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Abstract

The objective of this study is to evaluate and eérarthe nature and patterns of urban- rural linkage
in Seru town and its hinterlands. Thus, Purposara@ing and stratified sampling technique were
used. The site of the study was selected becaesevdheda is under natural and human pressure.
Purposively, five rural Kebeles and the town wezlected. Totally six Kebeles were selected based
on the purposive sample because five rural Kelmiedocated 15km radius from the town. From 5
Kebeles sample size was selected based on prapartdiocation stratified technique. The total
sample household for both areas was 262. The shigly used secondary data like books and
Journals. The collected data was also analyzedsariptive statistics in terms of frequency, petcen
mean and median and correlation. The study give aention to the spatial linkages like
production-consumption, marketing linkages(flowagficultural out put, flow of livestock ) service
delivery linkages (education, health and the likie of people(migration and visiting pattern) and
factors affecting urban and rural linkages. Thedgtfound, however, that rural households are
unable to produce surplus production and supplyh® market, there is still interaction and
interdependence between Seru town and its hintiglddrban households’ survey also depicts that
urban residents of Seru town purchase both croduote and livestock from rural farmers. The
survey from trader also reveals that Seru townoigecting and distributing center of grain crops
(especially wheat and teff) and livestock (espécigbat) and export to bigger cities like Addis
Ababa and Adama. There are also migration linkdgga/een two spatial units. But Production,

Service delivery linkage and physical linkages eetween two area are very weak centers.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

Most development policies have implicitly basedroral-urban dichotomy which manifested on
numbers of policies prepared for urban and rurabsrseparately. Such kinds of approaches
have created gap between two spatial units andatiusrsely affect the local economies of the
area concerned (Magersa, 2007). Rural areas waestdesed as remote farming places where as
urban areas were considered as over-crowded ¢Brasin, 2007). Urban and rural areas were
considered to be two distinction spatial unitshie tontext of development planning. As a result,
most of the development theories and practices aleselutely based on the dichotomy between
the two areas, which reflected itself in the dimsiof policies along spatial and sectoral lines.
Urban planners usually focus on urban nodes anthgiwoo little attention to rural-led
development, while rural development planners tenijnore urban centers and define rural
areas as consisting only of villages and their cadpiral land which adversely affected the
development of the two spatial units (Tacoli, 20@R0rral urban linkages affect both rural and
urban change, and influence resource use and maeageThese linkages include flows of
people, of goods, of money and of information, adlvas other social transactions that are

central to social, cultural and economic transfdroma(Funnell, 1988).

Given this dichotomy, wide disparities between arlbad rural areas remained almost all over
the world (though the effect is more in developaagintries) in terms of economic conditions,
access to infrastructure and services, opportsnitie socio-economic mobility and control over
natural resource and local development. The disgarare caused by natural differences social

factors and policy decisions (UNDP, 1995).

This old belief of a separate and dichotomous apgrdo urban and rural development are no
longer accords with reality, considering the compatary functions and flows of people,
capital, goods and services, employment, informatad technology between the two areas.
Rural and urban areas are economically, socialty emvironmentally interdependent. Rural-
urban linkages are essential for both sides’ ecangnowth and sustainable development. Their

strength of connection is strong physically, sdgjalculturally, economically and
1



environmentally.

Development theories based on the dichotomy betwdssmn and rural areas, as urban and rural
areas received different attention in practice plahning. Such approaches undermined the
potential of urban rural linkages for poverty retioic and mutual developments. It also creates
disparities between two spatial units in the lew&ldiving. In reality however, the urban and
rural linkages contribute to local economic devetepts (Gelan, 2008).Urban centers are a
centre of modernization and development. Recenteaveas of this process has been given
emphasis to mutual development for urban and rarabhs. This mutual development is
manifested through urban rural linkages (UNHSP 5200

Within the economic sphere, many urban enterprisigson demand from rural consumers, and
access to urban markets is often crucial for afjtical producers. Large numbers of urban-based
and rural-based households rely on the combinaticagricultural and non-agricultural income
sources for their livelihoods. Recent figures hatiewn that a substantial proportion of rural
household income is derived from non-farm occupatian average of 40 percent in Latin
America and Caribbean, 45 percent in Africa ancp8&cent in Asia) and the relationship also
works in opposite direction. In case of chili, Betample 20 percent of the agriculture labor force
is supplied by urban households (Tacoli, 2002).

Other study revealed that integrating rural anchnrbevelopment plan accelerates development.
The fast growing economies of the Southeast Asmingtle” or the changes in the organization
and management of certain selected areas of Chithaswecial market oriented policies are
providing indications that fast urbanization praesfeaturing a synergetic mix of agricultural
and industrial activities is creating economic gito@UNHSP, 2005).

The growth of agricultural sector depends on actessban market and industrial inputs, while
the industrial sector of the urban areas requive maaterials from the rural sector (Tegegne,
2001). The exchange of labor is driven by the humemource need of the urban centers that
rural areas have in abundance, especially unskatetl semi-skilled (Tostensen, 2004).In most
developing countries (including Ethiopia), ruraban interactions are very much limited because
the rural areas are unable to produce enough faddrav materials; and unable to serve as

market centers. The later is also unable to prodieoels and services that satisfy the needs of
2



the rural hinterlands. Rural-urban linkages are afluenced by factors related to production
and distribution of agricultural and industrial gisp and movement of labor forces (Tegegne,
2001). The magnitude and strength of rural urb@kaljes is also not clearly identified.

The challenges facing most African countries isatllress the current problems while at the
same time create conducive environment that wilvalcities and towns to become effective
centers of growth and progress. UNHSP (2005) iétss that, by 2030, 50% of population in
Africa will work and live in towns and cities. Tleame study shows that, lack of employment
opportunities, inadequate development and provssafrservices, poverty, civil war and natural
disasters in rural areas have contributed to hegkllof population flood in cities of developing

countries. The nature, the degree and the inten$ityral urban linkage varies from place to
place. The study on the influence of hinterlandtlb@ small town has emphasized that the
development of rural hinterland is the key to gtowt urbanization.

Evans (1992) cited in Tegegne (2001) conductedhtlusehold level study of urban rural linkage
.The main findings of the study show that the smaWns play vital role in supporting the
growth of agricultural production, rural income aaloisorb rural people. The study also reveals
that rural hinterland stimulates growth in neartwns’ centers by initiating wide range of small
scale non-farm activities. Unlike other study, teeidy finding closely approximates the
theoretical town hinterland relation.

Tegegne (2001) indicates that small towns’ cenaeesimmediate importance for agricultural
development in Ethiopia. Ethiopia has numerous ®wihese towns’ centers are expected to
assist agricultural and rural development by seras market, service and employment centers
for rural hinterland. The extent to which urbanatumkages exist between small town and its
hinterlands in Ethiopia needs an investigation tas ian important issue that is capable of
addressing both urban and rural development. Adaocgréb Rondineli and Ruddle cited in
UNHSP (2005) shows that urban and rural areas wilasely be linked in order to distribute
social and economic service delivery more wideld &ém increase access of rural population
urban service.

Seru town like other towns in Ethiopia has linkagéh its surrounding hinterlands and with

other towns. Nobody has undertaken a study on déitwren and degree and dimensions of urban
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rural linkages in this town. The nature of its astructure and service delivery affects the growth
of the town. Market area is not well arranged iway that attracts those engaged in market
activities. This study attempts to fill the gap cgnducting research on the dimensions of rural
and urban linkages in Seru town its hinterlands.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

It is widely accepted that urban-rural linkages aa¢ural courses of interdependence between
urban and rural areas. They are not abstract buifestation of the visible flow of people,
commodity, capital, technology and information asréwo spatial units. Urban and rural areas
are not self- sufficient. There is symbiotic rataship between the two spatial units to bring
developments. Trade, migration and payment, thbange of goods, peoples and money are the
most obvious signs of the relationship betweenlrama urban areas. There is an exchange of
raw materials and finished and semi-finished gosblese sources are found in rural and urban
areas. The publication of Scotland government (2@dBws that, the linkages between small
town and its surrounding rural areas that provimgcseconomic development in both rural and
urban areas. However, most cities in Ethiopia ataldished as the result of political and
administrative factors and not on the basis of enoo and market driven objectives. Due to this
fact, the historical development of cities showsdliinterdependence between urban and rural
areas.

Tegegne (2005) also argues that the developmetotrisf Ethiopia has been urban biased until
last decades and rural biased until recent times&hunbalanced urban-rural linkage, policies
and strategies limit the socio-economic interactom interdependence of both spatial units.
Moreover the implication of urban rural linkages @onomic development and poverty
reduction in developing countries, especially, thigpia has been affected by the poor economic
development, road transport, the integration ofgptyvreduction activities, food insecurity and

less access of employment opportunities among wabdnural areas.

In most developing countries (including Ethiopia)yal urban interactions are very limited
because rural areas are unable to produce enooghaftd raw materials and urban areas also

fail to produce goods and services to satisfy tleeds of rural hinterlands. Rural urban



interactions are also affected by the factors sagproductions and distributions of agricultural

and industrial goods (Tegegne, 2001).

Seru town like other towns has come to existence tu administrative reason. Recent
government practices of the town and surroundingl rifebeles contributes less to economic
development due to shortages of sufficient andcétfe infrastructures as well as less integrated

system of urban and rural areas.

Even though the town is serving as a center of atagmployment and service delivery, there
are some factors that affect the linkages betwéentown and surrounding rural Kebeles.
Farmers in the rural areas follow traditional wafsfarming which result in low agricultural
output. This in turn creates the problems of pusagiwlivelihood goods and services. The nature
of infrastructure and service provided in the taya®s not enhance urban rural linkages. There is
inadequacy of road network to link the town withireunding rural areas. The mere presence of
town by itself could not bring about the desiredrelepment unless the town is capable of
providing proper functions and stimulate urban Irlirkkages. An understanding of the nature
and strength of linkage between helps to strengtieh urban and rural economies in Seru
town. In Seru town urban — rural linkages are wesak. The various linkages between two
spatial units depend up on capacity of producingucdl areas and physical infrastructure of the
area. Hence, the physical infrastructure betweem dveas is very poor. Therefore, given all
above problems and gap, this study tries to agbessature of linkages between two spatial
areas in terms of production, marketing, migratom services utilization in Seru town and its
hinterlands by assessing the capacity of two dpateas to satisfy the needs of each other.

1.3. Objective of the Study

The general objective of the study is to examimerthture and patterns of urban-rural linkages in
Seru town and its hinterlands. While specific obyess are

» To analyze the production linkage between Seru tamhits hinterlands.

» To identify the nature of migration linkages betweeru town and its hinterlands.

 To identify the extent to which rural householdgize¢ agricultural inputs and public

services.



2 To identify local problems that affect urban-rudahkages in Seru town and its

hinterlands.

1.4. Research Questions
The study will attempt to answer the following gtiss.
» What are the patterns of agricultural productionkdiges in Seru town and its
hinterlands?
» What is the nature of migration linkages in Semirt@nd its hinterlands?
» To what extent hinterland households utilize agdtizal inputs and services in the town?

» What are the factors that affect urban and run&blge in Seru town and its hinterlands?

1.5. Research Methodologies

The study was attempted to conduct a survey stbdyban and rural linkages in Seru town and
its surrounding rural areas. Descriptive acrossigeal method was used to identify the linkage
between the town and its surrounding rural arehs. térget populations were rural households
with the radius of 15km from the center of the towmban households and traders. The
researcher also employed both qualitative and ga#ae types of data. It was quantitative data
that shows the amount of crops and livestock boughturban households, amount of crop
produced and sold by the rural households and anafulinestock owned by rural households. It
was a qualitative data that the researcher gathiefednation about the quality of the road
infrastructure that connects rural Kebeles with $ieeu town, the status of linkage with distance
from the town and the constraints that put bacleffectiveness of urban rural linkage were also
explained in qualitative form.

1.5.1. Data Sources

To conduct the study on urban -rural linkages iruSewn and it hinterlands, both primary and
secondary data sources were used. Primary datacelested by using questionnaire (both
structured and unstructured). Secondary data wiectal from written documents like book,
articles, journals and internet websites. Threeesypf questionnaires have been prepared for
each target group under study, urban householdsl fuwouseholds and urban traders.
Questionnaire for rural households contains thesties which examine their expenditure for
agricultural inputs, about marketing linkage ofith@oducts, services they obtain from urban
area and etc. Questionnaire for urban householddaios the questions related to their
expenditure of agricultural products, migration atm like. Questionnaire for trader also

includes questions ascertain whether small towwesers collecting center of agricultural
6



outputs and or not. Questionnaires were translated ‘Afan Oromo’for both urban and rural
households’ respondents to avoid communicationidyarand respondents give their responses

easily.

1.5.2. Sampling Technique

The Woreda has 14 Kebeles from which 5 Kebelescaned about 15km radius from the town.
Therefore 5 Kebeles were purposively selected. FEorlebeles sample size was selected
stratified sampling techniqueAnd finally simple random sampling system used &tect
households from each sample strata. The numbensrbzin household are 1165 and rural
households from 5 Kebeles are 3510 and the totabets of household in two spatial units is
4675 Of which 262 households in both spatial areas vgeftected based on the proportional

allocation of stratified sampling technique. Frorban households 37.9% were traders.

