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Executive Summary
1. Ethiopia’s Food Security Program (FSP) combines a safety-net aimed at closing household food gaps and eliminating distress asset sales, with food security interventions aimed at building household assets as a mechanism to graduate households out of chronic food insecurity.  The safety net component, called the Productive Safety Nets Program (PSNP), includes the provision of food- or cash-for-work as well as direct support to poor households who are unable to participate in public works.  This is complemented by the Other Food Security Program (OFSP), which provides households with access to a suite of improved agricultural technologies that can include extension services, fertilizer, credit, and other services.
2. As part of efforts to understand the effectiveness of the FSP, the Government of Ethiopia commissioned a survey of approximately 3,700 households located in 148 communities in four regions:  Tigray, Amhara, Oromiya, and the Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People’s Region (SNNPR).  This survey, developed with technical support from the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and donors, was implemented by the Central Statistical Agency between June and September, 2006.  A follow-up survey was undertaken in 2008 at the same time of year.  This follow-up survey was expanded to include woredas in Amhara that receive assistance from U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)-supported nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).
3. Drawing on these data, this report provides descriptive information on four aspects of the Food Security Program:  general operational aspects; targeting and access; work and payments received under the public works component; and direct support payments.
4. In examining these descriptive statistics relating to operational aspects of the Productive Safety Nets Program, it is important to bear in mind that they represent “snapshots” of operations at two points in time:  July-August 2006 and July 2008.  With this caveat, the most striking finding is that a wide range of process indicators improve between 2006 and 2008.
a. Knowledge of the Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF) has increased among the program beneficiaries from 2006 to 2008, as does the percentage of program beneficiaries that are aware of the CFSTF and had contact with the CFSTF in all regions and among both kinds of beneficiaries.
b. There is increased awareness of the purpose and roles of the CFSTF.  Particularly noteworthy was the fact that in 2006, many public works beneficiaries were unaware that the CFSTF was responsible for deciding who receives employment and even fewer direct support beneficiaries were aware that the CFSTF was supposed to be responsible for identifying them as potential beneficiaries.  These numbers declined considerably by 2008.  Further, apart from SNNPR, about a third of the PSNP beneficiaries could not identify any function of the CFSTF in 2006.  This percentage fell to about 10 percent in 2008. In both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas, there was greater awareness of the role of the CFSTF in mobilizing communities for public works and for monitoring these activities and relatively less awareness of their role in selecting beneficiaries for participation in public works activities and receipt of direct support.
c. Over time, there is increased involvement by local communities and individual households in the selection of public works projects.
d. These improvements are observed for both male- and female-headed households and for households in all landholding tertiles.  However, some gender differences persist (for example, there is some evidence that female-headed households have less contact with the CFSTF) as do some differences by landholdings, particularly in Amhara.
e. Households continue to perceive these projects to be of value to the community, and increasingly to themselves.
5. In addition to these process indicators, the 2008 surveys contained new questions that had not been included in the 2006 survey.  This also provided indications that a number of process dimensions of the program were functioning reasonably well.
a. About 50-65 percent of the households thought the selection process was fair and half of those that made complaints about the selection process got responses.  More than half of all beneficiaries agreed that they had sufficient information to understand the functioning of the program. 
b. Another encouraging finding is that most beneficiary households perceive the program staff as courteous.  However, there are concerns regarding the timeliness of payments and, to a lesser extent, receipt of full payments.  We return to these concerns in Chapter 5. 
c. There are regional variations in terms of travel to payment sites. SNNPR is the clear winner—with 80 percent of the households reporting receiving payments in the area they live and incurring the lowest costs of travel (0.50 birr).  In the other regions, about 42-64 percent of beneficiaries get their payment in the area they live, have to travel at least 11 kilometers, spend at least 2.5 birr, and almost a third have to stay overnight at the payment site.  Reports of harassment or robbery during the travel to and from the payment site are quite low.
d. Generally, beneficiaries in Amhara-HVFB localities report better implementation of the PSNP than do beneficiaries in Tigray and Oromiya and similar levels to those reported in SNNPR. However, beneficiaries in Amhara-HVFB localities were less likely to receive payments in the area where they lived, had to travel further to payment sites, incurred higher costs in obtaining these payments, and were more likely to have to spend the night at the payment site.   
6. Generally, the PSNP component of the program has been well-targeted.  Principal findings relating to targeting include 
a. The proportion of households identifying poverty-related characteristics as a reason why households are selected for public works has risen over time.  In 2008, “People who are seen to be poor” is listed as criterion by 62 percent of respondents in Tigray, 75.9 percent in Amhara, 67.3 percent in Oromiya, and 72.4 percent in SNNPR.  Increasingly respondents are also able to list more specific criteria, such as small landholdings or lack of livestock as criteria.
b. Households do not generally perceive that religious affiliation, ethnicity, or personal connections affect the likelihood of selection into public works; the exceptions being Oromiya (where 14.3 percent of respondents stated that family or friendship connections were a criterion for inclusion) and to a lesser extent, Amhara-HVFB. 
c. Being affected by drought is also seen as a common criterion for selection into public works.
d. In Tigray, Amhara, Amhara-HVFB, and SNNPR, it is well understood that the elderly and disabled are the intended recipients of direct support.  
e. In Oromiya, most responses report these characteristics, but the increase in the percentage of households reporting these criteria is smaller than in other regions, and Oromiya and Amhara-HVFB are the only regions where a nonnegligible percentage of respondents indicate that connections play a role in the selection of Direct Support beneficiaries.
f. In practice, public works are targeted toward poorer households with greater labor endowments.  A household with two adult males, two adult females, and no oxen will have a probability of participation in PSNP public works that is 16.1 percentage points higher than a household with one adult male, one adult female, and two oxen.
g. Demographics and wealth play a role in household selection into public works in Amhara-HVFB.  While the age of the household head has approximately the same impact in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, the sex and marital status of the head also affect the likelihood of participation in Amhara-HVFB. The magnitude of these effects is meaningful.  A female-headed household is 12.8 percentage points more likely to participate than a comparable male-headed household in the same locality in Amhara-HVFB areas. By contrast, a widow aged 60 or older is 25.2 percentage points less likely to participate. Livestock holdings have a larger effect on reducing the likelihood of participation than they do in Amhara. In Amhara-HVFB, moving from ownership of one TLU to four (from approximately the 25th percentile to the 75th) reduces the likelihood of receiving employment by 20.8 percentage points.
h. Experiencing a drought shock also increases the likelihood of public works participation. 
i. Direct Support is targeted toward older households. 
j. Access to OFSP has increased markedly in Amhara, Oromiya, and SNNPR—all regions where access in 2006 had been low.  Table 4.11 describes the percentage of households reporting access to different components of the OFSP.  Access to virtually all services is higher, with particularly noteworthy increases found for improved seeds (Tigray), credit (Amhara), and water harvesting (Oromiya).
7. However, there are several aspects of targeting that remain a concern.
a. Relatively few households participate in public works employment in all three years.  Outside of SNNPR, fewer than half of participating households received employment in 2006, 2007, and 2008.  In all regions, and most particularly Oromiya, a considerable fraction of 2006 beneficiaries do not receive employment in 2007 or 2008.  In Tigray, there is some evidence of “employment sharing” across years, with nearly 10 percent of 2006 participating households not receiving work in 2007 but being employed in 2008. 
b. Participation in Direct Support remains low and few receive both public works and direct support.
c. Female-headed households are considerably less likely to obtain access to OFSP services.
d. There was little joint participation in public works and the OFSP in 2006.  This has started to change. Just over a third received public works in 2007 and 2008 and OFSP in 2008.  However, less than 10 percent received public works in all three years and OFSP in both 2006 and 2008. 
8. There are a number of salient features regarding access to employment, days worked, and payments made under the public works component of the PSNP.
a. Few respondents explicitly state that they were not selected because their households had graduated from the program.  While it is possible that this understates the extent of graduation (some graduation might be listed as “household not eligible”), it is consistent with findings from the community questionnaire that also report low graduation rates.
b. Apart from Amhara in 2008, very few individuals state that they were not selected because of conflicts within the community or with program staff.
c. There is a noticeable difference by region in the percentage of individuals stating that they were not selected because there were not enough places available.  Generally, this percentage is higher in regions (SNNPR, Oromiya) where a smaller percentage of individuals report being selected for the program.
d. Not everyone selected actually works.  However, low pay, form of payment, or the usefulness of the project being constructed are not important factors.  Conflicts with childcare discourage some participation by respondents in Amhara-HVFB and Oromiya and 5 to 8 percent of respondents in Tigray, Oromiya, and SNNPR (but not Amhara or Amhara-HVFB) do not participate because of conflicts with the need for labor on the family farm.
e. The proportion of males and females who worked at least one day in the first five months of 2006 (2008) is roughly equal in Tigray, Amhara and Amhara-HVFB.  In Oromiya and SNNPR, the proportion of individuals who participate in these public works who are male is considerably higher and, in Oromiya, the percentage of workers who are male rises between 2006 and 2008. 
f. Conditional on working for the PSNP, males and females receive roughly an equal number of days work in Tigray and Oromiya, while men receive somewhat more work, relative to women, in Amhara, Amhara-HVFB and SNNPR.
g. In three regions, the amount of employment per beneficiary household increases markedly between 2006 and 2008. Only in Oromiya does it fall.
h. A useful rule of thumb in assessing the amount of employment received by beneficiary households is that a typical beneficiary household should receive about 20 days of work per month; thus a household that receives its full allotment of work should, over this period observed in our surveys, report 100 days of work.  In SNNPR and Amhara-HVFB, the amount of employment comes reasonably close to that envisaged in the program design.  Employment in Amhara is somewhat lower than these and, in Tigray, at 69 days, is lower again.  By contrast, over this time period, relatively little employment is provided to beneficiary households in Oromiya.
i. Because of the timing of the survey, only employment in the first five months of 2006 and 2008 is available. For 2007, however, there is data for a full 12 month period. This makes it possible to determine if, for the first six months of 2007, a typical beneficiary household received 120 days employment in total as set out in the Project Implementation Manual. No region meets this goal, but if the work done in the second half of the year is added in, in SNNPR and Amhara-HVFB, this goal is, in fact, met.  Tigray and the non-HVFB Amhara come close.  The region with the lowest amount of employment per beneficiary household is Oromiya, with 80 days over 2007 with a third of this occurring after Sene.
j. Mean payments received by beneficiary households in the first five months of 2006, 2007, and 2008 rise over time, dramatically in SNNPR, from 281 birr in 2006 to 625 birr in 2008.  The average beneficiary household received 581 birr in the first five months of 2008. 
k. In 2007, in SNNPR, 85 percent of all payments were made in the first six months of the year.  The total mean payment, 904 birr per beneficiary household, is actually higher than what would be expected if a household received 120 days work over a six month period when the wage rate was 6 birr a day.  Payments in Oromiya, averaging 1,030 birr per beneficiary household in 2007, also exceeds this benchmark, although more than half of these payments are received in the second half of the year.  Payments made in Tigray are above this benchmark, with just under half of payments being received in the second half of 2007. 
l. The promptness of payments improved dramatically between 2006 and 2007, although it worsens in 2008.  The worst examples of arrears, individuals reporting receiving no payment despite working for all five months, declines markedly in Tigray and Oromiya between 2006 and 2008.  Individuals residing in Amhara-HVFB woredas show fewer arrears when compared to non-HVFB woredas in that region.
m. Less encouragingly, there remains a substantial proportion of individuals in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya who had received only one payment by the end of Ginbot 2008 (i.e., June 9, 2008), even though they reported working in all of the first five months of the year. 
n. There does not appear to be any systematic positive relationship between increased levels of arrears and greater remoteness, as measured by distances from banks or local towns.
o. There are considerable variations in the timeliness of payments across woredas in the same zones and regions.
p. Households are aware that payments are made late, but do not appear to realize that they are owed wages that have not been paid.
9. We also undertake a brief examination of payments made to Direct Support beneficiaries.  Results are mixed.
a. On the positive side, there has been a marked increase in the nominal values of these transfers after 2006.  In localities where these transfers have been made in-kind, this translates into real increases in transfers.
b. Less positively, in a number of regions, such as Oromiya, the actual number of beneficiary households is small and, because nominal cash transfers are largely unchanged between households that receive transfers in cash, have seen the purchasing power of these transfers decline between 2007 and 2008.




[bookmark: _Toc169680307][bookmark: _Toc225926788]1.  Introduction
More than 8 million individuals in rural areas of Ethiopia are estimated to suffer from chronic food insecurity and many more to suffer from transitory food insecurity.  Chronically food-insecure households have received food aid on an annual basis for most of the past years.  The Government of Ethiopia, with the collaboration of a group of donors, has embarked in a large effort aimed at finding a more development-oriented solution to chronic food insecurity.  The national Food Security Program (FSP) is a program that combines a safety-net component aimed at closing the household food gap and eliminating distress asset sales, with food security interventions aimed at building household assets as a mechanism to graduate households out of chronic insecurity. 
As part of efforts to understand the effectiveness of the Food Security Program, the Government of Ethiopia commissioned a survey of approximately 3,700 households—both FSP and non-FSP beneficiaries—located in 148 communities in four regions of the country:  Tigray, Amhara, Oromiya, and the Southern Nations, Nationalities, and People’s Region (SNNPR).  This survey, developed with technical support from the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and donors, was implemented by the Central Statistical Agency between June and September, 2006.  These surveys of households and communities provide detailed quantitative information on households’ access to the FSP.  A follow survey was undertaken in 2008 at the same time of year.  This follow-up survey was expanded to include woredas in Amhara that received a High Value Food Basket (HVFB)  from USAID-supported nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).
This report provides descriptive information on four aspects of the FSP:  process, targeting, transfer levels, and linkages among program components.  It consists of four chapters.  Chapter 2 describes the sampling methodology, the survey instruments, and the implementation of the community and household surveys.  Chapter 3 describes the processes, selection, and implementation of public works projects.  Chapter 4 summarizes the approach to household targeting of Public Works, Direct Support, and the Other Food Security Program, and the survey evidence on the success of this approach.  Chapter 5 provides descriptive information on the public works components of the Productive Safety Nets Program (PSNP).  Chapter 6 provides descriptive statistics on Direct Support payments. 
[bookmark: _Toc156885851][bookmark: _Toc225926789]
2.  Sampling Methodology, Questionnaires, Survey Implementation, and Basic Descriptive Statistics
The first round of the Ethiopia Food Security Survey (EFSS) was fielded in July and early August, 2006. The second round was fielded between late May and early July, 2008. This period is only one month earlier in the calendar year than the collection of the first round in 2006, so differences in seasonality between the baseline survey and the second survey should not be large.  This section summarizes the sampling methodology for these surveys, describes an additional sample of FSP woredas in Amhara that was added to this survey round, describes the survey instruments, summarizes the experience with implementation of the survey, and provides some basic descriptive statistics.
[bookmark: _Toc156885852][bookmark: _Toc225926790]2.1  The 2006 Food Security Survey Sample 
[bookmark: _Toc156885853]2.1.1  Power calculations
The design of the 2006 Food Security Survey sample was based on power calculations conducted to determine the minimum number of sample enumeration areas and households needed to be able to identify impacts of the Food Security Program.[footnoteRef:2]  We used the share of chronically food-insecure (CFI) households as the outcome for the power calculations because this is the primary targeting criterion for the program and because FSP documents identify reducing the number of CFI households as a major goal of the program.  According to the PSNP Implementation Manual (2004, p. 4), a household is considered CFI if it had three or more months of unmet food needs per year in each of the past three years.   [2:  See Gilligan et al. (2007) for a complete description of the sample and 2006 survey.] 

We clustered the sample at the woreda level, the administrative unit at which program participation is assigned.  Based on discussions with CSA, we assumed the sample design would include two kebeles or enumeration areas (EAs) per woreda in Amhara, Oromiyia, and SNNPR, and three EAs per woreda in Tigray.  We also assumed 25 households would be sampled in each EA.  Using 50 households per woreda as the desired cluster size, we calculated the number of clusters needed to obtain the desired level of statistical power, using the Optimal Design software available at http://sitemaker.umich.edu/group-based/optimal_design_software.  Treating “success” as the absence of chronic food insecurity, we assumed initially that 30 percent of the sample was not chronically food insecure. We assumed that the a sample size should be large enough to identify an effect size equivalent to a 10 percentage point increase in non-CFI; that is raising the proportion of households that were not food insecure to 40 percent.  Seeking statistical power of 80 percent and a significance level of 0.05, we found that 62 sample clusters would be required.  To account for additional sampling of kebele subclusters within the EA and unbalanced samples of beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries, it was decided to be conservative and include 68 woredas as sample clusters.
[bookmark: _Toc156885854]2.1.2 Woreda and household selection
Woredas were randomly sampled proportional to size (PPS) from a list of 153 chronically food-insecure woredas (excluding the sample surveyed for USAID), stratified by region.  Within each woreda, sample kebele serving as EAs were randomly selected from a list of kebele with active Productive Safety Net Programs (PSNP).  Within each EA, 15 beneficiary and 10 nonbeneficiary households were sampled from separate lists for each group, yielding a sample of 25 households per EA.
This procedure yielded the following sample:
	Region
	Number of woredas
	Number of kebele/woreda
	Number of households per kebele
	Number of households per region

	Amhara
	18
	2
	25
	900

	Oromiya
	19
	2
	25
	950

	SNNPR
	19
	2
	25
	950

	Tigray
	12
	3
	25
	900

	  Total
	68
	
	
	3,700


[bookmark: _Toc107024534][bookmark: _Toc107034843][bookmark: _Toc107035299][bookmark: _Toc107024546][bookmark: _Toc107034855][bookmark: _Toc107035311][bookmark: _Toc107642861]
[bookmark: _Toc225926791][bookmark: _Toc229382760][bookmark: _Toc156885856]2.2 The 2005 Survey Sample of HVFB Woredas in Amhara
In 2005, a survey was conducted to study the impact of the PSNP in areas where USAID supported the provision of a HVFB. Most of the sample for this survey covered woredas in Amhara, where USAID had its highest concentration of PSNP-related activities, although woredas in other regions were also included in the sample.  It was decided to add part of this sample to the data collection for the 2008 round of the Food Security Survey.  This would make it possible to compare beneficiaries in these “HVFB woredas” (as we refer to them) with beneficiaries served solely by the Government of Ethiopia. Because there may be differences in intensity of contact between beneficiaries in these woredas and beneficiaries served by other executing agencies, this comparison improves understanding of whether more intensive interactions generate larger impacts. 
In order to avoid having a very small sample of woredas in some regions and to control survey costs and logistical difficulties, we decided only to revisit the sample of households from the 2005 survey of the woredas in Amhara.  There is a large sample of households there that would permit a careful comparison with other households from Amhara in the Food Security Survey sample from 2006.  Also, although the survey instrument used in the 2005 survey of NGO woredas differed from that used in the 2006 Food Security Survey, there is enough similar information to assist the analysis across the two samples.  Moreover, the questionnaire for the 2008 FSS was designed with both baseline survey instruments in mind, and the same questionnaire was implemented in both samples in 2008, facilitating comparison of outcomes in this year.
2.2.1 Power calculations
Before finalizing fieldwork arrangements for the 2008 survey round, we investigated the statistical properties of the sample of HVFB woredas and other woredas in Amhara from the 2006 FSS to be sure that the sample would be large enough to be able to identify differences in impact between PSNP beneficiaries in these two groups.  We sought a sample size that gives an 80-percent chance (the power of the test) of identifying a reasonable expected difference in outcomes between HVFB and government woredas as statistically significant at the 5 percent level.  In both samples, sampling involved selection of beneficiary woredas and then selection of EAs, which are selected kebele or subregions of kebele.  For these power calculations, we assumed clustering at the level of the EA because intra-cluster correlations are typically higher at the EA level then they are at the woreda level.
In order to examine the statistical power of the combined sample, we drew on information collected in the 2006 Baseline Survey.  We restricted ourselves to households in Amhara where at least one person participated in public works between June 2005 and May 2006.  There are 474 households in this group.  They are found in 34 EAs scattered across 18 woredas.  We used these data to calculate mean values of outcomes of interest, their standard deviations, and intra-cluster correlations.  The table below presents these statistics for four outcomes of interest to the PSNP.
	
Outcome
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Intra-cluster correlation

	Per capita monthly consumption expenditure
	89
	56
	0.35

	Months of food gap
	2.77
	2.30
	0.50

	Per capita daily caloric availability
	2,006
	1,279
	0.27

	Value of livestock
	2,974
	2,769
	0.24



We considered the power of the sample if the survey was fielded in all 11 HVFB woredas in Amhara and assuming we surveyed three EAs within each woreda.  In each EA, we assumed we would survey 17 beneficiary households, yielding a sample of 561 households (11 woredas x 3 EAs per woreda x 17 households per EA).  This would provide sufficient statistical power to detect the following differences in outcomes between woredas with NGO- versus government-run programs:
A 30-percent difference in per capita consumption expenditure.
A 50-percent difference in the size of the food gap.
A 25-percent difference in per capita caloric availability.
A 35-percent difference in the value of livestock holdings.
2.2.2 The Amhara HVFB household sample
In fact, the Amhara HVFB sample should have somewhat greater statistical power than described above, because the 2008 survey included four EAs rather than three in each woreda and each of these EAs included 28 households, as summarized in the table below.  A few EAs had one or two more households than the average of 28, yielding a total sample size of 1,237 households.  
	Region/sample
	Number of woredas
	Number of kebele/woreda
	Number of households per kebele
	Number of households 

	Amhara HVFB sample
	11
	4
	28
	1,237


[bookmark: _Toc225926792]
2.3 The Survey Instruments
The EFSS 2008 was intended to collect data that would allow the further evaluation of the impact of the key components of the FSP.  The development of the corresponding survey instruments needed to be guided by a number of considerations.  
The first consideration was consistency with the survey instruments deployed in the baseline survey of 2006.[footnoteRef:3]  Specifically, the format, structure, and questions were, as much as possible, identical to those used in the baseline survey so as to maximize comparability across the two survey rounds.  The survey instrument of the EFSS 2008 consisted of two parts:  [3:  Three considerations guided the development of the instruments for the baseline survey:  (1) capture as many of the impact, outcome, output, and process indicators identified in a Log Frame (dated February 2006) associated with the Food Security Program (FSP); (2) capture information that would permit the assessment of impact using propensity score matching techniques, while accounting for behavioral responses by households and design features that might affect the impact of the FSP on these indicators; and (3) draw from survey instruments that were extensively pilot-tested and implemented to collect useful data.  Further details can be found in Gilligan et al. (2007) and thus are not included here.] 

A community questionnaire that included a set of questions administered to local community leaders within the sample EAs and a survey of local market prices; and
A household questionnaire.
Moreover, most of the questions in these instruments were indeed the same across the two surveys.  Nevertheless, some questions did not need to be asked again.  This formed the second consideration and questions on individual or household characteristics that do not change over time were dropped. Third, some questions and modules ought to be added in order to further facilitate the matching of treatment and control groups and to provide additional useful descriptive information on program functioning.  The principal revisions included 
a number of questions about graduation, and criteria for graduation,; 
a new module on anthropometrics (height and weight); and
questions on experiences with receipt of payments, on perceptions of the selection process, and on whether and what fraction of PSNP food transfers was sold by beneficiaries were added to the household questionnaire.
The final household questionnaire had eight modules.
	Module
	Coverage

	1
	Basic Household Characteristics

	2
	Land, Crop, and Forestry Production, and Disposition

	3
	Household Assets

	4
	Income apart from Own-Agricultural Activities, and Credit

	5
	Access to Productive Safety Nets and Other Food Security Programs

	6
	Consumption

	7
	Health, Illness, Shocks, and Poverty Perceptions

	8
	Anthropometry


[bookmark: _Toc225926793]2.4 Survey Implementation 
The process of survey implementation began with a dialogue with the Food Security Coordination Bureau (FSCB) and members of the Monitoring and Evaluation Technical Taskforce (METT) associated with the PSNP.  The Central Statistical Agency (CSA) was consulted simultaneously. 
The next step started when a CSA technical team, formed specifically to coordinate the survey, began work.  The IFPRI team worked effectively with this team.  The tasks completed include
1. Translation of the survey instruments into Amharic.  The process involved an intensive question-by-question discussion and some modifications.  The fidelity of the translation to the original was thereby assured.
1. The preparation of the Enumerator’s Manuals (one each for the community questionnaire and the household questionnaire) went hand-in-hand with the translation of the questionnaire.  The draft manuals were modified and finalized through the simultaneous discussion.
1. Training of trainers followed the completion of both the survey instruments and the manuals.  It took place at CSA’s headquarters in Addis Ababa during May 13-23, 2008.  A field trip was organized so that participants actually practiced administering the questionnaires.  There were two representatives from each CSA zonal office within which sample woredas were found.  
1. Training of enumerators was subsequently conducted by trainers from the zonal CSA offices with the help of the technical team from the CSA head office.  This occurred during May 26-June 7, 2008.
The administration of the survey followed.  Enumeration and data collection took place during June 8-July 7, 2008. 
A team of 14 supervisors (including members of the IFPRI survey team) participated in the process.  They collaborated with the statisticians and supervisors of the CSA throughout the implementation of the survey.  The completed questionnaires were delivered to the CSA head office by mid-July, 2008.  However, data entry was considerably delayed and an initial database was given to IFPRI only in the final week of October, 2008.
The 2008 survey covered the baseline EAs numbering 148 located in 68 woredas.  The enumerator assigned to each of these EAs was provided with the list of households interviewed during the baseline.  Attrition was relatively small.  A total of 137 households (or 3.7 percent of the baseline sample) could not be interviewed during the 2008 survey.  About a third of these households are from two EAs within Oromiya where the survey could not take place.  Therefore, the EFSS 2008 resurveyed 3,551 households in 146 EAs within 68 woredas.
The EFSS 2008 also resurveyed households that where covered by a USAID-organized baseline survey in 2005.  That baseline sampled in 41 woredas in which the implementation of the PSNP was facilitated by eight NGOs that, in turn, were supported by USAID/Ethiopia.[footnoteRef:4]  From among these, EFSS 2008 collected data from the Amhara subsample alone.  Again, attrition was rather small (69 households or 5.6 percent of the original subsample).  Consequently, data were collected from 1,167 households within 44 kebeles or Farmers’ Associations (FAs) located in 11 woredas. [4:  The eight NGOS were the Cooperative for Aid and Relief Everywhere (CARE), Community Habitat Finance (CHF), Catholic Relief Services (CRS), Food for Hungry International (FHI), Relief Society of Tigray (REST), Save the Children/United Kingdom (SCUK), Save the Children/United States (SCUS), and World Vision Ethiopia (WVE).] 

The EFSS 2008 thus generated data on a total of 4,718 households.
[bookmark: _Toc225926794]2.5 Matching Households across Survey Rounds and Sample Attrition
In this section, we assess how well household data collected in the 2008 survey round can be matched to household data from 2006, and investigate the extent of sample attrition since the baseline.  In each EA, enumerators sought to find and reinterview the baseline sample households, whenever possible based only on the household head name, which was matched on sample lists to the baseline household ID.  
2.5.1 Household matching
Matching households across survey rounds is done simply by matching them on household ID (HHID) because these household IDs from the baseline survey were brought to the field with household head names.  The enumeration protocol required the baseline HHID to be entered in the survey questionnaire for the second round after the enumerator was convinced that the baseline household had been found and was being interviewed.  The table below shows the results of matching households across survey rounds by the baseline survey sample, by the original FSS sample and the NGO woredas.  
	
	FSS Baseline
	Amhara HVFB woredas
	Total

	Observations
	3,580
	1,186
	4,766

	Matched, %
	96.8
	100.0
	97.6

	Unmatched, %
	3.2
	0.0
	2.41



Across the entire sample of 4,766 households, the match based on HHID alone indicates that 97.6 percent of households in the second round could be matched back to their HHID from the baseline.  This is a very high figure, suggesting that it was feasible to match second round households back to their baseline data in most cases.  This suggests that enumerators worked hard to locate baseline households and accurately recorded the HHID.  In the FSS sample, 96.8 percent of households interviewed in 2008 could be matched back to their baseline data using HHID alone.  In the sample of NGO woredas, all households in the second round had a match by HHID in the baseline data.
We investigated the results of matching households across survey rounds using HHID by comparing demographic, land, and housing quality variables across rounds.  Using demographic data from the second survey round on current household members, members that have joined since 2006, and members that have left since 2006, it is possible to construct an estimate of household size at the time of the baseline survey.  If there were no recall errors, these data could be used to construct a correct estimate of household size two years earlier in 2006, except in the case in which a new household member entered and left in that two-year period.  In that case, the estimated 2006 household size based on the 2008 data would overstate baseline household size.
Using this approach to verifying the quality of the household match based on HHID did not yield a convincing strategy for confirming household matches.  Generally, comparisons of variables across rounds did not result in a large sample of observations with high quality matches, although this may be due to recall error.  For example, in the FSS sample, household head gender was the same across rounds for 95.1 percent of household observations that matched on HHID.  However, the estimate of 2006 household size from the 2008 data equaled reported household size in the baseline survey for only 47.9 of baseline households.  Allowing estimated 2006 household size to differ from baseline reported household size by one member (plus or minus), then 79.0 percent of household observations were in agreement.  Similarly, only 10.1 percent of households had the same household head age in 2006 as that predicted by subtracting two years from 2008 household head age reported in the second survey.  Again, we believe this mostly reflects difficulty that middle-age African respondents have in recalling their age.  Nonetheless, we are using comparisons of several variables across survey rounds to isolate a subsample of household observations in which it seems unlikely that it was the same household that was interviewed in round 2.  We may remove subsamples of this type from the data during the impact analysis.
2.5.2 Sample attrition
We examined the extent and regional distribution of sample attrition in the household panel.  Overall, attrition is fairly low, with 94.4 percent of households interviewed in either baseline sample (FSS or NGO woredas) interviewed again in the second round, according to the match on HHID (see table below).  This share was slightly higher in NGO woredas and somewhat lower in FSS sample woredas.
	
