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Glossary 

BiIT- refers to Ethiopian Currency Un it eq ui valent to 100 cents denomination. 

Beer- refers to al coholi c drinks prepared locall \' from ' gesho' and ma lt such as 'Tella ' 

Oebo- refers to labor originat ion where by other community members assist an ind ividual in a 

reciprocal manner. 

'Got'- is the name given to a certain locality within the lowest administrative units by residents. 

Iquib- is a traditi onal money savi ng association. The number of members varies from two up to 

hundreds. The date of saving deposit is defi ned accordi ng to the interest of their members; 

wee kl y, bi-weekly or monthl y. The amount of money saved is also determined by the 

economic capacity of the members 

Kebele- is the small est rural ad ministration unit of the local government structu re in Eth iopia. 

M igrant- A person \I'ho mo\'e frolll hi s/he r pe rmanent residen ti a l area fo r one year and above 

No n-farm activities-include a ll activit ies out of agriculture that are carried as se lf employed 

enterprise or wage labor in non-agricultural activities . This sector includes 

activities like trading, handcraft, quarrying and transport service (Bajaj & 

Horse-d riven cart). 

Oil-farm activities-i nclude a ll income ge nerating activities such as crop product ion, animal rearing 

and se ll of anima l products. 

Off-farm activities- include income generati ng activities which in vo lves wage on agricultural 

activities either in respective kebele or in other area. 

Primary Activity- refers to first choice main activity practiced by households whi le supplementary 

Activity is second choice act ivi ty practiced by households in their li ve lihood 

diversi ficat ion. 

Timad/Qirt-Iand Measurement equiva lent to y,; (0.25) ofa hectare. 

Teff- is types of cereal which is used for making Ethiopian flat breaded called ' Injera' 

Woreda- refers to eq ui valent to district, leve l Admi ni stration Un it in the rural area in the administrative 

Structure of the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia . 
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Abs tract 

The study was conducted in Sebeta town and its hil1lerland. The main Objective of the study was to assess the 

Rural-urban Linkages and their Implications on Livelihood Diversification at Household level in the study area. 

The research employed cross-sectional survey.design and used multi-stage sampling techniques to select target 

population through stratified probability sampling techniques. The data was collected ji-om 200 sampled 

households. In order to col/ectthe data both quantitative as weI/ as qualitative methods were employed. Regarding 

quolilalive method FGDs. in depth-interview, and direct personal observation l~las employed. The household 

survey is the most importal1l lIIethod used to col/ect quantitative information ji-om salllpled households. The data 

lI 'OS (I l1a~l'::ed 'hrough holf! qU(IIl /i/o/h'e und quali/lIIi\'e methods which were gUided by the proposition that 'rural 

and urban areas are interdependent spatial units ' as a ji-amework. Accordingly, linkage can be manifested in the 

flows of agricultural products. flows of agricultural inputs and industrial goods, flows of people and remittance, 

flows of information. flows o/finance and urban related nOlI:farlll activities. 

The findings of the study are concemed: fal'lIIers in the rural kebeles are not market oriented as a result 

ugricullllm i output did not satiyfj· the dellland of sOllie of urban residel1l.\· in Sebeta. The main products brought to 

the town are te.o: wheat and pulses. In this regard, hinterland farmers have shown relatively strong marketing 

interaction with urban dwellers than urban ti-aders. The study also shows consumption linkages in terms of 

expenditure on urban goods and selected social services. The study shows there is similarity between hinterland 

farmers and their urban counterparts to recognize and identify pertinent challenges thai hamper RUMLs. The 

S flf(~l' hlls idelf'iffed weak hackll'"rd and/orw(tl'd production marketing linkage pal't/clllal'~v Ihe laler is almost non­

existent. 71,e rUl'o!nol7:/cml7 sec/Or is prolllising Il'itli IIlOl'e than huif ofsulllpled f armers taking part in the activity 

as their livelihood inCO llle sOl/rce though it has undes irable effect. On the other hand, 1II0re than two-third of 

salllpled urban households eam all income ji-Olll a combination of activities. In terms of labor mobility, the 

majoritv of mi"rants are va un" population. Migration has also played an important role in livelihood in terms of 

rell/j((unce a lld i/ ~!(}"I11Uf jOil for 1'/1,.0/ hO llsehold~' . though it causes farm labor shortage. Urban dwellers go with 

their finance and skill to engage in rural f arllling as a result there is a transforll1ation of knowledge and flow of 

finan ce in the study area. 

The urban trader survey revealed that the town is used as a collection center of both agricultural products 

produced by the hinteriandf arlllers and industrial pl'Oductsji-om Addis Ababa. The urban traders in the study site 

run their business with lilllited capital and the business is lIIanaged by the family with f ew hired labor. However, 

they play an important role in connecting the hinterlands with the town and capital citv . 

Finolfl', there are sO/J/e policy implications that eJJ1anate from the study in order (0 strengthen rural-urban 

linkages and bring reciprocal relationship in the study area. These are: expansion infrastructure particu/arly 

feeder l'Oad transport develol'lI1ent. creating access to credits f or poor f armers, encouraging traders to support 

/amers in provision of creelit and information and prc))'is iOI/ of skill training/or non:farm participants. 
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Chapter One 

I . Intl"Oduction 

1.1 Background of the Problem 

Development parad igms have constant ly changed thei r emphas is on the vari ous conditions that are 

assumed to be vita l for attaining development. The theoretical and empirical approach in development 

studies and planning before 1970s were based on the assumption that there is a distinction between 

ru ral and urban areas (Lynch, 2005). The development po licies and strategies of most developing 

countries have add ressed either rural or urban areas rather than the interdependence between the two 

spatia l units (Taco li , 1998). Since urban and rural areas were given differe nt attention in practice and 

planning. such approaches have undermined the potential of rural and urban linkages for poveliy 

reduction and mutual development. It also creates disparity between two spatial units in the levels of 

li ving. 

The adverse impact of urban based· industriali zation policy on rural deve lopment was recognized later 

in 1970s and the pa radig m shi fted towards IRD, which in turn, failed to bring desired outcomes due to 

the neglcct of urban aspect in the development process (Tegegne, 2001). Hence, both spatial units 

have been given different emphas is in practice and planning which obscured the collective synergy of 

rural-urban linkages fo r poverty reduction and mutual development (Tegegne, 2005). 

However, in the past few decades, there had been a growing recognition of the importance of focusing 

on the mutua l interdependencies rather than separateness of the two spatial units. Rural-urban linkages 

are a crucial element of economic growth, social as well as cultural changes. They can also contribute 

for poverty reduction by enabling the households or individuals to expand their options for income 

generating acti vities (Tacoli, 2005). 

As such it is clear that rural-urban interaction affects rural areas and influences their development. In 

thi s regard, rural livelihood relies on urban and rural based resomces. Consequently, the mere 

consideration of rural deve lopments as an entirely distinct entity fro m urban development is no longer 

acceptab le. Instead. rural-urban linkages developmen t approach beco mes the appealing regional 

development strategy (Okpala, 2003). Similarly, the Virtuous Circle model confirms that the notion of 
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"a divide" had become a misleading allegory, one that over simplifies and even dist0l1s the realities 

(Tacol i. 1998) 

Rural-urban areas are mutua ll y interrelated spatial units In vanous socio-economic, cultural and 

environmental aspects (GDPRD, 2007). To thi s end, designing a balanced and mutually supportive 

approach to development of both geograph ic units is vital (Okpala, 2003). It seems evident that such 

symbiotic development pattern can be .realized through RUL (Tegegne, 2001). Therefore, researchers, 

development practitioners, and other stakeho lders need to view development issues along the broad 

spatial continuum rather than treating the two areas independently (GDPRD, 2007). 

T he chall enges fo r regiona l planning are to narrow rural-urban divide by incorporating this fact into 

development frameworks, and further identify policy measures to bring mutual benefits (Douglas, 

1999). There fore , in deve loping countries like Ethiopia, RUL should form a central part of policies 

that guide rural-urban development (Tegegne, 2006). In recognition thi s fact, the Ethiopian 

gove rnment had incorporated RUL as a prioriti zed development strategy in its PASDEP initiatives 

(MWUD, 2005). 

Nevertheless, designing a sound policy framework and development strategy is not an end by itself; 

rather a conso lidated e ffort is needed from the scientific community to .bridge the prevail ing rural­

urban di vide (Tegegnc. 2005). Thi s can be clone by unravelling the ro le o f rural-urban linkages in the 

development process in genera l and in influencing livelihood in particular. 

As such, the major concern of this paper is to assess and explore RULs and their implications on 

li ve lihood d iversifica ti on of house holds in Sebeta town and its surroundi ng rural areas, Mirab Shewa 

Zone in Oromia Regiona l State. 
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1.2 Statement of the Pr'oblem 

The Ethiopia economy is large ly based on agri cu lture . About 84% of the populat ion of the country 

lives in the rural areas. This people rely on agricul ture for their livelihood (Tegegne, 2001 ). Ample 

evidence, however shows that deve lopment strategies and directions in the country had been urban 

biased (Tegegne. 2005; Bezabi h, 2006). They were diercted to urban areas by connecting on urban 

nodes and giving scant attention to agricu ltural and rural -led development. 

This development hi story of the country has had an adverse effect on the socio-economic 

transfo rmati on of the country, in gener<\! and both the rural and urban poor, in particular. Tegegne 

(2005) argues that iso lation of the rural sector from the main stream forced the rural population to 

remain under subsistence li veli hood with li tt le interaction with the urban sector. However, if there are 

strong linkages, it is poss ible to ex~ lo i t the opportuni ties like off-farm and non- farm activities, which 

provide income diversifi cation and th is in turn , enables farmers to be more ri sk takers in using inputs 

and tec hnical innovat ion. 

The current government has tried to increase producti vity and income of small landhold ing farmers 

through ADLL The central idea of this po li cy is that agricultural deve lopment serves as an engine for 

the growth of industry. The st rategy however remains to a larger extent rural-o riented with emphasis 

on product ion rather than exchange and trade (Mushi , 2005). Therefore, the government recently 

recognizes the role and importance of urban sector and is in the process of making policies that 

mitigate the prob lem (Tegegne, 2005). 

Since. livel ihood strategies of house holds spread ac ross sector and spaces, the "spati al bias" policies 

would not refl ect the rea li ties. For example , the li velihoods of rural dwellers can ' have urban 

components as they may practice off-farm and non-farm activities . They may also send family 

members to earn a li ving in the cities to send back some of the ir earnings or they may move 

themselves (Garrett and Chowdh ury. 2004). Therefo re. empi ri cal study of rural-urban linkages in 

live li hood strategies o f people or households is important for influencing the policies and strategies of 

the govenm1ent. 
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Generall y. the linkages could be man ifested in di ffere nt forms of demand that may be exhibited by 

households as consumers and producers. Households in rural areas demand urban goods and services 

whereas households in the urban areas demand farm products . Farmers demand inputs for their farm 

production while manufacturers and businessmen demand raw materials and labor from the rural 

areas. Non-farm earning near urban areas are greater because of better business and employment 

opportunities. These different forms of demand translate into various types of goods, capital, and flows 

of people between the two spatial uilits (Tegegne, 200 I). 

Small urban centers are essential for agricultural deve lopment in Ethiopia. These centers are closely 

interlinked with the li ves of rural people. The mere presence of small towns by itself could not bring 

the desired development unless the towns are capab le of providing proper function and stimulate rural­

urban linkages (Rodinelli , cited in Tegegne, 200 I). As such, urban centers are expected to assist 

agricultural and rural development by serving as market, processing, service, and employment center 

for the rural hinterlands. 

On the other hand, al though rural and urban relations mutually strengthen the livelihoods strategies of 

people, generali zation on the nature of rural-urban linkages across different locations and in terms of 

how they afl'ect diffe rent groups must be avo ided (Taco li . 2002). The links may vary depending on 

location, wealth, generation and ethnicity; theses factors also influence access to assets which includes 

natural resources, labor and human capital, financial capital and infrastructures. Therefore, analyzing 

rural-urban links and providing some insight into the implications on the livelihoods diversification of 

households are important core idea of thi s study. 

Currently, the importance of focusing on rural-urban interdependence and mutually supportive 

development strategies has got recognition and acceptance. However, no study of linkages has been 

conducted in Sebeta town and its hinterlands. Sebeta town and its hinterland are important areas for 

industrial gro ,,~h in the region and attract mi grants. 

With regard to literature , the researcher found hardly studies pertaining to rural- urban linkages and its 

implication on li velihoods diversification of both rural and urban households. In fact, Tegegne (1999) 

studied rural-u rban relations in ru ral reg ions (Although the interactions between rural and urban areas 

were examined in this study thei r effects on the li velihoods of households were di sregarded). 
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Megersa (2007) also conducted a resea rch on production-consumption linkages. He gave emphasis on 

flows of agricu ltural produces as well as industrial goods and service linkages. Recently, Muiuadam 

(2009) investi gated on the problems and prospects of ru ra l-urban linkages and he focused on problems 

and opportunities of marketing linkages. 

This study takes approach that is different from the above three studies . It identifies and examines the 

linkages and shows their implications oti the livelihoods di versification of households. It is believed 

that thi s study will fill the research gaps that exist in the country in thi s regard in general and the study 

area under conce rn in particular. 

1.2 Objectives of the Study 

1.3.1 Genel'al Objective 

The general objecti ve of the study is to identify and exami ne the ex isting spatial rural-urban linkages 

such as marketing, mi gration, and labor engagement on-farm and non-farm activities and show their 

implications on li ve lihood of households in the study area . 

1.3,2 Specific Objectives 

The specific objectives of the study include:-

• To ident ify the pattern (types and magnitude) of rural-urban economic linkages in the study 

area~ 

• To identify factors that affect the nature of rural-urban linkages in the study area; and 

• To find out how rural-urban linkages affect the li velihood of households in the study area. 
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1.4 Research Questions 

The study answers the fo llowing quest ions: 

i. What kind of rural based products are demanded by the urban households? 

ii. What is the nature of farmers demand for farm inputs and from where do they get it? 

iii . What is the nature of farm households' demand for urban goods and services? 

iv. What fac tors influence the observed rural-urban li nkages in the study area? 

v. How ru ral -urban linkages affect the li ve lihood of houselods in the study area? 

1.5. Research Design and Method 

This study is mainly aimed at exploring and examining rural-urban linkages and their implication on 

li velihood di versification at household level. The study employed both qualitative and quantitative 

approach (mixed approach) to minimize the limitation of each approach and to address some non­

quantifi able aspect of the households such as perception . It also helps to triangulate the various too ls 

and instruments of the data co ll ection and data analys is. 

1.5.1 Research Design 

A cross-sectional stud y design was employed to assess the implication of rural-urban linkages on 

livel ihood of househo lds in the stud y area. This method in stead of longitud inal approach is chosen 

due to the financ ial resource and time shortage to carry out the research on the extended periods of 

time through repeated field visit to gather primary as well as secondary data. Unlike longitudinal 

approach, the design needs onl y one time data collection with the study population; it is relatively 

easy, simple. and cheap to undertake the stud y by collecting the overall information as it stands at the 

time or the study (Yeraswork. 20 10). 

Previous empi ri ca l studies have also used cross-sectional methods (Tegegne, 2002; Bezabih, 2006; 

Goitom, 2005; FAO, 2005 and Muluadam, 2008). Fo llowing other researchers, the study adopted 

I Okm5 radius from Sebeta town as an area of intensive interact ion between the town and its hinterland. 

Such I Okms distance is also assumed to be reasonab le to be covered on a dail y wa lking travel since it 

is the dominant mode of transport in the study area. 
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1.5.2 Sampling Techniques 

A multi -s tage sa mpling technique has been used to come up with mo re representati ve sampling unit 

and size. The researcher adapted four stage stratifi ed rando m sampling design for the rural kebeles as 

well as two stage for urban dwellers and three-stage sampling design for urban traders in the kebele. 

1.5.2.1 Study Site Selection 

Sebeta Hawas is selected purposely based on the fol lowing criteria: 

" First, the presence of on-farm and various non-farm activities which are run by different social 

groups. 

" Second, famil iarity of the researcher with the locali ty that wi ll faci litate the collection of data 

from the governmenta l office as well as househo lds. 

" Third, the researcher conducted a senior essay on the study site under the title urbani zation and 

its consequences in Sebeta town addi ng to the knowledge base of the auhter 

" Fourth, the rapid physical, social and economic change of the study area due the increase in 

demand for land will help to see the dynamics in the town . 

" The final criterion is the knowledge of the researcher that no study has been studied in the site 

especia ll y regard ing the implication of rural-urban linkages on li velihood of households. 

A four- stage sampling strategy has been used to select representative households for the study. First, 

the resea rcher has contacted the Woreda Agricultural and Rural Development Experts (Personnel) and 

identified 41 Peasant Associations (PAs) of which I I rural kebeles are found within IOkms radius 

from Sebeta town. Second stratified sampling technique was used to sub group the 11 rliral 

kebeles/PAs in the two groups based on geographical proximity, market catchments and economic ties 

to the town . As per the stratifi ca ti on. fi ve PAs: Rage Atebell a, Koche, Dima Guranda, Dima Magno, 

Dalati are wholly found withi n the first 5kms radius from Sebeta town while the rest six-PAs: Gora 

Harkiso, Haro J ilia, Moglee, Korke, Furi .• and Bole are wholly found within the next 6-1 Okms radius. 

Thirdly 2 PAs were purposely drawn, one within each successive 5kms radius fi-om Sebeta town. 

The se lec tion o f the two PAs is not haphazard ly done. instead the avai labi lity of in frast ructures are 

taken into consideration to see their impact on the patterns of the ex isting linkages. Accordingly, from 

the five PAs that fa ll within 5km, Dima Guranda was purpose ly chosen as one of the study PA, since it 

is fo und along the highway that runs from Sebeta to Jimma and has access to telecommunication 
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se rvices. The second PA from those kebeles that fall within 6- IOkm, Gora Harkiso was chosen as one 

of the stud y PA because it has no access to infrastructures. Fourth ly, after preparing a sample frame 

from the kebele registration file the researcher was used fixed sampling to decrea.se the over 

representation of the kebele which has large number of households over the smaller one, thus 100 

(i.e. 50 from Dima Guranda and 50 from Gora Harkiso) rural sample households were selected for the 

survey through systema ti c random samplin g as shown in the tab le 1.1 given be low: 

Table 1.1 Distribution of Sample Rura l Households in the Study Area 

Survey Kebele M F T TNSHHs Distance from 

Site main town 

Sebeta Ha Dima Curanda 339 195 534 50 4km 

Cora Harkiso 253 58 311 50 .9km 

Tota l 592 253 890 100 

Source: SHWARDO, 2010 TNSHHs-Tota l Number of Sample Households 

Moreover. in se lecting representative urban households two-stage sampling technique has been used 

while three-stage sampling technique for traders in the study. Initial ly, the researcher contacted the 

Municipality, Social and Information Desk Office of the town to identify the kebele that host the main 

market cente r and large number of migrants in the town . Accordingly, one small , one general market 

and one cattle markets are identified. Kebele 0 I hosts the main market where the lionshare of 

transaction between different stakeholders takes place as well as it is the hub of the town's economic 

activities which attract large number of people and seen as the destination of migrants. Similarly, the 

presence of large number of migrants in the kebe le is probably attached to the establislunent of new 

settl ements and the presence of bui Iding construct ion whi ch creates employment opportunity. Thus, it 

has been purpose ly chosen for the survey. 

In the second stage, the urban households have been drawn from the kebele residents. About 50 

sample urban households has been se lected through systemati c random sampling technique from 

Kebele 0 I using dwellers association roasters, municipality and Kebele records as shown in the table 

1.2 below: 
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Table 1.2 Distributions orTotal and Sample Urban Households in the Study Site 

Survey Site Sample Kebele Total Number of Households Total Number of 

Male Female Total Sampled Households 

Sebeta Hawas 01 2864 1530 4394 50 

Source: MUlllclpahty, 2010; Kebele 01 , 20JO 

To select urban traders, in the first stage sampling frame for traders in the town has been taken from 

Trade and Industry Office of the town and a new frame was prepared. Since the pattern of trade is 

found to be similar. only a few traders from the major category were interviewed. Secondly, for 

si mplicity the researcher divided the traders in two major groups as Grain traders and Non-Grain 

Traders (like Retail Manufactured Goods Traders, Chat Traders, Vegetable Traders, Charcoal Vendors 

and Butchers). Thirdly , equal number of the representative urban traders from each category was 

selected using systematic random sampling technique from the newly prepared frame. The number of 

traders that were interviewed is provided in table 1.3 below: 

Table 1.3 Numbel's ofUrhan Traders Interviewed from the Major T rading Categories 

Major Trading Categories Number of Traders Interviewed 

C rain Trade 25 

Non-Crain Trade 25 

Tota l 50 

Source: Sebeta Town Trade and Industry Office, 2010 

1.5.3 Types and Source of Data 

This study utilized both primary and secondary data to address the research questions. The impOliance 

of collecting and considering primary and secondary as well as quantitative and qualitative data is to 

triangulate. complement and suppi€me nt di fferen t da ta generated from di verse sources which finally 

used to make the data and the research result rel iab le (Yeraswork, 20 I 0). 

The study makes use of both qualitative and quantitative data type. The former was data collected 

from FGDs. Ke v informants inten'iew. and response from structured questionnaire on migration, flow 
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of agri cu ltural produces and industri a l goods, flows of input and non-farm linkages of rural households 

with urban areas have been gathered from the households as well as different groups of people, while 

the later was data on the number of li vestock , farm size, production-consumption linkages of both 

urban and rural households. 

1.5.4 Method of Primal-y Data Collection 

In order to answer the research question and meet the specific objectives the following primary data 

collection mechan ism has been employed. Numerous data co ll ection techniques can be used in any 

scientific investigation however; the stud y was employed se lected data collection instrument such as 

Structured Questionnaires, Key In formant Interviews and FGDs. Closed-ended structured 

questionnaires have been used to collect information that doesn't need fmther explanation whereas 

semi-structured questionnaires have been used to collect information that needs further probing. Key 

Informant Interviews are chosen to co ll ect general information from Urban and Rural Goverl1ll1ent 

Officials, Experts as we ll as Elder people. Focus Group Discuss ion is mainly chosen as an instrument 

by the researcher and has been used in the study to collect informations that are hardly possible to be 

caught by other methods to triangulate the reliability and validity of data collected by other methods. 

l. Households Survey/Structured Questionnaire 

Since the stud y is multi-d imensiolial, three separate groups of structured questionnaires have been 

prepared independentl y for urban households, urban traders and hinterland farmers. The questiorUlaires 

consist of both open and closed ended questions. Prior to actual data collection process, the 

questionnaire has been translated into native language (Oromiffa) and their reliability has been pre­

tested to take corrective measures. After correction, five enumerators were chosen based on 

educa tional status. to wn's and hinterland ex peri ence as well as prev ious data co ll ection fami liarity. It 

was planned that all enumerato rs were given training how to conduct face-to-face interview. To 

overcome any difficulty of understanding from the respondents' side, the interviewers read each 

questions, elaborate it and record the response. These allow minimizing the non-response rates and 

miss ing value as well reduced ambiguity and vagueness. While the study is handled by the 

enumerators. the researcher side by s ide under took in-depth interview with the selected households. 
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II . Focus Group Discussion 

Focus Group Discuss ions were conducted to verify. buil d on and add depth to the result of household 

survey. The FGDs were he ld in se lected sub-di visions of the three kebe les. A total of tlu'ee FGDs were 

conducted, two FGDs were conducted in the hinterland with se lected households and the remaining 

one FGD was conducted with the urban households. The selected FGDs members were identified with 

the help of DAs and Kebele offi cials parallel to their interest. Each discuss ion was consisting of 8" 12 

vo luntee rs. It helps respondents to partic ipate actively and to foc us on important points of the research. 

The sessions was fac ilitated or gu ided by the researcher and two enumerators. The vo lunteers were 

both from men and women. In order to avo id dominance of males during discussion the female 

members were treated in separate sessions. In addition an attempt was made to keep homogeneity of 

members in the three groups by incorporating members of similar characteristics together in a group. 

The Focus Group Discussions for this study was also being tape recorded with the permission of 

participants and a lso recorded manuall y. 

liT. Kc:v Informant Interview 

To obtain additional in-depth information, Key Informant Interview was used to gather relevant 

info rmation from rural and urban govern ment offici a ls. In thi s approach, development agents of 

sample rural kebeles, chair person of sample rural kebe les, key offi cials in Sebeta Hawas Woreda 

Agricul tural and Rural Deve lopment Office and Town's Kebele Offic ials were included. 

The purpose of conducting household level key informant interviews was to triangulate information 

obtained t1uough household survey to give chance for them to share their experience and perceptions 

towards socio-econom ic changes of li ve lihood di versificati on in the stud y area. Interview wi th DAs 

we re conducted to better investi gate people's live lihood opportunities and chal lenges . The researcher 

himself and enumerators recorded the info rmation obtained from key informant interview both 

manually and with tape recorder. 
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IV. Personal Obse.·vation 

Personal Observati on was also another important source of information fo r thi s study. A field 

observation was made on market days in the town 's trading places. Few petty traders, potters, wooden 

implement sellers, people engaged in quarry and activities have been observed in order to have a clear 

picture of the nature and the level of operation of non-farm activities and al so relevant photos haven 

been taken and included in the results and di scussion part of the study. Moreover, the wo rkshops of 

some craftsmen have been visited alld an actual working condition was also observed . 

1.5.5 Method of Secondary Data Collection 

Secondary data has been co ll ected from published and unpubli shed books/documents such as journals, 

articles, reports and publicati ons of various leve ls of government bodies. Relevant electronic sites also 

visited. 

1.5.6 Method of Data Analysis 

Analysis of data has been done with the help o f di ffe rem techniques including both quantitative and 

qualitative to assess and examine tile implication of RUL on livelihood diversification of households. 

The quantitati ve data was ana lyzed by using descriptive statistics or simple statistical tools such as 

ratio, percentages and mean. The results of the analysis was summarized and presented by tables, chart 

and bar graph. Besides, qualitative data obtained through key informant interview, FGD, personal 

observation and open ended questions have been anal yzed and presented through narration. Various 

archi ves we re al so reviewed and appli ed to substantiate the primary data. 

1.6 Significance of the Study 

Currently rural-urban symbiosis is becoming a preferred development strategy or a significant 

thinking. The li nkages that ex ist. between the two spat ia l units are the means to realize rapid, 

conti nuous and sustainable deve lopment. Linkages are not uni versall y alike rather vary fro111 place to 

place. Therefore , the study can have some value both from academics and policy point of view. 
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First fro m academ ic po in t of view. assessing and exam ini ng the implication of rura l-urban li nkages 

from perspective of" livel ihood dive rsificati on will provide understa nd ing about the nature of socio­

economic vari ables that cou ld be induced for the adoption of mutual development of rural and urban 

areas. Secondl y, assess ing locality specific issues , problems and institutional constraints will provide 

some inputs to the decision makers, poli cy makers, development practitioners, NGOs, CBOs and other 

stake holde rs who are interes ted in the deve lopment of the town and its hi nterl and with fi nancial and 

technical support in the area of sustainable li ve lihood. Moreover, the finding can be used as a 

reference for the intervention in more targeted maImer and it can be also important to understand and 

design location specific, more effective, . fl ex ible and responsive strategies which target on all social 

groups at least. Furthermore, it also gives clue to strengthen rural-urban linkages in Sebeta town and 

its hinterl ands. Finall y, the inquiry will serve as a stepping stone for those researchers who want to 

conduct further study. 

1.7 Scope and Limitation of the Study 

Rural- Urban linkage is a wide concept which consists of multi ple interactions. However, the scope of 

the study is restri cted to explore the implication of rural-urban linkages on the li velihood of 

households in Sebeta town and its hinterland that fall within I Okl11s radius around the town. 

However, Sebeta as one of the garden town and special zone of Finfinne area of Oromiya Region, the 

ru ral-urban marketing linkages is not limited to I Okms radius. Besides, the study used only 3 (2 rural 

and 1 urban) kebeles . Meanwhile, the study gives more emphasis to linkages (flow of agricultural 

products. fl ow of industrial goods a·nd agri cultural inputs, the fl ows of people and remittance, flows of 

information. flows of ti nance and urban related non-fa rm acti vities) due to financial· constraints. 

Moreover, some sensiti ve vari ables like income, number of livestock and other asset may not be 

correctly obtained and valued since some respondents were reluctant to tell the exact amount. As a 

result, the responses obtained are not all perfect. Moreover, retail traders were not willing to state or 

express their true weekly sale thus it is not inc luded in tab le. howeve r it doesnot affect the quality of 

the research finding. 
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1.8 Organization of the paper 

The thesis has five main chapters. The ·first chapter consists of the introduction, research problem, 

research objective, research question and methodology. The second chapter deals with review of 

related li teratures. Issues like the Concept of Rura l-Urban Li nkages , Factors Affecting Rural-Urban 

Linkages, Livelihood Diversification and Rural-Urban Linkages, Migration and Rural -Urban 

Linkages, Concepts of Livel ihood Diversification, Empirical Review on Rural-urban Linkages and 

Livelihood Diversification in Ethiopia as well as Conceptual Framework are well discussed in the 

second chapter. 

The thi rd chapter presents description of the study area. Result and discussion part of the study is 

presented in chapter four. The last chapter the summary, conclusion and policy implications as per of 

the empirical finding di scussed and anal yzed in the fourth chapter. It recapitulates and concludes the 

foremost find ings and forwarded feasible po licy implications that would he lp to strengthen RULs and 

Live lihood diversification in the study area. Tables, map, questionnaires and checklists are included as 

append ixes in the part o f the thes is. 
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Chapter Two 

2. Literature Review 

2 .1 Theoretical Revicw 

2.1.1 Definitions of Terms and Concepts of Rural- Urban Linkages 

2.1.1.1 Urban\Rural Areas 

Some terms appear in d ifferent fi elds of study to have different meanmgs. As such, it IS quite 

important to define these terms with respect to the con text and the scope of th is study. 

It is common to have a di stinction between ' rural ' and 'urban' areas at least for descriptive purpose. 

Different countri es in the world have different cri teria for these definitions/terms. Out of these criteria 

pop ul at ion density. economic act iviti es , administrative function , infrastructura l development ' of 

countries could be used fo r class ification but the first two are the dominant criteria (UNDP, 2000). 

Demographic criteria and economic criteri a used to define urban and rural areas vary widely between 

different nations and thi s will make generalization difficult (Tacoli, 1998). According to Tacoli urban 

areas are areas where non-agricultural .productions sudl as manufacturing and services dominate 

whereas rural areas are regarded as places of low population densities with predominantly agricultural 

activi ties. Rura l and urban areas, however, are parts of a continuous regional, national and 

international landscape that are interrelated. 

In Mexico. 2500 inhabitants is thresho ld to define urban centers. Some nations use population 

threshold of between 200 and 1000 inhabitants to define urban centers. In India most of the rural 

population li ves in villages with 500-5000 inhabitants, and if these were classified as ' urban' India 

wou ld suddenly have a predominantly urban population rather than predominantly ru ral ones (Tacol i, 

2003). Tn many sub-Saharan A frican countries. urban centers are defined mainly on the basis of 

adm ini strative, demographic and infrastructure characteri stics even majori ty of the population is 

engaged in agri cul ture. 

In Ethiopia, population size is used as a criterion to distinguish urban areas from its rural counterparts. 

Accordingly. all areas ha ving a populati on of2000 and above are classified as urban centers (Tegegne, 

2005). 
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In ancient times. cities emerged as a result of surplus production of food and other necessities oflife in 

their surrounding areas. Through time, thi s simple and one-way relationship developed into 

interwoven ones in which rural areas mainly provide primary products like foods , firewood and 

unskilled labor and depended on the city for services like medical, educational facilities , entertainment 

and shopping. The intensity of the interaction between a city and villages decline rapidly with distance 

from the cit y and th is is cal led di stance decay (Ramchandran, 1989). Therefore, a hinterland or an area 

of influence is the adjacent area around a city from where people commute to the city to obtain certain 

goods and services. 

2.1.1.3 The Concept of Rural-Urban Linkages 

Although urban and rural areas are two distinct spatial units, they are part of the whole economic 

system without which development is under question. The two spatial units have their own role one 

each other. That is the livelihood strategies of both urban and rural residents interlink. The impol1ance 

of more holi stic approach to local , national and regional development is currently increasing 

recognition and the potential of rural-urban linkage approach to development is attracting greater 

advocacy. 

It is now widely recognized that there exists an economic, social and environmental interdependence 

between urban and rural areas, and the need for balanced and mutually supportive approach to develop 

the two spatial units. Rural-urban interaction is a contemporary issue involving the exchange of goods 

and services, people, information, and money (in terms of remittance, credit and finance, etc) 

(Solomon and Mansberger, 2003). Moreover, people al so leave rural areas because of land shortage 

and low producti v ity. poverty. wa'r and natural di sasters, and migrate to urban areas in search of 

employment. education and "modern way of li ving" (Tostensen, 2004). Rural-urban linkages are 

manifested in several ways : economic aspects, environmental aspects, and social relations that develop 

through kinship or exchange of goods and finance. These manifestations directly or indirectly 

influence means of li velihood of the rural and urban population. Therefore, the type of rural-urban 

linkages and the factor that influence the linkages are important in dealing with the concept of 

linkages. 
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The available literature on RULs reveal that there are van ous types of linkages identified by 

resea rchers as per of their study objective, scope and nature of re lationship between the town and its 

hinterland. Therefo re, for the sake of simplicity, the major dimens ions of RULs are summarized from 

the works of notable researchers in the area. Mush (2005) classified RULs into two broad categories: 

Spatial linkages and Sectoral linkages. 

A. Spatial Linkages 

Spati al linkages comprise flows of agricultural prod uct, man ufactured and imported goods, people, 

market information, and finance (M ush, 2005). Rondineli and Rundle (1 976) cited in Ndegwa (2005) 

have classifi ed spatial linkages as physical li nkages, economic linkages, market linkages, population 

movement linkages. soc ial linkages, service deli very linkages, and political and admin istrative 

linkages. The salient features of these li nkages are described as below. 

i. Physical Linkages 

Physical linkage is expressed through the development of infrastructure (Tegegne, 2006). Road 

infrastructure is the main form of infrastructure that dominates rural-urban physical li nkages. Thus, a 

road network is an indication of connecti vity and improves RULs in a cOllntry. Rondinelli and Rundle 

( 1976) cited in Ndegwa (2005) have pointed out that transportation networks allow greater access to 

agric ul tural employment, improve comm unications and also allow better access to non-agricultural 

employment and extended areas of service delive ry. 

Besides road networks, Ndegwa (2005) identifi ed telephone, postal fac iliti es and rural electrification 

as the other domains of rural-urban phys ical linkages. Tegegen (2006) underlined that from good 

begitming at policy leve l, the current physical linkage in Ethiopia between the two spatial units is far 

from desirable given that substantial segment of rural areas lack any link to the urban centers. 