Tablel.1. distribution of Sample size in studyaare

Kebeles Nohouseholds Sample size

A. Rural Kebeles

1.Daro Negay 824 45

2.Daro Dibay 71¢ 40

3. Sa’ad 53¢ 32

4 Waltah 92¢ 49

5.Waji Medichc 50C 30

Sub tote 351( 19¢

B. Seru town 116t 66

Grand Tote 467¢ 262

Sourc@svn survey, 2011

1.5.3. Data Collection Instruments

1.5.3.1. Questionnaire

Questionnaire were used as data collection tecbrifgecause it save the time and able to cover
a large number of respondents and also it is vasy eThe researcher administered both open
and close-ended questiofi$e researcher used this instrument because it §igedom for the
respondents to explain their ideas and feelinghowit any restrictions. This technique enables

the researcher to evaluate urban rural linkag&enm town and its hinterlands.



1.5.3.2. Observation
Observation was used to fill the gap and to chduek relevance of data collected through
guestionnaire. This was used as the alternatitiedirase when the households were unwilling to

give full information.

1.5.3.3. Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative data were usedhm study. The data Collected analyzed,
summarized, and presented through qualitative aladtgative methods. Tables, percentage and
other figures used to illustrate the nature of arbad rural linkages.

1.6. Significance of the Study

The study will have both policy and academic sigaifice. The result of this study will use as
strategy for enhancements of the role of urbanrana linkages by concerned authorities at
different levels and will provide some information constraints that currently exist. The study
will also give insight to prepare strategic plaretthance urban rural linkages. Academically the

study will also used as the reference on the stdidglated problems.

1.7. Limitation of the Study

The researcher faced some challenges when cortdsctudy. The first problem is the lack of
written materials (sources) related to the problender study. The second one was the
respondents suspect the researcher as someoneswdenti by government and sometimes
unwillingness of some respondent to give informmatb their professional and the research used
personal observation to overcome the problem aradlyithe most serious problem was shortage

of finance to dig out information needed to thedgtand to increase number of sample size.

1.8. Organization of the Paper

This study is organized in to five chapters. Thstfchapter deals with the introduction parts
which contain statement of the problem, objectiobthe study, research question significance
of the study and methodology are presented. Thensechapter elaborates review of related
literature. Chapter three describes the generd gamuind of the study area. In chapter four, the
nature of urban and rural linkages in Seru town igdtinterlands has been discussed based on

the data collected and finally, conclusion and nec@ndation are analyzed under chapter five.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Definitions of Urban and Rural Areas

There are various definitions given to an areadadlled as urban or rural. Different countries
have different criteria for these definitions, oot the criteria such as population density
economic activity administrative function and irghaictural development that countries of the
world use for the classification. The first two atlee dominants criteria (UNDP, 2000).
According to Tacoli (2004), there are three majoybtems to make destination between two
spatial units. The first one is demographic andneauc activities. Using this criterion as the
base for classification has problems because diffezountries do have different criteria of their
own. The second problem is a problem of defining boundary between two areas. The final
problem is associated to the areal coverage ofithan areas which are less than the area that
urban residents and enterprises cover. This isgamthat urban areas are dependent up on the
resource and ecological function of an area corside lager than themselves. According UN,
urban area is an area where non-agricultural ptamusectors such as manufacturing and
services and their workers are concentrated. Adtirthis city or urban area usually has a legal
status granted by nationally government and iscatsal with specific administrative structure;
rural areas on the other hand are regarded as @ldoe population density with predominantly

agricultural economies.

In Ethiopia population size is used as criteriomlistinguish urban areas from it s rural counter
parts. Accordingly, all areas having population @@hd above are classified as urban centers
(Tegegne, 2005). Compared to other African cousituebanization is at lowest share 15%o0f the
total population of the country (EEA, 2005).How evilere is high rate of urbanization due to
ever increasing of urban-rural linkages .Urban eentistorically emerged as center dynamic
economic activity and play great role in socio-emoit development process of the country. On
other side, urban centers are sources of all tgfesiodern problems including destitution,
homelessness, crime and other problems. It istal®oin the case of Ethiopia. In the country
urban poverty is manifested in many ways rangirggnfrseveral destitutions observed along

major roads and every corner of urban center toesamat hidden deprivation that is not
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discernable to front line observers. Nevertheleesprocess of urbanization brings about process
of developments as the farmer is usually the enfginthe later (EEA, 2005).

2.2 Perspectives on Urban and Rural Settings and Uan-Rural Linkages

The understanding of rural-urban linkages is vencimrelated to two spatial units; the urban
centres and rural areas. Early studies of urbaal-funkages perceived urban and rural areas as
separate entities on the ground that they arerdiifan their aspects of occupation, environment,
population size, population density, heterogeneftthe inhabitants, mobility of the people and
systems of interaction (Worku, 1995). Luis (19383uamed mutually exclusive criteria including
heterogeneous verses homogenous population, dewsedgs sparsely settled population and
industrial verses agricultural economy to make imtsion between urban and rural areas.
Mitchell (1956) shares the idea analyzing the estdges of the urbanization process in Africa
and his labeling of African urban migrants as anditag apart person from his childhood
experience, his areas of origin, neighborhoodstahd since he viewed that the nature of urban
and rural milieus were highly discrepant. He alsguad that urban migrants experience different
lifestyles as the set of relationships among groopsribesmen in their rural home is very

different from the set of relationships even amtiregsame group.

Since the 1960s, the above classic view of thernirbeal divisions has been challenged on the
grounds that the early urban-rural study modelsviecusing on the static and one-sided feature
of the two spatial settings. They failed to incogie the dynamic changes in the rural
communities of origin, in the urban communitiesdektination and in the migrants themselves.
Subsequent regional development studies reveatétdithan and rural areas are two ends of one
and the same continuum of social life joined thiougigration, and that there is a process of
linkage and change brought about by the urbanizatfdhe rural setting and the ruralization of
urban life.

The study by Abu-Lughod (1961) was a turning pamnchallenging previous assumptions and
justifying that there are no complete dichotomiesneen urban and rural areas, as large number
of people in both spatial settings combine difféneicome sources and environments in their
livelihood. This leads to an increased level oegration and interaction, which can distort the
traditional urban—rural divisions.
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The concept of urban-rural linkages has gained ranezgy when it began to be incorporated in
regional development planning and implementatioratesgy. Hinderink and Titus (1988)
introduced the application of the urban-rural liggathrough the growth centre and the rural
services centre strategies. While the growth cestrategy advocates an urban industrial
expansion in few selected growth canters with iasirey effects of ‘modernizing’ rural areas, the
rural service centre strategy focuses on developroérsmall urban centers for their own
development and that of their hinterlands. Both riiegket and service centers approaches are
considered to be engines of growth since they sasvical market points for the produce of
local farms, as collection centers for exporteddpoes and as strategic junctions for connecting
to global consumers. Furthermore, service cantansserve as a means of expression for the
introduction of new agricultural supplies and tedlogies to rural areas and as medium points
for accessing social services such as health, #docaxtension, administration and legal
support between canters and hinterlands. HoweVer, eixperiences of several developing
countries indicated that the spread effects of fnowanters appeared to have little impact on
smaller canters and rural areas growth. This sttmadbecomes quite visible when the growth
canters maximize opportunities by maintaining sgrenonomic linkages with extra-regional and
global clients and suppliers (Funnel, 1976; Hinde®& Titus, 1988).

Another aspect of linkage in the rural-urban intéom is envisaged through the impact that rural
areas create on the dynamics of urban canters @magricultural activities. This is justified on
the grounds that, under stable macro conditionsinarease in food grain production would
stimulate growth in agricultural related sectorglsas trade, transport, services and industry
(Dunham, 1991). This is particularly achieved tlgiodorward consumption linkages (resulting
from the expenditure of farm incomes on locally qaroed consumer goods and services),
backward production linkages (manifested in theogiigon of agriculture inputs such as
machinery and fertilizer), forward production liges (generated from local processing of
agricultural outputs) and commercial forward linkagcreated through marketing of agricultural
outputs, diversifying crop production and maximgiechnological choices) (Raneis, 1990).
Ellis and Harris (2004) pointed out that making absolute dichotomy between development

planning in rural and urban areas undermines therdapendent points of production,

11



consumption and market, which contribute to thexttoe of greater gross national output. The
departure point for this study, emanates that canrenat make complete distinction between

urban and rural areas on the basis of the sizéhenfidinctions of settlements.

Countries have been using different criteria tdinligiish between urban and rural areas. Much
of the most recent data that we have on urbanizaticEthiopia, nonetheless, is based on the
working definition that the CSA adopted and whaswansidered acceptable by the Ministry of
Urban Development and Housing during the MDGs Nefestseessment study. According to this
definition any settlement could be taken as anmdsntre provided that it fulfiled any one of
the following conditions

> If it had 2000 or more inhabit

> |f it was an administrative center regardless gfipation size.

> If it had an urban dwellers association regardidégmpulation size.

» If it had 1000 inhabitants engaged in non-agriaaltactivity.
According to 2005 census, two criteria were useddéfine urban areas. These criteria are
Population must be more that 2000 and 75% of thpulption engaged non-agricultural

activities. Any are which is not fulfill the aboweiteria is considered as rural area.

2.3. Theoretical Perspectives of Rural Urban Linkags

According to modernization theory change from tiadal to modernization was to occur
through the diffusion of capital, technology, vaueénstitutional arrangements and political
beliefs. From this point of view, the industrialimm in the West was believed to be model that
should emulate. The notion of rural urban areaditgumas derived from conformity literature of
urban developments that consider urban areas asetiters of urbanization and development
and consider rural areas as zone of economic badkess and cultural tradition (Slater, 1986)
cited in Tegegne (2005).

On the other side the theory put emphasis on adoelasic needs and provision of universal
coverage of primary school. This indicates thatriked of rural poor people should be meet.
These are by implication agricultural growth is #egine for growth. This growth is not only

providing food but also stimulate demand for indasigrowth and urban development. So that
the augment based on modernization theory thatddouyblies urban centers brought about the
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growth of rural development. This is the procesd Hrought about the growth of urban and rural
linkages concept as one strategy to realize ecanamd social development. In the late 1950s
and early 1960s export oriented industries in laijes as the engine of growth and trickle
down effects expected to stimulate agriculturaldpidion(Tegegne,2001). But the result is not
as expected. Therefore during the late of 1960semnty 1970s agriculture was the deriving

force for development for poor rural economies.

Walter Christaller1933)achieved the central place theory to explain hdvam settlements are
formed and spaced out relatively to each other. ke premises of christaller’s theory was
that if centralization of the mass around the rugle an elementary forms of order of each other
then the same centralized principle can be equatadban settlements. The size of the center is
determined by the types of goods and servicesodyared, where by the large settlements (few
in numbers) produces goods and services of “highger’(which require large market both in
income and population therefore the manner of gfization ) and smaller settlement produces
goods and services of “lower order”.

Davis (2004) identified the debt of the nature loé urban and rural relation was hold on the
prominent theory and plan since 1950s. Accordinghts study, two reasons for the renewed
interests shown by policy makers. The increasingrifies in the market based strategy which
place their emphasis on export oriented agricultpraduction and rely on efficient economic

linkage connecting producers with external markelstion between urban and rural areas.

2.4. Dimensions of Urban - Rural Linkages
Different studies on the urban rural linkages shdlag the dimensions and classification of
linkages based on the scope and objective of tidystTacoli (1998) divided urban rural

linkages in to the following categories.

I. Spatial linkages: - It is the flows of goodsnadee, people, money and information across

urban rural continuum. These flows are some indrsabf the linkages that exist between the

rural and urban parts of the country. The volumenafrketed grain for example could be an

indication of the grain flow. A study in 1996 indied that the marketed grain was about 28.2

million quintals while estimates from the CSA exdilug pulses and oil crops found out that the

marketable surplus for 2001/02 was 14 million caist(\Wolday and Elleni, 2003). The latter
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represented 17% of the total production. This igndication of a much lower flows of grains to
markets (urban areas) potential. The bulk of tredpection remains in rural areas for different
purposes: consumption, seed and feed. Grain magkigtiof course constrained by a number of
factors such as subsistence production, poor tnfrasire, lack of information and limited

storage capacity of traders (Tegegne, 2005).

Il. Sectoral linkages: - It assumed that the awdity of non farm activities in rural areas anceth
existence of farm activities in urban areas. A ghdichotomy of urban rural settlements often
assumed that the livelihoods of their inhabitares equally being divided in to two main
mutually exclusive sectors. Accordingly, agricufuractivities are for rural areas and
manufacturing and services activities are for urbamas. How ever many researchers have
shown that number of urban households engagingyiitudture and rural house holds those
income derived from non-agriculture activities arereasing (Tacoli, 1998).According to
Satterthwait and Tacoli (2003) ,this sectoral dons between urban and rural specialists and

policy does not reflect the reality in many cases] create difficulties.

