
[image: ]




BAHIR DAR UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

THE IMPAC OF 1997 LAND REDISTRIBUTION ON WEALTH DISTRIBUTION OF FARM HOUSEHOLDS IN
HULET EJU ENESIE WOREDA, ANRS.

BY
ABRHAM ADAM


SEPTEMBER, 2018
BAHIR DAR, ETHIOPIA
THE IMPAC OF 1997 LAND REDISTRIBUTION ON WEALTH DISTRIBUTION OF FARM HOUSEHOLDS IN
HULET EJU ENESIE WOREDA, ANRS.
	

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, SOCIAL SCIENCE FACULTY, BAHIR DAR UNIVERSITY; IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT FOR THE REQUIREMENT FOR MASTER OF ARTS IN POLITICAL SCIENCE

BY:
ABRHAM ADAM

ADVISOR
BELACHEW GETNET (PHD)



     SEPTEMBER, 2018
                                                                                      BAHIR DAR, ETHIOPIA

BAHIR DAR UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

THE IMPACT OF 1997 LAND REDISTRIBUTION ON WEALTH DITRIBUTION OF FARM HOUSEHOLDS IN HULET EJU ENESIE WOREDA; ANRS

                                                                     BY
                                                          ABRHAM ADAM
                                           Approved by board of examiners:

_____________________________________ _____________________________
Chair Person’s Signature

_____________________________________ ____________________________
Internal Examiner’s Signature

_____________________________________ ____________________________
External Examiner’s Signature



Declaration
I, Abrham Adam, the undersigned declare that this thesis entitled ‘the impact of 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, is submitted by me for the award of Master of Arts in Political Science, is my own original work and it has not been presented for the award of a degree or any other purpose in any University/Institution and all the sources used for the thesis have been dully acknowledged.


              __________________________________
Abrham Adam Miskir
                               September, 2018

This thesis was submitted for examination with my approval as an advisor of the candidate

            __________________________________
                       BELACHEW GETNET (PhD) 
                                       September, 2018








1

[bookmark: _Toc515732731][bookmark: _Toc110980043]Acknowledgment
First of all, I would like to thank the myth God with his mother Saint Marry for the completion of this study. Secondly, I would like to forward my sincere gratitude to my advisor Dr. Belachew Getnet for his valuable comments on the essence and contents of this study from the beginning up to its completion. I would like to express my deepest indebtedness to Milkit Mogninet who helped and pass me on the rough road and be realizing my work. I offer my special thanks to my friend Getaneh Mengie and others who in one way or another offered their assistance during the preparation of this paper.
At last not least, my special and great thank also goes to my lovely wife, Segenet Ayinalem and my family for their daily encouragement in both material and moral aspects. Besides, I would like to thank all participants, respondents and field work assistants for their cooperation to successfully address the research objectives.













Table of Contents
Contents                                                                                                                             page 
Acknowledgment	i
Table of Contents	ii
List of tables	ix
List of   Acronyms	xi
Abstract	xii
CHAPTER ONE	1
Introduction	1
1.1 Back Ground of the Study	1
1.2	Statement of the problem	3
1.3. Objectives of the Study	5
1.3.1. General Objective	5
1.3.2. Specific Objectives	5
1.4 .Research Questions	6
1.5. Scope of the Study	6
1.6. Significance of the Study	6
1.7. Limitation of the Study	6
1.8. Operational Definition of Concepts	7
1.9. Organization of the Study	8
CHAPTER TWO	9
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURES	9
2.1. Definition of Land Redistribution	9
2.2. Types of Land Reform	10
2.3. The Need for Land Reform	11
2.4. Impacts of Land Redistribution	12
2.5. Land Tenure policy in Ethiopia	14
2.5.1. Land Tenure under the Imperial Regime	15
2.5.2. Land Tenure under the Derg Regime	16
2.5.3. Land Tenure under EPRDF	17
2.5.4. Land Policy and Legal Framework of Amhara Regional State	18
2.5.5. The Rationality and Criteria of 1997 Land Redistribution	20
2.6. The Impact of 1997 Land Redistribution: an Empirical literature	22
2.7. Conceptual Frameworks of Land Redistribution	24
CHAPTER THREE	26
RESEARCH METHODS	26
3.1 Description of the Study Area	26
3.2 Research Methods	27
3.2.1 Research approach	27
3.2.2 Research Design	28
3.2.3. Sample Size Determination	29
3.2.4. Sampling Technique	30
3.2.5 Methods of Data Collection	31
3.2.6 Method of Data Analysis	34
3.2.7 Ethical Considerations	35
3.2.8 .Validity and Reliability of the Study	36
UNIT FOUR	37
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION	37
4.1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondent	37
4.2. Access, Use and Ownership of Landholdings	40
4.2.1. Means of Access to Land	42
4.2.2. The Rationality of 1997 Land Redistribution	45
4.3. The Impacts of the 1997 Land Redistribution	50
4.3.1. Changes of Living Condition	55
4.4. Coping Strategies Adopted by “Bureaucrats”	58
4.4.2. Off-farm and Non-farm Activities	63
CHAPTER FIVE	67
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS	67
5.1. Conclusion	67
5.2 Recommendations	69
REFERENCES	71
APPENDICES	78
Appendix-1.  Survey Questions	78
Appendix- 2.  Interview and FGD  Guides	85
Appendix-3.  List of key informant interviewees and focused group discussants	87







[bookmark: _Toc110980045]
List of tables
Table                                                                                                                             page 
Table  4.1. Distribution of Respondents by Sex, Age, Marital status, Level of education, and Family size………………………………………………………………………………………38
Table  4.2. Household Responses the Patterns of Landholding size of Farm Households	41
Table  4.3. Means of Access to Land/Ownership	44
Table  4.4. Household Responses on the Rationality of 1997 Land Redistribution	47
Table  4.5. Households Response on the Impacts of 1997 Land Redistribution	50
Table 4.6. Households Response on Changes of Living Condition	56
Table  4.7.Households Participation in Leasing in Land	59
Table  4.8. Distribution of Households in Rent out Land Arrangement	60
Table  4.10. Households Response on the Participation of Off-farm and Non-farm Activities	64











