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Abstract 

This study was conducted with the general objective to assess the disparities in household food 
security between the indigenous people and resettlers living in Asossa Woreda of Benishangul­
Gumuz I~egion . For this study, two contiguous rural kebeles (Ura kebele inhabited by the 
indigenous people and A mba 1 kebele inhabited by reset/lers) were purposively selected, and a 
total of 105 sample households proportionately 51 and 54 sample households were selected, 
respectively.Fom Ura and Amba I using systematic random sampling technique. Primary data 
was generated through structured household survey questionnaire, FGDs, key informant 
interviews and direct observations. Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFJAS) 
developed by FANTA project was used a measurement tool for food security status. Both 
qualitative and quantitative data analysis techniques were used. For the quantitative data, 
descriptive statistics, such as frequency, mean, standard deviation and cross-tabulations were 
widely used. The study result revealed that 69.5 % of the total sample households were food 
insecure with different levels of severity (26.7 % mildly food insecure, 25.7 % moderately food 
insecure and 17.1 % severely food insecure). Only 30.5% of the households were found to be 
food secure. With this indicator, the percentage of food insecure households of the indigenous 
and reset/lers were 66.7% and 72. 7 % respectively, showing that sample households of 
reset/lers were more likely to be food insecure than that of the indigenous people. Although 
there are disparities in food security status between the sample households of the indigenous 
and reset/lers, the t-test didn't confirm the presence of statistically significant difference 
between th e two groups of households in terms of food security status. Explanations for the 
causes of food insecurity and disparities were made form the perspectives of households' 
assets; activities and strategies; institutions, organization and social relations; and 
vulnerability context. The study findings suggest that in ensuring food security, strategies and 
interventions shouldfoeus on the general livelihoods of the households. 
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1.1Ba ckground 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Food is one of the necessary cond itions for the well-being of a society. III order to lead a 

healthy and productive life, every individual should have access to sufficient food. People 's 

inability to gain access to food to meet their dietary needs leads to food insecurity (Reutlinger, 

1987; Saad, 1999; Markos, 2005). Nowadays, food insecurity has become one of the main 

global development issues. 

The problem of food insecurity is particu larly critical in develop ing countries, though it is a 

global issue too. Globally, more than one billion people live on less than one US dollar a day 

(World Bank, 2008), and according to the assessment made by FAO (2006), it was estimated 

that there were still 854 million undernourished people worldwide in 2001-03, of which 820 

million li ve in developing countries. The highest incidence of undernourishment is found in 

Sub-Saharan Africa where one in every three persons suffers from chronic hunger (World 

Bank,2008). 

Although an international commitment has been made to halve the proportion of people living 

in extreme poverty and hunger by the year 2015 (the first Millennium Development Goal), the 

poverty rate is not reduced in developing countries as required (FAO, 2006). Food insecurity 

and hunger is high, and mi llions of people in the world suffer from shortage of food and 

absence of reliable access to food every year (Mesay, 2001). 

Ethiopia is a country where food insecurity is widespread (FDRE, 2002; Workneh, 2006). Food 

insecurity is cOl11mon in all regions of Ethiopia, though its nature, extent and causes may vary 

from place to place. Food insecuri ty is more prevalent in rural areas where the majority of the 

popUlation li ve and the majority of them are heavily dependent upon agricu lture as key element 

of their li velihoods. 



The nature and extent of the food security situation is directly and indirectly related to the 

genera l livelihoods of the people (Yared, 2001; Degefa, 2005). Food security should not be 

seen as iso lated from the people 's livelihood (Baro and Deubel, 2006). It is, therefore, 

mis lead ing to treat the issue of food security independently of the wider livelihood 

considerations. 

Therefore, a wider assessment of livelihood is required to make a more in-depth analysis of 

food security so as to identify the underlying causes of food insecurity, and to analyze the 

disparities in food security. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Ethiopia is one of the least developed countries where the majority of its population are living 

in poverty and facing persistent prohlems of food insecurity. The national poverty head count 

index is 38.7 % (39.3% for mral and 35.1 % for urban) (World Bank, 2007). The country has 

always suffered from food shortage hecause of sever environmental degradation, recurrent 

drought, high population growth and some other factors (Getachew, 1995; Markos, 1997; 

Degera, 2005). Based on the CSA 2004 Welfare Monitoring Survey RepOtt, over 30 % of the 

households in the country (34.2 % for rural % 14.8% for urhan) reported to have difficulty in 

satisfying food need, i. e., they have suffered from food shortage. Ethiopia is still a recipient of 

food aid. 

Even though the number of undernourished people in Ethiopia has declined from 38 million in 

1993-95 to 32 million in 2001-03 (FAO, 2006), the problem is still severe, and food insecurity 

is widespread in the country. The prevalence of malnutrition of children under five years of age 

is significantly high with nearly 47 % of the children under five are stunted (shOtt-for-age), II 

% are wasted (thin-for-height) and 38 % are underweight (CSA, 2006). 

The preva lence and severity of food insecurity varies from place to place (spatial variation), 

from tim e to time (temporal variation) and even between different households (inter-household 

variatio n) and within in the members of a household (intra-household variation). The nature, 
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ex tent and cau ses o f food in security are, therefore, complex. This means that different regions 

of Ethiopia are heteroge neous in the ir poverty and food insecurity situation due to severa l 

reasons. 

Beni shangul-Gumuz region is one of the poorest and most food insecure regions in the country 

(BGRS, 2004). The region has a hi gh incidence of poverty of 54 percent (Degefa, 2005; World 

Bank , 2007). The 2005 Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) data also shows that malnutrition 

among children under five years of age is also significant in the region (CSA, 2006). There are also 

empirica l evidences that indicate that the majority of the people of the region are food insecure. For 

instance, the sample result of a case study made by Yi lma in Asossa woreda of the region revealed 

that only 20.7 % of the sample famlers were food secure and the rest 79.3 % are food insecure with 

different levels of hunger (Yilma, 2005). 

Studying the prevalence of food insecurity by itself is one step towards finding solutions. But, there 

are many differences among the groups of people in terms of socio-cultural behaviors, economic 

practices, background experiences and the general livelihoods, which need to be investigated 

further in order to understand the di sparities in food security so as to provide appropriate 

interventions directed to the people's specific needs and priorities. Despite the wide livelihood 

diffe rences amongst the different groups of households, many research efforts made so far related 

to food security do not thoroughly consider such livelihood differences in an attempt to imply for 

appropriate interventions. To provide appropriate locally specific solutions! interventions that help 

households ensure food security along successfu l pathways, it is crucial to understand the 

di spariti es between different livelihoods of the people. Swift and Hamilton (2001) stated that Ole 

reasons why some households are food insecure are re lated to their entire livelihood systems. 

Therefore, the di versity and complexity of livelihoods should be understood in order to analyze the 

underlying causes of food in security and thereby to design appropriate development interventions 

accordingly. And , there is no study made on the disparities in food security in Benishangul Gumuz 

region where many ethn ic groups of households with different live lihoods and background 

economi c experience are li ving. Particularly, the livelihood system of the indigenous people is 

different from that of non -indigenous people, such as resettlers li vin g in the region because of 

historica l and socio-econom ic background experi ences which , in tum, may make possible for the 

disparities in their food security status. 
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Unless th e dispariti es ill food security/insecurity among and within the households and the 

underlying causes of these disparities are well known, it is practically difficult to design and 

imp lemelll appropriate in terventions that help ensure food security. In addition, assessment of food 

security in a given area should be seen from the perspecti ves of liveli hoods of the local people in a 

holistic manner and centering on the people to obtain the right pi cture of the situation of food 

sec urity (Yared, 2001; Swift and Hamilton, 2001; Devereux et aI. , 2004; Degefa, 2005). 

Understanding the dispariti es in food securi ty and the factors underpinning it is essential to address 

poverty and vulnerability, and the ways in which some groups may be differently affected by 

development programs and policies ( Gete et al., 2006). 

This study, therefore, focuses on the disparities in household food security status between the 

indigenous people and the resettlers living in Asossa woreda of Benishangul-Gumuz Region. 

This enab les us to explore the possibility of further insights in an attempt to ensure food 

security throu gh interventions of locally specific and appropriate rural development programs 

in an integrated and coordinated manner. 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The general objective of the study is to assess the disparities in household food security status 

between the indigenous people and resettlers living in Asossa Woreda from their livelihood 

context. More specifically, the objectives of the study were: 

• To assess the disparities between the two groups of households (the indigenous people 

and resettlers) in tenns of the prevalence and severity of food insecurity based on their 

actual experiences; 

• To examine the li ve lihood contexts of the two groups of households and as to how the 

li ve lihood di fferences impl y for the disparities in food securi ty; and 

• To explore the diverse coping slTategies pursued by the households of each group of 

households in response to food shortage. 
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1.4 Research Questions 

The study is des igned to answer the follow ing key questions: 

I. What is the current food security!insecurity status of each group of households of the 

study communities? 

2 . What are the underlying causes of disparities in food security! insecurity between the 

indigenous people and resettlers li ving in Asossa Woreda? Under this broad question, 

the speci fi c questions to be investigated include: 

2.1 What li velihood assets! resources does each group of people use in attempt to secure 
food? 

2.2 What li velihood activities and strategies does each group use to access food? 

2.3 How do the existing institutions, organizations and social relations affect the 

househo lds' food securi ty status? 

2.4 What does the vulnerability context of each group look like? 

3. What are the coping strategies pursued by households of each group in response to fo od 

shortage? 

1.5 Significance of the Study 

The study seeks to understand and generate more knowledge on the complexities and 

diversities of food security between the different groups of households in the rural community. 

The findings o f the study will also hopefu lly help policy makers and development practitioners, 

who are involved in the area of food security and rural development, as a useful guide to 

implement locally spec ific, appropriate and equitable interventions to ensure food security. 

FUlthermore, it can serve as an important lesson to replicate the idea to other areas where the 

conditions are relevant and the situations are similar to the study area. 

1.6 Scope and Limitation of the Study 

Due to the constraints of time and resources, the stlrdy was restricted to two contiguous rural 

kebeles of Asossa woreda - Ura kebele which is inhabited by the indigenous people or Berta 

and Amba I kebele which is inhabited by resettlers. The study was also confined to the analysis 

of the di spa rit ies in food security between the two groups of households of the study kebeles. 
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The app li cabili ty is, therefore, restricted to the population that they come from. That is, it is 

not possible to in fer or genera lize the findings of the study to the whole population of the 

woreda of the region as a statistica ll y representative sample. 

The other limitation is related to the unit of analysis. In this study, household was used as the 

log ical unit to view the disparities in food securi ty between the two groups of households 

(indi ge nous and resett lers). Therefore, the intra-household di sparities that might have existed 

within each household were not given due attention . Furthermore, it is suspected that the 

respondents for the household survey might have reserved to openly provide the right 

information regarding some household assets and some personal issues. Moreover, there may 

be some ri sk of biased responses among some households due to expectation of aid. The 

memory span of the respondents for some requested data may also affect the accuracy of 

information. For instance, households may not accurately recall the households' food 

insecurity situations over the period of four weeks. In order to minimize the above mentioned 

limitations, it was, however, attempted to triangulate the household survey data with other 

sources of data. 

1.7 Organization of the Study 

The study has seven chapters. The first chapter is the introductory part which comprises of 

background and justification of the study, the study objecti ves, research questions, the 

significance of the study and the scope and limitations of the study. The second chapter briefly 

reviews the concepts, theories, and empirical works related to food securitylinsecurity. The 

third chapter is about the study area and research methodology. Chapter four gives some 

in fo mlation about the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the sample 

households. 

The results and the discussions of the study are presented in chapter fi ve. This chapter is the 

main part o r the study which deals with the findings related to the households' food security 

status and dispari ties between the indigenous people and resettlers, and th e possible 

explanations for these. The last chapter concludes the main findings of the study and draws 

recommendations. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

CONCEPTS and THEORIES OF FOOD SECURITY, AND RELATED 

LITERATURE 

2. 1 Introduction 

This chapter starts with describing the concepts of food security/ insecurity, and then, it tries to 

rev iew how the conceptualization of food security has developed and grown over time. The 

chapter also briefly presents the global and national efforts made towards achieving food 

security. Moreover, the theoretical explanations for the causes of food inseclllity and empirical 

works related to the research focus are reviewed so as to better understand the issues that have 

not been studied sufficiently and to pin point the research gap that should be filled. Finally, the 

Sustainable Livelihood Framework is presented as a conceptual analytica l tool for analyzing 

food security/insecurity. 

2.2 Concepts of Food Security/Insecurity 

Although food as one core human right was affirmed by the United Nations Universal 

Decla ration for l-hllnan Ri ght in 1948, the concept of food security emerged later following the 

world food crisis of 1972- 1974 (Saad, 1999). The concept firstly emerged at the World Food 

Conference in 1974 held in Rome (Maxwell and Frakenberger, 1995; Young, 1997; Maxwell , 

1996; Saad, 1999; FAO, 2008). Since then, many different definitions ha ve been given to food 

security by different individuals and development agencies. 

The recently and perhaps the most widely used definition is the one adopted by FAO (1996) at 

the World Food Summit. FAO has defined food security as "Food security exists when all 

peop le, at all times, have physical and economic access to suffici ent, safe and nutritious food 

to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life"(FAO, 2008). 

From the definition given above, four key components of food securi ty had been identified: 

Physical ava ilabili ty of food ; economic and physical access to food; food uti lization ; and 

stability of the other dimensions over time. According to FAO (2008), each of the dimensions 

of food seClllity is described as follows: Food availability is to mean the supp ly of food from 
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production, imports, stocks or net trade; access to lood or accessibi li ty refe rs to the individuals 

ability to acq uire avai lable foods, which can be through own production, purchase, exchange or 

gift !remittance; food utili zation is more of the physiologica l phenomenon or biological use of 

food , whi ch is determin ed primari ly by individual 's health status (general hygiene and 

sanitation, wa ter quality, hea lth ca re practice and food safety ad quality); and stabil ity or 

(sustainability) is to mean that the supply of food , and access to food and food utilization 

should be stable without fluctuating fTom season to season or from year to year. It is the 

temporal dimens ions of food security (i.e., the time frame over which food security is being 

considered) (FAO, 2008) . 

One should not be confused with the concepts of food security and food self-sufficiency. These 

are different concepts. Food self-sufficiency at the household level can be defined as the 

capability of a household to adequately feed all members from its own production/farming 

activities! all -year round (Degefa , 2005). This means that a household could be considered as 

non-food self sufficient, if own food crop production doesn't cover the annual food 

req uirements of the household. For a farming household, food self sufficiency is often a 

necessary, but not a sufficient condition to food security. This is because food security is 

dependent not only on food availability (supply), but also on food access (ability to acquire 

food through production or purchase), and food utilization, which is affected by many factors 

such as education, health and access to safe water (Umali-Deininger and Shapouri, 2002). 

Thus, the househo ld is said to be food secure, if and only if the household (and all individuals 

within it), at all times, has physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and 

nutriti ous food that meets the dietary needs and food preferences of the household (FAO, 

2008). 

Conversely, food insecurity is defined as a situation when people lack secure access to 

sufficient, safe and nutritious food for normal growth and development for active and healthy 

life (World Bank, 1986b). Food insecurity can also be defined as "the inab ility to acquire or 

consume an adequate quality or sufficient quantity of food in socially acceptable ways, or the 

uncertainty that one will be able to do so" (Wolfe and Frangi llo, 2000) . 
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From the point of lime dimension, food security analysts categorized fo od insecuri ty inlo two: 

chronic and transitory (World Bank, 1986b; FAO, 2008). Chronic food insecurity is a type of 

food insecurity, which is taken as long-term or persistent that occurs when people are unable to 

meet their minimum food requirements over a susta ined period of time , manifested as a result 

of long-term poverty, whereas transitory food insecUlity is short-term and temporary and refers 

to a sudden drop in the abi li ty to produce or access enough food to maintain a good nutritional 

status due to short tern1 shocks and fluctuations in food availability and food access. Transitory 

food insecurity can al so be classified into two sub categories: Cyc lical and temporary 

(Hoddinott, 1999a; FAO, 2008). Cyclical or seasonal food insecurity is a type of food 

insecurity where there is a regular pattern to food insecurity. It is usually occurred during the 

" lean season" or "hungry season", the period just before harvest. Temporary food insecurity is 

a type of food insecurity resu lted due to a short term, exogenous shocks such as drought or 

floods . 

There are also important differences in the severity of the way in which people experience food 

insecurity. The term acute food insecurity can be used to describe a severe and life threatening 

situations. If the situation becomes worse, usua lly associated with substantial loss of life, 

transitory food insecurity becomes famine (Reutlinger, 1987). 

For ana lytica l purposes, it is also possible to give ' scales' to classify the level of food securi ty 

status depending on different indicators and cut-off points. For instance, the food security status 

of a household can be c lassified as food secure, mildly food insecure, moderately food insecure 

and severely food insecure based on the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (Coates et aI. , 

2007). 

Households have thei r own mechanisms to cope with food insecurity. For instance, different 

groups of households pursue different mechanisms as short-term responses to food shortage. 

This mechanism is known as coping strategy. There are many different coping strategies that 

the househo lds use at times of crisis. Different scholars classify cop ing strategies in different 

ways. For instance, Dessalegn (1987) classified survival stt·ategies into fo ur sequential stages: 

1) austeri ty and reduced consumption; 2) temporary migration ; 3) di versifi cation an asset 
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di sposal ; and 4) c ri sis management. On the other hand, Yared (1999) noted that peasants in 

Wogda (a locali ty in the centra l highlands of Ethiopia) undertake various types of seasonal 

cop ing strategies, such as an imal sa les, non- agricultural income earning, reduction of 

expe nditure, grain loan and agricultural wage labor. Ali (2008) also pointed out that reduction 

of food intake and changing composition of diet, sa le of non- livestock assets, mobili zing social 

suppo rt netwo rks and clai ms and income generati on from non- pastoral activities were the main 

cop ing strategies that the Afa r pastoralists used to pursue during times of food shortage. 

Maxwe ll ( 1995) has also classi fi ed household coping strategies into six: I) eating foods that are less 

preferred; 2) limiting portion size; 3) borrowing food or money to buy foo d; 4) materna l buffering. 

Maternal buffering is the practice of a mother deliberately li miting her own intake in order to 

ensu re that children get enough to eat; S) skipping meals. Eating onl y one or two meal s per day was 

commonly practiced; and 6) Skipping eating fo r whole days. Each of these cop ing strategies has its 

ow n impact on households' food security. 