Kammeier (2002) divided urban rural linkages ineven parts. He also admitted that some
linkages are cross-cutting and hard to put itxeedi categories. He also point out that elements to
be analyzed and facilities required strengthenihg specific linkages. Demand Linkage
economic agents (such as firms, households, arididodls) operating in an economic sector
buy/sell goods and services from/to those assatiaith other sectors. The product flows such
transactions lead to are referred to as demanaded&k Demand linkages fall into two broad
categories - production linkages and consumptiockajes. As implied by their title, production
linkagesare centered on inputs and take two forms — backanad forward linkages. Backward
production linkages represent the input demangsafucers in a sector, while forward linkages
capture the demand for the goods and/or serviasuped by the sector in question as inputs by
producers in other sectors. To take agriculturaragxample: farmers demand fertilizers, fuel,
pumps, and repair services (backward linkages) andgyarallel, non-agricultural producers
demand agricultural products as inputs (forwardkdges). Empirically, the direction and

strength of these linkages are measured by inpgbuinterrelationships (commonly as

14



coefficients). Consumption linkage is in contrasimsaries the pattern of household and

individual demand for (or expenditure on) consug@myds and services.

To continue with the agriculture example: agrictdtvelated consumption linkages consist of
the demand for agricultural products by farm andh-fasm households together with farm
households’ demand for non-agricultural goods aediises. Two applications continue to
motivate the interest in demand linkages. Bothtedia the fact that production and consumption
linkages represent important characteristics ofespnomy. As a consequence, demand linkages
are an effective device for describing the struetaf any economy. That represents the first
application. A related, but more analytical, apgticn involves the use of demand linkages to
specify and measure growth linkages. The centsddstan this latter case, are identification and
measurement of the impact of growth in a sectortren rest of the economy. It has been
established that production and consumption patt@tay a crucial role in determining the

direction and importance of such growth linkages.

2.4.1 Physical Linkage

Physical or spatial linkage is expressed throughofrastructural development. The road
infrastructure is the main infrastructure serving more than 95% of volume of ton km and
passenger km in the country. Thus the extent tehvdifferent parts of the country (Ethiopia)
served by road network is an indication of themrmectivity and urban rural linkages

(Tegegne, 2005).Nearly 80% of populations in Hildodepend up on the uses of traditional
models of transportation that is head and backimggdvalking, and animal back transport which
are low burden and some are time consuming (ER8220

2.4.2. Economic Linkage

The economic aspects of the linkage are associatéid livelihoods diversification and
production systems. These encompass various kihdssources flow including labor, natural
resources, agricultural commodities, and finandlalvs (Baker and Pedersen, 1992) and
industrial goods and services flow. In this casgicaltural raw materials flow from rural to
urban areas while industrial goods and services ftom urban areas to rural. Moreover, urban
areas facilitate extractive processes in rural sa@ad rural areas facilitate manufacturing in

urban areas, the processes necessary for enhdivalilgood diversification. Hence, selling of
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goods and services produced in one settlement dth@nmarks the trading and commercial
relationships between towns and the surroundingl areas as towns provide access to markets

and serve as means of livelihood for the rural comires (Tostensen, 2004).

Moreover, rural urban linkage enhances diversifocabf means of livelihood both in rural and
urban settings. In this connection, Hazell and Hyade (1990) found out that growth in rural
non-farm income and employment are strongly linkath agricultural growth. Agricultural
growth will lead to expansion of high value agriowhl outputs such as livestock and
horticultural production, which are labor intensigad can benefit the poor. Agriculture can
influence non-farm activities at least in three siagroduction, consumption and labor market
linkages. Agricultural production requires incredsese of inputs such as fertilizers, chemicals,
sprayers, irrigation and farming equipments, etchjch are either produced or distributed
through non-farm enterprises. Moreover, increasgdc@atural output stimulates forward
production linkages by providing raw materials trequire milling, processing, and distribution
by non-farm firms.

2.4.3 Social Linkage

The social aspects of urban and rural linkagesapdined by the relationship between urban
and rural dwellers. This can be established basethe existing ties in terms of livelihood,;
kinship, friendship, marriage and religious. Urldaouse holds typically send money and other
commodities to rural relative while rural houselsotdipply their urban relative with food stuff,
firewood, and building materials. In some instanecban household stay in rural areas and
established friendship (Tostensen, 2004).

2.4.4 Environmental Linkage

The livelihood system of the society is affected thy impact of urban rural linkage on
environment which provides means of productionewatipply and clean air that are needed for
healthy life. Environmentally the urban rural ligeais characterized by urban areas polluting the
rural landscape, water and air. Industrial , conmmaér,institutional and residential wastes in
urban areas is often dumped directly in rural @rea emitted in to air with the ultimate

destination in rural areas(Abdel-Ati,1992) citedZeleke(2006). The rural areas also pollute the
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urban environment by affecting sources of drinkimgter or atmosphere through the use of

agricultural chemical such as fertilizer and pedés (Kemete, 2000).

2.4.5.Service Delivery Linkage

Urban areas deliver different kinds of servicese Tdvailability of the services attracts the
surrounding rural areas. Regarding to the sendiatisery linkages Rondineli and Ruddle that
urban centers and rural areas must be closelydiikeorder to distribute social and economic
services, widely and to increase the access td population to urban amenities. Where
transportation and communication network have losamreloped between urban and rural areas,
the rural areas close to the urban areas are@bdée the advantage of improved and specialized
service in urban areas while improved accessilitityrban areas makes it possible to rural areas

to enjoy high quality service in urban areas.

2.5. Migration and Urban-Rural Linkages

Migration is flexible and dynamic phenomenon that@mpasses territorial mobility of people
and involves movement like absence from home fologds (from a couple of days to several
years), seasonal migration and permanent relocadiimough diversified in forms, it involves a
certain degree of commitment on the part of migrato the place of origin and destination. This
shows whether the migration is permanent or nompaent in nature. Non-permanent forms of
migration now are becoming increasing importantegimetwork and in the information
technology (Magersa, 2007).

Migration is one of the vital sources that conttéto rapid urbanization, generally associated
with higher level of productivity and developmeMigration also plays an important role by
linking people with spaces and transferring of pedmm places of lower opportunities to those
of higher opportunities and subsequent transfeesdurce. The flows of people between urban
and rural areas is caused by push (economic hardshine place of origin) and pull (economic
opportunities) is one of the pushing factors framal areas and the possibility job opportunities
and better education in the cities are some opthkng factors from the urban part as the case
of Bangladesh (J. garret & sh. Chowdhury, 200)dciteMagersa (2007). Rural urban migration
is mostly for economic reasons however, most stusimw that the prevailing urban poverty in

developing countries lead to assumption that migrdo not know what to expect, that illusions
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about the prospects lying ahead bring them to darur environment in which they find
themselves trapped (H.C dandekar,1997 ). Contrarthis, other studies reports that most
migration considered that they have improved tlngimg conditions and they have satisfied with
their move. Basing on this study many rural comriesihave developed migration strategies
which have informed by experiences of migrants iawe kept in touch who return to the
village an visit or to stay and by villages fail aecount culturally and socially specific factors
which play an important t role in determining dilen composition and type of movement
(Tacoli, 2002).

Rural urban migration and or urban-rural migratisrone of the major indicator of urban-rural

interactions and interdependences rural areas #ied are linked by long term rural urban

circular and reverse urban-rural migration. Urbarrdral migration are often associated with
economic decline and increase poverty unlike theméo one which is associated to economic
development (Tacoli, 1998 & 2004).

Migration is gender and age dependent. The cortplex migration direction and duration is
matched by the composition of flow which reflectsler social- economic dynamics. The age
and gender of who moves and who stays can haygndicant impact on source of area in terms
of labor availability remittance, household orgatian and agricultural production system
(Tacoli, 1998). Labor market at destination are@saso segmented along of gender, age and
ethnicity with the later usually reflecting migramttworks control over specific sections of labor
market at destination (Tacoli, 2002).

2.6.Factors Influencing Urban-Rural Linkages

There are different factors which affect urban-afdinkage such as government policies, built
environment rural production, structure of ruralbomemy, social-economic relation natural
environment, resource endowment and spatial linkdggegne and et al, 2005).Government
policies can affect urban- rural linkage in variousys. In developing countries the government
intervened in fixing the price of grains, determimpigrain market, restricting regional grain
movement and the participation of the private gsctbrough limiting license (Chowdhury,
2005).Currently governments in many developing ¢toesm have embarked up on

decentralization. Although decentralization inclsidmany advantages it can also have a
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significant impaction urban- rural linkage (Bajracyia, 2005). The types of land tenure which
banned mobility and diversification on job oppoities have reduced urban -rural linkage
(Tegegne, 2005). Another factor of urban rural dig& is the level of built environment.
Adequate infrastructure development such as roatramication network make centers source
of energy, water supply etc are pillars of urbamrak linkage development approach. The
absence or presence of these facilities affectithan rural linkages (Donglass, 1998).The third
important factor is rural production regime of angation of production. The organization of
production within a given sector will have subsegu®earing on urban- rural linkage. According
to Douglass (1998) commercial cash Crop produatibith use low wage labor can show little
demand for the local town services while small bolgroduction regimes depend to a great
extent, on town to market, supplies cooperative emasumer shopping and hence relatively
stronger urban rural linkages . Socio- economiatia@hs is another factor for urban rural linkage.
For example social exclusion from employment madketit and access to education is crucial
issue in multiracial and multilingual countriesdathese will have tendency to distinguish
urban rural linkages (Chowdhury, 2005).Finally matienvironment and resource endowment
are another factors for rural-urban linkages. (Pestation can lead to continuous flooding and
drought and this situation may enhance the patieatcess and types of function supported the
hinterlands).

2.7. Urban- Rural Linkages in Ethiopia

Tegegne (2001) identified that Ethiopia is predamity agrarian country those prospects for
development rely on rural progress. In the pastdtiempt to increase the productivity of
agriculture and bring about rural development f@sided on the structural problems. These
problems are related to land tenure, lack of inmadequate and fragmented land size and
pricing and overall policies of the country. Theigies are narrowly focused because of price
change, institutional and technical innovationsalvill not bring the desired change. Farmers
may face obstacle in having access to supportingcgeand off-farm opportunities. The later for
example, provide income diversification and endaleners to move the risk taking in using
inputs and technical innovations. These opportesitvould be realized if we exploit linkage
between agricultural and non-agricultural linkagésnerally this linkage could be manifested in
different forms of demand that could be exhibited Households, consumer and producers.

19



Households in rural areas demands urban goodseamites while urban households’ demands

farm products.

The study conducted by Germen technical cooperg2606) under the ministry of work and
urban development describes the management of etordevelopment across spatial areas.
The study also shows that towns and cities in iaido not have strong coordination with their
rural hinterlands and administration in all aspeofsthe town. There is no institutional
framework for the coordination and therefore regianstitutions work on their respective sector

independently.
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CHAPTER THREE

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA

3.1. Historical Background of the Study Area

Seru is the capital city of Seru woreda. The eihbilent of Seru town has long history. Seru is
found in the Southeastern part of the country, @ @om Addis Ababa, 175km from the zone

capital Asella, and 75km from Adele and about 27kom Bele town. The town has some basic
social service such as improved gravel road ancergérsemi-digital telephone. The town’s

topography is studied and the town is getting nmggdtan and in near future the town HAS got a

24 hour electricity service in study year.

Seru town is the oldest town in Arsi  Zone nexthte Ticho town. According to the elders, Seru
town was established before 1935 in the place ctdlidire” with few houses. At that time
“mire” was the place where a church was establisiiedbout 1903/4. Marketing activities
(buying and selling) was made in Ticho town. ThentHandlord called Kebir Saliya Sadigo
gathered all the landlords and discussed on theriiapce of establishing the market. A market
was then established in the place called Oda Qanbaprder to keep the security of the people,

k/Saliya Sadigo took the responsibility to admiaighe market area.

In the 1935 when the Italian troops came to Sérey settled on the top of Tulu Daltu Mountain
to the East of the present town. Latter they chdrtbeir place to the South of the town in the
present day woreda administration office. This s @pland and suitable for telegram
communication. At the time when the town was aalted by Italian troops, the total area of the

town was estimated to be only 12 hectares.

After the withdrawal of Italian troops 1940, theviowas administered by the man called Basha
Waldayas Gebayehu and the town became ‘woredaatapivn. The then boundary of the Seru
‘woreda’ was in the West Habe town, in the Northi&woreda, in the East Shenan River
Amigna and West Hararghe zone, and river Wabe 3keabkich separate Arsi and Bale zone,
in the South again Wabe Shebelle River. At thitthre then administration of Seru woreda is

divided in to Amigna, Bele, and Arsi Robe woredas.
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3.2. Physical Setting of the Study Area

3.2.1. Location and Area

Seru town is one of the 180 Woreda’s in the East 2one of Oromia Regional National State.
It is bordered by South and East Wabe ShebellerRitiech separate Arsi and Bale zone, on the
West again Wabe River, on the North Amigna ‘woredad in the Northeast West Hararghe
zone. The town is approximately located at th&07 4012 North latitude and East longitude.
3.2.2. Population

In 1994, the population of Seru woreda was 80,358hich 40,007 were male and 40,351 were
women. About 5.39% of Population was urban dwelterd the rests were rural dwellers (CSA,
1994). In2005 the total population of the woredached 112, 183. 56,642 were men and 55,541
were female and 6.89% were urban dwellers whidbss than Zone average of 12.3%. In 2005,
the area of the zone is said to be 2,361.57 kilensgfuarewith estimated population density of
47.7 people per square kilometers which is lesa tha woreda average of 132.2 people per
square kilometers. According to data obtained f®@nu town administration office, after Bele
woreda was separated from Seru in 2006/7, the &veds of the Seru woreda reduced in to
1687.67 square kilometers and the population wadsce to 73,591 with the population density
of 43.6 people per square kilometers and the ptpualaf Seru town found to be 8,016 of which

4,276 were male and 3,740 were female.

