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Executive Summary

This study considers a range of socioeconomic characteristics of households residing
in the Kebeles at Fedis and Midega Tolla woredas, adjacent to Babile Elephant
Sanctuary. The aim is to provide a concrete information about the livelihood
engagements, access to public goods and financing schemes employed by the
households to obtain a clear understanding about the relative importance, use and
management of local resources. Such understanding helps to design market-based
schemes that improve the livelihood performance of the community (people) through
improved economic contribution (profit) while simultaneously ensuring a sustainable
management of natural resources (planet) through creating a harmonized co-
existence between the households and the sanctuary.

The households produce some high market value products that could enable them
earn higher income, and contribute to animal 7 protein and national income. The
commercially valuable products that these households produce include livestock
(oxen and goats with high fattening potential), groundnut, khat and honey bee. If
production operations are organized based on marketing principles of customer value
(quality over quantity), the area is suitable to fatten livestock, essential not only to
enable this households generate higher-returns, but also ensure the supply of
animal-protein. Yet, there are considerable bottlenecks that hamper the capacity of
the households to commercial their products.

Water and some productive public assets that are important to enable the
households take advantage of the existing opportunities are either underdeveloped
or absent in the area. Infrastructure, such as road and health and veterinary services
are bumpy and poor. The area is excluded from financial services due to religion and
stringent requirements, which demand the poor and unemployed youth an initial
saving and collateral. The households, as a result, make savings at their homes and
use easily accessible and affordable financing schemes, such as selling khat,
groundnut and goat, and borrowing from friends and relatives. The households in the
study area do not practice traditional self-help finance mobilization and credit
schemes, such as equip. Whereas such schemes are essential to respond to
immediate household consumptions, and the absence of tailored and inclusive
financial access, establishing a tailored community managed revolving loan funds by
supporting the RUSACCOs can be essential to serve and support the communities to
transform their subsistence agriculture into profitable agribusiness.
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1. Introduction and Background

Understanding the socio-economic conditions, land and other assets ownership,
availability or absence of productive public goods, as well as perceptions and
opinions of communities is a critical element of policy development, planning, and
collaborative and gainful (natural) resources use and management (Liswanti et al.,
2012). In particular, an understanding of household (HH) socioeconomic
characteristics is relevant for policy makers and development workers to plan on
resource allocations, to respond to social, economic and ecological changes and
vulnerabilities, as well as to create a harmonized, reconciled and friendly co-
existence between communities and protected environs (FAO et al., 2016). In natural
resource endowed environments, household characteristics, such as age, sex, size,
education, landholding and livelihood engagement can play productive and profitable
or undesirable and destructive roles (FAO et al., 2016). Previous studies, for
example, report that educated personnel usually see high-returns from forests and
engage less in extraction and deforestation for their livelihoods (e.g. Adhikari, Di
Falco, & Lovett, 2004; Godoy & Contreras, 2001). Large sized households have the
capacity to engage in diverse and harmonized income generating activities including
forest products (Bakkegaard, Nielsen, & Thorsen, 2016); it can also inverse if such
workforce possesses limited knowledge and skills, as well as lack the awareness to
recognize and turn existing forest related and non-forest opportunities into gainful
occupation.

Existence of alternative livelihood engagements enable households to diversify their
livelihoods and generate income from multiple sources (Haggblade, Hazell, &
Reardon, 2005), and thus can reduce their dependence on protected areas. The
ability to engage in diversified income generating activities differ by gender, that in so
many cases, particularly in developing countries, men more likely engage in
profitable and high income activities (e.g. Wickramasinghe, Perez, & Blockhus, 1996;
Cavendish, 2000; Fisher, 2004). Age is also a determinant factor as households
headed by young age personnel could have the energy and able to exploit existing
opportunities while the elderly may prefer to engage in activities that require less
energy and generate moderate income. Alternatively, older people may possess rich
experience and better knowledge on how to manage and sustain natural resources
(such as forest and wildlife) (de Merode, Homewood, & Cowlishaw, 2004).

