion of households that were potentially able to feed an average 
family.. Generally, the majority were not able to feed au average family based on cash and 
livestockk alone (63 per cent in the wet zone and 65 per cent in the dry zone). In the wet zone, 
thee potentially able households are found in the group of livestock specialists, in the group of 
loww grain producers and the households that deployed diversified strategies in the group of 
highh grain producers. In the dry zone, the highest proportion of potentially able households 
couldd be found among the diversified households in the low grain-producing group. 
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TableTable 14.8 
Percentagee of households that are potentially able to feed an average family according to livelihood profile in the 

Classs of grain producers 
(Basedd on mean harvests 
fromm 1997-1999) 
Low w 

Moderate e 

High h 

Livelihood d 
profile e 

Livestock k 
specialist t 

Cash h 
specialist t 
Diversified d 

Diversified d 

Grain n 
specialist t 
Diversified d 

Grain n 
specialist t 

Summ of scores on 
livestockk and 
cashh income 

2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 
4 4 

2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 
4 4 

2-3 3 
4 4 

5-6 6 
2-3 3 
4 4 

Numberr of 
householdss in 

2000 0 
3 3 
1 1 
3 3 

11 1 
5 5 

28 8 
9 9 
4 4 

20 0 
3 3 
4 4 
8 8 
1 1 
3 3 
7 7 
6 6 
6 6 
2 2 

Percentagee of households 
thatt are potentially 'able' per 

'profile' ' 
57 7 

3! ! 

32 2 

26 6 

11 1 

81 1 

25 5 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

TableTable 14.9 
Percentagee of households that are potentially able to feed an average family according to livelihood profile in the 
dryy zone 

Classs of grain producers Livelihood Sum of scores on Number of Percentage of households 
(Basedd on mean harvests profile livestock and households in that are potentially'able'per 
fromm 1997-1999] cash income 2000 'profile' in 2000 
Loww Livestock 2-3 13 13 

specialistt 4 1 
5-66 1 

Cashh 2-3 8 39 
specialistt 4 4 

5-66 1 
Diversifiedd 2-3 17 45 

44 7 
5-66 7 

Moderatee Diversified 2-3 Sample is too small 
4 4 

5-66 1 
Grainn 2-3 3 Sample is too small 
specialistt 4 

Source.Source. Own survey 1998 and 2000. 
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AnalysisAnalysis of wealth scores according to ecological zone, site, language zone, type of settlement 
andand sex of the household head 
Inn the previous section the mobility of households along a wealth line was analysed according 
too their livelihood profile based on keeping grain harvest constant and looking at the 
combinationn of cash income and animal numbers. This section analyses the average wealth 
levelss of households per ecological zone and per site. For this analysis, all households were 
againn ranked according to their combination of scores on the variables 'grain harvest', 'cash 
income'' and 'livestock numbers', using the same classification as in the previous tables 
(wheree 1 means low, 2 means moderate and 3 means highly able to feed a family of six). 

Inn Graph 14.1, the mean scores of the dry and wet zone on the three variables of grain 
production,, cash earnings and livestock units are connected in a three dimensional graph, with 
thee scores being connected by a line. 

GraphGraph 14.1 
Livelihoodd profile scores in mean values per ecological zone 1998 

Meann score for grain production 

Legend: : 
Wett zone 
Dryy zone 

Meann score for livestock in TLU 

Meann score for cash 
Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Thiss graph shows that households in the wet zone scored, on average, less than 2 
(moderate)) for grain production and cash income. The lowest average score is the livestock 
scoree which is slightly above 1.5. On average, households in the dry zone scored Tow' (1) for 
grainn production, about 1.7 for cash income and 2 (moderate) for livestock numbers. The 
graphss changed slightly in 2000. 

