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ABSTRACT 
This study attempted to identify and describe the contribution of productive safety net program 

to improve food security for rural households in the case of Menze Gera Midir District 

administration by using a mixed research approach in a survey of PSNP beneficiary household 

heads, focus group discussion, key informant interview and field observation by taking closed 

and opened ended questioners. 

this research result revealed that, productive safety net was contributed on family education, 

house type improvement, to increase improved seed and fertilizer utilization practice of PSNP 

beneficiary household heads, capacity building, loan service and opportunity, households saving 

enhancement, women workload reduction, household nutrition improvement and livestock asset 

maximization to improved rural households food security. 81.66% respondents agreed and 

confirmed that PSNP contributed to family education, 90.3% respondents believed and 

confirmed that PSNP contributed public work activities contributed to improved PSNP 

beneficiaries food security, 95.99% respondents perceived and confirmed that PSNP contributed 

to changed/ upgraded grass house to corrugated iron sheet, 84.5% respondents agreed and 

confirmed that PSNP contributed to use improved seed and fertilizer, 69.34% respondents agreed 

and confirmed that PSNP contributed to provided training to build capacity of beneficiaries 

households, 62.8% respondents agreed and confirmed that PSNP contributed to provided loan 

service and opportunity,89.1% respondents agreed and confirmed that PSNP contributed to 

reduce beneficiary women workloads and 88.5% respondents agreed and confirmed that PSNP 

contributed household nutrition improvement. The research also revealed that PSNP was 

contributed to increase beneficiary household livestock asset. After joined PSNP the mean of 

livestock raised from 0.7188 to 1.2548. 

According to this research, 51% of the respondent‘s households were getting enough food each 

day. They Mean score of those 2954.208 kilocalories. But the remaining 49% did not get the 

food they needed for the day. There were got less than 2,200 kilocalories a day for an adult. 

Their daily mean intake was 1521.55 kilocalories. 

The multiple regression result of this research also shown, NFMBPSNP, FHHABPSNP, 

LAHHbPSNP, LAHHAPSNP,. CPHH1y, GIFSCrop, Saving, and PSNPCtDRM factor has a 

positive and significant relationship to the food security improvement of PSNP beneficiary 

households as their p- values are < 0.05, and AE and FHHAAPSNP factor has a negative and 
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significant relationship to the food security improvement of PSNP beneficiary households as 

their p- values are < 0.05. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. Background of the Study 

In 2015, about 736 million people about 10 percent of the global population were living in 

extreme poverty (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2018). The extreme 

poor are defined as those individuals earning less than USD 1.25 a day. However, extreme 

poverty is complex. It is revealed through social marginalization and exclusion, different 

manifestations of malnutrition, poor living conditions, lack of access to basic services, resources 

and employment opportunities, and more. Often, the rural extreme poor are different from the 

urban extreme poor and the non-poor. Their incomes depend greatly on agricultural activities, 

either from work on their farms, or agricultural wage employment. It is this reliance on 

agriculture that makes the rural extreme poor highly vulnerable to climatic shocks and weather 

events. While agriculture plays a big role in their income and food security, the rural extreme 

poor also diversify their sources of income .in other non-agricultural activities (FAO, 2018). The 

rural extreme poor are often geographically concentrated in marginal rural areas, e.g. High 

Mountain, pastoral, arid, rainforest jungle, small islands – with low population densities, poor 

agro-ecological endowments, limited access to markets and few sources of employment. 

Investments in infrastructure and basic services often do not reach these more isolated areas, 

which tend to be more disaster-prone. In contrast, extreme poverty is ―individualized‖ in more 

favorable areas with good agro-ecological conditions and connections to dynamic products and 

labor markets. The extreme poor in these areas including rural youth, the elderly, and people 

with disabilities have lower asset endowments (land, education, social capital), and fewer 

opportunities to increase the returns on those endowments. Therefore, strategies to eradicate 

extreme poverty need to consider the specific contexts and needs of the different rural extreme 

poor (FAO, 2018). 

Ethiopia has a highly diverse population of 102 million people: 49.82 percent are women and 

girls and 50.18 percent men and boys. Annual population growth is 2.6 percent. About 42 

percent of Ethiopians are under 15 years of age. Eighty-three percent live in rural areas and 

depend on rain fed agriculture for their livelihoods. Ethiopia has invested heavily in 
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infrastructure, agriculture, education, health, disaster risk management and safety nets. These 

investments have led to significant progress in economic and social development including 

increased life expectancy, reductions in income poverty and malnutrition, increased school 

enrolments and expanded access to health services, fresh water and improved sanitation. Despite 

these gains, however, major challenges remain. Eighty-seven percent of the population is 

―multidimensional poor‖, suffering from some combination of food insecurity, insufficient 

access to adequate education and health services and inadequate employment opportunities. 

These challenges are experienced differently among different population groups owing to gender 

and other systemic inequalities. In particular, pastoral and lowland areas, mainly in the regions of 

Afar, Oromia and Somali, lag behind on nearly all social indicators, (Worled food program, 

Executive Board, Annual session Rome, 29 June–3 July 2020). 

Gender inequalities resulting from harmful cultural practices and structural and social 

discrimination contribute to poor health, nutrition, education and livelihood opportunities for 

women and girls. Compared with men and boys, women and girls are strongly disadvantaged in 

all sectors. Several interrelated factors drive food insecurity and under nutrition in Ethiopia, 

suggesting that progress towards SDG is dependent on advances towards other SDGs, ((Worled 

food program, Executive Board, Annual session Rome, 29 June–3 July 2020). 

Poverty rates are falling but remain high and poverty is widespread, limiting the scope for 

market-based approaches to tackling hunger. One in four households fall below the poverty line, 

making them vulnerable to seasonal climate shocks and food insecurity. Poverty rates are highest 

in the pastoral lowlands, (World food program, Executive Board, Annual session Rome, 29 

June–3 July 2020). 

The launch of the PSNP in 2005 represented a pivotal departure from the cycle of annual 

emergency food aid appeals. Following the drought of 2002/2003, the Government of Ethiopia 

formed the New Coalition for Food Security to identify key actions to break the cycle of 

emergency appeals which saved lives but did little to protect household assets—and 

comprehensively address food insecurity in Ethiopia. This process resulted in the creation of the 

Food Security Program (FSP). Launched in 2003, the FSP was funded by the GoE and 

Development Partners and implemented, mostly through government structures, in Amhara, 

Oromiya, Tigray and Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples Region (SNNP), with Harari 

and Dire Dawa added in 2005,( Productive Safety Net Program 4Design Document,  2014).  
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The Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) is Ethiopia‘s rural safety net for food insecure 

households. Households that have able-bodied adult labour engage in public works and receive 

transfers for six months of the year. Public works focus on integrated community-based 

watershed development, covering activities such as soil and water conservation measures, 

rangeland management (in pastoral areas), and the development of community assets such as 

roads, water infrastructure, schools, and clinics. These works contribute to improved livelihoods 

(through increased availability of natural resources including water and cultivatable land, soil 

fertility, increased agricultural production and improved market access), strengthened disaster 

risk management and climate resilience, and nutrition. The program facilitates linkages with 

health and nutrition services, particularly for pregnant and lactating women who have antenatal 

care and nutrition-related co responsibilities (soft conditionality‘s) as they transition to 

temporary direct support, but also for public works clients, whose participation in nutrition 

behavioral change communication (BCC) sessions counts towards their public works 

requirement. Households without labour capacity, permanent direct support clients receive 12 

months of unconditional transfers and are liked with social protection services, (Program 

implementation manual, 2014).  

The program provides technical assistance and training in livelihood activities (crop and 

livestock off-farm, and employment) to clients to enable households to increase and diversify 

their incomes and build their assets. While many clients who participate in livelihoods activities 

are referred to credit providers, for the poorest households, the program provides livelihood 

transfers that do not need to be repaid, helping them build their assets more rapidly while 

avoiding a cycle of indebtedness. Together, these interventions aim to strengthen resilience, 

improve nutrition, and help households become food sufficient and, eventually, food secure. 

Menz Gera Midir district's is the studying area; it is one of the districts in Ethiopia and targeted 

as the operational area of food security programs /PSNP/. The district's economy is based on 

agriculture and animal husbandry. It is characterized by chronic and acute food in security due to 

soil fertility problem, environmental degradation, unseasonal rains, lack of rainfall, drought, 

population growth, traditional farming and traditional animal husbandry, animal and crop 

disease, lack of infrastructure (clean drinking water, roads, electricity, schools, colleges, 

universities, etc.), credit and loan access problem, lack of material and technology input, costly 

input supply and lack of knowledge and skills. To minimize and solve this problem, different 
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food security programs (Relief, PSNP etc.) which are supported by government and 

nongovernment organization were implemented. Of these, PSNP is one, which transfers 

resources in the form of cash or in kind for public work beneficiaries and direct support 

beneficiaries, which includes asset building and restoration of degraded natural resources, gender 

and social development awareness, minimization of child mortality, reduce females work load, 

improved infrastructure facility, constructed and developed different irrigation schemes and 

strengthen different government and program organization structure by provided multipurpose 

training, since 2005, with its all -comprehensive coverage. 

Even though the fact that, the program is up to now functional by modified and improved its goal 

and objectives of supporting systems and provision, for the predictable outcomes (―Enhanced 

participation in improved rural safety net, livelihood and nutrition services by food insecure 

female/male headed households‖.), outputs such as 1): Prioritized instruments and tools in place 

to support an effective system for Social Protection and Disaster Risk Management, 2) 

Appropriate, timely and accessible transfers received by male and female clients, 3) Sustainable 

community assets built up and access to social services, 4) Clients‘ livelihood opportunities 

facilitated through three pathways: crop and livestock, off-farm income generation, and 

employment enhanced and 5) Effective management and operational processes in place to 

manage the program and different activities which helps to meet the progrm goals, objectives, 

outcomes and outputs ( like in the area of nutrition improvement, gender and social development, 

social protection, asset building, infrastructure construction, saving and credit, forestry and 

forage development and soil and water conservation ' activities), However, the program's 

contribution to the district has not been studied. Therefore, it is important to carry out this study 

to identify, describe, and verify the actual contribution of the program to the food security of the 

study district program beneficiary households. So, the central question of this study attempts to 

concentrate on the contribution of the PSNP to Menze Gera MidirWored PSNP beneficiary 

households. 
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1.2. Statement of the Problem  

 

According to Productive Safety Net Program four Design Document (2014), the PSNP 4 design 

aims to support the transition from a series of time-bound programs to the development of an 

efficient and effective system for delivering elements of social protection and disaster risk 

management. In doing so it also aims to make contributions to the GTP and to the achievement 

of four key government policies, strategies and programs. Such as, the Social Protection Policy, 

the National Policy and Strategy on Disaster Risk Management (NPSDRM), the National 

Nutrition Program (NNP) and the Climate Resilient Green Economy (CRGE)  

In supporting the above, the PSNP 4 will result in the enhancement of household and community 

resilience to shocks and improvements to household food security, nutrition and economic 

wellbeing. It will do so by ensuring that poor and vulnerable households benefit from an 

essential suite of services including safety net transfers, livelihood interventions, key health and 

nutrition services, community assets constructed through public works and support to households 

up to, during and beyond safety net graduation to ensure that the improvements they have 

achieved are sustainable. 

According to Productive Safety Net Program four Design Document (2014) the main goal of the 

program was ―Resilience to shocks and livelihoods enhanced and food security and nutrition 

improved for rural households vulnerable to food insecurity.‖ ―When poor people encounter 

shocks, they experience from the direct effect of poverty and hunger making them less 

productive and less able to earn a living, Habtamu (2011). They are also forced to employ 

negative coping strategies such as reducing food consumption, selling productive assets, and 

removing children from school (Barret, 2001). These strategies further diminish their asset base 

and make them more vulnerable to the next shock, which leads them to further worse condition. 

This vicious cycle is referred to as poverty trap. It is difficult for the poor to escape the poverty 

trap unaided. They require a combination of development activities complemented by social 

protection transfers such as safety nets (Yadete, 2008).‖  

Based on the above concept a wide body of evidence now exists that indicates there are many 

circumstances in which productive safety net program as part of carefully planned social 

protection policies can be a springboard to escape from food insecurity. Most importantly, 

productive safety net program as a newly developed social safety net program, Alemayehu et al. 
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(2008) discussed that Productive Safety Net Program together with the Other Food Security 

Program, reduced household food insecurity; raised consumption levels; encouraged households 

to engage in production and investment through enhanced access to credit, increased use of 

modern farming techniques, and entry into nonfarm own business activities; and whether it has 

led to sustained asset accumulation as well as participants relative to the control group, they are 

more likely to be food secure, and are more likely to borrow for productive purposes, use 

improved agricultural technologies, and operate nonfarm own business activities.  

There are some empirical studies that have been worked by different researchers to assess the 

contribution of PSNP in Ethiopia at household level. Among these studies some of them tried to 

assess the contribution of the program one year after the onset of the program using cross 

sectional data, for instance the studies, Devereux et al. (2006) and Gilligan et al. (2006). But 

according to Devereux et al. (2006) since contribution might not accrue in the short run, to fully 

and rigorously evaluate the PSNP, longitudinal data is needed. Moreover, a study conducted by 

Andersson et al. (2009) evaluated the impacts of the Ethiopian PSNP on rural households' 

holdings of livestock and forest assets including trees and found that program participation did 

not have an effect on livestock holdings.  

Menz Gera Midir District is one of the chronically food insecure district. It is still supported by 

the Productive safety net program. Beneficiaries were also benefited from the program to ensure 

their food security. Various empirical studies in the country wide have shown that the program 

has greatly contributed to achieve food security for its beneficiary. However, the contribution of 

the program to its beneficiaries in this study area is still not studied and unknown.  

Therefore, this study is conducted to identifying and examining the contribution of PSNP on 

food security of Menze Gera Midir District, Amhara Region, and Ethiopia. 

 

1.3. Research Questions  

 

Based on the above statement, the following questions were formulated in which this research 

attempts to answer:- 

1. What was the food security status of PSNP beneficiary in study area?  

2. What was the contribution of PSNP to improved food security status of program 

beneficiary rural households? 
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3. Did PSNP help to improve the sources of incomes of beneficiary households‟? 

4. How beneficiaries understand and perceived the contribution of the program? 

1.4. Objectives of the Study  

1.4.1. General Objective  

The overall objective of this study was to assessed and described the contribution of the 

productive safety net program to improve food security of its beneficiary rural households in 

Menze Gera Midir District. 

 

1.4.2. Specific Objectives  

 

The specific objectives of this study are to:-  

1. Described the food security status of PSNP beneficiary household in the study area, 

2. Identified the contribution of PSNP to improved food security status of program 

beneficiary rural households, 

3. Identified the function of PSNP to improve the source of incomes of beneficiary 

households, 

4. Examined the perception of beneficiaries towards the contribution of the productive 

safety net program. 

 

1.5. Significance of the Study  

 

This study was provided information on the contribution of the PSNP to the food security status 

of the beneficiary household in this studying district. It was help to governmental and non-

governmental organizations and institution that operated or will be operating similar and related 

programs and projects in this studied district to obtain sufficient information about the program's 

contribution and support. It serves as a starting point for researchers who are doing more 

research on the program. 

It also helps governmental and non-governmental decision-makers to understand the interaction 

between the program and the beneficiaries of the program to identify its strengths and 

weaknesses and to develop new practices and strategies to perform the program in good way. It 

also serves as a starting point for new policy directions. 
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1.6. Scope of the Study 

 

In this studied district the PSNP were fill the food security gap of the beneficiaries household of 

the program by provided transfer payment interims of Birr and food public works (PW) for six 

month per year and permanent direct supports (PDS) for one year (12 Month). It also constructs 

and develops different sub projects ( like irrigation schemes, roads, schools, toilet, human and 

animal posts, different experts living house, different organization office, etc ) that benefit both 

beneficiaries and non beneficiaries households of the program in the studied area and helps them 

become self-sufficient in food security. However, this study focuses only on the household who 

are participated directly in the program and the contribution that the program has made to the 

beneficiaries. In addition, there were 20 beneficiary kebeles and beneficiary households in the 

kebeles where the study were conducted, but the study was focus on the sample kebeles and 

Sample households of the program beneficiaries due to the limited time frame, budget and 

manpower to conduct the study.  

 

1.7. Limitations of the Study 

 

When the sample was taken, it was done by used a variety of sampling techniques. Since the 

study was conducted in sample kebeles and beneficiaries, the program may not fully reflect its 

contribution to food security. It also did not reflect the contribution of the study to the household 

living in the study area at the expense of the program, as the study was only included in the study 

focus on the beneficiaries of the program. The research work time and final exam were 

overlapped due to this the research time was not enough to address and summarized all required 

points of the study. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. Introduction 

 

According to report of USAID Office of Food for Peace (2015) with a population of 88.9 

million, Ethiopia is Africa‘s second most populous country. It is a highly rural country, with 83% 

of the population living in rural areas and subsisting largely on agriculture. An agriculture 

account for nearly half of Ethiopia‘s GDP of $47.53 billion, and contributes 90% of the 

country‘s exports. Although it remains a low-income country, Ethiopia has made significant 

strides in reducing poverty through a combination of rapid economic growth (8-14% annually 

since 2004), fiscal policy, and significant investments in pro-poor sectors such as education, 

agriculture and health. The percentage of the population under the National Poverty Line has 

fallen from 44.2% in 1999 to 29.6% in 2010, with the rural poverty rate falling from 45.4% to 

30.4% over the same period.  

Ethiopia has also made significant progress in reducing hunger, with a 39.24% reduction in the 

Global Hunger Index from 1990 to 2013. The percentage of the population below a minimum 

level of dietary energy consumption dropped dramatically from 74.8% in 1990 to 32% in 2015, 

although  the total undernourished population remains high (31.6 million, down from 37.3 

million in 1990). Over the same period, Ethiopia saw promising improvements in children‘s 

nutrition, with rates of under nutrition among children under five decreasing by approximately 

26%. Life expectancy has increased from 52 years in 2000 to 64 years in 2013.  

According to Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia National Nutrition Program, (2016-2020) 

Ethiopia, located in the Horn of Africa, lies between 3o and 15o North and 33o and 48o east. The 

total area of the country is around 1.1 million square kilometers. As of 2007, Ethiopia‘s 

population has been growing at a rate of 2.6% per annum (CSA, 2007). At this rate, the total 

population will number 104 million by 2020. This rapid population growth exacerbates critical 

gaps in basic health services, and in food and nutrition security (MOH, 2008). The majority of 

the population (84%) lives in rural areas, and subsistence agriculture is the mainstay of their 

livelihood and economic productivity. 
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2.2. Definition of Terms 

 

Disaster: - several definitions are frequently given to disaster. The World Health Organization 

(WHO) defines a disaster as ―a sudden ecological phenomenon of sufficient magnitude to require 

external assistance‖. It is also defined as any event, typically occurring suddenly, that causes 

damage, ecological disruption, loss of human life, deterioration of health and health services, and 

which exceeds the capacity of the affected community on a scale sufficient to require outside 

assistance (Landsman, 2001). It is an emergency of such severity and magnitude that the 

resultant combination of deaths, injuries, illness, and property damage cannot be effectively 

managed with routine procedures or resources. Disaster is further defined as an event in which a 

society or a community undergoes acute deprivation of food and other basic necessities due to 

natural and manmade calamities to such an extent that the normal function of the society or the 

community is disrupted and that it cannot subsist without outside intervention  

A disaster can be defined as the serious disruption of the functioning of a community, causing 

widespread human, material or environmental losses, which exceed the ability of the affected 

people to cope using their own resources.( Cambodian Red Cross Society, Community-Based 

Disaster Preparedness Training Manual, For Red Cross Volunteers)  

 

Vulnerability: is the extent or degree to which an individual, community, structure, service, or 

geographic area is likely to be damaged or disrupted by the impact of a particular hazard.( 

Cambodian Red Cross Society, Community-Based Disaster Preparedness Training Manual, For 

Red Cross Volunteers ) 

Emergency: - is a state in which normal procedures are suspended and extra-ordinary measures 

are taken in order to avert a disaster. An emergency can be defined in the context of the social, 

political and epidemiological circumstances in which it occurs. Hazard is a rare or extreme event 

in the natural or human made environment that adversely affects human life, property or activity 

to the extent of causing a disaster. It is essential to make a distinction between hazards and 

disasters, and to recognize that the effect of the former upon the latter is essentially a measure of 

the society‘s vulnerability. 

