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Abstract 

This study aims at assessing the targeting efficiency in Antsokia Gemiza Wereda, in 

North Shewa. The study based its objectives on the hypothesis of household targeting 

practices are not efficient in Antsokia due to the failure to exclude the non-eligible 

beneficiaries at the expense of eligible non-beneficiaries. The specific objectives are (i) to 

examine different targeting methods used to select beneficiary households of relief, (ii) to examine 

criteria used to set a threshold among beneficiary households, (iii) to estimate the targeting 

accuracy (error of inclusion and error of exclusion) against its intended eligible groups, (iv) to 

compare resource given to households with the 'idea/' ration (error of under supply and error of 

over supply) and finally (v) to assess major factors that affect targeting efficiency. 

Information gathered by employing a combination of primary and secondary data; the 

study applied both qualitative and quantitative methods. The secondary data gathered 

from previously published materials while the primary data based its information on the 

200 relief distribution have been collected from the sampled households heads, 

interviews, and observations. The household survey applied economic vulnerability 

indicators to identify household's 'eligibility' or 'ineligibility' for relief aid. The major 

indices, i.e. livestock ownership, land holding, dependency ratio, off-farm income, crop 

production and oxen ownership, were converted into a standard scale the 'Z-score '. 

The study noticed that the current targeting mechanism in Antsokia wereda has 

proficient procedures, despite actual practices impeded its efficiency. It applied a 

combined administrative-community targeting method, the combination is advantageous 

to complement each other. The administrative targeting decided that the eligibility 

indicator would be asset ownership. However, the community targeting found oxen 

ownership indicator easier to screen out eligible beneficiary households. The wereda 

implemented its selection factor (oxen ownership) with 14% inclusion and exclusion 

errors. Both pair of errors, inclusion/exclusion and over/under supply targeting errors are 

witnessed in the relief targeting. The findings show that there was 32.5% error of incidence (using 

economic vulnerability indicator) and 91.3% error of benefit. The major factors which determined 

the efficiency of targeting are: (a) DPPC approved below half of the wereda's relief request, (b) 

oxen ownership selection factor genuinely denied some of the food insecure and included the 

food secure households, (c) the community targeting had been affected by favoritism and 

discrimination (d) the community refused to participate in the selection and (e) the beneficiary 

households did not get all their ration. 

Identification of the exact problems, tied with the efficiency of targeting systems, is used 

to suggest practical and affordable methodologies for future intervention in the wereda 

and other weredas with similar features. The study recommended (a) to balance Pledge 

and delivery (b) to construct additional warehouse to the wereda (c) to extend the 

selection factor from oxen ownership to related economic status indicators (d) to 

encourage the community to participate in targeting and (e)to strictly follow the intended 

household/individual ration. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Food is the most important need of human beings; the right to food is a human ri ght. 

Though global food production is suffici ent to feed al l, it does not promise worldwide 

food security because o f unequal access to food . Agri culture, which is dominant in Afri ca 

in terms of output, employment generation and export earnings, grew at an annual rate of 

1. 7% for the last two scores while population grew on an allnual rate of 2.8% in this 

period. Food import; includ ing food aid in Africa, have increased substantially to offset 

the de fi c iencies, and in ea rly 1990s represented about 10% of the food consumed (FAO, 

1998) . A [rican countries, particularly Sub-Saharans are major food aid recipients in 

internati ona l food transfers. 

Food sho rtage occurs mo re frequently in Ethiopia than in many Sub-Saharan countries. 

Agri culture is the backbone of the Ethiopian economy contributing about 45% o f the 

G DP. Whil e 85% of the population is engaged in agriculture, about 50% of the total 

population is food-insecure. Ethiopia is a long-term food defi cit country; for the past 

three decades local food production failed to feed the nation, and the contributing factors 

have been econo ll1i c collapse, inappropriate food po li cy, unfavorable climate and man 

made connicts. 

Before the 1950s, Ethiop ia had not been just a ' self sufficient' nation but al so a net 

exporter 0 f food grains. In 1947/48, Ethiopia 's allnual grain expOli was 150,000 Mt. but 

eventuall y dec lined in the 1950s and 1960s. Since 1970's, though the degree of severity 

ll1ay vary, shortages o f dOll1esti c food product ion have been supplemented by food aid 



rang ing from 0.3 to over 1.1 mi llion tons (Wolday et aI, 1997). Inadeq uate response in the 

victim areas fo rced rural households to migrate and to engage in distress sales of assets in 

cop ing strategies to the problem. 1n the areas where food aid was avai lable, the provis ion 

of food saved millions of li ves, replaced hazardous coping mechanisms, created assets 

and stab il ized loca l market prices. On the contrary, food aid created dependency and 

depressed market prices. 

However, there is di spute abo ut the use of food aid. Scholars have debated aid's negati ve 

effects on grai n prices, food production and consumption patterns. On the grappling 

between govemment and donors on food aid imp lementation, how to reach those in most 

need is getting attention recentl y. "Despite the enormity of cross-country food aid 

transfers, wh ich were rLl lmi ng as high as 15 million tons annuall y during the early 1990s, 

very little is known regarding how well food aid is targeted to intended beneficiari es" 

(.Jayne et ai, 200 I :887). Literature and past experi ences show that the ma in cause for the 

food aid disincenti ve effect is directing food suppl y to unwanted (unintended) areas and 

food secu re households. The food aid goal is getting food to the needy, but if the needy 

are not identifi ed we ll, the goal will not be achieved . To minimi ze the di sincentive effects 

o f food aid and to maximize the impact of food aid, targeting is appli ed. Food aid 

targeting excludes the unwanted areas and food secure househo lds; and it includes the 

needy areas and food insecure households. 

Targeting invo lves decisions on the selection factors and on the targeting methods. 

Select ion facto rs are lI sed to identify which areas, households or indi vidua ls fall within 

Ihe target group . Subsequently, the target group can be measu red on nu tritiona l status, 
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soc io-cconomic indicators, food balance sheet figures , income ind icators and so on 

(S harp, 1997). Various methods are used to channel food aid to the needy households, 

these include market targeting, self targeti ng, administrative targeting and community 

targeting. Ma rket Targeting: food is suppli ed in the market to reach people who have 

purchasing power but due to harvest fai lure could not fi nd the commodity in the local 

markct. Self Targeting: people decide for themselves whether to get food aid through 

wo rk schemes. Administrative Targeting: outsiders (officials) decide the beneficiary 

households using observable indicators. Community Targeting: the community dec ides 

bcne fi ciary households among themselves using their knowledge about the community 

members. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

The changeover to mainly employment based reli ef rather than free di stribution and the 

shrinki ng of internat iona lly available food aid' (Jayne et aI, 200 1) have increased the 

importance of target ing in Ethiopia (DPPC, 2000a). Rea li zing the significance of 

targeting to achieve food aid goals, the Nat ional Policy on Disaster Prevention and 

Management (NPDPM) in 1993 provided policy gu idelines on relief aid di stribution. Aid 

di stribution management fo llows the government 's adm inistration hierarchy, 

decentrali zing from federal government IDPPC/ to Regional states IDPPBs/, Zonal 

admini strations IDPPDs/, Wereda council , Kebele level, and final ly to community level. 

1 l3 y Ihe laic 19905 food aid quant ities have dropped almost in half, to seven million tons per year, partially because of 
changes ill General Agreement on Tarirrand Trade regulations and domestic policics that have reduced agricultural 
subsidies and surplus product ion in some major donor countries" (Jayne ct ai , 2001 :906). 
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Targeting food a id means identifying needy areas and translating it into benefic iary 

households. The federal DPPC decides on allocat ions to regions, zones and weredas 

based on a mu lti-agency pre-harvest assessment conducted in November to December 

(DPPC, 2000a). Need assessments are done on the basis of crop production and food 

suppl y to the area. Trans lation of area targeti ng into beneficiaries is determined by 

wereda for a ll affected regions, however DPPC interferes to adjust fi gures. Actual 

di st ribution is undertaken at wereda level and benefic iary li sts are prepared at kebele 

level. 

The deci sion on the end-use of food aid is a ri sky and controversial step in food aid 

system and determines its effici ency. The growing need for food transfers has raised the 

quest ion as to whether the prev ious targeting was efficient in reaching the poorest of the 

poo r. In spite of the massive flow of food for decades, the nation's growing demand for 

aid makes the e ffi cient utilization of food aid doubtful. Studies by SCF(UK) in 1997, 

Gra in Market Research in 1998 and Getenet Assefa in 2000 show that the targeting 

system is inflex ible in area identification and household selection , i.e. it has estab li shed 

habits of targeting and di stribution procedures. "Due to unsuccessful food aid targeting 

[in 1995-96], onl y 22.3% of the defi cit households were selected as beneficiari es" (Clay 

et ai , 1998:26). Resources are wasted by missing their target causing negative effects on 

the mi s- targeted household and economy. 

Two pair of errors have dete11l1ined targeting effi ciency: benefit incidence and benefit 

level errors. Benefi t incidence errors include error of inclusion and error of exclusion ; 

benefit Icve l erro rs include error of over-supply and error of under-supply. Even if there 
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is no perfect targeting method , targeting efficiency can be improved by minimizing the 

error of inclusion (when food secure househo lds receive food aid) and the error of 

exc lusion (when food insecure households are exc luded) ; also by minimizing the over­

suppl y error (rece iving more food than needed) and the under-suppl y error (receiving less 

food than needed). The food aid targeting systems in many rural parts of Ethiopia lacks 

e ffi ci ent procedures and/or practices. As a result the targeting is not accu rate. Identifying 

the exact place of error helps to improve targeting outcomes and effects of food aid in 

savi ng li ves and sav ing assets . 

1.3 Aim of the Study 

The stud y aim s at examining the targeting efficiency in Antsoki a wereda. It assesses the 

targeting methods (market targeting, administrative targeting, self-targeting and 

community targeting) , cri teria used to di stinguish eligible households; and estimates the 

targeting accuracy or errors. The research distingui shes the targeting practices into the 

re lief com ponents, i.e . EGS, GR and GFFD' and examine their targeting effici ency. 

1.3. 1 General Obj ective 

The genera l objecti ve of the research is to assess the efficiency of targeting practices in 

the study area. 

1.3.2 Speci fi c Objectives 

( I) To examine targeting method used to select benefic iary ho useholds 

(2) To exami ne cri teria used to set a tlu-eshold among benefic iary househo lds 

(3) To est imate the targeting accuracy; (en·or of inclusion and error of exc lusion) against 

its intended eligible groups 

2 EGS ( Employment Gcncralion Schemes), GR (Gratuitous Relief), & GFFD (General Free Food Distri bu tion) 
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(4) To compare resource given to households with the ' ideal' ration , (error of under 

sup ply and error of over supply) 

(5) To assess major facto rs that affect targeting effi c iency; 

1 .3.3 Research Questions 

( I ) What are the methods used to select relief beneficiaries? Are the methods used in 

translating area targeting into beneficiaries appropriate? 

(2) What are the criteria used to di stinguish benefic iary households from others? 

(3) Do the rations have an over-supply or under-supply error? Do the selection criteria 

and methods have an error of inclusion or error of exclusion? 

(4) Which facto rs have most ly affected the targeting efficiency? 

1.4 Hypothesis 

Househo ld targeting practices are not efficiell t in Antsokia due to the failure to exclude 

the non-e ligible beneficiaries at the expense of eligible non-beneficiaries. 

1.5 Significance of the Study 

Targeting reli e f food is more difficult than targeting other food aid programs, i.e. project 

food aid and program food aid due to its emergency. Relief food aid can be in the form of 

free di stribution or employment generation schemes. In Employment Generation 

Schemes, (EGS) food is given to able-body persons in return to public work; the 

vu lnerab le, who are unable to participate in EGS, get Gratu itous Relief (GR). 

Government policy states one should di stribute re lief food in the form of EGS wherever 

poss ible . But, if the speed ofdi saster is overwhelming or ifpeople are already affected by 

di saster to the magnitude that they are unable to participate in labor intensive aid program 

(EGS), General Free Food Distribution (GFFD) will be applied in the area. 
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A huge amou nt of government and donor resources have been applied to all eviate the 

ch ronic food problem. Unfortunately, ifnoth ing changes the present domestic production , 

indicates a gloomy future that keeps food imports a continuing featu re. In future, on the 

other hand , as the international food becomes more scarce resource, importance of 

effective ta rgeti ng is likely to increase. This research, then, tries to identify the exact 

probl ems ti ed to the e ffi ciency of targeting systems in order to suggest a more effect ive 

so lution fo r fu ture intervention. 

Several mi cro level and macro level studies were carried out so far on food aid targeting. 

Some studies app li ed quali tative methods to eva luate the genera l targeting system of the 

interested area; others applied quanti tative methods to eva luate areas, households or 

individuals level targeting effi ciency. For example, the extensive work of SCF(UK) in 

1997 based its fi eld survey on experience and op inions of individua ls and community. On 

the other hand , the Grain Market Research study used empirical analysis, particul arly 

nutritiona l need analysis. 

The household targeting study in Antsokia Gemiza adds to the knowledge fo r two 

reasons. Firstly, not a single study has thus far been conducted in this wereda on food aid 

target ing. Secondly, the indicator, which was appli ed to measure ' eligibi li ty' and 

' ineligi bilit y', was not an abso lute indicator. Nutritiona l ana lysis would yield abso lute 

indicator, e.g. based on 2100 klc of mini mum calory intake per day (Sphere Project, 

2000). This research used proxy indicators of food insecurity, parti cularl y economic 

vu lnerabil ity indicators, to define eligible and inelig ible househo lds for food aid. The 
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e li gib il ity! ineligibi lit y defini tion is based its ground on relative terms rather than on 

abso lute terms. In the Ethiopian cond ition, the use of abso lute indicators may label the 

majority of the rural populatio n as eligible fo r food aid. If everyone is eligible, targeting 

cannot be app li ed. The benefi ciaries can be assisted tluough non-exclusion or blanket 

distribu tion. 

However, the ambition of targeting is to di stribute scarce resources to the most vulnerable 

and to exc lude the less vulnerable. Consequently, the most vulnerable should be defined 

in the local context. The researcher beli eves that there is no abso lute selection factor that 

can fit to al l s ituations and all areas. Therefore, ta rgeting accuracy should be eva luated in 

its context us ing relative measurements. The past and present experi ences wil l guide 

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

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

household targeting princip les. 

1.6 Methodology 

The ex isting policies, practices and past experiences have been collected from literature 

rev iews. Primary data were collected through a sample survey which inc luded aid 

rcceived and aid exc luded households. To supplement the information, semi-structured 

interviews and structured interv iews were conducted with in two groups. The first group 

interview addressed aid donors and channeling organ izations to perceive what they think 

are the major prob lems of targeting. And the second group interview addressed people at 

the lVereda level I.e. wereda counci l, ORDA wereda representati ve, kebele 

representat ives, mengistawe buden and the community . The latter group helped to grasp 
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which targeting methods and criteria are used in the area to select beneficiary households, 

what problems they face in identifying benefi ciary households, and the community's 

perspective about the practi ces (research questions I & 2). 

Antsokia Gemiza wereda was one of the targeted areas for the 2000 aid di stribution. This 

wereda is se lected as a sample area of the research. Two-stage sampling was used to 

select the househo lds (the unit of analysis). There are fifteen kebeles in the wereda and at 

first stage three kebe les were selected purposively. Gishoghe kebele is a ' dega' or a high 

land whet'e aid was di stributed in the form of general fi'ee food distribution; Atiko kebele, 

is a 'wei nadega' or a middle land, where aid was di stributed in the form of employment 

generation schemes; and Mekdesa is a 'kolla' or a low land , where aid was di stributed in 

the [orm of emp loyment generation schemes. In the second stage hundred households, 

both ai d received and excluded households, were randomly selected. The proportion of 

aid recipient households within the kebele was used to decide on the sample number of 

aid rece ived households and aid excluded households. The information collected from the 

sample survey was used to evaluate errors of inclusion \exclusion and error of over 

suppl y/under suppl y (research questi on 3). 

Table I: I Distribution of the Sampled Households 

Kebe le HHs excluded) HHs included' 

EGS GR 
At iko 15 II 4 
Mekdesa 15 11 4 
G ishoghe 10 - -
Total 40 

_I rerers to households excluded during the 2000 relief targeting 
4 refers to households included during the 2000 relief targeting 
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GFFD 
-
-

30 

total 
15 
15 
30 
60 



Househo ld questionnaires were designed in a way that can add ress two major purposes. 

(i) The main purpose of the questiolUlaire was to identify whether the household was 

e ligible or not. Eligibility is understood as vulnerable to food insecurity. There are 

vartOUS approaches that are used to detel111ine household food security. But the 

questionnaire follows the concept of economic vulnerability as indicators of eligibil ity for 

aid. Eco nomic vulnerab ili ty is se lected due to its ability to trace back households' 

economi c status during the pre-aid or targeting period. The quest ionnaire measures major 

indices (vari ab les) to estimate household food security lIsing livestock ownership, land 

holding, dependency ratio, off-farm income, crop production and oxen ownership. Each 

indicator was converted into a standard scale, the 'Z-score': 

Z score = observation ' a' - average for all observation 

standard deviation for all observation 

Once the househo lds were identi fied as eligible !inelig ible/ for aid, the next step was to 

esti mate error of inclusion and error of exc lusion so as to test the hypothesis. The 

hypothesis states that household targeting practices are not efficient in Antsokia due to 

the failure to exclude the non-eligi ble beneficiari es at the expense of eligib le non­

beneficiaries. It also used the household data to measure error of over/under supply in the 

inc luded househo lds. 

(ii) The second issue of the questionnaire was to identify facto rs that have reduced 

targeting effi ciency from the community's (beneficiary's) perspective. Ideall y, targeting 

should be participatory and transparent to the community to improve its efficiency. Thus, 

the community (beneficiary and non-beneficiary) was asked how the targeting officials 

cond ucted beneficiary selection in the area . 
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Di scussions with the wereda council, Agriculture Office, Orga ni zation of Relief and 

Develop ment (ORDA), Area Development Project (ADP) of WVE, ' Mengistawe Buden' 

and informal interviews conducted within the community complemented the information 

gathered fro m the sample survey. The primary data, co ll ected from the questionnaire, is 

ana lyzed by SPSS. Descriptive analysis, frequencies, Z-score and correlation were used. 

All information from the fieldwork was synthesized to identify factors that have affected 

targeting effi ciency in Antsokia Gel11 iza wereda (research question 4). 

1.7 Selection oCtile Study Area 

Antsokia Gcmiza wereda is located in North Shewa Zone, Am hara National Regional 

State, 350 kms Northeast from Addis Ababa. Since 1984, World Vision Ethiopia is 

operating in the area with the aim ' to enhance food security at the household level'. 

Ninety percent of the population depends on farming, cropping maize, teff, and sorghum. 

But unreliab le and erra ti c rainfa ll , severe environmenta l degradatio n with increas ing 

population and fal ling agricultural production made it difficu lt for farmers' to even feed 

themsel ves . During the 1984/85 clu'onic fami ne, 15-20 people were dying per day in the 

wereda, and food aid is still a long-standing characteri stic of the area. Confli cts often 

arise between wereda and federa l DPPC in area targeting and ho useho ld targeting. In the 

2000 drought federal DPPC targeted the area, however, it app roved only 40% of the 

wereda need assessment team's food requests. Officials fi gures released by the Federal 

DPPC regarding the nu mber of people affected by the drought were very low as 

compared to the other weredas of the country. The area appeared to be suitable to 

evaluate the eFForts of household targeting in di stribution of scant resources. 
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1.8 Scope and Limitation of the Study 

Targetin g practices ex ist in the entire operation of relief system. It starts with the need 

assessment , continues in area identification and terminated in actual di stribution of the 

aid . But thi s paper emphasizes only on the last stage of the targeting process, focusing on 

the comm unity leve l due to time and financial constraints. Hence, the scope is li mited to 

rural and non-nomadic community. 

1.9 Organization of the paper 

The paper has six chapters. Chapter one introduces the purpose of the paper; chapter two 

gives conceptua l fram ewo rk of food aid targeting; chapter three expla ins the ex isting 

guide lines and practices o f targeting mechanisms in Ethiopi a; chapter four gives 

information on how targeting takes place in Antsokia-Gemiza wereda. Chapter fi ve 

presents the targeti ng effi ciency and factors affecting it; finally chapter six summarizes 

the who le paper and provides possible recommendation for future reli ef interventions. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2. 1 Conceptualizing Food Aid Targeting 

Ach iev ing a sufficient food supply and keep ing pace with growing food needs remai n a 

g loba l challenge. Many develop ing countries are making efforts to improve their food 

security as lack of food security is associated with much human suffering. Africa's need 

for food is acce lera ti ng continuously. The causes of food insecurity are related with 

economic poverty and eco log ical degradation. In the absence of technologica l innovation, 

unlike Esther Boserup 's opti mistic view, population is a threat to ru ral development. In 

many countries do mestic food suppl ies fa iled to keep pace w ith growing food needs. 

Many develop ing countries' national efforts in achiev ing food security have been 

complemented by externa l assistance. Food aid is one form of external assistance; its 

natu re and intention are to enhance the recip ient' s food security. It can be given in the 

form of direct food transfers, cash loans or grants to purchase food. Food aid is defined as 

a "transfer from donors to rec ipient countries of food commoditi es on a totall y grant bas is 

or high ly concessional terms" (FAO, 1985: 14). It invo lves about 25 countri es as 

providers and over a hundred as recipients . Major food donors are the United States of 

America and the European Union; the major food channel is the World Food Program; 

and maj or recipient countri es are in sub-Saharan Afri ca, particul arly low-income food­

de fi cit countries. Recipient countries receive aid to remove food constraints, to substitute 

commercial food imports, to bui ld up food stocks and to sustai n economic growth. 