Consequently, socio-economic development in the country is not benefiting from mutual relation. 

ii. Economic linkages 

Barker and Pederson (1992) po inted out that the economic aspects of RULs are associated with the 

li velihood diversification and production systems, which include diverse types of resource flows 

including labor, natural resources, agricultural commoditi es, financia l flows and industrial goods and 
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service flows. Tn such linkage, agricultural raw materials flow from rural to urban areas while 

ind ustrial goods and se rvices flo w fro m urban areas to rural (Bezabih, 2006). Hence, sell ing of goods 

and services produced in one settlement to another reveals the trading and commercial relationships 

between an urban center and its hinterland as towns provide access to markets and serve as means of 

li velihood for the rural communities (Tostensen, 2004; cited in Bezabih, 2006). 

iii. Market Linkages 

The term market linkage as descri bed by White (2005) on rural development literature clearly implies 

the physica l connection between the producer and the ultimate consumer. It also involves financial 

transactions such as buying and selling of goods. Such definitions are made based on type of market 

intermediari es, form of financial transactions, market channels, transport and communication networks 

and spatial di stributions. The main purpose of marketing linkages is to faci litate the flow of products 

between different leve ls of marketing system. In thi s aspect Whi te (2005) argued that if the marketing 

system were made more efficient it wou ld be more competitive, enhance economic growth and 

maximi ze benefit to farmers. 

Most often RUMLs are discussed under economic linkages. For instance, Ndegwa (2005) described 

marketing linkages as economic linkages. To Ndegwa urban centers offer outlets for primary products 

produced in rural areas and prov ide non-farm employment opportunities. Hence, the establishment of 

linkages between resource areas and the 'market centers is the primary force in the commercialization 

of agriculture, diversi fication of production and expansion of spatial systems of exchange. 

The simplest link between production and consum ption is where farmers sell their products directly in 

the market located in urban areas. In most de ve loped countri es, the private sector is playi·ng an act ive 

role to offer inputs, agro-processing and marketing services. Therefore, the linkage between urban and 

rural area is often provided through a network of traders and intermediaries whose costs are being paid 

for through the marketing margins/borders. Such linkages would, therefo re, create mutual trust and 

dependency relationship among various funct ionaries in the marketing system (White, 2005). 

Conventionally, the most common marketing intermediaries include petty traders, assemblers, 

independent collectors, commission agents, market agents, who lesalers and semi-wholesellers and 

retailers. Marketing channels vary based on the kind of agricultural produce. In thi s case the major 
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types of ma rk ets include : rural primary ma rkets. assembly markets, wholesa le markets, retai l markets, 

supermarkets, reta il shops, marketing groups and fa rm gate sales (White, 2005). 

White argued that in most of the developing countries, RUML is hampered by the lack of all forms of 

transport facilities plus the poor roads, which di scourage the use of personal transport. The trade links 

in the agricu ltura l market ing system are those routes used by fa rmers and transporters carrying 

farmer' s produce. In thi s case, the mode of transport, length and time of journey and transport cost wil l 

affect the effi ciency of the marketing linkage. In rural areas, roads are the only means used to 

strengthen RUMLs (White, 2005), however, now most trips are made on foot and this limits the 

linkages. 

iv. Social Linkages 

Ndegwa (2005) indicated that market centers are key nodal points where numerous social linkages 

take place between towns and their corresponding rural hinterlands. In most African countries, 

economic exchange grew out of traditional socia l gatherings and ritual s. Hence, occurrences of 

economic activities were intimately correlated to socia l dealings since traditional African markets 

offered an important locus of social linkages. A study conducted in Kenya indicated that, periodic 

market centers were important meeting places that strengthen social linkages between urban and rural 

communities ( Idegwa 2005). The recent research reveals that, social linkages have shown 

improvements due to the deve lopment of communication technologies that offer the potential' to 

connect urban and rural areas with mi nimum cost (Lynch. 2005). 

v. Population Movement Linkages 

Short term and permanent migration of people from rural to urban areas or vice-versa is an important 

form of RULs (Ndegwa, 2005). Permanent migration, commuting, stepwise migration, circulatory 

migration, cycl ical migration, and multi-dimensional and chain migration are the basic forms of 

population movement linkages (Ndegwa, 2005 ; Lynch, 2005). Through ·commuting and circulation, 

hinterland farmers can become more familiar with vari ous work, living style and social environments 

that makeup the urban areas. Almost, in all cases, the prime moti ve for people to move is economic 

and the type of model used to analyze such movement is the ' push or pull ' model. Fmthermore, 

transportation faci lities, distance, costs and informat ion are other factors that determine population 

movement (Mantra. 2000). 
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vi. Political and Administrative Linkages 

The avai lable literature reveals that spatial systems are incorporated and altered through a set of 

political and administrati ve linkages that are reflected in the formal structure relationships, flows of 

public budget resources, admini strative authority, supervis ion and approval of expenditure. Political 

linkages are vita l means to secure deve lopment of resources from urban-based agencies and central 

gove rnment to rural areas. In thi s regard, a study from Kenya indicated that in the district of Kimbu, 

there is a strong political linkage between the urban based and rural based political interest (Ndegwa, 

2005). 

B. Sectora l Linl<agcs 

Sectoral li nkages between urban and rura l area manifest through three principal mechanisms: 

consumption linkages, forward production linkages and backward production linkages (Bagchwear 

and Stewart. 1992). These linkage are influenced and intensified by macro-level changes and local 

contex ts including access to natural , physica l, financial, social and human resources (Tacoli and 

Satterth wa ite. 2003). 

Consumption linkage result from the expenditure of farm incomes on locally produced consumer 

goods and serv ices (Bagachwa and Stewart, 1992). More broadly, it refers to the flow of consumption 

goods and services across the rural-urban continuum based on the final demand for food items and 

services (Tassew, 2000). Bezabih (2006) noted that consumption linkages arise from improved 

li velihood systems, which manifest "themsel ves through income growth that increases demand for basic 

consumer goods. The ava il able studies suggest that magnitude of consumption linkage 'is relatively 

weaker in Africa than in Asia. Hence, poor communication due to inefficient infrastructure between 

towns and their hinterland impedes farmers' access to non-food items and services (Bagachwa and 

Stewart, 1992). 

Forward production linkage refe rs to the supply of raw materials fo r processing and distribution 

(Helmising, 2000). Bagachwa and Sle.wart ( 1992) indicated that fo rward linkages occur when 

agricul tural outputs are locally processed. It should be noted that there is an overlap between forward 

production linkages and consumption linkages since those agri cultural products that are produced, 

processed and consumed loca ll y fall into both categori es. Therefore. forward linkages which consist 

the process ing and distribution of farlll outputs should be dist ingui shed between household processing 
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and commercial forward linkages . While the former is mainly used for own consumption accounting 

the lionshare of local processing, the later on the other hand depend on the extent of farm output 

marketing, market location and organi zation , crop consumption and technological choices (Bagachwa 

and Stewart. 1992). 

Backward production linkages occur where agriculture absorbs modern inputs produced by local 

industry or supply by nearby urban center (Bagachwa and Stewart, 1992). Researchers like Helmsing 

(~OOO) argued that an increase in agricultural productivity and commercialization of agricu lture 

necessi tates the use of industrial products, agri cu ltural technologies, farm inputs and modern fanning 

system that in turn strengthen backward linkages. 

Bagachwa and Stewart (1992) indicated that the type and magnitude of backward linkages from 

agriculture to small industry relies on the extent of input usage and how far such inputs are produced 

or suppli ed by the nea rby urban cen ter or rural industry. They also add that smallholder farms that use 

locally manufactured input have better potential to generate backward linkages than large-scale farm s 

that use modern imported tool s. The available empirical finding reveals that backward linkages are 

relati ve ly lo w in Africa compared to Asia owing to lower usage of farm inputs and inadequate local 

capaci ty to produce (Bagachwa and Stewart, 1992). 

2.1.1.4 Factors Affecting Rural-Urban Linkages 

The interaction between urban and rural areas in a given place is inevitable. What matter is the degree 

of the linkages and the type of linkages that exist in the area? While flows and linkages exist between 

all rural and urban areas, their scale and strength are determined by the nature of economy, social and 

cultural transformation at globa l, nat ional and local level (Taco li , 2004). 

Tegegne (2001) (1 n hi s part see the facto rs that affect the interaction from the rural sides. He argues 

that the rural economies have significant impact in shaping the linkages because they determine rural 

income, labor intensity, crop composition , degree of marketing of agricultural products and tbus 

influences the nature and strength of linkages. At globa l level, trade and production liberali zation has 

reshaped RULs in most regions. These affected the consumption pattern of both spatial settings 

because of the increased avai lab ility of imported manufactured and processed goods as the case in 

Nigeria and Tanzania. These imported goods are often cheaper than locally produced goods and thus it 
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negatively affects the local economy. Trade in export crops are al so largely controlled by international 

traders who bypass local urban centers do not necessaril y invest on the producing regions or nations 

(Tacoli ,2004). 

Macroeconomic poli cy linked to reform a nd adj ustment has an impact on rural -urban linkages at the 

national level. The reduction of subsidies to the agricultural inputs in these policies has affected the 

small scale fa rmers (Tacol i, 2004). 

At local leve l RULs are influenced by geographic and demographic characteristics, farming systems 

and ava ilability of roads and transport networks linking loca l settlements to urban centers.·Rural-urban 

interactions are also affected by economic and political contexts; religion and gender (Gexhiene & 

Gugler, 1998). The linkages can be influenced by attitudes and trad itions of mobility of nomads thus it 

restri cts the use of urban services. According to Abda l Ali (1992) cited in Demeke ( 1998), the 

seasonal variation of climatic condi ti on adversely affect RULs in pastoralist areas. As such, it resu lts 

in considerable mo vement of li vestocks and people. This condition brings about closing down of a 

certain business and thus the ro le of town.s changes dramatically. 

2.1.1.5 Migl'ation and Rural-VI'ban Linkages 

Migration is one of the most important methods of diversifying rural live lihoods. There are different 

types of migration (Stark, 199 1 cited in Ellis, 2000). Migration means that one or more family 

members leave the res ide nt househo ld for varying periods. By doing so, they are able to make new and 

diffe rent contribution to its wellbeing. The major types of migration are seasonal migration, circular, 

permanent and international migration. 

Seasona l migratio n is temporary mi gration according to agricu ltura l seasons. It is typically associated 

with movement away in the s lack season· and return of migrants for the peak periods of labor inputs in 

agricultural calendar. Circular mi gration refers to the temporary migration that is not necessarily tied 

to seasonal factors in agri culture and that they may be for varying duration. Circular migration implies 

migrant s routinely returns to the resident ' s household and regard that ' as their principal place of 

address . Permanent migration impl ies that the famil y members make long duration move to different 

location and sets up residence at destination. The contribution to rural resident household takes the 

form of regular or intermittent remittances. Internationa l migration suggests that family member 
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C moves either temporari ly or permanently abroad. There are many different variants of international 

mi gr~tion corresponding to the di st~nce trave ll ed. the permanence of the n~ovements, the type of wo rk 

obta ined in the destinati on coun try and so on. Rem ittance often features strongly rural income 

o 

portfolios (E lli s, 1998). 

As it is mentioned repeatedly, migrati on has been an essential factor in enhancing households' 

li,·c lihoods. It is important to note tha t migrants are not usually the poorest groups, espec iall y for long 

di stances and long term migrati on. Better-off households are long term mi grants such as students in 

Hanoi and industrial workers in other provinces than the poor (Thanh, 2003). This is attributed mainly 

to the poorest households in SSA primarily move to the other rural areas within the region to sell labor 

in agri cultural wo rk on seasonal bas is (Okali et ai , 2001 ). It shows that the vari ation in opportunities 

dete rmine the migrants destination. Despi te thi s difference. there has been an increase in long term and 

long distance out-mi gration (1 bid). He confi rmed that extensive migrants' networks, developed 

telecommunications and good transport make mi gration an easier option than in the past. 

The proportion of relati ve ly educated and uneducated migrants to the town is nearly equal in Lindi , 

Southern Tanzania (Lerise et aL 200 I). However, migrants who have limited skills and education are 

increas ingly concentrated in low ski ll ed and low income occupations (Satterthwa ith and Taco li , 2003). 

This explains that the level of education is not assoc iated with mi gration, but with the type of work 

migrants engaged in and with the level of income they earn. In general, extensive migrants' network, 

developed telecommunication and good ti'ansport strengthen RULs. 

2.1.1.5.1 Migration and Remittances 

Those who have studied the subjeci report that the remitting income is widespread, especially among 

poor fami lies. Fall (1998) reports that in Dakar 70% of migrants send part of their wages home to their 

relati ves. Hence, this substantiates the importance of remittance not only in the fi nancing consumption 

and agricul ture innovation but also in linki ng migrants with home areas. 

There is a general argument, however, the importance of remittance has reduced and will reduce in the 

future due to economic shocks and stress (Fa ll , 1998) and migrants concentration in low income 

generating urban info rmal sector (Moser, 1998) since last decades. What is clear is that sending 

remittances are constant, even if it invo lves small amount. 
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Smit ( 1998) al so finds that the urban res idents' strong linkages with home areas as the way to spread 

ri sk across space because of growing uncertainty in urban centers. They maintain links tlU'ough visits 

during soc ial ceremonies and sending m~ltley back (Lerise et ai, 2001 ), ownership ofland, livestocks 

and housing (Smit, 1998); the presence of wife and children initiation ceremonies (Lerise et a i, 200 I), 

CIU'istmas celebration (Diyatmett et aI, 2001) and funeral celebrations (Okali et aI, 2001). But failure 

to do is considered as soc ial cri me (Leri se et al. 200 I). Therefo re, it makes the flow of people along 

with cap ital and information on job opportuniti es stronger. 

2.1.2 Definitions and Concepts of Livelihood Diversification 

2.1.2.1 Livelihood refe rs to every activity. income. process, social and institutional aspects and 

influences that construct the living of households or indi viduals. The dictionary meaning of livelihood 

is the way someone earns the money; people need to pay for different necess ities such as food , 

clothing and a place to live, etc. As tei Ellis (2000) livelihood defined with little modification as 

" li velihoods comprises the assets (natural , physical , human, financial and social), the activities and the 

access to these that together determine the li ving gained by the individual or household." 

2.1.2.2 Livelihood diversification - is defined as "the process by which both urban and rural families 

construct a diverse portfolio activities and social support capabilities in their struggle for survival and 

in ord er to improve their standard of li ving" (Elli s, 1998; 2000). 

2.1.2.3 Livelihood Strategies and Activities of Rural and Urban People 

Livelihoods strategy denotes the range and combination of activities and choices that people make in 

order to achieve their li ve lihood goa ls. The li velihood goals could be seen from the view points of how 

people combine their generating acti vities, the way in which they use their assets, which assets they 

choose to invest in; and how they manage to preserve the existing assets and income. To this regard, 

the li velihood strategies include coping strateg ies (short term responses to shock) and adaptive 

strategies designed to improve li ve'lihood in the long term. Live lihood is sustainable when the result 

process ing or asse ts protects people against shocks and stress (E ll is, 2000). These have their effects on 

important assets and li ve lihood strategies of people. 
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The study or li ve lihuod strateg ies ill both rural and urban areas as we ll as their implicationon rural and 

urban linkages is limited. Few studies provide some information about th is RUL as part of local and 

regional economic development. The study made by Haan and Uffoed (200 1) reveal that rural-urban 

interactions are shaped to great ex tent by people's li velihood strategies by looking at the networks of 

Maize. Yam and Cattl e trade in Bennin. 

Us ing information from West Africa, they concluded that the drought were the main causes for change 

in the li velihood strategies and the eKpansion of rural-urban linkages. Some of the strategies 

undertaken in response to drought in 1.997 and 1980s were NF As in the village mainly petty trade and 

commuti ng the wo rk in town and remittances from migrant relati ves (Ibid). Hence, rural-urban 

linkages are intens ified. 

Economic shock and stress in SSA in recent years a lso contributed to the expansion of rural-urban 

linkages. The structural reduction price on the world market has changed small holder's production to 

subsistence because of intense compet ition from food producers outside Africa (Volbeda, 200 I). 

Moreover. SA Ps removed subsidies or inputs. These forced the rural people to depend on NFAs, 

including migration. In the towns, retrenchment of public sector workers increased urban to rural 

movement and decreasing financial support to home areas (Smit, 1998). These facilitate the movement 

of goods, services, people and finance in both directions. 

In addition, rapid population growth and the resulting scarci ty of land along with low returns from 

farmin g in Tanzania forced the people either to di versify thei r sources of income or migrate to rural 

and urban areas (Lersie et ai, 2001 ). These coping strategies clearl y sho w the interactions between 

rural and urban areas. 

Haan and Uffo rd (2002) argue that conti nued economic stability, environmental uncertainty and high 

population growth as drivi ng forces behi nd the gradual change of li ve lihoods from coping to adaptive 

strategies. [n other words, these increase farmers and urban res idents ' tendency to invo lve in other 

sources of income or to support a lower quality of life; such li velihoods should be considered to better 

understand the nature ofRULs. 
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2.1.2.4 The Contr'ibution of Local Marl<ct in Livelihood Strategies of Households 

Local market commonly brings in to being settlements and urban locali ties, and they are important 

sources of demand for products in rural areas. Rural people purchase goods in local market towns. For 

example, a stud y on 15 Eth iop ian Iilarkets shows ru ra l households undertakes a significant proportion 

of their econom ic transacti on in loca l market towns. These loca lities are the sites for about half of the 

purchase of inputs used in agriculture production from a quarter to three quarter of sales of crops and 

li vestocks. They are the primary locations of sales of arti san products, particularly by women. More 

than half of households' purchases of consumable (batteri es. matches. fue ls. etc) and various types of 

food s occur in these market towns (Decron and Hoddinott, 2005). 

In Wolenkomi and its hinterland in West Shewa Zone 72% of teff producers reported that they sell it 

in the Welenkomi markets, while the town is the place where nearly all farmers sell other agricultural 

products. Li vestocks is also another important item, which links villages and nearby towns in the area. 

Welenkomi town is the major market of li vestocks. For instance, out of the reported total 240 

livestocks purchased , J 60 (66.6%) were bought from Welenkomi town (Mohammed, 2006). 

In general , loca l markets act as focal points in rural development and also p lay an important role in 

li ve lihoods stmtegies of rural population . However, physical , infrastructure, espec ially road, undoubtly 

playa signi ficant role in the contribution of local markets for rural househo lds. Dercon and Hoddinott 

(2005) indicate the more rural households remote they are from loca l market town, the less likely they 

are to purchase inputs or sell a vari ety of products. 

Marketing directs agri cultural produce from rural to urban areas, and also channels mostly goods from 

urban to rural areas. In most Sub-Saharan Africa countries, small towns play important roles as local 

market for low income households. Farmers sell their different agricu ltural produces, while urban 

households a lso purchase food through marketing system. However, access to market is influenced by 

numerous factors such as fannin g system, access to natural resources and labor, access· to road and 

market in frastructures, local urban demand, etc (Lerise et al 2001). 

Several studies in Afri ca assure that poor phys ical in frastructure has far reach ing consequences for 

producers' prices and at the end production activi ty patterns. For example, the town Lindi in 

SouthernTanzaia has a limited market for loca l produces, partly due to the state of road within its 

region, making transport cost prohibitive (unaffo rdable) for small farmers (Lerise et ai , 200 1). On the 
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other hand, due to the national and regional urban networks Himo in Northern Tanzania is a 

vibrant/exciting market for loca l producers. Most of the fa rm ing is small scale and Himo acts as 

co llection center of farmers. 

Similarly, physical access to market places (i.e. road and transport networks) is obviously crucial , 

market information can dramatically transform small farmers ' practi ces and help them adapting to 

demand, at the same time maximizing their use of resources. In South India, government-supported 

larmers ' markets have shown to ha ve a dramatic impact on those faI'mers with sufficient assets 

enabling them to respond to urban consumer demand (Rengasamy et aI., 2002). In many rural areas, 

small traders play an important role in connecting producers to markets, especially where small and 

diversified production flows are not sufficiently profitable to attract large-scale trading organizations. 

Thev also often plav an important role in providing credit to both producers and small-scale urban 

retailers, but the ir li mited financial liq uidity makes them vulnerable to market losses, a problem 

compounded by poor physical in frastructure aIld lack of storage and processing fac ilities (GRAD, 

200 I). Much of the research focuses on larger traders, but a focus on poverty indicates that small 

traders are often far more important for smallholders. Moreover, petty trade is one of the most frequent 

non-farrn activ ities in which rural people engage, and as such deserves more attention. 

2.1.2.5 Livelihood Assets and Livelihoods Diversity 

There is increas ing evidence that rural people engage in many different types of income generating 

and li ve lihood ac tiv ities (Rea rden. 200 1). It is also recognized that their abi lity to engage in (often 

more profitable) non-agricultural act ivities are often very dependent on their access to assets (Rearden, 

1997; Dercon and Kri shnan, 1996). These authors show that diffe rent types of activities requ ire 

different combination of financial , human, social, physical and natural assets. 

Rural househo lds add new activities to their li vel ihood portfo lios if such enterprises increase their net 

incomes. This however, is subj ect to the constraints of household 's assets endowments and assets 

strategies, wh ich reflect seasonali ty, copping, ri sk and various types of market imperfections (Elli s, 

2000). Thus, househo lds will add new acti vities as it is feas ible based on their assets endowments. The 

focu s is on diverse household assets as determinants of rural li ve lihood di versifi cation (Elli s, 2000). 

This al lows the assessment of how asset inequality among households influences households ' 
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r li velihood diversity (pertz, 2005). To the extent that a given asset leads to greater or lesser diversity; 

inequality in that type of assets can be said to be reflected in differential households' livelihoods 

diversitv, Thus. assets diversit y is crucia l for li ve lihoods dive rsificat ion (Peltz, 2005). 

o 

2.1.2.6 Debates on Livelihood Diversification 

In the available literature, there are compet ing schools of thoughts regarding the importance and need 

of livelihood diversification. Scholars like Lipton ( 1997). Me Intire et al (1992) and Berry (1989) as 

cited in Oege fa (2005) argued that dive rsi fi cation weakens special ization, it forces shi ft of labor from 

one sector to the other, and di verts resource specially from agriculture to other non-agricultural 

activities and by so do ing reduces the performance of the agricultural sector (Degefa, 2005). 

Supporting thi s, Hussen and Nelson (1998) reported that diversification may lead to unsustainable 

ru ral li ve li hoods due to depletio n of the environment or human resource or continued external support 

predicaments in the househo ld and indiv idual households. 

On the contrary, scholars like Shipton (1990); Oecorn and Kri shnnan (1996) as cited in Degefa (2005), 

Bryceson (2002), Reardon (1997); and Elias (1998), (Barrett et ai, (200 1) argue on the importance and 

need of rura l live lihood di vers ifi cation to a ll eviate rural poverty and food insecurity. However, 

empirical research cond ucted by Bryceso ll ( 1997) on Sub-Saharan Africa; Yarcd (2002) on the North 

Shewa and Oegefa (2005) on Erenssa and Garbi communities have shown the need and the importance 

of diversification on household survival and secured livelihood. In the same vein, Oejanvry, Sadoult 

(200 I) as cited in Beyene (2008) studied the role of off-farm activities in rural households in Mexico 

and the result shows that participation in off-farm activities helps to reduce poverty and contributes to 

greater equality in the di st ri bution of income. 

2.1.2.7. Types of Diversification 

For po licy purpose it is useful to di stinguish income source between different categories and sub 

categories. A basic di vision is between natura l resource based and income resource. Natural resource 

based activities include col lection or gathering, food cu ltivation, non-food cultivation (e.g. eX polt 

crop), livestock keeping, pastorali sm and non-farm activities that depend on natural resources such as 

brick making. weav ing, and so on. on-natural resource based activities or income based activities 

include rural trade (marketing inputs a'nd outputs), other rural services(e.g. vehicle repair), rural 
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C manufactures, remittances (urban and in ternational) and other transfers such as pension driving from 

the past formal employment. 

<) 

Activities and Income 

Livelihood and income are closely related because the composition and level of individual or 

househo ld income at a given point in time is the most direct and measurable outcomes of the 

livel ihood process. Income comprises both cash and in-kind contribution to the materi al wel fare of the 

individual or the househo ld members are engaged. The cash earnings components of income include 

crop and livestock sales, wage, rents, and remittances. The consumption of income refers to the 

consumption of own farm produce, payments in-kind (e.g. food) , transfer or exchange of consumption 

item that occur between househo lds within ru ra l comm uniti es or between urban and rural households 

(Elli s, 2000). 

A basic classificat ion of households' IJ1come is to distinguish farm, off-farm and non-farm income 

sources. There is no hard and fast rule.to classify the income sources. However, income classifications 

are adapted to suit the methods and purpose of analysis. According to Elli s (1998 & 2000) the various 

categories of income sources or types of diversi fi cation are defi ned on conceptual aspects. 

Farm Income-refers to income generated fr0111 own account farming, whether on own occupied land 

or land accessed tJu-ough cash or share tenancy. Farm income broadly classified, includes livestock as 

we ll as the cash income obta ined from output so ld (Ellis, 2000). 

Off-farm lncomc- refers to income from wage or exchange labor on other farms (within agriculture). 

It include labor payments in kind such as harvest share systems that remain prevalent in many parts of 

the developing world. It may also include income obtained from local environmental resources such as 

fire wood, charcoal, house building materials and wild plants (Ellis, 2000). 

Non-Farm Incomc- refers to non-agri cultural income sources which include non-farm rural wage or 

salary employment; non-farm rural ·self employment sometimes called business incomes; rural income 

obtained fro m leasi ng land or pro perty; urban to rural rem ittances from within the national boundaries; 

other urban transfers to rural households for example pension payments to retires; international 

remittances ari sing from cross boarder and overseas migration (Elias, 2000). 
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2.1.2.8 Urban Agriculture as Livelihood of Urban Poor and Rural-Urban Linkages 

Acco rding to (Mo ugeoL 2000), Urban Agricu lture (UA) is defined as the production of food and non­

food items through cultivat ion of plants, tree crop (Cacao, Palm oil etc), aquaculture and anil)1al 

husbandry within urban and peri urban-areas . Urban agricu lture also involves processing and 

di stribution of a diversity of foods and non-food products, using large amounts of human and material 

resources, products and services found in and around those areas . 

Although rural agriculture has a major role to meet the increas ing demand of food due to rapid 

population growth, urban agriculture has become recogni zable partner in meeting this demand. The 

advantages provided by urban agriculture over rural agriculture include proximity to the major demand 

centers. low transportati on cost between farm-gate and retai l market and reduction in post-harvest 

losses due to reduced time between harvest and sales (Gyiele el ai, 2002). Gyiele el ai, (2002) further 

stated that, in the urban and peri urban areas low cost organic waste and wastewater are easily 

accessible in large amounts which enable crop production activities all the year round. Urban 

agr iculture contributes substantiall y to food security o f man y cities, both as an important component of 

urban food system and as a means for vu lnerable gro ups in addressing their food insecurity. Moreover, 

other benefits aris ing from urban agriculture include creation of employment especially for poor 

women and disadvantaged groups, reduced poverty, increased community solidarity/cohesion, 

enhanced business activities, and improved environment (UNDP, 1996). 

According to Smit el af (1996), an est imated 800 million people are engaged in UA worldwide and of 

which , 200 million is cons idered to be market producers, employing 150 million people. Urban 

Agriculture is proven to be a means of li veli hood and source of food for many urban dwellers, 

particularl y low-income households in developing countries. Urban farming was carried out by .all 

income groups, al though those from the very low income groups tended to use public land while other 

groups had access to their own backyard gardens. Hide and Kimani (200 I ) in their study of informa l 

irrigation in the peri-urban zones of Na irobi found where 63% of a randomly selected sample, were 

women. A similar study by Poynter (1999) as cited in Azeb (2005) in Anloga and Aboaba areas of 

Kumasi revealed that, 68% oflivestock keepers were male. 

Regarding urban agri culture in Addi s Ababa, the main agricultural activities are crop, vegetables and 

li vestock PSPC (2003) as cited in Azeb (2006) and to some extent honey production. In relation to 
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livestock production 5 167 dairy farm ex ist 111 the city, with in which majority are small holders 

between 1-4 dairy cows, covering 80% of the milk supply to the city (Ibid) . Similarly some urban 

people in the study area are observed practicing urban and peri -urban types of agriculture particularly 

in producing cabbage, carrot, vegetab les and oni on as well as anima l products such as egg and milk as 

live lihood diversification along stream s and idl e public land as we ll as in the ir small backyards for 

consumption or sa le in urban market. 

2.1.2.9 Importance of Livelihood Diversification 

In many rural areas. agricu lture alo ne cannot provide sufficient livel ihood opportunities fo r the 

majority of rural popu latio n. Rural off-farm and/or non-farm employment can playa potentially 

significant role in reducing poverty; and numerous studies indicate the importance of non-farm 

enterprise studies which shows that the typical households in Africa have more than one member 

employed in non-farm enterpri ses. Islam (1997) as cited in Gordon and Criag (200 1), repolis that the 

share of non-farm sector in rura l em ployment in deve lop ing countries vari es from 20% to 50%. Again 

Rearden (1997) finds out the rura·1 non-farm income shares in Africa rangi ng from 22% to 93%, 

regard ing its trend , Newman and Canagrajah ( 1999) as cited in Gorden and Ciag (200 1), also indicate 

that the rural non-farm sector is now thought to be more dynamic and important than previously 

bel ieved. 

Diversification reduces the risk of li ve lihood fa ilure by spreading it across more than one income 

sources. Diversification is a pri mary means by which many individuals and households reduces ri sk 

(Webb et ai, 2001 ). It also helps to overcome the uneven use of assets caused by seasonality, to reduce 

vulnerabil ity, to generate financi al resources in the absence of credit market failures and uncertainties 

(Elli s and Ali son, 2004). Diversification can be also seen as a key strategy to cope with change in 

agricultural sector which implying in addit ion of fUliher income-generating activities to the existing 

one. 

2. 1.2.10 Ca uses and Motiva tion of Live lihood Diversification 

According to the avail ab le literatures, there are different reasons that force households to engage in 

li ve li hood diversifi cation. Generall y scholars classified these reasons in to two categories. Accord ing 

to Davis (1996) they are named as "survival" and "choice" diversification. Again Hart ( 1994) on hi s 
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part grouped into "survival and "accumulation", whereas Bigston ( 1996) labeled into "push" and 

" pull" factors as c ited in Elli s (2005). 

From the perspect ive of push factors, di versification is dri ven by lim ited ri sk bearing capacity in the 

presence of incomplete or weak financia l system that create strong incentives to select a portfolio of 

activities in order to stabilize income flows and consumption constraints in labor and markets as well 

as climatic uncertainty. From the point of pull factors, local agencies of growth such as commercial 

agriculture or proximity to urban areas create opportun ities fo r income diversification and income 

c~pendit u re linkage ac ti vit ies (Barret etal. 200 I). The push facto rs include red ucing ri sk, coping 

within ineffi ciency, seasonality, compensat ing for fa ilures in credit markets whereas the· pull factors 

including gradua l transition to new activities, bu ilding on complementarities. 

The li terature of determ inants of livelihood di versificati on reported the motives of sJiversification as 

( I) seasonalit y. (2) ri sk. (3) copping behaviors. (4) labor markets. (5) credit markets, and (6) asset 

strategies (Beyene, 2008). Similarly, according to Ell is (2000) motivation for livelihood diversification 

can be distinguished in kind as reflecting "necessity" or "choice". Supporting thi s idea, (Hart, 1994), 

said there is di stinction between diversification for necessity and diversification by choice. Households 

may diversify out of necessity due to unexpected cri ses such as loss of land tenure, environmental 

degradat ion or climatic events like drought. By contrast. households may choose to di versify on their 

own initiatives investing in new enterpri ses to achieve a specific goa l. Diversi fication as household 

strategy reflects some combination of these two possible motivations for diversification (Elli s, 2000). 

The circumstance and the reason for divers ifyi ng income sources vary from house hold to househQld 

in different times and places (E lli s. 1998). Di ve rsification may occur either as deli berate household 

strategy (Stark, 1991 c ited in Ell is, 2000) or as involuntary response to cri sis (Davis, 1996). The 

causes and consequences of diversification are di fferent by location, assets, income level, opportuni ty, 

institution and socia l relations. As a result, di versification is different under different circumstances 

(Ell is, 2000). The goal of livel ihood diversification likely varies among households, and can be as a 

straight forward as rai sing income or it may invo lve ri sk minimization and income stabilization or 

other goals (Barret , 200 I ; Pertz, 2005). 
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2.1.2.2.11 Factors Affectin g Rural Livelihood Diversification 

The li velihood literature focuses on the ro le of ind ividual or household assets as determinants of 

povert v and li ve lihood outcomes. According to Scones ( 1998) and Elli s (2000), the assets are grouped 

into five catego ri es: natura l capital , phys ica l capital, human capital , financial capital and social capital. 

However, Gordon and Criag (200 I) add politica l capital as the sixth component of determinant" of 

livelihood divers ification. The abil ity to peruse diffe rent li vel ihood strategies is influenced by both 

tangible and intangible assets people possess (Scones, 1998). These assets are termed as "capitals" 

si nce goods and services fo r li vel ihoods are derived from them . 

2.1.2.11.1 Physical capital 

Phys ical assets comprise capital that is created by economic production process such as farm 

implements. irriga tion canals. road~ etc (E lli s. 2000). Important class of physica l assets that facilitates 

rural li ve lihood dive rs ification is infrastructu ral assets such as roads, rural electrificat ion, water 

suppl y, telecommunication etc. Access to electri city, road, health, education and safe water are 

significant in increasing the profitability of both farm and non-farm activities. Davis (2003) suggests 

that rural roads that allow reliable and regul ar motor vehi cles access serve both the farm and the rural 

non-farm economy. 

2.1.2.1 1.2 Financial Capital 

Financial capital is another key challenge for diversifying economic activities in rural areas. Findings 

for cred its indicate that the infl uence of credit on di versificati on is mixed. For instance, Escobars 

(200 I) find s out that access to cred its plays a key role in se lf employment .acti vities both in agriculture 

and non-farm activities. This implies that access to cred it is also a key determinant of self employment 

and other di vers ification strategies. Lack of cred it and the general lack of financial resources In 

fa rming community obvious ly hinder thei r engagement on non-farming activities (Ibid). 

2.1.2.1 1.3 Social Cap ital 

The third major factor that affects rural livelihood di versification is social capital. Social capital 

comprises the social resources (e.g. network, group membership, trust relationships, access to wide 

insti tutions of the soc iety) up on w hich ' people draw in search of livelihood (Ellis, 2000). Lanjauw 
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( 1999) as cited in Gordon and Cri ag (200 I) pointed out that: " ... other characteri stics (as side from 

education), such as race, gender or caste, also play an important role in determining the probability of 

empl oyment .... " 

2.1.2.11.4 Human Capital 

Human capital refers to the labo r available to the household and other qualities embedded in it, i.e. 

educat ion. skill s and health. Humati capital has been identifi ed as one of the important variables with 

cons iderab le impact on livelihood d iversification. Reardon ( 1997) stated that education and skill can 

be important determinants of livelihood diversification. The higher the level of education, the greater 

will be the incentive to allocate resources to self-employment and wage employment on non-farm 

activi ties. On the other hand, its absence may hamper their invo lvement in local self-employed, non­

farm sector and mi gration activ iti es (Reardon , 1997). 

