
i 
 

 

 

 

 

BENEFIT-REALISE  

Project Management Unit 

Baseline Study 
 

 

September 2019 

 

 

 

 

Tewodros Tefera, Mulugeta Diro, Amanuel Lulie, Addisalem Ambaye, Genet Gebremariam    

With the support of WUR 



ii 
 

Table of Contents 
 

List of Tables iv 

List of Figures v 

Acknowledgments vi 

List of Acronyms vii 

Executive Summary 1 

1.   Introduction 1 

1.1 Description of the project 1 

1.2 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 1 

1.3 Primary outcome indicators 4 

1.4 Objective of the baseline survey 5 

2.   Methodology 6 

2.1 Description of survey location 6 

2.2 Design of questionnaire 7 

2.2 Sampling 7 

2.3 Training of supervisors and enumerators 8 

2.4 Data collection and analysis 8 

2.5 Data quality assurance 8 

2.6 About this report 9 

3. Results 10 

3.1 Results on basic demographic characteristics 10 

3.2 Practice pathway 11 

3.3 Key performance indicators and targets 11 

4. Productivity 12 

4.1 Major annual crops and their productivity 12 

4.2 Utilization of crops 13 

4.3 Discussion and limitations 14 

4.5 Farming practices and agricultural extension services 15 

4.6 Intercropping 17 

4.7 Discussion and limitations 17 

5. Food security and nutritional status 18 

5.1 Number of Food Gap Months (FGMs) 18 

5.2 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) 20 

5.3 Household resilience and asset holding 24 

6. Quality seed and availability 33 

6.1 Crop variety portfolio 33 

6.2 Seed source and acquisition 34 

6.3 Seed rate 36 

7. Gender 38 

7.1 Access to productive resources 38 

7.3 Access to extension services 41 

7.4 Women’s contribution to household decision making 42 

7.5 Women participation in community affairs 44 



iii 
 

7.6 Discussion and limitations 44 

8. Conclusion 46 

9. Way Forward 49 

References 50 

Annex 51 

 

 
 

 

  



iv 
 

List of Tables  
 

Table 1: Number of households covered by the survey ................................................................... 8 
Table 2: Education level .......................................................................................................... 10 
Table 3: Major annual crops across REALISE clusters ................................................................... 12 
Table 4: Average area under cultivation, production and productivity of crops based in 2017/18 meher 

in REALISE intervention woredas .............................................................................................. 13 
Table 5: Utilization of crop produced in 2017/2018 by PSNP and non-PSNP households ..................... 14 
Table 6: Proportion of households using NPS and urea fertilizers on different crops in 2017/2018 ....... 16 
Table 7: Use of fertilizers for different crops in 2017/2018 ............................................................ 16 
Table 8: Households’ food gap months ....................................................................................... 19 
Table 9: Food group consumption patterns across university clusters ............................................. 21 
Table 10: Dietary diversity score by cluster ................................................................................ 22 
Table 11: HDDS by regions ...................................................................................................... 22 
Table 12: DDS by PSNP participation status ................................................................................ 22 
Table 13: HDDS by gender ....................................................................................................... 23 
Table 14: Asset portfolio of households ...................................................................................... 25 
Table 15: Asset portfolio by university cluster ............................................................................. 25 
Table 16: Asset portfolio by regions .......................................................................................... 26 
Table 17: Asset Portfolio by gender ........................................................................................... 27 
Table 18:Asset portfolio by PSNP participation status ................................................................... 27 
Table 19: Mean asset index value by clusters, region and households ............................................. 28 
Table 20: Major hazards and shocks exposure by regions ............................................................. 29 
Table 21: Major hazards and shocks exposure by gender and PSNP participation status .................... 29 
Table 22: Coping strategies (multiple answer) employed by households.......................................... 30 
Table 23: Resilience to shocks and hazards by regions, gender and PSNP participation status ............ 30 
Table 24: Households access to remittance from household members ............................................ 31 
Table 25: Summary of remittance access by clusters, regions and households ................................. 31 
Table 26: Summary of remittance access by clusters, regions and households ................................. 31 
Table 27: Access to transfers ................................................................................................... 32 
Table 28: Transfer of resources ................................................................................................ 32 
Table 29: Individuals receiving transfers .................................................................................... 32 
Table 30: Percentage of farmers ............................................................................................... 33 
Table 31: Crop variety portfolio of farmers using improved crops ................................................... 33 
Table 32: Percentage of plots cultivated through different seed acquisition patterns in meher season by 

PSNP participation .................................................................................................................. 34 
Table 33: Percentage of farmer cultivating through different seed sources in Meher season ............... 35 
Table 34: Source of Seed ......................................................................................................... 36 
Table 35: Seed rate (kg/Ha)..................................................................................................... 36 
Table 36: Average land holding disaggregated by gender of the HH and PSNP status ........................ 38 
Table 37: Ownership of farm equipment..................................................................................... 40 
Table 38: Frequency of DA visit in percentage of responses .......................................................... 41 
Table 39: Training topics and women’s participation .................................................................... 41 
Table 40: Training topics and men’s participation ........................................................................ 41 
Table 41: Decision making in poultry ......................................................................................... 43 

 

  



v 
 

List of Figures  
 

Figure 1: Primary outcome indicators .......................................................................................... 4 
Figure 2: REALISE programme target woredas .............................................................................. 6 
Figure 3: Baseline survey woreda ................................................................................................ 7 
Figure 4: Mean number of household size ................................................................................... 10 
Figure 5: Age dependency ratio ................................................................................................ 11 
Figure 6: Percent of PSNP and non-PSNP male headed households (MHH) and female headed households 

(FHH) that used intercropping in 2017/2018 meher season ........................................................... 17 
Figure 7: REALISE target in food gap months for PSNP households ................................................ 18 
Figure 8: Food gap months by region and PSNP programme participation status .............................. 19 
Figure 9: Percentage of households (PSNP, Non-PSNP & Total) experiencing food gap average months of 

good Gap in 2018 production season ......................................................................................... 20 
Figure 10: REALISE DDS target ................................................................................................ 20 
Figure 11: HDDS by University cluster ....................................................................................... 23 
Figure 12: HDDS by regions ..................................................................................................... 23 
Figure 13: HDDS by PSNP participation status............................................................................. 23 
Figure 14: HDDS by Gender of Household Head .......................................................................... 23 
Figure 15: Composition of household asset index ........................................................................ 24 
Figure 16:Mean asset index value by clusters ............................................................................. 28 
Figure 17: Mean asset index value by regions ............................................................................. 28 
Figure 18: Mean asset index value by gender ............................................................................. 28 
Figure 19: Mean asset index value by PSNP participation status..................................................... 28 
Figure 20: Household decision to rent out/ in and to share out/ in land ........................................... 39 
Figure 21: Livestock holding by gender of the HH and PSNP status ................................................ 40 
Figure 22: Seasonal Labour distribution for the baseline sample households .................................... 43 
 

 

 

 

  

file:///C:/Users/user/Desktop/National%20Baseline%20Report_final%20edited%20and%20formatted%20final.docx%23_Toc43229168
file:///C:/Users/user/Desktop/National%20Baseline%20Report_final%20edited%20and%20formatted%20final.docx%23_Toc43229169
file:///C:/Users/user/Desktop/National%20Baseline%20Report_final%20edited%20and%20formatted%20final.docx%23_Toc43229170
file:///C:/Users/user/Desktop/National%20Baseline%20Report_final%20edited%20and%20formatted%20final.docx%23_Toc43229171
file:///C:/Users/user/Desktop/National%20Baseline%20Report_final%20edited%20and%20formatted%20final.docx%23_Toc43229173
file:///C:/Users/user/Desktop/National%20Baseline%20Report_final%20edited%20and%20formatted%20final.docx%23_Toc43229175


vi 
 

Acknowledgments 
 

This assessment was made possible with a great support from the program cluster university 

socioeconomics, managers, and other experts of REALISE. Their assistance in providing identification of 

qualified enumerators, supervision, preparation, sample selection, notification of survey participants was 

crucial in carrying out the data collection process as smoothly as possible. Special thanks go to 

members of WUR-REALISE staff, specifically, Lavinia Platoriti, Ramko Vonk, and Nina Dooro for 

relentlessly providing us all the necessary supports, during questionnaire design and enumerator 

training for the baseline survey.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



vii 
 

 

List of Acronyms 
 

ABU Arba Minch University 

AU Arsi university 

BDU Bahir Dar University 

CASCAPE 

 

Capacity building for Scaling up of evidence-based best practices in 

Agricultural Production in Ethiopia 

EKN Embassy of the Kingdom of Netherlands 

FHH Female Headed Household 

HHs Households 

HU Haramaya University 

HWU Hawassa University 

ISSD Integrated Seed Sector Development  

KPIs Key Performance Indicators 

MHH Male Headed Household 

MKU Mekelle University 

NPSNP Non-Productive Safety Net Program 

OBU Oda Bultum University 

PSNP Productive Safety Net Program 

REALISE Realising Sustainable Agricultural Livelihood Security in Ethiopia 

TLU Tropical Livestock Unit 

WU Woldia university 



1 
 

Executive Summary 
 

REALISE “Realizing Sustainable Agricultural Livelihood Security in Ethiopia” is a three-year (2018-2020) 

programme funded by the Dutch government through its embassy in Ethiopia. The programme applies 

the lessons learned and experiences gained from the implementation of other Dutch funded 

programmes: ISSD and CASCAPE to PSNP targeted areas through proper adaptation to suite the 

prevailing contexts and potential target circumstances. Through the leadership of REALISE Programme 

Management Unit (PMU), REALISE is implemented by a consortium of eight partner universities including 

Arsi University (AU), Arba Minch University (AMU), Bahir Dar University (BDU), Haramaya University 

(HrU), Hawassa University (HwU), Mekelle University (MU), Oda Bultum (OBU), and Woldia university 

(WU), with Wageningen Centre for Development Innovation (WUR) as the technical partner.  

The strategic objective of REALISE is to enhance human, organizational and institutional capacities to 

adapt, validate and scale best fit practices to improve the resilience of chronically food insecure 

households in PSNP woredas. To realize this objective, the project is designed with four interconnected 

components (results) including: 

 Significant drop in food gap months by REALISE PSNP households over project period compared 

to regional average; 

 Significant increase in Dietary Diversity Score of REALISE PSNP households over project period 

compared to regional average; 

 Significant increase in asset building or prevention of asset depletion of REALISE target 

households over project period compared to the baseline. This is the proxy for the original 

indicator named as significant income increase or reduction on food expenditure by REALISE 

PSNP beneficiary households over non-REALISE PSNP households; and  

 Target communities report and demonstrate significant increase in resilience. 

 

The executive summary is organized based on the results of the primary data generated from the 

baseline survey collected from 1902 Households (1301 MHHs and 601 FHHs) spread across eight cluster 

universities and four regions: Amhara, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray. The key findings of the baseline survey 

are highlighted as follows:  

 The mean number of food gap months for the eight clusters was around 3.14. Food shortage 

intensified in June, July, August, and September where more than 50% of the population is 

challenged to get enough food. Region wise, the food gap months were high in SNNP (4.05) and 

Oromia (3.62), moderate in Tigray (3.22) and low in Amhara (2.03). This result is higher in 

contrast to the PSNP mid-term evaluation report conducted by IFPRI (2018).  The food gap 

months for PSNP HHs was found higher for all regions with mean value of 4.16. Looking at the 

food gap months by gender, FHHs face higher food gaps (3.24 months) than MHHs (3 months).  

 The mean HDDS for PSNP HHs was 4.56 and for non-PSNP HHs 5.25. Looking at the distribution 

(low, medium and high) DDS proportion among HHs, PSNP beneficiaries’ score was low in 

contrast with non-PSNP beneficiaries (Low-category 27% for PSNP and 16% for non-PSNP; 

high-category 13% for PSNP and 24% for non-PSNP HHs.). Similar trend was also observed 

among MHHs and FHHs.   

 The sample HHs own on average of 1.95 TLU, 1.82 rooms, 0.87 hoe, 0.62 ox plough, 0.13 BBM 

and 1 sickle. The majority of them used solar (52.5%) for lighting followed by battery (20%) 

and electricity (17%). FHHs PSNP beneficiaries recorded low asset holding in contrast with their 

non-PSNP and MHH PSNP beneficiary counter parts. The overall asset index average value of the 

respondents was 1.97. In gender perspective, FHHs (1.86) have low level of asset index than 

MHHs (2.2). Non-PSNP households (2.2) are better in contrast with PSNP beneficiary households 

(1.72). 

 Vulnerability to climate-related shocks and capacity to cope with (absorb) and recover from 

environment and health related shocks are fundamental challenges. The finding showed that 

hazards such as drought, floods, pest infestation and erratic rainfall are the most prevalent 

shocks experienced by both male and female headed HHs and PSNP beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries alike. In response to the adverse effect of the hazards, the majority of HHs tend to 

follow reactive (70%) coping strategies such as selling livestock and seed, borrowing for 

consumption smoothing, begging, and remittance and exchanging productive assets. The 
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proactive coping strategies on the other hand employed risk mitigation approaches with the 

anticipation of future hazards or by learning from past exposure. These include use of crop 

diversification, use of better performing varieties, natural resource conservation, intensification 

and water harvesting. The finding showed male headed and non-PSNP households are more 

resilient than female headed and PSNP households. 

 Sorghum was reported as the most important crop in over 27.8% HHs.  Maize is the second 

most frequently reported (26.9 %) and wheat (17.6%) the third most important crop. The 

productivity results of the major crops in PSNP area were lower than that of national average 

and non-PSNP HHs. Based on the area cultivated by sampled HHs, a productivity of 8.79 

(sorghum), 7.59 (maize), 11.64 (wheat), and 4.63 (tef) quintal per hectare (qt/ha), were  

registered for PSNP HHs. The lower yield was likely caused by low-moisture stress characterizing 

PSNP areas, degraded soil and lack of application of improved crop management practices. As 

per the baseline report, intercropping was practiced by only 13% of farmers interviewed for 

2017/2018 season with slightly greater number in PSNP farmers than non-PSNP. MHHs used 

more intercropping when compared with FHHs. 

 The majority of PSNP and non-PSNP farmers interviewed used NPS and urea fertilizers for cereal 

crops in 2017/2018 cropping season, where larger proportion of PSNP farmers used NPS for 

sorghum than non-PSNP farmers. 

 Based on the survey result, 38.2% of HHs used improved seeds in their 2017/18 production 

season. The frontier of seed portfolio was limited to 13 crops with unique number of 45 quality 

seed varieties. Cereal crops (6) have relatively better variety options followed by vegetables 

(4). Maize and wheat have relatively higher variety options with 14 and 11 different varieties, 

respectively. On the other hand, all farmers interviewed used local varieties of sorghum.  

 Farm-saved harvest/own harvest were the most common source of seed for both PSNP (43%) 

and non-PSNP groups (53%) followed by the local market (32% for PSNP and 26.3% non-PSNP) 

and cooperatives (18% for PSNP & 17% for non-PSNP). Moreover, the majority of farmers 

cultivating cereals used seed that was retained from their harvest. Sorghum can be taken as an 

example where 70.9% of farmers used seed retained from own harvest. That was followed by 

finger millet (68.3%), and lentil (67.6%) indicating limited use of purchased quality seed for 

these crops. With regard to seed acquisition, nearly half (47%) of the plots were cultivated 

using non purchased seeds.  

 REALISE has assessed gender participation in all aspects of agricultural activities. In terms of 

land ownership FHHs own smaller plots of land than their male counterparts and non-PSNP HHs 

hold more plots than PSNP HHs. 

 Findings of this baseline indicated that FHHs share out land more than MHHs, and MHHs share 

in (rent) more land than they share out. This difference in sharing in/ out of land can be 

explained by the difference in access to farm labour, cultural division of labour in agriculture, 

access to extension services, access to credit and financial services, etc. The survey findings 

showed that MHHs own at least one more farm tools than FHHs. This difference may be due to 

the different roles assigned to men and women. 

 Looking at the decision making on crop production, the findings indicated that most women in 

MHHs are involved in joint decision making on which crops to sow (72.8%), which seed source 

to use (68%), how much fertilizer and pesticides to purchase (68%) and apply. They also 

reported that they can influence how much of the annual produce to keep for household 

consumption; how much to sell and how to spend the income from the sale of crops. In the case 

of FHHs, the female household heads are the one who made the decision in crop production. 

