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ABSTRACT 

The alln of thi s study was to assess the efficiency of Productive Safety Net Programme 

targeting in Ibnat woreda, in South Gonder Zone, Amahra Region. 

For the purpose of attaining objecti ves of the research and answering research quest ions, thi s 

study employed both quantitative and qualitative data. The data fo r the study were co ll ected 

both from primary and secondary sources. The primary data co ll ecti on method invo lved the 

generati on of both quali tati ve and quantitative data. The necessary info rmation was co ll ected 

using di ffe rent instruments such as household survey questionnaires, interview with key 

info rmants and focus group discussions. The secondary data co llection method invo lved the 

review of documents and related literatures issued by the Ethiopian Government, 

implementing/partner donors and from other Sources. 

The reserach fo und that Producti ve Safety Net Programme targeting in Ibnat woreda combined 

admini strati ve and community targets approaches. In principle combining the two approaches 

creates complimentarity and thereby enhances targeting effi ciency. However, in practice the 

effic iency of targeting was impeded by a number of factors and problems such as: quota 

system, targeting methods practiced, the criteria used to screen participants, and low payment 

rates. 

The targeti ng criteria to allocate diffe rent amounts of resources to different kebeles in the 

woreda was based on past relief recipients and total production in the recent harvest season. 

With in the kebeles, the Community Food Security Task Force used oxen ownership as the 

vulnerability indicator. 

The present research has used combining ind icato rs for determ in ing targeting effi ciency by 

comparison of the local selection cri teria and across the targeting guideline criteri a to identify 

those who are beneficiary and non-beneficiary for Productive Safety Net Programme. To 

achieve the PSNP objectives increasing the proportion of poor households those who are not 

included in the program should be the greatest priori ty. So the researcher from subject ive 

judgment accepts 10 percent error (5 % inclusion and 5 % exclusion erro r). 
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The findings on targeting efficiency shows that the local selection factor 'oxen ownership ' with 

26% exclusion errors but when combining two indicators the exclusion errors were 7 %, 4.3% 

and 4.3% for ' oxen and land ', 'oxen and food aid ' ,and ' land and food aid' respectively. 

To achieve the Productive Safety Net Programe objectives increasing the proportion of poor 

households those who are not included in the program should be the greatest priority. So use of 

combining two indicators is associated with improved targeting by reducing exclusion error 

from 26% in ' oxen ownership' to 4.3% in 'oxen ownership and food aid 'and ' land ownership 

and food aid ' . 

The recommendations of the study to enhance the efficiency of targeting in Productive Safety 

Net Programme are community targeting process should be transparent, participatory and well 

managed; and selection criteria should be based on combination of at least two criterions in 

order to reduce errors of inclusion and exclusion. 

-



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background 

Ethiopia with an area of 1.016 million km2 (CSA, 1997) and a population of 67 million in 

July 2002, is the second most populous country in Sub-Saharan Africa (MoFED, 2002a). 

Accord ing to Ethiopian Economic Association (EEA) Report on Ethiopian Economy Vol. 

III 2003/2004, "agriculture is the single largest sector of the economy that its impacts 

greatl y affect the overall performance of the economy. Furthermore, it is the main stay of 

the rural households that provides employment for 85 % of the population, generates 

about 90 % of the export earning, and supplies about 70 % of the country 's raw material 

requirement for agro-based large and medium industries. Beside, about 50 % of the Gross 

Domestic Product (GOP) comes from agricu ltural sector" . 

The performance of the Ethiopian economy very much depends on the performance of 

the agricultural sector (MEOaC, 1999a). However, agricultural food production in 

Ethiop ia generally is showing a declining trend. Both food production and per capita food 

ava ilability have been declining, particularl y in the 1980s. Total domestic food 

production decreased on average by 1.1 % per annum, while the leve l of per capita food 

production dropped by 4.3 % and 2 % for the 1980s and mid of 1990s respectively 

(Debebe and Sisay, 1994, MEDaC,1999a). 

-
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The deteriorating condition is best reflected in the increasing number of people in need of 

food assistance and the amount of grain imported and since 1998 the numbers of food aid 

beneficiaries in Ethiopia have fluctuated between 5 and 14 million every year (Devereux, 

et.a I. 2006) . For the period 1995 - 2004, the country received 8.8 1 million metric tones of 

food aid, the highest being in 2003, where food aid reached 2.0 million metric tones 

(WFP,2005). 

However, a high proportion of households that receive emergency food aid , every year 

are not "famine prone" but are "chronically food insecure" - they face predictable annual 

food deficits caused by agricultural production constraints and poverty. This results in a 

gradual deterioration of their food security status over time, which decades of large-scale 

food aid deli veries have done little to prevent. Instead, dependency on food aid has 

steadily increased over time, as has the number of chronically food insecure Ethiopians 

(MoARD, 2006) 

Cognizant of thi s fact, the Government of Ethiopia, in close collaboration with its 

development partners, has developed a Food Security Programme/FSP/. The program has 

three components: Direct Food Production InterventionslDFPII, Productive Safety Net 

Program /PSNP/, and Voluntary Resettlement ProgrammeIVRP/(MoARD,2006). 

A new PSNP, which financed through multi-year predictable resources, designed with the 

objectives of reducing household vulnerability, improving household and community 

resi lience to shocks, and breaking the cycle of dependence on food aid. The PSNP 

consists of two components: (i) a labour-intensive Public Works/PWI component; and (ii) 

-
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a Direct Support! DS/ component to ensure support to those households who have no 

labour at all , no other means of support, and who is chronicall y food insecure. 

The Program Implementation Manual /PIM/ is intended to assist implementers on how to 

translate thi s programme into action. The PIM therefore contains detail s on institutional 

arrangements, critical implementation issues, programme components, programme 

management issues, including financial management, accountability and procurement, 

and the almual programme cycle (MoARD, 2006) 

The Safety Net Programme is a component of the larger FSP. Food security line agencies 

at every leve l of government will be accountable for the oversight and coordination of the 

programme, with implementation of programme activities being undertaken by woredas 

and kebeles, line ministry/agencies and other partners. 

Implementation of safety net for reducing poverty requires methods for reaching the poor 

through providing resources directly to the poor. However, scarce government resources 

have encouraged efforts to concentrate resources on "target groups" of poor households 

or individuals (Coady, et.al , 2004). 

Targeting invo lves decision on the selection factor and the targeting mechanism. 

Selection factor used are identifying which areas and households fall with in the target 

group. Subsequentl y, the target group can be measured on nutritional status, socio

economic indicators, food balance sheet fi gures, income indicators and so on 

(S harp, I 997). The choice of a particular mechanism depends on the program to be 

targeted, the information available, the administrative capacity of the country or agencies 

-



4 

charged with targeting, and on the cost of the targeting mechanisms (Castanada, et. a!. 

2005). 

To allocate resources for PSNP the government of Ethiop ia designed and implements a 

targeting guide line. Th is targeting guide line provides two levels of indicati ve cri teria for 

benefic iary selection : basic criteria and refining criteria. The basic criteri a are 

households who have faced continues food shortage (usuall y 3 months of food gap or 

more) in the last three years and who have received food ass istance prior to the 

commencement of the PSNP program. The refining criteria important to veri fy and refine 

the selection of eligible households based on their status of household asset and income 

from non- agri cultural activities and alternative employment and support! remittance 

from relatives or community (MoARD, 2006). 

The World Bank and International Food Policy Research Institute !IFPRII, to cite two 

particularly influential bodies, have tended in recent years to come out strongly in favor 

of targeted interventions to promote food security and mitigate the social costs of 

economic adjustments on the poor (Vivian, 1995). 

Studies by Jayne, et.a!. , (2000:887) show that there is a grappling between government 

and donors on food aid implementation, how to reach those in most need, "Despite the 

enormity of cross-country food aid transfers, which were running as high as 15 million 

tons annually during the early 1990s, very little is known regarding how well food aid is 

targeted to intended beneficiaries". 

-
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In the past, the food aid targeting system in many rural parts of Ethiopia lucks effici ent 

procedure and lor practices. Analysis of targeting magnitude and investigation of the root 

cause of targeting are important because currently one of the challenges on implementing 

the PSNP was targeting criteria. 

Amdissa (2006) on his study on the efforts and challenges of productive safety net 

programme, one of the challenges on implementing the PSNP was the targeting criteria. 

The targeting criteria that implement to target households at woreda level has raised a 

question on the reliability of food di stribution li st as an instrument of drawing the line 

between chronic and acute food insecurity. 

To meet the PSNP objectives targeting issues deserve special attention. Therefore, this 

research attempt to assess the efficiency of targeting mechanism implemented, factors 

which hinder targeting efficiency and to suggest a more effective so lution for the future. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Food aid delivers to Ethiopia amounted to 0.8 million metric ton, II % of 2004 world 

wide deliveries and 21 % of the deliveries to SSA (WFP, 2005). 

The annual volume of cereal food aid has ranged from 61 ,000 metri c tons to about 1.2 

million metric tons or between 3 % and 26 % as a proportion of total domestic food grain 

production over the 1976-1998 periods. [n bad production years food aid can account for 

up to one - fitih of domestic production and up to 50 % of the total marketed suppl y 

(USAID,2003). 

-
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Despite the massive size and duration of thi s effort there are many unanswered questions 

about its long-term impact on the population it is designed to benefit. Recently, 

government and donor concern about Ethiopia's increasing dependence on food aid , 

coupled with the implicit demand for greater accountability in its use, has spawned great 

interest and debate about how effi cient the food aid targeting system is in ensuring that 

food reaches those who need it the most (Sharp, 1997). 

Food resource targeting is currently an urgent issue for many reasons as explained by 

Kay Sharp (1997) who conducted an extensive study in food aid targeting in Ethiopia. As 

Sharp noted , the Ethiopian government policy committed to reducing food aid 

dependency and cutting free distribution wherever possible combined with the growing 

scarcity of food aid from donor community made it even more important than before that 

the more limited quantities of food expected for the future would be effectively 

concentrated on those who need it most. 

When interventions are targeted, there is the very real possibility that some food-insecure 

households will be missed and some food-secure households will benefit. These errors 

ex ist may be due to factors such as lack of knowledge that the intervention exists, due to 

faulty project design or implementation, the indicators used to screen participants and the 

resources available to fund participation (Hoddinott, 1999). 

The efficiency of the delivery mechan ism of the safety net program depends on a number 

of factors. These include type of benefit, type of beneficiary including direct or public 

program, benefi ciary selection procedure, leakage in the program, level of procedural 

-
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complexity, structure of the economy, and state of technology and institution (Ahmed, 

2005). 

In Ethiopia four factors are identified as principal causes of the high level of targeting 

error and the resulting low concentration between food insecurity and participation 111 

food programs (Clay, et. ai, 1998). These are: 

I) The needy and well off are both food aid beneficiaries: The impact of food 

aid to the most vulnerable group has been reduced by the flow of aid to 

food secure households 

2) Over emphasis on women and the aged: women and elderly are used as 

one of the criteria to indicate vulnerability. Irrespective of their food need, 

a disproportionate number of female headed and aged headed households 

received aid 

3) Lack of flexibility: the strongest determinant of food aid receipt is the 

number of years in the past that households have received food aid. Food 

aid flows to the same areas and households as it has always gone. 

4) Regional Concentration: Food aid not only flew to non-eligible household 

but to non-eligible regions too. Households in the region of Tigray are far 

more likely to receive food aid, regardless of need, than households in any 

other region, thereby decreas ing targeting efficiency. 

Sharp, et.a!' (2006) states on the study of targeting Ethiopia's PSNP, the PSNP builds on 

the pre-existing system of targeting for the annual cycle of "emergency" relief. The 

problems and weaknesses of the previous system may also be carried over. Such 
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problems include a tendency to spread or dilute transfers; the variation in effecti veness of 

community targeting, and the difficulty of standardizing or comparing the se lection and 

needs assessment criteria. 

The decision on the end use of PSNP resource is a ri sky and controversial step in PSNP 

process and determines its effi ciency. The process of planning and resource allocation 

was from Federal level and Regional level. The woreda divides its resource a ll ocation 

(quota) its among kebele and the kebele its among "go Is " .This quota system causes 

considerable difficulties fo r targeting bodies, especiall y those in the kebele and 

community who are responsible for producing the li st of named households who will 

participate in the programme. 

The success and failure of PSNP in meeting its objecti ve is determined ve ry much by the 

accuracy of the targeting that actuall y occurs in practice. In practi ce, the mechanism and 

criteria used for targeting maya rise targeting errors which affects the dec ision about 

whether to target, how precise ly to target, and the mechanisms used for targeting. 

Amdissa (2006) al so shows that one of the challenges on implementing the PSNP was 

targeting criteria. The criteria that implement to target households at woreda level have 

raised a question on the reli ability of food di stribution list as an instrument of drawing the 

line between chronic and acute food insecurity. 

The food aid and safety net program targeting system in many rural parts of Eth iopia 

lucks effi cient procedures or practices. As a result targeti ng is not effic ient. 

These vividly indicate that the issue of targeting is relatively untouched and the available 

body of literature is scanty. Further more, the limited research so fa r conducted in the 
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subj ect re fl ect a nationa l picture. But studies and analys is conducted at an aggregate level 

don't re flect the situation at the local leve l. Most, if not all, of the research conducted in 

the area tend to concentrate on targeting food insecure woredas. Food insecure 

households which are important uni t of analysis to meet the PSNP objecti ves have been 

over looked. This research is therefore an attempt to identify the exact place of error 

which helps to improve targeting out comes and effects of safety net in saving li ves and 

assets. 

1.3 Objectives and Research Questions: 

The study aims at examin ing the targeting effic iency in Ibnat wo reda. It assesses the 

targeting methods, criteria used to di stingui sh eligible and ine ligible households and 

estimate the targeting accuracy or errors. 

General Objectives: 

The over all obj ective of the research is to assess the efficiency of targeting practices of 

rural household heads in PSNP in Ibnat woreda. 

Specific Objectives: 

1. To examine the targeting mechanism of the PSNP as practiced at the local level in 

lbnat woreda in terms of factors such as targeting method, criteria applied and 

ad ministrati ve procedures followed. 

2. To estimate the targeting accuracy (errors of incl usion and errors of exclusion) 

against its intended eligible groups. 
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3. To assess the ex tent to which the targeting mechanism implemented at the local 

leve l corresponds or deviates from the standard set out at the national! regional 

level. 

4. To assess the local people's perception on targeting of PSNP to the extent whether 

its implementation was serviced as just and fa ir. 

5. To assess the major factors that affect targeting efficiency. 

This research attempts to answer the followi ng questions: 

1. What are the methods used to se lect PSNP benefi ciaries? 

2. What are the instruments/ criteria used to distinguish beneficiary households from 

others? 

3. Do the selection criteria and methods have an Error of Inclusion or Error of 

Exclusion? 

4. Do the targeting criteria implemented at the local level comply with the national! 

regional leve l? 

5. Who takes part in targeting procedure? 

6. How do the communities perceive the targeting fairness? 

7. What are the factors that have mostl y affected the targeting effici ency? 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

A huge amount of government and donor resources have been applied to alleviate the 

chronic food problem. Unfortunatel y, if noting changes the present domesti c product ion. 

indicates a gloomy future that keeps food imports a continuing feature. In future , on the 
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other hand the international food resource becomes scarce and the importance of effective 

targeting is likely to increase. 

Several micro leve l and macro level studies were carried out so far on food resource 

targeting. Some studies applied qualitative methods to evaluate the general targeting 

system of the interested area others applied quantitati ve methods to evaluate areas 

households or individual s level targeting effi ciency. For example, the extensive work of 

SCF (UK) (1997, cited in Essete, 2001) based its field survey on experi ence and opinions 

of individuals and community. On the other had, the Grain Market Research study used 

empirical analysis particularl y nutritional need analysis. 

The household heads targeting study in Ibnat adds to the knowledge for two reasons. 

First, not a single stud y so far has been conducted in thi s woreda on food aid and safety 

net targeting. Second, the indicator, which was applied to measure ' beneficiary' and ' non 

- beneficiary ', was not an absolute indicator. This research used proxy indicator of food 

insecurity, based on targeting guideline indicators of food insecurity, to defined 

beneficiary and non-beneficiary household heads for PSNP. The ' beneficiary' and ' non

beneficiary' definition is based its ground on basic criteria and refining criteria set on 

targeting guideline. However at the local level the beneficiary' and ' non-beneficiary ' 

definition is based its ground on relative terms rather than on absolute terms. In the 

Ethiopian condition, the use of absolute indicators may labe l the majority of the rural 

population as beneficiary for PSNP. If everyone is eligible, targeting cannot be applied. 

The beneficiaries can assisted through non-exc lusion or blanket di stribution . 

