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level of government with its own budget.

Woyna Degais a traditional climatic zone between altitudeS00 and 2,300 meters above sea
level and its temperature ranges from 15 to 20 ekgiCelsius. It is equivalent to
subtropical climatic zone.

Zikre Hig- is a bulletin in Amhara National Regional Stateene proclamations and laws are
issued.
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Abstract

Poverty in Ethiopia is one of the pressing problesatching the attention of the government,
development practitioners and researchers for mtiven two decades and will draw the
attentions in the years to come. This study aimexfbore the extent of poverty and examine the
link between poverty and livelihoods of househahidsmall towns of East Gojjam guided by
sustainable livelihoods framework. The study waselaon quantitative and qualitative data
generated from both primary and secondary sour@ée sample for the survey was selected
using two-stage sampling technique. In the firagst the study towns was selected purposively
based on set criterion and in the second stage, I328seholds were selected using simple
random sampling technique after the sample sizestasstically determined. In contrast, in this
stage key informants and group discussants weeetgel purposively. Questionnaire survey was
used to generate mainly quantitative data and kdégrinant interview, group discussion and
observation were employed to generate qualitatata dfom the selected primary sources. Thus,
both quantitative and qualitative methods of dataalgses were employed for the study.
Descriptive statistics such as percentages and na@dnnferential statistics such as chi-square
test, independent t-test, one way ANOVA and lagisggression were employed to analyze the
guantitative data. In addition, indices for the mmimensional poverty and livelihood security
were constructed. Direct quotation, paraphrasingl grattern matching were used to analyse the
gualitative data. The study, therefore, found thtae incidences of consumption and
multidimensional poverty were 37% and 55% respeltivThe chi-square test shows the
absence of significant differences among the imzdde of poverty of the study towns though the
percentages show some differences. Both the pabth@non-poor households were deprived of
the productive assets though the poor were moreivdp The chi-square tests and t-tests
confirmed that these differences in the asset gegses between the poor and the non-poor were
statistically significant. About 9 out of 10 houskls were self-employed, 70% of the businesses
were non-licensed and the place of work for 30%hefbusinesses was residential house and
compound. The study also found that the livelihaafdsbout half (50%) of the households was
improved due to largely better profit from theirdimesses and the livelihood of 20% of the
households was decreased due to shocks. Housebwidge a living from agricultural land
(32%), grazing land (25%), cooking energy (33%)arrying site and social assets from the
rural areas. Agriculture was the primary sourceirméome for significant proportion of the poor.
The study also found that over a third (35%) of beseholds were insecure in their livelihood.
More proportion of households was insecure in eaticalimension followed by housing, but a
few was insecure in food dimensidime livelihood of households who were employedivate
organization (80%), casual labourer (62%) and beggé60%) were more insecure than the
others who engaged in other livelihood activititkusehold size, monthly income, housing
crowdedness, radio/television possession, livestodit and the interaction of municipality
and population were found statistically significatdgterminants of poverty. In order to reduce
poverty and improve livelihood security, the fedleaad regional governments should design
small towns targeted poverty reduction programmes @ainings on skills of various kind and
reengineering low price but high quality housingterals should be some of the top priorities
in these towns. Furthermore, the local businesgpershould involve in the establishment of
agro-processing industries rather than migratingtbhe larger towns. This will help to improve
employment opportunities in these towns.

Key words: Small Towns, Poverty, Livelihoods, Assets and lihaod Insecurity
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

Small towns have drawn the attention of regionahpkrs since the 1960s. Today, planners are
more concerned about small towns due to theirirolegional development through alleviating
the problems of large towns by checking migratiod eural areas by providing services (health,
education and entertainment), manufactured goods agmicultural products which are not
produced in the hinterland (Satterthwaite & Tac®l03; Rezvani et al., 2009). In simple terms,
small towns improve regional development througkating a link between rural areas and large
towns thereby enhance local and regional developnmaprove livelihoods and reduce poverty
in both urban and rural areas of a region (Sattexite & Tacoli, 2003). Though the population
size of small towns differs from country to countoy the basis of the classification of Tegegne

(2002) small towns in Ethiopia are towns of popolasize less than 20, 000.

Small towns which are found very close to ruralaar@lay their central place functions by
disseminating manufactured goods including aguealt inputs imported from large towns,
providing services and collecting agricultural puots for export and create a link between rural
areas and large towns through these central plaggions. Thus, the livelihoods of households
of small towns are largely associated with the regnplace functions of these towns. A
considerable number of urban households in devadppountries more specifically of small
towns have both urban and rural asset-based lo@dig. Their livelihood depends on assets such
as farming land, grazing land, water, forests, alagssets, financial assets, etc which are either
rural or urban-based (Satterthwaite & Tacoli, 2003)ey, for example, rely for their livelihoods
on the combination of rural and urban natural resesilike peri-urban farming and farming in
rural areas on own, inherited and rented agricaltland (Satterthwaite & Tacoli, 2003). The

livelihood of a considerable size of householdsrimall towns is, thus, a multi-spatial livelihood.

Farrington et al. (2002) noted that in many smalidran settlements rural and urban activities
are intimately interwoven. They further describédttsmall and intermediate towns in Sub-
Saharan Africa are rural in character, meaning tihey lack the necessary infrastructure unlike

large urban areas and their livelihood strategies raainly of natural resources dependent.
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Therefore, rural and urban poverty are interwovemvhich one is the cause for the other. For
example, inadequate capacity of urban areas indisgemination of agricultural inputs may
reduce the productivity of agriculture which is ause for rural poverty and vice versa. In
addition, poverty in small towns might be a resditheir inadequate performance in discharging
their central place functions. This might also bentobuted by the government policies
particularly in the provision of infrastructure tHank these towns with the hinterlands and other

urban areas of the same or large size.

Drawn from the researcher’s personal experiencesdhtexts of small towns (small town here
is defined as a town which has a population sizkess than 20,000 and has woreda zonal
and other higher administrative functions for itstérland population) are different from larger
and intermediate towns. The majority of these toares non-capital urban settlements and the
government until very recently has no any policgd @anogramme of guiding the growth of these
towns. They are growing by themselves without afleligovernment interventions unlike
intermediate and large size towns. For exampléytgigr cent of the urban population received
public transfers, against 12% of the rural popalatand much had gone to large size towns
(Muzzini, 2008). Comparing the transfer to the pdbe same source revealed that 10% of the
urban poor received public transfers, against 21%erural poor and still large proportion had
gone to large towns (Muzzini, 2008). The provisaircredit and employment creation through
micro and small enterprises are also highly coma&d in large and intermediate towns. The
boom of construction activities, private sector éstment particularly in services, labour
intensive infrastructure development like cobblast@nd public investment are also highly

concentrated in large and intermediate towns.

The majority of these towns have no municipalittesprovide municipal services to their
residents. On top of these, large firms and insitis which can generate employment
opportunities in small towns are absent. They hese no annual budgets and the autonomy of
“urban administrations” unlike towns of populatigize greater than or equal to 20, 000.
Residents of these towns might have therefore éunlivelihood opportunities mainly of self-
employment because of the absence of all thesessides at the local level to create

employment and help improve their livelihoods. Thhsuseholds in these towns might be



trapped by multiple deprivations of poverty incloglilivelihood insecurity and the poor might be

highly insecure in several dimensions of livelihaaturity.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Poverty in Ethiopia is one of the pressing problaratching the attention of the government,
development practitioners and researchers for ntbam two decades and will draw the
attentions in the years to come. Poverty reducttnategy papers and different poverty
intervention programmes of the government and otleselopment practitioners in rural areas
and large towns are some of the testimonies of fRa&sing the productivity of agriculture
through the provision of modern agricultural inpatsl resettlement of food insecure households
are some of the interventions in rural areas wénigloyment creation through micro and small
enterprises, provision of credit, subsidising foattegrated housing projects and organising
consumers associations are some of the interveniiomajor urban areas of the country. These
and other interventions by the government and dgweént practitioners contributed a reduction
in the incidence of income or consumption poventyhe country in general and in urban areas
in particular. This is confirmed by the resultsddferent years Household Income, Consumption
and Expenditure Survey (HICES) and Welfare MonitgriSurvey (WMS) of the Central
Statistical Agency (CSA).

The results of the 1995, 1999, 2005 and 2011 HI&HEWMS of CSA indicated that poverty in
the country measured by per capita income/consomptas a head count index of 46%, 44%,
39% and 30% of the households respectively (CSA220 Similarly, urban poverty account a
head count index of 33%, 37%, 35% and 26% in timeesgears respectively. Tesfaye (2006)
also noted that the incidence of urban povertytimdpia was high with a head count index of
41% in 1994 and 43% in 2000Even though the figures from these two sourceferdiboth
show the high level of incidence of income or conption poverty in urban Ethiopia. These
figures have shown that the incidence of incomearsumption dimension of poverty in the
country and in urban areas is in an encouragingjnileg trend. For example, the percentage
point decrease of the incidence of poverty from5L&092011 in the country was sixteen while in
urban areas it was seven. Likewise, the percergane decrease of poverty both in the country

and in urban areas from 2005 to 2011 was mneimilar trend was also observed in Amhara



region. The incidence of income or consumption piyviem urban areas of Amhara region was
37%, 31%, 37% and 29% in 1995, 1999, 2005 and 2@%pectively accounting for eight
percentage point decrease from 1995 to 2011 (C8A2)2 According to MoFED (2014), the
decline of urban poverty might have contributedhsy boom in construction activities, increased
private sector investment particularly in servicegpansion of small and micro enterprises,
improved access to credit, labour intensive infracttire development like cobblestone which

are largely concentrated in large urban areaseotdhuntry.

Despite an encouraging decline, the level of incomeonsumption dimension of urban poverty
(26%) in the country is high and the rate of dexlmas not the same which was high in the
country but low in urban areas even though theigeelas equal from 2005 onwards. Moreover,
the incidence of urban poverty (29%) in 2011 in Amghregion was higher than the national
figure. Therefore, income or consumption dimensbmpoverty in urban areas is deep rooted,
severe and caused by a multitude of factors. Maeoron-income dimensions of poverty
(which is deprivations of access to improved wasanitation, housing, electricity, education,
health, etc) are more severe than income or consamg@imension of poverty. Besides being
income and consumption poor, the degree of livellhansecurity of the poor might also be
much worse since the formal sector of urban areas/iges insufficient employment

opportunities for their residents especially in Brtavns. Many residents of small towns find

some kind of self-employment largely in the infotreactor that is home based.

Available few studies on urban poverty argued bHwh income or consumption and non-income
dimensions of poverty are greater in intermediatd amall towns than large towns in the
country regardless of variations in the cost ahlivwhich is relatively low in these towns. The
previous few urban poverty studies suggest a $jighigher concentration of poverty in
small/medium towns. For example, on the basis efii#®99 HICES and WMS Muzzini (2008)
identified that 69% of the urban poor live in srfrakdium towns (towns of population less than
100, 000) and the remaining 31% of the urban pieerih large towns. The incidence of urban
poverty was also higher in small/medium towns (5@B@&n in large towns (41%). In terms of
access to infrastructure and services such as wsdaitation, housing, roads, electricity and
education; small/medium towns are better than ramaés but worse than large urban areas. For

example, 79% of the residents of small and medmams$ were deprived of at least one service
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(improved water supply, sanitation, overcrowdintg) eompared to 68% of the large towns

(Muzzini, 2008). In many cases, poor urban peoplentall towns are no better off than poor

rural people (UNFPA cited in ODI, 2010). These tevare, therefore, one of the urban spatial
poverty traps of the country which call for sciéintresearch. Small towns in the country are

underserved in housing, transportation, piped wataste disposal and other services. The high
level of poverty in these towns clearly show thattier disaggregation of urban poverty by size
of towns undoubtedly gives a different level ofidence of poverty and access to infrastructure
and basic services. This difference in the levehobme or consumption dimension of poverty is

also the reflection of differences in the causep@ierty and the degree of insecurity of the

livelihoods of householdsA higher level of incidence of poverty might be ebsed if the

poverty of small towns, which is under-researchednfolded.

Most poverty studies on urban areas of Ethiopiseveer large towns of the country and a few
were on all urban areas drawing samples mainly flange and intermediate towns. Both the
national and regional figures on urban povertyraesking the realities of the exact magnitude
of poverty in small towns. Therefore, poverty studyrban areas must be disaggregated based
on their sizes since the overall urban povertydecce, gap and severity do not reflect and
represent the poverty of different size of towngduse of differences in their contexts as
discussed in the previous sectidime few existing studies on urban poverty are cotmaged on
urban poverty in relation to rural poverty and fieeeral, regional and zonal capitals of the
country where public and private agencies are peavaiving less emphasis woredacapitals
and non-capital small towns (Muzzini, 2008). SnialWns are neglected from or pushed in the
periphery of the research agenda in the countreréfbore, the incidence, gap and severity of

poverty and livelihood insecurity of householdsmall towns need to be studied.

Above all, most studies in urban areas in general kErge size towns in particular are
concentrated on income or consumption dimensiopoverty measured by either per capita
income or household consumption expenditure (Tesfa@06; CSA, 2012), causes of poverty
(Kedir & McKay, 2003, Beaven & Pankhurst, 2008)d food security (WFP, 2009; Degefa,
2010; Hadley et al., 2011; Girma, 2012). In one wayanother, these studies focus on one
dimension of poverty (income or consumption) nottlb@ multiple dimensions of poverty and

the livelihoods of households derived from ruraas which might be significant in small urban
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settlements. These studies also give no or littlendon to the non-income dimensions of
poverty, the livelihoods of households in relationpoverty and the contribution of rural asset-
based activities to the livelihoods of urban hoade$ This study, therefore, fills these research
gaps by investigating multiple dimensions of poyethe contribution of rural assets to the
livelihood of households and the relationship bemveoverty and livelihoods of households in

small towns.

1.3. Justifications

Towns of East Gojjam are selected for the studyabse of two most important reasons. First
and foremost, the researcher has personal expesiémt¢he area. The researcher has known the
area since his childhood. This, therefore, helpedrésearcher to explore and better understand
poverty and livelihood of the residents of the sidd towns and the relationship between
poverty and livelihoods in the area. Secondly, &ujjn general and East Gojjam in particular is
a surplus producing area (Amhara Livelihood Zon@d®e 2007) in which most agreed that
towns in this area can benefit much from lower gsiof the agricultural produce and creation of
livelihood activities in the collection of the slup agricultural produce and provision of
agricultural inputs leading to a wrong speculatdmow level of poverty in these towns without
any empirical investigation. This wrong speculatiomght in turn affect the efforts of the

government in these towns.

Small towns are selected because of their problents lack of poverty research on them.
According to ODI (2010), spatial poverty traps amv the major problems though the level of
poverty declines in the world. There exists urbpatial poverty traps in large urban areas such
as slums and squatters and at national level il emd medium sized towns due to low or no
economic growth (ODI, 2010). Public investment e concentrated in large cities and
notably absent in small and medium-sized urbanecgntiscouraging private investment and
making urban activities in general less efficientl productive in these areas (UN-Habitat cited
ODI, 2010). Smaller towns can be characterized lmyenunaddressed problems and fewer
human, financial and technical resources availabl@geal them (ODI, 2010). Consequently, the
efforts in poverty reduction in these towns did rmahieve their objectives. Capabilities in

planning and implementation can be exceedingly weaknaller towns (ODI, 2010). Therefore,



the problems of small towns must be identified tigto research and possible solutions to these
problems must be suggested.

Poverty and livelihood are selected as issuesisfrédsearch because poverty is not static and
permanent and it is also not the same across spsigking from differences in economic, social
and administrative contexts. Evidence suggeststtia@at is not a single profile of poverty in
urban Ethiopia. Instead, urban poverty is multeted and spatially differentiated (Muzzini,
2008). Thus, studies on urban poverty at differemtes and in different hierarchies of
settlements undoubtedly generate different resultterms of magnitude, depth and causes.
Similarly, livelihood opportunities and asset coasits differ from place to place, group to
group and across-income levels which require a arebe to unearth these livelihood
opportunities and constraints (DFID, 2000). Likesyigowns differ in social, economic,
governance and environmental contexts which affeetspecifics of the nature of the poor’s
wealth and how they can make a living (Miekle et2001).

Above all, the government of Ethiopia wages a wgairsst poverty since two decades ago so
that the researcher wanted to contribute to thertsffof the government towards poverty
reduction through research in areas where the gowart and the academia gave less emphasis
mainly emanated from the government’s focus onneguishing fire rather than protecting the
problem from happening and lack of resources. Tésgarch is, therefore, intended to bring the
government’s and researcher’s attention towarddl sovens.

1.4. Objectives

The general objective of the research was to uteletsand examine the extent of poverty and
the link between poverty and livelihoods of houddhan small towns of East Gojjam. The

specific objectives derived from this general objecwere:

» To determine the depth, gap and severity of powarhouseholds in the study towns.

» To identify the livelihood opportunities, livelihdo activities and vulnerabilities of
households in the study towns.

» To explore the contribution of rural assets basgtiies to household’s livelihood in the

study towns.



» To determine the magnitude of the livelihood inisé@g of households in the study towns.

» To assess the relationship between consumption ndime of poverty and livelihood
insecurity of households in the study towns.

» To identify the determinants of poverty of houselsah the study towns.

1.5. Basic Research Questions

To be more focused in data collection and analgsesaddress the research objectives some
basic research questions were set. The basic chsgaestions posed and answered through this

research design were:

« Are the depth, gap and severity of both consumptad multidimensional poverty of
households high in the study towns?

+ What are the livelihood assets, livelihood stragegnd the main sources of vulnerability of
livelihoods of households in the study towns?

+ How do households draw livelihood strategies framal assets and do rural asset-based
activities have significant contribution to thedlihood of households in the study towns?

% Is the extent of livelihood insecurity status ofiseholds high in the study towns?

+ Do the poor in the study towns have high insecudtylivelihoods than the non-poor
households?

+ In which dimension of the livelihood insecurity tltensumption poor households of the
study towns are highly insecure?

% What household head, household and community depbgr and socio-economic
characteristics are the most significant deterntsari consumption poverty in the study

towns?

1.6. Scope and Limitations

The study was geographically delimited to threecedd small towns of East Gojjam, which is
one of the eleven administrative zones of Amhargidtel State. It assessed poverty and
livelihoods of households in small towns of Easfj&u. This research is, therefore, different
from the other researches in that the study waglwtded in geographic areas which are

overlooked by researchers and policy makers intapic more specifically on the magnitude



and causes of poverty. Even though the study wdhkree selected small towns, the findings of
the research can be generalized to all smallerdawritast Gojjam. This is because the study
was mainly a quantitative study drawn from a sanspe determined statistically and selected
using probability sampling technique. These caruenthe representativeness of the sample to
the larger population. In connection with thisg rincipal units of analysis for this study were
households and the residents of the selected $tways. In addition, the unit of analysis was

Amhara Region to some policy and price issues.

Poverty and livelihood are very wide and compleemdmena. This forced the researcher to
focus on some aspects of them owing to limited aes$e resources and time. The central
phenomena of the study, therefore, were consumgimh non-consumption dimensions of
poverty, livelihood and livelihood in/security obiseholds, the contribution of rural asset-
based activities to the livelihood of householdd #re determinants of poverty of households in
small towns. These central phenomena were looketd) uke lens of sustainable livelihoods
framework by focusing on the basic components efftamework. To tackle the problem of
poverty any poverty study must explain why the pa@ poor.With regard to the livelihood
security, the study was delimited to six dimensiohgivelihood security such as economic,
food, health, education, water and housing. Thécaidrs of each dimension were identified
from the various conceptual and empirical literasuof sustainable livelihood. The indicators
selected for each livelihood in/security dimensigere variables that can be quantified either in
ratio and ordinal scale. The various dummy andinanus variables for the logistic regression

analysis were measured in the field for this study.

This study is also different from the other povestydies in that the livelihood insecurity of
households was analysed using the quantitative odetth understand the level of variation of
livelihood insecurity of households in the studwis. It also identified the livelihood security
dimension/s where households are highly insecures. Study is also different from others in that
the study saw the contribution of rural-based assetthe livelihood of households and the
multiple deprivations households faced using a neasure of poverty called Multidimensional
Poverty Index (MPI).



The study addressed all the objectives set andaesdvall the questions raised. In due course of
these, however, the researcher encountered a nwhhbeitations in the methodologies, which
need to be considered. For example, the study mesgoverty. To do this, consumption data
were collected using a onetime recall method so hioaiseholds might forget the items and
quality they consumed. Consequently, poverty in shady towns might be overestimated.
Likewise, the conversion scale of households usgaifeantly reduced large household size.
Even though the average poverty rate cannot begeldanthis method has a tendency to
underestimate poverty rate of large household thiaa the average household size. The scale
substantially reduces large household size tharageehousehold size (Haughton & Khandker,
2009).

The reported cost of each durable goods durinfjelesurvey was not used for the computation
of the value of consumed durable goods due to tge measurement error. Since several
respondents did not know when and how much theghiomany of their durable goods the
researcher was forced to calculate the deprecigatre as if these durable goods were bought a
year ago because this substantially reduces thsureraent error of durable goods. This is a
common method in the computation of the cost osaamption of durable goods in the absence
of historical data. This might, however, decredseihcidence of poverty in these towns due to
the high cost of the goods and the depreciationshi® good were determined only for a year
regardless of their service years.

Similarly, the livelihood security index is sengdito the addition and omission of an indicator
which reduces the comparability of the results wather studies of the same kind. Recognising
the dynamic nature resulting from the interactibma mumber of driving forces in any one place
and at any one point in time, the results of livetid security indices make no attempt to assess
absolute livelihood security of households rathezytattempt to assess the relative livelihood
security of households. Since the indices showelative livelihood security of households, the
categorization is an arbitrary categorization. dididon, care has to be taken when we compare
the results of this study with the results of thieeo studies with same methods. The indicators
are not the national and regional standards. Toerethe national or regional standard must be

put for the analysis of livelihood security of hetislds
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1.7. Significance

The audiences for this study are academiciansaresers, the government, NGOs and other
development practitioners. All these audiencesfamam the academic and the non-academic
world. The results and findings of the researcH, whius, benefit all of these audiences. The

research has some basic significances in both asadad policy arenas.

In academic areas, the research will add in thstiegi literature of poverty and livelihoods of
households of urban areas of Ethiopia by unearthiteg magnitude of povertymultiple
deprivations, livelihood of households, the linktvaeen poverty and livelihoods and the
livelihood contribution of rural assets in smalivts which are overlooked by the previous
poverty studies. More specifically, the research i the knowledge gap on the livelihood
insecurity and multidimensional poverty of houselsowhich are missing from the existing
literature of urban poverty in Ethiopia. The stuslyeds light on the issues of poverty of
households by measuring consumption poverty, asgege livelihood security of households
and identifying the multiple deprivations houselsoldced through quantitative techniques.
Moreover, the findings of this research will seaga spring board for further studies since it
identified the research gaps for future studielsitther unfold poverty and livelihood insecurity

in small towns.

In policy development and poverty reduction prastiche research pinpointed policy
implications of poverty reduction and livelihood provement programmes of the country
because the study identified the main causes oémppwand livelihood insecurity and the
multiple deprivations of households of small towhe identification of the causes of poverty
and the level of livelihood in/security and mulépldeprivations will help development
practitioners and the government to intervene @s¢htowns by designing appropriate poverty
intervention programmes. The livelihood insecunitgtices of each dimension of the livelihood
insecurity of households and the raw multidimensiopoverty index as well as the
identification of the determinants of poverty wiklp to monitor vulnerabilities and identify the
development intervention areas or dimensions dfliwod insecurity in these towns. The

residents of these towns will benefit from thesementions. This is because this research
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identified the consumption poor, multidimensionabpand the livelihood insecure households

as well as the indicators the majority of houseba@ice lacking.

1.8. Organization of the Dissertation

This chapter is an introductory chapter which i fiinst chapter of the dissertation. It presented
statement of the problem, objectives and reseaueistipns among others. The reminder of the
research report is organized into eight chaptere 3econd chapter reviews the conceptual,
theoretical and empirical literature as well asabeceptual framework of the research. The third
chapter explains the research methodology whicludles the philosophical foundation of the
research, research design and research methods qoiatces and types, instruments of data
collection, sampling and sample size and techniguiegata analysis and interpretation). The
fourth chapter describes the study areas. It dessrihe location, physical setting, socio-
economic characteristics and genesis of the stadyd. The chapters from five to eight are
results and discussions of the research. Thedifdpter describes the magnitude of consumption
and multidimensional poverty and presents some mppyeofiles in terms of sex, age, marital
status and migration status of the household haadshousehold size. The sixth and seventh
chapters attempt to present the results of thearelseon the livelihoods of households by
following sustainable livelihood framework. The thixchapter emphasized on the livelihood
assets and the seventh chapter is concentratedloarabilities, livelihood strategies, PIPs and
livelihood outcomes. The nexus between poverty awelihoods of households are also
presented in chapter six and seven. The eighthtehapesents the contribution of rural-based
assets to the livelihoods of households, livelihowecurity of households and the determinants
of consumption poverty in the study towns. The Ificteapter entertains conclusions, theoretical

and policy implications and recommendations ofrdszarch.
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review the exgsfiterature on the research problem and

identify the gaps in the literature. This chaptersents the conceptual, theoretical and empirical
literature. The first section explains the debatdle meaning and measurement of poverty and
livelihood and livelihoods insecurity. The secom@t®n entertains the theoretical framework of

the study. The third section presents the empifindings on poverty, livelihoods and livelihood

security. The last section presents the conceptarmework of the study.

2.1. Conceptual Literature
2.1.1. The Debate on the Meaning and Measurement Bbverty

The understanding and relief of poverty has beemthjor task of humans. Recognizing poverty
reduction as the best indicator of developmentwbdd is striving to eradicate extreme poverty
by 2030. The debate on the meaning and measureshg@averty is continuing since poverty
reduction and elimination require better definitiamd measurement essential for poverty
centered development policies and practices (Ladetcal., 2006). There is no agreement on
scholars, policy makers and practitioners on bleghnheaning and measurement of poverty. This
resulted in different figures of the world’s poardifferent research results.

Different researchers, policy makers and practiisrdefined poverty differently. Some defined
poverty narrowly as deprivation of income and ashdefined it as deprivations of not only
income but also other basic necessities such #eisheealth, water, etc. The concept of poverty,
its measurement and curative measures are als@iolgatinrough time and nowadays one can
find a number of dimensions in the concept of ptywand different objective and subjective
methods of the measurement of poverty. The dynamicthe concept of poverty and its
measurement are discussed in the following consecuwo subsections. These two sub-
subsections actually contain more than one appraadhe definition and measurement of

poverty.
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2.1.1.1. Subsistence and Basic Needs Approach

Viewing poverty as lack of subsistence or nutriibmsufficiency, the first scientific method of
poverty measurement was developed in England biytionist Rowntree in 1901 as cited in
Townsend (2006). The concept of subsistence wad tsseneasure absolute poverty and the
concept is related to the nutritional needs forgutgl efficiency or material needs for physical
survival and efficiency (Townsend, 2006). Thus,ritiohists developed the minimum monthly
income needed to cover the minimum nutritional se&fda household. According to Townsend
(2006: 5) “families were defined to be in povertyhem their incomes were not sufficient to
obtain the minimum necessaries for the maintenahceerely physical efficiency”. This works
until the 1960s and the strategy to reduce incomeeqy during the period was economic
growth or growth in GDP which leads in the rais¢hie per capita income of individuals and this
actually results inequality between individuals K&da-Parr, 2006). Later the method was
strongly criticised since the method relegates huneeds only to physical needs ignoring other
needs more specifically social needs (Fukuda-P&06). The method did not also consider
differences in age, sex, size, activities, metabohtes and tests among people in the
computation of the standard. Moreover, food avditgland prices affect the income needed to
secure the nutritional needs and poverty linesoéten drawn up at the level of the household,
disregarding how the intra-household distributidfeas individual nutrition levels. All these
suggest that it is not possible to draw up a unjgmeerty line based on nutritional requirements
(Laderchi et al., 2006).

Consequently, there was a shift in the 1970s frabsistence to basic needs approach to define
poverty. In this approach poverty was seen as niyt mutritional insufficiency but also lack of
access to education, shelter, health and otheicesnand the focus was on integrated rural
development to surmount poverty (Townsend, 2006& doncept of basic needs was introduced
in the literature of poverty in the 1970s to oveneothe shortcoming of the concept of
subsistence in the definition of poverty and powedduction practices (Townsend, 2006).
According to Townsend (2006:6), this is an extemsibthe subsistence concept and the concept

included two elements in it.
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First, minimum consumption needs of a family: adg¢gdood, shelter and clothing,
as well as certain household furniture and equipimneédnd second, essential
services provided by and for the community at lasgeh as safe water, sanitation,
public transport and health care, education andtanal facilities. In rural areas,

basic needs also include land, agricultural toohglaccess to farming.

These are food and nonfood basic needs which nowadee widely used to construct the
absolute poverty line. Poverty was thus definedaek of adequate income to meet minimum
basic needs and the monetary approach was the cooshonly used approach to measure
poverty. Both subsistence and basic needs concelytson income as a proxy indicator to
measure absolute poverty and the focus before thk of Sen was entirely on headcount ratio
(proportion of poor) not on the depth and sevesitpoverty (Townsend, 2006). Following the
critics of the method by Sen, he himself developedethod in 1976 which helps to analyse the
degree of poverty and Foster-Greer and Thorbeckesunementmethod developed in 1984 to
measure the depth and severity of poverty (Towns20d6). The later method of measurement
is a method which is still working. A dollar a dag the basis of 1985 market values developed
by the World Bank needed to be adjusted to inflaiad national PPP has been used to identify
the poor from the non-poor at the internationaklewhich is now raised to 1.25 dollar a day
(Mowafi, 2004; UNDP, 2006) which is now1.90 doll&eople are in poverty when their daily
income is below 1.25 dollar per day. Historicalpverty is associated with income and mostly
income or consumption is the center of poverty aede and analysis and the measurement is
money metric (Townsend, 2006). Countries also apes their own national poverty line based
on this method.

As regards the meaning of poverty, Townsend (2Q0#efined poverty in that “People are said
to be in poverty when they are deprived of incomd ather resources needed to obtain the
conditions of life-the diets, material goods, amiesj standards and services-that enable them to
play the roles, meet the obligations and partieipat the relationships and customs of their
society.” Thus, as stated in the 2002 WDR, to berpc to be hungry, to lack shelter and
clothing, to be sick and not cared for, to bealitte and not schooledTalking about the
measurement of income poverty one has to diffexentfirst absolute poverty from relative

poverty. Absolute poverty refers to the set of ueses a person must acquire in order to
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maintain a minimum standard of living. Absolute pdy is defined by two fundamental
characteristics: 1) the acceptance of income (os@mption) as central to the understanding of
poverty and 2) the sharp division of the incomeéustaf poor versus non-poor. Developed in the
late 20" century relative poverty is concerned with howIveé an individual is with respect to
others in the same society in terms of income, uess, material and social conditions
(Townsend, 2006). Most poverty studies and measemertargely concentrate on absolute

poverty.
2.1.1.2. Multiple Deprivations Approach

The dimensions of poverty added in the 1980s winicleased the complexity of the meaning of
poverty were the incorporation of the non-monetspects such as powerlessness and isolation,
vulnerability and insecurity, capabilities and gendlhe other dimension added in the meaning
of poverty in the 1990s was lack of participatiordaocial exclusion (Maxwell, 1999). Writers

in the field realised that income is not the omlglicator of poverty and income or consumption
based measure of poverty is not a human-centeragduree which can capture the deprivations
directly and many suggest the inclusion of othenafisions such as education, health, etc for
poverty measurement. Therefore, Human Developnretexi (HDI) and Human Poverty Index
(HPI) were put forth in 1997 by the United NatioDgvelopment Programme (UNDP) to
objectively measure different dimensions of povediyectly rather than using the proxy

indicator income or consumption (Mowafi, 2004; UN2P06).

Human Poverty Index (HPI), a measure of capabdiprivation, creates a composite index
using three main indicators: a short life, lackbakic education and living standard represented
by the percentage of people with access to heaithces and to safe water and the percentage of

malnourished children under five (Mowafi, 2004).

In the human development dimension, poverty isdgqivation side of human
development — the denial of basic choices and dppities to lead a long, healthy,
creative and free life; to enjoy a decent standafrdlving; and to participate in the
life of the community including political freedomdacultural choices (Fukuda-
Parr, 2006:8).
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The strategies of eradicating poverty are not ostpnomic growth in this case but also
improving access to education, health and otherices. These methods of poverty measure
came after the introduction of human capabilitreshie literature of poverty in the 1980s by the
economist Sen in his work on poverty using the badyaapproach, Chambers in the 1990s and
Participatory Poverty Assessment results by reanggithe multidimensionality of poverty

(Santos & Ura, 2008). In connection with this, Lade et al. (2006) and Chambers (2006)
defined poverty as a failure to achieve certainim&h or basic capabilities such as skills,
physical capabilities and self respect, that ig, ability to satisfy adequately certain crucially

important functioning.

As a result of a growing criticism of a top-dowrpapach of the definition and measurement of
poverty the World Bank developed a participatoryprapch (example, PPA) to define and
measure poverty at the end of the 1990s. As atréBalpoor themselves defined poverty as lack
of material well-being (lack of food, water, healthothe and shelter), lack of productive assets
such as land and housing, unemployment, powerlessneoiceless, hopelessness,
marginalization, relying upon charity, lack of assdo infrastructure such as roads, electricity,
education, health and water and market places ¢nbt mere absence but also quality of
infrastructure), insecurity (crime and theft) anthdequate sanitation. The majority of these
components of poverty are also identified in Etraopy the PPA made by Ellis and Tassew
(2005). In many of the participatory poverty aseesst studies the poor identified assets such as

physical, human, social and natural to measurerpptiean income.

A recent development in the measurement of poviertyhhe Multidimensional Poverty Index

(MPI) using the Alkire Foster method. MPI is anendion of the HPI. MPI and HPI target end
of development than means and are a multidimenisioeasure of poverty on three dimensions
such as health, education and living standard. Atmean development reports of UNDP from
1997 to 2009 through HPI which need country avesagereflect aggregate deprivations in
health, education and standards of living. From026t&wards the human development report
using HPI was replaced by MPI. The MPI is differéoin the HPI in that the MPI identifies the

simultaneous multiple deprivations of a househaldmputation is based on data from
households or individuals of multiple indicatorddasompute the contribution of each indicator

to poverty unlike HPI (Alkire & Santos, 2011). lirekctly measures the multiple deprivations of
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the poor than the means. The Oxford Poverty and afumevelopment Initiative (OPHI)
developed the index in 2010 for 104 lower and neddtome countries of the world through the

Alkire-Foster method. The index is reported in gwsar since 2010.

The Alkire-Foster method can assess the headcatiatar incidence, the intensity (the average
number of deprivations each household faced), depfoverty and inequality among the poor
against multiple criteria at the individual or hebsld level (Alkire & Santos, 2010a). The
method is the basic complement of income povertyasmees as it measures multiple
deprivations directly and helps to identify the @cpoor (Alkire & Santos, 2010a). The 2010 to
2015 human development reports of UNDP were oméses of MPI unlike the previous reports.
The reports were on three dimensions such as healtication and living standard. The first two
dimensions were represented by two indicators eadhthe third dimension was represented by
six indicators. Eight indicators were related to G and two (floor and electricity) were
rudimentary indicators of the quality of housingn® of the indicators (sanitation, electricity,
education as the educated may read to others, it@rare common to household members and
some such as nutrition and school attendance dr@Aflare et al., 2011). The selection of the
indicators for each dimension was in consultatioth wxperts in the field. Each dimension and
indicator of a dimension was equally weighted. Adaang to Alkire & Santos (2010a), MPI
looks poverty at “high-resolution” lens and hentasi the most accurate tool for measuring
poverty. It is the first objective measure whiclowl the number of deprivations a household
faced at the same time and captures distinct amaldler aspects of poverty. One of the qualities
of the method is its flexibility in the selectiod dimensions, indicators, weights and cutoffs
(Alkire & Santos, 2010a).

Chambers (2006) grouped the various definitions amehsurement methods of poverty
including the definitions and measurement methodsudsed above into five clusters of
meanings and measures which have different impdiestfor policy and practice in poverty.
These clusters of poverty are income poverty measby income or its proxy consumption;
material lack or want which include lack of wealshglter, clothing, furniture, personal means of
transport, radios and television, etc and no or @moess to services; human poverty which is
related to life expectancy, education and healtrasmeed by HDI and HPI; capabilities

deprivation referring to what we can or cannot d¢a &an or cannot be; and participatory

18



approaches which is defined and measured by thgl@#oemselves. The first four clusters of
the meaning of poverty and its measurements arstrwmted by development professionals.
They reflect the perception, views, educationniregs and experiences of these professionals,
but the last cluster hears the views of the pooo ate believed to be marginalized, vulnerable
and excluded (Chambers, 2006). The other clustpowérty is social exclusion which is about
the issue of the excluders and excludees in relatiaghe norm in a society. Social exclusion is a
concept which describes marginalization and otlegridations of individuals and a group of
people such as powerlessness and voiceless (Lagtrah, 2006). It focuses on who excludes
what and by whom, the processes and dynamics llloat deprivation to arise and persist and
takes redistribution of opportunities and outcom&s curative measure (Laderchi et al., 2006).

By looking the various definitions of poverty and measurement in the literature it is possible
to argue that one cannot be comprehensive in defippverty and develops an algorithm agreed
by many which best measures poverty. What is inaporis to state what the concept stands for
and how it should be measured (Sepahvand, 2009)y M&the definition of the concept fall

either in the welferist (defined well-being relatedhappiness, individual choices or preferences
and capabilities) or non-welferist (defined wellfixe related to material possessions and
achievements) approach. All of the researchers poidy makers at all levels of the world

nowadays agreed that poverty is not a one-dimeakmmntwo-dimensional concept rather it is a
multi-dimensional concept which can be measureddifferent methods depending on the

objectives of the research. What emerged is a dmulénsional conception of poverty which

cannot be objectively measured by any single metttadh can accommodate all dimensions of
poverty (Fukuda-Parr, 2006). Recognizing the mildtigimensions of poverty researchers and
academicians developed and are developing differgjettive measures of poverty even though
all dimensions of poverty cannot be reasonablygnmatied together in a single method for a
meaningful result. Therefore, a new measure of pvie developed because not the older
measure is obsolete and less important rather bea#uthe change in the meaning of poverty by
incorporating new dimensions in the older defimtiof poverty. The monetary approach

(consumption or income) of the objective measur@mferty is the most common though the

method has its own weaknesses and flaws.
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Therefore, the meaning of poverty which was centmlthis study is lack of adequate
income/consumption, the deprivations of basic mgties (food, cloth and shelter), access to
services (health, education, water, electricityadsy etc) and lack of productive assets.
Deprivation of secure livelihood is a new addittorthe definition of poverty where many of the
definitions of poverty in Ethiopia do not take irdccount the issue of security of access and
livelihood (Aklilu & Desalegn, 2002). Livelihood eerity is one of the basic dimensions of
poverty to be investigated in any poverty studycsirall the poor might not have insecure
livelihood. For example, a poor person with a se@ource of income (for example, a low-paid
civil servant) is relatively better off than anatlp®or person with an insecure source of income
(a casual laborer, an employee in the service sgo#tty traders, etc.). Similarly, all the non-
poor might not have secure livelihood and famitiest are comparatively more prosperous may
be distinguished on grounds of whether their wellp is based on secure or insecure resources
(AKlilu & Desalegn, 2002). Consumption dimension gfverty was independently analysed
because of the difficulty of mixing with other dimsons of poverty for meaningful poverty
analysis. This also helps to compare the exteovkrty of these towns with the extent of
poverty of the regional and national urban areae fultidimensionality of poverty is analysed
using indicators from sustainable livelihoods fraroek. Since this framework helps to identify
the number or percentage of households who arevedpsomething qualitatively a recently
developed quantitative technique, the Alkire Fostethod, is used to identify the proportion of
households who have multiple deprivations. No othethod of poverty measure is better than

these measures.

2.1.2. Meaning, Origin and Development of Sustaindé Livelihood

The notion of sustainable livelihood originatedtire mid 1980s in the report of an advisory
panel of World Commission on Environment and Depsient (WCED) and the work of
Chambers and the concept is further expanded byn@é&iE and Conway (1991) in their
discussion paper of the Institute of Developmenidigs (IDS) of the University of Sussex by
integrating the ideas of capability, equity andtamsbility. Since then the idea is adopted and
adapted by governments and NGOs to help improvelitledihoods of the poor and by
researchers to better understand the factors #tetrdine poverty and the livelihoods of the

poor. In the last two decades and over, the conisefutrther developed and refined by other
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researchers and organizations such as Scoones ) (1@28ney (1998), Cooperative for
Assistance and Relief Everywhere (CARE, 1999) aRtD(1999).

Earlier the concept was solely used for understapdural poverty and livelihoods, but the

concept was later adapted by researchers to hettirstand urban poverty and livelihoods of
the poor and by urban development interventiortistseduce urban poverty and improve the
livelihood of the poor in the mid 1990s (Miekle &t, 2001). The concept is increasingly
important in the development interventions and aesge activities in both rural and urban areas
to help improve the livelihoods of the poor anduesl poverty. Sustainable livelihood approach
is equally applicable in rural and urban areas \hth same principles, but in a different social,

economic, governance and environmental contexteKiet al., 2001).

The meaning of sustainable livelihood is, howewenanging since its inception and its
applications are diversifying. Earlier WCED cited Chambers and Conway (1991:5) defined
livelihood using food and cash such as “adequatekstand flows of food and cash to meet
basic needs” and sustainability as “maintenancent)lancement of resource productivity on a
long-term basis”. These two definitions are, theref on the bases of the concept of basic needs
and income poverty giving no emphasis in non-incalneensions of poverty and livelihood of
the poor. Later the notion of sustainable livelii@s defined by Chambers and Conway (1991)
encompasses the causes and other dimensions aftypewel the meaning is relatively more
comprehensive than the earlier meaning of susthkraelihood. Chambers and Conway (1991:

6) defined sustainable livelihood as:

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assetrést, resources, claims and
access) and activities required for a means ohdvia livelihood is sustainable
which can cope with and recover from stress anclsfjomaintain or enhance its
capabilities, and assets and provide sustainablelihoods opportunities for the
next generation; and which contributes net bengéditether livelihoods at the local

and global levels and in the short and long term.

This definition entails four broad components. Ehase people (their livelihood capabilities),

livelihood activities, assets from which a liveldw is drawn and gains or outputs (a living).
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Assets are the core of livelihood. Chambers andv@gr(1991) identified and categorized them
as tangible and intangible assets. Tangible asdgesshousehold include stores (food stocks,
stores of values such as gold, jewellery and wdegtile and cash savings) and resources (land,
water, trees, livestock, equipment, tools and déimesgensils). On the other hand, intangible
assets of a household include claims (demands ppelabs for support and access) and access
(the opportunity in practice to use a resourceesto service or to obtain information, material

or technology, employment, food and income).

Using the four components of the meaning of livabiti discussed in the preceding paragraphs,
Chambers and Conway (1991) developed a frameworkhbying the directions of the links
between the basic components. All the first thremmonents influence each other and together
determine the forth component, that is, gains aputs of a household. Even though the
meaning of sustainable livelihood is comprehendgie,framework developed by them was not
detailed to assess and address various issuesveftpaand livelihoods. A more detailed
framework of analysis for sustainable livelihoodsieth can be used to assess and address
various issues of poverty and livelihoods is depetbby DFID (1999) and its applicability has
widened in the last two and half decades. It carafy@ied at individual, household, village,
regional and national level and can be used fogdasy and planning development and poverty
reduction programmes, monitoring and evaluatiodefelopment interventions and framework
of data collection and analysis for poverty aneliivood research at all levels (CARE, 1999;
DFID, 2001). The meaning given above is the mearmhgustainable livelihood that this

research is based.
2.2. Theoretical Literature

The meaning of development and its measuremerdrdithrough time. Consequently, different
theories of development are designed in differeames in accordance with the meaning of
development in the time that the theory is formedatDevelopment until the 1980s was
perceived as economic growth measured by GDP, GNPNd. However, in the 1980s and on

wards development was perceived by many as makbeiter life (at least meeting basic needs:
sufficient food to maintain good health; a safegltiey place in which to live; affordable services

available to everyone; and being treated with dygraind respect) for everyone not only
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economic growth (Peet & Elaine, 2009). As to thémough many agree that a better life for all
is a desirable goal, they differ in the strategodsachieving this goal which caused the
formulation of a myriad of theories about the caustunderdevelopment and way as well as
means of development. Various economic growth aewxeldpment theories are designed in
different times in order to reduce inequality amdl @ooverty in the North before the economic
recession and Second World War and in Least Deedldpountries (LDCs) after the events

mentioned.

Any book of economic development categorized thesmories classical and neoclassical
theories. According to Cypher and Dietz (2002), ¢lassical theories emphasized in the macro-
economy and the neoclassical theories concentratedhe micro-economics especially in
resource allocation and saving or the utility-mazing behaviours of individuals and the profit
maximizing actions of perfectly competitive firmghe classical theories of development laid the
foundation for the neoclassical theories of develept. There are countless theories. It is,
however, very difficult to account all theories ddvelopment and to give the whole picture of
each development theory reviewed in the presedistdevertheless, the basic features of some

theories where the present research is basedwaesvesl in the following paragraphs.

Adam Smith was the pioneer in designing a theory®felopment in order to explain how
growth and accumulation of wealth can be attainetitae number of poor can be reduced. The
theory designed by Smith was that demand and suppbliated by the competitive market are
the means of accumulation of wealth. He calleddhd=mand and supply the “invisible hand”.
Smith as cited in Cypher and Dietz (2002) noted tha accumulation of physical capital,
technological progress and specialization of labwdich we call today assets are the sources of
expanding economic wealth. As to Smith cited in i&ympand Dietz (2002), the driving forces to
the accumulation of physical capital, technologipabgress and specialization (division) of
labour are both competition and free trade andetlaes included in the policies, institutions and
processes components of the livelihood framewolie Gther classical theory was a theory
developed by Solow who was the contemporary of I&mis Solow cited in Cypher and Dietz
(2002); technology (the physical asset), laboucddthe human asset and saving (the financial
asset) determine the level of per capita incomeghmvve call today the financial asset. All these

have positive association with per capita incontes dther factor put forward by Solow was rate
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of population growth which negatively determines papita income. This is included in the

vulnerability context of the livelihood framework.

The neoclassical development theory which domin#teddevelopment thinking in the 1950s
and 60s which come after the success of the MamRlaa in Europe financed by USA was
modernization and linear stage theories. Theseidseuviewed the process of development as a
serious of successive stages of economic growtdugfr which all countries must pass (Todaro
& Smith, 2009). As to these people, the right gitargnd mixture of saving (financial asset),
investment (conversion of financial asset into pthgsets) and foreign aid (transfer of finance,
technology and technical know-how) are necessatyrittg long-run growth in LDCs. LDCs
focus in development through following the westpath like modernization theory designed in
the 1950s by considering the causes of underdevaopand poverty in these countries were
internal which consist of lack of technologies, Witedge, skills, finance, etc. In other words, the
level of the asset possession of the people andydkernment determine development in a
country. The way out forwarded by these theoriststhe transfer of these assets from the DCs
to the LDCs. Industrialization and modernizationrevéaken as the main strategies of growth
believing that industry lifts other economic sestand the location of these industries which can
create employment opportunities was in some saldatge towns (Cypher & Dietz, 2002). That
is, small towns couldn’t benefit from these devehemt strategies. So that development in this
period in LDCs was a skewed development. The thpomynotes widespread investment either
in various sectors or leading sectors of the ecgnionsome areas mainly of large towns to get
out of the vicious circle of poverty. All growth mels in this period promoted the role of
savings which now a day considered as a meansttougj@®f poverty in LDCs. These theories
argued that steady accumulations of financial, lysand human assets were among the

necessary conditions for economic growth, aparhfsavings and investments.

The other neoclassical development theories whichecafter these in the 1970s were structural
change theories and dependence theory. Accordinfottaro and Smith (2009), the former
emphasized to bring internal structural change taedater viewed underdevelopment in terms
of international and domestic power relations,iin8bnal and structural economic rigidities and
the resulting proliferation of dual economies andaldsocieties both within and among the

nations of the world. Structural-change models eob@ate on economic structural
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transformation from a heavy emphasis on traditicuddsistence agriculture to a more modern,
more urbanized and more industrially diverse martufang and service economy (Todaro &
Smith, 2009). The dependency theory, stresses enuttbalanced relationship between the
developing countries and the developed ones thraafgtnialism, capitalism, free trade, and
globalization as the causes of underdevelopmentpaverty in LDCs and these causes are
mainly external. Dependent theories tended to esipbaxternal and internal institutional and
political constraints on economic development (Tod& Smith, 2009). As to these people,
emphasis was given on the need for major new pgslith eradicate poverty, to provide more

diversified employment opportunities and to redumo®me inequalities.

The strategy of development according to the depmryl theory is import-substitution and
temporary disassociation from the DCs until theneooy of these countries and their bargaining
power become strong. This theory is partly relatedhe theory of dualism (core-periphery)
which is mentioned by many as the cause of undetdpment of LDCs. This dualism is also
observed within a country between the large (dontjnand small (dependent) towns within the
same country. The distinctive role of small towndse the center of its rural surroundings and
mediator of local commerce with the outside wodaljecting and exporting the local products,
importing and distributing the necessary goods seices which the countryside demands.
These towns, therefore, serve as the conduit oflg@md services to large urban centers and
rural areas. They are not producers of goods. Tiseglly do not add values on goods imported
from the rural areas and large towns. Consequeatigumulation of capital and employment
generation in these towns is very slow. Moreoveg, rich together with their wealth flow from
small towns to the large towns. Large towns aréntpkhe resources of small towns so that

underdevelopment and the resulting poverty in thes@s are prevalent in these towns.

The other development theory was a growth polerthdesigned by Peroux in 1955 as cited in
Cypher and Dietz (2002). This is a space-orienmeldpment theory within the broad theory of
modernization theory. As to this theory, growth '‘tappear everywhere rather it appears in
some points or poles. Growth poles are the fo@amhomic growth (Hirschman cited in Willis,

2005). As to him, industrialization must be spdialoncentrated. It is, therefore, from these
points where growth spreads to other places thrdingh. Because of this theory many LDCs

emphasized to bring growth in these poles whichtlheemajor urban areas not small towns.
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Because of these many small towns are trapped bgrigoas growth couldn’t trickle down as
expected. As to Myrdal cited in Willis (2005), ongeowth in an area is attained it is very
difficult to reverse this growth because of the alative causation. The growth poles are
continued to grow at the expense of the resourteheobackward regions as Myrdal called

through “backwash effects’ like small towns insteddpreading to these regions.

The other development theories are the balancedtigroheory designed by Nurkse and
unbalanced growth theory designed by Hirshman witkssed on the demand and supply sides
Willis (2005). These are sector-oriented theorieslevelopment within modernization theory.
As to the balanced growth model, market or lack d&mand is the major cause of
underdevelopment and as to the unbalanced growtteintack of enterprenual skills are the
causes for underdevelopment and get out of thewsctycle of poverty. These models assumed
that the economy of the LDCs is stagnant. Thus,ett@enomy needs a big push to move it
forward from its stagnancy. The former focusedmrestment in several sectors of the economy
especially infrastructure to push the economy fodnand the later required investment in the
leading sectors of the economy in which otherslimdeveloped through backward and forward

linkages with these leading sectors of the economy.

According to Todaro and Smith (2009), a new develept theory which prevailed in the 1980s
and 1990s was the theory of neoliberalism which iew version of the theory of Adam Smith.
This theory emphasized the beneficial role of fremkets (institution), open economies and the
privatization of inefficient public enterprises. @arding to this theory, the cause of
underdevelopment is too much government intervaraiod regulation of the economy not due
to the exploitative internal and external forcedl. these factors suggested by this theory are
treated in policies, institutions and process o tivelihood framework. However, theories
before these stressed on the importance of stromgrgment innervations in order to bring rapid

development.

Todaro and Smith (2009) noted that each developrtieedry has something to offer in
explaining how development in LDCs can be achieaed poverty is reduced though each has
its own weaknesses. Therefore, each complement®ttier in development discourse. The

classical models inform the contemporary modeldesfelopment and underdevelopment. None
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of the growth models were not effective in bringiragid development and reduce poverty in
LDCs though each theory had its own contributioexplaining the causes of underdevelopment
and means of development. Even though it is diffidco fully account all theories of
development, the researcher did not want to adalgtane theory of development. This study is,
therefore, based on different theories of develognieviewed above. The best conceptual
framework which is derived from the various thesrtd development and brings the various
factors of development and poverty is sustainablelihoods framework, which will be
discussed in the last section of this chapter.

2.3. Empirical Literature
2.3.1. Poverty in the World and Ethiopia

The MPI revealed a different pattern of povertyntiecome poverty measures (Alkire & Santos,
2010c). A study on 5.6 billion people of 104 couggrof the world showed that in 2010 about
1.7 billion people of the world was multi-dimensadly poor which was higher than the 1.3

billion poor using US $1.25 poverty line of the WbBank (Alkire & Santos, 2010a). Of the

world total MPI poor, over half (51%) live in Soutksia and over a quarter (28%) in Sub-
Saharan Africa though the proportion of multidimenal acute poor were 65% in Sub-Sahara
and 53% in South Asia. Fifteen per cent of the uttensional poor lived in East Asia and the
Pacific, three per cent lived in Latin America athe Caribbean, two per cent lived in Arab
States and one per cent lived in Central and Hadierope and the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS). The incidence (65%) atehsity of poverty was greatest in Sub-
Saharan Africa followed by South Asia (55%). Thelsarly show significant difference in terms

of both incidence and intensity of MPI poverty iififefent geographic regions and countries.
The poorest country from the Sub-Saharan AfricaeNifpr example, had 93% MPI poor people
and people on average deprived 69% of the indisdilkire & Santos, 2010a). A country may

be highly deprived in one dimension and less irehin Pakistan 51 per cent were MPI poor

compared to 23 per cent extreme income poor.

The level and trend of poverty in urban and ruralaa at the country level are presented in

chapter one. Though the rate of urban poverty ia mheclining trend, the urban poor almost
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stayed constant between 2005 and 2011 which acudaot 3.2 million (WB, 2015). World

Bank (2015) suggested that poverty rates fall amadjuality increases as city size increases.
According to the Bank (2015), in urban areas wireaige employments are higher poverty rates
are lower and the level of wage employment increase city size increases. In other words,

poverty is high in urban areas where self-employrrsshigh.

The 2010 report of UNDP on the basis of the 200B@graphic and Health Survey (DHS) data
of Ethiopia on MPI indicated that 90% of the popiaia was multidimensional poor which was
very much higher than the figure of income pooralhaccounted for 39 per cent. The intensity
of multidimensional poverty in the country durirfgetsame year was 65 per cent. The incidence
of multidimensional poverty in 2013 for the countas 87% and the average intensity across
the poor was 65 per cent. There was three percemamts decrease of multidimensional
poverty from 2010 to 2013. The percentage of pdmravulnerable to poverty and in severe
poverty was 7 and 71 respectively. In terms ofaegi patterns of multidimensional poverty in
the country, the highest incidence of multidimenslopoverty was observed in Somali (93%)
followed by Oromia (91%), Afar (91%) and Amhara 80 The least was observed in Addis
Ababa (20%), Dire Dawa (55%) and Harari (58%). Theensity was high in Afar (73%)
followed by Somali (70%) and the least was AddigBd (42%).

The incidences of deprivations in each indicatoEthiopia for 2010, 2011 and 2013 were also
reported, that is, respectively; 62%, 62% and 488tewdeprived of schooling; 65%, 56% and
40% were deprived of child enrollment; 38%, 38% &880 were deprived of child mortality;
21%, 21% and 56% were deprived of nutrition; 86%868and 79% were deprived of electricity;
88%, 83% and 82% were deprived of sanitation; 5828 and 65% were deprived of drinking
water; 88%, 87% and 82% were deprived of floor; 98946 and 88% were deprived of cooking
fuel and 89%, 88% and 77% were deprived of asgdisré & Santos, 2010b; Alkire et al.,
2011; OPHI, 2013). The multidimensional povertyidences for the three years showed a
substantial decrease for schooling and child emesit while the incidence rises up for sanitation
and nutrition and the change for the other indisathowed little progress. The deprivations in

rural areas in all indicators are above the natianerage.
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The 2011 and 2013 UNDP’s reports were based osahe methods and data (OPHI, 2013). In
the 2011 and 2013 reports a person was identisedoar if he or she was deprived in at least
one third of the weighted indicators. Those idésdifas MPI poor were deprived in at least 33%
of weighted indicators. Those identified as "Vubdge to Poverty" were deprived in 20% - 33%
of the weighted indicators and those identifiedrasSevere Poverty" were deprived in over 50
per cent. What makes different from the 2010 repag that the cutoff point which rose to 33%

and percentage of population vulnerable to poventy sever poverty were calculated.

With regard to poverty in urban areas of the coynirban poverty in Ethiopia is high and deep
rooted and large number of households is trappeahlyor more dimensions of poverty. Before
reviewing this, however, it is important to see tlhiban systems of the country. Accordingly,
based on the 2007 housing and population cens&hadpia the country had 973 urban areas
(CSA, 2011). Out of this figure, the total numbérsmall towns with population size less than
20,000 was 868. These towns accounted for 89 perateall urban areas of the country which
dominate the national urban hierarchy in terms rofpprtion. The remaining 11 per cent had
population size of 20, 000 and above. The populadine of two thirds of towns did not exceed
5,000. The total population size of these towns 446,807 which accounted for 37 per cent of
the country’s total urban population. Out of theswall towns, norworedadzonal/regional
administrative small towns accounted for 30 pert.c€he total population of these towns was
1,137,301, more than one third of the populatioAddlis Ababa, which represented 8.3 per cent
of the total urban population of the country. Tlere, the incidences of poverty in these
different sizes of towns might be different.

In a study of four purposively selected small toW@sider and Kemisse from grain regions and
Seka and Wonago from coffee regions) of their pajporh less than 20, 000 primary data from a
sample of 800 household heads and 240 retailelescted in mid-2000 and secondary data from
secondary sources Solomon (2006) identified thatitttidence of poverty in these towns’

increases as of 1991. For example, the proportiaimen surveyed households whose monthly
income less than Birr 100 was one third which ichisearly one half in 2000 which showed 43%
increase in this income category during the peridte incidence of poverty was considerably
higher in these towns which seem to suggest higiogtence of poverty in other smaller towns

than larger towns due to the Structural Adjustmerdgramme by putting less qualified civil
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servants out of work and the demobilization of edst 400,000 the Derg military (Solomon,
2006). He also noted that three quarters lived2% @er person per day which indicates a high
incidence of poverty in these towns. The measuigowérty was not of course by setting a local
poverty line and using the national and internatigugoverty lines and the study was not based on

consumption data so that the results of this staiyot be compared with other studies.

With regard to the change in monthly income, neddyf of the households said that their

income increases after 1991 in absolute terms thawg significant, for example the average
income before 1991 was Birr 236.87 and in the &0 was Birr 237.75 and the remaining
proportion showed either increase or stagnatiamonthly income (Solomon, 2006). According

to Solomon (2006), even though half of the selettedseholds showed a positive change in
their income the change did not lift householdsrfneoverty because of the rise in living costs
and insignificant change in their income. In theary000 nearly one half (50%) of the

respondents in these towns had a monthly inconhesefthan Birr 100 and nearly three quarters
(74%) of them had a monthly income of less tham 800 (Solomon, 2006).

With regard to other dimensions of poverty tharome, the 2011 WMS showed that 7 per cent
of urban residents in Ethiopia had no access @ water, 13 per cent had no toilet, 27 per cent
had no access to sanitation and 56 per cent livednted and rent free houses and 44 per cent
lived in a single room (CSA, 2012). The incident@aoverty differs in different size of towns in
the country. Solomon (2006) also noted that 49%oniseholds of the study towns were living in
rented houses. As far as the quality and utilithadises is concerned, the vast majority (95%) of
the residential houses was made from wood and mddaly 7% of the units were made from
stone and bricks or hollow concrete blocks. Abodfo7of households lived in house with no
ceiling of any kind and 77% of households livedairmud floors while 24% lived in cement
made floor. Half of the households lived in threems or less. Only 19% of households had
separate kitchen rooms, 70% had private toilet% 2hve private water meter and 48% have
private electric meter. Of all households, 20% Inadtoilet even shared, 72% lived in units
without access to tap water and 28% had no acoestettricity at all. Overall, nearly 70% of
households in these towns lived in substandardeso{folomon, 2006).
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On the basis of the 1999 WMS of the country Muz#2i08) come up with striking differences
in the levels of poverty between large and smalliion® towns in which the level was high in
small/medium towns in multiple dimensions. For epéenslum settlements were more prevalent
in small towns than in major towns hence accessnfmoved sanitation in these towns was
relatively low. Access to water supply, electricityd waste disposal vehicles was 32, 58 and 7
per cents respectively and the figures were 59, 400 38 per cent for the large towns
respectively. Moreover, 65 per cent of the poopshtile of small/medium towns lived in

overcrowded situation. However, the figure was &7 qent for the large towns in the country.

The multidimensional poverty measurement also ledethat the incidence of deprivation in
urban areas of the country for 2011 and 2013 résede were 12% and 11% for school
attendance, 11% and 15% for years of schooling, &A% 20% for child mortality, 10% and
35% for nutrition, 10% and 13% for electricity, 3086d 41% for sanitation, 10% and 15% for
drinking water, 29% and 37% for floor, 30% and 4f¥cooking fuel, 30% and 30% for assets.
The highest contributor of the indicators to MPlswears of schooling (18%), school attendance
(17%) and child mortality (11%) for 2011 (Alkire &k, 2011). The contribution of these three a
bit decreased in 2013 and the highest contributiom nutrition (16%), years of schooling
(14%), school attendance (12%) and child mortglits2o) (OPHI, 2013).

With regard to the security dimension of povertshan residents in the country have insecure
livelihood. On the basis of subjective indicatofdivelihood security such as fears, expectations
and attitudes of the individuals a study by AkiluDesalegn (2002) on 1,202 urban households
of Addis Ababa, Debre Zeit, Mojo and Nazareth whaie located along the development
corridor and import-export trade line showed tl population was fearful and anxious about
their sustenance, which was dependent on low asgture income, inadequate social services
and a shrinking labour market. According to Akldnd Desalegn (2002), the great majority of
households in these towns faced livelihood inségufihere was a threat of impoverishment and
loss of means for basic sustenance. The study lesv@agreat deal of pessimism about one's

basic security, about employment opportunitiesthecchances for self-improvement.

The same study focused on the dimensions of liwetihsecurity and work was at the center of

livelihood security. These are labor market segugmployment security, job security, skill
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reproduction security, work security, income seguaind representation security. Basic security,
a function of basic needs such as food and haalthgasured by income sufficiency. Thus, 52
per cent and 55 per cent of the households hadffioisnt income to meet their food and health
needs respectively and 43 and 30 per cent waseitbdinderline. Labour market security as a
function of income earning and employment oppotiesiwas measured by asking them the
opportunities of getting a new job if they lose therent one and as to Aklilu & Desalegn (2002)
many agreed they couldn’t. These people pinpoitttat employment security which is related
to employees’ protection from unfair dismissal dnel satisfaction of them with the income they
earned, the work they are doing and the benefég &ne receiving most of them had no written
agreements and the majority have no satisfactid®o(and 70% were dissatisfied with the
income they were earning and the work they wereng)oi“People's perceptions about the
chances for self improvement, for access to bel#ls and income, and future prospects have a
bearing on job satisfaction and hence job secuatd only 30 per cent received skills trainings.
This is very much related to skill reproduction w#y. Work security is related to workers
safety and health at work and a considerable nuf@spondents were victims of work related
accidents. Income security is related to the leadéquacy and stability of earning income and
the majority dissatisfied with all of them. Repnetsgion security is related to membership to any

organizations that represents their interests iiclvinany of them are members but are passive.

However, the analysis on the dimensions of livedth@ecurity was not a detailed analysis. Only
one or two indicators of livelihood security wasasered to determine the livelihood security of
households and income was used as an indicatspofoe dimensions and the indicators selected
for some such as job, work and reproduction secwére also the same. Therefore, multiple
dimensions were not used to measure the securibpoe$eholds and above all the subjective
measure they used did not identify the livelihoedwity dimension which was largely affecting
the majority of the population in these towns. $&adf livelihood security need an objective

measure to identify the dimension where househmigsnsecure most.
2.3.2. Urban Livelihood in Ethiopia

Urban residents in Ethiopia derive their incomenfrdifferent activities such as agriculture, self-

employment and wage employment. For example, @et of urban dwellers in Ethiopia rely
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on agriculture as their primary source of income &80 per cent derives part of their income
from agriculture (Muzzini, 2008). When disaggregatby size the figure was high in
small/medium towns which accounted for 10 per cagdinst 1 per cent of the major towns
(Muzzini, 2008). Similarly, 41 per cent in small/daxem towns derive part of their income from
agriculture while 9 per cent of the residents ofang&downs derive part of their income from
agriculture (Muzzini, 2008). Reliance on wage ineowas 28 per cent in small/medium towns
and 53 per cent in major towns and reliance on-esalfloyment was 39 per cent for
small/medium towns and 24 per cent for large toumshort, urban residents in Ethiopia derive
their income from self-employment, wage employneaemd agriculture. However, the proportion
of households in each category differs in differgime of towns where wage employees are high

in large towns and self-employment is high in srt@ins.

According to Solomon (2006), larger proportion oluseholds in smaller towns has intermittent
incomes that come from different sources and oely \few have regular incomes. The main
income source of households in his study towns wading (mainly retail trade) which

accounted for 42% followed by wages/salaries (3@#@) farming (10%) of the households and
the secondary sources of income for about 20% ehtuseholds was trade and farming. The
market-oriented reforms do not benefit these smoaiihs because economic liberalization did

not trickle-down in a scale that could create emplent opportunities (Solomon, 2006).

The missing gap in these two studies was that ¢giméribution of agriculture to the household
income was not calculated from the total monthlusehold income. Moreover, the sources of
income was not analysed in terms of the place wfiroof income. No other studies in the
livelihoods of households are found. However, treeeother studies on the role of small towns
and the implications of the findings of these stsdare that the livelihoods of households in
these towns are associated with their roles theykaying. As far as my exposure to the existing
literature is concerned, the studies in these tadichsiot investigate the problems of these towns
they are facing. Bihon and Gebremedhin (2011) etudihe role of small towns in the
improvement of rural livelihoods in three randonsiglected small towns and the surrounding
rural areas of central zone of Tigray region oradatdllected from both primary (225 randomly

selected households and group discussants) anddsegcsources.
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Accordingly, about 86 per cent of rural househaltitained agricultural inputs such as selected
seed, new breed, fertilizer, pesticide, herbicide agricultural tools from the respective nearby
small towns (Bihon & Gebremedihn, 2011). More tiénper cent of households market their
agricultural produce in these market towns. Thenpry buyers are urban consumers of these
towns followed by traders both retailers and whales. These towns serve as market
intermediaries between the rural people and higleer towns. They channel industrial products
of higher level towns to rural buyers and the ryr@ducts to the higher level town buyers. Most
of the population of rural areas near these sroalhs were obtaining educational (9-10), health
(health center), credit, infrastructural (telephame electricity) and administrative services from
these towns. These studies did not examine powerty livelihood of the residents of small
towns and all the study towns had administrativecfion for the hinterland population so that
employment creation and market opportunities frdns tfunction in these towns are not
available. Moreover, no study measures the levpbegrty in order to analyse the livelihoods of
households on the basis of their poverty statuss Helps identify the productive asset

possession of the poor and the non-poor households.

2.4. Sustainable Livelihoods Framework: A ConceptuaFramework of the Study

A more detailed framework of analysis for poverhdaustainable livelihoods is developed by
DFID (1999). The model brings different factors édwer that determine the livelihoods of the
poor grouped into five usually named as componehthe framework (see Figure 2.1). The
framework brought different factors of poverty sagted by different development theories.
Therefore, sustainable livelihoods framework i@l which helps to improve an understanding
of the causes of poverty and the livelihoods ofgber as well as the link between the two by
incorporating components which were not considenethe conventional approach of poverty
study (CARE, 1999; DFID, 1999). The sustainablellhoods framework provides a broad and
systematic understanding of the factors that caimstor enhance livelihood opportunities and
shows how they relate to each other (DFID, 199&nika, 2001).

This framework is, therefore, a framework of datdlection and analysis for this study. It is
useful to understand the multiple dimensions ofgptyvand livelihood of households in small

towns of East Gojjam since the various factors Wwhemhance or constrain livelihoods and
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aggravate or reduce poverty are well organisedénftamework. Moreover, the framework is
flexible which gives the freedom for researchersmeasure the outcome they want and
incorporate any new elements in each component.fifimework can also be applied in any
context including the study towns. Sustainablelilinaod framework, however, is an analytical

framework, not a research or information collectmmgathering methodology (DFID, 1999;

Farrington et al., 2002). It is a checklist of infation gathering for a research in poverty
(DFID, 1999). Therefore, the sustainable livelihoadalytical framework requires both

guantitative and qualitative information which urn require quantitative and qualitative data
gathering tools (DFID, 1999; Farrington et al., 20Rakodi et al., 2002; Prowse, 2008).

Livelihood Outcomes
*  Being poor or non-

Asset:

A

*  Natural
- lLand & water

Policies, Institutions poor

Financial
Income, Credit & Saving
Physical
Housing
- Infrastructure
- Livestock
- Durable assets
Social
- Member of association
Human
- Education, health &
labour

//

and Processes
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- Institutions

|
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Source: Adopted from CARE (1999) and DFID (1999).

Figure 2.1: Sustainable Livelihoods Framework

As depicted in the figure, the framework has fivajon components which include assets,

vulnerability context, PIPs, livelihood strategiasd livelihood outcomes and each component
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has backward or forward links with one or more otwmponents of the framework. Each major
component of the framework has subcomponents. & dkneric sustainable livelihood
framework, emphasis was given to data of aspattabates in all components giving less
emphasis on the where questions to generate daspabial attributes. Thus, data of spatial
attributes were generated for assets, vulneralmbiytext and livelihood strategies components
of the framework for this study since the livelilmoof households of small towns are derived
from both urban and rural areas. Each of the fiagomcomponents and the subcomponents and

their interrelationships are discussed in the foiltm paragraphs in detail.

Even though the framework is not linear and consens absent on from where to start the
discussion and the analysis, the discussion ottimponents of the framework for this study
starts from the livelihood assets and ends up thighlivelihood outcomes. According to Rakodi
(2002) livelihood approach require a clear undediteg of the assets first in order to identify
the opportunities they offer and the constraintBuyealihoods as many agreed assets are the core
of livelihoods. Starting a discussion and the asialfrom what households have and have not in
terms of asset will help to better understand mplgdtdimensions of poverty. Since assets are the
core of livelihoods the discussion of the composent this research report starts from the
livelihood assets by reflecting on their relatioithnother components followed by vulnerability
context and PIPs which have positive and negatffexts to these assets. The discussion of
livelihood strategies and livelihood outcomes cotagsr since these are the results of livelihood

assets.
A) Livelihood Assets

Livelihood assets are vital for the livelihood $égies and outcomes of the poor households, that
is, livelihood strategies and outcomes are abdglutependent on livelihood assets (Chambers
& Conway, 1991; Scoones, 1998). Livelihood assets @esources that people use for
constructing their livelihood and these assets amnincome (Rakodi, 2002). Different
architects and modifiers of the sustainable livaitls framework like Chambers & Conway
(1991), DFID (1999) and UNDP cited in Carney et(4R99) suggested different numbers and
types of livelihood assets. However, assets idedtiby DFID (1999) are the human assets,

natural resources, social assets, physical assdtfirncial assets. These assets can be stored,
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accumulated, exchanged or depleted and put togéthgenerate income or other benefits
(Rakodi, 2002).

Human Assets-include the skills, knowledge, availability of lalmoforce and ability to labour,
good health and physical capability of individuatsmembers of households including size of
the household, age and sex of household membems. qliantity and quality (skills &
knowledge) of labour in the household are the muogiortant assets of the poor for both
productive and reproductive tasks (Rakodi, 2002esE together enable the poor to engage in
different livelihood activities and meet the livediod outcomes. The ability of households to
manage their labour assets to take advantageadihiood opportunities depends on the levels of
education and skills and the health status of theséhold members (Rakodi, 2002). Since the
poor in urban areas sale their labour, farmers @atty traders are hawkers, their health and
physical capability is an important asset to putthedr livelihoods. The elements of human asset
differ from household to household, that is, thenbar and quality of labour is not the same
across households. Human assets are useful notroidyown but also in its contribution in the

mobilization of other assets to achieve positivelihood outcomes.

Physical assetseonsist of physical resources such as equipmehtaats, jewellery and durable
domestic goods, housing, livestock and infrastmec{affordable transport, road, adequate water
and energy supply, sanitation, communications, iognkand education) which are usually
essential for sustainable livelihoods. Househatdsmall towns who engage in both agricultural
and non-agricultural activities have productiveniarg and non-farming equipment and tools
which can enhance their labour productive capaaitg directly generate income through
renting. Housing is an important asset in urbarasanhich can be used for both productive
(renting and workshop) and nonproductive activiiiesaddition to shelter (Moser as cited in
Miekle et al., 2001; Rakodi, 2002). Likewise, irdtaicture can enhance the productivity of
labour, for example, through the provision of feaér and health services and increase the
mobility of goods and interaction between individuéRakodi, 2002). Physical assets which

contribute for human and social assets are eitlvaed or rented.

Natural Assets-include the natural resource stocks such as kwif,water, air, trees, forests,

pasture, wildlife and wild foods from which resoeirdlows and services are useful for
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livelihoods. These natural resources which ard fotarural livelihoods are also useful for urban
livelihoods. Households of small towns may directly indirectly depend on the natural
resources of both urban and rural areas (Rako@®2)20-or example, households may rely on
forests found in rural areas for firewood, grazeirtlanimals in the rural grazing land and rent
agricultural land to produce cereals for housetiotdl consumption and cultivate vegetables in
homesteads. The natural resource in the framewsorstrongly linked with the vulnerability
context in which natural resources are mainly dgstl by fire, flood, earthquake and others as

well as PIPs in which access to these resourcgthisr facilitated or constrained by laws.

Social Assets-include the social resources such as verticalrdpatlient) or horizontal
(individuals of shared interests) networks and rogenectedness, relatives, friendships,
neighborhoods, partnership and collaboration andmipeeship of formal and informal
associations/groups such iaé, ekub, mahiberand senbetiefrom which people drawn in the
pursuit of their livelihood outcomes. Relationshgdstrust, reciprocity and exchanges facilitate
co-operation, reduce transaction costs and mayigeothe basis for informal safety nets
amongst the poor (DFID, 1999). The networks of lebotds of towns are with individuals and
groups within and out of the town. Social assetgladirect impact on other livelihood assets.
It can improve people’s income and rates of sattimgugh improving economic efficiency, the
management of common resources and maintenanaébt goods and facilitating innovation,
development and sharing of knowledge (Rakodi, 2008¢ poor can obtain information about
employment opportunities and constraints from th&acial assets (Miekle et al.,, 2001).
However, social assets are sometimes a sourceloérabilities through its obligation. Thus,

social capital is a two edged sword (Farringtoal£t2002).

Financial Assets include financial resources such as financiatlfqincome from productive
activity or employment and sale of labour, credidash and savings) and transfers (from
government such as pensions and family such astaeice) which are essential in the adoption
of livelihood strategies and achieve livelihoodeoumes (DFID, 1999). Credit and remittances in
small towns might be from relatives and friends wdre living in rural and urban areas.
Financial assets can be converted into other tgpassets (house, car, land, etc) and can be used
for direct achievement of outcomes (when food iscpased to reduce food insecurity). This

assets, however, is the least available assetsetpdor. The ability of households to recover
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from shocks in urban areas largely depends onitfamdial stock of the household (Rakodi,
2002).