Mitigation: - is permanent reduction of the risk of a disaster. Primary mitigation refers to 

reducing the resistance of the hazard and reducing vulnerability. Secondary mitigation refers to 
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reducing the effects of the hazard (preparedness). Mitigation includes recognizing that disasters 

will occur; attempts are made to reduce the harmful effects of a disaster, and to limit their impact 

on human suffering and economic assets. 

Prevention is defined as those activities taken to prevent a natural phenomenon or potential 

hazard from having harmful effects on either people or economic assets. Delayed actions drain 

the economy and the resources for emergency response within a region. For developing nations, 

prevention is perhaps the most critical components in managing disasters, however, it is clearly 

one of the most difficult to promote. Prevention planning is based on two issues: hazard 

identification (identifying the actual threats facing a community) and vulnerability assessment 

(evaluating the risk and capacity of a community to handle the consequences of the disaster). 

Once these issues put in order of priority, emergency managers can determine the appropriate 

prevention strategies. 

Disaster prevention: refers to measures taken to eliminate the root causes that make people 

vulnerable to disaster.  

Preparedness: Are the measures that ensure the organized mobilization of personnel, funds, 

equipments, and supplies within a safe environment for effective relief. Disaster preparedness is 

building up of capacities before a disaster situation prevails in order to reduce impacts. Its 

measures include inter alia, availability of food reserve, emergency reserve fund, seed reserve, 

health facilities, warning systems, logistical infrastructure, relief manual, and shelves of projects  

Reconstruction: - the full resumption of socio-economic activities plus preventive measures. 

Rehabilitation: - is the restoration of basic social functions.  

Exposure:-The presence of people; livelihoods; environmental services and resources; 

infrastructure; or economic, social, or cultural assets in places that could be adversely affected 

(Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, Ethiopia‘s Climate Resilient Green Economy, 

Climate Resilience Strategy Agriculture and Forestry /FDRE, ECRGECRSAF). 

Adaptive capacity:- The combination of the strengths, attributes, and resources available to an 

individual, community, society, or organization that can be used to prepare for and undertake 

actions to reduce adverse impacts, moderate harm, or exploit beneficial opportunities (FDRE, 

ECRGECRSAF). 

Livelihoods: - The means by which households obtain and maintain access to essential resources 

to ensure their immediate and long-term survival (Livelihood Integration Unit) (FDRE, 
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ECRGECRSAF). 

Resilience: - the ability of a system and its component parts to anticipate, absorb, accommodate, 

or recover from the effects of a hazardous event in a timely and efficient manner, including 

through ensuring the preservation, restoration, or improvement of its essential basic structures 

and functions (FDRE, ECRGECRSAF). 

 

Definition of Food Security 

 

Different researchers, writers, scholars and organizations define food security and food 

insecurity in different way or in different direction. The following definition is a little of that: 

―Every man, woman and child has the inalienable right to be free from hunger and malnutrition 

in order to develop fully and maintain their physical and mental faculties. Accordingly, the 

eradication of hunger is a common objective of all the countries of the international community, 

especially of the developed countries and others in a position to help.‖ (United Nations, 1975, 

Report of the World Food Conference, Rome 5-16 November 1974. New York) 

―Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to 

sufficient, safe and nutritious food which meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an 

active and healthy life.‖ World Food Summit (WFS) (1996). 

 

Definition of Food Insecurity 

 

Food security is a difficult concept to measure since it deals in very broad terms with the 

production, distribution and consumption of food. Food insecurity on the other hand lends itself 

more readily to measurement and analysis. It should be stressed that food security and famine 

and hunger are not to be confused: food security refers to the availability of food whereas famine 

and hunger are the consequence of the non availability of food, in other words the results of food 

insecurity (Prof. Pasquale De Muro, Prof. Matteo Mazziotta, 2011). 
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The FAO Definition of Food Insecurity  

 

―A situation that exists when peoples lack secure access to sufficient amounts of safe and 

nutritious food for normal growth and development and an active and healthy life‖. 

Any analysis of food security will examine whether a change from security to insecurity or 

insecurity to security actually takes place and also the probability of such a change happening. 

Factors that may lead to a situation of food insecurity include non-availability of food, lack of 

access, improper utilization and instability over a certain time period. The 1996 World Food 

Summit declared the fight against food insecurity as one of its objectives (Prof. Pasquale De 

Muro, Prof. MatteoMazziotta, 2011) 

―This Plan of Action envisages an ongoing effort to eradicate hunger in all countries, with an 

immediate view to reducing the number of undernourished people to half their present level no 

later than 2015, and a mid-term review to ascertain whether it is possible to achieve this target by 

2010.‖ 

Who is food insecure? Food insecure households are dominated by landless labour constrained 

families, marginal farmers owning tiny parcels of land, most farming and non-farming 

households in rural dry land areas, widows, persons with disabilities, low-income workers in 

unorganized sectors in both rural and urban areas, urban marginal‘s living mostly in peripheral 

urban slums, and especially women and children in all these categories. To these old chronically 

food insecure poor have been added large numbers of ‗new poor‘ who are mostly transitory poor, 

moving above and below the poverty threshold as employment and incomes fluctuate a 

characteristic of the new-found dynamism of the Indian economy of the last decade. Some 

estimates suggest that the transitory poor are now a higher proportion than the chronically poor 

(HLPE Report, 2012). 

 

2.3. Malnutrition Trends in Ethiopia 

 

According to Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia National Nutrition Program, (2016-2020) 

an estimated 805 million people worldwide are chronically undernourished (FAO, 2014), One 

hundred fifty-nine million children under 5 years are stunted and 41 million children under five 

years are overweight and obese. In addition, at least 50 million are severely or moderately 
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wasted (WHO/UNICEF/The World Bank, 2015). Furthermore, there are about 2 billion children 

and adults who are deficient in vitamins or minerals, which can lead to anemia, blindness, 

cognitive impairment, greater susceptibility to many diseases that can result in higher mortality 

(UN SCN, 2015). Overweight prevalence has gone up slightly between 1990 and 2014, from 

4.8% to 6.1%. There are 41 million overweight children in the world, about 10 million more than 

there were 2 decades ago (WHO, 2014).  

 

2.4. Nutrition Trends in Ethiopia 

 

According to Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia National Nutrition Program, (2016-2020) 

the last four national level Demographic and Health Surveys (EDHS) show a decreasing trend in 

the proportion of children who are stunted and underweight. The prevalence of stunting 

decreased by 31% (from 58% to 40%) between 2000 and 2014. The decline in the proportion of 

stunted Ethiopian children shows an improvement in chronic malnutrition over the past 15 years. 

The proportion of underweight children declined even more substantially, by 39% over the same 

period. Conversely, the prevalence of wasting has remained fairly static over the last 15 years. 

Anemia prevalence among under-five children remains high at 44%, even though it declined by 

19% over the last 6 years (EDHS, 2011). 

The government has already put in place programs and initiatives with set targets that directly 

and indirectly contribute to the reduction of under-nutrition. These programs include increasing 

agricultural productivity; promoting girls‘ education; immunization; integrated management of 

neonatal and childhood illnesses (IMNCI); water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH); family 

planning, prevention of mother-to-child transmission of HIV (PMTCT), skilled delivery and 

delaying of pregnancy. The government will facilitate and support the scale-up of these 

initiatives/ programs to achieve the strategic objectives outlined below. Government of the ( 

FDRoENNP, 2015). 

Gender inequalities can be both a cause and an effect of hunger and malnutrition. Not 

surprisingly, higher levels of gender inequality are associated with higher levels of under-

nutrition, both acute and chronic (FAO, 2011). There is always a co-existence of well-fed and 

malnourished persons in a household, as resources are not shared in an equitable manner (Gender 

Influences on Child Survival, Health and Nutrition, 2011). The nutritional status of girls and 
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women is affected not only by biological factors but also by systematic inequalities within 

households and the socio cultural norms prevalent in a specific community. Given these unequal 

conditions, women and girls have poorer nutrition outcomes throughout the lifecycle, higher 

rates of mortality, less access to health care and greater household food insecurity (UNSCN, 

2004). 

 

2.5. Productive Safety Net Program in Ethiopia 

 

The Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) is Ethiopia‘s rural safety net for food insecure 

households. The estimated maximum annual program caseload will be 10 million clients, 

consisting of 8.3 million chronic food insecure clients and the capacity to support an additional 

1.7 million transitory clients if need exists. Households that have able-bodied adult labour 

engage in public works and receive transfers for six months of the year. Public works focus on 

integrated community-based watershed development, covering activities such as soil and water 

conservation measures, rangeland management (in pastoral areas), and the development of 

community assets such as roads, water infrastructure, schools, and clinics. These works 

contribute to improved livelihoods (through increased availability of natural resources including 

water and cultivatable land, soil fertility, increased agricultural production and improved market 

access), strengthened disaster risk management and climate resilience, and nutrition. The 

program facilitates linkages with health and nutrition services, particularly for pregnant and 

lactating women who have antenatal care and nutrition-related co-responsibilities (soft 

conditionality‘s) as they transition to temporary direct support, but also for public works clients, 

whose participation in nutrition behavioral change communication (BCC) sessions counts 

towards their public works requirement. Households without labour capacity, permanent direct 

support clients receive a year (12 Months) of unconditional transfers and are linked with social 

protection services. The program provides technical assistance and training in livelihood 

activities (crop and livestock, off-farm, and employment) to clients to enable households to 

increase and diversify their incomes and build their assets. While many clients who participate in 

livelihoods activities are referred to credit providers, for the poorest households, the program 

provides livelihood transfers that do not need to be repaid, helping them build their assets more 

rapidly while avoiding a cycle of indebtedness. Together, these interventions aim to strengthen 
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resilience, improve nutrition, and help households become food sufficient and, eventually, food 

secures (PSNP 4 PIM, 2014). 

 

The PSNP is one of several components of the Ethiopian government's Food Security Program. 

The other components are subsidies for voluntary resettlement and a package of programs jointly 

called Other Food Security Programs (OFSP). OFSP includes a wide range of activities that 

differ by regions, but the main element is a package of loans for agricultural and non-agricultural 

activities (Slater et al. 2006). The federal plan is that 30% of the PSNP beneficiaries should also 

be covered by OFSP. During the 2006–2007 seasons, 70% of OFSP funds were slated for 

household credit packages. The anticipated effect of this set of programs is that, since households 

will no longer need to sell off assets as a result of income shocks, their productive assets will 

increase over time. With the help of the PSNP and other programs, these food insecure 

households are expected to graduate from their chronic situation in five years (Slater et al. 2006). 

In Ethiopia, the PSNP is already having a significant contribution and there is clear evidence that 

several important changes have taken place in study areas in terms of nutrition, asset protection, 

asset building, and allowing people to feel secure enough in their income to take productive 

loans which they previously found too risky (Slater et al, 2006). A comparative study by 

Alemayehu et al. (2008) pointed, access to the PSNP improves two measures of household food 

security: it reduces the likelihood that a household has very low caloric intake and it increases 

mean calorie availability. Relative to the control group, beneficiaries are more likely to be food 

secure, and are more likely to borrow for productive purposes, use improved agricultural 

technologies, and operate non-farm own business activities.  

 

Additional  empirical  evidence reveals  that Safety net  activities are integrated  with district 

development plans of targeted regions of the country and ensured quality assets which built 

within  the  necessary  budget  allocated. These activities include public works, on-farm 

improvements, and environmental protection measures such as tree planting on public land and 

soil/water conservation measures. And the study finally recommended that Safety net resources 

should be flexible enough to offer a wide range of activities that fit the food security plan of the 

District and also ensure timely and efficient use of these resources (Alemu et al. 2009). 
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2.5.1. PSNP Objectives  

 

According to PSNP PIM, The objectives of the PSNP are articulated at 3 levels: the policy 

objectives, the program goal and the program outcomes. The extent of the contribution of the 

PSNP varies between these levels. With regard to the policy objectives, the PSNP is one of 

several programs or interventions aiming to contribute to the achievement of these objectives. 

With respect to the program goal, the PSNP expects to make a more significant contribution, 

although other interventions are also critical to achieving the goal (and achieving the goal is 

beyond the power of the PSNP alone). Progress towards achieving this goal and the contribution 

by the PSNP will be measured through its regular impact assessments. The program outcome, on 

the other hand, is within the PSNP‘s ability to deliver (MoA, 2014). The main policy 

contribution objective of PSNP is listed as follow:-  

A. Growth and Transformation Plan 

To become a country where democratic rule, good governance and social justice reign, upon the 

involvement and free will of its peoples, and once extricating itself from poverty to reach the 

level of a middle-income economy as of 2020-2025 (MoA, 2014) 

B. Social Protection Policy 

To see all Ethiopians enjoy social and economic well-being, security and social justice (MoA, 

2014) 

C. Disaster Risk Management  

To reduce risks and the impacts of disasters through the establishment of a comprehensive and 

integrated disaster risk management system within the context of sustainable development. 

(MoA, 2014) 

D. Climate Resilient Green Economy  

To achieve the GTP goal of building Ethiopia into middle-income country by 2025 in a way that 

is both resilient to the negative impacts of climate change and does not result in a rise in green 

house gas emissions (MoA, 2014). 

E. National Nutrition Program  

The other contribution of PSNP is to improve nutritional status of women and children in 

Ethiopia (MoA, 2014). 
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2.5.2. Program Goal 

The PSNP 4 has been the following goal:  

―Resilience to shocks and livelihoods enhanced, and food security and nutrition improved, for 

rural households vulnerable to food insecurity‖ (MoA, 2014). 

2.5.3. Program Outcome  

 

The PSNP‘s outcome was listed as follows:- 

―Enhanced participation in improved rural safety net, livelihood and nutrition services by food 

insecure female/male headed households‖ (MoA, 2014). 

 

2.5.4. PSNP 4 Principles  

 

According to Ministry of Agriculture, 2014 PSNP 4 has the following principles. 

I. Fair and transparent client selection: - Clients are selected through community-based 

targeting, with an effective appeal mechanism to address inclusion or exclusion errors. The client 

list is verified through public meetings during which it is read aloud and discussed. The final 

client list is also posted in public locations.  

II. Timely, predictable and appropriate transfers:- To create an effective safety net, clients 

must be sure that they can depend on the PSNP at all times. Transfers can be considered 

predictable if PSNP clients have timely knowledge of their eligibility for the program, and they 

know what type of transfer they will receive, how much of this transfer they will receive and 

when they will receive it. A transfer is timely if it is provided to clients before or at the time 

during the year when they need the support. A timely transfer also takes place according to a 

planned transfer schedule. A transfer is appropriate if it meets the needs of households: cash is 

provided in settings where markets function well, while food is provided in areas where there is 

no food to purchase or food prices are extremely high. An appropriate transfer also has the same 

value whether it is provided in cash or food.  

III. Primacy of transfers:-Since the PSNP is primarily a safety net, ensuring that clients 

receive transfers takes priority over all considerations. Transfers should not be delayed for any 

reason, including those related to public works implementation. 

IV. Productive safety net:- The PSNP is a productive safety net which means that it not only 
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includes a commitment to providing a safety net that protects food consumption and household 

assets, but it is also expected to address some of the underlying causes of food insecurity and to 

contribute to economic growth in its own right. The productive element comes from 

infrastructure and improved natural resources base created through PSNP public works and from 

the multiplier effects of cash transfers on the local economy. 

V. Tailored livelihood solutions. The PSNP provides livelihoods support that is tailored to 1) 

households and individuals according to their capacity, and 2) institutional capacity for each of 

three livelihoods pathways (crop and livestock, off-farm income generation, and employment).  

VI. Integrated into local systems. The PSNP is not a project but a key element of local 

development planning. PSNP plans are integrated into wider development plans at district, zone, 

region and federal levels. 

VII. Scalable safety net. The PSNP is scaled up when needed in the event of shocks to ensure 

that assistance is available to those households who need it most in PSNP Districts, to prevent 

them from becoming more food insecure. The PSNP can scale up to a predetermined ceiling; any 

transitory needs that cannot be met through the PSNP will be addressed through the emergency 

response system.  

VIII. Cash first principle. When possible, cash should be the primary form of transfer. This 

assists with the stimulation of markets – since people spend their cash in local markets – and the 

move away from food aid. Food transfers are provided at times and places when food is not 

available in the market, or where market prices for food are very high. This protects PSNP 

clients from food shortages and asset depletion. 

IX. Gender equity. The PSNP is designed to respond to the unique needs, interests and 

capabilities of men and women to ensure that they benefit equally from the program. This is 

done by promoting the participation of both men and women in PSNP decision-making 

structures and responding to women‘s responsibility for both productive and reproductive work 

and the differential access of female-headed households to resources. 

 

2.5.5. Outputs of the PSNP 4 

 

According to MoA PSNP 4 have the following five outputs:- 

Output 1: Prioritized instruments and tools in place to support an effective system for Social 
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Protection and Disaster Risk Management. 

Output 2: provided Appropriate, timely and accessible transfers received by male and female 

clients. 

Output 3: Sustainable community assets built up and access to social services enhanced. 

Output 4: Clients‘ livelihood opportunities facilitated through three pathways: crop and 

livestock, off-farm income generation, and employment. 

Output 5: Effective management and operational processes in place to manage the program 

 

2.5.6. Components of PSNP 4 

 

There are four core components of the program from which individual households receive 

benefits and therefore resources need to be targeted. These components and the key criteria of 

eligible households are summarized as follow (MoA, 2014). 

a) Permanent direct support  

According to MoA, PSNP 4 program implementation manual these beneficiaries were selected 

by considering the following criteria‘s 

 Community member  

 Chronically food insecure - faced continuous food shortages (3 months of food gap or 

more per year) in the last 3 years  

 Those who have become suddenly food insecure as a result of a severe loss of assets 

(financial, livestock, means of production, assets), especially if linked to the onset of severe 

chronic illness, such as AIDS.  

 No adequate family support and other means of social protection and support and  

 No adult-able bodied labour 

b) Public works and temporary direct support component 

According to MoA, PSNP 4 program implementation manual these beneficiaries were selected 

by considering the following criteria‘s 

 Community member 

 Chronically food insecure - faced continuous food shortages (3 months of food gap or 

more per year) in the last 3 years 

 Those who have become suddenly food insecure as a result of a severe loss of assets 
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(financial, livestock, means of production, assets), especially if linked to the onset of severe 

chronic illness, such as AIDS  

 No adequate family support and other means of social protection and support and  

 With at least one adult member able to participate in public works 

c). Livelihoods component: 

i. Livelihoods technical support 

According to MoA, PSNP 4 program implementation manual these beneficiaries were selected 

by considering the following criteria‘s 

 Is a member of a household benefiting from either the permanent direct support or the 

public works and temporary direct support component and  

 Self-selects to participate in the livelihoods component. If more clients are interested in 

participating than there are resources to support them, communities will undertake a targeting 

exercise to priorities which interested households will receive livelihoods support during the 

year. 

 

ii. Livelihoods transfer 

 Is a member of a household benefiting from either the permanent direct support or the 

public works and temporary direct support component  and 

 Has been selected through a community process as needing additional support before 

being able to embark on livelihood investments. Communities will be instructed to priorities 

female household heads, landless youths, members of the poorest households, members of other 

households for who credit is not an option. A household may only be targeted for one livelihoods 

transfer.(MoA, 2014) 

 

2.5.7. Key Principles for Program Entry and Exit  

 

 Participatory approach:- Communities should be involved in the selection of program 

clients and have an opportunity to verify and validate the final selection list  

 Fairness:- Households should be selected on the basis of entry criteria and not included or 

excluded on the basis of personal relationships or discrimination.  

 Transparency: - Communities and households should be aware of the selection criteria 
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and those who have been identified in the program. The client list is verified through public 

meetings during which it is read aloud and discussed. The final client list is also posted in public 

locations.  

 Access to an appeals mechanism: - Households will have access to an effective appeal 

mechanism to address inclusion or exclusion errors.  

 Evidence based graduation: - Graduation should be based on case-by-case, evidence-

based assessment of a household‘s circumstances compared to relevant, realistic criteria. 

Identification of graduate households is in no way linked to policy targets for graduation.  