	FSS Baseline
	NGO woredas
	Total

	Observations
	3,688
	1,237
	4,925

	Matched, %
	94.0
	95.9
	94.4

	Unmatched, %
	6.0
	4.1
	5.6



Regional differences in attrition rates are small, with Oromiya having the greatest amount of attrition (see table below), at 10.5 percent of the sample.
	
	Region
	

	Attrition
	Tigray
	Amhara
(FSS and HVFB woredas)
	Oromiya
	SNNPR
	Total

	Attrited
	49
	85
	99
	41
	274

	
	5.45
	3.98
	10.54
	4.32
	5.56

	Matched
	850
	2,052
	840
	909
	4,651

	
	94.55
	96.02
	89.46
	95.68
	94.44

	Total
	899
	2,137
	939
	950
	4,925

	
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00


	Note:  regional share in second row.

Lastly, we investigate potential differences in attrition rates across beneficiary groups.  Beneficiaries may be more likely than their neighbors to stay in the village to continue to obtain access to the PSNP.  Results show very little difference in attrition rates between PW beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries.  Beneficiaries experienced attrition at a rate of 5.8 percent since the baseline, and nonbeneficiaries’ attrition rate was 6.3 percentage points over the same period.
[bookmark: _Toc224988978][bookmark: _Toc225926795]2.6 Descriptive Statistics
It is helpful to begin with some statistics that describe the context within which the FSP operated, trends in outcomes of particular interest to the program, and some critical features of program design and implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc224988979]2.6.1 Context
The dominant economic event in Ethiopia that occurred between 2006 and 2008 was the dramatic rise in food prices.  While there is considerable debate as to why prices rose as much as they did, it is reasonable to believe that global, national, and subnational factors all played a role.  Figures 2.1a‑2.1d show how the price of two staple crops—maize and wheat—consumed by households in the FSS changed over this period.  Using the consumer price data collected as part of the community survey, these figures show that both rise dramatically in price but the magnitude of this rise differs by region and crop.  The lowest price rise is found for maize in Tigray, which increases by “only” 75.3 percent over this two-year period.  The highest price rise is maize in SNNPR, which increases by 186.7 percent.  These figures also show that the rise in these prices was much more rapid than the rise in asset prices, as reflected in prices for oxen, cows, and sheep.  Apart from Tigray, food prices rise much more rapidly than the wages paid for agricultural labor.  This raises an important issue about the relationship between the cash wage paid to public works participants.  This was set at 6 birr per day between 2005 and 2007 and 8 birr per day in 2008.  Figure 2.2 shows, for SNNPR, how the purchasing power of this cash wage evolved between 2007 and 2008.  In January 2007, in the localities surveyed in the EFSS, prices averaged just under 1.5 birr per kilogram, with the result that the PSNP cash wage purchased just over 4 kilograms of maize.  Food prices gently rose over the first six months of 2007, so, while the purchasing power of the cash wage declined, it remained—in purchasing power terms—higher than the wage paid in-kind.  While the cash wage was increased at the beginning of 2008, this was not nearly enough to offset the dramatic rise in grain prices.  By May 2008, cash wages being paid to public works participants purchased 1.4 kilograms of maize, a 62-percent decline in purchasing power.
[bookmark: _Toc224988996][bookmark: _Toc233708257]Figure 2.1a: Prices changes, Tigray: 2006-2008




[bookmark: _Toc224988997][bookmark: _Toc233708258]Figure 2.1b:  Price changes, Amhara: 2006-2008



[bookmark: _Toc224988998][bookmark: _Toc233708259]Figure 2.1c: Price changes, Oromiya: 2006-2008
 


[bookmark: _Toc224988999][bookmark: _Toc233708260]Figure 2.1d: Price changes. SNNPR: 2006-2008






[bookmark: _Toc224989000][bookmark: _Toc233708261]Figure 2.2: Ratio of cash wage to maize prices, SNNPR


Covariate and idiosyncratic shocks are a fact of life in rural Ethiopia.  Dercon, Hoddinott, and Woldehanna (2005) show that climatic and illness shocks have the most pernicious effects on livelihoods and so, in Figures 2.3 and 2.4, we assess the prevalence of these as well as other shocks in 2006 and 2008.[footnoteRef:5]  Figure 2.3 looks at climatic shocks:  household self-reports of being affected by drought, flooding, and other climatic shocks (frost, erosion, pests, and crop or animal diseases).  Two features emerge.  First, while the prevalence of drought shocks remains similar over time, their regional distribution changes dramatically.  Most notably, the proportion of households reporting drought shocks falls by more than half in Tigray, while nearly doubling in Amhara and SNNPR.  Second, there is a modest rise in reports of other climatic shocks, but this seems to occur fairly evenly across the whole sample.  Figure 2.4 reports the prevalence of input shocks (defined in terms of difficulty in accessing because of their price or their availability) and the proportion of households indicating that they were affected by death or illness.  What is striking here is the increase in the reporting of input shocks, particularly in Tigray, Amhara, and SNNPR. [5:  Specifically, respondents were asked to identify events that led to a serious reduction in their asset holdings, caused household income to fall substantially or resulted in a significant reduction in consumption.] 


[bookmark: _Toc224989001][bookmark: _Toc233708262]Figure 2.3: Prevalence of climatic shocks, by region and year



[bookmark: _Toc224989002][bookmark: _Toc233708263]Figure 2.4: Prevalence of input, death, and illness, by region and year



[bookmark: _Toc224988980]2.6.2 Trends in well-being and selected outcomes
Rising food prices, falling (in real terms) asset prices, widespread drought shocks, and increasing difficulties in accessing inputs hardly make for a benign environment.  Given this, what were the trends in well-being and in the outcomes of particular interest to the Food Security Program, such as food security, assets, and productivity? 
Table 2.1 provides some indicative information for two groups of particular interest, those households that do not receive transfers from the PSNP and those households that received, between 2006 and 2008, any transfers for employment in public works activities.  We begin with per capita consumption, a measure of well-being in its own right and often used as a proxy for household income. Note that this variable was not collected in the 2005 survey of Amhara HVFB woredas and so those localities are not included here.
As part of the household questionnaire, respondents reported the consumption of 33 different foods in the 7 days prior to the interview from purchases, stocks and amounts received as gifts, barter, or in-kind payments.  These quantities were converted to values (birr) using household self-reports of purchases as well as food prices reported in the community questionnaire.  These values were converted to a monthly figure.  Nonfood expenditures include purchases of 30 nonfood items, including clothing, kitchen equipment, furniture, transport, ceremonies, contributions and donations, fuel, lighting, soap, and tobacco.  These were converted to monthly figures.  Total consumption was divided by household size to obtain a per capita figure.  In nominal terms, because of the dramatic rise in food prices, it is necessary to deflate the 2008 data to 2006 prices.  One deflator is the Consumer Price Index (CPI).  However, the CPI is based on national expenditure patterns; relative to the localities surveyed in the EFSS, national expenditure patterns have higher consumption levels of nonfood goods and higher consumption of non-cereal foods.  As a result, the CPI likely understates the extent of price changes experienced by these households and thus overstates the increase in real consumption levels.  A second deflator is the price of cereals, such as maize, which, via the community questionnaire, is available for nearly all localities in the sample.  This likely overstates the price rises faced by these households, since they do consume non-cereal foods and make nonfood purchases.  Reporting results using both gives an upper (CPI as the deflator) and lower (maize prices) bound of real consumption changes.


1
[bookmark: _Toc233707429]Table 2.1: Trends in consumption, perceptions in well-being and vulnerability
	
	2006
	
	2008
	
	Percent change

	
	Nonbeneficiaries
	Any public works transfers
	
	Nonbeneficiaries
	Any public works transfers
	
	Nonbeneficiaries
	Any public works transfers
	Unconditional difference-in-differences

	Real per capita consumption
(2006 birr, CPI deflated)
	95
	81
	
	149
	139
	
	56.8
	71.6
	14.7

	Real per capita consumption
(2006 birr, maize price deflated)
	95
	81
	
	95
	95
	
	0.0
	17.3
	17.3

	Rich, very rich
	3.7
	1.5
	
	3.6
	2.0
	
	-3.9

	
3.6

	
7.5


	Comfortable
	6.6
	3.0
	
	5.1
	3.1
	
	
	
	

	Can manage to get by
	31.4
	20.5
	
	29.1
	23.5
	
	
	
	

	Never have quite enough
	25.4
	25.2
	
	25.3
	26.1
	
	4.0

	-3.4

	-7.4


	Poor
	26.2
	37.2
	
	25.8
	32.1
	
	
	
	

	Destitute
	6.6
	12.5
	
	11.1
	13.3
	
	
	
	

	Can get 100 birr easily
	64.8
	49.8
	
	60.0
	56.2
	
	-4.8
	6.4
	11.2






Results are shown in Table 2.1.  When using the CPI as the deflator, real consumption appears to rise for both groups:  by between 56.8 percent (nonbeneficiaries) and 71.6 percent (public works beneficiaries).  But growth in consumption is basically zero for nonbeneficiaries if we use maize prices as the deflator and much smaller, 17.3 percent, for public works beneficiaries.  A reasonable conclusion from these data is that both nonbeneficiaries and public works beneficiaries experienced some increase in real consumption levels with the unconditional mean growth of consumption rising faster for the latter group.  These data are complemented by households’ perceptions of changes in their welfare between 2006 and 2008.  In 2006, respondents were asked to consider their own circumstances and, having done so, place themselves on a seven-point scale ranging from “very rich” to “destitute.”  Perhaps not surprisingly, nonbeneficiary households were more likely to report themselves to be “comfortable” or “managing to get by,” while public works recipients were more likely to say that they were “poor” or “destitute.”  Consistent with the data on consumption, households being paid for public works employment were more likely to perceive that they had become better-off (“very rich, rich, comfortable, can get by”). By contrast, nonbeneficiaries perceived that their welfare had worsened.  In addition, public works beneficiaries are increasingly likely to perceive that they can obtain emergency funds if they need to.
In the 2006 and 2008 surveys, households reported the number of months, out of the preceding 12 months, that they had “no problems satisfying the food needs of the household.”  The difference between this number and 12 is what is called the food gap.  Increases in value are indicative of improvements in household food security.  A strength of this measure is that it refers to a long time period, encompassing periods where food may be readily available and when it may be scarce.  A weakness is that it is both a recall and perceptual measure and biases in these will affect how it is reported.  Figure 2.5 reports the number of months households report being food secure in the 12 months preceding the 2006 and 2008 surveys.  The data are reported for households that did not receive any PSNP benefits between 2006 and 2008, those that reported receiving transfers for public works employment, and all sampled households.  While food security declines between 2006 and 2008 for all households—not surprisingly, given the trends described above, this disguises different trends.  Nonbeneficiary households report that their food security falls by more than half a month.  Households receiving public works transfers report no change in their food security status.
[bookmark: _Toc224989003][bookmark: _Toc233708264]Figure 2.5: Months, food secure, by beneficiary status



In the 2006 and 2008 surveys, households were asked about the amount of their livestock holdings and the value of their animals.  Since livestock are the principle means by which households in these localities can accumulate wealth, these data provide a good indication of asset accumulation or dis-saving by sampled households.  Figure 2.6 reports trends in livestock holdings as measured in Tropical Livestock Units (TLU).[footnoteRef:6]  Not surprisingly, given the targeting of the PSNP, nonbeneficiaries have higher livestock holdings than public works participants.  Both see their livestock holdings growing over time, but the pattern of growth is slightly different.  For nonbeneficiaries, these increase between 2006 and 2007, then fall slightly in 2008.  Public works beneficiaries see their livestock holdings rise from 2006 to 2007 before leveling off, but not falling, in 2008.  [6:  TLU equal one for cattle, horses, and mules, 0.15 for sheep and goats, 0.005 for poultry, 0.65 for donkeys, and 1.45 for camels (Ramakrishna and Demeke 2002).] 



[bookmark: _Toc224989004][bookmark: _Toc233708265]Figure 2.6: Tropical Livestock Units, by year and beneficiary status


Production of the four principal crops—maize, wheat, barley, and teff—grown by households in this sample is reported in Table 2.2.  Note that in order to minimize the impact of outliers, we report medians in this table.  Given the adverse climatic conditions described above, it is not surprising to see yields fall between 2006 and 2008.  Because acreage remains largely unchanged, production of all crops falls.
[bookmark: _Toc233707430]Table 2.2: Crop production, by crop and year
	Crop
	Year
	Production
	Area planted
	Yield

	
	
	(kg)
	(ha)
	(kg/ha)

	Maize
	2006
	129
	0.19
	800

	
	2008
	100
	0.25
	685

	Wheat
	2006
	200
	0.25
	800

	
	2008
	172.5
	0.25
	690

	Barley
	2006
	180
	0.25
	746

	
	2008
	144
	0.25
	609

	Teff
	2006
	150
	0.27
	533

	
	2008
	123
	0.25
	400


Note:  Numbers reported are medians values.


2.6.3 Comparison of Amhara samples: HVFB woredas and other PSNP woredas
A unique feature of the Ethiopia Food Security Survey data set is that the 2008 survey round combines two earlier samples: households in the 2006 EFSS sample woredas as well as households in the Amhara HVFB woredas that were sampled in the 2005 USAID survey.  This expansion of the sample in 2008 makes it possible to compare outcomes and experience with the PSNP in the HVFB woredas and in other PSNP woredas in Amhara.  Here, we present a comparison of characteristics of PSNPS beneficiary and nonbeneficiary households in both types of program woredas to provide an understanding of differences between these areas, particularly during the baseline surveys in 2005 and 2006.
Household demographic characteristics and land area operated during the baseline surveys are compared across HVFB woredas and other PSNP woredas in Amhara for public works beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries in Table 2.3.  Households were somewhat larger on average in the HVFB woreda sample than in the other PSNP woredas, though this difference is not as large when comparing public works beneficiaries across the two samples.  Dependency ratios were considerably higher in the other PSNP woredas in Amhara than in the HVFB woredas.  The dependency ratio among public works beneficiaries in other PSNP woredas (1.19) is much lower than in nonbeneficiary households in these woredas (1.27), which reflects the targeting of the PSNP to households with a higher share of working-age members in these areas.  This disparity in dependency ratios was not seen in the HVFB woredas, where apparently targeting did not depend so critically on household labor endowment.  The share of females among working-age adults (age 16-60) was higher among public works beneficiary households than nonbeneficiaries in the HVFB woredas.  This pattern indicates that households with larger male labor endowments were not specifically targeted for public works in HVFB woredas.  The share of household heads with any formal education was much lower in HVFB woredas (11-12 percent) than in other PSNP woredas in Amhara (17-18 percent).  Also, average land holdings were below one hectare in the HVFB woredas, but were much higher (1.3-1.6 hectares) in the other PSNP woredas.  These figures suggest that the HVFB woredas were poorer on average in 2005 than the other PSNP woredas in 2006.


[bookmark: _Toc233707431]Table 2.3:	Household demographics and land ownership in Amhara at baseline, by program area and beneficiary status
	
	Other PSNP woredas, 2006
	
	HVFB woredas, 2005

	
	Non-beneficiaries
	Public Works
	
	Non-beneficiaries
	Public Works

	Household size
	4.4
	4.7
	
	5.2
	4.9

	Dependency ratio 
	1.27
	1.19
	
	1.13
	1.12

	Female share of working-
    age household members
	57.3
	56.0
	
	49.6
	54.3

	Share of household heads 
     with any education
	17.4
	18.1
	
	12.1
	10.7

	Land area (hectares)
	1.6
	1.3
	
	0.9
	0.9


Notes: The dependency ratio is [n(0-14) + n(>59)]/ n(15-59), where n(x) is the number of household members in the age range of x years.  This comparison is draws on baseline data collected in two different years.  The baseline survey of HVFB woredas was conducted in 2005, and the EFSS in other PSNP woredas was conducted in 2006.

The relative poverty of the HVFB woredas is also supported by a comparison of the months of food security in both types of program areas.  Figure 2.7 presents the average number of months of food security in the past 12 months for HVFB woredas and other PSNP woredas, by public works beneficiary status by year.  In 2006, public works beneficiaries in HVFB woredas and other PSNP woredas had comparable measures of food security (8.6 months in the last year), though nonbeneficiaries had lower food security in HVFB woredas than in other PSNP woredas.  An interesting trend emerges when comparing the change in months of food security among these groups from 2006 to 2008.  Average number of months of food security fell sharply in the other PSNP woredas, though the relative decline was not as great for public works beneficiaries as it was for nonbeneficiaries in these areas.  In HVFB woredas, mean months of food security also fell for nonbeneficiaries, but barely declined for public works beneficiaries.
A comparison of livestock holdings between these groups is also informative.  Figure 2.8 presents livestock holdings in Tropical Livestock Units from 2006-2008 in the Amhara samples.  As shown in Figure 2.6 for the program in general, public works participants have lower livestock holdings than nonbeneficiaries in both program areas, as a result of the effective targeting of the program.  In addition, public works beneficiaries in HVFB woredas have lower livestock holdings in 2006 than beneficiaries in the other PSNP woredas in Amhara.  However, from 2006-2008, livestock holdings improve only for public works beneficiaries in HVFB woredas.  Livestock holdings first improve and then stagnate for public works participants in other PSNP woredas, and livestock holdings decline for nonbeneficiaries in both areas over this period.
[bookmark: _Toc233708266]Figure 2.7: Months food secure in Amhara, by program area and
beneficiary status

[bookmark: _Toc233708267]Figure 2.8: Tropical Livestock Units in Amhara, by program area, year
and beneficiary status



[bookmark: _Toc169680315][bookmark: _Toc225926796]3.  Implementation of the Productive Safety Nets Program:  Information on Operational Aspects from the Community and Household Surveys
[bookmark: _Toc169680316][bookmark: _Toc225926797]3.1  Introduction
The Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) aims to provide transfers to the food-insecure population in chronically food-insecure woredas in a way that prevents asset depletion at the household level and creates assets at the community level.  Meeting these objectives requires the creation of an administrative infrastructure that supports processes such as the selection and implementation of public works projects and the selection and payment of beneficiaries.
An earlier report (Gilligan et al. 2007) described selected aspects of the administrative infrastructure, drawing on information collected in the 2006 community and household questionnaires.  This chapter updates those data with information collected during the 2008 survey round.  It considers the following topics:  (1) Have kebele and community food security task forces been established in localities covered by the survey? What is their composition? How has this changed over time and did they undertake the activities that they were supposed to do? (2) What assets were built under the PSNP? Who chose them? Are they considered to be of value?
[bookmark: _Toc169680317][bookmark: _Toc225926798]3.2  The Kebele and Community Food Security Task Forces
The Project Implementation Manual (PIM) for the PSNP calls for the creation of Food Security Task Forces (FSTF) at the woreda, kebele, and community level (Government of Ethiopia, Project Implementation Manual; Gilligan et al. 2007).  The KFSTF is supposed to 
Agree on implementation procedures, through liaison with the woreda FSTF; 
Undertake community mobilization activities so as to identify and prioritize community needs;
Plan prioritized activities with community members;
Target beneficiaries and participants for public works and direct support, based on community targeting exercises;
Prepare a Kebele Safety Net Plan in consultation with woreda sectoral offices;
Maintain minutes of KFSTF meetings on Safety Net issues, Kebele Safety Net activities, list of participants, and progress reports;
Establish and train Community Food Security Task Forces; and
Participate in monitoring and evaluation of safety net activities.
The Community Food Security Task Force’s primary responsibility is identification of beneficiaries of the Safety Net Program.  Specifically, they should 
Identify the names of participants in the Safety Net Program in their respective villages; 
Undertake needs assessments so as to identify those households who can participate in public works and those without sufficient labor or other support who will need direct support;
Enable the proposed list of participants to be commented on and endorsed by the general meeting of the village residents; 
Finalize the list of participants and submit it to the Kebele FSTF for verification and action;
Prepare a pipeline of projects; and
Monitor periodically the public works to ensure that they are undertaken as prioritized.  
Tables 3.1 to 3.5 document the existence and activities of the KFSTF and the Community FSTFs, drawing on information collected as part of the community questionnaire in 2008.  Also shown is corresponding information from the 2006 round for comparison and assessment of performance of the task force over time.  Several features are apparent.
First, Kebele FSTFs were in existence in all surveyed localities in which the PSNP was operating.  Table 3.1 shows the composition of these KFSTFs in both years.  Broadly speaking, these match what was set out in the Project Implementation Manual.  There is a slight improvement in composition in Tigray and SNNPR, with almost all KFSTFs containing a member from the kebele council and an elected representative from elders.  There is a slight deterioration in Amhara and Oromiya. In Amhara-HVFB, the match is near-perfect. 
[bookmark: _Toc169672503]Table 3.2 gives some information on the record keeping by these task forces.  In addition to asking about whether certain types of records were kept, in both survey rounds enumerators asked to see these records in order to verify that they did, in fact, exist.  (Note that they could not determine whether the records were accurate, only that they existed.)  Generally, record keeping appeared excellent in the Tigrayan localities that were surveyed, near perfect in Amhara-HVFB, and very good in SNNPR.  In Oromiya, both rounds suggest that record keeping left something to be desired, and in Amhara, there was some deterioration between 2006 and 2008.  Arguably, the most important record was a list of participants in the PSNP.  In 2008, these were available for all, or virtually all, surveyed localities in Tigray and SNNPR, but for only 86 and 83 percent of the surveyed communities in Amhara and Oromiya, respectively.  The community surveys largely took place in July of 2006 and 2008.  In Amhara and Oromiya, either these lists had not been updated in the previous six months or the date they were last updated was not known.  In Tigray and SNNPR, these were up-to-date. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707432]Table 3.1: Composition of the Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF), by region
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	Percent that KFSTF contain
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	Chairperson of kebele council 
	83
	97
	97
	75
	100
	84
	75
	94
	97

	A member of the kebele council 
	80
	100
	97
	75
	91
	89
	84
	89
	95

	An elected representative from elders 
	75
	94
	76
	78
	95
	84
	81
	81
	92

	An elected representative from youth 
	86
	97
	88
	78
	98
	70
	81
	80
	82

	Number of elected representatives from women’s groups 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 
	3
	0
	6
	11
	0
	6
	11
	0
	8

	1 
	31
	55
	39
	14
	27
	44
	51
	50
	44

	2 
	19
	19
	6
	28
	9
	39
	30
	31
	23

	More than 2 
	47
	25
	49
	47
	64
	11
	8
	19
	26

	Column total 
	100
	
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	

	Number of development agents on the KFSTF 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0 
	8
	0
	0
	8
	0
	6
	11
	0
	3

	1 
	44
	50
	58
	47
	41
	64
	65
	64
	62

	2
	14
	11
	12
	6
	14
	25
	19
	17
	15

	More than 2 
	34
	39
	30
	39
	45
	5
	5
	19
	21

	Column total 
	100
	
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	


Source:  Community questionnaire.

[bookmark: _Toc233707433]Table 3.2: Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF) record keeping, by region
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara –HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	Does the KFSTF
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Keep records or minutes of its meetings?
	92
	92
	79
	86
	89
	78
	68
	83
	85

	Keep records or minutes of its meetings and at least one set of records was seen?
	92
	86
	76
	78
	86
	61
	59
	72
	77

	Keep progress reports of activities?
	92
	97
	82
	67
	86
	73
	73
	86
	85

	Keep progress reports of activities and at least one progress report was seen?
	92
	94
	78
	64
	84
	68
	62
	80
	77

	Keep a list of participants?
	97
	97
	100
	92
	98
	89
	89
	97
	97

	Keep a list of participants and at least one list was seen?
	94
	97
	100
	86
	98
	83
	84
	97
	97

	When was the list of participants last updated?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Not known
	3
	3
	8
	6
	5
	18
	13
	11
	5

	Before January 
	17
	14
	14
	22
	22
	4
	17
	5
	8

	January – March 
	22
	25
	17
	29
	30
	13
	16
	18
	18

	April – July
	58
	58
	61
	43
	48
	65
	54
	66
	69


Source:  Community questionnaire.

Table 3.3 shifts attention to the Community Food Security Task Force.  Given its role as the link between the FSP and the community, it is useful to begin by seeing whether respondents were aware of the existence and function of the CFSTF.  The sample is disaggregated into three groups:  households that had participated in the public works component of the PSNP (specifically, these are households that had worked at least one day on PSNP activities in the last 12 months), households that had received any transfers under the Direct Support component of the PSNP, and households that had received work under PSNP and Direct Support payments.  Table 3.3a shows that knowledge of the CFSTF has increased among the program beneficiaries from 2006 to 2008.  This increase in knowledge is significant for Tigray and Amhara.  Table 3.3a also shows that the percentage of program beneficiaries that are aware of the CFSTF and had contact with the CFSTF increased significantly in all regions and among both kinds of beneficiaries from 2006 to 2008.  In general, beneficiaries receiving Direct Support were less likely to be aware of the CFSTF or have contact with them.  Table 3.3b explores whether contact with the CFSTF differs by sex of household head in 2008.  Awareness does not differ markedly by sex of head, but there is some evidence that female-headed households have less contact with the CFSTF, particularly in Tigray and Amhara. In 2008, there is no meaningful difference in these figures between Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  In both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, 75 percent of respondents were aware that the CFSTF existed and 65 percent were both aware and had had conatc with the CFSTF.] 

[bookmark: _Toc169672505][bookmark: _Toc233707434]Table 3.3a:  Household contact with the Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF), by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	PSNP beneficiary status
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	
	Aware that the CFSTF exists

	Received Public Works
	76
	92
	70
	89
	79
	86
	88
	91

	Received Direct Support
	62
	83
	45
	79
	54
	66
	84
	76

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	64
	98
	33
	-
	73
	-
	93
	-

	
	Aware that the CFSTF exists and had contact with the CFSTF

	Received Public Works
	44
	75
	49
	83
	53
	80
	67
	83

	Received Direct Support
	17
	57
	21
	69
	24
	62
	47
	69

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	34
	73
	17
	-
	46
	-
	80
	-


Source:  Household questionnaire.
Note:  Cells are left blank if there were fewer than 10 responses.


[bookmark: _Toc233707435]Table 3.3b:  Household contact with the Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF), by region and gender of the household head, 2008
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	PSNP beneficiary status
	Male- headed hh
	Female- headed hh
	Male- headed hh
	Female- headed hh
	Male- headed hh
	Female- headed hh
	Male- headed hh
	Female- headed hh

	
	(percent)

	
	Aware that the CFSTF exists

	Received Public Works
	93
	92
	89
	86
	86
	96
	92
	88

	Received Direct Support
	88
	79
	80
	73
	71
	61
	76
	75

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	100
	95
	100
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Aware that the CFSTF exists and had contact with the CFSTF

	Received Public Works
	77
	69
	87
	69
	79
	85
	84
	83

	Received Direct Support
	67
	45
	71
	58
	67
	53
	76
	63

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	83
	58
	79
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Source: Household questionnaire.
Note:  Cells are left blank if there were fewer than 10 responses.  hh = household.

Households were also asked to identify the purpose of the CFSTF and Table 3.4a summarizes their responses.  In general, the awareness of the purpose of the CFSTF increased from 2006 to 2008.  Generally, there was greater awareness of the role of the CFSTF in mobilizing communities for public works and for monitoring these activities and relatively less awareness of their role in selecting beneficiaries for participation in public works activities and receipt of direct support.  A noteworthy fact in 2006 was that in many localities, public works beneficiaries seem unaware that the CFSTF is responsible for deciding who receives employment and even fewer direct support beneficiaries were aware that the CFSTF was supposed to be responsible for identifying them as potential beneficiaries.  These numbers are not as large in 2008.  It is also worth noting that, with the exception of SNNPR, about a third of the PSNP beneficiaries could not identify any function of the CFSTF in 2006.  This percentage has reduced to about 10 percent in 2008. The percentage of households who could not identify any function of the CFSTF was roughly the same in both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas (15 and 18 percent respectively).


