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ABST RACT 

This study is about the assessment of food security situation in An90lela Tero 

Woreda and it identifies the main causes and COPpin9 mechanisms of food insecurity 

problems. In this study both primary and secondory data collection methods were 

employed to collect data. To ensure the representativeness of the sample 

population the area was stratified on the basis of agro-ecological differences (dego 

and weina de9a). Household survey and key informants 9rouP discussions were 

carried out on the selected sample KAs in each stratum. Direct field observation was 

also employed to check and verify the collected data. 

The populations of An90lelana Tera woreda are mainly subsistent farmers who 

heavily rely on the main rainy season for their annual crop and livestock production. 

Farmin9 in the wareda is mainly practiced traditionally and prone to natura/, 

technol09ical and socia-economic constraints. As a resu lt , the a9ricultural 

production in the woreda is very low. In order 10 aU9ment the low income obtained 

from the a9riculture sector some community members en90ged in non-form 

activities such as doily laborin9 and petty trading. However, lock of access to non· 

form job opportunities, shortage of start up capital, and lock of knowledge and 

workin9 skills have constrained many not to expand non-{arm job opportunities. 

Due to these reasons a Si9nificant proportion of community members unable to 

meet their food requirement and faced on average four months of food scarcity 

period yearly. To manage this situation the community members employed various 

COPpin9 mechanisms such as selling of trees and other assets such as livestock, 

barrowin9 fram neighbors and relatives , rentin9 of form land and reducin9 the 

quantity and consuming of cheap and nutritionally poorer food such as Avena Sativa 

(sinnar). Some of these mechanisms will likely have a ne9ative long term impact on 

the mental and physical development of children. 

Hence, the 90vernment and other development organizations should build up on the 

already existin9 copping mechanisms such as stron9 social ties and net work and 

should devise appropriate strate9ies that enable the community to come out of food 

insecurity situation. This calls for joint research and joint action by all stakeholders. 
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CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION 

1. 1. Background of the Issue 

No human right has been so frequently and spectacularly violated in recent 

times as the right to food, des pite the fact that it is one of the most 

consistently enshrined rights in international human rights law, as constant ly 

rea ffirmed by governments. Concerns generated by the food crisi s of the mid· 

1970s led to world leaders accepting for the first time the common 

responsibility of the international community to abolish hunger and 

malnutrition (Clover, 2003). The latest es timates indicate that some 840 

million people were undernourished in 1998·2000 11 million in the 

industrialized countries, 30 million in countries in transi tion, and 799 million 

in the developing world (FAO, 2002). 

The 1996 World Food Summit se t a target of a reduction in the number of 

hun gry people by at least 20 million every year between 2000 and 2015. While 

some regions made impressive progress over the two decades preceding the 

year 2000, demonstrating that hunger is not an intractable problem 

(Raj alakshmi, 2002), the latest figures on numbers of und ernouri shed 

worldwide reveal that since the 1996 World Food Summi t (WFS), the average 

annual decrease has been only 2.5 million, far below the level required to 

reach the WFS goal of halving the number of undernourished people by 2015. 

Progress will have to be accelerated to 24 million per year , almost ten times 

the current pace, in order to reach that goal (FAO, 2002) . 

Ethiopia is one of the poorest countri es in the World, it faces sever food 

insecurity problems due to widespread poverty, rapid population growth, and 

recurrent droughts. In recent decades the country has suffered from severe 

political instability in the form of civil wars , military coups, and a seri es of 

drought-related food crises . 



Major droughts in Ethiopia occurred in 1971-75,1984 -85,1999 -00 and 2002-03, 

and also nearly every year since 1980 at least some parts of the country have 

been affected by drought. Most droughts have been concentrated 

geographically in the central and north eastern highlands and in the southern 

lowlands. Some have been more sever than others, like the 1984's, which led 

to a famine and the 1999-00's and 2002-03's crises (Del Ninno, 2005). 

In th e midst of a severe famine that resulted in about one quarter million 

deaths, the Derg Marxist Government took power in 1974, which imposed 

numerous controls on market and investment. Economic output stagnated over 

the next fifteen years, during which a major famine occurred in the 1984-85 

following an extended period of poor rains beginning in 1977. Almost eight 

million people were affected by food shortage during the crises and at least 

one million people are estimated to have died. The total production of cereals 

in 1984-85 was only 70 percent of the mean production of the previous three 

years (Del Ninno, 2005). 

The severity of the production crises was exacerbated by the fact that Marxist 

Militar'y Regime of that time had firmly refused to allow foreign aid in to the 

country meanwhile concentrating most of its budget on a massive military 

build up to finance the 20-year civil war in the Northern Provinces. The civil 

war from 1974 to 1991 strained public finances reduced international support 

and constrained agricultural production. 

Then, following the overthrow of the Government and the adoption of a broad 

spectrum of reform measures for economic recovery and reconstruction in 

1991, agricultural and overall economic growth increased. Gains in cereal 

production (mainly maize due to adoption of improved seeds and increased 

fertilizer use) since the early 1990s notwithstanding, the situation thus 

remains critical at present. 

The 1999-2000 crises was the result of a series of events including repeated 

smaller weather shocks, lack of market access and the negative impact and 
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the restri ctions of movements due to the conflict with Eritrea. The war with 

Eritrea from May 1998 to December 2000 reduced donor support and 

undermined investor con fidence. At the same time, drought and late arrivals 

of food aid contributed to another food cri ses in 1999-2000. Even though the 

major famine was averted especially in the chronically vulnerable highlands, 

an estimated 10 million people needed food assistance at the height of the 

crises (Del Ninno, 2005). 

In 2003 Ethiopia experienced one of the worse droughts in many years. Failure 

of the 2002 belg rains combined with delayed and sporadic 2002 meher rains 

were at the origin of the sever drought conditions and food insecurity in 2003. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Food production in Ethiopia is heavily dependent on scarce and often erratic 

rainfal l. Agriculture in the country is almost enti rely rain -fed: only about 190 

thousand hectares out of 11.3 million hectares of area cultivated (about 0.2 

percent of total agricultural land is irrigated), and production is influenced by 

large fluctuations in the t iming and vo lume of ra in fall. Cereals (mainly maize, 

wheat, teff and sorghum) accounted for about 70 % of the area cultivated and 

70 % of calorie consumption. About 95 % of cerea l production takes place 

during the main rainy season (called mehere or kiremt), which runs from May 

to September. A minor season (belg) accounts for only about 5 % of cereal 

production (FAO/WFP, 2002). 

The population of the country is increasing at a rate of about 2.9 percent per 

annum, while its annual agri cultural growth is 2.4 percent. The agricultural 

perform ance in the country has not exceeded the population growth over the 

past four decades, and the gap between food needs and availabil ity has 

continued to widen, requi ring additiona l food aid . Food aid has accounted 

most grain imports in Ethiopia over the last few decades. Food aid flows to 

Ethiopia (including local procurement) averaged 728 thousand tons since 1990 

and have ranged from 120 thousand tons in 1996 to 1.22 million tons (ten 
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times the 1996 total) in 2002. Most of this food aid was in the form of cereal 

(almost all wheat) imports, which accounted for almost 10 % of total cereal 

availability (Del Ninno, 2005) . 

In Ethiopia, food production and supply show substantia l geographical 

differences; there are surplus producing areas (mostly in the central 

highland s) and chronic food insecure regions (a particular feature of the 

north, north-east, east and far south of the country). Both acute and chronic 

food deficits are linked in Ethiopia; consequently 15 percent of the populati on 

lives in conditions hi ghly vulnerable to drought and other shocks 

(Hartmanshennn, 2002). The average per capita income in the country is 

estimated to be US $ 100 (World Bank Atlas, 2003), which is one of the lowest 

in the world. The per capita income of rural areas is 1244.00 Birr, including 

imputed values of freely obtained/owned goods. Total caloric intake per 

person is 2291.5 Kilocalories, which is a little more than the minimum calorie 

requirement of 2200 kilocalories (MEDREK, 2004). 

The 1995/96 and 1999/00 Household Income Consumption Expenditure (HICE) 

and Welfare Monitoring (WM) Surveys indicated that about 44 percent of the 

population of Ethiopia live under absolute poverty. As a consequence about 51 

percent of Ethiopians are considered food insecure and malnourished, and 27 

percent of the population lives under conditions of extreme food poverty, 

unable to consume more than 1.650 calories per day. The survey resul t s also 

indicated that, 6-7 million people are chronically food insecure, lacking 

sufficient resources to consume enough food even in good years. Malnutrition 

(stunting) among Ethiopian children is over 60 percent in some regions (Tigray 

and Amhara) reflecting a lon g-term impact of food security. Since the world 

first found out about the disaster caused by famine and drought in Ethiopia in 

1974, the country has become one of the main recipients of international food 

aid. 

The issue of food security in Ethiopia is complex and multi-dimensional. Food 

security problems exist at national, regional and household/individual levels. 
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Food security of households doesn't automa t ically go together with nationa l 

food security; and also within the food security dimensions some strategies 

are likely to be better managed by household actions than by national ac tions 

and vice versa . 

There is no si ngle technological economic or political approach that offers an 

instant, dramatic solution . As a result, more effective programs and measures 

for an improved reduction of vulnerability must be sought. Therefore, 

interventions and strategies have to be tailored to the demands of each 

specific level . To this end, various studies need to be carried out in the most 

food insecure areas of the country in order to better solve the problems 

associated with food insecurity in each area. 

The se lection of the area for this research has emanated from the following 

reasons. The first reason that at tracted me to undertake this research in the 

area is my previous experience in the area. I had an opportunity to work in 

the area from the yea rs 2001·2004 as a field staff member of one 

development oriented organization that operates in the area . 

Second ly, I rea lized that the research area, Angolela Tera woreda, is one of 

the most food insecure waredas in North Shewa Zone . As a result, a signifi ca nt 

proportion of the popula t ion of the woreda has experienced hunger and 

malnutrition for the past many years. Furthermore, the unique topographic 

and agro·ecologica l features of the area have also contributed to the initiation 

of this research. The study area is predominantly highland (dega ) and the 

topography of the area is dominated by plateau. A heavy wind , frost and 

wa ter logging are the characteristic features of the area . 

Despite these, the area has been by· passed by most of the previous research 

undertakings. Thus, this resea rch could cont ribute to a certain extent in 

bridging the gap as well as in identifying policy implications for combating the 

constraints of food security in the country. In view of this , this study is 
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initi ated to identify the major causes of food insecurity and the highly 
affected households/community groups in the study area. 

1.3. Objectives of the Study 

The general objective of the study is to assess the food security situation and 
explore the main ca uses of food insecurity in the study area and to foreword 
possible measures that could enhance the achievement of food security at 
household level in the study area and extrapolate it to areas, which have 
simi lar agro-ecological and soc io -economic features . 

The specific obj ectives of this study include: 

I. To assess the current food security situation of the study area, 
2. To explore the major constrai nts in agricultural and non-agricultural 

income generating activi ties 

3. To identify food insec ure community groups in the study area, 
4. to assess food insecurity coping mechanisms of th e community in 

the study area, 

5. To forwa rd possible alternative recommendations to improve the 
food security situation in the survey area 

1.4. Research Question s 

The research has addressed the following : 

1. What are the main livelihood strategies of the community? 
2. What constraints affect different livelihood strategies? 
J. When and for how long does food shortage occur in different parts of 

the woreda? 

4. How do food insecure households survive? 
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1.5 . Materials and Methods of Data Co llection and Ana lys is 

1. 5. 1. Data Sou rces and Methods of Co llect ion 

In this research, methodological triangulation that is the utilization of several 

resea rch methods such as field survey , key informants discussion and direct 

observations were used in order to supp lement and check up on one to the 

other. 

1. 5. 1.1. Data Sources 

The sources of data for this research inc lude both primary and secondary data 

sources. The primary data sources include: household survey, key informants 

discussions and di rec t field observa tions. On the other hand, secondary data 

sources include : reports and documents of various governmenta l and non· 

governmental organizations, and other relevant stakeholders, which are 

operating in the study area. Moreover, va ri ous publi cations, journals, books, 

f indings of previous research undertakings, Internet and other sources were 

used . 

1.5.1.2. Methods of Data Co llection 

1.5. 1.2. 1. Field Su rvey 

1.5 .1 . 2.1.1 . Questionnaires 

Both standardized (pre-coded) set of questions and open-ended questionnaires 

were used. The survey questions were construc ted care fully by avoiding 

vague, leading and double-barreled questions. In order to minimize the 

number of non·responses and to avoid ambiguous responses, the survey 

questions were construc ted to be si mple and they were made to be within the 

comprehension level of respondents. The survey was preceded by pre-testing 

(pilot sur'/eys) in order to pick up unanticipated problems. Thus, difficulties 

found ou t in the cou rse of pre·testi ng were ironed out be fore undertaking the 

actual survey. 
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1.5 .1.2.1. 2. Enumerators 

A total of six enumera tors and one supervisor were recruited to undertake the 

su rvey. Prior to undertaking the survey, the en umerators and the supervisor 

were t rained. Wh ile under taking the survey the researcher closely superv ised 

the enumerators and the supervisor. 

1.5.1.2.2. Key Infor mants Discussion/Interview 

In order to ob tain explanations for the way in which survey respondents have 

responded and to check on and verify data obtained th rough quantitative 

survey methods, key informants discussions were used. In eac h sa mpled KAs 

key informants each containing 6 to 12 members that include of KAs' leaders, 

community elders, religious leaders, farmers and women were interviewed. 

The questions were less struc tured simple and clearly formulated. 

1.5.1.3 . Sampling T echn iques and Sampling Design 

In this particular research stratified, purposive and probability sampling 

techniques were used. To do this, first of all KAs were grouped according to 

their agro-ecological conditions (14 dega and 5 weina dega KAs) then from 

each cluster two from dega and one from weina dega KAs were drawn 

purposively based on accessibility and the severity of food insecurity problem . 

A total of 150 sample households (respondents) were drawn from sa mple KAs 

proportion".l to the total population (household) size of eac h of the three 

sample KAs. To ensure representativeness of the sample household within the 

sample KAs, the sample households were randomly selected using lottery 

method. The sample size (number of respondents) in each sample KA was 

proporti onal to household size of the respecti ve sample KA (see tab le 1). 

8 



1.5.1 .4. Basic Survey Designs 

1. 5.1. 4. 1. Approximating Lon gitudina l Su rveys 

To answer questions involving processes or notion of change over time, 

approxi mat ion longitudinal surveys, with cross-sec ti onal surveys were used. 

Approxi mating devices such as, aski ng respondents fu rn ish data relevant to 

the past and logical interpretation of cross ·sec tional data to indica te process 

over time were used . 

1. 5.1. 5. Sampling Distri but ion 

Table 1 shows that t he dis t ribution of sa mple sizes in sam ple kebeles were 

based on the proportional household size of the respecti ve kebeles . As a result 

a larger sample size is ta ken from Chefanen kebele-which has a larger 

household size. 

Ta ble 1: Sampling distri but ion 

SIN KA AEZ Total HH % of HHs from I Sample Size 
I 

all sample KAs 
I 

1 Che fanen Oego 1778 36.5 155 

2 Cheki Oego 1654 33.9 51 

3 Angada Weino dego 1447 29.6 44 

Tota l 4879 100% 150 
I 

1.5.1.6. Methods of Analysis 

The da ta, whi ch were ga thered th rough the fi eld survey, were en tered in to a 

computer, processed and summ ari zed using Statisti ca l Packages for Social 

Studies (SPSS) statistical software. To prod uce concise summary of the data, 

measures of central tendency, measures of va ri abi lity, cross tabulation and 

comparison of means were applied. The dat a are presented usi ng of frequency 

distribution, and tabu lar and graphic forms of presentations. The food 

insecuri ty si tuation are compared and analyzed at household and KPA levels 

on the basis of agro-climati c and gender dif ferences . 
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1.6. Significance of the Study 

Previous research results indicated that the problem of food insecurity in 

Ethiopia is deep and complex and caused by different factors which vary from 

one region to another. As a result, they recommend the need to ca rry out 

different researches on different localities in order to identify the 

determinants and the way out of the problem in each area. 

This research , therefore, unveils food insecurity situation and its level of 

severity and important determinates of food insecurity in the study area and 

also attempts to pin point appropriate measures that may curb the problems. 

Consequently, the findings of the research wil l help improve the efforts of all 

development stakeholders including government institutions, research 

organizations and other relevant development partners that operate in the 

study area and in areas which exhibit sim ilar agro-ecologica l , socio·economic 

and demographic features. Hence, the research will have a significant 

contribution to the efforts being made in mitigating food insecurity in the 

area and in the country at large. 

1.7. Scope and Limitations 

The research was restricted in two dega and one weina dega kebel es of the 

study area, Angolela Tera woreda due to the limited time and budget 

available. A total of 150 respondents were selected randomly from all sample 

kebeles (from all wealth categories) of the study area . In spite of this, great 

care was taken to maintain the representativeness of t he sample size by 

ensuring that the selected sample households and kebeles are actually 

represent the study area, and the reliability and valid i ty of the research 

results by making use of a combination of vari ous research methods. 
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1.8 . Conceptua l Framework 

The four key components through which a household or a community would 

attain food security are producing it themselves (increasing availability), 

utilization (using and safeguarding the food available in a sanitary and 

efficient manner), purchasing i t (having access) and crea ting assets that can 

be liquidated in times of stress. 

However, the mix and relative weight of each of these four elements depends 

on the particular circumstance faced by a specific household or community. It 

is difficult to prescribe what this weighting should be bu t rather it is a 

combination of these factors that ca n ensure i ts existence . 

Moving from household to individual food security requires consideration of: 

how is food allocated within the household and biological utilization -the 

ability of a human body to take food and translate it into either energy that is 

used to undertake daily activi ties or is stored . Util ization requires not only 

adequate diet, but also a healthy physical environment and an understanding 

of proper rea lth care, food preparation , and storage process (Tadesse, 2001). 

A distinction is also drawn between chronic food insecurity-the inability to 

meet food needs on an ongoing basis and transitory food insec urity-when the 

inabili ty to meet food needs is of a temporary nature (Maxwell et ai, 1992). 

Transitory food insecurity could be divided into two sub -categories: cyclical­

where there is a regular pattern to food insecurity, for example, during the 

lean season that occurs in the period just before harvest; and temporary· 

which is the result of a short term, exogenous shock such as droughts or 

floods. 

While this study will focus primarily on household and individual level food 

insecurity, attention will also be given to geographical food security 

dispari ties (KA level differences based on agro-ecological, accessibility and 

other factors) . This study will also focus more on chronic and transitory 
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cyc lical food insecurity problems and less on temporary transitory food 

insecurity problems. 

Figure 1 snows a conceptual framework for analyzing food security. A 

theoreti ca l framework is developed to guide the course of this study. The 

model is adopted from the works of Tad esse (2001 ). Some information is 

furnished to enrich the model and ta ilor i t to the study at hand . The mod el 

presented below shows how household food entitlements could be the result 

of a range of possible conditions and activities, each of which is influenced by 

other factors. 

The food sec urity sta tus of a household depends on its food production 

capac i ty supplemented by availability and use of alterna tive sources of 

income. The capacity of a household to produce food and earn income in turn 

is determined by its resource endowments, access to socio-economic services 

and the existence of responsive policies and agricultural ins titutions. 

The diagram depicted that household food security issues canno t be seen in 

isolation from broader factors- namely physical and policy environment. 

Population growth and environmenta l haza rds such as shortage of rainfall 

affect the productive capac ity of assets and leads to depletion of assets and 

natural resources. 

The resources of households can be divided in to two broad ca tegories: labor 

and capital. Labor refers not only to a physica l dimension of how many people 

are there available to work but also to a human capital dimension-formal or 

informal knowledge_ Capital refers to those resources such as land, tools, and 

financia l resources. Households allocate these endowm en ts across different 

activities such as food production, cash crop production, and non-agri cultural 

income generating activi ti es. These in turn determine thei r level of income_ 

Knowledge and practi ce of good nutritional and health prac ti ces are called 

care behaviors . The publi c health environ ment such as sanitation and potable 
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water affect illness and individual food intake, which, in turn, generates 

nutritional status or food utilization. Allocations of food, expenditures on 

ed ucation, and health will affect the level and distribution of human capi tal 

within the household. This investment will also affect the household' s ability 

to generate income in subsequent years. 
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Figure 4 the conceptual framework (the model employed) for analyzing food security. 
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1.9 . Organization of the Study 

The thesis is divided in to six chapters. The fi rst chapter covers introduction 
part which includes the background of the study, statement of the problem, 
obj ective of the study, significance of the study, research method, scope and 
limitations of the study . Chapter two reviews related l iteratures on food 
security issues. Chapter three describes the study area, Angolela Tera woredo. 
Chapter four and five discuss results and findin gs of the study. The last 
chapter summarizes the find ings of the study, forwards conclusions and 
recommendations drown from the findings of the study. 
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CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Definition of Terms and Concepts 

The conceptua l framework of food security has undergone considerable 

evolution . Even a decade ago, there were about 200 definitions in published 

writings (Maxwell et ai , 1992). 

