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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Debo - Tradit ional, communally-shared working groups. 

Ed ir - An assoc iati on ass ists its members in times or crisis especia lly in linancc in times or 

dea th , provide Illuttml ass istance and maintain link s bc twcen communities. 

Household (I-Ii-I) - A group of persons, irrespect ive of whether rel ated or not, who orten live 

in the same housing unit or in connected premises and have common arrangcmcnts 

I'or cooking and eating their food. 

Head of HH - A person who economically supports or manages the Iii I or lo r reasons or age 

or respect, is considered as head by mcmbers of the HI-! or dec lares him/herself as 

head. !-lead of H!-I could be male or femalc. 

Iqub - A traditional way of co llccting money with limited member receiving the co llected 

Illoney by each member turn by turn with spec ified pe ri od of time. 

Kebeles -The lowest administ rative uni t/hierarchy in the urban dwel lers areas of Ethiopia. 

Mahiber - A vo luntary assoc ialion lraditionall y established by group of peop!c "I' si milar 

religion. 

Mclll:r - Major growing season lor annual crops. 

Non-farm - Occupation most ly partici pating out or crop production acti vities, particularl y 

charcoa l and fu el wood co llection and dail y laborer. 

On-farm - Occupation implies those engaged in agricultu ra l activ it y, specilicall y crop 

production. 

Place of Previous residence - The area where the mi grants has bcen res idi ng before he/she 

migrated to the area of enumeration (CSA, 201 0) . 

Settlers - Ind ividuals or group of people who are moved vo luntari ly or invo luntari ly under 

planned or spontaneous rescillement (Wood, 1977). 

Woreda - The third level of ad mi nislrati ve unit of rural or urban areas of Ethiopia. 
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Abstl'llct 

The reselliement programme is considered as one 0/ the development stl'lltegy in the cO llntry 

in different regimes. Abobo Woreda. Gombello pell/Jle '.\' regional state, one (!/ the areas in 

which reselliement programme "'lIS IIndertaken to improve the living conditions of the 

selliers. 

This study was conducted to assess ond examine the impact o/ reselllemel1l on the livelihood 

of sellier poplilation in Abobo. /n light of this, both primw)' and secondw), data were used. 

Primw)' dllla was obtained thl'Ough stmctured questiollnaire, key illfi ll'lllw1t interviews, fiJCUS 

group disCllssions and .field observation. Secondw), data was obtainedfi'om published and 

unpublished materials, hooks. jO llrnals. project reports and maps. A toteli 0/ -122 SWlIlJle 

respondents Ivere ident ified IIsing silll/Jle I'IIndllll/ samlJling tecimillill'. 

The analysis is made at individual level on the basis of descriptive, bi-variate and multi­

variate methods. The results of descriptive statistics showed significant mean di[/erences in 

the household size, farmland size and TLU The result ofbi-variate analysis showed that the 

demographic features and li velihood assets had relationship with respondents ' livelilwoc/ 

oU/comes. Moreover, large proport ion (64%) 0/ the respondents ' livelihood was worse. This 

situation had been observed across all demographic features and livelihood assets of the 

respondel1ls. The multi-variate analysis also showed that sex, /cullily size, literacy statll.\·, 

TLV, access to credit, saving and source of income were found to be statistically significant 

related to the bellerment of the livelihood of sellier population (P<O. OJ). Based on the 

finding s, the .following issues have recommended: limiting .fillllily size, sU/JIJOrt vulnel'll"'e 

groups, providing environmental education and holistic nutul'lll resource mlll1agemellt, 

prolllotion of altemative energy SOl/rces, providing access to credit and saving and 

diversifying livelihood strategies. 

Key words': reselllelllellt. li velih ood. I/ssets/cl/jJitlli.l'. ill/pllct. AiJoiJo 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Bac\{g.-ound of the st ud y 

Most of the popu lation 0 1' Et hiopia is settled in the highlands, the northern and central hi ghlands 

being the oldest se tt led regions 01' the country. These regions are the Illost exploited and 

envi ronme ntall y degraded areas in the entire nation. Due to the shortage or arabic land. land is 

continuously utiliL.ed year ai'ter year, thus giving dimini shing yields per un it area (Gi nna and 

Jacob, 198 8). The country is charac teri zed by extreme povcrty, high population growth rate. 

severe environmental deg radation and recurrent drought. These caused poor performance of 

agricultu ral production for several years. Thi s shows that the prevalence of food insecurity, both 

chronic and transitory is affecti ng the life of considerable proportion of the population of the 

country (Markos, 1997) . 

The unprecedented surge in demographic factors created a mismatch between food production 

(which has been in decl ine sinee the I 960s) and food requirements. Although it is poss ible that 

rap id population growth lllay have contributed to food scarcity, the relationship between l~ul1 ine 

and demographic characteristi cs al so needs to be generaliL.ed with caut ion. There were al so civil 

wars and po liti cal instability in r:thiopia (Gebre, 2002). 

In relation to food security, Degel'l (2005) indica ted that eve ry yea r on average about 6 milli on 

people can be malnourished due to natural and human-lllade lilctors. When we observe the rood 

insecurit y in terms or rurnl and urban. 52'1., or rural and 36% Dr urban population are lood 

insecure (Degera , 2005). Thcse cmpirical ev idcnces show that the livel ihood of the population is 

insecure particularl y in rural areas. 

These condi tions forced the peoplc from the northern and central hi ghlands to move to the 

northwestern , south and southwestern parts of the country fo r resettlement both planned and 

spontaneous. Such movemcnts resul ted in population increase, consequcntl y lead ing to 

environmental degradation, and depletion of natural resources (Paterson, 2007). 
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Hence, to add ress these environmenta l and live lihood problcms the govcrnments of Ethiopia havc 

designed different policies and strategies even though the level of performance or implementation 

varies from regime to regimc. One of the majo r developmental programmes is rcselliemcnl. 

Thereforc, massive reselllcmcn ts were undertaken during thc Impcri al, Derg and Ethiopian 

People Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRD!') led governments. 

1.2 Statelllent of the Problelll 

In most developi ng countries, particularly in countries likc Ethiopia where the li ve lihood of the 

maj ority uepends On agri cultll re. [JlIe to the neglect of proper developmcnt and conscrva tion 

policy of land based resources, lurge areas of the country ,Ire exposed to se ri ous environmental 

degradation lind insecured li velihood (Mersie, 1990; Environment Protection Authority (EPA), 

1998). 

Ethiopia is one of the most populated countries In Africa with the population of about 73.8 

million inhabitants of which about 83.9 % of the population li ves in rural areas in the 2007 

population and housing census (CSA, 20 lOa). Population growth is one of the most critical 

drivers sllaping the country's fU lme. as its agricu ltural land and social infrastructu re are unable to 

support its growing nUlnbcrs. Thus, many Ethiopians remain tr' lppcd in a vicious cycle oj' 

poverty, di scase, and hunger (Sahil u, 2004). 

As resettlement schemes in bhiopia are closely linkcd to thc deterioration of li vel il lOods of the 

rural population and the low 'Igricultural productivity in the tr,lditiona ll y settled highlands. 

Rese ttl emen t (both planned and spontaneous) is a common st rategy 1'0 1' achieving different socio­

economic objectives (Desalegn, 2003 a). In other words, to overcome all the problems and to 

improve the li ve lihood of the poor, rese ttlement programme has been regarded as one of the 

policy options especially I'rom vulnerable area. 

Eth iopia has been practicing popUlation resettl ement either planned or spontaneous since the 

imperial pe ri od. The resettlements were and still are carried out mainly as a response to extreme 

land degradat ion in the highlands. Recurrent drought and fa mi ne al so aggravated resettlement in 

the country. After suspension 1'0 1' some years, resettlement has resumed by EPRD!' led 

government as planned and intra-regional resettlement programme as a means to improve the 

living cond ition of the poor. This scheme, in the past allli present, arc implemcnted 

2 



predominant ly in the lowlands wherc popula ti on dens ities arc assumed to be rOlllld sparse 

(Pankhurst, 1992; Gebre, 2004; i)esa legn, 2003b). The ea rli cst policy initiati ve on re se lllelllcnt 

schemes, which WaS planned l'o r the northern peasantry, grew out or two principal rcasons: 

economic and implicitly political (Desalegn, 2003b). 

The idea of resell iement is in principle sound in the long run , if properly planned and 

implemented, it would help tackle widesprcad environmcntal degradation and thc country's 

structural dependence on forei gn rood aid. In I:".:t, moving people away rrom overpopulated and 

famine affected areas would not onl y benefit those resett led, bu t it would also help the people 

who remained in the famine areas . The landscape in these areas would suffer less cbmage and 

would be better able to support the population that remains after the drough t. Rehabilitat ion of 

the envirolU11Cnt here would also be much eas ier if reselliemcnt rcduced the population pressure 

on the land, making the region less vulnerable to fami ne in the f'ut ure (GctacheIV. (1989); 

Pankhurst, (1992); Gcbre, (2004)). 

As Pankhurst (1992) argued, resett lement was taken as a solution that could go beyo nd li velihood 

improvemcnt. It was turned into a mailer of' national salvation . In ot her words. rescllle-lIlcli t IVas 

not only seen as one-way or solving the cri sis in the no rth hut IVas also perceived 'IS a way or 

putting to usc areas that were assumed rertil e and underutil ized. 

However, most reselliements undertaken in the country has been characterized by eha lknges and 

problems. Particularly, the large rese lliement scheme carried out during the Derg rCT.ime IVas 

characteri zed by different problems, its large social and cnvironmcntal impacts and ended up 

abruptly leaving the settled people faci ng the ri sks of more impoveri shed rather than improving 

their li veli hood (Gebre, 2004). 

Planners could not take into consideration of the other side effects of resettlement in 

environmental , soeio-economical and cultural setting of the area (Dereje, 2007). As a result there 

were deforestation. nverex pl ni t:l ti on or l'o rest resources (e .g. ruel wood. timber. ami lion-l imber 

prod ucts), expansion o f' agricultural lands into the frontier or ")res t cover and gral.illg lands. 

There are also continu ing con nicts between settlers and local peoplc over thc forest alld grazing 

land util ization (Dereje, (2007); Gatzweiler el al., (2007)). 
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Resetticment is the: main contributing factor for inercased freq uency and magni tude of 

environmental degradation in Gambella region. Before 19R4, Ga mbclla rcgion was occupicd by a 

few indigenous pe:ople in sparse ly populated se lliements. Il owcver, between 1984 and 1996. a 

great number of peo ple from di fTercnt parts of the country sell led in thc region. The impact of 

reselliement/reloeation was that more than 140,000 ha natural fo rest was cleared and large scale 

farming also increased in the region in order to meet the needs of the population (Mengistu, 

1999; 2005). 

On the other hand, Kassahun (2000) made a study on resettlement to assess its impact on the 

living conditions of' the reselliers in the country. I-Ie argued that the impact of rcsdticmcnt is 

di verse, va rying fro m pl ace to place and conditioned by a hos t of fa ctors. So it is difficult to 

conclude that all rese ll icment programmes in the country have lili led to achieve their objecti vcs. 

In all abovc mentioncd studics, rcsc ttlement programme has not dircctl y addrcsscd the li vc lihood 

situation of selliers. Somc focuscs on the process of implementati on, others on the prerequi sites, 

the environment and hos t comnlunities. Thus, it wou ld be appropri ate to assess what is already 

achieved or not by giving marc emphas is to the se lli ers' situation, whatever the cause mi ght be 

with regard to the direct and indirec t causes and effects o f the [lrogramme as compared to thc 

uilimate objecti ves of the programme. However, most of these empiri cal studies have focused 

on onl y on specific resc ttl emcnt sites in the country while the resettlement scheme li ke Abobo 

was neglccted. No study has spec i lica lly exami ned the impact of rese ttlement programme on the 

li ving condition of settlers in Ababa Woreda where significant numbers of households arc 

resettled. Therefore, the study was conducted to examine how rese ll iement affec ts the li ve lihood 

of the settl er populati on in Ababa Worei/o, Gambella People 's Regional Stat e. 
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1.3 Objcctivcs of the study 

1.3.1 General objective of the study 

The Illain objective of the study was to assess the illlpact of resellieillent on the li v in ~ condition 

of the sellicr population in Abobo Wore"". 

\.3.2 Speciiic objectives of the study 

The Speeilic object ives of thc study were: 

I. To desc ri be the d elllo~raphic characteristics and li velihood asse ts of the sell iers In the 

reselliement mea; 

2. To examine the impact of resettl ement on the li v in ~ condition of the settlers; 

3. To assess the environmenta l changes resulting from resettlement ; and 

4. To identify the major ehallen~es of the resettlemcnt pro~ramme. 

1.4 Resca rch Qucstions 

To achicve the stated objectives, thc study used the rol lowin ~ research questions: 

I . What arc the mnjor deillographi c char:lctc ri stics and livelihood assels of the sell ie r 

population in the study ,Irea "! 

2. Wha t are the impacts 0 1' reseli lement on the l ivin~ condition of the se llier popu lation"! 

3. What are the major changes oC the environment allributable to settler population? 

4. What are the major challen~es the settlers filce in Abobo? 

1.5 Significance of the study 

Mainly the study is focused on assess ing the impact of resettlement on the li ve lihood of the 

settl er populat ion in Abobo Woredll. Therefore, the outputs of the stud y will provide inputs to the 

debate 011 the effects of resettlement, to the policy makers and planners while they desi~11 

resettlement projects related to the environment and to improve the livelihood of the people at 

macro or micro levels. Moreovc r. the study is produced cil ipir ica i lilldillgs for further researchers. 
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1.6 Scope of the Study 

The scope o r thi s study is conlined in Abobo Woredo, Gambella Peoples regional state in oreler to 

assess the impact or rese tticment on the li velihood or setticr population. It IilCused more on their 

demographic reatures, li vel ihood assets, envi ronmental impacts of the programme and the 

determi nant ractors on their li ve lihood outcomes. 

1.7 Limitations of the Study 

The study was carried out under a situation of time limitat ion anel financial constraints. 

Therefore, the study could not incorporate the host communities. In addi ti on to thi s, the study 

was conducted based on the informati on that sett lers prov ide by compar ing the berore and after 

resettl emen t conditions. As a result , some or the respondents had difficulties of recalling events, 

they provided mere estimation or figures {or quantitative data especially pre-resettlement 

si tuation. This poss ib ly affected the quali ty of the data. Furthermore, some respondents were 

found very sensiti ve and suspicious, and al so not wi lling to report p:lrticularly concerning ccrt:lill 

issues like those related to lamil y size, income, occupation, lane! size and number of li vestock as 

well as challenges of the programme as accuratel y as possible. Another encountered drawback 

was unavailability and unable to usc aerial photographs and satellite images lo r the ana lys is or 

environmental changes of the st ue! y area. Hence, anal ys is of environmental changes of the area 

under the study has been underway without encompassing of spati ,ri data and associated sa telli te 

images ane! GIS. 

