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ABSTRACT 

This study assesses the contrib ution of current resettlement program to susta inable food securi ty 

fo r inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas. in Dawuro Zone of SNNPR. Accordingly, the 

study emp loys comparative approach to assess the s ituation of resettlement program in 

contributin g to food security to the inter-zonal · resettlers, intra-zona l resettlers and host , . 

communities. 

Two hundred fO lll1een (13%) sample households were selected fo r survey by using stratified and 

s imple random sampling techniques in two kebeles of each of inter-zonal resettlement and intra­

zona l resettlement areas and two host kebeles.' In add ition, focus group discussion with 

representati ves of resettlers and host communities; key informant interviews and personal 

observations have been employed to thi s study. 

Study results show that the consultation about the program was made with maj ority of resettlers 

and host communities prior to the implementation of the program and their movement to the new 

area is vo luntarily based. The inter-zona l resettlers ·have been assisted w ith provision of different 

benefit packages until their first year harvesti ng, . but intra-zonal ones have not been benefited 

from any of the government ass istance except the provision of farm land. In addition, the 

minimum standard of basic infrastructu re and social service facilities were not establi shed either 

to inter-zona l or intra-zonal resettlers prior to the executi on of a program and have not yet been 

improved. It was also noticed that household s in both resettlement areas are exhaustive ly 

depl etin g forest for different purposes and they have not been advised to plant new trees and to 

use alternative options to red uce reliance on natural resources like forest. 
J 

Food availability and food access to househo ld heads through crop production, li vestock rar ing, 

bee keep in g and their income status have been improved in inter-zona l and intra-zonal 

resettlement areas as wel l as to host communities'after resettlement program. But agricultural 

activ ities and all income sources to househo ld heads are entirely re lied on rainfall which is highly 

vulnerable to shocks. On the other hands, the off-farm activiti es such as petty trade, handicrafts, 

agricultura l labor work and food-for work progr3l)1S wh ich can generate additional income to 

household heads to promote their assets and to' ·cope w ith adverse circumstances are hardly 

carried out by resettlers. The intervention of all co'ncerned bodies is indi spensable to reverse the 

problems re lated wi th resettlement and to enha!)ce the diversification of income sources to , . 

households in the area. 

Key words: Food sec urity, resettlement, in ter-zoilal resettlement, intra-zonal resettl ement, host 

communi ty, off-farm activities, on -farm activit ies .. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1. Background to the Study 

Resettlement program is one of the strategies experienced internationally which involves 

moving people !i'om their origin in to new areas in principle to maintain food security. It 

might be in the way of inter-regional or intra-regional; inter-zonal or intra-zonal. In the 

case of inter-zonal, people can be relocated out of their respective Zones in the same 

region while intra-zonal resettlement is undertaken within the same Zone. 

However, it is not only food insecurity problem against which people influenced to be 

displaced internationally from their origins, but development projects like dam and road 

construction, political calamity, industrialization and urbanization in the world in 

general and in Africa in particular also led people to be moved from their origin and 

resettled in other areas (Cook and Falloux, 1994; Berhanu, 2007). 

For instance, the Volta Dam construction which started in 1962 in Ghana displaced 

80,000 people and led some resettlers to be resettled in worse off areas while others were 

relocated in better off areas (Lawson, 1968; Kalitsi, 2004). In Nigeria, a dam constructed 

on Niger River and created the Jebba Lake caused a positive move to actively realign 

rural residents in to enjoying modernization e~fects by serving as a tool for accelerated 

rural development and a means for provision of infrastructure facilities that led to 

livelihood improvement of resettlers (Olawepo, 2008). On the other hand, dam 

constructions like the Kariba dam on Zambezi River caused forced removal for 57,000 

Tonga people of Zambia and Zimbabwe on a massive scale from their homes and fertile 

lands and continued to reverberate the challen&es to new generations who did not involve 
.' 

with it directly (Scudder, 1965). 

In Ethiopia, mostly the food insecurity probli,m initiated the policy of encouraging 
-' 

voluntary resettlement. The first planned res. t,tlement was carried out by the Imperial 

government in Sidamo during 1958. After the 1974 revolution, it became Derg policy to 

accelerate resettlement. As a result, during the period 1975176, there were eighty-eight 

settlement centers accommodating 38,818 households in south and south west part of the 

country. The govenU11ent conducted most of these resettlement programs under the 

auspIces of the Relief and Rehabilitation Commission (RRC) and the Ministry of 
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Agriculture (Geatchew, 1989). 

Subsequently, in 1984, the govermnent mllounced its intention to resettle 1.5 million 

people from the drought-affected northern regions to the South and Sonthwest, where 

arable land was plentiful and had resettled more than 600,000 people in three resettlement 

areas like Wolega, Gambella and Pawe by 1986 ( Library of Congress Country Studies, 

2004). However, the govermllent's ambitious program of combating food crisis through 

planned resettlement has failed by devastating famine once again to households 

(Getachew, 1989). 

The CUlTen( government of Ethiopia (EPRDF) launched a large-scale intra-regional 

resettlement program in 2003 which continued to 2006 with objective to resettle 440 

household heads (2.2 million chronically food insure people) in Amhara, Oromia, Tigray 

and SNNPR from their various respective highland areas which are adversely affected 

with drought, land degradation, and shortage of lands for agriculture (New Coalition for 

Food Security in Ethiopia, 2003; PASDEP, 2006). 

Within this program, the SNNPR government. planned and resettled a total of 100,000 

household heads within three years. The resettlers came predominantly from Eastem 

parts of the regional areas where population pressure is greatest and food insecurity is 

most chronic to the Westem parts of the regi6'il, which were considered as possessing 

ample space with productive land (SNNPR Food Security Coordination Office, 2005). 

Dawuro Zone in SNNPR undertook both inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement 

programs. About 3357 inter-zonal resettlers l were moved from other zones in the region 

• 2 and relocated at Essera resettlement area and 761 intra -zonal resettlers were resettled at 

Tocha and Loma resettlement areas without leaving their zone (DZFSCO, 2010). In this 

regard, this study intends to assess the int~gration of inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement program with other food securit~ ' strategies to enhance sustainable food 

security to households in selected resettlement"and host community areas. 

I Inter-zonal resettlers include people who have ii.eel1 relocated out of their respective zones. 

'Infra-zonal resettlers include people who have leiXre!ocafed within their respective zones. 
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Food insecuri ty in Ethiopia derives mainly fi'om dependence on undiversified livelihoods 

based on low input and low output rain fed agriculture. As a result, most Ethiopian 

farmers do not produce enough to meet their consumption requirement (Devereux, 2000). 

Besides, long term factors such as population growth, environmental degradation, 

diminished land holdings, lack of on-farm tecimological ilmovations, and lack of off-farm 

income sources have led to a decl ine in productivity per household in the country 

(Workneh,2008). 
\ 

In order to find long term solutions to ciu'onic food insecurity in four largely populated , 
regions such as Amahara, Tigray, Oromia and SNNPR, the current Federal Democratic , 

Govenunent of Ethiopia launched the voluntary intra-regional resettlement program. The 

implementation document of the program states that the current resettlement program is 

based on basic pillars and principles such as purely vo luntarism, the availability of 

underutili zed land in receiving areas, estab lislunent of minimum infrastructure facilities , 

consultation with host communities, proper preparation, etc. among others to ensure its 

success in enabling resettlers to ensure sustainable food security in new areas where they 

have been relocated (New Coalition for Food Security in Ethiopia, 2003). 

Studies undertaken on the current resettlement experience seem to indicate that the 

program was hastily implemented without · s9 lll1d feasibility studies and minimal 

consultation with host communities. They alSo indicate poor social and physical 

infrastructure faci lities in the resettlement areas, less consideration for environmental 

management, all of which contribute for the,: ~uccessfulness of the program (Kassahun, 
~ . . 

,~ ' ' , .. 
2005; Dessalegn, 2005; Gebre, 2005). Although the purpose of implementing the 

resettlement program is to ensure food sec\lrity for food insecure households in the 

country, they were unable to improve their liv~lihood through the current one hectare and 

below land holding which they have been given in new areas (Asfaw, 2005 ; Driba, 2005). 

In addition, there were some problems related to education, health, safe potable drinking 

water, road during implementation of the resettlement program in SNNPR (Wolde 

Sellasie, 2003; Mellesse, 2005). 

The inter-zonal and intra-zonal resett lement p~oSI'ams which are implemented in Dawuro 
-.~- .... . '., . 
I. 

3 
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Zone might encounter some of the problems revealed III all these studies during its 

implementation in other areas. These problems might be poor situation of infrastructure 

and social servi ce facilities, the social tension between resettlers and host communities, 

lack of market links, the depletion of natural resources, etc in the area. In addition, heads 

of households might suffer from lack of diversified income sources, absence of on-faml 

technological innovations and rain fed farming system towards sustainable food security. 

Regardless of these challenges, the resett lement program also might help them to be 

graduated from their food insecure situations. But none of all these conditions has been 

assessed by any researcher in the area so far. Thus, this study intended to address the 

challenges rel ated to the inter-zonal and intra-zo nal resettlement program and its 

contribution to sustainable food security in selected resettlement and host kebeles. 

In addition, most of the current studies undertaken on govemment sponsored resettlement 

programs focused on views of inter-zonal resettlers who moved from their origin to other 

receiving areas and host community and assessed on ly how the resettlement program has 

helped resettlers to be graduated from food insecurity problems. But it is also important 

to observe the integration of resettlement program with other food security strategies like 

productive safety net program and asset building strategies to contribute for sustainable 

food security to people relocated out of their origin as well as those who have been 

relocated w ith in their origin (intra-zonal) that ·niight be forced for relocation because of 

food insecurity as what happened to inter-zonal ones . 

In this regard, this thesis examines the integration of inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement program with other food security strategies to contribute for sustainable food 

security from the view points of inter-zonal r~~ettlers, intra-zonal resettlers and host 

cOlllmunity by employing a comparative rese,wcIi 'design which has not been considered 
'" 

by another researcher so far. Therefore, Essera inter-zonal and Tocha intra-zonal 

resettlement schemes with their respective host community kebeles are selected for thi s 

study. Some of the rationales for the selection of these study areas are the differences in 
! - ., -. >:' 

nature of resettlement programs being implemented in the area; the absence of study that 
.•.. : ~1 

assessed the food security situations of household heads after the implementation of 

resettlement program and the exposure of the r~searcher to the area. 
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1.3 Objectives of the Study 
1.3.1 General Objective 

The general objective of the study is to investigate the contribution of resettlement 

program to sustainable food security to inter-zonal and intra- zonal resettlers in the area. 

1.3.2 Specific Objectives 

The study is intended to meet the following specific objectives: 

a. To examine the participation of housetlolds in information exchange prior to the 

implementation of the resettlement . program and their socio-economic 

relationship in the area. 

b. To assess the food availability, access and utilization situations of inter-zonal and 

intra-zonal resettlers after the implemen\ation of resettlement program. 
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I.S Significance of the Study 

This study investigates the integration of resettlement program with other food security 

strategies to enhance sustainable food security. It is hoped that it will serve as a source 

of infonnation for policy makers and other stake holders to take the appropriate 

remedies for making the program successful in achieving its intended short-ternl and 

long-term objectives. Besides, it will be used as a cornerstone for further research in 

areas that have not been observed in this study. The findings of this study wi ll also help 

as a source of knowledge for resettlers and host communities to handle the challenges 

that they face in their attempt to sustain food security. 

1.6. Research Methodology 

This study utilizes comparative research approach to assess the achievements of 

resettlement program from the views of intra-z()nal resettlers, inter-zonal resettlers and 

host community. 

1.6.1. Sampling Technique 

Stratified and simple random samplings among probability sampling techniques have 

been employed to this study to select representative household heads to survey. Though 

the households are homogeneous on the basis of their economic dimensions, this study 

considered the entire population as heterogeneous on the basis of their relocation. Thus, 

the stratified sampling technique has been useq,to stratify the population into three strata 

such as inter-zonal resettlers, intra-zonal res~tilers and host community. Then 13% of 

the representative sample households from each of tlu·ee stratum; inter-zonal resettlers, 

intra-zonal resettlers and host community to household survey have been selected by ,. 

using simple random sampling tecimique: Accordingly, the Essera inter-zonal 

resettlement scheme consists of five resettLement sites (kebeles) such as Boyina, 

Manera, Yucha, Neda and Modi which afebounded by four kebeles of the host 

communities . From these resettlement sites,. tW'o resettlement kebeles such as Boyina 

and Manera kebeles and one host kebele known as Hageli 02 with their 13% respective 

household respondents were selected as a rep;tesentative sample by using simple random 

sampling teclmique. 
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On the other hand, the Tocha intra-zonal resettlement scheme that consists of two 

resettlement kebeles such as Muga and Angella are taken entirely for household survey. 

From the two host kebeles that surrounded th,e intra-zonal resettlement kebeles, one host 

kebele known as Oda Gofa has been randomly selected. Then, 13% representative 

household respondents were selected from two intra-zonal resettlement kebeles and one 

host kebele by using simple random sampling t~chnique for survey. Table 1.1 illustrates 

the size of total population of the study areas and the sample size selected from the 

entire population. 

Table 1.1. Sample Frame aDd Size 

Type of Kebele Populati?1l Sample size 

populatioll size \ 

Inter-zonal Boyina 203 27 

resettlers Manera 313 41 

Intra-zonal Muga 275 36 

resettlers Angell a 264 34 

Host community Hageli 02 310 40 

Oda Go[a 277 36 

Tota 1642 
, 

214 

Source: EWFSCD, 2010; TWFSCD, 2010 

From non-probability sampling technique, a:pufposive method was applied to select 8-

10 members from each selected resettleme~(kebe l e and host community for focus 

group discussion. For key infomlants intervjews, three food security coordinators; one 
,. 

from Dawuro Zone Agriculture and Rural Development Department, others fi'om Essera 

and Tocha Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development Offices who are directly 

involving in the implementation of the program ; were purposely selected to get the 

necessary information that can support the information obtained from household heads 

survey. 

1.6,2. Sources and Types of Data 

The data for this study are collected from b~\Ii~rimary and secondary sources. Primary 

data gathered original facts from inter-zoi1id resettlers, intra-zonal resettlers, host 
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community and officials. Secondary data about the program are also retrieved from 

different offic ial documents from DZARDD, EW ARDO and TW ARDO and published 

and unpublished references to support the reliability of primary data . 

Besides, the data collected for this study ilicluded both quantitative and quali tative 

types. Quantitative data consist of the figurative variables while qualitative data include 

qualitative facts. 

1.6.3. Data Gathering Instruments 

The primary data requ ired for this study . have been gathered by employing such 

instruments as survey, key infol111ants interv i ~w, focus group di scussion and personal 

observation. 

a) Survey 

The structured questionnaire which consists of both open-ended and closed questions 

was prepared for household survey in English and translated into Amharic language to 

be easily understood by respondents (Annex I and 2). Since it is time consuming to the 

researcher to administer data collection by him, six enumerators were recruited to 

record the responses of respondents for questionnaire; but all the required responses 

have been answered by respondents thems~ l ves. Before starting data collection, the 

enumerators have been trained on how they are going to approach the respondents and 

record their responses. 

The questionnaires included both quantitative and qualitative information. The 

quantitati ve infol111ation consists of respond ~n·t~' fam ily size in respect to age, number 

of livestock they owned on the basis of TLU standard, faml land size, income, amount 
, 

of crop production and other numeric variab les. The qualitative information consists of 

perception of resettlers and host communities towards the program, the availability and 
!;' 

function of different social and infrastructure facilities, supports provided by the 

government and other stakeholders, social integration, environment management, the 

invo lvement in on-farm and off-fal111 activitie;, etc. 

b) Focus Group Discussion 

Focus group discussion with 8-1 2 members ' qf representatives from selected resettlers' 

and host conU1luni ties' kebeles was also employed. Members of representatives were 

..... ,. 
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selected on the basis of their responsibility in the kebele, sex, age and religion that 

specifically included the kebele leaders, religious representatives, elder female and male 

household heads, and representatives of youths. The structured guidelines that consist 

aspects on the availability and function of infi'astructure fac ilities, the involvement of 

households on on-farm and off-farm activities, the socio-economic relationship, 

environmental management, the challenges related to resettlement program and coping 

strategies to handle adverse circumstances, etc have been designed to participants' 

discussion. This discussion was held with the aim to triangulate the responses of survey. 

The information shared during discussion was captured by recording in diary and tape 

recorder. 

c) Key Informants' Interview 

Three Food Security Program Coordinators from Dawuro Zone Agriculture and Rural 

Development Department, Essera and Tocha Woredas Agriculture and Rural 

Development Offices were selected for key informants' interviews. The interview held 

on the basis of structured interview guidelines composed of infonnation exchange held 

with participants; the nature of resettlement program; the on-farm and off-fall11 

activities undertaken by resettlers; assistance provided to resettlers; about the socio­

economic relationship between resettlers and host community; the challenges 

encountered in implementation of the resettlement program, etc. The responses for 

interview questions have been administered by researcher through recording on diary 

and using tape recorder on the basis of the willingness of interviewee. 

d) Personal Observation 

The researcher has undertaken field observation; of all kebeles selected for the study to 

examine the actual situation. The observed situations that exhibit what happened to 

areas as the result ofresettlement program were recorded and photos have been taken to 

triangulate the necessary facts. :( ~ . 

1.6.4. Data Analysis 

The relevant data collected from respondi;.il!S,. by usmg different mechanisms were 

organized and analyzed in two ways. 
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The quantitative data were analyzed usi ng descriptive statistics by the help of Statistics 

Package for Social Science (SPSS) and central measurements like mean, range, and 

mode are generated. In addition, the percentage, frequency tab le, line and bar graphs 

were generated to analyze and describe data that facilitate discussions of cases. The 

qualitative data gathered from focus group di scussion, key informants' interviews and 

household heads' survey through open-ended questions are summarized from tape 

records and diary are coded by categorical system and analyzed thematically. 

1.7 Delimitation of the Study 

This study is confined to Essera inter-zonal ahd Tocha intra-zonal resettlement schemes 

in Dawuro zone among other schemes in SNNPR. The main emphasis is on resettl ers' 

sustainable food security situation and the social, economical and cultural relationships 

between resettlers and host kebeles around the resettlement sites after the 

implementation of the resettlement program. The study also examines the situations of 

host communities to sustain food security after resettlement program. 

1.8. Organization of the Thesis 

This study is organized under five chapters. The first chapter consists of the 

introductory part that includes the backgi'ound to the stud y, problem statement, 

objectives, and research questions, significance of the study, methodology and 

delimitation of the study. Chapter two focllses on related literature in which basic 

concepts, conceptual frameworks, and international and national empirical evidences 

were revi ewed and discussed. The third chapter gives the description of the study area 

while chapter four presents results and di ~·cussions. The last chapter consists of 

summary of findings, conclusion and recommendations . 

. ~ . 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter deals with literatures related mainly to resettlement and food security. 

Therefore, the basic concepts and theories about resettlement and food security as well 

as the conceptual fi'amework that reveals summarized issues about the study are 

discussed in detail. In addition, the empirical evidences about international and 

Ethiopian cases in resettlement and its success and failure to meet the intended 

objectives are deeply discussed under this chapter. 

2.2. Basic Concepts 

2.2.1. Concepts on Resettlement 

Recently, resettlement has been defined by different scholars in different ways although 

the basic idea is the same. National Resettlement Conference (1995), defined 

resettlement as a planned supported process of change in an accommodation context. In 

addition, resettlement is defined as the process by which people are enabled to live as 

full life as possible within an appropriate forn1 of housing (Simon Community of 

Ireland, 1994). 

UNCHR (2006) has also defined resettlemenLas the process which commences with the 

selection and transportation of people and;~cQntinues tln'ough to their reception and 

integration in the host community due to various factors. Besides, resettlement has been 

defined as the phenomenon of population redistribution either in planned or 

spontaneous manner; relocating people in areas other than their own for the purpose of 

converting transient popUlations, nomadic ,. pastoralists, transhumant or shifting 

cultivators to a new way of life based on sedentary forn1s of agricultural production 

(Dessalegn, 2003). These two definitions are adopted in this study in which the current 

government sponsored resettlement program that designed to relocate chronically food 

in secured people is discussed in detail. 

In relation to different definitions given to the .~esettlement, Gebre (2004) identified four 

major types of relocation Iresettlement. 
.,.: ' 
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Voluntary resettlement: Occurs when the migrants have the power to make informed 

and free relocation decisions and the willingness to leave their original place. 

Induced-voluntary resettlement: Is movement of people that takes place when people 

leave their home place to resettle elsewhere due to deli berate acts of inducements coming 

from outside agencies. Although the migrants may maintain decision-making power, the 

facts on the basis of which their decisions are made are provided and analyzed by other 

agenc ies. 

Involuntat·y resettlement: Refers to the fo rcib,le uprooting of people from their original 

place of residence. The agents of force could bi:' liatural disasters and/o r humans. 

Compulsory-volnntary resettlement: Is the resettlement that occurs when people 

embrace fo rced removal out of desperation, and when voluntarily resettled people are 

denied the right to leave the resettlement area. 

2.2.2. Concepts on Food security 

Food security exists when all people, at all ti mes have physical and economic access to 

enough safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an 

active and healthy lifestyle (World Food Summit, 1996). 

Accordingly, for the households to be food secure the following conditions to be fu lfilled 

(FSCB, 2004; FAO, 2008). 
t· , 
'," \ 'J;' 

Food availability/supply - Addresses the ' "supply side" of food security and IS 

detemlined by the level of food production, stock' levels and net trade. 
",I'. ,':' 

Food access/ affordability - Refers to the ability for all members of society to obtain 

sufficient food for healthy li ving. When there is. a food prices increase and whi le ri cher 

people will li kely still be able to feed them, poorer people may have difficulty obtaining 

sufficient safe and nutritious food without assistance. 

Food utilization - Refers to the preparation o'f sufficient and vari ed food needed at the 

household level safely so that they can grow and develop normally, meet their energy 

needs and avoid di seases. 

Declining vnlnerability to shocks- refers to ':iss~t protection through different off-faml 

. ~ .. 
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activities such as petty trade, handicrafts, timely safety net program, agricultural labor employment, etc. 

2.2.3. Sustaiuable Food Security 

As sustainable development, there is no precise, universally accepted definition of sustainable food security. According to FAO/WHO (1992), sustainable food security can be defined as the food security situation that requires secure ownership or access to food resources and income earning activities, including reserves and assets to offset risks, to ease shocks and meet all contingencies in consistent manner or an access by all people at all times to the food needed for a healthy life. 

Hannon and Gerald (2007) define sustainable food security as one that provides healthy food to meet current food needs whi le maintaining healthy ecosystems that can also provide food for generations to come with minimal negative impact to the environment. A sustainable food security also encourages local production and distribution infrastructures and makes nutritious food available, accessible, and affordable to all. 
Sustainable food security is broader than sustainable agriculture that fuses both households' food security and sustainable agriculture. It requires not only the aggregate supply of food but also income and land distribution, households' li velihoods and dietary needs, women's status and their oppOltunities, fertility and population issues and the protection and regeneration of the resource base for food production (Speth, 1994). 

From all the above definitions, this study slllTImarizes the operational definition of sustainable food security as ·the consistenf'.iivailabi lity, access, affordability and utilization of the food need to all current people at any time whi le maintaining the ecosystem that can also provide the consistent food for the new coming generations. In ,~' this regard, this study argues that the resettlement program that entirely focuses on agriculture alone may not ensure sustainable food security unless it is integrated with other strategies such as productive safety riet program and asset building/protection strategies which will help people to cope with adverse circumstances that interrupt their attempt to sustain food security. 
. t 
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2.2.4. Food insecurity 

According to Devereux (2000), food insecurity incorporates low food intake, variable 

access to food, and vulnerability in wh ich a li velihood strategy that generates adequate 

food in good times but is not resi li ent against shocks. The same source also indicated 

that there are three forms of food insecurity which are endemic in Ethiopia such as 

chronic, cyclical and transitory food insecurity. The main triggers of transitory food 

insecurity in Ethiopia are drought and war. ,Seasonality in crop production is a major 

cause of cyclical food insecurity. In addition, factors that contribute for chronic food 

insecurity include povel1y (as both cause and co'nsequence), the fragile natural resource 

base, weak institutions (notably markets and land tenure) and unhelpful or inconsistent 

government policies. 

2.3. Theoretical Perspective and Conceptual Framework 

2.3.1. Theoretical perspective and Conceptnal Framework on 

Resettlemen t 

Theories which are capable to explain ho~ displacement may lead to soc ial and 

economic impoverishment are very essential' to minimize the ri sks assoc iated with the 

displacement of people from thei r origin to new area. In this regard, different scholars 

conceptualized the displacement of people by using different approaches. 

