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Socio Economic Determinants of Food-Insecurity aghé&®ural Households in Demba Gofa
Wored, SNNPR, Ethiopia.

By
Girma Fisha (B. Sc)

ABSTRACT

The struggle to achieve food security at the hooiselevel in the rural areas of Ethiopia dated
back a long period. Yet remained as a challengingl.gTo intervene the problem, the need
disentangle the interwoven factors which influefioed insecurity, and to understand the
livelihood strategies of the rural households haw paramount importance to development
practitioners and policy makers to find the way.duat light of this, examination of the socio
economic characteristics of the food insecure; ftdigation of factors influencing food
insecurity; and assessment of livelihood strategiethe rural households were undertaken in
the study.

In this study sampling procedure was employed kecse5 Kebeles out of 35 kebles and 200
sample households was drown out 5 kebeles in they shrea. For the purpose, survey
guestionnaire was prepared to collect the primaayadrom the sample households.

To analyze the data, descriptive statistics likeameercentage, and frequency distribution were
used to describe the socio economic characteristicthe sample households and used to
identify the determinants of food insecurity. Theseiables are include family size, annual
income, amount of credit received, irrigation uage of household head, status of education,
cultivated land size, livestock ownership and nunolh@x owned.

The livelihood strategies of the rural householosravalso found to be diversification and
integration of activities, and migration is also guted when the shock to their livelihood
becomes very serious.

Therefore, consideration of socio economical deteamis of food insecurity; and the livelihood
of the rural households are important because avtes information that would enable to
undertake effective measures with the aim of impgowral livelihoods in general and food
security in particular.

Key words: - food insecurity, socio economic, Ivabd strategies, determinants



Chapter one

1, Introduction

1, 1 Background

The series of African food crises in the severdieg eighties have led to sustained interest in the
various factors that influence peasant food secufihe roles of crop conditions, government
policy and peasant access to economic resources ieeived particular attention (Yared,
1999).
Deepening food crises in several developing coemtspecially those in Sub-Saharan Africa
(SSA), has increasingly become the concern of messearchers, planners, donors and
international development agencies, who have ghigh priority to the study of food system
and the problem of food security (Gezahegn, 1998).capita food production in SSA including
Ethiopia has been declining over the last threades. Despite the available resources and the
efforts made by governments in SSA, food insecugtgained one of the most crucial issues.
The gap between food production and consumptiomast SSA countries is induced by the
slowdown of the agricultural production growth satdhe major causes for the slow growth
rates of agriculture include various factors susluafavorable climatic conditions, undeveloped
infrastructures, inappropriate agricultural pol&ciand predominantly traditional production
systems (Mohamed, 1995).
Ethiopia turned from a food exporter into a foogorter during the period 1955-1959 (Mesfin,
1999).And it was not uncommon in 1960s and 197Gpé&ak of Ethiopia as having the potential
to be the bread basket of the Middle East. It tvak devastating famines for the “bread basket”
argument to beat a reluctant retreat, and socilysts are now awakening to the fact that the
periodic disasters that engulf rural Ethiopia aveaberrations but rather dramatic manifestations
of a disease that have been afflicting the coufurycenturies, and continue to do so at present
(Desalegn, 1988).
Ethiopia lies within one of the most food insecuegions in the world, with a large number of
its population living at subsistence levels andahefent on farm production highly vulnerable to
severe draughts. The smallholder peasant sectbe imost important agricultural sub sector in
the country. Its emphasis is on food grain cropsmttonsiderable improvements of cultivation
practices, management and marketing need to beeéallhe production volume of food grain
crops as well as the per capita food productiongtasvn tremendous fluctuations throughout
the 1980s thus resulting in sever food shortag#néncountry. The main reasons for these are
stochastic shocks such as recurrent draught, laicikcentives for the small-scale food producers
and poor extension services for the small peasamgdholds (Gezahegn, 1995).
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More clearly, in Ethiopia, agriculture accounts &dyout 85% of the working forces, 90% of
exports and 50% of the total gross domestic pro@BBXP). In the 1980s, the sector grew at only
0.1% per annum which is 2.9 percent below the o&f@opulation growth (USAID, 1995; cited
in Mohamed, 1996) while rural unemployment increlasaitrition level declined, and food aid
imports increased, significantly.

The food insecurity problems of Ethiopia, the psbreountry in the world, are well known.
Famines have occurred throughout the country’®hisand in the last 20 years alone, four sever
food crises have taken place (Webb, Von Broun, ¥midanness, 1991; as cited by Von Braun,
1991). More recently, disaster prevention and pegaess commission (DPPC) led multi-
agency pre harvest assessment teams concludealttitat of 14.5 million people (about 21% of
the total population) are estimated to be in neéderoergency food aid. Presently, relief
requirements are estimated at 1,461,679 MT (DPBQ3)2

Adverse changes in climate, combined with long tdattors (technology, environmental,
institutional) led to a decline of land holdingjlstegradation and a decline in yield per hectare.
Moreover, policy induced stagnation of agricultare internal conflict during the 1970s and the
1980s, resulted in continuous food gap for two deseor so that has to be covered with food
aid. Having peaked at about 26.2 % in 1984/85, fambimports amounted to a significant
proportion of domestic production of food cropsteof about 10% or more (FDRE, 2001).
Moreover, the same source further explained thatelsa failure often leads to losses of assets
and a fall into poverty. When weather conditionfeetf food production, the country’s food
situation deteriorates quite rapidly entailing egegicy external food aid imports. In the last two
decades, this has happened several times. Ovéasthi&teen years, Ethiopia has imported food
aid on average 700,000 metric tons per annum te woih the food insecurity in the vulnerable
region of the country (FDRE, 2001). This showsrarease in vulnerability and food insecurity
as well as an increase in the number of people avedailing to enough food from domestic
sources.

Related to problems of food insecurity is the lewé&lnutritional deprivation, stunting and
wasting of children less than 5 years of age, whiduite wide-spread in Ethiopia. According to
the 2000 Demographic and Health Survey, 52% ofdodil under age 5 are under weight
(FDRE, 2001).

Although food self-sufficiency has remained theestagoal of the Government of Ethiopia, the
problem of food insecurity has continued to persighe country. Many rural households have
already lost their means of livelihood due to reeat drought and crop failures (Ayalneh, 2002).
Therefore, what is needed now is to comprehensiggtiress the problem of food insecurity in
the country. Hence, a study of this sort in addngsthe problem has an important role at least in
clearly identifying specific factors and the setyedf the problem that pertain to the area.
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1.2, statement of the problem
Poverty, inequality and food insecurity are the mosicial and persistent problems facing
humanity. As the scale of human activities expahdscapacity of eco-systems to regenerate the
natural resource base becomes an increasingly ngindonstraint to further growth and
development. With respect to agriculture, the comadi effect of population growth on the
developing countries, of increase per capital nmmemf changes in dietary pattern linked inter
alias to growing urbanization, will bring about wisable increases in demand for food and
other agricultural products (Kostas et al., 2001).
Both transitory and chronic food insecurity areesevin Ethiopia. Moreover, food insecurity is
one of the defining features of rural poverty affifeg millions of people particularly in moisture-
deficit and pastoral areas. Even in years of adequanfall and good harvests, these people
remain in need of food assistance (FDRE, 2001).
Draught, the longer term decline in the economindition of households, and the resulting
chronic and acute food insecurity have become ataah challenge and a way of life for
millions of households in rural Ethiopia. In Webmd Hararghe, for example, there have been
very few years without famine relief distributioimse the 1970s, even in moderately dry or non-
draught years. In the central Ethiopian highlamdsere government development resources are
believed to have been concentrated, food insecusitynow permanent. Despite massive
reforestation programs, few trees have survived, daforestation and soil erosion continue to
affect wider areas each year with great loss tecalgural and pastoral production (Getachew,
1995). Despite the importance of agriculture indt®nomy, Ethiopia has been a food-deficit
country for several decades, with cereal food aidraging 14 percent of the total cereal
production in the period 1984 - 99 with a growtlteraf 3 percent per year, the country’s
population will double in less than 25 years. Uslastion is taken urgently, therefore, the gap
between food supply and demand will widen furtheat 8ood insecurity will become even more
pervasive (FAO, 2001).
Moreover, the same source further explained th#tieatoot of Ethiopia’s food deficit is its low
agricultural productivity, cereal yields stagnatdround 1.2 tons per hectare between 1980 and
1997. The decreasing size of farm has led to ateshdallow periods and even continuous
cropping, and limited efforts to recycle crop resd or other organic matter into the soil have
resulted in farmers having to invest in chemicdiilfieer to produce enough for their subsistence
requirement. Coming from the other side too, thallehge of inadequate growth of food
production, high population growth rate and inappiete government intervention in the
economy as well as the prolonged civil war have enachieving food security, whereby each
person has economic and physical access to suiftfifved to lead a healthy and productive life,
an arduous goal. Rural households are vulnerablieot insecurity not simply because they do
not produce enough, but either they hold littleeserve or they usually have scant saving and
few other possible sources of income to obtain adtgfood to meet their daily subsistence food
energy requirements (Ayalneh, 2002).
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The dry land area of Ethiopia comprises about 70%hetotal landmass and 45% of the arable
land which includes arid, dry semi-arid and partttod sub-moist zone. However, these areas
contribute only 10% of the total crop productiond&he, 1999).This amount of production is
not sufficient to sustain the households residimghie area. The situation is aggravated by the
fact that productivity in those areas declineshatrate of 3-4 percent (Kidane, 1999).

Demba Gofa Woreda is categorized as a chronicalbyg fdeficit Woreda of southern nations
nationalities and peoples regional state (SNNPRE)ough a substantial food aid is distributed
annually and some commercial food distributionlganade during severe draught years, the
food balance sheet constructed for Demba Gofa sthdivet there prevailed a huge annual deficit
during all the years

Agriculture in the rural part of Demba Gofa is mm@intary and low in productivity. The Woreda
Integrated Basic Service (WIBS) has been functignmDemba Gofa Administrative Council
(DGAC) since 1995/96 fiscal year. One of the atigei of this program is to ensure the rural
household food security through provision of cre@tanning and Economic Development
Office, 2000). Besides this, the council has laeacHifferent small scale irrigation schemes to
bring about rural households food security. Morepdéferent NGOs too, are functioning for
the same purpose in the area. In spite of all teéfeets, most farm households of the area are
facing food shortage just 2-3 after months of hsttv@o cope with this situation, farm
households are moving to the town in search of fplt, with little success, some even totally
abandon the discouraging agricultural way of life.addition to the general identification of
food insecurity of the World, regional and counteyel, disaggregated information on the
incidence of food insecurity is required both feooger policy design and adequately targeted
interventions. This entails identification of diféat categories of the food in secured at the local
and household level by sector of economic actiatgupational characteristics, and social status
by age and gender (Kostas et al., 2001).

Furthermore, more than at any time in the last 8ary; it will be lack of information and
analysis rather than ideology and conflict that wanstrain the ability of policy makers to make
choices that bring about food security both now iartthe future (Kostas et al., 2001).

Hence, the researcher has taken the initiativéuiyghis problem and to analyze with the socio
economic factors that are associated with housefamld insecurity and the severity of the
problem in Demba gofa woreda.

1.3, significance of the study
A study of socio- economic determinants of foodemsity is vital because it provides with
information that will enable effective measuredtoundertaken so as to improve food security
status and bring the success of food security dpweént programs. It will also enable
development practitioners and policy makers to Haetter knowledge as to where and how to
intervene in rural areas to bring food securitymamimize the severity of food insecurity.
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Moreover the empirical analysis carried out in stisdy was also expected to contribute towards
better food gap estimation. Hence such studieggrertant in that they could help in designing
food security development programs and food sectelated policies.

Furthermore, little work has been done about rivalihood strategies in the study area. Hence,
this study besides its narrowing potential of thelevgap of knowledge about livelihood
strategies, it was also expected to equip theréifteorganizations and policy makers with the
more pertinent information of livelihood strategedopted by the rural households of the area.
In turn help them to design ways so as to buildr ilervention systems on the strength of the
rural households.

1.4, Hypothesis and Resear ch Questions

1.4.1 Hypothess
Socio- economic factors such as gender, level at&ibn, age, economical activities of each
household member have significant effect on foegdurity.

1.4.2Resear ch questions
With the aim of addressing general and specifiecdibjes of study, the research work was
guided by the following specific questions.

1. What is the main income generating of the houséhold
2. What is the main cause of low productivity of treukehold?
3. What was the major causes of food shortages

1.5, objective of the study

Making their living on marginal and moisture stesgsand heavily degraded and less productive
land, societies in the study area are facing caotis food shortage. On top of this ever
decreasing holding size and increasing populatiche study area have made the food situation
worsened. Realizing this and other issues many rgowental and non-governmental
organizations are intervening at least to lessenmnialadies of the food problem, but little
success is yet achieved. Cognizant of these feutsstudy will envisage in the area with the
following objectives:



1.5.1General objective
+ Study the socio-economic characteristics of thel fimsecure rural households
in study area.
1.5.2 Specific objective

1. Identify the determinants of food insecurity amahng rural household;

2. Examine the livelihood strategies of rural housdhol

1.6 Scope and Limitation of the study

The study was conducted to identify the socio eouoofactors of food insecurity at the
household level and to assess the determinanite gfroblem at this level. The study covers only
200 of sample respondent but cannot collect alpaoedent survey because 20 sample
respondents was failed because the researcher dmmtcbelieve the collection of data.
Moreover, the study deals with a limited numberhouseholds and focuses on the socio
economic factors of food insecurity. Besides t@,thihe data were collected at one time period
and during the time of severe food shortage fagetthé households in the study area. The scope
of this study was limited by budget and other reselimitation.

Even if the study will be restricted in terms of toverage its outputs can be used as a spring
board for more detailed and area specific studies.



Chapter Two

2, LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 CONCEPTSOF FOOD SECURITY
A clear understanding of the concept of food ségisian essential element to better explore the
underlying causes and dimensions of food insecufityod security is a concept that can
generally be addressed at global, regional, ndtigud-national, community, household and
individual levels (Kifle and Yosef, 1999). Sinceettvorld food conference of 1974, the concept
of “food security” has evolved, developed, multgalj and diversified. At the last count, there
were close to two hundred definitions of the teBmith et al, 1992; Cited in Maxwell, 1996).
The conceptual framework of food security has peegively developed and expanded based
particularly along with the growing incidence ofriger, famine and malnutrition in developing
countries. The concept of food security attainedewiattention in the early 1980s after the
debate on *access’ to food and the focus of unaraflysis shifted from national and global level
to household and individual levels (Debebe, 1996 history of thinking about food security
since the World Food Conference can be concepaghlis consisting of three important and
overlapping paradigm shifts. The three shifts drem the global and the national to the
household and the individual, from a food firstggesctive to a livelihood perspective, and from
objective indicators to subjective perceptions (Mak, 1996).
As reviewed in Getachew Deriba (1995), Sen, ana®end Sen, started to argue that ‘the mere
presence of food in the economy, or in the martegs not entail a person to consume it’ and
thus starvation can set in without any obvious eggte availability fall. To make it very clear
available evidences indicate that during the hast decades, there has been an increasing trend
in per capita food output in the world. In contrastsignificant proportion of the populations,
particularly, in the developing world, have beeffexsing from hunger and malnutrition. In
1990, for example, the calorie supply at the gldbatl was more than 110 percent compared to
the total requirement. However, during the sameodemore than 100 million people were
affected by famine and more than a quarter of tbddaypopulations were short of enough food
(Debebe, 1995). These facts indicate that avaitwbdt global level does not guarantee
acquisition of food at national or household lev®lereover increased attention has been given
7



to household and individual level food security dese of the growing understanding that
increasing food production, supply and sufficieatyhe national level (although it is important)
does not necessarily ensure that all householdsh@mdmembers are food secure (Kefile and
Yoseph, 1999)
Food security is defined, in its most basic form,aacess by all people at all times to the food
required for a healthy life. Access to the needmxtifis necessary, but not a sufficient condition
for a healthy life. A number of other factors, swshthe health and sanitation environment and
household and public capacity to care for vulnerabbémbers of society, also come in to play
Von Broun et al (1992). Food security has threeomapmponents: availability, access and
utilization (Haddad, 1997; Kifle and Yoseph, 1999).
Food availability refers to the need to producdisieht food in a way that generates income for
small-scale producers while not depleting the ratrgsource base, and to the need to get this
food into the market for sale at prices that consisnean afford (Haddad, 1997). According to
Kifle and Yoseph (1999) availability is basicallyethousehold’s capacity to produce the food it
needs. The second component relates to peopldity dabi get economic access to this food.
Economic access is typically constrained by incothéouseholds cannot generate sufficient
income to purchase food, they lack an entitlemenhé food. The third component concerns an
individual’s ability to use food consumed for grémwnutrition, and health. In an environment
lacking clean water, sanitation, child care, analthefacilities, the ability to use food to promote
health and nutrition will be impaired (Haddad,1997)
When any of the above food security componentataned seasonally or otherwise, households
are said to resort to what are known as “copingtetlies”. These strategies involve behavioral
changes with regard to food choice, frequency dinga seeking other income sources,
borrowing from kin, etc. In addition to this, hotséds begin to sell their belongings or “assets”
such as livestock, tools, personal possessiongusdhold goods. The type of coping strategies
adopted can vary from area to area, and from halsgét household. Thus household
‘Asset creation’ as a component of food securityeisy important (Kefile and Yoseph, 1999).
The many definitions and conceptual models all @agrethat the defining characteristic of
household food security is secure access at adistito sufficient food. Moreover, there are four
core concepts, implicit in the notion of “secureess to enough food all the time.” These are
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sufficiency of food, defined mainly as the calorie=eded for an active, healthy life; access to
food, defined by entitlement to produce, purchasexehange food or receive as a gift; security,
defined as the balance between vulnerability, ais#t insurance; and time, where food insecurity
can be chronic, transitory or cyclical (Maxwell afnkenberg, 1992).