 Safeguards against premature graduation: Households are provided with 12 months 

notice of the fact will stop receiving core safety net transfers (MoA, 2014). 

Overview of Processes for Program Entry and Exit  

The flow chart below provides an overview of the key processes involved in program entry and 

exit. As can be seen these key processes can be split into those which take place periodically 

(every three to five years) and may involve new districts, and those which take place annually 

(MoA, 2014). 

 

Flow Chart Indicating Key Targeting Processes 
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2.5.8. Graduation from PSNP 

 

As part of the annual recertification process, the PSNP assesses whether or not any clients have 

achieved the required food security status to graduate. Undertaking this assessment uses a 

combination of the Graduation Prediction System (GPS) and wealth-ranking conducted by the 

Community Food Security Task Force to identify potential graduates from the PSNP. In addition 

it is possible that a small number of households will self-graduate (MoA, 2014). 

Graduation Prediction System  

A Graduation Prediction System has been designed to support the assessment of likely 

graduation rates on a livelihood-by-livelihood basis. The GPS doesn‘t identify graduate 

households, but simply predicts the likely graduation rate. The selection of households for 

graduation is the responsibility of CFSTFs and the communities. There is a GPS tool for each 

livelihood zone in every PSNP district. All districts will be provided with the GPS and the 

relevant tools for each of their livelihood zones by FSCD. The GPS tool is used in graduation 

assessment sessions run annually. A separate graduation assessment session is conducted for 

each livelihood zone by a ‗Livelihood Zone Assessment Group‘ (MoA, 2014). 

Social protection  

Social protection is a relatively recent addition to the development policy agenda, but it has 

proliferated rapidly in terms of conceptual frameworks, policy influence, budget allocations, 

programs and coverage. One reason for its popularity is that it tackles poverty and vulnerability 

directly, so its impacts are immediate and invariably evaluated as positive. There are numerous 

definitions of social protection (Brunori and O‘Reilly, 2010). Most share a focus on managing 

risk and assisting poor people, while some add a rights dimension. The UK Institute of 

Development Studies (IDS) proposed a definition that identified three overlapping target groups 

– the poor, the vulnerable, and the marginalized – with distinct social protection needs. ―Social 

protection describes all initiatives that: (1) provide income (cash) or consumption (food) 

transfers to the poor; (2) protect the vulnerable against livelihood risks; (3) enhance the social 

status and rights of the excluded and marginalized‖ (Devereux and Sabates, Wheeler, 2004). A 

similar three-pronged definition was adopted by the 2010 European Report on Development, 

‗Social Protection for Inclusive Development‘. ―A specific set of actions to address the 

vulnerability of people‘s life through social insurance, offering protection against risk and 
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adversity throughout life; through social assistance, offering payments and in kind transfers to 

support and enable the poor; and through inclusion efforts that enhance the capability of the 

marginalized to access social insurance and assistance‖ (European Communities, 2010). Other 

definitions include access to basic services, especially healthcare, and pro-poor livelihood 

support, such as agricultural input subsidies. Many definitions include social security – 

contributory schemes to which beneficiaries contribute through, for example, payroll taxes – that 

provides some income insurance against unemployment, retirement and other disruptions to 

formal employment. Since the coverage of social security tends to be very low in poor countries 

where employment is concentrated in the informal sector and self-employment (e.g. smallholder 

agriculture), social protection is meant to fill this gap by extending social assistance to these 

‗uncovered‘ people. 
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CHAPTER THREE:  

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1. Introduction 

 

This chapter was provided the research methodology used to conduct the study. Accordingly, 

this chapter presents research approach, research resign, population and unit of analysis, data 

type and source, method of data collection, sampling design technique, data collection methods 

and instruments, method of data analysis model specification and ethical considerations . 

 

3.2. Research Approach 

 

The objective of this study was to assessing and describing the contribution of productive safety 

net program to improve food security for rural household. There were three approaches available 

for researchers to design their research methodology namely quantitative, qualitative and mixed 

methods research approaches (Creswell, 2003).however, mixed research approach was used to 

accomplishing this study objective. This was because such research strategies are good way of 

approached issues as it enabled to responding and triangulating evidences. Hence, this study used 

qualitative mixed with quantitative methods (mixed approach). 

 

3.3. Research Design 

 

Research design was the blue print for fulfilling research objectives and answering research 

questions (John A.H. et al., 2007). In other words, it is a master plan specifying the methods and 

procedures for collecting and analyzing the required information. It ensures that the study was 

relevant to the problem and that it uses economical procedures. The same authors discusses three 

types of research design, namely exploratory (emphasizes discovery of ideas and insights), 

descriptive (concerned with determining the frequency with which an event occurs or 

relationship between variables) and causal (concerned with determining the cause and effect 

relationships). The types of research employing under this study were causal and descriptive 
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research. The major purpose of descriptive research was description of the state of affairs as it 

exists at present. Then this study described and critically assessed the factors affected the 

contribution of PSNP to improved food Security for rural household in Menze Gera Midir 

District. The study was utilized cross-sectional in the sense that all relevant data is collected at a 

single point in time. The reason for preferring a cross-sectional study was due to the vast nature 

of the study and the limitation of time. And obtaining information from a cross-section of a 

population at a single point in time is a reasonable strategy for pursuing many descriptive 

researches (Ruane, 2006).  

 

3.4. Population and Unit of Analysis 

 

The target population of the study was the entire set of PSNP beneficiary kebele and household 

in Meneze Gera Midir District. The sampling frames were the list of 15417 PSNP beneficiary 

household heads from 20 PSNP kebeles target population of PSNP beneficiary household heads. 

From which the required number of sample size was drawn, which was available in Menze Gera 

District Agricultural office, food security Desk. Thus was formally registered and benefited from 

PSNP up to June 30, 2012 E.C. Sample size was drawn, because it was impossible to consider 

the total population as respondents to thus survey due to shortage of time and cost. The sampling 

units for thus study focusing on, PSNP beneficiary household heads, kebele and district level 

progrm implementers and coordinators, and managers.  

 

3.4.1. Sampling Technique 

 

To achieving the objective of this study properly both probability and non probability sampling 

techniques will be required. Due to thus reason multistage sampling techniques was preferable. 

Because multistage sampling techniques had the following advantages: 

 It allows researchers to apply cluster or random sampling after determining the groups. 

 Researchers can apply multistage sampling to make clusters and sub-clusters until the 

researcher reaches the desired size or type of group. 

 Researchers can divide the population into groups without restrictions. It allows 

flexibility to the researchers to choose the sample carefully. 
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 It is useful while collecting primary data from a geographically dispersed population. 

 Cost-effective and time-effective because this method helps cut down the population into 

smaller groups. 

 Finding the right survey sample becomes very convenient for researchers. 

 The researcher mindfully chooses the audience. It decreases the issues faced during 

random sampling. 

It does not need a complete list of all the members of the target population, dramatically 

reducing sample preparation cost. https://www.questionpro.com/blog/multistage-sampling-

advantages-and-application/. In addition to thus multistage sampling technique was preferable to 

assist in minimizing partiality when dealing with the population.  With this technique, the 

sampling frame was organizing into relatively homogeneous groups before selecting elements 

for the sample. According to Janet (2004), this step increases the probability that the final sample 

was representative in terms of the stratifying groups. The stratums were living environment/ 

agro-ecology of PSNP beneficiary households that were Weyina dega, Dega and wurch in Menze 

Gera Midir District PSNP beneficiary Kebele. According to Catherine Dawson (2002) the 

correct sample size in a study was dependent on the nature of the population and the purpose of 

the study. While there were no general rules, the sample size usually depends on the population 

to be sampled. In this study to select sample size, a list of the population formally registered 

PSNP beneficiary household heads up to Jun 30, 2012 E.C in Menze Gera Midir District 

Agricultural Development Office, food security Desk. The total population of the study was 

15417 PSNP beneficiary household heads in 20 PSNP beneficiary kebeles of Menze Gera Midir 

District to ensure the validity of the findings; the study used sufficient sample size. The 

researcher determining to accept at 5% sampling error and wants to be at 95% confidence level 

with the findings of this study was standard for social since applications.  

 

Generally the Study area has 20 administrative kebels. All of those are PSNP beneficiary kebeles 

however it‘s had different agro-ecology zone, Such as, weyina dega, dega and wurch. One kebele 

may be covered by more than one agro ecology zone.  

According to this used the following procedure/step and sampling techniques to determine the 

required sample size:- 

Step1 This 20 PSNP beneficiary kebeles were classified into three groups based on its agro 

https://www.questionpro.com/blog/multistage-sampling-advantages-and-application/
https://www.questionpro.com/blog/multistage-sampling-advantages-and-application/
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ecology by using stratifying sampling techniques. DEM and GIS software were used to 

organized and arranged data. The result is listed as follow. 

Table 3.1:.Kebeles that agro-ecology zone were Wurch (DEM and GIS Software result, 2021) 

S.no Kebele Ageroecolo Area in ha 

1 Geragn Wurch 1147.90 

2 Dargegn Wurch 2825.81 

3 Wejed Wurch 451.51 

4 Siregedel Wurch 132.19 

5 Anaze Wurch 3603.26 

6 Yedi Wurch 2230.91 

7 Atiedasse Gedenebo Wurch 595.52 

8 Kilediha Wurch 1418.31 

9 Alfamider Wurch 2295.53 

10 Carie Wurch 2216.59 

 

Table 3.2: Kebeles that agro-ecology zone were Dega (DEM and GIS Software result, 2021) 

S.no Kebele Ageroecolo Area in Ha 

1 Geye Dega 3993.76 

2 Hana Mariayam Dega 5304.82 

3 Shola Dega 4519.99 

4 Amedwasha Dega 6159.45 

5 Tesfomenter Dega 3672.72 

6 Geragn Dega 4270.73 

7 Dargegn Dega 813.36 

8 Wejed Dega 1937.34 

9 Siregedl Dega 2288.16 

10 Anazea Dega 8704.53 

11 Qwula Dega 6625.70 

12 Yedi Dega 722.45 

13 Talt Dega 2301.71 

14 Atiedass Gedenebo Dega 2627.21 

15 Kilediha Dega 2942.45 

16 Alfamider Dega 372.14 

17 Charie Dega 853.04 

18 Negesi Amba Dega 3573.70 

19 Tsehayisina Dega 4086.10 

20 MesleMariam Dega 4852.76 
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Table 3.3:.Kebeles that agroecology zone is Weyinadega  

S.no Kebele Ageroecolo Area_ha 

1 Geye Weyina_Dega 129.0776 

2 Shola Weyina_Dega 1228.278 

3 AmedeWash Weyina_Dega 1887.424 

4 Tesfomenter Weyina_Dega 105.085 

5 Geragn Weyina_Dega 41.07415 

6 Wejed Weyina_Dega 61.6742 

7 Sirgedel Weyina_Dega 167.5156 

8 Anaze Weyina_Dega 409.09 

9 Qwula Weyina_Dega 862.3944 

10 Yedi Weyina_Dega 5.099948 

11 Talt Weyina_Dega 2558.127 

12 MeseleMariayam Weyina_Dega 388.2151 

Source: DEM and GIS Software result( Tessema, 2021) 

 

 

Figure 1: Source, DEM and GIS Software result (tessema, 2021) 

 

According to the above DEM and GIS Software result, PSNP beneficiary Kebeles Grouped/ 
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classified based on its agro ecology coverage and similarity in the following way. 

1. Kebeles that classified by three agro ecology zone ( weyina dega, dega and wurch). These 

kebeles were Geragn, wejed, sirgedel, Anaze and Yedi 

2.  Kebeles that classified by two agro ecology zone (wurch and dega). These kebeles were 

Atidasse Gedenbo, Kilediha, Alfamider and Charie. 

3. Kebeles that classified by two agro ecology zone (Dega  and Weyinadega). These kebeles 

were MesleMariam, Geye, Shola, Amedwasha, Tesfomenter and Talt. 

4. Kebeles that had only one agro ecology zone (Dega). These kebeles were Negasi Amba, 

Tsehayisina and Hana Mariam 

5. Kebeles that had only one agro ecology zone (Weyina dega). This kebele was only one 

kebele that was Qwula. 

Step 2. Select sample kebles by used simple random sampling techniques  

Based on this simple random sampling techniques /lottery method/ four kebeles are selected 

from 20 PSNP beneficiary kebeles of the study area.Those were Alfamider, Negasi Amba, 

MeseleMariam and Geragn. 

The beneficiaries of these selected kebeles were listed in the following tabele. 

 

Table 3.4:.Table3.4: PSNP Beneficiary of Sample Kebeles 

No Sample Kebele 
Name 

PSNP Beneficiary Household Total 

Male Femal 

1 Alfamider 347 202 549 

2 Negai Amba 297 312 609 

3 MeseleMariam 288 302 590 

4 Geragn 572 431 1003 

5 Total 1504 1247 2751 

Source, Meneze Gera Midir District Agriculture office, food security desk (2021) 
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3.4.2. Sample Size Determination 

 

Based on the above targeted PSNP beneficiary sample size for collected quantitative data for this 

research is determined by used Yamane formula (1997) 

   
       ⁄  

Where:- 

n = is the sample size, 

N= is the population size, and 

e = is the level of precision/ significant level. 

By used this formula at 95% confidence level and 5% level of precision the sample size were 

obtained as follows:- 

      
             ⁄  

      

Therefore, a total of 349 PSNP beneficiary households were selected for survey. The respondents 

were both public works and permanent direct support beneficiary of PSNP. In addition to this 

Proportional sample size from each selected PSNP kebele was calculated by used the following 

formula. 

       
 ⁄  

Where:  

Ni = sample size for each Kebele , 

Ni = the total number of household in each kebele,  

N = the total number of beneficiary household in the selected kebele  (4 kebele), 

N = the total sample size for selected Kebeles  

Accordingly, the table below shows the proportionate sampling for each kebeles based on the 

above given formula. 
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Table 3.5:.Proportionate sample distribution for each kebele 

No Name of Sample Kebele Total PSNP Beneficiary 
Household 

Total sample size in each 
kebele 

1 Alfamider 549 70 

2 Negai Amba 609 77 

3 MeseleMariam 590 75 

4 Geragn 1003 127 

Total Sample 2751 349 

 

By taking the above table in to consideration, I was selected only 349 respondents from the total 

members of these household headed by used simple random sampling techniques. Having 

selecting such number of respondents, the questionnaires were distributed by used simple 

random sampling to get each respondent from each kebele. This sampling technique was 

selecting as it gives each member of population fair or equal chance of being selecting. 

3.4.3. Data Type and Source 

 

The primary objective of this study was assessed and described of PSNP contribution to improve 

food security for rural household. To achieve this objective the study used both qualitative and 

quantitative data (mixed research approach) .The qualitative data includes these data that are 

primarily collecting through interview whereas quantitative data includes objective items through 

the questionnaires. Regarding the data source, the study was used primary source. Primary 

source of data are collected through closed ended questionnaires and structured and semi-

structured interviews with the selected PSNP beneficiary household heads. 

 

3.4.4. Data Collection Methods and Instruments  

 

Both primary and secondary data were used for this study. The study also used both quantitative 

and qualitative data types. To generate the necessary primary quantitative data from sample 

respondents a structured questionnaire was used. The questionnaire was translating into Amharic 

as the respondents of the study area exclusively speak the language and they can express their 

ideas without any communication barriers and discrepancies that were in turn help to generate 
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the required information correctly. Enumerators from the study area who have brought up within 

the culture of the community and were proficient in Amharic are recruiting and orienting on how 

to conduct an interview and gather the required information. 

A). Primary Data 

I was collected the primary qualitative data through focus KII, Observation, group discussion 

and personal observation. 

An interview guide was used to conduct focus group discussion. The focus group discussions 

were held with a group of women and men at kebele level. The participants of the discussion 

were from PSNP and non-PSNP beneficiaries. The non-PSNP beneficiary households also 

include the kebele food security task forces (KFSTF).The resource persons for focus group 

discussions that were held at the kebele level were selected being with DAs, kebele 

administrators and experts from District level. Generally, the qualitative data were required to 

validate the quantitative data. To supplement the primary data being collected, the secondary 

data were also gathered from different sources such as government officials‟ reports, CSA, 

NMA, books and journals. Moreover, field trip is making before undertaking the actual survey to 

observe the overall features of the kebeles. 

 

I. Key informant interview (KII)  

Among important source of data collections, Key informant interview was used in the study. Key 

informant interviews used in order to understand the perceptions of different stakeholders who 

are directly or indirectly affect the program. For this purpose, semi-structured questions were 

used because it allows the researcher to go beyond systematically preparing questions. Moreover, 

the way respondents act and answer may guide the researcher to ask indifferent ways. Therefore, 

individuals who were expecting to have background information on PSNP were interviewing. 

The potential respondents of KIIs were six PSNP task forces members from District agriculture 

and rural development office, five development agents (DAs) working in each kebele, and four 

Kebele chair persons from respective Kebeles. I had also conducting in-depth interview with the 

key informants in order to gather clear and detail information and to countercheck the problem of 

responses set when other techniques of data collecting methods using. 

II. Focus Group Discussion (FGD)  
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Focus groups are often used to collect qualitative data. It is a method which offers the researcher 

the opportunity to study the ways in which individuals collectively make sense of a phenomenon 

and construct meanings around it (Patton 2002).In this study, the role of focus group discussion 

was significant, it was establish bright and most agreed upon information with regard to 

background of the community, identification process of beneficiaries to PSNP, and general 

contribution of the program. The community was essential for the group discussion as far as they 

have similar lifestyles. Taking in to account age, religion and language the researcher carried out 

four focus group discussion (one FGD per Kebele). Each FGD composed of 6-8 participants. The 

participants were members of committee for identification process of beneficiary households. 

For this purpose checklist is prepared and each discussion were facilitated by the researcher. 

III. Observation  

Observation was made through the field survey to acquire quick understanding of the biophysical 

and socio-economic characteristics of the study area. The data about types of public works done 

by PSNP, social services provided that by the PSNP, the types of infrastructure constructed, the 

quality of public works, and social serviced done by PSNP, etc, were collected. 

 

IV. Household survey  

A survey was a method of obtaining large amounts of data, usually in a statistical form, from a 

large number of people in a relatively short period of time. It usually takes two forms: (a) self 

completion questionnaire and (b) interviewer read the questions to the respondent and fill in the 

questionnaire on behalf of the respondent (structured interview) (Bryman 2004). According to 

Yeraswork (2010), the main advantage of surveys over other research methods is that they allow 

the gathering of large amount of information from representative samples. The household survey 

method believes to provide data that is reliable and most importantly used to address the majority 

of variables which are important to meet the specific objectives of the study. The researcher 

preparing and administering both close and open ended structured questionnaire which is filling 

by trained enumerators at household level. Majority of the open ended questions are providing to 

give respondents a chance to give explanation for close ended questions. For this study purpose 

survey was conducted with 349 PSNP beneficiary households. 
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B). Secondary Data/Document analysis 

Secondary materials in the issue at hand were reviewed to supplement the primary sources of 

information ( like Beneficiary lists, Annual food security desk report, annual agricultural office 

report, district extension communication team report, beneficiary payment attendance.. etc). Any 

documents and literature that adds value in answered the research objectives such as concepts 

and empirical frameworks were reviewed and included in this research. 

 

3.5. Data Quality Assurance 

Data quality assurance is the process of data profiling to discover inconsistencies and other 

anomalies in the data, as well as performing data cleansing activities (e.g. removing outliers, 

missing data interpolation) to improve the data quality. Quality Assurance in Research (QAR) 

comprises all the techniques, systems and resources that are deployed to give assurance about the 

care and control with which research has been conducted. Data quality is a measure of the 

condition of data based on factors such as accuracy, completeness, consistency, reliability and 

whether it's up to date. 

 

Data quality refers to the state of qualitative or quantitative pieces of information. There are 

many definitions of data quality, but data is generally considered high quality if it is "fit for [its] 

intended uses in operations, decision making and planning". Moreover, data is deemed of high 

quality if it correctly represents the real-world construct to which it refers. Furthermore, apart 

from these definitions, as the number of data sources increases, the question of internal data 

consistency becomes significant, regardless of fitness for use for any particular external purpose. 

People's views on data quality can often are in disagreement, even when discussing the same set 

of data used for the same purpose. When this is the case, data governance is used to form agreed 

upon definitions and standards for data quality. In such cases, data cleansing, including 

standardization, may be required in order to ensure data quality. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data_quality. 