Some of these are: 
. ' 

i) Scudder's (1985) dynamic model of resettlement; 
~ . t· 

Ii ) Impoverishment Risks and Reconstructiol~(~) model of Cemea (1999) and 

iii) Inadequate Input and Inherently Complex Approaches proposed by Dewet (2004) 

i. Scndder's Dynamic Model of Resettlement 

Scudder's Dynamic Model of Resettlement states that di splacement has to be 

conceptuali zed in terms of phases or stages suc!} as planning and settlement recruitment, 
{ 

transition , potential economic and social development, and handing over and . ,' .. 
incorporation (Scudder, 1985). However, all d is'placement projects are not required to 

pass tlu'ough all four stages. Thus, the Scudder ;.s· model calUlot consistently conceptuali ze 
', ... 

different resettlement projects in di fferent scb'7lnes because of thei r difference in nature. 
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Scudder 's model was initially developed to the vo luntary resettlement schemes and latter 

extended to involuntary resettlement because of structural , cu ltural, and political 

differences between these two types of resettlement schemes to which the model can 

never be applied consistentl y. In general, the model of Scudder has been criticized to be 

of limited val ue to be employed in different context of displacement in different countries 

(Mahapatra, 1999). 

ii) Impoverishment Rrisks and Reconstruetioll Model •. 

According to Cernea (1 999), the impoverishment risks and reconstruction model states 

that the di splacement of people linked with potential impoverishment risks which require 

defining the key determinants of income reconstruction to encounter them. 

Subsequently, there are eight potential impoverishment risks associated with 

displacement such as land lessness, joblessness, homelessness, marginalization, food 

insecurity, increased morbidity and mortality; ' loss of access to common property, and 

social disarticulation (Ibid) and loss of education added by Mahapatra (1999). To 

encounter the economic, social and cultural convergence of these risks, Cernea's model 

(1999) has also designed a risk management strategy known as "positively re-estab li sh" 

those displaced. Shortly, to restore and improve the livelihood of displaced people, the 

matrix of risks has to be reversed. For instance, land lessness risks should be eliminated 

through land reestablishment; homelessness through sound she lter program; joblessness 

through employment creation; social disarticulation through community reconstruction , . 

and host community inclusionary strategies ; etc. 

In general, the model of Cernea (1999) assumes that the movement of people to new 

areas will be successful in the presence of...adequate plmming and implementation, 
... ' 

monitoring and the availability of sufficient fund to reverse the impoverishments. 

However, the fulfillment of all these economical and technical condi tions might not 
'~ .. , 

ensure the success because people may face socio-economic changes that may be entirely 

beyond their capabili ty to cope in the new areas ( Dewet, 2004). As a result, they may fa il 
, 

to adapt the new environment. Therefore, considering only the viability of economic, 

social and cultural dimensions might not be , suffic ient to determine the success of 

displacement of people to new areas. 
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iii) Inadequate Inputs and Inherently Com'plex Approaches 

According to DeWet (2004), the success of resettlement program depends on due 

consideration of both Inadequate Input and Inherently Complex approaches inclusively, 

The Inadequate Input approach assumes that resettlement program can go wrong in 

absence of proper inputs like national frameworks and policies, political will, funding, pre­

resettlement surveys, proper planning, consultation, careful implementation and 

monitoring, According to DeWet (2004), lack of these inputs lead to eight impoverislU11ent 

risks detennined by Cernea( 1999) and loss in education which is added as another 

impoverishment risk by MahaPatra (1999), 

Thus, the Inadequate Input approach suggests that the viably conceived, planned and 

implemented displacement will not have advei'se effects on the people concerned. On the 
, 

other hand, if the plan and implementation for the program designed poorly, the 

resettlement program may exacerbate the harm on ,participants. 

However, some people criticized that it exclusively focuses on economic and technical 

factors to the success of resettlement programjKoening, 2001, cited in DeWet, 2004) 

because of its due attentions on presence of Proper policy, political will and appropriate 

funding to overcome the problems in inadequacy of inputs and to reverse the 

impoverishment risks in to opportunities that can make resettled people better-off than 

before. 

In contrast to Inadequate Input Approach, th~ '. Inherently Complex Approach VIews 
' .c . 

resettlement as a complex and problematic und~.ttaking by its very nature (De Wet, 2004). 

According to Inherently Complex approach, the frequent failure of planned resettlement is 

essentially related to its unique characteristics o(involuntary that can impose changes in socio­

economic and political, access for resources, and accelerated socio-economic changes that 

may be beyond the capacity of people to cope witp it. Thus, DeWet (2004) argues that the 

combination of all these factors tends to lessen people's material well being, increase the 

level of social tension and conflict and l'educe their control over the changed 

circumstances. 

. i, ..•. 
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In addi tion, acco rding to Smith (1996), cited in Asrat (2006), resettlement often imposes 

forces and conditions on people that may completely transform their lives, evoking 

profound changes in environment, producti ve activities, social organization and 

interaction, leadership and political structure, and ideo logy. Moreover, the various actors 

involved in the schemes wi th their different interests and moti ves, the vari ed circumstances 

under which resettlement takes place, the relation between various stakeholders and other 

factors contribute to the complex nature of resettl ement. Therefore, DeWet (2004) argues 

that in addition to the technical and economic'al factors, it is apparent to consider about 

open-endedness and fl ex ibility to manage the complex ity of resettlement program in 

nature. 

This particular study employs both "Inadequate Input" that rel ated to Cemea's 

Impoveri shment Risks and Reconstruction model 'and "Inherently Complex Approaches" 

to assess the adequacy of inputs deployed during the implementation of resettlement 

program and strategies used to improve the wellbeing of resettlers and reduction of social 

tension and conflict in the study area. In thi s regard, these two approaches are considered 

in assessing the successfulness of resettlement program in its integration with other food 

security strategies to enhance the pillars of sustainahle food security in the study area. The 

conceptual framework that exhibits the integration of the three food security program 

strategies and the pillars is stated and di scussed in the following section. 

2.3.2. Tbeoretical Perspective and Conceptu~1 Framework on 

Food Secnrity " ... 
Ethiopi a is the world 's most food aid dependent:C'ountry. Although food aid is a standard 

\- .. .,1.- :~' 
response to transitory food insecuri ty like fo r d¥oilght and emergencies, in Ethiopi a it has 

i 
become an institutionali zed response to clu'onic ' food insecurity. During the past decade, 

more than fi ve million people on average have requ ired food aid each year even during 
. , 

years of seemingly normal weather and market conditions. For instance, over the past 

fifteen years, an average of 700,000 metric tons of food aid per allJ1Um have been imported 

to meet food needs in Ethiopia ( FSCB, 2004). Moteover, a weak belg1 harvest in Ethiopia 

caused a significant increase in the number of indi\fiduals that are in need of emergency 
. ~ . , 

3 Belg is a raillY seasoll whell agricultural crops ar~. harvested. 

'f ,'; 

, . .~. 

' " .'.', 
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food assistance from 4.9 million individuals at the beginning of 2009 to 6.2 million 

individuals at the end of the year. As the result, the Ethiopian government has procured 

66,060 million tons of maize, pulses and vegetable oil directly and through World Food 

Program (WFP) existing in Ethiopia and distributed to 1,000,000 people in the country 

over a six month period to reverse the problem (International Federation of Red Cross and 

Red Crescent Societies, 2009). 

This is because of the lowest agricultural productivity in Ethiopia among others in the 

world i.e, around 1.2 tons per hectare because of the dependence on unreliable and low­

productivity rain fed agriculture (World Baruc, 1999). In this regard, the primary 

determinant of household food insecurity in Ethiopia were intended to be managed by 

enhancing access to agricultural inputs such as fertilizers, draught oxen with implicit 

assumption that household food security can be achieved by increasing food production on 

individual farms (MOFED, 2002). However,jncrease in food production highly related 

with farm land size and family members. Becapse it might be possible to make yields 

higher through agricultural intensi fication but the "average land holdings" would be 

insufficient to feed a family of 5 members even if production could be successfully 

increased three times with the use of improved technology (Masefield, 2001). 

Accordingly, in the same report it was proposed that the estimation for minimum land size 

required by a family of five in relatively low potential area must be at least greater than 

two and a half hectares. 

The current government of Ethiopia has given due attention to tackle the problem of food 
' ,. 

insecurity in the country through various .d.e:;'velopment strategies. Accordingly, the , ,. 

govenmlent has designed food security program with main objectives stated in its 

development document (PASDEP), issued by (MOFED, 2006: 93-94) as follows: 

The Food security program is designed to address problems of shortfalls in food 

production, vulnerability to falls in consuniption and incomes and consequent 
' I." 

hunger that the country has faced repeatedly; through adaptation of development 

alternatives to bring about lasting solution: The effort to reduce vulnerability is 

.:\ 

' , e . 

I 
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central to the jive years plan strategy (2005/06- 2009/10): including measures to 

reduce the variability in crop production and overall food availability - through 

more irrigation and water control, diversification of crops, and better integration 

of markets, transport, and information links; maintenance of macroeconomic 

stability; expansion of ofJ-farm employmelJt and income-earning opportunities, 

and better jitnctioning credit markets; provision of improved health services and 

nutrition; introduction of innovative measures, such as experiments with crop and 

weather-based insurance mechanisms. 

2,3,2,1, Livelihood Strategies and Food In'security 

Livelihood is defined as adequate stocks andIlows of food and cash to meet basic needs 

(Elliott, 1994). According to Masefield (2001), livelihood is defined as the capabilities, 

assets (including both material and social resources), and activities required for a means 

of living. According to him, livelihood assets include human capital (education, 

knowledge, skills and health of house hold members), physical capital (farm implements 

roads, markets, schools, clinics, etc.), social capital (social networks, associations such as 

family and community), and financial capital (savings, credit, cattle, etc.) and natural 

capital like natural resource base such as land. 

According to Scoones (1998), rural livelihood strategies include agricultural 

extensification (increasing farm size) and intensification (raising farm yields), income 
.~ ., ~ 

diversification (off-fatm economic activities ,stich as daily labor, petty trade, food for 

work program, handicrafts, etc). These off- fam activities can help rural households to 

diversify their income to cope with shortfaQs, of agricultural production and adverse 

circumstances (Yared, 200 I). 

2.3.2.2. Conceptnal Framework toward Sust~il1able Food Security 
-r' ··, . 

The food security program (FSP) that devo'ies sufficient attention and funds for 

strengthening asset accumulation, preservatio;l;' alternative sources of income, and access 

to market at the household level can appropriately address the critical facets of household 

livel ihood security in low resource areas (Yared,2001). Appropriately designed and 
; , "~ 

implemented livelihood strategies and intervention can build four pillars of sustainable 
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food security such as food availability, food access, food use and decline in vulnerability 

to shocks for helping the household heads toward sustainable food security. 

Sustainable food security is based on the following fo ur pillars which can be achieved 

through three interdependent strategies/interventions (FSCB, 2004): 

Food availability: This can be attained by improving the rural food production especially 

by small sca le farmers through increased on-fa rill, cash crops, li vestock production and 

productivity, investing in rural markets, enhancing income and other entitlements to food , 

investing in rural infrastructure, resource habilitation and conservation. According to 

Sadoulet and Janvry (2005) , cited in Nichola (2006), food availability is estimated as a 

given percentage of production. 

Food access: This can be improved through increased income [rom cash crops, 

strengtheni ng labor markets, ensuring access . "to land, enhancing access to assets, re­

estab li shing rural institutions, reviving rural 1 linancial systems, social rehabilitation 

programs, li vestock sales and off-fann income genei'ating activities. 

Food utilization: This is a way the body makes the most of various in nutrients in the 

food. It also refers to sufficient energy and nutrient intake by individuals through good care 
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resettlement program are information shared with resettlers and host communities, sites 

selected appropriately, household heads identified.and resettled , land provided and support 

given for cropping and gardening, livestock production supported and oxen provided for 

ploughing, social services establi shed and made functional, enviromnental protection 

assured and monitored, etc (Ibid) . 

b) Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP): ,TI!e PSNP as a component of the food 

security strategy is designed to integrate with other food security programs and broad 

development interventions to create a conducive environment to lay the ground for future 

productivity improvement in rural communities (Workneh, 2008). The objective of PSNP 

is providing cash and/or food transfers to chronically food insecure households in ways 

designed to prevent asset depletion at the household level while creating assets at the 

community level. In addition, the program will address chronic food insecurity while 

simultaneously requiring households to engage in sustainable productive activities and 

promoting market development by increasing household purchasing power (ibid) . 
. , 
t· 

The PSNP consists of two components : (i) Labor-intensive public works for those 

households who can contribute labor for selected and designed activities on the basis of 

local priorities and opportunities. (ii) Direct support for labor-poor households. The public 

works element is basically meant for community asset building including the rehabilitation 

of natural resources e.g. land, water and vegetation. The direct support component will 

help those who cannot participate in public wor,ks (i.e. elderly, chronically ill, etc.). The 
:; 

program is designed to serve as leverage for 91U'onically food insecure households to , 
graduate to food secure status and to be able to, paliicipate in development activities 

designed to boost food availability and access (Ibid). 

c) Asset building/ protection: This intervention is based on giving support for cropping 

through distribution of fertili zers, varieties of better seeds and supporting li vestock 

production improvement. In addition, developing water resource and installing irrigation 

system, introducing opportunities for credit all~ savings, promoting off-farm income 

generation through handicraft s, petty trade by 'creating market links, enhancing family 

planning service to manage popUlation grow,th ':and supplying maternal and chi ldren 
~( :: 
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nutrition and training households on diet intake practices, etc.(ibid). 

Thus, the following diagram clearly shows the integration among the components of food 

security program for enhancing the four pillars that sustain food security . 

Strategy 1 

Resettlement Program 

In adequate input 
Approach 

Inherently 
Complex 
Approach 

• Four Pillars 
• Food availability 
• Food access 
• Food utilization 
• Decline to shocks 

+---~ Sustainable Food 
Security 

Strategy 2 Strategy 3 

• Productive Safety • Asset Building/ 

• Sound planning & • Flexi bility to manage the Net Program protection 

implementation 
• Feasibility study 
• Consultation program 
• Establ ishing infrastructure 

& social faciliti es 
• Environment management 

comp lexity nature of 
program 
• Enhancing socio­
econom ic relationship 

• Managing conflict 
• Rehabilitating 

Environment 
• Improving 

Infrastructure & 
soc ia l services 

• Improving access ~". 
to local resources ".1 : 

• Strategies des igned to. ' 
manage complex so"'cio- _ 

econom ic changes ~ 

Adapted from FSCB, 2004. 
'.' 

• Participation of 
househo lds in public 
works 

• Food/ cash provision 
in timely manner 

• Support to households 
without labor to 
survive adverse 
circumstances 

Fig. 2.1. The Conceptual Framework for Suvainable Food Security 

.. SuppOl1 to cropping 

• SUppOit to livestock 
Production 

• Small scale 
irrigation scheme 
installment 

• Credit & saving 
opportunities 

• Off-farm act ivities 

• Market links 
• Fam ily planning 
• Nutrition supp ly 

22 

nutrition and training households on diet intake practices, etc.(ibid). 

Thus, the following diagram clearly shows the integration among the components of food 

security program for enhancing the four pillars that sustain food security . 

Strategy 1 

Resettlement Program 

In adequate input 
Approach 

Inherently 
Complex 
Approach 

• Four Pillars 
• Food availability 
• Food access 
• Food utilization 
• Decline to shocks 

+---~ Sustainable Food 
Security 

Strategy 2 Strategy 3 

• Productive Safety • Asset Building/ 

• Sound planning & • Flexi bility to manage the Net Program protection 

implementation 
• Feasibility study 
• Consultation program 
• Establ ishing infrastructure 

& social faciliti es 
• Environment management 

comp lexity nature of 
program 
• Enhancing socio­
econom ic relationship 

• Managing conflict 
• Rehabilitating 

Environment 
• Improving 

Infrastructure & 
soc ia l services 

• Improving access ~". 
to local resources ".1 : 

• Strategies des igned to. ' 
manage complex so"'cio- _ 

econom ic changes ~ 

Adapted from FSCB, 2004. 
'.' 

• Participation of 
househo lds in public 
works 

• Food/ cash provision 
in timely manner 

• Support to households 
without labor to 
survive adverse 
circumstances 

Fig. 2.1. The Conceptual Framework for Suvainable Food Security 

.. SuppOl1 to cropping 

• SUppOit to livestock 
Production 

• Small scale 
irrigation scheme 
installment 

• Credit & saving 
opportunities 

• Off-farm act ivities 

• Market links 
• Fam ily planning 
• Nutrition supp ly 

22 



2.4. Empirical Studies on Resettlement Program 

2.4.1. Interuational Experiences in Resettlement 

Resettlement or displacement of people from their ori gins to new areas due to vanous 

reasons has international experiences. According to Cook and Falloux (1994), the causes of 

invo luntary di splacement fo r a large number of people are due to war or prolonged 

hostilities between countries or groups within the country; irreversible environmental 

degradation and development proj ects which di sp lace people to take a place. However, , 

development proj ects like construction of large' dams fo r fa11ning and provision of hydro­

electricity, road and rehabilitation programs hiIVe a lion share in aggravating the 

di splacement or resettl ement of many millions of people across the world . According to 

Berhanu (2007), the development projects thatl di splace peopl e from their ori gin to new 

areas in the world are initiated by economic mobility, industrialization and urbanization, 

war, etlmic strife and natural calamities such as drought. 

For instance, the resettlement program initiated by the dam construction 111 China and 

assisted by the World Bank involuntarily disp laced 180,000 people and attempted to 

protect their li velihood by restoring and improving their income with new lands 

development; construction of housing and provision of other bas ic fac ilities (Jing, undated) 

. In addition, the Keban dam construction in Tyrkey caused involuntary di splacement of 

30,000 people; Ubolratana dam in Thailand has also displaced 30,000 people from their 

ori gin to new area, and the Pamong project ' in Vietnam uprooted 450,000 people 

(Goldsmith and Hildyard, 1984). 

Furthem10re, the Indonesian government has developed the resettlement program to ease , . 
the overcrowded conditions by shifting the laridless fanners to less densely populated 

f 

islands. The Kedung Ombo dam construction in Indonesia also displaced 5200 households 

(23,000 people) from their ori gin. However, the resettlement practice adopted in the . , 
country has produced poor results because of: i) lack of adequate baseline info11nation; ii) 

inadequate resettlement planning; iii) lack of consu ltation and participation of affected 

people; iv) budgetary shortfalls; v) inadequat,e : institutional capacity; and vi) weak 

monitoring programs(Zaman,2002). 
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In Africa the most important displacements are not only caused by development projects 

but also social and political cases such as civil wars, ethnic, racial and religious 

persecutions and natural calamities such as droughts and famines play a great role. These 

factors have displaced millions of people to cross intel11ational borders as "intel11ational 

refugees" to get protection, shelter and food in other country or "intel11al refugees" that 

remain within boarder of their countries but have abandoned their houses and lands. The 

displacement would not only expose the displaced people to poverty and starvation but 

also the host communities might be exposed to enormous burdens such as lower standards 

ofliving and rapid depletion of natural resources (Cel11ea, 1997,cited in Berhanu,2007). 

In Africa continent, some low cost and smallholder settlement schemes undertaken 

because of the Mwea irrigation project in Kenya and the Gezira scheme in the Sudan are 

successful program among others in Africa (Chambers and Moris, 1973, Cited m 

Dessalegn, 2003). However, out of the hundreds of settlement programs undertaken m 

Africa, Asia and Latin America in the decades 'since the 1960s, only a handful have been 

judged to be successful due to poor planning and';;!lplementation (Dessalegn, 2003). 

In general, the international experiences show that different development projects, political 

cases and natural calamities influenced people ·to be displaced from their origin to either 

successful or unsuccessful new resettlement areas.'. 

, 
2.4.2. Ethiopian Experience in Planned Resettlement Program 

2.4.2.1 Resettlement during Imperial Regime 

The plmmed resettlement was started in Ethiopia for the first time during imperial regime 

in the 1958. During this period, the project illvolved a combination of spontaneous and 

planned settlement programs which accommodated 700 farmers from the populated upland 

areas of the country and were settled in wes,iel11 Ethiopia and the Rift valley areas 

(Dessalegn, 2003). At that time state-sponsored-resettlement was largely undertaken to 

promote two objectives. The first of these was:. to rationalize land use on govel11ment 

"owned" land and thus raise state revenue. The second was to provide additional resources 

for the hard pressed northel11 peasantry by relocating them to the southel11 regions (where 

most government land was located) and which was mamly ll1habited by "subordmate 

... . . ' 
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populations". According to Pankhurst (1992), cited in Asrat (2006), the program was seen 

as viable because it was believed that it would expand the farmed area of the country and 

thereby increases gross agricultural production. The imperial also recommended a program 

as a means of creating employment and so lving the problem of the growing excess labor 

force because it comprised land less peasants, evicted tenants, pastorali sts and shifting 

cultivators, urban unemployed and ex-servIcemen for whom the program has given 

opportuniti es of farming. 

However, the resettlement program of the imperial regIme failed to meet its intended , 
objectives because of the high costs of the program, low rate of success, and the less 

" 
viability of a number of schemes in the Rift valiey, Kaffa and Gamo Goffa (Dessalegn, 

2003). In addition, Dessalegn argues that the difficulties in resettlement during that time 

stemmed from inadequate planning of programs, inappropriate settler selection, inadequate 

budgetary support, and inexperi enced staff who engaged in implementation of the program. 

2.4.2.2. Resettlement Program during Derg Regime 

After the 1974 revolution, the military govellUl1ent of Ethiopia started to use policy for 

accelerating resettlement under the auspiccs of the Relief and Rehabilitation Commission 

(RRC) and the Ministry of Agriculture. Subsequently, the govenUl1ent announced its 

intention and resettled people from the drought-affected northem regions to the south and 

southwest of the country where arab le land was plentiful (Library of Congress Country 

Studies, 2004). 
,," 

In 1985 the Derg govemment also initiated .' 'a new relocation program known as 

vi llagization to replace the resettlement program: because of its failure to meet the intended 
: I ;. 
;,' . ~ 

objectives. The objectives of villagization prQgram was to group scattered fa1111ing 

communities throughout the country into small vi llage clusters to promote rational land 

use; conserve resources; provide access to clean water and to health and education services; 

and strengthen security. Government guidelines .siipulated that villages were to house 200 

to 300 households, with 100-square-meter compo~nds for each family (Ibid). However, the 

scheme was disruptive to agricultural production because the goverrunent moved many 

fa l111ers during the planting and harvesting seasons. It also had a negative impact on fragile 
, . 
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local resources, particularly on water and grazmg land ; accelerated the spread of 

communicable diseases; and increased problems wj th plant pests and di seases. As a result, 

in early 1990, the government essentiall y abandoned villagization when it arUlounced new 

economic policies that called for mixed- economy reforms and a relaxation of centrali zed 

planning (Ibid). 

However, according to Dessa legn (2003), at the end of the period of Derg regime, the cost 

in human lives and resources was inu11ense as reported as follows: 

Some 33,000 settlers lost their lives due to disease, hunger, and exhaustion. In 

addition, untold number of families was destroyed and for many years after, a 

number of NGOs were still engaged in ~ttempting to reunite thousands of 

children who had been separated Fom their parents at the time of resettlers 

relocation. 

In addition, the resettlement program during Derg regime encountered some limitations 

(MOl, 2001). These limitations include lack of tbe consent and wi llingness of the settlers; 

additional objectives of assuming the security .of the distant peripheries by relocating 

people from other regions which created unnecessary suspicion and conflict between 

people and its state of urgency implementation without integrating with other overall 

development activities of the resettlement areas. As a result, the program failed to meet its 

intended objective of food security to households . .. 

2.4.2.3. Empirical Studies on Post 1991 Resettlement Program 
~ ~ ~ ; . 
. " 

The EPRDF government of Ethiopia also launched the resettlement program for the third 

time in 2003 to mitigate chronic food insecurity problem in the country. Accordingly, the 

goverrullent prepared the implementation manual to safeguard fai lure in program. This 

official resettlement program document stated that the program is based on basic pillars and 

principles such as voluntarism, consultation "\.vith host communities, establishment of 

minimum infrastructure facilities and others to guiCie the implementation of a program that 

makes it unique when compared with resettlement" program undertaken during Imperial and 

Derg regimes (The New Coalition for Food Secu,rity in Ethiopia, 2003). 
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However, various researchers who conducted their study on various situations of current 

resettlement program argue that some of the pillars lack clarity and the implementation ofa 

program was highly spontaneous when compared to the experience of other countries 

which are successful in implementing the resettlement programs. For instance, some argue 

that the pure voluntary option principle of resettlement wou ld be linked to involuntary 

resettlement because if some forces like poverty and absence of any choice in their life 

were not imposed on the people, they would not want to leave their place of birth and 
, 

separate from kin groups and relatives (Mellese, 2005; Gebre,2005). 