Food aiel in its sixty-year-o ld history passed through substantial changes. Food aid has 

become increasingly complex in tel111S of its process, practices and procedures. 
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Temporary assistance (in the 1940s) was given for war victims after WWI and the 

Japanese ea rthquake, but a broad program of aid was sta rted by the Marshal Plan in the 

1950s. In 1954, under Pub li c Law of 480, the USA stated international food assistance. In 

1958, the first international food aid forum was held on the 7''' session of FAO 

conference. The forum launched new ideas fo r uti lizing food surplus in food-far-work 

projects for food stabilization purposes (Thomson and Metz, 1997). The form ulation of 

Food Aid Convention (FAC) in 1967 as a lega l instrument generated many donor 

countries. The convent ion became a complementary part of the Internationa l Wheat 

Agreement, comm itting most members to specified levels of food aid (Peter & Henry, 

1977). Thus, donors bound themselves legall y to provide at least the min imum individual 

country share of food aid cerea ls. The original concept of food aid as a surplus di sposa l 

program, has become increasingly been re-oriented towards economic and socia l 

objecti ves (FAO, 1985). 

The origin of food aid in the 1950s and 1960s was predominantly surplus disposal, 

however, in the 1970s it was replaced 'with a series of Congressiona l Amendments which 

intended food aid to encourage economic development and equi ty ' (Bernstein and Crow, 

1990:32). At present the Food and Agricult ure Organization (FAO) provides information 

regard ing wo rl d food aid programs and monitors wo rld wide food movements. 

The new food aid approaches encourage the use of food reso urces fo r 
deve lopmental goa ls; a stronger orientation to the needs of the recipient countries; 
bind ing commi tments of donor countries; multil ateral food aid; different types of 
uses of food aid ; local purchases and triangular transaction etc ... ( Thomson and 
Metz, 199 7:225). 
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2.2 Types of Food Aid 

Types o f food aid are determined by their intended intervention. The food aid 

intervent ion can be used to improve the capacity of people (i) to gain access to food they 

need on their own or (ii) to direct food transfer to vu lnerab le gro ups. The fonner 

intervention in volves asset di stribution, production support, public work programs (FFW) 

and ta rgeted food subsides. This intervention is an ' in-direct ' transfer of food to target 

groups such as subsistence farmers, poor urban dwellers, and rural landless people. The 

expected outcomes are to increase agri cul tural income, cash income, household food 

suppli es and to increase household food demands. The latter intervention includes relief 

assistance, supplementary feeding and wet feeding. This intervention is a ' direct' transfer 

of food to d isaster affected people, underweight children, pregnant women, lactating 

women, e lderly and sick persons. The expected outcome IS to Increase 

household/indi vid ua l food security and nutritional status (Thomson & Metz 1997). 

The comlllonly ado pted direct types of food aid based on their uses are reli ef 

(emergency), proj ect food aid and program food aid (non-project food aid). 

(1) Emcrgency Food Aid or relief food aid is di stributed to targeted benefi ciaries 111 

response to sudden or immediate food needs, occurring from man made or natura l cri ses. 

It feeds refugees and disaster affected people in immediate need, but does not address 

major (long-term) food shortage. Emergency food aid in most recipient cOllntries 

acco unts fo r 10- 15% 0 f the total aid. I n Ethiopia acco rdi ng to DPPC, it reaches up to 70% 

of the tota l food aid although th is is contested by observers. Structural food aid is 

sometimes categori zed as emergency food aid, where the agreement contracted with 

dono rs on an annual basis for a long term assistance. Emergency food aid has three 
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common componcnts: EGS, GR and GFFD. 

• EGS: Employment Generation Scheme is d istri buted to ab le-bodied persons in return 

to labor-intensive work, It is the principal tool used for linking relief and 

deve lopment. Works that are taken up by EGS to address the root causes of the 

prob lem are soil and water conservation, afforestation , road construction, water 

reso urce deve lopment and pasture development. The obj ectives ofEGS are to provide 

income, build up assets, create in fi'as tructu re and to reinforce the work ethos among 

the a ffec ted population. 

• GR: In areas where EGS is implemented, Gratu itous Relief is di stributed to unable­

bodicd persons without work requirement to protect li velihoods and to prevent 

ma ln utrition. Unab le-bodi ed persons include, the di sabled, the elders, the pregnant, 

the lactating, the under age children and the labor poor househo lds. The objective of 

G R is to save human li fe in time of disasters. 

• GFFD: In areas affected by sudden onset di saster, General F ree Food Distribution is 

d istributed to everybody both disab led and able-bodied. EGS cannot be implemented 

in some situation , i.e. if a shelf project is not ready (EGS activities), benefici aries are 

too weak to work, and if beneficiaries are pastoralists who do not sett le pell11anently. 

In such situations where publ ic works cannot be implemented, general free food 

d istribution is used. GFFD can also be used till EGS program starts to fill the time 

gap. 

(2). Project Food Aid is given for development related activiti es; food-for-work is its 

common form. Project food aid is similar to emergency aid in that it is given to target 

beneficiaries, but it is given to maximize relief aid 's lim ited role on development. "Food­

fo r-work and cash-for-work projects are labor intensive deve lopment works usuall y 
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located in food-defic it or economically-depri ved areas, uSing regu lar (non-reli ef) 

resources" (S harp, 1997:8 1). Thi s type of aid accounts for 20% of the total aid in most 

recipi ent countries . 

(3). Program Food Aid or non-proj ect food aid is not targeted at specific benefi ciari es or 

groups but provided to the governments of recipient countries, both as loans or grants 

(Thomson & Metz 1997). Such type of aid is given for bulk sale, budgetary or balance of 

payment support, price stabi lization or for reserve pu rpose. In most recip ient countries 

program fooel aid contributes to 60-70% of the total aid. But in Ethiopia it is not common. 

(Fig. 2: I) Types of Food aid 

Fooel Aiel 

2.3 Debate on Food Aid 

Food aid has been a controversial issue since its origin , though the number of arguers in 

favo r of fooel aid outnum bereel the opponents . The advocates consider food aid as a good 

fo rm of ex ternal ass istance since it saved mill ions of li ves. They appreciate the 

parti c ipation and achievement of donors in enhancing food securi ty of the recipient 

countries. Food aid support food and agricultural producti on, rura l in frastructure, 

vulnerable gro up belterment, improvement of income generation and cop ing strategies for 

emergencies (WFP, 1993). 

17 



On the other hand, the arguments against food aid are that it discourages local production, 

creates a taste for expensive imports, tr iggers governments to postpone necessary 

agricultural re fo rms and foste rs dependency (Maxwell , 1991). The opponents of food aid 

ass istance perceive it as an instrulllent used to the donors' advantage. It leads to 

dom inant-subordi nate relationships and forces the recipient country to go against its own 

interests on international economic and po litica l matters. It creates psychological , 

political and economic dependency on the donor nations. Donors give aid tied with 

va ri ous Illoti ves. Concentration in favored areas with unp redictab le suppli es makes it 

doubtful whether eliminati ng hunger stands fi rst on their priority li st. Food aid as any 

activi ty operates in a political environ ment, involves relation between donors and 

recipi ents. US food aid policy is for instance highly criti cized for its po litical ties since its 

beg inning in the 1950's under the Marshal P lan when aid was used to support anti­

Comlllunist movement. Food and oil are important aspects of world poli tics, a weapon to 

reward 'friends' and to punish 'enemies'. But the argument is that the award of food aid 

sho uld be on non-political grounds directly to those most in need. 

2.4 Impact of Food aid 

Food aid is one of the tools to address food insecuri ty and aims at a better food intake of 

poor ho useholds. The impact of food aid can be assessed on its int1uence on ho usehold 

consumption, protecting asset, stabili zing markets, preventing stress migration ; and on its 

contrib uti on to avoid starvation , improve nutritional intake, improve physica l access to 

food , avoid depletion of assets, create savings and stabili ze food markets (WFP, 1999). 

Aid has susta inedillillions of lives and al so tlu-ough Sh011 term income transfer supported 

recovery and future susta inability. Aid replaced poor coping mechanism that would have 
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resulted in long term negative consequences such as excess ive di sposa l of assets (which 

increases vulnerability to future insecurity), ill -hea lth and migrat ion. Food aid programs 

become s ignificant, particularly in rural development; it removes urban-biased 

development by emphasizing on agricu ltural strategies designed to increase agri cultural 

producti on and to increase farmers' income. Its impact shou ld also be eva luated on its 

long run effect on incomes of the poor. 

One o f the new approaches to maximize the impact of food aid is to use food aid to 

stabili ze cereal prices tlu'ough local purchase. It takes regiona l dispariti es into account. 

During a surplus period or from a surplus area instead of exporting food, donors purchase 

cerea ls from domestic market. The transaction between surp lus areas and deficit areas 

within a rccipient nation integrates the loca l markets. "Money spent by donors on grain 

purchase is directed to the local economy rather than to international gra in trade 

co mpani es" (Wolday et ai , 1997:4). The transaction directly benefits recipient countries' 

traders, fann ers, grain cleaners and transporters. 

In 1972-3 the Government of Maharashta in India achi eved impressive success in 

preventing fam ine through reli ef aid. More than fifty million people were living in thi s 

relative ly ' developed ' state. However, the rural population was in absol ute poverty; the 

degraded land and the low agricu ltural production were a threat to their livelihood. In the 

early 1970 's an acute cri sis of food production occurred in Maharashta state. The 

government distributed food aid to nearly 5 million people through cash-for-work and 

those unab le to work were supported by gratuitous relief. In the peak drought year, the 

re li e f wo rk generated one bil lion person-days o f employment and acco unted to 50% for 
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their income. The rei ief was success ful due to its system to avoid the danger of exclusion 

error (Thomson & Metz 1997). 

In Ethiopi a since 1959, (when the fi rst food aid arrived) aspects of food aid have been 

observed on its positi ve and negati ve implications to the economy. There is little hard 

ev idence reveali ng the developmental role or di sincenti ves of food aid on fa rm labor, 

fa rm inco lll e, grain prices and on food consumption habits (Alemayehu, 1988). In 

Ethi opia food for work created assets such as ponds, dams, forests, roads, so il and water 

conservation, though lack of sustainability or maintenance is its common criticism. 

Recentl y, SCF(UK) monitored the impact of food aid in North and South Wo llo zones 

(E ll en and Emebet, 2000). The study focused on relief di stribution between January -

September 2000. The area was stratified into two Food Economy Zone (FEZ): the North 

Wo ll o Highland 'Be lg' FEZ and the South Wallo Highland Belg FEZ. Re li ef food 

provided 50-75% of the targeted households food requirement in the South Wallo 

whereas 30 - 55% of food requirements in North Wallo. The di rect consumption of aid 

con tributed to the di etary intake of the community (Mathyas & Emebet, 2000). The 

impacts of food aid in the short term as well as in the long term has been reduced due to 

incffi cient targeting. The findings on the mis-use of food aid are explained in chapter 

three. 

2.5 Targeting Food Aid 

Thc ambition of food aid is to protect those who are vul nerable to hunger and 

malnutrition. There are two objectives on how to reach the vul nerable: the non-exc lusion 

obj ect ivc and the targeti ng objective. Reaching a ll the vulnerable indi viduals refers to the 
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non-exclusion objective through a method of direct and unconditional provIsIon to 

support cveryo ne in need without di stinction . The method of ' uni versal support' IS 

obviously a rather coa rse one, but " it does have the adva ntage of altogether bypass ing the 

various di ffic ulti es wh ich any form of selecti vity in the provision of relief is bound to 

cn ta il " (Dn2ze and Sen, 1989: I 05). 

The no n-exc lusion objecti ve can be used when the primary concern is equ ity; it avoids 

chan ne li ng maximum benefit s to the most underpri vil eged groups. The obj ecti ve is based 

on the ethical belief that everyone should get an inalienab le and unconditiona l ri ght to the 

provis ion of basic necessities such as hea lth and educati on. When it comes to fami ne 

prevention -' ri ght to food '- uni versa l support would have several disadvantages; it 

requires huge resources, invo lves huge administrative and logistic burden and also creates 

di sincentives to the local economy. 

I f the primary concern is saving resources and min imizing the production disincenti ves of 

food a id, targeting becomes a more appropriate option than the blanket d istribution. 

Targeting holds resou rces from supporting the less vu lnerable groups, to the advantage of 

the most depri ved groups. The food transfers are in favor of the vulnerable population. 

The Wo rld Bank and the IFPRI have tended in recent years to come out strongly in favor 

of targeted in tervention to promote food security and mitigate the soc ial costs of 

economi c adjustments on the poor (Vivian 1995 cited in Yosef200 1). "The simultaneous, 

and to some extent con fl icting obj ectives of ' non-exclusion ' and ' targeting' can be 

persuaded with varying emphasis, depend ing on the selection procedure adopted to 

dctcrmine the eligibi lity of different groups o f peopl e to support" (Dn2ze and Sen, 
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1989: I 04). The poorcst and the vulnerab le groups are a very important target gro up 

where food aid can make a d i ffe rence with less loca l market price and loca l production 

di sturbance. Ta rgeting answers the questi ons who those peo ple are and where they are 

li ving. D ifferent writers have defined targeting in va rious terms. 

• 1/ deliberate attempt to shift the benefits ofpllblic expenditures to the poor by means 

that aim to screen them as the direct beneficiaries (Yosef, 2001 :44). 

• any mechanism for identifYing eligible individuals for transfer assistance and 

screellillg out the ineligible (Devereux , 2000: I). 

• restricting the coverage of an interventioll to those who are perceived to be most at 

risk in order to maximize the benefit of illtervention whilst minimizing the cost 

(.I aspars and Yo ung, 1995). 

The work ing definiti on of the paper is adopted from the national targeting gu idelines, 

" targeting is the process by wh ich [e li gible] househo lds are se lected to receive emergency 

fo od a id and then prov ided with it" (DPPC, 2000b: I ). 

2.6 Pu rposes of Targeting 

Targeti ng is necessary for an e ffi cient utili zation of resources towards reaching the most 

needy, to exc lude food secure people, and to reduce the dependency syndrome using food 

resources for development purpose. Famines are typical situations in which time is short 

and resources are lim ited , and the penalties of fail ing to come to the rescue o f the Ill ost 

vulnerable by priorit y can be enorm ously high (Dreze and Sen, 1989). Targeting 

lll aX IllllZes the pos iti ve impacts of ai d on the rec ipi ent countri es and minimi zes the 

negative impact on the economy. Kay Sharp categori zes the purposes of targeting into: 

(a) humanitari an: attempts to ass ist the real needy and not to benefi t unfairl y the less 
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needy. (b) resource' s efficiency: enables to achieve a great impact on the problem. 

(c) development: tri es to avoid dependency and di sincentives e ffects on the economy. 

Targeting households who have effective demand for food aid would maximize its 

impacts. I f food aid is transferred on ly to househo lds without purchasing power, then 

there wo uld be a neg li gible reduct ion in effective demand resul ti ng fro m food aid, and no 

product ion disincenti ves (Jayne & Dani el, 1995). Targeting households who lack 

e ffective demand for food so complicate the effect by selli ng out food aid and use the 

cash to purchase cheaper food items. When reso urces are not efficiently uti li zed 

unpredictab le fluctuations occur; in Ethiopia, wheat prices are reduced and so rghum and 

mai ze prices rise . Thus, food aid targeting require identify ing e ffective demand for food. 

But the 1995-1996 households targeting survey shows that food aid is given almost 

equally to food de fi c it households (95 ,000 Mt.) and to surplus households (93,000mt), 

wh ich provides evidence of poor targeting practices in Eth iopia. 

2.7 Who are eligible fo r relief aid? 

The right to food is a human right, but often far from being applied. Tn most societies, 

shel ter and food consume 2/3 of the household expenditu res. However, food is the last 

thing people would give up, they fi ght for and insist to get access to it. Food aid programs 

are des igned to reach vu lnerable groups. Vulnerability refers to the full range of factors 

that place peo ple at risk of becoming food insecure (WFP, 1999). The food insecure are 

not confined to those who have food defic ient diets at a given point in time. They inc lude 

those whose access to food is insecure or vulnerab le, those who are in danger of 

inadequate diets (Thomson and Metz, 1997). 
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In relief operations, selecting criteri a and setting thresholds to identi fy vul nerab le groups 

have been the most complicated and controvers ial step. Flawed procedures in selecting 

e li g ible people may cause ' leakage' (inclusion) of food secure households or pass by the 

most in need. Selecti on of criteria depends on the object ive of food aid targeted; who are 

entitl ed to benefit from the intervention. For example, for supplementary feeding, 

children under fi ve, pregnant and lactati ng women are often targeted. Actual status 

indicators or proxy indicators can be used to identify the vulnerable. 

Different types of approaches are used to assess vul nerability: 'food balance sheet' , 

' indi cato r based ', ' income source based ', 'socio-economic', ' nutritional status' , and 

' process approach '. Each approach has its own advantages and di sadvantages. The Food 

Balance Sheet (FBS) measures the quantiti es of food commodities available for human 

consumption at the national leve l. It compiles infonnation from domestic production 

fi gures, changes in stocks over the concerned period , imports and exports, amounts of 

food go ing to an imal feed, seed, food and non-food manufacture and waste (Thomson & 

Metz, 1997) . The advantage of FBS is it provides an initia l sense of the magnitude of a 

nati onailreg iona ilwereda food deficit in a given year. It is useful in countri es with equal 

income distribution to provide aggregated information about the relation between food 

supp ly and demand. But the di sadvantage is it does not give a disaggregated info rmation 

about the food supp ly at the household level. 

Thc 'indicator based' approach co llects vu lnerability indicators from factors that can 

a ffect househo lds vulnerability . Unlike FBS, the indicator based approach measures 

househo lds leve l food vulnerability. The approach relates facto rs that are often 
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independent data that are assumed to affect househo ld vu lnerabi li ty to food insecurity i. e. 

househo ld dependence ratio, livestock ownership, per capita food production etc ... . The 

use of multi-indicators instead of a single indicator minimizes its errors in estimating 

food insecurity. The data can be aggregated into zonal and regional level. But its accuracy 

depends on the availability and quality of data. The indicator based is used in many 

countri es, inc luding Eth iopia to measure household food security. 

The third approach, ' Income-Source Based ' measures households vul nerab ility uSIng 

their income. The information put emphasis on household' s income shares or sources i.e. 

remittance, trading, casual labor, and agricultural production. The assumption of the 

approach is that the higher the income of a household and diversity of income sources, 

the less vu lnerable the household is . Any change in income for any of sources are used to 

assess changing levels of vulnerability (SERA et ai , 1999). 

' Process' approach div ides the interested area into food economic regions or zones. "The 

area of interest is stratifi ed into food economy regions that share broadly similar patterns 

of li ve lihood and access to food" (SERA et ai, 1999:25). In each economic zone (poor, 

rich), the households broadly share similar patterns of li velihood and access to food. The 

process approach analyzes how the households in different economic zone acquire food 

and respond to food shock. But the approach requires in each economic zone, a 

continuous and a routine household level data to check whether their conditions are 

improving or deteriorating. The approach depends on the quality of the data and on the 

anal ysis of the experts. The process approach is currently a SC's approach to food 

security ill Ethiopia. 
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Nutriti onal status indicator uses the standard dail y ca lory intake measurements to identify 

eli gib le households/individual s. Once the data is col lected, it is easier to standardi ze with 

the help of experts. The nutritional need indicator requires conti nllos and long-term 

assessment. 

Econom ic indicators consider economic factors which are assumed to affect household 

vulnerability in the same way as ' indicator based approach ' . Access to enough food 

impli es household 's ability to establi sh access to productive resources such as land, 

li vestock, agricultural inputs and family labor combined to produce food or cash (Markos, 

1997). Households who are unable to provide a regular food supply through their means 

or li ving such as from their farm production, off-farm incomes or remittance will be 

e li gi ble for aid. Economic vulnerab ility and social vulnerability are usually expressed as a 

single indicator, socio-economic vulnerability indicator. Social vulnerability measures 

socia l support of individuals who are unable to support themselves . At the early stage of 

famin e socio-economic indicator with the help of the community are more appropriate 

rorm (Thomson and Metz, 1997). 

The present research has used economic indicators (socio-economic indicator) to identify 

those who are el igible and non-eligible for food aid. Economic indicator is a proxy 

indicator of household food insecurity that can trace back the households pre-aid 

economic status. The more assets a household has, the less vulnerab le and the greater the 

depleti on of househo ld 's assets, the greater their food insecuri ty. 
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Table 2: I Targeting implication of different concepts 

approaches of targeting criteria targeting unit type of 
vulnerability distribution 
food balance sheet • food demand nation • project 

• food supply • relief 
• program 

indicator + asset ownershi p household • targeted free 
• per capita production di stribution 

• malnutrition rates · work schemes 
Income • total income household · targeted fi'ee 

• source of income di stribution 

• work schemes 
process food acquirement Food ·targeted free 

Economy di stribution 
Zone/ Region · work schemes 

economic vu lnerability +assets/income household ·targeted free 
·dependency ratio di stribution 

+inc\i cators of coplllg ·work schemes 

capacity 
nutritional vulnerability .demographic indi vidual · supplementary/M 

characteri stics (age CH feeding 
group, pregnant/nursing · school feeding 
mother) 

• anthropometry 
social vulnerabili ty .people unable to individua l · targeted free 

support themselves lor di stribution 
without adequate social 
support 
·traditional ' charity 
cases 1 old, widows, 
orphans, di sabled, etc. 

Source : InformatIon complied from Jaspars & Young 1995 and Thomson & Metz 1997. 

2.8 Targeting Methods 

Targeting can invo lve different methods based on th e des ign of the food aid intervention. 

The community can select the eligib le among themselves, an outsider can se lect the 

e li g ible usin g observabl e indicators or th e benefi c iari es can present th emselves as 

e li gi bl e. Self targeting, individual targeting, market targeti ng, community targeting and 

ad mini strative targeting are common choices of targeting methods. Some writers put 

community targeting as a sub-di v ision of administrative targetin g. 
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(a) Self Targeting : It applies to an ab le-bodi ed person when there is work in exchange 

for ai d. Benefi ciari es decide for themselves to get the aid. Low wages, low qua li ty of 

food and st igma are used to discourage privileged groups. The advantages of self 

ta rgeti ng are that it has no individual screening cost and it is fi·ee from corruption and 

biases. But the disadvantages are the possible risk even to di scourage the under­

pri vil eged groups, the job opportunity depends on resource avai lability, and the failure to 

addl·ess vulnerable but unable-bodied persons. 