The concept of “enough food” is presented in défgrways in the literature. As reviewed in
Maxwell and Frankenberg (1992) it is referred a&aminimal level of food consumption”,

” oo

basic food (needed)”, as the fdadlequate to meet nutritional needs”, “enough

|H “
’

“target leve
food for life, health and growth of the young amd productive efforts”, “enough food for an
active, healthy life”, “enough food to supply thaeegy needed for family members to live
healthy, active and productive lives.”
The same source also stated that from the abovgitaefs some aspects of sufficiency or
“enough” food can be distinguished. First the whianalysis is the individual not the household.
Only rarely (Eide, et al., 1985, 1986; Frankenbeagel Goldestien, 1990; Jonsoon and Toole,
1991b; Cited in Maxwell and Frankenberger, 1992) hbusehold considered as a unit. Second,
although the definitions mostly refer to “food”,etimain concern is with calories and not with
food quality and safety. Third, notwithstanding ttiéficulty of measurement, an important
aspect of assessing whether people have accesnoagh” food is to ask how far they fall
below the threshold, i.e., to analyze food inséguap.
Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) further elabor#ted the concept of enough food appears to
make sense to concentrate initially on caloriegleéfine needs not just for survival, but also “an
active, healthy life,” to assess not just the f#c shortfall but also its gravity, and to begiithw
individual needs and build up to the household.
A well elaborated understanding of underlying cqtaal framework for food security should
focus not only on the availability of food, but@lsn access (demand) and utilization (Webb and
Von Broun, 1994; SLE 1999; cited in Ayalneh 200Rhe concept “access” is the question of
whether individuals and households (and nations)adnle to acquire sufficient food. In other
words, access indicates the ability of househotdgégt command over food. For sufficient
calorie intake, food availability in space and timmy be a necessary but not a sufficient
condition, for it does not guarantee effective dedhéor food. Accordingly, a decline in food
availability does neither create hunger nor doegssarily improve household food security.
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Hence ‘access’ to food plays a critical role inwsegtg command over food which in turn is
determined by production, exchange or transfer €dep1995).
It is often argued that the focus on access iphemomenon of the 1980s, largely resulting from
the pioneering work of Amartya Sen (1981, cited/iaxwell and Frankenberger, 1992) on food
entittement. However the idea was already commaepla nutrition planning and had been
amply demonstrated in field studies. Sen’s contidny then, was to codify and theorize the
access question, give it a new name, “food entéleiy and demonstrated its relevance even in
famine situation (Maxwell, 1996).
According to Sen’s entitlement frame work an indual's entitlement is rooted to his/her
endowment-the initial resource bundle-which is ¢farred via production and trade into food or
commodities which can be exchanged for food. If #rgitlement set does not include a
commodity bundle with an adequate amount of fobd,gerson must hungry; or the individual
suffer an entitlement failure. In private ownershiprket economy, the entitlement relations of
individuals are determined by what they own, wihalytproduce, what they can trade, and what
they inherit or are given. Consequently, he dematedd that a decline in food availability was
neither necessary nor sufficient to create hungence famine could occur in absence of any
change in production, if the value of people’s prettbn and work activities declined relative to
the cost of staple food (Maxwell and Frankenbery@292).
An African regional workshop held in 1992 concludkdt households will be food-secure when
the conditions relating availability and accessipibre met, noting that availability includes
adequacy in staples, vegetable and animal proteilishes, vitamin supplements and
concentrated energy sources. These foods mustaméatal preferences and be safe.
Accessibility means that households are able teysefoods through the transformation of
endowments (land, labor, capital and other resaurete) into food entitlements (Republic of
Zambia, 1992a; cited in Sutherland.A.J.et al. 199%)s implies that household food security
(HFS) is not simply a function of household fooadgluction, but is linked, often in complex
way, to the overall livelihood strategies of houslds (Frankenberger, 1992). Strategies include
a household’s ability to convert endowments intodf@ntitlements, even to go hungry, up to a
point, to meet another objective, such as asseepration (de Waal, 1989, cited in Sutherland
A.J.et al., 1999).
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The third main concept is “security:” secure acdessnough food. This builds on the idea of
vulnerability to entitlement failure, focusing moeckearly on risk (Maxwell and Frankenberger,
1992). The risk condition may vary from natural meanmade factors (Debebe, 1995).
Widespread crop failure, natural or other disastsrevell as the risk of fluctuation in production
is some risk conditions contributing to food eetlent failure. Moreover, variability in food
supply, market and price variability, risks in emyhent and wages, and risks in health and
morbidity, and conflict are also an increasinglyntonon source of risk to food entitlements.
Considering its span of duration, World Bank (1986axwell and Frankenberger (1992),
Debebe (1995) Tesfaye and Debebe (1995), and Ayad@02) made a distinction between
chronic and transitory food insecurity, which alesely intertwined. A constant failure to food
‘access’ is distinguished as ‘chronic’ while a tergry decline is considered as ‘transitory’ food
insecurity. Chronic food insecurity is a continugusadequate diet caused by the inability to
acquire food. It affects households that persistdatk the ability either to buy enough food or
to produce their own. Transitory food insecurity, the other hand, is a temporary decline in a
household’s access to enough food. It results frestability in food prices, food production, or
household income-and in its worst form it produizesine (World Bank, 1986).
Transitory food insecurity can be further dividetbi cyclical and temporary food insecurity
(CIDA, 1989, cited in Maxwell and Frankenberger92p Temporary food insecurity occurs for
a limited time because of unforeseen and unprdaetzErcumstances; cyclical or seasonal food
insecurity when there is a regular pattern in teagaicity of inadequate access to food. This
may be due to logistical difficulties or prohibiicosts in storing food or borrowing.
There are also important differences in householod fsecurity issues in rural and urban
contexts. In urban areas, HFS is primarily a fuorctof the real wage rate (that is, relative food
prices) and of the level of employment. Furthee, thiserable health environment in poor urban
areas sometimes makes the urban food securitytisitugualitatively different from the rural
situation. Difference in calorie consumption anduieements exist between rural and urban
areas. Typically, calorie consumption is lower nban areas, partly because of differences in
activity levels Von Broun et al. (1992).
From these definitions, in Ethiopian context, maggncies involved in food security related
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activities adopt World Bank (1986) definition (Kafland Yoseph, 1999). Accordingly for this
specific study the definition of food security pddgy World Bank (1986) was employed making

the unit of analysis the household.

2.2INDICATORS OF FOOD SECURITY
Assessment of food insecurity is a difficult issas there are no universally established
indicators which serve as measuring tools. Foodurg#gc requires a multi-dimensional
consideration since it is influenced by differenterrelated socio-economic, environmental and
political factors. Because of this problem, assegsanalyzing and monitoring food insecurity
follow diversified approaches (Debebe, 1995).
Along with the development of the concept of foedwgity, a number of food security indicators
have been identified. As there are approximately @€finitions of food security there are also
450 indicators of food security (Hoddinott, 2000ne volume on household food security by
Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) listed 25 broat#fined indicators. As Hoddinot reviewed
Riely and Moock (1995) listed 73 such indicatorsmnewhat more disaggregated than those
found in Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992). Chuncplet(1997) notes that even a simple
indicator such as dependency ratio can come withynmeermutations. They listed some 450
indicators. With this abundance of indicators, anportant methodological problem for
researchers and development practitioners is termd@te which indicators are appropriate.
Nevertheless, the utilization of these indicatoeries between the characteristics of the
investigations, procedures and level of aggregatiormost cases, the purpose and depth of
investigations highly influence the use of indicatoln some early warning systems, for
example, three sets of indicators are often usedetatify the possible collapses in food security.
These include food supply indicators (rainfall, saan@lanted, yield forecasts and estimate of
production); social stress indicators (market @ieed availability of produce in the market,
labor pattern, wages and migration) and individsiess (which indicate nutritional status,
diseases and mortality) (RRC, 1990, as cited byebel1995).
Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) made a distincti@tween “process indicators” which
describe food supply and food access, and “outconugcators” which describe food
consumption. Many studies have found that proaadisators are insufficient to characterize
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food security outcomes. As Hodinnot (2001) quot@ling et al (1997) found that there is little
correlation between a large set of process indisatnd measures of food security outcomes.
This finding echoes the conclusion of some deveknagencies, that there is little correlation
between area level food production and househald $&curity (IFAD, 1997).
One critical dimensions of HFS is the availabildf food in the area for the households to
obtain. A number of factors or indicators play drm limiting food supply or availability.
Borton and Shoham (1991, cited in Maxwell and Festlerger 1992) classified these types of
indicators as risk of an event indicator. Thesesangply indicators that provide information on
the likelihood of a shock or disaster event that adlversely affect HFS. They include such
things as inputs and measure of agricultural prbdoc(agro-metrological data), access to
natural resources, institutional development andkeatainfrastructure, exposure to regional
conflict or its consequences. On the contrary, bel@995) argued that such supply indicators
are in most cases aggregated and hardly serve ndanéod stress at household levels. Their
application also varies between places dependimg tipe resource potentials of the area and
economic activities of the people.
According to Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) th@artance of indicators that measure food
access become apparent when it is realized thaehold food insecurity and famine conditions
were occurring despite the availability of food.oBoentittement and effective demand of
households are now seen as crucial to householti $eourity. Socio-economic indicators are
sought that represent the degree of stress beprgssed by a population as economic and social
conditions change and how they are responding.t@&ecognizing that households are not
passive to stress, a major aspect of vulnerahdityFS is the ability of households to cope with
the stress. Borton and Shoham (1991, cited in Mdamel Frakenberger 1992) referred to these
types of indicators as coping ability indicatorsttiprovide information on the capacity of the
population affected by a shock or disaster to wathg its effects.
Moreover, according to Debebe (1995) unlike suppljicators, food access indicators are
relatively quite effective to monitor food securgijuation at a household level. Their use varies
between regions, seasons and social strata refjectirious agencies in the process of managing
the diversified sources of food; i.e., shift toedide activities, diversification of enterprisesda
disposal of productive and non-productive assets.
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Given the cost and time involved with collectingaike data for households, outcome indicators
are usually proxies for adequate food consumptidaxvell and Frankenberger, 1992). In
general, HFS outcome indicators can be groupeddmext and indirect indicators (lbid 1988,
cited in Maxwell and Frankenberger 1992). Direclizators of food consumption include those
indicators, which are closest to actual food consiion rather than marketing channel
information or medical status. Indirect indicatar® generally used when direct indicators are
either unavailable or too costly (in terms of tiame money) to collect.

According to Debebe (1995) outcome indicators camlisaggregated at lower level as opposed
to food supply indicators. The problem with outcomeicators is that some of the indicators
like anthropometric results may not exactly indéc#ite level of food crisis since nutritional
intake is affected by a number of factors like tieahd care.

Table 1 Indicators of household food security

A. Supply indicators -Agro ecological models
-Meteorological data -Food balance sheets
-Information on natural resources -Information on pest damage
-Agricultural production data -Regional conflicts

-Marketing information

B. Food access indicators -Diversification of livestock
-Land use practice -Change of food source
-Dietary change -Access to loan/credit
-Diversification of income sources -Seasonal migration
-Livestock sales -Distress migration

-Sale of productive assets

C. Outcome indicators -Household perception of food security
-Household budget and expenditure -Storage elements
-Food consumption frequency
-Subsistence potential

-Nutritional status

Source Debebe (1995) as adapted from Frankenberger 1992
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Moreover, the report of IFPRI (1992) on improvirgpdl security of the poor explained that
given the multiple dimensions (chronic, transitasiiort term and long term) of food security,
there can be no single indicator for measurin@itferent indicators are needed to capture the
various dimension of food insecurity at the countmpusehold and individual levels, which

include:

» Food security at the country level can, tmeaextent, be monitored in terms of demand and
supply indicators; that is, the quantities of aatlié food versus needs, and net import needs
versus import capacity (import capacity is defireesiforeign exchange earnings net of debt-

service obligations and other necessary foreigha&xge expenditure).

» Food security at the household level is Inesasured by direct surveys of dietary intake (in
comparison with appropriate adequacy norms). Howekiey measure existing situation and not
the downside risks that may occur. The level ofd ashanges in, socioeconomic and
demographic variables such as real wage rates,ogmpht, price ratios and migration, properly
analyzed, can serve as proxies to indicate thasstat and change in, food security. Indicators
and their risk patterns need to be continually messand interpreted to monitor food security

at the household level.

» Anthropometric information can be a usefulngdement because measurements are taken at
the individual level. Yet such information is thetcome of changes in the above indicators and
of the health and sanitation environment. Thisnmiation however, indicates food security after
the fact.

Measurement is necessary at the outset of any @@weint intervention and investigation to
identify the food insecure, to assess the secofitheir shortfall, and to characterize the nature
of their insecurity. As food security at the housldhevel is best measured by direct measure of
dietary intake and since this study bases its measmnt of HFS on household calorie

acquisition, the next section focuses on measurestoome indicators
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2.3MEASURING FOOD SECURITY OUTCOMES
Recent research on the multi-factorial nature ofifsecurity has provided a wealth of analytical
insight, but measurement problems remain as a najallenge, not only for research, but
particularly for targeting, program management, itmoimg and evaluation (Maxwell D. et al,
1999). However the search for viable indicatorgdisven by the lack of a ‘gold standard’
measure for food security. Measures of consumppongerty and malnutrition are all used as
proxy measures, indicators of assets and incomesae as more distal determining factors
(Chung et al., 1997; Haddad et al., 1994; Boui®31daxwell and Frankenberger, 1992; cited
in Maxwell. D. et al (1999).
As further reviewed in Maxwell. D. et al (1999) thest common indicators of food security
revolve around measures of food consumption (Bdii93). A good measure of consumption
requires data on household food consumption, haldaize, age and sex of individuals, as well
as physical size and activity levels. Even if agerasize and activity levels are presumed,
consumption measures capture only the physiologidéiciency elements of food security.
There are also problems with the representativeniessnsumption measures, particularly when
relying on cross sectional data. However, in pcactheasuring calorie intake or the adequacy of
household food availability over time continues lie suggested as the main ‘benchmark’
measures for food security (Chung et al., 1997).
Many studies have found that process indicatorsireefficient to characterize food security
outcomes (Hoddinot, 2001). Accordingly, he outlifiedr measures of household food security
outcomes: individual intakes, household calorieugition, dietary diversity, and indices of
household coping strategies.
Individual food intake dataThis is a measure of the amount of, or nutriecdsisumed by an
individual in a given time period, usually 24 hauf$ere are two approaches used to collect
these data. The first is observational, in thaeanmerator resides in the household throughout
the entire day, measuring the amount of food setee@ach person. The amount of food
prepared but not consumed is not measured. Theeraton also notes the type and quantity of
food eaten as snacks between meals as well aséosiimed outside the household. The second
method is recall, in that the enumerator intervi@ash household member regarding the food
he/she consumed in the previous 24 hours period.
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While calculating this outcome measure, the daliecded on quantities of food are expressed in
terms of their calorie content, using factors thahvert quantities of edible portions into
calories. Then these intake data are compared sigaimefinition of food needs. Individual
calorie requirements reflect individual characteass such as age, sex, weight, body
composition, disease states, genetic traits, pregynand lactation status, and activity levels as
well as climate.
Household calorie acquisitionThis is the number of calories, or nutrients, ilade for
consumption by household members over a definetbgesf time. The principal person
responsible for preparing meals is asked how moold fvas prepared for consumption over a
period of time. After accounting for processingstis turned in to a measure of the calories
available for consumption by the household.
While generating these caloric acquisition dataetof questions regarding food prepared for
meals over a specified period of time, usuallyesith or 14 days, is asked to the person in the
household most knowledgeable about this activityicdnstructing these questions it is necessary
to specify the lists of foods exhaustively, to umégoously distinguish between the amount of
food purchased, the amount prepared for consumpiwhthe amount food served. And it is not
also uncommon for individual to report consumptiorunits other than kilograms or liters. In
such cases it is necessary to convert to a starnaérd
In converting these data into calories, first catal quantities into a common unit such as
kilogram, then convert these into edible portiogsaldjusting for processing; and lastly convert
these quantities into kilocalories using the statd#ocalorie conversion.
Dietary diversity This is the sum of the number of different fomdsumed by an individual
over a specified time period. It may be a simplgharetic sum, the sum of the number of
different foods within a food group, a weighted sumhen additional weight is given to the
frequency by which different foods consumed. Thehoe for generating dietary diversity data
is one or more persons within the household arechakout different items they have consumed
in a specified period. In turn there are two pdssibethods of calculation for this measure. The
first one is calculating a simple sum of the numbledifferent foods eaten by that person over
the specified time period. The second is calcutptinveighted sum, where the weights reflect
the frequency of consumption and not merely thelramof different foods.
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Indices of household coping strategi@#is is an index based on how households adofiteto
presence or threat of food shortage. The persohirwithe household who has primary
responsibility for preparing and serving meals $&eal a series of questions regarding how
households are responding to food shortages.