In addition, Misganaw (2005) suggested in his report as it was preferable to prioritize the 

areas of people's origin for rehab ilitation to ensure food security and rural development in 

Ethiopia in general and in drought prone areas in pa11icular rather than displacing them 

from their area of origin because of weak capacities of institutions at regional and woreda 

levels to appropriately implement the program might repeat the same problems of other 

areas of overcrowded population and environmental degradation to the new ones. 

Gebre (2005) and Masresha (2008) reveal that the participation of host community in 

current government sponsored resettlement program is limited. In their study, they report 

that the resettlement sites were selected by higher officials without the consent of the host 

community and the kebele administrators in the area and most people in the sending areas 

were not given complete and genuine information· abo ut the resettlement. 

Feleke (2003) observed that duration for the implementation of a program was shorter and ... . , 
spontaneous when compared to the experience of-other countries which were successful in 

implementing the resettlement program. According to Angeli (1992), cited in Feleke 

(2003), Indonesia which was arguably labeled as sl;ccessful was ab le to resettle 771,000 

people on arulUal basis from 1905-1977; India 'is reported to have resettled 31,000 and 

Brazil resettled 7,000 families on an ailliual basis: When these countries are compared to 

Ethiopia, all of them have got better infrastructure faci lities and the number of people that 

they resettled is extremely lower than that proposed and resettled by Ethiopia during three 
, ;,'~, 

year period. Besides, Dessalegn (2003) stated thai the govel11ment's estimation for "self 

reliance" of people through resettlement was h(glity umealistic and he proposed 8 to 10 
, 

years for the implementation of the project. In t.he same report, he divided the duration as 
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first phase ( 2 to 3 years) in which some adjustments would be undertaken, second phase 

(3 to 5 years) a period for consolidation, and third phase( 5 to 8 years) for sustainable 

progress. 

According to Assefa (2005), on the basis of the study undertaken in different resettl ement 

sites in Ethiopia, forest and wild life resources were not protected and also the resettlers 

have not been provided with education and advice contrary to what has been set out in the 

resettlement program implementation manual. As the result, different cultural practices of 

resettlers in dealing with land and forest resources and the fragility of ecosystem of the 

resettlement areas will cause eminent future threat. 

Furthermore, other studies conducted by Asfaw (2005) and Masresha (2008) reported that 

the current program was implemented hastily and without appropriate feasibility study and 

poor establishment of minimum infrastructure, facilities. Diriba (2005) and Solomon 

(2005) indicate that resettlers have been provided with 0.3068 hectare to I hectare per 

household which was quite less than what was stated in the program implementation 

manual. 

According to Pankhurst (2005), on the basis of his study from the experiences of II 

different resettlement sites in four regions and othei's, resettlers especially hard workers and 

youths exhibited success by engaging in various on-faml and off-farm activities. 

In relation to the resettlement program designed by the Federal Government of Ethiopia, 

the SNNPR government plarmed and unde:.t9ok both inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement programs within the region. Accord:ingly, some studies have been carried out 

by some researchers to assess the situations of resettlement program in the region. Wolde 

Sellasie (2003) observed different resettlement s~tes in the region during implementation 

period and reported that people who resettled in 'different sites were complaining of delays 

in provision of oxen, agricultural hand tools," utensi ls, absence of health services, 
' .. 

inadequacy of shelter, etc. The same study also. reported that some of the local authorities .. ,; 

at the zonal and special Woreda levels were in<a dilenuna whether to implement the 

program without or to cautiously refrain from tak iJig hasty actions because of the absence 

of resources and lack of capacity. In additiOJr, ,Mellese (2005) has conducted study in 

28 

first phase ( 2 to 3 years) in which some adjustments would be undertaken, second phase 

(3 to 5 years) a period for consolidation, and third phase( 5 to 8 years) for sustainable 

progress. 

According to Assefa (2005), on the basis of the study undertaken in different resettl ement 

sites in Ethiopia, forest and wild life resources were not protected and also the resettlers 

have not been provided with education and advice contrary to what has been set out in the 

resettlement program implementation manual. As the result, different cultural practices of 

resettlers in dealing with land and forest resources and the fragility of ecosystem of the 

resettlement areas will cause eminent future threat. 

Furthermore, other studies conducted by Asfaw (2005) and Masresha (2008) reported that 

the current program was implemented hastily and without appropriate feasibility study and 

poor establishment of minimum infrastructure, facilities. Diriba (2005) and Solomon 

(2005) indicate that resettlers have been provided with 0.3068 hectare to I hectare per 

household which was quite less than what was stated in the program implementation 

manual. 

According to Pankhurst (2005), on the basis of his study from the experiences of II 

different resettlement sites in four regions and othei's, resettlers especially hard workers and 

youths exhibited success by engaging in various on-faml and off-farm activities. 

In relation to the resettlement program designed by the Federal Government of Ethiopia, 

the SNNPR government plarmed and unde:.t9ok both inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement programs within the region. Accord:ingly, some studies have been carried out 

by some researchers to assess the situations of resettlement program in the region. Wolde 

Sellasie (2003) observed different resettlement s~tes in the region during implementation 

period and reported that people who resettled in 'different sites were complaining of delays 

in provision of oxen, agricultural hand tools," utensi ls, absence of health services, 
' .. 

inadequacy of shelter, etc. The same study also. reported that some of the local authorities .. ,; 

at the zonal and special Woreda levels were in<a dilenuna whether to implement the 

program without or to cautiously refrain from tak iJig hasty actions because of the absence 

of resources and lack of capacity. In additiOJr, ,Mellese (2005) has conducted study in 

28 



Wolayita intra-zonal resettlement area in thy region and concluded that the program preparation was inappropriate and implemented' hastily with constraints of financial, material and skill ed human resources. So these are some o f the evidences to say that the implementation of the program in the region was spontaneous. 

Ayke (2005) has conducted study at the Sala1)Jago resettlement scheme in South-Omo Zone. He reported that the sui tability of new area for human habitati on where self-initiated resettl ers have been relocated is a prospect to ensure food securi ty to households in the area though they encountered challenges in in frastructure and social service fac ilities. But the suitability of the area by itself will not contribute fo r food security unless infrastructure and social fac ilities, di versity of on- fanTI and off-fanTI acti vities have been introduced to household heads. 

Although there is no comprehensive study that reveal s the conditions of inter-zonal resettl ement undertaken in Essera woreda by the govemment of SNNPR, the study by Eshetu (2009) has reported the land use conflict aiTIong resettlers and host communities . He assessed the condition of land use conflict among the host communiti es and resettlers by taking one resettlement site among five sites in the woreda. The study also indicates that the inappropriate plan for land use and its inadequate handli ng caused conflicts and created a hostile relationship among the host commu ni ties, resettlers and the woreda admi nistrators. 

To sum up , thi s and other studies have not addressed whether the inter-zonal and intra­zonal resettlers in Dawuro Zone are in better CCi);,\i tion towards sustainable food security or in question after the implementation of resettl ement program. In addition, all the studies under taken in area of resettlement program werefocused only on the effect of resettlement program, but its integration w ith other food security strategies to sustain food security has not been addressed by employing the comparative research approach in the country in general and in my study area in paliicul ar. Thus, thi s study was designed and conducted to fill the gap. 
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Chapter Three: Description of the Study Area 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter deals with background 0 f the Dawuro Zone in which the study was can'ied 

out. Special emphasis was given to the administrative hi story of the area at different 

regimes, its geographical location and agro-climatlc conditions, population of the area and 

its cultural heritage, agricultural activities, the natural endowments and the investment 

potentials of the area, the current resettlement programs of the country and the profile of 

specific areas hosted both inter-zonal and intra-zona l resttlers. 

3.2. Geographical Location and Demographic Profile of Dawuro Zone 

Dawuro is one of the 13 zones in SNNPR after (he restructure of zonal administration was 

made in 2000. The capital ofDawro zone is Tarcha and is located about 438 kilo meters via 

Hossana to South West of Addis Ababa, 280 kms to the West of Hawassa, the regional 

state's capital, and 140km to south east of Jimma city. It is situated 7° 14' North latitude 

and 37° 5' East longitude. River Gojeb delimits the area from Jimma Zone of Oromiya 

region in the nOI1h; 0010 River demarcates Dawuro from Kembata Tembaro Zone in the 

north east, Wolayita Zone in the east, and Gamo Gofa Zone in the south. In the west, Konta 

Special Wereda is adjacent to Dawro sharing Chabara -Churchura National Park which 

consists varieties of wild li fe in common (Dawuro Zone Trade and Industry Depm1ment, 

2010). 

't" 
The total population in the Zone is 492,742 0(w~1ich 250,742 are male and 242,000 are 

. ~- 'i " ; 

female (CSA, 2007). People from different p~f.i~'o f the country, for instance, Amhara, 
~I' ~ 

Gurage, Oromo, Wolayita, Hadiya and Kal11bata were assimilated with local people 

through malTiage, religion, etc. The local people speak dominantly "Dawuregna" language, 

the vernacular of Dawuro people which is cUlTently used as medium of instruction at 1st 

cycle primary school throughout Zone. In addition, Dawuro people have their own 

marriage, funeral ceremony, clothing and feediilg culture quite distinct them from other 

ethnic ities in the region. The crude density of population is calculated to be found 119 

persons per km2 Agro- ecologically, about 54.04 % of Dawuro is Kola (500-1500m), 

~ .. 
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45 .28% is Woyina Dega (1500-2500m) and the rest 0.69% is Dega (>2500m). Its altitude 

ranges from 550m at the South Western corner where the rivers Omo and Zigna converge 

to 2820m above the sea level at Tuta, Tocha (Dawuro zone Trade & Industry Department, 

2010). 

It has 5 Woredas (namely Loma, Mareka, Essera, Gena Bosa and Tocha), one town 

administration (Tarcha), 5 Municipalities a!ld 171 Peasant Association IKebele 

administrations after it has been restructured as a zone in SNNPR (Ibid). Essera and Tocha 

woredas among others have been relocated with inter-zonal resettlers and intra-zonal 

resettl ers respectively. 

3.2.1. Essen Inter-Zonal Resettlement Are!! 

Essera is one of the five woredas in Dawuro Zone which received and hosted 3357 

households from other three zones in the SNNPR such as Wolayita, Kambata and Hadiya 

during 2003-2008 (EWFSCD, 2010). It is bounded in West by Konta special Woreda, in 

South by Galllu Gofa Zone, in the East by LomaWoreda and in the North and North East 

by Tocha and Mareka Woredas respectively (Map 3. 1) . 

. , 
The total population of Essera Woreda IS 65,751 out of which 33,221 are male and 

32,530 are female (CSA, 2007). The areas of Woreda consist of mainly three agro­

ecological climatic conditions such as "Kola" (500-1500m), "Woyina Dega" (1500-

2500m) and " Dega" ( >2500m). The resettlers w~re relocated in five low land kebeles in 

the woreda ("Kola" agro-climatic conditions) namely Manera, Boyina, Neda, Modi and 

Yucha which have not been occupied by host communities so far. These resettlement 

kebeles are sun'ounded by four host kebeles such as HageJi 01 , Hageli 02, Ofa and Sengeti 

(Essera Woreda Agricultural & Rural Development Office, 2010). 

~ '" 

All the areas se lected for resettlement were sav~ilna grassland and forest areas which have 

not been cultivated by local people prior to the r¢location of resettlers (Ibid). This might be 
,; . 

good opportunity to resettlers to increase their agricultural productivity in the area because 
t,_ . 

of the fertility ofland that has been kept by saval).na grasses and forest. 
.< . 
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3.2.2. Tocha Intra-Zonal Resettlement Area 

Tocha Woreda is also one of the other Woredas in Dawuro Zone to which people who 

exposed to chronic food insecurity were displaced fi'om the high lands of different densely 

populated areas in the Zone and relocated in lowland areas in this Woreda. Concerning the 

boundary of Woreda, it is bounded in West by Konta special Woreda, in South by Essera 

Woreda, in East by Mareka Woreda and in North by Oromia region (Map 3. 1). 

Total population of the Woreda is 103,4 19 of which 52,755 are male and 50,644 are female 

(CSA, 2007). The Woreda has mainly three agro- ecological climatic conditions such as 
:' 

Kola (500-1500m), Woyina Dega ( 1500-2500m) and Dega (>2500m) (Tocha Woreda 

Agricultural & Rural Development Office, 20010). The resettlers were relocated in two 

kebeles in the Woreda which were identified by govenunent officials as open and fertile 

enough for agricultural productivity. Accordingly, 539 household heads of which 275 and 

264 household heads have been relocated in "Muga" and "Angell a" kebeles respectively 

from year 2003 -2009 (Tocha Woreda Food Se~urity Coordination Desk, 2010). As it was 

ensured from field observation, Muga resettlement kebele was entirely the dense forest area 

where people have been relocated by clearing it whi le Angella kebele was the savmma 

grass land. 

The two resettlement kebeles are bounded by two ?lOst kebeles namely Oda Gofa and kechi. 

The former has "Kola" agro-c1imatic condition while the later is characterized by "Woyina 
'. ", 

Dega" agro-climatic condition. 
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3.3. Administrative History of Dawuro Zone 

The Dawro Zone was previously known as Kullo Konta Awuraja under Keffa Province 

(Kille Hagger) during Derg regime until 1988. At the end of 1988, the Derg govenmlent 

revised its administrative location on the basis of geographic neighborhood and culture. As 

a resu lt, Dawuro was included under Semen Omo Adinistration with Wolayita and Gamo 

Gofa. After the downfall of Derg, EPRDF came to power and changed the administrative 

status of Semen Omo from administration to Semen (North) Omo Zone in which Dawllro 

with its three woredas (districts) has been included from 1991 to 1999. Dawuro was also 

restructured as a Zone in 2000 and now it is one of the 13 Zones of SNNPR (Dawuro Zone 

Trade & Industry Department, 2010). 

3.4. Infrastructure Facilities 

Dawuro had commonly been regarded as a backward area because of the lack of different 
<. 

social and physical infrastructure faciliti es until few years ago. Since 2000 when it was 

restructured as an independent Zone in SNNPR and the construction of Jinllna- Tarcha­

Soddo highway completed, the establishment of some infrastructure faciliti es has been 

started and the area is on the way of attaining remarkable improvements especially in 

education, health facilities and safe drinking water (Dawuro Zone Agriculture and Rural 

Development Depmiment, 20 I 0). But the gap iil the area still requires strong commitment .. 
from all stakeholders to attain the MDGs. Today,. the towns of five Woreda administrations 

including some small villages have got access to' electricity which was non-exist some two 

years ago. But still, there is no telephone seMce in different Woreda admi nistrations 

except the V -sat and few wireless telephones in:few kebeles and the capital of Dawuro; 

Tarcha-which has access to both line and cellulai telephone services. Moreover, the lack of , . 

standardized road that meets Woredas with the,t:one capital, poor access to safe drinking 

water to rural conlillunity, ill-equipped health , institutions and educational institutions are 

some of the problems which constitute large sha~eiil the area (Ibid). 
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3.5. Agricultural Activities and Livestock Production 

Above 85% of the total population is living in rural area and engaged in varieties of 
agricultural activities such as crop production, . li vestock production, fruit and vegetables 
cultivation and bee keeping to some extent. However, crop production and livestock 
production have a lion share to the life of rural people. 

Land of Dawuro is among the suitable areas . for agriculture. It's warm temperature, 
moderate and low variability of rainfall, availability of enormous perelUlial rivers for 
irrigation, possibility to grow crops both in dry and rainy seasons, better status of soil 
regarding fertility, depth and texture are among the indicators of suitability for agricultural 
activities in the area. However, the productivity is very less because of traditional means of 
production, dependence on natural rain fall and' poor market access to encourage fmmers, 
etc (Ibid). 

The result of data collected by the Trade and Industry Department of Dawuro Zone shows 
almost all of the areas in Dawuro are suitable for different agricultural production. The area 
is famous in production of cereals ( maize, teff, beans, peas, barely, wheat, sorghum, etc); 
oil crops (sesame, niger, flux, sun flower, ground nut); stimulant crops (coffee and chat); 
Vegetables ( cabbage, tomato, green paper, red onion and garlic); fruits ( sugarcane, 
mango, avocado, pine appeal, papaya, banana, orange and lemon); root crops ( sweet 
potato, potato, taro, yam, and enest4

); fiber. ,plants (cotton) and variety of forage 
" 

development to feed cattle. 

'.' 

Concerning the livestock production, there are ,I11ore than a million cattle, 93,000 sheep, 
and 125,000 goats, 13,000 horses, 12,000 mule,s and 13,000 donkeys in the Zone (Dawuro 
Zone Trade & Industry Department, 20 I 0). B\:sides, the presence of abundant domestic 
animals, plentiful grazing land particularly in lowlands and the best quality of butter of 
Dawuro are among main indicators of potential for ranching, fattening and processing, and 
dairy farming. 

" 

4 EIISei is false banana Ihal is dOlllinanily used for ~d.i,'';';lInpiion by people in high land 
areas of south and south westem parfS of fhe COUIlfIY;' ;' 

" , ' . 
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3.6. Natural Endowments and Cultural Heritages 

Dawuro has immense natural resources that c~n attract potential investors and tourists to 

the area but have not yet been harnessed. For instance, from the total area of the Zone, 

about 13.2% (58,992 ha) covered by forest out of which about 18,000 ha is taken up by 

bamboo tree (Dawuro Zone Trade & Industry Department, 2010) which can be used for 

house construction, fences and different forms of furniture. Weira, Kerero, Zigba, Bisana, 

Tikur Inchet, Tid, Eucalyptus and Acacia are 'some of the prevai ling trees in the Zone, 

There are different types of abundant minerals such as gold, iron, calcium carbonate, coal, 

marble quartz which need immediate recOlUlai~s'ance in the area, In addition, Dawro is 

endowed wi th different natural beauties such as hot springs around the Gojeb and Omo 

ri vers, Chebera Churchura national park (wi th total area of 1200kn/) with its variety of 

wild fauna and flora, interesting topography, waterfalls and water resomces (Ibid). 

Moreover, the historical antiquities like "Kati Haiala kela" (the great Wall of King Halala) 

which was built around the Zone in northern, eastem and southern directions along the 

Gojeb and 01110 ri vers with a total length of 1000 kilo meters is a proud to the area. It 

surrounded the area of the Zone except western boarder of Konta special Woreda where 

there is scarcity of stone fo r wall construction, The wall was built by deep hole dug by 

labor force, This great wall of Dawro or king Halala is the only one in Ethiopia and argued 

as among the known antiquities in the world which is being highl y publicized and 

recognized as the great antiquity and proud of Ethiopia in general and the Dawuro people 

in particular. The construction of Gibe III hydro electric power project which is plalUled to 

be accomplished by 2012 is another proud to thearea which is expected to create tlu'ee 

artificial lakes that will encircle the great waIr, and make navigation by bouts (touring) 

eas ier (Ibid), Therefore, all these endowments 'an? cultural heritages might be anticipated to 

be the most impOitant tourist attracti ve centre in Dawuro Zone for futme, 

3.7. The Current Planned Resettlement Program of Ethiopia 
:' 

The chronic food insecurity over the past many/ears has driven the Ethiopian govenunent 

to think of more durable solutions than food aid to household heads. Accordingly, the 
'. : 

government has designed the following key interventions to attain household food security 

since 2003 (PASDEP, 2006): 
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a) Building household assets through on-farm activities; 

b) SuppOliing voluntary resettlemelit to more productive areas; 
c) A Safety Net Program, which helps to bridge food gaps while building 

conu11llllity assets and; 

d) Introducing non-farm activities . . 
.. : 

In this regard, the Ethiopian govemment launched in principle voluntary, intra-regional 
and govemment sponsored resettlement progl1am in 2003 with objective to enable up to 
440,000 household heads (2 .2 million people) chronically food insecure to attain food 
security with in three years, through improved access to productive land. The initiation of 
the resettlement program rests on four major pillars such as: i) voluntary options of the 
potential settlers which states that resettlers can retum to their origin if unhappy about the 
new area and they have right to use their original homeland for three years; ii) the 
avai lability of underutili zed land in receivin'g areas; iii) consu ltation with the host 
communities and iv) proper preparation. In addition, the program was planned to be guided 
with thirteen key principles and approaches likevoluntarism, partnership, intra-regional, 
conuTIunity management, capacity building, and environmental concem among others 
(New Coalition for Food Security, 2003). 

The resettlement program was plmUled to four' regions: Tigray, Oromia, Amhara, and 
Southem Nations, Nationalities, and Peoples R«gion (SNNPR) to be implemented in three 
phases of approximately 100,000, 150,000 and '1'90,000 household heads each, although 
these figures are dependent on the voluntary 'i6hoices of household heads in "sending" 
Woredas. Potential resettlers are identified during awareness creation campaigns at both the 
Woreda and kebele levels by the respective resettlement task force (composed of rel evant 
bureaus and administration representatives). Host Woredas are identified based on an 
availability of arab le land by considering steps to be taken to mitigate negative social and 
enviro ml1 ental impacts that could result around resettlement sites. Besides, the plan 
document indicates that 2 hectares of land provision for resettlers, the establislunent of 
basic infrastructure (health services, water supp"\y, primary schools, roads, etc.) in and 
around the resettlement sites to assure provisioll of services which can meet at least 
minimum standards. In addition, seed, 

,. 
oxen; ··hand tools, 
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t ·· ~" 
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utensils and food ration were 
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planned to be delivered to resettled people for an eight-month period (or until the first 

successful crop harvest) with the distribution of other necessary inputs (FSCB,2004 and 

PASDEP,2006). 

The total financial resource needed to undertake the program was estimated 1,867 .529br ( 

in million) which intended to cover cost packages such as food ration, farm implements 
!.: 

and hand tools, utensils and seeds; commuriity packages that covers the cost of 

infrastructure development; transportation cost; oxen purchase; capacity and drugs cost; 

administrative costs and contingency (New Coalition for food security, 2003). Table 3.1 

clearly indicates the regional resettlement program and its total cost estimated at the 

begilUling of the program. 

Table 3.1. Resettlement and Its Cost in Ethiopia (2003-2006) 

Region Resettlers Total cost (in Br) 

Household heads Family Total 

Tigray 40,000 160,000 200,000 192,389,000 

Amhara 200,000 800,000 1,000,000 800,625,000 

Oromiya 100,000 400,000 500,000 417,397,500 

SNNPR 100,000 400,000 500,000 422,397,500 

Contingency 34,720,000 . 
Total 440,000 1,760,000 2,200,000 1,867,529,000 

Source: The New Coalition for Food Security, 2003 

3.7.1. Resettlement Program in SNNPR 
' . . 

The SNNPR is one of the four regions which.were selected for undertaking the intra-
" . 

regional resettlement program. The region w~:S " plalUled to resettle 100,000 household 

heads (500,000 people) within three years , (2003- 2006). Resellers were moved 

predominantly from eastem zones and special. woredas of the region where population 
\ 

pressure is greatest and food insecurity is most chronic, e.g. Wolayita, Kambata, Tambaro, 

and Hadiyya Zones as well as Konso and I?erashe Special Woredas. These selected 

resettlers were mainly hosted in the Zones and special Woredas in the Western patis of the 

region , considered as possessing ample space 'fith productive land such as Sheka, Kefa, 
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Bench-Maji, and Dawuro Zones as well as Basketo and Konta Special Woredas (SNNPR 

Food Security Coordination Office, 2005; DPPC, 2002-2003, cited in New Coalition for 

Food Security, 2003). [n addition, the region has undertaken intra- zonal resetlement 

programs in Woliyta and Dawuro Zones in the region. 

3.7.2. Resettlement Program in Dawnro Zone 

The resettlement program was undertaken in three woredas (districts) in the zone from 

which one woreda; Essera hosted inter- zonal resettlers and Loma and Tocha woredas 

hosted intra-zonal resettlers. Loma intra-zonal resettlement area specifically Moggiti­

Qoyisa kebele hosted people from the Omo gorge within the zone who faced food 

insecurity problem due to shortage of ram fall frequently. As a result, the Zonal 

administration in collaboration with the regional govemment has supported resettlers 

during their movement from their former village to the new site by providing hand tools 

and constructing 38 km dry weather road from the main high way to the new site ( 

DZFSCO,20 I 0). 

Wolde Sellassie (2003) has conducted study one year after the implementation of intra­

zonal resettlement program in thi s specific area and reported that the resctt\crs were 

provided wi th one hectare plot of farm land and no adequate infrastructure fac ilities like 

health institution, potable water, school and grain mail etc. were establi shed at that time. 

The same study also indicates that the ex istence of similar socio-cultural and smooth 
, ',., 

relationship between the host communities and res'ettlers were the best opportunities for the 

success of the program in the area. 

Tn addition, the intra-zonal (people from the same zone) and inter-zonal (people from other 
. " 

zones of the region) resettlement programs hav~~_been canied out in Tocha and Essera 
• ! ' .. '" 

Woredas in Dawuro Zone respecti vely. In this regard, the table 3.2 indicates the number of 

people relocated at beginning, abandoned and exis~ng now in the area. 