1. Food securi ty was defined in the 1974 World Food Summit as: "availability 

at all times of ad equate world food suppli es of basic foodstuffs to sustain a 

steady expansion of food consumption and to offset fluctua tions in product ion 

and prices " (United Nations, 1975) . 

2. In 1983 FAO expanded its concept to include securing access by vulnerable 

people to ava ilable su pplies. Accordingly it was defined to as "ensuring to all 

people at all times to have both physical and economic access to the basic 

food that they need" (FAO, 1983). 

3. In 1986, the highly in fluent ial World Bank report "Pove rty and Hunger" 

(World Bank, 1986) focused on the temporal dynamics of food insecurity. This 

concept of food security is further elaborated in terms of "access of all people 

at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life". 

4. The 1996 World Food Summit adopted a stil l more complex definition: 

"Food sec urity, at the individual, household, nationa l, regional and global 

levels [i s achieved] when all people, at all ti mes, have physical and economic 

access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and 

food preferences for an active and healthy life"(FAO, 1996). 

5. This definition is again refined in The State of Food Insecurity 2001: "Food 

security [is] a situation that exists when all people, at all times, have 

physical, soc ial and economic access to suffi cient, safe and nutrit ious food 

that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy 

life"(FAO, 2002). 

The working definition of food security is access by all people at all ti mes to 

enough food for an act ive and hea lthy li fe. (World Bank , 1986). 
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2.2. Measuring Food Insecurity : Assessing Nu t r i ti ona l Status 

Anthropometric measurements can be used to assess the degree of 

malnutrition among population groups. Ch i ldren are chosen for the purpose of 

anthropometric analysis for they are more susceptible to nutritional 

deficiencies, which could be an indication of lower food security status of 

households. In addition , nutritional indices in the case of children are 

sensitive indicators and signal serious problems that might require an 

immediate policy response. 

A child is considered as wasted, stunted or underweight if his/her weight· for­

height, height-for·weight or weight-for-age Z-score is -2 SD or less. The 

Central Statistical Authority we l fare monitoring survey (2004) analytical 

report shows prevalence of wasting, stunting and underweight of children 

under five years of age in the year 2004, by region. 

Weight-for· height is an age independent nutritional status indicator of acute 

malnutrition or wasting (which is an important indication of short-term food 

insecurity) based on the principle that a child of a certain height has an 

expected weight. Wasting, a condition of low weight-for-height is a reflection 

of recent malnutrition in a population, which may be ca used by acute food 

shortage or serious infections. A ch ild is considered wasted , if his / her weight­

for-height Z·score is -2 Standard deviations or less. 

Accordi ng to the result of the survey, t he prevalence of wasting is higher 

among rural children t han urban. Among the regions, the prevalence of 

wasting is highest (16.2 percent) for children in Afar Region . Somali and Tigray 

Regions have a prevalence rate of more than 10 percent. The lowest 

prevalence of wasting is indicated for Harari and Addis Ababa (about 5 

percent) . 

Height·for-age is a nutritional status indicator of chronic malnutri t ion or 

stunting (which is an important indication of long-term food insec urity) based 
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on the princ iple that a child has an expected heigllt for his/her age. It is an 

indicator of long-term or accumulated nutritional deficiency resultin g from 

lack of adequate dietary intake over a long period of time or recurrent illness. 

A child is identi f ied as stunted if his / her height-for-age Z-score is less than -2 

standard deviations or less from the reference population. 

According to the survey results, at country level about 47 percent of the total 

children aged 3 to 59 months suffer from chronic malnutrition. The high 

prevalence among rural children (48.5 percent) than urban (29.6 percen t ) 

suggests that rural child ren are more prone to stunting than urban children. 

The survey result indicates that the prevalence of stunting is higher in Amhara 

region (58.3 percent) followed by SNNPR region (47.0 percent), Tigray (45.0 

percent), Oromia (42.4 percent) and Benishangul Gumuz (41 percent) region s. 

The lowest level of stun ting is registered in Addis Ababa (22.7 percent). The 

proportion of stunted children in the rest of the regions ranges from 26 

percent in Dire Dawa to 37 percent in Somali region. 

Weight-for-age is a nutritional status indicator of malnutrition (either acute or 

chronic food insecuri ty) based on the principle that a child has an expected 

weight for his/her age. It is a nutritional defi ciency caused by recent and past 

malnutrition. According to the survey result , the prevalence of underweight 

among children of the count ry is 37.1 percent. This considerable proportion of 

underweight, which reflec ts both wasting and stunting, also signals the 

extensive distribution of malnutrition among young children of the country. 

The findings of the surveys also indicate that nutritional deficiency is more 

serious in the rural than in urban areas. 

The prevalE:nce of underweight among the regions varies from as low as 12.7 

percent for Addis Ababa to as high as 45.4 percent for Amhara region . More 

than two out of five children in Amhara and Tigray regions are observed to be 

underweight. Whereas children in Addis Ababa , Harari and Dire Dawa regions 

showed less than 25 percent prevalence rates of underweight. A significant 

difference is also observed between urban and rural areas. The findings of the 
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survey showed that the prevalence rates of underweight of rura l children 

ranges from 28.4 percent in Harari region to 46.3 percent in Amhara region 

while in urban areas it ranges from 12.2 percent in Addis Ababa to 32.1 

percent in Afar Region. 

Generally, all the four welfare-monitoring surveys have revealed that the 

prevalence of malnutrition (which is a result of food insecurity) as measured 

by wasting, stunting and underweight are more prone in rural areas. Boys are 

also indicated to be more vulnerable to malnutrition than girls with respect to 

the three indices. The results of the successive surveys have indicated that 

there is a tremendous decrease in the rate of malnutrition in both urban and 

rural areas. Thi s might be due to an improvement of food security situation in 

bo th urban and rural areas . 

2.3. Theor ies and Perspectives 

2.3_1. Demographic Theories 

There exist two divergent and competing theories regarding til e relationship 

between population growth and food availabil i ty. The first one argues that 

population growth takes place geometrically, while production and means of 

subsistence increase only arithmetically. So, unless population increase is 

checked, food production increase can not keep pace with i t. This notion is 

origi nally the work of Thomas Malthus, who regarding the t hreat advanced the 

theory of rapid population growth as a cause of food shortage (Mal thus 1798). 

The second set of theory regards large populat ion size as a posit ive stimulus 

for growth. Marx disagr·eed with Malthus, finding the root causes of hunger 

and other forms of human misery in relation to oppression and exploitation 

tied to the organization of production (Millman Er: Kates 1990) . Easter Boserup 

has developed a theory, which demonstrates the relationship between 

population growth and the transformation of agriculture. She sees population 

growth as a force favoring an adoption and diffusion of technological 
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innovation that expands agricultural production, thereby reducin g 

vulnerabili ty to food insecurity and hunger (Boserup 1965). 

2.3.2. Shift from Food First to Livelihood Perspective 

The conventional perspective that put food at the top priority of a hierarchy 

for human needs is expressed as : lower order needs are dominant until 

satisfied, where upon the higher order needs come in to operation. If you are 

starving , your needs for esteem or status will be unimportant; only food 

matters (Handy 1985, ci ted in Maxwell and Smith 1992). 

However, a number of authors argue that food security constitu tes a sub· 

system of a broader l ivelihood security. An empi rica l observation which is 

mostly cited for demonstrating th is is the findings by de Waal (1989) in Darfur 

(Sudan) during the 1984·85 fami ne, that the people chose to go hungry in 

order to preserve assets and future live lihood; people are quite prepared to 

put up with considerable degrees of hunger in order to preserve seeds for 

planting, cultivate their own fields or avoid having to sell an animal 

(Rosegrant et ai, 2005). 

2.4. Country Experiences in Food Security 

The overall progress achieved in decreasing the number of undernourished in 

the developing world between 1990-92 and 1997-99 hide sharply contrasting 

trends in indi vid ual countries. Some countries have made outstand ing 

progress, while some have moved forwa rd more slowly or stood sti l l. Still 

others, however, have suffered reverses, in most cases mod erate but 

occasionally sever. 

Countri es that perform wel l may do so by following one or more routes. They 

may have devoted more resources to increasing agricultural production-the 

best option for the purposes of increasing economic growth and if smal l farms 

and poor consumers are able to participate and benefit, for crea ting a more 
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equitable soc iety. Alternatively, they may have imported larger amounts of 

food, either purchased on international commodity markets or received as 

food aid. Countries affli cted by long-standing civil wars or recent short- term 

shocks may achieve better than anticipated performances by the latter route. 

n countries may be singled out as "best per formers", i. e., they reduced their 

proporti on of undernourished by more than one percentage point per year 

from 1990-92 to 1997-99. At the opposite extreme, there are ten coun tri es 

that may be classified as "worst performers" , since their proporti on rose by 

more than one percentage point per year. 

The best and worst per forming countries are found in all developing regions, 

including Sub-Saharan Africa, where the proportion of undernouri shed in the 

total population is highest. In fact, seven of the bes t performers and four of 

the worst performers are in Sub-Saharan Africa . This partly reflects the 

extreme diversity of production responses to different and rapidly changing 

agro-ecological conditions and policy environments in t he region . 

However, in the majority of these African countries , the proportion of 

undernourished was very high in 1990-92 and, even in the case of best 

performers such as Chad, Mozambique, Malawi and Angola, the proportion 

remained high in 1997-99. Because of their high population growth rates (3.2% 

percent per annum), Mozambique and Angola did not manage to reduce their 

number of undernouri shed significantly, despite their good performance. This 

underscores the ro le of high population growth in curbing reductions in the 

number of undernourished. The effect of a substantial population size is 

illustrated by India , where the percentage of undernouri shed is es timated to 

have decl ined f rom 25 to 23 percen t but t he number of undernourished rose 

by 11 million, owing to rapid population growth. 

The severe impacts of sever war and poli tico-economic crises are illustrated 

by the listing of the Democratic Republi c of the Congo, the Democratic 

People's Republic of Korea, Afghanistan and Iraq among the worst performers. 

In these countri es (three of which are classified as worst performers in terms 

21 



of proportional change) t here has been a considerab le increase in the number 

of people suffering from undernutrition and other fo rms of depri vation . The 

explanations across these fou r' cases of human tragedy vary, but all involve 

civil war or extreme problems in the functioning of the politica l economy. 

Among the 98 countries analyzed, the two extremes of performance are 

represented by China , a country that achieved stunning aggregate economic 

growth in the 1990s and a socio -economic transformation rivaling that of 

Southeast As ia in t he 1970s and 1980s; and the confl ict-st ri cken Democ ratic 

Republi c of the Congo, a potentially very rich country which has seen its 

proport ion of undernourished grow from 35 percent in 1990-92 to 64 in 1997-

99. It should be noted that, despite China's good performance, the country is 

stil l home to the world 's second largest number of undernourished people 

after India (World food submi t , 1996). 

No count ry can claim that it has completely elim inated chronic hunger and 

food insecurity. Therefor-e, there is as yet no country that can present itself as 

an example of complete success in this regard. Even if it were possible to find 

such a country, the paths followed to success are not likely to be replicated 

in, or appropriate to, other countries, given the complex i ty of the food 

security problem already mentioned and the diversity of its dimensions, 

causes and consequences. Yet despite this, the discovery of significant, and 

indeed meaningful , general consistencies at the globa l level linki ng status of 

food security and level of economic and socia l development suggests that 

there may be many success stories to be told. 

Successes may be about specific experiences of coun tries in improving certain, 

but not necessarily all, aspects of their food security, and they can be 

accompanied by shortcomings in other aspects, sometimes being involved 

even in trade-offs with competing objectives not necessarily related to 

immediate food security considerations . 
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Burkina Faso has a history of fairly low household food security . Up until the 

beginning of the 1990s, Burkina Faso had severe food insecurity problems, 

with an energy deficit of nearly one-third of the national requirements. The 

situation since then has improved significant ly and the country is no longer 

considered to have a criti ca lly low level of household food security with the 

food inadequacy level reduced to about one-tenth of the national 

requirements. 

The trend in food security identified above is the net result of many factors, 

the most important of which are: restructuring of public financing in favor of 

th e rural sector; changes in agricultural sector and food secu rity policies; and 

demographic factors and State-sponsored or spontaneous rural-to-rural 

migration. Over the 1983-1989 period, the government undertook major 

macroeconomic and sectoral policies aimed at restoring macroeconomic 

equilibria . A system of expenditure redistribution was implemented to allow 

the financing of sectoral programmes, including agriculture, while adhering to 

government deficit reduction targets. 

As Burkina Faso suffered through the major drought years of the late 1960s to 

mid-1970s, awareness at the political level of the vulnerability of the country 

to natural conditions developed, leading to an increasing policy effort to 

stabilize and increase land productivity. Soil conservation measures (primarily 

the use of manure and compost and the construction of stone dykes to reduce 

water runoff) were promoted through the provision of government trucks and 

food-for-work programmes. The conservation policies led to increased yields 

on the degraded soils of the central plateau, thus increasing and stabilizing 

production (Clover, 2003). 

Mozambique, after nearly a decade of economic liberalization, and only four 

years after the country's devastating civil war, remains among the poorest 

countries in the world. Hunger remains a stark fact of life for a large number 

of households. Despite adverse conditions, dramatic progress towards 

sustainable food security has been achieved in recent years. Three dimensions 
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of this progress are evident: first, increasing per caput food energy availability 

in the face of drastic reducti ons in food aid ; second, lower and more stable 

prices for the principal domestically produced staple, white maize; and t hird , 

a food system that now provides consum ers with a broader range of low-cost 

staples from which to choose . 

The ending of the war was the precondi tion for improvements in food 

securi ty, yet the rapid progress the country has made in the past few years 

has been based on more tha n just the end of the war. Policy choi ces made 

prior to the peace acco rds created the condit ions for rapid recovery once 

hostilities ceased. The key policy changes relate to general food marketing 

policy as wel l as to specific policies on the monetiza tion of ye llow maize food 

aid . 

China is highly acclaimed for its ability to feed over one-fifth of the global 

population with only one-fifteenth of the world's arable land . Starting from a 

level of 1,500 Calories per caput per day at the beginning of the 1960s, China 

increased food availability to over 2,700 Calories per caput per day by the 

beginning of the 1990s, achieving th is almost exclusively through increases in 

domestic production. The Chinese experi ence , especial ly the post-1978 

reforms, demonstrates the importance of incentives and of a conducive 

institu tional framework in maximizing the effects of agricu ltural 

infrastructure, as well as of research on new technologies and their successful 

dissemination. Over the years, China has successfully met the challenge of 

achi eving universal food secur·ity in the face of increasing population (Food 

Insecurity: 2001). 

Following the period of crisis and famine of 1959-1961 a number of reforms 

took place. Tight controls of the agricultural comm une system were relaxed in 

favor of a more decentral ized management system. Infrastructural investment 

conti nued alongside a remarkable effort and achievements in the area of seed 

improvement. The combi nation of a decent ralized research system and 

successfu l extension resul ted in the replacement by the end of the 1970s of 80 
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percent of the t raditional varieties of rice and wheat by modern dwarf 

varieti es . For more than a decade Chi na was the on ly country in the world in 

which hybrid ri ce was com mercially produced. Modern varieties of corn, 

cotton and other crops were also introduced and promoted in the 1960s and 

1970s . The pace of mechanization also accelerated after 1965, especially 

during the 1970s. 

India is a vast country covering a total area of over 297 million hectares and 

wi th a population of just over 935 million people . It is considered a low· 

income country with a per caput gross national product (GNP) of 

approximately U5$300. It has had an economic growth of around 5.2 percent 

per annum since t he early 1980s, three points above the average annua l 

population growth for the sa me period. Despi te rather wide variability in food 

availabili ty since the 1960s, India has maintained a determined effort to 

develop domestic food production, reduce aid dependency and improve 

household food security throughout this period. 

India has managed to avoid major famines since gaining independence in 

1947. Although gains in productivi ty and production in the food sector and an 

extensive public food distribution system have been important elements in 

this endeavor, India's exper'ience with rural employment schemes seems to be 

the critica l factor differentiating i t from other countries that frequently suffer 

the drastic consequences of famines. The schemes tend to vary across states, 

but they all aim at provid ing employment to the rural poor who are willing to 

do unskilled manual work on a piece-rate basis. Self-selection is usually built 

in, as no choi ce of work is offered, the wage rate is usually below the 

agricu ltural wage rate and workers may have to travel long distances to 

partici pate. The proj ects chosen are usually labor-i ntensive and create 

productive assets. The scheme in Maharashtra, for example, where there is a 

rura l workforce of 20 million people, can provide up to about 100 mil lion 

person-days of employment in a typical year (Gaiha, 1995). 
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This short collection of coun t ry case-s tudies demonstrates how a variety of 

countries with different economic and social structures, natural and social 

resource endowments and poli tical orientations have managed to cope with 

some of the problems posed by national and household food insecurity. They 

illustrate the relative importance of the policy environment in shaping the 

econom ic and social processes that ultimately determine the food securi ty 

status of the people in any country . 

Despite the varied nature of the spec ific policies employed in different 

countries and at different times, it is clear that there are always trade-offs 

involved in sec uring the food security of vulnerable groups . Moreover, the 

multiplici ty of policy objectives that have to be pursued within any setting 

must ultim ately be politica lly, soc ially and economically feasible if they are to 

have any chance of succeeding. 

2.5. An Overview of the Food Security Situation in Ethiopia 

Ethiopia has been facing a complex poverty, which is broad, deep and 

structural. Poverty in Ethiopia is widespread and multifaceted . The proportion 

of the population below the poverty li ne is 44 percent in 1999/00. The poverty 

incidence was much higher in rural areas than in urban areas, the poverty 

head count indices being 45 and 37 percent in rural and urban areas 

respec t ively in 1999/00 (MEDREK, 2004) . 

Hunger and malnutrition are common phenomena in rural areas. Malnutri t ion 

affects all groups; however, those at a particularly high risk include the 

developing fetus, infants and young ch ildren, and pregnant and lactating 

women. On average ch ildren suffer form 4- 5 episodes of di arrhea per year, 

which accounts with wel l over half of all deaths in ch ild ren under five years of 

age (The Food Security Strategy, 1996). 
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Between 1983 and 1992 the national prevalence of stunting (an indicator of 

chronic malnutriti on, general poverty and deprivation) among children under 

five years of old increased from 60% to 64%, before falling to 52% in 1998, 

which is sti ll the highest rate in sub-Saharan Africa. Accord ing to a survey 

made in 1998, Amhara region had the highest level of stunting in the country 

(60%). Th is is often taken as an indica tor of long-term or chronic nutrition 

difficulties (The New Coalition for Food Securi ty in Ethiopia, 2003). 

Ethiopia exhi bits poor standard of livi ng as compared to the Sub-Saharan 

African Countri es in term s of all development indica tors. Accord ing to the 

World Bank Atlas (2003), life expectancy at birth in the country is 43_8 years 

for female and 42.8 years for male for the years 2000-05 . Moreover, the Gross 

National Income, the Per Capita Income and the GNI Per Capita (PPP) for the 

country were 6.7 billion dollar, 100 dollar and 800 dollar res pectively_ The 

Gross Domestic Product of the country for the year 2001 was 6,233 million 

dollars, of which 52% was generated from the agricultural sector. According to 

the World Ba nk Atlas (2003), 81.9% of the population of Ethiopia earns 1 dollar 

per day and 45% of rural and 37 % of urban population of the country live 

below the pove rty line. 

The average total fe rtili ty rate in the country between the years 2000 and 

2005 was 6.8 wh ich is higher than that of the SSA average. Infant mortality 

(for the years 2000-05) and child mortality (per 1000 li ve births, for the year 

2000) rates were 106 and 174, respectively. For rural Eth iopians, lack of basic 

health care and potable water services are common problems. Only 12% of the 

rural population has access to safe water services and only 7% of rural and 33% 

of urban population have access to improved sanitation services_ As a result, 

thousand, of children di e every year due to water born diseases (http: // earth 

trends. wri. org,)_ 

In addition to th ese, 52% of the children in the country under age 1 took 

measles immunization in the year 2001. A significa nt number of child ren (47%) 

under age 5 were under weight during the years 1993-2001 (the World Bank 
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Atlas 2003). It is also indicated that only 10% of the births were attended by 

trained personnel in the years 1994-2000 (http: II earth trends. wri .org,) and 

the con traceptive prevalence ra te for the country for the same time period 

was on ly 8% (the World Bank Atlas 2003). 