2.4 DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD INSECURITY

Food security is generally affected by two majoitedminants: Availability of food and
accessibility to it (Andersen, 1997). Same soutse showed that human resource development,
non-food factors, including education, health caaed clean water; population growth,
urbanization and displacement of people greatljanice food insecurity and human nutrition.
This source further stipulated that natural reseusnd agricultural inputs are critical
determinants of food security.
Food insecurity is due to a variety of reasons,taedFAO/UNDP (1987) cited in Getachew
(1995) suggested, i) the relatively high densityhoiman and livestock populations and the
resulting squeeze of land resources; ii) the iitgbdf agricultural practices to sustain the
required productivity levels of land; iii) insuffent level of adoption of modern farm
technology; iv) extensive and often irreversibieels of land degradation; v) the value placed on
livestock, specially cattle, in the social economsigstem and the accomplishing desire to
maintain large livestock holdings.
A case study of resource and food security (likeviied insecurity) of Wobera District of East
Hararghe Zone (Getachew, 1991) showed that sufficeonditions exist for chronic and
transitory food insecurity among the householdseséhconditions are: first, land, one of the
most important resources for food production, iarese among the study households. Second,
other household resources such as livestock hdlen fdramatically. Third, due to climatic
hardship, even cereal major producing areas reheficit, leaving both cereal and cash crop
dependent households in a disadvantaged food sypgsition. Fourth, the administrative
apparatus of Ethiopia (both past and present) otaglethe rural sector with no or realistic
development strategies to reduce risks of foodcinsty.
The same source further showed that agro-ecologidaked variation of holding size and plot
distribution and ox-ownership, as an important dacin determining household resource
endowment and the ability to perform agricultureiaties, came out to be factors
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Which determine the food security situation amohg sample households. Moreover, other
factors that were given due attention in the stwdge labor, land-to-man ratio, ability of the area
to offer cash crop and off-farm income, grazingdlahousehold indebtedness, cash block (off
farm employment income, cash crop income, livestocome and borrowing), market price,
household expenditure (obligation to the statealrimstitution, the household itself and other
households).
In a case study of Social and Demographic Chaiatitsr Habro woreda, using logistic
regression model, Getachew (1993) showed that tsegestatistically significant relationship
between resources held by a household and its ¢d¥ebd security. It was confirmed that those
households which hold land less than three Timedal own any oxen, have a small household
adult equivalent size and earn non-farm incomes$ than Birr 500 (or nothing at all) are those
most at risk of food insecurity among the sampl@utation. Consequently, the researcher
showed that the levels of income and farm sizetla@emost important resources determining
food security when other factors such as favoraliteatic conditions and low pest outbreak are
satisfied. In other words, a larger land size aigth Imcome increase the chances of maintaining
food security.
Poor target groups often lack access to institgtiand services which could help them in
improving their subsistence production and inco8IleH, 1999; cited in Ayalneh 2002).
Moreover, it is a combination of availability, asseand the chance of receiving external
assistance that determines the households’ foadigsec
As explained in FAO (1991) the problem of househfudd security is not simply one of
agricultural output, but encompasses all factofsciihg a household’s access to an adequate
year round supply of food. Thus, the problem ofd&hold food security is not simply one of
next season’s crops, but can also include fac®mdiverse as deforestation, seasonal variations
in food supply, availability of fodder and otherdst foods, shifts from subsistence to the cash
economy, and even the timing of cash needs as kfde0
Lathan (1997) has clearly indicated that incomeikexdd from cash crops or wage earnings and
prices paid for purchased items influence a ruogutation’s food security. Further, the author
stated that inadequate land holdings; landlessaedssharecropping are all potent causes of
family insecurity. Lathan has also identified thdshock’ often precipitates household food
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insecurity. The shock can adversely influence fpomtiuction (suddenly threatening farm food
availability). There are many different kinds ofosks, like serious illness, which may result in
reduced agricultural production in a farm familgss of rural job; farm production crises, such
as failure of the rains, or a plague of locusts@ame other agricultural catastrophe. Any crisis
that has an adverse impact on the livelihood offémily may also result in household food
insecurity.
Ayalneh (2002) in his study of Land Degradationpawerishment and Livelihood Strategies of
Rural Households in Ethiopia, showed that factbad have contributed to transitory and chronic
food insecurity in rural Ethiopia are manifold awmdried, ranging from political and socio-
economic to environmental. Among the political tasthe listed inappropriate agricultural and
marketing policies, and political conflict bothraitional and local level.
Among the socio-economic factors are demographiarateristics of rural households,
inadequate resource endowments, inadequately gmceiafrastructure such as school, hospital
and roads, etc.
The same source further stated that food secuitgerns in rural households depend to a large
extent on the size and age structure of househa@dhbars. The number of the household
member capable of contributing to food productio/ar who can be employed in non-farm
income earning activities will greatly determineuseholds own production and its capacity to
acquire food through enhancing exchange entitlement
On the other hand Gezahegn (1995) explained tleattjor causes of transitory food insecurity
are failure in agricultural production or instatyilin food supplies resulting from stochastic
shocks such as recurrent draught, lack of incemtteesmall scale food producers, and poor
extension services for the small peasant househblasweak system of marketing and transport
operations to procure and collect agricultural picid from widely dispersed rural producers and
to distribute essential agricultural inputs on tiommtributes not only to the fall in production in
some years, but also to the problems caused hydaib move the available food itself to needy
areas.
Further, while Ayalneh (2002) explaining the featof food insecure groups, he also implicitly
explained the factors that determine food insegufit that the largest group of food insecure
households is those who live on the edge of sidrgist often located in remote areas far from
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markets. They lack the important asset of goodityuaihd and access to productive assets.
Lack of draught power severely handicaps farmersice’s lack of access to credit, agricultural
input and technology. Lack of male labor in femaéaded households is another important
constraint. They usually work in an insecure amd pwoductivity occupation.
Another determinant of food insecurity is gendecdmination. Subordination of women in
Society, their over-burdening and the greaterdliffies faced by female-headed households
Contribute to food insecurity (Lathan, 1997).
Getachew (1993) in a case study of Adama Bosetrtegpahat there are statistically multiple
relationships between resources owned by a houseahdl level of food security. Accordingly, it
was confirmed that amongst the sample populatias those households which hold land less
than or equal to 3 Timads, do not own any oxenghagmall household adult equivalent size,
are unable to use fertilizer, and earn a non-faxcome of less than Birr 500 (or not at all) which
are most at risk of food insecurity. Thus ox-owhgrslevel of income and land size is the most
important resources determining food security whbémer factors such as favorable climatic
conditions and low pest out break are satisfiedothrer words, an increased size of land, ox
ownership, high income and use of fertilizer insethe chances of maintaining food security.
In his study of Kembata and Hadiya district Getach{@993) tested the significance of the
relationship between household resources and fewdritsy. For the test he included six
variables viz, farming systems, land size, produrctoutput, livestock, household size and
fertilizer. Using logistic regression model (logmr short), he showed that there is statistically
significant relationship between food insecuritydagach of the above determinants except
farming system. Moreover, in this study all theiables are negatively related with food
insecurity except household size.
According to Hoddinott (2001) HFS issues cannoséen in isolation from broader factors. He
viewed these factors as physical, policy and samalronment. And he argued that the physical
factor play a large role in determining the typeaativities that can be undertaken by rural
households. Government policies on the other hamérd the agricultural sector will have a
strong effect on the design and implementationoafskehold food security interventions.
Likewise the presence of social conflict, expressaerms of mistrust of other social groups or
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Even outright violence, is also an important factorthe design and implementation of
interventions.

Hoddinott (2001) expressed that resources or engmisrthat food security of households can
be divided into two broad categories: labor andtahp.abor refers to the availability of labor
for production. It incorporates both physical dirsi@m-how many people are available to works
well as “knowledge” or human capital dimensions. ba other hand, capital refers to those
resources such as land, tools for agricultural aod agricultural production, livestock, and
financial resources; that when combined with laparduce income. In turn the house- holds
allocate this endowment across different activitesh as food production, cash crop production
and non-agricultural income-generating activities response to the returns each activity
generates. In addition, households may receivesfeanncome from different sources, which
determines household income.

Hoddinott (2001) further described that househ&dds a set of prices that determine the level of
consumption that can be supported by the given lelvencome. Accordingly, consumption is
divided between those goods that affect householthdividual food security and all other
goods. Goods that affect food security include foodsumption at the household level (referred
to as food access in much of food security litegtugoods directly related to health care; and
goods that affect the health environment. Theseetlgoods affect illness & individual food

intake, which in turn generates nutritional staiu$ood utilization.

2.5 LIVELIHOOD STRATEGIES

What is important to be noted is that vulnerabiatyd poverty go hand in hand. One feature of
poverty is the inability to recover from sudden dt®such as losing a job, becoming ill or a
poor harvest. In the context of sustainable livadith approach, vulnerability includes: long-term
trends (such as demographic trends, e.g. migratiorchanges in the natural resource base);
recurring seasonal changes (such as prices, produmt employment opportunities); short-term
shocks (such as illness or disease, natural disaistenflict) (DIFD, 2001).

The livelihoods approach seeks to promote choipppdunity and diversity. This is nowhere
more apparent than in its treatment of livelihotrdtegies- the overarching term used to denote
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the range and combination of activities and choitted people make/undertake in order to
achieve their livelihood goals (including produetivactivities, investment strategies,
reproductive choices, etc)(DIFD, 2001 ).

The same source further stated that some versitimetihood analysis uses the term ‘adaptive
strategy’, instead of ‘livelihood strategies’. Adizp strategies are distinguished from coping
strategies adapted in times of crisis.

Again this source elaborated that recent studiee daawn attention to the enormous diversity
of livelihood strategies at every level- within geaphic areas, across sectors, within households
and over time. This is not a question of people impyrom one form of employment or ‘own
account’ activity (farming, fishing) to another. tRar it is a dynamic process in which they
combine activities to meet their various needsfédrént times. A common manifestation of this
at the household level is ‘straddling’ where byfelént members of the household live and work
in different places, temporarily (e.g. seasonalratign) or permanently. Social patterns such as
this clearly complicate and underline the importaé viewing households and communities
within their wider context. Since goods, financigsources and people are all mobile, an
accurate picture of livelihoods cannot be gainedrifficial boundaries are drawn. Thus links
between urban and rural centers will need to béoesg, as will the implications for decision-
making and asset usage of split families.

The more choice and flexibility that people havetheir livelihood strategies, the grater their
ability to withstand-or adapt to-the shocks andsstes of the vulnerability context (Kostas et al.
2001).
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Chapter three
3, Methodology
3.1 Description of the study area

The researchwere conducted in Demba Gofa woiddaworeda is located in Garmo Gofa Zone
of the Southern Nations Nationalities and PeogRegiional State (SNNPRS}} is among the
fifteen woredas of the zonAdministratively the woreda is organized in to thigyght kebeles.
The principal town of the woreda is Sawula and ithe man urban center found in the woreda.
The woreda lies between 8°71'81" North and 43°8E&#st. It is situated at 305 km and 515 km
from the regional capital Hawassa and Addis Ababspectively The woreda has 93,184
populations size, out of which 21,826 or 7006 hbotskare under the problem of food insecure.
This can show how the area is prone to food instycand catastrophes, thus, the site was
selected using purposive sampling method to exammowo economic determinants of food

insecurity in the woreda.
3.2, Methods of sampling

In an effort to generate the necessary data aodnattion from the representative sample of the
survey population, which is relatively homogenedhs, woreda purposively selected from the
targeted woreda in region, in the woreda there9@&84 population sizes, which are 7,006
households or 21,826 individuals are under thelprolof food insecure. Out of the 35 kebeles
which are 5 kebeles are selected using simple rarsgompling methods. Then using systematic
sampling technique, a sample size of 200 househalsl drawn from the selected kebeles
proportional to the size of each category. Thearedsr using systematic sampling technique is
that there is a complete name list of food in sedurfacilitating the use of this particular

sampling method. Therefore, the specific samplirgg@dures to be followed are the following.

1. Selected five kebeles among the thirty-five kelgsch are under the problem of

food insecure in the woreda using simple randonpamtechnique.

24



2. Obtained the name list of food in secure househidbie selected kebeles from
agriculture and rural development office of the eda.

3. Prepared a new sampling frame with sequential nusntwe the basis of which the
systematic sampling can be conducting for eachl&sbe

4. Conducted of systematic sampling for each of the $ielected kebeles.
3.3, Methods of data collection

The research was base on both qualitative and itatare data and information that was
gathered from households, national, regional, weraad kebele government bodies as well as

from all the relevant bodies, using the followiregal collection instruments.

Questionnaire administration- administration of questionnaires was the chistrumment for
the collection of data in the research; accordinglynultiple pages of questionnaire, asking both
gualitative and quantitative questions respondeceédgh of the informants with the help of

enumerators.

Focus group discussion- this were conducted by forming some small homeges groups of
selected informants from the survey population witime 8 to 12 individuals in each group. This
is an appropriate instrument for qualitative daikection in that it provides some quality control
on the accuracy of the responses given by thecjatits, as the participants in the focus group
discussion are checked on each other’s opinionebMaar, it was give the chance of gathering

valuable information from many people at a time.

Semi-structured-interview - This was extensive and qualitative interview corddcmainly
with the respective officers of the woreda and keben the more complicatebh addition to
this, some officers from the woreda Bureau of Agtire and Rural Developmentvoreda
Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Office ared otlevant bodies were also be interviewed.
Direct observation- the researcher, along with the enumerators amer oelevant bodies make
some personal observations to kebeles and houseloolasidered in the study in order to
perceive the characteristics of the household; likeng situations and other related conditions

of food security in kebeles level.
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3.4 Method of data analysis

In analyzing the data both qualitative and quatin#adata analysis was used depending on the
nature of the data. The qualitative data was aedlyzsing percentage, tables and narrative
description where as qualitative data were analym#dg narrative accounts. And respondent’s
data matrix was prepared then the data was codedilled in SPSS and Ms-Excel was also

used for some constructive summery.
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Chapter Four

Results and Discussion

4.1 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENT

Socio - economic characteristics of sample housishdly age, sex, household size, and
education level summarized in relation to the feedurity status at household level. Possible
explanations on factors supposed to have contabwin household food insecurity will present

in this section.

4.1.1 Age of the Respondents

Age composition is one of the very important soeimnomic characteristics of the study
population. Out of 180 respondents, 6.7 % werevden the ages of 21-30, 37.2 % were 31-40,
38.9 were between the ages of 41-50 and the remgadm.2% were found 50 and above.

Tables 2, 82.8 percent of the respondents wetdanibe age category of 21-50 and above. The
economically active age member was 15-50 yeargame (Kidane G.1999).

Table-2 Distribution of Age

Age Frequency Percent| Valid Percent|  Cumulative Percent
21-30 12 6.7 6.7 6.7
31-40 67 37.2 37.2 43.9
41-50 70 38.9 38.9 82.8
above 5C 31 17.2 17.2 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0

4.1.2 Sex of the Respondent

The summary of basic household characteristicthi®180 sample households indicated that the
total size of households were 788 people and fesmalecounted for about 443 (56%).
Respondent’s sex ratio was analyzed and 12% waeralécheaded and 88% were male headed

households.
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Sex Ratio

female
12%

Figure 1 sex of the HHs

4.1.3 Family Size of the Respondents

Family size is identified as one of the import&gio economic factors that affect households’
food insecurity status. In light of this it was Ioypesized that family size has positive
relationship with food insecurity status of a hdwudd, in such a way that households with large
family size have better chance of being food inseeamd the number of mouths to feed from the
available food increases. In this study About 4&efcent of surveyed HHs constitute family size
of the range 8-10 and more than 45 members (258k4)dimg those with family size of 11- 13.

The largest family size of the sample households iaand the smallest was 2.

Table-3 Family size

Family
size |Frequency Percent| Valid Percen{Cumulative Percent
<=4 1 .6 .6 .6
5-7 28 15.6 15.6 16.1
8-10 82 45.6 45.6 61.7
11-13 45 25.0 25.0 86.7
>=14 24 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
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4.1.4 Education

Knowing the educational level of the farming housddhhas importance in identifying and
determining the type of development and extenseice approaches. The role of education is
obvious in affecting household income, adoptioriezhnologies, demographic, health and as a
whole the socio-economic status of the family. Pplssible explanation is that household head
education largely contributed on working efficiencgompetency, diversify income and
becoming visionary in creating conducive environtmeneducate dependants with long term
target to ensure better living condition than eliate ones. This is due to educated household
head plays a significant role in shaping housemé&inbers. Thus, being literate reduces the
chance of becoming food insecure in the househ(idfie lemma and yosef G/hiwot 1999).

It was hypothesized that literate household headsmore productive than the illiterate. The
survey result indicated that 72.8 percent of tispoadent were illiterate and only 27.2 percent of
the respondent were literate.

Table-4 Education status

Educatiq
nal
status | Frequency| Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
literate | 4q 27.2 27.2 27.2
lliterate) 43 72.8 72.8 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
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4.2. Determining of food insecurity

Food insecurity is multi-dimensional under takingieh is influenced by number of interrelated
factors including the social, economic, and enwvmental factors prevailed in the area of the
concern. On the other hand food security is gelyeatfected by two major determinants:
Availability of food and accessibility to it and man resource development, non-food factors,
including education, health care, and clean wafgpulation growth, urbanization and
displacement of people greatly influence food insgg and human nutrition (Andersen, 1997).
This source further stipulated that natural reseuend agricultural inputs are critical

determinants of food security

4.2.1. Household size based on sex and age.

The total sizes of sample households were 180 falibse 12% and 88% were female and male,
respectively. All household heads were more thany@frs old. The economically active
members, 15-50 years, constituted 82.8 Percens, The remaining 17.2 percent were above 50
years. This indicated that the majority of housdhotads were in productive age group. The
distribution of sample household heads by age gamupsex is given in Table 5.