Inn the dry zone in 2000 households still scored higher as regards livestock numbers than in 
thee wet zone, but lower as regards cash earnings. The dotted line in the graph indicates that, in 
reality,, grain harvests were zero in 2000 for all the households, so grain scores are based on 
harvestss for 1997, 1998 and 1999. The extent to which households in both areas differ as 
regardss the total food availability potential will be assessed in the following graphs, where we 
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comparee the food situation based on these three variables. Villages can score in a range of 
threee times 'low' (3) to three times 'high' (9), where 3 and 4 mean a low score on the three 
variabless of grain production, livestock numbers and cash income (the dark colours in the bar 
graphh - Graph 14.3). These scores mean a low potential ability to feed a family of six persons. 
Scoress 5 and 6 means a moderate ability to feed a family of six persons. Households in this 
rankk are potentially able to feed their family but are also quite vulnerable. Households scoring 
7,, 8 or 9 have a high score for at least one variable and a moderate or high score for other 
variables.. Households in this category are potentially highly able to feed a family of six 
persons s 

GraphGraph 14.2 
Livelihoodd profile scores in mean values in 2000 per ecological zone 

Meann score for grain 

2 2 

Meann score for livestock in TLU 

Meann score for cash 
Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Thesee bars show that in 1998 most of the households in Badassa and Karare had low 
scores.. In Sagante and Kituruni, slightly less than 50 per cent attained low scores and Dirib 
Gomboo and Hula Hula had the highest number of households that were highly able to feed 
themselves.. More than 80 per cent of the households in Hula Hula and Dirib Gombo had a 
moderatee or high ability to feed a family of six persons. In Sagante and Kituruni about half of 
thee population has a low potential to feed a family of six persons. 

Thee differences per village seem quite considerable. This has less to do with the 
ecologicall  zone or the ethnicity of the households than we expected, as the Graphs 14.4 and 
14.55 show. 
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GraphGraph 14.3 
Livelihoodd profile scores per village in 1998 

Studyy Site 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 
Studyy sites: 
22 = Dirib Gombo 
33 = Badassa 
55 = Sagante 
66 = Kituruni 
77 = Hula Hula 
88 = Karare 

Scores: : 
33 and 4 = low potential to feed family of six 
55 and 6 = moderate potential, and able to feed family of six 
7,, 8, 9 = high food production potential and highly able to feed a family of six 

GraphGraph 14.4 
Scoress on 'ability' per ecological zone 

ECOZONE E 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Graph Graph 14.5 14.5 
Scoress on 'ability' per language region 
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Thesee two graphs show that the percentage of 'low'-scoring households in the wet and dry 
zonee is the same and they do not differ for the language zone either. The differences are minor 
butt reveal some interesting facts: in the dry zone and in the Rendille/Samburu-speaking area 
thee classes in both extremes are smaller: there are no high scores and fewer households score 
'3 '.. The reason why the language and 'eco-zone' are similar can be partly explained by the 
factt that both dry zone villages are Rendille/Samburu-speaking. However, Kituruni (a 
Rendille/Samburu-speakingg village) is situated in the wet zone and resembles the other 
(Borana-speaking)) villages in the wet zone in its livelihood profile. 
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Majorr differences can be observed when scheme households and non-scheme households 
aree compared (Graph 15.6): the majority of the scheme households score very low, since less 
thann 50 per cent seem to be moderately to highly able to feed a family of six. Outside the 
schemes,, less than 40 per cent of the households score low. As was shown earlier, this is not a 
reall  surprise as there are more female-headed families in the schemes that generally achieve 
lowerr scores than male-headed families, as is shown by the last bar graph above. Female-
managedd (FM) families (where the husband is employed elsewhere) show the highest food 
productionn potential (Graph 15.7). As has been mentioned earlier, the situation changed in 
2000.. The graphs in the following section show the differences between the outcomes of the 
twoo surveys per village, per ecological zone and per language zone. 

GraphGraph 14.6 
'Ability '' scores for scheme and 
non-schemee households 

GraphGraph 14.7 
'Ability '' scores according to 
sexx of family head 

Malee Fem FM 
Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

ComparingComparing 'ability' scores of households in 1998 with 2000 
Ass above, the dark coloured bars in the Graphs 14.6 and 14.7 show the percentage of low-
scoringg households. That percentage increased in Dirib Gombo, in Sagante and in Hula Hula. 
Inn Badassa, Kituruni and Karare this percentage dropped. As the Table 14.10 shows, the 
averagee income and the TLU per household both increased in the case of these latter villages. 