2.1.2.11.5 Natural Capital 

Natural capital comprises the natural resources such as water, land, livestock and common property 

resources (fo rest) that are so central to rural li ve lihoods. Gordon and Criag (2001) pointed out: "these 

resources provide fo unda tion for · farming and also for much of the rural non- andlor off-farm 

economyH, 

2.2 Empirical Review of Rural-Urban Linkages and Livelihood Diversification in Ethiopia 

2.2.1 Rural-Urban Linkages in Ethiopia 

Some studies have specifically tried to deal wi th the significance of rural-urban linkages and Non-farm 

activities in Ethiopia (Tegegne, 1995; M~latu and Teferi , 1996; Mulatu, 2001 ; Tasew, 2002; Yeheys, 

2004; Demi ssie and Workneh, 2004; Tegegne, 2005; Wendye, 2005; Gete, 2006; Bezabih, 2006; 

Assefa, 2006; MWUD, 2006 ; Birhanu, 2007; Tegegne, 2008). At the ri sk of oversimplification, their 

work could be summarized as fo llows. 

Agri culture is the main stay of most people (84%) in the country (Tegegne, 2008). Despite this fact , 

the secto r is not we ll developed and integrated to the urban centers. Consequently, it needs the support 

and development of other sectors for its own proper development to meet urban market demands. 
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Therefore, development of non-agricultural sectors including urbanization is important for the 

progress of rural economy (Assefa, 2006). Hence, it is ev ident that without well developed urban 

system and rural economy that is linked to national and international markets, symbiotic rural-urban 

development is unthinkable. 

I n Ethiopia. the field of development has been shared between urban and rural issues. 

Prosperity/underdeve lopment of the two spatial units is the direct outcome of development strategies 

adopted by the country. These strategies have failed to integrate the two spatial units for mutual 

development in a meaningful way, since they have been either rural or urban biased (Assefa, 2006). A 

review of development strategies of previous regimes in Ethiopia viewed rural areas as the key for 

national development. The imperial regime has drafted three successive fi ve Years plans between 

1957 and 1974. However, none of these planes explicitl y considered the issue of RULsand they a ll 

have fai led to recognize the inherent interdependence between urban and rural area by focusing on 

mutual linkages (Assefa, 2006). 

Later, the socialist ideo logy replaced the imperial regime (Tegene, 2008) and adopted a centrall y 

planned economic system, which undermined the role of market to create interaction between urban 

and rural areas (Assefa, 2006). The Derg. period was characterized by slow urbanization, strict control 

of migration, industrialization by nationalization and weak RULs. Overall, the socialist policy did not 

offe r a fa vorable condition to small sca le and info rmal sector as compared to large industries that were 

concentrated in major cities. Due to their primary location and character; these large industries were 

concentrated in major cities. Due to their primary location and character, these large industries were 

able to create only few local linkages that underscored the role of small towns and their hinterland for 

development (Tegegne. 2005). 

In the post Derg peri od, Agr icultural Development Led Industriali zation (ADLl) had been officially 

affirmed as key development strategy of the country. The strategy was adopted on the premise that 

increases in agricultural production and inter-sectoral linkages would fuel industrialization (Tegegne, 

2005). Since ADLl anticipates/expect that urbanization to be the derivatives of the rural sector, it was 

highly criticized by researchers like Assefa (2006) as it neglects urban development and RULs. On 

thi s ground, Assefa a lso argued that the current development paradigm is not fundamentally different 

from the previous regimes when it comes to RULs. 
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The argument for and against ADLl IS endless with no consensus on its appropriateness and 

effecti veness. Likewise, a review of the available literature revea ls that ADLl draws somewhat a 

strong support with few intense criti cisms. Supporters argued on the premise that rising income in the 

agricultural sector would offer a huge market for non-agricultura l sectors enchaining both forward and 

backward linkages between the urban and rural areas (FDRE, 2003). Despite such arguments in favor 

of ADLl, cri tics argue that urbanization should be a prerequisite to foster a symbiotic rural-urban 

development (Birhanu, 2003). Another strategy in which the government gave its primacy to rural 

people was the Susta inab le Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (S DPRP). Although the 

logica l arguments inc luded in SD PRP are sensible. it has fail ed to ach ieve its objectives due to threats 

posed by li mited domestic market for farm outputs, weak RULs and the slow urbanization (Assefa, 

2006). 

Though the nat ional economic policy el1Vlsages brining about Agricu ltural-Led Industrialization 

Development. there was a con strai l~t in creating linkages between urban and rural areas (MF! , 2005). 

Recently, however, the Ethiop ian government designed pl an for Accelerated and · Sustainable 

Development to End poverty (PASDEP) since 2005, as the most conso lidated policy framework in the 

country' s hi story. In terms of RUL, the strategy states, "RULs need to be strengthened to maximize 

the pm'ertl impacts and to take full ad vantage orthe synergy" (MWUD, 2006). 

Gete, (2006) assessed the need for strengthening RULs in Ethiopian in the context of current 

deve lopment efforts. The study reveals that except the newly drafted plan (P ASDEP) the previous 

development strategies were rather urban or rural biased . The plan aims to enhance RULs by 

promoting deeper linkages between agriculture and industry and by supporting the development of 

small urban centers. The availab il ity of we ll funct ion markets and marketing service, strengthened 

non-farm act ivities between town and their hinterland, improved rural access roads, improved 

telecommunication, spread of general education and technical-vocational training in peri-urban areas 

are se t as prccond iti ons to achieve PASEDP's overa ll objectives in general and to strengthen rural­

urban li nkages in particular (Assefa, 2006). 

Compared to East Afri can countri es like Tanzania and Kenya, RUL studies in Ethiopian are limited 

(Tegegne. 1999). Even the studies ones are mainly concentrated in and around Addis Ababa (Assefa, 
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2006). Backer (1992) conducted the first consolidated RUL study in the country. He studied the role of 

the Guraghe people who have deve loped a spec ial expertise in trading and bus iness affa irs to enhance 

RUMLs. The study di sc losed that the wisdom of Guraghe, have played a great ro le to strengthen 

RUMLs in the country owing to the close links maintained between the urban based Guraghe and their 

rural areas of ori gin (Backer, 1992). Backer (1986) cited in Tegegne (2002) assessed the rural-urban 

gap in Ethiopia and fo und out that towns are serving mainly as regional market centers . Nevertheless, 

the study circumvents/evade and does not give much more emphasis to RULs though small urban 

centers were focus of the study (Tegegne, 2002). 

Mesfi n. (1995) conducted a comparati ve study on ten market towns to assess their role in 

strengthening rural-urban economy in the former Jibat ena Mecha Awraja. His finding reveals a weak 

RUL owing to inadequate socio-economic and physical infrastructure to intensify the interaction. 

Tegegne and Tilahun (1996) studied the impact of agricu ltural performance on the development of 

Itaya and Huruta towns and concluded that apart from trade li nkage other forms of linkages were weak 

or non-ex istent. Tegegne, (1999) conduced a comparative study on two towns (Limu and Robe) and 

their hinterlands. The study found out that except consumption linkages all other linkages are non­

existent. Besides, the virtuous circle model of RULs gets a poor fit. Instead, he identified a truncated 

linkage that fits well the study areas. Si milarly. Goitom (2005) in assessing the RUMLs in Mekelle 

town and its sUlTounding reported that except consumptio n linkages, other' forms of linkages are found 

to be weak. 

Different researchers often quote RUL as one means of livelihood diversification and poverty 

reduction (Gete. 2006; 13i rh anu. 2007). 13ezab ih (2006) on hi s part assessed impli cation of RULs for 

li ve lihood divers ification in Kefa Zone. He ident ifi ed factors that lead to positive and negative 

interaction between 130nga town and its hinterl and. Exchange of commodities, supply of agricultural 

and forest products and the presence of well estab lished social relationships are among the positive 

dri vi ng forces. On the contrary, un li mited expansion of Bonga town, natural resource degradation, 

poverty, lack of enabling environment, market imperfection and lack of processing plants were among 

the factors that lead to negative RUL in the study area (Bezabih , 2006). 

Tegegne, (2006) studied the status, chall enges and opportunities of RULs in Ethiopia. As per of hi s 

finding. Ethiop ia has under developed RULs which can be manifested by the weak spatial and inter-
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sectoral linkages due to low agri cultural productivity, shortage of input supply and lack of rural 

financing and communicat ion networks. The most important opportunity/prospect identifi ed by 

Tegegne, to enhance RUL in the contrary in the cu rrent po licy env ironment set to address various 

soc io-economic dimensions. 

Besides these good prospects, RU L have been faced with numerous challenges that range from some 

policies to the functioning of the soc io economic environment. Rural land tenure policy, inadequate 

marketing facility, poor road net work, inaccessibility, limited fl ow of finance, traditional agriculture, 

lack of small and medium enterprises, absence of agro processing industries are the major threats that 

affect RUMLs in Ethiopia (Tegegne, 2006). Strengthening marketing facil ities, promoting 

decentrali zed urbani zation, fostering linkages between agriculture and industry, intensify physical 

connection, avo iding threats to rural-urban migration are strategies suggested by Tegegne to combat 

the aforementioned cha llenges. 

2.2.2 Livelihood Oive,-s ification in Ethiop ia 

Empirical studies show that about 30% to 50% rural household income in Sub-Saharan Africa is 

typically deri ved from non-rural income (Sahn, 1994); Reardon, 1997 cited in Elli s, 1998). In some 

region for example in Southern Africa . it reaches up to 80% to 90%. [n Asia, where many landless 

fami li es who ll y depend on non-farm income as a source of survival, the average proportion is around 

60%. Rural population growth, farm fragmentation and declining agricultural productivity are the 

major underlying reasons for the rural livelihood diversification (Ellis, 1998). 

A survey carried out in most countri es over the last decade suggest that the share of household income 

from non-farm sources acco unt for 40% to 50% of average rura l household income in Sub-Saharan 

Africa and Latin America and 30% to 40% in South Asia with the majority of this coming from local 

rural sources rather than t[u'ough urban migration (Start, 200 [). 

In rural Ethiopia where farming is the main source of li vel ihood, households tend to diversify their 

income source due to both pull and push factors. Accord ingly, rural households are usually engaged in 

multiple activities both within and non-farm sectors. Some households might depend exclusively on 

crop farming for their li ve[ihood while others on mixed fanning and still others might try to exploit 

opportunities in dense ly populated areas (Demissie and Workneh, 2004). 
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Rural livelihood diversification generally occurs of an increased importance of off-farm wage labor in 

househo ld livelihood portfolio or through the development of new forms of on-farm production. In 

both cases, diversification ranges from a 'temporary change of household livelihood portfolio which is 

occasional di versification, to deliberate attempt to optimize household capacity to take advantages of 

ever changing opportunities and cope with unexpected constraints which is strateg ic diversification 

(Warren, 2002). 

Deterioration of agro-ecological envi romnent, isolation of rural communities from the rest of the 

economy especially markets, population increase, lack of productive assets such as health, skills, land 

and capital have seri ous impact on the li vel ihoods of rural people since the majority invo lve in 

agriculture. They have to look for other ways of complementing thei r farm income such as selling their 

labors to others better-off farmers and non-farm activities such as petty trade, hand crafts and daily 

laborer (Ibid). 

Non-agri cultural economic activity plays a crucial role in providing additional income to rural 

households. It enhances ho useholds' economic viabi li ty and food security by fu lfilling critical cash 

and food defic it when agri cultura l production fall s short and also enabling households to avoid grain 

sales (Yared, 1999). Rural households engage in a variety of non-agricultural activities including 

involvement in food fo r work schemes, wood and charcoal sales, grain trading, petty trading, 

migrati on, liquor sa les and sales of handicrafts (Degefa, 2005; Yared, 2001 and 2003). Livelihood 

strategies enabled households to establish d ifferen t leve ls of food security at large (Degefa, 2005 ; 

Weldese lassie, 200 I). 

It is not only poor people diversify their' income sources to meet their food and income to meet their 

food and income needs but al so the rich perform di verse portfolio to accumulate wealth (Murry, 2001 ). 

Currentl y. li veli hoods largely relay on non-farm acti vities such as local wage labor employment and 

migration. The importance of these agricu ltu ral acti vities in the li ve lihoods of rural people in 

developing countries has been yo ung fast. The share of non-fa rm income in the total earnings of the 

rural population is about 42% in Africa, 40% in Latin Ameri ca and 32% in Asia. The corresponding 

figure for Ethiopia is 36% (Reardon. 1997 cited in Degefa. 2005). This increasing trend in proportion 
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of people who are making their live lihood from non-farm activities and the shift from agriculture to 

non-agricultural ventures is defined as de-agrarization (Bryceson, 1996 cited in Degefa, 2005). 

Diverse li ve lihood activi ti es including crop product ion, livestock rearing and multiple non-agricu ltural 

acti vi ti es are undertaken by the rura l people in Ethiopia .Most rural households in Ethiopia have 

diverse means of surviva l (Ibid). 

Studi es cond ucted on destination in northern highland of Amhara region pin point that access to and 

ownership of productive asset strategies 'such as agricultural intensification and extensification, rural 

non-farm di versification and migration in combination are the best ways to reduce poverty and food 

security (Devereux et al. 2003). 

The st ud y do ne by Tegegne ( 1995) indicates that involvement in non-agricultural activities positively 

influences farm productivity. He noted that farmers with non-farm income in Damotgale and 

Kachabira Woredas were prompted to culti vate more land, utilize fertili zers and engage in cash CI'OP 

production. He argues that rural deve lopment po licies should focus on a broader local development 

st rategy that integrat es the farm and non-farm products. 

The study done by Mulatu and Teferi (1996) on Gera Mider, Ankober, Debre Birehan districts in 

Northern Shewa found out 59·5% of the total cash income of farming households were from non-farm 

and off-farm acti vities. At the same ti me they noted that these acti vities were low return activities used 

as surviva l st rategies by house holds faced with declining land size and agricu ltural productivity. 

An Assessment made by Ministry of Labor and Social Affair ( 1997) shows that rural Non-and off­

farm activities in Ethiopia are characterized by low capital requirements, low-quality, and low 

producti vity jobs. Abo ut 2 1 % or the rural pop ul ati ons in Afar. Amhara, Tigray and SSNP state were 

reported to have supplemented agricultural production with non-and off-farm income' 

Mulatu (200 I) underscored the importance of market information fo r labor and agricultural products. 

He points out that training in entrepreneurship and management, technology development and 

di ssemination among crafts people, the' need for cooperative-supported activities and expansion of 

soc ial and phys ical infrast ructu re as essential to maxi mize the benefi ts from non-and off-farm 

activities. 
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Tasew (2002) argues in favor of farm and non-farm linkages. His finding in Enderta and Adigudom 

di stricts sho ws that farming households derives 35% of their total annual income from off-farm wage 

labor and 8% from non-farm acti vities. He further notes that income diversification in to off-farm 

activities can increase agricultural output per unit because. apart from providing additional income that 

enables them to purchase farm in puts, farmers can acq uire managerial skill s and experience that help 

them minimi ze soil mining and maximi ze production using better farming practice. However, it is not 

clear as to how and to what extent thi s can be facilitated because farmers have been practicing off­

farm activities including public work programs for years and it is doubtful whether farm productivity 

has come abo ut as a resul t. 

Yeheys' (2004) and Wendye 's (2005) works are similar to one another, and not different in their 

essence. They presen t locally specific quantitative justifications to settle on similar policy 

recommendations. The whole essence is that access to education, credit, natural resources, family size 

and policy issues affect involvements in non-farm or off-farm activities . 

Tn al most all of these findin gs there is an element of argument that testifi es to the failure of the 

agric ul tural sector in providing susta inable employment and live lihood and that the rural non-farm and 

off-farm activities lacked in policy and institutional support. There is an increasing recognition of that 

climatic change, poor soil fertility and population increase serve as the underpinning factors for the 

li veli hoods diversification of rural households. It is also suggested that non-farm activities can provide 

employment opportuniti es and production, consum ption. and investment linkages with the agricultural 

sector (Tegegne, 1995; Tasew, 2002). 

Tegegne (I 995) give more emphasis on the production linkages between the farm and non-farm 

activities . More specifically, he recommends the expansion of education and the development the 

li vestocks center as a means to enhance rural growth linkages. Hi s argument was supported by Mulatu 

and Teferi' s ( 1996) wo rk. which basica ll y recognized the need for farm and non-farm linkages for 

bringing about effecti ve deve lopment. However, Mulatu and Teferi arri ved at a conclusion that off­

farm and non-farm acti vities in North Shewa were mainly survival strategies in an area of declining 

productivity and recommended the need for reallocation of labor and land toward live stocks 

production and forestry. if farm-non-farm linkages be achieved . Moreover, they also underlined that 

skill train ing service wo uld a lso be important to improve the potenti a l contribution of the non-farm 

sector. 
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2.3 Conceptual Framewol'l, 

In order to ensure rura l-urban linkages and their implication on livelihood diversification, the 

conceptual fram ework has been deve loped. The framework has adopted by employing studies of Okali 

et al (200 I) for South Eastern Nigeria and Xaba and Assoliates (2005) for South Africa. The 

framework is informed by the propositi.on that rural and urban areas are interdependent localities, 

characterized by activities that link people, ideas, goods, services and money, all aimed at meeting 

human needs although in some cases un wanted effects have been seen in the livelihoods of 

households. In other words, the frame work focuses on rural -urban linkages and their positive and/or 

undesirable effects have been seen in the li veli hoods of the rural and urban areas. 

The spatial interactions between rural and urban areas are reflected by the flow of people, goods, 

money, information, etc, and al so activities like trading and other non-farm activities straddle the two 

localities. These interactions are also affected by different factors, such as political, economic, socio­

cu ltural. and physical environments. Indeed, geographica l di stribution of resources more affects 

interaction as we ll as li velihoods of households both in urban and rural areas. Although the linkage 

ex ists between rural and urban areas; their scale and strength are determined by global and national 

level socio-economic as well as political conditions, land and/or household and individual level 

interactions are important for dynamics of households' li velihood strategies. For majority of the 

wo rld' s poorest res ident s. local rural-urban linkages, investment patterns' and population movements 

are probably for more important than the touted global links, fore ign direct investment and 

international migration (Sattelthwaite, 2000). Rural-urban linkages are more important to achieve 

balanced economic growth and al so improve the livelihoods of households. For example, isolated rural 

settl ement that cannot tap local urban market will not benefit from the expanding global markets. 

Rural-urban interaction involves attention to change in li ve lihood strategies. These influence access to 

a number of assets which include natural resources such as land and water for farming purpose; labor 

and human capital (education, ski lls, health) important fo r both farm and non-farm activities; financial 

capital. including cred it; and infrastructure including roads, transport and markets (Tacoli , 2002). 

Although transportation in which households and individua ls make a living are perhaps the most 

striking aspects o f rural-urban linkages and. in many cases invo lve multip'le occupations ranging from 

fanning and services to processing and manufacturing di versification. However, the framework 

attempts to look in to the effects/ implication of rural-urban interactions or changes in the households 
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require longitudinal research methodology and/or analys is of reli able secondary data. Therefore, time 

limitation. shortage of money and nowhere to be found of re li ab le series data restrict the scope to 

ident ify and exam ine the changes in the households' li ve lihood strateg ies (i. e. change on economic, 

physical, natural , cu ltural , and political environment households exist in). However, the study tries to 

show the role and unwelcome effects of the linkages through the feas ible methodologies. For example, 

migrati on affects the income and plays an important role as a source of information about urban areas 

for rural households. On the other hane!. it has also an adverse effect of labor shortage on fam ily 

fa rming. 

The framework attempts to use phys ical, demographic, and socio-economic condition in the rural 

vill ages and urban areas as base of analysis, because these factors affect the links of the two spatial 

units as well as li ve lihood strategies of rural and urban households. Most of the environmental factors 

affect communiti es and in some cases parti cul ar households. Erosion may be serving in a certa in 

loca lities with the resul t that some farm ers suffer more than others. Loss of so il fertility, coupled with 

population increase has resulted in a greater pressure up on the land and lower productivity. Hence, the 

farmers may be forced to either non-fa rm activities or migrate to urban areas fo r 

survivall"environmental degradation, population growth, land subdivision make it difficult for large 

number of farmers in many regions to relay onl y on agriculture" (Tacol i, 1998).Where there is a 

col lapse under combined weigh t of landlessness, degradation, fragmentation , drought etc widespread 

urban movement needs to be part of the strategies whereby people should be encouraged to find 

alternati ve means of li ve lihoods. Distanc.e from the urban center, in thi s case, physical infrastructure 

particularly efficient rural roads connecting from rural to urban areas is necessary beneficial in 

reinfo rcing local interact ions. Of course, economic factors playa decisive rol e for access for market 

than spatial proximity. That means access to land , capita l and labor may be far more impOitant in 

determini ng the extent in which farmers are ab le to benefit from urban market (Taco li, 1998). 

To sum up, the model attempts to reveal rural- urban interactions and their implications on the 

live lihoods strategies of households. As such. d iffe rent physical, socio-economic and demographic 

factors responsible for linkages and on the other hand in flue nced by the li nkages of the two spatial 

units would be cri ticall y ana lyzed using thi s mode!. 
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C hapter Three 

3. Description of the Study Area 

This chapter describes the location, physical, human as well as socio-economic conditions of the study 

area. As such, it presents a conci se picture of the general background of the study area. 

3.1 Location of the S tudy Area 

Sebeta town. the ad mi nistrati ve center of Sebeta Hawas Woreda (di strict), is found in special zone' of 

Fi nfin ne surroundings in Oromiya Regional State at a di stance of 24km away from Addis Ababa to 

Southwest direction of the country a long the ma in road on the way to Jimma. Astronomically, it is 

situated at 8° 55'38" N - 8°59'58"N and 38° 37' II "E - 38°39' 33"E. The town has common 

boundari es with Addis Ababa in North aI,d North East, Furi Villages in South East, Dima Atebe1a and 

Gedenba Vi llages in the South, Haro Jilla in the NOIlhwest, Mogle Mountain and Koche Wegido 

Village in the West (SHWARDO, 20 11 ). 

3.2 Topography, Drainage and C limate 

Sebeta has sl ightl y no rth -south slop ing topography, bounded in north by chain of hills and mountains 

including Mogle and Wachacha and to the north east by Furi. In the north hilly part of the town, Meta 

Abo Brewery and Suba Forest (Park ) are found. These pl aces playa substantial role in balancing the 

ecology of the area because various types of endogenous trees are found in these areas. 

Accord ing to the Regional Urban Planning Institute (2008), the town is fou nd at an elevation of 2,350 

meter above sea level with an estimated 'tota l area of 99 sq km in the current topographic map of the 

town. The current area of the town has exceeded the area of the town before five years ago which was 

10sq km. T hi s clearly shows that the town is expanding rapidly as a result large portion of the 

surrou nding farm land has been transformed in to the urban land/fu nction. The majo r streams that 

drain the area are Atebe la, Di ma. Sebeta, Boneya, Akak i, Bole, Magno ri vers and seasonal streams 

like Meta Abo and Ma ri am Spring. Those streams used for irrigation and di sposal of waste generated 

by Tannery and plasti c factori es without safely treated . 
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The town 's climate is class ified as the ' balda dare ' moderate temperature climate. The climate of the 

town is almost the same as Addis Ababa and globally it is part of tropical humid climatic region which 

is characte ri zed by hi gh rain fall and warm temperate zone. The an nual rain fall distribution is about 

I 000-2000mm per year with an nual average temperature of 12. 7°C to 24.4°C. The areal di stribution of 

vegetation around the town includes eucalyptus trees on the mountain, home stead and shrubs as well 

as bushes are worthment ioning (STID, 20 I I). 

3.3 Foundation 

There is an ora l tradition for the name given to the town; it was named by the local leader of Jimma 

called Aba lifar. At that time, whell the king came to visit the emperor Menikik of Eth iopia with hi s 

accompanies when he reached the area, he sa id to hi s accompanies in Afan Oromiffa language 

"Sabbata Keessan .labeeffadhaa" meaning we are reaching Addis Ababa tie your belt or be strong. 

From this time onward the dwellers of the town named the area as Sebeta. 

The municipality of the town was establ ished in 1938 and the master plan was prepared for the first 

time in 1964 and revised in 1986. Currently, in 2008 new master plan has been prepared by Oromiya 

Urban Planning Institute (OUPI). The proximity of the town to Addis Ababa and highway passes 

through it makes the town convenient for residence, urban agriculture and different types of 

investment. In 2003 , in accordance with urban local governance proclamation No. 65/2003 of 

Orom iya Regional State, Sebeta was classified as the third grade town. Starting from May 2006, the 

lown en hanced to the first grade-A and it is one of the hi gh public land leased hold implementing 

towns in the region. 

The town 's proximity to Addis Ababa, the economic policy of the country, the existence of large 

number of pri vate investment as we ll as being the town leasehold in the region are directly or 

indirectly contributing for the fast growth and the ex istence di ffe rent economic activities. Moreover, 

these situations indicate migration of the people both from the rural area and lII'ban centers of the 

country which result in an episodic growih of the population. Currently, Sebeta town administration is 

organized in to 5 kebeles in which two of them newly incorporated from the hinterlands (See the 

Master Plan ) 
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Figure 1: Location Map of Sebeta Hawas Wordeda 
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Figure 2: Structural Plan of Sebeta Town by Kebele 
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3.4 Economic Aspect of the Town 

The type of economic acti vities of Sebeta town that generates employment opportunities to the active 

popul ation or the town in incl udes manu fac turing. wholesa le. retail trade, transport, communication; 

quarrying and construction are the largest division in which the economica ll y acti ve population of the 

town is engaged. Moreover, urban agriculture both within and around the boundary of the town are 

paramount contribution for a signifi cant number of population. 

The town is characteri zed by high concentration of industrial development like other towns in the 

region located at the boundary of fi nfinne (Addis Ababa). There are more .than 106 small and medium 

scale manufact uring in the town; in which two of them are Tannery factories, one Brewery (Meta 

Abo). 20 Plastic, 19 food and Beverages, 6 Furniture, 5 Baggage industries and 53 other different 

types of industries are located in the town (Trade and Industry Office of the Town, 2011). There are 

also 8 agro-industri es of which about I % onl y rely on loca ll y produced raw material use (Mama's 

milk process ing, Mars Flour factory and Tannery), which use partially imported materials from 

abroad . In addition, there are 12 Real Estate Developers and 14 Flower Farm in the town. 

The trade activities of the town, because of its proximity to the primate city, the town acts as an 

intermediate for rural hinterlands and the surrounding small urban centers. As the data obtained from 

the Trade and Industry Office o f the town shows that, there are 3 wholesales, 41 4 retail s and 175 

Service rendering re lated trade activ it ies establi shed in the town such as' Groceries, Butchery, 'Teji­

bet' . .iu ice Houses, Clin ics. Pha rmacy. Ani mal Drug Vendors, Tea Rooms, Restaurants and 

Recreational Centers and others. 

Currently. five fi nancia l institutions serve the town (i.e. four Banks and two Credit and Saving 

f\ssoc iat ion). The banks are commercial Bank of Et hiopia. Dashen Bank, CBB and Abyssinia Bank. 

3.5 Population Characteristics of the Town 

According to (CSA. 2007) the population size of the town was 56,131 (27, 862 male and 28,269 

female) and 133.746 (68.908 male and 64. 838 fe male) of the Woreda i.e. 41 rural kebeles 

respective ly. Bes ides the natura l growth by virtue of its proximity to Addis Ababa city, high 
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promotion of investment opportunities and convenient for residential uses are pull factors while high 

demands fo r house land in Addis Ababa and low provision of housing land as push factor, the 

populat ion of the town inc reases from time to time at alarming rate since 2004. As such, the town 

entertains large number of migrant· populat ion both from rural and urban areas. According to (CSA, 

2007) the growth rate of population was estimated to be 4.1 % and 2.5% of urban and rural 

respectively. This large number of population ensures high market for rural products. The population 

compositions of fhe town based on ethnicity, the majorities are Oromo wh ile Amhara, Guraghe, Gamo 

and others dwe llers are also living in the town. 

3.6 Infrastructure and Municipal Services of the town 

i. Socia l Services 

The town currently endowed withl 7 KG, 23( 1-4) Grade, 1(9- 10) fi rst cycle secondary education, I 

Preparatory school which Private and Government owned each. The spatial distribution of health 

servIce li ke education which are private and govern ment owned existed in the town includes 17 

clinics. I health center. II drug Vendors and I Drug store. The health professionals in the town served 

both the town and rural hinterlands. These institutions provide reproductive service, sanitary and used 

as a referral of health posts of rural areas. The drug vendo rs act as a source of medical facility and 

drugs for the nearby rura l areas. The town administration has been prepared to construct a hospita l in 

the town to improve the health services of the residents. 

The cultural and recreational faciliti es il1 the town are three stadiums and one on going center, one 

public library which is administered by municipality of the town. Besides, the Meta Abo Berwery and 

the Suba Parks provides recreational serv ice for dwellers of the town, the surrounding rural kebe les 

and even the people o/" Addis Ababa. 

ii. T ransportation and Infrastr'ucture 

The town has three directional asphalted high way roads, out of which, from Sebeta to Butajara 

is 165km. Seheta to .lima is 311 km and Sebeta to Addia Ababa is 24km and al so the town has few 

surfaced internal roads that radiated from the town towards Suba forest/park and Furi Radio Station. . / 

The feeder local roads are made of "coble stone" to make the town's picture attractive and suitable for 

residential use. 
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The mode of transport used in to wn is buses (No.26 and 62) which serve the popul at ion of the town 

rad iate from Add is Ababa Legehar and Merkato respecti vely whi le the town also gets sufficient mini­

buses, taxi and Bajaj transport service. Besides, some Public Transport Association like Gissil a, 

Kokeb, Keste Demena, Awraris which are situated in the town beamed to further Tefki, Tulubolo, 

Weli sso, Welkite and other that beamed in the direction from Alem Gena to Butajira, Awash Kuntere, 

Boneya. Jewe and Lemen. There are also traditional means of transport that is horse-driven carts used 

by the people in some inaccess ible sub-kebeles/gots and peri-urban areas. 

iii . Infrastructure of the Town (E lectricity, Telecommunication and Water) 

Electricity: - According to the in formation from Electric Supply Office of the town, Sebeta has been 

benefited from hydro electric power s ince 1938E.C. The town supplied with 49,900 kilo watt electric 

power. The current supp ly of power to the town is sufficient to fu lfill the electric demand of the 

res idents/households, business/commercial activities and other economic sectors. The small trader 

which provide mil l grains that serve both rural and urban dwellers, factories and industries use power 

fo r processing of thei r inputs. 

Wate)': - At present time the town residents have got adequate access of safe water. The remaining 

sat isfi es the ir needs from sprigs sourced from nearby hinterlands (rural) rivers and' deep hole. 

According to the manager of Liquid and Water Office of the town, the water supply since 1996 -

2002EC ind icated that 483,037 m3 - 839,657 m3 respectivel y. Tbe water which is sourced from rural 

areas that serve tbe town clearly shows the inter dependence of tbe two spatial areas even with natural 

reso urce. 

Communication : - Sebeta has access to' mobile and telephone services for the residents of the town 

and its surrounding customers. It plays a significant role in connecting people by providing 

information and even providing educational programs through radio , which could widely reach in to 

rura l kebe les. The informatio n abo.ut different soc io-economic activities 'in the to.wn and rura l areas 

helps the dwe llers to. enhance their pro.ducti o. n and service provi sion. 
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3.7 Description of the Hinterlands 

Hinterland is an area of infl uence or cont inuous area around a town from where people frequently 

commute to the town to obtain certain goods and services. In the study area, an area of l Okm radius 

from Sebeta town is adopted as hinterland . The town is engulfed by Sebeta Hawas Woreda almost in 

direc tion except, in the Noth and North East with Addis Ababa. The hinterland is the main geographic 

unit that it has immediate interface with the town. Among 41 rural kebeles in the woreda, eleven of 

them (Roge Atebela, Koche, Dima Guranda, Dima Magno, Daleti, Haro Jilla, Mogle, Korke, Furi , 

Gora Harkiso and Bole) are found in the. hinterland within IOkm radius, of which Dima Guranda and 

Gora Harkiso were selected as a sampled kebeles for study. 

In the rural areas peo ple engaged in mi xed fa rming system in wh ich both an imal husbandry and 

fanning grains are the major econom ic activities. In general, the rain fed agricultural (farming) 

activit ies are the major practice and small irrigation newly appeared in scattered areas. 

The rural fa nning grain crops that mainly serve for household consumptions and raw materials for 

some industri es such as Teff, Maize, Lenti le, Wheat, Barely, Beans, Peace, Chick Peace and Vetch. 

Moreover, Vegetables like Potato, Cabbage, Beet Root, Carrot, Tomato and others are also produced. 

Furthermore, animals reared that can be used for farming activities, dairy products as well as animals 

which serve as transportation. 

The rural areas mostly use sebeta town to sa le their products and in turn buy basic needs and 

agri cultural inputs as we ll as they' have got se rvices like Postal, Telephone, Education and Health 

services from the town. Simil arly, the town households need agricultura l produces fo r consumptions 

and raw materi als for their industry for further process ing. 
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· Chapter Four 

4. Results and Discussions 

4.1 Demographic Characteristics of Sa mple Households 

Thi s section describes the demographic characteri sti cs of sampled households both the rura l and urban 

areas. Among the majo r demographic vari ab les: sex . age, marital status, level of educational , religion, 

ethnicity and fam il y size are summarized from the fie ld survey data to offer bird 's eye-view to readers 

on the general characteristics of the study population. 

4.1.1 Demographic Characteristics of Sample Rural Households 

In order to undertake an assessment of rural -urban linkages and thei r imp lication on livelihood 

diversification in the study area, 100 househo lds were selected from the two kebeles of Dima Guranda 

and Gora I-Iark iso. Out of the total respondents 84% of households are male while the i'est (16% of 

households) are female headed households. 

With rega rd to the age structu re of the respondents as shown in (Annex I), about 6% of the 

respondents be long to the age group of20-30 while about 38% of them belong to the age groups of3 1-

40 years. The age groups 4 \-50 stands second (28%) while about 24% belongs to 5\ -60 years and only 

4% of the respondents are found to be above the age of 60 years . This clearly indicates that about 96% 

of the respondents are adult population and in the active productive age groups. This implies that most 

of the respondents persue different li velihood activ ities either in their locality or through cyclic 

migration. 
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Concerning religion, 96% of them are fo llowers of Orthodox Christianity and 4% are Protestants . 