Against the above conceptual understating and background, this socioeconomic and
rural financing scheme study was conducted as part of a larger research that aims to
achieve improved conservation of forestry and agrobiodiversity resources through a
landscape management approach by promoting community-based natural resource
management within and around Babile Elephant Sanctuary in Eastern Ethiopia. Part
of the national initiative to create an enabling conditions for effective management
and to respond to the challenges that threaten the sustainable conservation of the
protected areas in Ethiopia, this particular study set out to ascertain the livelihood
activities of the inhabitants within and around the sanctuary. It also aims to
distinguish market-based opportunities that can ensure the sustainable conservation
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of natural resources (planet) and simultaneously improve the livelihood performance
of the community (people) through improved economic contribution (profit); thus,
ensure a harmonized and sustainable co-existence between the inhabitants and the
sanctuary.

In doing so, this study, therefore, was designed from a bottom-up analysis so as to
learn the practical socioeconomic characteristics and common livelihood strategies
as well as the natural physical environment and human interactions through active
engagement of the farm households adjacent to the sanctuary. To obtain necessary
and sufficient information that enable the inhabitants to move toward being
ecologically, socially and economically sustainable community (Viswanathan et al.,
2009), the survey incorporated demographic characteristics, main sources of
livelihoods (agricultural and non-agricultural), household income and expenditure, as
well as land and other assets ownership (and size). It also incorporated questions
related to institutional resources such as utilities-natural and non-natural (water,
energy) and infrastructure (roads, information communication, educational, health
and veterinary centres). Academic research has defined these institutional resources
as engines to improve the productivity and marketplace economic exchanges, which
in turn improve household income and livelihood performance (e.g., Barrett, 2008;
Jayne, Mather, & Mghenyi, 2010). Availability (and quality) of health centres, for
example, helps to keep communities healthy and productive and to prevent them
from zoonotic diseases transmittable from wildlife to adjacent inhabitants.

1.1. Study objectives
1.1.1.General Objective

The overall goal of the study is to achieve improved conservation of forestry and
agrobiodiversity resources by selecting a priority model landscape, implementing
integrated activities through a landscape management approach and by promoting
community-based natural resource management. This study also aims to contribute
to the national protected area and biodiversity management initiative.

1.1.2. Specific objectives

1 Conduct household survey and describe the socioeconomic characteristics of
local communities/households

1 Analyze data and describe the types of local livelihoods, the challenges and
opportunities to engage farmers in sustainable livelihood activities

2. Study approach and methodology

The study was conducted in the selected Kebeles at Fedis and Midega Tolla woreda.
The residents of these Kebeles live and operate in and around Babile Elephant
Sanctuary.
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2.1. Description of the study area

Figure 1 presents the Kebeles covered by this study. Agudera, Aneni and Riski
Kebeles are located at Fedis, a woreda which is about 25 km from Harar city; Harar
is about 530 km from Addis Ababa is in Eastern Ethiopia. The capital town of Fedis is
Boko. Kerensa and Lencha Kebeles are at Midega Tolla woreda; this woreda is 55
km from Hara (or 30 km from Fedis woreda). Mide ga Tol | ad s
terms of political administration, both woredas (and also the Kebeles) are
administered within the Oromia national regional state. The Kebeles are situated
adjacent to Babile Elephant Sanctuary.

capi

Location map of Gobele catchment landscape relative to Babile Elephant Sanctuary
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Figure 1. Relative location map of the study area

2.2. Methods
2.2.1.Determination of the sample Size

Socio-economic survey tools need to be designed to collect information necessary to
concretely and contextually understand the local livelihood practices, resource use
and the relative importance of environmental resources for local (village) households
and local resource management schemes (FAO et al., 2016, Liswanti et al., 2012).
Because of multidimensional nature of the socioeconomic characteristics of
households which some are physical, environmental and social and others
economical, collecting qualitative and quantitative data, through triangulated
approaches, enables to capture the required information in depth and breadth while
offsetting the limitations of using each alone (Morgan, 2014). Following the
recommendation of Morgan (2014), this study employed triangulated methods

7| Page

t al



(personal observation, key-informant interviews, focus group discussions and survey
guestionnaire) to collect both the qualitative and quantitative data from primary and
secondary sources.