,'., , . 
,' . . \ 
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Table 3.2. The Number of People Relocated, Abandoned and Existing 

Type Of Kebele No. of people No. of people No. of people cUITently 

resett lement relocated initially returned to origin ex isting 111 new area 

Fr % Fr % Fr % 

Inter zonal Boyina 584 100 381 65.2 203 34.8 
, 

Manera 98 1 100 668 68 .1 313 31.9 

Neda 941 100 262 27 .8 679 72.2 

Modi 500 100 222 44.4 278 55 .6 

Yucha 351 100 69 18.4 282 80.3 

Total 3357 100 1602 47.7 1755 52.3 

Intra zonal Lorna 222 100 - - 222 100 , 

Muga 275 100 - - 275 100 

Angella 264 100 - - 264 100 

Total 761 100 - - 761 100 

Grand total 4118 100 1602 37.5 2516 62.5 

Source: DZFSCO, 2010 f 

The above table shows that most of resettlers w~re left from inter-zonal resettlement area 

compared with intra-zonal ones from which nO:~'eturnee has registered. For instance, 38 1 
...... 

(65 .2%) and 668 (68.1 %) resettlers were returned from Boyina and Manera inter-zonal 

resettlement kebeles of the study area respectively. But none of the resettlers was left his 

new area from Muga and Angella intra-zonal n;~ettlement kebeles of the study area. More 

resettlers were left the Manera kebel e compared with others because of the lack of 

tolerance and related problems of resettl ers to adapt new area. In general, half of inter­

zonal resettlers were returned to the origin immediately after their arrival to the new area. 
. i" 

The officials and members of the existing res'ettlers during interview and focus group 

discussion reasoned out the selection problems at the sending Woredas in identifying right 

persons who faced the problem of food insecurity and interested to move. However, the 

reason why people abandoned could be their separ~tion from their birth place, relatives and 
:, .' 

kin groups as researchers noticed fi'om othersfudy areas (Mellese, 2005; Gebre, 2005) 
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persons who faced the problem of food insecurity and interested to move. However, the 

reason why people abandoned could be their separ~tion from their birth place, relatives and 
:, .' 

kin groups as researchers noticed fi'om othersfudy areas (Mellese, 2005; Gebre, 2005) 
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because those who relocated within their origin did not share thi s problem in stud y area. 

None of the intra-zonal resettl ers were returned to' their origin compared with inter-zonal 

ones though they have not been assisted by the government as what was done to inter-zonal 

resettl ers. This indicates that people who relocated within thei r origin are more stable in 

new areas than people di splaced from their origiil . 

The voluntary resettlement program document states that resettlers shall receive some 

benefit packages that will help them to start liv illg in new areas. Accordingly, the inter­

zonal resettlers have received these packages but the intra-zonal resettlers did not. The 

fo llowing table shows the category of respondents who have received the stated packages 

and those who did not. 

Table 3.3. Benefit Packages given to Resettlers from Govern ment 

Assistance provided Inter-zonal Intra-zonal 
,. 

resettl ement resettlement area 

area '. 

One ox ,;' -
'. 

Two oxen - -

Agricultural hand tools ,;' -

Utensil s ,;' -

Cloth ,;' -

Food ration ,;' >- -

Agricultural land ,;' ,;' ,. 

Others ,;' r. ,;' , . 
Sonrce: DZFSCO, 201 0 

, . 

Table 3.3 indicates that the benefit packages were' given to inter-zonal resettlers excluding 

the intra-zonal ones in study area. Although the ;intra-zonal resettlers were moved from 
.. ' ". 

shol1 di stance compared to their counterparts, the reason for their displacement was the 

same as those of the inter-zonal ones. But they. have not been provided with any benefit 

packages except a plot of fe11ile agricultural l an~ that can encourage them to start new life 

hopefu ll y in new area. The program documenlalso stated the importance of relocating 

people within the same area with kin re lations in the same locality. Accordingly, some 
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intra-zonal resettlers in some areas such as wolayita Zone and Loma in Dawuro Zone in the 

same region have been provided ass istance from zonal and regional governments during 

their move to new areas (Wolde Sellassie, 2003 ; Mellese, 2005). But those in Tocha 

Woreda intra-zonal resettlement areas have not received any of the benefit packages 

highlighted in program manual either fi'om zonal or the regional govel1lment except 

agricultural farm lands. 

To sum up , people from different food in secur~d areas in SNNPR have been relocated at 

Essera and Tocha woreds of Dawuro zone. The' 'fonner hosted inter-zonal resettlers from 

other zones in the region while later occupied with intra-zonal resettlers from densely 

populated high lands within the Zone from year 2003-2008. In this regard, inter-zonal 

resettlers were relocated in five different kebeles in Essera whi le intra-zonal resettlers 

relocated at two different kebeles in Tocha wored,a. The inter-zonal resettlement program 

was canied out tlu'ough the collaboration of federa l, regional and local govel1lment levels 

and resettlers were assisted by the govemment for one full year and they have been 

provided with food ration, one ox, blanket, utensi ls and agricultural hand tools. But the 

intra-zonal resettlement program was left to Zorial govel1lment and resettlers were provided 

with only a plot of agricultural land withou't any other fOlTl1 of assistance except few 

household heads who received sickle and axe with assumption that they moved short 

distance and can use their properties at nearer origin until first harvesting year. 
\'~: . 
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussions 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter deals with the results and discussions of the study. The background 

characteristics of respondents; perception of household heads towards resettlement; the 

nature of resettlement program; the socio-economic relationship between resettlers and 

host community; on-farm and off-farm activities being carried out by household heads. In 

addition, food availabi lity, access and utilization by household heads and the coping 

strategies being used to mitigate the adverse conditions are discussed. Other interventions 

to enhance sustainable food security such as infrastructure facilities estab li shed and 

functioning in the area; the envirolID1entai management and rehabilitation strategies to keep 

the sustainable fertility of areas; asset building! protection strategies are also briefly 

discussed. 

4.2. Background Characteristics of the Respondents 

A total of 214 respondents are selected randomly from inter-zonal resettlement, intra­

zonal resettlement and host community areas for this study. The summary of the 

respondents' background infonnation is shown in table 4.1 . 
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4.1. The General Background Characteristics of Respondents 

Attributes 

Sex 

Age 

Ethnicity 

Religion 

Family size 

Educational 
status 

Category Inter-zonal Intra-zonal 
resettlers resettlers 

Fr % Fr % 

Male 68 100 67 95 .7 

Female 0 0 3 4.3 
Total 68 100 70 100 
15-20 0 0 0 0 

21-25 5 7.4 4 5.7 
26-30 19 27.9 8 11.5 
31-35 12 17.6 22 31.4 
36-40 25 36.8 15 21.4 
Above 40 7 10.3 21 30 
Total 68 100 70 100 
Kambata 18 26.5 0 0 

Hadiya 50 73.5 0 0 
Dawuro 0 0 70 . 100 
Total 68 100 70 100 
Orthodox 7 10.3 35 50 
Protestant 61 89.7 35 50 
Catholic 0 0 O · 0 
Others 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 70 100 
1-4 10 14.7 11 15.7 

5-8 42 61.8 42 ' 60 
9-12 15 22 17 24.3 
13-16 1 1.5 0 0 
Above 16 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 7'0 100 
Illiterate 23 33.8 35 : 50 
1-4 9 13.2 17 

. 
24.3 

5-8 28 41.2 . 16 . 22.8 
9-10 8 11.8 2 ,.'" 2.9 
11-12 0 0 o : 0 
Above 12 0 0 o ' 0 

Total 68 100 70 100 
Source: Honsehold survey; 201 0 

;1>' 

. . ', 

.' ",0; • 
' .. 

:( .. ,, )-. 
,; .... . 
. ~~ . 

Host 
community 

Fr % 

64 84.2 

12 15.8 
76 100 
2 2.6 

2 2.6 
9 11.9 
9 11.9 
38 50 
16 21 
76 100 
0 0 

0 0 
76 100 
76 100 
25 32.9 
48 63.2 
2 2.6 
1 1.3 
76 100 
35 46.1 

34 44.7 

6 7.9 

1 1.3 
0 0 
76 100 
44 57.9 
16 21.1 
14 18.4 
1 1.3 
1 1.3 
0 0 

76 100 

Total 

Fr % 

199 93.0 

15 7.0 
214 100.0 

2 0.9 

11 5.1 
36 16.8 
43 20.1 
78 36.5 
44 20.6 
214 100 
18 8.4 

50 23.4 
146 68.2 
214 100 

67 31.3 
144 67.3 

2 0.9 
1 0.5 

214 100 
56 26.2 

118 55.1 

38 17.7 

2 1.0 

0 0 
214 100 
102 47.7 
42 19.6 
58 27.1 
1 1 5.1 
1 0.5 
0 0 

214 100 
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As it can be seen from table 4.1 , the majority of respondents (93%) are male while 7% are 

female. lnter- zonal resettlement area has "women respondents but the intra-zonal 

resettlement and host communi ty areas slightly cons ist of women respondents. This may 

indicate that indeed female headed households are few in the study area. Conceming the 

age composition of respondents, the study shows that 63 (82.9%), 58(82.8) and 44 (64.3%) 

of the total respondents in host community,. intra-zonal resettlement and inter-zonal 

resettlement areas are above 30 years old respectively. This implies that majority of the 

respondents are above half of the ceiling of productive age group of people in Eth iopia 

(14-60 years) which is indicated by (Ministry of Economic Development and Cooperation, 

200 I). However, the belongingness of respondents to early productive age group is better 

in inter-zonal resettlement area compared with' that of intra-zonal and host community 

areas. This may indicate that the heads of households in inter-zonal area have better 

opportuni ty toward susta inable food security cOlnpared with those in other areas because of 

more labor availability to undel1ake diverse activities . 

The study shows a significant ethnic difference among respondents in inter-zonal 

resettlement area compared with those in intra-zonal resettlement and host community 

areas . 50 (73.5%) and 18 (26.5%) of total respondents in inter-wnal resettlement area 

belong to Hadiya and Kambata etlmicity while the entire respondents in both intra-zonal 

resettlement and host community areas are ethnically Dawuro. Ehetu (2009) argues that 

ethnic and cultural differences are among the faCtors to increase the incidence of conflict 
,~ .. 

among resettlers themselves and with host communities in Neda resettlement site of the 

study area. However, during the focus grO'lIP' discussion that was held with the 

representatives of resettlers and host commllliity in selected kebeles of this study, they 

expressed that their ethnical difference has not r6~~lted any conflict between them in study 

areas. This may indicate that the contributioli .of etlmic and cultural differences to 
. ,.; . 

occulTence of conflict among people is very minimal and might not disturb their stability in 

attempting to ensure sustainable food security irl'the area. 

Majority of the respondents or 144 (67.3%) are protestant religious followed by 67 (31.3%) 

of Orthodox religious. The cathol ic religious constitute only 2 (0.9%) and I (0.5%) for 

others (traditional religion followers in the local area). This study shows that the Protestant 
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and Orthodox religions have been commonly. ,shared among respondents in inter-zonal 

resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas and the protestant religious 

constitute a lion share in the area, 

Regarding the educational status of respondents, 'the majority of them or 102 (47.6%) are 

illiterate that constitute the lion share of respondents. However, 36 (56%) of the total 

respondents in inter-zonal resettlement area have been educated at primary second cycle (5-

8) and the secondary school (9-10) while only 18 (25 .7%) and 15 (19.7%) in intra-zonal 

resettlement and host community areas have attended these educational levels respectively. 

None of the respondents in all categories have exceeded grade 12 in their educational 

status. This may indicate the absence of more qualified households ' involvement in 

agricultural activities to eas ily adopt new systems of farming in order to increase 

productivity. As a result, the attempt of household heads might be limited toward 

sustainable food security in the study area. 

The family sizes of respondents are generally large in study area. Among respondents, 158 
',. " 

(73.8%) have above five members to which respondents in inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement areas contribute relatively more than those in host community (Table 4.1). In 

addition, as the age of household heads go up, the family size gets more in the study area. 

This may show that elder household heads haVe more family members compared with 

those of youths (Table 4.2). Only 56 (26.2%) sali,\ple household heads have less than five 

members (Table 4.1). This may reveal that most ofi.the respondents in inter-zonal and intra­

zonal resett lement areas have large family size,;bompared with the host community ones. 

According to Masefield (2001), it might be difficult for household heads with five and 
; 

above family members to cover their family c<;msumption with current two hectare land 

holdings in stud y area though it is possib le to' inake yields of agri culture higher through 

agri cul tural intensification and use of improved 'technology. This may reveal that with 

current faIm land and famil y size, it is challenging to the household heads to sustain food 

security because of the absence of other off-fatm .activities from which they can generate 

additional income to fill the gaps. 
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Table 4.2. The Interrelationship bin Family Si~e and Age of Respondents 

Age Category (in year) 

Family Size 15-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 Above 40 

1-4 1 9 10 12 15 9 

5-8 I 2 22 26 54 13 

9-1 2 0 0 4 5 9 20 

Above 12 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Total 2 11 36 43 78 44 

Sonrce: Honsehold survey, 2010 . ~ . 

4.3. The Perception of Respondents towards Resettlement Program 
1 

Total 

56 

11 8 

38 

2 

214 

This section focuses on the invo lvement of resettlers and host communities in infornlation 

exchange on the progra m, the willingness of resettlers to move, the criteria emplo yed for 

selection of resettlers and their fee lings towards the new area. 

4.3.1. Information Exchange and Participation of Respondents 

Information exchange is an important too l in creating awareness of a particular issue to 

participan ts . The CUlTent vo luntary government sponsored intra-regional resettlement 

program document hi ghlights the importance of information exchange with people in 

sending woreda and consultation with host community to enable participants to make their 

own choices regarding the program. Table 4.2 SllOWS the extent to which information was 
"i: / 

shared with participants in the resettlement program in the study area. 

Table 4.3. Respondents ' Perception on Information Exchange 

The inf0l111ation exchange Types of Households 
, .-

about the resettl ement program Inter-zonal Intra-zonal Host 
; Total prior to its implementation. Resettlers Resettlers Community 

Fr. % ", '. Fr. % Fr. % Fr % 
; '. 

Yes 67 98 . ~ ~, . 69 98 .6 69 90.8 205 95.8 

Response No 1 1.5 '. J 1.4 7 9.2 9 4.2 

Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 214 100 
.' 

Source: Household survey, 20] 0 ,, ' 
, :. 
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Table 4.3 reveals that almost all respondents from· inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement 

areas have been involved in infomlation sharing 'about the program. But 7(9.2%) of the 

total respondents in host community responded that they have not been informed about the 

program being carried out in the area. This may indicate that information sharing on 

resettlement program with participants is s i gnifi~ant though some respondents have missed 

it. This opposes the study undertaken by Gebre (2005) which reported as the infonnation 

provision to resettlers and host comlllunity o"n resettlement program is not complete, 

nominal and minimal in some other areas . 

The representatives of inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlers repolied in focus group 

discussion that the current resettlement progdm is generall y based on consensus of 

resettlers . On whether they Illoved to the new area voluntarily, 67 (98.5%) and 69 (98.6%) 

of respondents in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas respectively said that they 

moved to new area vo luntarily while 2 (1.4%) of total respondents reported that they have 

moved invo luntarily (Table 4.3). This shows that the movement of most inter-zonal and 

intra-zonal resettlers to the new area is mainly voluntari ly based. 
! 

Table 4.4. Respondents' r esponse on Nature of R esettlement Program, their interest 

to stay and Convenience of New area 

., Inter-zonal Intra-zonal Total 

re settlers resettlers 

Items Fr % Fr % Fr % 

Voluntari ly movement to the new Yes 67 98.S 69 98.6 136 98.6 

area. No ) 1.5 I 1.4 2 1.4 

Total 6.8 100 70 100 138 100 

Interest of retuming back to the Yes 5, 7.4 I 1.4 6 4.3 

ongm. No 63 92.6 69 98.6 132 9S .7 

Total ( 68 100 70 100 138 100 

Convenience of new area for living High 64 94.1 SI 72.9 l iS 83.3 

compared to origin. Medium . 0 0 I 1.4 I 0.7 

Lower ':, 4 S.9 18 2S.7 22 16 

Total 68 100 70 100 138 100 

Source: Househoh:is.~rvey, 2010 
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Table 4.4 shows that maj ority or 132 (95.7%) of the inter-zonal and intra-zonal respondents 

do not want to return to their origin . Only 6 (4.3%) want to return because of their cattle 

death by trypanosomias is5 and inabi lity to feed their families through crop production in 

the area. This contradicts a statement by the Dawuro Zone Food Security Coordinator, who 

expressed that all household heads in resettlement areas are food secure and have started to 

accumu late wea lth in the area because of improvement in their farming productivity. 

Concerning the convenience of new area compared to the area of origin , 115(83.3%) of 

respondents in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas reported that new area is 

convenient for li ving. Only 4 (5.9%) and 18 (25.7%) in inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettl ement areas respectively indicated that the new area where they have been relocated 

is not convenient to them. The reason for high figure of those not satisfied with the new 

area is due to the absence of adequate social services like health fac ili ties, safe potable 

water, market etc. It is clear from the following views of representatives of intra-zonal 

resettl ers with whom the focus group di scussion was held. 

We are not entirely beneficiaries of some social facilities like veterinary 

services, safe potable water, market, etc. As a result, we have been influenced 

to walk long distances to get such services from the capital of woreda. 

Especially, the death of our livestock increases from time to time because of 

the prevalence of tlypanosomiasis in the area. Besides, insects frequently 

affect our crop production due to inaccessibility to insecticides. 

4.3.2. Socio-Economic Relationship between'Resettiers and Host Community 

Socio-economic relationships are very important-to enhance assimilation between resettlers 
, ;f 

and host community. They might also help re'&ettlers to adapt the new envirofU11ent by 

reducing frustrat ion. Enhancing socio-economic. relationship between resettlers and host 

community might also reverse the social di sarti culation associated with displacement of 

people because thi s impoverishment ri sk can be handled through cOl11ll1unity reconstruction 

and host community inclusionary strategies (Cemea, 1999). 

5 Trypanosomiasis is a livestock disease caused b~J Tsetse fly in low land areas 
~. 'r 
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Fig.4.1. Socio-Economic Relationship between Resettlers and Host community 

Figure 4.1 shows that majority of respondents in, inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement 

areas have good relationships in religion and mourning than other areas of socio economic 

relationships. 170 (79.5%) of the total respondents indicated that their relationships in 

religion and mourning are good compared to other.socio-economic relationships. However, 

respondents in intra-zonal resettlement areas reported that they have good relationship with 

host community in credit services and land sharing compared to those in inter-zonal 

resettlement areas. The study in general shows that the relationships between intra-zonal 

resettlers and host community in religion, mourning, marriage, language, credit services 

and land sharing is good because of their cultUl'al and language homogeneity compared to , 
those in inter-zonal resettlement areas. 

61ddir is informal association in local area through whicJi~1?itf?ple coordinate to each other 
. - ' .. 

:.-~. 
during mourning, burial, shelter construction, etc. ':' . 

71quib is informal association in which local people contrib~t~'e money weekly that can be 

Ilsed by all contributors turn by turn. 

8 Land share is (he relationship between households to COIJ).i1~6nly harvest on one 'sfarm land. 
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Although the relationsh ip in marriage, language and cred it service and iqu ib/ iddir among 

inter-zonal resettlers and host community is low, the respondents have an expectation to the 

improvement of socio-economic relationships near in the future. This is clearly shown 

during foc us group di scussion that was held with representatives of the inter-zonal 

resettlers as follows: 

All of us now able to speak the language of local people and our sons also 

became fluent in local people's language and highly assimilated with them. In 

addition, now we started marriage regardless of the ethnic differences and able , 

10 be organized in iddirliquib with them in which we can cooperate during 

different social afJairs and save money locally. 
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Fig 4.2. Socio-Economic Relationship among Resettlers themselves 

Figure 4.2 indicates that majority of the respoJ;ldents in inter-zonal and intra- zonal 

resettlement areas have good relationships among themselves in religion, marriage, 

mourning, language, iddi rliquib and credit services. 3 (4.4%) and 19 (27 .1 %) of total 

respondents in inter-zonal resettlement and intra-zonal resettlement areas had land share 
. . -' 

relationship among themselves respective ly. This may indicate that the respondents in 

intra-zonal resettlement areas have relatively bet~er experience than those in inter-zonal 

resettl ement areas in sharing land to commonly harvest on one 's farm land. 
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In general, the respondents in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas have strong 

cohesiveness among themselves in different socio-economic relationship areas than with 

host community. 

Regarding the conflict occurrence, Table 4.5 indicates that majority or 205 (95.8%) of the 

total respondents have not faced conflict after the resettl ement program has been 

implemented. Only 9 (4.2%) have faced conflict because of host communities' grazing land 

use. In general, the study shows that conflict OCCUlTence is very minimal among 

respondents in the area. 

Table 4.5. Response of Sample Household Heads to Conflict Occurrence 
I , 

Conflict faced by households after [nter-zonal Intra-zonal Host 

resettlement program in the area. resettlers resettlers community 

Fr. % Fr. % Fr. % 

Yes 1 0.5 3 1.4 5 2.3 

Total 

Fr. % 

9 4.2 

No 67 31.3 !:: 67 31.3 71 33.2 205 95.8 

Source: Household survey, 2010 

In addition, members from intra-zonal resettlen1ent areas who participated in focus group 

discussion revealed that they have not faced all y. conflict in the area because of resource 

use. Also participants /i·om inter-zonal resettlement and host community areas expressed 

about the occurrence of conflict as follows: 

We have not laced personal conflict on~···to another except reporting to local 
\~; .. ,", 

government officials to demarcate the bqarder 01 resettlement kebeles fi"om the 
-.j • ,~" 

host olles which led us sometimes to qupr)'ei over using resources in border 

areas. 

This finding contradicts the study by Misgalp\:Ii (2005) and Eshetu (2009) in which 

resettlers and host cOlTU11l1l1ity were found to fa~~ ·;egular social conflict over local resource 

use and due to etlmic and cultural differences. 
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4.4. Food Security Situation of Inter-Zonal Resettlers, Intra-zonal Resettlers and 

Host Community 

4.4.1. Household Heads' Farm Land Size, Fertility and Frequency of Production 

The output of agriculture that can cover the consumption of family may be determined by 

farmland size and fertility of soil among other~. The size of farm land holding affects the 

level of output that can sufficiently feed the entire family members of households 

(Masefield, 2001). 
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Figure 4.3. Farm Land Size of Hqu~ehold Heads 
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Figure 4.3 shows that majority of respondents 01; :51 (75%),50 (71.4%) and 42 (55.3%) in 

inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas respectively 

have had 2 hectares9 of farm land which is stated in program implementation manual. Some 

of the respondents or 17 (25%) in inter-zonal resettlement area have been given above 2 

hectares of farm land while only 7 (10%) in intra-zonal resettlement and 4 (5.3%) in host 

community areas have had above two hectares. On the other hand, 13 (18 .6%) and 30 

(39.5%) of the respondents in intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas have had 

below two hectares of farm land respectively. "" 
~' . 

----------------------------
9 Hectare is a unit of area equals 10, 00011'1' 
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This may show that those in intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas could face 

challenges to sustain their family consumption from own-farm production compared with 

others. However, the study reveals that the lion share of respondents in study area have had 

two hectares of farm land. This finding contrad icts to the study by Diriba (2005) in which 

the farm land di stribution to resettlers was fo und below a hal f hectare in Bale zone of 

Shanka resettlement scheme. 

The current land di stribution to household heads has not considered their family size which 

has direct re lation with amount of agricultural output consumption. According to Masefield 

(2001), household heads with above five famil y' members and that tends to increase from 

time to time may suffer to sustain food security with two hectares of farm land. This is due 

to traditional means of production used by househo ld heads; rain fed farming system in the 

area; absence of other alternative income sources; and absence new fanning technologies to 

household heads in the area. 
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Figure 4.4. Fertility of Household Heads' Farmland 

Figure 4.4 indicates that majority of the respondents farm land is fertil e as compared to the 

area of origin. Only 12 (8.7%) and I (0.7%) of the total respondents in intra-zonal 

resettlement area revealed that the fertili ty of their farm land is as same as area of origin 
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and below respectively. This may imply that people have been mainly relocated in area 

where fertil e farm land is avai lable to crop production because of underutilization of the 

land and its coverage with forest and savanna grasses prior to the relocation of people . 
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Figure 4.5. Frequency of crop production 
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Figure 4.5 shows that majority respondents or 186 (86.9%) are able to produce crops twice 

per year on their farm land in area. However, :28 (13.1%) of the total respondents are 

producing once per year. Those who produce once per year constitute higher figure in inter­

zonal resettlement area compared with intra-zo lial resettlement and host community areas. 

Some of the reasons reported for producing o'n'ee per year include dependence of their 

agricultural activities entirely on using "traditional agricultural hand tools" as means of 

production. This may indicate that there are some household heads that do not have even -. 
oxen to plough their farm land. As a result, they may be easi ly vulnerable to shocks and 

face food deficit in the absence of other alternative strategies like off-farm activities, 

modern system of production such as tractor, improved plough, etc. 