Other religions such as Muslim and Catholicism were not reported at a ll. Regarding ethnicity, 88% of 

the respondents are of Oromo tribe whi le the remain ing 12% is divided equall y between Amharas and 

Gu raghes. 

Family size in the study site plays a crucial role in livelihood diversification. It determines the 

availabi lity of labor to peruse different activities on the farm as well as non-farm. A large fam ily size 

is likelv to contri bute positive ly to li ve lihood di ve rsification by increas ing fa rm labor ava ilability, non­

farm activi ty engagement and migration. Famil y s ize was taken as the num ber of dwellers at the time 

of the survey which constituted of household head, spouse, chi ldren and any other dependents staying 

on a permanent basis. As far as the family size is concerned the mean family size for the sample 

households was found to be 6.4 members. Of the total respondents, 14% of the respondents have a 

fam il y size ranging 1-4 while 58% of them have a family size ranging from 5-8 and 22% of them from 

9-12 persons. The rest 6% of farmers have above 12 but highest famil y si.ze is 13 and it was reported 

in Dima Guranda rural kebele in the Woreda. The large number of fam il y size could be an input to 

compute over the available li velihood resources i.e. land owned by the household heads and the labor 

to pursue differe nt li ve lihood activities (see Annex 2). 

4.1.2 Demographic Characteristics of Sa mple Urban Households 

Demographic characteristics of sample urban households reveal that out of the total respondents about 

80% are male, while the rest 20% are female headed households. The age structure of the respondents 

di scloses that majority (84%) are below 60 years within the active work. More specifically 26 %, 40%, 

and 18% were in the age category of between 20-30 years, 3 1-40 years and 41-50 years respectively. 

The rest 16% were found in the age category above 60 years. About 74% of the respondents are 

married wh ile 14% are widowed. The unmarried and the di vorced have equal percentages (6% each) . 

Regarding education, 8% were illi terate while the rest 6%, 18%, 32% and 36% were attended 

informal education, primary, secondary and above secondary education respectively. Concerning, 

religious denomination 46% of them are followers of Orthodox Chri stianity and 38% are Muslim. 

Other rei igions such as Protestantism and Cathol icism were reported by 12% and 10% of urban 

households respec ti vely. With regard to ethnicity, 42% of the respondents were Oromo while 18%, 

22%, 14%, and 4% of them were Amhara, Guraghe, Tigri/WOlji and Gamo respectively . 
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As indicated in the (Annex 3), about 18% of the respondents have a fami ly size of 1-3. Households 

wi th a famil y size of 4-6 account for 42% of the sample households while the rest 30% and 10% of 

sampled urban households have a famil y size of 7-9 and above 9 respectively. [n terms of length of 

residence, about half (50%) of the sample urban households lived in the kebele for more than 15 years 

while the rest 8%, 12% and 30% stayed in the kebele from 1-5,6-10 and 11-15 years respectively. The 

majority (84%) of sampled households indicated that they are not born in Sebeta. Besides, about 44% 

of sam pled househo lds who are not bo rn in the town are migrants from places other than the hinterland 

(such as .li ma, Ambo. Bal e, Welkite, Add is Ababa, and Gojjam). It is only 40% of them who migrated 

from the hinterland . This clearly shows that, there is a signifi cant flow of labor to the toWn even from 

the hinterland (see Annex 4). 

4.2. The Economic Structu re of the RUI'al Kebeles and their Marketing Linkages with Sebeta 

T own 

Under thi s section, the genera l economic structure of the hinterlands such as land holding and 

ownership, agricultural productions as well as basic problems are discussed in line with RUMLs and 

their implication on li velihood diversification. 

4.2.1 Land Holding and Ownership System in the Hinterland 

Land is the most vital natural asset for a society that is highly dependent on agriculture. [n the rural 

areas of Sebeta Hawas Woreda access to land is the most important issue to secure household 

li ve lihood. Moreover, in the study area, access to land is also the precondition to access other 

live lihood resources such as forma l cred it, Iquib and other soc ial networks. 

As shown in (Almex 5), out of the total sample households, 94% own land and the rest, 6% are 

land less. The average land size for the sample househo lds in the study areas is 2ha. However, this 

average drops to 1.8 ha when the landless are taken into account. At kebele level, the average land 

holding being 1.9ha.and 1. 7 hactare for Dima Guranda and Gora Harkiso respectively. The data 

gathered on the land ownership system reveals that, 36% of landowners cul tivate land below 1 ha. 

This implies that land is not adequ'ate to lead their life through farming a lone. Th is seems to have a 

negative effec t on the amo unt of grains marketed, thereby weakening agricultural pI'oduce flow. 
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However, the majority of landowners culti vate more than 1 hactare of land . In addition, about 26% of 

the sampled rural population owned more than 3 ha, which indicates unequal di stribution of land. 

As personal fiel d observation clea rl y shows that households with large farm plots did not di versifY in 

to small informal acti vities, rather they are trying to accumulate their farm income in order to enter in 

to self employed enterpri se (investment). In contrast, households with small agricultural land are 

fo rced to diversify in to differe nt small livelihood activities for thei r survival. As such unequal 

di stri bution of land is one of the factors that li mit rura l-urban linkages. Unlike households with small 

agri cultural land , some villagers who have large farm plot produce surplus and sell the bulk of their 

prod uction, thereby strengthening rural-urban linkages. 

As fa r as the patterns of land ownership is concerned, in Ethiopia there is constitutional provision 

regarding land ownership and use. which states that " the right to ownei'ship of land as well as all 

natural resources is exclusive ly vested in the hands of state and its people and hence land is common 

property and shall not be subj ect to sale or to other means of exchange" (FDRE, 1995). However, 

there are vari ous socio-economic insti tutions which facili tate fa rmers' access to land in the study area. 

According to the key in fo rmants from SHARDO and the parti cipants of the FGDs, land has not been 

red istributed for the last three decades after the agrari an reform of 1975. As a result, newly married 

couples have access to land mainly through inheritance from their parents when they engaged in 

marriage. The other socio-economic arrangement to secure access to land in Sebeta Hawas Woreda is 

share cropping arrangement even though it is minimal. Through thi s arrangement landless farmers or 

fa nners with inadequate plot of land could obtain a parce l of land by making rental contract with 

farmers who own adequate land btlt cannot cultivate due to various reasons; it may be due to age, 

healt h problem. and labo r sca rcity and so on). This arrangement requires the availability of labor, 

draught power and finance of the household 's . 

Regarding mode of access to land. the data gathered clearl y depicts that, about 78% of the sampled 

respondents culti vated their own land (which was acquired either through distri bution of land by rural 

leaders (39%) or inheri tance (3 2%) or gift (7%)), whereas 6% of the households cultivated shared land 

(yegara). However, 16% of the total · sample households' access through rent-in (contractual) 
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arrangements. From FGDs and key informants interview it was also found that, the most beneficiaries 

of thi s arrangement (contract) is the better-off and households with adequate laborforce (see Annex 5). 

The information from FGDs and Key informants confirmed that the phys ical decline of farm size was 

due to continuous redi stribution of parents to their children whereas decline in quality is due to 

overgrazing and over cultivation. This in turn resulted with decline in productivity and hence the 

fanners became poor and food in s.ecure. This cond ition explains the need for alternati ve li velihood 

acti vities (di versify ing acti vities in villages or nearby towns, or migrate) to secure livelihood and to 

reduce vulnerability. Even if the aforementioned land-related problems encourage rural-urban linkages 

in terms of the flow of people, they weaken them in terms of the flow of agricultural produce from 

rural to urhan areas and the potential of farm ers to purchase industri al goods from urban areas. Thus, 

land shortages can have both positi ve and negati ve effects on rural- urban linkages. 

Land renting is common phenomenon in most rural Ethiopia. To assess this fact, sample households 

were asked whether they rented-in/rented-out land. The result reveals that only 16% rented-out land to 

rural people in the last 12 months. Besides, the amount of rented-out land is very small. Out of 16 

respondents who rented-out land , onl y a single farmer rented-out 3hectar.es of land. The rest ten and 

fi ve have rented-out less than or equal to I hectare and 1.1-2 hectares of land respectively. Shortage of 

oxen and labor are the main reasons mentioned to rent-out land by 62.5% and 25% of the' respondents 

respectively. The restI 2.5% has mentioned reasons like lack of inputs as well as age and health related 

problem as a reason to rent-out land. 

On the other hand, out of 100 sample households, 32% have rented-in land in the last 12 months . 

Shortage of land is the main reason to rent-in land as mentioned by more than half of the respondents 

(56.3%) while the rest 43.7% of the respondents cited to improve/increase their revenue (income) as a 

reason. The amount of rented-in land in the last three years shows that, most (97%) rented-in land that 

is below one hectare while one farmer has rented-in three hectares of land . Generally, four farmers in 

the hinterland have rented-out land. to the urban people revealing the presence of land rent marketing 

linkages het wecn Scbeta town and its hinterla nd even though it is insigni fi cant. 
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More than half (60%) of the respondents indicated that they fee l inseclire to use their land for the 

I'uturc development. On the other hand. the rest 40% or the respondents indicated that they do not have 

any problem to use their land fo r fu ture deve lopment. In thi s regard, future urban expansion as the 

main reason for insecurity is cited by two-third (66.7%) of the respondents. The rest 28.3% and 5% of 

them c ited expansion of horticulture investment and other reasons (i.e . shortage of agricultural inputs 

and decreas ing so il fertilit v) as poten tial causes of insecurity respective ly. 

4.2.2 Fanning System and Problem of Agriculture in the Hinterlands 

Rain-fed agricu lture is common feature of rmal economy in Ethiopia. Fann ers in the hinterlands were 

asked about their sources of water for agricultural production. The data gathered shows that about 78% 

of the farm ers depend on rain-fed agricu lture while 22% of them use other sources (such as irrigation 

and water harvest) for farm ing. It is' only 18(8 1.8%) of the sampled households/fanners used irrigation 

as the main source of water whi le the rest 4( 18.2%) of the respondents used water harvest. Land 

developed through irrigation/water harvest is very smalL In this regard, the data gathered show that 

90 .9% of the responde nt s used less than I hecta re of land fo r irrigation/water harvest. The rest 9.1 % of 

them have used one up two hecta re/s th rough irri gation. Among fa rmers who use irrigation/water 

harvest, 16 (72.7%) of them produced fruits and vegetables the rest 6(27.3%) of them produced 

seedlings . In both rural kebeles, vegetables are produced for sale. Hence, the use of irrigation has 

good prospect to strengthen RUMLs. 

In an attempt to identify the fi rst five serious agricultural problems in the hinterland , ten assumed 

variab les were identified and fa rmers were asked to rank the first fi ve problems in an ascending order 

as per of their severity. 

The wri ter's analysis of the likely variables as perceived by sampled farmers in rank order identified 

shortage of cap ital as the first main problem that affect agri cu ltural production and productivity in the 

hinterland followed by shortage of labor fo rce, shortage of land , shortage of oxen and crop pests and 

di seases respectivel y. More surpri singly among the ten variables, shortage of inputs and extension 

service which are main farm implements to increase production and productivity are ranked as the six 

major problems followed by lack of market services and access to transportation facilities and tenure 

security respectively. This resu lt is diffe rent from the finding of (see Tegegn, 1999) . Besides, variab les 

li ke lack of market service, extension se rvices and transport problems are not the major problems since 
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thev are ranked first and second by none of the respondents. Surprisingly tenure insecurity is not a 

main problem of the sampled fa rmers (see table 4 . 1). Therefore, shortage of capital, labor and land that 

affect agricul tural production are the threat to pursue positive RUMLs. 

Table 4.1 Const raints or Agr icu lt Lmil Product ion as Perceived by Sampled fa rmers 
----------*._--- ._--.. -

Rank Frequency Sum of Ranl{ 

No ConstraintsN ariables/ First Second Third Fourth Fifth The first Order 

Five ranks 

1 Shortage of land 40 12 14 18 4 88 3 

2 Shortage of oxen 6 16 26 22 12 82 4 

3 Shortage labor force 14 18 20 20 18 90 2 

4 Shortage of inputs 2 14 6 4 2 28 6 

5 Lack of market service - - - 4 4 8 8 

6 Shortage of capital 26 28 18 14 8 94 1 

7 Tenure insecurity - - - - - - 10 

8 Lack of extension service - - 8 4 16 28 6 

9 Transport problem - - 2 4 2 8 8 

10 I Crop pests and diseases 14 12 6 10 12 54 5 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I 

Desp ite the above problem, 26% of the respondents indicated that their agricultural production has 

increased in the last three years while 42% of the respondents noted that their agri cultural production 

has decreased in the last three years. The rest, 32% of sample househo lds indicated that their 

agricultural production remained stagnant showi ng no change in the last three years. Use of modem 

inputs and improved seeds are identified as the mai n catal yst to increase agricultural production by 

61.5% and 30.8% of the respondents respective ly whil e the rest 7.7% are reported due to the use of 

irrigation/wa ter harvest. On the other hand , decreasing soi l fertility, absence of adequate rain, and 

shortage of labor force are identifi ed as factors for diminishing pattern of agricu ltural production and 

productivity in the last three years by 47.6%, 33.3% and 19. I % of sample households respectively. 

The sampled farmers were asked abo ut the negati ve effects of the dec line of production on the fami ly 
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and they respondcd as abo ut 90% think that the reduct ion in agricultural production has resulted in 

engagement of fann ers in non-farm activities while the remaining 10% claim it resulted in out 

migration. Sell ing land is not spec ifi ed by any of the sampled rural farm ers. 

4.2.3 C rop Production and Marketing 

Crop production is the primary agricu ltural activity that engaged most of the fanne rs in the hinterland. 

Varieti es of rain-fed crops are wide ly grown during Meher season. The crops produced are mainly 

food crops that can be categorized as cereals and pulse in their order of importance in terms of local 

consumption, marketing. size of land a llotted and vo lume of production. There is production of cash 

crop i. e. Chat to some ex tent in the hinterland. 

The data co llected from sampled fanners on the type of crops cultivated and amount of land allotted in 

the last twelve months fo r cereals revea ls that almost all (96%) of the respondents cultivated Teff 

followed lw Wheat (92%). Vetch (50%). Bean (34%) . lent il ( 14%). Sorghum (10%), Maize (4%), 

Chick Pea (4%) and Barely (2%) respec tive ly. In add iti on to cerea ls, cash crop (i.e. chat) is produced 

by 28% of the sampled respondents in the stud y area. The cash crop wou ld give better income fo r 

those farmers who grown it better than food grain. As indicated by the respondents in (table 4.2), 

about 824 giur! or ti mad (206 hectares) of land was allotted for cereal and chat production in the last 

twelve months. Out of the total cu ltivated land , Teffcovered 371timad (45%) followed by Wheat 270 

timad (32 .8%), Vetch 56 timads ( 6.8%1). Bean 42 timad (5. 1), Chat. 26 timad (3.2%), Lentil 22 

timad (2 .7%), Sorgh um 14 timad ( 1. 7%). Maize 14 timad (1.7%), Barely 5 timad and Chick pea 4 

timad respectively ( see table 4.8). 
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Table 4.2: Land A ll otted for Crop Production in Quirti/Timad in the Last 12 Months 

No C rops Amount of Land Allotted for each C rop in Timad NCF TLA 

1-3 4-6 

I Tefe ~0(20) 22(22) 

2 Wheat 18( 18) 34(34) 

3 Vetch 24(24) 18( 18) 

4 Bean 12( 12) 14(14) 

5 Lentil 8(8) 6(6) 

6 Sorghum 4(4) 4(4) 

7 Maize 2(2) 2(2) 

8 Chick Pea 4(4) -

9 Barely - 2(2) 

10 Chat' 26(26) 2(2) 

SOllree:OwIlSlI rvey.Mareh.20 II 

Figure in Parenthesis are Percentages 

7-9 10-12 13- 15 

, 14( 14 ) 28(28) 4(4) 

6(6) 12( 12) 6(6) 

4(4) 4(4) -

8(8) - -

- - -

2(2) - -

- - -

- - -

- - -

- - -

·Casherop 

> 15 . 

8(8) 4(4) 37 1 

16(161) 8(8) 270 

- 50(50) 56 

- 64(64) 42 

- 86(86) 22 

- 90(90) 14 

- 96(96) 14 

- 96(96) 4 

- 98(98) 5 

- 72(72) 26 

NCF - Noll-C lIltl vatlllgF anners 

TLA = Total Land Allotted 

Cereals production in the hinterland is not market oriented. In this regard, fanners were asked whether 

they produce ce rea ls mainly for sale. The result revea ls that 46% of sam pled fanners produce crops 

mainly for sale. On the other hand , the rest (54%) ne ve r produce crops for sale. As indicated by 84.8% 

and 10.9% of sampled fa rmers, the subsistence nature of agricul ture and high cost of production are 

the principal factors that hindere them not to produce cereals for sale respectively. Besides, low 

demand of the crops by the existing agro-processing industries that largely dependent on imported 

crops are cited as the reasons for production by 4.4% of the respondents (see Table 4.3). To hinterland 

farmers' . lack of access to market related fac ili ties are not major factor since it is stated as an 

impendent by none of the sampled I'espondents. 
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Table 4. 3.Ex tent of Cereal s Production for Sale and Related Reasons 

Response Dima C uranda Cora Harkiso Total 

Type Freq uency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Did you produced Yes 16. 32 30 60 46 46 

Commercial crops No 34 68 20 40 54 54 

For sale? Total 50 100 50 100 100 100 

Reason not producing Hi gh Cost. 2 12.5 2 12.5 4 10.9 

Cerea ls mainly for Subsistence 13 81.25 27 90 40 84.7 

Sale? Agriculture 

Others 1 6.25 1 o 0 2 4.4 .) . .) 

Total 16 100 30 100 46 100 
._._._-_ .•. __ ... _._-.•... -.. _- - ... _ ... __ .. _ ..... _._,,---_._-, .. --.. - ....• -.. ---- ._--------

Source: Own Survey. March 20 I I 

The kebele level analysis in terms of cereals mainly produced for sale reveals that 60% of the farmers 

from Gora Harkiso produced cereals mainly for sale compared to 32% of fanners from Dima Guranda. 

On the other hand , more (68%) farmers from Dima Guranda produced cereals principally for 

consumption as compared to 40% of farm ers in Gora Harkiso. It is therefore, worth to mention that 

farmers fro m Gora Harkiso have a strong market linkages with Sebeta than fa rmers from Dima 

Guranda. This is probably due to large farm land in Dima GlII'anda covered with chat production. 

Marketing is an important livelihood strategy of the rural people. It allows farmers to sell their 

agricultural produce and to purchase goods for consumption and production. The town is the major 

trading place for cereals and chat produced in the hinterland. In line with this, sampled households 

indicated that Lentile, vetch, maize, chick pea and sorghum are wholly sold in Sebeta. Similarly, out of 

the total sampled fanners who sale cereals, 91 %, 85 .5% and 83.3% are reported to market their teff, 

wheat, and barley respectively. As such, the majority of the sampled hoseholds se ll their products in 

Sebeta town . The rest 9% of tefr. 14.5 of wheat and 16.7% of barley respectively are sold in central 

market (Addis Ababa). Howeve r, 100% and 17% of chat and barel y are the two crops exceptionally 

sold at the farm ga te by the farmers respecti ve ly. In terms of vari ety, all crops produced in the 

hinterland are brought to the market and thus in terms of amount, it is somehow satisfying the town ' s 

needs, showing nearl y good RUMLs. 
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Urban dwe llers are found to be the principal customers almost all cereals brought to the market from 

the hinterl and. The data (Table 4.4) revea ls that the overwhelming majority se ll their products in 

Sebeta town. Some farmers even sold their products at Addis baba market which shows the existing 

interaction even wi th the capita l city. On the other hand , urban traders are not the principal customers 

of the cereals brought to the market since onl y 22.5%, 37.5%, and 25% of fanners sold thei r produce 

to the urban traders who own Small Scale Enterpri ses especia ll y wheat, maize and sorghum as raw 

materia ls respectively. Moreover, 100% of the cash crop (chat) produced was so ld at the farm gate for 

those traders who came from Sebeta town and the capital city (Addis Ababa). The data gathered 

clearl y shows that, hinterland farmers have strong marketing interaction with urban dwellers than 

urban traders except in chat marketing and few grains (see table 4.4). 

Generall y, regarding the ro le of crop marketing, a number of sampled hinterland farn1ers brought 

their agricultural produces in the town to sale either to the urban dwellers or traders who have small 

scale enterpri ses such as Grain milling, Mars and Abahay Flour factories although it is limited. As 

such. they ob tained signilicant cash/ income for li veli hood out of their produces depending on the 

amount and quality of the products which clearly shows the benefit out of crop marketing as a result of 

RUMLs between the two spatial units. Hence, the cash obtained fom it can be used for different 

purposes by the farmers in the community under study. 

Table 4.4 Marketed Crops. Market Place and Customer 

Marketed C rop 

Market place Teff Wheat Lentil Vetch Bean Maize Barely Chick P Sorghum Chat 

Sebeta Town 60(9 1 ) 53(85 .5 40( 100 26( 100 20( 100 8( 100 5(83.3 6(100) 4(100) -

Local Market - - - - - - - - - -

Farm Gate - - - - - - 1(16.7 - - 24(100 

Addis Ababa 6(9) 9( 14.5) - - - - - - - -

C ustomer 

Urban dwellers 60(91 ) 48(77.4 37(92.5 26(100 20(100 5(62.5 5(83 .3 6(100) 3(75) -
-- ---

Urban traders 6(9) 14(22.5 3(7.5) . - - 3(37.5 1(16.7 - 1 (25) 24(100 

Farmers - - - - - - - - - -

Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I Figures 111 the parenthesIs are percentages 
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4.2.4 Fruits and Vegetables Production and Marketing Linkages with Sebeta Town 

Under normal circumstances, hinterlands are expected to supply fresh fruits and vegetables while 

urban centers are expected to accommodate peri-urban products and supply industrial out puts. The 

reporting farmers indicated that, 16% of them have produced fruits anc! vegetables in the last two 

vea l's. The remaing. more (84%) of the respondents had never produced fruits and vegetables in the 

last two years. [n terms of kebele leve l, 10(20%) of vegetables and fruits producers are from Gora 

Harkiso wh ile 6( 12%) are from Dima Guranda. Out of those farmers who produced fruits and 

vegetables, about 56.3% of the farmers identified shortage of land while the rest 25% and 18.8% of 

stated shortage of modern inputs and water respectively as principal factors that hardly allow them to 

produce fru its and vegetables (see table 4.5) . It is on ly 37 .5% of producers brought half of their 

product to the market. To this end , fruits and vegetables marketing are weak in the study area which 

would influence RUMLs. 

Tn term s of market place. reporting fa rmers reveal that all fruits and vegetables are marketed in Sebeta 

town. Like cereals urban dwellers .are found to be the principal customers for fruits and vegetables 

followed by traders. The data reveal that. 84.2% and 15.8% of the sampled households have so ld their 

fruits and vegetables to the urban dwellers and traders respectively. There is no single respondent who 

indicated that the local fanners are their customers. This clearly reveals that, hinterland farmers have 

strong marketing interaction through the sale of fruits and vegetables with urban dwellers than the 

urban traders. 

Table 4.5 Production of Fruits and Vegetables as we ll as Constra ints of Production 

Did you produced Dima Guranda Gora Harkiso Total 

Fruits & vegetables Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Last year? 

Yes 6 12 10 20 16 16 

No 44 88 40 80 84 84 

Reasons not to produce? 

Shortage of water 2 33 .3 I 10 0 18.8 J 

ShOitage of land 3 50 6 60 9 56.3 

Shortage of inputs I 16. 7 0 30 4 25 J 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I 
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4.2.5 Livestocl< Ownel'ship, Livestocl< Products and Marketing Linkages 

Nex t to land. li vestock are the principal ind icator of wealth, prestige, source of draft power, 

transportation, and nutrit ion for hi nterla nd fanne rs. About 92% of sampled households indicated that 

they posses different ty pes of li vestock. In terms of kebele level, 94% of farmers from Dima Guranda 

and 90% of farmers from Gora Harkiso owned di ffe rent types of livestock's. It is only 8% of sampled 

fanners do not own li vestock, of which, 37.5% them are from Dima Guranda while 62.5% of them are 

from Gora Harkiso. In case of li vesock type, hinterland farmers own more oxen than other livestock 

foll owed by cows and donkey but horses are the least owned li vestock. As the (table 4.12) indicate 

that. all of farmers in the hin terland ha ve owned a pair of oxen and above which may indicates 

shortage of oxen is not a problem of agriculture. The data co llected from sampled households on 

li vestock ownership reveals that the average number of oxen, cows, bulls, calves, heifers, sheep, horse 

and donkeys is 2.56, 1.46, 0.74, 1.1 2,0.6, 1.72,0.1 and 1.64 respectively (see table 4.7). 

Tab le 4.6: Livestock Type and Ownersh ip by Hinterl and Farmers in the Last 12 Months 

N U IlJ bel' Livcstocl\ Oxen Cows Bulls Calves Heifers Sheep Horses Donkeys 

Owned 

One - 30(30) 38(38) 38(38) 36(36) - 10(10) 40(40) 

Two 52(52) 44(44) 14( 14) 14(14) 12( 12) 2(2) 2(2) 34(34) 

T hl'ee 8(8) 4(4) - - - - - 8(8) 

Foul' 26(26) 4(4) 2(2) - 6(6) - 4(4) 

Five 2(2) - - - - 12(12) - -

>Five 4(4) - - - - 12(12) - -

None 8(8) 18( 18) 48(48) 46(46) 52(52) 68(68) 88(88) 14(14) 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own Survey, March 201 1 Figure 111 the pernthesls IS percentages 

Table (4.7) bellow reveals that 92% of sampled households owned 727.08 TLU in the last 12 months. 

It al so reveals that the average farmer owns more than 7 li vestock. About 44.6% of the farmers 

brought li vestock to the market such as Sheep, Oxen. cow, calves and bulls in the last 12 months 

respecti vely. This clearly shows fhat livestock resources in the hinterl and are not onl y used fo r 
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domestic purposes. However, as compared to the number owned, livestock used for sale are minimal 

(15%). Here, sheep are found to be the most liquid livestock accounting 54.5% of the total li vestock 

brought for sa le fo llowed by oxen by 2 1 % creating good RUMLs. 

Out of the total sampled households, 8% indicated that they never buy and sale any kind of livestock 

in the last 12 months. While the rest, 92% reported either they bought or sold livestock in the last 12 

months. Sebeta town is the major market place to buy and sale livestock for 70% of the hinterland 

farmers whil e about 25% ancl 5% of fanners indi cated that they have been buying and selling livestock 

from other place out side the woreda that is Tej i and Addis Ababa respectively, indicating the 

hinterland farmer 's marketing linkages with other small towns and the national capital. 

Table 4.7 Livestock Owned, Sold and Bought by Hinterland Farmers in the last 12 Months 

Oxen Cows Bulls ' 

TNLO 256(92) 146(82) 74(5) 

TLU* 256 146 74 

ANLO 2.56 1.46 0.74 
._ •• --4 _.- -
TNLS ! 33 20 6 

TNLB 16 1 I -

Source: Own Survey, March 2011 

TLU- Tropical Livestock Ullit 

TNLS- Total Number of Livestock Sold 

Types of Livestock 

Heifers 

I 12(76) 

112 

1.12 
.------
2 

-

Calves Sheep Horse Donkey Tota l 

60(48) 172(66) 14(12) 164(86) 998 

6 

0.6 

8 

2 

17.2 9.38 106.5 727.08 

1.72 0.1 1.64 7.38 

84 - I 154 

20 6 49 104 

TNLO- Total Number of Livestock OWlled 

ANLO- Average Numbtler of Livestock OWlled 

TNLB- Total Number of Livestock Bougllt 

*Tlte standard COil version jactor lIsed to COllllert ill tl'opical/iveslock ullits (Ire 0.1 for goals and sheep, 0.65 for donkey, 

alld 0.67 for/llule alld Itorses alld I for cattle (illOlllie, 1982 cited ill Mulllada/II, 2009) . 

Out of the total sampled househo lds, 55.4% indicated that they never bought and sold any kind of 

li vestock in the last 12 months. While the rest 44.6% reported either bought or sold livestock in thr last 

12 months. Sebeta town is the major market place to buy and sale li vestock for 70.7% of hinterland 

farmers while 7.3% of them at farm gate. The rest 12. 1 % of them used the two market alternatives. 

Besides, about 9.8% of farmers from other market in the woreda such as Tefki and Teji, indicating 

hinterland fa rmers marketing li nkages with other small town within the woreda. 
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The participation of hinterland fanners are not onl y limited to li vestock market. Fanners are also 

actors in the livestock product market. As the result, 48% ascertained that they sa le livestok products. 

Sebeta is the principal market fo r li vestock fro m the hinterl and, since more (93.8%) of the farmers sell 

their product in the town. It is only three (6.2%) of the respondents from Dima Guranda who were 

found to supply dairy product to the Mama dairy processing found in the town. The analysis on the 

income earned from the sale of li vestock products reveals that about (6.2%) of the respondents earned 

greater than 2000 birr per month . On the other hand , about 12.5% of the. respondent earned between 

100 1-1500hirr whi le 20.8% of them of the fa rmers ea rned between 500- 1000 birr per month . The rest 

more (60.4%) of the sampled farmers ea rned less than 500 bi rr per household per momth. Thus, the 

income earned from the sale of the livestock products can be used for different purpose by the 

households. 

4.3 Pattems of R UM Ls in Sebeta and its Hinterland 

As di scussed well in the second chapter, the nature and type of linkages varies from one spatial unit to 

another as per of the existing socio-economic, po litical and cultural conditions. One of the main 

objectives of this study is to identify the Pattern (type and magnitude) RUMLs in the study area. To 

thi s end. the avai lable spat ial and sectoral RUMLs between Sebeta and its hinterl ands are explained 

under this section. 

4.3.1 Backward l>roduction and Marketing Linkages in Sebeta Town and Its Hinterlands 

Back ward production linkages occur when agriculture absorbs from inputs produced by local 

industries or suppli ed by the nearby urban centers. In turn , smal l towns are expected to improve 

fa rmers ' access to farm inputs and service. The magnitude to which hinterland farmers use farm inputs 

and services, whether nearby towns are centers of such services to the fa rmers reveal the impact of the 

urban centers on the hinterl and fanners. Above all , it shows the nature of backward linkages the 

hinterland may have wi th the nearby town. Such mutual ly rei nforcing pattern of linkages between an 

urban center and its hinterlands will resu lt in the virtuous circle of rural-urban development. 

4.3.1.1 Agricultural Input Sources and Service Usage 

In the hinte rl and. almost al l (94%) of sampled fanners use agricultural inputs. In terms of kebele, 

about 92% of fa rmers in Dima Guranda and 96% of fanners Gora Harkiso are reported to use the same 

ki nd of the farm inputs. The predominant type of input used in terms of participation and amount in 
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both Dima Guranda and Gora Harkiso is chemical fertilizer. About, 94% of the sampled farmers 

reported to use chemical fertilizers. In the hinterland, it is common practice to use both organic and 

chemical fertilizers together. Out of the 94 farmers who use agricultural inputs, 68% use both chemical 

and organic fertilizers while the rest 27.7% and 4.3% use only chemical and organic fertilizers 

respectively. Though hinterland farmers are highly encouraged to use organic fertilizers, yet 32(32%) 

of sampled farmers have not adopted it. Out of these, half of (53.1 %) the farmers do not use organic 

fertilizers because they used it as a means of income generating activity by selling it as cow dung 

(kubet) for urban households. About 21.9% of the sampled indicated that they use the dung as 

domestic fuel while 25% do not have the resource it self due to lack of cattle. 

Figure 4.3: Sampled Household Selling KubelDung in Sebeta's General Market 

Source: Own Field Photo March, 2011 

The data collected on the amount of farm inputs reveals that the hinterland farmers from Dirna 

Guranda and Gora Harkiso have used 116 quintal (11, 600 kg) of chemical fertilizer in the last 12 

months. It is therefore, possible to deduce that the average farmer in the hinterland uses 1.2 quintals of 

chemical fertilizers. In terms of cost, more (60.4%) of the farmers have spent more than 1500 birr to 

purchase chemical fertilizers. The rest 2.1%, 4%, 18.8%, 2.1% and 12.6% of farmers have used 
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between 301-500 birr, 50 1-700 birr, 70 1-900 birr, 90 1-1100 birr and 1301-1500 birr respectively. In a 

simple term, farmers are incurred 187,032 birr to purchase fertili zers in the last 12 months. 

The second most wide l!' used farm inputs widely used in the hinterland is herbicides/weed controls. 

Herb icide is adopted by most (93.8%) farmers. The ave rage farmer in both Kebeles used 1.3 liter 

herbicides with 56.50 ETB average expenditure. A compari son with in the two kebeles on herbicide 

users reveals that, it is a little bit more practiced in Dima Guranda than Gora Harkiso with 51.1 % and 

48.9% users respectively. In terms of an;ount, selected seeds are the third principal inputs purchased 

by hinterland farmers next to fertilizers, with 42 quintals (4,200kg). With respect to participation, 

45.8% of fanners have purchased se lected seeds in the last Meher season. Like herbicides, more 

purchase of improved seeds is reported from Dima Guranda than Gora Harkiso, with 54.5% and 

45.5% sampled farmers ' participants respecti vely. 

In terms of amount. pesticide is the least with only 24 liter pesticides are purchased in the last ' 12 

months by 25 .5% of fa rmers. Simi larl y, in terms of cost the average farm er incurred 50 ETB for I iter 

of improved seed. Pesticides are the least marketed farm inputs in terms of farmers' participation and 

cost incllITed (see Annex 7). However, equal numbers of participants are reported in util ization of 

pestic ides both in Dima Guranda and GOI:a Harkiso, with 50% of each sampled household participants. 

The ana lysis on the suppl iers and place of purchase of farm inputs is the central point to identify the 

type and nature of back ward linkage in the study area. All modern farm inputs such as fertilizers, 

improved se~d s . hcrbic ides and pestcides are suppl ied by cooperati ves union establ ished in each of the 

respect ive rural kebeles or peasant association. This clearly shows agricultural inputs supply is 

monopolized by cooperative unions to provide quality services to the farmers with the requjed 

quantity. 

It is surpri sing to learn from the findings that the hi nterlands PAs are not linked with their immediate 

urban center (Sebeta) in the suppl y and use of fert il izers, improved seeds, herbicides and pesticides. It 

is important to note that Awash Melka Farmers Union which is the newly established institution 

located in the heart land of Sebeta town contributed a lot in distribution of farm implements to the 

primary cooperati ve uni ons found in each of the rural kebeles in the woreda depending on the reqired 
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demand. In simple term, this reveals that the prevalence of weak back ward RUMLs between Sebeta 

and its hinterland. 

As indicated in the (Annex 7), non-users of farm inputs were al so asked to identify the pertinent 

factors that hindered them from participation. The study identified high cost as a principal obstacle 

that hinders farmers ' participation on ferti lizers and improved seeds with 100% and 82% respectively. 