3.2.3.Land use Type in Seru Woreda
According to document of Seru ‘woreda’ Finance aBcbnomic Development, land use
conditions of the ‘woreda’ is classified as Cudtied land, Cultivable land(arable), Forest land,
Grazing land, Water land, Mountainous and rock,ItBuyp areas, land reserved for different
social services and Bush land. Land use of theéd@ar (table3.1) Shows that the land use in the
‘woreda’ is dominated by bush land which accoumtdioout 43.73% the total land. Arable land
is very important in the ‘woreda’ it accounts &dyout 36.7% of the land indicating that there is
a room for future expansion in the ‘woreda’. Ab@0t74% of the land is devoted for annual and
perennial crops. Land under grazing account fo#2véhere as land covered by forest is only
0.75%. It is therefore evident that deforestatias taken place in the ‘woreda’. Land devoted for
built up areas is 1.52%, for different social seegi 2.1% and about 1.73% is mountainous and
rocky land.
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Table 3.1 Land use type, area and percentaggsrinworeda.

NO Land use pattern Areas coverage(km?2) percent
1 Cultivated lanc 181.2¢ 10.7¢

2 Cultivable lant 62C 36.7

3 Forest lan 12.5¢ 0.7¢

4 Grazing lan 44.3¢ 2.6(

5 Water lant 1.21 0.07

6 Mountainous and rot 29.2: 1.7¢

7 Built up area 25.€ 1.52

8 Different social service 35.4¢ 2.1C

9 Bush lani 737. 9! 43.7:

Total 1687.7 kn” 100.00%

Source: - Seru Woreda Finance and Economic Dpredat Office, 2010

3.2.4.Climate

Data for the climate of the study area obtainedhfrational meteorological service agency. The
climate of study area inferred from meteorologicadord of Seru station. According to the
traditional Agro-climatic zone which considers réaf, climate and altitude, the study area lies
within dry (‘kola’) and ‘Woina Dega’ Agro-climatizone. About 98% of the woreda lies within
Kolla type of climate and only 2% found in the Waibega type of climate. ‘Kola’ areas range
between 950-1500m above Sea level where as ‘WoagaDranges between 1500-2500m above
sea level. The mean annual rain fall is 700mm-1280m summer and winter respectively and
the mean maximum and minimum annual temperatutheofear is 2% and 18c December to

February and July to October respectively.

3.3. Economic Activities

3.3.1. Agriculture

Agriculture is the most common economic activityafal population of Seru ‘woreda’. Farming
system in the ‘woreda’ is mixed farming both crapduction and animal rearing. The major
cereal crops produced in this area are in ‘WoingaDpart wheat, barley, and in the ‘Kolla’ part
maize, haricot bean and teff are dominant.

3.3.2. Trade, Industry and Tourism

Seru town is the center of activities of the ‘waeds distribution center. All rural Kebeles gain
their goods and services from Seru town. In Sewntancludes 16 grain mglemploying 45

people, as well as 269 registered public and pibaisinessmen trading firms in the woreda, of
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which 26% were wholesalers, 57.6% retailers and®%7were service providers. Other is
believed to be operating on informal sectors. Tlaeeeabout 18 tourist attracting historical sites
in the woreda. From these sites kokobe cave, Saikandhe, Sheik Abbas Building and Cafa

Sheik Abbas are the most known tourist site indisérict.

3.4. Infrastructure

Urban-rural linkages are highly influenced by thaikbility of different types of infrastructures
in a given area. Physical, social and economi@asgtfucture plays an important role in improving
rural productivity and access to market. The abditg and affordability of physical
infrastructure is an important in connecting praefscto local urban centers (Satterthwaite,
2003). Therefore rural producers’ physical accessnarket and the extent of these urban
centers’ connection to wider networks of RegiomNational and International urban centers are
dependent up on the availability of infrastruct(ivagersa, 2007).

3.4.1. Physical Infrastructure

The only modern mode of transport available in Sexareda’ is road transport. The quality of
road network in the study area is very poor contpare other parts of the country. The
movement from one place to another within ‘woredad with other ‘woreda’ is very difficult
especially during rainy season. There is no routeugh Seru ‘woreda’ to other town. There is
only one route that connect Seru town to other town

3.4.2. Social Infrastructure

3.4.3. Health

Health institution play an important role in orderhave healthy citizen capable of producing
that in turn contribute to economic developmenthef country. The town has one health center,
three clinics (privately owned), one rural drug @enand five health posts.

3.4.4. Education

Education is very important for development. Theadtural researches that provide extension
services and other inputs; and technologies tlaease production are gain through education.
The availability of schools and training centers assential for linking urban and rural areas
through the movement of capital human and finanel@nents. The ‘woreda’ has one KG, 15

primary schools (1-4), 15 junior schools (5-8), @@eondary school (9-10) and no preparatory

24



and other colleges and training centers like texdirand vocational school (TVET) and teacher
colleges.

3.4.5. Other Infrastructure

There is only one route that connects the towntb@rotowns. Communication infrastructures
like telephone and postal services are importantsfacial and economic activities of the
communities. For example, telephone is one of tlestnmportant means of communication
used by the traders to obtain recent informati@y theed. Hence it has impact on the urban and
rural linkage. In terms of telephone Seru town dliggal telephone service and in the study year,
the mobile phone service becomes functional in deré&nfortunately, the woreda has no postal

service.

Other infrastructure like bank and microfinancevesr play important role in facilitating urban
and rural linkages. However, in Seru town theradasbank and credit and saving services like

microfinance.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
4.1. Characteristics of Hinterlands’ Households

4.1.1. Age of Rural Households

Age is an important demographic characteristidhiefdample households. The age of households
ranges from 18-69 with the mean of 39.20 and medgmof 49.Table 4.1 illustrates that about
25.0% of the respondents were in the age grouB«f0L About 39.3% included in the second
age group, that is 31-43. This age a group is tiee which contain large number of sample
households. The third age group contains 27.6%eftatal sample size. Only 6.1% and 2.0%
were included in the age group of 57-69 and ab®vge@rs respectively.

The age structure has also significant implicatonthe economic activities of the households.
As indicated below majority of the sample in thedst area shows that, there belong to 31-43
age group. This age group is adult and productge @nd is independent. These productive
people are the factors of production and they hmpsitive implication on development and also
urban rural linkages.

Table 4.1Age structures of rural households

Age structure of rural Frequency | Percent

households

Valid 18-30 49 25.00
31-43 77 39.00
44-56 54 28.00
57-69 12 6.00
>69 4 2.00
Total 196 100.00

Source:-Own computation, 2011
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4.1.2. Gender of Rural Households
Table 4.2 shows the gender structures of rural ladipun. The sample households are male
dominated. Male accounts for 84% of the total semmplpulation. Female respondents form 16%

of total rural sample households.

Table 4.2 Gender structures of rural housi=hol

Gender Frequency Percent
Valid | Female 31 16.00
Male 165 84.00
Total 196 100.00
Source: own syrva011

4.1.3. Occupation of Rural Households

In the rural areas of Seru town, the most commaupations is both animal rearing and crop
cultivation which account for 77 % of all activiieOnly 10.20 % of the sample households are
crop producers without animal rearing and 6.10%esagaged only in animal rearing. 7.10% of
the total rural sample households is engaged detasmd crop production (See table 4.3).

Table 4.3.0Occupation of rural households

Occupation conditions of rural Frequency| Percent

households

Valid crop producer 20 10.20
animal rearing 12 6.10
mixed 150 76.50
trade and crop 14 7.10
producers
Total 196 100.00

Source: own survey, 2011

4.1.4. Educational level of Rural Households

In Educational attainment, about 37.60 % can reabtverite, 31.10% have attained 1-4 grades,
17.90% of the respondents have educational levBi®fjrades, and 7.70.% have attained grade
9 and 10 and only 3% had more than 10 gradshicational attainments have positive
implication on the urban rural linkages particwaahd on economic and social development in
general. Educated people are mostly engaged iragoaultural activities like trade, industries

and service. These conditions facilitate urbanldirkages and transfer to industrialization.
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Table 4.4 Education levels of rural sample hbokis

Education level of rural Frequency Percent

households

Valid Read and write 74 37.80
1-4 61 31.10
5-8 35 17.90
9 and 10 15 7.70
>10 5 2.60
missing value G 3.10
Total 196 100.00

Source: Own computation, 2011

4.2. Condition of Farming

4.2.1 land Holding

The average land holding size of the sample holdeti@bout 0.50 hectare per household. This
is relatively more that théworeda's average land holding size which is 0.44 hectare per
household. As to classification of land by ferylitmajorities of sample households classified

their land as fertile and other as semi- fertild aome said unfertile.

4.2.2. Livestock Production
Significant variation observed in livestock ownepskvithin sample households though they

reported that they have different types of livekt(see table 4.6

Table 4.5 average number ofdisek owned by rural households

Types of cattle Average owned Nof respondents | Percent

Ox 1.4¢€ 61 31.0C
Cow 1.37 27 13.8(
Goa 2.35 34 17.3C
Shee| 2.3z 31 15.8(
Horse 0.0z 15 7.7(C
Donkey 1.3t 18 9.2
Mule 0.01 10 5.2(
Total 19¢ 100.0(

Source: own survey, 2011
Table 4.5 shows that the average livestock ownedutst households. The average number of

oxen owned per household is less than two, which itmown impact on farming system.
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Relatively there is high number of goats and sleepership in the study area. Relatively except
donkey, other pack animal like horses and mulesiareommon in study area.

4.2.3. Crop Production

Farm size and oxen ownership are among the moghihertant factors that affect the volume of

crop production of the rural households.

Table 4.6 Rural households’ crop production asgtrpose (last year)

No | Types of rops Average product in quinti | Primary purpose

2 Wheat 6.3¢ Consumption

3 Teff 3.9¢ Consumption and sale
4 Sorghumr 6.21 Consumption

5 Barley 3.1¢ Consumption

6 Maize 3.01 Consumption

7 Pet 2.01 Consumption

8 Bear 0.9¢ Consumption

9 Haricot beel 3.8¢ commercial

Source:rosurvey, 2011

As indicated in the table 4.6, rural householdslpoe small amount of crop. Due to this, the all
most all crop produced used for home consumptiorpgee. Only haricot been used for
commercial purpose. Most of the respondents coubdiyze more than three types of crops.

Majority of respondents produced wheat, maize anghaim.

4.3. Characteristics of urban Households

4.3.1. Age of Urban Households

The sample is selected across different age grdupeslower age boundary is found out to be 18
year and the sample households mean age is 22 Vahte illustrates that most of the
respondents lies within 31-43 age groups accounalfout 42.40%. This age group includes
adult households. 12(18.20%) households were iragfeegroup of 18-30. 7.60% of households
found in the 57-69 age group and only 3% are faaritle last age group.
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Table 4.7 Age structure of urban households

Age grouj Frequenc Percer

Valid 18-3C 12 18.2(
31-43 28 42.4(
44-56 19 28.8(
57-69 5 7.6C
>6¢ 2 3.0C
Total 66 100.0¢

Source: - Own survey data, 2011

Age is an important demographic characteristic beeaas the age of the households become
older and older; their capacity in the producti@tdmes decreases. On the other hand, age has

direct link to productivity. Youth are the one wbontribute to economic development.

4.3.2. Gender of Urban Households

Table 4.8 shows the gender structures of urban Isgoopulation. Like that of rural households,

urban sample households are also male dominatddsMacount for 85.80% of the total sample
population. Female respondents form 15.20% of waahple households. Imbalance in gender

structure may implies that most of the activitieshe town are male driven.

Table 4.8Gender structure household respondents

Gender Frequency, Percent
Valid | female 10 15.20
male 56 84.80
Total 66 100.00

Source: - Own survey data, 2011

4.3.3. Education Level of Urban Households

Table 4.9 illustrates that, most of the urban hbakis’ educational level lies within junior

school (5-8). This accounts for about 31.80%. AbOG0% of urban sample households can read
and write, 15.20% of the respondents have attdingdycle of primary school (1-4) and

18.20% has completed grade 9 and 10. Only 27.300teafespondents attain above grade 10.
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Table 4.9 Educational level of urban householdoedpnts

Education leve Frequenc Percer

Valid Read and wri 5 7.6C
1-4 10 15.2(
5-8 21 31.8(
9 and 1 12 18.2(
>1C 18 27.3(
Total 66 100.0(

Source: owmvay, 2011

4.3.4. Occupation of Urban Households

Urban households have different occupations likedifrg, government work laborers and other

activities. The following table shows the differemcupations of the respondents.