Table-5 Household by sex, age and family size

Family Sex
Age size Male Female Total
21-30 <=4 0 1 1
5-7 2 0 2
8-10 5 0 5
11-13 2 0 2
>=14 2 0 2
Total 11 1 12
31-40 5-7 8 1 9
8-10 27 3 30
11-13 11 2 13
>=14 13 2 15
Total 59 8 67




41-50 5-7 14 0 14
8-10 28 2 30
11-13 12 9 21
>=14 5 0 5
Total 59 11 70
above 5¢  5-7 3 0 3
8-10 15 2 17
11-13 0
>=14 2 0
Total 29 2 31

4.2.2 Farm land Vs Family size

The conceptualization of food security demandsahalysis chains of elements in place and
consideration land vs. family size. Land is bytfee most important resource in agriculture. The
fertility status, location and other attributeslarid in association with its size made it a binding
resource in agriculture.

As can be seen from table 6, the finding illussateat more than 91.7% (165) of HHs posses
farm land size ranging from 0.25 up to more thaactdwre. And the reaming (8.3% HHs) have
no land. More than 27.8% of HHs possessed larel ¢fif.25-0.5 hectare, 10.6% have 0.75-1
hectare. 5 % of HHs have 0.5-0.75 hectare to pmdutd feed the yield for their family
members.

Table 6 Distribution by farm size and family size

Respono!ents fami How wide is it . Total
Size <0.25 [0.25-0.5/0.5-0.75 0.75-1| >1 nothing

<=4 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

5-7 11 4 0 8 5 0 28

8-10 28 22 2 6 13 11 82

11-13 16 16 2 2 4 45

>=14 7 8 5 2 0 24
Total 62 50 9 19 25 15 180
Percentage% | 34.44 27.78 5.00 10.56 13.89 8.33 100




And the remaining 34.4% HHs owned land less thah Bectare and 8.3% of the HHs do not
own land. 70.6% of HHs has family size ranging fr8o 13. And one has <4 household size.
While 24 HHs (13.3%) have >14 members.

Bar Chart

s0— how wide is it

B =0.25
Mo2s 0.5
Jo.s -0.7s
Wo.7s -1
=1

B nothing

20—

Count

10—

o -
==a

5-7 8-10 11-13 >=14

respondents Family size

Figure 2 HHs size based on Sex and Age

4.2.3. Crop Production

Peasants cropping strategies are a function ofetoacsuch as dietary and cash needs, risk aversion
and the need to adapt to the micro-ecology in dnen fof land types, crop rotation, inter cropping,
staggered planting and relay cropping have often béentified as ways to maximize their options
and reduce risk of crop loss (Chen 1991: 110; Mprti989: 211. Thomas 1990), even though
income maximization is constrained (Scott, 197&din Yared, 1999).

The major crops grown in the study area are sorghuaize, teef and potato, groundnut and
soybean. 8.3 percent of sample farmers do not teve for vegetable and perennial crop
production.

4.2.3.1 Cereal production
Cereal production is one of the potential of thedgtarea. 61% of the HHs produced maize in

2012 production season. Where as 37.2% of HHs peatlisorghum. The remaining 41%
produced teff (table 7).
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Table 7, Cereals production on 2012

Amount of | Maize % Sorghum % Teff %

production

100-2000 kg 34 19 11 6.1 18 10
2100-4000 kg| 56 31 32 17.7 42 23.3
4100-6000 kg 4.4 24 13.3 14 7.7
Above 6000 | 12 6.6 - - 1 0.5

kg
Total 110 61.1 67 37.2 75 41.6

4.2.3.2 Perennial production of sample HH

Table 8 showed that from 180 HHS 96 (53.3%) of eesients have produced groundnut in 2012

production season and 88 (48.8%) of respondentupsztisoybean.

Table 8 Perennial production in 2012

Amount of Groundnut % Soybean %
production

100-1000 kg 61 34 53 29.4
1100-2000 kg | 12 6.6 16 8.8
2100-3000 kg | 17 9.4 14 7.7
3100-4000 kg | 6 3.3 5 2.7
Above 4000 kg| - - - -
Total 96 53.3 88 48.8
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4.2.4 Resource Availability at HHs level

4.2.4.1Food availability
Chronic food insecurity is a continuously inadegudiet caused by the inability to acquire food.

It affects households that persistently lack thaitgleither to buy enough food or to produce
their own (World Bank, 1986). According to Kifle égrYoseph (1999) availability is basically
the household’s capacity to produce the amounbad frequired by the family. Table 9 showed
that 93.3% of were not able store any yield duto production and loss of production by the
cause of disease, past, climate change and ingsufficainfall. And the remaining 6.7% were
having food availability in store for their family.

Table 9 HHSs capacity of yield storing

Do you
have storec Cumulative
yield Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
yes 12 6.7 6.7 6.7
not 168 93.3 93.3 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0

4.2.4.2 Farm Equipment

Table 10 showed that all HHs (180) do not have motirm equipment to cultivate their lands
and this implies that the dissemination of techgplm the study was very low. 62.8%, 67.8%,
65.5%, 58.3%, 62.8% and52.8% of respondents passes#tural farm equipments such as
sickle, kaso( local name), spade, rake, trowelfaridrespectively.

Table 10, HHs distribution by farm equipment availity

Material Yes % No % Total
Modern plugging - - 180 100 180
Sickle 113 62.8 67 37.2 180
Kaso 122 67.8 58 32.2 180
Spade 118 65.5 62 34.4 180
Rake 105 58.3 75 41.7 180
Trowel 113 62.8 67 37.2 180
Fork 95 52.8 85 47.2 180
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4.2.4.3 Household utilities
49.4% of respondents possessed two or more continaithousehold utilities and the reaming

respondent possessed bed, chair, table, TV, radi@toer household utilities (table 11).

Table 11, material owned by respondent

Material type Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Valid Percent Percent
Bed 36 20.0 20.0 20.0
Chairs 33 18.3 18.3 38.3
Table 13 7.2 7.2 45.6
TV 6 3.3 3.3 48.9
Radio 2 1.1 1.1 50.0
conf\t;:z;tig:lrgf ;T)ove 89 494 494 994
All 1 .6 .6 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0

4.2.4.3 Jewelers Own by HHs

Figure 3 showed that 21.7% of respondents do nat [eavelers like gold, silver and clocks and
the more than 78% of respondent do not possessypryof jewelries. This implies that more

than the half of respondent are cannot acces@fperie’s good.

do yvou any jewellery

Figure 3, jewelers own by sample HH
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4.2.5 Livestock Holding

Livestock production plays an important role in thep producing in the study area.

Livestock provide milk, meat, traction power andngport to accumulate wealth that can be
disposed during times of need, especially when &iodk in the household deteriorates.
Livestock that are owned by the households inchatde, sheep and goat and poultry. 15.6% of
the HHs do not have livestock production and thdlevthe remaining (84.4%) practiced
livestock production (table 12).

Table-12 Do you have livestock?

Responsg Frequency Percent|Valid Percen| Cumulative Percent

yes 152 84.4 84.4 84.4
no 28 15.6 15.6 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0

Livestock availability is vital in farming houseliblks the agriculture depends on traditional

farming system and it is also a source of incomdHe household. Livestock is an integral part

of crop production activities in the study areapibvides substantial non-human labor and

manure to the soil. In the study area the totastiock population owned by the respondent was
724. Out of this, 27.7 % respondent possessec gatiduction like ox and cow. 43.5 percent of

HHs possessed shoat production. And the reaming R&cent of respondent have chicken

production (table 13).

Table 13, Number of livestock

Livestock type Number Percents share
cattle 201 27.7

Shoat 315 43.5

chicken 208 28.7

Total 724 100
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4.2.6 Credit

Credit is one of the most important inputs for emaic development. As most of the farming
households are being financially self-insufficieneédit (loan) from formal financial institutions
or informal institutions like the moneylenders,efids or from relatives is vital for the
development of economic activities. This is dudlhte fact that credit gives the household an
opportunity to be involved in income generatingivatiés so that derived revenue increases
financial capacity and purchasing power of the lebo$d to escape from risk of food insecurity.
In general, credit is a possible locomotive to grin other equally important inputs such as
marketing, facilities, management and technologoking through this view sample households
were asked whether they have information aboueiigence of credit facility/institution in the
woreda. Credit for the purpose of consumption aclpase of agricultural inputs like improved
seed, chemical fertilizer, etc improves the foodusiy status of households. In the study area
different organizations and local leaders providedit to bring food security. The purpose of
such organizations is somehow met as revealed tinentable 14. Most of the households, more
than 74% received credit from different organizati®©nly 25.6% of respondents have not

access to credit.

Table-14 Access to credit service

source of credit

Access to credit servic

local FM | neighbor |safetyne| nothing| % | Total

yes 35 11 90 0 76 | 136

no 0 0 0 44 25| 44

Total 35 11 90 44 |100| 180

Most of respondent have credit access from safe80¢€67%) and only 35 (26%) of respondent
have credit access from local Micro Finance (MHA),(8%) respondent have credit from their

neighbor. While the reaming respondent 44 (25%§g et any credit access.
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Table 15 credit received

Amount of Valid Cumulative
credit Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
1000-1500 26 14.4 14.4 14.4
2000-2500 2 1.1 1.1 15.6
2500-3000 20 11.1 11.1 26.7
3000-3500 4 2.2 2.2 28.9
3500-4000 84 46.7 46.7 75.6
nothing 44 24.4 24.4 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0

28.8% of respondent have credit amount from 100 3%rr. And 84 (46.7%) respondents have
credit amount from 3500-4000 birr and the reamidd24.4%) respondents did not have credit

service.

4.2.7 Relief Food Aid
The primary objective of food aid is to alleviateoll insecurity problem resulting from

temporary or structural food deficits. Food aid gaay a role in food security as part of a
comprehensive sustainable development strategyd Rmbis essential to relieve many (though
not all) humanitarian emergencies stemming fromunadt disasters, armed conflict, or a
combination of the two.
Food to the household is acquired either from owwodpction or through purchase. When
households deplete their own produce, they attémpttitle themselves to the food they want
through purchase. However, households mostly éadd so due to the fact that income from
other sources is not sustainable and hence thesndem relief food aid.
Food aid plays a role to lessen the households freimg vulnerable to sever food insecurity. In
this study it was hypothesized that households vdoeived more aid will be more likely to
escape from being vulnerable to food insecurity ttese who received less.
Tablel6 showed that 92.7% of respondent haveweddbod aid from food aid organization
and 7.2% of respondent did not receive food aid.
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Table 16, Access to food aid

Have you got Where did you get this aid %
food aid Gov | NGO | CBO | nothing| Total
yes | 13 | 149 5 0 167 | 927
no | g 0 0 13 13 | 72
Total 13 | 149 5 13 | 180 | 1%

Relief food aid accessed the respondents was fiffenaht source of food aid. 89.2% of
respondent received from local NGOs. And the resaD.7% of respondent received from Gov
and CBO.

4.2.8 Use of Agricultural Inputs
The level of agricultural income and productivitgtermines rural poverty. Thus, the problems

of rural poverty and food insecurity cannot be cweene unless agricultural productivity
improves by enabling economic policy environmenieTother possible alternative way of
increasing agricultural production is through nagsiproductivity by applying improved
agricultural technologies and sound crop and animatsbandry practices. Many new
technologies apparently offers opportunity to ilase production and hence productivity. Better
access to new varieties, chemical inputs and irdgaare expected to encourage small farmers
to switch more quickly. This alternative seems pcattangible in the study area.

Tablel7 showed that the distribution of sample bbokls by status of use of services. It was
observed that 6.11%, 65.6% and 67.8% of the ovieaalteholds are users of irrigation, fertilizer
and improved seed, respectively. And 93.8%, 34.4%32.2% of the households are non uses
of irrigation, fertilizer and improved seed, respesly.

Table 17 status of use of services

Service user Non user Total
Irrigation 6.11 93.8 100
Fertilizer 65.6 34.4 100
Improved seed 67.8 32.2 100

39



In general, as it can be seen from Table 18 thatattoption of fertilizer, improved seed and
irrigation have been too low in terms of quantityaate of application mainly due to high cost,
inaccessibility of inputs (fertilizer & improved es@) to the poor farmer, late delivery and
inadequate feeder roads that connect the capitdieoivoreda with PAs, and risk of drought

(erratic rainfall).

4.2.9 Household income

Household income in the study area not only depemdshe agricultural potential and the

relative price obtained by the farmers for agriatdt produce and livestock and livestock
products, but also on the time of sale and the bfp#f farm activities a household performs. In

the study area, as it is observed from the suresylts the relative share of income from cereal
to the total annual household income is the largegince, cereal production is the most
important source of income in the study area. ollwed by livestock production, off-farm

activity and vegetable production, and other solikeegift and remittance respectively.

Table-18 Annual income per year

Annual

income Frequency Percent Valid Percent

<1000 149 82.8 82.8
1000-2000 6 3.3 3.3
2000-3000 16 8.9 8.9
3000-4000 3 1.7 1.7
above 400( 6 3.3 3.3

Total 180 100.0 100.0

The respondent annual income was 149(83%) less I0AAETB. And 3.3% of respondent
income was 1000-2000ETB, 16 (51.6%) of respondamntexl average annual income was 2000-
3000 ETB. And the reaming 6 (3.3%) of responderd earned over 4000 ETB.
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4.2.9.1 Income from livestock

Livestock, especially sheep, cows, goat produdnaihe study area is important in a way that it
serves as a buffer stock and lessens the vulnigyabfl farm households to food insecurity.
Second to crop production livestock productionhe major source of income for the rural
households in Demba Gofa woreda.

Income from the sale of live animals, mainly sharad livestock products like milk and egg.
Table19 showed that 37 % of households earn oraggeannual income less than Br. 250 from
the sale of livestock and livestock production oBI$ % of the households earn more than 500
ETB from the same source. And most of respondet d& including earn 250-500 ETB.

The remaining respondent 13% are did not earn iedoom livestock production.

Table 19 Income from livestock and production.

Income from livestock Number Percent
<250 67 37.2
250-500 83 46.1
>500 6 3.3
Nothing 24 13

Total 180 100

4.2.9.2 Income from Off-farm

In the study area Non-farm income sources are géndéimited. However, such income occupy
an importance greater than the amount of incomehiiasehold derive from them because they
help households in meeting critical cash and foeficds that agriculture cannot full fill and also
enable them to avoid or reduce grain or livest@lkssthereby preventing undesirable leakages
in household resources.

Households in the study area perform various afinfactivities like livestock trading, grain,
vegetable and cereals trading etc. The income feuth activities greatly improves the
households’ entitlement potential in the study aespecially during time of stress. Table20
showed that the distribution of households by inedrom off farm activity. The result revealed
that 17.2% of respondent are did not have off-farxoome for their family as it is showed there

family was depend on only agricultural income. Tresult revealed that about 33 % of the



households earn less than Br. 250 from off-farniviagt Above 3.3 percent of the HHs earn
more than Br. 500 from off-farm activity and 22.6¥HHs earn Br. 251-400. 11% and 13% of
respondent earn Br. 501-600 and Br.401-500. Frdfaerdnt types off-farm activities.

Table 20, off- farm income in birr.

Amount of In come Number Percent
<250 60 33
251-400 41 22.7
401-500 24 13
501-600 20 11

>600 4 2.2
Nothing 31 17.2
Total 180 100

4.2.9.3 Income from Remittance, Gift and Pension

The other important incomes to household were teansas remittance, gifts or other transfer
(pension). Among the respondents 7 (26.9%) of tinare received as remittance from non-
resident household member, relative of the househwmber, government/organization; 17
(65.3%) received gift from relatives, friends, ahd7.6%) received pension from government.
However, this income is not received at regulagrvls it could be either quarterly or annually.

The result showed that the source and type of iecamong the respondents vary (table 21).

Table 21, Income from remittance, gift and pension

Source of income Number Percent
Remittance 7 26.9

Gift 17 65.3
Pension 2 7.6

total 26 100
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4.2.10 Household expenditure

Households usually allocate their income to meetifand non — food needs of their family. The
analysis presented here is based on data collectesample household's expenditure, which
consists of mainly expenses for food (purchaseahgand the like) and non food (private goods
like clothes and school payment), agricultural tispsuch as fertilizer and improved seed,
commodities such as kerosene, matches and soap etc.

Expenditure on farm inputs or other valuable assetsld indicate less vulnerability as opposed
to expenditure on food grains to supplement thes@balds’ food requirements which could not
be met by farm outputs.

Table22 showed that the distribution of househdigsexpenditure on food items and total
expenditure in the year 2012. The farm househaoldlse study area on average spent Br. <250 is
25.5% for food items and other expenditure. And tlext 52% of respondent are average
expenditure was 250-450 ETB. Household expendituee, including non-food items, the
highest average expenditure of the sample househadd > 550 ETB there are 10%. And the
reaming respondent was 450-550 ETB. The total ekpee on average was spent on food
items. Hence, in the study area households spestahtheir income for food consumption.