On the other hand. most non-users herbicides (70%) and pesticides (88 .5%) them decide on not' to 

purchase such inputs since they are locall y avail able (use of traditional system). From such finding, it 

is therefore strai ghtforward to deduce two argumentative facts. Positively, it saved fanne rs from the 

cost that they would have incurred, and shows farmers' creativity as well as their reliance on 

trad itional knowledge. On the other hand, the more fanners are dependent on locally available farm 

inputs, the lesser would become the expected backward RUMLs between Sebeta and its hinterland. 

To assess the overall trend of inputs usage in the hinterland, sampled farmers are asked to describe the 

magnitude they have perceived in the last three years. As per of the resu lt, 54.2% of sampled farmers 

reported an increased usage while the rest 45 .8% of fanners asserted that their input usage remain the 

same without showing change in the last three years. Surprisingly, none of the respondents indicated 

that input usage has been decreased. 

4.3.1.2 Veterinary and Extension Service Usage 

Vete rinary and extension services are the other important ingredients for better agricultural production 

and productivity in the hinterland. Often, the government offers such service; however, urban centers 

like Sebeta have a considerable contribution to fa rmers ' access in terms of quality, quantity, price and 

speed of delivery. 

Most (90%) of farmers indicated that they have access to extension servIces. SHARDO are the 

principal and the onl y sources of extension services fo r all (100%) users. Three (75%) of non­

extension users identified shortage of extension workers as the principal limitation to access the 

service. Besides. hi gh cost is cited as other set of hindrance by singl farmer. In both Dima Guranda 

and Gora Harki so extension workers are playing an indispensab le role to promote agricultural 

production and productivity by introducing fa rmers with new technologies and farming systems. There 

are three agricu ltural extension workers (plant science, animal science and natural resource 
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conservation professiona ls) and one heal th extension worker (veterinarian) in each rural kebele . In 

te rms of place where ex tension workers dwell. all ( 100%) o f fa rmers indicated that they commute 

fi'om Sebeta to Dima Guranda and Gora I-Iark iso which indicates another form of linkage between the 

town and its hinterl and. 

As it is vividly descri bed in section 4.2.5 of thi s paper, livestock is the principal indicator of wealth, 

prestige as well as means of production and transportation for hinterland farmers next to land. Aware 

of thi s fact, hinterland farmers are .dedicated to take care of livestock. Aillong sampled fanners who 

own livestock, 88% have access to veterinary service. With respect to place of purchase, about 74% of 

veterinary service users have got the service from their respective rural kebele while 26% of them 

fro m Sebeta town. Government, with 6 1.4% service coverage is the sole provider of veterinary service 

to hinterland farmers. Bes ides, 27.3% of veteri nary users indicated the government together with the 

private sectors is the source of the service. Ove rall , the role of pri vate sectors in veterinary service 

prov ision is limited to 11.3% . Shortage of veterinarian and high cost of the services are identified by 

18.2% and 9. 1 % of non-veterinary service users as the principal limitation to access the service 

respectively. About 72.7% of them do not get the service since they don not own cattle. The fact that 

most veterinary serv ices are offered in respective rural kebele, asselis the prevalence of weak back 

ward RUMLs etween Sebeta and its hi nterland . 

4.3.2 Forward Production and Marketing Linkages in Sebeta and Its Hinterland 

Forward production linkages refer to the supply of raw materi als obtained through local process ing 

agricu ltural out puts fo r customers, processors and other users of agricultural. Under normal 

circumstance, a growing and surplus producing agriculture wi ll stimulate establishment of agro­

processing industries in the nearest urban center (Helm ising, 2000). 

Grain mill s are among the few Small Scale Enterprise func tioning and serving hinterland farmers . In 

line with this the study reveals that all ( 100%) of sampled fanners from Dima Guranda have got grain 

mi ll service from Sebeta. About, 7a% of the fa nners in Gora Harkiso have got their grainll1ill service 

from Sebeta town while the rest 10% of farmers have got grain mill service within thei r peasant 

association. Besides, the remaining 12% of the farmers identified both spatial units as center of grain 
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mill service. Thus, the owners of grain mills have got benefit from service provision as a result of the 

existing interaction between the two spatial units. 

Figure 4.4: Own Field Photo Showing Rural household travel to Sebeta for Grain Mill 

Source: Own Fieled Photos, March 2011 

In the current development arena, establishment of MSEs attracted the attention of local economic 

planners. Likewise the sector has given more emphasis in Sebeta too. However, in an interview with 

the head of micro and small scale enterprise found out that most investment choices are not yet 

capable to promote forward production linkage between the two spatial units. As to the head, with the 

exception Mama Dairy, Mars and Abahoya Flour Agro based industries have formed little input 

( marketing linkages with the hinterland farmers the rest did not created formal linkages. Therefore, like 

back wark linkage forward production marketing linkage between Sebeta and its hinterland still 

remains weak. 

4.3.3 Consumption and Marketing Linkages ofthe Hinterland Farmers with Sebeta Town 

Consumption linkages result from the expenditure of farm income on locally produced consumer 

goods and service (Bagachawa and Stewart, 1992). In line with this, the premise made in this study is 

that the hinterland farmers create demand for urban goods and services, while Sebeta is expected to 

meet the demand. To assess the extent and nature of the interface, pertinent data are collected on 

farmers' expenditure on durable/non-durable goods; construction materials and place of purchase are 

presented with plausible explanations. 
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As ind icated in the (Annex 8). sampled farmers from both kebe les have purchased non-durable goods 

with varying scale. Soap/Omo, Salt. Match/Battery, Kerosene and Coffee are the principal non-durable 

goods purchased by more than 95% of the respondents. On the other hand, hinterland farmers have 

shown re latively less demand to cloth, med ication, recreation and shoes. Overall , 55, 943 ETB have 

been expended by the hinterland fanners to purchase non-durable goods per month. Sampled farmers 

from Dima Guranda are found to purchase more consumption goods than households from Gom 

Harkiso. More specifica ll y, 16% of fanners from Dima Guranda have purchased all sort of non­

durable goods as compared to 4% o'f sampl ed farm ers from Gora Hark iso. 

Unlike Gora Harki so where some consumption goods are purchased within the PA, Farmers from 

Dima Guranda have purchased all their non-durab le goods from Sebeta. Therefore, it possible to 

conclude that farmers within the first five kilometer of radius in the hinterland have better access to 

urban services than farm ers within the next 6- 10 km of radius from Sebeta. 

As compared to consumption goods, farmers' are not found more keen to purchase durable goods. 

Consequently, small numbers of fanners are reported to purchase durable goods than the non-durable 

goods since durable goods depreciate gradually. Relative ly, sampled farm ers from Dima Guranda are 

found to purchase more durable g09ds than households from Gora Harkiso. More specifically 48% of 

the i'armers li'om Dima Guranda have purchased all sorts of durable goods as compared to 25% of 

sampled farmers fro m Gora Harkiso. Besides, unlike Gora Harkiso where some durable goods like 

furniture (bed) are purchased within the PA, farmers from Dima Guranda have purchased all their 

durable goods from Sebeta. Households Furniture is the most principal durable items purchased by 

72% and 36% of sampled farmers from Dima Guranda and Gora Harkiso respectively. In terms of 

cost, hinterland fa nners have incurred 104,633 ETB to purchase durable goods. In general, unlike 

forward and back ward linkage hinterland farmers have a strong consumption linkage with Sebeta (see 

Tegegne, 1999; Megersa, 2007). 

4.3.4 Consumption and Marketing Linkages of Urban Households 

In the stud y, the purchase of fa rm output by urban dwellers is assumed as one of the ways through 

which urban households are linked to their rural counterparts . Hence, the market is the main channel 

that faci litates the transaction . The stud y reveals that the food crops bought by many urban households 
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in terms of pa rti cipat ion are Teff (90%), Lentil (S4%). wheat (76%), pea (72%), bean (54%), vetch 

(52%) and maize (3S%). 

The data co ll ected on the amount of cereal s bought and cost incurred reveals that the average 

ho useho ld purc hased 50.:! kg, :!4. 3kg. 19.2kg. IS. I kg. 16.7kg and 15.7kg of teff, wheat, pea, vetch, 

maize and bean incur 602birr, 2 lSbirr, 499birr, 362bi rr, 133b irr and 376 birr respecti vely. Farmers are 

the principal suppliers of consumption goods fo r the majority (67.3 %) of urban households while the 

share of urban traders and whole sellers remained minimal supplying 27 .5% and 5.1 % respectively. 

Thus, all farm outputs are sold to urban dwe llers in Sebeta town (see Annex 9). 

Table 4.8 : Consumption of Food Items Purchased by Urban Households per Month 

Food Iten RBB Amount Av.Cost Suppliers Market Place 

(Kg) (birr) Fanners Traders Whole Sebeta Farm Rural 

sellers Town Gate Market 

Tefl' 45(90) 50.2 602.4 37(S2.2) 6(1 3.3) 2(4.4) 45(100) - -

Wheat 38(76) 24.3 2 18.7 33(86.8) 4( 10.5) 1(2.6) 38(100) - -

Maize 19(3 8) 16.7 133 .6 14(73 .7) 3( 15.S) 2(10.5 ) 19(100) - -

Pea 36(72) 19.2 499.2 31(86.1 ) 5(13 .9) - 36(100) - -

Bean 27(54) 15.7 376.8 15(55 .5) 7(25 .9) 5(1S. 5) 27(100) - -

Vetch 26(52) 18.1 362 17(65.4) 9(34.6) - 26(100) - -

Lentil 42(84) 2. S 44.8 9(2 1.4) 33(78.6) - 42( 100) - -

Source: Own Survey March 2011 FIgure 111 the parenthesIs IS percentages 

As depicted in the (Annex 9) the purchase of fruit s and vegetables, animal products, charcoal and fuel 

wood by urban households in Sebeta is another fo rm marketing linkage. In Sebeta, the main fruits and 

vegetables bought by many urban households in terms of partic ipation are onion (90%), tomato (S2%), 

potato (74%), pepper (62%), carrot (60%), cabbage (56%) and root beet (48%). On the other hand , 

orange and banana are fruits not frequently purchased by the urban households. The data collected on 

the amount of fruits and vegetables bought and cost incurred per month reveals that the average 

household purchased 5kg and incured 39 birr for all fruits and vegetables. Farmers and urban traders 

are the main suppliers of frui ts and vegetables to the urban dwe llers with 16.8% and 83.2% 
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respectively. Majority (92.1 %) of fruits and vegetables are purchased by urban dwellers from Sebeta, 

while the rest (7.9%) are purchased from Addis Ababa. 

Figure 4.5: Field Photo Showing Vegetable Marketing in Sebeta Town 

Source: Own Field Photos, March 2011 

Like any other rural parts of the country, in Sebeta, Charcoal and fuel wood are the principal sources 

of energy used for cooking. For this reason, about 76% and 70% of sampled urban households 

indicated that they often purchased charcoal and fuel wood and cost incurred per month reveals that 

the average household is required to incur 125 birr per qintal (sack) for charcoal and 30birr per 'esir' 

(for a bundle of fire wood). Farmers are chief supplies of charcoals and fuel wood for 82.5% of urban 

dwellers while Sebeta is the principal market place where all (100%) of the charcoal and fuel wood are 

purchased. 

The demand of urban households for the milk and milk products is minimal and the hinterland farmers 

are not linked with urban dwellers through the supply of dairy products. Instead, urban traders are the 

main suppliers of milk and milk products for those few urban households' who reported to purchase 

the items. 

Figure 4.6: Own Field Photo Showing Selling of Charcoal and fue wood in Sebeta Town 

Source: Own Field Photo, 2011 
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In general , from the above di scuss ion it is possible to deduce that urban households are linked to 

farmers thro ugh the purchase of fa rm out puts for consumption. Besides. Sebeta is the principal market 

place from where most urban dwellers have purchased farm outputs. In thi s regard , more than two­

third (68%) of urban households indicated that they never visited the hinterl and for market purpose 

while the rest 32% of them went to the rural kebeles for trade purpose. As such, the hinterland farmers 

are not the onl y or principal suppliers of consumption goods, since 36% of sampled urban households 

indicated that product ion from the hinterland never sati sfy urban people's demand in Sebeta. In its 

place, about 69.4% of the respondents indicated that the excess demand could be meeting from Grain 

Mills in the town whiles the rest 30.6% of them from the city of Addis Ababa indicates marketing 

linkage with the national capital. 

Whatever may be the source (in/out of the hinterland), 67% of the sampled households indicated that 

the amount of marketed farm outputs in the last three years has increased. Urban households in Sebeta 

are not linked with the hinterland farmers merely through the purchase of consumption goods; to a 

ce rtain ex tent, urban househo lds a lso offer some service to the hinterland farmers. More specifically, 

about 24 (48%) of urban households indi.cated that they provide service for the hinterland farmers. Of 

which sale of food items, industrial goods and furniture are the common service offered to the 

hinterland farmers by 29.2%, 54.2% and 16.7% of urban households respectively. Unl ike forward and 

backward production linkages. Sebeta and its hinterl and ex hibit relati vely strong consumpt ion 

linkages. 

4.4 Farmer's Travel to Sebeta Town and Purpose of Travel 

Towns and their hinterland areas often exert a mutua l relationship. Among others things, the extent of 

such linkages can be depicted by analyzing fa rmers trave l to the nearby urban centers in terms of 

travel freq uency, mode of transport, acto rs in the trave l and the very purpose of travel. The common 

functions offered by Sebeta to its hinterland include marketing, education, health service, 

administration, employment and serves as center of information. 

The study reveals that a ll sampled fa nne rs fro m Dima Guranda and Gora Harkiso visi ted Sebeta for 

market purpose with di verse travel frequencies. one of the reporting farmers had a dail y market visit 

to the town while most fa nners (60%) marched for it once in a week fo llowed by three tinies per week 

(40%). Majority of farmers indicated that they often went to Sebeta on foot regardless of the purpose 
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and frequency. Unlike Gora Harkiso a sizable numbers of farmers from Dima Guranda use vehicle due 

to their access to the main high way that run from Addis Ababa to lima through Sebeta. Regarding 

actors, Women/wives are the principal actresses in the family who frequently visited the town for 

market purpose. Surprisingly, the use of animal backs as a mode of transportation is low in the 

hinterland, but some farmers from Dima Guranda use animals to transport goods and people (see 

Annex 10). 

Figure 4.7: Sampled Farmers Travel to Sebeta Town to Sell Fire Wood, Straw and Grass 

I Source:Own Field Photos, March 2011 

Apart from market information, it is clear that the type and nature of market service offered by urban 

centers to its hinterland can playa vital role to strengthen the existing RUMLs. To assess what is 

really going on in the study area; farmers were given the chance to evaluate the market service offered 

from Sebeta. As per their evaluation most (73%) of sampled farmers indicated that it is good while a 

quarter (25%) of them labeled it as a poor. Only 2% of sampled farmers indicated that they are highly 

satisfied by the service offered from Sebeta town. 

Almost all activities (but education entirely dominated by children), husbands are in the forefront in 

terms of travel frequency to Sebeta. In general, hinterland farmers have better market linkages with 

Sebeta as center of employment and information. Therefore, to pursue a mutual development between 

Sebeta and its hinterland, the prevailing marketing linkage should be strengthened by curbing 

problems related to market and marketing system. 
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Figure 4.8: Own Field Photo Showing Fanners Children Travel to Primary School in Sebeta 

Source:Own Survey, March 2011 

4.5 Rural-Urban Linkages and Livelihood Diversification 

4.5.1 Urban Related Non-Farm Activities and their Implication in Livelihood of Rural 

Household 

4.5.1.1 Urban Related Non-Farm Activities 

Rural livelihood diversification is the major source of household income required for secured living. 

Diversification is multiple income sources. Diverse portiflio of strategies and activities are a source of 

income. The main components of livelihood strategies and activities up on which people of the study 

kebeles depend on for their survival are farming, non-farm and migration. In this part non-farm 

activities that people of the sampled rural kebeles perform are descriped as follows. 

Urban areas are important of sources of occupation and activities for hinterland population. Besides 

agricultural production, rural non-farm activities are sources of extra money for hinterland farmers. 

Hence, Sebeta town is expected to serve as a source of raw-materials, place of work and above all as 

market center for non-farm products. The empirical finding (Annex 13) of this study reveals that non­

farm sector is promising with more than half (57%) of sampled farmers taking part in one or two non­

farm activities. This is due to uncertainty on crop and livestock production as well as inadequacy of 

returns from agriculture. In terms of kebele, more farmers are reported to participate from Dima 

Guranda (64%) than from Gora Harkiso (50%). 
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Many households in the study area engaged in undertaking diverse activities in seeking additional 

income source other than agriculture. Regarding non-farm activities carried out by sampled 

households, participation in daily laborer ranks first which was reported by 20% of sampled 

households. Sebeta town as a center of large number of small scale industries, the presence of a 

number of real estate development and flower plantations create employment opportunity for the rural 

households. As such, many household commute daily to work on the construction, textile factories, 

Alcoholic factories, flower plantations and others during the day time and go back to their respective 

localities during the night time. Transporters (transport service provision) and Local Beer 

(TelalKaticala) Selling ranks second which is reported by equal percentages (10.5% each) of the 

sampled households while stone quarrying, grain trading and petty trading activities are repeatedly 

stated by equal percentages (8.8% of each) of the participants from both PAs. The rest few participants 

are reported that households are diversifying their livelihood by participating in activities like 

Handcraft, Brokering in the livestock market and as a watchman. Hence, due to number of problem 

farmers obliged to find other alternatives to feed their families. 

Regarding place of work, half of the non-farm activities are carried out in Sebeta. On the other hand, 

the respective rural kebeles serve as few/partial market center for raw materials purchase and selling 

outputs. This clearly depicts the existence of linkage between the town and its hinterlands through 

non-farm activities. In the family, about (47.4%) of non-farm participants are husband followed by 

children 33.3%. Since, women's roles are limited to manage the family; their involvement on non­

farm activities is less than the two groups but not negligible. 

(Figre 4.9 Here the writer attached own photo showing NFAs performed by few sampled rural 

households in the study site, March 2011) as follows: 

IStone Querryingtown in the town 
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-Bajaj transport Horse-driven carts 

-Fetching water on contract base - Selling Wooden product -Durable goods selling (household 

furiture) 

Handcrafting and selling its Products, 

Source: Own Field Photos, March 2011 

Shoe Repairing 

4.5.1.2 Implications of Non-Farm Activities 

4.5.1.2.1 Undesirable Effects of Non-Farm Activities 

a Priest-farmer on his Working Place 

As can be seen from (Annex 13), large numbers of households travel to urban areas several days in a 

week for engaging in non-farm activities, particularly laborers. Although non-farm is important 

sources of income for rural households, particularly poor households in the study kebeles, it has 

undesirable effects on agricultural production. According to the FGD discussants, if farmers ignore 

day to day supervision of their farmland, it will leads to soil erosion whenever there is high rail fall. 

On the other hand, if farmers are dedicated on non-farm activities, maximum productivity from crop 
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cannot be obtained . They al so mentioned that few number of households left their land fall ow or 

letting their fa rm lands without culti vation which in tu rn a ffect producti on and producti vity in 

agri cu lture . 

4.5.1.2.2 The Role of Non-Farm Activities for Livelihood of Rural Households 

According to FGD discussants, re li ance on non- fa rm source to supplement agri culture is more in poor 

households than better-off. As it is clearl y shown in (Annex 13), about 49.1%,3 1.6% and 19.3% of 

non- farm participants reported that the decrease in agricultural productivity, shortage of land and lack 

of credit for purchasing farm implements are the major factors which have forced the poor to involve 

in non- farm occupati on respectively. Regard ing purpose, Armex 13 shows that the income obtained 

from non- fa rm acti vities used for p\lrchasing consumable goods, purchase' of farm implements and for 

educationa l and medi ca l fee by 35. I %. 24.6% and I 7.5% of parti cipants respecti ve ly in the study 

kebeles. The rest 8.8% and 7% used for construction of house and pay tax respectively. Thus, the 

income obtained from non-farm is used even to support agricultural production through the purchase 

of inputs in the study kebe les. 

Money earned from non-farm acti vity supplements the hinterland farmers with extra income. For 

instance, the empirical finding shows that 33.3% of non-fa rm participants earned less than or equal to 

500 birr per household per month particularl y those who engaged in activities like local beer selling, 

fire wood vending, charcoal marketing, handcraft, selling of straw and grass, guard and religious 

teachi ng. Abou t 36.8% o f parti cipant obta ined between 50 I - I OOObirr per household per month 

particul arl y those who engaged in acti vi ties such as tea room, shoe repa iring, dail y laborer and petty 

trading. It is about 2 1. I % of them earned between 100 I -1 500 birr per household per month 

particularl y those who engaged in transport service and stone quaryying while 8.8% of them obtained 

income greater than 2000birr per household per month those who engaged in grain trading. Hence, 

nearl y one-Ih ird (29 .9) of non- fa rm partic ipant ea rn more Ihan 1001 birr per household per month. 

Here, it is important to note that the stated amoun t of income vary from ti me to time depending on the 

prevail ing situation. It is obvious that non-farm activi ties are expected to harness RUMLs; thus the 

practical finding of this study has identified a strong linkage between Sebeta and its hinterland. This 

fi nd ing is quite diffe rent from Tegegne's ( 1999). Hence, strengthening non- farm activities between 
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the town and its hinterl and is vital to exploit the opportnity fro m RULs and Promote Loca l Economic 

Development. 

4.5.2 Urban Livelihoods and Rura l-urban Linkages 

In Sebeta town, 72% of sampled urban households earn an income from a combination of activi ties. 

Households invo lved in urban agriculture and rural fa rming activities have access to finance with 

which to rent land, buy inputs and hire labor. Annex 14 indicates that, about 35%, 11.1 % and 4.8% of 

sampled urban households reported that agriculture as their only means of livelihood, primary and 

supplementary income source respectively. Next to agricul ture, about 28.6% and 11.1 % of urban 

households they engaged in government employment as their only means and primary source of 

income respective ly. Service provision and industrial goods (cl oth & shoe) se lling are also another 

source of income for urban households in the town which reported by equal percentages (16.7% each) 

as their primary income source and it is only 9.5% of them involved in provision of service as 

supplementary source. Here, all industrial goods are produced outside the region and entirely 

purchased from Addis Ababa by traders and sold fo r households in the town. 

Urban agricu lture and house renting are also another source of income for sampled urban households 

which are mentioned by equal percentages (8.3% each) as thei r primary income source while 19% and 

14.2% of them as supplementary occupational diversification respectively (see Almex 14). This 

suggests that the town acts as a marketing centre for agri cultural produces, industrial goods as well as 

service provision. The rest sampled urban households were invo lved in acti vities like petty trading, 

local beer selling. gra in mi ll etc as pri mary and secondary income source or occupational 

di versification even though reported by small num ber of households. 

Regarding customers, about 30.5% of urban households who paTticipated in combination of activities 

reported that their customers are only urban dwellers living in the town for the primary activi ties and 

the rest 69.5% of them stated both rural and urban dwe lle rs together as their principal customers. 

Similarl y, 28.6% of them stated only urban dwellers livi ng in the town as their customers while the 

remaining 71.4% of them indicated both rural and urban dwellers together as their main customers fo r 

the supplementary acti vities . The auhter's attached own field photos which show few of the sampled 

urban househo lds ' participation in supplementary activities in the study area like the NFAs performed 

by ru ral househo lds as a test imony to create me ntal picture as follows: 
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Figure 4.10: Own Field Photo Showing Participation in Urban Agriculture like Poultry & Cattle rearing (dairy) 

Source: Own Field Photo, March 20 I I 

4.5.2.1 Rural Farming/Investment by Urban Households and Rural-urban Linkages 

Nowaday's people have began to diversifY their livelihood by participating in different investment 

opportunities to ensure food security and reduce vulnerability. To this regard, urban households in 

Sebeta were asked whether they invested in rural areas or not and the survey data shows that about 

24% of the sampled urban households who have access to capital undertake rural investment as their 

primary or supplementary activity while the rest 76% of them do not participate in rural investment. 

About 50% of sampled urban households who participated in rural investment have got access to land 

through renting. More than half (58.3%) of the participants have rented I hectare of land either for 

crop production or livestock farming. Majority (66.7%) of them rented from rural farmers while the 

rest 33.3% were rented from the urban dweller who own land. Thus, there is land marketing linkage 

between urban and rural households in the study area. When we see rural farming, it is about half 

(50%) of the participants were involved only in dairy farming while 33.3% and 16.7% are involved in 

both and only crop production respectively. In terms of labor use, about 41.7% of the investors hired 

rural labor force for rural farming; this once again implies labor engament in off-farm activities as a 

laborer created by urban household due to interaction between the two spatial units. Hence, both rural 

and urban households benefited out of the investment process (see Annex 15). 

The increase in rural farming may be associated with economic reform that has allowed people to 

engage in several activities and with a land policy that permits them to rent in and rent out land. Those 

involved in rural farming are commuters at peak agricultural season. Moreover, about 41.7% 

participants stated that they involved on rural farming because it is the only livelihood while the rest 

58.3% of them involved to increase household income (to improve quality of life in their household). 
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The writer also asked the sampled urban households about the level of their household income to 

check change of way o f life and thus nearly half (54%) and 46% of indicated increased and remain 

unchanged respecti ve ly in the last three years. Hence, rural-urban linkages have a significant impact 

on the livelihood of urban households in the study area by creating investment and job opportunity. 

With regard to constraints, there are a number of impeding factors that affect the different activities 

performed by the urba n househo lds. To thi s regard , 33 .3% participants of town dwellers identified 

shortages of finance/cap ital as a principa l constraint to their li ve lihood divers ification, including rural 

and urban agri cu lture. Shortage of suitable worki ng place is ind icated by 27.8% of the participants as a 

second constraint that limi t their di versification of livelihoods. Here, the impact of inappropriate tax 

(hi gh tax) by the concerned bodies also is indicated by 16.7% of the participants as a constraint. This 

suggests that the regulatory policy system to some ex tent discourages the expansion of livelihood 

di versification and hence limiting them from participation. The rest have little impact on 

diversification ofl ivelihoods in the study site (see Table 4.9) . 

Table 4.9 Constraints in Participation on Combination of Activities by Sampled Urban Households 
- -- '-- -_. 

Constrain ts Reporting Households Percent 

Poor road net-work 2 5.6 

ShOl-tage of working Place 10 27.8 

Fluctuation of P,-ice 
, 

8.3 0 

High cost ortra nsport price 
, 

8.3 0 

High tax 6 16.7 

Lack of Capital 12 33 .3 

Tota l 36 100 

Source: Own Survey, March 2011 

4.6 The nature of Market and Market ing Service in Sebeta Town and its Hinterland 

It is imminent that urban people and their counter partsiru ral fa rmers are not identical ID all 

circumstances to identify level of market service and pertinent challenges that hamper marketing 

linkages due to vary ing socio-economi c and cultural backgrounds. Therefore, for the sake of simplicity 

and comparison purpose. market services and the like ly marketing linkages chall enges are discussed 

separately as perceived by both rural and urban households. 
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4.6.1 The Nature of Market Place in Sebeta Town 

In Sebeta, market interaction is one among the few economic activities on which severe RUL can be 

observed. In the town, there is one small daily market, literally called Gullit, General Market and 

Cattle market. The general market, located in the heart of the town (kebele 01) serves both as a daily 

and weekly market place where the lion share of transaction between different stakeholders can take 

place. 

The general market is a place where both agricultural and industrial products are sold at the same time. 

It is a permanent market center that served as the focal point of interaction between Sebeta, mainly the 

hinterland, other small towns in the wereda, as well as the city of Addis Ababa. According to Trade 

and Industry Office of the town, the total area of the market is around 2 hectares. Hence the area and 

( number of people served by both markets are unbalanced. Participants of FGD indicated that the 

market is too crowded to offer the appropriate market service to both urban and rural participants. 

They also expressed their suspicion/concern that unless other alternative market areas are added, the 

problem will negatively affect the existing RUMLs. To this regard, the researcher will present photos 

taken during field observation as a testimony to what extent the town's general market centers as focal 

point is overcrowded to provide market service to different stakeholders as follows: 

( 

Figure 4.11: The Overcrowded Condition of Market Center in Sebeta Town at Different Corners 

Source: Own Survey, March 2011 

The livestock market in the town operates under very good situation particularly in the dry season 

when there is no rain. It is fenced with wood and corrugated iron sheet, particularly the livestock 

market has two compartments (the one which is used for cattle like Ox, Cow, Bull, Heifer and Calves) 

has office for tax collectors and the other adjacent side/open land used for cattle marketing like Sheep 
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and Goats as well as equine; however, it has no office for tax collectors. In general, the market 

situation in Sebeta is not suitable to promote positive RUMLs between Sebeta and its hinterland due to 

various challenges discussed in the next sections. 

Figure 4.12: Own Field Photo Showing Tax Collection 

Note that tax collector (a woman) seats at the door of private residence with her coleague 

Figure: 4.13 Own Field Photo Showing the over Crowded Condition of Sebeta Livestock Market 

Source: Own Survey, March 2011 

Figure 4.14: Customers from Addis Ababa to Sebeta Livestock Market at the eve of Easter Holiday 

Source: Own Field Photo, April 2011 

4.6.2 Challenges of Rural-Urban Linkages as Perceived by Hinterland Farmers 

Farmer's access to basic market and market related information, mainly on the demand and price of 

farm product, is vital to strengthen the RUMLs, while lack of information these elements handicapped 

the linkages. The study in this case, tells that 92% of the farmers received updated inforination on the 
86 



demand and price of thei r farm Ol!t puts. In terms of kebele. 100% of sampled fanners from Dima 

Guranda have access to market information whil e 84% reported from Gora Harkiso. Hence fanners 

wi thin the first 5 km have more access to market and market related information than farmers in the 

next 6- J 0 km radius. 

The source of information is another area of interest that determi nes the reliabil ity of market 

information. Out of the total sampled households with access to market in fo rmation, 32% of them 

reported that extension workers are the principal sources followed by self assessment with 25%. 

Twenty one percent (2 J %) of sanlpled faim er's labeled personal communication with other farmers as 

a significant source of information. The role of relati ves from Sebeta town remains minimal with 6% 

while 16% of them mentioned others (traders and brokers in the town). Surprisingly, none of the 

reporting farmer stated radio as a sburce of in format ion. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the 

availabi lity of communi cation fac ilities is not sufficient condition to guarantee farmer's access to 

information on demand and price of agricultural outputs in the study area. 

Apart from market informati on. it is imminent that the type and nature of market service offered by 

urban centers to its hinterland can playa vital role to strengthen the ex isti ng RUMLs. To assess what 

is reall y going on in the study area; farmers were given the chance to evaluate the market service 

offered from Sebeta. As per their evaluation, 69.6% of sampled farmers indicated that is good whi le 

2.3% labeled it as a poor. Only 4.8% of sampled farmers indicated that they are highly satisfied by the 

service offered from Sebeta town. The rest, J 5.2% and 11.9% of sampled farmers labeled that market 

service as very good and satisfactory respective ly. As per th is finding it ·is possible to conclude that 

majority (87%) of farmers in the hinte rl and received a market se rvice that is categorized as good and 

and better than average. 

A vailabi l ity of small rura l market centers in the respective hinterl and exerts a positive influence on the 

RUMLs either by reducing farmer' s travel frequency or by serving as co llecting centers of farm 

outputs otherwise that wou ld have been del ivered to the relatively bigger urban center and Addis 

Ababa. In line with thi s, to see the comparative advantages farmers going to Sebeta town for market 

purpose than rural market place, all the 'sampled farmers (100%) assured there is no rural market in 

their locality; as such they are fo rced/chosen to transact both industrial and agricultural outputs only in 
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Sebeta with the absence of any alternatives. This clearly depicts that there is strong RULs between 

Sebeta town and hinterlands as far as mmketing is concerned, due to lack of alternative. 

[n market area. the rural households purchase different commodities, and the urban households buy 

resources from the rural households. Resources fro m the rural hinterlands are used by urban 

households mainly for consumption and to a lesser ex tent used as an input in urban enterpri ses. The 

agricultural outputs that are brought to urban residents are taxed by the municipality of the town. 

These taxes of market outputs are the major sources of the internal revenue of the town. This clearly 

ciepic ts the presence of economic linkages in the fo rm of fl ow of finance from rural hinterlands to the 

urban area in the community under stud y. As such, market service fees (keret) have a paramount 

significance to improve the overall marketing system by increasing municipal revenue and in turn 

improve the market service offered to hinterland farmers. In line with this, all (100%) of sampled 

fa rmers indicated that they found to pay 'market service fee fo r all sorts of outputs (grains, livestocks, 

fruits and vegetab les) that they sa le in the town 's general market. 

Availability and quality of infrastructures such as road and communicatIon service have paramount 

significance to harness the RUMLs. In the study area, the two kebe les have entirely different level of 

access to these se rvices due to their location. In these regard , most (64%) of the farmers from Dima 

Guranda indicated that their P A and Sebeta town are connected by Gravel road fo llowed by mud road 

(28%) while the rest 8% have access to Asphalted road. On the contrary, farmers from Gora I-larki so 

have no access to any kind of aspha lted road. To ensure thi s, most (64%) of sampled farmers from 

Gora Harki so indicated that their PA is connected to the town by mud road , wh ile 36% Gravel road 

which has an uneasy impact on RUMLs. The majority (80%) of farmers from Dima Guranda indicated 

that a continuous effort have been made to enhance the road network while the effort remain less 

(32%) in Gora Harkiso. 

The type and nature of road net work also determ ines the time taken to reach to the nearest urban 

center. The majori ty (60% from Dima Gura nda and 38% from Gora Harkiso) of fanners indicated that 

they spent only one hom wh ile (27%) of the sampled farmers from Dima Guranda and 54% of the 

sampled farmers from Gora Harkiso spent two hours and above to go to Sebeta town on foot for 

market and ot her purposes. The rest 26% and 8% of sampled farme rs spent 30 minutes from Dima 

Guranda and Gora Hark iso respecti ve ly. 
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All Farmers (100%) from Dima Guranda had access to any sort of telephone service. However, about 

(72%) of the sampled fa rmers from Gora Harkiso indicatecl that they have access to mobile services. 

Thus. access to a wel l-developed transport and telephone serv ices has a signi ficant impact to promote 

RUMLs. 

Access to finance, credit service and financial institutions by the hinterland farmers represent 

important RUM Ls. earl y two-third (62%) of sampled fa rmers indicated that they save money. But, 

onl y 32.3% use ban ks in Sebeta while more than half (58%) of farmers reported that mostl y use 

traditional saving like Iq ib, home based squared wooden boxes or carry it in their pocket. The role of 

credit unions as centers of saving is limited since it serves onl y 9.7% of sampled fanners. Insignificant 

num ber of sampled fanners reported that they have borrowed money for market purpose in the last 

twe lve months while the majori ty (88%) assured that they never borrowed money fo r market purpose 

in the last twelve months. Micro-fi nance inst itutio ns are the principal sources of credit fo r 66.7% of 

sampled fa rmers who borrowed money fo r market purposes followed by relati ves (25%). The rest 

8.3% are borrowed from other source i. e. urban traders. None of the farmer mentioned using bank for 

borrowing money, thi s may be due to the high rate of interest for loan compared with micro-finance 

institutions and lack of colatoral asset. 