Women in FHHs are better positioned to make vital decisions on which crops to sow (70%), 

which seed source to use (68%), how much fertilizer and pesticides to purchase (68%) and 

apply by their own.  

 The survey finding in the decision participation on poultry keeping and related activities such as 

buying new chicken indicated that women in  FHHs (88% of FHHs) were better positioned to 

make decision on their own, than MHHs (64% of wives in MHHs).  

 Concerning extension services, findings of the baseline survey indicated that there is limited 

access to extension services by both MHHs and FHHs. Very low rates are also reported for 

exchange visits, field days and demonstrations. However, the access rate is even lower for 

FHHs. 60% of FHHs and 50% of MHHs reported that DAs have never visited their farm whereas 

30% of MHHs and 22% of FHHs reported that they are visited by a DA once a year. It is 
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believed that the extension service in general is male oriented and that male extension agents 

tend to contact male farmers more than female farmers. 

 With respect to labor distribution, it is reported that there is seasonal variation where July-

September is the busiest season for almost all the categories of respondents except for non-

PSNP FHHs who reported that the busiest period started from April through September. When 

the distribution of labour is examined by gender, there was no major difference between FHHs 

(61.3%) and MHHs (58.4%) who are involved in shoat fattening. However, there is a higher 

proportion of MHHs (37.4%) engaged in cattle fattening than FHHs (25.0%).  
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1.   Introduction 

 
      1.1 Description of the project  

 

BENEFIT-REALISE programme here in after called ‘REALISE’ is among the five BENEFIT portfolios aligned 

with the Government of Ethiopia’s (GoE) Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP). It is being 

implemented in 60 PSNP woredas of Ethiopia. REALISE aims to take lessons learned from the 

Wageningen University and Research (WUR), CASCAPE and ISSD programmes to PSNP target woredas. 

The programme is also a partnership with Ethiopian universities with the goal of ‘Enhanced human, 

organizational and institutional capacities to adapt, validate and scale best fit practices to improve the 

resilience of chronically food insecure households in PSNP woredas’. This goal is expected to be achieved 

through four pathways. 

 

REALISE programme pathways 

At impact level, REALISE aims to contribute for improved sustainable food security, income and trade 

among rural households in Ethiopia. Interventions of REALISE programme are defined in four pathways: 

Practice (technology), Seed, Capacity building and System innovation.  

 

- Practice pathway: Through the practice pillar, REALISE validates best practices through testing 

and adjusting to the local context, where farmers can see, feel and experience the results of  tested 

management practices; and demonstrate practices that appeal to farmers as relevant to their local 

situation. The validated and demonstrated practices are scaled up, resulting in widespread adoption 

of practices and hence increased productivity. The on-farm testing of best fit practices and 

reflection by relevant stakeholders adds to the learning process, leading to uptake and sustainable 

use of REALISE practices and approaches.   

 

- Seed pathway: Through this pathway, REALISE supports farmers, farmer groups, local seed 

businesses, and both private and public seed companies to increase the availability, timely delivery 

and use of quality seed of new, improved and/or farmer preferred varieties in selected PSNP 

woredas.  

 

- Capacity: Building capacities of local government, NGO staff, private extension, cooperatives, and 

community leaders (indirectly) and large number of farmers is one of the key drivers of the 

programme. This pathway serves to provide the professional backbone to all the capacity 

development activities. In addition, programme performances are strengthened through trainings.  

 

- System innovation: The system innovation pathway of REALISE is designed to generate new 

insights and evidences through in-depth studies and pilot studies to inform policy formulation 

process and bring new perspectives. In depth studies shed light on an issue in the context of policy 

landscape. These generate evidences, create awareness on key findings and policy 

recommendations and help initiate policy dialogue. Pilot studies guide practical action and 

experimentation to assess the scalability of a certain activity.  

 

 

1.2 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 

 

There are two levels of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for REALISE: Goal level KPIs and Primary 

outcome level KPIs. The goal level KPIs align with the strategies and measure the success of the project 

at the end of the project. These signify the ultimate success of the project. 
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REALISE has four goal level indicators; 

 Food gap months close to zero for the first tercile and drop to 0.68 and 2.03 months to the 

second and third terciles respectively over project period 

 Dietary Diversity Score of REALISE target increased at least by one food group over project 

period compared to the baseline at all levels 

 The household asset index increases by 25% from the overall baseline average asset index 

value of 1.97 over the project periods  

 Increased resilience of chronically food insecure REALISE PSNP households against recurrent 

shocks and stressors through pursuing proactive coping strategies and bridging the food gap for 

more than three months 

These indicators are benchmarked for gauging the success of the project against the baselines. Thus, 

end term evaluations will be conducted to see REALISE’s contribution against these KPIs. 

 

Food gap months close to zero for the first tercile and drop to 0.68 and 2.03 months to the 

second and third terciles respectively over project period 

 

This key performance indicator refers to improving the condition of PSNP households to provide food 

needed for normal life either from their own production or market mechanisms to their household 

members for the whole of the twelve months. Households that were unable to adequately provide food 

for their household members are asked to identify in which months they did not have access to sufficient 

food to meet their household needs. The months in which there is limited availability and access to food 

regardless of the source of the food (i.e., production, purchase, barter or food aid or transfer) was 

identified to be 3.14.  

 

REALISE has targeted to close or at least to narrow the food gap months of the PSNP households 

through its interventions.  

 

Dietary Diversity Score of REALISE target increased at least by one food group over project 

period compared to the baseline at all levels 

Household Dietary Diversity, defined as the number of unique foods consumed by household members 

over a given period, was validated to be useful for measuring household food access. Dietary diversity 

represents the number of different foods or food groups consumed over a given reference period usually 

with a 24-hour recall period. For REALISE, the intended increments will be realised through introduction 

of nutrition dense crops (legumes, vegetables, fruits, poultry and small ruminants).  

 

REALISE aims to enhance the Dietary Diversity Score of PSNP households to increase at least by one 

food group over the project period compared to the baseline. 

 

The household asset index increases by 25% from the overall baseline average asset index 

value of 1.97 over the project periods  

The asset index is a composite measure of a household’s buffer or resilience to various shocks and 

proxy measure of cumulative living standard. The asset index is calculated using easy-to-collect data on 

household’s ownership of selected assets, such as farm implements, number of rooms in a house; TLU 

and types of lighting sources used by the household. The resulting asset index range between 1.73 and 

2.18. The higher the value indicate better asset holding.  

 

REALISE targets to promote asset building of PSNP households and improve average asset holding at 

cluster and regional levels by 25% by the end of the project. 

 

Increased resilience of chronically food insecure REALISE PSNP households against recurrent 

shocks and stressors through pursuing proactive coping strategies and bridging the food gap 

for more than three months  

 

REALISE defines resilience as the capacity to remain or bounce easily back/ forward to a situation of 

food security when being hit by shocks and stressors. In REALISE, increased resilience of PSNP 
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household is supposed to be demonstrated through improved capacities to deal with shocks and 

stressors to secure food production using proactive strategies and better adapted agricultural practices.   

 

REALISE works towards promoting improved farming capacities that result in increased food production 

and reduce the impact of shocks and stressors  

 Use of agricultural inputs, 

 Agricultural technologies and practices (crop diversification, variety diversification, water 

harvesting, intercropping and FYM etc.). 

 Existing farm capacities 

 

REALISE has four primary outcomes and associated performance indicators. These are, 

 Developed best fit practices that meet expressed needs and have the potential to contribute 

to increased productivity and resilience for scaling in selected PSNP Woredas; 

a. 60 best fit practices validated/ tested  

b. 90,000 farmers adopt best fit practices through the extension system   

c. 30% increase in crop productivity through the adoption of best fit practices.                                                              

 Increased availability, timely delivery and use of quality seed of new, improved, and/or 

farmer preferred varieties through diverse channels; 

a. 120,000 farming households using quality seed as a result of REALISE intervention 

b. 30 linkages established among seed producers, inputs suppliers, services providers, 

and markets     

c. 50% new varieties for the existing crop introduced      

 Enhanced human, organizational and institutional capacities for matching, adapting, 

validating, and scaling best fit practices; and 

a. 250 research and extension staff capacitated to match, and/or adapt, and/or 

validate and/or scale best fit practices; 

b. 40 woreda plans informed by REALISE; 

c. 15 emergence of new seed related agricultural service providers in target woredas 

 A conducive environment exists for institutionalization of evidence-based system innovation. 

a. 15 evidence-based programme results presented and well received by relevant 

stakeholders.  

b. 6 evidence-based in-depth studies handed over to national and regional policy 

makers.  

c. 15 regional and national policy makers informed about evidence based and context 

specific programme findings   
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1.3 Primary outcome indicators 

 

 

Figure 1: Primary outcome indicators 
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1.4 Objective of the baseline survey 

 

REALISE conducted the baseline survey in 18 selected woredas in four regions namely Amhara, SNNPR, 

Oromia and Tigray. The household survey was conducted in November and December 2018. 1902 PSNP 

and non-PSNP households were surveyed. 

 

This baseline survey is part of a coordinated effort between REALISE and Wageningen University to 

collect and generate information on socio-economic conditions and agricultural production of households 

in the project areas.  

 

The baseline survey aims 

 To assess the current level of agricultural livelihoods and food security of PSNP households with 

potential to be targeted by REALISE project, 

 To monitor programme progress in the course of implementation 

 To establish indicators that would be used to evaluate the impact of the programme  

 

Data on household and demographic characteristics, available best practices, crop diversity, 

productivity, agricultural extension services, food security and gender were collected and analyzed.  
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2.   Methodology  
 

2.1 Description of survey location 

 

REALISE interventions target 60 woredas in four regions: 20 in Amhara, 20 in Oromia, 10 in Southern 

Nations, Nationalities and People (SNNP) and 10 in Tigray (Figure 2). The interventions are implemented 

in partnership with 8 Ethiopian universities, of which two satellite universities were selected as 

administrative sub-unit to implement the work in far but promising woredas.  

 

This baseline survey covered 18 woredas of the 60 total programme target woredas, in 14 zones of the 

four regions (Figure 3). The 12 woredas are research woredas where all validation trials and most of the 

demonstration trials are conducted in the first and early years of the programme. The rest are scaling 

woredas where other activities of the programme except validation trials are implemented with more 

focus on pre-scaling activities.   

 

 

Figure 2: REALISE programme target woredas  
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Figure 3: Baseline survey woreda 

 

2.2 Design of questionnaire 

 

The questionnaire, designed by WCDI and REALISE, went through a process of feedback and revision in 

September and October 2018. A piloting test was carried out in October. In the questionnaire topics 

related to household endowments, farm assets such as livestock and farming tools, household income, 

food security, agricultural practices and production, resilience and intra-household gender relationships 

were addressed. The survey refered to the 12 months prior to data collection time that included the 

cropping season of Meher 2017 and Belg 2017. In relation to crop cultivated, a distinction was made 

between crop grown year-round and perennial crops. 

 

The survey targeted both PSNP and non-PSNP smallholder households. An additional disaggregation was 

made to capture gender dynamics. Questions were asked to both female and male headed households. 

When the head of the household was not available, the eldest female or male adult available was 

interviewed.  

 

2.2 Sampling  

 

This baseline survey applied multi-stage sampling procedure to identify sample households. In the first 

stage, 18 woredas in four regions (Amhara, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray) were selected. As the programme 

focus is on PSNP client households, the second stage Kebeles selection used the proportion of PSNP 

households in each woreda as an important criterion. In the third stage, a total sample of households 

were selected randomly with probability proportional to household size in every selected kebele 

incorporating 70% PSNP clients with approximate quota of 20% FHHs. Based on this, the total sample 

size for this assessment was 1902 HHs (including both MHH and FHH) and the table below shows the 

sampling size per clusters.  
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Table 1: Number of households covered by the survey 

 
University 

Cluster 

Number 
of 

woredas 

No. of respondents 

Male Female  

PSNP Non-PSNP PSNP Non -PSNP Total 

Arba Minch 1 59 46 32 13 150 

Arsi 2 89 58 43 10 200 

Bahir Dar 3 123 76 93 8 300 

Haramaya 3 174 79 36 13 302 

Hawassa 2 92 38 49 21 200 

Mekelle 3 72 83 108 37 300 

Oda Bultum 1 89 30 21 10 150 

Woldia 3 118 75 85 22 300 

Total 18 816 485 467 134 1902 

 

2.3 Training of supervisors and enumerators 

 

With the aim to introduce the questionnaire to cluster teams and enumerators, a four-day training was 

held in October 2018. Full time socio-economic experts from each cluster were trained and had the 

responsibility of supervising the survey.  During the training, Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing 

(CAPI) technique (using tables) was introduced to collectors. Specifically, the training served to 

familiarize participants to CSPro add-on for Android devices, and assessment of basic statistical analysis. 

After the training, a number of backstopping visits were conducted to provide coaching on creating 

common understanding of questions in the questionnaire and use of tablets for data recording.  

 

2.4 Data collection and analysis  

 

The main sources of information for the baseline assessment were the sample household surveyed. The 

survey was implemented with the tripartite collaboration of REALISE PMU, 8 REALISE cluster universities 

and WUR. To ensure good logistics management and facilitate collaboration, woreda stakeholders and 

participants were informed on the timing of the survey in advance. The project also formed eight teams 

across the eight cluster universities, each consisting one supervisor, and 2-5 enumerators.  The data 

collection was conducted from November 13th to December 3rd, 2018.  

 

Some of the challenges faced during data collection exercise included (i) due to rugged topography few 

kebeles and woredas became inaccessible; (ii) some areas were affected by insecurity, making it unsafe 

for field operations; and (iii) few kebeles were found to be extremely remote and limited in number of 

PSNP participant household numbers. Those inaccessible kebeles and woredas were randomly replaced.  

 

In the end, the sample consisted of 1902 households from 36 kebeles and 18 woredas (Fig 3). This 

represents 100% of the intended household sample of 1900, 100% of the intended number of kebeles, 

and 100% of the intended number of woredas. To ensure data quality, data coding, merging, 

transforming, and cleaning were undertaken before analysis. The collected data was analyzed applying 

Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) and Stata1 (version 12). 

 

2.5 Data quality assurance 

 

All supervisors and enumerators were trained on ensuring data quality by REALISE teams and WUR over 

the course of a week in October 2018. The training covered both the survey questionnaires and the use 

of Samsung Tab A6 10-inch tablets used to record the data. The tablets were deployed with CSPro 

software and programmed to replicate the survey questionnaire and ensure the quality with numerous 

logics. A pre-survey test of the questionnaire and the tablets operation were carried out after the 

training and final adjustments made in the questionnaire design. Following the data collection, 

                                                 
1 The name Stata is a syllabic abbreviation of the words statistics and data (Source: Wikipedia.org) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Syllabic_abbreviation
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troubleshooting of any issues that arise and lead data cleaning and transcription code, data merging, 

transform and cleaned were made before undertaking any analysis.  

 

2.6 About this report 

 

This report provides preliminary results on six priority topics: practice, seed, production methods, food 

security, extension, and gender. While this section describes the design of the survey and the methods 

used to carry it out, sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 provide results on the five topics listed above; Section 6 

presents data on gender related issues, and section 7 gives a brief conclusion of the main findings. 
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3. Results  
 

3.1 Results on basic demographic characteristics  

 

Education 

In general, the education level of respondents, as shown in Table 2, indicates that illiteracy rate is high 

(56.9%). The illiteracy rate for FHHs was (82.2%) much higher than MHHs (45.3%).  

 

PSNP beneficiaries exhibit higher illiteracy rate (61.8%) than non-PSNP (46.8%) beneficiaries. Looking 

at the primary education level by gender, about 35.4% of male and 13.5% of female respondents have 

attended primary school, while the record of those who attended high school and adult education was 

limited to 4.2%. 

 

Table 2: Education level 

 

 

Education 

PSNP Non-PSNP MHH FHH Total 

N 

(1283) 

% N 

(619) 

% N 

(1301) 

% N 

(601) 

% N 

(1902) 

% 

Illiterate 793 61.8 290 46.8 589 45.3 494 82.2 1083 56.9 

Read &Write 49 3.8 33 5.3 73 5.6 9 1.5 82 4.3 

Primary 

school 

324 25.3 217 35.1 460 35.4 81 13.5 541 28.4 

High school 45 3.5 35 5.7 75 5.8 5 0.8 80 4.2 

Religious 29 2.3 18 2.9 43 3.3 4 0.7 47 2.5 

Diploma 2 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 1 0.2 2 0.1 

Bachelors 1 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Adult 

education 

40 3.1 26 4.2 59 4.5 7 1.2 66 3.5 

Total 1283 100 619 100 1301 100 601 100 1902 100 

 

Family size  

Results of the survey showed that respondent households have an average family of 5.17 members (Fig. 