[bookmark: _Toc233707436]Table 3.4a:  Household knowledge of the role of the Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF), by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	PSNP beneficiary status
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to mobilize the community for public works

	Received Public Works
	57
	86
	56
	77
	60
	76
	71
	78

	Received Direct Support
	29
	74
	35
	75
	35
	62
	61
	60

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	46
	94
	33
	89
	64
	-
	90
	-

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to identify individuals to participate in public works

	Received Public Works
	39
	68
	35
	70
	47
	70
	62
	60

	Received Direct Support
	12
	52
	26
	50
	28
	41
	53
	45

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	11
	68
	28
	30
	25
	-
	60
	-

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to identify direct support beneficiaries

	Received Public Works
	32
	58
	22
	54
	32
	51
	39
	47

	Received Direct Support
	18
	51
	26
	47
	24
	36
	40
	49

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	11
	58
	17
	26
	32
	-
	47
	-

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to monitor public works activities

	Received Public Works
	48
	78
	43
	74
	51
	67
	58
	66

	Received Direct Support
	25
	64
	24
	67
	26
	49
	51
	41

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	37
	86
	17
	85
	57
	-
	60
	-

	
	Percentage of households who could not identify any function of the CFSTF

	Received Public Works
	34
	4
	37
	5
	29
	7
	14
	10

	Received Direct Support
	68
	18
	61
	12
	56
	25
	18
	20

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	49
	0
	67
	0
	33
	-
	6
	-

	Any PNSP benefit
	41
	9
	41
	7
	33
	11
	15
	12


Source:  Household questionnaire.
Note:  Cells are left blank if there were fewer than 10 responses.

Table 3.4b disaggregates knowledge of the roles of the CFSTF by sex of head in 2008.  As with Table 3.4a, it is difficult to ascertain consistent gender differences.  In aggregate (see the last panel in Table 3.4a), there is some evidence that female-headed households are more likely to have no knowledge of any function of the CFSTF, but the differences in percentages involved are small.


[bookmark: _Toc233707437]Table 3.4b:  Household knowledge of the role of the Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF), by region and gender of household head, 2008
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	PSNP beneficiary status
	Male-headed hh
	Female-headed hh
	Male-headed hh
	Female-headed hh
	Male-headed hh
	Female-headed hh
	Male-headed hh
	Female-headed hh

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to mobilize the community for public works

	Received Public Works
	85
	92
	76
	74
	77
	80
	76
	84

	Received Direct Support
	78
	71
	77
	66
	64
	61
	60
	60

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	93
	95
	89
	87
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to identify individuals to participate in public works

	Received Public Works
	69
	64
	70
	62
	62
	59
	63
	50

	Received Direct Support
	59
	46
	40
	39
	41
	41
	35
	55

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	73
	60
	32
	25
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to identify direct support beneficiaries

	Received Public Works
	58
	57
	52
	51
	53
	46
	48
	46

	Received Direct Support
	50
	53
	37
	34
	34
	39
	53
	45

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	57
	60
	32
	12
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Percentage of households who indicated that one purpose of the CFSTF was to monitor public works activities

	Received Public Works
	77
	82
	73
	69
	68
	67
	65
	73

	Received Direct Support
	68
	61
	71
	52
	52
	48
	42
	40

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	77
	100
	84
	87
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Percentage of households who could not identify any function of the CFSTF

	Received Public Works
	5
	2
	5
	8
	6
	7
	11
	9

	Received Direct Support
	13
	22
	9
	16
	21
	28
	24
	17

	Received Public Works and Direct Support
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Any PNSP benefit
	7
	13
	5
	12
	9
	17
	12
	12


Source: Household questionnaire.
Note: Cells are left blank if there were fewer than 10 responses.  hh = household.

Finally, Table 3.5a describes how households learn about the availability of public works employment.  It distinguishes between formal (village leaders or village meetings) and informal (church, neighbors, other family members) sources of information.  Individuals who did, in fact, obtain employment from the PSNP typically learned about this from either village leaders or a village meeting, with 85‑90 percent of such households obtaining information in this way.  Not surprisingly, households who did not receive any PSNP benefits were most likely to indicate that they had no source of information on this topic.  There is not much change in these percentages over the two survey years. Table 3.5b compares these sources in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB. Formal channels are reported to be the source of information for just under three-quarters of households in Amhara-HVFB and for about 60 percent of the households in Amhara.


[bookmark: _Toc233707438]Table 3.5a:  Source of information about availability of public works, by region and year
	
	PSNP beneficiary status

	
	Did not receive PSNP benefits
	Received Public Works
	Received Direct Support
	Received Public Works and Direct Support

	Source of information
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	
	Tigray

	Formal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Village leader
	19
	28
	36
	57
	26
	42
	57
	64

	Village meeting
	27
	30
	41
	36
	21
	22
	11
	26

	Informal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Church
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	0
	2

	Neighbor
	13
	11
	2
	3
	13
	19
	6
	6

	Family member
	4
	4
	1
	0
	6
	1
	11
	2

	No answer or could not say
	34
	26
	18
	3
	33
	14
	14
	0

	
	Amhara

	Formal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Village leader
	13
	21
	40
	38
	24
	27
	44
	15

	Village meeting
	29
	22
	49
	38
	42
	29
	44
	74

	Informal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Church
	0
	1
	0
	0
	20
	1
	0
	0

	Neighbor
	23
	24
	5
	12
	1
	28
	0
	7

	Family member
	3
	2
	1
	6
	2
	1
	0
	4

	No answer or could not say
	32
	31
	5
	5
	11
	14
	12
	0

	
	Oromiya

	Formal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Village leader
	19
	22
	37
	50
	24
	29
	36
	-

	Village meeting
	21
	25
	46
	38
	11
	28
	31
	-

	Informal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Church
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	-

	Neighbor
	29
	24
	9
	6
	33
	27
	19
	-

	Family member
	2
	3
	2
	5
	6
	8
	1
	-

	No answer or could not say
	28
	26
	6
	2
	26
	7
	13
	-

	
	SNNPR

	Formal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Village leader
	15
	32
	40
	54
	47
	42
	67
	-

	Village meeting
	31
	21
	46
	36
	29
	24
	23
	-

	Informal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Church
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-

	Neighbor
	22
	19
	8
	3
	11
	10
	10
	-

	Family member
	2
	2
	1
	1
	4
	3
	0
	-

	No answer or could not say
	29
	26
	5
	6
	9
	21
	0
	-


Source:  Household questionnaire.
Note:  Cells are left blank if there were fewer than 10 responses.

[bookmark: _Toc229383252][bookmark: _Toc233707439]Table 3.5b:  Source of information about availability of public works
	Source of information
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB

	
	(percent)

	Formal
	
	

	Village leader
	30.9
	33.9

	Village meeting
	29.5
	39.4

	Informal
	
	

	Church
	1.0
	0.5

	Neighbor
	21.2
	13.9

	Family member
	3.5
	2.2

	No answer or could not say
	13.9
	10.2


Source:  Household questionnaire.

In the 2008 survey, we asked households whether they attended the meeting where the PSNP participants were selected and if they felt that the selection was fair.  This is presented in Table 3.6, which shows that almost 50 percent of the households attended the meeting where the PSNP beneficiaries were selected and agreed that comments about the selection process were encouraged at the meeting (except for Oromiya, where only 30 percent of the households agreed with the latter).  About 50-65 percent of the households thought the selection process was fair and half of those that made complaints about the selection process received responses. Restricting the comparison to Amhara and Amhara-HVFB localities, Table 3.6 shows that between 48 and 60 percent of the households attended the meeting where the PSNP beneficiaries were selected with this percentage higher in Amhara-HVFB woredas. Between 41 and 54 percent agreed that comments about the selection process were encouraged at the meeting and about half of surveyed households thought the selection process was fair. At most, a quarter of households complained if they felt that the selection process was unfair and a relatively small percentage, just over a quarter in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas, received responses.
[bookmark: _Toc233707440]Table 3.6:  Participation of households in Beneficiary Selection Process, 2008
	Percent households…
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	Attended meeting where PSNP participants were selected
	55.2
	48.5
	60.5
	41.5
	58.6

	Agreed that comments about the selection process were encouraged at the meeting
	49.6
	41.3
	53.9
	29.9
	45.5

	Agreed that selection was fair
	49.4
	53.7
	54.4
	64.4
	47.2

	Complained, if they felt the selection was unfair
	38.6
	15.5
	25.9
	14.5
	26.2

	Got a response for the complaint made
	43.6
	48.5
	28.5
	45.7
	51.4


Source:  Household questionnaire 2008.

In 2008, PSNP beneficiaries were asked whether they received all information needed to understand how the program works, whether they received their payments on time and in full, and about their travel to the payment site.  Table 3.7 shows that more than half of the beneficiaries agreed that they had sufficient information to understand the functioning of the program.  There are regional variations in this; Amhara-HVFB, SNNPR and Tigray seem to do a better job at disseminating this information than Amhara and Oromiya.  Regarding perceptions of timely payments, 53 percent of the beneficiaries report having received timely payments in SNNPR, 52 percent in Amhara-HVFB, 40 percent in Amhara, and about 15 percent in Tigray and Oromiya.  Amhara-HVFB and SNNPR does the best in terms of making full payments, where almost all beneficiaries agree that they received all their dues.  The other regions do less well in this context in that the corresponding proportion of households is 58 to 72 percent.  Another encouraging finding is that most beneficiary households perceive the program staff as courteous.  In terms of travel to the payment site, also reported in Table 3.7, there are regional variations.  SNNPR is the clear winner—with 80 percent of the households reporting receiving payments in the area they live and lowest costs of travel (0.50 birr).[footnoteRef:8]  In the other regions, about 20 to 64 percent of beneficiaries receive their payment in the area they live, have to travel at least 11 kilometers, spend at least 2.5 birr, and almost a third have to stay overnight at the payment site.  Beneficiaries residing in Amhara-HVFB localities fare worst in this regard with the longest reported distances to the payment sites and nearly two-thirds report having to stay overnight. Reports of harassment or robbery during the travel to or from the payment site are quite low.   [8:  The PIM also required that projects be situated, as much as possible, within a one-hour walking distance of beneficiaries’ homes.  In 2006, this requirement was largely met.  Approximately 75 percent of participants in public works reported that it took one hour or less to travel to the project site and less than 8 percent reported that it took longer than two hours.  There was no meaningful variation in these travel times across regions.] 

[bookmark: _Toc233707441]Table 3.7:  Perceptions of beneficiaries about participation in PSNP, 2008
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	General feeling about the program
	
	
	
	
	

	Beneficiaries received all information needed to understand how the program works (percent)
	74.3
	64.7
	73.8
	54.7
	80.4

	Beneficiaries generally received payments on time (percent)
	16.6
	40.4
	52.4
	15.4
	52.7

	Beneficiaries generally received payments in full (percent)
	71.9
	74.0
	90.3
	57.9
	89.7

	Beneficiaries were treated courteously by the staff (percent)
	79.1
	91.5
	91.5
	77.4
	94.7

	Perceptions about travel to payment site
	
	
	
	
	

	Beneficiaries received payments in same area they live (percent)
	47.6
	63.7
	20.0
	42.3
	80.0

	Distance to payment site (kilometers)
	11.4
	12.2
	18.0
	13.9
	5.5

	Average cost incurred for travel/overnight stay at payment site (birr)
	2.8
	2.5
	8.1
	3.6
	0.5

	Beneficiaries had to stay overnight at the payment site (percent)
	39.5
	31.4
	66.8
	27.8
	6.3

	Beneficiaries were subject to harassment during the travel to/ from the payment site (percent)
	3.5
	1.2
	3.4
	2.6
	6.7

	Beneficiaries were robbed of food or cash during the travel to/from the payment site (percent)
	3.7
	0.4
	3.6
	1.5
	4.5


Source: Household questionnaire 2008.

[bookmark: _Toc169680318][bookmark: _Toc225926799]3.3  Asset Choice
The planning of public works is supposed to take into account community priorities, with the KFSTF and the CFSTF playing an important facilitating role in this regard.  For example, the CFSTF should “prepare a pipeline of projects, including those to be implemented during the annual program cycle and those to be implemented in case of emergency, with technical assistance from implementing agencies and NGOs” (PIM, p. 18).  Further, these activities must benefit the community as a whole or groups of households within a given area and they must be accepted and approved by the community.  They should have active community support and commitment (PIM, p. 26).  Both the community and the household questionnaire included a series of questions designed to elicit whether these aspects of the PSNP were, in fact, taking place.  Tables 3.6-3.11 provide information about the types of assets that were constructed, who chose these assets, whether work on these has been finished, and whether households within these localities found them of value.
Table 3.8 describes what type of assets was constructed in surveyed localities in the 12 months preceding both surveys by region.  In nearly every locality in both rounds, at least one new asset was constructed and in about half, maintenance work was also carried out.  In 2006, the mean number of activities differed across regions, but not by a significant amount, ranging from 3.3 in Tigray to 2.8 in Amhara.  In 2008, both the mean number of activities and the differences in ranges across regions declined.  In both 2006 and 2008, soil conservation activities were the most frequently reported community assets being created.  Construction of wells and schools seems to have decreased over time while maintenance work on wells and clinics increased.  Somewhat surprisingly, far fewer localities reported road construction or road maintenance in 2008 than did in 2006. In both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas, soil conservation was the dominant activity, with well maintenance and school construction also occurring with some frequency. Unlike other parts of Ethiopia where the PSNP operates, there is little road construction or road maintenance taking place.  
As noted above, there is supposed to be extensive community involvement in the selection of these activities.  For the 2006 survey, Table 3.9 uses information from the community questionnaire to describe who chooses the five most common activities (roads, soil conservation, tree planting, well construction, and school building) that were implemented.  (Multiple responses were permitted to the questions that elicited these data.).  Aggregated results for the 2008 round are found in the bottom panel.  Table 3.10 uses the household survey data to ascertain whether individual households participated in this process. 


[bookmark: _Toc169672508][bookmark: _Toc233707442]Table 3.8:  Types of assets constructed as part of PSNP Public Works, by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	New activities or construction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Road construction
	39
	15
	47
	17
	5
	53
	0
	74
	10

	Soil conservation
	81
	90
	53
	67
	54
	66
	48
	50
	65

	Tree planting
	28
	5
	22
	7
	0
	34
	9
	24
	10

	Construction of new wells
	22
	15
	14
	2
	0
	24
	0
	26
	4

	Construction of health clinics
	3
	20
	14
	20
	9
	11
	4
	21
	14

	Construction of irrigation works
	8
	15
	8
	28
	16
	8
	0
	3
	15

	Building new schools
	64
	15
	36
	25
	25
	26
	22
	37
	24

	Maintenance work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Roads
	33
	0
	25
	2
	0
	32
	0
	24
	0

	Soil conservation sites
	33
	5
	22
	7
	2
	0
	22
	5
	0

	Trees and tree nurseries
	0
	5
	11
	0
	0
	8
	22
	11
	0

	Wells
	0
	10
	11
	33
	39
	11
	52
	8
	50

	Health clinics
	6
	15
	0
	15
	11
	3
	17
	0
	28

	Irrigation works
	0
	0
	11
	3
	2
	3
	0
	0
	9

	Schools
	14
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21
	0
	11
	6

	Any construction
	97
	95
	83
	87
	59
	95
	78
	89
	86

	Any maintenance
	58
	45
	47
	52
	45
	55
	65
	45
	69

	Mean number of public works activities
	3.3
	2.5
	2.8
	2.2
	1.6
	3.0
	2.1
	2.9
	2.2


Source:  Community questionnaire.

The actors listed in Table 3.9 can be loosely grouped into two categories:  those that originate within the local community (the CFSTF, village leaders, community groups) and those that come outside it (extension personnel, Ministry of Agriculture staff, woreda officials).  In the Tigrayan communities surveyed in 2006, selection of activities was usually made by actors from outside the community—in four of the five activities listed (the decision to construct schools being the exception), “outside” individuals chose more than 60 percent of these public works projects.  In all regions, environmental activities such as soil conservation and tree planting are also selected by these outside actors, while the selection of school construction is more likely to have been done by actors within the community.  NGOs are seldom listed as the actor responsible for selecting a project.  In 2006, CFSTFs did not appear to play a dominant role in project selection.  However, by 2008, community involvement in the selection of public works activities—by the CFSTF, village leaders, and village group—had increased markedly. (We do not have comparative data for the Amhara-HVFB localities.) 


[bookmark: _Toc169672510][bookmark: _Toc233707443]Table 3.9:  Who participates in the selection of public works activities, by selected activity (2006) and region (2006 and 2008)
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	(percent)

	a) Roads
	
	
	
	

	Community Food Security Task Force
	0
	24
	25
	14

	Village leaders
	21
	12
	15
	14

	Community groups
	7
	12
	25
	18

	Extension personnel
	21
	12
	30
	11

	Ministry of Agriculture personnel
	36
	29
	5
	32

	Members of NGOs
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Woreda officials
	14
	0
	0
	0

	Other or not known
	0
	12
	0
	7

	b) Soil conservation
	
	
	
	

	Community Food Security Task Force
	14
	16
	15
	15

	Village leaders
	21
	16
	8
	0

	Community groups
	3
	5
	27
	15

	Extension personnel
	34
	21
	19
	15

	Ministry of Agriculture personnel
	24
	37
	19
	45

	Members of NGOs
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Woreda officials
	0
	5
	0
	0

	Other or not known
	3
	0
	12
	5

	c) Tree planting
	
	
	
	

	Community Food Security Task Force
	14
	13
	8
	0

	Village leaders
	14
	12
	8
	11

	Community groups
	0
	12
	23
	22

	Extension personnel
	43
	13
	23
	11

	Ministry of Agriculture personnel
	29
	50
	31
	44

	Members of NGOs
	0
	0
	0
	11

	Woreda officials
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other or not known
	0
	0
	8
	0

	d) Well construction
	
	
	
	

	Community Food Security Task Force
	13
	20
	50
	0

	Village leaders
	0
	0
	10
	40

	Community groups
	0
	60
	30
	10

	Extension personnel
	25
	0
	0
	20

	Ministry of Agriculture personnel
	50
	0
	10
	20

	Members of NGOs
	12
	20
	0
	0

	Woreda officials
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other or not known
	0
	0
	0
	10

	e) School construction
	
	
	
	

	Community Food Security Task Force
	19
	15
	0
	21

	Village leaders
	43
	8
	40
	36

	Community groups
	5
	8
	20
	7

	Extension personnel
	0
	15
	10
	0

	Ministry of Agriculture personnel
	14
	8
	20
	21

	Members of NGOs
	0
	8
	0
	7

	Woreda officials
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other or not known
	19
	38
	10
	7

	f) 2008, all, projects
	
	
	
	

	Community Food Security Task Force
	25
	36
	29
	24

	Village leaders
	25
	39
	29
	47

	Community groups
	11
	10
	11
	5

	Extension personnel
	42
	17
	31
	24

	Ministry of Agriculture personnel
	39
	45
	23
	32

	Members of NGOs
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Woreda officials
	47
	16
	26
	13


Source: Community questionnaire.

In 2006, there was little regional variation in the proportion of households reporting that they participated in the selection of a particular activity, with Table 3.10 showing that somewhere between 8 and 11 percent take part in project selection.  In Tigray and SNNPR, there is no difference in this participation rate by sex of household head or by landholding.[footnoteRef:9]  However, there were statistically significant differences by headship in the other two regions, with male heads being three and two times more likely to participate in project selection in Amhara and Oromiya, respectively.  In Amhara, there are major differences in the likelihood of participation by landholdings.  In 2006, nearly 18 percent of households with the largest holdings in Amhara took part in project selection compared to less than 4 percent for households in the bottom tertile of landholdings.  [9:  Total landholdings (land under the control of the household) were calculated for each household.  Within regions, households were divided into tertiles based on these holdings. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc169672511][bookmark: _Toc233707444]Table 3.10:  Which households participate in the selection of public works activities?
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	Percentage of households participating in selection of public works
	8
	20
	10
	31
	11
	22
	9
	31

	Participation by sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	8.4
	29
	11.3
	39
	12.1
	27
	9.4
	37

	Female-headed
	5.9
	31
	4.8
	22
	5.7
	22
	5.7
	23

	P value on difference
	0.26
	0.66
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	0.19
	0.14
	0.00

	Participation by landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	7.0
	18
	3.7
	20
	7.8
	17
	9.9
	31

	Middle landholding tertile 
	9.8
	23
	7.1
	32
	12.2
	23
	8.4
	35

	Top landholding tertile
	6.5
	19
	17.9
	42
	12.2
	24
	7.9
	24

	P value on difference
	0.35
	
	< 0.01
	
	0.15
	
	0.70
	


Source:  Household questionnaire.

The most striking feature of Table 3.10 is the dramatic increase in household participation in the selection of these activities.  In 2008, between 20 (Tigray) and 31 (Amhara and SNNPR) percent of households reported participating in this selection process.  Participation increased by both male- and female-headed households in all regions and by households in all landholding tertiles.  The lowest level of participation by landholding (households in the lowest tertile in Oromiya) in 2008 is only slightly lower than the highest level of participation by landholding recorded in 2006.  Gender differences (by sex of head) in participation persisted in Amhara, as did differences by landholdings. Across all households in Amhara-HVFB, the percentage participating was 45 percent.
Households were asked to assess whether they believed that these activities were useful for the community as a whole and whether these were of use to them.  Table 3.11 summarizes these self-reports.  Roads, and soil and water conservation work on both communal and private land, were seen by a very large percentage of households (82 to 93 percent) as being useful to the community in all four regions in 2006.  These numbers remain consistent in 2008.  There is a huge increase in the percentage of households that identify other NRM activities as useful.  This increase is particularly large in Amhara and SNNPR, where it increased by about 50 percent.  The construction of water harvesting infrastructure was also perceived to be of value, with 70 to 87 percent of households indicating that they thought their community benefited from this activity in 2008, slightly increased from 60 to 73 per ent in 2006.  In the case of other public works projects, such as schools, health posts, and wells, there is noticeable regional variation in the perception of the usefulness of these activities.  With the exception of construction of wells in Tigray and health posts in Oromia, a larger proportion of the households perceive these public works projects to be useful to the community. 
In the case of all activities, the percentage of respondents reporting that the community benefited from a given activity exceeds the percentage reporting that their own household benefited.  There are at least three reasons why such a divergence might arise.  First, the value of a particular activity might vary by the geographical location of the household.  For example, improvements to a path or track that links households with a feeder road may benefit households in remote locations more than households in close proximity to the feeder road.  Second, the demographic composition of the household will affect perceptions of benefits.  A household with no school-age children may perceive that the community may benefit from school construction even though it does not.  Third, some households may have conflated two notions of “usefulness”:  useful in the sense that the construction of this asset will help my household generate income or provide a service that my household uses; or useful in the sense that my household benefited from the fact that I was employed to construct this asset.  However, examining people’s perceptions about benefits from the public works projects over the two survey rounds reveals that they perceive these projects to be more useful to their own household in 2008 than they did in 2006. 
[bookmark: _Toc169672512][bookmark: _Toc233707445]Table 3.11:  Household perceptions of usefulness of public works to the community and to themselves, by region
	
	Percentage of households indicating that … benefited from construction or maintenance of

	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	Roads
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	86
	91
	82
	86
	93
	98
	86
	94

	Household benefited
	53
	72
	57
	83
	76
	90
	70
	84

	Water harvesting infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	69
	77
	60
	68
	73
	89
	67
	87

	Household benefited
	33
	55
	29
	39
	63
	78
	36
	42

	Soil and water conservation work on communal land
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	81
	87
	87
	89
	84
	83
	83
	94

	Household benefited
	38
	54
	36
	68
	39
	53
	35
	54

	Soil and water conservation work on private land
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	93
	82
	91
	97
	82
	96
	83
	92

	Household benefited
	51
	68
	67
	59
	28
	60
	22
	37

	Other NRM activities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	68
	76
	42
	91
	62
	84
	33
	90

	Household benefited
	21
	52
	16
	69
	13
	52
	8
	53

	Schools
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	71
	80
	81
	85
	64
	96
	75
	89

	Household benefited
	44
	59
	39
	71
	40
	57
	44
	75

	Health posts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	-
	81
	36
	55
	63
	56
	51
	94

	Household benefited
	-
	69
	19
	61
	35
	59
	38
	89

	Wells
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community benefited
	94
	54
	81
	93
	62
	91
	-
	98

	Household benefited
	58
	46
	48
	80
	62
	66
	-
	91


Source:  Household questionnaire.
Note:  Cells are left blank if there were fewer than 10 responses.

Table 3.12 assess whether there are differences in the perception of usefulness within communities for the six most common public works activities:  roads, water harvesting, soil and water conservation work, schools, health posts, and wells.  There are no statistical differences by sex of the household head in Tigray or SNNPR.  In Amhara, male heads are more likely to perceive that soil and water conservation, and the construction of schools, benefits their households than do female heads.  In Oromiya, male heads also perceive greater benefits arising from school construction, while female heads see greater benefits from well construction.  Table 3.12 also provides disaggregations by landholdings.  Perhaps the most striking finding here is that, in Amhara, as landholdings increase, perceptions of usefulness are higher for three activities:  roads, water harvesting, and schools.  In other regions, patterns by landholdings are more varied.  In SNNPR, for example, households with larger landholdings are more likely to say that they have benefited from road work, while households with smaller landholdings are more likely to say that they have benefited from school construction.
[bookmark: _Toc233707446]Table 3.12:  Household perceptions of usefulness of public works, by sex of head and landholding and by region
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	Percentage of households indicating that they benefited from:

	
	Construction or maintenance of roads

	Sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	53
	74
	58
	84
	77
	91
	71
	85

	Female-headed
	53
	66
	55
	82
	74
	85
	70
	80

	P value on difference
	0.97
	0.13
	0.65
	0.64
	0.40
	0.09
	0.80
	0.20

	Landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	59
	71
	42
	77
	74
	85
	66
	84

	Middle landholding tertile 
	41
	77
	55
	83
	77
	89
	75
	86

	Top landholding tertile
	57
	67
	72
	88
	78
	95
	70
	82

	P value on difference
	0.01
	
	<0.01
	
	0.49
	
	0.09
	

	
	Construction or maintenance of water harvesting infrastructure

	Sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	30
	59
	28
	52
	62
	76
	36
	42

	Female-headed
	41
	38
	32
	44
	64
	79
	36
	48

	P value on difference
	0.15
	0.02
	0.67
	0.41
	0.77
	0.68
	0.99
	0.48

	Landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	34
	54
	22
	33
	49
	83
	43
	40

	Middle landholding tertile 
	38
	60
	22
	53
	71
	80
	34
	52

	Top landholding tertile
	27
	51
	44
	34
	68
	72
	28
	37

	P value on difference
	0.42
	
	0.04
	
	<0.01
	
	0.20
	

	
	Soil and water conservation work on communal lands

	Sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	36
	55
	39
	77
	40
	46
	36
	58

	Female-headed
	43
	51
	28
	60
	35
	63
	33
	43

	P value on difference
	0.16
	0.56
	0.06
	0.00
	0.37
	0.00
	0.81
	0.04

	Landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	41
	52
	36
	66
	43
	52
	21
	53

	Middle landholding tertile 
	35
	      60
	40
	76
	32
	47
	35
	66

	Top landholding tertile
	39
	49
	33
	63
	44
	57
	41
	41

	P value on difference
	0.54
	
	0.58
	
	0.10
	
	0.23
	

	
	Construction or maintenance of schools

	Sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	44
	61
	43
	65
	43
	62
	42
	73

	Female-headed
	43
	53
	26
	65
	28
	41
	50
	83

	P value on difference
	0.84
	0.16
	0.04
	0.99
	0.09
	0.02
	0.30
	0.04

	Landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	45
	60
	16
	57
	53
	53
	53
	74

	Middle landholding tertile 
	45
	68
	30
	79
	35
	55
	47
	90

	Top landholding tertile
	41
	49
	55
	74
	36
	63
	31
	58

	P value on difference
	0.73
	
	< 0.01
	
	0.08
	
	< 0.01
	

	
	Construction or maintenance of health posts

	Sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	-
	89
	21
	74
	33
	50
	36
	62

	Female-headed
	-
	93
	11
	53
	42
	52
	48
	44

	P value on difference
	
	0.03
	0.14
	0.86
	0.61
	0.17
	0.10
	0.31

	Landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	-
	89
	30
	62
	29
	65
	44
	89

	Middle landholding tertile 
	-
	75
	22
	62
	9
	53
	38
	94

	Top landholding tertile
	-
	43
	14
	60
	47
	59
	33
	83

	P value on difference
	
	
	0.19
	
	0.08
	
	0.29
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(continued)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Construction or maintenance of wells

	Sex of head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male-headed
	53
	48
	48
	84
	54
	66
	-
	88

	Female-headed
	67
	41
	50
	71
	77
	60
	-
	95

	P value on difference
	0.45
	0.47
	0.87
	0.23
	0.09
	0.72
	
	0.26

	Landholding tertiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lowest landholding tertile
	-
	35
	-
	80
	80
	90
	-
	94

	Middle landholding tertile 
	-
	47
	-
	83
	60
	67
	-
	96

	Top landholding tertile
	-
	50
	-
	76
	52
	46
	-
	67

	P value on difference
	
	
	
	
	0.21
	
	
	


Source:  Household survey.