A study on food security const raints in Ethiopia by Wolday (1997) was made 

based on sam ple survey results of three woredas in northern Ethiopia, namely 

Habru and Gonder Zuria in Amhara region and Ofla woreda in Tigray region. 

The result of the survey indicated that land holding size was the main 

constraint for achieving food security. Moreover, other cons traints such as 

hi gh prices of inputs, insufficient rainfall, high population growth, pest and 

disease, land degradation, malaria, limited access to credit affect the level of 

food security. 

Markos (1997) also carried out a study in Northern part of Ethiopia and found 

out that land holding size , means of farming (oxen holding, farming system, 

and labor), crop and livestock production, non-farm incomes , expenditure and 

household assets are the determining factors of household food security 

si tuation. The study also indicated that household 's average cereal production 

during normal harvest years is persistently lower than annual food 

requirements hence many households feed themselves from their farm output 

on ly for less than three-fourth of the year. 

Yared (1999) also conduc ted a study in North Shewa zone and argued that the 

seasonality of agriculture brought about fluctuation in income, expenditure 

and nutritional pattern of households and the coincidence of diminishing grain 

supplies and increasing grain prices is a liability for the economic status and 

food security of farmers. According to him the copping strategies employed by 

the respondents during harsh seasons include change in cropping and planting 

practices , reducing food consumption, sa le f livestock, co llecting and eating 

wild foods, migration to urban areas in search of employment, inter-household 

transfers and loans, sa le of possessions (eg. Jewelry), sa le of firewood, and 

charcoa l, food aid, sale of productive assets and migration to other places. 
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The study conducted by Kifle and Yosef (1999) revealed that the major factors 

of food insecurity in Ethiopia in the las t few decades are fragile natural 

resource base, inadequate and variable rainfal l cond i tion , improper farm ing 

practices, lack of production capital, low farm size and tenure insecurity, 

human capita l , poor storage technology, inaccessibil ity of the areas, lower 

productivity of livestock and other socio·cultural barri ers. 

2.6. Th e Food Security Strategy of Ethiopia 

At f irst sight 1996 appea rs to have been a landmark yea r in terms of Ethiopia's 

recent efforts to overcome dependency on external assistance and achieve 

food security. In November 1996 an official announcement was made that 

Ethiopia had apparently crossed the great divide and could now be said to 

have attained national food self sufficiency. At the end of 1996 prices of 

maize had dropped by over 25 percent from the previous year and for wheat, 

barely, teff and bean prices were either similar or up to 10 percent lower in 

some cases. Although production has improved, incomes may still not be 

increasing. 

What remains unclea r was the ex tent to which this ri se can be attributed to 

the implementation of sound agricultural policies and mass fe rtili zer 

di stribution to small holders, widespread economic and political stability or 

climatic factors . In effect, FAO /WFP of fi cially att ribu ted a 20 percent of the 

crop production increase to the expansion and intensification of the extension 

program and at least 50 percen t of the agricultural increase to climatic 

factors (Masefield, 1997). 

According to Masefield (1997), there was a growing fear that Ethiopia's next 

wide spread drought shock is probably only just round the corner. Relief needs 

continue and around 200 ,000 MT of reli ef food aid was requested by the DPPC 

for 1997 to meet t he needs of 1.9 32 mil l ion people excluding pastoral ists and 
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refugees. Food aid has played a crucial role in increasing food supply and 

averting major famines since the 1990's. 

The Government Food Security Str-ategy was issued in November 1996. The 

World Bank has undoubtedly played a decisive role in the formulation of the 

strategy . The strategy begins by making explicate an appreciation of the fact 

that narrowing the food gap is not the same as resolving the problem of food 

insecurity more generally, but goes on to confirm that the focus of the 

strategy remains on narrowing of the food gap through diffusion of simple 

technological packages within sma ll holder agriculture in areas of rel iable 

rainfall. 

Clearly the strategy is parti cu larly focused on the atta inment of national food 

self sufficiency which is prioritized as a short term goal. The almost total 

focus on the extension package and intensifica tion is perceived by many to be 

problematic from an environmental perspective. In drought prone areas, the 

application of external inputs leads to accelerated erosion and greater 

vulnerability. 

The national and internati onal commitment to food security in Ethiopia is 

geographically focused on Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNPR Regions. Within 

the food securi ty st rategy of the country 158 out of 532 woredas have been 

identified as most vulnerable to food insecurity (Food Security Strategy, 

1996). The regional analysis of food insecurity is weak, with little provided in 

the way of specifics to classify regions and provinces according to their specia l 

need so as to ensure appropriate response. The strategy 's underlying rationale 

is premised on the assumption of an inevitable food secu rity trickle down to 

areas marginalized by intensifica tion programs. 

It shou ld also be noted that low potential groups are neglected to the same 

extent as low potential areas. Women, the land less, and ox less are neglected 

in the strategy despite their continual over-representation among the ranks of 

the food insecure. Little concern appears to be paid to the plight of a 
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significant number of female headed households (30%) who are highly 

vulnerable to an inescapable poverty trap (Masefield, 1997) . 

The stra tegy identifies two choices, one is to decrease the reliance on rain fed 

agriculture by identifi cation of opportunities for cost effective irrigation and 

the other option is identification of appropriate technologies such cs water 

harvesting and shorter duration crops for dry land agriculture. However, 

enhancing agricultural productivity alone will only partially address the task of 

significantly improving the food security situation of the population. 

A comprehensive safety net program will help households to smooth 

consumption during good times and bad times, and wil l protect assets during a 

shock. According to The New Coalition for Food Security in Ethiopia (2003) the 

potential for safety net programs to effectively protect or build assets will be 

maximized when they are planned and implemented under a framework of 

multi ·annual programming and when the resources available are not sole ly in 

the form of food, but also in the form of cash. To further enhance the 

effectiveness of the program human and technical capac ity should be 

st rengthened at the woreda level . 
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CHAPTER THREE DESCRIPTION of the STUDY AREA 

3. 1. Physica l and Socia Econom ic Settings 

Angolela Tera woreda is located in North Shewa Zone of the Amhara National 

Regional State . The woreda capital, (hacha, is located 110 km north-east of 

Addis Ababa (Addis- Dessi e Highway). It is 20 km away from the Zone capital, 

Debre Berhan . The woreda shares boarders with Berehet, Hagere Mariam, and 

Kessem woredas in the south-west , Oromia region in the west , Baso-Worana 

woreda in the north, Asagirt woreda in the north-east and Ankober woreda in 

the east. 

The woreda consists of 19 Kebele Administrations (16 rural and 3 urban (peri, 

urban) . Agro -ecologically, the woreda is 84% dega and 16% weina dega agro­

climatic zones. Elevation varies from 1450 to 2800 masl. The rainfa ll pattern is 

bimodal and ranges from 930 to 1500 mm per annum. The mean annual 

temperature of the woreda is 14 DC (woreda MoA, 2006 ). Table 2 shows rainfall 

pattern of the woreda from the year 2001-2006. The data indicated that the 

'.':oieda receives insufficient rainfall fer t~':? prC' d'..!C~; 0n of crop and grass. 

Table 2. Ra infal l Pattern of Angolela Tera Wor-eda 

I Year Total Amount of t Number of Days I Remark 

I Rainfall (mm) i of Precipitation I 

2001 790.6 i 71 [ 
2002 841 .5 96 

2003 919.7 90 

2004 1209. 5 173 
i I . I 

2005 255.74 42 Incomplete data 

2006 (May-Sept) 194.89 ! 31 i Incomplete data 
; 

I 
I , , 
I 
I 
i 

I 

I 

Average 803.4 , 74 i The average : 

I excludes 2006's 

data 

Source: woreda MOA 2006 
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The total population of the woreda is estimated at 90,907 of which about 

49 .. 2% are female and 50 .8% are male. The to tal number of households in the 

woreda is 21,386. The maj ority of the inhabitants of the woreda are Orthodox 

Christians, which constitu te 98% and the rest 2% are Muslims. In the woreda 

both Am hara and Oromo ethn ic groups exist. Amhara ethni c group comprises 

88% while Oromo ethnic group constitutes 12%. The tota l number of adul t 

males and adult females are 13859 and 139 35 respectively . The total number 

of boys and gi rl s const itute 32350 and 30763 respectively (woredo 

Administration Office, 2006). 

The main source of livel ihood for the population is mixed agriculture. About 

98% of the population in the woreda depends on agricul ture for their 

livelihood. Most of the people depend on the main rainy season for their 

ann ua l crop production. Perennial and seasonal springs are found in most of 

the rural kebele Admini st rations and they are mostly used for traditional 

irrigation practices and for animal and human consumptions (woredo MoA, 

2006) . 

The total area of the woreda is 98 ,900 hectare of which 1602 ha is irrigable 

and 1576 ha is alrea dy irri gated. The topography is dominated by flat land. 

The land use pattern of the woreda is such that 48 .9% is cultivated land, 2.2% 

cultivable land, 36 .89% grazing land, 2.89% fores t covered, 5.79% sh rubs and 

bush, and the remaining 2.33% is covered with water bodies. The average land 

holding size of the commun ity in the woreda is estimated at about 1.88 

hectors per households. Despite these , there are 4750 land less households in 

the wore do (woreda MoA, 2006). 

The major farming practices in the woreda include crop rotation , inter· 

croppin g and fallowing. The fallowing practi ce is intended for regaining of soil 

fertili ty to increase crop yie ld. The major types of crops grown in the woredo 

include: barley, wheat, faba bea n, lentil , ch ick pea , field pea ha ricot bean, 

teff, & linseed. Moreover, horticultural crops such as carrot, cabbage, 
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swisscha rd , tomato, onion, garli c, peeper, potato and hops (Rhammns 

paranoids) are grown in the woreda. 

The area is among those woredos with highes t livestock population in the 

Zone. In the woredo there are an est imated number of 37,185 cows, 25,467 

oxen, 10, 226 ca lves, 120,132 sheep, 14,876 goats and 57,452 poultries. There 

are also 7,332 horses, 12 ,065 donkeys, and 365 mules (woredo MoA, 2006). 

Regarding the social se rvices there are one health center, three clinics and 

two heal th posts that are meant to address health problems of the 

comm unity. The number and type of health professionals serving in different 

hea lth institutions are 2 nurses, 2 health assistants, 2 j unior clinica l nur·ses, 4 

front line health workers, 3 midwives and 2 sanitarians. The ratio of nurses 

and health assistants to the total population is almost 1 :44,486 each. The 

primary health service coverage in the woredo has reached 89% (woredo MoH, 

2006 ). 

The number of schools in the woredo is 28, out of which 14 are 1st cycle 

primary (1 -4), three are from grade 1-6, four are from grade 1-7, six are from 

grade 1-8 and one is secondary (grade 9). The number of 1st cycle primary 

school students (grade 1 -4) is 12595 of which fema les are 47.1 %. The number 

of 2nd cycle prim ary school students (grade 5-8) and high school students 

(grade 9) are 4516 and 406 respectively of which fem ales are 44.9% and 41. 1 % 

respectively. There are also 12 alternati ve schools with a total of 1433 

students of which fema les constitute 48.4% (woredo MoE, 2006). 

The gross enrollment r-ate for male students is 79.32% and for that of female 

students is 75.58%. The number of teachers at all levels is 348 of whom 198 

are male and 150 are female. From these, 91 are diploma holders and 257 

have certificates. There is also one kindergarten in the woredo. Moreover, 

there is one Community Skil l Tra ining Center which renders off-fa rm training 

services l ike blacksmithing, weavi ng, carpet making, tai loring and pottery 

making (woredo MoE, 2006). 
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There are about 5 veterinary posts and 1 veterinary cl inic in the woreda that 

are rendering anima l health servi ces for the commu nity. There is also one 

Cooperative Promotion Office in the woreda. In addi tion , Amhara Credi t and 

Saving Instit.ution (ACSI) and WISDOM microfinance institution operate in the 

woreda. The clients of ACSI MFI have reached 3933 (of whom fema les 

constitute 48%) and that of WISDOM MFI has reac hed 445 (of whom females 

constitute 37 .5 %). The credits are delivered for grou p of individuals organized 

in sma ll groups. Most of the time the credits are offered for clients for the 

purpose of rearing and fattening livestock and purchasing commercia l 

fertilizers. 

The tota l length of roads in the woreda extends over 148 Kms of which 85 kms 

are dry weather roads and 63 kms are all weather roads. From the total of all 

weather roads, 28 km is gravel road while the rest 35 km is asphalt road . 

There is also one post office, and one telephone station operating in the 

woredo. Moreover, three of the 19 KAs namely, Chacha, Cheki and Kotu have 

a 24 hour electric power service (wareda Administration Office, 2006). 

Angolela Tera woreda has been subjected to recurrent drought and crop 

failure emanating from unfavorable climatic conditions. The livestock sub· 

sector has also been suffered from shortage of feed and water . As a result, 

the woreda is selected as one of the few productive sa fety net program 

(PSNP) target woredos of the zone. Different public works like rural road 

construction and conservation schemes have been carried out on cash for work 

basis in t he eleven PSNP target kebeles of the woredo. 
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3.2. Character ist ics of the Sample Popu lation 

3.2. 1. Demographic Characteristics 

3.2.1. 1. Sex Composition and Marital Status 

The sex composition of the respondents shows that from the total of 150 

sa mpled households, about 83% were male-headed and about 17% were female 

headed. As far as the marita l status of the responden ts is concerned, about 

73% of the respondents were married, whereas , 20% of the respondents were 

widowed . On the other hand 4% of the respond ents were divOl'ced and the rest 

3.3% were unmarried. The survey fi nding revea ls that about 81 % of female­

headed households were widowed and about 19% were divorced. On the 

contrary, about 88% of male-headed households in the study area were 

ma rri ed and only 0.8% were divorced (see table 3). 

Table 3. Milrital status by agro-ecological zones 

Marital Agro -ecological zone Tota l 

status Oega Weina dega 

I Number ! % 1 Number 
i 

% Number % 

i Never 
I ! I ! 

14 
1

3.8% 
11 

1
2.3% 

15 
i 3.3% 

I 
! , 

1 married I , 
I Married 178 i 73. 6% ! 31 i 70.5% I 109 , 72.7% 

I I 

Widowed 20 18.9% 10 22.7% 30 ! 20% 
I 

Divorced 4 3.8% 2 4.6% 6 14% 
I 

Tota l 106 100.0% 44 100.0% 150 1 100.0% 

Source : household survey results 2006 

3.2.1.2. Age Structure 

The survey result depicts that 88% of the respondents (9 1. 5% in dega areas and 

79.5% in weina dega areas) belong to age group 15-64 and the rest 12% of the 

household heads (8.5% in dega and 20 .5% in weina dega areas) were found to 
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constitute economi ca lly inacti ve persons (i .e. >65 yea rs of age). The average 

age of respondents was found to be 47. 53. In dega areas, it was 46.91 and in 

weina dega areas i t was 49.02. These indicated that, the great majority of 

the respondents have the potential to be engaged in income earning economic 

activities (see table 4). 

Table 4. Aee structure of respondents in dega and weina dega areas . 

-

1 

Agro-ecological zone Total (%) 

Age Group i Oega Weina dega 
I 
Number i % Number % I Number 1% 

I 

15-64 97 1 91 .5% 35 79.5% 132 88% 

>64 9 ; 8.5% 9 20.5% 18 12% 
! 

Total I 106 : 100.0% 144 1 100.0% I 150 1 100.0% 
I , 

Source: household survey results 2006 

3. 2.1.3. Household an d Population Size 

The survey findin g indicates that. the average household size of the 

respondents in the survey area was found to be 5.27. The household size of 

the respondents in dega and we ina dega agro-ecological zones showed 

considerable variations. Annex 1 shows that household size of the respondents 

in dega areas ra nges from 1· 11 whereas, the household size in weina dega 

areas ranges from 1-8. The tota l population size of the survey population was 

found to be 790 . In weina dega agro-ecological zone it was 198 and in dega 

agro-ecologica l zone it was 592 (see annex 2). 

In genera l, as it is indica ted in table 4 above, the average family size in dega 

parts of the survey area was higher than (5.6) that of the weina dega parts of 

the survey area (4 .5). 
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3.2.3. Socio-Cultural and Economic Characteristics 

3.2.3 . 1. Social Position of the Respondents 

The finding of the survey showed that the responden ts have different soc io­

politica l sta tus in the community. About 33% of the respondents (36.8% of 

respondents in de']o and 25% of respondents in weino de']o parts of the survey 

area) were found to be farmers' cadres or leade rshi p group member of the 

respective kebele adm inistrative office. In a sim ilar fash ion , 10 % of the 

res pond ents (7 .5% of the respondents III de']o parts and 15.9% of the 

respondents in weino de']o parts) were found leaders of com munity·based 

soc ial organizations or faith · based organizations (edirs and churches). 

Besides, 27.3 % of the respondents (21.7% of the respondents in de']o and 

40.9% of the respondents in weino de']o parts) were found to be community 

elders in the survey area . On the other hand, 29.3% of the respondents in the 

survey area (34% of the respondents in de']o and 18.2% of the respondents in 

weino dego parts) didn't have any soc io-pol itical position in the community. 

As far as gender is concerned, about 31 % of female -headed households and 

79% of male-headed households were represented III one of the 

Table 5. The social status of the respondents by sex. 

I I The soc i a I sta tus ,i-----M,.,---,a lc-e----.-----OF=-e-m- a-ClC-e- --1 

Respondent's sex Total 

I 
' % ! Number i % i Number i % I within com munity i Number 

KA Leadershi p 14 11.3% [ 0 0% I 14 
1 9.3% , 

Mengistowi budin 30 24. 2% i 6 23.1 % 36 24% 
, 

Commun ity elder 40 
1
323% ' 1 3.9% . 41 ! 27.3 % , 

Religious leader 
1

9 7.3% i
9 34.6% 6 4% 

Leadership I 1 9 
' 5 

1
4% 3.9% 6% 

member of edirs I 
! 

I I 
No position 26 21 % ! 9 34.6% 44 29.3% 

.-
Total 1124 100.0% i 26 

I 
100.0% 150 100.0% 

Source. household survey resul ts 2006 
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3.2.3.2. Li teracy and Educa tional Leve l of t he Respondents 

It is found that about 31% of the respondents could not read and write, while 

about 55% were able to read and write. The remaining 14% of the respondents 

have attended formal schooling. The graph in figure 2 displays the level of 

education , literacy and attainment of the respondents in the survey area. 

Hence, it appears that more than half of the people in the survey area are 

litera te. This may create an opportuni ty for easy com munication and t ransfer 

of modern agricultura l technologies and other new inputs. 

Figure 3. Level of education, literacy and atta inment 

30 

un a~ !e :0 :eac & wn g'3ce 9·12 

31::1= to r-=3C ~ · ...... ·e grade 7-8 

educational level 

Source: household survey resul ts 2006 

Table 6 below indicates that the level of literacy ha s not showed a significant 

variation across different agro ' ecological zones in th e study area. However, 

the proportion of respondents who reached beyond grade 6 has sharply 

decreased in weino dego areas. It appeared that the level of literacy didn't 

show much difference across different agro·ecological zones in t he survey 

area . However, the secondary school enrol lment rate in wei no dego areas 

appears very low due to inavailability of secondary school in the area. 
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Table 6. Level of education by agro-ecological zones 

I 
Agro -ecological zone Total 

Oe9a I Weina de9a 

Educational level Number % I Number % Number 1% 

Unable to read & i 13 46 
1

31
% 33 31.1 % 29.5% 

write 
I I , 

I Able to read & 
, 59 
i 

I : 24 83 i 55% , 
, 55.7% 54.5% I I 

1 write 
I 

Grade 1-6 9 8.5% , 7 15.9% 16 i 10.7% 

Grade 7·8 2 1.9% , 0 0% 2 ! 1.3% 
1 

Grade 9-12 3 2. 8% 10 0% 3 12% 
I 

Total 106 1100.0% 144% 100.0% 150 ! 100.0% 

Source: household survey resul ts 2006 

The survey result shows that about one· third (34%) of the respondents (23.2% 

in weina dega and 65.6% in dega areas) used contraceptives (see annex 3). 

About two- third of the respc;ldems ,66. 110) did not use cont racepti ves mai ~l y 

due to fear of side effec ts 2 :"': c! ::22d far many children. Besides. s.')n: e 

respondents have also expressed that they do not have information about the 

increases, the proportion of respondents who used contracepti ves increased 

with some exceptions. 