(b) Admin istrative Tar geting: outsiders from government staff or assistance agencies 

se lect the benefic iaries using observable criteria i.e. nutritional status, social and 

economic indicators . The advantage of thi s method is that it reduces the errors of 

inc lus ion or exc lusion, but at a high cost of screen ing beneficiaries . The disadvantage is 

that mi s-use or abuses of power i.e. bias, corruption and favori tism affect the channel. 

(c) Community Targeting: the community decides on the beneficia ries based on their 

best knowledge abo ut thei r neighbors. This channel is app li cab le in a society whereby the 

community has a strong socia l tie. Advantages of th is channel are no costs for household 

surveys, vulnerab ility defined in its own environment and community empowerment. 

Disad vantages are the high cost of monitoring the fairness and the chance that an 

influent ial group may be included at the expense of the poorest powerless people. 

Admini strati ve, community and self-targeting channels are used simultaneously in many 

parts of Ethiopia. 
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The abovc three targeting methods are used for direct intervention (for re lief aid and 

project food aid). Market targetin g is used for ind irect transfer of food aid interventi on 

in the fo rm o f program (non-project) food aid. It cannot be applicable for reli ef aid or 

direct food targeti ng. Food is directed to the loca l market in draught-hit areas to people 

who have purchasing power but could not fi nd the commodity in the markets due to 

harvest fai lure. The intervention provides food to the market and subsidizes 

food/ li vestock prices. The channel does not invo lve benefi ciary se lection cost, reduces 

ad mini strati ve burden, and there is no room for favori tisl11. But undependable channels 

due to fai lure to reach the most needy households; and mi s-targeting in terms of time and 

place risk, to create economic di sincenti ves. 

The att ractive objecti ve of targeting in reali ty appeared to be very hard to achieve. David 

Keen' s stud ies in Darfur, Western Sudan shows that the 1985 targeting emergency food 

a id was a tota l fa ilure (Maxwell , 1991). USALD acted quick ly in the 1984/85 dro ught in 

Suda n a ll oca ting la rge quantiti es of reli ef grain. In Western Sudan, aid was targeted to 

reach the poorest area counc il s, the poorest vill age, for the poorest househo lds . 

Un[o l·tunate ly, aid o ften went to the ri cher area council s, to the urban quarters, to the 

ri cher vi llages and to the ri ch households. The two poorest villages, which together had 

87% o f those people seriously affected by the draught received onl y 8% of the sorghum 

received by Darfur. The major factors that had affec ted targeting were loca l poli tica l and 

lobbying power, cultural n01111S of sharing equal rather than di scriminat ion in favor o f the 

poor and loca l ad mi nistrat ive weakness. 

The principa l conclusion is that if targeting is to be attemp ted, then aid agencies 
and, more especiall y do nors, need to give very seri ous attention to how targeting 
is to be ach ieved, particul arly in the face of in ll uential loca l fac tors who may have 
interests wh ich ru n counter to such targeti ng (Manvel, 199 1: 19 1). 
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A study on emergency food aid targeting in East Africa funded by FEWS and 

USA ID/REDSO in 1998 shows that targeting needs due attention. In Tanzania there are 

no guide lines on target ing of food aid. The Prime Minster's Office instructed local 

governments to class i fy people in draught areas into tlu·ee categories: (i) people with no 

means to buy food and unable to work; (ii ) people with no means to buy food; and (iii) 

peopl e w ith mcans to buy food. In spite ofa Disaster Reli ef Co-ordination Act (1990) and 

accompanying regulat ion (1991) established, they did not provide specific guidelines on 

targeti ng of food aie/. Lack of gui delines confused official s on how to go about it. One of 

the problems was whether to enti tle individuals or households for aid. Somehow, loca l 

gove rn ments registered peopl e into tlu·ee groups. "In Uganda, the government's 

Department of Disaster Management had guidel ines for the logistical administration of its 

own operations, but no policy statement on the objectives or princ iples of disaster 

management and no gu idelines on the use of food aid" (Sharp, 2000:4) . 

One of the issues on food aid targeting and di stributing is whether to channel it through 

NGO o r government. The 1999 Tanzanian Food Aid Targeting Guidelines stated the 

necess ity of partnership by government and NGOs. In Uganda, the prev ious years 

targeting and di stributi on through local governments replaced by through NGOs in 1997 

due to poor targeting. In Kenya, government distributed aid purchased fro m its own 

budget, on the other hand international food aid was channeled through NGOs. The study 

of emergency food aid targeting in East Africa noted that 'NGO food aid was better 

targeted than government food aid (Sharp 2000:7). Because governments tend to pass 

vulnerabl e areas and households in each administrative hi erarchy. But NGOs direct aid 

without using the admin istrati ve hi erarchy {i·om center to the actua l benefi ciari es. 
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CHAPTER THREE: 

RELIEF AID TARGETING IN ETHIOPIA 

Thcre is no abso lute targeting system that can be app licab le to every country and 

situation: it depends on the objecti ve of the program, the context of the area, resources 

available, resources needed and cost benefit options. Targeting is not a single acti vity; it 

is a process that invo lves various steps rang ing fro m country identifi cation to indi vidua l 

screening. Smooth relation and coordination between donors and recipients are central to 

the e ffectiveness of food aid. Negotiation takes place in an annual sequence w ith 

mult il ateral and bilateral agencies; firstl y, to determine the sca le of assistance, secondly, 

to iron out fluctuation s in food availability. Recipients have the responsibility to design 

food aid usage inte ll igentl y to maximize its impact on food security. 

To ha ve control over the timing of food aid , Ethiopia establi shed the Emergency Food 

Security Reserve (EFSR). Until food can be suppli ed through the regular appeal, it makes 

basic food ready for times o f emergency. Food is reserved loca lly for d isaster 

management purposes. The mandate of EFSR is to stockpile a food reserve in its stores at 

Kombolcha, Mekele, Nazareth , Dire Dawa and Shashemene with a combi ned capacity of 

205,000 MT. "The responsib ly of EFS R starts and ends at the gates of its wa rehouses" 

(M ili ck et ai, 1998: 19). DPPC also owns three central warehouses in Kombolcha, Dire 

Dawa and Nazareth with a combined capacity of 128,000 MT. It coordinates the 

transportation of food from the warehouses to the distribution site stores . 

In the I 960s and earl y 1970s, when ex ternal assistance had a mini mal rolc in thc domest ic 

rood suppl y, food aid did not require a separate institution to oversee the relief operation . 

Relierwas distributed in times of crises thro ugh the Awraja administrators of the a ffected 

31 



areas under a committee of government agencies. Local ch iefs had the responsibi lity to 

select bene fi ciaries under the supervision of wereda and sub-wereda administrators. But 

the nood of food aid to the 1973/74 famine demanded the creation of a separate 

instit ution. The Reliefand Rehabilitation Comm ission (RRC) was estab li shed in 1974 to 

ass ist victims of natural di sasters only. In 1979, the firs t RRC guidelines gave peasant 

assoc iati ons and wereda adm inistrato rs a mandate to identify beneficiari es and to 

d istribute aiel. In 1983, the revised guideline modified the target group definition to 

inc lude both natura l di saster and man-made di saster victims. In 1993 , the old RRC was 

replaced by the Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Commi ss ion (DPPC). Tn the same 

year, the Nationa l Policy Disaster Prevention and Management (NPDPM) was 

estab li shed as part of government policy. Since its ratifi cation, NPDPM has in troduced 

major changes in food aid operations. The NPDPM document has ten objectives and fou r 

basic principles. The aim is to link relief and development, to combine di saster 

prevention w ith susta inable deve lopment. In the 1980s, NGOs di stributed 80% of food 

aid but in the 1990s DPPC hand led almost 50% of the distribution. Currentl y, "NGOs are 

allowed to ha ndle and distribute only ' development' food aid , which is used as wage 

paymen t in labor intens ive area development proj ects" (Yosef, 2001 :25). 

3. 1 Food Aid Requirement 

Most deve loping countri es get their food from domestic agricultura l production. Some 

countries like Singapore achieve food security through commerc ial import w ithout 

domest ic agric ultural producti on. Food security has been defined in various terms. Most 

of the definition rotates around its three pillars: avai labil ity, access and stability. Food 

and Agricultu ral Organi zation de fines it as: 
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Food security has t1u'ee specific aims; ensuring production of adequate food 
supp lies, maximizing stabi li ty in the flow of supp li es and securing access to 
availab le suppl ies on the part of those who need them (FAO, 1989:2). 

Food insecurity in Ethiop ia has multifaceted causes. Environmental degradation, 

particularly in the north , is a major cause of poor agricultural performance; the cyclica l 

droughts every ten years - 1972/73 , 1984/85, 1993/94 in rain-fed agriculture and war are 

prominent causes of food insecurity in Ethiopi a as has been a cha racteristic feature in 

man y develop ing countri es. The domesti c food production lags by 40-70% compared to 

other SlIb-Saharan nations' food production. The accumulation of poor fann ing 

techno logies, land pressure and an unfavorable cli mate resulted in very low local food 

production. On the highlands of Ethiopia (43% of the total land cover), in spite of so il 

eros ion ri sk, 88% of the population, 90% of culti vated land and 60% of livestock are 

concentra ted. Farming is highl y dependent on nature, the main harvesting takes place 

onl y foll owi ng the rainy season which occurs during June-Sept. "A 10% decline in 

ra infall below the long-tellll average results in a 4.4% fa ll in national food production" 

(Yosef, 200 1 :22). The rain-fed agricul ture is extremely affected by the erratic nature of 

rai nfa ll patterns in the past three decades. In these years, the food product ion failed to 

match the population growth , demand for food has dramatical ly increased. 

The growth of fanner populati on in highlands and the growth of nomadic pastori ali sts in 

low lands with li vestock density, led to increasi ng demand for fuel wood, grazing land 

and agriculture extension. In the absence of suffi cient techno logica l change in Ethiopia, 

the rural population extracts the natura l resources for the day to day survival. The fixed 

amou nt of agricul ture lands has to accommodate the ever increasing population; there 

fore, land ho ldings are fragmented. The same farm plot is splitting in smaller and smaller 
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fragmen ts, until it can no longer support a household . The average house hold ing in 

different regions range from 0.17 ha to 0.10 ha ., which is insuffi cient to prov ide a li ving 

on sustainable bas is. The pressure of population density has been accompanied by 

intens i li cation of land use. As population increases natural resources are over ex ploited. 

In many parts of Ethiop ia, on of the indicators of severe land shortage is that fallowing as 

a system of fanni ng has completel y di sappeared. In addition, absence of suffi cient 

tech nological change and lack of improved seeds and fertil izer have limited the 

improvement of agri cultura l performance. 

Lack of adequate food in the nation demands for extemal food suppli es either in the fo rm 

o f food aid or commercial imports. In Ethi opi a, the food gap due to poor performance of 

the domestic food production has been supplemented by external assistance mainly in the 

past two decades in the form of fi'ee food di stribution and food fo r work. "Food aid made 

up 100% of a ll grain imports in Ethiopia during the years 1991- 1993 when the country 

made no commercial cereal imports at all and food aid constituted about 10% of total 

grain suppli es" (Thomson & Metz, 1997: 198). Based on the 1992/93 food consumption , 

the FAO and other experts made food production and food availab ility projections. The 

projection ( 1994/95- 1999/00) expected food import requirements to fall from 8% to 3% 

by the end o f the period. Unfortunately, at the end of the project ion period, 10.5 million 

people requi red 1.3 million Mt. relief assistance. 

Buoyant growth in agri cultural production was assumed which wou ld decrease imports of 

food. However, the Ethiop ian experiences deviates from that assumption. Every year 

Since 1977 food aid has increasingly been supplied to the nation . In the 1970s and 1980s 
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food aid took the form of emergency aid and food for work. But in the 1990s changeover 

from re lief to development, structural food aid (long term reli ef contract) and food aid 

programs (indirect intervention) have been launched. Agri cultural production improved at 

the end of 1990s though food aid availability also increased in these periods. The food aid 

requirement should be detennined by the rec ipient 's food suppl y. Although the major 

Ethiopian source of food suppl y is its crop production, food imports often has weak 

associati on with the domestic crop production. The national food aid hi story raises the 

question how food aid requirements are determ ined. The following diagram testifies the 

weak association between food demand and food aid imports. 

Fig 3. 1. Consumption Need Vs Food Aid Imports in Ethiopia 
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3.2 Area Targeting 
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Key: Series = Food Consumption Need ill MT 
Series 2 = Food Aid Imporls MT 

The process of targeting can be broken down into three main stages : federal level area 

targeting, local leve l area targeting and actual beneficiary selection. Area targeting refers 

to the geographic limitat ion o f the needy population (DPPC, 2000b). The area targeting 

invo lves the identi fication of specific areas, the amount of food needed , the number of 

people in need offood, and the duration of the assistance. 
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Wereda and Zonal officials take the initiative to hold disaster assessments in thei r 

respective areas. Identificati on of needy areas is conducted administratively using early 

warni ng indicators such as direct measures of food production, factors that can determine 

food prod uction (climate, pests, availability of inputs), availability lmd access to food in 

the market. In the pre-harvest time between November and December, a multi-agency 

team conducts a need assessment with tools of rapid and qualitative methodologies. 

Information is gathered fi·om interviews (concerned officials and households), group 

di scussions and actual visits to drought suspected areas. The need assessment displays 

information on 'where' , 'how many people ' and 'how Illuch food needed ' . Accordingly 

the federal DPPC decides on allocations of aid to regions, zones and weredas. 

DPPC, us ing the earl y waming system information, appeals to the international 

community. In response, donors can send their surplus food , borrow from recipient's 

reserve, purchase from local market or give money to purchase food. The major sources 

of donation for the 2000 appeal were USA, EU, Govenmlent of Ethiopia (GOE), and 

Jtaly . DPPC received 70% of its pl edge; delivery of relief covered only 85% of the 

national food requirement. Though there was no record of death due to the drought, the 

30% of reduction can have impact on the nutritional status of the affected people. 

Government in cooperation with non-government organizations dispatched the food to 

drought affected areas. The total donation can be estimated to an amount of $ 

225,000,000 ( IMT corresponds to $250). 
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Table: 3: I Emergency Food Aid Pledges and Delivery in 2000 (MIl 

No Donor Consignor Pledges Delivery 
Qty. As % of need As % of pledge 

I USA WFPlDPPC 379,462 289.205 
" NGOs 197,300 170,320 
USA (o(a l 35 79 

2 EU NGOs 136,670 136,670 
" WFPlDPPC 75,831 50,937 
" DPPC 50,000 50,000 
EU (o(al 262,501 237,607 18 91 

3 WFP DPPC 6,019 6,019 0.5 100 
4 Canada WFPID PPC 9,970 9,000 

" NGOs 8,470 8,470 
Cana. total 18,400 17,470 1.4 94 

5 UK NGOs 42,850 34,575 3 81 

G GOE DPPC 100,000 97,829 8 98 
7 Italy " 4,996 4,996 8 98 

" WFPIDPPC 126 100 
Ital y total 5,122 5,096 0.4 99 

8 Netherlands WFP/DPPC 9,700 4,700 0.3 52 
9 France " 5,970 5,910 0.4 99 
10 Norway " 3,130 3,130 

" NGOs 7,365 7,365 
Norw. total 10,495 10,495 0.8 100 

11 Japan WFP/DPl'C 12,407 11 ,33 1 0.8 100 

12 Belgium " 3,500 1,503 0.1 43 

13 Germany NGOs 5,746 5,746 0.4 100 
14 Swi(zerland WFPIDPPC 2,835 2,188 0.2 77 

15 Ireland " 1,697 1,130 0.1 66 
16 Australia " 1,783 1,783 0.1 100 
17 ICRC JC RC 3,794 3,794 0.3 100 
18 WV/E WV/E 3,931 3,93 1 0.3 100 
19 Act Network LWF/EECMY 5,000 5,000 0.4 100 
20 Others DPPC&Others 17,764 16,221 1.2 91 

Grand Total 1,095,156 903,188 70 85 

Source: DPPC Appea l 200 I 

3.3 Household targeting 

The food security focu s has sh ifted recently from national food ava ilability to 

household 's and individua l's food access and avai lability. Improving household food 

security has a tantamount importance to those who are suffering from hunger and 

malnutrition. In 1994/95 , Ethiopian rura l households ' food availab ility for consumption 
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was estimated to be 1142 kg per year with the absence of food aid di stribution. 

Approxi mately 43.2% o f rural households appeared to be food insecure using a minimum 

ca lory intake cri teria of2 1 00 kcal/day (Clay et ai, 1998). 

Area targeting is interrelated w ith household targeting, getting the most needy househo lds 

is determi ned by selecti on oCthe area they li ve in. Once the area is identifi ed it has to be 

translated into households targeting. The lower level structure, in the targeting hierarchy, 

plays a vita l ro le in linking area targeting with the beneficiary households (Mi tik et ai, 

1998). Beneficiary selecti on is calTied out by local government, cOlllmunity leaders and 

fie ld staff of implementing agencies (DPPC, 2000a). They often use socio-econom ic 

indi cato rs and SUbj ect ive cut off points without fixed threshold. The benefic iary 

households then receive food aid tlu'ough vari ous programs: EGS, GR and GFFD. The 

se lecti on for each program follows the same procedure but with different eli gibility 

criteria. 

combi ned 
target ing 

COlllmunity 
tar etin 

Administrative 
taraetin 

Sel r targeting 

Area Targeting 

Household 

Targeting 

Key NDPPC : Nationa l Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Commi ssion 
EWS: Earl y Wa rning System 

Source: DPPC 2000b 
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3.3.1 Targeting for Employment Generation Schemes (EGS) 

The nationa l food aid po liey states that food aid should be given to able-bodi ed persons in 

return to comm unity project work to maximize its limited role in development. Unable 

persons can be provided by free distribution. The National Pol icy on Disaster Prevention 

and Management (NPDPM) in 1993 introduced a shift in the use of food resources from 

re li e f to sustainabl e longterm development. "In the 1980s free food accounted for 70% 

while wo rk -based food accounted for 30%. The official goal [of NPDPM]. .. is to expand 

work-based food aid to the point where it accounts for 80% of all di stributions" (WFP 

1995, c ited in Clay et ai , 1998:5). In 1997, to enhance the development role of food aid , 

DPPC had prepared guidelines for planning and implementation of EGS program s. 

EGS targeti ng is conducted by administrati ve targeting to facilitate the targeting system 

and by comm unity targeti ng to decide on the beneficiary se lection criteri a. Sometimes 

community targeting is not seen as a separate targeting method rather as sub-part o f 

admini strati ve targeting. The community and their representati ves define the eligibility 

criteri a local ly with in the fram ework ofEGS guidelines. 

Box 3.1: Beneficiary Households for EGS 

• Have able-bodied labor avai lable to participate in 
EGS. The individuals should be between 18-60 
years of age. 

• Are residen ts in a disaster affected area at least for 
one year. 

• Are unable to meet their needs due to the effect s of 
di saster or food insecurity. 

Source: (DPPC, 2000b) 
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In most situation adm inistrative targeti ng and in special cases se lf targeting are appl ied. 

Ad l11 in istrati ve targeting is used for two purposes. (i) in most di saster affec ted areas, 

where a lt ernative el11pl oyment is l11 ini l11al, everybody wants to parti cipate in EGS. But 

the resource constraints prov ide less job opportu niti es than the demand. Administrative 

targeti ng intervene to li l11 it the number of parti cipants to those most in need. (ii) 

Admin istrative targeti ng invo lves " the cOl11 l11unity in the process, he lping to deve lop a 

sense of ownershi p of the assets created and thereby, enhancing sustai nab ili ty" (OPPC, 

1997: 39) . In se lf targeting, on the basis of first-co l11 e-fi rst- served, any able-bodied person 

gets emploYl11 ent up to the number of jobs ava il able. 

3.3.2 Targeting Gratuitous Relief (GR) 

Gratuitous relief is given to assist unable-bodied persons within the same area of work 

requi red (EGS) to get the aid. In til11 es of disaster or severe food shortages, the unable­

bod ied are ass isted without any work if they cannot be supported by their household's 

own l11ea ns. The 1994 NPOPM stated to use 80% of the nati onal food aid fo r 

developl11ental purpose and the rel11aini ng 20% ror free distribution. The 80:20 ratio is 

often understood as a fi xed rul e; to use 80% o f the relief in the fo rm of EGS and 20% in 

the form of GR. However, the proport ion o r the GR benefi ciaries cannot be pre­

deterl11i ned by quotas as 80:20, rather it shoul d be deterl11ined by the local demand. In the 

2000 targeting gui deline disc ussion, a new concern has emerged on the definition of who 

is abl e bodied and who is not. Currentl y, the intended target group for GR is extended 

fro m just di sabled-bod ied persons'. It includes able-bodied persons who come from 

' labor-poor ' househo lds because they do not have spare til11e to partic ipate in EGS. 

40 



Box 3.2: Beneliciarv Households for GR 

• Not able-bodied (children, sick, di sabled or 
handicapped) 

• Women more than six months pregnant 
• Lactating women in the fi rst six months after 

ch ildbirth 
• Persons who have to care constantly for young 

children or incapacitated adu lts 
• ' labor-poor' and calmot spare family members to 

work on EGS . 