2.3 Shifts in Thinking about Food Security 

Food securi ty is a dynamic and fl ex ible concept. The conceptualization of food securi ty has 

deve loped and grown over time. Maxwell (1996), also cited in Degefa (2005), has shown this 

evo lution o f thinking about food security as consisting of three paradigm shi fts. These were: I) 

from the global and national to the household and individual; 2) fro m food first to livelihood 

perspecti ve; and 3) from objective indicators to subjective perceptions. 

i) From the 'Globa l and National' to the 'Household and Individual' 

At the time of the emergence of food security as a concept, the concern was on the need to 

focus on world food suppl y and prices in order to ensure global and national food self­

sufficiency (Maxwell, 1996; Degefa, 2005). However, this early concern to have adequate food 

supp ly at the intern ational and nat ional level didn ' t help ensure food security at the household 

and indiv idua l leve l. The idea of the 'entitlement ' approach which is pioneered by Amartya 

Sen (198 I), c ited in Degefa (2005) has influenced thi s thinking in that a household may suffer 

from food shortage in a region or country where adeq uate food is ava ilab le. The focus of efforts 

co nsequentl y switched to addressi ng poverty rather than food avail abili ty. The unit of analys is 

is also shi fted from the ~ Ioba l and national level to househol d and indi vidual level. 
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and solemnly proc laimed that "every man, woman and child has the inalienable right to be free 

from hunger and malnutrition in order to develop the ir physical and mental faculties"(UN, 

1975, cited in Dege fa, 2005:64). This global initiati ve was one step in an effo rt to ensure food 

security. 

In 1996, the FAO hosted 186 Heads o f State or Government and other high official s at the 

World Food Summit to discuss and combat world hunger (Saad, 1999). This Summit was 

important for the adoption of a rights-based approach to food security. It was agreed that the 

food security program and practice should include not just economic and resource problems, 

but rights violations. Development in general and food security inteIVentions in particular, 

should empower people to reclaim their ri ghts (Maxwell , 1996; Saad, 1999). 

In 2000, at the United Nations Millelmium Summit, world leaders agreed to a set of time-bound 

and measurable goa ls and targets for combating poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy, 

environmental degradation, and di scrimination against women. These goals and targets 

become known as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The first MDG is to eradicate 

extreme poverty and hunger by reducing by half the proportion of people living on less than a 

dollar a day, and reducing by half the propo'rlion of people who suffer from hunger by 20l5( 

FAO,2006). 

ii) Many International Organizations Incorporate the Issue of Food Security in their 

Programs 

Many observations indicate that international institutions, like the World Bank, FAO, WFP, 

IFPRI, IF AD, UNICEF, OXF AM, and many other international institutions and NGOs are 

being directly or indirectly involved in food security and nutrition issues, and incorporate the 

food securi ty issues in their programs and strategies. Many of them have developed general 

frameworks and plans of action with the common objectives of ensuring food security. For 

instance, a ten-po int action plan or consensus strategy was developed by FAO for food security 

in Africa that primaril y focused on supplying vu lnerabl e peoples with secure access to food 

(Maxwell , 1996) . 

12 



iii) National Initiatives Towards Food Security 

in line with the global ini tiati ves and the food insecUli ty problems facing the country, Ethiopi a 

has developed different poli cies, programs and strategies which help ensure food security. One 

such broad poli cy is the rural development policies, strategies and instruments which the 

government o f Ethiopia developed in 2001 (Mol, 2001). W ith thi s poli cy, the current 

government of Ethiopia is follo wing a long-tenn strategy, known as Agricultural Oevelopment­

Led Industrialization (AOU) which sees agricultural growth as the engine of industrialization 

through its e ffects on demand on industrial goods, supply of raw materials and exports. On !he 

bas is of this rural development policy fTamework, the Federal Food Security Strategy was 

developed in 1996, and later adopted in March 2002 (FORE, 2002).This strategy has aimed at 

ensuring food security at the household level. Four major programs are included in the food 

security strategy of Ethi opia. These are: I) direct food production intervention program; 2) 

voluntary resettlement program; 3) income diversification program; and 4) productive safety 

net program (Workneh, 2008). These programs are based on !he following Ihree interlinked 

approaches: I) increasing the availability of food through increased domestic 

producti on(supply side); 2) ensUling access to food through increasing the purchasing power of 

foo d defi cit households(demand side); and 3) strengthening emergency responsc capacitics 

(FORE, 2002; Workneh, 2008). 

In order to effectively implement the food security strategy, The New Coalition for Food 

Securi ty Programme was establi shed in 2003 in which the government and development 

partners (donors, UN, NGOs, and other stakeholders) have expressed their commitment to 

fig ht against food insecuri ty with a new partnership (FORE, 2003). The Government of 

Ethiopi a has also developed a comprehensive policy and program framework, known as Plan 

for Accelerated and Sustained Development to End Poverty (PASOEP) that will span a period 

of 5 years (200 5/06-200911 0) and serves as a medium term plan to attain the MOGs 

(MoFEO,2006). 

Withi n the general framework of the national food securi ty strategy, many of the regions of 

Ethi opia have developed their own food securi ty strategy. Benishangul Gumuz region, the 

region in whi ch thi s study is condu cted, developed its own fo od security strategy in 2004 with 
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the overal l goal to contr ibute towards attain ing household food securi ty and reduc ing poverty in 

the region (BGRS, 2004). 

Despite, the g lobal, nationa l and local efforts made to ensure food securi ty, food insecurity 

problem remains a challenge. Millions of people are still fa cing food insecurity that is either 

chronic or transitory in nature (FAO, 2006; World Bank, 2008). However, the prevalence and 

severity of food insecurity di ffe rs from one country to another country; from one household to 

another; and even between indi viduals within a household. 

2.5 Disparities in Food Security/Insecurity: Causes 

It has been recognized that dispariti es in food securi ty/ insecurity exist among countries, 

commu nities, households and indi viduals due to different underlying causes. For instance, 

differen ces in households' fo od security status refl ect different underlying conditions of the 

households. Therefore, in order to understand the disparities in food security/insecurity, it is 

important to thoroughly understand the underlying causes of food insecurity or the factors that 

affect food security . Food insecuri ty can be attributed to mUltiple factors which reinforce and 

interact to each other. And, there are many theoretical explanations and empirical evidences 

which show that food insecurity can be caused by different underlying causes. 

2.5.1 Theoretical Exp lanations for the Causes of Food Insecurity 

There are di Fferent theori es which many literatures emphasized on as explanatory causes for 

fami ne and food insecuri ty (Getachew, 1995; Devereux, 200 1; Degefa, 2005; Fassil , 2006; Ali , 

2008). Some of the theories mentioned by them are summarized below. 

i) Nco-Malthusian Theory / Demographic Theory: This theory explains that rapid population 

growth as a pri nc ipal cause of fa mine (extreme case of transitory food insecurity). That is, 

hunger and other forms of human poverty are the consequences of the pressure of popUlation 

growth. 

ii) Climatic theo ry: This emphasizes that famine is naturally caused by climatic changes, such 

as by drou ght, floods, etc . 

iii) Economic T heory (Food Avail ability Decline, Market-failure and Food Entitlement 

Declin e) . Food Ava ilab ility Dec line (FAD) states that food shortage or famine occurs when 

adequate fo od is not produced in an area. Market- fa ilure to supply food sees that food 
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insecurity or famine is caused by imperfect markets which fail to supply food to meet the 

demand for food. Food Entitlement Dec line (FED) explains that food insecurity is due to 

inabil ity orthe individua ls or households to access food. Unlike, FAD which fo cuses on supply 

of food , FED emphasizes access or entitlement to food. 

iv) Politica l Economy and Human Rights Exp lanations: This considers that food insecurity 

is due to governm ent 's incompetence and lack ofcommitmenl. 

Although the above mentioned disc iplinary-biased set of theories can have some contributions 

for analyzing the causes of food insecurity, each one of them can't adequately explain all the 

causes of food insecuri ty (Devereux, 200 1). Thus, studies conducted in favor of either of the 

above theories might have certain flaws . This is because the root causes of food insecurity are 

complex, multifaceted and interrelated. Many different factors can affec t the dimensions of 

food security (availability, access, utilization and stability) in various ways; the disruptions of 

these components may lead to food insecurity. There is no overarching theory that is applicable 

to all s ituations of food insecurity (Maxwell , 1996) . Therefore, a 'systems' approach is more 

appropriate to anal yze famine and food insecurity (Devereux , 2001). 

2.5.2 Some Empirical Evidences Related to the Causes of Food Insecurity and Disparities 

Much literature has showed that there are disparities in household food security. For instance, 

the study conducted by Workneh (2006) in four woredas of South Wollo clearl y revealed that 

there were inter-temporal and inter-area (woreda) variations in household food secUlity status. 

A comparative study made by Degefa (1996) showed that there was a difference in food 

security status between belg grower farmers and non-be/g grower fanners in Munessa Woreda 

of Arss i region. In the case study conducted in Wolaita District of Southern Ethiopia by 

Dagnew (1995), difference in household coping strategies among different income groups was 

due to difference in asset ownership, income status and fami ly labor ava ilabi lity. The same 

study also showed that secondary and marginal economic activities tend to be further 

divers ified as a fami ly survi va l strategy, as vulnerabili ty of the poor increases . It is well 

understood that differences in households ' vulnerab ilities and cop ing capaciti es, which are 

usua ll y determi ned by the asset base of households will bring about disparities in household 

food seculity. 
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There are empirica l evidences that showed that differenti al access to resources can create 

disparities in food security. For example, Eshetu (1999), in his study at Lagambo Woreda of 

South Wallo zone of Am hara Region recorded that households with relatively better access to 

resources, non-farm income, and better coping mechanisms proved to have re lati ve ly better 

food security status than others. Disparity in food seculity is also observed even at single 

household leve l as individua ls with different age and gender groups had different levels of food 

security status (Be la ineh, 2002). 

There are different factors which affect food secUlity. For instance, a multivariate analysis of 

determinants of small faml household food security in South Wo llo revealed that fann size, 

oxen, and li vestock activities and non- farm income had significant roles in enhancing 

household foocl secUlity whereas household size negatively affected food securi ty (Workneh, 

2006). In another study, Messay (20.21) carried out a multiple regression analysis to find out to 

what extent the selected var iables affect the household' s per capita dietary energy su pply and 

farmlands productivity and asserted that possession of farm oxen and livestock, fertilizer 

application and family size were among the critical factors determining both productivity and 

the status of the households access to adequate amount of food. The results of the study made 

by Degera (2002) ill the Oromiya Zone of Amhara Reginal State also confimled that the size of 

crop harvest, famil y size, age of the head, use of irrigation and sex of the head were found to be 

the major determinants of food avai lability. Others generally consider widespread poverty and 

change in weather conditions as the major causes of food insecurity (Dejene, 199 1; Yared, 

2001). The mismatch between population growth and food production can result in food 

insecurity (Getachew, 1995). 

Other researchers indicated that governments' inappropriate policies and other institutional 

factors, as well as inability of the governments to adequately guide the development strategies 

are the principal causes of food insecurity (Getachew, 1995; Messay, 2001). The study at 

Asossa woreda by Yilma (2005) also depicted that family size, age of the household , use of 

chemical fertil izers, market di stance, and off-fannlnon-farm income and total farm income 

were significant detenninants of household food security as explanatory factors of food security 

status. 
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Some emp irica l ev idences in Ethiopia showed that the major causes fo r househo ld food 

insecurity in the country are, among other factors, reCUITent drought; dimin ishing size of 

landho ldings; lack of oxen; limited source of alternative incomes; low level of agricu ltural 

technology; pre-and post-harvest loss; limitation of technology; lack of product diversification 

and market integration; envi ronmental degradation ; population pressure; li mited access to 

fi nancia l services and poli cy constraints (FORE, 2002;Workneh, 2008). 

[n much of the li terature, food security is analyzed either from the supply or availability of food 

or from the consumption of food energy point of view or from the households' income leve l 

aspect. Although these methods of food security analysis help to roughly estimate the status of 

a household 's food securi ty, they do not fully explain the underlying causes of food insecuri ty. 

To get the rea l and better picture of the situation of households ' food security, studying and 

anal yzing food security from the livelihood contex t is important. 

2.6 Conceptual Framework for Analyzing Food Security 

There are different approaches of food security analysis (FAO, 2008). One of the approaches is 

anal yzing household food security fro m the liveli hood perspective. 

The origination of sustainable li velihood as a concept is widely attributed to Robert Chambers 

at the Institute of Development Studi es (IDS) (Solesbury, 2003). Chambers and Conway 

(1992:7), as c ited by Solesbury (2003 :5) gave a definition to sustainable livelihood as: 

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets and activities required for a means 
of living. A livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and recover from 
stresses alld shocks and maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets both now 
and in the !ii/ure, while 110t undermining the natural resource base. 

Elli s (2000: 10) also defin ed li ve lihood as " it comprises the assets (natural , physical, human, 

financ ial and social capital), the activities, and the access to these (mediated by institutions and 

social re lati ons) that together determi ne the living gained by the individual or households." 

A sustainabl e livelihood approach helps to link the anal ysis of food insecuri ty with a multi ­

dimensional and peop le-centered anal ysis of poverty (Belaineh, 2002; Devereux, et ai, 2004; 

Degefa, 2005) . Swift and Hamil ton (2001) also refl ected that food securi ty is a complex issue 

that carmot be well captured by a narrow focus on one or two aspects of household economy, 
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ind icating that a broad fo cus is needed to analyze household food security. Many findings also 

re nect that the 'food first' approach which emphas izes food as a primary need has to broaden to a 

li velihood perspective (Maxwell , 1996). Although the ' food first' approach is common in acute 

emergencies (Young, 1997), a wider assessment of livelihood security is important to analyze th e 

current and future aspects of food insecurity both for the short term and long term intervent ion plan 

(Yared , 200 1; Fass il , 2006). 

In this study, the di sparity in household food security is, therefore, analyzed from the live lihood 

context. A Sustainable Livelihood Framework (SLF) is used as an analytical framework within 

wh ich to understand the food securi ty/ insecurity situations of the households and thereby assess the 

dispariti es in food securities between the households of the indigenous people and resettlers (Figure 

1 ). 

Although food security is part of livelihood security, here for analytical purposes, it appears as a 

separate category in the framework so as to easily understand its linkages with other components of 

livelihood. As previously discussed, food security has four major components/dimensions: 

accessibili ty to food; availability of food; utilization of food and stabi lity of food. Within these 

components of food security, there are also interplays and interactions. 

As shown in the Figure 1, each of the li vel ihood components will directly or indirectly affect the 

dimensions of food security (availability, accessibili ty, utili zation and stability). Differential 

influences of the components of li ve lihood on the households will result in disparities in household 

food security. For instance, households' differential access to and control over livelihood 

assets/capitals have greater implications for disparities in food security status. Assets are considered 

as the basic building blocks upon wh ich households depend on for survival (Ellis, 2000). Although 

different authors class ified assets/capitals in different ways, livelihood assets are categorized into 

natura l capi ta l ( land, water, forests and other natural resources), human capital (labor power, 

education status, skills and knowledge, and health), soc ial capital (social trust, nonms, networks, 

kinships, group memberships, social relations, etc) financia l capital (li vestock, savings, access to 

credit, income in cash form , etc .) and physical cap ita l (houses, production equipment or tools, 

machines, etc. ) (Ell is, 2000). Access to and control over these livelihood assets/ capital has many 

infl uences on livelihoods III general and food security in particular. Those that have better access to 

and control over these assets will have more options to increase entitlement to food (Debebe, 1995). 
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Figure 1 Sustainable Livelihood Framework for Analyzing Food Security/Insecurity. 
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Livelihood ac ti vit ies also have impacts on househo lds' food security status. Households who 

are engaged in dirferent income generating activities may have differenti al access to food . For 

instance, those who are not successful in generating enough income or those who are not able 

to produce enough food crops are more likely to be food insecure. Livelihood activities are 

those acti vities that households und ertake to earn income for survival. Livelihood activities 

include on-fa rm activities (crop production and livestock keeping), off-fann activities 

(participating in agri cultura l activities on others ' farms e.g. as a wage laborer on others' farm s) 

and non-flilm activities (petty trading, selling wood/charcoal, handicrafts, etc). There are also 

interactions and interplays between assets and livelihood activ ities and strategies. Those with 

more assets tend to have a greater range of options to secure their li velihoods (DFID, 1999). 

Thus, the households' food security status also depends on the li velihood strategies that the 

households rollow to live. 

Li velihood strategies are the ways by which people combine and use their assets to make a 

li ving (E lli s, 2000). Livelihood strategies are often based on a set of assets available and 

accessible to households. In SLF, livelihood strategies of rural households can be broadly 

classified into agriculture intensification/ extensification, livelihood diversification, migration 

and li ving through transfer/ remittances (Scoones, 1998, cited in Ellis, 2000). But others 

categorize livelihood strategies differently based on different criteria. For instance, Davies 

(1993), cited in Behera (2006) has classified livelihood strategies into cop ing and adaptive 

strategies. Cop ing strategies are short tenn responses to unusual adverse li vel ihood stress to a 

specific shock, where as adapti ve strategy is a long-tenn change in behavior patterns as a resu lt 

of a shock or stress in an attempt to bui ld asset bases. 

As illustrated in figure 1, institutions, organizations and social relations mediate the translation 

of assets into li ve lihood strategies (Ellis, 2000). Institutions (the fonnal rules, conventions, 

constitut ion, laws, the land tenure system, and infornlal institutions); organizations (groups of 

indiv idual s bound by some common purpose to achieve objectives i.e, government agencies, 

NGOs, Fa rmers' Association ); and soc ial relations (the social positions of indi vidua ls an 

households within a society i.e, gender, class, age, ethnicity and religion) affect the households 

in various ways. Access to and influences of po licies, other institutions and organizational 
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arrangements on households will have impacts on food security. Social networks and soc ial 

institutions and organizations also play a crucial role on household food security 

(WoldeSilassie, 200 I) . 

The vulnerability contex t (differe nti al exposure to shocks, trends and seasonali ty as well as 

co ping ab ili ties to these) also has effects on househo lds' food security status whi ch can be 

exp ressed in many ways. Vulnerabi li ty refers to the fu ll range of exogenous facto rs that can 

impact on people 's livel ihoods. Vulnerab ili ty context includes risks (shocks and trends) and 

seasonality. Risks are natural or man-made phenomena that may cause physical damage, 

economic loss and threaten human life and well being. There are two main types of risks that 

may trigger changes in levels of household food security: shocks and trends or stresses (World 

Bank, 2008). Shocks are irregular, unpredictable risks that may affect individuals, households 

or communities. e.g., drought, floods, human illness, disease outbreak, death of livestock, fire, 

war, crop pests, inflation, sudden devaluation, etc. Trends or stresses include popU lation 

growth, land degradation, deforestation, soil fertility decline, etc . Risks can also be divided 

into: co-variant ri sks, that affect many people si multaneously (e.g. droughts, earthquake or 

war); and idiosyncratic ri sks that affects individual households (e.g. crime, unemployment or 

sickness) (World Bank, 2008). 