4.4.2. Food Availability to Household Heads ;, .,:' 

Food avai lability addresses the "supply side" qf;food security and is determined by the 
. ~ ~ : '. 

level of food production and livestock levels (FAb, 2008). According to FSCB (2004), it 
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and below respectively. This may imply that people have been mainly relocated in area 

where fertil e farm land is avai lable to crop production because of underutilization of the 

land and its coverage with forest and savanna grasses prior to the relocation of people . 
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can be improved tlu'ough increased on-farm production and productivity (food and cash 

crops and li vestock). 

4.4.2.1. Food Crops, Cash Crops, Fruits aud Vegetables Production 

Survey results indicate that all study areas prodllce relatively similar food crops and plant 

(maize, teff, sorghum, enset); cash crop (coffee); fruits (banana, mango, papaya) and 

vegetables (green paper, potato and onion). The average of farm land cultivated for the 

production of maize, sorghum, coffee and banana by intra-zonal resettlers during last 

harvesting seasons is higher than that of inter-zonal resettlers. However, the average of 

fann land cultivated with teff in inter-zonal resettlement area is extremely higher than that 

of intra-zonal resettlement areas. The maxinium fann land cultivated in inter-zonal 

resettlement area for papaya relatively exceeds that of intra-zonal resettlement area, but 

maximum area cultivated with mango is higher within it (AlU1ex 6.a). In general, the 

average size of farm land cultivated with most of crops at intra-zonal resettlement area 

exceeds that of inter-zonal resettlement area except teff (AIU1ex 6.a). This may indicate that 

respondents in intra-zonal resettlement area have cultivated more farm land than others 

during last harvesting season. As a result, they are in position to produce more than others 

in situation where other things are constant since crop production is related with size of 

farm land cultivated (Masefield, 200 I). 

Respondents cultivated the average f3lm land of O.llha, 0.27ha and 0.27 ha with "en set" in 

inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlemellt and host community areas respectively. , 
In addition, those in inter-zonal resettlement ~teas cultivated 0.01 ha, 0.17ha and 0.04ha 

farm land with green paper, potato and onion whi'ch are very slight to those in intra-zonal 

and host community (AIU1ex 6.b) . In general, en set plantation by respondents in host 

community is higher than those in intra-zonal and inter-zonal resettlement areas. 

Respondents in inter-zonal resettlement areas have cultivated more fann land compared 
:{", 

with others. This reveals that the focus of intet~zonal resettlers is dominantly relied on 
,,' . 

production of marketable agricultural items thai can generate additional income when 

compared with intra-zonal resettlers and host coll1munity who focused on production of 

consumption items. 

56 
. f ' .. 

can be improved tlu'ough increased on-farm production and productivity (food and cash 

crops and li vestock). 

4.4.2.1. Food Crops, Cash Crops, Fruits aud Vegetables Production 

Survey results indicate that all study areas prodllce relatively similar food crops and plant 

(maize, teff, sorghum, enset); cash crop (coffee); fruits (banana, mango, papaya) and 

vegetables (green paper, potato and onion). The average of farm land cultivated for the 

production of maize, sorghum, coffee and banana by intra-zonal resettlers during last 

harvesting seasons is higher than that of inter-zonal resettlers. However, the average of 

fann land cultivated with teff in inter-zonal resettlement area is extremely higher than that 

of intra-zonal resettlement areas. The maxinium fann land cultivated in inter-zonal 

resettlement area for papaya relatively exceeds that of intra-zonal resettlement area, but 

maximum area cultivated with mango is higher within it (AlU1ex 6.a). In general, the 

average size of farm land cultivated with most of crops at intra-zonal resettlement area 

exceeds that of inter-zonal resettlement area except teff (AIU1ex 6.a). This may indicate that 

respondents in intra-zonal resettlement area have cultivated more farm land than others 

during last harvesting season. As a result, they are in position to produce more than others 

in situation where other things are constant since crop production is related with size of 

farm land cultivated (Masefield, 200 I). 

Respondents cultivated the average f3lm land of O.llha, 0.27ha and 0.27 ha with "en set" in 

inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlemellt and host community areas respectively. , 
In addition, those in inter-zonal resettlement ~teas cultivated 0.01 ha, 0.17ha and 0.04ha 

farm land with green paper, potato and onion whi'ch are very slight to those in intra-zonal 

and host community (AIU1ex 6.b) . In general, en set plantation by respondents in host 

community is higher than those in intra-zonal and inter-zonal resettlement areas. 

Respondents in inter-zonal resettlement areas have cultivated more fann land compared 
:{", 

with others. This reveals that the focus of intet~zonal resettlers is dominantly relied on 
,,' . 

production of marketable agricultural items thai can generate additional income when 

compared with intra-zonal resettlers and host coll1munity who focused on production of 

consumption items. 

56 
. f ' .. 



Respondents in inter-zonal resettlement area and host community have got more average 

product from maize compared to other crop types while those in intra-zonal resettlement 

area have got more from sorghum than others during last harvesting season. In addition, 

those in inter-zonal resettlement area have produced the average amount of 1200kg 

(0.12qu), 6500kg (6.5qu) and 8400 kg (8.4qu) of coffee, banana and papaya in last 

harvesting season respectively ( Annex 7.a). Those in host community have also produced 

high product of maize, coffee, banana and mongo compared with others. Furthermore, 

mango and papaya plantation is high by respondents in inter-zonal resettlement areas while 

those in intra-zonal resettlement areas are more experienced with banana plantation 

because of the difference in suitability of soil to fruit plantation. In general, the study shows 

that the availability of food items, cash crops and fruits vary from area to area, but host 

communities are relatively in better position than others in availability of more diversified 

food items. 

inter-zonal resettler intra-zonal resettlers 

Respondents in inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host community 

areas have planted enset in their garden and got the average amount of 0.5 qu (50 Kg), 

2.7qu (270Kg) and 6.62qu (662Kg) of its product respectively (See Annex 7.b). This plant 

57 

Respondents in inter-zonal resettlement area and host community have got more average 

product from maize compared to other crop types while those in intra-zonal resettlement 

area have got more from sorghum than others during last harvesting season. In addition, 

those in inter-zonal resettlement area have produced the average amount of 1200kg 

(0.12qu), 6500kg (6.5qu) and 8400 kg (8.4qu) of coffee, banana and papaya in last 

harvesting season respectively ( Annex 7.a). Those in host community have also produced 

high product of maize, coffee, banana and mongo compared with others. Furthermore, 

mango and papaya plantation is high by respondents in inter-zonal resettlement areas while 

those in intra-zonal resettlement areas are more experienced with banana plantation 

because of the difference in suitability of soil to fruit plantation. In general, the study shows 

that the availability of food items, cash crops and fruits vary from area to area, but host 

communities are relatively in better position than others in availability of more diversified 

food items. 

inter-zonal resettler intra-zonal resettlers 

Respondents in inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host community 

areas have planted enset in their garden and got the average amount of 0.5 qu (50 Kg), 

2.7qu (270Kg) and 6.62qu (662Kg) of its product respectively (See Annex 7.b). This plant 

57 



has high potential to resist drought and it has highly contributed to the host community to 

be food secured. It was also ensured during field observation that enset plantation is very 

high by those in host community areas compared with others. 

Enset plantation by inter-zonal 

resettlers 

Enset plantation by host community 

Enset plantation by intra~zonal resettlers 

Concerning the production of vegetables, the average amount of potato and onion (red and 

garlic) is extremely high to respondents in inter-zonal resettlement area compared with 

those in host community and intra-zonal resettlement areas (Annex 7.b). This may reveal 

that the availability of potato and onions which are marketable and generate income to 

households is extremely higher to those in inter-zonal resettlement area. 
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4.4.2.2. Crop Production before and after Resettlement Program 

Figure 4.6 depicts that 69 (98.6%), 64(84.2%) and 42 (6\.8%) of the total respondents in 

host community, intra-zonal and inter-zonal resettlement areas were producing respecti vely 

below 10 quintals lO before resettlement program. Only I (1.4%), 12 (1 5.8%) and 26 

(3 8.2%) of those in host community, intra-zonal and inter-zonal resettlement areas were 

able to produce above 10 quintals respectively. This may show that onl y few respondents 

were able to produce abo ve 10 quintals prior to the implementation of resett lement program 

in the area. The factors contri buted to the low agricultural outputs in ori gin of resettlers are 

shortage and degradation of fa rm land, poor access to improved seeds and fertilizer, 
'. 

drought, etc. The reasons for the low production of host community are lack of fallow 

farming system, negative attitude to use fertili zer and improved seeds, etc. 
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Figure 4,7, The Amount of Crop Producti'on after Resettlement Program 

As it is possible to see from Figure 4.7 , after the implementation of resettlement program, 

majority or 68 (97.1%), 60 (78.9%) and 34 (50%) of the respondents in intra-zonal 

resettlement, host community and inter-zonal-'resettlement areas were able to produce 

respectively above 10 quintals annually. Those in intra-zonal resettlement areas have 

showed higher increment in producing 10-20 quintals after resettlement compared with 

others in inter zonal resettlement and host comIT\unity areas. In general, the study shows 
.:-

that the availability of food crops, cash crops, fruits and vegetables relatively improved to 
.~. .' 

households after the resettlement program has been implemented. It was also found that the 

increment is good to those in host community and intra-zonal resettlement areas compared 

with others in inter-zonal resettlement area. 

The general major factors contributed to the improvement of agricultural production are 

access to fertile farm land; introduction of imp~~¥ed seeds and fert ilizer distribution; and 
.~. 

improvement in price to agricu ltural outputs dur.ipg last harvesting season in the area . 
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4.4.2.3. Livestock Pl'oductiou and Bee keeping 

Livestock production is another factor that determines the availability of food to household 

heads. Majority of respondents have below three livestock in "TLU" (cow, ox, sheep, goat 

and poultry) and beehives before resettl ement program in area (Annex 8.a). In other words, 

only few respondents have had four and above livestock and beehives. This may indicate 

that the livestock production was very low to majority of the sample household heads 

before resettlement program to contribute to the availability of food. 

After the resettlement program, the "TLU" of livestock and beehives has shown increment 

to all respondents. The increment is significant to those in host community and intra-zonal 

resettlement areas compared with others in inter-zonal resettlement area (Annex 8.b). This 

indicates that the "TLU" of livestock varies from area to area in general and to each 

respondent in particular. 

In general, the study found that crop and livestock production has been improved by , 
household heads in the area after the resettlemel{t program. This finding also concurs with , 
the study by Pankhurst (2005) which indicated that hard worker household heads in 

resettlement area have improved their livelihood through crop and livestock production in 

other study areas. 

4.4.3. Food Access to Household Heads 

According to FAO (2008), ability to access food'Y."ill help all members of society to obtain 

sufficient food for healthy living. Food access tci:1tousehold heads can be improved through , 

household head's store of wealth from agricultural output sale, li vestock sale, generating 

income from other off-fanTI activities and saving' which are the important determinants of 

food access when regular livelihood strategies are obstructed or curtailed by disastrous 

agro-climatic conditions, loss of employment, prolonged illness, etc . 
.. Ii . " 
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4.4.3.1. The Involvement of Respondents on Off-farm Activities 

The involvement of household heads on off-farm activities such as small scale local trades, 

handicrafts, food-for works and labor works, etc can enable households to generate 

additional income that might assist them during adverse circumstances. 

All of the respondents are not involving in off-farm activities such as cloth weavll1g, 

tannery, construction, food for work, and wood works. Only 1(0.5%), 4 (1.9%), and 17 

(7.9%) and 28 (13.1 %) of the total respondents involve in blacksmithing, pottery, labor 

work and petty trade (condiments retailing and bee honey sale) respectively in area (Annex 

9). Relatively more respondents from host community involve in some off-fann activities 

compared with those in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas. The involvement of 

household heads in cloth weaving, tannery, blacksmithing and pottery is highly influenced 

by the culture of society in the area. This is clear from the following points of focus group 

participants: 

Those who involve in cloth weaving, pottery, tannery, blacksmithing and labor 

work are considered by our community as low class people. Families from 

those who involve in such activities are also not allowed to integrate 1I1 

marriage with families of others who did not carry out such activities. In 

addition, the value given to those people by others is very low which discourage 

them to involve in these activities in our area. 

This indicates that the awareness among people to consider some off- fann activities as 

sources of income is very low in the area. In general, the study reveals that the 
" , ",., -

involvement of households in some off-fam1 actiyities is very minimal and nonexistent in 
<:' . 

some others. As a result, the households might be .~ulnerable to cash and food deficits when 

agricultural production falls short in area (Fleuret, 1989; Shipton, 1990, cited in Yared, 
'~t 

2001 ). 

4.4.3.2. Annual Income Status of Household Heads before and after Resettlement 

Program 

The diversified source of income for households plays the most important role in 

improving their livelihood by enhancing their food access. But the source of income to 

households in study area is very limited to only some on-fatm activities (crop and livestock 
I···· 
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sale) and off-farm activities (petty trade, blacksmithing and labor work). Though it is 

difficu lt to get accurate income status of household heads due to their subsistence farming, 

the annual amount of their crop production, number of their li vestock and different sources 

from which they generated some additional income were addressed to manage under! over 

reporting of their income status. In this regard, fi gure 4.8 shows the annual income status of 

households before resettl ement program. 
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The aillual income level to majority respondents is below 1000br prior to the 

implementation of resettlement program in the area. In other words, only 47 (22%) of the 

total respondents are able to generate above 1000br annually before the implementation of , 
resettlement program. This clearly shows that the ' atllual income status of respondents was 

very low before resettlement program in the area? The main factor that contributed to the 

low income status of host community before resettlement program is stated as the attitude 

of households toward crop and livestock productions because of selling their crop and 

livestock in cheap price due to lack of market 'access. But after the resettlement program, 
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resettlement program. This clearly shows that the ' atllual income status of respondents was 

very low before resettlement program in the area? The main factor that contributed to the 

low income status of host community before resettlement program is stated as the attitude 

of households toward crop and livestock productions because of selling their crop and 

livestock in cheap price due to lack of market 'access. But after the resettlement program, 
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they started to sell their crop and livestock at fair price through the market opportunities 

created by new comers to the area. 
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Figure 4.9. Household Heads' Annual Income After Resettlement Program 

As it can be seen from figure 4.9, majority ofth~ respondents or 175 (81.8%) were able to 

ward above 1000br level of annual income after.rpe resettlement program. Those in intra­

zonal resettlement and host community areas were dramatically escaped from the annual 

income level of below 1000br compared with those in inter-zonal resettlement areas after 

the implementation of resettlement program. Only 39 (18.2%) of the respondents indicated 

that their annual income is below 1000bl'. The reasons for the low income status of 

respondents in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas are mainly reported as the 

lateness in their relocation and the demolition of (Ileir crop production by wild animals and 
,, ' t'~ 

insects. ' .. ,' . 

In general, the study reveals that the allnual inco!l\~ level to most respondents in inter-zonal 

resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host 0(;tbmunity areas has raised compared with 
" . . " 

prior to resettlement program implementation. A~· a result, they might have better access to 
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food since the improvement in access to food associated with improvement in income level 

of households (FAO, 2008). However, the sustainable increment in households' income 

level is suspicious because of its reliance mainly on fanning activities which are highly 

vulnerable to different forms of shocks. 

4.4.4. Food Utilization by Honsehold Heads 

Food utilization refers to sufficient energy and nutrient intake by individuals through good 

care and feeding practices, food preparation, and diversity of the diet and intra-household 

distribution of food. Thus, it would be improved tlu'ough intake of diversified diet to body, 

feeding practices, good care for health and nutrition interventions (FAO, 2008). 

Although the food utilization status of people to be evaluated on the basis of an average 

calorie intake per day, the sample household head~ do not have adequate knowledge about 

their calorie intake per day. Thus, the study attempted to assess their food utilization 

practices by using the average amount of food, items consumed during last harvesting 

season; the type of meal they are feeding; and the frequency of their diet intake per day. , 

4.4.4.1, Common Meals to Household Heads in Study Area 

Majority of the respondents were able to consume some food crops (maize, teff, and 

sorghum), fruits (mangoes, banana and papaya), ' vegetables (green paper, onion, potato) 

and enset from their own production during last harvesting season. However, the average 

amount of food items consumed in Kilograms varies from one household head to another in 

respect to the area during last harvesting season (Annex ll.a & b). This may indicate the 

variation of food utilization experiences of household heads in the area. 

All respondents commonly consume bread (prepared from maize, enset product, and teft), 

pOITidge (prepared from maize, sorghum, enset product), injera, milk and milk products, , 
fruits, vegetables and cereals. However, they consume bread, pOlTidge and cereals more 

.... ~ 

frequently than others such as milk and milk prodacts, fruits and vegetables. 
, . 
" 

Inj era, egg and meat are the diets that are being ~onsumed by most household heads rarely. 

Household heads have access to these food itei'n's during the ceremony like Easter, New 
, "- " , .. ,. 

Year, and Christmas celebrations. Even during ceremony, only 51(75%), 62(88.6%) and 
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65(85 .5 %) of the respondents in inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host 

community areas have consumed meat respectively during last season (Annex 12). Only 40 

(58.8%), 37 (52 .9%) and 30 (39.5%) in inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettl ement 

and host community areas respectively remarked as they consume egg (Annex 12). 

All household heads in all areas have been relati ,:ely benefited from the supply of children 

and maternal nutrition even though the health institutions are ill-equipped. However, all 

respondents in intra-zonal resettlement areas hilVe been supplied with the children and 

maternal nutrition compared with those in inter-zonal resettlement in which only half 

respondents have been supplied with it (Annex 12). This may indicate that the nutrition 

supply is better to those in intra-zonal resettlenient area compared with others. In general, 

the study argues that the daily diet intake of household heads is limited to few common 

food stuffs such as bread, pOlTidge and cereals in all study areas. 

Table 4.7. The Frequeucy of Meal intake by Household Heads 

Frequency of meal Inter-zonal Intra-zonal Host Total 

intake resettlers resettlers community 

Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % 

Only breakfast 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Only lunch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Only dilmer 0 0 0 o . 0 0 0 0 . 

Breakfast & dinner 13 19.1 8 11:4' 11 14.5 32 15 . 

Lunch & dinner 25 36.8 17 24C3, . 21 27.6 63 29.4 ., 
,."'I f " 

Breakfast, lunch and 30 44.1 45 64;} 44 57.9 119 55.6 , 
dinner 

<' .'t, . 

Total 68 100 68 100·<-; 76 100 214 100 

Source: Household survey, 2010 

Table 4.7 depicts that majority of the respondents or 119 (55.6%) in inter-zonal 

resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas took their diet during 

breakfast, lunch and dilmer while 95 (44.4%) of' those have an experience of taking their 

diet only twice per day (either breakfast and dirukror lunch and dinner). This may indicate 

that there are some peop le who do not take the~rdiet appropriately on time though the 
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appropriate diet intake time is considered traditionally as breakfast, lunch and dinner in the 

area. The reason to inappropriate intake of diet on time basis might be the lack of 

knowledge on effect of diet intake and shortage of food stuffs to be consumed by all 

fami lies. In general , it might be possible to argue that the food uti lization to some 

households in study has not been improved. 

4.4.4.2. Food Security Status of Sample Household Heads during Last Harvesting 

Season 

The demolition of farm production of the heads of households by wild animals, insects and 

excessive rainfall or shortage of rain fall might expose them to food deficit in the area. In 

this regard, this enquiry was undertaken as to whether farm production was enough or not 

for fami ly consumption in last harvesting year. Accordingly, the heads of household 

respondents were asked to evaluate how their families sustain their life from own-farm 

production. The result of this situation is indicated'in figure 4.10. 
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Majority of the respondents or 68 (89.5%),.: 60 (85 .7%) and 56 (82.4%) 111 host 

community, intra-zonal resettlement and inter-zonal resettlement areas were able to 

sufficiently consume their families from their :own-farm production respectively in the 

area. However, 12 (17.6%) sample household heads in inter-zonal resettlement, 10 
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(1 4.3%) of those in intra-zonal resettlement area~ and 8 (10.5%) in host community areas 

were sated shortfall s in the satisfaction of their consumption requirements from own-farm 

production. Those who were not able to consume their families from their crop 

production are higher in inter-zonal resettlement area compared with others in intra-zonal 

resettlement and host community areas because of their lateness in relocation. The 

general reasons for all categories of respondents who are not able to meet the 

consumption requirement o f their fami lies are reported as the demolition of their crop 

production by wi ld animals, insects and excess ive rain in the area. 

Table 4.8. Food Crops Deficit to Household Heads during Last Harvesting Season 

(Allowing multiple ,'esponses) 

Types of food Inter-zonal Intra-zonal Host Total 

crops Resettlers Resettlers Community 

Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % 

Maize 9 75 0 0 7 87.5 16 53.3 

Teff 4 33.3 4 40 6 75 14 46.7 

Sorghum 12 100 2 20 8 100 22 73.3 

Potato 3 25 10 100 8 100 21 70 

Onion 0 0 0 0 8 100 8 26.7 

Enset product 8 66.7 10 100 8 100 26 86.7 

Fruits I 8.3 3 30 6 75 10 33.3 

Total 12 - 10 - 8 - 30 -

Source: Honsehold survey, 2010 

Table 4. 8 shows that 12, 10 and 8 household heads in inter-zonal intra-zonal and host ,-
community areas were faced the food crops deficit during last harvesting season. Almost 

" 

all food deficient household heads in host co~imunity subjected to the shortage of all 

food crops such as maize, teff, sorghum, potato, onion, enset product and fruits. The 

reason for the shortage of maize, teff and sorghum is failure to sow these crops on their 

farm land on time; the prevalence of enset disease to the shortage of enset products and 

lack of experiences in planting fruit s, The reaion for the shortage of food crops like 

maize, sorghum, teff and potato to those in inter,-zonal resettlement areas is demolition by 
.' 

wild animals and insects whi le shortage for en set' product is that it has not reached to food 
, '~ ; . 
.. ~: 
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" 
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Table 4.9 reveals that all household heads that were unable to meet the consumption need 

of their families use the strategy of acquiring grains and fruits from market in study area. 

This may indicate that many households in these areas are using a strategy that is highly 

depending on their income level. In addition, most of them involve in petty trade to handle 

the adverse situation. 8 (26.6%) of the food defici~nt respondents stated that they sell their 

livestock to fill the gap of food deficit in the area. Some of those in host community area 

indicated that they involve in daily labor work and handicrafts (blacksmithing and pottery) 

to survive shortfalls in their crop production. 

Those in intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas were exclusively used grain 

loan from their neighbors when they faced food crop deficit. In general, the study reveals 

that the coping strategies being used by respondents are not diverse to help them to 

successfully handle adverse circumstances such as deficit in food crops and income. 

4.5. Other Interventions in Enhancing Food Security to Honsehold Heads 

4.5.1. Infrastructnre Facilities and Social services in Stndy area 

The proper establishment of infrastructure facilitIes and social services in new resettlement 

area can make the envirorullent conducive for living and attract the attention of resettlers to 

be stable in new areas. It will also increase acceptance to the program by the host 

communities since they can share these facilities with resettlers. The establishment of 

infrastructure facilities and social services such as health institutions, veterinary, potable 

drinking water, road, schools, etc will contribllte positively in promoting the health of 

households, improving livestock production, creating market links, etc. As a result, 
; 

households might attempt to wards food security in sustainable manner. 

Among other social service institutions and infrastructure facilities, only health post 

services, primary schools, burial places and refi£ious institutions commonly exist in all 

selected kebeles. Other infrastructure and social facilities like safe potable drinking water, 

veterinary services, road that can serve durin'g all seasons, telephone services, and 
.. '.; 

electricity have not yet been established. Howeyer, inter-zonal resettlement kebeles have 
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access to telephone services, second cycle school (5-8) and well equipped health center 

from the neighborhood host kebele (Hageli 02). Unlikely, the intra-zonal kebeles do not 

have proximity to such facilities from their neighborhood host kebele (Oda Gofa) which 

has not yet been fulfi lled with those institutions and services (Annex 13). 

In this regard, one of the participants from intra-zonal resettlers in focus group discussions 

commented: 

We and our sons have to walk long di>stances to the town of woreda 

administration in which telephone, school (J -8) and health center services 

are available. In addition, due to absence of veterinwy services, our cattle 

are affected by livestock diseases because of the prevalence of tsetse fly and 

we are exposed also to water born diseases due to absence of safe drinking 

water. 

This indicates that household heads in intra-zonal resettlement kebeles are suffering more 

to get health center and telephone services than those in inter-zonal resettlement kebeles. 

As it was ensured through personal observation, one of the primary schools which has 

been constructed by the government in one il)ter-zonal resettlement kebele (Boyina) is 

poor equipped with teaching materials and its construction work has not yet been 

finalized. The director of this prImary school who is the participant of focus group 
~ 

discussion had this to say: 

Due to the absence of other options, the kids of resettlers are learning in this 
~ , 

school which has not been finalized in construction and poorly equipped with 
" . 

class 1'00111 jilrniture and other teaching materials. But students are learning in 

this dusty room which generates some insects that can hurt their feet. 