Table 22, Expenditure on food items

Amount of Expenditure Number Percent
<250 46 25.5
250-350 52 29
350-450 41 23
450-550 23 12.7
>550 18 10

Total 180 100
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4.3. LIVELIHOOD STRATEGIES IN THE STUDY AREA

Mixed farming, both rain fed and irrigation basagdriculture is the primary source of livelihood
with mainly sorghum and maize grown as staple foaps, vegetables predominantly tomato
and onion, and chat and coffee are some perenasal crops. However, even though all these

crops are grown in the area.

The other important livelihood activity, which pk&gn indispensable role in the mixed farming
operation, is livestock production. Of the differdiwvestock species in the production system
holders pay greater emphasis to the small ruminamsep and goat, production. Moreover,
livestock in addition to their contribution to tmeitritional requirement of the household and
their gravity to increase household income, theyvigie better social status to the holder. In
other words, a household who has large numberes$tock especially can have more than 100-
150 livestock population deserves greater respettirgluential power in the locality. This was

observed in the sample respondent.

As there are uncertainties and risks involved adownop and livestock production, and
inadequate returns from the sector, to maintainhibkgsehold for the entire year, many rural
households are performing different off farm ad¢i@s to boost their income. These activities
include participation in employment generation scbgelivestock trading 31(32.6%), grain and
vegetable trading 46 (48.4%), handcraft, fuel wand charcoal selling 18(19%).These activities
64% households performed only for 5-6 months wB@&o households still perform throughout

the year. The scale of these activities reachés thmax during the dry period.

Having these means of livelihoods, rural househofdfe area follow diversification strategies

to achieve increased income and food security theistain their livelihood.

The most important and leading livelihood strataggpted in the study area is diversification of

activities. This came into being because increasiogsehold income through intensification,

increasing farm size, became almost impossiblehAgroup discussion demonstrated, the ever
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Increasing population and the associated gradwgnfentation of cultivated land and the
increasing demand for food, the dwindling potentidtivable land, low return from

Mono cropping, the in availability of sufficient nsture and agricultural input at reasonable
price necessitated the adoption of diversificabbhivelihood activities as a prime strategy in the
area.

As it is already noted at the beginning of thistiee; households diversified their agricultural
production within crop and livestock productiongddretween crop and livestock production.
The diversification within the crop production rasgrom annual to perennial crop production.
Among the sample households all the respondentsciaul land for annual crop production
whereas about 50 percent of them had land for pekrrop production. Likewise, the
diversification within livestock production is exgssed through the production of different
species of animals, like cattle, sheep and goatetaoultry, and donkey. Therefore, farmers by
integrating these two diversified, crop and livekt@roduction activities are trying to sustain
their livelihoods.

Diversification was also made possible between ifagnand off farm activities. Some of the
household members, in order to increase their iecand meet their food requirement
throughout the year, engaged themselves in off factivities like trading, daily laborer work
while other active household members are makingnsleéves busy on crop and livestock
production. Most of the time active female housdhohembers are engaged in selling
agricultural products like grain, vegetables, dggter, and milk either from home production or
through purchase for resale from neighboring ditdriof SNNPR region. Male household
members also try to boost the household incomeigiirsale of live animals from either source.
This was observed in the sample respondent. 6lrhefar of the area also consider the
employment generation scheme (EGS) program asgbpportive means of livelihood wherein
the income obtained from these activities investegurchase of live animals, farm inputs, and
to fulfill social obligations.

In the study area households also use differeritutisns as a beneficial strategy for their
livelihood. Of the different institutionEqubis the one most frequently all the households are
involved in.Equbis voluntary money pooling association rotating fum among the members
either weekly, biweekly or monthly (Abue, 1998 editin Ayalneh, 2001). However, it is only

traders or those involved in off farm activities goracticing thisEqub in monetary terms.



Otherwise, the most frequent type Bfuh known asEqubian locally, wherein almost all
households who have milking cow involved in is poglthe daily produce of milk to a member
of 4-6 women. Every member gets exactly equal diyaot milk what she has contributed to
each member in every 4-6 days. As the group digmusemonstrated, this type Bfjubhas got

its own advantage and disadvantage. However, whavsr the condition may be it would not
be shared among the members. Rather, the individeatber who gets the chance will take it
completely. If the price of milk rises the indiviguwill get better benefit than the other.

Likewise, if the price falls or if the milk is n@ld by chance or so all the risk will be to the
individual on time of the turn. Nevertheless, thigategy is very helpful to get better sum of
income to invest on new animals, farm inputs, ty blothes for special days, wedding and
holidays.

Moreover, rural households of the area mostly femeere and repeated challenges related with
moisture shortage and crop production failure. Wrstkeh situation, households try to cope with
food shortage through different coping strategiks feduction, smoothening and escaping of
meals, participation in EGS, sale of productiveetsssrelief aid, borrowing from neighbors and
relatives, and performing different off farm acties.

Usually they do these activities in combination.oAb14.78 percent of the sample households
reported to cope with the problem through salerofals and purchase of food, about 17.39
percent through animal sales, relief aid and bomgwand the remaining 48.39 percent of the
households coped the problem through relief ailé, saanimals, borrowing and doing off farm
activities.

However, for the households affected by disastowap failure and when the condition starts to
claim the live of the household head and his memltes/she decides to abandon his/her place to
migrate to towns. The researcher has observed ldrduitgpeople in the study area when

migrating to Sawla towns and adjacent regionaéstanhd towns.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION AND RECOMIDATION

5.1 CONCLUSION

Food insecurity is the most crucial and persispgablem facing millions of rural households in
Ethiopia. Even though the country has consideraflecultural potential, more than half of its
rural households are unable to feed themselvesighout the year and yet food availability in
the country is largely determined by domestic gtdpbd production by subsistence agriculture.
In the subsistence agriculture and low income aguike Ethiopia, where smallholder farming
dominates the overall national economy, farmer Bbakls often face food shortage. The reason
for this might be manifolds.
To list some low agricultural productivity, lack @ppropriate technology, climatic factors,
continuous cropping, high population growth whicigs increased demand for food, lack of
employment opportunities other than agricultur@pjpropriate government intervention, weak
link between research and extension, undevelopkdstructure, poorly developed marketing,
soil degradation etc. are major food insecuritysesu Though producing enough food and
achieving food security can be made possible thHroungreased agricultural productivity,
increased off-farm income and improving the abildgly rural households to smoothen and
stabilize their income and purchasing power, thabjem remained as a top and major challenge
than ever met by the Ethiopian government. Theysar@ga is not an exception of the above
facts. The adverse climate nature of the environnsenpled with poor soil fertility, lack of
sufficient moisture and traditional way of cultiiat pulled back the productivity of agriculture
and ultimately resulted in food insecurity to masfythe rural households. Cognizant of these
problems, the study was carried out with major cibjes of identifying the socio economic
determinants of food insecurity and the socio-eaanocharacteristics of both the food in
secured households, and the livelihood stratedidiseorural households in the study area were
also taken care of. To accomplish these objectp@mary data on demographic & socio-
economic characteristics, livestock and crop ditgraccess to productive resources, etc. were
gathered at the household level from 5 randomlgcsedample kebele.
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Based on the survey data, an attempt was madestoiloie the socio-economic characteristics of
the food insecure sample household groups. Onttier band, farm size per capita, amount of
credit received, agricultural material availabilifpod availability, jewelry owned and income
from livestock production also describe the ecomoroinditions of sample respondent.

In general from the finding of the study it was cluded that the variables are related positively
or negatively with food insecurity at the studyaare

As the result revels that the variables family sarel number of oxen was influenced the
household food insecurity positively. This means ghobability for the household becoming
food insecure increase as the household size swredhe likely explanation is that in an area
where households depend on less productive agrraliland, increasing household size results
In increased demand for food. But this demand matl be matched with the existing food supply
so ultimately end up with food insecurity. And thgher positively relation with food insecurity
was number of oxen the possible reason might bedimids do not use oxen for farm operation
up to a point where they can realize its benefén&ally to concluded that two variables was

positive relationships with food insecurity in thiidy area.

Educational status of the household also exhilihedl the variables are inversely relation with
food insecurity. This means literate farm housesiolteads are more willing to adopt better
production technology, accept technological adviicen extension workers and diversifying
their source of income than illiterate ones in shaly area. As the result of findings shows that
72.8 percent of sample respondent was illiterate.
Total annual income as the prior expectation hagtnee relation with food insecurity. This
means increasing the household total annual incaffexsted the household food insecurity
negatively. Based on the survey finding 82.8 paroémespondent annual income was less than
1000 birr.
Amount of credit received were also another sigaiit variables come out to be negatively
related with food insecurity. 76% of respondentéhagcess to credit services. At the same time
households who have received sufficient amountredlit could have better access to perches
agricultural inputs and increase their productids.table 16 show that 75.6 percent of sample
respondent have received 3500-4000 birr.
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Use of irrigation who have use of irrigation cawrrgase food production and have chance to
escape from risk of food insecurity will be incredsThis is also confirmed by the result where
irrigation is negative relation with food insecyritAs the table 18 show that 93.8 percent of
respondent cannot have access to small scaletiomngat the study area.

Livestock holding this variable is agreement witle prior expectation come out to be negative
relation with food insecurity. This is due to theet that livestock both directly and indirectly
contribute to household’s energy requirement andnre. As the table 12 show that 84.4 percent

of sample respondent have livestock holding instiuely area.

Lastly, it was also made possible to conclude iaihood strategies of the rural households.
These were found to be a composite of differentiies adopted in search of their sustainable
livelihoods. These activities include mixed cropetock farming, diversification of crop
production, diversification of livestock productiointegration of crop production with off-farm
activities, and integration of livestock productionith off farm activities. Moreover, the
importance of social institutions, especially Eqwas also found to be an important social

capital in their day-to-day livelihood activities.
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5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS
Possible recommendations that emanate from thdtsesiuthe research study area presented as

follows:

1. As family size and food insecurity are posiyivalated serious attention has to be given to
limit the increasing population in the study ar&éhis can be achieved by creating sufficient
awareness to affect family planning in the ruralkeholds. Even thought every individual has a
natural right to multiply himself with his willingartner, this right should be affected with the
ability to furnish his descendants with all the e&gary or basic needs, especially food.
Otherwise, the ever-shrinking productive resourteshe study area coupled with increasing
population would hamper any development interventiom achieving its objectives. So, along
with creation of effective family planning througffective extension services some methods of
incentives, such as material reward for those hbakis accepting a given number of children

by the end of reproductive age, to limit the farsige should be considered.

2. Productive resources especially land is verytilirg and highly binding resource in the study
area. And hence, even if the result showed farre sizd food insecurity have inverse
relationship, tackling the problem of food insetyrihrough increasing farm size would not
bring any sustainable improvement. So a medium lander-term food insecurity strategy
through increased food production must be introdude a medium or shorter term, distribution
and allocation of cultivable land, which was notden cultivation, thereby increasing output
should be made. This would give short period rdh@mn the problem; otherwise the amount of
return from such a strategy would not be by anymeeaufficient and sustainable to up-root the
problem from the present setting. As a result, gjr@ffort should be made to improve the
production and productivity in the agricultural ¢ecin the longer term. The possible measures
that can be undertaken to achieve this strategyude crop diversity, runoff and flood
harvesting, timely and low cost supply of inpuke Ifertilizer, improved seed, agrochemicals,

further development of micro-irrigation.
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3. Sustainable food security intervention must eatlude the improvement of production and
productivity of agricultural sector through useigigation. As the findings of this study assured,
irrigation and food insecurity are negatively redat in the study area. Therefore, development
strategies, programmes, or any intervention relateith food security through agricultural
production should not neglect the paramount impaceof irrigation.

Hence, the already launched irrigation developmgmogrammes should be further
strengthened. However, it should be integrated withper management of water use and input
supplies. Therefore, farmers who have irrigablenfland should be encouraged to use inputs
such as fertilizer, improved seed, and pesticithesuigh effective extension services and credit

facilities.

4. Moreover, improving production and productivitiyagriculture has strong tie with research,
extension and education. Blanket recommendationdedilizer use, improved seed and
management practices should be banned. ReseartBdhas the specific problems of the rural
households should be encouraged. The link betwesgarch and extension should also need to
be revised. However, what strong the link betwemsearch and extension is also determined by
the awareness, understanding and knowledge ofntiadl &armers. So, in order

to bring food security at the household level thevedopment strategy need to encompass
education programmes to the smallholders. Form&losting at this level to adults might be

very costly. So, short-term trainings should becficeed whenever necessary.

5. Sticking to the findings of this study, livektsab sector plays a great role in the struggle to
eliminate food insecurity. Its contribution to theusehold food energy requirement and total
income is significant. Hence, necessary effort khéwe made to improve the production and
productivity of the sector. This can be done thioube provision of adequate veterinary
services, improved water supply points, introductiof timely and effective artificial
insemination services to up-grade the already ggstoreeds, launching sustainable and
effective forage development program, provisiotraifing for the livestock holders on how to
improve their production and productivity, improgithe marketing conditions, etc.
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6. Rural households in the study area have verigidohroom for generation of income. Hence,
for these households to enhance their welfare megd and food security in particular, they
must have diversified access to income alternativethe face of this, provision of credit must
be taken as a measure, though not the only oneuyitd the capacity of farmers to invest in the
agricultural sector, such as purchase of fertilizpesticides, improved seed, live and productive
animals. Moreover, development strategies shouldlde to identify income alternatives other
than agriculture. In light of this, non-governmentaganizations that are focusing only on
agriculture should also channel their scarce resms to creation of income generating
activities, trading, crafting, etc. which would @ity help in strengthening off-farm activities

which would enable the households to secure tbed through purchase.

7. The finding of this study with regard to food abnveys important policy implication. Where
DPPC policy for distribution of food aid was notgperly implemented. So, necessary steps
should be followed to screen the food in securedhfthe food secured households prior to
mitigating the problem then distribution should d@ne only to the food in secured households.

Otherwise, more dependency to food aid by all thesbholds would be aggravated.
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SOCIO ECONOMIC DETERMINANTS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG RURAL

HOUSEHOLDS IN DEMBA GOFA WOREDA,
GAMO GOFA ZONE, SNNPR.

1, INTRODUCTION

1,1BACKGROUND

The series of African food crises in the severdieg eighties have led to sustained interest in the
various factors that influence peasant food secufihe roles of crop conditions, government
policy and peasant access to economic resources iemeived particular attention (Yared,
1999).

Deepening food crises in several developing coemtspecially those in Sub-Saharan Africa
(SSA), has increasingly become the concern of messearchers, planners, donors and
international development agencies, who have ghigh priority to the study of food system
and the problem of food security (Gezahegn, 1998).capita food production in SSA including
Ethiopia has been declining over the last threades. Despite the available resources and the
efforts made by governments in SSA, food insecudtyained one of the most crucial issues.
The gap between food production and consumptiomast SSA countries is induced by the
slowdown of the agricultural production growth matdhe major causes for the slow growth
rates of agriculture include various factors susluafavorable climatic conditions, undeveloped
infrastructures, inappropriate agricultural pol&ciand predominantly traditional production
systems (Mohamed, 1995).

Ethiopia turned from a food exporter into a foogorter during the period 1955-1959 (Mesfin,
1999).And it was not uncommon in 1960s and 197Gpé&ak of Ethiopia as having the potential
to be the bread basket of the Middle East. It tvak devastating famines for the “bread basket”
argument to beat a reluctant retreat, and socilysts are now awakening to the fact that the
periodic disasters that engulf rural Ethiopia aveaberrations but rather dramatic manifestations
of a disease that have been afflicting the coufarycenturies, and continue to do so at present
(Desalegn, 1988).

Ethiopia lies within one of the most food insecuegions in the world, with a large number of
its population living at subsistence levels andehefgnt on farm production highly vulnerable to
severe draughts. The smallholder peasant sectbe imost important agricultural sub sector in
the country. Its emphasis is on food grain cropsmttonsiderable improvements of cultivation
practices, management and marketing need to beaeéal



The production volume of food grain crops as wsltlze per capita food production has shown
tremendous fluctuations throughout the 1980s tlesulting in sever food shortage in the

country. The main reasons for these are stochakticks such as recurrent draught, lack of
incentives for the small-scale food producers anor gxtension services for the small peasant
households (Gezahegn, 1995).

More clearly, in Ethiopia, agriculture accounts #&dyout 85% of the working forces, 90% of
exports and 50% of the total gross domestic profBBtP). In the 1980s, the sector grew at only
0.1% per annum which is 2.9 percent below the o&f@opulation growth (USAID, 1995; cited
in Mohamed, 1996) while rural unemployment increlasaitrition level declined, and food aid
imports increased, significantly.

The food insecurity problems of Ethiopia, the pabreountry in the world, are well known.
Famines have occurred throughout the country’®hisand in the last 20 years alone, four sever
food crises have taken place (Webb, Von Broun,¥midanness, 1991; as cited by Von Braun,
1991). More recently, disaster prevention and pegaess commission (DPPC) led multi-
agency pre harvest assessment teams concludealtthtat of 14.5 million people (about 21% of
the total population) are estimated to be in neéderoergency food aid. Presently, relief
requirements are estimated at 1,461,679 MT (DPBQ3)2

Adverse changes in climate, combined with long tdattors (technology, environmental,
institutional) led to a decline of land holdingjlstegradation and a decline in yield per hectare.
Moreover, policy induced stagnation of agricultare internal conflict during the 1970s and the
1980s, resulted in continuous food gap for two deseor so that has to be covered with food
aid. Having peaked at about 26.2 % in 1984/85, fambimports amounted to a significant
proportion of domestic production of food cropsteaf about 10% or more (FDRE, 2001).
Moreover, the same source further explained thatelsa failure often leads to losses of assets
and a fall into poverty. When weather conditioneetf food production, the country’s food
situation deteriorates quite rapidly entailing egsgrcy external food aid imports. In the last two
decades, this has happened several times. Ovéasthi&fteen years, Ethiopia has imported food
aid on average 700,000 metric tons per annum te woih the food insecurity in the vulnerable
region of the country (FDRE, 2001). This showsrarease in vulnerability and food insecurity
as well as an increase in the number of people avbdailing to enough food from domestic
sources.