Source: (DPPC, 2000b) 

3.3.3 Targeting General Free Food Distribution (GFFD) 

General free food di stribution does not require labor-intensive community work to get the 

aid. Persons both able and unable bodied -but vulnerable to food insecurity- get aid 

fi·eely. 11 IS given in an area where reli ef cannot be channe led through EGS. Once the area 

is identifi ed , food is usuall y di stributed in blanket coverage (distribute to everyone in 

limited area). To avoid disincentive effects to agricultural production and to reduce the 

dependency syndrome, DPPC encourages household targeting and di scourage bl anket 

distribution. 'Blanket' distribution can be used at a kebele level without the authorization 

of reg ional and zonal governments, only if extreme and rapid food needs arise. The 

targeting guidelines can be overru led in such situations for a limited period of time to 

save lives . 
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Box 3.3: Circumstances for GFFD 

• Shelf projects not ready for EGS implementation 
• Most beneficiari es are too weak to participate in 

EGS due to food shortage over an extended period 
of ti me or an epidemic; 

• In areas affected by sudden onset di saster, GFFD 
may be required on a temporary basis until EGS can 
be implemented. 

Source: (DPPC, 2000b) 

3.4 Relief Rations 

Food aiel is given to the beneficiaries either in the form of food or cash to make up their 

food defic its. Cash aid is given in return to public work at a rate of slightly below other 

a lternative wages in the area. Food is given in return to public work or freely. The WFP 

follows the minimum calory requirement as a basis for relief rations. The WHO sets 

2, I 00 kcal/day as a min imum ca lory requirement for an adult/day to lead a healthy life 

(Sphere Proj ect, 2000). The ration should contain a vari ety of culturally acceptable (staple 

food) and easil y-prepared foods including energy ri ch and protein rich foods. To prevent 

a pa latabi li ty problem, the food has to be common or pleasant to eat. 

Tn Eth iopia, the rev ised targeting guidelines suggest EGS, GR and GFFD rations to 

provide equal or greater than the required 2,1 00 kcl. The food basket (general ration) is 

designed to fill the gap between food requirements and food availability from the 

household's own sources, when combined expected to ensure an intake ofl11inil11ul11 dail y 

requirements (DPPC, 2000b). Supplementary food , 'take home' rations ( I OOgral11s of 

cereals) are given in addition to genera l rations to malnourished ch ildren, and to pregnant 
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or lactating women. In many zones, wereda authorities have con trol over the di stri bution 

and the ration. When litt le resources are allocated to weredas, problems arise between the 

zona l DPPC representati ves and the wereda authorities on setting the household 's ration. 

The wercda often reduces the household rati ons and spreads it too thinl y over too many 

people. 111 some weredas, food aid rations tend to be given on a reduced basis to a small er 

househo Id size (Mathyas & Emebet, 2000). 

3.5 Targeting Efficiency in the Past 

Various case studies and cross sectional researches have been done on relief aid targeting 

in Ethiop ia. The 1997 SCF (UK) report gives extensive information on experiences of 

targeting in Eth iopia. The study focused on the " methods used for beneficiary selection 

withi n kebe les, and the perceptions of them by benefi ciari es and non-beneficiaries in the 

comm uniti es" (Sharp : 1997:iv). The study covered Wello and Was Hamra, Wolayta, East 

Tigray, South Tigray, East Hararghe and West Hararghe. The report covers targeting 

effi ciency o f various ta rgeting channels under various relief programs. The results are 

presented here under the tit le ' targeting channels ' and ' targeting for reliefprograms'. 

I. Targeting Channels: Sel f targeting, communi ty targeting and admi nistrati ve targeting 

are exercised in many weredas. In self targetillg , the wage is meant to be lower than the 

standard labor market wage to limit the number of participants. But the EGS pay ments 

were not cons istent with the standard labor market rate; it fail ed to target the vul nerable 

and to discourage the non-vulnerable people. It appeared to be either higher than the 

standard market- labor or much lower. Tn admillistrative targetillg. outsiders have a 

limited rol e in many fami ne-prone areas in terms of sett ing cri teria or se lecting 
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beneficiaries. Administrative targeting takes place only in the case of supplementary 

feeding by hea lth-care staff to measure the nutritional need. The supervision of local 

governments or assistance agency on the targeting system has been minimal and 

determined by their staff capac ities . In cOl/ll1Ilmily target ing, community representatives 

arc responsible for beneficiary selections. Assets, dependency ratio and alternative 

income sources have been used as benefici ary selection factors. But the thresho ld highl y 

depends on the ava ilabl e resources; resource constraints tighten the thresho ld and vice 

versa. In some areas community representat ives used age and sex of the head of 

houscholds as indicator of vulnerability. But the grain market research (1998) found that 

adult (yo ung) and male headed households had the same food needs as aged and female 

headed households. The beneficiary selection established a trend those prev ious years aid 

rcc ipi ent househo lds are most li kely to be se lected now in spite of their current capacity 

to cope with food shortage. Reluctant officials di stribute scant resources thinly to too 

many people rather than identifying the most needy. Thi s resulted in a ' thin blanket 

syndrome'. Thus, the ' thin blanket' di stribution could not bring a signifi cant relief to their 

prob lems. In the case of EGS program instead of limiting the number of parti c ipants to 

the job ava il able, officials red uced the working hours and included large numbers of 

bene fi ciari es. Tn addition to the reluctance to target, some community representatives 

mi sused their power and have been invo lved in corruption. 

2. Targeting for rel ief programs: 

Elllp!ovlllel/l Generation Schellles: The allocation of resources after the declaration of 

EGS acti viti es should be ini tia li zed at early stages of the di saster. But fai lure to al locate 

resources on time had impeded its success. In some situations, the reli e f work peri od al so 
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coincided wit h the rain y or hunger season which preven ted the activities frolll being 

i III P I eill en ted. 

Gratuitol/s Re!ief - In most areas GR beneficiaries were mis-targeted due to the se lect ion 

at an ind iv idual leve l rather than at the household level. Unab le-individuals (handicapped, 

pregnant, elderl y, the in firlll etc.) were selected as beneficiari es in spite of their household 

capacity to participate in the EGS program. Lower level targeting officials Illi sunderstood 

the statement of aid usage to be 80% for EGS and the remaining 20% fo r GR program as 

a fix ed quota of 80:20 rati o to be implemented in micro level regardless ofthe need . 

Gel/era! Free Food Distribution: The NPDPM stated to give GFFD to save lives when a 

disaster is overwhelming, people are too weakened to participate in labor-intensive work 

or when they start to migrate. But the real practice of GFFD does not always adhere to 

such conditions. Reli efhas been freely given to some weredas where the benefi ciaries are 

able to participate in labor-intensive works. 

In 1998, a stud y was conducted by the Grain Market Research on targeting efficiencies 

and determinants of food aid di stribution for the 1995-96 agricultural year. Samples of 

4, I G6 farm households were randomly drawn from rural Ethiopia. The study estimated 

the cxtent of error of exclusion and error of inclusion using household level food 

availability. It shows that in Ethiopia the variation between weredas in terms of food 

securi ty is hi gher than the variation within the wereda. Thi s means that failure to target 

the eli gible weredas has a high price in terms of wasting resources and creating 

dis incentive effects. 
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Table 3.2 : Percentage of weredas Receiving Food Aid by Level of Food Deficiency in 

Wereda for th e J 995 - 1997 season 

Food <lid ill low deficit moderately low moderately high high deficit All 
\vereda wcrec!as deficit weredas defici t weredas wcredas weredas 

(0-/9% of""'- (20 - 4/% ofllils (42 - 70% of ""s (7 / -/00% of 
are deficit) are deficit) are deficit} 1111., are deficit) 

\vereclas Ilot 59.3% 57.6% 59.3% 57.6% 58 .5%, 
recei ved a icl 
wcredas 40.7% 42.4% 40.7% 42.4% 41.5% 
received aid 

IOlal 100 % (11 - 9 1) 100% (11- 92) 100% (11- 9 1) 100% (11- 92) 100% 
( 11~366) 

Source: Clay et al 1998 

The study noticed that the food aid targeting concentrated to the extreme deficit 

househo lds and to the high food secure households. The high food secure households are 

politically powerful , therefore, it might be a threat for local authorities to exc lude this 

group. Four facto rs are identified as principa l causes of the high leve l of targeting error 

and the resulti ng low corre lation between food insecurity and participation in food 

programs (C lay et ai, 1998). 

I. The needy and we ll-off are both food aid beneficiaries: food aid beneficiary 

househo lds appeared to be in an extreme position in terms of household food avail ab ility. 

The impact of food aid to the most vulnerab le gro up has been reduced by the flo w of aid 

to food secure households. 

2. Over emphasis on women and the aged: women and elderly are used as one of the 

criteria to indicate vulnerab ility. Irrespective of thei r food need, a disproportionate 

Ilumbcr of female headed and aged headed househo lds received aid. But the study found 

that household food ava ilability has nothing to do with the age or sex of the household 

heaci. 
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3. Lack of flexibi lity: " the strongest determinant of food aid receipt is the number of 

years in the past that households have received food aid" (Clay et ai, 1998:27). Food aid 

nows to the same areas and households as it has always gone. Always considering an area 

as a chron ic drought area, fai Is to alter its direction to more deficit househo lds in other 

areas. 

4. Regional concentration: Food aid not on ly flew to non-eligible household but to non­

eli gible regions too. "Households in the region of Tigray are fa r more likely to receive 

food aid, rega rdless of need, than households in any other region, thereby decreasing 

ta rgeting efficiency" (Clay et ai, 1998:27). 

The 2488 project is the largest single food-for-work project in Afi·ica. 1t is a huge multi­

location project implemented by Ministry of Agricu lture w ith World Food Program 

reso urces. The project was estab li shed in 1976, and sti ll operates through with adjustment 

on its scope and tittle. In 1985, a socio-economic review was conducted on the project by 

the Institute of Development Resea rch of Add is Ababa Un iversity. The study divided the 

houscho lds into quartil e, to check the targeting concentration. "The res ul ts showed that 

3 1 % of the total food distributed has been received by the poorest 25% of households; 

29% by the next group (3rd quartil e), 19% by the second quatiil e, and 21% by the ' richest 

25% of the ho useholds" (Yeraswork & Solomon, 1985:73). The eva luation of the same 

project by GTZ in 1993 noticed that those areas, which are inaccessible, were less 

at tractive to the project. Bias to the ex isting road network was not onl y a feature of 2488 

project. The SCF food economy survey in 1993 by Holt and Lawerence on 160 villages 
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in the North-east highl ands of Ethiopia found that work scheme food aid programs 

gcnerall y had a road-bias (Sharp, 1997). 

Self-targeting is not common in Ethiopia. In Merti - Jeji a self targeti ng was 

ex perimented on the wo rk scheme proj ect in 1992. Maxwe ll and Herbinger conducted a 

rapid assess ment in the same year. The assessment found that 40% of the aid went to 

ho useho lds above the local average level of 'wealth ' . The poorest househo lds did not 

partic ipate in the food for work. "They were too busy on share-cropped land; or could not 

afford to wait one month fo r payment, or regarded the acti vi ty as too ri sky, or were too il l 

to participate (Maxwell & Herbinger 1992 :20). 

In 1995, SCF(UK) reviewed Wello and Wag Hamra food aid targeting. The rev iew 

concluded that the targeting was not effi cient. The major problem was the confli ct that 

arose between wereda and zone. The zone instructed the wereda to reduce the number of 

bene fi ciaries by prioriti zation. But the wereda refused to prioriti ze. Instead it reduced the 

ration per person, red uced the number of rations allocated to each household, encouraged 

registered beneficiary households to share their rations with others, rotated the 

benefi ciaries lists to cover di fferent kebeles and distributed food pre posi tioned for 

August and Septel11ber during June and Jul y (Sharp 1997). The wereda also di stributed 

the aid to unintended group , urban dwellers, w ithout authori zation. Tn spite of the 

a llocation o f huge amount of aid to South We llo, the nutritional status of the children 

detcriorated due to l11i s-targeting and the thinl y di stri bution of food. 
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Soham and Borton eva luated the experience of two NGOs (Redd Barna in Bolosso Sore 

and Concern in Damot Weyde) on [Tee food targeting during the 1984/6 Wo layta fam ine. 

The NGOs used an thropometeri c measurements of children to target households. 

Unfortunately, the NGOs were mi s-guided. Some households borrowed malnouri shed 

children to get a fa mily rat ion, others dared de liberately to starve their children (Shoham 

& Borton, 1989). 

3.6 Factors that Affected Targeting Efficiency in the Past 

Targeting can be effici ent if errors are minimized or if its accuracy in reaching the most 

vulncrable people is max imized. Based on food aid targeting literature, facto rs that 

reduced the targeting effici ency are summarized under three categori es; mis-use of power, 

resource constraints and technical fai lures. In the competition of getting the scarce but 

val uable resources, a confli ct of interests has led to mis-lise of political power. The 

po liti ca l elite intervenes to manipulate the targeting procedures in a way that can fit their 

personal interests. In 1994 in Welayta and in 1995 in South Wollo, relief aid was used for 

political electioneering; a guarantee for those who support their local EPRDF candidate 

(Sha rp 1997) . Beneficiari es on the other hand complained that the resources are corrupted 

and abu sed hy weredalkebele representatives. Recent evidence in Somali Reg ion showed 

that, 2,057 quintals of food a id which were diverted from the intended aim, had been 

caught at chcck points. Some wereda authorit ies have been invo lved in assisting the 

transportation away from its destination to sale in the open market (DPPC News, 2000b). 
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A discrepancy ari ses when too scant resources are allocated to the di stribution site 

(exp la ined in section 3.5). Zones not always keep the wereda's request, they sometimes 

lower the quota if exaggeration of need is suspected. Weredas often fai l to achieve the 

ta rgeti ng goa l in tryi ng to spread the scant amount of resources to too many peop le. 

Som etimes they are even unab le to narrow the targeting group because a ll seem needy. 

As a result quota are inadequate to change their situat ion. Though beneficiary households 

are selected fai rly, they are fo rced to share the rations among other unregistered 

households. Techn ical fa ilu re often arises in the selection factors and in the threshold 

(ex pla ined in 3.5). Targeti ng, which exc ludes others from the benefit rises complaints. 

T he crit eri a used to identi fy the food-insecure are often inappropriate indicato rs. Even 

with appropriate indicators, the cut-off point can also genuinely deny the most needy 

from the ass istance. Often, the criteria and the thresho ld po int appeared to be unfair and 

arbitrary. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: 

TARGETING IN ANTSOKIA GEMIZA WEREDA 

4.1 Overview of the Ambara Regional State 

Thc study area is located in the centra l part of the Amhara Regional State. The total 

population of the region is 16.5 million and 90% of the people are li ving in rural areas 

and are engaged in subsistence agricul tura l activities. The agro-ci imatic zones are 'dega', 

' weindaga' and ' kolla;; the total regiona l rain fall , ranges from 500 mm to 1400 mm. The 

ri vers Tekeze, Abaya and Angerbe are potential sources of water in the region. But the 

use of water resources for irr igation and hyd ropower is minimal. Onl y 2% of the total 

area is covered with fo rest; protected wildlife are the Walia Ibex, Semien Fox and Gelada 

Baboon. The Amhara reg ion ho lds 40% of the national li vestock pop ul ation. 

Most pmt of the region has a rugged topography, vulnerable to erosion. The steep lands 

have been put into use for farming. Farming on land with a slope above 5% enhances 

land degradation. Forests are cleared to sati sfy fue l and construction needs. The culti vable 

land is intensi vely farmed for a long period of time, which in return red uced land ferti li ty 

and agri cultural production. The area has 27% cu ltivated lands and 30% grazing land. 

The average land ho lding of the households is 1.7 ha and 94% of the househo lds have 

insuffi cient land ho lding (ANRS, 1997). Even though there is un-utili zed culti vable land 

in the area, malaria and trypansomiasis epidemics prevented penetration of farmi ng 

acti vities in those areas. The extremely poor health facilities and few hea lth staff 

availablc have not been conduc ive to treat the problem of heal th haza rd. Currentl y, the 

regional nve-year deve lopment plan has a central theme of 'self-suffic iency ' . 

'\ 'clcga ' refers \0 the highland, 'wcinadag' refers to the midland and 'kolla' refers to the low lanel. 
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The econom y of the rural areas depends on farming and animal husbandry . The different 

agro-clim at ic condition of the region enables farmers to grow differen t types of crops at 

d iffere nt limes of tbe year. Croppi ng is highly dependent on the l11eher and belg rain 

seasons. "Cereals are the most dominant crops grown in the region on the average 

acco un ting for at least 74% and 83% of the total cultivated land and grain production 

respecti vely" CANRS, 1997:7) . Major crops produced are teff, maize, sorgbum, cotton, 

wheat, oilseeds and barely . 

The reg ion is affected by recurrent droughts more often tban other regions. The Amhara 

National Reg ional State beli eves the region is a surp lus producing area. But the provision 

of food aid in drought prone zones has developed a dependency syndrome CANRS, 1997). 

The dependency syndrome di scourages farmers' efforts in improving their agri cul tural 

production and encourages them always to wait for external interventions. 

The Nat ional Early Warning System information on crop and need assessment, estimated 

10.S mill ion peopl e were in need of food aid in 2000. Table 4. 1 shows that tbe Amhara 

Region had the largest abso lute number of vulnerab le persons. In percentile, however, the 

Somali region was the most seriously affected region, 75% of its popu lation needed 

ass istance. 
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Table 4. 1: Estimated No. of People Needing Food Assistance (Jul- nec 2000) 

Region No. of People needing assistance % of people needing 
assistance 

Tigray 1,717,758 51% 
Mar 272,704 24% 
Am hara 3,569,820 24% 
Oromia 1,942,825 9% 
Somali 1,489,660 75% 
SNN P 1,410,008 12% 
Benshangul Gumuz 4,201 0.8% 
Gambela 46,600 23% 
J-Iarari 17,187 12% 
Dire Dawa 59,199 21% 
Tota l 10,529,962 

Sou rce: DPPC News 2000a 

4.2 Relief Operation in the Amhara Regional State 

The relief operation hierarchy in Amhara regional state is more or less similar to that of 

other reg iona l states. It follo ws the political admin istrati ve hierarchy. At the regional 

leve l, the Di saster Prevention and Preparedness Bureau (DPPB) is accoun table to the 

regional council but also report to the federal DPPC. It informs the federal DPPC the 

reg ion's food aid requ irement, negotiate on the region's food aid quotas, receive the 

approved quota and fina ll y report the reg ional food aid di stribution to the federal DPPC. 

At zonal level , the Zonal Disaster Prevention and Preparedness committee (ZDPPC) is 

accountab le to the Zonal Council but also reports to the regional DPPB. It informs the 

regiona l DPPB the zone's food aid requirement, negotiate on the zone's food aid quotas, 

receive the approved quota and fi nally report the zona l food aid di stribution to the 

reg ional DPPB. At wereda level, Wereda Disaster Prevention and Preparedness 

COllllllillee (WDPPC) is accountable to the wereda counci l but also reports to the 

ZD PPC. It informs the zonal DPPC the wereda's food aid requi rement, negotiate on the 

wereda 's food aid quotas , receive the approved quota and fin ally report the wereda food 

aid di stribution to the zonal DPPC (DPPC, 2000b). 
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Figure 4.1 shows the relation between the po li tica l ad mini strati on hierarchy and the reli ef 

operation. 

Fi g. 4. 1: The Relation Between Relief Operation and Government Hierarchy 
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4.3 Background of the Study Area 

Location 

T he Am hara region is d ivided administratively into II zones, 105 weredas, and 305 1 

kebeles. "Fi fty nine weredas are drought prone and 40 of them are frequently affected by 

drought" (ANRS, 1997:3). Antsokia wereda is one of the Amhara region weredas, located 

in northern Shewa zone at a d istance of350 km fro m Addis Ababa. It has a total land area 

of 595 km2 The wereda center Mekoy is connected by a 12 k.m gravel road to Add is 

Ababa-Dcss ie hi ghway; it is surrounded by Oromoia in the north and east, EfI'atana 

Gidem wereda in the south and Gishe and Gera Keya wereda in the west (Append ix U). 

Pop ul ation 

In the 1994 population and housing census, the wereda had 80438 people with equal 

proportion of fema le and male in the population. At present the wereda has a total 

popu lation of 92920 people in about 17,095 households. Antsokia-Gemiza has 15 

kebeles; 13 kebeles are ru ral and 2 kebeles are towns . The rural areas hold 89% of the 

population wh i Ie the urban areas hold 11 % of the popUlation. The dependency ratio is 

52% of the total population and the average Family size is 5.9. The ethnic composition is 

dominated by Amha ra (80%) who dwell in the high lands and who are predominantly 

C hri sti ans; followed by Oromo (20%) who dwell in the lowlands and who are mainly 

Mus lim s. 

Ecolo:;;v and Land 

The wereda 's topography is characteri zed by flat low lying plains surrounded by steep 

hill s, and also rugged landforms. The lowland (below 1500 meter altitude) holds 45 % of 

55 



the population. The lllidiand (between 1501 - 2500 meter altitude) holds 44% of the 

population. The highland (between 250 1-3000 lll eter altitude) holds 11% of the 

population. Mean annua l precipi tat ion of the wereda range between 800 - 1200 mm with 

mean an nua l tem peratu re of 20.1 OOc. The total land area (59501 ha) has di fferent land 

cover anellanel use: 37.4% of the land is cu lti vated land; 40.1 % is covered by forest, bush, 

and unproductive land; 19.7% is unutili zed land; and 2.8% is grazing land. 

Table 4.2 Land Coverage in Antsokia Wereda 

Land use/cover Area coverage in % Area coverage in ha 
Cul ti vated land 37.4 22,283 

annua l crops (36.6) (21 ,778) 
pcrennia l crops (0.8) (506) 

Grazing land 2.8 1652 
Forest & bush land 9.6 57 15 
Currentl y unproducti ve land 30.5 18125 
Currentl y unutili zab le land 19.7 11 725 
Total 100% 5950 1 

Source: WVE-Antsokla 1. , 1997. 