---
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However, the ambition of targeting is to distribute scarce resources to the most vulnerable 

and to exclude the less vulnerable. Consequently the most vulnerable should be defined 

in the local context. The researcher believes that there is no absolute se lection factor that 

can fit to all situations and all areas. Therefore, targeting efficiency should be evaluated 

in its context using relative measurement. The past and present experiences would guide 

responsible government and Non- government agents to allocate funds appropriately and 

to monitor its deli very. The research would draw suggestions for practical and affordable 

household heads targeting principles. 

1.5. Research Methodology 

1.5.1 . Description ofthe Study Area 

The Amhara National Regional State is one of the nine member states of the Federal 

Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (FDRE).A total of 17.8 million people (2003) inhabit 

the region and at current population growth rates the figure is expected to reach 37.4 

million by 2015(SCF UK/Canada,2006). 

The Amhara National Regional State borders Tigray Region to the north , the Afar Region 

in the east, Oromia Region in the south, Benshangul Gemuz Region in the southeast and 

Sudan in the northwest, and comprises 170,152 square kilometers. It is made up of eleven 

zones, including Oromiya and Bahir Dar special zone, and 105 weredas (SCF 

UK/Canada, 2006). 

Constituting about 16% of surface of the country and 26% of the population, the ANRS is 

one of the food insecure regions of Ethiopia (GAAlORDA, 2004). The food insecurity of 

-
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the region is the compounded effect of extensive deforestation, recurring drought and 

erratic rainfall , lack of sustainable utili zation of agricultural land (leading to land 

degradati on), ever-increasing population against the annual increase in food production, 

etc. Over the centuries, population pressure has pushed the people out of the ideal zones 

into more marginal lands where the climate is unstab le in normal years and the 

envi ronment is less suited to the highland fa rming system. At the same time, population 

pressure in the ideal middle zones dimin ished the size of household land-holdings and 

increased the rate of depletion of natural resources. Out of the 105 weredas of the Region, 

54 weredas are believed to be food insecure. Since the past two decades, the annua l 

average number of relief beneficiaries of the region is about 1.8 million (GAA/ORDA, 

2004). 

The study area, Ibnat woreda, is found in the South Gonder Zone administration of 

Amhara Regional State. It is located between 11 ° 57' North and 12° 42 ' North latitude 

and 37° 54' East and 38° 28' East longitude. The capital of the woreda, Ibnat town, is 

located 44 kms East of the main road to Gonder. The woreda is bounded by North 

Gonder Zone in the North, Wag Hemaera Zone and North Wo llo Zone in the East, Lay 

Gaint Woreda and Farata Woreda in the South and Libo kemekem woreda in the West. 

According to the woreda Office of Agricu lture and Rural Development 2005 annual 

report, the total area of the woreda is 249,427 hectares comprising of I urban kebe le and 

33 Peasant Associations (PAs). The wereda topography is characterized by fl at low lyi ng 

plains surrounded by steep hill s, and al so rugged landforms. The lowland (below 1500 

meter altitude) holds 45% of the population. The midland (rangi ng 150 1 - 2500 meter 

-
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altitudes) holds 44% of the population. The high land (between 2S0 1-300 meter altitudes) 

holds I I % of the populati on. 

According to the woreda Office of Agriculture and Rural Deve lopment 200S annual 

report , the total populati on and number of households of the woreda is 222,649 and 

49,264 respectively . Of the total households, 43,352 (88 %) are male-headed and S,9 12 

( 12 %) are fe male-headed. About 97 % of the total population lives in rural areas, whil e 

the remaining (3 %) dwe ll s, Ibnat town. People in Ibnat get their livelihood from mi xed 

farming, domestic works and petty trade. Those people li ving in the high land to midland 

agro-eco logy zone highly depend on mixed farming whereas those who are living in the 

low land mostly depend on li vestock production. A significant number of people ( 10%) 

get their li velihood through involving in daily labor, petty trade and other off-farm 

activities. 

Mean annual precipitation of the woreda range between SOO-600 mm with mean annual 

temperature of 280 c. Of the IOtal land area of the woreda: 32.S% is culti vated land , 48 

% is covered by forest, bush, and unproductive land , 4.S % is unutili zed land and IS % is 

grazing land. Rain-fed agriculture is a predominant means to produce the different crops 

that are used for consumption and sale in the target Woredas. The contribution of 

irrigati on agriculture, according to 2003/2004-crop year record , was only 4 % of the total 

crop production, which was about 37,60S.07 quintal s. The midland and the lowland 

farmers produce sorghum, teff, barley, wheat, broad bean and maize in mhear seasons. 

Cereals comprise 66% of the total cultivated land and 6S % of production while pu lses 
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comprise 19% of total cultivated land and 20 % of production. The average land holding 

size is 1.75 ha. 

According to the Woreda Council Capacity Building Office 2005 annual report, the 

Woreda has 90 functional school s. These include 1 kindergarten , 46 primary schools and 

18 junior and secondary school, I community training center and 24 Alternative Basic 

Education Centers (ABE Centers) serving those children and adults who have no access 

to formal schools. Regard to health facilities, there are 27 health posts and 2 health 

centers owned by the government. The water supply coverage was 29 %, health service 

coverage was 39.7 % and primary school coverage 63 %. The woreda have a total 309 

k.m. gravel road net-work with its neighbor's woreda and kebeles. 

Farmers in the Woredas, as is in other areas of the country are organi zed in Kebele, and 

Village or "Gate" levels. And different transparent committees are establi shed from the 

Kebele to the "Gale" level , to fac ilitate development efforts to the grass-roots level. 

Moreover there are civic societies organizations such as Elders Association, Women 

Association, and The Youth Association that help initiate the community to organize and 

strive for the betterment of the society. Such social institutions are, therefore, good 

opportunities to bring a meaning full change in the li ves of the community if support is 

given in building their capacities. 

Other types of community-based organizations are those traditional vo luntary 

associations li ke EdiriKire, Ekub, deba , etc., which farmers use them to help each other 

in cases of occurrence of deferent social occasions such as death, birth, wedding, 

ploughing, crop harvesting, home building, etc. These organizations are sound 
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opportunities to mobili ze the community labor and other resources to initiate their own 

development by themselves. 

The Federal Disaster Prevention and Prepardness Commission IDPPCI categorizes the 

Ibnat Woreda as chronicall y food insecure as many farmers can onl y cover their 

consumption req uirement for six to nine months, even in years of relati vely good rain fa ll 

di stribution. As a result, on average from 1995 to 2004, a considerable part of the 

population (around 52,444 people or 23% of the total population of the Woreda) depends 

on reli ef aid. In 2006, about 77,6 18 or 35% of the total population is shifted to the mid

term Productive Safety Net Program, which guarantees beneficiaries employment in 

public works to sustain their livelihoods ((GAAlORDA, 2004). 

1.5.2. Research Design 

Targeting inefficiency in social support program can be an out come of multitude of 

facto rs. Thus for the purpose of attaining the objectives of the research and answeri ng 

research questions, both quantitative and qualitative data were used. The data fo r the 

study were co llected both from primary and secondary sources. 

Triangulation of data source has a number of advantages that no single source could 

have. Carvalho and White (1997, cited in Meatlign, 2005) pointed out that integrating 

methodology helps in implementing better measurements, confirming, enriching, 

merging and explaining the findi ngs resu lting in better analysis. White (2002) also 

indicates that llsing quantitati ve and qualitative approaches together yields synergy. 
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1.5.3. Methods of Data Collection 

1.5.3.1. Quantitative Methods 

1.5.3.1 .1. Household Sample Survey 

The main source of primary data were a sample survey of both "Benefici ary" and " Non

Beneficiary" I 00 household heads in one kebele , using a semi-structured questionnaire. ( 

see Appendix 3). 

The questionnaire for sample household heads was designed to identify whether the 

household heads was eligible or not. The main criteri a for eligibility in PSNP is members 

of the community, its food gap fo r three months in the last 3 years, household heads 

facing sudden shocks, household heads with out family support and other means of social 

protection and support and asset. 

The questionnaire measures maj or vari ables to estimate eligibility for PSNP using: 

A. Household Profile( Household size, Dependency Ratio and Labour 

Capacity) 

B. Food Security Status ( food aid for the past three years, crop damage) 

C. Income 

D. Land Ownership 

E. Oxen ownership 

F. Production (Crop, Livestock . . .. ) 

1.5.3.1.2. Sampling Methods and Sample Size 

Ibnat woreda was se lected purposively because it is one of the PSNP woredas in the 

Amhara Regional State. Two stage sampl ing was used to se lect the household (uni t of 

analys is) . There are 33 rural kebeles in the woreda and at first stage one kebele was 

se lected purposively. Winbroch Wofituma kebele has high population and household size 
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but low perecentage of household parti cipation to PSNP, is one of the integrated food 

security program kebele for GAA/ORDA project for the past seven years, and accessible 

with four-wheel drive. The sampling frame for the study was complete list of both 

"Beneficiary" and " Non- Beneficiary "household heads in Woinberoch - Wofituma 

kebele, obtained from the kebele office. 

In the second stage household survey was conducted on a total of 100 both "Beneficiary" 

and "Non-Beneficiary" household heads, were randomly se lected. The proportion of 

PSNP beneficiary household heads with in the kebele was used to decide on the sample 

number of beneficiary and non-beneficiary household heads (see table 1.1 ). Of the total 

1923 household heads in the case study kebele, 30%(577) of house heads are PSNP 

beneficiary. From a total 100 sampled household heads, proportionally 30% (30) were 

PSNP beneficiary household heads. 

Table-l.l. Composition of Sample Household Heads 

Category Total Sample 

Household Heads % Household Heads % 

Beneficiary 577 30 30 30 

N on-Beneficiary 1346 70 70 70 

Total 1923 100 100 100 

1.5.3.1 .3. Survey Instrument 

Madge (cited in Stacey, 1969) pointed out that the principal application of interview in 

social science is its use for the purpose of making people talk about themselves. 

Interview enables to ascertain both subjective and objective facts (Mayntz, et .al. , 1976 

cited in Metalign, 2005). Furthermore, response rate and flexibility in face-to-face 

-
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interview is too high to extract more information. Given the aforementioned merits of 

face-to-face interview and absence of postal and telephone se rvice in kebele of Ibnat 

woreda, face-to-face interview is perhaps first to none and the most appropriate method 

of questioning. 

Interviewers are those up on whom the most important task of collecting data rests. 

Therefore, care was taken in their recruitment. Six interviewers who are professionally 

competent and participated in different surveys in the past were se lected from the Woreda 

Office of Agriculture and Rural Development. They attended a one day intensive training 

about the objectives of the research, how to approach respondents and record responses 

as well as detailed contents of the questionnaire. 

1.5.3.2. Qualitative Methods 

To supplement the pnmary data, information was collected through focus group 

discuss ions and key informant interviews. 

1.5.3.2.1. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 

The purpose of the FGDs was to assess the communities' attitude/ perception: 

• Whether its targeting implementation was serviced as just and fair 

• Knowledge of targeting criteria 

• Whether there are individuals/households which were non - beneficiary from 

PSNP although eligible according to the criteria or whether there are 

individuals/households which were beneficiary from PSNP although non -

eligible according to the criteria 
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• Whether there is a problem on the implementation of targeting PSNP 

• Capacity of ' implementing agency ' . 

Two focus groups which consisted of I I persons each that are drawn from elder men; 

women and young men, purposively selected from the total sampled household heads of 

kebeles. (See Annex 3). 

1.5.3.2.2. Key Informant Interviews (Klls) 

To supplement information from the primary data, key informant interview were 

conducted with representatives of government and communities involved in PSNP 

including: 

• Regional Food Security Coordination Office IRFSCOI representat ive 

• Woreda Council Chairman 

• Woreda Food Security IWFSI Office Head 

• Kebele Food Security Task Force IKFSTFI representative 

• Community Food Security Task Force ICFSTFI representative 

These interviews helped to grasp the targeting methods and criteria used in the area, to 

select kebele and beneficiary households, problems faced in identifying beneficiary 

households, the major factors that have reduced targeting efficiency, their knowledge 

about targeting principles, rationale and Objectives, and other basic issues and facts 

related to PSNP. 
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1.5.3.3. Secondary Sources 

In addition to the pnmary methods, the research employed to incorporate several 

secondary data sources (which includes both qualitative and quantitat ive data). These 

includes government records and documents, statistical reports, PSNP documents, 

evaluation and progress reports, and kebele administration records. The information from 

documents was important in providing a more further picture regarding the design and 

implementation of PSNP targeting at the Federal , Regional and local level and cross 

referenced and triangulated for consistence and accurac y of information. 

1.5.4. Methods of Data Analysis 

The prImary data, collected from the questionnaire , were analyzed by employing 

Statistical Package for Social Science/SPSS/. Descriptive analysis such as frequenci es 

and cross - tabulation was used. 

1.6. Scope and Limitations of the Study 

Targeting practices exist in the entire operation of PSNP. It starts with the identification 

of chronically food insecure woredas followed by the se lection of food lI1secure 

household heads. Studies conducted so far concentrated on targeting food lI1secure 

woredas than households. But this paper focuses onl y on the last stage of target ing food 

insecure household heads in relation to its targeting efficiency. 

On average from 1995 to 2004 in the study woreda, a considerable part of the population 

(around 52,444 people or 23% of the total popUlation of the Woreda) depends on relief 

aid. The study conducted in one kebele of rural household heads as case study fro111 
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December 5/2006 to January 4/2007. Being confined in one woreda, its external validity 

could be weak and hence, generali zations from the findings of the stud y to other areas 

may not hold water. The research design employed, namely, cross sectional design, 

collects data at one time, and hence, one can generalize the findings from such one-shot 

studies to the population only at the time of the survey. 

The study if not all, concentrates on efficiency of targeting chronically food lllsecure 

household heads in PSNP at rural households in one kebele as a case study. 

It was not possible to capture as much information expected through interview-based 

discussions. This was because the survey period coincided with meetings at the regional 

capital in which the Woreda Agricultural and Development Office, Woreda Council and 

Woreda Food Security Office Heads were attending the meeting. So attempt was made to 

hold an interview with their respective representatives. 

1.7. Organization of the Research Paper 

The research paper is organized in four chapters: chapter one deals with background, 

statement of the problem, objectives of the study and research questions, significance, 

research methodology, scope and limitations of the study. The second chapter reviews 

conceptual as well as empirical literature pertinent to the study. The third chapter 

provides the major findings and discussion are presented. The conclusions and 

recommendations of the study are presented in chapter four. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Theoretical Literature 

2.1.1. Safety Net Program: Concepts and Principles 
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Social safety nets gained prominence in development discourse following the 1990 

World Development Report on 'Poverty' , which included social safety nets - defined as 

"some form of income insurance to help people through short-term stress and calamities" 

(World Bank, 1990:90 cited in Devereux,2001). 

During the 1990s safety nets became more broadly conceived, and the term is now often 

used interchangeably with social security or social welfare programmes. According to the 

World Bank (2000), safety nets are "formal and informal mechanisms that protect people 

against the adverse outcomes of poverty". The social policy aspect of safety nets is 

concerned primarily with formal programs meant to provide or substitute for income. 

These include: cash and in-kind transfer programs; subsidies; and labor-intensive public 

works programs among others. These instruments are usually intended to benefit 

individuals and households who are chronically unable to work, as well as those who 

experience sudden and transitory declines in their purchasing power (Subbarao, et ai, 

1997) . 
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Ferreira, et al. (1999, cited in Rogers and Coates, 2002) any safety net program must be 

designed to include mechanisms for determining when the need no longer exists, whether 

at the national leve l or at the leve l of the beneficiary household. 

Guiding principles of soc ial safety net programs include: to help the poor maintain access 

to basic social services; avoid social exclusion; minimize the adoption of erosive coping 

strategies during livelihood shocks; promote adoption of higher-return economiC 

activities; and avoid inefficient informal risk-sharing mechanisms. 

2.1.2. Targeting: Concepts and Principles 

The term targeting is simple and has little argument about the meaning. Targeting refe rs 

to "Identifying eligible (or 'needy') individuals and screening out the ineligible (or 'non· 

needy') for purposes of transferring resources, typically by defining eligibility criteria" 

(Devereux, 1999:16). Coady, et.al.(2004) slales lhal, lhe moli vation for targeting arises 

from the following three features of the policy environment: 

• Objective: the desire to maximize the reduction 111 poverty or, more 

generally, the increase in social welfare 

• Budget constraint. a limited poverty alleviation budget 

• Opportunity cost: the tradeoff between the numbers of beneficiaries 

covered by the intervention and the level of transfers. 

According to Sharp (1997) the basic idea behind targeting in all welfare programs fall 

under three general heading: 

Humanitarian reasons: so that the really needy are assisted and 

the less needy do not benefit unfairly; 
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Resource and efficiency reasons: so Ihat scarce resources are used 

in such a way that they have the greG/est impact on the problem to 

be addressed and 

Development reasons: so that dependency and economic 

disincentive eilects (01 all levels fi'om household to the national) 

are minimized. 