Those households who have access to resources will have more options, and are more resilient 

to shocks and risks. Resilience varies [TOm one social group to the other, and is determined by 

assets that the individual possesses (Ali, 2008). The individual' s capac ity to manage risks and 

trends will ha ve impacts on its food security status. The food security status and coping 

strategies in tum will have effects on households ' capabilities to cope with shocks and trends. 

The food security of the household is also affected by other li velihood outcomes. Livelihoods 

outcomes can be e ither des irable or undesirable (Degefa, 2005). The households' cho ice or 

priority to achieve the li velihood outcome will have effects on food security (one of the 

li ve lihood outcomes). [n genera l, to explain the underlying causes and disparities between the 

two groups ofhollseho lds, it is important to thorou ghly understand their li velihoods. 
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2.7 Summary 

As this chapter has reviewed, food security is a dynamic concept that has developed and grown 

over time. The recent and most widely accepted definition of food securi ty is that it is a 

situation that ex ists when all people, at all times, ha ve physical and economic access to 

suffic ient, sa fe and nutriti ous food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an 

acti ve and healthy life. A vailability of food , access to food, utilization of food by the body and 

stability of these three, are considered to be the four pillars of food security. Disruptions of any 

of the four components may lead to food insecurity. Food insecurity can be chronic or 

transitory. Households have different mechanisms to cope with food insecurity. The chapter has 

also examined the evolution of thinking about food security as consisting of three paradigm 

shi fts: fro m the global and nati onal to the household and individual ; fi'om food first to 

livelihood perspective; and from objecti ve indicators to subjective perceptions. 

The chapter has looked at some global and national efforts made to assuage food insecurity 

problem. Despite such efforts, food insecurity problem remains a challenge. Reviewing some 

theoretica l explanations and empirical observations related to the causes of food insecurity and 

disparities in fo od security has also been the main emphasis of this chapter. From carrying out 

this rev iew, the research gap has been identified owing to the following reasons: (I) the 

ex isting theories related to the causes of food insecuri ty, such as Neo-Malthusian Theory, 

climatic Theo ry, Economic Theory and Political theory are disciplinary-biased which fail to 

see that food insecurity is caused by very complex factors; (2) the majority of the previous 

research works that have been undertaken in Ethiopia do not give due attention to the 

implications of differentia l li velihood contexts for di sparities in food security among the 

communities or households; and (3) most of the food security/insecurity measurements that 

have been used so far do not capture households' direct experiences of food insecuri ty. Thus, to 

fill such research gap , there is a need to thoroughly understand the li velihood contexts of the 

households as implications for food security disparities so as to devi se locally specific 

interventions for sustainable food securi ty. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE STUDY AREA AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introductiou 

This chapter prov ides some background infomlation about the study area. It also presents the 

research methodo logy, start ing fTom research design and sampling technique to methods of 

data ana lysis. 

3.2 The Study Area 

3.2.1 Setting of Benishangul- Gumuz Region 

Beni shangul Gumu z regional state is one of the regions that constitute the Federal Government 

of Ethiopi a. The region is located in the western part of the country between 09° 35 ' - 11 ° 39' 

North latitude and 34° 20' - 36° 10' East longitude. The region has an international boundary 

with Sudan in the west, and is bordered by the Amhara Region in the north and northeast, 

Oromia Region in east and southeast. The regional capital, Asossa, is located at a distance o f 

659 km west of Addis Ababa . 

The region comprises of three administrative zones, namely Asossa, Kamashi and Metekel, 

within which there are 20 woredas. The region has altitudes rangin g fTom 580 to 2,731 meters 

above sea level. 

According to the population and housing census of Ethiopia of 2007, the total population of the 

region was estimated to be 670,847 (340,378 male and 330,469 female), of which 85.4% of 

them reside in rural areas. The population of the region consists of diverse ethnic glOUpS, fi ve 

of which are indigenous. The indigenous ethnic glOUpS in their order of popu lation number are 

Berta (25.90%), Gumuz (21.11 %), Shinasha (7.59%), Mao (1.9%) and Komo (0.6%). Non­

indigenous ethnic groups include Amhara (21.25%), Oromo (13.32%) and others (8 .33%). 
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Significant nu mbers of resettl ers are living in the region. These resett led people were brought 

to the region [TOm various parts of the country as a result o f the national resettlement program 

conducted durin g the Derg regime. They resettled in tbu·ee woredas of the region: Asossa, 

Bambassi and Pawi. The ind igenous people or natives account for 57. 1 % of the total 

population whereas the non - ind igenous people account for 42.9 % of the total population of 

the region. On average, the regional household size is 4.5(3.6 in urban and 4.7 in ru ral) (eSA, 

2007). 

Agro-ecologicall y, the region is di vided into three climatic zones: kola 75%, woina dega 24 % 

and dega 1%. Annual rainfa ll ranges from 860mm to 1350 mm. The temperature reaches a 

daily maximum of200e to 250e in the rainy season and rises to 350e to 400e in the dry season. 

The region is characterized by a mono-modal rainfall. The region gets rain from April to 

October. Pertaining to the economic activities, the region is largely dominated by traditional 

subsistence agricul ture. 

3.2.2 Description of Asossa Woreda 

i) Location and Area 

Asossa woreda is one of the woredas of Asossa Zone situated in Benishangu l-Gumuz Region. 

Asossa woreda is found between 34012 '32" N and 10° 35 '45" E. Asossa is bordered by 

Bambassi woreda in the South ; Oda Bildigilu woreda in the west; Homosha Woreda in north; 

Menge Woreda in northeast; KumlUk woreda in the northwest; and Sudan in the west. The 

elevation of the woreda ranges from 500 to 1560 meter above sea level. Geomorphologica lly, 

Asossa woreda is by and large made up of plains. 
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Figure 2. Location of Asossa Woreda in Benishangul-Gumuz Region 
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ii ) Populatiou and Settlement Pattern 

Both the indigenous or natives and non-ind igenous peop le are living in the woreda. Resettlers, 

which are of the Am hara ethni c group, predom inantly live in the central part of the woreda 

aroLind Asossa town. Asossa resettlement established in 1979 as part of the nationwide effort 

which was conducted in response to the droughts occurred in other parts of Ethi opia, 

particularl y in wo llo area (Jemal, 1996). The settlement pattern of the indigenous people are 

scattered while that of resettled people are densely populated. 

Based on the Population and Housing Census of Ethiopia in 2007, the total popu lation of 

Asossa woreda was estimated to be 87,366 (44, 176 male and 43, 190 fe male), about 74% of 

them reside in rural areas (CSA, 2007). The total area of the woreda is 23 17 km2 and , therefore, 

the woreda has a population density of about 37.7 persons per km2
. 

Asossa woreda comprises of 78 kebeles (74 rural and 4 urban). The 39 rural kebeles are 

inhabited by resettlers, and the rest 35 rural kebeles are inhabited by the indigenoLis people . 

Based on the projection of the 1994 Population and Housing Census, as cited by Dagnachew 

(2004), there were 43,81 1 or 6 1 % resettlers and 27,3 16 or 39 % native people in the woredo. 

iii) Agro-ecology, C limate and Vegetation 

The climate is characteri zed by humid hot weather having distinct dry and wet seasons. The 

temperature ranges from 14°c to 39° c. The average temperature is 27° c. The rain fall pattern is 

mono-modal , and the area usually gets rain starting in May and ending in October. The average 

annua l rain fall is more than 1200 mm. Generally, the climate of Asossa woredo is suitable for 

an nual and perennia l crops. The area has good vegetation cover. It is dominated with tropical 

bamboo forest, acacia and other trees; tall grasses, bushes and shnrbs. 

iv) So il Coudition , Land Use Pattern and Farming System 

Sandy soil predominates in Asossa woreela. It accounts for 60 % of the soi l type. Clay soil 

represents 30%. The remain ing 10% of soil is other types of soil. The texture of soil can vary from 

course to heavy clay, which is fertile, and suitable for crop production of various perennial and 

annual crops. According to Asossa W ARDO, the vast majority of land (about 44.4 %) cou ld 
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potentially be used for fannland , i. e cultivable land. 12.93 % of the land is covered with forests and 

bushes and 10.31 % used as grazing land. It is only 26.32 % of the total land that has so far been 

used for farmi ng (cul tivated land) . The rest 6.3 % is not arable land (unsuitab le for farm ing). 

The majori ty of the people of the woreda depend on subsistent agriculture. The fanning system is 

characterized by traditional and underdeveloped producti on technology. The current yie ld of crops 

seems to decline. As shown in the Table 3. 1, compared to 2006/07 crop production, the total 

production of crops in 2007108 has increased. This increase in production may be mainly attri buted 

to land expansion. However, the yie ld of crops (production per unit of land), particularly the yield 

of cereals, has decreased. Livestock raising is also another agricu ltural activity. 

Table 3.1 C rop production and yield of 2006108 and 2007/08, Asossa Woreda 

2006/07 (a) 2007/08 (b) Difference (b-a) 
Type of Cu ltiva Production yield Cultiva Production yield Culti Productio Yield 
crop ted (Qt) (Qtlha) ted (Qt) (Qtlh vated n (QtIh 

Land land a) Land (Qt.) a) 
( hal (ha) _(hal 

Maize 4096 491 52 12.0 5200 51345 9.9 1104 2193 -2. 1 
Sorghum 8500 68000 8.0 10200 78330 7.7 1700 10330 -0.3 
Millet 1200 6000 5.0 2000 9442.5 4 .7 800 3442.5 -0.3 
Teff 3500 6450 1.8 3040 8320 2.7 -460 1870 0.9 
Chick 50 150 3.0 83 332 4.0 33 182 1.0 
peas 
Haricot 12.2 36 3.0 1866 7296 3.9 1854 7260 1.0 
bean 
Soya NA NA NA 1040 4185 4.0 - - -
Bean 
Sesame 420 840 2.0 604 3020 5.0 184 2180 3.0 
Niger 3380.5 10 142 3.0 4396 12888 2.9 10 16 2746.5 -0.1 
seed 
Linseed 24.05 120.25 5.0 66.5 333.75 5.0 42.45 213.5 0.0 
Ground 800 12000 15.0 1200 17437.5 14.5 400 5437.5 -0.5 
nut 

NA=" Data Not Avai lable 

Source: Computed by the author on the basis of raw data obtained from Asossa W ARDO, 2009 

v) infrastructure 

The transport ancl communication facilities of Asossa woreda are poor. T here is no a ll-weather 

road except the main gravel road that connects Asossa w ith Sudan. Rural road networks are 

poor; access is possible o nly with dry weather roads in most kebeles. The coverage of social 
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serv ice Faciliti es of Asossa woreda is relati vely better than that of other woredas of the region. 

In the woreda, there are 34 primary schools, 5 secondary schools, 30 health posts, 3 health 

ccnte rs and one zonal hospital. 

3.2.3 Sa mple Kebe/es 

For thiS study, two contiguous rural kebeles (Amba I and Ural were purposely selected to study the 

fo od disparities in food security status between the indigenous people and resettlers. Amba I kebele 

is one of the kebeles where resett lers res ide, whereas Ura kebe/e is inhabited by the indigenous 

people (Berta ethnic group). The two kebeles are located north of Asossa town. Amba I kebele is 

situated al ong the main Asossa- Sudan road, about 18 kms away from Asossa town, whereas Ura 

kebele is found easterly to Amba I kebele, 25 kms away from Asossa town and 7 kms from Amba I 

kebele. 

Amba I kebele is bordered by Amba 10 and Amba II kebeles in the north; by Amba 9 and 

Amba 2 in the west; by Ura in the East; and by Amba 5 in the south. It has a total popu lation 

size of 1,471 and a total household size of 363 (Asossa W ARDO, unpublished data) . The 

kebele has five galls (sub-kebeles). In Amba I, there is one primary school, one health post, one 

ex tension post, and a veterinary center. Amba I kebele is located along the main road. There is 

no local market in this kebele. 

Ura kebele is one of the sample kebele located at the eastem side of Amba I kebele. The kebele 

is bordered by Akuda Tumet and Afa Enesho kebeles , in the East; by Baro kebele in the 

southwes t; and by Amba II kebele in the north. Ura kebele has a total population s ize of 1,684, 

and a household size of 343 (Asossa W ARDO, unpu blished data). The kebele has five galls . In 

the kebele, there is one primary and one secondary school, a ile health post, and one extension 

post. Un like Amba I , Ura kebele has no veterinary center. There is a loca l market in Ura 

kebele. 
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3.3 Researcb Metbodology 

3.3. 1 R esear ch Design and Sampling Tecbniques 

The research design used in this study was a cross-sectional survey, employing both qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. 

Assosa woreda was purposely selected for th is study for the follow ing reasons: 

• It is the wareda where both the indigenous people and resttlers live, which are the targets of 
the study. 

• It is the most populous of the woredas of the region. 

• Accessibility. i.e., from the point view of time and resources avail able. 

• The researcher's famil iari ty with the woreda. 

Owing to time and financia l constraints, two contiguous rural kebeles from Asossa woreda were 

selected purpose ly in consu ltation with the Asossa woreda Administration and Asossa W ARDO, 

taking into account the popu lation size and accessibility. The two rural kebeles selected were Ura 

(mhabited by indi genous people) and Amba I (inhabited by resettlers). Among the accessible rural 

kebeles, these two kebeles have a relatively large popu lation size. 

Lists of household heads were obtained from the respective Kebele A dministration Office which 

served as sampl ing frame. To represent more households, 15% of the households from the lists of 

households from each kebele and its gatts (sub-kebeles) were proportionately selected using 

systematic random sampling method. Accordingly, 5 1 and 54 households were selected from Ura 

and Amba I , respect ively. Thus, a sample size of 105 households was considered. 

Table 3.2 Distribution of Sample Households hy K ebeles and Gotts 

Samole Kebele Total Dopulation Gatt Total HI-I size Sampled HH 
Ura 1,684 01 \02 15 

02 66 \0 
03 47 7 
04 58 9 
05 70 \0 

Ura-Total 1,684 343 51 
Amba I 1,471 01 63 9 

02 61 9 
03 65 10 
04 81 12 
05 93 14 

Amba I-Total 1,471 363 54 

30 



3.3.2 Methods of Data Generation 

Both pri mary and secondary sources were used to generate qual itative and quantita ti ve data. 

i) Secondary Data 

Variolls documents (publi shed and unpubl ished) were rev iewed to collect secondary data . In 

addi tion, d ifferent websites were browsed to obtain secondary data and ideas related to the 

issues under investigation. 

ii) Primary Data 

Primary data were collected through stmctured Household Survey Questionnaire; Key 

In formants Interview; Focus Group Discussions (FGDs); Direct Observation and Informal 

Conversation s. 

a) Household Survey Questionnaire 

A questionnai re, comprising of household demographi c characteristics, livelihood assets, 

li ve lihood activities and strategies, and vulnerability context, and other issues related to food 

security (availabi lity, access, s tabili ty, and utilization), was developed in order to co llect both 

quantitati ve and qualitative data (See Appendix A). Before undcrtaking the fieldwork for data 

col lection, the fi rst draft household survey questionnaire was developed in English and 

Amharic, and submitted to the research advisor for comments and suggestions. Based on the 

feedback, some improvements/rev isions were accordingly made. Some questions included in 

the household survey were also localized or contextua lized to the stud y kebeles' contexts in 

consu ltation with two experts from Asossa W ARDO (Food Securi ty Expert and Agricultural 

Extens ion Expert were consul ted). 

The Househo ld Food Insecurity Access Sca le (HFIAS) questi onnaire conta in ing nine 

standardi zed generic questi ons developed by Food and Nutrition Teclmical Assistance 

(FANTA) project (Coates, et al., 2007) was also added as one component of the questi onnaire 

to coll ec t data related to the households ' actual experiences of food insecurity (See Appendix 

8) . T he FANTA Project suppOJ1s integrated food secll rity and nu tri tion programming to 

improve the health and wellbeing of humans. FANTA is a Cooperati ve Agreement managed by 

the Academy fo r Educational Development and funded by USAID. HFIAS tool is composed of 
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nine generic questions which were asked with a recall period of four weeks prior to the survey 

ti me. Each question has two types of questions: an OCCUlTence question (responded either 

'a ffirmatively ' or ' negatively'), and a frequency-of-occulTence question for affillllative 

respo nse (responded either rarely, sometimes, or often). HFJAS questions capture qualitative 

data of household ' s direct experi ence of food insecurity or househo ld 's perception about food 

security/ in securi ty. The HFIAS standardized questionnaire was adapted to the local context, 

though the questions in the model questionnaire should be worded to be as universally relevant 

as possible. Th is tool was used to determin e the prevalence and severity of the households' 

food insecuri ty. 

The actual fieldwork for the household survey was undertaken during the months of January 

and February, 2009. As the majority of household heads were expected to be illiterate, four 

assistant data co ll ectors/ enumerators were recruited and were given two days orientation 

training on how to administer data co llection. They were assigned to ask questions to the 

sample household heads face- to-face and fill ed the responses on the questionnaire. Two 

teachers from Ura PrimalY School , and two teachers from Amba I Primary Schoo l respectively 

from Ura and Amba I kebeles were used to collect data. These data collectors were purposely 

selected due to the fact that they know very well their respecti ve kebele (the livelihood, 

language and culture of the people). Data collectors selected from Ura primary school 

themse lves belong to indigenous people, and data collectors selected from Amba I also belong 

to resettled people. All the four data collectors had diploma level education. The chair persons 

of both kebele were very cooperative, and they facilitated the household survey by assigning 

one individual from each golt who were go ing to help data co llectors by locating and showing 

the houses of the sample households. In order to follow up and moni tor the household survey, 

supervision work was also done by the researcher himself. 

b) Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 

Four FGDs we re conducted to get some qualitative infollllation and to triangulate the data 

obta ined through the household survey questionnaire. For FGDs, discuss ion guides were 

developed in advance (See Appendix C). 
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Two FGDs for the ind igenous people (one group for men and another group for women); and 

two FG Ds for resettlers (o ne group for men and the other for women) were held at the 

respective kebeles. In each sample kebele, the men group consisted of seven participants (from 

among male model fanners, community elders, Development Agents and poor fanne rs); and 

the women group consisted of five participants (female-headed household represntah ves, and 

wo men with chil dren). The FGDs for women were alTanged from the point of view of the key 

roles wo men have in household food security, The FGDs of the men and women group were 

conducted separately at each rura l kebele. During FGDs for the men's group, great care was 

taken so that all the participants freely participate, and some are not all owed to dominate the 

d iscuss ions. During FGD for the indigenous women's group, as some women do not speak 

Am haric, a female language translator was emp loyed to work with the researcher. In 

indigenous men's group, there was no problem, as they were all ab le to communicate 111 

Amhari c. 

c) Key Informant luterview 

Key infonnant interviews were conducted in order to gain more knowledge and infomlation on 

households' livelihoods and food security issues. These included Agricul ture Development 

Agents (one from each sample kebele), food security expert from Asossa WARDO , 

chairpersons of the sample kebeles, and food security expert from World Vision Ethiopia 

(Asossa- J-[omosha Area Development Project Office). A total of six key infonnants were 

interviewed. 