Table 7. Educational level and use of con traceptives 

I Educational level 
Use of Unable Able to I Grade 1-6 

, 
Grade Grade 

I 
I 

I i I 

contraceptives to read & 
, 

read & I 7-8 9-12 
write write , 

1 , 

i I i , 
Contracep % 126.5% 32.4% i 57.1 % 0% : 66.7% 
tive users Number 9 : 24 18 0 12 
Non-users % 73.5% , 67.6% ! 42.9% 100.0% 133.3% 

Number 25 50 6 12 1 
Total % 1100 .0% 100.0% i 100.0% 100.0%' 100.0% 
(woreda) Number 34 174 114 2 13 
Source : household survey results 2006 
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3.2.3.3 . Control over Productive Resources 

The result of the survey indicates that al though both the husband and the wi fe 

have equal ownership ri ght over all household assets, about 85% of the 

respondents (78.3% in dega parts and 100% in weina dega parts) veri fied that 

the husband have cont roll ed and made important decisions over farm land and 

major household assets such as livestock and other financial and material 

assets, while 15. 3% of the respondents (21.7% of the respondents in dega parts 

of the survey area) replied that, both the husband ft the wife have equa lly 

controlled and made important decisions over major household assets. 
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CHAPTER FOUR FOOD PRODUCTION and VARIOUS LIVELIHOOD 

STRATEGIES 

4. 1. Production Charac teristics and Land Use 

In this section emphasis is given on cultivated, fallow and grazing land holding 

sizes and the fertility of the soil in dega and weina dega parts of the area. 

4. 1.1. Cu lt ivated Land 

The survey resu lt shows that 99% of the respondents (99. 1% in deSQ and 97.7% 

in we;no deso areas) have possessed farmland. Only 1.3% of the respondents 

(0.9% in deso and 2.3% in we;no deso areas) were found to be landless. The 

average cultivated land holding size of the survey population was 1.15 ha per 

household . The average cultivated land·holding size of the respondents in 

deso and we ;no deso areas were found to be 1.3 ha and 0.88 ha per household 

respectively. This clearly indicates that there is a shortage of land in we;no 

deso areas than in dego areas . The respondents have owned from 0.25 ha to 

2.8 ha of cultivated land in the sur/ey area. Besides, 27.3%, 16.7% and 16% of 

the respondents have owned 1 ha, 1.5 ha and 0.8 ha of cultivated land 

respectively . Whereas, 14.3%, 8.7% and 14.7% of the respondents owned < 0.5 

ha, 1.1-1. 3 ha and> 1.8 ha of cultivated land respectively . 

However, the average cu l tivated land holding size of the survey population 10 

years ago was 2.1 ha (in deso areas i t was 2.8 ha and in we;no deso areas it 

was 0.9 ha (see table 8). 

On the other hand, the average land holding size in des a areas has dec reased 

from 2.8 to 1.3 ha of land in the last 10 yea rs time. On the contrary, the 

average land holding size of t he respondents in we;no deso parts of the survey 

area was remained 0.9 ha in the last 10 years time . From these it ca n be 

inferred that, the average cultivated land-holding size in we;no dego parts of 

the study area has not showed a significant variation in the past 10 years 
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time. However, it showed a signi fi cant variation in dego part of the study area 

mainly due to the ever-increasing population growth (see table 8). 

Table 8. The average cultiva ted land-holdi ng size of the respondents in 

different agro-ecologica l zones in hectore now and 10 years ago . 

Agro- ecological The average cultivated landholding size 

Zone 2007 1997 

Dego 1.3 2.8 

Wei no dego 0.9 0.9 

To tal 1.2 2.1 

Source: household survey results 2006 

Moreover, the result of the survey showed that the quality of land in the study 

area showed a considerable variation within the survey area . About 77% and 

79% of the respondents in weino dego and dego parts respectively replied 

that, their plot of land was maderately iertile (m edium), while 20 % and 1. 3% 

of the respondents replied that th ey Qwn",d inf", rtil e & sufficiently fertil e land 

respectively (see tab le 9) . 

Table 9. Fertility of farm land in different ag ro-ecological zones. 

Quality of land Agro-ecological zone Total 

Dego ! Weino de go 

Number % ! Number 1% Number 1% 

suf fi ciently 
12 1 4.5% 

2 
0 0% 1.4% 

fertile , 
I 

Fertile i 34 
116 

82 78.8% 77.3% 78.4% 
(medium ) 

Infertile 22 21.2% 8 18. 2% 30 20.2% 

104 44 148 100% 

1 

I 
, 

i 

, 

i Total i 100.0% 
I 

i 100.0% 
-----.J 

Source : household survey results 2006 
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4.1.2. Fallow Land 

The study shows that only 22% of the respondents practiced fallowing. It is 

also found that fallowing was prac ti ced only in dega areas, where average 

cul tivated land holding size was higher than that of weina dega areas. The 

resu l t of the study revealed th at about one-third (31.1 %) of the respondents in 

dega areas have practiced fallowing . Moreover, 42.4% of the respondents 

fallowed less than 0.3 ha of their farmland . Simi larly, 42.4% of the 

respondents fallowed 0.4-0.5 ha of their farmland. The rest 15.2% the 

respondents have fallowed 0.75 -1.5 ha of their fa rml and (see annex 4). 

4.1.3. Grazing Land 

The re su l t of the survey indi cated that there existed communally owned 

grazing lands in weina dega parts of the study area. However, in dega parts of 

the survey area there were no communally owned grazing lands . It is found 

that abou t 08% of the respondents in dega areas and 75% of the respondents in 

weina dega areas owned gra zing lands individually (see table 10). The 

res pondents owned from 0.05 to 1.5 ha of grazing land . To put it in more 

detai l, 20.7%, 18% and 16% of the respondents owned 0 .1 , 0.5 and 1 ha of 

grazing land respectively. The survey result also showed that the average size 

of grazing land in the area was about 0.6 ha per hOllsehold. 

Accord ing to the survey result , the average grazing land-holdi ng size in the 

survey area was found to be 0.6 ha of land . Respondents in dega parts of the 

survey area owned on average 0.7 ha of grazing lands, whereas in weina dega 

parts of the survey area they owned on average 0.15 ha of grazing land. The 

respondents indicated that, they owned from less than 0.25 to as large as 4 ha 

of grazing land ten years before. The average grazing land-holding size of the 

respondents ten years ago was 0.7 ha of land per household. Respondents in 

dega parts of the survey area have owned on average 1.1 ha of graz ing land, 

whereas in weina dega parts of the survey area they owned on average 0.2 ha 

of grazing land ten years before. From these, it can be inferred that in dega 
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parts of the survey area, the average grazing land-holding size per households 

has significantly decreased as compared to that of 10 years ago. However, in 

weina dega parts of the study area, the average grazing land holding size 

haven 't showed a significant difference as compared to that of 10 years ago 

(table 10). 

Table 10. The average grazing land- holding size of the respondents in 

different agro-ecologica l zones in hectare now and 10 years ago. 

I 
I I The average sizes of grazing land owned 

--Agro-eco logical zone : 1997 2007 

Oega 0.7 1 . 1 

weina dega ' 0.15 0.2 
-

Total 0.57 0.72 

I 
I 
I 
i 
! 

-----' 
Source : household survey results 2006 

4.2. Livelihood Strategies 

strategies adapted by the community members . The main source of livel ihood 

for the population of the area is mixed agriculture. However, the production 

and the income obtained from the agriculture sector in the woreda was very 

low. The commun i ty also adapted other non-farm livelihood strategies in 

order to complement the income obtained from the agriculture sector. 

However, the community members faced different challenges while practicing 

various livelihood strategies. 

4.2.1. Crop Production 

4.2.1.1 . Crop Production during Meher Season 

The survey finding revealed that, only 7.2% of the respondents have practiced 

mono cropping, while 92.5% of the respondents have practiced multiple 

cropping. Out of these, 74. Z% have grown a combination of barley, bean, 
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wheat and Avena Sativa (sinnar). Besides, the rest have also grown different 

combinations of other crops such as pea, lentil, teff, sorghum, and fl ex (see 

table 11). 

Table 11. Type of crops ha rvested during the last Meher season (2006). 

Total 
Agro·ecologica l zone 

Desa weina des a 

Type of crops cultivated % ! Count % I Count % count 

Barley only 12.9% , 3 10% ; 0 12.0% 3 
Beans only 1.0% 1 1 10% 10 .7% 1 
Barley, beans wheat 16.3% , 17 148.8% i 21 25.9% 38 
Barley, beans, wheat, other 1.0% 11 1

0
% 10 

.7% 1 
, 1 

Bar ley and bean 9.6% ' 10 ! 14.0% ; 6 i 10.9% 16 
Barley, bean, sinnar 18.3% ! 19 i 0% 10 i 12.9% 19 
Barley, wheat, flex 1.0% ; 1 : 0% 10 1.7% 1 
Barley, bean, wheat Et sinnar 

13.5% 114 
0% 

, 0 1
9.5% 14 

I 
Barley Et sinnar 9.6% , 10 1 0% , 0 ; 6.8% 10 
Barley, bean, flex 1.0% : 1 ; 0% j O : .7% 1 
Barley Et wheat . 1.9% ' 2 ' 0% ' 0 i 1.4% 2 

, Barley, ilex, sinnar 1.0% 1 0% 0 .7% i 1 
Borle" wheat bean sinnar flex I 1 0% 1 o~ 0 .7% I 1 } , , . . 

i Bean. whea.t,sinnar ! 2.9% 3 0% · 0 ' 2.0% 3 
i Barley. wheat ,bean, lentil ! 1.0% : 2.3% ; 1 I 1.4% 2 
D" "" • . . - -- . " nnar I 0, .cy , Uc. oll,)-.Ica , :)1 i . Iv .' - . - ." .. ~ 

: Bean Et sinnar 3,8% ' 4 ' 0% i O 12.7% 4 
Sinnar 6.7% 17 i 0% 10 4.8% 7 
Pea Et sinnar 1.0% I 1 : 0% ' 0 ! .7% 1 
Bean Et wheat 1.0% 1 ' 0% : 0 i .7% 1 

; Barley, wheat,sinnar i 1.0% 1 , 0% 0 .7% 1 
Wheat, pea ,sinnar 1.0% i 1 i 0% 10 .7% 1 
Barley, bean,wheat,teff 0% , 0 • 11 .6% , 5 i 3.4% 5 
Barley, bean,wheat,pea,teff 0% 

1
0 12.3% 11 .7% 1 

Barley, wheat,bean,sorghum 0% ; 0 . 7.0% j 3 : 2.0% 3 
I 

I Barley,wheat, bean,teff,sorghm 0% ! O : 7.0% ' 3 : 2.0% 3 , , 
Barley, bean, teff, sorghum 0% , 0 i 2.3% I 1 .7% 1 
Barley, bean, wheat, lentil, teff 0% 10 12.3% I 1 .7% 1 
Barley, wheat,bean,pea 0% : 0 12.3% I 1 .7% 1 

i Total 100.0% 104 , 100. 0% i 43 i 100% 147 
Source: household survey results 2006 

The survey result also showed that, the total amount of field crops harvested 

during the last meher season ranges from 2 to 46 quintals per household, out 
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of wh ich 68 .9% of the respondents harvested from 5 to 15 quintals of field 

crops . The survey result indicated that 98% of the respondents have cultivated 

from 0.2 to 4.3 ha of land during meher season . From thi s, 41.6% and 41. 4% of 

respondents have cultivated from 0.25 to 1 and from 1.25 to 2 ho of land 

respectively (see table "\2). 

Table 12. Average amount of crops harvested and area cultivated during the 

last meher season (2006). 

Amount of crops (cereals & 

Agro-ecological pulses) harvested per HHs (i n Area of land farmed per 

zone i quintal) HHs (ha) 

Oego 12.1 1.5 

Weino dego 6.9 0.9 , , 
Total (wore do) 110.5 1.4 

Source. Household survey results 2006 

4. 2_ 1_ 2_ Crop Produ ct ion during Belg Season 

It is found that 36% of the respondents have harvested during bel'S season. 

From these, 55.6% belong to weino dego agro-ecological zone and the rest 

44.4% belong to dego agro-eco logical zone. In other word s, 68.2% of 

respondents in weino dego areas and only 22.6% of respondents in dego areas 

have harvested in both seasons. It is also found that out of the total number of 

respondents who grew during belg season, 3/4th of them grew ba rl ey alone_ 

The rest 24.1% grew a combination of fie ld crops such as barley, bean, wheat, 

lentil aDd pea (see table 13 ). 
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Table 13. Type of crops harvested during the last belg season. 

~Type of crops Agro-ecologica l zone ~ Tota l 

harvested during ! Oego ~ We/no dego I , 
I I 

tile last betg 1 I Number I i Number i 
, I 

Number I % % 1 
I 

% season , 
! , 

Ba rley only 18 175.0% 23 76 .7% : 41 . 75 .9% 
I I 

Beans only 11 ! 4.2% 0 0% 1 ' 1.9% 
I I 

I Bar ley and bean 1 ! 4.2% i 1 3.3 % 2 3.7% 

Wheat ft lent il 1 4.2% 0 0% i 1 1.9% 

Wheat ft ba rley 1 4.2% 14 13 .3% i 5 9.3% 
I 

Wheat ft pea ' 1 4.2% 10 0% ' 1 1.9% 

1
0 

i 

Ba rley, bean, 10% : 1 1.9% 
1 4.2% , 

I wheat, pea 1 i 
I 

, 
I 

! Barley, pea 
1
0 1 0% ! 1 ! 3.3% I 1 1. 9% 

I , 
I 

wheat, 10 10% i 1 
! 3. 3% 

! 1.9% I Barley, ~ 1 
I 

1 1 

, 
1 pea , , 

1 

I 

Total ' 24 100.0% . 30 100.0t; 54 100.0% 

Source: household survey results 2006 

The total amount of crops harvested per nousenOlO ranges from 0.5 qUintals to 

16 quintals Qf crops . More than 2/ 3rd of the respondents who harvested during 

the betg season have obtained less than 3 quintal of crops. The total area 

cu lti vated during the last bets season ranges from 0.08 to 1.4 ha of land. From 

the total number of respondents who harves ted during betg season, 46.3 % and 

20 .4% have cultiva t ed 0.25 and 0.5 ha of land respec tively (see table 14). 

Table 14. Average amount of crops produced and area cultivated during the 

last betg season (2006). 

i Amount of crops (cereals I 
I ft pulses) ha rvested I H Hs , Area of land 

I Agro-ecologica l zone ' (quintal) ! cul tivated /HHs (ha) 

Oego 14.812 0.414 
Weino dega 12.258 0.425 
Total (woreda) 13.394 0.420 
Source: household survey results 2006 
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From table 14 i t ca n be easily computed tha t the average yield of fie ld crops 

obtai ned in the su rvey area was 8.1 quintals/ha. In dega areas, the average 

yie ld of field crops was more than double (11.6 quintals/hal that of we ina 

dega areas (5.3 quintals/hal. 

4.2. 1.3 . Shar ing in /out Cropland 

The finding of the survey indi cated that about 93% of the respondents 

cultivated their own land. Whereas , 31.3% and 14.7 % of the respondents have 

sha red in and rented in on average 0.7 and 0.3 ha of farmland respectively. 

The total land rented in/shared in ranges f rom 2.5ha to less than 0.25 ha of 

farmland. The resu l t of the survey showed that renting in and sharing in of 

farmland have mostly been prac ticed in dega parts than in weina dega parts of 

the area so as to boost the income obtained from own farm land. Th is is due to 

a larger landholding size in dego area. 

The result of the survey has also showed that, 22% of the respondents have 

shared crop out and rented ou t on average 0.88 ho of farmland (see ta ble lS j . 

The totat area s~ a:-ed ~;-8~ But/ ;-ented out ran ges from 1.5 to less ~h3;; 0.2 5 h2 

of farmland. The survey result showed Lilat sharecropping out! rent ing ou t of 

one means of copping strategies during food deficit seasons . 

Table 15. Total number of respondents and average size of land in the last 

(2006) crGpfJing season. 

I Own 

Sharecropped : Share cropped ' 
I ! 

Agro·ecological land out! rented l ln / Rented In land ! 
i 

: (ha) Zone I (ha) out land (ha) 
I 

Oego . Mean i 1.22 0.762 0.916 
I : 

Weina Oega Mean 0. 793 1.445 1.094 I 
, ! 

, Tota l Mean 1.097 0.869 1. 016 
I 

Respondents Number ' 140 
, 

33 69 

-l % 93.3% 22% 46.0% 

Source: household survey resul ts 2006 
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It is also found from t he survey resu l t that, the main reasons for shari ng 

out! renting out land were inavailabili ty of oxen, lack of farm implement and 

enough labor (see table 16). 

Table 16. Reasons fo r renting out! share cropping out in the last farming 

season (2006) in the survey area. 

Reasons for se l l , rent Agro -ecologica l zone 

out, share crop out any I Dega Weina dega 

land Number % Number % 

need of cash to buy food 
0 

and non-food i tems 

Lack of enough labor 1 

Lack of farm implement ' 

1
3 

& oxen 
1. 

Lack of enough labor, ; 
I 

plough ox and farm 2 

0% 

i 
! 16.7% 
I 

1 50 .0% 

i 
I 
I 

'" 33.3.0 

4 

4 

1 

40.0% 

40.0% 

[ 10.0% 

i 

I 
10.0% 

I 

Total (%) 

I 
Number 1% 

4 1 
1 24 .9% 
I , , 

5 
1 31.3% 

4 
125% , 
i 

3 i 
I 

0 18.8 , 

I implement 

I Tota l ' 6 
I 

i 100 .0% 10 ! 100 .0% 16 ; 100:; 

4.2.1.4. Horticultura l Crop Product ion 

The major types of horticultural crops grown in the survey area include : hops 

(Rham mns paranoids), onion, garlic, green pepper, vegetables and sugarcane. 

It is found that about one thi rd (32%) of the respondents have grown 

horti cultural crops. Of this about 81 % and 19% of the respondents who, 

respectively, l ived in weina dega and dega agro-ecological zones cultivate 

horti cultural crops. It i s also found that about 89% of respondents in weina 

dega areas and only 9% of respondents in dega areas have grown horticul tural 

crops in the survey area . From the total of the respondents who have grown 

horticultural crops in the area about 40% have grown vegetables such as 

onion , garlic and green pepper, whereas, about 56% have grown both 

vegetables and perenn ial crops such as hops (Rhammns paranoids) and sugar 
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cane. It is also found that about 4% of the respondents have grown perennial 

crops such as hops (Rhammns paranoids) alone (see table 17). 

Table 17. Type of horticultural crops grown in the survey area. 

i Agro·ecological zone Total 
I 

Type of horticultural ! Oego I Weino de go 

crops grown I Count % I Count : , % Count % 
I Hops 10 0% j 2 : 5.1 % 12 4.2% 
I Onian 10 0% ! 1 • 2.6% 1 2.1 % 
Garlic 16 66.7% ! 1 : 2.6% 7 14.6% 

, Green pepper 10 0% • 1 2.6% 1 2.1% 
Garlic Et vegetables : 2 22.2% 0 0% 2 4.2% 

, Vegetables i 1 11.1 % , 0 0% 1 2.1% 
. Hops 10 0% 1 2.6% 1 2.1% 
Hops, garlic, onion i O 0% ! 11 ' 28.2% 11 22.9% 

I Hops, garlic, onion, 10 1 0% I I 15 
10.4% · 5 · 12.8% I pepper I I , 

I Hops, sugar cane, onion : 0 0% 4 ' 10.3% 4 8.3% 
. Garlic, onion, pepper 10 0% 14 i 10.3% 4 8.3% 
I Hops, sugarcane, onion, i 0 i O% 6 · 15 .4% 1

6 12.5% , 
garlIC, pepper 

i Garlic, onion i 0 i 0% 3 ! 7.7% 13 16.3% 
Tota l 9 l i De.V;'; 100.0% i 48 i 100.0% 
Source: household survey results 2006 

The annual income earned from sale of horticultural crops ranges from 3 birr 

to 4197 birr, the average being birr 814.8 . In dego parts of the survey area, 

the average annual income earned from sale of horticu ltural crops was 

estimated to be 759.8 birr. Whereas, in weino dego parts of the area, the 

average annual income earned from sale of horticultura l crops was about 828 

ETB. This helped them as an important income source to purchase food and 

other non food items. 

4.2.1.5. Application of Modern Inputs and Farm Management Practices 

The survey finding indicates that about 61 % of the respondents applied 

modern inputs such as chemical fertilizers and improved seeds on their 

farm land. Besides, 36% of the respondents have applied manure and mulch on 

their farmland. On the contrary, about 11 % of the respondents applied neither 
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organic nor inorga nic chemicals on thei r farm. But about 17% of the 

respondents have made use of irrigation. It is also found t hat about 63% of the 

respondents in the dega parts of the survey area have made use of modern 

inputs such as chemical fertilizer and improved seeds on their fa rm land . 