For those whose primary concern is equity, such targeting holds out the prospects of 

channeling maxi mum benefits to the most under privil eged groups. For those foc using on 

saving money, targeting is likely to be considerably cheaper option than blanket 

di stributions or general food subsid ies. For those concerned to minimize the production 

di sincenti ves of food aid, targeting is to keep interference in local economies to a 

minimum (Sharp, 1997). 

In soc ial safety net, target ing issues are frequent ly among the most diffi cult problems to 

deal wi th during the implementation of such programs. Nevertheless, targeting is almost 

always a prominent feature of the designs of such programs because the potenti al benefits 

of effective targeti ng are considerable. Targeting can concentrate expend itures allocated 

to the programs on those who need them most. Hence, it maximize the pos itive impact of 

aid on the recipient countries and minimize the negative impact on the economy 

(S umarto and Suryahadi , 2001) 

The World Bank and IFPRI, to cite two particularly influential bodies, have tended Il1 

recen t years to come out strongly in favor of targeted intervent ions to promote food 

security and mitigate the social costs of economic adjustments on the poor (V ivian, 

1995). 
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Different writers have defined targeting in various terms: 

• 

• 

• 

"a deliberate allemptto shift the benefits of public expenditure to the poor by 

means that aim to screen them as the direct beneficiaries " (YoseJ:2001:44) 

"any mechanism for identifying eligible individuals jar transfer assistant and 

screening oUlthe ineligible " (Devereux,2000: 1) 

"restricting the coverage of an intervention to those who are perceived to be 

most al risk in order to maximize the benefit of intervention -..,vh ilsl 

minimiz ing the cos "t (Ja;pars and Young, 1995b). 

The working definition of the paper was adopted from the PIM of the PSNP: "targeting is 

the processes by which chronically food insecure households are selected to participate in 

public works or receive direct support. "(MoARD, 2006) 

In a program usmg targeted intervention, the success and failure of the program in 

meeting its objective is determined very much by the accuracy of the targeting that 

actually occurs in practice. In practice, program officials do not have perfect information 

about who is poor because this information is difficult, time consuming, and costly to 

collect). Thus, when basing program eligibility on imperfect information, they may 

mistakenly commit errors of inclusion and / or errors of exclusion. In a world of 

unlimited resources, such errors could be greatly minimized by measuring targeting 

performance (Coady, et.al , 2004). 

According to Coady, et.al.(2004) a common approach to evaluate the targeting 

performance of alternative transfer instruments is to compare under coverage and leakage 

rates. Under coverage is the proportion of poor households that are not included in the 

program (errors of exclusion).Leakage is the proportion of those who are reached by the 

program who are classified as non poor (errors of inclusion). 
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These errors ex ist may be due to factors such as: lack of knowledge that the intervention 

exists ; the presence of constraints (say catastrophic illness or sudden death, which 

reduces household labor supply); faulty project design or implementation; the indicators 

used to screen participants; and the resources available to fund part icipation (Hoddinott , 

1999). 

In the literature on the targeting of social programs, where the greatest priority is to 

improve the welfare of the poor, reducing under coverage is more important than 

minimizing leakage. If the priority is to conserve limited budget funds, measures to 

reduce leakage are given greater weight (Hoddinott, 1999). 

In many li teratures related to the problems of targeting, three sets of problems wh ich 

seem to arise in varying forms in all kinds of targeted programs (Sumarto and Suryahadi, 

200 I). These included administrative, political economy and stigma costs. Accordingly: 

I. Administrative Cost: admin istrative costs of identifying, reaching, and 

monitoring potential beneficiaries. These costs wi ll vary with the degree or 

fineness of targeting. One might imagine that there are certain fixed costs 

associated with targeting. As targeting moves below a certain geographical 

level (say the di strict) to vi llages to households, and to individuals, it becomes 

increasingly costly (Sumarto and Suryahadi , 200 I). 

2. Political Economy Cost: It comprises all obstacles arising from conflicting 

interest over the selection process and competition for scarce and valuable 

resource (Sharp, 1997). First, people excluded from the distribution of 

benefits are likely to try to resi st or manipulate the selections. A different kind 

of political problem is the opportunity for corruption by those who control the 

choice of beneficiary areas, groups and individuals(Subbarao, et .al ,1997 : 19) 

3. Stigmatization Cost: Stigma costs can arise when program beneficiaries lose 

their self-esteem because they rega rd themsel ves as failures that have been 
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forced to rely on government support. In addition, non-beneficiaries may have 

negative attitudes toward beneficiaries and treat them as second-class citi zens 

(Sumarto and Suryahadi , 200 1). 

The intended beneficiary of social safety net, social protection, or poverty reduction 

programs depend upon the objectives of the particular program. A food assi stance 

program will want to target its benefits to those within the community who are having 

difficulties obtaining food out of their own resources. A health assistance program will 

aim to provide free or subsidized med ical benefits to those with health problems who are 

also poor or who are unable to access medical services without outside assi stance. 

Meanwhile, a public works program will aim to provide employment opportunities to 

either all of the currently unemployed or those among the unemployed who are also poor 

(Castaneda, et.al. 2005) 

According to Coady, et.al.(2004) targeting mechanisms all have the same goal to 

correctly and efficiently identify which households are poor or which are not. According 

to World Bank (2000) there are a number of different but overlapping ways of classifying 

targeting mechanisms. The broadest and best known is Dreze and Sen's (1989 cited in 

Yosef, 200 1) division of the mechanisms. These are administrative selection, market 

selection and se lf- selection. 

According to Sharp (1997) analyzing the food aid targeting practice in Ethiopia classi fies 

the targeting mechanism into market, self -targeting and community targeting. A number 

of writers di scuss the role of commlll1ities in targeting, mostly as a sub- category of 

administrat ive targeting (Conning and Kevane , 1999). 
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1. Community Targeting 

The community dec ides on the benefic iaries based on thei r best knowledge about their 

neighbors. This channel is app li cable in a soc iety whereby the comm unity has a strong 

social ti e. Advantageous of this chalmel are no costs for household surveys, vu lnerabili ty 

defined in its own environment and community empowerment. Disadvantages are the 

hi gh cost of monitoring the fa irness and the chance that an infl uential group may be 

included at the expense of the poorest powerless people (Sharp, 1997). 

II . Self Targeting 

It applies to an able-bodied person when there is work in exchange for aid. Beneficiar ies 

decide fo r themselves to get the aid . Low wages, low quality of food and sti gma are used 

to discourage privil eged groups. The advantages of self targeting are that it has no 

individual screening cost and it is free from corruption and biases. But the disadvantages 

are the possible risk even to discourage the under-pri vi leged groups; the job opportun ity 

depends on resource avail abili ty, and the fa ilure to address vul nerable but unable bodied 

persons (Sharp, 1997). 

III. Administrative T argeting 

Outsiders from government staff or ass istance agencies select the benefi ciari es uSll1g 

observable criteria . This includes: nutritional statues, social and economic indicators. The 

advantage of thi s method is it reduces the errors of inclusion or exc lusion, but at a high 

cost of screening benefi ciari es. The disadvantage is that mis-use or abuses of power. This 

includes: bias, corruption and favoriti sm (Sharp, 1997). 

IV. Market T argeting 
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It is the indirect transfer of food aid intervention in the form of program (non-project) 

food aid. It can not be applicable to for relief aid or direct food targeting. Food is directed 

to the local market in drought hit areas to people who have purchasing power but could 

not find the commodity in the markets due to harvest failure. The intervention provides 

food to the market and subsidizes food or livestock prices. The charmel dose not involve 

beneficiary selection cost, reduces administrative burden and there is no room for 

favoritism (Sharp, 1997). 

The choice of a particular mechani sm depends on the program to be targeted, the 

information available, the administrative capacity of the country or agencies charged with 

targeting, and on the cost of the targeting mechanisms (Castaneda, et.a!. 2005). 



2.2. Productive Safety Net Program in Ethiopia 

2.2.1. Rationale, Objectives and Principles 
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Food insecurity in Ethiopia is normally understood in terms of recurrent food crises and 

famines , and responses to food insecurity have conventionally been dominated by 

emergency food-based interventions. In the ten years from 1994 to 2003 , an average of 

fi ve million Ethiopians were declared "at ri sk" and in need of emergency assistance, and 

since 1998 the numbers of food aid beneficiaries in Ethiopia have fluctuated between 5 

and 14 million every year( Devereux, et.al. ,2006). 

However, a high proportion of households that receive emergency food aid, or work on 

public works projects, every year are not "famine prone" but are "chronicall y food 

insecure" - they face predictable annual food deficits caused by agricultural production 

constraints and poverty. 

This results in a gradual deteri oration of their food security status over time, which 

decades of large-scale food aid deliveries have done little to prevent. Instead, dependency 

on food aid has steadily increased over time, as has the number of chronica ll y food 

insecure Ethiopians. 

Recognizing this dilemma, in 2004 the Government of Ethiopia initiated a PSNP, with 

the objectives of reducing household vulnerability, improving househo ld and community 

resilience to shocks, and breaking the cyc le of dependence on food aid. 

The specific objectives of the cash and food transfers provided through the PSN P 

include: 



32 

• To smooth household consumption: to bridge production deficits in chronicall y 

food insecure farming households that are not self-suffi cient, even in good ra infall 

years; 

~ To protect household assets: to prevent poor households fro m fall ing fu rther 

towards dest itution, vu lnerab ility to future shocks and chronic dependence on 

external assistance; 

.,,- To create community assets: by li nk ing the de li very of transfers to act iviti es that are 

productivity-enhancing, in order to promote sustainable developmental outcomes. 

The "Basic Principles" of the PSNP are: 

'. Pred ictab ility: A safety net de layed is a safety net denied. Consequentl y. resource 

flows must be predictable ; 

~ Avo iding dependenc y: Thi s can be ach ieved by requiring able-bod ied beneli ciar ies to 

prov ide labour in exchange for program transfe rs . 

2,2.2, Programme Components 

Accordi ng to the two main components of the PSN P are: 

Public Works - provision of counter-cycl ical employment on rural infrastructure projects 

such as road construction and maintenance, small-scale irrigation and reforestation; 

Direct Support - provision of direct unconditional transfers of cash or food to vulnerable 

households with no able-bodied members who can participate in public works projects. 

2.2.3. Targeting Design and Mechanism 

The PSNP targeting guidel ine was developed at Federal leve l with comments from 

Regional Food Security Bureaus. The targeting principles of the PSNP are set out in the 
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PIM which is the bas ic reference document for implementers. Th is manual was prepared 

by a taskforce made up of technical people from Federal and Regional Food Security 

Coordination Office/FSCOI and other departments of the MoARD. It was released in 

December 2004, shortl y before the planned start-up of the programme (MoARD, 2006). 

Planning figures are sent down the government hierarchy, while needs assessment figures 

and requests are passed up the system from communities through kebeles, woredas and 

regions, being compiled into larger units at each stage. For beneficiary selection, they 

designed to carry out by the WFSTF, Woreda Council , Kebele Council , KFSTF and 

CFSTF (MoARD, 2004). 
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Figure 1 : Adm inistrative - Community Targeting Process 
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They des ign to use bo th admini strati ve and community targeting mechani sm in 

combinati on (Fi g . I ) . Usi ng PSN P targeting gui de line th e C FST F und er goes a need 

assessment to identify the ho useholds who can parti c ipate in pub lic works and d irect 

support in the ir respective v ill age . 

2.2.3.1. Targeting Design 

According to the PSNP Project Memorandum the prImary targeti ng objective of the 

PSNP shou ld be to guarantee timely and adequate transfers to the most food insecure 

people in the most food-insecure areas (DFID Ethi opia, 2005 cited in Devereux, et. a!. 

2006). In operational terms, the PIM defines these target people at area and househo ld 

level respecti ve ly (Table 2. 1). 

Table 2.1. Definition of Target Areas and Households 

a) Chronically food insecure woredas: 

• For the purpose of the safety net, a woreda is cons idered chronically food insecure if it (a) 

is in one of 8 regions( Tigray, Amhara, Oromiya, Afar, rural Harari and Di re Dawa), and 

(b) has been a rec ipient of food aid fo r a significant peri od, generally for at least each of 

the last 3 yea rs ... 

b) Chronically food insecure households: 

• For the purposes of the Safety Net, a household is considered chron ically food insecure if 

it is located in one of the 262 chroni ca lly food in secure woredas (as defin ed above). 

• Has bee n assessed by a mi x of admini strati ve guidelines and community knowledge to 

have faced conti nuous food shortages (usua lly 3 months of food gap or more) in the last 3 

years and rece ived food ass istance prior to the commencement of the PSN P 

• This a lso inc ludes households that suddenly become more vuln erab le as a result of a 

severe loss of assets and are un able to su pport themse lves (las t 1-2 years). 

• Any househo ld without famil y support and other means of social protecti on and suppOl1. 

(extract from PIM section 1.4) 
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Household level targeting is the lower level structure in the targeting hierarchy whi ch 

plays a vital rol e in linking area targeting with the beneficiary households (Miti k, et ai, 

1998 ,cited in Essete, 200 1). 

2.2.3.2. Targeting Mechanism 

Targeting des ign prov ides two levels of indicative criteria for benefic iary se lection - basic 

criteria and refining criteria (MoARD, 2006). 

The basic cri teria are: households should be members of the community; who have faced 

continues food shortages (usually 3 months of food gap or more) in the last three years; 

and who have received food assistance prior to the commencement of the PSN P program. 

Thi s should include households who suddenl y become more food insecure as a result of 

sever loss of assets and are unable to support them selves (last 1-2 years) and households 

with out fa mil y support and other means of social protection and support. 

The refining cri teria , important to verify and refi ne the selection of eligible households, 

based on their status of household asset and income from non- agricultural activities and 

altern ati ve employment and support! remittance from relati ves or commun ity 

(MoARD.2006). 

The PIM designed to select eligibility households that will be appropriate for public work 

activities are: able-bodied adu lt men and women from households which full fill the 

select ion cri teria, and households that will be appropriate for direct support are 

individuals who ( i) do not have labour to participate in public works, (ii) do not have 

suffi cient and reliable support from sons/daughters or remittances from relatives away 

from the vi llage and (i ii ) cannot participate or contri bute to other communi ty based 
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activities. Such individual include some disabled persons and individuals include 

lactating mothers [in the ten month after birth], pregnant women and orphaned teenagers. 

2.3. PSNP Implementation in Amhara Region 

Constituting about 16% of surface of the country and 26% of the populati on, the Amhara 

Nati onal Regional State is one of the food insecure regions of Ethiopia (GAA/ORDA, 

2004) . The food insecurity of the region is the compounded effect of ex tensive 

de forestation, recurring drought and erratic rainfall , lack of sustainab le utili zation of 

agricultural land (leading to land degradation), ever-increasing population against the 

annual increase in food production, etc(GAA/ORDA,2004). 

Table 4.1 shows that relative to the other three regional states where both chronic and 

transitory food insecurity is a characteri st ic feature , the Amhara region ranks second , 

following Tigray region, in terms of actual and projected population size in need of 

humanitarian food assistance. 

Table 2.2. Actual and Projected Population Needing Humanitarian Food Assistance 

Population % Food Assis ted % Population 

Region (1995 / 96) Population in 2003 Needing Food Ass istance 

in 2004 

Amhara 14,849,410 21 13 

Oromi),a 21,151,579 18 7 

SNNP 12,212,792 12 7 

Tigra), 3,616,086 55 30 

Source: Welfare MOl1llol"lng UI1II. MoFED ( 2002b) and MoARD.2006. 

[t is estimated that between the years 1998 and 2003, up to 2.7 million people per year 

have faced severe food shortages in the Amhara Region alone (SCF UK/Canada, 2006). 
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Reali zing the gravi ty of the food insecurity problem, and consistent with the country' s 

overa ll food security program, the Regional State of Amhara in pal1nership with NGOs 

and international agencies includi ng The World Bank, World Food Programme, and 

ORDA is implementing a num ber of projects and programs in an effo rt to find a lasti ng 

so lution to the issue of chronic food insecurity. The ongoing PSN P is part of thi s 

in itiative. The number of beneficiaries in 2006 was 2,519,529 

2.3.1. Institutional Structure 

The implementation of PSNP in Amhara Region is more or less si milar to that of other 

regional states in the country. It follows the political and administration structure. The 

Regional Council/Cabinet is the highest deci sion-maki ng body. Its maj or responsibi li ties 

related to PSNP are to review and approve food security and safety net annual plans and 

budgets submitted by woredas through the Regional Bureau of Agricu lture and Rural 

Development (BoARD) based on the size of chronically food insecure population as well 

as annual and biannual progress reports on implementation of the regional Safety Net 

Programme and utilization of its budget. 