RUMLs in Ethiopia have been faced with numerous bottl enecks related ' to socio-economic, cultural 

and politi ca l facto rs. In an attempt to identi fv the criti ca l challenge of RUMLs in the study area, 

hinterland fa rmers were asked to mention the major challenges. As per the request, sampled farmers 

reported that there are various chall enges that affect the smooth operation of RUML in the study area. 

About 27% of sampled fann ers identifi ed shortage of adequate transportation service as the main 

challenge that affect RUML fo llowed by the subsistance nature of agri culture (18%). Poor road net­

work, price fluctuations and poor market fac il ities are indicated by the fa rmers as constraints by 16%, 

II % and 9% respectively. Besides, constraints like shortage of land and high cost of farm inputs are 

stated with equal percentages (6% fo r each), lack of credit service (4%) and other problems 3% (such 

as low consumption of agricultural output by the existing agro-based industries, brokers influence on 

pri ce of goods and inappropri ate tax payment) are stated but with little negati ve impacts on RUMLs in 

the study area . 
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Table 4.10 Constraint of RUML in Sebeta as Perceived by Sampled Farmers 

I Constraints Dima Gu.-anda Gora Harkiso Total 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Shortage of land 
, 

6 
, 

6 6 6 0 0 

Poor road net- work 7 14 9 18 16 16 

Shortage of adequate transportation 12 24 IS 30 27 27 

Services : 

Subsistence nature of agriculture 8 16 10 20 18 18 

Lack of market faci lities 5 10 4 8 9 9 

Price fluctuation 6 12 5 10 II 11 

High cost of farm inputs 4 8 2 4 6 6 

Lack of credit service 0 6 I 2 4 4 0 

Others 2 4 I 2 3 3 

Total 50 100 50 100 100 100 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I 

It is amazing to note that shortage of land is not a serious challenge of sampled farmers that affect 

RUMLs. The result obtained from discussants of FGD from both rural kebeles is fo und to be 

cons istent with thi s find ing. 

4.6.3 Challenges of Rural-Urban Marketing Lin lmges as perceived by Urban Households 

The virtuous circle model of RUML presupposes the presence of tough and circular linkage between 

an urban center and hinterland (Taco li , 2006). This assumption does hold true in the study area since 

nearly two-th ird (64%) of sampl eci urban households indicated that production from the hinterland 

sati sfy the de mand of urbanites in Sebeta while the remai ning 36% of them sati sfy their needs fro m 

outside of the hinterl and. Of which about 50%, 33.3% and 16.7% of the respondents indicated that the 

excess demand could be met fro m Addis Ababa, other small towns within the woreda and Supper 

markets in the town. 

To assess how far market services offered in the town are suitable to urban dwellers; sampled 

households were given the chance to evaluate it. As per their assessment about (26%) of sampled 
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households indicated it is unsuitable (poor) whi le 48% and 22% labe led it as good and very good 

respecti ve ly. Only 4% of sampled ho useholds indicated that it is highl y suitable. The result obtained 

fro m personal observati on substantiate the find ing too. The main market center does not have enough 

space to serve both the rura l and urban marketers. As a result, they are forced to transact their goods 

and services in health hazard areas; near garbage and sewerage. It also makes impossible to keep the 

quality of marketable goods and services due to the dirty nature of market places that has negative 

impact on the pri ce offered from buyers. Therefore, the situat ions are too seri ous that needs immediate 

attention fro m the munic ipality as fast as poss ible. 

To identify the critical impediments of RUMLs in the study area, the same question that is raised for 

hinterl and farm ers aga in. As per the request, all sampled urban households reported that there are 

vari ous challenges that affect the smooth operation of RUML in the study area. As far as the 

challenges of RUMLs in the study area is concerned, 30% of sample urban households identified 

shortage of transportation service as the first main challenge that affect RUML followed by 

Subsistence agricu lture (18%). The rest 16%, 14%, 12% and 10% of the sampled urban households' 

perceived poor road net work, price fluctuation, lack of suitable market facilities and others ( like lack 

of information , lack of credit, lack sanitation in the market place and language barrier) respectively as 

the chall enges of the ex isting marketi ng linkages. The result obtained fr.o m the discussants of FOD 

from the urban households found to be exactly consistent with the findings of rural sampled farmers 

(Table 4.1 I) . 

Tab le 4.11 Constraint of RUML in Sebeta as Perceived by Sampled Urban Households 

Challenges Number Percent 

Transportation Service 15 30 

Subsistence agriculture 9 18 

Poor road- net work 8 16 

Price fluctuation 7 14 

Lack of suitable market facilities 6 12 
---- - -
Others 5 10 

Tota l 50 100 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 II 
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From the preceding di sc llssion. it is amazing to observe simi larities between hinterland farmers and 

their counterparts to recognize and identify market services and pertinent challenges that hamper 

RUMLs. For both hinterland farmers and urban households shortage of adequate transportation service 

is critica l cha ll enge to affect the existing linkages. As Such, this information is a vital input for local 

gove rnment s. po li cv make rs and economi c planners to ac t together in des igning a program that 

integrates both urban and rural interests to fosler mutual development. 

4.7 Migration and its Implication in the Study Area 

4.7.1 Migration of Rural Households and Rural-urban Linkages 

Migration has been identified as one of the copping mechani sm and dive rsification way by different 

scholars. It may be cyclical or permanent change of place of origin and directed by pull or push factors 

(Ellis, 2000). To this regard, migration is one way in which households of the study kebeles diversify 

their li ve lihoods. As such , (tab le 4. 12) reveals that about 60% of the reporting farmers/rural 

households have at least one migrant member who was involved in migration. Of which the majority 

(60.3%) are female whi le 39.5% are male migrants who move to the nearby village as well as di stant 

urban areas. As to the key informants report and personal observation clearly indicate that, the 

community under the study is highly mobile since the area is near to the national capital Addis Ababa 

where there is access to job opportunity and other socia l services as well as the presence of a number 

of factories and construction sites (real estate) in the town. Thus, the area has high levels of out­

migration, thi s affects the rural households in many ways than one (see Table 4.12) . 

Out-migrati on of the village is age diffe rential, about 89.6% of all migrants from the village in the 

study site are between age 20-40years. This indicates that those who move from the village are full­

fl edged and active force that can earn money for their families. It is on ly 4.6% of migrants are under 

age 20years who are engaged in vari eti es of urban acti vities including housemaids and waitress/waiter 

while the rest 5.8% of the migrants are above 40years. 
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Table 4 .1 2 Out-m igrants Status of Ru ra l Households, Sex and Age ( in percent) 

Households Dima Guranda Gora Harkiso Total 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

With migrant member 36 72 24 48 60 60 

With no migra nt member 14 28 26 52 40 40 

Tota l 50 100 50 100 100 100 

M igrant Members of Rura l Households by Age and Sex 

Sex 

Age Male I Female I Male Fem ale Male Female 

Less than 20 years -(-) 4(8 .7) -(-) (-) -( -) 4(4 .6) 

20-30 years 9(19.6) 22(47.8) 10(25) 17(42.5 19(22.2) 39(45.3) 

3 1-40 years 7( 15.2) 2(4 .3) 6(15) 4(10) 13 (15 .2) 6(6.9) 

Above 40 years 2(4.3) - - 3(7.5) 2(2.3) 3(3.5) 

Total 18(39. 1) 28(60.8) 16(40) 24(60) 34(39.7) 52(60.3) 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I FIgures III brackets show reportlll g fa rmers III percent 

Short distam;e migra tiun has been an important type which is experienced by many households in the 

study ke beles. Surpris ingly (Annex 17) reveals that Sebeta town, probably because of the presence 

great job opportuni ties that the town offers, is the first where large number (4 1 %) of people migrate in 

fro m the vill age fo ll owed by Addis Ababa (22.1 %) and 9.3% o f them to small towns with in the 

Woreda. Long distance migration is another type of migrat ion; about 5.8% migrants moved to other 

urban centers such as li ma and Ambo out sides the woreda. A significant number of women and/or 

girl s also migrate to the Middle East such as Dubai , Qatar and Kuwait to be employed as house maid 

while 8% are moved to USA. Thus, international migration is also considerable in the study kebeles 

since around 2 1 % of migrants we re left fro m home land to abroad (both Middle East and USA). 

Above all , it highl ights the strong link between two spatial units at the loca l level (see Annex 17). 

The major destination of rural migrants is urban centers especiall y Sebeta and Addis Ababa, where the 

women go to wo rk as ho usemaids or in public wage employment and as da ily laborers in the 

construction industry, textile facto ries, mine ral water, alcoholic and other agro-processing industries 

which may va ry accordi ng to educati onal status and gender. In contrast, those who are educated are 
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more like ly to be engaged in the forma l publ ic sector. To thi s end, about 45.3% of the migrants 

engaged as dail y laborer followed by housemaids (12.8%) in the destination areas. The rest 11.6%, 

10.5%, 9.3, 4.7 and 5.8 are reported that they engaged as public employee, in education, watchman, 

waitress/waiter and unknown respecti ve ly in the desti nation urban centers. Thus, in the study areas 

yo ung men with low educationa l status are employed in dail y labor, waiter and watchman, whil e 

women work as housemaids, wa itress and dail y laborer to generate income. This in turn shows, there 

is strong labo r linkage between the two spatial units under the study (see Annex 17). 

Accord ing to the FGD group di scussants. man y households experience short term or temporary 

migration to different urban centel:S to maximize income opportunity. 111 thi s case whi le they leave 

the ir home vill ages to look for job in other places. they do not permanently leave their home village or 

their land. The duration fo r the migration at destination might be one year. This type of migration has 

also be become an important means of ri sk management for many of the respondents in the village 

where there is fa ilure of agri cultural producti vi ty. shortage of farm land, death of cattl e and whenever 

they requiring pay debt caused by heavy taxation , they migrate to the other destinations and return to 

their famil y with cash. 

4.7.1.1 Majo,· Causes/Reasons of Migration 

It is clearly expressed by di fferent scholars that people migrate from their permanent res idential area 

for a short or a long period of time due to push or pull facto rs. Interview ",ith the key informants and 

focus group di scussion reveal that, it is li ke ly that the urban centers around the study area can have 

sufficient job opportuniti es for rural labor during the slack season. It also indicates that some people 

are commuting on a da il y basis to the town and Addis Ababa to explo it the opportunities available in 

the areas . The survey result indicates that the peasants of Dima Guranda are more attracted in 

migration than Gora Harkiso. As table 4. 13 c learly shows that , the reason fo r migration measured by 

the perception of rural households who experienced it is attributed to 60% for better job opportunity, 

education and hea lth services followed 

by 36% due to limited/shortage of local full time employment opportunities. The rest 14% and 10% of 

them related to high population pressure in the famil y and shortage of land , especially young women 

who are excluded from access to land respect ively. In general, economic reason is the most important 

dri ving force for mi gration in the stud y kebel es. 
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Table 4.13 Reasons for Out-migration of Rural Households 

Reasons for Out-migration Dima Guranda Gora Harkiso Total 

No Percent No Percent No Percent 
_. 

High Population Pressure in the fa niily 4 ILl 
, 

12.5 7 11.7 ~ 

Shortage of land 
, 

83 2 83 5 8.3 ~ 

Better Job, education and Health 21 583 9 37. 5 30 50 

Shortage of full time job opportunity 8 22 .2 10 4L7 18 30 
-I Total 

1

36 / 100 24 100 60 100 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 II 

4.7.1.2 Migration Implications 

4.7.1.2.1 Effects of Migl'ation 

Migration is one way in which pedple diversify thei r li velihoods. As such, the empirical data clearl y 

depicts that mi gration increase the income of 36.7% of the household (family) in the study kebeles. 

Although migration of family members increase households income of home village, 10% of 

households reported that they came across shortage of fam il y laboL As (Table4.12) indicate that 

39.7% of migrants are men and 89.6% are aged 20-40years. Therefore, labor shortage at the famil y 

farm comes in the view of few households stated above. Others (6.6%) women respondents also fee l 

lonel iness, because their husbands and their children are living in urban areas although they return in 

re li gious ceremon ies and some other social affa irs. It also appears to be one of the driving forces of 

diversification. About 2 1.7% of the farmers reported labor migration also develops information 

opportuni ty for rural households; fonner migrants bring back information about labor opportunities 

and therefore encourage other peoP.le to migrate. Migrants help their neighbor hoods to find work and 

share on knowledge about the condition of work and payment. They also send or bring food products 

and consumable goods back to the villages when they returned to their villages at all times of religious 

ceremonies. This has the effect on consumption pattern in the villages which is reported by 21. 7% of 

the househo lds as equal as that of a source of information. Therefore, it is possible to conclude 

migration has both pos iti ve and negat ive consequences on the community under study even though the 

positi ve effects o\'e rwc ight the negati ve ones. Hence, labor migration strengthens the flow of 

moneyiremi ttance and info rmation between Sebeta and its hinterland. 

95 



4.7.1.2.1.1 Remittance and Social Networl{ 

Remittances are important non-farm income sources of the stud y kebeles. Rural-urban and Urban -

rural trans fe r (transfer fro m c ivil servants. skill ed workers and relatives) remittance from non-literate 

laborers li ving abroad and gifts was sign ificant. 

It is common that migrants support their kin and relatives in the study areas (Annex 18) shows still 

70% of the househo lds with migrants' members receive remittance in cash or in kind from migrants. 

Thi s shows that sending remillance is unde rstood by migrants as a moral obligation. However, due to 

economic status of mi grants, the amount of money that is remitted to the rural households is different 

from households to househo lds. FG 0 discussants argue that well to do migrants send to 4000 to 

5000birr in a year, whi le those migrants who involved in the informal activities such . as 

waitress/waiter. hOllsemaid. watchman. dail y laborer. petty trading etc remit from 300 to 500birr to the 

rural relat ives. Most migrants also return their rural homes (famili es) at least ones in a year due to 

different circumstance. They often come wi th cash and in kinds (food staff, households' 

furniture/utensil s). In a rare case if migrants encounter difficulty to be present in person on these 

religious ceremonies, they send money and different gifts to their fami lies. They also respond to any 

cri sis that face their parents or close fami ly members those who are members of the fami ly and living 

in the vi llage and also he lp with whatever they can afford. 

Although remittance is crucial for households' II1come, it is declined in the last three years. The 

responses for thi s are the increasing employment insecuri ty, high cost of living and effects of high 

rental va lue of business centers and trade regulation on the business activities in urban areas. However 

social links between migrants and kin are remained strong. As (Annex 18) shows 21.7% and13.3% of 

households reporting migrants visit their home village during any of the reli gious and traditional 

ceremol1les respecti vely. The rest 5% and 3.3% migrants also visit their kin and relatives during 

funeral and weed ing ceremonies respective ly. Therefore, remittance strengthens rural-urban linkages 

between Sebeta and its hinterland. 

4.7.1.2.1.2 Migration as a Source ofInformation 

\ ·l ig mti o l1 is an import ant source o f informati on for potential migrants in the vi ll ages. The survey data 

indicate that about 3 1.7% of mi grants obtai n information about jobs or opportunity of the living at 

destination from former migrants, rel ati ves and friends living in the urban areas . About 25% of the 
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reporting househo ld's sources of info nnati on are nearby towns/urban centers such as Sebeta and Addis 

Ababa. Abollt 18.3% of fa rmers rej)orted letters and telephone from migrant relatives and friends are 

also important sources of information for migrants. 

Urban migrants have played a decisive role for potential migrants to have information how the biter 

can settl e in desti nation concerning acco lllmodation and employment. According to the FGD 

di scussants Peo pl e of home village obtain informati on about job of destination during migrants return 

to thei r vill age. Religious, funeral and weeding ceremonies are important occasions when urban 

relati ves return to the villages and share information of urban areas for rural households. Formal 

source of information are almost non-ex istence or they have been negligible as a source of information 

for the villagers' since it is reported by 3.3% and thus, migran ts mainly rely on migrant's relati ves and 

fri ends who vis it their home villages and town. 

Thus. migrant netwo rks perform a signifi cant functi on in providing informat ion about job 

opportunities and helping new migrants to secure accommodation and employment as part oflinkages. 

Table 4.14 Sources of Information for Migration in the Study Sites (in Percent). 
-,-------

Migrants ' sources of information No Percent 

Relatives and friends at urban area (migra nt) 19 31.7 
--

Letter & Telephone from Migrant Relatives & Friends II 18 .3 

Formal Source ( Rad io & TV) 2 3.3 

Extension Workers 10 16.7 

From nearby town 15 25 

Phys ica l presence 3 5 

Source: Own survey, March 20 II . . 

Abo ut 70% of sampled farmers received remittances in the form of money and kind (Table 4.29). 

Remittances also fl ow from rura l relatives to students in urban areas in the form of foodstuffs and 

money. However, low level of migrant education and the resulting low income, the increasing costs of 

Jivi ng in town, especiall y in Addis Ababa, and invo lving in the less,paid and overcrowded informal 

sector have led to reductions in the quantities of remittances and gifts sent to villages relatives in the 

past three years (Table 4.29). Despite the dec line in remittances, social links between migrants and 

their vill ages ex ist. Visits to the vill ages during weed ing and for funeral ceremonies are pal1icularly 

important in maintaining links across distance. T lu'ough social networks, migrant relatives and friends 

97 



also provide information about job opportunities and accommodation for new migrants. Hence, social 

networks facilitate the provision of remittances and strengthen linkages . 

4.7.1.2.2 Role of Migration in the Households' Livelihood in the Study Area 

Regarding the role of remittance, households use cash sent from the migrants for different purposes: 

30.9% of the sampled fa rmers used fo r daily expense, 2 1.4% o f them used fo r expansion of the 

ex isting farm , 16.7% of the farm ers reported using it for cattle purchase and 14.3% of them used to 

cover cost of health treatment and educational service. The rest 11.9% and 4.8% of sampled farmers 

used it to carry out petty trade and pay tax respecti vely. In general , large portion of remittance are 

spen t by few better o ff to undertake investment (38 .1 %) that is expansion of the ex isting farm and 

cattl e purchase together follo wed by subsistence/dail y consumption. As such remittance is a good 

source of income for farmers in study kebeles to di versify their li velihoods due to the ex isting strong 

linkages. 

4.7.2 Migration Status of Urban Households 

Small towns are believed to serve as attraction poin ts for the surround ing people. As can be seen from 

the (Annex 19) nearly ha lf (47.6%) of the sampled urban households migrated to the town from the 

surrounding rural kebeles while the rest 38. 1 % and 14.3% of them migrated to the town from outside 

of the woreda (such as .lima. Ambo. Bale, Welkite, Addis Ababa, and Gojjam) and within the Woreda 

(Awash. Teji and Tefki) respecti ve ly. In terms of length of residence, most migrants are long terms 

migrants who have stayed in the same place for many yea rs. The average length of residence is about 

13 years. 

In terms of remittance, about 42% of the sampled urban households stated that they received 

remittance from their rural families while the remaining 58% of them have not received any kinds of 

remittance. Regarding the kinds of remittance, 100% of them indicated that they received both food 

crops and livestock from their rural relat ives in the last three years. Thus, remittance is used as a 

means of livelihood fo r signi ficant number of urban households in Sebeta town. Similarly, 60% of the 

sampled urban househo lds mentioned that they send remittance too. This clearly shows that the 

ex istence of strong linkage in terms of flow of finance/money between Sebeta and its hinterlands in 

particular as we ll as within and outside of the region in gene ral. 
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4.8 The Role of U"ban Traders to Promote R UMLs in Sebeta Town and Its Hintel"iand 

Di fferent types of small-scale trading acti viti es are carried in the town. Urban traders are the primary 

actor who can playa sign ifican t ro le to promote and strengthen RUMLs between Sebeta and its 

hinterl and . Therefore. to what extent traders are li nked to hinterland farmers has vital driving force to 

make the stud y inclusive? Traders are found to participate in various trading activiti es as per their 

interest and capital. For simple simplicity, the writer grouped them in two major trading categories as 

grain and non-grain traders (like Retail , Chat, Charcoal, Butcher, Fruits and Vegetables). To this end, 

fifty (50) urban traders were included as part of the sample survey and the following di scussion high 

light the ma in featu re o f these types of trades by identifying those factors, which are relevant for rural­

urban linkages and li ve lihood di versifi cation. The main feature of each trader from the trading 

category is li sted be low. 

4.8.1 G rain Traders 

Twenty five retail grain traders were intervi ewed from Sebeta town. The analysis on the source of 

startup capita l in the town reveal s it ranges from 8,000 birr to 80,000birr with an average capital about 

20, 160birr. As far as source of capital is concerned, personal asset (saving) is the principal source for 

40% grain traders while micro-finance institutions and relatives are source of initial capital for 32% 

and 20% of them respectively. More surpri singly, the role of banks as source of capital to begin the 

tradi ng acti vity has remai ned minimal servicing 8% of respo ndents. The average weekl y sale of grain 

traders in the town was 3.428birr in ' the week of the study. 

Traders are mediators to purchase and sale vario us types of goods and services from suppliers to the 

customers. In Sebeta, nea rl y two-third (64%) of traders purchased grain from the hinterland farmers 

whi le the rest 36% of them purchased from small towns within the woreda like Awash Melka kuntere, 

Adadi, Tefk i and Lemon. Thi s cl ea rl y shows that the town's trade linkage is not limited only within 

I Okm rad ius rather it further goes up to 30kms within the woreda. 

In terms of ownership, a ll of the respondents indicated that they have sole proprietorship over their 

business. Urban dwellers in the town are the foremost consumers who purchased 56% of food grain 

while 44% of town 's traders are a lso linked to people mai nl y from the city of Addis Ababa. It is 

obvious that a certa in level of interface ex ists between urban traders and hinterland fann ers through 

transacting goods and se n ·ices. Ilo\\cvc r the level of linkages va ri es from place to place. In thi s 
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regard, the data collected to assess the level of interface disclose that most (80%) of the grain traders 

responded as very goods and above while the rest 20% of them have medium marketing linkages. It is 

only 32% of the grain traders hired people as a laborer. Nearly three-fourth (75%) of people is drawn 

from the towns as opposed to from rural areas. The rest 68% of grain traders have not hired labor, they 

are rather mainly managed by the fami ly. 

Regarding rural investment, it is only 3(12%) sampled gram traders were involved in livestock 

farming while the rest 88% of them were not participated in any kinds of rural farming. In tenns of 

remittance, more than half (56%) of sampled grain traders remitted to the rural families while the rest 

44% of them did not send remittance in the last three years. 

In general, grain traders in Sebeta are linked to farmers through the purchase of agricultural output. 

However, due to shortage of capital, land and farm inputs agriculture in the hinterland remains 

subsistence which in turn handicapped the expected RUMLs between the traders and farmers. 

Figure 4.15: The Sampled Grain Traders in Sebeta Town 

Source: Own Field Photo, March 2011 

4.8.2 Non-Grain Traders 

i. Retail Industrial Goods Traders 

I: 
\ 

" .:1/1; 

. , 

Retail traders in the town operate privately and sell durable and non-durable goods. The average 

capital for start up for the retail is about 95,000birr where as all the traders did not truly wanted to 

specify the right amount of weekly sale at the time of study. Banks and personal saving (self) are the 

two important sources of capital for the business. The customers of the business are town dwellers and 

farmers that come from the surrounding areas. In terms of level of linkages all industrial goods traders 

asserted that good and very good in marketing of durable and non-durable goods with the surroundings 
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farmers. The business owners hired laborers both from rural and urban areas. All the goods sold by the 

retail traders are purchased from Addis Ababa showing strong marketing linkages even with national 

capital in terms of industrial goods purchase. Regarding money transfer, all business owners send 

remittance to their rural relatives. None of the sampled business owners are participated on rural 

faming. 

ii. Chat Traders 

Chat is a stimulant leaf which is used by the local people in the study area. Hence, there are town's 

traders who are involved in the business of chat selling. This is the small business with very small 

average initial capital about 3,300 birr and small weekly sales on average 830birr. Relatives and 

personal asset are the main source of income for the beginning of the business. The main customers of 

the chat traders in the town are urban dwellers. The source of the chat is the surrounding rural kebeles 

which shows very good level of interface between the two spatial units in the study area. In Sebeta, 

none of the chat traders hired laborers rather it is managed by the owners themselves. None of the chat 

traders are involved in any kind of rural investment however chat traders send remittance to the rural 

relatives in the last three years at different circumstances. 

Figure 4.16: Sampled Chat Traders in Sebeta Town 

Source: Own Field Photo, March 2011 

iii. Fruits and Vegetables Traders 

This business is privately owned. The average initial income was 10,600birr. The average weekly sale 

during the study week was 3,980birr. Personal asset is the main source of capital. Sources of the fruits 

and vegetables are mainly from Addis Ababa but one of them from the hinterland farmers. Traders in 

the town sell their items to the town' s dwellers. Three of the sampled traders run their business by the 

family except two of them hired laborers from the rural areas. Regarding of level of interface, there is 
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weak fruits and vegetable marketing between the traders and the rural kebeles. Most (three) of the 

traders send remittance to the rural relatives in the last three years. It is onJy a single trader involved in 

rural farming in production of onion and tomato. 

Figure 4.17: Sampled Fruits and Vegetable Traders in Sebeta Town 

Source: Own Field Photo, March 20 II 

iv. Charcoal Marketing 

Charcoal marketing is privately owned. This is a small business with very small average initial capital 

about 5,600 birr and weekly sales on average 1,755birr. Personal asset is the main source of income 

for the beginning of the business. The main customers are urban dwellers in the town. The source of 

the charcoal is the surrounding rural kebeles which shows very good level of interface between the 

two spatial units in the study area. Moreover, one of the sampled traders purchased charcoal from 

outside of the rural kebeles. In Sebeta, charcoal marketing is managed by the family. None of the 

traders are involved in any of rural investment however few (two) sampled traders send remittance to the 

rural relatives in the last three years. 

Figure 19: Sampled Charcoal Trader in Sebeta Town 

v. Butchery 

Butchery in the town operates privately and sells red meat (mutton). Relatively it is high on the 

average initial capital (about 43,000birr). The average weekly sale was 31,000birr during the study 

week. Banks and personal asset are important sources of capital for the business. The customers of this 

business are town's dwellers and people who came from the city of Addis Ababa. In terms of level of 

interface traders asserted that they have very good marketing linkages with hinterland through 

purchasing of cattle's. The business owners hired laborers both from rural and urban areas. Regarding 

money transfer, all business owners send remittance to their rural relatives. Two of the sampled 

butcher men (owners) participate on livestock ranching/livestock fattening in the rural kebeles. 
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Figure 18: Sampled Butchery in Sebeta Town 

Source: Field Photo, March 2011 

The preceding discussion on urban traders revealed that trade is a small scale activity which involves 

limited labor forces and the amounts of capital used in most of the business are also very limited. 

Moreover, majority of urban traders send remittance to their rural families' though few of urban 

traders involved in rural investment. Hence, trades in the towns are not important sources of 

employment for the surrounding people. However, they create the different types of trade link between 

the hinterland and the town as well as even with the national capital Addis Ababa. In general, urban 

traders in Sebeta are linked to farmers through the supply and purchase of various goods and services. 
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Chapter Five 

Summary, Recommendations and Policy Implications 

5.1 Summ3l'y 

The concept of RUL is multidimensional ; however, there were very li mited stud ies in rural-urban 

linkages and its implicat ion on li velihood diversificati on of households in Ethiopia. The study was 

conducted with the broad/main object ive of understanding to assess RULs and its implication of 

livelihood diversificat ion of households in Sebeta town and its hinterl and within 10 km radius. The 

study was conducted based on mixed approach and employed both qualitative and quali tative methods 

of data co llection and analys is. In order to attain the spec ific objectives, primary data were gathered 

from a total of 200 sample households ( 100 rural, 50 urban and 50 urban traders) were selected 

through multi-stage stratified random sampling from the study site during the months of March and 

April 20 11. Data was gathered through structured household questionnaire that was supplemented by 

Key Informants, FODs and Direct Personal Observation. 

Based on the sur vey data. people's livelihood activit ies in the study area were scanned through the lens 

or the proposi tion that ' rural and urban areas are interdependent localities.' The results have shown 

that: Farming remains a major occupation for most of rural people in the study area although some of 

them derive their incomes from a combination of farming and non-farm activities. There were also 

high leve ls of out-migration among the you ng generations. On the other hand , trade and service 

provision are the main activities in town. Some traders and other urban service providers also engage 

in urban and rural agri culture. 

Out of the total sample househo lds, 94% of them own their land while the rest, 6% are landless. The 

average fa rm size for the sampled households is 1.98 hectare . The finding al so discloses that most 

(94%) of farmers have faced with va rious agricul tu ra l problems. Among the major constraints of on­

farm diversifi cat ion, shortage of cap ital is ranked first and fo llowed by shortage of labor and scarcity 

of land. Land-related problems have implications for rural-urban linkages by reducing the amount of 

surplus to be marketed and lowering agricultural production flow from rural to urban areas . However, 

such problems fo rced people to di versify in to small activities for survival such as invo lving in non-
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Chapter Five 

Summary, Recommendations and Policy Implications 

5.1 Summary 

The concept of RUL is multidimensional; however, there were very limited studies in rural-urban 

linkages and its implicati on on li ve lihood diversifica ti on o f households 'in Ethiopia . The study was 

conducted with the broad/main objective of understanding to assess RULs and its implication of 

li ve lihood di ve rsifi cati on of households in Sebeta town and its hinterland w ithin 10 km radius . The 

study was conducted based on mixed approach and employed both qualitative and qualitative methods 

of data coll ecti on and analys is. In order to attain the specific objectives, primary data were gathered 

from a total of 200 sample households ( 100 rura l, 50 urban and 50 urban traders) were selected 

tlu'ough multi -stage stratified random sampling from the study site during the months of March and 

April 20 II. Data was gathered through structured household questiolmaire that was supplemented by 

Key Informants, FGDs and Direct Personal Observation. 

Based on the survey data, people ' s li ve lihood activi ties in the study area were scanned through the lens 

or the propositi on that ' rural and Li rban areas are interdependent localities. ' The results have shown 

that: Farmi ng remai ns a maj or occupation for most of rural people in the study area although some of 

them derive their incomes from a combination of farming and non-farm activities . There were al so 

high levels of out-migration among the young generations. On the other hand , trade and servIce 

provision are the main activities in town. Some traders and other urban service providers also engage 

in urban and rural agri culture . 

Out of the total sample households, 94% of them own their land while the rest, 6% are landless. The 

average farm size for the sampled households is 1.98 hectare. The finding also discloses that most 

(94%) of fa nne rs have faced wi th vari ous agric ul tural problems. Among the major constraints of on­

fa rm di versification, shortage of capita l is ra nked first and fo llowed by shortage of labor and scarcity 

of land. Land-related problems have implicati ons fo r rural-urban li nkages by reducing the amount of 

surplus to be marketed and lowering agricultural production flo w from rural to urban areas . However, 

such problems fo rced people to diversify in to small activities for survival such as involving in non-
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farm activities or migrate out, hence leading to rural to urban fl ows of people. The above stated 

problems also limit rural-urban linkages in that they reduce the farmers ' potential to purchase 

industrial goods from urban areas. 

In the pursuits of their li ve lihoods strategies households depend on a vari ety of key resources such as 

land , li vestock, labor, finance , soc ial support and networks. Owing to their differential in access to 

these livelihoods assets, variability in li vel ihood strategies among different households is apparent. 

Rural households in Sebeta Hawas Woreda peruse different live lihood strategies such as on-farm, non­

farm activities as well as migration based on their asset and capability status. The primary economic 

activity in the hinterland is fanning. The principal crops cultivated are cereals specifically teff 

fo llowed by wheat and pulses. Chat is also grown by more than a quarter (28%) of farmers in the 

study site. 

Crop production, livestock rearing, sa les of animals and dairy products such as eggs, mi lk, butter as 

well as fruits and vegetables are the key farm income source of the rural people in the community 

under study. But agricultural producti on and productivi ty in the hinterland is low. Hence, most crops 

produced in the hinterland are used for consumption. About 36% of the farmers produce cereals for 

sa les. So cereal production in the hinterland is not market oriented owing to the subsistence nature of 

agriculture and high cost of production as well as low demand by the agro-processing industries. 

However, teff is the dominant type of cereals crops both in terms of production and land allocation 

followed by wheat. The empirical findings show that more (60%) of farmers from Dima Guranda 

produces cereals for sale compared to (32%) of farmers from Gora Harkiso indicating that farmers 

within the first 5 km ha ve better market linkage with Sebeta than farmers in the next 6- 10 km. 

Sebeta town is the major market place for cereals produced in the hinterland . The study discloses that 

hinterland farmers the principal suppliers of farm outputs, since nearly two-third (64%) of sampled 

urban households indicated that production from the hinterland sat isfy urban peoples' demand. As 

such , hinterl and farmers have re lati ve ly better marketing interaction with urban dwellers through the 

sale of cereals than urban traders do . The study also discloses that 38% of sampled farmers have 

produced fruits and vegetables in the last. two years. About (34%) of farmers brought their products to 

the market. All fruits and vegetables are marketed in Sebeta town and 84.2% of urban households have 

105 



purchased fru its and vegetables from hin terl and fann ers. Moreover, Sebeta town is the major market 

place to buy and sa le livestock for 70% of the sampled fanners. However, the income earned from the 

sale of li vestock products is less satisfactory because about 68% of the farmers earned less than 

1000birr per household per ann um and it is only 4% of fa rmers earned more than 3001 birr per 

hoseho ld pe r annu m. 

Marketing as a live lihood strategy of the rural people allows farmers to se ll their agri cul tural products. 

It also al lows farmers to purchase production goods required for agricultural growth with the aim of 

improving the returns from agri culture. In case of input and extension services linkage, most (96%) of 

the sampled farmers use agri cultura l input in study si te. About 54.2% of sampled farmers indicated 

that the amount o f input used in the last three years has increased. The only supp li er of fertili zers 

selected seeds, herbicides and pesticides are the service cooperatives/unions in each respective kebeles 

which ind icates weak backward marketing linkages. Moreover, the study has identified a weak 

forward RUML resulted due to the little marketing linkages between the rural sector and agro­

processing industri es . Forward production marketing linkage between Sebeta and its hinterland is 

almost non-existent (except li ttl e fo rmal linkages created with dairy, . Marse and Abahoya flo ur 

factories fou nd in the town). It is only a strong linkage in grai n mill s process between the two spatial 

units. 