List of Figures 
Figure 1 Conceptual Frameworks of Land Redistribution	25






















[bookmark: _Toc110980046]List of   Acronyms
ANRS:  Amhara National Regional State
BoFED: Bureau of Finance and Economic Development
CSA: Central Statistical Agency
DLA: Department of Land Affairs
GDP: Growth Domestic Product
EPRDF: Ethiopia People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front
FDFE:  Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia
FGD:  Focus Group Discussion
IFAD:  International Fund for Agricultural Development
ILRI: International Livestock Research Institution
ONRS: Oromo National Regional State
PA: Peasant Association
SPSS: Statistical Package for Social Sciences
SNNPRS: South Nations Nationalities Peoples Regional State
SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa
TGE: Transitional Government of Ethiopia
TNRS: Tigray National Regional State
WBI: Workplace Bullying Institute

[bookmark: _Toc110980047]Abstract
The objective of the study was to assess the impact of 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, Amahra National Region State. Mixed research approach with sequential explanatory design was employed to address the research objectives. In doing so, both primary and secondary sources of data were gathered through questionnaire, key informant interview, Focused Group Discussion (FGD) and secondary sources. A total of 317 respondents were taken to address survey question items in accordance with the sample size determination formula by stratified sampling. Both quantitative and qualitative data analysis methods were used. Quantitative data was analyzed by using descriptive statistics while the qualitative data also analyzed thematically. A major finding is that despite of it benefited certain groups like, youths, females and landless peasants, the 1997 land redistribution caused a considerable landholding inequality between “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households which accounts 1.38 hectares. Landholding inequality resulted in high level of income inequality among households. The redistribution had negatively affected the livelihood and food security of “Bureaucrat” households which resulted conflict, tenure insecurity, income inequality, social discrimination and migration of people. As a coping strategy households were engaged in land rental/sharecropping arrangement and off-farm and non-farm alternative activities to produce food crop and generate income to cover their family food subsistence. However, due to lack of initial capital, poor market integrations, limited skills and lack of government attentions, off-farm and non-farm alternative activities are poorly expanded. Finally, the researcher recommended that the land distribution trend in the study area should revised and compensation should be paid to the “Bureaucrats” to their lost property and to balance the current land holding environment either in cash or in kind.	
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[bookmark: _Toc110980048]CHAPTER ONE
[bookmark: _Toc110980049]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc110980050]1.1 Back Ground of the Study
Land is the fundamental resource viewed not only as an economic asset, but also an essential element in the formation of individual and group identity, constituting the cultural, political and social fabric of rural people (IFAD, 2008). Access to productive land thus represents a key issue for ensuring food security and poverty reduction.  A significant proportion of the world’s poor on the agricultural sector makes the distribution of land in rural areas an important issue for poverty alleviation. The provision of access to adequate farmland for low income households is crucial in sustaining their livelihood. Land redistribution has been carried out to abolish feudal, colonial, or collective reforms of landownership and more generally to correct the old wrongs. It is widely seen as having the potential to significantly improve the livelihoods of the rural poor and to contribute towards economic development (Van Zyl et al, 1996; Lipton, 1996; Deininger& May, 2000). It is a deliberate effort done by governments to transform the distribution of land ownership (Mkhizeet al., 2009) and to provide the poor with access to land for residential and productive use to improve their livelihoods (Adams, 1995: Ghimire, 2001: Buys. 2012).
The main objectives of land redistribution therefore are improving the levels of agricultural production both qualitatively and quantitatively and improving the standards of living of agricultural producers and poverty alleviation (Bereket, 2006). In recognition of this, many countries (Brazil, India, Malawi, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe) including Ethiopia has undertaken land reform to improve the access of households to land as well as decrease to inequality in rural areas (Adams,19995: Ghimire, 2001). The success of land reform depend on political commitment, supported by financial resources, management skills, transparent policies and strategies can assist legitimacy (Buys, 2012). However, it can be influenced by socio-economic, cultural and political systems, population density and technology (Ghimire, 2001: Mkhize et al., 2009). In addition to the problem of land inequality, land concentration in few sections of society in developing countries probably reduces farm output and slows growth (Lipton, 2009).
The patterns of land tenure system in Ethiopia are basically dependent on policy exercised. The social structure of land tenure policy was traditional during the imperial regimes (Crewettet.al. 2008). It represented the issue of power and governance which described as one of the most complex and diverse tenure systems in Africa (Brietzke, 1976). Ethiopia is one of the countries that undertook different land reforms as part of a larger radical socio-political and economic revolution. The 1975 Land reform was based on the general principle of the motto-of land to the tiller (Dessalgne 1984) and it was an important land mark in the socio-economic evolution of rural Ethiopia that ends the political economy of the imperial regime. It was a radical measure in abolishing the economic, social and political administrations of the imperial land tenure system. It abolished the tenant-landlord relationship and benefited social groups that did not own land before (Dejene and Yigremew, 2002), while the 1997 land reform in Amhara region was to correct the serious imbalances in land holding among peasants (Yigramew, 2002).
After the fall of the Derg, the 1995 Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (FDRE) constitution declared land to be the property of the State and the people of Ethiopia. Article40(3) of the constitution stated that the right to ownership of rural and urban land, as well as all natural resources, is exclusively vested in the state and the peoples of Ethiopia and shall not be subject to sale, or other means of exchange (FDRE,1995). Moreover, article 40, sub-article 4, declares that Ethiopian peasants have the right to obtain land without payment and the protection against eviction from their possession. Based on the constitution, the federal government has formulated land administration proclamation in 1997. The Amhara, Oromia, Tigray and Southern Nation Nationalities and People’s regional governments amended land administration proclamations based on the federal land policy, validating the principles of state ownership of land and usufruct rights for farmers without mortgaging or selling the land (Daniel, 2012).
The Amhara region was one of the regions which started to exercise its mandate. The Amhara Regional government has passed different land laws since 1996. The provisions are directly adopted from the Federal constitution. Proclamation on the Re-allotment of the Possession of Rural Land No. 16, 1996 was one of the proclamations that declared and implemented in some areas of Amhara region (Ege, 1997: Yigremew, 2002: Askale, 2005). The rationality for the 1996 proclamation on the re-allotment of the possession of rural land was to correct the weakness of 1975 land reform by readjusting the unbalanced possession of rural land among peasants and aimed to make the peasants beneficiaries of the region’s rapid economic change. 
The application of the policy was limited to those the areas of Amhara region which were not under the control of Ethiopia People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF) before the fall of Derg in 1991. Political allegiance was the main criterion for the land redistribution than social justice and economic efficiencies (Yigremew, 2002). Peasants were stratified into different social categories; “bureaucrats”, “remnant feudal”, rich peasants, middle peasants, and poor peasants. The redistribution was then carried out using such political criteria regardless of their family size. All those so-called “Bureaucrats” and “Remnant feudal” hitherto unknown to the local people were allowed to hold a maximum of only one hectare of land while the other categories were allowed to have up to three hectares (Ege, 1997: Getie, 1999: Yigremew, 2002). 
The beneficiaries were the landless, the poor farmers with inadequate holding and the younger generation particularly females and female headed households (Ege, 1997: Yigremew, 2002: Aberra, 2002). Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda is one of the areas that had been land redistribution undertook in 1997.Therefore; this study was assessing the impact of the 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, Amhara National Regional State.
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc110980051]Statement of the Problem
Even though the landless poor farmers with inadequate holding and the younger generation particularly females and female headed households are benefited (Ege, 1997). Unequal land access has been among the principal challenges facing smallholders and it is the bottleneck to poverty reduction and economic growth (Jayne et al., 2006: IFAD, 2008).Rural land distribution is generally believed as not equitable. The 1975 land reform forced the peasants to engage in periodic redistribution of land to accommodate new land claimants with the net effect of leveling down and diminution of individual possessions. Repeated redistribution increase and exacerbated tenure insecurity which led to lose of incentives for land improvement (Burce, et al, 1993). Thus, the extractive programs of Derg impoverished peasant households and extended and depended rural poverty.