The Regional Food Security Steering Committee IRFSSCI provides advice to ensure the 

proper implementation of food security strategies and programmes at the regional leve l. 

The RFSSC also ensures effecti ve integration of the regional Safety Net Programme into 

the regional development plan and participates in monitoring and eva luation of Safety 

Net Programme activities including the Rapid Response Mechanism. The RFSSC is made 

up of representatives from the Regional Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development 

(chair of RFSSC), the Regional Food Security Coordination Committee IRFSCCI 
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(secretary of Federal Food Security Coordination Committee IFFSCCI, the Bureau of 

Finance and Economic Development (BoFED), the Bureau of Capacity Building, the 

DPPC, the Bureau of Water Resources, the Bureau of Natural Resources and Land 

Administration, the Bureau of Cooperatives Promotion and NGO representatives 

(MoARD, 2006). 

At woreda level, the woreda is the key level of govern ment that assesses needs and 

undertakes planning and implementation of Safety Net activities. The woreda counci l is 

the highest decision-making body at woreda level and is responsible for the allocation of 

safety net resources to kebeles in line with size of vu lnerable population and based on the 

recommendations of the WFSTF. 

2.3.2. Targeting Mechanism 

2.3.2.1. Targeting Methods 

The process of beneficiary selection is based on a combination of administrative and 

communi ty targeting. The targeting process starting with the community needs 

assessment at community level. 

Phys ical work plans were prepared by kebele development committees, which were then 

submitted to Woredas for appraisal and approval. With some modifications mainly to 

ensure that the kebele physical plans were in accord with the avai lable resources, the 

Regional Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development (BoARD) review and approve 

food security and safety net annual plans and budgets submitted by woredas tlu'ough 

based on the size of chronically food insecure population as well as annual and biannual 
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progress reports on implementation o f the regional Safety Net Programme and utili zation 

of ils budget. 

2.3.2 .2. Selection Criteria 

In the first year of PSNP operation (2005), Amhara Region took a po licy decision 10 

target the safety net on the "middle-class" category of households - i.e. nei ther the 

poorest nor the wealthiest, but those with some land and other assets who were likely to 

be able to "graduate" into food security with the support of the PSNP and other food 

security programs. Simultaneously, many of those non-beneficiaries from the safety net, 

particularly the young and landless, were targeted fo r resettlement. 

Thi s strategy has its own logic, but is clearly contrary to the targeting priorities of the 

PSNP as agreed between the government and donors. In response to pressu re from donors 

and the federal government. and in the face of ri sing emergency needs and a high level of 

complaints from excluded households, the region reversed its targeting policy for the 

second year ' s targeting (Sharp, et.al, 2006). 

To solve the problem, the RFSC Office produced targeting manual guidance. Targeting 

guide lines provides two levels of indicative criteria for beneficiary selection - basic 

criteria and refining criteria which mentioned in the literature review. 
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2.4. Empirical Literature 

2.4.1. Targeting Mechanism: International Evidence 

Targe ting soc ial transfers to the poor has become a priority in many deve loping countri es 

in the last two decades as a response to fi scal constraints and policy changes to improve 

effectiveness of programs in reducing poverty. Targeting invo lves decision on the 

se lection factors and the targeting mechanism. Selection factors are used to identify 

which areas, households or individuals fall with in the target group. Subsequently the 

target group can be measured on nutritional statues, socio-economic indicators, food 

balance sheet figures , income indicators and so on (Sharp 1997). 

Available ev idence on factors that reduced targeting efficiency on soc ial support 

programs are technical failure , mis-use of political power and resource constraint. In thi s 

section an attempt is made to di scuss targeting efficiency in relation to technical fa ilure, 

mis-use of political power and resource constraint on the international evidence. 

Technical Failure: 

Technical failure often ari ses in the selection factors and in the threshold. The criteria 

used to identify the food -insecure are often inappropriate indicators. Even with 

appropriate indicators. the cut-off point can also genuinel y deny the need iest from the 

assistance. 

To target programs at particular subgroups or individuals reqUIres substantial 

information . When basing program eligibility on imperfect information and having no 

clear targeting criteria, they may mistakenly commit errors of inclusion and exclusion 
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which is important for evaluate the targeting performance of alternative transfer 

instruments. Studies by Sumarto's and Suryahadi's (2001) on the Indones ian socia l safety 

net program shows the capacity of the government or donors to respond to shocks with 

effective geographic targeting was hampered by a lack of up to date, complete, and 

accurate data. Another study by Smith's and Subbarao's (2003) studies conducted on the 

role of safety net transfer in very low income countries shows that in the very low income 

countries household incomes consist mostl y of own production of food grains and are 

almost never known with any certainty and even the most basic attributes such as age, or 

landholding, are generally not recorded. In Malawi , for example, even though it is well 

known that there is a strong correlation between poverty and landholding, it proved 

impossible to target a program designed to provide free fertili zer to the poor on the basis 

of landho lding, because there is no registration oflandholdings. 

In most countries transfers are targeted on the basis of cri teria such as income, or 

demograph ic characteristics such as household size or age. According to Devereux (200 I 

) on Namibia case study uses old age as a proxy for vulnerability in non-emergency 

contexts, but thi s proxy is seen to have se rious limitations. Evidence suggests that 

demographic categories, such as female-headed households and the e1der/ y, are crude and 

often inaccurate proxies fo r poverty. An analysis of household income and expenditure 

data in Uganda found no correlation between sex of household head and the probability 

of being poor (ibid) . 

Literature argues that these demographic characteri stics present problems of verification. 

For example, everyone may suddenly become an orphan , or man y households may 
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suddenl y become female- headed, if transfers of free food or money are available on ly to 

those groups. 

Tabor's (2002) studies in the social assistance (NE) program in Albania shows that , the 

social assistance program which administer by loca l social assistance office estimates the 

household 's needs according to its size and landholdings. The poorest decil es of income 

earners received 36 percent of the total NE expenditures. Studies by the World Bank 

(2005) suggest that current targeting criteria may themselves not be appropriate. Land 

criteria, for example, are widely used to distinguish between the poor and the non-poor 

but ev idence suggests these criteria could lead to significant mis- targeting. One criterion 

used to identify the very poor is to include only people with at most 5 decimals of land. 

Data suggests that if rural households with less than 5 decimal s of land were to be 

se lected at random, over a third of them would be non-poor. 

Interventions that use means testing, geographic targeting, and self-selection based on a 

work requirement are all associated with an increased share of benefits going to the 

bottom two quintiles relative to self-selection based on consumption( Coady et.aI. 2004). 

A recent review of experiences with mechanisms used to target 122 interventions in 48 

developing countries finds that targeting can indeed work: the median targeted program 

provides roughly 25% more resources to the poor than would random allocations( ibid) . 

Substantial evidences suggest that community participation can lead to improved project 

performance and better targeting (Conning and Kevane, 200 I). Recent wo rk by Raval lion 

and Galasso (1999 cited on Smith and Subbarao, 2003) on a community-targeted food 

program in Bangladesh found that on average the poor benefited, but that there was wide 
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variation from community to community, with-- somewhat worryingly-- more exclusion 

of the poor in villages that had a wider distribution of income, reflecting the poor's 

relatively lesser weight in the decision making process. However community targeting 

mechanisms is vulnerable by the local power dynamics. Conning's and Kevane's (200 I) 

studies states that community targeting does not rel y on 'objecti ve' criteria set by di stant 

administrator. However attempts to alter the national targeting equilibrium ari sing 

naturally out of a political process may then meet with considerable resistance, and may 

well be overturned. Studies by Besley (1997) has pointed out that in an equilibrium sense 

more effective performance by community groups need not translate into larger benefits 

for the poor; the effic iency gains may be captured entirely by the government or wealthy 

taxpayers. 

The international review by Coady, Grosh and Hoddinott (2004 cited in Castaneda et.a!. 

2005) shows that combining multiple types of targeting mechanisms (e.g. , PMT with 

geographic targeting) can yield higher accuracy. Another study by Coady et.a!.(2004) on 

targeting transfer in deve loping countries shows the use of more methods is associated 

with improved targeting; each additional method improves performance by 15 percent. 

Targeting the beneficiaries of social safety net, social protection, or poverty reduction 

programs requires detail ed administrati ve guidance if it is to be both effective as well as 

socially and politically acceptable. However Sharp (2000 cited in Essete , 2001) in 

Tanzania there are no gu idelines on targeting food aid . The Prime Minster's office 

instructed local governments to classify people in according to their drought areas. Lack 

of guidelines confused officials on how to go about it. 
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Mis-use of Political Power: 

The political e lite intervene to marginalize the targeting procedure in a way that can fit 

their personal interest. Tabor's (2002) studies shows when po liticians become directl y 

involved in selecting beneficiaries and di stributing cash transfers, program costs can 

escalate and targeting errors increase. One example of thi s phenomenon is the Sumurdhi 

program in Sri Lanka. Under that program, some 60 percent of Sri Lanka's nation's 

population receives a monthly cash transfer of Rs.500 (equ ivalent to US$7) or nearly 1. 5 

percent of GDP. Nevertheless, the program fail s to reach nearly 40 percent of the poor. 

Another study by Maxwell (1991) on Sudan shows that in 1984/85 drought in Sudan 

USA ID allocating large quantities of relief grain . In western Sudan, aid was targeted to 

reach the poorest area councils, the poorest vill age, fo r the poorest household. 

Unfortunately, aid often went to the richer area council s, to the urban quarters, to the 

richer vil lage and to the rich household. The two poorest villages, wh ich together had 87 

percent of those people seriously affected by the drought received onl y 8 percent of the 

sorghum received by Darfur. The major factors that had affected targeting were local 

political and lobbying power, cultural norms of sharing equal rather than discrimination 

in favor of the poor and local administrative weakness. 

Studies by Smith's and Subbarao's ( 2003) on the ro le of soc ial transfer in very low 

income countries in a program in Rajasthan in the 1970s shows that communities were 

allocated funds to transfer to the 10 poorest families in each village ancl were forced to 

publicly select (and announce) the households that would receive benefits. The program 

was successfu l in targeting the poorest, but ultimately collapsed due to erosion of 



46 

politica l support (the very poorest constituting too narrows a po litical base to be worth 

supporting on a prolonged basis). 

Resource Constraint: 

To enumerate leakage , it is an important dimension to analyze the importance of benefi t 

and the impact of leakage to the beneficiary. It is important to mention that to allow self

se lection and discouraging non-needy person from being attached to the program, 

benefits in transfer programs are often kept below the equilibrium level. Ahmed's (2005) 

studies on Jamaica's social safety net programmes provide benefi ciari es with a very low 

level of benefits that do not protect the poor adequately. The Food Stamp programme 

pays (US$ 1.88) per person per month, which can purchase less than two loaves of bread. 

The average poor relief benefit is slightly higher, but benefits are stri ctl y rationed and 

eligibility criteria are not rigorously applied. The low level of benefits contributes to the 

high proportion of poor not applying for the benefit. Smith and Subbarao (2003) studies 

also shows that to target the poorest with public works it is cr iti cal ly important to get the 

wage rate ri ght, meaning that it must be set below the preva iling market wage for 

unski lled labor. On their study in Indonesia, the employment creation programs, the data 

indicate that 5.6 percent of households have at least one member who participated in a 

padat karya program. Program coverage among poor households is 8.3 percent compared 

to 4.9 percent among non-poor households. The lower participation was because of lower 

wage than the market. 

Study by Devereux's (200 I) in Burkina Faso and Bangladesh shows lowering the wage 

rate max imize the participation of the poor in public works wages we re set as low as 1/3 
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of the national mini mum wage and in food fo r work programme, the poorest 25% of 

households secured 70% of workplaces, respective ly. 

2.4.2. Targeting Mechanism in Ethiopia: 

Vari ous case studies and cross sectional research have been do ne on re lief aid and PSNP 

targeting in Eth iopia shows that targeting system in many rural parts of Ethiopia lacks 

etlicient procedure and / or practices. 

Studies by Clay, et.al. ( 1998) on targeting effi ciency and determinants of food aid 

distri bution shows that" Due to unsuccessful food aid targeting(in 1995-96), only 22.3 

percent of the deficit households were selected as benefici ari es". The study noticed that 

the food aid targeting concentrated to the extreme deficit households and to high food 

secure households. The high food secure households are politicall y powerful ; therefore, it 

might be a threat for loca l authorities to exclude thi s group. 

These experi ences of food aid di stribution may also contribute to the problems in PSNP 

implementation. Sharp, et. al. (2006) states on the study of targeting Ethiopia's PSNP, the 

PSNP builds on the pre-ex isting system of targeting fo r the annual cycle of "emergency" 

relief. The problems and weaknesses of the prev ious system may also be carried ove r. 

Such problems include a tendency to spread or dilute transfers; the variation in 

effecti veness of community targeti ng in diffe rent contex ts and locations; and the 

diHiculty of standardizing or comparing the se lection and needs assessment criteria in a 

system which based in effect on relati ve wealth-ranking within communities. The 
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programme's focus on public works also ri sks repeating relief expe ri ence in which 

labour-poor households have been relatively di sadvantaged and there have been pressures 

to minimize the number of non-working (DS) benefic iaries.[ibid] . 

In many literature related to the problems of food resource targeting, political power is 

the machinery used by those who have the political power to benefit some people at the 

expense of others. Sharp, in her 1997 review of food aid targeting in Ethiopia shows that 

"in 1994 in Welayta and in 1995 in South Wollo, relief aid was used for political 

electioneering, a guarantee for those who support their local EPRDF candidates". Clay's 

et.a!' (1998) finding on factors that contributed to targeting error in Ethiopia, shows that a 

disproportionately large amount of food went to Tigray, the seat of the party in power, 

regardless of food security status. 

In 1985 a socio-economic review of project 2488 was carried out by !DR of Addis Ababa 

University in 24 PA in eight project catchments in Wello, Shewa, Harrer and Gamo Gofa 

found that there was no uniform targeting system administered by the proj ect, the PA 

executives committee and other local leaders played a key role in deli vering who 

parti cipated at each site. "The result showed that 31 % of the total food di stributed have 

been received by the poorest 25 % of household , 29 % by next group (3rd quartile), 19 % 

by the second quartile and 21 % by the "richest" 25% of household" (Yeraswork and 

Solomon, 1985:73). Another study by ( GTZ ,1993 cited in Essete, 2001) shows that the 

evaluation of the same project related that those areas, which are inaccess ible, were less 

attracti ve to the project. Bias to the existing road network was not only a feature of 2488 

project. 
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The other set of problem regarding beneficiary selection is technical. Technical problem 

often ari ses in the selection factors and in the threshold. The criteria used to identi fy the 

food -insecure are often inappro priate indicators. Even with appropriate indicators, the 

cut-off point can also genuinely deny the neediest from the assistance. 

Studies by Sharp, .et.al. (2006) the survey results on households' perceptions of who had 

actually decided the targeting in their community shows a range of responses. However, 

most people thought that the decisions had been made either at kebele or community 

level: the Kebele FSTF was the most frequently-mentioned body among both 

benefici aries and non-beneficiaries. The key role of the development agents, who may be 

involved in targeting both in their individual official capacity and as members of the 

KFSTF or CFSTF was mentioned by 21 % of beneficiaries and 13% of non-beneficiaries. 

WFP (2003) survey on food aid use and impact shows that the most responsible for the 

se lection process were the PA committee (43%), all community members (27%) , 

traditional leaders (20%) and 10% of the communities reported that the P A chairman was 

taking part in the beneficiary selection. 

According to Sharp et.al.(2006) studies shows t reasons for inclusion or exclusion from 

the PSNP, were relati ve poverty was the most frequently reported reason for both 

inclusion and exclusion: 86% of benefic iary households, and 37% of non-beneficiari es, 

said that this criterion had been used in targeting (agreeing that the targeted households 

were poorer than the excluded ones). Food access, fa rming assets (landholding and 

livestock), and off-farm income - all valid indicators in line with the PIM and Targeting 

Guideli ne - were also among the criteria most frequently reported by both included and 
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excluded househo lds. However, almost 11 % of the non-beneficiaries thought that not 

having fri ends or relatives among the local decision-makers was a reason fo r thei r 

exclusion (ibid). 

The WFP (2003) study also shows that they practiced to select beneficiaries on some 

criteria. These are the presence of disabled person in the household, residents of the P A, 

and the health statues of household members, a female- headed household, the absence of 

access to off farm incomes and other types of criteria such as the family size, having a 

household member who migrated, willingness to work, households abandoning their 

farms and the land holding size, The maximum land holding size to be considered 

eligible for food aid is however not known. 