1.8 Organization of the Thesis 

The paper is organized into six chapters. The first chapter of the thes is deals with the 

introduction , which incorporates statement of the problem, objectives, research questions, 

significance of the study, scope of the study, and limitations of thc study. The second chapter 

presents review of literature and anal yti cal framcwork or the stud y. The research methodology is 

explained under the thire! chapter where data source of the study, sampling methods, sample size 

determination method of data of ana lys is, and variables to bc ana lyzed are explained. Chapter 

fou r prescnts the general back ground of the stud y an:a and the S,III1Pic hlluseholds. Chapter li ve 

di scusscs the results of the stud y. Finall y, chnpter six presents sunlllwry, conclusion and 

recol11mc nda t ions. 
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CHA PTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELAT ED LITERATURE AND ANALYTICAL 

FRAMEWORK 

In this part of the thesis, attempt is made to review related literature including analytica l 

frameworK of the study. It provides a general overview on rese ttl ement and li ve lihood. 

2.1 Litera tu re Review 

2.1.\ Resettlement: An overview 

I3ectluse of rapid economic gro wt h. pupulaliun prcssurc and Ihc dcgrada lion of natural resources. 

the resettlement of people 10 nelV locations has bccome a dominant development di scourse in 

many parts of the world. 

Different scholars usc di lTcrenl 1<.:rIll S 1'0 1' Ihc process of population distribution/ rcdist ri bu lion 10 

new locat ion. Accord ing to Dcsalegn (2003 b) 'reselilemcnt', 'co loniza ti on' and 't ransmigration' 

all refer III the phcnonlenon of popuialion red istribution, eilher planned or spontaneous. 

Chambers (1969 :1 I) defined rese ttl ement as " the planned and controlled transfer of people from 

one area to another". Resett lemcnt is becom ing allraet ive as a way out of press ing problems 

caused by food shortage, land fragmentat ion, population pressure, rampant unemploymenl. 

margi nali ty of land and decl ine in producti vity (Chambers, 1969). 

Wood ( 1977: 154) presents Ihe ex panded de fi nition of the concept. According to him. 

reselilellleni is "a spontaneous or planned movement of people or grou p from their original home 

areas to settle in another area". 

The dennit ion o f ' resettlement' is thc movcmcnt of pcople fro m areas where there do not exisl 

factors that arc suitable 1'01' smooth mai ntenance of lik to areas presumed to be endowed wi th 

potential s that could provide opportunitics for the same end (Kassahun , 2000). Accord ing to the 

same source, Ihe deslination of resett lemenl is to arcas wilh under-ulili zed agri cul tural potenlial. 
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and movement could take place either as a resul t or planned/organized interve ntion or 

spontaneously. 

Mengistu (200 5) deli ned resett lement as the process by which individual s or gro up of peoplc 

leave spontaneously or unspontancously thcir ori ginal sett lemcnt sites to resett le in new areas 

where they can begin new trends or life by adap ti ng themselves to the biophysical. social ad 

administrati ve sys tems or the new environmen t. i\ planned project invo lving the translCr 01· 

people most probably through selec ti on and control li·om onc reg ion to anothcr is cal led 

resett lement scheme. 

Implementation or a del1 ned rese ttl ement schemc may be termcd as process of resettlemen t. It 

begins fro m recru it ing of the settl ers. tmnsporting. and resettling them at already planned 

desti nation. The process of rese ttl ement shou ld also incorpora te consultations of bo th thc sett le [s 

and the host communities. If anyone of these procedura l setti ng is miss ing, then the consequence 

of the scheme will be harmful in terms of ecological. socio-cconomic and institutional aspects. 

Resettl cmcnt schemes in Africa are characteri zed by poorl y or hurri edl y planned and their socio­

economic, environmental and insti tutional costs exceed the benelits a se t of objectives that sho uld 

be addresscd in the projects (Mengistu , 2005 ; Desalegn, 2003b). 

Scudder and Colson (1982) formula ted a theoret ical model fo r resettlement process 

distingu ishing four stages: recruitment , transition, de ve lopl11cnt and incorporation/ handing ovcr. 

It focused on sett lers' stress and their specilic behavio ra l reaction in cach stage. Initially the 

modd was lorl1lu lated to appl y to voluntary settil:ment processes. I,ater, it was extended to 

involun tary resettlement programmes. 

Based on the pri or modeling clTorts, Cernea (2000) produced Impoverishment Ri sks and 

Reconstruction (lRR) model l'o r resett lement caused by development programmes. The model 

high lights the int ri nsic ri sks that cause improvement through cii splacement as well as the way to 

counteract. The IRR model perl'o rms f'ou r di stinct but in terrelated functions: a precii cati ve 

(warning and planning); diagnostic (explanatory and assessment); problem solving; and research 

functions. 

8 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 



Accord ing to Mengistu (2005) rcselliement could be class ilied into four types within two main 

catego ri cs. The first catcgory is nun-p lanncd rcsctticment compri sing spontaneous rcscllicment 

and cmcrgcney ur Il ll'Cl:d rcset tic lllcnl. The second ea tcgory is pl anncd rcscl tic illellt wh ich 

comprises vo luntary and illvol untary rcsellicments (Sec l'i gure 2.1 below) . 

Figure 2.1 Typo logies of Resettlelllent 

Non-Planned 

Resettlem en t 

I 
I 

SpontJ I1CO LlS 

\{esl) ll lL'111en t 

I 

Types o f 

Resettlem ent 

I 

Eml.' rgl.' l1cl.'/ l :orcl.'d 

I{csett lcnw n t 

Planned 

Resettlement 

I 
I 

Vo lul1t;1I'Y 1 ,. 
I{L'sL, t t ie Ilw n t , 

• 

Sourcc: Mcngistu (2005 :25) 

, 

I 
In vo l u n 1.1I'Y 

I ~csc ll Ie 1l1l' [I t 

Planned reselliement consists or vo luntary and in vo luntary types of reselilemenl. Voluntary 

resell iement is a process whercby se lliers move to the destinati on willingly. If the sc lilcrs arc 

well -in fo rmed about the ncw site, how they will be resettl ed and invo lve on planning and 

implementat ion of the programme, vo luntary reselilemcnt co uld have become succcssful in 

ac hiev ing their obj ecti ves (Cemea, 1997). 

Contra ry to Cemea ( 1997), Mengistu (2005) suggestcd that thc succcss 0 I' such schcmcs depends 

often on the ava ilability o f resources, infrastructurc, suitable envi ronlllcntal conditions and morc 

importuntl y willingness of the host communities. In vo lun tary rese llicment is lhe process of 

resettl emcnt which takes issues of legality but never based on the best interest of the pcople who 

are resettled. 
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but often represen t an eno rmous burden on the host populations. th us compounding the 

complexity of the di splacemcnt-tr iggered problems. They may lower the hosts' standards 01' 

living and tcnd to rapid ly dep lcte the natura l resources or the areas or reruge (Cernea, 1997) . 

In Afr ica, planned resett lement has been tried in countries as di vc rse as Kenya. Tanzania. Sudan. 

Ghana, Senegal, Burki na Faso, Egypt, and Ethiopia. While several of these schemes did in 1;lct 

improve the we ll be ing of pa rt icipants, in general terms these effo rts have fa ll en short of 

expectations. The expectat ions themselves may have been un rea li sti ca ll y high in many cases 

(Scudder, 2005). 

2.1.2 Resettlcmcnt in Ethiopia 

In the Ethiopian contex t, reseillemc nt scheme has long hi story as it bega n prior to and during 

imperial regime (Mengi stu, 2005; Desalegn, 2003b). The very immed iate cause to launch thc 

programme was/is drought , rood insecurity, and popul ation growth and land degradation. In order 

to tackle these problems the three consecuti ve regimes or the country have deve loped anc! 

implemented reseillement schemes in 1960s, I nos, and 2000s coupled with deve lopment- led 

decrees like land rcrorm and villigi Lation in dilTerent part ur the eountry (Pankhurst. 1')l)2: 

Mengistu, 2005). 

The fi rst planned reseil lements schemes were undertaken in the imperial era during the regime of 

Hailese lass ie I. State-sponsored population resett lement schemes have grown in importance in 

the past forty years in Eth iopia . In imperi al times, rese illement became part of government 

planning from 1960s with estab lishment of the Mi nistry of Land Re form and Administrat ion. 

Fo llowing this event, thousands of selt lers were moved to several dozen schemes, mai nly sci up 

on the initiat ive of local gove l'llors. lII iss ionar ies or NGOs (Pankhurst, 1992). The major objecti ve 

of the sehe lllc was not rood insc:c uri ty and I'lmine as they were pr inc ipal causes in the later 

government rather to re li vc popUlation pressures in the highlands (Desalegn, 2003b). 

The imperial reg ime encouraged reseillements in the south and southwest in order to appropriate 

the regions ' rich wil d coffee, timber and other non-timber forest prod ucts (e.g. , honey, spice ancl 

wild ani mal products) . The construction of all weathered road further intensified populat ion 

in ll ux in to the region (Wood, 1993). 
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on the implementation manual prepared lo r thi s purpose though environmenta l impact 

assessmen ts was not carricd ou t l'or thc programmc. 

The basic assumptions behind the current resettl ement programme remain similar to those made 

during previous periods (Imperi al and Derg regime). But the later (EPRDF) programme is 

essentially different from the preceding ones in the following respects (Kassahun. 2003: fekke. 

2004). 

,- It would be based on rree consent and willingness or settl ers; 

>- It would be implemented at intra-regional level there by ruling out poss ibilities of 

mass ive movement from one region to anothe r; 

;,. Settlers retain their land usc rights and other immovabk properties in the original home 

vi llages l'or about 3 years Oilier being relocated and 

;,. Resettl es can return to their original vill ages for good whenever they ha ve change or 

mind. 

Accord illg to IVI()AI~I) (2001), til e current rese ttl ement programme is environmentally I'r iendl y 

because the programme is implemented inter and int ra-regionall y and based on vo lunta ry basi s 

that avoids introduct ion of diverse cultures to the resettlement areas so that different conniets 

among the host community and the se ttlers will not occur. The discuss ion about the importance 

of the scheme held with the host community and the peoplcs to be resettl ed is believed to make 

the programll1e to have minimum envi ronmental impact. 

2.1.3 Sustainable Livelihood Framework (SLF) 

lVIost Scholars (Chambers and Conway, 1992; Seoones, 1998; Ellis , 2000) contended that the 

construction of li velihood is an ongo ing process- one in which thc assets (capital), aeccss and 

activi ties change overtime and people adapt to it to lorm new li ve lihood strategies. Thi s ongoi ng 

process is strengthened or chal kllged by a number ol· lilctors. 

Li ve lihood as a rramework emerged in development studies in 1990s. The framework assists in 

understanding the changes in li ve lihood. /\ change in li veli hood 01' a household large ly depe nds 
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on inte rplay between various 1()["Jns 01' existing contex t, assets, mediati ng processes, the activities 

and the result ing livelihood strategies that the household pursucs (Scoones, 1998 ; Elli s. 2000). 

The sustainable livelihood frame wo rk places people, pa rt ic ularl y rural poor people, at the centre 

of a web of inter-re lated inllucnces that affcc t how these people create a li ve li hood for 

themselves and their households. These ean include natura l resources. technologies, the ir ski lls. 

knowledge and capaci ty, their hea lth , access to education, sources o f cred it. or thei r networks of 

social support. The extent of their access to these assets is strongly influenced by their 

vu lnerabi li ty context , which takcs account of trends (1'0 1' example, economic, political , and 

technological), shocb (lor example. cpidem ics, natural disasters, civil strife) and seasonality (1'01' 

example, prices, prod uct ion , and employment opport unit ies). Access is also inlluenced by the 

prevailing social, institutional and pol itical envirollmen t. whi ch afrec ts the ways in whi ch people 

combi ne lind use their assets to achieve the ir goa ls. Thesc arc their li vel ihood strategies (DFII). 

200 1). 

2.1.3. 1 Vulner abili ty Context 
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Vulnerabi lity as de fined by DFID (2001) stems fronlthe' n';;lti ve external environment in which 

people ex ist such as shock s (e. g. Iloods. droughts, storms). trends (e .g. population. economic. 

resources), and seasonal shift s (e.g. employment opportuniti es, prices, and production). 

The live lihood of an indiv idual or a household is infl uenced by trends, shocks and other stressors 

(Ellis, 2000). He identified drought , pests, diseases, and flood as a shocks and biophysical 

resources, migrat ion, population, tech nical changes in produc tion p r~ l c ti ces and economy or the 

people in a given area ovcr time as trends. Thi s research uses vulnerab ility as a concept because 

vul nerabi li ty he lps to understand the extent to wh ich shocks/trends force peopl e to change their 

li vel ihood. 

2. \.3.2 Livelih ood Assess 

Livelihood asse ts arc assets owned . con tro lkd, cla imed. or by sOllle other means accessed hy the 

households. These asse ts Ill ay be described as stocks of cap ital that can be utilized direct ly or 

indi rectly, to generate the means of survival of the households (El li s, 2000). This division of li ve 
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Social tcnsions due to the recent resettlement have also ari sen in one of the sit e I(HlIllI in West 

Showa Zone of Orolll iya Regional State between the host community and the setticrs because of 

compctit ion over resO llree lISCS (Misganaw,2005). l ie proposcd rc hab ilitating the larget 

population at their homc of ori gin instead of relocat ing them, which can be aecoillpli shed by the 

huge amount of money invcsted in the programme to avo id such environmental anel socia l 

impacts. 

Simil arl y, Ahmed (2005) explains that the recent rescttlement programme has resliited in large 

damage to the natural forest of the resettl ement arcas as well as the killing and Ile l'illg of wild 

animals. The study al so stu tes that so me of the damages caused on forest and wi ld anilll,ds are not 

eas il y reversible, even may lead to ext inction of some species. 

But, according to the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Proclamation No. 299/2002 

development projects or publi c instruments (po licies, programl11cs, and plans) have to be 

subj ected to EIA scrut in y. It means that EIA is a legal requirement l'o r developmcnt I'l'lljcc ts and 

publ ic instruments to be implemen ted. Accordingly, MoARD (2003) states that Fll\'ironmental 

Protection Author ity (EPA) is responsible to ca rry out Envi ronmental Impact i\sscssn lent of the 

recent resettlement programme be fore implementa ti on to minimi7.e the env ironlll Cll1,rI impacts 

encountered during the past rcsctt lcll lcnt programmes. 
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A. lI ousr hold Survey 

Household survey was the main tool used to gather the necessary data rrom the target 

respondcnts. To undertake thi s survey an in terv iew was held bascd on thc structured 

questionna ire designed lor the stud y. Initially. the questi onnaire was de ve loped in Engli sh. 

and then it was translated into Amha ri c language. However, prior to the survey a pre-test 

survey was undertaken and accordingly poss ibJc revision on the qucstionnai re could be 

pursued in such a way that both the respondents aJ1(1 intcrviewces can undcrstand. The survey 

was conducted by six sc lectcd school teachers and one superviso r or the respective keheles 

(See Annex I and Annex IV, Plate 1). 

n. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 

Focus group di scussions are important to generate detailed informati on on group dynamics 

and allow a small group of respondents to be gu ided by a skilled modera tor and to focus on 

the key issues of the research topic (Mwanje, 200 1). FGDs were held to generate qualitat ive 

data so as to supplement the data collected quantitat ively. Thc discuss ion was held based on 

the voluntary of the participants and on the appropriate time the participants agreed. 