TableTable 14.10 

Eco--

Wet t 

Dry y 

Site e 

Dirib b 
Badassa a 
Sagante e 
Kituruni i 
Hulaa Hula 
Karare e 

Averagee TLU 
perr household 
inn 1998 

9.1 1 
4.1 1 
7.8 8 
7.8 8 
9.7 7 
7.0 0 

Averagee TLU 
perr household 

inn 2000 
7.7 7 
5.1 1 
8.1 1 

10.3 3 
10.4 4 
8.7 7 

Averagee monthly 
incomee in Ksh. 

1998 8 
3,770 0 
1,830 0 
3,310 0 
1,480 0 
5,170 0 
1,190 0 

Average e 
monthlyy income 

inn Ksh. 2000 
2,850 0 
3,960 0 
2,050 0 
1,790 0 
2,800 0 
1,820 0 

Difference e 

-- -
++ + 
++ -
++ + 
++ -
++ + 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 
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Inn Badassa, the mirraa incomes generally increased the average income, while in Kituruni 
andd in Karare increases in TLU and income from the sale of milk, animals and bananas were 
mainlyy responsible for the higher score during the drought of 2000. It is interesting to note 
thatt herd size increased after 1998 despite the sales of animals. The good rains in 1997 and 
19988 had long-lasting effects on the environment from which animals could profit. After 1997 
andd 1998, herds were able to recover a littl e from the great losses after the drought of 1996. If 
theree had not been a drought in 2000, herd sizes would have increased even more. Badassa, 
Kiturunii  and Karare showed a positive increase, even though there was a dramatic decline in 
harvestss over the three years studied. 

GraphGraph 14.8 
Abilit yy scores per village in 1998 and 2000 

Percentagee of households per site 

80% % 

40% % 

20% % 

Legend: : 
33 and 4 = low potential to feed family of six. 
55 and 6 = moderate potential and able to feed family of six. 
7,, 8, 9 = high food production potential and highly able to feed a family of six. 
Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

TableTable 14.11 
Averagee grain harvest in 100 kg bags over three years 

Averagee grain Average grain 
harvestt from two harvest from two 

growingg seasons in growing seasons in 
19977 1998 

Averagee grain harvest 
fromfrom two growing seasons 

inn 1999 

Averagee harvest from 
twoo growing seasons 

inn 2000 

Dirib b 
Badassa a 
Sagante e 
Kituruni i 
Hulaa Hula 
Karare e 

11.8 8 
12.0 0 
7.6 6 

17.8 8 
4.6 6 
7.6 6 

14.8 8 
4.7 7 

11.5 5 
12.3 3 
1.2 2 
4.5 5 

6.9 9 
7.6 6 
6.6 6 
7.4 4 
0 0 
0 0 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000 
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Diribb and Sagante had better harvests in 1998 than in 1997. Considerable difficulties were 
experiencedd in Hula Hula and nearly nothing was harvested in 1998 and 1999. Income 
thereforee decreased from 1998 to 2000. Although many households in Hula Hula still 
dependedd on salaries earned in wage employment, the money available for food consumption 
hadd diminished greatly. 

GraphGraph 14.9 
Scoress per eco-zone in 1998 and 2000 

100% % 

Wett 1998 Wet 2000 

Source.Source. Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Dryy 1998 Dry 2000 

• 9 9 
E38 8 

SS7 7 

E36 6 

• 5 5 
BÏ4 4 
" 3 3 

Graphh 14.9 shows that the low scores in the dry zone relate to a very high proportion of the 
householdss in 2000, while the wet zone only experienced a marginal increase in the number 
off  low-scoring households. 

GraphGraph 14.10 
Scoress per language zone in 1998 and 2000 

Percentagee of households 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 
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Thee situation in 2000 was slightly worse for the Rendille/Samburu language zone than for 
thee Borana-speaking area (Graph 14.10). This is due to the fact that mirraa production 
increasedd among the Borana-speaking households. Mirraa production is not common among 
thee Rendille/Samburu-speaking communities. The fact that Rendille and Samburu speakers 
havee less interest in mirraa production at present does not mean that this will continue in 
future.. It seems that mirraa consumption is associated with an active Moslem community and 
Islamm is not as popular among Rendille and Samburu speakers as among Borana speakers. 
However,, Moslems are not the only ones to consume mirraa. An increasing urban population, 
irrespectivee of religious background is interested in mirraa consumption. At present, the 
mirraamirraa market is oriented mainly towards Borana speakers and less so towards Rendille and 
Samburuu speakers. 