Even, it is also more inequitable when it compared with other African countries having private land ownership policy (Bereket, 2006),  two great land reforms took place in Ethiopia, the 1975 land reform was an important land mark in socio-economic evolution of rural Ethiopia that end the political economy of the imperial regime and the current government also introduced a new land redistribution policy, which was endorsed and applied without the consent of the people as a whole, especially in Amhara region and it resulted in suspicious,  income inequality, conflict and insecurity among peasants (Ege, 1997: Getie, 1999).
Land redistribution in Ethiopia had been studied by many scholars at different time. For instance, Dessalegn (2013) conducted a research on the socio-economic and environmental impacts of large scale (agricultural) land acquisition on local livelihoods. The finding of his study revealed that the investment production project has negative impact on local economy, loss of grazing land, cropland, grassland, soil degradation and environmental effect. 
Yigremew (2002) studied on the review of landholding system and policies in Ethiopia under the different regimes. He tried to analyze the landholding system and policies of Ethiopia under different regime. The 1996 Amhara region land redistribution was based on the theoretical thought of correcting the serious imbalances created in land holding among peasants, and the beneficiary of the redistribution were the landlessness poor farmers with inadequate holding and the younger generation particularly females and female headed households. Therefore, he tried to compare the policies and land holding system in Ethiopia under different regime but did not assess the impact of land redistribution on the livelihood of the people.
Benin and Pender (2001) also studied on the impact of land redistribution on land management and productivity in the Ethiopian highlands. The finding of their study shows that, the 1997/98 land redistribution in Amhara region has had a positive impact on land productivity by increasing access land to the farmers. Ege (1997) in his research on the Promised Land: the Amhara land redistribution of1997. His finding indicated that, the decision of the 1996 Amhara region parliament to implement land redistribution, the preparation, process and implementation of the 1997 land redistribution of Amhara region was characterized by great secrecy, it disgrace  certain groups, which were permitted to keep one hectare of land while other peasants could hold up to three hectares  and this fundamental discrimination caused considerable social disorganization and the reform benefited only certain groups; notably women and young households. 
In addition to the above research, Aberra (2002) also conducted a research on the impact of 1996 land redistribution on productivity and household food security.  His study found that both the losers and beneficiary’s food security status is affected, among others factors, by shortage access to productive resources and extension services.
Most of the above studies are concerned on issues like productivity, land management, food security, land fragmentation, policy as well as environmental degradation. However, those research works did not due emphasize on the impact of land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households. Therefore, this study was basically aimed to fill this gap.  In this study, I tried to assess the impact of the 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, ANRS.
[bookmark: _Toc110980052]1.3. Objectives of the Study
[bookmark: _Toc110980053]1.3.1. General Objective
The general objective of this study was aimed to assess the impact of 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, Amahra National regional state. 
[bookmark: _Toc110980054]1.3.2. Specific Objectives
Based on the above general objective, the specific objectives of this study were as follows:
· To assess  the land holding size patterns of 1997 land redistribution on farm households in the study area
· To examine the impact of land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households of the study area
·  To analyze the coping strategies adopted by “Bureaucrats” in the study area

[bookmark: _Toc110980055]1.4 .Research Questions
The following are some of the specific research questions that are addressed in the study
· How the 1997 land redistribution brought landholding size inequality among rural farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda?
· What impacts had the 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households of the study area?
· What are the alternative livelihood activities adopted by “Bureaucrats” in the study area?
[bookmark: _Toc110980056]1.5. Scope of the Study
The study was limited to assess the impact of the 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households; geographically delimited to Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, Amhara National Regional State. Therefore, the spatial limitation of the study was rural Kebeles in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda in ANRS. Methodologically this research is relying on mixed research approach. Conceptually, this study did not involve in investigating of property rights, transfer issues or the physical issues like fragmentation, degradation and or fertility of the land. It was mainly focused on assessing the impacts of land redistribution on the wealth distribution of farm household in the study area and the study targeted only “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households. 
[bookmark: _Toc110980057]1.6. Significance of the Study
This study will have the following contributions. It will give evidence about the actual impact of the 1997 land redistribution on the livelihoods of the people. Depending on the finding, policy makers will be informed about the positive and negative impacts of the 1997 land redistribution on the livelihood of the people. The finding will provide data to assist researchers, academicians, as well the society at large which experiences the impacts of land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households. It may be also valuable to serve as a base for those who are interested in making further research on the topic in the future.
[bookmark: _Toc110980058]1.7. Limitation of the Study
[bookmark: _Toc422755534]In this thesis assessing on the impact of the 1997 land redistribution in ANRS was studied at lower Woreda level particularly at Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda. Unwillingness of the respondents to reply the question was the challenges for the researcher. Some land administration officers were found to be hesitant to interview, and they were not ready to give secondary documents even. In addition to these the FGD was very challenging, participants were not willing to talk especially the “Non-Bureaucrats” were passive. The retrospective nature of the redistribution i.e. (Some 21years back) is also another limitation which may affect the output of the research in term of data biased and lack of awareness about the 1997 land redistribution.
[bookmark: _Toc110980059]1.8. Operational Definition of Concepts	
· Land tenure: It refers to the possession rights associated with each parcel of land
· Household:   the head of loser and unaffected household either male or female.
· Own holding: the plot of land owned by households accessed through redistribution or inheritance from parents.
· Rent /Share cropping out: offering out of own holding on a temporary basis due to various reasons to the other households for cash/ equal use of the produce.
· Rent/share cropping in: acquiring holding on temporary basses from other households who lack the necessary critical factors.
· Land redistribution: refer to the 1997 Amhara region land redistribution which provides the poor access to land for residential and productive use to improve their livelihoods.
· Land reform: the redistribution of rights in land for the benefit of landless, tenants and farm laborers.
· “Bureaucrats”: are those households who considered as losers during the 1997 Amhara region land redistribution and believed to have some attachment with the Derg regime; either worked in the previous government structure or supporters of the Derg and 	 those who obtained only 1 hectare of holding regardless of their family sizes.
· “Non-Bureaucrats”: are those households who did not participate in the past politics of peasant Association and found to own holding of three hectares and their holding did not subjected to redistribution.
· Beneficiary: are those households who obtained land during the 1997 land redistribution and those landless and poor during the Derg regime. 
· Off-farm activities: refers to income generated from wage employment on other farms. 
· Non-farm activities: refers to incomes derived from non-agricultural activities