Related to problems of food insecurity is the lewé&lnutritional deprivation, stunting and

wasting of children less than 5 years of age, whiduite wide-spread in Ethiopia. According to
the 2000 Demographic and Health Survey, 52% ofdodil under age 5 are under weight
(FDRE, 2001).

Although food self-sufficiency has remained theestagoal of the Government of Ethiopia, the
problem of food insecurity has continued to persighe country. Many rural households have
already lost their means of livelihood due to reent drought and crop failures (Ayalneh, 2002).
Therefore, what is needed now is to comprehensi@gtiress the problem of food insecurity in
the country. Hence, a study of this sort in addngsthe problem has an important role at least in
clearly identifying specific factors and the setyedf the problem that pertain to the area.

1.2, STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Poverty, inequality and food insecurity are the masicial and persistent problems facing
humanity. As the scale of human activities expahdscapacity of eco-systems to regenerate the
natural resource base becomes an increasingly ngindonstraint to further growth and
development. With respect to agriculture, the comdi effect of population growth on the
developing countries, of increase per capital nmmemf changes in dietary pattern linked inter
alias to growing urbanization, will bring about wisable increases in demand for food and
other agricultural products (Kostas et al., 2001).

Both transitory and chronic food insecurity areesevin Ethiopia. Moreover, food insecurity is
one of the defining features of rural poverty afifeg millions of people particularly in moisture-
deficit and pastoral areas. Even in years of adequanfall and good harvests, these people
remain in need of food assistance (FDRE, 2001).

Draught, the longer term decline in the economindamon of households, and the resulting
chronic and acute food insecurity have become ataah challenge and a way of life for
millions of households in rural Ethiopia. In Wellmd Hararghe, for example, there have been
very few years without famine relief distributioimse the 1970s, even in moderately dry or non-
draught years. In the central Ethiopian highlamdsere government development resources are
believed to have been concentrated, food insecusityhow permanent. Despite massive
reforestation programs, few trees have survived, geforestation and soil erosion continue to
affect wider areas each year with great loss tecalgural and pastoral production (Getachew,
1995).



Despite the importance of agriculture in its ecogpfthiopia has been a food-deficit country
for several decades, with cereal food aid averaf@#hgercent of the total cereal production in
the period 1984 - 99 with a growth rate of 3 petgeer year, the country’s population will
double in less than 25 years. Unless action isntakgently, therefore, the gap between food
supply and demand will widen further and food insdg will become even more pervasive
(FAO, 2001).
Moreover, the same source further explained th#teatoot of Ethiopia’s food deficit is its low
agricultural productivity, cereal yields stagnatgdiround 1.2 tons per hectare between 1980 and
1997. The decreasing size of farm has led to ateshdallow periods and even continuous
cropping, and limited efforts to recycle crop resd or other organic matter into the soil have
resulted in farmers having to invest in chemicdiilfieer to produce enough for their subsistence
requirement.
Coming from the other side too, the challenge afdaquate growth of food production, high
population growth rate and inappropriate governnigetvention in the economy as well as the
prolonged civil war have made achieving food seguwhereby each person has economic and
physical access to sufficient food to lead a hgadthd productive life, an arduous goal. Rural
households are vulnerable to food insecurity nojpsy because they do not produce enough, but
either they hold little in reserve or they usudlbve scant saving and few other possible sources
of income to obtain adequate food to meet theitydsubsistence food energy requirements
(Ayalneh, 2002).
The dry land area of Ethiopia comprises about 70%hetotal landmass and 45% of the arable
land which includes arid, dry semi-arid and parttied sub-moist zone. However, these areas
contribute only 10% of the total crop productiond&he, 1999).This amount of production is
not sufficient to sustain the households residimghie area. The situation is aggravated by the
fact that productivity in those areas declinedhatrate of 3-4 percent (Kidane, 1999).
Demba Gofa Woreda is categorized as a chronicaltyl fdeficit Woreda of southern nations
nationalities and peoples regional state (SNNPRB)ough a substantial food aid is distributed
annually and some commercial food distributionIs anade during severe draught years, the
food balance sheet constructed for Demba Gofa sthtivet there prevailed a huge annual deficit
during all the years. Agriculture in the rural paft Demba Gofa is rudimentary and low in
productivity. The Woreda Integrated Basic ServMARS) has been functioning in Demba Gofa
Administrative Council (DGAC) since 1995/96 fisgadar. One of the activities of this program
is to ensure the rural household food security ugho provision of credit (Planning and
Economic Development Office, 2000). Besides thie touncil has launched different small
scale irrigation schemes to bring about rural hbakis food security. Moreover, different
NGOs too, are functioning for the same purposehédrea. In spite of all these efforts, most
farm households of the area are facing food sherpast 2-3 after months of harvest. To cope
with this situation, farm households are movingthe town in search of job, but with little
success, some even totally abandon the discouragmeultural way of life.
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In addition to the general identification of fooasecurity of the World, regional and country
level, disaggregated information on the incidentéod insecurity is required both for proper
policy design and adequately targeted interventidrigs entails identification of different
categories of the food in secured at the localtemdsehold level by sector of economic activity,
occupational characteristics, and social statusgeyand gender (Kostas et al., 2001).
Furthermore, more than at any time in the last 8ary, it will be lack of information and
analysis rather than ideology and conflict that walnstrain the ability of policy makers to make
choices that bring about food security both now iarttie future (Kostas et al., 2001).

Hence, the researcher will taken the initiativetiody this problem and to analyze with the socio
economic factors that are associated with housefamld insecurity and the severity of the
problem in Demba gofa woreda.

1.8, SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

A study of socio- economic determinants of foocemsity is vital because it provides with
information that will enable effective measuredoundertaken so as to improve food security
status and bring the success of food security dpweént programs. It will also enable
development practitioners and policy makers to Hastter knowledge as to where and how to
intervene in rural areas to bring food securitymamimize the severity of food insecurity.
Moreover the empirical analysis carried out in stisdy was also expected to contribute towards
better food gap estimation. Hence such studiegvgrertant in that they could help in designing
food security development programs and food sectelated policies.

Furthermore, little work has been done about rivalihood strategies in the study area. Hence,
this study besides its narrowing potential of thelevgap of knowledge about livelihood
strategies, it was also expected to equip the réifteorganizations and policy makers with the
more pertinent information of livelihood strategedopted by the rural households of the area.
In turn help them to design ways so as to buildr iervention systems on the strength of the
rural households.

1.4, HYPOTHESIS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1.4.1 HYPOTHESIS
Socio- economic factor such as gender, level otatilon, age, economical activities of each
household member are significant effect on foodcuasity.

1.4.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS
With the aim of addressing general and specifiectjes of study, the research work will be
guided by the following specific questions.
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4. What is the main income generating of the houséhold
5. What is the main cause of low productivity of theukehold?
6. What was the major causes of food shortages

1.5, OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY

Making their living on marginal and moisture strestsand heavily degraded and less productive
land, societies in the study area are facing caotis food shortage. On top of this ever
decreasing holding size and increasing populatiche study area have made the food situation
worsened. Realizing this and other issues many rgowental and non-governmental
organizations are intervening at least to lessennialadies of the food problem, but little
success is yet achieved. Cognizant of these feutsstudy will envisage in the area with the
following objectives:

1.5.1GENERAL OBJECTIVE
+ Study the socio-economic characteristics of thel fimsecure rural households
in study area.

1.5.2 SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE
3. ldentify the determinants of food insecurity amading rural household;

4. Examine the livelihood strategies of rural housdhol
1.6 SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The study was conducted to identify the socio epwoofactors of food insecurity at the
household level and to assess the severity ofriidgm at this level. The study covers only 5 of
the 29 PAs of the study area. Moreover, the steisdwith a limited number of households and
focuses on the socio economic factors of food umsgc Besides to this, the data will be
collected at one time period and during the timeenfere food shortage faced by the households
in the study area. The scope of this study wagdinpy budget and other resource limitation.
Even if the study will be restricted in terms of @overage its outputs can be used as a spring
board for more detailed and area specific studies.



2, LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 CONCEPTS OF FOOD SECURITY

A clear understanding of the concept of food ségusian essential element to better explore the
underlying causes and dimensions of food insecufityod security is a concept that can
generally be addressed at global, regional, ndtigub-national, community, household and
individual levels (Kifle and Yosef, 1999).

Since the world food conference of 1974, the cohoéffood security” has evolved, developed,
multiplied, and diversified. At the last count, teavere close to two hundred definitions of the
term (Smith et al, 1992; Cited in Maxwell, 1996).

The conceptual framework of food security has psgively developed and expanded based
particularly along with the growing incidence ofriger, famine and malnutrition in developing
countries. The concept of food security attainedewiattention in the early 1980s after the
debate on ‘access’ to food and the focus of unaraflysis shifted from national and global level
to household and individual levels (Debebe, 199Bg history of thinking about food security
since the World Food Conference can be concepaghlés consisting of three important and
overlapping paradigm shifts. The three shifts drem the global and the national to the
household and the individual, from a food firstggective to a livelihood perspective, and from
objective indicators to subjective perceptions (Mak, 1996).

As reviewed in Getachew Deriba (1995), Sen, ana®end Sen, started to argue that ‘the mere
presence of food in the economy, or in the marttegs not entail a person to consume it’ and
thus starvation can set in without any obvious eggte availability fall. To make it very clear
available evidences indicate that during the hast decades, there has been an increasing trend
in per capita food output in the world. In contrastsignificant proportion of the populations,
particularly, in the developing world, have beeffesing from hunger and malnutrition. In

1990, for example, the calorie supply at the gldbatl was more than 110 percent compared to
the total requirement. However, during the sameodemore than 100 million people were
affected by famine and more than a quarter of tbddaypopulations were short of enough food
(Debebe, 1995). These facts indicate that avaitwbdt global level does not guarantee

acquisition of food at national or household levels



Moreover increased attention has been given todimid and individual level food security
because of the growing understanding that inangasiod production, supply and sufficiency at
the national level (although it is important) does necessarily ensure that all households and
their members are food secure (Kefile and Yosep@9)
Food security is defined, in its most basic form,aacess by all people at all times to the food
required for a healthy life. Access to the needmxtifis necessary, but not a sufficient condition
for a healthy life. A number of other factors, swshthe health and sanitation environment and
household and public capacity to care for vulnerabbémbers of society, also come in to play
Von Broun et al (1992). Food security has threeomapmponents: availability, access and
utilization (Haddad, 1997; Kifle and Yoseph, 1999).
Food availability refers to the need to producdisieht food in a way that generates income for
small-scale producers while not depleting the ratrgsource base, and to the need to get this
food into the market for sale at prices that consisnean afford (Haddad, 1997). According to
Kifle and Yoseph (1999) availability is basicallyethousehold’s capacity to produce the food it
needs. The second component relates to peopldity dabi get economic access to this food.
Economic access is typically constrained by incothéouseholds cannot generate sufficient
income to purchase food, they lack an entitlemenhé food. The third component concerns an
individual’s ability to use food consumed for grémwnutrition, and health. In an environment
lacking clean water, sanitation, child care, analthefacilities, the ability to use food to promote
health and nutrition will be impaired (Haddad,1997)
When any of the above food security componentataned seasonally or otherwise, households
are said to resort to what are known as “copingtetlies”. These strategies involve behavioral
changes with regard to food choice, frequency dinga seeking other income sources,
borrowing from kin, etc. In addition to this, hotséds begin to sell their belongings or “assets”
such as livestock, tools, personal possessionguséhold goods. The type of coping strategies
adopted can vary from area to area, and from halsgét household. Thus household
‘Asset creation’ as a component of food securityeisy important (Kefile and Yoseph, 1999).
The many definitions and conceptual models all agrethat the defining characteristic of
household food security is secure access at adistito sufficient food. Moreover, there are four
core concepts, implicit in the notion of “secureess to enough food all the time.”
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These are sufficiency of food, defined mainly as talories needed for an active, healthy life;
access to food, defined by entitlement to prodpaeshase or exchange food or receive as a gift;
security, defined as the balance between vulnaénghiisk and insurance; and time, where food
insecurity can be chronic, transitory or cycliddlakwell and Frankenberg, 1992).
The concept of “enough food” is presented in défgrways in the literature. As reviewed in
Maxwell and Frankenberg (1992) it is referred a&aminimal level of food consumption”,
“target level”, “basic food (needed)”, as the fdadlequate to meet nutritional needs”, “enough
food for life, health and growth of the young amd productive efforts”, “enough food for an
active, healthy life”, “enough food to supply thaeegy needed for family members to live
healthy, active and productive lives.”
The same source also stated that from the abovgitaefs some aspects of sufficiency or
“enough” food can be distinguished. First the whianalysis is the individual not the household.
Only rarely (Eide, et al., 1985, 1986; Frankenbeagel Goldestien, 1990; Jonsoon and Toole,
1991b; Cited in Maxwell and Frankenberger, 1992) hbusehold considered as a unit. Second,
although the definitions mostly refer to “food”,etimain concern is with calories and not with
food quality and safety. Third, notwithstanding ttiéficulty of measurement, an important
aspect of assessing whether people have accesnoagh” food is to ask how far they fall
below the threshold, i.e., to analyze food inséguap.
Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) further elabor#ted the concept of enough food appears to
make sense to concentrate initially on caloriegleéfine needs not just for survival, but also “an
active, healthy life,” to assess not just the f#c shortfall but also its gravity, and to begiithw
individual needs and build up to the household.
A well elaborated understanding of underlying cqtaal framework for food security should
focus not only on the availability of food, but@lsn access (demand) and utilization (Webb and
Von Broun, 1994; SLE 1999; cited in Ayalneh 200Rhe concept “access” is the question of
whether individuals and households (and nations)adnle to acquire sufficient food. In other
words, access indicates the ability of househotdgégt command over food. For sufficient
calorie intake, food availability in space and timmy be a necessary but not a sufficient
condition, for it does not guarantee effective dedhéor food. Accordingly, a decline in food
availability does neither create hunger nor doegssarily improve household food security.
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Hence ‘access’ to food plays a critical role inwsegtg command over food which in turn is
determined by production, exchange or transfer €dep1995).
It is often argued that the focus on access iphemomenon of the 1980s, largely resulting from
the pioneering work of Amartya Sen (1981, cited/iaxwell and Frankenberger, 1992) on food
entittement. However the idea was already commaepla nutrition planning and had been
amply demonstrated in field studies. Sen’s contidmy then, was to codify and theorize the
access question, give it a new name, “food entéleiy and demonstrated its relevance even in
famine situation (Maxwell, 1996).
According to Sen’s entitlement frame work an indual's entittement is rooted to his/her
endowment-the initial resource bundle-which is ¢farred via production and trade into food or
commodities which can be exchanged for food. If #rgitlement set does not include a
commodity bundle with an adequate amount of fobd,gerson must hungry; or the individual
suffer an entitlement failure. In private ownershiprket economy, the entitlement relations of
individuals are determined by what they own, wihalytproduce, what they can trade, and what
they inherit or are given. Consequently, he demated that a decline in food availability was
neither necessary nor sufficient to create hungence famine could occur in absence of any
change in production, if the value of people’s prettbn and work activities declined relative to
the cost of staple food (Maxwell and Frankenbery@292).
An African regional workshop held in 1992 concludkdt households will be food-secure when
the conditions relating availability and accessipibre met, noting that availability includes
adequacy in staples, vegetable and animal proteilishes, vitamin supplements and
concentrated energy sources. These foods mustaméatal preferences and be safe.
Accessibility means that households are able teysefoods through the transformation of
endowments (land, labor, capital and other resaurete) into food entitlements (Republic of
Zambia, 1992a; cited in Sutherland.A.J.et al. 199%)s implies that household food security
(HFS) is not simply a function of household fooadgluction, but is linked, often in complex
way, to the overall livelihood strategies of houslds (Frankenberger, 1992). Strategies include
a household’s ability to convert endowments intodf@ntitlements, even to go hungry, up to a
point, to meet another objective, such as asseepration (de Waal, 1989, cited in Sutherland
A.J.et al., 1999).
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The third main concept is “security:” secure acdessnough food. This builds on the idea of
vulnerability to entitlement failure, focusing moeckearly on risk (Maxwell and Frankenberger,
1992). The risk condition may vary from natural meanmade factors (Debebe, 1995).
Widespread crop failure, natural or other disastsrevell as the risk of fluctuation in production
is some risk conditions contributing to food eetilent failure. Moreover, variability in food
supply, market and price variability, risks in emyhent and wages, and risks in health and
morbidity, and conflict are also an increasinglynzoon source of risk to food entitlements.
Considering its span of duration, World Bank (1986axwell and Frankenberger (1992),
Debebe (1995) Tesfaye and Debebe (1995), and Ayad@02) made a distinction between
chronic and transitory food insecurity, which alesely intertwined. A constant failure to food
‘access’ is distinguished as ‘chronic’ while a tergry decline is considered as ‘transitory’ food
insecurity. Chronic food insecurity is a continugusadequate diet caused by the inability to
acquire food. It affects households that persistdatk the ability either to buy enough food or
to produce their own. Transitory food insecurity, the other hand, is a temporary decline in a
household’s access to enough food. It results frestability in food prices, food production, or
household income-and in its worst form it produizesine (World Bank, 1986).