However,, the percentage of low-scoring households for both the Boran and 
Rendille/Samburuu households was generally between 50 and 60 per cent in 2000 and about 41 
percentt in 1998. 

Thee scores of households living in the spontaneous villages in 2000 had reached the same 
levell  as the households in the settlement schemes in 2000 (Graph 14.11). There seemed to be 
hardlyy any difference between the two types of settlements in 2000. The scheme households 
showw even higher scores with more households scoring 7 and above than the spontaneous 
villages.. Table 14.12 shows where these differences come from. 

Again,, mirraa plantation was mainly responsible for the higher incomes, but incomes from 
wagee employment were also very important among the scheme households. The scheme 
householdss also achieved better harvests during the 1999 growing seasons. The Badassa 
refugeee scheme and Sagante settlement scheme households in particular had relatively good 
harvestss compared to non-scheme households in the wet zone.5 

GraphGraph 14.11 
Scoress for scheme and non-scheme households in 1998 and 2000 

Percentagee of households 

•• 9 

•• 5 
• 4 4 
•• 3 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Att the time of interview scheme households and non-scheme households were receiving the same type of 
helpp from external sources like relief food, school sponsorships, seeds and agricultural assistance from FH1. 
Currentt external assistance can therefore no longer clarify the differences. 



632 2 

TableTable 14.12 
Averagee harvests, incomes and TLU for scheme and non-scheme households 

Schemee households 
Harvestt 1997 9.4 
Harvestt 1998 8.1 
Harvestt 1999 6.5 
TLUU 1998 5.7 
TLUU 2000 7.1 
Monthlyy income 1998 (Ksh.) 2,220 
20000 (Ksh. 3,320 

Non-schemee households 
10.3 3 
8.0 0 
4.2 2 
8.1 1 
8.7 7 

3,030 0 
2,370 0 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998. 

Graphh 14.12 shows the most vulnerable households in times of drought. The position of the 
female-headedd households that also have the highest number of low-scoring households in 
1998,, was low in 2000 (70 per cent of the cases). The female-managed households show a 
considerablee increase in the number of low-scoring households: 40 per cent of these 
householdss are unable to feed a family of six persons and the same level was reached in 2000 
ass for the male-headed households in 1998. However, the female-managed households still 
havee the lowest percentage of low-scoring households. This can mainly be explained by the 
factt that husbands are in wage-employment and female-managed households therefore have 
higherr cash incomes than other households. 

GraphGraph 14.12 
Scoress for male headed, female headed and female managed households in 1998 and 2000 

Percentagee of households 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

CompensationCompensation of low scores on grain production in the Mountain area 
Ass has become clear from the above, scoring low on grain production does not mean that the 
incomee of a large number of households is sufficiently complemented by other resources. 
Underr normal conditions, there is a high proportion of low-scoring households and a high 
increasee in the poverty and vulnerability levels in times of drought. It seems necessary to find 
outt from which other resources these households derive their income. Incomes were very low 
andd highly seasonal so it was difficult to estimate the monthly cash incomes derived from 
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TableTable 14.13 
Income-earningg activities during the drought of 1996-1997 (combinations possible) 

Forest t 
resources s 

Livestock k 
resources s 
Labour r 
resources s 

Social l 
resources s 
Farmm produce 

Industrial l 
undertakings s 

Income-earningg activities 

Salee of charcoal 
Salee of firewood 
Salee of poles 
Saless of animals 
Salee of milk 
Casuall  work 
Childd wage employment 
Wagee employment 
'Foodd for work' 
Dependd on others 

Salee of mirraa 
Salee of bananas 
Salee otsukuma 
Salee of alcohol 
Business s 
Kiosk k 
Woodcraft t 

Loww grain 
producers s 
(n=130) ) 

23 3 
13 3 

68 8 
22 2 
18 8 
13 3 
5 5 
2 2 
5 5 

5 5 
1 1 

14 4 
2 2 
1 1 

Moderate e 
gramm pro-

ducerss (n = 43) 
6 6 
2 2 

21 1 
5 5 
7 7 
2 2 
3 3 
1 1 
2 2 

2 2 

3 3 

Highh grain 
producers s 
(nn = 25) 

1 1 

1 1 
11 1 
4 4 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 

2 2 

1 1 

Total l 
answers s 
(nn = I98) 

30 0 
15 5 
1 1 

100 0 
31 1 
26 6 
15 5 
8 8 
4 4 
8 8 

7 7 
1 1 
2 2 

17 7 
2 2 
1 1 
1 1 

Source.Source. Own survey data 1998 and 2000. 