4).  MHHs (5.45) have higher number of family members than FHHs (4.34). 

 

 

Figure 4: Mean number of household size 
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Age dependency ratio 

The dependency ratio approximates the ratio of net consumers to net producers. As a proxy for that 

ratio, the dependency ratio suggests that children under age 15 as well as persons aged 65 or over are 

economically dependent. The result in Figure 5 indicates that the overall age dependency ratio was 78%. 

The dependency ration showed similarities across different groups. 

 

 

Figure 5: Age dependency ratio 

 

3.2 Practice pathway   

 

Practice pathway is one of the four pathways in REALISE programme, the rest being seed, capacity and 

system innovation pathways. The four pathways are interrelated to achieve the goal of the programme. 

Under practice pathway, key performance indicators and targets and key findings that relate to crop 

productivity, farming practices and agricultural extension services are discussed, and limitations are 

flagged out. Agricultural best practices include the use of improved crop varieties, better agronomic and 

crop protection practices.  

 

3.3 Key performance indicators and targets 

 

The practice pathway has three targeting key performance indicators. These are 1) 60 best fit practices 

validated and ready for scaling; 2) 90,000 farmers adopt best fit practices through extension systems in 

selected 60 woredas; and 3) 30% productivity increase of/by best fit practice achieved by target 

households in the PSNP woredas. To achieve these targets, the programme carried out participatory 

rural appraisal as a tool for bottom up planning, matched technologies and commenced validation, 

demonstration, and pre-scaling of best fit practices from CASCAPE, ISSD and EIAR/RARIs. The baseline 

data will be used as a benchmark for tracking progress and evaluate achievements against the indicators 

and targets.  

 

Monitoring of outcome level key performance indicators can be done in different ways. For the number 

of best fit practices, newly introduced agricultural practices such as new improved crop varieties and 

management practices (proper use of quality inputs, agronomic and crop protection practices) can be 

considered when made available for scaling. Number of farmers addressed can also be documented 

when they use practices introduced by the programme through validation, demonstration and pre-

scaling. In addition, productivity increase of crops is computed against the baseline and CSA data.  
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4. Productivity 
 

Crop productivity is one of the key performance indicators in REALISE programme, targeting 30% 

productivity increment over the baseline on average for the major crops produced by the PSNP 

households participating in the programme interventions.  

 

4.1 Major annual crops and their productivity 

 

The important crops across programme clusters include sorghum, maize, teff, wheat, food barley, finger 

millet, chickpea, faba bean, haricot bean and ground nut (Table 3 and Figure 6). Productivity of major 

crops grown by PSNP and non-PSNP households in 2017/18 cropping season is given in Table 4.  

 

Maize, sorghum, teff and wheat were the major cereals grown in the year, with a productivity of 8.79, 

7.59, 4.63 and 11.64 quintal per hectare (qt/ha) respectively, for PSNP households while productivities 

of major pulses reported were 4.64qt/ha for chickpea , 6.43 qt/ha for faba bean, 6.34 qt/ha for haricot 

bean and 25.32 qt/ha for groundnut. Productivity of potatoes was reported to be 56.55qt/ha for PSNP 

households while it was 60.58qt/ha for non-PSNP woredas; 60.24qt/ha yield of sweet potatoes was 

documented for PSNP households in 2017/18 meher season. Production of vegetables was limited in the 

farming systems.  

 

Table 3: Major annual crops across REALISE clusters 

S/

N 

Crops University cluster 

Arba 

Minch 

Arsi Bahir 

Dar 

Haramaya Hawassa Mekelle Oda 

Bultum  

Woldia 

Cereals         

1 Maize X X  X X X X  

2 Sorghum X  X X  X X X 

3 Teff X X X  X X X X 

4 Wheat  X X  X X  X 

5 Food barley  X    X  X 

6 Finger millet  X X  X    

7 Malt barley  X X      

Pulses         

8 Chickpea      X X  

9 Faba bean  X X   X   

10 Haricot bean  X  X X X  x  

11 Groundnut X   X     

12 Field pea         

13 Lentil        X 

14 Mung bean X       X 

15 Fenugreek    X     

 

Sorghum was reported as the most important crop in over 27.8% of the cases. Maize was most 

frequently reported (26.9%) as the second and wheat (17.6%) as third most important crops 

respectively. 
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Table 4: Average area under cultivation, production and productivity of crops based in 

2017/18 meher in REALISE intervention woredas 

S/
N 

Crops PSNP Non-PSNP CSA 
productivit
y (qt/ha) 

(2017/18) 

Area 
(ha) 

Production 
(qt) 

Productivity 
(qt/ha) 

Area 
(ha) 

Production 
(qt) 

 Productivity 
(qt/ha) 

 Cereals        

1 Maize 191.81 1686.59 8.79 104.7
0 

1382.35 13.20 39.44 

2 Sorghum 151.60 1150.62 7.59 98.84 1010.39 10.22 27.26 

3 Teff 120.13 556.77 4.63 90.94 526.90 5.79 17.48 

4 Wheat 110.59 1287.06 11.64 88.87 1169.50 13.16 27.36 

5 Food barley 34.67 341.65 9.85 26.54 242.00 9.12 21.57 

6 Finger millet 20.74 168.30 8.11 17.13 194.35 11.35 22.60 

7 Malt barley 6.75 47.50 7.04 4.75 46.50 9.79 NA 

8 Triticale 4.06 68.75 16.93 0.88 30.00 34.29 NA 

 Pulses        

9 Chickpea 21.35 99.10 4.64 12.33 74.05 6.00 20.58 

10 Faba bean 20.78 133.5 6.43 16.93 149.10 8.81 21.09 

11 Haricot bean  14.90 94.43 6.34 6.36 44.33 6.97 17.19* 

12 Groundnut 11.93 302.02 25.32 9.09 213.86 23.52 17.96 

13 Field pea 4.81 19.74 4.10 3.96 28.06 7.08 16.71 

14 Lentil 4.48 22.40 5.01 3.75 35.70 9.52 14.71 

15 Mung bean 4.00 14.80 3.7 4.58 12.85 2.81 12.35 

16 Pigeon pea 2.19 4.39 2.01 1.38 4.21 3.08 NA 

17 Grass pea 1.13 5.25 4.67 1.38 13.50 9.82 20.03 

18 Soybean 0.25 NA NA 1.00 2.00 2.00 22.71 

19 Fenugreek 0.5 0.5 1.00 NA NA NA 13.39 

 Root and 
tubers 

       

20 Potato 12.62 713.54 56.55 6.50 393.75 60.58 139.20 

21 Sweet potato 0.25 15 60.24 NA NA NA 345.83 

 Vegetables        

22 Beet root 0.06 1 16.13 NA NA NA 88.71 

23 Kale (Eth 
cabbage)  

0.63 4.60 7.36 0.19 52.00 273.68 101.09 

24 Garlic 0.75 2.00 2.67 NA NA NA 91.81 

25 Green pepper 0.88 4.05 4.63 0.75 8.00 10.67 61.96 

26 Red pepper 5.38 78.65 14.62 4.13 31.62 7.67 17.33 

27 Head cabbage NA NA NA 1.75 507.00 289.71 60.78 

28 Onion 1.72 36.50 21.2 7.97 285.00 35.77 92.79 

29 Tomato 0.60 15.50 26.05 1.00 57.00 57.00 53.05 

*- Red haricot bean 

 

4.2 Utilization of crops 

From cereals, teff was the most sold crop (38.84%) followed by bread wheat (29%) while the least sold 

crop was sorghum (7.55%) (Table 5). Sorghum, maize, malt barley, finger millet and food barley are 

crops that are grown mostly (79.37-89.44%) for consumption by PSNP households. On the other hand, 

larger amount of malt barley followed by teff and bread wheat were sold by non-PSNP households than 

PSNP households. About 1-10% of the produce was saved by PSNP for seed while about 1-14% was 

saved by non-PSNP. From pulse crops, the limited mung bean produced was mainly for market with 

small amount of seed saved. Large proportion of haricot bean (74%) and ground nut (73%) grain was 

also sold in 2017/2018 by PSNP households. The pattern of proportion of pulses for selling, consuming, 

and saving for seed was largely similar between PSNP and non-PSNP households. The variation includes 

that the non-PSNP households saved larger proportion of grain for seed than the PSNP households. 

Larger proportion of onion, tomato, red pepper and garlic was sold. It is also known that these crops are 

produced for income generation than diversifying food consumption. However, when well managed the 

income from these vegetables help farmers buy food grain.  
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Table 5: Utilization of crop produced in 2017/2018 by PSNP and non-PSNP households 

S/
N 

Crops PSNP Non-PSNP 

Sold (%) Consumed 
(%) 

Saved for 
seed (%) 

Sold (%) Consumed 
(%) 

Saved for 
seed (%) 

 Cereals       

1 Maize 13.19 85.81 1.00 27.31 72.01 0.68 

2 Sorghum 7.55 89.44 3.02 15.98 81.09 2.93 

3 Teff 38.84 56.57 4.60 41.05 53.06 5.89 

4 Bread wheat 29.10 61.62 9.28 35.16 52.17 12.67 

5 Food barley 10.30 79.34 10.37 12.40 73.48 14.12 

6 Finger millet 15.42 82.93 1.65 20.92 76.46 2.62 

7 Malt barley 10.95 83.58 5.47 63.44 30.92 5.63 

8 Triticale 24.73 65.82 9.45 16.67 76.67 6.67 

 Pulses       

9 Chickpea 57.27 38.32 4.41 38.60 49.33 12.07 

10 Faba bean 53.90 40.44 5.65 48.96 42.69 8.35 

11 Haricot bean  74.34 19.37 6.31 62.71 28.11 9.18 

12 Groundnut 72.50 17.36 10.14 80.52 10.37 9.10 

13 Field pea 34.04 59.07 6.89 34.82 56.95 8.23 

14 Lentil 51.12 39.55 9.33 52.94 37.56 9.50 

15 Mung bean 95.47 0 4.53 96.34 0 3.66 

16 Pigeon pea 25.74 65.60 8.66 27.08 57.01 15.91 

17 Grass pea 34.29 60.00 5.71 66.67 25.19 8.15 

18 Soybean NA NA NA 75.00 15.00 10.00 

19 Fenugreek 100 0 0    

 Root and tubers       

20 Potato 32.15 47.64 20.21 46.60 30.46 22.94 

21 Sweet potato 0 100 0 NA NA NA 

 Vegetables       

22 Kale (Eth cabbage)  30.43 69.57 0 76.92 23.08 0 

23 Garlic 80.00 12.50 7.50 NA NA NA 

24 Green pepper 67.90 32.10 0 87.50 12.50 0 

25 Red pepper 93.13 6.87 0 83.81 16.19 0 

26 Head cabbage NA NA NA 98.42 1.58 0 

27 Onion 94.79 5.07 0.14 97.93 1.89 0.18 

28 Tomato 96.77 3.23 0 98.95 1.05 0 

 

4.3 Discussion and limitations 

 

The current baseline study showed that maize, sorghum, teff and wheat are major cereals in the study 

areas. Other studies show that five major cereals (teff, wheat, maize, sorghum and barley) are the core 

of Ethiopia’s agriculture and food economy, accounting for about three-quarters of total area cultivated; 

brought 29% of agricultural GDP in 2005/06 (14 percent of total GDP) and 64% of calories consumed 

while pulses are the second major crop (Alemayehu et al., 2013).  

 

Soybean and head cabbage were not produced by the PSNP households. There is an opportunity to 

increase head cabbage production as part of home garden particularly using rain in some part of a year 

and irrigation where available. Mung bean was also not widely produced but there is a chance of 

increasing production as it is early maturing crop and can escape low-moisture stress like terminal 

moisture stress than other pulses; it also serves as a cash crop.  

 

The results also showed that the productivity of many of the crops such as maize, sorghum, teff, wheat, 

chickpea, faba bean, potato and sweet potato was much lower for both PSNP and non-PSNP households 

than what was reported by CSA. Low crop productivity can be caused by an interaction of several factors 

such as suboptimal use of inputs, insufficient adoption of productive technologies and less favorable 

environmental conditions especially low-moisture stress, which is widespread in the PSNP woredas. On 

the contrary, productivity of groundnut (25.32qt/ha) reported by PSNP households was higher than that 

of non-PSNP (23.52qt/ha) and CSA (17.96qt/ha). Similarly, yield of Ethiopian cabbage and head 
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cabbage per hectare was extremely higher for Non-PSNP baseline households than that of CSA report as 

opposed to yield of cereals and many pulse crops. Productivity of red pepper was higher for PSNP 

households than non-PSNP but was less than that of CSA in the same year. There was a wide gap 

between productivity of the baseline data and CSA data for the same production year (Table 4) where 

much higher productivity was reported by CSA. This might be because of households being affected by 

low-moisture stress that characterizes many of the study woredas and low soil fertility management as 

many of PSNP households are resource poor to buy improved seeds and chemical fertilizers.   

 

4.5 Farming practices and agricultural extension services 

 

Use of fertilizers 

Majority of both PSNP and non-PSNP farmers that have been interviewed used NPS and urea fertilizers 

for cereal crops in 2017/2018 cropping season except that larger proportion of PSNP farmers used NPS 

for sorghum than non-PSNP farmers (Table 6). The use of urea is not consistently higher or lower for 

PSNP farmers when compared with non-PSNP farmers. For instance, more PSNP farmers used urea for 

maize while more proportion of non-PSNP farmers used urea for food barley production. Over 80% of 

PSNP farmers used urea for chickpea production while non-PSNP farmers did not use urea for the same 

crop. Majority of both PSNP (over 95%) and non-PSNP farmers (100%) used NPS for potato and red 

pepper production. The use of urea was reported by 77-90% of both PSNP and non-PSNP farmers for 

potato and red pepper.   