Furthermore, based on the prepared check lists and the group inc luded bot h male and fCm aic 

head cd houschold heads in the sclccted keheles. A tota l or three 1''(;l)s were conducted and 

discuss ion was mack with the participant selectcd rrom dirrcrcnt agc and scx compositions. 

The number of each FGD parti cipants was ranging from li vc to seven and the general 

direction pursed in the discuss ion was left for the researcher to trigger issues for di scuss ion 

and promote active group part icipation. (See Annex II and Annex IV , Plate 3 ancl 4). 

C. Key Infurmant Interviews (K ll s) 

Key inform ant interviews were held during pl'lmury data co llection. This was because to 

co llect information ti'om different angles especially data like intervention process, challenges 

admini strative issues and constrai nts of the programme. The se lected key informants were 

local Ikebelcs/, Woreda government oftic ials and Woreda's agriculture and rural development 

office experts (See Annex II and Annex IV , Plate 2). 
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D. Direct Field Observati on 

Observa ti on can be used as a sup plementa ry technique to co llect data and crosscheck the 

collected data by other means (Robson. 1995). Similarl y, it givcs an orportunity to observe 

realities directl y in the research arca. lhcrc lorc, in th is study direct licit! observat ion was held 

by the researcher to observe the socio-economic and demogra phic as we ll as li vcl ihood 

conditions of the sett lers in the area under study. 

3.3.2 Secondary Data Sources 

In this study, secondary data were obta ined from publi shed and unpublished mate rials that are 

books, journals, project report s, reports of other research works and maps on the issues of 

resettl ement and livelihood. In add ition to these, review of documents in the region, zone, and 

Woreda levels were so vital in accessing data that would able to show changes occurred in the 

study area. 

3.4 Methods of Data Analys is 

Quant itative data were co llcc ted rrom household surveys; Statistical Package for Social 

Science (SPSS) was used 1'0 1' thc purposc or analys is thi s data. Consistency check was done \0 

assess data qua lity be/are the actual ana lys is. The consistency chcck was conduc ted by using 

un i-variate and bi-var iate anal ys is techniqucs. Cross tab ul ation and chi-square me thods were 

used in ordcr \0 find out the degree of association or each independent variab le to the 

dependent variable. In add ition, logisti c rcgression model was cmployed since this technique 

is the most appropriate tool 01' analyzing the degree of strength of the rela tionship between 

dependent variable and independent variables whcn depcndent is variable dichotomous taki ng 

value between I and O. 

The logisti c regression fu nction fo r predicted vari ab les can generall y be given as 

Pi ;:: I = e-z; 
-:1 -~ 

(J + e ) (J + e) 
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Where Pi: is the probability that the livelihood of i respondent is better. 

I., 
e : stands for the irrati onainuillber e to the power of Zi 

Zi : is a fUllctioll ofN-pred ictor variables which is also expressed as: 

Zi = ~o + ~ IX + [h X ... + ~"X + U 
I ]/ IIi i 

Where XI, X2 ... X" = Predictor vari ab les 

~o - is the intercept 

~I, ~2. --- , ~" nre the logit parailleters (slopes) of the cquation in the Illode l. 

The coefficients show how the log-odds in fa vo r of better li vel ihood change as the val ue of 

predictor variables change. The va lue of Pi (the probability that the livelihood is better) ranges 

between 0 and I and it is al so non-linearl y related to the predictor variables. 

The probability that the likelihood ofa household is not better ( I - Pi ) is given as 

1-1' = _ _ 1 __ 

I+e 
Therefore, the odds ratio can be written as: 

P = I+ez; = eO; 
- --z-· 
I-p I+e' 

Pi 

Now 1- Pi is the odds ratio , which is thc ratio of the probability that the li ve lihood of 

respondent i is bette r to the probability that the livel ihood of the respondent not better. When 

the odds ratio is expressed in terills of log of the odds, it is expressed as; 

log pro (bette r) 
log pro (wo rse) = ~o + B1X 1 + ~2 X 2; ... + ~n X n; + [I 
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Based on log odds, logisti c regression can be interprcted as the change in log odds due to one 
~I 

unit change in the predictor var iables. When log odds is expressed in odds (e ), it shows the 

factor by which the odds ehangc when the predictor variable changes by one unit. Thus. the 

values of the odds show that thc odds have increased, decreased, and unchanged. 

In order to examine whether the model tits the data, dirfercnt methods such as the 

classification tab le, Hosmer and Lelllcshow tcst, and goodness or lit or the model can be used. 

In thi s stud y, classi l·icati on tab le and Hosmcr and Lemeshow test were used to assess whdher 

the model fit s the data. Multicollinearity among predictor variables was examined using 

coeffici ent of contingency. 

The qualit at ive data, generatcd through foeuscd group discuss ions (FGDs), key informants 

interviews (Kll s), and direct li eld observation were described and presented through thorough 

discussion to supplement the househo ld survey and to clea rl y understand issues like the 

impact of resettl ement. intervent ion processes and chall enges on thc livci ihood of the settl ers 

and administrati ve issucs and const raints or the programme. 
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3.5 Variable Identificati on 

Table 3.2 Descrip li on oflhe dcpc lHknl and independenl va riables lIsed in Ihe model 

.~ 

Variables lIsed in the Illodel Category Variab le Type 

Dependent Variable 

Livelihood Oulcome Belter /Worse Dummy 

Independent Variables 

Demographic features 

Sex of Household Head (X I) Male/Female Dummy 

Age of the Household Head (X2) :S 35, 36-55, 56+ Continuous 

Household Size (X]) :S 5 and >5* Conlinuous 

Livelihood Assets 

Land Size (X4) :s I ha and > I ha * Continuolls 
--~- ~---

Lileraey slalliS (X 5) I.i leral e/ III i ler"l e* * J) lIlIllll Y 

Liveslock Possession (TLU) (X6) :s 2.6 and >2 .6* Conlinllolls 

Credit Access (X7) Yes/No Dummy 

Saving (X8) Yes/No Dummy 

Major Source of Livelihood (X9) Farming/Non-farm ing Dummy 

Source: Developed by the researcher on the basis of different literatures, 20 11. 

,., Limits are nroLlnd mean values 

**In thi s study literate refers to those who call n:ad and write by any lallgu<lgc while i1\itt.::ralc who canllot read and 

write. 
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3.6 Ethical Considerations 

At the ve ry begi nning, Ictter or suppo rt \Vas written by Center lu I' Popul ati on Studies I CPS/, 

Institute or Deve lopment Siud ies I IDSI , Addis Ababa Uni ve rsity. Following Ihe letter, 

Gambclla Peoples Regional Siale Council wrole a k iter 10 Abobo Woreda administrati ve 

council and all respec ti ve seclors (bureaus and o nices) to ass ist Ihe researcher in prov iding 

support for the research 1V0rk. 

The researcher had recruited six enumerators and two supervisors, who wcre trained for Iwo 

days on the research procedurcs and ethical issues. The enumerators wcre told to info rm the 

responde nts that their response will be kept confidenti al and used onl y for academic purposes . 

Finall y, the respondents' ri ght not to respond for any specifi c question(s), to stop the 

interview at any time and stage, and the ri ght not to in vo lve in the research at all was ensured 

by the researcher as important elh ical considerations. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

BACKGROUND OFTHE STUDY AREA AND THE SAMPLE 

HOUSEHOLDS 

4.1 Physi cal settin g of the study Area 

Gamb<!l la Peop le's Regiona l Stote is one or the nine regions, wh ich consti tute the cederal 

Democratic Republic o r Ethiopia. The Regional state is located in thc South-west pa rt of the 

country, at a di stance of 777 kill from Addis Ababa. Astronomica ll y, the regional state is 

located bd ween 06° 19' 19" - OX"42'35" north lati tudes and D"()()'2()" - 35"22'2g" east 

longitude and bordered with the Re publ ic of Sudan to the no rthwest, west and southwest, wi th 

SNNPR to the southeast and Oromiya regional States to the eost ond northcost. The region is 

admi nistrat ively st ructured into three zones, one special Woredo, II Woredos, one town 

administrat ion, and 225 kebeles ad ministrat ion. The region, with a geogra phic size of about 

34,063 Sq. KII1 , the topography of the area is al most al ti tude ranging from 450 - 2500 mete r 

above sea level , mcan annual tcmperature rangi ng fro m ISoC - 4S 'oC and annual rain fal l 

ranging from 500 - 2100mll1 (Gambell a Bureau of Fi nance and Economic Development 

(GBoFED), 2008; CSA, 20 1 Ob). 

4.1.1. Location of the Study Area 

The study areo, Ababo Woreaa is one among the fi ve Worec/os of Agnwa zone fo und in 

Gambella People's Regional State. It is located 822 Kms southwest of Addis Ababa and 45 

Kms south of Gall1be ll a (the capi tal of the region). Geographica ll y, it li es between 07°30'00" 

- 08°00' 00" nort h latitudes and 34°00'00" - 3S00 I '00" east longi tudes. The Woreda borde red 

with Gambella zuri ya Woreda to the no rth , Etang special Woreda to the northwest, Goge 

Woredo to the south, Jikawo and Jo re Worec/as to the west, Mcngcshi /Varec/a and Orollliya 

Regional State to the east. It covers a total area of 2437.76 Km 2 anel has 16 rural Kebeles 

adm in istration and I urban admin istration (Abobo Worec/o Office of Finance and Econom ic 

Development (A WoFED), 20 10; CSA, 20 1 Ob). 
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Table 4.2 Occurrences of the top ten discases in the study area- (2010-11) 

No. Type of Disease ~yo 

I Malaria 5 1.24 

2 All respira tory di seases 13.45 
--

3 Diarrhea 8.30 

4 Gastro Intestinal diseases 6.85 

5 Intest inal parasi te 6.20 

6 Eye Infection 5.10 

7 Anemia 3. 10 

8 Gastritis 2.32 

9 Skin in fectio n 2.14 

10 Fever of unk nown origin 1.30 

Tota l 10000 
- -

Source: Chobo Mender 8/9 and 14 Health posts, (20 I I) 

It has been obscrved that, abo ut 5 1.24 % were due to Illalari<l. Th us. Illal<lria was the Ill<ljor 

health problem in the study area. Nex t to malaria, respirato ry di seases, diarrhea, gastro 

intestinal di seases, and intes tinal parasite we re also prevalent. 

Water is another vital and bas ie facili ty [o r health and wel l bei ng of individuals. The majority 

of the population of the Woreda access water from mul tiple sources. The sources of domestic 

water consumpt ion supp ly are hand pu mp well s, unprotected well/spring, riversl ponds, and 

publ ic tap. There arc 49 hand pump we lls in the Woredo (6 in urban and 43 in ru ral) and 4 

public tap in the urban. Potable water coverage is only 47 .6%, which means majorities of the 

populat ion are not getting potabk water. Transport and communi cat ion is one of the soc ial 

fac ilities which play an important role in the economic development 01' a town. Road transport 

is the onl y Illode of transport that ex ist in the Wurei/o and te lecom ill unica tion also provide full 

digital system services since 2004 and mobile service is also avai lable in the study area. 

Moreover, the Woredo has also one postal orJice whieh gives service to its dwel lers 

(A WorED. 20 I 0). 
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4.2.2.2 Eco nomic Condition 

Agriculture for Abobo Worec/o is the main and important econom ic sec tor which is mixed 

agriculture type. Accord ingly both crop production, tradit ional animal husbandry and fi shing. 

Mezhenger people have been engaged in beekeeping since a remote past and arc still 

produced honey using hive made of medium size log and kept on top of tree branch in the 

forest. The major crops produced in the area are sorghum, maize, rice, sesame and groundnut. 

In addit ion, seasonal frui t such as papaya, mango and vegetables such as tomato and onion are 

also produced on a small scale. There are a few numbers of dwel lers invo lving in on~farm 

activities as a means of li vel ihood. The study area is potentiall y fa vorable agriculture. 

Therefore, toelay a number of bot h loca l and foreign inves tors 'lre also cngaged in agri cul ture 

sector fo r growing of crops such as rice, collon and mango (AWoA RD. 20 10). 

4.3 Background characteristics of sample households 

Assess ing the demographic and soeio-economic characte ri stics of sampl e households is 

crucial in terms of identifyin g casual factors dri ving environmenta l changes as well as the 

li velihood si tuation of the study area. To this end, thi s sec ti on exp lain dcmographi c (e.g. sex, 

age, mari tal status, household size, place of previous res idence and reason for 

resettlemenUm igration), social (e .g. religion and ethnicity) characteristics of sample household 

heads in al l sampl e kebeles. 

4.3.1 Demographic Characteristics 

Demographic characteristi cs of the sample household heads have givcn due emphas is in thi s 

section because they can give rencc ti ons about the human-environ ment interac ti ons of the 

study area. 

Agc- Sex Composition 

Out of the tota l respondents covered In the survey, the distribution of household heads is 

dominated by male household heads. Thus 3.85 % male were fou nd in the age group :'035, 

while 66.33 % male and all femal e household heads between 36 and 55 years old and the 

remaining 32.82 % male were the age of 56+. 
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Tablc 4.4 Distribution of Rcspondents by Ma rital st atus 

Marital Sta tus Frcc)llcncy (Yt l 
- -

Never married 12 2. g0 

Currently married 372 88.20 

Widowed 29 6.90 

Divorced 9 2. 10 
--- .- --

Total 422 100.00 

Source: rield Survey, 20 II 

Houschold Size 

The househo ld size of the respondents ranges from I to 5 and I to 9 persons per household 

before and after resettlement respec tively. The average household size fo r rural Et hiopia, 

Gambella and Abobo was 4.9, 4.9 and 4. 1 respecti vely in 2007 popu lat ion and housing census 

(CSA, 20 10a; CSA, 2010b). However, the results of the survey showed that the average 

household size in the study area was 5.24 after resettlement, wh ich is higher than both 

Woreda, regional as we ll as country leve l. The pai red sample t- test shows that the change in 

mean household size before and ancr resettlemcnt is stati sti cally signif icant (1'<0.0 1). 

Table -l.S Distribution of Respondents by Iionsehoid Size 

.- --
Iluusehold Sizc Bcforc Rcsettlcmcnt Aftcr \{cscttlcmcnt 

-
Freqncncy % Frcqucncy (Yo 

< 2 96 22.75 12 2.84 

2 - 4 247 58.53 8 1.89 

4 -6 79 18.72 239 56.64 

6 - 8 0 0.00 146 34.60 
8+ 0 0.00 17 4.03 

Total 422 100.00 422 100.00 
Mean 3. 17 5.24 

T 9.257* 

*S lgl1lficant at 1% 
Source: rield Survey, 20 I I 

General ly one can eas ily understand from the mean and percentage ligures of the household 

size, bearing many children is common trend or the households in the study arc~l. As a resul t. 

there is increasing number of popula ti on, as well. But thi s growing trend of population 
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direct ly lin ked with the increasing demand or land and othcr ph ys ical asscts or the area. 

Hence, unless some feasibl e ra mil y plan ning is exercised, cnvironmcnta l and social connicts 

would incvitably happen. 