[bookmark: _Toc110980060]1.9. Organization of the Study
The study is organized into five parts. Part one mainly deals about an introduction which includes background of the study, statement of the problem, objective, research questions, scope, significance and limitations of the study. Chapter two discusses on the review of related literatures. The description of the study area and methods of the study are presented in chapter three. Results and discussions are presented in chapter four, and the last chapter, chapter five is about the conclusion and recommendations. Relevant appendices are attached at the end of this document next to references section.















[bookmark: _Toc110980061][bookmark: _Toc422755537]CHAPTER TWO
[bookmark: _Toc110980062]REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURES
[bookmark: _Toc422755538][bookmark: _Toc110980063]2.1. Definition of Land Redistribution	
Land reform was a significant socio-economic and political issue for ancient states which determines the interactions of society. It is a historical phenomenon and the heart of politics in the ancient Roman Empires and the Chinese dynasties. Through gradual process and revolutions these reforms led to land redistributions in different parts of the world outside of Europe (Mkhizeet al., 2009).
Land redistribution is a deliberate effort done by governments to transform the distribution of land ownership (Ciparisse, 2003), as cited in (Mkhizeet al., 2009). It can be conceived as any attempt of government to modify an agrarian structure composed mainly of large scale farms into one where family farms are predominant by taking land away from large land owners or the state and redistributing it to tenants and landless peasants. The purpose of the Land Redistribution Programme is to provide the poor with access to land for residential and productive use to improve their livelihoods (Adams, 1995: Ghimire, 2001: IFAD, 2008).
Land redistribution is part of the broader land reform. Land reform is a collection of activities and changes designed to change the agrarian structure of a country. It is also broader than agrarian reform and includes land redistribution and land tenure. The major objectives of land redistribution therefore, are improving the levels of agricultural production both qualitatively and quantitatively and improving the standards of living of agricultural producers. Its characteristics and revolutions can however be influenced by factors like, bioclimatic conditions, socio-economic, cultural and political systems, population density and technology. Land tenure reform is a program designed to change the legal and institutional framework for land administration (Ghimire, 2001: Mkhize et al., 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc422755540][bookmark: _Toc110980064]2.2. Types of Land Reform
Manji (2006) classified land reform into two types. These are redistributive land reform and tenural land reform. Redistributive land reform concerned with the possibilities of redistributing operational holdings, transferring land from those with larger holdings to the landless or to wage laborers. It is more radical than tenural land reform which is concerned with terms on which land operational holding is controlled and is attentive to aspects of tenure which are thought to affect incentives, investment and efficiency. He described that redistributive land reform is more essential which entails rearranging land from the land lords to the peasants. Tenural land reform is concerned on the usage of land, agreements of the terms on which a specific entity to operate on the land.
Banerjee (1999) looks land reform from two broad perspectives. The first one is the issue of more equitable distribution of land and the second is the issue of handling fairness after the redistribution process. He stressed the later one is very important and favors redistributive land reform since it promotes both equity and efficiency. Lipton (2009) identified the following five types of land reforms; 
Classic land reform (CLR): It is the type of land reform whereby the government is confiscating excess households’ land, i.e. land seizing more than the stipulate (require) amount and owned by state ownership. Then the government is distributing such land for the landless, land poor and other target section of society. Such reforms are found mainly in Latin America, plantation systems, and the more unequal smallholder areas within Asia and parts of Africa. Tenancy reduction laws: It is also a type of land reform, aimed at reducing the number of tenants by increasing their ability to have access for land by share cropping and facilitating purchase right for this section of community. Tenancy rebalancing laws: it is similar with tenancy reduction laws in its content but tenancy rebalancing laws aims to improve tenant’s position by rent limits or security against eviction and tenancy registration. It gives emphasis for transfer of land rights to the poor and tenancy encouragement policies.
[bookmark: _Toc422755544][bookmark: _Toc422755541]Titling of freehold rights to farmland is common in communal land tenure system. It was aimed to assess when there is conflict of interest for asserting rights of that land. It is ‘land reform’ depends in part, on whether gainers are poorer than losers. Materialization transferring: This type of land reform is common in colonized African countries and islands where land tenure is communal. Its main objective is to limit land rights to citizens and their descendants or other alleged ethnic group. 
[bookmark: _Toc110980065]2.3. The Need for Land Reform
Mkhize et al. (2009) categorized the objectives of land redistribution in to four broad divisions. These are; social, economic, political, and environmental. Social land reform: advocators see the importance of land reform from the perspective of rural employment. It can be source of employment for the large rural labor. This in turn creates social security. They believe that the main thrust of agricultural development is rural farms, and they advocate resettlement programs, social justice and reduction of poverty.
Economic land reform: advocates give emphasis on the power of family or households to the national economy in terms of increasing production, creating self-employment and reduction of poverty. Economic land reform includes the specific objectives of promoting a more equitable distribution of land, thereby increasing the productivity of agriculture; and as a consequence, creating employment and self-employment and reducing rural poverty and increase substantially.
Political land reform: advocates appreciate the ending of feudal and exploitative relationships of production. The specific objective of political land reform includes the creation of political stability and peace. In post conflict situations, this would suggest a focus on the provision of land to war veterans and other ex- combatants and displaced people by war (such as in Zimbabwe). In post-colonial situations, the political objectives also could include correcting the racial imbalance in land ownership (in East and South Africa) is empowering new elites. Environmental land reform: advocates seek environmentally sustainable management of land, forests and wildlife resources by turning over their ownership and management to defined communities (Mkhize et al., 2009).
The federal proclamation on rural land clearly promises land redistribution only when the community agrees. Land to be cultivated by irrigation is however subjected to redistribution for the sake of using irrigable land properly and equitably. Regional state proclamations follow suit. Redistribution of rural land in ANRS, ONRS and SNNPRS can be carried out only when the community agrees and the size of land to be redistributed in accordance with the stipulations. Irrigated land is however, automatically subjected to redistribution (Getnet, 2012). 
The proclamation stated that land redistribution should be based on the voluntary agreement of the society, but what has happening in the ground is the reverse. No clear policy guideline as to how the redistribution took place in 1997. It simply understood and justified to bring social justice and fairness lost in the Derg regime, but actually not the case (Askale, 2005).