 

The amount of urea fertilizers applied to major cereals ranged from 39.3 -75.1kg/ha for PSNP and 51.2 

– 85.7kg/ha for non-PSNP farmers (Table 7). For PSNP farmers, the lowest amount of urea fertilizer was 

used for malt barley production and the highest for bread wheat production, while for non-PSNP the 

lowest was for finger millet and the highest was for triticale. Non-PSNP farmers reported to use more 

urea for malt barley (82.6kg/ha) than PSNP farmers. Use of NPS fertilizer ranged from 39.2-85.8kg/ha 

for PSNP farmers while it ranged from 47.9 – 86 kg/ha for non-PSNP farmers; less was applied to malt 

barley and more to bread wheat regardless of triticale which was not widely grown. Higher rates of urea 

were applied consistently to pulse crops (faba bean, haricot bean, ground nut, field pea and lentil) by 

PSNP farmers than by non-PSNP farmers. In addition, higher rates of compost/FYM were used by non-

PSNP for production of all the major crops.  
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Table 6: Proportion of households using NPS and urea fertilizers on different crops in 

2017/2018 

S/
N 

Crops PSNP Non-PSNP PSNP Non-PSNP 

#farmers 
involved 

NPS 
(%) 

#farmers 
involved 

NPS 
(%) 

#farmer
s 

involved  

Urea 
(%) 

#farmers 
involved  

Urea 
(%) 

 Cereals         

1 Maize 323 95.6 144 97.3 249 75.0 100 68.0 

2 Sorghum 84 84.8 51 76.1 76 76.8 54 81.8 

3 Teff 203 91.0 108 91.5 183 82.8 87 74.4 

4 Wheat 286 95.3 157 94.6 254 84.7 134 80.7 

5 Food barley 87  97.8 50 92.6 51 60.0 41 75.9 

6 Finger millet 57 86.4 36 92.3 62 93.9 37 94.9 

7 Malt barley 10 90.9 7 100.0 11 100.0 5 71.4 

8 Triticale 9 100.0 2 100.0 9 100.0 2 100.0 

 Pulses         

9 Chickpea 5 41.7 2 66.7 10 83.3 0 0 

10 Faba bean 15 78.9 16 94.1 7 36.8 3 17.6 

11 Haricot bean  6 50.0 3 75.0 3 27.3 3 75.0 

12 Groundnut 6 66.7 7 58.3 5 55.6 8 66.7 

13 Field pea 2 100.0 4 80.0 2 100.0 2 40.0 

14 Lentil 4 80.0 1 100 4 80.0 1 100 

15 Mung bean 1 100.0 1 50.0 0 0 1 50.0 

 Root and tubers         

16 Potato 46 95.8 16 100 36 76.6 13 81.3 

17 Sweet potato 1 100.0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 

 Vegetables         

18 Kale (Eth 
cabbage)  

3 100.0 0 0 2 66.7 0 0 

19 Green pepper 4 100.0 1 100.0 4 100.0 1 100.0 

20 Red pepper 24 96.0 10 100.0 21 84.0 9 90.0 

21 Head cabbage 0 0 5 100.0 0 0 5 100.0 

22 Onion 7 87.5 14 87.5 8 100.0 15 93.8 

23 Tomato 3 100 2 100 3 100 2 100 

 

Table 7: Use of fertilizers for different crops in 2017/2018 

S/
N 

Crops PSNP Non-PSNP 

Urea 
(kg/ha) 

Blended 
(NPS) 
(kg/ha)  

Compost/ 
FYM 
(kg/ha) 

Urea 
(kg/ha) 

Blended 
(NPS) 
(kg/ha)  

Compost/ 
FYM (kg/ha) 

 Cereals       

1 Maize 61.5 61.1 345.3 68.1 74.1 678.6 

2 Sorghum 41.2 47.6 531.8 56.6 49.5 552.1 

3 Teff 53.4 54.7 210.9 57.4 61.6 480.0 

4 Bread wheat 75.1 85.8 423.8 79.2 86.0 701.4 

5 Food barley 72.6 85.5 537.7 67.0 67.8 983.5 

6 Finger millet 61.0 60.0 10.0 51.2 55.4 225.0 

7 Malt barley 39.3 39.2 4.0 82.6 47.9 450.0 

8 Triticale 67.7 67.7 275.0 85.7 114.3 600.0 

 Pulses       

9 Chickpea 88.9 74.9 230.3  0.1 268.8 

10 Faba bean 114.5 64.7 150.0 85.7 114.3 1086.3 

11 Haricot bean  45.6 61.2 227.9 32.7 37.8 162.5 

12 Groundnut 155.4  440.8 97.6  1750.0 

13 Field pea 96.0 96.0 190.0 60.0 83.9 155.0 

14 Lentil 44.6 29.3 30.0 4.0 12.0  

15 Mung bean 20.0   8.0   

 Root and tubers       

16 Potato 73.52 77.6 2220.9 65.03 59.9 2733.3 

17 Sweet potato 80.65 80.6 35.0    
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 Vegetables       

18 Eth cabbage 120.00 93.3     

19 Green pepper 69.7 69.7  100.0   

20 Red pepper 99.0  300.0 64.0 81.8 600.0 

22 Head cabbage   89.0 171.4  1445.0 

23 Onion 102.1 82.3 257.5 110.9 102.4 282.5 

24 Tomato 144.9 144.9  133.3 133.3  

 

4.6 Intercropping 

 

Only about 13% of farmers interviewed reported to use intercropping in 2017/2018 season (Fig.7). 

Slightly a greater number of PSNP farmers used intercropping than non-PSNP. MHHs used more 

intercropping when compared with FHHs.  

 

             

Figure 6: Percent of PSNP and non-PSNP male headed households (MHH) and female 
headed households (FHH) that used intercropping in 2017/2018 meher season 

4.7 Discussion and limitations 

 

Large proportion of farmers used urea and NPS fertilizers for cereal crop production. However, the 

amount used is below recommended rates in many cases. Since fertilizer recommendation is area 

specific and thee results should be compared with the amount recommended for a given area. There is 

no information whether farmers used organic and inorganic fertilizers together, with reduced rates, to 

get synergistic effect of both fertilizers where low cost could be possible.  
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5. Food security and nutritional status 
 

This section provides results on level of months of food gap, nutrition sensitive consumption behaviour 

of households and resilience. The REALISE programme has three key performance indicators: 

 KPI 1: Food gap months close to zero for the first tercile and drop to 0.68 and 2.03 months to 

the second and third terciles respectively over project period 

 KPI 2: Dietary Diversity Score of REALISE target increased at least by one food group over 

project period compared to the baseline at all levels 

 KPI3: The household asset index increased by 25% from the overall baseline average asset 

index value of 1.97 by 2020 

 

5.1 Number of Food Gap Months (FGMs) 

 

KPI 1: Food gap months close to zero for the first tercile and drop to 0.68 and 2.03 months to the 

second and third terciles respectively over project period 

 
Figure 7: REALISE target in food gap months for PSNP households 

The food gap months is defined based on the self-reported food shortage months experienced by the 

households from their own yearly production, considering the staple food and food intake of the 

community in the study areas. The mean number of food gap months for the eight clusters was around 

3.14. It ranges between 1.31 in Woldia and 4.75 in Arba Minch. Region wise, the food gap months were 

high in SNNP (4.05) and Oromia (3.62), moderate in Tigray (3.22) and low at Amhara (2.03).  

Among PSNP households, the food gap months were found higher for all regions with mean value of 4.16 

(3.80 in Oromia, 3.77 in Tigray and 2.35 in Amhara). The PSNP mid-term evaluation report conducted 

by IRPRI showed that 2018 mean food gap in PSNP households was higher in SNNP (2.8 months) and 

Oromia (2.5 months) and lower in Tigray (1.5 months) and Amhara (1.4 months). The baseline study 

results showed similar trend except the figure variation that can be attributed to differences in sample 

size and study areas FHHs food gap months was 3.24 while MHHs’ was only 3.00 months.  
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Table 8: Households’ food gap months 

University cluster Regions Program participation 
Status 

Gender 

Bahir Dar  2.75 Amhara  2.03 PSNP 3.39 MHH 3.00 

Woldia 1.31 Oromia  3.62 Non-PSNP 2.61 FHH 3.42 

Arsi  3.08 SNNP 4.05     

Haramya  3.66 Tigray  3.22     

Oda Bultum  4.28       

Arba Minch  4.75       

Hawassa  3.53       

Mekelle  3.22       

Total 3.13  3.13  3.13  3.13 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Food gap months by region and PSNP programme participation status 

 

Food shortage months 

The baseline study showed that households experiencing food shortage vary from 2% low in December 

to 82.4% in July. While the harvested Meher crops (from November through January), and the 

government PSNP transfer improved physical and economic food access, food shortage intensified in 

June, July, August and September where more than 50% of the population is challenged to get enough 

food on their table to feed their family members (fig.9).     
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Figure 9: Percentage of households (PSNP, Non-PSNP & Total) experiencing food gap 

average months of good Gap in 2018 production season 

5.2 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) 

 

The Household Diversity Dietary Score (HHDS) is comprised of the following twelve food groups: staple 

cereals; tubers; meat; eggs; fish and shellfish; legumes; vegetables; fruit; milk and milk products; oil 

and oil seeds; sugar; tea/coffee. The highest possible score for the dietary diversity is 12 and the lowest 

1, where 12 is equal to the most diversified diet and 1 is the least diversified diet. The study looked at 

the number of food groups consumed by household members over a 24-hour period. 

 

KPI 2: Dietary Diversity Score of REALISE target increased at least by one food group 

over project period compared to the baseline at all levels  

  

 

Figure 10: REALISE DDS target 
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HDDS by University clusters 

In table 9, the HDDS score is disaggregated to show the percentage of households in the survey that 

consume different types of food. It is clear from the table that the 4.79 average score is principally 

made from the consumption of staple cereals (98.5%), condiments/spices/tea/coffee (83.5%), and 

vegetable consumption (71.5%), considerable consumption of oil seeds (69.1%) and pulses or legumes 

(63.1%). Few households consume sugar or honey (34.7%) or milk and dairy products (24%). The 

finding showed that the diets of the majority of households are based on starchy staples with inadequate 

animal products (meat 3.4%, eggs 3.7%), fresh fruits (5.2%) and fish (0.7%). An overwhelming 

majority of sample households in the eight-university clusters dominantly consumed staple cereals food. 

The baseline study also revealed obvious differences in consumption patterns among respondents from 

the university clusters when it comes to food groups such as root crops, fruits, legumes, milk and dairy 

products. Bahir Dar, Hawassa and Arba Minch University clusters are weak in consuming diversified food 

groups compared to other clusters.  

Table 9: Food group consumption patterns across university clusters 

Food 
Groups 

Total 
(National) 

University clusters 
Bahir 
Dar 

Woldia Arsi Haramya Oda 
Bultum 

Arba 
Minch 

Hawassa Mekelle 

  N % %  %  % % % %  % 

Cereals 1835 98.5 99.7 99.3 98.5 99.0 93.9 99.3 99.0 98.0 

Root crops 404 21.7 31.5 8.5 29.1 23.2 21.6 14.0 8.0 31.4 

Vegetables 1332 71.5 41.2 75.3 73.4 59.6 77.7 94.7 92.0 79.7 

Fruits 96 5.2 1.0 6.4 1.5 6.7 3.4 20.0 1.5 4.7 

Meat 63 3.4 4.8 3.9 4.0 1.7 0.7 3.3 0.5 6.1 

Eggs 68 3.7 2.1 4.2 7.5 2.4 3.4 2.0 0.0 6.8 

Fish 13 0.7 0.0 0.7 4.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 

Legumes/ 
Pulses 

1174 63.1 85.8 94.3 84.9 29.3 50.7 17.3 22.5 86.8 

Milk and 
Dairy 

446 24.0 8.3 16.6 39.2 51.9 34.5 27.3 4.0 14.5 

Oil seeds 1287 69.1 64.4 78.4 92.0 53.9 60.1 72.7 59.5 74.0 

Sugar or 
Honey 

647 34.7 12.5 60.8 44.7 31.6 32.4 4.0 5.0 64.9 

Condiments/ 
spices/ 
coffee/tea 

1555 83.5 90.7 96.1 97.5 61.3 57.4 98.7 65.0 95.3 

 

Intensity of Household Dietary Diversity Score  

Following FAO (2011), in order to further assess dietary diversity, three categories were formulated 

namely; low dietary diversity category (<=3 food groups); medium diversity category (4 to 6 food 

groups) and high diversity category (>=7 food groups) for households.   

Intensity of HDDS by clusters  

When using the three category scales of HDDS, the study showed considerable proportion of sample 

households’ fall under low HDDS in Haramaya (43%), Hawassa (54%) and Oda Bultum (37%) university 

clusters. On the other hand, proportion of households falling under high HDDS was found at Mekelle 

(30%) and Arsi (29%) university clusters.   
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Table 10: Dietary diversity score by cluster 

Cluster  Actual 
mean DDS 

Rounded 
DDS 

Low HDDS Medium HDDS High HDDS 

Bahir Dar University  4.41 4 77 (24%) 193 (67%) 19(7%) 

Woldia University  5.44 5 24(8%) 203 (72%) 56(20%) 

Arsi University  5.77 6 16(8%) 125(63%) 58(29%) 

Haramya University 4.21 4 129(43%) 117(39%) 51(17%) 

Oda Bultum University 4.36 4 55(37%) 71(48%) 22(15%) 

Arba Minch University 4.53 5 30(20%) 108(72%) 12(8%) 

Hawassa University 3.57 4 90(45%) 109(55%) 1(1%) 

Mekelle University 5.63 6 23(8%) 185(63%) 88(30%) 

Overall project  4.79 5 444(24%) 1111(60%) 307(16%) 

 

Intensity of HDDS by Regions 

Both national and regional average HDDS were below 6 indicating that the sample respondent 

households consumed less diversified food groups. The highest DDS average was reported at Arsi 

University cluster (5.77≈6) while the lowest one was reported at Hawassa University (3.57≈4). Regional 

analysis showed that HDDS was the highest in Tigray (5.63) and lowest in SNNP (3.98). That said, the 

differences in mean HDDS between regions are moderate. But a significant high proportion of sample 

households in SNNP (34%) and Oromia (31%) regions fall under low category.  

Table 11: HDDS by regions 
 

Region Actual mean 
HDDS 

Rounded 
HDDS 

Low HDDS Medium 
HDDS 

High HDDS 

Amhara  4.93 5 101(18%) 395(69%) 74(13%) 

Oromia  4.73 5 200(31%) 313(49%) 132(20%) 

SNNPR 3.98 4 120(34%) 218(62%) 13(4%) 

Tigray  5.63 6 23(8%) 185(63%) 88(30%) 

Overall project  4.93 5 444 1111 307 

 

Intensity of HDDS by PSNP participation status  

The mean HDDS among PSNP and non-PSNP households was computed and the finding showed that 

HDDS is generally low among the two groups. Despite a little variation, the mean HDDS for PSNP 

households was 4.56 and for non-PSNP households 5.25. However, the HDDS categories revealed 

considerable differences between the two groups. For instance, 27% of PSNP households fall under low 

HDDS category whereas only 16% did among the non-PSNP households. While the medium category of 

HDDS is the same for the two groups the high HDDS was 13% for PSNP and 24% for non-PSNP 

households.    

 

Table 12: DDS by PSNP participation status 
 

PSNP participation 
status  

Actual mean 
DDS 

Rounded 
DDS  

Low HDDS Medium 
HDDS 

High 
HDDS 

Yes 4.56 5 344(27%) 749(60%) 161(13%) 

No 5.25 5 100(16%) 362(60%) 146(24%) 

Total  4.79 5 444 1111 307 

  



23 
 

Intensity of HDDS by Gender 

The women and men headed household mean HDDS and the distribution of households in three category 

(low, medium and high) show similarities. The mean HDDS was 4.89 and 4.57 for men and women 

headed households respectively. The proportion of households that fall under low HDDS was 23% for 

MHH and 26% for FHH. The proportions under high HDDS were 19% for MHH and 10% for FHH.  This 

shows that gender wise the difference in dietary diversity was modest. The PSNP midterm evaluation 

report (IFPRI, 2018) also indicated that HDDS differences between PSNP MHH (4.3) and PSNP FHH (4.2) 

households were negligible. 

 

Table 13: HDDS by gender 
 

Gender of 

Household head   

Actual mean 

DDS 

Rounded DDS  Low HDDS Medium 

HDDS 

High 

HDDS 

MHH 4.89 5 293(23%) 737(58%) 247(19%) 

FHH 4.57 5 151(26%) 374(64%) 60(10%) 

Total  4.79 5 444 1111 307 

Note: FHH = Female headed household; MHH = Male headed household 
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5.3 Household resilience and asset holding  

 

Household asset holding 

KPI3: The household asset index increases by 25% from the overall baseline average asset 

index value of 1.97 by 2020 

 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method was employed to construct household asset index. The 

household asset index is a composite measure that uses multiple items which have local importance in 

defining asset at household level. A similar approach was employed by Filmer and Pritchett (2001). They 

incorporated asset ownership and household characteristics in creating an asset index as a proxy for 

long-term household welfare. They used statistical procedure of principal components to determine the 

weights for an index of the asset variables. In REALISE, we considered the number of rooms the 

household residential occupy, farm tools owned, animal holding measured in Tropical Livestock Unit 

(TLU) and source of lighting to construct household asset index.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Composition of household asset index 

The asset index of each household is ordered according to the value of the total asset index computed 

using PCA. Two cut-point values (the so-called tercile cut-off points) of asset index are identified, 

dividing the survey population into three each equally represented by 33.3% of individuals: first tercile 

group of asset index; second tercile group of asset index; and third tercile group of asset index. The first 

tercile group represents 33.3% of the population with the lowest asset index (an asset holding smaller 

or equal to the first cut-off value), and the third tercile group represents the 33.3% of population with 

the highest asset holding (an asset holding greater than the second cut-off value). 

The descriptive statistic showed that the sample households own on average 1.95 TLU, 1.82 rooms, 0.87 

hoe, 0.62 ox plough, 0.13 BBM and 1 sickle. The majority of them used solar (52.5%) for lighting 

followed by battery (20%) and electricity (17%). The household asset index was constructed using the 

asset and lighting sources. The details of these variables used for asset construction is detailed in Table 

14.  

  

Number of farm tools 

owned  

Number of rooms the 

household occupy  

TLU 

Source of lightening  

Household 
Asset Index   

The household asset index 

value is presented in 

descending order from large 

to small and mean value 

calculated for each tercile. 