Transitory food insecurity can be further dividetbi cyclical and temporary food insecurity
(CIDA, 1989, cited in Maxwell and Frankenberger92p Temporary food insecurity occurs for
a limited time because of unforeseen and unprdaetzErcumstances; cyclical or seasonal food
insecurity when there is a regular pattern in thagaicity of inadequate access to food. This
may be due to logistical difficulties or prohibiicosts in storing food or borrowing.

There are also important differences in householod fsecurity issues in rural and urban
contexts. In urban areas, HFS is primarily a fuorctof the real wage rate (that is, relative food
prices) and of the level of employment. Furthee, thiserable health environment in poor urban
areas sometimes makes the urban food securitytisitugualitatively different from the rural
situation. Difference in calorie consumption anduieements exist between rural and urban
areas. Typically, calorie consumption is lower nban areas, partly because of differences in
activity levels Von Broun et al. (1992).
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From these definitions, in Ethiopian context, magencies involved in food security related
activities adopt World Bank (1986) definition (K&fland Yoseph, 1999). Accordingly for this
specific study the definition of food security pddgy World Bank (1986) was employed making
the unit of analysis the household.

2.2INDICATORS OF FOOD SECURITY

Assessment of food insecurity is a difficult issas there are no universally established
indicators which serve as measuring tools. Foodurg#gc requires a multi-dimensional
consideration since it is influenced by differenterrelated socio-economic, environmental and
political factors. Because of this problem, assegsanalyzing and monitoring food insecurity
follow diversified approaches (Debebe, 1995).

Along with the development of the concept of foedwgity, a number of food security indicators
have been identified. As there are approximately @€finitions of food security there are also
450 indicators of food security (Hoddinott, 2000ne volume on household food security by
Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) listed 25 broat#fined indicators. As Hoddinot reviewed
Riely and Moock (1995) listed 73 such indicatorsmnewhat more disaggregated than those
found in Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992). Chuncnlet(1997) notes that even a simple
indicator such as dependency ratio can come withynmeermutations. They listed some 450
indicators. With this abundance of indicators, anportant methodological problem for
researchers and development practitioners is termd@te which indicators are appropriate.
Nevertheless, the utilization of these indicatoeries between the characteristics of the
investigations, procedures and level of aggregatiormost cases, the purpose and depth of
investigations highly influence the use of indicatoln some early warning systems, for
example, three sets of indicators are often usedetatify the possible collapses in food security.
These include food supply indicators (rainfall, saan@lanted, yield forecasts and estimate of
production); social stress indicators (market @ieed availability of produce in the market,
labor pattern, wages and migration) and individsiess (which indicate nutritional status,
diseases and mortality) (RRC, 1990, as cited byebebl995). Maxwell and Frankenberger
(1992) made a distinction between “process indisatarhich describe food supply and food

access, and “outcome indicators” which describe fmmsumption.
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Many studies have found that process indicatorsireefficient to characterize food security
outcomes. As Hodinnot (2001) quoted, Chung et 897} found that there is little correlation
between a large set of process indicators and mesastifood security outcomes.
This finding echoes the conclusion of some deveknagencies, that there is little correlation
between area level food production and househald $ecurity (IFAD, 1997).
One critical dimensions of HFS is the availabildf food in the area for the households to
obtain. A number of factors or indicators play drm limiting food supply or availability.
Borton and Shoham (1991, cited in Maxwell and Fesnderger 1992) classified these types of
indicators as risk of an event indicator. Thesesangply indicators that provide information on
the likelihood of a shock or disaster event that adversely affect HFS. They include such
things as inputs and measure of agricultural prodac(agro-metrological data), access to
natural resources, institutional development andketainfrastructure, exposure to regional
conflict or its consequences. On the contrary, bel@995) argued that such supply indicators
are in most cases aggregated and hardly serve ndanéod stress at household levels. Their
application also varies between places dependimg tipe resource potentials of the area and
economic activities of the people.
According to Maxwell and Frankenberger (1992) thgartance of indicators that measure food
access become apparent when it is realized thaehold food insecurity and famine conditions
were occurring despite the availability of food.oBoentitlement and effective demand of
households are now seen as crucial to householtl $eourity. Socio-economic indicators are
sought that represent the degree of stress beprg®sed by a population as economic and social
conditions change and how they are responding.t&écognizing that households are not
passive to stress, a major aspect of vulnerahdityFS is the ability of households to cope with
the stress. Borton and Shoham (1991, cited in Md>amel Frakenberger 1992) referred to these
types of indicators as coping ability indicatorsttiprovide information on the capacity of the
population affected by a shock or disaster to wathg its effects.
Moreover, according to Debebe (1995) unlike suppljicators, food access indicators are
relatively quite effective to monitor food securgijuation at a household level. Their use varies
between regions, seasons and social strata refiectirious agencies in the process of managing
the diversified sources of food,;
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i.e., shift to sideline activities, diversificatiof enterprises, and disposal of productive armd no
productive assets. Given the cost and time involved collecting intake data for households,
outcome indicators are usually proxies for adequtted consumption (Maxwell and
Frankenberger, 1992). In general, HFS outcome a&tolis can be grouped into direct and
indirect indicators (lbid 1988, cited in Maxwell cgafrrankenberger 1992). Direct indicators of
food consumption include those indicators, whioh @obsest to actual food consumption rather
than marketing channel information or medical fatudirect indicators are generally used
when direct indicators are either unavailable ar tostly (in terms of time and money) to
collect. According to Debebe (1995) outcome indicatcan be disaggregated at lower level as
opposed to food supply indicators. The problem waithicome indicators is that some of the
indicators like anthropometric results may not éyamdicate the level of food crisis since
nutritional intake is affected by a number of fastbke health and care.

Table 1 Indicators of household food security

A. Supply indicators -Agro ecological models
-Meteorological data -Food balance sheets
-Information on natural resources -Information on pest damage
-Agricultural production data -Regional conflicts

-Marketing information

B. Food access indicators -Diversification of livestock
-Land use practice -Change of food source
-Dietary change -Access to loan/credit
-Diversification of income sources -Seasonal migration
-Livestock sales -Distress migration

-Sale of productive assets

C. Outcome indicators -Household perception of food security
-Household budget and expenditure -Storage elements
-Food consumption frequency
-Subsistence potential

-Nutritional status

Source Debebe (1995) as adapted from Frankenberger Y1992
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Moreover, the report of IFPRI (1992) on improvingpdl security of the poor explained that
given the multiple dimensions (chronic, transitesiiort term and long term) of food security,
there can be no single indicator for measurin@itferent indicators are needed to capture the
various dimension of food insecurity at the countmpusehold and individual levels, which

include:

» Food security at the country level can, tmeaextent, be monitored in terms of demand and
supply indicators; that is, the quantities of aafalié food versus needs, and net import needs
versus import capacity (import capacity is defireesiforeign exchange earnings net of debt-

service obligations and other necessary foreigha&xge expenditure).

» Food security at the household level is Inesasured by direct surveys of dietary intake (in
comparison with appropriate adequacy norms). Howekliey measure existing situation and not
the downside risks that may occur. The level ofd ahanges in, socioeconomic and
demographic variables such as real wage rates,ogmpht, price ratios and migration, properly
analyzed, can serve as proxies to indicate thasstaft and change in, food security. Indicators
and their risk patterns need to be continually messand interpreted to monitor food security

at the household level.

» Anthropometric information can be a usefulngdement because measurements are taken at
the individual level. Yet such information is thetcome of changes in the above indicators and
of the health and sanitation environment. Thisnmfation however, indicates food security after
the fact.

Measurement is necessary at the outset of any @@weint intervention and investigation to
identify the food insecure, to assess the secofitheir shortfall, and to characterize the nature
of their insecurity. As food security at the housldhevel is best measured by direct measure of
dietary intake and since this study bases its measmnt of HFS on household calorie
acquisition, the next section focuses on measurestoome indicators
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2.3 MEASURING FOOD SECURITY OUTCOMES

Recent research on the multi-factorial nature ofifsecurity has provided a wealth of analytical
insight, but measurement problems remain as a najallenge, not only for research, but
particularly for targeting, program management, itwoimg and evaluation (Maxwell D. et al,
1999). However the search for viable indicatordiszen by the lack of a ‘gold standard’
measure for food security. Measures of consumppongerty and malnutrition are all used as
proxy measures, indicators of assets and incomesae: as more distal determining factors
(Chung et al., 1997; Haddad et al., 1994; Boui§31Maxwell and Frankenberger, 1992; cited
in Maxwell. D. et al (1999).

As further reviewed in Maxwell. D. et al (1999) thest common indicators of food security
revolve around measures of food consumption (Bdi93). A good measure of consumption
requires data on household food consumption, haldaize, age and sex of individuals, as well
as physical size and activity levels. Even if agerasize and activity levels are presumed,
consumption measures capture only the physiologidéiciency elements of food security.

There are also problems with the representativeniessnsumption measures, particularly when
relying on cross sectional data. However, in pcactheasuring calorie intake or the adequacy of
household food availability over time continues lie suggested as the main ‘benchmark’
measures for food security (Chung et al., 1997).

Many studies have found that process indicatorsiregefficient to characterize food security
outcomes (Hoddinot, 2001). Accordingly, he outlifedr measures of household food security
outcomes: individual intakes, household calorieugition, dietary diversity, and indices of
household coping strategies.

Individual food intake dataThis is a measure of the amount of, or nutriecdsisumed by an
individual in a given time period, usually 24 hauf$ere are two approaches used to collect
these data. The first is observational, in thaeanmerator resides in the household throughout
the entire day, measuring the amount of food setee@ach person. The amount of food
prepared but not consumed is not measured. Theearaton also notes the type and quantity of

food eaten as snacks between meals as well ac<fosiimed outside the household.
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The second method is recall, in that the enumenaterviews each household member regarding
the food he/she consumed in the previous 24 harieg

While calculating this outcome measure, the dali@ced on quantities of food are expressed in
terms of their calorie content, using factors thahvert quantities of edible portions into
calories. Then these intake data are compared sigaimefinition of food needs. Individual
calorie requirements reflect individual characteass such as age, sex, weight, body
composition, disease states, genetic traits, prepnand lactation status, and activity levels as
well as climate.

Household calorie acquisitionThis is the number of calories, or nutrients, ikade for
consumption by household members over a definetbgesf time. The principal person
responsible for preparing meals is asked how moold fvas prepared for consumption over a
period of time. After accounting for processingstis turned in to a measure of the calories
available for consumption by the household.

While generating these caloric acquisition dataetof questions regarding food prepared for
meals over a specified period of time, usuallyezith or 14 days, is asked to the person in the
household most knowledgeable about this activityicdnstructing these questions it is necessary
to specify the lists of foods exhaustively, to umégoously distinguish between the amount of
food purchased, the amount prepared for consumpiwhthe amount food served. And it is not
also uncommon for individual to report consumptiorunits other than kilograms or liters. In
such cases it is necessary to convert to a stamahétrd

In converting these data into calories, first catal quantities into a common unit such as
kilogram, then convert these into edible portiogsaldjusting for processing; and lastly convert
these quantities into kilocalories using the stand#ocalorie conversion.

Dietary diversity This is the sum of the number of different foadsumed by an individual
over a specified time period. It may be a simplgharetic sum, the sum of the number of
different foods within a food group, a weighted sumhen additional weight is given to the

frequency by which different foods consumed.
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The method for generating dietary diversity datarie or more persons within the household are
asked about different items they have consumed spegified period. In turn there are two
possible methods of calculation for this measube first one is calculating a simple sum of the
number of different foods eaten by that person dkerspecified time period. The second is
calculating a weighted sum, where the weights ceftee frequency of consumption and not
merely the number of different foods.

Indices of household coping strategi@sis is an index based on how households adofiteo
presence or threat of food shortage. The persohirwithe household who has primary
responsibility for preparing and serving meals $&eal a series of questions regarding how
households are responding to food shortages.

2.4 DETERMINANTS OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD INSECURITY

Food security is generally affected by two majoitedminants: Availability of food and
accessibility to it (Andersen, 1997). Same soutse showed that human resource development,
non-food factors, including education, health caasd clean water; population growth,
urbanization and displacement of people greatljp@nfce food insecurity and human nutrition.
This source further stipulated that natural reseusnd agricultural inputs are critical
determinants of food security.

Food insecurity is due to a variety of reasons,taedFAO/UNDP (1987) cited in Getachew
(1995) suggested, i) the relatively high densityhoiman and livestock populations and the
resulting squeeze of land resources; ii) the imgbof agricultural practices to sustain the
required productivity levels of land; iii) insuffent level of adoption of modern farm
technology; iv) extensive and often irreversibleels of land degradation; v) the value placed on
livestock, specially cattle, in the social economigstem and the accomplishing desire to
maintain large livestock holdings.

A case study of resource and food security (likevitged insecurity) of Wobera District of East
Hararghe Zone (Getachew, 1991) showed that sufficeonditions exist for chronic and
transitory food insecurity among the householdsesehconditions are: first, land, one of the
most important resources for food production, iarese among the study households. Second,

other household resources such as livestock h#lee tiramatically.
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Third, due to climatic hardship, even cereal magjarducing areas remain deficit, leaving both
cereal and cash crop dependent households in @vdisiaged food supply position. Fourth, the
administrative apparatus of Ethiopia (both past jgresent) neglected the rural sector with no or
realistic development strategies to reduce riskead insecurity.
The same source further showed that agro-ecologidaked variation of holding size and plot
distribution and ox-ownership, as an important dacin determining household resource
endowment and the ability to perform agriculturatiaties, came out to be factors which
determine the food security situation among thepdarmouseholds. Moreover, other factors that
were given due attention in the study were labamdito-man ratio, ability of the area to offer
cash crop and off-farm income, grazing land, hoakklndebtedness, cash block (off farm
employment income, cash crop income, livestock nmeoand borrowing), market price,
household expenditure (obligation to the statealrurstitution, the household itself and other
households).
In a case study of Social and Demographic Chaiatitey Habro woreda, using logistic
regression model, Getachew (1993) showed that tisegestatistically significant relationship
between resources held by a household and its ¢é¥ebd security. It was confirmed that those
households which hold land less than three Timedal own any oxen, have a small household
adult equivalent size and earn non-farm incomesg than Birr 500 (or nothing at all) are those
most at risk of food insecurity among the sampl@utation. Consequently, the researcher
showed that the levels of income and farm sizetla@emost important resources determining
food security when other factors such as favoraliteatic conditions and low pest outbreak are
satisfied. In other words, a larger land size aigth imcome increase the chances of maintaining
food security.
Poor target groups often lack access to institgtiand services which could help them in
improving their subsistence production and inco8IleH, 1999; cited in Ayalneh 2002).
Moreover, it is a combination of availability, asseand the chance of receiving external
assistance that determines the households’ foadigsec
As explained in FAO (1991) the problem of househfudd security is not simply one of
agricultural output, but encompasses all factofsciihg a household’s access to an adequate
year round supply of food.
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Thus, the problem of household food security issioiply one of next season’s crops, but can
also include factors as diverse as deforestateasanal variations in food supply, availability of
fodder and other forest foods, shifts from subaisteto the cash economy, and even the timing
of cash needs as school fees.
Lathan (1997) has clearly indicated that incomeikexd from cash crops or wage earnings and
prices paid for purchased items influence a ruogupation’s food security. Further, the author
stated that inadequate land holdings; landlessaedssharecropping are all potent causes of
family insecurity. Lathan has also identified tlatshock’ often precipitates household food
insecurity. The shock can adversely influence fpambuction (suddenly threatening farm food
availability). There are many different kinds obsks, like serious illness, which may result in
reduced agricultural production in a farm familgss of rural job; farm production crises, such
as failure of the rains, or a plague of locusts@me other agricultural catastrophe. Any crisis
that has an adverse impact on the livelihood offd#mily may also result in household food
insecurity.
Ayalneh (2002) in his study of Land Degradationpawerishment and Livelihood Strategies of
Rural Households in Ethiopia, showed that factbad have contributed to transitory and chronic
food insecurity in rural Ethiopia are manifold amdried, ranging from political and socio-
economic to environmental. Among the political tasthe listed inappropriate agricultural and
marketing policies, and political conflict bothrattional and local level.
Among the socio-economic factors are demographiaradteristics of rural households,
inadequate resource endowments, inadequately gmceiafrastructure such as school, hospital
and roads, etc. The same source further stateddbdtsecurity concerns in rural households
depend to a large extent on the size and age wteuct household members. The number of the
household member capable of contributing to foaatipction and/or who can be employed in
non-farm income earning activities will greatly elehine households own production and its
capacity to acquire food through enhancing exchamggement.
On the other hand Gezahegn (1995) explained tleattjor causes of transitory food insecurity
are failure in agricultural production or instatyilin food supplies resulting from stochastic
shocks such as recurrent draught, lack of incemtteesmall scale food producers, and poor
extension services for the small peasant households
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The weak system of marketing and transport opersitim procure and collect agricultural
products from widely dispersed rural producers dadlistribute essential agricultural inputs on
time contributes not only to the fall in productionsome years, but also to the problems caused
by failure to move the available food itself to dgareas.
Further, while Ayalneh (2002) explaining the featof food insecure groups, he also implicitly
explained the factors that determine food insegufit that the largest group of food insecure
households is those who live on the edge of sudrgist often located in remote areas far from
markets. They lack the important asset of goodityuaihd and access to productive assets.
Lack of draught power severely handicaps farmersice’s lack of access to credit, agricultural
input and technology. Lack of male labor in femaéaded households is another important
constraint. They usually work in an insecure amd pwoductivity occupation.
Another determinant of food insecurity is gendecdmination. Subordination of women in
Society, their over-burdening and the greaterdiffies faced by female-headed households
Contribute to food insecurity (Lathan, 1997).
Getachew (1993) in a case study of Adama Bosetrtegpahat there are statistically multiple
relationships between resources owned by a househdl level of food security. Accordingly, it
was confirmed that amongst the sample populatias those households which hold land less
than or equal to 3 Timads, do not own any oxenghagmall household adult equivalent size,
are unable to use fertilizer, and earn a non-faxcome of less than Birr 500 (or not at all) which
are most at risk of food insecurity. Thus ox-owh@slevel of income and land size is the most
important resources determining food security whbémer factors such as favorable climatic
conditions and low pest out break are satisfiedotlrer words, an increased size of land, ox
ownership, high income and use of fertilizer insethe chances of maintaining food security.
In his study of Kembata and Hadiya district Getach{@&993) tested the significance of the
relationship between household resources and fewdritsy. For the test he included six
variables viz, farming systems, land size, produrctoutput, livestock, household size and
fertilizer. Using logistic regression model (logmr short), he showed that there is statistically
significant relationship between food insecuritydagach of the above determinants except
farming system. Moreover, in this study all theiables are negatively related with food
insecurity except household size.
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According to Hoddinott (2001) HFS issues cannoséen in isolation from broader factors. He
viewed these factors as physical, policy and samalronment. And he argued that the physical
factor play a large role in determining the typeaativities that can be undertaken by rural
households. Government policies on the other hamérd the agricultural sector will have a
strong effect on the design and implementationocofSehold food security interventions.
Likewise the presence of social conflict, expressetgrms of mistrust of other social groups or
even outright violence, is also an important factorthe design and implementation of
interventions.