Therefore, individuals or households combine twamare assets in pursuing their livelihood
strategies (Chambers & Conway, 1991; Scoones, 1BD#3D, 1999). However, they have
ownership and control over and access to someeo&s$kets but not access and control over to
some of them (Miekle et al., 2001; Farrington et ap02). For example, individuals and
households have access to infrastructure and conpmogerty resources but not control over or
owned these assets. Access to different assetstesnined by different PIPs (Miekle et al.,
2001). In addition, one livelihood asset alone soarce of other asset/s. For example, a physical
asset house can be used as collateral for finaloeial(DFID, 1999).

Livelihood assets have enormous positive and negatiationship with other components of the
framework (DFID, 1999). Assets are both destroyed ereated as a result of factors of the
vulnerability context. PIPs create assets (goventnpelicy to invest in basic infrastructure

yielding physical asset or technology generatioalding human asset), determine access
(ownership rights) and influence rates of assetimctation (taxation policy) (DFID, 1999).

Individuals and groups then influence PIPs. Asa&te influence the livelihood strategies, that
is, individuals or households who have a greategeaof assets can pursue diverse livelihood
strategies and can shift from one strategy to amatd secure their livelihoods and yield the
desired outcomes (DFID, 1999). To achieve the dddivelihood outcomes different assets are

required for the poor.

B) Vulnerability Context

Moser cited in Miekle et al. (2001) defined vulrglidy as “insecurity in the well-being of

individuals, households and communities in the fatehanges in their external environment
(ecological, social, economic and political) in tteem of sudden shocks, long-term trends or
seasonal cycles”. The concept of vulnerability hestasures the dynamics of poverty in the
household through tracing the history of houselalderabilities (Moser cited in Rakodi, 2002).
Vulnerability has both external and internal aspdé€hambers & Conway, 1991; DFID, 1999).
The external aspect of the vulnerability contexhis external environment in which people exist
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and people have limited or no control of the exdeaspect of the vulnerability context. Stresses
and shocks faced by households are the externattgspf vulnerability. The poor are highly
exposed to risks, shocks and stress and they Itdeechpacity to recover quickly from these
(Rakodi, 2002). The livelihoods of households armerable to stresses and shocks. Stresses are
continuous and cumulative pressures which are giale, for example, seasonal shortages and
rising population or declining resources while dtscare sudden impacts which are
unpredictable; for example; fire, floods, pestgymsis, droughts, theft, loss of a job, death of a
household member and illness (Chambers & Conwa11DFID (1999) also identified three
subcomponents of external vulnerability contextalihinclude shocks (human health, natural
disaster, economic, conflict and crop/livestockltheadeath of household member or relative,
breaking of machines/tools, etc), seasonality ofic@s and employment opportunities,
production, health, water supply, activities, etm)d trends (demographic, environmental,

economic, governance and technologies).

The capacity to cope or defenselessness causeackyof ability and means to cope with the
external aspect of vulnerability is the internapes of vulnerability which is also termed as
households’ resiliency (DFID, 1999). The internalinerability is related to the asset
entitlements of households and ability to transféinose assets into income, food or other basic
necessities by intensifying existing and developmegv or diversifying their strategies (Moser
cited in Rakodi, 2002). In other words, the capact households to cope vulnerabilities is
related to the asset endowments of householdshanability of households to mobilize assets to
exploit opportunities and resist or recover frora tiregative effect of the changing environment
(Chambers & Conway, 1991; Rakodi, 2002).

The risk management strategies available to vubhefaouseholds are, therefore, ex ante (taking
precautions to reduce the probability of the rigkaent) and ex post (mitigating the impact or
reacting to an event) (Siegel & Alwang cited in Bdik 2002).Households who have better

assets and ability of asset mobilization are laggserable than those who have few assets.
Therefore, all factors mentioned in the vulner&pitiontext have a direct impact upon people’s
livelihoods and asset status (DFID, 1999). Shoastrdy assets directly, for example, floods
and pests and deplete assets gradually, for exaifipkss. Likewise, trends and seasonality

influence the livelihoods of the poor. However,tak seasonality and trends listed above are not
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negative even though the poor are unable to befrefih them due to lack of assets and

supporting institutions (DFID, 1999). Any of thesats are vulnerable to stresses and shocks.

In the context of livelihood the idea of vulnerdttyiis contrary to sustainability. Vulnerabilitg i

a threat to sustainability. Vulnerable livelihoogaisd sustainable livelihoods can be viewed as
two ends of the continuum that have contrary charetics. According to Chambers and
Conway (1991), sustainability has social (intercapacity of livelihoods to withstand outside
pressures) and environmental (external impactvefihoods) components and sustainability is a
function of how assets and capabilities are utilljzmaintained and enhanced so as to preserve

livelihoods.
C) Policies, Institutions and Processes

PIPs within the framework are the most importantdes that shape livelihoods of the poor. PIPs
which contain political, social, environmental aaconomic factors may constrain or enhance
access to different types of assets, livelihoodtsgies and decision bodies and operate at all
levels from the household to the international arédcoones, 1998; DFID, 1999; Farrington et
al., 2002). They also determine access to the tefragchange between different types of assets
and returns to any given livelihood strategy (S&spnl998; DFID, 1999; Farrington et al.,

2002). PIPs are keys in determining accesghe various types of assets in pursuing the
livelihood strategies either through acting as eoisdto make assets available to them, or as

barriers to their access (Farrington et al., 2002).

Policies affect trends both directly, for exampfiscal or economic trends and indirectly
(population and health trends) and have a direpaonhon the livelihood outcomes through the
provision of infrastructure where the poor’s lifmproves the sense of well-being and social
safety nets to reduce vulnerability (Farrington akt 2002). Policies are macro, sectoral,
redistributive and regulatory. Thus, sectoral pesicof both urban and rural areas such as
agricultural, industrial and MSEs influence theelilood of households in small towns.
Institutions are markets and ‘rules of the gamehimi structures such as norms, values and rules
that shape behavior and culture (social norms a&fidfb) and power relations (gender, age and

class)(DFID, 1999). Intentionally or unintentionalithey all influence entitlements and also
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constrain access (Rakodi, 2002). In addition, ntarked legal restrictions influence the extent
to which one asset can be converted into anothers¢ope for which influences people’s ability
to manage their portfolio to withstand shocks atmdsses and take advantage of opportunities
(Carney, 1998; Scoones, 1998). Processes in theetvark refer to the processes of change in
policies, institutions and organizations which det@e the interaction between individuals and

organizations. Processes provide incentives antt graleny access to assets.

Structures are both private (for example, commerciail, NGOs, etc) and public (for example,
political, legislative and governmental) organieaas that set and implement policy and
legislation, deliver services, purchase and traw @erform all manner of other functions that
affect the livelihood of individuals (DFID, 1999)hey are the hardware in the framework and
exist at different levels which impact the liveldds of the poor and processes are software that
determines the way in which structures and indigigwperate and interact (DFID, 1999). The
presence or absence of structures or organizatiorms urban area affects the delivery and
availability of services and also people’s abitiyinfluence the government. If the structures are
absent the community is less able to influenceesthey are found far from them. Processes are
formal and informal which include policies, lawsdamcentives. PIPs are dynamic. They are

continually evolving.

D) Livelihood Strategies

Livelihood strategies are activities that lead be tdesired outcomes. Scholars in the field
categorized livelihood strategies in many ways. Ewesv, the most widely recognized
categorization is the one presented in ScoonesBf18iekle et al. (2001), Krantz (2001) and
Farrington et al. (2002). These are coping and tadapstrategies which are reactive and
proactive livelihood strategies respectively. Cgpgtrategies also named as survival strategies
are a short-term response to shocks or immediggspres and adaptive strategies are a long-
term change in behavior patterns as a result ¢feassand shock (Scoones, 1998; Krantz, 2001,
Miekle et al., 2001). Different empirical researshéentified different livelihood strategies that
can be listed under these broad categories. Cagbrategies include cutting of expenditure and
income raising activities and adaptive strategredude investment in health and education,

migration and buying of physical asset. In gendratlihood strategies denote the range and

42



combination of activities and choices that peoptelartake in order to achieve livelihood
objectives depending on the asset they have (DEM®9; Rakodi, 2002). These include
productive activities, investment strategies, rdpative choices, substitution of one asset for
another, selling of assets, working long hoursamlng assistance from social network, etc. In
order to pursue livelihood strategies the poorripan areas may combine different assets from

urban and rural areas.

Different types of strategies require different dmnations of financial, human, social, physical
and natural resources which are found in eithealrar urban areas or both (Scoones, 1998;
DFID, 1999). In other words, the livelihood strae=gof the poor have linkages with other
livelihood strategies of households in rural andamr areas. For example, petty traders in small
towns buy agricultural products from rural markatel sale in urban areas. Livelihood activities
derived from a combination of different assetswhl areas have a contribution to the household
income of small towns. A livelihood strategy of ausehold either negatively or positively
determines the livelihood activity of other houdelsoor individuals and households may pursue
different strategies in different times. Livelihogttategies have seasonal patterns and they are

also socially differentiated (Krantz, 2001).

The livelihood strategies of the poor depend onabsets they have and the poor have lack of
choice to these (Rakodi, 2002). The poor requiese to different assets for the choice of
livelihood strategies but their choice is limiteBFID (1999) explored that some activities
require particular skills and labour (human ass&tgrt-up (financial asset) or good physical
infrastructure for the transport of goods (physesdet), land and water as a basis for production
(natural resources) and access to a given groypeople achievable through existing social
connections (social asset). Different activitieguiee different combinations of assets and in
principle those who have ample asset endowments héder choices of livelihood activities
and greater ability to withstand, adapt and recdsen shocks and stresses (DFID, 1999). The
poor engaged in livelihood activities that conttdsitheir survival but not to improve their
welfare (Rakodi, 2002).

In addition, the choice of livelihood strategies thg poor is also shaped by PIPs, households’
objectives and the context that determine the abiity of assets (DFID, 1999; Miekle et al.,
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2001). PIPs determine livelihood strategies paosiyivthrough facilitating labour and goods

mobility, attracting investment, providing infrastture and negatively by restricting access to
land, reducing the mobility of labour and goods, @FID, 1999). Livelihood strategies are also
intimately connected with livelihood objectivesmrtcomes. Diverse livelihood strategies more
likely reduce the vulnerability of households (Rdkas cited in Miekle et al., 2001).

E) Livelihood Outcomes

Livelihood outcomes are outputs or results of livebd strategies and these outcomes are
diverse and are the result of a combined effecbtbér components of the framework more
specifically the assets and livelihood strateg@BID, 1999; Farrington et al., 2002). The poor
need to increase their income, well-being and ilv&ld security or sustainability by reducing
vulnerability and improve food security without dading/depleting their assets. The poor may
focus to achieve one or more outcomes and diffelentseholds may focus on different
outcomes. There are trade-offs between some out;ofoe example, working to increase
income may deter the quality of the natural enviment. The outcomes may be positive
(desirable or sustainable) or negative (undesirablensustainable) and have forward relations
with other components of the framework. For examalpositive achievement would lead to the
development of asset and livelihood activities aedative outcomes leads to the depletion of
asset and thereby increasing vulnerability (DFIB99; Farrington et al., 2002). Because of the
difficulty of assessing all the livelihood outcom#ss study will focus on poverty and the
livelihood security of the households.

Livelihood security is one of the outcomes of likiebd strategies. In its simplest definition,
household livelihood security is defined as “adéguand sustainable access to income and
resources to meet basic needs including adequeéssato food, potable water, health facilities,
educational opportunities, housing, minimal incotimag for community participation and social
integration” (Frankenberger & McCaston, 1998). fyeof these basic needs is not met in a
household this household is living in absolute ptvéFrankenberger cited in Lindenberg,
2002). Household livelihood security is also defires “a family’'s or community’s ability to
maintain and improve its income, assets and sa@libeing from year to year” (Frankenberger
cited in Lindenberg, 2002). Household livelihoodcis#ty grew out of a food security
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perspective, but is based on the observation twat s only one basic need among several and
households may sacrifice adequate food consumptnmeet other important needs
(Frankenberger et al., 2000). Secure or sustainamehood requires the possession of and
access to asset and the existence of livelihocategfies that are acceptable to the society
(Drinkwater & Rusinow, 1999). The constraints taubeholds’ well-being, as well as their assets
and opportunities of livelihood security are theus of any livelihood study (Lindenberg, 2002).
To provide an even clearer profile of the constsato households, livelihood security index can
be constructed.

The household livelihood security index which isstfideveloped by CARE (1999) is an eight
component or dimension measure focused directlytlm constraints to household and
community well-being. The dimensions of livelihosgcurity suggested by CARE include
income and assets, food and nutrition, educatiartjggpation, water, sanitation, primary health,
and reproductive health. The index of each of tiledsions can be shown separately and an
aggregate or composite measure of livelihood sgcofi households can be constructed. The
composite measure is based on an equal weightcbf &fathe eight subcomponents where each
subcomponent contributes equally to the overalexndven though each major component is
comprised of a different number of subcomponent$ e index allows the integration of
diverse indicators or variables (Hahn et al., 2008 index quantifies multidimensional issues
using indicators as proxies and helps to identifg toping mechanisms households use to
combat poverty and scarcity (Hahn et al., 2009er&fore, unlike other measures of poverty
which directly or indirectly rely on income, livelbod security index is crucial in understanding
multiple dimensions of poverty or multiple deprieats of households including income

deprivations.

Therefore, in order to identify the multiple de@ions of households the dimensions of
livelihood security which are given emphasis b tstudy are economic security, food security,
health security, education security, water secuaity housing security. Each dimension is the
subcomponent of the five assets except food andoseic security. For example, health and
education securities are from the human assetss, Tlauseholds may be better secure in one
dimension and less secure in others. This is maagpciated with asset ownership, access to

asset and livelihood activities of households. iroge assets and activities people have, the less
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insecure they are whereas the greater the erosipeople’s assets & activities, the greater their
insecurity (Moser as cited in Miekle et al.,, 200Ppverty, the change in the livelihoods of

households and livelihood insecurity are the undeg outcomes this study focused on.
Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to review the ewmiuof the meaning and measurement of
poverty, the theoretical and empirical literaturel adentify the literature gaps. Earlier poverty
was viewed as lack of subsistence and basic nbatsiow poverty is seen as not only lack of
basic needs but also lack of freedom of speechs@uoption based measure of poverty which
views poverty unidimensional using poverty line amdltidimensional poverty index which

views poverty multidimensional are the most comnpamverty measures existed today. The
former is being used by the World Bank and manyntaes of the world and the later is being

used by UNDP and some courtiers of the world.

Various classical and neoclassical developmentrige@re reviewed. Some of them identified
saving and investment as the basic factors of dpwetnt and poverty reduction. Some theories
like growth pole are spatial-oriented and some rsthi&e balanced and unbalanced growth

theories are sector-oriented.

The empirical evidence showed that poverty in tloeldvespecially in the developing world is
one of the major problems affecting the life of Inils of people. The empirical evidences
showed that 1.3 and 1.7 billion people of the wasere consumption and multidimensional
poor in 2010. South Asia and sub Saharan Africaaaeas where the rate of poverty is the
highest. The level of poverty in Ethiopia basedtiea World Bank report was 39 per cent in
2013. The income of residents of urban areas abfith is derived from different sources such

as self-employment, wage labour, agriculture, etc.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The previous chapter presented review of relatecaliure and identified the literature gaps. This
chapter explains the philosophical foundation ef tbsearch and the research methodology. The
chapter is organized in four main sections. Th& 8ection explains the philosophical foundation
of the research. The second section entertainseegarch design. The third section deals about
the research methods which include sources and tgpeata, instruments and procedures of
data collection, sampling and sample size and tquks of data analyses and interpretations.
The poverty line construction method and aggregaéasures of poverty, the Alkire Foster
method of multidimensional poverty index constroistand the method of livelihood insecurity
index construction are explained in detail in thalgsis section of this chapter. The last section

looks ethical considerations.
3.1. Philosophical Foundation of the Research

In any research design the researcher has to\clegirlup the ontological, epistemological and
theoretical perspectives before the selection oksearch design or methodology which is
informed by these perspectives adopted (Crottyitad & Gray, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clark,
2011). Each perspective informs the other nexttidfor example, ontological perspective
informs the theoretical perspective to be selecféd. put in other words, the research
methodology stems from the theoretical perspeciiveé the theoretical perspective is derived
from the epistemological perspective which in twtems from the ontological perspective.
Ontologyis the study of being (the nature of existenceeaflity). “While ontology embodies
understanding what is, epistemology tries to urtdacswhat it means to know” (Gray, 2009:17).
Researchers throughout the world so far are inobrlee two different and opposing ontological
positions or perspectives which are ontology ohgeind ontology of becoming. The ontological
perspective of this research is being ontology twwhgoves an emphasis on a permanent and
unchanged reality. The assumption of being ontolediat reality is being composed of clearly
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formed entities with identifiable properties remeted by symbols, words and concepts as
opposed to formlessness and chaos of becomingogyt¢Gray, 2009). Poverty and livelihoods
are existed in the world and these realities harmesforms which can be identified by their

properties such as lack of access to basic neesssiapabilities, etc.

The epistemological perspectives of this researbltiwstem from the ontology of being are
objectivism and constructivism. The position ofegitjvists about reality is that reality exists in
the external world independently of human consegieas and this reality is single (Gray, 2009).
Therefore, the process of research is discovehiggreality through adopting a design that fits
with objectivism. The theoretical perspective clgdmked to objectivism which is adopted for
this study is positivism. This is because positiviss congruent with objectivism. The core
argument of positivists is that the social world-eality exists independent of the researcher and
the properties of the social world can be measdrezttly through observation like the natural
world (Creswell, 2009; Gray, 2009). Reality in gogsm is what is available to our senses and
the human sciences deal with facts like the natsca@nces (Gray, 2009). Positivists further
argued that the social world is governed by lawtheories like the natural world and these laws
or theories must be discovered, tested and refinexligh scientific inquiry (Creswell, 2009;
Gray, 2009). The process of research in positivsmeductive or top down which focuses on
testing theory. It moves towards hypotheasisting from a theory, after which the principle is
confirmed if the data supports, refuted or modififetthe data not supports (Gray, 2009; Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2011). This hypothesis testing iBigaand context free. This process of research
is, therefore, strongly associated with quantiat@search approach. So poverty was objectively
measured and the determinants of poverty were ifeeehtthrough this approach. Other
quantitative techniques like®$quare test, independent t-test and ANOVA were a$ed.

The position of constructivists about truth anditgan the social world is that realities do not
exist in the external world rather they are credtedhe subject’s interactions with the world we
live and work and realities are multiple (Cresw2009; Gray, 2009). So meaning is constructed
not discovered and even in relation to the samengahena subjects construct their own or
subjective meaning in different ways (Creswell, 20Gray, 2009). Therefore, the goal of the
researcher is investigating the socially and caltyrinfluenced multiple views of research

participants and the process of interaction amawigviduals (Creswell, 2009). The theoretical
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perspective closely linked to constructivism is mbraenology. “Phenomenology holds that any
attempt to understand social reality has to be mgted on people’s experiences of that social
reality” (Gray, 2009:22). This theoretical perspeetfocuses on the ‘life-world’ of humans and
the investigation of a particular phenomenon is mofluenced by the investigator's
preoccupations to find new meaning, fuller meamngenewed meaning of the phenomenon
(Gray, 2009). The key is gaining the subjectiveezignce of the subject, sometimes by trying to
put oneself in the place of the subject and of seuhe interpretation of the meaning is
influenced by the researcher’s personal experieaces background (Creswell, 2009; Gray,
2009). The intent of the researcher is, thereftmedevelop patterns through interpreting the
meanings of participants on the phenomenon whictansinductive process of research
(Creswell, 2009). The inductive process of reseasch bottom-up process which focuses on
generating theory through interconnecting broatiemies developed from multiple views of
participants (Gray, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clar@12). In this process, plans are made for data
collection, after which the data are analysed te Beany patterns emerge that suggests
relationships between variables and from thesereésens it may be possible to construct
generalizations, relationships and even theoriesy(G2009). This process of research is
associated with qualitative research approach. piueess of investigation is value-laden,
context embedded, and subject-object interdeperadentltiple realities (Creswell, 2009; Gray,
2009; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).

Even though the two epistemological perspectivesns® have irreconcilable assumptions they
are under the umbrella of ontology of being (Chsacded in Gray, 2009). Crotty as cited in
Creswell & Plano Clark (2011) stated that these wuhfberent stances are not ‘watertight
compartments’. They can be combined and brougtgtheg in a single study with an explicitly
stated use of each stance (Creswell & Plano CE0k]1). This study, therefore, combined these
two stances to address the research purposes detnawer the questions posed because the
research design requires these two stances. Thmogmurof mixing these two stances is to
validate, substantiate and complement the quargtatsults of the research with the qualitative
findings. Positivism which stems from objectivista selected because the indicators and
variables were identified to measure objectivelyhe field and determine the status of poverty,

livelihood insecurity, determinants of poverty amlde relationship between poverty and
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livelihood in small towns since the concern of pig&m is on the causes which determine the
outputs such as poverty. Phenomenology which sfeons constructivism is selected for this
study to validate, explain and complement the qtae findings of the research. In addition,
phenomenology is selected because there are igsubs research that are not captured by
independent of the researcher such as vulnerahttitiypolicy. As positivism focus more on the
outputs or effects, phenomenology focus on theqe®of the occurrence of the outputs these

two, therefore, can complement each other.

This research is, therefore, based on a mixed rdsthesearch approach. Both inductive and
deductive processes were combined in this resdartietter understand the research problem
since the problem calls no single process of rebedihese two research processes are also not
mutually exclusive. Both of them can be used iingls research, that is, it is possible to test and
at the same time build a theory in a single researocess to address the research objectives
(Gray, 2009). The type and procedures of mixed oukettlesign are clearly discussed in the

design and methods section.
3.2. Research Approach and Design

A mixed methods research approach was used fostihity. Even though the approach requires
both quantitative and qualitative skills and timecbllect and analyze data which is a challenge
of the enquirer, the importance of mixed methodz@gch is highly recognized by researchers
in social sciences patrticularly for research ingrtywand livelihoods (DFID, 1999; Farrington et
al., 2002; Rakodi et al., 2002; Barrett, 2005; MNje2005; Prowse, 2008). A mixed methods
research approach is “a procedure for collectimgly&ing, and mixing both quantitative and
gualitative data and methods in a single study seres of studies to understand a research
problem comprehensively” (Creswell, 2009). Mixedthoels studies meeting this definition of
mixed methods research approach include at leastgoantitative strand and one qualitative
strand (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). “A strang&isomponent of a study that encompasses the
basic process of conducting quantitative or gualgaresearch: posing a question, collecting
data, analyzing data and interpreting results basetthat data” (Teddlie & Tashakori as cited in
Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
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Mixed research approach was used for this studwausec effective research on poverty and
livelihood and successful livelihood analysis usengdivelihood framework make use of both
guantitative and qualitative research approacheshenbases of quantitative and qualitative
philosophical foundations of research respectiV@¥ID, 2000; Murray as cited in Prowse,
2008) In other words, the nature of the problem of poveand livelihood cannot be
comprehensively addressed by using either quawmgtaesearch approach which is based on
positivism theoretical perspective or qualitativesearch approach which is based on
constructivism theoretical perspective alone (Bar&005; Njeru, 2005). Either quantitative or
gualitative data are not sufficient to addresstla#l objectives set or answer all the questions
raised in this research. The objectives set andréisearch questions raised require both
guantitative and qualitative evidences and usingenhi method, therefore, will help the
researcher for a comprehensive understanding ofréeearch problem and addressing the
research questions. In addition, the findings @waars for one objective using one approach can
be cross-validated using another approach if the mvethods are used which can raise the

credibility of the findings of the research.

Among the various types of mixed method designsesided design is selected for this study.
This is a mixed method design which combines tHkeeciion and analysis of both quantitative
and qualitative data within a design of traditiogalntitative research approach or qualitative
research approach when emphasis or priority isngigesither on quantitative or qualitative data
(Greene as cited in Creswell & Plano Clark, 201a)this study, the qualitative strand was
embedded in the quantitative strand which is aesudesign. In this design the qualitative data
set had a supportive secondary role and these wiasacollected and analysed during the
implementation of the data collection and analysiscedures. The purpose or reason of
selecting embedded mixed method design for thidystuas to corroborate, confirm or cross-
validate the quantitative results and qualitativedihgs of the study (triangulation) and
complement (to look different facets of livelihoofl households using different methods) the
findings of the research using the two approachdseahance the quality of the interpretation of
the quantitative strand. Quantitative methods wesexdd to address all specific objectives of this
research except the second objective and the sesfulhese objectives were cross-validated and

supported by the qualitative findings. This deswgs also selected to complete the research
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project within a given time frame and financialgesces since this design focuses on collecting

both types of data in one field visit and one phafshe research.

How quantitative and qualitative strands relatedach other in this study was the question to be
raised and answered after the design was selectegwell and Plano Clark (2011) noted that a
persuasive and strong embedded mixed methods desigresses the decisions of level of
integration, priority, timing and mixing of quardiive and qualitative strands of the research.
Therefore, the interaction between the two straofdthis research was a direct interaction in
which the two methods were mixed before the fin&ripretation (that is, interactive during the
analysis). The quantitative strand was given pgiasi more weight to play a role in addressing
the research problem and the qualitative strandgiesn a secondary and supportive role. The
timing or pacing or implementation of the quani#atand qualitative strands for this research
was concurrent timing which is a strategy of impdéeting both quantitative and qualitative
strands in a single phase of the research in daqrovide comprehensive analyses of the
research problem (Creswell, 2009). Quantitative guodlitative strands of the research were
mixed or integrated in the design, collection (graliscussion and key informant interview were

made to design the survey questions) and analgdisnéerpretation stage of the research.

3.3. Research Methods
3.3.1. Sources and Types of Data

The necessary data for the research were obtaireed @ifferent sources which can be
categorized as primary and secondary sources. Tiheny sources of data were household
heads, key informants (such as the elderly whadlifer a long in the area, various experts,
government officials and traders) and focus grospussants. Data sources were triangulated to
help ensure the validity of quantitative and thastworthiness of qualitative strands of the
research (Creswell, 2009Jhe types of data which were generated through theouardata
collection instruments from these sources were tijjaséine and qualitative primary data.
Quantitative data were collected from the houselm@dds and qualitative data were collected
from the household heads and all the other threeapy data sources. The data were a cross-

sectional data which were collected at one poitinie.
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Secondary sources of data were government poliggurdents and reports, poverty and
livelihood research reports from the research jalsinEthio-GIS, books and magazine, policy
documents and working and discussion papers obwsiinstitutions. These secondary sources
were available in different government institutioofs Ethiopia, various libraries of AAU and
various web sites. The data collected from theseces were secondary data. These data were
on the depth, width and causes of income and noorie poverty, livelihood activities and
coping strategies of the nation, region and urbbaasaof the country. Other secondary data such
as rainfall and temperature, producer and consyrees across the year, demographic data,
health data (morbidity), location and socioeconomhata were obtained from these sources.
These data were quantitative and qualitative ds¢dulito describe the study areas and compare

with the quantitative and qualitative results o§tstudy and complement primary data as well.

3.3.2. Sampling, Sample Frame and Sample Size

The sampling technique for this study was two-stagepling. Towns were selected first
followed by households for both quantitative anclgative strands of the study in which the
sampling units were towns and household heads ctgply. Out of the total small towns of
East Gojjam zone, six were non-capital towns. Thesee Wojel, Yetmen, Felege Birhan,
Woyin Wuha, Keranio and Side. Their population size2011 was 2836, 2938, 7300, 1207,
1879 and 2963 respectively. Out of these six stoalhs, three were purposively selected on the
basis of their population size and location in tielato the main roads to see the effect of size
and road on the livelihood of households in thesens. Towns’ of population size greater than
or equal to 2,000 and towns located far from thenmnaads and along the main roads were
selected. Thus, the selected towns on the bas#wesé criteria were Wojel (found along all
weather asphalted road), Yetmen (found along adithex gravel road) and Felege Birhan (found
far from the main road). Therefore, samples of kbokls for both strands of the research were

drawn from these selected small towns of East @Gbjja

The households were finite in which the total numbfeeach town were known and obtained
from kebeleand health extension offices. The household siz@€14 were 617, 621 and 992 in
Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan respectively. Tdtalthousehold size of the study from which

the sample was drawn was 2, 230. The sampling fanists of households were obtained from
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kebeleadministrative and health extension offices of tespective town. The two lists were
more or less the same, but new additions were faurice registration documents of the health
extension offices. This new additions were housghatho are living in each town without
kebeleidentity cards by renting houses. The lists ofdatwlds in the health extension offices
were registered in 2006 for zitromax vaccinatiororgmred by Lions Carter Center in
collaboration with Amhara Regional Government Hedureau and revised in 2014 for the
same vaccination of the 2014. The lists were, tbese up-to-date. After the identification and
determination of the sampling frame, householdgHerquantitative strand and participants (key

informants and group discussants) for the qualiadirand were selected.

Households for the household questionnaire suneng welected using simple random sampling
technique after the determination of the approerie using objective method. De Vaus (2002)
and Kothari (2004) suggested that the required Easipe for any quantitative research depends
on the degree of accuracy required for the sampéterogeneity or homogeneity of the
population, size of the population and researchgbtudrhey also suggested that in the absence
of population standard deviation two statisticah@epts such as sampling error and the level of
confidence must be specified for the determinatibthe size of the sample. In other words, the
amount of error to be tolerated and the level afficdence for generalizations from the sample
must be decided to identify the required sample.ditere, the precision or sampling error is
decided in terms of proportion or percentage rathan mean because according to Kothari
(2004), the precision value using mean requiresulabipn standard deviation which is not
available in this case. The size of the samplafor finite population can be determined by the
formula specified below (Kothari, 2004). Therefotlkee size of the sample for this study was
determined on the basis of this formula. This metbbsample size determination is known as
determination of sample size through the approad®ed on precision rate and confidence level
(Kothari, 2004).

3 z%.p.q.N
n= e?(N—1) + z%p.q

Where
p = proportion agreeing} = 1 —p;
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z = the value of the standard variate at a giverfidence level;
n = size of sample;

e = the desired margin of error;

N= total population.

P here is proportion agreeing aqdl —p) is proportion not agreeing for questions of a sy

a random sample study which is the assumptionftimaula is based. To put in other words,
since there is no previous poverty research irstected areas p here is those households who
are poor and g are those who are not poor. Usmnd@.50 is always a safe way to calculate the
needed sample size in studying a new research bmmauseq (variance) is at its maximum
possible value whep andq both equal 0.50 andq = 0.25 (Kothari, 2004; Ary et al., 2010).
Using population estimates pf= q = 0.50 in the formula, the researcher can be cenfithat
the margin of error is as small as or smaller ttren value specified (Ary et al.,, 2010). The
maximum sample size can be obtained when the desieggin of error is lowest arlis 0.5.
However, collecting data from this size takes mticte and money. Given the limited resources
the sample size for this study was determined basée®l(0.05) per cent margin of error at the 95
per cent level of confidence afscorel.96 for a hypothesizepl= 0.5,q = 0.5. The margin of
error 5 per cent here means that there is a 96qmrprobability that the population parameters

falls within sample statistics plus or minus 5 pent times the z-score (1.96).

The required sample siza)(from 2, 230 total households of all selected towpsubstituting
all these requirements in the formwas 328 households. A sample was selected propaltyo
from each town and the sizes of the sample wer@Band 146 households from Wojel, Yetmen
and Felege Birhan respectively. Accordingly, membef the sample were selected
proportionally from each stratum ketenaof the towns. The sample size fr&mtenal, ketena2
andketena3 of Wojel were 32, 28 and 31 respectively. Abd8t 18 and 44 households were
selected fronketenal, ketena2 andketena3 of Yetmen respectively. Similarly, the size bét
sample fromketenal, ketena2, ketena3 andketenad of Felege Birhan were 47, 32, 29 and 37
households respectively. The size of the samplects using this method was large. This
increases the representativeness of the sampleettatger population (Ary et al., 2010). The
results and findings of this research from the damfherefore, can be generalized to all
households of small towns of East Gojjam. Thusdiésgn has external validity.
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Therefore, members of the sample of this sizelferhousehold survey were obtained through a
simple random sampling technique since this teclmigjves an equal chance of selection for
every member of the population. The lists of hoot#h for eachkebele of towns were
renumbered and a random number table was obtainedd statistics book. Then from the list
of numbered households, members of a sample wenendfrom each town by using the
procedures of simple random sampling techniques $ampling technique also ensures external
validity of the research as it gives equal prohghdf selection of all members of the population
and it enables to draw a representative sample éAl., 2010). Therefore, from the selected

sample generalizations were made for the largeulptipn from which the sample was selected.

Similarly, a sample was selected for the qualimatstrand of the research by using purposive
sampling technique. Experienced and knowledgeabtsopnel, leaders, experts, traders and
teachers and school principals were selected fer Kby informant interview and group
discussion. Seven key informants and 5 group dssas from each town were selected. A total
of 21 key informants and 15 group discussants welected to collect qualitative data for the
study. A group of five members of discussants frdifierent social and age groups was
organized for each town because the purpose ofpgmiscussion was to identify the
vulnerability context and assess the effect of RIRsthe livelihoods of households. This is,
therefore, the reason that members of differentaband age groups were brought together for
discussion on these issues.

As discussed earlier, the total number of househsiadveyed was 328. However, the analyses
on many of the variables were on 323 householdausecthe food consumption of five (four
from Felege Birhan and one from Yetmen) of the dathhouseholds were not properly filled.
The non-response rate was, therefore, 1.5 per €aetmultidimensional poverty was analysed
on 326 households because the Alkire and Fostenadetllows the analysis of the household
using the existing indicators by adjusting theirigi®s (one from Wojel and one from Felege
Birhan was not included for the analysis of muttidnsional poverty since these households had

no data on some important indicators related tcsimgy).
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3.3.3. Instruments and Procedures of Data Collection

3.3.3.1. Instruments of Data Collection

Since mixed methods approach was used to achievelffectives and sustainable livelihoods
framework was used to guide the data collectionamalysis both quantitative and quantitative
data collection instruments were employed as tiséagable livelihoods framework lends itself
to mixed data collection methods (DFID, 2000; Fagton et al., 2002). Quantitative techniques
allow capturing quantitative data on the livelihoadsets, livelihood activities and others.
Qualitative data collection techniques were usezhbge the techniques allow the collection of
gualitative data on the vulnerability, social asset institutional processes and relations that

affect the livelihoods of the poor which are ditficto quantify.

To collect both quantitative and qualitative datarious quantitative and qualitative data
collection techniques were employed. The varioua dallection methods extracted from DFID
(2000), Sanderson and Westley as cited in Rakaoal €2002) and Farrington et al. (2002) were
used to generate both quantitative and qualitatata. Like the sources of data, instruments of
data collection were triangulated to enstire trustworthiness of qualitative and the valichfy
guantitative parts of the research (Creswell, 200B8¢ various quantitative and qualitative data
collection techniques employed and the attributesvbich data were collected through these

techniques are discussed below.
A) Questionnaire

Questionnaire was used to generate data from tiveystnouseholds. Household questionnaire
surveywas carried out to generate largely quantitativia l@m the selected household heads.
Quantitative data were generated on economic irdtaon (production levels, income and

consumption levels), assets (productive assetdityjaad tenure of shelter, land and livestock,
access to infrastructure, access to training anaatmbn, skills, household labour availability,

membership in community groups, financial servisesh as savings and access to credit),
livelihood strategies (number and type of actigitieemittances received, migration patterns,
income by source, access to rural assets and sgasoiation in strategies) and the impact of

shocks on the household (loss of assets, illnedsuaemployment), indicators of livelihood
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security and demographic characteristics of houdshdn addition, qualitative data were
obtained from the household heads on the vulndiiabiland impact of shocks on household’s

livelihoods, livelihood outcomes and reasons fer lthelihood outcomes.

Consumption data were collected to measure pov@wynsumption includes both goods and
services that are purchased and those that aredpdoirom one’s own production (in-kind),
received as gifts, results of assets and durablesed Consumption is accepted as the best
indicator of poverty (Rakodi, 2002; Haughton & Kld&er, 2009; MoFED, 2012). According to
Haughton & Khandker (2009), consumption is reldyivstable throughout the year than income
and people are relatively free to tell their conption expenditure than incomg&ven though
households underreport the expenditure on luxwiea8icit items such as alcohol and tobacco,
they are more willing to tell what they spent tiveimat they received and moreoweEmsumption
better reflects households’ ability to meet baseds (Haughton & Khandker, 2009; MoFED,
2012).

Consumption reflects the ability of household’sesscto credit, remittance and saving at times
when their income is very low. Hence, consumptieflects the actual standard of living
(welfare). Note that to collect data on per cagibmsumption the one-time recall method for
three recall periods was used. Shorter recall gefgeven days) for the high-frequency
consumption items or food items, medium recall gebrfone month) for the non-food or low-
frequency items such as mach, electricity, wattr,amd longer recall period (one year) for
medium-and long frequency items like clothes andhble household furniture were employed.
This method is highly recommended by poverty swidiemany developing countries including
Ethiopia as the method helps to minimize the pdgyitof forgetting some expenditures or
consumption.

Before the development of structured questions tfee household survey, focus group
discussions were conducted on unstructured qusstiorthe selected towns in the month of
December, 2013. These wewaluable in the development of the questions anigp fiee

researcher understand how people talk about theguissues, which were helpful in choosing

vocabulary and in phrasing questions and includeeaagnized alternatives to closed-ended
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guestions. Focus groups can often suggest issoesgms or points of view about the topic that
the researcher had not considered (Ary et al., 2010

After these focus group discussions, a detailedstiqpenaire was designed to collect both
guantitative and qualitative data from the housgfiol'he questionnaire consisted of both close
and open-ended questions to generate both typefataf on the attributes of the variables
mentioned in the preceding paragraph. The questiommwas organized in 13 sections. The first
section was about the demographic characteristidsoaseholds and education, the second
section was about health, the third section wasutabousing, the fourth section was about
domestic assets, the fifth section was about sdags food consumption of the household, the
six section was about intermediate and long yeafaoal expenditure of the household, the
seventh section of the questionnaire was about fiegecurity of households, the eight section
was about livelihood activities and income, thetmisection was on social assets, the tenth
section was about shocks, the eleventh section abasit good governance and access to
infrastructure, section twelve was about saving eredit, the thirteenth section was about other

incomes and the last section was on the houseivelthbod outcomes (see Appendix E).

After the development of the questionnaire, a pdotvey was carried out before the actual
survey to refine the questions both in terms ofjleage, alternatives to close-ended questions
and reduce the possible miscommunication betweeniriterviewer and interviewee so that
appropriate data were elicited during the actuatesyr In short; ambiguities, misunderstandings,
or other inadequacies of the questions were idedténd corrected through this methdthe
pilot survey also helped to improve the reliabildf the questions by purposely repeating the
same questions. That is, purposefully repeatedtipnssproduced the same responses which
indicate the internal reliability or consistency gfiestions. To ensure the construct validity
(whether they are really measuring what they appased to measure) of the questions were

given to another person who was familiar with theearch issues.

The questionnaire was pilot-tested from Novembetol20, 2013. Ten respondents three from
Yetmen, three from Wojel and 4 from Felege Birharevinterviewed to test the questionnaire.
The researcher himself did the interview for pitesting. The researcher faced during the

interview that the questionnaire took too much tithat is, not less than three hours to complete
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interviewing a single respondent. In addition, somestions related to domestic assets
ownership were found less relevant since all redpots during the pilot-test confirmed that all
domestic assets belong to the household head andif#®husband. Moreover, some questions
related to access to health and education senérceb the distance from home to the
infrastructure were excluded since secondary educand health center are available in all the
study towns. During the pilot test some questiomsewalso found double barreled and these
guestions were divided into two. Some alternativese also added in some close-ended
guestions since the alternatives provided wereadetjuate enough to capture the respondents’
response. Some vague terms were replaced by dineesrespondents did not understand them
and some questions were reordered after the gifvtfthese data generated from the households
for the pilot-test were excluded from the analySisme of the secondary and primary data on
the descriptions of the study area was also celbduring this period. A checklist was used to

collect these data.

Therefore, the actual survey was carried out afte¥ questions were corrected. The
guestionnaire was administered using a face-to4f#teeview for the collection of both types of

data from the household heads. Even though experasid time consuming, a face-to-face
interview was employed because of its advantages @er administration methods in its high
response rate besides the chance which gives taiexyague questions, collect additional
information, observe the respondent and minimizesmg data (Ary et al., 2010). Moreover,

face-to-face interview is one of the best ways afadgathering methods from the household

heads who do not read and write.

B) Interview

This was one of the instruments of primary datdectibn for the present study. Intervievas
employed to collect qualitative data mainly on sér@r shocks, seasonality of price, market,
employment and labour, causes of poverty, benefisocial capital, adult education and night
programmes from the key informanBesides to these, information on the existencearfds
and sources of vulnerabilities, usage of latrirmndl redistribution, school and health center
problems were collected through this method. Sauatencome for the local institutions, their

challenges and capacities were also collected gfrdlis technique. Semi-structured questions
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were used to collect data from the key informamis the interview was face-to-face interview.
Key informant interview was also employed to trialade data collected through the other
techniques such as questionnaire and group discusBhe interviews were conducted by the
researcher himself. All the conversations betwden ihterviewer and the interviewees were
taped.

C) Group Discussion

This was one of the major instruments of primartadzollection from one of the primary data
sources, that is, the group discussants. The thefrtbs discussion were vulnerabilities (shocks,
seasonality of poverty, food prices, market andoine) of households; shelter for animals;
sources of wealth accumulation; process of padtwp; livelihood strategies; migration of
resources; the benefits of social asset; usesdidirowed money; the causes of poverty and the
impact of the absence of the seatairedaadministration, master and site plans on poverty in
the study towns. The other issues for the discnssere on the livelihoods of households and
the challenges to improve the quality of housingsurGroup discussions on these topics were
made in every study town. The discussions wererethaand facilitated by the researcher. The

whole discussion in every study towns was taped.
D) Observation

This was another method employed to collect printita for this study. The activities of some
households, the working sites, housing and sontiiasj market areas in the periodic and non-
periodic market days were observed and photograpinedddition, observation was used to
collect data on the situation of the market of sdimsinesses in the periodic and non-periodic

market days.
3.3.3.2. The Procedures of Data Collection

With regard to the collection procedures of theagétst, secondary data were collected from
different libraries of AAU, CSA and other secondagurces before the collection of primary
data. Secondly, group discussions and key infornraetviews on the central themes of the

research were made in the study areas after #dratlite review was exhaustively accomplished
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in order to find inputs for the development of theestionnaire. Thirdly, primary data collection
instruments were designed, that is, questionnairéhie household survey and questions for the
key informants were prepared and topics for thegmiscussion were identified. Fourthly, pilot
survey was administered in the study towns. This a@ompanied by the collection of primary
and secondary data for the descriptions of theystowns. Fifthly, six enumerators were
recruited and trained for the administration of theusehold questionnaire survey. These
enumerators were trained on the purpose of theamdsesurvey questions and good interview
procedures. Training on good interview proceduressisted of learning how to contact
respondents, introduce the study and provide iostms of each question item during the
interview, ask the exact question, procedures éoonmding answers to open-ended and closed-
ended questions, completing the interview withia ttme allocated, not interjecting personal
opinions into the interview and maintaining confitelity about the interview (Ary et al., 2010).
The purpose of this training was to administer itbasehold questionnaire survey in a uniform
and standardized way by having a common understgrafithe survey questions and interview
procedures. Finally, primary data were collectenmfithe household heads, key informants and

group discussants at the same time from Januawatoh, 2014.

The collection of data took place at home in thengwgs and mornings for the household
guestionnaire survey and key informants unlesssédected household head is not available at
these times except experts who were interviewedfiae. When the selected household was not
available during the first visit a second visit waade and when the head was not available for
the second time a replacement was made using desramplom sampling technique. Seven from
Yetmen and four from Felege Birhan were replaceduiph this method. The role of the
researcher during data collection was the supervisf enumerators and collection of data from
the key informants and group discussants. Groupudssons were taken place at schools in

selected days which were convenient for all groigpussants.

Audiotape and interview protocol were used to captiata from the key informants. Similarly,
audiotape was used to record data during the fgomsgp discussions. After the collection and
analyses of data, all recordings of the data sgcaudiotapes and interview protocols including

photographs and recordings of the responses othoigheads were kept safely for auditing.
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3.3.4. Techniques of Data Analysis and Interpretation

Mixed methods, that is, quantitative and quali@twethods of data analyses were employed in
this research. Quantitative methods were useduantitative data collected from the household
heads and qualitative methods were employed for giiiitative data collected from key
informants, group discussants and household hdadsgh open-ended questions. The major
unit of analysis for the study was households. et important steps for quantitative and
qualitative data analysis are preparing the dataafalyses, exploring the data, analyzing the

data, representing the analysis and interpretiagttalysis (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).

Therefore, to analyse the quantitative data firsthe collected raw data from the field were

coded, classified and edited to make ready foryaeal Statistical Programs for Social Scientists
(SPSS) took care of the majority of all these atotis for the quantitative data. To classify,

recode, compute new variables and analyze; quawtitdata were entered into SPSS version 20
software. The data were prepared for analyses ghrdata cleaning techniques to reduce errors
of data resulting from different sources. The exrdetected through data cleaning were column
shift of data, that is, the data for some variallese found entered in adjacent variable and cells
were left empty in the data editor window thougk tw data were available due to coding

errors. These errors were detected using des@iptatistics (such as frequencies for categorical
variables, maximum and minimum values for ordinadl dikert variables, mean and standard

deviation), histograms for ordinal and continuoasiables, scatter plots for continuous variables
and crosstabulations. In addition, frequencies laetbgrams were used to check the normality
of the distribution of the data together with skeas and kurtosis and standard deviation and
scatter plot were used to detect outliers or nssemlues. The errors detected were corrected
by looking the raw data before analyskikewise, qualitative data were organized (organize
documents and visual data) and transcribed teatidfotapes. The accuracy of these transcripts

was checked with the text written during the intevwand group discussion.

Secondly, the data were explored to see the getrerals and distribution of quantitative data
through conducting descriptive analysis and undatstthe qualitative data through repeated

reading and writing memos of the initial thoughitghe margin of transcripts and field notes.
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Thirdly, the data were examined to address theareBequestions. To do this, different

descriptive and inferential statistical technique=re employed for the quantitative data. From
the descriptive statistical measures frequenciescemtages, mean, cross-tabulations and
livelihood security index were used. From the iafdral statistical measures chi-square test,
independent sample t-test, ANOVA and logistic regien were employed. All the necessary

assumptions were tested for each inferential stis

The procedures of analyses for this study werefitstly; the depth, gap and severity of poverty
were measured. Secondly, the livelihoods of houssheere assessed. Thirdly, the contribution
of rural assets to livelihoods was examined. Fayrtiivelihood insecurity of households was

determined. Lastly, the determinants of povertyenglentified. The missed values were not
analysed whenever the total size is smaller thansdmple size for a variable in the analyses
there existed missing value/s, that is, the vaeiatl not applicable to some of the households
and some household heads left with answering tlestoun for the variable. The following

section discusses how the poverty line was cortsluand poverty was aggregated, MPI and

livelihood security index were constructed.

With regard to analyses for the qualitative dataphrasing, direct quote of words, matching
patterns of words and experiences of study paditgp were employed. Data analyses of the
gualitative strand of the research were in thegestves of social, economic, environmental and
institutional contexts. Fourthly, tables, graphsitements and maps were used to present and
display data. Lastly, the meanings of the resulthe® study were interpreted by explaining how
the results of the quantitative strand and theitigsl of the qualitative strand address the
research questions together and the results adioh@s were compared with past literature, prior
explanations for both strands and the researcflected on the personal meaning of the findings
and set questions based on the findings for thétatiie strand. Finally, the quantitative results
and qualitative findings were merged in every chamf the results and discussions by
presenting the results of the quantitative straslbwed by the supportive qualitative findings

which is named by Creswell and Plano Clark (20%13ide-by-side comparison.
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3.3.5. Methods of Poverty and Livelihood Security Measurerant
3.3.5.1. The Method of Poverty Line Construction

Poverty line is the minimum expenditure for basiod and non-food needs of an adult person to
lead a healthy and normal life. It is the minimuxpense required to meet a given level of utility
which can be derived from a vector of goods andegriof these goods. According to Ravallion
cited in Haughton & Khandker (2009), the povertelifor a household may be defined as “the
minimum spending or consumption (or income, or ptheasure) needed to achieve at least the
minimum utility level, given the level of prices drthe demographic characteristics of the
household”. Poverty line for the present study w@sstructed using the cost of basic needs or
cost of buying a basket of goods (because the atmli€ are more representative as it accounts
the cost of basic consumption of food and non-fdlechs) method. The line has both food and
non-food components. A list of food items of houddh around the poverty line (that is, the
second and third quintiles consumption of food gevhthe study households which is the most
common and widely used method at the internatiandl national levels of policy and academic
researches) was used to set the food poverty Tihe.cost of acquiring enough food for the
predetermined adequate nutrition for a healthyaymal life by Ethiopian Nutrition and Health
Research Institute (EHNRI), 2,200 calories per iagalrson per day, was estimated for these
guartile groups. In order to set the non-food ptyvéne, the food share of the poorest quartile
group was used. The cost of other essentials ssiatiothing, shelter, durable assets, health,
education, etc per adult person per day of thisugrof households adjusted for size and

composition was estimated.

Different individuals in a household have differem@eds. A young child typically needs less
food or calorie than an adult and similarly thedheéwomen differs from men. Second, there
are economies of scale in consumption, at leassudoh items as housing and food. It costs less
to house a couple than to house two individualsusgely and a large family size may benefit in
price from bulk purchase (Haughton & Khandker, 200%hese differences in household size
and composition for the present study as well agytists in a week were normalized or adjusted
by using a scale presented below. This gave thi eguivalent of a household and adjusted the
economies of scale. Though not agreed by all, ghemomy of scale which is widely used in

East Africa including Ethiopia and other developaoyintries written as:
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AE = (Nagutst (0.7*Nehidren below 15 yea))

AE refers to adult equivalent and N is number. From fibrmula, 0.7 is the cost of a child
relative to an adult presumably reflects the loneeds (for food, housing space and so forth) of
children and 0.8 compares the effects of econouofissale, which significantly reduce the size

of large size households.

Before the setting of the poverty line, the daigr pdult equivalent energy intake of households
was calculated. To do this, seven days food consampata (both pattern and quantity) were
collected and the daily energy consumption for asketold was determined using the quantity of
food items obtained from households and the enasgpygned to each food item taken from
EHNRI (1997) food composition table (see Appendix) AThe amount of calorie per 100 gram
of some food items such as biscuit, spaghetti, neacaetc, which were not available in EHNRI
food composition table were obtained from the pgekeof the manufacturer of each food item.
The average energy was used for the item consumeédferent forms (raw and cooked) by the
household. Besides, the different types of an itean,example,teff (such as white, red and
mixed) consumed by a household was consideredseTtwe make this research different from
others. The quantity of food items measured byllowasurement units and units different from

the measurement of weight were converted into kdoggram.

The real daily food consumption per adult equiveleas computed from the seven days food
consumption data. Firstly, the total quantity cansed within seven days was divided by seven
to find the daily food quantity consumed by the $ehwold. Secondly, these daily total quantity
was divided by the adult equivalent size of thededwld including gusts to find the daily adult
equivalent consumption assuming that gusts ardadlaithroughout the week. Thirdly, the daily
adult equivalent consumption was multiplied by tdult equivalent size of gusts and the
number of days they consumed in the household deroto know the total food quantity
consumed during their stay in the household. Thenorder to get the households real
consumption, this amount was subtracted from thad tpantity a household consumed in seven
days proportionally from the total quantity of eddd items by assuming that gusts consume

from every item the household consumed in the selas. Finally, the real households seven
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days consumption was changed into daily per adylivalent. This was valued by the local

average prices of the food items of the three stadys (see Appendix Al).

To measure the non-food expenditure of househdlesihusually large expenses for holidays,
marriage and other ceremonies were excluded shesetexpenses are irregular which do not
reflect households’ usual welfare. In addition, utg (such as fertilizer, seeds, labour, tools,
machines, etc) and investment expenditure wereudgd from the calculation of households’
expenditure since these do not contribute to tilgyudf households. Religious payments and
payments and services tdir were also excluded from the computation becausseth
expenditures are not for the utility of the houddbas well. Public and publicly supplied goods
such as public education, police, road, etc artudrd because of the difficulty of computations.
The consumption value of durable goods of houseshwlds computed by taking 10 per cent
depreciation and the interest of the money lockethwa year using the annual interest rate of the
Commercial Bank of Ethiopia (not-inflation adjustad 2014. The total yearly and monthly
expenditures of the non-food items were converbedgily expenditure and this daily household
non-food consumption was divided by the size ofatielt equivalent of the household to get the

daily per adult person non-food expenditure ofithasehold.

A bundle of food items of the second and third tle= or the middle 50 per cent of the
households were used to build the food poverty, lomethe grounds that these households were
close to the poverty line because these groupsuocgptson is assumed to be around 2,200
Calories per adult person per day. Therefore, 48 ftems which are grouped into thirteen from
this quartile group’s food consumption were seléciéhe quantity of each food item which can
generate 2,200 kcal was determined by taking tbpgstion of energy of each food item out of
the total energies of the food items consumed bwdarit person per day of all households of
these quartile groups. The total energy of eacH ftean consumed by an adult person per day of
all households was scaled down and the quantityach food item was then calculated from
these energies (see Appendix A3). These quanbfi¢dke food items for the 2,200 kcal were
valued at average local food prices of each foethiduring the time of data collection (see
Appendix Al).
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The average prices of the three towns for diffefent items were used due to the absence of
significant difference among the prices of foodmge of the three towns as confirmed by
ANOVA (2 &153) = 0.016, P = 0.985 test. Tukeys's[Pi&8nd Games-Howell tests which can be
used for equal sample size of groups and treatgooep as a control and compare all other
groups against it confirms the absence of sigmtichfference of food prices among the three
towns (see Appendix A2). In connection with thise fTukey's and Ryan-Einot-Gabriel Welsch
Range tests put the three towns in one group whieains that the average prices of these towns
were close to each other. The descriptive stadisifcfood prices of the three study towns also
show that the mean prices of the three study tomere close to each other. These tests were
made after the assumptions of ANOVA were checkdthtTs, the Levene’s test statistic (2 &
153) = 0.036, P=0.964 shows the existence of homageof variances on food prices of the
three study towns which is one of the assumptidiNDOVA. The independency and normality
assumptions were checked where the three townsice groups are independent and the

distribution of the food prices is close to normal.

The non-food poverty line was also constructed ftbenfood consumption data of households.
Researchers adapt different techniques to deterthem@on-food poverty line though the most
used method is the Orshansky or food share methgalneh et al. (2005) divide the cost of
food poverty line to the average per capita congiommf households below the food poverty
line to set a non-food poverty line for three rudatricts of Ethiopia. CSA cited in MoFED
(2012) used the share of food of the poorest 2% @et or the poorest quartile of the population.
USA identified the non-food poverty line by muliypig food poverty line by three since a third
of income in USA is devoted in food (Haughton & Kid&er, 2009). For the purpose of this
study, to account for the non-food expenditure,ftfuel share method was used. The food share
of the poorest 25 per cent of the households wed tes construct the non-food poverty line for
this study like CSA to compare the results of tieisearch with the CSA poverty estimates of
urban areas of Ethiopia and Amhara Region (see AgipeA4). About 41 food items grouped

into 12 were used for this purpose.

The food and the nonfood poverty lines were addedet the total poverty line for the study
areas. Total poverty line (the aggregate measupewérty that takes into account both the food

and non-food requirements) is the sum of food pgvkne and non-food poverty line. The
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robustness of the total poverty line was checkedhlieyinclusion and exclusion of some food
items from the basket of foods. As a result, thifedince of the different poverty lines
constructed was very minimal. The price of the smjd per adult person consumption
expendituravas then compared with the total poverty line ttedaine whether the adult person
is living below the threshold or not. After the stmiction of the poverty line and the
identification of the poor and non-poor householtt® next step in poverty analysis is

aggregating poverty using suitable aggregate ppveeasures.
3.3.5.2. The Method of Aggregating Consumption Poviy

Given the consumption per adult equivalent and gbeerty line, the next step in poverty

analysis is the selection of appropriate measufegowerty (Haughton & Khandker, 2009).

According to Sen cited in Foster et al., (1984)jgmrous and valid poverty measure should
satisfy the monotonicity and transfer axioms andstmibe additively decomposable. The
monotonicity axiom requires increase in the levigbaverty when income or consumption of a
person decreases and vice versa. The transfer ad@nands that the transfer in income or
consumption from the better-off to the poor mustrdase the level of poverty or from the poor
to the non-poor must increase poverty. Ravalliotegdthe third axiom which is the focus axiom
where the increase in income of the non-poor caoldchange the level of poverty. Even though
a number of aggregate poverty measures satisfpon®re of these axioms, they fail to satisfy

additive decomposability (Foster et al., 1984).

The method which satisfies these axioms and thiieeldecomposability is Foster et al. (1984)
aggregate measure of poverty. The index satisfi@sotonicity axiom whermw>0 and transfer
axiom wheno>1. The FGT is additively decomposable to differenb-groups of sample
households (the total poverty is the weighted ayeraf poverty level of sub-groups satisfies
sub-group monotonicity axiom, that is, the sub-grahange keeping other sub-groups fixed
requires the sub-group and total poverty to mowe dame direction) with population share
weights and the contribution of each sub-grouphtotbtal poverty can be computed (Foster et
al., 1984). Thus, a change in the level of povartgny sub-group should bring a change in the
total poverty (Foster et al., 1984). This methodoasatisfies the two properties in weights
suggested by Sen. According to Sen cited in Fagtat. (1984), weights must be based on the
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notion of relative deprivations of the poor and mwohouseholds must have higher weights.
Because of its validity the method is being usedniny countries of the world including
Ethiopia and this study, therefore, used the FGBEsbf poverty index because of its qualities

and properties discussed above. This class of powelex is expressed as:

1

Pu=(3) $7 [(Gi/2)]", (@=>0)

Wherea is the measure of the sensitivity index to povenvtyich is indicator of “aversion to
poverty inequality”: a largen. gives higher weight to the poorest of the poorisNhe total
number of households, q is number of the poor, théspoverty line, Gis the poverty gap
poverty shortfall of a household i obtained by satting consumption per adult equivalenbtc
the household from the poverty line (Z-dhe parametear determines the type of the aggregate
measure of poverty. Whea is O the index is the headcount ratiq)(Mhich measure the
proportion of the poor from the total populationhema is 1 it is the poverty gap index P
which measure the average income shortfalls optiwe from the poverty line and whens 2 it

is the poverty severity index fPwhich measures income inequality between the .pdbe
weights are the actual deprivations or income &hltgtor a distance between the actual income

and the poverty line (z-ci) and this weighting nuetlgives more weight to the poor.
3.3.5.3. The Method of Multidimensional Poverty Meaurement

The Alkire Foster method noted &% is a family of the measure of multidimensional eady
developed by Alkire and Foster in 2007 which caubed to measure multidimensional poverty
(simultaneous multiple deprivations of householgdsgn one or more dimensions considered are
ordinal or has no cardinal meaning (Alkire & San®@310c). The method is a counting approach
suited for categorical or binary data which is ydesed for UNDP human development reports
of developing countries starting from 2010 by conging Multiple Poverty Index (MPI) and
national governments (such as Mexico, Bhutan, Iragid Uganda) to measure the headcount
ratio and intensity of poverty in terms of multigeprivations (Alkire & Santos, 2010c). The
literature and the academic interest on the conaeg@tapplicability of the method are growing
since the method allows deeper analysis of multdisional poverty through a magnifying lens.

MPI is a high resolution lens on poverty: it canused as an analytical tool to identify the most
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prevalent deprivations (Alkire & Santos, 2010c).idta method based on the selection of
dimensions, indicators, weights and cutoff poiltsrieasure povertyl, measures poverty of a
population n using selected d dimensions by devwadpp X d matrix where the rows represent
the individuals or persons and columns represeminsions and their indicators (Alkire &
Santos, 2010a).

For a single-dimensional analysis, people are ifledtas poor as long as they fail to meet a
threshold called the ‘poverty line’ and non-poohetvise.Unlike the unidimensional poverty,
two different kinds of cutoff are used to identthe multidimensional poor, one is the indicator
cutoff and the other is the poverty cutoff where thdicators deprivation cutoffs noted gsid
the poverty cutofas K (Alkire & Santos, 2011). A person is depriviadindicator j if the
achievement of that person in this indicator ioelhe cutoff Z Therefore, all individuals who
are deprived in any indicator have to be identifiest. Indicator j is assigned O if the person is
below the cutoff Zor has no deprivation and 1 otherwise. Next s(@eof deprivations of each
person has to be calculated by taking the sumeptbduct of indicators deprivation and their
weight to identify the poor, that is;£wj; + Woj> + ...+ Wyjn. Ci represents the sum of weighted
deprivations suffered by persenThe weighted score of deprivation of a person rarfgem
zero to one, where zero indicates no deprivatiomfthe selected indicator and one indicates

deprivation in all indicators.

After the determination of the score of each peraguoverty cutoff which is defined as “the
share of weighted indicators tite deprivations a person must have in order tedmsidered
multidimensionally poor” must be determined. TotHat one has to select this cut&f0 and
apply it across the scoréThis means that an individual or household is ifiedt as
multidimensional poor if he/she is deprived ineddtK dimensionsSo, a person is considered
as poor if the score is greater than or equaletiverty cutoff. The next step is the assignment
of O for persons whose score is below the povertgfEK to compute the aggregate index even
though the person is deprived of one or two indisatScores of households above the cutoff K
were taken as they are. This is a censored dejativatore denoted as(K) so the name given
to M, as adjusted headcount ratio (Alkire & Santos, 20This matrix contains the weighted
deprivations of all persons who have been idewtifis poor and excludes deprivations of the
non-poor. From this censored matrix it is possibleonstruct the censored vector of deprivation
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counts Gi(K) which differs from vectorC; in that it counts zero deprivations for those not

identified as multidimensional poor.

Mo is the weighted sum of the deprivations the pogreeence divided by the total number of
people times the total number of dimensions comsileTheM, is also the product of the
multidimensional headcount ratio represented by rid #he intensity of multidimensional
poverty represented by AH; which represents thecidenceof multidimensional poverty, is
simply the proportion of people who are poor. TisaH = g/n whereq is the number of poor
people and n is the total population. To understan@(K)/d indicates the fraction of weighted
indicators in which the poor persois deprived. The average of that fraction amongé¢hoho
are poor ¢), is preciselyA, where its expression is given By, Ci(K)/dq” (Alkire & Santos,
2011). Thus, the measure satisfies dimensional marwty by adjusting the incidence of
multidimensional poverty by intensity, that i8], increases is a poor person deprives in
additional indicator.

Once theMyp is computed it can be decomposed by populatiorgrsulps, dimensions and
indicators and intensity of poverty (using cutofffus, the censored headcount ratio of each
indicator can be known and compared with the raadbeunt ratio. In addition, the contribution
of each indicator to the total deprivation can lenputed. The censored headcount ratio is
obtained simply by adding up the number of peogdie are poor and deprived in that indicator
and dividing by the total population. The sum daf groduct of the censored headcount ratio and
the weight of indicator is thil,. The contribution of indicatgrto multidimensional poverty can
be expressed as contrij=wiCHi/M0*100, wherg,iswveight of indicator i and CHs censored
headcount ratio (Alkire & Santos, 2011). The cdnition to poverty of a certain indicator may
widely exceed its weight indicating a relative hidaprivation in this indicator in the study
population. The poor are more deprived in thisgatbr than in others. Alkire & Santos (2011)
noted that adding up the contribution of each iattic within the dimension gives the
contribution of each dimension (see Alkire and Ens2009 & Alkire & Santos, 2010c for more

details of the algorithm).
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3.3.5.4. The Method of Construction of Livelihoodecurity Index

The livelihood security index was constructed bg formula adopted from Costa cited in
Development Data Consultants (nd), Hahn et al. §2@Mhd Akter and Rahman (2010). These
people used the formula to calculate the livelih@edurity index. Index is an aggregate or
composite indicator that has been calculated frewemal different weighted components and
livelihood security index is a powerful tool in assing whether the livelihood of households is
secure or not by selecting, integrating and wenghtlifferent indicators or variables (Hahn et
al., 2009; Akter & Rahman, 2010). Development D@tnsultants (nd) applied the method to
examine the vulnerability status of householdscaéi@ by HIV/AIDS in the region of South
Africa, Akter and Rahman (2010) used this formuldhie analysis of livelihood security in poor
settlements of Bangladesh and Hahn et al. (20084 ukis in vulnerability analysis in
Mozambique. This method is a powerful tool to idignthe absence and presence of livelihood
security and the tool is based on the assumptiainetéich indicator has equal weight to construct
the dimension index which can be taken as onesobdtsic limitations (Lindenberg, 2002
However, for the purpose of this study insteadssigning equal weight to all variables, weights
for each indicator were determined using the ppalccomponent analysis (PCA) as Temesgen
et al. (2008), Workeneh et al. (2011) and Madu 2aid for the construction of vulnerability
indices to assess and determine vulnerability statinouseholds, the community and regions to

climate change.

PCA is frequently used in research that construnttgees for which there are no well-defined
weights for indicators, such as asset-based indised for the measurements of wealth across
different social groups and vulnerability of houslels to climate change (Sahn & Stifel as cited
in Madu, 2012; Madu, 2012). The argument here & #s with indicators of the asset-based
indices for wealth comparison and vulnerabilityioes for determining the vulnerability status,
there are no well-defined weights assigned tondéecators used to construct livelihood security
indices. Therefore, PCA helps to generate the weaifjbach indicator, the assumption being that
there is a common factor that explains the variamdke livelihood security. Intuitively, the first
principal component of a set of variables is tmedir index or weight of all the variables that
captures the largest amount of information comnaoalltthe variables regardless of the number

of components on which the variables are loadedthéBgen et al., 2008; Workeneh et al., 2011;
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Madu, 2012). Therefore, the scores of unrotatesi iomponent matrix were taken as weights of
the indicators for this study to construct liveldtabsecurity index of each dimension as many of
the indicators of highest scores are loaded irfiteefactor. Weights were extracted using PCA
for unstandardized indicators and the inverse efitidicators for those which have negative
relations was used for their weight determinatibne weights of indicators were extracted for
each dimension of livelihood security. In other d&rthe weight of each indicator of a particular
dimension was extracted instead of extracting wsigh all indicators in a single PCA (see the
weight of each indicator in Appendix C2). This ischuse indicators are more loaded in a

dimension which they represent than the composiée o

The extent of insecurity of each household was adgeth Total household insecurity index was
build after the selection of six dimensions andedént indicators for each dimension. The
selected dimensions and indicators are discussezhapter eight. The composite livelihood
security index was calculated in three procedufésst, since indicators of a particular
dimension were measured by different units of meamant each indicator of the dimension of

livelihood security was standardized using the fdam

VHHxi—Minxi

SWx - o (1)
Maxxi—Minxi

Where S\ is standardized value of indicatgr VHHXx is the household recorded original value
of indicatorx;, Maxx; is the maximum value of indicatgrof the sample households and Miis

the minimum value of indicatox of the sample households. The minimum and the maxim
values were used to transform an indicator inttaadardized index (see the values in Appendix
C1). The numerator of the formula above is theed#hce between the minimum value of
indicatorx of a sample households and the actual value aiuadhold of that indicator and the
denominator is the difference between the maximugh @inimum values of indicatox of
sample household$he procedures and techniques of standardizingatalis are the same with
the procedures of human development index (HDIl)etbped by UNDP. For example, life
expectancy index in HDI can be calculated as @ @tithe actual life expectancy and the range

of predetermined or preselected minimum and maxirifienexpectancy.
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Secondly, once each indicator representing a péaticlivelihood security dimension was
standardised, then the relevant household livetihsecurity index for a particular dimension
was constructed by averaging the standardisedatui® or taking the weighted mean of the
standardized indicators of a dimension using thefa:

YWxi*SVxi

HLSIB W ............................................. (2)

Where HLSID is Household Livelihood Security Index of a Dimems i, SVx is the
standardized value of indicatgr, Wx; is the weight of indicatox; used to construct the index
determined by PCA ang ranges from 1 to n (the total number of indicattmsa particular

dimension).

Lastly, once the index for each dimension of likkebd security was calculated the composite
overall Household Livelihood Security Index (HL$dy the household was constructed by using

the formula:

wiHLSIDi
S|=Z—_

CHL i

Where,w; is the weight of a dimension determined by the nemab indicators used to construct
HLSID,. Instead of assigning equal weights to each diroanased to construct CHLSI, a
relative weight of each dimension was given basedthe total number of indicators that
constitute each dimension. Weight of a dimensionlie¢lihood security varies between

households because of household level variatisdnadmumber of indicators.

Thus, for the calculation of the livelihood secyrihdices the inverse of the values of the
indicators which had a negative relationship witrellhood security was used to give more
weight to lower values since these values indibatter security of households and conversely
less weight to higher values as Akter and Rahm&iQpdid in their study. The weights for

these indicators for the calculation of the indeetevdetermined using the inverse values.

The value of the indices ranges from 0 to 1 whiafidates variations in the level of livelihood

security of households. A value nearer to 1 inésat relatively highly secure livelihood and a
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value closer to O indicates a relatively highlyeagre livelihood. Generally, households were
considered livelihood insecure if their compositdax was below the average which was 0.45 in
this case and secure otherwise. Each insecure hadse&as categorized into highly insecure
(<0.23), moderately insecure (0.23-0.33) and lowedure (0.34-0.44). Similarly, livelihood
secure households were categorized into low sd4&-0.55), moderately secure (0.56-0.66)
and highly secure (>0.66). These were done byngdhi 2 and 3 times standard deviation (0.10)
on the mean value. For example, those householdsenindex was within mean plus one times
standard deviation was low secure and those whoedexiwas mean minus one standard
deviation was low insecure. The percentage of Humlde who falls in each category was
calculated. Both the dimensions and the aggreguatieds of households were analysed. The
indices of these dimensions were crosstabulatdd major livelihood activities in order to know
the livelihood strategies of households who aréljighsecure. Similarly, the livelihood security
of households was crosstabulated with consumptimeny in order to answer the question who

is the livelihood secure household.

3.4. Ethical Considerations

Issues of the research ethics were considered atagles of the research. Permissions were
obtained fromworedaandkebeleadministrators to get access to the study sitepamticipants
before the commencement of data collection. Togotothe participants from danger or harm
different measures were taken. A covert study vedgarried out in the field. Thus, a letter was
obtained from the university which declared theesassher's engagement in the research
activities and the data collectors read this letbethe participants of the research. Besides, this
letter created trust and creditability of the resbar by the research participants. Trust and
respect with the participants were also establishgthg the pilot survey, which was carried out
to check the validity and reliability of the questhaire. The letter was also a means of entrance

to various offices in the study sites.

In addition, the purpose of the research, dutieb responsibilities of the participants and the
risks of participation were discussed with the ipgrénts to obtain unwritten or implied or oral
informed consent. For those participants who dit affer the consent a replacement by other

randomly selected participant was made. Similarymes were not mentioned for the qualitative
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study to keep anonymity and confidentiality andl @@nsent was obtained from the research
participants to record their voice and presentrtimages in the research report. All field notes

and other documents of participants’ responses Wepepersonal.
Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present thestyhical foundation, design and methods of
this research. The ontology where this researchbased is being ontology and the
epistemological perspectives of this research wkiem from this ontology are objectivisim and
constructivism. Therefore, the theoretical pergpestare both positivism and phenomenology.
The approach for this study was a mixed methodsoagp and the design was concurrent
design. More weight was given to the quantitatiaet pf the research. The research was based
on primary and secondary data generated from pyimad secondary sources. The instruments
of data collection from the primary sources weregionnaire, interview, group discussion and
photograph. Purposive and simple random samplictgniques were used to identify the sample
for the qualitative and quantitative parts of tbeaarch respectively. The size of the sample for
the household survey was objectively determinedutin the method developed by Kothari
(2004). Both descriptive and inferential statistiosre used to analyse quantitative data whereas
direct quotation, paraphrasing and pattern matchiage used to analyse qualitative data. The
basic needs method was used to draw the povemydmd FGT method was employed to
aggregate consumption poverty. Similarly, the Adkind Foster method was employed to

measure multidimensional poverty.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DESCRIPTIONS OF EAST GOJJAM ZONE AND THE STUDY TOWN S

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to give contextaakiground information on East Gojjam and the
study towns. This chapter, therefore, presentdésec features of East Gojjam Zone in general
and the study towns in particular. These includeation, physical setting and demographic
features of East Gojjam and the study towns as waellgenesis and development, socio-
economic, infrastructures and periodic markethefgtudy towns. The descriptions of the study
areas are on the bases of both secondary and pridatr generated from secondary and primary
sources respectively. Understanding and recognitiege basic features can facilitate the
analyses of the research by linking the researairfgs and conclusions of the study with these

basic features of the study towns.
4.1. East Gojjam Zone

East Gojjam Zone is approximately locatéd® North and 1913 North latitude and 3B’ East
and 3831’ East longitude (see Figure 4.1). The zone is &tan Amhara National Regional
State of the Federal Democratic Republic of Etlaofiiis one of the eleven administrative zones
of the region (others are North Gondar, South Ggridarth Wollo, South Wollo, North Showa,
Oromia, East Gojjam, West Gojjam, Awi, Waghimra &ahir Dar Zuria). As shown in Figure
4.1, the adjacent zones of East Gojjam are Wegba@dp the west, South Gondar to the north
and South Wollo to the east from the Amhara Regiott North Shewa, West Shewa and Horo
Gudru Wollega to the south from the Oromia Regibme bend of the Abay River defines the
zone's northern, eastern and southern boundartesNeirth Gondar, South Wollo and the three

administrative zones of Oromia Region mentioned: Gépital of the zone is Debre Markos.

The total area of East Gojjam is 14,004.5 squdmmidters which accounted for 9.1 per cent of
the total area of the Amhara Region. This makesztre the fifth largest of all zones of the
region. The zone is structured into 17 administeatvoredasand 415kebelesincluding the
urban kebelesof the zone. The three selected study towns awadfdn three administrative

woredasof the zone. Wojel is located in Awabaforeda Yetmen is located in Enemayoreda
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and Felege Birhan is located in Enarj EnawWgareda The average elevation of East Gojjam is
2,769 meters above sea level. Its highest poiMadant Choga (also known as Mount Birhan)
with the height of 4,100 meters above sea leveé dverage annual rainfall and the monthly

average temperature in the zone are 1,500 millirmeted 21 degrees Celsius respectively.
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Figure 4.1: Map of East Gojjam Administrative Zone

On the basis of the 2007 Housing and Populatiors@erthe total population of East Gojjam
zone in 2011 was estimated to be 2,351,855 whiclumted for 13 per cent of the Amhara
region’s total population making the zone thirdkeeh next to North Gondar and South Wollo in
the region. The crude population density of theezonthe same year was 167.9 persons per
square kilometer which was greater than the regionide population density (121.9 persons per
square kilometer). The total urban population oBtE&ojjam was 262,462 in 2011 which
accounted for 10 per cent of the region’s totabarpopulation making the sixth largest in terms

of the size of the urban population of all zoneshaf region. The urban population of the zone
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accounted for 11 per cent of the zone’s total pan. This was less than the regional and
national level of urbanization which accountedX¥drand 17 per cents respectively in 2011. The
population size of urban areas in East Gojjam ranfgem 1, 207 to 68,502. The smallest

population size was for Woyin Woha and the largegtulation size was for Debre Markos.

Based on the 2007 Housing and Population Censas t&tre were twenty-three towns in East
Gojjam. This number of urban areas was based @alefinition of CSA using diverse criteria.
According to CSA (2012), urban areas in Ethiopielude all “localities with 2,000 or more
inhabitants” as well as (i) all administrative dajs (regional, zonal andioreda capitals), (ii)
settlements with urban dwellers’ associations whaoh not administrative capitals and (iii) all
other settlements whose inhabitants are primanlyaged in non-agricultural activities. Out of
the twenty-three towns in East Gojjam, twenty-o8&%) towns are small in size, while the
remaining two towns, Debre Markos & Motta, are intediate size towns. The overwhelming
majority of these towns were administrative capifalr different levels of the government. Out
of the twenty-three towns of East Gojjam, seventaeworedacapitals and six angon-woreda
and non-zonal administrative capitals. Debre Markddota and Bichena are urban
administrations which have the autonomy of self-mistration, besides to the seat of zonal or
woreda administration. These three towns in the zone haese than one administrative
function. Debre Markos is a zonal amibreda capital and the other two towns amdreda
capitals. Therefore, all except six towns in Easjj@n have been centers of administration for
the hinterland population. Out of the six non-calpibwns, three of them such as Wojel, Yetmen
and Felege Birhan are study areas of this resediteh.other non-capital towns were Woyin
Wuha, Keranio and Side.