To collect the primary data, the researcher observed the study area to personally
learn from the lives and practices of the communities, as well as the natural physical
environment and marketplaces and conducted interviews, using a structured
interview protocol (Yin, 2003). The interviews were conducted with key informants
including administrators and experts (#10) (Figure, 2) and livestock traders/brokers
(#3). Focus group discussions (#4) were also held with community members at four
Kebeles, each group constituting 8 participants (Figure 2). This primary qualitative
data collection followed the principle of saturation that further interviews and
discussions no longer provide new information, and that selected respondents are
key informants who provide necessary and sufficient information representing the
entire households (Mason, 2010).

A structured survey questionnaire was used to collect demographic characteristics,
main sources of livelihoods, household income and expenditure, land and other
assets ownership (and size), utilities-natural and non-natural (water, energy) and
infrastructure from 150 household (HH) respondents selected from five (5) Kebeles (3
Kebeles from Fedis Woreda and 2 Kebeles from Midega Woreda), which are
adjacent to the sanctuary. Following the recommendation of Field (2009) and Kaiser
(1970) for sample size >100 of a KMO > 0.4, we use KMO (Kaiseri Meyeri Olkin
measure of sampling adequacy) to check the adequacy of our sample size and the
result (KMO = 0.506; X?(36) = 108.96, p<0.01) shows that our sample size is
adequate for further analysis and we have no reasons to worry.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .506
Approx. Chi-Square 108.96
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 36
Sig. .000

2.2.2.Selection of households

To select the 150 HH respondents as a unit of analysis, this study employed a two-
stage sampling. First, the woredas adjacent to the sanctuary were selected, followed
by the selection of the more adjacent Kebeles to accommodate households who
have direct and frequent interaction with the sanctuary. Here, an important remark is
that this study does not assume that inhabitants in relatively distant Kebeles from the
sanctuary do not, at all, have interaction with and impact on the sanctuary and their
socioeconomic characteristics are not important. It rather conceives that their impact
and interaction is highly likely to be captured by the survey conducted in the adjacent
Kebeles because of similarities in most socioeconomic aspects. Table 1 summarizes
the Kebeles, population, household and sample size.

8| Page



Table 1: Summary of total households (HH) and samples size from each Kebele

Name of Woreda/Kebele | Total population | Number of HHs sample

(2010 E.C) HHs included in

the survey

o Agudara 6,010 1310 30
w B

g o Aneni 3,999 699 30
o

- Riski 8,885 1937 30

Sub-total 18,894 3,946 90

. Kerensa 6,474 1,423 30
S o
— o
c O
g 2

= Lencha 8,435 1,854 30

Sub-total 14,909 3,277 60

Total 543 150

And second, the lists of households of each selected Kebele were obtained from

respective Kebelebs admi ni strators. Consequently, san
through a systematic random sampling, with the first unit at a random start and every

10™ for the remaining until 30 households are selected from each Kebele, to control

selection bias (Duflo & Kremer, 2005). Secondary information was obtained from the

archives of the respective Kebele6 s o f f i athersconeemed offices/bureaus
(Agriculture/Rural Food Security) of the woredas at Fedis and Midega Tolla.

Finally, filled survey questionnaires were checked for completeness and information
clarity. Data were recorded in SPSS version 20, MS Excel and prepared tables in
word document. The recorded data are then analysed using descriptive statistics
(frequencies, percentages and mean), correlations to measure associations and
relationships between some demographic variables and socioeconomic aspects, as
well as principal component analysis to reduce the collected data into a manageable
set and locate few dimensions that characterise the livelihood and financial sources
of the communities. The results are described below.
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c) Focus ou discussion

Figure 2: Partial view of pictures of the researcher conducting interviews and
discussions during the field survey

3. Socioeconomic characteristics of households

It is explained in the introduction section that an understanding of household
socioeconomic characteristics is essential to design development policies and
strategies and social programs that promote an equitable distribution, use and
management of resources. To help do so, this section presents and discusses the
findings from the socioeconomic survey, analysis of characteristics and the
livelihoods of the communities in the study area (i.e., in selected Kebeles of the Fedis
and Midega Tolla woredas). The households travel to Harar for different economic
transaction and it takes them, by vehicle, up to 1:30 to 2 hrs (from Fedis) and 3 to
3:30 hrs (from Medega) due to the bumpiness of the road. They trek, during market
days, their animals to sell either at Boko (Fedis) or Midega. It takes the sellers 4 to 5
hrs to trek their animals from the Kebeles at Midega to access the livestock
marketplace at Boko (Fedis) and, likewise 4 to 5 hrs from the Kebeles at Midega to
trek and sell their animals at Midega marketplace.

