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[bookmark: _Hlk41566820]Appendix F supports the results presented in the section 3.3 of the manuscript. We used a Linear Mixed-Effect model to evaluate the effect of socio-demographics, village characteristics and HWI on every LVI component. To model each of the LVI components as response, the first stage included the model sets: socio-demographics (1), village characteristics (2) ‘HWI’+LVI components (3). In the second stage we built the combined model (4). We present the characteristics of best models selected for every model set and the best models averaged coefficients for ‘food’ (Table F.1), ‘water’ (Table F.2), ‘socio-demographic profile’ (Table F.3), ‘livelihood strategies’ (Table F.4), ‘social network’ (Table F.5). For the components ‘climate variability’ and ‘health’ no best models, other than the null model, were selected in every model set, therefore no results are presented. 








Table F.1: Characteristics of best models (ΔAICc<5) predicting ‘food’ scarcity of households from Quirimbas National Park, Mozambique in 2019, using individual socio-demographics (1), village characteristics (2) and ‘HWI’ + LVI components (3) parameter categories. The variables with a 95%CI not including zero from the best models of each parameter category are present in the combined model (4). Best models averaging variables coefficients are presented at the bottom. The variables with a 95% CI not including zero are highlighted in bold. (AICc – Akaike Information Criteria for small sample sizes; ∆AICc – relative difference from the best model of the set; w – Akaike weight; β – variable coefficient; SE – standard error; P – p-value; CI – confidence interval). 
	Model set
	
	
	AICc
	∆AICc
	W

	1– Individual socio-demographics

	Age
	
	
	-168.80
	0.00
	0.60

	Null model
	
	
	-166.70
	2.09
	0.21

	Age+Household size
	
	
	-165.40
	3.38
	0.11

	Household size
	
	
	-164.50
	4.25
	0.07

	2- Village characteristics

	Null model
	
	
	-166.70
	0.00
	0.91

	Distance to Protected Area
	
	
	-162.00
	4.63
	0.09

	3- HWI+LVI components

	Livelihood 
	
	
	-182.10
	0.00
	0.64

	Livelihood+Socio_demo.profile
	
	
	-179.30
	2.78
	0.16

	Livelihood+Climate
	
	
	-178.90
	3.18
	0.13

	Livelihood+HWI
	
	
	-177.50
	4.51
	0.07

	4 – Combined model

	Age+Livelihood
	
	
	-189.90
	0.00
	1.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Best model averaging variables coefficients

	
	β
	SE
	z-value
	P
	95%CI

	Intercept
	0.17
	0.03
	5.39
	<0.001
	[0.11, 0.23]

	Age
	-0.17
	0.0 5
	3.16
	0.002
	[-0.24, -0.08]

	Livelihood
	0.26
	0.06
	4.60
	<0.001
	[0.17, 0.36]





Table F.2: Characteristics of best models (ΔAICc<5) predicting ‘water’ scarcity of households from Quirimbas National Park, Mozambique in 2019, using individual socio-demographics (1), village characteristics (2) and ‘HWI’ + LVI components (3) parameter categories. The variables with a 95%CI not including zero from the best models of each parameter category are present in the combined model (4). Best models averaging variables coefficients are presented at the bottom. The variables with a 95% CI not including zero are highlighted in bold. (AICc – Akaike Information Criteria for small sample sizes; ∆AICc – relative difference from the best model of the set; w – Akaike weight; β – variable coefficient; SE – standard error; P – p-value; CI – confidence interval).
	Model set
	
	
	AICc
	∆AICc
	W
	Overall ∆AICc

	1– Individual socio-demographics
	

	Null model
	
	
	-148.90
	0.00
	0.67
	7.00

	Household_size
	
	
	-147.60
	1.32
	0.34
	5.00

	2- Village characteristics
	

	Null model
	
	
	-148.90
	0.00
	1
	7.00

	3- HWI+LVI components
	

	HWI
	
	
	-152.60
	0.00
	1
	3.30

	4 – Combined model
	

	Household_size+HWI+Household_size*HWI
	
	
	-155.90
	0.00
	0.84
	0.00

	HWI
	
	
	-152.60.
	3.27
	0.16
	3.30

	