The main goals of land reformers are to reduce poverty and unjustified inequality (Lipton, 2009). Besides these they are also responsible to check the fairness, stability, sustainability, consistency and power of interested parties. On the other hand, Hall (2008) notified that agriculture is not the dominant aspect when land is redistributed through land reform. It should look into other structural changes of factors of production, like patterns of investment, productive land use or employment labor. Land reform should be a catalyst for structural change in society and the economy in general.
[bookmark: _Toc422755546][bookmark: _Toc110980066]2.4. Impacts of Land Redistribution
Land is the main resource for the rural poor for livelihood and it is a means of future prospect. Giving them any assets must therefore promote equity. Redistribution is a goal in itself, quite apart from any efficiency gains that might result from a more equitable land distribution. Thus, It can for example used as guarantee to start an investment, more credits and better life in getting more productions (Banerjee, 1999). Success in land reform should include: a)Improved food security: improved nutritional status from self-provisioning or from increased disposable cash income, b) More income: increased amounts and regularity of income from marketed produce and wage employment, and a more egalitarian distribution of income; c)Increased well-being: improved access clean drinking water and to sanitation, improved housing, ownership of household items and access to fuel for cooking; d)Reduced vulnerability: improved access to social infrastructure like schools and clinics, and increased mobility; e) Improved sustainability: more sustainable use of the natural resource base (DLA, 1997: May & Roberts, 2000: Andrew et al., 2003).
According to Carter (2000), unequal land ownership has a role to play in explaining historically high levels of income inequality and it has the following negative impacts. Conventional level effect: most of the time the initial level of income inequality is caused by high level of unequal land ownership. However, through time, the direct level of inequality will be reduced as the share of the agricultural sector for GDP falls. Persistent but Spurious (fake) Legacy Effect: this is the long lasting and persistent effect of unequal land distribution on unequal distribution of industrial assets that persists over time. It is the indirect effect of agrarian structure on access for industrial inputs;
Exclusively Agrarian Growth Effect: unequal land redistribution deteriorates agricultural development, increase labor absorption and hence lower reservation wage/living standard floor for the entire economy. Together, these considerations suggest that high levels of initial land ownership inequality may translate in to agrarian growth that deepens income inequality. Unequal Human Capital Accumulation Effect: at high levels of land ownership inequality, both agricultural and non-agricultural growth may result in unequal human capital accumulation that deepens inequality in the distribution of human capital and overall income inequality.
Tenure Insecurity: it is the perceived probability or likelihood of losing ownership of a part or the whole of one’s land without his consent (Sjaastad and Bromle, 1997: Alemu, 1999: Holden and Yohannes, 2001).The source of tenure insecurity in rural Ethiopia is the government itself through its high handed and arbitrary intervention for political and other reasons (Yigremew, 2007). It also aggravated not just because of the threat of periodic redistribution, but also due to the Increasing rural poverty, Growing population pressure and Interventionist measures by government officials (Dessalegn, 2004). The 1997 land redistribution of Amhara results on tenure insecurity. Insecurity of tenure negatively affected farmers’ investment decisions on physical soil conservation structures which, in turn, influence land productivity. The study stressed that land redistribution practices were among the main sources of uncertainty in the tenure system (Alemu, 1999). Where there is high density of population growth accompanied with the presence of unequal distribution and access to land, the outbreak of conflicts is common. Many historical and contemporary conflicts are caused by land issues (Deininger& May, 2000).
Social Discrimination: state ownership, especially the power to redistribute land plots in agrarian societies, makes rural people vulnerable to arbitrary actions of local bureaucrats who decided about which individual grant access to land as well as political punishments for alleged political opposition (Ege, 1997: Yigremew, 2002: Crewettet al., 2008). Inappropriate tenure system, inefficient and unstable rural policies, marginalization of some groups of people and lack of participation in decision-making process are power and policy bottlenecks that could result in negative livelihood outcomes (Degefa, 2005). The non qualified nature of policy implementers or land redistributors will have negative impact in increases the threat and discrimination of peasants which may have a different political view than the ruling government. It is also done by the local bureaucrats, the room for jealousy and those who were suspected of having supported the Derg were discriminated in the 1997 land redistribution in ANRS.
[bookmark: _Toc422755542] Migration: households engage in seasonal migration in order to generate some income to supplement their inadequate agricultural harvests and, hence, reduce vulnerability to shocks. The main factors that drive rural people to migrate were shortage of farmland, indebtedness, and low and inadequate income from farming. The poor with limited assets tend to engage more in migration in search of wage employment (Asfaw et al., 2010). seasonal migration is a common practice by peasants during the slack farming season in order to augment their household income and it is undertaken as a coping strategy to reduce their household size temporarily (to reduce their household food consumption) as well as to earn and remit money from the income they obtain by engaging in farm and off-farm activities (Tafesse, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc110980067]2.5. Land Tenure policy in Ethiopia
Land remains the most fundamental resource in rural areas across Ethiopia. In the context of rural areas of the country, current understanding of livelihoods places critical emphasis on access to land as almost all rural households are largely dependent on farming as the basis for their livelihoods. Land rights, access to land and land distribution have been fundamental issues in the country’s political and agrarian history. This has gone through different trajectories over the last five to six decades, resulting in profound changes in state and class structures and tenure relations (Dessalegn, 2009). It is also the only resource mentioned in the constitution and the socio-economic life of Ethiopian people entirely depends on it (Dessalegn, 2004: Yigremew, 2002) and the institution which governs access to land, use of land and the security of land tenure ranges from temporary to exclusive, traditional and protected by legal title and have significant impact on sustainable use of land and so on food self-sufficiency and rural transformation.
 More than 80 percent of the population still lives in rural areas, contributing about half of GDP via agricultural production. The main export products are agricultural, with coffee still providing two thirds foreign exchange earnings. Despite recent policies to stimulate intensification, land productivity remains low in most parts of Ethiopia. Furthermore, as a landlocked economy with few natural resources, growth in agriculture remains a crucial part of an overall economic growth and poverty reduction strategy (Daniel et al., 2005; Daniel, 2012; Getnet, 2012).