Economic Situati on 

The main econom ic activity of the towns is petty trading. The 13 rural kebeles are 

engaged in agri cultural act ivities, which suffe r from poor fa rming, poor technology, 

unpredi ctablc climate, low productivity and environmental degradation. The average land 

holding pcr household is decreasing from time to ti me. "The dec line in the production of 

agricultural yie ld on the one hand and the rapid ly growing population on the other has 

become a chall enge in an endeavor to fight against poverty" (WVE-Antsokia 1. , 1998:38). 
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Agri cul ture 

The farmers produce during belg and meller harvest seasons. The short rainy season belg 

fal ls between January to mid May and the major rainy season meller is between June to 

September which al so has the highest share of the wereda crop production. The high 

dependency on rai n-fed culti vation, small land ho lding and fragmentation of land holding 

al·e the major constraint of the agricultural sector. The average farmland hold ing is 0. 75 

ha. per househo ld. Belg is the main harvest season for the highland farmers who produce 

barley, beans and lent ils. The midland and the lowland farm ers produce sorghum, teffand 

mai ze in both seasons. In the crop pattern , cereal s comprise 83% of the total cu lti vated 

land and 92.8% of production; pulses compri se 15.5 % of tota l culti vated land and 6. 7% 

of production . Table 4. 3 shows that the share of major crops in terms of land coverage, 

yield and total production. 

Table 4 :3 Major Crops Production in 1996/97 in Antsokia 

Crop Type Area Coverage ha. Yield gt. Total Production gtlha 
Cereal Crops 15287 170243 11. 5 average 
teff 7076 67237 9.5 
barely 2085 19885 9.5 
wheat 1303 10839 10.6 
maize 183 9 28070 15.3 
sorghum 2984 44212 14.8 
Pulses 1903 11098 5.8 
faba ban 730 4680 6.4 
fi eld pea 474 2950 6.2 
chick pea 282 1800 6.3 
Icnti Is 417 1668 4 
Oil seed 236 1057 4.47 
---- 2 8 4.0 
li nseed 164 654 3.9 
sun llower 5 15 3.0 
sean e 65 380 3.8 
Tota l 17426 18239 21.44 
Source: WVE-Antsokla 1. , 1997. 
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The wereda ' s economy is characteri zed by subsistence agri culture and lack of di versifi ed 

incom e sources. Off-farm acti viti es are minimal in Antsokia-Gemi za wereda, only 10% 

or the tota l population is engaged in acti vities such as petty trade, bamboo crafts, tannery, 

blacksmi th, and weav ing. 

Status o f Food Security 

A base line survey conducted in 1995 by WVE-ADP shows that 75 .1 % of the wereda 

fa rmers do not fulfill their food requ irement from their own produce. They run out of 

food stock before the next harvest season. The wereda food balance in the 1994/95 -

1997/98 indi cates that the average food availability from production was 98621 qt.. The 

average food supply in these years raised to 1032 13 qt. including other sources of food 

including food aid . The wereda food demand during these years was 172366 qt. , which 

means there was a defi ci t of 69744 qt. . " It is mysterious how humans can survive ... " 

(WVE-Antsoki a T, 1998: 17). 

The farmers have their own coping mechani sm, they earn money fi·om other than 

subsistence crops. Tn 1995/96, the wereda farmers source of income apart fi·om crops 

production were: sal es of cash crops baT 942,896, sales of vegetables & fruits bilT 

234,706, sa les of honey birr 114,498, sales of fu el wood birr 26550, others birr 656,2 13 

and total of birr 1,974,863 ga ined from the sal es . The earnings enabl ed the farmers to 

purchase food from the market. The income earned can purchase 7899.5 quintal s of food 

from Mekoy and Majete towns at a cost of birr 250/qt (WVE-Antsokia I, 1998). 
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The goal and purpose of WVE-Antsokia I is to enhance food security at household level 

and the project has focused on increasing agricultura l production and improving access to 

food. However, the farmers ' food requirement is also fil led by relief. In 1984 - 85 when 

15 - 20 people died everyday, 68,000 people got rel ief aid , including wet feeding , medical 

ass istance, grain, supp lementary food and clothing (WVE-Antsokia I, 2000). Food aid 

resources, since the end of 1990s, served as a tool to implement development activities by 

linking re lief and development. 

Table 4.4: Food Aid in Antsokia (1998 -1999) 

Year in E.C Beneficiaries Cereals in quintal S upp lementary 
feed ing 

1998 10,735 8,051.25 -

1999 25 ,380 9,908 1,525 litter oi l 
Source: Field Survey 2001 (Interview with the wereda counc il) 

4.4 Relief 2000 in Antsokia-Gemiza 

In Antsokia, the wereda DPPC committee along with experts of the wereda and kebele 

representatives regularly assesses crop performances. In the pre-harvest season, for early 

warning purposes each kebele's crop production is estimated. At the end of 1999, experts 

from the wereda Agriculture Office with kebele representati ves esti mated the crop 

production for the year 2000. Each kebele crop performance was estimated by direct 

measures ofthe crop production minus factors that can determine crop production such as 

climate, pests, and availability of inputs. The expected net crop production of each kebele 

is then divided by the kebele total population to calculate the per capita production. 

Th ereupon , the estimated per capita production was compared with individual annual 

food cons umption . Ethiopian N utrition Institute (ENI) estimated 225 k.g or 2.25 qt . 
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(cquiva lent to wheat) annual food consumption per individual. But in the study area 200 

leg. of cereal was used as the average individual allnual food consumption. The wereda 

DPPC repo rteci to the zonal DPPC those kebeles where the per capi ta food production 

was be low 200 leg. as food defic it kebeles. It requested aid for 30,896 benefi c iaries . 

There is no consensus on the wereda food security between DPPC and the wereda 

officia ls. The federal DPP C argues that Antsokia is a food secure wereda, but the wereda 

offici al s argue that the wereda is food insecure. On that accoun t, the north shewa zone 

DPPC approved aid assistance only fo r 12,633 benefi ciaries and rejected the 

'exaggerated ' food request fo r add itional 18,263 benefi ciari es. 

The approved number of beneficiari es were assisted by government and an NGO, World 

Vis ion Ethiopi a. WVE with the support of Germany, UI<.., Australi a, Canada and USA 

WVI o ffices covered 50% of the relief distribution. The remaining 50% was distributed 

by govern ment. The reli e f was given in the fo rm of EGS, GR and GFFD . On top of these, 

WVE distributed suppl ementary feeding for malnourished children. 

Fai lu re of beig rain fo r 1998 and 1999' and excessive rai n in the 1999 meher seasons 

dec lined the agricultural production of the wereda. The wereda 2000 relief aid 

distribution addressed drought affected people due to crop failure in three consecutive 

harvests; fai lure of the 1998 be/g, the 1999 meher and the 1999 beig. The 1998 Beig 

performance showed that 2 1,000 benefi ciari es needed food aid , in 1992 Meher 7,399 and 

in 1999 "eig 12,633 benefi ciaries . Thus, the ZDPPC app roved victims of 1998 and 1999 

" bel; I Y91 E.C. ~ belg 1998. belg 1992 E.C. ~ belg 199Y, mehe!' 1992 E.C.~ mehc!' 1999 
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crop fa i 11II-es to be ass isted fo r eight consecutive months in the 2000 reli ef. In each month 

the relie f food was transported from Kombolcha, one of the central warehouses, to the 

wereda warehouse. The WDPPC stored the relief in WVE's warehouse and some in 

rented private houses. The adjacent wereda, Gisherable wereda also stored its reli ef in 

An tsokia wereda's warehouses. The number of benefic iaries varied from month to month 

depending on the resources allocated to the wereda. According to the wereda council , on 

ave rage 18417 beneficiaries were assisted during the 2000 relief distribution. 

Table 4.5: Relief Beneficiaries for the 2000 Assistance 

Month Beneficiaries Cerea ls in quintals 
January 34520 4315 
May 9720 1215 
June 23328 2916 
August 1168 146 
October 2820 352.5 
Novel1lber 27660 3457.5 
December 29704 3713 

Source: Field Survey 2001 (Interview With the wereda council) 

There alT 15 kebele administrations in the wereda and 13 of them received the aid. The 

two to wns, Mekoy and Majete, did 110t receive aid but served as distribution sites or 

' tab ia' . In Mekoy, 11 ,7 12.5 quintal and in Majete, 4402.2 quintal cereals (wheat and 

mai ze) we re located. From Mekoy distribution site, on average 3504 benefi ciaries per 

month received free food aid and 9527 beneficiaries per month received aid in return to 

public work. From Majete distribution site, on average 1242 benefi ciari es per 1110nth 

received free food aid and 4969 beneficiaries per month recei ved aid in retul'll to public 

wo rks. The ration was 12.5 k.g cereals per person per month. Family sizes up to 5 

rece ived this ration per month , but fa mily members beyond 5 were not counted. 
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Table 4.6: Average Number of Beneficiaries per Month in the Wereda 

Forms of Aid Beneficiaries Cereals in Qt. 

EGS 14,496 1812 

GFFD/GR 4,746 593 .25 

Source: FIeld Survey 200 I (IntervIew wIth the wereda - ORDA) 

A high proportion of the reli ef was di stributed in return for community work (Table 4.6). 

Community work is implemented through shelf projects which are prepared during 

normal limes. The projects include labor-i ntensive activiti es as part of long-tel111 

development plans to be implemented when resources are availab le. The wereda 

Agri cultlll·e Office already had such shelf projects when the disaster strike. On that 

account , it handled the overall wereda EGS activities. A total of 15,670 beneficiaries 

participated in the work scheme. Each participating household was represented by one 

person to work eight days per 1110nth. 

Table 4.7: Asset Created Through EGS Program in 2000 

Activities Performance Participants 
Male Female Tota l 

fa rm terrace 22.351 k.m 2082 89 1 2973 
so il bund 4.743 k.m 233 99 332 
sto lle bund 17.608 k.m 1849 792 264 1 
hill side terrace I 1.1 k.111 1166 499 1665 
terrace maintenance 4.125 k.m 43 19 62 
check dam construction 0.84 k.111 588 252 840 
check dam maintenance 0.9 k.m 126 54 180 
pitting 9.3973 ha. 3289 1409 4698 
feeder road construction 2 k.m 318 136 454 
fecder road maintenance I k.111 87 38 125 
cut o ff drain 2.25 k.m 630 270 900 
irri gation cannel 2 k.m 560 240 800 

Source: FIeld Survey 200 1 (In terVIew With the wereda Agnculture Office) 
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4.5 Characteristics of the Sampled Households (Mekdesa, Atiko and G ishoghe) 

The ethnic composition is domi nated by Amhara 98% and fol lowed by Oromo 2%; 60% 

o f the population are Chri stians and 40% are Mus li ms. The majority of the households 

are male headed (8 8%) and few are female-headed (12%). Almost every child in each 

household goes to schoo l but many of the heads did not get that chance; 58% of the head 

or househo lds are ill iterate and 35% are ab le to write and read. The age of the head of 

households ranges !i'om 23 to 88 years. Out of the respondents 95% are fanners, 2% are 

potters, 2% are local brewers and I % are weavers. 

(a) Househo ld asset 

Observable asset ownershi p including the bui ldi ng and the compound pl us ho usehold 

rurniture was used to compare households . Three categories were identifi ed, i.e. good, 

average or poor. The comparison was made on the subj ecti ve judgment of the data 

co ll ectors; cach househo ld 's li ving condi tion was compared with other households in the 

villages. 

Table 4.8: Living Condition 's of th e Sampled Households 

Catcgory good average poor Total 
lncluded 7% 29% 24% 60% (n=60) 
Exc luded 13% 26% 1% 40% (11=40 
Tota l 20% (n=20) 55% (n=55) 25% (n=25) 100% (n= IOO) 

Source: FIeld Survey 200 I 

In most rural areas, the house roofing materia l can be an indicators of the househo ld' s 

wealth. ' Wea lthy' people construct their houses using corrugated iron; it is costly. ' Poor' 

peoplc use grass because it is cheaply available in the surrounding. But thi s cannot be 
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used as a wealth indicator in a ll conditi ons. When conflict arises between two gro ups in 

rural vi ll ages, burning of houses is often used as a weapo n to punish enemies. If 

households are in volved in such conflicts, they build their houses using mud and 

corrugated iron to reduce the damage. In spite of that, most of the houses in the surveyed 

area were constructed using grass. 

Table 4.9: Roof Materials of the Sampled Households 

Catego ry Corrugated Iron Grass Total 

Included 5% 55% 60% (n=60) 

Excluded 13% 27% 40% (n=40) 

Total 18% (n= 18) 82% (n=82) 100% (n= 1 00) 

Source: FI eld Survey 2001 

Ninety five percen t of the households own land' and five percent do not own land. The 

ho useholds' land size ranges from 0.1 - 2.7 hectares. Some of the househo lds' land is 

n'agmented into fo ur plots. Respondents ranked the quali ty of thei r plots in the foll owing 

manner (Table 4.10). Many of the plots in the three kebeles are fertile and few of the plots 

are infertile. In Gishoghe due to its steep feature of the land arable land is fragmented in 

to l11 any pieces. 

Table 4.1 0: Fertilitv of Plots in the Sampled Kebeles 

Kebele Fertile Moderate In fe rtil e Total 
Gi shoghe: included 28 29 2 79 

exc luded 6 13 
A tJ!w : included 10 7 I 45 

exc luded 18 9 
Mekdesa: included 14 15 69 

excluded 18 14 I 

Source: FI eld survey 2001 

7 They owned the l~ncl: 70% si nce the! 974 land proclamation, 20% s ince the 1992/93 l;lI1d re-distribulion , and 10% 
inherited (field survey 200 I ). 

64 



In Antsok ia, as in many weredas in Ethi opia, households li vestock ho lding is given more 

wcight in measuring wea lth. In the sampled households, ownership of pack-animals 

(donkeys, mules, horse) is less important compared to cattle and producti ve livestock 

(cow, cal f, ox, bull , goat, sheep and chicken). In Table 4. I I, the househo lds li vestock 

ho lding shows there is minimal animal husbandry in the area. 

Table 4. I I Livestock Ownership by Sampled Households 

Livestock Minimum l\1ax i mum Mean Std. dev. 
chicken 0 12 1.24 1.95 
cows 0 3 0.52 072 
calves 0 2 0.33 0.53 
bulls 0 2 0.2 0.43 
oxen 0 4 0.96 0.89 
sheep 0 13 0.61 1.70 
goat 0 6 0.4 1.09 
donkey 0 4 0.4 1.09 
mules 0 I 0.02 .14 
beehives 0 3 0.08 0.39 

Source: FJeld Survey 200 I 

(b) Agricultura l production 

Agri cult ure is the major economic activity of the community, off-farm activities are 

almost neg li gi ble. Subsistence agri cultural act ivities are the 111 0st C0111mon occupat ions of 

the households. Dependency on rain-fed culti vation and a lack of diversifi ed inco111e 

sources have affected household food insecurity. 

Maj or food sources of the househo lds are crop production, anim al products and products 

bough t from local markets. In Gishoghe, where food aid is given regularly, food aid is 

also one of the major sources of food. Crop production stands first as the major source of 

food and source of income. The food insecurity increases when the poor rural dwellers 
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become more dependent on the market for their food. If they are fa rther away from direct 

food cultivation, they suffer more than the rural fanners. The direct producers of food are 

safer than those who have to go to the market to convert resources into actual 

consulll ption. 

The househo ld food ava ilability, since they highly depend on their crop production, 

nuctuates during pre and post harvest seasons. In lean seasons, between June -

Septem ber, they eat a minimum amount of food on average twice a day. In good seasons, 

between November - February, they eal three ti mes a day on average. 

Table 4.12: Household 's Average Number of Meal per day in Good! Bad Seasons 

Average meals per day Gishoghe Atiko Mekdesa 
HH. ~ Tnc lu . exc lu. inclu . exc lu. inc lu. exclu. 

I n good season 3 3 2.7 3 3. 1 3.2 
I n bad season 2 2 1.9 2 2 1.9 

Source: FIeld Survey 200 I 

Application of better agricultural technology can directly improve food security for 

farmers. But in Antsokia, use of modern techno logy and agri cultural inputs are minimal 

due to fina ncial constraint and misconceptions. Some farmers who owned swampy plot 

res is ted to use fertili zer, they commented that the fertili zer wo uld burn their land. Table 

4.13 shows agricultural inputs in the society is not widely appli ed; among the sampled 

100 households, on ly 56 (56%) of the households apply agri cultural inputs. 
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Tabl e: 4.13 Households Applying Agricultural Inputs in the Sampled HHs 

Agricul tural Inpu ts Gishoghe Atiko Mekdesa Total 
Ferti lizer 6% 3% 8% 17% (n- 17) 
Improved seed 2% 5% 2% 9% (n=9) 
Manure 13% 10% 4% 27% (n- 27) 
Pesticides - 1% 2% 3% (11=3) 
Tota l 2 1% (n=2 1) 19% (n= 19) 16% (n= 16) 56% (n=56) 

Source: Field Survey 2001 

(c) Off-farm Income 

Rural tow ns serve as marketing centers fo r thei r hinterl ands. Rura l towns export rural 

products to others and also supply imported products to their hinterlands. Integrated 

market systems could make loca l food markets more robust and reli able. But in Antsokia, 

the local market is not integrated with others. F irst of all the farmers' subsistence 

products were not su fric ient for export purposes. Secondly, the poor road network forced 

the products to rema in within the wereda; the poor roads make marketing too costly. So it 

disco uraged off-farm act ivities. The wereda 's non-agri cul tural activities are perfo rmed 

ma inly in the two ru ra l towns, Majete and Mekoy. Fann ing is the main source of income 

and food for the rural areas, diversified source of income is min imal. On average, 

households with off-fa rm income earn bi rr 22 per month from handicrafts, petty trade, 

da ily labor and remi ttance. Tab le 4.14 shows 63% of the sampled households have off-

fa rm income. Most of the households, w ith off-farm income, are concentrated in 

G ishoghe kebele. 

4.14 Concentration of Households H av in g Off-farm Activities bv Kebeles 

Gishoghe Atiko Mekdesa Total 

28% 18% 17% 63% (n-63) 

Source: Field survey 200 I 
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(d) Causes of Food Insecurity 

In spite of the food assistance, DPPC now acknowledges Antsokia as one of the food 

secure weredas in the Amhara region. During the 1980s fa mine, 15-20 people were dying 

per day in the wereda. WVE, w ith its goal 'enhanci ng households food security', has 

some what improved the wereda food security. However, the environmental degradation 

resulting from previous droughts has still impact on the current crop perfo rmance. 

In general , the wereda faces food shortages due to erratic rainfall. The wereda DPPC 

announced that the 2000 belg harvest was a 100% failure. The fi eld survey also testified 

that the complete stoppage of the belg rain terminated the harvest to almost nil 

product ion. But the current meller harvest (200 I production) is better than the prev ious 

meher harvest (2000). The individual households faced food insecurity because of many 

reaso ns. The respondents ranked the first three main causes of food insecurity to their 

househo lds. Reduction of crop performance and erratic rain fa ll are marked as the major 

causes or households' food insecurity among the sampled households. Table 4. 15 also 

shows that there is an awareness on the negative effects of fami ly size on household food 

security . 

Table 4. I 5: Causes of Household Food In securitv (N=l 00) 

Causes of HH food insecurity Rank I " Rank 2"d Rank 3,d 

reducti on of crop performance 78 % 13% 2% 

reduct ion 0 f income 3% 8% I I % 

absence of food in the market - - 2 % 

increase of cereal price in the market 1 % 3% 14 % 

errati c rain fall 13 % 53 % 19 % 

increase of family size - 4 % 19 % 

Source: FIeld Survey 200 I 
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(d) Causes o f Food Insecuri ty 

In spite of the food assistance, DPPC now acknowledges Antsokia as one of the food 

secure wcredas in the Amhara reg ion. During the 1980s fa mine, 15-20 people were dying 

per day in the wereda. WVE, with its goal 'enhancing households food security', has 

some w hat improved the wereda food securi ty. However, the environmental degradation 

result ing from previous dro ughts has still impact on the current crop performance. 

In genera l, the wereda faces food shortages due to erratic rainfal l. The wereda DPPC 

anno unccd that the 2000 belg harvest was a 100% fa ilure. The fie ld survey also testifi ed 

that the complete stoppage of the belg rain terminated the harvest to al most nil 

product ion. But the current lI1eher harvest (200 I product ion) is better than the previous 

meher harvest (2000). The indi vidual households faced food insecuri ty because of many 

reaso ns. The respondents ranked the first tlu'ee mai n causes of food insecurity to their 

households. Reduction of crop performance and erratic rai n fal l are marked as the major 

causes of households' food insecurity among the sampled ho useho lds. Table 4 .15 also 

shows that there is an awareness on the negative effects of family size on househo ld food 

security. 

Table 4.15: Causes of Household Food Insecnritv (N=l 00) 

Causes of HH food insecu ri ty Rank 1" Rank 2"d Rank 3'd 

reduction of crop performance 78 % 13 % 2 % 
reduction of income 3% 8% 1 I % 

absence of food in the market - - 2 % 
increase of cerea l price in the market 1 % 3% 14 % 

errat ic rain fall 13% 53 % 19% 

inc rease of fa mily size - 4% 19% 

Source: FJeld Survey 2001 
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(e) Coping Mechanism 

The copi ng mechanism of households during the food shock va ri es depending on the 

extent of the food cris is. The cop ing mechanism in the area tell s that there is transito ry 

food insecuri ty. Transitory food insecurity is temporary or cyclical food cri sis that occurs 

for a limited period of time. In such situation , the coping mechani sm cou ld be categorized 

as insuran ce response, i.e. crop and livestock adj ustment, d iet change, fam ine food use, 

grain loans from relat ives/ friends, m igration and small stock sa le. But if there is ch ron ic 

food insecurity, the coping mechanism cou ld be categorized as final response. i.e. 

di sposa l of productive asset, farm land sale and out migration (Thomson & Mete, 1997). 

Chronic food insecurity is a continuously inadequate di et caused by inab ility of 

households to acq uire food. The households' response 111 the survey to the food shock 

does not indicate destitution. Many of the households reduce number of meals per day 

and amollnt o f food per meal as coping mechani sms. The following tabl e shows coping 

mechani sm of the households, each household can have more than one cop ing 

mechan ism. 