Whereas, about 15% of the respondents in dega parts of the survey area 

haven' t made use of organic and inorganic fertilizers, improved seeds and 

irrigation. On the other hand, in we ina dega parts of the survey area about 

57% of the respondents have made use of modern inputs such as chemical 

fertilizers and improved seeds. Whereas, it is found that only about 7% of the 

respondents have access to irrigation (see annex 5) . 

The finding of the survey revealed that about 96% of the respondents have 

practiced different land management pract ices such as, fallowing, crop 

rotation, inter·cropping, manuring and application of comme rcial fertilize rs. It 

is also found that agro-ecological va riat ions have been observed in terms of 

the types of practices chosen; in dega areas farmers practiced applica ti on of 

manures, commercial fertilizers, crop rotation, and fallowing. Wherea s, in 

weina dega areas, farmers practiced inter cropping, and application of 

manures and commercia l fertilizers . In other words. although manuring and 

application of commercial fe rtilizers were common ly practiced in both dega 

and weina dega parts of the survey area, fallowing and crop rotation were 

more practiced in dega areas and inter·cropping was more practiced in weina 

dega areas alone (see annex 6). 

4.2. 1.6 . Soil Conservat ion Mechan isms 

In order to minimize soil erosion, farm ers in the su rvey area have adopted 

different soil conservation mechanisms. The findings of the survey indicated 

tha t 94% of the respondents (91.5% in de,?o and 100% in weina dega parts of 

the survey area) practiced various physica l and biological soil and water 

conservation measures such as terracing, soil /s tone bunds construction, tree 

planting and stri p cultiva ti on. From these, 77.3% practiced terracing, 14.2% 

practiced tree planting, and the rest 8.4% practiced combina tions of physical 
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and biological soil and water conservation techniques. It is also found that 68% 

and 97 .7% of the respondents have practiced terracing alone in dega and 

weina dega parts of the survey areas respec tively. Besides, 20 .6% of dega 

inhabitants have practiced tree planting to replenish the soi l (see annex 7). 

4.2.1.7. Constraints of Crop Production 

The result of the survey indicates that about 91 % of the respondents have 

expressed that the main constraints of crop production include: frost, poor 

soi l fertility, inadequate farm size, erratic rainfall, pest and disease, and 

weed s (see annex 8). Moreover, 16% of the respondents have expressed that 

shortage of farm oxen as the main constraint of crop production. 

Furthermore, 5% and 4% of the respondents also expressed that ice and water 

logging are the main constraints for crop production respective ly. In weina 

dega parts of the survey area about 90% of the respondents have expressed 

t hat the main constraints of crop production were erratic rainfall, crop pest 

and disease, shortage of farmland and poor soil fertility. It is also found that 

frost and waterlogging problems occurred in dega areas alone. 

4.2.2. Livestock Production 

4.2.2. 1. Breed Type, Number and Value of Livestock 

As far as livestock are concerned about 97% of the respondents (96.2% in dega 

and 97.7% in we ina dega) have owned livestock such as cattle, small 

ruminants, equines and chicken (see table 18). 
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Table 18. Number of respondents who owned different types of livestock. 

Types of livestock owned 

Varity I Cows I Oxen Sheep I Equines Chi eke I Beehives 
I 

[ I I n [ 
[ : 

Lo 1m Lo Impr Lo 1m Lo Impr Lo 11m 1 Tra mode 

cal pr ca oved ca l Pr cal oved cal pr diti rn 
, 

ov I ov 1 0 V on 

ed ed i ed I al 
I I 

. , 

Respon Nu 112 15 11 11 10 0 [ 0 ! 1 10 0 
1

76 

I , dents mb 1 4 1 I 141 : 
I ! 

I 
I 
! 

who own er [ I 
livestock % 80 10 76 7.3% 67 0% 50 . 0% 27 I .7 ! 0% 0% 

I 

1 ·7 
I 

! 
, 

! .0 % .3 I .3 , % ! i .7 . 
I i% % I % i !% I !% 

I 
I 

i I I I I I I 

Source : household survey results 2006 

Table 19 demonstrated that the total estimated value of lives tock owned by 

res Dondents ranges fmm 20 to 23200 ETB in de go Da rts of the survey area and 

from 30 to 7800 ETB in weino dego parts of the survey area . The average value 

of livestock per individual households was found to be 4838 ETB (5467.94 in 

dego and 3346 ETB in weino dego) . 

It is found that about 81 % of the respondents owned one or more local breed 

cows. From these about 27% of respondents owned one cow, 43% of the 

respondents owned · two cows, and 18 .2% of the respondents owned three 

cows. On the contrary, 19.3% of the respondents did not have cow. In weina 

dega areas , the number of cows per households ranges from one to four, 

whereas in dega areas the number of cows per household ranges from one to 

fourteen . The average number of cows per households in the survey area was 

found to bE' 2.4 (2.7 in dego and 1.6 in weino dego parts). Similarly, the ratio 

of respondents who owned cows in dego areas (85%) is greater than that of 

weina dega areas (71 %). As far as impmved variety of cow is concerned only 
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10% of the respondents were found to own one to six improved va rieti es of 
cows. The average number of improved cow breeds per households in the 
survey area was found to be 1.6. Surprisingly, all of them are found in dega 
areas of the woreda . 

It is found that 24% of the respondents did not have any oxen (26 .4% from 
dega and 18 .2% from weino dega pa rts). The rema ining 76% of the respondents 
owned one to five local va riety oxen. Of this 35 % owned only one ox, while 
51.8% owned two oxen. The average number of local variety oxen per 
households in the survey area was fou nd to be 1.84 (1.95 in dega and 1. 61 in 
weina dego par ts). Besides, only about 7% of the respondents owned improved 
variety of oxen/ bulls . From tilis, about 46% owned only one ox/bull and 27.3% 
owned two oxen/bulls. The average number of improved oxen breeds per 
households in the survey area was found to be 2.27. All of the respondents 
who owned improved variety of oxen were found in dega areas . 

The result of the survey revealed that about 67% of the respondents (69 . 8f~ of 
dega inhabitants and 61 .450 of weina dega inhabitants) owned two to fourteen 
local variety sheep/goa t s. of this, more than three-fourth (77 .3%) of the 
respondents owned three to seven sheep/goa t per head. The number of 
sheep/ go~t per head was hi gher in dega areas (2 to 14) than in weina dega 
areas (2 to 7). The average number of local variety sheep (goat) per 
households in the survey area was found to be 5.56 (6 . 12 in dega and 4.04 in 
we ina dega parts of the survey area). None of the respondents owned 
improved variety of sheep and goat. 

The result of the survey indica ted that about 51 % of respondents (58. 5% from 
dega areas and 31.8% from weina dega areas) owned one to 11 equines. Of 
this, 88.1% owned one to two eq uines per head. The average number of 
equines per household s in the survey area was found to be 1.76 (1.9 in dega 
and 1.14 in weina dega parts of the survey area). The lower number of 
equines in weina dega areas was attributed to the shortage of forage /grazing 
land in the areas. 
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The survey finding clea rly showed that on ly 27.3% of the respondents (14.2% 

from dega areas and 59. 1% in weina de:so areas) owned one to ten local 

varieties of chickens. From th is, 75.6% owned one to two ch ickens per head. 

The average number of chicken per households in the survey area was found 

to be 3 (4 in de:sa and 2.38 in weino dego parts of the survey area). Although 

the average number of ch icken per households in weina dego parts of the 

survey area is lower than that of dego areas, the result of the study indicates 

that, chickEns have main ly been raised in weino dega parts of the survey area. 

Mainly poor households have reared chickens in the area and the income 

earned from them was insignifican t. On the other hand, only one respondent 

is found to own improved variety of chi ckens (see tab le 16) . As far as 

beekeeping is concerned, none of the respondents owned traditional and lor 

modern beehives. 

Table 19. Average number of li vestock owned in a HH , number of respondent s 

who own livestock and est imated values of livestock by agro-ecological zones 

i 
Average number of livestock owned i Estimat 

~ __ .-__ .-____ ,-__ ,, ____ ~ __ -. ____ ,, ____ .-__ ~, ed . 
, local ! value of I' ! Agro­

ecob Qic -I al zone 

I 
i Oega 

! 
I weina 
dega 

Total 
(woreda 

i ) 

Mea 
n 
HHs 
Mea 
n 
HHs 

Mea · 
n 
HHs 

local I· 
b 

Improv 
ree _.....; 

I ::- ... 
I d 77 I ~;eed u breed 

cow 
cows oxen I oxen s 

2.72 1.60 1.95 1 2.27 
I ' 

90 : 15 ; 78 . 11 

1. 58 ! 0 1.61 ! 0 

31 0 36 0 

2.43 1.60 1.84 2.27 

121 15 11 4 11 

Source: household survey resul ts 2006 

I bree I Local local improv I all 
- - : ~ -= ' b r~cd ' &:>d -- - .l '. · -=~ _:-': 

I shee I chick breed i k I equln 
I pi es en ch icken i owned i 
I goa t in (ETB) 
I i 1.90 4.00 15.00 15467 .9 1 I 6.12 , I , , , 

74 , 62 15 I 1 I 102 

i 
4. 04 I 1.14 2.38 0 I 3346.00 I , 

127 14 26 0 43 
I 

1
1.76 i 5. 56 2.98 15.00 4838.7 

I 
101 

1
76 41 1 145 I 
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4.2.2.2. Potentials and Constraints in Rearing Livestock 

Secondary data from the woreda office of Agriculture and Rural Development 

office indi ca tes that the topography and climate of the highland parts of the 

area are suitable for reari ng livestock . Moreover, attempts have been made to 

distribute improved varieties of cattle in the wareda with the help of artificial 

insemination center . Efforts have also been made in forming different milk 

producing cooperatives in order to help members boost their income from sale 

of milk and milk products' butter and cheese. Despite t hese, the predominant 

livestock rearing practice is traditional and subsistent. The office has 

indica ted that, the main cattle diseases in the woredo include: black leg, 

anthrax and render pest. These diseases usually outbreak during end of June 

to end of October. The major sheep diseases include: pastro losis bovine , 

mastitis, Pneumonic, contagiOUS bovine pre· pneumonic (CBP), and contagious 

caprine pre'pneumon ic (CCP). These diseases usually ou tbreak from the 

beginning of September to end of November . Besides, the commonly poultry 

disease in the woreda is Newcastle disease (woreda MOA, 2006). 

90.7% of the respondents reported that the main const raints to rea ring 

iives[QcK were livestock diseases and snortage of graZing lana and additional 

fodder (see annex 9). Lack of capi tal and productive manpower, inavailability 

of veterinary posts and attack by wild animals were also the other constra ints 

in livestock rearing. In weina de~a parts of the survey area the main 

constraints (as indicated by 86.3% of the respondents) of rearing livestock 

were shortage of grazing land and unavailability of veterinary services. On the 

other hand, in de~a parts of the survey area, the main constraints (as 

indicated by 94% of the respondents) of rearing livestock were livestock 

disease prevalence, shortage of grazing land and lack of additional fodder. 
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4. 2.3. Sale of Fuel Wood and Cow Dung 

It is found that about 40% of the respondents (50.5% in dega and 15.9% in 

weina degc areas) sell fuel wood and animal dung to complement their HH 

income. The on ly sou rce of fuel for weina dega inhabitants was wood unlike 

tha t of dega inhabitants who reli ed on both livestock dung and wood as the ir 

source of fuel. From the total of respondents who lived in dega parts of the 

survey area, about 17% sale l ivestock dung, whi le the remaining about 83 % 

sa le bo th livestock dung and woodlots to ea rn income (see table 20). 

Table 20. Number of respondents engaged in selling fuel wood and cow dung. 

Sources 
I 

Agro-ecological zone Total 

I Oega Weina dega 

i Number , % Number % ; Number : % 

Own wood lots 0 0% 7 100.0% , 7 11.9% 
! 

, 

Livestock dung ' 9 
i 

17.3% 0 0% 9 15.3% 

I Own wood lots and 
1

0 I 43 
i 43 82 .7% 10% 72.9% 

I 

I 
I 
! , , 
I 

I 
I 

! 

I livestock dung I I ---' 

1
100.0% 

---1-00% I Total 
1

52 100 .0% 17 i 59 

It is also found that, 73.3% of the respondents (70.8% in dega and 79.5% in 

we ina dega parts) owned woodlots . However, 99 .1 % of the respondents 

pre ferred to grow and cut eucalyptus species . 

The respondents expressed that the main reasons for growing eucalyptus trees 

were the ability of the tree to grow in a relatively short periods of tim e (easily 

regenerating and coppicing) , and because of its multipurpose usages -for 

constructi on, fuel wood, and means of earning income during slack seasons 

(see table 21 ). 
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Table 21. Reasons for growing and cutting euca lyptus tree species . 

~asons for Agro-ecologica l zone Total 

growing and Dega Weina dega 
, , cutting trees ! 

I Number i % Number % I Number % 
I 
! 
I For construction 1 

! Fo,' selling 7 

During emergency 
1 

· situations , 
i For construction , 17 I 
i and fuel wood 

: For cons truction 
; 33 
I and sell ing 

I For construction, 

I fuel wood ft 15 
; 

I se lling 

i Because it adds to 
1 

· the ferti l ity of soil I 
· Total 175 

I 1.3% 2 

9.3% 0 

1
0 

1 .3% 

I 
1 

' 22. 7% 

I 0 
44.0% 

i 
I 

1
0 

. 20.0% 

I 
i 32 

'" 

100 .0% ' 35 

Source: household survey results 2006 

1 -
5.7% 

1
3 

10% 17 
I 

; 1 
1 0% 

1 ! 
I 18 I 

2.9% 

33 
10% 
I 
i 

I 15 

1
0% 1 , I I 

; 

i i 33 
91.4% 

! 100.0% 110 

2.7% 

6.4% 

0.9% 

16.4% 

30% 

13.6% 

, 30% 

1100% 

In line with these, about 59% of the respondents (60.4% in dega and 54. 5% in 

weina dega parts) have planted 5 to 3000 eucalyptus species in the last 12 

months. Of this , 68.2% planted less than 100 seedlings; 26. 1% planted 

between 100 ft 1000 seed li ngs, and 5.6% planted more than 2000 seedlings per 

head. The average number of seedl ings planted pe r households in the survey 

area has found to be 260.77. In dega parts of the survey area, the average 

number of tree seedlings planted was 336.8, whereas in weina dega parts , i t 

declined to 58 .04. As far as the rate of deforestation is concerned, 35.3% of 

the respondents (34.9% in dega and 36.4% in weina dega parts) have cut 1 to 

160 eucalyptus trees. Of this, 62.3% cut less than 10 trees per year. The 

average number of trees cut in the survey area was found to be 25 .51 per 

households. In dega parts of the survey area, the average number of trees cut 
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was found to be 34.49 per household, whereas, in weino de'5o parts of the 

survey area , it declined to 4.75 per household (see tab le 22). 

Secondary data obtained from the woredo MoA (2007), indicated that the two 

main government nurseries and other individual nurseries have the capacity of 

raising 11.2 million seedl ings every year of this 80% constitute eucalyptus 

cama ldul"nsis. Despite this , survival rate of tree seed lings planted has been 

considerably lower. The office has also expressed that, the predominance of 

eucalyptus species in the area has contributed very little to maintain the 

balance of ecosystem. 

Table 22. Average number of trees planted and cut by agro-ecological zones. 

Number of tree I 

I Agro-eco logical zone 

seedlings planted in I Number of trees cut in 

the last 12 months / HH the last 12 months 

I De'5o I Mean 336.80 · 34.49 

lwe ino 

I de'5o 
! 

I Total 

i Number 

i respondents 

of Ii 

64 

158.04 , Mean 

of I Number 

I respondents 
24 

I Mean 260.77 

! Number of 

I 1
88 

respondents , 
I I 

Source : house hold survey results 2006 

37 

4.75 

16 

, 25.51 

53 

In spite of its advantages of fast growing, mUlti- purpose usage and income 

earning mechanism, eucalyptus tree species has a number of disadvantages. 

The key informants in the sampled kebeles have expressed that , with the 

expansi on of eucalyptus tree species, the amount of springs and other water 

sources have reduced. They also sa id that, 'no plant grows around the tree', 

to indicate its allelopathic effect. Besides, the tree has degraded the 

available soil nutrients in the survey area for a significant period of time. 
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In line with these, the majority of farmers in dega parts of the woreda sa le 

cow dung in the nearby towns (Chacha and Debre Birhan) in order to get 

additional income. As a result, applica tion of cow dung on their farm land is 

non-existent in the highland parts of the area. This in turn , has con tributed to 

depletion of the fertility of soils in the area . Consequently , the amount of 

crops harvested in a given land (the productivi ty of the land) has lowered 

from time to time. 

4.2.4 . Off-Farm Act ivities 

It is found that, 21.3% of the respondents (23.6% in dega and 15 .9% in weina 

dega parts of the survey area) were engaged in non -farm activi ties. Of thi s, 

53.1% and 40.6% were engaged in petty trading and daily laboring respectively 

(see table 23). 

Table 23. Number of respondents engaged in off-farm activities by agro­

ecological zones . 

Agro-ecological zone Total 

Types of off-farm Oega 
1 

Weina dega 

activities Number 1% Number % Number 1 % 1 
Daily laboring 13 i 52.0% 0 0% 13 i 40 .6% , I 
Government I ' 0 1 1 I 

I 

! 
. 1 14.0% 

1 
0% 

I~ employment 1 
I 

, 

i 53 .1% Petty trading 11 ! 44.0% 6 85.7% 17 

Daily . laboring, 
10% 

1 1 I 
0 14.3% 13.1 % 

petty trading 
, 

i I 
Total 25 1 100.0% 7 100. 0% 32 

1
100% 

Source : household survey results 2006 

From the total number of respondents who were engaged in petty trading, 

35 .3% undertook retai l ing of food grains, equa l proportion of respondents 

carried out selling of local alcoholic drinks and 23 .6% performed selling of 

62 

I 



I 

consumer products and commodities. As far as non farm j ob opportunities are 

concerned, for 86 .4% of the respondents, the main const raints in expanding 

non-farm activ ities were lack of access to non-farm job opportunities, 

shortage of start up capita l, lack of knowledge and working skills (see table 

24). The fi nding of the survey also revealed that 30% of the respondents 

(32.1 % in dega and 25% in weina dega parts) were cli ents of micro- finance 

institu t ions. The survey result has also showed that 19.2% of female-headed 

households and 32.3% of male- headed households were found to be members 

of the exist ing micro finance institutions (MFls), namely Amhara Credit and 

Saving Ass oc iation (ACSI) and WISDOM MFI. 

Table 24. Number of respondents engaged in petty trading by agro-ecological 

zones 

I Agro -ecological zone ! Tota l I 
I I 

I Type of petty· 
, 

Dego 
, 

Weino dego 
I , , 
I trade ! Number 1% I Number 1% ' Number 1% , 
i Food grain 1 6 

, 0 
10% 

j 6 

1

35

3% 
54.5% 

, 

I retailing i 

I 

i 
I , 
12 Selling I ' 2 

[ consumer 
1

0 0% , 
1 33 .3% i ' 11.8% , , 

I products 
, 

I I I i , ! 

I Sale of local 1 ! 4 I 1
6 

I I 

i alcohol ic ! 2 18.2% : 66.7% 35.3% I 

! beverages 1 
, 

! ! I ! 
i 

Buying 8: 10 12 I 
reselling 2 1.8.2% i 0% i 11 .8% , , 

! I 
commoditi es , ! 

i , 
Mini shop 11 9.1 % 

1

0 0% 1 5.8% 

Total i 11 , 100.0% ' 6 100.0% I 17 100% 
I 

Source: household survey results 2006 

However, the rest 70% were not clients of micro-finance in stitutions due to 

fear of ri sk of repayment, failure to meet group collateral requirements, and 
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shortage of effective and active human labor and intense workload (see table 

25). 

Table 25. Problems encountered in getting cred i t services in the survey area. 

Reasons for not Agro·ecological zone Total 

getting cred it Oega Weina dega 

services Number 1 % Number % Number 1% 

I don't want 7 ; 42 i , 
35 50.0% I i 

credit/fea l of risk 21.2% 
1
40.8% 

Not comfortab le 

1

3 16 ! 
with 13 18.6% 9.1 % 

I 
group 115.5% 

I 
collateral system i 

! , , 
1 have enough 13 · 4.3% 

1

0 , 0% 3 : 2.9% 

of l 
, I 

Lack 
11 

, 
3 i 

13.0% 
i 

knowledge / ski II & 12 
, 

2.9% i 2.9% 
: 

I 
1 I 

market I I I 
I , 

Lack of labor /o ld 1 !9 i 18 , 
' 9 12.9% I 27 .3% I 17.5% 

age , sickness / 
I 

i I i I , 

! 
! 