Plnce of Previons Res idence allli Rcason for rcse tllclllcnt/Illigratiun 

As was indi cated in the previous chapters, the Derg resettl ement program is known by it s 

inter-regional resettkmcnt whcreby people from the South (Kcmbata, I-Iadiya, Wolayita and 

Tembaro) and All1ha ra (especiall y from We llo) region whcrc rcsettl cd in to the area. Tabl e 4.6 

below shows the frequency distribution of respondents by place of previous res idence and 

reason for rcscttlement. 

Tnblc 4.6 Distribution of Respondents by Plncc of Prcvions Residcncc and Rcason 

for Rcsctllcmcnt 

Placc of Prev iuus rcs idcnce 

Reason for rcsettlcmcnt Amhara SNN PR Tutal 
Frcqucncy 'Yt, Frcq ncncy lYt. Frcqucncy IYt) 

Following of Family member 5 4.76 27 8.52 32 7.58 
Volunteer Rese ttl ement 13 12.38 46 14.5 1 59 13.98 
Forc(;d by Governmcnt 87 82 .86 244 76.97 33 1 78.44 

Total 105 100.00 317 100 .00 422 100.00 

Source: Field Survey, 20 II 

Accordi ngly, the majo ri ty of the sam ple household heads (75. 12%) came from SNN PR, the 

remaining (24.88%) from Amhara regional state . Likewisc, as indicated the above table from 

the total sample respondents majo ri ty of them (78.44%) complained as they were enforced to 

resettle by government. However, (13.98%) rese ttl c on vo luntary base. As to participants of 

FGDs, expectation of large and fertil c farm land , poss ibility of good cnvironmental conditions 

to agricu lture, less possibi li ty to drought and expectat ion of im proved livelihood we re some 

of the major pu ll factors that ini ti ated the se tt lers. Such compositi on implies something that 

the sample household heads came from different socio- cultural and envi ronmcntal 

background . TIll! va riations Gill be expressed in terms Dr variat iol1 ill the Knowledge. attitudes 

and pmctices of the sc tt le rs aecuill ula ted ill their IiI\; ' P'lli. 
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4.3.2 Social Characteristics 

In this research part social character istics of the respondents encompass religion and cthnicity. 

The sample househo lds in the six kebeles are socio-cu ltura ll y stratil-,cd in dilkrcnt reli gions 

and ethnic compositions. The resctticmcnt programme is responsible Il) r this socio-cultural 

strati li cation. 

According to the resu lt, the religion of the sample household heads included Protestant, 

Catholic, Orthodox and Muslim. Out of the tota l surveyed seili ers, 47% are protestant. 

followed by 23% Catholic, 19% Orthodox and II % Muslims. Thus. the majority of the 

respondents are followers of Chri stian religion, who constitute 89°;(, o f the se ilicrs in the study 

area (Figure 4.2). 

Another way of looking at diversity in social composition ,s in terms of ethnic group. 

Regarding cthnic composition of the sample household heads in the study area, Kcmbata, 

Amhara, Had iya, Wolay ita and Tcmbaro ethnic groups arc found. The finding of the survey 

revealed that thc dominant ethnic group among thc interviewed seiliers is the Kembata, which 

accounts 42.25% followed by Amhara and J-1adiya, cach constituting 24.88% and 17.3%, 

respectively. Wolayita and Tcrnbaro ethnic groups represent 10.2'Yo ,mel 5.3 7% of the seil icrs. 

respecti vely. This stratili eation is exercised and manilestcd through social interaction with in 

the sellkrs, between the sciliers and the host community. 

Figure 4.2 Distribution of Respondents by Religion 

1 1% 

~ I'rot t"s tanl CJea th(l li c mOrthodox o (\ llIs lim. 

Source: Field Survey, 20 11 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

5.1 Settlers and thc Environlllcnt 

In this sect ion, data on utili z.ati oll of common properly reso urces and environmcnt wcre 

collected from settlers. Thc respondent' s utili zation of CO l11m on property resources and 

knowledge of any environmental change i.e. , climati c, forest cove rage, land producti vity and 

availability of the water resource were collected in ordcr to understand the impact of 

resettl ement on the environmcnt. 

5,1.1 Settlers and Util izatioll of COIIIIIlOIl property resources 

Coml1lon property resources (CI'Rs) otTer diverse opportunit ics: pasture , water, hunting game, 

gathering of fruits , firewood , source of construct ion material , and li ve lihood acti vities (such 

as cultivati on). Studies (Camel', 1999; Degcfa, 2005) indicated that the linkage between 

access to natural resources and li vel ihood in rural areas is direct. In the study area, common 

property reso urces are assets to wards which the settlers have direct interest, i.e., the 

community gcnerated econoll1ic and non-economic benefit s from thc CPRs. 

Communal land utili za tion with host population was asked in the survey. Thc survey result 

has shown that 88.60% of the sett lcrs use commu nal land for di ffcrcn t purposes such as 

pasture land, firewood collcct ion, constructi on of houses; whcre'ls I 1.40% do not uti l izc 

cOl11munal land . The main reason II1 cntioned in the laller case is that thesc settlers do not havc 

livestock and although they collect firewood for their encrgy sou rce from nearby 

forest/wood land and also usc crop res idues (Table 5. 1). 

Table 5.1 Distribution or Respondents by cOllllllunal land utilization with host 

population 

COl11 lllunalland utilization Frcqucncy % 

Yes 374 88.60 

No 48 11.40 

Total 422 100.00 
~ . 

Source: held Survey, 2011 
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Livestock rcaring in the study area was through traditional system where households dircct 

their stocks to com ll1unally owned pasture lands. The respol1lknts have access to communal 

land for pasture. In similar ve in sell le I's depend on li re wood co ll ection and construction 

materia ls harwstcd from th is comm unal land to const ruct their shelter and for differcnt 

household utensils and farm implements. Expansion of agricultural land is one of prominent 

change observed in the sample kebeles. Thi s change was mainl y results of resettlement 

programme. 

Table 5.2 Distribution of Respondents by Farmland Expansion 

Response Frequency 'Yt, 

Yes 247 58. 53 
-

No 175 41.47 

Total 422 100.00 
- -

Source: Field Survey. 20 II 

As Table 5.2 revealed that, there was a trend of expansion of 1 ~\I'lllland to increase the size in 

sample household heads in the study area. Out of the total respondents, abou t 58.53% or 

sample household heads expanded their farminnd to increase the size. Among these 54. 10% of 

the respondents expanded their fann lands from nearby forest, on ly 4.43 % from 

pasture/grazing land. This was supported by the information obtained from the Klls and 

pointed out that , the resettlement programme to be a prime cause of agricultural land 

expansions at the expense of loss of 1'0 rest cover in the study area. Accordingly, as esti mated 

by key informants (Woredo agricultu re and rural development eX Jlert ) at least about 353 

hectar~s or forest land areas we l'e converted into agricultural land in the study keheles. The 

remaining 41.47% reported as they did not expand their fa rmland. The main reason for this is 

that, they do not have the capac ity ancl having opportunity to work in non- farm act ivi ti es. 
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Table 5.3 Distribution of Respondents by main so urces of household energy 

Mai n so u ree of cnergy Frc'lucney IX, 

Fuel wood ]<)7 ()4. 10 
-- ----
Crop Rcsidue: 25 5.90 

Total 422 100.00 

Soure.:: Fidd Survey, 20 11 

Likewise, the majority of respondcnts (94. 10 %) used lircwood lor cook ing in their homes. 

Thus, forest resources are a major source of household energy requirement for cooking. The 

application of such non-renewable resource for household use contribu tes great ly to the 

debilitating effects of limited forest reso urces in the sample kebeles as well as the Woreda as 

a whole. Moreover, using firewood as a source of energy has a negati ve impact on human 

health and the ecosystem of the: area. 

In relation to the above mentioned issues, different studies indicated that resettlement has a 

negative impact on the fo res t resou rec of an area. Tesl>IYC: (2004) in his study stated that. a 

sizable proportion of the forest cover had been lost due to thc continuous process of migra ti on 

and resett lcment. Allllled (2005) alSll showcd that abollt 4(, I ].7 hecta res or wood la nd havc 

been destroyed in I-law Talcssa rcsc ttlement site in Oromiya regional state . Pankhurst and 

Piguet (2004) explained that, the settl ers are criticized for their reckless and exploitative land 

use system. Generally, the absence or appropr iate land use plan and strong institution in 

monitoring and administration of ru ral land , expansion of agri cultural lands ovcr timc is an 

inevitable phenomenon. 

5.1.2 Settlers and Knowledge of Environmental Change 

People's level of awareness of what is happening in their environment in terms of change in 

climate, land producti vi ty, watcr resource and forest coverage could be taken as one measure 

of their knowledge of the environmcnt. 69. 19 % of the respondents replied that there were 

enviroJul1cn tal problem in the study arca. They have observed change: in I(lrcst cover 

(deforestation), decreasing of land productiv ity, decre:asing of water so urces and cl imate 

change. 
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Table 5.4 Distribution of Respondents by Knowledge of Major Environmental Change 

Response Frequency ·Yo 

Yes 292 69. 19 

No 130 30.8 1 

Total 422 100.00 

Source: Ficld Survey, 20 II 

Among the respondents (134) or 45.90% repli ed that there was environmental change in the 

study area, i.e., the change in forest cover (deforestation) (Sec Annex IV, Pla tc 8). About 75 

or 25.68% respondents who sa id decreasing land produc ti vity was the major environmental 

problem, whi le (46) or 15.75% repo rted climate change, response obtai ned from the 

respondents, decreasi ng of wa ter sources is major environmental probkm in the area is 

accounted 12.67%. Sim ilarl y they also mentioned the major causes of these problems. About 

32.8% associated the problem with lack of other source or li ve lihood , 24% the cause with 

expansion of fa rmland. Around 27.6% of the respondents mentioned population growth. The 

remaining 15.6% of the respondents reported lack of environmental education and 

government control as the cause of environmental problems. 

From above mentioned environmental problems that respondents have observed, i.e. change 

in forest cover (deforestat ion), decreasi ng of land productiv ity, decreasing of water sources 

and climate change. About 25.40% of respondents have knowledge of only one maj or 

environmental problem, the remaining three-quarter (74.60%) of the respondents have 

knowledge of at least two or Ill ure major environmental probleills in the st lldy area. 

Regarding environmenta l concelllS, about 33.2% of the respondent s suggested looking for 

another source of income as a solution to contro l environment al problems/changes. Prov iding 

envi ronmental education as a solution was al so indicated by about 19% of the respondents. 

Attainable strong laws and con tinuous fo llow up by 22.8% or respondents. Those who said 

limi ting fami ly size and planting trees constitute 14.5% and 10 .5 % of respondents, 

respecti ve ly (Figure 5. 1). 
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Based on the survey data, 78.40% 01' the respondents were found to have thei r own 1 ~II"1lll and 

at the area of origins, whereas 11 .80% reported that they got through share cropping, 4% got 

from their fam ilies and 3.3 % rented from others. On the other hand, the maj ority of household 

heads (81 %) had their own farm land , whi le the remain ing (19%). have no farmland now (a lier 

resettlement ). 

With regard to farmland size, whcn the mean size of 1 ~ ""Illland thai the househo lds had bet"orc 

resettl ement is compared with the land they had at the time of the study (afte r resett lement) 

has signineant difference Crable 5.5). 

Table 5.5 Distribution of Respondents by Size of Farllliand Iioidin g 

Land Size(ha) llefore Rescttlcment After Resettlement 

Frequency % Frequency 0/0 

0 10 2.40 80 19.00 

0.0 I - 0.50 146 34 .60 0 0.00 
0.51 - 1.00 266 63.00 76 18.0 
1.0 I - 1.50 a 0.00 165 39. 1 

1. 51 - 2.00 0 0.00 6 1 14 .5 
-

2.0 I - 2.50 0 0.00 24 5.7 
- - -

2.50+ 0 0.00 16 3.8 

Total 422 100.00 422 100.00 

Mean 0.75 1.31 

t -1 4.6Gs*- .. -.-, . o' 

*Signineant at 1% 

Source : Field Survey, 20 II 

-r, 

The above table shows that the rese ttl ement programme increased the size of far mland 

holding of the sett lers. All respondents owned a fa rmland size or less than I ha before be ing 

resettled. The pattern is similar to the national leve l rea lity. Accord ing to Agricultural Sample 

Survey of2009/2010 (CSA, 20 10c), 80% of the Ethiopian fa rmers in the highlands (den ned 

as areas located> 1500111.a .s.l) cult ivate less than I ha of farmland. The average size of 

farmland that the households had at the place of ori gin was 0.75 ha, whereas, after 

resettl ement it was 1.3 1 ha. Thi s illlpl ied that the holding of land 'II the ar~a or r~s~ltlclllCllt is 
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considerab ly higher than holding size or ho useholds be rore resettlement. The increase inmcan 

farm land ho lding (mean dille rence) is statis ti ca ll y signilicarr t as indica ted by the pa ired 

sam ple t- test stati stics (P<O.O I). Regarding the Ic rt ility or the land the fGOs participants 

further proved that the fa rm land at Abobo (their kebeles) is relative ly fer til e and productive 

than land at their area of or igin. So by resettling, majo ri ty of househo lds not only obtained 

more fa rmland but also land of relati vely better quality than be fo rc. 

5.2.2 I-(ulllan Capital 

Data on human capita l were co llected on li teracy status or household heads and hea lth status 

of household members. 

Lit eracy status 

One or the important human capita ls is the level or educati on attained by the heads or the 

household. It is believed to ha ve shapi ng human mind tow.rrds goodness and aware or the 

users abou t the socio-poli tical, cultural, economic and environmental problems and prospects. 

Table 5.6 Distribution of Respondents by Literacy status 

Literacy si a l us Frequcncy (V. . 

Li terate 109 25 .83 

Ill ite rale 313 74. 17 

Total 422 100.00 

Source: field Survey, 20 II 

From all sample household heads 74. 17% were fou nd to be il literate and the rest 25 .83% were 

who can al least read and write (Table 5.6). So these groups, they know about environmental 

hazards, resources deplet ion and way of li ve lihood promotion bettcr than those who have less 

or no education, even if they know enviro nmental problems they do 110t care about it. 

Health status 

Similarl y, data on hea lth status was col lec ted to evaluate the health situa ti on 01" the lilillil y 

members in the household. The household survey has indicated that, 81.51 % of households 

had ill ness their household members within the past years . l3ased on the responses from the 

household interviews, malaria is the major human disease. accoun ti ng for 90% of chronic 
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illness cases in all of the study areas. Fo ll owing malaria, diarrhea is the second most prevalent 

type of human illness. Thi s is due to lack of access to cl ean and contaminated sources of 

water. The Illajority of people collect water from hand pUIllP well s tha t arc orten shared with 

livestock. Children being the Illost alTccted in the cOlllm un ities. 

5.2.3 Physical Capital 

To the success of any deve lopmental projects, availability anci access ibi lity of social service 

(physical cap ital ) is the fundalllental one. Accorciing to DFID (200 I) physical capital incl udes 

the basic infrastructures' that arc req uired to support the livelihood of the community. 