Table 4.10.Occupation of urban household resposdent

Occupation Frequency Percer
Valid | Trader 25 37.90
government 15 22.70
employees
Laborers 9 13.60
other 17 25.80
Total 66| 100.00

Source:-own computation, 2011

t

As indicated in the above table. Large numbersaafseholds are traders accounting for about

37.90%. 22.70% is government employees and 13.6084ily worker or laborers. Other urban

activities account for about 25.80%. Trade is apdrtant activity that connects urban and rural

households. Trade allows exchange of commoditi¢éwdsn two spatial areas. Exchanges of

goods and service between urban and rural areaeigypes of urban and rural linkages. There

fore trade can have significance role in urbanramal linkages in the study town.
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4.4. Roles and Functions of Seru Town

At present the town providing various goods andiises for people in the center and hinter
lands as well. The status of administration coupléth other factors could have a differential
impact on type and patterns of urban-rural linkafiee town has one health center and one
health post, network coverage and semi-digitalctetf@munication. There is no bank water
supply and postal service in the town. Table 4.héws the function of the town and the

availability of goods and services for urban antdriands’ residents.
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Table 4.11 Business typas Bunctions of Seru town

Business typi availability

Private trade and services

Hotel

Bar

Restauran

Bakery

Grain trade

Berber

Metal work

Wood work

Mill house

AV IRNENENENENERN N

Retai trade

Public and social services

Education

KG

Primary (--4)

Junior (-5)

Secondary (-10)

Preparatory (1-12)

Health

Pharmac

Clinic

NN IXN NS

Health cente

Infrastructures

Telephone

Electricity

Bank

Water supply

Transport roo

Administration

Police statior

Judicial court

Municipality

Administration office

Finance office

Education offie

Agriculture office

Agriculture

Veterinary servict

Livestock breedin

Input supply stor

A RSN RNENENENENEN NN NN EaN BENIN

Social recreatiol

Source own survey, 2011
X: represent absence of service @ndepresent the present of services
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4.4.1. Sources of Revenue of the Town

In Seru town different economic activities are Egtrout by urban households to meet their
livelihood strategies. These activities are thersesi of revenue for the municipality. The town
gets revenue mainly from the following activitie§hese are different taxes(production),
Livestock tax, Land rent ,house tax/rent, commérciaax, bus rent,
license for construction of house and fences, diffefees, Fees from loading and unloading
and Property transfer fees. Livestock tax and l@md are by far the main sources of revenue of
the town.

Table 4.12.Revenue plan and actual performancemf t®wn from 2006/7 to 2010/11

year Plan to be collecte Actual performance Percent (%)

2006/ 405,250.0 146,522.5 29.0(
2007/¢ 500,350.0 150,105.4 30.0(
2008/¢ 600,036.0 194,773.6 32.4¢
2009/1( 400,000.0 221,801.3 55.4¢
2010/1: 450,(00.0¢ Processin 70 expecte

Source: - Seru Municipal office, 2010

In comparing the plan and actual performance ir62Z0can be seen that more htan70% of the
revenue remains uncollected. It is only 29%whi@swollected. The uncollected is estimated to
amount 255,144.52 birr. In the 2007/8 year the quethnce was also very low, only 30 %(
150,105.48 birr) was collected and 70 %( 350,244i52 remain uncollected. In the 2008/9 the
collected revenue has increased and reached abai@ %( 194,773.68 birr). This is about one-
third of the plan. In the 2009/10 year more thalf (5%%.45%) was collected, which compared to
the previous three years shows better achievermetite study year, 2010/11 it is expected more
than 70% will be collected. In fact that Seru towsnincreasing its collection capacity is a

positive sign and needs to be further strengthened.

There are two market day per week in Seru town gdag and Saturday). In these days,
agricultural out puts, livestock and industrial geccome to the market from the surrounding
merchants. There are four general market areaesedtin different parts of the town. These are
grain market, fruit market, industrial product metrland livestock market. The livestock Market

of the town is found at the North of the town.sltniot fenced and does not have facilities that can
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serve market attendants. The area is located gbahphery of the town. Since road does not
reach the area it is unable to transport cattlenfhre market. The total area of livestock market

is only 0.42 hectare serving 2800 livestock perkatday.

4.4.2. Characteristics of Urban Traders
In the town there any different small scale tradmagvities are carried out. The most important
trade engaged is Grain trade and retail. The neatufes of these types of trade are discussed

hereafter

4.4.2.1 Grain Traders

From sample traders nine were grain traders. Tdagital ranges from 9,000 to 21,000 Birr with
an average capital of 15,000 Birr. The sourceseifr income are themselves and their relative
as there is no Bank and microfinance service irtdlaan. They said that they purchase the grain
from rural farmers in the market of the town anghax of other town like Adama and Addis
Ababa. Hinterlands areas are known by differenésypf crops. For example, Woina Dega areas
are known by wheat and Barley (Waltahi), Daro Negayd Daro Dibayu are known by

sorghum, Haricot been and teff production.

4.4.2.2 Retallers
Retailer traders in the town are small businesseosviThey operate privately and sell consumer
goods. Compared with grain traders, they capitdbwger which range from 500 to 2500Birr.

They purchase items for whole sales and retaibtsemers in the markets.
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4.5. FORMS OF URBAN-RURAL LINKAGES

Urban —rural linkages have different forms and disens. However, this study focused on
urban-rural linkages and give due attention on igpdinkages such as production and
consumption linkages (crop production, livestockoduction use of agricultural inputs),

marketing linkages (flow of production, livestockdaindustrial goods and services),flows of
people(migration and visiting pattern) , servicefivery linkages( education, health)and factors

affecting urban-rural linkages.

4.5.1. Production Linkages

Production linkages are manifested in the formbaxfkward and forward production linkages.

Backward linkages results when the rural farmeesaggicultural inputs such as improved seeds,
pesticide, herbicides and fertilizer. While forwgstbduction linkages involve processing and
distribution of agricultural outputs of rural hinends household by firm at nearby town.

Agricultural inputs help in increasing productivity nourishing crop with minerals that are

necessary for production. Therefore, small towres etpected to improve farmers’ access to
agricultural inputs. An extent to which local fan®eutilize agricultural inputs and extension

services and whether small towns are the sourtleesk services to local farmer will reveal the
impacts of small town on the hinterlands. Surveyusél households reveals that about 89% of

rural households get inputs from Seru woreda aljuaioffice.

Table 4.13 Rural households used agriculinglts last year (2009/10)

Agricultural inputs | Average expenditure (Birr) Number | Percent
Fertilizer 531.5( 192 98.0(
Improved seed 481.2¢ 46 23.5:
Herbicides 52.3¢ 10¢ 55.6:
Pesticide 21.5( 98 50.0(

Source: ownvay, 2011

Table 4.13 depicts that the predominant types ditiused by rural farmers in Semoredawas

fertilizer. Almost the entire sample population didertilizer last year. However, this does not
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mean that they used sufficient amount of fertilizEmis small amount of utilization of fertilizer
will reduce the amount of crop production whichtumn limits urban-rural linkages in terms of
crop production and supply to the market. It isyoabout 56% and 50% of the respondents
reported that they used herbicides and pesticidsgectively. About 23.53% of respondents
have used improved seed on the 2009/10 productarsy

As far as the average expenditure of inputs corckrRertilizer takes the first rank and followed
by improved seeds and herbicides. Other inputs agdinactor and harvesters have not been by
any of the sample households. Respondents alsestagigthat there are different reasons for not
using herbicides and pesticides. The major probl@psrted by famers are high cost of fertilizer
and irrelevance of inputs. Farmers believed thatue of chemicals could have negative impact

on the quality of honey production.

4.5.2. Marketing Linkages

Marketing linkage is manifested when urban dwelkand traders purchase agricultural outputs
from rural households. The inputs to the processidoketing linkage is therefore, agricultural
products and the output is the consumption of petsdby urban consumers (White, J.T, 2005)
cited in Magersa, 2007). The simplest link betweensumer (urban households) and producers
(farmers) is where agricultural producers sell thewvn products directly in a market to the
consumers. But the marketing linkages between algwral producers and urban consumers are
sometimes provided through a network of tradergeHlee following sections discussed about
agricultural out puts supplied to the market byaldarmers, the town potential of absorbing

hinterlands’ products and the marketing channé¢heftown with other bigger town.

4.5.2.1. Agricultural Outputs and Marketing

Small town connected to larger centers are expeitea@move the problem farmers face in
marketing agricultural products and bringing pradum market and respond to the available
demand in the town. Traders also avoid high costcaifecting products from discrete
settlements. On the other hands if market towns:atre€onnected to their hinterland subsistence
production will prevail and there will be little dught to market (Tegegne, 2001:56). Study
conducted in 15 Ethiopia villages by Dercon and diodtt (2005) cited in Eshetu (2007)
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revealed that rural households have sold 25%-60%heif grain crops and 75% of their

livestock in nearest small town in a year.

Table 4.14 provides the types of grain crop theerage annual output and an average amount
sold both in quality and value terms by rural farsng Seru town by rural hinterlands. Teff,
wheat, haricot been, onion and peas are among dseimportant crops brought to Seru market
about 68.2% of the producers of teff reported thay have sold about 75% of their products last
year. About 97.10 % of the farm households who pced wheat reported that they have sold
42.50% of their product in Seru market last yeamil@rly 72.50% of rural households who
produced haricot bean reported that they have @% of their products last year. In remote areas of
Seru woreda haricot bean is the most common cagh étbout 76% of respondents who produced
sorghum have brought only 39% of their producthte market and 52% of producers of barley also
reported that they have sold 25% of their prod&trghum and barley are crops which have low

proportion of sale, because rural households usad mainly for home consumption.

Table 4.14 Crop output, types, amount sold andeptdsale by rural households in 2009/10

Types of| Average Average sold in Average sold No of | percent
crops product in| quintal (birr) farmers
quintal No %

Wheat 6.39 2.71 42.5 1395.65 190 97.10
Teff 3.99 2.299 75 2066.09 169 68.20
Sorghum 6.21 2.23 39 1010.19 149 76.40
Barley 3.18 0.79 25 310.78 102 52.00
Maize 3.01 1.23 41 480.93 115 59.80
Pea 2.01 1.02 51 1531.02 51 26.00
Bean 0.93 0.44 48 625.24 134 68.20
Haricot been| 3.88 3.72 96 2205.96 142 72.50
Onion 2.00 1.06 53 210.94 125 63.80

Source: own survey data, 2011

4.5.2.2. Purchase of Crops by Urban Households

One of the assumptions of many rural-urban linkagelies is that farmer households create
demand for urban goods and small towns can meehrdamand of rural households (Gaile,
1992) cited in (Tegegne, 2001:63). Towns are pgnworthy of serving as a collecting and

distributing center for the surrounding hinter lahagricultural products and thereby linking the
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hinterland with regional and national economiesc@lia 2002). One of marketing linkage of

urban households to rural households is througbhasing grain (consumer goods) crop.

Table 4.15 shows that, the grain crops (food comdiom) of urban households. Urban
households of Seru town are the highest consunfi¢esfpas indicated in the table. About 81.5
% of urban households responded that they havehb@ngl consumed the average of 52.30 kg
of teff in one month and its average expenditurenébto be 203.97 Birr. This crop is also one of
the dominant crops produced by hinterland housshdld3.10 % of urban sample households
also bought and consumed 41.30 kg of sorghum aiddékpenditure was estimated to be 67.92
Birr. The second dominant consumption crop is wh&h20% of urban households reported that
they have bought 15.20 of kg and expended 42.56 iBimonth. Households in Seru town
responded that they have bought crop in the matiettly from producers and in rare cases

they also bought from traders.

Table 4.15 Grain crops bought and average expeadiyiurban households January, 2011

Types of crop | Consumption in past February, 2 No of househol percen
Amount in kg Av. Amount in Birr respondents
Teff 52.3( 20397 54 81.5(
Whea 15.2( 42.5¢ 40 61.2(
Sorghun 41.3( 67.9: 48 73.1(
Bear 2.1C 19.9¢ 5C 76.4(
Pei 2.5C 24.6¢€ 3C 45.1(
Barley 6.1C 17.6¢ 32 48.9(
Maize 9.5( 14.2¢ 47 71.0(
Onior 5.31 12.9( 39 58.9(

Source: own survey data 2011

4.5.2.3. Livestock Production and Marketing

The argument made for marketing of crops could bderto the marketing of livestock as well.
Hence, small town are expected to stimulate higjtaestock sell to earn income on the parts of
farmer (Tegegne, 2001; 60). Rural households ofti S&reda have reported that they sold
livestock and livestock product within 1 year (dable 4.16). In Seru woreda farms have sold
poultry product, goat, sheep, ox and etc. poultg the highest sale among the others. About
49% of the owners of poultry have sold nearly 38%aultry in the market. Regarding to sheep
and goat, rural households indicated that, theyelsld sheep and goats in the market. About

24% of the owners of sheep have sold nearly 51%epérof their sheep. Similarly, 11% of the
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rural households who have goats have also sold @38eir goats. Rural farmers’ have sold
other animals like oxen, cows and donkeys. Abouta®fth 5% of respondents have sold 9% oxen

and 41% of cows respectively.