It was observed that 70 quintals of cement purchased for the construction of that school was 

stored in one class room and had expired. In this regard, the Woreda Food Security 
<: 

Coordination Desk Head noted that the "responsi,ti.ility of any construction in resettlement 

areas is that of the Urban and Work Develo'~rnent Bureau at the regional level that 

...• : ' 

.: 
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contributed to the occurrence of such problems." This may indicate that how the powers to 

facilitate the implementation of some infrastructure facilities in areas of resettlement were 

centralized against the program implementation manual. 

The participants of focus group discussion in intra-zonal resettlement areas revealed that 

primary schools in their kebeles have been constructed by the cooperation of community and 

the Woreda government four years later their relocation. It was also ensured through personal 

observation that the furniture in the class rooms are inadequate to children to sit and write 

appropriately. No any visual teaching aid can be observed outside the class rooms which can 

easily transmit image building messages about the environment to children. The Chairperson 

of Muga kebele and school management stated that building has not yet been appropriately 

painted even with mud and the establishment of windows has not yet been fmalized. He also 

added the shortage of text books to students as another problem that affects the teaching and 

learning process in the area. The director of that school also said: 

The offices to director and staff have not yet been constructed and we have no 

places to put teaching materials at the end of classes. As a result, we 

influenced to take those things always to our home. In addition, the shelter to 

staff has not been constructed appropriately and we are suffiring during rainy 

season. 

School (1-4) in intra-zonal 

Resettlement area 

School (1-4) in inter-zonal 

resettlement area 
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The health post has not been constructed in inter-zonal resettlement areas appropriately. 

For instance, the extension workers are providing the service in agricultural development 

center by sharing the office with development agents in Boyina kebele. This might reduce 

the belongingness of workers to the institution and can affect the quality of service 

provision to society. In Muga and Angella kebeles of intra-zonal resettlement areas, there 

are also health posts constructed by the cooperation of community which serve jointly as 

health institution and office to kebele administrators. In addition, there is no agricultural 

development center to these two intra-zonal resettlement kebeles where development 

agents can live and deliver their extension services to farmers. As a result, the development 

agents influenced to walk long distances to their relatives' home after their work 

frequently. This might affect their morale and effectiveness in contributing to the 

improvement of households' agricultural production in the area. 

Health post & Agricultural 

Development Center jointly 

(Intra-zonal resettlement area} 

Health post (IntTa-zonal 

resettlement area) 

74 

The health post has not been constructed in inter-zonal resettlement areas appropriately. 

For instance, the extension workers are providing the service in agricultural development 

center by sharing the office with development agents in Boyina kebele. This might reduce 

the belongingness of workers to the institution and can affect the quality of service 

provision to society. In Muga and Angella kebeles of intra-zonal resettlement areas, there 

are also health posts constructed by the cooperation of community which serve jointly as 

health institution and office to kebele administrators. In addition, there is no agricultural 

development center to these two intra-zonal resettlement kebeles where development 

agents can live and deliver their extension services to farmers. As a result, the development 

agents influenced to walk long distances to their relatives' home after their work 

frequently. This might affect their morale and effectiveness in contributing to the 

improvement of households' agricultural production in the area. 

Health post & Agricultural 

Development Center jointly 

(Intra-zonal resettlement area} 

Health post (IntTa-zonal 

resettlement area) 

74 



In addition, participants of focus group discussions from inter-zonal resettlement kebeles 

reported the problem related with safe potable dri'nking water. This is what one of them had 

to say, 

Our spouses walk on foot about 4 hours distance of double trip to fetch 

drinking water from unprotected river because the water pump established at 

time of our relocation broken down after giving service for some time and no 

repairs have been undertaken yet, 

Those from intra-zonal focus group discussion reported that they are using river water for 

drinking because of the absence of safe potable water in the area. This indicates that 

households from both inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas are vulnerable to water 

borne diseases that can affect their health. As a result, their ability to increase productivity 

will be highly influenced in their attempt to attain food security in the area for future unless 

these problems are solved by conceming bodies on time. 

The current govemrnent has considered the importance of pnor establishment of 

infrastructure and social services in resettl ement areas and has prepared the implementation 

manual. This manual in principle states that the minimum social services and infrastructure 

facilities such as health post, school, safe potable water, road, rural credit services, 

agricultural extension services, etc. should be established before moving people to new 

areas (New Coalition for Food Security in Ethiopia, 2003). 

The officials in the area also argue that the res~lt1ement program was implemented with 

proper plan and through attention. This is 9I~ar from the following view of a key 
:( 

informant, the Food Security Program Coordinator of Dawuro Zone. 

In collaboration with regional food security pi'ogram bureau, we established the 

basic social service facilities such as safepJ;table drinking water, grain mills, 

school, and health institutions to all inter-zonal resettlement areas and they are 

serving the community appropriately now. In addition, the road that serves 

during dry season has been constructed but, it now needs maintenance to 

provide transportation service. 
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However, the study indicates that the establislunent of infrastructure and social servIces 

prior to the implementation of resettlement program is below the minimum standard and 

the services have not yet been improved in the area. This reveals that the implementation of 

resettlement program in the area is very spontaneous. The finding of this study concurs to 

other studies by Asfaw (2005); Mellese (2005); Masresha (2008) in which the 

establishment of infrastructure and social services are reported below the expectation of 

resettlers and the program implementation has been argued spontaneous. 

4.5.2. Environmental Management and Rehabilitation 

According to Workneh (2008), enviromnental degradation is one of the determinant factors 

to chronic food insecurity because the fertility and productivity of the land is determined by 

the environmental conditions. By considering the impact of environmental conditions, the 

implementation manual of resettlement program of the current government of Ethiopia 

state that due attention is given to manage it while implementing the resettlement program. 

Table 4.10 shows how household heads are using and conserving natural resources in the 

study area. 
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Table 410 Household Heads' Reaction to The .. r Dependence on Forest 
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I ~---,~---+~--~~--i1~---'% 
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Fr \~-+---r--
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I 
1.5 

66 94.3 62 

On own land 

\f4 85 39.7 
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Table 4.10 shows that majority of respondents or 66 (94.3%) and 62(81.6%) in intra- zonal 

resettlement and host community areas respectively keep their cattle on their own land 

while 67 (98.5%) of those in inter-zonal resettlement areas keep on common grazing lands. 

None of them from all areas have been experienced to use forage to feed their cattle. 

Conceming the sources of fuel, all respondents in 'all areas are entirely using forest wood as 

the source of fuel in their home. The study shows that those in inter-zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement do not have experience in using otlier altematives such as crop residue and 

animal dung except few household heads in host community areas who use crop residue 

and kerosene to some extent. In addition, all respondents in inter-zonal resettlement and 

intra-zonal resettlement areas use forest trees for the construction of their shelter. But 29 

(38.2%) of those in host community revealed that they use trees planted by themselves on 

their land, combination of forest wood and trees planted on their land and others. This 

indicates that host community is relatively using trees planted by them which will reduce 

their reliance on forest compared with those in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement 

areas . 

The majority of respondents' residence in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas 

found to be near to the forest area compared with those in host community where the 

residence of few households is revealed near to forest. The study also shows that 1110St 

residence of those in intra-zonal resettlement areas is near to forest areas than the host 

community and inter-zonal resettlers and some of others in inter-zonal resettlement areas 

have been relocated by clearing forest areas. This may indicate that the attention given to 

the management of forest depletion is low in the area while implementing the program . 
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Household heads relocated on cleared 

forest area (inter~zona1 resettlement area) 

Household heads relocated inside forest 

(intra-zonal resettlement area) 

In general, the cattle keeping practice of the sample household heads in inter-zonal and 

inter-zonal resettlement areas is contributing for land degradation, the source of fuel and 

construction materials highly relied on forest and the residences of more household heads 

in intra-zonal resettlement areas are nearer to forest which will encourage them to harness 

forest. In addition, some inter-zonal resettlers have been relocated by clearing forest though 

the officials in the area stated that thorough attention was given to the management of 

forest during the implementation of the resettlement program_ 

One of the officials who are involved in key informants' interviews had this to say: 

Although the area selected for resettlement program is close to forest, we 

demarcated the area that is covered with dense forest prior to relocation and 

new comers have been relocated mostly on areas covered with savanna grasses. 

In addition, we frequently advise and train them to rehabilitate the environment 

by planting new trees and not to cut trees from areas demarcated as forest. 

Besides, the resettlement document of current government stated that due attention would 

be given to the natural resource management during implementation of the resettlement 

program, but the care given to the management of natural resources in the study area is 

poor which concurs with the study by Assefa (2005) in different resettlement sites in 
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Ethiopia, reported as forest and wi Id life resources were not protected as what has been set 

out in the resettlement program implementation manual. 

In addition, the current practices of sample household heads oppose the Environmental 

policy designed at national level w ith the fo llowing goals: 

To improve and enhance the health and quality of life of all Ethiopians and to 

promote sustainable social and economic development through the sound 

management and use of natural, human-made and cultural resources and the 

environment as a whole so as to meet the needs of the present generation without 

compromising the ability offuture generations to meet their own needs. (EPA& 

MOEDe, 1997). 

Consequently, if the reli ance of household heads on forest and management practices 

continue in thi s way, it might be possible to argue that the envirOlUllent gradually led to 
> 

degradation and affects the fertility of lands and agricultural productivity to household 

heads which can expose them to chronic food security as what happened in their origin. 

Table 4. 11. Household Heads Response on Environmental Rehabilitation 

Inter-zonal 

resettlers 

Items Fr % 

Training provision on environment management. 

Yes 24 35.3 

No .' 44 64.7 

Tota l 68 100 

Involvement on environmental rehabilitation. , 
.. 

Yes 54 79.4 
I ii 

N o -. 14 20.6 ,. 
Total 68 100 

Experience in new tree plantation in the area. , 
Yes 18 26.5 

N o 50 73.5 

Total 68 100 
" 

Source : Household survey, 2010 
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resettlers community 

Fr % Fr % 

35 50 73 96.1 

35 50 3 3.9 

70 100 76 100 

52 74. 3 7 1 93.4 
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42 60 7 9.2 

70 100 76 100 

Tota l 

Fr 

132 

82 
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177 
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11 5 

99 

214 

80 
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82 .7 

17.3 

100 

53.7 

46.3 

100 

Ethiopia, reported as forest and wi Id life resources were not protected as what has been set 

out in the resettlement program implementation manual. 

In addition, the current practices of sample household heads oppose the Environmental 

policy designed at national level w ith the fo llowing goals: 

To improve and enhance the health and quality of life of all Ethiopians and to 

promote sustainable social and economic development through the sound 

management and use of natural, human-made and cultural resources and the 

environment as a whole so as to meet the needs of the present generation without 

compromising the ability offuture generations to meet their own needs. (EPA& 

MOEDe, 1997). 

Consequently, if the reli ance of household heads on forest and management practices 

continue in thi s way, it might be possible to argue that the envirOlUllent gradually led to 
> 

degradation and affects the fertility of lands and agricultural productivity to household 

heads which can expose them to chronic food security as what happened in their origin. 

Table 4. 11. Household Heads Response on Environmental Rehabilitation 

Inter-zonal 

resettlers 

Items Fr % 

Training provision on environment management. 

Yes 24 35.3 

No .' 44 64.7 

Tota l 68 100 

Involvement on environmental rehabilitation. , 
.. 

Yes 54 79.4 
I ii 

N o -. 14 20.6 ,. 
Total 68 100 

Experience in new tree plantation in the area. , 
Yes 18 26.5 

N o 50 73.5 

Total 68 100 
" 

Source : Household survey, 2010 

- . 
l' ;~ ,. 
:~:t 

' .. 

In tra-zonal Host 

resettlers community 

Fr % Fr % 

35 50 73 96.1 

35 50 3 3.9 

70 100 76 100 

52 74. 3 7 1 93.4 

18 25 .7 5 6.6 

70 100 76 100 

28 40 69 90.8 

42 60 7 9.2 

70 100 76 100 

Tota l 

Fr 

132 

82 

214 

177 

37 

214 

11 5 

99 

214 

80 

% 

61. 7 

38 .3 

100 

82 .7 

17.3 

100 

53.7 

46.3 

100 



Table 4. 11 depicts that majority of respondents ?r 35 (50%) and 73 (96.1 %) in intra-zonal 

resettl ement and host conununity areas have been trained in envirorunental management 

respectively. Only 24 (35.3%) of those in inter-zonal resettlement areas have been trained. 

This may indicate that majority of respondents in inter-zonal resettlement area have not 

been adequately trained on how to manage the envirorullent compared with others. 

Concerning the environmental rehabilitation practices of households, In addition, 54 

(79.4%), 52(74.3%) and 71 (93.4%) of the respqndents in inter-zonal resettlement, intra­

zonal resettlement and host conununity areas reported as they participate in different 

envirorullental rehabilitation practices like planting trees on hill areas, seedling, water 

source development, etc while 14 (20.6%), 18 (25.7%) and 5 (6.6%) are not involving in 

such programs. This may indicate that there are some people who are not rehabilitating 

their envirorunent in the area. 

Majority of those in host community areas or 69 (90.8%) repolied that they have 

experience in planting new trees in their area o(land. Only 28 (40%) and 18 (26.5%) of 

those in intra-zonal resettlement and inter-zonal resettl ement areas invo lve in new tree 

plantation. This may imply that majority of the respondents in inter- zonal and intra-zonal 

resettlement areas have less practice in planting new trees to rehabilitate their envirofUllent 

compared with those in host community areas. This finding contradicts to what was stated 
I.-

in the resettlement program implementation marual (New coalition for food security in 
" 

Ethiopia, 2003). 

4.5.3. Asset Building Strategies and Safety .l~!.et Program to Enhance Food Security 
. , 

The government assists resettl ers only until their first year harvesting and withdraws its 

suppoli on the assumption that they can stand on their own feet and survive after their first . ~-

year harvest (New Coalition for Food security in Ethiopia, 2003). However, it might be 

suspicious to assume that household heads can ensure their food security through 

agricultural activities immediately at the end of first year after their relocation. Shortage of 

rain in low land areas, insufficient distribution of fertilizers and improved seeds, less 

adaptation of resettlers to new envirorunent, shortage of income at early time etc . might 
'~ , ~ 

contribute to the problem. '. ! 
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Thus, the introduction of other food security program strategies that vary from the direct 
support of the govemment is inevitable to suppott the resettl ement program to sustain its 
contribution to food security. These strategies will help household heads to build their 
asset; undet1ake their regular agricultural production in sustainable manner without 
interruption due to drought; enhance diversity of agricultural activities and income sources, 
ensure sustainability of better health conditions, help to manage family size, etc which are 
positively related with sustainable food security. 

Among the strategies of food security program which enhance asset protection and 
productivity of households, improved seeds and ferti li zer distribution to support cropping, 
family planning, awareness creation on HIVI AIDS, gender mainstreaming, rural credit 
services and supporting women households are practiced commonly in inter-zonal 
resettlement, intra-resettlement and host communities in study area. However, the degree of 
actual implementation varies from area to area and from person to person as reported by 
resettlers and host community members during household survey. Consequently, 57 
(83.8%), 60 (88 .2%) of the respondents in inter-zonal resettlement areas used better seeds 
and fet1ilizers compared with 8 (11.4%) and 10 (14.3 %) of those in intra-zonal resettlement 
and 25 (32 .9%) and 31 (40.8%) of the host community respectively (Annex 14). This may 
indicate that majority of those in inter-zonal resettlement area have used improved seeds 
and fertilizers compared with others in the area. 

Majority of the respondents or 185 (86.4%), 2M (94.2%) and 50 (23.4%) indicated that 
I, f· ' they have received family planning services, ,&.ware of HIV/AIDS and received credit . , 

services respecti vel y. This may imply that hOlls~hold heads have better access to family 
plmming and awareness creation on HIV/AID~ while credit services have not yet been 
improved in the area (Annex 14). In addition, it was found that those in intra-zonal 
resettlement area have been benefited more from ~redit services compared with others. 

The installment of irrigation system, water harvesting, market access, food for work 
program that can help households to generate additional income, and local saving ., ) ' 

institutions are not entirely exist in study area to benefit households. From this finding, it 
might be poss ible to argue that the agricultural production of households relies entirely on 
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rainfall that fluctuates frequently which might influence them to produce crops seasonally 

during normal condition and lead to food crop deficits during shortage of it. As a result, 

they may be exposed to transitory food insecurity to which drought contributes (Devruex , 

2000). 

Furthelmore, other interventions like food-for work program and other off-farm activities 

which playa significant role in generating additional income to build households' assets 

and helps to cope with adverse conditions do not exist in the study area. 

The Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) is considered as an independent program and 

benefits to people who are out of the resettlem~nt area. But, it is possible to bring this 

program to the resettlement area after the government has stopped its direct assistance to 

resettlers since it is one of the livelihood strategies which can help households to diversify 

the sources of their income to protect their asset. ' 

In addition, the respondents fi'om both inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas have 

reported during household survey that they do no.! have even small village market in their 

respective kebeles from which they can purchase some consumption items and sell also 

small items that might require extra effort if needed to sell to distant markets. 

The participants of focus group discussion noticed the problem related with market access 

and local saving institution as follows: 

Because of the absence of market access we are forced to sell the crop items 

produced with cheap price to local retailers and using unnecessarily for 

consumption which is highly discouraging us to harvest in abundant. In addition, 

we do not have officially organized saving institutions to develop saving culture 

rather than local iddirliquib in which we deposit money to use after some periods 

of time without any interest. 

This implies that the sample household heads i!l inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement 

areas are suffering from lack of market and orgaJl,i'Zed saving institutions that encourage the 
: ". 

cu lture of saving which might serve as a coping:{~trategy when they face challenges that 

requIre money. 
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Besides, gender equality is better in inter-zonal resettl ement areas than the counterparts. 
Some of the respondents or 62 (91.2%), 25 (35.7%) and 16 (21.1%) of the total 
respondents in inter-zonal resettlement, intra-zonal resettlement and host community areas 
respectively reported that they can share duties of their spouses at home as well as out of 
home (AIUlex 14). In addition, it was reported during focus group di scussion that the 
organized women households are eligible to credit services equally with organized male 
households and there is a practice of affirmative':action to females regarding employment 
opportunities in government organizations. 

,. 
However, there is still a gap especially in di vision of duties at home. Thi s is clear from the 
following view of women households during focus group di scuss ion. 

The tasks at home such as cooking, child cw'e, water fetching, cleaning home, 
washing clothes of all families, and purchasing consumption items from market, 
etc are entirely performed by women and we are not encouraged to involve in 
field works such as farming with our spouses. In addition, we do not have our 
own income generating sources. 

This implies that there is a limitation to women households to involve in more 
economic activities which build thei r economic status and reduce income 
dependence on their husbands. In general, the study shows that gender equality has 
not yet been improved in the study areas. ,.' 
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Chapter Five: Summary of Findings, Conclusion and Recommendation 

5.1. Summary of Findings 

The international experi ences show that the development projects, urbanization and 

industrialization, politica l calamity and food l!lsecurity are among other factors that 

influence di fferent developing countries to lau nch resettlement program. The current 

govemment of Ethiopia has launched the resettlement program in the country for the third 

time to tackle the problem of households' food insecurity. The program was intended to be 

based on some principles like consultation with resettlers and host communities; voluntary 

based; establishment of minimum standard of infrastructure and social faciliti es and proper 

planning among others. 

This particular study has been conducted to assess the contribution of inter-zonal and intra­

zonal resettl ement programs with integration of other food security strategies to sustainable 

food security in Dawuro zone by employing the comparative research approach. 

The study revea ls that the majority of the p31ticipants in inter-zonal resettl ement, intra­

zonal resettlement and host community areas ~ave been consulted to make their own 

Liecisions and the movement of resettlers was found to be vo luntary basis though few 

people reported that they moved without their consent. It was also found that the 

implementation of resettlement program has preceded the establislunent of minimum 

standard infrastructure facilities and other social services contrary to implementation 

manual. 

In inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas, .the health post service is provided to the 
"\ .. ; 

community by sharing the building with other:.s~ctors and ill-equipped with equipment, 

material and human resources to provide adeq uate services. Resettlers have been relocated 

prior to the construction of schools and students are learning still in the buildings that have 

not been completed in construction and unfulfilled wi th furniture, text books, etc. In the , 
absence of safe drinking water to inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlers, unprotected springs 

and ri vers are being used for drinking. The veterinary service has not yet been established 

but the resett lers revealed that the death of li vestock is increasing from time to time 
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because of the prevalence of trypanosomiasis In the area. The road that has been 

constructed latter the program was completely deteriorated and unable to give service. As, 

the resu lt, household heads are suffering to get transportation services to sell their 

agricultural outputs and to access health services from other areas. 

Although the force imposed pressure over intra-zonal resettlers is as same as that of inter­

zonal resettlers, the intra-zonal resettlers have not' been provided with any benefi t packages 

which is provided to inter-zonal ones during their relocation. The socio-economic 

relationship between inter-zonal resettlers and host community is relatively limited to 

religion and mourning compared with that of intra-zonal resettlers and host community 

where relation in marriage, language, credit services and land share in addition to mourning 

and religion is perceived as better. However, - no significant personal conflicts have 

occurred between host community and resettlers because of their ethnic differences rather 

than the case of border demarcation and few people who repol1ed as they faced conflict 

because of using common grazing land. 

The farn] land distribution to those in inter-zonal resettlement area is 2 hectares and above 

while some of those in host community and intra-zonal resettlement areas have below 2 

hectares and its distribution has not taken the households' family size in to consideration. 

The annual crop and livestock production, and anllual income level of household heads 

have shown improvement after the implementation of resettlement program in the study 

area. However, the agricultural production and income sources are entirely vulnerab le to 

shocks because of its reliance on rain fed agriclIltural outputs. The installments of small 

scale irrigations and water harvesting program that can reduce the reliance of agriculture on 
-, 

.I ,. 

rainfal l have not yet been come to existence. 

It was also found that the food utilization practices of the household heads have not yet 

been improved in the area because their daily diet intake is extremely limited to few food 

stuffs and the diet intake is poor on the basis of time to many of them. The study also 

shows that li vestock sale, acquiring grain from market and requesting grain loan frolll 

neighbors are the dominant coping strategies that household heads are using during the 

deficit of their agricultural outputs. Only few people are experienced with petty trade, labor 

86 

- , 

because of the prevalence of trypanosomiasis In the area. The road that has been 

constructed latter the program was completely deteriorated and unable to give service. As, 

the resu lt, household heads are suffering to get transportation services to sell their 

agricultural outputs and to access health services from other areas. 

Although the force imposed pressure over intra-zonal resettlers is as same as that of inter­

zonal resettlers, the intra-zonal resettlers have not' been provided with any benefi t packages 

which is provided to inter-zonal ones during their relocation. The socio-economic 

relationship between inter-zonal resettlers and host community is relatively limited to 

religion and mourning compared with that of intra-zonal resettlers and host community 

where relation in marriage, language, credit services and land share in addition to mourning 

and religion is perceived as better. However, - no significant personal conflicts have 

occurred between host community and resettlers because of their ethnic differences rather 

than the case of border demarcation and few people who repol1ed as they faced conflict 

because of using common grazing land. 

The farn] land distribution to those in inter-zonal resettlement area is 2 hectares and above 

while some of those in host community and intra-zonal resettlement areas have below 2 

hectares and its distribution has not taken the households' family size in to consideration. 

The annual crop and livestock production, and anllual income level of household heads 

have shown improvement after the implementation of resettlement program in the study 

area. However, the agricultural production and income sources are entirely vulnerab le to 

shocks because of its reliance on rain fed agriclIltural outputs. The installments of small 

scale irrigations and water harvesting program that can reduce the reliance of agriculture on 
-, 

.I ,. 

rainfal l have not yet been come to existence. 

It was also found that the food utilization practices of the household heads have not yet 

been improved in the area because their daily diet intake is extremely limited to few food 

stuffs and the diet intake is poor on the basis of time to many of them. The study also 

shows that li vestock sale, acquiring grain from market and requesting grain loan frolll 

neighbors are the dominant coping strategies that household heads are using during the 

deficit of their agricultural outputs. Only few people are experienced with petty trade, labor 

86 

- , 



... 
work and handicraft (blacksmithing and pottery) tll cope with adverse circumstances in the 

area like deficit in their food crops. 

The resettlement program was not implemented with consideration of environmental 

impacts contrary to the environmental policy and resettlement program manual because 

resettlers have been relocated with in the forest and also clearing the forest areas for crop 

harvesting. In addition, those in inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas are 

harnessing forest for their shelter construction, using as a source of fuel in their home and 

are not using other alternatives like animal dung, crop residual; not experienced in planting 

new trees to rehabilitate their area. This wi ll graduall y bring the problem of environmental 

degradation of other areas that leads to chronic food security. 