Data quality control is the process of controlling the usage of data for an application or a process. 

This process is performed both before and after a Data Quality Assurance (QA) process, which 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data_quality
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consists of discovery of data inconsistency and correction. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data_quality#Optimum_use_of_data_quality Therefore, to assured 

the quality of this research data and to achieve the objective of the study pilot testing, reliability 

and validity testing were applied. 

 

3.5.1. Pilot Testing and Expert Feedback 

 

The questionnaire was pre-tested before the final distribution. Cooper and Schindler (2001) note 

that this is usually done to detect any weaknesses in the research design. The pre-testing (pilot 

testing) is doing with the aim of refining and fine tuning the questionnaire so as to ensure that it 

is valid and reliable. The pilot testing was doing on fifteen respondents from the study population 

who were then excluded from the final study to eliminate bias. The pilot testing is doing to check 

possible errors in the instrument. The questionnaire was then be self -administered in hard copy 

form to each of the respondents and picked up later after a day to increase the response rate. In 

addition to this before distributed the final research questionnaire district PSNP coordinator, 

program implementer experts and manager‘s suggestion and comments were incorporated in the 

final research questionnaire to assure the validity and reliability of the collected data. 

 

3.5.2. Reliability and Validity Test 

 

Patton (2002), states that validity and reliability are two factors which any researcher should be 

concerned about while designing a study, analyzing results and judging the quality of the study. 

 

3.5.2.1.  Validity 

 

Healy & Perry (2000), explain that validity determines whether the research truly measures that 

which it was intended to measure or how truthful the research results are. It estimates how 

accurately the data obtained in the study represents a given variable or construct in the study 

(Mugenda, 2008). The questionnaire were given to other experts in research to seek their opinion 

about the adequacy and representativeness of the instrument to ensure it covers all the variables 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data_quality#Optimum_use_of_data_quality
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being measured as a way of eliminating content validity. The study has ensured reduction of 

construct validity by deriving the research variables from existing theoretical frameworks. The 

study has adequately reviewed related literature and modeled the study on sound theoretical 

models. A pilot study was also being conducted on the data collection instrument to pre-test the 

instrument before the main survey. Saunders et al, (2009), agree that in any research, it is 

expedient as a matter of validity and reliability to check that the instrument is pre-tested before 

the final administration. The pilot study was enable the researcher to assess the clarity of the 

questionnaire so that those items found to be unnecessary and misunderstood had been either 

discarded or modified to improve the quality of the research instrument, thus increasing its 

validity. 

 

3.5.2.2. Reliability 

 

Reliability refers to the consistency, stability, and repeatability of a data collection instrument. A 

reliable instrument does not respond to chance factors or environmental conditions; it will have 

consistent results if repeated overtime or if used by two different investigators. Reliability 

demonstrates that the operations of a study such as the data collection procedures can be 

repeated, with the same results, (Yin 1994).  In order to ensure reliability, statistical analysis is 

implementing to examine the internal consistency of the instruments utilizing. There are different 

methods of reliability test and for the purpose of this study Cronbach‘s alpha were considered. 

Cronbach‘s alpha was the most common measure of internal consistency or reliability. 

According to George & Mallery (2003), the value of Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient should be 

more than 0.7 which is an acceptable level of internal consistency or reliability. 

Table 3.6: Cronbach's Alpha for each field of the questionnaire 

Item Obs Sign Alpha 

Age 349 + 0.9681 

EFMBBPSNP 349 + 0.94 

EFMABPSNP 349 + 0.9397 

TEFM 349 + 0.94 

FSHH 349 + 0.9404 

AE 349 + 0.9402 

NFMBPSNP 349 + 0.9401 

FHHABPSNP 349 + 0.9392 
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FHHAAPSNP 349 + 0.9396 

TFAHH 349 + 0.9395 

LAHHbPSNP 349 + 0.9393 

LAHHAPSNP 349 + 0.9389 

TLAoHH 349 + 0.9384 

CPHH1y 349 + 0.9385 

GIFSCrop 349 + 0.9377 

GIFSL 349 + 0.9383 

AIHHNAA 349 + 0.9401 

IAHHOS 349 + 0.9408 

AC 349 + 0.9422 

Saving 349 + 0.9395 

FSSHH 349 + 0.9389 

EPIRSN 349 + 0.9378 

ELivelihood 349 + 0.9377 

ENService 349 + 0.9382 

FTCS 349 + 0.9378 

TPAT 349 + 0.9377 

PT 349 + 0.9382 

PSN 349 + 0.9378 

TLS 349 + 0.9377 

IILS 349 + 0.9382 

SSN 349 + 0.9378 

CFP 349 + 0.9377 

GEquity 349 + 0.9382 

PA 349 + 0.9378 

Fairness 349 + 0.9377 

Transparency 349 + 0.9382 

AAM 349 + 0.9378 

EBG 349 + 0.9377 

SAPMG 349 + 0.9382 

APT 349 + 0.9377 

TRS 349 + 0.9378 

TSLP 349 + 0.9382 

PHS 349 + 0.9378 

PMSF 349 + 0.9377 

Heat 349 + 0.9382 

MM 349 + 0.9378 

CFTC 349 + 0.9377 

FPD 349 + 0.9382 
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NEstablishment 349 + 0.9378 

LC 349 + 0.9377 

DKG 349 + 0.9382 

CHP 349 + 0.9378 

ECCCPCC 349 + 0.9377 

PCBCC 349 + 0.9382 

Areaenclose 349 + 0.9378 

FAFD 349 + 0.9377 

SWCTA 349 + 0.9382 

SSISCR 349 + 0.9378 

CPCR 349 + 0.9377 

RNLLCPSD 349 + 0.9382 

PSNPCtDRM 349 + 0.9377 

CPWtCR 349 + 0.9377 

CPWtN 349 + 0.9377 

CPWtLH 349 + 0.9377 

FIPWTS 349 + 0.9377 

KPPEE 349 + 0.9377 

PSNPPrinci~s 349 + 0.9377 

PSNPOutcome 349 + 0.9377 

RNPCASM 349 + 0.9377 

Test scale 
  

0.9396 

Source: Own Survey and STAT 14.2 Output (2021) 

 

The Cronbach‘s coefficient alpha was calculated for each field of the questionnaire. The table 3.6 

shows the values of Cronbach‘s Alpha for each field of the questionnaire and the entire 

questionnaire. For the fields, values of Cronbach's Alpha ranged from 0.9375 and 0.9688. This 

range is considered high as the result ensures the reliability of each field of the questionnaire. 

Cronbach's Alpha equals 0.94 for the entire questionnaire which indicates very good reliability 

of the entire questionnaire. Therefore, based on the test, the results for the items are reliable and 

acceptable. 

 

The SPSS result of Cronbach‘s Alpha also related and similar with the above STATA result of 

Cronbach‘s Alpha.. It was observed that the reliability of all the variables was 0.94 which is 

greater than 0.7. These illiterates that the measurement scales in this paper were reliable. 
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Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.940 70 

Source: Field Survey and SPSS Output  

 

3.6. Method of Data Analysis 

 

All hypotheses were tested with the assist of the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS-25) 

and STAT 14.2 software. In order to analyze the data used the two sets of Statistics, Such as 

Descriptive and Inferential statistics are used. Descriptive statistics summarizes and describes 

quantitative information in the form of frequency distribution and measures of central tendency 

(mean and standard deviation), whereas inferential statistics (multiple linear regression) is taken 

from this tool. During data analysis multiple linear regression model was used to test for 

significance of differences between the observed and the expected distributions of data., while 

Pearson‘s coefficient of correlation is used to measure the direction and strength of the 

relationship between the research variables and determine whether the independent variables 

(Number of Educated family member before and after benefited PSNP, Family size of 

household, adult equivalent, number of family members included/benefited from PSNP, fixed 

household asset before and after benefited PSNP, livestock asset of household before and after 

benefited PSNP in ETB, total landholding in Ha, cultivated in Ha, income from annual crop 

production/yield in ETB, non agricultural income in ETB, income from other income source in 

ETB, Amount of credit borrowed from PSNP and saving ) have an effect on dependent variable 

(food security status of household).Also t-test, F-test, variance inflation factors (VIF) and 

Breusch Pagan test using to test model significance, model adequacy, multicollinearity and 

heteroscedasticity respectively.  

The multiple linear regression models are using to determine the effects of independent variables 

on dependant variable (Household food security status). Food security status is measuring by 

giving value of one and zero, where one represents food secure and zero represents food 

insecure.  
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3.7. Model Specification  

  

The model built around two sets of variables, specifically dependent variable (Food security 

status) and independent variables (Number of Educated family member before benefited PSNP, 

Number of Educated family member after benefited PSNP, Family size of household, adult 

equivalent, number of family members included/benefited from PSNP, fixed household asset 

before benefited PSNP, fixed household asset after benefited PSNP, livestock asset of household 

before benefited PSNP, livestock asset of household after benefited PSNP in ETB, Total 

livestock asset of household in ETB, Total landholding in Ha, cultivated land in Ha, income from 

annual crop production/yield in ETB, non agricultural income in ETB, income from other 

income source in ETB, Amount of credit borrowed from PSNP and amount of annual household 

saving).The basic objective of using regression equation on this study is to make the study more 

effective at describing, understanding and predicting the stated variables. The following 

regression model is formulated with seventeen continuous independent variables and one 

dependent variable.   

The multiple linear regression models are specified explicitly as: 

                                                 

                                                

                                             

                                           

Where: 

      = Dependant variable  Food security status of household (1= food secure /daily 

intake > 2200 kilocalories per adult equivalent/; 0=food insecure /daily intake < 2200 

kilocalories per adult equivalent/) 

EFMBBPSNP = Number of Educated Family Member before benefited from PSNP 

EFMABPSNP = Number of Educated Family Member After Benefited from PSNP 

AE = Adult Equivalent 

NFMBPSNP = Number of Family Members Benefited/included/ from/in/ PSNP 

FHHABPSNP = Fixed Household Asset (Material, Equipment and House) Before Benefited 

PSNP in ETB 

FHHAAPSNP = Fixed Household Asset (Material, Equipment and House) After Benefited 
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PSNP in ETB 

LAHHBPSNP = Livestock Asset of Household before Benefited PSNP in ETB 

LAHHAPSNP = Livestock Asset of Household Benefited After PSNP in ETB 

TLHHH = Total Landholding of Household in ha 

CLHH = Cultivated land of Household in Ha 

CPHH1y = Total Crop production/yield (field and Irrigation crop) of household in last one Year 

in ETB 

AIHHNAA = Annual Income of Household from Non-Agricultural Activities in Birr 

IAHHOS = Income of Household from Other Source of Income {PSNP Transfer, Relief, Daily 

work etc} in ETB 

AC = Amount of credit borrowed from PSNP in ETB 

Saving = Saving of Household 

Age = Age of household Heads 

PSNP = Productive Safety Net Progeram contribution to disaster risk management. 

    Is the constant term (intercept), 

                                                                         

                                                                                  

                                 

i  = is the error (disturbance) term.  

In addition to the above listed continuous variable categorical variables will be incorporating to 

achieving the objective of this study. This categorical variables are Sex of Household Head, Age 

of Household Heads, Agro-Ecology, Marital status of Household heads, Educational Status of 

Household Heads, PSNP Contribution to Family Education, Years of Benefited from PSNP, 

Contribution of PSNP Public Works Activities to Household Food Security Improvement, Type 

of House before Benefited PSNP, Type of House after Benefited PSNP, Improved Seed and 

Fertilizer Usage of Household, PSNP contributed to use improved seed and fertilizer to increase 

production and productivity,  Agricultural Development Extension service contributed to 

improved household food Security Status, Contribution of PSNP to Provided Training to 

Household, PSNP Loan Service and Opportunity to improve Household Food Security Status, 

Contribution of PSNP to Improve Household Saving Activities, Contribution of PSNP to Reduce 

Women Workload in Households and Meals of Household Per day. 



 

43 
 

3.8. Ethical Considerations 

 

All the study participants including in this study are appropriately informing about the purpose of 

the study and their willingness and blessing is secure before the commencement of distributing 

questionnaire. Regarding the right to privacy of the respondents, the study maintains the 

confidentiality of the identity of each participant. In all cases, names are kept confidential 

accordingly collective names like ‗respondents‘ are using. 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents and analyses the data collected from the participants, such as respondent of 

PSNP beneficiary households, key informants, group discussion participants and field 

assessment. The findings about the Contribution of PSNP to improve food security for rural 

households, relevant descriptive and inferential/ multiple linear regression model result/ 

statistical analysis to answer the research questions will also be presented and analyzed. 

 

4.2.  Data Analysis and Interpretation  

This chapter presents the results and findings of the research. The chapter mainly includes data 

results from the statistical tests conducted on the gathered primary data and relevant information 

that confirmed by focus group discussion, key informant interview and field observation. The 

research mainly emphasis was contribution of PSNP to improve food security for rural 

Households. Descriptive analysis and inferential analysis of the study are presented respectively. 

Three hundred forty nine questionnaires were distributed to the respondents and out of 349 

questionnaires, 349 of them were collected that accounts 100% response rate. Accordingly, the 

analysis of this study is based on the number of questionnaires collected. Here the statistical 

program used for the analysis and presentation of data in this study was the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 25 and STATA 14.2. 

 

4.3. Respondent Demographic Characteristics 

 

4.3.1. Gender of the Respondent 

 

The data collected from the questionnaire are summarized and presented in this section. 

Accordingly, the first part presents biographical data of respondents. As summarized in Table 

4.1 in the following page, Item 1 of the table represents gender distribution of respondents. 
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Accordingly 65.6% of them are male and the remaining 34.4 % are female‘s households. 

Therefore, from the sampled respondents there are a greater proportion of male respondents than 

the female. 

Table 4.1: Sex of Respondent Household Heads 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Female 120 34.4 34.4 34.4 

Male 229 65.6 65.6 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Source Own serve (2021), SPSS Output 

 

Moreover, from the Table 4.2 below result of STATA observed that 134 (58.52%) male and 44 

(36.67 %) female respondents were food secured, and 95 (41.48%) male and 76 (63.33%) 

respondent households were food in secured household. From the total respondent 178 (51%) 

and 171 (49%) were food secured and food insecurity households respectively. The above table 

shows, from the total 229 male respondent 58.52% were food secured, but only 36.67% female 

respondents were food secured households from the total 120 respondents of female household‘s 

heads. This result shows that male households were food secured than female household heads. 

Table 4.2:- Sex of Respondent and Food Security Status 

Sex of Household Head Food Security Status of Households 

 
Food Secure Food Insecure Total 

Male 

134 95 229 

58.52 41.48 100 

75.28 55.56 65.62 

Female 

44 76 120 

36.67 63.33 100 

24.72 44.44 34.38 

Total 

178 171 349 

51 49 100 

100 100 100 

Source: Own Survey Questionnaire, 2021 and STATA Output 

 

4.3.2. Age of the Household Heads 

As illustrated in Table 4.3 below the minimum and maximum age of respondent‘s household 
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heads were 25 and 72 years respectively. Also the mean age of respondents household heads 

were 43.11. This indicates that the majority of the respondents were adult and able body. The 

Std. Deviation of respondent PSNP beneficiary household heads were 9.985, this result 

illustrates that the age of respondent household heads moves away plus or minus 9.985 from the 

mean household heads age. 

 

Table 4.3: Age of respondent Household Heads 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Age of Household 

Heads 

349 25 72 43.11 9.985 

Source: Own Survey Questionnaire, 2021 and SPSS Result 

 

4.3.3. Family Size of the Household 

According to CSA (2008) the average family size was 4.7 per households. The following table 

survey result also showed that the mean family size of respondent PSNP beneficiary household 

heads were 4.6. It was more related to the national CSA result. The Std. Deviation of respondent 

PSNP beneficiary household heads were 1.756, this result illustrates that the family size of 

respondent household heads moves away plus or minus 1.756 from the mean household heads 

family size. 

Table 4.4: Family Size of Respondent Households 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Family Size of Household 349 1 9 4.60 1.756 

Valid N (listwise) 349     

Source: Own Survey Questionnaire, 2021 and SPSS Result 

 

4.3.4. Agro-Ecology and Food Security Status of Respondent Household Heads 

As illustrated in Table 4.5 below 222 (63.61%), 78 (22.35%), 49(14.4%) respondent households 

were lived in dega, wurch and weyina dega agro-ecology of the district respectively. It shows 

more of PSNP beneficiaries lived in dega agro ecology rather than wurch and weyinadega. 124 

(69.66 %), 29 (16.29 %) and 25 (14.04) food secured households were lived in dega, wurch and 

weyina dega agro-ecology respectively. 98 (57.31 %), 49 (28.65 %) and 24 (14.04) food insecure 

households were lived in dega, wurch and weyinadega agro-ecology respectively. it illustrated 
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that both food secure and food insecure households were lived in dega agro-ecology rather than 

wurch and weyina dega agro-ecology 

Table 4.5:- Agro-Ecology and Food Security Status of Respondent household Heads 

Agro-
Ecology 

Food Security Status of Households 

Food Secured Food Insecure Total 

Dega 

124 98 222 

55.86 44.14 100 

69.66 57.31 63.61 

Wurch 

29 49 78 

37.18 62.82 100 

16.29 28.65 22.35 

Weyina 
Dega 

25 24 49 

51.02 48.98 100 

14.04 14.04 14.04 

Total 

178 171 349 

51 49 100 

100 100 100 

Source: Own Survey Questionnaire, 2021 and STATA Output 

 

4.3.5. Marital Status of the Household Heads 

As presented in the below Table 4.6, from the total 349 PSNP beneficiary respondent household 

264(75.64%), 49(14.04), 19 (5.44%) and 17 (4.87%) were married, divorce, widowed and single 

household heads respectively. According to this above STATA result from the total food security 

178 (51%) PSNP beneficiary 136 (76.4%5), 27 (15.17%) 0 (0%) and 15 (8.43%) households 

were married, divorce, widowed and single household heads respectively. It revealed that 

married households‘ heads were more food secured than other household heads, but widowed 

household heads were exposed to food insecure rather than other household heads. 

Table 4.6: Marital Status and Food Security Status of Household Heads 

Marital status of Household heads Food Security Status of Households 

 
Food Secure Food Insecure Total 

Married 

136 128 264 

51.52 48.48 100 

76.4 74.85 75.64 

Divorces 

27 22 49 

55.1 44.9 100 
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15.17 12.87 14.04 

Widowed 

0 19 19 

0 100 100 

0 11.11 5.44 

Single 

15 2 17 

88.24 11.76 100 

8.43 1.17 4.87 

Total 

178 171 349 

51 49 100 

100 100 100 

Source: own survey data (2021), STATA Output 

4.3.6. Educational Status of the Household Heads 

According to Table 4.7 below125 (35.8%), 85 (24.4%), 40 (11.5%), 2 (0.6%) and (95 (27.8%) 

PSNP beneficiary household heads were educated household heads from grade 1-4, grade 5-8, 

grade 9-10, grade 11-12 and illiterate respectively. Generally 252 (72.2%) participant household 

heads were learned from grade one up to grade twelve. In terms food security status from the 

total 178 (51%) respondent PSNP beneficiary food secured household heads 139 (78.1%) and 39 

(21.9%) were educated and illiterate household heads. It shows that education was contributed to 

family food security. 

 

Table 4.7: Education and Food Security Status of Household Heads 

Educational Status of 
Household 

Food Security Status of Households Heads 

Food Secure Food Insecure Total 

from grade 1-4 

63 62 125 

50.4 49.6 100 

35.39 36.26 35.82 

Illiterate 

39 58 97 

40.21 59.79 100 

21.91 33.92 27.79 

From grade 5-8 

45 40 85 

52.94 47.06 100 

25.28 23.39 24.36 

From grade 9-10 

31 9 40 

77.5 22.5 100 

17.42 5.26 11.46 

From Grade 11-12 0 2 2 
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0 100 100 

0 1.17 0.57 

Total 

178 171 349 

51 49 100 

100 100 100 

Source: own survey (2021) and organized STATA 14.2 Output. 