 Therefore, Ethiopia is one of the countries that undertook a land reform programme as part of a larger radical socio-political and economic revolution. The patterns of land tenure system in Ethiopia are basically dependent on policy exercised by three different political regimes since the beginning of the 20th century namely; the imperial, the Derg and the current regimes. The social structure of the land tenure policy in Ethiopia was traditional during the imperial regimes (Crewett et al., 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc110980068]2.5.1. Land Tenure under the Imperial Regime
During the Imperial regime before 1974, Ethiopia was believed to have land tenure arrangements described as one of the most complex and diverse tenure systems in Africa (Brietzke, 1976: Dessalegn, 1984: Deininger et al., 2007: Crewett et al., 2008). This complex land tenure system was commonly distinguished as communal (rist), grant land (gult), free hold or sometimes referred to as private (gebbar tenures), church (samon), and state (maderia) tenure regimes. The system generally encouraged the concentration of land in the hands of absentee landlords and was characterized as feudal (Dessalegn, 1984).  It represented the issue of power and governance in Ethiopia, as land was the major source of income and livelihood in this predominately agrarian economy (ILRI, 2002). The land tenure system varied from region to region due to the diverse geographical and cultural settings and the different socio-political events that occurred in different parts of the country. 
Rist was a type of corporate ownership system that emphasizes descent. All descendants of an individual founder or occupiers were entitled to a share. Rist was hereditary, inalienable and inviolable. No users of any piece of land could sell, mortgage or bequeath his or her share outside the family (Atakilte, 2003; Askale, 2005). Gult is also another form of ownership right acquired from the monarch of provincial rulers who were empowered to make land grants. Gult owners collected tribute from the peasantry and, until 1974 (when Gult rights were abolished) they exacted labor services as payment in kind from the peasants. Until the government instituted salaries in the 20th century, Gult rights were the typical form of compensation for an official. Gult rights over land were given to the members of the ruling elite as a reward to loyal service to their lord and to religious institutions as endowments (Dessalegn, 1984: Dejene and Yigremew, 2002).
Madaria or Yemngist lands were originally unoccupied lands that were declared state property, most of which were located in the south. When the imperial government conquered the south, south west and eastern parts of the country, all unsettled lands were declared state property and given to officials and loyalists of the crown. As most of the lands were granted to the powerful officials and loyalists of the crown, the local population in these areas became landless and entered in to tenancy relationships with land lords.  Samon (church) lands were associated with Ethiopian Orthodox Church. The amount of land under this tenure was never known with a reasonable degree of precision (ILRI, 2002).
[bookmark: _Toc110980069]2.5.2. Land Tenure under the Derg Regime
The 1975 land reform ended the exploitative feudal tenant relationship and was much admired and seemed that the rural land had got an adequate answer (Samuel, 2006). The1975 land reform was a radical measure in abolishing the economic, social and political administrations of the older land tenure system. It abolished the tenant-landlord relations and benefited social groups that did not traditionally own land
The basic provisions of Proclamation No. 31/1975 eliminated any kind of private ownership of land and transferred ownership of rural land to the state for distribution to peasants through local Peasant Associations (PAs). The power of administering land was vested to the Ministry of Land Reform and Administration through Peasant Associations at the grass root level (Yigremew, 2002). Organized by these Peasant Associations, frequent land redistributions were undertaken among households. The transfer of land through sale, lease or mortgage was declared illegal and anyone willing to involve in farming to be allocated land. The reform abolished the exploitation of peasants by the landed classes and redistributed land to the peasantry on relatively equitable bases (Dejene and Yigremew, 2002). The land ceiling was 10 hectares per household. Land redistributions were suggested as the only avenue for improving access to land and alleviating the problem of landlessness. Consequently, this practice was generally thought to have brought about the size reduction and fragmentation of landholdings as well as contributing to tenure insecurity (Dessalegn, 1984 & 2009:  Alemu, 1999: Yigremew, 2002).
[bookmark: _Toc110980070]2.5.3. Land Tenure under EPRDF
Following the overthrow of the military government in 1991, several reforms were introduced, but despite many changes in various respects compared to the previous regimes, the land policy of the new government remained similar to that of the previous military government, as all land remained state property and. Enacted in 1995, the federal constitution of the present government illustrates the right of every Ethiopian citizen who aspires to engage in farming to receive a piece of land. Land redistribution remained a policy provision but the regions determined their own implementation processes (Askale, 2005).  
In Ethiopia, the legal frameworks vested land ownership in the state and the public.  Hence, it is
impossible to sell or exchange land. Peasant farmers, pastoralists, and semi-pastoralists who
are or wish to be engaged in agriculture only have land use rights. The rights include usufruct rights which enable to use the land for production, inheritance and certification rights than the right to mortgage or sell land. This policy has been in place since the 1974 land reform (Getnet, 2012). Article 40(3) of FDRE constitution declared the right to property of state as the sole owner of all urban and rural land. The right to ownership of rural and urban land, as well as of all natural resources, is exclusively vested in the State and in the peoples of Ethiopia. Land is a common property of the Nations, Nationalities and Peoples of Ethiopia and shall not be subject to sale or to other means of exchange. In its sub Article 4, states that Ethiopian peasants have the right to get land without payment and the protection against eviction from their possession. The implementation of this provision shall be specified by law.
Crewett et al (2008) summarized that the 1995 Constitution approved state ownership of land as the legal framework while the Federal Rural Land Administration Proclamation, No.89/97 of Ethiopia provided a space for some differentiation of constitutional and federal rules mandated to each regional state the right to formulate their land policy. However, the principle of application was not as clear as the antagonistic policy debate seemed to imply. As a result, these legal texts have become conceptual hybrids: efficiency as egalitarianism and fairness as historical justice principles are all reflected in various provisions of the federal and regional documents. Article 6(1) also provides that distribution of holding is the only way through which peasants lose their holdings (Dejene and Yigremew, 2002).
 Several regional governments in Ethiopia (including Amhara, Tigray, Oromia and Southern Nations Nationalities and Peoples) amended land administration proclamations based on the federal land policy, validating the principles of state ownership of land and usufruct rights for farmers without mortgaging or selling the land (Daniel, 2012). However in some issues there was policy difference among regions like, lease, inheritance and the rights of the regional government redistribute land. Based on the rural land administration mentioned above, regional governments enact laws on land and other tenure related polices. For instance, the Tigray regional government promulgated rural land use law in 1997. The law states that there was no further redistribution of land except where a major infrastructure investment necessitates redistribution.  There has been none in Oromia region and no official statement has been given for abandoning redistribution (ILRI, 2002).
[bookmark: _Toc110980071]2.5.4. Land Policy and Legal Framework of Amhara Regional State