4.2.Location, Size and Shape of the Study Towns

It is true that the location of any place can bscdbéed in absolute and relative terms. Therefore,
the locations of the study towns are describedosokte and relative terms. The exact location
of Felege Birhan is 11° 88' North latitude and 37 ®ast longitude. Relatively, Felege Birhan is
found approximately seven kilometafgest of Addis Ababa-Motta-Bahir Dar all weather\gra
road in Enarj Enawg&Voreda 315 kilometers North West of Addis Ababa (thetsafathe

government of the Federal Democratic Republic ¢iidftia) and 166 kilometers South East of
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Bahir Dar (the seat of the government of Amharaidwal Regional State) through Addis
Ababa-Motta-Bahir Dar road (see Figure 4.2). TheeefFelege Birhan is a pocket town which
is not crossed by any major road unlike the otliedystowns. Felege Birhan is found 137
kilometers North East of the zonal capital Debreridda and 21 kilometers North West of the

woredacapital Debre Work.
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Figure 4.2: Location Map of the Study Towns

The absolute location of Wojel is 10°3Qorth latitude and 37°4%ast longitude. Relatively,
Wojel town is found along Addis Ababa-Debre Marlgmhir Dar asphalted road in Awabel
Woreda 251 kilometers North West of Addis Ababa and Zildmeters South East of Bahir
Dar. Relative to the zonal andoredacapitals, the town is located 48 kilometers Soudistof
Debre Markos and 10 kilometers East of Lumame ctsfady.
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The astronomical location of Yetmen is 11°42" Nol#hitude and 37°04' East longitude.
Relatively, Yetmen is located along Addis Ababa-tdddahir Dar all-weather gravel road in
EnemayWoreda 247 kilometers North West of Addis Ababa and RB8meters South East of
Bahir Dar The town is located 78 and 18 kilometers Southt Ba®ebre Markos and South

West of Bichena respectively.

All the study towns are found within South E&gbyna Dega Tefiivelihood zone of Amhara
Region (Amhara Livelihood Zone Reports, 2007). Adaag to these reports, this livelihood
zone is a surplus producing zone and has good asadss which can be taken as good
opportunities for the livelihoods of the residenfghese towns. Consequently, these towns are
collection centers of the surplus agricultural prad and the livelihoods of the majority of
residents of these towns are strongly associatéd thve surplus agricultural products of the
livelihood zone. Residents of these towns engageitimer in the collection of the surplus
agricultural products for export and distributiohvarious agricultural inputs. Relative to each
other, Felege Birhan is found 89 kilometers NorthApjel and 59 kilometers North West of
Yetmen. Likewise, Wojel is found 89 kilometers Jouwf Felege Birhan and 30 kilometers
South West of Yetmen and Yetmen is found 30 kil@reetNorth East of Wojel and 59

kilometers South East of Felege Birhan.

With regard to size, all the study towns are vemalsin terms of area. Relatively, Felege Birhan
is the largest town followed by Yetmen. The totedas of Felege Birhan, Yetmen and Wojel
were 881, 449; 615, 191 and 595,665 square meaispectively (see Figure 4.2). The total area
of Felege Birhan, Yetmen and Wojel were 75, 107 Hiidtimes less than the total area of Debre
Markos respectively. Concerning their shape, thepshof all the study towns is linear except
Felege Birhan. Almost all residential and businkesases of these towns were built along the
main road. Though not extended much, a few numbferssidential and business houses were
built along the main gates from the rural areamsequently, the shape of Wojel and Yetmen
will become cross-like in the near future since élkpansion is along the two main gates of each
town from opposite directions. As shown in Figur2,4he shape of Felege Birhan is compact.
This is because the town is a pocket town whichoiscrossed by any main road affecting its
pattern unlike the other study towns. The town lbeen expanded along the main gates from the

rural areas in different directions which is theimmzause for its compactness.
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4.3. Physical Settingf the Study Towns

The altitude of Felege Birhan is 2,790 meters abswa level. It has 365 and 815 meters
altitudinal differences from Yetmen and Wojel resdpeely. Its topography is not plain rather
rugged unlike the other study towns. The average@mrainfall of the town is 1,175 millimeters
and the monthly average temperature isdédgrees Celsius. On the basis of the traditional
climatic classification, the climate of this tows Dega The town is not crossed by either a
perennial or an intermittent river; however, thesa river near to the town in the south flowing
from North to South.

The altitude of Wojel is 1,975 meters above seallewich is lower than the other study towns.
The difference between the lower and the highéudk in the town is 60 meters indicating the
plainness of the topography of the town. Thereagimer which crosses the town. Moreover,
there is no perennial river found near to the t@woept the intermittent ones which are found at
the ends of the settlement along the main road.nié@n annual rainfall and the mean monthly
temperature of the town taken from Dejen weathaticst are 1,158 millimeters and 18 degrees

Celsius respectively. The town, therefore, liedhwitVoyna Degdraditional climatic zone.

The altitude of Yetmen is 2,425 meters above seal.ldts topography is plain and no river
crosses the town but Muga River, the tributary dfay River, is found approximately at a
walking distance of half an hour round trip frone tbenter in the west and south of the town.
Likewise, Yegurfin, an intermittent river and abutary of Muga, is found approximately at a
walking distance of 10 minutes round trip from temter to the east. These two rivers are useful
to some of the residents of the town for smallsdalgation as well as for their livestock. The
average annual rainfall of Yetmen is 1,063 millieretand the monthly average temperature is

16 degrees Celsius. The climate of the town isefbee, Woyna Dega

During the field survey, the researcher observe ribn-existence of natural forests in and
around the study towns as well as within short esngf distance from the respective towns.
Eucalyptus trees which were the source of incontefmawood for some urban residents were
rather widely found in and around these towns. Qirse, the owners of the eucalyptus trees
around these towns are largely people from thecadjarural areas.
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4.4.The Genesis and Development of the Study Towns

4.4.1. The Genesis and Development of Felege Birhan

Felege Birhan was established in 1949 due to tleetsan of the rurakebeleto become a seat of
Motta and BichenaAwrajas and Enarj EnawgaVoreda administrations during the time of
Emperor Haile Selassie (Enarj Enawydoreda Culture & Tourism Office, 2013). The
establishment and development of Felege Birhan whsrefore, associated with the
establishment of the seat of political administiasi in the town. The same source revealed that
the reasons for the selection of Felege Birhariferseat oawraja andworedaadministrations
were mainly its strategic position or hill top Itice to control bandits ofolla andDegaareas,
the presence of abundant water resources mainlivexs and springs around the town and its
central location between Motta and Bichekarajas The town had become the seat of Motta
and Bichenawraja administrations from 1949 to 1957 for about nieang and Enarj Enawga
Woredaadministration until 1980. The seatakraja administrations was shifted to Motta and
Bichena by late 1957 and the seatwafredaadministration was moved to Debre Work by the
end of 1980s (lbid, 2013).

The document of the office also showed that thdesaent as the center of religion has been
existed since 1570 during the rule of Atse Serstegglb (1563-1597). Before 1949 the center
was named as Mog Eyesus taken from two names Mod=gesusMog meandikil dingay or
standing stones or stelae available in more thanptaces near the town and Eyesus is the name
of the church which means Jesus founded in 15H2eShe area was known for bandits owing
to the dense forest around the settlement, there wwsecurity problems in the area. The bandits
had been killing different individuals and lootitigeir properties indiscriminately and repeatedly
for a long period of time. As a result of lack @csarity in the area, the village was also nick-
named agib Dur which means home of hyenas by considering theitsaas ‘hyenas’. Because
people in the town gained relative peace and dgcafter the establishment of the seat of
awraja andworedaadministrations, residents named the town FelBginan which means we
are searching light. This Felegin Birhan was latesinged to Felege Birhan by Emperor Haile
Selassie from the 44 springs found around the tflaming towards the east according to

emperor Haile Selassie’s understanding in seardiglaf The Geez word Felege meansich
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which means spring ariBirhan means light. Hence, Felegin was replaced by Fedadenow the

name of the town is Felege Birhan.

The town had a municipality from 1949 to 1957 atsdgrowth was guided by a master plan
(Enarj EnawgaNoredaCulture & Tourism Office, 2013). Felege Birhan wagpanded in all
directions when it was the seatafraja andworedaadministrations. But, its growth declined
because of the shift of the seat of both leveldhiaistrations accompanied by the absence of
main transport root that crosses the town. Becatiskee shift of the seat of administrations all
administrators and civil servants moved to the otbens (Bichena, Motta and Debre Work).
This, therefore, contributed for its decline immalgsTo make matters worse, farmers who were
living around the town had a strong desire to sbtarthe land for farming in 1976 (immediately
after the 1974 revolution) due to the absence wit@dministrators who can control and
administer the land under its jurisdiction. Farmggsire was also partly attributed by the fear of
lose of their agricultural land resulting from @gpansion. From 1980 to 2010 the town was at
the level ofkebele However, Felege Birhan was raised to a statisibftown in 2010 and later
sub-municipality in 2011. During the field survethe town had oneéebele administration
divided in to fourketenas The sub-municipality, however, was not fully ftioaing because of
lack of budget and the required staff both in teahguantity and quality.

Concerning its development, the town has some lafsastructures and services. These include
education, health, water, electricity, communiaatibhancial and security. These are useful for
the residents of the town and rural areas arouada¥wn. According to Enarge Enawga Culture
and Tourism Office (2013), these infrastructured services were provided by the government
and the participation of the residents of the tawrifferent times. With regard to education
infrastructures, the town has an elementary schmoided in 1949 exactly in the year of its
establishment and this was upgraded to elementadlyjunior secondary school in 1982. A
secondary school was established in the town i182G0ncerning the health infrastructures, the
town had a government clinic from 1963 to 2009 #msl clinic was upgraded to a health center
in 2009. The health center is providing servicesai2009. The town has also one private clinic.
Health extension services started in the town i@720'he town obtained safe drinking water
from 1999 to 2003 from bono or hand pumped waténtpoThe town had no supply of pure
drinking water from 2004 to 2007 for about four seoutive years because of the dried up of the
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source of drinking water. The town regained puréewaupply in 2008 from the underground.
This time water is distributed through pipe in gvBouse who can afford that is far better than
the previous one. The town has 24 hour hydro eteptwer supply since 2007. The town had a
long line copper wire telephone line from 1949 &78 which was distracted by the conflict
between théerg and some militants who oppose herg which occurred from 1975 to 1976.
The town had a wireless telecommunication from 2@08008 and this was upgraded to digital
telecommunication in 2009. According to the infotima obtained from the office, the town’s
telecommunication had 83 fixed line subscriber2@4. The town has no postal agent unlike
the other study towns. The town has police sergioee 2008. With respect to the financial
infrastructure, Amhara Credit and Saving Institnt{&CSI) launched its services in the town in
2006. The institution is providing credit, savingdaransfer services to the residents of the town

and the surrounding nine ruta@belessince its inauguration.

According to the information obtained from the redjpve offices, some branctvoreda
administration offices are established in the tolmnconnection with this, the town is being the
seat of Micro and Small Enterprises Developmentc®ffor a cluster of settlements consisting
of Felege Birhan and nine rudedbeledfound around the town since 2013. Besides, tha toas
been serving the people in this cluster being #@er of moving courftezewawari chilgt of
Enarj EnawgaWoreda Court. However, these institutions are not prowdithe necessary

services expected from them.

4.4.2. The Genesis and Development of Wojel

Wojel was established in 1960. According to a nrgstan study of the town by Amhara Urban
Development and Construction Bureau (2012), oedlitions indicate that the primary cause for
the establishment of the town was the establishmokqgtuarrying site during the Addis Ababa-
Debre Markos road construction. According to theserces, two persons built a house near this
quarrying site and began to sale tea and breduettabourers of the quarrying site and the road
construction which later attracts other businessinethe area. The completion of the road
construction and the establishment of the perioddcket in the place in the later days further
strengthened the concentration of people in threasanear the quarrying site, market place and

along the road. Especially, the establishment efpériodic market changed the town to the most
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important trading center for the agricultural prodsi and manufacturing goods so that cereal
crop collectors and exporters as well as manufadtgoods retailers concentrated in the town
and their number increases through time. This lugehtributed for the growth and expansion
of the town. Likewise, the establishment of diffgrgovernment institutions like schools and

clinic contributed for the growth and developmehthe town.

The name Wojel was given to the town from the stoircrime occurred between two rural
kebeles According to the oral traditions, the dead bodyaoperson was found between the
present day Taba and Wojel rukabelesnear Abaya River at the South West and lketheles
were accountable to the death of a person and twmlgick up the body by the local
administrators. Tab&ebelerefused and Wojel picked up the body thus mangeithat this
rural kebelewho picked the body committedonjel meaning crime. Therefore, the name Wonijel
was given to the then rurlikbele It is believed that through time, people pronauitovojel
instead ofwonjel Thus, the rurakebelewas named Wojel and the town retains its name from
the ruralkebelewnhich is currently found adjacent to the town. Then’s administration was
separated from the surrounding rural area in 198Dthe town began to administer itself from
1980 onwards. During the field survey, the town loae kebeleadministration divided in to
three ketenas Wojel has a status of emerging town which is oesfble to the leading

municipality and embracinggoredaadministration.

Concerning its development, various infrastructued services were provided in Wojel by the
government and through the participation of thealge=ople. According to the key informants
from each institution, these infrastructures anctvises were set up in the town in different
times. Education infrastructures existing in the/riocare one elementary and junior secondary
school founded in 1972, one kindergarten estaldigm@004 and one high school established in
2012. These are providing services since theibéstanents. Health infrastructures available in
the town are one health center realized in 2008, pivate clinic and two private drug stores.
Health extension service began in the town in 200i& town has pure drinking water supply
since 1997 from the underground. The populatiotheftown had access to pure drinking water
from six public taps and thirteen private water d@ns. However, during the field survey the
researcher observed that the town had no piped wati&e the other study towns and the six

public taps were not working but two hand pumpedewpoints located a bit far from the town
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are serving the town’s population. A 24 hours hgtlotric power service began in the town in
2005. Digital telecommunication was establishedhm town in 2006. According to the office,
the total fixed line subscribers in the town durtheg field survey were only twenty-three. The
town has one post agent founded in 2009. Policacgem the town began in 2008. The town
has Amhara Credit and Saving Institution (ACSI)mérofinance institution, established in
2013. This institution was five months old durirg tfield survey so that it didn’t give all the
services expected from the institution. Differemdnfi the other study towns Wojel has no sub-
municipality and its associated rudimentary ses/icd®vabelWoredacourt has been giving its

moving courf(tezewawari chilgtin Wojel.

According to a master plan study document made lbyh@a Urban Development and
Construction Bureau (2012), the area and settleoféMojel did not expand rapidly due to three
basic reasons. Firstly, farmers living around thsrt during the Derg regime need the land for
agriculture and want to destroy the town becauséeaf of further loss of agricultural and
grazing land resulting from the expansion of thertoConsequently, most people did not prefer
to build houses and live in Wojel town. Secondand or soil in the western and northern parts
of the town is not suitable to build houses. Thi€ annot support buildings in these parts of the
town. The soil is black soil so that it is stickydaholds water during the rainy season and cracks
during the dry season. Thus, the researcher olibéina¢ most houses built in these parts of the

town either sank down or tilted to fall. Finallgnd distribution was prohibited in the town.
4.4.3. The Genesis and Development of Yetmen

According to the key informants, Yetmen town watakelshed in 1969. The causes for the
establishment of the town were the opening of MBt&ir Dar road in 1957 and establishment
of a Swedish-built elementary school in 1969 whials later upgraded to elementary and junior
secondary school. The opening of the road and elameschool contributed the shift of the seat
of local administration and the periodic market Yetmen in 1970. The seat of local
administration and the periodic market was in Zeffoand at a short distance North East of
Yetmen) before the opening of this road. Sincertinal kebele,Yetmen, was found close to this
road, people from thikebelebegan to build their residential houses alongrtiael and near the
school with a belief to improve their life (Berihw al., 1996). Besides, the shift of the seat of
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local administration and the periodic market in @®0om Zebch to Yetmen further strengthened
the concentration of people along the main roa@. gériodic market which took place once in a
week was not only one of the causes for the birthe@town but also the cause for the growth of
the town like many other towns of Ethiopia. Farmets engaged in non-farm activities more
specifically on retail trade around Yetmen migratediards this town in order to exploit the

market opportunities resulting from the expansibthe town.

According to some oral traditions, the name Yetmeas given to the rural settlement from the
Geez wordtemenwhich means large snake or python. This name wasngto the rural
settlement because the large snake was frequesgtyis this area coming from the River Muga,
tributary of Abay River, which is found close teettown. The town, therefore, retains the name
of the rural area which is found adjacent to ittiven, therefore, means a place of python where
large snake or python lives predominantly. Durihg field survey, the town had okebele
administration divided into threketenas The town is a sub-municipality town and the sub-
municipality was established in the town in 2012wdver, the sub-municipality was not fully
functioning during the field survey.

According to the key informants from the respectioffices, Yetmen has shown some
development though not rapid since its establishtm®ame basic infrastructures (education,
health, water, electricity, etc) and services westblished in the town in different times by the
government and the participation of the local peagrough the contribution of money and
labour. Concerning education infrastructures, tventhas one elementary and junior secondary
school established in 1969 and one high schooldednn 2012. Health infrastructures provided
in the town include a health center and private ioradclinic established in 2002 and 1993
respectively. In addition, the town has two prilatewned drug stores for human beings
established in 2008. Health extension service lees laelivered in the town since 2012. The
town has one animal clinic established in 1999 @mel drug store. These are providing services
for both the urban dwellers and farmers who ar@dvn rural Yetmen. Pure piped water was
provided in the town in 1996. The source of wasefrom the underground. A 24 hour electric
power supply was provided in the town in 1999. Tdmn has one digital telecommunication
established in 2010 which had 126 fixed line subsecs during the time of data collection. This

has been giving services to the residents of than tand the surrounding rural areas since its
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establishment. The town has no a post agent uigel. Police station and policing services in
the town are established in 1992. Amhara Credit@anng Institution (ACSI) was established
in the town in 1997. This micro-finance institutios delivering saving, credit and transfer

services to the residents of the town and the sading rural areas.

Though not functioning properly, Yetmen has a submecipality established in 2012 which is
directly responsible to the leading municipalitydaembracingworeda administration. The
town’s master plan was developed and approved @8 2t was not implemented during the
time of data collection. Consequently, the towrnrswgh was not properly guided by its master
plan. Some branctvoredaadministration offices were opened in the towncdmnection with
this, Micro and Small Enterprises Development @ffief theworedahas been providing its
services for a cluster of settlements which coasidtYetmen and some rurkébelesaround
Yetmen in the town since 2006. Besides, wmgedacourt has been delivering its moving court

(tezewawari chilgtin the town.

4.5. Demographic and Socio-economic Characteristicg the Study Towns

4.5.1. Demographic Characteristics

Table 4.1 demonstrated data on the populationdditee study towns in three different years. As
depicted in the table, the total population sizethed three study towns was 14, 649 which
accounted for 5.6 per cent of the total urban pamri of East Gojjam zone in 2011. Females
constituted about 53 per cent of the total popoath these towns. The disaggregated data by
towns show that the population size of Felege Birwas larger than the other study towns. The
population size of this town was 8,197 of whichOf0Overe males and 4,197 were females
giving a male-female sex ratio at birth of 95 pentc The population size of the town accounted
for 4.5 per cent of the total population of EnampivgaWoredaand half (50%) of the total urban
population of thevoreda The population size of Wojel was 3,176 of whicht®2 were males
and 1,684 were females giving a sex ratio of 89 gamt. The total population of Wojel
accounted for 2.4 per cent of the total populambrAwabel Woredaand less than a quarter
(22%) of the total urban population of thvereda The population size of Yetmen was 3,276 of

which 1,455 were males and 1,821 were females gjigisex ratio at birth of 80 per cent. The
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total population of Yetmen accounted for 1.8 perta# the total population of Enemayoreda

and 14 per cent of the total urban population eftbreda

Therefore, females in all the study towns make uer dhalf of their total population. These
results are consistent with the sex compositiothefurban population of Ethiopia and Amhara
region which accounted for 99 and 94 per centsasely in 2011. However, the proportion of
females in Wojel and Yetmen were higher that thepprtion of males than the national and
regional ones. The high proportion of females mesthtowns is an indication of large number of
female-headed households who engaged mainly imgdods and drinks. The large majority
of these females are migrants from the surroundingl areas. As data from the key informants
revealed that the other most important reasontiigh proportion of females in these towns is
that males, especially youths are out migratingnfthese towns than females. Moreover, the

percentage of female migrants in these towns isdrighan male migrants (see Table 4.2).

Table 4.1: Population Size of the Study Towns by Se

Town 1994 2007 2011
Male | Female| Total| Male | Female| Total| Male| Female Tat
Felege Birha 83C 1,131 1,961 | 3,25t 3,41¢ 6,67C | 4,00( 4,197 8,197

Yetmer 727 94¢ 1,67¢ | 1,184 | 1,48. | 2,66¢ | 1,45% | 1,821 | 3,27¢
Wojel 67€ 85¢ 1,53: | 1,214 | 1,37C | 2,58¢ | 1,492 | 1,68¢ | 3,17¢
Total 2,235| 2,935 | 5,170 5,658 6,267 11,926,947 7,702 | 14,649

Source: Central Statistical Agency (1998, 2010 20itil)

The population size of the study towns increasesftime to time resulting from the natural
growth rate and migration. The percentage incredggmpulation between 1994 and 2007 was
240.1 in Felege Birhan, 69 in Wojel and 59 in YatmEo put in other words, on the average the
population size of Felege Birhan, Yetmen and Wbg@iveen the two census years increased by
362, 76 and 81 persons per year respectively. Aisguthe exponential growth of population,
the growth rate between 1994 and 2011 was 8.4 @etr in Felege Birhan, 3.9 per cent in
Yetmen and 4.3 per cent in Wojel. As the growtlesanh the three towns show there was a rapid
increase of population in these towns for the tasinty years because of the combined effect of
the natural growth and migration. The rate of gfowt Felege Birhan was much higher than the

other study towns might be reclassification of rusattlement in this town. The rate of
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population growth in each town was far larger thlae country (3.9%) and Amhara region
(4.2%) urban population growth rates between timeesgears except the population growth rate
of Yetmen which is equal to the national and ldemntthe regional urban population growth

rates.

Regarding the age structure, Table 4.2 depictedtiieaage group less than 15 years constituted
over a quarter (34%) of the total population of sitedy towns, while the economically active
age group (15-64 years) form 63 per cent. The ptmpoof females (30%) in the former age
group was less than the proportion of males (38%hgreas the percentage of females (67%) in
the later age group was higher than the percerdfgeales (59%). The number of females in
each age group was greater than the number of rsdesTable 4.2). The average dependency
ratio in these towns was, therefore, 59 per cehis implies that hundred economically active
persons in these towns need to support 59 econlbynicactive persons. The dependency ratio
in the study towns was smaller than the urban dégraey ratios of Ethiopia and Amhara Region
accountingfor 64 and 66 per cents respectively. These dependatiog were on the basis of
the 2014 urban employment unemployment survey teeslihe dependency ratio in urban areas
of Ethiopia in 2011 was 59 per cent (CSA, 2012) dmsl was equal to the average dependency

ratio of the study towns.

With regard to the age structure of individual sttmwn, the proportion of less than 15 years age
group during the field survey was 40 per cent ilege Birhan, 34 per cent in Yetmen and 24 per
cent in Wojel. The results in Table 4.2 also showet the percentage of females in this age
group in all the study towns was less than thegeage of males. The economically active age
group, 15-64, was relatively highest in Wojel (69%)owed by Yetmen (63%) and Felege
Birhan (60%). As can be seen in the table, the gntam of females in this age group in all the
study towns was higher than the proportion of mals the other hand, the percentage of the
economically inactive age group was high in Fel8gdan which accounted for 41 per cent
followed by Yetmen (38%). Consequently, the crudpehdency ratio was high in Felege
Birhan followed by Yetmen and Wojel which accounted69, 60 and 44 per cents respectively.
This implies that hundred economically active pessavere responsible to take care of
themselves and other 69, 60 and 44 economicalttivgpersons in Felege Birhan, Yetmen and

Wojel respectively.
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Table 4.2: Broad Age Structure and Migration Statusof the Population of the Study Towns

by Sex
Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Age Female | Male Total Female | Male Total Female | Male Total Female | Male Total
GroupN%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%
<15 31|20.4| 36 |27.9 67 |23.8 47 | 30.7| 57 |37.0104| 33.9| 104|35.3114( 44.4| 218(39.5/182|30.3| 207|38.3] 389 |34.1
15-64 114|75.0] 85 (65.91 199(70.8/102| 66.7| 90 |58.4/192| 62.5|185|62.7/142| 55.3| 327 (59.2/401(66.8| 317|58.7| 718 [63.0|
>64 7146| 8 |62 15|53 4| 26| 7 (45|/11|36| 6 (201 |04 | 7 (13[{17|29|16|3.0| 33|29
Total 152| 100| 129(100| 281 |100|153| 100 | 154| 100| 307| 100 | 295|100(257| 100 | 552|100|600( 100| 540| 100| 1140{ 100
Place of

Birth

Rural areq 58 |38.9| 43 |33.6| 101 |36.5| 80 | 52.3| 74 |48.1{ 154|50.2| 140|47.5110| 42.8| 250 (45.3/278|46.6| 227 |42.1| 505 (44.5

This town| 85 |57.0 80 (62.5| 165|59.6| 68 | 44.4| 76 [49.4 144|46.9|145|49.2(140| 54.5| 285|51.6/298|50.0| 296 |54.9| 594 |52.3

Othertown| 6 | 4.0| 5 |39| 11 |40| 5| 33| 4 |26 9 |29|10|34| 7 |27|17|31|21|35|16|3.0| 37 |33

Total 149| 100| 128|100| 277 {100(153| 100 | 154|100| 307| 100 |295|100|257| 100 | 552|100|597| 100| 539| 100| 1136| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

As to the migration status, considering first gatien migrants only, the proportion of migrants
in each town were considerably high. The result§ahle 4.2 showed that migrants constituted
nearly half (48%) of the total population in thady towns. The percentage of migrants in these
towns was close to the percentage of migrants baruareas of Amhara region in 2011 which
accounted for 53 per ce(@SA, 2007). Migration is, therefore, one of thejonaauses of the
growth and expansion of these small towns. Thegdisgated data by sex show that the female-
migrants (49%) were quite higher than male-migrgdts%). This reflects that small urban
centers are important destination centers for femailgrants from the surrounding rural areas
and these female migrants mostly engage in low @ast businesses like selling tea and local

drinks liketella andareki.

Out of the total migrants in the study towns, geedhan 90 per cent were from the surrounding
rural areas. On the contrary, the percentage ofamig originated from the other towns in all the
study towns was very small. These results showatisimall towns are primary destinations of
migrants from the surrounding rural areas. Theycargers of rural migrants’ destination. The
data by individual town showed that out of the lt@@pulation, 53 per cent in Yetmen, 48 per
cent in Felege Birhan and 41 per cent in Wojel wargrants, while the remaining percentages
of the population of these towns were non-migraimsall the study towns, the proportions of

female-migrants (39% in Wojel, 52% in Yetmen an@i@ Felege Birhan) were larger than the
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proportions of male-migrants (34% in Wojel, 48%Yietmen and 43% in Felege Birhan) by

some margin.

With respect to the distance of place of birth afrants from their residence, Table 4.3 revealed
that the majority of migrants in all the study tewaeame from a distance of less than or equal to
one hour on footnote: distance given by car travel was converted to inglklistance by using
the average walking distance of a person in one faduch is 7 kilometers). Out of the total
migrants, 42 per cent in Wojel, 44 per cent in Yatnand 31 per cent in Felege Birhan were
from a walking distance of less than an hour. As loa seen in Table 4.3, the place of origin of
the overwhelming majority (91% in Wojel, 87% in Yretn and 90 % in Felege Birhan) were
from a walking distance of less than or equal tar foours. Out of the total migrants from rural
areas, the majority (43% in Wojel, 47% in Yetmerd &80% in Felege Birhan) were from a
walking distance of less than one hour. The peagenbf migrants generally declines as the
distance increases but sharply declines after &imgabistance of three hours except in Felege
Birhan. In general, over 90 per cent of the migsantall the study towns were from a walking
distance of four hours radius from each urban cerftke average walking distance that the
migrants traveled was 2:06 hours in Wojel, 4:42rkan Yetmen and 2:55 hours in Felege
Birhan. The average walking distance in Yetmen Wgh because of the high proportion of

migrants from long distances in this town thandtieer study towns.

Table 4.3: Distance from the Town to the Birth Plae of Migrants

Distance Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All

in Rural | Urban | Total | Rural | Urban | Total | Rural | Urban | Total | Towns
Minutes N| % |N| % |[N| % | N| % |N|%|[N| % |N| % |N|%|N|%|N| %

<61 |20|42.6| 2 |33.3]22|41.5/34|46.6/ 0 | 0.0|34|44.2|28|30.4| 2 {33.3/30|30.6| 86 |37.7
61-120|13|27.7/ 0| 0.0|13|24.5/21|28.8| 0 | 0.0]|21|27.3{18(19.6| 1 |16.7|19|19.4| 53 |23.2
121-180| 7 [{14.9( 0| 0.0| 7 |13.2| 8 {11.0] 1 |25.0] 9 [11.7{18|19.6/ 0 | 0.0|18|18.4| 34 (14.9
181-240| 4 |85(2(33.3/ 6 {11.3/ 3|4.1|0|0.0| 3|13.9/20|21.7 1 |16.7/21(21.4] 30 {13.2
241-300/ 1 (21|{0|{00,1}19{1|14/0]|00|1(13|3|33|1|16.7/4|4.1| 6 |26
301-360| 1 (21|1|16.7/2 (38| 1|14|1|250 2(26|1|11{0|00|1|10| 5|22
>360 |1(21]1(16.7/2|38|5|68|2 (5007|914 (43|1|16.7/5|5.1|14|6.1
Total |47|100| 6 |100|53|100|73|100| 4 |100|77|100(92|100| 6 | 100|98|100|228| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014
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The results, therefore, indicate that the placesrigin of the majority of the migrants in these
towns are the surrounding rural areas. Migratiothef rural people to the nearest small towns
has at least two paramount significances to theaantg themselves and families left behind.
First and foremost, migrants do not immediatelysltise various assets more specifically the
social assets they developed in rural areas. laratlords, the social assets they developed in
rural areas might not be broken-down at least fames years so that this can be used as
insurances in time of emergencies. Second, theamigcan also monitor their agricultural land
and perennial crops very closely and sometimegsiboné labour and advice to their families left

behind when the need arises.

Migrants were also asked about the causes ofrtignation. As depicted in Table 4.4, the major
causes of migration for the majority of the migsamtere in search of better job (68%) followed
by the need to expand their small businesses (20%)) started in rural areas as non-farm
activities. Out of the total migrants, the reasémagration for nearly three fourths (74%), one
half (48%) and three fourths (74%) in Wojel, Yetmamd Felege Birhan respectively was in
search of a job. Of the migrants of all the stuolyris, the reason of migration over two thirds
(68%) was to find a job probably due to the lackagficultural land in rural areas emanating
from the absence of land redistribution policy. Tdtker causes of migration were the pulling
factor marriage and pushing factor shocks theyddoethe place of origin. Shocks include
conflict, divorce, ill health and destruction ofsigential house through fire and death of a
partner. The major causes of migration in the stiadyns are inconsistent with the findings of

Tegegne (2011) where the major reason of migrat@amall towns is family related reasons.

Table 4.4: Primary Causes of Migration in the StudyTowns

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
Primary Causes N % N % N % N %
To find a job 41 77.4 37 48.1 77 78.6 155 68.0
To expand business 7 13.2 30 39.0 9 9.2 46 20.1
Shocks 2 3.8 4 5.2 9 9.2 15 6.6
Marriage 1 1.9 5 6.5 3 3.1 9 3.9
Not stated 2 3.8 1 1.3 0 0.0 3 13
Total 53 100 77 100 98 100 228 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014
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Generally, migrants came to these towns to impriner livelihood through new jobs and
expanding their small businesses in these towndaedcape from or reduce the vulnerabilities
they faced in the place of origin. Migrants who ahto expand their business had developed
physical assets such as a house in the nearbywiwen they were in rural areas. According to
the key informants, these people earned a livinmqmfboth agriculture and non-farm activities in
rural areas. They usually buy agricultural proddicsn the rural periodic markets and sell to the
collectors in these urban centers. They then mowékdese towns after they accumulated wealth

in order to collect and export agricultural produetainly to the national market.
4.5.2. Socio-economic Characteristics

Some socio-economic features such as religiomatiteand economic activities of the study
towns are described in the following paragraphsth\iegard to religion of the population of
each study town, the data obtained from the resgeatiministrativekebeleoffices revealed that
Felege Birhan and Wojel were home of both Ortho@xistians and Muslims in varying
proportions unlike Yetmen in which Orthodox Chasis predominantly exist. Out of the total
population in Felege Birhan, 86 per cent were QttixoChristians and the remaining 14 per cent
were Muslims in 2013. The overwhelming majoritiels tbe population of this town were
Orthodox Christians. Similarly, of the total popuda in Wojel, 63 per cent were Muslims and
the remaining 37 per cent were Orthodox Christianthe same year. The vast majority of the
population of this town was, therefore, MuslimsikalFelege Birhan. Yetmen is different from
the other study towns in terms of the religion loé tpopulation of the town. Almost all the
population of the town was Orthodox Christian. Ttwmvn's population was, therefore,

homogeneous in terms of religion.

Regarding the illiteracy status, the study founat tliiteracy rates in all the study towns were
high. As depicted in Table 4.5, those who did maidrand write in the study towns constitute 28
per cent of the population, while the literatestiese towns makeup 72 per cent of the
population. The results in the table also showed the percentage (37%) of females who did
not read and write in the study towns was much drighan the percentage (17%) of their
counterpart in this category. In contrast, the praopn (83%) of literate males in these towns

was much larger than the proportion (63%) of lierf@males. Compared to the urban illiteracy

96



rates of Ethiopia and Amhara region, the illiteraeye in these towns was larger than the
national and regional urban illiteracy rates whadtounted for 18 and 22 per cents respectively
in 2014 (CSA, 2014). The disaggregated data by soshrowed that 31, 28 and 25 per cents of
the population in Felege Birhan, Wojel and Yetmespectively did not read and write, whereas
the remaining overwhelming majority of the popuwatin all the study towns was literates. The
illiteracy rate in the respective towns was alsméa than the national and regional urban
illiteracy rates though the illiteracy rate of Fgg#eBirhan was much larger than the illiteracy rate
of the other study towns and the national and regidliteracy rates. Therefore, much work has
to be done to reduce illiteracy rates in these towmough adult education programme. The

implication to poverty is the low employability pérsons in these towns.

Table 4.5: Literacy Rates of the Study Towns Agetl0 Years and Above by Sex

Female Male Total
Town N % N % N %
Not Read & Write 43 32.6 21 21.2 64 27.7
Wojel Literate 89 67.4 78 788 | 167 | 723
Total 132 100 99 100 | 231 | 100
Not Read & Write | 37 29.4 22 193 | 59 | 246
Yetmen Literate 89 70.6 92 80.7 | 181 75.4
Total 126 100 114 100 | 240 | 100
Not Read & Write | 104 43.7 27 143 | 131 | 30.7
Felege Birhan || jierate 134 | 563 | 162 | 857 | 296 | 69.3
Total 238 100 189 100 | 427 | 100
Not Read & Write | 184 37.1 70 17.4 | 254 | 283
All Towns Literate 312 62.9 | 332 | 826 | 644 | 71.7
Total 496 100 | 402 100 | 898 | 100

Source: Filed Survey, 2014

Concerning the economic activities, people in ladl study towns engage in different economic
activities. Some of the major economic activitidfspeople in these towns are retail trade
(collecting and exporting local agricultural protki@and importing manufactured goods from
large towns and distributing to the local peopkdyvices (bars, restaurants and teashops),
agriculture and handcrafts. Modern manufacturingugtries are nonexistent in these towns.
However, handcrafts such as weaving, pottery angeosry are available in these towns. Some

residents of these towns depend on these tradittaaufacturing activities for a living. Since

97



each town is located in the South E¥¢byna Dega Teflivelihood zone of Amhara Region
which is a surplus producing and good road accdeskhlood zone the economic activities of the
majority of residents of these towns are directig andirectly related to agriculture. Most of the
residents of the study towns are undertaking taeiivities either in their compound or home
(see Chapter 6). In other words, the majority alidents of each town do not separate their
livelihood activities from their residence. Mostespically, those who engage in the selling of
food and drinks do not separate their residenaa tieeir work place. As a result, the two major
land uses such as commercial and residential usescaseparated from one another in these

towns.
4.6. Infrastructures and Services of the Study Towns

According to Tegegne (2011), “the administrativetis$ helps towns to get access to services
and infrastructures.” Capital towns of differentradistrative levels of the government are
enjoying better access to infrastructure and sesviban non-capital towns. In fact, the growth
and development of urban areas in Ethiopia is maiassociated with their political
administrative role they are playing. During theldi survey, all the study towns were in the
same level of infrastructural provision and deveiept. Felege Birhan is not crossed by any
main all weather road in contrast to the rest stogyns. Felege Birhan is a pocket town which is
found seven kilometers West of Addis Ababa-MottdiB®ar all weather gravel road. Yetmen
is crossed by Addis Ababa-Motta-Bahir Dar all weatgravel road. Similarly, Wojel is crossed
by Addis Ababa-Debre Markos-Bahir Dar asphaltedirddne town is also connected with Lega
rural market center through secondary gravel roadsttucted by Swedish International
Development Agency (SIDA). With regard to the innerads, each study town has no

constructed and planned inner roads usable forcke=hi

All the study towns have some other basic infrastmes such as education (one elementary and
junior secondary school and one high school), he@he health center for each and private
clinics), water supply (except in Wojel), 24 houhgdroelectric power supply, digital
telecommunication and post agent. These infrastrestare, therefore, providing services in
these towns beginning from their establishment. el@v, it was observed during the field

survey that all the study towns had no street diglirainage and solid waste management
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system. Above all, these towns had no basic séfastructures like banks. These towns had
neither government nor private banks and othemtia institutions except the microfinance
ones. Furthermore, these towns had no public areerstich as sport field, library, public toilet,
waste disposal site, butchery and bus terminatlasid associated services mainly resulting from
the absence of municipality in Wojel and well-funoing municipalities in Yetmen and Felege
Birhan. Tegegne (2011) also noted that most sroalh$ are characterized by very rudimentary
or unavailable municipal services. These refleet élxpansion of each town without a guiding
master plan and service providing institutions. ldeer, all these infrastructures and services are
better available with different capacities in adistirative capitals of the respectiveoreda
administration.

4.7.Markets of the Study Towns

All the study towns have market functions. The gttmlvns are important market centers for
people from rural areas where market places ameeddéd in all the study towns for the periodic
market days in which exchange of goods and sendaasbe made by sellers and buyers. The
market places in all the study towns are organiaettraswhere the same items take a specific
place in the periodic market day=elege Birhan and Wojel have two periodic markstsdaer
week. The periodic market days of Felege Birhaneuery Saturday and Tuesday, whereas
Wednesday and Saturday in every week are the periodrket days of Wojel. Likewise,
Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday in every week a&eéhniodic market days of Yetmen. The
rural kebelesfound under the respectiwgoredaswhere the study towns lay and some rural
kebeledrom the adjacentvoredasare exchanging their commaodities in these towihe flypes

of products and goods widely exchanging in the m@rlof Felege Birhan, Wojel and Yetmen
are the same except the differences in terms ofitquaof the agricultural products resulting
from the quantity of production of some agricultypeoducts in the surrounding rural areas of

each town.

During the field survey, it was observed that bottal and non-local agricultural products such
as cerealstéff, wheat, barley, maize, vetch, sorghum, etc); pu{skickpeas, bean, peas, lentils,
etc); vegetables and fruits (onion, tomato, gregpppr, pepper or chilgarlic, banana, cabbage,

carrot, etc); oil seeds (such as sesame seedgdinseger seed and Ethiopian kale seed);
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potatoes, coffee, sugar cane and spices of difféiad; food and drinksanimal products (such
as butter, cheese, etc); skins and hides; poutidypaultry products like egg; handcrafts (such as
clay products, basket made of bamboo, traditiotathes, traditional metal tools and wood
products like bed); manufactured goods (such abe$o shoes, household furniture, detergents,
sugar, salt, etc); and firewood and charcoal agelyiexchanging in the market days in all the

study towns (see Figure 4.3).

','-:- 5
Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan

Figure 4.3: Some Items in the Market Places of th8tudy Towns

From the local agricultural product®ff is widely exchanging in the periodic market days o
Wojel and Yetmen, whereas barely, potatoes, orpeas, beans and wheat are being widely
exchanged in the periodic market days of Felegkair This difference is mainly because of the
difference in cereal specialization wheedf is being largely produced in the surrounding rural
areas of Wojel and Yetmen and barely, potatoesmmieas, beans and wheat are being largely
produced in the surrounding rural areas of FelegeaB more specifically ilDegaareas. Wojel
and Yetmen had no periodic livestock market daysgreas Felege Birhan has periodic livestock
market taking place in every Saturday. Various sypklivestock such as donkeys, oxen, cows,
sheep, goats, horses, heifers, etc are exchangiriigei market. The possible reason for the
absence of livestock market in Wojel and Yetmenlwauits existence in Yetnora which is found

very close to Wojel and Yetmen.
Summary

All the study towns are found within in th&oyna Degaeff livelihood zone of East Gojjam
administrative zone. All towns are small in sizéeTpopulation size of these towns is below 10,

000 and these towns are growing by different rafég proportion of females in all the study
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towns were over half of their total population. 8arly, the proportion of migrants in these

towns were also close to half of the total popalain Wojel and Felege Birhan and over half of
the population in Yetmen indicating that migratisrone of the largest contributor to the growth
of population in these towns. The level of illiteyain these towns is higher than the national
urban average. These towns have the same levaifralsiructure development and service
provision though Yetmen and Felege Birhan have saminentary municipality services. The

existing infrastructures in these towns are esthbll in different times largely through the

participation of the local people by the contribatiof labour and money. These towns are
important market centers for rural people wheréed#nt agricultural products and manufactured
goods are being exchanged through the existinggiermarket days.
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CHAPTER FIVE

MAGNITUDE AND PROFILES OF POVERTY IN THE STUDY TOWN S

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to determine thenmade of poverty and explore poverty
profiles in the study areas. The chapter is orgahinto three sections. The first section presents
the extent of consumption poverty using three iesliof the traditional method of measurement
and the consumption poverty profiles of the houkEhaising some demographic and social
characteristics. Section two explains the magnitefiemultidimensional poverty and the
multidimensional poverty profiles of the householtsing the same demographic and social
characteristics. The contribution of indicators atshensions to the Multidimensional Poverty
Index (MPI) are also presented in this section. Tdst section deals with the relationships

between consumption and multidimensional poverty.

5.1. Consumption Poverty
5.1. 1. The Poverty Line

The most difficult task in poverty measurementa#tisg the poverty line which is the sum of
food and non-food poverty lines. In spite of thaldnges of measurement, the poverty line for
the study towns was set. Therefore, the food pguere per adult equivalent per day in the
study towns was found to be 18.75 Ethiopian Biee(&ppendix A3). The non-food poverty line
which is the food share per adult equivalent of ploerest 25 per cent of the households was
12.15 Birr per day (see Appendix A4). The aggregateerty line per adult equivalent per day in
the study towns was found to be 30.90 Birr, 92 Ber month. The total poverty line of the
study towns could be higher than this if the datathis study were not collected during the
harvest and post harvest seasons which are réjathve cheapest seasons of all seasons for a
living resulting from the low price of food itemad a relatively lower cost of living in the study

towns.

The level of this poverty line was three times leigthan the level of the national poverty line of
Ethiopia which was 3, 781 Birr per year, 315 Biar pnonth or 10.5 Birr per day per adult
person in 2011 (CSA, 2012). Inflation of food pscand high consumption of meat and other
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high price food items (because data were collestading from a week after Easter which is
different from CSA’s consumption basket in termgyqfe, quality and quantity) partly attributed
to this difference. As compared with the internaéibpoverty line of $1.25 a day which is still in
use, the constructed poverty line for the studyn®vs greater by nearly seven Birr using the
average exchange rate of a US dollar for the maiftirebruary, 2014 (19.20 Birr). This
indicates that the international poverty line ig ttee minimum requirement for a living in the
study areas and consequently the incidence of ragtr@overty in these towns can be
underestimated if one uses this line to measuretheme poverty. In other words, a 1.25 US
Dollar could not buy the minimum requirement todesm normal life in the study areas. The
difference between the study towns and the intemnalkt poverty lines is partly due to the time
these poverty lines were set. The internationakpgJine was constructed by the World Bank
based on the 2005 international food prices adjustePurchasing Power Parity (PPP).

A household in the study towns was deemed poohef ger adult equivalent consumption
expenditure per day was less than 30.90 Birr orsidemed to be non-poor if the per adult
equivalent expenditure was greater than this amoliirr per day. Accordingly, all the poor
and the non-poor households of the study towns werdified based on this poverty line. After
the identification of the poor and the non-poor $eholds in all the study towns, all the three
indices of consumption poverty of the study towrerevcomputed using the Foster, Greer and

Thorbecke methodnd these indicemre described and explained in the following sutiise.

5.1.2. The Incidence, Depth and Severity of Consurtipn Poverty

The results of the three indices of consumptionepigvare shown in Table 5.1. Regarding the
headcount ratio, the study found that 37.5 per oérbhe households in the study towns were
poor. There is a 95 per cent probability that thierval 0.322-0.428 constructed using 0.027
standard error of the poverty proportion contaims poverty rate. In other words, the poverty
rate in the study towns was 37.5 per cent, plusious 5.3 percentage points. As compared with
the 2010/2011 incidence of poverty of the urbantemsnof the country and Amhara Region
which accounted for 26 and 29 per cents respeygtidbFED, 2013), the incidence of poverty
in the study towns was higher. The percentage pbifgrences of the incidence of poverty of

the study towns from the incidence of poverty @& tiational and regional urban areas were 12
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and 9 respectively. The incidence of poverty waghéi in Felege Birhan (39%) followed by

Wojel (37%) and Yetmen (34%). However, the differemmong the incidences of consumption
poverty of the study towns was not statisticalindicant as the Chi-Square (2) = 0.35, P > 0.05
test shows. The percentage point differences flemmational figure accounted for 13 in Felege
Birhan, 11 in Wojel and 8 in Yetmen whereas the@etage point differences from the Amhara
Region urban poverty figure were 10, 8 and 5 pmants respectively. The high incidence of
poverty in these towns might stem from their cohtag explained in the statement of the
problem and less market demand since the majorrityposeholds identified market problem for

their businesses as a challenge. The main detemisimd poverty of the households in these

towns will be analysed using logistic regressioghapter eight.

Table 5.1: Indices of the Consumption Poverty

Poverty Index Wojel | Yetmen | Felege Birhan| Total
Headcount Index 0.374 0.344 0.394 0.375
Poverty Gap Index (fp 0.087 0.106 0.126 0.109
Poverty Severity Index ¢ | 0.027 0.042 0.049 0.041
X? 0.35*
Source: Calculated from field sundaya, 2014 * FOH)

Concerning the poverty gap ratio, it was foundeallh per cent in the study towns. This implies
that on the average 11 per cent of Birr (the pgviane) was needed to lift the poor adult person
out of poverty in the study towns. This poverty gapo figure was higher than the national and
regional urban poverty gaps which accounted foran@ 8.0 per cents respectively in 2010/11
(MoFED, 2013). There were, therefore, 3.7 and Zqanage point differences of poverty gap
ratio in the study towns from the national and oegi figures respectively. The disaggregated
data by towns show the high poverty gap ratio ite¢e Birhan (12.6%) followed by Yetmen
(10.6%) and Wojel (8.7%). These implies that onatherage, each poor adult person of the poor
households required 12.6, 10.6 and 8.7 per cen8Birof(the poverty line) in Felege Birhan,
Yetmen and Wojel respectively to lift the poor abdlie poverty line or at least at the level of
the poverty line. The percentage point differenfmgseach study town were 5.3, 3.3 and 1.4
respectively from the national urban poverty gamrand 4.6, 2.6 and 0.7 respectively from the
regional urban poverty gap ratio which means thatgoverty gap is higher in these towns than

the national and regional urban aggregate poveaty dhe poverty gap ratio was higher in
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Felege Birhan followed by Yetmen indicating the ché& enormous resources to raise the poor
adult person above the poverty line in this towemtkhe other study towns. These findings show

that poverty was deep rooted in the study townsaselimg enormous resources to tackle it.

As to the poverty severity ratio, it was found te #.1 per cent which gave a 1.2 and 0.9
percentage point differences from the national%®.and regional (3.2%) urban squared poverty
gaps respectively of the 2011(MoFED, 2013). Thisunsethat the inequality between the poor in
the study towns was higher than the inequality betwthe poor in the country and region. There
were also striking differences in poverty sevedtyong the three study towns. The poverty
severity ratio accounted for 4.9, 4.2 and 2.7 pts in Felege Birhan, Yetmen and Woijel
respectively. These results show that poverty rdgveas high in Felege Birhan followed by

Yetmen indicating the existence of high inequatigtween the poor in Felege Birhan followed
by Yetmen. The figures on poverty severity in Fel&rhan and Yetmen were higher than the
national and regional urban poverty severity of #840/11 by 2 and 1.3 percentage points
respectively from the national poverty severity érdand 1.7 and 1.0 percentage points
respectively from the regional poverty severityardIn contrast, inequality between the poor
was relatively low in Wojel which was less than ®% and 0.2 percentage points from the

national and regional urban squared poverty gagyzectively.

The incidence of extreme poverty in all the stuolyris was generally higher than the incidence
of urban extreme poverty in the country and regi®esides, the other two indices indicate the
need for huge resources to lift the poor aboveptheerty line in the study towns. Even though
the incidence of poverty was higher than the otltedy towns, inequality was not significantly
high in Wojel. High incidence of poverty does niberefore, always mean that poverty gap and
inequality/severity are high. For example, the decice of poverty in Yetmen was lower than
Wojel, however, the poverty gap and severity wargdr in Yetmen than Wojel. Therefore, all
the three indices show that consumption povertyhase towns was severe and deep rooted
affecting significant proportion of households tgbuhe situation in Felege Birhan was more
severe and deep rooted than the other study tdvgisg the latter two indices poverty was more
deep rooted in Felege Birhan than the other stadwys. These findings show that even though
Ethiopia reduces extreme poverty substantially ughovarious programmes and strategies as

explained in statement of the problem section effitst chapter, the reduction of poverty was
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not equal across space. Consequently, spatial fyavaps are now becomes a major problem in
the country. Consumption poverty was high in thesens because of lack of the trickling down
of development to these urban settlements in thatcp As the group discussants reported that
those households who accumulated wealth in thegestare not investing in these towns. They
are migrating to large towns especially to AddisaBa. Thus employment creation opportunities
by the wealthiest households in these towns arecscdhese results might also show the
absence of spatially disaggregated poverty redugirogrammes and strategies in the country
depending on the nature of poverty of towns inadédht class-size category and experience.

5.1.3. Consumption Poverty Profiles

Describing the poverty profiles is useful since theterminants of poverty which will be
identified through logistic regression are fromsgrofiles. The poverty profiles of households
in this section are on the bases of sex, age, trogrand marital status of the household heads as

well as size of the households.
5.1.3.1. Consumption Poverty by Sex and Age of Hoefsold Heads

The data on the consumption poverty profiles by aed age of the household heads are
illustrated in Table 5.2. As to sex of the housdhwdads, about 70 per cent were males and the
remaining 30 per cent were females in the studysowhese results were inconsistent with the
results of the urban areas of Ethiopia which acteniior 63 per cent males and 37 per cent
females and Amhara Region which accounted for 57ceet males and 44 per cent females in
2012 (CSA, 2012). The proportion of female-headewdsskholds in these towns was smaller than
the proportion of female-headed households in udvaas of Ethiopia and Amhara Region. A
possible explanation to this is the culture andnmsoof the society where living without a partner
above the age of 18 years in these towns have cial scceptance and even people in these
towns do not consider the unmarried person soadiafiponsible as the group discussants pointed
out. The group discussants further stated thareldethese towns are playing a significant role
in keeping marriages alive. Comparing the resulth® three towns, male-headed households in
Wojel and Yetmen (74% and 73% respectively) weghéi than male-headed households in
Felege Birhan (66%). In other words, the proportainfemale-headed households in Felege

Birhan was higher than the proportion of femaledeebhouseholds in Wojel and Yetmen.

106



Table 5.2: Consumption Poverty by Sex and Age of éhHousehold Heads

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor | Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total
% |N| % |[N| % |N| % | N| % [N| % [N|% [N| % |[N|% | N|%|N| % | N| %
Female | 6(17.6|18|31.6|24|26.4| 9 | 29.0| 15 | 25.4|24|26.7|24|42.9| 24| 27.9| 48 |33.8| 39 [32.2| 57 | 28.2| 96 | 29.7
Male 28|82.4| 39| 68.4|67|73.6/ 22| 71.0| 44 | 74.6|66|73.3| 32|57.1| 62| 72.1| 94 |66.2| 82 |67.8| 145| 71.8|227| 70.3
Total 34| 100| 57| 100 (91| 100| 31| 100 | 59 | 100 |90| 100|56|100| 86| 100 [142| 100| 121|100| 202| 100 | 323| 100
X2 0.58

Agein
Years

1519 [0|o00[ o0 o00]o]oo|1]|32][0|o00]1|11[0]00[0]00]|0[00] 1 08] 0] 00]1]03
2020 |1]29]18|316/19]209] 4 [12.9] 8 |13.6/12]13.3/10]17.9 20| 23.3| 30[21.1] 15 |12.4] 46 | 22.8] 61| 18.9
3039 [10[29.4 12| 21.1[22]24.2[ 10| 32.3] 18 | 30.5|28|31.1] 18[32.1] 38| 44.2| 56 [30.4| 38 [31.4] 68 | 33.7| 106] 32.8
4049 |9|265|12]21.1|21]23.1] 7 [ 22.6 15 | 25.4|22|24.5 7 [12.5/ 18] 20.9] 25 [17.6] 23 [19.0] 45 | 22.3] 68 | 21.1
5059 |5|14.7]10|17.5]15|165] 6 [19.4] 7 |11.9|13]14.4/12]21.4 8| 9.3 | 20[14.1] 23 [19.0] 25 | 12.4] 48] 149
60-64 |4|118)3|53]|7|77[1]32] 4 |68|5|56|3[54/2]| 23535 8 66| 9]45[17]53
>64 |5[147]2|35[7|77[2]65] 7 [11.9]9]10.0/ 6[10.7 0] 00| 6 [42] 13107 9 | 45| 22] 6.8
Total 34| 100] 57 100 | 91| 100[ 31| 100 | 59 | 100 [90| 100] 56| 100] 86| 100 [142] 100] 121] 100] 202] 100 | 323] 100
Meanagg47| |39 42| |42 44 43 [43] 36 39 438 | 391 | t=288
X | | 13.79++*

Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P>0.05**P=0.01&*R0.03

Sex

©

Concerning the poverty profiles by sex of the hbiose heads, from the total consumption poor
households (from this point on in this subsectionrpand non-poor means the consumption poor
and non-poor respectively unless and otherwisedtaabout 68 per cent were male-headed and
some 32 per cent were female-headed. Likewise pappately 72 per cent of the consumption
non-poor households were male-headed while 28 ger were female-headed. These results
show that the female-headed consumption poor holdskvere higher than the female-headed
consumption non-poor households in the study to@osiversely, the male-headed consumption
non-poor households were higher than the male-tdeealessumption poor households. However,
this difference is not statistically significantthe Pearson’s Chi-Square (1) = 0.58, P = 0.45 test
shows. Data on individual study town show that @futhe total poor households, 82 per cent in
Wojel, 71 per cent in Yetmen and 57 per cent iregelBirhan were male-headed which was
larger than the male-headed non-poor householdspeit Felege Birhan accounting for 68 per
cent in Wojel and 75 per cent in Yetmen. Furtheentiese results in Table 5.2 indicate that the
female-headed poor households were higher thafethale-headed non-poor households in the
study towns except in Wojel. These results show female-headed households are more

vulnerable to poverty than male-headed househaltisei study towns.
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The data on the age of the household heads are @tmechin Table 5.2 above. Heads of nearly
a third (33%) of the surveyed households was agad B0 to 39 years followed by 40 to 49
years (21%). The overwhelming majority (93%) of theusehold heads were from the
productive age group (16-64 years), while the remgi 7 per cent were from the non-
productive age groups. The average age of the holtsbeads of the study towns was found to
be 41.1 years. There were some differences ing¢heeptage of households headed by different
age groups as well as the average ages acrossuthetswns. The highest proportion of the
household heads was aged from 30 to 39 years ielW6gtmen and Felege Birhan accounting
for 24, 31 and 39 per cents respectively. This fellewed by 40 to 49 years of age in Wojel
(23%) and Yetmen (24%) and age of the second higiegsentage (21) of the household heads
in Felege Birhan was from 20 to 29 years. The @eege of the household heads was found to
be 42, 43 and 39 years in Wojel, Yetmen and FeBadean respectively.

With regard to the poverty profiles in terms of atiee percentage of the poor households was
higher than the non-poor households from the agepyof 40 to 49 years above whereas the
percentage of the non-poor households was higlaer title poor households headed by below
this age group except the age group of 15-19 yddmsse indicate the existence of association
between ages of household heads and poverty stuldg towns (Table 5.2). The Pearson’s Chi-
Square (6) = 13.79, P = 0.03 test shows the existafh statistically significant association

between poverty and age of the household headsa3swriation was moderate with Cramer’s

Value of 0.21 out of the maximum of 1, P = 0.03e3& imply that households headed by old
ages are more likely to be poor than householdddtely the young ages in the study towns.
The average ages of heads of the poor and the mamhpuseholds were 44 (1.33 standard error)
and 39 (0.87 standard error) years respectivelpdsl®f the non-poor households were 5 years
younger than heads of the poor households. Therdifte was statistically significant t(220) =

2.88 at P=0.01, equal variance not assumed. The &atrue in each study town. As can be seen
in Table 5.2, the percentage of the poor househobts 10 per cent higher than the non-poor
households in the age group of 20-29 years which higher than the differences of the

percentages of the poor and the non-poor househeltded by the other age groups. This result
shows the high incidence of poverty in this ageugrolhe possible explanation to this is the

absence of agricultural land distribution and reitigtion policy in Amhara Region after the
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1996 land redistribution programme. The migrantintgeal out that one of the reasons for
migration was lack of agricultural land in rurakas so that households in this age group did not
accumulate wealth in rural areas and currently lencdhot the source of income for these
households. The other possible explanation toishiisck of employment creation for the youths

since many of the businesses in these towns areyrtamily members.

5.1.3.2. Consumption Poverty by Size of Households

As depicted in Table 5.3, the size of the largespgrtion (23%) of the surveyed households was
two followed by three and four which accounted26rand 19 per cents respectively. The size of
about 87 per cent of the households was five asaltlean five. The percentage of households of
different size sharply declines from four up toenifhe average household size was found to be
3.5 which was lower than the average figures ofrtagonal urban household size (3.6) and
greater than the average urban household sizeeoftihara Region (3.3) on the basis of the
national urban employment unemployment survey tdQ8A, 2014). An examination of Table
5.3 also shows that the proportion of householddiftérent size differs across the study towns.
The largest (3.8) and the smallest (3.2) averagsdimld size were observed in Felege Birhan
and Wojel respectively. The large average housebdd in Felege Birhan was the lack of
family planning practices in this town. The aver&geisehold size of the study households was

3.4 in Yetmen.

With respect to the poverty profiles by the houselsize, generally the percentage of the poor
households was higher than the percentage of theoor households whose size was three and
above (Table 5.3). Conversely, the percentageeptor households was smaller than the non-
poor households of size one and two. The differémst@een the percentages of the poor and the
non-poor households was high in Wojel followed lBlelge Birhan. There was a statistically
significant association between the household am poverty as Pearson’s Chi-Square (8) =
20.14, P = 0.01 shows. The degree of associatianmalerate with Cramer’s V of 0.25 out of
the maximum 1, P = 0.0The results indicate that large household sizeaserikely to become
poor than small household size in the study towihe average household sizes of the poor and
the non-poor households were 3.8 (SE=0.17) and(SE3=0.13) respectively. The average
household size of the poor households was higlear the non-poor households. The t(321) =

109



2.58, P=0.01 shows statistically significant diéieces. The result of individual study town

shows a bit different picture from this except imjéal. For example, the percentage of the poor
households of size two (23%) was a bit higher ttennon-poor households (15%) in Yetmen
while the percentage of the poor households of ime (14%) was a bit lower than the non-
poor households (15%) in Felege Birhan. Thesetesitithe study, therefore, indicate that small
size is not a major factor for the non-poor housdhan the study towns. Instead, small

household size might not have the availabilityatfdur for the various activities the household is
undertaking so that this household may not genets#fecient amount of income for their needs.

However, the percentage of the poor householdshigdeer that the non-poor households in all

the study towns starting from the size of sevetoupine.

Table 5.3: Consumption Poverty by Size of the Houkelds

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
HH Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total
Size| N| % [ N| % | N| % [N| % [N | % | N| % |N| % |N|%|N|%|N|%|[N|%|N|%
1 1(29|11|19.3|12|132| 2| 6.5| 10(16.9| 12133/ 2| 3.6 | 12 (14.0 14| 9.9| 5 |4.1| 33 | 16.3| 38|11.8
2 [ 6|17.6]16|28.1|22|24.2| 7 |22.6| 9 |15.3| 16 |17.8/14|25.0| 22 |25.6| 36 |25.4 27 |22.3| 47 | 23.3| 74|22.9
3 [9]26.£]11|193|2C|22.C] 9 |29.C| 15 |25.£| 24 [26.7| 8 | 14.2| 13 |15.1| 21 |14.€| 26 |21.5| 39 | 19.2| 65|20.1
4 |11(32.4|11|19.2| 22 |24.2| 6 [19.4] 12 [20.2| 18 |20.C|12|21.2| 9 |10.E| 21 [14.€| 29 |[24.C| 32 | 15.€| 61 |18.¢
5 [2|59| 6 |105| 8 |88|3|97| 7 (11.9| 10 |11.1|/11|19.6| 13 |15.1| 24 |16.9| 16 (13.2] 26 | 12.9| 42|13.0
6 o0(o00|1|18(1|11|0|00|5|85|5|56|3|54|8|93|11|77| 3 |25|14|69]|17|5.3
7 (4118 1|18 5|55(1|32|1|17| 2 |22|3|54|5|58|8|56| 8|66 7 |35|15|4.6
8 1(29|{0|00|1|11|3|97|0|00|3|33(1|18|3 |35 4|28|5 (41| 3 |15|8]|25
9 (ojoc|joO0|0OC|O|OC|O|OC|O|OC|O|OC|2|3€]|1]|22|3|21|2|17| 1 |0E]|3]|0.¢
Total 34| 10C | 57 | 10C | 91 | 10C | 31| 10C | 59 | 10C | 9C | 10C |56 | 10C | 86 | 10C|14Z|10C|121|10C| 20z | 10C |32%| 10C
Mean (3.8 2.9 3.7 3.3 4.0 3.6 3.84 331 |t=2.58*
X2 20.14*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.8%P>0.05

5.1.3.3. Consumption Poverty by Migration and Maritl Status of Heads

The poverty profiles in terms of the place of biathd marital status of the household heads are
provided in Table 5.4 below. Concerning the platcbidh of heads of households, about 70 per
cent of the household heads were migrants ancethaining 30 per cent were non-migrants. As
described in chapter four, the place of birth afusd 65 per cent of the household heads was
rural areas. There were striking differences inglaee of birth of the household heads among

the study towns. The largest proportion of the amgs was reported in Yetmen (85%) followed
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by Felege Birhan (68%) and Wojel (58%). As desctile the previous chapter, the place of
origin of four fifths (80%) and nearly two third83%) and slightly over one half (52%) of heads
of the households in Yetmen, Felege Birhan and Wegpectively was rural areas. There was,
therefore, a huge difference among the percentafjesigrants from the rural areas in these
towns. The figure was higher in Yetmen followedH®slege Birhan and Wojel. On the contrary,
the household heads migrated from the other urbsasavas less than ten per cent in Wojel and
five per cent in Yetmen and Felege Birhan indigatihat these urban centers are important

destinations of migrants from the rural areas tindoan areas.

As far as the poverty profiles by the place oftbiof the household heads are concerned, the
migrant-headed poor households (65%) were smahan tthe migrant-headed non-poor
households (72%). In contrast, the non-migrant-aéambor households (35%) were higher than
the non-migrant-headed non-poor households (28%@sd results show that households headed
by non-migrants are more likely to be poor thandetwlds headed by migrants in the study
towns. This might be partly attributed by land ovamgp of the households (see Chapter 6).
However, the difference between the two is notisdteally significant as Pearson’s Chi-Square
(1) = 1.501, P > 0.05 shows. The comparison betweerpercentage of the poor and the non-
poor households headed by migrants and non-mig@nésch study town also show that the
non-migrant-headed poor households were higher i@ non-migrant-headed non-poor
households whereas the percentage of the migraatekepoor households were lower than the
migrant-headed non-poor households. For instaree,ptoportions (53% in Wojel, 84% in
Yetmen and 63% in Felege Birhan) of the consumppoor households were headed by
migrants which were less than 61, 85 and 70 petsa&ithe consumption non-poor households
headed by migrants in Wojel, Yetmen and FelegedBinespectively.

As to the marital status of the household headsptksent study identified four types of marital

status of the household heads. These were unmamiadied, divorced and widowed (Table

5.4). Out of the total heads of the households|atge majority (66%) was married followed by

divorced (21%). Households headed by the unmaareti widowed together constituted only

small proportion (13%) of the surveyed householdigere were no striking differences in terms

of the proportions of the household heads in tesfmearital status among the study towns (see
the results in Table 5.4).
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Table 5.4: Consumption Poverty by Migration and Matiital Status of the Household Heads

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Migration

Status Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total

N[ % [N| % [N| % |N| % [ N| % [N| % [N|% | N|%|N|% | N[ % |N/|%|N|%
Migrant 18|52.9|35| 61.4|53(58.2| 26| 83.9| 50 | 84.7|76|84.4| 35|62.5 60 {69.8 95 (66.9| 79 | 65.3| 145|71.8| 224|69.3

u(i);r-ant 16/47.1|22| 38.6|38{41.8 5 |16.1| 9 |15.3|14|15.6{21|37.5 26 |30.2| 47 |33.1| 42| 34.7| 57 |28.2| 99 |30.7

Total 34| 100(57| 100 [91|100|31| 100 | 59 | 100 (90| 100|56|100| 86 |100|142|100|121| 100 | 202 | 100|323| 100

x? 1.5%
Marital

Status
Unmarried |0 0C|3| 53 (3|323|1|32| 4|68|5|5€6(2|3€| 3 |3E| 5 |3E5|3|2E]|10|5C|13|4cC
Marriec 28| 82.£|31| 54.£|59|64.€|21|67.7| 38 | 64.£|59|65.€| 33|58.¢| 61 [70.¢| 94 (66.2| 82 | 67.¢ | 13C | 64.£| 212 |65.€
Divorced |4 (11.8{14| 24.6(18(19.8| 6 | 19.4| 13| 22.0(19|21.1| 12|21.4 20 |23.3| 32 |35.6| 22 | 18.2| 47 |23.3| 69 |21.4
Widowed 2/59(9|158(11(12.1|3 | 97| 4 | 68 |7|78|9|16.1 2 |23|11|(7.7(14|11.6| 15| 74| 29|9.0

Total 34| 100(57| 100 {91|100|31| 100| 59 | 100 |90|100|56(100| 86 |100|142|100|{121| 100 | 202 | 100 | 323| 100
X2 3.65*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P >0.05

Looking into the poverty profiles by the maritahtts of the household heads, the consumption
non-poor households headed by the unmarried andrcadis were higher than the poor
households. Conversely, the consumption poor haldemheaded by married and widowed
were higher than the non-poor households. Howekier association between the consumption
poverty and marital status of the household heaals not statistically significant as Pearson’s
Chi-Square (3) = 3.646, P = 0.30 test shows. Thagdjregated data by the study towns also
show that some (82% in Wojel, 68% in Yetmen and 5&%-elege Birhan) heads of the
consumption poor households were married which laeger than the proportions (54% in
Wojel, 64% in Yetmen and 71% in Felege Birhan) loé¢ tmarried heads of the non-poor
households except in Felege Birhan. The larges$erdiice was found in Wojel followed by
Yetmen which accounted for 28 and 4 percentage tpoiaspectively. In contrast, the
consumption poor households headed by unmarried sraaller than the consumption non-poor
households in all the study towns except in FeBgkan. The percentage of the consumption
poor households headed by divorced was lower thempércentage of the non-poor households.
In contrast, the percentage of the consumption powmseholds headed by the widowed was
higher than the consumption non-poor householdsma Wojel. These findings of individual
study town also show that households headed byiedanave high probability of being non-

poor than households headed by others.
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5.2. Multidimensional Poverty
5.2.1. Dimensions, Indicators and Cutoffs

Multidimensional poverty index (M is used as an analytical tool for multidimensigraverty.
The method is helpful in adding knowledge in thieerfture of poverty by identifying the
multiple deprivations of the poor that batter thée at the same time and the contribution of
each indicator to overall poverty of the populat{@tkire & Santos, 2010c)The method is also
preferable for poverty analysis since it helpsdeniify the poor who are deprived in multiple
indicators at the same time. The, Man also help policy makers to identify the pobres
households and groups and the different deprivatithrat they face and improve poverty
reduction practices. To reap all of these beneths, method requires key and appropriate
decisions on the dimensions and indicators chancedgefinition, indicator deprivation cutoffs,
dimensions and indicators weights and the povertgfteven though the method is not rigid in
the selection of dimensions, indicators and cupmfints and can be applicable in different
contexts (Alkire & Santos, 2013). Ms flexible and can be adjusted to incorporate ynan

alternative dimensions, indicators and cutoff peifibid).

A combination of methods was used to select dinoeissand indicators for this study. These
were the public consensus such as the MDGs selbgtedNDP and various policies of Ethiopia

(for example, the provision of improved oven toueg the effect of smoke on health), normative
assumptions and empirical analysis of various dgpesing sustainable framework or various
conceptual and empirical literatures on povertye present study, therefore, incorporated all the
dimensions and indicators used to construct MPtHerUNDP’s human development report as
Alkire and Santos (2013) argued these dimensiansitally important as they have intrinsic and

instrumental value. For example, health and edoicadre important in themselves as well as
instrumental to other vital outcomes and the livetgndard indicators are identified as important
in MDGs, participatory exercises and human riglougs (Alkire & Santos, 2013). According to

Alkire & Santos (2013), there was also agreemenhéninclusion of these three dimensions by
many researchers for the UNDP’s annual human dpretat report. The other reason for the
selection of these dimensions was interpretallig@gause of extensive literature in them and the

validity, strengths and limitations of them are MaElcumented (Alkire & Santos, 2013).
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The most important steps in measuring multidimemadiopoverty are identification and
aggregation and of course identification is mosparmant than aggregation. The two broad
identification methods known in multidimensionalveaty are marginal and joint (Alkire &
Foster, 2007; Santos & Ura, 2008). The marginalhoetrequires only the identification of
dimension deprivation not the multidimensional pemd data may not come from the same
source and the reference population may not beseanl/ the same and joint (simultaneous)
method of measures of multidimensional poverty megthe identification of the deprivation of
each dimensions and across dimensions to identiftidimensional poor unlike the former one.
As Alkire (2011) explained the joint method reqgsidata to be drawn from the same source or
same household survey, the same reference populatid must employ the same unit of
analysis. This method may follow either union aggtowhich require deprivation in at least one
dimension or intersection approach which requingrigation in all dimensions to dichotomize
households into multidimensional poor and non-g&antos & Ura, 2008; Alkire, 2011). These
two are extreme methods and either of the two ambres aggregate the score of dimensional
deprivations to identify the poor (Alkire, 2011).

Drawn from the limitations of the union and intertsen approaches the Alkire Foster approach
aggregates across dimensions to identify the padramopted a dual-cutoff which require a
weighted some of indicators named as an intermedijpproach (Alkire & Foster, 2007; Alkire,
2011). Households are deprived in K number of dsmers out of the total “D” number of
dimensions (Santos & Ura, 2008; Alkire & FosterQ2)) The intersection approach reduces and
the union approach increases the number of podineaslimensions considered increases. The
union approach identifies almost everyone as poavery country for example above 98% in
Ethiopia and the intersection approach identifiesenas poor which is zero in Ethiopia (Alkire,
2011). In other words, the intersection approachieuwsstimates and the union approach
overestimates poverty. Weights are not requirethése methods or only indicators, dimensions
and cutoffs are used regardless of the weight dicators and dimensions. But weights are
required in the intermediary method which is usgdJNDP for HDR since 2010 both in the
identification and aggregation stage of multidimenally poor (Alkire, 2011). Thus, the
intermediate method is by far better than the uiiot intersection methods because it considers

indicators weights in the identification and ag@tsan stage of multidimensional poverty. The
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weights range from 0 to 1 and the sum of the weigtiteach dimension is equal to 1 in AF

methodology.

Since the AF method is used in this study, thecadirs and dimensions weights and poverty
cutoff were determined to identify the acute muftidnsional poor in the study areas. The
decisions on indicator deprivation cutoffs, weightsl the poverty cutoff for MPI were based on
normative arguments. The deprivation cutoffs fbo&the indicators except the last two were on
the bases of the consensus of MDGs. The poverbffauhich captures the acutely poor, namely
those who do not meet minimum internationally adrs&ndards in multiple indicators of basic
functionings simultaneously taken for this studglso the UNDP standard which is 33 per cent
of the weight of all the selected indicators. Tisi®ecause taking the existing standard is useful
to compare and integrate the findings of this stiedthe existing empirical literature. When all
ten indicators present, this implies that a persoist be deprived in at least two indicators from
education or health or six (living standard) indlaca or one from education or health and three
living standard indicators in order to be identifi@s multidimensionally poor (Alkire & Santos,
2013). According to Alkire and Santos (2011), “Ausehold is identified as poor if it is deprived
in at least one third of the weighted indicatoreo3e identified as ‘Vulnerable to Poverty' are
deprived in 20% — 33.33% of weighted indicators #rate identified as in ‘Severe Poverty’ are

deprived in 50% or more of the dimensions”

The dimensions selected for the present study Weadth, education and living standards. The
weights of the indicators given for this study werpial and the sum of the indicators was the
weight of the dimension which was one third in tbése. This is because having roughly equal
weights across dimensions eases the interpretafitime index. The indicators are some of the
indicators selected by UNDP and some new indicagptacing child nutrition by daily calorie
intake from the health indicators, number of pesspar room or room availability and some
modified indicators such as ventilation of cooksmgoke or improved oven. The new indicators
added in health dimension for this study were digglor morbidity (serious illness and inability
to receive medical treatment) together with childrtality. All dimensions were given equal
weight and each indicator of the dimension shaheddimension’s weight equally. Thus, the
weight of each dimension was 1/3 and the weighgamh indicator in health and education was

1/6 while the weight of each living standard indicafor the present study was 1/21. Relatively
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the indicators of the living standard dimension evgiven less weight than the indicators of
health and education. Thus, the contribution ofititgcators of health and education was high
resulting from their weights. The dimensions andidators of the dimensions as well as their

cutoff points are discussed as follows.