Table 4.16 Coping Mechanism of the Sampled Households 

Copin g Mechanism Gishoghe Atiko Mekdesa 
HH. => Inc!. Exc!. Inc!. Exc!. Inc!. Exc!. 

reduce number of mea ls / day 30 10 12 IS IS 14 
reduce amount of food fmeal 30 10 12 IS 14 14 
sale productive livestock 8 4 2 8 5 G 
borrowing money to buy food I 0 4 2 0 2 
migrate to look for work 0 I 2 0 0 0 
migrate to beg for food 2 0 3 0 0 0 
participate in EGSfFFW 0 0 4 0 G 2 
sale assets 0 0 0 0 2 0 
wait for rood aid 2 0 I 0 0 0 
work on da ily labor 0 2 I 0 2 0 
change cropping pattern 0 0 I 2 0 I _. 

Source : held Survey 200 I 
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4.6 Targeting Methods (research question I) 

In relief distribution, the common targeting methods are se lf-targeting, communi ty 

targeting and ad mini stra ti ve targeting. In Antsokia wereda, the targeting used a combined 

adm ini strati ve-commun ity targeting mechanism to select bene fi ciary househo lds. Self­

targeting cou ld not be used because of scarcity o f altern ative employment opportun ities 

compared to the overwhelmi ng number o f people who wanted to participate. Thi s 

combined admini strative-community targeting system is suggested by the targeting 

gu idelines in the Ethiopian context. The combination of the two methods is meant to 

complement each other. For instance, lack of baseline data and lack of admi nistrative 

capac ity to monitor the se lection to be covered by the community targeting. The 

subj ective se lection of the community should also be balanced by the admi nistrati ve 

sta ndardi zed targeting indicators. Community targeting exp loits the personal know ledge 

about the members. But the ri sk is that the commu nity representati ves are elite who do 

not prio riti ze the interest o f the poorest, but instead di vert the benefi ts of the poorest to 

their fa milies and friends. 

In Antsokia, ho useho ld targeting took place in three steps (i) wereda admini strat ion, line 

offices and WVE at wereda level (ii) lIIengislawe buden8 at kebele level and (iii ) 

com munity meeti ng at community level. The admini strati ve targeting was implemented 

at wereda level by a committee composed o f individuals rep resented from vari ous line 

o ffi ces and community: WVE-Area Development Project, wereda Agriculture Office, 

wereda Health Office, wereda of Education Office, kebele and 'mengistawe buden'. The 

)( the lo\\~ sl local administration in rural areas 
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administrative targeting made crucial decisions on quota, selection factors, threshold, and 

on the form of relief. The number of beneficiari es in each kebele was determined by the 

ex tent of its crop failure. The community targeting involved community representatives, 

_kebele and mengistawe buden_ and the community as a who le. The community's 

representati ves did the actual targeting, decided which househo lds should receive and 

whi ch should be excluded from food aid. The targeting system followed the same 

procedure for all forms of reli ef. 

The number of beneficiaries vari ed from kebele to kebele, likewise, from village to 

village, depending on their crop performances . Each mengistawe buden in the kebele, 

wh ich admini sters 50 households, li sted down their vulnerable members with respect to 

the pre-set quota and presented the list to their kebeles . The thirteen kebeles' 

representati ves, then, submitted the lists to the wereda commi ttee for approval. The 

eli g ibil ity of households on the li st were not taken ent irely on the trust of kebele 

representati ves and mengi stawe buden. The wereda targeting committee called the 

community to discuss the li st. The li sts were implemented with mmor 

co rrect ions(explained in section 5.2) . 

4.7 Selection Factors (research quest ion 2) 

The wereda administrative committee decided that the eligibility indicator would be asset 

ownershi p. The administrative targeting instructs the 2nd level targeting officials 

(commun ity representati ves) to register all households in 'form number 08'. These forms 

requested the size of househo ld , members by sex, and head of household by age and sex . 

Us ing their best knowledge about members of the community, the admini strative 
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targeting instructed community representatives to classify the community into: 

- I st group: most need y households, without ox or livestock and without land 

- 2nd group: vulnerable households, with one ox, sheep or goat with small land 

- 3rd group: non-vu lnerable households with adequate asset ownership 

The kebe le representati ves and the mengistawe buden categorized the reg istered 

households into tlu-ee groups. In princip le, the administrative targeting committee 

accepted group I and parti all y group 2 based on the resource ava i lab le to be targeted. In 

the 2nd level ta rgeting stage the mengistawe buden, that operated directly under the 

kebele o ffi ce in the relief operation of the wereda did the major and actual beneficiary 

se lect ion. They used in many of the kebeles li vestock ownership as a selection factor and 

in rare cases (when the wereda received more resources) household size to di stingui sh 

e li gi ble househo lds. Househo lds with no oxen or one ox and househo lds w ith a large 

famil y size were assumed to be vulnerable. Benefi ciary househo lds for GFFD were 

selected by area targeti ng, not on an indiv idual household case. All beneficiary 

househo lds in the two highland kebeles received aid in the fo rm of GFFD. In the 

lowlands and the middle lands aid benefic iary households received the aid either in the 

fo rm of" EGS or GR. Once the beneficiary households were selected using the local 

selecti on factor in EGS kebeles, then it was decided wh ich househo lds to get the aid in 

return to labor and which households to get freely. The GR beneficiaries were households 

headed by unab le-bodi ed persons. The GR beneficiaries were mainly aged headed and 

female headed households. 
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In the sampled three kebeles, aid was di stributed in the form of EGS, GR and GFFD. In 

Mekdesa and Atiko benefi ciaries received aid in the form of EGS and GR, in G ishoghe 

benefic iaries received aid in the fo rm of GFFD. In these three kebeles, the mengistawe 

budens used ox ownership as the vulnerability indicator. In the I" group they inc luded 

households with no ox, in the 2"· g roup included households with one ox and in the 3'· 

gro up included househo lds with two or more oxen. 

The mai n issue here is whether oxen ownership can be an appropriate indicator. Targeting 

is not cost less but targeting using only oxen ownership makes it less costly. Oxen 

ownership is an observab le indicator that can be easi ly and qui ckly measured. However, a 

si ng le indicator, parti cul arl y oxen hold ing is an inefficient selecti on cri terion . It cannot 

measure ho useho lds' food security d irectly or ind irectly, though it can be used as a proxy 

indicato r along with other variables. The use of oxen ownership can 'drop-out' food 

vulnerable people or ' leak- in ' non-vulnerable peop le. Households with no ox can own 

other productive livestock, have off-farm income, own fertil e land , produce crops, have 

labor and so on. On the other hand, households can own more oxen (to be e li g ible) but 

loose a ll o r many of the above assets . Such practice encourages ox-ho ld ing households to 

se ll their oxen which then increases vulnerab ility to future insecuri ty. 

4.8 I mpacts of the 2000 Food Aid 

Food a id is g iven to enhance household food security either through direct intervention or 

indirect intervention. It can be evaluated from its contribution to avoid starvation , 

improve nutritional intake, protect assets, improve physical access to food and stabi li ze 

market s. Eva luation of impact of food aid on Antsokia is not the aim of the study, 
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nevertheless, the rapid assessment shows that it had negli gible effects on local production 

and local market prices. 

Usage and ration of reli ef show variation among the sampled kebeles. Gishoghe kebele 

rece ived 63.6% of the total ratio n free ly, Atiko received 23.3% and Mekdesa rece ived 

13. 1 % of the tota l reli ef ration through wo rk schemes. Aid recip ient households in 

Gi shoghe received aid for at least six consecuti ve months. According to the respondents, 

food a id had fi li ed thei r food need to a great extent; they were all grateful about the relief 

assista nce. Food aid in thi s kebele had a great impact on the households' food 

avai labil ity. In Atiko and Mekdesa, the househo lds received aid on average for fi ve 

consecutive months. These two kebeles' sampled households received 36.4% of the total 

sampled househo lds' reli ef. The impact of food aid on the households ' food avai lab ility 

\Vas minimal compared to the Gishoghe' s. Though the respondents complained about the 

insignificance of relief on their food requirement, they were happy about the assets 

created thro ugh the EGS program . The work of EGS was perfectl y timed and they 

believed that the assets wou ld enhance their agricultural acti vities. 

According to the respondents of the tlu·ee kebeles, they used food aid ration only for 

consumption purpose. If food aid is transferred to households with effecti ve demand , then 

there would be no loca l market di storti on and production di sincenti ves. The crop 

product ion between 2000 melle,. (before the aid was di stributed) and 200 1 meller (after 

aid was di stri buted) shows a great vari ati on. The loca l production improved in 200 1 

whi ch means the disincenti ve impact of food aid on domestic prod ucti on was negli gible. 
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The following table shows the compari son total crop production 111 the two years, I. e. 

so rghum, mai ze, teff, barely and lentils. 

Table 4: 17 Total Crop production in the Sampled Kebeles 

Crop Gishoghe Atiko Mekdesa 
production 

inc luded exc luded included excluded included excluded 

2000 ' meher' 260 k.g. 320 k.g. 333.6 leg 536.7 k.g. 580 k.g. 633.3 k. g. 
200 I ' meher ' 340 k.g. 362.5 k.g. 3 16.7 leg. 783.3 k.g. 490 k.g. 727.13 k.g 

Source: Fie ld Survey 2001 

The week ly market survey conducted by WVE-ADP on average market prices on major 

crops and li vestock in 1999 and in 2000. The result shows that food aid (in 2000) had 

i Il s igni lieant impact on the local prices. The flu ctuation of prices in the sampled months 

in 1999 and 2000 had to do with the agricultural production rather than w ith the 

avai lability of food aid. Normally after September, crop availability increases in the 

market because fanners release their meller products in to the market. The priee trend 

decreased in both 1999 and 2000 during post harvest seasons. Increase in livestock price 

indicates a better food ava il ab ility in the market. The farmers demand the li vestock for 

fannin g act ivit ies. An increase in li vestock prices indicates better food availability in the 

market. In the slack period of culti vation (September - October) the price of li vestock 

s li ghtl y dec lined, which again and reversed in Nov. The increase in the li vestock price 

indicated that the food situation improved in the area. During the post harvest seasons the 

crop price decreased. In pre-harvest seasons, farmers sold more animals and less crop. 

Thi s is a factor which al so increased crop prices and affected the price of li vestock 

negati ve ly (WVE-ADP 2000). 
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CHAPTER FIVE: 

FINDINGS ON THE TARGETING EFFICIENCY 

The wereda council chairman considers mi sguided se lection criteri a as the major 

constraint to the wereda targeting efficiency. The criteria used to categori ze househo lds 

va ri ed from village to village and from Icebele to kebele. The beneficiary househo lds were 

not equal in terms of vulnerab ility status, eli gible households in one area could not be 

elig ible in other areas. 

According to the wereda ORDA representative, the wereda major targeting efficiency 

const raint is resource discrepancy. In 2000 relief distribution, in the first place the 

resource a llocated to wereda was not suffi cient. Secondly, even the approved amount of 

and duration of assistance was not implemented. The amount of resources drawn from the 

Kombolcha warehouse fluctuated from month to month; in addition, there was a de lay of 

resources allocation. The wereda did not get its September reli ef ration at all (wereda 

ORDA office). The unpred ictability of resource allocation directly affected the targeting 

systems. 

Thc household respondents had different perceptions on the efficiency of relief target ing. 

Some respondents could not even see the necessity of targeting at all. They argued that 

errati c ra in fa ll has affected a ll households' crop production equally. Relief should be 

given in blanket distribution form without discrimination. Others acknowledged the 

usefulness of targeting, but their concern was on appropriate practices of the targeting. 

I-leads of included househo lds were inclined to favor the targeting practi ces, of course 

with some exceptions. On the contra ry, heads of excluded households' complained that 
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CHAPTER FIVE: 

FINDINGS ON THE TARGETING EFFICIENCY 

The wereda council chairman considers misguided selection criteria as the major 

constraint to the wereda targeting efficiency. The cri teria used to catego ri ze households 

varied from village to vi llage and from kebele to kebele. The beneficiary households were 

not equa l in terms of vulnerability status, eligib le househo lds in one area cou ld not be 

e li g ible in other areas. 

According to the wereda ORDA representative, the we red a major targeting efficiency 

constrai nt is resource discrepancy. In 2000 relief distribution, in the first place the 

resource allocated to wereda was not sufficient. Secondly, even the approved amount of 

and duration of assistance was not implemented. The amount of resources drawn £i-om the 

Kombo lcha warehouse fluctuated £i-om month to month; in addition, there was a delay of 

reso urces allocat ion. The wereda did not get its September relief ration at al l (wereda 

ORDA office). The unpredictability of resource allocation diJ-ectly aff~cted the targeting 

systems. 

The household respondents had di fferent perceptions on the efficiency of relief targeting. 

Some respondents could not even see the necessity of targeting at al l. They 1)rgued that 

elTati c rainfa ll has affected all households' crop production equall y. Relief should be 

given in blanket di stribution form without di scrimination. Others acknowledged the 

use ful ness of targeting, but their concern was on appropriate practices of the targeting. 

Heads of inc luded households were inclined to favor the targeting practices, of course 

with some excepti ons. On the contrary, heads o f exc luded households ' complained that 
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the targeting was not fair due to nepotism and favoritism. Sti ll both gro ups agree that the 

Ill os t vulnerab le households had been targeted. But the controversy was on the ' leakage' 

that better off households were included in the assistance. Only 5% of the respondents 

understood the se lection factor was oxen ownership. The included/excluded households 

have thei r own perception why their households were de fined as eligibleline li gible for 

food aid: 39% thought the selection factor was aggregate indicators, 24% thought it was a 

crop production, 17% just di scrimination, 6% fa mil y size, 3% land ownership, 3% 

di sabil iti es and 3% did not know what the selection factor was. 

Among the previous ta rgeting practices (explained in chap. 3) some are still the 

characteristics of the Antsokia wereda targeting practices. The study has found that some 

of the prev ious weaknesses are by no means hi story. The Grain Market Research of 1998 

shows that there were misguided selection criteria in many drought affected areas; the 

targeti ng favored fema le headed households (FHHHs) and aged headed households 

(A HHJ-I s). 

In Antsokia wereda, many of the households are ma le headed; in the same way many of 

the samp led households appeared to be male headed . Among the sampled 100 

households, 88 (88%) of them were male headed and 12 (12%) of the househo lds were 

female headed. There was no specia l cri teri on in targeti ng to fema le headed households, 

however, the effects show they were favored. Out of the 12 FHHHs, 10 of the households 

were targeted; while out o f the 88 ofMH HHs 50 were targeted (Tab le 5. 1). 
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Tabl e 5. I Association of Sex ofHHH s with Aid Distri bution 

Households Female 1-II-lHs Male HHHs total 
Included 10 % 50% 60 % (n-60) 
Exc luded 2% 38 % 40 % (n- 40) 

Total 12 % (n- 12) 88 % (0- 88) 100 % (n= IOO) 
SOlllce. FIeld slll vey 200 1 

Aged headed househo lds (AHHHs), as female headed households, was not used as a 

screening crit erion , however, the effects show that they were fa vo red. The young and the 

old age group are d isproportionately represented in the targeting. Out of the 18% of the 

youngest age group 13% o f them were included and also out of the I I % of the oldest age 

group 9% were included (Table 5.2 ). AHHHs and FHHH s have two common features ; 

firstly, th e targeti ng criteria did not favored them but the effect shows they were 

di sproporti onatel y inc luded; secondly the gratuitous reli ef given enti rely for female 

headed and aged headed househo lds. 

Table 5.2 Association of Age of HHHs with Aid Distribution 

Household Age of Head of Households total 
21 - 35 36 - 50 51 - 65 66 - 88 

Inc luded 13% 19 % 19 % 9 % 60 % (n=60) 

Exc luded 5 % 14 % 19 % 2% 40 % (n- 40) 

to tal 18 % (n- 18) 33 % (n=33) 38 % (n=38) 11 %(n=l l) I OO%(n= 1 00) 

Source: FIeld survey 200 I 

The grain mark et research also found that the national targeting system has establi shed a 

pattern ; prev ious years aid recipients tended to be also beneficiaries in the fo llowing 

years (C lay et ai, 1997). Table 5.3 shows that the number o f benefic iaries increased over 

the past fi ve yea rs; and al so previous years aid recipient are 1110st likely to be targeted in 

the fo ll owing years. In Gi shoghe where aid was given in the form o f GFFD, the targeting 

has fo Jl owed the prev ious years targeting trends. For instance, out of the 29 bene fi ciary 
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households in 1999 relief, 24 ofthe same households have been recipient since 1995. But 

in Mekdesa and Atiko, where aid was given in the form of EGS, has not estab li shed a 

trend. Because in these kebeles, aid was not given in regular form during the past years. 

Table 5:3 Previous Years Food Aid Distribution 

Yea r G ishog he Atiko M ckdesa 
Incl. Excl. Incl. Exc l. Incl. Excl. 

1-1 1-1 => 
1995 24 - 3 - 0 -

1996 28 - 3 - 0 -

1997 29 - 4 - 2 -
1998 29 - 10 - 6 -

1999 29 - 14 5 10 4 

Source: Field survey 200 I 

Literature al so shows that work schemes targeting was affected by household distance 

from ma in road. There was a concentration of work scheme targeting on prox imity of 

househo lds to the ex isting road network (GTZ, 1993, & SCF(UK.), 1993) . Also in 

An tsok ia , the EGS program was road biased. Gishoghe kebel e is inaccessibl e to the 

wereda town where the government line offices, including Bureau of Agriculture, NGO 

and the wereda DPPC are located. There have been no work schemes in the kebele, 

bene fi c iaries were ass isted through free d istri bution. 

The 1997 Kay Sharp (1997) study shows that households near to the kebele offices were 

more privileged fo r targeting than househo lds at more d istant. But this study on Antsok ia 

we reda shows that inc lusion or exc lusion of ho useho lds had nothing to do with the 

distance either from the main road , kebele office or di str ibut ion sites. Head of households 

traveled from 5 minutes up to four hours to get the aid. Table 5.4 shows distance of 

households' location from the main road, kebe le offices and the di stribution si tes. 
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Table 5:4 Households Location Vs Households Inclusion/Exclusion 

Household Average Distance 
Category Main road Kebele office Distribution site 
I neluded HHs 0.23 hour 1.50 hours 1.40 hour 
Excludedl-lI-Ts 0. 20 hour 1.30 hour 1.50 hour 

Source: Fi e ld Survey 2001 

5.1 Empirical Results of the Targeting Efficiency (research question 3) 

Ta rgeting effi ciency cannot be judged from a perfectionist view. "Perfect targeting is an 

impossible ideal" (Devereux, 2000: I). Nevertheless, the targeti ng errors shou ld be 

1'CCluced to an acceptable leve l. The research from sUbjective judgment, accepts 10% 

error, 5% inclusion and 5% exclusion error. The two pair of errors measured in this study 

are benefi t incidence (error of inclusion and error of exclusion) and benefit level (error of 

under supply and error of over supply). 

5.1.1 Accuracy of the ' Benefit Incidence' 

The targeting accuracy of benefi t incidence was evaluated against two factors: using the 

wereda 's se lection factor and using the researcher's se lection factor. The former was 

eval uated to estimate to what extent the wereda followed its own selection criteria. The 

wereda used oxen ownership and in rare cases family size as selection factors. The latter 

eva luat ion was conducted to estimate how the actual benefi ciaries deviated from the 

' ideal ' benefi c iaries set by the researcher. The researcher se lected economic vulnerability 

indicator as a better cri terion to target el igible people. 
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(A) Evaluation Based on the Loca l Selection Factor 

H ouseho ld's oxen ownersh ip was used in the sampled kebeles to select eligi ble 

benefic iari es. The common problem of community targeting is setting a threshold for the 

se lection facto r. The same prob lem occurred in Antsokia . Eligibility of househo lds with 

one ox is condi tional ; ' eligible' if the wereda gets adequate food resources, and 

' ineligible ' if there is a food aid constraint in the wereda. Therefore, eli gible househo lds 

in one month may not be eli gible in the next 1110nth. The first evaluation, using the local 

criterion, demonstrated that there was a minor inclusion and exc lusion error. Househo lds 

with no ox were defined as 'eli gibl e' for food aid. But 6% of the 'eligible ' households did 

not get aid. Households with two or more oxen were defi ned as 'non-e li gible' for food 

a id. But 8% of the ' non-eligible' households received food aid. Households with one ox 

holding cou ld not be rightfully defined as ' eligible ' or ' ineligible ' . A total of38% of the 

sampled households own one ox. However, 23% of them were included and l 5% of them 

were excluded (Table 5.5). A total of 14% (6% exclusion and 8% inclusion) errors 

occurred in the community targeting; thi s leve l of errors cannot be acceptable. 

Table 5 :5 Oxen Ownership of the Sampled Households 

HHs oxen ownersh ip Included Excluded Total 

a 29% 6% 35% 
I 23% 15% 38% 

2 8% 17% 25% 

4 - 2% 2% 

Source : Field Survey 200 1 

(8). Evaluation based on the Economic Selection Factor 

The second eva luati6n was conducted using economic vulnerabili ty indicators. 

Dependency ratio , 1999 crop production, oxen ownership, land size, productive livestock 
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ownership, and orr-farm income were used wi th equal weight as indicating vari ab les. 

Tropical Livestock Unit' was used to calculate catt le and productive li vestock ownership 

(UNECA/FAO, 1995). In the southern part of Ethiopia where the agri cul tural system is 

ve ry labor-intensive, households wi th smaller number of fam il y members seem to be 

Illore vulnerable and less advantageous to take other income-generating opportuniti es. 