The Amhara region was one of the regions which started to exercise its mandate. The Amhara Regional government has passed different land laws since 1996; Proclamation on the Re-allotment of the Possession of Rural Land No. 16, 1996, which was implemented in some areas of the region (Askale, 2005). Most of the provisions are directly adopted from the Federal constitution. The rationality of the 1996 land Proclamation, on the re-allotment of the Possession of rural land was readjusting the unbalanced possession of rural land that had been created as the result of grabbing land by Derg officials and aimed to make the peasants beneficiaries from the region’s rapid economic change. The proclamation also prohibited land possession by peasants outside their residential village (Dejene and Yigremew, 2002).
The scope of application of the policy was limited to those areas of the Amhara Region which were not under the control of EPRDF before the fall of the Derg regime. The proclamation also prohibited land possession by peasants outside their residential Kebele. As per the proclamation, the regional council was vested with the power of issuing policies and directives necessary for the implementation of the proclamation. Accordingly, plans, policies, and guideline, have been prepared by the council and were disseminated throughout the administrative hierarchy. The proclamation also provided for the payment of compensation for the fruits of land to the previous possessors. Later on, a guideline was provided from the Regional Council on how to effect the compensation and payments and all those alleged bureaucrats and feudal remnants were not entitled to such compensation (Ege, 1997, Yigremew, 2002).
Rural land will be given free of charge and for an indefinite period to peasants, pastoralists and
semi-pastoralists who are or wish to be engaged in agriculture (FDRE, 2005) and to investors through lease/rent for a specified period of time. According to this proclamation, rural land can be gained through resettlement, redistribution, donation or inheritance by regional governments. Several regional governments in Ethiopia (including Amhara, Tigray, Oromia and Southern Nations Nationalities and People) amended land administration proclamations based on the federal land policy, validating the principles of state ownership of land and usufruct rights for farmers without mortgaging or selling the land (Daniel, 2012).
 However, there are some issues which have policy differences across regions like lease and inheritance rights as well as the right of the regional government to redistribute land. These differences in regional legislation will result different definition of user rights, certification and the question and implementation of redistribution (Crewett et al., 2008). For example, Benin and Pender (2001) wrote that in Tigray region redistribution of land was stopped in 1991 and the official policy no longer land redistribution was issued in 1997. In addition, in Oromia region there was no land redistribution for more than a decade on the other hand, in Amhara region redistribution of land is very common.
The Revised Amhara National Regional State Rural Land Administration and Use ProclamationNo 133/2006 in part two, No.8 (1) declares that in any part of the region, land distribution and allotment shall not be carried out since the coming into force of this proclamation. In reverse of this declaration, land redistribution will be held if the 80% of the Kebeles request the authority to redistribute. Notwithstanding the provision of sub Articleof this Article, where the land holders resided in one Kebele and where not less than 80% of them requested the authority in writing for land distribution, the land redistribution may be carried out in accordance with a directive to be issued to implement this decision on the land where question was submitted. Its application shall be only on holders who passed the decision. 
This implies that the legal framework is supporting land redistribution based on the consent of the society resided in the area. The proclamation also clarifies the provision of land should be impartially implemented with the participation of the people. Rural landholding right was given accordance with Proc. No.133/2006 article12.1of ANRS can be deprived for any of the following reasons:
1. If the landholder earns a living from non-farming activity,
2. When the landholder disappears for five consecutive years without giving notification of their whereabouts or renting out the land,
3. If the landholder allows the land to lie fallow for three consecutive years for rain-fed land one year for irrigable land, 
4.  If the land holder grossly mismanages the land and 
5.  If the land holder notifies to the concerned body that he has withdrawn from his holding right.
[bookmark: _Toc110980072]2.5.5. The Rationality and Criteria of 1997 Land Redistribution
Peasants were classified in to different social categories; “Bureaucrats”, “remnant feudal”, rich peasants, middle peasants, and poor peasants. The redistribution was then carried out using such criteria regardless of their family size; all those so-called “bureaucrats” and “remnant feudal” were allowed to hold a maximum of one hectare of land while the other categories were allowed to have up to three hectares. For example, in North Wollo political position of the land holder did not take into account for land distribution; whereas in West and East Gojjam and South Gondar political back ground was an issue (Askale, 2005). Therefore, Political allegiance was used as the main criterion for the land redistribution than social justice and economic efficiency. The responsibility of allocating land was given to the local Kebele administration (Ege, 1997: Yigremew, 2002: Askale, 2005).
Dessalegn (1999) apprehension before land issues were enshrined in the 1995 constitution that there were indications “that land policy may be sacrificed for political and doctrinal purposes, The political primacy in land administration has been demonstrated the 1996 land redistribution of Amhara Region where access to land was based primarily on political criteria of participation not in the Derg local administrative structures. Neither social equity nor economic consideration was given enough attention such politically motivated redistribution.
According to Askale (2005) and Getnet (2012), age and sex were the main criteria used for land allocation during the 1996 ANRS land redistribution. Any individual woman over18 years old or man over 24 years old was entitled to an allocation. Political allegiance as a criterion was considered in some places in the region. There were few other criteria for land distribution other than age and sex. Failure to provide clear guidelines during the land redistribution of 1991-97 had a negative impact on the poor. It has been theoretical that land was redistributed based on favoritism. Social and economic resources were also important in influencing the pattern of land distribution. Due to their poor physical condition, a number of youth from poor families who were over 18 years old (for girls) and 24 (for boys) were excluded from being allocated land, while underage youth from the rich families were allocated land because of physical wellbeing. The physical condition of a person is an indicator of nutritional status, so youth from poor families were presumed to be younger than they actually were.
 It was contradict the principle of free access to land enshrined in the land use proclamation. It also makes farmers to stick only on the farm activities than searching for other professions and income. Therefore, land is to be given for rural farmers. There should be certain rules and principles for undertaking land redistribution policy.
The 1997 land redistribution also lacks institutional and legal framework. A given policy either it is political, social and or economic having specified goals of action; mostly depend up on legal and institutional frameworks. The legal and institutional frameworks played a key role on the sustainability of a policy. A policy based on the free will and consensus of the people (with basic legal and institutional framework) will have more positive impacts and the reverse will be true, a one dimensional policy without the agreement of the people and no legal or institutional support will suppressed the interest of the people. 