A) Health

Two health indicators were selected. These werky dalorie intake or consumption and child
mortality/disability and morbidity. Consumption icdtes the availability of adequate calorie per
capita for a normal life. A household was depriVfetie daily calorie consumption per adult was
below the daily minimum recommended level of 2,Z08lorie and non-deprived otherwise.
Empirical evidences showed that inadequate calagesignificant life-long effects on cognitive
and physical development of a child and adults ldldeen who are malnourished are also
susceptible to other health disorders; they are &8e to learn and concentrate and may not
perform well at work. The second health indicataswehild mortality or any household member
serious sickness which indicates a total functigniailure and affects the whole family. A
household was considered as deprived if a childdeasl in the household in the past five years
or any household member was seriously ill durireyftbld survey. With regard to morbidity, if
anyone in the household was seriously ill and kecep medical treatment and if received not
cured the household was considered as deprivelignirdicator. lliness removes individuals
from the labour pool and drains the money or hoolskeresources for treatment. It affects the

economic stability of a household.

B) Education

This study was based on two indicators in this disnen: completed years of schooling of
household members which acts as a proxy for thel lef knowledge and understanding of
household members and school attendance of childfears of schooling provides a rough
proxy of basic educational skills: literacy, nunmsrand understanding of information (Alkire &
Santos, 2013). With regard to the indicator depiavacutoff, a household was considered as
deprived if any one of the household members ditd aemnplete grade 6 and not deprived

otherwise. School attendance indicates whetheradage children are exposed to the learning
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environment. Thus, a household was deprived ifafrtbe school age children (age 7 and above)
was not attending school in the time of survey aotldeprived if all the school age children
were attending their schooling.

C) Standards of Living

Seven indicators for standards of living were coesed. It included three standard MDGs
indicators that were related to health and livingndards which particularly affect women:

access to clean drinking water, access to impreaedtation and the use of clean cooking fuel.
Other indicators which indicate the quality of himgs were access to electricity, flooring

material and room availability. The other indicatothis dimension was the ownership of asset:
radio, television, telephone and house. The defivautoffs for all of the indicators except the

last two were on the basis of the consensus of MB(Geported by Alkire and Santos (2013).
The living standard indicators were selected frarfrastructure, housing and others. These
include:

Water: A household had access to clean drinking watehef water source was any of the
following types: piped water, public tap, boreholepump, protected well, protected spring or
rainwater, and it was within a distance of 30 mastivalk (roundtrip). If it fails to satisfy these

conditions, then the household was considered vipin access to drinking water.

Electricity: A household was considered to be deprived in éb#gtif it did not have access to
electricity or if the light was rented from privatenters since in practice the tenant didn’t use

more than lighting in the household resulting frtbra restrictions set by the land lord.

Improved sanitation: A household was considered to have access to iragrsanitation if the
household had some type of flush toilet or latrioeventilated improved pit or composting
toilet, provided that they were not shared. If imeisehold did not satisfy these conditions, then
it was considered deprived in sanitation.

Flooring: Flooring material made of dirt, sand or dung cowggleprivation in flooring. If the
floor is dirt, sand or dung the household countsiggrived in flooring. A household who was
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living in cement floors housing were non-deprivacbusing. Mud floor is generally considered

as poor quality houses by many researchers andrhiaspact on the health of households.

Room availability: This indicates number of persons per room. A hiooisewas deprived in
rooms if three and more than three persons livedqmm. Overcrowding incubates disease and
do not contribute to a sustainable environment. fibasehold was considered to be room
deprived if three or more people were living pesmo Conversely, a household was considered
not deprived in room if less than three personsewmting per room. The number of rooms

excludes kitchens, bathrooms, toilets and roomd t@ebusiness purposes.

Cooking fuel: A household was considered deprived in cooking ifuéle household cooks with
animal dung, charcoal or wood, crop residue, sshmbs/grass and no ventilation of cooking
smoke or had no improved oven. Excessive use afcchhand firewood in a non-ventilated
kitchen or improved oven affects the health of adehold. Excessive use of these sources also
contributes for high rate of deforestation. Simjlaexcessive dependence on animal dung for

cooking affects the extent of using manure bedidéamily health.

Durable assets:If a household did not own more than one of radjmét or television, dish,
telephone be it mobile or fixed, and did not owhause then each person was considered as
deprived in durable assets. These assets are @isefehding a normal life by their own and are
salable in times of emergencies. As many reseaslits showed housing is the most important

asset for urban residents as it is a source ohedoesides sheltering of households.

The robustness of the multidimensional poverty memsvas checked by the inclusion and
exclusion of the availability of rooms and changihg cutoff points of some indicators such as
cooking fuel with and without improved oven andcaieity with and without meter. In all

situations the ranks of the three study towns wieeesame though the rates of multidimensional
poverty of each study town were different in diffier cutoff points and inclusion and exclusion

of indicators.
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5.2.2. The Extent of Multidimensional Poverty

As depicted in Table 5.5, the headcount ratio engtudy towns was found to be 55 per cent of
the surveyed households. This means over one htiléselected households in the study towns
deprived multiple indicators at the same time. fibadcount ratio of the acute multidimensional
poverty of the study towns, however, was inconsist@ith the headcount ratio of the
multidimensional poverty of urban areas of Ethiopdaich accounted for 46 per cent in 2014
(OPHI, 2014). The incidence of multidimensional edy in the study towns was thus nine
percentage points higher than the incidence ofidiménsional poverty in the urban areas of
Ethiopia. Looking into the headcount ratios of eathdy town, the headcount ratios of the
multidimensional poverty was different in the studwns. The headcount ratios accounted for
63 per cent in Wojel, 57 per cent in Felege Biraad 43 per cent in Yetmen. These results show
that significant proportion of the households degulitwo or more than two indicators out of the
total selected indicators in all the study townse headcount ratio was high in Wojel followed
by Felege Birhan and Yetmen. However, Pearson’sSghiare (2) = 3.88, P > 0.05 test shows
the absence of statistically significant differemeanong the incidence of acute multidimensional
poverty of the study towns.

Table 5.5: Indices of the Multidimensional Poverty

Name of the Index Wojel | Yetmen| Felege Birhan| Total
Headcount Ratio(H) 0.633 | 0.429 0.572 0.549
Intensity of Poverty (A) 0.480 | 0.460 0.462 0.467
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI] 0.304 | 0.193 0.264 0.256
X? 3.88*
Source: Calculated from field survey dat@14 *P > 0.05

With respect to the intensity of multidimensionalvprty which shows the average deprivation
of the poor, the study revealed that the multidish@mal poor in these towns deprived 47 per
cent of the weighted indicators (Table 5.5). Thigplies that the poor in the study towns
deprived on the average nearly half of the weiglmedcators. Though lower than the intensity
of the urban areas of Ethiopia which accountedbfbper cent in 2014, the intensity of poverty
in these towns was high. The intensity of poventyhie study towns was lower than the national

urban figure by three percentage points. Turninthéintensity of multidimensional poverty of
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each study town, it is found to be 48 per cent ij&ly 46 per cent in Yetmen and 46 per cent in
Felege Birhan. These imply that the multidimensig@or on the average deprived 48, 46 and
46 per cents of the weighted indicators in eacmtosgpectively. Although the headcount ratios
of all the study towns were different, the resufsthe intensity of multidimensional poverty

indicate that on the average the multidimensior@brpdeprived nearly the same weighted
indicators in all the study towns though the degiioh was a bit higher in Wojel. The intensity
of multidimensional poverty was nearly the sameaalinthe study towns. That is to say, the

multidimensional poor deprived nearly equal weightelicators in all the study towns.

With respect to the Multidimensional Poverty Ind&4Pl), it was found to be around 26 per cent
(Table 5.5). This implies that on the average hbalsls deprived about 26 per cent out of the
total potential deprivations. There were, therefaheee percentage point differences from the
MPI of the urban areas of Ethiopia. As reporteddi3HI (2014), the MPI of the urban areas of
Ethiopia was 23 per cent in 2014. The MPI of thelgttowns was higher than the MPI of the
urban areas of the country. However, the percenpage difference of the MPI of each study
town from the national MPI figure was seven in Wojlkree in Felege Birhan and negative four
in Yetmen. Thus, the MPI was high in Wojel (30%])ldwed by Felege Birhan (26%) and
Yetmen (19%). In other words, the acute multidinn@mal poor deprived 30, 26 and 19 per cents
of the weighted indicators out of the total potahtieprivations in Wojel, Felege Birhan and
Yetmen respectively. The high MPI in Wojel stenmnfrthe high deprivations in drinking water
unlike the other study towns. In contrast, the hggbportion of households that deprived in
education unlike the other study towns was the eafshigh MPI in Felege Birhan. The
multidimensional poverty indices of all the studyhs are decomposed based on the indicators
in order to identify the highest contributor to thi®1 in these towns which will be presented in

section 5.2.3. Before this, the raw headcount satitl be explored in the following section.

Therefore, all the three indices indicate the Higrel of acute multidimensional poverty in all

the study towns than the level of multidimensiopaVerty in the urban areas of Ethiopia. The
possible reasons for this are the addition of owicator in the living standard dimension, the
replacement of one health indicator by daily calantake and modification of the other from the
indicators used by the UNDP(see the methods irpteeeding Chapter). However, the level of
multidimensional poverty in the study towns coutdtbgher than this if the unit of analysis was
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per capita since the probability of being multidma®nal poor is high for large household size
than small household size as it is stated in th#idimensional poverty profile section below.
Moreover, the MPI of Ethiopia for the 2014 was domsed based on the 2011 Demographic
and Health Survey (DHS) data. The consequence @ wWas overestimation of the
multidimensional poor in the country. If these am# the cases, the difference between the MPI

of the study towns and urban areas of the coustfgrifrom the aforementioned one.
5.2.3. Raw Headcount Ratios

The raw headcount ratio of each indicator whichwghthe percentage of households deprived in
a particular indicator is summarized in the follagitable. Thus, the results in the table show
that the vast majority of households in the stumlyris deprived floor materials, durable assets
and cooking fuel which accounted for about 95, 88 &84 per cents respectively. The raw
headcount ratio of room availability was very snm@lid%) followed by child death and illness

(6.7%) in the study towns. These contrasting resslibw that the raw headcount ratios of all the

selected indicators differ very significantly.

Table 5.6: Raw Headcount Ratios of Households in ¢hSelected Indicators

Dimension Indicator Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
N % N % N % N %
Daily calorie intake 37 40.7 31 344 | 41 28.9 | 109 | 33.7
Health Child death or seriousilnes 8 | 88 | 5 | 55| 9 62 | 22| 67
Years of schooling 35 38.9 22 242 | 77 531 | 134|411
Education School attendance 16 | 178 | 11 |121] 21 | 145 | 48 | 147
Source of drinking water 45 50.0 7 7.7 5 3.4 57 | 17.5
Improved sanitation 51 56.7 36 39.6 | 53 36.6 | 140 | 42.9
Living Standard Source of electricity 42 46.7 49 53.8| 89 61.4 | 180 | 55.2
Floor materials 86 95.6 81 89.0 | 143 98.6 | 310| 95.1
Type of cooking fuel 61 67.8 91 100.0| 123 848 | 275| 84.4
Room availability 13 14.4 3 3.3 8 5.5 24 | 7.4
Durable assets 79 86.8 79 86.8 | 122 | 84.1 | 280 85.6

Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014

There was striking differences among the headcaatids of cooking fuel in the study towns.
The deprivation in this indicator accounted for It¥) cent in Yetmen, 85 per cent in Felege

Birhan and 68 per cent in Wojel. As can be seetthan table below, similar figures were

121



observed in some other indicators. As a consequdimeeontribution of individual indicator to

the total MPI of each town is different. This vk described in detail in the next section.

5.2.4. The Contribution of Indicators and Dimensios to Multidimensional Poverty Index

The multidimensional poverty indices are decompobaded on the indicators in order to
identify the highest and lowest contributor to M1 of the households in all the study towns.
As presented in Table 5.7, the highest contributorthe MPI were years of schooling, floor
material, durable assets, type of cooking fuel saodrce of electricity in decreasing order of
importance. Respectively, they contributed 6.4, B5, 4.2 and 2.9 per cents above their
respective weights. The least contributors in desirgy order of importance were child death,
school attendance, room availability and sourcelraiking water (see Table 5.7). All these

indicators independently contributed below theirghe

Table 5.7: Censored Headcount Ratio and the Contrilttion of Individual Indicator to MPI

Indicator Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhar Total
CH* | wCH | Cont D CH | wCH | Cont D CH |wCH | Cont D CH [wCH | Cont D
Dally calorie 0.378| 0.063| 0.207| 0.040 | 0.267| 0.045| 0.233| 0.066 | 0.225| 0.038| 0.144/| -0.023|0.290| 0.049| 0.195| 0.028
consumptlon

Child death or

) ; 0.067| 0.011| 0.036( -0.131| 0.033| 0.006| 0.031| -0.136| 0.055| 0.009| 0.034| -0.133|0.052| 0.009| 0.034/-0.133
Serious illness

Years of schooling 0.389| 0.065| 0.214| 0.047 | 0.220| 0.037| 0.192| 0.025| 0.455| 0.076| 0.288| 0.121|0.355| 0.059| 0.231| 0.064

School attendanc(| 0.167| 0.028| 0.092| -0.075| 0.099| 0.017| 0.088| -0.079| 0.131| 0.022| 0.083| -0.084|0.132| 0.022| 0.088|-0.079

Source of drinking ) 5551 () 516| 0.053| 0.005 | 0.055/ 0.003| 0.016 -0.032| 0.014| 0.001| 0.004| -0.044|0.134) 0.007| 0.024|-0.024

water

Improved

sanitation 0.400| 0.019| 0.063| 0.015| 0.264| 0.013| 0.067| 0.019| 0.310( 0.015| 0.057| 0.009 |0.325| 0.016| 0.062| 0.014
Source of

electricity 0.367| 0.017| 0.056| 0.008 | 0.363| 0.017| 0.088| 0.040| 0.490( 0.023| 0.087| 0.039 |0.407| 0.019| 0.077| 0.029

Floor material 0.633| 0.030| 0.099| 0.051|0.429| 0.020( 0.104| 0.056 | 0.579| 0.028| 0.106| 0.058 |0.547| 0.026| 0.103| 0.055

Type of cooking

fuel 0.456| 0.022| 0.072| 0.024 | 0.429| 0.020( 0.104| 0.056 | 0.517| 0.025| 0.095| 0.047 |0.467| 0.022| 0.090| 0.042

Room availability | 0.111 | 0.00% | 0.01¢€ | -0.03Z | 0.03% | 0.00Z | 0.01( | -0.03¢ | 0.04¢ | 0.00Z | 0.00¢ | -0.04( | 0.064| 0.00% | 0.011|-0.037

Durable asset 0.622| 0.03(| 0.09¢ | 0.051 | 0.41¢ | 0.02( | 0.10< | 0.05¢ | 0.56€ | 0.027 | 0.10z | 0.05¢ |0.53%| 0.02¢ | 0.10Z | 0.05¢

Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014 *CH is censored headcount ratio
Difference is contributierweight of the indictor
There were differences among the study towns imgeof the contribution of individual
indicator to the MPI of each study town. The highaantributors to MPI of each study town
were floor material, durable assets and cooking ifuéNojel and Yetmen. These indicators

independently contributed more than five per cdntheir weights to the MPI in every study
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town. In Felege Birhan the highest contributiontbe MPI came from years of schooling
followed by floor material and durable assets wtachounted for more than 12, 5.8 and 5.4 per
cents respectively of their weights to the town’®IMThe least contributors in all the study
towns were child death and iliness followed by yefaschool attendance and room availability.
All these indicators contributed some per cent Wwelbeir weights due to the small raw

headcount ratios accompanied by their weights.

The contribution of each dimension to the MPI wasneated by adding the contribution of the
indicators of each dimension to the MPI. Consedyetite largest contributor to the MPI was
living standard which contributed more than 13 pent of its weight. Similarly, the highest
contributor to the MPI of individual study town wheing standard which accounted for more
than 12 per cent of its weights in Felege Birhad Wojel and just over 15 per cent in Yetmen
followed by education. The least contribution te #P1 of all and individual study town came
from the health dimension. This result shows theamkable development progress in health

infrastructure in the study towns and lack of pesgrin others.

5.2.5. Severity of and Vulnerability to Multidimensonal Poverty

The most important things in multidimensional payestudy are multidimensional poverty
severity and vulnerability to multidimensional poyeanalyses as these shows beyond the
incidence of poverty (OPHI, 2014). As illustrated iTable 5.8, households in severe
multidimensional poverty were 19 per cent. Thesasbbolds deprived over 50 per cent of the
weighted indicators. Severity to multidimensional/erty in the urban areas of Ethiopia in 2014
as reported by OPHI (2014) was 21 per cent which igher than the result of the present
study. Looking into the individual town, the propon of households in severe multidimensional
poverty in Wojel (24%) was higher than the propmrtof households in severe multidimensional
poverty in Felege Birhan (19%) and Yetmen (14%)héspect to the less poverty severity, out
of the total households surveyed, the degree oémpwf 36 per cent of the households was less
severe as they lack between 33 and 50 per ceteoiveighted indicators. The proportion of
households that were in less multidimensional sepeverty in Wojel and Felege Birhan was
equal which accounted for 39 per cent, whereas dimlds that were in less severe

multidimensional poverty constituted 29 per cenYetmen.

123



Table 5.8: Multidimensional Poverty Severity and Vulnerability

Vulnerability & Level of Poverty Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total

N % N % N % N %
Severe Poverty 22 244 13 14.3 27 18.6 62 19.0
Less Severe Poverty 35 38.9 26 28.6 56 38.6 117 | 359
Vulnerable to Poverty 9 10.0 20 22.0 28 19.3 57 17.5
Not Vulnerable to Poverty 24 26.7 | 32 35.2 34 23.4 90 27.6
Total 90 100 91 100 | 145 100 326 | 100

Source: Calculated from field survey data,£201

Regarding vulnerability to poverty, some 18 pertagrthe surveyed households were found to
be vulnerable to multidimensional poverty while €28 per cent were not vulnerable to
multidimensional poverty. The extent of vulnerahtmseholds to multidimensional poverty in
the study towns was less than the extent of vubterto multidimensional poverty (24%) in
urban areas of the country in 2014. There weresdiffces in the percentage of vulnerable and
invulnerable households among the study towns. vitheerable households in Yetmen (22%)
were larger than the other study towns which actsglifor 19 per cent in Felege Birhan and 10
per cent in Wojel. In the same way, higher peramntaf households in Yetmen (35%) was not
vulnerable to poverty which was higher than Wopa%) and Felege Birhan (23%). Though the
percentage of the acute multidimensional poor hmelgs was high in Wojel, the percentage of
households that were vulnerable to acute multidsizeral poverty in this town was lower than

the other study towns.
5.2.6. The Multidimensional Poverty Profiles

The multidimensional poverty profiles of households 48k, age, marital status and migration

status of household heads as well as size of holdsehre discussed in this section.
5.2.6.1. Multidimensional Poverty by Sex and Age dflousehold Heads

The data on the multidimensional poverty by sex agel of the household heads are illustrated
in Table 5.9. Regarding the profiles by sex ofhibesehold heads, slightly over a third (34%) of
the multidimensional poor households was femaleta@avhile nearly two thirds (66%) were

male-headed. Similarly, out of the multidimensionah-poor households, a quarter (25%) was
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female-headed whereas two thirds (76%) were maedte The survey results by individual
study town shows that the proportion of male-headedseholds was greatly higher than the
proportion of female-headed households except ilegéeBirhan in which the difference
between the two was not significantly high. Theveyrresults also show that female-headed
multidimensional poor households (34%) were higtlen female-headed multidimensional
non-poor households (25%). On the other hand, tbeoption of the multidimensional non-poor
households headed by males (76%) was higher tleaprdportion of the multidimensional poor
households headed by females (66%). The same keaslbbserved in each study town. Over
three fifths (63%) of female headed households weuétidimensional poor. The figure was
over half (51%) for male headed households. Theselts of the study imply that male-headed
households are less likely to be multidimension@brpthan female-headed households in the
study towns. However, the Pearson’s Chi-Square= (3)65, P = 0.06 test shows no statistically
significant association between sex of the houskhehds and multidimensional poverty in the
study towns.

Table 5.9: Multidimensional Poverty by Sex and Agef the Household Heads

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
Sex Poor | Non-poor| Poor |Non-poor| Poor |Non-poor| Poor Non-poor
N| % | N| % |[N| % | N| % |N| % |N| % | N|%| N %

Female 16|28.1| 8 | 24.2|10|25.6| 14 |26.9|35|42.2| 14| 22.6| 61 (34.1] 36 245
Male 41|71.9| 25|75.8|29|74.4| 38 |73.1/48|57.8| 48| 77.4|118|65.9 111 | 75.5
Total 57| 100| 33| 100 39| 100| 52 | 100|83| 100| 62 | 100 | 179|100 147 | 100
X2 3.55*
Age in Years
15-19 0j00|0|00|0O|00O| 1 |19|/0|00|0]|00| 0|00 1 0.7
20-29 11119.3| 8 | 24.2| 5|12.8| 8 |15.4|21|25.3| 10| 16.1| 37 (20.7 26 17.7
30-39 13228/ 9 | 27.3|12|30.8| 16 [30.8/33|39.8| 23| 37.1| 58 (32.4 48 32.7
40-49 16|28.1| 5 | 15.2|10|25.6| 12 [23.1{11|13.3| 15| 24.2| 37 (20.7 32 21.8
50-59 9158/ 5 | 15.2| 6 |15.4| 7 |13.5/11|13.3| 10| 16.1| 26 |14.5 22 15.0
60-64 4,703 |91|3|77| 2 |38[3|36|2|32|10|56| 7 4.8
>64 4,703 |91|3|77| 6 |115/4|48| 2| 32|11|6.1| 11 7.5
Total 57| 100| 33 | 100 39| 100| 52 | 100|83| 100| 62 | 100 | 179|100 147 | 100
Mean Age 42 43 45 40 39 39 41.2 | 40.1 |t=.72**
X2 | 1.97*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 * P > 0.05da** P=0.24

125



With respect to the poverty profiles by age of lmeisehold heads, the large majority (32% of
the poor and 33% of the non-poor households) weaeléd by ages from 30 to 39 years. Out of
the multidimensional poor households, over a qué28%) in Wojel was within the age group
of 40-49 years whereas less than a third (31%)etmén and above a third (40%) in Felege
Birhan was within the age group of 30 to 39 yedrikewise, some of heads of the
multidimensional non-poor households (37% in Fel8ytan, 31% in Yetmen and 27% in
Wojel) were within the age group of 30-39 years. éan be seen in Table 5.9, the
multidimensional poor households headed by 20-2D6:64 age groups were slightly higher
than the non-poor households. In contrast, the gutigm of the multidimensional poor
households headed by the other age groups waslglgghaller than the multidimensional non-
poor households. The average ages of heads of tiiedimensional poor and non-poor
household were 41 (SE=0.96) and 40 (SE=1.17) yeagectively. The t(322) = 0.72, P = 0.24
shows the absence of statistically significant eddhces between the mean ages of the
multidimensional poor and non-poor households. nB®ugh no similar pattern was observed
in each study town, there was no huge differen¢evden the percentage of the poor and the
non-poor households headed by different age grolipsse imply that age of the household
heads has no significant association with multigisienal poverty in the study towns. The
absence of statistically significant associationtwleen age of the household heads and

multidimensional poverty was also confirmed by Beais Chi-Square (6) = 1.97, P > 0.05 test.
5.2.6.2. Multidimensional Poverty by Size of the Hasehold

Data on the poverty profiles by the household sizepresented in Table 5.10. Out of the total
multidimensional poor households, some 29 per aené a household size of four whereas 20
per cent of the multidimensional non-poor houseboleére a household size of three and four.
The disaggregated data by the study towns showatlcansiderable percentage (28% in Wojel
and 34% in Felege Birhan) of the multidimensionabiphouseholds was a size of two followed
by three and four. Conversely, the household sizethird (33%) of the multidimensional poor
households in Yetmen was three followed by a hoisebize of four. The proportion of the
multidimensional poor was higher than the propaortiof the multidimensional non-poor
households from the household size of one to thwdegreas the proportion of the poor

households was less than the proportion of thepwam-households from the household size of
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three and above except the household size of aighhine (Table 5.10). It seems that small size
households are less likely to be multidimensiorarghan large size households whereas large
size households are more likely to be multidimemsigoor than small size households in the
study towns. However, the Pearson’s Chi-Square=(84.44, P = 0.07 test shows that the
association between household size and multidimaakpoverty is not statistically significant.
The average size of the poor (3.4) was slightly lenahan the non-poor households (3.8).
However, this was not statistically significanttas t(324)= -1.89, P=0.03 shows.

Table 5.10: Multidimensional Poverty by Size of thédouseholds

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
Poor |Non-poor| Poor |Non-poor| Poor |Non-poor| Poor Non-poor

Household

Size N| % [N| % |[N| % |[N| % [N| % |[N| % |[N| % N %
1 91158/ 3| 9.1 |4]10.3| 9(17.3] 9 (10.8/ 5| 8.1 [22|12.3] 17 | 116
2 16|28.1| 6 | 18.2| 7 |17.9| 9 | 17.3|28|33.7| 8 | 12.9|51|28.5| 23 | 15.6
3 12|21.1| 8 | 24.2|13|33.3|11|21.2|12|14.5|10| 16.1 |37|20.7| 29 | 19.7
4 12|21.1| 9 | 27.3| 8 | 20.5{10|19.2|12|14.5|10| 16.1 |32|17.9| 29 | 19.7
5 3153|5|152|3|7.7|7|135/14|16.9/10| 16.1|{20|11.2| 22 | 15.0
6 1/18|0(00|1|26|4|77|3|36|8|129|5]|28| 12 8.2
7 3/53|261|1(26|1(19|1|12|7|113|5|28]| 10 6.8
8 1/18/0(00|2|51]1|19|2|24|3| 48 |5|28| 4 2.7
9 0|00|0|00|0O0|0O0O|0O0|00|2|24|1| 16 |2]|21] 1 0.7
Total 57| 100| 33| 100 [ 39| 100|52| 100 | 83| 100 | 62| 100 |179 100| 147 | 100
Mean Size |3.2 3.4 3.4 3.4 35 4.4 3.4 |3.8t=-1.89*
X2 | 14.4*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P > 0.05 andP*= 0.03

5.2.6.3. Multidimensional Poverty by Migration andMarital Status of Heads

With regard to the poverty profiles by the migratistatus of the household heads, the
multidimensional poor households (70%) headed gy riigrants were slightly above the

multidimensional non-poor households (69%), while poor households (30%) headed by the
non-migrants were slightly lower than the non-pbouseholds (31%) in the study towns (Table
5.11). However, this difference is not statistigalignificant as Pearson’s Chi-Square (1) = 0.04,
P > 0.05 test shows. The results in individual tomere quite different. The percentage of the
migrant-headed multidimensional poor households lgker than the percentage of migrant-

headed multidimensional non-poor households in Wapel Felege Birhan. In contrast, the
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percentage of the migrant-headed non-poor housghaoldhese towns was higher than the
migrant-headed multidimensional poor householdsegixan Yetmen. These indicate that
households headed by the migrants are more likelyetnon-poor than households headed by
the non-migrants in all the study towns except etnYen. Even though the Chi-Square test
confirms the absence of statistically significass@ciation between the migration status of the
household heads and multidimensional poverty, tieege tendency that households headed by
the migrants are less likely to be multidimensiopabr than households headed by the non-
migrants. This is probably related to land and othssets ownership and livelihoods

diversification of the households headed by theramts (see Section 7.2).

Table 5.11: Multidimensional Poverty by Migration & Marital Status of Household Heads

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total

Poor |Non-poor| Poor |Non-poor| Poor |Non-poor| Poor | Non-poor
Migration Status | '\ 1o [N % [N % |[N| % |N| % [N] % |[N| % | N[ %
Migrant 37|64.9|16| 48.5|30|76.9/47|90.4|59|71.1| 39| 62.9 |126 70.4|102 69.4
Non-migrant 20|35.1{17|51.5| 9 |23.1| 5| 9.6 [24|28.9|23| 37.1|53|29.6/ 45| 30.6
Total 57| 100| 33| 100 | 39| 100 | 52| 100 | 83| 100 | 62| 100 (179 100|147 100
X2 0.04*
Marital Status
Single 0/003|91|1|26|5|96|2|24|3| 48 |3|17|11| 75
Married 35|61.4|23|69.7|25|64.1| 34| 65.4/50|60.2| 46| 74.2|110 61.5(103 70.1
Divorced 13228/ 5| 15.2| 9 [{23.1|110|19.2{23|27.7| 9 | 145|45|25.1| 24| 16.3
Widowed 91158/ 2| 6.1|4(103/3|58|8|96|4| 65 (21/11.7{9| 6.1
Total 57| 100| 33| 100 | 39| 100|52| 100 | 83| 100 | 62| 100 (179 100|147 100
X2 13.0%
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P >0.05 andP>=0.01

Concerning the poverty profiles by the marital wsatof the household heads, the poor
households headed by married persons constitutgue62ent while the non-poor households
headed by married ones made up 70 per cent. Likewisuseholds headed by the unmarried
were also less likely to be poor as the percensagee of the poor households (2%) and the non-
poor households (8%) show. There was also a stigfgrence between the percentage of the
marital status of heads of the poor and the nom-pmuseholds in that heads of the poor
households (25% and 12%) were higher than heath®afon-poor households (16% and 6%) in

the cases of divorced and widowed ones respectiGtyilar patterns were observed across all
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the study towns. These results imply that househlo&hded by divorced and widowed are more
likely to be multidimensional poor than householdsaded by married and unmarried. The
Pearson’s Chi-Square (3) = 13.0, P = 0.01 test stgovs statistically significant association

between the multidimensional poverty and maritatust of heads of the households in the study
towns. The Cramer’'s V = 0.2, P = 0.01 shows modeaatociation between these. Households
headed by divorced individuals was more likely ® jpoor due to the fact that divorced

household heads divide their wealth and assets théh ex-partner whereas the death of the
bread winner and the depletion of their assetgdskarand other expenses for the deceased

were the reasons of poverty for the widowed.
5.3. The Relationships between Consumption and Mudtimensional Poverty

So far, the magnitudes of consumption and multidsienal poverty have been discussed
separately. The two poverty measures showed higlepeage of the poor households in Wojel
and Felege Birhan and low percentage of the poosdfmlds in Yetmen. In other words, both
measures yielded high incidence of poverty in Wayall Felege Birhan and low incidence of
poverty in Yetmen. Nevertheless, the study fourat the incidence of acute multidimensional
poverty in all the study towns was greater thansaomption dimension of poverty. The question
to be raised at this point is, therefore, about thltionship between consumption and

multidimensional poverty.

As illustrated in Table 5.12, the highest perceatafjthe consumption poor households were
deprived in multiple indicators than the consumptioon-poor households. Considerable
proportion (73%) of the consumption poor householsre multidimensional poor. The
percentage in each town (73% in Wojel, 71% in Yetraad 73% in Felege Birhan) shows no
significant difference. These results indicate ttke consumption poor households deprived
multiple indicators than the consumption non-pooudeholds. These also indicate the existence
of association between consumption and multidineeradi poverty. These descriptive analyses
about their relationship were also supported by$eees Chi-Square (1) = 24.6, P = 0.00 test
with a Cramer’s V of 0.276, P = 0.00. The Cram&t’'shows positive and moderate association

between acute multidimensional and consumption gppv@&his implies that the consumption
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poor households are more likely to be multidimenaigpoor than the consumption non-poor

households in the study towns.

Table 5.12: The Relationships between Consumptiomd Multidimensional Poverty

Consumption Poor| Consumption Non-poor Total
N | R%b | C% N R% C% N | R% | C%
Wojel Multidimensional Poor 24 | 421 | 72.7 33 57.9 57.9 | 57| 100 | 63.3
Multidimensional Non-poorp 9 | 27.3 | 27.3 24 72.7 42.1 | 33| 100 | 36.7
Total 33| 36.7| 100 57 63.3 100 | 90 | 100 | 100
Yetmen Multidimensional Poor 22| 56.4| 71.0 17 43.6 28.8 | 39 | 100 |43.3
Multidimensional Non-poonp 9 | 17.6 | 29.0 42 82.4 71.2 | 51| 100 | 56.7
Total 31| 34.4| 100 59 65.6 100 | 90 | 100 | 100

Felege Birhan{Multidimensional Poor 41 | 51.2 | 73.2 39 48.8 453 | 80| 100 | 56.3
Multidimensional Non-poony 15 | 24.2 | 26.8 47 75.8 54,7 | 62 | 100 | 43.7

Total 56| 39.4 | 100 86 60.6 100 |142| 100 | 100
Total Multidimensional Poor 87| 494 | 725 89 50.6 44.1 |176| 100 | 54.7

Multidimensional Non-poorl 33 | 22.6 | 27.5 | 113 | 77.4 55.9 | 146| 100 | 45.3

Total 120| 37.3| 100 | 202 | 62.7 100 |322| 100 | 100
X2 24.6*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.01

The percentage within multidimensional poverty afstdicated that out of the multidimensional

poor households, the consumption poor households mezrly equal with the consumption non-
poor households. About half (49%) of the multidimienal poor households were consumption
poor and the remaining proportion of householdseweon-consumption poor. There were
striking differences among the study towns. Thepprtion of the consumption poor households
were above half of the total multidimensional pdauseholds in Yetmen (56%) and Felege
Birhan (51%) where as the proportion of consumpgioar households in Wojel was 42 per cent

which was much smaller than the proportions of Yatrand Wojel.

Even though high percentage of the consumption pmwseholds are deprived in multiple
indicators, considerable percentage of the consompibn-poor households were also deprived
in multiple indicators indicating that the consumptnon-poor households are poor in other
dimensions of poverty. In other words, all the aonption non-poor households were not
multidimensional non-poor. Some of them faced mldtideprivations that batter their life

simultaneously. Among the consumption non-poor B&bokls, 44 per cent were
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multidimensional poor. This might be associatechwiie utility of water and electricity that
most had no their own meter and distance of safekidg water is above the recommended
minimum distance. In the same way, all consumptipoor households were not
multidimensional poor. For example, over a quai@&2o) of the consumption poor households
were multidimensional non-poor in the study towHsese results show that a single measure of
poverty could not show its magnitude in many aspentus, some households identified by the
two methods as consumption and acute multidimeasipoor are generally poorer than the

other households identified as poor by one of teéhods of poverty measurement.

Summary

The aim of this chapter was to determine the magdeitof consumption and multidimensional
poverty as well as their relationships in the sttmyns. In addition, this chapter portrays the
poverty profiles of households using some demodcagoid social characteristics. Therefore, the
study found that the incidences of poverty measimgdhe traditional and new measures of
poverty were high in the study towns. The levepoferty (37% consumption poor and 55%
multidimensional poor) in the study towns was higiian the level of urban poverty of Ethiopia
and Amhara Region. Besides, poverty in the studynsowas deep rooted and severe as the
poverty gap (11%) and squared poverty gap (4%) elsas the intensity of multidimensional
poverty (47%) show. These results support the @itipa set in the statement of the problem
section of the first chapter that poverty is indilg related with the size of the towns. As
compared with each other, the incidence of botlsgomtion and multidimensional poverty was
high in Wojel (37% & 46%) and Felege Birhan (39%58%%) than Yetmen (34% & 43%
respectively) though the difference was not siatily significant as confirmed by the Chi-
Square test. The multidimensional poverty sevewss high in Wojel (24%) followed by
Yetmen (14%) and nearly a fifth (18%) of the houwsdh in the study towns were vulnerable to

multidimensional poverty.

Concerning the poverty profiles of households, #tedy revealed that female-headed
households, large size households, households dthdagleold ages and migrants as well as
households headed by divorced and widowed persenmare likely to be both consumption

and multidimensional poor. The majority of thessutes were confirmed by Pearson’s Chi-
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Square tests for consumption poverty. Consumptiovegty has significant association with
these characteristics except with the marital amgration status of heads of the households.
However, these characteristics have no statisfisadinificant association with multidimensional
poverty except with the marital status of the hbo$#® heads. Concerning the indicators
contribution to the MPI, the study found that thghest contribution came from floor materials,
durable assets and cooking fuel in the study to®osrce of drinking water in Wojel and years
of schooling in Felege Birhan were other highesiticbutors to the MPI of the respective towns.

The living standard dimension in the study towns wee highest contributor to the MPI.

With regard to the relationship between consumpainth multidimensional poverty, the research
findings show that consumption and multidimensiopalerty have statistically significant
association. As the Chi-square test shows the $®oc between consumption and
multidimensional poverty is moderate. To put inestivords, households who are consumption
poor are more likely to be multidimensional poordaoonversely, households who are
consumption non-poor are less likely to be multelsional poor. The following chapter will

explore the links between consumption poverty arelihoods of households in the study towns.
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CHAPTER SIX

LIVELIHOOD ASSETS OF THE HOUSEHOLDS

Introduction

The magnitude and some profiles of poverty of hbakis have been discussed in the previous
chapter. The questions of who have access and shipess well as who accessed and owned
what will be answered in this chapter. That is g, ghe livelihood assets of the poor and the
non-poor households are presented in this chaptiera main sections and several sub-sections.
The first section is about the human assets, wdietcrucial for the development of other assets
in the household. The second section presents ligsigal assets of households. The third
section explains the natural assets of househdlds. fourth and fifth sections present and
explore the social and financial assets of housish@ll these assets are discussed in connection

with the consumption poverty of households.
6.1. Human Assets

In this subsection some of the most important huassets such as education, skills, health and
availability of labour that have an impact on tliselihood of the poor and the non-poor

households are discussed.
6.1.1. Education

The data on the level of education of heads ofhbeseholds and the skills they had with
poverty status of households are presented in T&lleConcerning the level of education of
heads of households, about 62 per cent were Btevhile the remaining 38 per cent did not read
and write. Of all the literates, above a quart&%? were grade 5 to 8 completed followed by
grade 9 to 12 completed (12%). There are someti@rsaamong the percentages of the level of
education of heads of households of the study toMese literate heads were found in Yetmen
(68%) followed by Wojel (64%) and Felege Birhan¥®8 About 30, 31 and 28 per cents of the
household heads in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birbapectively were 5 to 8 grades completed.

In general, considerable proportion (53% in WopE% in Yetmen and 48% in Felege Birhan)
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of the household heads had formal education. Hokygvade 12 completed and above 12 was
very few and these few were largely government eyg#s who have been working in various
government institutions in and around the studyr®wHousehold heads who did not read and
write constitute 42 per cent in Felege Birhan, cadhird (36%) in Wojel and nearly a third

(32%) in Yetmen from the highest to the lowest.

The study found that educational status of househehds has an impact on poverty of the
households in the study towns. For instance, hefittee poor who did not able to read and write
were 17 percentage points higher than the nondpowseholds. The reverse is true in the case of
literate households. The same is true in each diomip where the percentage of heads of the
poor who did not able to read and write was highan the non-poor households. These results
indicate the presence of relationship betweendtiel$ of education of the household heads and
poverty of the household. The disaggregated datahbylevel of education of the literates
showed that the proportions of the non-poor weghér than the poor households especially
from grades 1 to 4 above (see Table 6.1). For ebartipe largest percentage (55 in Wojel, 56 in
Yetmen and 45 in Felege Birhan) of heads of thepmor households completed grade five and
above as opposed to 18, 39 and 30 per cents of hwdathe poor households of each town

respectively.

Even though the illiteracy rate was high in thedgttowns, there were no learner in adult
education programme from the surveyed householdeaen the learners in the adult education
centers were very small. According to the centdéradult education of the respective towns;

there were 180, 160 and 175 adult learners in Wdjetmen and Felege Birhan respectively.
According to the informants, the majority of theulidearners were females who engaged in
selling tea and petty trade as well as housewikes the lower income group. The data from
these informants further revealed that only a felultalearners were regularly attending the
programme. For example, only 93 out of 175 adwdtders were regular attendants in Felege
Birhan. The majority were often absent because thege eager for their jobs and lack of

interest to learn by considering the programmeasseto their life. The adult learners believe
that the programme rather consumes their work aisdre time. Above all, there were no night
programmes in both elementary and secondary schiodlse study towns. According to the

principals of all the schools, adults are not ieséed in learning at night. The schools tried to
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open the programme, but they could not get theskimld number of students. The secondary
school in Felege Birhan opened the programme irD20ut the school forced to close the
programme due to different reasons: fear of selkaessment of females on the side of parents,
fear to be killed by those who are in conflict withem and intimidation of teachers and the
school administrators. All these results revealed households are not benefiting from both the

adult education and night programmes at the detered.

Table 6.1: the Percentage Distribution of Househoklby Level of Education and Skills

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

El_di\(l:(itgn Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

N|% | N|[%|N|%[N|%|N|[%|N|%|N|[%|N| % |[N|%|N|[|%|N|%|N/|%
Don't Read &
Write 13]39.4| 19 (33.3/32|35.6{13|41.9| 16 [27.1/29|32.2|32(57.1|28| 32.6| 60 |42.3| 58 (48.3] 63 |31.2/121|37.6|
Read &Write | 7 (21.2| 3 |5.3(10{11.1/ 0| 0.0| 2 |3.4|2|2.2|5|8.9|10|11.6| 15|10.6/ 12 |10.0| 15 | 7.4| 27 | 8.4
1-4 712120 4 |7.0(11|12.2] 5|16.1] 8 |13.6/13(14.4/ 2 |3.6(9|105| 11| 7.7| 14 |11.7; 21 |10.4 35 |10.9
5-8 5 (15.2| 22 |38.€¢[27|30.(|1C[32.5| 18 |30.5(28(31.1112|21.£{ 26| 30.2 | 38 |26.E| 27 |22.5| 66 [32.7] 93 |28.C
9-12 113.0| 7 (123 8|89|1|3.2| 13 |22.0(14|15.6| 4 | 7.1|12| 14.0| 16 (11.3] 6 |5.0| 32 (15.8 38 (11.8
g%ﬁfﬁgte& 0loo| 1|18|1]11|2|65| 2 |34|4|44|/1]|28/0|00]| 1|07 3|25 3 |15 6|18
Degree 0(00| 1 |28(1|11|/0|00| O |0OO|O|0O0O|O|00O|21| 12| 12|07 0|00 2 |10] 2 |06
Total 33(100| 57 |{100(90|100|{31|{100| 59 |100{90|100|56|100(86| 100 |142|100|120| 100|202 |100|322|100
Major Skill
Weaving 4 150.00 2 |28.6| 6 |40.0] 3 |42.9] 5 |62.5 8 |53.3] 6 |75.0] 5| 38.5| 11 |52.4| 13 [56.5 12 |42.9 25 |49.0
Pottery 1125 0 (00|1|6.7/0|00| O |[00|0|0.0|1*{225/0| 00| 1 (48| 2 |87| 0 |0.0] 2 3.9
Carpentry 21250 0 |00|2|133 0|0.0(21*|125 1(6.7/0|00|2| 77| 1 (48| 2 |87 2 |7.1] 4 |78
Painting 0(00| 1 |143/1|6.7|/0|00| 1 |1251(6.7/0|0.0{0| 00| O |00 O |00 2 |[7.2] 2 |39
w;?(d/mem' 0]00| 1 (143 1|67|0]00| 0 |00|l0]|00|1|1252]|154| 3 143 1 |43| 3 107 4 |78
Maintenance | 0 (0.0 1 (143 1|6.7|1|14.2] 1 |125 2 (13.3(0|0.0|{0| 00| O |0.0| 1 |43| 2 |7.1| 3 |59
Tailoring 1 |12.5| 2" |28.€| 3|20.C| 3|42.¢| 0 |0.C| 3|20/ 0|0.C|2|15.4| 2 |9E| 4 |17.£] 4 |14.F 8 |15.7
Leatherwor |O|0O.C| O (OC|{O|0OC|O|0OC| O |OC|O|OC|O|0C|3|231]| 3 |14 0 |0O.C| 3 |10.7 3 |5.c
Total 8 (100| 7 |100({15|100| 7 [100| 8 |100|{15{100| 8 |{100{13| 100 | 21 |100| 23 |100| 28 |100| 51 | 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014  *has weaving skill **has metal work skill #1hasimtenance skill.

Besides, only 51 (16%) of the households had &t leae of the skills listed in Table 6.1. The
percentages of households who had one of theds slale almost the same across the study
towns. Out of the total households who had ondedé skills, 28(35%) were poor and 51(65%)
were non-poor. In terms of its relation with poyebly individual study town, the percentage of
the poor and the non-poor households who had stt dee of these skills was different where the
poor was slightly higher than the non-poor housghat Wojel (53%) while the non-poor were
slightly higher in Yetmen (53%) and significantlgrger in Felege Birhan (62%). The large
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majority of the poor households, therefore, engaigedeaving, pottery and carpentry in the
study towns except in Yetmen. On the contrary, sofmée non-poor households had skills on

metal and wood work, maintenance and others.

All the results in education assets demonstratethigavast majority of households had no well-
developed human assets that can be convertedivetindod strategies and sold for a living in
these towns and somewhere else. Worst of all, alalbbouseholds did not receive any kind of
work or job related trainings sponsored by eithke tgovernment or non-governmental
organizations indicating the absence of attentioth irom governmental and non-governmental
organizations towards the improvement of the Ih@atid of households in these towns by
improving their human asset. Only four househotds from Yetmen and three from Felege
Birhan reported that at least one member of thesdélonid took trainings in accounting and
metalwork. Both the poor and the non-poor houseshbltti no access to short-term business and
work related trainings.

6.1.2. Health

As displayed in Table 6.2, households faced varloesth problems in 2014. Out of the total
households surveyed, at least one member of 78 )(2%households was ill. Of these
households, 31(40%) were from the poor and 47(6@fe from the non-poor households.
Looking into each study town, at least one membe25§28%), 20(22%) and 33(23%) of the
households in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan espdy was ill. Some 9(28%), 5(16%) and
17(30%) of the poor had ill household members gos@d to 16(28%), 15(25%) and 16(19%)
of the non-poor households in Wojel, Yetmen andegel Birhan respectively. The high
percentage of the non-poor faced illness than tiee pouseholds in Wojel and Yetmen. This
seems an odd finding but according to the key m#orts and group discussants, married males
who are non-poor had more than one sexual partméhnat they were affected by HIV/AIDS.

The other possible reason was that the poor deepott their illness if it is not very serious.

The level of illness differs from households to selolds. The level of illness of the highest
proportion (37%) of the households who had ill mershwas very high followed by high (28%)

and medium (25%). This has an implication on thailability of labour and the monthly

136



income. The data on individual study town also skwhat the level of illness of the majority
(44% in Wojel and 55% in Yetmen) of the househald® had ill members was very high and
the figure was 49 per cent in Felege Birhan whaorntel high level of illness. This was followed
by medium in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan whadcounted for 32, 20 and 24 per cents
respectively. The level of illness of the poor dne non-poor households was also different. The
level of illness of the majority (60% in Yetmen a2d% in Felege Birhan) of the poor
households was high which was higher than the mam-pouseholds (53% in Yetmen and 19%
in Felege Birhan). The possible explanation to thithat the non-poor might go to clinic early

before the illness gets serious than the poor lmlds.

Table 6.2: the Level of lliness, Treatment & Days lasent from the Usual Activity

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
'S'ﬁ:‘ﬂeosfs Poor | Non-poor | Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N|{% | N| % [N|% |N|%|N|%|N|%|N[%|N|%|[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%

Very high 3(33.3 8 |50.0|{11|44.0/ 3 |60.0] 8 |53.3| 11 |55.0| 4 |23.5 3 |18.8/ 7 (21.2/10(32.3 19 (40.4/29|37.2
High 0|/00| 3 |18.8|3(12.0 1|20.0f 2 |13.3 3 |15.0| 8 |47.1] 8 |50.016(48.5/ 9 [29.0 13 (27.7|22|28.2
Medium 41444 4 | 25.0|8|32.(] 1]20.C] 3 |20.C| 4 |20.C| 4 [23.5| 4 |25.C| 8 |24.2| 9 |29.(| 11 |23.£|2C|25.€
Low 21222 1|62|3|1200|00| 2 (133 2 |100/1|59| 1 |6.2|2|6.1[3|9.7| 4 |85[7]9.0
Total 9 |100| 16 | 100 |25|100| 5 |100| 15 |100| 20 | 100|17|100| 16 | 100(33|100|31|100| 47 | 100| 78| 100
Treated or Not

Treated 7 |77.8/ 15| 93.8|22(88.0| 4 |80.0] 14 |93.3| 18 |90.0|14|82.4{ 14 |87.5/28|84.8/25(80.6 43 (91.5/68|87.2
Not treate: 2|22z 1| 6.2 |3|12.(|1|200| 1 |6.7| 3 |100| 3 |17.€| 2 |12kl 5|15.2| 6 |194| 4 |85|1C|128
Total 9 |10C| 16 | 10C |25{10C| 5 |10C| 15 |10C| 20 | 10C|17|10C| 16 |10C|33|10C|31|10C| 47 |10C|78|10C

Days

0 1|11.1] 4 | 25.0|5(20.0{ 1 |20.0] 4 |26.7| 5 [25.0{12|75.00 9 [56.221|65.6/14|46.7| 17 |36.2/31(40.3
1-30 41444 8 |50.0/12|48.0 3 [60.0 6 |40.0f 9 |45.0[ 2 (12,5 4 |25.0] 6 [{18.8/ 9 |30.0| 18 |38.3/27|35.1
31-60 21222/ 0| 00|2|80|/0|00| 2 (133 2 |100/0|00| 1 |6.2|1|31|2|6.7| 3 |6.4|5]|6.5
61-9C 0|0C| 2 |12t|2|8C|1/|20C O |OC| 1 |5C|1|6.2] O |0C|1|31|2|67| 2 |43|4]|5.z2
above 90 2222 2 |125|4|16.00|0.0| 3 |20.00 3 |15.0/ 1|6.2| 2 |12.5 3 |9.4| 3 [10.0 7 [14.910|12.9
Total 9 |100| 16 | 100 |25|100| 5 | 100| 15 |100| 20 | 100|16|100| 16 | 100(32|100| 30| 100| 47 | 100| 77| 100
Mean 64 71 68 27 230 179 10 17 14 28.5 105| t=1.4*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 * P=0.015

In connection with this, the patients in about & pent of the households received medical
treatment while the remaining 13 per cent did Adtere are variations in the percentage of
households who received medical treatment acr@ssttidy towns. Patients in more percentage
(90%) of the households in Yetmen received medreatment. Patients in about 88 and 85 per
cents of the households in Wojel and Felege Birearived medical treatment. Out of the total

households who faced illness, slightly over fofthé (81%) of the poor and about 92 per cent of
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the non-poor households went to clinic to receiwslital treatment. Patients in more proportion
of the poor did not receive medical treatment tki@m non-poor households. These findings
indicate that the non-poor have better accessdtirhmstitutions than the poor households. The
reasons for the lack of access for the poor houdshas they reported were mainly lack of
awareness on the use of modern treatment (lackel#flon modern medicine) and lack of

money to be spent for medical treatment. For sotherchouseholds, distance and previous

unsuccessful treatment were some of the reasom®fdaking medical treatment or advice.

These health problems cost households’ money dalifaas well as time. The illness affected
the productivity of households. Patients in abdupér cent of the households were absent from
their usual activity (Table 6.2). There were sigraht differences among the percentages of the
study towns where 80 per cent in Wojel, 75 per aeietmen and 34 per cent in Felege Birhan
did not attend their usual activity due to illne8s. compared with the other study towns, large
percentage of the poor in Felege Birhan did noeab&om their usual activity resulting from
their level of iliness. The number of days thenvdls absent from the usual activity ranges from 1
to over 90 days. However, patients in about 35cpet of the households were absent from 1 to
30 days. Likewise, the ill in considerable propmmt{48% in Wojel, 45% in Yetmen and 19% in
Felege Birhan) of the households was absent frenusiual activity from 1 to 30 days followed
by above 90 days which accounted for 16 per ceWYapel, 15 per cent in Yetmen and 9.4 per
cent in Felege Birhan. The poor and the non-pooewédferent in terms of the number of days
they were absent from the usual activity (see T2 This was confirmed by an independent
t-test (see Table 6.2). This might be because thdugh proportion of the poor received no
medical treatment the poor went to their activis/the poor had no accumulated assets for
consumption. As they reported, if treatment in Idoaalth centers is not successful the poor

were unable to go to the high level health ingbng due to lack of money even for food.

Furthermore, the qualitative data from heads ofsebolds revealed that other healthy members
of the household were absent from the usual aet$vio give care for the ill household member.
The treatment cost of the households was also sedlyAccordingly, on the average households
spent 944 Birr per year for treatment. The averagts of treatment in Birr from the smallest to
the largest were 288 in Yetmen, 690 Felege Birhad 4960 in Wojel. However, great
proportions of the households spent 500 Birr asd (dable 6.3).
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Table 6.3: Expenditure of the Households for Medidalreatment in 2014

Birr Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total

N % N % N % N %
<501 84 92.3 87 95.6 133 91.7 304 93.0
501-1000 1 11 4 4.4 3 2.1 8 2.4
1001-1500 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 2.8 4 1.2
1501-2000 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 2.8 4 1.2
>2000 6 6.6 0 0.0 1 0.7 7 2.1
Total 91 100 91 100 145 100 327 100
Mean 1960 288 690 944

Source: Field Survey, 2014

Households were affected by different types of aies. The major diseases affecting the
population of the study towns are depicted in Fegbirl. The data were from July to December
in Felege Birhan and October to December in Yetmecordingly, the top three diseases were
Acute Febrile lllness, Pneumonia and Trauma ingeeRirhan and unspecified disease of gastro
intestinal, Trauma and Malaria in Yetmen (the daté/ojel was not available).

300
- Town
[ Key
b1 W etmen 1. Acute Febrile lliness
- W Felege Birhan 2 Pneumonia
E 3. Trauma (Injury, fracture, etc)
w 4. Infections of the skin & subcutaneous Tissues
c 5. Other unspecified infectious & parasitic diseases
g 6. Dyspepsia
E 7. Other unspecified diseases of the skin &
o subcutaneous tissue
"'6 8. Diseases of the musculoskeletal system &
P connectivity tissue
g 9. Diarrhea (non-bloody)
E 10.  Diarrhea with bloody (Dysentery)
= 11.  Unspecified Diseases of Gl
= 12. Malaria other than PF
13. Malaria P fale
14.  Acute Upper RT infection

1234 567 8 921011121314

Diseases
Source: Health Centers of the Respedowns, 2014

Figure 6.1: The Major Diseases in the Study Towns
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6.1.3. Labour

It is obvious that large size households have amatl for large number of labour force whereas
small size households have small number of labangefavailable for the households’ livelihood
activities. The existence of labour is usually impot for a household engaged in labour-
intensive activities. Households of large size haleo an opportunity to diversify their
livelihood activities because of the availabilitiylabour if it is properly managed. As discussed
in section 5.1.3 of the preceding chapter, the siZ&, 78 and 65 per cents of the households in
Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan respectively wagr fand less than four. The sizes of
considerable proportions (17% in Wojel, 22% in Yetmand 35% in Felege Birhan) of the
households were five and more than five (for furtthetails see section 5.1.3). These large size
households had, therefore, sufficient labour faeailable for their livelihood activities than the
other households. More percentage of large houdedipé was found in Felege Birhan than the
other study towns which indicate better availapibf labour force in this town. However, the
data in Table 6.4 showed that Felege Birhan diduset the available labour. The household
labour was not properly managed in this town.

Table 6.4: Household Members Working in Family Busiess

Number Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Lag(fjur Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor | Total
N|% | N|%|N| % [N|%|[N| % |[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|[N[%|[N|%|N|%%

26|92.9| 39 [73.6/65(80.2|18|66.7| 32 | 60.4|50(|62.5| 38 [73.1| 55 |65.5/93|68.4| 82|76.6/ 126| 66.3|208|71.0

1

2 217.1]|10|18.9 12| 14.8| 7 |25.9| 18 | 34.0|25|31.2| 14 {26.9] 27 [32.1{41|30.1| 23 |21.5 55 | 28.9| 78 |26.6

3 0|00 3 |57|3|37|1|37|3|57|4|50| 01|00/ 0|00|0|00|1|09| 6 |[32|7]24

4 o(00f1(|19(1|12|0|00|l0O0|0OO0O|O|00O| O |0O0O| O|OO|O|OO|O|00O|] 1 (|05|1]03

5 of00f0|00OflO|lOO|2|37|/0|00|21|12| 0 |00| O|0O0O|O|0OO|1|09| 0O |00|1]03

6 o(00f 0O |0OOlO|OO|O|0OO|lO|OO|O|0O0O| O|00|2]|24|2|15|0]|00| 2 |11|2]07
Total |28|100| 53 |100|81| 100|27|100| 53 | 100 | 80| 100| 52 [100| 84 | 100|136/ 100 |107|100| 190| 100 |293| 100
Mean |1.1 14 1.5 1.5 1.3 14 1.3 14 t=1.94*

Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.027

As displayed in Table 6.4, the great majority otiseholds depended on family labour for their
businesses and work. About 71 and 27 per centieohbuseholds depended on one and two
members of the household respectively. Only 4 peat of the households relied on more than
two members of the household. The highest proportiy%) of the poor relied only on one

member of the household than 66 per cent of thepoan households. About 80 per cent in
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Wojel, 63 per cent in Yetmen and 69 per cent iregelBirhan relied only on one member of the
household for the household business or work fabwy two members accounting for 15 per
cent in Wojel, 31 per cent in Yetmen and 30 pet aefrelege Birhan. Some households relied
on three and more than three household membeihdorbusinesses and livelihood activities
(see Table 6.4). In general, 1.4 and 1.3 averagab®mes of the non-poor and poor households
respectively participated in family business. Thess a slight difference between the averages
of the poor and the non-poor and this difference wat statistically significant as the t(266)
=1.94, P > 0.025 (equality of variances not assynsgtwbwed. These findings imply that
households relied on only one or two members ofsébalds to run their business or work.
However, as many households replied for the opéeciuestions, children are supporting their
families business and activities after their schngpl Key informants from the schools also
confirmed this and some children are absent fromoaicto help their farming parents especially

in harvesting season.

6.2. Physical Assets

6.2.1. Housing

The existing literature noted that housing is thestmimportant productive physical asset for
urban residents as it becomes business and workstaers and source of income through
renting (Tegegne, 2011).

6.2.1.1. Housing Tenure and Number of Rooms

The data on housing tenure and number of roomprasented in Table 6.5 below. With regard
to the housing tenure, over half (56%) of the hbotds lived in their own house, which was
higher than the urban areas of Ethiopia (43%) psrted by CSA (2012) and the small towns of
the country (35%) as studied by Tegegne (2011).uAl3® per cent resided in rented house
which was smaller than the national figure (50%) amall towns which accounted for 60 per
cent.The proportion (52%) of the poor who dwelt in th@vn house was a little bit smaller than
the non-poor households (58%). The proportion afsetolds who resided in their own housing
differs across the study towns. It was higher injgV/60%) followed by Felege Birhan (57%)

and Yetmen (50%). Looking at the housing tenur¢ghefpoor and the non-poor households, 71
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per cent of the poor and 55 per cent of the non-poaseholds in Wojel possessed a house. In
contrast, 27 per cent of the poor and 37 per cktiteonon-poor households in this town lived in

rented house. The figures show a different pictlaréetmen and Felege Birhan where the non-
poor who dwelt in their own house were higher tham poor households (see Table 6.5). The

reverse was true in rented housing.

Better possession of houses in small towns is dusasy access to land (Tegegne, 2011). The
other reason is low construction cost of the howssese the houses are mostly constructed by
labour from family and relatives like the surroumglirural areas. The majority of houses along
the main road were continuously built (see Figu®.8Most of the houses along the main road
shared walls with the adjacent houses on both fiteenleft and right sides. Even most of the
non-poor households were not out of this problelms Tight be because these towns have been
grown without a guiding plan and land distributigkccording to the group discussants, these
were major obstacles in order to upgrade their &ésus

Table 6.5: Housing Tenure and Number of Living Roor

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
l-':'zlrﬁi?eg Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total

N[ % |[N| % [N| % |N|% |[N| % [N|% |[N|% [N| % N % | N | % N % | N| %
Own 24(70.5|{ 31| 54.£ [|55|60.4|11(35.£| 34| 57.¢ |45]50.(| 28|50.(| 53| 61.€ | 81 |57.C| 63 [52.1| 11€|58.2|181|56.C
Freeofrent| 0 (00| 2| 35(2|22|2|65(6|102{8(89|3|54|1| 12| 4 |28| 5 |41| 9 |45|14|43
Rented from
private 9 126.5/21| 36.8|30|33.0{17|54.8/ 18| 30.5|35(38.9/23(41.1/31| 36.0| 54 | 38.0| 49 |40.5| 70 | 34.7/119|36.8
E:t::?: from 4 |20\ 3| 53 4a|4aa|1|32]1|17|2|22|2[36|1|12]|3|21|4[33]5]|25|09]209
Total 34(100|57| 100 {91|100|31|100|59| 100 {90|100|56|100({86| 100 |142| 100 |121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100
Number of

Rooms

1 9(26.£(12(21.1|21|23.1 3 |9.7| 8| 13.€|11|12.2/13|23.2|{15| 17.4| 28 |19.7| 25 |20.7| 35 |17.2| 60 | 18.¢
2 17|50.0{ 27| 47.4|44|48.4/18|58.1{ 28| 47.5|46|51.1{ 18|32.1/ 25| 29.1| 43 | 30.3| 53 |43.8| 80 | 39.6|133|41.2
3 6 |17.6/18| 31.6|24|26.4{10|32.3/16| 27.1|26(28.9/19(33.9/36| 41.9| 55 |38.7| 35|28.9] 70 | 3.5 |105|32.5
4 29|0|00|1|11|0|00|5| 85|5|56|5|89(8| 93|13|92| 6 |[50|13|6.4|19|59
5 0|00/O0O|00|0|00O|0O|00|2| 34 |2|22|1|28|1|12| 2|14 1|08 3 |15]4 |12
6 2¢|0|j0C|{21|121|j0|l0OC|O0|0OC|O|O0|O|OC|2]| 12 1107|2108 1|0t 2]|0.€
Total 3410057 100 {91|100|31|100|59| 100 {90|100|56|100({86| 100 |142| 100 |121|100|202| 100 |323| 100
Mean 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.5 2.2 24 t=1.53*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 * P=0.06

Concerning the number of rooms of the housing uttitsvast majority (41%) of the households

lived in two rooms housing units followed by thmeems (33%) and single room (19%) housing
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units. These were different from the urban aredstbiopia where 43, 28 and 17 per cents of the
households resided in single, two and three roondlichg units respectively (CSA, 2012)he
result was the same in each study town except iegeéeBirhan where the highest proportion
(39%) of the households dwelt in three rooms hauamts followed by two rooms (30%$ome

23, 20 and 12 per cents of the households in Wé&jelege Birhan and Yetmen respectively
resided in a single room housing unit. Over ak, tverwhelming majority (98% in Wojel, 92%
in Yetmen and 88% in Felege Birhan) of the housghbVed in three and less than three rooms
housing units. A cursory look at Table 6.5 revealedt better proportion of the non-poor
households lived in three and more than three rdwmsing units, but the proportion of the poor
who lived in a single and two rooms housing unigsgreater than the non-poor households. For
example, slightly over a quarter (27% in Wojel &30 in Felege Birhan) of the poor resided in
a single room housing units while the figure waspg&t cent for the non-poor households.
Conversely, a relatively higher percentage (32%/ojel and 42% in Felege Birhan) of the non-
poor dwelt in three room housing units than thergmuseholds which accounted for 18 per cent
in Wojel and 34 per cent in Felege Birhan. Thesailte imply the existence of association
between the number of rooms and poverty. The aeanaghber of rooms of the housing units of
the poor and non-poor households was 2.2 and gpécévely. The average of the non-poor was
slightly higher than the poor households thoughdifference was not statistically significant as
t(319)=1.53, P>0.025 test showed.

6.2.1.2. Persons per Room

Excluding the rooms exclusively used for businass work, the average number of rooms of
the residential housing units of households waé &Bich were higher than the average number
of rooms (2.04) of small towns studied by Teged2®l{). The average number of rooms was
3.12 in Wojel and Felege Birhan and 2.33 in Yetnidrerefore, one person (0.83) per room was
lived on the average (Table 6.6). There were n@tians across the study towns (0.83 in Wojel,
0.84 in Yetmen and 0.81 in Felege Birhan). Thesaltg indicate the non-existence of over-
crowdedness in the study towns. It was only a sifglusehold from both Wojel and Yetmen
and five households from Felege Birhan who livedmovercrowded situation (more than two
persons per room). Table 6.6 also revealed thaafd70.9 person of the poor and the non-poor

households respectively lived per room. The difieeebetween these averages was statistically
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significant as the t(318)= 5.0, P=0.01 test showdt non-poor lived in a crowded situation
than the poor due to the fact that the non-pood usere number of rooms for business than the
poor households as illustrated in the same table.

Table 6.6: Persons per Room and Number of Rooms Uséor Work

Persons| Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
R%%rm Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor | Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total
N| % | N|%|N| % |N|%|N| % |N| % |N|%|[N| % |N|%|N|%|N|%|N|®

1 33|97.1 44 |77.2| 77| 84.6|30|96.8| 49 | 83.1| 79| 87.8/55|98.2| 72 | 83.7|127 89.4|118|97.5| 165| 81.7|283|87.6
2 1/29|12|21.1)13|143| 1 |32| 9 |153|10(111{0|0.0| 9 [105| 9| 63| 2 |1.7| 30|14.9| 32|99
3 0/00f1(18/1|211|0}00|2|17|1|11|1|18|5|58|6|42|1|08| 7 |[35|8]|25
Total 34|100| 57 |{100/91| 100|31|100| 59 | 100 | 90| 100 |56| 100| 86 | 100 {142 100|121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100
Mean |0.6 1 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.9 t=5.0*
Rooms

for work

1 11|91.7| 25 (86.2/36|87.8| 5 |71.4| 13 |100.0, 18|90.0|11|68.8| 19 | 61.3|30|63.8| 27 | 77.1| 57 | 78.1| 84 |77.8
2 1/83| 3 |103 4|98| 2286/ 0| 00| 2 (10.0| 4 |25.0/11|355|15[31.9| 7 (20.0| 14 |19.2| 21|19.4
3 0(0C| 1 (34|1|24|0|0C|O0O|0OC|O|0OC|21|62|1|3z|2|43|1]|2C| 2 |27]|3]|2¢
Total 12| 100| 29 {100(41| 100 | 7 |100| 13 | 100 | 20| 100 | 16| 100| 31| 100 | 47| 100| 35| 100| 73 | 100 [108| 100
Mean |1.1 1.2 1.3 1 1.3 14 1.3 14 t=0.1**
Source: Field Survey, 2014 P=0.01 ** P= 0.46

Besides sheltering, the study found that 108 (3824he households worked in their residential
housing units. Significant differences were obséramong the study towns where 45% in
Wojel, 33% in Felege Birhan and 22% in Yetmen inrdasing order used one or more than one
rooms from their residential housing units for wairkps, stores and business centers. The vast
majority (78%) of these households were perfornthigr activities in a single room. A closer
look at Table 6.6 revealed that higher proportiB8% in Wojel and 90% in Yetmen) of the
households were using a single room while relagil@lver proportion (64%) of the households
in Felege Birhan were doing their business ac#giin a single room. In addition, 4 (4.4%) in
Wojel and 5 (3.5%) in Felege Birhaof the households were pursuing their livelihodd®agh
renting a house. These findings of the study irtdithat housing is the most important asset of
households in these urban centers as the housitggara used for shelter, workshops/business
centers and direct source of income. However, tusing units of the overwhelming majority of
the households cannot be used for collateral toolofrom a bank since they had no site plan.
The disaggregated data by poverty revealed thatively equal proportion of the poor and non-

poor in each number of rooms from their residentigits were used for doing business from
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their residential units. Though not statisticallgrsficant t(106)=0.1, P>0.025, on the average
1.4 and 1.3 rooms for the non-poor and poor houdshespectively were used for centers of
business and workshops.

6.2.1.3. Housing Materials

Table 6.7 illustrated that almost all housing umiere constructed from low standard materials.
The quality of the residential houses was low imteof materials they were constructed from.
The materials of the wall of the housing units bé toverwhelming majority (98%) of the
households were wood and mud which was equal tosthall towns (98%) as studied by
Tegegne (2011), but greater than the urban are&hidpia (78%). Significant discrepancies
were not observed among the study towns. The wadlbout 99, 98 and 97 per cents of the
housing units in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhaspeetively were wood and mud. A further
investigation of Table 6.7 showed the absence gkhuariation between the poor and the non-
poor households though the materials of the wathefhousing units of the few (3%) non-poor
households were stone, mud and cement. Moreovenyéii of some of the housing units was
uncovered or partially covered by mud from the wmlet¢see Figure 6.2).

Table 6.7: Housing Materials of the Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N|{ % |N| % [N|% [N|%|N|%[N[%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%
Wood & mud | 34| 100(56| 98.2|90|98.9{31|100| 57 |96.6{88(97.8/54|96.4| 84 [97.7| 138|97.2/ 119|98.3| 197|97.5| 316(97.8,

Wall

Wood, Stone

& Cement 0{00(1|18|1|211{0|00| 2 |34|2|22|2|36| 2 |24| 4 |28| 2 |17| 5 |25| 7 |22

Total 34{100|57| 100 |91|100(31|100| 59 |100{90|100|56|100| 86 {100|142(100|121|100|202|100|323|100
Floor

Mud/dung 33|97.1/53| 93.0|86(94.5/30(96.8| 52 |88.1/82|91.1/55(98.2| 86 |100|141|99.3| 118|97.5| 191|94.6| 309|95.7|
Cementscreg 1 294 | 70 |5|55(1|32| 7 (119 8(89(1(|18| 0 [00| 1 |0.7] 3 |25]|11|54|14|4.3

Total 34(100|57| 100 |91|100|31|100| 59 | 100|90|100|56|100| 86 |100|142|100|121|100|202|100| 323|100
Ceiling

Noceiling  |16(47.1/21| 36.8|37|40.7|18|58.1| 19 |32.2/37|41.1/37|66.1| 32 |37.2] 69 |48.6| 71 |58.7| 72 |35.6 143|44.3

Sack 18|52.9/ 32| 56.1|50(54.9/12|38.7| 35 |59.3/47|52.2|19|33.9| 48 |55.8 67 [47.2| 49 |40.5/115(56.9| 164|50.8

Cloth 0/00|4| 70 |4|44|1|32|5|85|6|67/0[00| 5 (58| 5 |35 1|08|14|6.9]| 15|46

Chipwooc | 0]0.cC|0|o0C|0|oC|o|ocCc|0|ocCc|oO|oC|O|OC| 1 |22| 1 |07]0]|0C| 1 |0E| 1|0z

Total 34(100|57| 100 |91|100|31|100| 59 | 100|90|100|56|100| 86 |100|142|100|121|100|202|100| 323|100

Source: Field Survey, 2014
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Similarly, the floor of about 96 per cent of theusmg units was mud and dung which was
higher than small towns (89%) as investigated bgebae (2011). There was some variation
among the study towns where the floor of 99, 95 @hgber cents of the housing units in Felege
Birhan, Wojel and Yetmen respectively was mud andgdwhile the floor of the remaining
percentage of the housing units in each town wasené or screed. The majority of cement or
screed floor housing units were for the non-pooudetolds (see Table 6.7). The roof of the
entire housing units of the households was corathabn sheets which were higher than the
survey results of CSA (94%) and Tegegne (97%).Heunore, considerable proportion (44%)
of the residential houses had no ceiling (Tablg.6[ie data by individual town indicated that
the housing units of 41 per cent in Wojel and Yetnaad 49 per cent in Felege Birhan were
without ceiling. The housing units of about 59 pent of the poor and 34 per cent of the non-
poor households had no ceiling. Similar pattern alaserved across the study towns (see Table
6.7). Over half (56%df the residential houses had ceilings though tradity of the material for
the majority of the housing units was very low. Tt¢wling materials for 91 per cent of the

housing units were plastics and sacks of fertiligee the % picture from the left in Figure 6.2).

Felege Birhan Yetmen Wojel Wojel
Figure 6.2: Pictures Showing the Housing Materials
6.2.1.4. Housing Utilities

The data on kitchen, oven, latrine and bathinglifgcare illustrated in Table 6.8. Concerning
kitchen, about 82 per cent of the housing units traditional kitchen. Likewise, the great
majority (89% in Wojel, 82% in Yetmen and 78% inldge Birhan) of the housing units had
kitchen whereas the remaining 11, 18 and 23 petsdenWojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan
respectively had no kitchen. The percentage ofpi@ who dwelt in housing units without
kitchen was higher than the non-poor householdgeitmen and Felege Birhan. About 71 per
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cent of the households had a room outside the hgusiit (Figure 6.3) while 11 per cent of
households had a room inside the housing unit. ABd% in Wojel, 70% in Yetmen and 65% in
Felege Birhan had a room for traditional kitchensale of the housing unit while the reminder
of the households in each town had traditionalh@tcinside the housing units. As illustrated in
Figure 6.3, many of the kitchens were very smadl aot well covered. These kitchens were built
either in front of the housing unit or at the baaid/or verandas of the residential house (Figure
6.3). There were slight variations between the gage of the poor and the non-poor

households where the non-poor were higher thapdbe households (see Table 6.8).