The interviews were main ly on the general assessments / perceptions o f these target 

respondents abou t the di sparit ies in food security between the two stud y groups, the poss ible 

causes of' the disparities, the s ituation of households' access to and influence by institutions, 

orga nizations and social relations, and the possible solutions to be implemented by the 

stakeholders to ensure equity in food security among different groups of households. Interv iew 

guide was developed before hand (See Appendi x D) . 

eI) Direct Observations 

To have a rea l picture of the issues to be investigated, some observations were made by the 

researcher. This in cludes: d irect observation of the phys ica l appearance of differe nt things 
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re lated to the study, such as some household assets and observing the different activities that 

the households perform. 

3.3.3 Metbod of Data Analysis 

Data coll ected using qualitative approach were categorized into research themes, coded and 

anal yzed qualitati ve ly through texts or nanations and triangulations, and quantitative data 

collected Ii-DIll the household survey were entered into a computer and analyzed by SPSS 

(Statistical Package for Social Scientists) version 15.0. For quantitative data analysis, cross­

tabulation, descriptive stati stics, such as frequency distribution, percentages, mean, standard 

deviation, were used. 

This study app lied the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFlAS) to measure the 

household 's own perceptions. It is mainly used to assess the households' food security status 

and the disparities of the study group from the households' actual experiences of food 

insecurity. This tool is used to estimate the prevalence and severity of household food 

insecurity. It assesses whether households have experienced problems in food access. As food 

security is a complex issue, it is practically difficult to measure the status by one indicator/tool, 
\ 

such as HFIAS. Therefore, a mix of different proxy indictors (food self sufficiency, dietary 

diversity, mea l fi·equency, and coping strategy index) were also used in assessing the disparities 

---in food securi ty status . To see the disparities between the indigenous people and resettlers, two 

independent samples t-test was widely used to compare the two groups in some variables, and 

to assess whether there is statistically significant difference in continuous variabl es . Where 

relevant, one way ANOVA and the chi-square test were also used to check whether there are 

significant differences between the two groups of households in terms of some vari ables. For 

some of the qualitative data that couldn't be directly measured in quantitative terms, scaling! 

scoring techniques, such as weighted mean score were used so as to eas ily compare the two 

groups of households in temlS of some variables. 

3.4 Summary 

Asosssa woreda of Benishangul-Gumuz region is the woreda that was purposely selected as the 

study area. Asossa woreda was selected for this Stlldy owing to the following four reasons: (1) 

it is the woreda where both the indigenous people and resettlers predominantly live; (2) the 
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woreda is the most populous of the woredas of Beni shangul-Gumuz Region ; (3) the 

researcher's familiarit y with the woreda; and (4) from the point of view of time and resources 

availa bl e, the woreda is easil y accessible. Because of time and resource constraints, two 

contiguous rural kebeles (Ura kebele inhabited by the indigenous people (Berta) and Amba I 

kebele inhabited by resettlers) were purposive ly selected taking into account the population size 

and access ibili ty. 

In thi s study, a cross-sectiona l survey, employing both qual itative and quantitati ve approaches 

was used, and a total of 105 sample households proportionately 5 1 and 54 sample households 

were selected, respectively from Ura and Amba I using systematic random sampling technique. 

Primary data was generated through a structured household survey questionnaire, FGDs, Key 

informant interviews and direct observations. The Household Food Insecurity Access Scale 

(HFIAS) developed by the FANTA project was used as a measurement tool for food insecurity. 

To complement the HFl AS, households' food se lf suffic iency status, household dietary 

diversity, mea l freque ncy and coping strategies index were also used to assess the status of food 

security. 

Both qualitative and quantitati ve data analysis techniques were used in this study. For the 

quantitative data, descripti ve statisti cs, such as frequency, mean, standard deviation and cross­

tabulations were widely used. For some quantitative and continuous variables, two 

independent samples t-test was usua lly used to compare the means and test whether tl,ere was 

statisticall y significant difference between the two groups of sample households (indigenous 

people and resettlers). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIO- ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLED 

HOUSEHOLDS 

4.1 Introdu ction 

Households are not homogenous entiti es in tenns of demograph ic and socio-economic 

characteristics. There are many variati ons among the dynamics of households. Understanding 

these vari ations is important to explore the disparities in food securi ty among households. Thi s 

is because the demographic and soc io-economic characteristics of households have direct and 

indirect impacts on households' food security. This chapter is therefore devoted to describe the 

demographi c and soc io-economic profiles of sample households. 

4.2 Demographic and Socio-Economic Profiles of Sample Households 

4.2.1 Sex and Age Distribution 

Many empiri cal studies have shown that the sex and age of the household heads do have 

influences on househo lds' livelihood status in general and food security in particular. As 

reveal ed by many literatures, female-headed households and women in general are more likely 

to be vulnerable to poverty and are particularly susceptible to food insecuri ty than their male 

counterparts. The reason for thi s is mostly related to gender di scrimination which makes 

women having less or no roles in decision making in terms of access to and control over 

resources within a household. Several literatures also showed that the age of the household is 

a lso considered as one factor in affecting the food status of households. 

As ind icated in Table 4.1 , out of the total 105 households surveyed, 84(80%) were male-headed 

households, and 2 1 (20%) were female-headed households. When the sample households were 

di saggregated by sample kebeles, the percentage distributions of male-headed households in 

Ura and Amba I kebeles were 90.2% and 70.4 %, respectively. The rest 9.8 % and 29.6% of the 

households of the respecti ve kebeles were female-headed households. Thus, the number of 

fe male-headed households in Amba I Kebele was relatively higher than that ofUra kebele . 
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Wit h rega rd to age, the majority of the household heads were in working age group. The mean 

age of the respondents was 49.2 years of old (46.4 years fo r the indigenous people and 51.9 

years for the resettl ed peop le). The age group of the respondents ranges from 20 to 98 years. Of 

the total households surveyed, 7 1.4 % were households having age group ranging from 20 to 59 

years, and the rest 28 .6 % of were above 59 years of old. The percentage distribu tion of 

households with o lder age groups (greater than 59 years) in Amba I was relative ly greater than 

that of U ra kebele. Thus, having larger number of female-headed households and older aged 

household heads may imply that more vulnerable households exist in Amba I than in Ura 

kebele. Older aged household heads whose age is greater than 59 years are considered as 

economica ll y depe ndent groups. Female household heads are also generally distinguished as 

more food insecure than the male household heads (Maxwell , 1989; c ited in Shepherd, 1991). 

4.2.2 Ethnic Composition 

All the sample household heads of Amba I kebele belonged to Amhara ethnic group, while 

household heads o f Ura Kebele all belonged to Berta ethnic group. As the two rural kebeles 

were pu rposely selected to represent places where either the indigenous people or the resettlers 

are li ving, Amba I Kebele was taken to represent resettlers / Amhara people who came from 

Wollo, and Ura Kebele was taken to represent the indigenous people/ Berta!. Thus, each sample 

kebele is homogenous in terms of ethnic composition. 

4.2.3 Religion 

Out of the 105 sample household heads, 68.6 % were Muslims, and the rest 31.4 % were 

Orthodox Christians. When thi s was disaggregated to the sample kebeles, inhabitants of Ura 

Kebele we re all Muslims, where as in Amba I Kebele, the percentage of Muslims and 

Otthodox Chri stians were 38.9% and 61. 1 % respecti vely. 

4.2.4 Marital Status 

or the total sample household heads, 70 .5 % were marri ed; 16.2 % of the household heads 

were single/unma tTied, and the rest 10.5% and 2.8% were widowed and divorced respecti vely . 

There were relatively more widowed household heads among households of resettlers (18.5%) 

than that found among households of the indigenous people (2.0 %). The majority of widowed 
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and di vo rced household heads were fema le-headed household heads . Widowed and di vorced 

househo lds are usuall y more vul nerable to food insecurity. 

4.2.5 Ho usehold Size/ Fam il y Size 

In rural soc iety where the livelihood acti vities are mainl y of agricultural acti vi ties, household 

members are the main labor fo rce to the famil y. But when the number o fhousehold size/ fa mily 

s ize becomes too large, it becomes a burden for the household to feed them. On the other hand, 

fam ily size can be considered as an opportuni ty serving as a labor fo rce for the famil y. 

Therefore, the e ffect of household size on household food securi ty should be seen Ii·om the 

general context of the household . 

The survey result showed that the mean family size of the samp le households was 5.8 per 

household (7.4 for indigenous and 4.3 for resettleres). The mean fa mily size of sample 

households of the indigenous people was significantly greater than the family size of sample 

resettlers. The average household size of the indigenous people was also by far greater than the 

average rura l househo ld size of Benishangul-Gumuz Region (4.7) and that o f Ethiopia (4.9) 

(CSA,2007). The ex istence of this large fam ily size of the ind igenous people can be attributed, 

among other reasons, to the extended fami ly system which can be related to thei r communal 

wa y of life. 

4.2.6 Educational P rofil e 

As revealed by many empi rical observations, the education statu s of househo ld heads is 

strongly and positively associated with food security. It is, therefore, good to look at the 

edu cation profil e of the households so as to see its impl ications for food securi ty. 

[n thi s survey, out of the total sample household heads, 38. 1 % attended primary educati on, 

3 1.4 % were illi terate ( can ' t read and write), 24.8 % could read and write only (acquired this 

low level of education e ither informall y or non-formall y) and the rest 5.7 % attended 

secondary education from grades 9- 10. In general, about 68.6% of the sample household heads 

were literate. The percentage of li terate household heads of resettl ers was some what greater 

than that of the ind igenous people. When the data was d isaggregated by sex (Table 110 t 

reported), out o f 5 female-headed households of the indigenous people 4 of them (80%) were 

illi terates, where as out of 16 female-headed households of resett lers, 9 of them (56.3%) were 
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illite rates. Thi s indicates how the ind igenous ho useho lds, particul ar ly the women , are 

disadvantaged in getting alleas t basic education. 

Table 4.1 S ummary of Demogra phic C haracteristics of Household Heads 

Demographi c Indigenous Resettler Total 
Characteristi cs CategOlY ( N=51) (N=54) (N= 105) 

No. % No. % No. % 
Sex Male-headed 46 90.2 38 70.4 84 80 

Female-headed 5 9.8 16 29 .6 21 20 
Age in years < 25 2 3.9 0 0.0 2 1.9 

25-29 7 l3.7 I 1.9 8 7.6 
30-34 5 9.8 7 13.0 12 11.4 
35-39 4 7.8 8 14.8 12 11.4 
40-44 6 11.8 4 7.4 to 9.5 
45-49 3 5.9 3 5.6 6 5.7 
50-54 6 11.8 7 13.0 l3 12.4 
55-59 7 13.7 5 9.3 12 I 1A 
> 59 II 21.6 19 35 .2 30 28.6 
Min. 20 25 20 
Max 80 98 98 
Mean* 46.4 (1 5.9) 51.9 (16. 7) 49.2 (16.5) 

Ethnicity Berta 51 100 0 0 51 48.6 
Amhara 0 0 54 100 54 51.4 

Religion Muslim 5 1 100 21 38.9 72 68.6 
Orthodox 0 0 33 61.1 33 31.4 

Mari tal status Single II 21.6 6 III 17 16.2 
Married 38 74.5 36 66.7 74 70.5 
Divorced I 2.0 2 3.7 3 2.9 
Widowed 1 2.0 to 18.5 II 10.5 
0 I 2.0 0 0.0 I 1.0 
1-2 8 15.7 to 18.5 18 17. 1 
3-4 7 13.7 21 38.9 28 26.7 
5-6 7 13.7 15 27.8 22 21.0 
7-8 8 15.7 7 13.0 15 14.3 
9-10 9 17.6 I 1.9 to 9.5 
> 10 II 2 1.6 0 0.0 I I 10.5 

0 
Min. I 0 

Household size Max 26 9 26 
(in number) Mean* 7.4 (5.1) 4.2 (1.9) 5.8 (4.1 ) 
Education status Illiterate 17 33.3 16 29.6 33 31.4 

Read and write 5 9.8 21 38.9 26 24.8 
Grade 1-4 15 29.4 2 3.7 17 16.2 
Grades 5-8 13 25 .5 to 18.5 23 21.9 
Grades 9-10 I 2.0 5 9.3 6 5.7 

* I-Igures In parenthesIs nex t to the mea n values arc standard deViatIOns . 

Source: Household Survey, 2009. 
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4.2.7 Relative Wealth as Perceived b y tbe Household Heads 

House holds have their own criteria and priorities to categorize the ir own wealth sta tus in 

rel ation to that of o ther household s in the community. Although the manner in whi ch 

households classify themse lves into one of the wealth category may differ from one community 

to an other and fi'om one household to another within the one communi ty, it has something to 

impl y for llrlderstanding the food securi ty status of the households . Thus, sample households 

were asked to categorize his/her household ' s wealth status to any of the three well -being 

categories (rich, medium or poor) . Based on the household survey result, 47.6% of the total 

samp le household heads categorized themselves as medium in their relative wealth status, and 

41.9% were poor. Only 10. 5% were classifi ed as rich. Female-headed households were 

re lati vely poorer than their male counterparts. 

Table 4.2 Distribution of Households by Perceived Relative Wealth Status 

Sample 
Proportion of relative wealth of households as 

kebele Sex 
perceived by the household head (%) Total 
Reach Medium Poor (%) 

Ura Male 13.7 41.2 35.3 90.2 
(Indigenous) Femal e 0.0 2.0 7. 8 9.8 

Total 13 .7 43.1 43 .1 100.0 

Amba I Male 7.4 40.7 22 .2 70.4 
( Resettlers) Fema le 0.0 11.1 18.5 29.6 

Total 7.4 51.9 40.7 100.0 
Both Male 

10.5 40.9 28.6 80.0 
Kebeles 

Female 0.0 6.7 13.3 20.0 
Total 10.5 47.6 41.9 100.0 

SO LI rce: Household Survey, 2009. 

4.3 Summary 

[n both groups of households (indigenous and resettlers), the majority of sample household 

heads were mal es (80%); economicall y in active age groups (7 1.4% ); married (70. 5%); literates 

(68.6%); and categorized the ir own wealth status as medium (47.6%). However, a close look at 

o f the demographic profiles revealed some variations between the two groups of sample 

households. For instance, the percentage of female-headed households was greater among 
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rese ttle rs than thaI fo und among the indi genous peop le. The mean age of sample househo ld 

heads of resettlers (5 1.9) was also greater than that of the indigenous people (46.4). Relatively 

greater nu mber of over-aged economicall y dependent household heads was a lso fo und among 

resettl ers. Furthermore, greater number o f widowed and di vorced household heads was found 

among resettle rs than found among the indigenous people. On the other hand , fa mil y size was 

greater among the indi genous people than the resettlers. Compared to the households of 

resett lers, the indigenous people were a lso characterized by low level of education. Jt was also 

noted that all the sample households of Ura kebele belong to Berta (indigenous people) and are 

Muslims, whereas that of Amba I kebele belong to Amhara ethnic group among which both 

Orthodox Christians and Muslims exist. With regard to self wealth ranking exercise, there 

ex isted relatively more rich households among the indigenous people than that found among 

resettle rs , while the percentage of households that classified themselves as medium and poor 

were relati vely greater among the resettlers than that of the indigenous people. It is, therefore, 

believed tha t these variations in the demographic and soc io-economic attributes might have 

some impl icati ons for the di sparities in food securi ty. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY: STATUS, DISPARITIES AND 

EXPLANATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

Thi s chapter presents the main findings Df the study. The results related to' the central Dbjective 

Df the study is presented and discussed here. First ly, the hDusehDlds' fDDd security status is 

assessed sO' that the disparities between the indigenDus peDple and resettlers in ternlS Df their 

fDDd security status can be in vestigated. SecDndly, fDIIDwing the assessment Df hDusehDlds ' 

fDDd securi ty status and disparities, the pDssibl e explanatiDns for the underlying causes fDr 

hDusehDlds' fDDd insecuri ty as well as fDr the disparities in fDDd security status between the 

indigenDus peDple and resettlres are given from the hDusehDlds' brDader livelihDDd cDntexts. 

Fina lly, this chapter briefly summarizes the main findings Df study. 

5.2 Assessing the Status and Disparities of Household Food Security 

5.2.1 Food Security Status 

AccDrding to' HDusehDld FDDd Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS), fDur kinds Df indicatDrs were 

calculated to' help understa nd the actual experiences Df hDusehDld fDDd insecurity (access) in 

the surveyed hDusehDlds (CDates,et ai, 2007) . These indicatDrs were: 

• HD usehDld FDDd Insecuri ty Access- Related CDnditions 

• HDusehDld FDDd Insecuri ty Access- Related Domains 

• HDusehDld FDad Insecuri ty Access Scale Score 

• HousehDld FDDd In security Access Prevalence 

i) HousehDld Food Insecurity Access- Related Conditions 

HDusehDld fDDd insecuri ty access- related cDnditiDns indicate the percent Df hDusehDlds that 

respDnded affirmatively to' each Df the nine standardized questiDns, regardless Df the frequenc y 

Df the experience. 

) 

In thi s survey, hDu sehD lds were asked abDu t the nine Dccurrence questiDns Df HFfAS , which 

relate to' the hDu sehDld fDDd insecurity- related cDnditi Dns, to' get in fDrmatiDn abDut behaviDrs 
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and perceptions o f the sample households. As shown in Table 5. 1, the survey result revea led 

that 69 .5 % of the surveyed households (68.6% of the indigenous and 70.4 % of the resettlers) 

were unabl e to eat prefened food or the kinds of foods during the recall period . That is, they 

were hav ing limited choices in the type of food that they ate. This means they were unable to 

eat foods accord ing to their preferences due to a lack of resources . Ho wever, none of the 

households had ex periences of goi ng a whole day and ni ght without ea ting. Even the 

percen tages of households experi encing the conditions of go ing to s leep hungry, and eating 

food that they rea ll y do not want to eat because ofa lack of resources, were low (12.4 %). The 

same tab le also shows that the percent of household who reported their personal experiences 

wi th uncertainty and anxiety about acquiring food during the recall period was 55.2% (49 .0 % 

o f the ind igenous and 61.1 % of the resettlers), showing that households of resettlers were 

mo re worri ed about their future food securi ty than the households of the indigenous people did. 