	                                                      
	Best model averaging variables coefficients

	
	β
	SE
	z-value
	P
	95%CI
	RI

	Intercept
	0.19
	0.05
	3.92
	<0.001
	[0.10, 0.29]
	           -

	HWI
	0.05
	0. 11
	0.43
	0.66
	[-0.17, 0.27]
	1

	Household_size
	-0.20
	0.12 
	1.67
	0.09
	[-0.44, 0.03]
	0.84

	Household_size*HWI
	0.76
	0.26
	2.91
	0.003
	[0.25, 1.27]
	0.84





Table F.3: Characteristics of best models (ΔAICc<5) predicting ‘socio-demographic profile’ of households from Quirimbas National Park, Mozambique in 2019, using individual socio-demographics (1), village characteristics (2) and ‘HWI’ + LVI components (3) parameter categories. The variables with a 95%CI not including zero from the best models of each parameter category are present in the combined model (4). Best models averaging variables coefficients are presented at the bottom. The variables with a 95% CI not including zero are highlighted in bold. ‘Social network’ (β=-0.09) was also included in the best two models out of the four produced, but we were not able to reliably estimate the coefficient.  (AICc – Akaike Information Criteria for small sample sizes; ∆AICc – relative difference from the best model of the set; w – Akaike weight; β – variable coefficient; SE – standard error; P – p-value; CI – confidence interval).  
	Model set
	
	
	AICc
	∆AICc
	W
	Overall ∆AICc

	1– Individual socio-demographics
	

	Gender
	
	
	-223.30
	0.00
	0.91
	0.00

	Gender+Ethnicity 
	
	
	-218.70
	4.62
	0.09
	4.60

	2- Village characteristics
	

	Null model
	
	
	-185.20
	0.00
	0.61
	38.10

	Accessibility
	
	
	-183.90
	1.30
	0.32
	39.40

	Distance to protected area
	
	
	-180.90
	4.30
	0.07
	42.40

	3- HWI+LVI components
	

	Null model
	
	
	-185.20
	0.00
	0.54
	38.10

	Social Network
	
	
	-183.10
	2.10
	0.19
	40.20

	Climate
	
	
	-182.10
	3.03
	0.12
	41.20

	Food
	
	
	-182.00
	3.21
	0.11
	41.30

	Water
	
	
	-180.20
	4.97
	0.05
	43.10

	4 – Combined model
	

	Gender
	
	
	-223.30
	0.00
	0.49
	0.00

	Gender+Accessibility
	
	
	-222.60
	0.77
	0.33
	0.70

	Gender+Social Network
	
	
	-220.30
	2.98
	0.11
	3.00

	Gender+Accessibility+Social Network
	
	
	-219.40
	3.93
	0.07
	3.90

	

	
	Best models averaging variables coefficients

	
	β
	SE
	z-value
	P
	95%CI
	RI

	Intercept
	0.30
	0.04
	8.00
	<0.001
	[0.22, 0.37]
	           -

	Gender (Male)
	-0.13
	0. 02
	7.21
	<0.001
	[-0.17, -0.10]
	1

	Accessibility
	0.14
	0.06
	2.43
	0.01
	[0.03, 0.25]
	0.40

	Social Network
	-0.09
	0.05
	1.82
	0.07
	[-0.18, 0.01]
	0.18





Table F.4: Characteristics of best models (ΔAICc<5) predicting ‘livelihood strategies’ of households from Quirimbas National Park, Mozambique in 2019, using individual socio-demographics (1), village characteristics (2) and ‘HWI’ + LVI components (3) parameter categories. The variables with a 95%CI not including zero from the best models of each parameter category are present in the combined model (4). Best models averaging variables coefficients are presented at the bottom. The variables with a 95% CI not including zero are highlighted in bold. ‘Accessibility’ (β=0.17) was also included in the best two models out of the four produced, but we were only able to reliably the coefficient for ‘food’ (β=0.42) in the average model. (AICc – Akaike Information Criteria for small sample sizes; ∆AICc – relative difference from the best model of the set; w – Akaike weight; β – variable coefficient; SE – standard error; P – p-value; CI – confidence interval).  

	Model set
	
	
	AICc
	∆AICc
	W
	Overall ∆AICc

	1– Individual socio-demographics
	

	Null model
	
	-56.00
	0.00
	0.73
	18.70

	Household size
	
	-52.90
	3.02
	0.16
	21.80

	Age
	
	-52.30
	3.68
	0.12
	22.40

	2- Village characteristics
	

	 Null model
	
	-56.00
	0.00
	0.51
	18.70

	Accessibility
	
	-55.40
	0.59
	0.38
	19.30

	Accessibility+Distance to protected area
	
	-51.60
	4.39
	0.06
	23.10

	Distance to protected area
	
	-51.30
	    4.69
	0.05
	23.40

	3- HWI+LVI components

	Food
	
	-74.70
	0.00
	0.42
	0.00

	Food+Water
	
	-72.80
	1.91
	0.16
	1.90

	Food+Climate
	
	-72.70
	2.04
	0.15
	2.00

	Food+Social Network
	
	-72.20
	2.47
	0.12
	2.50

	Food+Water+Climate
	
	-70.60
	4.10
	0.05
	4.10

	Food+Socio_demographic.profile
	
	-70.20
	4.50
	0.04
	4.50

	Food+Climate+Social Network
	
	-70.20
	4.53
	0.04
	4.50

	4 – Combined model

	Food 
	
	-74.70
	     0.00
	0.71
	0.00

	Food+Accessibility
	
	-72.90
	     1.75
	0.29
	1.80

	