5

Felege Birhan ~ Yetmen ' Yetmen

Figure 6.3: Kitchen in the Study Towns

With regard to oven, the overwhelming majority (9366 the households had oven in their
housing units. Similarly, over 90 per cent of tlraigeholds in each study town had oven in their
housing units. The figure was a bit higher in Yatin{®86%) whereas the figures for the other
study towns were close to the average. About 43 Zhdoer cents of the households had
removable and non-removable traditional oven raspeyg while 17 and only 1 per cents of the
households had improved energy saving and eleoen respectively. The figures across the
study towns were inconsistent. The owners of impdoenergy saving and electric oven were
much higher in Wojel (31%) followed by Felege Binh@8%) while the owners of removable
traditional oven were higher in Yetmen (57%) folldvby Felege Birhan (49%). Though not
large, the percentage of the poor who had traditiommovable oven was higher than the non-
poor households except in Felege Birhan (see T@Ble This is probably associated with the
presence and absence of space in the house an@dwodhpr kitchen. Those who had sufficient
space in their kitchen had non-removable oven thase who had insufficient space in their
kitchen. As can be seen in Figure 6.3, kitchensvarg small in size. As the poor reported, they

had no removable oven because they need the spabe ikitchen for cooking other foods.
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Table 6.8: Housing Utilities of the Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Types of Kitchen Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor | Total

N| % |[N|[% |N| % |[N| % |N| % |N| % [Nl[l%|N| % |[N| % |N|%|N| % |N|%
No kitcher 1 |2¢€| 9 [15.£|10|211.C|7|22.€| 9 |15.2|16|17.6|1€[32.1|14| 16.2 |32|22.E| 26 |21.5| 32 | 15.6| 58 | 18.C
A room for traditional kitchen inside housinguniy 3 | 87| 5 | 88 | 8 | 88 |4|129| 6 |10.2{10|11.1{6|10.7(11| 128 |17|12.0| 13 |10.7| 22 [ 10.9| 35|10.8
A room for traditional kitchen outside housing u 30 | 88.2| 43 | 75.4| 73|80.2|20| 64.5| 44 | 74.6|64|71.1|32| 57.1| 61| 71.0 | 93| 65.5| 82 |67.8| 148 73.3|230| 71.2
Total 34| 100 | 57 | 100 | 91| 100 (31| 100 | 59 | 100 | 90| 100 (56| 100 | 86| 100 |142 100 |121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100

Oven
Traditional oven removable 8 [23.5| 10| 17.5(18(19.8|22|71.0| 29 | 49.2| 51| 56.7|30| 53.6| 40| 46.5 | 70| 49.3| 60 |49.6| 79 |39.1|139|43.0
Traditional oven not removat 13 (38.2| 23 |40.2|36(39.6| 8 |25.6| 25 | 42.£|33|36.7|14| 25.| 19| 22.1 | 33|23.2| 35 |28.¢| 67 | 33.2|10Z|31.¢
Improved energy saving oven 12 ({35.3| 16 |28.1{28|30.8/0| 00| 2 | 34| 2| 22|8|14.3|18| 20.9 |26|18.3| 20 |16.5| 36 |17.8| 56 |17.3
Electric oven 0|00 5.3 33 oo|0|00O|O|0OO|O|OO|O| OO |O|OO|O|0O0O| 3 |15|3]|09
No oven 1129 8.8 6.6 32| 3|51|4|44|4[71]9|105|13(92| 6 50|17 |84|23|7.1
Total 34| 100 | 57 | 100 | 91| 100 (31| 100 | 59 | 100 | 90| 100 (56| 100 | 86| 100 |142 100 |121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100
Latrine
Private pit latrine ventilate 0|00| 4 (71| 4|44 3z|o0|o0C|1|11|0|0C|0O]| OC |O]OC 0€| 4 |2C| 5|1k
Shared pit latrine ventilated 2 (59| 9|158(11|121|3| 97| 5 |85|8|89(4|71|8| 93 |12| 85 74| 22|109|31| 9.6
Private pit latrine not ventilated 14 [41.2| 21| 36.8{35|38.5| 8 |25.8| 33 |55.9(41|45.6|30| 53.6|58| 67.4 |88|62.0| 52 |43.0| 112| 55.4|164|50.8
Shared pit latrine not ventilated 13 |38.2| 14 | 24.6|27|29.7|11/35.5| 9 |15.3(20|22.2|5| 89| 9| 10.5[14| 9.9 | 29 {24.0| 32 | 15.8| 61 |18.9
Open field/forest 5 (14.7| 9 | 15.8[14|15.4| 8 |25.8| 12| 20.3|20|22.2|17|30.4| 11| 12.8 [ 28|19.7| 30 |24.8| 32 | 15.8| 62|19.2
Total 34| 10C | 57 | 10C | 91| 10C {31] 10C | 59 | 10C | 9C| 10C [5€| 10C | 86| 10C |14Z| 10C |121| 10C | 20z | 10C |32Z| 10C
Bathing Facility

Private shower 1129|000 11(0(00|1|27|1|11(1|218|10|116(21| 77| 2 |17|11|54|13|4.0
Shared shower 1129|000 11(0|00| 2 |34|2|22|0|00|1]| 212 |1|07|1]|08| 3 |15|4]|12
A room reserved for bathing private 7 |206| 9 |158|16|176|1| 32| 1 | 17|2|22|1|18|4| 47 |5|35| 9 |74|14|69|23|7.1
A room reserved for bathing shared 3|188| 8 (14.0|11(12.1{0|( 00| O | 0OO|0O|00|0|00|4]| 47 | 4|28| 3 |25|12|59|15| 46
No fixed place for bathir 22 |64.7| 40| 70.2 | 62|68.1(30| 97.€ | 55 | 93.2|85|94.5|54| 96.£| 67| 77.¢ [121| 85.2 | 10€|87.€| 162 | 80.Z | 26€| 83.C
Total 34| 100 | 57 | 100 | 91| 100 {31| 100 | 59 | 100 | 90| 100 (56| 100 | 86| 100 |142 100 |121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014
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With respect to latrine, about 81 per cent of tbadeholds had latrine whereas the remaining 19
per cent of the households had no latrine. Thedtmmlds who had no latrine were greater than
the urban areas of Ethiopia (13%) as reported b ®12), but smaller than small towns
(38%) as studied by Tegegne (2011). Latrine owreags&holds was a bit higher in Wojel (85%)
followed by Felege Birhan (80%) and Yetmen (78%)o3e households who had no latrine
defecate in open fields at the backyards or for@stgire 6.4). Of these households who defecate
on open fields or forests, the poor (25%) were @ighan the non-poor (15%) by 10 percentage
points (Table 6.8). About 70 per cent of the hoot#h had non-ventilated pit latrine. Huge
variations were not observed among the study tds®es Table 6.8). The structures of many of
the latrines were very poor (see Figure 6.4). Tineg no proper and well covered walls. It was
observed that some of the latrines were unused.oWmers of these latrines rather defecate on
open spaces/forests close to the latrine. Interweth the health extension leaders also
confirmed this.
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Felege Birhan " Yetmen “Wojel ~ Yetmen

Figure 6.4: Pit Latrines in the Study Towns

Concerning the bathing facilities, the data in €abI8 revealed that the vast majority (83%) of
the households had no fixed place for bathing. fidiees in Yetmen (87%) and Felege Birhan
(85%) were above the average whereas the figuviadjel (68%) was below the average by 15
percentage points. As these households reportgduthelly take a bath in rivers. Only 5 and 7
per cents of the households had a shower and a resenved for bathing respectively. Some
discrepancies were observed among the study tdmyg.8, 3 and 2 per cents of the households
in Felege Birhan, Yetmen and Wojel respectively le#ttier private or shared shower (Table
6.8). Some 30, 10 and 6.2 per cents of the houdehnl Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan
respectively had a room reserved for bathing. Galyerboth the consumption poor and non-

poor households were poor in housing materialsudilities.
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6.2.2. Durable Assets

Durable assets are important for households ag th&esets are insurances for the households in
case of shocks and some of the durable assetsr@dactive assets which are useful for the
generation of income for the households. The stadgd that households owned different kinds
of durable assets ranging from low value to higlu@aones. These durable assets are non-
productive and productive assets. As can be sediabte 6.9; about 67, 63 and 50 per cent of
the households had bed, agricultural tools and maitgage pit respectively. The proportion of
the non-poor who owned these durable assets wategithan the poor households by a greater
margin, for example, 30 percentage points in teoimbed ownership. Besides, relatively high
proportion of the non-poor had high value duralsieets such as car, jewels, television and dish
than the poor households. Furthermore, better ptiopoof the non-poor had diverse types of
durable assets than the poor households.

Table 6.9: The Percentage of Households Who OwnediEable Assets

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhar All Towns
Durable Asset [ poor [Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

Nl% N[ % [N| % [N|% |N| % [N| % N[ % | N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N/|%
Bed 19|55.9/46| 80.7|65(71.4/15|48.4/{54| 91.5|69|76.7| 25|44.6| 58 |67.4] 83 |58.5| 59 |48.8/158(78.2/ 217|67.2]
Agricultural tools 27|79.4/42| 73.7|69(75.8/16|51.6/46| 78.0|62|68.9/ 28|50.0] 43 [50.0| 71 |50.0] 71 |58.7|131{64.9 202|62.5|
Water storage f 1(2€|4| 70 | 5|5.E|14{45.2/140| 67.€ |54|60.0|33|58.¢| 69 |80.2| 10z |71.£| 48 |39.7| 11%|55.¢| 161(49.¢
Dish Shel 8(23.£/20| 35.1(28|30.§| 9 |29.0{28| 47.5£|37(41.1/14|25.0| 5C [58.1] 64 |45.1| 31 |25.¢| 98 [48.5| 12¢€|39.¢
Television 6(17.6/23| 40.4(29|31.9 4 {12.9/19| 32.2|23|25.6/12|21.4] 34 |39.5| 46 [32.4] 22 |18.2| 76 |37.6 98 [30.3
Radio/Tape recorder|10(29.4| 24| 42.1|34(37.4 6 |19.4{27| 45.8|33|36.7| 7 {12.5 22 (25.6] 29 (20.4| 23 [19.0] 73 |36.1] 96 |29.7|
Locker/ clothes box |10|29.4/ 20| 35.1|30{33.0| 8 |25.8/34| 57.6|42|46.7| 3 | 5.4| 13 |15.1] 16 |11.3| 21 |17.4 67 |33.2| 88 |27.2
CD/DVD player 4111.8/20| 35.1(24(26.4 4 |12.9/16| 27.1|20{22.2/10|17.9| 28 {32.6| 38 |26.8| 18 |14.9| 64 [31.7| 82 |25.4]
Gold/silver jewd 5114.7/18| 31.€ [23|25.5| 1 | 3.2 (25| 42.£|26(28.€| 4 | 7.1| 25 [29.1] 29 |20.4| 1C | 8.2 | 68 [33.7| 78 |24.1
Carpenter’s tools 13|38.2/ 13| 22.8|26(28.6| 5 |16.1| 19| 32.2|24|26.7| 3 | 5.4| 12 |14.0| 15 |10.6] 21 |17.4] 44 [21.8] 65 |20.1]
Dish 2159|13| 22.8(15|16.5] 1 | 3.2|12| 20.3|13|14.4/10|17.9] 25 |29.1] 35 [{24.6| 13 |10.7| 50 |24.8 63 [19.5
Electric stove & overf 0 | 0.0| 7 | 123| 7 |(7.7| 2| 65| 7| 119|9|1000 1 (18| 3 |35| 4 |28| 3 |25|17|8.4|20|6.2
Complete Sofa 0({00(3]|53|3|33|/0|00(6|102|6|6.7|2|36| 3 (35| 5 |35 2 |17|12(59|14|4.3
Sewing Machin 2(5€|1| 1€ 3|33|3(97|2|34|5|5€|0|00(| 4 |47| 4 |2€| 5 |41| 7 |3E]|12|3.7
Cal 0(00(4]| 70|4|44|0|00(2| 34 |2|22z|1|1€| 1 (12| 2 |214| 1 |08&| 7 [3E| 8 |2¢F
Refrigerator 0({00(3]|53[3|33|/0|00({3|51|3(33|0|00| 0 |00| 0 |00fO0]|00| 6 (30| 61|19
Bicycle 0({00(2|35|2|22|0|00{0|00|0|00|0|00| 2 (23| 2 |24| 0 |00| 4 (20| 4 |12
Total 34| * |57 * |91 * [31| * |59| * |90| * |56 * |86 | * |[142| * |121| * |202| * |323| *
Source: Field Survey, 2014 * Not added due to multiple respe

As stated earlier, durable assets can be catedasseroductive and non-productive assets. The

productive durable assets of the households inchgglieultural tools, carpenter’s tools, sewing
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machine, car and bicycle possessed by 63, 20, #,p8r cents of the households respectively.
The other durable assets listed in Table 6.9 anepnoductive assets. With regard to the durable
assets that can be used for sources of informéiothe household, 30 and 30 per cents of the
households had television and radio respectivetg ffon-poor households who possessed these
durable assets were higher than the poor house(sddsTable 6.9).

The data on the estimated values of these durabktsaare illustrated in Table 6.10. As can be
seen in the table, the estimated value of the drirassets of nearly three fifths (57%) of the
households was less than 1,501 Birr per capita.eBlimmated values of durable assets for 20 per
cent and 12 per cent of the households were fr@@11to 3,000 and 3,001 to 4,500 Birr per
capita respectively. The estimated value of durasieets for nearly 9 out of 10 households
(89%) was less than 4,501 Birr per capita. It waky A0 per cent of the households whose

estimated value of the durable assets was grea@er4,500 Birr per capita and almost all of
them were the non-poor households.

Table 6.10: Total per Capita Value of Durable Assetof Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Tt)ltr?IB\{ﬁlue Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N|[% | N|%|[N[%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%
0-150( 28 (82.4| 19 (33.2|47|51.€|27|87.1| 18 |30.5/45(50.(|45|80.4| 46 |53.5| 91 [64.1| 10C (82.€¢| 83 [41.1| 182 |56.7
1501-3000 5114.7) 11 |19.3/16|17.6| 3 | 9.7 | 14 (23.7/17|18.9| 6 [10.7| 25 |29.1| 31 |21.8| 14 |11.6] 50 |24.8| 64 [19.8
3001-4500 1129 16 (28.1{17(18.7/ 1 | 3.2| 14 |23.7/15(16.7/ 3| 54| 5 | 58| 8 [5.6| 5 [4.1| 35 |17.3 40 |12.4]
4501-6000 0|{00| 3 |53/3|33/0|0.0|] 0 |00[{0|00|2|36| 4 |47| 6 (42| 2 |17 7 |35| 9 |28
6001-7500 0{00| 1 |28{1|11/0|0.0| 6 (10.2/6|6.7|/0|0.0] O |00 O |0.0] O |00 7 |35| 7 |22
7501-900C 0|0C| 3 |53|3|3c|0|0C| 5 |8E|5|5€|0|0C| 2|2 2 |14 0 |0C|10|5C|10]|31
>900( 0|0C| 4 |7C|4|44|0|0C| 2 |34|2|2z|0|0C| 4 |47| 4 |28]| 0 |0C| 10|50 10|31
Total 34| 100 57| 100 91| 100 31| 100 59| 100/ 90| 100 56| 100, 86( 100 142 100 121] 100, 202 100 323 100
Mean 1044.q 3444.5(Q 2547.6(¢ 754.40 3384.3( 2460.1(¢ 1010.80 2158.6§ 1705.24 951.50 2883.10 t=7.4*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.000

Looking at the value of durable assets by poveadius of households, the estimated per capita
value of durable assets for over four fifths (838b)the poor households was less than 1,501
Birr. The figure was slightly over two fifths (41%Qr the non-poor households. As can be seen
in the table, the proportion of the non-poor howddt was greater than the poor households in
other categories and no poor households had duasb&ds of estimated value greater than 6,000

Birr per capita. The same results were found irhestady town (see Table 6.10). The average
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per capita values of durable assets of the non-godrthe poor households were 2,883 and 952
Birr respectively. There was, thus, huge differetetween these average values and this
difference was statistically significant at the @ cent level of significance, t(277) =7.4. These
imply that the consumption poor households ownedllsrumber of durable assets and these
assets were low value durable assets. Thus, thehmaseholds had no or little reserve to be
used as insurance during emergencies. The consampbior households were also poor in the

possession of durable assets.

6.2.3. Infrastructure

As described in chapter 4, the study towns hads#ree level of infrastructural development.
Households’ access to some infrastructures is sisalin this section. The data on the sources
of drinking water, light, cooking fuel and commugiion infrastructure are presented in Table
6.11. Concerning the sources of drinking water, sberces of 95 per cent of the households
were safe which werequivalent to the urban areas of Ethiopia (95%}, thgher than small
towns (74%) as studied by Tegegne (2011). Onlyrscpet of the households had no access to
safe sources. The main source of drinking watettermajority (40%) of the households was
communal tap which was smaller than the urban are&¢hiopia (66%) and small towns (62%).
This was followed by private tap (35%) which wemeajer than the urban areas of Ethiopia
(24%) and the small towns (15%). Striking differemavere observed among the study towns
where the source of drinking water for 54 and 44 gants of the households in Yetmen and
Felege Birhan respectively was private tap. In @stf the source of drinking water for 52 per
cent of the households in Wojel was hand-pump waténts. The hand-pump water points in
Wojel are found within the farmland far from thevto (see Figure 6.5). Furthermore, the source
of drinking water for 42 per cent of the househaid$Vojel was protected and unprotected well
(see the third picture from the left in Figure 6. Bhe sources of drinking water for 7 and 4 per
cents of the households in Yetmen and Felege Birtempectively were protected and
unprotected well.

The data by poverty status of the households shakatdthe source of drinking water for over
half (52%) of the poor was communal tap which weigher than the non-poor households
(32%). Conversely, the source of drinking water40 and 26 per cents of the poor and the non-
poor households respectively was private tap. Eeagh the proportion was higher in Yetmen,
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the same thing was observed in Felege Birhan. ®hecs of drinking water for 68 per cent of
the poor and 42 per cent of the non-poor househnlifgojel was from communal hand-pump
water points. The percentage of the poor was, fim&ehigher than the non-poor households
mainly because the poor households were unableyta dell resulting from lack of labour or
money to pay for the labour. The highest propor{fasfo) of the non-poor had well than 32 per
cent of the poor households. This is because timepoor use well water because of the long
lines to fetch water from the water points and rislatively long distance from home to these
points (Figure 6.5). In contrast, the large mayo(§6%) of the non-poor and 36 per cent of the
poor households had private tap water in Yetmen.

Figure 6.5: The Water Points and Rows of Jar at thé&oints in Wojel

With respect to the source of light, the overwhealgnmajority (98%) of the households had
access to electricity for lighting which was highiean the findings of urban areas of Ethiopia
(85%) and small towns (93%) as investigated by §rgg2011). Some 40, 40, 19 per cents of
the households had no their own meter, had their meter and shared meter respectively. Some
46 per cent of the poor and 30 per cent of the pmor-households had private electric meter. In
other arrangements, the poor were higher than @éhepoor households by a small margin (see
Table 6.11). The data by individual study town aéowed the same pattern. Out of the total
households, 44 per cent in Wojel, 47 per cent itm¥® and 32 per cent in Felege Birhan had
private electric meter while 34, 40 and 43 per saitthe households respectively had no own
meter. Relatively, the percentage of the non-pdoo Wad their own meter was higher than the
poor households. On the contrary, the percentagieegboor who had no own meter was higher
than the non-poor households (see Table 6.11).sbhece of light for only 2 per cent of the
households was dry cell and kerosene.
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Table 6.11: Sources of Water, Light and Cooking Ermgy and Access to Telecommunication

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Source of Drinking Water Poor | Non-poor | Total Poor | Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total

% N % |N| % |[N| % | N| % |[N| % |[N| % | N | % |N| % |N|%|N| % |N| %
Private tap in the compou 0|0C| O |0C|O|O0.L]|11({35E|39|66.1|5C|55.5|21|37.5| 42 |48.€/63|44.2| 32 |26.£| 81 |40.1|113|35.C
Shared tap in the compound 0|00| O |0OO|O|0O0O|2|65| 1|127|3|33]|7]|125| 11 (12.8/18(12.7| 9 |74|12|59|21|65
Communal tap outside compound *** 23 |67.7| 24 | 42.1|47|51.7(14|45.1| 15| 25.4|29|32.2|26|46.4| 26 |30.3| 52| 36.6| 63 |52.1| 65 | 32.2{128(39.6
Water from kiosks/retailers 0[00]| 1 18(1|112(|1|32|1|17|2|22|1|18| 2 [(23|3|21| 2|17 4|20|6]|19
Protected well private 3 /88| 8 [140|11|121{3|97{ 0| 0O |(3|33|0|00| 1 |12|1|07| 6 |50| 9 |45|15|46
Protected well shared 3 /88| 11 |19.3(14(154|0({ 00| O | OO|O|0O0|0O|00|] O |OO|O|00| 3 |25|11|54|14|43
Unprotected well priva 2 |59 6 (10| 8(8E&|0|0C| 2|34 |2|2z|1|1€e| 4 |47|5|3E| 3| .5]|12|5¢c|15|4¢
Rain water & unprotected well Private 0|00]| 1 18|1|11|j0f(00|2|17|2|21|0|00| O |OO|O|0OO|O|00| 2]|10]|2]06
Public tap, protected well private &rainwat{ 3 | 88| 6 |106| 9|99|0|00| 0| 00|0|00|0Of00O| O ([OO|0O|00| 3 |25|] 6 |30]|9]28
Total 34 |100| 57 | 100|91| 100 (31| 100| 59 | 100 | 90| 100 |56| 100| 86 | 100{142 100 |121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100

Source of Light
Electricity mete-private 13 (38.2| 27 |47.414C|44.C| 7 |22.€| 35|59.2[42|46.7|15|26.6| 31 [36.C{46|32.4| 35 |28.¢| 93 | 46.C |12€|39.€
Electricity mete-share: 7 |20.€| 12 |21.1(19(20.c| 7 (22.€| 4 | 6. |11|12.2|1E|26.€| 17 |19.€|32|22.5| 29 [24.C| 33 | 16.2| 62 |19.Z
Electricity rented from private 13 (38.2| 18 |31.6(31|34.1|16|51.6| 20 | 33.9| 36| 40.0|24|42.9| 37 |43.0/61|43.0| 53 |43.8| 75 | 37.1|128|39.6
Dry cell/kerosene 1/129( 0 (00|212|11|1|32|0|00|1|11|2|36| 1 |12|3|21|4|33|1|05|5]|15
Total 34 |100| 57 | 100|91| 100 (31| 100| 59 | 100 | 90| 100 |56| 100| 86 | 100{142 100 |121| 100|202| 100 |323| 100
Source of Cooking Fuel
Firewooc 10 ({29.4| 11 |19.2(21|23.1|11|35.5| 7 |11.¢|18|20.C|25|44.€| 22 [25.€(47|33.1| 46 |38.(| 4C | 19.€| 86 | 26.€
Charcoal ofo00O| 1 |218f(1(11|0|00|*2|27|2|11|0|00|] 1 (22|1(07|0|00| 3 (15| 3|09
Firewood & charcoal 5 [14.7|*15 | 26.4{ 20| 22.0| 2 | 6.5| 11| 18.6| 13| 14.4|29|51.8| 62 |72.1/91|64.1| 36 |29.8| 88 | 43.6|124|38.4
Firewood & animal dung 15 (44.1| 19 |33.3(34(374|6(194| 5| 85(11({122|1|18| 1 |12| 2| 1422|182 25|12.4|47|14.6
Firewood, Charcoal, leaf & crop residue 1129 3 53(4(44 (1|32 1|17|2|22|1|18| 0 |00|1|07| 3|25 4 |20|7]|22
Firewood, dung & charcoal 3 (88| 8 [14.1|11(12.1{11|35.5| 34|57.6/45/50.000| 0.0 O {0.0| 0O | 0.0 14 |11.6| 42 |20.8|56|17.3
Total 34 |10C| 57 | 10C | 91| 10C {31] 100 | 59 | 10C | 9C| 10C |5€| 10C | 86 | 10C [14Z| 10C |121| 10C | 20z | 10C |32z| 10C
Telecommunication

Mobile phone 251|735 49 | 86 | 74|81.3|19|61.3| 52 | 88.1| 71| 78.9|28| 50 | 69 [80.2| 97| 68.3| 72 |59.5| 170| 84.2(242(74.9
Fixed Phone 1|129| 5 (88|6|66|2|65|15(254|17|189|4| 71| 7 |81|11| 77| 7 |58 27|13.4|34|105
Total 34 57 91 31 59 90 56 86 142 121 202 323
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *also uses kerosene ** one aises electricity *** Hand Pumped in Wojel
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As regards the sources of cooking fuel, the basiorces of cooking energy for the entire
surveyed households were traditional. The sourcesder of importance from the highest to the
lowest were firewood, charcoal and animal dung. T&& majority of the households combined
at least two sources of cooking energy. Some 44 et of the non-poor households combined
firewood and charcoal while some 38 per cent ofpther households relied only on one source
of cooking energy (that is, firewood). The souroégooking energy for 38, 27, 17 and 15 per
cents of the households were firewood and chardoakvood; firewood, animal dung and
charcoal and firewood and animal dung respectivEhe primary sources of cooking energy
were firewood and animal dung in Wojel (37%); fimyd, animal dung and charcoal in Yetmen
(50%) and firewood and charcoal in Felege Birha#% % The poor in Wojel and Yetmen
largely depended on animal dung among other solikeeRouseholds in rural areas whereas the
non-poor largely depended on firewood and char¢eaé Table 6.11). However, no huge
difference was observed between the poor and tmepoor households in Felege Birhan.
Modern sources of cooking energy such as keroseogas and electricity were not used as the
primary source of cooking energy. These were uncomsources of cooking energy like rural
areas of the country. Even the proportion (12%)hef households who had modern sources in
urban areas of Ethiopia in 2011 was very small. 3twrces of cooking energy will affect the
health of both humans and the environment (therenmient through deforestation).

Concerning communication infrastructure, three tlosi(75%) and nearly 1 out of 10 (11%) of
the households were mobile and fixed line subsigibbespectively. The figures in mobile
subscribers in Wojel (81%) and Yetmen (79%) weghér than Felege Birhan (68%). The data
by poverty status of the households revealed thaie8 cent of the non-poor and 60 per cent of
the poor households were mobile subscribers. Likewthe non-poor fixed line subscribers were
higher than the poor households (see Table 6.1Bsd results show that high proportion of the
poor households had no access to communicatioasinficture and these probably will affect
their business activities as they do not quicklyess market information through mobile phone.

6.2.4. Livestock

This is another productive asset available for bbokls as households used oxen for plough,
donkeys for transportation of goods and agricultpraducts and direct consumption and selling
of animal products like milk and milk products. estock here includes all types and kinds of
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domestic animals like cattle, sheep, goats, dordey According to Tegegne (2011), households
in small towns had better possession of livestbentlarge towns. The survey revealed that a
quarter (25%) of the households possessed livegfbakle 6.12) whichwas higher than the
result of the study of Tegegne (2011) for smallnewl19%). Some 27 per cent of the non-poor
and 20 per cent of the poor households owned bekstThe proportion was a bit higher in
Wojel (29%) than Yetmen (23%) and Felege Birhar®g23Some 29, 16 and 16 per cents of the
poor in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan respecfivebssessed livestock. The non-poor
households (28% in Wojel, 27% in Yetmen and 27%edlege Birhan) possessed livestock.

Table 6.12: Percentage of Households Who Owned Listeck

Poor Non-poor Total
N % N % N %
Owned 10 29.4 16 28.1 26 28.6
Wojel Not Owned 24 70.6 41 71.9 65 71.4
Total 34 100 57 100 91 100
Owned 5 16.1 16 27.1 21 23.3
Yetmen Not Owned 26 83.9 43 72.9 69 76.7
Total 31 100 59 100 90 100
Owned 9 16.4 23 26.7 32 22.7
Felege Birhan  Inot owned 46 83.6 63 733 109 773
Total 55 100 86 100 141 100
All Towns Owned 24 20.0 55 27.2 79 245
Not owned 96 80.0 147 72.8 243 75.5
Total 120 100 202 100 322 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

Significant proportion of the households possedsedtock because of easy access to grazing
land in the nearby rural areas. Generally, thegyeage of the non-poor who possessed livestock
was slightly higher than the poor households in shedy towns except in Wojel. This is
probably associated with the availability of othssets such as shelter, labour and finance where
the non-poor were far better than the poor housshol the possession of these assets as
discussed earlier. The availability of space topkaeimals at night is the most important factor.
The group discussants revealed that many houseltddsiot own livestock resulting from
mainly the limited space in their residential hoeseeompound to keep them at night. The size
of households’ possession of livestock by tropioagstock unit will be discussed in chapter

eight.
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6.3. Natural Assets

The major natural assets households make a liviolyde agricultural land, grazing land and
water. Agricultural and grazing lands were the magbortant natural assets to some of the
households in order to pursue their livelihoodst @fithe total households, about a third (32%)
possessed agricultural land (Table 6.13). This yctde asset is situated in rural areas. This
result was not consistent with the result of Tege(®011) which accounted for only 4 per cent
in small towns. When disaggregated by poverty ste2@ per cent of the poor and 33 per cent of
the non-poor households owned agricultural landgeHdifferences in terms of land ownership
were observed among the study towns. The figure mgiser in Yetmen (43%) followed by
Wojel (35%) and Felege Birhan (22%). These discrejgs were partly associated with the
percentage of migrants from rural areas which walsdn in Yetmen (see Chapter 5). According
to some informants in Felege Birhan, the confistagricultural land of those who leave rural
areas during théDerge regime did not returned when it was redistributedthe current
government in 1996 unlike the migrant householdibex the other study towns. This was one
of the reasons why the proportion of land owners sraall in Felege Birhan. The other probable

reason to this may be years of migration which sedatourse an investigation.

Table 6.13: Agricultural Land Ownership, Holding Size and Tenure

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Wgs\m:g;%’:d Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

N| % [N| % [N| % [N| % [N| % |[N| % [N|%|N| % | N|%|[N|%|N|%|N|%
Owned 10|29.4| 22| 38.6|32(35.2|14|45.2| 25| 42.4|39|43.3/11|19.6{ 20| 23.3| 31 |21.8| 35 |28.9| 67 [33.2/102|31.6
Not Owned 24170.6|35| 61.4|59(64.8/17|54.8/ 34| 57.6|51|56.7|45|80.4/66| 76.7|111|78.2| 86 |71.1/ 135(66.8| 221|68.4|
Total 34(100|57| 100 |91|100({31|100|59| 100 |90|100|56(100|86| 100 |142|100|121|100|202|100|323|100
Land Tenure
Private 5 (50.0{19| 86.4|24|75.0] 9 |64.3/23| 92.0|32|82.2/10({90.9/ 19| 95.0| 29 |93.6| 24 (68.6| 61 |91.0| 85 |83.3
Inherited 1110 2|91 |3[94|3|214 1| 4C|4|10:{0|0C|21|5C| 1 |32| 4 (114 4 |6C| 8 |7.E
Private & Rente( 2 |120.0{ 1| 45 |3 |94|1(71{1|40(2|32|1(91(0| 00| 1 (32| 4 (114 2 |3.0| 6 |59
gﬂ‘;féir%pping 21200 0| 00|2|62|1|71/0|00]|1|26/0]00][0]| 00| 0 |00| 3 |86| 0 |00]| 3 |29
Total 10| 100(22| 100 |32{100|14|100{25| 100 |{39|100(11|100|20| 100 | 31 |100( 35|100| 67 |100|102|100
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.17

The data by individual study town showed that s@@er cent in Wojel, 42 per cent in Yetmen
and 23 per cent in Felege Birhan of the non-po@sessed agricultural land while the figures

were 29, 45 and 20 per cents of the poor househiekisectively. These results indicate that
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considerable percentage of households in thesestparsue a living from the natural asset and

both the poor and the non-poor households depeodddis natural resource though the non-

poor were a bit higher than the podiwccording to the group discussants and some key
informants, agricultural land together with nonrfaactivities was the most important asset for

some households to accumulate wealth (the conibwtf agriculture to household income will

be discussed in chapter eight).

As far as land tenure is concerned, the tenure3gbe cent of the households was own. The
figure (75%) in Wojel was less than the averagelevttie figure (94%) in Felege Birhan was
greater than the average. However, the figure (88%etmen was almost equal to the average.
These results imply that better proportion of hbwdes in Wojel engaged in agricultural
activities through rented land and sharecroppingngements than in Felege Birhan. The data in
Table 6.6 also illustrated that more proportiontleé poor engaged in agricultural activities
through rented land than the non-poor households. ikstance, the land tenure of the
overwhelming majority (86% in Wojel, 92% in Yetmand 95% in Felege Birhan) of the non-
poor and 50, 64 and 91 per cents of the poor haldemespectively were their own. Some of
the households inherited land from their relatiaed a few households engaged in agriculture on
rented land and through sharecropping arrangenmemisdition to their own private agricultural
land (see Table 6.13).

6.4. Social Assets

Social asset is one of the most important assetthélivelihood of people who are living in
small towns like rural areas. As presented in T&blel, at least one member of about 83 per
cent of the households was a member of any onéeotraditional local associations. Some
variations were observed among the figures of thdystowns where the figure was highest in
Wojel (95%) followed by Yetmen (81%) and Felegehin (77%). A quarter (25%) and nearly a
quarter (22%) of the households were a membediofas well asdir andequbrespectively.
Considerable percentages (19 in Yetmen and 23 legéeBirhan) of the households were,
therefore, not a member of these associations. Aboguarter (24%) of the poor was not a
member which were greater than the non-poor holdeh@3%) except in Wojel. Similarly,

some 29 per cent in Yetmen and 32 per cent in Edbatnan and 14 and 17 per cents of the non-
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poor households in Yetmen and Felege Birhan ressdcivas not a member of these traditional

associations.

Table 6.14: Frequency Distribution of Households byAssociation

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
% | N |%|N|%|N|%[N| % [N|%[N|%|N| % | N|%|[N|[%|[N|%|N|%

Type of
Association

Not a member 2 [59| 3 |53|5[55]|9]29.00 8|13.6(17|18.9/18(32.1)15| 17.4| 33 (23.2] 29 |24.0] 26 |12.9] 55 |17.0

Idir 18 |52.9) 23 |40.4/41|45.1/10(32.2] 6 | 10.2]16|17.613]23.2 10| 11.6| 23 |16.2] 41 33.9] 39 |19.3] 80 |24.8
Equb 0 |00| 7 [123 7[7.7] 6 (194 8| 136|14|156/ 2 [36| 3| 35| 5 |35]| 8 |6.6| 18|8.9] 26|80
Idir & Equb 11 |32.4) 14 |24.6/25|27.5] 3 | 9.7]13| 22.0| 16|17.9) 9 |16.1] 22| 25.6| 31 [21.8) 23 |19.0] 49 |24.3] 72 |22.3
:\(jghﬁ)‘g‘r’b& 0 (00| 4 |70|4|44|2]|65|13|22.1|15/16.7] 5|8.9|25|29.1| 30 (211 7 |5.8| 42 [20.8 49 |15.2
:\(A’gh‘f‘bgre”be“e’ 3 (88| 6 (105 9|9.9|1|32|11]|187|12]13.3 9 |16.111| 12.8| 20 |14.0 13 [10.7| 28 |13.8 41 [12.7
Total 34 | 100| 57 | 100]91]100[31]100{59]| 100 [90]100|56]100|86| 100 | 142| 100] 121] 100 202 100] 323] 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

According to the qualitative data obtained from tespondents, being a member in these
associations’ households are obtaining both econamil non-economic benefits. As identified
by the informants, the economic benefits househaldgsreaping from these associations are
labour, food and drink, credit and job and markgbrimation. The other benefits that can be
obtained from these local associations include aséofree of rent, borrowing tools and
equipments, etc. The non-economic benefits inclem®lict resolution and living with people
peacefully. Looking at the benefits of individuasaciation, the benefits that can be obtained
from idir are labour, money, food and drinks when a memb#reohousehold or close relative

is dead. The benefits fromahiber are religious satisfaction, food and drinks, labduring
harvesting when the bread winner is sick or go sameee else or imprisoned (insurance during
emergencies). Households also establish religissscgations to strengthen friendships besides
its religious benefits. The benefits fraagqubare to save money in order to expand business and
buy durable assets as well as begub during emergencies. Besides these benefits, some
households gained some other benefits from sonmtbeofmembers of the association resulting
from their relationships in the association. These job and market information, conflict
resolution, free of rent residential house, etcll & them have also costs through their
obligations such as penalties when they act othefules and regulations and monthly or yearly

payments in terms of Birr or food and drinks arablar contributions.
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Table 6.15: Sources of Initial Capital and Assistace for Business

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
Sourézzpci)tfallnitial Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

N| % | N|%|N|%[N|%|N|%|N|%|[N|[%|N|%|[N|%|N|%|N|%B|N|®
Bank/cooperative loc (0|0C| 1 |1.€1(|21|1(32| 0 |0C|{21|12|21|2€] O |0OC|f 121|072 |27] 1 |0E| 3 ]|0.c
Relatives/friends 9(26.5 13 (22.8/22(24.2| 8 |25.8| 11 (18.6{19|21.1{12(21.4] 22 |25.6| 34 |23.9| 29 |24.0| 46 [22.8| 75 [23.2
Private money lender§ 0| 0.0| 1 |{1.8|1|1.1|0|0.0 1.7(1(11|4 71| 15|17.4/ 19 (134 4 [ 3.3|17|8.4|21|6.5
ACSI 3|125 4 |7.0|7|77|1]|3.2 3413|133(1(18| 3 |35 4 |24 5 |41| 9 [45]14(43
Assistance After
Established
Information 331|125 7 |12.:|1C(11.c{0|0.C| O |(OC|O|OC|21|21€| 2 |23 3 |21| 4 |3.2| 9 [4E|13|4cC
Money 8(23.5 16 ({28.1|/24(26.4) 3 |9.7| 8 (13.6/13|14.4{ 4 | 7.1| 12 |14.0] 16 |11.3| 15|12.4] 36 [17.8| 51 |15.8
Labour 0|00 4 (70|4|44]|1|32| 3 |51[4|44(0]0.0 2560 4 |24 08| 11|54 12| 3.7
Information & money| 2|59 5 |88|7|7.7/0(0.0| O [0.0]{0|0.0/0]0.0 1.2 0.7 17| 6 | 3.0 25
Other services 215911 1(18|3|33[{0|00| 2 (34]2]|22|0]0.0 1.2 0.7 1.7 4 |20| 6 |19
gﬁgﬁ{/gﬁ:{;‘ﬁcﬂom 7206 4 |7.0[11(12] 2| 65| 8 |13.610{11.1] 1| 18| 6 | 70| 7 |49|10|85| 18 |8.9|28|8.7
E;eresc,mpp'”g © 141400 13 [59.1]17|53.1| 9 |64.3 13 |52.022|54.4) 7 |63.6] 13 |65.0] 20 |64.5 20 |57.1] 39 |58.2| 59 |57.8
Total 34 57 91 31 59 []0] 56 86 14z 121 20z 32z

Source: Field Survey, 2014

* % is adted from those who possessed agricultural land

Some households used their social asset to stdrexgpand their businesses. As illustrated in
Table 6.15, the sources of startup capital for sofmthe households from the highest to the
lowest were relatives/friends (23%), private monénders (7%), ACSI (4%) and
bank/cooperative (1%). Turning to individual studyn, the source of business startup capital
for 27 and 30 per cents of the households in Wajgd Felege Birhan respectively were
relatives/friends. The sources of startup capitalthe other households were banks, private
money lenders and ACSI. These households were ubgig patron-client relationship with
these financial institutions. Retail traders obtaither commodities or grains from wholesale
traders on credit using their patron-client relasioip and repay the money after they completed
retailing. As some of the households reported, these assisted by their relatives/friends after
the establishment of the business. The assistahegsobtained from their relatives or friends
include working capital (16%), advice and markefoimation (4%), labour (4%) and other
services like guarding a house and borrowing taal$ equipments. In terms of individual study
town, some 26, 14 and 11 per cents of the housghinldVojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan
respectively gained not only start-up capital bsbavorking capital from relatives/friends.
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Some of the households gained income from theativels/friends. Some 15, 11 and 7 per cent
of the households in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Bintespectively received additional income
from relatives/friends within 12 months before tiiate of interview. The poor who gained
assistance was higher than the non-poor househo\¥®jel, but the non-poor were higher than
the poor households in the other study towns. Asvshin Table 6.15, some households who
possessed agricultural land relied on their sa@pltal to engage in sharecropping arrangements
as well as employ labour for harvesting. Over &% in Wojel and 56% in Yetmen) and two
thirds (67%) in Felege Birhan engaged in shareengpgrrangements with their relatives/friends
in the 2013/14 crop harvesting season. The pergerdathe non-poor (62 in Wojel and 68 in
Felege Birhan) who engaged in sharecropping arraages was higher than the poor households
which accounted for 44 per cent in Wojel and 64qeett in Felege Birhan. These imply that the
poor households largely depended on family labouagriculture than the non-poor households.
The data from traders revealed that the great majofrtheir customers both to purchase inputs
and sale outputs of their business were theirivelsfrom the town and rural areas.

6.5. Financial Assets

The existing literature on livelihood argued thimiahcial assets are one of the most important
assets for the residents of urban areas as laiod rigral areas. The financial assets discussed in

this section are income, saving and credit.

6.5.1. Income

Households might combine their human, financiakiaoand physical assets to engage in
income generating activities. As presented in T&llé, a total of ten primary income sources of
the households were identified in the study towrsese include manufacturing, food and drink
processing and selling, trade, service, employnagriculture, retirement, labour and assistance
and begging. However, the major income sources Wweae (33%), food and drinks (20%),
agriculture (15%) and manufacturing (12%) of theideholds. Turning to the individual study
town, the main income source of 36, 29 and 33 patscof the households in Wojel, Yetmen
and Felege Birhan respectively was trade. Thisfalémved by food and drinks in Wojel (19%),
agriculture in Yetmen (24%) and food and drinksFelege Birhan (26%). In general, self-

employment was the major income earning activityd per cent of the households.
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Table 6.16: Major Income Generating Activities of he Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhar All Towns
Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

Other Income

% [N| % [N % |[N|% | N|[%|N|%|[N|%|N| % |[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%
Manufacturing | 6 |{17.6/ 4 | 7.0 |10|11.0 2 | 6.5| 6 |10.2/ 8 [ 8.9| 6 |10.7/14| 16.3| 20 (14.2| 14 |11.6| 24 |11.9) 38 (11.8
Food &drinks | 3 |8.8|14|24.6|17|18.7| 4 (12,9 8 |13.6/12(13.3/12|21.4/25| 29.1| 37 |26.2| 19 |15.7| 47 |23.3 66 [20.4
Trade 13|38.2/20| 35.1|33(36.3| 4 [12.9) 22 |37.3/26|28.9/18|32.1{ 29| 33.7 | 47 [33.3 35 (28.9| 71 |35.1{106|32.8
Service l1(2¢|5|8¢|6|6€|0|0C| 1 |17|1|11[{3|54|3|3E]| 6 |42 4 |32| 9 [4E|13|4C
Employee in

2(159|0|00|2]|22

w

private organ 9.7/ 0(00/3|33(1|18{0| 00| 0 |00| 6|50 0 |00| 6 |19

Government | 5 |\ g gl 5| gg | 8|88|4|129 6 |10210[11.1] 4 |71[3| 35| 7 |50|11|9.1| 14|69]| 25| 7.7
employee

Agriculture 3|88|5| 88 |8]|88]|9][200 13[22.022[24.4 7[12.5 10| 11.6] 17 [12.1] 19 [15.7 28 [13.9] 47 [14.6
Retirement 2|59l1]18|3[33|0]00] 12 |17]1]21]0]00[0] 00| 000 2]27] 2 10| 4|12
Labourer 0|00|3|53|3[33|4]129 2 |34]|6|67|2|36]2] 23] 4|28] 6 [50] 7 [35]13]40
Assistance & | 4 15910 00 |1|11]|1]32| 0|00|1|11]|3]|54|0|00]| 3 |21| 5 |41| 0]00| 5 |15
beggin¢

Total 34|100|57| 100 |91]100|31|100| 59 | 100| 90| 100|56|100|86| 100 | 141|100|121|100|202| 100|323| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

The main income generating activity of only 10 pmmt of the households was wage
employment either in the government institutiongvate businesses. Government and private
business employees constituted 11 per cent in Wbjeper cent in Yetmen and 5 per cent in
Felege Birhan. These results show the lack of eynpdmt creation both by the government and
private business in the study towns. Businesseg wet by unpaid family members. Both the
poor and the non-poor households were engagecisaime types of activities to earn income.
However, the proportions of the non-poor in trad&%) and food and drinks (23%) were higher
than the poor households which accounted for 2%&est in trade and 16 per cent in food and
drinks. The only difference was the scale of bussneot the type where the poor and the non-
poor households were engaged in (the total moimiclyme from all sources will be explained in
chapter eight).

In addition, households in the study towns earmedrme from other sources. Out of the total
households, some 13 per cent received additiomaine from different sources (Table 6.17).
The figure was a bit higher in Wojel (21%) followbd Yetmen (12%) and Felege Birhan (9%).
About 70 per cent of these households earned &00®elow 5,000 Birr in the survey year. The
large majority (58% in Wojel, 73% in Yetmen and 8%%delege Birhan) of these households
earned less than 5,000 Birr. The mean annual indoone these sources was 4,931, 5,443 and
4,015 Birr in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan retpely. The average income of the poor
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was slightly higher than the non-poor householdsydver, the difference was not statistically
significant (see Table 6.17). The source of add#@ioncome was remittance; renting out houses,
agricultural land and donkey; retirement; etc.

Table 6.17: Sources of Other Income and the Amouriarned in Birr

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
OtherIncome | 5o, INon-poor| Total | Poor [Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N[% | N|%|[N|%|N[%|N|%[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%D|N|%|N|%

Yes 10(29.4) 9 |15.8/19|20.9] 3 |9.7| 8 |13.6/{11(12.2 4 | 7.3 | 9 |10.5 13 |9.2| 17 |14.0] 26 |12.9] 43 [13.3
No 24|70.6| 48 |84.2/72|79.1/28(90.3| 51 |86.4{79(87.8/ 52 |92.7| 77 |89.5/128(90.8/ 104|86.0{ 176|87.1| 280(86.7|
Total 34|100| 57 |100|{91|100|31|100| 59 |100|90|100| 56| 100 | 86 |100|142|100|121|100|202|100| 323|100
Yearly Income

in Birr
1-5000 5 150.00 6 |66.7/11(57.9 3 |100| 5 |62.5 8 |72.7| 3 |75.0| 8 (88.9 11 |84.6| 11 |64.7| 19 |73.1] 30 |69.8
5001-10000 313000 2 |22.2/5(26.3 0|0.0] 1 (125 1|9.1|1|250| 0 (00| 1 |7.7| 4 |23.5 3 (115 7 |16.3
10001-15000 | 1 [10.0f 1 |11.1j 2 (105 0 |0.0f 1 |1251(91/0| 00| O |0.0| O |OO| 1 |59| 2 |77 3|70
15001-20000 | 1 [10.0f O |0.0{1|53|0|0.0f 1 |1251(91|0 00| 1 (22.3) 2 |7.7| 1 |59| 2 (77| 3|70
Total 10(10C| 9 |10C|19|10C| 3 |(10C| 8 |10C|11(10C| 4 |10C| 9 |10C| 13 |10C| 17 |10C| 26 |10C| 43 |10C
Mean 5691 4087 4931 2667 5915 5443 4030 4009 4015 4766 4622 | t=-0.09*

Source of

Income
Renting Out 5150.00 5 |55.6/10(52.6/ 1 |33.3] 0 |0.0|1|0.9| 3 |75.0] 3 (333 6 |46.2| 9 |52.9 8 [30.8 17 |39.5
Remittance 5|50.00 4 |54.4/ 9 [47.4 2 |66.7] 8 |100/10{99.1f 1 |25.0| 6 |66.7| 7 |53.8| 8 |47.1] 18 [69.2] 26 |60.5
Total 10(100| 9 |100({19|100| 3 (100 8 |100{11(100| 4 | 100| 9 |100| 13 |(100| 17 |100| 26 |100| 43 | 100
Source: Field Survey, 2014 * P=0.47
6.5.2. Saving

Table 6.18 depicted the data on the percentagena@rs and the amount of savings in Birr.
Concerning the proportion of savers, some 41 pet oé the households had savings. The
proportion of savers was higher than the proportid?o) of savers in small towns as studied by
Tegegne (2011). Nearly half (49%) of the non-paat slightly over a quarter (26%) of the poor
households had savings. The proportion of savek¥ofel (53%) was the highest followed by
Yetmen (47%) and Felege Birhan (29%). The percentdghe non-poor who had savings was
higher than the poor households in each town. ABOUE9 and 35 per cents of the non-poor in
Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan respectively antlesd1, 23 and 20 per cents of the poor
households in each town respectively had savingey Baved irequh bank and microfinance
institution. However, nearly two thirds (65%) savadACSI. Some 17 per cent savedeiquh

11 per cent in Bank and 7 per centifuh Bank and ACSI. The proportion of savers in ACSI
was higher in Felege Birhan (75%) followed by Yetn(&9%) and Wojel (54%). This is because
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equbis a less preferred option in Felege Birhan thendther study towns. Both the poor and
the non-poor households equally use ACSI thouglptoe were a bit higher than the non-poor
households. The possible explanation to this isttl@microfinance institutions are working on
the poor to lift them out of poverty through smedédit service which forced the borrowers to
open saving account to borrowhe small proportion of savers in Bank was duehi® non-

availability of Banks in these towns. No creditamwas organized in any of the study towns.

Table 6.18: Place and Amount of Savings of Houselusl

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Saving Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N|% | N|%|N|%[N[%|N|%|[N|%|N|[%|N|%|[N|%|N|%|[N|%|N/|%

Saving 1441.2| 34 |59.6/48(52.7| 7 |22.6| 35 (59.3/42|46.7/11|19.6] 30 [34.9 41 |28.9] 32 |26.4] 99 [49.0 131|40.6|
No Saving 20|58.8 23 {40.4/43|47.3[24|77.4) 24 |40.7/48|53.3/45(80.4| 56 |65.1/ 101|71.1] 89 |73.6/ 103|51.0] 192|59.4
Total 341100| 57 {100/91|100({31|100| 59 |100(90|100|56|100| 86 |100|142|100|121|100|202|100|323|100
Place of Savingg
Equb 3 (214 9 |26.5[12|25.C) 1 |14.5| 5 |14.5| 6 [14.5| 2 |20.C|] 2 [6.7| 4 |10.C| 6 |19.4| 16 [16.2| 22 |16.€
Bank 21143 3 | 885104 0|0.0| 4 |11.44|95|/0|0.0| 5 |16.7/ 5 (125 2 |6.5| 12 |12.1] 14 |10.8
ACSI 8 [57.1] 18 |52.9/26(|54.2| 5 |71.4| 24 |168.6/29(69.0| 8 |80.0] 22 |73.3] 30 [75.0| 21 |67.7| 64 |64.4] 85 |65.4
/EqC“S?Ba”k& 1|71| 4 118 5104/ 1 (143 2 |57|3|72|0|00| 1 33| 1 |25| 2 |65| 7 |7.1] 9 |6.9
Total 14|100| 34 |100|48(100| 7 |100| 35 [100|42|100(10|100| 30 [100| 40 |100| 31 |100| 99 |100| 130|100
Amount of
Saving in Birr
1-5000 13|100| 20 |83.3/33(89.2| 7 |100| 27 |77.1)34|91.0| 7 |87.5 13 [65.0| 20 |71.4] 27 |96.4| 60 [75.9 87 |81.3]
5001-10000 0[{00| 2 |83[2|54|0|00| 4 |11.44|95|1]|125 4 (200 5 (179] 1 |3.6| 10 (12.7| 11 |10.3
10001-15000 0(00| 1 |42|1|27|0|00| 2 |57|2|48|0|0.0| 2 (1000 2 |71| O |0.0| 5 (63| 5 |4.7
15001-20000 0(00| 1|42|1|27|0|00| 1|29|1(24|0|00| 1 (50| 1|36 0 |00| 3 (38| 3|28
20001-25000 0|(00|l O |0O0O|O|0O0O|O|0O0O| 1|29|21|24|0]|00| O 00| O |0OOf O |00|] 1 (|13| 1|09
Not Stated 1 10 11 0 0 0 3 10 12 4 20 24
Total 13|100| 24 |100|37{100| 7 |100| 35 [100|42|100( 8 |100| 20 [ 100| 28 |100| 28 |100| 79 |100| 107|100
Mean 996 3315 752 4806 3400 5449 1622 4519 | t=3.83*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.00

As regards the amount of saving, the total amo@istweing for the large majority (81%) of the

savers was 5,000 and below 5,000 Birr followed éyveen 5,001 and 10, 000 Birr (10%). The
savings of the overwhelming majority (95%) of treopand three fourths (76%) of the non-poor
was within the range of 1 to 5,000 Birr. The poadmo savings above 10, 000 Birr while some
12 per cent of the non-poor had savings above 0B00. Out of the total savers, the savings of
about 89, 79 and 71 per cents in Wojel, Yetmen Fgldge Birhan respectively were less than
5,000 Birr. The savings of the whole poor was 5,800 below in Wojel and Yetmen while

some of the non-poor had savings greater tharath@unt. Even though the savers were small in
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proportion, the savings of 29 per cent in Felegd@i was greater than 5,000 Birr which was

higher than the other study towns.

Table 6.19: Frequency and Purpose of Saving

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Frequency of Savind poor [Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total

N[{% | N|%|[N|%|N|[%|N|%[N|[%|N|%|[N|%|N|[%|N|%|N|[%|N|%
4

If there is extra

7 150.0| 16 |47.1{23|47.9 57.1| 23 |65.8/27(64.3 5 |55.6| 19 |61.3/24|60.0{16(53.3| 58 |58.0 74 |56.9

money
Weekly 1|71 6 (17.6/ 7 |146/0|00| O |00(0|0.0| 1 |22.2) 2 |65|3|75|2|6.7| 8 |80]|10|7.7
Monthly 6 (42.€| 12 |35.2(18|37.5| 3 [42.¢| 12 |34.5|15|35.7| 3 |33.5| 10 (32.5|13(32.5(12|40.(| 34 {34.C| 46 |35.£
Total 14|100| 34 |100|48|100| 7 |100| 35 |[100|42|100( 9 |100| 31 [100(40|100|{30|100|100{100f 130|100

Purpose of Saving

To buy & maintain

durable assets (hous 1{71| 5 (14.7/ 6 |125 1 |143 0 |0.0{1|24|2| 20| 5 |16.6) 7 |17.5 4 |12.9 10 |10.1] 14 |10.8

Tostartorexpand |4 | 7| 5 147 6 125 1 [143 3 |86|4|95|0|00| 3 [100 3|75|2|65]| 11 |11.1] 13 |10.0

business
Shock reserve 12|85.7| 24 |70.6/36|75.0] 5 |71.4) 32 {91.4/37|88.1] 8 |80.0] 22 |73.4{30|75.0,25(80.6| 78 |78.8 103|79.2
Total 14| 100( 34 | 100(48|100| 7 {100| 35 [100|42|100|10|100( 30 |100({40|100(31|100| 99 | 100|130 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

The average amount of saving per household in Wy¥jeimen and Felege Birhan was 2,500,
4,145.81 and 4,863.29 Birr respectively. It washkgj in Felege Birhan, but lowest in Wojel.
The average savings of the three study towns w8635 Birr. The average savings of the non-
poor (4,519 Birr) was higher than the poor (1,62&)Band the difference was statistically

significant at the 0.01 level, t(105)=3.83. Thegamajority (57%) of the savers were saving if
there was extra money and 35 per cent saved moffthble 6.19). Likewise, high proportions

(48% in Wojel, 64% in Yetmen and 60% in Felege Bithof the households were saving if they
have surplus money from consumption and businesegites. This was followed by saving

monthly which accounted for 38 per cent in Wojd, (Br cent in Yetmen and 33 per cent in
Felege Birhan. The weekly and monthly savers wargely households who were a member of

equb

As displayed in Table 6.19, the purposes of satanghe households were to invest in human

asset (health), buy or maintain physical assetsalde assets, housing, etc), start and expand
livelihood activities (such as businesses) and stathd shocks such as health and shortage of
food. The purpose of saving for the vast majorit§%) of the savers was for shock reserve such

as medical expense, food shortages, loss of in@meother unexpected emergencies followed
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by to buy durable assets (11%) and start new apdnekthe existing business (10%). Major
differences were not observed between the poonanepoor households in terms of the purpose
of saving though the poor was slightly higher tham non-poor households in shock reserve and
to buy durable assets and the non-poor was higlaerthe poor households in to start or expand
business (Table 6.19). The data by individual stiodyn showed that the purpose of saving for
about 88 per cent of the savers in Yetmen which hwgiser than the average and three fourths
(75%) of the savers in Wojel and Felege Birhan Wwhias smaller than the average was for
shock reserve. As described in the first paragm@iptinis subsection, the large majority of the
households did not save. The major reason as figehtoy households was lack of surplus
money to be saved. According to these househdhes; imonthly income did not adequately

cover their needs.
6.5.3. Credit

The data on the percentage of borrowers, the seuwtecredit and the amount of money
households borrowed are revealed in Table 6.20h Véigard to the borrowers, over a quarter
(26%) of the households borrowed while the remainge proportion (74%) did not borrow in
12 months before the date of interview. Significalifferences were observed among the
percentages of the borrowers of the study towng Bdrrowers were high in Yetmen (36%)
followed by Felege Birhan (28%) and Wojel (14%)isTtvas probably associated with the year
of establishment of ACSI in the respective towre(€&&apter four) since many of the households
borrowed from ACSI. The percentage of borrowerthefpoor (20%) was smaller than the non-
poor households (30%). Similarly, the percentagethe poor borrowers were less than the
percentage of the non-poor borrowers in each stady (see Table 6.20). Out of the total
borrowers, 69, 72 and 73 per cents in Wojel, Yetmed Felege Birhan respectively were the
non-poor and the remaining proportion in each tovas the poor households. These indicate
that the non-poor had better access to credit ttrmpoor households. The possible explanation
to this is related to the collateral problems otad asset and group collateral.

As far as the sources of credit are concernedsthece for the great majority (84%) of the
borrowers was ACSI followed by relatives/friends3¥d). The source of credit for equal
percentage (83%) of the poor and the non-poor Hmlde was ACSI. The data by individual
study town also revealed that the source for therwlvelming majority (92% and 91% of the
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borrowers in Wojel and Yetmen respectively) an@é¢hfiourths (75%) of the borrowers in Felege
Birhan was ACSI while the reminder of the borrowers each town borrowed from
relatives/friends and private lenders. There weraesvariations between the poor and the non-
poor households in accessing the micro-financetuisin. The non-poor who obtained credit
from ACSI were a bit higher than the poor house$olikewise, the percentage of the non-poor
who received credit from relatives/friend was higtiean the poor households (Table 6.20). This
is because the poor cannot get trust from the tem® resulting from fear of repaying the
money in the prearranged time. Banks in the stodyn$ were not the source of credit for both
the poor and non-poor households. This is alsocegsd with the collateral problems where
Banks have strict collateral policies which requpieysical assets like houses, car, etc, but

houses in the study towns could not be used aateddl because they had no plans.

Table 6.20: Borrower Households, Sources of Cred&nd the Amount of Money Borrowed

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Borr(')\lvg?d O | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
Nl% |N| % [N|% |[N|% [ N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%W|N|%|[N|%|N|%

Borrowed 4111.8/ 9 | 15.8|13|14.3] 9 |29.0| 23 [39.0]32|35.6{11|20.0] 29 [33.7| 40 |28.4] 24 |20.0| 61 {30.2| 85 |26.4
Not Borrowed |30(88.2/48| 84.2|78|85.7/22(71.0| 36 |61.0{58|64.4{44|80.0| 57 |66.3] 101|71.6| 96 |80.0| 141|69.8| 237|73.6
Total 34(100|{57| 100 {91|100|31|100| 59 |100(90(100|55|100| 86 |100|141|100|{120|100|202|100|322(100

Sources of

Credit

Relative/friend| 0 (00| 1| 11.1(1|7.7{0({00| 1 |43|1|3.1|2|18.2 7 |24.1 9 (225 2 |83| 9 |14.8 11 (12.9
ACSI 4 110C| 8 | 88.€|12(92.c| 8 |88.¢| 21 [91.2|29|90.€¢| 8 |72.7| 22 |75.¢| 30 |75.C| 20 |83.5| 51 [83.¢| 71 |83.t
Private lenders| 0 |0.0| 0| 0.0 |0|0.0|{0(00| 1 |43(1|31{1|91| 0 |00| 1 (25| 1 |42| 1 |16| 2 |24
Trader & ACSI| 0|0.0/{0| OO|O|00|1|11.1) O (00|1|31({0|00| O |0O0O| O |0O0O| 1 |42 000|112
Total 41100 9 | 100 |13|100| 9 |100| 23 {100|32|100{11|100| 29 {100| 40 |100| 24 |100| 61 [100| 85 | 100
Amount

Borrowed Birr
1-5000 2 150.00 3 |33.3|5(385 2(22.2 9 |39.1/11|34.4 6 |54.5 9 |31.0] 15 |37.5 10 (41.7| 21 |34.4] 31 |36.5
5001-10000 2 150.00 2 |22.2| 4|30.8 7 |77.8 8 |34.8/15|46.9 3 (27.3] 9 |31.0] 12 |{30.0] 12 [50.0] 19 |31.1] 31 |36.5
10001-15000 {0 |0.0(4|{44.4|4|30.8 0|0.0| 6 [26.1] 6|18.8/ 2 |18.2] 11 (37.9 13 |32.5( 2 |8.3| 21 (34.4/ 23 |27.1
Total 41100 9 | 100 |13|100| 9 |100| 23 {100|32|100({11|100| 29 {100| 40 |100| 24 |100| 61 [100| 85 | 100
Mean 5842 8710 t=2.85*
Source: Field Survey, 2014 *P=0.01

With respect to the amount of money they borrowedrly three fourths (73%) of the borrowers
borrowed 10, 000 and below 10, 000 Birr while temaining 27 per cent borrowed greater than
10, 000 Birr. As regards the figure in individuéidy town, some 39 and 38 per cents of the
borrower households in Wojel and Felege Birhaneetyely borrowed 5,000 and below 5,000
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Birr whereas nearly half (47%) of the borrower hehads in Yetmen borrowed from 5,001 to
10,000 Birr. The average amount received by thal tmdrrower households in Wojel, Yetmen
and Felege Birhan was 8,153.85, 7,415.60 and &63irr respectively which gave the average
amount of 8,034.55 Birr. The figure was higher mege Birhan than the other study towns.
There was a difference between the poor and thgopnonhouseholds in terms of the amount of
money they borrowed. The entire borrowers of therpa Wojel and Yetmen and the large
majority (82%) in Felege Birhan borrowed 10,000 daibw 10, 000 Birr while considerable
percentage (44 in Wojel, 26 in Yetmen and 38 ire§elBirhan) of the non-poor borrowed above
10,000 Birr. The non-poor and the poor househotwsolwed on the average 8,710 and 5,842
Birr respectively. The variation was high and thegiation was statistically significant at the
0.01 level of significance, t=2.85. These resulitsve that the poor differs not only in access to

credit but also in the amount of money they bormdvem different sources.

Table 6.21 below revealed the data on the purpdsbooowing and the reasons for not
borrowing. Accordingly, the purpose of borrowingr faearly three fourths (73%) of the
borrowers was to start/expand business followethbypurchase of agricultural equipments and
inputs including oxen which accounted for 14 pemtcdhe disaggregated data by individual
study town show that the purpose of borrowing toww 77, 66 and 78 per cents of the borrower
households in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan @spmdy was either to start or expand their
businesses. Some of the households borrowed farksteserves, the development of other
assets such as physical asset like housing, holdsénmiture, agricultural equipments and
livestock. The purpose of borrowing for three fbr(75%) of the non-poor and two thirds
(67%) of the poor households was to start a newnbss or expand the existing ones. The poor
borrowers were a bit higher than the non-poor hweers in the purchase of agricultural

equipments or inputs. The same was true in eady $twn (see Table 6.21).

According to the qualitative data obtained fromveyrrespondents, the majority of households
used the money for the purpose they asked for. Mexy@ccording to the group discussants and
borrowers, some households did not use for thegserphey borrowed for it. They used to cover
the various ceremonial expenses such as weddihgiots holidays and repay earlier credit.

Accordingly, many of them were forced to repay blisg their durable and productive assets so

that their assets are being depleted and theseholds become poor gradually. Because of this
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gradual effect of pushing them into poverty somehef borrowers call the credit money from
ACSI as “AIDS”. The large percentage of househalds repaying the money they borrowed
from their business profit, salary while some htwsgs were repaying by selling durable assets
such as home and renting out agricultural land.

Table 6.21: Purpose of Borrowing and Reasons for N@orrowing

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total
% [N| % [N[% |[N|% | N|[%|N|%|N|%|N|%|[N|%|N|%|[N|%|N|%
To start/expand business | 2 |50.0| 8 | 88.9|10(76.9| 7 |77.8 14 |60.8 21|65.6| 7 |63.7| 24 |82.7| 31 |77.5 16|66.7| 46 |75.4 62 |72.9

Purpose

Purchase of agricultural
equipment & inputs like 0/00|/0|00|0|00|0|0.0| 6 (26.06(18.7]4|36.4 2 |6.8| 6 [15.0 4 |16.7] 8 |13.1] 12 [14.1
fertilizer, rearing & ox

Food purchase & house

. 0(o0{1|1112y1|77|1|11.y 2 |86|3|93|{0|00| O (00| O |00|1|42]| 3 (49| 4 |47
rent, emergencies

Purchase or building of a

house & household 1(2500|00|1|77|/0|00| 1|43|1|31|{0|0.0| 3 (103 3 |75(1|42| 4 |66| 5|59
furniture

Holiday & Teskarexpense | 1 |25.00 0| 0.0 | 1|{7.7|1|11.14 0 [0.0|/1|3.1{0|0.0| O (00| O |00|2(83]| 0 [00]| 2 |24
Total 41100( 9 | 100 |13|100| 9 [100| 23 |100|32|100|11|100| 29 | 100| 40 | 100|24|100| 61 | 100| 85 | 100

Reasons for not borrowing

Collateral problem (Plan)| 1 |3.3| 8 [ 16.7| 9 [11.6| 8 [36.3] 9 (24.3/17|28.9/13|27.6/ 12 |20.7| 23 |24.5/22|22.9 29 |20.3| 51 [21.3

Have no interest to borrow| 29|96.6| 38| 79.2 | 67|86.0| 14|63.6| 27 |73.0,41(69.5/29|65.9| 43 (74.1 72 |70.6/ 72|75.0{ 108(75.5/180|75.3

Sufficient Working Capital{ 0 | 0.0| 2| 42 |2 |26|0|{00| 1 (27|1|17[2|46| 3 |51| 5 [49(2|21| 6 |42 8 |33

Total 30| 100(48| 100 | 78|100(22|100| 37 |100|{59|100|44|100| 58 | 100|102| 100|96|100| 143|100 239| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

As discussed in the first paragraph of this sectibre percentage of non-borrowers was
significantly large. Households were asked thelidveeason for not borrowing money from the

money lenders. Accordingly, the reason for thraetfes (75%) of the non-borrower households
was lack of interest to borrow emanating from fefarepaying due to the market failure and lack
of monitoring and support from the creditors (ACShe reason for some 21 per cent of the
non-borrowers was collateral problem and the reésothree per cent of the non-borrowers was
having enough money for the business they weregddihe figures for each reason in each

study town were different (see Table 6.21).
Summary

The productive and non-productive livelihood ass#thouseholds have been discussed so far.
As regards the human asset, the study found tleatetrel of education of households were

generally low. Considerable percentage (38%) oftinasehold heads did not able to read and
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write and 40 per cent of heads of the households weade eight and below completed.
Furthermore, households in general and the poosdimids in particular had no saleable skills
and almost all of the households did not receiwe land of work or job related trainings. The
study also found that at least one member of 24 et of the households was ill within the 12
months prior to the date of survey. Of these, &7ceat received medical treatment. This costs
households both money and working days. The greatrity of the households relied on family
labours for their businesses and work. Howeversghabourers were not equipped with the
necessary knowledge and skills. Concerning theralaaisset, the study found that 32 per cent of
the households possessed agricultural land whiehpsoductive asset. Furthermore, a quarter
(25%) of the households who possessed livestoclabeglss to the nearby rural areas communal
grazing land. These households make a living fieenagricultural and grazing land. Agriculture
was, therefore, the primary income generating dgtifor 15 per cent of the households and

supplementary one for some others.

In terms of the physical asset, some householde emdowed with a house, durable assets and
livestock and had access to infrastructure. Thelystiound that about 56 per cent of the
households resided in their own house. The walgrfand roof of the overwhelming majority of
the housing units were wood and mud (98%), mud/d{(86§6) and corrugated iron sheets
(100%) respectively. Even though over half (56%)tloé housing units had ceilings, the
predominant materials were plastics and sack afifer. Furthermore, considerable proportion
of the housing units lacked the necessary utilifesh as kitchen (20%), oven (7%), latrine
(19%) and bathing (80%). Overall, the quality o tiousing units of both the consumption poor
and non-poor households was low. The study alsoddbhat considerable percentage of the
households had access to infrastructure such aar,watecommunication and electricity for
lighting. However, the primary sources of energy ¢ooking were entirely traditional. Above
all, households especially the poor lacked highueahnd productive durable assets. The
implication of this is that the poor are highly éasire in their livelihood because of the lack of

saleable high value durable assets in time of shock

The survey households also depended on their sassalts either to start or expand businesses.
Considerable proportion (23%) of the householdsedelon their social assets especially
relatives/friends to find a job, start and expandibess, obtain assistance, share equipments and
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tools and market information. Significant propono(83%) of the households were members of
the traditional local associations. In terms of tinencial assets, the main sources of income of
the households were trade (33%), food and drinR%oj2 agriculture (15%) and manufacturing
(12%). Paid labour and employment were less availi@icome generating activities in the study
towns. Some 41 per cent of the households had gaand some 26 per cent credited money
from different sources largely from ACSI to staxgand businesses and for shock reserve.
Generally, both the consumption poor and non-pamssbholds were generally poor in the
possession of the livelihood assets. However, movportions of the non-poor possessed these
assets than the poor households.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

VULNERABILITY CONTEXTS; POLICIES, INSTITUTIONS AND
PROCESSES; LIVELIHOOD STRATEGIES AND OUTCOMES

Introduction

The livelihood assets of households have discusselde previous chapter. The livelihood of
households of the study towns on the bases of atwponents of the livelihood framework
will be discussed in this chapter. The vulnerapitiontexts in the study towns are discussed in
the first section. The effects of PIPs on the Ihabds of households are explained in the second
section. The third section reflects on the livetilostrategies of households. The last section
deals with the livelihood outcomes of households.

7.1.Vulnerability Contexts
7.1.1. Trends

7.1.1.1. Population Growth Trends of the Study Tows

The existing literature on population confirms #rdstence of two contradicting views on the
nexus between population growth and developmentparerty reduction. These are the
Malthusian and Boserup views. The former is a paissic view which considers population

growth as a problem or obstacle for economic groaviti the later is an optimistic view which

considers population growth as an opportunity fwsn®mic growth (Todaro & Smith, 2009).

The Neo-Malthusians today strongly argue that theent pace of population growth has a
tremendous negative impact on the environment dmsl in turn impacts the efforts of

development and the reduction of poverty. AccordingBoserup, as population increases
demand also increases and to meet this demanddeas or technologies emerge in the area.

It is true that the population of Ethiopia and Am@n&egion are growing from time to time. The
three census data on population show this facs iBhalso true in the study towns. As described
in chapter four, the population size of the studlyris increases from time to time (see section 4
of the chapter for further details). This fact iscadepicted in Figure 7.1. The figure shows that
the population size in all the study towns is iniaereasing trend. The increase of population
size is sharp in Felege Birhan and steady in Waxpel Yetmen. This population growth is the
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result of the combined effect of both natural is® and migration-especially from the

surrounding rural areas.
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Figure 7.1: Trends of Population Growth in the Stug Towns

In light of the view of Boserup, the growth of pdgtion in the study towns can be taken as an
opportunity as it addresses the problem of demandrhall businesses in these towns. In other
words, the growth of the population in these towmght create market opportunities for the

existing business. This might also create new lassirestablishments to meet the increasing
demand and the establishment of new businessesxaahsion of existing ones in turn create

employment opportunities in these towns. This aleates minimum thresholds for many of the

activities in the town in which many of the busises might begin to specialize.

The growth of the population of these towns caro &l& an important market outlet for
agricultural and artesian products from the ruraba. These towns are important market outlets
for the agricultural products from the small scalegation agriculture both in terms of
consumption and export to other areas. The groWtthese towns is also important for the
nearby rural areas as these towns can become se@ftairal development by providing basic
services and goods to the rural areas and coligatnicultural products for export. These towns
thus are centers of movement of goods and ideas foval to urban areas and from urban to
rural areas. These towns might also gain an oppitytuor the establishment of sub-
municipalities or leading municipalities due toithgopulation growth in which sufficient and
efficient municipal services can be provided instanéowns. These municipalities will, therefore,
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provide basic services in which these servicesaaititribute a lot in the reduction of poverty in

these towns.

7.1.1.2. Price Trend

The following figure illustrated the consumer go@asl services price trend from 2012 to 2015

in Amhara Region.
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Figure 7.2: Consumer Price Index Trends in Amhara Rgion

Source: Drawn from CSA data
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The price of goods and services in Ethiopia iséasmg from time to time. The price index
obtained from CSA revealed that the price of cormugoods and services increases in an
alarming rate. The group discussants in all thdystawns also revealed that prices of goods and
services in these towns are increasing through.tifle data on the price index of Amhara
Region taken from CSA showed that the price of norey goods and services is in an increasing
trend. Though both are in an increasing trend fRfyh2 onwards, Figure 7.2a showed that the

non-food prices are rapidly increasing from 201&ards than the price of food in the region.

As demonstrated in Figure 7.2a, there was a stewulgase of the price index of food in the
region which also pulls down the rate of increabé¢he general consumer price index in the
region. As illustrated in Figure 7.2c & d, the grimdex of food items showed very high
seasonal fluctuations than the non-food items whiithbe discussed in the next section.

7.1.2. Seasonality

In this section the seasonality of the patternpaferty, price, market, employment and labour
are discussed. In terms of the seasonality of ppyvire existing literature on poverty suggested
that poverty and famine in Ethiopia are more prenain the main rainy season (June, July,
August & September). This is because the agriiltproduction of the households in rural
areas is insufficient to meet the needs of the élooisl throughout the year. This has also an
impact on urban areas since the marketable agrialipproducts are less available in the market
in this season and the profitability of many of thesinesses which depend on agricultural
products is low as many of the customers and thatsnof the businesses in these towns are
from the rural areas. Data from the group discussalso revealed that many households are
unable to adequately feed themselves in the rag@gan, but the problem is low in winter
season. As to them, life is very difficult in thassvns from June to September. This is mainly
related to lack of profits and supply of agricuttuproducts in this season. According to the
discussants, many of the tea shops are withoubimigss in this season.

Concerning the seasonality of pric@sformation about the price of goods and servicesew

collected from the key informants and group disantss Accordingly, all informants and
discussants agreed that the price of goods andcsesrespecially agricultural products are
relatively higher in summer (June, July & Augusthdaspring (September, October &
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November), but low in winter (December, January ébfaary) or post harvest season followed
by autumn (March, April & May). This is associateth the availability of goods and inputs in
the market where agricultural products are bettailable in the market in the post-harvest
season. As discussed in the following paragrapis, ithalso associated with the high profit
households could gain from their livelihood actast in these seasons. The data on the price
index revealed that the index is high in winter aadumn and low in the other seasons (see
Figure 7.2b & c above). The four years monthly drexfi price index of food showed that the
index is in a declining trend from October to Felyguand in an increasing trend from February
to September though sharp beginning from June. diosvs the seasonal fluctuation of the price
of food in the region. However, the data on the-famd items showed no seasonal fluctuation
unlike food. It is in an increasing trend throughthe year without seasonal variation except the
2014 data.

With regard to the seasonality of market, somehef households were interviewed about the
months where the maximum and minimum profits th@yevithin a year. The majority of them
agreed that their profitability is associated witie production of agriculture in rural areas. To
put in other words, the majority of the househoddsn better profits from their livelihood
activities in winter season. There are two posséxdplanations to this. The first one is that
farmers have collected their crops so that theelsmmething to exchange in order to meet their
non-food needs. Secondly, various religious hokdaryd marriage ceremonies are largely taking
place in this season so that farmers usually neadufactured goods and services for the
holidays and ceremonies.

As can be depicted in Table 7.1, the maximum psofd income earned by the large majority of
the businesses were December (23%), November (2IEiary (18%) and February (12%). In
other words, winter season is the maximum profissa for over half (53%) of the businesses in
the study towns. However, November is the maximuafitpmonth in Felege Birhan than the
other study towns. This is associated with diffeemin harvesting months where harvesting in
rural areas around Felege Birhan come one montbréo¢ie harvesting season of rural areas
around the other study towns. The second and the idmked high business profit and income
months are also the months of winter plus autunims TS largely related with the harvesting

season and the various religious and marriage @smes to be held in this season so that
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exchange of goods and services in this seasomlis ihe other possible reason is that farmers
usually sell in this season in order to repay thean from MFIs and Farmer Associations for

fertilizer.

Table 7.1: The Months of Maximum Income and Profitfor some Businesses

Month Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total

N % N % N % N %
September 6 8.0 4 6.3 2 1.8 12 4.8
October 3 4.0 2 3.2 5 45 10 4.0
November 7 9.3 4 6.3 41 36.9 52 20.9
Decembel 9 12.C 1€ 254 32 28.¢ 57 22.¢
January 14 18.7 7 11.1 24 21.€ 45 18.1
February 15 20.C 13 20.€ 3 2.7 31 12.4
March 1 1.3 7 11.1 2 1.8 10 4.0
April 2 2.7 3 4.8 1 0.9 6 24
May 3 4.C 1 1.6 0 0.C 4 1€
June 0 0.0 2 3.2 0 0.0 2 0.8
July 0 0.0 2 3.2 1 0.9 3 1.2
I do not know 14 18.7 2 3.2 0 0.0 16 6.4
September & March 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4
Total 75 100 63 100 111 100 249 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

The data further show that these businesses eaynsweall profits and income in the other
seasons. As illustrated in Table 7.1, the maximuofitfor a few households were in May, June,
July and September. According to the group dismiss many of the businesses in these months
are less profitable due to the lack of supply frfiammers. Consequently, many tea shops and
tella shops are deserted in these months. In conneciibnmarket, two road projects (Dejen-
Debre Markos and Tik-Mota asphalted road projeatsie undertaken in Wojel and Yetmen
during the field survey. As to the group discussatitese provided some market opportunities
for some of the businesses in the study towns. Data the group discussants also show that the
road construction projects undertaking in each toereated some temporary business
opportunities. In addition, the road projects aedaimarket opportunities for the existing
businesses in these towns. According to the graspussants, the businesses which largely
benefited from the road projects were tea shops] &md drinks and shops as these supplies the
daily needs for the workers and labourers in tlael qorojects.