Therefore, in this survey household heads were requested to compare the availab ilit y and 

accessibi lity of the social services and infrastructure before and arter resettlement in terms or 

quality and distance. 

i. Health services 

Health is both an outcome and precondition l'or li ve lihood or a household. Despite the I ~lct 

that nat ional plans of action in the past li ve yea r period placc health policy and resource 

allocation hi gh on the government agenda, Abobo has not been ab le to prov ide affordable and 

adequate access to comprehensive hea lth care for its people . In al l sam pled keheles of the 

WOl'eda there were only 3 health posts established by the government to provide primary 

heal th care to the settl ers, there are no clin ics and health centers in these kehele.l' whi ch can 

give better heal th services. 

With regards to the accessibility and utili zation of health IClcil itic:; by the cOlllmu nitics li ving 

in the survey area regard less of where they live, the data shows that they arc depri ved of basic 

hea lth services. On average sett lers hav ing access to a health post within an hour and lil 'ty 

minutes walk", within two hOllr wa lk they had got access til health eenters and seven hou \' 

walk access to clinics at thei r area of ori gin (before rese ttlement). On the other hand, on the 

average communities hav ing access to a health post with in thirty minutes walk , within an hour 

and finy minutes walk they have got access to health centers and eight hour walk to go t 

access to cl inics now at their respec ti ve kehele.l' (a fter resettl ement ). 

• Infrastructure is commonl y a public good Ihn! is used wit hout direct paymellt (OF ID, 200 I ). 
** Reasonable distance or access to basic social services is defined by the Ethiopian government standard , for 

rural setting, is 5 km or an hour walking distance (Ministry of Health, 2004). 
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Table 5.7 Average Distan ce th at Respondcnts traveled to access Health Fac il ities 

Health Faci li tics Avera !,;e distance (in min.) Avera!,;e d istance (in min.) 

(Before resettlement) (/\ ft er resettlement) 

Health posts 75 30 

Healt h Centers 120 75 

Cli nics 420 480 
,. 

Source: h eld Survey, 20 I I 

The abovc tab le shows that the phys ica l access ibi lity of the hea lth pusts and hea lth centers 

from their res idence arc distanced relat ivcly ncar now at rcsc ll icment area as compared to 

their area of origin and clinics arc far relati ve ly now than befo re. However, the phys ical 

proxim ity to the service center al one does not necessaril y imply access to the social service 

expected from the institution because in some cases health insti tu tions are established 

physically without any suffi cient man power and necessary mate ria ls requ ired to provide well 

organized health service. 

During the field survey, the researcher observed that in one of the kebeles i.e. Choho Mender 

11112 there was only one hca lth pos t which was expec ted to provide health care also to the 

adjacent kebele i.e. Chobo J'v!elllier 13 around a total popu lation of 3078 or settl ers by one 

nurse. During the survey, unlo rl una tely she was not found aro und . Il owever. J pregna nt 

women and two pat ien ts who were seek ing heal th se rvice fro m this health pos t bu t there was 

no service and even the heal th post was locked. In addit ion to this the rODs parti cipants 

confo rmed that the health service (post) is not operational for different reason includ ing lack 

of health profess ional, lack of medical supply and equipment and in some casc lack of repair 

and maintenance of the fac ili ty. Therefore, accordi ng to them, they are obliged to tra vel to 

Oambella town and spent extra money for transportation and health fac ility. 

ii . Education service 

The Sllccess of resett lement programme depends on di frerent socio-economic fac tors. 

However, educational level of the sett lers is one of the domi nant explanatory variables of the 

reselliement programme in enhancing the li ve lihood of the settlcrs. Tn thi s regard. the data 

co llected from the sample survey depi cted that the ave rage distance or primary school (Orade 
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1-8) at the study area (a ner rescttkment) regard less of one: 's home: is ncar (ten minute:s lValk) 

than at the area of origin whi ch was an hour wa lk . Similarly, the mean distance of the high 

school (Grade 9- 10) was located at rel ati vel y ncar di stance abou t an hour and thirty minutes 

walk at thc study area (aner resettkmcnt) as compared to the are:a of ori gin (bc:l'o rc 

resettl ement) which was two hours and thirty minutcs walk. Moreover, The FGDs participants 

also agree that they have free access of primary cducati on se rvices to their families and the 

provision have shown that an improvcment after resettlement. 

iii. Road , Markct and Watcr Se rvices 

As it is explai ned in the literature part , the impact of rescttl cment on agr icultural production 

and employment generation intern in li ve lihood improvement is dctel'ln ined by differen t 

factors and varying from place to place. Among thesc condi ti ons to the successfulness of the 

program availability of communication netwo rk and adequate market outlets are the major 

one (Kassahun, 2000). 

Respondents repl ied that with rcgard to thc mean distance to the main roads at their area of 

origin (regardless of one 's home) were around an hour and fi ve: minutes wa lk while alk r 

resettlement around only twenty-ei ght minutes wal k on avenlge. Similarl y, respondents were 

asked their opi nion about the quality 01' the transportation se rvice at the area of resettl emcnt 

and the area of origin ; although the mean distance they tnlvekd shorter than before, the 

majo rity of the respondents (76%) agreed that the transportat ion serv ice at thc rcscttlemcnt 

area in their respective kebelcs was poor as compare to their area of ori gin . In contrast, the 

majority of them were sati sfi ed in the provi sion of transpiration service before resettlement. 

The participants of FGDs at resettlement areas as well agreed that transportation se rvice IS 

one of the most serious problems of the area especiall y during summcr season. 

In similar vein respondents al so reported that they have good access to market relati ve ly near 

to their sites on ave rage twenty- fi ve minutes walk aftcr resettlement. Whercas, before 

resettlement settl ers were trave led on ave rage an hour and seventeen minutes to access 

market. On top of this, FGDs were undertaken with thc settl ers about thc availab il ity of the 

market in the area of resettkmcnt. Almos t al l of thcm sta ted that thcre is avai lab ility of 

market , howe:vc:r, the:y faced se: ri ous probkm f(lr li ves tock markc l (oxen and cows) because 

they traveled long distance to Gambcl la town at about 40 - 45k ms. 
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Furthermore, ava ilabil ity or potable water is the most important aspect to the health of the 

labor force. In thi s regard sample households were asked the accessibility of potab le wate r 

and its di stance from one' s home through questionnaire, f.OG s and Kll s. The data showed 

that al l the respondents (100%) were reported that source or water at rese ttl ement area 

obta ined from hand pump wel ls. Duri ng the fi eld survey, the researcher also observed that in 

all kebeles there are hand pump well s (See Annex IV, Plate 7). Major it y or the respondents 

were happy about the provision as compare to thei r area of origin. Gesides, the mean di stance 

of the source of water station was about eight minutes walk at the resettlement area wh ich is 

very near and forty minutes away on average at the ir area or origin accordi ng to the survey 

data. Gut they complained about the qualit y, the mai n reason was that onen they shared with 

their li vestock. So it has an im paet on their hea lth. they are exposed to water bom diseases. 

S.2.4 Financial Capital 

f.inancial capital is one of the basic factors that can help the sett lers to ac hieve thei r li ve li hood 

intentions. Financial capital as ex plained in the sustainable livelihood framework , it 

encompasses savings (Cash as liquid assets), cred it (fo rmal and informal) as we ll as innows 

(state transfers and remittances) which can be used for consumpti on or prod ucti on (01710, 

2001; Serrat, 2008). Normall y in ru ra l part of the country mostl y cred it and sav ing service has 

been undertaken through informal institutions even though fo rmal micro finance instituti ons 

have started to provide credit and saving service to the community nowadays. 

Figurc S.2 Distribution of Respondcnts by Accesses to Credit Se rvice 
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In this regard, the sample households were requested to give their view about the service of 

credit and saving after resett lement. I\s it can be seen in the li gu re Illaj ority of the responcknts 

did not recei ved credit before and afte r resettlement. With respect to those who have received 

credit, the change between berorc and after resettlelllcnt is also insignilicant. Frolll the total 

respondents , only 10.19% of households have got access to cred it frolll the Worcc/a 

Agriculture and Rural Developillent Office after resettlement. 

The FGDs also proved this "Ie!. In FGDs, the participants rili sed that due to lack of 

availability of the credit system, access to credi t is ve ry li mil\:d. In addit ion there arc no 

coopera ti ve banks and rural sav ings and credit associations in the ir kehclc.l' even in the 

Woredo so it is the main entry barrier for promot ing their li ve lihood. Moreover. the Worcc/a 

Agriculture and Rura l Development Office is the on ly institution providi ng credit for selected 

farmers on a group collateral sys tem and on an annual repayment basis. Discussants al so 

reported that they re ly on credit from rel atives, friends and neighbors in the village with no 

interest rate on the basis of strong social ties. It highlights that social networks play an 

important role in ensuring credit for settl ers. 

Table 5.8 Distribution of Respondents by Sav in gs 

Responses Before Resettlement After Resettlement 

Freq lIeney °A) Frequency c~) 

Yes 165 39. 10 2 18 51.66 

No 25 7 60.90 204 4RJ4 

Total 422 100.00 422 100.00 

Source: Field Survey, 20 I I 

Simi larly, the respondents were asked about the ir savi ng habit. As shown in table 5.8, from 

the total respondents 39.10% and 51.66% of them had saved at somc ex tent before and aftcr 

rese ttlement respecti vely, while the rest did not have saving hab it. I\mong thosc with sav ings. 

the most dominant form of storing cash is to keep it at home (55%), the remaining 45% of the 

households save their cash in kind (assets and livestock). 



5.2.5 Socia l Capital 

Social capital refers to the social resource upon wh ich people draw in the achievement ortheir 

livelihood objecti ves. Thi s consists of networks, soc ial relations and cooperation when 

perusing diffe rent li ve lihood strategies that require coordinated actions (OFIO, 2001). In line 

with this, in the study area Iqllb , fdil', Debo and lvlahibel' were the most common local 

community based organizations. The sample respondents were asked as they are a member of 

these organi zat ions or not. In thi s rega rds majority of respondents (92.89%) were members in 

at least one local community based orga ni zat ions the remain ing 7. 11 % of the respondents 

were not the members. 

5.3 Livelihood Strategies of the Settlers 

Analyzing li velihood strategies involves understanding how people use and combine their 

resources to meet short-term and long-term needs (Ellis, 2000). Thi s resu lts in difi'ercnt 

li vel ihood strategies, the activities a household adapts as a means to ensure li vel ihood 

security. The activities are div ided into natural resource and non-natural resource based 

activ ities. All these determine the level of livelihood security, which is defined as containing 

some combination of attributes related to income level , income stabilit y, reduction in adverse 

seasonal effects and reduction in the ri sk profil e of the income portfolio , and the 

environmental sustainability (Elli s, 2000). Leones and Feldman (1998) di vided income 

generating activities into three categories: (1) On-farm which means that income is generated 

from own-account fanning; (2) Orr-rarm including wage or labor exchange among rarms 

within agriculture; (3) Non-f~ u'lll rel'c rring to non-agri cultural income sources. By modifying 

the above stated categories (Elli s, 2000; Leones and I:eldman. 199X), in thi s part of stud y, the 

overall li velihood activities implemented by thc settlers before and aner rese ttl emcnt were 

classified into two broad categories as farming, non-fanning li ve lihood strategies fo r the 

purpose of analysis. 
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Table 5.9 Distribution of Respondcnts by Main Livelihood Stratcgies 

Livclihood Strategy Before RcscttlcllI cn t Aft er resett lemcnt 

Frcquency IX, Frequcncy (X, 

Farming Crop production 280 6635 65 15.40 

Mixed farming 132 3 1.28 277 65.64 

Non- Handicraft 10 237 17 4.03 

Farming Petty Trade 0 0.00 14 3.32 

Sell ing fi rewood/ 0 0.00 30 7.11 

Charcoal 

Da il y Laborer 0 0.00 19 4.50 

Total 422 100.00 422 100.00 

Source: Field Survey, 20 I I 

The distribution shows that before resell iement, from the total respondents majority (97.63%) 

involved in farming strategy, more than hal f (66.35%) involved crop product ion, while only 

(2.37%) it was non-farming strategy. In the same fashi on ane r resettlement, 81.04% of them 

their li velihood stra tegy was depend on farming and the remaining 18.96% on non-fanning. 

Although, before and after resett lement the majority of settlers thcir li velihood strategy 

depends on farming, it was ehangcd significantl y from crop producti on to mi xcdl:1rI11ing ancr 

resettlcmcnt. Morcover, then: is al so a percentage c1li1nge Ull IHln- l:lrI11ing stra tcgies, DilTeren t 

reasons wcrc raised by the participants ofthc FGDs. According to their view, relati vc Ic rtility 

of land and suitability of the agro-ecological environ ment or thc Woredo push them in 

co llective/mixed fanning activities. In addition to th is. they al so point that the prox imity of 

the resettlement si te and large pri vate farms like 'Bazen' and ';/grilllex' wo uld allow them to 

part icipate in non-farm ing strategy like daily laborer. Simi lar linding ill Zimbabwe sho ws that 

among the 135 randomly selceted sample households 72% settlers were cngaged in farming, 

which consti tutes crop production and livestock rearing (Chimhowu and Hulme, 2006), 

Crop Productio n 

Accordi ng to the data obtained frolll fi eld survey, the maj or agricultural crops produced by 

sample households were frolll ccreals- Illaize and sorghulll . pu lse- harico t beans. oil seeds-
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sesame and ground nuts at the reselt lement area. These outputs produced normally once in a 

year (Meher) under norlllal condition. The seltlers grow maize. sorghum and haricot beans for 

own consumption , and sesame is a cash crop. grown for sa le. A few households also grow 

some vegetables (Pumpkin), fruits (mango and papaya) and roo ts (Sweet potato). 

Table S.IO Distribution of Production of major crops and Average yield per hectare 

Typcs of IIcforc Rcsettlc lll cnt Aftcr I{csclllc lllcnt 

crops Qtls/ha Qlls/ha 
_. 

Cereals SorghulII 3 <) 

. --
Maize 4 14 

Pul se Haricots bean 2 3 

Oil seeds Sesame - 4 

Ground nut - 1.5 

Source: Field Survey, 20 11 

Table 5.10 shows that from the crop products cereals took considerable proportion before and 

after resettl ement. After reselllement maize was the lead ing crop in the area. Respondents 

reported that they produced maize on average 14 quintals per hecta re. Nex t to maize, sorghum 

took considerable proport ion ane r resettlement. The data revealed that the average amount of 

sorghum production aner rese lli cment was 9 quintals while the output before rese ltlemcnt was 

only 3 quintal s per hectare per year. In addition to thi s, the settlers started to produce sesame 

and ground nut at the rese lliement arca unlike their area of ori gin . Thereforc, from these data 

we can argue that the production of crops at the rese ttlement are,\ higher than the area of 

origin even though the climatie conditions in the rese lll cmcnt area nwkc it imposs ib lc to grow 

the fam iliar kinds of crop like whea t, barley, ' te!], and beans than before. 