The introduction of off-farm activities like petty trade, handicrafts, productive safety net 

programs and market links that enable household heads to generate additional income for 

bui Idingl protecting their asset and helping them to cope with adverse circumstances to 

sustain food security are minimal and do not exist in study area. Better seeds and ferti li zer 
,-

that can improve agricu ltural production have been distributed to most of sample household 

heads in study area. The distribution is satisfactory to inter-zonal resettlement areas 

compared with intra-zonal resettlement and host cummlll1ity areas because of the better 

experience of inter-zonal resettlers in using better seeds and fertil izers when they were at 

their origin. It was also found that the credit services are not adequately accessible to 

household heads and they do not have local saving institutions that can help them to 

develop their saving culture. As a result, they may face shortage of money to involve in 

add itional income generating off-fanTI activities. 

The women households have equal access with"male households to credit services and 
.. ~~ . 

there is a practice of affirmative action to \"l'lhance the employment of females in 

government organizations in study area. Howe~~r, they are not involving in economic 

activities which enhance their economic status. . ·f 
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> The current resettlement program manual states that the participants to be provided 

with two hectares of farm land and those in inter-zonal resettlement area have not 

been provided below the threshold. However, the rationality for thi s size of farm land 

is not clearly ind icated and it has not taken the households' family size in to 

consideration. Thus, the distribution of improved seeds and fertili zer should be 

enhanced to increase the productivity with current land holding even to feed their 

current fam ilies and the family size should be considered while providing farm land 

to people in new areas for future. 

> Both inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlers are limited to the abundant production of 

only maize, sorghum and potatoes. Thus, it· is very impoliant to encourage resettlers 

to diversify their crop production, vegetation, and fruit plantation. In addition, the 

area of all types of resettlers is suitable for enset plantation that has high resistance to 

drought and can help households to cope the adverse deficit in crop production. 

Therefore, resettl ers should be s i gnifi cantl ~. advised by local goverrullent bodies to 
-'" 

plant enset intensively in their garden. 

> On-famling activities in both inter-zonal an9 intra-zonal resettlers predominantly rely 

on rain fall which influences household heads to harvest by waiting the rainy seasons 

and also entirely vulnerable to shocks whef\ shortage of rain fall happened during its 

season. Therefore, all stakeholders should attempt to establish small scale irrigation 

schemes and develop water resources such as water harvesting systems in the area. 

> None of household heads in both inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas have 

been engaged in off- fann activiti es like handicrafts , agricultural labor works and 
-"y. 

only few invo lve in small sca le local trades 'which wi ll help them to handle the deficit 

in crop production and promote thei r assets. Thus, the local government bodies 

should periodically train and advise male and fem ale households to involve 1I1 

different off-farm activities that can dive~sify their income generation sources. In 

addition, the micro finance institutions shou:ld give attention to the resettlement areas 

and expand the credit and saving services to; household heads. , 
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>- Food-for work program (Producti ve Safety Net Program) is among the strategies to 

protect assets to household heads. However, it is being implemented exclusively in 

drought prone areas where resettlement program has not been implemented. But it is 

also very important to introduce thi s program in resettl ement areas after the assi stance 

of government has been stopped to encourage the labor avai lable people to engage in 

such activities to generate additional income and al so to directly help vulnerable 

segment of household heads on timely manner. 

, The supply of children and maternal nutrition has started in resettlement areas, but it 

is not satisfactory in inter-zonal resettlement areas when compared with intra-zonal 

ones. Thus, the distribution should be improved to thi s area. In addition, the feeding 

practice of most household heads has not yet been improved in the study area. 

Therefore, periodical training should be given to household heads on diet intake 

through health institutions. 

>- The implementation of resettlement program has not considered enviromnental 

impacts in both inter-zonal and intra-zonal resettlement areas because househo lds are 
c 

entirely harnessing the forest for their shelter construction, use as a source of fuel at 

home for cooking and keeping their cattle on common grazing lands frequently. 

Therefore, it is very imp0l1ant to train household heads in both resettlement areas to 

plant new trees around their f31m lands that can be used for construction as well as 

fuel sources and to use crop residues anl·.'animal dung to reduce their reliance on 
<lj' 

forest. In addition, they should be trained by the agricultural professionals to plant 

trees used for animal forage to reduce the d~pendence of cattle on land grazing . 
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Annexes 

Annex I: Qnestionnaire for Resettlers 

The objective of this questiOlmaire is to collectinfonnation for assessing the contribution 

of resettlement program to sustainable food security in Dawuro zone resettlement 

scheme. Accordingly, the emphasis is given to Essera inter-zonal resettlement and 

Tocha intra-zonal resettlement areas for MA thesis by Terefe Zeleke who is the 

prospective post-graduate student at Addis Ababa University. So your inforillation will be 

used only for this purpose and treated confidentia lly. Thank you for your cooperation in 

advance. 

Note: You are not required to give your name. 

Household's code: _________ (FiJled by researcher) 

Enumerator's name: __________ (Filled by enumerator) 

Illstructiol/: EI/circle your appropriate al/swer all/ol/g alterl/atives. 

Personal background: 

1.1. Household's sitelkebele: -------

1.2. Sex: I. Male 2. Female 

1.3. Famil y size: 

1.4. Age: 1. 15 - 20 2.20 - 25 3.25 - 30 

4. 30 - 35 5. 35 - 40 6. Above 40 

1.5. Education: 1. Illiterate 2. 1 - 8 3. 9 - 12 

4. 12 complete 5. Certificate 6. Other: Specify,, ___ _ 

2. Singl~ 1.6. Marital status: I. Married 

3. Widow 4. Separated 5. Other, Specify,. ___ _ 

1.7. Etlmical background: 1. Kambata 2. Hadi ya 3.Wolayita 

4. Sidama 5. Dawuro 

6.0ther, specify ___ _ 

1.8. Religion: - I. Orthodox 2. Protestant ' 3. Muslim 

4. Other, Specify __ --,-__________ _ 

1.9. Settlement: I. iJlter - zonal 2. Intra!:~ zonal 

3. Host conullllllity 
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2. Resettlers participation and consultation abont the program 

2.1. Have yo u been well in formed about resettlement before moving 

from your origin? 1. Yes 2. No 

2.2. Have you moved to the new settl ement vo luntari ly? 

1. Yes 2. No 

2.3. What selection criteria were used to select resettlers in the ori gi n? 

I. Small farm land size at origin 

2. Family size at origin 

3. Land degradation and feliility prob lem at origin 

4. Shortage of rain at o ri gin 

5. Age and sex 

6. Less agricultural production 
'T' 

7. Absence of assistance for fanning ' 

8. Other, specific ___ ___ _ _ _ 

2.4 Do you have any interest to return to your place of origin? 

1. Yes 2. No 

2 .5. How do you rate the convenience of your resettlement area of living 

compared to origin? 

1. Higher 2. Medim 3. Less 

3. Food Availability to households through different on- farm activities 

3. 1. How do you see your farm land feliility U; new resettlement area 

Compared to origins? 

I . Higher 2. Medium 3. Less .. 

3.2. What is the size offarm land you have be~n given in resettlement 
,~ ;.. . 

T, • 

area? , . 

I . Less than 2 hectare 2. Two hectare 3. Above two hectare 
" 

3.3 . How do yo u see the size of your new fann land compared to your 

origin? 1. Higher 2. Medium 3. Less 

3.4. How many times do you harvest in new site per year? 

1. Once 2. Twice 3. Three times 

I. 
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3.5. What tools do you use to harvest crops? 

1. Oxen 2. Traditional hand too ls 3. Others, spec ify _____ _ 

3.6. On w hat your crop product ion depends? 

l. Rainfall 2. Irrigation 3. Water ha rvesting 

3.7 Crop fa rming by resettlers du ring last it l)rvesting seasons: 

Types of Area Quantity Quantity 

crops cultivated (ha) Prod uced( qu) so ld (qu) 

Maize 

Teff 

Wheat 

Barely 

Sorghum 

Beans 

Peas 

Coffee 

Others , 

If you produce, utilize and acquire other crops, Specify: ,. 

Quantity 

consumed(qu) 

Quantity 

purchased (qu) 

3.8. What is the total amount of your annual crop production before and after resettl ement 

(in quintal? (Encircle the right one). 

Crop production III Crop production in resettlement area 

origin(in quintal) ( in quintal) ,. 

1. Below 10 l. Below 10 
'., 

2. 10 - 20 2. 10 - 20 o' 

3.20 - 30 3.20 - 30 
.: 

4 .30 - 40 4.30 - 40 . 
5. Above 40 5. Above 40 '. 

,;" 
, . 

3.9. Does yo ur crop production cover your faITIllJes' annual consumptIOn? 

l. Yes 2. No 
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3. 11.1 . How do yo u rate vegetable production ill new area with yo ur origin? 

I. Best 2. Better 3. Poor 

3.12. What is the number of the fo llowing Iivestocks you owned in your origin and resettlement 

area? 

Livestock Origin New area 

Cow 

Ox 

Sheep 

Goat 

Poultry 

Bee keeping (in hives) 

4. Food Access to households through diversified income source 

4. 1. What is your annual income before and after resettlement (in Br)? (Encircle the right 

one). 

Annual income in origin (in Br) Atmual income in resettlement area (in Br) 

1. Below 1000 1. Below 1000 

2. 1000 - 2000 3.1 000 - 2000 

3.200 1 - 3000 4. 2001 - 3000 

4. 3001 - 4000 5.3001 - 4000 

5. Above 4000 6. Above 4000 

4.2 What are the main source of you income in new area? 

1. Crop sa le 2. Livestock sale 3. Bee ke~ping 

4. Petty trade (condiments retail, charcoal sale, liquor sale, etc) 

5. Vegetables and fruits salesale 

6. Crop and livestock sale 7. Crop, li vestock and bee honey sale 

8. Remittances from relatives 9. Handicrafts (write the type,, _ ____ __ ) 

10. Other ifany, ______________ ________ _ 
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4.3. Off-farm activities undertaken by resettlers 

Thick the off - farm act ivities listed in the fo llowing table on which you engaged 1I1 

both areas. More than one response is poss ible. 

1. Yes 2. No (Thick "X" for your response) 

Activities Area 

Origin Resettlement area 

I 2 I 2 

I. Involvement in food for work 

activities. 

2. Cloth weaving 

3. Black smith 

4. pottery 

5. petty trade 

6. Labor work 

7. Tannery 

8. Others 

4.4. What is the amount of revenue you generate from the following off- fanning 

activi ti es annuall y? 

Types of off-farming activities Revenue generating ( in Br) 
, 

1. Involvement in food for work 

activities. " . 
2. Cloth weaving 

" 

3. Black smith 
,.' 
, 

4. pottery 

5. petty trade 

6. Labor work 

7. Tannery 

8. Others 
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7. Government assistauce to resettlers 

7.1. What assistances have you received Ii-om the government in new areas up to now? 

1. Yes 2. No (Thick ("X" for your appropriate answer). 

Assistance Response 

1 2 

I. One ox 

2. Pair of ox 

3. Hand tools 

4. Utensils 

5. Clothes 

6. Food ration 

7. Shelter 

8. Land 

8. Socio-economic and cultural relationship between resettlers and 

host communities 

8.1. Do you communicate with host communities by using the same language? 

1. Yes 2. No 

8.2. How do you see your culture with the culture of the host communities? 

l. Similar 2. Quite different 

8.3. How do you see the cu ltural relationship a1nong resettlers themselves? 

l. Similar 2. Quite different 

8.4. Is there any conflict between resettlers and host communities in the area? 

1. Yes 2. No 

If your answer is yes, why: 

8.5. How do you evaluate the frequency of conflict occurrence between resettlers and 

host conununities? 

I. Always 2. Some times 3. Never 
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8.6 How do yo u see the interaction between reseit lers and host conm1unities? 

1. Best 2. Better 3. Poor 

(Use numbers for yo ur response) 

Areas of relation ship Resettlers with host Resettlers among 

communities them selves 

1. 2. 3 1. 2. 3. 

I . Religion 

2. Mouming and funeral 

ceremony 

3. MalTiage 

4. Marketing! transaction 

5. Development activities 

6. Iddirl Ikub 

7. Labor share/"Debbo" 

8. Land share 

9. Infrastructure and social service facilities 

9.1. How do you see the availabi li ty and ['unctions of the fo llowing infrastructure and 

social services? I. Yes 2. No. (Th ick "X" for your response) 

Facilities Response 

1 2 

Health post 

Clinics 

Health center 

School 

Shelter 

Safe drink water 

Veterinary 

Road 
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Postal service 

Credit facility 

Market access 

Telephone service 

E lectricity 

Grave site 

Religion institutions 

Agricultural development center 

Grain mill established 

Fanners training institution 

established and functioning 

10. Environmental Management and overall success 

10.1. Where do you keep your livestock? 

I. On my own land 

2. Keeping on common grazing land 

3. Using forage crops/plants 

4. Other, specify: ~~~~ _ _________ ~ _ __ _ 

10.2. Where do you get your house construction materials? 

1. Forest 2. Stone 

3. Other, specify: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_ 

10.3. What do you use for fuel? 

1. Wood from forest 

4. Electricity 

10.4. Your fann land is: 

::", 

2. Charcoal 3. Animal dung 

5. Kerosene 6. Crop residual 

I. Near to forest 2. Far a way from forest 3. C leared forest land 

10.5. Have you been trained about environmental management prior and after coming 

to new area? 

1. Yes 2. No 

10.6. Is there a program in which you involve for rehabilitating the environment? 

1. Yes 2. No 
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10. 7. Have you ever planted indigenous trees around yo ur residence and farm land? 

1. Yes 2. No 

10.8. Do you know any guideline to conserve your environment? 

1. Yes 2. No 

11. Asset building and other strategies implemented to enhance food security. 

I. Yes 2. No (Thick 'X' for your response). 

Programs Response 

I 2 

I. Irrigation system installed. 

2. Water harvesting program been trained and established. 

3. Better varieties of seeds provided. 

4. Fertilizers regularly supplied. 

5. Credit and saving systems are existing. 

6. Fami ly planning program is ex isting 

7. Awareness creation on HIV/AIDS is being carried out. 

8. Nutrition supply 

9. Employment opportunity in formal sector is ex isting. 

10. Employment oPPOliunity is non - formal sector is existing. 

II . Access for market improved . 

12. Food- for work activities are designed and implemented. 

13. Support for women households is ex isting in the area. 

12. What are the major challenges that you are facll1g 111 the new area after the program? 

13. What strategies do you suggest to so lve the ex isting challenges? 

1 I 1 
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Annex 2: Qnestionnaire for Host Commnnities 

The objective of thi s questiOlmaire is to collect infolTIlation for assessing the contribution 

of resettlement program to sustainable food security in Dawuro zone resettlement 

scheme. Accordingly, the emphasis is given to Essera inter-zonal resettlement and 

Tocha intra-zonal resettl ement areas for MA thesis by Terefe Zeleke who is the 

prospecti ve post-graduate student at Addis Ababa Uni versity. So your information will be 

used onl y for thi s purpose and treated confidenti ally. Thank yo u for your cooperation in 

advance. 

Note: You are not required to give your name. 

Househo ld's code: _________ (Filled by researcher) 

Enumerator's name: ____________ (Filled by enumerator) 

Illstructioll: Ell circle your appropriate allswer amollg alterllatives. 

Personal back ground: 
1.1. Kebele: _______ _ 

1.2. Sex: 1. Male 2. Female 

1.3 Age: 1. 15-20 years 2. 20-25 years 3. 25-30 years 
6. Above 40 year 4. 30-35 years 5. 35-40 years 

1.4. Fami ly size: _______ _ 

1.5. Religion: 1. Orthodox 
4. Traditional 

1.6. Education: 1. Illiterate 
4. 9-12 

2. Protestant 3. Muslim 
5. Other (if any) 

2. Adult education 3.1-8 grade 
5. Certificate 

6. Other, specify, -,-__________ _ 

1.7. Marital status: 1. Married 2 . . Single 3. Widow 

1.8. Relocati on 1. Inter-zonal resettl er 2. Intra-zonal resettler 
3. Host community 

2. Host communities' participation : 

2.1. Have you been consulted about resettlement program before its 

implementation by the govenmlent bodies? 

1. Yes 2. No 
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2.2. Have you been informed about facil ities to be undertaken because of the 

resettlement program to the host communities? 

1. Yes 2. No 

2.3. Did you participate in site identification and other preparations for 

resettlement program? 1. Yes 2. No 

2.4. Have you been informed about the socio-culture of resttlers before they 

came to the resettlement area? 1. Yes 2. No 

3. Food Ava ilability through on- farm activities to households 

3. 1. How do you see your fann land fe11ility? 1. Higher 2. Medium 

3.2. What is the size of your current farm land size? 

1. Less than 2 hectare 2. Two hectare 3. Above two hectare 

3.3 . How many times do you harvest in new site per year 

1. Once 2. Twice 3. Tlu'ee times 

3.4. What too ls do you use to harvest crops? 

3. Less 

1. Oxen 2. Traditional hand tools 3. Others, specify _____ _ 

3.5 . On what your crop production depends? 

1. Rainfall 2. Irrigation 3. Water harvesting 

3.6. Crop farming by host community during last ha rvesting seasons: 

Types of Area Quantity Quanti ty Quantity Quantity 

crops cultivated (ha) Prodllced(qll) sold (qll) consllmed(qu) purchased (qu) 

Maize 

Teff 

Wheat 

Barely 

Sorghum 

Beans 

Peas 

Coffee 

Others 
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1. Less than 2 hectare 2. Two hectare 3. Above two hectare 

3.3 . How many times do you harvest in new site per year 

1. Once 2. Twice 3. Tlu'ee times 

3.4. What too ls do you use to harvest crops? 

3. Less 

1. Oxen 2. Traditional hand tools 3. Others, specify _____ _ 

3.5 . On what your crop production depends? 

1. Rainfall 2. Irrigation 3. Water harvesting 

3.6. Crop farming by host community during last ha rvesting seasons: 

Types of Area Quantity Quanti ty Quantity Quantity 

crops cultivated (ha) Prodllced(qll) sold (qll) consllmed(qu) purchased (qu) 

Maize 

Teff 

Wheat 

Barely 

Sorghum 

Beans 

Peas 

Coffee 

Others 
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If you produce, utili ze and acquire other crops, Specify: 

3.7. What is the total amount of yo ur annual crop production before and after resettlement 

(in quintal? (Enci rcle the right one). 

Crop production In Crop production in resettlement area 

origin(in quinta l) ( in quintal) 

1. Below 10 1. Below 10 

2. 10 - 20 2. 10 - 20 

3.20 - 30 3.20 - 30 

4.30 - 40 4.30 - 40 

5. Above 40 5. Above 40 
.. 

3.8. Does your crop production cover yo ur fam ilies' annual consumptlon? 

I. Yes 2. No 

l fyour answer for the above question is no, how do you feed them? 

3.9. Fruits cultivation by host community during last harvesting seasons: 

Type of Area Quantity Quantity Quanti ty Quantity 

fru i ts cu ltivated(ha) Produced (qu) so ld (qu) consumed(qu) purchased( qu) 

Banana 

Enset 

Orange 

Mango 

Papaya 

Avocado 

Others 

Speci fy others (i f any). 

I 14 

If you produce, utili ze and acquire other crops, Specify: 

3.7. What is the total amount of yo ur annual crop production before and after resettlement 

(in quintal? (Enci rcle the right one). 

Crop production In Crop production in resettlement area 

origin(in quinta l) ( in quintal) 

1. Below 10 1. Below 10 

2. 10 - 20 2. 10 - 20 

3.20 - 30 3.20 - 30 

4.30 - 40 4.30 - 40 

5. Above 40 5. Above 40 
.. 

3.8. Does your crop production cover yo ur fam ilies' annual consumptlon? 

I. Yes 2. No 

l fyour answer for the above question is no, how do you feed them? 

3.9. Fruits cultivation by host community during last harvesting seasons: 

Type of Area Quantity Quantity Quanti ty Quantity 

fru i ts cu ltivated(ha) Produced (qu) so ld (qu) consumed(qu) purchased( qu) 

Banana 

Enset 

Orange 

Mango 

Papaya 

Avocado 

Others 

Speci fy others (i f any). 

I 14 



3.9.1. How do you rate fruit production after resettlement program in the area? 

I. Better 2. Better 3. Poor 

3.10. Vegetab le production by host community last seasons (in qu): 

Types of Area Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity 

vegetables cultivated produced said consumed purchased 

Cabbage 

Green 

paper 

Potato 

Tomato 

Carrot 

If any other, specIfy: 

3. 10.1. How do you rate vegetable production after resettlement program? 

1. Best 2. Better 3. Poor 

3.11. What is the number of the following livestock you owned before and after 

resettlement program? 

Livestock Before resettlement After resettlement 

program program 

Cow 

Ox 

Sheep 

Goat .. 
Poultry 

Bee keeping 

(in hives) 
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4. Food Access to households through dive rsified income source 

4.1. What is your annual income before and after resettlement (in Br)? (Encircle the right one). 

Annual Income Before Annual income After resettlement program (in 

resettlement program (in Br) Br) 

I. Below 1000 I. Below 1000 

2. 1000 - 2000 3. 1000 - 2000 

3.200 I - 3000 4.2001 - 3000 

4. 300 I - 4000 5.3001 - 4000 

5. Above 4000 6. Above 4000 

4.2 What are the main source of you income in new area? 

I. Crop sale 2. Livestock sale 3. Bee keeping 

4. Petty trade (condiments retail , charcoal sale, liquor sale, etc) 

5. Vegetables and fruits salesale 

6. Crop and livestock sa le 7. Crop, livestock and bee honey sale 

8. Remittances from relatives 9. Handicrafts ( write the type, ______ ----') 

10. Other if any, _____________________ _ 

4. 3. Off-farm activities undertaken by host community 

Thick the off - farm activities listed in the following table on which you engaged. More than 

one response is possible. 

I. Yes 2. No (Thick "X" for your response) 

Activities Before resettlement After resettlement 

I 2 I 2 

I. Involvement in food for work 

activities. 

2. Cloth weaving 

3. Black smith 

4. pottery 

5. petty trade 

6. Labor work 

7. Tannery 

8.0thers 

I 16 
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4.4. What is the amount of revenue you generate from the fo llowing off- farm ing 

activities annually? 

Types of off-farming activities Revenue generating ( in Br) 

1. Invo lvement in food -for -work 

activities. 

2. Cloth weaving 

3. Black smith 

4. pottery 

5. petty trade 

6. Labor work 

7. TaJUlery 

8. Others 

Specify if there is any 

5. Food utilization by households 

5.1. Which of the fo llowing food stuffs do you feed with your fam ilies? 

Thick (X) for your response. 

I. Yes 2. No 

Type of meal I 2 

1. Bread 

2. Biscu it 
, 

3. Porridge 

4. lnjera , 

5. Egg 

6. Milk & milk products 

7. Meat 

8. Fruits 

9. Vegetables 

.. " 

117 

4.4. What is the amount of revenue you generate from the fo llowing off- farm ing 

activities annually? 

Types of off-farming activities Revenue generating ( in Br) 

1. Invo lvement in food -for -work 

activities. 

2. Cloth weaving 

3. Black smith 

4. pottery 

5. petty trade 

6. Labor work 

7. TaJUlery 

8. Others 

Specify if there is any 

5. Food utilization by households 

5.1. Which of the fo llowing food stuffs do you feed with your fam ilies? 

Thick (X) for your response. 

I. Yes 2. No 

Type of meal I 2 

1. Bread 

2. Biscu it 
, 

3. Porridge 

4. lnjera , 

5. Egg 

6. Milk & milk products 

7. Meat 

8. Fruits 

9. Vegetables 

.. " 

117 



10. Spaghettis 

1 1. Macaronis 

12. Cereals 

13.Rice 

14.Children nutri tion ' . 

15. Maternal nutrition 

a. List the types of meals which you feed frequently among above food stuffs. 

b. List the types of meal which you feed you feed during ceremony like New Year, Easter 

and Christmas among above food stuffs. 

5.2. How frequent do you take your meal! diet? Thick (X for your response) 

I. Yes 2.No 

Frequency of meal intake I 2 

1.0 nly breakfast 

2.0nly lunch 

3.0nly dinner 

4.Breakfasl & lunch ~. 

5.Breakfasl & dilUler 

6.Lunch & dilUler 

7.Breakfast, lunch & diIUler 

11 8 

10. Spaghettis 

1 1. Macaronis 

12. Cereals 

13.Rice 

14.Children nutri tion ' . 

15. Maternal nutrition 

a. List the types of meals which you feed frequently among above food stuffs. 

b. List the types of meal which you feed you feed during ceremony like New Year, Easter 

and Christmas among above food stuffs. 

5.2. How frequent do you take your meal! diet? Thick (X for your response) 

I. Yes 2.No 

Frequency of meal intake I 2 

1.0 nly breakfast 

2.0nly lunch 

3.0nly dinner 

4.Breakfasl & lunch ~. 