177



18 01 1014

Figure 7.3: Some Business Activities in the Periodiand Non-Periodic Market Days

The above pictures from Felege Birhan and the mstbelow from Yetmen and Felege Birhan
show that all business activities starting fromesktining to grain collecting are active during
the market days whereas as can be seen the sh&dldang and ironing and verandahs round
the market areas of Felege Birhan were empty imtimemarket days reflecting that small towns
seem dead in the non-market days. Even tea shapbkaas earn high income in these days. So,
rural people are the life line of these urban asnt&hese towns have no life without rural
people. In connection to the seasonality of theketar manyella selling houses are open only
in the market days. This is because many of thestacners are from the rural areas and some
petty traders and labourers from the town earnebéticome during the periodic market days
who are also the clients of thella shops. Many of them sell their products and sessiuring
the market days. The turnover is high in theseseaad market days. The photos in Figure 7.4
were taken in the market days from Yetmen and EeRighan. It was also observed that many
of these businesses houses in the non-periodicandays were closed and if open they had no
or a few clients. These reflect that small towns existed largely for the needs of the rural

people.

Felege Birhan Yetmen Felege Birhan tieen
Figure 7.4: Some Active Businesses in the Perioditarket Days
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As to the seasonality of employment and labdbg group discussants also revealed that
temporary employment were created in these towmaigih the road projects. In addition, some
youths from the towns gained employment opportesiin the harvesting season. However, the
study found that there are no clear employmenepatin these towns due to lack of employing
institutions and organizations. Many are self-ergeth thus many of the urban residents employ
themselves during the harvest and post harvestorsebg engaging in the collection of
agricultural products and supply of agriculturgbums. Thus, some petty traders usually change
their trading activity according to the needs o taral people. The last picture in Figure 7.4

showed cereal collectors from the market on theketatay.

7.1.3. Shocks

As explained in the conceptual framework, shoclgatieely affect livelihoods of households. It
was, therefore, observed during the field surve #ome households in the study towns faced
shocks. Table 7.2 illustrated the types of shocks the percentage of households who faced
these shocks in the study towns. Even though soene felt by the few, various types of shocks
of the households were identified during the fisldvey. As demonstrated in Table 7.2, over
half (55%) of the households faced shocks. The @tams of the poor and the non-poor
households who faced shocks were nearly the saowkirhg into the shocks of individual study
town, the percentage of households who faced shwa@ss higher in Felege Birhan (77%)
followed by Yetmen (43%) and Wojel (41%). The vada between the poor and the non-poor
households in each town was very small where tloe pere slightly higher than the non-poor
(see Table 7.2).

Turning to a percentage of households in each sleoglarticular household faced one or more
than one shock. As presented in Table 7.2, 46 pet of the households faced water

interruptions followed by illness of a householdmier which accounted for nearly a quarter
(24%) of the households. The third major shock antered by 13 per cent of the households
was food shortage. The other shocks listed in Talevere faced by a few percentages of the
households. Seven per cent of the households faweel rise of food items. Complete loss of

income, water related conflict, death of a breadner, conflict between household members and
family breakdown were encountered by six per cétit@households for each shock.
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Table 7.2: Percentage of the Households by the Stksahey faced in 2013/14

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Shocks Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

Nl o [ NJ % [N] % [N[] % [ N[ % N[ % N[ % |[N] % [N]% [N[%|N[]%|N]| %

Total HHs who faced Shocl26|45.6| 14 | 41.2| 40| 44.0| 26| 44.1| 13 | 41.9|39|43.3| 67|77.9| 41| 74.5|108 76.6|119/58.9| 68 |56.7| 187|58.1
Water interruption 6|17.4) 13 |22.8/19/20.9) 3| 97| 5 | 85| 8 | 8.9|47|83.9] 74| 86.0|121| 85.2| 56 |46.3 92 | 45.5| 148| 45.8
Conflict due to water 3|88, 4 (707 |77|1|/32|5|85|6|67|2|36|4|47|6|42|6|50|13|6.4|19]|5.9
Food shortage 5(14.7] 9 |15.8/14|154| 2 65| 3 [ 51| 5| 56|16|28.4| 6 | 7.0 | 22|15.5] 23[19.0 18| 8.9 | 41 [12.7
Death of a bread winner 0{00| 3 |(53|3|33|7/226| 7 (119|14(156|2|36|1|12|3|21|9|74|11|54|20]|6.2
liness of a HH member | 926.5 16 | 28.1|25|27.5| 5 [16.1] 15 | 25.4| 20| 22.2| 17|30.4| 16| 18.6] 33| 23.2 31 [25.6 47 [ 23.3] 78 [ 24.1
'mngmf::'g;‘”prgﬁggonmemoz 50( 0|00|2|22]1]32] 7 [119/8|89|0|00|1|12|1|07|3|25|8|40|11|34
Complete loss ofincome (1129 1 |(17|2|22(3|97| 9 |153|12|133|4|71|1|12|5|35|8|66|11|54]19]|5.9
Crop damage by pests 388, 1 (17,444,000 0|00|0}|00|0|00|5|58|5|35|3|25|6 /|30 9|28
Price rice of food items | 4|11.8) 12 [21.1|16[176| 1 [ 32] 0 [ 00| 1| 11| 6 |10.7]10]11.6[ 16]21.3[11]9.1| 22 [10.9] 23| 7.1
Price rice of inputs 5(14.7] 11 [19.3]16/17.6/ 0 | 00| 0 |00| 0| 00| 3|54|6| 70| 9|63 |8 |66|17|84] 15| 46
!'n”ifnsgl'sgrea“ossordeath 2|59| 2 |35|4|44|0|00|0]00|0|00|3|54|2|23|5|35|5|41|4|20]|09 |28
tﬁifﬂefsete'the”hrougro 00 1|27|/1|11]0]00|0|00|0|00|0|00|2]23|2]|14]000|3|15|3 |09
ﬁ%ﬁ'éirgﬁgvni?y”bggkdowns 88| 4 |70|7|77|2|65| 6 |102/8|89|3|54|2|23|5|35|8|66|12[59|20]6.2
Loss of agricultural land | 1|2.9] 0 [00|1|21|0]00] 0 |00|0|00|2|36|1]12]3]21]3]25|1|05] 4|12
Eviction from rented house| 2| 5.9 3 |53 |5 (552 (65| 0 [00|2|22|1|19]|0]00[21]07]5]41] 3 |15] 8|25
Total 34 * |57 * |o1] * [31] * | 59| * [oo| * [s6] * |s6| * |142] * |121] * |202] * |323] *

Source: Field Survey, 2014

* Not added due to multiple response armdtdital column is not the sum.
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All the poor and the non-poor households facedh&iée shocks almost equally (see Table 7.2).
However, large proportion (19%) of the poor houseéhdaced food shortage than the non-poor
households which accounted for 9 per cent. Lookig the data of individual study town,
relatively higher proportion (18%) of the houselwid Wojel felt price rise of food items
followed by Felege Birhan (11%). The data by indal study town also showed that relatively
higher proportion of households especially the paoFelege Birhan (16%) and Wojel (15%)
faced shortage of food than Yetmen (17%). In gdndvath the poor and the non-poor
households in these towns faced shocks almoseisdme proportions.

The group discussants and key informants reponadlight interruption in the study towns was
very high during the household survey. As to theseple, it has become hard to live for some
households whose livelihood strategies (male anthle beauty salon, video rentals, metal and
wood works, flour mills, etc) entirely depend oratlicity. According to them, the challenge
was generating sufficient income to survive intaaion where light is highly interrupted per
day. Light interruption was a very serious problenthe study towns. Almost all household
heads also reported that light interruption way Yegh which was seriously affecting their daily
income immensely. The other shock faced by ressdehlYetmen was complete interruption of
water before the survey. Due to this, resident¥etimen were forced to resort to the unsafe
sources of drinking water. The coping strategiebamiseholds are not discussed here since the
data were not collected as expected, that is, relpus did not give the strategy for each shock
since most households faced more than one sho@ddition, respondents failed to distinguish
livelihood and coping strategies.

7.2. Policies, Institutions and Processes

7.2.1. Policies
7.2.1.1. The Urban Development Policy

The urban development policy in Ethiopia was fitssigned in 2005 after the realization of the
importance of urban centers in rural developmemerg was no urban development policy
before 2005 because of the rural focused developsteategy of the country, Agricultural

Development Led Industrialization (ADLI), with thHeelief that the development of agriculture

could lead the development of industries and udgarters. Urban areas were neglected from all
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development programmes before 2005 due to the wmyarasis given to rural areas by the

government. However, the urban development poliegighed in 2005 recognized that rural

development cannot be achieved without urban dewsmt and the linkages between urban and
rural areas (MUDHCo, 2005). According to the polidgcument, the development of one

reinforces the other through linkages. The docupemwever, underlined that the direction and

speed of urban development are determined by tlketain and speed of rural development. So
that rural development has an impact on urban dewetnt. Similarly, since urban areas collect
rural products and supply agricultural inputs, rban areas are not developed then rural
development is retarded. The policy document alsterscores that rural-urban linkages ensure
rural and urban development as well as nationaéldpment.

The policy document also accentuates that urbaeldement cannot be realized without good
governance. If efficient service, democracy, peaoel stability and rule of law are not
established, urban development can’'t be achievid.pblicy document highlighted the major
development problems of urban areas in the courthese are lack of infrastructure and
services, lack of housing, lack of sanitation antegainment facilities, weak rural-urban and
urban-urban linkages and lack of self-autonomy agnotiers. Therefore, urban development
policy is needed in order to put proper directiemsurban development and good governance
and the way out of all these problems. Howevertype and magnitude of the problems are not
listed in the document in accordance with the fizeurban centers. The extents of these
problems are different in different size of townsgedto differences in their contexts. For
example, housing is better available in small townkke large towns; however, the quality of
houses is very low. Besides, some basic municipalices are not available in small towns

unlike large towns.

In order to solve these problems and ensure rapictldpment, the major activities to be
undertaken in urban areas are listed in the paayument. The major activities for rapid urban
development are expansion of micro and small ens&q housing development, participatory
kebeledevelopment, supply of land and infrastructure, aggon of education and training,
expansion of health and entertainment servicesusimél development, environmental
conservation and urban governance. Some of theselogenent activities are pro-poor. For

example, MSEs are identified as a key role plagiector in poverty reduction as the government
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targeted the creation of employment through thesergrises. This is because MSEs have a role
to create employment for the youths. However, tlagomactivities for rapid urban development
are largely restricted in major towns of the coymtr practice. They are less performed in small
towns particularly in small towns. MSEs are expahitelarge towns and housing and industrial
expansion projects are launched in large townseranses are not established in the study towns

as the government gives much emphasis to the rnoajors.

During the field survey thkebeleofficials of each town reported that land in Wojégtmen and
Felege Birhan were not provided by the governmegithar through lease nor placement
systems. Consequently, people in these towns laessed land through purchase from farmers
along the main road. The policy emphasized thaastfucture could be provided on the basis of
their role in economic and social growth in the mioyw However, many small towns had no
municipality waste management service and wasteod# site. These show the neglect of small
towns by the government. The other most importamtgaised in the urban policy document is
the need for the categorization of urban areashén dountry. The federal government was
responsible to categorize urban centers of popuatize 20,000 and above which was realized
in 2005. The urban development strategy paperaatgahasized that there is a need to categorize

urban areas in order to address their problemsdardance with their problems.

Even though this is a good approach to alleviatdlpms and bring development, towns of size
below 20,000 are not categorized. As a resultgtheernment is not addressing their problems in
accordance with their status and problem on thergtoSo ignoring these towns is neglecting
the larger segments of the population from devekqgmThough the population size of each
town is small as compared with the major towns,thmber of these small towns is very large.
Moreover, these towns are serving their residentsthe surrounding rural areas. This is not a
good approach if the country wants to speed ugs ratairbanization without developing these
numerous urban centers. Regardless of these, eegiategorize their own urban centers
including the smaller ones. For example, Wojel nsemerging town and Yetmen and Felege
Birhan are sub-municipality towns in Amhara regigherefore, thairban development policy

of Ethiopia, designed in 2005 did not give any cliens based on the size of towns in the
country. Smaller towns cannot attract investorsmfebmewhere else due to lack of infrastructure

and trained labour force in these towns unlikeldinger towns.
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On the basis of the urban development policy theegunment designed various urban
development programmes in different times. TheseRASDEP, GTP1 and GTP2. However,
only the main development programmes of GTP2 véltiscussed in the following section since

the plan periods for the former two are completed.

Major Urban Development Programmes in GTP2

The government of Ethiopia designed various lomgiteand short-term development
programmes and projects to address the major prsblef urban areas including poverty.
Leaving the earlier programmes aside, GTP2 is thgomal development programme from
2015/16 to 2020/21. Every sector designed its oewrebpment programmes on the basis of the
national GTP2. Therefore, the GTP2 of MUDHCo is tinban development programmes to be
implemented from 2015/16 to 2020/21. According tdtMHCo (2015), this plan was designed
after analyzing the development problems of thentguand weaknesses of GTP1 as well as the
level and rate of urbanization in the country whiah be reached 25 and 30 per cents at the end
of GTP2 and GTP3 respectively.

The urban development programmes in GTP2 centdralgenomous towns of population size
20,000 and above. Twelve major urban developmesgrpmmes are designed in GTP2. These
urban development programmes and plans are bast oine pillars. The nine pillars listed in
the plan are: 1) urban leadership capacity build#)gmicro and small enterprise development
and urban safety net, 3) development of urban ggodernance, 4) urban plan, land
development and management, 5) residential houssagenent and management, 6) provision
of integrated infrastructure, 7) urban financiavelepment and leadership, 8) sanitation and
urban greenery and 9) sustainable and climate eheegilient urban development. The twelve

urban development programmes in GTP2 are desigasetion these pillars.

The 12 main urban development programmes in GTEIRde: 1) leadership capacity building,
2) micro and small enterprises development, 3)ufbad security and employment creation, 4)
urban good governance and capacity building, Samuilan preparation and implementation, 6)
urban land development and management improverignmaking urban plansgadastre and

land use right registratioB) housing development and management, 9) provisiantegrated
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infrastructure development, 10) urban finance dgwelent and leadership, 11) urban sanitation
and greenery development improvement and 12) engaccessibility and security of urban

development to the publi¢here are 19 urban development sub programmes R2GT

The new development programmes in GTP2 are thé lotessing, property tax implementation
and urban productive safety net programmes. Theergovent planned to build 1.7 million
houses in 8,000 rural development centers usingapacity of the people and local resources in
the plan period. The idea is to make these rurakldpment centers for market, service and
small agro-processing industries for the rural peopkewise, property tax in 91 large towns is
being implemented in this plan period. This carréase the financial capacity of these towns.
One of the other new programmes which targetectioe households is the Urban Productive
Safety Net Project (UPSNP) designed in 2015. Thas k life span of ten years. The
implementation was started at the beginning of 201& basic objective of the project is to
increase income of the targeted households livialpvib the national poverty line in some
selected urban areas of the country. This progeini element of the Urban Food Security and
Job Creation Strategy which will benefit 4.7 milli@mrban poor living in 972 cities and towns
(MUDHCo, 2015). Three major target groups are idiext in the project. The first group is the
destitute such as street children, homeless angalbegvho need housing, healthcare, counseling
and often repatriation to families in addition teancial support. The second target group is the
elderly and disabled who are living in householdthwo working-age members who need long-
term financial support. The final group, the latggsup, is those with working-age members

but with too little work in low quality employment.

In order to help the beneficiaries move out of povand graduate from the programme, the
UPSNP adopted a three-phased integrated pathwalyelfirst phase beneficiaries will receive
transfers (conditional on beneficiaries meetingrtice-responsibilities) and guidance on the
employment pathway (both self and wage employméatyollow. In the second phase
conditional transfers will continue and beneficariwill receive training and further financial
support to increase their employability. In therdhphase beneficiaries will have the option to
continue to engage in public works to supplemerirtlemployment income. As to the
document, support will be provided for a maximuntloke years but some beneficiaries may

choose to graduate earlier.
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The three main components of the project are: étp&et Support, b) Livelihood Services
and c) Institutional Strengthening, Project Managetmand Coordination. The safety Net
Support is through conditional and unconditionafesa net transfers. Under conditional
transfers the project supports Labour IntensiveliPud/orks (LIPW). This supports the
financing and development of sustainable commuastsets and public services implemented
using labour intensive methods (see some of trectl LIPW in Table 7.3). These are not of
course the only LIPW. The document revealed thia¢ropublic works will be identified by the
project through strong local communities’ partic¢ipa with the set selected criteria which is a
good approach to development as it involves thallpeople in the selection of public works.
Besides the improvement of income, the project loaild the human assets of beneficiary
households. The implementation project can buildiddechnical skills in construction,
catering or home care activities (MUDHCo, 2015)cdn also improve the financial assets of

the beneficiary households.

Table 7.3: Examples of Typical LI PW Subprojects

Typical Subprojects Description

Roads - Cobblestone

- Urban parks and greenery development projects

- Nurseries for beautificatic

- Community washing facilities

- Community public toilets/ventilated improved pitriaes
- Community sewerage facilities and collection

- Community soak away pits and septic tanks

- Community drainage cani

- Community roads drainages

Green Infrastructure

Urban Sanitation (Liquid Waste)

Urban Sanitation (Solid Waste

Management) Dry waste collection up to primary collection cante

- Day Care Centers
Social Infrastructure - Health Posts
- Classroom construction/renovation

- Building production sheds
Infrastructure that increases the - Building market sheds for small business

productivity of urban work Provision of childcare
Preparing food meals

Source: MUDHCo, 2015
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The livelihood services will support interventiotisat will facilitate graduation from the
programme and promote moving out of poverty. Thigaagroups for these interventions are
individuals in households receiving conditionalnsters who desire more and higher paid
work. In the case of institutional strengtheningl gsrogramme management component, it
supports the development and strengthening of gpragstems for targeting, monitoring and
evaluation and capacity building (human resourcajning, administrative and physical
capacity) and strengthening programme managememrdimation, financial management,
procurement and safeguards). The project will && million US dollars which will be from
both the government of Ethiopia and the World BEWk/DHCo, 2015).

The project will be implemented phase by phasdistafrom large towns having a population

size of over 100,000. The first five years ph&4,6-2020, of the project targets eleven major
cities such as Addis Ababa, Adama, Assayita, AssDease, Dire Dawa, Gambela, Hawassa,
Harar, Jijiga and Mekele. These are the two adinatige towns and one town from each

region. This will be financed by the World Bankt@tal of 752, 000 beneficiaries are targeted in
this phase. Out of the total beneficiaries, thremrters are from Addis Ababa. The total

beneficiaries in this phase are the poorest 15cpaet and about 70 per cent of people living
below the poverty line.

The project has some expected social benefits.ekpected social benefits as pointed out by
MUDHCo (2015:8) are:

Social benefits include employment (including deinéor skilled and unskilled
labor, increase in income for local communities amtirect employment
opportunities from provision of services to constion workers, such as sale of
food and beverages); improvement of environmengalth; improved access to
basic health services; enhancing the productiveepidl of mothers and welfare of
the vulnerable; improving the aesthetic appeal dfes; improvement in food
security of the urban poor; improved transportatioasulting in improved access to
markets and social support networks; avoidanceamhaging floods in urban areas;

and multiplied effects of providing integrated astructure and services.
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7.2.1.2. Rural Land Policy

Article 12 sub-article 1a of Amhara National Regib8tate Zikre Hig number 18, proclamation
number 133/2006 stated that:

Notwithstanding provision under sub-article 1 ofiele 11 of this proclamation any
holder having a right over using the land, it may dbecided to be deprived from the
right of using the land by the following reasong: Ehe detail to be determined in
regulation, where he is engaged in non-farming\distiand earns for his livelihood

thereto.

However, according to article 15 sub-article 2 leé proclamation of Amhara Region, persons
residing in town and engaged in small income aatiwito support their lives shall be considered

farmer for the aim of succession.

Regulation N0.51/2007 for Rural Land Administratiand Use System Implementation of the
Amhara National Regional State, article 14 subckrtl a and b stated the conditions of the
deprivation of the rights of landholdings in rueakas in the region. Rural landholding rights
may be deprived of with these reasons among othgBe employed in a permanent job which
may be earned an income not less than average nsatary determined by the government to
be paid in minimum starting salary; b) be engagedark field other than agricultural activity

and excisable one.

This is, therefore, an opportunity for the rurabam migrants who engaged in small businesses
in the study towns. This is because migrants whygaged in small businesses can continue to
earn income from agriculture until their incomenfrahe non-farm activities improved. The
agricultural land is insurance for most of the hehdds in urban areas. When these households
faced shocks they rent out their agricultural lamaope the shock they faced. That is why as
discussed in chapter six, large proportion of hbakis in these towns owned agricultural land
(see further details in Section 6.3). In contrést, land is not distributed to the landless from
those who migrated in some other places includimglistowns for business and other jobs
regardless of the assets they have developed andvéilth they have accumulated. Some

households continue to hold the agricultural langheafter they become rich.
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The land policy of the government at the macro lléve land redistribution policy) encouraged
many rural youths to engage in non-farm activided migrate to urban areas. In a situation like
this the government has to design a policy to agvéhe market centers for not only for farmers
but also for those who engage in non-farm actiwitiBhe group discussants reported that the
rising of living cost in urban areas forced some&agament employees to engage in business

activities and agriculture to complement their imeo
7.2.2. Institutions

Institutions to be discussed here is about the galaygers and rule of the game. It is true that
some governmental institutions; game players; ékeication, health, etc are available in the
study towns and these institutions are impactirg lthelihoods of households by providing
various services. For example, both education aadtininstitutions in these towns are essential
in improving the most important human assets sucleducation and health. As discussed in
chapter four, all the study towns have one elemmgratiad junior secondary school and one high
school. Elementary and junior secondary schoolghagse towns are also centers of adult
education so that adults are benefiting from thedeools. However, unlike the schools in
intermediate and large size towns night programmese not available in all schools of the
study towns. Health centers are working to imprtheshealth of residents of each study town as
well as rural areas through their public healthoadion programmes besides the treatments they
are giving for the sick. What is most important gwever, not the availability of these
institutions rather the quality of the servicesyttere providing and the resultant level of

satisfaction of the clients.

As pointed out by some of the household headssdheols in each study town have some major
problems. The major problems of the schools atedddooks and supplies, lack of teachers and
poor teaching quality and poor management in al ¢bhools, absence of drinking water in
Wojel elementary and junior secondary school, stygrtof teachers and crowded class rooms in
Felege Birhan. In connection with this, the levekatisfaction of households in the quality of
the services provided by the schools was askedrdowly, as shown in Table 7.4, the level of
satisfaction of household heads was different. [Bwvel of satisfaction of 45 per cent of the

households was high followed by medium level ofs$attion which accounted for 23 per cent.
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The data on individual study town showed that thesll of satisfaction of the highest proportion
(33%) of heads of the households was very highatmén followed by high (18%). As opposed
to Wojel and Yetmen, the level of satisfaction elalls of households in Felege Birhan was
medium which accounted for over half (56%) of tespondents followed by high (30%).
Therefore, people in Felege Birhan were less sadistith the quality of the services the schools
are providing followed by Wojel. The level of séistion of heads of households in Yetmen was
better than the other study towns. The possibléa@stion to this is that the schools in Yetmen
had better experienced teachers than the othey siuahs.

Table 7.4: Level of Satisfaction of the Household &hds in Schools & Health Services

Level of Satisfaction Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan Total
in the Quality
Education N % N % N % N %
Very high 15 165 30 33.3 10 7.0 55 17.0
High 41 451 16 17.8 42 29.6 99 30.7
Medium 21 23.1 11 12.2 80 56.3 112 34.7
Low 2 2.2 1 11 1 0.7 4 1.2
Very low 0 0.0 1 11 0 0.0 1 0.3
I don't know 12 132 31 34.4 9 6.4 52 16.1
Total 91 100 20 100 142 100 323 100

Quiality of Health
Service

Very higr 9 9.c 5 5.€ 3 21 17 5.2
High 20 22.0 11 12.2 45 31.7 76 235
Moderate 18 19.8 40 44.4 88 62.0 146 45.2
Poor 5 55 16 17.8 1 0.7 22 6.8
Very poor 0 0.0 2 2.2 0 0.0 2 0.6
I don't know 39 42.9 16 17.8 5 35 76 235
Total 91 10C 90 10cC 14z 10C 328 10cC

Source: Field Survey, 2014

The school principals were also asked about thel@nos they faced. According to the principal
of each school; lack of teachers competence, disaiy problems like absenteeism and late
coming of teachers, lack of text and reference bdfik example, Amharic 1:4 in Felege Birhan
Elementary and Wojel high school), lack of suppertstaff like secretary and guard, teachers
replacement before the end of the academic yeaghikence of laboratory rooms, chemicals and
apparatus in all high schools, absence of watelakdof budget, absence of plasma and light in
Wojel and Yetmen high schools, lack of latrine fstudents and lack of class rooms.

Consequently, all these problems identified redime quality of the service the schools are
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providing to the society and the levels of satiBtacof the society in these towns are generally
low. As to the principals, all these problems affecing the quality of education in the

respective schools.

As discussed in chapter four, health centers aivaterclinics are found in all the study towns.
However, these centers were not without problensusdhold heads identified some major
problems of the local health institutions. These anhygienic facilities, total absence of
inpatient service due to the absence of bed, ladkabsence of drugs, low quality of drugs, poor
professional discipline (late coming and absenae3uccessful treatment, absence of high level
professionals, etc. The key informants from eaddtheenter responded that there is a delay in
treatment due to lack of high, intermediate and level health professionals. The other major
problem identified by the key informants were ladldrugs, the availability of out of date drugs
and the provision of drugs from the government Inaged on the demand of the institution.
Because of the lack of drugs patients are mostgrnedd to buy from private pharmacy or drug
stores which raise their level of dissatisfactidhe most important facility in outpatient
diagnostic (OPD), examination beds, are lackingealth centers. The other problems raised in
Wojel health center were absence of water and ke=hnd combustion site. According to the
key informants, all these problems are affecting tuality of the health services they are

providing to the society and these are the majosea&f the dissatisfaction of the customers.

Concerning the level of satisfaction of heads ofideholds, the level of satisfaction of nearly
half (45%) of heads of the households of the stodyns was moderate. Looking into the data by
individual study town, considerable proportion (2286 heads of the households in Wojel were
high followed by moderate (20%). In contrast, theel of satisfaction of the great majority

(44%) in Yetmen and 62% in Felege Birhan) were matefollowed by low in Yetmen (18%)

and high in Felege Birhan (32%). The high levetlisisatisfaction in Felege Birhan reflects the
low quality of health services in the town than dteer study towns. However, both the schools
and health centers in the study towns had som@@ooprogrammes. The schools were helping
students who are from the poor family. Likewises tiealth centers provide health services for

the poorest of the poor for free.

191



The other governmental institution available in lreatudy town waskebele Besides, sub-
municipalities were available in Yetmen and Feldgjehan. The sub-municipalities were
responsible for thevoredacouncil but they were reporting to the leading roynality in the
woreda The leading municipalities gave technical asa=tao the sub-municipalities. The sub-
municipalities in these towns were not well-orgadizThe offices in both towns were not well
organized in terms of trained personnel and officaiture according to the leaders due to lack
of finance. In other words, the sub-municipalitiesd weak institutional capacity. Bokiebeles
and sub-municipalities were not generating suffitkrevenue for the accomplishment of various
development activities and provision of municipabervices in their jurisdiction. The revenue
sources for thé&ebelesand sub-municipalities were very much limited. éwtng to thekebele
administrators of each town the revenue sourceshfokebelewerekebelehouse rent, penalty
(from those who couldn't participate in developmexttivities and committed disciplinary
problems), sale of assets like grass and wood, diufiigm the respectivevoreda (subside

50,000 Birr forYetmenper year)

Likewise, interview with the sub-municipality leadeof Yetmen and Felege Birhan revealed
that the revenue sources for the sub-municipalitese very much limited. The sub-
municipality in Yetmen was collecting revenue framly two sources out of the thirteen
available income sources given by law to the sulionpality. The main revenue sources of the
sub-municipalities include on market tax (markeallstee, non-stationed traders fee and
livestock market dues in only Felege Birhan), agtizal and commercial goods loading and/or
unloading fee. The other revenue sources for thensunicipality of Felege Birhan were charge
for provision of technical & related services likeundary demarcation peg, standard housing
plan and engineering service, bus terminal sergiwge, land permit registration fee, fee for
registration of contract with regard to propertge(ffor transfer of title of land property and
registration and preservation of collateral subjeclban contract) and penalty from those who
do not pay their tax timely. To put in another wéy sub-municipalities were not collecting
revenue from a myriad of sources particularly ssrgharges on registration on death, birth and
marriage/divorce, etc. Above all, the leader of thdb-municipalities reported that the sub-
municipalities were not effectively collecting imoe from these sources due to the lack of

collectors and low level of awareness of the pesplee these tax systems are new for them.
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According to the leaders of the sub-municipalitib® revenues collected were used largely for
salary and office routines. Some amount of money waed for the provision of hard
infrastructures in each town. The infrastructysesvided were drainage, road maintenance and
opening of new inner roads and water pipeline giowi in Felege Birhan and opening of inner
roads and water pipelines maintenance in Yetmemeder, according to the leaders, the main
development question of the residents of each twere mainly the provision of infrastructure
such as road, street light, water, bus stationwétich were left unaddressed due to the weak
revenue generating and coordinating capacity ostheemunicipalities.

Table 7.5: The Number of Persons Needed and Emplayéor Each Process Unit of the Sub-
Municipalities

Process Unit Number of Persons needed Number of Bens Employed
Yetmen Felege Birhan

Leader 5 including leader 1 1
Land Development Management

; 7 1 0
Process Unit
Plan Implementation Sanitation and

L : 5 0 0

Beautification Process unit
Construction Regulation and 5 0 1
Housing Infrastructure Process Unit
Revenue collection and Monitoring

. 3 2 2
Process Unit
Purchasing, Finance and Property 7 1 3
Administration Process Unit
Total 32 5 7

Source: The Sub-Municipalities of Yetmen antege Birhan, 2014

With regard to the human power of the sub-munidiesl each sub-municipality had no enough
professionals. Only seven in Felege Birhan and ifiv&etmen out of the 32 personnel needed
including the leader were employed in the sub-nmipaltties (Table 7.5). The sub-municipalities
were unable to provide the whole municipality seegi due to the shortage of professionals.
They were not providing many of the municipality\dees. There were no municipal solid waste
management system, water provision and fee callecind other infrastructures provision.
Furthermore, due to the shortage of revenue coliedhe sub-municipalities were unable to
diversify the income collection options availabbethem. The only thing they plan to work was
on the preparation of master plan and certificatibthe holdings in each town. According to the
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leaders, the sub-municipalities were not fully fiimging due to lack of budget and the required

staffs. They were providing very limited and rudimteg’y services in each town.

According to the leaders of the respective sub-mipalities, employment is not yet completed;
even the employed ones are not working well becafigsbe lack of budget. In order to fully
discharge the responsibilities (administering thlean land, expansion of basic infrastructure
through the revenue collected from various sourcesrtification of holdings, town
beautification) given to them, the manpower for thab-municipality must be fulfilled.
According to the leaders, the people’s strong desias to have a holding certificate. If they
certified they can use as a collateral for borrgumoney from the microfinance institution and
banks. Because of these each town has a plan toomdhe certification of holdings.

Trade Licensing Law

This is rule of the game which had a profound negagffect in the livelihood of households in
the study towns. The study found that the tradenbag law prohibited many traders in small
towns from trading many related businesses usirgglimense. One interviewee from Yetmen
said that he was not able to have more than omemde for two or more than two trading
activities which are interrelated. Consequentlfe lis becoming difficult for him since the
income he is earning from one business is very ere@gcording to this person enough surplus
and income cannot be obtained from a single busihesause of the absence of sufficient
demand in the town. According to the trade liceg$aw, if one wants to make business on cloth
and at the same time become a tailor he/she mustthe business licenses for the two. This is
confirmed by an expert in the area in the Woredal@&rand Transport office. Thus, this person is
responsible to pay income tax for the two businestvities which are a huge burden for

him/her. In addition, fees for licensing the twe &urdens on them.

Carter (1995) and Solomon (2008) argued that sjai@n in small town is a rare practice
resulting from the lack and absence of sufficieetndnd. So that most households engaged in
various trading activities at the same time as nmedrom trading in a single item is not
sufficient to cover the needs of the householdstaadusiness is unable to sustain since there
are no threshold for every item.
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7.2.3. Processes

7.2.3.1. Processes of Participation in Development

As explained in chapter four, each town has variatrastructures provided in different times.
The participation of the people in the provisiortli#se infrastructures was immense. According
to the key informants, people’s participation irvelepment activities is increasing from time to
time. The communities participated in the constamcof general secondary school, health center
and water and provision of electricity in variouays in each study town. The household survey
revealed that households contributed either lalmwumoney or both in various development
activities such as water, school, health center,Ast illustrated in Table 7.6, nearly three fosrth
(73%) of the households participated in one of df@mementioned development activities. A
closer inspection of Table 7.6 revealed that the-paor households 10 percentage points higher
than the poor households in terms of participatidme possible explanation to this was that the

poor had limited financial assets than the non-gumrseholds and the poor had no sufficient

time for labour contribution since many are engagdtieir livelihood activities for a living.

Table 7.6: Percentage of Households Participated yevelopment Activities

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

DeA\::?iI\c/)iFt)irensem Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

N[o% [N] % [NJ% [N[ow [N % [NJw |[N[% N[ % [NJow|[N[w|N[%|N]%
No Participation | 2 | 5.9| 6 | 10.5| 8 | 8.8(11(35.5) 14| 23.7|25|27.8/27]49.1 27| 31.4| 54 |38.3 40 |33.3 47 [23.3] 87 [27.0
Water 2590 00]|2]22|8]25812[203|20[222 1] 18| 0] 0.0 07]11]92| 12|58 23|71
School 4 [11.8(10] 17514154/ 2 [65] 0| 00| 2|22]1]18] 0] 0.0 07] 7 [s8|10[50[17]53
Roads o|oo[1|18|1]11]l0]00][0]00|0]00[0]00|2]12 07| o [oo| 2 [10] 2 |06
‘éngzr* School & 1535 31 94| 42.1|36(39.6) 1| 32| 1| 1.7 | 2| 2.2|20|36.4 51| 59.3| 71 |50.4| 33 |27.5 76 |37.6/ 109|33.9
Water & Road | 5 |14.7] 7 [12.3]12[132] 0 [ 00| 0| 0.0 |0 ]o00[ 1 |18] 2] 23] 3 [21] 6 |[50| 9 |45 15]47
Water & School | 4 [11.8| 2 | 3.5 | 6 | 6.6| 9 [29.031| 52.5|40(44.4 2 | 36| 4| 47| 6 | 4.3] 15 [12.5 37 [18.3 52 |16.1]
School & Road | 5 |14.7] 7 [ 12.3[12[132 0 [0.0[ 0| 0.0 [0 | 00| 3|55 1] 12| 4 [28] 8 [6.7] 8 [40] 16|50
X'V:atﬁ;]ggz?g& 0|00|o|oo|o|oo|lo|oo|1]|17|2|21|0]00[0] 00| 0]|00| 000|105 1|03
Total 34| 100]57| 100 [91|100[31|100] 59| 100 | 90| 100| 55| 100| 86| 100 | 141] 100] 120] 100 202| 100] 322] 100
Type of Particip.
Laboul 3.1 3.c 36| 8 |40.C| 6 | 13.2]14]21.5|11]30.2) 8 | 13.6| 19 [21.¢| 20 |25.c| 16 [10.2] 36 [15.2
Birr 6.2 5.C 6| 3[15¢ 3|67 ]6]9z]1]3€ 17| 2 [223] 6 |78] 7 [45]13]5¢
Labour & Birr | 26]81.2/40| 78.4]66[79.5 9 [45.0] 36| 80.0|4569.2 15(53.6{ 40| 67.8| 55 |63.2] 50 |62.5] 116|74.8 166/70.6
,'\'Aaobb‘i’lti’zri’nz”éfople 3|94|6|118| 9108 0|00 0| 00|0|00|1]|36[10]/169|11|126 4 |51 16|10.3 20|85
Total 32| 100|51| 100 | 83| 100/ 20| 100 45| 100 | 65| 100| 28| 100| 59| 100 | 87 | 100| 80 | 100 155| 100] 235| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014
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Some households participated in only one developmetivities and others participated in two
or more than two development activities (see Ta@. The major contributions of many of the
households were money and labour. Out of the tatakeholds, 71 per cent contributed both
labour and money. Some 15, 9 and 6 per cents ohdlieeholds contributed labour; labour,
money and mobilizing people and money respectivehe number of days and the amount of
money contributed by the households are also pregém Table 7.7 below.

Table 7.7: Labour in Days and the Amount of Money @ntributed by Households

Labour Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Coigtrli)b;;ison Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N| % [N| % [N|%|[N|%|N| % |N|%|N|[%|[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%
<16 12| 37.5| 22|43.1|34|41.0/30({96.8| 52 {88.1|82(91.1| 38|69.1| 41 |47.7| 79 |56.0| 80 | 67.8| 115|58.7| 195|62.1]
16-31 15(46.9| 21|41.2|36|43.4 1 (32| 4 | 6.8|5 (56| 7|12.7/17|19.8| 24 |17.0| 23 | 19.5| 42 |21.4) 65 |20.7|
32-47 2/62|4|78|6|72|/0(00/0|00|0({00(5(9.1|11|12.8{16|11.3| 7 |59|15|7.7|22|7.0
48-63 3/94|0|00[3|36{0|00|3|51|3(33(5(9.1|16(18.6/21|149| 8 |6.8|19|9.7|27]8.6
>63 o|oC|4|78|4|4€|0|OC|O|OC|OfOC|O|OC|2|12|2|07|0|0C| 5 ]|2€| 5 ]1¢€
Total 32| 100| 51 |100|83|100(31|100| 59 | 100(90|100|55|100| 86 | 100|141| 100|118| 100|196|100| 314|100
Mean 22 11 31 20.7 235 t=1.11*
Birr
<501 25|83.3| 30 (61.2|55(69.6/11|84.6/ 30 | 73.2{41|75.914|77.8) 31 |63.3| 45|67.2| 50 | 82.0| 91 |65.5/141|70.5
501-100(¢ 4 113.2|10|20.4|14(17.7| 2 |15.4]| 5 [12.2| 7 |13.C| 4 |22.2| 15|30.€| 19 |28.2| 10 |16.2| 30 |21.€¢| 40 |20.C
1002-150( 1|13|2|41|3|3€|0|0C|3|72|3|5€|0(0C|2|2C|1|2E|1]|1€| 6 |43] 7 |3E
1501-2000 0|00|5]|102/5|63|0|00|1|24|1(19(0|00|2|41|2|30|0|00| 858|840
2001-2500 0ol00|O0|00O|O|0O0O|0O|0O0O|2|49|2|37|0|00|0|00|0|00|O0|00| 2]|14]| 2|10
>2500 0|00|2|41|2|25|0|00|/0|00|0O|00O|O|00|0O|00|0O0|00O|O|00|2]|14]| 2|10
Total 30| 100 | 49 | 100|79|100|13|100| 41 | 100 (54| 100| 18| 100| 49| 100| 67 | 100| 61 | 100 | 139|100| 200| 100
Mean 557.8¢ 446.% 443.7¢ t=3.14**
Source: Field Survey, 2014 P=0.27 and **P=0.01

The great majority (62%) of the households conteduess than 16 days followed by from 16 to
31 days which accounted for 21 per cent. Somerdiftees were observed between the poor and
the non-poor households where the poor (68%) waget than the non-poor (59%) in which
their contribution was less than 16 days. Wherbasbn-poor households were slightly higher
than the poor households in other categories (ab&17.7). These results show that the poor are
largely busy in their own livelihood in order to aeteheir livelihood objectives than the non-poor
households. The average number of days a housebaldibuted for the development works
was 22.5. The average was 20.7 days for the pabrR2a@rb days for the non-poor households.
There is some variation between the poor and thepoor, but the variation was not statistically
significant at the 0.05 level of significance (t¥l, DF=217). Looking into the labour
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contribution of individual town, on the average ledwusehold contributed 22, 11 and 31
number of days in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhaspectively. Labour contribution is,

therefore, different among the study towns.

Similarly, considerable percentage (71%) of thesetwlds contributed less than 501 Birr. The
poor (82%) were higher than the non-poor househ(@@80). The second highest proportion
(20%) of the households contributed from 501 tdQ,Birr in which the non-poor was a bit
higher than the poor households which accounted?foand 16 per cents respectively. The
proportion of the non-poor households was highanttihe poor in other categories (see Table
7.7). No consumption poor households contributealyald,500 Birr, however, some 9 per cent
of the consumption non-poor households contributdmbve this amount. The average
contribution of the non-poor and the poor householdre 568.30 and 311.55 Birr respectively.
The average contribution of the non-poor was highan the poor and this was statistically
significant at the 0.01 level of significance (8. DF=128). These results clearly show that the
amount of Birr the poor contributed was relativalgnaller than the non-poor households
resulting from the limited asset the poor possesspécially the financial assets. In general, the
average amount of money contributed for the constm of the development works in the study
towns was 489.3 Birr. Looking into individual studgwn, the average amount of Birr
contributed per household was 557.85, 446.30 aBdr84n Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan
respectively. Households in these towns have, thiereimproved their access to infrastructures

and services through their participation in thevmion of these infrastructures and services.

7.2.3.2. Process of Decentralization

Ethiopia established a democratic system of goventnin 1995 after its constitution was
ratified and signed by the then president of thenty. Consequently, the two large towns of the
country, Addis Ababa and Dire Dawa, gained theil@ge in self-administration since 1995
when the federal system of government was estalish the country. The other towns with
population size of 20,000 and above gained thigilege after 15 years in 2005 immediately
after the urban development policy was formulafidtese towns began to administer themselves
since 2005, that is, more autonomy has been giwethése towns since then. Looking at the

decentralization process of Amhara region, eighwn® gained the autonomy of self-
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administration in 2005. The number of self admanisty towns increased to 40 in the region in
2015 (lUDB, 2015). Only two towns (Debre Markos aidta) were self-autonomous in 2005 in
Eastern Gojjam, but self-autonomous towns in theezare now four. This has given them more
financial and human power in order to solve th@mnaroblems especially in the provision of

basic services and infrastructure in their jurisdic.

In contrast, the towns with population size legstR0,000 have no self-autonomy until now. Of
course, the GTP2 stressed that more autonomy wiliven to smaller towns which have high
potential for growth in the plan period (MUDHCo, 1X). However, 105 and 85 towns out of
423 urban centers in Amhara Region had municipality sub-municipality status. About 193
towns in the region were leading towns.

7.3. Livelihood Strategies

The livelihood strategies of households treated taee productive strategies though some
depended on non-productive strategies. Accordinglytotal of ten major strategies were
identified during the field survey. These were nfanturing (flour mills and handicrafts), food
and drinks, trade, service, wage employment, aui® retirement, casual labourer and
assistance and begging. Of these, all are produttielihood strategies except retirement and
assistance and begging. As depicted in Table fe8ptimary livelihood activity of a third (33%)
of the households was trade followed by food aridkdr(20%) and agriculture (15%). Some
variations were found among the figures of the ptiosvns. The figure for trade accounted for
36, 33 and 29 per cents in Wojel, Felege Birhanéetthen respectively. This was followed by
food and drinks in Wojel and Felege Birhan andadture in Yetmen accounting for 19, 26 and
24 per cents respectively. Some 11, 14 and 13 petscof the households relied on
manufacturing in Wojel and Felege Birhan and food drinks in Yetmen respectively. Unlike
the large towns the primary livelihood strategycohsiderable percentage (9% in Wojel, 24% in
Yetmen and 12% in Felege Birhan) of the househwalds agriculture. The reason why large
proportion of households was engaged in agriculiur¥etmen was associated with the high
proportion of the migrant heads of households & thwn as well as the less engagement of

these people in high income generating activities.
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Therefore, the overwhelming majority of the houddbsan these towns were self-employed
unlike the large towns of Ethiopia. Only a few pertages (11 in Wojel, 14 in Yetmen and 5.0 in
Felege Birhan) of the households was employed reithgovernment or private organizations.
These results show that employment creating orgéoizs particularly private organizations and
government institutions (as these towns are nos#a¢ ofworedagovernment) are non-existent
in these towns. There were no huge differencesd®ivwhe proportions of the poor and the non-
poor households in every livelihood strategy in shedy towns (see Table 7.8). Both the poor
and the non-poor households engaged in every gctimost equally, but they probably differ

in the scale of engagement which of course needsvastigation.

Table 7.8: Primary or Major Livelihood Activities o f Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
B:/t’:i]\(/eit?/f Poor [Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

% | N| % [N|%|N|%|[N|[% |[N|%|[N|%|N| % |N|%|[N|%|N|%|N|%
Manufacturing | 6 |17.6| 4 | 7.0 |10({11.0{ 2 | 6.5| 6 |10.2| 8 | 8.9| 6 (10.7| 14| 16.3| 20 |14.2| 14 {11.6] 24 |11.9] 38 |11.8
Food &drinks | 3|8.8| 14|24.6/17|18.7| 4 |12.9| 8 | 13.6|12|13.3/12|21.4{ 25| 29.1| 37 |26.2| 19 [15.7| 47 |23.3| 66 |20.4
Trade 13(38.2| 20 [35.1{33|36.%| 4 |12.€| 22 | 37.2|26|28.€|18|32.1) 29| 33.7| 47 |33.2| 35 |28.¢| 71 |35.1| 10€ 32.¢
Service 1|29/ 5|88|6(66{0|00|1|17|1|11|3|54[3|35|6 [43| 4 (33| 9 |45[13|4.0
Wage Employeq 5 |14.7 5 | 8.8 (10({11.0] 7 |22.6| 6 |10.2|13|14.4/5 (89| 3 | 35| 7 |5.0| 17 |14.1] 14| 69| 31| 9.6
Agriculture 3(88| 5 (88(8(88]|9|29.013(22.0(122|24.4] 7 [12.5/10|11.6| 17 |12.1f 19 |15.7| 28 [13.9| 47 |14.6
Retirement 2|59(1|18|3|33|0|00|1|17|1|11/0|00[{0|00| O |00| 2 |27 2 |10| 4 |12
Casual Labot 0(0C| 3 |52(3|33|4|12¢/ 2|34 |6|6.7|2|3€|2|2z| 4 |2&| 6 |5C| 7 [3E5]|13|4C

Assistance &
Begging
Total 34|100| 57| 100{91|100|31|100| 59| 100 (90| 100|56|100| 86| 100 |141|100|121|100|202|100( 323|100
License
With License |[12|42.9| 28 |52.8(40|49.4| 4 |18.2| 26 | 55.3|30(43.5/13|27.7| 30| 38.5| 43 (34.4| 29 |29.9| 84 |47.2113|41.1
Without License| 16(57.1| 25 [47.2{41|50.6/ 18 |81.8| 21 | 44.7|39(56.5/34|72.3/ 48 | 61.5| 82 |65.6| 68 [70.1| 94 [52.8/162(58.9
Total 28| 100| 53| 100(81|100(22|100| 47| 100 [69|100|47|100| 78| 100 |125|100| 97 |100|178|100| 275|100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

1(29/0|00|2/21(21(320|00|1|{11|3|54/0|00| 3|21 5 |41 0 |00| 5 |15

The study found that about 240 (74%) of the houlsilshalepended on single livelihood
strategies. However, some of the households haer gitoductive livelihood strategies. Some
83(27%) of the households had secondary livelihswdtegies and only a few (6) non-poor
households in the study towns had more than tweliisod strategies. Some 21(17%) of the
poor and 62(31%) of the non-poor households hadnskzey livelihood strategies. Out of these
households, as demonstrated in Table 7.9, the msgeondary livelihood strategies of
households include agriculture (31%), food andldrif27%) and trade (24%). Many of the non-

poor households had secondary livelihood stratettias the poor households. These indicate
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that the poor has limited livelihood strategieshaioly emanated from the limited assets to be

converted to productive livelihood strategies.

Table 7.9: Secondary Livelihood Strategies of Houbkelds

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

Type of Activity  [Non-poor] Total | Poor [Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor] Total Poor |Non-poor| Total

N| % [N| % |[N| % [N| % N[ % |[N| % [N| % |[N| % |[N| % [N| % |[N| %

Manufacturing 0/00|0|00|1(11.1)3|120({4|1180|00|2|87|2|57|1|48|5|81|6]| 72
Food & Drinks 4 |28.6| 4|28.6| 2 {222/ 5|20.0{ 7 |20.6| 3 |25.0, 8 | 34.8|11|31.4| 5 (23.8|17|27.4|22|26.5
Trade 3214|3214 0(00| 3|120({3|8.8|6|50.00 8|34.8/14|40.0|6 (28.6|14| 2.3 (20|24.1
Services 1|171(1|71|1(111 1|40 |2(59|0|00(1|43|1|29|1|48|3|48|4| 4.8
Agriculture 4 |28.6| 4|28.6| 5 [55.6/12|48.0{17|50.00 1 83| 4|17.4| 5 |14.3| 6 | 28.6|20|32.3|26|31.3
Employment 1171|1710 |00({1|40|1|29|0|00|0|00|0O|00|0|00|2|32]|2]|24
Assistance & Begging 0 | 00 (0|00|{0|00|/0|00|0|00|2|16770|00|2|57|2|95|0|00|2]|24
Retirement i1|71(1|71|0|00[{0|00O0|0O|00O|O|OO|O|0O0O|O|0OO|0O|0O0O|1|16]|12|12
Total 14| 100 |14(100| 9 | 100| 25| 100 |34|100{12|100|23| 100 |35| 100 (21| 100 |62| 100 |83| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

As stated above, the major livelihood strategiethefgreat majority of the households were self-
employment. The survey data revealed that aboupedOcent of the households engaged in
business activities without license. The disaggesjdata by individual study town also showed

that more than half (51% in Wojel and 57% in Yetinand two thirds (66%) of the households

in Felege Birhan engaged in business activitiebaut license. The percentage of households
who engaged in non-licensed business activiti¢lage Birhan was higher than the other study
towns. This is because the percentage of houseldidsengaged in food and drinks which is

largely non-licensed is large in Felege Birhan thiam other study towns. The other possible
reason may be the weak capacity of wmredain licensing. Thus, over half of the surveyed

households were engaged in informal activities anéxplained below many of these activities
were home-based.

The great proportion of the poor (70%) engagedusiriess activities without licensing than the
non-poor households (53%). In spite of the diffeemnacross the study towns, this was true in
each study town. Less than half of the surveyedélooids had license for their business. Large
proportion of the non-poor (47%) was engaged ienged business activities than the poor
households (30%). Even though the percentagessatitesstudy towns differ, this was true in
each study town.
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In connection with this, data on the licensed Iwebd strategies of the households were
obtained from Trade and Transport Office of eacidstown. As depicted in Figure 7.5, out of
the total licensed activitiedyjuge proportion (81%) were retail trade. The figwas 82% in
Wojel, 87% in Yetmen and 73% in Felege Birh3ime data obtained from the offices also
revealed that the working places of the retailésth each study town were market and shops.
Retail traders largely engaged in selling commesditnd cereals crops. The wholesale trade is

not clearly written in the document so that clasatfon has become very difficult.
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Figure 7.5: Percentage of Licensed Activities in # Study Towns
Source: Trade and Transportcefif the Respectiwd/oredas; 2014
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Concerning the working premises of the businessebs rmanufacturing activities, the vast
majority were home-based. As displayed in TableO,7.the major working places were
residential house/compound, shops, rural area arélanplace. Some 30 per cent, 21 per cent,
12 per cent and 12 per cent of the households woikethese places respectively. The
disaggregated data by individual study town alseaéd that the large majority (37% in Wojel,
15% in Yetmen and 32% in Felege Birhan) of the bbo&ls was performing their business
activities in their residence/residential compouMany of the households were undertaking
their business activities in their home or resiggrompound. As discussed in the physical asset
section of the previous chapter, housing is thetmuogportant physical asset of households
because many of the households use their homeafaripetheir businesses. Consequently, some
households use either one or more than one roooarty out their livelihood activities (see
Section 6.2.1 of the previous chapter for furthetiads).

Table 7.10: Place of Work of Households for the Lilihood Activities

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N|% |N| % |[N|% |[N|[%|N| % [N[%|N|%|N| % |N|%|N|%|[N|%|N|%

Place of Work

Residential Housq 1 133 3l 95| 39.3|32|37.3 4 137 8 | 15.1|12| 15 |15|28.3 29| 34.2| 44 |31.7] 29 |26.1] 59 |30.6 88 |28.9

/Compound

Residential 0l00|4|72|4|47|3]1036|113|/9(|1090|76|5|60]| 9|65 3 |27|15|78]|18]5.9
Compounc

In Shops 5 |16.6| 7 | 12.5|12] 14 | 5 [17.29 14| 26.4|19]|23.2 9 |17.0/23 27.4| 32 [23.4] 19 [17.1] 44 |22.8 63 |20.7
OnRoadSide |2|67|3| 54 |5|58|/3|103 0| 00/|3[37|3|57/3| 36| 6 |44] 8 |72 6 |31|14]46
Mobile 3100 8| 14.3]11]128 2 [69]3] 57 [5]61|3|57|4| 48] 7 [51] 8 [72] 15| 7.8] 23] 7.6
Rural Area 3|100/ 5| 89| 8|93|7[241 8]151|15/183 6 [11.3 6| 7.1 | 12| 8.8] 16 |14.4 19| 9.8] 35 [11.5
Market Place 6 (200 7 | 12.5]13]15.1 2 [6.9] 1| 1.9 | 3|3.7|11|20.8] 8| 9.5 | 19 [13.9 19 [17.1] 16 | 8.3| 35 [11.5
Mobile & 1]33/0|00|1]|12|2]69|3|57|5]61]|1]19]|1|12]|2|15| 4 |36| 4|21| 826
Rural/Market

Shop & Mabile | | 5| o | 00| 0|00|1|34]10189]11|13.4 1|19|5]| 60| 6 |44| 2 |18]15|78| 17|56
/Rural/ Marke

Total 30| 100|56| 100 | 86| 100] 29| 100{53| 100 | 82| 100|53] 100|84| 100 | 137|100] 111|200 193 100 304| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014
7.4. Livelihood Outcomes

It is obvious that households engaged in variouslihood strategies in order to improve their
livelihood or achieve a livelihood objective, whighimproving their well-being. This objective
is also determined by PIPs, livelihood assets amdevabilities. As discussed in chapter five, the

well-being of households was measured using consomm@s an indicator of well-being.
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Consequently, about 37, 34 and 39 per cents ohtluseholds in Wojel, Yetmen and Felege
Birhan respectively were consumption poor while imaining percentages of households were
consumption non-poor during the field survey. ldifidn to the poverty status of households,
the livelihood status of households was assessambnmparison with the previous livelihood

status of households following Tegegne (2011). oAdingly, the livelihood of both the poor and

the non-poor households were either improved oredsed or not changed at all from their
previous situation. The following table demonstsatiee livelihood outcomes of households as

perceived by the household head.

Table 7.11: Whether Livelihood of the Household I$mproved or Not

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor |[Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N| % |[N| % [N| % |N| % |[N| % |[N| % [N| % |[N| % [ N|% | N |%|N|[%|N/|%
Improved 17| 50.0(32| 56.1|49|53.8/10(32.3| 27| 45.8 (37| 41.1|14| 25.5|58| 67.4| 72 |51.1] 41 |34.2|117(57.9/ 158(49.1
Not changd | 11| 32.2|17| 298 |28|30.¢| 8 |25.6| 14| 23.7 |22| 24.2|29| 52.7|24| 27.¢ | 53 |37.€| 48 |40.(| 55 |27.2| 10% [32.C
Decreaser | 6 | 17.€ | 8 | 14.0|14|15.£/13|41.€| 18| 30.E (31| 34.4|12| 21.¢| 4| 4.7 | 16 |11.5| 31 |25.¢| 3C |14.€| 61 (18.C
Total 34| 100 [57| 100 [91|100|31|100|59| 100 |90| 100 |55| 100 [86| 100 | 141|100| 120|100|202|100| 322|100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

Change

As presented in Table 7.11, nearly half (49%) & tiouseholds reported that their livelihood
was improved from the previous years. Some vanatigere observed among the study towns in
which the figure was a bit higher in Wojel (54%)ldaved by Felege Birhan (51%) and Yetmen
(41%). However, some 20 per cent of the househadsrted a decrease in their livelihood.
Huge discrepancies were observed among the stughstvhere highest proportion (34%) of the
households in Yetmen reported a decrease in tiveifhood. The figures were 15 per cent in
Wojel and 11 per cent in Felege Birhan. The figureYetmen was high partly due to the
establishment of other market centers such as Gub&wrkamba and Sebshengo due to the
opening of new gravel road which retain househalasind these towns for marketing which
was in Yetmen earlier. Because of the opening e$ehmarket centers many of the business
shifted from Yetmen to these new market centers@alty to Gubeya. The table also illustrated
that nearly a third (32%) of the households rembthat their livelihood was not changed from
the previous years. The figure was higher in FeRigean (38%) followed by Wojel (31%) and
Yetmen (24%).
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A closer look at Table 7.11 also revealed that artgn (26%) of the poor households who
reported a decrease was higher than the non-pameholds (15%). In contrast, the percentage
(58%) of the non-poor households who reported iwgment in their livelihood was

significantly higher than the poor households (34%o)similar pattern was observed in each
study town (see Table 7.11). The possible explandb this is due to the cumulative effect the
rich households gained from their diverse prodectassets, livelihoods strategies and better
business profits as discussed in chapter six aedqus sub-sections. The livelihood of over a
third of the poor was improved. This implies thabugh they are consumption poor their

livelihood improved through time.

Table 7.12: Primary Reasons for the Improvement othe Livelihood of Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
In?[?rz?/c::nfeor:t Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N|% |N| % [N| % [N|[%|N| % [N| % |N[%|N| % [N % |[N| % N|% | N|[%
Salary improved 2118 1| 31|3|6.1|1(100 2| 74({3|81|0|00(0|00|0O|00|3| 73| 3 |26| 6 (38
Equb 0[{00|4|125(4|82|0|00f(1|37|1({27,0|00(2|34|2|28|0| 00| 7 (60| 7 |44
Remittance 2|11¢ 0| 0C|2|42|0(0C|1| 37 |1|27|1|72|(0|0C|2|1214|3| 75| 1]|0Cc| 4 |2t

Business /market
improved

Additional job/work| 0 [0.0| 4 | 12.5| 4 | 8.2| 4 |40.0 4 | 14.8| 8 |21.6] 6 |42.9/ 19| 32.8|25| 34.7|10| 24.4| 27 |23.1) 37 |23.4

10|58.8/{17| 53.1|27|55.1] 3 |30.0/ 12| 44.4|15|40.5/ 4 |28.6/20| 34.5[24| 33.3|17| 41.5| 49 |41.9| 66 |41.8

Improved vyield &
product price 2118/ 3| 945|102 0(00|1| 37|1|27|0|00({21|17|1|14|2| 49| 5 |43| 7 |44

Equb& additional
work & improved 0(00(2| 6.2|2|40|2|200 2| 74|4|1080(00|7|120(7| 97 |2| 49]|11|94|13|8.2
trade/salary
Better business profi
& additional work

0|00(1|31|1|20{0(00|3|111|3|8.1|3|21.4/8|138(11|153|3| 7.3 |12(10.3 15|95

Remittance 1/59|0|00|1|20|/0]|00|1|37]|1|27|0|00|21|27|2]|14]|2|24]| 2 |27] 3|19
&improved business
Total 17/100|32| 100 |49|100| 10| 100| 27| 100 |37|100|14|100|58| 100 | 72| 100 |41| 100 |117|100]| 158|100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

Households mentioned different reasons for the avgiment of their livelihoods. As illustrated
in Table 7.12, the most important reasons fromhilghest to the lowest were business or market
improvement (42%), additional work/job (23%) andtbbetter business profit and additional
job (10%). Even though the figures are differendifferent study towns, these were also the
reasons for the improvement of the livelihoodshe majority of the households in each study
town. The main reasons were business or marketoweprent followed by additional job or

work. Likewise, no significant differences were eh&d between the poor and the non-poor
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households (see Table 7.12). Even though governswgyort and employment creation was
included as an option, no one mentioned governreepport as a reason for their livelihood

improvement.

Households also reported the various reasons todétrease of their livelihoods. The major
reasons for the decrease of the livelihood of somthe households were due to the various
shocks they faced in the previous years (Table)7.IBe shocks which contributed in the
decline of livelihoods were illness (16%), deattbodad winner (18%), divorce (12%), loss of a
job (7%), and inflation (26%). The other reason tiwered for the decline of their livelihood was
lack of market which accounted for 10 per cent lg households. Some households also
reported that due to iliness they sold their asketsedicine/medical treatment. In spite of the
discrepancies in proportions, these were also #y@mneasons for the decline of livelihoods in
each study town.

Table 7.13: Primary Reasons for the Decline of theivelihood of Households

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Rea;zr;ﬁ:grthe Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
% |N| % |[N| % |N|%[N| % [N|% [N| % |N| % |[N| % [N|] % [N| % |[N| %
lliness 1|16.7|1|125| 2 (143 0(0.C|3|16.7|3|9.7|4|33.51|25.(|5|31.z2|5|16.1|5]|16.7|10|16.£

Death of the

braad winnc. | 0000 00|0|00|4(30.8 4222|8258 3(250 0|00 |3|187|7|226|4|13.3|11|180
Divorce 20334 1125|3214 2 [154 2| 11.1] 4 [129 0 [0.0[ 0] 00| 0] 0.0 [ 4| 129]3]100] 7 [115
Loss/lack of job| 1 [16.7] 1 | 125| 2 (143 0| 00| 1| 56| 1]32|1]83| 0] 00|1|62|2] 652|674 66
Inflation 1(16.7 3| 37.5| 4|28 4 |30.| 5| 27.¢| 9 |29.C| 2 {167 1 | 25.c| 3| 187 7| 22.¢ | 9 | 30.C | 16] 26.2
'r;f:f‘ft/?]‘;:r“kseft”ess 0/00|1|125/1]67|2(154 1] 00|3|97|1|83|1|250|2|12.4|3| 97 |3|100|6]| 9.8

Asset sold/
confiscated & | 1(16.7/ 1|125|2|143/ 1 |7.7|2|11.1|3[9.7|1|83|1|250(2|124|3| 97 |4]|133|7]|115
inflation

Total 6 |100( 8 | 100 |14|100{13|100|18| 100 |31|100|12|100( 4 | 100 (16| 100 (31| 100 |30| 100 |61| 100

Source: Field Survey, 2014

A closer inspection of Table 7.13 also revealed thajor variations were not observed between
the poor and the non-poor in terms of the reasonthe decline of their livelihoods. However,
some variations were observed for the reason dhd#ahe bread winner which was the cause
for the decline for 23 per cent of the poor ang&Bcent of the non-poor households.
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Summary

The aim of this chapter was to assess the vulrgyabontext, livelihood strategies, PIPs and
livelihood outcomes of households in the study tewhAs far as the vulnerability context is
concerned, the study found that both population pamce of goods and services were in an
increasing trend. The growth of the populationhafse towns is of course not a challenge, but an
opportunity for the various business activitiesthese towns. The results of the present study
also showed that poverty and price of food itemsevirggh in the rainy season and relatively low
in winter season which show the seasonality of ggvand food prices. The business profits
were also different in different seasons. The maxmprofits for many of the businesses were
gained in the harvest and post-harvest seasonstakpeén the market days of these seasons.
The study also found that considerable proport&s?4) of the households faced shocks. Water
interruptions, illness of a household member aratl fshortage were the major types of shocks
identified by the research. Almost equal percentaigthe poor and the non-poor faced these
shocks. Light interruption was the major shock tdexd by the group discussants in all the

study towns.

The country has an urban development policy dedigm@005, which breaks the trends of urban
development process without an urban policy. Howetlee policy is not based on the size of
towns as their problem differs according to thé&esFor instance, housing is better available,
but the quality of the residential houses is gdhexery low in small towns. The government
designed and implemented various development pmoges not in small towns but in major
towns of the country since the formulation of theliqy. The current urban development
programmes in GTP2 has three new elements in #s@fare the rural housing, property tax
implementation in major towns and productive safedt/programmes. The productive safety net
is very useful to help the poor in urban areagnitisaged in benefiting 4.7 million urban poor
for the coming 10 years. This will improve the humand financial assets of the poor in urban
areas of the country. The rural land policy of AmghRegion is an opportunity for households in
urban areas who had agricultural land and perenigis in rural areas as the policy allows land
holder to continue to hold the land if they are government employee. Agriculture, thus,
complements the income of some of the householtisese towns and it is the main stay of life

for some others. As to the institutions, the vasidnstitutions assessed had weak institutional
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capacity which pulls back the implementation of tfaious development programmes in the
towns. The study found that the residents of thdystowns are very much dissatisfied with the
guality of the services provided by these instim$. The study also revealed that the process of
participation in development activities in thesamns is good. People contributed both labour

and money for the provision of various infrastruetuin these towns.

As regards the livelihood strategies, householdgaged in various productive livelihood

strategies. These were manufacturing, food andkslritrade, service, wage employment,
agriculture, etc. The overwhelming majority (90%}te households were self-employed. Some
households engaged in more than one livelihoodides. The study also found that about three
fifths (60%) of the households engaged in livelithativities without license and the working

premises for the majority (30%) of the businessesewhome and residential compound.
Concerning the livelihood outcomes, the study fothmat the livelihoods of 49 per cent, 32 per
cent and 20 per cent of the households in the stoays was improved, not changed and
decreased respectively. The major reason for tlggowement was increase in business profit

while the main reason for the decline was the shiticky faced.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE CONTRIBUTION OF RURAL ASSETS, LIVELIHOOD SECURI TY
AND DETERMINANTS OF POVERTY

Introduction

The livelihoods of households were discussed inptteious two chapters. This chapter deals
with three most important issues of the researble: ¢ontribution of rural assets to the
livelihoods of households, the livelihood secuonfyhouseholds and the determinants of poverty
in the study towns. The chapter is, therefore, gl in three main sections and several sub-
sections. The first section presents the contoutof rural assets to the livelihoods of
households. The second section examines livelirgmirity of households. The last section

identifies the main determinants of poverty in stiedy towns.
8.1. The Contribution of Rural Assets to the Livelhoods of Households

The primary and secondary income sources of holdeheere discussed in chapter six. It is

very much useful to discuss the monthly income aideholds from these sources before the
presentation of the results of the contributiorrwfll assets to the monthly household income.
Thus, the monthly income of households from alséhsources is discussed in this section. The
data collected from households revealed that thedilioods of some of the households depend
on assets from the rural areas, that is, houselpaidsie a living from agricultural land, grazing

land, quarrying site, social assets such as friemds relatives, animal fodder and sources of

cooking energy from the rural areas.
8.1.1. Total Household Monthly Income

As demonstrated in Table 8.1, the great majori624} of the households earned from 1,001 to
2,000 Birr per month followed by less than 1,001r Bier month which accounted for 28 per
cent of the households. In other words, the montidgme of nearly three fourths (74%) of the
households was less than 2,001 Birr while the red&iproportion of households earned greater

than this amount per month. The average monthlyséloold income in the study towns was
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1,840.80 Birr. The share of agriculture to the rhgntncome of households in the study towns

was computed out of these total incomes of housishol

Table 8.1: Total Monthly Household Income in Birr

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns

égfgg;?y Poor |Non-Poor| Total Poor |Non-Poor| Total Poor | Non-Poor| Total Poor | Non-Poor | Total

N| % |[N|%|N|[%[N|%|N|%I|N| % |N|[%|[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%
<1001 12/135.3 2| 3.5 14(15.421/67.7 7| 11.928 31.1 34| 60.7, 13| 15.1 47/33.1 67| 55.4 22| 10.9 89|27.6
1001-2000| 22|64.7 25| 43.9 47|51.6 10/32.3 31| 52.541| 45.6( 21| 37.5 40| 46.5 61{43.0 53| 43.8 96| 47.5 149 46.1
2001-3000| Of 0.0| 12| 21.1f 12/13.2l O 0.0 11| 18.1112.20 1| 1.8 15 17.4 16/11.3 1| 0.8 38 18.8 39|12.1
3001-4000| Of 0.0, 8| 14.0 8| 88 O0f 0.00 1| 1.7/ 1| 1.1 O] 0.0, 6| 7.0 6| 42 0 0.00 15 7.4 15 4.6
4001-500C | 0| 0.C| 4| 7.C| 4| 44 0] 0.Cc{ 3| 51| 3] 3.3 O oC| 5 5¢ 5 35 0] 0.C 12| 5.¢ 12| 3.7
5001600C | O 0.Cc| 3| 5.3 3/ 33 0 0./ 1] 1.7 1) 1.1 O] 0.C 2| 2.3 2| 14 o0 o.C 6| 3.C 6] 1¢c
6001-7000| O 0.00 1| 1.8 1| 1.1 o] 0.00 3| 5.1 3| 3.3 0l 0.00 O 0.0 0] 0.0 Of 0.0 4| 20 4] 1.2
>7000 0| 0.00 2| 3.6 2| 22 0] 0.00 2| 34 2| 22 0f 00 5 59 5 35 0] 00 9 45 9| 2.7
Total 34 100/ 57| 100 91| 100 31| 100 594 100/90| 100 56| 100 86| 100 142 100 121 100 202 100/ 323 100
Mean 1099.6q 2777.20 2150.4Q 809.33 3104.3(2295.04¢ 930.60 2452.7( 1852.40 947.00 2734.54 1840.8(
t 5.07*
Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014 *P=0.00

The data by the poverty status of households shdhegdthe vast majority (55%) of the poor
earned less than 1,001 Birr per month, but theréidgar the non-poor households in this income
category was only 11 per cent. On the contrary, lange majority (48%) of the non-poor
households earned from 1,001 to 2,000 Birr per mdoliowed by from 2,001 to 3,000 Birr
which accounted for 19 per cent. None of the paarskholds earned income greater than 3,000
Birr per month (see Table 8.1). However, 23 pet céithe non-poor households earned greater
than 3,000 Birr per month. The average monthly meoof the poor and the non-poor
households was 947 and 2,735 Birr respectively. &leage monthly income of the non-poor
was almost three times the average monthly incoimbeopoor households in the study towns.
There was a very high income difference betweentwleehousehold groups and the variation
was statistically significant as the t(321)=5.0Zp®1 test showed. The same results were found

in each study town (see Table 8.1).
8.1.2. Arable and Grazing Land

Households in the study towns pursue a living framable land and grazing land. The
contribution of these rural assets to the houselhaidme was considerable. With regard to

agricultural land, as presented in chapter sixutlothird (32%) of the households possessed
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agricultural land. Excluding the rented and therstypping land, the overwhelming majority
(90%) of the households had two and less than teaiahes of agricultural land (Table 8.2).
Only 1 out of 10 households had a holding size @fatgr than two hectares. The average
landholding size of households was 1.41 hectares.hblding size in hectare per household was
1.4 in Wojel, 1.0 in Yetmen and 1.7 in Felege Birh@ihe average holding size in these towns
was, therefore, higher than the holding size ofdgtla (1.17 hectares) and Amhara region (1.22
hectares) in 2013 as reported by CSA (2013) exoepetmen.

Table 8.2: Land Holding Size and Livestock Possessi of the Households

Holding Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
kiS;Zc(tezairne Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
N| % [N| % [N[%[N|%|N|%|[N|%|N[%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N|[|%

<1 4 (40.0 6 | 27.3|10|31.2l 5 [35.7| 9 |36.0/14(35.9| 2 |18.2] 5 [25.0] 7 [22.6] 11 |31.4] 20 |29.9 31 |30.4
1-2 6 |60.0{14| 63.6|20|62.5/ 9 |64.3 13 |52.022|56.4 7 [63.6| 12 [60.0| 19 |61.3 22 |62.9 39 [58.2| 61 [59.8
2.1-3 0 |00|{0|00|O|00O|0O|00| 2 |80|2|51(1|91| 1 |50| 2 |65 1|29| 3 |45| 4|39
>3 0 |(00|{2|91|2|62|0|00| 1 |40|1|26|1|91| 2 [100f 3 [9.7| 1 |29| 5|75| 6 |59
Total 10 [ 10C| 22| 10C |32|10C|14|10C| 25 [10C|39|10C|11|10C| 20 |10C| 31 |10C| 35 |[10C| 67 |10C|10z|10C
Mean 1.1 1.7 14 0.¢ 1.1 1.C 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.2 1.t t=0.96*
TLU
0.1-2 7(77.8 7| 50.0 14/60.9 2[40.0 10/58.8 12/54.5 5|55.6 10[43.5 15/46.9 14(60.9 27/50.0 41|53.2
2.1-4 2(22.2 3| 21.4 5|21.7 2/40.0 6353 8/36.4 3|33.3 7|30.4 10/31.2 7[30.4 16/29.6 23/29.9
4.1-6 0| 0. of 0. 0| o0.Cl] 1{20.cf 1| 5.¢ 2| 9.1 1|11.1] 3|13.( 4|12 2| 87 4 74 6| 7.€
>6 0| 0.C| 4| 28.€ 4|17.¢ o0 0.C| O 0.C| O oCf O] o.Ccf] 3|13.(( 3] 94/ o0f oc 7/13.¢ 7] 91
Total 9 100 14| 100 23] 100 5| 100 17| 100/ 22| 100 9| 100 23| 100 32| 100 23| 100 54| 100 77| 100
Mean 1.27 4.35 3.15 2.84 212 2.3 2.16 3.22 2.93 1.96 3.17 2.82
t 2.08**
Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014 *P=0%P=0.04

The data by the poverty status of households shaladhe percentage of the poor (94%) who
possessed two and less than two hectares of laacwé higher than the non-poor households
(88%). There was also variation in the averageihgldize of the poor (1.22) and the non-poor
households (1.47) in hectares. These results i@y poverty is partly associated with the
agricultural land ownership and holding size of $eholds. However, the difference was not
statistically significant as t(100) = 0.96, P=0dfows. Similar results were found across the
study towns, but all of the poor households irtted study towns except in Felege Birhan had a
holding size of two and less than two hectares.s&hleouseholds make a living from the
agricultural land they possessed through seasapgl groduction and perennial crops which

includes eucalyptus trees for firewood and caspsBuch ageshoand others. As displayed in
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Table 8.5, the great majority (60%) of the housddelho possessed agricultural land gave their
agricultural land to the sharecroppers and 36 pet ased family labour in the 2013/14 crop

harvesting season.

Concerning the grazing land, some households degeod grazing land for their livelihoods.
These households who had different kinds of livestelied on communal grazing land of the
adjacent rurakebeles As discussed in chapter six, a quarter (25%)hefhouseholds owned
livestock. The figure was 29, 25 and 23 per centsWojel, Felege Birhan and Yetmen
respectively. These households reported that tlaely dtcess to the adjacent rural communal
grazing land. They also had access to rivers withajor obstacles from the rural people.
However, some households faced some difficultieadcessing the communal grazing land of
the adjacent rurdtebeles According to the qualitative data from some infants, sometimes
some members of the rural communities prevent tliem the pasture land because of the fear
of grazing land degradation. The practice of animabandry in these towns was traditional.
Modern rearing of animals in the study towns wa®ry rare practice. Some of the households
reported that they may not rear animals if thelracanmunal grazing land is prohibited since
rearing of animals through purchase of fodder msost a difficult task due to the high price in

the area. Rearing of animals in the study town®déded on rural grazing land.

The data in Table 8.2 revealed that householdsepssed different quantities of livestock in
Tropical Livestock Unit (see the conversion scaléAppendix B). The possession of over half
(53%) of the households was less than 2.1 TLU ¥l by from 2.1 to 4 which accounted for
30 per cent of the households. The two togetheowated for 83 per cent of the households
which indicated that the majority of the househaldshe study towns possessed small number
of livestock. This might be associated with theilality of space in the residenck spite of

the small possession, households earned a livimgigh rearing of animals. They used oxen to
plough, cow for milk and donkeys for transportatidlo single respondent was found rearing of
animals for commercial purpose. Almost all housdbakar animals for household consumption

and for other purposes.