[bookmark: _Toc169680319][bookmark: _Toc225926800]3.4  Summary
In examining these descriptive statistics, it is important to bear in mind that they represent “snapshots” of the operation of the Productive Safety Nets Program at two points in time:  July-August 2006 and July 2008.  With this caveat, the most striking finding is that a wide range of process indicators improve between 2006 and 2008.  For example,
1. Knowledge of the CFSTF has increased among the program beneficiaries from 2006 to 2008, as does the percentage of program beneficiaries that are aware of the CFSTF and had contact with the CFSTF in all regions and among both kinds of beneficiaries. For example, approximately three-quarters of all Amhara households knew of the existence of the CFSTF in their locality and of those who were aware of their presence, two-thirds reported having some form of contact with it.
1. There is increased awareness of the purpose and roles of the CFSTF.  Particularly noteworthy was the fact that in 2006, many public works beneficiaries were unaware that the CFSTF was responsible for deciding who receives employment, and even fewer direct support beneficiaries were aware that the CFSTF was supposed to be responsible for identifying them as potential beneficiaries.  These numbers declined considerably by 2008.  Further, apart from SNNPR, about a third of the PSNP beneficiaries could not identify any function of the CFSTF in 2006.  This percentage decreased to about 10 percent in 2008. In both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas, there was greater awareness of the role of the CFSTF in mobilizing communities for public works and for monitoring these activities and relatively less awareness of their role in selecting beneficiaries for participation in public works activities and receipt of direct support. 
1. Over time, there is increased involvement by local communities and individual households in the selection of public works projects.
1. These improvements are observed for both male- and female-headed households and for households in all landholding tertiles.  However, some gender differences persist (for example, there is some evidence that female-headed households have less contact with the CFST) as do some differences by landholdings particularly in Amhara.
1. Households continue to perceive these projects to be of value to the community, and increasingly to themselves.
In addition to these process indicators, the 2008 surveys contained new questions that had not been included in the 2006 survey.  This also provided indications that a number of process dimensions of the program were functioning reasonably well.  About 50 to 65 percent of the households thought the selection process was fair and half of those that made complaints about the selection process received responses.  More than half of all beneficiaries agreed that they had sufficient information to understand the functioning of the program.  Another encouraging finding is that most beneficiary households perceive the program staff as courteous.  However, there are concerns regarding the timeliness of payments and, to a lesser extent, receipt of full payments.  We return to these concerns in Chapter 5. 
There are regional variations in terms of travel to payment sites.  SNNPR is the clear winner—with 80 percent of the households reporting receiving payments in the area they live in and lowest costs of travel (0.50 birr).  In the other regions, about 42 to 64 percent of beneficiaries get their payment in the area they live in, have to travel at least 11 kilometers, spend at least 2.5 birr, and almost a third have to stay overnight at the payment site.  Reports of harassment or robbery during the travel to or from the payment site are quite low.  
With respect to the comparison between Amhara and Amhara-HVFB localities, we note that
1. Approximately three-quarters of households knew of the existence of the CFSTF in their locality and of those who were aware of their presence, two-thirds reported having some form of contact with it. There is no meaningful difference in these figures between Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas. There was greater awareness of the role of the CFSTF in mobilizing communities for public works and for monitoring these activities and relatively less awareness of their role in selecting beneficiaries for participation in public works activities and receipt of direct support. The percentage of households who could not identify any function of the CFSTF was similar in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas. It is worth noting, however, that at least for the Amhara woredas, this is a considerably lower percentage than was found in 2006.
2. Between 48 and 60 percent of the households attended the meeting where the PSNP beneficiaries were selected with this percentage higher in Amhara-HVFB woredas. Between 41 and 54 percent agreed that comments about the selection process were encouraged at the meeting and about half of surveyed households thought the selection process was fair.
3. More than 60 percent of beneficiaries agreed that they had sufficient information to understand the functioning of the program. This percentage is higher in Amhara-HVFB woredas.  Timeliness of payments is a concern in both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB woredas. Three-quarters of beneficiaries in Amhara perceived that they were paid in full; this figure is just over 90 percent in Amhara-HVFB woredas. Virtually all beneficiaries report that they are treated courteously by program staff.
4. Generally, beneficiaries in Amhara-HVFB localities report better implementation of the PSNP than do beneficiaries in Tigray and Oromiya and similar levels to those reported in SNNPR. However, beneficiaries in Amhara-HVFB localities were less likely to receive payments in the area where they lived, had to travel further to payment sites, incurred higher costs in obtaining these payments, and were more likely to have to spend the night at the payment site. Reports of harassment or robbery during the travel to or from the payment site are quite low everywhere.
5. There is little difference in the perception that the community benefits from the construction of these assets by households that participate in public works activities and those that do not.  In the case of all activities, the percentage of respondents reporting that the community benefited from a given activity exceeds the percentage reporting that their own household benefited.  



[bookmark: _Toc169680320][bookmark: _Toc225926801]4.  Targeting: Access to Public Works, Direct Support and the Other
Food Security Programme
[bookmark: _Toc225926802]4.1  Introduction
Given the primary objective of alleviating chronic food insecurity, targeting of the PSNP component of the Food Security Program has focused on households that were persistent recipients of emergency food aid in the three years leading up to the introduction of the PSNP.  As envisaged in the Project Implementation Manual, four organizations take part in the process of selecting household beneficiaries, with differing responsibilities for targeting criteria and selection of beneficiaries.  These are the Woreda Food Security Task Force (WFSTF), the Kebele Council, the Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF), and the Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF).  The WFSTF is responsible for adapting the guidelines on beneficiary selection criteria to make them relevant to the woreda and for training the KFSTF.  The KFSTF is responsible for establishing a CFSTF in each village and familiarizing the CFSTF with the approach to beneficiary selection.  The Kebele Council is primarily responsible for hearing and resolving complaints.  The CFSTF is responsible for screening households for program eligibility and for developing the lists of beneficiaries.  An important feature of this process is that communities have substantial discretion to modify this approach and to update their lists of food-insecure households based on their own criteria.  
The 2006 survey found that targeting of the PSNP was generally satisfactory (Gilligan et al. 2007).  The community survey indicated that poverty was the leading eligibility criterion for Public Works.  Nearly 78 percent of communities listed poverty among their top five eligibility criteria for Public Works.  Most communities reported that households with limited labor endowments had priority when Direct Support was allocated; for example, households with elderly or disabled members as household head or primary income earner received the highest priority in 88 percent of surveyed communities.  The household survey showed that participants in the Public Works program were more likely to come from male-headed households with a married head.  PSNP beneficiaries had larger households, on average, in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya, but not in SNNPR.  By contrast, recipients of Direct Support were much more likely to be female-headed households and households with a head who was single, widowed, or divorced.  Direct Support beneficiaries were much older, on average, than other households in the sample.  They had fewer members and had heads with less education.  Both Public Works participants and Direct Support beneficiaries had significantly lower mean asset holdings and a significantly higher mean number of unmet food needs than nonbeneficiaries prior to the implementation of the PSNP.  Gilligan et al. (2007) also noted that there was a divergence between the targeting criteria reported by community leaders and those reported by individual respondents, especially for Public Works.
Given the results of the earlier study, here we focus on three questions: (1) How has households’ understanding of targeting changed between 2006 and 2008? (2) How has access to the PSNP (both Public Works and Direct Support) changed over time? And, a topic not covered in the earlier study, (3) Who receives access to the Other Food Security Program?
[bookmark: _Toc225926803]4.2 Households’ Understanding of Targeting Criteria
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 provide descriptive statistics on households’ understanding of how the Public Works and Direct Support components of the PSNP were targeted. Respondents were allowed to list as many criteria as they knew, so the percentages reported in each row correspond to the percentage of respondents giving that particular criterion as a response; the columns are not supposed to sum to 100 percent.  Responses can be loosely categorized into four categories:  poverty (people who are seen to be poor, have small or no landholdings, or have few or no cattle and/or oxen); demographics (household composition, old or disabled people); connections (religious or ethnic groups, family or friends of project staff or village leadership); and other (randomly, quota or as a result of a drought shock). 
Table 4.1 indicates that the proportion of households identifying poverty-related characteristics as a reason why households are selected for Public Works has risen markedly in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya and, to a lesser extent, in SNNPR, where the initial level of awareness of poverty-related criteria had been higher.  In 2008, “people who are seen to be poor” is listed as criterion by 62 percent of respondents in Tigray, 75.9 percent in Amhara, 67.3 percent in Oromiya, and 72.4 percent in SNNPR.  Increasingly in Tigray, Amhara, and SNNPR, respondents are also able to list more specific criteria, such as small landholdings or lack of livestock as criteria. Poverty criteria are more likely to be mentioned by households in Amhara-HVFB than anywhere else and these households are much more likely to specify poverty in terms such as small landholdings or lacking cattle. However, they are more likely to perceive that connections, either based on religion or relations with project staff, influence selection.
[bookmark: _Toc233707447]Table 4.1:  Percentage of households reporting that the following criteria were used to select Public Works participants in their locality, by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	Poverty
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	People who are seen to be poor
	42.4
	62.1
	55.7
	75.9
	86.2
	45.3
	67.3
	68.0
	72.4

	People with small or no landholding
	32.7
	44.5
	33.4
	55.1
	81.4
	42.0
	40.6
	44.4
	54.5

	People with few or no cattle/oxen
	9.6
	22.1
	10.6
	30.2
	51.2
	20.4
	15.4
	18.0
	25.3

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household composition
	14.3
	27.2
	15.1
	18.3
	n.a.
	9.7
	9.4
	12.2
	11.4

	Old or disabled people
	8.4
	5.9
	9.1
	11.0
	39.4
	12.3
	21.9
	18.8
	24.2

	Connections
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Religious or ethnic groups
	0.3
	1.3
	0.4
	0.6
	4.1
	0.5
	0.3
	1.2
	2.6

	Family friends of project staff or village leadership
	3.2
	3.0
	5.0
	2.8
	8.7
	8.4
	14.3
	4.5
	2.1

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Randomly
	2.3
	1.5
	1.8
	3.0
	6.1
	2.7
	2.5
	1.2
	8.0

	Quota for each kebele
	11.7
	17.5
	11.3
	7.3
	24.4
	10.6
	5.4
	2.5
	10.8

	People badly affected by drought
	14.1
	19.1
	14.7
	22.0
	35.2
	28.2
	13.7
	16.6
	26.3


Note:  n.a. = not available.

The results for demographic criteria change less dramatically, though surprisingly—and a little disconcertingly—there is an increase in the percentage of respondents who identify being old or disabled as a eligibility criterion for Public Works in Oromiya and SNNPR.  More reassuringly, households do not generally perceive that religious affiliation, ethnicity, or personal connections affect the likelihood of selection into Public Works; the one exception being Oromiya, where 14.3 percent of respondents stated that family or friendship connections were a criteria for inclusion.  Finally, while there were relatively few cases where selection was perceived to be random, the perception that a quota system exists is found in all regions and especially in Tigray.  Being affected by drought is also seen as a common criterion for selection.
Table 4.2 lists selected responses to questions about perceptions about selection for Direct Support payments.  In Tigray, Amhara, Amhara-HVFB, and SNNPR, it is well understood that the elderly and disabled are the intended recipients of direct support.  In Oromiya, most responses report these characteristics, but the increase in the percentage of households reporting these criteria is smaller than in other regions. Oromiya and Amhara-HVFB are the only areas where a nonnegligible percentage of respondents indicate that connections play a role in the selection of Direct Support beneficiaries.
[bookmark: _Toc233707448]Table 4.2:  Percentage of households reporting that the following criteria were used to select Direct Support beneficiaries in their locality, by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household composition
	1.7
	7.4
	2.9
	6.3
	n.a.
	2.3
	5.1
	8.7
	11.3

	Old people
	70.8
	84.0
	64.3
	73.5
	92.4
	65.7
	69.5
	65.5
	67.7

	Disabled
	55.9
	75.1
	54.6
	72.6
	88.9
	59.5
	59.1
	69.4
	74.0

	Connections
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Religious or ethnic groups
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.5
	0.3
	2.3

	Family friends of project staff or village leadership
	1.5
	1.0
	1.9
	1.6
	4.8
	3.0
	8.5
	1.1
	0.9

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Randomly
	0.3
	4.2
	1.7
	0.9
	3.6
	2.0
	1.2
	0.4
	5.7

	Quota for each kebele
	4.9
	7.3
	1.2
	0.5
	16.8
	3.1
	1.4
	0.3
	6.6

	Poor people/badly affected by drought
	28.3
	31.9
	19.3
	40.9
	30.2
	28.2
	32.2
	23.5
	43.0



[bookmark: _Toc225926804]4.3  Selection into Public Works Employment
We begin our discussion of household selection into public works employment by examining whether there is constancy in program participation across survey years, that is, are the households we observe as Public Works participants in 2006 the same households in 2008? Or, is there a shuffling of households in and out of Public Works from year to year? 
Table 4.3 provides some descriptive statistics on constancy in Public Works participation.  We define a participant household as one in which at least one household member undertook Public Works employment under the PSNP in the first five months of 2006, 2007, or 2008 , or in the case of households found in Amhara-HVFB, in 2007 or 2008.[footnoteRef:10]   [10:  Note that there are only a handful of cases where households reported working in the second half of a calendar year but not in the first five months.] 

[bookmark: _Toc233707449]Table 4.3:  Constancy of household participation in the public works component of the PSNP, by region
	
	Number of households
	
	2006, 2007, and 2008
	2007 and 2008
	2006 and 2007
	2006 and 2008
	2006 only
	2007 only
	2008 only

	
	
	
	(percent)

	Tigray
	522
	
	40.42
	25.48
	2.11
	9.77
	14.75
	2.30
	5.17

	Amhara 
	429
	
	34.73
	27.27
	6.99
	5.13
	17.95
	5.13
	2.80

	Amhara-HVFB
	389
	
	-
	93.6
	-
	-
	-
	3.3
	3.1

	Oromiya
	457
	
	45.51
	13.35
	5.91
	4.81
	24.29
	3.72
	2.41

	SNNPR
	441
	
	68.48
	11.56
	2.27
	0.45
	16.78
	0.45
	0.00

	All percent
	1,849
	
	47.05
	19.58
	4.22
	5.25
	18.33
	2.87
	2.70


Notes:  Sample restricted to households receiving payments for public works in the first five months of at least one year:  2006, 2007, or 2008.

The striking feature of Table 4.3 is how relatively few households participate in Public Works employment in all three years.  Outside SNNPR, fewer than half of participating households received employment in 2006, 2007, and 2008. In all regions and most particularly Oromiya, a considerable fraction of 2006 beneficiaries do not receive employment in 2007 or 2008.  In Tigray, there is some evidence of “employment sharing” across years, with nearly 10 percent of 2006 participating households not receiving work in 2007 but being employed in 2008. In Amhara, nearly 20 percent of households were dropped after 2006 and only 62.3 percent received transfers in both 2007 and 2008. By contrast, nearly all participants in Amhara-HVFB had constant participation. 
Examining the characteristics of these different groups can tell us something about how the targeting of Public Works is changing, or not, over time.  We focus on three broad sets of characteristics:  demographic, wealth, and proxies for household “connections.”  We compare the four categories of Public Works participants of greatest interest:  those households who never receive employment (i.e., those households not reporting employment in the first five months of 2006, 2007, and 2008); those reporting employment in all three years; those households who were employed in 2006 but not afterward (i.e., those households “dropped” from the program); and those households who, although not reporting working in 2006, worked in 2007 and/or 2008 (“entrants”).  We compare these groups on the basis of their characteristics as observed at baseline.
Results are reported in Table 4.4a and, for the comparison between Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, Table 4.4b. Because there are so many numbers, it is helpful to summarize these by region and employment status.
In Tigray, households employed in all three years—relative to those who never received employment—had younger heads, were slightly less likely to be headed by females, were larger, with more adult males of working age and fewer men 65 years and older (in fact, we observe this particular pattern in all regions); were poorer as measured by mean or median landholdings, mean, or median livestock holdings, and holdings of oxen; and very slightly better off if measured in terms of the heads’ educational attainment.  Compared to those who remained in the program for all three years, those households dropped after 2006 tended to have slightly older household heads, were much more likely to be female-headed with smaller households and fewer working-age males, had similar landholdings, but more livestock.  Those who entered were, relative to those who dropped, less likely to be female-headed, and had larger households with more adult males.  Family connections, as measured whether the head was born in the locality and the prominence the head’s father had in the community, appears to have had no meaningful effect on participation in the public works component of the PSNP in Tigray.
In Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, participants tended to come from households headed by younger individuals and households who were poorer as measured by livestock or landholdings. Participants in Amhara come from slightly larger households than those never having received employment and are less likely to be headed by women. By contrast, Amhara-HVFB participants were slightly more likely to be headed by women and were effectively the same size as those households that did not receive employment. The differences in demographic and wealth characteristics between those households never employed and those employed in all three years is much less pronounced than it is in Tigray.  Those employed in all three years were less likely to be female-headed and held slightly less land.  Those dropped tended to have more schooling and larger landholdings but less livestock.  By contrast, entrants, relative to those dropped, tended to have less schooling and smaller landholdings but more livestock.  However, entrants were, relative to those who never received employment, poorer as measured by human capital, landholdings, or livestock holdings.
In Oromiya, households employed in all three years were, relative to those never employed, much less likely to be female-headed and larger in size.  There is no consistent difference in measures of wealth between these groups.  Somewhat disconcertingly, those households that were dropped after 2006 tended to be poorer, and were more likely to be female-headed, compared to those who had employment in all three years.  New entrants after 2006 were poorer than those households who never received employment.  Interestingly, in spite of households’ perceptions to the contrary, there is no strong evidence of favoritism based on observable family connections; in fact, households were more likely to be dropped after 2006 if they were born in the locality.
In SNNPR, households employed in all three years—relative to those who never received employment—had younger heads and were slightly less likely to be headed by females.  Other demographic characteristics do not differ markedly across groups.  What is striking in SNNPR, however, is the inclusion, after 2006, of very poor households as measured by holdings of livestock.
[bookmark: _Toc233707450]
Table 4.4a:  Household characteristics, by participation in the Public Works component of the PSNP, by region
	Characteristic
	Region
	Never employed
	Employed in all three years
	Employed only in 2006 (“dropped”)
	Employed in 2007 or 2008 (“entered”)

	Mean age, head (years)
	Tigray
	51.6
	44.2
	48.5
	46.1

	
	Amhara
	50.7
	48.0
	46.7
	41.3

	
	Oromiya
	43.1
	40.9
	44.3
	41.0

	
	SNNPR
	43.8
	39.2
	43.8
	39.3

	Female head (percent)
	Tigray
	29.8
	25.6
	45.5
	29.0

	
	Amhara
	30.1
	20.8
	24.7
	23.0

	
	Oromiya
	29.9
	13.0
	27.0
	19.2

	
	SNNPR
	22.2
	15.6
	18.9
	18.9

	Mean household size
	Tigray
	4.1
	5.6
	4.1
	5.1

	
	Amhara
	4.1
	4.8
	4.9
	4.5

	
	Oromiya
	4.7
	5.9
	5.1
	5.4

	
	SNNPR
	5.4
	5.3
	5.9
	4.6

	Mean number of males 65 or older
	Tigray
	0.19
	0.08
	0.13
	0.06

	
	Amhara
	0.15
	0.06
	0.15
	0.07

	
	Oromiya
	0.08
	0.02
	0.12
	0.03

	
	SNNPR
	0.09
	0.03
	0.01
	0.09

	Mean number of males, 15-64
	Tigray
	1.00
	1.30
	0.91
	1.22

	
	Amhara
	0.95
	1.14
	1.23
	1.18

	
	Oromiya
	1.02
	1.26
	1.02
	1.19

	
	SNNPR
	1.25
	1.26
	1.54
	1.13

	Mean landholdings (hectares)
	Tigray
	1.34
	1.10
	1.05
	1.24

	
	Amhara
	1.58
	1.43
	1.42
	1.28

	
	Oromiya
	1.32
	1.46
	1.12
	1.28

	
	SNNPR
	0.85
	0.77
	0.90
	0.66

	Median landholdings (hectares)
	Tigray
	1.00
	0.90
	0.88
	1.00

	
	Amhara
	1.25
	0.94
	1.19
	1.02

	
	Oromiya
	1.04
	1.19
	0.90
	1.13

	
	SNNPR
	0.53
	0.50
	0.75
	0.50

	Mean grades attained, household head
	Tigray
	2.47
	2.65
	1.03
	1.59

	
	Amhara
	3.28
	3.78
	5.16
	3.06

	
	Oromiya
	1.74
	1.35
	1.89
	2.19

	
	SNNPR
	2.41
	2.38
	2.03
	2.66

	Mean value of livestock holdings, 2006
	Tigray
	4,032
	2,629
	3,469
	3,687

	  (birr)
	Amhara
	4,292
	3,515
	2,424
	2,871

	
	Oromiya
	4,736
	4,224
	3,538
	3,805

	
	SNNPR
	2,745
	3,445
	1,403
	1,233

	Median value of livestock holdings, 2006
	Tigray
	3,265
	1,946
	3,113
	2,818

	  (birr)
	Amhara
	3,029
	2,920
	1,990
	2,130

	
	Oromiya
	2,450
	2,693
	2,498
	3,010

	
	SNNPR
	1,814
	1,425
	1,019
	985

	Mean number of oxen, 2006
	Tigray
	1.02
	0.82
	0.95
	1.05

	
	Amhara
	0.97
	0.87
	0.59
	0.80

	
	Oromiya
	0.55
	0.47
	0.48
	0.40

	
	SNNPR
	0.70
	0.69
	0.29
	0.17

	Head was born in this locality
	Tigray
	83.7
	88.3
	90.5
	86.9

	
	Amhara
	78.7
	77.9
	85.9
	89.9

	
	Oromiya
	72.0
	70.3
	84.6
	67.9

	
	SNNPR
	75.6
	81.1
	83.1
	84.9

	Parent held official position in village
	Tigray
	4.3
	6.5
	6.2
	3.4

	
	Amhara
	6.5
	3.9
	5.4
	4.3

	
	Oromiya
	5.8
	7.2
	4.3
	2.6

	
	SNNPR
	8.5
	9.5
	11.6
	11.3

	Father was important in village social life
	Tigray
	45.5
	48.1
	45.0
	41.4

	
	Amhara
	38.1
	39.0
	47.0
	28.1

	
	Oromiya
	45.7
	42.3
	44.7
	41.0

	
	SNNPR
	59.7
	50.0
	57.9
	58.5



[bookmark: _Toc229383262][bookmark: _Toc233707451]Table 4.4b:  Household characteristics, by participation in the public works component of the PSNP, Amhara and Amhara-HVFB
	
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB

	Characteristic
	Never employed
	Employed in all three years
	Never employed
	Employed in 2007 and 2008

	Mean age, head (years)
	50.7
	48.0
	47.9
	44.0

	Female head (percent)
	30.1
	20.8
	18.9
	23.3

	Widows over 60 (percent)
	12.9
	3.4
	6.6
	1.6

	Mean household size
	4.1
	4.8
	4.7
	4.5

	Mean number of males, 15-59
	1.92
	2.30
	1.20
	1.10

	Mean landholdings (hectares)
	1.58
	1.43
	0.92
	0.83

	Median landholdings (hectares)
	1.25
	0.94
	0.75
	0.75

	Mean grades attained, household head
	1.67
	1.38
	0.47
	0.52

	Tropical livestock units
	4.80
	3.03
	4.87
	2.33

	Head was born in this locality
	78.7
	77.9
	-
	-

	Parent held official position in village
	6.5
	3.9
	-
	-

	Father was important in village social life
	38.1
	39.0
	-
	-



A limitation of these descriptive statistics is that discerning causal relations is not straightforward.  For example, is it the case that Public Works participation is really targeted toward younger household heads? Or is it the case that employment is targeted toward poorer households in Tigray and that poorer households just happen to have younger heads?  To address this issue, we use probit regressions, reported in Table 4.5 and Table 4.6.  The dependent variable in these tables equals one if the household was employed in PSNP public works, zero otherwise.  The independent variables fall into three broad categories:  household demographic categories, wealth, and “connections.”  In addition, we control for household location by region.  The coefficients presented in Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 have been transformed into marginal effects; so, for example, the coefficient ‑0.002 found in column (1) associated for the age of head means that every additional year of age of the household head reduces the likelihood that the household was paid for public works employment by 0.2 percentage points (0.002 x 100).  Dummy variables, such as whether the household head is female, are interpreted as “switching the variable” from 0 to 1.  The coefficient for female head in column (1) means that a female-headed household is 6.5 percentage points less likely to participate in the public works component of the PSNP than an otherwise identical male-headed household.  For the full sample results, the calculation of standard errors takes into account the clustered nature of the sample.  Calculating heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors does not appreciably change these findings.  For the region-specific results, there are too few clusters to control for clustering and so we report heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.


[bookmark: _Toc233707452]Table 4.5:  Correlates of access to Public Works, by year
	
	Any payment for Public Works, 2006, 2007, or 2008
	Any payment for Public Works, 2006
	Any payment for Public Works, 2007
	Any payment for Public Works, 2008

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Age of head
	-0.002
	-0.001
	-0.002
	-0.002

	
	(1.90)*
	(1.07)
	(2.12)**
	(2.03)**

	Female head
	-0.065
	-0.057
	-0.060
	-0.075

	
	(2.15)**
	(1.81)*
	(2.00)**
	(2.62)***

	Males, 65+
	-0.082
	-0.068
	-0.058
	-0.071

	
	(1.71)*
	(1.52)
	(1.20)
	(1.52)

	Females, 65+
	-0.074
	-0.047
	-0.061
	-0.085

	
	(1.62)
	(0.98)
	(1.46)
	(2.02)**

	Dependency ratio
	-0.011
	-0.009
	-0.009
	-0.013

	
	(1.87)*
	(1.67)*
	(1.39)
	(1.94)*

	Males, 15-59
	0.030
	0.024
	0.028
	0.025

	
	(2.31)**
	(2.02)**
	(1.51)
	(1.40)

	Females, 15-59
	0.031
	0.033
	0.021
	0.014

	
	(1.82)*
	(2.09)**
	(1.00)
	(0.65)

	Grades completed, head
	-0.001
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.001

	
	(0.57)
	(0.02)
	(0.18)
	(0.46)

	Oxen owned, 2005
	-0.050
	-0.054
	-0.059
	-0.043

	
	(4.12)***
	(4.02)***
	(3.97)***
	(2.82)***

	Log value of livestock, 2005
	-0.011
	-0.009
	-0.010
	-0.018

	
	(1.89)*
	(1.71)*
	(1.67)*
	(2.96)***

	Per capita land holdings
	-0.169
	-0.121
	-0.146
	-0.130

	
	(2.28)**
	(1.57)
	(1.88)*
	(1.70)*

	Head born in this PA
	0.045
	0.058
	0.044
	0.049

	
	(1.49)
	(1.89)*
	(1.53)
	(1.68)*

	Drought in 2005-07
	0.094
	
	
	

	
	(3.31)***
	
	
	

	Drought in 2005
	
	0.052
	
	

	
	
	(1.42)
	
	

	Drought in 2006
	
	
	0.123
	

	
	
	
	(2.21)**
	

	Drought in 2007
	
	
	
	0.112

	
	
	
	
	(4.28)***

	Amhara
	-0.145
	-0.129
	-0.053
	-0.175

	
	(2.23)**
	(1.69)*
	(0.73)
	(2.44)**

	Oromiya
	-0.189
	-0.056
	-0.127
	-0.217

	
	(3.15)***
	(0.93)
	(1.95)*
	(3.11)***

	SNNPR
	-0.273
	-0.082
	-0.141
	-0.251

	
	(4.47)***
	(1.36)
	(2.12)**
	(3.74)***

	Observations
	3,260
	3,260
	3,061
	3,000


Notes:  Coefficients are expressed in terms of their marginal effects.  Robust (clustered) Z-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 10 percent, ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. Characteristics as observed in 2006 unless otherwise noted.