Tab le.5. 1 Percentage of househo lds ex periencing food insecurity-related conditions at any 

time durin g th e four weeks prior to the survey period 

Occurrence of Household Food Insecurity Percentage of households who responded 
Access - Related Cond itions affirmative ly (% of " yes") 

Ind igenous Resettler Both 
(N=51) (N=54) (N= 105) 

Worry about food 49.0 61.1 55.2 
Unable to eat prefened food 68.6 70.4 69.5 
Eat just a few ki nds of foods 56.9 72.2 64.8 
Ea t foods that really do not want to eat 5.9 18.5 12.4 
Eat a small er meal 33.3 53.7 43.8 
Eat fewer meals in a day 25.5 40.7 33.3 
No food of any kind in the household 11.8 18.5 15.2 

Go to s leep hungry 11.8 13 .0 12.4 
Go a whole day and ni ght without eating 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Source: Household survey, 2009 

ii) HOll seholds Food Insecurity Acccss- Related Domains 

Here, househo lds' actua l experiences of food insecurity re lated to three bas ic domains (anxiety 

and uncertai nty, insuffi cient quali ty, and insuffic ient food intake) were assessed. As depicted in 

Tab le 5.2, percent of househo lds wi th insuffi cient food quality seemed relatively higher than 

that of households with insuffi c ient quanti ty of food . That means the majority of samp le 

households had limited choices in the type of food (were unable to eat foods accord ing to their 
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preference), andlor they ate monotonous diet (li ttle dietary di vers ity) during the recall period . 

As it is c learl y depicted in the table, with regard to the three household fo od insecurity access­

re lated domains, the percentage of households experiencing food insecurity related to 

insufficient quali ty of food was 70% ( 68.2% for indigenous and 72.2% fo r resettlers) . About 

55.2 % of the sample households (49.0% for the indigenous and 61 .1 % for resttlers) had 

worried about food , whereas 43.8 % of the households (33.3 % for indigenous and 53 .7 % for 

resettlers) felt that they had ex perienced food insecuri ty related to insuffi cient quantity of food. 

Co nsidering all the three domains, the percentage of households of resettlers experiencing food 

insecurity (83.3%) was relatively greater than that of the indigenous people (76.5%). This result 

indicates that households ofresettlers of the sampl e kebele were more likely to be food insecure 

than that o f households of the indigenous people of the sample kebele. 

Table 5.2 Percentage of households experiencing with one or more behaviors in the 

domains of HFlAS at any level of severity 

Household Food Insecurity Access-Related Percentage Distribution 

Domains Ura (N=5 I) Amba I (N=54) Both ( N= I 05) 

Domain 1: Anxiety and uncerta inty about 

food 49.0 61.1 55.2 

Domain 2: Insufficient quali ty of food 68 .6 72.2 70.0 

Domain 3: blsufficient quantity of food 33.3 53.7 43.8 

Both domain I and 2 76 .5 83 .3 80.0 

Both domain I and 3 58.8 75.9 67.6 

Both domain 2 and 3 68 .6 72.2 70.4 

All the three domains I, 2 and 3 76.5 83.3 80.0 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 

iii) Household Food Insecurity Access Scale Score 

HFI AS score is a co ntinuous measure of the degree of food insecurity (access) in the household 

in the past four weeks prior to the survey period. In order to calculate HFIA Scale Score, the 

fOllowing procedures were fo ll owed: 

• The freq uency- of-occurrence fo r the nine ge neri c questions was coded as ' 0 ' for all 

cases where th e answer to the correspondin g occurrence questi ons was 'l1o' (i .e., if 
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Ql =O,the n Qla=O, if Q2=0 then Q2a=O, etc.); ' 1 ' for the frequcncy- of - occurrence 

was' rarely'; ' 2 ' for 'sometimes ' ; and '3 ' for 'often ' 

• The freque ncy-of-occurrence codes for each freq uency-of-occu rrence question were 

summed up to get the household food insecurity access scale score. 

The household foo d insecuri ty access scale score ranges from 0 to 27. The higher the score, the 

more foo d insecuri ty (access) the household experienced. The lower the score, the less food 

insecurity (access) a household experienced (Coates el al., 2007). 

Based on thi s indi cator, the household survey resu lt showed that the average household food 

insecurity access sca le score of the sample households was 5.63 (4.98 for the indigenous people 

and 6.24 for resettlers (Table 5.3). Thi s also shows that resettled people of the sample kebele 

were more likely to be food insecure than that of the indigenous peop le. However, the two 

independent sample t-test for equa li ty of means shows that the mean difference was not 

statistically s igni licant at less than 5 % probabi lity level. 

Table 5.3 Household Food Insecurity Access Scale Score, by the group of households 

Household Group statisti cs 

group Std. Minimum 

Mean Deviation score 

Indigenous 4. 98 5.042 0 

Resettlers 6.24 4.459 0 

Total 5.63 4.770 0 

Note: NS- Not Slat isticalty Significant at P < 0.05 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 

Maximum 

score 

19 

16 

19 

iv) Household Food Insecurity Access Prevalence/ HFIAP/ 

t-test for equali ty of 

means 

t-value Sig.(2 -tailed) 

-1.359 O.I77(NS) 

HFIAP is a ca tego ri cal indicator used to show the food insecurity statu s of the households. 

HFlAP indicator categorizes households into four levels of household food insecurity: food 

secure, mildl y food insecure, moderately food insecure and severe ly food insecure (See 

Appendi x E for the HFlAS Category). Based on HFlAP, the survey result was found out that 

69.5 % of the households were food insecure with different levels o f severity (26. 7 % mildly 
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food insecure, 25.7 % moderately food insecure and 17.1 severely food insecure). Only 30.5 % 

of the households were found to be food secure. The percentage distribution of households 

experiencing the prevalence and severity of food insecurity is shown in Figure 4. With this 

indicator, the surveyed households of resettlers were more likely food insecure than that of the 

indigenous people. The percentage of food insecure households of indigenous people and 

resettlers were 66.7% and 72.2 %, respectively, indicating that food insecurity is a serious 

problem for the majority of households. 

Figure 4. Households' Food Security by HFIAS Category 
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Source: Household Survey, 2009 

Since the household survey was conducted during the harvest season, it is expected that the 

majority of the farm households feel food secure during this time. But the result didn' t show as 

expected. Based on the HFIAS, the majority of the households felt food insecure. In support of 

this, Wolfe and Frangillo (2000:2) said that: 

Current [food] intake may be adequate but food insecurity still experienced due to the 
concern over future intake. Alternatively, intake may be inadequate but only temporarily to 
prevent future food insecurity. 

5.2.2 Food SeIf- Sufficiency 

In rural areas, where the majority of households are usually facing problems of generating 

income to purchase food, own crop production is the principal source of food for the 

households. In other words, they usually have access to food through their own production. For 

instance, in this household survey, the multiple responses of households showed that the 
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majority (91.4 %) of the households (92.2% of the indigenous and 90.7% of the resettlers) 

used own crop production as the main source of food showing that own production was the 

main source of food for the sample households. About 43.8 % of the households (21.6% of the 

indigenous and 64.8% of the resettlers) had got access to food through purchasing food crops, 

indicating that access to food through purchasing was more practiced by resettlers. Only a very 

small fraction of households (6.7 %) got access to food through borrowing and other means. 

Figure 5. Percentage Distributions of Households by Sources of Food 
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Food self sufficiency is important, although it is not a sufficient condition to food security. 

With this regard, sample households were interviewed whether their own food crop production 

was sufficient enough for all-year round food requirements of their households, and the survey 

result has found out that only 14.3% of the surveyed household (15.7 % of the indigenous and 

13% of the resettlers) responded affirmatively that their food crop production was enough for 

all-year round (Table 5.3). The great majority (i.e. 85.7%) of the total households (84.3 % of 

the indigenous and 87 % of the resettlers) could hardly cover their annual food consumption 

requirements from own crop production. 

Table 5.4 Distribution of Households by Food Self Sufficiency Status 
Status 

Food self sufficient 
Not food self sufficient 
Total 
Source: Household Survey, 2009 

Indigenous Resettler Total 
No. % No. % No. % 

8 15 .7 7 13.0 15 14.3 
43 84.3 47 87.0 90 85 .7 
51 100.0 54 100.0 105 100.0 

As it is shown in Table 5.5, about 74.3 % of the households (66.7% of the indigenous and 

81.5% of resettlers) did not have food crops that can cover more than 8 months of the year. 
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O nl y 25.7 % of the hou seho lds (33.3% of the indigenous and 18.5% resettlers) we re able to 

prod uce crops that are enough fo r more than 9 months. Sample households of the ind igenous people 

were re lati ve ly be tte r than that o f resett lers in telIDS of food se lf suffic iency status. 

Tab le 5.5 Distribution of Households by the Number of Months of Own Food C rop Lasts in 

Feeding t he Households 

Household type PropOltion of households by the number of 
lasts in feeding the household (%) 

9- 12 7-8 5- 6 

months of own food crop 

3-4 
months months months months 

1-2 
months 

Indigenous (N- 51) 33.3 
Resettlers (N=54) 18.5 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 

11.8 
44.4 

25.5 
11.1 

11.8 
22 .3 

17.6 
3.7 

In general , the majori ty of households were not food sel f sufficient. These production shortfa lls 

have imp lication for food insecurity. The focu s group discussants also confirmed that many of the 

households had faced food shortage. 

5.2 .3 Household Dietary Diversity 

Household dietary diversity refers to the different foods or food groups that the househo lds 

consume over a given period of time. Household dietary diversity can reflect the economic ability 

o f a household to consume a variety of foods. The number of different foods or food groups that the 

households consume can be associated with socio-economic status and household food securi ty 

(Hoddinot and Yohannes, 2002). The number of different foods or food groups consumed in a 

household prov ides a measure of the quality of the diet. 

Based on thi s notion, the sam ple households were interviewed about the kinds of food groups they 

consumed during the seven days prior to the survey period. The resul ts of the survey depicted that 

the cereals (in various fonm , such as injera, bread, kila , porridge, kola, nifi-o. etc) had been 

consumed by the vast majority of households in most of the days of the week during the reference 

time. The mean number of days of cereal consumption was 5.26 (3.82 days for indigenous and 6.61 

fo r resettlers), indicating that resett lers diet was mostly of ce reals. It is kilOwn that cereals are 

predominantly carbohydrate ri ch foods . As shown from Table 5.6, consumption of protein­

contai ning foods such as meat, egg and legumes by households of both groups was very limited, 

which is mostl y associated with lack o f resources to access to these food groups. Consumption of 

lea fy vegetables and fruits as we ll as of roots and tubers (which are mostly vitamin-A ri ch food 
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groups) by households of the indigenous was bener than that of the resett lers. The differences in 

dietary diversity Illay be because of the differences in food preference (food cul ture) or income 

level or both. In this case, it was leamt from the FGDs that there is difference between the 

indigenous and resettled people in terms of their food preference / food cul ture/. For instance, the 

indigenous (Berta) people usually prefer porridge made from sorghum or maize along with sauces 

made fro m "quenques" with haricot beans, whereas resettlers mostly used injera with wol. In 

add ition, there are many wil d foods co nsumed by Berta people which resettlers do not usually eat. 

Based on the sum of 'yes' responses for the consumptions of the 12 food groups considered , 

households of ind igenous people were relatively better than that of reset tiers. 

Tab le 5.6 Distribution of households' consumption of different g roups of foods durin g the 
7 days prior to the survey period 

~ldigenous Resettlers Total 
Mean # of Distribution Mean # of Distribution Mean # 

days of days of of days 
Di stribution of consumed households consUined households consumed 

Food Groups households(o/~ . per week 0'oJ .per week (%) per week 
Cereals 80.4 3.82 96.3 6.61 88.6 5.26 
Leafy 
vegetables 82 .4 2.96 16.7 0.35 48 .6 1.62 
Tubers and 
roots 76.5 3.39 20.4 0.85 47.6 2.09 
Fruits 78.4 2.5 I 20.4 0.41 48.6 1.43 
Meat 43. 1 0.55 1.8 0.02 21.9 0.28 
Eggs 0.0 0.00 3.7 0.04 3.8 0.02 
Fish 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00 
Legumes 74.5 3.94 96.3 6.48 85.7 5.25 
Milk and milk 
products 19.6 0.47 22.2 0.69 20.9 0.58 
Oils/Fats 52.9 2.75 46.3 2.54 45.5 2.64 

Sweets 70.6 2.27 22 .2 0.74 45 .7 1.49 
Spices, 
condiments 
and beverages 56.8 2.9 57.4 3.81 57.1 3.37 
Sum of 'yes' 324 218 542 
responses 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

5.2.4 Mea l Frequ ency /Number of Eating Occasions/ 

Mea I frequency (the number of meals served per day) can be used as a proxy indicator for gauging 

the adequacy of households' food intake. With this regard, households were interviewed for how 
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many mea ls they se rved a day under nonnal conditions. The survey result revea led that the number 

of meals taken by the ind igenous people per day ranges from one to four, the majority of them (64 .7 

%) used three meal s a day. But, in resettlers, the number of meals ranges from two to three, the 

majority of them (94.4 %) served three meals in a day. The average meal freque ncy for the tota l 

surveyed households was 2.83 times per day (2.71 for indigenous and 2.94 for resettlers). With 

respect to meal frequenc y, resettlers seem relatively better than that of the indigenous people. The 

Ch i-squa re fo r contingency table or Pearson ch i-square test also shows a stati stically signifi cant 

difference between th e two groups of households in terms of meal frequency. 

Table 5.7 Percentage Distribution of Households by Meal Frequency 

Meal Pearson c hi- df Asmp. sig. 
frequency Indi genous Resettler Total square value (2 sided) 

% % % 
1 times 17.6 0 8.6 
2 times 5.9 5.6 5.7 18.787 3 0.000 
3 times 64.7 94.4 80 
4 times 11.8 0 5.7 

Average 2.71 2.94 2.83 
Source: Household survey, 2009 

Note that one way ANOV A test (F-valuc= 13.879; dF = l) also confirmed that there was s ignificant variations 
between the two groups of househo lds by meal frequency. 

However, the mea l frequency a lone doesn' t give sense about the level of food insecurity. 

Sometimes, the vo lume (the amount of food per meal) rather than the frequency of meal 

(num ber of meal s per day) may be more important. [n addition, the type of food eaten per meal 

sometimes matters more. Thus, measuring only the number of eating occasions will no longer 

indicate the exact picture . It is also important to note that the number of meals and type of food 

stuffs for consumpti on vary co nsiderably during seasons of food shortage (Swindale and Ohri­

Vachaspati, j 999) . 

5.3 Exp lanations for tbe Possib le Causes of Food Insecurity and Disparities 

Based on HFIAS, the survey result indicated that there were disparities in food security 

between the sample households of the indigenous people and resettlers, although the difference 

was not stati stically significant. The majority of households (both indigenous and resettlers) 

were a lso found to be food insec ure. In this sub-topi c, exp lanations were given as to why the 

majority of the sample households were in general food insecure, and as to what factors created 
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and lor will potentiall y create di sparities in food security between th e two groups of households 

(ind igenous and resettled people) of the surveyed kebeles. 

With regard to the ca uses of househo lds' food in security, househo lds were asked to te ll their 

perceptions of the major causes of households ' food insecuri ty, and the majority of them 

(98.9%) perceived that low crop production as the major causes for households' food 

insecuri ty. About 32.2 % of the households also felt that overburdening of fam il ies li.e., having 

la rge fami ly sizel as another cause for househo lds' food insecuri ty. On the other hand, 30 % of 

the households believed that poor management of post harvest was one of the causes of food 

insecuri ty. However, the causes of food insecurity couldn ' t be exp lained in such oversimplified 

way. There are many causal factors that interact in a very complex way so as to result in food 

insecuri ty at the household level. The explanations for disparities in food security should also 

be seen as a dynam ic outpu t of the livelihood systems of the households. It was noted that 

improved fo od security is considered as one of the desirable li velihood outcomes. However, 

what households try to achieve is not only improving food security but also other livelihood 

outcomes. People a lso need to be healthy; to be educated; to increase their income and 

wellbeing; to be self reli ant; to reduce vulnerability; to sustain the use of natural resources; and 

to achi eve other li velihood' outcomes. Households prioriti ze the different livelihood objectives 

based on their situati ons. There are trade-offs between the li velihood outcomes, and it is the 

household that must make decisions which strategies to adopt and li velihood outcome to 

achieve (DFID, 1999). Thi s means the status of food security of the household greatly depends 

on the achi evement of other li velihood outcomes. It is in this sprit that thi s paper tried to 

examine the causes o f dispari ti es in food security in the li ve lihood lens in a comprehensive 

way. 

In thi s sub-topic, therefore, explanations fo r the causes of food insecuri ty in general and 

di sparities in household food security in particu lar were given from the point of view of the 

foll owing key components o f SLF: I) Livelihood assets; 2) Livelihood activities and slTategies; 

3) Instituti on, organi zation and social relations; and 4) Vulnerability context 

5.3.1 Livelihood Assets 

Househo lds' d ifferential asset base endowment and their access to these assets have great 

imp li cations for di spa rities in food securitylinsecurity. S ince it is very difficult to explai n the 
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food sec uri ty s ituation fro m the perspectives of all these various fOl1ns of assets, it was 

necessa ry to focus on the major form of assets that have more impli cations for food securi ty . 

5.3.1.1 NllIllral Capital 

Natural capita l (land, water, fo rest and other naturally occurrmg resources) IS an im portant 

asset for the farming households. 

i) Land Holding Size and Soil Quality 

Rural li ve lihoods are more closely linked with land resources. Avai labili ty of adequate and 

quality farm land is crucial for crop production. With rega rd to ownership of farmland, the 

survey resu lt showed that all the sa mple households owned farmland. But, there were variations 

among households in the size of farm land they owned. On average, the farmland size that 

sample households owned was 8.73 timads (14 .6 1 timads for indigenous and 3.19 timads for 

resettlers). This shows that households of the indigenous people had owned greater farm land 

size than that of resetlers. This difference was statistically significant at less than I % 

probab il ity level. Thus, shortage of farm land is one of the major problems for resettlers, but it 

is not for the indigenous people. 

Table 5.8 Distribution of Housebolds by Farmland Size 

Farmland s ize in till/ad· 

1- 4 

5- 8 
9- 12 
> 12 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Mean 
SD 
t-value 

***Significant at P < 0 .0 1 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 

Indigenous 

No. % 

9 
19 

" 12 
2 

80 
14.6 1 
18.32 

17 .6 
37.3 
2 1. 6 
23.5 

Household type 

Resettle,. 

No. % 
18 33.3 

35 64.8 
I 1.9 
0 0.0 

10 
3.19 
1. 87 

4.558*** 

Total 

No. % 
27 25.7 
54 51.4 
12 11 .4 
12 VI.4 

I 

80 
8.73 
14 .00 

ate: • Although it is generall y accepted thai one limad is equ iva lent to one-fourth of a hectare, one limad, in thi s study, is 

equated 10 one-eighth o ra hectare . 'n1is is because the local farmers said one timad for the size of land plowed for halfofa day. 