The data by the poverty status of households redehlat no major differences were observed

between the poor and the non-poor households ih Baestock possession category though
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some proportion (13%) of the non-poor householdsessed greater than 6 TLU. However, the
average livestock possessions in the study towme @47 and 1.96 TLU for the non-poor and
the poor households respectively. The average psisseof the non-poor was higher than the
poor households and this difference was stati$ficsignificant as t(75)=2.08, P=0.02 test

showed. This was the same across all the studysteweept in Yetmen.
8.1.3. Other Rural Assets

Other rural assets which contributed to the livaith of households in the study towns include
quarrying site and social assets. The study alsoddhat some households in these households
relied on natural assets such as stone for a liviitng researcher interviewed leader of the
guarrying association in Felege Birhan. The assiociahad nine members of which seven
members had seven donkeys for each and two menhiaersive donkeys for each for the
transportation of stone from the quarrying sitethte buyers. Each member of the association
employed one labourer. Quarrying was the main ilieeld activity for all members of the
association and the labourers even though the vatyeeme were engaged in petty trade. Every
member of the association earned 30 to 90 Birdpgrexcluding the costs of labour (20 Birr per
day), fodder for donkey and quarrying site. Thesepte were earning this amount of income
from this activity from September to June. Accoglito the leader, these people never earn
income from this activity during the rainy seasorcs residents of the town usually do not build
houses during this season. Most of them becomewtike few engaged in petty trade in this

season.

Figure 8.1: Quarrying Site (Left) and a Heap of Staes (Middle and Right)

The pictures presented above are from Felege BiananWojel. The middle picture was taken

from Wojel and the others were from Felege Birh@he left picture in Figure 8.1 is the
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qguarrying site where people are loading the donKéwe right two pictures show when these
people are unloading the stones from the donkBys.leader reported that he was administering
eight members of the household with the income &g @arning through this activity. He lived

in a one room housing unit together with other adiaeily members. He was earning additional
income by renting six single room housing unitsuthio the income from this was meager.

According to this person, quarrying is the majaame generating activity of the household.

As far as the contribution from the social asseiscerned, the livelihoods of households in the
study towns depended on the social assets fromuthkareas. The study found that the business
startup capital and assistance/remittance for sufrtiee households were obtained from relatives
and friends from the rural areas. The households g@ined these startup capital and assistance
accounted for 28 per cent and 3 per cent respégctiVee sources of startup capital for 33 per
cent of the non-poor and 20 per cent of the poarsébolds were rural areas. The figure in

Felege Birhan was less than Wojel and Yetmen (sé&é18.3).

Table 8.3: The Percentage of Households who depead other Rural Assets

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
%[ N|%|N|%|N|%|[N| % [N|%[N| % |N| % |[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%
Startup capital | 7 {20.6] 21 (36.8/28|30.8| 8 (25.8| 20 | 33.9|28|31.1) 9 |16.1|25| 29.1| 34 |23.9| 24 |19.8| 66 |32.7| 90 [27.9

Assistance &
remittance

Animal fodder | 5 |14.7] 8 |14.0{13|14.3| 3| 9.7 | 13| 22.0|16(17.8| 7 |12.5|/17| 19.8| 24 |16.9] 15 |12.4] 38 |18.8 53 [14.4
Cooking energy 18(52.9| 22 [40.7/40|44.0| 6 |19.4| 8 | 13.6|14(15.6|18|32.1|29| 33.7| 47 |33.1] 42 [34.7| 59 [{29.2101|31.3]
Total 34| * | 57| * (91| * |31 * |[59| * |90| * |56| * |86| * |142| * |[121| * |202| * |323| *
Source: Field Survey, 2014 * not added due to multiptsponse

Assets

1({29| 3 |[53|4|44{0(00|1|17|1|21{0|00|4| 46| 4 (28| 1 |08| 8 |40| 9 |27

Similarly, the sources of cooking energy for ab8litper cent of the households were directly
obtained from the rural areas. The figure was hngklVojel followed by Felege Birhan which
accounted for 44 and 33 per cents respectively.sbioeces of cooking energy for about 35 per
cent of the poor and 29 per cent of the non-poaisbolds were the rural areas. The sources of
cooking energy for these households were own pl&a®ucalyptus trees and own collection of
animal dung and firewood from the rural areas. wilke, 14 per cent of the households in the
study towns obtained animal fodder from the ruralaa. The proportion in Felege Birhan and

Yetmen was higher than Wojel which accounted foadd 18 per cents respectively. Nearly two
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fifths (19%) of the non-poor and 12 per cent of poer households obtained animal fodder from
rural areas. These households used their own @siduals and purchase from others. The
guestion to be raised at this juncture is aboutatneunt of monthly income households earned

from the rural assets.
8.1.4. Monthly Household Income from Agriculture

Since it is very difficult to measure the contriloat of other assets to the household income only
the contribution of agriculture (both from crop Westing and rearing of animals) to the
household income was calculated. The data on thsdmwlds’ monthly income from agriculture
are presented in Table 8.4. As depicted in theetatter half (56%) of the households earned
less than 501 Birr per month followed by from 5011500 Birr which accounted for over a
guarter (26%) in the 2013/14 crop harvesting sea&srcan be seen in the table, the proportion
of households’ decreases as the amount of mormthbnie increases. The proportion in the first
income category was the same (over 50%) acrodbeaktudy towns except in Wojel with the
proportion of 65 per cent. The average monthly bbhakl income from agriculture was 655 Birr

in the season.

Table 8.4: Monthly Household Income from Agriculture in 2013/14 Crop Harvest Season

Income in Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Birr

Poor | Non-poor | Total Poor | Non-poor | Total Poor |Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total
N| % | N| % |N| % |N|%|[N| % [N| % |N|%|N| % |N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%

<501 10| 76.9 14| 58.3 24| 64.9 9|64.3 12| 42,921 50.0 7(63.6 10 47.9 17/53.1 26/68.4 36| 49.3 62| 55.9
501-1000 0] 0.00 6| 25.0 6| 16.2 4(28.60 8| 28.612/ 28.6 3|27.3 8| 38.1 11/34.4 7|18.4 22 30.1 29| 26.1
1001-1500| 3| 23.3 2| 83 5/ 135 1| 7.3 2| 7.1 3 7.4 1] 9.1 2| 9.5 3| 94 5/13.2 6] 8.2 11| 9.9
1501-200( 0] 0.C 1| 4.2 1| 2.7 0] 0.C 3 10.% 3| 7.1f 0] 0.Ccf 0O oO.C 0| 0.Cf O] 0.Cf 4| 5f 4| 3¢
>2001 0 00 1| 4.2 1| 2.7/ Of 0.00 3| 10.7 3| 7.1 O] 0.0, 1f 4.8 1] 3.1 0] 0.00 5 6.8 5@ 4.5
Total 13| 100, 24| 100/ 37| 100 14| 100, 28 100 42 100 11| 100 21] 100 32/ 100 38| 100 73] 100 111 100
Mean 420.05 660.95 576.3( 515 841.20 732,50 501.5¢ 718.7 644.09 478.9 746.7 654.95
t 1.99*
Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014 * P=0.05

The disaggregated data by the poverty status addtmids indicated that slightly over two thirds
(68%) of the poor households earned less than %0Jp& month from agriculture. About half

(49%) of the non-poor households earned less thiaratnount of income per month which was
19 percentage points smaller than the poor houdsh@he proportions of the non-poor were

higher in other income categories except from t/f@®1 to 1,500 Birr income category. The
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same result was observed across all the study toMresaverage monthly agricultural income of
the non-poor and the poor households were 747 dQdBdrr respectively (Table 8.4). The
average income of the non-poor was higher tharptite households and this was statistically
significant as t(109)=1.99, P=0.025 test showeklewise, the average agricultural income of the
poor was less than the non-poor households imalstudy towns (see Table 8.4). The probable
explanation to this is the difference in the landimg size as discussed in the preceding
paragraphs, livestock possession as well as diféeiein modern agricultural input usage which
needs of course a research.

Table 8.5: Monthly Share of Agricultural Income andMeans of Production

Share of Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
ﬁ%g‘;#g?ﬁ;) Poor | Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor |Non-poor| Total | Poor | Non-poor| Total

N| % |N % Nl % |[N| % | N | % |N|%|[N|%|N|%|N|%|N|%|N % N | %
1-10.9 3(23.1 6| 25.0 9| 243 1| 7.1 7|25.0 8{19.0 1| 9.1/ 4|19.0 5|15.4 5(13.2 17| 23.3 22/19.8
11-20.9 3(23.1 9| 37512 324 1| 7.1 4|14.3 5{119 1| 9.1 5/23.8 6{18.8 5{13.2 18| 24.7] 23/ 20.7
21-30.9 2|115.4 6| 25.0 8| 21.4 2|14.3 6(21.4 8/19.0 2|18.2 5(23.8 7|21.9 6|15.8 17| 23.3 23[20.7
31-40.9 1 7.7 2 83 3 81 1| 7.4 2| 71 3] 7.1 1| 9.1 1| 4.8/ 2| 6.2/ 3| 7.9 5@ 6.8 8| 7.2
41-50.9 1 7.7 0 0.00 1| 27 2(143 2| 7.1 4| 9.5 1| 9.1 1| 4.8] 2| 6.2 4/{10.5 3| 4.1 7| 6.3
>50 3(23.1 1 4.2 4| 10.8 7(50.2 7|25.014/33.4 5|45.5 5|23.8 10{30.3 15(39.4 13| 17.8 28/25.2
Total 13| 100| 24 100/ 37| 100 14| 100, 28| 100/ 42| 100 11| 100, 21| 100/ 32| 100 38| 1000 73| 100 111 100
Mean 37.0 21.20 26.7 56.1 36.6 43.1 55.71 35.0 42.1 49.44 31.07 37.54
t -2.93%
Means of
Production

Family labou | 5 |55.€| 8 | 38.1 |13| 43.2| 4 |28.€| 12 |48.C|16|41.C| 4 [36.4] 3 |[15.¢| 7 |23.5{13|38.2| 23 | 35.£ | 36 |36.£

Sharecropping
to others

4144.4/13| 619 |17|56.7| 9 |64.3| 13 |52.0/22|56.4/ 7 {63.7| 13 [68.4/20|66.7/20({58.8 39 | 60.0 | 59 |59.6

Labourfrom | 5\ 551 6| 00 | 0| 00 |1|71] 0 |00]|1]26|0]00| 1 [53|1]33|1]|29| 1] 15/ 220

relatives

E’Qg’ﬁyi”g 0|{oo0|o| 00 |0|o00|0|00| 0|00|0|00|0]|00| 2 [105/2]|6.7]0|00| 2| 31| 2 |20
Total 9 [100[21| 100 |30| 100 |14]100| 25 |100|39|100|11|100| 19 |100|30]100|34|100| 65 | 100 | 99 | 100
Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014 *P=0.01

The question to be raised at this point is, theegfabout the contribution of agriculture to the
household income. The data on the contributiongoicalture to the total monthly income of

households are presented in Table 8.5 above. Adeaseen in the table, the contribution of
agriculture to the monthly income was large in someeiseholds and small in some others.
Agriculture contributed less than a third (31%) loe total monthly income of 61 per cent of the

households who earned income from agriculture. piteportion was higher in Wojel (78%)
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followed by Felege Birhan (56%) and Yetmen (50%)e Tcontribution of agriculture to the
household income was more than 50 per cent foraateuof the households. These results,
therefore, showed that agriculture is one of thgomacome sources for considerable number of
households in the study towns though the controutor over three fifths was less than a third.
The main reason for the low contribution of agriatg to the household income was that the
majority (60%) of the households who owned landetr@p out where every party gained only
half of the products of the land (see Table 8.5k Tigure in Felege Birhan was higher than the
average figure, but it was smaller than the avefggee in the other study towns.

The data by the poverty status of households shdhetdthe share of agricultural income for
more proportion of the non-poor in the lower incometegory was higher than the poor
households. In contrast, the contribution of adtize to the household income was greater than
half of the total income for more proportion of theor (39%) than the non-poor households
(18%). The average percentage share also showedhthaontribution of agriculture to the
monthly household income of the poor was highemthiae non-poor households which
accounted for 49 and 31 per cents respectivelys dhference was statistically significant as
t(109)=-2.93, P=0.01 test showed. The same resdte observed across all the study towns
(see Table 8.5). The implication of this resulthat agriculture is the major income generating
livelihood activity for the poor than the non-pdoouseholds which calls the attention of the
government in helping the poor who engaged in afjice. That is why landholding size is
found statistically insignificant determinant ofvyasty. Though agricultural income of the non-
poor was higher than the poor households, agri@ifvas not the major income generating
activity for the majority of the non-poor housemld o put in other way, the major income
generating livelihood activity of the non-poor hehbelds was not agriculture. However,

agriculture was the main stay of life for mostloé fpoor households in the study towns.

8.2. Livelihood Security

8.2.1. Indicators of Livelihood Security

Six dimensions of livelihood security of householdsre selected for this study. Each dimension
of the livelihood security was represented by mihign one quantifiable indicator (see Table

8.6). These indicators are proxies for livelihoedigity of households. The indicators selected
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for each dimension were from one or more than @seta of the livelihood framework. For
example, indicators of economic security were frilm® human, financial and physical assets.
Some of the indicators were from the human assetsh(as indicators for health and education
dimension), some others were from the physicaltagseach as indicators of water and housing
dimensions) and some were from the financial as@eish as indicators of the economic
dimension). The selection of indicators that repn¢®ach dimension of the livelihood security
of households was on the bases of the appropriegearel capacity of the variables to represent a
given component extracted from the previous emgliritudies on poverty and adjusted to the
context of the study population. These indicatoeseanused to measure the in/security status of
households in the study towns. This is a techniggh&ch is mostly used by researchers to
measure the vulnerabilities of households in a posighborhood or urban settlement and
climate change.

These indicators were the causes of livelihoodaugs more specifically livelihood security as
displayed in the sustainable livelihood frameworkd aconfirmed by various poverty and
livelihood empirical studies both in rural and umbsaettings so that the research design is
internally valid as the internal validity accorditayAry et al. (2010) in a cross-sectional study is
inferred from the theoretical ideas and empiricadlihgs. The criteria of the selection of these
indicators were based on the availability of thieskcators in many households. All indicators in
the table except those with asterisk at the enthefstatement of the indicator had a positive
relationship with the livelihood security of houséts, that is, the higher the value of the
indicator the better the livelihood security of Beholds. In contrast, those indicators with
asterisk have a negative relationship with thdilmo®d security of households, that is, the higher
the value of each indicator the lower the livelida®curity of households. Therefore, livelihood
security of households is dependent on these itadkaHousehold’s livelihood security may be
better if the combined effect of the selected \des is positive and otherwise.

Values were assigned for the nominal data on inglisan housing dimension. For the housing
tenure; 4 was assigned for own housing, 3 was regifprkebelehousing, 2 was assigned for
housing free of rent and 1 was assigned for housented from the private renter. Similarly,
values were assigned for the materials of housewddtl (1 for wood and mud, 2 for stone and

mud, 3 for wood and cement, 4 for blocks plastevéd cement and 5 for stone and cement),
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roof (1 for plastic, 2 for thatch and 3 for corrteghiron sheet), ceilings (1 for no ceiling, 2 for
fertilizer sack sheet, 3 for clothe and 4 for chipod) and floors (1 for mud or dung and 2 for
cement screed) and these were addegkt the quality of residential houses. Highedtigs were

assigned for better qualities, but the values dboexactly show the difference between the
materials. They only indicate that the quality aEanaterial is higher than the other. The utilities
included were light, phone, kitchen, oven, latrihathing and drinking water. Similarly, 1 was

assigned for unsafe source and 3 were assigneadf@source.

Table 8.6: Indicators of Satted Dimensions of Livelihood Security

Dimension Indicator

Per person monthly income of the household in Birr

Per person value of durable assets of the housé@nh&lur
Economic Per cent of independent household members

Per person current savings of the household in Birr

Number of current livelihood activities of the hehs|d

Dietary diversity (number of food groups consumed gay)
Food frequency (number of meals and snacks per day)

Per day per adult equivalent calorie intake

Number of food convenient months of a householthényear
Number of days unable to work and attend schodalimgto sicknes’
Level of sickness of the ill*

Expenditure for treatment *

Quality of health services as rated by the housthe&d

Literacy rate of the household

Access to education services as rated by the holesbhad

Per cent of household members who completed graael G@bove
Educational status of the household head

Frequency of per week water interruptidns

Per person monthly cost of water

Source of drinking water for the household

Walking distance from house to water source in neigu
Number of persons of a household per room or crowess
Number of housing utilities

Quality of composition of a house assigned by vahfeghe materials
Housing tenure assigned by values of each typemirée

*the inverse of the value of the indicator was usetie calculation of the index

Food

Health

Education

Water

Housing

Some indicators identified in the proposal wereorgal because they had several missing values,

for example, many had no pregnant women and tHieuwtlyy of computing their values. Some
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assets such as livestock and land were excludemlibedhey contributed to household income.
Credit was also excluded because those who haduasegapital may not borrow which is,

therefore, not a good indicator of livelihood setyuiLiteracy rates in the household and per cent
of household members who completed grade six aodealvere calculated for ages greater than
six. The factor analysis was made for each dimensioce the indicators of each dimension
were selected based on the existing literatureivaiiood. If it is carried out for the whole

variables it may assign less weight for those wihiate few indicators. Factor analysis by each

dimension, therefore, assigns more or less equghtgefor each dimension.

8.2.2. Livelihood Security Status

The data on the livelihood security of households presented in the following table.
Households whose livelihood security index 0.45 abdve had secure livelihoods whereas
households whose livelihood security index belovg tralue had insecure livelihood. This is
because the former met at least the average véline @omposite indices of the households in
the study towns and the later did not. Therefdre,livelihood secure households constitute 65
per cent of the total surveyed households whilditteéihood insecure households constitute 35
per cent of the households. The degree of in/Siyowes different across the livelihood in/secure
households.

As presented in Table 8.6, the livelihood of onlge3 cent of the households was highly secure
whereas a quarter (25%) and two fifths (40%) ofttbaseholds was moderately and low secure
respectively. In contrast, the livelihood of ab&uper cent of the households was moderately
insecure while the livelihood of over a quarterd®@8&f the households was low insecure. It was
only 0.3 per cent of the households whose livelthaas highly insecure. The data by individual

study town showed that the livelihood of about 28,and 44 per cents of the households in
Wojel, Yetmen and Felege Birhan respectively wadnre. Livelihood insecure households

were much higher in Felege Birhan than the othetystowns. The possible reason to this is that
the livelihood strategies of many of the househatdsis town were food and drinks and casual
labour than the other study towns.

Chinnadurai et al. (2012) called the high insetweseholds as emergency level households, the
moderately insecure households as acute level holgseand the low insecure households as
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coping level households. Coping level household usehold in an insecure situation but still
able to cope. They are insecure in few dimensionsseets of livelihood security and cope by
selling other assets. Acute level household is aséloold insecure in multiple dimensions of
livelihoods. Emergency level household is a houkehdeprived in almost all selected

dimensions of livelihood security and receives &md of assistance from friends or relatives

and the level of insecurity is almost close to zdrbe household is almost affected in every
aspects of the livelihood.

Table 8.7: Composite Livelihood Security Index of lduseholds by Consumption Poverty

Wojel Yetmen Felege Birhan All Towns
Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor [Non-poor| Total Poor |Non-poor| Total
CHLSI N|% |N| % [N|%|N[%|N| % |N[%|N|%|[N| % |N|%|N|%|N|[%|N|%

Highly Insecur | 0| 0. 0| 0.C| O] 0./ O] o.Cc| Oof 0. O] ocC| 1f 1.¢f O oO.[ 1| 0.7/ 1] o.g O] 0.Cf 1| 0.c
Moderately
Insecure

Low Insecure 9/26.5 13| 22.8 22{24.20 9|29.0 11| 18.6 20|22.2/ 22/39.3 27| 31.4 49/34.5 40/33.1] 51|25.2] 91/28.2

Low Secure 1852.9 25| 43.9 43|47.3 13|41.9 15/ 25.4 28/31.1 19/33.9 31| 36.0 50{35.2 50[41.3 71|35.1 121 37.5

'\S"ggfr?te'y 5|14.7 17| 29.8 22\24.2| 7|22.6 25| 42.4 32356 3| 5.4 23| 26.7] 26/18.3 15/12.4 65/32.2 80/24.8

2 59 1] 1.8 3| 3.3 2| 6.5 2| 3.4 4| 44/ 1119.6 2| 2.3 13/ 9.2 15124 5| 2.5 20 6.2

Highly Insecure] 0| 0.00 1| 1.8 1| 1.1} O 0.0 6| 10.2 6| 6.7/ O] 0.00 3| 3.5 3] 211 0] 0.00 10f 5.0, 10f 3.1
Total 34| 100 57| 100 91| 100 31| 100 59| 100 90| 100 56| 100 86| 100 142 1001121 100 202 100 323 100
Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014

The data on the link between consumption poverty larelihood security of households are
displayed in Table 8.7. The data by poverty stafuke households revealed that the livelihoods
of the great majority (72%) of the non-poor wasusecthan the poor households which
accounted for 54 per cent while 46 per cent ofgher and 27 per cent of the non-poor had
insecure livelihood. The proportion of the pooresch degree of insecurity was higher than the
non-poor households while the proportion of the-poor in each degree of security was higher
than the poor (see Table 8.7). Similarly, the propo of the poor who was insecure in all the
study towns was higher than the non-poor househsks Table 8.6). The implication of these
results is that the livelihood of great proportiohthe non-poor households is insecure even
though the poor were higher than the non-poor Hwlds. Furthermore, the consumption poor
households might be insecure in multiple dimensidi®e proportion of households in each
degree of the livelihood security is different iffefent dimensions of livelihood security, which
is a topic of discussion in the following section.
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The livelihood security of households was crosdttled with the major livelihood activity of
households. Consequently, as can be seen in TaBleo8t of the moderately insecure
households, the highest percentage engaged in @adeagriculture which independently
accounted for 20 per cent followed by food and k&riwhich accounted for 15 per cent. Out of
the total low livelihood insecure households, thedeo were engaged in food and drinks
constitute 30 per cent followed by trade as wekh@sculture which accounted for 21 and 15 per
cents respectively. The livelihood of higher pramor (30%) of government employees was
highly secure.

Table 8.8: Household Livelihood Security Index by Mjor Livelihood Activity

Highly Moderately Moderately

Livelihood Insecure Insecure Low Insecure | Low Secure Secure Highly Secure Total

Activity N| %R |%C|N| %R |%C| N |%R|%C|N|%R|%C|N| %R |%C|N|%R| %C | N | %R | %C
Manufacturing o 0.0 00 2| 53104d 12/ 31.6 139 10| 263 83 12 316148 2| 53 200 38 100 11.8
Food & drinks o/ 0.0 00 3] 45/15.d 27{ 40d 20.7 25 379208 9| 136111 2| 3.0 200 66 100 204
Trade o/ 0.0 00 4 3820.q 19 17.d 20.9 46| 43.4 38.3 35 33.0432 2| 1.9 200 106 100 32.8
Service o 00 00 1] 7.1 50 1| 7.4 11 6| 429 5.0 5 357 6.2 1| 7.1 100 14 100 43
Employee inprivatq o\ o/ oo 1| 200 5.0 3| 600 3.3 1| 209 08 of 00 00 of 00 00 5| 100 15
organlzatlon
Government o 00 00 2| 80100 6| 240 66 7| 284 58 7| 280 86 3120 300 25 100 77
employer
Agriculture o/ 0.0 00 4 8520.q 14/ 29.8 154 20 42.6 16,7 9| 19.1011.1 o] 0.0] 0.0 47| 100 14.6
Retirement o 00 00 o o0 00 2/s0d 22 1| 25d 0d 1| 25.d 1.2 of 00 00 4| 10d 1.2
Casual labour 1| 7.7 100 1| 7.7] 5.0 6| 462 66 2| 154 17 3] 231 3.7 of 00 0.0 13 100 49
Q:;;tna;ceg‘ o 00 00 2400100 1/200 11 2/ 409 17 o 00 00 o 00 00 5| 100 15
Total 1| 0.3 100 20| 6.2 100 91| 28.4 100/120 37.2 100 81 25.1] 100 10| 3.1] 100 323 100 109

Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014

As presented in the table, the livelihood of howdg$ who were private organization employees
and engaged in casual labour and assistance agthbegere more insecure than the others who
engaged in other livelihood activities. The peraeges of the insecure households who engaged
in these activities were 80, 62 and 60 respectivehe livelihood of high proportion of these
households was moderately and highly insecure {sdx@e 8.8). This is due to the fact that
households who engaged in these activities ediailicome so that these households have no or
little savings. On the other hand, relatively sndrcentages (32%, 22% and 14%) that were
government employees and engaged in trade andceem@spectively were insecure in their
livelihood. To put in other words, the livelihooflabout 86 per cent, 78 per cent and 68 per cent

of the households who engaged in these activiispactively in the study towns was insecure.
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This was followed by manufacturing and agricultwigch accounted for 63 per cent and 62 per
cent respectively. The livelihood of the majoritytke households who engaged in all livelihood
activities was moderately insecure. These resafteat that the livelihoods of households who
engaged in any type of activities in these townsewasecure though the extent differs. The
guestion to be raised at this point is from whiamehsion the highest contribution to CHLSI

comes from which is a point of discussion in thiéofeing sub-section.

8.2.3. Livelihood Security by Dimensions

The categorization of households’ livelihood seguin each dimension was based on the
average and standard deviation of the compositdiivod security index so that households
were highly insecure in some dimensions and lesecire in others as compared with the
average composite livelihood security index. Thiatdbuted for the easier interpretation of the
indices of dimensions of the livelihood securityvesl as the highest contributor to the CHLSI

can be easily identified.

The percentages of households in economic, foodhanding dimensions in each livelihood
security category are presented in Table 8.9. Ath¢olivelihood security index in economic
dimension, almost all (93%) of the households vwesecure in this dimension as compared with
the average CHLSI. About 69 per cent were highbeaure and 19 per cent were moderately
insecure. Only 3 per cent of the poor and 10 pet ckthe non-poor households were secure in
this dimension. The high proportion of the insechoeiseholds in this dimension is due to the
high proportion of the non-savers which contributieel high vulnerability of households and the
huge difference between the highest and lowestegailu all indicators of this dimension which
again reduced the value of each indicator resuftimgy the high denominator in standardizing it.
This pulls down the livelihood security of the hebslds. About 95 per cent of the poor and 54
per cent of the non-poor households were highlganee in this dimension. The contribution of

this dimension to the composite livelihood insetyuof households was, therefore, immense.

Concerning the livelihood security index in fooanéinsion, about 95 per cent of the households
were secure in this dimension. It was only 5 pet oé the households who were insecure in this
dimension. This dimension pushes up the livelihgedurity index of each household in the

study towns. As can be seen in the table, somerdiites were found between the percentages
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of the poor and the non-poor households. Aboutpgeocent of the non-poor and nine per cent
of the poor was insecure in this dimension of thelihood security. However, the proportion of
the poor was higher in low secure category whike tlon-poor were higher in highly secure
category (see Table 8.9). Thus, the contributiothisf dimension to the livelihood security of the

household was very high whereas its contributioims$ecurity was very low.

Table 8.9: Household Livelihood Security Index in Eonomic, Food and Housing

Dimensions
Degree of HLSIED HLSIFD HLSIHD
Livelihood Security | poor | Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total
N % N % |N| % | N| % | N % N % [N| % | N % N | %
Highly Insecure 115 95.0 109 54.0224 69.3 2| 1.7 1| 0.5 3| 0.9 31 25. 37| 18.3 68 21.1
Moderately Insecurd 2| 1.7] 59| 29.2 61 189 0| 0.00 1| 0.5 1/ 0.3 29 24.0 23 11.4 52 16.1
Low Insecure O 0.00 14| 6.9 14| 43 9| 7.4 3| 1.5 12 3.7 13 10.7] 35 17.3 48| 14.9
Low Secur 0| 0.C 4] 2.0) 4| 1.2| 28] 23.1] 12| 5.9 4C| 12.4 18| 14.€| 27| 13.4 4E| 13.€
Moderately Secure 0| 0.0 Ol 0.0p O] 0.0 76| 62.8 138 68.3 214 66.3 24| 19.8 60| 29.7 84| 26.0
Highly Secur 4| 3.3 16| 7.9 20| 6.2| 6| 5.0 47 23.5 53 16.4 6| 5.C] 2C 9.¢| 26| 8.
Total 121] 10C| 20z 10C{323 10C|121f 10C| 20z 10C| 32% 10({121] 10C{20z] 10C{32: 10C

Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014

With regard to the housing dimension, about 48 gt of the households were secure in
housing while 52 per cent of the households weseduare in this dimension. Looking at the
livelihood security by poverty, 47 per cent of then-poor and 61 per cent of the poor
households were housing insecure. The proportiorthef poor was higher in the insecure
category whereas the non-poor were higher in tleireecategory in this dimension of the
livelihood security (see Table 8.9). The contribatof this to the composite livelihood security

of households was, therefore, moderate.

Livelihood security data of households in watemyeation and health dimensions are illustrated
in Table 8.10. Concerning the water dimension, Igeamiquarter (23%) of the households were
insecure while the remaining over three fourths¥§yWere secure in this dimension. Slightly
over a quarter (27%) and a fifth (20%) of the paod the non-poor households respectively was
water insecure. These results showed that theibatitm of this dimension to the composite
livelihood security was, therefore, high as the ongj of households were secure in this

dimension.
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As to the education dimension, about 46 per centhef households were insecure in this
dimension. The remainder of the households wageécweducation. Nearly three fourths (59%)
of the poor and two fifths (39%) of the non-pooubkeholds were insecure in this dimension.
High proportion of the poor was education insedhan the non-poor households. Thus, there

was a moderate contribution of education to the pmsite household livelihood security of
households in the study towns.

Table 8.10: Household Livelihood Security Index inVater, Education and Health

Dimensions
Degree of HLSIWD HLSIEDD HLSIHLD

Livelihood Security | poor | Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total Poor | Non-poor| Total

N|% | N % | N| % [ N| % N % |N| % | N| % | N % | N| %
Highly Insecur: 1] 0.8 2| 1.C| 3| 0.9 36| 29.¢f 38 18. 74 22.¢ 9| 7.4 23 114 32| 9.
Moderately Insecurg 15/ 12.4 20| 9.9 35 10.8§ 16 13.2 13| 6.4/ 29 9.0 6| 5.0 6| 3.00 12| 3.7
Low Insecur: 17/ 14.C0 19| 9.4 3€| 11.1f 19| 15.7 27/ 13.4 46| 14.zf 6| 5./ 1C| 5.0/ 1€] 5.C
Low Secur 44| 36.4| 77| 38.1{121] 37.5 13| 10.7 24| 11.¢ 37/ 115 6| 5.C 7| 3.5 13| 4.C
Moderately Secure | 23/ 19.0 30| 14.9 53 16.4 17| 14.0 32/15.8 49 152 2| 17| 2| 1.0 4| 1.2
Highly Secure 211 17.4 54| 26.7 75 23.2 20 16.5 68|33.7 88 27.2 92| 76.0 154 76.2 246 76.2
Total 121] 100 202 100323 100121 100 202 100323 100121 100 202 100 323 100

Source: Calculated from field survey data, 2014

As regards the health dimension, nearly a fift4) ®f the households was insecure whereas the
remainder of the households was secure. Slighity thwee fourths (76%) of the households was
highly secure in health dimension. Nearly the sq®eentages of the poor (17) and the non-
poor (19) households were insecure in this dimensidherefore, the contribution of health

dimension to the composite livelihood security aagh as over three fourths of the households
were secure in this dimension.

In general, about 95 per cent of the households wecure in food dimension, 81 per cent were
secure in health dimension, 77 per cent were seow@ter dimension, 54 per cent were secure
in education dimension, 48 per cent were securboimsing dimension and 7 per cent were
secure in economic dimension. Therefore, the higtegributors to the CHLSI from the highest
to the lowest were food, health and water dimerssidime least contributor to the livelihood
security of households was economic dimension. paeed correlation tests between the
dimensions of the livelihood security were founatistically significant.
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8.3. The Determinants of Poverty

The contribution of rural assets to the livelihoodhouseholds and livelihood security have
discussed so far. The turn now is on the deternsnainpoverty in the study towns. It is obvious
that any poverty study without the analysis of determinants is incomplete. The extent of
poverty was presented in chapter five and the ohétants of poverty will be explained in this
section. Logistic regression analysis usually caltmit was used to identify the most important
determinants of poverty of households in the stiogyns since the outcome or response variable
is binary. The logistic regression analysis helfmedxplain why some households were poor and

others were not in the study towns.
8.3.1. Definitions of the Variables

As stated earlier, the outcome variable for theskogregression analysis was poverty which is a
binary or dichotomous variable. A lot of explangtor predictor variables were selected from
the empirical studies of poverty and livelihoodsHEthiopia and other countries. The selected
predictor variables were from different assets asiber components of the sustainable
livelihoods framework. These were from the houseéhahdividual (head) and geographical
(community) characteristics. These variables arar txpected association with poverty are
presented in Table 8.11 below. The probability dfoasehold being poor or falling below the
poverty line in the study towns might be determibgall or some of the selected variables from
these groups of characteristics. Some of thesactaaistics were described in the previous three
chapters except the community characteristics. 3élected predictor variables have either

positive or negative associations with the outcoaréable.
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Table 8.11: Definitions of the Explanatory Variables and their Association with Poverty

No Name of the Variable Definition of the Variable Type of Nature of
Variable | Association
1 Sex (sexhead) Sex of the household head; MaleE¢ale=0 Dummy +
2 Age (agehh) Age of the household head Interyal +
3 Migration status (migrat) Migration status of thdéousehold head; Dummy +
Migrant=1; Non-migrant=0
4 Marital status (marishh) Marital status of theuswhold head; reference Cat +
category is married Dummy
5 Size (hhsize) Size of the household Interval +
6 Education (eduhh) Educational status of head®o$eholds Interval -
7 Morbidity (health) Whether there is sick househahember or nof Dummy +
Yes=1, No=0
8 Expenditure on health Total amount of expenditure on health in a yealnterval +
(expeheal) before the time of survey
9 Number of days absent dueNumber of days absent from the usual activity duiterval +
to sickness (numdays) to sickness
10 | Agriculture land (landhect)  Size of agricultulaid in hectare Interval -
11 | Livestock (livest) Animal possession; Yes=1 &300 Dummy -
12 | Livestock (tottlu) Number of livestock owned bguseholds in TLU|  Interval -
13 | Television/radio (ratelevis) Television or radiwnership; Yes=1 & No=0 Dummy -
14 | Shelter tenure (houtenur) Shelter tenure of kwaisehold; O=rented & Cat -
1=own reference category is rented Dummy
15 | Number of rooninumroom) | Number of rooms used for business activities \rztler -
16 | Number of persons (crowd) Number of personsggamn or crowdedness Interval +
17 | Housing utilities (utilities3)| Number of housinglities Interval -
18 | Location relative to road | Quality of the main road; 3=asphalted for Wojel, Cat -
(roadqu) 2= gravel for Yetmen 1= detached road for Felegpummy
Birhan; reference category is Felege Birhan
19 | Municipality (municip) Presence/Absence of Mupadity Yes=1 & No=0 | Dummy -
20 | Population size (popsize) Population size ofteow Interval +
21 | Association (accocitio) Membership in local asations; Yes=1 & No=0 Dummy -
22 | Shocks (shock) Shocks households faced; YesNb£8 Dummy +
23 | Livelihood activity (nolive) | Number of househdidelihood activities Interval -
24 | Saving (amosav) Total amount of household sawirigjrr Interval -
25 | Credit in Birr (amocred) Total amount of monedyausehold borrowed Interva +
26 | Income (moninc) Total amount of monthly housdhintome in Birr| Interval -

Source: Compiled from Literature and Own Observatio

As stated above, the explanatory variables werecws from the various assets and other
components of the sustainable livelihood framewaskthe outcome variable is poverty. The
predictor variables chosen from the human assets fnmm health, education and demographic
characteristics of the household and head of thesdtwmld. These were whether there is sick
household member or not, expenditure on healthinina®d number of days the sick was absent
from the usual activity due to sickness frbealth. The level of education of the householdlhea

scaled into five (do not able to read & write ladeand write 2, elementary completed 3, high
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school completed 4 and above high school 5) froutation. Size of the household, sex and age
of the household head were selected from the iddaliand household characteristics. Empirical
studies suggested that household size and sexploaite/e relation with poverty. The family of
the poor is large and large number of adult membersend on a few economically active
members of the poor household (Haughton & KhandXg®9). Sex of the household head might
influence the level of poverty in the household. dtical studies showed that the adult males
have better opportunity of employment than femal&spirical evidence from Cambodia and
Vietnam showed that female headed households arepthan the male headed households
because of their low levels of literacy, lower wa@ad less access to land or equal employment
(Haughton & Khandker, 2009T.he other predictor variables selected are mignadiod marital

status of the household head as well as populairenof the study towns.

Agriculturallandholding size of the household was the othedipter variable selected from the
natural assetsvarious available studies suggested a negatiatiorship of this variable with
poverty. The predictor variables selected from physical tasseasthe number of livestock
measured in Total Livestock Unit, television/radwnershipshelter tenure and housing utilities
such as light, kitchen, latrine, bathing and wélteruseholds may generate income from these),
number of rooms and number of persons per rddome community level characteristics such
as the quality of roads labeled as 3 for asphaibedl, 2 for first level gravel road and 1for
second level gravel road (the numbers assignedatighow the exact difference in the quality
of roads); population size and the presence andnabsof sub-municipality in the town were

selected.

The predictor variables selected from social assetg, whether a household is a member of at
least one of the local associations or not. Sityilawhether a household faced shocks or not
have positive relations with poverty from the vubdglities componentnumber of income
generating activitiedrom the livelihood strategies component of thetaunsble livelihood
framework were selected as predictor variables. [dalay, livelihood diversification is taken as
one of the way outs of poverty as diverse livelitha®less vulnerable to shocks (Ellis, 1999). It
has a negative association with poveftye predictor variables selected from the finanassets

were the total amount of saving, total amount oheycredited anthcome measured in Birr.
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After the literature based selection of the vamgablthose variables which have significant
association with the dependent variable were smleeffter the data on each variable were
collected and poverty was measured by testing #sociation with poverty using Pearson’s
Chi-Square (see Appendix D1). Those predictors whiad statistically significant association

with poverty were regressed in order to identifg thain determinants of poverty in the study
towns. These were made in order to reduce the nuoflexplanatory variables in regression or

not to put too much variables as this overestirttegecoefficients.
8.3.2. Model Specifications

As stated above, the logistic regression analysass wsed to identify the most important

determinants of poverty in the study towns. Thediigregression model is:

e (p0+1X1+42X2+-+gnXn)

P(Y=1)=

T GOTAIRLTIRET ALY vt e 1)

Where P is the probability of occurring the dependeriableY, poverty, where 1 was assigned
for the poor and 0 was assigned for the non-poasélaolds, e is the Euler number which is the
base of the natural logarithm which helps for lamsformation of the non-linear relationship of
the dependent variable with the explanatory vaesl is constanorthe Y-intercept when x is
zero andy, g2, ... pn @re coefficients of the independent variables. &haefficients are slopes or
gradients of the graph of the equation. Maximurelifood estimation was used to estimate the
constant and coefficients of the independent vigbThis could select coefficients that make
the observed values most likely to have occurreeld~2005). However, the odds ratios (odd
ratio or change in odds is the change in odds tegs@ifom a unit change in the predictor) were
interpreted instead of the coefficients as these @imple to interpret as the values are
standardized. The odds ratios were determined #feendds of an event were calculated. The
odds of an event occurring are defined as the pibityaof an event occurring divided by the
probability of that event not occurring (Field, Z)0The odds of an event were computed using
the model:

P(becoming poor
Odds =2 g poor)
P(not becoming poor)
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Where the probability of being poor can be computsitig equation 1 while the probability of
not becoming poor or P (Y=0) is 1 — P (Y=1). Thedeloof odds ratio is therefore:
0dds after a unit change in the predictor

Odds Rato=—————"——— .......... 3)

Original odds before a unit change

The values of the numerator and denominator forottas ratio were obtained through equation
two before and after a unit change in poverty. Tinethod of logistic regression used was
backward: likelihood ratio since the purpose ofistig regression in this study is to explore the
most important factors of poverty and the methodrége of type Il error (accepting the null

hypothesis when it is false) as it identifies thesimsignificant factor backwards rather than
ignoring the insignificant one forward (Field, 2Q03ndicator was the method of contrast
employed as this is the standard dummy variabléngoohethod and the first category was the

reference category for the categorical variables.

The model was fitted after all the assumptions eeglirements of logistic regression were
tested using the necessary tests of measuremearsoR&s chi-square and simple correlation
were used to check the association between depeadénndependent variables and the degree
of association if there is. The results of thesg#steshowed that all the continuous variables
(household size, age of the household head, edueatstatus of head, housing crowdedness,
number of livelihood activities, amount of credéceived, amount of saving in Birr, income and
livestock) and categorical variables (radio/telmns possession and membership of local
association) have significant association with pgyéut the remaining selected variables have
no statistically significant association with payerat the 0.05 level of significance (see
Appendix D1 & 2). As presented in the appendix explanatory variable has very strong

association with other variables which also indidtie absence of multicolinearity problem.

The model was fitted after multicolinearity of te&planatory variables which had significant
association with poverty tested using tolerance \athnce inflation factor (VIF) by running

linear regression and using simple correlation @geendix D2). According to Menard cited in
Field (2005), a tolerance value less than .1 gdgtandicates a co linearity problem. Similarly,
according to Myers cited in Field (2005) a VIF valgreater than 10 indicates multicolinearity

among the predictors. Therefore, the result fronttipia linear regression indicated the absence

229



of tolerance value less than .1 and VIF value greahan ten. These indicate that
multicollinearty between the predictor variablessweot a problem. Therefore, the variables
which had statistically significant association lwgpoverty with no multicolinearity problem

were entered for the regression analysis.

After the explanatory variables were regressed wdalierty, the goodness-of-fit of the model
was tested using the log-likelihood (LL) statistibich compares the actual and predicted values
of the dependent variable with their probability @fcurring and not occurring which is
analogous to the residual sum of squares in meltggression. This is the unexplained variation
after the model is fitted. The log-likelihood modssled is:

Log-likelihood =XM{Yiln(P(Y{)) + (1 — YDIn [1 = P(YD]} covvveeeriinnnn (4)

Where P(Yi) is the probability of occurring an ev@overty in this case for th& person and
this could denote Yi and 1-Yi is the probabilitytrazcurring an event. These were added after
they multiplied by their respective natural logamt The higher the log-likelihood mean that the

statistical model is poorly fitted and this indiesitthe more unexplained variation and vice versa.

The log-likelihood is based on comparing the ldglihood of the different logistic regression
models, which is usually based on the logit mod#hg the constant only and the new logit
model with other added variables in this case ttiedf model. Then the change is compared
using X= 2[LL (new) — LL (baseline)]. The degree of freetds the number of parameters in
the new model minus the number of parameters irb#iseline model (the constant) at the 0.05
level of significance. Then if LL of the new modisl lower than the base and if this is
statistically significant the new logit model issbét than the old one. The Hosmer & Lemeshow
X?(8) =7.7, P= 0.46 also showed that significantedéhces were absent between the observed
and predicted values indicating the fitness ofrttwlel. The model X(7) = 236.52, P=0.01 also
showed that the model was best-fit than the modgl thhe constant was included. All these tests
of the model showed that the model was best-fit\aas better than nothing. It is best-fit by all

the parameters used.

The other methods of assessing the goodness-of-fite model were Rof Cox and Snell,

Nagelkere and Hosmer & Lemeshow. If the values dfaRe closer to 1, then the predictor
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variables best predict the outcome variable. Butenaof the statistics in all the three never reach
to 1 (Field, 2005). That is why the three are u3éxbse are stated as:

Rs=1- el‘f (LL (model) ~LL (basefine)] ... (5)

R = Rcg1- el2ttGaseinelin (6)
—2LLN del

Re= TR TP (7)

- —2LLOriginal model

Where R is coefficient of determination, CS is Cox and I6m¢is Nagelkere and HL is Hosmer
and Lemeshow. Thus, the computed & these was 0.53, 0.72 and 0.43 respectively. In
addition, predicted probabilities were examinedissess the fitness of the model. Whether the
coefficients of the covariates were significantlffetent from zero or not were tested using the
Wald statistic at the 0.05 per cent level of sigaice so that the model was built using the
covariates which had coefficients significantlyferent from zero by excluding the covariates
whose coefficients were not significantly differeftom zero. These made significant

contribution to the prediction of the outcome. Thedel of the Wald statistic used is:

WalOZe e, (8)

SEBi

Where B is the coefficient of th&" iexplanatory variable and SE is its standard eofothe
coefficient.

Whether the model correctly classifies the casesobrwas examined using the classification
table and scatter plot. The former is in per cewt the later is in graphical distribution. Thus th
fitted model correctly classifies 85 per cent & fhredicted values (87 per cent of the non-poor
and 82 per cent of the poor) (see Appendix D5). Glassification plot also shows that the
overwhelming majority of the predicted values layhee ends of the graph (see Appendix D7). If
the model correctly classifies the cases many efcdises must lay at the ends of the plot and
some at the middle, if not many lay at the middi¢he plot and a few at the ends (Field, 2005).
In connection with this, three cases (two from pleer such as cases 13 and 226 and one from
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the non-poor such as case 242) were misclassiied Appendix D6). The standardized and

studentized residuals of these cases were gréatetwo.

Residuals were also examined using cook’s distdegerage values and standardized residual
to identify the influential cases. The main purpo$examining residuals was to isolate points
that exert an excessive influence on the modeltandolate points for which the model fits
poorly (Field, 2005). To assess the former, Codlstance and DFBeta of the parameters were
used and to assess the later the residuals edpdio@btudentized residual, standardized residual
and deviance statistics were used.

Even though the purpose of knowing the influertasdes is not to exclude them, it helps to know
the reason why the case was exceptional (Field5)2@xceptionally high values of cook’s
distance are a cause for concern/influential caselue greater than 1 is problematic) and any
value of DFBeta greater than 1 indicate possikleential cases (Field, 2005). Thus, no cook’s
distance value in this logit analysis was foundatge than and equals to one. Similarly, there
was no value of DFBeta greater than and equal for Jall coefficients of the explanatory
variables. In addition to these, leverage statstichat values, which should lie between 0 (the
case has no influence whatsoever) and 1 (the casts @omplete influence over the model) tell
us about whether certain cases are wielding undiieence over the model (Field, 2005). Many
of these values were found close to 0 and no wahgefound close to one. All these test results

showed that there was no influential case havingfiact on the model.

According to Field (2005), studentized residuagnsiardized residual and deviance statistics
have the common property that 95% of the casesiiavarage, normally distributed sample
should have values which lay within £1.96 and 9%6ases should have values that lay within
+2.58. Therefore, any values outside of +3 are €dos concern and any outside of about £2.5
should be examined more closely. Therefore, thedstaized and normalized values generated
were predominantly less than +2. However, the nbmad residual of case 13, 226 and 242
were 3.12, 12.8 and -5.3 respectively as well & standardized residual for case 242 and 3.19
and -2.6 deviance values for cases 226 and 24z&eTWere areas where the model fits poorly.

These cases are also identified as misclassifigelsday the logit model (see Appendix D6).
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8.3.3. Results and Discussions

The results of the logistic regression are presemd able 8.12 belowAs revealed in the table,
six out of the explanatory variables which had gigant association with poverty were the most
important predictors of poverty as the P valuestier coefficients of these variables were less
than 0.05. These statistically significant deteants of poverty in the study towns were
identified in the ninth step of the backward stegviregression. Out of these significant
predictors, one was from the human assets, three fn@m the physical assets and the other two
were from the financial assets. These clearly conthat asset endowments of the households
were the major determinants of poverty in the sttayns. It was not only the possessions of
these assets but also the quantities of thesesas®seé the determinants of poverty in these
towns. The seventh predictor variable which wasissizally significant was the interaction
between population size and the absence/presenceunicipality. These seven significant
explanatory variables together explain 72 per oéithe variation of poverty in Nagelkerke'$ R
(see Table 8.12).

Table 8.12: Significant Coefficients and Odds Rat®for the Independent Variables

95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio
Variable Name B S.E. | Wald |df| Sig. | Odds Ratio| Lower | Upper

Household Size 0.5954 0.1629 13.363( 1| 0.0003 1.8137 1.3181 2.4957%
Housing crowdedness -1.660§ 0.5885 7.9645 1| 0.004§ 0.190¢ 0.0599 0.6021
Radio/television possession(1) -2.5551 0.5591 20.8871 1| 0.000(¢ 0.07779 0.026¢ 0.2324
Livestock in TLU -0.356§ 0.1669 4.5937 1| 0.0321 0.6999 0.505] 0.9694
Total credit in Birr -0.0001 0.0001 7.186¢ 1| 0.0079 0.9999 0.9997 1.000(
Monthly household income in Bif -0.004¢ 0.0006 48.2657 1| 0.000q 0.996( 0.9949 0.9971
Municipality by population size -0.0001 0.0001 4.9369 1| 0.0263 0.999¢ 0.999§ 1.000q
Constant 7.0431 1.2945 29.6021 1| 0.0000¢ 1144.9334
Model X? 236.52%
Pseudo R(Cox &Snell) 0.53
Pseudo R(Nagelkerke) 0.72
Pseudo R(Hosmer & Lemeshow 0.43
Number of Cases 314
Source: Calculated from own survey data, 2014 P=0.001
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The results in Table 8.12 also illustrated that inadsthe predictor variables had the expected
directions of association with poverty. A cursoopk at the table shows that monthly income,
housing crowdedness, radio/television possessmta) tredit, livestock and the interaction
between population size and municipality had nggatssociation with poverty whereas
household size had positive association with pgvémta nutshell, the probability of being poor
decreases as households’ possession of asse@sesrmexcept the household size. Even though
the other selected variables were not statisticgithpificant, the directions of their association

with poverty were as expected (see Appendix D1).

Looking at the odds ratio of each significant vialga monthly household income was one of the
major determinants of poverty in the study townise Ddds ratio in Table 8.11 showed that as
the monthly household income increases by one @niirr), the odds that poverty can be
occurring or predicted reduces by a factor of @WBen the other predictor variables are
controlled. Though income reduces the probabilftpacurring poverty, the degree was not as
anticipated. This might be because households rpigiitably underreport their monthly income

and income itself is determined by the possesdiather assets like agricultural land.

The odds ratio of the household size indicated dsahe size of the household increases by one
unit (one person), the odds of occurring povertyreases by 1.8 times. This result shows that
large size households have higher probability ohdpgoor than small size households. This
probably reflects the labour management differenbesveen the poor and the non-poor
households. Even though labour was better availsbthe large size households, it was not
properly managed and mobilized by head of the Holds in the poor households unlike the
non-poor households in order to generate adeqoetenie from their livelihood activities to lift
the household from below the poverty line. Thisulealso reflects that the per capita income of

large size households was smaller than the petaceygome of small size households.

The odds ratio for the housing crowdedness revehlgdas crowdedness increases by one unit
(one person per room), the odds of occurring pgveecreases by a factor of 0.18. This was a
result which was not expected. However, househetts lived in crowded housing units might

use some of the rooms from their residential haysimts for the home-based business activities

such adella and tea selling. As explained in chapter 6, sonmenfrom the residential units
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were exclusively used to generate income so thegetthouseholds might live in a crowded
situation. This shows that more numbers of roomewsed for the livelihood activities so that
the profit from these activities might be improved there is enough space for store and
marketing. It is not the tenure which matters nratiter the location and the number of rooms of
the house as many are doing their business at hbimesing is, therefore, an important
productive asset for the households in the studysoas their housing units are used for both

residence and place of work.

As demonstrated in the same table, radio/televipmssession was one of the determinants of
poverty. The odds ratio in radio/television posegsssdicated that the probability of being poor
of this asset owners is 0.028 lower than those dtno this asset. This is because households
may obtain important market information and leaewrmethods of production and business on
radio/television. Furthermore, those who have islexs and tape recorder for playing music can
attract better customers for sellitglla and tea so that these households could genertigr be

income from their livelihood activities than thewunterparts.

Another variable which had significant associatwith poverty was the amount of money

borrowed by the household. The odds ratio of thedigtor revealed that a one unit (1 Birr)

increase of credit reduces poverty by a factor.8®0This shows that even though the borrowers
were small, those who borrowed money from differemtirces may get out of poverty if the

money they borrowed is invested either to staréwa husiness or expand the existing one. This
shows the role of credit in reducing poverty as theney is invested for the purpose they
borrowed.

Livestock was found to be one of the main determtmaf poverty in the study towns. The odds
ratio of this variable illustrated that a one umtrease of livestock in total livestock unit

decreases the odds of occurring poverty by 0.7<imeéhese towns. This is due to the fact that
households consume animal products like egg ankl amtl generate income by selling these
products and renting some domestic animals likekelps for transportation. Moreover, some
farm households used oxen for ploughing. In sin@tms, this is one of the productive physical

assets for some households in these towns.
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The study also found that the presence or abseneeimicipality coupled with population size
was another major determinant of poverty in thelpgtowns. As the interaction of population
size and municipality increases by one unit thesatidt poverty can be occurring reduces by a
factor of 0.9 times. This is because as the size@town increases the town has the chance to
be raised to a sub-municipality status and the omp@lity might work to reduce poverty by
providing various municipality services. Even thbufpese two had no significant association
with poverty, independently the two had statisticasignificant association so that the
interaction between the two determines povertyh@sé towns.

Out of the total variables which had significand@sgation with poverty; saving, being a member
of association, number of livelihood activitiesyéé of education, landholding size, housing
utilities and yearly expenditure on health were nidustatistically insignificant when they
regressed. To explain why some of these variab&e wot statistically significant at the desired
level, agricultural landholding size was found te less significant than expected might be
because those who have agricultural land mighengaged in other high profit making business
activities as additional source of income and thegomity of them did not cultivate the land
instead they gave to the sharecroppers which redhed agricultural income by half and some
used hired labourers rather than the householditalbich incurs more cost in production. The
number of livelihood activities found insignificabecause as discussed in the previous chapter
only few households had more than one livelihooatsgy. The other reason may be because the
level of engagement of households to an activitpase important than the number of livelihood

activities. However, the sign shows negative asdgiari between the two.

It is worth mentioning and discusses the basicraetants of poverty in small towns identified
by the group discussants and key informants. Thepydiscussants identified the absence of
being the seat ofvoredaadministration as the major determinant of povelrythe history of
urbanization of Ethiopia, being the center of adstration is important for the development of
towns. The growth and decline of towns in the couns associated with their political
importance and center of administration (Akalou,739 More importantly, status of
administration is useful for the development of tinkan center. For example, currently regional

capitals are growing faster than other towns inchientry. According to the group discussants, if
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these towns are the seatvebredaadministrations, the residents of these towns malefit in

many ways than one.

Firstly, as the group discussants in all the stisdyns identified, being center of administration
could create direct employment opportunities by egoment offices in areas which need
unskilled and semiskilled work. In connection withs, one key informant from Yetmen said
“we are in another form of poverty because ourdrkit are leaving us to find jobs somewhere
else resulting from lack of employment creation apynities in this town”. The key informant
from Felege Birhan also said “income from variousibesses and employment opportunities
were better in this town when it was the seaadwfaja andworedaadministrations than now”.
The quotes from these two persons indicate the ce®pdness of poverty in these towns caused

by lack of employment opportunities.

Secondly, the various employees and their familieyarious government institutions have
different demands (food, clothe, shelter, etc). sSThto meet these demands the existing
businesses and services will expand and new onkdeviopened. The demand will attract
traders and investors from other areas so thabtke will grow as “success breeds success” and
the residents of the town will benefit from thisogth and the private sector will generate
employment in these towns. In spite of this, then® are losing their own wealth instead of
attracting from somewhere else. According to treugrdiscussants, the wealth leaves for Addis
Ababa, regional capital, zonal capital andredacapitals. These towns are losing both wealth
and labour so that employment creation by the prigactors are lacking in these towns. This is

also partly associated with lack of investmentiese towns.

Thirdly, the residents will benefit by renting hessto meet the shelter demand of the
government employees. One land lord from Wojel $alulild houses to rent out, but most are
not rented out and even the rented ones are will thoney”. This show that households are
unable to generate income from their houses assepbto large towns and these households

cannot diversify their livelihood strategies ingbdowns.

Fourthly, the group discussants identified that thevernment may provide various

infrastructures in the town so that access to stifugture in the town will be improved. As a
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result the residents’ access to infrastructure lmanmproved. The group discussants further
elaborated that if the towns are centersvofedaadministration, the people will save time and

cost of traveling to thevoredacapital for administrative reasons.

Lastly, as these towns are center of administratibie linkages between these towns and the
surrounding rural areas as well as other urbansaneth be strengthened. Consequently, the

various businesses in these towns might be beddfiben these linkages. Though people come

for administrative reasons they could spend mopeget services and satisfy their daily needs

such as food and drinks.

The other determinants of poverty which caughtattention of the group discussants were the
absence of urban plan and certificate of holdinganél and the housing units. According to the
group discussants, the absence of urban plan pexhibhe residents of the towns in the
provision of infrastructure like roads and drairadeurthermore, the absence of site plans in the
study towns deters households from using the hgusirits as collateral for a loan from banks
and microfinance institution in order to start neusiness and expand existing ones. As pointed
out in chapter six, several households reporteldtesal problem as a reason for not borrowing

money from the creditors.

Summary

This chapter has attempted to explore the contabubf rural assets to the livelihood of
households, the livelihood security of householadd the determinants of poverty. With regard
to the contribution of rural assets to the livebdaof households, the livelihoods of considerable
proportion of households in the study towns depdnde assets from rural areas such as
agricultural land, grazing land, quarrying siteciabassets and sources of cooking energy. The
study found that significant proportion of houselsokarned significant amount of income (655
Birr per month) from agriculture. The average ineoaf the poor (479 Birr per month) and the
non-poor households (747 Birr per month) from agtizce was significantly different. The
contribution of agriculture for nearly a quarter5¢2) of the households who engaged in
agriculture was greater than 50 per cent of tha tobnthly income. The share of agriculture to
the monthly household income for the remaining @etage of the households was less than a

third (31%). Though the average monthly income famgriculture was smaller than the non-poor
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households, the contribution of agriculture to thenthly income of the poor households was
higher than the non-poor households. These resuisate that agriculture was the primary

source of household income for great proportiothefpoor in the study towns.

As far as the livelihood security of householdsasicerned, the study found that the livelihood
of slightly over a third (35%) of the householdsswiasecure while the livelihood of 65 per cent
of the households was secure. The proportionsvefitiood insecure and secure households
differ in different dimensions of livelihood sectyti The livelihoods of households who were
private organization employees and engaged in tésoaur and assistance and begging were
more insecure than the others who engaged in bttedihood activities especially government
employees and engaged in service and trade. Highogion (93%) of the households was
insecure in economic dimension followed by hous{®@%) and education (46%). While
relatively small proportion (5%) of the householdas insecure in food dimension. This made
the contribution of each dimension to the compobitelihood security index different. The
contribution of health, food and water to the cosifmhousehold livelihood security was high.
On the contrary, the contribution of economic disien to the composite household livelihood
security was low. While the contribution of housiaigd education to the composite household

livelihood security was moderate.

As to the determinants of poverty, the study fotimat household size, housing crowdedness,
radio/television possession, credit, monthly hookkhncome, livestock and the interaction
between population size and municipality are thennaeterminants of poverty in the study
towns. The logistic regression analysis showeddhdhese variables were negatively associated
with poverty except the household size. The prdllmf being poor and non-poor in these
towns is determined by these factors. Besides,qtditative data showed that absence of
woreda and other higher level administration and town asitt plans were the basic

determinants of poverty in the study towns.
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CHAPTER NINE

CONCLUSIONS, THEORETICAL AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS AN D
RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This is the last chapter of the dissertation wipobsents conclusions and recommendations of
the study. The conclusions drawn from the resultsfandings of the study are presented in the
first section. The conceptual and policy implicasas well as the research gaps are discussed in
the second section of the chapter. The last sectibnthe chapter forwards some

recommendations on the bases of the main resudtfiradings of the study.
9.1. Conclusions

The study was set out to explore the extent of ggvand the nexus between poverty and
livelihoods of households in small towns of Eastjj@o and has measured poverty and
identified the livelihood assets, vulnerabilitidiselihood strategies and livelihood outcomes of

the poor and non-poor households. The study hassalgght to examine the contribution of rural

assets to the livelihood of households, livelih@edurity of households and the determinants of
poverty in the study towns. The topics of this eesb are pressing issues which received the
attention of governments and other actors of dgretmt and academicians as the former is to
take corrective measures and the later is to umabv&he results of this study will, therefore,

help the government and policy makers to recogtheeproblems of small towns as the study
brings the problems of these towns to the attemiothe government and policy makers. The
results will help the government to design smalirte targeted poverty reduction programmes as
the two measures of poverty and livelihood secungex have the potential to identify the

poorest of the poor and the most insecure housghioltarget for adaptation interventions. The
knowledge contributions of the study will be comsable as the study uncovers poverty in these

towns.

Existing empirical evidence showed that the extdrioverty is not equal across Ethiopia. The

CSA reports in different times indicated that paoyeeduces in the country through time. In

240



spite of the decline of poverty, the reduction @ equal in all areas of the country. Moreover,
poverty study at the national and regional levelers the reality in small towns. Furthermore,
the CSA poverty survey can't be disaggregated belmvzonal level and small towns like the
study areas of this research because of the smalple size. In order to effectively tackle
poverty in the country, a micro-level poverty rasbas needed as the contexts of all urban areas
differ. The existing research on urban poverty éatkd that poverty in small and intermediate
towns is bigger than the larger towns of Ethioptu£zini, 2008). The high level of poverty in
these towns clearly show that further disaggregaiwd urban poverty by size of towns
undoubtedly gives a different level of incidencepoferty and access to infrastructure and basic
services. This difference in the level of incomeconsumption dimension of poverty is also the
reflection of differences in the causes of poventy the degree of insecurity of the livelihoods

of households.

The contexts of the study towns are that these soame non-capital small towns; they are
unplanned and many had no municipalities and empéoy opportunities. That is why 9 out of
10 households in the study towns were self-emplogred basic municipality services like
sanitation and provision of infrastructure are Iagkin these towns. The existing studies in
poverty emphasized on income and consumption dimensf poverty. This study uses
guantitative methods and measured poverty usingdgheentional and new measures of poverty.
The study is based on mixed approach and this poitant to off-set the weaknesses of one
another. The study areas are small, but have luglggns such as lack of access to sanitation
services, very low quality of residential housingits, high incidence of consumption and

multidimensional poverty and livelihood insecurity.

The study sought to answer the following basic aede questions: 1) Are the depth, gap and
severity of both consumption and multidimensionagrty of households high in small towns?
2) What are the livelihood strategies and the nsamiorces of vulnerability of livelihoods of
households in small towns? 3) How do householdw direelihood strategies from rural assets
and do rural asset-based activities have significantribution to the livelihood of households in
these towns? 4) Does the extent of livelihood insgc status of households high in the study
towns? Do the poor in small towns have high insecwf livelihoods than the non-poor

households? In which dimension of the livelihooskicurity the consumption poor households of
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the small towns are highly insecure? 5) What hoolselmnead, household and community
demographic and socio-economic characteristics thee most significant determinants of
consumption poverty in small towns? These questizgre, therefore, answered by the research

which will be discussed in the following consecatparagraphs.

The first basic research question raised was oniritidence, depth and gap of poverty. In

connection with this, this study found that povertymall towns is high and deep rooted. About
37 per cent of the households in the study town®wensumption poor. The poverty gap and
poverty severity in the study towns were 11 ande# gents respectively which indicates that
poverty was deep rooted and inequality betweerptiwe was high in these towns. Therefore, it
needs enormous resources to move the poor out wérggoin these towns. These results,

therefore, support one of the arguments of thisaeh that poverty in small towns is greater
than larger towns in the country since the levalidian poverty was below 30 per cent in 2014.
The study also found that over one half (55%) & ¢lelected households in the study towns
deprived multiple indicators simultaneously. Thgufie was higher than the national urban
average (46%) as reported by OPHI (2014). The erad of poverty was also high by this

measure. Therefore, small towns are worse off enléivel of poverty than large towns of the

country.

The present study also revealed that the multidgiomal poor households deprived 47 per cent
of the weighted indicators which is lower than ttaional urban average (50%) as reported by
OPHI (2014). The MPI of the study towns was 26 gamt, that is, on the average households
deprived 26 per cent out of the total potentialrdeions. This was three percentage points
higher than the MPI of urban areas of Ethiopia @14 All the indices of multidimensional
poverty indicated that the level of multidimensibpaverty in these towns was higher than the
level of poverty of urban areas of Ethiopia. Imterof the raw head count ratios; about 95, 85
and 84 per cents of the households in these towpewed floor materials, durable assets and
cooking fuel respectively. These indicators wehney¢fore, the highest contributor of the MPI of
households in addition to schooling and sourceledtecity. These indicators contributed more
than their weight. Out of the three dimensions &ebk (education, health and living standard);
living standard was the highest contributor to MiBIit contributed 13 per cent more than its
weight. Concerning the indicators contribution ke tMPI, the study found that the highest
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contribution comes from floor materials, durableseds and cooking fuel in the study towns.
Source of drinking water in Wojel and years of sillmg in Felege Birhan were other highest

contributors to the MPI of the respective towns.

Both measures yielded high incidence of povertythi@ study towns. ODI (2010) calls this
poverty traps which is a feature of poverty in toeintry. Nevertheless, the study found that the
incidence of acute multidimensional poverty inth# study towns was greater than consumption
dimension of poverty. Concerning the relationshgm®en consumption and multidimensional
poverty, the two had statistically significant asation. Greater proportion of the consumption
poor households was found to be multidimensionak pibat is, greater proportion (73%) of the
consumption poor households deprived multiple iatdics than the consumption non-poor
households (44%). The measure of multidimensiomalefly also found that some of the
consumption non-poor households were multidimeradigmoor. The two measures, thus,
confirmed that all households of both consumptiod enultidimensional poor are poorer than

other households who are identified as poor byafribe measures of poverty.

The second basic research question raised wasdetat the livelihood assets, activities,
opportunities and vulnerabilities of households.régards the livelihood assets, the study found
that households possessed different assets thdwghpdrcentages of households differ in
different assets. To start with, over three fift62%) of the households was literate, 16 per cent
had some skills and 76 per cent had no il memB#rhouseholds relied on unpaid family
labour for their work and 77 per cent depended 0@ member of the household. The human
assets of households in the study towns were nbdtdeeeloped. This is because significant
proportion (38%) of heads of the households did abte to read and write and the
overwhelming majority (84%) of the households hadskills to be sold. The study also found
that nearly a quarter (24%) of the households hddast one ill household member and this

costs households both money and labour.

With regard to the physical capital, the study eded that 56 per cent of the households
possessed a residential house, which was higherttiganational urban average (43%). Slightly
over two fifths (41%) lived in two rooms housingitsn On the average one person per room was

lived indicating the non-existence of over crowdeshin the study towns. The walls of 98 per
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cent of the housing units was wood and mud, therdl@f 96 per cent was mud and dung, the
roofs of all the housing units were corrugated isbeets and 44 per cent of the housing units had
no ceilings of any kind. With regard to the housinijities; some 18 per cent, 10 per cent, 19 per
cent and 83 per cent of the housing units had tchém, oven, latrine and bathing facility
respectively. The health extension leaders in éaeh replied that they faced serious challenges
in the implementation of some of the health ex@emgiackages. According to them, many of the
residential houses lack open spaces for the canistnuof kitchen and latrine. Even those who
had open spaces are not able to construct thdgesitiesulting from the absence of the owners
of the house. The owners are living in rural aredsch are difficult for them to find the owners
of the residential houses for the implementatiorthaf packages. Households in these towns

possessed different productive and non-productivatile assets.

The study found that about a third (32%) of the d&hwlds owned agricultural land. About a
guarter (25%) of the households accessed grazimdyffem rural areas. The study also found
that slightly over four fifths of the households rmemembers of the traditional associations.
Households used their social asset to start a éssirOver a third (35%) of the households
started their business by borrowing from theirrfde and relatives. Self-employment was the
primary source of income for 9 out of 10 househatdthe study towns. With regard to saving
and credit, slightly over two fifths (41%) of theuseholds had savings and over a quarter (26%)

of the households borrowed from different sourbesiggh the main source was ACSI.

The asset possession of the non-poor householdbiglasr than the poor households in several
assets. These results reflect the existence otiasem between the possessions of livelihood
assets with consumption poverty. This was confirrbgdchi-square tests for the categorical
variables and t-tests for the scale variables. ®otian few examples, the literate heads of the
non-poor (69%) were 17 percentage points higher tha literate heads of the poor households
(52%). Similarly, out of the total households whaallskills, 65 per cent were the non-poor. The
poor who lived in their own house were six per cemaller than the non-poor households.
Nearly a third of the households worked in theisidential housing units. However, no

significant differences were observed between thsimg materials of the poor and the non-
poor households where the consumption non-poordimlds were equally poor in housing with

the consumption poor households. Nearly equal ptigms of the poor and the non-poor
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households were poor in these housing utilitiesighathe non-poor were slightly higher than the
poor. In terms of the possession of durable asfle¢spoor were smaller than the non-poor
households by a greater margin in many durable dbmassets. Some 29 per cent of the poor
and 33 per cent of the non-poor possessed agniallaind. Their possession on the average was
1.22 and 1.47 hectares respectively. Concernindjriaacial assets, the non-poor savers were 13
percentage points higher than the poor savers.aVvbeage savings of the non-poor was 2,897
Birr higher than the poor households and the diffee was statistically significant. Similarly,
the average amount of money borrowed by the nom-{&@10 Birr) was very much higher than
the poor households (5,842 Birr) and the variai@s statistically significant. These results on
saving and credit indicate that the poor have éohiaccess to savings and credit. These were
because the poor had nothing to save and the @abcdilateral problems. Though the poor and
the non-poor differ in asset possession, both tw pnd the non-poor households engaged in

the same types of activities, the difference wakénscale of engagement.

As to the vulnerability contexts, population growthall the study towns is in an increasing
trend resulting from natural increase and migragspecially from the surrounding rural areas.
The growth of population in these towns might ceeatarket opportunities for the existing
businesses as these create demand. Similarlyritee gf consumer goods and services is in an
increasing trend. Though both are in an increasigd from 2012 onwards, the non-food prices
are rapidly increasing from 2013 onwards than theepof food in the region and these are
affecting the livelihood of the poor.

As to the seasonality, many households were urtabdelequately feed themselves in the rainy
season (from June to September), but the problemlow in winter season. This is mainly
related to the lack of profits and supply of agitieral products in this season as many of the tea
andtella shops are without customers for several daysimssason. This is also partly related
with the high price of food in summer season. Thieepof goods and services especially
agricultural products are relatively higher in suemnand spring seasons, but low in winter or
post harvest season followed by autumn. This istdulee availability of goods and inputs in the
market where agricultural products are better abéel in the post-harvest season. This is also
associated with the high profit households couloh geom their livelihood activities in these
seasons. The data on the price index also revélaéedhe index is high in winter and autumn

245



seasons and low in other seasons. The four yeanshiydrend of price index of food showed

that the index is in a declining trend from Octobei~ebruary and in an increasing trend from
February to September though sharp beginning frame due to their trading activity in multiple

items. The study also found that the majority a¢ tiouseholds earn better profits from their
livelihood activities in winter season. The maximymrofit and income earned by the large
majority of the businesses were December (23%), eNder (21%), January (18%) and
February (12%). In other words, winter season @sniiaximum profit season for over half (53%)
of the businesses in the study towns. All busireesivities starting from shoe shining to grain
collecting were active during the market days esigan this season.

As far as the shocks are concerned, the study fthatdver half (55%) of the households faced
shocks. Households faced one or more than one shdut 46 per cent of the households
faced water interruptions followed by illness di@sehold member which accounted for nearly
a quarter (24%) of the households. The third majayck encountered by 13 per cent of the
households was food shortage. Almost all househeltls reported that light interruption was
very high and this was seriously affecting theitydeacome considerably.

As far as policies are concerned, the governmesigded urban development policy in 2005
(MUDHCo, 2005). However, the type and magnitudehef problems of the urban centers are
not listed in the document in accordance with tize &f the urban centers. As to the policy
document, the major activities for rapid urban depment are expansion of micro and small
enterprises, housing development, participattepbele development, supply of land and
infrastructure, expansion of education and trainiagpansion of health and entertainment
services, industrial development, environmentalseovation and urban governance. However,
in practice all these are being implemented in dasnd intermediate towns. The policy
emphasized that infrastructure could be providetherbasis of their role in economic and social
growth in the country. However, many small townsl m municipality waste management
service and waste disposal site. All these inditha#t the government gives less emphasis to
small towns. Furthermore, the government is notregking their problems in accordance with
their status and problems on the ground. So iggotirese towns is neglecting the larger
segments of the population from development.
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With regard to the development programmes, twelagnurban development programmes are
designed in GTP2. The 12 main urban developmermgranomes in GTP2 include: 1) leadership
capacity building, 2) micro and small enterpriseyedlopment, 3) urban food security and
employment creation, 4) urban good governance apddaity building, 5) urban plan preparation
and implementation, 6) urban land development aadagement improvement, 7) making urban
plans, cadastre and land use right registratiomd)sing development and management, 9)
provision of integrated infrastructure developmeff)) urban finance development and
leadership, 11) urban sanitation and greenery dpuent improvement and 12) ensuring
accessibility and security of urban developmenth® public. The new programmes included in
this plan are the rural housing, property tax imp@atation and urban productive safety net
programmes. The government planned to build 1.Tiamihouses in 8,000 rural development
centers using the capacity of the people and loesdurces in the plan period. The idea is to
make these rural development centers as markeicseand small agro-processing centers for
the rural people. Likewise, property tax in 91 &tgwns is going to be implemented in this plan
period. This will increase the financial capacitiytbese towns. The implementation of UPSP
was started at the beginning of 2016. The basieabibe of the project is to increase income of
the targeted households living below the natioakpty line in some selected urban areas of the
country. This project is an element of the Urbaond-&ecurity and Job Creation Strategy which
will benefit 4.7 million urban poor living in 974tes and towns (MUDHCo, 2015). Three major
target groups are identified in the project. Thistfgroup is the destitute such as street children,
homeless and beggars who need housing, healthcaveseling and often repatriation to
families in addition to financial support. The seddarget group is the elderly and disabled who
are living in households with no working-age mensb&ho need long-term financial support.
The final group, the largest group, is those witirking-age members but with too little work in
low quality employment.

It is true that some governmental institutions (gaptayers) like education, health, etc are
available in the study towns and these institutimsimpacting the livelihoods of households by
providing various services. For example, both etlowaand health institutions in these towns
are essential in improving the most important hunagsets such as education and health.
However, as pointed out by some of the househadddi$ethe schools in each study town have
some major problems such as lack of books and mspphck of teachers and poor teaching
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guality and poor management. The level of satisfaaif heads in the quality of services differs.
The level of satisfaction of 45 per cent of the $eholds was high followed by medium level of
satisfaction which accounted for 23 per cent. Lilsewhealth institutions are available in these
towns, but these institutions had the problemsndfygienic facilities, total absence of inpatient
service due to the absence of bed, lack and absainceugs, low quality of drugs, poor
professional discipline (late coming and absenae3uccessful treatment, absence of high level
professionals, etc. Due to these the level of feation of nearly half (45%) of heads of the
households of the study towns was moderate follolmebigh which accounted for 24 per cent.
Similarly, the sub-municipalities arlcebeleshad weak institutional capacity. Boklebelesand
sub-municipalities were not generating sufficieevanue for the accomplishment of various
development activities and provision of municipalervices in their jurisdiction. The revenue
sources for th&ebelesand sub-municipalities were very much limited @adh sub-municipality
had no enough professionals. The sub-municipaMiese not fully functioning due to the lack
of budget and the required staffs. They were piiagidery limited and rudimentary services in
each town. However, people’s participation in depatent activities is increasing from time to
time. The communities have participated in the tromtion of general secondary school, health
center and water and provision of electricity imi@as ways in each study town. Households
have contributed either labour or money or bothvarious development activities in the
respective town. Nearly three fourths (73%) of theuseholds participated in one of the
aforementioned development activities.