5.Breakfasl & dilUler 

6.Lunch & dilUler 

7.Breakfast, lunch & diIUler 

11 8 



6. Coping strategies being used by households to decline shocks 

6.1. Which one of the fo llowi ng mechani sms do YOLI Lise during decline In YO Lir crop 

production to feed your fam ilies? (Thick "X" for yo ur answer). 

1. Yes 2. No 

Coping Strategies I 2 

I. Requesting grain loan fToln neighbours 

2. Receiving grain aid 

3. Li vestock sa le 

4. Bee honey sa le . ; 

5. Petty trade (charcoal sale, condiments retail, 

liquor sale, etc) 

6. Vegetables sale 

7 .. Purchasing grains from market 

8. Agricultura l labour work 

9.0thers 

Speci fy if there is any 

other,, _______________________________ _ 

7. Socio -economic interaction with the r esettlers 
I . Best 2. Better 3. Poor ' 
(Thick "X" under appropriate answer) 

Areas of Relation ship Response 

1. 2 3 

1. Religion re lation 
. 

2. Marriage relati o n 

3. Mourning and funera l ceremony relation 
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4.Relation on development activities 

5. Transaction/marketing 

6. !ddirl !kub relation 

7. Labour share I "Debbo" 

8. Land contract relation 

9. Credit relation 

1 O.Language 

7. 1. Did you face any conflict with resettlers? ' 
1. Yes 2. No 

7.2. If your answer for the above question is yes, what are the major reasons for conflict? 

7.3. How do you evaluate the frequency of conflict occurrence between resettlers and 

host communities? 

1. Always 2. Some times 3. Never 

7.4. Tfyou faced conflict, how it was resettled? 

1. Tlu'ough government bodies intervention 
2. Through local court 
3. Tlu'ough local elders 
4. Still not 

, . ,. 
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8. Improvement in infrastructnre and social service facilities after resettlement 

program. 

8.1. How do you see the availabili ty and functions of the fo llowing infrastructure and 

social services? 1. Yes 2. No. (Thick "X" for your response) 

Facilities Response 

1. 2. 

I .Health post ': 

2. Health institutions expanded (health posts, cli nics, 

health center) 

3. Distribution of schools increased ( pnmary, 

secondary, preparatory) 

4. Electri city established 

5. Telephone services introduced and expanded 

6. Postal services stmied 

7.Safe drink water supplied 

8. Veterinary service expanded 

9. Road constructed (for dry and rainy 

10. Credit facilities started 

11. Market access improved 

12. Micro finance insti tutions organi zed 

13 . Religion institutions expanded 

14. Grave sites demarcated 

15 . Falmers training center established and functioning 

16. Agricu ltural development center estab I ished and 

functioning 

17. Grain mail established and expanded 

17.0thers 

12 1 
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9. The condition of E nvironmental Managemeut and Rehabilitation by host 

community 

9. 1. Where do yo u keep your li vestock? 

I . O n my own land 

2. Keeping on common grazing land 

3. Us ing fo rage crops/plants 

4. Other, specify: __________________ _ 

9.2. Wh ere do yo u get yo ur house construction materials? 

1. Forest 2. Sto ne 3. Use trees planted around m y own fann land 

4. O ther, specify: _________________ _ 

9.3. What do you use fo r fuel? 

1. Wood from fores t 

4. Electricity 

9.4. Your fa rm land is : 

2. Charcoal 

5. Kerosene 

3. An ima l dung 

6. Crop res idua l 

1. Near to forest 2. Far away fro m forest 3. Cleared fo rest land 

9.5. Have you been trained about envirormlental management by professionals? 

1. Yes 2. No 

9.6. Is there a program in which yo u invo lve for rehabilitati ng the environment? 

1. Yes 2. No 

9.7. Have yo u ever planted indigenous trees around your residence and farm land? 

1. Yes 2. No 

9.8. Do you know any guideline to conserve Yo.lir environment? 

1. Yes 2. No 

9.9. How do you rate the benefits gained from l:esettlement program in your area? 

1. High 2 . Medium 3. Low 
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10. Asset building and other' strategies being implemented to enhance food security 

in the area. 

I. Yes 2. No (Thick 'X' for you r response) . 

Programs Response 

1 2 

1. Irrigation system installed. 

2. Water harvesting program been trained and estab li shed. 

3. Better varieties of seeds provided. 

4 . Ferti lizers regu larly supplied. 

5. Access to credit service has been improved . . 

6. Fami ly planning program is ex isting 

7. Awareness creation on HIV/AIDS is being carried out. 

8.Saving institution established and being used 

9. Affinnative action to fema les' employment III 

government organ izations is in practice. 

10. Share of duti es between you and yo ur spouse 

11. Invo lvement In 0[[- farm activities (petty trade, 

handicrafts, etc) started. 

12. Food- for work activities are designed and 

implemented. 

13. Support for women households is existing in the area. 

14. Market links created to sell and purchase 'the required 

items 

11. What are the major prob lems to host commuhities and resettlers in the area because of 
resettlement program? 

12. What do you suggest to solve the ex isting problems? 
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Annex 3: Interview Guideliues for Key Iuformants 

1. How do you see the feasibility study undertaken for the implementation of 
resettlement program? 

• Site identification · . 
• Socio-economic back ground of host communities and 

resettlers 
2. How well have the host communities been consulted about the program? 

3. What farm and non-farm activities are being undertaken by resettlers and host 
communities? 

4. How the resettlers and host conm1Unities are improving their livelihood 
through: 

• On farm activities 
• Off - farm activities 

5. How do you see the socio-economic and cultural relationship between 
resettlers and host communities? 

• Labor share! cooperation 
• Employment 
• Transaction 
• Religion, Language, Clothing, Marriage 
• Funeral ceremony, .etc. 

6. Do the socio-cultural backgrounds of the resettlers match to the host 
communities? 

7. Is there conflict between host comnlunities and resettlers, between resettlers 
themselves? How it has been resolved? What are the major reasons? 

8. What minimum infi-astructure and social facilities have been established and 
functioning now? 

9. What strategies were designed to manage the resettlement program's impact 
on environment? 

• Resettlers and host communities to conserve the 
environment; 

• Regulating forest clearing and trees cut for different 
purposes; 

• Making other altemative sources available to reduce 
dependence on forest. 

10. What other interventions are designed and being undertaken to sustain the 
attempt of resettlers to attain food security in the area? 

• Food - for- work program 
• Micro finance institutions 
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• Market opportun i ty 
• Seeds and fertili zers prov ision and irrigation system 

installment 
• e. Irrigation system installment & water harvesting 
• Training on fa rm activities, off-farm acti vities, environment 

conservation, etc. 
• Family planning program and awareness creation programs 

on HIY/ AIDS 
• Employment opportunity for resettl ers? 
• Opportuniti es created for women ho useholds 

II. How is the success and failure of the resettlement program on grad uating 
people from food insecurity is being monitored and evaluated? 

12. How do you evaluate the overall conditions of resettlement program 111 

contributing to food security for inter and intra-zonal resettl ers? 

13. What chall enges are associated with resettlement program in the area? 

14. What solutions do yo u propose for challenges? 
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Annex 4: Guidelines for FGD (Representatives of resettlers) 

I . How is information exchange with resettlers before their move to new area? 
2. What are Push-pull factors of resettlement? 
3. What criteria were used for selection of I'esettl ers in their origin? 
4. How do you see the nature of resettlement program like voluntarism, planning, 

resettlers se lection, information exchange, etc? 

5. How are the following farm activities of the resettlers in the area? 
• Crop production 
• Livestock raring 
• Bee keeping 
• Gardening 
• Fruit production 

6. How are non-fa1111 activities such as petty trade, handicraft, etc. in the area? 
7. . How do you see the improvement in li ving standard of the resettlers? 

8. How do you see the assistance provided by the government during the 
implementation of the program? 

• Shelter construction 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Social and infrastructure facilities establishment 
Household packages 
Land distribution 
Oxen provision 

9. How is the socio-economic rcl ationship between resettler~ and host conununities? 
10. How do you see the existence and current function of the infrastructure and social 

service faci li ties in the area? 
11. How is the envirorunental conservation by resettlers? 

12. What other interventions are being undeliaken to sustain the attempt of resettlers 
to attain food security? 

• Food -fo r-work programs 
• Better seeds and fert ili zer di stribution 
• Market opportunity creation 
• Credit and saving services 
• Irrigation system installment & water harvesting 
• Nutrition supply 
• Family planning program and awareness creation on HIV/ AIDS 
• Employment opportunity in formal and inf01l11al sectors 
• Opportunities designed for women 

13. How is the resettlers si tuation in ensuring their food security? 
14. What success and failure do you observe from the program? 
IS . What are the Key problems for resettlers in the area? 
16. What do you suggest to mitigate the identified problems? 
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• 
• 
• 
• 

Social and infrastructure facilities establishment 
Household packages 
Land distribution 
Oxen provision 

9. How is the socio-economic rcl ationship between resettler~ and host conununities? 
10. How do you see the existence and current function of the infrastructure and social 

service faci li ties in the area? 
11. How is the envirorunental conservation by resettlers? 

12. What other interventions are being undeliaken to sustain the attempt of resettlers 
to attain food security? 

• Food -fo r-work programs 
• Better seeds and fert ili zer di stribution 
• Market opportunity creation 
• Credit and saving services 
• Irrigation system installment & water harvesting 
• Nutrition supply 
• Family planning program and awareness creation on HIV/ AIDS 
• Employment opportunity in formal and inf01l11al sectors 
• Opportunities designed for women 

13. How is the resettlers si tuation in ensuring their food security? 
14. What success and failure do you observe from the program? 
IS . What are the Key problems for resettlers in the area? 
16. What do you suggest to mitigate the identified problems? 

126 



Annex 5: Guidelines for FGD (with host commnnity representatives) 

I . Have the host communities been consulted and participated in the resettl ement 
program prior to its implementation. 

2. HolV do yo u see the livelihood improvement of resettlers and host communities 
through the following acti vities? 

• Agricultural/on-farm activities such as crop production, live stock, 
bee keeping, gardening, etc. 

• Off-farm activitiesl petty trade, handicraft activities, etc 
3. How do you see the socio- economic relationship between host conu1llillities and 

resettlers? 
• Marriage 
• Transaction Imarketing 
• Language fo r communication 
• Labor cooperation and share 
• Religion 
• Iddir, etc. 

4. How is the socio-cultural situation between resettlers and host communities? 
• Language 
• Clothing 
• Marriage 
• Funeral ceremony 
• Feeding 
• Work culture 

5. How do you see the conditions of the following infrastructure and social facilities 
pre- program and post -program of resettlement? 

• Health and education institutions 
• Roads 
• Irrigation systems 
• Grain mill 
• Saving and credit facilities 
• Training for on-farm and non-farm activities, etc. 

6. How do you see environmental conservation by resettlers and host communities? 

7. What other interventions being undertaken by the government to sustain food 
security in the area? 

• Food-for-work acti vities 
• Training on on-fam1 and off-fam1 activities 
• Irrigation system installment & water harvesting 
• Credit and saving systems 
• Market 0PPoliunity 
• Formal and infonnal employment opportuniti es 
• Family plalU1ing program and awareness creation on HIV/AIDS 
• OppOitunities created for women households 

8. What are the major problems to host communities and resettl ers in the area 
because of resettlement program? 

9. What do you suggest to solve the ex isti ng problems? 
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Annex 6: The Size of Farm Land Cultivated with Crops, Fruits and Vegetables 

a. The Maximum, Minimum and Average of Farm Land Size Cultivated with 

Food Crop, Cash Crops and Fruits ( in Hectares) 

~pe of Maize Teff Sorghum Coffee Banana 

spondent 

Inter-zonal Average 0.69 0041 0.34 0.01 0.01 
resettlers Minimum 0. 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maximum 1.50 1.00 0.60 0.10 0.30 

Intra-zonal Average 0.84 0.14 0.72 0.06 0.06 
resettlers Minimum 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 

Maximum 2.00 0.75 1.50 0.25 0.30 

Host community Average 0.90 0.20 0.38 0.06 0.08 

Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 

Maximum 3.00 2.00 2.00 0.50 0.50 

Source: Household snrvey, 2010 

h. The Maximum, Minimum and Average of Household Heads Farm Land Size 

Cultivated with Enset and Vegetables (in Hectares) 

Types of respondent Enset Green potato 
paper 

Average 0. 11 0.01 0.17 
Inter-zonal Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.0 
Resettlers Maximum 0.50 0.30 0.50 

Average 0.27 0.02 0.00 
Intra-zonal Minimum 0.01 0.00 0.00 
Resettlers Maximum 0.50 0.25 0.13 

Average 0.27 0.00 0.00 
Host community Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Maximum 0.55 0.07 0.06 

Source: Household survey, 2010 
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Ann ex 7: Amount of Food Crops, Cash Crops, Fruits and Vegetables Production 

a. Maximum, Minimum and Average Amount of Food Crops, Cash 
Crops and Fruits Produced (in Quintals). 

Types of Maize Teff Sorghum Coffee Banana 
res~ondent 

Inter-zonal 
Average 6.13 2.78 3.82 0.12 0.65 

Resettlers 

Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 

Maximum 20 .00 12.00 11.00 6.00 3.00 
Intra-zonal 

Average 
Resettlers 8.23 0.53 8.3 1 0.00 1.84 

Minimum 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 

Max imum 20.00 2.00 18.00 0.00 14.00 

Host 
community Average 12.49 2.34 6.47 1.90 3.00 

Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Maximum 49.00 32.00 37.00 4.00 20.00 

Source: Household survey, 2010 

b. Maximum, Minimum and Average Amount of Enset and Other 
Vegetables Produced by Household Heads (in Quintals) 

Type of respondent Enset Green paper Potato 
Average 0.50 0. 0 1 3.39 

Inter-zonal Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Resettlers Maximum 3.00 0.30 40.00 

Average 2.07 0.02 0. 10 
Intra-zonal Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Resettlers Maximum 9.00 0.25 4.00 
Host Community Average 6.62 0.00 0.05 

Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum 32.0 0.07 3.00 

Source: Household survey, 2010 

Mango Papaya 
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0.25 4.00 
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0.00 0.00 
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Annex 8: Livestock Prodnction Before and After Resettlement Program 

a. Livestock Prodnction Before Resettlement Program ( in "TLU" Standard) 

Type of Inter-Zonal Intra-Zonal Host 
Livestock Quanti ty Resettl ers Resettlers Community 

Fr % Fr % Fr % 

0 I 1 16.2 17 24.3 12 15.8 
1-3 48 70.6 51 72.8 50 65 .8 

Cow 4-6 6 8.8 2 2.9 12 15.8 
7-9 I 1.5 0 0 1 1.3 
10-12 2 2.9 0 0 0 0 
Above 12 0 0 0 0 I 1.3 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 

0 14 20.5 49 70 34 44.8 
1-3 52 76.5 21 30 40 52.6 

Ox 4-6 I 1.5 0 0 I 1.3 

7-9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10-12 0 0 0 0 I 1.3 
Above 12 1 1.5 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 

0 53 77.9 13 18.6 34 44.7 
Sheep 1-3 15 22 .1 57 81.4 42 55.3 

Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 

0 42 61.8 66 94.3 71 93.4 
Goat 1-3 26 38.2 4 5.7 5 6.6 

Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 

0 24 35.3 33 47.1 36 47.4 
Poultry 1-3 44 64.7 37 52 .9 40 52.6 

Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 70 100 46 100 

0 58 85.3 63 90 48 63.2 
Bee hi ves 1-3 10 14.7 7 10 28 36.8 

Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tota l 68 100 70 100 76 100 

Source: Household su rvey, 2010 

TLU COl/ versiol/ factors IIsed are: Cattle (Cow & Ox) = 0.7 
Sheep/ Goat = O.} 
POL/Illy/Bee hives = O.O} 

Total 

Fr % 

40 18.7 
149 69.6 

20 9.4 
2 0.9 
2 0.9 
1 0.5 

214 100 
97 45.3 

113 52. 8 
2 0.9 

0 0 
I 0.5 
1 0.5 

214 100 

100 46.7 
114 53.3 

0 0 
214 100 
179 83.6 

35 16.4 

0 0 
214 100 

93 43.5 
121 56.5 

0 0 
214 100 
169 79 
45 2 1 

0 0 
214 100 
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, 

b. Livestock Production After Resettlement Program ( in "TLU" Standa rd) 

Inter-Zonal Intra-Zonal Host 
Type of Quantity Resettl ers Resettl ers COIllmunity 
Livestock 

Fr % Fr % Fr % 
Cow 0 3 4.4 I 1.4 1 1.3 

1-3 50 73 .5 50 71.5 4 1 53.9 
4-6 II 16.2 19 27.1 31 40.8 
7-9 0 0 0 0 I 1.3 
10-12 1 1.5 0 0 0 0 
Above 12 3 4.4 0 0 2 2.7 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 
0 6 8.8 I 1.4 II 14.5 

Ox 1-3 59 86.7 66 94.3 60 78.9 
4-6 1 1.5 1 1.4 4 5.3 
7-9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10- \2 1 1.5 0 0 0 0 
Above 12 I 1.5 2 2.9 I 1.3 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 

0 67 98.5 4 5.7 14 18.4 
Sheep 1-3 I 1.5 66 94.3 62 8 1.6 

Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 68 100 70 100 76 100 

Goat 0 14 20.6 18 25 .7 69 90.8 
1-3 54 79.4 52 74.3 7 9.2 
Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
T otal 68 100 70 100 76 100 

Poultry 0 5 7.4 4 5.7 30 39.5 
1-3 63 92.6 66 94.3 46 60.6 
Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tota l 68 100 70 100 76 100 

Bee hives 0 50 73.5 15 2 1.4 44 57.9 
1-3 18 26.5 55 78 .6 32 42 .1 
Above 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tota l 68 100 70 100 76 100 
Source: Household survey, 2010 

TL U COl/ versiol/ factors lIsed are: Cattle (Cow & Ox) = 0.70 
Sheep/ Goat = O. J 0 
Poultly /Bee hives = O. OJ 

Total 

Fr 

5 
141 
61 

1 
1 
5 

214 

18 
185 

6 
0 
1 
4 

214 
85 

129 
0 

214 
101 
11 3 

0 
214 

39 
175 

0 
214 
109 
105 

0 
214 

% 

2.3 
65 .9 
28.5 

0.5 
0.5 
2.3 

100 

8.4 
86.4 

2.8 
0 
0.5 
1.9 

100 
39.7 
60.3 

0 
100 
47.2 
52.8 
0 

100 
18.2 
81.8 
0 

100 
50.9 
49.1 

0 
100 
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An nex 11: T he Amount of Agricultural Outputs used fo r Consumption 

a, The Average, Minimum and Maximum Amonnt of Crops, Fruits 

and Vegetables used for Consumption by Household Heads ( in 

Kilograms) 

Type of respondent Maize Terr Sorghum Enset Banana Mango Papaya 

Inter-zona l Average 549 124 55 76 53 0 61 
Resettlers Maximum 1200 11 00 500 300 200 25 400 
Intra-zonal Average 281 15 557 468 41 0 6 
Resettlers Maximum 1300 50 1400 1200 300 0 200 

Host Average 610 101 326 734 73 39 II 
Communi ty Maximum 5800 2200 2500 3200 500 400 400 

c, Vegetables used for Consumption (in Kilograms) 
Type of respondent Green paper Potato Onion 

Inte r-zonal Average 24 199 32 
Resettlers Maximum 500 2000 500 
Intra-zonal Average 20 3 0 
Resettlers Maximum 200 100 0 
Host Average 3 8 4 
Community Maximum " 50 300 100 

Sonrce: Household survey, 201 0 
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Annex 12: Common Meals to Household Heads in Study Area 

Type of meal Inter-zonal resettlers Intra-zonal resettlers Host 
community Total 

Ves No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

f r. % F % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr. % Fr. % 
r. 

Bread 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Biscuit 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 
porridge 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Injera 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Egg 40 58.8 28 41.2 37 52.9 33 47. 1 30 39.5 46 60.5 107 50 107 50 
Milk & milk 68 100 0 0 70 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
products 

Meat 51 75 17 25 62 88.6 8 11.4 65 85.5 II 14.5 178 83. 36 16.8 
2 

Fruits 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Vegetables 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Spaghettis 5 7.4 63 92.6 0 0 70 100 8 10.5 68 89.5 13 6. 1 201 93.9 
Cereals 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Rice 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 5 6.6 71 93.4 5 2.3 209 97.3 
Macaronis 5 7.4 63 92.6 0 0 70 100 5 6.6 71 93.4 10 4.7 204 95.3 

Chi ldren 34 50.0 34 50.0 70 100 0 0 33 43.4 43 56.6 137 64. 77 36.0 
nutrition 0 
Maternal 34 100 34 50.0 70 0 0 0 33 43.4 43 56.6 137 64. 77 36.0 
nutrition 0 , 

Source: Household survey, 2010 
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2 

Fruits 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Vegetables 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Spaghettis 5 7.4 63 92.6 0 0 70 100 8 10.5 68 89.5 13 6. 1 20 1 93.9 
Cereals 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 214 100 0 0 
Rice 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 5 6.6 71 93.4 5 2.3 209 97.3 
Macaronis 5 7.4 63 92.6 0 0 70 100 5 6.6 71 93 .4 10 4.7 204 95.3 
Chi ldren 34 50.0 34 50.0 70 100 0 0 33 43.4 43 56.6 137 64. 77 36.0 
nutrition 0 
Maternal 34 100 34 50.0 70 0 0 0 33 43.4 43 56.6 137 64. 77 36.0 
nutrition 0 

Source: Household survey, 201 0 
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Annex 14: The Situations of Asset Building Strategies and Productive Safety Net Program that Support the 
Resettlement Program in the Study Area 

Inter-zonal resettlers Intra-zonal resettlers Host community Total 

Strategy/ intervention Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % 

Irrigation system 
0 0 68 100 0 0 70 0 0 76 100 0 0 

Water harvesting 
0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 

Better seeds di stribution 57 83.8 11 16.2 8 11.4 62 88.6 25 32.9 51 67. 1 90 42. 1 
Ferti lizer distribution 60 88.2 8 11.8 10 14.3 60 85.7 3 1 40.8 45 59.2 101 47.2 
Family planning 5 1 75 .0 17 25 .0 69 98.6 I 1.4 65 85.5 11 14.5 185 86.4 
Awareness creation on 59 86.8 9 13.2 70 100 0 0 73 96. 1 3 3.9 202 94.4 
HIV! AlDS 
Market access 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 
Food for Work (Productive 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 
Safety Net Program) 
Support to women 4 5.9 64 94.1 25 35.7 45 64 .3 32 42. 1 44 57.9 61 28.5 
households 
Credit services 12 17.6 56 82.4 26 37. 1 44 62 .9 12 15.8 64 84.2 50 23.4 
Saving institution 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 
Gender mainstreaming 62 9 1.2 6 8.8 25 35.7 45 64 .3 16 21.1 60 78.9 103 48. 1 

Source: Household survey, 2010 

No 

Fr % 

2 14 100 

2 14 100 
124 57.9 
11 3 52.8 
29 13.6 
12 5.6 

2 14 100 
2 14 100 

153 7 1.5 

164 76.6 
2 14 100 
III 5 1.9 
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Annex 14: The Situations of Asset Building Strategies and Productive Safety Net Program that Support the 
Resettlement Program in the Study Area 

Inter-zonal resettlers Intra-zonal resettlers Host community Total 

Strategy/ intervention Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr % 

Irrigation system 
0 0 68 100 0 0 70 0 0 76 100 0 0 

Water harvesting 
0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 

Better seeds distribution 57 83.8 II 16.2 8 11.4 62 88.6 25 32.9 51 67. 1 90 42 .1 
Fertilizer distribution 60 88 .2 8 11.8 10 14.3 60 85.7 31 40.8 45 59. 2 10 1 47.2 
Family planning 51 75 .0 17 25.0 69 98.6 I 1.4 65 85.5 II 14.5 185 86.4 
Awareness creation on 59 86.8 9 13.2 70 100 0 0 73 96.1 3 3.9 202 94.4 
HI V/ AIDS 
Market access 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 
Food for Work (Productive 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 
Safety Net Program) 
Support to women 4 5.9 64 94.1 25 35.7 45 64 .3 32 42. 1 44 57.9 61 28.5 
households 
Credit services 12 17.6 56 82.4 26 37.1 44 62 .9 12 15.8 64 84.2 50 23.4 
Saving institution 0 0 68 100 0 0 70 100 0 0 76 100 0 0 
Gender mainstreaming 62 91.2 6 8.8 25 35.7 45 64.3 16 21.1 60 78 .9 103 48. 1 

Source: Household survey, 2010 

No 

Fr % 

214 100 

214 100 
124 57.9 
11 3 52.8 
29 13.6 
12 5.6 

214 100 
2 14 100 

153 7 1.5 

164 76.6 
214 100 
III 5 1.9 
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