TableTable 14.14 
Income-earningg activities during the drought of 2000 (combinations possible) 

Forest t 
resources s 

Livestock k 
resources s 
Labour r 
resources s 

Social l 
resources s 
Farmm produce 

Industrial l 
undertakings s 

Income-earning g 
activities s 

Salee of charcoal 
Salee of firewood 
Salee of poles 
Salee of fodder 
Saless of animals 
Salee of milk 
Casuall  work 
Wagee employment 
'Foodd for work' 
Dependd on others 

Salee of mirraa 
Salee of fruits 
Salee of beans 
Salee of maize 
Salee of alcohol 
Kiosk k 
Incomee from house rent 

Loww grain 
producers s 
(n=130) ) 

15 5 
3 3 
3 3 
4 4 

86 6 
50 0 
3 3 

51 1 

2 2 

25 5 
9 9 
2 2 

15 5 
6 6 
2 2 
1 1 

Moderate Moderate 
(nn = 43) 

6 6 
1 1 

A A 
17 7 
1 1 

17 7 

9 9 
4 4 
1 1 
7 7 

2 2 

Highh grain 
producers s 
(nn = 25) 

1 1 

1 1 

20 0 
15 5 

11 1 

9 9 
5 5 

5 5 

1 1 

Total l 
answers s 

(n=198) ) 
22 2 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 

137 7 
82 2 
4 4 

79 9 

2 2 

43 3 
18 8 
3 3 

27 7 
6 6 
5 5 
1 1 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 
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thesee activities. We classified income-earning activities according to the resource base used 
forr acquiring that income. In 1998, households were asked to mention which income-earning 
activitiess they had carried out during the drought of 1996-1997. During the drought of 2000, 
thee same households were asked again which income-earning activities they undertook to 
meett household needs. Tables 14.14 and 14.15 only show the results of households that were 
interviewedd twice. These households were classified again according to their grain production 
level. . 

Thee drought situations of 1997 and 2000 were different in several aspects, because the 
droughtt was more severe in 2000 and there was more relief food in the area in 2000. In 
general,, more households carried out income-earning activities in 2000 than in 1997. On the 
onee hand, the drought was more severe in 2000 so people were unable to depend so much on 
others.. On the other hand, because there was more relief food and farming was not possible 
anyway,, people had more labour resources available to engage in other activities. It is 
interestingg to note that nobody in the survey said that they sold their land, while the majority 
inn each group had sold animals. 

Itt seems that there were many more people depending on wage-employed persons in 2000 
thann in 1998. Although this is partly true, we asked the question differently in both years. In 
19988 we asked only about household members being engaged in wage employment, while in 
20000 we asked if households acquired income from wage employment in general. This 
includedd wages earned by members of other households. For instance, households reported 
havingg received remittances from uncles or cousins in 2000. It is likely that in 2000 there 
weree more people depending on other people's salaries than in the 1997 drought. 

Interestingly,, although the farming conditions were much worse in 2000, more people sold 
farmm produce than in the drought of 1997. In 2000, 75 households said they earned incomes 
fromm selling farm produce. Of these a total of 44 were in the low grain-producing group and 
166 in the moderate group, while 15 high grain-producing households earned cash incomes 
fromm sales of farm products (like maize, mirraa, beans and fruits). Mirraa sales accounted for 
thee majority of incomes from fanning. Sales of milk and animals played a much more 
importantt role in the drought of 2000 than in the drought of 1997. Even though the drought 
wass more intense in 2000, animal conditions were better in 2000. People deployed a sort of 
'zero-grazing'' strategy whereby women dug nutritious tubers from the lowlands to feed to 
theirr animals in milk. 