The KPI target is set to 

increase the asset holding 

of each tercile by 25% 

during the project period.  
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Table 14: Asset portfolio of households 

Asset holdings  N Mean  SD Min Max 

TLU        1902 1.95 2.3 0 28 

Number of rooms        1901 1.82 0.87 1 9 

Hoe/Machete         1902 0.874 0.83 0 7 

Ox plough        1902 0.623 0.64 0 5 

Broad bed Maker (BBM) 1902 0.130 0.48 0 2 

Sickle        1902 1.00 0.94 0 9 

Source of lighting        1891 4.64 1.52 1 6 

 Candle  8 (0.4%)     

 Kerosene  183 (9.6%)     

 Battery  377 (19.8%)     

 Electricity  325 (17.1%)     

 Generator  0 (0%)     

 Solar  998 (52.5%)     

 Others  11 (0.6%)     

 

Asset portfolio of households by cluster universities 

The animal holding measured in Tropical Livestock Unit (TLU) by university clusters revealed that the 

mean value ranges between 1.21 and 3.41 in Hawassa and Arsi respectively. The average number of 

rooms available per household was found to be high in Arba Minch (2.76) and Woldia (2.22) clusters 

while only 1.43 and 1.61 average number of rooms was reported by Hawassa and Haramaya University 

clusters, respectively. Hoe ownership was high in Bahr Dar and low in Hawassa University cluster. The 

mean holding of ox plough was generally low and ranges between 0.16 in Haramaya and 0.85 in Bahr 

Dar clusters. Broad Bed Maker (BBM) ownership was skewed across university clusters and only reported 

by households in Bahr Dar (0.8), Woldia (0.01) and Hawassa (0.01) university clusters. On average one 

and more sickle ownership was reported in Bahir Dar, Woldia, and Mekelle clusters whereas less was 

reported in Arsi, Haramaya, Oda Bultum, Arba Minch and Hawassa clusters. The sources of lighting at 

household level vary across clusters. The dominant source of lighting in Haramaya (85%) and Oda 

Bultum (91%) was solar energy. The majority also used solar energy in Hawassa (57%) and Mekelle 

(64%) clusters.  

 

Table 15: Asset portfolio by university cluster 

Asset holdings  BDU WU AU HrU OBU AMU HwU MU 

TLU        2.19 1.84 3.41 1.49 1.69 1.68 1.21 2.08 

Number of rooms        1.81 2.22 1.84 1.61 1.75 2.76 1.43 1.51 

Hoe/Machete         1.12 0.77 0.68 0.85 1.07 0.89 0.48 1.05 

Ox plough        0.85 0.65 0.92 0.16 0.48 0.75 0.44 0.78 

Broad Bed Maker 
(BBM) 

0.8 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

Sickle        1.39 1.33 0.75 0.58 0.89 0.77 0.62 1.29 

Source of lighting        3.61 4.30 3.81 5.49 5.76 4.35 4.56 5.03 

 Candle  0 (0%) 8 (2.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 Kerosene  44  
(14.8%) 

20 
(6.7%) 

30 
(15.1%) 

30 
(10%) 

2 
(1.4%) 

14 
(9.3%) 

28 
(14.4%) 

15 
(5%) 

 Battery  108 
(36.2%) 

53 
(17.7%) 

96 
(48.2%) 

2 
(0.7%) 

6 (4%) 14 
(9.3%) 

56 
(28.7%) 

42 
(14%) 

 Electricity  50 
(16.8%) 

116 
(38.5%) 

14 
(7%) 

13 
(4.6%) 

5 
(3.4%) 

75 
(50%) 

0 (0%) 52 
(17.3%) 

 Generator  0 (%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
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 Solar  96 
(32.2%) 

102 
(34.5%) 

59 
(29.7%) 

257 
(84.8%) 

135 
(91.2%) 

47 
(31.3%) 

111 
(56.9%) 

191 
(63.7%) 

 Others  2 1 1 0 2 0 5 0 

 

Asset portfolio of households by sample regions 

Region wise, the average TLU holding was similar except in SNNP. It ranged between 1.41 and 2.12 in 

SNNP and Oromia respectively. The average number of rooms per household was 2 in Amhara and SNNP 

while it was 1.71 in Oromia and 1.51 in Tigray. Ownership of hoe and ox plough was high in Tigray and 

low in SNNP and Oromia respectively. BBM was only reported in Amhara region. Amhara and Tigray on 

average own more than one sickle while Oromia 0.7 and SNNP 0.68 sickle. The majority (50%+) of 

households in Oromia and Tigray used solar energy as source of lighting. Whereas in SNNP (46%) and 

Amhara (only 33%) of households used solar energy for light source. 

  

Table 16: Asset portfolio by regions 

Asset holdings  Amhara Oromia SNNP Tigray 

TLU        2.02 2.12 1.41 2.08 

Number of rooms        2.01 1.71 2.00 1.51 

Hoe/Machete         0.94 0.85 0.66 1.05 

Ox plough        075 0.46 0.57 0.78 

Broad bed Maker (BBM)  0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Sickle        1.36 0.70 0.68 1.29 

Source of lighting        4.14 5.04 4.47 5.03 

 Candle  8 (1.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 Kerosene  64 (10.7%) 62 (9.6%) 42 (12.2%) 15 (5%) 

 Battery  161 (27%) 104 (16%) 70 (20.3%) 42 (14%) 

 Electricity  166 (27.6%) 32 (5.1%) 75 (21.7%) 52 (17.3%) 

 Generator  0 (%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (%) 

 Solar  198 (33.3%) 451 (69.3%) 158 (45.8%) 191 (63.8%) 

 Others  3 3 5 0 

 
Asset portfolio of Households by gender 

The asset endowment of male and female headed households was different, attributed to access, control 

and entitlement. In average, for all assets considered in the bassline study such as TLU, number of 

rooms per household, hoe, ox plough, BBM and sickle the mean ownership status of MHHs were by far 

better off than their FHHs counterparts. The midline evaluation of PSNP (IFPRI, 2018) showed that the 

asset holding of the households has got improved but not granting graduation. The study also showed 

that male-headed households have greater assets endowment and better livelihood outcomes than 

female-headed ones.  

 

Recent literature showed that ‘feminisation of poverty’ is emerging and there is a direct link with 

household headship. As a result, FHHs constitute a disproportionate number of the poor and they 

experience greater extremes of poverty than male-headed units (BRIDGE, 2001:1; Buvinic and Gupta, 

1993). 
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Table 17: Asset Portfolio by gender 

Asset holdings  MHH FHH 

TLU        2.11 1.61 

Number of rooms        1.89 1.69 

Hoe/Machete         1.00 0.60 

Ox plough        0.73 0.39 

Broad bed Maker (BBM)   0.14 0.10 

Sickle        1.10 0.78 

Source of lighting        4.77 4.39 

 Candle  5 (0.4%) 3 (0.5%) 

 Kerosene  101 (7.8%) 82 (13.7%) 

 Battery  244 (18.9%) 133 (22.1%) 

 Electricity  214 (16.5%) 111 (18.6%) 

 Generator  0 (0%) 0(0%) 

 Solar  729 (56.4%) 269 (45.1%) 

 Others  8 3 

 

Asset portfolio of households by PSNP participation status 

The asset holding analysis between PSNP and non-PSNP households showed that the later are better off 

in asset endowment compared to their counterparts. Non-PSNP households on average own 2.76 TLU, 

2.05 rooms, 1.04 hoe, 0.86 ox plough, 0.16 BBM and 1.26 sickles. The source of lighting was 58.4% for 

non- PSNP households as compared to 50% for PSNP.  

 

Table 18:Asset portfolio by PSNP participation status 

Asset holdings  PSNP Non-PSNP 

TLU        1.57 2.76 

Number of rooms        1.72 2.05 

Hoe/Machete         0.80 1.04 

Ox plough        0.51 0.86 

Broad bed Maker (BBM)   0.11 0.16 

Sickle        0.88 1.26 

Source of lighting        4.56 4.85 

 Candle  6(0.5%) 2 (0.3%) 

 Kerosene  132 (10.4%) 51 (8.3%) 

 Battery  286 (22.5%) 91 (14.6%) 

 Electricity  212 (16.6%) 113(18.3%) 

 Generator  0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

 Solar  638 (50%) 360 (58.4%) 

 Others  9 2 

 

The household asset index ranged between 0.472 and 10. The overall asset index average value of the 

respondents was 1.97. Cluster wise, five university clusters scored higher than the national average 

asset index. The regional, headship and programme participation status also indicates that Amhara and 

Tigray regions, MHHs and non-PSNP households scored above the overall average asset index value. The 

target in asset building for REALISE project is to increase the programme targeted households’ asset 

holding by 25% over the baseline by 2020.  
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Table 19: Mean asset index value by clusters, region and households 

University cluster  Regions  Program participation 
status 

Gender  Target  

Bahir Dar  2.13 Amhara  2.10 PSNP 1.86 MHH 2.08 The household  
asset index  
increases by  
25% from the  
overall bassline  
average asset  
index value of  

1.97 by 2020 

Woldia 2.06 Oromia  1.86 Non-PSNP 2.20 FHH 1.72 

Arsi  1.85 SNNP 1.95     

Haramya  1.73 Tigray  1.98     

Oda Bultum  2.12       

Arba Minch  2.18       

Hawassa  1.77       

Mekelle  1.98       

Total 1.97 

 

  

Figure 17: Mean asset index value by regions    

  

 

Figure 19: Mean asset index value by PSNP 
participation status 
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Figure 16:Mean asset index value by 
clusters 
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Building Resilience to shocks and stressors  

 KPI4: Increased resilience of chronically food insecure REALISE PSNP households against 

recurrent shocks and stressors through pursuing proactive coping strategies and bridging the 

food gap for more than three months  

 20% increase in community level resilience through promotion of remittance and transfer 

compared to the baseline value 

The major livelihoods hazards reported in the study area include drought, flooding, and pest infestation.  

Drought was by far the most dominant weather-related hazard in the study area. Tigray and Oromia are 

characterized as chronically drought prone. Other weather-related hazards include flooding, pest 

infestation, disease outbreak, erratic rainfall, and in the higher elevation areas, hail and frost. 

Participatory assessment in the first part of the study indicated that weather-related shocks are 

becoming more frequent. The three main categories of disease hazards found in the study regions were 

human diseases, livestock diseases, and crop diseases. 

Table 20: Major hazards and shocks exposure by regions 

Major shock Amhara Oromia  SNNP Tigray  

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) 

Drought  144 (41.7%) 558 (88.2%) 200 (58.5%) 204 (94.9%) 

Flooding  97 (28.1%) 45 (7.1%) 53 (15.5%) 3 (1.4%) 

Disease outbreak 8 (2.3%) 18 (2.8%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Pest infestation 31 (9%) 8 (1.3%) 58 (17%) 1 (0.5%) 

Heat and fire 4 (1.2%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Land slide 8 (2.3%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Erratic rainfall 31 (9%) 1 (0.2%) 22 (6.4%) 6 (2.8%) 

Frost 15 (4.3%) 2 (0.3%) 2 (0.6%) 0 (0.0%) 

Hail  7 (2.0%) 1 (0.2%) 6 (1.8%) 0 (0.0%) 

Other specify 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.3%) 1 (0.5%) 

 

The finding showed that hazards such as drought, floods, pest infestation and erratic rainfall are the 

most critical ones for all households whether they are male, or female headed, or they participate in 

PSNP or not. Accordingly, drought is reported by the majority of households including 72.8% of MHHs, 

70.3% of FHHs, 72.2% of PSNP beneficiaries and 71.7% of non-PSNP beneficiaries. That was followed by 

floods and pest infestation. 

Table 21: Major hazards and shocks exposure by gender and PSNP participation status 

Hazards  Total MHH FHH PSNP Non PSNP 

Drought 1106 

(72.1%) 

782 (72.8%) 324 (70.3%) 756 (72.2%) 350 (71.7%) 

Floods 198 (12.9%) 139 (12.9%) 59 (12.8%) 138 (13.2%) 60 (12.3%) 

Disease outbreak 26 (1.7%) 19 (1.8%) 7 (1.5%) 17 (1.6%) 9 (1.8%) 

Pest infestation 98 (6.4%) 63 (5.9%) 35 (7.6%) 62 (5.9%) 36 (7.4%) 

Heat and fire 4 (0.3%) 2 (0.2%) 2 (0.4%) 3 (0.3%) 1 (0.2%) 

land slide 8 (0.5%) 6 (0.6%) 2 (0.4%) 6 (0.6%) 2 (0.4%) 

Erratic rainfall 60 (3.9%) 40(3.7%) 20 (4.3%) 41 (3.9%) 19 (3.9%) 

Frost 19 (1.2%) 13 (1.2%) 6 (1.3%) 14 (1.3%) 5 (1%) 

Healing 14 (0.9%) 9 (0.8%) 5 (1.1%) 9 (0.9%) 5 (1%) 
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Household level resilience  

The respondents employed different coping strategies to withstand the different type of shocks and 

stressors. From the total sample households, 1534 households reported that they faced one or more 

hazards and employed a variety of coping mechanisms (Table 22). The result revealed that farmers 

practice reactive or proactive coping strategies with implication for vulnerability or resilience building. 

The reactive coping strategies such as selling livestock and seed, borrowing for consumption smoothing, 

begging, and remittance and sending children to relatives are short term solutions that exacerbate 

vulnerability in the long run. The proactive coping strategies on the other hand employed as risk 

mitigation with the anticipation of future hazards or by learning from past exposure, include use of crop 

diversification, use of better performing varieties, natural resource conservation, intensification, and 

water harvesting. These proactive coping strategies contribute to resilience building to shocks and 

stressors.  

 

Table 22: Coping strategies (multiple answer) employed by households 

Coping strategy Coping Strategy Count % of 
responses 

Sold my livestock Reactive 691 46.8 

Sold my seed reserve Reactive 151 10.2 

sold land Reactive 68 4.6 

looked for loan, borrowing for consumption 
smoothing  

Reactive 392 26.5 

HH members went for begging Reactive 89 6.0 

Send children to relatives Reactive 47 3.2 

Crop diversification, intercropping and 
adapted management practices 

Proactive 153 10.4 

Better crop varieties; seeds Proactive 105 7.1 

Asked for remittances Reactive 63 4.3 

Managed natural resources/ environmental 
conservation 

Proactive 143 9.7 

Water harvesting mechanisms Proactive 72 4.9 

yield twice a year Proactive 65 4.4 

 

The ability of households to cope with food shortage during shocks demonstrates resilience and 

livelihood security. Generally male headed and non-PSNP households are more resilient than female 

headed and PSNP households (see Table 23). The finding also showed that the majority of respondent 

households were able to bridge more than two months food gap from their own production or through 

market access.  

Table 23: Resilience to shocks and hazards by regions, gender and PSNP participation 

status 

How long 
are you 
able to 
bridge the 

food gap if 
a hazard 
occurs 
today?  

Amhara Oromia  SNNP Tigray  
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2 weeks 5 3 11 3 24 11 27 15 18 10 36 29 1 0 2 0 

1 month  13 7 20 3 26 17 20 27 35 38 38 29 1 2 13 5 

2 months  23 19 26 35 25 25 31 15 21 21 12 15 17 11 40 27 

3 months 
& more  

51 62 33 38 23 46 15 39 22 29 11 15 79 83 45 68 

Others  8 9 10 21 3 2 7 3 4 2 3 12 1 4 0 0 
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Community level resilience  

The community pursues different type of strategies to build resilience. We have selected two examples 

(remittance and resource transfer) in the baseline study to demonstrate actions taken to improve 

community resilience. Remittance flow from outside to the community improves household resilience 

during the time of shock and aftermath. But the baseline study showed that only 3.4% of the 

community members received remittance in the last 12 months. This proportion is low. The finding 

implies that the communities own buffer against shocks and stressors through remittance was 

inadequate.  

 

Table 24: Households access to remittance from household members 

In the past 12 months, did any member of your 

household receive remittance?  

Frequency  Percentage  

Yes  69 3.6 

No  1833 97.4 

Cluster wise, Woldia cluster received the highest percentage of households’ remittance flow followed by 

Mekelle, Haramya, Arba Minch and Oda Bultum. Region wise, Amhara region is better off in terms of 

remittance flow. Likewise, PSNP and MHHs received a higher % of remittance in the last 12 months, 

than non-PSNP and FHHs.  