Table 4.16 livestock owned and sold by rural hbo&gs in 12 months

Types of| number owne( Amount sold in 1Z| No of householc
livestock in 12 month moth
No % No %

Ox 1.6¢€ 0.1t 9 18 9.0C
Cow 1.4: 0.5¢ 41 1C 5.0C
Shee| 6.01 3.0¢ 51 47 24.0(
Goa 6.5¢ 4.1k 63 22 11.0C
Donkey 0.€ 0.1¢ 21 4 2.0C
Poultry 8.3¢ 3.0C 36 96 49.0(

Source: own survey data, 2011

As indicated in Table 4.16, livestock which havea#inproportion of sale are ox (9%) and
donkey (21%). The study area used traditional fagrsystem, entire households used oxen
ploughing And donkeys are used as the means of transportsy&tem to transport goods and

to/from rural areas.

4.5.2.4. Purchase of Livestock by Urban Households

Another way of looking at marketing linkage is obhseg urban households’ purchase of
livestock. As it is indicated in the table 4.17bamn dwellers have bought goat, sheep, cow and
poultry. Poultry and goats have higher numbersamisamers. Most frequently goat, sheep and
poultry are used for consumption of urban househé#®6 of sample urban households have
bought an average of more than five hens withirear.y27% of sample has bought more than

two sheep in a year and 33% of sample urban pé@pie bought more than two goats in a year.

Table 4.17 urban households purchase livestoakymar

Types of| Average Purchase from Nof respondents
livestock consumption

No Birr Famer Trader No %
Sheep 2.21 321.00 75 25 16 27,00
Goat 2.87 295.75| 69 31 22 33.00
Poultry 5.24 132.31| 85 15 26 40.00

Source: own survey data, 2011
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The above shows not closed market which meansrttipts are sold not only in Seru town and
the rests are locally consumed, but also therdriade outlet with other town such as Bele town,
Adele and Arsi Robe town. As tried to mention earthere are two market day in Seru town,
Saturday and Tuesday. In these day traders come tlhhose towns mentioned and purchase
agricultural products and livestock from the towrddake to other big town like Addis Ababa
and Adama. They also supply industrial products lidoth, shoes and food items and
agricultural inputs to the households which theyncd get from Seru town.

4.5.2.5. Off-farm Activities

Off-farm activities are considered as part of swalistrategies offering cyclical and seasonal
employment and supplementing meager farm incondronght-affected areas (Mulat, 1995).
Observed off-farm activities in the study areararge or less the type that could consider as part
of survival strategies or practices to supplemesager income. Various definitions are given to
off-farm activities. However, this paper refersalb primary, secondary and tertiary activities
practiced in the study area. Given due emphadiset@ital role of urbanization on development,
the development of off- farm activities play cruadiale. Off- farm sector offer two-way linkage
between farm and non-farm activities and also sasveridge between urban and rural areas.

Table 4.18 Shows numbers of rural farmers engaygetif-farm activities

Did you engaged in| No of respondents | Percent (%)
off-farm activities?

Yes 10C 51.0(

No 84 43.0(

Not responde 12 6.0(

Total 19¢€ 100.0(

Source: own survey1?
Of total rural sample households, 51% reported they Hre engaged in off-farm activities and
43% of rural sample households reported that thdyndt. Of 51% rural households who
engaged in off-farm activities reported that thengaged in fuel and charcoal trading, and
followed by trade (31%), 14% of the respondents $haat they engaged in daily labor .Trade
include marketing with such items like vegetableedtock and etc. Other types of off-farm
activities are weaving, blacksmith and the liketdabtained from the respondent who engaged
in off-farm activities indicated that the activii@re very important to help the households who

have the problem of shortage of farm to help tfemily. But the problem is that those farm

42



activities are not enough to feed their family hesmathey earn little money as these activities are
not well developed (example caring goods, cuttieg,tloading and unloading and etc)

Table 4.19 Types of off-farm activities imterland of Seru town

Types of activities Noof respondents| Percent
Charcoal and fuel selling48 48.00
Daily labor 14 14.00
Trade 31 31.00
Other 7 7.00
Total 100 100.00

Source: Own survey, 2011

From this one can deduce that rural off-farm atésisupport in generating income and creating
job opportunities. However, these activities haveancontribution to urban and rural linkages.
Because, such types of activities help househad®rly daily expenditure ‘hand to mouth’.
Charcoal and fuel selling also have negative impaet environment as it accelerated
deforestation rate which in turn affect human being

4.5.2.6. Agricultural Problems

Agricultural problems have linkage with urban andat interaction. Land shortage has the first,
because land redistribution has not been undertafece 1983 E.C. Now population is
increasing and hence; land shortage is becomingat groblem of the rural society of the study
area.

Table 4.20 Agricultural problems in study area

Types of problems Noof respondents Percen
Shortage of Land 196 100.0(
Lack of capital 181 92.30
Unexpected drought 187 96.40
Transport 75 38.30
Fertility of soil 91 46.40
lack of pasture land 121 61.70
High cost of fertilizer 152 77.60

Source: own survey data, 2011

Table 4.20 reveals that the agricultural problemsthe rural areas of Seru ‘woreda’ that
contributed to the low production of agriculturabguction. As indicated in the table, the first
and most serious problem is shortage of farm |&idrural sample households 100% of the

respondents reported that they have the probleshoftage of farm land. The average land
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holding of the woreda is only about 0.5 hectare peusehold. The second problem is
unexpected drought that affects the areas frequefitf sample rural households 96.40%
reported that the shortage of rain (drought) is féetors that affect crop production in rural
areas. Lack of capital is also mentioned as thélenas of agriculture in rural areas as they do
not have sufficient money to purchase agricultimplts such as fertilizer and improved seeds.
Transportation is also the problem seen in thd areas of Seru town. About 98% of rural areas
of Seru town found in the ‘Kolla’ types of climassd their geographical location is also hilly
and rugged terrain. Shortage of grazing land is #® problem that reduces the livestock
production. Fertility of soil play significant roi@ reducing prop production. This is because as
the population is increase the fertility of soicdease as soil conservation mechanism is not well
practiced in the area. The rural farmers also tegathat erosion is serious problem that forced
them not to use fertilizer and improved seeds have been taken by erosion

4.5.3. Migration and Urban-Rural Linkages

Small towns are believed to serve as attractiontpdor surrounding people. Thus, the flows of
migrants from surrounding areas to the big centgitsbe increase (Tegegne, 2001). Migration
status of urban Households revealed that the nyairurban households are migrants (see table
4.21). Of sample urban households, 49% of the redgus indicated that their previous place of
residence is rural area which means their plad@rtf is rural areas. Additionally about 15% of
sample urban households reveal that they come dtber town. Of total urban households, only

36% were born in Seru town and thus there are udsidents.

Table 4.21 Migration status of urban house$old

Place of birth Norespondents | percent
Seru towr 24 36.0(
Rural area: 32 49.0(
Other town 10 15.0(
Total 66 100C

Source: own survey data, 2011

Information collected through questionnaire depitist there are many causes why the have
changed their residents to Seru town. Shortagaraf land in rural area is one of the major
push factors for the high level of migration indtuarea. About 50% of the migrants reported

that shortage of land is the cause of their migratAnother reported by 28% of respondents is
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education. They have come to urban area for betlecation. About 12.50% and 6% have
reported that they migrated because of findingelodife and search for better job respectively.

Table 4.22 Causes of migration in Seru town

Reason of migration Number of households Percent
Shortage of farmlan 16 50.0(
Better life 4 12.5(
Search jot 2 6.0(
Marriage 1 4.0C
Educatior 9 28.5(

Source: own survey, 2011

4.5.4. Rural Households’ Visit to Seru Town

Towns provide various services to the hinterlandppe to provide several services such as
market for agricultural products, source of urbaods and services and the centers for off-farm
employment. Thus, residents of hinterlands go éottlivn to receive these functions. Table 4.22
shows the frequency of hinterland people visitirguStown. The patterns of visiting the town
range from once a week to five times in a week. e\mv, the majority of rural households
reported that they go to the twice in a week. TdbB3 indicates that 40% rural households visit
Seru town twice a week. This is because therevewemarket days in a week (Saturday (peak
market day) and Tuesday). About 25% and 19.50%rad house holds responded that they visit
Seru town once and three times respectively. TAesalso 10.50% and 5% of respondents’ visit
the town four and five times in a week.

Table 4.23 Frequency of rural households visitmtpwn

Frequency in a week Nmf respondents | Percent
Once a wee 49 25.0(
Twice a weel 78 40.0(
Three times 38 19.5C
Four times 20 10.5C
Five times 10 5.0C

Source: own survey data, 2011

The most important purpose of rural householdg sisiall towns are for markets (Chowdhury,
2005). Table 4.24 indicates that reasons of ruoalsbholds visiting Seru town. About 91% of
rural households of Seru woreda reported that th&yed town for buying and selling goods.

About 87% of rural households visit Seru town focess to social services (medical treatment

45



education, administrative purpose, etc). About 2dP4ural households responded that they

visited the town to visit their relatives.

Table 4.24 Reasons of rural households visag town

Selected Reasons No of | Percent
respondents
Buy and sell 179 91.35
Access to social service 171 87.13
Visit relatives 41 21.05
Other 16 8.25

Source: own survey data, 2011
The survey found out that the frequency of visitnigstly affected by the distance of rural areas
from town. That is the longer the distance of raadas from the town, the lower the visit and

vice versa.

4.5.5. Service Delivery Linkages

One of the manifestations of urban-rural linkagehiough public service delivery linkages.
Rural households in the study area reported tlegt lave come to the town to access to different
public services such health, education, administtabnd judicial services. The patterns of
public services delivery linkages varies from tyyges of service to another this means that the
way rural households utilize education servicedifferent for that of healthThe availability of
services in urban areas is an indicator of thelletelevelopment in ongvay and another. It
attracts the nearby rural settlers for the searclsugh services like education, health and

communication services in the town.

Survey from rural households reveals that, Seruntdwas service linkage with different
hinterland (rural) areas. Rural areas get diffesemial services from Seru town include service
like education, health service, communication amaghdportation service. Therefore, there is a
need to promote the integration between urban arad service delivery linkages on education,
health, telecommunication and other basic sociaices of Seru town rather than continuing to
treat them as independent sector in the strugblmal preparation for town.

4.5.5. 1. Education

Education is the main powerful force which attratts rural people from different areas of the
woreda to Seru town. It is the basic input of depelent and an essential investment in people
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and precondition for reasonable and sustainableldement. Even though the town does not
have higher education institution like universitpllege and some vocational training, students
come to the town for education in secondary schéblworeda level there are about 14 rural
Kebeles. Each Kebele has at least one elementhoplsand others have more than one. From
each Kebele, after completing their primary schetdents come to Seru town to continue their
education in secondary school. In Seru town, mhstenits are from rural areas (Seru woreda
Education Office, 2002).School is one of the instins which give social services for both
urban and rural peoples. Currently Seru woredatasducational institutions which are directly
administrated by Seru woreda educational officet Bie town has only 3 schools. 1 KG
(Kindergarten), 1 elementary School (1-8) and bsdary school (9-10). Seru secondary school

has constructed giving service since 2005/6.

Table 4.25 Numbers of schools in Seru woreda

No School leve No of school Total

1 1-4 15 15

2 5-8 14 14

3 9-10 1 1

4 KG 1 1
Total 31 31

Source: - Seru town education office, 2010

Table 4.25 shows that the educational instituti@hstribution in Serworeda At woredalevel,
there are 31government owned educational institgtiof which 15 are primary schools of first
cycles (1-4), 14 are secondary cycles (5-8), 1 rmexy school (9-10) and one KG. The
secondary education and KG are only found in thentd=ach rural Kebeles have at least one
primary school (1-8) and the students completeaugrade 8 in their own Kebeles. After this
level, the students need to go Seru town to foltbeir secondary education (9-10). Here, it
shows that the town has educational linkages Wittha rural Kebeles. The town does not have
preparatory school; thus, students walk a distafedout 38 km to neighbor woreda town. This
condition has negative impact on the students vawe linancial problems, cannot continue their

education in neighbor school, thus, forced to drop
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4.5.5. 2. Health Service
Health service is one of the basic social servibes people need to access. Without health
service provision development will be unexpected, fhe social services like health and

education is the precondition in the poverty abdioin strategies.

As the data collected from the woreda health off®eru town has only one health center which
is expected to service for 25,000 people. But theufation of the woreda is about 73591 of
which 36,449 are male and 37,142 are female. Teigechealth service for this much of people,
two additional health centers should be requiredt tBere is only one health center in this
district and functioning beyond its capacity. Soe hinterland populations get the service by
only going to the town.

Under the health center, there are five healthspdgectly administrated under Seru health
center office. Each health posts expected to se&O0 peoples. These health posts are found in
five rural kebeles namely Jidda Jiru, Waltahi, Daxegeya, Daro Dibayu and Sa’ada. The rest
rural kebeles have not and health posts, thus,ribey to get the service either from the town or
the nearby rural kebeles. The health center is wgrin rural areas by following the health
extension packages to attain their objectives. idadth extension packages are depending up on
prevention of disease than curative activities.e Tiealth center is mostly working curing but

health extensions are working on the preventioiviéies in rural areas.