Another study by (SOS Sahel 2000), on Kindo Koisha cash for work food security 

program in Woliyta, shows that the program set a guideline to target the poorest based on 

low income and consumption level. The evaluation of project shows that 63.3 % of 

workers were from low income groups, 32.3 % from middle income and 4.4 % from high 

income groups. Jayne's et.al. (2000) studies on targeting food aid in rural Ethiopia shows 

household with low current per capital income, a head with out formal education, a hi gh 

proportion of elderly members and a female head with out a li ving spouse are all more 

likely to be chronic food aid receipts. 

Clay's et.al.(l998) finding on factors that contributed to targeting error in Ethiopia, 

female- and elderly-headed households tended to receive food aid irrespective of their 

food security status. Jayne's, et.al.(2000) studies shows that education of the household 
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head has a negative impact on household receiving free distribution and households with 

more elderly member are less like ly to engage in food for work. 

Amdissa's (2006) study on the challenges of implementing the productive safety net 

programme, that one of the chall enges on implementing the PSNP was targeting. The 

criteri a that implement to target households at wo reda level have ra ised a questi on on the 

reliability of food distribution li st as an instrument of drawing the line between chronic 

and acute food insecurity. These needs add itional more reli able criteria based on 

household profil e data of household economy and other li velihoods whi ch combine with 

the government threshold offood di stribution. 

Clay's et.al.( 1998) finding on factors that contributed to targeting error in Ethiopia, the 

food aid system has "settled" into a pattern in which households se lected in the past are 

most likely to receive food aid again , and food aid does not reach new areas outside the 

hi sto ric system. Jayne 's, et. al. (2000) revea led that households that received aid onl y 

once or twice in the past four yea rs are less likely to receive it now. 

Perceptions of local decision-maki ng by region and beneficiary catego ry showing that the 

role of the community was stronger in the Tigray and SNNPR woredas, while the KFSTF 

was by far the most important decision-making body in the Amhara and Oromiya sites. 

Across the whole sample taken, 78% of beneficiary households and 45% of non

beneficiaries considered that the targeting decisions made in thei r community were fa ir 

(Sharp et.a l. 2006). 
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WFP (2003) study revea led that through focused group discussions on their perception 

about the over all management of food di stribution 13% of the communities perceive 

food aid di stributions as totally unfair, 33% as main ly unfair 29% considered food 

di stri butions as mainly fair and 25% as totally fair. Explaining why they perceive food 

distributions as being unfair, communities mentioned the following main three reasons. 

First, the food ration is reportedl y not proportiona l to the number of famil y members 

registered. Secondly, some worst- off households are reportedl y not registered in the 

beneficiary li sts. Thirdly, there is reportedly not sufficient quantity of food at the 

di stribution site. 

The PSNP builds on the pre-existing system of targeting for the annual cycle of 

"emergency" relief. The problems and weaknesses of the previous system may also be 

carried over. Theses attribute to influence the objecti ves of PSNP. So to achieve the 

objecti ves of PSNP factors attributes to targeting inefficiency li ke criteri a used; targeting 

methods used; administration procedure fOllowed; and information availability, needs 

further study. So this paper is designed to fill the targeting gaps which have been 

practiced in the past. 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

3.1. PSNP Implementation in Ibnat Woreda 

3.1.1. Institutional Structure 
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In Ibnat at Woreda level, the key institutional structure are (Woreda Council , and 

WFSTF) , at Kebele level (Kebe le Council and KFSTF) and at Communi tyl "Gol " level 

(Community and CFSTF)(See ligure 1). 

The main responsi bility for targeting of the PSNP falls on specially constituted Food 

Security Task Force IFSTFI at woreda, kebele and community levels, supported by the 

Woreda and Kebele Council which have been builds on the previous institution such as 

the woreda disaster committee. The PIM suggests that FSTFs should not duplicate 

ex isting bodies , but where possi ble should build on Disaster Preparedness Committees 

which were previously responsible for targeting relief assistance. The composition of the 

WFSTFs are Woreda Counci l Chairman( Chair person) and members of woreda council , 

Head of Agricultural and Rural Development Office, Woreda Food Security Office 

IWFSOI representative (Secretary), Woreda Finance Office, Woreda Capac ity Building 

Office, Woreda Health Office, Woreda Education Office, Women' s Affairs Office, and 

NGO (ORDA). The compositions of KFSTF are Kebele Counci l Chairman (Chair 

person) and member of kebele council, Development Agent, representatives from elders, 

women and youth. The compositions of CFSTFs are representative from KFSTF, elected 

representatives of women, men, youth, and elders. 
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Woreda Food Security /WFS/ Office and KFSTF key informants interviewed said 

that,"There was a substanti al overlap between the membership of the task force and the 

woreda or kebele council" . This is in line with the PIM instructions, and is perhaps 

inevitable given the limited pool of local government staff and community leaders. 

Adato, et.al.(2004) states that the abil ity to implement large-scale safety net programs for 

poor people depends on the availability of resources, the structure of institutions, and the 

level of political comm itment at the national level. To achieve the PSNP objectives in 

Ibnat woreda the requi site structures have been put in place to ensure the participation of 

the relevant institutional actors and for coordinating their efforts in the implementation of 

the program at Woreda, Kebele and Community levels . In spite of these structural 

arrangements, the findings of the present assessment identified weak coordination as a 

key limiting factor in the implementation of food security programs in the woreda. 

More spec ificall y, some outstanding concerns that WFS Office representative mentioned 

as manifestations of poor coordination and collaboration during the implementation of 

the program over the last six months are: 

i- The difficulty commonly encountered in carrying out frequent and regular review 

meetings and monitoring and evaluation visits as a resu lt of poor attendance 

and/or participation of official representatives from institutions that are members 

of food security steering and technical committees . 

.. Co ll ecti ve deci sions on shared responsibilities made in committees/team meetings 

fa il to materialize in practice 
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... The criti ca l role of WFS Otlice in PSNP implementation is undermined in that 

they have difficulty in access ing common pool services such as office and 

transportation facilities wh ich are under the control of Woreda Agriculture and 

Rural Deve lopment Office. 

As WFS Oftice representative put it: "The Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development 

Office have exclusive control over the use of PSN P facilities and I have little access to 

such faci liti es for carrying out my PSNP duties". Coordination among institutions is an 

important issue that should be taken into consideration in safety net program, since its 

absence can s ignificantly affect the program's execution and progress. There are three 

important requirements for effective institutional coordination: I) develop a 

communication system; 2) use common language; and 3) define clearly the process to be 

followed (Ayala Consulting, 2003). 

3.1.2. Understanding of Program Rationale, Objectives and Strategy among 

Implementing Partners 

A survey was made whether the availability and use of the PIM as an indicator of the 

extent to which PSNP implementers were likely to have the capacity to understand and 

apply the operational modalities of the program. 

Information from the Amhara Region indicates that written copies of the targeting 

gu idelines were made available to the WFSTF. But copies of the guideline were difficult 

to find at woreda, kebele and communi ty levels, partl y because there is no system of 
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ensuring that documents stay with the office when individual s leave and partl y because 

there is I ittle or no system of record-keeping at these levels. 

The training of trainers on safety net targeting was provided for experts of line 

departments. The trainers give training at woreda level for administration personnel , 

Development Agents, and community leaders and members from each of PSNP kebeles. 

Despite the efforts made, there is practical application problem to understand the 

program rationale, objectives and implementation strategy. One of RFSC Office 

representati ve said that, "our experience is that experts from certain line bureaus and 

offices invo lved in PSNP implementation have yet to internalize the principles and 

practices of the program". The WFS Office representative also said that," ... the PSNP 

is a recent initiative and it is not surprising that we have more questions than answers to 

some operational modalities of the program. " 

3.1.3. Targeting Mechanism 

3.1.3.1. Targeting Methods 

In Ibnat , the process of beneficiary selection is based on a combination of administrative 

and community targeting. Targeting took place in three steps (i) WFSTF at wereda leve l 

(ii) KFSTF at kebele level and (iii) CFSTF at community leve l. 

Woreda Council allocated different levels of resources to different kebeles based on the 

criteria of past relief rec ipients and total production in the recent harvest season. The 

number of beneficiaries varied from kebele to kebele and from village to vi llage, 
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depending on their crop performances and past relief rec ipients. Out of 34 rural and 

urban kebe les, 33 rura l kebe les participated in PSN P in 2006 with a total of 77,6 18 

people as benefi ciaries (20,383 Household heads). Based on 2006 benefici aries and 

budgets, the woreda council representati ve indicated that the amoun t of budget received 

was 180 Birr per benefici ary, whi ch amounted to 13,971 ,240 Birr for the total number of 

beneticiaries. 

With-in the kebeles the beneficiary selection was based on local assessment of food 

insecurity and li velihood. The KFSTF familiarizes the CFSTF with beneficiary selection 

procedures. 

The CFSTF uses the personal knowledge about members. COIming and Kevane(200 I) 

states that the community decides on the beneficiaries based on their best knowledge 

about their neighbors. This channel is applicable in a society whereby the community has 

a strong socia l ti t:: . Community targeting does not re ly on 'objective' criteria set by distant 

administrator. However attempts to alter the national targeting equilibrium ari si ng 

naturally out of a political process may then meet with considerable resistance, and may 

well be overturned. Studies by Besley ( 1997) has po in ted out that in an equilibrium sense 

more effective performance by community groups need not translate into larger benefit s 

for the poor; the efficiency gains may be captured entirely by the government or wealthy 

taxpayers. 

The wide gap between the large size of needy population on the one hand and limi ted 

resource capacity of the program on the other has led to discontent and frustrat ion both 

among program participants and implementers. As an interi m measure, WFS Office 
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representative reported that they have taken the liberty of using the contingency funds for 

inclusion of as many eligible beneficiaries as poss ible. However, it became apparent from 

the discuss ions that they are di vided in their views with respect to a strategy for a lasting 

solution. 

One view (he ld by WFS Office representative) is that a visible program impact is 

unlikely to be forthcoming under the present quota system whereby limited resources are 

thinly spread over a large number of beneficiaries. From this point of view it was argued 

that a well designed targeting system is needed that provides for concentrating time, 

energy and available resources on a more focused and motivated population and thereby 

achieve a meaningful impact in reducing food insecurity through asset creation, saving 

and investment. 

The other view (held by KFSTF representative) also want to see the program making a 

tangible impact in the fo reseeable future but maintained that such an impact should be 

achieved through expanded outreach and increased PSNP inputs. 

The quota system causes considerable difficulties for targeting bodies, especially those in 

the kebele and community who are responsible for producing the li st of named 

households who will participate in the programme. For example in Woinbercoh 

Wofiyuma kebele, the KFSTF has requested resources for 2456 public works and 239 

direct support beneficiaries for 2006, but received a quota of 2395 public work and 200 

direct support. 
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As the KFSTF key in fo rmant interview said," We made the bene fi ciary li st before we 

knew the quota. First we did a study of who should get public work and who should gel 

direct support and the assessment came from the communities. Then the quota came from 

the woreda, and the resources were already li mi ted so we prioriti zed . We couldn't cover 

all the needy. It was very difficult to distingu ish between similar household heads." 

Focus Group Discussants noted: "some household who are always food insecure are 

excl uded from the safety net due to limited quota. " 

3.1.3. 2. Selection Criteria 

Using their best knowledge about members of the community , the CFSTF classify the 

community into: ' more vu lnerable' , ' vu lnerable ' and ' non-vulnerable ' . 

1st group: most needy household heads: without ox or one ox and without land 

or less than 0.5 ha .. 

2nd group: vulnerab le household heads: with two oxen, and with 0.5 to I ha 

land. 

3rd group: non-vulnerable household heads: wi th more than two oxen, and with 

more than 1 ha. 

The CFSTFs called a "gol " -level meeting of all household heads. At these meetings, 

Development Agents reg istered all household heads and CFSTF members used li vestock 

ownership as selection criteria and ranked and catego ri zed households in to three groups. 

Once the beneficiary household heads were selected using the local selection criteria, 

then decisions were made as to which household heads should get the PSNP resources in 

return fo r public work and which household heads to get direct support. 
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The CFSTF used oxen ownership as the vulnerability indicato r. In the first group they 

included househo ld heads with no or one ox, in the second group included household 

heads with two oxen and in the third group household with more than two oxen. 

Once fina li zed at the "gol" level, the list of beneficiari es was forwarded to the kebele. 

According to PIM, after receiving the benefic iary li st from the CFSTF, KFSTFs have to 

call a general meeting for discuss ion and confirmation of the deci sion made at ' 'gol " 

level. But in practice, because of weak familiarity with the guideline, they didn 't call the 

community for di scussion and confirmation. 

Targeting is not costless but targeting using only oxen ownership makes it less costly. 

The single criterion of oxen ownership can exclude food insecure and vulnerable people 

or include (non farm income own fertile land, produce crops, have labor and so). 
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3.2. Findings on Targeting Efficiency 

As mentioned in the literature review, PSNP beneficiaries are supposed to be targeted in 

terms of food production, farming assets (land holding and li vestock) and family 

remi ttances/ supports indicators as better criteria to target eligible people. In light of this, 

househo ld size, dependency ratio, land holding, number of animals owned, income and 

food insecurity statues are described below. 

3.2.1. Demographic Characteristics 

Table- 3.1. Size of Beneficiary and Non-Beneficiary Household Heads 

Household Size Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries Total Sample 

[N=30] [N=70] [N=100] 

One Person 1 [1.6%] 1 [1 %] 

Two 6 [20%] 9 [1 3 %] 15 [1 5 %] 

Three 8 [27 %] 10 [14.2 %] 18 [1 8%] 

Four 4 [13%] 6 [8.6 %] 10 [10 %] 

Five 4 [1 3%] 17 [24 %] 21 [21%] 

Six 1 [3.5%] 10 [14.2 %] 11 [11%] 

Seven 4 [13%] 7 [10%] 11[11 %] 

Eight 1 [3.5%] 4 [5.7 %] 5 [5 %] 

Nine I [3.5%] 4 [5.7 %] 5 [5 %] 

Ten 1 [3.5%] 1 [1.6%] 2 [2 %] 

More than Ten 1 [1.6%] 1 [1 %] 

SOl/ree: OWI7 Survey 
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Table 3.1 shows that there is a strong inverse relationship in our survey population 

between PSNP benficeiry and household size. Beneficiaries households are more likely 

to be smaller [Mean =4.4], and non- beneficiaries households are likely to be larger 

[Mean=5.1], than the average [Mean =5.0 members]. ] 

While no beneficiaries household has more than 10 members, the largest (non

beneficiaries) household has 12 members. The modal (most common) beneficiaries 

household comprises only three people [27% of beneficiaries households] , closely 

followed by two person [20%]; but the modal household in the sample as a whole has 

five members [21 %] , followed by three [18%]. Almost half of beneficiaries households 

[47%] have only 2 to 3 members; whi le just one in two beneficiaries households [53%] 

have more than three, compared to over half[71%] of the non- benefic iaries. 

Table 3.2 compares the average value of these two indicators (household size and 

dependency ratio) for the beneficiary and non-beneficiary household heads in our sample. 

Accord ing to this data beneficiary household heads, despite being smaller in house hold 

size, have higher dependency ratio when actual labour capacity is taken into account the 

non- beneficiary household heads 

I The average rural household size for Ibnat woreda is 5.0(BoFED, 2006). 
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Table -3.2. Mean Household Heads Size, Dependency Ratio and Household Labour 

Capacity 

Demographic Beneficiary Non -Beneficiary 

Characteristics (N = 30) (N = 70) 

Household Size 4.4 5.1 

Dependency Racio2 0.97 0.81 

H ousehoJd Labour Capacity 2.45 2.59 

Source: a·wn Survey 

In support of this result the MoFED(2005) shows that, if the dependency ratio increases 

by one unit, a household 's probability of falling in to poverty increases by almost 31 

percent at mean values. However these findings appear to contradict the common 

assumption that larger households are genera ll y poorer, mainly due to higher dependenc y 

ratios (Devereux, et.a!. 2006). 

2. Dependency Ratio is defined as the number of household members aged 0-1 5 years, plus the number of 

household members aged 60 and older, divided by the number of household members aged between 16 and 

60 years old( Devereux, el.al.,2006) 
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3.2.2 . Economic Characteristics 

According to MoFED (2005) sources of income for Ethiopian households in order of 

importance are: own agri cu ltural enterpri ses in rural areas. Table 3.3 shows that sample 

household heads deri ve 91.36 % of their annual income from the agricu ltural sector. of 

which the lion 's share (43 %) comes fro m crop production followed by sales of animals 

40 %. Sectors outside agriculture account for 8.64 %, of which income from fi xed asset ; 

comprising 3. 1 % tops the li s!. 

The average annual income of benefic iary and non - beneficiary household heads was 

Birr 1077.67 and 980.44 respectively. 