4.3.7. The Contribution of PSNP to Family Education 

As presented in the table 4.8, 81.66% respondent PSNP household heads said that PSNP 

program was contributed to household education, but 18.34% respondent PSNP household heads 

said that PSNP were not contributed to PSNP beneficiary family education. In addition to this 

86.52% and 76.61% food secured and food insecure household heads respectively assured that 

PSNP program contributed to program beneficiary family education. Focus group discussion, 

key informant interview and field also showed that PSNP was contributed to PSNP beneficiary 

households and other community members that lived in the program area by filled the food gap 

of poor PSNP beneficiaries, providing educational materials, constructed and maintained schools 

and teacher house, reduced distance of school journey, keeping families out of the area in search 

of work and food and keeping them stable, constructed and maintained  infrastructures and other 

community income generating activates like irrigation schemes, roads, spring development and 

latrine construction. In general household survey, focus group discussion, key informant 

interview and field observation result showed that productive safety net program was contributed 

to program beneficiary household education improvement. 

Table 4.8: Contribution of PSNP to family education 

Is PSNP Contributed to 
Family Education? 

Food Security Status of Households 

Food Secure Food Insecure Total 

Yes 

154 131 285 

54.04 45.96 100 

86.52 76.61 81.66 

No 

24 40 64 

37.50 62.50 100 

13.48 23.39 18.34 

Total 

178 171 349 

51.00 49.00 100 

100.00 1 00.00 100 

Source: own survey (2021) and organized STATA 14.2 Output 
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4.3.8. Educated Family Member before and after Joined PSNP 

As illustrated in Table 4.9 below the mean of educated family members per household were 0.76 

and 1.68 before joined and benefited PSNP, and after joined and benefited PSNP respectively. 

After joined and benefited PSNP average number of educated household family members 

increased by 2.21 times of the mean of family members that educated before joined PSNP. The 

result clearly shows productive safety net program was contributed to household‘s education 

status improvement.  

 

Table 4.9: Number of Educated Family Member before and after Joined and Benefited from 

PSNP 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

Number of Educated Family Member before  Benefited 
from PSNP 

349 .76 .723 

Number of Educated Family Member After Benefited from 
PSNP 

349 1.68 1.175 

Source: Own Survey Data (2021) and SPSS output 

 

4.3.9. Years of Household Benefited in PSNP 

The above table 4.10 results noticed that 30.66%, 44.13% and 25.21% respondent household 

heads were benefited from PSNP program to less than five years, five to ten years and more than 

ten years respectively. From the total 51% food secured household heads 25.84%, 42.7% and 

31.4 % household heads were joined and benefited PSNP program in less than five years, five to 

ten years and more than ten consecutive years. 35.67%, 45.61% and 18.71% respondent 

household heads were joined and benefited in PSNP to less than five, five to ten and more than 

ten continuous years respectively. The survey data and STATA output result shows that food 

security status of respondent household heads and stayed time in PSNP program was directly 

proportional. Focus group discussion, key informant interview and field observation also 

confirmed the positive relationship between food security status and staying time of households. 

When the households were lived and benefited PSNP program to long time period their food 

security status would be secured, because they got enough credit accessibility and availability, 

training and export support, different vegetables and fruit seeds and seedlings and other income 

generation business activities, like employment, off farm and on farm activities. 
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Table 4.10: Years of Household Benefited in PSNP 

Years of Benefited from PSNP 

Food Security Status  of Households 

Food Secure Food Insecure Total 

5-10 Year 
 

76 78 154 

49.35 50.65 100 

42.7 45.61 44.13 

<5 Year 
 

46 61 107 

42.99 57.01 100 

25.84 35.67 30.66 

>10 Year 
 

56 32 88 

63.64 36.36 100 

31.46 18.71 25.21 

Total 
 

178 171 349 

51 49 100 

100 100 100 

Source: Own Survey and STATA Output (2021) 

 

4.3.10. PSNP Components 

According to PSNP phase 4 implementation Manual (2014), public works and permanent direct 

support were the two core component of the program beneficiaries that got transfer payment for 

continuous six and twelve months respectively. As presented in the below table 4.11. the 91.12% 

of the respondent PSNP beneficiaries household heads in the targeted kebele were public works 

participants and 8.88 % were direct support beneficiaries According FGD, KI and field 

observation chronically food insecure households are recruited to public work while direct 

support is provided most vulnerable people such as, disables, elders, chronically ill individuals, 

no adequate family support and other means of social protection and support and no adult able 

bodied labor. FGD, KI and field observation confirmed the number of PSNP beneficiaries who 

participated under public works component were far larger than those received direct support 

because the program is design to contribute disaster risk management, climate resilience and 

green economy, nutrition improvement, social protection, protect community assets and the 

environment. Therefore public works component of the program beneficiary must be participated 

in different development activities like, irrigation scheme development, animal and human health 

post construction, spring development, school construction, forestry and agro forestry activities, 

soil conservation and degraded land rehabilitation and other so many community assets building 
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development activities to benefited or got the transfer payment of the program. 

 

According to food security status the below field survey and STATA output indicated that 

97.19% and 2.81 % respondent household heads were food secured public works and direct 

support household heads respectively. 54.4 % household heads were food secured household 

heads from the total 318 public works respondent PSNP beneficiary household heads, but only 

16.13 % permanent direct support household heads were food secured from 31 total permanent 

direct support respondent household heads. This result shows public works beneficiary of PSNP 

were food secured than permanent direct support beneficiaries of the program. 

 

Table 4.11:- PSNP Component 

From Which Component of PSNP Did You 
Benefited 

Food Security Status of Households 

Food Secure Food Insecure Total 

Public Works 

173 145 318 

54.4 45.6 100 

97.19 84.8 91.12 

Permanent Direct Support 

5 26 31 

16.13 83.87 100 

2.81 15.2 8.88 

Total 
 
 

178 171 349 

51 49 100 

100 100 100 

Source: own survey (2021) and STATA output 

 

4.3.11. Contribution of PSNP Public Works Activity to Improve Food security  

As illustrated in the Table below 4.12, 90.3 % of the respondent household heads said that PSNP 

public work activities were contributed to improve food security of program beneficiaries, but 

9.7 % said that public works activities were not contributed to improve program beneficiary 

household food security. FGD, KI and field observation confirmed that PSNP public works 

activities were contributed to improve food securities of PSNP beneficiaries and other non PSNP 

beneficiary community members. Because PSNP were worked on individual and community 

asset building development activities like livelihood activities (off farm, on farm and 

employment income generation activities by provided consultation, training, credit accesses  
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business plan preparation and technical support), irrigation scheme constriction, road 

construction and maintenance, animal and human health post construction forestry and agro 

forestry development, animal forage development, area enclose, degraded land management and 

soil conservation, forest and forage seedling production, purchase and provided vegetable, forest 

and fruit seed and seedlings to beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries households in PSNP 

beneficiary kebeles. 

Table 4.12: Contribution of PSNP Public Works Activity to Improve Food Security  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

No 34 9.7 9.7 9.7 

Yes 315 90.3 90.3 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Source: own survey (2021) and SPSS 25 output 

 

4.3.12. PSNP Beneficiaries House Type before and after joined and Benefited PSNP 

As it can be seen in the Table 4.13 below house type of respondent household heads PSNP 

beneficiaries before joined the program had been 95.99% grass and 4.01 % grass and corrugated 

house. After joined and benefited PSNP respondent household heads had been 69.91%, 6.88 % 

and 23.21 % grass, corrugated iron sheet and grass and Corrugated Iron sheet respectively. In 

general this presented information shows that PSNP beneficiaries changed their living house 

from grass to Corrugated Iron sheet slightly. 

 

Table 4.13: PSNP Beneficiaries House Type before and after joined and Benefited PSNP 

Type of House after 
Benefited PSNP 

Type of House before Benefited PSNP 

Grass 
Grass and Corrugated 

Iron Sheet Total 

Grass 

244 0 244 

100 0 100 

72.84 0 69.91 

Corrugated Iron Sheet 

24 0 24 

100 0 100 

7.16 0 6.88 

Grass and Corrugated 
Iron Sheet 

67 14 81 

82.72 17.28 100 

20 100 23.21 

Total 335 14 349 
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95.99 4.01 100 

100 100 100 

Source: own survey (2021) and STATA output  

4.3.13. PSNP contributed to use improved seed and fertilizer 

When asked about the contribution of PSNP to used improved seed and fertilizer to increase 

production and productivity of PSNP beneficiary, from the total respondent 25.5 % , 33%, 25.8% 

and 15.5% respondent PSNP beneficiary household heads believed that these aspect were very 

high, high, moderately and no change respectively. The focus group discussion and key 

informant interview also confirmed that productive safety net program was contributed to use 

improved seed and fertilize by facilitated cash and kind (seed and fertilizer) credit access and 

filled cash gap of household, but the ultra poor household beneficiaries of productive safety net 

program were not benefited improved seed and fertilizer to increase their production and 

productivities. Because ultra poor PSNP beneficiary household heads are not risk taker 

household heads and they were not willed to borrow seed, fertilizer or money to improve their 

production and productivities. 

 

Table 4.14: PSNP contributed to use improved seed and fertilizer  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Very High 90 25.8 25.8 25.8 

High 115 33.0 33.0 58.7 

Moderately 90 25.8 25.8 84.5 

No Change 54 15.5 15.5 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Source: Own Survey and SPSS Output (2021) 

 

4.3.14. The Contribution of PSNP to Improved Food security Status of the Households 

According to PSNP phase four implementation manual (2014) training was one of beneficiaries‘ 

household software capacity building tools. The below figure indicates that from 349 total 

respondents PSNP household heads 69.34% said that PSNP was contributed to trained program 

beneficiaries, but 30.66% respondent householders were not shared this idea. They said that 

PSNP did not contribute to trained program beneficiaries. The focus group discussion and Key 

informant interview confirmed that PSNP was provided different type of training like crop and 

animal production, vegetable and fruit production by use irrigation, land management, 
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environmental protection, forestry and agro forestry forage development, seedling production, 

business plan preparation and livelihood improvement to program beneficiary households. But 

all trained PSNP beneficiary households were not accept, adopt and implement on ground to 

improve the food security condition of their family. The monitoring and follow up system of 

government organization were not strong enough. 

Figure 2: Contribution of PSNP to trained beneficiary household 

 

Source: own survey and SPSS output (2021) 

 

4.3.15. PSNP Loan Service and Opportunity 

According to PSNP phase four implementation manual (2014) provided of loan to program 

beneficiary household was one of the mechanisms to improve households livelihood and food 

security status. When asked about the contribution of PSNP loan service and opportunity to 

improve household food security status, from 349 total respondent 5.2 % , 13.5%, 44.1 % and 

37.2 % respondent PSNP beneficiary household heads believed that these aspect were very high, 

high, moderately and no change respectively. The focus group discussion and key informant 

interview also confirmed that productive safety net program was created credit access, 

availability and opportunity with reasonable inters to all program beneficiary households to fill 

their financial gap and to participate in different income generation activities.  
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Figure 3: PSNP Loan Service and Opportunity to Improve Household Food Security 

Status. 

 

 

4.3.16. PSNP contribution to Household Saving enhancement 

According to PSNP phase four implementation manual (2014) financial literacy training and 

saving promotion was the main program activities to improve and develop the saving trend and 

habit of PSNP beneficiary households. As the above table indicated that 79.7 % respondents 

perceived that PSNP was contributed to household saving, but the remaining 20.3 % respondents 

of PSNP beneficiary households heads were not believed by this idea. They said that PSNP were 

not contributed to improve household saving. 

Table 4.15: PSNP contribution to Household Saving enhancement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

No 71 20.3 20.3 20.3 

Yes 278 79.7 79.7 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Source: Own survey and SPSS 25 output, 2021 

4.3.17. The Function of PSNP to Improve the Source of Incomes of Beneficiary Households 

As table14.16 below illustrates, 89.1% respondent household heads believed that PSNP was 

contributed to reduce women workload in households, but 10.9% respondent household heads 
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were not agreed by this idea. They perceived that PSNP was not contributed to reduce women 

workload in PSNP beneficiary households. According to focus group discussion and key 

informant interview PSNP was contributed to reduce women work load due to the following 

reason. 

PSNP watershed development activities reduces the time to travel far to collect fire wood. 

Dirking water development for human and animal has been built nearby, saving us time and 

energy searching for water. 

The program provides gender education, which allows us to work together without work 

division. 

Women PSNP beneficiaries were expected works only half of men to got their transfer payment. 

The constructed of infrastructure (road, school / water, health post, health center, etc.) helped to 

reduce women workload. 

By reducing the labor and time that mothers spend in search of food for their children. 

Table 4.16: Faction and Contribution of PSNP to Reduce Women Workload in Households 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

No 38 10.9 10.9 10.9 

Yes 311 89.1 89.1 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Source: Own Survey and SPSS 25 Output, 2021 

4.3.18. The Perception of Beneficiaries Towards the Contribution of the PSNP 

According to PSNP phase four implementation manual (2014) contribution to national nutrition 

program was one of four core objective of the program. To meet this objective PSNP program 

was performed different development activates on individual program beneficiaries and 

community level. As below table illustrates, 88.5% of respondent household‘s heads believed 

that PSNP was contributed to improve household nutrition, but 11.5 % respondent household‘s 

heads perceived PSNP was not contributed to improved household nutrition status. Focus group 

discussion and key informant interview confirmed, PSNP was contributed to PSNP beneficiary 

households and other non PSNP beneficiary community members by constructed health post, 

latrine, irrigation schemes, providing different health related training, increase household income 

generation activities (on farm and off farm activities) and livelihoods, constructed infrastructures 

(roads, schools, child care center, clinic), provide vegetable and fruit seed and seedling, support 

and enhanced co-responsibilities of female beneficiary households and filled food gap of 
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households. 

 

Table 4.17: Perception of respondent household Heads towards Contribution of PSNP to 

improve Household Nutrition 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

No 40 11.5 11.5 11.5 

Yes 309 88.5 88.5 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Source: Own survey and SPSS 25 Output (2021) 

 

4.3.19. Household Livestock Asset Before and After Joined and Benefited PSNP in TLU 

 

As table 14.18 below illustrates, in the mean of livestock asset in TLU per household were 

0.7188 and 1.2548 before joined and benefited PSNP, and after joined and benefited PSNP 

respectively. After joined and benefited PSNP average number of livestock asset in TLU 

increased by 1.74 times of mean of livestock asset before joined PSNP. The result clearly shows 

productive safety net program was contributed to increase livestock asset of PSNP beneficiary 

household heads. Focus group discussion and key informant interview confirmed, PSNP was 

contributed to PSNP beneficiary households to maximize their livestock asset by facilitated 

increased loan/credit accessibility and availability, provided consultant to build the capacity of 

loan beneficiary PSNP household heads to clarify the questions like, how to select profitable and 

manageable different income generation activities, how to prepare business plan, how to manage 

selected income generation activities, how to rescored expenditure/expense and profit, by 

constructed animal health post, provided different animal rearing, fatting, health, animal forage 

development and other related training, and filled food gap of households. 

 

Table 4.18: Household Livestock Asset Before and After Joined and Benefited PSNP in TLU 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

Livestock Asset of Household before Benefited PSNP 
in TLU 

349 .7188 .92097 

Livestock Asset of Household After Benefited PSNP 
in TLU 

349 1.2548 1.11213 

Source: - Own Survey and SPSS 25 output, 2021 
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4.3.20. Daily Calorie Intake of the Households  

Table 14.19 and chart 3 shows descriptive statistics results of sample households based on their 

daily calorie intake. As the survey results in Table 14.19 and figure 4 shows, food secured PSNP 

beneficiary households and food insecure PSNP beneficiary households have an intake of 

2954.208 and 1521.55 with standard deviation of 873.4869 and 344.9056 kilocalories respectively.  

This means daily calorie intake indicates that food secured PSNP beneficiary households have 

better calorie intake than food insecure PSNP beneficiary households. The average kilo calorie 

intake of the households in general is 2252.246 with standard deviation of 980.089. The comparison 

of calorie intake of the households in the district with the nations minimum requirement (kilo 

calorie per AE per day is 2200 for the nation as stated in (MoFED, 2008) shows the household 

calorie intake in the district is above the national level.  

 

Although the mean kilo calorie intake of the food secured PSNP beneficiary households and food 

insecure PSNP beneficiary households groups are above the minimum requirement of 

recommended level, there is significant number of households who are still food insecure and 

below the national food security line (2,200 kilo calories/AE/day). As far as calorie intake is 

concerned. The standard deviation also shows that the gap of calorie intake between food secure 

and food insecure households was extremely far from the mean positively or negatively. 

 

Figure 4:- Daily Calorie intake of Respondent Households in Kilocalories Per individual
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Table 4.19: Daily Calorie intake of Respondent Households in Kilocalories Per individual AE  

FSSHH MEAN SD MIN MAX 

Food Insecure 1521.55 344.9056 860 2450 

Food Secured 2954.208 873.4869 2218 5406 

Total 2252.246 980.089 860 5406 

 

4.3.21. Descriptive analysis on Perceptions of respondents towards the PSNP 

In this part of the paper a descriptive analysis was used to calculate a mean and standard 

deviation of Perceptions of respondents towards the PSNP i.e., PSNP‘s Outcome, PSNP 

Principles, Key Principles for Program Entry and Exit, Factors Influencing Public Works and 

Transfers Schedule, Contribution of public works to livelihoods, Contribution of public works to 

nutrition, Contribution of public works to climate resilience and PSNP‘s contribution to the 

DRM The researcher summarized the Perceptions of respondents towards the PSNP by using a 5 

–point likert scale. Hence, the mean indicates, to what extent the sample group on average agrees 

or disagrees with the dimension. According to Marczyk, Dematteo and Festinger (2005), the 

lower the mean, the more the respondents disagree with the dimension. The higher the mean, the 

more respondents agree with the variable. 

Thus, the bench mark for the descriptive analysis of this study was a mean score of 3 which is 

the midpoint which indicates ambivalence, a mean score below three indicates lower agreement 

and a mean score above three and below 4 indicates moderate (medium) agreement and above 4 

indicates a strong agreement (Best and Khan, 1995). The mean values and standard deviation for 

each variable was presented in table 4.3 below. 

 

As shown in the below table 4.20, PSNP‘s outcome has a mean score of 3.7135 and a standard 

deviation of 0.97709. This indicates that respondent household heads were moderately agreed on 

PSNP‘s outcome. Such as, Enhanced participation in improved rural safety net by food insecure 

female/male headed households‖, Enhanced livelihood by food insecure female/male headed 

households‖ and Enhanced nutrition services by food insecure female/male headed households‖ 

to improve rural households food security.  

 

As illustrates in the below table 4.20, PSNP Principles has a mean score of 3.7135 and a standard 

deviation of 0.97709. This indicates that respondent household heads were moderately agreed on 
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PSNP Principles. i.e., Fair and transparent client selection, Timely, predictable and appropriate 

transfers, Primacy of transfers, Productive safety net, Tailored livelihood solutions, Integrated 

into local systems, Scalable safety net, Cash first principle and Gender equity to improve rural 

households food security.  

 

As shown in the below table 4.20, Key Principles for Program Entry and Exit has a mean score 

of 3.7135 and a standard deviation of 0.97709. This indicates that respondent household heads 

were moderately agreed on Key Principles for Program Entry and Exit. Such as, Participatory 

approach, Fairness, Transparency, Access to an appeals mechanism, Evidence based graduation 

and Safeguards against premature graduation to improve rural households food security. 

 

As shown in the below table 4.20, Factors Influencing Public Works and Transfers Schedule has 

a mean score of 3.7073 and a standard deviation of 0.98267. This indicates that respondent 

household heads were moderately agreed on Factors Influencing Public Works and Transfers 

Schedule. Such as, Timing of rainy season, Agricultural peak times, Timing of slack labor 

period, Peak hunger season, Prices of major staple foods, Heat and Mass mobilization to improve 

rural households food security. 

 

As shown in the below table 4.20, Contribution of public works to livelihoods has a mean score 

of 3.7135 and a standard deviation of 0.97709. This indicates that respondent household heads 

were moderately agreed on Contribution of public works to livelihoods. Such as, Construction of 

training halls for Farmer Training Centers (FTCs), forage and pasture development and nursery 

establishment to improve rural households food security. 