But in An tsokia the agri cu ltural system and lack of off-farm activities make households 

with large fami ly size more vulnerable. Family size and dependency ratio of the sampled 

ho useholds has 1= 0.969, which means there is a strong association . Thus, instead of using 

both variables, dependency ratio is used in the economic anal ys is. Each indicator 

converted into a standard scale, the 'Z-score' : 

Z score = observation ' a ' - average for all observation 

standard deviation for all observation 

Table 5:6 Economic Status of the Sampled Households 

Variables mean std. dev iation 

producti ve li vestock (in TLU) 0.22 0.29 
Oxen 0.96 0.88 

land size in hectare 0.90 0.80 

1999 crop prod uction in k.g 421.8416 254.94 

family size 5.85 230 

dependency ratio 1.11 0.99 
off-farm income in birr 2 1. 54 26.70 

Source: FIe ld Survey 2001 

I) Olle TL U = 250 li ve weighl , therefore 1 camel = I T LU, 1 horse = 0,8 TLU, 1 Catt le = 0.7 TL U, 1 mule = 0. 7 TL U, 1 
ass = 0.5 TL U and 1 sheep/goul = 0. 1 TLU. 
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According to wereda ORDA representative, on average 19,242 beneficiari es received aid 

per Illonth; benefic iaries were selected frolll the 13 rural kebeles. There are esti lllated 

80000 peo ple in these kebeles, and 19,242 beneficiaries Ill eans about 1/4 of the total 

population was ass isted during 2000 reli ef aid. On that acco unt, the aggregated econoill ic 

indica tor variab les were used to catego ri ze households into four in descending order of 

eco nomic vulnerabili ty; ' most vulnerable', 'vulnerable ', ' less-vulnerable' and ' food 

secure' households. The assumption is that the assisted population ( 1/4 of the total 

popul at ion) should fall to the ' most-vulnerable' group. 

Tablc 5.7 shows that each vulnerable group is represented in the targeting, the households 

were se lected from all 'wealth ' groups. But the number of included househo lds reduced 

in each category as the level of food security increase. In a similar way, the number of 

exc luded households increased as the level of food security improve. Depending on the 

avai lability of resource the eli gible group can be stretched from ' most vulnerable' up to 

the 'vulnerable' group. At the fi rst 25% of economic status contains 17.5% of the targeted 

ho useholds; the second 25% contai ns 16.5% of the targeted househo lds. 

Table 5:7 Targeting Concentration by Level ofVnlnerability 

Vu lnerab i lity Z-score Included Excluded total % 
most vul nerable -6.32 - -1 .53 17.5% 7.5% 25% 
vulnerable - 1.50 - 0.42 16.25% 8.75% 25% 
less vulnerable 0.46 - 1.92 11 .25% 13.75% 25% 
food secure 1.94 - 8.9 1 5% 20% 25% 
tota l 50% 50% 100% 

Source: FI eld Survey 200 I 
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The shaded figures show the households which should be included and should be 

exc luded in the assumption that most vulnerable and the vu lnerab le are 'e li g ible' for food 

aid. Among the included 50% of the househo ld, the first two groups 33 .75% (17.5% + 

16.25%) are accurate ly targeted; and among the excluded 50% of the households, the last 

two groups 33.75 ( 13.75 + 20%) are accurately exc luded . The remaini ng 32.5% are erro r 

of inclusion and error of exclusion, wh ich means the level of errors is unacceptable. 

A compari son is made between the local selection factor and economic vul nerab ility 

factors. Table 5.8 shows the deviation of eligib le households in the ox-hold ing criterion 

from the eligi ble households in the economic vulnerability criteria. As the number of 

ho usehold oxen ownership increase, the average z-score increases. However, individual 

cases have different z-score. For example, 35% of the households do not own ox and 

these households ' z-score range from -6.3 1694 (most vul nerab le) to 4.77127 (food 

secure). Ox ownership could not estimate household's food vulnerabi li ty; the ' drop-out ' 

of food vulnerable peop le and the ' leak-in' of non-vulnerab le people can be clearly seen 

in Tab le 5.8. Use of multi -indicators or aggregate vari ab les maximize the accuracy in 

measuring food security. 

Tab le 5.8 Ox Criterion Vs Economic Vulnerabilitv Criteria 

Ox HI-Is ox Minimum Minimum Average z-score Econ. 
O\vnershi ownership in % Z-score Z-score Vulnerability 

p 
0 35% -6.3 1694 4.77 127 -1.49398 (Vu lnerable) 
I 38%, -4.5528 4.57222 -0.33087 (Vulnerable) 
2 25% 1.3737 8.91078 2.165077 (food secure) 
4 2% 6.43575 9.16019 4.580095 (food secure) 
Source: Field Survey 200 I 
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5. 1.2 Accuracy of the 'Benefit Levels' 

In princip le, the wereda DPPC app roved 12.5 k.g. o f cerea l per indi vidual to be 

d ist ributed per mo nth to beneficia ry ho useho lds lip to a fam il y size of fi ve. But due to 

di sc repancy between resources avail ab le and number of beneficiar ies, the ration was not 

kept. The re li ef ration has no association wi th family size (r = 0.2) nor with oxen 

ownership (r = 0. 1). T he re li ef ration , as stated in the guidelines, ai ms to provide more 

than or cqual to 2, 100 kcl combined with the househo ld 's own food availab ility. The 

major source o f food in the area is crop producti on, though the re lief ration did not lise 

crop production to compliment househo ld 's food availability. Figure 5 .1 shows an 

associat ion between crop production and relief ration di stributed to the sampled 60 

inc luded households. The fi gure shows a pattern ; as the level o f household crop 

production increases the household re li ef ration decreases. However, scientifi ca lly the 

two va ri ab les ha ve weak association (r = -0.3). 

Fi g. 5 I Relief Ration Vs Crop Production in the Sampled Included Households 
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Included I-buseholds o 2000 relief ralion 

• 1999 crop produclial 

Source: Filed Survey 200 I 

The fi e ld survey indicated that the wereda re lief ration was not applied accordi ng to 

di stribu ti on principles. First of a ll , not all households rece ived th e ration for the eight 

conseclltive months . Some households received on ly for one month, and o thers received 
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fo r up to eigh t mon ths. The rati on per month also varied from month to month. The 

fluctuati on was more significant in the kebel es where aid was given in the form of EGS 

than in th e kebe le where aid was g iven in the form of GFFD. The rat ion eva luation was 

made by comparing the total actual ration given to the househo ld wi th the ' ideal' ration. 

' Idea l' ration calcu lated using the approved monthl y rat ion 12.5 leg. per individual 

(famil y size of 5) multipli ed by 8 months. Eight-month is the approved peri od of 

assistance by DPPC. Therefore, the ideal ration was manipu lated by num ber of fam ily 

s ize (max imum 5) x 12.5 k.g x 8 month. The results are presented in table 5. 10. Over 

suppl y refers to an y over-suppl y of relief to the household throughout the eight months, 

under supp ly refers to any under suppl y and appropriate refer to exact ration g iven to the 

household based on 12.5 leg per month to every household for e ight consecuti ve months. 

Table 5. 10 shows that there were errors (91.3%); under supp ly error (88%) and over 

supply erro r (3.3%) in the sampled kebeles. 

Table 5:9 Relief Ration in the Sampled Kebeles 

Kebe les Over S uppl y Appropriate suppl y Under supply total 

G ishoghe (GFFD) 3.3% 6.7% 40% 50% 

Atiko (EGS) - 2% 23% 25% 

M ekdesa (EGS) - - 25% 25% 

Iota I 3.30/0 8.7% 88% 100% 

Source: Field Survey 200 I 

As ex plained ea rli er, targeting efficiency ca lmot be j ud ged fro m a perfectioni st view; 

rather the errors should be reduced to an acceptable level. Both pair of errors, 

inclusion/exc lusion and over/under supply targeting erro r is witnessed in Antsikia 

househo ld relief targeti ng. T he findi ngs show that there was 32.5% error 0 f incidence and 

9 1.3% e rror of benefit. 
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5.2 Factors Affected the Targeting Efficiency (research question 4) 

The empi rica l result s show that targeting was inefficient in Antsokia wereda. It makes the 

hypothcs is, household lcugelillg practices are 1101 efficient ill Alltsokia due to the failure 

10 exclude Ihe 1I01l -eligible beneficiaries at the expense of eligible non-belleficiaries. a 

true statemen t. The hypothes is states the targeting is not efficient; the coml11unity failed 

to include the most vulnerab le and exc lude the less vulnerabl e. The study found that the 

erro r is not only inclusion or exc lusion . After screening 'eligible ' househo lds, there was 

serious error of undersupply in di stributing relief rat ion to the 'eligib le' ho useholds. The 

errors have occurred in all the kebeles where aid was given in the form of GFFD and in 

the form EGS. Various factors have influenced targeting; these factors affected the 

targeting effi c iency on incidence level and bene fi t level. 

Types of Intervention 

Onc of' food aid decisions is choice of food aid intervention: relief, project food aid or 

progl'am food aid . In most fami ne prone areas including Antsokia, food aid was 

channeled du ring the 2000 drought in the fo rm of reli ef. Reli e f has tlu'ee cOl11 mon fo rms 

of intervention; employment generation schemes (EGS) , gratuitous re lief (GR) and 

general free food di stribution (GFFD), explained in section 2.2. In the study area, relief 

di str ibuted through the three eOlll lllon fo rill s of relief. The shift fro l11 relief to 

development encourages use of food resou rces for Illore prod uctive purpose. Decision 

whether to di stribute the relief through labor intensive work or freely genera ll y depends 

on situat ion o f the ta rget area and condi ti on of the beneficiari es. The NPDPM states that 

"wherever poss ibl e all able-bodied persons should recei ve relief food assistance only 

thro ugh participation in EGS" (DPPC, 2000b:25). 
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The disable-bod ied persons should be assisted without a work requirement (GR). In 

spec ial cases (ex plained in section 3.3), if reli e f cannot be channeled through EGS, then 

GFFD can be imp lemented with spec ia l authorization. 

In Antsokia, a ll food aid 'eligib le' households in the hi ghlands received re li e f without 

any wo rk requirement. The WDPPC authorized the highland kebeles to receive relief 

th rough G FFD . The Gishoghe kebe le did not quali fy the preconditio ns for GFFD. 

Accord ing to the kebele respondents 77% of them who were ab le to work at the time o f 

the 2000 re lie f, received the ass istance freely. Only 23% of the respondents claim that 

they were unable to work if they would had been requested . GF FD is implemented if: 

- she lf proj ects are not ready for EGS (b ut Agricul tu re Office had the EGS shelf p roj ects) 

- most beneficiaries are too weak to parti cipate in EGS (but 77% were ab le to participate) 

- affected by sudden onset disaster (but ex perts predicted the disaster) 

Hi story shows that in Gishoghe kebele, relief has been distributed fo r yea rs in the fo rm of 

GFFD; on the other hand , in Atiko and M ekdesa have been di stri buted in the fo rm of 

work schemes. Because Gishoghe is inaccess ible to the wereda center or other rural 

kebe les, its location has discouraged the use of food resources for developmental purpose. 

The bias against road- inaccessible areas prevented it from owning assets created through 

EGS projects . The EGS activities which are designed to ha lt root causes o f food 

insecurit y have improved the agri cultural perfo rmance of Atiko and M ekdesa. These two 

kebeles have better crop perforl1l ance than Gishoghe. Other indicators sho w that the three 

kebeles have simi lar socio-economic status (Table 5. 10). Nevertheless, Gishoghe kebele 

has received specia l treatment than At iko and Mekdesa. 
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In the II kebeles of the study wereda, relief was given in return to EGS work. Not a ll the 

relief bcnefic iaries in these kebeles participated in the wo rk . Some of the beneficiaries 

received relief without work (GR). Gratuitous relief was distributed to vulnerabl e 

households but who were unable to participate in the EGS program. In general, the 

' unable ' should refer to (i) the disable-bodied (pregnant, ch ildren, the firm , the elderly) 

and (i i) labor poor households. The gratuitous relief benefic iaries in the study area 

refereed only to the firs t group. It did not include labor poor households who could not 

spare time on EGS acti vi ti es. The reason was that EGS acti vities had minimal labor 

requi rell1ent in Antsokia, it dell1anded a si ng le individual frol11 each participating 

household. On top of that, the duties were schedul ed onl y for eight days per month. The 

major weakncss on the GR targeting was eligibility determined by inability of heads of 

households. It did not consider abi lities of househo ld members to participate in the EGS. 

Settin g Ouota 

Beneficiaries are se lected based on pre-set quota. The ad mini strat ive targeting committee, 

w hich is cO ll1posed of different parties including the community representatives, 

determ ine the extent of assistance to the kebeles. The kebele along with the mengistawe 

buden figu re out effects of the disaster in each vill age. On thi s ground, the number of 

benefic iaries in each vill age and kebele are pre-determined. But the bene fi c iaries should 

not be determined on pre-set quota. It can encourage the mengistawe buden to den y the 

vulnerab le peop le o r to incl ude the less-vulnerable people in o rder to meet the fixed 

quota. 
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Politi cs 

The use of food aid to reward ' friend s' and to punish 'enemies' international ly is also 

practi ced at the local leve l. Instruction was forwarded from the wereda to favor 

househo lds who sent their children to the Ethio-Eritera war. They were rewarded food aid 

for th ei r national contributions. Some of the respondents agreed with such benefit though 

some di sagreed. The relief aid was also used to punish the prev ious government 's party 

members, cal led ' bureaucrats ' by the community. They lost part of the ir land which was 

redi stributed to other land cla imants. The ' bureaucrats ' are exc luded from any benefits 

inc luding food aid in the community. 

Com munity Targetin g 

There is a mis-use of power particularly In the cO ll1munity targeting. The community 

representati ves -mengistawe buden- were highly critic ized of nepoti sm III Antsokia. 

Thei r re lati ves and themselves were included in the 2000 relief target group. The 

targeting system at its third stage involves the communi ty to comment on the screening. 

But the community often did not impose their view in order to sustain the social 

cohesio n. The success of community targeting depends on custom of the society to 

express themselves full y. However, to keep the soc ial re lation the communi ty decided to 

be vo ice less. Thei r inclusive knowledge about the members of community would have 

been used to minimize the error of inclusion and error o f exclusion. Thus, the community 

targeting could not play a complimentary role in the combined ad ministrative-community 

targeting practi ces, its ro le was insuffi cient ly performed. 
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Select ion Faclor 

Technica l problems arose in defining the target group. In sp ite of the adm in istrative 

targeting decision to use asset ownership, the selection used a single criterion in most 

vill ages. The wereda heard many complaints about the screening. There were severa l 

occas ions where they had to go to the vi ll age level to oversee the complaints. The wereda 

council faced a major problem in so lvi ng the va ri ation of 'eligibility' and 'ineli g ibility ' 

from area to area. Though not captured in the sampled kebeles, according to wereda 

officia ls, some kebeles used vague indicator without explicit cri teri a to di chotomize 

between e ligible and ineligible households. Most of the l11 engistawe buden used oxen 

ownership as a se lection criterion but it is a misguided criterion. The use of mul ti-variable 

indi cators instead of a s ingle indicator wo uld minimi ze errors in estimating food 

insecurity. The oxen ownership criteri on can be eas ily used by community targeting. 

However multi-variable indicators is more complex, it requires base line data and experts 

to interpret the data. 

Relief Ration 

The number of beneficiaries from the begi nning sparked conflicts between wereda and 

fede ral DPPC because there was a huge di fFerence between the need assessment expert' s 

request and the DPPC decision. The wereda resource discrepancy can partially be traced 

back to the national leve l resource di screpancy. The federa l DPPC received 70% of its 

2000 relief pledges (tab le 3.1). A total of 30% red uction at a national level refl ected on 

60% reduction at the wereda level. The wereda pledged aid for 30896 beneficiaries, 

however, fedcral DPPC approved on ly 12,000 beneficiaries to be assisted for eight 

consecutive months. Such trend of disparity between pledge and delivery requires 
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attention and action of government, donors, and NGOs. 

The we reda received its food resources from Kombolcha, one of DPPC's central 

wa rehouses. However, the now of resource was unpredictable in terms of time and 

amou nt. There was delay of resources and the amount transported to the wereda varied in 

each month. The flu ctuation d irectly affected the targeting practi ces. The threshold on the 

se lection facto rs ti ghtened or loosened depending on resource availability. Households 

holding one ox became 'eligib le' when the wereda received relatively adequate resources 

in the wereda and ' ineli gible' when there was scarci ty. The di screpancy of resources also 

arfected househo ld ration. Each targeted household was intended to receive ration of 12.5 

leg of cereal per mo nth per individual (family size above 5 are not included). But the 

practice was fa r from the intended monthly ration. A sack of cereal which ho lds 50 k.g. 

was g iven to one household in adequate time, but when scarc ity occurred, it would be 

shared among four ' e li gible' househo lds. This means, beneficiaries received rrom 12.5 

leg. up to 50 k.g relief per month per household in spite of the fami ly s ize. The picture 

shows househo lds sharing their portion from a sack of wheat in front of the di stribution 

sit e. 

,'"' ..... -,. 

Included households sharing their portion from a sack of wheat. 
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Wa rehouse 

One of the major problems of the relief di stribution was inadequacy o f storage. The 

ex istence of WVE warehouse in Antsokia, imposed the wereda to store the neighboring 

lVe reda 's stock too. The WVE warehouse can hold onl y 2000 quintals, so the wereda 

rented 'spacious' pri vate houses for additional storage. Unfortunate ly, the poor quality of 

the houses endangered the relief to rats and termites. The storage problem then forced the 

wereda DPPC to di sseminate resources promptly without spending time on screening. 
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CHAPTER SIX: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

6.1 Summary and Conclusion 

Food aid is one of the coping strategies of food insecurity. The stud y has no di spute on 

the necess ity of food aid in famine prone areas , though it encourages a replacement by 

other cop ing strategies. The nation should strive towards achieving self-suffi ciency 

through buoyant growth and development on the agri cultural sector. Food aid has been 

al ways in the domestic food supply since late 1970s, but the correlation between 

do mesti c food production and food aid import has weak association ; the weak correlation 

is also noticed in household level. Experiences show that there is a need to re-consider the 

ro le of food aid in the domestic food supply. Pragmatically, there should be a negati ve 

strong correlation between food production and food aid supply. 

The stud y focused on the appropriate use of food aid. One of the approaches to maximize 

the impact of aid is efficient targeti ng. Targeti ng serves three purposes; it directs 

resources to the most needy, it uses resources efficiently by hold ing resources from the 

less needy, and it reduces the di sincentive effects of food aid on the local economy. 

Targeting sounds good, but the real practices sometimes make it inapplicable idea. 

Reali stica ll y speaking, here is no perfect targeting, but efficient targeting can minimize its 

errors. 

In Ethiop ia, food aid has been supp li ed for decades, but emphasis given on targeting is a 

recent phenomenon. "The lack of rigorous monitoring assessments had impeded the 

ab ility to lea rn from past experi ence and to develop improved systems for allocating food 

aid in the future" (Jayne et ai, 2001:905). Targeting gu idelines were establ ished in 2000 
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by the federa l DPPC, based on the 1997 SCF(UK) cross sectional targeting study. The 

guide lines have been di stributed to regional DPPBs and other line organi zations. The 

guidelines give a general fra mework for reli e f operation and detai led procedures are 

des igned at a loca l level. In the targeting process the most tri cky and controversial step is 

the actual selecti on. 

In Antsokia-Gemiza wereda, the study area, food aid was di stributed in the form of reli ef 

during the 2000 drought. Targeting reli ef aid is more d iffi cult than targeting the other 

types o f food aid , i. e. project food aid and program food aid, due to its emergency. The 

wereda received reli e f aid in the form of general free food di stribution, employment 

generatio n schemes and gratuitous relief. 

In Antsokia-Gemiza wereda in general followed the nationa l targeting procedures; yet has 

it s own pract ices . The current targeting mechani sm in the wereda has relatively profi cient 

procedures than the 1980s and early 1990s targeting systems when e li gibility was 

determined excl usive ly by the peasant assoc iations without any supervi s ion and 

eva luatio n. Despite, implementation of the procedu res impeded its efficiency. Some of 

the wereda targeting weaknesses noticed too in other areas and studies. 

With respect to the fi rst research question (to examine the targeting methods used to 

selec t bene fi ciary househo lds), the wereda appli es a combined admini strative-community 

targeting method and use asset ownership as a ma in selection factor. The targeting has 

three leve ls: (i) admini strati ve targeting at wereda level (ii ) conu11lll1i ty targeting at kebele 

and village level and (iii) community meeting at the who le community leve l. Both the 
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wereda officia ls and the community have reservation on faithfu lness of the mengistawe 

budens that they do not pri oriti ze the need of vul nerable households, instead divert the 

benefit s to their fam il ies and friends. The admini strative targeting, thus, do not take the 

se lection entirely on the trust of the community representatives. At the fin al stage of 

ta rgcti ng, to cross-check the se lection , the community discusses on the beneficia ry li st. 

Howevcr, the comlll un ity's reservation last year brought on ly mi nor cOITection on the li st. 

Community target ing can make a di ffere nce in a society where the community has a 

culture of di scuss ing things openly. So, in the absence of openness, community targeting 

has min illlum role on targeting effi ciency. In such close society, then the options are to 

creating community participation or replaci ng the community targeting ro le by 

admin istrative targeting. 

The ad mi nistrati ve targeting estimates number of benefi ciary households in each kebele. 

The kebc les, in turn, determi ne number of beneficiary househo lds in each vill age based 

on their respecti ve kebele pre-set quota. But th is should be rep laced by first sc reening 

benefici aries then request resources based on the number of beneficiari es. It can 

encourage the mengistawe buden to deny the vulnerable peopl e or to include the less­

vulnerab le peop le in order to meet the fi xed quota. If there is a sca rcity of resources the 

mengis tawe buden should apply prioriti zation or re- targeting. 

Regarding the second research questi on (to examine criteri a used to set a threshold 

among bcne fi ciary househo lds), in spi te of the administrative targeting instruction to the 

community target ing to use asset ownership as a se lection factor, the community fo und it 

casier to use oxen ownership. It is an observable indicator that can be eas il y and qu ick ly 

96 



measured with less cost. However, ox ownershi p selection factor has two disadvantages. 