A total of ten major livelihood strategies werentBed during the field survey. These were
manufacturing (flour mills and handicrafts), fooddadrinks, trade, service, wage employment,
agriculture, retirement, casual labour and assistaand begging (though not socially
acceptable). The primary livelihood activity of hirtd (33%) of the households was trade
followed by food and drinks (20%) and agricultufiés%). Agriculture was the major income
generating activity for 15 per cent of the housdhoh the study towns and this figure is higher
than the finding of Muzzini (2008) which was 7 pent. Therefore, the overwhelming majority
of the households in these towns were self-emplaydite the large towns of Ethiopia. Only 10
per cent of the households were employed eithgjoirernment or private organizations. The
figure was 28 per cent for small/intermediate towasstudied by Muzzini (2008). These results
show that employment creating organizations paerbuprivate organizations and government
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institutions (as these towns are not the seavaredagovernment) are non-existent in these
towns. There are no huge differences between tbpoptions of the poor and the non-poor
households in every livelihood strategy in the gtiiowns. Both the poor and the non-poor
households engaged in every activity almost equally they probably differ in the scale of
engagement in the activities. The data revealedatheut 60 per cent of the households engaged
in business activities without license. The greedpprtion of the poor (70%) engaged in
business activities without licensing than the poo+ households (53%). Thus, over half of the
surveyed households engaged in informal activéied 30 per cent of the households performed
their livelihood activities at home and residentiampound.

As regards the livelihood outcomes, nearly half%4%f the households reported that their
livelihood was improved from the previous years. dantrast, some 20 per cent of the
households reported a decrease in their livelihadule the livelihood of 31 per cent of
households was unchanged. The percentage (58%jeondn-poor households who reported
improvement in their livelihood was significantlygher than the poor households (34%). On the
contrary, slightly over a quarter (26%) of the pdmuseholds who reported a decrease was
higher than the non-poor households (15%). Theilplesgxplanation to this is due to the
cumulative effect that the rich households gainedmf their diverse productive assets,
livelihoods strategies and better business profitee most important reasons for the
improvement of their livelihood from the highest the lowest were business or market
improvement (42%), additional work/job (23%) andtbbetter business profit and additional
job (10%). Likewise, the major reasons for the dase of the livelihood of some of the
households were due to the various shocks theydfaltlee shocks which contributed in the
decline of the livelihoods of these households wlness (16%), death of the bread winner
(18%), divorce (12%), loss of a job (7%) and intat(26%).

The third basic research question raised was inaxion with the contribution of rural assets to
the livelihood of households. The study, therefdoend that households pursue a living from
agricultural land, grazing land, quarrying siteciabassets, animal fodder and cooking energy
from the rural areas. Nearly a third (32%) and artpr (25%) of the households in the study
towns possessed agricultural land and livestocgeds/ely. The great majority (60%) of the

households who possessed land gave their agriablaurd to the sharecroppers and 36 per cent
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used family labour to cultivate in the 2013/14 ctapvesting season. All households who rear
animals used open grazing land in rural areas.cAijure was a primary source of income for 15
per cent of the households in these towns. Agucealtontributed less than a third (31%) for the
total monthly income of over three fifths (61%)tbé households who engaged in agriculture. Its
contribution to the monthly income was more thali (80%) for a quarter of the households.
Significant proportion of the households obtaingdtap capital for their business from relatives
and friends from rural areas and the sources okingoenergy for a third (33%) of the
households were from rural areas. All these reda#tsfy that the livelihoods of households in

small towns depend on various assets from ruralsare

The fourth basic research question raised was enmagnitude of the livelihood security of
households in the study towns. In connection whih, tthe study found that slightly over a third
(35%) of the households were insecure in theidie®d. About 46 per cent of the consumption
poor and 27 per cent of the non-poor householdsrsature livelihood. Those who engaged in
food and drinks were highly insecure followed bggl who engaged in trade. With regard to the
dimensions of livelihood security, 93 per cent leé households were insecure in economic, 52
per cent were insecure in housing, 46 per cent \wesecure in education, 24 per cent were
insecure in health, 23 per cent were insecure itemand 5 per cent were insecure in food
dimensions. Consequently, the contribution of thdseensions to the composite livelihood
security index was different. The highest contrdvwivas food dimension and the least was
economic dimension. The other basic question pasetbnnection with this was about the
relationship between consumption poverty and Inedid security of households in the study
towns. Thus, the study found that the livelihoodhs great majority (72%) of the non-poor was
secured than the poor households (54%). The liwetihof households who engaged in private
organization, casual labour, assistance and beggerg highly insecure than the others who
engaged in other livelihood activities. The liveldds of the insecure households who engaged
in these activities were 80, 62 and 60 per censpemively. This is due to the fact that
households who engaged in these activities edha iitcome so that these households have no
savings. On the other hand, only a few percentages&rnment employee (12%) and engaged in
service (14%) and trade (14%) were insecure. ABOuper cent of the retired and 45 per cent

who engaged in food and drinks were insecure.
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The last basic research question raised was ordeéterminants of consumption poverty. In
connection with this, the study revealed that fefedaded households, large size households,
households headed by old ages and non-migrantelagasvhouseholds headed by divorced and
widowed persons are more likely to be both consionpind multidimensional poor since the
percentages of the poor were higher than the non-pthe majority of these results were
confirmed by Pearson’s Chi-Square tests for consiomppoverty. To put in other words,
consumption poverty had significant associationhwihese characteristics except with the
marital and migration status of heads of the hoolsish However, all these characteristics had no
statistically significant association with multidemsional poverty except the marital status of the
household heads. The logistic regression analiigever, identified that only the household
size, monthly income, housing crowdedness, rad@vitgon possession, livestock, credit and the
interaction between municipality and population thest important determinants of poverty in
the study towns. All had negative association wvpitiverty except the household size. Out of
these significant predictors, one was from the hursset, three were from the physical assets
and the other two were from the financial asseeséhclearly confirm that asset endowments of

the households were the major determinants of ppirethe study towns.
9.2. Theoretical and Policy Implications and Reseah Gaps

The results and findings of the study have somer#teal and policy implications. Two
different measures of poverty were employed in ghigly. However, both did not identify the
same proportion of households though the two ha&lationships. These have a conceptual
implication that the two methods are not the samtheéir measurement though both identified
some proportion of the same households. Howevdh bweasures of poverty yielded high
proportion of the incidence of poverty in the stugigall towns. This result has an implication
that growth pole oriented development strategy loé tcountry and poverty reduction
programmes better benefit larger towns in whichugtdes are better concentrated. However,
this cannot help to reduce poverty in small towkes the study areas as growth could not trickle
down from larger towns to smaller towns. The com@ion of economic activities and the
existence of better infrastructural facilities iarder towns could rather attract wealth from
smaller towns so that employment creation oppadtiesiiin these towns are limited. There is,

therefore, a need for the adoption of a differgrgraach for the reduction of poverty in small
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towns. In this study, livelihood diversification svdound insignificant determinant of poverty
and this result was inconsistent with the reseagshlts of Ellis (1999). This has a conceptual
implication that livelihood diversification cannalways get the poor out of poverty instead it is
the degree of their engagement in the livelihooatsgies or livelihood intensification that helps
the poor to get out of poverty. In order to inceetieir degree of engagement, the capacity of the
poor should be improved through better credit amgingy programmes in these towns. Asset
possession especially radio/television, livestockl aredit are significant determinants of
poverty in the study towns. They have negative @ason with poverty. These results of the
logit have a theoretical implication that the poothese towns can escape from extreme poverty

if they better posses these assets.

Some results of the present study have some patiglycations.One of the findings of the study
is that poverty is high in the study towns. Theserts are, therefore, one of the poverty traps in
the country which need at most attention of theegoment and other agents of development.
The federal and regional governments, thereforeedsieto revisit the poverty reduction
programmes, strategies and urban development @wlid\ll the development programmes
enshrined in urban development policy and GTP2age towns centered so that small towns
targeted programmes and poverty reduction polistezuld be formulated as the problem of
these towns is different from large towns. Everutfiohousing availability is not a problem in
small towns, the quality of the available houseshbioth the poor and the non-poor households
was found very poor. Thus, the federal and regiamalernments through their respective
ministry and bureau should have a special programnupgrading the quality of these houses,
that is, cheap but better quality housing matef@lisvall, floor and ceiling should be engineered
and provided to the people at lower costs. This raike the level of security of households in
the housing dimension. Home-based businesses ané important in the study towns so that
special policy should be designed to help imprdwe productivity and profitability of these
home-based businesses by the federal and regianvarrgnents. The federal and regional
governments should design a policy in order to emguoinstitutions of small towns. These
governments should also design a policy for smatens for self-administration using a cluster
approach. These help to empower small towns arelrgore financial freedom for the provision

of basic services in their own jurisdiction.
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Some research gaps were identified in due courigeakesearch. The spatial linkages created by
the livelihoods of the poor in order to know whethibe poor’s livelihood create linkages
between different spatial units or not and theipatt on poverty is not known. This needs,
therefore, an investigation. A comparative studyhwgapital and non-capital small towns is
another research gap to be filled in order to fultylerstand the impact of being the seat of the
woredaadministration to poverty. The dynamics of rurasets based livelihoods in the study
towns and the shift from agricultural dependencentm-farm activities dependence of the
migrants in these towns are the other research tgalps filled by anybody who is interested in
them. In addition, the challenges of households ehgaged in agriculture is not investigated
which is a research topic for the future. The statso found that the share of agriculture to
household income is low. The reasons for this ateadequately investigated so that others can
do a research on this. The other research questdos answered are why the rich do not want
to invest in their locality? Why they move to otf@aces when they become rich? Therefore,

research is needed to fill these research gaparmswler these questions.

9.3. Recommendations

The results and findings of this study were immeriises, therefore, very difficult to forward
recommendations on the bases of all these resotisfiadings of this research. Thus, the
following recommendations are forwarded on the badgehe major results and findings of this

study.

The study found the high incidence of both consumnpand multidimensional poverty in the
study towns. Thus, the federal and regional goventmishould design small towns centered
poverty reduction programmes in order to reduceepgvin these towns. The raw head count
ratios in the multidimensional poverty index indexh that 95, 85 and 84 per cents of the
households deprived floor materials, durable asaets cooking fuel respectively. Therefore,
poverty reduction programmes of these governmemt¢hé study towns should be geared
towards these indicators. In other words, hugeuress should be put in the livelihood standard
and it's indicators-especially floor materials, aoile assets and cooking fuel in order to reduce
and if possible alleviate these problems from tiuel\s towns. Thevoredagovernment should

work to change the tradition of overly dependengédraditional sources of cooking energy in
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the study towns. Introducing improved woven in théswns through health extension is not
enough. Awareness creations on the importance alemoenergy sources on health and
environment through the health extension progransimeuld be the prime emphasis of the
federal and regional government. In a nutshellsehtowns should be the limelight for the

regional and federal government like rural areaslarge towns.

The results of this research demonstrate the existef differences in the level of education of
heads of the poor and the non-poor household=isttidy towns where the level of education of
heads of the non-poor was relatively better thaamdbeof the poor households. High level of
poverty will, therefore, continue in these townsless their human assets are improved.
Trainings for the bread winners of the householagiqularly who are engaged in traditional
handicrafts more specifically on the design, prdéidacand marketing of products should be
given by Micro and Small Enterprise aldoredaEducation Offices of the local government.
This should be done in collaboration with the laeahnical and vocational colleges and NGOs.
Improving the qualities of the products of the ttiadal activities might also create non-local
market opportunities for the local people. Furthemen trainings on the entrepreneurship skills
should be provided by the local government foruhemployed and the less paid from the poor
large household in the study towns. Trainings ow ki manage labour should also be provided
to the household heads so that these people caerprananage the labour available in the
household. In connection with this, the schooldites should be open to the residents of the
study towns so that the residents of these towndase access to the library in order to acquire
the necessary skills related to their livelihoodivaites. Since smaller towns are close to rural
areas they will became centers of rural indusha@ion because some of the minimum
infrastructures are available in these towns. Toeee the regional and local government
Education Bureau should strengthen adult educg@tiogrammes in order to reduce the illiteracy

rates and improve the human assets in these towns.

With regard to access to utilities, significant poation of households had no latrines so that the
local government and health extension agents shoafdtruct common latrines for those
households who have no adequate space to constaeicown latrines. In connection with this,
the health extension worker in each study town khastrongly work in raising the level of

awareness of the local people in relation to thportance of latrine to health of the household
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and the community as many do not use their latiimeddition, some public latrines especially

around the market areas should be constructededptihl government.

The local government or leading municipalities dtdqarepare site plans for the housing units of
the residents of these towns since the overwhelmagrity of the housing units had no site
plans so that the residents can use their housellaseral for borrowing money from banks and
microfinance institutions. This will, therefore, tabute the reduction of poverty in the study
towns. Similarly, the leading municipalities in trespectivavoredashould prepare master plans
for the towns and aggressively implement thesespiarorder to properly guide the growth of

these towns.

The study found that there was no small towns tathelevelopment programmes in GTP2.
Though the population size of each town is smakk@spared with the major towns, the total
number of these small towns is very large. Theses$oare serving their residents and the
surrounding rural areas. This is not a good wayhé& country wants to speed up rates of
urbanization without developing these numerous mrlcanters and fostering rural-urban
linkages. Thus, the federal government should stop-size-fits-all approach or blanket
application of policies and design small towns eesd development policies or as many
regional planners suggested spatially differentiatevelopment strategies. In connection with
this, the Ministry of Urban Development and Housi@gnstruction should adopt a cluster
approach to the administration of small towns sat tthe growth of small towns will be

accelerated as the linkages between these townsvegh

The urban development policy of Ethiopia, desigme#005 did not give any direction based on
the size of towns in the country. The policy is -@mee-fits-all policy. Smaller towns cannot
attract investors from somewhere else due to ttledainfrastructure and trained labour force as
well as absence of agglomeration economies in theses. Thus, the federal government
through its Ministry of Urban Development and HagsiConstruction should work to mobilize
the resources from these towns by the provisiomaé#ntives, assistances and trainings to the
local entrepreneurs and collectors of agricultypabducts to help them engage in agro-
processing manufacturing activities by the formatiof share companies. The local

businessperson themselves should involve in trebkestment of agro-processing industries in
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these towns. They should involve in the processinfinished and semi-finished goods for the
local and the non-local demand. This will createplElyment opportunities in these towns,
development of the towns as the establishmentfohafurther attracts investment from some
other places, fosters production linkages betwebaruand rural areas and reduction of poverty.
This will also check the flow of wealth and thehrito the large towns. This also reduces
migration to large towns and hence the pressurame towns in terms of population due to
migration. It also helps to attain the objective®TP2, that is, to shift from agricultural led
economy to industrial led economy through a strimigbetween the agricultural and industrial
sectors. In short, the government should desigmopep programme to mobilize the local
resources such as finance, labour and agriculpmaduce by bringing the local traders in the
manufacturing activities. This will improve the éihood insecurity of households especially in

economic dimension in the study towns as their sgt@ employment will be improved.

One of the findings of the study was that tradeesenobliged to have more than one trading
license if they want to trade in more than one itétawever, the various urban development
models and theories stated that specialized bus#resctivities are rarely observed in small
towns. This is because of the lack of sufficienmndead in every item in these towns. Therefore,
the trade licensing regulation in small towns sdonbt be the same with large towns. The
regional government should follow a different aggmio in licensing businesses in small towns.
That is, one trading license should be issuedtfteast two related activities like selling of ¢iot

and tailoring. This will improve the income of hel®lds in these towns.

The study found that the capacity of the local iingbns in the study towns was weak.
Therefore, the capacity of these institutions stidut improved by thevoreda and regional

governments through trainings of their personngleemlly in how to increase the income
generating capacity of these institutions. Thedkimgrease their income collection capacity so
that these institutions can better serve the lgesdple by providing various services and
infrastructures. In addition, thveoredagovernments should increase the budget grantec$ub-

municipalities and some office furniture and equats should be provided by these
governments. These governments should also hirkanfor the sub-municipalities as the sub-
municipalities had no the required personnel imteof both quality and quantity. Moreover, the

regional government should provide sub-municigaditin small towns as the logit model
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identified that municipality have a tendency toueel poverty in small towns by providing basic

municipality services.

The study also found that rearing of animals ingtuely towns was not for commercial purpose.
Thus, the local andioredagovernments and NGOs should work on this to chahgeractice

as livestock was found one of the major determmantpoverty in the study towns. In addition,
the contribution of agriculture to the householdome was low due to the means of production
so that households should maximize its contributmthe household income by changing the
means of production, that is, they should themsealwerk instead of renting out their agricultural
land. Those households whose primary source ofmecaas agriculture should diversify their
livelihood activities by engaging in some businessed improving the degree of engagement in
these activities. This will also improve the |ieibd security of households in the study towns.

This should be facilitated by the local government.

The study found that credit has negative assodiatith poverty. Thus, the federal and regional
government should improve the provision of creditl @rganize credit associations in order to
further improve the livelihood of households bynging the unemployed labour in the economic

system in the study towns.
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Appendices
Appendix A
1. Energy composition of different food items (Calorie per 100 gram edible portion) and

price of consumed foods

S.N Food Group Food item Calorie per| Pricein |Price in Birr/kg | Price in Birr/kg
100 gm | Birr/kg in in Yetmen |in Felege Birhan
Wojel
1 CEREALS

White Teff Enjera 145.0 11.60 12 12

Mixed Teff Enjera 150.2 10.20 10.20 10.20

RedTeff Enjera 155.9 9.50 10 10
Enjerz 145.6 8 9 8
Bread 222.0
Whole Roasted 3916

White Wheat Average Calorie 253.1*/306.8 Felege all
Bread 205.3 8 8 8
Whole Roasted 3915

Black Wheat Average Calorie 298.4
Flour 368 8 9 8
Split Roasted 398.1

White Barley Average Calorie 383.1

Black Barley Whole Roasted 390 8 8 7
Enjera 153.0 5.60 5.60 6
Bread 2234

White Maize Average Calorie 188.2

White Sorghum Whole Boiled 1245 7 7 8
Enjera 168.1 7 7 8
Whole Boiled 179.7

Mixed Sorghur Average Calorie 173.9

Emmer WheatAja) Gruel @tmif) 93.1 22 21.50 22

Rice Unspilted Boiled 110.9 18 18 18

2 PULSES

Whole Boiled 1495 10 10 9
Split Wet @licha) 143.8
Roasted Boiled 275.9
Germinated Roasted 246.6

Beans Average Calorie 204.0

Chickpea Whole Roasted 289.2 8 8 9
Sauce Alicha We} 100.6 12 12 11
Split wet @licha) 162.0
Whole Boiled 157.8
Roasted Boiled 271.3
Germinated Roasted 245

Peas Average Calorie 185.4/224[7* *Yetmen and Wojel exc sauc and alicha

Lentils Sauce Alicha We} 151.2 24 24 24




...Continued

Sauce Alicha Wet) 124.1 5 5 6
Whole Boiled 177.7
Vetch Average Calorie 150.9
FenugreekAbish Powder 382.4 22 24 24
CEREAL PREPARATIONS
Macaroni Boiled 355* 18 18 18
Spaghetti Boiled 355 18 18 18
Biscuit 500* 86 86 86
OIL SEEDS
Niger Seed Whole Roasted 589.6 20 20 16
Peanut Roasted 612.8 35 35 35
VEGETABLES
Onion Boiled 92.6 11 11 11
Garlic Boiled 125.7 20 20 15
Cabbage Boiled 23.7 6 6 5
EthiopianKaIe Boiled 40.1 55 4 5
Raw 30.7 8 10 10
Boiled 20.5
Tomato Average Calorie 25.6
Raw 46.5 20 20 20
Boiled 36.6
GreenPepper Average Calorie 41.6
Pumpkin Boiled 24.9 1.25 1.25 1.25
FRUITS
Banana Raw, Fresh 87.8 12 12 12
Orange Raw, Fresh 33.9 15 15 15
Lemon Raw, Fresh 55.8 10 10 10
TUBERS & STEMS
Habeshi Boiled 89.7 6 6 3
Oromo Boiled 100.6
Potato Average Calorie 95.2
Beetroot Key Si) Boiled 43* 12 12 12
MEAT
Boiled 177.4 20 90 90
Roasted 212.3* Yetmen
Beef Average Calorie 194.9
Boiled 152.9 70 70 70
Grilled Roasted 194.4
Mutton Average Calorie 173.6
Boiled 200.0 70 70 70
Grilled Roasted 176.8
GoatMeat Average Calorie 188.4
Chicken Whole Boiled 148.1 80 82 67




... Continued

9 |[MILK, CHEESE & EGG
Cow Milk Raw 73.7 8 8 8
Cheese 132.4 12 8 8
Boiled 152.9 48 48 48
Roasted With Oil 295.1
Egg Average Calorie 224
10 |[SUGAR & OTHERS
Sugar Raw 385.0 15.30 15.40 16
Honey Raw 360.5 60 60 60
Sugarcane Raw 95.3 6 4.6 4.6
11 [STIMULANTS & DRINKS
Coffee Boiled 169.2 72 72 72
Tea Boiled 119.7 100 100 100
Local Beer(Tella) 7.9 3 3 3
12 [SPICES
Spicy Chili Boiled 195.7 45 45 45
13 |OILS & FATS
Palm Oil 896.4 30 30 31
Niger Seed Oil 896.4 48 48 48
Butter Raw 760.4 120 120 100

Source: Ethiopian Health and Nutrition Research Institute (EHNRI, 1997) and own field
survey, 2014

2. ANOVA for food prices and test of assumptions

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
.036 2 153 .964
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 25.117 2 12.556 .01§ .985
Within Groups 123693.78 153] 808.45€

Total 123718.89 15¢%

Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
Welch .016 2 101.931 .984

a. Asymptotically F distributed.




Multiple Comparisons

(1) coding or |(J) coding or Mean 95% Confidence Interval
grouping grouping Difference
variable variable (1-3) Std. Error| Sig. | Lower Bound| Upper Bound
Tukey HSD Wojel Yetmen -.0500¢ 5.57624 1.000Q -13.2474 13.1475
Felege Birha .82500 5.57624 .988 -12.3724 14.0225
Yetmen Wojel .0500¢ 5.57624 1.000Q -13.1474 13.2475
Felege Birha .8750(| 5.5762¢ .987 -12.322¢ 14.072¢
Felege BirhalWojel -.8250¢ 5.57624 .988 -14.0224 12.3724
Yetmen -87500 5.57624 .987 -14.0724 12.3225
Gabiriel Wojel Yetmen -.0500¢ 5.57624 1.00Q -13.5067% 13.4067
Felege Birha .82500 5.57624 .998 -12.6317% 14.2817
Yetmen Wojel .0500¢ 5.57624 1.000 -13.4067% 13.5067
Felege Birha .8750(| 5.5762¢ .99¢ -12.581° 14.331°
Felege BirhalWojel -.8250¢0 5.57624 .998 -14.2817% 12.6317%
Yetmen -87500 5.57624 .998 -14.3317% 12.5817
Games-Howell Wojel Yetmen -.0500¢ 5.673994 1.00Q -13.545( 13.445(
Felege Birha .82500 5.52224 .988 -12.3097% 13.9597
Yetmen Wojel .0500¢ 5.67394 1.000 -13.445( 13.545(
Felege Birha .8750(] 5.5312) .98¢ -12.281: 14.031:
Felege BirhalWojel -.8250¢ 5.52224 .988 -13.9597% 12.3097
Yetmen -87500 5.5312] .986 -14.0311 12.2811

Subset for alpha 5

coding or grouping 0.05
variable N 1

Tukey HSD Felege Birhan 52 25.9811
Wojel 52 26.8067
Yetmen 52 26.8561
Sig. .987

Gabrief Felege Birhan 52 25.9811
Wojel 52 26.8067
Yetmen 52 26.8561
Sig. .99¢

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 52.000.




3. Consumption Basket used to Compute Food Poverty Line, 2014

Sum of energ Per cent of | Scaled down Price per| Energy |Quantity of foo¢Total cost t
consumed per energy | energy usingkg of food per 100, item needed | meet the
sn Food Group day per adultconsumed ot 2,20_0 iter_n in gm_of daily to meet minimum
equivalent | of thetotal | Calories Birr  [food item2200 kcal in gnmfood energ
1 |CEREALS
White Teff 55693.52 13.5038 297.0842 11.90 145.0 204.8856 2.4381
Mixed Teff 38366.96 9.3027 204.6597 10.20 150.2 136.2581 1.3898
RedTeff 37573.82 9.1104 200.4289 9.85 155.9 128.5624 1.2663
White Wheat 27846.34 6.7518 148.5399 8.35 253.1 58.6882 0.4900
Black Whea 343.2¢ 0.083: 1.831( 8.0C 298. 0.613¢ 0.004¢
White Barley 7481.2¢ 1.814( 39.907. 8.3F 383.1 10.416¢ 0.087(
Black Barley 5521.1: 1.3381 29.451: 7.7C 390.( 7.551¢ 0.058:
White Maize 14714.94 3.5679 78.4934 5.75 188.2 41.7075 0.2898
White Sorghurr 1830.2: 0.443¢ 9.7628: 7.3t 124.5 7.841¢ 0.057¢
Mixed Sorghur 1398.0¢ 0.339( 7.457" 7.3 173.¢ 4.288¢ 0.031¢
Rice 431.8¢ 0.104° 2.303¢ 18.0( 110 2.077¢ 0.037:
2 |PULSES
Beans 17662.12 4.2825 94.2145 9.70 204.0 46.1836 0.4480
Chickpea 12282.5. 2.978. 65.518: 8.3F 289.2 22.655( 0.1897
Pea: 12108.6! 2.936( 64.591( 11.7¢ 185.¢ 34.838 0.407¢
Lentils 2112.55 0.5122 11.2689 24.00 151.2 7.4530 0.1789
Vetch 12514.1. 3.034: 66.753 5.3t 150.¢ 44.237( 0.236"
FenugreekAbist) 161.1¢ 0.039: 0.859¢ 23.3¢ 382.4 0.224¢ 0.005:
3 ICEREAL PREPARATIONS
Macaroni 4438.83 1.0763 23.6779 18.00 355.0 6.6698 0.1201
Spaghet 336.3¢ 0.081¢ 1.794« 36.0C 355.( 0.505¢ 0.018:
Biscuil 314.2¢ 0.076: 1.676: 86.0( 500.( 0.335: 0.028¢
4 |OIL SEEDS
Niger Seec 520.1: 0.126: 2.774¢ 18.7( 589.¢ 0.470¢ 0.008¢
5 VEGETABLES
Onion 19768.50 4.7932 105.4505 11.00 92,6 113.8774 1.2527
Garlic 1115.81 0.2705 5.9520 18.35 125.7 4.7351 0.0869
Cabbage 324.50 0.0787 1.7310 5.70 23.7 7.3037 0.0416
Ethiopian Kale 345.20 0.0837 1.8414 4.8% 40,1 4.5920 0.0223
Tomato 598.79 0.1452 3.1941 9.35 256 12.4770 0.1167
Green Pepper 1503.03 0.3644 8.0176 20.00 41.6 19.2730 0.3855
6 |FRUITS
Banana 694.01 0.1683 3.7020 12.00 87.8 4.2164 0.0506
Orange 58.46 0.0142 0.3118 15.00 3319 0.9199 0.0138
7 |TUBERS & STEMS
Potato 20308.92 4.9242 108.3332 5.00 95.2 113.79%4 0.5670




Continued

8 MEAT

Beef 6328.8: 1.534: 33.759¢ 90.00 | 194.¢ 17.321! 1.558¢

Mutton 6032.81 1.462¢ 32.180¢ 70.00 | 173. 18.537: 1.297¢

GoatMeat 578.2: 0.140: 3.084: 70.00 | 188. 1.637: 0.114¢

Chicken 1913.33 0.4639 10.2062 76.35  148.1 6.8914 0.5262
9 |MILK, CHEESE & EGG

Milk 34.07 0.0083 0.1817 8.00 73.7 0.2466 0.0020

Yogurt 189.80 0.0460 1.0124 12.70 82.6 1.2257 0.0156

Egg 1748.72 0.4240 9.3281 48.00 224.0 4.1643 0.1999
10 |[SUGAR & OTHERS

Sugar 27673.43 6.7099 147.6175 15.6 385 38.3422 0.5981

Honey 37.26 0.0090 0.1987 60.00  360.5 0.0551 0.0033
11 |STIMULANTS

Coffee 5464.01 1.3248 29.1465 72.00 1692 17.2261 1.2403

Tea 523.29 0.1269 2.7914 100.00  119/7 2.3320 0.2332
12 |SPICES

Spicy Chili 12812.36 3.1066 68.3446 45.00 1957 34.9231 15715
13 |OILS & FATS

Palm Oil 34910.54 8.4646 186.2222  30.35  896.4 20.774% 0.6305

Niger Seed Oil 15419.02 3.7386 82.2492 48.00 896.4 9.1755 0.4404

Butter 392.60 0.0952 2.0942 11335 7604 0.2754 0.0312

Sum 412427.6851 100.00 2200 1220.7826  18.7429

Source: Calculated from Field Data, 2014



4. Consumption Basket of the Poorest 25% of the households used to compute Non-food
poverty Line

S.N Quantity of food
Energy of food an an adult person Total cost
Price adult person consumed per day using
Food Type per KG | consumed per day in gram Total cost | actual data
1 CEREALS
White Teff 11.90 257.7588 167.9569 2.00 2.00
Mixed Teff 10.20 188.6748 124.2204 1.27 1.27
RedTeff 9.85 153.5917 98.5194 0.97 0.96
White Wheal 8.3t 66.640t 26.329° 0.22 0.21
Black Wheat 8.00 3.5703 1.1965 0.01 0.01
White Barley 8.3t 14.505: 3.786: 0.03 0.0¢
White Maize 5.7¢ 59.927: 29.969¢ 0.17 0.17
White Sorghum 7.35 4.3042 3.4572 0.03 0.02
Mixed Sorghur 7.3¢ 7.475¢ 4.298¢ 0.0z 0.0
2 PULSES
Beans 9.7¢ 53.607- 21.664¢ 0.21 0.21
Chickpeas 8.35 15.2977 5.2897 0.04 0.05
Pea: 11.7C 33.242: 14.156¢ 0.17 0.1€
Lentils 24.00 8.7919 5.8147 0.14 0.14
Vetch 5.3t 66.881: 45.400¢ 0.24 0.28
3 OIL SEEDS
Peanut 35.00 1.2189 0.1989 0.01 0.01
4 | VEGETABLES
Onion 11.00 79.7594 59.7091 0.66 0.66
Garlic 18.40 4.8455 3.8548 0.07 0.07
Cabbage 5.70 0.7676 3.2387 0.02 0.02
Ethiopian Kalt 4.8¢ 0.724¢ 1.806¢ 0.01 0.01
Tomato 9.35 1.5864 6.1971 0.06 0.05
Green Peppe 20.0¢ 4.180¢ 9.911( 0.2¢ 0.2C
5 FRUITS
Banana 12.00 1.7673 2.0129 0.02 0.02
Orange 15.0¢ 0.288t¢ 0.852( 0.01 0.01
Lemon 10.00 0.037 0.0663 0.00 0.00
6 TUBERS & STEMS
Potato 5.00 83.7837 88.0081 0.44 0.32
Beetroot Key sil) 12.0C 0.14110¢ 0.328: 0.0C 0.0C




... Continued

7 | MEAT
Beef 90.00 23.0879 10.8876 0.98 0.98
Chicken 76.4( 1.632: 1.102: 0.0¢ 0.07

8 | MILK, CHEESE & EGG
Milk 8.0C 5.492: 7.452: 0.0€ 0.0€
Yogurt 12.70 1.0673 1.2921 0.02 0.02
Egg 48.00 3.6649 1.2419 0.06 0.06

9 | SUGAR & OTHERS
Sugar 15.60 82.3853 21.3988 0.33 0.33
Honey 60.0( 3.143¢ 0.872( 0.0% 0.0%
Sugarcane 5.00 9.7407 10.2211 0.05 0.05

10 | STIMULANTS & DRINKS
Coffee 72.00 22.1727 13.1044 0.94 0.94
Tea 100.0( 2.059: 1.720: 0.17 0.17
Local Beer(Tella) 3.00 9.3749 118.6690 0.36 0.36

11 | SPICES
Spicy Chili 45.0 56.404« 28.821¢ 1.3¢ 1.3¢

12 | OILS & FATS
Palm Oil 30.40 133.3117 14.8719 0.45 0.46
Niger Seed Oil 48.00 74.7849 8.3428 0.40 0.40
Butter 113.0( 3.212¢ 0.422: 0.0% 0.0%

Sum 1544.905 968.6661 12.33* 12.16

Source: Computed from Field Survey Data, 2014

Rounding error makes the data above the actual cost 12.16 Ethiopian Birr.




Appendix B

Conversion factor used to estimate Tropical livestock Unit (TLU)

Serial Number | Animal TLU
1 Cattle (cow and Ox) 1

2 Heifer 0.5

3 Sheep/Goat 0.15
4 Donkey 0.65

5 Poultry 0.05

Source: Ramakrishna and Assefa Demeke, 2002.



Appendix C

1. Table Maximum and Minimum values to Standardize values of each indicator for the computation of
Livelihood Security Index

Dimensior Indicator Minimum Maximum Difference
Per person monthly income of the household in Birr 22.22 10000 9977.78
il:]eéirr)rerson value of durable assets of the household 0 14028 14028
Economic Per person current savings of the household in Bifr 0 20000 20000
Per cent of independent household members 0 100 100
Number of household livelihood activities 1 5 4
Dietary diversity (number of food groups consumed 1 7 6
per day)
Food frequency (number of meals and snacks per 5
1 6
Food day)
Per day per adult equivalent calorie intake 578.33 987[7.86 9299.53
Number of food convenient months of a household in 0 12 12
the year
Level of sickness of the ill* 1 6 5
Number of days unable to work and attend schooling 0.99
. 0.01 1
Health due to sicknes’
Expenditure for treatment * 0.0001 1 0.9999
Quality of health services as rated by the househald 1 5 4
head
Literacy rate of the household 0 100 100
Per cent of household members who completed grade 100
0 100
Education 6 and above
Access to education services as rated by the 4
1 5
household head
Educational status of the household head 1 6 5
Source of drinking water for the household 1 3 2
Walking distance from house to water source in 0.97
| 0.03 1
Water minute$
Per person monthly cost of water 0.01 5 4.99
Frequency of per week water interruptidns 0.01 1 0.99
Housing tenure assigned by values of each type of 1 5 4
tenure
Number of persons of a household per room or 6.99
: 0.01 7
Housing crowdedness
Number of housing utilities 1 i 6
Quality of housing assigned by values of the 6 11 5

materials

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2014



2. Weight of Each Indicator Extracted by PCA for the Computation of Livelihood Security Index

. . Indicator Weight Variance
Dimension
loaded
Per person monthly income of the household in Birr 0.8 2P.66
Per person value of durable assets of the household in Birr 0.7
Economic Per person current savings of the household in Birr 0.5
Per cent of independent household members 0.5
Number of current livelihood activities of the household 0.3
Sum 2.8
Dietary diversity (number of food groups consumed per day) 0.8 41.8
Food frequency (hnumber of meals and snacks per day) 0.8
Food Per day per adult equivalent calorie intake 0.4
Number of food convenient months of a household in the year 0.6
Sum 2.2
Level of sickness of the ill* 0.9 61.3
Number of days unable to work and attend schooling due to sickness 0.8
Health Expenditure for treatment * 0.9
Quality of health services as rated by the household head 0.2
Sum 2.8
Literacy rate of the household 0.9 54.1
Per cent of household members who completed grade 6 and above 0.8
Education | Access to education services as rated by the household head 0.2
Educational status of the household head 0.9
Sum 2.8
Source of drinking water for the household D.5 35.8
Walking distance from house to water source in miffutes 0.5
Water Per person monthly cost of wafer 0.6
Frequency of per week water interruptidns 0.7
Sum 2.3
Housing tenure assigned by values of each type of tenure 0.6 41.5
Number of persons of a household per room or crowdetiness 0.1
Housing Number of housing utilities 0.8
Quality of housing assigned by values of the materials 0.8
Sum 2.3

Source: Computed from field Survey data, 2014



Appendix D

1. Pearson Chi-Square Values of the Association between Poverty and

D

Variable Name Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided Number of cases
Population Size .587 2 746 323
Household size 20.137 8 .01Q 323
Sex of Head 584 1 445 323
Age of Head 65.048 52 .106 321
Migration Status of head 1.507 1 .221 323
Marital Status of Head 3.646 3 .302 323
Level of Education of Heag 16.937 5 .005 323
lliness 229 1 .633 323
No days absent due illness 15.089 19 717 320
Expenditure on health 39.304 40 .501 319
Housing tenure 1.076 1 .301 322
Number of rooms 2.77F 5 .735 321
Persons per room 44.189 21 .002 321
Utilities 19.014 7 .008 322
Radio/Television 35.026 1 .00Q 323
Number of activities 9.379 4 .052 323
Landholding size in Hectar 8.407 15 .906 323
Association 6.78T 1 .009 322
Shock .156 1 .693 322
Credit in birr 25.933 17 .07§ 322
Saving in Birr 43.259 43 .460 322
Road Quality .00 1 .982 323
Municipality .00 1 .982 323
Monthly Income in Birr 271.423 227 .023 323
Livestock in TLU 33.794 44 .867 323

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2014



2.

Correlation Coefficients of the explanatory variables to check multicollinearity

Populatior | householc | Age of householt expenditure ol| Person: | Numberof | Radio/televisior | Creditin| Saving suk- monthly | Livestock | N of livelihood
size size head Education health perroom| utilities ownership birr in Birr | municipality | income in TLU activities
Population siz{Pearson Correlatic 1 137 -13C -.09: -.04¢ -.01¢ -.067 141 .06¢| -.077 567" -.05¢ .031 .02¢
Sig. (ztailed; .01€ .01¢ .09¢ .38¢ 721 221 .011 .21¢ .16¢ .00C .301 .78¢ .72C
N 327 32t 321 322 32t 32¢ 321 32€ 32€ 327 324 79 327
Household siz{Pearson Correlatic 1 .16C" .10z .011f  -607" .02z 23€¢" .36C" .06t .10¢ 14€" .10¢ 215"
Sig. (ztailed; .00¢4 .06t 842 .00C .69C .00C .00C .24% .07z .00¢ .357 .00C
N 32t 327 32¢ 32t 32¢ 327 32¢€ 32¢ 327 324 79 327
Age of Pearson Correlatic 1 -31€" -.03¢ .001 -01€ -228" -.002 062 -.05¢8 -.08¢ -.09z .024
Eg:jeh"'d Sig. (ztailed] .00C 54¢ 984 77¢ ooc]  os¢ 257 322 117 42C 662
N 32t 321 32¢ 324 32t 324 324 32t 32z 79 32t
educatio Pearson Correlatic 1 .04: -.03¢ -.06¢ .39€" 2287|124 .02¢ 16€" .03¢€ 127
Sig. (z-tailed] 43¢ A9t 224 .00C .00C .02t .65 .00z .75C .02z
N 328 32t 32¢ 327 32€ 32¢ 327 324 79 327
expenditure oi| Pearson Correlatic 1 -.007 -.021 072 .10z .09¢ -.147" 071 317" .01¢
health Sig. (ztailed] 89¢ 71z 18¢] 064 .08 .00€ 20¢ 1008 74C
N 321 32z 32¢ 322 32z 32t 32C 7 322
Person Pe Pearson Correlatic 1 -.007 -11C|  -16€” .001 -.008 -.042 128 -.072
room Sig. (ztailed] 90€ o04g] 00z o8 93¢ 44¢ 27¢ 19¢
N 32t 32t 324 324 32t 32z 79 32t
Number Pearson Correlatic 1 .06¢ .03¢| 272" .051 -.001 .02¢ -.02¢
:'t‘i’lﬁiﬂgg Sig. (ztailed] 21¢] a9l ooc 35¢ 982 802 602
N 32€ 32t 32t 32€ 328 79 32€
Radio or Pearson Correlatic 1| a7er| are” -.03€ 147" .15¢ 134
gev'ﬁ]‘gi?]?p Sig. (=tailed! 001 001 52C .00€ 168 01t
N 32€ 32€ 327 324 79 327
creditin bin  |Pearson Correlatic 1| 132 13€ .07¢ .18¢ 124
Sig. (ztailed] 01¢ 014 18¢ 118 02€
N 32¢ 32¢€ 32¢ 79 32¢€
total amount of Pearson Correlatic 1 .04z .10¢ .051 .062
birrsaved i iled 45 05¢ 65¢ 254
N 32€ 328 79 32€
suk- Pearson Correlatic 1 -.01¢ -.06¢ 167"
municipality i ailed’ 751 54¢ 00z
N 324 79 327
monthly Pearson Correlatic 1 .3527 21€"
income Sig. (>tailed’ 00z 00¢
N 77 324
Livestock in | Pearson Correlatic 1 21€
Ly Sig. (-tailed, 054
N 79

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).




3. Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

poverty status of households § poverty status of households 3
Non-poor Poor
Observed Expected Observed Expected Total
Step9 |1 31 31.00¢ 0 .00Q 31
2 31 30.98¢ 0 .014 31
3 30 30.774 1 .22§ 31
4 31 30.003 0 .997 31
5 25 27.124 6 3.876 31
6 19 19.38¢ 12 11.614 31
7 18 14.30¢ 14 17.692 32
8 8 8.791 23 22.20¢ 31
9 2 3.085 29 27.915 31
10 1 .544 33 33.45¢6 34
4. Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
Step Chi-square df Sig.
9 7.696€ 8 .464
5. Classification Table
Step Predicted
poverty status of household Percentage
Observed Non-poor Poor Correct
Step 9 |poverty status of househol{Non-poor 171 25 87.2
Poor 21 97 82.2
Overall Percentage 85.4
a. The cut value is .500

6. Casewise List of the Influential Cases

Observed Temporary Variable
poverty status @
Case | Selected Statls households | Predicted | Predicted Grou| Resid ZResid
13 S p** .093N .907 3.121
226 S p** .006N .994 12.824
242 S N** .966P -.966 -5.35(Q

a. S = Selected, U = Unselected cases, and ** = Misclassified cases.

b. Cases with studentized residuals greater than 2.000 are listed.




7. The Classification Plot

Step nunber: 9
Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities

160 + 1

120 + 1

80 +N 8
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NN
NNNN N P PPPP
Pr edi ct ed | | | | | | | | |
Pr ob: 0 .1 .2 .3 .4 .5 .6 .7 .8 .9 1
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Predicted Probability is of Menbership for Poor
The Cut Value is .50
Synbol s: N - Non- poor

P - Poor

Each Synbol Represents 10 Cases.




Appendix E
Questionnaire

Questionnaire Number
Household name and ID (to be filled by enumerator)
Date of Interview

Enumerator's Name

Supervisor's Name

Date

Introduction

Hello. My name is . Your househioéd been randomly selected to

participate in the Poverty and Livelihood Surveyiahhhas been commissioned by Addis Ababa
University. The aim of this survey is to collectamation on food consumption, livelihood and
demography. The interview will take not less tharhaur. Your response will assist the student
to achieve his research objectives.

| assure you that your answers will be completelyfidential. Only summary information will
be used for analysis, and no individual questiaenaill be made available to any authority. If

there is any particular question that you doné lié& answer, that will of course be accepted.

| greatly appreciate your assistance and | thankfgoyour cooperation in advance.



Section 1. Demography and education
1 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.

No |Name| Sex Date of |Place of |Ifyouare | Relation with the Religion Marital Status| Level of education | In your
birth or | birth born in other HH perception
age places Head 1 lliterate............ a what is the

. . {2 [0 P H
distance in | ¢ _ -2 5 rel'c_‘d_ &write.......b level of
irae | DPOUSE religious .............. c
For Rural......1 | Minutes Son/Daughter... 3 | Orthodox........ 1| Never fill the exact years for access of a
Female..1| o ors | Urban(H)..2 | from your | Grandchild.... .4 | Catholic Married........... 1| others household
Male ....2 less than Urban (0).3 | birth place | Father/Mother. 5 Protﬁstant .......... 3 | Married to
five years to this town? Sister/Brother . 6 | Muslim......... 4 (Mon,ogamous)'z for current status education?
include And when Niece/Nephew. 7 Traditional......... Married '
months ; Uncle/Aunt.......... .8 | Pagan.. 6 | (Polygamous)..3 | attending ......1 :
did you Son/Daughter In-Law.....9 Other Divorced........... 4 | not attending .2 VEré/'hlgh -1
come here?| rather/Mother In-Law..10 (Specify)..7 Separated. '\Plloeorlum ""23
Distanc(| year | Brother/Sister In-aw.....11 Widowed......... level | status Place Very poor4
Grandparents
Other Relatives............ 13
Servant.....ccceveeeiienns 14
Non Relatives.......... 15
1
2
11. 12. 13. 14. 15 16. 17. 18. 19.

No | Were you or | Whatisthe | Which skill What What are the problems| Your general | For the During the | During the
any other main reason | does any training/s | at school? level of current past 12 past 12
member of for being member of you and Toobfar away/transport satisfaction school year, | months, months

problems ..................... 1 : : ; ,’
HH absent absent from Lhe Eousehold ?ny otrr:ers Too expensive/Fecs too high with _the whlat |sfthe what did what did
from school | school? as: rom the Lack of books and supplies | S€MVICES value o your your
last month household | (blackboard, chalk, desk, provided by | education household| |, sehold
Weaving......1 | obtain? chair..) ..o 3 | the assistance, | spend on
for more Pottery ........ 2 Lack of teachers..........: 4. government | including the ygur spend on
than a week? Carpentry....3 | Metal Poor teaching quality ....5. hool in thi | fi hool your school
Yes=1 SiCK.oiiiiinns 1 | Mechanic.....4 work...1 Poor school management school in this V.a ue of in- Schoo books
No=2 Death in the Painting........ 5 | Wood work ..2| quality.. ....................... 6 | town? kind fees? o
family...oo.. 2 | Wood work..6 Embroidery ..3| Facilities in bad conditions assistance _ unlf.orms,
Had towork.3 | Metalwork...7 Tailoring....... (buildings, electricity, Very high.....1 and cash from Birf stationary
Other(specify). | Maintenance8 4 water.).........oooee 7 High ........... 2 NGOs/others etc. for
Other Book Crowded classrooms/...... 8 | Medi 3
i 00 i edium ... ) school?
(specify)....... 9 | keeping5 Safety (violence, drugs...) 9| Low............ 4 g :
Other Other: Specify Very low......5 Birr )
(specify) Birr
1




Section 2: Health

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.

No | Have you What was the For how many | Have (you or | Ifthe answer is If the answer for Have you or Have you If your answer
and any sickness/ injury | days were other) yes for question | question number4 | any other or the to Q 8is yes
other you or others you or others | received number 4 where | is no what was the | household household | from what
member faced? absent from medical did you or other | main reason? member been | member sources (you cam
of the the usual assistance or | receive or sick for at received | Chose more than
household activity due to | consulted consult medical | Lack of money.......... 1 | least3 any one)
facedany | . . the health from health assistance EXpensive.....oceeesesnns 2 | consecutive assistance | go

alaria................ 1 N . . Toofar ccveeeeeeererne 3
health iarrh problem institutions or | primarily? ) months freeof | 1
Diarrhea............... 2 ) o ! Do not believe i NGO 5
problem Injury....... 3 | duringthe traditional Hospital............... in MEdICING oo 4 | duringthe last | charge for D e o
i Dental Health center.......... Social/community..3
during the | Pental... . last 2 healers Lack of health 12 months? thelong- | Traditional
Ophthalmic.......... 5 . Health post............ fessional . ait
last 2 . months? during the I protessional............. 5 | (Excluding term Religious ............
Skin Disease......... 6 ClINICS . 4 Poor quality/ service....6 . . Relati
months? Ear/Nose/ Throat (ENT).7 last 2 Pharmacy.............. 5 ; : : accident) illness? elatve. ...
. - Did not require medical Others (specify)....7
list Tuberculosis.......... 8 months? Traditional healer.6 . Yes...1
Other (Specify).....9 Number of days : Religious/spiritual 7 aSSIStANC...ooivvvsvvvisns 7 No...2 Ves.1
Yes.l o mmm Yes.1 € 1810US/SpITitual Other (specify)............. 8 -
No...2 No...2 Other (specify).......8 No...2
1
2
10. 11. 12. 13. 14, 15. 16. 17.

No |What is the What is |Do you or |If your answer to What is the What is the Did you face any | If your answer to Q23 is yes
level of access the quality |any other | question number 16 is | level of amount of problems in the what are thoseRank three most
of the of health |member of |yes what typémore than | difficulty? expenditure of | health facilities in | important
household to | services in|the one can be chosen) 5 the household | this town? ?r?e?%gﬂltcuf:gﬂgf:s;ﬂi """""""" L
health the town? |household | SE8ING ..oooovveressvvcvvre some difficulty .1 | for health in Yes 1 No appli iable (bed.
. Hearing ........cooevevvvnnne A lot of No 2 0 appliances available (bed,
infrastructure? _ have any | \yaiing/climbing steps difficulty......... > | the last 12 machinery.)........c.c.coooein3

Very high...1 Iphysical | Concentrating/remembering 4Can't perform months? Long waiting time/waitlist.............. 4
Very high.....1 High ........ 2 |gifficulties | Caring (washing, feeding, | activity atall.......3 No drugs/medicines available........ S
High .......... 2 Moderate...3 dressing, toileting)............ 5 Insufficient number professionals
Moderate....3 Poor ........ 4 List Other (Specify) ................ 6 (doctors, NUIsSes...).......ooooovennn 6
POOS ......... 4 Very poor..5 TOO eXPensive ................cceeeeee 7
Very poor...5 Birr Low quality of drugs................... 8
Yes...1 Other: SPecify ........coeveeevviinnnns 11
No...2 LeTe - S 10
Low quality of services .............. 11
1
2




Section 3: Housing

1. 2. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
How long | On what How many | The walls of the main | The roof of the The floor of the main | The ceiling | What type of What is the
has this basis does rooms dwelling are predom. | main dwelling is dwelling is of your kitchen does the primary type of
household | the (excluding made of what predominantly predominantly _housmg unit | household use? oven (Mitad)
been living | household kitchen, material? made of what made of what is? /’:‘0 kitchercmn ------------ 1| used for baking
. . . . . room used for ..
in this occupy the toilet & wood and mud ...........o-.. -1 | material? material? No celing.._ 1 | traditional kitchen inside thel injera/bread?
dwelling? | dwelling? bath room) | Wood only ...... Mud/dung ................. 1 Madai)ler?amz housing unit ................ 2 | Traditional mitad
. s [N )
Privately owned | does the 5;322 g:dymu o A . Bamboo /reed ............ 2 Abujede .3 @;g;?nglsiﬁcfﬁ;n (Oven) removable. 1
(1 constructed it.1 Stone and cement ................ 6 | Corrugated iron sheet .1/ Wood planks .............. 3 Chio wocd. 4 | oo o hoat i 3 Traditional mitad
Bought 5 | household Blocks plastered with cement .7 | Concrete/Cement ......2| Parquet or polished p - 9 unit...3| (ot removable) ....2
AR Blocks, unplastered...............8 other (specify)5 | A room used for modern
Inherited........ 3 | occupy? Bricks 9 Thatch ................. WOoOd ... 4 Kitchen inside the Imp_roveq energy
Free of rent ....4 Mud bricks(traditional) .........10 | Wood and mud Cement screed ...........5 hOUSING UNIE vvvr oo 4 | saving mitad (rural
Rented from Steel(” lamera”) ...........11 | Bamboo/reed ..... Plastic tiles ......... .6 Aroom used for modern | technology product).3
private......... 5 g;‘:ggeﬁ"r‘a‘gﬁ;he o120 plastic canvas Cementtiles ............... 7 kitchen outside the Electric mitad ........ 4
Rented from cmg Wood oo Asbestos ................ Brick tiles ................... 8 housing unit
kebele 6 Corrugated iron sheet.... Ceramic/marble tiles......9 other (specify)
Other(Specity7 | | Reeamanian Others (specify ... 10
\Years Months Other, specify ....................
11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 18. 19. 20. 21.
What type of Distance | What is What is the main
toilet facilities What t ¢ What is th . from the habit Does any | source of light for the
does the b : y:::e ?I' . What type of atts fde .mli.m What is the main house to | ofa member | Household?
household use? athing facilities  sp)id waste source of drinking source of drinking | water household | of the
) does the ; water in the rain ; ; . Electricity Meter- Privatel
h hold h > C|IS|.:)f).Sa| > Y water in the dry SO_UI‘CG (in to purify household Electricity Meter- Shared 2
Flush toilet —private .1 OUSenolB haves | facilities does season: season? minutes)? |\ ater (including | Electricity From
Flush toilet —shared .2 the household Tap inside the house ....1 (single before the Generator.........oovvinn. 3
Pit latrine private- Private tap in the . Solar Ener 4
; use? trip) drinking? | household | 3. 9y
V(_entlla_ted ............ 3 Tap inside the house ........ 1 compound P 2 rinking: Bio —Gas .5
Pit latrine shared- ‘ Private tap in the Compound2 Shared tap in compound.3 head) own | Electrical Battery 6
ventilated ............. 4 Waste disposable Shared tap in compound...3 Communal tap outside another Lantern ... 7
Pit latrine private- Vehicle .............. 1| communal tap outside compound ................ 4 dwelli Light From Dry Cell With
not ventilated ......... 5 Bathtub private ...1 | Waste disposal compound «.......o.......... 4 | Water from welling SWItCh oo 8
Pit latrine shared- not | gathiub shared ...2 | Container........ Water from kiosks/retailer..5 | Kiosks/retailer ........... 5 or house? | Kerosene Light Lamp
ventilated ............. Shower private....3 Dug-Out ............ Protected well / Pro_tected w_eII / Excluding Imported)................. 9
Bucket ............... Shower shared ......4 | Throw away spring (private)............ 6 | spring (private) ......... g Maid/guards | Local Kerosene Lamp
Field /forest .......... 8 | Aroom reserved Use as fertilizer ..... 5 protected well / Protected well / (KUraz) ................
Others ................ 9 ' for bathing(private).5 | Buming the waste .6| goring  (shared) ............... 7| spring  (shared) ........ 7 No habit .1 Candle/Wax ...
How many households A yqom reserved Collectedby Unprotected well or spring .8 Unprotected well or Minute Boiling ....2 Fire Wood ..............
shared the toilet? for bathing (shared).6 municipality(public | giver jlake/ pound ............. 9| SPMNG ..o 8 Chemicals.3 Yes..1 Other (Specify) A
No fixed place dump)... e 7 | Rain water River /lake/ p_ound ........ 9 Other No.2
for bathing......... 7 Other(specify) ....8 | other (specify) Other  (specify) ........ 10 (specify)...4
Type No of S HH




Section 4: Durabomestic Assets

1. 2. 3. No |ltem name 1. 2. 3.
No How many of How many
this [ITEM] doe§yhen [How of this doe
your household i you [much your When did W
own? b did household much did
uy the [did you you buy
IF NONE RECORD b h own? )sou buy
asset? [buy the the assef
tem 0 Number of the asset”
Name Year |asset? items °
Birr Year Birr
Number of items
1 |Kerosene stove 19 . .
Weaving equipment
2 |Butane Gas stove 20 Mitad-Electric
. Energy saving stove
3 [Electric stove 21 (lakech, mirt etc)
4 Blanket/Gabi 22 Refrigerator
5 |Mattress and/or Bed 23 Private car
6 |Wrist watch/clock 24 owels (Gold and silver)
/ Fixed line telephone 25 |Wardrobe
8 Mobile Telephone 26 Shelf for storing goods
° Radio/ tape recorder 27 Biogas stove (pit)
10 [Television 28 Water storage pit
1111 CD/VCD/DVD/Video Deck 29 Mofer and Kember
12 |Satellite Dish 30 Sickle (Machid)
13 |Sofa set 31 Axe (Gejera)
14 32
14 |Bicycle Pick Axe (Geso)
15 Motor cycle 3 Plough (Traditional)
16 34
16 [Cart (Hand pushed) Plough (Modern)
17 Cart (an|mal drawn)- for 35 \Water Pump
transporting people & goods
18 36 |Cupboard

Sewing machine




Section 5: Food for the last seven days

1.

2.

3

@. 5.

6.

78..

o.

10.

Over the past one week
(7 days), did you or
others in your household
consume any [ITEM]?
Include food both eaten
Communally in the
household and that eaten
separately by individual
household members.
Yes..1

No... 2

If your
answer is yes
in what form
did you
consume?
Enjera wat
Bread

How much in
total did your
household
consumein the
past week?

How much
came from
purchases? IF
NONE
RECORD 0.

How
much
did
you
spend

How much
came from

own

production?

IF NONE
RECORD
0.

Howmuch came
from gifts and
other sources?
IFNONE
RECORD 0.

did any people
that you did
not list as
household
members eat
any meals in
your
household?

quantity |unit

quantity junit

birr

quantity

unit

quantity

Yes ...

1
unit no...2

What was the
total number
of days in
which any meal
was shared
with people

CEREALS

0-5

Teff

6-15

Wheat

16-65

Barley

>65

Maize

Sorghum

(AW N

Millet

PULSES

Horse beans

Chick pea

Field pea

10

Lentils

11

Haricot beans

OIL SEEDS

12

Niger seed

13

Linseed

VEGETABLES AND

14

Onion

15

Banana

TUBERS & STEMS

16

Potato

17

Kocho/ Bula

OTHERS

18

Meat

19

Milk

20

Cheese

21

Eggs

22

Sugar

23

Salt

STIMULANTS

24

Coffee

25

Chat/Kat

CODES FOR UNIT:

Gram

Cubic Centimeter...3

Box .

Cm ..2

Number.4
Roll....11

Meter..5

irPa..6
Pack....12

Tuba
Araba

Kg

Cup
Liter ...
Meter Square

..... 33




Section 6: Non-food expenditure

Section 7: Food Security

1. 2. 1. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Over the past one How much Over the past 12 How much How many meals, How many | In the last 12 In which What is the
P did your P did your including variety of | months, have months of | number of
month, did your months, did your breakfast are taken on hild
household household average per day in vour | foodsare | youbeen faced | thelast12 |children
household purchase . household . ge p yiny . h . . lwho sent to
or pay for any [ITEM]? pay in M| purchase or pay pay in total? household? consumed | with a situation | months did ;
" | total? . by the when you did you relatives
for any item? . due to
Adults (5 yrs [Children (6-59 | household | not have experience hort ¢
Birr and above) months)LEAVE| per week | enough foodto | this ?Ogdr,)age 0
E'::TLNDKRlEFNNO inthe last | feed the incident? '
12 household?
?
Yes...1 Yes..1 ) Numb months: Yes...1
No....2 No ..2 Birr Number umboer No...2
no Number
Clothes/shoes/fabric
1 Matches for MEN
. Clothes/shoes/fabric
2 |Batteries 2 for WOMEN
3 |Candles (tua'af), incense 3 Clothes/shoes/fabric
for boys
4 Laundry 4 Clothes/shoes/fabric
soap/OMO/endod/besan for girls
i i Monthly Expenditure to services
5 |Hand soap 5 Kltche.zn equipment y P
(cooking pots, etc.)
6 Other personal care g |Linens (sheets, towels, Service Own meter |Rented
goods (incl. sendel, blankets)
7 |Charcoal 7 [Furniture Water
8 |Firewood 8 [Lamp/torch EIectr|C|ty
Estimated rent of own
9 [Kerosene 9 |Ceremonial expenses house
10 Cigarettes, tobacco, 10 IContributions to IDDIR Rented house
suret, gaya
11 [Transport 11 Donations to the Fixed phone
church
Mobile phone

12

[Taxes and levies




Section 8: Livelihood Activities and Income

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
What are/is| |dentify the Who Where does this | What were the two Which During the last 12 | How many Which During the
the primary and owns/owned activity operate main sources of start- market is | months, in which | hired workers | household| months
||V?||h09d secondary this activity in primarily? up capital for the connected months was the did this members | the
activity/ies | activities of the | the household? Home, inside enterprise/business? bY road t9 enterprise activity | enterprise worked in | enterprise
of the household ? Lejﬁ:ngzéiéé ------- 1 Agricultural incom.e ............. 1 this town highest? employ in the | this was
!’]OUSGhO|d o , 5 Self—employmer?t income....2 Rank them months in enterprise| operating
in the last FeSIARNCE.uevvrrnereenes Wage or salary income.......3 Sep.1 Feb.6 . . .
12 months3 Who helped what to | Traditional market.3 | pemittances............. oct2  Mar7 which the inthe last | in the last
' ! get this job? Shop in commercial Sale of assets Nov.3 Apr P enterprise 12 12
tt'St ot nformation.... 1 :E)eaadyde """"""""" Bank or cooperative loan....6 List Dec4  May.9 was months? | months,
N Fi' code from Money Mot - Farmly or friends........ccoceu... 7 Jan.5  Jun.10 operating? what were
elow Voo ODIE.ovrvriieenn Private money lenders......... 8 julll  Aug.12 Record
Labour.. Construction sites..7 Micro credit & savings b roster id average
Rural area ............... 8 INSEEULION .. evveeereece e 9 Pag.13 Number monthly
Other urban area...9 Other (SPecify).....cccreueenne 10 sales?
Other (specify)......10 birr
Primary [Secondan |15 owner 2" owner Source Place i1 [ 2 39 | urban rural
1
2
3
4
5
CodeforQ1
Metal work ...1 Male beauty salon...... 9 Construction timber ...16 Collie ............. 23 Driver ............... 30 Processing & selling areki ....37
Wood work....2 Female beauty salon...10 Traditional medicine ..17 Domestic work ..24 Grass selling.......... 31 Processing & selling enjera...38
Mechanic ...... 3 Market business ...... 11  Cane furniture .......... 18 Transportation ...25 Poultry ............... 32 Processing & selling bread ...39
Carpentry ...... 4 Firewood/dung sale ..12  Weave baskets .......... 19 Pottery............. 26 Animal fattening....33  Selling dairy products .......... 40
Tailoring ...... 5 Charcoal retailing ....13  Bar or restaurant ........ 20 Shop ............ 27 Dairy farming ...... 34 Processing & selling tella ...... 41
Berenda ........ 6 Government employee.14 Daily labourer ........... 21 Pensioner ......... 28 Crop farming ....... 35 Transport ........ccccvevuveeeninnns 42
Mills............ 7 Private employee ..... 15 Quarrying .......cooeeeee. 22 Grain collector ...29  Grain distributor....36  Other (specify) .................... 43



11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23.

During the What | List three Does the |Agricultural | What is| What How |What is the|From How many|How many| How

months the is the most enterpris [land the land| type of | many [cultivation |[where this|quintals di¢quintals di¢many

enterprise was monthl | important | ehavea [Oownership | holding | crops did quintals|arrangement?| crops you sale |you quintals

operatinginthe | y net constraints | license? sizein | you did you My own. .1 produced? from last |consume |do you

last 12 months, profit? | to business hectare produce | produce Share N yea:jr s i fromylast have a

what were operations last year? last cropping....2 ! ot?:_es{ eal ] production?year’s stock
own 1 Use the year? |Rentingthe |In thistown production?| now?

average monthly and nheritad. 2 code land........ 3 |Rural........ 2

operating costs growth? Ves.1 |Rented .. .3 below Rural Small scale ot

(including stocks No..2 . Sharecropping....4 relatives....5 |lrrigation...3

X 0.. Other (specify)...5 Name Other (sp)...4

and hired Bi Use the ot

labour)? irr code below

birr

Code for Q 17 Cereals barley Pulses lentil
Wheat .......... 1 Sorghum...... 3 Oat (aja) ..... 5 Beans......... 7 Oil crops flax....9  Vegetables........ 11
Teffo i, 2  Maize......... 4 Peas ......... 6 Vetch .......... 8 Potatoes........... 10

24. 25. 26. 27. 28. 29. 30. 31. 32. 33. 34.

If you have | What amount| What Where What If you have What What is Do you Do you If no what the

perennial of income did| amount of| does thesgassistance| animals currently| animal the rent have free | source of

crops list you obtain perennial | perennial | did you what animals do | products | income animals? | accessto | fodder for

them? from these | crops did | crops receive you have? do you you Oxen...1 rural your animals?

Eucalyptus perennial you found? from OX.oove 1 sale? obtained Horse...2 | communal | own farm

rrees......1 crops in the | consume developme COW-ovve: 2 Egg......... 1| inthe last | Donkey.3 | grazing byproducts....1

Mango...2 . Heifer ........... 3 Milk 2 Other(sp).4 .

Avocado.3 last 12 in the last nt agents?| speep.......... 4 Butter 3 | 12 months land and Purchasing from

Papaya ...4 months? 12 Urban..1 Goat............. 5 Chease. 4 | from water? Rl..ll’al areas......2

Gesho .5 What is the months? | Rural....2 Fertilizer...1 | Donkey ......... 6 Other livestock/ Yes....... 1 Gift from R_Ufal

Shembeko 6 | astimated Seed.......2 | Chicken.........7 specify)...5 | livestock NO ... . 2 relatlves/frle...S

Chat ...7 ‘ value? QU/birr Advisory..3 Other (specify).8 roducts? Other(specify)..4

Others (specify) Q;‘Jbirr Animal | Number P it




Section 9: Shocks

Heavy rains preventing work

Crop damage due to frost/insects

N | Shock: 1. 2. 3. 4, 5.
was your Rank the As a result of this [SHOCK], What did your household During the
household three most | did your [...] do in response to this last 5 years,
affected significant READ RESPONSES FOR EACH | [SHOCK] to try to regain how many
negatively by shocks you COLUMN your former welfare level? | times did
[SHOCK]? experienced List up to 3 answers by order of [SHOCK]
Underline if >1 - Most Severe importance. If more than one occur?

event, ask about the most recent
Yes..1 (1), Second o
incident. Use codes below .
No...2 Most Severe 5 nd il List the years
(@, ThirdMost |°2 | 3 |33 |23 | 23|l 2 3
Severe (3). 3 z s | e sa

1 Death of household member (Main bread earner)

2 lliness/death of household member (child <5)

3 Loss of non-farm jobs of household member

4 Drought

5 Flood

7

8

9

Price fall of food items

=
o

Price rise of food items

=
=

Increase in price of inputs (seed, fertilizer)

[y
N

lliness, great loss/death of livestock (underline)

[y
w

Fire

=
N

Theft/Robbery & other violence

=
(S}

Involuntary loss of house/land

[y
(2]

Displacement (due to gov't development projects)

[y
1)

Water interruption

=
@

Electric interruption

N
o

Breakdown of household /Intra-household conflict

N
[y

Inter-household conflict

N
N

Eviction from rented house

N
w

Complete loss of income

N
S

Food shortage/insecurity

N
(&3}

Other (Specify) expropriation of rural agr. land




Code for Q 4:

Relied on own-savings

Received unconditional help from relatives/friends...............

Received unconditional help from government
Received unconditional help from NGO/religious institution..4
Relied on less preferred food options
Reduced the proportion or number of meals per day

Household members skipped days of eating

Begging for money or food
Employed household members took on more employment....9

Soldland ..........cooiiiiiiiii
Sold building......ccoooeeeiiieieeee
Sold crop stock...
6 Sold livestocK.........ueeveeeeeeeiiieieeennn.
7 Sent children to live elsewhere..

Collecting firewood/dung for sale.23
Assistance from idir

............................................................. 1 Sold agricultural assets
Sold durable assets

...... 16  Walking to work to cut transport cost .....................31
...... 17 Seek assistance from kebele to get house replacement...32
Borrow money to pay overdue rent ................coeeee. 33
Change houSe .......ccoiuiiiiii 34
Seek arbitration from kebele..................ccooo 35
Seek arbitration from neighbours ..............cccoovvvinnn. 36
.22 Gotolegal Cours ........ooooiiiiiiiiiiii i 37

Resolve within the house
Did not do anything..........ccceeieieiiiieiieee e 39

Unemployed adult household members employed/work...... 10 Traditional treatment for ill animal.25  Unsafe source of water .............cocovviiiiiiii i, 40
Household members migrated............ccccoeeiiiriiiieeniiceiieeee 11 Visit health center ..................... 26 Candle/KEroSENEe .......c.cuuiiiuieiae i 41
Reduced expenditures on health and/or education............... 12 Use traditional medicine .............. 27 Other (SPECITY). e it 42

Obtained credit from formal credit institution......
Obtained credit from relatives or neighbours

Use holy water

Engaged in spiritual efforts - prayer, sacrifices, diviner consultations.....29

Borrowing money/food from illegal borrowers Join relatives or neighbours to live with if bread winner is dead........... 30
Section 10: Social Capital

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 0. 10. 11.
Are you or | What benefit{ Do the If your From How How How many| How many| How many | How many
any other are you household | answer for | whom & many many days| days the | birr do the | birr do you | birr is
household | obtaining received Q 4isyes | Wheredid | labourdo | dothe household| household| or any other| estimated
member is a) from these | assistance in\yh4t is the | You obtain | the household| gave lend in the| member of | do the

oo what is the >
member of | associations? the last 12 ; 5 the household| received | labourto | last12 the household

assistance” . . . .

0? Labour ......... 1| months Labour assistance?| received | labourin | othersin | monthsto | household | gave to
dir e 1| Food............. 2| different Food..... Rural relative1| in the last | the last 12| the last 12| your gave to others in
Iqub ........... o | Credit e 3 from these | cred _ H urban relative.2 | 12 months? | months? | relatives/fr| others in kind in the
Mahiber ......3 | hocess 10 associationg Accesstosenvices.4 Ryra| friends3 | months? iends? the last 12 | last 12

. Equipments/toools5 O urban friend... .4 th ) th )
Senbete ....... 4| Free accommodations Child are............ 6 ) montns montns
Professional Information for a job.6| Yes...1 Guarding the house7 l(;lelshbours..S

. . . urban
Association...5 | Resist No...2 Information for job.8 | o ative/triend...6 Birr
Other (specify) injustice..7 - Market information.9 GOs. . .. 7 Days Days 5 Birr
] Other (specify) Fire oo 10 irr
List the Borrowing household NGOs....... 8
member fumiture............ 11 | Other
(specify)




12, 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19 20. 21
In which In what How many | Who comes | How often they | What they | Where are How often do| What do What are the
public/ service| way you days/birr did | to visit the visit the broughtto | you or any you or others | you or negative
development | participated | the household? | household? the member of from the others gave| effects of
programs you | in these household H urban household?| the household household to the social capital
mvoned in theq programs? | contributed? relat::\)/es --------- 1] 1 times in a week.1 regulla.rlg/ go | visit? household | you ,
last five years? Labour...1 fl-rii:;dzn , | 2timesinaweek2| child care...1 for visit? you encountered?
cash..... 2 | | TeNESe 1timesinamont3| Food & Rural refatives.......1 11 times in a week.1 visited? Harm.............
water........... 1 | other (sp.)3 O urban other (specify) drinks........ 2 | Humanreltve...2 b mes in aweek.4 Child care...1 | Theft........ 2
relative/friends3 ) Neighbours........... 3 . . d Conflict.......... 3
School .......... 2 Rural relatives..4 Birr............ 3 | W urban fiends.....a |- timesina zqok & ) other (specify)
Roads........... 3 _ Rural friends...5 Gifts in kind.4 | ouban month....... o 3 rln T
other (specify)..4 Daysibirr Neighbors......6 Other (sp.)....5| Mendfelatives.....5 iother (specify...4 | Birr........... 3
other(specify)..7 Rural friends.........6 Gifts in kind4
Other (sp.)
days Birr
Section 11: Perception
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
How is good | In your | In your In the last 12 If yes how For what purpog In your | If your answer | What
governance | perception what perception what | months did yoy many did you go’ perception to Q 9is yes government
in the town? | benefits you is the level of go to the|timesdid does thg what is the decisions ang
missed becausenegative effect of woreda for| you go? absence of amagnitude of the policies affect
Excellent .1 | Of the absence afthe absence of | administrative master plan for effect? your
Very good...2 Wore_d_a . Worgdg . reasons? 1 times.1 the tqwn has a _ Ilfe/I|veI|h.o.od
Good 5 | administration administrative 2 times. .2 negative effect Veryhigh....1 both positively
Satisfatory.4 function in the| function in this 3 times..3 on your ',\"/I'gg‘i% """" g & negatively?
? iveli 2 |
\E;:?y.b.é.d....% town? town to yc'J)ur :g;ir#y ) livelihood* LOW oo 4 List the decisions
livelihood? Very low..... 5 and policies and
Employment........1 Yes..1 Yes..1 their effects
demand/Market.2 | yory high 1 No...2 No...2
administrative Hiah 5
link to rural areas.d Mgdi.li;'ll’l """ 3
better  investment.4 Low ... 2
other(specify) Very low...... 5




Section 12: Credit and saving

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12,
Over the| What is | For what purpose | Did the From whom or | Has If you paid or | If your Do you & | What is the What is | What is the
past 12 | the you and other money which institution| the paying the answer to | any other | purpose of the place of
months, | amount | from the borrowed | you or someone| |opan loan what Qlisno | member | your household amount g saving?
did you | you household borrow| is used for| else borrowed | peen is/are the why? of a saving? current | Equib.......1
or /others money or in kind?| the the money? re- source? household| Household saving in| Bank....... 2
anyone | borrowed gaz:z:zz gt?r?ﬁsion--zl intended g?(l)iteiz\:eﬁ&él-l paid? Collateral save expense......... 1 | birr? Saving/credit
elsein | inbirr? | s S e | PUrpose? | Preenriocs Business profit...1 | Problems...1 | money or Iglve_5t in , union
this Wedding .............. 4 Friends ....... 3 Selling asset ......2 | No purpose to| N Kind? USINESS......... finstitution..3
househo Ch?que the| Fooqd purchase .......5 Employer....4 Borrowing from borrow....... 2 Medical expense.3 Home........ 4
d borrow Eirr?dlt(;nbirr House purchase......6| Yes...... 1 Neighbour ...5 relatives/friends 3 | No source to School fee......... 4 gzgns%?/itr?e Rural
on credit Land purchase/rent...7| No....... 2 Religious Land sale/rent...4 | borrow ....... 3 Buy/build house..5| ;'\ .. - 9/ Relatives /
both i Other ceremonial institution..6 House sale .......... 5 | other Yes...1 Maintain house ..6 friends...... 5
omin o EXPENSe................ 8 Micro credit Selling domestic | (specify)....4 | NO--2 N _ Urban
cash and Asset purchase........ 9 institutions...7 asset.6 | oo Insurance for Birr Relatives
kind? Other (specify)...... 10 Bank.......... 8 ves...1 Other (specify) ...7 shocks... e ! ffriend...... 6
Yes..1 Informal lenders.9 | No...2 Other (specify) .8
No..2 NGO............. 10 Other
Other (specify)...11 (specify)...7
Section 13: Other Income and livelihood outcomes
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
No | Source During the last | What are How much How much of [SOURCE] came from Generally If improved If declined or not
12 months, did | the sources | [SOURCE] did rural/urban/international locations? | your what is the changed why?
you or any of the your household household’s | reason? MINESS.....oveeeeeeee. 1
members of income? receive in total livelihood is? Bettﬁr salary..21 Death of breadwinner......2
f Equb........... L
your household | Relatives.....1 | during the last | 41 Remitance. -3 Family size increase...3
receive any Friends ......... 2 12 months? mproved ..... Success at DIVOICE oo 4
Neighbours...3 Not changed2 di
[SOURCE]? Declined 3 T‘ra ing........ 4 Asset sales ............... 5
Government.4 . Livelihood .
Yes.1 Estimate the cash . _ oou Lossof job ............... 6
Nor 2 NGOs............. 5 | Value of in-kind Birr Diversification..5 Rising cost of living...Z
O.. = | RISING COSUOT NVING....L
Other (spe.)..6 transfers received other(specify)...6 )
Birr Other (specify)........... 8
Rural O urban H urbar Internatione
1
2