Table 25: Summary of remittance access by clusters, regions and households 

University cluster  Regions  Program participation 

status 

Gender  

Bahir Dar  4.4 Amhara  43.5 PSNP 52.2 MHH 63.8 

Woldia 39.1 Oromia  18.8 Non-PSNP 47.8 FHH 36.2 

Arsi  10.1 SNNP 18.8     

Haramya  1.5 Tigray  18.8     

Oda Bultum  7.3       

Arba Minch  5.8       

Hawassa  13.0       

Mekelle  18.8       

 

Who received remittance? 

The respondent households reported that the remittance flow to the community reached different 

household members. The majority of the remittance recipients (40.5%) were household head followed 

by young female (36.2%). About 7% of spouses, 9% of young males, 4% of adult males, and 3% of 

adult females received remittance in the last 12 months.   

Table 26: Summary of remittance access by clusters, regions and households 

 Who received the remittance?  Frequency  Percentage  

Head  28 40.5 

Spouse  5 7.3 

Young male (aged 15 to 25) 6 8.7 

Young female (aged 15 to 25) 25 36.2 

Male adult (aged >25) 3 4.3 

Female adult (aged >25) 2 2.9 

 

Resource transfer is a common phenomenon among community members to cope with unexpected or 

chronic shocks and stressors. Community members engage in the transfer of food, cash, seed, livestock, 

or other resources. The baseline study indicated that about 8% of the respondent households reported 

they have received transfer in the last 12 months. The level of transfer reported in the last 12 months 

was inadequate.  
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Table 27: Access to transfers   

In the past 12 months, did any member of your 
household receive any transfer? 

Frequency  Percentage  

Yes  149 7.8 

No  1753 92.2 

 

Transfer of resources at the time of shocks and stressors was high in Hawassa, Mekelle and Bahir Dar. 

On the contrary, transfer was less in Arsi, Haramaya, Woldia and Oda Bultum. Region wise, SNNP was 

better in terms of transfer. Overall, from those who received transfer the majority were PSNP 

beneficiaries and MHHs.   

Table 28: Transfer of resources 

University cluster (%) Regions (%) Program participation status 
(%) 

Gender (%) 

Bahir Dar  20.8 Amhara  26.9 PSNP 72.5 MHH 59.7 

Woldia 6.0 Oromia  12.0 Non-PSNP 27.5 FHH 40.3 

Arsi  2.7 SNNP 40.3     

Haramya  3.4 Tigray  20.8     

Oda Bultum  6.0       

Arba Minch  5.4       

Hawassa  35.0       

Mekelle  20.8       

 

The respondents indicated that more head of household (58%) received transfer compared to other 

members. That was following by spouse (15%), young males (12%), young females (5%), adult males 

(5%) and adult females (5%).  

Table 29: Individuals receiving transfers 

Who did receive the transfer? Frequency  Percentage  

Head  87 58.4 

Spouse  22 14.8 

Young male (aged 15 to 25) 18 12.0 

Young female (aged 15 to 25) 7 4.7 

Male adult (aged >25) 7 4.7 

Female adult (aged >25) 8 5.4 
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6. Quality seed and availability 
 

This section reports the survey results in the aspects of seed use, provision, and acquisition behavior 

and application rate of 1781 farmers who cultivated crops during 2017/2018 meher production season 

where 38.2 % (Table 30) of households used improved seeds.  

Table 30: Percentage of farmers  

 
Seed type 

Non-PSNP PSNP Total 

N % n % n % 

Improved 233 40 447 37.3 680 38.2 

Local 450 77.3 959 80 1409 79.1 

Total 582 117.3 1199 117.3 1781 117.3 

 

6.1 Crop variety portfolio  

 

Table 31 presents the unique number of improved variety types for crops cultivated during 2017/18 

production season. About 45 varieties were registered for total of 13 crops. Furthermore, cereal crops 

(6) had relatively better variety options followed by vegetables (4). Albeit the paucity of varieties, the 

lion share of varieties were of Maize (14) followed by wheat (11). On the other hand, the below table 

indicates there is virtually no variety options for pulses crops. The table also indicates that non-PSNP 

households have better portfolios with 36 different varieties when compared to PSNP (30) households. 

 

Table 31: Crop variety portfolio of farmers using improved crops  
 

PSNP Non-PSNP 

Crop Name of  
Variety 

No. of 
verities 

Crop Name of Variety No. of 
verities 

Food 
barley 

Fetina 1 Finger millet Tadesse 1 

Maize BH-140 11 Food barley Bule 3 

BH-540 Fetina 

Bh-543 Miskal 

BH-660 Haricot Beans Hawassa dume 1 

BH-661 Maize BH-140 12 

Damot BH-540 

Jabi Bh-543 

Limu BH-546 

Marid BH-660 

Shala BH-661 

Shone Hawasa-1 

Malt 
barley 

Holker 1 Jabi 

Onion Baro 2 Limu 

Bombay Red Raya 

Potatoes Shashemene 1 Shala 

Red 
pepper 

Melka Zala (PBC 972) 1 Shone 

Teff Magna 3 Malt barley Holker 1 

Quncho Onion Bombay Red 1 

Tseday Potatoes Bedasa 3 

Tomatoes Gelila 2 Jalenie 

Shanty Shashemene 

Triticale TT14 (Logaw Shibo) 1 Teff Gerado 5 

Wheat Danfe 7 Magna 

Dashen Minjar 

Dinknesh Quncho 
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Kakaba Tseday 

Kingbird Tomatoes Gelila 1 

Pavon 76 Triticale TT14 (Logaw Shibo) 1 

Simba Wheat Bakalcha     7 

    Danfe 

Dashen 

Hidase 

Kakaba 

Kubsa 

Shashe (Japan) 

PSNP Total   Total Variety 30 Non-PSNP Total Total Variety  36 

 

Source: Analysis of data from the 2018 Baseline Survey. 

 

6.2 Seed source and acquisition 

 

If we examine the seed acquisition patterns of farmers, it can be seen that nearly half (47%) of the plots 

were cultivated using non-purchased seeds, specifically from farm save. Examining it further with PSNP 

participation status, the result indicates that plots of PSNP participants were cultivated with purchased 

seed (56.6%) while 47.2% of plots of non-PSNP participants were cultivated with seed acquired through 

purchase, which is relatively smaller than PSNP participants. 

 

Table 32: Percentage of plots cultivated through different seed acquisition patterns in 

meher season by PSNP participation 

 

Seed acquisition PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Count % Count % Count % 

Non-Purchased (farm 
saved) 

1039 43.4 650 52.8 1689 47 

Purchased 1353.0 56.6 580.0 47.2 1933.0 53 

Total 2392 100 1230 100 3622 100 

 

As per survey results reported in Table 33, cereal crops such as Maize (38.3%) and sorghum (35.8%) 

were cultivated by the majority of the households. Looking at patterns of source of seed by crop, 

majority of farmers cultivating cereals use seed that were retained from their harvest. Sorghum can be 

taken as a classic case where 70.9 % of farmers cultivating the crop used seed that was retained from 

own followed by finger millet (68.3%), and lentil (67.6%). This indicates that higher non-purchased 

acquisition and limited use of quality seed for these crops.   

63.4% of farmers cultivated maize using seed sourced from cooperatives showing a higher use of quality 

seed for maize. Moreover, the share of purchased seed is higher for maize (85.3%) followed by chickpea 

(70%), vegetables (69.4%), food barley (53%), haricot bean (55%) and wheat (36%). Out of the 

85.3% of the purchased maize seed, 74.4% were sourced from cooperatives. This can be explained by 

the hybrid nature of most maize seed varieties used in the country. On the other hand, seeds of pulse 

crops such as chickpea, faba bean, haricot bean, pea, and food barley from cereals were sourced from 

the local market (60%, 49.2%, 44.9%, and 31.5% respectively) indicating use of seeds that may not 

have been quality/certified. Similarly, there is a notable pattern where vegetable seed source was 

mainly from local market (56.6%) with minimal engagement of cooperatives (2.9%) and agro dealers 

(1.7%). 
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Table 33: Percentage of farmer cultivating through different seed sources in Meher season 

 
 

Important 
crop name 

 

Farm 
saved 

Carry-
over 

hybrids 

Friends Local 
market 

Agro 
input 
dealer 

Agent Coops CBS 
groups 

NGO Contract 
growers 

Other Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N 

Food barley 119 59.5 0 0.0 3 1.5 63 31.5 1 0.5 0 0.0 3 1.5 0 0.0 1 0.5 10 5.0 0 0.0 200 

Maize 107 14.7 0 0.0 23 3.2 124 17.1 0 0.0 2 0.3 461 63.4 1 0.1 6 0.8 0 0.0 3 0.4 727 

Malt barley 15 55.6 0 0.0 8 29.6 8 29.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 14.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 27 

Sorghum 482 70.9 1 0.1 45 6.6 128 18.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 0.9 6 0.9 680 

Teff 247 46.8 0 0.0 15 2.8 196 37.1 1 0.2 0 0.0 57 10.8 0 0.0 2 0.4 9 1.7 1 0.2 528 

Wheat 263 50.2 0 0.0 5 1.0 161 30.7 3 0.6 1 0.2 74 14.1 2 0.4 9 1.7 0 0.0 6 1.1 524 

Finger millet 84 68.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 34 27.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 4.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 123 

Chickpea 44 30.9 0 0.0 1 0.7 85 59.9 0 0.0 1 0.7 11 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 142 

Faba bean 60 46.9 1 0.8 2 1.6 63 49.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 128 

Haricot 
Beans 

44 44.9 0 0.0 3 3.1 44 44.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 6.1 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 98 

Lentil 23 67.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 32.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 34 

Pea 18 47.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 52.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 38 

vegetables 53 30.6 0 0.0 6 3.5 98 56.6 3 1.7 0 0.0 5 2.9 1 0.6 3 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 173 
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Looking at the source of seed by PSNP participation status, the result showed similar trend for both 

PSNP and non-PSNP participating farmers in terms of sourcing seed. Farm-saved harvest/own harvest 

were the most common source of seed for both PSNP (43%) and non-PSNP (53%) beneficiary farmers, 

followed by the local market (PSNP 32% and non-PSNP 26.3%) and cooperatives (PSNP 18% & non-

PSNP 17%). 

 
Table 34: Source of Seed 

Source of Seed PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % 

Farm-saved harvest/own 
harvest 

1045 43.5 658 53.0 1703 46.8 

Carry-over hybrids 2 .1 0 0.0 2 .1 

Friends/neighbours/relatives 86 3.6 29 2.3 115 3.2 

Local market 769 32.0 327 26.3 1096 30.1 

Agro input dealer 7 .3 2 .2 9 .2 

Agent 3 .1 1 .1 4 .1 

Multi-purpose cooperatives 437 18 205 17 642 18 

Community based seed 
groups 

3 .1 1 .1 4 .1 

NGO 16 .7 8 .6 24 .7 

Contract growers 19 .8 6 .5 25 .7 

Other Specify 13 .5 5 .4 18 .5 

 2400 100 1242 100 3642 100 

Source: Analysis of data from the 2018 Baseline Survey. 

6.3 Seed rate 

 

Table 35 presents the seed application rate for each crop—i.e. the quantity (kg) of seed used per 

hectare of cultivated land. Food barley and wheat have high seed application rates, ranging 164 to 168 

kg/ha. The seeding rates of other cereals (teff, maize, sorghum, finger millet and malt barley) is in the 

range of 23 to 85kg/ha. Among pulses, faba bean and field peas and haricot bean have seeding rates 

below the recommended amount ranging from 76 to 111kg/ha and this is manifested in both PSNP and 

non-PSNP groups. The seeding rate for root crops is between 2.7 to 24 kg/ha and PSNP beneficiaries 

have relatively higher application rate. The use of planting materials rather than seed for root crop can 

explain the high seed rates used for onion. 

 

Table 35: Seed rate (kg/Ha) 

Crop name PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Food barley 177.8 154.6 167.7 

Maize 19.5 29.4 23.0 

Malt barley 89.3 79.8 85.3 

Sorghum 22.6 22.6 22.6 

Teff 28.8 38.7 33.1 

Wheat 156.0 174.1 164.0 

Chickpea 45.1 50.4 47.2 

Faba bean 84.0 118.1 99.5 

Finger millet 29.5 34.0 31.6 

Haricot Beans 76.2 78.5 76.9 

Lentil 61.2 73.6 66.9 
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Pea 105.8 117.6 111.1 

Soybean 12.0 9.0 9.6 

Beetroot 8.1   8.1 

Ethiopian cabbage 6.4 16.0 8.6 

Garlic 28.6   28.6 

Green pepper 10.3 4.0 8.0 

Head cabbage   2.7 2.7 

Onion 24.5 23.9 24.0 

Tomatoes 5.4 2.5 3.6 

Potatoes 1254.9 1363.1 1291.7 

Sweet potato 136.5   136.5 

Red pepper 8.0 6.4 7.4 

Ground nut 71.8 104.2 85.8 

Masho 20.9 12.3 16.3 

Triticale 168.6 228.6 179.3 

Source: Analysis of data from the 2018 Baseline Survey. 
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7. Gender 
 

This chapter provides information on gender relations and women empowerment in the sample 

households. During sampling of households for the survey, a distinction was made between male headed 

and female headed households as well as PSNP and non-PSNP households. A total of 1902 households 

were targeted for the baseline, out of which 1301 were MHHs and the remaining 601 were FHHs while 

1283 (816 MHH, 467 FHH) were PSNP households and 619 (485 MHH, 134 FHH) non-PSNP households. 

The survey tool was designed to enable collection of disaggregated data. In addition, a separate section 

was dedicated to collect data on gender relations and women’s contribution to decision making at 

household and community levels.  

 

This chapter focuses on access to productive resources, access to farm and non-farm equipment, the 

power of male vs female in decision making process in farming practices, use of income generated by 

small animal tenure and women’s participation in community affairs.  

 

REALISE programme is straddled on four pathways: Practices, Seed, and Capacity building and System 

innovations. The programme aims to ensure that at least 30% of the participants in best fit trials, 

technology introductions (such as improved seeds) and capacity building activities are women. In 

addition, gender is mainstreamed across all four pathways.  

 

 7.1 Access to productive resources 

 

In the context of rural Ethiopia, the most important productive resources include land, livestock, access 

to extension services and information, other farm and non-farm equipment, etc.  

 

Land Holding 

Comparisons made between MHHs and FHHs for PSNP and non-PSNP households show that the FHHs 

have less farmland than the MHHs. The average land holding for households included in the study is 

0.748ha for MHHs and 0.588ha for FHHs. The result also shows difference in land size between PSNP 

and non-PSNP households. For PSNP beneficiaries, the average holding size for MHHs is 0.619ha and 

0.562ha for FHHs, while the non-PSNP households hold larger land sizes averaging 0.964ha for the 

MHHs and 0.677ha for the FHHs. Looking at cluster level variations, Haramaya cluster shows the lowest 

land size holding for both MHHs with an average of 0.316ha and FHHs with an average of 0.227ha. 

Whereas Arba Minch cluster has the largest land holding with 1.530ha for MHHs and 1.125ha for FHHs 

on average, followed by Arsi cluster. See table below for household and cluster level variations in land 

holding. 