Households have different supplementary means of access to farmland . For instance, the 

majority of households of resettl ers (66.6 %) had access to fa rmland throu gh sharecropping-in, 

while the majority of the indigenous peop le (59.5%) had access to farmland by clea ring forest 
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Table 5.9 Distribution of Households by Means of Access to Land 

1l1digenous Resettler Total 
(N=S I) ( N=54) (N= 105) 

Freguenc,l % Freguenc,l % Freguencl:: % 
Share cropping-in 5 11.9 30 66.6 35 40.2 
Purchas ing 0 0 1 2.2 1.1 
Renting in 1 2.3 0 0 1.1 
Getting fro m somebody for free 9 21.4 1 2.2 10 11.5 
C leari ng forest and converting 
into [anTI land 25 59.5 0 0 25 28.7 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

The di fferen tial possess ion of and access to land can be one of the major determinants for food 

security di sparity among different groups of households. This was confirmed by the survey 

res ult (Table 5.10). 

Table S.1 0 Distribution of Household by Total Cultivated Land Size* 

Number of households by farm land size and food security status 
Total farm lndi enous Resettler Total 
land size 
(timacf) Food Food Food Food Food Food 

secure msecure secure Insecure secure Insecure 
(N= 17) (N=34) (N=15) (N=39) (N=32) (N=73) 

1-4 0 9 6 12 6 21 
,-8 7 12 9 26 16 38 
9-12 3 8 0 I 3 9 
> 12 7 5 0 0 7 5 
Mean 29.65 8.09 7.53 3.99 19.28 6.15 
S O 25.84 3.04 4.46 2.88 2 1. 85 3.46 
t-va lue 4.847*** 3.139*** 5.023*** 

*U S!gnlficant at p< 0 ,01 
Note: * Total cult ivated land in this case includes own land and sharecropped in land 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 

[n both surveyed kebeles, food secure households had access to farmland size better than that of 

food insecure households. The two independent sample t-test revealed that the mean difference 

between the food secure and food insecure households in both groups of households were 

stat istica ll y s ignificant at 1% probability level, showing that availabil ity of falln land is crucial 

for the farm ing househo lds to ensure food security. 

[f sustai nab le food security is to be ensured, inter alia, ava il abili ty o f adequate fa rmland IS 

importan l. But availability of land by itself is not enough, the quality of land (soi l fertili ty) is 

a lso important. When the samp le household heads were asked to state their fee ling whethe r or 
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not there was generally soil erosion problem on their farm lands, the vast majority of them 

(about 89.5 %) felt that there was soil erosion problem. During FGDs, it was also learnt that 

soil erosion is one of the serious problems facing farm households. The problem of soil erosion 

was considered to be more serious at Amba 1 kebele than at Ura kebele. Thus, in Amba I 

kebele , problem of having small farmland size is further aggravated by soil erosion problem. 

The majority of households of resettlers (87.3%) perceived that the soil fertility status of their 

farmland is low, whereas more than half of the households of the indigenous people (52.9%) 

believed that their soil fertility status is moderate. From the key informant interview and FGDs, it 

was learnt that the indigenous people mainly uses shifting cultivation with fallowing their lands for 

some years. This by itself helps to maintain the soil fertility of the land. They do these because they 

have a possibility to expand land by clearing forests and changing into new farmland, leaving 

fallow the previously cultivated land. This practice is unthinkable in the case of resettlers. 

Depletion of soil fertility further aggravates their food insecurity. During FGDs, participants of 

resettlers brought soil erosion problem as a big issue. The difference in the severity of soil erosion 

problem can undoubtedly create disparities in food security, provided that other factors held 

constant. 

Figure 6. Distribution of Housebolds by Perceptions towards Soil Fertility Status 

90 ~ a 80 v-
70 v-
60 / .... 
50 v- I., .c. 

Percent / :: cs Indigenous 
40 CI Resettler 
30 / o Total - ~ -~ 20 -10 - .~ 

0 
Low Moderate High 

views on soil fertility status 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 

Although some of the sample households reported that they used some of the methods of 

preventing soil erosion (Figure 7), it was realized that the problem of soi l erosion is serious in the 

study area, particularly in areas where resettlers live. 
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Figure 7. Methods ofSoi! Erosion Practiced by Sample Households, by Household Group 
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Unless the problems of land degradation in resettlement area are reversed! mitigated through 

undertaking biological and physical conservation measures, it will also continue as a threat to 

household food security. 

ii) Access to water resources 

Access to water is often a key determinant of live lihood security impacting on a broad range of 

other activities and assets. For instance, if water resources are availab le near to the households, 

the time and labor that will be expended on water collection activities wi ll be saved. In 

addition, if water is available, it can be used for irrigation. Irrigation increases intensification of 

agricultural activities, and hence increases in crop production which can help as a means of 

achieving food security. There are also linkages between water supply and sanitation, and food 

security (Degefa and Tesfaye, 2008). 

In the surveyed kebeles, the majority of households (70.5%) use river as main source of water 

for home and livestock consumption, followed by streams (25.7%). The rest 3.8 % of the 

sample households used ponds as source of water. Safe drinking water (tap water point) is 

available only at the center of each kebele which is not accessible for the majority of the 

inhabitants. 

The presence of the river known as Hoha which crosses both kebeles can be a good potential 

for the farm households to use the river for irrigation. However, only 32.4% the households 

(27.5 % of indigenous people and 37.0% of resettlers) used the river for small and traditional 
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irri gation . The land topography near the river is relati ve ly good at Ura kebele than at Amba I 

kebele. However, irri gati on was not wide ly pract iced in the area. Even those that have started 

to LI se irrigation are producing a very small amount of crops, slich as onion, lettuce, sugar cane, 

cabbage. Th is ertClIt was done with the support of World Vis ion. The natives were not very 

awarc oCthe usc of irrigation. though they have the opportunity to both in tens ify and extensify 

production. The case in resettlers was different. For one thing, they do not have adeq uate land 

to li se the water fo r irri gati on. The other problem that inhib ited resett lers from partic ipat in g in 

irrigat ion was theft. As it was learnt from the informal conversations made with some farmers 

who had parti c ipated in small scale irrigation, one chall enge they faced was that their irri gated 

crops. i. e., sugar cane, lettuce, and onion, were sto len at ni ght by thieves. 

iii) Access to forest resources 

The physical observation of the areas under investi gation shows that the indigenous people 

have better access to forest resources. There are many wild foods (plant roots, leaves, fruits, 

shoots, etc) which the indigenous people used to collect mostly from the forest that can be used 

by them as vital subsidiary parts of their diet. In addition, many households are li ving by 

sell ing the forest products, such as charcoal and bamboo woods to fulfill their foods needs. 

Based on the information obta ined from individual interv iewees and di scussants of FGDs, 

however, forest resources are being depleted due to such human activities. 

5.3.1.2 Financial C apital 

Financ ial capital includes savings (in the fom] of cash, bank deposits or liquid assets such as 

livestock and jewellery), financial resources obtained through credit-providing institutions, and 

that obtained throu gh inflows of money, such as pensions, other transfers and remittances. 

Here, access to credit and sav ings and remittances was considered. 

i) Access to financial services (credit and savings) 

Rural savings and credit services have key roles in technology di ssemination, increas ing rural 

employment and smoothing the consumption and investment gaps of households. In Asossa 

town, there is o ne regional Micro-Finance Institution (MFI) which provides cred it and savings 

services to the be nefic iaries on group based coll ateral. 
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In th is househo ld survey, it was found out that, out of the total sample households, only 21.9% 

/37.3 % of the in digeno us and 7.4 % of the resettle rs/ could get access to MFI services. This 

shows that access to credit service among rese ttle rs was lower than that found amo ng the 

indi genous peop le. Therefore, some mechanisms should be devised so as to improve access of 

households to credit services so that they can use it for productive activities. 

Table 5. 11 Distribution of Housebolds Receiving Micro-Credit from MFls, a nd by tbe 
P f h' h Th U I th C d't urposes or W . IC e sec e r e I 

Indi genous Resettler 1 Total 
Variable Households' responses (N~5 1 (N=54 (N= 105) 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 
Received Yes 19 37.3 4 7.4 23 21.9 
credit [rol11 

MFls? No 32 62.7 50 92.6 82 78. 1 
To purchase modern 
agricul tural inputs 4 15.4 0 0.0 4 11.8 

Purpose for To fulfill the education 
which tl,e materials and 
credit was clothes to children I 3.8 4 50.0 5 14.7 
used To purchase food 3 11 .5 0 0.0 3 8.8 

To pay loan taken from 
others 0 0.0 1 12.5 1 2.9 
To buy livestock 15 57.7 3 37.5 18 52.9 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

The micro-cred it taken from MFI was used for different purposes. For instance, out of the total 

households taking micro-credit, the majority of them (52 .9 %) used the credit for purchasing 

livestock. 14 .7 % and 11. 8 % of them used the credit to purchase education materials and 

clothes for chi Idren and to purchase modern agricultural inputs, respecti vely. The other 8.8 % 

used the credit to purchase food . 

There are many reasons rai sed for not taking micro-credit from the MFI. Of the reasons 

mentioned, requirement of group co llateral, high interest rate and inappropriate loan payment 

tim e were the major ones. The mu ltiple response frequ ency of the households who complained 

req uirement of collateral as reaso n for not taking mi cro-cred it was 60%, followed by too high 

interest rate (58.8% ). About 43.2 % of the surveyed households sa id that inappropriate loan 

payment time was one reason for not taking micro-credit service. As result of which, some of 

the sampl e households used other sources of cred it to fulfi ll their financial needs. Based on the 
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household survey result , about 22 .9 % (21.6 % o f the indigenous and 24. 1 % of the resettlers) 

had used loan from other sources other than MFl, more than 95 % of them took loan from the ir 

rela tives with no interest rate. 

In both surveyed kebeles, saving practi ce is almost none. There are few households who ha ve 

practiced savings. Of the total households surveyed, only 22.9 % (11.8 % of indigenous and 

33.3 % of resettlers) had used sav ings in different forms. But, savings in cash form! bank 

deposit was practi ced only by three households of resettlers. Others who practiced savings used 

different form s of saving such as purchasing crops (stocking), livestock accumulation, 

purchasin g equipments and the li ke. In terms of savings, households of resettlers were 

relatively better than that of the indigenous people. 

ii) Remittances 

Money transferred from others has its own contributions to food security. The money 

transferred from someone can be used to access to food through purchasing. It can be used to 

purchase agri cu ltural inputs that wil l enhance agricu ltura l production and productivity, and 

hence help sec ure household food security. However, the survey result showed that only few 

households received remittance. Out of the total surveyed households, only 11.4 % (7.8% of 

the indigenous and 14.8 % of the resettler) recei ved remittance during the last 12 months prior 

to the survey period. In this case, resettlers seem relatively better in receiving remittance. Those 

who send money as remittance for the family were mostly sons and daughters who are engaged 

in different occupations in other areas. 

Table 5.12 Distribution of Households Receiving Remittance dnring the 
Last 12 Months Prior to the Survey Period 
Received Indigenous Resettlers 

remittance? (N=5 I) (N=54) 
Yes 4(7. 8) 8( 14.8) 
No 47(92.2) 46(85.2) 

Note: Figures in parenthesis are percents. 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

5.3.1.3 Physical Capital 

Total 
(N= 105) 
12(11.4) 
93(88.6) 

Physical capital comprises the basic infrastructure and producer goods needed to support 

livelihoods. In rural setting, phys ica l capital includes such assets like, housing, farm implements 

and rural infrastructure. 
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i) Farm imp lements 

USll1g modern farm implements, such as improved 'maresha' (plowshare) are important to increase 

agri cultural production and productivity. Based on this househo ld survey, almost all sample 

households did not use modern farm implements. As it was leant from focu s group discussion and 

key informant interview, the reasons why farm households did not lise farm implements were, 

among other things, lack of suppl y of modem fa nn implements and low awareness of th e farmers 

themse lves to modern inputs. The majori ty of the indigenous people are sti ll using a very traditional 

hand digging too l, such as Pali to cultivate their faml land . On ly some are using oxen cultivation. 

But , resettlers are mostly oxen-plow cu ltivators. However, they all use traditional faffil implements, 

such as kenber (yoke), maresha (plowshare). Therefore, research adaptation of farm implements 

and strength ening of the technology development capacity of Asossa mral technology center 

shou ld get due attention. 

ii) R ura l infrastru ctnre 

Rural infrastructures play key roles in facilitating production, consumption , di stribution, and trade, 

and are therefore cri ti cal in ac hieving food security in the rural economy. It is widely believed that 

access to different infrastructure slich as ail -weather roads, public transport, local market center, 

soc ial services (health, education, and credit), agricultural extension services, grai n mills, potable 

water and veterinary services are important for the households to ensure food securing. Taking 

distance as a criterion, resettlers had better access to different rural infrastructures. The differences 

between the indi genous people and resettled people in mean walking minutes to access to each rural 

infrastructure were statistically significant (See Appendix F, Table F- I). 

If an infrastructure avai lable near to the households does not provide the expected services to the 

households, it is meaningless to exist there. Therefore , it is a lso important to see the level of 

sat isfaction with the infrastructure services that the households get. The level of satisfac tion of the 

hou seho lds of each of group of househo lds was ca lculated by developing satisfacti on level or scale 

ranging from 3 (h igh) to 1 (low) for each of the in frastmcture. As indicated in the (See Appendix F, 

Table 10 _2), the overal l level of satisfacti on of the households in Amba I kebele was relatively better 

than that of the lI1digenous people. Of the max imum score / the level of sati sfaction (i. e, 3), the 
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overall mean score or level of satisfaction of the sample households of the ind igenous and resettled 

people were 2.36 and 2.64, respectively. 

5.3.1.4. Human capital 

Human capi tal development is cruc ial for ensuring food securi ty. With regard to the fa rming 

com muni ty, human capital can be seen from the po int o f view o f education status, labor 

ava ilabi lity, hea lth condition, including nutriti on, farm ers ' training, agricultural extension 

services and ind igenous knowledge and skills. 

i) Education 

It is an obvious fact that education is important to build the knowledge and skills of farmers 

and hence to improve their analytical skills and capacities to innovate and control their fa rm 

systems. Parental education is also important for nutritional outcomes of the children. Evidences 

show that women's education and status accounted for 43 percent to the reduction of child 

malnutrition (Smith and Haddad, 2000). In the long run, improved education will contri bute to low 

fertil ity and better employment opportuniti es; and this in tum, enhances hea lth (Youn g, 200 1) and 

th ereby contributes to food securi ty. 

As it is shown in Table 5. 13, the percentage dis tribution of li terate household heads of resettlers 

was greater than that of the indigenous household heads. The survey result also indicated that the 

frequency distribution of food secure households was relat ively better than that of food insecure 

househo lds in terms of education status. However, the Pearson chi-square test does not confi rm that 

there is a systemat ic association between education level and food security status. Based on HFIAS, 

it was noted that the food security level of the indigenous peop le was better than that of the 

resett lers. But, the educatio n data showed the reverse. i.e., the level of the indigenous people was 

relat ively lower than that of resettlers. This might have happened due to the fac t that food security 

is a functio n of many diffe rent factors which interact to each other. Thus, households with 

relatively better in education status may sometimes be food insecure due some other factors. 

EducatIOn alone does not always guarantee food security. On the other hand , households with lower 

education leve l may be food secure provided that households' food availability. access to food and 

utilization of food are ensured at al l times. However, it is generally proved that education is a key 

factor for ensuri ng food security. 
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Tab le 5.13 Distribution of House bold Heads by E ducatiou Level and Food Securi ty Status 

~ldi gellous (N=51) Resett lers (N=54) 

Education status Food Food Food Food 
Secure lnsecure Secure insecure 
(N= 17) (N=34) (N=15) (N=39) 

lll iterate 5 12 2 14 

Literate 12 22 13 25 
Pearson Chai-
square (x') 0.1 76 (0. 176) 2.645(0.104) 

Note : Numbers in parenthesis are level of significances. 

Source: Household survey. 2009 

ii) Labor availability 

Total (N=105) 
Food 

Food secure insecure 
(N=32) (N=73) 

7 26 

25 47 

1.949 (0.163) 

In countries where the majorities of people are engaged in agriculture, human labor is more 

important in the agricu ltural sector than in other sectors. In rural communities, fa mily members 

are the main labor force for the agricultural activities. Famil y s ize may affect households' food 

securi ty statu s either negatively or positively. In this survey resul t, there was a significant mean 

difference between the famil y size of food secure and insecure households in Ura kebele. But, 

in the case of Amba I kebele, there was no s ignificant difference between the mean fami ly 

sizes of the food secure and food insecure househo lds. However, the mean famil y size of food 

secure househo lds was greater than that offood insecure households (Table 5.14). 

Table 5.14 Distribution of Housebolds by Family Size and Food Security Status 

Family size 
(in number) 

Mean 

Indigenous 
Food Food 

Secure Insecure 

10.5 5.88 

Resettler 
Food Food 

Secure insecure 

4.93 4.05 

t-value 3.29]>" 1.532 ( NS) 

*** Signifi cant at P<O.OI; NS=Not statistically significant 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

Total 
Food Food 

Secure Insecure 

7.88 4.90 

3.592*** 

This resu lt contradicts other findings (e.g Getachew, 1995; Degefa, 2002; Workneh, 2006) that 

showed households wi th large fa mil y size are generall y more food insecure than those with less 
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family s ize. This ma y be due to the fact that the farming households, particularly the 

indigenous peop le used rudim entary farm ing instruments which demand hi gh labor force, and it 

is the fa mil y labor that are mostl y used for such activities. In thi s case, having large famil y 

labor force, therefore, might have enabled the households to farm more, and thereby increase 

agricultural productivity and be more food secure. 

When the household heads were asked if they faced labor shortage during the last agricultura l 

season prior to the survey peri od, 6 1 % of them (41.2 % of the indigenous people and 74.1 % of 

the resettleres) responded that they faced labor shortage. Thi s showed that resettled people were 

faced more with labor shortage. This also depicts that shortage of labor is associated with the 

number of household members. 

iii) Access to Health Services 

The relationship between health and food security is quite straight forward. Health can affect 

th e households' food security status in various ways. Rural health extension program 

particularly plays great rol es in teaching and advising the conununity at the household level 

about many health related issues including nutrition education. 