 

As shown in the below table 4.20, Contribution of public works to nutrition has a mean score of 

3.7221 and a standard deviation of 0.98733. This indicates that respondent household heads were 

moderately agreed on Contribution of public works to nutrition. Such as, Latrine construction, 

development of kitchen gardens, construction of health posts, and establishment of child care 

centers and provision of child care at these centers and participation in community BCC to 

improve rural household‘s food security. 



 

62 
 

As indicates in the below table 4.20, Contribution of public works to climate resilience has a 

mean score of 3.6665 and a standard deviation of 1.01162. This indicates that respondent 

household heads were moderately agreed on Contribution of public works to climate resilience. 

i.e., Area enclosures, forestry and Agro forestry development, Soil and water conservation 

technology application, small scale irrigation scheme construction and rehabilitation and 

community pond construction and rehabilitation to improve rural households food security. 

 

As indicates in the below table 4.20, PSNP‘s contribution to the DRM has a mean score of 

3.7135 and a standard deviation of 0.97709. This indicates that respondent household heads were 

moderately agreed on PSNP‘s contribution to the DRM. i.e., the reduction in the number of lives 

lost as compared to previous similar disasters, the reduction in the value of economic losses 

incurred as compared to previous similar disasters and the reduction in the number of people and 

children affected by severe malnutrition to improve rural households food security. 

 

Generally the result revealed that the agreement level of respondent household heads were 

moderately agreed towards PSNP‘s Outcome, PSNP Principles, Key Principles for Program 

Entry and Exit, Factors Influencing Public Works and Transfers Schedule, Contribution of public 

works to livelihoods, Contribution of public works to nutrition, Contribution of public works to 

climate resilience and PSNP‘s contribution to the DRM. For further information and survey 

result of respondent perception towards PSNP, see detail agreement level in appendix part of this 

study. 

Table 4.20: Perceptions of respondents towards the PSNP 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

PSNP’s Outcome 349 1.33 5.00 3.7135 .97709 

PSNP Principles 349 1.33 5.00 3.7135 .97709 

Key Principles for Program 
Entry and Exit 

349 1.33 5.00 3.7135 .97709 

Factors Influencing Public 
Works and Transfers Schedule 

349 1.29 5.00 3.7073 .98267 

Contribution of public works to 
livelihoods 

349 1.33 5.00 3.7135 .97709 

Contribution of public works to 
nutrition 

349 1.40 5.00 3.7221 .98733 
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Contribution of public works to 
climate resilience 

349 1.20 5.00 3.6665 1.01162 

PSNP’s contribution to the DRM 349 1.33 5.00 3.7135 .97709 

Source: Own survey and SPSS Output, 2021 

 

4.4. Multiple Regression Analysis  

 

In this section, the results of inferential statistics are presented. For the purpose of assessing the 

objectives of the study multiple regression assumptions are checked and regression analyses 

were performed. With the aid of these statistical techniques, conclusions are drawn with regard 

to the sample and decisions are made with respect to the research finding. 

 

4.4.1. Regression Assumptions Test 

 

4.4.1.1. Normality Test 

 

The data were checked to verify that the assumption of multivariate normality was met. Brooks 

(2008) noted that in order to conduct hypothesis test about the model parameter, the normality 

assumption must be fulfilled. The normality assumption is about the mean of the residuals is 

zero. According to Gujarati (2004), in testing the normality assumption, three tests of normality 

could be considered: (1) histogram of residuals; (2) normal probability plot (NPP), a graphical 

device; and (3) the Jarque–Beratest (it is an asymptotic, or large-sample, test).Because of their 

simplicity, the first two simple graphical instruments for testing the normality assumption were 

applied in this study as indicated below. 

 

I. Histogram of Residuals  

 

A histogram of residuals is a simple graphic device that is used to learn something about the 

shape of the Probability Density Function of a random variable. On the horizontal axis, the 

values of the variable of interest (OLS residuals) are divided into suitable intervals, and in each 

class interval rectangles are erect equal in height to the number of observations (frequency) in 

that class interval. If the residuals are normally distributed around its mean of zero the histogram 
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is a bell-shaped.  The shape of the histogram as shown below in chart 5 revealed that the 

residuals are normally distributed around its mean of zero. 

Figure 5: Normal distributions of the data  

 

Source: Own Survey Data and SPSS Output (2021) 

II. Normal Probability Plot 

 

In addition to histogram of residuals, the normal probability plots were used to test the normality 

of data. It is comparatively simple graphical device to study the shape of the probability density 

function (PDF) of a random variable is the normal probability plot (NPP). It uses values of the 

variable of interest on the horizontal axis and the expected value of this variable on the vertical 

axis. If the fitted line in the NPP is approximately a straight line, one can conclude that the 

variable of interest is normally distributed. Hence, chart 6 below indicated that residuals from the 

research model regression are approximately normally distributed, because a straight line gives 

the impression to fit the data reasonably well. This test also shows the normal distribution of 

residuals around its mean of zero. 
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Figure 6: Normal p-p plot of Regression Standardize Residual 

 

Source: Own Survey Data and SPSS Output (2021) 

 

Therefore, based on the above tests, it is possible to conclude that the normality assumption is 

fulfilled and the presumption that the researcher will made about the population parameter from 

the sample is suitable. 

 

4.4.1.2.  Multicollinearity Test 
 

Multicoliniarity exists when there is a strong correlation between two or more predictors in a 

regression model. Multicoliniarity poses a problem only for multiple regressions because it 

involves more than two predictors. Perfect collinearity exists when at least one predictor is a 

Perfect linear combination of the others. According to different statistical books, one way of 
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identifying Multicoliniarity is to scan the correlation matrix of all of the predictor variables. 

Another method is to produce a Collinearity diagnostics with the use of SPSS and STATA, and 

one of which is the variance inflating factor (VIF). The VIF indicates whether a predictor has 

strong linear relationship with the other predictor(s). Although there are no hard and fast rules 

about what value of the VIF should be a cause for concern, (Gujarati, 2004) suggests that value 

of less than 10 is good value and he suggest that if the average VIF is greater than 1, then there is 

no Multicoliniarityin the regression model. In this study, (Table 4.20) the Variance inflation 

factors (VIFs) for the independent variables included in the regression equation are all lower than 

10. Related to the VIF is the tolerance statistics, which is a reciprocal of VIF (1/VIF). Such 

values below 0.530898 are worthy of concern. Considering the regression model for this study 

the tolerance statistics values are all less than 0.912091 and greater than 0.530898 (see tables 

4.20) as such no Multicoliniarity is observed in this model. 

 

Table 4.21: VIF to Test Multicoliniarity 

Variable VIF 1/VIF 

NFMBPSNP 6.48 0.1544 

AE 5.46 0.183217 

GIFSCrop 3.15 0.317556 

LAHHAPSNP 2.36 0.423484 

EFMABPSNP 1.88 0.530898 

LAHHbPSNP 1.78 0.560245 

IAHHOS 1.73 0.577718 

CPWtCR 1.72 0.581909 

CPHH1y 1.67 0.598483 

FHHAAPSNP 1.6 0.624655 

FHHABPSNP 1.52 0.656623 

EFMBBPSNP 1.49 0.671246 

AC 1.41 0.710188 

AIHHNAA 1.32 0.755654 

Saving 1.29 0.776426 

Age 1.1 0.912091 

Mean VIF 2.25 
 Source: Own Survey and STATA Output 
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4.4.1.3. Autocorrelation Test 

 

Autocorrelation is adjacent residuals of any two observations not being independent of each 

other or correlated. For any two observations the residual terms should be uncorrelated (or 

independent). This eventually is sometimes described as a lack of autocorrelation.  This 

assumption can be tested with the Durbin-Watson test, which tests for social correlation between 

errors. Specifically, it tests whether adjacent residuals are uncorrelated (see table 4.22).The value 

of the Durbin-Watson statistic ranges from 0 to 4. As a general rule of thumb, the residuals are 

uncorrelated is the Durbin-Watson statistic is approximately 2. A value close to 0 indicates 

strong positive correlation, while a value of 4 indicates strong negative correlation. For this 

study, the value of Durbin-Watson is 1.934, approximately equal to 2, indicating no serial 

correlation (Field, 2009). 

 

4.4.2. Multiple Regression Analysis Result 

 

Multiple regression analysis was carried out to get the predictive value of the constructs 

considered. Since the model is developed in such a way that each construct is being affected by 

other constructs, it is necessary to carry out a separate regression analysis against each variable 

which are considered to be affected by other variables. This was basically made to determine the 

linear combination of the constructs. Regression analysis model used to predict values of the 

dependent variables from one or more independent variables (Field, 2009). The researcher used 

multiple linear regressions which seek to predict an outcome from several predictors. The 

purpose of regression analysis is used to analyze the relationship between dependant and 

independent variable. If there is a relationship, using the information in the independent variables 

will improve our accuracy in predicting values for the dependent variable (Field, 2009). In this 

section the researcher tried to answer questions such as relationships between dependent and 

independent variables, identify the very significant factors that affect the food security status of 

PSNP beneficiary household heads in the case of Menze Gera Midir District. In addition to the 

analysis of R- square the researcher also considers the model fit (―ANOVA‖) table which is the 

separation of variance attributable to one cause from the variance attributable to others.  
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Table 4.22: ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

 Regression 69.841 16 4.365 83.413 .000b 

Residual 17.374 332 0.052   

Total 87.215 348    

Source: Own Survey and SPSS 25 Output (2021) 

The lower the ANOVA table variance or significance number, the better the fit. Generally, if 

―sig‖ is greater than 0.05, the researcher concluded that the model could not fit the data (Gupta, 

1999). According to (Gupta, 1999), in order to fit the model and the data the ‗sig‘ result should 

be less than 0.05. Therefore, the researcher result that the overall significance of the model in the 

above ANOVA table 4.22 is fit at ‗sig‘ of 0.000. So that the researcher concluded that our model 

could fit the data. 

Table 4.23: Model Summary 

Model R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate Durbin-Watson 

.895a 0.801 0.7912 0.229 1.934 

Source: Own Survey and SPSS 25 Output (2021) 

The result of the regression model summary shown in table 4.23 indicates the value of multiple 

R square value of 0.801 (80.1%) indicated that there a high positive relationship between 

dependent and independent variables. R-square value for the model showed that 80.1% of the 

dependent variable was predicted /explained/ by the independent variables in the model. The 

remaining 19.9% of the dependent variable is explained by other variables which are not 

included in the model (Gupta, 1999). Therefore, the relationship between the dependent and 

independent variables has strong correlation (Kothari, 2004). Adjusted R-square value for the 

model showed that 79.12% of goodness of fit, the model is strong. Similarly, Table 4.24 

described that the beta coefficients that present the contribution positive or negative relationship 

of each variable to the model. The t and p values showed the influence of the independent 

variables on the dependent variable. The beta coefficient of the model in table 4.24 indicates the 

beta value of the constant is 0.568 whereas the beta value for the predictor/independent variables 

(Age, EFMBBPSNP, EFMABPSNP, AE, NFMBPSNP, FHHABPSNP, FHHAAPSNP, 

LAHHbPSNPCPHH1y, GIFSCrop, AIHHNAA, IAHHOS, AC, Saving and PSNPPCtDRM) are 

-0.0004, -0.039, -0.017, -0.093, 0.078, 0.029, -0.025, 0.054, 0.07, 0.021, 0.062, 0.001, 
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0.009,0.003, 0.01 and 0.192 respectively. The P –value of these variables are .0.783, 0.059, 

0.240, 0.000, 0.000, 0.005, 0.010, 0.003, 0.000, 0.001, 0.000, 0.905, 0.148, 0.296, 0.049 and 

0.000 respectively. In the table 4.21 shown, the Unstandardized beta coefficients and p-value of 

AE (B= -0.093, p =0.000), NFMBPSNP (B = 0.078, p =0 000), FHHABPSNP (B = 0.0.029, p = 

005), FHHAAPSNP (B = -0.025, p =0 010), LAHHbPSNP (B = 0.054, p =0 003), LAHHAPSNP 

(B = 0.070, p =0.000). CPHH1y (B= 0.021, p =0.001), GIFSCrop (B = 0.062, p =0 000), Saving 

(B = 0.010, p =0.049), and PSNPCtDRM (B = 0.192, p =0.000). This indicates that 

NFMBPSNP, FHHABPSNP, LAHHbPSNP, LAHHAPSNP,. CPHH1y, GIFSCrop, Saving, and 

PSNPCtDRM factor has a positive and significant relationship to the food security improvement 

of PSNP beneficiary households as their p- values are < 0.05, and AE and FHHAAPSNP factor 

has a negative and significant relationship to the food security improvement of PSNP beneficiary 

households as their p- values are < 0.05. However, the other remaining independent variables are 

not affected food security status of rural PNP beneficiary households significantly at 5% level of 

significance. 

Table 4.24: Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

T Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B 
Std. 
Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 0.568 0.089  6.360 0.000   

Age -0.0004 0.001 -0.007 -0.276 0.783 0.912 1.097 

EFMBBPSNP -0.039 0.021 -0.057 -1.894 0.059 0.672 1.488 

EFMABPSNP -0.017 0.014 -0.040 -1.178 0.240 0.531 1.884 

AE -0.093 0.019 -0.284 -4.971 0.000 0.183 5.455 

NFMBPSNP 0.078 0.021 0.233 3.743 0.000 0.154 6.479 

FHHABPSNP 0.029 0.010 0.085 2.801 0.005 0.654 1.528 

FHHAAPSNP -0.025 0.010 -0.081 -2.603 0.010 0.624 1.603 

LAHHbPSNP 0.054 0.018 0.099 3.026 0.003 0.561 1.782 

LAHHAPSNP 0.070 0.017 0.155 4.104 0.000 0.423 2.363 

CPHH1y 0.021 0.006 0.106 3.360 0.001 0.600 1.667 

GIFSCrop 0.062 0.007 0.366 8.403 0.000 0.316 3.164 

AIHHNAA 0.001 0.009 0.003 0.119 0.905 0.756 1.323 

IAHHOS 0.009 0.006 0.047 1.451 0.148 0.578 1.731 

AC 0.003 0.003 0.030 1.047 0.296 0.709 1.410 



 

70 
 

Saving 0.010 0.005 0.055 1.979 0.049 0.778 1.285 

PSNPCtDRM 0.192 0.016 0.376 11.693 0.000 0.581 1.720 

a. Dependent Variable: Food Security Status of Households 

Source: Own Survey and SPSS 25 Output (2021) 

 

This beta implies that, when the level of AE increased by one unit on food security status of 

household decreased by 0.093, when the level of NFMBPSNP increased by one unit on food 

security status of household increased by 0.078, when the level of FHHABPSNP increased by 

one unit on food security status of household increased by 0.029, when the level of 

FHHAAPSNP increased by one unit on food security status of household decreased by 0.025. 

when the level of LAHHbPSNP increased by one unit on food security status of household 

increased by 0.054, when the level of LAHHAPSNP increased by one unit on food security 

status of household increased by 0.070 ,When the level of CPHH1y increased by one unit on 

food security status of household increased by 0.0.021 , When the level of GIFSCrop increased 

by one unit on food security status of household increased by 0.062, When the level of Saving 

increased by one unit on food security status of household increased by 0.010 , and When the 

level of PSNPCtDRM increased by one unit on food security status of household increased by 

0.192. 

The Unstandardized coefficients ß column, gives us the coefficients of the independent variables 

in the regression equation including all the predictor variables as indicated below: 

 

FSSHH = 0.568 - 0.093AE + 0.078NFMBPSNP + 0.029FHHABPSNP -0.025FHHAAPSNP + 

0.054LAHHbPSNP + 0.07LAHHAPSNP +0.021CPHH1y + 0.062GIFSCrop +0.01Saving + 

0.192PSNPCtDRM 

 

Generally, the B-value (beta coefficient) tells us about the relationship between the outcome and 

each predictor. If the value of beta is positive, it is said that there is positive relationship between 

the predictor/independent variable and the dependant variable; whereas a negative coefficient 

represents a negative relationship. In the cause of this study, positive values indicates that the 

positive relationship between independent variables and dependant variables/food security status 

of rural PSNP beneficiary and the negative value of independent variables shows the negative 
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effect or negative relationship between the dependant variable/ food security stats of rural PSNP 

households. For these study all independent variable has positive beta value, it have positive 

contribution for the food security improvement of rural PSNP beneficiary households. 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In this chapter summary, conclusions of the research findings that have been analyzed and 

discussed in the previous chapter are briefly presented. Furthermore, based on the findings of the 

study possible recommendations are made 

 

5.1. Summary 

 

The main objective of this study is assessed and described the contribution of the productive 

safety net program to improve food security for rural households in Menze Gera Midir District. 

The primary data was collected from 349 households and survey questionnaires were used to 

collect this primary data from respondent household heads to address the food security status of 

PSNP beneficiary household, the contribution of PSNP to improved food security status of 

program beneficiary rural households, the function of PSNP to improve the source of incomes of 

beneficiary households and the perception of beneficiaries towards the contribution of the 

productive safety net program. The sample respondents were taken from PSNP beneficiary 

households. Focus group discussion, key informant interview and field observation also 

performed to got enough, relevant, reliable and valid data to meet the objective of this research. 

To maximize the data quality assurance pilot testing and expert feedback, and reliability and 

validity test was executed. It was also tried to examine different secondary documents and 

software‘s to support the primary sources. 

 

As the result from descriptive analysis illustrates, Productive safety net program was contributed 

to improve food security for rural households in Menze Gera District. According to the findings 

that presented in previous chapter (chapter four) productive safety net contributed to households 

food security improvement in different fields of households income generation activities, 

livelihood improvement and capacity building activities. The descriptive statistics result 

confirmed respondents perception and contribution of the program to beneficiary‘s households. 

The main contribution of the program to food security improvement for rural household clearly 
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shown on family education, public work activities to food security improvement, type of house 

before and after joined PSNP, PSNP contribution to use improved seed and fertilizer to increase 

production and productivities, contribution of PSNP to beneficiaries capacity building training, 

loan service and opportunity to improve household food security status, household saving 

enhancement, to reduce women workload, household nutrition and livestock asset improvement.  

 

5.1.1. Contribution of PSNP to Improved Food Security Status of Program Beneficiary 

Rural Households 

 

AS indicated in previous chapter/ chapter four/ from the total respondent household heads 

81.66% were accepted and received positively contribution of PSNP to family education. Before 

joined and benefited PSNP the mean of educated family members were 0.76, but after joined and 

benefited PSNP the mean of educated family members were 1.68. It shows the progress and 

increment of educated family members. Public work development activities also contribute to 

food security improvement of program beneficiary households. 90.3% of respondent household 

heads were agreed and positively perceive contribution of PSNP on this field. Focus group 

discussion, key informant interview and field observation result also confirmed the contribution 

of PSNP on this field, because public works component of the PSNP construct different 

community and individual infrastructures like health post, school, irrigation schemes, road, 

watershed development, degraded land management, animal forage development, forestry and 

forestry and agro- forestry, seedling production and provided labor force to female household 

heads program beneficiary that hadn‘t able body. PSNP helps beneficiary households to change 

their lived house type from grass to corrugated iron sheet. Before joined PSNP 95.99% 

respondent household heads were lived in grass house, but after joined and benefited PSNP 

30.09% households were transform from grass house to corrugated iron sheet house. Productive 

safety net program contributed to beneficiary‘s household capacity building training, 69.34 % of 

respondent household heads were agreed and perceived positively this contribution of the 

program, but 30.66 % of the respondent‘s household heads were not agreed by this idea. PSNP 

facilitate loan service and opportunity to beneficiary household heads, 5.5%, 13.5% and 44.1% 

household heads were shared, agreed and perceived positivity in very high, high and moderately 

respectively. Household saving is one of a mechanism to create additional asset and to improve 
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household living standard and food security status, PSNP contributed to this field of household 

activities from the total respondent household heads 79.7% perceived and agreed this 

contribution of PSNP. Rural women‘s are challenged to so many workloads, productive as well 

as non productive work loads. PSNP implements different types of development activities (that 

mentioned in previous chapter) to solve the problem of women‘s workloads. 89.1% household 

heads were agreed and believed by this type of PSNP contribution, but the remaining 10.9% 

respondent households were not believed by this type of contribution of PSNP. They said that 

PSNP were not contributed to women‘s workload reduction. According to respondent response, 

focus group discussion, key informant interview and field observation result, to improved 

program beneficiary nutrition status productive safety net program performed different 

development activities, like. constructed health post, latrine, irrigation schemes, providing 

different health related training, increase household income generation activities (on farm and off 

farm activities) and livelihoods, constructed infrastructures (roads, schools, child care center, 

clinic), provide vegetable and fruit seed and seedling, support and enhanced co-responsibilities 

of female beneficiary households and filled food gap of households. 88.5% of respondents were 

believed and perceived positively towards the contribution of PSNP to improved households 

nutrition status, but 11.5% of the respondent not sheered and agreed by this idea.  