Table - 3.3. Source and Proportion of Total Household Heads Income 

Source of Income Mean Annual Income (in Birr) 

Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Contribution 

By Sector 

Crop Produc tion 484.00 403.86 

Sale of animals 513.67 321.17 Agriculture 

Income from butter and milk 3.33 53.07 91.36 % 

Income from egg production 1.67 10.96 

Income from honey production 46.67 41.96 

RCluitEallct...:s 20.86 

Wage 50.88 Non Agricul ture 

Income fro m non fann activities 63.39 8.64% 

Income from fixed asset 28.33 14.29 

Total 1077.67 980.44 

Source: 0 11'17 Survey 
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3.2.3.1. Land 
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The main means of li ve lihood in rural Ethiopia is agriculture. Thus, land ownership in 

rural areas becomes an important determinant of welfare. The loca l unit of measure for 

farmi ng land is the timad , which describes the area that can be ploughed by one pair of 

oxen in one day, and corresponds roughly to 0.25 hectaresJ 

The minimum, modal and maximum size of household land holdings in Ibnat woreda 

stood at 0, 0.5 and 3.25 hectares respectively. From the sample household about 95 % of 

the household heads own land. The ave rage land holding size in the woreda was found to 

be 1. 75 hectare and according to the annual agricultural sample survey conducted by 

CSA (1999/2000 cited on MoFED,2005) shows that about 63 percent of the households 

in Ethiopia had holding s izes less than I hectare. 6 and 40 percent of the beneficiary's 

households were found to own less than 0.5 and 1 hectare respectively. These 

households can' t poss ibly feed them selves from their own production and are classified 

as benefic iary. 2.8 and 3 1 percent of the non - beneficiary's households were found to 

own less than 0.5 and I hectare respectively. 

3°Ministry of Agricu lture staff use "4 fimad = I hectare" as a conversion factor throughollt the study area. 
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Table - 3.4. Size - Distribution of Landholdings in Sample Household Heads (in 

Percentage) 

Size Beneficiary N on- Beneficiary Total 
(in hectare) (N= 30) (N=70) (N = 100) 

Landless 10 2.8 5 
< 0.5 6.6 2.8 4 
0.5 - 1.0 40 31.4 34 
1.01 - 1.5 16.7 7.1 10 
1.51 - 2.0 6.6 15.7 13 
2.01 - 2.5 3.4 21.42 16 
2.51 - 3.0 16.7 17 17 
3.01 - 3.50 1.78 1 

Source: Own Survey 

3.2.3.2. Oxenl Livestock 

The most important producti ve animal in highland Ethiopia is oxen, which are used for 

ploughing. Households that lack oxen typically face problems in farming their land, being 

dependent on less suitable animals or borrowing or hiring oxen from others. 

Table - 3.5. Distribution of Sample Household Heads by Oxen Ownership (in 

Percentage) 

Number of Beneficiary Non- Beneficiary Total 
Oxen (N = 30) (N = 70) (N=100) 

0 27 4.3 11 
1 37 21 26 
2 23 60 49 
3 10 13 12 
4 3 1.7 2 

Source: Own Survey 
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Households that lack oxen typically face problems in farming their land, being dependent 

on less suitable animal or borrowing or hiring oxen from others. Table 3.5 shows that 

from the total sample households II percent owned on ox at all while 26 percent owned a 

single ox. A crude conclusion that is II percent have to be beneficiary. But onl y 8 

percent are beneficiary. 

Table-3.6. Distribution of Sample Household Heads by Ownership of Livestock 

(Other than oxen) (in Percentage) 

In Tropical Livestock Beneficiary Non - Beneficiary Total 
Units (N = 30) (N = 70) (N =100) 

0 50 5.7 19 
0.1 - 1 20 7 11 

1 - 2.2 13.3 34 28 
> 2.25 16.7 53.3 42 

l\lofe: Silll:e TLU if (} fOlllilll/OIlJ vflnable wil/) 110 obl/iom ml-qJj"poiIlIJ, we {bose 2.2 TLU -eqlfallo a 

pair %xell aJ delillillg '/III/II,rabillty' (Shmp ,I.a/.ZOO)) 

Source: Own Survey 

Table 3.6 shows out of 30 sampled beneficiary household heads 30 % have one and more 

than one li vestock (othe r than oxen) but out of 70 sampled non-beneficiary household 

heads 12.7 % have less than I livestock (other than oxen). 

3.2.4. Household Food Insecurity 

Table 3.7 shows that of the total sampled household heads 30 % of household heads have 

been recipient food aid since 2002/03 but only 67 % are beneficiary. This finding have a 

sign ificant association with the findings of the Grain Market Research Project that the 
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national target ing system has establi shed pattern; previous years aid recipients tended to 

be al so benefic iary in the following yea rs (C lay, et a i, 1997). 

Table- 3.7. Previous Years Food Aid Distribution ( in percentage) 

Years 
Food Aid Distribution 

Beneficiary (N = 30) Non - Beneficiary (N = 70) 
2002/ 03 67 14 
2003/ 04 67 17 
2004/ 05 87 19 

Source: O'WI1 Survey 

Table 3.8 shows that out of 53 household heads onl y 34% have faced a sudden shock and 

beneficiary with the PSNP. However, out of 47 household heads, 25 % who have not 

faced a sudden shock are benefic iary in the programme. These findings were contradicted 

with the targeting criteria targeting guideline " PSNP beneficiary have faced a sudden 

shock with in the past three years" (MoARD, 2006). 

Table- 3.8. Crop Damage as Criteria for PSNP Participation (in Percentage) 

Category Beneficiary N on - Beneficiary Total 

(N=30) (N=70) (N = 100) 

Faced Crop Damage 60 50 53 

No Faced Crop Damage 40 50 47 

Source: OWI1 Survey 
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3.3. Perception of Respondents on Targeting 

3.3.1. Respondents Perception on Targeting Process 

Most people thought that the dec isions have been made either by KFSTF or WFSTF. The 

Kebele FSTF was the most frequently-mentioned body among both beneficiary and non

beneficiary. The result is found consistent with the findings of Sharp, et.a!. (2006) and 

WFP (2003) . 

The focus group discussants sa id ," It is the kebe le committee who decided the targeti ng in 

their community". The key informant interviews also said " it is the kebele council and 

community representative who invo lved in beneficiary selection. The targeting process 

was based on need assessment of food insecurity situation and li ve lihood resource." 

The survey results on household head's perception of the (round) they were included or 

excluded from PSNP. 70 % of beneficiary and 77 % non- beneficiary household heads 

indicated they were included or excluded at first round of targeting respectively. 

The survey result shows that, 97 % of non- beneficiary household heads and 77 % of 

beneficiary household heads perceived that the "implementing agency" at the local level 

did not have the capacity to implement the programs. The foc us group di scussants also 

confirmed that "The kebele council has not se lected the ri ght persons who need support 

and most of them are illiterate ." 
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3.3.2. Respondents Perception on Selection Criteria 

Food production, landholding, li vestock, and fami ly size/dependents- all valid indicators 

in line with the PIM and Targeting Guideline - were also among the criteria most 

frequentl y reported by benefic iary and non- benefic iary household heads. However, 

almost 20 % of the non-beneficiary thought that not having friends or relatives among the 

local decision-makers was a reason for their exclusion. The findings show that the 

community has no clear picture about the targeting criteria. The result is found consistent 

with the findings of Sharp, et.a!. (2006) and WFP (2003) survey results. The focus 

group di scussants said that, "selection criteri a are not clear. Some times they used oxen 

ownership, other times total crop production" . The key informants said "KFSTF and 

CFSTF used vague indicator with out expli cit criteria to dichotomize between ' eligible 

' and ' inel igi ble' househo ld heads". 

When asked more specifically about the nature of major selection criteria, the majority of 

beneficiary respondents said that they are beneficiary because of small or no livestock 

ownersh ip (40 %). On the other hand, the majority of non-beneficiary respondents 

ind icate that they are non-beneficiary because they have enough crop production (30 %). 

The survey results shows 94 % of non-beneficiary and 80 % of benefic iary household 

heads believe that there were individuals/households who were eligible according to the 

criteria but excluded from the PSNP although 50 % of beneficiary and 69 % of non

beneficiary household heads believe that there were individuals/households who were 

ineligib le according to the criteria but included to the PSNP. 
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The focus group discussants said "there are individuals/households which should be 

beneficiary but non-beneficiary and which should be non- beneficiary but beneficiary." 

3.3.3. Respondents Perception on Targeting Efficiency 

The key informants and focus group di scussants consider mi sguided selection criteria and 

resource constraint are the major constraint to the woreda targeting efficiency. The 

criteria used to categorize households varied from village to village and from kebele to 

kebele. The beneficiary household heads were not equal in terms of vulnerability status; 

eligible households in one area could not be eligible in other areas. 

The survey result shows that 77 % of beneficiary and 97 % of non- beneficiary 

respondents replied targeting practices was not fair. They explain about the targeting 

efficiency were unfair because of the following main reasons: 12 % political , 55 % 

administration impositions, II % nepotism and 22 % resource constraint. The focus 

group discussants said "targeting is not fair because there are individuals who should not 

be beneficiary. Even after their names are approved by the community committee they 

change their names when they transfer to the woreda". The result is found consistent with 

the findings of WFP (2003) survey results. 

3.4. Targeting Efficiency Analysis 

Targeting efficiency can not be judged from a perfectionist view. "Perfect targeting is an 

impossible idea l" (Devereux, 2000: I). Never the less the targeting error should be 

reduced to an acceptable level. To achieve the PSNP objectives increasing the proportion 

of poor households those who are not included in the program should be the greatest 
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priority. So the researcher fro m subjective judgment accepts 10 percent error ( 5% 

inclusion and 5 % exclusion error). 

Targeting effic iency is about including the right househo ld heads, and excluding the 

wrong ones. When all chronically food insecure household heads are targeted in a safety 

net program then exclusion errors wi ll be zero. If non- vulnerable household heads are 

targeted in a safety net program the inclusion errors indicate thi s. 

The complex ity of chronically food insecurity can not be adequately captured by any 

single indicator. The present research has used combining indicators for attaining the 

targeting gu ideline criteria to identify those who are beneficiary and non-beneficiary for 

PSNP. 

Targeting gu ideline indicators used are household food insecurity that can trace back the 

household pre-PSNP economic statues. These indicators are food security or food aid 

recipients, land owned and oxen ownership with equal weights as indicating variables for 

analysis of beneficiary and non-beneficiary household heads . 

The PIM doesn' t set standardize indicators or thresholds. The cut-off po ints used for thi s 

data analys is based on the knowledge of members of the community and the KFSTF. 

These cut - off points used to classify the community into:' most vulnerab le', 'vulnerable' 

and ' non-vulnerable '. 

1st group: most needy household heads: without ox or one ox and without land 

or less than 0.5 ha .. 
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2nd group vulnerable household heads: with two oxen and with 0.5 to I ha 

land. 

3rd group: non-vulnerable household heads: with more than two oxen and with 

more than I ha. 

Combining several indicators produces an estimate of food insecurity that reflects its 

multi-dimensional nature. However, when the single indicators are combined, the 

number of households satisfying these more stringent criteria for food insecurity 

obviously fall (Sharp, et. al. 2003). 

T able- 3.9. Comparison 0 f Single Indicators Versus Combined Indicators 
% of Household Heads 

Targeting Indicators Inclusion Error Exclusion Error 

(N=30) (N=70) 

Oxen Ownership 37 26 

Oxen and Land Ownership 83 7 

Oxen Ownership and Food Aid 57 4.3 

Land Ownership and Food Aid 87 4.3 

Source: Own Survey 

Table 3.9 . shows that in the local se lection factorC Oxen Ownership) 26% of exclusion 

error occurred but when combing two indicators the exclusion errors were 7 %, 4.3% 

and 4.3% for' oxen and land ', 'oxen and food aid ' , and ' land and food aid ' respectively. 

In the literature on the targeting of social programs, where the greatest priority IS to 

improve the welfare of the poor, reducing under coverage (Under coverage is the 

proportion of poor households that are not included in the program (errors of exclusion)) 



74 

is more important than minimizing leakage (Leakage is the proportion of those who are 

reached by the program who are classified as non poor (erro rs of inclusion)). If the 

priority is to conserve limited budget funds, measures to reduce leakage are given greater 

weight (Hoddinott, 1999). 

A PSNP designed with the objectives of reducing household vu lnerabi lity, improving 

household and community resilience to shocks, and break ing the cycle of depe ndence on 

food aid. 

To achieve the PSNP objectives increasing the proportion of poor households those who 

are not included in the program should be the greatest priority. So use of combining two 

indicators is associated with improved targeting by reducing exc lusion error from 26% in 

'oxen ownershi p' to 4.3% in 'oxen ownershi p and food aid 'and ' land ownershi p and 

food aid'. 

3.5. Factors Affecting Targeting Efficiency 

The empirical results show that targeting was inefficient in Ibnat woreda . The study 

found there were errors occurred in the sampled kebele where PSNP was practiced. 

Various factors have influenced targeting; these facto rs affected the targeting efficiency 

are: 

1. Setting Quota 

The wide gap between the large size of needy population on the one hand and limi ted 

resource capacity of the program on the other has led to discontent and frustration both 

among program participants and implementers. As an interi m measure, WFSO 
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representati ve reported that they have taken the li berty of using the contingency funds for 

inclusion of as many eligible beneficiaries as possible. However, it became apparent from 

the discuss ions that they are divided in their views with respect to a strategy for a lasting 

solution. 

One view (held by WFSO representative) is that a vis ible program impact is unlikely to 

be forthcoming under the present quota system whereby limited resources are thinly 

spread over a large number of benefi ciaries. From this point of view it was argued that a 

we ll designed targeting system is needed that provides for concentrating time, energy and 

available resources on a more focused and motivated population and thereby achieve a 

meaningful impact in reducing food insecurity through asset creation, sav ing and 

investment. 

The other view (held by KFSTF representative) a lso want to see the program making a 

tangible impact in the foreseeable future but maintained that such an impact should be 

achieved through expanded outreach and increased PSNP inputs. 

The quota system causes considerable difficulties for targeting bodies, especially those in 

the kebele and community who are responsible for producing the li st of named 

households who will parti cipate in the programme. For example in Woinbercoh 

Wofituma kebele, the KFSTF has requested resources for 2456 public works and 239 

direct support benefi ciari es for 2006, but received a quota of 2395 public work and 200 

direct support. 
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As the KFSTF key informant sa id , "We made the beneficiary li st before we knew the 

quota. Fi rst we did a study of who should get public work and who should get direct 

support and the assessment came from the communiti es. Then the quota came from the 

woreda, and the resources were already li mited so we prioriti zed. We couldn ' t cover all 

the needy. It was very difficult to distinguish between similar household heads." Focus 

Group Discussants noted: "some household who are always food insecure are excluded 

from the safety net due to limited quota." 

WFP (2003) study revealed that through focused group discussions on their perception 

about the over all management of food distribution 46% of the communities perceives 

food aid distributions as unfair because of not suffi cient quantity of food at the 

distri bution site. 

2. Targeting Methods 

To understand the effectiveness of different targeting mechani sms, it is usefu l to see 

"who" targets and "who" implements the interventions (Coady, 2004). From the survey 

on household heads perceptions of who had actually decided the targeting in thei r 

community most people thought that the decisions have been made by KFSTF or 

WFSTF. The Kebele FSTF was the most frequentl y-mentioned body among both 

beneficiary and non-benefi ciary. 

The focu s group discussants said, " It is the kebele committee who decided the targeting 

in thei r community". The key informant said, " It is the kebele counc il and community 

representative who involved in benefic iary se lect ion. The targeting process was based on 

need assessment of food insecurity situation and livelihood resource." 



77 

The finding shows that the community participation in targeting beneficiary selection was 

weak. This affects the targeting efficiency. Substantial evidences suggest that community 

participation can lead to improved project performance and better targeting (Conni ng and 

Kevane. 2001). Recent work by Ravallion and Galasso (1999, cited on Smith and 

Subbarao, 2003) on a community-targeted food program in Bangladesh found that on 

average the poor benefited. The evaluation of the South Africa programs also supports 

this view. Hoddinott, et al. (2001, cited in Coady, 2004) the community participation is 

generally associated with improved project cost-effectiveness and better targeting. 

3. Selection Criteria 

Technical problems arose in defining the target group. Woredas allocated different leve ls 

of resources to different kebeles based on the criteria of past relief recipients and total 

production in the recent harvest season. 

With in the kebeles the beneficiary selection was based on local assessment of food 

insecurity and livelihood. The KFSTF familiarizes the CFSTF with beneficiary selection 

procedures. However the CFSTF based on the personal knowledge about members used 

oxen ownership as a selection criterion. The main issue here is whether oxen ownership 

can be an appropriate indicator. Targeting is not costless but targeting using only oxen 

ownership makes it less costly. Oxen ownership is an observable indicator that can be 

easily and quickly measured. However a single indicator, particularly oxen holding is an 

ineffic ient se lection criterion. It cannot measure household 's food security directly or 

indirectly though it can be used as a proxy indicator along with other variables. The use 
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of oxen ownership can drop-out food vulnerable people or leak-in non farm income own 

fertil e land , produce crops, have labor and so. On the other hand , households can own 

more oxen (to be eligible) but loose all or many of the above assets. Such practice 

encourages ox holding households to sell their oxen which then increase vulnerability to 

future insecurity. 