In each of the sample househo ld kebeles, there is a health post. There are two female hea lth 

ex tension workers per each health post, working with the communities with primary foc us on 

prevention of di seases. However, the survey result showed that on ly 44.8% of the sample 

households were beneficiaries of the health extension service. This shows that more than half 

of th e surveyed households have not participated in rural hea lth extension package. In terms of 

di stance, resettlers ha ve access to the nearest health center better than that of the indigenous 

people due their settlement pattern . However, the survey data revealed that the percentage of 

households who reported to be beneficiaries of the health extension services among the 

indigenous people (84.3%) was by far better than that of resettlers (7.4%). This big gap might 

ha ve related either to difference in the commitments of the health extension workers to serve 

the communi ty or to differential attention of the local government bodies towards the two 

groups of households. 
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The percentage of households who obtained ed ucation re lated to nutrition was only 32.4% 

(60.8% for indigenou s and 5.6% for resettlers). In an attempt to ensure household food securi ty, 

nu tri tion educati on should also be delivered adequate ly to the rural households, particularly for 

the women who are mostly engaged in food preparation and child caring. 

Households' access to to il et facility (as a proxy indicator of hygienic condition) is important 

contributi on to food insec urity. With this aspect, 81 % of surveyed households used pit latrine. 

This can be taken as one positi ve measure to contTibute to ens uring food security. 

Hea lth of the household is al so linked with the availability of safe drinking water. Based on the 

survey resu It, percentage distribution of households who have access to sa fe drinking water was 

53.3 % (47. 1 % of the indigenous and 59.3% of the resettlers). Although this looks good, the 

reality is not the case when triangulated with FGDs. The discussants of the FGDs held in both 

kebeles said that access to safe drinking water is also a problem, though the situation is 

relati vely better at Amba I kebele than at Ura kebele. The discrepancy of the results between 

the household survey and FGDs was due to the fact that the re lative meaning of the phrase 'safe 

drinking water' was understood by the households differently dming the household survey . For 

insta nce, rive rs and streams may be considered as safe drinking water sources for some 

households, but not for others. During the FGDs, it was reali zed that many of the households 

co llect water from unclean water sources.The women discussants in both kebeles also 

mentioned that many of the households have faced a problem of getting safe drinking water. 

Thus, lack of safe potable water was a problem for the sample households. 

Based on the information obtained from key informants and focus group discussants, there are 

many human health problems which may affect the effective utilization of food-one of the 

components of food security. For instance, they mentioned malaria as the most common serious 

disease prevalent in the area. The prevalence of malmia can also greatly reduce agricu ltural 

producti vity by reduc ing the working capacity of farmers. 

iv) Training and Extension Services 

To bring new technology, agricultural ex tension services are crucial (World Bank, 2003). 

Training and extension services are very important to str engthen the capacity of the [arulers. 
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Out o f the tota l survey households, the percentage of households participated in ex tensio n 

se rvices was 37. 1% (70.6 % of the indigenous and 5.6% of the resett ler) , showing that 

pa rticipation in extens ion package among the indigenous peop le seem considerably higher. 

This may be re lated to the avai labi li ty of farmland size in Ura kebele. Farmers with larger 

land holding are likely to participate in extension (Beyene, 2000). Disc ussions held with key 

informants, however, revea led that patt icipation in agricultural extension packages was very 

low in both samp le kebeles . The extension packages that the government of Ethiopia is 

cUITentl y promoting through Participatory Demonstration and Training Extension System 

(PADETES) are a lmost non ex istent in both sample kebeles. In other words, packages 

promoted by PADETES, such as cereals, li vestock, high economic crops, improved post 

harvest technologies, agro-forestry, soil and water conservation, bee keeping, etc are not 

adequately available for the farmers. 

The frequency with whi ch the farmers contact DAs is also important for the acquisition of 

in fo rmal education. However, more than half of the surveyed households (57.1 %) were not 

contacted with the extension wo rkers during the year 2007108 (Table 5.15). 

Tab le 5.15 Percentage Distribution of Households, by Frequency of Contact with Extension 

Workers and by the Levcl of Satisfaction with the Governmcut's Provision of Extension Services 

Level of satisfaction with 
Household Frequency of con tact with Extension Govenunent's provision of 
group workers (in the year 2007/08) agricultural extension services 

Tlu'ee Four 
None Once Twice times times VH H M L VL 

~ldigenous 60.8 15.7 11.8 3.9 3.9 0.0 7.8 13.7 58.8 7.8 
Resenl er 53.7 7.4 13.0 24. 1 0.0 1.8 5.7 16.7 16.7 42 .6 
Total 57.1 11.4 12.4 14.3 1.9 1.0 6.7 15.2 37. 1 25.7 

Key: VH= Very Hi gh; H=Hlgh; M=Moderate; L= Low; VL=VeIY Low; DK- Don't Know 

Sources: Household survey, 2009 

DK 
11.8 
16.7 
14.3 

About 14.3% and 12.4 % of the total households had contacted with extension wo rkers three 

and two times a yea r, respecti vely. The other 11.4 % of the households contacted ex tension 

workers only once during the reference time. The frequency of contact with ex tension workers 

in both sample kebeles was generally too weak. In relation with thi s, the fo cus group 

disc li ssants al so confirmed that they did not get the required agricultural advices from the 
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development agents. Thc leve l of satisfaction with government 's proV ISIOn of agricultura l 

extension serv ice was considered to be low. 

With regard to parti ci pat ion 111 farmers' tra ining program, th e household survey result shows 

that only 20 % (37.3 % of the indigenous and 3.7 % of the resettlers) had got train ing 

opportunities dur ing the last fi vc years. According to the responscs o f those who partic ipated in 

thc fa rmers train ing programs, the major issues on which the train ing programs del ivered were 

so il conservation, utili zation o f improved seeds, post harvest management, watershed 

management, and compost preparation. From the discuss ions he ld with men focus group, it was 

understood that such traini ngs were usuall y provided by World Vision Ethiopia, Asossa­

/-Iomosha Area Development Project. It was reali zed that the local government was not 

deli vering trainin gs in well organi zed and coordinated manner which fit with the farme rs ' 

needs. 

5.3.1.5 Socia l Cap ita l 

Socia l capital refers to the social resources (networks and connectedness, membership in 

institutions, re lat ionships among members, trustship, kinships, reciprocity etc) upon which 

peop le draw in seeking for their li velihood outcomes (DFID, I 999) . Social capital has its own 

contributions (either negatively or positively) to food securi ty. It can provide the basis for a 

range of livelihood opportunities, including customary access to land and natural resources and 

opportunities for the poor to sell their labor (Adams et ai, 2000). T he social network was found 

to be very strong among the indigenous people. Berta people are Imown for their communal 

way of life. They usua lly feed together. For instance, they have houses made for reception 

locally known as ka /ewa in which the guests (whether known or unknown by the owner) can 

freely take rest and feed together. 

In the surveyed ho useholds, there are informal institutions /communi ty based institutions/, such 

as edir, equp, mehaber, kinshi p, and fOlmal institutions (kebele Adm inish'ation and producers' 

cooperatives) . From the key infOimants and foc us group di scussion , it was leant that edir and 

equp were more practiced by resett lers than the indigenous people, whereas kinship was 

stronger among the indigenous people. Membershi p to and producers' cooperati ves was 

relativcly stronger in Ura kebele than in Amba I kebele. 
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[n principle, institutions help the households to access resources and services. [n this study, an 

assessment was made in order to analyze the extent to which the ex isting institutions help those 

hou seholds who are members of the institutions. Based on the perceptions orthe households, as 

sho wn in (Appendi x F, Table F-3), institutions were genera ll y more helpful for the indigenous 

people than for rese ttled people in accessing resources. The total weighted mean scores of 

helpfulness of institutions for the indigenous and resettlers were 3.49 and 3.14, respectively . 

However, based on the information obtained from key informants and focus group discussants, 

social institutions such as ed;r and equp were not as such functional and well organized to an 

ex tent that help the members access important resources like, savings and credit, and other 

serv Ices. 

With respect to trustship among the members of the social institutions, the survey result 

showed that the total mean scores of trustship among the members of the institutions in Ura 

kebele and Amba I kebele were 2.60 and 2.32, respectively (See Appendix F, Table F-3). This 

shows that trustship among the members of the institutions were slightly better among 

indigenous people than that of the resettlers. Therefore, unless the trLI stship exists among 

members, the sustainabili ty of the institution will be questioned. 

5.3.2. Households' Livelihood Activities and Strategies 

5.3.2.1. Agriculture: Crop Production and Livestock Raising 

The livel ihoods of the surveyed households are mainly dependent on agricultural activities. The 

majority of the households in both kebeles undertake mixed famling activities, involving both 

crop production and animal husbandry. As agriculture has multi functions, it has the potential 

to influence the factors that contribute to food securi ty. 

As it is shown in Table 5.16, all the surveyed households were involved in crop production. 

However, it was 66.7 % of the total households (51 % of the indigenous and 81.5% of the 

resettlers) who paI1icipated in li vestock raising. Out of the total sample households, those who 

engaged in bee keeping and poultry were 17.1 % and 40%, respectively. The result also 

indicates that livestock rai si ng and poultry were more practiced by resettlers than by the 
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indigenous people. On the other hand , bee keepi ng was relative ly more practiced by the 

indigenous peop le. 

Tab le 5. 16 D istrib ut ion of H ouseholds by Agricu ltural Activities 

Livelihood acti vities Indigenous Resettler Total 
Freguencl: Percentage Freguencl:: Percentage FreguenC)' Percentage 

Crop production SI 100.0 S4 100.0 lOS 100.0 
Li vestock ra ising 26 SI.O 44 8 1.S 70 66.7 
Bee keeping 14 27.S 4 7.4 18 17.1 
Poultry 16 31.4 26 48. 1 42 40.0 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

The differences between the two groups of households under study in the extent of agricultural 

activities will have implications for the disparities in their food security status. 

i) C rop Produ ction 

The survey result showed that both groups of the households cu ltivated different types of crops 

(cereals, pulses, oi lseeds, fruits and root crops), However, there were some variations between 

the two groups of households in terms of the extent of cropping (diversifi cation of crops and 

amount o f production). 

Tab le 5.1 7 Perceotage Distribution of H ousebolds by tbe Typ e of Crops they grew during 
200 /08 C S 7 rop ping eason 

Distribution of households by the type of crops they grew 
Crop Type in 2007/08 (%) 

~ldigenous Reste tt lers Total 
Sorghum 96 .1 90.7 93 .3 

Cereals Maize 74.5 51.9 62.9 
Terr 13.7 9.3 11.4 
Millet 3.9 72.2 39 

Pulses Soybean 3.9 42.6 23.8 
Haricot Bean 78.4 44.4 61 

Oi l seeds Neug 66.7 55.6 61 
Sesame 13.7 0.0 6.7 

Fmits Mango 70.6 33.3 51.4 
Banana 49.0 11.1 29.5 

Roots and Sweet potato 45.1 3.7 23.8 
Tubers 

Ordinary potato 23.5 3.7 13 .3 
Source: Household Survey, 2009 
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Crop product ion of the ind igenous peop le was higher than that of resettlers in the 2007/08 

cropping season (Tab le 5. 18). In each orthe crop types (ce reals, pulses, oi lseeds and roots and 

tubers) cult ivated, there was wide difference in crop production. The two sample independent t­

test also shows that the mea n differences of crop productions in each crop ty pe were 

stati sti call y s ignificant at 1% probability level. This may be mainly attributed to the farmland 

s ize differences. The avai labi li ty of larger farm land in Uro kebele is believed to have relatively 

hi gher crop production. 

Tab le 5.18 Distribution of Households by Crop Production in Qnintal, 2007/08 

Crop type Kebele Mean SD 

Cereal Ura 6.44 5.80 
Amba I 3.26 2.37 

Pulse Ura 1.09 1.18 
Amba 1 0.38 0.47 

Oi l seeds Ura 1.60 1.86 
Amba I 0.33 0.43 

Fruits Ura 3.79 5.67 
Amba I 0.53 0.98 

Roots and Ura 1.86 3.32 
tu bers Amba 1 0.03 0. 15 
... Signi fieant at P<O.O 1 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

t-value Max. 

3.722*** 36 
14 

4.084*** 5 
1.5 

4. 864*** 7 
2 

4.152*** 22 
4 
12 

4.033** * 

Min. 

0.25 
0.25 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Sign. 
(2-tai led) 

.000 

000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

Difference in crop production may have implications for di sparities in food security. This was 

confirmed by the survey result that crop production was also associated with food security 

statu s. Those households who were food secure had by far better than that of food insecure 

households in the mean crop production (See Appendix F, Table FA). 

Overcom ing agricu ltural sta gnation and food insecurity depends on II1creaslI1g agricu ltural 

producti vity However, the crop production and productivity in both sample kebeles was not as 

such adequate for the majority of households to be self sufficient due to several factors. The 

major constraints re lated to crop production were identified by the palticipants of the focus 

group discuss ions and key informants as follows: 
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Ta ble 5.19 S ummary of Key Constraints Related Crop Production 

Ura kebele (indigenous) 

-Use of labo r intens ive rudimentary fa nnin g too ls 

(crop fa rm ing mostl y based on hoe culti vation), i.e 

lack of oxen for plowing. 

- Lack of or inadequate use of modern agricultural 

inputs ( improved seeds, fert il izers, etc) 

- Poor working culture of men 

-High preva lence of crop diseases, pests and weeds ( 

Group discussants highl y emphasis the problem of the 

parasitic weed known as Striga) 

- Poor post harvest management ( for example, poor 

storage fa cility , selling the crops immediately after 

harvest, etc) 

Source: FGD and Key In formant Interviews, 2009 

Amba I kebele ( Resett lers) 

-S hortage of farm land and poor so il 

quality 

- Lack of or inadequate use of 

modem agricultural inputs ( 

improved seeds, fertilizers, etc) 

- Lack of oxen 

- Low agricul tural extens ion 

support 

One of the serious problems for crop production is shortage of draft power. As the survey resu lt 

confirmed, the vast majori ty of the households, particularly the indigenous people used hand 

digg ing too ls (hoe cu lti vation) to produce crops (Table 5.20). About 78.4 % of indigenous 

peop le used hoe cu ltivation! i.e. , d igging their land using hoes. Out of the total sample 

households, only 13.7 % households used their own pair of oxen for plowing, and 15 .7 % used 

to culti vate by pairing an ox of his/her own wi th an ox of the other person. The rest 21.5 % 

exchanged their labor to get oxen in return . On the other hand, the majority of resettlers used 

exchange of human labor to get oxen in return as the main mechanism to get access to draught 

oxen. Although the regiona l government has put donkey-plowing as one strategy to be used by 

the indigenous people for culti vation, none of the households used donkeys for cul tivation. One 

of the reasons for this was [as confinned by key informant interview and participants of focus 

group discuss ion) that Berta people consider donkeys as ' presti ge animals' which they believed 

that donkeys should not be used for trac tion. They prefer to use donkeys for transportati on, not 

for plowing. Therefo re, continuous awareness creation should be given to the indigenous 

69 



peo ple so that they can use donkeys to the max imum benefits. As it was infomled by the DAs, 

some resettle rs used cows for traction purposes due to shortage of oxen. 

Tab le 5.20 Distribution of Households by Means of C ultivation (Multiple Responses) 

Means of cultivation lndisenous (N=5 1) Resettler (N=54) Total (N= 105) 
No. % No. % No. % 

Own pair of oxen 7 13.7 7 12.9 14 13.3 
Oxen exchange 8 15.7 12 22.2 20 19 
Own donkeys 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Exchanging human labor for oxen II 21.5 35 64.8 46 43.8 
Di ggi ng with hands/hoe cultivation 40 78.4 9 16.7 49 46.6 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

The survey result also revealed that there was serious shortage of modem agricultura l inputs 

(chemi cal fertilizers, improved seeds, pesticides, etc). Out of the total surveyed households, 

only 10.5 % of the sample households ( 15.7 % of the indigenous and 5.6 % of the resettlers) 

used some of the modern agricultural inputs, such as chemical fertilizers and pesticides. The 

sample households mentioned that the main reason for not using these modem inputs was due 

to the lack of suppl y of modem agricultural inputs. The key infonmants indicated that the 

government, which was previously suppl ying inputs, has now stopped delivering the supply. 

There are no private suppl iers of inputs in · th~ region. Very recently, cooperatives are 

participating in suppl ying some inputs, particularly chemica l fertil izers. However, Ihe great 

majority of the farnl ers were not getting the inputs. During FGDs, participants also mentioned 

that the hi gh price of chemi cal fe rti lizers did not allow them to purchase. Thus, in addition to 

the lack of supply, the lack of purchasing power of the farmers was the reason mentioned by 

the households for not adopting modern agricu ltural inputs. The survey result related to 

partic ipation o f extension package and use of modern agricultural inputs showed that the 

cunent status of technology adoption is too low and is stagnant. Therefore, with the cunent 

trend of techn ology adoption, it couldn ' t bring about the increased agricultural production. 

Compared to the national and reg ional crop yield the CSA crop production forecast sample 

survey fo r 2007/08, crop production and yield in Asossa woreda was found to be very low ( 

See Appendi x F, Table F-S) and thi s obviously can contribute for the prevalence of 

household food insecurity. The differences in the constraints re lated to crop production that the 
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households faced with will have also differential effects on their crop production and hence 

may create disparities in households' food security. 

Regarding to the trend of food supply and food crop price, the majority of the sample 

households felt that food supply at the local market was decreased whereas the food price has 

increased. This is obvious that as food crop supply decreases the demand for it increases and as 

a result, the price of food also increases. The low food crop supply is mostly associated with 

the low crop production. In support of this, when the surveyed households were asked to 

respond their feeling on the trend of their crop production of 2007108 compared to two years 

ago, the majority of them (86.7%) perceived that it is becoming worse. Only 8.6 % felt that the 

trend of crop production was better. The rest 4.8 % believed that it was unchanged. 

Figure 8. Perceptions of Households about the Changes of Crop Production in 2007108 
Compared to Two Years Back 
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Source: Household survey, 2009 

Their perceptions agreed with the secondary data of crop production and crop yield obtained from 

Asossa W ARDO (the data is presented in Chapter 3 on page 27, Table 3.1). This informs us how the 

crop production and yield is deteriorating over time due to several factors, causing for the decrease to 

food supply. This low crop production was also evidenced by the physical observation of the 

market at Asossa town and the informal conversations made with grain traders which 

confirmed that the majority of food grains, particularly teff were brought from other places (e.g 

Addis Ababa and Gojjam), indicating that the nearby farmers of Asossa town are not able to 

produce grains for market. Their own crop production couldn't even feed them through out the 

year. In such situations, the higher food prices can harm the households. High food price will 
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shift to feed low pri ced food crops but nutriti onall y less balanced, affeclin g households' food 

security situation . 

ii) Livestock Raising 

Livestock direc tl y and indirectly contribute for food security. In thi s survey, out of the total 

survey households, 35 .2 % of them (5 1 % of the indigenous and 20.4 % of the resettlers) did 

not possess any li vestock at all. The distribution of households of indigenous and that of 

resettlers who totally lacked livestock were 51 % and 20.4%, respectively. This shows that 

resettlers seem better than indigenous people in terms of li vestock possession. 