When looking about health expenditure, 93% of rdmaliseholds who utilize health services
form the town reported they get health servicesnfithe town. As far as education services
concerned, rural households use education serincdiferent ways. Of the total sample rural

households, 36% reported that they send their i@mildor primary schooling. This is because
each rural Kebele has at least one primary schotiair localities. About 56% of rural sample

households reported that they sent their childegrjunior school. The average member of rural
households who sent their children to town for gursichool is greater that rural households who
sent their children for primary school becauserthmber of junior schools in rural area is less
that that of primary school. About 99% of rural Beholds sent their children to the town for
secondary school as there is no any secondary lschawal areas.
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Table 4.26 Distribution of respondents utilize urls&rvices

Types of service No of | Percen
respondents
Healtt 93.15%
Clinic 18C 91.7¢
Pharmac 17k 89.51]
Health cente 19z 98.2(
Educatior 63.5%
Primary 71 36.0(
Junior 11C 56.0(
Secondan 194 99.23
Infrastructure: 93.5(
Telephone 171 87.0(
Transportatior 19¢ 100.0(
Administration 99.5(
Judicial service 194 99.0(
Police service 19¢ 100.0(

Source: Own survey, 2011

When compare and contrast rural households’ utitinaof health and education services it
looks quite different. As indicated in the tabl@@lthe average utilization of education is in the
town is about 63%, where as the average utilizatibhealth service by rural households is
estimated to be 93.15%. This is because the exgrans$ischools in the rural areas is greater than

that of health services. Thus rural householdghgeh only from urban area.

4.6. Challenges of Urban - Rural Linkages

Some researchers identified various forms of urdnach rural linkages exist in Ethiopia. These
linkages are however, affected by number of problefnine linkages and their problems could
differentiate by looking factors related to thewllof agricultural output, industrial goods, labor
and finance. Urban-rural linkage is affected byetént factors such as farming system, which
affect agricultural output (limited agricultural tput), accessibility to transport and lack of
telecommunication services in rural areas. As dised in previous chapter, the production

capacity of rural households of Seru town to sugpbducts to the market is slightly weak.
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Table 4.27 Factors affecting urban rural linkaigeSeru town and its hinterlands

NO Factors affecting urban| Percent (%)
rural linkages

1 Limited agricultural out put 36.00

2 Lack of road transport 34.00

3 Telecommunication services| 30.00
Total 100.00

Source: own survey, 2011

Table 4.27 reveals that limited agricultural outjsua problem of urban and rural linkages. Lack
of road transport is another problem in the studdaa This study shows that there is lack of
proper infrastructure for enhancing the linkagelsodt 36% of the respondents said that limited
agricultural output affects urban and rural linkageconomic). About 34% reported that road
and transport to be the challenges of urban aral hmkages. About 30% of the respondents
reported that lack of telecommunication servicethie problems that affect urban and rural

linkage.

4.6.1. Patterns of Farm Output

There is a great variation between agriculturadpotivities in rural areas. The farms out puts
are influenced by the fertility of soil, availaltyliof farm inputs and methods of farming among
the farmers. In respect to crop cultivation in giedy area, there are some factors that influence
the productivity of the crops. The first one is theor farming system followed by farmers. The
surrounding rural households used oxen to plougt. IsSome of the soil coverage is affected by
erosion. Nobody has used modern farming systenhénstudy areas. This primitive farming
system decreases agricultural out puts. The sleaason that reduces the productivity of crop
in the rural area is the dependency of farmer amwater for crop cultivation. Irrigation is not

practiced in the study area.

Farmers with small size of land will not be ablepr@duce surplus production. To the extent,
surplus production is limited. The possibility ofban and rural exchange will be reduced.
Concerning the animal rearing, the rural farmers aged primitive ways of animal rearing.
Some farmers proud of numbers of cattle than theubthey deliver from them. The output gain
from animal rearing is very low. The limited agricwal output and the limited animal rearing
practices in the study area affect the degreeldruand rural linkages.
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4.6.2. Conditions of Infrastructure and Services
Many rural households are found at the distant fteentown. They need road infrastructure for
marketing agricultural output and get services. Thedition of the infrastructure and service is

not efficient or non-existent to link town to ruieas.

Table 4.28 Modes of transportation used by raoalseholds

Categories of mode of number Percent
transportations (%)

on foo 15¢ 81.0(
Animal bacl 21 11.0(
Cal 16 8.0C
Total 19¢ 100.0(

Source:-own survey, 2011

As indicated in the table 4.28, Physical linkaggween Seru town and its rural area is very
weak. About 81% of the rural households reported they used traditional modes of transport
that is on foot. Only 8% get the chance of transpgrby the car. The natures of the road
networks surrounding rural areas of Seru town deenoourage the free movement of goods and
service. There is only one direction that have raad transport service. The rest rural areas used
animal back and walking on foot to come the towas®urces are transported to rural are by the
help of donkey back. Using donkey for the transggayh purpose is not efficient and effective
relative to the modern modes of transportationesgsBut as indicated in (figure4.1) majority of
rural households are still using donkey for tramsgimn. Others carry by themselves. It takes a
lot of time and money using this way of transpaotatsystem. In addition to this, donkey and
human labor cannot carry many resources. It iscdiff to transport perishable vegetable from
rural areas to the town. Rural households also pesckssed industrial products from the town.
They transport in similar way of the resources.t@other hand, they have no electricity. Some

rural areas have only the access of wireless nktamrerage.
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Figure 4.1.Rural a households using animal forsparting their product to Seru town
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Finally when compared forms of urban-rural linkagesSeru town and its hinterlands, the
degree of linkages are varies from one type ofag&to another. Some linkages are strong
where as other are weak. On the other hand linkageelf affect one other. For example the
availability of physical infrastructure (physicaikages) can positively or negatively affect other
forms of linkages such as service linkages, mangefinkage and even production and

consumption linkages

In the study area physical linkage is very weak tifestown is found at the border of Arsi and
Bale zone there is only one route that connectsdva to the other town. The town does not
have the route connect to Bale zone across WalarRind there is no route that connects the
town to the hinterlands. This is because the tawounded by the hill and rugged train that is
not suitable to construct road between two areddtaakes high investment. Therefore the poor
physical linkage between the town and its hinteltaas well as between Seru town and other

town negatively affect the other forms of urban am@l linkages in the areas.

Even though there is problem infrastructure andvises, limited agricultural output and
communication services, marketing linkages is tihenger urban rural linkages in study area
There are strong marketing linkages between Sewva tnd its hinterlands as well as between
Seru town and other town such as Bele, Adele ariteR8eru town has also marketing linkages
with big town like Addis Ababa and Adama. From lBggown Addis Ababa and Adama,
industrial product and food item come to Seru tdwrSeru town traders and other trader those
come from other town. There is forward and Backwarkages between Seru town and Addis
Ababa and Adama. Traders come from other town ampplg good to Seru town and its
hinterland those gods that are not supply by then® traders. On the other hand these traders
collect crops especially teff and wheat and liveltmainly goat from Seru town and exported to
Addis Ababa and Adama towns. Therefore one canlgded that marketing linkages between
Seru town and its hinterlands as well as Seru tamch other bigger town like Addis Ababa is

strong.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1. CONCLUSIONS

This study focused on urban-rural linkages and give attention on spatial linkages such as
production and consumption linkages (crop produgtlivestock production use of agricultural
inputs), marketing linkages (flow of production,vdstock and industrial goods and
services),flows of people(migration and visitingtpen) , services delivery linkages education,
health)and factors affecting urban-rural linkagegricultural, particularly crop cultivation and
animal rearing is the most economic activitieshaf &area. However, it is decreasing from time to
time. This insignificant contribution is attributed factors such as shortages of farm land,
unexpected drought, shortage of pasture land awdeasing fertility on the soil caused by
rapidly increasing of population.

The major crops produced in the area are cere@lscnmainly wheat, maize, teff, barley and
sorghum. Haricot been is the most known commemiaps in the area, especially in remote
areas of the woreda. The production of vegetablélse area is not worth mentioning because of
factors such as the absence of irrigation practicdbe area and consumption competition of
wild animals such as monkeys, pigs and apes. Anddwor is that the farmers give less

attention toward production of such crops.

The relation between Seru town and its hinterlafoi®duction-consumption, marketing,

migration and service) delivery linkage is undex ithfluence of natural and human pressure. It is
obvious that for strong relation to be exists betmvéwo spatial units; the two areas need to
provide necessary goods and services to their equart. However, rural households are unable
to produce surplus production and supply to the ketarthere is still interaction and

interdependence between Seru town and its hintisladRural households of Seru woreda have
been evidence to relatively stronger marketingdges to Seru town. Urban households’ survey
also depicts those urban residents of Seru towohpse both crop products and livestock from
rural farmers. The survey from trader also revéladd Seru town is collecting and distributing

center of grain crops (especially wheat and tefij) &vestock (especially goat) and export to

bigger cities like Addis Ababa and Adama.
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Rural households of Seru town have service deliliakages with the town. They have utilized
education, health, administration and judicial ¢@e@rvices mostly available in Seru town. There
are also another services likes telephone andpoatagion services that rural households need
from urban area. Regarding to the primary and s#gmgnschool 36% and 56% of rural sample
households reported that they sent their studemtirimary and junior school respectively.
There is also migration linkage between Seru towd #s hinterlands. Survey of migration
depicts that of urban residents 49% of respondeptsrted that they have come from rural areas
before ten years. This was mainly because of diffefactors such as searching job, Shortage of
farm land in rural areas and the like. Limited eghural output lack of transportation and
telecommunication are regarded as the factorssihabe the urban and rural linkages between

Seru tow and its hinterlands.
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5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS
For the realization of mutual development and fog formation of the smooth and strong
linkage between urban and rural areas and to shrengirban and rural linkages between Seru

town and its hinterland, the following recommendas were forwarded by the researcher

» To interlink both urban and rural areas, there isead to established market institution to
coordinate urban and rural areas. The coordinaifaurban and rural administrators assists
the local, economic development and increase tgeedeof urban and rural linkages between
two spatial units.

» Road and transportation facilities need to be dged in the rural areas to make the
appropriate linkages between two spatial areasalBexphysical linkage is the fundamental

for strengthened urban-rural linkages of linkages

» Effective and efficient urban and rural linkagengortant for precondition of enhancing and
increasing production of rural households and alszess agricultural out put in both spatial
areas. There should be infrastructural developnfentinvolves town and rural communities.
The greater access to the information technologitebroad and education are among the
other things need to be enhanced the linkages batwaal and urban areas. As tried to
mention in the findings, the physical linkage (adtructural development) between two areas
was to be very weak. Therefore the infrastructueetbpment between two areas facilitates
the other dimension of urban and rural linkages Bkonomic and service delivery linkages.
Thus priority should be given to road as it helpstdke resource from rural areas and

commodities to rural areas

» Communication has to be developed in the ruralsat@@ase the cost of the transportation. It
also helps to access information from the town. r&hshould be maintenance of
infrastructure and service in both rural and urbesas

» Improving socio-economic problems in both town andl areas demand the improvement
of agricultural productivities in rural areas. Tradethis, there is a need of appropriate strategy
that yield to increase agricultural productivitigsrural farmingsystem. The farmers should

be gain training in the rural areas how to incres® production in the farmers training
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centers. The core roles of the farmers trainingeaseis to provide service through training
and demonstrations agricultural productivity shobkl enhanced by adopting agricultural
infrastructure through small scale irrigation systend utilizing unused land. Improving the
production capacity of rural population by introthg different mechanism that increases

soil fertility such as compost.

The administrator of both spatial areas should dioate and work with each other to

strengthen the relationship between areas.

57



References

Abdel-Ati, H.A. (1992)._ Small Town under the Condit of Environmental Stres¥he  Case
of Sink at, Eastern Sudan.

Abu-Lughod, J. (1961)."Migrant Adjustment to City Life The Egyptian Case."
American Journals of Sociologhttp://www.jstor.org/stable/2772954 accessed on
February 23, 2010

Baker J & Poul O R1992). Urban Rural Interface in AfricBxpansion and Adaptation,
Uppsala, Nordic African Institute.

Braun, J.V. (2007). Urban Rural Linkage for Growmployment and Poverty Reduction

Ethiopian Economic Association, Fifth Internatio@ainference on the Ethiopian
Economy, June 4-6, 2007, Addis Ababa.

Chowdhury, S. (2005).Urban-Rural Linkages for Pov&eduction’Review of Selected
Approaches from Asia and Pacific, UN

Dercon And Hoddinot(2005). Livelihood, Growth anehk to Market Town in 15 Ethiopian
Villages International Food Policy Research Institute, Mifagton D.C, USA

Diana, C. (1998). Sustainable Rural Livelihood, &irtiRural Linkages, London.

Dunham, D. (1991). Agricultural Growth and Ruradllistry: Some Reflections on the Rural

Growth Linkage Debatdnstitute of Social Studies, Working Paper Series.

Edward, J. Blakely Ted. K and Bladshow (2002). Riag Economic Development: Theories
and Practice, London.

EEA (2004/5). Transformation of Ethiopian Agricuttu Potential, Constraints and Suggested
MeasuresVol, IV, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.

Ellis, F. And Harris, N. (2004). Keynote Paper, NE€inking about Urban and Rural
Development, and Sustainable Development Retraversity Of Surrey,
Guildford.