, , 

i , , 
I It Work .oad ,.,)0 +-5 ~ 

6 i --., 

I 1 
I 

i .4 10 15.2 1~ 

I 
! 5.070 I busy) , , 

Not aware of MFls I 1 
1

3.0% 
1

3 I I 
2 ! 2.9% 1

2.9% 
I (details ) , , 

Fear of risk (but i : 0 ' 2 , 
i I I ! 

have plan in the ' 2 i 2.9% 0% I 1.9% 

1 
I 

i 

future) 
I 
I 

Failure to repay 
i 1.4% 11 I [ 2 I 1 ! 3. 0% 1.9% 

previous debt i 

i ! , , I 

Lack of property 
! 29% 

1

6 
118.2% 

i 8 I 
2 I 1

7.8% 
for collateral , 

i i , 
I 

, 
I , 

Total 
.. 

70 1 100.0% 33 100% 
1

103 
1
100% 

Source: household survey results 2006 
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CHAPTER FI VE FOOD INSECURITY SITUATION : HH INCOME & 

EXPENDITU RE 

5 . 1. Annual Consumption Food Requirements 

For' 90% of the respondents, the ann ua l cereal consumption requirement was 

less than three quintals. For 9.3% of the respondents, the annual cereal 

requirement ranges from 3.5 to 8 quintals. The survey fi nding revealed that, 

the average an nual cerea l consumption requirement of the respondents was 

found to b2 2.8 quintals per household. In dego parts of the survey area, the 

average annual cereal consumption requirement of the respondents was 3 

quintals per household , whereas, in weino dego parts of the survey area, i t 

was found to be 2.2 quintals per household. Th is is mainly due to the larger 

fam ily size in dega than in weina dega areas. For 35% of the respondents , the 

annual pu lse consumption requi rement didn't exceed 6 quintals . For 54% of 

the responden t s, the annual pulse consumption requirement ranges from 6· 10 

quintals. On the othe r hand, 11 % of the responden ts required more than 10 

quintals of pulses for their annual consumption. The survey firrcJ ing also 

i"dicat?d that, the average annual Dulse :onsC!"'p:':,r, rEqu iremen t of the 

respondents was found to be 7.9 quintals per household . In dego parts of the 

survey ar'E'a , the average annual pulse consumption requirement of the 

respondents was 8.4 quin tals per household, whereas, in weino dego parts of 

the survey area, it was found to be 7.3 quinta ls per household. Thi s is mainly 

due to the larger famil y size in dega than in weina dega areas. 

5. 2. Annual Cash Requirement to Purchase Food 

The tota l amount of cash requi rement to purchase the annually required 

cereals and pulses ranges from bi rr 350-5600. These es timations are based on 

the prevailing market prices of cereals and pulses in the major markets of the 

survey area (Chacha & Kotu markets). It was found that , 19.2% of respondents 

require less than 1000 birr per ann um to purchase pulses and cerea ls for their 

consumption. Whereas, 40.4% of the respondents required birr 1000-2000 per 
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year to purchase cerea ls and pulses for their consumption. On the other hand, 

25.3% of the respondents required birr 2000-3000 per year to purchase cereals 

and pulses for the ir consumption. In add i tion to these, 11 % of the respondents 

requ i red birr 3000-4000 per year for the purchase of cereals and pulses for 

their consumption. Moreover , 4.1 % of the respondents required more than birr 

4000 per year for the pu rchase of cereals and pulses for their consumption. 

The average annual cash requirement for the purchase of cereals and pulses in 

the survey area was found to be birr 1946.80 per household. In dego parts of 

the survey area, the avera ge annual cash requirement for the purchase of 

cereals and pulses was found to be birr 1834.61 per household , whereas, in 

weino dego parts of the survey area, it was found to be birr 2206.9 per 

household. 

5.3. Income Sources 

The survey finding revealed that, the maj or income sources in th e study area 

include: sale of food crops, livestock/livestock products, fuel wood and 

vegetables. Besides, petty trading and daily laboring were also other income 

earning mechanisms for the significant proportion of the respondents. Sa le of 

fue l wood /cow dung was also widely practiced in dego parts of the area, 

whereas, sale of vegetab les were widely practiced in weino dego parts of the 

area. On the other hand, sale of livestockllivestock products and sale of 

grains were commonly practiced across all agro-ecological zones of the 

woredo . 

About 70% of the respondents explained that they earned an annual income of 

less than 1000 ETB from sale of food crops, livestock/ li vestock products, fuel 

wood and vegetables. On the other hand , 21.8% of the respondents ea rned 

ETB 1000-2000 per annum. The rem ai ning 8.4% of the respondents earned an 

an nual income of more than 2000 ETB in the study area. The survey results 

showed that , al though the annua l income of households depicted a wider 

range of disparities, 90.7% (87 .1% in dego and 97.6% in weino dego areas ) of 

respondents obtained birr 101-2000 annually. The proportion of households 

ea rned more than ETB 2000 constituted 13% in dego and nil in the weino dego 
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areas. The average annual income earned by the respondents in the survey 

area was found to be 1450 ETB. In dega parts of the survey area, the average 

income of the respondents was found to be birr 1552.17 per annum, whereas 

in weina dega parts of the survey area, the respondents have earned an 

annual average income of 1204 ETB (see table 26). Furthermore, 66% of the 

respondents have expressed that their income has increased in the last 12 

mon ths; whereas , 28.7% of the respondents have expressed that their income 

has decreased in the last 12 months. 

Table 26. Average annual income received by respondents during the last 12 

months (ETB) 

Agro-eco logical zone Mean Number of respondents 
.. 

Oega 1552 106 

Weina degG 1204 44 

Total 1450 150 

Source: household survey results 2006 

5.4 . Expenditure 

5.4. 1. Spending for Food Items 

The survey find ing revealed that 25% of the respondents spent less than 206 

ETB per annum for the purchase of food items. Whereas, the other 25% of the 

respondents spent between 206 and 540 ETB per annum to purchase food 

i tems. Besides, other 25% of the respondents spend between 540 and 1080 ETB 

per annum to buy food i tems. Moreover, the remaining quarter of the 

respondents spend between 1080 and 2300 ETB per annum for the same 

purpose . The mean annual spending for the purchase of food items in the 

survey area was 658.36 ETB per household . In dega parts the mean annual 

expenditure for the purchase of food items was 910.90 ETB per household, 

whereas in weina dega parts it was 282.49 ETB per household (see tab le 27 

and annex 10). 
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Table 27. Average annua l spending for food items (ETB). 

Agro-eco logical zone Mean 

Dego 910 .9 

We;no dego 282.5 

Total (woreda) 658.4 

Source. household survey resul ts 2006 

5.4.2. Spending for Non-Food Items 

The result of the su rvey has revealed that about 38% of the households spent 

an annual expenditure of less than birr 100 for the purchase of non-food 

items. On the other hand, about 38% of the households have spent an annual 

expenditure of between birr 100 Et 200 to buy non-food commodities. 

Furthermore, 12.1 % of the respondents have spent an annual expenditure of 

less than birr 500 for the purchase of non· food items. The remain ing 6.1% and 

5.3% of the respondents have spent an annual expenditure of less than birr 

1000 and less than birr 2000 respectively, for the purchase of non-food items. 

The average annual expenditure for the pu rchase of non-food items in the 

survey area has been found to be birr 261.50 per household. in dego parts of 

the survey area, the mean annual spending for the purchase of non-food items 

was found to be birr 244.3, whereas, in we;no dego parts of the survey area, it 

was found to be birr 302.55 (see table 28 and annex 10). 

Table 28. Average an nual spending for non· food i tems 

Agro-ecological zone Mean 

Dego 244.30 

We;no dego 302.55 

Total 261.50 

Source: household survey results 2006 
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5.5 . Ava ilab il ity of Food in t he Household 

The food deficit months for 29.2% of the respondents in the survey area range 

from July·September that is for three months. However, for 18.8% and 13.2% 

of the respondents, the food deficit months range from May·October (six 

months) awl May·Sept ember (five months) respectively. For 11.8% and 9.7% of 

the respondents , the food deficit months range from June·September (four 

months) and July ·October (fou r months) respectively . It is also found that, the 

major food deficit months also va ry on the basis of agro·ecologica l 

differences. According ly, 41 % of the respondents in dego parts of the survey 

area expressed t hat the food defi c it months range from July to September. On 

the other hand, 34.1 % of the respondents in weino dego parts of the survey 

area expressed that the food deficit months range from May to September 

(see table 29). 

Table 29. The food deficit seasons in the survey area. 

Food Agro·ecological zone 
1 

Total 

deficit Dega Wei na dega 

I months Numbel' % ! Number 1% I Number !% 

May·Oct 15 . 15.0% ! 12 27.3% 27 18.8% 

May·Sep 4 i 40% 15 34 .1% 19 13.2% 
I 

June·Oct 5 1 5.0% 5 11.4% 10 6.9% 

June· i 

1
8 17 

9 ! 9.0% 18.2% I 11. 8% 
Sept , , 
July·Aug 4 i 4.0% 0 0% 4 2.8% 

! 

Aug-Sep 5 : 5.0% 0 0% 5 3.5% 
, 

July·Sep 41 ' 41.0% I 1 2.3% ' 42 29.2% 
I 

Aug-Oct 2 . 2.0% 0 0% 2 1.4% , 
May-Jun 1 1.0% ' 1 ! 2.3% ; 2 ' 1.4% 

I I 
Sept-Oct 2 1 2.0% 0 0% 12 1.4% 

Jul-Oct 12 
1 12 .0% 2 4.5% 14 9.6% 

Total 100 i 100.0% 44 100.0% 144 100% 

Source: household survey results 2006 

69 

, 
I 
i 
I 
! 
, , 



According to the findings of the survey , tile average number of food defici t 

months in a year in the survey area was found to be 4.1 months. In dego parts 

the average number of food deficit months was found to be 3.7, whereas in 

weino dego parts it was found to be 4.9. The number of food insecu re months 

in weina dega areas is higher than that of dega areas mainly due to the lower 

crop production in weina dega areas. Keremt season appears food insecurity 

period for many respondents. 

5.6. Consumption Pattern 

According to the finding of the survey, about 72~; of the respondents in the 

survey area (59.6% in dega and 100% in weino dego parts) usually consume 

injero with wot while, 28.4% of the respondents in the survey area (40.4% in 

dego and none in weino dego areas) often consume injero and bread with wot . 

At normal circumstances more than two· third (68 .7%) of adul ts (93 .2% in dego 

areas) often consume three times a day, whereas, 30.6% of adults (88.6% in 

weino dego areas) consume only twice a day. In the same manner, during the 

worst circumstances, 63.3% of adults in the survey area (88 .3% in dego areas) 

often consume twice a day, whereas , one' third of adults in the survey area 

(93.2% in weino dego areas) often consume once a day. 

On the other hand, at normal circumstances about 61 % of ch ildren in the 

survey area (81.6% in dego areas) often consume four times a day, whereas, 

39.5% of children in the survey area (88.6% in weino dego areas) often 

consume three times a day at normal circumstances. In the same manner, 

during the worst circumstances food insecure months about three-fourth 

(72 . 1%) of children in the survey area (99% in dego areas) often consume three 

times a day, whereas, 27.2% of children in the survey area (90.9% in weino 

dego areas) often consume twice a day during the worst ci rcumstances (see 

tab le 30). 
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Table 30 . Frequency of consumption of child ren and adults at normal and 

worst ci rcumstances/seasons. 

I Number of Number 

Number of Number of j times times 

times times 
! 
adults children 

I 
I adults children consume in consume 

I consume in consume in I food food 
i 

I Agro·ecologlcal zone normal i normal insecure ! Insecure 

I I months I months ' months I months 
I I I 

Dego Mean 
1
2.95 i 3.82 1.96 

1
3.01 

! Weino dego Mean i 2 11 I 3.11 1.09 ! 2.09 

Total I Mean ! 2.70 I 3.61 1.70 
1
2.73 

I I 
Source: household survey results 2006 

5.7. Coping Strategies 

It is found that 96% of the respondents for short or long were found food 

insecure. About, 31% of the respondents cope up the food deficit situations by 

reducing the amount and frequency of meals consumed per day, by seasonally 

migrating to nearby towns in search of daily wage labor, by renting out the 

whole / some portion of their farmland and by selling of fuel woods and farm 

oxen. The other 18.2% of the respondents cope up the si tua tion by reducing 

the amount and frequency of meals consumed per day, by seasonally 

migrating to nearby towns in search of daily laboring , by selling of livestock 

and by borrowing of food or cash from close relatives or neighbors. Moreover, 

17% of the respondents cope up the situation by reducing the amount and 

frequency of meals consumed per day, by selli ng of livestock and by borrowing 

of food or cash from close relatives or neighbors (see annex 11) . 
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5.B. Reasons for Shortage of Food 

The survey result revealed that 61 % of the respondents attributed the main 

reasons for food shortage to relying only in one rainy season for production of 

food crops. Moreover, inadequate and infertile farmland was also identified as 

the other factor that con tributed to the shortage of food stock in weina dega 

areas. Besides, production and consumption of Avena Sativa (sinnar), which is 

actually recommended to livestock feed , is found to be one of the maj or 

factors that resulted in diminishing of household food stocks in dega parts of 

the survey area. According to the respondents, the main reason s for growing 

Avena Sativa (sinnar) include: its less water requirement, ability to grow in 

sandy/stony soils , and its stress resistance capacities (resistance to frost, 

rainfall shortage and water logging). Despite these, the straw part of the 

harvest outweighs the grain content. Besides, the grain is rich in a very l ittle 

nutritious content (MoA, 2007). The result of the survey has also showed that 

saving of significant amount of grains (seed) for sawing is the other factor that 

contributed to the shortage of food stock in the study area (see table 31). 

Table 31. Reasons for shortage of food in the survey area. 

Agro-ecological zone Total 

Reasons for shortage of 
Oega Weina dega 

food Number % Number % Number % 

Only one production 
59 59.6% 

28 
63.6% 

87 
60.8% 

season , 
We save for sawing 2 2.0% 1 l 2.3% 3 2.1 % 
One production season &: 

10 10.1 % 
0 10% 

10 
7% 

we save for sawing 
Only one season, 15 21 
inadequate &: infertile 6 6.1 % I 34.1 % 

I 
14.7% 

farm land I I 
. Only one production ' 0 

I 1
0
% 

· 22 
season &: produce Avena 22 22.2% 15.4% 
Sativa 

I Total 99 i 100.0%' 44 100.0% . 143 100% 
Source: household survey results 2006 
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5.9. Product ive Safety Net Program (PSNP) 

From the three sam ple kebeles, two of them are the Producti ve Sa fety Net 
Program (PSNP) target kebeles. It was found that about 71 % of the 
respondents, from PSNP target kebeles, participated in public work in terms 
of food-/cash-for-work basis. Besides, 3% were direct benefi ciaries because 
they were too old to pa r tic ipate in laborious food/cash-for-work activities 
(see table 32). 

Table 32. Partici pation in Productive Safety Net Program. 

Agro-ecological zone Total 

Have your HH received Dego Weino dego 

any benefit from PSNP? Number % Number % Number % 
Yes, public work 34 70 

36 6S .S% 77.3% 70.7% benefi ciary 

Yes, direc t beneficiary 0 0% 3 6.8% 3 3% 
No 19 34.S% 7 1 S. 9% 26 26 .3% 
Total SS 100.0% 44 100.0% 99 100% 
Source: huusehold survey I esul ts 2006 

The PSNP target benef iciaries explained that they ate all of the food they 
received and purchased food with the cash they received. On the other hand, 
26.3% of the respondents expla ined that they have been excluded from 
Prod uct ive Safety Net Programs (PSN P), 70% of whi ch attributed the reason for 
their exclusion to thei r relative better socia-economic si tuation. 14.8% of non ­
PSNP target respondents complained tha t they did not get the chance to 
partic ipate in the program . The remaining non-PSNP respondents attributed 
their exclusion to factors suc h as, availabili ty of more land / lives tock, 
receiving remittances from relat ives, lack of productive labor fo rce and 
work load ill other businesses . 
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5.10. Utiiiza tion of Food and Sanitary Conditions 

According to the result of the survey 81% of the respondents did not properly 

utilized and consumed their meals. They have poor nutritional knowledge and 

thei r sanitary conditions are poor. It was also found that only 12.1% of the 

respondents (18.2% in weino dego and 9.5% in dego pa rts ) have pit latrines. On 

the other hand, the data obtained from MoH (2007) showed tha t on ly 1. 8% of 

HHs in the woredo have pit latrines (see table 33). The rest 98.2% of HHs in 

the woredo disposed human wastes in open fields. The other problems 

associated with poor util iza tion of food in the survey area were poor post 

harvest handling and lack of saving traditions. The prevailing post harvest 

techno logies are very traditional. According to the respond ents, during the 

harvest time they spent much and do not properly save their produce for the 

su bsequent slack season . 

Table 33 . Reasons for lack of proper utilization of food 

Problems responsibl e for I Agro-ecolooi cal zone 
~ 

Total 

improper utilization of Dego 
, 

Weino Dego I I 
food Number % I Number % ' Number % 
P,-evalence of human 

0 0% 11 13.4% 
1 

1.1 % 
. diseases 
Lack of access to clean 

1 1.7% 
1 

3.4% 
2 

2.3% 
and potable wa ter 
Sa nitary problems 2 3.4% 0 0% 2 2.3% 

Lack of nutritional 
1 1.7% 

0 
0% 

1 
1.1 % 

knowledge 
Poor post harvest 

0 0% 
5 

17.2% 
5 

5.7% 
handling 
Lack of saving tradition 5 8.5% 17 58.6% 22 25% 
Sanita ry problems, lack 

34 57.6% 
0 

0% 
34 

38 .6% 
of saving traditi ons 
San .prob.,lack of nut. 

13 22.0% 
10 

0% 
13 

14.8% 
Know. & saving tradition 
Lack of clean water, 

1 1.7% 
0 

0% 
1 

1.1 % 
savi ng tradition I 
San . problem, mismanage. , ' 5 7 
of products, lack of saving 2 3.4% 17.2% 8% 

Total 59 100. 0% 29 100.0% 88 100% 
Source : household survey results 2006 
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5. 10. 1. Sources of Water for Household Consu mption 

The research find ings revealed that during dry seasons about 64% of the 

respondents (90.9% in weina dega and 53. 4% in dega parts) have ob tained 

wa ter for the ir consumption from unprotec ted/ uncapped springs and ponds. 

Whereas, about 36% of the respondents (9 .1% in weina dega and 47.7% in dega 

parts of th e survey area) have access to safe/protec ted sources during dry 

seasons. On the other hand , during wet/ rainy seasons, about 66% of the 

respondents (90.9% in weina dega and 55 .3% in dega part s) ob tained water for 

their consumption from unsafe/unprotected sources. Whereas, about 34% of 

the respondents (44 .8% in dega and 9.1 % in weina dega parts) explained that 

they get access to safe/clean water during rainy seasons . 

The survey result disclosed that during dry seasons about 62.1 %, 34 .3% and 

3.6% of th e respondents the sources of water for li ves tock consum pti on were 

ri vers, springs and ponds respectively. On the other hand, during wet/ra iny 

seasons for about 61 %, 25% and 13.6% of the respondents, the sources of water 

for their livestock consumption were ponds, rivers and spri ngs respec tively . 

According to the data obtained from the wore do MoH (2007), the potable 

water coverage in the rural areas was about 50% and that of urban areas was 

1 009~ (see table 34) . 

Table 34. The sources of water for HHs during dry and rainy season 

source of water Agro·ecologica l zone 

Oega Weina dega 

Dry season (%) Rainy season (%) Dry season(%) Rainy season(%) 

Pond 0% 0% 6.8% 6.8% 

Unprotected spring 52 .4% 54.3% 84 .1 % \ 84 .1 % 

Hand·dug well 1.0% 0% 0% 0% 
i 

I Tap / pipe water , 46.7% 44 .8% 9.1 % : 9.1 % 
I I I I 

Unprotected hand 
0% 1.0% 0% 0% 

Dug wel l 

Tota l 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source : household survey results 2006 
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The research finding has also indicated that on average, it took 15 minutes 

round walk for about 48% of the respondents to obta in water for the 

household and li vestock consumption. On the other hand, it is also found that 

about 39% of respondents used to travel a 30 minutes round walk to obtain 

water for the household and l ivestock consumption. Besides, 11 .4% of 

respondents indicted that; it took 45 minutes round wa lk to obtain water for 

the household and livestock consumption. The rema ining 2% of the 

respondents used to travel more than a one-hour round walk to obta in water 

for the household and livestock consumption (see table 35) . 

Table 35 . Distance t raveled by respondents to fetch water 

Distance traveled Respondents 
in minutes 

Cumulative Percent 
(round trip) Number Percent 

5 9 6.0% 6.0% 
6 1 .7% 6.7% 
10 33 22 .1% 28.9% .. 