The use of multi-variable indicators instead of a single indicator would minimize errors 

in estimating the beneficiary. 

4. Wage Rate 

The wage rate for PSNP public works is fixed at 6 Birr per day or 3kg grain in food. This 

rate was determined on the basis of minimum consumption needs, rather than prevailing 

wage rates. Nevertheless, there is an expectation that the low payment rate will 

discourage the less needy from participating (or in other words, act as a partial self 

targeting element combined with the administrative community targeting system).The 

study found that 47 % of beneficiary respondents argue that 6 Birr is too low in 

comparison with other employment and with the work required. 

Smith and Subbarao (2003) on their study in Indonesia data on the employment creation 

programs, program coverage among poor households is 8.3 % compared to 4.9 % among 

non-poor households. The lower participation was because of lower wage than the 

market. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SUMMERY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATON 

4.1. SUMMERY AND CONCLUSION 

The stud y focused on the approp riate use of resources in PSN P. One of the methods to 

maximize the impact of PSNP is efficient targeting. In principle targeting serves three 

purposes: it directs resources to the most needy, it uses resources efficiently by excluding 

the less needy, and it reduces the disincentive effects of food aid on the local economy. 

In Ethiopia PSNP targeting is based on emergency aid and public works programmes, 

and on several years of multi-agency work to develop and disseminate guidelines for the 

implementation of "administrative-community" targeting. The PSNP targeting guideline 

was developed at federa l level, with comments from regional Food Securi ty Bureaus but 

no input hom the trontline implementers at woreda and kebele levels. The PIM does not 

set standardized indicators or thresho lds. WFSTFs are empowered to set criteri a for 

beneficiary se lection to suit the particular conditions of the Woreda wi thin the spirit of 

the general guiding points. However, in the targeting process the tri ckiest and 

controversial step is the actual selection of beneficiary. 

Targeting sounds good in theory but difficult to put it in practi ce in efficient and effect ive 

manner. 
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To achieve the objectives of PSNP factors in targeting inefficiency like criteria used, 

targeting methods used, and administration procedure followed need further study. So 

this paper is designed to fill the gaps in our understanding of target ing in PSNP with the 

objectives of assessing the criteria used to distinguish eligible households and 

administrati ve procedure followed, estimate the targeting accuracy or errors, to 

investigate and assess whether its implementation was serviced as just and fair, and 

factors that hinder targeting efficiency. For the purpose of attaining objectives of the 

research and answering research questions, thi s study employed both quantitative and 

qualitative data. The data for the study were co ll ected both from primary and secondary 

sources. The primary data collection method involved the generation of both qualitative 

and quantitative data. The necessary information was collected using different 

instruments such as household survey questionnaires, interview with key informants and 

focus group di scuss ions. The secondary data collection method involved the review of 

documents and related literatures issued by the Eth iopian Government, 

implementing/partner donors and from other Sources. 

The major findings of the study are: 

1. Targeting Methods, Criteria and Administrative Procedures Followed: 

In Ibnat , the process of beneficiary selection is a based on a combination of 

administrati ve and community targeting. Targeting took place in three steps (i) 

WFSTF at wereda level (ii) KFSTF at kebele leve l and (iii) CFSTF at community 

level. 
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Woredas allocated different levels of resources to di ffe rent kebe les based on the 

criteria of past relief recipients and total production in the recent harvest season. 

The number of beneficiaries varied from kebele to kebele and from village to 

vill age, depending on their crop performances and past relief recipients. Out of 

34 rural and urban kebeles in Ibnat woreda 33 rural kebeles participated in PSNP 

in 2006 wi th a total of 77,6 18 people as beneficiaries (20,383 Household heads). 

With-in the kebeles the beneficiary se lection was based on loca l assessment of 

food insecurity and livel ihood. The CFSTF uses the personal knowledge about 

members to class ify the community into: ' more vulnerable' , 'vulnerable ' and 

' non-vulnerable' and called a "got" -Ievel meeting of all household heads. At 

these meetings, Development Agents regi stered all household heads and CFSTF 

members used li vestock ownershi p as se lection criteria and ranked. 

Once the beneficiary houschold heads were se lected uSlllg the loca l selection 

criteria, then decisions were made as to which household heads should get the 

PSNP resources in return for public work and direct support. 

The CFSTF used oxen ownership as the vulnerability indicator. Once finalized at 

the "gol " level, the li st of beneficiaries was forwarded to the kebele. According 

to PIM, after receiving the beneficiary list from the CFSTF, KFSTFs have to call 

a general meeting for di scuss ion and confirmation of the decision made at "got" 

level. But in practice, because of weak familiarity with the guideline , they didn ' t 

call the community for di scussion and confirmation. 
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The main responsib ility fo r targeting of the PSN P fall s on spec ially constituted 

FSTFs at woreda, kebele and community levels, supported by the Woreda and 

Kebele Council which have been builds on the previous institution such as the 

wo reda disaster committee. 

WFSTF and KFSTF key informants said that,"There was a substanti al overlap 

between the membership of the task force and the woreda or kebe le council". This 

is in line with the PIM instructi ons, and is perhaps inevitable given the li mited 

pool of local government staff and community leaders. 

To achieve the PSNP objectives in Ibnat woreda the requisite structures have been 

put in place to ensure the participation of the relevant institutional actors and for 

coordinating their efforts in the implementation of the program at Woreda, Kebele 

and Community levels. 

In spite of these structural arrangements, the findings of the present assessment 

identi fied weak coordination as a key limi ting facto r in the implementation of 

food security programs in the woreda. 

As Woreda FS Office representati ve put it: " Woreda Agricu ltural and Rural 

Development Office have exclusive control over the use of PSN P fac ilities and [ 

have little access to such facilities for carrying out my PSNP duties" . 

Coordination among institutions is an important issue that should be taken into 

consideration in safety net program, since its absence can signi ficantly affect the 

program's execution and progress . There are three important requirements for 
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effective institutional coordination: I) deve loping a communication system ; 2) 

use common language; and 3) define clearly the process to be followed (Ayala 

Consulting, 2003). 

Despite the efforts made to create awareness, there is practical applicat ion 

problem to understand the program rationale, objectives and implementation 

strategy. Regional FSC Office representative said that, "our experience is that 

experts from certain line bureaus and offices invo lved in PSNP implementat ion 

have yet to internalize the principles and practices of the program". The WFS 

Office representative also said that," ... the PSNP is a recent initiative and it is not 

surpri sing that we have more questions than answers to some operational 

modal ities of the program." 

2. Targeting Efficiency 

Targeting effic iency can't be judged from a perfectionist view." Perfect targeting 

is an impossible ideal" (Devereux , 2000: I) . Never the less the targeti ng error 

should be reduced to an acceptab le leve l. To achieve the PSNP objectives 

increasing the proportion of poor households those who are not included in the 

program should be the greatest priority. So the researcher from subjective 

judgment accepts 10 percent error ( 5 % inclusion and 5 % exclusion error). 

The complex ity of chronica lly food insecurity can not be adequate ly captured by 

any single indicator. Acco rdi ng to Devereux (200 I) on Nami bia case study shows 

use of proxy indicators like old age, female headed household and elderly have 

serious limi tations and they are crude and often inaccurate proxies for poverty. 
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The present research has used combining indicators for determining targeting 

efficiency by comparison of the local selection criteria and across the targeting 

guide line criteria to identify those who are beneficiary and non-beneficiary for 

PSNP. 

The findings shows that the CFSTF( local selection factor) "Oxen Ownership" 

with 26% exclusion error but when combing two indi cators the exc lusion errors 

were 7 %, 4.3% and 4.3% for "oxen and land", "oxen and food aid" , and " land 

and food aid" respectively. 

A PSNP designed with the objectives of reducing household vulnerability, 

improving household and community resilience to shocks, and breaking the cycle 

of dependence on food aid . 

To achieve the PSNP objecti ves increasing the proportion of poor households 

those who are not included in the program should be the greatest priority. In the 

literature on the targeting of social programs, if the priority is to conserve limited 

budget funds. measures to reduce leakage are given greater weight (Hoddinott. 

1999). So use of combining two indicators is associated with improved targeting 

by reducing exclusion error from 26% in ' oxen ownership' to 4.3% in ' oxen 

ownership and food aid ' and ' land ownership and food aid'. 

3. Community Perception of Targeting Process and Fairness 

To understand the effectiveness of different targeting mechanisms, it is useful to 

see "who" targets and "who" implements the interventions (Coady, 2004). From 
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the survey on household heads perceptions of who had actuall y decided the 

targeting in their community most people thought that the decisions have been 

made by KFSTF or WFSTF. The Kebele FSTF was the most frequently

mentioned body among both beneficiary and non-benefici ary. 

The focus group discussants said , " It is the kebele committee who decided the 

targeting in their community". The key informant said, "It is the kebele council 

and community representative who involved in beneficiary se lection. The 

targeting process was based on need assessment of food insecurity situation and 

li velihood resource." 

The finding shows that the community participation III targeting beneficiary 

selection was weak. This affects the target ing efficiency. Substantial evidences 

suggest that community participation can lead to improved project performance 

and better targeting (Conning and Kevane, 200 I) 

From the survey 97 % of non- beneficiary household heads and 77 % of 

beneficiary household heads perceived that the " implementing agency" at the 

local level did not have the capacity to implement the programs. The focus group 

discussants also confirmed that "The kebele council has not se lected the ri ght 

persons who need support and most of them are illiterate. " However Adato, et.a!' 

(2004) admi ni stering safety net programs require skill s in management, 

accounting, logistics, and financial contro!' 
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About the selection criteri a perceived by the respondents, 20 % of the non

benefi ciary thought that not hav ing fri ends or relatives among the loca l dec ision

makers was a reason for their exc lusion. The findings show that the community 

has no clear picture abo ut the targeting criteria . The resu lt is consistent wi th the 

findings of Sharp, et.al. (2006), and WFP (2003). 

The focus group di scussants said that, "selection criteria are not clear. Some times 

they used oxen ownership, other times tota l crop production". The key informants 

said " KFSTF and CFSTF used vague indicator with out explicit cri teria to 

dichotomize between 'eligible 'and ' ineligible' household heads". 

When asked more specificall y abo ut the nature of major selection criteri a, the 

majority of beneficiary respondents said that they are beneficiary because of small 

or no li vestock ownership (40 %). On the other hand, the majority of non

beneficiary respondents indicate that they are non-beneficiary because they have 

enough crop production (30 %). 

From the survey 94 % of non-beneficiary and 80 % of benefic iary household 

heads believe that there were individuals/households who were eligible accord ing 

to the criteria but excluded from the PSNP although 50 % of benefi ciary and 69 % 

of non-beneficiary household heads believe that there were households who were 

ineligible according to the criteri a but included to the PSNP. The focus group 

discussants said "there are individuals/households which should be beneficiary 

but non-beneficiary and which should be non- beneficiary but beneficiary." 
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On the fairness of the overall targeting out comes, 77 % of beneficiary and 97 % 

of non- beneficiary respondents replied targeting practices was not fa ir. They 

explai n about the targeti ng efficiency were unfa ir because of the following main 

reasons: 12 % pol iti cal, 55 % administration impositions, 11 % nepoti sm and 22 

% resource constraint. The focus group di scussants sa id "targeting is not fa ir 

because there are individuals who should not be beneficiary. Even after their 

names are approved by the community committee they change their names when 

they transfer to the woreda". The result is consistent with the findings of WFP 

(2003). 

4. Factors Affecting Targeting Efficiency: 

The empirical results show that targeting was inefficient in Ibnat wo reda. The 

study found there were errors occurred in the sampled kehele where PSNP was 

practiced. 

One of the problems assoc iated with targeting ineffici ency was setting quota. The 

wide gap between the large size of needy population on the one hand and limited 

resource capacity of the program on the other has led to di scontent and frustration 

both amo ng program participants and implementers .. 

The WFSO representative noted: "the quota system makes a limited resource to 

spread over a large number of beneficiari es. So a well designed targeting system 

is needed that provides for concentrating time, energy and avai lable resources on 
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a more focused and motivated population and thereby achieve a meaningful 

impact in reducing food insecurity through asset creation, saving and investment" . 

The KFSTF members and CFSTF representative noted: "they want to see the 

program making a tangible impact in the foreseeable future but maintained that 

such an impact should be achieved through expanded outreach and increased 

PSNP inputs". 

The quota system causes considerable difficulties for targeting bodies For 

example in Woinbercoh Wifituma kebele, the KFSTF has requested resources for 

2456 public works and 239 direct support beneficiaries for 2006, but received a 

quota of2395 publ ic work and 200 direct support. 

As the KFSTF key informant said ," We made the benefic iary list before we knew 

the quota. First we did a study of who shou ld get public work and who should get 

direct support and the assessment came from the communities. Then the quota 

came from the woreda, and the resources were already limited so we prioritized. 

We couldn ' t cover all the needy. It was very difficult to di stinguish between 

similar household heads". Focus Group Discussants noted "some household who 

are always food insecure are excluded from the safety net due to limited quota." 

The other problem was targeting method practiced. To understand the 

effecti veness of different targeting mechani sm, it is usefu l to see "who" targets 

and "who" implements the interventions (Coady, 2004). From the survey on 

household heads perception of who had actually decided the targeting in their 
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community most people thought that the decisions have been made either by 

KFSTF or WFSTF. The Kebe le FSTF was the most freque ntly-mentioned body 

among both beneficiary and non-beneficiary. 

The focus group discussants said , " It is the kebele committee who decided the 

targeting in their community". The key informant said , "It is the kebe le council 

and community representative who involved in beneficiary selection. The 

targeting process was based on need assessment of food insecurity si tuation and 

livelihood resource." The finding shows that the community participation m 

targeting beneficiary selection was weak. This affects the targeting efficiency. 

Technica l problems arose in defining the target gro up. Woredas allocated 

different levels of resources to different kebeles based on the criteria of past relief 

recipients and total production in the recent harvest season. With in the kebeles 

the beneficiary se lection was based on local assessment of food insecurity and 

livelihood. The KFSTF fam iliarizes the CFSTF with benefic iary se lection 

procedures. 

However the CFSTF based on the personal knowledge about members used oxen 

ownership as a selection criteri on. The main issue here is whether oxen ownership 

can be an appropriate indicator. Targeting is not costless but targeting using on ly 

oxen ownership makes it less costly. Oxen ownership is an observable indicator 

that can be easi ly and quickl y measured. 
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The use of oxen ownership can drop-out food vulnerable people or leak- in non 

farm income own fertile land, produce crops, have labor and so. On the other 

hand , households can own more oxen (to be eligible) but loose all or many of the 

above assets. Such practice encourages ox holding households to se ll their oxen 

which then increase vulnerability to future insecurity. 

The use of mult i-variable indicators instead of a single indicator would minimize 

errors in estimating the beneficiary. 

The final problem was wage rate. The wage rate for PSNP public works is fixed at 

6 Birr per day or 3kg grain in food. This rate was determined on the basis of 

minimum consumption needs, rather than prevailing wage rates. Nevertheless, 

there is an expectation that the low payment rate will discourage the less needy 

from participating (or in other words, act as a partial self targeting element 

combined with the admin istrative community targeting system).The study found 

that 47 % of respondents argue 6 Birr is too low in comparison with other 

employment and with the work required. Smith and Subbarao (2003) on their 

study in Indonesia data on the employment creation programs, program coverage 

among poor households is 8.3 % compared to 4.9 % among non-poor households. 

The lower participation was because of lower wage than the market. 
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4.2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of thi s case study on targeting efficiency in PSN P suggest the need for 

practical and affordable methodologies for future intervention at woreda level. The 

recommendations can a lso be used in other woredas with similar features; 

I. The Federal and the Regional government bodies have to allocate resources 

based on the size of vulnerable population requested by WFSTF. 

2. Efforts should be continued to ensure that community targeting process are 

transparent, participatory and well managed. 

3. The knowledge and skills of those involved III the implementation of the 

program, particularl y WFSTF and frontline development workers, should be 

enhanced through the provision of focused and regu lar training input. 