However, it seems to be inconsistence with the information obtained from Woredo 

Agricu lture and Rural Development Office. Maize for instance. the /-/orarghe 1685 va riety in 

experimental stations can reach 70qtlha, but in the sample households it was reached a more 

conservat ive figure of J 4qtlha. Farmers obtain lower yie lds than ill experimental stations. 
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Livestoc\, rcaring 

Settlers were rear different types of li vestock such as; cattle, goats, sheep, donkey, horses, 

mules and poultry like other parts of the country before and aner resettlement. It contributes 

to households' li ve lihood in di lTcrcnt ways. That is, as a source or draught power, source or 

cash incollle in suppl elllenting linancial requirements, source or nutrit ion und means or 

transport. Besicles, livestock are considered as a llleans or saving and llleans or coping 

mechanism during crop failure and other calamites (Muluneh, 2003). In thi s view, in the study 

the major livestock resources of the sample household sett lers were observed since it was one 

of the factors to the livelihood (See Annex IV, Plate 6). Table 5. 11 shows the average number 

of livestock per household, and their di stribution. In order to make comparison the herd size 

was converted in to a Tropical Li vestock Unit (TLU* ) based on Storck el, aI. , (1991) (See the 

standard conversion table in Annex lilA). 

Table 5,11 Livestock Possession (TLU) of Respondents 

Before Resettlcment Aftcr Rcscttlcmcnt 

Typc Numbcl' of TLU 

Livestock 

Oxen 127 127 

Cows III III 

Heifers 78 58.5 

Goats 98 12.74 

Sheep 448 58.24 

Chicken 677 8.80 

Horse 9 9.9 

Donkey 45 3 1.5 

Total 417 .68 

t 

**Slgl1Jficant at 0.0 1 

Sources : Field Survey, 20 11 

TLU/hh Numher of 

Livestock 

0.30 7X7 

0.26 134 

0.14 14 1 

0.03 526 

0. 14 -

0.02 1565 

0.02 -

0.07 -

0.98 

-10.719 ** 

* An animal having a li ve we ight or 250kg is reckoned as one Tropical Li vestock Unit. 
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TLU TLU/hh 

787 1.86 

134 0.32 

105.75 0.25 

68.38 0.16 

- -

2035 0.05 

- -

- -

1115.48 2.64 



Dula (2007) in his study indicated that land product ivity was used as a proxy va riablc for 

envi ronmcnta l sustainab ility in which its producti vity should be at least equal to that of its 

producti vity bcfore. Similarl y in thi s study, land product ivi ty was taken as one of livelihood 

outcome. Therefore, the live li hood of households that fulfi lled these two criteria was 

considered to be better. 152 households fu lfi lled the criter ia. That is the li velihood of only 

36% of the households is found to bc bette r. 64% of the sample households li ve below 

poverty linc of US$ 1.03. The chi-square test of association between land product ivity and 

average annual income was fo und to be signi fkan t (1'<0.0 I). 

5.4.1 Bi-variant Analys is 

Hence, househo ld's live lihood outcome in one or ot her way round depends on the 

demographic features and li ve lihood assets owned by them. In thi s section, the associat ion 

between the dependent and the sets of explanatory va ri ables is examined. The outcome 

variable is live lihood outcome which was assumed to be infl uenced by the afo resaid facto rs. 

To examine whether signi fica nt assoc iation exists between the dependent and a set of 

pred ictor variab les chi -square test was used. 

5.4.1.1 Demographic Variables and Livelihood Outcome 

Age and sex of the household heads are among the other demograph ic features which were 

expected to have signi ficant effect on households' li velihood outcomes. The corresponding 

percentages of household heads in the age group :C:35, 36-55 and 56 j. that ach ieved be tter 

liveli hood outcome were 33.33, 38.7 1 and 26.56. The findi ng shows that at the younger and 

midd le age group house hold heads had better livel ihood outcome than those older aged. The 

Pearson chi-square test shows stati stica ll y signilicant associ ~ l t i () n between the age group of 

household heads and the betterment of li velihood outcome (P<O.OI). 

Concerning the sex of the household heads, ma le headed were fo und better than Icmale 

counterparts. Thus, association between sex of household heads and the be tterment of 

livelihood outcome is statisti cally significant (P<O.O I). 

Out of 168 respondents who were living with the household that possessed less than or equal 

to five members, 58.33% were fou nd to have better livel ihood outcome but the percentage is 
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relatively lower fo r those who had more than li ve household members (2 1.26%). Moreove r. 

the statisti ca l test also proved that there is significant associa ti on betwcen betterment of the 

livelihood of settlers and fam il y size (1'< 0.0 1). 

Marital status and place of previous residencc of the household heads arc amo llg the 

demographi c variables. whi ch were fou nd sta ti st ica ll y insigniiicant to the bctterment of 

livelihood (I'> 0.05) (Table 5. i 2). 

Table 5.12 Association between Ocmographic Var iab les and Livelihood Outcomcs 

Variables Livelihood Ou tcomes 

Belter \Vorse X' df p- va lue 

Sex Male ISO (38.46) 240 (61.54) 
13.3 15 I 0.000 

Fcmale 2(6.25) • 30 (93.75) 

Age Group .:'035 5 (33.33) 10 (66.67) 

36-55 108 (38.71) 171 (61.29) 11 .957 2 0.000 

56+ 34(26.56) 94 (73.44) 

Marital Status Never Marri ed 6 (50.00) 6 (50.00) 
1.048 I ().3()6 

Ever Married 146 (35.6 1) 264 (64.39) 

1-11-1 Si zc .:'O S 98 (5&.33) 70(4 1.67) 
10.2 14 I 0.000 

> 5 54 (21.26) 200 (7U4) 

Place of Prcvious i\111hara 32 (30.48) 73 (69.52) 
1.863 I 0.172 

Residence SNNI'R 120 (37.85) 197 (62 15) 

'Flgures In parenthcsls are pcrecntages 

Source: Computed from Field Survey, 20 II 

5.4.1.2 Livelihood Assets :lnd Strategies Vs Livel ihood Outcomc 

In addit ion to the demographic va ri ablcs, the livelihood assets possessed by households are 

essential for the livelihood sustainubility of a household (Duia, 2007). In this part the 

livelihood assets that had relation to the sett lers' li velihood outcomc were analyzed. More 

specificall y, land size, literacy status, TLU, distance 1'1'0 111 marke t, access to credit and saving 

were presented. 
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Land is the natural asset or the sample respondents since agricu lt ure is one or the domina nt 

sources or li velihood to the se tt lers. Out or 152 household heads with better li ve lihood 

outcome, 43.98% had a land size or greater than I ha .. 22.44'Y., had less than I ha, had also 

that the betterment or li ve lihood outcome is stati sti ca lly signilicant (1'<0.05). 

Literacy status was assumed to increase the probability or the betterment of their li ve lihood or 

the settlers. Since the households with some basic educa tion mi ght better get and process 

information about diversifying their livelihood strategies. The results of the survey data 

revealed that 53.21% of the se ttlers had got access to some education, including formal and 

informal education were better in thc ir li ve lihood outcome. Statist ica ll y, the Pearson chi­

Square test showed that there is highl y significance associat ion in literacy status and 

betterment of livelihood of the se ttlers (1'< 0.01). Health status or the household heads arc 

among the human capitals related to household heads bette rment or livel ihood. As shown in 

Table 5.13 , health prob lem was insigni li cantl y related to household heads betterment of 

livelihood (P>O.OS). This might be due to the prevalence or malaria in the study area because 

it is located in the lowland parts of the country. 

Livestock se rve as a means or pr<ldllct ion and sOlll'ce or inco ll1c dirc;c;t ly and indirectl y. In thi s 

study, the livestock popUlation number was converted into Tropical Li vestock Uni t (TLU) so 

as to fac ilitate comparison among the sample respondents. or the total respondents who 

achieved better li velihood, 130 (56.52%) had > 2.6 TLU. The assoc iation between ownership 

of livestock and betterment of li ve lihood was round to be stat isti cal ly significant (1'<0.0 1). 

However, di stance from the market among the physical capitals assoc iated with the 

betterment of li velihood of the households was found to be insignificant (P>0.05). 

With regard to financia l capital and betterment of li velihood, access to cred it and saving in the 

study area had influenced the betterment of li velihood of the sam ple respondents. As it can be 

seen in Table 5.13, Out or the total re:;pondcnts who had credi t acces:;, 93.02% or them had 

better livelihood. Moreover, sav ing also play dominant role in the betterment or li vel ihood or 

the settlers. The Pearson chi-square test indicated that there is :;tatistica lly significant 

associat ion f(l r both [ICCCSS to credit and sav ing in rclati on to be tt erment or li ve lihood 

(1'<0.0 I). 
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the respondent is taken as an important pred ictor to thc occu rrcncc of thc dcpcllllent va riable 

(livelihood outcomcs). Thi s var iablc has two categorics namely. 1;lI'Ining and non-I;lI'Ining. 

The fa rm ing category is takcn as a rcl'crence category and hence measurement is madc from 

this reference category which means that to what extcnt the individua l's major source of 

income towards betterment li ve lihood outcomes measure changcs as one move from farming 

to non-farming strategies. 

Table 5.14 Predictors Used In Multivariate Binary Logistic Regression Analysis allli 

Categorical Variable Codin g for Demographic features, Livelihood Assets and 

Strategies. 

Variable entered 
Frequency Parameter cod ing 

( I ) (2) 

Age of the head of the HH ::: 35 15 1.000 0.000 
36 - 55 279 0.000 1.000 
56+ 128 0.000 0.000 

Sex of the head of the H H Male ]90 1.000 
---~, 

, ~ 

Fcmale 32 0000 

Household size .':0 5 259 1.000 
>5 163 0.000 

Literacy status the head of the HH Literate 110 1.000 

Illiterate 312 0.000 

Land Size .':0 1.00ha 156 1.000 

> 1.00ha 266 0.000 

Livestock Possession (TLU) < 2.6 192 1.000 

> 2.6 230 0.000 

Credi t access No 379 1.000 

Yes 43 0.000 

Saving No 204 1.000 
Yes 2 18 0.000 

Major Source of income Non-fanning 80 1.000 
- - ---'-' 

Fanning 342 0.000 

Source: Computed frolll Field Survey. 20 11 
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Examining the goodness of lit of the model 

There arc various ways to assess whcther the model lits the data or not. In thi s study, 

classification tablc and Hosmcr and LClllcshow test wcre lIsed. Thc class ification tab lc shows 

the percentage of observed cases that are correct ly or incorrectly class ificd. As can be seen 

from Table 5. 15 rcspondents who had beller li velihood outcorllC were correctl y predicted by 

the model as had worse li ve lihood outcome. Overall , 76.3 % 01' the household heads were 

correctly elass ilied by the Illodel. 

Tablc S.15 Classifica tion Tablc that shows Model Fitness 

Predicted 

I.ive lihood Outcomes Percentage 

Observed Worse Ik ttcr Correct 

Liveli hood Worse 253 17 93 .7 

Outcomes Better 83 69 45.4 

Overall Percentage 76.3 

Source: Computed from Field Survey, 20 11 

Hosmer and Lemeshow test Cfable 5.16) show significance level or 0.475 which is above 0.05 

indicated that the alternative hypo thes is which states that the model is adequate to describe 

the data was accepted and that it is a good model to predict the dependent variable livelihood 

outcome. 

Tablc 5.16 Ilosmer and Lcmcshow Tcst of G ()od ness of Fit 

dI' Sig. I Chi-square 

7.590 
~---------------'------------

Source: Compu ted from Field Survcy, 20 II 
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Multicollinearity Test 

Simi larly, the Contingency Coeffi cient is employed as one of the means to check for 

association between the set or pred ictor variables. It is a measure or association from cross­

classificat ion data. The coeffic ien t is given as (Kothari, 1990) 

~ 
•. 2 

C- --
n+ x2 

Where C is the coe l"li cien t or contin l,;e ncy, X2 is chi square tes t. and n is total sample siz.c. The 

value of C ranl,;es from 0 to I. Sma ll er va lucs of C indica te lYe(IK association between the 

variables and vice-versa. The multicollinearity di3gnos is lo r the va ri 3bles of the study shows 

weak relat ionship between the predictor variab les. Thi s was shown in thc annex part (Sec 

Annex lIlIl). 

Results of the Regression Analysis 

Table 5.17 contains the estimated coe fficients ancl related stati stics from thc multivariate 

binary logis ti c regress ion mode l that predict the likelihood or a household heads li ve lihood 

outcome from the constant, and the independent variables are presented. The coenicients, 

probabi lity level, and odds ratio indicate whether a pa rti cul ar variable is assoc iatcd with 

livelihood outcome mcasure at statis ti cally sil,;nificant levc l. The odds ratios I,;ivcn in the last 

column of the tab le show chanl,;e in the odds or bettcr ou teomc versus worse duc to 

membership in a particular sub group of a variable. If thc valul: or the odds rat io is I. it 

indicates that the variab le has no erfect. If the va lue is I,; rcater than I, thl: probability 01· bette r 

outcome is higher lor members or that group in relation to the rc lcrcnce category. An odds 

ratio of less than I indi cates the probability of worse outcome lor mcmbers of that parti cular 

sub group. 

Accord ing to the result of the model, respondents found in the age group 36-5 5 had higher 

likelihood o/" achievi nl,; better li ve lihood when compared with respondents io und in the ul,;e 

group :S 35. However, thi s is not statis ti ca ll y significant at 0.05 leve ls. Similarly, respondents 

fOllnd in the older ul,;e (above 56+) had hil,;her li kel ihood o/" achieving bettcr li velihood than 

the reference age group and statist ica ll y significant (P<0.05) 
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With regard ing sex of the respondent it was found be signi li cant related to betterment of 

li ve lihood. Female headed households had lower probability of achi eving better livel ihood 

when compared to their Illale counter parts (1'<0.0 I). The I ike! ihood that their betterment of 

livelihood was 0.067 times low!;!r than male headed households. 

f'amil y sizc is lound to bc hi ghl y signili cant to ,ktcrlllinc huuschulds' bcttCrIllcnt uf 

livelihood in the study area. The odds ratio signilicantly decreased cOlllpared to households 

with famil y size less than or equal to li ve (1'<0.0 1). This demographi c factor revcals a 

negati vc rela ti onship with bctkrmcnt ol' li velihood. 

The other important variabl e incorporated in the mockl is literacy status of the respondent. 

The likcl il lOod of illiterate ach iev ing better li velihood was 0.421 times lower compared wi th 

literate respondents. Th is was stati st ical ly signi licant at 5%. 

As far as land size of the respondents is concerned , compared to respondents for which their 

land size of greater than or equal to I ha, the likelihood of bctter livelihood was 2.7 1 times 

higher compared to those respondents who had land size of less than or equal to I ha . Thus, 

the model states that having land size of greater than or equal to I ha increase the li kelihood 

of better li velihood is statis ti ca ll y accepted. 

Simi lar to size of land holding, TLU was stati sti call y signi ficant in innuencing the livelihood 

of the responde nt. The likelihood or respondent who had mme than 2.6 TLU was 5.X times 

higher than the respondent who had less than or equal to 2.6 TLU. 

Access to credi t was fo und signilicantl y related to betterment of li ve lihood. I-Iousehold heads 

that had access to cred it were 11.968 times hi gher likelihood or bett er livelihood compared to 

the reference category (did not borrow). 

Another variable used to lit the model fe r li ve lihood outcome is savi ng. By apply the same 

approach to the respondents the likelihood of household heads that saved more likely happen 

than did not save. Respondents who save were 8.45 times better. Thus the ex pected 

relationship, the likelihood of the respondents who saved had eight times better li ve lihood 

than did not save is stati sti ca ll y acccpted. 
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Regarding major soure \:! or income is compared wit h non-hlrilling the likelihood or achiev ing 

better livelihood was 3. 11 times hi gher ror househo ld heads engaged in ra rming. And the 

find ing states that the probability or ac hieving better livelihood increases as one changcd from 

non-farming to farming act ivi ti es which is stati stica ll y significant. 