Duringg the drought of 2000, the respondents ranked their sources of income according to 
importancee in the household budget. The resources in Table 14.15 were ranked as 'very 
important'. . 

Thee sales of livestock as a source of cash income ranked high in all groups. In the high 
grain-- producing group, there were hardly any sales of milk even though this group had, on 
average,, more milking animals. Apparently, milk is only sold if there are no other resources, 
similarlyy to the sales of forest products. Such sales usually only take place if nothing else 
providess adequate income. This also implies an important policy issue in the debate on forest 
protection:: closing off the forest would directly hit the poorest in the society. If poor 
householdss were to have the opportunity of gaining income from other sources, the forest 
couldd be conserved better. 

Farmm produce is the second most important source of cash income for the low and 
moderatee grain producers, but the first among high grain producers. Therefore, even though 
loww grain producers have very small grain harvests per year, farming constitutes an important 
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sourcee of cash income for almost one third of these households. These incomes, as we have 
seen,, come from mirraa, fruits and maize sales. In the 2000 survey, the respondents who had 
incomess from these resources were asked to rank their various sources of income on a scale of 
11 to 10, where 1 is least important and 10 most important. If we look at the column of the low 
grainn producers, incomes from livestock, milk and cash from labour are valued highly in the 
dryy zone (Table 14.16). 

TableTable 14.15 
Importantt sources of cash income (n 198) ) 

Sourcee of income Loww grain 
producers s 
(n=I30) ) 

Moderatee grain 
producers s 
(nn = 43) 

Highh grain producers 
(nn = 25) 

Total l 

Saless of animals 
Saless of milk 
Farmm produce 
Saless of forest products 
Cashh income from labour 
(Casuall  or wage) 

666 (51%) 
188 (14%) 
400 (31%) 
199 (15%) 
344 (26%) 

244 (56%) 
22 (5%) 

199 (44%) 
55 (12%) 

133 (30%) 

144 (56%) 
0 0 

166 (64%) 
11 (4%) 
44 (16%) 

104 4 
20 0 
75 5 
25 5 
51 1 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

TableTable 14.16 
Meann rank given to source of income per ecological zone and class of grain production in 2000 

Loww grain producers Moderate grain producers High grain producers 
(n)(n) and mean rank (n) and mean rank (n) and mean rank 

Livestock k 

Mil k k 

Farm m 

Forest t 

Cashh from labour 
(casuall  or wage) ) 

Wet t 
Dry y 
Wet t 
Dry y 
Wet t 
Dry y 
Wet t 
Dry y 
Wet t 
Dry y 

(50) ) 
(55) ) 
(4) (4) 

(19) ) 
(48) ) 
(55) ) 
(38) ) 
(17) ) 
(44) ) 
(32) ) 

6 6 
8 8 
4 4 
9 9 
6 6 
4 4 
5 5 
3 3 
5 5 
8 8 

(29) ) 
(5) ) 
(5) (5) 
(2) (2) 

(21) ) 
(5) ) 

(10) ) 
--

(25) ) 
(2) ) 

7 7 
8 8 
4 4 
8 8 
7 7 
9 9 
5 5 

6 6 
7 7 

(24) ) 
--

(2) ) 
--

(19) ) 
--

(10) ) 
--

(13) ) 
--

7 7 

5 5 

8 8 

3 3 

5 5 

Source:Source: Own survey 1998 and 2000. 

Householdss in the wet zone attach equal value to livestock and farming as source of 
income,, while in the dry zone livestock is valued highest. This basically shows that, in 
general,, rural livelihoods on Marsabit Mountain consist of a combination of livestock keeping 
andd farming activities, with livestock being valued more as a source of income by most rural 
villagers.. This seems to confirm our earlier statement that although farming might temporarily 
bee an important occupation for many people in pastoral areas, being engaged in farming does 
nott mean that people stop being pastoralists. 

Itt is interesting and relevant to find out whether engagement in agriculture contributes 
directlyy to herd growth at the household level. Although, as Chapter 12 has shown, there is a 
highh and significant correlation between grain harvest and the number of TLU per household, 
wee did not adequately investigate whether changes in livestock holding can be attributed 
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directlyy to grain production. As Table 14.17 shows, average livestock wealth increased 
significantlyy for both low grain producers and for high grain producers in the wet zone, but 
nott significantly for grain producers in the dry zone. 