	
	Best model averaging variables coefficients

	
	β
	SE
	z-value
	P
	95%CI
	RI

	Intercept
	0.30
	0.04
	6.92
	<0.001
	[0.21, 0.38]
	    -

	Food
	0.42
	0. 08
	4.97
	<0.001
	[0.25, 0.58]
	1

	Accessibility
	0.17
	0.09 
	1.88
	0.06
	[-0.01, 0.35]
	0.29






Table F.5: Characteristics of best models (ΔAICc<5) predicting ‘social network’ of households from Quirimbas National Park, Mozambique in 2019, using individual socio-demographics (1), village characteristics (2) and ‘HWI’ + LVI components (3) parameter categories. The variables with a 95%CI not including zero from the best models of each parameter category are present in the combined model (4). Best models averaging variables coefficients are presented at the bottom. The variables with a 95% CI not including zero are highlighted in bold. (AICc – Akaike Information Criteria for small sample sizes; ∆AICc – relative difference from the best model of the set; w – Akaike weight; β – variable coefficient; SE – standard error; P – p-value; CI – confidence interval).  
	Model set
	
	
	AICc
	∆AICc
	W
	Overall ∆AICc

	1– Individual socio-demographics
	

	Null model
	
	
	-76.70
	0.00
	0.92
	0.00

	Age
	
	
	-71.80
	4.90
	0.08
	4.90

	2- Village characteristics
	

	Null model
	
	
	-76.70
	0.00
	1.00
	0.00

	3- HWI+LVI components
	

	Null model
	
	
	-76.70
	0.00
	0.17
	0.00

	Socio_demo.profile
	
	
	-76.20
	0.52
	0.13
	0.52

	Livelihood
	
	
	-76.00
	0.70
	0.12
	0.70

	Socio_demo.profile +Livelihood
	
	
	-75.70
	1.06
	0.10
	1.06

	Socio_demo.profile +Water
	
	
	-74.40
	2.32
	0.05
	2.32

	HWI
	
	
	-74.10
	2.61
	0.05
	2.61

	Water
	
	
	-74.10
	2.65
	0.05
	2.65

	Health
	
	
	-73.90
	2.81
	0.04
	2.81

	Climate
	
	
	-73.50
	3.20
	0.03
	3.20

	Socio_demo.profile +HWI
	
	
	-73.50
	3.25
	0.03
	3.25

	Livelihood+Climate
	
	
	-73.00
	3.73
	0.03
	3.73

	Socio_demo.profile +Health
	
	
	-73.00
	3.75
	0.03
	3.75

	Livelihood+Health
	
	
	-73.00
	3.76
	0.03
	3.76

	Socio_demo.profile +Climate
	
	
	-72.90
	3.86
	0.03
	3.86

	Livelihood+HWI
	
	
	-72.60
	4.10
	0.02
	4.10

	Socio_demo.profile +Livelihood+Climate
	
	
	-72.50
	4.21
	0.02
	4.21

	Socio_demo.profile +Livelihood+Water
	
	
	-72.20
	4.49
	0.02
	4.49

	Socio_demo.profile +Livelihood+Health
	
	
	-72.20
	4.57
	0.02
	4.57

	Socio_demo.profile +Livelihood+HWI
	
	
	-72.10
	4.63
	0.02
	4.63

	Livelihood+Water
	
	
	-72.00
	4.74
	0.02
	4.74

	Food
	
	
	-71.90
	4.84
	0.02
	4.84

	

	
	Best models averaging variables coefficients

	
	β
	SE
	z-value
	P
	95%CI
	RI

	Intercept
	0.51
	0.04
	11.54
	<0.001
	[0.42, 0.59]
	           -

	Socio_demo.profile
	-0.19
	0. 09
	2.17
	0.03
	[-0.36, -0.02]
	0.44

	Livelihood
	-0.14
	0.06
	2.28
	0.02
	[-0.26, -0.02]
	0.42
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Fig. F.1 Univariate relationship of each variable or interaction of variables included in the best average models of every component of the Livelihood Vulnerability Index (LVI). The contribution of each variable to the model is presented in Appendix E (Table E.1-E.5). The components are organized by sensitivity (above) and adaptive capacity components (below). Grey lines delimit 95% confidence intervals. 
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