The first column of Table 4.5 looks at whether, over this three-year period, a sampled household participated in public works employment.  Controlling for household location, as household wealth increases—as measured by ownership of oxen, the value of all livestock holdings, and per capita landholdings—the likelihood of participation in public works declines.  The magnitude of these effects is meaningful.  For example, ownership of two oxen in 2005 reduces the probability of participation by 10 percent points.  Compared to a household with no land, landholdings of one hectare of land per person reduce the probability of participation by 16.9 percentage points.  Demographic characteristics—particularly labor availability—also matter.  Each additional adult male and female increases the likelihood of participation by three percentage points.  However, the likelihood of participation is lower for households with older heads, female heads, and households with high dependency ratios (the number of household members aged 0-14 and 60 and older divided by the number of members aged 15 to 59).  Experiencing a drought shock increases the likelihood of participation; being born in the village of current residence raises the likelihood of being selected for public works employment, although this is not precisely measured.
Columns (2), (3), and (4) look at the determinants of participation by year.  The striking feature here is the stability of the coefficients over time.  This suggests that for the sample as a whole, the use of these characteristics as means of targeting households does not change meaningfully over time.
It is possible, however, that the results for the full sample mask differences across regions and changes at the regional level over time.  Table 4.6a explores this possibility, examining the correlates of public works participation by region and by year; Table 4.6b compares Amhara and Amhara-HVFB.  There are several notable differences.
Labor endowments, as measured by the number of males and females aged 15-59, are positively associated with participation in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya, but not in SNNPR.  In Oromiya, female-headed households are, holding other factors constant, considerably less likely to participate in PSNP-related public works.  Per capita landholdings appear to be associated with reduced likelihood of public works participation in Tigray, but not in the other three regions.  Oxen ownership has a large effect on the likelihood of participation in Amhara and SNNPR, but not in Oromiya.  Only in Oromiya are schooling levels associated with reduced likelihood of participation and, even there, the magnitude of the effect is small.  There is limited evidence that in Amhara and Oromiya, households where the head was born in their village of residence were more likely to participate in public works employment.  Finally, households that report experiencing a drought shock in the previous year are more likely to be public works participants.


[bookmark: _Toc233707453]Table 4.6a:  Correlates of access to public works, by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	Demographic characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age of head
	-0.004
	-0.006
	-0.001
	-0.004
	0.001
	0.000
	-0.002
	-0.002

	
	(2.29)**
	(3.16)***
	(0.75)
	(1.91)*
	(0.50)
	(0.21)
	(0.99)
	(1.33)

	Female head
	0.031
	-0.012
	-0.055
	0.010
	-0.153
	-0.189
	-0.084
	-0.060

	
	(0.61)
	(0.22)
	(1.10)
	(0.17)
	(3.09)***
	(3.73)***
	(1.43)
	(1.04)

	Males, 65+
	-0.066
	-0.111
	0.077
	0.179
	-0.098
	-0.287
	-0.227
	-0.034

	
	(0.90)
	(1.40)
	(1.02)
	(2.13)**
	(1.12)
	(3.65)***
	(2.63)***
	(0.39)

	Females, 65+
	0.060
	0.068
	0.024
	-0.100
	-0.038
	-0.096
	-0.218
	-0.109

	
	(0.77)
	(0.81)
	(0.36)
	(1.37)
	(0.44)
	(1.13)
	(2.53)**
	(1.29)

	Dependency ratio
	0.000
	-0.000
	-0.016
	-0.020
	-0.005
	0.011
	0.005
	-0.012

	
	(0.03)
	(0.01)
	(1.36)
	(1.53)
	(0.38)
	(0.83)
	(0.29)
	(0.77)

	Males, 15-59
	0.048
	0.061
	0.026
	0.044
	0.010
	0.046
	0.028
	0.009

	
	(1.83)*
	(2.18)**
	(0.97)
	(1.50)
	(0.32)
	(1.44)
	(1.15)
	(0.37)

	Females, 15-59
	0.046
	0.081
	0.074
	0.084
	0.038
	0.050
	0.022
	-0.046

	
	(1.44)
	(2.30)**
	(2.40)**
	(2.44)**
	(1.11)
	(1.34)
	(0.94)
	(2.02)**

	Wealth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grades completed, head
	0.004
	0.008
	0.004
	-0.003
	-0.008
	-0.008
	-0.006
	-0.000

	
	(1.04)
	(2.17)**
	(1.35)
	(1.00)
	(2.03)**
	(2.14)**
	(1.15)
	(0.01)

	Oxen owned, 2005
	-0.047
	-0.012
	-0.118
	-0.055
	-0.012
	-0.009
	-0.074
	-0.111

	
	(1.79)*
	(0.43)
	(5.05)***
	(2.28)**
	(0.60)
	(0.40)
	(3.15)***
	(4.76)***

	Log value of livestock, 2005
	-0.011
	-0.008
	0.009
	-0.026
	-0.002
	-0.016
	-0.025
	-0.020

	
	(0.84)
	(0.60)
	(0.91)
	(2.39)**
	(0.22)
	(1.71)*
	(2.64)***
	(2.15)**

	Per capita landholdings
	-0.356
	-0.309
	-0.051
	-0.056
	-0.144
	-0.093
	0.065
	0.052

	
	(4.56)***
	(3.69)***
	(0.85)
	(0.90)
	(1.83)*
	(1.13)
	(0.60)
	(0.49)

	Connections
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Head born in this PA
	0.076
	-0.035
	0.046
	0.115
	0.081
	0.063
	-0.008
	0.016

	
	(1.32)
	(0.59)
	(0.92)
	(2.10)**
	(1.91)*
	(1.40)
	(0.16)
	(0.31)

	Shocks
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Drought in 2005
	0.225
	
	-0.073
	
	0.086
	
	-0.073
	

	
	(5.22)***
	
	(1.58)
	
	(2.43)**
	
	(1.93)*
	

	Drought in 2007
	
	0.144
	
	0.056
	
	0.154
	
	0.106

	
	
	(2.62)***
	
	(1.44)
	
	(4.22)***
	
	(2.98)***

	Observations
	801
	744
	740
	695
	883
	770
	841
	795


Notes:  Coefficients are expressed in terms of their marginal effects.  Robust Z-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 10 percent, ** significant at 5 percent, *** significant at 1 percent.  Characteristics as observed in 2006 unless otherwise noted.

The first column of Table 4.6b looks at whether, in 2008, a sampled household in Amhara participated in public works employment. Controlling for household location, the dominant factor affecting the likelihood of participation is ownership of livestock. As this increases, the likelihood of participation falls but somewhat slowly. Moving from ownership of one TLU to four (from approximately the 25th percentile to the 75th) reduces the likelihood of receiving employment by 11.6 percentage points. However, apart from livestock and household dependency ratios, no other characteristic has a statistically significant effect on participation.


[bookmark: _Toc229383263][bookmark: _Toc233707454]Table 4.6b:  Correlates of access to public works in 2008
	
	(1)
	(2)

	
	Amhara
	Amhara-FVFB

	Age of household head
	-0.002
	-0.003**

	
	(-1.502)
	(-2.196)

	Head is female
	0.004
	0.128***

	
	(0.0696)
	(2.627)

	Head is an elderly widow
	-0.138
	-0.252**

	
	(-1.395)
	(-2.226)

	Household size
	0.011
	0.005

	
	(0.964)
	(0.475)

	Dependency ratio
	-0.027*
	-0.001

	
	(-1.936)
	(-0.0653)

	Grades completed, head
	-0.001
	-0.001

	
	(-0.294)
	(-0.0654)

	Livestock holdings (TLU), 2005
	-0.029***
	-0.052***

	
	(-4.640)
	(-6.320)

	Per capita landholdings
	-0.054
	0.070

	
	(-0.890)
	(0.476)

	Suffered from drought in 2007
	0.004
	0.071**

	
	(0.0778)
	(2.060)

	Observations
	773
	942


Notes:  Coefficients are expressed in terms of their marginal effects.  Robust (clustered) Z-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 10 percent, ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. In Amhara, characteristics are observed in 2006 unless otherwise noted. In Amhara-FVFB, all characteristics are as of 2005.

Column (2) looks at the role the same characteristics play in determining who participates in Amhara-HVFB. There are three notable differences relative to the rest of Amhara. First, demographic characteristics seem to play a larger role. While the age of the household head has approximately the same impact in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, the sex and marital status of the head also affect the likelihood of participation in Amhara-HVFB. The magnitude of these effects is meaningful.  A female-headed household is 12.8 percentage points more likely to participate than a comparable male-headed household in the same locality in Amhara-HVFB areas. By contrast, a widow aged 60 or older is 25.2 percentage points less likely to participate. Second, increased livestock holdings have a larger effect on reducing the likelihood of participation than they do in Amhara. In Amhara-HVFB, moving from ownership of one TLU to four (from approximately the 25th percentile to the 75th) reduces the likelihood of receiving employment by 20.8 percentage points. Third, having received a drought shock in 2007 also increases the likelihood of receiving public works employment, suggesting that in Amhara-HVFB areas, local communities are adjusting participation in response to climatic shocks experienced by households. 
Note that indeed many of these magnitudes are meaningfully large.  Consider two households.  Household A has two adult males and two adult females and owns no oxen; Household B has one adult male and one adult female and owns two oxen.  In all other respects, they are identical.  The results reported in Table 4.5, column (1), indicate that the probability of participation in PSNP public works by Household A is 16.1 percentage points higher than Household B.  The regression estimates, together with the descriptive statistics presented above, indicate that, generally, the targeting principles laid out in the Project Implementation Manual are being followed, but as Table 4.6 shows, with some regional variations. 
[bookmark: _Toc225926805]4.4  Selection into Direct Support
We now examine the evolution of access to Direct Support over time.  Table 4.7 presents some basic statistics for those households that received at least one Direct Support payment in the first five months of 2006, 2007, or 2008.
[bookmark: _Toc233707455]Table 4.7:  Consistency of household participation in the Direct Support component of the PSNP, by region
	
	Number of households
	2006, 2007, and 2008
	2007 and 2008
	2006 and 2007
	2006 and 2008
	2006 only
	2007 only
	2008 only

	Tigray
	224
	35.27
	39.73
	0.45
	2.68
	11.61
	2.23
	8.04

	Amhara 
	125
	29.60
	52.00
	0.00
	0.00
	8.80
	5.60
	4.00

	Amhara-HVFB
	148
	-
	91.20
	-
	-
	-
	-
	8.80

	Oromiya
	181
	16.57
	20.44
	2.76
	1.66
	47.51
	6.63
	4.42

	SNNPR
	124
	34.68
	24.19
	3.23
	0.00
	37.10
	0.00
	0.81

	All percent
	654
	32.36
	33.79
	1.53
	1.38
	25.84
	3.67
	4.89


Notes:  Sample restricted to households receiving direct support payments in the first five months of at least one year, 2006, 2007, or 2008.

The first feature to note is that the sample sizes are considerably smaller than those reported in the analogous table (Table 4.3) for Public Works.  This reflects the considerably lower coverage of Direct Support within the PSNP.  Second, few households receive Direct Support in all three years; however in Amhara-HVFB, virtually all households receiving direct support in 2007 also received it in 2008. There appears to have been some effort to expand Direct Support coverage.  This is most clear in Tigray, where the number of Direct Support households is largest and where 75 percent of these beneficiaries received transfers in both 2007 and 2008.  The number of households receiving Direct Support benefits also rises in Amhara, and to a lesser extent in SNNPR, but from a low base.  In Oromiya, by contrast, a large fraction of those households receiving Direct Support obtained these transfers in 2006 but not in subsequent years.
Table 4.8a provides descriptive characteristics of Direct Support recipients disaggregated into four categories:  households that never received payments, received payments in all three years, received payments in 2006 but not after that, and those that only received them in 2007 or 2008.  The striking feature of these descriptives is how closely they conform to the intention of the Direct Support component of the PSNP.  Households receiving these payments have heads that are considerably older; they are smaller, with much lower labor endowments.  They are poorer when measured by livestock holding and by landholdings.  There is evidence of some retargeting, with larger households and those with more adult male labor being dropped and replaced with smaller, and to a certain extent, older households. 
Table 4.7b provides descriptive characteristics of direct support recipients in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, disaggregated into those households that never received payments and those that received payments in all three (two) years. The striking feature of these descriptives is how closely they conform to the intention of the direct support component of the PSNP.  Households receiving these payments have heads that are considerably older; they are smaller, with much lower labor endowments.  They are poorer when measured by livestock holding and, to a lesser extent, by landholdings. 
As with our discussion of access to public works, we next report the results of probit regressions, where the dependent variable equals one if the household received Direct Support payments, zero otherwise.  Table 4.9 examines these for the full sample across all years, and each year individually.  Table 4.10a looks at the correlates of access at the regional level for 2006 and 2008 and Table 4.10b compares Amhara and Amhara-HVFB.
Table 4.9 shows that demographic characteristics dominate the likelihood that a household receives Direct Support.  Households with older heads, older men, and fewer younger men are more likely to receive these payments.  A female-headed household is also more likely to be a Direct Support recipient.  Characteristics related to poverty play a much smaller role in determining selection, suggesting that infirmity (as proxied by age) and absence of labor power are the factors driving selection.  Unlike Public Works, households reporting a drought shock are only marginally more likely to receive Direct Support.  And also by contrast, there appear to be fewer differences across regions, with two notable exceptions:  female-headed households in Oromiya are less likely to receive Direct Support and households experiencing a drought shock in Tigray are more likely to receive these payments.
[bookmark: _Toc233707456]Table 4.8a:  Household characteristics, by participation in the direct support component of the PSNP, by region
	
	Region
	Never received Direct Support
	Received Direct Support in all years
	Direct Support only in 2006 (“dropped”)
	Direct Support in 2007 or 2008 (“entered”)

	Mean age, head (years)
	Tigray
	44.8
	63.0
	51.0
	55.6

	
	Amhara
	46.6
	61.0
	62.5
	56.5

	
	Oromiya
	40.4
	65.1
	45.0
	50.5

	
	SNNPR
	40.6
	59.7
	45.4
	51.6

	Female head (percent)
	Tigray
	22.8
	59.5
	38.5
	36.3

	
	Amhara
	22.0
	73.0
	45.5
	55.6

	
	Oromiya
	21.0
	56.7
	25.6
	45.0

	
	SNNPR
	15.9
	53.5
	36.2
	44.0

	Mean household size
	Tigray
	5.2
	2.6
	5.0
	3.8

	
	Amhara
	4.5
	2.4
	4.5
	4.0

	
	Oromiya
	5.2
	3.7
	5.5
	4.4

	
	SNNPR
	5.4
	4.1
	5.3
	4.7

	Mean number of males, 65 and older
	Tigray
	0.07
	0.27
	0.23
	0.32

	
	Amhara
	0.12
	0.14
	0.36
	0.20

	
	Oromiya
	0.05
	0.23
	0.05
	0.15

	
	SNNPR
	0.05
	0.23
	0.19
	0.08

	Mean number of males, 15-64
	Tigray
	1.25
	0.41
	1.04
	0.83

	
	Amhara
	0.47
	0.24
	0.82
	0.14

	
	Oromiya
	1.09
	0.50
	1.13
	0.71

	
	SNNPR
	1.24
	0.67
	1.09
	0.93

	Mean landholdings (hectares)
	Tigray
	1.30
	1.08
	1.53
	0.97

	
	Amhara
	1.50
	1.02
	0.95
	1.19

	
	Oromiya
	1.37
	0.80
	1.18
	1.11

	
	SNNPR
	0.83
	0.68
	0.82
	0.67

	Median landholdings (hectares)
	Tigray
	1.05
	0.88
	0.78
	0.84

	
	Amhara
	1.15
	0.63
	0.88
	0.94

	
	Oromiya
	1.13
	0.53
	0.93
	1.03

	
	SNNPR
	0.56
	0.50
	0.56
	0.50

	Mean grades attained, household head
	Tigray
	2.45
	1.10
	1.00
	2.26

	
	Amhara
	3.75
	0.73
	0.00
	2.31

	
	Oromiya
	1.62
	0.83
	2.45
	2.53

	
	SNNPR
	2.52
	1.21
	1.59
	1.44

	Mean value of livestock holdings, 2006
	Tigray
	4,031
	1,673
	4,122
	2,564

	
	Amhara
	3,794
	1,234
	1,327
	1,593

	
	Oromiya
	4,473
	2,018
	3,482
	4,548

	
	SNNPR
	2,380
	1,419
	2,156
	1,464

	Median value of livestock holdings, 2006
	Tigray
	3,370
	1,320
	2,610
	2,437

	
	Amhara
	2,800
	914
	1,025
	900

	
	Oromiya
	2,700
	1,400
	2,440
	1,403

	
	SNNPR
	1,503
	1,190
	1,208
	1,137

	Mean Number of oxen, 2006
	Tigray
	1.12
	0.49
	0.88
	0.79

	
	Amhara
	0.92
	0.19
	0.09
	0.53

	
	Oromiya
	0.53
	0.20
	0.45
	0.52

	
	SNNPR
	0.57
	0.30
	0.43
	0.32

	Head was born in this locality
	Tigray
	89.6
	72.2
	84.6
	81.3

	
	Amhara
	82.7
	75.7
	90.9
	86.7

	
	Oromiya
	76.3
	70.0
	81.4
	57.5

	
	SNNPR
	81.7
	51.2
	68.1
	64.0

	Parent held official position in village
	Tigray
	4.2
	10.1
	7.7
	4.4

	
	Amhara
	6.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	
	Oromiya
	5.6
	3.3
	2.3
	2.5

	
	SNNPR
	10.4
	2.3
	4.3
	8.0

	Father was important in village social life
	Tigray
	45.8
	48.1
	38.5
	53.8

	
	Amhara
	38.9
	24.3
	27.3
	24.4

	
	Oromiya
	46.4
	30.0
	43.0
	40.0

	
	SNNPR
	58.7
	51.2
	66.0
	52.0



[bookmark: _Toc229383265][bookmark: _Toc233707457]Table 4.8b:  Household characteristics, by participation in the direct support component of the PSNP
	
	Amhara
	
	Amhara-HVFB

	
	Never received direct support
	Received direct support in all years
	
	Never received direct support
	Received direct support in 2007 and 2008

	Mean age, head (years)
	46.6
	61.0
	
	45.2
	57.6

	Female head (percent)
	22.0
	73.0
	
	15.9
	52.6

	Old widows
	5.1
	48.6
	
	2.2
	25.9

	Mean household size
	4.5
	2.4
	
	4.8
	3.2

	Mean number of males, 15-59
	2.2
	0.8
	
	1.2
	0.7

	Mean landholdings (hectares)
	1.50
	1.02
	
	0.90
	0.81

	Median landholdings (hectares)
	1.15
	0.63
	
	0.75
	0.75

	Mean grades attained, household head
	1.76
	0.73
	
	0.54
	0.07

	Mean livestock holdings (TLU)
	4.20
	1.55
	
	4.29
	1.93



[bookmark: _Toc233707458]Table 4.9:  Correlates of receipt of direct support by year, full sample
	
	Any Direct Support payments (1)
	Direct Support payments, 2006 (2)
	Direct Support payments, 2007 (3)
	Direct Support payments, 2008 (4)

	Age of head
	0.003
	0.002
	0.003
	0.003

	
	(6.06)***
	(3.28)***
	(6.12)***
	(5.48)***

	Female head
	0.109
	0.064
	0.100
	0.088

	
	(7.00)***
	(4.34)***
	(6.72)***
	(6.26)***

	Males, 65+
	0.058
	0.070
	0.050
	0.060

	
	(2.52)**
	(2.78)***
	(2.21)**
	(2.72)***

	Females, 65+
	0.022
	0.099
	0.010
	0.024

	
	(1.19)
	(5.14)***
	(0.63)
	(1.44)

	Dependency ratio
	0.001
	0.006
	-0.000
	0.003

	
	(0.35)
	(2.05)**
	(0.00)
	(1.04)

	Males, 15-59
	-0.030
	-0.016
	-0.027
	-0.027

	
	(3.66)***
	(2.20)**
	(3.63)***
	(3.42)***

	Females, 15-59
	-0.013
	0.006
	-0.013
	-0.011

	
	(1.39)
	(0.83)
	(1.40)
	(1.35)

	Grades completed, head
	0.001
	-0.002
	0.001
	0.001

	
	(1.33)
	(1.18)
	(1.37)
	(1.03)

	Oxen owned, 2005
	-0.010
	-0.027
	-0.011
	-0.010

	
	(1.34)
	(3.61)***
	(1.48)
	(1.27)

	Log value of livestock, 2005
	-0.006
	-0.000
	-0.005
	-0.005

	
	(2.43)**
	(0.17)
	(2.39)**
	(2.02)**

	Per capita landholdings
	-0.005
	0.010
	-0.006
	0.005

	
	(0.21)
	(0.44)
	(0.30)
	(0.21)

	Head born in this PA
	-0.034
	-0.002
	-0.007
	-0.026

	
	(2.12)**
	(0.12)
	(0.50)
	(1.79)*

	Drought in 2005-07
	0.037
	
	
	

	
	(2.81)***
	
	
	

	Drought in 2005
	
	0.026
	
	

	
	
	(1.60)
	
	

	Drought in 2006
	
	
	0.039
	

	
	
	
	(1.99)**
	

	Drought in 2007
	
	
	
	0.026

	
	
	
	
	(1.70)*

	Amhara
	-0.070
	-0.056
	-0.054
	-0.067

	
	(2.66)***
	(2.15)**
	(1.93)*
	(2.77)***

	Oromiya
	-0.068
	0.026
	-0.056
	-0.068

	
	(3.77)***
	(0.71)
	(3.00)***
	(3.80)***

	SNNPR
	-0.086
	-0.002
	-0.058
	-0.073

	
	(6.01)***
	(0.05)
	(3.53)***
	(5.06)***

	Observations
	2,994
	3,190
	2,994
	2,933


Notes:  Coefficients are expressed in terms of their marginal effects.  Robust (clustered) Z-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 10 percent, ** significant at 5 percent, *** significant at 1 percent.  Characteristics as observed in 2006 unless otherwise noted.

The magnitudes of these effects are meaningfully large.  As with our discussion of Public Works, consider two households.  Household A has a female head aged 70; Household B has a male head aged 40.  In all other respects, they are identical.  The results reported in Table 4.9, column (1), indicate that the probability of receipt of Direct Support by Household A is 22.9 percentage points higher than Household B.  Assuming that advanced age is correlated, in these settings, with reduced work capacity, then these results together with the descriptive statistics presented above, indicate that the targeting principles laid out in the Project Implementation Manual for Direct Support are being followed. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707459]Table 4.10a:  Correlates of receipt of direct support, by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	Demographic characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age of head
	0.002
	0.005
	-0.000
	0.001
	0.001
	0.000
	0.001
	0.003

	
	(1.85)*
	(3.42)***
	(0.19)
	(0.73)
	(0.50)
	(0.21)
	(0.97)
	(4.84)***

	Female head
	0.088
	0.118
	0.020
	0.140
	-0.153
	-0.189
	0.076
	0.039

	
	(2.89)***
	(2.90)***
	(1.33)
	(3.80)***
	(3.09)***
	(3.73)***
	(2.25)**
	(1.67)*

	Males, 65+
	0.156
	0.222
	0.025
	0.038
	-0.098
	-0.287
	0.198
	-0.022

	
	(3.36)***
	(3.46)***
	(0.94)
	(0.81)
	(1.12)
	(3.65)***
	(3.44)***
	(1.08)

	Females, 65+
	0.056
	0.044
	0.099
	0.040
	-0.038
	-0.096
	0.099
	-0.016

	
	(1.30)
	(0.74)
	(3.42)***
	(1.15)
	(0.44)
	(1.13)
	(2.04)**
	(0.61)

	Dependency ratio
	-0.000
	-0.013
	0.006
	0.016
	-0.005
	0.011
	0.003
	0.001

	
	(0.09)
	(1.55)
	(2.52)**
	(2.99)***
	(0.38)
	(0.83)
	(0.44)
	(0.18)

	Males, 15-59
	-0.020
	-0.057
	-0.006
	-0.019
	0.010
	0.046
	-0.016
	-0.018

	
	(1.54)
	(2.76)***
	(0.77)
	(1.08)
	(0.32)
	(1.44)
	(1.29)
	(1.67)*

	Females, 15-59
	-0.026
	-0.067
	0.014
	0.017
	0.038
	0.050
	0.008
	-0.002

	
	(1.49)
	(2.39)**
	(1.64)
	(0.96)
	(1.11)
	(1.34)
	(0.78)
	(0.26)

	Wealth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grades completed, head
	-0.006
	-0.001
	-0.002
	-0.000
	-0.008
	-0.008
	-0.002
	0.000

	
	(2.83)***
	(0.21)
	(1.96)*
	(0.03)
	(2.03)**
	(2.14)**
	(0.72)
	(0.28)

	Oxen owned, 2005
	-0.016
	-0.026
	-0.025
	0.009
	-0.012
	-0.009
	-0.031
	-0.015

	
	(1.16)
	(1.31)
	(3.27)***
	(0.74)
	(0.60)
	(0.40)
	(2.49)**
	(1.75)*

	Log value of livestock, 2005
	-0.001
	-0.015
	0.002
	-0.008
	-0.002
	-0.016
	-0.003
	-0.003

	
	(0.20)
	(1.87)*
	(0.82)
	(1.66)*
	(0.22)
	(1.71)*
	(0.63)
	(0.88)

	Per capita landholdings
	0.039
	0.027
	0.005
	0.004
	-0.144
	-0.093
	0.088
	0.067

	
	(1.29)
	(0.59)
	(0.52)
	(0.20)
	(1.83)*
	(1.13)
	(1.81)*
	(1.98)**

	Connections
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Head born in this PA
	-0.070
	-0.104
	0.015
	0.016
	0.073
	-0.011
	-0.064
	-0.027

	
	(2.16)**
	(2.32)**
	(1.56)
	(0.77)
	(2.93)***
	(0.62)
	(2.28)**
	(1.49)

	Shocks
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Drought in 2005
	0.075
	
	0.001
	
	0.016
	
	-0.004
	

	
	(3.13)***
	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.71)
	
	(0.24)
	

	Drought in 2007
	
	0.108
	
	0.031
	
	-0.001
	
	0.009

	
	
	(2.47)**
	
	(1.70)*
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.71)

	Observations
	780
	744
	720
	634
	853
	764
	837
	795


Notes:  Coefficients are expressed in terms of their marginal effects.  Robust (clustered) Z-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 10 percent, ** significant at 5 percent, *** significant at 1 percent.  Characteristics as observed in 2006 unless otherwise noted.


[bookmark: _Toc229383266][bookmark: _Toc233707460][bookmark: _Toc225926806]Table 4.10b:  Correlates of receipt of direct support in 2008 
	
	(1)
	(2)

	
	Amhara
	Amhara-FVFB

	Age of household head
	0.003***
	0.001***

	
	(3.122)
	(3.207)

	Head is female
	0.157***
	0.016

	
	(4.005)
	(1.137)

	Head is an elderly widow
	0.066
	0.234***

	
	(1.070)
	(3.203)

	Household size
	-0.010
	-0.008**

	
	(-1.449)
	(-2.155)

	Dependency ratio
	0.017***
	0.002

	
	(3.247)
	(0.247)

	Grades completed, head
	0.003
	-0.010**

	
	(1.216)
	(-2.035)

	Livestock holdings (TLU), 2005
	-0.003
	-0.009***

	
	(-1.084)
	(-4.381)

	Per capita landholdings
	-0.016
	-0.015

	
	(-0.498)
	(-0.372)

	Suffered from drought in 2007
	0.017
	0.024**

	
	(0.596)
	(2.002)

	
	
	

	Observations
	462
	942


Notes:  Coefficients are expressed in terms of their marginal effects.  Robust (clustered) Z-statistics in parentheses; * significant at 10 percent, ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. In Amhara, characteristics are observed in 2006 unless otherwise noted. In Amhara-FVFB, all characteristics are as of 2005.