If oxen possess ion was considered separately, about 70.5 % of the households didn't have any 

ox. When the di stribution of oxen possession was disaggregated by the household type, the 

distribution of households of indigenous and that of resettlers who totally lacked ox were 

72.5% and 68.5 %, respectively. Only 18 % of the households (13 .7% for indigenous and 

22.2% for resettler) owned an ox, and 11.4 % ofthe sample households (13.7 % for indigenous 

and 9.3 % for resett ler) possessed a pair of oxen, indicating there is seri ous shortage of oxen in 

both groups of households. 

Table 5.21 Distribution of Ho useholds by Oxen Possession 

Oxen Indigenous Resettler Total 
owned Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

0 37 72.5 37 68.5 74 70.5 
I 7 13.7 12 22.2 19 18.1 
2 7 13.7 5 9.3 12 11.4 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

According to the survey result, the total livestock population owned by the sample households 

in both kebeles was 150.3 TLU (58.79 TLU for indigenous and 91.51 TLU for resettlers), and 

the average holding was 1.4 TLU (1.2 TLU for indigenous and 1.7 TLU for resettlers). This 

shows that livestock production in the sample kebeles was found to be too low. On reason for 

thi s low production is the prevalence of animal diseases in the area. The most common animal 

di seases inc lude Trypanosomiasis (d iseases of catt le), PPR/ Pestes de Petitis Ruminants / 

(d isease of sheep and goats), and New castle (d isease of chicken). Another reason that can be 

mentioned as a reason for low li vestock production could be shortage of animal feed 

(pm1icularly in Amba I kebele), and poor animal hand ling system. Based on the information 
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obta ined from OAs, there was no provIsIon of modern animal feed (forage); no artific ial 

inse mi nation service; and no supply of improved livestock varieties (chicken, small rum inants 

and cattle). 

Table 5.22 Distribution of Livestock Population by Species 

Spec ies Indigenous Resettler Total 
Number TLU Number TLU Number TLU 

Ox 21 21 22 22 43 43 
Cow 15 15 37 37 52 52 
Donkey 25 12.5 8 4 33 16.5 
Sheep 10 I 6 0.6 16 1.6 
Goat 40 4 34 3A 74 7A 
Ca lf 5 0.5 27 2.7 32 3.2 
Heifer 5 3 22 13.2 27 16.2 
Bull 0.6 13 7.8 14 8A 
Chicken 119 1.19 81 0.81 200 2 
Total 58.79 91.51 150.3 
Mean 1.2 1.7 IA 
SO 2.1 1.7 1.9 
t- value -1.474 (NS) 

NS: Not statistically significant 

Source: Household survey, 2009 

Note: The cOl/version factor used to CO li vert Iivp.sfock heads ;11/0 Tropical Livestock Unit (TLU) was J for 
ox/cow;O.5 Jar dOllkey; 0.1 Jor sheeplgoatlcalf:O.6Jor heifer/bu",' alld 0.01 for chicken (Workneh, 2006). 

Regarding the trend of li vestock over time, the majority of both groups of households (49.5%) 

believed that there was a decrease in li vestock holding. This was evidenced by the explanation 

made by one discussant of FGO at Ura Kebele as : 

/n earlier limes. beJore 30 years, gendi [Trypanosomiasis] was not known. A rich 
persall had up to 200 cattle. The disease [Trypanosomiasis} firstly emerged around the 
time beJore fwo years Fom the Revolution [Derge's coming to powel). Since then, it 
has become difficult to rear livestock because oj gendi. 

However, the discussions held with OAs confirmed that Ura kebele is suitable for livestock 

rai sing due to the ava ilabili ty of grasses or natural an imal feeds and water, and DAs 

comp lained about the poor li vestock management of the indigenous people for the decrease for 

the livestock. However, both the DAs and the households of the indigenous people believed 

th at the preva lence of the livestock d iseases is the serious problem. In the case of resettlers, as 

expla ined by the FGD parti cipants, in addition to the di sease/ the prevalence of 
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Trypal/osomiasis/, the problem of anima l feed was considered as a challenge fo r li vestock 

raising. 

A lthough the area is proved to be suitab le for honey production, the fa rmers engaged in bee 

keep ing was few. In areas, li ke in these sample kebeles, where there is hi gh potential of honey 

production, fa rmers should be encouraged to be participate in beekeeping along with other 

agricultllra l activit ies so that they are able to be food secure . Based on the key informants, in 

both sample kebeles, there was also no practice of ani mal fattening. Therefore, in order to help 

farme rs secure their food securi ty, interventions in animal fattening should be required. 

In general, the survey result revealed that resettlers were relatively better than the indigenous 

people in livestock holding. However, the mean difference in livestock popu lation in TLU 

between the indigenous people and resettlers was not statistically significant. 

In both samp le kebeles, food secure households owned greater TLU than food insecure ones 

(Tab le 5.23) . Food secure households of the indigenous people and resettlers owned on average 

2.72 TLU and 3.76 TLU, respectively, whereas the mean livestock holding in TLU o f food 

insec ure households of the two samp le kebeles were respectively, 0.37 and 0.90, showing that 

food security disparity can be resulted from differential access to li vestock holdings. The two 

independent sample t-test for equality of means also shows that there was statistical significant 

di fference between food secure and insecure households in both sample kebeles. 

Ta ble 5.23 Distribution of Sample Housebolds, by Livestock Holding and Food Security 

Stat us 

Indigenous People (N~5 1 ) Resettlers (N-54) 
Livestock holding in Food secure Food insecure Food secure Food insecure 
TLU ( N~ 1 7) (N~34) (N~ 1 5) (N~39) 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
0 3 17.6 23 67.6 0 0.0 11 28.2 

0.10-1.55 4 23.5 8 23.5 I 6.7 20 51.3 
1.56-3.00 5 29.4 3 8.8 3 20.0 7 17.9 
3.0 1-4.60 2 11.8 0 0.0 7 46.7 I 2.6 
4.61 -9.50 3 17.6 0 0.0 4 26.7 0 0.0 

Mean 2.72 0.37 3.76 0.9 
SD 2.96 0.66 1.44 0.87 

Minimulll 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 
Maximum 9.50 2.00 5.92 3.71 

t- value 18.6 1*** 4.06*** 
*U Slgnl ficant at P< 0. 0 I 

Source: Household Survey, 2009 
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iii} Agricultural Activities as Sources of Cas b Income 

For the majority o f the rural households, the income sources are mainly from agricu ltural 

ac ti vities. They se ll agricultural products to get cash income so that they can access to other 

necess iti es thro ugh purchasing. This is because households have many li velihood objectives to 

atta in . They are not undertaking agricultural activities just for food requ irements only. 

Househo lds usuall y sell the ir agricultura l products to fulfill other consumption (food and non­

food) requirements. In this household survey, for example, about 80 % of the total households 

responded that they sold any of the agricultura l products. Of those who sold, the sa le of crops 

(tem porary and permanent crops) accounted for the larger portion. About 70% of these 

househo lds sold crops, foll owed by li vestock (1 8. 1 %). Sometimes households sell one type of 

agricultural product and buy another agricultural product in exchange. From the sale of the 

agricultural products, the sample households eamed total annual cash income of ETB 797.2 

(ETB 11 04.9 for indigenous and ETB 510.4 for resettlers). The difference between the two 

groups of households was stati stica lly significant at less than I % probability leve l. This income 

difference can create differential access to food , and hence contribute for disparities in food 

security. More cash income does usuall y lead to increased purchasing capacity of the 

househo lds. The survey result also confirmed that from the sale of agricultural prod ucts, food 

secure households eamed cash income better than that of food insecure household . 

Table 5.24 Distribution of Housebolds by Total An nual C asb Income Earned from tbe 
Sa le of Agricultural Products (in ETB) 

Household Food securi ty N Mean SO Min. Max. t-value Sign.(2-
type statu s tai led} 

Indigenous Food secure 17 1759.6 1928.8 326.00 8000.00 
2.8 10*" 0.007 

Food insecure 34 777.6 50 l. 5 0.00 1840.00 

Resettler Food secure 15 84 1.2 416.6 000 1637.00 

Food insecure 39 383.3 370.9 0.00 1268.00 3.928*** 0000 

Both Indigenous 5 1 1104.9 1254.9 0.00 8000.00 3.28 1*'* 0 .001 
Resettler 54 510.4 432.8 0.00 1637.00 

... Significant at P<O.OI 

Source: Household survey, 2009 
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5.3.2.2 O ff-and Non-Fa rm Activities 

Despite the fact that on-farm activities are th e ma in li veli hood activities that the rural 

households pursue to surv ive, they are not the on ly ones. Apart from on-farming activities, 

househo lds ca n be invo lved in off-farm and non- farm acti vities to earn income and hence 

access to food. [n this study, the survey result revealed that some households were engaged in 

off-fa rm and non- falm acti vities. Out of the total households surveyed, the percentage of 

households invo lved in off- fa rm activities (as wage laborer on others' farm s) was 22.9 % (0 % 

fo r indigenous and 44.4 % for resettlers) . Some households a lso part icipated in non-farm 

activit ies. Petty trading was the commonly practiced non-farm acti vity. About 3 1.4 % of the 

tota l households (15.7 % of th e indigenous people and 46.3 % of the resettlers) engaged in 

petty trading. 

Table 5.25 Distribution of Housebo[ds by Off-IN on- Farm Activities 

Off-/non- fa nn activities Indigenous Resettier Total 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Wage Laborer on Others' Farms 0 0.0 24 44.4 24 22.9 
Non-Agricu ltural Wage Laborer 0 0.0 8 14.8 8 7.6 
in Rural Areas 
Urban Daily Wage Laborer 0 0.0 I 1 20.4 I I 10.5 
Hunting! Gathering Wi ld Life 2 3.9 0 0.0 2 \.9 
Pell y Trading 8 15.7 25 46.3 33 31.4 
Sa le of Firewood or Charcoal 15 29.4 3 5.6 18 17. 1 
Handicrafts 8 15.7 I 1.9 9 8.6 
Local Drink Selling 0 0 10 18.5 10 9.5 
Traditional Gold Mining I 2.0 0 0.0 I \.0 
Government Employment 1 2.0 1 1.9 2 \.9 
Soulce: Household survey, 2009 

Di fferences were observed with respect to the parti cipations of households in off-and non-farm 

acti vities. Fo r instance, the percentage of households who participated in sa le of firewood or 

charcoal was greater fo r the indigenous people than for resettlers. This may be related to the 

avai labi li ty of forests in the ir kebeles. Similarly, more households of the indigenolls people 

were in vo lved in handicrafts and collecting wild foods than that of resettlres. For instance, 

some baske try products from bamboo, and other products such pottery (alberik and other home 

utensil s) are produced by the indigenous people for sa le. Resettlers were better in participating 

in off- farm activiti es (as wage laborer on others ' farm s) and in non-agricultural wage labor, 

urban dai ly labor, pe tty trading, and local drink se lli ng. As informed by the key informants, the 
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indigenous peop le were not usuall y in vo lved in off-farm activities. But, sometimes the youth 

go to Sudan and work there as wage laborers in agriculnIral acti vities, such as in harvesting 

gro undnut and maize. It is not very common fo r the indigenous people to work locally as wage 

laborer either in rural or in urban areas, while engaging in such li ve lihood acti vities is co mmon 

among the households of resettlers. This may be partly du e to the shortage of farml and and 

dec lining so il fertility. Based on the informati on obtained from key informants, both men and 

women were involved in wage empl oyment on others' farm, mostl y on the farms of the 

indigenous people. Usuall y, they migrate to Asossa town (seasonally or on dail y basis) to work 

as wage laborer. 

T he find ings of the household su rvey were consistent with the perceptions of key infonnants 

that the working culnIre of the indigenous peop le was generally too poor. As a result of which, 

the income they generated ITom off-I non-farm activities was smaller than that of the resettled 

peop le who are mostly engaged in di versified income generating acti vities. Thus, the 

d ifferences in the extent of participation in the off-and non-fann activiti es can contribute for the 

disparities in househo lds' food secur ity. The household survey result confirmed thi s as shown 

in Tab le 5.26. 

Table 5.26 Distribution of Housebolds by Off- and Non-Farm Total Annual Income (in 

ETB) 

Household Food security N Mean SO Min Max. t-value Sign.(2-
type status tai led) 

Indigenous Food secure 17 527.8 602.2 0 [789 
Food 1.74 1 ' 0.089 
Insecure 34 288.5 376.7 0 1360 

ResettleI' Food secure 15 1047.3 71 3.3 0 2[48 

Food 
2.078" 0.043 

1l1secure 39 680.4 523.9 0 2[ 34 

Both lndi genous 51 368.3 471.8 0 1789 -3.920'*' 0.000 
Resettler 54 782.3 598.9 0 2148 
Total 105 58 1.2 577. 1 0 2148 

**. Significant at P<O.OI; ** Significant at P<O.05;· Significant at P<O.l 

Source: Household survey, 2009 
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The inco me generated ITom the off-and non-farm activi ties were very limi ted. On average, the 

an nual income eamed from such acti vities by the sample households o f the indigenous people 

and resett lers were ETB 58 1.2 (ETB 368.3 for indigenous and ETB 782.3 for resettlers). In 

areas where the anllual food crop producti on is inadequate, such income can help househo lds 

incrcase the abi lity of the households to purchase food ITom the market and hence contribute to 

food security. The status of food security was assoc iated with the level of income of the 

households. Those who were food secure had earned relatively greater inco me from off-and 

non- farm acti vities than those who were food insecure. 

5.3.2.3 Livelihood Strategies 

i) Differential Livelihood Strategies and Implications for Disparities in Food Security 

With regard to the livelihood strategies, the majority of the sample households pursue different 

li velihood strategies to survive. The results of household survey showed that there were wide 

vari at ions in the li ve lihood strategies that the two groups of households foll owed, which can 

ultimate ly create disparities in household food security. 

Table 5.27 Distribution of Households by the Livelihood Strategies Pursued 

Indigenous Resettler 
Livel ihood Food Food Food Food 
Strategies secure Insecure Total secure 1l1secure Tota l 

(N~ 1 7) (N~34) (N~5 1 ) (N~ I 5) (N~3 9) (N~54) 

Di versifica tion Frequency 9 17 26 13 32 45 
Percent 52.9 50.0 51.0 86.7 82. 1 83.3 

Agricultural Frequency 6 10 16 7 14 2 1 
intensi fi cation Percent 35.3 29.4 3 1.4 46.7 35.9 38.9 

Agri cultural Frequency 10 20 30 7 6 13 
Ex tensi Rcation Percent 58.8 58.8 58.8 46.7 15.4 24. 1 

Frequency J I 2 0 8 8 
Migration Percent 5.9 2.9 3.9 0 20.5 14.8 

Frequency 2 2 4 2 6 8 
Remittance Percent 11.8 5.9 7.8 13.3 J 5.4 14.8 

Source: Household survey, 2009 
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As it is shown in the Table 5.27, the percentages of households o f the indigenous people and 

resett lers pursued diversifi cation (use of agricultu ral and non-agricu ltura l activities) as 

livelihood strategy were 51 % and 83.3%, respectively. About 37.4 % of the households 

indigenous people and 38.9 % of the resett lers used agricultural intensification (tried to increase 

agri cul tural prod uction per unit of land either with use of more labor or modem inpu ts), 

whereas 58.8 % of the sample households of the indigenous and 24.1 % of that of resettlers 

fo ll owed agricultura l extensifi cation (tried to increase crop production by culti vating more 

land) as one of thei r li velihood strategies. The percentages of households of the indigenous 

people and resenl ers who used to seek a li ve lihood by mi gration (by moving away temporaril y 

or permanently to other places) were 3.9 % and 14.8 %, respectively. Some of the sample 

households (7.8 % of the indigenous and 14.8 % of the resettlers) used to survi ve with 

remitt ances as complementary means to other li velihood strategies. 

Though the two groups of households have features in common in some aspects of the 

livelihood sh'ategies, they show some basic differences with other aspects of their livelihood 

strategy they undertake. They both followed the livelihood strategies, such as agriculhlfal 

intensifi cation, agricultural extensification, live lihood diversification and/or migration. This 

doesn ' t mea n that all th e surveyed households used to foll ow all these Iivel ihood strateg ies. The 

ex tent to which the households undertake the different li velihood strategies di ffer from one 

household to another depending on the asset status, background experi ences and the objecti ves 

of the households. Based on the in fo rmation obtained from the key infomlants and focus group 

di scussants, the fo llowing bas ic differences were identified with respect to each li velihood 

strategy. 

a) Agricuit ll ra l luteusificatioll 

The indigenous people used their famil y labor to intensify their crop production as they are 

mostly engaged in hand digging tools, which demand more labor force. Resttlers also used thei r 

fa mil y labo r input, but they used to cultivate their small plot of lands intensively without 

leav ing land as fallow. Thus, such agricultu ral intensificati on with the use of labor input only 

wi ll not increase crop production unless intensification through the use of improved varieties 

and produ ction technologies is promoted. 
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b) Agri cultural Extensifi cation 

Increasing production of food grains may be brought by expanding the fa rm land fronti er. 

Indigenous peop le were more invo lved in agricultura l extensification than resettlers did . Their 

main farm ing system is shifting cultivation due to the fact they have available land in their 

vicin ity. They clear forests and change into fa rm land. This is evidenced by the household 

survey that about 59.5 % of the indigenous people had access to land through clearing forests. 

They have the opportunity to expand farmla nd , whereas resettlers do not have this opportuni ty. 

They are restricted to the farmland they obtained at the time when resettlement was established. 

However, the results of household survey as well as the key infOlmant interviews and FGDs 

showed that man y resettlers had access to land through sharecropping and other arrangements. 

The majority of resettlers (66.6%) got access to land through sharecropp ing-in. Thus, 

differential opportunities to expand farm land can contribute for disparities in crop production 

and hence disparities in fooel securi ty. 

c) Migration 

Migration as li velihood strategy was also used by some of the sample households. However, it 

was more practiced by members of the resettled househo lds than by those of the indigenous 

peop le. Accordi ng to Amba I kebele chairperson, some farmers of the kebele (usuall y the head 

of the household migrated to other rural kebele in Asossa woreda, such as Kushmengel kebele 

(where there is unexploi ted land) to wo rk in fanning activities. Females from the poor fa rmers 

usuall y migrate to Asossa town to work as maids (home servants). 

ii) Households' Coping Strategies to Food Insecurit)' 

There are different coping mechanisms by which different households use as a means of getting 

through di ffi cult times of food shortage. In the household survey, the sample households were 

asked to tell what coping strategies they pursued during times of food shortage, and the 

majority of them (97. 1%) said that they used to food shortage by eating less preferred food 
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