 

Table 36: Average land holding disaggregated by gender of the HH and PSNP status 

 

Cluster PSNP (land in Ha) Non-PSNP (land in Ha) Total (land in Ha) 
 

 MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

Bahir Dar University .684 .608 .651 .992 .727 .966 .802 .617 .739 

Woldiya University .594 .464 .540 .757 .790 .765 .657 .531 .612 

Arsi University .971 .973 .971 1.667 1.225 1.602 1.245 1.020 1.186 

Haramaya University .286 .240 .278 .380 .193 .354 .316 .227 .301 

Oda Bultum University .462 .373 .445 .708 .613 .684 .524 .451 .509 

Arba Minch University 1.290 1.137 1.236 1.838 1.096 1.674 1.530 1.125 1.409 

Hawassa University .573 .467 .537 .895 .530 .765 .667 .486 .604 

Mekelle University .622 .452 .521 .827 .574 .749 .732 .484 .613 

Total .619 .562 .599 .964 .677 .901 .748 .588 .697 

 

On the other hand, even though renting in/ out or sharing in/ out land is a common practice in the study 

areas,  very small number of households (less than 5%) responded that they rented in or rented out 

land in the last farming season, and there was no observed disparity between MHHs and FHHs. However, 

there was a difference in sharing in/ out land between MHHs and FHHs. From the PSNP beneficiary 
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households, 41.5% of FHHs and 13.1% of MHHs responded that they share out land while 5.6% of the 

FHHs and 18.6% of MHHs said that they shared in land in the last farming season. For those 

respondents who are non-PSNP, 30.6% of FHHs and 8.2% of MHHs confirmed that they shared out land 

while 13.4% of FHHs and 26.6% of MHHs said they shared in land. Comparison between MHHs and FHHs 

showed that a large proportion of FHHs share out their land (39%) despite their PSNP status, while 

MHHs tend to share in land (21.6%) more than they share out (11.3%). This difference can be explained 

by the difference in access to farm labor, cultural division of labor in agriculture, access to extension 

services, access to credit and financial services, etc. The graphs below show the differences in renting 

in/ out and sharing in/ out land by the survey households.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 20: Household decision to rent out/ in and to share out/ in land 

 

Livestock 

The number of livestock owned by a household indicates the household’s access to draft power for 

farming activities as well as the households’ capacity for resilience against shocks and stressors. The 

livestock holding for households in this survey was calculated using Tropical Livestock Units (TLU) to 

change it into one unit. The average livestock holding for MHHs was 6.07TLU while it was 3.98TLU for 

FHHs. There was also a difference between PSNP and non-PSNP households. Male headed PSNP 

households own an average of 4.69TLU while male headed non-PSNP households own 8.38TLU, which is 

almost double.  FHHs in PSNP households own 3.62TLU and non-PSNP FHHs own 5.22TLU on average.  

 

Specifically, on cattle, non-PSNP households own an average of 2.87TLU (3.14TLU for MHHs and 

1.92TLU for FHHs) which is more than twice that of the PSNP households with an average of 1.2TLU 

(1.37TLU for MHHs and 0.91TLU for FHHs). The highest proportion of animals reported was chicken 

followed by sheep and goats. This difference in livestock holding between MHHs and FHHs as well as 

PSNP and non-PSNP households is a clear indication of the wealth status of the households as well as 

their capacity to withstand shocks. It also showed that female headed PSNP households own the lowest 

livestock units from all the disaggregated groups in the study and therefore have limited resilience. 
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Figure 21: Livestock holding by gender of the HH and PSNP status 

 

7.2. Access to Farm and Non-farm Equipment 

For households living in the study area, there was some difference in the ownership of farm equipment 

and non-farm equipment between MHHs and FHHs. Farm tool, plough, hoe, shovel, sickle, Broad Bed 

Maker (BBM), tractor and water pump were included in the questionnaire. Out of 1301 MHHs included in 

the study, 982 (75.5%) reported that they own at least one farm tool. For FHHs, out of the 601 

households included in the study, 353 (58.9%) reported that they own at least one farm tool. Most of 

these households reported they own sickle (70.3%), hoe (66.3%), plough (55%) and shovel (53.8%).  

 

The table below shows that fewer number of FHHs own farm tools than MHHs despite their PSNP status. 

Similarly, non-PSNP households own more farm tools than PSNP households. This indicates that non-

PSNP and MHHs have better economic status thereby are capable to afford farm tools. With regard to 

mechanization, the results showed that none of the sample farmers own or have access to tractors.  

 

Looking at variations in decision making on access and use of farm tools, 40% of wives in MHHs and 

94% of female household heads confirmed that they can access farm tools available in their households 

without asking permission. With regard to non-farm business equipment such as sewing machine and 

rickshaw, close to 90% of MHHs and 98.6% of FHHs reported that they do not own such equipment.  

 

 

Table 37: Ownership of farm equipment 

   PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Farm Equipment MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

Hoe/mattock 73.5 45.1 63.1 79.8 47.4 72.8 75.8 45.6 66.3 

Hammer/iron bar 12.1 6.2 10.0 19.4 11.3 17.6 14.8 7.3 12.5 

Spade/shovel 57.5 35.8 49.6 68.2 42.1 62.6 61.5 37.2 53.8 

Ox plough 57.1 31.9 47.9 76.1 48.1 70.1 64.2 35.5 55.1 

Broad bed maker (BBM) 8.5 8.8 8.6 10.5 2.3 8.7 9.2 7.3 8.6 

Water pump .6 .4 .5 4.9 2.3 4.4 2.2 .8 1.8 

Two-wheels tractor 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Tractor - owned together 
with other farmers 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Sickle (Machid) 71.4 56.7 66.0 82.5 66.9 79.1 75.5 58.9 70.3 
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7.3 Access to extension services 

 

Access to extension services determines the households’ access to new information and knowledge on 

agricultural technology and innovations such as improved seeds, improved practices for crop production 

and animal husbandry, insect pest and disease management strategies and techniques, etc. Extension 

services include trainings, field days, DA visits to the farm, exchange visits for experience sharing, etc. 

Out of the 1902 households included in the survey, 28% (30.4% MHHs and 22.6% FHHs) of households 

reported that DAs visit their farm once a year, while 16% (16.8% MHHs and 14.8% FHHs) reported that 

DAs visit their farm once a month. The proportion of farmers whose farms are visited by DAs every week 

is less than 1%. However, the majority of the farmers 52% (46% MHHs and 52% FHHs) said that DAs 

never visited their farms. Similarly, the survey showed that there is very low participation of FHHs as 

well as wives in MHHs in exchange visits (3%), field days (7%) and demonstration (5.7%). Whereas the 

numbers showed better access for male farmers with 15% for field day, 8.4% for exchange visits and 

21% for participation in demonstration. As can be seen from the results, MHHs have relatively better 

access to extension services than FHHs even though the reported differences were small. 

 

Table 38: Frequency of DA visit in percentage of responses 

 PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Frequency of 
DA visit 

MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

Never 50.5 59.3 53.7 47.0 59.7 49.8 49.2 59.4 52.4 

Once a year 29.2 21.4 26.3 32.4 26.9 31.2 30.4 22.6 27.9 

Monthly 16.3 16.1 16.2 17.7 10.4 16.2 16.8 14.8 16.2 

Bi-monthly 2.9 1.5 2.4 2.7 3.0 2.7 2.8 1.8 2.5 

weekly 1.1 1.7 1.3 .2 0.0 .2 .8 1.3 .9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
With regard to trainings, 35.4% of men and 22.3% of the women confirmed to have participated in 

training in the past one year. More or less equal proportion of wives in MHHs (20.7%) and FHHs 

(25.7%) received training in the past one year, and most of the training focused on agronomy, health, 

nutrition and so on.  For more details on the training topics and farmers participation, see table below.   

 

Table 39: Training topics and women’s participation 

 PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Training Topic WMHH FHH Total WMHH FHH Total WMHH FHH Total 

Agronomy 50.4 74.2 60.8 52.6 68.4 56.1 51.2 73.1 59.4 

Animal Husbandry 17.5 25.3 20.9 11.1 13.2 11.6 15.2 23.1 18.1 

Natural Resources 10.1 24.7 16.5 14.1 2.6 11.6 11.6 20.8 15.0 

Finance 29.4 23.0 26.6 25.9 10.5 22.5 28.1 20.8 25.4 

Nutrition 38.2 30.9 35.0 49.6 21.1 43.4 42.4 29.2 37.5 

Health 48.7 39.3 44.6 48.1 28.9 43.9 48.5 37.5 44.4 

 

Table 40 below shows the training participation for male farmers included in the study. As can be seen 

from the table, the highest proportion of male farmers reported that they have participated in agronomy 

training (40%) followed by natural resources management (38.6%) and animal husbandry (37.6%).  

 

Table 40: Training topics and men’s participation 

 PSNP Non-PSNP Total 

Training Topic Count % Count % Count % 

Agronomy 182 39.0 87 42.2 269 40.0 

Animal Husbandry 169 36.2 84 40.8 253 37.6 

Natural Resources 173 37.0 87 42.2 260 38.6 

Finance 97 20.8 43 20.9 140 20.8 

Nutrition 93 19.9 41 19.9 134 19.9 

Health 119 25.5 46 22.3 165 24.5 

Total 467 100 206 100 673 100 
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Comparison of the tables for women and men shows that agronomy related trainings were attended by 

both male and female farmers. However, there is a difference in participation levels in other types of 

trainings between men and women. Women reported to have received health and nutrition related 

trainings, while men reported to receive trainings on natural resources management and animal 

husbandry. One possible explanation for these differences can be NGO supported health and nutrition 

projects and interventions that target women as an entry point for their activities. On the other hand, as 

part of its provisions for women, the PSNP program implementation manual stipulates that women 

should do light public natural resources management activities. According to this manual, women are 

also allowed to ‘late arrival and early departure’ to and from the public work sites, contributing about 4 

hours of labour instead of 8. These provisions might have led women not to participate in the natural 

resource trainings provided at public work sites. With regard to livestock related trainings, the study 

showed a big difference in livestock ownership between MHHs and FHHs, except for small ruminants and 

chicken, indicating a relatively low level of economic status of FHHs.  

 

In addition, DAs mostly want to focus their time and energy with resource rich farmers who are willing 

and able to purchase and try new technologies and techniques. Furthermore, most of the extension 

agents are male and they do not want to be seen with female farmers for cultural reasons. These factors 

may have contributed to higher participation of men in animal husbandry trainings. 

  

7.4 Women’s contribution to household decision making 

 
Decision making in crop production 

For households in the study area, 72.8% of wives in MHHs said that the decision on which crops to sow 

is made jointly in consultation between husband and wife, while 16.8% said the decision is made solely 

by the husband. Similarly, the decision on which seed sources to use, how much fertilizer to purchase 

and the amount to be applied on cultivated crops is made jointly (68%). On the other hand, close to 

70% of the FHHs said that they are the ones who decide which crops to plant, which seed sources to use 

(69.3%), how much fertilizer to buy and apply on the cultivated crops (67.8%). The remaining 30% said 

they make the decision in consultation with their sons (if they are old enough) and/ or elder brothers/ 

relatives. A similar proportion of the wives in MHHs reported that they made decisions on which crops to 

plant (72.5%), which seed sources to use (67%) and amount of fertilizer to be purchased (67.6%) in 

consultation with their husbands. 

 

86.6% of FHHs confirmed that they have knowledge on how much of the total produce is sold, while 

77.4% of wives in MHHs said they know the amount of crop sold. In addition, 73.7% of FHH reported 

that they decide how much of the total produce to sell and how much to keep for household 

consumption, while 75.7% of wives in MHHs said this decision is made jointly with their husbands. The 

majority of FHHs (75%) said they make the decision on how to spend the income from the sale of the 

farm produce by themselves and 73% of wives in MHHs said they made this decision jointly with their 

husbands. 

 

Decision Making on Poultry 

In most parts of rural Ethiopia, poultry keeping is traditionally considered women’s role (REALISE PRA, 

2019). 47% of MHHs and about 40% of FHHs own chicken. Among these, 64% of wives in MHHs and 

88% of FHHs said they decide to buy new chicken by themselves. 25% of wives in MHHs said the 

decision is made jointly in consultation with their husbands. A similar trend is observed in decision 

making to sell chicken. 89% of FHHs and 61% of wives in MHHs make the decision to sell the chicken by 

themselves while 23% of wives in MHHs said the decision is made jointly. In terms of the decision on 

how to use the income from the sale of the chicken, 90% of FHHs and 74% of wives in MHHs reported 

that they make that decision by themselves. The result does not show much difference between findings 

for PSNP and non-PSNP households. 
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Table 41: Decision making in poultry 

Description WMHHs FHHs 

Chicken ownership 607 (47%) 229 (39.6%) 

The decision to purchase new chicken is made by women 

alone 
363 (63.7%) 206 (88.4%) 

The decision to sell chicken is made by women alone 369 (60.5%) 208 (89.3%) 

The decision on how to use the revenue from the sale of 

chicken or eggs is made by women alone 
451 (74.2%) 212 1%) 

 

 
Decision Making on Time use 

 

As most of the survey households practice rain fed agriculture, there is a seasonal variation in the 

intensity of activities done by household members and the required amount of labour for these activities. 

It is reported that July-September is the busiest season for almost all the categories of respondents 

except for non-PSNP FHHs who reported that the busiest period started from April through September. 

January – March is the reported as the slack season. However, the intensity of labour for household and 

farm activities varies for men and women. 36% of women reported that they have heavy workload 

whereas 25% reported that their work is neither heavy nor light. The graph below shows the seasonal 

labour distribution for the sample households included in the baseline survey. 

 

 
 

Figure 22: Seasonal Labour distribution for the baseline sample households 

In terms of the intensity of activities, 36% of the women (36.3% of wives in MHHs and 35.3% of FHH) 

reported that they have heavy workload while 25% of them reported that their workload is neither 

heavy not light and, 23% reported that they do light work on the field.    
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With regard to the decision on how much time and labour to spend on farming activities, 56% of FHHs 

reported that they decide when to do farming activities in consultation with their relatives whereas 21% 

said they decide by themselves. 68% of the wives in MHHs make this decision in consultation with their 

husbands and 12% said that decision is made by the husband alone.   

 

When asked about their level of satisfaction in their leisure time, 44% of women said they are satisfied 

with the time they have for themselves to rest, listen to the radio, visit friends and family, etc. However, 

27% of them reported that they do not have sufficient time for themselves. The results did not show 

much difference between wives in MHHs and FHHs.  From these findings, one can infer that women are 

contributing to the decision-making process in their households. However, it requires further 

investigation to understand their level of engagement in decisions made about issues that are culturally 

considered men’s role such as farming related activities.  

 

7.5 Women participation in community affairs  

 

Different community groups are organized with different objectives and purposes. By being members in 

these groups, community members can contribute to address community level problems and issues as 

well as development activities, whereby strengthening their ties with other community members. They 

can also benefit financially from these groups especially if the groups are organized with such intent. 

With regard to agricultural group membership, 29% of women in FHHs confirmed they are members, 

while the proportion was only 5.4% for wives in MHHs. Membership in micro credit group show that 

22.3% of women in FHHs and 8.9% of wives in MHHs are members. For both PSNP and non-PSNP 

households, women in FHHs tend to participate more in community level institutions (29% in agricultural 

groups and 22% in micro credit groups) than wives in MHHs (5.4% in agricultural groups and 8.9% in 

micro credit groups). On the other hand, male farmers participate more in agricultural groups (22.3%) 

than in micro credit groups (10.4%). The differences in membership of these groups are mainly related 

to their traditional roles. Often times, a farmer is considered to be the head of MHHs and best suited to 

be a member of agricultural groups. This cultural perception often sidelined and undervalued the 

contribution of women in farm activities, and their potential contribution to and benefit from agriculture. 

 
7.6 Discussion and limitations 

 

This section of the baseline report discusses women’s access to productive resources, extension services 

and their contribution to the decision-making process in their households and how they are participating 

in community level engagements.  

 

In terms of the access to land, the study findings revealed that, in general, FHHs own smaller plots of 

land than their male counterparts and non-PSNP households hold more plots than PSNP households. In 

order to increase the amount of land cultivated per household and increase production, farmers rent or 

share in land. The decision to either rent or share land is an economic decision which depends on the 

household specific conditions. Depending on the contract duration, renting in land provides the renter 

with full control over the land with the autonomy to decide which crops to plant, how much fertilizer and 

pesticide to purchase/ apply, what kinds of farming practices to use, etc. The produce from the rented 

land will not be shared with the rentee. When sharing in/ out land, the contracting parties (households) 

agree on the proportion of the total produce to be shared among themselves. However, either one of 

these contracts might not always be fair especially if it is made between parties with different social 

status and power. Although renting in/ out is practiced only to a limited extent, many households 

engage in sharing in and sharing out. The findings of this baseline indicated that FHHs share out land 

more than MHHs, and MHHs share in more land than they share out. This difference in sharing in/ out 

land can be explained by the difference in access to farm labour, cultural division of labour in 

agriculture, access to extension services, access to credit and financial services, etc. Often times, 

women have low social status which does not provide them with sufficient standing to negotiate the 

terms of the contract with men. Moreover, they are not considered as real farmers. As a result, they 

may end up getting an unfair contract and smaller share of the total produce from the land they shared 

in.  
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Livestock ownership is an indicator for the wealth status of the household as well as its capacity to 

recover from shocks and stressors. FHHs own smaller TLU than MHHs. Calculated in TLU, PSNP FHHs 

reported the lowest average livestock ownership while non-PSNP MHHs reported the highest livestock 

ownership. Looking at the specific animals owned, non-PSNP households own more than twice TLU of 

cattle than that of the PSNP households. In terms of numbers, chicken are of the highest proportion 

reported followed by small ruminants, sheep and goats.  