58



ESCAP/UNHSR2002). Rural-Urban Linkages and the Role of Smadl ®ledium-Sized Towns
in Development: Issues, Concepts and Policies.18e@ember 2002siem Reap,
Cambodia Accessed On June 28, 2010

ERA (2002). Road Sector Development Progréwidis Ababa.

Eshetu Teklu (2007) Rural-Urban Linkages underd?asand Non-Pastoral Farming System:

The Case of Fantale and Minjaretftora Woreda, MA Thesis .AAU

EMWUD (2006)._Urban Development Strategy for OrofRegional State
(2006). Urban Plan for Accelerated arstafuable Development to End Poverty
Addis Ababa.

Evans, H.E (1992). A Vicious Circle of Urban Rubdvelopment: Evidence from Kenyan

Small Town and Its Hinterland.
Funnel, D. C. (1976). The Role of Small Service @nin Regional and Rural Development

with Special Reference to Eastern Afrida Development Planning And Spatial
Structure, Edited By A. Gilbert, 77-111. Chichesflley

Gaile,G.L And Nagu,P.M.(1992) “Improving Rural-Wb Linkages Through Small Town-
Market-Based Development” Third World Planning RevjVol.14,No.2

Gelan Guta (2008). Urban Rural Economic LinkagEighe Town. Ethiopian Civil Service

College.

Gibb, A. (1984). Tertiary Urbanization: The Agritudal Market Center As Consumption
Related Phenomena.

Hinderink J. And M. J. Titus (1988). Paradigm aditonal Development and the Role of Small
Centres. Development and Change

Kemete, A. Y. (2000).Managing Interface betweenddr&ouncil and Surrounding Rural
District Council in Zimbabwe.

Louis, W. (1938). "Urbanism as a Way of Lifétmerican Journal of Sociology,
Http://Www.Scribd.Com/Doc/16529747/Louis-wirth-urbsm-as-a-Way-of-life
Accessed On February 1,2010

Magersa Tolessa (2007). Rural-Urban Linkage in Gifdovn and Its Hinterlands: West

Wollagga Zone Oromia Region, MA Thesis AAU.

59



Rains, G. (1990). Rural Linkages and Choice of fietdgy, In the Other Policy, Edited By
Frances Stewart, Henk Thomas and Ton De Wilde. donbhtermediate
Technology Publications.

Scottish Government Publication (2005). Economitkbge between Small Town and its

Surrounding Areadttp://www.scotland.gov.uk/publications/2005/208#2essed
on May 21, 2010
Tacoli, C. (1998). “Rural-Urban Interaction: A Gaitb Literature” Environment and
Urbanization Vol.10, No.1
(2002) Changing Rural-Urban InteractionSub-Saharan Africa and Their Impact on

Livelihood .http://www.poptel.org.uk/iied/docs/unaururb wpQ7.pdf
(2004).Urban-Rural Linkage and Propercdugural Growth.

Tadesse Asefa (2007) Rural —Urban Linkages andnjpéication on Livelihood of Rural
Households: The Case of Hinterlands of Worabe WarkbtA Thesis AAU

Tegegne Gebre Egziabher. (2001). Rural —Urban lgegainder Different Farming System: The
Case of Coffee and Non-Coffee Growing Region indfia, OSSREA

Tesfaye Diribe. (1993) Study of Urban-Rural Inteégnatoward Determining a Regional Center

under Urbanization Level and Development Poteofi@idamo, Ministry of
Planning and Economic Development.

Tostensen, A. (2004).Urban Rural Linkage in Sub&Ban Africa. Contemporary Debate and
Implication for Kenyan Urban Worker In 2dentury CMI working Paper Chr.

Michael Institute, Bergen, Norway.

UNDP. (2000). “Rural-Urban Linkages: An Emergindi®p Priority”
Http://Www.Undp.Org.Governance/Docs/Dlgud Pub.Rbliaks.Pdf

UNHSP (2005) Urban Rural Linkages: Approaches tsi&oable Developmeniairobi
Official Publication

Worku Nida (1995). “The Impact Of Urban Migratiam Village Life: The Gurage Case”, MA
Thesis in Social Anthropology, Addis Ababa Univérsi

Zeleke Getie And Turt M. (2006).Foster New DevelepinPass Way Harnessing Rural Urban
Linkage To Reduce Poverty And Improve Environmenitligh Land Of Ethiopia
Proceedings Of A Planning Workshop On Thematic ReseArea Of The Global

60



Mountain Program (GMP) Held In Addis Ababa, EthapAugust 29-30, 2006.
http://www.globalmountainprogram.org/rul proceedpif accessed on June

61



APPENDIX |
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE FILLED BY RURAL HOUSEHOLDS

This question is designed to collect informationttoa problems of urban rural linkages in Seru
and its surrounding rural areas and suggessible solution on the problem observed. Heral Yo

are kindly requested to give relevant informati@asdd on your general experiences. Make the

mark “v”sign in the box of your choice. You are also expddo write your responses on the

space provided.

Thank you for your coordination!
I. Personal Information:-

. Sex:

. Age

. Occupation:

. Income:

D 0~ N P

. Do you farm the land? A. Yes B. No

II. Production linkages

1. How is the fertility of your plot?

A. Fertile B. Semi-fitat C. Infertile

2. How much is your farm land size in hectare?

3. Is farm land you own is enough for your family? A. yes B. No
4. If your answer for question’ 8’ is No, how douwovercome the problem?
A. By engaging in non-agricultural activities
B. By renting additional plot of land

C. Other
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5. What kinds of non-farm activities do you engage?
6. Did have you used fertilizer last productionnfea  A. yes B. No
7. If your answer for question ‘1’ above is yegnfrwhere did you gets it?

8. If you have not used fertilizer last productiear, what are the reasons for not uging

A. lack of money C. lack of access
B. high cost D. other
9. Have you used improved seeds last year? A. Yes B. No

10. If you have not used, what is the reasonsdbusing?
A. lack of money C. lack of access to credit
B. high cost D. seed not available
11 Have you used herbicides last year? A. yes B. No
12. Have you used pesticides last year?  yeA. B. No
13. If you have not used pesticides and herbicides is the reason for not using?
A. lack of money C. Not available
14. Have you faced any problem on crop production?
A. Yes Blo
[ll. Agricultural production and marketing linkages

1. What is your maximum production in kg per heetara year?

2. The major crop you produce? A. Wheat B. l8arC. Maize D. Teff E. Sorghum
3. Have you produced any surplus to sell?
A. Yes B. No

4. If your answer for question ‘3’ above is “nathat is tour reason for not producing?
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A. Shortage of faramd C. Unfertile soli
B. Unexpected droug D. Other

5. If your answer for question ‘3’ above is yes,anndid you sell your product?

6. What kinds of activities do you performing ofifarming time?

7. What amount of average money do you generate tinese activities?

8. What are the types of crop did you produce@st production year? Please fil,out the

following table

Types of crop Average Amount of produced Average Money you
amount you | earned(Birr)
sold

9. Do you rear animal? A. Yes B. No

10. Please indicate amount of cattle you had, aottimoney you earned in a year.

cattle Av .Amount owned Av. Amount sold Av. Moey you earned(Birr)

Ox

Cow

Goat

Sheep

Hen

Horse

Donkey

Camel

Mule

total
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IV. Visiting pattern

1. Do you visit town frequently?
A. Yes . BNo
2. How often did you visit the town?
A. Once a week C. Four times
B. Twice a week D. Three times in a week

4. Why you go to the town? A. Administration B. edtion C. recreation D. Religious
E. Medical treatment FOther
5. Is there any road that connects your Kebeldisedown? Yes No
6. What is the kind of road net work that conngctgr Kebeles to the town?
A. No road B. Gravel C. Asphalt D. Mud
7. What are the types of transportation you usgtto town?

A. Animal B. On foot C. Bus

V. Service delivery linkages
1. Did you send your children to town for school?
A. Yes B. No

2. If your answer for question’l’ above is ‘yesépke fill out the table below!

Types of schoolg§ Nof Percent
respondents

Primary

Junior

Secondary

3. Did any of your family affected by any disease?

A. Yes B. No
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4. If your answer for question’3’ above is ‘yediin where did you get treatment? Please fill the

following table

Types of health institution|  Nof respondents Percent

Clinic

Pharmacy

Health center

Other

5. Is there any communication service in your area?
A. Yes B. No

6 If there is any please indicate  A. Digital B. Manual  C. Other

7 Is there bank in the town? A.Yes B. No

8. From where do you borrow money? A. Microfinance  B. Bank C. relative
9. Is there school in the town? A.Yes B. No

10 Are you satisfied the service given in your &rea A. No B. Yes

11. What types of service you need from the town?

12. What are the problems hinder you not to getjaaie service provision
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APPENDIX Il
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE FILLED BY URBAN HOUSEHOLDS

This question is designed to collect informationttom problems of urban rural linkages in Seru
and its surrounding rural areas and suggest pessihlition on the problem observed. Here!
You are kindly requested to give relevant inforrmatbased on your general experiences. Make

the mark ‘if”sign in the box of your choice. You are also expddo write your responses on the

space provided.

|. Personal Information:-

1. Sex
2. Age:

3. Educational status

4. Occupation

5. Did you or any of your family have been engameany agriculture activities last year?
A. yes B. No
6. What is your regular occupation?

7. Where is your pervious residence?
A. Urban B. Rural
8. If you have come from other place where did gome from?
A. Rural areas in the wared
B. Rural areas out sideedar  C. other urban cent
9. Did your previous residence is rural area?

A. Yes B. No
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10. Why did you come to this place?

A. Search job D. Better life
B. Due to marriage E. Other
C. education

11.Do you have relative in rural areas?

A. Yes B. No
12. Did you frequently visit your relative?
A. Yes B. No

13. Did you purchase any crop products form rucaideholds last year?
A. Yes B. No
14. From whom have you purchase?
A. From producer
B. From traders
C. Both trade and producers
15. If your answer for question ‘13’ above is; ypEase indicate the average amount of crop

you bought and average amount of money you expend

Crops types | Av. Amount you Av. amount of money you expe
buy(kg)

Teff

Barley

Whea

Maize

Sorghun

Bean:

Pea

Onior

Peppe

Tomatc

Potatc

Millet

total

16. Did you purchase any livestock last year?
A. Yes B. No
17. From whom you purchase livestock?

A. From producer

B. From traders
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C. Both trade and producers

18. If your answer for question ‘16’ above is ‘ypkease fill out the following table.

cattle Av. Amount Av. Money you spent (Birr)
bought

Ox

Cow

Goat

Sheep

Hen

Horse

Donkey

Camel

Mule

total

19. What are goods and service you need from aueals?
A. Grain B. livestock C. chartoa D. vegetables
20. Mention if there is any other

21. Do you satisfied with the goods that you reeglifrom the rural areas?

69



22. Please indicate the services that are providédsrtown.( make thev"if it provided in this

town)

Types of services

Banking

Hotel

Telecommunication

Education

HealthService

Technical Delivery

Water supply

electricity

Postal service

transport service

Recreational service

23 What are the problems associated with the provisf@ervice delivery in Seru town?
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APPENDIX 1l
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

QUESTIONNAIRE TO BE FILLED BY URBAN TRADERS

This question is designed to collect informationttoa problems of urban rural linkages in Seru
and its surrounding rural areas and suggest pessihlition on the problem observed. Here!

You are kindly requested to give relevant informatbased on your general experiences. Make

the mark 4/"sign in the box of your choice. You are also expddo write your responses on the

space provided.

|. Personal Information

1. Sex

2. Age:

3. Educational status

4. Occupation

5. Where is your previous residence?
A. Rural area
B. Here in urban
C. Other town
6. | you come from other area, why do you coméie town?
A. To search better job Ghortage of farm land in rural area
B. Preferring the town’s life D. @th

7. Have you ever taken out loan?
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A. Yes B. No

8. If tour answer for question ‘7’ above is ‘yesdin whom you took?
A. Bank C. Relatives
B. Microfinance D.H@rs

9. How much is your capital?

10. What types of trade do you undertake?
A. Wholesaler B.t&iker
11. What types of product do you sale?
A. Commercial crop C. grains
B. Commodities Dther
12. What is your source of income?
A. Bank Relatives
B. Microfinance D. Otker
13. From where did you purchase product that ytefPsa

14. How do you explain the marketing linkages betw8eru town and its hinterlands?
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APPENDIX IV
OBSERVATION CHECK LISTS

Rural Areas
A. Nature of farm land

1. Fertility
2. Amount owned by farmers
B. Surplus Production
C. The major crop you produced
D. Livestock owned by rural households
E. Market observation
1. Crop sold
2. Livestock sold
3. Market demand
4. Market supply
F. Urban functions
¢ Distribution and collection
¢ Market center
¢ Social services
+ Education
+ Health
+ Administration
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4+ Other

G. Physical linkages

+ Road connect to rural areas

+ Transportation system used by rural households
H. Population linkages

+ Migration

+ Visiting pattern

+ Commuting to work
Urban Areas

A. Major services in the town

w

Grain market

Livestock market

o 0O

Major crop sold in the market

m

Major livestock sold in the market
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