3.1. Household Socioeconomic characteristics in the study area
3.1.1.Demographic characteristics

Table 2 presents the population characteristics (age, marital status, family size and
composition, household headship, key income earner (bread winner) in a HH and
education level of the HH head) of the study area. The average age distribution of the
respondents in the study area is approximately 39 (respondents at Fedis woreda
approximately aged 40 while respondents at Midega are about 36 years of age). The
average age indicates the existence of productive work force. Of the respondents
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included in this study, on average, 89% are married (90% married at Fedis), 7.3%
widowed, and 1.3% each single, divorced and separated; because respondents are
heads of households, single may imply to no spouse for some reason (either
separated or not officially married). On average, according to this survey, a
household in the study area have approximately 7 members! with an approximate
composition of 4 males and 3 females. This average family size is above the national
household size average (4.6 or approximately 5 persons) (CSA, 2016). Of the total
households (150), 89.3%) are headed by men while the remaining are head by
women. Approximately, 48% of the respondents perceive that the key breadwinner
in a household is the husband (male) and 34% of the respondents consider that both
husband and wife (parents) make the living fir the household. The higher perception
that both parents engage in making a living for their family is not a surprise as women
(wives/mothers) actively engage in different livelihood activities, such as selling khat
and groundnut.

Households participated in this study were also asked about their education level
(see Figure 3 and Table 2). The majority (about 61%) did not attend any formal or
informal education, 29% have attended up to grade 8 and 9% followed some basic
literacy programs. The majority of the respondents did not attend school may entail to
lack of some fundamental knowledge and skill, which may lead to facing
socioeconomic difficulties, such as difficulties in making key and informed decisions
and choice in their production and marketing activities..

Respndents' level of education

Primary
(Grade 18)
29%

Basic lite
skills
9%

Figure 3: Education level of respondents

IAccording to the population statistic s report of the woredas (as shown on Table 3, the
average family size per household in the woredas is 5.
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Table 2: Demographic characteristics of study area (based on survey)

Characteristics Fedis Woreda Woreda Midega Tolla Woreda | Total
average Wored average | average
Agudora | Anneni | Riski | (Fedis) | Kerensa | Lencha | (Midega)
Age distribution (average) 38 40.8 41.3 40 38 34 36 38.5
Single - - 3.3 1.1 - 3.3 1.7 1.3
Married 93.1 83.9 934 90 100 73.3 86.7 88.7
Marital status Widower/widow 6.9 16.1 3.3 8.9 - 10 5 7.3
Divorced - - - - - 6.7 3.3 1.3
Separated - - - - - 6.7 3.3 1.3
Family size (average) 7.7 6.7 6.9 7 6.3 5.9 6 6.6
Family composition | Male in a HH 4.1 3.7 3.4 3.7 3.3 29 3 3.5
(average) Female in a HH 3.6 3 3.5 3.4 3 3 3 3.2
HH (percentage) Headed by male 86.2 83.9 86.7 85.6 100 90 95 89.3
Headed by female 13.8 16.1 13.3 14.4 - 10 5 10.7
Only husband/father 37.9 25.8 60 41.1 56.7 60 58.3 48
Only wife/mother 13.8 9.7 6.7 10 3.3 6.7 5 8
Breadwinner in a Husband and wife 48.3 38.7 26.6 37.8 36.6 20 28.3 34
HH (percentage) Every member in the HH - 19.4 6.7 8.9 - 3.3 3.7 6
(asperceivedby ~|Parents and son 3.2 i 11 3.3 3.3 4.7 2.3
respondents) attend school
Parents, and all sons and
daughters who d - 3.2 - 1.1 - - 1.7
school
None 75.9 68.1 53.3 63.5 56.7 60 58.4 61
Education level Basic literacy skills - 9.4 10 9.7 3.3 13.3 8.3 9
(percentage) Primary (Grade 1-8) 17.2 19.4 36.7 24.4 40 26.7 33.3 28.8
Secondary (Grade 9-12) 6.9 3.2 - 2.4 - - - 1.2
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Table 3: Population statistics according to Woreda reports (2010 E.C)