 

5.1.2. The Function Of PSNP To Improve The Source Of Incomes Of Beneficiary 

Households 

 

PSNP facilitate loan service and opportunity to beneficiary household heads, 5.5%, 13.5% and 

44.1% household heads were shared, agreed and perceived positivity in very high, high and 

moderately respectively. Household saving is one of a mechanism to create additional asset and 

to improve household living standard and food security status, PSNP contributed to this field of 

household activities from the total respondent household heads 79.7% perceived and agreed this 

contribution of PSNP. PSNP contribute to use improved seed and fertilizer to increase 

production and productivities of beneficiary household heads. 25.5%, 33% and 25.5% 

respondent household heads believe and perceive this contribution of PSNP very highly, highly 

and moderately respectively, but the remaining 15.5% respondents household heads were not 

agreed with this contribution of the program. PSNP also helped beneficiaries‘ households to 



 

75 
 

maximize their livestock asset. Before joined PSNP the mean household asset in TLU was 

0.7188, but after joined and benefited PSNP the mean household asset of program showed 

progress from 0.7188 to 1.2548. 

 

5.1.3. Food Security Status of PSNP Beneficiary Household 

 

This research finding revealed that 51% of the respondents household heads were food secured 

households. They daily mean kilocalorie intake was 2954.208 kilocalories. But 49% of 

respondent household heads were food insecure households. They daily mean kilocalories intake 

were 1521.55 kilocalories. It was less than the national daily required intake 2200 kilocalories. 

 

5.1.4. The perception of beneficiaries towards the contribution of the productive safety net 

program 

 

the result of this study based on likert scale revealed that the agreement level of respondent 

household heads were moderately agreed towards PSNP‘s Outcome, PSNP Principles, Key 

Principles for Program Entry and Exit, Factors Influencing Public Works and Transfers 

Schedule, Contribution of public works to livelihoods, Contribution of public works to nutrition, 

Contribution of public works to climate resilience and PSNP‘s contribution to the DRM. The 

mean score of respondents were ranging from the minimum 3.6665 (contributions of publics to 

climate resilience) up to the maximum 3.7221 (contribution of public works to nutrition) with the 

standard deviation of 1.01162 and 0.98733 respectively. 

 

Also the results of multiple linear regression analysis in table 4.22 shows that all the independent 

variables .such as, adult equivalent (B= -0.093, p =0.000), Number of Family Members included/ 

in PSNP (B = 0.078, p =0 000), Fixed Household Asset (Material, Equipment and House) Before 

Benefited PSNP (B = 0.0.029, p = 005), Fixed Household Asset (Material, Equipment and 

House) After Benefited PSNP (B = -0.025, p =0 010), Livestock Asset of Household before 

Benefited PSNP (B = 0.054, p =0 003), Livestock Asset of Household After Benefited PSNP (B 

= 0.070, p =0.000). Total Crop production/yield (field and Irrigation crop) of household in last 
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one Year (B= 0.021, p =0.001), Gross Income from Sold Crop (B = 0.062, p =0 000), saving (B 

= 0.010, p =0.049), and PSNP‘s contribution to the DRM (B = 0.192, p =0.000) had significant 

relationship with food security status of PSNP beneficiary household heads. This indicates that 

NFMBPSNP, FHHABPSNP, LAHHbPSNP, LAHHAPSNP,. CPHH1y, GIFSCrop, Saving, and 

PSNPCtDRM factor has a positive and significant relationship to the food security improvement 

of PSNP beneficiary households as their p- values are < 0.05, and AE and FHHAAPSNP factor 

has a negative and significant relationship to the food security improvement of PSNP beneficiary 

households as their p- values are < 0.05. However, the other remaining independent variables are 

not affected food security status of rural PNP beneficiary households significantly at 5% level of 

significance. 

 

Although the productive safety net program has contributed much to the food security 

improvement for rural households, there are still shortcomings. There are those who have been 

supported by the program for many years but who are not able to get daily required kilocalories. 

Of those surveyed, 25.5% said they were still unable to support themselves with the program for 

more than 10 years. So far, only 51 % of the PSNP beneficiary households who are part of the 

program are getting their daily required amount kilocalories. 49% percent do not get the amount 

of required daily kilocalories. 

Although this research result shows that the program contributes to education, nutrition, 

loan/credit service and opportunities, women's workload reduction, additional income generation 

activities, improved seed and fertilizer utilization, infrastructure construction expansion, and 

utilization, but not all program clients benefited equally and improved household food security 

status. 

 

5.2.  Conclusion 

 

The overall objective of this research was, to assess and described the contribution of the 

productive safety net program to improve food security for rural households. The research has 

been successful in accomplishing the overall objective and four specific objectives, such as.  

Described the food security status of PSNP beneficiary household in the study area, identified 
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the contribution of PSNP to improved food security status of program beneficiary rural 

households, identified the function of PSNP to improve the source of incomes of beneficiary 

households and examined the perception of beneficiaries towards the contribution of the 

productive safety net program. In addition to this the research questions were addressed and 

answered by this research.  

According to the findings that presented in previous chapter (chapter four) productive safety net 

program was contributed to household‘s food security improvement in different fields of 

household‘s income generation activities, livelihood improvement and capacity building 

activities. The descriptive statistics result confirmed respondents perception and contribution of 

the program to beneficiary‘s households. The main contribution of the program to food security 

improvement for rural household clearly shown on family education, public work activities to 

food security improvement, type of house before and after joined PSNP, PSNP contribution to 

use improved seed and fertilizer to increase production and productivities, contribution of PSNP 

to beneficiaries capacity building training, loan service and opportunity to improve household 

food security status, household saving enhancement, to reduce women workload, household 

nutrition and livestock asset improvement.  

 

Also the results of multiple linear regression analysis in table 4.22 shows that all the independent 

variables .such as, adult equivalent (B= -0.093, p =0.000), Number of Family Members included/ 

in PSNP (B = 0.078, p =0 000), Fixed Household Asset (Material, Equipment and House) Before 

Benefited PSNP (B = 0.0.029, p = 005), Fixed Household Asset (Material, Equipment and 

House) After Benefited PSNP (B = -0.025, p =0 010), Livestock Asset of Household before 

Benefited PSNP (B = 0.054, p =0 003), Livestock Asset of Household After Benefited PSNP (B 

= 0.070, p =0.000). Total Crop production/yield (field and Irrigation crop) of household in last 

one Year (B= 0.021, p =0.001), Gross Income from Sold Crop (B = 0.062, p =0 000), saving (B 

= 0.010, p =0.049), and PSNP‘s contribution to the DRM (B = 0.192, p =0.000) had significant 

relationship with food security status of PSNP beneficiary household heads. This indicates that 

NFMBPSNP, FHHABPSNP, LAHHbPSNP, LAHHAPSNP, CPHH1y, GIFSCrop, Saving, and 

PSNPCtDRM factor has a positive and significant relationship to the food security improvement 

of PSNP beneficiary households as their p- values are < 0.05, and AE and FHHAAPSNP factor 

has a negative and significant relationship to the food security improvement of PSNP beneficiary 
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households as their p- values are < 0.05. 

5.3. Recommendations 

Based on the finding of the research the following recommendations are drown to strengthen 

positive contribution and overcome the weakness of PSNP to improve rural households.  

 

Make sure the program users are aware of and benefit from the food security options offered by 

the program. 

 

Encourage clients of the program who have not been able to get the food they need during the 

day to have a better income and ensure their food security by combining it with other income-

generating options, project and programs 

 

Enhancing and graduating from the program by facilitating programs and projects that will 

ensure sustainable and enough income, and livelihoods for families who have secured their daily 

food security while using the program. 

 

There are many PSNP beneficiaries households who have not been able to support themselves. 

Identify these farmers, conduct further research, and enable them to become self-sufficient in a 

short period of time by designing better development options and projects. 

 

Based on individual household need, resource and labor identify local and national customer 

based income generation activities, prepare business plan with expert support, provide enough 

credit based on business plan to fill the financial gap of households, give capacity building 

training to fill technical and skill gap of households and provide technical support to implement 

prepare business plan. Continuous monitoring and evaluation also required. 

 

Establish a system for benefiting the beneficiaries of the program and improving their income from the 

output and outcome of various infrastructure constructions, watershed development, forestry works and 

irrigation schemes for the community and the beneficiaries‘ households of the program. 
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In general, the results of this study will be used to make various decisions about the program and the 

beneficiary of the program, to promote and start further studies, to address the gaps identified, 

and to strengthen the positive contributions to food security and to show contribution of 

productive safety net program that had been addressed by this research and to assess the 

perception of beneficiary households towards PSNP. However, since the Development Safety 

Net program is working extensively in the district with a large number of food insecure 

beneficiaries, it is not possible to fully identify and address all of the contributions and gaps in 

this study. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct a more detailed and additional study and identify 

problems and make and indicate solution, work together with other support projects, and fix 

existing operational and usage problems. 
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APPENDIX 

 
Appendix Table 1 Conversion factor used to compute adult equivalent (AE) 

Age group (years) Male Female 

<10 years 0.6 0.6 

10-13 0.9 0.8 

14-16 1 0.75 

17-50 1 0.75 

>50 1 0.75 

Source: Storck, et al. (1991) 

 

Appendix Table 2: Conversion factor used to compute tropical livestock unit 

(TLU) 
 

Animal category TLU Animal category TLU 

Calf 0.50 Donkey (young) 0.35 

Weaned calf 0.34 Sheep and goat (adult) 0.13 

Heifer 0.75 Sheep and goat(young) 0.06 

Cow and ox 1 Chicken 0.013 

Donkey(adult) 0.70 Horse 1.1 

Source: Storck, et al. (1991) 
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Appendix Table 3 . Conversion factor for computing calorie intake 
 

Food item Unit Calorie Food item Unit Calorie 

Wheat Kg 3574 Beef Kg 1148 

Teff Kg 3589 Milk Kg 737 

Barely Kg 3723 Butter Kg 7363 

Lentil Kg 3522 Egg Kg 61 

Hose bean Kg 3514 Honey Kg 3605 

Sorghum Kg 3805 pepper Kg 933 

Peas Kg 3553 Maize Kg 3560 

Vetch Kg 3470 Millet Kg 3260 

Linseed Kg 5109 Check pea Kg 3630 

Sugar Kg 3850 Garlic Kg 118 

Coffee Kg 1103 Edible oil Kg 8964 

Source: EHNRI, 2000 
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Appendix Table 4: Tested Multicollinearity Result 
 

Variable VIF 1/VIF 

NFMBPSNP 6.48 0.1544 

AE 5.46 0.183217 

GIFSCrop 3.15 0.317556 

LAHHAPSNP 2.36 0.423484 

EFMABPSNP 1.88 0.530898 

LAHHbPSNP 1.78 0.560245 

IAHHOS 1.73 0.577718 

CPWtCR 1.72 0.581909 

CPHH1y 1.67 0.598483 

FHHAAPSNP 1.6 0.624655 

FHHABPSNP 1.52 0.656623 

EFMBBPSNP 1.49 0.671246 

AC 1.41 0.710188 

AIHHNAA 1.32 0.755654 

Saving 1.29 0.776426 

Age 1.1 0.912091 

Mean VIF 2.25 
 Source: Own Survey and STATA Output 

 

APPENDIX 5:  Heteroscedasticity Test result 

 

 

 

 

         Prob > chi2  =   0.6686
         chi2(1)      =     0.18

         Variables: fitted values of FSSHH
         Ho: Constant variance
Breusch-Pagan / Cook-Weisberg test for heteroskedasticity 

. estat hettest

         Prob > F     =   0.6971
         F(1 , 347)   =     0.15

         Variables: fitted values of FSSHH
         Ho: Constant variance
Breusch-Pagan / Cook-Weisberg test for heteroskedasticity 

. estat hettest, fstat
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Appendix 6: Perceptions Of Respondents Towards The PSNP 

 
Level Frequency Percent Mean Std. Deviation 

Enhanced participation in improved rural 
safety net by food insecure female/male 

headed households”. 

Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Enhanced livelihood by food insecure 
female/male headed households”. 

Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Enhanced nutrition services by food insecure 
female/male headed households”. 

Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Fair and transparent client selection Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Timely, predictable and appropriate transfers Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Primacy of transfers Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Productive safety net Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 
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Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Tailored livelihood solutions Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Integrated into local systems. Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Scalable safety net Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Cash first principle. Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Gender equity. Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Participatory approach. Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 
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Fairness. Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Transparency. Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Access to an appeals mechanism. Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Evidence based graduation. Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Safeguards against premature graduation. Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Timing of rainy season Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Agricultural peak times Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 
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Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Timing of slack labor period Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Peak hunger season Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Prices of major staple foods Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Heat Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Mass mobilization Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Construction of training halls for Farmer 
Training Centers (FTCs) 

Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

forage and pasture development Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 
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Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

nursery establishment Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

Latrine construction Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

development of kitchen gardens Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

construction of health posts Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

establishment of child care centers and 
provision of child care at these centers 

Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

participation in community BCC Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

Area enclosures Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 
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Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

forestry and Agro forestry development Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

Soil and water conservation technology 
application 

Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

small scale Irrigation scheme construction 
and rehabilitation 

Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 

community pond construction and 
rehabilitation 

Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 

the reduction in the number of lives lost as 
compared to previous similar disasters 

Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 56 16 

Agree 163 46.7 

Strongly Agree 121 34.7 

the reduction in the value of economic losses 
incurred as compared to previous similar 

disasters 

Strongly Disagree 9 2.6 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 93 26.6 

Agree 149 42.7 

Strongly Agree 98 28.1 
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the reduction in the number of people and 
children affected by severe malnutrition” 

Strongly Disagree 17 4.9 3.67 1.214 

Disagree 110 31.5 

Agree 118 33.8 

Strongly Agree 104 29.8 
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APPENDIX 7: QUESSIONNAIRES FOR THE INTERVIEW 

 

DEBRE BERHAN UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMICS DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT 

POST GRADUATE PROGRAM 

MASTERS OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM 

 

Dear Respondents:-  

My name is Tessema Mitikie Mengesh. I am post graduate student at Debre Berhan University. I 

am conducting a final thesis entitled ―the contribution of productive safety net program to 

improve food security for rural household at Menz Gera Midir District.‖  

I would like to express my deep appreciation for your generous time, honest and prompt 

responses.  

Objective:  

This questionnaire is designed to collect data about the contribution of productive safety net 

program to improve food security for rural household at Menz Gera Midir District. The 

information that you offer me with this questionnaire used as a primary data in my case study 

which I am conducting as a partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Masters of 

Business Administration (MBA) at Debre Berhan University. Therefore, this research is to be 

evaluated in terms of its contribution to our understanding of the contribution of productive 

safety net program to improve food security for rural household at Menz Gera Midir District. 

General Instructions: 

Place of your answer.  

Confidentiality: 

I want to assure you that this research is only for academic purpose authorized by the Debre 

Berhan University. No other person could access the collected data. In any sort of report I might 

publish, but, I can not include any information that will make it possible to identify any 

respondents. 
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A. RESPONDENT QUESTIONERS 

1. PART ONE ፡ GENERAL INFORMATION 

1.01. Sex  1. Male 2 Female 

1.02. Age --------------------------signature -------------------- 

1.03. Date of interview---------------Month----------Year--------------- 

1.04. Household Id-------------------------- 

1.05. Name of supervisor ________ signature _______date _____ 

1.06. Zone North Shewa. District Menze Gera Midir  

1.07. Kebele _________________ 

1.08. Sub Kebele/ got______________ 

1.09. Agro-Ecology   1. Dega  2 Weyina Dega 3. Wurch 

1.10. Household Religion 1.Orthodox 2 Muslim  3 Protestant 4.Catolic 5 Other 

2. PART TWO: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

2.01. What are your responsibilities in the Kebele? ------------------------------------------------- 

2.02. What is your marital status? 1. Single 2. Married  3. Divorces 4. Widowed 

2.02.1. What is your educational status? 1. Illiterate 2. Read & write/literacy program

 3 Primary level (Grade 1-Gerad 4) 4. Lower secondary level (grade 5-grade 8)

 5. Secondary levels (Grade 9-Grade 10) 6. Higher secondary levels or 

Preparatory (grade 11-grade 12) 7. Diploma and above  

2.03. Is there an educated family member in the family? 1. Yes 2. No 

2.03.1. If the answer is yes, fill the number of educated family in the following table. 

No Education Level Number of educated families 

Before becoming a PSNP user After used PSNP 

1 From Grade 1- Grade 4   

2 From Grade 5- Grade 8   

3 From Grade 9- Grade 10   

4 From Grade 11- Grade 12   

5 College and more   



 

x 
 

6 Educated and engaged in government 
work 

  

 

2.04. Is PSNP contributed to family‘s education?  1 Yes 2.No 

2.05. If your answer is yes, what the PSNP contributed to family‘s education? Put "X" in the 

following table. 

 

No List of functions/contribution The contribution of the PSNP to 
the learning of the family should 

be marked with an "X" 

1 Filling the food gap of the family,  

2 By providing educational materials.  

3 By keeping families out of the area in search of work and food and 
keeping them stable; 

 

4 By creating additional income opportunities and creating wealth,  

5 By working to strengthen our local school  

6 List others, if any ---------  

 

2.06. Family size _______________________________ 

 

Age Male Female Total 

Under 18 years of age 
   18-64 years old 
   Over 64 years 
    

3. PART THREE: BACKGROUND OF THE PSNP BENFICIARY FAMILY 

3.01.1. How long have you been a PSNP beneficiary? 1 Less than 5 years 2. 5-10 years 

 3. More than 10 years 

3.01.2. Which Component of PSNP did you benefited? 1. Public Works 2. Permanent 

Direct Support 
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3.01.3. If the answer is public works, the work done would have contributed to food 

security for the farmers and environmental development and improvement? 1 yes 

 2. No 

3.01.4. If your answer is yes, what was its contribution? put "X" in front of the program's 

contribution in the following table  

No List of functions/contribution The contribution of PSNP to the 
food security of the family 

through public works activities. 

1 By expanding irrigation systems (hand gadwall, river diversions, 
springs, ponds, small masonry dam etc.), we have been able to 

benefit from irrigation and generate additional income. 

 

2 Expanding infrastructure (roads, clean drinking water, schools, 
construction of various institutions, etc.) has brought us closer to 

various services. 

 

3 It encouraged us to work environmental friendly activities (like 
forest development, soil and water conservation, etc.) to maintain 

the environment, improve soil fertility and improve productivity. 

 

4 Due to watershed development activities we have been able to 
access animal feed, we have reduced the cost of fodder, and we 
are making more money by raising additional income opportunity 

and livestock. 

 

5 Expansion of forestry has helped us to become forest owners and 
earn more income. 

 

6 List others, if any  

 

3.01.5. How many families have benefited from PSNP? Fill the number of benefited 

family members in the following table. 

1. Total number of family 

members 

2. Number of family members 

benefited from PSNP 

amount of money received from the 

PSNP in the last 1 year 
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4. PART FOUR : FAMILY PROPERTY, EQUIPMENT, AND LAND POSSESSION 

4.01. Household asset 

List of items 1. How much 
you had before 
you became a 

PSNP 
beneficiary 

2. The number of 
equipment after 

used PSNP 

How much 
money can you 

buy now? 

The condition in 
which it is found 

Saddle (korcha)     

mills/Weficho     

Agricultural equipments     

Hoe, djino, shovel, meraja… 
etc 

    

Mofer, yoke, plow and Other 
related farm equipment 

    

Sickle/matched     

Axe /metrebiya     

Hammer     

Saw/ megaz     

List any other ------     

Non agricultural 

Equipment 

    

Carpenter equipment     

Black smith equipment     

Weaving equipment     

Building equipment     

Sewing tools     

Brewery equipment     

List any other ------     
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5. PART FIVE: HOUSEHOLD EQUIPMENTS’ 

List of Equipment and 
materials 

1. How much you had 
before you became a 

PSNP beneficiary 

2. The number of 
equipment after used 

PSNP 

How much money 
can you buy now? 