Hoddinott (2001) expressed that resources or engmisrthat food security of households can
be divided into two broad categories: labor andtahd_abor refers to the availability of labor
for production. It incorporates both physical dirsi@m-how many people are available to works
well as “knowledge” or human capital dimensions. ba other hand, capital refers to those
resources such as land, tools for agricultural mad agricultural production, livestock, and
financial resources; that when combined with laparduce income. In turn the house- holds
allocate this endowment across different activitiesh as food production, cash crop production
and non-agricultural income-generating activities response to the returns each activity
generates. In addition, households may receivesfeaincome from different sources, which
determines household income.

Hoddinott (2001) further described that househédds a set of prices that determine the level of
consumption that can be supported by the given leivencome. Accordingly, consumption is
divided between those goods that affect householthdividual food security and all other
goods. Goods that affect food security include foodsumption at the household level (referred
to as food access in much of food security litegtugoods directly related to health care; and
goods that affect the health environment. Theseetlgoods affect illness & individual food

intake, which in turn generates nutritional staiu$ood utilization.
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2.5 LIVELIHOOD STRATEGIES

What is important to be noted is that vulnerabiatyd poverty go hand in hand. One feature of
poverty is the inability to recover from sudden gt such as losing a job, becoming ill or a
poor harvest. In the context of sustainable livadith approach, vulnerability includes: long-term
trends (such as demographic trends, e.g. migratorchanges in the natural resource base);
recurring seasonal changes (such as prices, produmt employment opportunities); short-term
shocks (such as illness or disease, natural disaistenflict) (DIFD, 2001).
The livelihoods approach seeks to promote choipppdunity and diversity. This is nowhere
more apparent than in its treatment of livelihotidtegies- the overarching term used to denote
the range and combination of activities and choitted people make/undertake in order to
achieve their livelihood goals (including produetivactivities, investment strategies,
reproductive choices, etc)(DIFD, 2001 ).
The same source further stated that some versitimetihood analysis uses the term ‘adaptive
strategy’, instead of ‘livelihood strategies’. Adiap strategies are distinguished from coping
strategies adapted in times of crisis.
Again this source elaborated that recent studige kdaawn attention to the enormous diversity
of livelihood strategies at every level- within geaphic areas, across sectors, within households
and over time. This is not a question of people imgp¥rom one form of employment or ‘own
account’ activity (farming, fishing) to another. tRer it is a dynamic process in which they
combine activities to meet their various needsfédrént times. A common manifestation of this
at the household level is ‘straddling’ where byfetént members of the household live and work
in different places, temporarily (e.g. seasonalratign) or permanently. Social patterns such as
this clearly complicate and underline the importaé viewing households and communities
within their wider context. Since goods, financralsources and people are all mobile, an
accurate picture of livelihoods cannot be gainedrifficial boundaries are drawn. Thus links
between urban and rural centers will need to béoexg, as will the implications for decision-
making and asset usage of split families.
The more choice and flexibility that people havetheir livelihood strategies, the grater their
ability to withstand-or adapt to-the shocks andsstes of the vulnerability context (Kostas et al.
2001).
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3, METHODOLOGY
3.1 Description of the study area

The researchwere conducted in Demba Gofa wofdtgaworeda is located in Garmo Gofa Zone
of the Southern Nations Nationalities and PedgRegjional State (SNNPRS)t is among the
fifteen woredas of the zonAdministratively, the woreda is organized in to thigyght kebeles.
The principal town of the woreda is Sawula and ithe man urban center found in the woreda.
The woreda lies between 8°71'81" North and 43°8%&ast. It is situated at 305 km and 515 km

from the regional capital Hawassa and Addis Ab&saectively

The woreda has 93,184 populations size, out a¢iwh1,826 or 7006 household are under the
problem of food insecure. This can show how theaaige prone to food insecurity and
catastrophes, thus, the site will selects usingogaive sampling method to examine socio

economic determinants of food insecurity in the edar.
3.2, Methods of sampling

In an effort to generate the necessary data aodnattion from the representative sample of the
survey population, which is relatively homogenedhs, woreda purposively selected from the
targeted woreda in region, in the woreda there9@&84 population sizes, which are 7,006

households or 21,826 individuals are under thelprolof food insecure.

Out of the 35 kebeles which are 5 kebeles will&@slesing simple random sampling methods.
Then using systematic sampling technique, a sasipéeof 200 household will drawn from the
selects kebeles proportional to the size of eadbgoay. The reason for using systematic
sampling technique is that there is a complete n&nef food in secured, facilitating the use of
this particular sampling method. Therefore, thecgmesampling procedures to be followed are

the following.

1. Selected five kebeles among the thirty-five kebigdgch are under the problem
of food insecure in the woreda using simple randampling technique.
2. Obtained the name list of food in secure householdise selected kebeles from
agriculture and rural development office of the eda.
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3. Prepared a new sampling frame with sequential ntsntye the basis of which
the systematic sampling can be conducting for &ableles.

4. Conducted of systematic sampling for each of the $elected kebeles.

3.3, Methods of data collection

The research will base on both qualitative and tjitedive data and information that will be
gathered from households, national, regional, weeetl kebele government bodies as well as

from all the relevant bodies, using the followiregal collection instruments.

Questionnaire administration- administration of questionnaires will be the ¢mestrument for
the collection of data in the research; accordinglgnultiple pages of questionnaire, asking both
gualitative and quantitative questions, will bep@sded by each of the informants with the help

of trained enumerators.

Focus group discussion- this will be conducted by forming some small hg®oeous groups of
selected informants from the survey population witime 8 to 12 individuals in each group. This
is an appropriate instrument for qualitative dattection in that it provides some quality control
on the accuracy of the responses given by thecpaatits, as the participants in the focus group
discussion are checked on each other’s opinioneMaar, it will give the chance of gathering

valuable information from many people at a time.

Semi-structured-interview - This will be extensive and qualitative interviewndoicted mainly
with the respective officers of the woreda and keben the more complicatebh addition to
this, some officers from the SNNPR Bureau of Adtioe and Rural DevelopmenENNPR

Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Office amt ctlevant bodies will also be interviewed.

Direct observation- the researcher, along with the enumerators aher atlevant bodies will
make some personal observations to kebeles anelhalds considered in the study in order to
perceive the characteristics of the household, liking situations and other related conditions

of food security in kebeles level.
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3.4 Method of data analysis

In analyzing the data both qualitative and quatiNgadata analysis will use depending on the
nature of the data. The qualitative data will amalyusing percentage, tables and narrative
description where as qualitative data will analymseng narrative accounts. And respondent’s
data matrix will prepared then the data will coded filled in SPSS and Ms-Excel will be use

for some constructive summery.

26



5. Scheduleof theresearch

No Research activities time required

1 Identification of the problem

2 Review of literature

3 Identification objective

4 Preparing the proposal for the research

5 Questionnaire development and collecting sample
data

6 Collecting the main data the informants (fieldrijo

7 Analyzing the data collected

8 Write the first draft of the thesis

9 Rechecking of the previously collected datajniyl
gape in the analysis, collecting further data and
reanalyzing of data

10 | Writing the final draft and the submission ot th

thesis
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Budget schedule of the research

Item no Expense description unit Quantity Unicerin birr Total price in birr
Birr cent Birr cent
1 Stationery and equipment expenses
1 Duplication paper ream 6 83 00 498 00
2 Squared paper ream 3 35 00 105 00
3 Lined paper ream 3 35 00 105 00
4 Note pad pieces 5 10 00 50 00
5 Pens pieces 25 1 00 25 00
6 Flush disk pieces 2 500 00 1000 00
7 Walkman tap-recorder pieces 1 600 00 600 00
8 Audio cassettes pieces 5 5 00 25 00
9 calculator pieces 1 150 00 150 00
10 bag pieces 1 600 00 600 00
Sub-total 3,158 00
2 Secretarial services expenses
1 Photocopy(materials) page 1,000 0 50 500 00
2 Printing (materials) page 1,000 1 00 1,000 00
3 Final printing and binding page 100x5 120 00 600 00
Sub- total 2,100 00
3 Travel and perdiem expense
1 Transportation to kebele (six) Trip 6X6 40 00 520 00
2 Perdiem for researcher days 50 70 00 3,500 00
3 Perdiem for local guides (seven) days 7x10 40 00 2,800 00
Sub - total 7,820 00
total 13,078 00
Contingency (10%) 1,307 80
Grand total 14,385 80

28




THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Date of Interview, -- -

SECTION 1: GENERAL INFORMATION
1. Name of enumerator

2. Name of household head --- -
3. Zone -
4. woreda-----------=-=-=-=-m----- -
5. kebele---------------m-eommmmm- -
» Household composition and characteristics
No | Name Of HH Se» Age Marital Educationa| Main Religior
Member (See Status Level(See | Occupation| (See
Code) (See Code) Code)
Code)
1
2
3
4
5
6
I
CODE DESCREPTION
1/ Sex- 1=Mail O=Female 2 /Marital Status — latvled 2=Un-Married
3/ Educational Level — 1 =llliterate 2=griate 4/ Religion 1= Orthodox 2=Prtaat 3

3=Muslim 4=catholic 5=others
SECTION 2: HOUSEHOLD ASSETS

1. Does anyone in this household currently owndarthe following items?

A) Tools/ equipment c) valuables

B) Household goods d) Stored agricultural produce
2. Have you sold any of items in the last 2 yea’&/?yes B/ no

3. If the Q2 answer yes list the following table
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No | Types of sold No of sold Amount sold in birr d&en for sold

SECTION 3. CREDIT

1/ during the last two years have you taken ooia bf any amount, in cash or in Kind?
Yes =1 no = 2.

2/If yes, what are the sources of credit?

3/ Why did you want to obtain a loan?

4/ Amount borrowed. Give amount in birr, if in kiptease give amount in kind including the
unit.

5/ in which year/month was it borrowed?

6/ is there any part of the loan not paid back?

7/ In the last 2 years have you ever given a Idanmg amount in kind or in cash to another
household?

8/ If yes, amount in Birr Amounkind/birr

9/ is there any part outstanding?

SECTION 4. OFF FARM INCOME, BUSINESS ACTIVITIES ANBREMITTANCES

1/ Do you or any member of your family have offfiglob? Yes=1 No =
2/If yes to question 1. Indicate the type of wornkl@nnual income.

3/ has the household received any other incomé (@sicemittances, gifts) in the last year?

Yes, =1 No =2
4/ If yes, complete the following table

Type of receipl Person who received incor Amount receive(

total
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SECTION 5 LAND RESOURCES
1/ Do you have your own land? Yes =1 No =2

2/ If yes to question No 1, what is the total ©sfgour land holding?
3/ what is the total area of land you cultivatest lpear? _ timed
4/ Do you think that your piece of land is enougtsaipport your family? Yes=1  no=2
5/ If no to question No 4. State your reasons
6/ what proportion of your cultivated land is alémt to:
a) Annual crops__ timed b) Perennials __ timed

SECTION 6FARMING METHODS

1/Have you ever used any of the following methods? Yes =1 =20
A/ Row planting E/ Crop rotation
B / New storage system F/ Terracing
C / Manu ring G/ Drainage canals
D /Fallowing H/ Drainage with raised bed

Others, specify

2/ No if no give reasons
SECTION 7. CROP OUTPUT AND SALES

1/ List the type of crops you cultivated and ttaierage production (including garden crops) for
the last two years.

2002 2003
Types of crop Amount of productionTypes of crop Amount of production
2/ is what you produce last year enough for yesauil{& Yes=1 No=0
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3/ If yes to question 2, what amount of grain ste@s transferred to thisyear Q.

4/ Have you sold any part of the last year harvest? Yes=1 No =2

5/ If yes where do you sell your farm products?

6/ what is the nearest distance to the main market m

7/ what means of transport do you use to trangfmut produce to the market?

8/ When (at V\;]hat particular time of the year) do gell most part of your produce? During
Mont

9/ Do you get reasonable price for your produdhiatparticular time? Yes=1 No.=2

10/ If no to question No 9, what are the reasons?

11/ what do you think are the main causes of fasfeCd?

12/ during which months is food shortage severeffigu month(s)

13/ How does you cover the deficit?

14/ If relief food aid is a means to cover the défor how long have you been getting food aid?
Years

15/ Indicate the amount of food aid your housemetgtived in the past two years,

Type of food aid unit 2002 2003

16/ Do you use any irrigation scheme? Yes=1 No =2
17/ If yes to question 16 what type of it?

18/ If yes to questions 16 what types of cropsydid produce using irrigation?

Type of crop 2001 2002
Area (timed) Production (qt) Area (timed) Prodant{qt)

SECTION 8: USE OF MODERN AGRICULTURAL INPUTS

1/Do you use chemical fertilizers? Yes=1 No=2
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2/1f yes to question no. 1 for how many years hagwe been using fertilizer?

3/Have you been using fertilizer every year? Yes=1 No =2
4/1f no to question No 3 why?

5/If yes to question No 1, indicate the amounteofilizer used in the last 2 years

Type of crops 2001 2002

Fertilizer (qt) Area (timed) Fertilizer (qt) Aréamed)
6/Do you use improved seed on your farm? Yes=1 No =2
7/ Have you lost your crop during the last year? Yes=1 No =2

8/If yes to question No 7, what were the courses?

9/If yes to question No. 7 specifies the type ojpclost along with the extent of the loss?

Type of crop Area (timed) Causes for losses Expéldasses (in

qt)

8/ Do you apply chemicals on your corps? Yes=1 N@=

9/ If no to question No 8, why?

SECTION 9. LIVESTOCK OWNERSHIP
1/Do you own livestock? Yes=1 No. 2

2/1f yes, gives details

33




Type of number did you sell any of your animal in the past twohow many
livestock owned and | years? yes-1 no-2 were
present at slaughtered
your farm
No soled if Total sales Reason for
non write 0 | value of all sale
sold
3/ Do you use oxen for your farm operation? Yes=1 oON2

4/ If yes to question No 3. Are your oxen enoughyfaur farm operations? Yes=1 No=2

5/If you do not have enough oxen, how do you gditexhal oxen you need?

6/ Do you have enough feed for your animals? Yes=1 N@

7/ If yes to question No 6, what are the sources?

8/ Is animal disease a problem to you? Yes=1 No=2

9/ If yes to question No 8, do you get enough dtogseat your animals yes=1 No=2
SECTION 10. AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICES

1/ Has your household received any type of extensmm any government and/or
nongovernment organizations? Yes=1 ON2

2/Have you participated in the agricultural extengpackage program? Yes=1 No=2
3/ If yes to question No 2, for how long? Yeear

4/ if no to question no2 what the reason?
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SECTION 11. INCOME FROM AGRICULTURE

1/ Would you please state how much the househadamed annually from the following
income sources (in 2003)

Sours of income unit quantity Total sales (bifr) m@iof sale
(name of the
months)

Crop sales (by type)

1.1 cereals

1.2

Livestock sales (by type

1.1 oxen

1.2

Total income

SECTION 12. EXPENDITURES

1/Indicate the type and amount of expendituresoaf yamily for the year 2002/2003

No | Type of expenditure Amount (birr)

1

Total expenditure

SECTION 13. FOOD EXPENDITURE AND CONSUMPTION

1/What type and amount of food the household madgadle for consumption?

No | Types of food for consumption Amount of food (qt)
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