Description Fedis woreda Midega woreda
Agudora | Aneni | Riski | Kerensa | Lencha

Population 6,010 3,999 | 8,885 | 6,474 8,435
Male 3,062 2,001 | 4,520 3,311 4,272
female 2,948 1,998 | 4,365 | 3,163 4,163
Household 1,310 699 1,937 1,423 1,854
Average family 4.6 5.7 4.6 4.6 4.6
size/HH

3.1.2.HH monthly income, expenditure and annual saving

The monthly income and monthly expenditure as well as annual savings of the
respondents are shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5. The monthly income for the majority
(73.%) of the households in study area is between ETB 500 and 1,500. On average,
the households spend, for different commodities (Figure 4), monthly about birr 956
and their average annual saving is approximately birr 1,597.95. The differences in
monthly expenditure (t = 0.25), df = 148; p<0.803) and annual saving (t = 1.34), df =
148; p<0.182) of the households of the two woredas are insignificant. As indicated on
Figure 6, the households spend much of their income on food, followed by
purchasing of cloth and footwear, transportation, purchasing education for their
children, energy, family health, animal health and khat.

HH estimated monthly income level

9% 5% 1%

m Below ETB 500

m ETB 500 to 1000
m ETB 1001 to 1500
m ETB 1501 to 2000
m ETB 2001 to 3000
m Above ETB 5000

Figure 4: Monthly income level of respondents




HH estimated monthly expenditure and annual saving

2500
2000
% 1500
@©
S
2
Z 1000
500
0 . .
Fedis Midega Total
Woreda woreda average
EHH estlmate_d monthly 941.2 970.8 956
expenditure
H HH estimated annual saving 1977.2 1218.7 1597.95

Figure 5: HH estimated monthly expenditure and annual saving of respondents
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Figure 6: Commodities on which households usually spend their income

3.1.3.Landholding and other physical assets ownership

Landholding makes the top in the list of productive public assets that rural
smallholders see a greater potential to lift themselves out of poverty, ensure food
security and promote rural development (Barrett, Reardon & Webb, 2001).
Landholding in that respect is very important to the households of the residents of the
Kebeles at Fedis and Midega Tolla woreda; the households in the study area are
known for intercropping use of their land. On average, the households in the study
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area own about 1ha at Fedis and 1.5 ha at Midega Tolla (the average landholding in
the study area is 1.25 ha) (see Figure 7). Based on their landholdings, the
households fit the definition of the smallholder farmer who owns land of less than 10
ha (FAO, 2012). Whereas the minimum landholding size in the study area is as small
as 0.25 ha; the average landholding of the households in the study area is above the
national average smallholder landholding, which is 1.17 ha (CSA, 2014). These
smallholder farmers proportionate their small plots of lands to grow (through inter-
cropping) sorghum, maize, groundnut, khat and vegetables (mainly chilli pepper).

Average landholding

I
Fedis Midega Total

Tolla average
|l Aberage landholding 1 15 1.25

1.6
14
1.2

0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2

Ha

NN\

Figure 7: Average landholding of households in the study area

Table 4: Estimated proportion of land use for different crops

Crop? %age of usage Remark
Cropping sorghum, maize, groundnut Intercropped with the
75.25
and others others, the farmers
Khat 24,35 estimate that
groundnut covers up to
vegetables 0.4 25% of their land.

In addition to landholdings, physical assets ownership explains the socioeconomic
status of communities. Ownership of houses (and number/status of rooms), beds,
mobile phones, radio, TV and other equipment, such as motorbike and generators,
signify the lifestyle, interaction (information exchange and communication) and usage
of agricultural equipment, such as generator, to improve production yield (Ojiako et
al., 2009). To help us understand the socioeconomic status of the households in the
study area, the study captured physical assets ownership as shown in Table-5.