Table 5. 17 Rcsult of Logistic Rcgrcssion Ana lys is 

Variables Catcgor ics II S.E. Sig. Exp(ll) 

Sex Male Rcference 

Female -2.7 10 0.605 0.000 0.067 

Age ~35 Rcfcrcncc Catcgory 

36-55 1.110 0.357 0.414 3.033 

56+ 1. 634 0.430 0.047 5. 123 

HI-! Size ~ 5 Reference Category 

>5 -1. 123 0.308 0.000 0.325 

Literacy Status Lite rate Rcfcrcnce Category 

III iterate -0 .866 0.lX2 O.O2l 0.421 

Land Size ~ I ha Refercnce Category 

>1 ha 0.997 1 0. 3101 0.001 1 2.710 

TLU ~2.6 Rcfercncc Category 

> 2.6 1.7591 a "'<I .JJ _ 0.000 5.809 

Credit No Rcfcrcncc Ca tcgory 

Yes 2.4 82 1 0729
1 

0.001 1 11.968 

Saving No Reference Catcgory 

Yes 2. 1341 0.3 51 1 0.0001 8.449 

Source of Income Non-farm Reference Category 

On- farm 1. 1361 0.333 1 0.001 1 3.1 15 

Source: Computed from Field Su rvcy, 20 I I 
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5.6 The Role of Institutions and Organizations on Settlers' Livelihoods 

Although the ex tent may va ry; direc tly or indi rectl y the li ves or settl ers depend on insti tutions 

and organi zations. Hence concerning the role of institutions and organizations on the 

livelihoods of settlers, respondents stated that Woreda Agricul ture and Rural Development 

office and Catholic Church has been trying to support settl ers on various livelihood issues. 

Tablc S.18 Distribution of Respondcnts hy Ohtaining Support 

Kind of Support Frequency 410 

Agricultural Tool s X' .l 25 .00 

Health Care Service IR5 55.72 

Di fferent household properti es 2 1 6.33 

Loan 43 12.95 

Total 332 100.00 

Source: I'ield Survey, 20 II 

As shown in Table 5.18, about 55.72% of the respondents obtained health care se rvices. 

Agricultural tools were also ind icated by about 25% of thc respondents. Those who sa id loan 

and di fferent household properties constitute 12.5% and 6.33 % of respondents, respect ive ly. 

According to them, health care services and di ffe rent household properties obtained rro m 

Catholic Church, loan and agri cultural too ls frolll W() rcda Agriculture and Rural 

Development offi ce. In Kll s, di scussants al so poin teu out that C,ltholic Church and WoARD 

has been committed to sup po rt settl ers in giving health care, credi t/loan and cOllllll un ity 

service programmes. 
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5.8 Cha llenges of Resettlemcnt Programmc 

The history of resettl ement programme in Ethiopia has bccn characteri zed by a lo t of 

problems and challenges, espec ially the rcsctt lemcnt during the Derg regime (Pankhurst, 

1992; Desalegn, 2003b). 

Just like other resettlement programmes of the country , Abobo Woreda resettlement scheme is 

not free of chal lenges and problcms. Therefore, attcmpts were made to identify these 

problems and challenges. Respondents were asked about problems facing during resettlement. 

Table 5.20 Distribution of I~cspondcnts by Problcms Facin~ During Rcsettlcmcnt 

(Multiplc Rcsponscs) 

Problems Frcq lIcllcy % 

Losing of assets 153 36 .25 

Broken down of fam ily 262 62.08 

Unfavorable climatic condition 327 77.48 

Affectcd by di sease 334 79.15 

Inhospitality from host community 59 13.98 

Source: Field Survey, 20 I I 

The above Table (5 .20) revealed that majority of sett lcrs i11ced un f(lvo rable climatic condition 

and health problem (79. 15%) and (77 .48%), rcspectivcly when they were resettle. Moreover. 

62.08% of the respondents rep lied that they were separated from thcir fami lies. On ly 13.98% 

of the respondents were reported that there was unwelcome <lpproach from host community. 

Similarly, tile sample respondcnts werc requested ir they had any con llict with tlte host 

conul1unity especially r<::garding resource utili za tion. I;rom the total 422 sample households 

355 (84.1 2%) of the respondents replied that they did not have any connict with the host 

community. According to them, there lVas no se ri ous conllict between host community and 

the settlers. The reason is that majo rity of resettlement kebeles in the Woreda are located 

relativc ly far (exccpt CilObo Mender 13 and I'erhongo Mender 17) from thc host comillunity 

villagcs and also good hospitality culture of the local community reduces the connicts. 
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Howevcr, onl y 15.88% complained as they had some coniliet wit h the host community. The 

major rcason for the conll ict is that negative perception is dcveloped by host commun ity, 

especially by the youngsters. 

According to the Woreda level key info rmants, the current spontaneous settlers coming from 

the northern and southern part of the region to the Woredo is bccoming one of the challenges 

at Abobo. These informants further explaincd that the population of the settlers in the Worec/o 

was incrcas ing from time to time due to unplanned mi gration of settlers. The researcher 

further asked these informants as holY these in-mi grants were becoming the challenge of the 

Programmes. Thcy rcplicd that these new comers demanded ex tra land for thei r li veli hood, 

needed additional social services and inli·astructurcs whi ch were beyond the capac it y of the 

Woredo administration to hospitali ze sincc it was not planneu. If thi s in-mi gration to the 

Worec/o continues, the consequence will result in delorcstation, unnecessary rcsouree 

competition with the host communitics and leads to inter community conllict in the Worec/o . 

The other cha llenge of the Programmc raised by FGDs, Kll s and the household survey 

respondents were issues related to thc provision of socia l serviccs and infrastructures. 

Particularly transportat ion service, health service, access to cred it and adequate market we re 

the major challenges that all the respondents agreed. 

In relation to these, differen t studies have indicated that se ttl ers were faced different 

problems. Gebre (2004) di slodging of thc same in to harsh climate are some of the major 

problems and challenges observed in the Metekd resettlement sit c. 

Desalegn (2003b) reported that se ttlers expe ri enced hardships due to changes in ellvirollillent 

and subjecteu to lowland di seases. Wolcleselass ie (2004) in Mdeke l se ttl ers were faced famil y 

di sintegration. Besides, Pankhurst ( 1992) tried to icl ent i fy the majo r problems that confront 

thc resettlement to be successful in changing the li veli hood of the community in sustainable 

manner. According to his find ing social tension be tween the set tl ers and hos t population, 

abandonment of settlement scheme and ecological problems arc the dominant problem of the 

programme. 

74 



CHAPTER SIX 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMM ENDATIONS 

6.1. Summary 

This study was conducted in Gambella People's Regiona l State particularly Abobo Worec/o. It 

is one of thc areas where the resettl ement programme was undertak cn. 

The basic data used in this study were co llected fro m household survey, focus group 

discussions, key informant , fie ld observation and secondary data. DiffCrent methods were 

employed to ana lyze the impact of resettlement on the li ve lihood condition of the scttl er 

population. These methods vary from si mple desc ri ptive stati st ics to logisti c rcgression 

model. 

The majority of the respondents werc found in the age group 36-55. Male constitutes nearl y 

92.42% of the sample respondents. With regard to marita l status, 88 .20% were married at the 

time of survey. Greater proport ion (X 1.2X%) 01" the rcspondent s had less than I"our household 

membcrs before rcsettlement , howewr, alier resettlement <)5.54% 01" respondents had greater 

than or equal to four household members and the Illean ' ~l111il y si'Le were 5.24. Majority of 

settlers (78.44%) werc forccd by gove rn ment at the time of resett lemcnt. 88.6% 0" 
respondents were utili zed eOlllmunal lands for diffe rent purposes and majority of thcm 

(94. 10%) were used fuel wood as main source of energy for cook ing. 

Moreover, li velihood resources cond it ion of the samplc respondents were assesscd in the 

study since it is the maj or determinants of living condition. In li ne with thi s, from natural 

assets land is identified as the basic factor of production at the rese ttlement area since the 

livelihood of the settl ers depends on agriculture. Considerable proportion of the respondents 

had possessed the basic resource of livelihood, which is land privately before and after 

resettlement. However, they did not have relative ly better size at their previous area of living 

compared to Abobo. The mean land holding or the households was 0.75 hectare in the 

previolls area, whereas, after rese ttl ement it was 1.3 1 hectare. 
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In relation to human capital, lit erak resp0lH.knts make up onl y 25 .~D% of the sample 

population. And onl y 18.49% of the respondent reported that their lillllil y members were well 

in their health status in the past 12 months. 

With regard to social services and infrastructure, it was identified that in Abobo there were 

poor transportat ion service and health care service. For insta nce, the average distance to the 

health post was within thirty minutes walk with regardless of from one's settler home was at 

the current place Abobo, however, at their area of ori gin it was an hour and fifty minutes 

walk. However, health institutions are established physically without any sufficient man 

power and necessary materi als. The provision of the educati on service and water supply were 

improved as compare to their previ ous area. 

Similarl y, concerning to finan cial capital , it was I(Hr nd that (lnl y 10.19% of the responllents 

had access to credi t se rvicc aftc r res<.: ttkmcnt while the majur iti<.:s IVc rc not getting the credit 

service. Wi th respect to the social service, Edil", iqllb, Mahihel" and Debo are the dominant 

community based organizations which are play ing importan t role in social and economic 

aspects of the settlers. 92.89% of respondcnts were members in at least one local commun ity 

based organizations. 

Regarding livelihood strategy, it was observed that Ilrrming (crop production and mixed 

farm ing) was the dominant means of livelihood in the resettl ement area. From fanning, mixed 

farming took the dominant shares fol lowed by crop produc tion. However, non-farming 

strategy had taken better share aner rese ttlement as compare to before resettlement. 

Similarl y, agricultural production at Abobo was by large higher than the area of origin 

especiall y in the production of majo r crops like maize and sorghum . For instance, the data 

showed that the mean quintal of maize produced was 14 quintals whereas at the area of origin 

it was 4 quintals on average per household per yea r. Moreover, there is a significant increment 

of li vestock produc tion after resett lement as co mpare to be"Hc resettl ement , the mean TLU 

was 0.98 and 2,64 before and after resettl ement respecti ve ly. 

Among demographic features sex , age and household size were significantly associated wi th 

livelihood outcome while marital status and place of residence were insignificant. Land size, 

literacy status, TLU, access to credit , saving and source of income were also significant 
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association among li ve lihood assets and strateg ies. Health status, distance from the market 

and participation ofCBOs were insignificant. 

The likelihood of better livelihood was found to be high for mal e headed households and 

households that have small fami ly size from demographic features. Among livelihood assets 

TLU, access to credit and saving and source of income were found to be significant for the 

betterment of the livelihood of settlers. 

Lastly, regarding to the challenge, of the resettlement at Abobo, the data from Kll s, fGDs 

and sample survey indicated that majority of scttler, I'lced UIII'lvorable climati c condi tion, 

health problem and broken down i'rom their families, III addit ion to these, spontaneous 

migration, poor transportation and health services, inadequate market , and deforestatioll were 

some of the major iden tified ehallengcs of the resettl ement programme ill the study area. 

Moreover, from the total 422 sample households 84. 12% of the respondents replied that they 

did not have any conflict with the host community. However, only 15.88% complained as 

they have some conflict with the host community. 

6.2. Conclusion 

The obj ective of this study was assessing the impact of n;sett lement on the li velihood 

condition of settler population in Abobo. In light of this, the lindings of the study indicated 

that rese ttl ement had impact on both demographic features and livel ihood assets which illtcrn 

had significant impact livelihood outcome of settler population. The demograph ic features, 

i.e., sex, age and household size were significantl y affect li ve lihood outcome of the sctt lers. 

Among livelihood assets, literacy status, land size, TLU, access to credit and saving wcre 

associated signifi cantly with li velihood outcome. 

To the settlers their livelihood relatively has shown an improvement aner rescttl emcnt as 

compared to before resettlement. Thi s can be manifested in different manner in the study. for 

instance, in holding of basic livelihood assets especially land, the average holding of land at 

the area of resettlement was much higher than before resettlement. Therefore, this entails that 

the majority of the settlers at Abobo have acquired more farml and as compared to their area 

of ori gin which enables them to produce more than before. It can be seen that the major 

source of income for the majority is farm ing. This is true not only for crop production but also 
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livestock raring. Neve rt heless their livelihood relies highl y on the natural as well as physical 

capital. 

Different demographic fact ors and li ve lihood assets werc afl'ccting the li ve lihood of sc ttlcrs in 

the study area. Among these sex, household size, TLU , access to credit , saving and sourcc of 

incomc were the dominant ones. 

The betterment of the livelihood of the settlers have attained at the expcnse of the livelihood 

assets, particularly the natural forest. However, with a high reliance on the natural forest, low 

level of proper use of thi s rt!sourcc wi ll have a negat ive and devastating effect on the eco­

system. In the long run without proper institutional support, thc observed level of betterment 

of livelihood may deteriorate and fail to secure the livclihood of scttl crs in the future. 

Even though the programme has an improvement to the settler 's li velihood in terms of asset 

creation and income generat ion, it has several problems and challenges that may place their 

livelihood sustainability under question mark. 

To sum up, the resettlement programmc in Abobo Wurec/u is characte ri zed by the betterment 

of the livelihood of the settlers even if the level differs across households as compared to the 

Jiving condition ofsettlcrs at thcir area of origin dcspite its challcngcs and problems. 

6.3 Rccomlllendations 

Based on the finding of the study, the l'o llowing points arc recommcnded to tackle the impact 

of resettlement and to promote the li ving conditions of settlers . 

• :. The average fami ly size among the sample households is 5.24 pcrsons per household 

and is regarded as a demographic factor cont ri buting to thc prcvalence of poverty at 

large. Therefore limiting the famil y size givcs prior att cnti on to achievc bettcr 

livelihood . 

• :. Excess ive lise of forest resources as source of income as well as source of energy has 

environmental consequences and health ri sks. Thus, promotion of other li velihood 

strategy as pett y trade or mi cro-enterpri ses and the use of alternati ve energy sources 

and use of fuel eftlcicnt stoves should gain priority attention as part of environlllcn tal 
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ANNEX -I 

Survey on the Impact of Resettlemcnt all The I.ive lihood or Settler Population 
in Ababa Woreda 

Household Question naire 

I I I I I I 
I Kebelc/PA I Household I D No I 

Quality Assurance - Fie ld work 
Name ----- Dnte Signature 

Data Co ll ector -
Supervisor 

Informed Conscnt 

Good morning/afternoon. My name is ________ . I am a post graduate student at 

Addis Ababa Un iversity, Institute of Development Studies, Center for Popul ation Studies. 

Currently, I am undertaking stud y on the Impact o r Resettil'mcnt on The Livelihood of Settler 

Population in this Wo rcela . Th us your cooperation is very val uable to aehievc the object ive of 

the study. 