Table 4.10b shows that demographic characteristics dominate the likelihood that a household receives direct support in Amhara.  Smaller households with older heads, female or widowed heads older men, and fewer younger men are more likely to receive these payments.  Characteristics related to poverty play a much smaller role in determining selection, suggesting that infirmity (as proxied by age) and absence of labor power are the factors driving selection.  Unlike public works, households reporting a drought shock are only marginally more likely to receive direct support. Assuming that advanced age is correlated, in these settings, with reduced work capacity, then these results, together with the descriptive statistics presented above, indicate that the targeting principles laid out in the Project Implementation Manual for Direct Support are being followed in both Amhara and Amhara-HVFB.
4.5  Access to the Other Food Security Program
An important component of the Food Security Program is the “Other Food Security Program” (OFSP), a suite of activities designed to support agricultural production and food security, and facilitate asset accumulation.  This includes access to credit, assistance in obtaining livestock, small stock or bees, tools, seeds, and assistance with irrigation or water-harvesting schemes, soil conservation, and improvements in pasture land.  Gilligan et al. (2007) noted that outside Tigray, access to the OFSP was low. 
Figure 4.1 looks at the proportion of all surveyed households that reports having any access to components of the OFSP in 2006 and 2008.  There is an encouraging finding here:  access to OFSP has increased markedly in Amhara, Oromiya, and SNNPR, all regions where access in 2006 had been low.  Table 4.11 describes the percentage of households reporting access to different components of the OFSP.  Access to virtually all categories rises, with particularly noteworthy increases found for improved seeds (Tigray), credit (Amhara), and water harvesting (Oromiya). 
[bookmark: _Toc233708268]Figure 4.1:  Access to any component of the OFSP, by region and year




[bookmark: _Toc233707461]Table 4.11: Access to components of OFSP, by region and year
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	Component
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	
	(percentage of households)

	Access to improves seeds
	13.5
	26.6
	3.5
	9.2
	7.8
	2.1
	2.3
	4.8
	12.0

	Access to other seeds
	4.0
	10.6
	0.4
	6.5
	5.6
	0.5
	2.0
	2.4
	6.6

	Provision of implements
	7.3
	5.1
	1.7
	8.3
	6.4
	1.1
	1.2
	4.3
	6.5

	Irrigation/water harvesting schemes
	19.7
	27.0
	6.5
	15.7
	18.2
	2.2
	14.3
	4.1
	12.4

	SWC improvements on land
	40.7
	41.3
	12.5
	23.2
	26.9
	3.0
	17.4
	4.2
	14.5

	Improvements in pasture land
	12.2
	20.5
	2.2
	12.3
	14.0
	0.3
	7.5
	1.2
	10.7

	Credit
	30.5
	31.0
	12.6
	26.7
	22.3
	2.3
	7.6
	1.5
	13.0

	Provision of chicks
	14.6
	15.0
	0.8
	10.1
	7.0
	0.3
	2.8
	0.4
	5.6

	Provision of livestock
	15.1
	14.1
	1.1
	9.8
	7.6
	1.8
	4.6
	1.3
	8.9

	Provision of beehives
	11.3
	13.9
	1.5
	9.8
	6.3
	0.1
	2.5
	0.2
	3.5

	Any OFSP
	55.8
	56.5
	25.1
	36.5
	35.4
	10.8
	26.7
	14.5
	29.5



Table 4.12 looks at entry and exit into the OFSP, conditional on households receiving OFSP services in either 2006 or 2008 (we do not have data on access in 2007).  In Amhara, Oromiya, and SNNPR, the percentages of households receiving OFSP in 2008 only are much higher than the percentages of households receiving OFSP in 2006 only; reflecting the finding in Figure 4.1 that there has been a considerable expansion of access to the OFSP in those regions.  In Tigray, by contrast, the proportion of new households (in 2008) is virtually identical to the percentage receiving access only in 2006. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707462]Table 4.12:  Consistency of household participation in the OFSP, by region
	
	Number of households
	2006 survey only
	2008 survey only
	2006 and 2008

	
	(percent)

	Tigray
	651
	28.26
	29.03
	42.70

	Amhara 
	383
	24.02
	57.44
	18.54

	Oromiya
	296
	23.31
	65.88
	10.81

	SNNPR
	345
	24.06
	64.35
	11.59

	All
	1,675
	25.55
	49.31
	25.13


Notes:  Sample restricted to households receiving access to the OFSP at least once in either the 2006 or 2008 survey rounds

Table 4.13 examines the characteristics of those who access services offered by the OFSP.  Unlike Public Works and Direct Support, the differences between participants and nonparticipants are less pronounced.  Participation rises with the schooling levels of the head and is higher when the head was born in the locality.  Female-headed households are less likely to participate.  There is relatively little differentiation in participation by land and livestock holdings, with the exception of Tigray, where households with more livestock are more likely to have had access to the OFSP. Unlike public works and direct support, the differences between participants and nonparticipants are less pronounced in Amhara-HVFB and elsewhere.  Participation rises with the schooling levels of the head and is higher when the head was born in the locality.  Female-headed households are less likely to participate.  There is relatively little differentiation in participation by land- and livestock holdings.  Probits similar to those reported in Table 4.5 and Table 4.9 were estimated, but because they did not reveal any additional findings, are not reported here. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707463]Table 4.13:  Household characteristics, by participation in the Other Food Security Program, by region
	Characteristic
	Region
	Never participated
	Participated in 2006
	Participated in 2008
	Participated in 2006 and 2008

	Mean age, head (years)
	Tigray
	49.0
	47.3
	49.6
	46.5

	
	Amhara
	49.4
	47.2
	46.3
	44.2

	
	Oromiya
	43.0
	38.8
	42.4
	38.5

	
	SNNPR
	42.1
	42.7
	41.9
	42.0

	Female head (percent)
	Tigray
	41.7
	22.3
	31.7
	19.1

	
	Amhara
	31.1
	25.0
	19.5
	15.5

	
	Oromiya
	25.9
	18.8
	19.5
	18.8

	
	SNNPR
	21.7
	2.17
	14.9
	10.0

	Mean household size
	Tigray
	3.8
	5.0
	4.7
	5.4

	
	Amhara
	4.0
	4.9
	4.6
	5.1

	
	Oromiya
	5.0
	5.0
	5.6
	6.3

	
	SNNPR
	5.2
	5.8
	5.4
	5.9

	Mean grades attained, household head
	Tigray
	1.92
	2.12
	1.75
	2.69

	
	Amhara
	1.04
	2.88
	3.62
	2.10

	
	Oromiya
	1.37
	3.20
	1.70
	2.69

	
	SNNPR
	1.89
	3.13
	2.66
	3.25

	Mean landholdings (hectares)
	Tigray
	1.14
	1.28
	1.15
	1.39

	
	Amhara
	1.47
	1.60
	1.33
	1.54

	
	Oromiya
	1.33
	1.08
	1.31
	1.38

	
	SNNPR
	0.80
	1.05
	0.75
	0.94

	Median landholdings (hectares)
	Tigray
	0.88
	1.00
	0.88
	1.13

	
	Amhara
	1.08
	1.26
	1.06
	1.25

	
	Oromiya
	1.08
	0.95
	1.06
	1.07

	
	SNNPR
	0.51
	0.75
	0.51
	0.69

	Mean value of livestock holdings, 2006
	Tigray
	3,027
	4,028
	3,495
	4,015

	  (birr)
	Amhara
	3,384
	3,320
	3,952
	3,777

	
	Oromiya
	4,376
	4,990
	3,995
	3,680

	
	SNNPR
	2,190
	2,922
	2,407
	2,094

	Median value of livestock holdings, 2006
	Tigray
	2,370
	3,618
	3,003
	3,348

	  (birr)
	Amhara
	2,400
	2,725
	2,615
	2,805

	
	Oromiya
	2,600
	2,918
	2,380
	2,659

	
	SNNPR
	1,351
	1,598
	1,650
	1,672

	Mean number of oxen, 2006
	Tigray
	0.85
	1.04
	0.92
	1.21

	
	Amhara
	0.74
	0.98
	1.02
	1.00

	
	Oromiya
	0.57
	0.52
	0.39
	0.34

	
	SNNPR
	0.52
	0.52
	0.57
	0.80

	Head was born in this locality
	Tigray
	83.3
	84.2
	91.0
	88.5

	
	Amhara
	80.2
	82.6
	86.4
	84.5

	
	Oromiya
	73.9
	78.3
	79.0
	75.0

	
	SNNPR
	78.2
	72.3
	82.0
	90.0



[bookmark: _Toc225926807]4.6 Program Overlap
To address this point, we examined participation in individual components.  However, there is no reason why households are restricted to receiving only one component of the Food Security Program; in fact, it was deliberately designed so as to permit households to, for example, receive both Public Works employment and Direct Support payments.  How much of this joint participation actually takes place?
Table 4.14 looks at receipt of Direct Support payments conditional on receipt of Public Works employment.  The most striking result is the cell for “No Direct Support" and “All” Public Works participants.  The figure “83.34” indicates that more than 83 percent of Public Works participants never received Direct Support; there is very little overlap across these two components of the PSNP. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707464]Table 4.14:  Participation in Direct Support, conditional on participation in Public Works
	
	
	Household received Direct Support

	Household received payment for Public Works
	No Direct Support
	2006 only
	2007 only
	2008 only
	2006 and 2007
	2006 and 2008
	2007 and 2008
	2006, 2007, and 2008

	
	(percent)

	2006 Only
	12.39
	1.08
	0.32
	0.43
	0.05
	0.05
	3.24
	0.76

	2007 Only
	2.27
	0.32
	0.00
	0.11
	0.00
	0.00
	0.11
	0.05

	2008 Only
	2.33
	0.16
	0.05
	0.00
	0.05
	0.05
	0.00
	0.05

	2006 and 2007
	3.95
	0.16
	0.00
	0.05
	0.00
	0.00
	0.05
	0.00

	2006 and 2008
	4.43
	0.59
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.05
	0.11
	0.05

	2007 and 2008
	15.90
	1.78
	0.38
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.87
	0.65

	2006, 2007, and 2008
	42.08
	3.30
	0.05
	0.11
	0.00
	0.00
	1.19
	0.32

	All
	83.34
	7.41
	0.81
	0.70
	0.11
	0.16
	5.57
	1.89


Notes:  Sample restricted to households receiving payments for public works in the first five months of at least one year, 2006, 2007, or 2008.

We can look at access to Public Works and the OFSP in two ways.  We can consider which OFSP participants were also undertaking Public Works or we can examine whether households receiving payments for Public Works also accessed services provided by the OFSP.  Table 4.15 provides information on the former; Table 4.16, information on the latter.
Results in Table 4.15 are dominated by two cells.  First, nearly half of the households who received OFSP were never participants in Public Works (this is the 46.43-percent figure found toward the bottom left of the table).  Second, most of those households were those who only received OFSP services in 2008 (this is the 33.85-percent figure), indicating that the expansion of OFSP appears to have focused on non-PSNP households.  Third, only a small proportion (6.8 percent) of OFSP households received OFSP services in both years and public works payments in all three years.
[bookmark: _Toc233707465]Table 4.15:  Access to Public Works, conditional on access to the OFSP, full sample
	
	
	Household received payments for Public Works

	
	None
	2006 only
	2007 only
	2008 only
	2006 and 2007
	2006 and 2008
	2007 and 2008
	2006, 2007, and 2008

	
	(percent)

	2006 survey only
	7.52
	1.79
	0.37
	0.37
	0.33
	0.58
	2.57
	4.24

	2008 survey only
	33.85
	7.27
	0.91
	0.71
	1.50
	1.50
	5.07
	13.95

	2006 and 2008 survey
	5.07
	0.91
	0.08
	0.58
	0.33
	1.25
	2.45
	6.81

	Total
	46.43
	9.97
	1.37
	1.66
	2.16
	3.32
	10.09
	25.00



In Amhara-HVFB, about 45 percent of beneficiaries received OFSP services compared to 31 percent in Amhara. To put these numbers in context, Table 4.16 indicates that only 30 percent of Public Works participants did not receive OFSP services in either 2006 or 2008.  Just over a third received Public Works in 2007 and 2008 and OFSP in 2008.  However, less than 10 percent (8.87 percent, to be precise) received Public Works in all three years and OFSP in both 2006 and 2008.
[bookmark: _Toc233707466]Table 4.16:  Access to Public Works and the OFSP, full sample
	
	Household received payments for Public Works
	

	Household reported access to OFSP in:
	2006 only
	2007 only
	2008 only
	2006 and 2007
	2006 and 2008
	2007 and 2008
	2006, 2007, and 2008
	Total

	
	(percent)
	

	2006 survey only
	2.33
	0.49
	0.49
	0.43
	0.76
	3.35
	5.52
	13.37

	2008 survey only
	9.46
	1.19
	0.92
	1.95
	1.95
	6.60
	18.17
	40.24

	Both 2006 and 2008 survey
	1.19
	0.11
	0.76
	0.43
	1.62
	3.19
	8.87
	16.17

	No access in either 2006 or 2008
	5.35
	1.08
	0.54
	1.41
	0.92
	6.44
	14.49
	30.23

	All
	18.33
	2.87
	2.70
	4.22
	5.25
	19.58
	47.05
	100.00


Notes:  Sample size = 1,849, sample restricted to households receiving payments for public works in the first five months of at least one year:  2006, 2007, or 2008.

Table 4.17 examines which components of the OFSP these Public Works participants use.  In 2008, just over a third of beneficiaries in Tigray and Amhara obtain access to credit; a significant proportion of Tigray Public Works participants also received access to improved seeds.  The other OFSP service most commonly used is assistance with soil and water conservation and water harvesting.


[bookmark: _Toc233707467]Table 4.17:  Overlap between Public Works and components of OFSP
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Orimiya
	SNNPR

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	Access to improves seeds
	17
	30
	3
	13
	2
	3
	5
	12

	Access to other seeds
	4
	10
	0
	12
	1
	3
	2
	7

	Provision of implements
	10
	5
	2
	13
	1
	2
	6
	8

	Irrigation/water-harvesting schemes
	25
	33
	7
	24
	3
	18
	5
	12

	SWC improvements on land
	51
	47
	16
	31
	3
	22
	5
	16

	Improvements in pasture land
	15
	23
	3
	19
	0
	10
	2
	11

	Credit
	38
	38
	15
	35
	3
	9
	1
	12

	Provision of chicks
	17
	17
	1
	15
	0
	3
	0
	8

	Provision of livestock
	20
	16
	2
	17
	2
	7
	3
	12

	Provision of beehives
	12
	14
	2
	15
	0
	3
	0
	4

	Others
	3
	2
	0
	9
	0
	1
	2
	1

	Any OFSP
	69
	63
	29
	46
	12
	37
	20
	33



[bookmark: _Toc225926808]4.7  Conclusions
This chapter has explored dimensions of access to Public Works, Direct Support, and the Other Food Security Program.  In numerous respects, there have been improvements.  These include the following:
The proportion of households identifying poverty-related characteristics as a reason why households are selected for Public Works has risen over time.  In 2008, “people who are seen to be poor” is listed as criterion by 62 percent of respondents in Tigray, 75.9 percent in Amhara, 67.3 percent in Oromiya, and 72.4 percent in SNNPR.  Increasingly, respondents are also able to list more specific criteria, such as small landholdings or lack of livestock, as criteria.
Households do not generally perceive that religious affiliation, ethnicity, or personal connections affect the likelihood of selection into Public Works, the exceptions being Oromiya ( where 14.3 percent of respondents stated that family or friendship connections were a criterion for inclusion) and to a lesser extent, Amhara-HVFB.
Being affected by drought is also seen as a common criterion for selection into Public Works.
In Tigray, Amhara, Amhara-HVFB, and SNNPR, it is well understood that the elderly and disabled are the intended recipients of direct support.  
In Oromiya, most responses report these characteristics, but the increase in the percentage of households reporting these criteria is smaller than in other regions, and Oromiya and Amhara-HVFB are the only regions where a nonnegligible percentage of respondents indicate that connections play a role in the selection of Direct Support beneficiaries.
In practice, Public Works are targeted toward poorer households with greater labor endowments.  A household with two adult males, two adult females, and no oxen will have a probability of participation in PSNP public works that is 16.1 percentage points higher than a household with one adult male, one adult female, and two oxen.
Experiencing a drought shock also increases the likelihood of Public Works participation.
Demographic characteristics play a role in household selection into public works in Amhara-HVFB.  While the age of the household head has approximately the same impact in Amhara and Amhara-HVFB, the sex and marital status of the head also affect the likelihood of participation in Amhara-HVFB. The magnitude of these effects is meaningful.  A female-headed household is 12.8 percentage points more likely to participate than a comparable male-headed household in the same locality in Amhara-HVFB areas. By contrast, a widow aged 60 or older is 25.2 percentage points less likely to participate.
Livestock holdings have a larger effect on reducing the likelihood of participation than they do in Amhara. In Amhara-HVFB, moving from ownership of one TLU to four (from approximately the 25th percentile to the 75th) reduces the likelihood of receiving employment by 20.8 percentage points. 
Direct Support is targeted toward old, female-headed households. 
Access to OFSP has increased markedly in Amhara, Oromiya, and SNNPR, all regions where access in 2006 had been low.  Access to virtually all types of services is higher, with particularly noteworthy increases found for improved seeds (Tigray), credit (Amhara), and water harvesting (Oromiya).
However, there are still several areas of concern:
Relatively few households participate in Public Works employment in all three years.  Outside SNNPR, fewer than half of participating households received employment in 2006, 2007, and 2008.  In all regions and most particularly Oromiya, a considerable proportion of 2006 beneficiaries do not receive employment in 2007 or 2008.  In Tigray, there is some evidence of “employment sharing” across years, with nearly 10 percent of 2006 participating households not receiving work in 2007 but being employed in 2008. 
Participation in Direct Support remains low and few receive both Public Works and Direct Support.
Female-headed households are considerably less likely to obtain access to OFSP services.
There was little joint participation in Public Works and the OFSP in 2006.  This has started to change. Just over a third received Public Works in 2007 and 2008 and OFSP in 2008.  However, less than 10 percent received Public Works in all three years and OFSP in both 2006 and 2008.


[bookmark: _Toc225926809]5: The Public Works Component of the PSNP: Work and Payment between 2006 and 2008
[bookmark: _Toc225926810]5.1 Introduction
The 2008 survey collected detailed information on work and payments received as part of the public works component of the PSNP.  These descriptive statistics focus on these aspects.  A critical feature of these descriptive statistics is the extent of their variation by region, and for this reason, these statistics are disaggregated by region.
[bookmark: _Toc225926811]5.2 Access to Work
Module 5 of the survey instrument focused on access to the PSNP.  It begins by listing all household members 15 years of age and older and asking whether these individuals were selected to participate in the construction of public works.  There are two reference periods:  June 2005-June 2006 and January 2007-June 2008; Table 5.1 reports these percentages by year.  The baseline numbers for 2006 are not of particular interest—because the survey includes both beneficiary and nonbeneficiary households—but the changes in the percentage selected between 2006 and 2008, and the percentage of individuals who are selected and actually work, are informative.  The percentage of individuals selected in 2006 and 2008 rises slightly in Tigray and remains constant in Amhara, but falls considerably in Oromiya and SNNPR.  Not everyone selected actually works; in 2008, the proportion of individuals 15 and older selected for employment and actually working on the PSNP ranges from a low of 19 percent in Oromiya to 39.1 percent in Tigray.
[bookmark: _Toc233707468]Table 5.1:  Percentage of individuals aged 15 and older selected to work on public works projects under the PSNP, by region, 2006 and 2008 
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR
	All

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	Selected
	47.6
	55.4
	41.1
	42.6
	29.8
	37.3
	28.5
	33.8
	23.1
	39.7
	35.3

	Selected and worked
	39.0
	39.1
	37.0
	36.2
	25.0
	34.7
	19.0
	25.5
	19.7
	33.6
	27.4



Table 5.2 describes the reasons respondents report not being selected.  From a policy/program implementation perspective, several results are informative.  First, few respondents explicitly state that they were not selected because their households had graduated from the program.  While it is possible that this understates the extent of graduation (some graduation might be listed as “household not eligible”), it is consistent with findings from the community questionnaire that also report low graduation rates.  Apart from Amhara in 2008 (but not Amhara-HVFB), very few individuals state that they were not selected because of conflicts within the community or with program staff.  There is a noticeable difference by region in the percentage of individuals stating that they were not selected because there were not enough places available.  Generally, this percentage is higher in regions (Amhara-HVFB, SNNPR, Oromiya) where a smaller percentage of individuals report being selected for the program.
[bookmark: _Toc233707469]Table 5.2:  Reasons given for not being selected to be a public works participant, by region, 2006 and 2008
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR
	All

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	Household not eligible
	23.26
	25.76
	34.75
	44.50
	45.72
	19.23
	25.49
	40.70
	34.65
	30.28
	36.10

	Too weak/sick
	9.36
	7.51
	6.28
	5.27
	5.57
	6.62
	5.48
	2.00
	1.85
	5.67
	4.82

	Too young/old
	10.16
	18.34
	6.81
	5.81
	4.94
	7.54
	2.50
	2.36
	3.24
	6.30
	5.97

	Pregnant or lactating
	0.89
	1.07
	1.06
	0.80
	0.78
	2.62
	1.42
	0.67
	0.21
	1.29
	0.80

	Childbirth
	0.18
	0.29
	1.15
	0.09
	0.44
	1.92
	0.61
	0.36
	0.26
	0.88
	0.35

	Not enough places
	12.92
	13.07
	19.01
	16.98
	24.45
	31.31
	26.10
	24.29
	36.61
	22.44
	25.24

	Conflict with program staff
	1.25
	1.07
	0.44
	0.18
	0.54
	0.38
	0.54
	0.12
	0.57
	0.50
	0.57

	Conflict with community
	0.00
	3.02
	0.27
	6.17
	0.10
	0.46
	0.41
	0.30
	0.46
	0.27
	1.54

	Other
	41.98
	23.51
	30.24
	18.14
	14.47
	29.92
	34.42
	29.19
	20.44
	32.36
	21.63

	Household has graduated from PSNP
	-
	3.41
	-
	0.80
	1.47
	-
	1.28
	-
	0.00
	-
	1.22

	Could not say
	-
	2.93
	-
	1.25
	1.52
	-
	1.76
	-
	1.70
	-
	1.76



Not everyone selected actually works.  Table 5.3 reports the reasons respondents give for not working, conditional on having been selected.  Individuals’ characteristics (age, illness, being a student) dominate this list of reasons.  Low pay, form of payment, or the usefulness of the project being constructed are not important factors in Amhara-HVFB or elsewhere.  Conflicts with childcare discourage some participation by respondents in Amhara-HVFB; the percentage of respondents reporting this as a constraint is higher here than anywhere else. Five to 8 percent of respondents in Tigray, Oromiya, and SNNPR, but not in Amhara or Amhara-HVFB, do not participate because of conflicts with the need for labor on the family farm. Finally, in SNNPR, a considerable proportion of respondents state that they did not work because they perceived that there was no chance of being hired.


[bookmark: _Toc233707470]Table 5.3:  Reasons given for not working conditional on having been selected to be a public works participant, by region, 2006 and 2008
	
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR
	All

	
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008
	2006
	2008

	
	(percent)

	Too weak/sick
	16.32
	13.20
	45.59
	27.62
	18.35
	37.68
	11.82
	20.50
	10.00
	24.80
	14.70

	Too young/old
	26.84
	28.74
	14.71
	18.10
	15.60
	26.09
	8.37
	14.91
	19.29
	21.11
	19.82

	Pregnant
	6.32
	7.04
	5.88
	4.76
	7.34
	7.25
	2.46
	10.56
	0.00
	7.79
	4.68

	Pay is too low
	3.16
	0.00
	10.29
	0.95
	0.92
	2.90
	0.00
	2.48
	0.00
	3.89
	0.22

	Only poor work on such jobs
	0.00
	0.88
	0.00
	0.95
	0.92
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	19.29
	0.20
	3.56

	Other job opportunities
	1.05
	1.47
	0.00
	0.95
	3.67
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	5.00
	0.61
	1.89

	Need labor on farm
	1.58
	6.16
	4.41
	1.90
	0.92
	1.45
	8.37
	8.07
	5.00
	4.10
	5.35

	Conflict with childcare
	0.53
	0.88
	5.88
	4.76
	10.09
	2.90
	8.87
	3.73
	2.86
	2.66
	4.57

	Did not consider project useful
	2.11
	1.76
	1.47
	10.48
	11.93
	0.00
	2.46
	1.86
	0.71
	1.64
	4.01

	Did not like form of payment
	1.05
	1.17
	0.00
	0.95
	0.00
	4.35
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1.02
	0.56

	Perceived no chance of being hired
	3.16
	1.17
	2.94
	0.00
	5.50
	7.25
	1.48
	3.73
	28.57
	3.89
	5.90

	No need of work
	0.53
	1.76
	2.94
	0.00
	1.83
	0.00
	0.99
	0.00
	0.00
	0.61
	1.11

	Student
	37.37
	35.78
	5.88
	28.57
	22.94
	10.14
	55.17
	32.92
	9.29
	27.66
	33.63



[bookmark: _Toc225926812]5.3  Days Worked
Figure 5.1 displays the mean number of days worked, per individual, by region and year, conditional on having worked at least one day in that year.  It is important to note that, because of the timing of the 2006 and 2008 surveys, these data pertain to the first five months of each year, the months of Tir, Yekatit, Megabit, Miaza, and Ginbot in the Ethiopian calendar  (approximately January 9 – June 9).  Public works are also planned for the month that follows Ginbot, but because this is not captured here, Figure 5.1 understates the amount of employment that individuals receive under the PSNP.  Mindful of this caveat, the striking feature of Figure 5.1 is the considerable increase in average employment in SNNPR between 2006 and 2007.  All other regions remain broadly constant. All other regions remain broadly constant, with employment rising (a little) in Oromiya and falling (a little) in Tigray. Employment in Amhara-HVFB is slightly higher than other regions apart from SNNPR.
Because of the recall periods used in the 2006 and 208 surveys, it is possible to get a sense as to how much employment Figure 5.1 might be missing.  Figure 5.2a provides mean employment per individual for the period Sene 2005 to Ginbot 2006 (roughly June 2005 to the beginning of June 2006), while Figure 5.2b reports these data for Tir 2007 to Ginbot 2008 (roughly January 2007 to the beginning of June 2008).  The program design calls for employment to be concentrated in the period Tir to Sene so what we should see is little employment in the periods Hamile to Tahisas.  In 2005 (the period marked as Hamile 97 to Tahisas 98 in Figure 5.2a), apart from Amhara and to a lesser extent SNNPR, there is not much evidence that this occurs; employment appears to continue, albeit at a slower rate, in these months.  In 2007, the expected drop-off in employment is much more marked in SNNPR and Amhara, and to a lesser extent in Tigray.  In Oromiya, employment appears to continue at least until September.  It is perhaps, therefore, not surprising that the largest proportion of individuals who indicate that they do not participate in PSNP employment because it conflicts with labor needs on the family farm is found in Oromiya.
[bookmark: _Toc233708269]Figure 5.1:  Mean days worked by public works participants between Tir and Ginbot, by region and year






[bookmark: _Toc233708270]Figure 5.2a:  Mean days worked by public works participants, by month from Sene 97 to Ginbot 98, by region and year 
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc233708271]Figure 5.2b: PSNP employment, by month and region 


[bookmark: StartHere]Figures 5.3a and 5.3b describe how this work is distributed by sex.  Figure 5.3a shows the proportion of males and females who worked at least one day in the first five months of 2006 (2008), by region and year.  In Tigray, Amhara, and Amhara-HVFB, the gender balance is roughly equal in both years.  In Oromiya and SNNPR, the proportion of individuals who participate in these public works who are male is considerably higher and, in Oromiya, the percentage of workers who are male rises between 2006 and 2008.  Figure 5.3b describes mean days worked in 2006 and 2008, by sex and region.  Conditional on working for the PSNP, males and females receive roughly an equal number of days work in Tigray and Oromiya, while men receive somewhat more work, relative to women, in Amhara, Amhara-HVFB, and SNNPR.
[bookmark: _Toc233708272]Figure 5.3a:  Share of PSNP beneficiaries, by sex, region, and year



While the data on individual employment is instructive, perhaps more informative is information on how much employment, in total, beneficiary households receive.  In some households, only one individual might undertake work, whereas in others, the work allocated to a household may be split across several members.  Figure 5.4 provides an introduction to this aspect of the program, showing the mean number of public works participants per beneficiary household, by year and region.  There is a contrast here between Tigray and Amhara—where the mean ranges from 1.5 to 1.7 and does not vary much over time, and Oromiya and SNNPR, where the mean number of participants per household is lower and falling. 
[bookmark: _Toc233708273]Figure 5.3b:  Days worked, by sex, region, and year


[bookmark: _Toc233708274]Figure 5.4:  Mean number of public works participants per beneficiary household



Figure 5.5 is the product of multiplying the data found in Figures 5.1 and 5.4; it shows the mean number of days worked per beneficiary household (conditional on working at least one day), by region and year.  As with Figure 5.1, comparable data across years are only available for the first five months of each year.  In assessing these magnitudes, a useful rule of thumb is that a typical beneficiary household should receive about 20 days of work per month; thus a household that receives its full allotment of work should, over this period, report 100 days of work.  With this in mind, several features of Figure 5.5 are noteworthy.  In three regions, the amount of employment per beneficiary household increased markedly between 2006 and 2008.  Only in Oromiya does it fall.  Second, in SNNPR and Amhara-HVFB, the amount of employment comes reasonably close to that envisaged in the program design.  Employment in non-HVFB woredas in Amhara is somewhat lower than these and in Tigray, at 69 days, is lower again.  By contrast, over this time period, relatively little employment is provided to beneficiary households in Oromiya.
[bookmark: _Toc233708275]Figure 5.5:  Number of days worked per household, first five months, by survey year