15 28 18 .8% 47.7% 

~. 23 15 .4% 63.1 % 
25 14 9.4% 72.5% I 
30 21 14 .1% 86.6% I 
35 5 3.4% 89.9% 
40 10 6.7% 96.6% 
45 2 1.3% 98.0% 
60 1 .7% 98.7% 
90 2 1.3% 100 .0% 
Total 149 100.0% 
Source: household survey resul ts 2006 

The average distance traveled (rou nd trip) to co llect water in the survey area 

was found to be 21 .1 minutes. In dega parts of the survey area, on average i t 

took 24.7 minutes of round walk to fetch water from the nearest water 

source, whereas in weina dega parts of the survey area, it took on average 

12.64 minutes of round trip to co llect water from the nearest water source. 

This indicated that the majority of the respondents in both dega and weina 

dega parts did not waste much of their productive time in fetchi ng water 

owing to the proximity of the water sources (see table 36). 
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Table 36. Average distance traveled by respondents to fetch water (round trip 
walk) in different agro-ecological zones 

Average dista nce traveled by 
Agro-ecolocical zone respondents in minutes Respondents 
Dega 

24 .67 105 

Weina dega I I 
12.64 j 44 

I 

Total I 

21 .11 I 149 

Source: household survey results 2006 
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CHAPTER SIX SUMMARY, CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATION 

6.1. SUMMARY 

Most of tile people in the survey area depend on the main rainy season for 

their annual crop product ion. In dego areas, both the total crop production 

and tota l area of land cultivated were found to be twice as large as that of 

weino dego areas. On the other hand, the average productivity (yield) of field 

crops in the survey area was found to be 2 quintals/ timod of in both dego and 

weino dega areas. This clearly indicated that, the average annual crop 

production in the survey area was found to be insufficient for the pl'evailing 

large family size (5.3). 

The average livestock holding size is higher in dego areas than in weina dega 

areas for al l t ypes of livestock. Besides, only 10%, 7.3% and 0.7% of the 

respondent'; owned improved breeds of cows, oxen and chi cken respectively. 

All of the respondents who own improved variety of l ivestock were found in 

dega parts of the survey area . For 90.7% of the respondents the main 

cons traints to rearing l ivestoc k were livestock diseases, shortage of grazing 

land and add itiona l fodder. 

On the other hand, 86 .4% of the respondents expressed that , they faced 

chal lenges in expand ing off· farm activities. The main const rai nts in expanding 

non· farm ac ti vi ti es in the survey area include: lack of access to non·farm job 

opportunities, shortage of start up capital, and lack of knowledge and working 

skills. Besides, 70% of the respondents failed to be clients of micro· finance 

institutions due to fear of risk of repayment , failure to meet group collatera l 

req uirements, and shortage of effective and ac ti ve human labor and intense 

workload. 

The survey find ing revea led tha t the major income sources in the study area 

were petty trading, daily laboring, sale of food crops , lives tock, and l ivestock 

products, fuel wood and horti cultural crops. It was also observed that some of 
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the livelihood stra tegies showed agro·ecological difference, The survey finding 

also showed that the average annual income obtained in both dega and weina 

dega areas is lower than the annual cash required to purchase food and non· 

food items, However , the magnitude of the problem is very high in weina dega 

areas than in dega areas , 

I t was also found that the food deficit months vary on the basis of agro· 

ecological differences . The average number of food deficit months per annum 

in the survey area was found to be 4,1 months, Although the majority of 

respondents in both dega and weina dega areas were food self insu ffi cient, in 

weina dega areas the food deficit months prolonged up to 4,9 months as 

compared to dega areas wh ich lasted only for 3,7 months. As a result, at 

normal circumstances and during the worst mon ths adults and children in 

we ina dega areas consume less frequently t han those in dega areas, 

It is found that 96% of the respondents did not met the all year round food 

I'equiremencs of the household members from own crop production, 

Accordingly, the inhabitants of the study area cope up the food deficit 

situations by reducing the amount and frequency of meals consumed per day, 

by seasonally migrating to nearby towns in search of daily laboring, by renting 

out the whole/some portion of their farmland , by selling of fuel woods, fa rm 

oxen and other types of livestock, and by borrowing of food or cash from close 

relatives or neighbors, 

The respondents at tributed the main reasons for food shortage to relying only 

in one rainy season for production of food crops, Moreover, inadequate and 

infertile farmland was also identi fied as the other factor that con tributed to 

the short3ge of food stock in weina dega areas, Besides, production and 

consumption of Avena Sativa (sinnar) , which is actually recommended to 

livestock feed, is found to be one of the major facto rs that resulted in 

diminishing of household food stocks in dega parts of the survey area. 

79 



6.2. CONCLU SION 

Both the primary and secondary sources of data clearly indicated that a large 

number of people in the study area are food insecure by taking in to 

consideration all the four components of food security: increasing food 

availability, purchasing it (having access), using and safe guarding the food 

available in a sanitary and efficient manner, and creating assets that can be 

liquidated in times of stress. The causes of food insecurity in the woreda are 

diverse and complex in nature and vary across different agro·ecological zones. 

To curb food insecurity problem, the population in the study area has adopted 

various copping strategies. These strategies also vary in different agro· 

ecological zones. However, in most cases the strategies only helped them in 

sustaining their li ves and not in improving their food security situation . Some 

strategies contribute to depletion of household asse ts and unsustainable 

livelihood conditions for the next generation . 

Despite the fact that food insecurity problem is manifested in both dega and 

weina dega areas, the magnitude of the problem is wide spread in the latter 

than in the former areas. In weina dega part th e community owned largely 

infertile and very small farm land. Besides, the area has a very little access to 

various socio·economic services due to its distant location and non conducive 

topographic features. 

Although the government and other NGOs have attempted to resolve the food 

insecurity situation in the wareda by spending a huge amount financial and 

capital resources, large proportion of the comm unity still leads indecent life. 

Therefore, other alternative means of reducing the magnitude of food security 

situation of households needs to be in place. This study suggests alternative 

mechanisms that likely minimize the food insecurity situation in the study 

area. 
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6.3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations shall likely improve the food securi ty 

situation (i ncreasing the availability or production of food, increasing on ·farm 

& off·farm income earn ing opportunities and enhancing proper utilization of 

the available food & water) of different communities in the woredo. 

• The pertinent stakeholders (Debre Birhan research institution, 

governmenta l and non· governmental organizations) are required to 

work together in ident ifying, and analyzing problems and opportun iti es 

and in suggesting possible food insecurity mit iga tion strategies of 

various groups of community members (joint resea rch & jOint action 

need to be in place) 

• Diverse and context specific farming practices that enhance agri cu l tural 

productivity need to be promoted in dego and weino dego parts. In 

dego part s diffusion of frost and moisture stress resistan t crops shall 

likely result in a better amount of crop yield. 

• BeSides, effort s in introducing temperate fruit va rieti es in dego areas 

shalt be strengthened so as to increase the income of farmers. 

• In weino dego parts promotion of agricultural intensification 

(application of agricultura l inputs like fertilizer & improved seeds) 

along with agro·forestry and in ter·cropping practices shall likely 

enhance the fertili ty of the soil and result in a higher crop yield from 

the ex istin g small plot of farm land 

• To enhance the quality of the dietary intake of the community, 

nutri tion education need to be promoted 

• Since the dego part is very sui table for rearing livestock, research 

supported improved livestock production practices need to be 

promoted. Emphasis need to be given on improving t he breed quality of 

livestock and forage prod uction practices 

• Con:;traints associated with off· farm income earning opportu nities 

need to be tackled by expandi ng the services of MFls 

• To diversify the income sources of the community , other non·farm 

income earni ng opportunities based on production and market potential 
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of the areal for instance skill training on weaving and spinning in dega 

areas where there is a larger potential of wool production) need to be 

promoted 

• Awareness creation of community members on personal hygiene and 

environmental sanitation sha ll improve proper utilization of food and 

water 

• Community members traini ng on improved post harvest handling and 

food preservation; and promotion of improved post harvest 

tec h~o logies need to be in place 
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Annex 1. The household size of the Respondents in different Agro-Ecological 

Zones 

I Agro-ecologica l zone Total (%) 

I Dega weina dega (%) 

I HH size Number % Number !% Number % , 
I 1 
I 3 2.8% 4 9.1 % 7 4.7% 

12 2 1.9% 4 9.1 % 6 4% 

i 3 12 11.3% 4 9.1 % 16 10.7% 
i 
14 19 17.9% 9 20.5% 28 18.7% 
I 

5 14 13.2% 8 18.2% 22 14.7% 

6 17 16.0% 9 20 .5% 26 17.3% 

7 18 17.0% 4 9.1 % 22 14.7% 

8 16 15.1 % 2 4.5% 18 12.0% 

9 4 3.8% 0 0% 4 2.7% 

11 1 0.9% 0 0% 1 0.7% 

I Total 106 100.0% 44 100.0% 150 100% , I 

i Average 5.58 4.50 5.27 
, --
Source : household survey results 2006 

Annex 2. The total population size of the Respondents in different Agro­

ecological Zones 

A[Jro-ecolo ical zone I Dega Weina dega 
Familv size frequency Total family size frequencl' total grand total 

1 3 3 1 4 4 7 
2 2 4 2 4 8 12 
3 12 36 3 4 12 48 
4 19 76 4 9 36 112 
5 14 70 5 8 40 110 .-
6 17 102 6 , 9 54 156 

I 7 18 126 7 4 28 154 , 
8 16 128 8 2 16 144 
9 4 36 9 0 0 36 

11 1 11 11 0 0 11 
Total 592 I 198 790 
Source: household survey results 2006 



Annex 3. Contraceptives usage by type of marital status in different agro­

ecological zone 

ACJro-eco loCJical zone 

Dega Weina Dega 
Respondents Respondents 

Respondents' who use Respondents ' who use 

Marital marital status contraceptives marita l status con traceptives 

Status Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Never 

, 
I 

married 4 3.8% 0 1 0% 1 2.3% 0 1 0% 
I i , 

Married 
22 1 

, 
78 73.6% 23 .2% 31 70 .5% 21 65.6% 

Widowed 
20 18.9% 73 76.8% 10 22.7% 11 I 34.4% 

Divorced 
4 3.8% 0 

0% 
1 2.3% 0 

0% 

Separated 0% 
, 

0% 
0 0% 0 1 2.3% 0 1 

, i 
Total 

106 100.0% 95 100.0% [ 44 100.0% 32 1100.0% 

Source: household survey resu l ts 2006 

Annex 4. Total size of fallow land in different agro- ecologica l zones 

I 
Agro-ecological zone 

Oega Weina dega Total 
total sizes Respondents Respondents 
of fallow Respondents 
land (timad) Count % Count % Count % 
0 7 21 .2% 0 0% 7 21.2% 
.3 1 3.0% 0 0% 1 3.0% 
.5 1 3.0% 0 0% 1 3.0% 
1.0 5 15.2% 0 0% 5 15.2% 
1.5 1 3.0% 0 0% 1 3.0% 
2.0 13 39.4% 0 0% 13 39.4% 
3.0 1 3.0% 0 0% 1 3.0% 
4.0 1 3.0% 0 0% 1 3.0% 
5.0 2 i 6.1% 0 0% 2 6.1% 
6.0 1 3.0% 0 0% 1 3.0% 
Total 33 100.0% 0 0% 33 100.0% 
Source: household survey results 2006 
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Annex 5. Application of modern farm inputs in order to augment! boost crop 

production. 

Agro-ecological zone Total 

Type of modern farm inputs Oega Weina dega 

applied Number % Number % Number % 

Chemical fertil izers 44 48.9% 14 31.8% 58 43.3% 

Improved seeds 5 5.6% 0 1 0% 5 3.7% , 
Irrigation 6 6.7% 0 0% 6 4.5% 

Manure and mulch 12 13.3% 17 38.6% 29 21 .6% 

Chemical fertilizer, irri ga tion 2 2.2% 1 1 2.3% 3 2.2% 

Chemical fertilizer, improved 0 0% 3 2. 2% 
3 3.3% 

seed, irrigation 

Chem., irrigation, manure 2 2.2% 0 0% 2 1.5% 

Irrigation and manuring 5 5.6% 2 ' 4.5% 7 5.2% 

Chem . fert & improved seed 1 1. 1 % 0 0% 1 .7% 

Chem . Fertilizer & manuri ng 6 6.7% 10 22 .7% 16 11 .9% 

Imp.seed!herbicide!, irrigation 4 4.4% 0 
1
0% 

4 3.0% 

Total 90 100.0% 44 100.0% 134 100% 

Source: household survey results 2006 
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Annex 6. Land management practices appl ied to repleni sh soil fertility 

Types of land Agro-ecological zone Total 

management Oega Weina dega 

practices Count % Count % Count % 
I 

Fallowing / f ield 1 .7% 

1:4 

10% 1 2.3% 
rotation 

Crop rotation 23.8% 
1
0 0% 24 16.7% 

I Manuring/use of 8 5.6% 
6 5.9% 2 4.7% 

compost 

Fallowing and 0% 2 
,~ 

1.4% I 
2 2.0% 0 

, 
chem . Fertilizer 

Fallowing, crop 0% 35 24.3% 
1 

rotation Et chemical 35 34.7% 0 ! 

fert i l izer 

Fallowing, crop 

112.9% 
I 

0% 13 9.0% 

I rotation, Manuring, 13 0 

chem. Fertil izer 
! 
i 

Fallowing, crop 0% 1 .7% 
....j 

rotation, compost, 1 1.0% 0 

intercropping I 
Use of manure Et 0% 1 .7% i 

1 1. 0% 0 I 
chem. Fert il izer 1 

1 
Fallowing, 0% 1 .7% I 
manuring, chem. 1 1.0% 0 I 

I Fertil izer 

I Fallowing Et crop 0% 2 1.4% 
2 2.0% 0 i 

rotat ion i 
i I 

Fallowing Et 0% 1 .7% 

I 
1 1.0% 0 

manuring , 
-' 

Crop rotation Et 12 11 .9% 0 0% 12 8.3% , 
I , 
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, 

Types of land Agro·ecological zone Total 

management Oega Weina dega 

practices Count % Count % Count % 

manuring 

Crop rotation Et 0% 3 2.1 % 
3 3.0% 0 

chem. Fertilizer. 

Manure Et inter 0% 17 11.8% 
0 17 39.5% 

cropping 

Chemical fertilizer, 0% 20 13 .9% 

manure Et inter 0 20 46.5% 

cropping 

Chem. fertilizer, 0% 1 .7% 
0 1 2.3% 

intercropping 

Crop rotation, 0% 2 1.4% 

manuring, chemical I 0 2 4.7% 

fertilizer 

Total 101 100.0% 43 100.0% 144 100.0% 

Source: household survey results 2006 
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Annex 7. Conserva tion measures practiced to minimize soil eros ion 

Which measures do Agro-ecological zone Total 

you pract ice to Oega Weina dega 

minimize soil I I 
I 

erosion on your i 

own farm? Count 
I 

% Count % Coun t % , , , 
Terracing 66 68 .0% 43 97. 7% 109 77.3% 

, 
I 

Tree planting 20 20.6% 0 0% 20 14. 2% 

Terracing and 0% 3 2.1 % 
3 3.1% 0 

bunds 

Terracing and tree 5 3.5% 
4 4.1% 1 2.3% 

planting 

Terracing Et. strip 0% 2 1.4% 
2 2. 1% 0 

cultivation 

Terracing, tree 0% 2 1.4% 

I plant, strip 2 2.1 % 0 
I 

cultivation 

Total 97 100.0% 44 100.0% 141 100.0% 

Source: household survey results 2006 
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What have been Agro·ecological zone Total 

the main Oega We;na dega 

constraints to Count % Count % Count % 

expanding you r 

crop producticn? 

rainfall, shortage of 

farm oxen, poor I 
soil 

Frost, water 2 1. 9% 0 0% 2 1.4% 

logging, erra tic 

rainfall , poor soil 

fertili ty 

Frost, water 2 1.9% 0 0% 2 1.4% 

logging, pest and 

disease, poor soil 

ferti lity ~ Pest! disease Et 1 1.0% 0 0% .7% , 
poor soil fe rt ility 

i 
I 
I 

Frost, pest Et 1 1.0% 0 0% 1 .7% 

disease, poor soil Et 

lack of access to 

appropria te 

technology 

Frost, pest, erratic 3 2.9% 0 0% 3 2.1 % 

rainfall, poor soil 

Frost, water 1 1.0% 0 0% 1 .7% 

logging, poor soil 

fertility I 
Frost, disease, 4 3.9% 0 0% 4 2.8% 

weeds, shortage of 
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I What have been Agro-ecological zone Total 

the main Oega Weina dega 

const raints to Count % Count % Count % 

expanding your 

crop production? 

farm oxen, poor I I 

I I 
I 

soil 
I I ! 

Frost erratic 2 1 1.9% 0 0% [ 2 1.4% 

rainfall , poor soil , 
I 

ice i 
Frost , weeds, poor 1 

1
1

.
0
% 

0 0% ! 1 .7% I 
soil, ice I , 
Frost , disease, 2 1.9% 0 0% 2 1.4% 

weeds, poor soil I 
Erratic, disease, 5 4.9% I 31 81 .6% 

1

36 25 .5% 

I /inadequate landl I I I 

I poor soil -: O--~ O% I I 
I 

I Frost, erratic 1 1.0% I 1 .7% 
I 

rainfall, weeds, 
I 

poor soil fertil ity 

Frost, disease, poor 2 1.9% 10 0% 2 1.4% 

soil 

Frost , disease, poor 2 1.9% , 0 0% 2 1.4% 

soil, ice 

Frost, poor storage, 1 1.0% 0 0% 1 .7% 

poor soil 

Rainfall shortage & 2 1. 9% 
1
0 0% 2 1.4% 

, i poor soil i 
I 

Total 103 100.0% 38 100 .0% 141 100.0% 

Source : household survey results 2006 
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Annex 9. The main constraints in rear ing livestoc k in the survey area 

i Agro·eco logical zone Total 

Constraints to rearing Oega Weina dega 

livestock Count % Count % Count 

~ Shortage of grazing 42 29.2% 
18 18 .0% 24 54 .5% 

land , , I i , 
Lack of addi tional I 16 11 .1 % 

15 15.0% 1 2.3% 
forage 

Disease prevalence 3 3.0% 0 0% 3 2.1 % 

Shortage of grazing 37 25 .7% 

land & disease 36 36.0% 1 2.3% 

preva lence I 
I 

Shor tage of grazing & 17 11.8% i 

I lack of addi t ional 16 16.0% 1 2.3% I 
i fodder I 

i Shortage of grazing, 5 3.5% 

lack of additiona l 5 5.0% 0 0% 

I forage, disease I , 
Shortage of labor ! due 6 4.2% 

4 4.0% 2 4 .5% 
to old age & disease! 

Lack additional forage 0% 1 .7% 
1 1.0% 0 

& disease 

Lack of capital 2 2.0% 0 0% 2 1.4% 

Shortage of grazing I 0 0% 14 9.7% 
14 31.8% 

land & vet post I 
Shortage of grazing I 0% 1 .7% 

land, attack by wi ld I 0 1 2. 3% 

animals I 
Total ! 100 

1
100 .0% 44 100 .0% 144 100% 

I 

Source : household survey resu lts 2006 
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Annex 10 spending for food and non food items 

I Spend 
ing for Agro-ecological zone 

food & DeQa Weina deQa 
non- Respondents who Respondents who 
food 

1 
Respondents who spend for non-food Respondents who spend for non-food 

items spend for food items items spend for food items items , 
(in 
ETB) Counl % Count , % Count % Counl % 
0 0 0% ~ 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
28 : 0 0% 3! 2.9% 0 , 0% 0 1 0% 
29 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
30 0 0% 3 2.9% 0 0% 0 0% 
33 0 0% 1 ' 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
35 0 0% 2 1.9% 1 2.3% 0 0% 
38 0 0% 8 7.6% 0 0% 0 0% 
39 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

- 40 0 0% 2 1.9% 4 9.3% 0 0% 
42 0 0% 1 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

43 0 0% 2 1.9% 0 0% 0 0% 

45 0 0% 3 2.9% 0 0% 0 0% ! 