Regarding extension and veterinary service provision by the town, most (90%) of farmers indicated 

that they have access to extension servi ces. SHARDO are the principal and the on ly sources of 

extension se rvi ces fo r al l (100%) of use rs. Government is the so le prov ider of veterinary service to 

hinterland farmers. The role of private sectors in veterinary service provision is limited. The fact that 

most veterinary services are offered in their respective rural kebele, asserts the prevalence of weak 

backward RUMLs in the study site . 

The empi ri ca l findin g shows that fa rmers within the first 5 km (Dima Gui'anda) are found to purchase 

more consumable good from Gora Hark iso. Unlike Gora Hark iso where some consumption goods are 

purchased within the PA, Farmers from Dima Guranda have purchased all their non-durable goods 

from Sebeta. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that fanners from Dima Guranda have better access 

to urban services than farm ers from Gora Hark iso. The same is true in terms of purchase of durable 
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goods even though relative ly small. In general. unlike back and forward linkages hinterland farmers 

have relatively strong consumption linkage with Sebeta. 

All sampled farmers from Dima Guranda and Gora Harkiso visited Sebeta for market purpose with 

di verse travel frequencies. None of the repo rting fa rmers from the hinterland had a daily market visit 

to the town. Majority of farmers indicated that they often went to Sebeta on foot regardless of the 

purpose and frequency. Unlike Gora Harkiso a sizable numbers of farmers from Dima Guranda use 

vehicles. Thus, hinterland farmers have better linkages with Sebeta as center of employment and 

information. 

In Sebeta Hawas Woreda rural househo lds engaged in diverse portfolio of livelihoods activities due to 

pull or push factors. though farming activity takes its lionshare. The empirical finding reveals that 

rural non-farm sector is quite promising with 57% of sampled farmers taking part in the activity. as 

their source of income. Although NFAs an important source of income, it has adverse effect on crop 

production. Producti vity decreases ifno regular protection of farm land from erosion. The time lost on 

engagement of non-farm activities by farmers wi ll lead to lack of regular supervision on their farmland 

this in turn decreases the return from farming. On the otherhand, the money earned from non-farm 

activities supplements hinterland farmers with extra income. The cash obtained from NFAs is used 

largely for the purpose of purchasing consumable goods, purchase of farm inputs, fee for eduation and 

medical treatment. This indicates that NF As supports even agricultural production through the 

purchase of farm inputs in the study site. As far as the constraints of non-farm livelihood 

di versification is concerned , lack of initial capital/fi nance, lack of skill training, working and 

marketing place and poor infrastructure (road) are identified by the participants as the main constraints 

that limit their involvement. 

In the surveyed town, about 72% of sampled urban households earn an income from a combination of 

activities . The level of diversification into urban agri culture is not negligible since urban dwellers and 

traders commute with their finance and ski ll to produce crops and dairy farming (rural agriculture) on 

their and/or rented land in rural areas as a result there is a transformation knowledge and flow of 

finance which in turn strengthen RUL in the stud y site. Hi gh taxat ion, lack of credit, poor road 

connections and the high cost of transportation are some of the problenis town dwellers face when 
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undertaking their mall1 activities, lead ing to reduced profits and subsequently limiting rural-urban 

li nkages. 

The empirica l fi ndi ng reveals that 92% of the fa rmers have received updated information on the 

demand and price of their fa rm output s. In terms of kebele, 100% of sampled farmers· from Dima 

Guranda have access to market information while 84% was reported from Gora Harkiso. Hence, 

farmers from Dima Guranda have more access to market and market related information than farmers 

in Gora Harki so. Therefore, it is possible to conc lude that the availability of communication fac ilities 

are sufficient condi tion to guarantee fa rmers' access to information on demand and price of 

agricul tural outputs in the study area. 

Producers require capital to expand their li velihoods and to enhance linkages. Poor access to finance is 

another constraint to farming and to non-farm act ivities in rural areas as well as trade, service and 

urban agri cul ture in the town. The financi a l li nkage is very weak. This is because only 12% of the 

respondents borrowed from diffe rent instituti on. The main sources of loans for the rural farmers are 

microfi nance. Villagers a lso acquire limi ted amounts of money from traders as well as from the credit 

and saving institution in the town. Banks are, however, not accessible to the poor due to high interest 

rates charged and lack of credit partners. 

The study shows that more than one-fourth (27%) of sampled farmers identified various challenges 

that affect the smooth operation of RUMLs in the study area. Shortage of adequate transportation 

service, the subsistence nature of agriculture, poor road network, price fluctuation and lack of market 

fac ilities are the first fi ve main problems in ascending order that affect RUMLs in the study area. Both 

groups of farmers are victims of the challenge. The study discloses that, there is exact similarity 

between hinterlands farme rs and the ir urban counterparts to recogni ze and identi fy market services and 

pertinent challenges that affect marketing linkages. 

As fa r as migration IS concerned, short and long term migration were the mall1 components of 

migration in the stud y area besides daily commuting. Hence. about 60% of the reporting fa rmers have 

at least one migrant member who was invo lved in migration. The main reasons for out-migrating are 

economic reason, seeking better job opportunity due to limited fu ll-time employment in the villages. 
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The major destinations of rural out-mi grants are Sebeta followed by Addis Ababa. In terms of labor 

mobi lity. the major ity of migrants are yo ung populati on. Since the to wn is a center of service and 

employment as a result dail y causal laborers come to work in flower plantation and real estate 

construction sites as well as other industries in the town. This indicates Sebeta town create 

employment opportunities for the hinterland fanners. Out-migration is constrained by lack of 

info rmati on on job opportuniti es, even though migrant relatives provide information. Migration has 

also adverse effect in the li ve lihood through creating shortage of famil y labor and loneliness in view of 

some of the sampled households though the positive impacts overweight the negative ones. 

With regard to remittance, the empirical finding indicates that, about 70% of the rural households with 

migrants· members rece ive remittance in cash or in kind from migrants. The cash is used for 

investment (expanding the existing farm production and purchase of cattle) as well as for petty trading 

and paying tax. On the other hand, about 42% of the sampled urban households stated that they 

received remittance from their rural families. Regarding the kinds of remittance, 100% of them 

indicated that they recei ved both food crops and livestock from their rural relatives in the last three 

years. Similarl y, 60% of the sampled urban households mentioned that they send remittance too . This 

clearly shows that the existence of strong linkage in terms of flow of finance between urban 

households and their rural relatives in the hinterland in particular as well .as within and outside of the 

woreda in general. 

Regarding the role of urban traders, the study revealed that trade is a small scale activity which 

invo lves limited labor forces. The amounts of capital used in most of the business are also very 

limited. Hence, trades in the towns are not important sources of employment for the surrounding 

people. However. the diffe rent types of trade link the hinterland and the town as well as even with the 

national capital Addis Ababa. In general, urban traders in Sebeta are linked to farmers through the 

suppl y and purchase of various goods aild services. Besides few traders rented land and engaged in 

vegetables production and animal fattening. However, due to shortage of land and high cost of inputs 

agri culture in the hinterl and remains subsistence which in turn handicapped RUMLs. 
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5.2 Rccommndation and Policy Implications 

The present government has given some attent ion to activities outside agriculture in rural areas and the 

urban sector in recent years. However, add itional effort is still required to enhance the livelihood 

strategies of the people through strengthen ing rural-urban linkages . It was found that different groups 

pursued a combination of different livelihood strategies that bridge the rural -urban divide . This made a 

fertil e ground fo r spatial and occupational d iversity of the local people 's li veli hoods needs to be 

recognized. The interventions should concentrate on improving assets for both rural and urban sectors 

and areas, with the aim of expanding livelihood options and strengthening rural-urban linkages rather 

than assumi ng villagers to be farmers and urban dwellers to be traders and service providers. 

The weak and unbalanced developments between the rural and urban areas need attention of both rural 

and urban adm inistrators. Based on the empi rical resu lts of the study, the following feasible 

recommendations and policy implications are forwarded to be used by different stakeholders who are 

devoted to harness the RULs and li velihood diversification as well as to foster the virtuous cycle of 

linkage between Sebeta and its hinterl and. 

>- The study has revealed that Sebeta town lacks basic market infrastructures. The single permanent 

market place in the town is too crowded to offer adequate market services to both rural and urban 

marketers . Therefore, the municipality and rural local governments should work together to look for 

other suitable alternative market. 

r Sampled farmcrs halT identified shortage of capital as the primary challenge that affects agricultura l 

production and RUMLs. Access to working capital is a key element of govenm1ent support, in 

addition to supportive regulatory and taxation policies to expand micro- and informal enterprises based 

in town for local people. These would also increase the labor absorptive capacity of business sectors, 

thus strengthening rural to small town mi gration. Traders link hinterlands with loca l markets as well as 

provide credit and informat ion on market pr ices for producers. Hence, more support should be given to 

traders to improve thei r livelihood strategies and to strengthen linkages. 

>- Sampled farmers also mentioned that shortage and small size farmland as a constraint of agricultural 

producti on. Thus. to curb the problem concerned government bodies, NGOs and CBOs should work 
11 0 



together to provide training and create awareness among farmers how to conserve their land and 

increase production and productivity within the small plot of land. This helps to enhance returns from 

farming and will in turn increases farmers ' potential in purchasing industrial goods and getting urban 

services from the town that wi ll also promote economic linkages between the two spatial units. 

,.. Sampled fanners and urban households in the study site identified poor road network as another 

principal challenge that affects agricultural output marketing in the study area. As such, both town 

administration and rural local govenm1ent should work together in maintaining the existing feeder 

road net-work and expanding new road by mobi li zing financial and labor resource from the residents, 

NGOs and CBOs to fac ilitate wel l managed futu re growth as well as to enhance RUL and its economic 

implication through decreasing cost of transportation and increasing farmers and traders' profits. This 

would also facilitate out-migration and ensure frequent rura l-urban linkages. Moreover, networking 

helps to build team sp irit in wh ich dupl.ication of effort and inappropriate use of resource could be 

avoided. As such, all concerned bodies should coordinate their effort to increase the capability of 

households in general and make the area favo rab le for diversification in particular. 

,.. Urban households indicated that price fluctu ation is the principal challenge that affects RUMLs. As 

resu lt, municipality officials, urban-based consumer associations and farmers' service cooperatives 

should work together so as to promote strong RUMLs and to empower purchasing power of urban 

households, stabilize the fluctuat ing pr ice and minimize its adverse effect on RUMLs. 

,.. Agricu lture in the hinterland is subsistence or not market oriented. Rain-fed agriculture, traditional 

farming, shortage, small size and unequal di stribution of farm land are the common features of 

farming. Production is mainly used fo r consumption. Therefore, farmers, DAs and agriculturalists 

from SHARDO should work together to foster strong fo rward and backward production linkages that 

would curb the problem and bring mutual development in the study area. 

,.. Under normal circumstances, non-farm acti vities can play an indispensable role to strengthen RUMLs. 

As such, the empirical finding reveals that rural non-farm sector is promising and exhibits good 

linkage. The micro and small-scale industri es in the town is one of the potential areas that would 

crea te the chance for rura l non-farm activities. Nevertheless, it is on ly few MSEs have market linkage 

with hi nterl and fa rmers. Therefore, farmers in the hinterland should be given sk ill development 
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trainings and encouraged to produce market oriented farm outputs that would be used as a raw 

materials fo r the existing agro processing industries. Moreover, an attempt should be made by 

municipal ity offi c ials to create mark eting li nkages between MSEs and hinterl and fa nners. 

» Without the growth of fann ing systems, smal l-sca le fanners cannot produce for sale. Therefore, 

immediate attention should be given to prov ide rural fa rmers inputs, fanning implements and cred it 

accessible and afford able to them, especially to the poor who have no credit partners or collatera l. 

High levels of surplus production in vill ages enhance business opportuniti es in towns linked to the 

agricul tural sector, such as input supply, marketi ng and agro-process ing promote rura l-urban linkages . 

At the same ti me, thi s attracts sege ral actors and strengthens linkages between vill ages and wider 

networks of markets. 

» Finally, successfu l li veli hood diversification of households requires investment on human capital. This 

incl udes encouraging entrepreneurship especial ly young peop le and building the capac ity tlu'ough 

training program (technical and vocati onal education). T hese are vi ta l to enhance competitiveness and 

increase productivity on farm and non-farm activities 

In general, RULs become better to a considerable level and mutual development of the two spati al 

uni ts can be fostered so long as there are poo led efforts to identi fy the causes, consequences and 

commitments in the im plementation fro m governmenta l, non-governmental and community based 

organi zat ions. academ ia. farmers. urban dwell ers and an y other volunteer stakeholders. 
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Annex I: Sex, Age, Marital and Educational Status of Sample Rural Households 

Sex No. Percent 

Male 84 84 
Female 16 16 
Total 100 100 
Age 
Less than 20 - -
20-30 6 6 
31- 40 38 38 
4 1-50 28 28 
51-60 24 24 
Above 60 , 4 4 
Total 100 100 
Marital Status 
Married 86 86 
Ulmlarried 6 6 
Divorced 4 4 
Widowed 4 4 
Total 100 100 
Level of Education 
Illiterate 22 22 
Informal-Education 2 2 
Adult- Education 14 14 
Grade 1-8 38 38 
Grade 9-1 2 16 16 
Above secondary 8 8 
Total 100 100 
Source: Own Survey, March 20 11 



An nex 2 R r . e Iglon, EI . C t l nlC omposltlon an d F '1 S' -amI y Ize 0 fS I R I H amp e ura I olds (%) ouse 1 

Rcligion Rcportin" Fanners Pel"ccnt 

Olthodox- Christianity 96 96 
Muslim - -
Protestant 4 4 

Cat holic - -

Total 100 100 

Ethnicity 
Oromo 88 88 
Amhara 6 6 

Guraghe 6 6 
Tota l 100 100 
Family Size 
1-4 14 14 

5-8 38 58 
9-12 22 22 
Above 12 6 6 
TOlal I 100 I 100 
Average Fam ily Size 6.4 

Source: Own Survey, March 2011 

Annex 4: The Percentage Distri bution of Urba n Households by Place of Birth 

Place of Birth No. Percent 

SebetaTown 8 16 

Small towns within the Worcda 6 12 

Hintcrland 20 40 

Others 16 32 

Total 50 100 

Source: Own survey, Ma rch 201 1 



Annex 3 · Bas ic Demoaraphic Characteri stics of Sample Urban Househo lds 
'" Affiliatio n and Status N u mber of U r ban Households Responded 

Frequency I P ercent 
Sex 

Male 40 80 
Female 10 20 
Total 50 100 

Age 
Less than 20 - -

20-30 - -
3 1-40 13 26 
4 1-50 20 40 
51 -60 9 18 
Above 60 8 16 
Total 50 100 

Ma ri ta l S tatus 
Unmarried 3 6 
Married 37 74 
Divorced 3 6 
Widowed 7 14 
Total 50 100 

Ed ucational Status 
Il literate 4 8 
Informal Educa tion 3 6 
Adult Education - -
Pri ma ry/ J-8 9 18 ___ .. __ .... ____ .. o_.__________ ' ___ '_"_' 0_' ___ '_ ._ •• __ •• __ _ ._. __ ---. , ..... -_._" ....... --- - ...•. --_ .. _--
Secondary/9- 12 - 16 32 
A bove secondary I~ 36 
Total 50 100 

Religious Denomination 
Orthodox Christianity ) " .0 46 
Muslim 19 38 
Protestant 6 12 
Catholi c 

.-f--;--
10 5 

Total 50 100 
Eth nicity 

Oromo 21 42 
Amhara 9 18 
Guraghe II 22 
TigrilWOij i 7 14 
Gamo 2 4 
Total I 50 100 

Fam ily Size 
1-3 9 18 
4-6 21 42 
7-9 15 30 
Above 9 5 10 
Total 50 100 .. _--I Average Family Size 6 

SOll rCt' : Own Survey. March 20 11 



Annex 5: Percentage Distri bution of Land Holding and Size in the Study Area 

Number of Households Respouded 
Land Holding Size Dima Guran da Gora Harkiso Total 
(hectare) Freq uency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Land less 4 8 2 4 6 6 
0- 1 17 34 19 38 36 36 
1. 1- 2 6 12 13 26 19 19 
2. 1- 3 9 18 4 8 13 13 
3. 1- 4 6 12 8 16 14 14 
4. 1- 5 8 16 4 8 12 12 
Tota l 50 100 50 100 lOa 100 
A verage for landowners (2. I ha. ) ( 1.8ha.) (ha.) 
Average fo r all ( 1.9ha.) ( 1.7ha. ) ( 1.8ha.) 
Respondents 
Mode of Access of landfMechanism 
Inheritance 15 30 17 34 32 32 . -
Allocation by rural 20 40 19 38 39 39 
leaders 
Rent in/contract 9 18 7 14 16 16 
Sharecropp in g/Yeaa ra 2 4 4 8 6 6 
G ift 4 8 3 6 7 7 
Total 50 100 50 100 100 100 
Source: Own survey. Ma rch 20 I I 

Annex 6 ' Percentage Distribution of Land Rented-out and Rented-in by Rural Households 
Do You Dima Gumnda Gom Harkiso Total 
Rented-out Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Land 
Yes 8 16 4 8 12 12 
No 42 84 46 92 88 88 
Total 50 100 50 100 100 100 
Size of Land Rented out (hac.) 
0-1 46 92 48 96 94 94 
1. 1-2 4 8 - - 4 4 
:!. 1-3 - - - - - -
3.1-4 - - - - - -
Above 4 - - 2 4 2 2 
Total 50 100 50 100 100 100 
Size of Land Rented-in (hac.) 
0-1 5 55.5 5 71.4 10 66.6 
1. 1-2 " 33 .3 2 28.6 5 33.3 J 

2.1-3 1 I I. I - - - -

Total 9 100 7 100 15 100 
Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I 



Annex 7: Farm Inpu t Type, Amount Purchased, Place of Purchase and Suppliers 

Descriptions Feltilizers Improved Seeds Herbicides Pesticides 

Total number of users 94( 100) 44(45 .8) 90(93 .8) 24(25.5) 

Amount PW'chased(kg) 11 ,600 4,200 120 24 

Total Cost Incurred 187,032 29,292 6782 2400 

(Bin') 

Traders . - - -

Suppliers Cooperati ve 94(100) 44(100) 90(100) 24(100) 

Union 

SHWARDO - - - -

Sebeta - - - -

Place of Purchase With PA 94(100) 44(100) 90(100) 24(100) 

High cost 6( 1 00) 46(82) 3(30) 5(6.6) 

Local ly - 4(7 .2) 7(70) 65(85.5) 

Reasons for not using available 

Lack of . 4(7.2) - 6(7.9) 

knowledge 

I Others - 2(3.6) - -

Source: Own Survey, March 20 11 



All ll e~ 8 : oll -dureble elld Dureble G oo d s Purchesed by th e Rurel Ho useholds in the Las t 12 Month s 

N~lll1 e or Rural Kebelc 

Dima Guranda Gora Harkiso 

Non-durable Goods RHH Ave. RHH Market Place RHH Market Place 

Exp'r Sebeta Rural Sebeta Rural 

per Town Kebele Town Kebel. 

month 

Soap/Omo I OO( I 00) 23 62 SO( I 00) SO( I 00) - SO( I 00) 44(88) 6(12) 

Coffee 96(96 8940 48(96) 48( 100) - 48(96) 48( I 00) -

Edible O il 98(98) 7084 SO( I 00) SO( I 00) - 48(96) 48( I 00) -

Pepper/Spice SO(SO) 1487 24 (48) 24( I 00) - 26(S2) 23(88.S) 3(1 1.5) 

Sa il 100( 100) 1284 50( I 00) SO( I 00) - SO( I 00) 4S(90) S( IO) 

Sugar/tea 82(82) 2798 38(76) 38( I 00) - 44(88) 44( I 00) -

Malch/Ballery I OO( I 00) 1300 SO( I 00) 50( I 00) - SO( I 00) 47(94) 3(6) 

Kerosene 97(97) 4012 47(94) 47(100) - 50( I 00) 45(90) 5(10) 

Cloth 30(30) 8280 18(36) 18( I 00) - 12(24) 12( I 00) -

Shoes 52(52) 7636 46(92) 46( I 00) - 12(24) 12( 100) -

Med icament 32(32) 6360 18(36) 18(100) - 14(28) 12(8S.7) 2( 14 .3) 

Recreation 44(44) 4400 32(64) 32( I 00) - 12(24) 9(75) 3(25) 

Dura ble Goods 

Tape/Radio I 34 I 1344 7 I 20 20 - 14 14 -

Watch 12 940 8 8 - 4 4 -

ToolslUtensi l 16 1280 9 9 - 7 6 1 

Furniture 64 9616 36 36 - 28 23 5 

Construction 30 78300 24 24 - 6 5 1 

Materia ls 
I I 

Jewe lry 14 1050 8 8 - 6 - -

Source: Own Survey, March 20 II TRF- Tota l Report1l1g Fanners Figures 111 the parenthesIs are Percentages 



Annex 9: Vegetab les. An imal Prod ucts. Charcoal and Fuel Wood Purchased by Urban Hduseholds per Month 

Food item RID-I AA P AVC Suppliers Market Place 

Farmers Traders Whole Sebeta Farm Others 

Sellers Town Gate 

Onion (kg) 45(90) 9.6 96 5( 11.1) 40(88.9) - 40(88.9) - 5(11.1 ) 

Tomato(kg) 41 (82) 7.4 44.4 6(14.6) 35(85.6) - 38(92.7) - 3(7.3) 

Potato (kg) 37(74) 8. 1 40.5 6(16.2) 31(83.8) - 35(94.6) - 2(5.4) 

Pepper (kg) 31(62) 2.6 41.6 3(9.7) 28(90.3) - 31(100) - -

Beet 24(48) 3.5 7 6(25) 18(75) - 24(100) - -

Root(kg) 

Cabbage 28(56) 13.5 2 1 (75) 7(25) - 28(100) - -

Can'ot (kg) 30(60) 4.7 32.9 - 30(100) - 30(1 00) - -

Banana (kg) 15(30) 5 35 - 15(100) - 15(100) - -

Orange (kg) 16(32) 5 40 - 16(100) - 16(100) - -

Egg (no.) 48(96) " 49.5 37(77.1 ) II (22.9) - 48(100) - -
JJ 

Meat (kg) 41 (82) 4.5 243 - 4 1(100) - 4 1(100) - -

Milk (liter) 12(24) 25 175 3(25) 9(75) - 12(100) - -

Butter(kg) 7( 14) 2.7 432 2(28.6) 5(7 1.4) - 7(100) - -

Chicken(no) 11(22) 1.5 97.5 8(72.7) 3(27.3) - 11(100) - -

Charcoal 38(76) I 125 29(76.3) 9(23.7) - 38(100) - -

Fuel Wood 35(70) I 30 31(88.6) 4(11.4) - 35(100) - -

- *Chat ---'-1 13(26) 12 --I- ~ '-'I i 50 - 13(100) - 1 1(84.6) - 2(15.4) 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I RHH·Reportlllg Househo lds A VC- Average Cost IIlclirred per month 

AAP-Average Amount Purchased per HH Figures in the Parenthesis is Percentages 'Cash Crop/chat 

Note that I sack costs 125 birr, I bundle of firewood ('esir' ) costs 30bin' and I ' esir' of chat costs 

25 birr 



Annex 10: Frequency, Transport Mode and Purpose o f Visit fro m Di ma Guranda to Sebeta Town 

Frequency Purpose of Travel to Sebeta Town 

Market Education Medication Administration Family Informat ion Employment 

Visit 

Oai ly - 18(36) - - - 2(4) 4(8) 

Weekly 30(60) - - - 2(4) 12(24) -

Three times 20(40) - - - - - 26(52) 

per week 

Once in two - - - - - - -

weeks 

Monthly - - 7( 14) 3(6) 6(12) 8(16) 1(2) 

Once in two - 2(4) II (22) 5(10) - - -

month 

Neve,' go - 30(60) 32(64) 42(84) 42(84) 28(56) 19(38) 

Transport Mode 

On Foot 20(40) 10(20) 4(8) 1(2) 2(4) 15(30) 13(26) 

Animal Back 8( 16) 2(4) - 1(2) - - -

Vehicle/Bajaj 12(24) 4(8) 8(16) 4(8) 6(12) 4(8) 12(24) 

Horse Cart 10(20) 6( 12) 5(10) 1 (2) - 3(6) 6(12) 

Actors in the Famil y 

Husband 17(34) 3( 15) 10(55.5) 6(75) 5(62.5) 15(68.2) 15(48.4) 

Wife 2 1 (42) - 2(1 1. I ) 2(25) 2(25) 1(4.5) 3(9.7) 

Children 5(10) 17(85) 2(1 1.1 ) - 1(12.5) 6(27.3) II (35.5) 

All 7(14) - 4(22.2) - - - 2(6.4) 

Source: Own Survey. March 20 II Figure 111 the ParenthesIs IS Percentages 



Annex II : Frequency, Transport Mode and Purpose of Visit from Gora Harki so to Sebeta Town 

Frequency PWl>ose of Travel to Sebeta Town 

Market I Education I Medication Administration Fami ly Information Employment 

Visit 

Daily - 16(32) 1(2) - - 1(2) 12(24) 

Weekly 16(32) - - - 5(10) 4(8) 7(14) 

Three times 20(40) - - 6(12) 6( 12) 9(18) 

per week 

Once in two - - - 2(4) - - -

weeks 

Monthly 8( 16) - 2(4) - 4(8) 6(12) 

Once in two - - 6(12) 6(12) - - -

month 

Never go 6( 12) 34(68) 4 1 (82) 42(84) 35(70) 33(66) 22(44) 

Transport Mode 

0" Foot 35(79.5) 9(56.3) 7(77. 8) 2(25) 11(73.3) 5(45.5) 16(55.2) 

Animal - - - - - - -

Back 

Vehicle/Bajaj 6(13.6) 3(18.8) 2(22 .2) 6(75) 4(26.7) 6(54.5) 12(41 ,4) 

Horse 3(6.9) 4(25) - - - - 1(5.4) 

Cart/Ga'TY 
I I I L 

Actors in The Family 

Husband 20(45.5) 2(12 .5) 5(55.5) 3(37.5) 4(26.7) 8(72.7) 13(46.4) 

Wife 16(36.4) - 1)1 1.1 ) 5(62.5) 6(40) 1(9) 4(14.3) 

Children 3(6.8) 14(87.5) I 3(33.3) - 2(18.2) 11 (39.3) 

All 5(1 1.4) - - - 5(33.3) -

Source: Own Survey, March 20 II Figure It1 the ParenthesIs IS Percentages 



Annex 12: Sources to Market Information and Level of Market Services as Perceived by Farmers 

! Access to M:trl<ct Information Dima GUrllnda GOrll Harkiso Total 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Yes 50 100 42 84 92 92 

No - - 8 16 8 8 

Source of Mmi<et Infol111ation 

Radi o - - - - - -

Other Farmers 10 20 I I 22 2 1 2 1 

Extension Workers 18 36 14 28 32 32 

Relatives from Sebeta Town I 2 5 10 6 6 

Self-assessment 12 24 13 26 25 25 

Others 9 18 7 14 16 16 

Level of Market Service 

Excellent - - 2 4.8 2 2.2 

Very Good 8 16 6 14.3 14 15.2 

Good 36 72 28 66.6 64 69.6 

Enough 4 8 6 14.3 10 11.8 
I 

Poor 2 4 - - 2 2.2 

Source: Own Survey, March 20 II 



A nnex ~: 011- arm A . .. R ctlvltles, d I f k . I II d A easons, purpose, an pace 0 wor , raw matena , se an ctors 

NOI1- Farm Activiti es Name of Rural Kebele/PA 

Dima Guran da Gora Harki so Total 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Transporter (Bajaj & horse driven 4 12.5 2 8 6 10.5 
ea,·t) 
Quarry - - 5 24 5 8.8 

Hand craft I 3.1 I 4 2 3.5 
Tea Room 2 6.3 I 4 3 5.3 
Repairing I 3.1 I 4 2 3.5 
Loca l Beer (Te la/Kati ca l se lling) 2 6.3 4 16 6 10.5 
Petty Trad ing 3 9 .4 2 8 5 8.8 

Dai Iy Laborer 7 21.8 4 16 II 19.3 
Grain trad ing 3 9.4 2 8 5 8.8 
Religious Teaching 2 6.3 - - 2 3.5 

Broker I 3.1 - - I 1.6 

Gua rd - - I 4 I 1.6 
Charcoal Vending 2 6 .3 I 4 3 5.3 
Fire Wood Se lling 2 6.3 - - 2 3.5 
Grass and Straw se ll ing 2 6.3 I 4 " 5.3 ~ 

Reason of enaaacmcnt on NFAs 
Decreasin o Aoricultural Act ivity 15 46.9 13 52 28 49 .1 
Shortage of Land 10 31.3 8 32 18 31.6 
Lack of cred it 7 21.9 4 16 I I 19.3 
Purpose of Enoaoemcnt 011 NFAs 
Purchase of Consumabl e Goods II 34.4 9 36 20 35.1 
Buy clothes and Shoes 2 6.3 I 4 3 5.3 
Buy farm inputs 8 25 6 24 14 24.6 
ray tax . 2 6 .3 2 8 4 7 
Ed ucation and Medical fee 6 18.8 4 16 10 17.5 
Oth ers " 9.4 2 8 5 8.8 ) 

Place of Work 
Home II 34.4 9 36 20 35.1 
Rural Kebele/PA 6 IS.S 2 8 8 14 
Sebeta 15 46.9 14 56 29 50.9 
Place of Raw-Material Purchase 
Rural Villages 3 9.3 2 8 5 S.8 

Sebeta 18 56.2 19 76 37 64.9 
No purchase made II 34.4 4 16 15 26.3 

Place of market for out put 
Rural Market(demand) II 34.4 1 7 28 18 1 31 .6 
Sebeta 21 65.6 I IS I n 39 I 68.4 
Actors 
Husband 14 43 .8 13 52 27 47.4 
Wife 7 2 1.9 4 16 II 19.3 
Children II 34.3 8 32 19 "" " J.LJ 

Sou rce: Own Survey, March 20 II 



Annex 14' Combination of Activities in Sebeta Town (%) 
-'- - --------

Activity Type Only Means The Two Main 'Activities 
1" 2nd 

Kati cal selli ng - 2(5.5) -
Tela Sell ing - - 1(4.8) 
Rural Agriculture/Farming 5(35.7) 4(11. 1) 1 (4.8) 
Grain Mills - 1(2.8) 1(4.8) 
Pensioner - - 2(9.5) 
Cloth &Shoe Sel ling - 6( 16.7) -

Poultry - - 2(9.5) 
Factory Owner - 2(5.5) -
Urban Agriculture - 3(8.3) 4(1 9) 
Fruits and Vegetable Mru'keting - - 1 (4.8) 
Photo Shop - - 1 (4.8) 
House Renting - 3(8.3) 3(14.2) 
Government Employee 4 (28.6) 4( 11.1 ) -
Wood Work 2 ( 14.3) 1(2.8) 1(4.8) 
Metal Work - 1(2.8) 1(4.8) 
Daily Laborer 2( 14.3) 1(2.8) -
Petty Trader in Urban I (7 .1) 1(2.8) 1(4.8) 
Chat Marketing - 1(2.8) -
Service providers ( I Tej bet, 3 bars, - 6(16.7) 2(9.5) 
I Butcher I Bakery & I Barber) 
Total 14 (100) 36(100) 2 1(100) 
Source: Own Survey, March 2011 Flgm'e In the parentheSIS IS pel'centages 



Annex 19: Migrat ion Status of in-migrants (U rban Households) 

Previous place of ,'esidence/bir,th Re porting Households Percent 

Outside of the Woreda 16 38. 1 

Within the Wareela (, 14 .3 
-----,-

Hi nterland( Rural) 20 47.6 

Tota l 42 

Length of Residence in town 

1-5 4 9.5 

6-10 6 14.3 

I 1- I S IS 35.7 
'. 

Above 15 17 40.5 

Tota l 42 100 

Average Length of res idence 13.4 

Did yo u get r emitta nces fmm your rela tives in the last three years? 

Yes 21 42 

No 29 58 

Total 50 100 
--. 

Did yo u send money/ remi tta nce to YQ ur rura l rela tives in the last th ree years? 