 

Farm tools are basic inputs to conduct farming activities. The survey findings showed that a larger 

proportion of MHHs own at least one farm tool more than FHHs. This difference may be due to the 

different roles assigned to men and women in agriculture, where women are not considered real 

farmers. It may also reflect the better economic status of MHHs which enables them to afford such tools. 

However, the majority of the survey households (90% of MHHs and 98.6% of FHHs) do not own non-

farm business equipment. 

 

With regard to decision making, the survey collected data on how the decision at household level is 

made to purchase new chicken, sell chicken/ eggs and how the revenue from the sale of chicken/ eggs is 

used. The majority of women reported that they are the sole decision makers on chicken. This finding 

requires further assessment to see if the women will remain the sole decision makers for chicken as the 

number of and income from chicken increases. In addition, further assessment is required to learn about 

the contribution of women or lack thereof in decision making over bigger livestock such as cattle. 

 

Looking at the decision making on crop production, the findings indicated that most women in MHHs are 

involved in decision making on which crops to sow, which seed source to use, how much fertilizer and 

pesticides to purchase and apply. They also reported that they can influence how much of the annual 

produce to keep for household consumption; how much to sell and how to spend the income from the 

sale of crops. In the case of FHHs, the female household heads are the one who made the decision in 

crop production. From these findings, one may infer that women are contributing to the decision-making 

process in their households. However, it requires further investigation to understand their level of 

engagement in decisions made especially on issues that are traditionally considered men’s role such as 

farming and related activities.  

 

Access to extension service is a key determinant in farming as it equips farmers with updated 

information and knowledge on production techniques and agronomic practices that will ultimately 

contribute to improved productivity. In general, the findings of the baseline survey indicated that there 

is limited access to extension services for both MHHs and FHHs. Very low rates were reported for 

exchange visits, field days and demonstrations. However, the access rate was lower for FHHs. 60% of 

FHHs and 50% of MHHs reported that they were never visited by DAs whereas 30% of MHHs and 22% 

of FHHs reported that they are visited by DA once a year. According to Tigist et al., (2017), this is 

mainly because the extension service in general is male oriented and male extension agents tend to 

contact male farmers more than female farmers. Compared to male extension agents, female extension 

agents provide better service to female farmers.  However, their number is very small compared to the 

number of male extension agents and they are often assigned to accessible locations close to a main 

road, leading to limited opportunities for female farmers to access advisory services. FHHs suffer 

additional disadvantage as male extension agents avoid contacting them for fear of negative community 

outlook.  

 

The intensity of household chore and farm activities varies for men and women. 36% of women reported 

that they have heavy workload whereas 25% reported that their work is neither heavy nor light. 

However, this is subject to question because what is heavy or light work for a person depends on what is 

perceived by the community as heavy work or light work and the individual’s experience in doing 

laborious work, their physical stamina/ strength. In most rural communities, domestic work is 

considered light work and often women believe and report their role as inferior because they are taught 

to perceive their contributions in household chores such as child care, cooking, cleaning, caring for the 

sick and the elderly, fetching water and fuel wood are not significant and of limited value. In addition, 

the production and post-harvest roles that women are traditionally assigned to such as weeding, 

threshing, transportation, food processing are considered as simple processes 
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8. Conclusion 
 

Food security and resilience 

The overall mean number of food gap months reported was 3.14 months while FHHs face higher food 

gap months in contrast with MHHs (FHH 3.24, and MFFs 3.00). Relatedly, in PSNP program participation 

wise, PSNP participants encounter higher food gap months than non-PSNP beneficiaries 3.39 and 2.61 

respectively.  
 

The baseline study showed that households experiencing food shortage vary from 2% low in December 

to 82.4% in July. Even though the harvested Meher crops from November through January and 

government PSNP food/cash transfer have improved the physical and economic food access of the 

households, food shortage intensified in June, July, August and September where more than 50% of the 

population is challenged to get enough food on their table to feed their family members. 
 

Drought was mentioned as critical hazard by the majority of households (72.1%) followed by flood, pest 

infestation and erratic rain fall. To withstand the adverse effect of shocks, vast majority of the sample 

farmers practice a reactive coping strategy such as selling livestock (46.8%), loan (26.5%),selling seed 

reserves (10%) which contribute to higher vulnerability to forthcoming shocks. On the other hand, some 

households (ranging from 4.3-10.4%) practiced proactive coping strategies as hazard mitigation with 

the anticipation of recurrent hazards. These include use of crop diversification, use of better performing 

varieties, natural resource conservation, intensification and water harvesting. 

 

Dietary diversity 

 

The overwhelming majority of sample households dominantly consumed staple cereals food. The finding 

showed that the diets of the majority of households are based on starchy staples with inadequate animal 

products (meat 3.4%, eggs 3.7%), fresh fruits (5.2%) and fish (0.7%).  

 

The average HDDS of 4.79 was principally made from the consumption of staple cereals (98.5%), 

condiments/spices/tea/coffee (83.5%), vegetable consumption (71.5%), considerable consumption of oil 

seeds (69.1%) and pulses or legumes (63.1%). Less number of households consume sugar or honey 

(34.7%) or milk and dairy products (24%). The baseline study revealed obvious differences in 

consumption patterns among university clusters respondents when it comes to food groups such as root 

crops, fruits, legumes, milk and dairy products.  

 

The HDDS are generally low for both PSNP and non-PSNP groups. Despite the little variation, the mean 

HDDS for PSNP households (4.56) and non-PSNP households (5.25) were similar. However, the HDDS 

categories (low=<3, medium 4-6, high>=7) revealed considerable differences between the two groups. 

For instance, 27% of PSNP households fall under low HDDS category whereas only 16% for non-PSNP 

households. While the medium category of HDDS is the same for the two groups the high HDDS was 

13% for PSNP and 24% for Non-PSNP households. 

 

Practice 

 

Farmers (PSNP and non-PSNP) considered sorghum, maize, teff, wheat, food barley, finger millet, 

chickpea, faba bean, haricot bean and ground nut as an important crop in 2017/2018 meher season. 

Use of intercropping is very much limited (13% of farmers interviewed reported to use intercropping in 

2018 production season). 

 

Productivity (qt/ha) of cereal and pulse/legume crops were below national average for both PSNP and 

non PSNP farmers/households in general and PSNPs in particular. Maize, sorghum, teff and wheat had 

productivity of 8.79, 7.59, 4.63 and 11.64 quintal per hectare respectively, for PSNP households. From 

pulses, 4.64qt/ha for chickpea yield, 6.43 qt/ha for faba bean, 6.34 qt/ha for haricot bean and 25.32 

qt/ha for groundnut were reported. 
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Focusing on utilization, cereals are grown mostly for consumption, teff was the most sold crop for PSNP 

and non-PSNP farmers (38.84% and 41% respectively) followed by bread wheat (29% and 35.1%) and 

the least sold crop was sorghum for both groups (7.55% and 15.98%) from cereals. Sorghum, maize, 

malt barley, finger millet and food barley were grown mostly (79.37-89.44%) for consumption by PSNP 

households. On the other hand, larger amount of malt barley was sold by non-PSNP households than 

PSNP households followed by teff and bread wheat.  

 

About 1-10% of the produce was saved by PSNP for seed while about 1-14% was saved by non-PSNP for 

seed. From pulse crops, mung bean was mainly produced for market though production of mung bean is 

limited with small amount of seed saving. Non-PSNP households saved larger proportion of grain for 

seed than the PSNP households. Larger proportion of onion, tomato, red pepper, and garlic was sold. 

 

The utilization of agricultural inputs, fertilizer (NPS and Urea) in particular, is encouraging, although it 

varies considerably by crops, locations and PSNP participation status. For instance, while cereals were 

the most fertilized, most of the plots dedicated for pulses, root and tuber crops are rarely fertilized. 

However, the amount used is below recommended rates in many cases. On the other hand, higher rates 

of compost/FYM were used by non-PSNP for production of all major crops. We presume that limited 

application of fertilizer on those crops is due to high cost of fertilizer and awareness. 

 

Majority of both PSNP and non-PSNP farmers used NPS and urea fertilizers for cereal crops in 2017/2018 

cropping season except that larger proportion of PSNP farmers used NPS for sorghum than non-PSNP 

farmers. The amount of urea fertilizers applied to major cereals ranged from 39.3 -75.1kg/ha for PSNP 

and 51.2– 85.7kg/ha for non-PSNP farmers. The lowest amount of urea fertilizer was used for malt 

barley production and the large amount for bread wheat production in the case of PSNP while the lowest 

was used for finger millet and the highest was for triticale for non-PSNP farmers. Non-PSNP farmers 

reported to use more urea for malt barley (82.6kg/ha) than PSNP farmers. 

 

Seed 

 

Farmers leverage multiple seed sources in our sample areas. During the 2017/2018 meher seasons, 

farmers (PSNP and non-PSNP) sourced seed for their major crops largely from informal seed sources, 

with a focus on their own stocks and local market channels (79.1% of seed sourced from informal for 

the meher with slight difference between PSNP, 77.3% and Non-PSNP 80%). For most cereal crops (with 

the exception of maize and wheat), farm saved, and local markets provided around 60 and 28% of the 

seed farmers sowed during these seasons.  

 

Overall, there were only 45 varieties registered for total of 13 crops in the study area. Cereal crops (6) 

have relatively better variety options followed by vegetables (4). The lion share of varieties was credited 

to maize followed by wheat with 14 and 11 different varieties, respectively. 

  

On the other hand, there is virtually no variety options for sorghum and legumes, which are key for 

nutrition but receive less attention in emergency aid. Furthermore, good quality seed remains difficult 

for farmers to access on an on-going basis. 

 

Farmers purchased 48% of all seed sowed in meher 2018 with the vast majority of it with cash. Varied 

sources were used, though local markets dominated. 

 

Regarding the quantity and rate of seed used per hectare of cultivated land, food barley and wheat had 

high seed application rates, ranging from 164 to 168 kg/ha. The seeding rates of other cereals was in 

the range of 23 to 85kg/ha. Among pulses, faba bean, field peas and haricot bean had seeding rates 

below the recommendation with the amount ranging from 76 to 111kg/ha and this is manifested in both 

PSNP and non-PSNP groups. The seeding rates for root crops were between 2.7 to 24 kg/ha and PSNP 

beneficiaries tend to sow at higher application rate.  
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Gender 

 

Women positions in the aspect of asset such as land, livestock and other productive asset holdings are 

lower than MHHs. Female headed HHs share out land more than MHHs, and MHHs share in more land 

than they share out. 

 

Looking at the decision making on crop production and related transactions, the findings indicated that 

most of women in MHHs are involved in decision (joint) making on pre- and post-harvest matters. In 

regard to extension, the frequency of DA visit is minimal in general (52% of HHs responded seldom 

visited where 46% is MHHs and 52%FHHs). Moreover, there is very low participation of FHHs as well as 

wives in MHHs in training, exchange visits (3%), field days (7%) and demonstration (5.7%). 

 

In terms of labour distribution in the field there was similar distribution of work between men and 

women in the HHs. The intensity of workload for household and farm activities varies for women in 

MHHs and FHHs (36.3% of wives in MHHs and 35.3% of FHH). 
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9. Way Forward 
 

The livelihood improvements of PSNP households demand multifaceted focus and basket of solutions. 

REALISE mainly focus on four key pillars to change PSNP households’ conditions:  Practice, seed, asset 

improvement and resilience building.  

 

REALISE programme will design appropriate innovation pathway which focus on addressing PSNP 

households challenges identified in the baseline study.  Accordingly, the project identified pragmatic key 

entry points to be implemented in the coming three years. This baseline report is serving as a working 

document along the PRA study to identify the focus areas and also will be used to track changes that will 

be made due to the programme interventions. The following are the major focus areas drawn from the 

baseline study: 

 

 Make best fit technologies available to PSNP households to improve their production and 

productivity;   

 Ensure availability and access of seed to PSNP farmers in the right quality, quantity and 

diversity through strengthening the seed producers cooperatives and seed enterprises;  

 Test, demonstrate and pre-scale  agricultural practices using participatory approaches;  

 Pilot new approaches and practises to ensure social inclusion of the marginalized group of 

community (women, youth and the economically poor); 

 Bridge the capacity gaps of extension agents, subject matter specialist and researchers for 

better synergy and result oriented implementation of research and extension mandates;  

 Enable better understanding of systemic bottlenecks of agricultural sector; and  

 Deepen the institutionalization of evidences and proven approaches for wider application 

and policy revision. 
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Annex 
 

Table 1. KPI for food gap months for the whole sample  

Percentile  Mean food 
gap months 

Planned target  

1st triciles average food gap months) 0.33 To maintain food gap months   

2nd triciles average food gap months)  1.71 To reduce the food gap months to 0.33 months  

3rd triciles average food gap months) 3.03 To reduce the food gap months to 1.71 months 

 

Table 2. PSNP households only  

Percentile  Mean food 
gap months 

Planned target  

1st (33% percentile average food gap 
months) 

0.68 To maintain food gap months   

2nd (66% percentile average food 
gap months)  

2.03 
 

To reduce the food gap months to 0.68 months  

3rd (99% percentile average food gap 
months) 

3.29 
 

To reduce the food gap months to 2.03 months 

 

Diet diversity score by cluster  

Cluster  Rounded DDS KPI target  

Bahir Dar University  4 5 

Woldia University  5 6 

Arsi University  6 7 

Haramya University 4 5 

Oda Bultum University 4 5 

Arba Minch University 5 6 

Hawassa University 4 5 

Mekelle University 6 7 

Overall project  5 6 

 

DDS by regions  

Region Rounded DDS KPI target  

Amhara  5 6 

Oromia  5 6 

SNNPR 4 5 

Tigray  6 7 

Overall project  5 6 

 

DDS by PSNP participation status  

PSNP participation status  Rounded DDS  KPI TARGET  

Yes 5 6 

No 5 6 

Total  5 6 
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DDS by gender  

PSNP participation status  Rounded DDS  KPI TARGET  

Yes 5 6 

No 5 6 

Total  5 6 

 

Asset index  

Percentile  Mean asset 

index  

Planned target  

1st terciles asset index score) 2.75 To maintain asset index  

2nd terciles asset index score)  1.88 To move the second terciles mean asset index to 2.75   

3rd terciles asset index score 1.27 To move the third terciles mean asset index to 1.88   

 

Major 
shock 

BDU WU AU HrU OBU AMU HwU MU 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

drought 131 
(46.5%) 

13 
(20.6%) 

149 
(74.9%) 

263 
(92.0%) 

146 
(98.6%) 

90 
(60.4%) 

110 
(57.0%) 

204 
(94.9% 

flooding 79 
  (28.0%) 

18 
(28.6%) 

40 
(20.1%) 

5 
(1.7%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

5 
(3.4%) 

   48 
(24.9%) 

3  
(1.4%) 

disease 
outbreak 

7 
(2.5%) 

1 
(1.6%) 

4 
(2.0%) 

13 
(4.5%) 

1 
(0.7%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

    0  
(0.0%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

pest 
infestation 

8 
(2.8%) 

23 
(36.5%) 

3 
(1.5%) 

4 
(1.4%) 

1 
(0.7%) 

50 
(33.6%) 

    8  
(4.1%) 

1  
(0.5%) 

heat and 
fire 

4 
(1.4%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

    0  
(0.0%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

land slide 8 
(2.8%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

    0 
(0.0%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

erratic 
rainfall 

29 
(10.3%) 

2 
(3.2%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(0.3%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

4 
(2.7%) 

   18 
(9.3%) 

6  
(2.8%) 

Frost 13 
(4.6%) 

2 
(3.2%) 

2 
(1.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

    2  
(1.0%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

healing 3 
(1.1%) 

4 
(6.3%) 

1 
(0.5%) 

   0 
(0.0%) 

    0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

   6 
(3.1%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

Other 
specify 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

0  
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(0.5%) 

1 
(0.5%) 

 



 
 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 