The questionnaire used in the 2008 survey allows us to capture employment across all of 2007.  Is it the case that regions where employment lags what was planned make this up later in the year?  Figure 5.6 presents data for the periods Tir to Sene 2007 (the first six months of the year, when employment is supposed to be available) and Hamile to Tahese 2007 (the second six months, when employment is not supposed to be continuing.)  For the first six months, a typical beneficiary household should receive 120 days employment in total.  Figure 5.6 shows that no region meets this goal, but if the work done in the second half of the year is added in, in SNNPR and the Amhara-HVFB woredas, this goal is, in fact, met.  Tigray and the non-HVFB woredas in Amhara come close.  The region with the lowest amount of employment per beneficiary household is Oromiya, with 80 days over 2007, with a third of this occurring after Sene.
[bookmark: _Toc233708276]Figure 5.6:  Mean days worked per beneficiary household, 2007, by region and six-month period


Figures 5.5 and 5.6 provide snapshots of mean levels of household employment, but say nothing about how this is distributed across beneficiary households.  Figures 5.7a to 5.7f provide distributional information for household employment in the first five months of 2008.  These are density functions with a relatively small bandwidth so as to retain the “spikes” in the distribution that are found in the underlying data.  All figures have a vertical red bar at 100 days; this represents the amount of employment a typical beneficiary household should receive.  The second red bar, which in all figures lies to the left of the 100-day mark, is the median amount of employment actually received.  The spikes in these distributions are found at 25, 50, 75, and 100 days, reflecting 5, 10, 15, and 20 days employment per month over this five-month period.  The median value for the full sample is 66 days.  This is clearly below the 100-day reference, but this by itself is not necessarily surprising as some households will have only two or three members eligible for PSNP employment.  However, what Figure 5.6a hides is the extent of variation in the distribution of employment across regions.  Given that household size is broadly equal across regions, the distributions should be similar across regions, but this is not, in fact, the case.  This is seen most dramatically when Figures 5.7e (Oromiya) and 5.7f (SNNPR) are compared.  In Oromiya, over the first five months of 2008, the mode for the number of days of employment received by the household is only 25 (five days per month), while in SNNPR, the mode is five times higher, 125 days, over the same period.
[bookmark: _Toc233708277]Figure 5.7a:  Density function of total days worked by all members of a beneficiary household, Tir-Ginbot 2008, full sample
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[bookmark: _Toc233708278]Figure 5.7b:  Density function of total days worked by all members of a beneficiary household, Tir-Ginbot 2008, Tigray
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc233708279]Figure 5.7c:  Density function of total days worked by all members of a beneficiary household, Tir-Ginbot 2008, Amhara
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc233708280]Figure 5.7d:  Density function of total days worked by all members of a beneficiary household, Tir-Ginbot 2008, Amhara-USAID
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc233708281]Figure 5.7e:  Density function of total days worked by all members of a beneficiary household, Tir-Ginbot 2008, Oromiya
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc233708282]Figure 5.7f:  Density function of total days worked by all members of a beneficiary household, Tir-Ginbot 2008, SNNPR
[image: ]

A last comment is worth making.  Recall that Table 5.2 showed that a large (36 percent) of individuals in SNNPR reported that they were not selected for employment because there were not enough places available.  This percentage was much higher than that found in other regions; in Tigray, by contrast, the comparable percentage is only 13 percent.  This, combined with the fact that mean employment is much higher in SNNPR relative to regions such as Tigray, suggests that, in SNNPR, given a shortage of places on the program, local administrators ration access to the PSNP, but conditional on gaining employment, participating households receive, more or less, the employment they are entitled to.  In Tigray, there is less rationing in terms of access; instead, it appears that the shortage of employment is addressed by reducing the amount of work each participating household receives. 
[bookmark: _Toc225926813]5.4  Payments
The 2006 and 2008 surveys collected information on how much, and when, beneficiaries were paid for their work in both cash and kind.  The community questionnaire collected data on prices of the goods provided in kind and these data are the main source used to value the in-kind transfers.  Note that all figures are nominal. They do not account for inflation, which was substantial, especially between 2007 and 2008.
Figure 5.8 shows the mean payments received by beneficiary households in the first five months of 2006, 2007, and 2008, for the full sample and also by region.  Mirroring the rise in days worked per beneficiary household, payments rise dramatically in SNNPR, from 281 birr in 2006 to 625 birr in 2008.  There is an increase in payments received by beneficiary households in Oromiya, but these, as well as those made in Amhara and Tigray, are lower than what would be expected, given the data on employment.
[bookmark: _Toc233708283]Figure 5.8:  Mean payments to households with public works participants between Tir and Ginbot, by region and year


One possible explanation is that, just as employment is delayed in some regions, so, too, is payment.  For the year 2007, we can explore this possibility by examining payments made month-by-month.  This is reported in Table 5.4 and summarized, in six monthly intervals, in Figure 5.9.  Table 5.4 shows that payments, for at least some beneficiaries, continue after Sene, the last month when employment is supposed to occur.  That some payments are made in Hamile is not especially noteworthy; it is likely that in some woredas, the distances involved mean that work undertaken in one month is paid in the following month.  But Table 5.4 shows that payments continue after Hamile, particularly in Oromiya, where, on average, the largest payments are received in the months of Meskerem and Hidar. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707471]Table 5.4:  Mean payments (birr) to households with public works participants, by month and region, 2007
	Region
	Tir
	Yekatit
	Megabit
	Miaza
	Ginbot
	Sene
	Hamile
	Nehase
	Meskerem
	Tikmit
	Hidar
	Tahisis

	Tigray
	15
	74
	107
	177
	97
	122
	170
	119
	68
	23
	35
	14

	Amhara
	47
	45
	116
	110
	102
	91
	66
	85
	18
	5
	3
	3

	Amhara-HVFB
	66
	102
	164
	222
	126
	194
	141
	49
	24
	5
	1
	0

	Oromiya
	53
	71
	79
	97
	76
	102
	80
	117
	171
	30
	136
	20

	SNNPR
	108
	120
	140
	141
	131
	124
	45
	25
	17
	18
	17
	18

	Total
	59
	84
	123
	153
	108
	129
	102
	77
	56
	16
	35
	11



[bookmark: _Toc233708284]Figure 5.9:  Mean payments received per beneficiary household, 2007, by region and six-month period


Using the data shown in Figure 5.9, in SNNPR, 85 percent of all payments were made in the first six months of the year.  The total mean payment, 904 birr per beneficiary household, is actually higher than what would be expected if a household received 120 days work over a six month period when the wage rate was 6 birr a day.  Payments in Oromiya, averaging 1,030 birr per beneficiary household in 2007, also exceeds this benchmark, although more than half of these payments are received in the second half of the year.  Payments made in Tigray are above this benchmark, with just under half of payments being received in the second half of 2007.  In Amhara, payments made in the second half of the year were small compared to all other regions.
The presence of wage arrears is explored further in Figure 5.10 and Tables 5.5a to 5.5e.  Figure 5.10 reports the time period over which payments were made.  If the program is functioning as planned, beneficiaries should report payments being made on a monthly basis and this is indeed what is observed consistently in SNNPR and, to a lesser extent, Oromiya.  However, lump sum payments for the “whole period” appear frequently in Tigray, while “other” (not daily, weekly, monthly, or for the whole period) makes up a large share of payments received in Amhara.
[bookmark: _Toc233708285]Figure 5.10:  Time period a payment covers, by year and region


Tables 5.5a to 5.5e explore the issue of arrears in more detail.  On a regional basis, they cross tab the number of different months individuals worked against how often they are paid.  As before, these data pertain to the first five months of each year.  Ideally, we would like to see the diagonals contain 100 (i.e., if a person works in three different months, they are paid three times; if they work four months, they are paid four times and so on).  However, given that some lags in payments are inevitable, it is more helpful to sum the diagonals with the cells to their immediate left.  So, for example, if someone works for all five months, if they are being paid regularly, they should be paid four or five times.  (In examining these tables, it should be noted that some of the cell sizes on which these percentages are calculated are small, especially where individuals report only working one or two months.)
[bookmark: _Toc233707472]Table 5.5a:  PSNP households reporting the number of months in which they were
paid by the number of months they worked, for Tigray
	
	
	Number of months paid
	Number of households

	Number of months worked
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	(percent)
	

	2006
	1
	56
	44
	
	
	
	
	18

	
	2
	27
	49
	24
	
	
	
	41

	
	3
	25
	28
	22
	26
	
	
	252

	
	4
	35
	26
	26
	10
	2
	
	172

	
	5
	38
	39
	14
	8
	0.7
	0.3
	295

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	778

	2007
	1
	0
	100
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	2
	0
	33
	67
	
	
	
	3

	
	3
	0
	57
	7
	36
	
	
	14

	
	4
	0
	57
	13
	8
	23
	
	93

	
	5
	0
	41
	19
	16
	9
	14
	247

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	359

	2008
	1
	60
	40
	
	
	
	
	5

	
	2
	4
	79
	17
	
	
	
	24

	
	3
	28
	39
	17
	17
	
	
	18

	
	4
	5
	41
	8
	21
	26
	
	78

	
	5
	2
	51
	26
	16
	1
	3
	257

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	382



Starting off with the most encouraging results, in SNNPR, the promptness of payments improved dramatically between 2006 and 2007, although it worsens in 2008.  The worst examples of arrears, individuals reporting receiving no payment despite working for all five months, decline markedly in Tigray and Oromiya between 2006 and 2008.  Interestingly, individuals residing in the Amhara-HVFB woredas show fewer arrears when compared to non-HVFB woredas in that region.  Less encouragingly, there remains a substantial proportion of individuals in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya who had received only one payment by the end of Ginbot 2008 (i.e., June 9, 2008), even though they reported working in all of the first five months of the year. 


[bookmark: _Toc233707473]Table 5.5b:  PSNP households reporting the number of months in which they were
paid by the number of months they worked, for Amhara
	
	
	Number of months paid
	Number of households

	Number of months worked
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	(percent)
	

	2006
	1
	80
	80
	
	
	
	
	74

	
	2
	39
	32
	29
	
	
	
	31

	
	3
	28
	51
	5
	17
	
	
	108

	
	4
	25
	36
	4
	8
	27
	
	97

	
	5
	55
	10
	11
	18
	2
	3
	349

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	659

	2007
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	0
	0
	100
	
	
	
	1

	
	3
	0
	74
	7
	86
	
	
	14

	
	4
	0
	55
	18
	9
	18
	
	11

	
	5
	0
	24
	49
	7
	1
	20
	296

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	322

	2008
	1
	100
	0
	
	
	
	
	3

	
	2
	0
	67
	33
	
	
	
	3

	
	3
	0
	21
	0
	79
	
	
	14

	
	4
	0
	56
	24
	8
	12
	
	25

	
	5
	8
	28
	43
	15
	3
	4
	256

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	301



[bookmark: _Toc233707474]Table 5.5c:  PSNP households reporting the number of months in which they were
paid by the number of months they worked, for Amhara-HVFB
	
	
	Number of months paid
	Number of households

	Number of months worked
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	(percent)
	

	2007
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0

	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	100
	
	
	1

	
	4
	0
	18
	73
	0
	9
	
	22

	
	5
	0
	32
	24
	8
	1
	35
	353

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	376

	2008
	1
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	0

	
	2
	0
	67
	33
	
	
	
	3

	
	3
	0
	50
	0
	50
	
	
	2

	
	4
	7
	7
	60
	13
	13
	
	15

	
	5
	1
	18
	44
	11
	9
	18
	349

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	369





[bookmark: _Toc233707475]Table 5.5d:  PSNP households reporting the number of months in which they were
paid by the number of months they worked, for Oromiya
	
	
	Number of months paid
	Number of households

	Number of months worked
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	(percent)
	

	2006
	1
	32
	68
	
	
	
	
	77

	
	2
	13
	39
	48
	
	
	
	64

	
	3
	6
	17
	10
	67
	
	
	121

	
	4
	31
	28
	15
	7
	20
	
	61

	
	5
	14
	31
	18
	8
	7
	22
	226

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	549

	2007
	1
	0
	100
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	2
	0
	15
	85
	
	
	
	13

	
	3
	0
	8
	21
	70
	
	
	73

	
	4
	0
	44
	24
	20
	12
	0
	25

	
	5
	0
	42
	16
	16
	2
	24
	185

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	298

	2008
	1
	50
	50
	
	
	
	
	4

	
	2
	19
	38
	42
	
	
	
	26

	
	3
	21
	11
	45
	23
	
	
	73

	
	4
	13
	54
	10
	15
	8
	
	39

	
	5
	2
	35
	28
	12
	1
	23
	156

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	298



[bookmark: _Toc233707476]Table 5.5e:  PSNP households reporting the number of months in which they were
paid by the number of months they worked, for SNNPR
	
	
	Number of months paid
	Number of households

	Number of months worked
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	(percent)
	

	2006
	1
	9
	91
	
	
	
	
	22

	
	2
	4
	0
	96
	
	
	
	49

	
	3
	6
	6
	11
	77
	
	
	101

	
	4
	3
	0
	33
	24
	40
	
	283

	
	5
	4
	9
	40
	2
	3
	42
	114

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	569

	2007
	1
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	0
	0
	50
	50
	
	
	2

	
	4
	0
	0
	20
	0
	80
	
	5

	
	5
	0
	1
	14
	4
	4
	77
	367

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	374

	2008
	1
	0
	100
	
	
	
	
	1

	
	2
	0
	25
	75
	
	
	
	4

	
	3
	0
	20
	20
	60
	
	
	5

	
	4
	0
	8
	23
	19
	50
	
	26

	
	5
	1
	2
	14
	36
	4
	44
	328

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	364



Even if payments are not as regular as envisaged, it does not necessarily mean that beneficiaries are not receiving their full payments.  It is possible, particularly where lump sum payments are common (such as Tigray), that full payment is received, but with a lag.  Tables 5.6, 5.7, and 5.8 explore this idea.  They are constructed in the following way.  For individuals paid solely in cash, it is possible to calculate how much they should have received, given the number of days employment that they report (multiplying the cash wage rate—6 birr per day in 2007 and 8 birr per day in 2008—by the number of days worked).  For individuals paid solely in cereals, the calculation is based on receipt of 3kilograms of grains per day worked.  These figures are then compared to what respondents report that they actually received.  With this in mind, consider the top panel of Table 5.6.  This shows that, for example, in SNNPR, between January 9 and June 9, 2007 (i.e., the first five months of 2007), 76 percent of participants in public works programs, all of whom were paid in cash, received their full pay.  Once again, because of lags in payments, it is worth adding into this figure the percentage of individuals who receive at least 80 percent of their pay.  Doing so yields the result that just over 80 percent of participants in public works in SNNPR received at least 80 percent of the money owed to them in the first five months of 2007.  The comparable figures for Oromiya, Amhara, and Tigray are 63 percent, 62 percent, and 18 percent, respectively.  As noted before, it is possible that wage arrears are made up later in the year; the bottom panel of Table 5.6 considers this by examining the ratio of actual to expected payments for the full 12-month period beginning in early January, 2007.  Wage arrears fall in Tigray but not in Amhara; in these regions, 25 to 30 percent of individuals paid solely in cash report receiving less than half the cash wages they should have received, given the number of days they worked. 
[bookmark: _Toc233707477]Table 5.6:  Percent of owed payment received in 2007 in cash, by region
	
	
	9 Jan – 9 Jun 2007: Individuals paid only in cash

	
	
	Received … % of what they were due

	Region
	Number of individuals
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100

	Tigray
	306
	54
	28
	5
	13

	Amhara
	477
	22
	16
	20
	42

	Oromiya
	242
	21
	16
	9
	54

	SNNPR
	434
	5
	12
	7
	76

	
	
	9 Jan 2007 – 9 Jan 2008: Individuals paid only in cash

	Tigray
	306
	30
	33
	8
	29

	Amhara
	477
	25
	31
	10
	34

	Oromiya
	242
	17
	18
	6
	59

	SNNPR
	434
	6
	7
	6
	81



Table 5.7 repeats this exercise for individuals paid solely in cereals.  Everyone in SNNPR is paid in cash, which is why the SNNPR cells are blank.  In Tigray, cereals payments appear to be made somewhat more promptly than cash payments, while the converse is true in Amhara.  In 2008, payments made in cash in Tigray were slightly more prompt than they were in 2007, as shown in Table 5.8.  Promptness deteriorated somewhat in the other regions and also deteriorated where payments were made in cash.
[bookmark: _Toc233707478]Table 5.7:  Percent of owed payment received in 2007 in cereal, by region
	
	
	9 Jan – 9 Jun 2007: Individuals paid only in cereals

	
	
	Received … % of what they were due

	Region
	Number of individuals
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100

	Tigray
	143
	10
	36
	7
	47

	Amhara
	264
	49
	16
	15
	20

	Oromiya
	22
	9
	18
	18
	55

	SNNPR
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	9 Jan 2007 – 9 Jan 2008: Individuals paid only in cereals

	Tigray
	143
	11
	34
	6
	49

	Amhara
	264
	51
	13
	11
	25

	Oromiya
	22
	9
	18
	5
	68

	SNNPR
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-



[bookmark: _Toc233707479]Table 5.8:  Percent of owed payment received in 2008, by region
	
	
	9 Jan – 9 Jun 2008: Individuals paid only in cash

	
	
	Received … % of what they were due

	Region
	Number of individuals
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100

	Tigray
	371
	50
	20
	4
	26

	Amhara
	488
	29
	31
	19
	21

	Oromiya
	188
	37
	16
	7
	40

	SNNPR
	417
	9
	28
	10
	53

	
	
	9 Jan – 9 Jun 2008: Individuals paid only in cereals

	Tigray
	207
	49
	33
	7
	11

	Amhara
	265
	56
	15
	4
	25

	Oromiya
	33
	21
	18
	6
	55

	SNNPR
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-



While informative, Tables 5.6 to 5.8 do not tell the whole story.  First, they omit households who receive a mix of cash and cereals payments.  Second, they are based on individual reports.  If households share out the burden of public works employment, then it is possible for one individual to report little payment for their work and another to report “too much payment,” with the household collectively receiving the payments to which it is entitled.  Table 5.9 rectifies these limitations, reporting wage areas at the household level for all types of payments for 2007.  Starting with the top panel (January–June 2007), there is a significant difference in these areas between Tigray and Amhara, on the one hand, and Amhara-HVFB woredas, and Oromiya and SNNPR, on the other hand. In the latter areas, arrears (as defined by receipt of less than 80 percent of what is due) is less than 25 percent, whereas it is 36 and 39 percent in Amhara and Tigray, respectively.  As noted above, additional payments were made in the latter half of 2007 and these are not reflected in this top panel.  The bottom panel looks at wage arrears over all of 2007.  This shows an improvement in SNNPR and, to a lesser extent, Tigray, and a deterioration of the timeliness of payments in Amhara and (slightly) in Amhara-HVFB.
[bookmark: _Toc233707480]Table 5.9:  Percent of owed payment received in 2007, by region
(Household level, all types of payment)
	
	
	9 Jan – 9 Jun 2007

	
	
	Received … % of what they were due

	Region
	Number of households
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100

	Tigray
	358
	23
	16
	4
	58

	Amhara
	322
	16
	20
	19
	46

	Amhara – HVFB
	375
	7
	5
	8
	80

	Oromiya
	297
	12
	12
	5
	71

	SNNPR
	374
	4
	13
	13
	70

	
	
	9 Jan 2007 – 9 Jan 2008

	Tigray
	358
	12
	23
	5
	60

	Amhara
	322
	21
	28
	12
	39

	Amhara – HVFB
	375
	9
	9
	13
	69

	Oromiya
	297
	10
	14
	6
	70

	SNNPR
	374
	5
	9
	9
	76



The bottom panel results in Table 5.9 seem surprising; one would expect that arrears could only decline and certainly not rise.  But Table 5.10 shows that this is what occurred.  It cross-tabulates wage arrears for the first five months of 2007 (the rows) with wage arrears for the full year (the columns).  Households in the bottom left-hand part of the table (below the diagonal of numbers in bold) are those whose wage arrears increased over time.  The reason this occurs is, of course, that while additional payments are received by households (Table 5.4), they also do additional work (Figure 5.6).
[bookmark: _Toc233707481]Table 5.10:  Cross tab of payments in 2007
	
	
	Received … % of what they were due 9 Jan 2007 – 9 Jan 2008
	

	
	
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100
	Row sum

	Received … % of what they were due 9 Jan 2007 – 9 June 2007
	0-50
	7.65
	2.61
	0.46
	1.45
	12.17

	
	50-80
	2.84
	6.95
	1.22
	2.09
	13.09

	
	80-100
	0.46
	3.42
	2.72
	2.90
	9.50

	
	100
	0.12
	3.24
	4.92
	56.95
	65.24

	Column sum
	
	11.07
	16.22
	9.33
	63.38
	100.00



Discouragingly, these arrears seem to have increased, not decreased in 2008.  Table 5.11 reports wage areas at the household level for all types of payments for the first five months of 2008.  Arrears increase in all regions, including Amhara-HVFB, and to alarming levels in Tigray and Amhara.


[bookmark: _Toc233707482]Table 5.11: Percent of owed payment received in 2008, by region
(Household Level, all types of payment)
	
	
	9 Jan – 9 Jun 2008

	
	
	Received … % of what they were due

	Region
	Number of households
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100

	Tigray
	422
	51
	30
	4
	15

	Amhara
	289
	25
	35
	20
	21

	Amhara – HVFB
	374
	37
	30
	10
	23

	Oromiya
	286
	24
	16
	11
	49

	SNNPR
	360
	9
	32
	14
	45



What these tables and figures do not tell us is why these arrears occur.  While we do not have the data to address this question in detail, we can use our community and household surveys to explore several hypotheses.
Are arrears a function of remoteness, that is, do arrears result from the sheer difficulty in reaching beneficiaries in remote localities?  Figures 5.11 and 5.12 provide some descriptive evidence on this point.  They are scattergrams with woreda mean distances to banks and local towns on the horizontal axes and woreda mean cash (Figure 5.11) and cereal arrears (Figure 5.12) on the vertical axis.  While remoteness may well be a factor in some localities, Figures 5.11 and 5.12 do not suggest any systematic positive relationship between increased levels of arrears and greater remoteness, as measured by distances from banks or local towns.
[bookmark: _Toc233708286]Figure 5.11:  Cash wage arrears and distance to nearest bank:  Woreda means, 2008

[bookmark: _Toc233708287]Figure 5.12:  Cereal wage arrears and distance to nearest town:  Woreda means, 2008


Are arrears systematically different across regions, or is there variability within regions.  Tables 5.12a to 5.12e explore this possibility, reporting the distribution of arrears (measured at the household level for all payment types) at the woreda level.  Despite the presence of a lot of numbers in these tables, several clear features emerge.  First, there are significant variations in arrears within regions.  Consider, for example, the woredas Enderata and Alamata in Tigray (Table 5.12a, third and second rows from the bottom).  Both are located in the same zone and both provide predominantly cash payments.  Yet, while 41 percent percent of beneficiary households in Enderata received full payment and 84 at least half their payments, no one in Alamata received at least 80 percent of what they were due and 90 percent received less than half.  Similar examples can be found in Amhara (compare Tena and Kalu) and Oromiya (compare Gursum and Fedis).  Second, there are some interesting correlations between wage arrears and households’ perceptions of payments.  The last two columns of Tables 5.12a to 5.12e report woreda means of the percentage of recipient households who report that they are paid on time and in full.  The percentages of reports of timeliness of payment are low, which is consistent with the payment data that these households report.  But, surprisingly, many households perceive to have been paid in full, even though this is clearly not the case.
The last aspect of Public Works we consider is households’ preferences for payment in cash or in food.  This is reported in Figure 5.13.  Not surprisingly, given the rapid rise in food prices that occurs in 2008, there is a marked shift toward receiving payment in food rather than cash.


98


[bookmark: _Toc233707483]Table 5.12a:  Tigray: Percentage of owed payment received, 9 Jan – 9 Jun, 2008, by woreda
	
	
	
	
	Sample size
	Received … % of what they were due
(all payments)
	Payment type
	Distance to payment site
	Proportion of respondents reporting being paid

	Zone
	Zone Name
	Woreda number
	Woreda name
	(number of households)
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100
	All cash
	All food
	Mix
	Km
	On time
	In full

	2
	Central Tigray
	2
	Ahiferom
	28
	75.00
	10.71
	10.71
	3.57
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	14.0
	0.23
	0.40

	2
	Central Tigray
	7
	Naedei Adet
	20
	60.00
	5.00
	5.00
	30.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	6.50
	0.44
	0.88

	2
	Central Tigray
	8
	Kolla Temben
	20
	60.00
	20.00
	5.00
	15.00
	35.00
	65.00
	0.00
	7.50
	0.04
	0.65

	2
	Central Tigray
	10
	Tanqua Abergele
	47
	78.72
	19.15
	2.13
	0.00
	2.13
	72.34
	25.53
	15.0
	0.07
	0.93

	3
	Eastern Tigray
	1
	Gulomehada
	49
	59.18
	38.78
	2.04
	0.00
	24.49
	61.22
	14.29
	6.0
	0.03
	0.62

	3
	Eastern Tigray
	3
	Saesi Tsaedamba
	48
	68.75
	31.25
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	12.0
	0.06
	0.95

	3
	Eastern Tigray
	6
	Wukro
	38
	18.42
	44.74
	15.79
	21.05
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	10.0
	0.49
	0.83

	3
	Eastern Tigray
	7
	Atsbi Wenberta
	46
	28.26
	39.13
	2.17
	30.43
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	8.0
	0.09
	0.67

	4
	Southern Tigray
	2
	Enderta
	41
	90.24
	9.76
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	2.0
	0.05
	0.89

	4
	Southern Tigray
	7
	Alamata
	51
	15.69
	43.14
	0.00
	41.18
	72.55
	0.00
	27.45
	6.0
	0.16
	0.58

	4
	Southern Tigray
	8
	Ofla
	32
	15.63
	46.88
	3.13
	34.38
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	.
	0.18
	0.64





[bookmark: _Toc233707484]Table 5.12b:  Amhara: Percentage of owed payment received, 9 Jan – 9 Jun, 2008, by non-USAID woredas
	
	
	
	
	Sample size
	Received … % of what they were due
(all payments)
	Payment type
	Distance to payment site
	Proportion of respondents reporting being paid

	Zone
	Zone Name
	Woreda number
	Woreda name
	(number of households)
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100
	All cash
	All food
	Mix
	Km
	On time
	In full

	1
	N. Gonder
	3
	Beyeda
	31
	32.26
	19.35
	3.23
	45.16
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1.0
	0.51
	0.16

	1
	N. Gonder
	18
	West Belesa
	23
	52.17
	26.09
	17.39
	4.35
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	24.0
	0.72
	0.56

	2
	South Gonder
	2
	Ebena
	17
	58.82
	17.65
	23.53
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	19.5
	0.46
	0.92

	3
	North Wollo
	9
	Gidan
	20
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	90.00
	0.00
	10.00
	20.0
	0.03
	0.83

	3
	North Wollo
	14
	Habru
	19
	5.26
	42.11
	26.32
	26.32
	0.00
	5.26
	94.74
	10.0
	0.67
	0.96

	4
	South Wollo
	2
	Tena
	10
	0.00
	10.00
	50.00
	40.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	.
	0.16
	1.00

	4
	South Wollo
	4
	Ambasel
	19
	0.00
	31.58
	47.37
	21.05
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	9.0
	0.36
	1.00

	4
	South Wollo
	9
	Kalu
	12
	0.00
	91.67
	8.33
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	25.0
	0.55
	0.84

	4
	South Wollo
	11
	Legambo
	9
	33.33
	44.44
	0.00
	22.22
	88.89
	0.00
	11.11
	4.0
	0.41
	0.72

	4
	South Wollo
	12
	Sayint
	19
	42.11
	57.89
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	6.0
	0.90
	0.97

	4
	South Wollo
	13
	Debresina
	12
	8.33
	16.67
	75.00
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	6.0
	0.31
	0.77

	4
	South Wollo
	14
	Kelala
	11
	54.55
	36.36
	0.00
	9.09
	90.91
	0.00
	9.09
	9.0
	0.08
	0.00

	4
	South Wollo
	17
	Were Ilu
	12
	58.33
	8.33
	8.33
	25.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	6.5
	0.12
	1.00

	5
	North Shewa
	24
	Angolela Tera
	18
	16.67
	11.11
	27.78
	44.44
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1.0
	0.76
	0.96

	10
	Oromia Zone
	01
	Dawa chefa
	21
	4.76
	4.76
	47.62
	42.86
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.5
	0.04
	0.92

	10
	Oromia Zone
	04
	Artuma fursi
	30
	26.67
	46.67
	10.00
	16.67
	96.67
	0.00
	3.33
	4.0
	0.21
	0.95





[bookmark: _Toc233707485]Table 5.12c:  Amhara:  Percentage of owed payment received, 9 Jan – 9 Jun, 2008, by HVFB woreda
	
	
	
	Sample size
	Received … % of what they were due
(all payments)
	Payment type
	Distance to payment site
	Proportion of respondents reporting being paid

	Zone
	Woreda number
	Woreda name
	(number of households)
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100
	All cash
	All food
	Mix
	Km
	On time
	In full

	2
	26
	Simada
	22
	95.45
	4.55
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	68.18
	31.82
	12.0
	0.56
	0.97

	2
	28
	Tach Gayint
	62
	14.52
	38.71
	4.84
	41.94
	0.00
	67.74
	32.26
	12.0
	0.38
	0.94

	2
	29
	Lay Gayint
	45
	60.00
	13.33
	0.00
	26.67
	28.89
	28.89
	42.22
	30.0
	0.81
	0.89

	3
	25
	Wadla
	32
	0.00
	96.88
	3.13
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	
	
	

	3
	27
	Buljena
	30
	3.33
	6.67
	13.33
	76.67
	0.00
	43.33
	56.67
	24.0
	0.95
	0.93

	3
	30
	Habru
	32
	9.38
	28.13
	59.38
	3.13
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	12.0
	0.44
	0.95

	3
	31
	Gubalafto
	35
	40.00
	31.43
	11.43
	17.14
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	
	
	

	3
	32
	Kobo
	31
	38.71
	41.94
	6.45
	12.90
	0.00
	32.26
	67.74
	16.0
	0.66
	0.80

	8
	39
	Sokota
	39
	48.72
	17.95
	5.13
	28.21
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	27.5
	0.73
	0.98

	8
	40
	Zukela
	19
	89.47
	10.53
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	20.0
	0.11
	0.84

	8
	41
	Dehana
	23
	60.87
	26.09
	0.00
	13.04
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	12.0
	0.33
	0.59





[bookmark: _Toc233707486]Table 5.12d:  Oromiya: Percentage of owed payment received, 9 Jan – 9 Jun, 2008, by woreda
	
	
	
	
	Sample size
	Received … % of what they were due
(all payments)
	Payment type
	Distance to payment site
	Proportion of respondents reporting being paid

	Zone
	Zone Name
	Woreda number
	Woreda name
	(number of households)
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100
	All cash
	All food
	Mix
	Km
	On time
	In full

	7
	East Shewa
	1
	Fentale
	20
	5.00
	5.00
	5.00
	85.00
	0.00
	35.00
	65.00
	
	
	

	7
	East Shewa
	2
	Boset
	21
	4.76
	19.05
	14.29
	61.90
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	9.0
	0.22
	0.61

	8
	Arsi
	9
	Zeway dugda
	16
	50.00
	12.50
	0.00
	37.50
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	.
	0.21
	0.75

	9
	West Harerghe
	2
	Mieso
	22
	0.00
	40.91
	36.36
	22.73
	50.00
	4.55
	45.45
	7.0
	0.48
	0.52

	9
	West Harerghe
	7
	Guba Koricha
	23
	0.00
	0.00
	13.04
	86.96
	8.70
	0.00
	91.30
	
	
	

	9
	West Harerghe
	8
	Anchar
	17
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	18.0
	0.14
	0.31

	10
	East Harerghe
	5
	Jarso
	15
	0.00
	6.67
	0.00
	93.33
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	10.0
	0.05
	0.55

	10
	East Harerghe
	6
	Gursum
	24
	16.67
	54.17
	4.17
	25.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	25.0
	0.03
	0.74

	10
	East Harerghe
	8
	Fedis
	21
	0.00
	4.76
	4.76
	90.48
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	12.0
	0.22
	0.67

	10
	East Harerghe
	19
	Gola Oda
	24
	25.00
	16.67
	37.50
	20.83
	0.00
	41.67
	58.33
	6.0
	0.11
	0.25

	11
	Bale
	12
	Mema Angetu
	16
	25.00
	18.75
	25.00
	31.25
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.5
	0.04
	0.91

	11
	Bale
	18
	Goro
	18
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1.0
	0.04
	0.64

	12
	Borena
	7
	Yabello
	16
	25.00
	18.75
	0.00
	56.25
	81.25
	18.75
	0.00
	24.0
	0.00
	0.71

	12
	Borena
	13
	Gelana
	18
	0.00
	22.22
	5.56
	72.22
	100.00
	0.00
	0.00
	2.5
	0.56
	0.78


Note:  only woredas with > 10 observations included.