48 0 , 0% 2 1.9% 0 0% 01 0% I 
50 0 0% 3 , 2.9% 2 4 .7% 0 0% 

51 0 1 0% 1 I 1.0% ' 0 0% 0 0% 

52 0 
0" --+i- 1.0% 0 0% 01 0% 
o~: 1--- 5 --53 0 4 .8% 0 0% 0 1 0% 

56 1 1.6% ! 0 I 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

57 0 0% 1 0 0°' " 1 2.3% I 0 0% 

62 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 1 2.3% 

64 0 0% 0 0% 2 4.7% 0 0% 

70 0 0% 0 0% 2 4 .7% 1 2.3% 

73 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 

76 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 

80 0 Qe/o 

---f1 
0% 7 16.3% 0 0% 

82 0 0% 0% 0 0% 2 4 .5% 

85 0 0% 1 
, 

1 ' 1.0% 0 0% 2 4 .5% 
--

87 0 0% I 3 2.9% 0 0% 0 0% 

90 0 0% L 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

91 0 0% I 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 

92 0 0% f 1 1,0% 0 0% 4 9.1% 

100 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 

101 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
-

2.3% 1 102 0 0% 3 2.9% 0 0% 1 

104 o O%! 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 1 0% 1 --"-1-___ I 
19~;; 

- - , 
105 0 ' 0% I 2 0 0% 0 0% 1 
109 0 0% 1 2 1.9% 0 0% 0 0% 

11 0 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
-
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112 0 0% 2 1.9% 0 0% 0 0% 114 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 117 0 0% . 2 1.9% 0 0% 1 2.3% 119 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 120 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 124 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 126 0 0% 1 1.0% I 0 0% 0 0% 129 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 130 0 0% 1 ! 1.0% i 0 0% 0 1 0% ! 137 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 142 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 9. 1% 144 1 1.6% 5 4.8% 0 0% 0 1 0% 145 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 146 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 147 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 9 .1% 148 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 149 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 150 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 168 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% I 1 2.3% 169 0 0% 2 1.9% 0 0% ( 0 0% I 172 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% ! 1 2.3% 

0% I I 175 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 1 I 2.3% 
176 0 0% 1 1.0% I 0 0% i °1 o~ , 177 0 1 0% 0 0% 1 0' 0% ! 2 4.5% -182 0 1 0% 0 0% I 0 0% : I 3 6 .8% 
192 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% I 1 2.3% 
194 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
200 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
201 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
203 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3%] 
206 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 
209 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
230 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% i 0 0% 
242 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% ! 1 2.3% 
260 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% I 1 2.3% 
268 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
272 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 
285 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 
288 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% I 0 0% 
300 0 0% 0 0% 2 4.7% 0 0% 
307 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 
310 1 16% 0 0% 0 0% I 0 0% 
312 2 3.1% 0 0% 0 0% I 0 0% 
320 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 
324 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 
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337 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
345 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
350 0 0% 0 0% 1 2 .3% 0 0% 
360 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
370 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% ._. 
400 2 3. 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
41 8 0 0% 0 0% 2 4 .7% 0 0% 
420 0 0% 2 1.9% 0 0% 0 0% 
430 I 0 0% 0 0% 1 1 2.3% 0 0% 

, 435 1 I 1.6% I 0 0% I 0 0% 0 0% 
437 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
442 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4.5% 
445 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
460 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
484 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 
492 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 
500 0 0% 1 1.0% 2 4.7% 0 0% 
51 0 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 
520 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

528 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

530 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

540 I 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 

1576 
, 

0 0% 0 0% I 1 2.3% 0 0% I I , I 

585 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 1 0% 0 0% 

590 
t--

0% i 2 .3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 1 
595 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

600 1 1.6% 1 1.0% 0 1 0% 0 0% 

605 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2. 3% 

650 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

660 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

675 1 1.6% 0 0% o j 0% 0 0% 

680 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 1 0% 0 0% 

700 2 3. 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

702 1 1.6% 0 0% I 0 0% 0 0% 

725 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

735 1 1.6% 0 0% i 0 0% 0 0% 

740 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 , 0% 0 0% 

756 1 1.6% 0 0% i 0 0% 0 0% 

780 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 1 0% 0 0% 

81 0 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

815 2 3.1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

830 1 1,6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

840 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

879 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

910 0 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
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916 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
918 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
940 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
948 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
955 a 0% 1 1.0% a 0% a 0% 
970 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
990 a 0% 1 1.0% a 0% a 0% 
995 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 

I 1037 I 0 1 0% 1 1.0% I a 0% , a 0% I 
. 1080 1 1 1.6% a 0% a ' 0% I a ' 0% i 

1085 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
1100 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
1110 

1 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
1120 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
11 30 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
1150 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 

1
11 60 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
1200 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 1 

1 1231 0 1 0% 1 1.0% a 0% a 0% 
1240 1 1.6% a 0% 0 1 0% a 0% I 
1275 1 1.6% a 0% 0 1 0% a 0% 

I 1290 1 1.6% a 0% a 0" a 0% I " i 1305 ! 1 1.6% a 0% i a 0%:: a 0% i 
f 1310 1 1 ~ 01 0% I a 0% a 0% ! 
1

1320 i o 0% 0 0% j 1 ' 2.3% 1 a 0% I 
1 F 1.6% i 

, 
! 1330 I 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

1340 1 1.6% 0 0% 1 a 0% 0 0% 

1375 1 1.6% ! 0 0% a 0% a 0% 

1390 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 

1425 1 1.6% 0 0% a 0% 1 2.3% 

1510 1 1,6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 
1533 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 

1642 a Qe/o a 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 

1672 a 0% 1 1.0% a 0% a 0% I 
1700 1 1.6% 0 0% 0 0% a 0% 

1740 1 1.6% 0 0% a 0% a 0% 

1768 a 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% a 0% 

1800 a 0% 1 1.0% a 0% 0 0% 

1808 a 0% 1 1.0% 0 0% 0 0% 

2100 1 1.6% 0 0% a 0% a 0% 

2220 0 0% 0 0% 1 2.3% 0 0% 

2300 1 1.6% a 0% a 0% a 0% 

i 2642 0 0% a 0% a 0% 1 2.3% 
.-

Total 64 100.0% 105 100.0% 43 100.0% 44 100.0% 

Source: household survey results 2.006 
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Annex 11. Coping strategies employed by respondents in the survey area. 

Coping strategies Agro-ecological zone Total 

Oega Weina dega 

Number % Number % Number % 

Ate less food 1 1.0% 0 
1
0% 1 .7% 

I Rented out land 
1
0 0% 1 12.3% 1 .7% 

! 
Sale of livestock ' 5 15.1% 0 0% ' 5 ' 3.5% 

I 
Ate less food , 0 0% 24 16.8% 

borrowing, sale of 24 24 .2% 

l ivestock 

Ate less food and 0 0% 12 8.4% 
12 12.1 % 

borrow 

Ate less food , borrow, I 0 0% 26 18.2% 

migration to towns{self 126 26.3% 1 I 
k~hild) I 

1 0% -f,-o I 
i Ate less food &. sel iOTl 

1 10.1 % 
0 17.0% 

I ' 10 
! livestock 1 ! I I 

I I 
11.4% i Migration to near by , 0 0% 12 

sale of 2 2.0% 

I 
town and 

livestock 

Ate less food, 1 8 i 5.6% 

migration, sale of 7 7.1 % 2.3% 

livestock 

Borrow & sale 0 0% 1 .7% 
1 1.0% 

I livestock i 

I Sale 
I 

livestock, ot her' i 0 0% 1 
1

7
% 

11 
1.0% 

asset & relief 
c;:;--

Reduced freq meals, ' 36 44 30.8% 

migrating to towo" l8 8. 1% 81.8% 

1 sale wood, rent land , I 
I 

_-.-1 
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Agro-ecological zone Total 

Oega Weina dega 

sa le farm oxen 

Ate less, migrate to 3 4 2.8% 
1 1.0% 6.8% 

towns &: rural places 

Migration to near by 3 4 2.8% 
1 1.0% 

I 
6.8% 

tow and sell fuel wood 
• I ---- . 

Total 99 100.0% 44 100 .0% 143 100.0% 
, 

Source: househOld survey results 2006 
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SIN 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Annex 12 Questionnaire for Household Survey 

Section 1. Identification of Sample KAs 

KA: Name of Vi llage: Name of Enumerator: ____________ _ 
Date: ________ _ 

Section 2. Househo ld Characterstics 
1. Would you please fill in the form below about your household characterstics? 

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.11 1.12 1.13 
Birth What was 
place: 

Was engaged the main 
1= 

in productive If no, occupation Angolela 
Se, Age in 2=0lher work during the reason for If yes, during the How much earned 

Relation to 1=Male complete than Education Marital last 12 months? 
list of HH members head 2=Fema!e years Angotela al status status 1 = yes 2= No 

Code Relation to head : Q=head 1 =spouse/husband 2=son/doughter 3=mother/father 4=brother/sister 
5=niece/nephew 6=uncle/aunt 7=grand parent 8=other relative g=non-relative 10=serevant 

not type of 
working work 

Code: Educational status: O=can't read & write 1= able to read & write 2= grade 1-6 3= grade 7-8 4=grade 9-12 5= >grade 12 
Code: Marital status: Q=never married 1 =married 2=widowed 3=divorced 4=separated 5= other (specify) 
Code If no reason for not working: 1 =student 2= no land 3= too old 4=disabled 5= other (specify) 

last 12 from the work 
months? (estimated birr) 

Code If yes type of work: 1-own farm 2= petty trade 3= sale of fuel wood 4=contractual fa rming 5=domestic work 6= sale of local beverages 7=other (specify) 

Section 3. Househo ld Asset and Socia-economic Prof iles 
2. What is the socio-politica l status of the HH within the community 1 =Ieadership member of the KPA 2=farrners' cadre 3=communilyelder 4=0Iher{specify) D 
3. What are your key economic assets in the HH? 
4. Who controls/possesses major assets in your family? 
5. What agricultural inputs/tools do you have? 1 = a pair of farm oxen 2= only one farm ox 3= pick axe 4= > a pair of oxen 5= other (specify) D 
6. 00 you own any land? 1 =Yes 2= No c=J 



7. If yes, what are the total sizes of the following land types that you use? 

Land type Hectare 
Cultivated land 
Fal low land 
Grazing land 
Forest land 
Settlement land 
Other (specify) 

-

8. Did you farm in the last farming season? 1;;Yes 2;; No 0 
9. If yes, please tell as about the land you used for farming and land you rented or sharecropped to others 

If yes, 
how 
much Land If yes, 

Yes;: 1 land? given to Yes;: 1 how much 
Acess to land No;2 (ha) others No;2 land? (ha) 

Farmed own land 
Sharecro 
pped out 

Sharecropped in land land 
Rented 

Rented in land out land 
Gave 
land to 
someone 

Free access to someone's land for free 

10. How do you rate your plot of land in terms of quality? 1;;v.good 2=good 3= poor 4=v.poor CJ 
11. if you sell, rent out or sharecrop out any land in the last farming season, why? 
1 = we needed cash 10 buy food 2=we needed cash for family health expenses 3=vve needed cash for schooling expenses 4= we needed cash for social obligations 
5= we have more land than we need 6= we don't have enough labour 7= we don't have access to a plough and oxen 8=the land is poor quality 9=Other (specify) 0 

12. Is there land that you use communally with other people in your kebele? 1= Yes 2= No II 
13. If yes, what are the benefit that your household accrue from it? 1 =paslure/g razing 2= firewood 3=wal~source of construction material 5= Olhers(specify) 0 



Section 4. Crop Production , Livestock Raising and Environmental Issues 

14. Would you tell us the size of farm lands cultivated . and amount of crops harvested during the 
previous belg and meher seasons? 

Meher 8elg How many KGs were 
Total Total 
amount amount Eaten at Prices per 

SIN Crop type farm size harvested Farm size harvested home Sold KG 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Codes of crop type. 1 = barley 2= beans 3= wheat 4= chick pea 5= lentil 6= peas 7= teff 8= maIZe 
9= sorghum 10= other (speci fy) 
15. Tell us hem. about your perrenial crops and the income you earn from t 

Numberlst Monthly Annual 
SIN Crop type and income income 

Codes for crop type. 1- gesho 2= onion 3= garlic 4= green pepper 5= potato 6= other (specify) 
16. Which modern farm inputs do you apply in order to augmenU boost your crop production? 
1 =chemical fertilizers 2=improved seeds 3=herbicides 4= insecticides 

5= irrigation 6=manure and mulch 7= other (specify) 0 
17. What have been the main constraints to expanding your crop production? 1=drought 2=frost 

3=water logging 4=pests and diseases 5=erratic rainfall distribution 6=weeds 
7= shortage of farm oxen 8= poor storage 9=insufficient landholding 1 O=poor soil fertility 
11 =Iack of access to appropriate technology 12=high sandy 13= shortage of cash 
14=inadedquate extension services 15=erosion 16= susceptibility to wild attack 17= other (specify) 0 

18. Which measures do you practice to minimize soil erosion on your own farm? 
1 = terracing 2= tree planting 3= soill stone bunds 4= contour ploughing 5= furrowing 6= strip cultivation 
7= others (specify) D 

19. Which of the following land management practices do you carry out in order to maintain and replenish 
the soil fertility of your farm lands? 1 =fallowing/field rotation 2=crop rotation 3= manuring 4=use of 
chemical fertilizers 5=inter-cropping 6=other (specify) D 
20. Would you tell us the number of livestock vou own? 

Variety Equivalent 
SIN Type Number Local Imporved in cash 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Codes of livestock type: 1= cow 2= ox 3= bull 4= hiefer 5= calf 6= sheep 7= goat 8= mule 9= horse 
10= donkey 11 = chicken 12= other (specify) 

21 . Do you have beehives? 1 = Yes 2= No D 
22. If yes, how many beehives do you manage?::-: ____ -:_ 
23. What are the constraints to rearing livestock? 1 = shortage of grazing land 2= lack of additional 
fodder 3= disease prevalence 4= lack of sufficient veterinary services 5= shortage of water 

6= attack by wildlife 7= others (specify) 



24. Do you sell fuel wood? 1~ Yes 2~ No 0 
25. If yes, what is the source? _______ ---,._-::-:-
26. What type of trees would you prefer to grow and cut? Why? 

Number of 
Number of trees 

Types of trees Types of trees planted in trees cut 
preferred to grow preferred to cut the last 12 in the last 
Type reason Type reason months 12 months 

Section 5. Non-farm Employeement Opportunities: Finanical Capital 

27. Do any of your household members work in activities apart from crop production and livestock 
rearing? 1 ~Yes 2~No D 
28: If yes, would you tell us about the types of activities? 1 ~daily laboring 2~ government 
employment 3~FFW 4~military 5~ petty trading 6~other (specify) D 
29. If the HH is engaged in petty-trade, mention the type of trade. 

1 ~ Food grain 2~ Consumer products 3~ local alcoholic beverages 4=Others (Specify) D 
30. What are constraints in expanding your household non-farm ventures? 

1 =Iack of access to non-farm job opportunities 2=shortage of start up capital 
3=lack of knowledge and working skills 4=castllack of respect for some activities 
5=unable to work/disability 6=lack of raw materials 7~lack of market 8=poor infrastructure to 

supprot activities 9~absence of rural credit 1 O~other (speci fy) 0 
31. Do you have access 10 rural credits? 1~Yes 2~ No 0 
32. If no, what are the reasons? __ -,-,----,,,-_---,, 
33. What problems do you encountered in getting credit services? 



Secti on 6. Income and Expenditure 

34. What are the main income sources of the HH in the last 12 months? 
Adh h ' f hfli ? n owmuc Income does the household generate rom t e o oWing sources, 

how much income How has each 
did the household income sources Amount of 
receive during the changed during the annual income 

S.N Income source last 12 months last 12 months in Birr 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Code for Income source. 1-sale of grain 2- sale offuel wood 
3= sale of vegetables 4= sale of livestock 5= from petty trade 6=sale of assets 
7= wage from labor work 8= remittances 9=credits 10= other (specify) 
Codes for how has each income sources changed during the last 12 months: 

1 =increased 2=decreased 3=same 
35. Who is the main breadwinner of the household? ____ _ __ _ 
36 H h d h h h Id d f f I d . ? owmuc oes t e ouse 0 spen or the o lowing ood and non- 00 Items . 

Expenditure source 
1 = own produce 

Expense 2=purchase Unit of Amount of annual 
S.N category 3=other (specify) Amount measurments expense in birr 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Codes for food and non food Items: 1- left 2- wheal 3- maize 4- barley 5=sorghum 6= lenll17- bean 

8=pea 9=chick pea 10= vegetables 11 = milk 12= oil/salUsuga r 13= telialtejlareqi 14=utensils 
15= clothing 16= school fee 17= medical care 18= transportation 19= tax 20= kerosene 21 = others (specify) 



Section 7. Food Security 

37 Who h f d IC 00 ? stuffs are consumed at your home . 

How many times Is th ere a time of a year 
per day was it when you encounter Which months of a 

Food staff consumed at your shortage of specific year are the 
consumed home foods 1 =Yes 2=No shortage periods 

- -Codes for food staff. 1- lnJera 2- bread 3- wot 4= 011 5= milk 6= potato 7= vegetables 
8= supplimentary food 9= porridge 10= breast feeding 11= other (speci fy) 
38. Would you tell us the amount of gra ins and other food staffs that cover the annual consumption 
food require ments of your household members? 

Grain type Amount in quintal Equivalent in cash 
Cereals 
Pulses 
Oi l seeds 
vegetables 
Others (specify) 
Others (specify) 

39. During the worest months, how many times a day did the adults and children in your 
household eat? 

Number of meals /day 
Adults 0 1 2 3 4 
Child ren 0 1 2 3 4 

40.00 you meet the all year round food requ lfements of your HH members from own production? 
1=yes 2=No D 

41. If no, how do you cope with the problem of food shortage? 

How often 
Use a strategy when everyday 
food shortage is 1-2times/week 
1 =Iess 2=moderae 5times/week 

SIN Copping strategies Yes=1 No=2 3=severe never 

Codes for copping strategIes . 1- ate less food 2- redu ced the number of meals/day 
3=consuming less preferred foods 4=borrow grains/cash 5=remitances from relatives 

4= 

6= migration to nearby towns for wage labors 7= migration to other rural areas for wage labors 
8= sent children to stay with relatives 9= withd rew children from school 1 O=sent children to work 
11 = firewood/ charcoal selling 12= rented out land 13= sale off livestock 14=sale off farm oxen 

1-
2= 

3= 4-

15=sale off other assets 16=rely on retief 17=off-farm activit ies 18=petty trading 19=other (specify) D 



42. Have your HH received any food or cash from PSNP? 1= yes, public work beneficiary 2= yes, 
direct beneficiary 3= no D 
43. If this HH is a direct beneficiary, what are the reasons? 1= HH members are too old to work 
2= HH members are too sick to work 3= HH members are disabled 4= other (specify) D 
44. What did you do with the money/food you received? 1 = bought staple foods 2= bought clothes 
3= paid taxes 4= credit repayment 5= paid for health expenses 6= bought livestock 
7= ate the food 8= other (specify) D 
45. If the HH is not included in PSNP, what do you think is the reason? 1 = we are not poor 
2= we received remittances 3= we have more land/livestock 4= other (specify) 0 

Section 8. Utilization 

46. What is the source of water for your household consumption and for va rious agricultural purposes? 
Sources during dry Sources during wetJ 

SIN Uses season rainy season Distance in hour 
Household 

1 consumption 
Livestock 

2 consumption 
3 Garden crops 
4 Irrigation 
Codes: 1= river 2- pond 3= hand-dug well 4= tap/plpe water 5= others (specify) 

47. Do you have pit latrine? 1= Yes 2= No D 
48. Problems responsible for the failure to properly use food and other resources? 
1 =prevalence of human diseases 2=lack of access to clean and potable water 3=sanitary problems 
4=lack of nutritional knowledge 5=mismanagement of products in the post .. harvest seasons 
6=lack of saving tradition 7=other (speci fy) D 
49. Do you use contraceptives? 1 = yes 2= no D 
50. If no, why? 1 = we need more ch ildren 2= we do not know much about contracept ives 
3= we have no access to health institutions 4= fear of side effects 5= other (specify) D 
51 . If any member of the HH (children) had died in the last 12 months, what was the reason? 
1 = diahrea 2= measles 3= shortage of food 4=pnumonia 5= other (specify) D 
52. If any member of the HH (adult) had died in the last 12 months, what was the reason? 
1= diahrea 2=shortage of food 3= pneumonia 4= oth er (specify) D 



.. 

' . 

DECLARATION 

I decla re that this thes is is nw ori ginal work and has not been presented for an" 

deg ree in any uni versity, and a ll the sources of materi a ls used are du ly 

ac knowledged. 

Declared by Fassil Setargie Em iru 

Signature: ~u {i;. 
Date: 17 b§ ~ 

Place and date of subm iss ion: Addis A baba Univers ity, Ju ly 2007. 

/' 
/' 


	fff
	MX-M464N_20180326_144842
	MX-M464N_20180326_144935

	MX-M464N_20180326_145110