Firstl y, it cannot measure or can maximize errors in estimati ng household food security 

by itself. It can only estimate household 's food security alo ng with other aggregate 

va ri abl es. Secondl y, in spite of the food aid obj ecti ves to avo id depleti on of producti ve 

asset, ox ownership targeting encourages ox-holding househo lds to sell their oxen, which 

then increases vulnerability to future insecurity. 

The use o f multi-variable indicator rather than single indicator would mi nimize errors in 

estim ating food security, though it is more comp lex. It requires base line data and experts 

(adm i n i strati ve targeti ng) to interpret the data. 

Regardi ng research questi on three (do the targeting has erro rs of inclusion/exclusion and 

over/under supply?), the 2000 reli ef targeting had erro rs. The Antsokia wereda reli ef 

targeting shows that there was 32. 5% en·or o f benefi t incidence (inclusion/exclusion ) and 

91 .3% error if benefit leve l (over/under supply). The community criterion , ox-ownership, 

shows 14% inc lusion and exclusion error. The oxen ownership criterion appeared to be 

conveni ent yet ineffi cient selection factor. Moreover, the threshold on the criterion is 

determined by the wereda food resource. Tighten the threshold when inadequate 

resources are allocated to the wereda, and vice versa. The criterion plus the flexibl e 

threshold can escape 'e li gible ' househo lds and leak ' ineligible' households. 

The 'e ligib le' household is approved by DPPC to receive 12.5 k.g. of cereals per 

indi vidual per month for eight consecuti ve months. However, the 2000 re lief di stributi on 

was very fa r from the' ideal ' ration. Firstl y, households did not receive reli ef tlu·oughoul 
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the l11on ths. SOl11e households received their ration fo r each l110nth while others rece ived 

onl y for few l11 onths. Second ly, l11 0st of the households did not receive the appropriate 

l110nthl y ration. The ration did not consider their fal11 ily size; the l110nthly ' ideal' ration 

states to di stribute 12.5 k.g. of cerea ls for each fal11 ily l11el11bers (family size up to fi ve) . 

Thus, all11 0st all households received under-supp lied ration; resource constraint was the 

l11ajor deterl11 inant of the supply. 

Assess ing factors that affect targeting efficiency in the wereda brings the fi nal research 

question. The factors are ranged fro m need assessment to distri bution. The wereda 

requests food based on crop production and need asseSSl11ents. But DPPC did not use the 

estil11ated fi gure for resource allocation. It denied the accountabi lity of the wereda need 

asseSSl11 ent team due to an assul11ption of overestil11ated need. The surviva l of people with 

scant resources last year encourages DPPC to do the sal11 e decision in the [·uture. The 

wereda survived the drought without any death, but the nutritional status deteriorates 

through ti l11 e. Tn the future, the DPPC action might affect the efforts of need asseSS l11 ent 

teal11 in esti l11 ati ng the accurate number of beneficiaries. The wereda on the other hand 

does not have enough warehouse capacity to keep its resources. The rented pri vate houses 

are inappropri ate and still inadequate to keep its scant resources. Yet, the wereda is 

appointed to store its neighbor's food resources too. 

EGS and GFFD benefi ciary househo lds were identified by their kebeles. For instance, all 

the Gishoghe kebele benefic iaries received GFFD while al l the Ati ko and Mekdesa 

kebe le benefic iari es received relief in the forl11 of EGS. The features of individual 

househo lds have nothing to do with selection of the reli efp rogral11 s (EGS or GFFD). [n a 
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til11C of shifting from relief to development, Gishoghe kebele received the relief freely 

witho ut any deve lopmental wo rk. The area has same conditions with other beneficiary 

kebeles, however, obtained specia l attention to receive more rel ief ration w ith no labor 

intens ive work. 

In the EGS beneficiary kebeles, GR beneficiary households are targeted due to individual 

di sabil itics not household di sabilities. Heads of the GR beneficia ry households were 

disabled-bodied to participate in the work schemes, but the fam il y members were able to 

work on behalf of them. 

The targeting is also affected by the politica l environment. Food aid has missed its 

purpose due to the political pressure. It was used to reward households who sent their 

ch ildren to the Eth io-Eritera war; the we red a council had forwarded instruction to include 

those househo lds. Food aid was used on the other hand to puni sh the previous 

government' s party members; those househo lds were excluded deliberate ly. 

Finally, the hypothesis 'household targeti ng practices are not efficient in Antsokia due to 

the failu re to exclude the non-el igib le benefi ciaries at the expense of eligible non­

beneficiari es ' appeared to be a true statement. Yet, along w ith the e ligibility screen ing 

error, the a llocation of scant resources to the we red a affected the househo ld food aid 

targeting effi ciency. 
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To sum up the points, the presence of WVE in Anstokia area has brought tremendous 

change since 1984/85 on the in frastructure, environmental protection as we ll as 

rehabilitation , and on enhancement of household food security. But in food aid targeting, 

only supp lementary feeding exc lusive ly undertaken by the organization. In the remaining 

reli e f components (EGS/GR and GFFD), WVE plays a faci litating role; while many of 

the responsibi lities are on the wereda DPPC and the comm unity. The role of ' mengistawe 

buden ' or ' kcbele representatives' cannot be underesti mated in househo ld-level targeti ng. 

Yet , to rcduce the misuse of power, to greater the ir commitment and responsibil ity they 

should be accountab le to outsiders, be it the government or NGOs. The targeting systems 

can take the advantage by exploiting the potential of an NGO, a joint admin istration and 

management by government and NGO. The intervention of government or NGOs as a 

moni toring agent in targeti ng practices would increase accountability and transparency of 

information. In Antsokia wereda the ex istence of an NGO (World Vision Ethiopia) is an 

opportunity for future intervention to maximize the targeting effic ienci es . 

6.2 Recommendations 

Ident i fi cat ion of the exact prob lems those tied with the effici ency of targeting systems is 

used to suggest practical and affordable methodologies for future interventio n in the 

wereda . The recommendation can al so be used in other weredas wi th similar feat ures. 

I. DP PC has to acknowledge the efforts 0 f wereda need assessment expert team and 

fol low the ir pledge to de liver resources. 

2. The wereda needs additio nal warehouse, or extend the existi ng warehouse . 

3. The community should be encouraged to participate in targeting. 

4. The se lection factor shou ld not be oxen ownership ; it shou ld be aggregate variab les 
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that can esti mate households ' food insecurity better, i.e. per capita production, 

dependency ratio, land ownership , and off- farm income. 

5. The inefficiency of community targeting should be supported by additional 

responsibiliti es of admini strati ve targeti ng. The admini strati ve targeting needs 

add itional assessment on households survey. The ' fo rm number 08' request only the 

size o f HH, members by sex, age of HHH and sex of HHH. If the [orm incorporates 

detai l in fo rmation on the households' soci-economic status, it enables the 

ad mini strati ve targeting to eva luate the selection made by mengistawe buden wi thout 

a community meeting. Then, the admini strative targeting can standard ize the 

variables. 

6. The administrati ve targeting shou ld rev ise its selection crite ri a for GFFD; GFFD 

beneficiary areas shou ld suit to the preconditions set by the guidelines . 

7. G R benefi ciary households shou ld not be targeted by individua l di sabi li ties -head of 

households. 11 should consider the ab ilities of household members to partic ipate in 

EGS. 

8. Food aid shou ld be free from any poli tical influence. 

PI/rllier Silidy 

• The targeting mechanism in Ethiopi a, commonl y uses household as a unit of 

targeti ng. However, in some fa mi ne prone areas households with in same vi ll age may 

ha ve s imilar feat ures wh ich make screening very diffi cult : vi llage targeting might suit 

better in such areas. Th us, finally , the study call s for further research on a uni t of 

targeting. 
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APPENDIX III. 

Popu lation of Antsokia-Gellliza Wereda 

Kebele Admini stration Total Population Male Female 

I. A li so 8080 4041 4039 

2. Majete (town) 8080 3779 4301 

3. Asseleel & Kfwenber 7023 3576 3447 

4. Agla & Majete 6659 3411 3248 

5. Getem Gjowha 5877 2902 2975 

6. Muachera H/lllarial1l 585 1 2885 2966 

7. Kobekob & Ankar 5333 2771 2562 

8. Mekdessa 5323 2644 2679 

9. Saramba & Degutche 4948 2444 2504 

10. Wash &Negate 4717 23 16 2401 

II. Gishoghe zuria 47 14 2366 2348 

12. Checkeckek zuria 4475 226 1 2214 

13. Mekoy (town) 41 97 2004 2193 

14. Atiko 2350 1214 11 36 

15. Habru Wolde 1906 901 1005 

Source: Ansokia 1. WVE 1998 . 



APPEN DIX IV. 

Food Balance or t il e Wel'eda (1994195 -1997187) 

No Year 
Particulars 1995196 1996197 1997198 Average 

I supply; prod uction 120,284 151,407 98,566 123,419 
2 less 15% post harvest loss 18,043 22,711 14,78 5 18,5 13 
0 less 6% seed 6,134 7,722 5,027 6,294 ~ 

4 net production [1 - 2 - 3] 96,107 120,974 78,754 98,612 
5 food aid channels by 1,894 - 3,326 3,326 

DPPCINGO 
6 total grain available [4 + 5] 98,001 120,974 82,080 100352 

7 other food sources 111 cereal 2,966 3007 2611 2861 
equi valent (meat) 

8 total supply [6 + 7] 100,967 123,981 84,691 103,213 

9 population census & estimate 74,715 76,573 78480 76,589 
10 total demand at 2.25 qt 168,109 172,289 176,580 172,326 

1 I food balance [8 - 10] -67,142 -48,308 -91,889 -69, 11 3 

12 se lf sufficiency ratio % (4+711 0) 58.9 72.0 46. 1 58.9 
13 food availability ratio % (8/1 0) 60.1 72.0 48.0 59.9 

Source: WVE-Antsol<la I, 1998. 



APPENDIX V. 

Add is Ababa University 

RLDS, Regional and Local Development Studi es 

Qucsliollil aire Food Aiel Exc luded and Included Households During the 2000 Reli efDi stribulion 

Interview 0.: Interviewer: --------

PA: Date: 

Village 

Respondent 

Time: 

Introduction: The study wo uld like to understand targeting procedures and 

implementatio n in Antsokia-Gemiza wereda and to identify majo r prob lems that needs 

reso lution for future interventions. 

In struction : Respondent should be head of the household. 

Description of the Household (HH) 

I. estimate the household distance fro m main road 

2. estimate the household di stance from kebele office _______ _ 

3. est imate the househo ld di stance from di stribution site I ______ _ 

4. est imate the household distance from di stribution site 2 ______ _ 

5. the house's roof is made of 1. corrugated iron 2. grass 

6. the household status seems I . same 2. better than others 3.less than others 

Part One: For Aid Excluded Households 

1. 1 Food Aid Targeting (2000) 

I. Who decided househo lds to receive aid or to exclude from aid? 

I. Government organi zation (Mini stry of Agriculture) 

2. No n-government organization (World Vision) 

3. Kebele representatives 

4 . Mengistawe Buden 

5. The community 

6.3 + 4 + 5 

2. Were your household exc luded in the initial screening or at the last re-targeti ng? 

I. Excluded from the initial selection 2. excluded in the last targeting 

T 



3. What do yo u think made your households to be non-eli gib le for aid? 

I . li vestock ownership 5. fam ily size 

2. crop prod uction 6. di scriminati on 

3. land ownership 7. their li ving standard 

4 . did not send their children to war 8. Does not know 

4. Was the targeti ng fa ir? 

I. yes 2. no 

5. I f the target ing was not fa ir, what are the reasons? 

I. favoriti sm to party affi liati on 

2. favo riti sm to households who sent their children to war 

3. the powerful pressuri zed (forced) to be targeted 

4. re lativism to PA officials 

5. re lat ivism to ' Mengistawe Buden ' 

6 . other __________ _ 

G. Had you r household ever received aid in the past 5 years? 

I . yes 2. no 

7. If yes, show the years (E.C.) and the forms of aid 

1991 1990 1989 1988 1987 

Forms of Aid 

Code: I = Emp loyment Schemes 2 = Free Food 3 = Supplementary food 

4 = 1 + 3 5 = 2+3 

Part Two: For Aid Excluded Households 

1.1 Aid Targeting during 2000 distribution 

I. Who decided househo lds to receive aid or to exc lude fro m aid? 

I. Government organi zation (Ministry o f Agriculture, WDPPC) 

2. No n-government organization (World Vision) 

3. Kebele representatives 

4 . Meng istawe Buden 

5. The communi ty 

6 . 3 + 4 + 5 

1 



2. What do you think made your households to be eligible for aid? 

I. Little/ no li vestock ownershi p S. fam ily size 

2. Crop production failure 6. Does not know 

3. Small/no land ownership 7. Other ____ _ _ 

4. Send children to the war 

3. In which selection round was your household identified? 

I. selected in the 1st benefi ciary selection 

2. in the last re-targeting 

4. Was the targeti ng fair? 

I . yes 2. no 

5. I fthe targeting was not fa ir, what are the reasons? 

I. favoriti sm to party affiliation 

2. favo ritism to households who sent their children to war 

3. the powerful pressurized (forced) to be targeted 

4. relativism to PA officials 

S. relati vis m to 'Mengistawe Buden ' 

6. other ----------------

6. Did yo u share your ra ti on with other households? if yes why 

I . forced to share 3. the culture pressuri zed them 

2 . the other household were in sever need 4. just wanted to share 

7. In what form did your household receive aid? 

I.EGS 2. GR 3. GFFD 

',' Ques 8- 16 for aid received in the form ofEGS 

J .2 Aid Received in the Form of EGS 

8. How many people participated from your household? 

t. one 3. three S. five 

2 . two 4. four 6. six 

9. Were all able-bodied in the household pmticipated in EGS? 

t. yes 2. no 

to. If not parti cipated, why? 

t. intensive/payment was provided fo r limi ted number 



2. they did not have ti me, engaged on other acti vities 

J. did not want to parti cipate 

4. the availabl e jobs were limited 

I l. Did yo u ass ign individual from out side to work fo r yo ur ho usehold? 

I. yes 2. no 

12. Tf yes, why did yo u assign? 

I. the househo ld was 'poor labor' 

2. to ass ist the household labor on parti al bases 

J. to be included in the aid 

4. wanted additional ration 

5. they were fo rced to work 

13. Was the ti ming ofEGS caused inconveni ence to your agricultural activities? 

I. yes 2. no 

14. What impact has brought EGS program on yo ur agri cultural activities? 

I. pos iti ve impacts on the area 

2. has no impact on the area 

J. negati ve impact on the area 

15. How do you compare the EGS wage with alternative wages in the area? 

I. below other wages 2. equal 3. above other wages 4. 11 0 al temative job 

':' Qes I G to 18 aid recei ved in the form of GR or GFFD * 

1.3 Aid Received ill the Form of GRlGFFD 

I G. Why did not you participate in the work schemes? 

I. unable to work 3. the aid was given for free 

2. the jobs were only for few people 4. not requested to work 

17. Tr the household representative was unab le to work, what was the reason? 

I. hand icap J. elderly 5. household members were busy to participate 

2. sickness 4. pregnancy or lactation G. lack of labor in the house 

18. I f th e household did not participate because not requested to work, would you been 

ab le to participate ifrequested to work? 

I. wo uld be able to work 2. would not be able to work 



1.4 Effective Demand for Aid 

19. Had your household received aid in the past 5 years? 

I .yes 2. no 

20. If yes, show the years eE.c.) and the forms of aid 

1991 1990 1989 1988 1987 

Forms of Aid 

Code: 1 = EGS 2 = GRlGFFD 3 = Supplementary food 4 = I + 3 5 = 2 + 3 

2 1. Li st clown the amo unt of aid you received in each distribution during 2000E.C 

Mar Apr May Jun Jly Au Sep Oct Nov 

g 

Cereals/wheat (kg) 

Oi I (lit) 

Other 

22 Was suppl ementary aid given to your households? If yes in which form? 

targeted individuals commodi ty in kg or lit per day per month 

Chil dren under five 

Pregnant 

Lactation 

23. How sign ifican t has been the food aid agai nst your need? 

I. fi lled all their food gap 2. fill ed the gap significantly 

3. littl e contribution to their needs 4. no contribution to their needs 

24. How did yo u use the aid given to yo u in 2000? 

De 

c 

frequency 

I. only for consumption 2. both for consumption & for sale 3. only for sale 

Part Three: Household Vulnerabilitv 

2.1 Household Identification 

I. Ethnicity of head of household 1. Amhara 2.0romo 3. 1 + 2 4.other 

2. Reli gious a ffiliation of head of household 1. Orthodox 2. Protestant 3. M uslim 4. 



3. List down members of household 

No name relation to age sex Education 

theHHH 

I HH 
2 
, 
~ 

4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 

Code for cduc. 
I = illiterate 

Code fo r depend. Code to re lation to HHH 
I = pregnant 

2= w riting and read ing 2= lactation 

3= elementa ry level 3= sick person 
4=high school 4= ch ildren <5 
5=above 5= elderly 

6= handicap 

2.2 Land Holding 

1 = spouse 
2= son/daughter 
1= graml child 

4= parent 
5= parent-in law 

6=relative 
7=noll-reiative 
8=employee 

occupation Dependency 

Code for Main occupat ion 
I = weaver 7= farming 

2= potter 8= handicrafts 
3= black smith 

4= petty b'ade 
5= brewery 
6= da ily labor 

4. Do you own land? if you own how many 'gemed ' do you own? __ _ 

5. How did you get your land? 

I. 1974 land reform 

2. land redistribution after 'derg' 

6. Li sl down your plots quality 

size in hector fe rtile 

plot I 

plot 2 

plot 3 

plot 4 

plot 5 

3. inheri ted from family 

4. other ------

moderate inferti le 



2.3 C .. op P .. oduction 

7. What did you produce on your plots in 1992 Meher, Belg and 1993 Meher? 

C .. ops A .. ea (gemed) P .. oduction (local unit) Sold (1992) 

Mehe .. Belg 

Sorghum 

ma ize 

barley 

ter[ 

wheat 

horse beal 

lenti Is 

.. ,. Local UnIt 

a = Tq. Madaberi a 

b = Ts. Madaberia 

Mehe .. Meher Belg \fehe .. 

c = Akumada e = QlInna 

d = Inqib f = 

I ncome in bi .... 

8. Had yo ur ho usehold appli ed any kind of illPllts to improve the crop production? 

tnl'lIt From Donation On Credit On cash Home made 
Fertilizer 
Improved Seed 
Manure 
Pesticides 

2.4 Livestock Ownership 

9. What did yo u possess in the beginning and at the end of 2000 E.C 

Livestock In the beginning At the end 

chickens 

cows 

calves 

bul ls 

oxen 

came ls 

sheep 

goats 
mules 

donkeys 

horses 

beehives 



10. If yo u had so ld yo ur livestock during this period, why? 

I. to pu rchase cereals 3. due to ani ma l ep idemics 5. without reason 

2. for repayment o f loan 4. due to the food cri sis 6. other - --

2.5 OIT-Farm Jncome 

II. What are the maj or food sources of the household? (rank them) 

_ crop producti on 

_ hunting 

_ animal product 

food aid 

begging 

remittance fri end/ relati ve 

borrow from fri endlrelative 

_ buy from market _ other _______ _ 

12. Average households income from the followi ng acti vities in the last 12 months? 

Acti vity Earned per mon th 
sa le of arake/tell a 
sa le of grass 
sa le o f cereal s 
sal e o f charcoa l! wood 
weav mg 

pottery 
black smith 
transport (pack animal) 
sa le of labor 
remittance 

2.6 C oping Mechanisms 

13. What causes food shortage in your household? (rank them) 

__ failu re of crop production absence of food in the market 

lack food reserve in the household increase of household size 

reduction 0 f household income _ increase of grain market price 

errati c rain fall __ human epdimics 

other _________ _ 

14. How do yo u prepare when you suspect famine-strike in your area (rank them) 

reserve ora I 115 __ b _ no preparation 

__ reserve money wai t fo r aid 

__ migrate temporaril y other ______ _ 

f 



1 S. Which months (seasons) are bad season interms of food availabili ty? ____ ~ 

16 . How many times do you eat per day on average in the bad season? 

17. Whi ch months (seasons) are good season interms of food availabi lity? _ ___ _ 

18. How many times do you eat per day on average in the good season? 

19. Which mechanisms do you mostly use to cope with food shortage? 

coping mechani sm Frequency in the last two years 

eati ng less preferred food 1. frequent ly 2. rarely 

sa le producti ve li vestock l. frequentl y 2 . rarely 

borrowing money to buy food I. frequently 2. rarely 

migrate to look for work I. frequently 2. rarely 

migrate to beg for food I. frequently 2. rarely 

participate in EGS/FFW I. frequently 2 . rarely 

sal e assets I. frequently 2 . rarely 

reduce number of meal s per day I. frequently 2. rarely 

reduce amount of food per meal I . frequently 2 . rarely 

change cropping pattern I. frequently 2 . rarely 

.. . I. frequentl y 2 . rarely 

.. . I. frequently 2. rarely 

... I. frequently 2. rarely 

. . ... 1. frequently 2 . rarely 

I. frequently 2. rarely 

. .... I. frequentl y 2. rarely 



APPENDIX VI. 

Organization and Individuals Cousulted During the Field Work 

Government and Non-Government Organizations 

I. Antsok ia Wereda COllncil 

2. Antsokia Wereda Agriculture Office 

3. Antsokia Wereda ORDA Office 

4. WVE-Antsoki a I ADP 

5. Kebe le Admini stration and Mengistawe Buden 

Individuals 

Ato Gi ram ......... ............... ........................... .. ....... ............. Wereda Counci l 

Wit Yeshi ................... .. ..................................................... ORDA Office 

Ato Ki retwe ............................ .. ........................................ WVE-ADP staff 

Ato Yeshetila ................................................. .. ................. WVE-ADP staff 
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