3. The 
condition in 
which it is 

found 

Table     

Chare     

Bed     

Mattress     

Yield harvesting 
equipment ( slcha, 
Mechagna, kurbet, 
Madabria …. Etc 

    

Radio, tape and 
television 

    

Various cooking utensils 
(plates, iron pots, 

glasses, etc.) 

    

Solar / wind light     

Electrical light     

Lamp (Fanos or 
Kuraze) 

    

Electric stove     

Electric oven     

List others, if any     

 

6. PART SIX፡  THE TYPE OF HOUSE BEFORE AND AFTER THE FAMILY 

BENEFITED FROM THE PSNP. 

House Type The number and type of 
house before the PSNP 

was used 

6.01. The number 
and type of house 

after the PSNP was 
used 

6.02. How 
much does it 
cost to work 
now? In Birr 

6.03. Date, 
month and year of 

Constructed 

Grass house     

Corrugated iron 
sheet 

    

Total     
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7. PART SEVEN፡  WHAT IS THE NUMBER OF THE ANIMAL'S AND ANIMAL 

TYPE BEFORE AND AFTER THE FAMILY'S USE OF THE PSNP? 

Animal type Numbers of animals 
before becoming a PSNP 

beneficiary 

Numbers of animals 
after becoming a 
PSNP beneficiary 

was 

How much will it 
cost to sell the 

existing animals? 

If there were any 
animals sold during this 

one year, how much 
would it cost? 

Ox     

Bulls     

Cow     

Heifer     

Calf     

Sheep     

Goat     

Horse     

Mule     

Donky     

Poultry     

If any other, 
specify 

    

 

8. PART EIGTH: THE FAMILY'S LAND HOLDING AND CROP PRODUCTION 

METHODS 

8.01. Do you or your family member have own land? 1. Yes  2. No 

8.01.1. If yes, how many hectares of land do you own (farm, grazing, irrigation, forest / 

eucalyptus and garden area)? --------------------- ha 

8.01.2. In total land hand holding  1. How many hectares of farmland do you 

have? ------2. How many hectares of irrigated land? --------- 3. How many 

hectares of grazing land? -------------- 4. How many hectares of forest land? -----------

---  

8.02. There is farmland that you have rented? 1. Yes  2. No 

8.03.  If yes, how many hectares? ---------------- 

8.03.1.  Have you used the best/improved seeds and fertilizers in the last 1 year to 

improve production and productivity? 1. Yes  2. No 
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8.04.  If yes, did the developmental safety net program contribute to this? 1. Very high 2.

 High  3. Moderately  4 no change 

8.05.  Are you cultivating your own farmland by yourself and your family? 1. Yes 2.

 No 

8.06.  If yes, did the PSNP contribute to these activities? 1. Yes   2. No 

8.06.1.  If yes, why? The answer is marked "X" in front of the contribution of the 

program in the following table. 

No List of contribution The contribution of the 
program 

1 it helped me financially and helped me to cultivate and use the land I 
was rented 

 

2 I had no money to buy the best seeds and fertilizer. As a result, I 
was unable to cultivate my entire farm, but now the program has 

solved my problem 

 

3 it helped me get a farm tool and a farm oxen  

4 The PSNP helped me to develop my own asset and helped me to 
cultivate my land more productively 

 

5 List others, if any  

   

   

 

8.07. What was your crop production like in the last 1 year of production?  

Cultivated crop 
and Vegetable 

type 

1. Cultivated by 
rain 

2. Yield from 
irrigation 

3. If a product is sold in Birr 

Land in 
ha 

Yield in 
Quintal 

Land in 
ha 

Yield in 
Quintal 

Sold from filed 
yield in Birr 

Sold from 
irrigation yield 

in Birr 

Wheat       

Barely       

Bean       

Pea       

Lentil       

Abshe       
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Linseed/flax       

Potato       

Carrot       

Lettuce       

Others       

       

 

9. PART NINE፡  HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL INCOME 

9.1. Income From Animal and Agricultural Production 

9.1.1. How much was the gross income from livestock and livestock products (2012-

2013)? 

Animal 
Type 

1. Has any 
animal been sold in 
the last 1 year? 1. 

Yes 2. No 

2. If yes, how 
many were sold? 

3. How much 
did one sell in Birr? 

4. The total value 
of the animals sold was 

in silver 

Sheep     

Goat     

Ox     

Cow     

Bull     

Heifer     

polluters     

Donkey     

Horse     

Skin of 
sheep, 

goats, or 
cattle 

    

Eggs     

Butter     

List 
others, if 

any 

    

 

9.1.2. What was the gross revenue from the sale of crops and crop residues (2012-
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2013)? 

 

Crop type 1. Was the crop sold in 
the last 1 year? 1. Yes 2. No 

2. If yes, how 
many quintals were 

sold? 

3. How 
much did a 

quintal cost? 

4. What was 
the total value in 

Birr? 

Wheat     

Barley     

Bean     

Pea     

Lentils     

Abshe     

Linseed/flax     

Potato     

Carrot     

Swiss chard     

Apple     

Straw Sale     

List others, if 
any 

    

 

9.1.3. During this one year there was non-agricultural income (2012-2013 E.C)? 1 Yes 2. No 

9.1.4. If the answer is yes, please help me by answering the following questions: 

List of non-agricultural 
income generating activities 

Family member doing the 
work 1. Male.2. Female 

How much was earned in one year in Birr? 

Weaving   

Hand Crafts (pottery, 
masonry, etc.) 

  

Grain business   

Animal trade   

Carpentry   

Preparation of traditional 
medicine 

  

Tea House   

Sewing 

  Coal burning and selling 
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Wood trade   

List others, if any   

 

9.1.5. How much did the family earn in 2012-2013 from other sources of income? Fill in the 

following table. 

Types of other sources of income Amount of money obtained 

PSNP transfer payment  

Money from a friend / relative  

Relief  

Money from children or close relatives  

Money from daily work  

List others, if any  

 

10. PART TEN ፡  EXTENSION SERVICE 

10.1.1. .How far is it from agricultural extension workers to your home? 1. Less than 15 

minutes 2. 15-30 minutes 3. 30-45 minutes 4. More than 45 minutes. 

10.2. Have you ever had the support of an agricultural expert? 1. Yes 2. No 

10.3. If yes, how many times a year did you get the support of a DA? 1. 1-3 times 

 2. 3-6 times 3. More than 6 times  

10.3.1. Has the support of agricultural extension workers contributed to the improvement 

of your livelihood? 1.  Very high 2. High 3. Medium  4. 

 No change 

10.3.2. Have you or any of your family members received training during the 2012-2013 

production seasons? 1. Yes  2. No 

10.3.3. If the answer to No. 10.3.3 is yes, how long did the training last? ------------, and 

What type of professional training was provided? -----------------------------------------------

--- -------------------------------------------------- ----------------- 

10.4. Did the PSNP contribute to the training provided? 1. Yes.  2 No 

10.5. Did the training contribute to family productivity and food security improvement? 
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 1. Yes 2. No 

10.6. Have you received any professional training other than agricultural professionals? 1.

 Yes 2. No 

10.6.1. If the answer is yes, then who did you train? ---------------------------------------------

----- --------------------- 

10.7. Did the training you received contribute to productivity improvement and food security?

 1. Very high 2. High 3. Medium 4. No change 

11. PART ELEVEN:- CONDITION OF LOAN SERVICE 

11.1.1. Did the family have a chance to get an adequate loan at a reasonable interest rate 

before benefiting from the PSNP?  1. Yes 2. No 

11.1.2. If the answer to No. 11.1.1 is yes, what was the source of the loan? 1. Borrowing 

from individuals 2. Relatives 3. Farmers' Multipurpose Association/ cooperative .4. 

ACSA 5. Wisdom 

11.2. Did the PSNP give you the opportunity to meet your credit needs?    1. Yes 

  2.  No Change 

11.2.1. If the answer to question 10.3 is yes, how much money have you borrowed 

through the PSNP? How much was the loan you borrowed in Birr---------------------------? 

11.2.2. What did you buy with the money you borrowed from PSNP? Put the answer on 

the following table 

Details of work 
purchased and 

made with 
money from 

Development 
Safety Net 

1. Number of 
purchased / made 

work 

2. The 
money spent is 

in Birr 

3. The gross 
income generated 
by the loan now in 

No 

4. The gross 
income generated by 
the loan now in Birr 

Sheep     

Goat     

Ox     

Cow     

Bull     

Heifer     
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Donky     

To buy the best 
seed 

    

To buy fertilizer     

Tea House     

Sewing     

Carpentry     

Crafts (pottery, 
carpentry, etc.) 

    

Grain trade. 
 

    

Wood trade     

List if any     

 

11.3. Is the PSNP loan Access different from other lenders and loans or is it the same? 1.

 Yes  2.  No 

11.3.1. If the answer in 10.6 is different, what is the difference? 1. Interest-based training 

is provided prior to the loan 2. Demand-based work plans are developed with expert 

advice and assistance 3. It is possible to get a loan in the amount required based on the 

work plan 4.  The interest is reasonable  5 it has professional supervision and support 

after the loan is taken out 6  it gives enough time to repay the loan.7. Explain if 

there are others 

11.4. Did the provision of credit in the PSNP contribute to food security? 1.  Yes 

 2. No 

11.5. If the answer is yes, how much contributed? 1. Very high   2. High  3. 

 Medium  4.  Low 

11.6. Have you ever received training on credit and lending? 1. Yes   2. No 

12.  TWELVE: SAVING 

12.1.1. Did any of the family members saving in financial institutions (banks, ACSA, 

rural savings and credit institutions, etc.)? 1.  Yes 2. No 

12.2. If yes, which institution do you save on? 1. Rural savings and credit institutions 
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 2. Bank  3. ACSA  4.  Others 

12.2.1. How often do you save? 1.  Every month  2.  Once every three 

months 3. Once every six months 4  Once a year 5. As soon as I got the 

money 

12.3. How much money do you save per year? Specify its amount in Birr --------------- 

12.4. Did the PSNP help you to save? 1. Yes  2.  No 

12.4.1. If the answer to number 11.5 is yes, what contributed to it? 1it helps to improve 

our income and asset 2. By being able to save on my monthly transfer payments 3. It 

create awareness about saving and its benefit  4  By filling the gap I had with 

the program, I was able to save what I got from another income option 

13. PART THIRTEEN፡ - NUTRITION  

13.1. Dose PSNP is contributed to Nutrition improvement? 1. Yes 2. No 

13.1.1. If the answer in 13.1 is yes, what was the contribution? Put an "X" in front of the 

answer in the following table. 

No Detailed Contribution The program's 
contribution to the 

improvement of the 
nutrition 

1 Make sure that nutrition training users are available  

2 Create irrigation water options for the user, make them grow vegetables 
and increase the family food composition 

 

3 Expand infrastructure, create market access and create a conducive 
environment for easy selling and buying 

 

4 The food gap of the family was filled by the program  

5 The improving of the family's income can help to improve their diet  

6 Child care training provided by the program  

7 List others, if any  

 

 

14. PART FOURTEEN ፡  CONTRIBUTION OF PSNP TO REDUCE WOMEN 

WORKLOAD 

14.1. Do you think the PSNP has helped to reduce workload of women? 1. Yes 2. No 
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14.2.  If yes, how? The answer is marked with an "X" in front of the following table. 

No Contribution of PSNP to Reduce Women Workload Make an "X" in front of the contribution 
of the PSNP to reduce women's 

workload. 

1 Because watershed development reduces the time you have to 
travel far to collect fire wood 

 

2 Water for human and animal drinking has been built nearby, 
saving us time and energy searching for water. 

 

3 The program provides gender education, which allows us to 
work together without work division. 

 

4 Women works only Half of men to get their transfer payment  

5 The constructed of infrastructure (road, school / water, health 
post, health center, etc.) helped to reduce women workload. 

 

6 By reducing the labor and time that mothers spend in search of 
food for their children 

 

7 List others, if any  

 

15. PART FIFTEEN: - FAMILY FOOD CONSUMPTION AND FOOD SECURITY 

STATUES. 

15.1. Food consumption 

15.1.1. Do you tell us the consumption of each of the food items in your family for the last 

week? 

Food Type Consumed 
1. Total 

Food Consumed 
2. Consumed 

From purchased 
3. Consumed 
from own harvest 

4. Consume
d from gift 

Group Name In Kg In Birr In Kg In Birr In Kg In Birr In Kg In Birr 

1. Cereals Teff 
        

 
Wheat 

        

 
Barely 

        

 
Maize 

        

 
Sorghum 

        2. Pulses bean 
        

 
Pea 

        

 
Lentils 

        

 
Abshe 
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3. Oil crops Nug 
        

 
Sesame 

        Animal 
product 

Milk/yoghur
t 

        Animal 

Butter 
        Products 

Cheese 
        

 
Meat 

        

 
Chicken 

        

 
Eggs 

        4 
Vegetables Potato 

        

 
Carrot 

        

 
Cabbage 

        

 
Beetroot 

        

 
onion 

        Vitamins pimento 
        List others, if 

any 
          

15.1.2.  How many meals per day did your household eat in this year in average?   1. 

Twice a day  2. Three times a day 3. More than three times a day  4. Less than 2 

times a day 

15.1.3.  Would the family's diet be less than the current diet if it did not benefit from the 

developmental safety net program? 1. Our diet was reduced in size and frequency  

2. It did not change 

15.2.  If the answer in 15.1.3 is reduced, in what way? 1. Very high 2. High   

3. Medium  4. No change 

 

 

16. PART SIXTEEN: PLEASE STATE YOUR LEVEL OF OPINION FOR EACH 

GIVEN STATEMENT USING THE FOLLOWING SCALES:  

1. strongly disagree  2 disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree 
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 5 strongly agree 

No 

Perceptions Of Respondents Towards The PSNP Agreement scale 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 

 
PSNP’s Outcome 

     

1 
Enhanced participation in improved rural safety net by 

food insecure female/male headed households”. 
     

2 
Enhanced livelihood by food insecure female/male 

headed households”. 
     

3 
Enhanced nutrition services by food insecure female/male 

headed households”. 
     

 
PSNP Principles 

     1 Fair and transparent client selection 
     2 Timely, predictable and appropriate transfers 
     3 Primacy of transfers 
     4 Productive safety net 
     5 Tailored livelihood solutions 
     6 Integrated into local systems. 
     7 Scalable safety net 
     8 Cash first principle. 
     9 Gender equity. 
     

 
Key Principles for Program Entry and Exit 

     1 Participatory approach. 
     2 Fairness. 
     3 Transparency. 
     4 Access to an appeals mechanism. 
     5 Evidence based graduation. 
     6 Safeguards against premature graduation. 
     

 

Factors Influencing Public Works and Transfers 
Schedule 

     1 Timing of rainy season 
     2 Agricultural peak times 
     3 Timing of slack labor period 
     4 Peak hunger season 
     5 Prices of major staple foods 
     6 Heat 
     7 Mass mobilization 
     

 
Contribution of public works to livelihoods 

     

1 
Construction of training halls for Farmer Training Centers 

(FTCs) 
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2 forage and pasture development 
     3 nursery establishment 
     

 
Contribution of public works to nutrition 

     1 Latrine construction 
     2 development of kitchen gardens 
     3 construction of health posts 
     

4 
establishment of child care centers and provision of child 

care at these centers 
     5 participation in community BCC 
     

 
Contribution of public works to climate resilience 

     1 Area enclosures 
     2 forestry and Agro forestry development 
     3 Soil and water conservation technology application 
     

4 
small scale Irrigation scheme construction and 

rehabilitation 
     5 community pond construction and rehabilitation 
     

 
PSNP’s contribution to the DRM 

     

1 
the reduction in the number of lives lost as compared to 

previous similar disasters 
     

2 
the reduction in the value of economic losses incurred as 

compared to previous similar disasters 
     

3 
the reduction in the number of people and children 

affected by severe malnutrition” 
      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B. Focus Group Discussion Checklist 

What looks like general background (tradition, social relation, value…etc.) of your community? 

What looks like livelihood strategy of your community? 
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What looks like identifying process of beneficiary households to PSNP? 

-In the process of identifying food insecure households, what is the role of community elders?   

-What mechanisms have been used to identify household‘s ether for direct support or public 

work? 

 Were there challenges while identifying food insecure households for PSNP 

initiative? 

 What is the purpose of PSNP in your community?  

 In terms of food consumption status  

 In terms of prevention and generation of asset.  

 What outcomes PSNP has been brought regarding protection of household asset? 

 In terms of livestock protection, financial (credit) service, household and 

production materials. 

 In terms of infrastructure: transport, water, and extension services. 

 In terms of environment protection. 

 Do you have any other comments on our discussion?  

 

C. Checklist for Observation  

I. Environment  

1. Area  

2. Relief (plain, plateau, mountain, cliff and steep slopes)  

3. Agro-climate  

II. Population and Mediating processes  

1. Settlement patterns  

2. Religion  

3. Culture, value, traditions, social relation  

4. Mobility and migration  

5. Social relations neighborhoods, network, reciprocity  

III. Sources of livelihood  

1. Income generating activities of the household                                                                             

2. Food items mostly common in the community and its availability   

IV. PSNP outcomes  
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1. Situation of livestock protection, household and production materials                                           

2. Situations of infrastructure: transport, water, health, education marketing, extension services    

3. Situation of environment protection. 

 

D. Key informant Interview Guideline for Local Administrator (Kebele chair 

persons)  

Name: ___________________  

Date: ____________________  

1. When PSNP started in the kebele                                                                            

2. What contribution PSNP brought for the community                                                                    

 In consumption level (food security)                                                                                               

 Infrastructures (School, animal and human health post construction, spring 

development, road, water …etc.)                                                                                                  

 Livestock protection, household and production materials                                                              

  Employment opportunity                                                                                                                  

  Financial (credit) service                                                                                                                 

 Environment protection                                                                                                                    

  Other achievement 

3. How beneficiary households identified for PSNP? 

4. What instructions or training did in this Kebele for the village decision-makers on targeting the 

safety net? 

5. What mechanisms have been used to identify households‟ ether for direct support or public 

work? 

6. Were there challenges in targeting process (i.e. were complaints in targeting process) if there, 

what action has been taken to resolve   

7. What is the local government‘s role to achieve PSNP objective? 

8. What is the Role of community to achieve PSNP objective? 

9. Do you have any other comments on our discussion? 

E. Key Informant Interview Guideline for District PSNP Officials (PSNP task 

force members). 

Name: ___________________  
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Position: _________________  

Date: ____________________  

1. When PSNP started in this District?                                                                                              

2. How beneficiary households are identified for PSNP?                                                                  

3. What instructions or training did in this Kebele for the village decision-makers on targeting the 

safety net?                                                                                                                                         

4. What mechanisms have been used to identify household‘s ether for direct support or public 

work?                                                                                                                                                  

5. How many households were identified for PSNP in each program (DS and PW)?                       

6. Were there challenges in targeting process (i.e. were complaints in targeting process) if there, 

what action has been taken to resolve?                                                                                              

7. What outcomes registered because of PSNP? 

 In consumption level (food security)  

 Infrastructures (road, water …etc.)  

 Employment opportunity  

 Livestock protection, household and production materials  

 Financial (credit service)  

 Environment protection  

 Other achievement  

8. What are the challenges in implementation process of PSP? 

9. Do you have any other comments on our discussion? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F. Key Informant Interview Guideline for Development Agents (DAs)  

Name: ___________________  

Role\Position: ______________  
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Date: ______________________  

1. The role of DAs in enhancing community development                                                              

2. What looks like livelihood strategy of community?                                                                     

3. What is the purpose of PSNP in this community?                                                                        

4. Does it have an impact of community?                                                                                            

 In consumption level (food security)                                                                                               

 Infrastructures (road, water …etc.                                                                                                    

 Livestock protection, household and production materials                                                              

 Environment protection                                                                                                                    

 Other achievements                                                                                                                        

5. What looks like Targeting process of beneficiary households to PSNP?                                        

 In the process of targeting what is your role as DA                                                                        

 Were there challenges in targeting process (i.e. were complaints in targeting 

process) if there, what action has been taken to resolve.                                                                                             

6. Do you have any other comments on our discussion? 

 

Thank you so much for your cooperation and accurate information!! 

 

 

 