You have been selected for interview by means o r a random or chance se lection process, 

much like pick ing an orange oul of a basket without look ing. I r you agree to part icipate in the 

study, I will ask few qucsti ons il ' lmay, bu t yo u can reruse to answe r and questi on I ask. You 

may end the interv iew at an y time. You can also refuse to participate in the study entirely. The 

interview wil l take about th irty to fort y minutes. The interviews/di scussions are strictl y 

confident ial so your responses wi ll not be shared with an yo ne. Your name will not appear on 

any or my notes or any of the report s. 

Are yo u willing to participatc in the study? Yes D No D 

I f you have an y doubts or questi ons in the future, you may contact the main researcher. 

Thank you 

I, the undersigned interviewer, have explained to the volullteer in a language he/she 

understands, and he/she understallds the procedures to be jiJl/owed ill the study alld the risks 

and benefits involved. 

Signature o r interviewer Datc 

\ 
I 
\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 



PART I: Demographic Characteristics of The Household Head 
Q.No Questions and Fil ters Codes and Answers Go to Q. 

101 Sex 01 Male 
02 Female 

102 How old are you? I I I In Il ill years 

103 What is your marital sta tu s? 01 Never Married 
02 Currently Marri ed/ in union 
03 Widowed 
04 Divorced 
05 Separated 

104 What is your reli gion? 01 Orthodox 
02 Protestant 
03 Catholi c 
04 Muslim 
05 Trad itional be lief 
98 Other, Speci fy 

105 What is your ethnicit y? 01 Am hara 
02 Oromo 
03 Tigre 
04 Kembata 
05 Wo layita 
06 Hndiyn 
07 Tcmb"ro 
98 Other, Spec ily 

106 Household Size Betore Rcscttlcment After Rese ttlement 

107 Level of Education 01 Illi terate 
02 Read and write 
03 Primary education 
04 Secondary educat ion 
05 Co llege/University 

108 Where was you r prev ious 01 Tigray 

li ving place? 02 Amhara 
03 South N/N/P 
04 Gambella 

109 How did you come here 111 01 Loss of farm land 
Abobo? 02 Seareh lo r employment 

03 \3 i' Marriage 
04 To attai ned Eduen ti on 
05 Fo ll owing liunily member 
06 Duc to Dea th 0 1' lilm ily member 
07 Sell' organized migration 
08 Forced by governmcnt 
98 Other, Speci Iy 



PART II: Livelihood and Institutions Related Information 
Q.No Questions and Fil lers Codes and Answers Go 10 Q. 

20 1 Do/Did you ha ve/had land? Before resettlcment A ner resettlement 

01 Yes 102 No 0> ~ I Yes 102 NoO' 206 

202 What type of land holding Before resettlement A ner resettl ement 
system did/do yo u havc? 

01 Owned 01 Owned 

02 Rented 02 Rented 
03 Sharccroppcd 03 Sharecropped 
98 Othcr, speci fy 98 Other, speci fy 

203 How much of land did/do Before resettl ement A ncr resettl ement 
you have? 

ha ha 
204 Have you expanded your 01 Yes 209 

farmlaml into another "rea ---- -

to increase your farm size? 02 No --------------0 

205 What is the area of 01 Forest land 
expanded land? 02 Pastu re/grazing land 

98 Other, specify 

206 Is there land th at you usc 01 Yes 209 
communall y with host 02 No ______________ 0> 

population now? 
207 What are the benelit s that 01 Pasture/graz ing land 

yo ur households obtain 02 Hunting wil dl ife 
from command land? 03 rirewood collecti on 

04 Water source 
98 Other, specify 

208 Would you tell me the main I. Write the 
problems you encountered 2. reason 
in using these resources? 3 

209 What is/are the series 01 Deloreslat ion 
cnv ironmcn tal problem/s 02 So il erosion 
now in your arc a? 03 Decreasing or wuler sources 

04 Decre"sing of land productivity 
05 Climat ic change 
98 Other, spccify 

210 What are the major causes 01 Over population 
for existing prob lems? 02 Increasi ng ex pansion 0 f settl ement 

03 Increasing expansion of 111r111 land 
04 Increasing busincss of logging 

/charcoal production 
05 Lack of env ironmental educati on 
06 Lack of other sourcc of li ve lihood 
07 Lack of governm enl control 
98 Others, speci fy 



211 What are the poss ible 01 Limiting fam il y size 
so lutions? 02 Searching for anothcr source of income 

03 protccts trees from cuttin!l 
04 Planting Trees 
05 Ed ucation 
06 I don't Knoll' 
98 Others, sQecify 

212 What is the main source of 01 ruelwood 
fue l used lor lood 02 Charcoa l 
preparation? 03 Cow Dung 

04 Kerosene 
05 Electric 
98 Other, Speci Iy 

213 I-lad any member of the 01 Yes 215 
household been scrio usly ill 

02 No -------- 0-for the past 12 month s? 
214 What is the type of illness? 01 Malaria 

02 Diarrhea 
03 Intestinal wo rms and parasites 
04 Acute respiratory infections 
05 Eye infecti on 
98 Other, s[lec i fy 

215 Did/Does the househo ld Belore resett I cmen t A fie r resettlement 216 
own livestock? 01= Yes 02= No 0" 01= Yes 02 No 0-

Type of li vestock owned Before rese ttl ement A ncr resett lement 
Size in num ber Sizc in num ber 

I. Oxen 
2. Cows 
3. I-lei fer 
4. Sheep 
S. Goats I-lens 
6. Donkeys 
7. Mules 
8. Horses 
9. Chicken 

216 Where does the household Before Resett lement A ner Resettl ement 

get water fo r consumpti on? 
PI Hand Pump we ll ~ I Hand Pump 

we ll 
p2 Protected p2 Protected 

well /spring lYe ll/spring 
03 Own/Public tab 03 Own/Public tab 
04 Unprotected well 04 Unprotected 

/spring we ll /spring 
OS Ri ve r /Lake PS Ri ver /Lake 
06 Pond p6 Pond 
98 Others, spec ify ~ 8 pthers, spec i fy 



2 17 How fa r is/was the sou rce or Be lo re resett lement A ncr resctt Icment 
water from the household? hr hr 

218 How far is/was the main l3e lore resett lemen t A ncr resettlement 
road from the household? hr hr 

219 How far is/was the nearest Before resettl ement A ncr resettlement 
health faciliti es li'om the hr hr 
household? 

220 How far is/was the nea rest Before resettlement A fter resettlement 
school from the household? hr hr 

22 1 How far is/was the nea rest Before resettlement A Her resett lement 
market center from the hr hr 
household? 

222 How do YOLI assess soc ial Before resettlement A ncr resettlement 
serv ices provision? Sa ti. Not POQ The Sat ~ot )oor The 

sa ti r 'ame i ~ati '"me 

I . Transportation servi ces 01 02 03 04 I 2 03 04 
2. Hea lth services 01 02 03 04 

~ 
2 03 04 

3. Education services 01 02 03 04 2 03 04 
4. Potable water 01 02 03 04 I 2 03 04 
5. Sanitary services 01 02 03 04 I 2 03 04 

223 What is/was your major so urce I3cforc Rcsettlemcnt A ncr Rcsettlcment 
of livelihood? ~ I Crop production I Crop product ion 

02 Animal husbandry 02 Animal 
husbandry 

03 Both/Mixed 03 130th/M ixed 
farming farming 

P4 Off-farm/Non- p~ Off-farm/Non-
farm activities ('arm act ivities 

~8 Other, specify ~8 Other, specify 

224 I f your response is orf-rarm Before Resett lement A ncr Resettlement 
/Non-farm acti vities, (Q. 217) 01 Petty trading 01 Petty trading 
what are these act iviti es? 

92 Hand icraft 02 Hand icran 
p3 Se lling fu el p3 Sell ing fuel 

wood/cha rcoa l wood/charcoal 
p4 Hired as a laborer p4 Hired as a 

laborer 
8 Other, spec iry )8 Other, speci fy 

225 What type of crop do you Before Resett lcment A fter Resett lement 
cu ltivate? 01 Tefl' PI Teff 

p2 Whcat 02 Wheat 
p3 Sorghulll p3 Sorghum 
p4 Mai ze 04 Maize 
P5 [3arl cx 05 Barley 
P6 Sesa ille 06 Sesame 
07 Beans 07 Beans 
98 Other, spec ily 98 Other, specify 



226 1-1011' much is/was yo ur Belo re Resett lement A ft er Resettlement 
annual income on avera ge? Birr Birr 

227 I-low do you cOin pare the 01 11 is much better 
amollnt of hu man lIl come 02 No dilference 
that you gett ing now and 03 It is lower than befo re 
before resett lement? 

228 Which prob lems (ri sks) did/do Befo re Resettlement Afte r Resett lement 

you face? I No prob lem I No problem 
2 Drought 2 Drought 
3 Poor yield 3 Poor yie ld 
4 Pest 4 Pest 
S Weed OS Weed 

~6 Low llIarket 06 Low market 
pri ce price 

229 When crop ltlilurc happe ned Lk lo re Resettlement Aller Resett lement 
or yo ur agricultural outp ut 01 r>cllin g Oxen PI Sell i ng Oxen 
is not sufficient to 1\i1li II 
your need, or you faced 02 ~c lling other P2 Se ll ing other 

different stresses which of livestock livestock 
the fo llowing cop ing p3 ~ell ing household p3 Se lli ng household 
mechani sms have yo u used 
to overcome the prob lcm? Properties Properties 

04 [lorrowing 1l10llCY 04 narrowing 

or grain money or grain 

pS r>elli ng lire wood pS Selling lire wood 

or charcoa l or charcoal 

~6 Red uce frequency 06 Red uce frequency 

of meals of meals 

07 Reduce amollnt or 07 Reduce alllollnt 

meals of mea ls 

08 Daily labor P& Daily labor 

)S pthers. specify )& Others. spccify 

230 In which of the foll owing 01 Equb 
community based 
organizati ons do YO LI 

02 fliil' 

participate now? 03 Debo 

04 Mahibel' 

OS Senbele 
98 Other, spec ify __ 



23 1 Have you or allY member or 0 1 Yes 232 
your household gelling 
financi al loan from lending 02 No .. .... 0-

institutions? 
232 Where did you or member of 01 Micro Finance Institutions 

your housed hold get the loan? 02 Saving and credit Associat ions 
OJ Dank 
04 Mone), 1cm1cr 
05 F<ll1lil ~1 Illemher 
n Others sJleci I'y 

2J3 Does any member 01' your 01 Yes 235 
household have cash sav ings? 02 No ...... .. " 

2J4 What is the current alllount of 
sav ing? Birr 

235 Where are the savings kepI? 01 Micro Finance Institutions 
02 SavinJ..! and credit associations 
OJ \lan k 
04 Money lemler 
05 Fallli ly member 
98 Others specil'y 

2J6 Is there any support from the 01 Yes JO I 
governmen t body or NGOs? 02 No ........... 0..;--

237 What kind of support do you I. 
get? 2. 

3. 
4. 

I' ART I II: Challenges of the Programme 

Q.No Questions find Filtcl's Codes nn<i Answers Co to Q. 

301 What kind of problems did you 01 Losing or asse ts 
face during reselliement? 02 Broken down I'rom the family 

03 Poor hospita lity by the government 
p4 Poor hospitality by the host 

COIl1111 tl ll itL-

p5 Unj~lVor(lblc climatic condition 

~6 Diseases 
07 No problem 
98 Other speci!"y 

-
J02 I-lave you ever I ~lccd any conniet 01 Yes 

with the host cOlllmunity? 02 No 
303 If your response is Yes. What are I. 

the major fac tors for conniets? 2. 
3. 

304 I f your response is No. What are I. 
the major reasons? 2. 

3. 
305 What are the major eil"llenges of I. 

your li velihood? 2. 
3. 

rhallk YOII for YOllr //llIe 



ANNEX-II 

A. Cuidelincs/Checldists for Focus Crollp Discuss ions 

I, How and why did you come to thi s area? 

2, How do you see the cu rrent popul ation growth in yo ur area'? 

3. How do you compare yuu r previolls Innd with the CU IT~ l ll one? 

** in terms or ownership, size, prod ucti vit y 

4, Do you th ink that the pruvis ion o r social servi ces and inl'rastrueture or Abobo Woreda 

is better than the previous one? 

** in term s of cducalioll , hea lth, water, road, market . cn.:d it and sav ing service, elc 

5, How is the asset crea tio n or th e settlers? 

6, 1-1 011' do you observe the hospitality orthe host community and your cooperation with 

them? 

7, What are the major shocks that are prevalent in the area 

8, How do you see the insti tutional set up of the Woreda and yo ur rcspecti ve Kebele? 

9, 1-1 011' do you see th e resource competition with the host communities? 

B. C hecklists for Kcy Inforlll"u! Intcrviews 

I, What is yo ur Duty? 

2, How do you see thc current popUlation growth in yo ur area? ___ ,_-,------------- ' 

3, Is there an y improvemcnt in the live lihood condition or thc settl ers than before? 

4, How do yo u see th e socia l service provision and infrastructure in Abobo? 

5, Do yo u think that there is institutional prob lem that has an advcrsc im pact on thc 

scttlers? 

6, Do you think that resett lement programmc has a negative impact on the environment 

of the area? 

7, What is the contr ibution of your Insti tution 1'0 1' the livelihoods of the settlers (access to 

resou rces, con ili ct resolu ti on, coping and li ve lihood strateg ies)? 

8, What are the major cha ll enges of resettlement programme and poss ible so lutions in 

Abobo Woreda? 

-.--- -



ANNEX -III 

A. Conversion Scales to compute Tropica l Livestock Unit 

Ani mal Type Unit 

Oxen 1.00 

Cow 1.00 

Heifer 0.75 

Calves 0.25 

Sheep & Goat 0.1 3 

Horse and Mule 1.1 0 

Donkey 0.70 

Chicken 0.01 3 

Source: Strock el al., (1991) 

B. Coefficient of Contingency Table 

XI X X X X X X X X 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

X 1.000 I 
X -0.282 1.000 2 

X -0.162 0.849 1.000 l 

X -0 .1 29 -0.042 -0.124 1.000 4 

X -0.084 -0.127 -0 .1 58 0.134 1.000 5 

X -0. 155 -0.151 -0 .163 -0.762 -0 .236 1.000 6 

X -0.189 -0.088 -0.1 15 0.002 0.212 0.007 1.000 7 

X 0.177 -0.290 -0.131 -0.010 -0.306 -0.009 -0.608 1.000 8 
X -0.087 0.076 0.002 -0.123 -0 .26 1 -0.025 -0.372 -0.063 1.000 

9 

Xi's refers to var iables defined in the analys is 

Source : Computed from Field Survey, 20 11 



ANNEX IV: PHOTOS TAKEN FROM THE STUDY AREA DURING FIELD SURVEY 

Plate I. Enumerators conducting Household survey at Chobo Mender 11112 and 14 

---- --_._--.. 

Plate 2. One of the Key Informants at Chobo Mender 7 

Plate 3. FGD Participants at Chobo Mender 7 Plate 4. FGD Participants at Chobo Mender 13 

(Photo: By the Researcher) 



Plate 5. One of the shocks of the settlers "Atinikugn" weed 

Plate 6. Livestock Assets of settlers 

III 

Plate 7. Main source of water for settlers 

(Photo: By the Researcher) 
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