TableTable 14.17 
Changess in TLU wealth per class of grain harvesters in the wet and the dry zones 

Grainn harvest level 

Loww {n = 68) 
Moderatee (n = 38) 
Highh <n = 25) 
Loww (n = 62) 
Moderatee (n = 5) 

Meann number of 
TLUU in 1998 

4.6 6 
8.9 9 

11.4 4 
8.8 8 
3.6 6 

Meann number of 
TLUU in 2000 

5.6 6 
7.8 8 

13.5 5 
9.5 5 

10.8 8 

PP value 

.000 0 

.003 3 

.001 1 

.288 8 

.575 5 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998 and 2000. 

Inn relative terms, the livestock wealth of low grain producers increased more than that of 
highh grain producers. In the case of the moderate grain producers there was a negative trend. 
However,, the high grain producers increased their herd size by more than 2 TLU on average, 
whichh is a considerable change in two years time. This seems to indicate that grain harvest 
mightt positively contribute to herd growth. Farmers reported that the more grain they harvest, 
thee less animals they need to sell. In addition, income from sales of farm products is used for 
purchasingg animals. At least 38 respondents reported having used farm produce to purchase 
cattlee and 31 respondents purchased small stock using farm produce, all for restocking 
(Adanoo and Witsenburg 2004). The relationship between farm produce and herd growth 
needs,, however, more investigation. 

Conclusions s 

Thiss chapter was an inquiry into household resource availability and the possibility of feeding 
ann average family of six persons from these resources. The fact that not even one fifth of the 
householdss harvest enough to rely on grain production only begged the question of whether 
otherr resources can complement this deficiency. The majority of the households in the wet 
zonee were unable to complement insufficient grain harvest with other resources. In the dry 
zone,, nobody harvested enough to rely on grain alone, but 58 per cent of the households had 
otherr resources that increased their ability to feed an average family. During the drought, the 
situationn had worsened and almost two thirds of households in both ecological zones {i.e. the 
dryy and the wet zone on the mountain) were unable to complement insufficient grain 
productionn with other resources. 

Generally,, the majority of the households had a diversified livelihood profile. Most 
householdss combined cash earnings, grain production and livestock holdings to various 
degrees.. In 1998, in the wet zone, about two thirds of the households had a diversified profile 
andd in the dry zone the corresponding value was about 50 per cent. In the dry zone, an equal 
numberr of households (each 25 per cent of the sample in the dry zone) specialised in cash 
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earningg as in livestock holding. In the wet zone there were only eight households that 
specialisedd in livestock keeping. 

Moree than 40 per cent of the households underwent major changes in wealth from 1998 to 
2000.. The wealth of a large number of households dropped, especially those that had earned 
highh cash incomes in 1998. On the other hand, the wealth of a number of households that had 
veryy low scores for the cash and livestock variables in 1998 had increased their welfare scores 
byy 2000. This means that, during times of plentiful rain, both wealthy and poor households 
aree able to change their positions when a drought comes. The opposite is also true. 
Householdss that are poor in normal times can change their position during a drought year. 
Householdss that attained high scores in livestock wealth and cash income in 1998 generally 
becamee poorer, while those who had low scores in 1998 scored higher in 2000. It is therefore 
hardd to say which livelihood strategy (diversification or specialisation) is more successful. 
Livingg in a 'disequilibrium environment' means that a relatively large proportion of 
householdss experience high fluctuations on economic parameters and that every strategy is 
facedd by (dis-) advantages at different times. 

Inn the year 1998, there were no wealth differences per ecological zone or for each language 
zone.. However, during the drought situation of 2000 the dry zone villages in particular 
becamee much poorer than the wet zone villages. 

Duringg the drought of 2000, when no household harvested any grains for two growing 
seasonss (and even four seasons in the dry zone), a great variety of income-earning activities 
weree employed. The majority sold livestock or livestock products which indicates that 
livestockk plays the most important role in generating income during hard times. This fact is 
importantt for future policies. Despite the fact that settled households engage in farming and 
cash-earningg activities, livestock remains a very important resource in times of stress, even for 
highh grain producers. 