4. To achieve the PSNP objectives the se lection cri teria should be based on 

combination of at least two criterions in order to reduce errors of inclusion 

and exclusion. 
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Annex 1. Total Population and Safety Net Beneficiaries of Ibnat 
Woreda 

Total Total Safety Net 
Populati Household Beneficiary Total Sa fety 

S.No. Kebe le Name on Heads Househ old H eads Net Beneficiaries 
I Ababikila 6137 1312 789 2286 
2 Abegeldi-Aquashmoch 6747 1491 609 2500 
3 Aderseg-Abina 12358 2746 1331 4410 
4 Adiabona-Quroura 8122 1762 649 2647 
5 AdIs"ie-Seaonko 6886 1419 657 2939 
6 Agissa 5116 1284 476 1985 
7 i\iha-Aouha 5916 1362 503 2056 
8 Ajana-Zekelimoka 8238 1856 622 2771 
9 Amestva 6297 1364 606 1843 
10 Balarb 7734 1811 938 3145 
11 Birkoch-Aqu<lchmoch 7328 1648 649 3288 
12 Chebergiena-Niquara 6314 1461 546 2407 
13 Deber-Teklehavmano t 5493 1268 502 2059 
14 Dcbir A bajaue 4487 938 413 1688 
15 Emachiko - Gunaguna 7972 1724 596 2705 
16 Evadana-Wulha 4278 936 472 1606 
17 Gedey 4832 1044 364 1826 
18 Gelamatebia 5053 1208 739 2208 
19 Gibtsawit 6770 1533 603 2730 
20 J em an - D eregha 9077 1827 850 2640 
21 Kita 4438 962 499 1988 
22 Mechena 511 6 1086 861 1904 
23 Menadik 4257 975 424 1855 
24 Mena-Medhanialem 4339 953 488 1853 
25 Selamva-Lanko 8436 1811 777 2754 
26 Senvuru 3266 702 306 1250 
27 Shungie-Sarniko 8405 1759 658 2905 
28 Tarasemba 6146 1331 541 2289 
29 Tega"ie 3467 769 558 2041 
30 Wagina - Woregaja 6897 1479 710 2568 
31 Wariba 4378 954 481 1642 
32 Won beroc h - Woftoma 9045 1923 577 2595 
33 Leha 6700 1460 589 2235 
34 Ibnat Town 12604 3106 

Total 222,649 49,264 20,383 77,618 
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Annex 2 . Tropical Livestock Unit/TLU/ Conversion Factors 

Species Faclor Class of Caffle TLU E,"ivalell l 
Male Female 

Camel 1.1 Calves 0.25 0.25 
Buffaloes, Horses, Mules 1.0 Weaners and Yealings 0.34 0.34 
Cattle, Asses 0.8 2 - 2.5 years 0.8 0.75 
Pigs 0.2 2.5 - 3.5 years 1.0 1.0 
Sheep, Goats 0.1 

Source: FAG (/974) and Hunting Techl7lcal Services (/974) clled In Williamson and Payne, 1978. 

Annex 3. Composition of Focus Group Discussions 

Type of Focus Group Total Number of participants 

W/ omen 10 

Elder Men 6 
l?ollf~f!.. i\1en 8 

Total 24 

I 



Appendix 1. Map of Amhara Region 
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Appendix 2. Map of Ibnat Woreda 
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Appendix 3. Household Survey Questionnaire 

D ear Respondent, 

A s you are well aware, food insecurity are the daily experiences o f 1l1DSt Ethiopians. 

Therefore , to tackle these problems the governments of E thiopia design different 

approaches to address the food security through access and availability o f food resources to 

the poor in fann of various programs. However, these resources aren't reaching to the poor. 

Any effort to design strategies aimed at targeting th e poor must start with identifying the 

fa ctors that affect targeting mechanisms. This questionnaire is, therefo re, designed for a 

study whose overall objective is to identify and analyze targeting rural household problems 

and targeting effectiveness in productive safety net program in Ibnat woreda respectively. 

T he output of the study is beyond doubt important for the success of food security program 

in the woteda. Therefore, you are kindly requested to give genuine respo nses. I would like to 

assure you that the information you are going to provide will be exclusively used for 

academic purpose and will remain confidential. 

Thank you 

INSTRUCTION: 1. Respondents should be Household Heads 

2. The Data year 1997 E.C. 

Section 1: Identification 

I. Name of household head : 

2. Household Code 

3. Peasant Assoc iation: ----------- ------- ---------- ------- Code: 

4. Village: ----------- ------- ---------- ------- Code : 

5. Name oflntervi ewer: ----------- ------- ---------- -------- Code: 
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Section 2: Household Composition and Characteristics 

QOI Q02 Q03 Q04 QOS Q06 

S 

e A Dependency 

r 
Relation the 

0 Educational status to " 
I 

'" household head e 

" a if] 

1- Head o - can not read and write 
I 

2=wife O=pregnant 

3=Son/Dal1ghter 1 = read and write I =Lactation 

4= Mother/Father 2=s ick person 
N Name of (For the rest write grade of forma l 

" S=BrotherlSister V> 3=children < 5 OJ ~ 

education completed) 11 household E '" 6=NiecelNephew 
0) 

4=elderly ~ '" m members 11 "0 
7=Unclel Au nt 0) 5 = handicap ..... " b C. 8=Grand parent E 6 = others 

e 0 
~ 9=Servant u 

r '" .5 
E 10=other relative " II OJ) - II =non relative -< 

0 1 I 
02 

03 

04 

05 



Section - 3: Socio -Economic 'Statues" of Sample Household Heads 

3.1. For Excluded Household Heads 

3.1 . 1. Food Security "Statues" 

Q7. Had your household received aid in the past 3 years 

J ~ Yes 2 ~ No 

Q8. If yes, show the years (E.e.) and the forms of aid 

Years 1995 1996 1997 

Forms of Aid 

Code: I = EGS 2 = GR 3 = Supplementary Food 4 = 1 +3 5 = 2 + 3 

Q9. Had your household face sudden shocks between I 995(E.e.) and 1997 (E.C) 

J = yes 2 = No 

3.1. 2. Access! Ownership of Productive Asset 

A.Land 

QlD. Do you have land of your own? J = Yes 2 = No 

Qil. If your answer to question 10 is "yes", how many timadl allocated? 

Q12 . Do you cultivate all your land allocated? I = Yes 2 = No 

Q13. If your answer to question 10 is "No", what are the reasons? 

I = Shortage of oxen 

2 = Shortage of labour 

3. = Shortage of agricultural inputs 

4 = others (Specify it) 

I . Timad, a local un it equivalent to a quarter of hectare 
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B. Livestockl Oxen 

Q14. Do you have Oxen? 1 = Yes 2 = No 

Ql5.1f your answer to question 14 is "yes", how many oxen do you have? 

1 = One 

2 = Two 

3= Three 

4 = Four 

5 = more than fo ur 

Q16. Do yo u have Other Livestock? 1 = Yes 2 = No 

If your answer to question 16 is yes, 

QJ7 QJ8 

Type of livestock N II/llbe, of anill/als at Attlte end 

tlte beginning 

I = Cows 

2 - Steers 

3 = Heifers 

4 = Ca lves 

5 - Sheep 

6 - Goats 

7 - Mules 

8 = Hurses 

9 - Donkeys 

10 - Chickens 

3.1.3. Production and Income 

In/ormatioll all total yield obtailled ill 1997 E,C 

S.No Sources Unit Q19 

Total Yield Obtained 

1 Crop production kertiteL 

2 Livestock Bi-products " 
, 

Honey production " ) 

Total 

2. ker/i/e ,a local unit equi valent to haifa quinta l 

104 



Ser. 

No 

01 

02 

03 

04 

OS 

06 

07 
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Illformatioll all tota/lncomefrom Differellt sources obtained ill 1997 E.C 

Q20 Q20 

How much income Ser. How much income 

Sources did the household No Sources did the household 

receive? ( in Birr) receive? ( in Birr) 

Crop producti on 08 Remittance/tran sfer recei ved 

Sa le of anima ls 09 Wage of head 

Mi lk, butter and cheese 10 Wage of spouse 

Egg production II Wage of children 

Honey production 12 From Non-Farm activities 

Sa le of durables 13 Others (Specify) 

Rece ived fro m Equb 

3.1. 4. Perception on Targeting Procedure 

Q2 1. Who decided to ("included" and "excluded" ) household heads from the producti ve safety net 

program? 

I . Woreda Food Security Task Force 

2. Kebele Council/Administration 

3. Kebele FSTF 

4. Community FSTF 

5. Community( We all decided together) 

6. Don ' t know 

Q22 . In your opinion what do you think are the main criteria fo r selection in PSNp? 

Q23 . Was your household excluded in the initial screening or at the last re-targeting? 

I . Excluded from the initial selection 

2. Excluded in the last re-targeting 
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Q24. What do yo u think made your households to be non-elig ible for PSNP? 

1. Livestock ownership 5. Family Size 

2. Crop Production 6. Discrimination 

3. Land ownership 7. Don ' t know 

4. Other poli tics supporter 

Q25. Do yo u think that there are individuals! household heads w ho were non-benefic iary in 

PSNP although eligible according to criteria? 

1 = Yes 2 = No 3= I don'/ know 4 = NoAnswer 

Q26. Do you think that there are individuals! household heads who were beneficiary in PSNP 

although non-eligible according to criteria? 

I =Yes 2 = No 3= I don ', know 4 = NoAnswer 

Q27. What do you think the Capacity of "implementing agency" at the local leve l? 

I = have the capacity 

2 = Luck the capacity 

3 = I don't know 

Q28. Was the targeting fair? 

1. Yes 2. No 

Q29. If the targeting was not fair, what are the reasons? 

I. favoritism to party affiliation 

2. the powerful pressurized ( forced) to be targeted 

3. re lati v ism to PA officia ls 

4. food! cash amount not proportional to the number offamily members regi stered 

5. others _______ _ 

Q30. Do you think that there were problems in the implementation of targeting PSNP? 

1 = Yes 2 = No 

Q31. If your answer is "Yes", what are the problems?(Tick'/ ill the Dash) 

I. Lack of up to date household information 

2. Weak administration capacity -------------

3. Complex ity of targeting criteria -------------



; 

4. Unnecessary interference from local leadersh ip -------------

5. Lack of awareness at kebele level 

6. Others 

3.2. For Included Household Heads 

3.2. 1. Food Security "Statues" 

Q32. Had your household received aid in the past 3 years 

J= Yes 2 = No 

Q33. If yes, show the years (E.C.) and the forms of aid 

Years 1995 1996 1997 

Forms of Aid 

Code: I = EGS 2 = GR 3 = Supplementary Food 4 = 1 +35=2+3 

Q34. Had your household face sudden shocks between I 995(E.C.) and 1997 (E.C) 

J = Yes 2 = No 

3.2. 2. Access! Ownership of Productive Asset 

A.Land 

Q35. Do you have land of your own? J = Yes 2 = No 

Q36. If your answer to question 35 is "yes", how many timad (allocated)? 

Q37. Do you cultivate all your land allocated? J = Yes 2 = No 

Q38. If yo ur answer to question 35 is "No", what are the reasons? 

I = Shortage of oxen 

2 = Shortage of labour 

3. = Shortage of agricultural inputs 

4 = Others (Specify it) 
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B. Livestock! Oxen 

Q39 . Do you have Oxen? 1 = Yes 2 = No 

Q40. If your answer to question 39 is "yes ", how many oxen do you have? 

I = One 

2 = Two 

3= Three 

4 = Four 

5 = more than four 

Q41. Do you have Other Livestock? I = Yes 2 = No 

If your answer to Question 4 1 is yes. 
Q42 Q43 

Type of livestock Number of al/ill/als at At the elld 

the begilllling 

I = Cows 

2 = Steers 

3 = Heifers 

4 = Calves 

5 = Sheep 

6 = Goats 

7 = Mules 

8 = Horses 

9 = Donkeys 

10 = Ch ickens 

3.2. 3. Production and Income 

Information on total yield obtained il1199 7 E.C 

S.No Sources Unit Q44 

Total Yield Obtained 

I Crop production kertite 

2 Livestock Bi-products " 
, 

Honey production " .) 

Total 
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Ser. 

No 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 
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Information on lola/Income from Differenl sources oblained ill /997 E.C 

Q45 Q45 

How much income Ser. How much income 

Sources did the household No Sources did th e household 

receive? (in Birr) receive? (in Birr) 

Crop production 08 Remittance/transfer rece ived 

Sa le of anima ls 09 Wage of head 

Milk, butter and cheese 10 Wage of spouse 

Egg production II Wage of ch i Idren 

Honey production 12 From Non-Farm activities 

Sa le of durables 13 Others (S pecify) 

Rece ived from Eq ub 

3.2. 4. Perception on Targeting Procedure 

Q46. Who decided to ("included" and "excluded") household heads from the productive sa fety net 

program? 

I. Woreda FSTF 

Kebele Council! Administration 

2 Kebele FSTF 

3 Community FSTF 

4 Community ( We all decided together) 

5 don ' t know 

Q47. In y our opinion what do you think are the m a in criteria for se lection in PSNp? 

Q48. Was your household included in the initial screenin g or at the last re-ta rgeting? 

I . Included from the initial selection 

2. Included in the last re-targeting 
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Q49. What do you think made your households to be eligible for PSNP? 

I. Small / no Livestock ownership 4. High Family Size 

2. Crop Production fai lure 5. don ' t know 

3. political supporter of the current party 

Q50. Do you th ink that there are individuals/ househo lds who were no n- benefi ciary in PSNP 

although eli gible accord ing to criteria? 

1 =Yes 2 = No 3 = I don', know 4 = No Answer 

Q51. Do you think that there are individuals/ households who were beneficiary In PSNP 

although non-eligible according to criteria? 

I = res 2 =No 3 = 1 don 'f know ./ = No Answer 

Q52. What do you think the Capac ity of "implementing agency" at the loca l level? 

I . have the capacity 

2. luck the capacity 

3. I don ' t know 

Q53. Was the targeting fa ir? 

1. Yes 2. No 

Q54. If the targeting was not fair, what are the reasons? 

I. Favoriti sm to party affi liation 

2. The powerful pressurized (forced) to be targeted 

3. Relativism to PA officials 

4. Food/ cash amount not proportional to the num ber offamil y members registered 

5. Others, _______ _ 

Q55 . Do you think that there we re problems in the implementation of targeti ng PSNP? 

I = Yes 2 = No 

Q56. If your answer is "Yes", what are the problems?(Tick'/ill the Dash) 

I. Lack of up to elate household in forma tion 

2. Weak administration capacity -------------

3. Complexity of targeting criteria -------------

4. Unnecessary interference fro m local leadership -------------

5. Lack of awareness at kebele level 

6. Others 
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Q57. In what program your household benefi ciary in PSN P? 

I . Direct Program 

2. Publi c Work Program 

A. Targeting ill Public Work Progral/1 

Q58. How many people participated from your household? 

1. One 3. Three 5. Five 

2. Two 4. Four 6. Six 

Q59. We re all able-bodied in the household participated in public work? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Q60. If not participated, why? 

1. payment was provided for limi ted number 

2. they did not have time, engaged in other acti vities 

3. did no t want to parti cipate 

4. the avail able jobs were limited 

QG 1. What do yo u thin k about amount of benefit (wage) fro m PSNP compare with other 

alternative wages in the area? 

1. below other wages 

2. Equal 
, 

above other wages J . 

4. no alternative job 

B. Targeting ill Direct Program 

Q62 . Why did not participate in the work program? 

I . unable to work 

2. the jobs were onl y for few people 

3. the program was given for free 

4. not requested to work 



Q63. If the household representative was unable to work, what was the reason? 

l. Handicap 4. pregnancy or lactation 

2. Sickness 5. household members were busy to participate 

3. Elderl y 6. lack of labour in the household 

Q64. If the household did not participate because not requested to work , would yo u 

been able to participate if requested to work? 

1 = Yes 2 =No 

Thank you very much! 

Appendix 4.Checklist for Focus Group Discussion 

1. What do you think the criteria used for selection of beneficiaries fo r PSNP? 

J 12 

2. Do you think that there are individuals! households who were non-beneficiary 

from PSNP although eligible according to criteria? 

3 . Do you think that there are individuals! households who were beneficiary trom 

PSNP although non eligible accord ing to criteria? 

4 . Does the community participate in the targeting process? 

5 . What do you think the Capacity of "implement ing agency" at the local level? 

6. Was the targeting procedure fair? If not fair , the reasons for perceiving targeting 

as unfair? 

7 . Do you think that there were problems in the implementation of targeting PSNP? 

If yes, what are the major problems 

Appendix 5. Checklist for Key Informants 

1. What are the key aspects practiced in implementing household targeting 

mechanism in relation to data collection and management, Institutional 

Responsibilities? 

2. Which targeting methods practiced to select beneficiary households? 

3. What are the criteri a used in the area to select beneficiary household" 
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4 . Who decide the eligibility indicators for selection of beneficiary? 

5. Who involved in selecting beneficiary households? 

6. What problems they face in identifying beneficiary households? 

7 . To what extent the targeting mechanism correspond or deviate from the National 

Guide Line set out at the national / regional level? 

8. What are the major factors affecting targeting efficiency? 
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