Yes 30 60 

No 20 40 

Total 50 100 

Source: OW I1 Survey, March 20 II 



An nex 20: Selected Features of Manufactul'ed/ lndustrial Goods Retailersrrraders in Sebeta Town 

Traders I 2 3 4 5 Aver(ige I 

Ownership Private Part ner Private Private Private 
Startup Capital(birr) 40,000 150,000 90,000 75,000 120,000 95.000 
Source of Capita l Self Bank Self Se lf Bank 
Weekly Sa les(birr NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Place of Purchase Addis Ababa Ad d is Ababa Add is Ababa Add is Ababa Addi s Ababa 
Place of Sale of Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta 
Manufactured Goods 
Customers Town TOIVn dIVellers/ Town dwellers/ Town dwellers! Town dwellers/ 

dwellers/h interiand hinterland farmers hinterl and farmers hinterland .farmers hinterland farmers 

farmers 
Level o f link w ith Very Good Good Very Good Good Very Good 
rura l Kebeles 
Hired Labor Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N umber of Labor I 0 2 2 0 

J J 

Sou rce o f Labor Urban Urban/Rural Urban/Rural Urban/Rura l Urban/Rural 

Do You Send Money Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
to you r Rural Families 
(Remittance)? 
Have yo u invested in No No No No No 
agricu lture in rural 
kebe le? 
Sou rce: Own Survey, March 20 II NS- Not Specified 



Annex 21: Se lected Features of C hat T raders in Sebeta Town 

Traders I 2 
, 

4 5 Averacre 0 

Ownership Private I Private I Private Private Private 
Staltup Capital(birr) 5000 4000 3000 2500 2000 33 00 
Source of Capita l Relat ives Relatives Se lf Self Self 
Week ly Sale (bi rr) 1500 1100 700 500 350 830 
Place of Purchase Hinterland Hinterland Hi nterland Hinterland Hi nterland 
Place of Sale of Chat Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta 
Customers -Town dwellers Town dwellers Town-dwell ers Town dwell ers Town dwelle rs -

Level of I ink wi th rural Kebeles Very Good I Very Good Very Good Very Good Very Good 

Hired Labor NO I No No No No 
So urce of Labor - I - - - -

Do Vou Send Money to your Ves Ves Ves Ves Ves 
Rural Families (Remittance)? 
Have you invested in No I No No No No 
agricultu re in ru ra l kebele? 
Source: Own Survey, March 20 I I 



Annex 22: Selected Features of Fruits and Vegetables Traders in Sebeta Town 

Traders I 2 0 4 5 Averaoe J 

Ownership Private Private Private Private Pri vate 
Sta l1U p Cap ita l(birr) 8000 15,000 13,000 7000 10,000 10,600 
Source of Cap ital Self Se lf Self Self Self 
Weekly Sa le (birr) 3300 5500 4800 2400 3900 3,980 
Place of Purchase Addis Ababa Addi s Baba Add is Baba Hi nterlands Add is Baba 
Place of Sale of Fruits and Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta 
Vegetables 
Customers Town dwell ers Town dwellers Town dwellers Town dwellers Town dwellers 
Leve l of li nk with rural Kebeles Weak Weak ·weak Very oood Weak 
Hired Labor No Yes Yes No No 
Number of Labor -

, 
I - -) 

Source of Labor - Ru ra l rura l - -
Do You Send Money to you r No Yes Yes Yes No 
Rural Fa mili es ( Remittance)? 
Have you in vested in No Yes No No No 
agricul ture in rura l kebele? 
Source: Own Survey, March 2011 



, 

An nex 23 : Selected Featul'es of C ha rcoal Traders in Sebeta Town 

Traders I 2 0 4 5 Average j 

Ownership Pri vate Private Private Private Pri vate 
Startup Capital(birr) 2000 3000 5000 8000 10,000 5,600 
Source of Capital Self Self Se lf self Self 
Week ly Sa le (birr) 525 875 1850 2275 3250 1755 
Place of Purchase Hi nteFlands Hinterland s Hinterlands · Hinterlands Finc ha 
Place of Sale of Charcoal Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta 
Customers Town dwellers Town dwellers Town dwelle rs Town dwell ers Town dwellers 

Leve l of link with rura l Kebeles Very good Very good Very Good Very Good Good 
Hired Labor No No No No No 
Source of Labor - - - - -
Do You Send Money to your No No No Yes Yes 
Rural Families (Rem ittance)? 
Have you invested in No No No No No 
agricu lture in rural kebe le? 
Source: Own S urvey, March 20 I I 



A nnex 24: Selected Features of B utche rs in Sebeta Town 

T raders I 2 , 
4 5 Averaoe. 0 

Ownershi p Private Pri vate Private Pri vate Private St3ltup Capita l(bi rr) 20,000 40,000 50,000 25,000 80,000 43,000 Source of Cap ita l Se lf Self Self Self Self Week ly Sale (b irr) 18,000 33,000 37,500 21 ,000 50,000 31 ,000 Place of Pu rchase o f Cattle Hinterl and Hinterland Hinterland Hinterland Hi nterland! AA Place of Sa le of Meat Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta Sebeta C ustomers Town dwe\lers, T own dwellers, Town dwellers, Town dwellers, Town dwellers, 
Addi s Ababa Add is Ababa Addis Ababa Addis Ababa Add is Ababa 

Leve l of link with rura l Very Good Very Good Very Good Very Good Very Good Kebe les 
Hi red Labor Yes Yes Ves Ves Ves Source of Labo r Rura l Rura lfUrban Rural!U rban Rura l Rura l!Urban N umber of Labor I 2 2 I 2 Do Vou Send Money to your Yes Ves Ves Ves Ves Rural Fam ilies (Remittance)? 
Have you invested in No No No Ves (Animal Ves (A nima l ao ricu lture in rura l kebele? Fattening) Fatten ing) Sou rce: Own Survey, March 20 11 



Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduates Studies 

Urban Development and Management 

Structured Questionnaire for Rlmll Households - A Sample Survey 

Objective: The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information on rural-urban linkages and 

their implication on livelihood diversification of households in Sebeta Town and its Hinterlands 

for the partial fulfillment of the Masters of Arts Degree in Urban Development and Management 

at Addis Ababa Uni versity. 

General Directions 

I. You are kindly requested to offer genuine responses. 

2. The study is entirely academic and all responses are confidential. 

3. Feel free to respond. 

Thank you in Advance! 

A. Questionnaire Identification 

1. Name ofWoreda'-----~ 3. Name oflnterviewer·s----------------------

2. Name ofKebele 4. Supervisor' s Signature-----

B. General InfOlmation (encircle the appropriate responses) 

I. Age of HH head---------------------------

2. Sex: I. Male 2. Female 

3. Marital Status: I. Never Married 2. Married 

4. HH head education level: I. Illiterate 

2. In fo rm al education 

3. Adult education 

5. Religious Denomination: 1. Orthodox Christian 

2. Muslim' 

6. Etlmicity: I . Oromo 

2. Amhara 

3. Guraghe 

4. Gamo 

7. Total Number of households-----.----------

3. Divorced/Separated 4.Widowed 

4. Primary & Junior (1- 8) 

5. Secondary (9-12) 

6. Above secondary education 

3. Protestant 5. Other ---------

4. Catholic 

5.Tigre 

6. Others (specify) ----~ 



C. Land Holding and Fanning System 

8. Do yo u have your own land? 1. Yes 2. No 

9. If"Yes" how much is yo ur fa rm size in hectare? (Hence: I Quirti= I/4 ofhectare)----------------

10. In the last I ~ mon ths ha,·e yo u rented out land ry I. Yes 2. No 

II. If "yes·' to whom did yo u re nt out land ry I. Urban people 2. Rural people 

12. How much area/land did you rent out in hectare? -------------------------

13. What is the reason fo r the rent out? 

I. Shortage of draught oxen 3. Shortage of inputs 

2. Shortage of labo r 4. Others (specify)-----

14. Have you rented land for the last 12 months? I. Yes 2. No 

15. If "yes" how much is the area in hactare? ------------------------------

16. What is the reason to rent in land? 

I. Own land is small /land shortage 3. Others (Specify) ----

2. Wish to expand income 

17. Do you fee l insecure to use your farmland for futu re deve lopment? I. Yes 2. No 

18. If "Yes", what is the reason? 

I . Urban expans ion 2. Land redistribution 3. Other (Specify) ----

19. Do you use other Sources of water a part Il·om rain for farm ing? I . Yes 2. No 

20. If " Yes", whi ch type? I . Irri gat ion farm 2. Water harvest 

3. Both 4. Other (specify) ----

21. How much is the area of land developed through Irrigation/water harvest in hectare? ----------

22. Do you produce cerea ls mainly for sale? 1. Yes 2. No 

23. If "No" what is the reason? I. High cost 2 . Lack of Market 

3. Lack of Knowledge 4. No surplus 5. Other (specify) ------- -----

24. Do you have a problem in crop production? 

25 . Jf "ves" please rank the top five in order? 

I . Shortage of Land -----

2. Shortage of Oxen -----

3. Shortage of Labor ----

4. Shortage of Inputs ----

5. Lack of Market - - - - -

I. Yes 2. No 

6. Shortage of Capital -----

7. Tenure Insecurity - -----

8. Lack of Extension Service ----

9. Transport Problem ------

10. Crop Pests and Disease ----



26. Please Ind icate the amount of crops you produced and so ld last year 

Area Amollnt 

No. Types of Crops Cultivated Produced Amolillt Sold Place of Travel 

(timad/qini) (Qu in ta l) (Qu intal) Sale time(hrs) 

I Wheat 

2 Teff 

3 Sorghum 

4 Maize 

" Barely 

6 Beans 

7 Peas 

8 Chick Peas 

9 Vetch 

10 Lentil 

II Chat 

12 Others( spec i fy) 

Place of Sale (Code) 

I . Sebeta town 2. Local market 3. Farm gate 4. Other specify ----

Travel time (hour) (code) 

I. 15 minutes 2. 30 minutes 3. One hI' 4. Two h.rs 6. Above two lu's 

Customel' (code): I. Fa rm ers 2. Urban traelers 3. Urban elwellers 4. Others-----------------

27. What is the overall trend of (crop) production in the last tlu'ee years? 

I . Decreasing 2. No change 3. Increased 

28. If it is increas ing what is the reason? (Multiple answers are possible) 

I. Improved seeds 

3. Use of modern inputs 

2. Use of Irrigation/water harvest 

4. Others (specify) ----

29. If it is decreasing what is the reason? (Multiple answers are possible) 

Customers 

I . Shortage of farm land 

4. High cost ofi nplits 

2. ShOitage of ra in 

5. Shortage of man power 

3. Decreasing so il fett ili ty 

6. Lack of market 

7. Lack of cred it 8. Others (spec ify) ---------------

30. What is the effect of dec line of crop prod uction? 

I. Fallow farm lanel (migrat ion) 

2. Engaged in non-farm ac tivities 

3. Asset (land ) selling 

5. Other (spec ify) ----------------

31. In the last 12 years have yo u produced fruits and vegetables? 1. Yes 

4. Share cropping 

2. No 



No. 

I 

2 

J 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

No. 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

32. If "No" what is the reason? 

I . Sholtage o f water 3 . Shortage of land 5. Lack of market 

2. LilCk of kn oIV ledge 4. Sho rtage of inputs 6. Othe rs (spec ity) ------------------

33. If " Yes" indicate amount produced and so ld (use local un it of quantity) 

Types of I=Yes 

Vegetable 2= No 

Tomato 

POialO 

Onion 

Pepper 

Beet root 

Carrot 

Cabbage 

Others(spec ify) 

Place of se ll (code): I. Sebeta 

Customer (code): I. Fame rs 

A mount Amou nt 

Produced Consumed 

2. Local market 

2. Urban trader 

D. Livestock ]'l'Oduction and Daill' Products 

34. Do you own any kind of livestock? I . Yes 

Amount Place of Customer 

Sold Sell 

3. Farm gate 4. Others 

3. Urban dwellers 4.0thers----

2.No 

35. ff "Yes" indicates the type, number, place of se ll and purchase in the last 12 months? 

Type 1= Yes Numbers at Number sold Unit Price Place of Number Un it Purchase 

2= No present of sel l (birr) se ll bought price (birr) 

Oxen 

Cow 

Ca lves 

Bull s 

Heifer 

Sheep 

Horses 

Donkey 

Others--

Place of sales and purchase (code): I .Sebela town 2.Local market 3 .Othe r (spec Ify) ----

Place of 

purchase 



36. Indicate the type of animal products yo u so ld in the last 12 mo nths. 

For se ll Place of sa le Income earned Customer (code) 

No. Animal Product I- Yes 2-No (Bi rr) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

Mi lk 

Butter 

Cheese 

H ides/Sk ins 

I-laney 

Eggs 

Other 

Place of sale (code): I . Sebeta town 

C ustomer (code): I. Urban dwe llers 

2. Local market 

~ Urban traders 

E. Agricultural Inputs, Extension and Veterinary Sen' ices 

37. Do you use agricultural inputs? I. Yes 

38. [f " yes" identify the type : I. Modern inputs 

3 .0thers (Specify) -----------

3. Fa rmers 4.0thers---

2.No 

2.0rganic fertili zers 3. both 

39. If you do no t use organi c fe rtili zers, what is the reason? 

I . Have no catt le 

2. Used for se ll as cow dung ("kubet" ) 

3 .Used as domestic fuel 

4.Lack of knowledge 

40. If yo u use modern inputs, indicate the amount, va lue and place of Purchase in the last 12 

month s 

No. Type Amount(kg) Cost (Birr) 

I Fertilizers 

2 1 mproved Seeds 

3 Herbicide 

4 Pestic ides 

5 Others 

Supplier (s) (Code): I.Sebela lown 2. fraders 3. Cooperatlves/ull tOn 

Purchase place (code): I. Sebeta town· 2. Rura l Kebele/PA 

Reaso ns for not II sing (code): I.High cost 2. Locally available 

Place of Reason for 

Suppli er (c) purchase not us ing 

4. SA WAR DO 5.0lhers (specIfy) -

3.0thers (specify)--

3. Lack of knowledge 4.0thers---

4 1. The amounl o f modern input usage in the last three (3) years has : 

I . Increased 2. No change 3. Decreased 



42. Do you get agric ultural extension services? I. Yes 2.No 

43. If"Yes" from where? I . Sebeta town 2 SHWARDO 3. Others-----

44. If you "No·· what is the reason? I. Hi gh cost of service 

2. Shortage of extension workers 

3. Lack of Knowledge 

4. Other (specify) --------

45 . From Where your PA extension wo rk ers came from ? I . Within PA 2. Sebeta 3.0ther---

46. Do yo u get veterina ry services? I. Yes 

47. lf··Yes·· fro m where? I. Sebeta town 2. SHWARDO 

48. Who prov ides you veterinary services I. Private sector 

2. No 

3. Other (specify) ---------

2. Government 

3. Both 4. Other (specify) -----------------

49. If you do not get veterinary services, what is the reason? 

I . Hi gh cost of service 

3. Lack of knowledge 

F. Non-Frum Source oflncome 

2. Shortage of Veterinarians 

4. lnaccessibilty S.Others (spec ify) -----

SO. Do you participate in any Non-Farm income generating activity in the last 12 months? 

No I=Yes Place of Actors III Income Place of Place 

No n- Farlll Activitv 2=No work the famil y earned per material product 
month purchase se ll 

I Hand Craft: 

-weav ing 

-Meta l work 

-Pottery/Clay work 

-Tannery 

-Wood wo rk 

-Others 

2 Food and Orin!\: 

-Kat icala 

production 

-Ka ti ca la se lling 

-Tella se lling 

-Teji selling 

-Tea roOI11 

-Food vending 

-Enjira selling 

of 



3 

4 

5 

6 

Agricultu,-c: 

~ Daily laborer 

-Crop production in 

other households 

-L ivestock keeping in 

other households 

-Lahorer in Flori culture 

-o ther 

Trading: 

-Grain trade 

-Consumer goods relai I 

-Texti le & shoe 

-Durable goods trading 

-Non-durable goods trade 

-Gas/kerosene retai I 

-Other 

Construction: 

-Carpentry 

-Bu ilding 

-Stone quarry 

-Wood implementing 

-others 

·Bil',h atlcnda nts 

-Charcoal 

markcting 

-Fi re wood "cl1(.Ior 

·H,cpair scn ricc 

-llroker 

-G ua rd/Walch lIlali 

-Clot h washing 

-Others (Speci ry) 

Place of \Vorl(/product se ll (c). I . Home 2. Local village/mkt 

Family membe r engaged (code): I. Father 2. Mother 

, 
.) . Sebeta town 

3. Ch ild ren 

4. OthelS ---

4. All 

Place of raw lIlateria l purchase (code): I. No purchase made 2. Loca l market 3. Sebeta lown 4.0thers----

50. What is the reason for undertak ing N FAs? 

2. Shortage of land 

I . Decreas ing Agricul tural Activity 

3 others (specify) -------

5 1. For what purpose did YO lilise the income from N FAs? I. Buy food 

2. Buy agricu ltural inputs 3.Repay debt 4.Education and medical fee 5.Trade 



G. Market and Marketing Services 

52. Where do you get grain mill services? 

I. Sebeta town 2. Within Rural Kebele/PA 3. Both 4. Others (specifY) --------

53 . Do you get information on demand and price of yo ur product~ I. Yes 2. No 

54. If " Yes", what are the sources ofinfonnation? 

I. Radio 

4. Relatives in Sebeta town 

2 . Other farmers 

·5 . Self assessment 

3 . Extension workers 

6. Others (specify) --

55. Your last 12 month ex pend iture on non-durable, durable goods and place of purchase 

Did you buy 

No. Items I ~Yes, 2~ No Cost (Birr) Place of purchase 

Non-durable Goods 

I Soap/Omo 

2 Consumabl e goods (Sugar, 

Tea, Coffee, Oil, Spices, 

Sa lt) 
, 

Kerosene J 

4 Shoes 

5 Cloth 

6 M ed ication 

7 Entelta in ment 

8 Others (Specify) 

Durable Goods 

I Radio /Tape 

2 Watch 
, 

Household Furniture J 

4 HOllse construction 

5 Jewe lry 

6 Others (Specify) 

Market place purchased (code): I. Sebeta town 2. Wlthlll Rural kebele/PA 3. Other small town 4. Other -



56. Frequency, reasons and transport mode to visit Sebeta town 

No. Reason 

I Market 

2 Education 

3 Health 

-I Admi nist ration court 

5 Family visit 

6 To get information 

7 To look fo r employment 

8 Others (speci fy) 

Frcqu clIC) (codc) 
I. Da ily 

Frequency (code) Tran sport mode (code) 

3. Once in two weeks 4. Monthly 
5. Once in two month 

2. Three times per week 
6. Never go 7. Others (Specify) ---------

Transport Mode (code): I . on foot 2. Animal back 3. Vehicle 4.0 there --

57. How do you evaluate the market service offered in Sebeta Town? 

I . Exce ll en t ~ Ven· good 3. Good 4. Satisfac tory 5. Poor 

58. Are there rural markets in you r loca lily other than Sebeta Town? I. Yes 2. No 

59. [f"Yes" which market do you prefer often? 1. Sebeta Town 

60. Do you pay tax when you sell your products in Sebeta town? I. Yes 

2. Rural Market 

2. No 

6 1. If "Yes" for which product? I . Livestock 2. Cereals 3. Vegetable 4. For all 

62. What is Ihe comparative ad va ntage of go ing to Sebeta town than ru ral markets? 

I. Better Price 2. Better market service 3. Accessibility 4.0thers ----

63 . How many hours do you spend to go to Sebeta town on foo t? 

l.l 5 Minutes 2. 30 Minutes 3. One hour 4.Two hours 5.Above 2 hours 

64. What kind of road net works your rural kebele/PA has with Sebeta Town? 

I. No road 2. Sur faced road 3. Grave l road 

65. Is there an effort made to enhance the road net work? I . Yes 

4 . Asphalted road 

2. No 

66 . Is there Telecommunication service in your P A? I . Yes 2. No 

67. If "Yes" what is its type? I . Fixed/Land line onl y 2. Mobile phone only 

68. Do you borrow money fo r marketi ng purpose in the last 12 months? 1. Yes 

69. If "yes", from where? I. Bank 2. Relati ves 3. Micro fi nance 

4. Rural money lenders s. Urban money lenders 6. Urba n traders 

70. Do you save money? I . Yes 2. No 

3. Both 

2. No 



71. If" Yes", where do you save? I. Bank 3. Traditional saving (lquib) 

2. Credit Union 4. Others (Specify) ---------------

I-I. Migration (Causes, Jobs and SOlu'ces of Information) 

72 . Please indicate the number, sex, and age of out migrants from your family as well as place of 

destination and major jobs? 

Sex Place of Major jobs at 

Who Moved I=M 2=F Age dest ination destination 

Person who moved (code): I. HH head 2. Female ch ild 3. Male ch ild 4.0ther 
Sex (code): I . Male 2. Female 

Place of destination (code): I. Rural with in SHW 2. Sebeta 3.U rban within SHW 

4. Outside of the SHW 5. Out of Eth iopia 6. Other (Specify) ----.--

73 . What is/are the cause(s) fo r out-mi gration? (Multiple answers are poss ible) 

I. High population pressure (labor surplus) 6. Search ing fo r better jobs, education, health, etc 

2. Land shortages 7. Low local demand for fu lltime non-farm work 

3. Decreasing soi l fertili ty of the ava ilable land 8. Inter household conflict in the access to land 

4. Risk such as draught . li vestock diseases and pests 9. Unwillingness to work in family farm 

5. Low household income from fann ing 10. Others (spec ify) ·---------------------

74. What are the major sources of information for out-migrants? 

1. Relatives and fr iends at destination 2. Nearby towns 

3. Letter and telephone from migrant relatives, friends and neighborhoods 

4. Ex tensions officers 5_ Rad io 6. Television 7. Others (specify) -----------

I .Remittance and Visit 

75. In the past 12 months have you received money or gift from migrants? 1. Yes 

76. If "yes" for what purpose you use remittance? 

I. To invest in agri cultural production 

2. Fee fo r education and hea lth care 

5. Repay debts 

7. For building house 

3. To invest in small trade 

4. To purchase livestock 

6. Dail y ex penses 

8. Others (Specify) --------------

2. No 



77. If there is/are migrant member(s) in your family , what is/are the effects in your household? 

1. Increase income 3. Information source 4. Change of consumption pattern 

2. Increase land holdi ng size 5. Others (specify) ---------------------

78. What is the trend of remittances and gifts in the past three years? 

1. Decreasing 2. Remain the same 3. Increasing 

79. If decreasing what is the reason behind? 

1. Low leve l of migranf s education and the resulting low income 5. Others (specify) 

2. Involve in the informal sector and the resulting low return 

3. Lack o f job opportunities 4. Retrenched from formal employment 

80. [n the past 12 months, which religious, social and traditiona l ceremonies play an important 

role in the case of migrants to vi sit home village? 

1. Weeding 3. Traditional ceremony 5. Meskel 7. Epiphany 

2. Funera l ceremony 4. New Year 6. Christmas· 8. Easter 

9. Ramadan 10. Moulid 11 . Others (speci fy) 

81. Which factor(s) contribute(s) to maintai n links between migrants and home vi llage? 

I. Ownership of farm land 2. Ownership of live stocks 

3. Some households remain in the villages 4 . Sending money back 

5. Visit of the village duri ng soc ial and religious ceremonies 6. Others (specify) --------

1-1. Open Ended Questions 

82. What are the major factors that affect the existing rural-urban marketing li nkage between 

Sebeta town and its hi nterl ands? -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

83. In your opinion, what do you suggest to enhance the existing positi ve rural -urban linkages 

between Sebeta to wn and its hinterlands? -----------------------------------------------------------------



Stnlctured Questionnaire for Urban Households - A Sample Sw-vey 

Objectives: The purpose of thi s questionnaire is to gather information on rural-urban linkages 

and their impli cation on livelihoods dive rsifi cati on of households in Sebeta town and its 

hi nterlands for the parti al fu lfill ment of the Masters of Arts Degree in Urban Development and 

Management at Addi s Ababa Un iversity. 

General Direction 

I. You are kindl y requested to offer genuine responses 

2. The study is enti rely academic and all responses are confidential 

3. Feel free to respond 

4. You are not ob li ged to write you r name 

Thank You in Advance! 

A. Questionnaire Identification 

I . Date of interview -------- ------------ 4. Respondent' s code -------------------

2. Questionnai re ' s code ----------------- 5. Kebele -------------------------

3. Interviewer' s name ------------------ 6. Supervisor 's Signature ------------

B. Household Chrullcteristics 

I. Age ofHH head: ----------------------------------

2. Sex: I. Male 2. Female 

]. Marital Status: I. Never Married 2. Marri ed 3. Divorced/Separated 4.Widdowed 

4 . HH head education level : I. Il literate 4. Primary & Junior ( 1-8) 

2. Informal education 5. Secondary (9 -1 2) 

3. Adu lt education 6. Above secondary 

5. Religious Denominati on: I . Orthodox Christian 

2. Muslim 

3. Protestant 5. Other -----

4. Cathol ic 

6. Etlmicity: I . Oromo 

2. Amhara 

3. Guraghe 

4. Gamo 

7. Family size-------------------------

5.Tigre 

6 . . Others (specify) - - ---



C. General Questions 

7. How long d id you live in the kebele? ---------------------

8. Where is yo ur birth place? I. Sebeta town 3. Other small town in the woreda 

2. Surrounding rural kebe le 4 . Others. (S pec ify) ---- ---

9. What is yo ur maj or occupation: I . Merchant 2. Publi c employee 3. Private sector employee 

4 .Daily laborer 5. House wife 6. Unemployed 7.0 thers (specify) ------

10. What type of fa rm out puts do you need fro m rural areas most? 1. G rains 2. Livestocks 

3. Vegetables 4.Wood and Charcoal 5.AII 6.0thers (specify) 

II . Do rural out puts from the hinterl and sati sfy your demand? 

I. Yes 2.No 

12. If"Not" from where do you meet the unsatisfi ed needs? -------------------------------

13. How do yo u eva luate the suitabi lity Of market in Sebeta town? 

1. Excell ent 3. Good 5. Others (Specify) -------------------

2. Very good 4. Unsuitable 

14. Indicate the type, amount, va lue and suppliers of each food item (cerea ls and pulses) that you 

Purchase in last lll onth0 

No Items Amount(kg) Cost(Birr) Suppliers Purchase place 

I Tell 

2 Maize 

, 
Wheat , 

" Bare ly 

5 Beans 

6 Peas 

7 Chi ck Peas 

8 Pu lse 

9 Vetch 

10 Lentil 

I I Chat 

12 Others·· 

Suppl iers (code): I .Fanners 2. Urban traders J. Wholesalers 4. Others (spec ify) ---

Purchase place (code): I. Sebeta town 2. Rural market 3. Farm Gate 4. Others (Specify) -



15. Indicate the type, amount, va lue and suppliers of each food item (frui ts, vegetables and dairy 

Products) in last month 

No. Items Bought 

I On ion 

2 Tomato 

3 Potato 

4 Cabbage 

S Ca rrot 

6 Beet root 

7 Pepper 

8 O range 

9 Banana 

10 Honey 

I I Milk 

12 Better 

13 Cheese 

14 Charcoa l 

IS Fire wood 

16 Others (S pec ify) 

Supp li ers (code): I.Farmers 

Purchase (code): I .Sebeta town 

Amou nt(kg) 

2.Urban traders 

2.Rura lmarket 

Cost(B irr) Suppliers 

3 . Wholesalers 

4.Farm gate 

Market place 

4.0thers (spec Ify) --­

S.Others ( specify) --

16. Do you visit the hinterlands mainly fo r market purpose? I. Yes 2. No 

17. [f"Yes" what kind of transport do you use? 

I . Bare foot 2. Animal back 3. Any vehicle 

18. Do you sell any goods and services to rural people? I. Yes 

4. Others (Specify) ---------

2. No 

19. If "Yes" what kind of goods and services? 

I . Consumers 2. Manufactured 3. Advisory service 4.0thers (Specify) 



20. Please could you indicate your main activities and source of household income? 

Major Acti vities Major Activities 

Town Business Only means Pr ill1 ar~ Sl!condary Town Busi ness Onl y means Primary Secondary 

Hotel Porter 

Restaurant Bakery 

I c.i bet Poultry trade 

Butch!.!I,)' Barber 

C hat trade Petty trade 

Grain Mill Kat! ca l production 

and se ll ing 

Clolh shop Tella se lling 

Shoe shop Food vend ing 

Tailor Urban agricultu re 

Photo shop Rural agriculture 

I-licle and ski n Non·farm act ivity in 

rural 

(j<lrag~ I-Io ll se rent ing 

Wood work Livestock ri sing in 

town for mi lk, cheese .. 

Metal work Stone quarry 

Phannacy Daily laborer 

Repair Vegetab le se lling 

Guard Processi ng 

21. What is fare the main problel11(s) you faced in undertaking trade and other service and 

Informal activities? (Multiple answers are possible but rank the top tlu'ee for each? 

For Primary: 

I. No problelll ------ 2. Lack ofcap iwl------ 3. Lack of education and training··--- 4. Man power shOltage-

5. Lack of marketing---------- 6. Lack of credi t---------- 7. Lack of transport--------- 8. Lack of information---

9. Lack of cooperative organization------- 10. High cost of transport---------- I I . Others (specify) --------

For secondary: 

I. No problelll------ 2. Lack of capital--- 3. Lack o f ed ucation and training----- 4. Man power shortage-

5. Lack of market ing---------- 6. Lack of credit---------- 7. Lack of transport--------- 8. Lack of information----

9. Lack of cooperative organi zation------- 10. High cost oftranspoI1---------- II . Others (spec ify) --------



22. Where do undertake yo ur trade and other urban activities? 

I. In the nea rby vill age/hi nte rl and 

2. In Sebeta Town 

3. In other urban centers 

4. Others (Specify) ---------------

23 . What mode of transportation do you use for trade item and other goods? 

I . Donkey and o ther animals 

2. Self carried 

3. Hired vehicle 

4. Hired labor 

24. What is the current status of trade and service acti viti es in comparison with the last five 

Years? I . Improved 2. Not improved 

25. Who are your customers? For primary: FOI' Secondary : 

1. Sebeta town dwellers 1. Sebeta town dwellers 

2. Vi ll age dwellers 2. Village dwellers 

3. Other urban dwellers 3. Others urban dwellers 

4. Others (Specify) 4. Others (Specify) ----

26. What problem do you face in marketi ng goods and providing service? 

I . Poor road transpo rt 5. High cost of transport 

2. Lack of information on market 6. Price fluctuation 

3. Lack of working place 7. High taxation 

4. Low demand 8. Others (specify) ------------

27. From where do yo u purchase food crops? 

I. Trade rs in Sebeta town 4. Vi llage market from traders 

2. Sebeta directl y from famers 5. In the farm gate 

3. Vi llages market from farmers 

28. Did you engaged/invested in rural agriculture (crop and/or li vestock ri s ing) in the last 

agri cultural Seasons? I . Yes 

29. If"Yes" how do you access land? 

I. Renting/leasing 

2. Purchasing 

2.No 

3. Inheritance 5 . Share cropping 

4. Borrowing 6. Others (Specify) ------------

30. What is the size of land vou own in hec tare? I. FaJ'lll ing-- ----- ------- II.Livestock------------

3 I. I f you rent and Share cropped out the land . who rent the land? 

I. Farmers in the village 

2. Farmers in other village 

3 . Urban dwellers 

4. Others (specify) -----------------



32. What source of power did you use to cultivate the land ry 

I. Family labor only 2.Hired labor only 3. Both 

33 . What is the reason for undertaking rural and/or urban agriculture? 

I. The only means of li velihood 4. The availability of finance 

2. To supplement income from trade and others urban activities 5. Others (specify) -

3. Lack of income from trade and se rvice activi ti es 

34. Did you receive any assistance in money or in kind fro m your rural relati ves in the last three 

years? I. Yes 2.No 

35. If "Yes" indicate the support: l.Moneyonly 2.Food items only 3.Both 

36. Have yo u send money to your rural relatives in the last three years? I. Yes 2.No 

37. How do yo u express change in your households ' month ly income for the last tlu'ee years? 

I. Decreased 2.No change 3. Increased 

D. Opcn Ended Questions 

38 . What are the main facto rs that affect rural-urban marketing linkages between Sebeta town 

and its hi n ter I and s? --- ------- ---- --------- ------- ------ ---- ---------- ------ ---------- ------- ----- ----------

39. In your opinion, what measures should be taken to strengthen the ex isting marketing linkages 

between Sebeta town and its hinterlands? -------------------------------------------------------------



Intcl-view Questions for Urban Traders 

Objectives: The purpose of this questionnai re is to gather info rmation on rural-urban linkages 

and thei r implication on livelihoods diversification of households in Sebeta town and its 

hinterlands for the partial fulfi llment of the Masters of Arts Degree in Urban Development and 

Management at Addis Ababa University. 

General Dil·ection 

I . You are kindly requested to offer genuine responses 

2. The study is entirely academic and all responses are confidential 

3. Yo u are not ob liged to write yo ur name 

A. Questionuaire Identification 

1. Date of Interview--------------------- . 

2. Questionnaire's Code----------------

3. Interviewer' s Name------------ --------

4. Name of Enterprise------------c------

B. General Information 

1. Age of HH head: ------------------------------

2. Sex: I. Male 2. Female 

3. Marital Status: I. Never Married 2. Married 

4.1-1 1-1 head education level: I. Illiterate 

5. Religious Denomination: 

6. Ethnicity: I. Oromo 

2. Amhara 

2. Informal ed ucat ion 

3. Adu lt education 

I. Orthodox Christ ian 

2. Mus lim 

3. Guraghe 

4. Gamo 

7. F ami I y size-----------------------------

Thank you in Advance! 

5. Respondent's Code------------------

6. Kebele-----------------

7. Supervisor's Signature-------------

3. Divorced/Separated 4.Widdowed 

4. Primary & Junior (1-8) 

5. Secondary (9- 12) 

6. Above secondary 

3. Protestant 5. Other --------

4. Catholic 

5. Tigre 

6. Others (specify) -----

8. What is the type of ownershi p? I. Sole ownershi p 2. Partnership 3. Cooperatives 4. Others 

9. Ind icate the level of service: 1. Who lesaling only 2. Retailing only 3.80th 



10. How much was you r initial capita l? ----------------------- (birr) 

II. Indicate the source of capital: I. Bank 3. Self S.Others (spec ify) ---

2. Micro finance 4. Re latives 

12. From where do you purchase cOlmnodities? 

I. Hinterland far mers 2. Whole sellers in the town 

3. Other smal l towns in the woreda 4. Addis Ababa 

5. Other small towns outsides the woreda 6. Others (specify) -------------

13. Who are your mai n customers? 

I . Urban Residents 3. People from other towns in the region 5.0thers---

2. Hinterland farmers 4.0ther towns outside the region 

14. What is the scale of your marketing linkages with the hinterland farmers? 

I . Very strong 2. Strong 3. Medium 4. Weak 

15. Do you have a store for goods to be rented for rural farmers? I. Yes 

16. Do yo u have employee/s? I. Yes 2. No 

17. If "Yes" where is the place of residence? 1. Surrounding hinterlands 

3. Small towns within the woreda 4.Towns outside of the woreda 

5. Very weak 

2.No 

2.Sebeta town 

S.Others (specify) 

18. Have you been send support to your relati ve in the rural areas in cash or in kind during the 

Past three Years? 1. Yes 2.No 

19. Do you have any kind of investment in the surrounding rural kebele last year? I. Yes 2. No 

20. If ' Yes" in which of the following activity did you engaged? 

1. Crop production only 2.Livestock only 3. Both 4. Others (specify) -

C. Open Ended Questions 

21. In your opinion, what are the main constraints of rural-urban economic linkages in Sebeta 

town and its rural hinterlands? -------------------------------------------------------------------------

22. What factors do you suggest that must be improved in order to enhance rural-urban market? 

Lin kages? ----------- -- ------- ------ --------- --- -- -- ---- ---- ---------- --- --- ------ -------- --- ---------------



Checklist for Semi-Structured Intel"View for Key Infor-mallts 

I. What are the main agricultural products /services or manu facturing acti vities flow between the 

town and the rura l areas? 

2. What are the ma in constrain ts of farme rs/gra in traders in marketi ng agricul tural produces? 

3. Does production from the hinterl ands satisfies urban demand? 

4 .Do the extension officers advice the pe.ople regarding crop production, veterinary services, 

Cooperatives, etc? 

5. Which kinds of Non-fa rm acti viti es are im portant in your loca li ty? W hat are the major causes 

that enfo rces rural households to invo lve in the non- fa rm activities? 

6 . Why do people migrate? How migration does infl uence the size of labor force? What are the 

Effects of migration? 

7. How do you see the suitability of market area in the town (study area)? 

8. What do you suggest to enhance or improve rural-urban li nkages (flow of goods, people, 

Info rmation and services) between Sebeta town and its hi nte rl and? 



Checklist for Focus Group Discussion 

I. How does land di stribution among households? (How do access land in the village?) 

~ What arc the major agri cultural produces (both crops and live stocks production) that have 

been brought to the market and their effects on li velihood of households? 

3. What are the main constraints of agricultural productions and flow of agricultural output 

between rural households and urban market area? 

4. What are the types of industrial goods and services supplied to and sources of agricultural 

inputs for rural households as wel l as the main constraints re lated to the services provision? 

5. What are the major urban related non-fa rm activities in yo ur village? What are causes for 

Undertaking the activities? What are the advantages and challenges? 

6. For what purpose did you use the cash from Non-farm activities? 

7. What are the nature of migration and causes for out-migration in your village? 

8. What is the negati ve and positi ve impacts out-migration? Which one out weight? 

9. For what purpose you use the reniittances sent from migrants at destination? 

I 
.1 
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