About 68.6% respondents live in a village house with 1-room while approximately
30.2% and 1.2% live in houses with 2-rooms and 3-rooms, respectively. A small

2 Note: The estimation of the farmers land coverage is almost congruent with the
estima tion made by the agriculture experts in the woredas.
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percentage of the respondents also own houses in nearby town(s): 2.7% own a
house with 1-room, 2.7% own a house with 2-rooms and 2% own a house with 3-
rooms. 8% have 1-bed, 3.3% own 2-beds and 2% own 3 and above beds. About
62% households have mobile phones. Owning mobile phone, in this information and
knowledge age, most important to obtain market (such as price) information and
interact with the rest of the market environment. While most households do not have
radio, only 35.3% are blessed to obtain regional and national information through
their radios. The h o u s e hroh-avdesship of TV could be associated not only with
lack of capacity to purchase TV, but also the absence of electricity. None of the
respondents own bicycle, motorbike and generator.

Table 5: Households ownership of physical assets (other than land)

Description Fedis woreda Midega Tolla Total
Agudora | Anneni | Riski | Kerensa | Lencha | avg.
House at village | 1-room 67 83 80 60 53 68.6
(%age.) 2-rooms 27 17 20 40 47 30.2
3-rooms 6 - - - - 1.2
House at 1-room 3.3 6.7 - - 3.3 2.7
nearby town 2-rooms - - 3.3 10 - 2.7
(Yage.) 3-rooms - - 3.3 - 6.7 2
Donét havl 967 93.7 93.3 920 90 92.6
Bed(s) (%oage.) | 1-bed 13.3 3.3 3.3 16.7 3.3 8
2-beds - - 16.7 - - 3.3
3 & above beds - 3.3 6.7 - - 2
Donbt havel 867 93.3 73.3 83.3 96.7 86.7
Bed-nets 1-bednet 16.7 13.3 6.7 36.7 26.7 20
(%age.) 2-bednets - - - - 3.3 0.7
Doné6t hay 833 86.7 93.3 63.3 70 79.3
Mobile  phone | 1-mobile 53.3 73.3 50 53.3 63.3 58.6
(%age.) 2-mobiles - - - 6.7 - 1.4
3-mobiles - - - 10 - 2
Donét havl 467 26.7 50 30 36.7 38
Radio (%age.) 1-radio 40 23.3 30 40 43.3 35.3
Donét hav 60 76.7 70 60 56.7 64.7
TV 1 - - - - 3.3
Donét hav 100 100 100 100 96.7
Bicycle Dondét hav 100 100 100 100 100
Motor bicycle Dondét hav 100 100 100 100 100
Generator Dondét hav 100 100 100 100 100

3.1.4.Livestock ownership

In Ethiopia, many smallholder farmers practice a mixed farming (cropping and

livestock raising) (Bond, Tilahun, & Mengistu, 2013).

In many farmer households,

livestock resources serve as a source of food (e.g., milk and meat), wealth
accumulation in the form of physical lives in a stock, income generation (selling of
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animals and animal products) and to flexibly manage natural resources (destock in
the dry seasons and restock when pasture is abundantly available). Ownership of
livestock in that respect is a major element of livelihood for smallholder households.
Households at Fedis and Midega Tolla woreda are typically known for their stall
fattening of Harar senga and beefed goats (9 & ® In the same understanding, the
households in the selected Kebeles at Fedis and Midega Tolla own, on average,
above 2 cattle (with the highest mean per household of cattle at Aneni Kebele), about
3 goats, 1 sheep, less than 1 camel, about 1 donkey, about 3 chiken and less than
one (1) bee hive per household (Table 6). With regard to bee hives, 277, 365, 387,
826 and 719 are traditional.

Table 6: Households livestock ownership (avg = average)

Livestock Fedis Woreda Midega Tolla woreda Total
type Name of Kebele Name of Kebele avg.
Agudora Anneni Riski Kerensa Lencha
Total | HH | Total | HH | Total | HH | Total HH Total | HH
avg. avg. avg. avg. avg.