[bookmark: _Toc233707487]Table 5.12e:  SNNPR: Percentage of owed payment received, 9 Jan – 9 Jun, 2008, by woreda
	
	
	
	
	Sample size
	Received … % of what they were due
(all payments)
	Payment type
	Distance to payment site
	Proportion of respondents reporting being paid

	Zone
	Zone Name
	Woreda number
	Woreda name
	(number of households)
	0-50
	50-80
	80-100
	100
	All cash
	All food
	Mix
	Km
	On time
	In full

	2
	Hadiya
	3
	Badewacho
	18
	0.00
	55.56
	11.11
	33.33
	100
	0
	0
	3.0
	0.90
	0.90

	2
	Hadiya
	4
	Soro
	23
	8.70
	13.04
	17.39
	60.87
	100
	0
	0
	16.0
	0.50
	1.00

	3
	Kembata Tembaro
	1
	Omo Sheleko
	11
	18.18
	27.27
	9.09
	45.45
	100
	0
	0
	2.0
	0.31
	0.69

	4
	Sidama
	1
	Shebedino
	24
	12.50
	25.00
	12.50
	50.00
	100
	0
	0
	3.0
	0.17
	0.83

	4
	Sidama
	5
	Aleta Wendo
	24
	0.00
	91.67
	8.33
	0.00
	100
	0
	0
	2.0
	0.30
	0.81

	6
	Wolayita
	2
	Boloso sore
	37
	5.41
	35.14
	16.22
	43.24
	100
	0
	0
	3.0
	0.63
	1.00

	6
	Wolayita
	3
	Damot Gale
	22
	9.09
	40.91
	27.27
	22.73
	100
	0
	0
	0.7
	0.52
	1.00

	6
	Wolayita
	4
	Damote Weyede
	10
	10.00
	30.00
	20.00
	40.00
	100
	0
	0
	
	
	

	6
	Wolayita
	5
	Kindo Koisha
	23
	13.04
	26.09
	30.43
	30.43
	100
	0
	0
	6.0
	0.88
	0.97

	10
	Gamo Gofa
	5
	Kemba
	23
	0.00
	43.48
	4.35
	52.17
	100
	0
	0
	10.0
	0.92
	0.88

	10
	Gamo Gofa
	6
	Bonkie
	17
	0.00
	70.59
	5.88
	23.53
	100
	0
	0
	0.0
	0.23
	0.68

	10
	Gamo Gofa
	10
	Gofa zuria
	18
	16.67
	16.67
	0.00
	66.67
	100
	0
	0
	.
	0.36
	0.93

	10
	Gamo Gofa
	11
	Zala
	17
	0.00
	5.88
	17.65
	76.47
	100
	0
	0
	0.0
	0.55
	0.77

	13
	Amaro
	01
	Amaro
	9
	0.00
	0.00
	66.67
	33.33
	100
	0
	0
	.
	1.00
	1.00

	14
	Burji
	01
	Burji
	23
	0.00
	8.70
	4.35
	86.96
	100
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.93
	0.96

	15
	Konso
	01
	Konso
	42
	30.95
	16.67
	0.00
	52.38
	100
	0
	0
	1.0
	0.24
	0.91

	21
	Alaba Special
	04
	Alaba
	19
	5.26
	26.32
	31.58
	36.84
	100
	0
	0
	3.0
	0.55
	0.90


Note:  only woredas with > 10 observations included.






[bookmark: _Toc233708288]Figure 5.13:  Preferences for payment:  Cash and food



[bookmark: _Toc225926814]5.5  Conclusions
Here we highlight a number of salient features regarding access to employment, days worked, and payments made under the Public Works component of the PSNP.
Few respondents explicitly state that they were not selected because their households had graduated from the program.  While it is possible that this understates the extent of graduation (some graduation might be listed as “household not eligible”), it is consistent with findings from the community questionnaire that also report low graduation rates.
Apart from Amhara in 2008, very few individuals state that they were not selected because of conflicts within the community or with program staff.
There is a noticeable difference by region in the percentage of individuals stating that they were not selected because there were not enough places available.  Generally, this percentage is higher in regions (SNNPR, Oromiya) where a smaller percentage of individuals report being selected for the program.
Not everyone selected actually works.  However, low pay, form of payment, or the usefulness of the project being constructed are not important factors.  Conflicts with childcare discourage some participation by respondents in Amhara-HVFB and Oromiya and 5 to 8 percent of respondents in Tigray, Oromiya, and SNNPR (but not Amhara or Amhara-HVFB) do not participate because of conflicts with the need for labor on the family farm.          
The proportion of males and females who worked at least one day in the first five months of 2006 (2008) is roughly equal in Tigray, Amhara and Amhara-HVFB. In Oromiya and SNNPR, the proportion of individuals who participate in these public works who are male is considerably higher and, in Oromiya, the percentage of workers who are male rises between 2006 and 2008. 
Conditional on working for the PSNP, males and females receive roughly an equal number of days work in Tigray and Oromiya, while men receive somewhat more work, relative to women, in Amhara, Amhara-HVFB, and SNNPR.
In three regions, the amount of employment per beneficiary household increases markedly between 2006 and 2008.  Only in Oromiya does it fall.
A useful rule of thumb in assessing the amount of employment received by beneficiary households is that a typical beneficiary household should receive about 20 days of work per month; thus a household that receives its full allotment of work should, over this period observed in our surveys, report 100 days of work.  In SNNPR and Amhara-USAID, the amount of employment comes reasonably close to that envisaged in the program design.  Employment in non-HVFB woredas in Amhara is somewhat lower than these and in Tigray, at 69 days, is lower again.  By contrast, over this time period, relatively little employment is provided to beneficiary households in Oromiya.
The questionnaire used in the 2008 survey allows us to capture employment across all of 2007.  Is it the case that regions where employment lags what was planned make this up later in the year?  For the first six months, a typical beneficiary household should receive 120 days employment in total.  Figure 5.6 shows that no region meets this goal, but if the work done in the second half of the year is added in, in SNNPR and the HVFB woredas of Amhara, this goal is, in fact, met.  Tigray and the non-HVFB woredas in Amhara come close.  The region with the lowest amount of employment per beneficiary household is Oromiya, with 80 days over 2007, with a third of this occurring after Sene.
Mean payments received by beneficiary households in the first five months of 2006, 2007, and 2008 rise over time; dramatically in SNNPR, from 281 birr in 2006 to 625 birr in 2008.  The average beneficiary household received 581birr in the first five months of 2008. 
In 2007, in SNNPR, 85 percent of all payments were made in the first six months of the year.  The total mean payment, 904 birr per beneficiary household, is actually higher than what would be expected if a household received 120 days of work over a six-month period when the wage rate was 6 birr a day.  Payments in Oromiya, averaging 1,030 birr per beneficiary household in 2007, also exceeds this benchmark, although more than half of these payments are received in the second half of the year.  Payments made in Tigray are above this benchmark, with just under half of payments being received in the second half of 2007. 
The promptness of payments improved dramatically between 2006 and 2007, although it worsens in 2008.  The worst examples of arrears, individuals reporting receiving no payment despite working for all five months, declines markedly in Tigray and Oromiya between 2006 and 2008.  Individuals residing in Amhara-HVFB woredas show fewer arrears when compared to non-HVFB woredas in that region.
Less encouragingly, there remains a substantial proportion of individuals in Tigray, Amhara, and Oromiya who had received only one payment by the end of Ginbot 2008 (i.e., June 9, 2008), even though they reported working in all of the first five months of the year. 
There does not appear to be any systematic positive relationship between increased levels of arrears and greater remoteness, as measured by distances from banks or local towns.
There are considerable variations in the timeliness of payments across woredas in the same zones and regions. 
Households are aware that payments are made late, but do not appear to realize that they are owed wages that have not been paid.

[bookmark: _Toc169680331][bookmark: _Toc225926815]

6.  Transfers under the Direct Support Component of the Productive Safety Nets Programme
In this final chapter, we briefly consider payments made under the Direct Support component of the Productive Safety Nets Program.
We define a Direct Support beneficiary household in 2006 as one that receives at least one Direct Support payment in the first five months of that year.  We define beneficiary households for 2007 and 2008 in an analogous fashion.  With that in mind, the most important finding is presented in Figure 6.1, the mean levels of transfers (cash and the value of in-kind food transfers) received by beneficiaries in the first five months of each year.  This shows, in nominal terms, significant increases in Direct Support transfers in all regions.  There are, however, regional differences and these are of interest.
[bookmark: _Toc233708289]Figure 6.1:  Mean payments to Direct Support beneficiaries, by region and year


It appears that Direct Support transfers in Tigray are smaller than those reported in other regions.  What this disguises, however, is that at least among these sampled households, the number of Direct Support beneficiaries is considerably higher in Tigray than it is in the other regions (see Table 6.1).  This suggests that in Tigray there has been a conscious decision to provide smaller transfers to more households and that in other regions, such as SNNPR, a decision was made to provide larger transfers to fewer households.  Figure 6.2 shows the value of in-kind and cash transfers for 2007 and 2008.  The mean value of in-kind transfers in Amhara-HVFB localities is much higher than that found in other regions, reflecting the more extensive food basket (typically wheat, lentils, and cooking oil) provided to those households.  It also shows that in Oromiya, cash payments declined in nominal terms between the first five months of 2007 and 2008.  Given high food price inflation, together with this fall, this suggests very little in the way of real changes in transfer levels in Oromiya, a region where, as Table 6.1 shows, there are few Direct Support recipients.
[bookmark: _Toc233707488]Table 6.1:  Number of sampled households reporting receiving transfers,
by year and region
	
	Number of recipient households

	Region
	2007
	2008

	Tigray
	164
	181

	Amhara
	106
	104

	Oromiya
	82
	76

	SNNPR
	77
	74



[bookmark: _Toc233708290]Figure 6.2:  Cash and in-kind Direct Support payments, 2007 and 2008


Finally, Table 6.2 shows mean levels of Direct Support transfers by month and region for 2007.  In SNNPR, transfers really end after Hamile, in Amhara after Nehase, and in Amhara-HVFB after Sene.  They continue, although at a much lower level all through 2007 in Tigray and Oromiya.
[bookmark: _Toc233707489]Table 6.2: Mean value of Direct Support transfers by month and region,
2007
	
	Region

	Month
	Tigray
	Amhara
	Amhara-HVFB
	Oromiya
	SNNPR

	Tir
	9.4
	42.8
	49.8
	26.3
	74.2

	Yekatit
	53.0
	46.7
	75.6
	57.4
	75.7

	Megabit
	78.2
	94.7
	102.0
	55.9
	107.5

	Miaza
	66.7
	95.8
	98.4
	66.6
	89.4

	Ginbot
	82.4
	65.6
	99.2
	50.1
	106.5

	Sene
	55.9
	72.8
	138.1
	84.4
	81.5

	Hamile
	138.2
	21.9
	80.0
	54.2
	39.9

	Nehase
	28.8
	66.6
	30.6
	69.0
	18.7

	Meskerem
	28.0
	20.2
	12.3
	55.3
	2.6

	Tikmit
	32.1
	0.8
	0.0
	12.4
	2.6

	Hidar
	12.3
	0.0
	0.0
	21.7
	2.1

	Tahisis
	19.9
	0.8
	0.4
	16.2
	2.1



Taken collectively, these data present a mixed picture on the level of Direct Support transfers.  On the positive side, there has been a marked increase in the nominal values of these transfers after 2006.  In localities where these transfers have been made in-kind, this translates into real increases in transfers.  Less positively, in a number of regions, such as Oromiya, the actual number of beneficiary households is small and, because nominal cash transfers are largely unchanged between households that receive transfers in cash, have seen the purchasing power of these transfers decline between 2007 and 2008. 
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Change, 2006-2008	Maize	Wheat	Oxen	Cows	Sheep	Wages	Food	Assets	Labour	0.75277777777778065	0.82747603833865813	0.89285714285714257	0.52482269503546097	0.24489795918367346	0.9375	Change, 2006-2008	Maize	Wheat	Oxen	Cows	Sheep	Wages	Food	Assets	Labour	1.0485714285714283	1.1958041958041767	0.56153846153846154	4.8951048951048973E-2	0.26602564102564574	0.67469879518073383	Change, 2006-2008	Maize	Wheat	Oxen	Cows	Sheep	Wages	Food	Assets	Labour	1.5005555555555561	1.7815126050420158	0.41628730399595965	0.25473684210526315	0.41290322580645528	0.30252100840336127	Change, 2006-2008	Maize	Wheat	Oxen	Cows	Sheep	Wages	Food	Assets	Labour	1.8672222222222219	1.6549019607843141	0.54023904382470123	0.44444444444444442	0.26934984520123839	0.71875000000000733	Ratio	January, 2007	March, 2007	May, 2007	July, 2007	September, 2007	November, 2007	January, 2008	March, 2008	May, 2008	4.1095890410958855	4.1379310344827545	4	4	3.8461538461538427	3.6809815950920819	3.4883720930232527	3.7735849056604276	3.2653061224489792	2.1563342318059746	1.8604651162790697	1.5625	Cash wage: Price of 1 kg, maize
Tigray	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Drought	Flood	Other Climatic Shock	49.7	21.18	10.3	19.29	24.8	31.95	Amhara	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Drought	Flood	Other Climatic Shock	28.5	55.99	13.84	19.37	43.9	55.63	Oromiya	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Drought	Flood	Other Climatic Shock	67.7	53.94	10.53	4.9400000000000004	50.6	59.690000000000012	SNNPR	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Drought	Flood	Other Climatic Shock	47.6	81.319999999999993	23.29	22.459999999999987	35.5	52.27	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Drought	Flood	Other Climatic Shock	All	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Drought	Flood	Other Climatic Shock	48.4	53.77	14.729999999999999	16.64	38.6	49.97	Percent
Tigray	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Input Shocks	Death	Illness	9.5	28.99	2.2000000000000002	3.55	4.4000000000000004	6.04	Amhara	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Input Shocks	Death	Illness	15.3	48.120000000000012	3.4	2.46	4.4000000000000004	6.6899999999999995	Oromiya	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Input Shocks	Death	Illness	39.200000000000003	41.13	6.3	3.4099999999999997	10.200000000000001	5.64	SNNPR	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Input Shocks	Death	Illness	22.1	54.86	7	5.18	15.8	10.58	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Input Shocks	Death	Illness	All	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Input Shocks	Death	Illness	21.5	43.55	4.8	3.68	7.31	Percent
Months, food secure	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	Non-beneficiaries	Public Works	All	9.2331249999999994	8.6	8.4910000000000014	8.5	8.9	8.6	Months food secure
2004	Non-beneficiaries	Public Works	All	4.5177230000000002	3.2106129999999977	3.8654949999999997	2005	Non-beneficiaries	Public Works	All	4.6711809999999945	3.4216349999999998	4.0457450000000001	2006	Non-beneficiaries	Public Works	All	4.7229809999998951	3.614096	4.1615639999999985	2007	Non-beneficiaries	Public Works	All	5.2066420000001132	3.8811870000000002	4.4418230000001007	2008	Non-beneficiaries	Public Works	All	5.061096	3.9101370000000002	4.3675519999998951	Tropical Livestock Units
2006	Other PSNP- Nonbeneficiaries	Other PSNP- Public Works	HVFB- Nonbeneficiaries	HVFB-                     Public Works	9.1111109999999993	8.5661160000000027	8.7533719999999988	8.5815600000000014	2008	Other PSNP- Nonbeneficiaries	Other PSNP- Public Works	HVFB- Nonbeneficiaries	HVFB-                     Public Works	8.2583329999999986	8.2809919999999995	8.344894	8.5496450000000035	
Months food secure
2006	Other PSNP- Nonbeneficiaries	Other PSNP- Public Works	HVFB- Nonbeneficiaries	HVFB-                     Public Works	4.6199049999999851	3.1776930000000001	4.8744239999999985	2.3627039999999977	2007	Other PSNP- Nonbeneficiaries	Other PSNP- Public Works	HVFB- Nonbeneficiaries	HVFB-                     Public Works	4.9325890000000001	3.5089160000000001	4.9225789999999945	2.6302310000000002	2008	Other PSNP- Nonbeneficiaries	Other PSNP- Public Works	HVFB- Nonbeneficiaries	HVFB-                     Public Works	4.2950419999999996	3.231703	4.6563239999999997	2.6916439999999944	
Tropical Livestock Units
2006	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	All households	56	25	11	15	26	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	All households	57	37	28	29	36	Percent
2006	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	48	48	35	48	45	2007	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	43	45	50	43	70	49	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	41	47	51	41	70	49	Region
Days worked
Tigray	39083	39114	39142	39173	39203	39234	39264	39295	39326	39356	39387	39417	39448	39479	39508	39539	39569	5.6807559999999855	7.5372640000000004	7.6996659999999997	7.8998889999999955	8.1123470000000015	7.7686320000000002	4.4571749999999755	3.4716349999999987	1.7041160000000006	0.87319239999999998	1.2625139999999999	1.2224689999999998	5.804227	7.528365	8.0767520000000008	8.0956620000000008	7.6785319999999855	Amhara	39083	39114	39142	39173	39203	39234	39264	39295	39326	39356	39387	39417	39448	39479	39508	39539	39569	8.9261840000000028	9.0438719999999986	9.2409469999999985	9.0201950000000011	9.1107239999999994	8.4805010000000003	3.3718659999999292	2.2402510000000002	0.71727019999999997	0.83983289999999999	0.86281339999999951	1.4032029999999998	8.3683840000000007	8.7917829999999988	9.0083569999999984	9.0174090000000007	8.9233979999999988	Oromiya	39083	39114	39142	39173	39203	39234	39264	39295	39326	39356	39387	39417	39448	39479	39508	39539	39569	7.0177659999999955	7.7487310000000003	9.0685279999999988	8.0101519999999997	8.210659999999999	7.670051	6.0558379999999845	5.6979699999999855	3.4695429999999967	2.779188	2.6878169999999999	3.0304569999999602	6.4746189999999997	7.5380710000000004	8.1522840000000247	6.829949	7.4390859999999996	SNNPR	39083	39114	39142	39173	39203	39234	39264	39295	39326	39356	39387	39417	39448	39479	39508	39539	39569	13.855420000000176	13.965860000000006	14.062250000000002	13.97189	13.853410000000126	12.27309	2.5943779999999999	1.6746989999999999	2.4096389999999968	2.560241	2.6646589999999977	3.0220879999999997	13.4498	13.18474	13.6747	13.628509999999999	13.52008	Male	Tigray, 2006	Tigray, 2008	Amhara, 2006	Amhara, 2008	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya, 2006	Oromiya, 2008	SNNPR, 2006	SNNPR, 2008	49.9	51.6	57.6	51.6	52.8	69.400000000000006	79.3	64.2	64.099999999999994	Female	Tigray, 2006	Tigray, 2008	Amhara, 2006	Amhara, 2008	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya, 2006	Oromiya, 2008	SNNPR, 2006	SNNPR, 2008	50.1	48.4	42.4	48.4	47.2	30.6	20.7	35.800000000000004	35.9	Region, Year
Percent
Male	Tigray, 2006	Tigray, 2008	Amhara, 2006	Amhara, 2008	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya, 2006	Oromiya, 2008	SNNPR, 2006	SNNPR, 2008	47.1	40.200000000000003	49.9	52.2	53	35.800000000000004	40.4	50.6	73.8	Female	Tigray, 2006	Tigray, 2008	Amhara, 2006	Amhara, 2008	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya, 2006	Oromiya, 2008	SNNPR, 2006	SNNPR, 2008	49.8	39.4	45.8	40.4	46	33.1	41.7	44.1	62.6	Region, Year
Days worked
Jan-May 2006	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	1.7100000000000006	1.51	1.27	1.4	Jan-May 2007	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	1.6900000000000188	1.7800000000000007	1.02	1.27	Jan-May 2008	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	1.7000000000000006	1.6300000000000001	0.96000000000000063	1.25	Tir-Ginbot, 2006	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	79	67	37	63	62	Tir-Ginbot, 2007	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	68.032789999999949	77.983009999999993	85.890630000000002	45.091430000000003	90.639690000000002	73.776899999999998	Tir-Ginbot, 2008	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	68.5	75.910190000000227	83.505210000000005	41.014289999999995	87.712789999999998	71.749130000000022	Region
Days worked per five month period
Tir-Sene	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	82	93	101	53	106	87	Hamile-Tahese	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	23.932379999999846	15.70388	18.434899999999999	26.702860000000001	19.407309999999889	20.82647	Region
Mean days worked per beneficiary household
2006	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara, HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	251	151	192	281	2007	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara, HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	470	419	679	376	640	527	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara, HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	421	481	882	434	625	581	Region
Birr
Tir-Sene	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara, HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	592	511	873	477	764	655	Hamile-Tahisis	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara, HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	All	428	179	220	553	140	295	Region
Birr
Monthly	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	37	56	56	72	65	67	97	80	78	95	95	93	Whole Period	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	33	32	28	20	9	8	0	3	3	1	0	0	Other	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	2006	2007	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	30	12	16	8	26	25	3	17	19	4	5	7	Year
Region
Percent
0-80% cash	21.5	31.2	65	23.3	15	23.7	10.3	11.7	20.7	17.7	17.7	175	103	63	57.5	24	24	69	32.5	41	30	9	100	28.5	35.5	15.5	43.5	110	25	24.75	77	29.75	36.5	67	45.5	46.25	52.25	17.5	34	31.5	17	51	90.5	31.5	28	19.5	100	24.5	.	21	22	25.5	34	45	28	16.25	.	28.5	50	.	125	39.5	4.5	25.5	211.5	43	119.3	22.5	74	63.5	100	100	53.4	98.6	32.200000000000003	73	6	68.2	92.2	100	17.600000000000001	25.7	100	77.7	99.9	20.6	90.8	63.5	45.8	8.4	90	23.7	78.5	36.300000000000004	100	79.099999999999994	0	35.600000000000009	100	30.6	22.2	55.5	22.6	50	8.3000000000000007	91.3	40	49.9	40	28.5	71.3	47.7	8.3000000000000007	6.5	48.9	36.200000000000003	Mean Distance to Nearest Bank (km)
Percentage of Public Works Beneficiaries  Receiving < 80% of cash payments
0-80% cereals	12.6	13.5	15	19	11.7	14	10.3	7	20	21.7	32	30	16	12	9	8.5	16.5	39	15.5	11	17	9	15.5	28.5	5.5	7	15	11	8.8000000000000007	12	6.8	21.8	17	26.5	22	8.3000000000000007	10.8	15.5	8	7.5	6	16	45	15	21	11.5	8	95.45	75	100	95.3	94.600000000000009	55.3	100	86.3	39.300000000000004	94.4	13.3	100	54.4	67.599999999999994	95	78.5	90	Mean Distance to Nearest Town (km)

Percentage of Public Works Beneficiaries  Receiving <80% of cereals payments, 2008
2006	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	116	91	149	269	2007	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	289	345	425	256	453	349	2008	Tigray	Amhara	Amhara-HVFB	Oromiya	SNNPR	314	323	546	245	486	387	Region
Birr
In-Kind	Tigray, 2007	Tigray, 2008	Amhara, 2007	Amhara, 2008	Amhara-HVFB, 2007	Amhara-HVFB, 2008	Oromiya, 2007	Oromiya, 2008	SNNPR, 2007	183	173	46	31	299	388	68	77	0	0	Cash	Tigray, 2007	Tigray, 2008	Amhara, 2007	Amhara, 2008	Amhara-HVFB, 2007	Amhara-HVFB, 2008	Oromiya, 2007	Oromiya, 2008	SNNPR, 2007	106	130	299	278	126	185	188	138	453	458	Region, Year
Birr
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Cash only	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	All households	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	17.54	10.14	4.03	1.6400000000000001	12.63	6.42	18.850000000000001	9.57	34.67	22.49	75% cash; 25% food	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	All households	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	11.84	9.51	9.7100000000000009	4.79	14.360000000000024	6.14	8.9500000000000028	10.24	14.6	16.579999999999988	50% cash; 50% food	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	All households	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	29.330000000000005	17.420000000000002	21.979999999999986	10.34	25.43	13.81	35.14	16.04	34.120000000000012	29.02	25% cash; 75% food	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	All households	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	5.79	6.5	13.74	12.860000000000024	1.7300000000000002	7.81	5.2700000000000014	0.67000000000000226	2.74	4.4000000000000004	Food only	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	2006	2008	All households	Tigray	Amhara	Oromiya	SNNPR	35.51	56.43	50.55	70.36999999999999	45.85	65.83	31.79	63.48	13.870000000000006	27.51	