Cattle 3,096 | 24 4073 | 5.8 | 4811 | 25 | 2,736 | 1.9 | 4355 | 24 | 2.6

Goats 2,803 | 22 (3,994 | 5.7 | 4,432 | 23 | 5,650 4 4,784 | 2.6 3

Sheep 980 | 0.8 |1686| 24 | 1,386 | 0.7 | 1,456 1 1,584 | 0.9 1

Camel 583 | 0.5 | 397 | 0.6 598 0.3 147 0.1 382 02 | 03

Donkey 1513 | 1.2 | 1,852 | 2.7 | 1,980 1 1,336 | 094 | 1,681 | 0.9 | 1.2

Chicken | 4,652 | 3.6 | 4,400 | 6.3 | 4520 | 23 | 4,117 | 29 | 3,739 2 3

Bee hives | 282 | 0.2 | 385 | 0.6 390 0.2 828 0.6 739 04 | 04

3.1.5.Economic status of respondents

With their smallholdings, majority (56%) of the households participated in this study
rate themselves as middle-class and approximately 33% rated themselves as poor
(see Figure-8). Sixteen (16) female household heads (most of them widowed)
participated in this study. Eight (8 or 50%) of them rate themselves as very poor and
poor while seven (7 or 43.8%) consider themselves as middle-class. This could
partially justify the pointed gender difference in socioeconomic status that female-
headed households engage in less lucrative and low-return activities (Fisher, 2004).
Taking male as a base gender, the correlations in Table-5 also portray some
significant gender difference in level of education (r = -0.183; p<0.01), household
monthly income (-0.164; p<0.05), and economic status (-0.165, p<0.05).

The correlations (male as a base category or coded as 1 and female coded as 2)
suggest that female-headed respondents possess lower education, as well as have
lower income and economic status as compared to male-headed households.
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Figure 8: Households economic status

In addition to analysing the economic status of the respondents, the study also
checked the correlation of economic status with HH monthly income, annual saving,
monthly expenditure, age, HH family size and education level to check whether the
results confirm the claims of previous studies that these factors positively influence or
have positive relationship with the economic status of households (e.g., de Aghion et
al, 2009). Table 7 presents the correlations. There is a positive and significant
correlation of economic status with HH monthly income (r = 0.385, p<0.01), with
annual saving (r = 0.497, p<0.01), with monthly expenditure (r = 0.454, p<0.05) and a
negative and significant correlation with gender of respondents (r = -0.165, p<0.05).
This study did not find significant correlation between economic status and age in the
study area. Table 7 also depicts the correlation between economic status and
education level, which is also not significant. Other positive and significant
correlations also include HH income with their expenditure (r = 0.557, p<0.01) and
HH income with their annual saving (r = 0.279, p<0.01). Obviously, households with
more (expectation) of income purchase more goods and save any excess. A finding
from this study that disputes the theoretically conceptualization (i.e., households with
higher expenditure save less) the positive and significant correlation between HH
monthly expenditure and annual saving (r = 0.227, p<0.01). This interesting finding
could be explained that as people divide their income into expenditures and savings,
the households with the higher income save a proportion of their income and these
households dominate the number of respondents in this study who mostly consume
their income and save less. Understandably, the correlation between HH monthly
expenditure and family size is positive and significant (r = 0.168, p<0.05).

Table 7 also presents the correlation of education level with some socioeconomic
indicators to testify that individuals engage in lucrative activities to generate income,
know how to mobilize and economize resources and focus on family planning
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(Adhikari et al., 2004; UNESCO, 2006). This study did not find significant correlation
ofr espondent s6 e d eitbesinhconoensaving, age or family size.

Table 7: Correlation of some important demographic variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 |Respondent's level of education 1
2 |Household monthly income 029 1
3 |HH monthly expenditure 057 557 1
4 | Annual saving 044 2197 | 221 1
5 [HH Richness (economic status) 005 3857 | 4h47 | 497 1
6 |Age of the respondent 17 081 047 | -045 | 052 1
7 |Family size of HHs 133 055 | 1687 | -077 | 095 | 4037 | 1
8 | Gender of respondent -183 | -164 | 017 | -0b4 | -165° | 070 | 017

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

3.1.6.Main sources of livelihood

Although rural communities generate the bulk of their income from agricultural
activities, they also engage in non-agricultural activities to obtain working capital to
invest in their agricultural activities or complement their agricultural income (Barrett et
al., 2001; Woldehanna & Oskam, 2001). Figure 9 shows that the same is also evident
in the study area as most of the households generate their income from cropping and
livestock reproduction, and a few others also make a living by engaging on collecting
firewood and making charcoal, as well as casual job. A few also earn income from
remittance and petty shop.

Major sources of livelihood
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Figure 9: Sources of livelihood of households in the study area

19 | Page




3.1.7.Agricultural production: types, composition and status

Depicted in Figure 10, the households in the Kebeles at Fedis and Midega Tolla
woredas produce different types of agricultural products for their livelihoods (see also
Figure 11 for products pictures). These include livestock (goats, cattle, sheep,
camels, donkey, chicken), cereals (sorghum, maize and rarely wheat), vegetables
(chilli pepper and rarely cabbage and onion) and pulses (haricot bean and chick
pea). They also produce oilseeds (mainly groundnut), khat, fruit (scarcely mango at
Fedis) and honey bee. The communities produce most of the agricultural products
primarily for subsistence (self-consumption). Khat and groundnut are mostly (90 to
95%) for commercial.

Note: it is important make a note here that the households produce sorghum and
maize as staple food (i.e., for self i consumption). Evidenced by the discussion with
the woreda experts and farmers, as well as the primary quantitative survey, the
Kebeles at Fedis produce more groundnut, khat and sorghum than the Kebeles at
Midega. Chilli pepper is largely produced by the Kebeles at Midega Tolla. Because of
their pastoral and agro-pastoral livelihood operation, households at Lencha and
Kerensa largely focus on livestock production, including honey bee.

Types of agricultural products

allllllt

Livestock Cereals Vegetables pulses Fruits  oilseeds Khat Honey bee

Figure 10: Types of agricultural products in the study area
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Figure 11: Some of the products produced by the study woredas

The farmer households participated in this study indicated that sorghum constitutes a
higher proportion (55%) of their production. At Fedis, the households estimate that
59% of their production output is sorghum while sorghum contributes about 51% of
their production at Midega Tolla. As indicted on Figure 12, groundnut and khat are
more produced by the farmers at Fedis compared to the farmers at Midega Tolla.
This finding is substantiating the evidence provided by the agriculture experts in the

woredas.
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Figure 12: Estimates of production composition and productivity

About 94% of the households included in this study expressed that their agricultural
production is decreasing over the last five years (Figure-14) for the reasons reported
in figure-14. The main reasons pinpointed by the farmers that cause their agricultural
production to decrease include: decrease in land possession due to population
growth, frequent drought, increase in price of inputs, not using enough fertilizer,
weed® and erosion. The farm households are clearing forests of the sanctuary for
agricultural expansion and charcoal making (see Figure 22); thus forcing the
sanctuary land coverage to shrink from time to time.
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Remaning Agriproduction status over the last five by
0
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Figure 13: Agri-production status over the last five (5) years in the study area

3 The farmers cry of striga (commonly known as witchweed), is a parasitic plant, invading their
farmlands, and is a serious pathogens of the cereal crops.
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Causes/reasons for decreasing agricultural production
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Figure 14: Causes/Reasons for decreasing agricultural production

3.1.8.Most frequently marketed products

Majority of smallholder farmers are characterized by selling what is surplus of their
consumption to meet their immediate cash need, to obtain working capital or to invest
on equipment aiming at improving their productivity (Poole, 2017). This also holds
true to the smallholder farmers of the selected Kebeles at Fedis and Midega. Figure-
15 contains the products that the farmers frequently supply to the market for sale.
Evidence from the qualitative discussions with the farmers and the quantitative
survey substantiates that the farmers mainly produce and sell (90 to 95% of their
produce) khat and groundnut. Almost all respondents report that they sell chicken
and eggs. Majority of the respondents indicate that they often sell goats and middling
market oxen. Their marketable products, such groundnut, khat, goats and oxen
suggest the potential to engage the households in promising business opportunities
essential to improve their livelihoods.
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Figure 15: Most frequently marketed agricultural products by households

3.1.9.Source of drinking water and energy

Rural communities can use different sources to satifay their water demand. Figure 16

shows the pictures taken of during the field study. Households (100%) rate self i

made pond and rain water as their main source of drinking water (Figure 17).

Drinking water from unprotected sources might or can expose the households to

waterbore diseases, and thus hamper their day-to-day activities and their overall

productivity. The finding on the householdso

sour ce

of

energy

approx. 90% depend on firewood and solar while a small proportion use coal and

electricity (Figure 18). The users of electcity are those located along the way of the

electricity from Harar to Boko (Fedis woreda) and Midega (Midega Tolla woreda).

Figure 16: Pictures taken of during the field study: pond and a farmer drnking water

fetched from the pond
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