The rationality for the 1996 land law was readjusting the unbalanced possession of rural land among farm households and aimed to make the peasants beneficiaries of the region’s rapid economic change, but not in the ground.  However, there was no responsible institution to undertake the redistribution. It was applied before the establishment of the regional land administration and use office in 2000. The power of issuing policies and directives necessary for the implementation of the proclamation was vested to the regional council. Social equity consideration of the land redistribution as a basic criterion was replaced by a political criterion (Yigremew, 2002). According to the land reallocation policy, peasants were stratified into five social categories. It had political objectives rather than social equity and economic efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc422755545][bookmark: _Toc110980073]2.6. The Impact of 1997 Land Redistribution: an Empirical literature
Land remains the most fundamental resource in rural areas across Ethiopia. In the context of rural areas of the country, current understanding of livelihoods places critical emphasis on access to land as almost all rural households are largely dependent on farming as the basis for their livelihoods. Land rights, access to land and land distribution have been fundamental issues in the country’s political and agrarian history. This has gone through different trajectories over the last five to six decades, resulting in profound changes in state and class structures and tenure relations (Dessalegn, 2009). The purpose of the Land Redistribution is to provide the poor with access to land for residential and productive use to improve their livelihoods (Adams, 1995: Ghimire, 2001).
The 1975 land reform ended the exploitativefeudal tenantrelationshipand it seemed that the question of rural land had got an adequate answer (Samuel, 2006). It abolished the tenant-landlord relations of the imperial regime and benefited social groups that did not traditionally own land However, the main short coming of the reform was that it forced peasants to engage in periodic redistribution of land to accommodate new land claimants with the net effect of leveling down and diminution of individual possessions; repeated redistribution gave rise to and exacerbated tenure insecurity which lead lose of incentives for land improvement (Burce et al., 1993).The extractive programs of the Derg impoverished peasant households and extended and depended rural poverty.  Periodic land redistribution during the Derg regime was based primarily on family size. It was mainly to accommodate the new claimants. Since through time a number of families will grow and demanding more land, the number of family per household was an important criteria used to redistribute land at the time (Daniel et al., 2005). Consequently, this practice was generally thought to have brought about the size reduction, fragmentation of landholdings and contributing to tenure insecurity (Dessalegn, 1984 & 2009:  Alemu, 1999: Yigremew, 2002).
After the overthrow of the Derg regime in 1991, EPRDF government approved the land policy that made all land become the property of the state though there are a number of changes (Dessalegn 2009). The country’s current constitution allows regional governments to formulate their regional land laws depending on their particular contexts. In the Amhara region, the focal point for this study, the last major land redistribution was undertaken in 1997 which had an objective to improve access to land in the region (Ege 1997). 
In the same fashion, various studies have been conducted on the impact of land redistribution in Ethiopia. Ege (1997) has investigated the Promised Land: the Amhara land redistribution of 1997. His finding shows that, the decision of the 1996 Amhara region parliament to implement land redistribution, the preparation, process and implementation of the 1997 land redistribution was characterize by great secrecy and this fundamental discrimination caused considerable social disorganization and the reform benefited only certain groups; notably women and young households. The study employed a qualitative research approach. As Cresswell& Clark (2011) noted, the use of mixed research approach provides a more appropriate and better understanding to the research problem than either approach alone. Besides, he did not assess the impact the redistribution on the wealth distribution of farm households.
Similarly, another study was also conducted by Yigremew (2002) on the review of landholding system and policies in Ethiopia under the different regimes. He tried to analyze the landholding system and policies of Ethiopia under different regime. His finding shows that the1996 land redistribution was based on the theoretical thought of correcting the serious imbalances created land holding among peasants, the redistribution benefited poor farmers with inadequate holding, youth and female headed households. He added that the scope of application of the policy was limited to those areas of the Amhara Region which were not under the control of EPRDF before the fall of the Derg regime, the regional council was vested with the power implementing the policy. Social equity consideration of the land redistribution as a basic criterion was replaced by a political criterion and peasants were stratified into five social categories Redistribution was then carried out using such political criteria regardless of their family size; all those so-called “bureaucrats” and “remnant feudal” were allowed to hold a maximum of only one hectare of land while the other categories were allowed to have up to three hectares. Aberra (2002) also conducted a study on the impact of 1996 land redistribution on productivity and household food security. His study found that both the losers and beneficiary’s food security status is affected, among others factors, by shortage access to productive resources and extension services.
On contrary to the above study, Benin and Pender (2001) also studied on the impact of land redistribution on land management and productivity in the Ethiopian highlands. The finding of their study shows that, the 1997/98 land redistribution in Amhara region has had a positive impact on land productivity by increasing access land to the farmers. On the other hand, they indicated that almost all farmers in their study area expect future land redistributions which tended to be related to prevalent landlessness.
[bookmark: _Toc110980074][bookmark: _Toc420631535][bookmark: _Toc420641711][bookmark: _Toc420684291][bookmark: _Toc420860800][bookmark: _Toc420989716][bookmark: _Toc420990665][bookmark: _Toc421066038]2.7. Conceptual Frameworks of Land Redistribution
As shown in figure 2.1, land redistribution is part of the broader land reform and conceptually refers to the effort of governments which includes transferring land ownership and modifying agrarian structure. It may however bring positive and negative impacts to the society. Some of the important variables which are explained in the conceptual framework includes, land redistribution, nature of the implementation (fair, equal or unequal), the impact of 1997 land redistribution and alternative means of livelihood activities. Therefore, the former one, i.e. land redistribution is independent variable to be affected by the explanatory variables like income inequality, migration, social discrimination, tenure in security, and to somehow the rationale of the government. Generally, the conceptual framework was explained in the following diagram.



[bookmark: _Toc110978526]
Figure2. 1 Conceptual Frameworks of Land Redistribution
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[bookmark: _Toc110980075]CHAPTER THREE
[bookmark: _Toc110980076]RESEARCH METHODS
[bookmark: _Toc422755552]In this section of the study the researcher, deals about description of the study area, study population, research approach, research design, sample size and sampling technique, tools of data collection, data analysis and the ethical issues are considered.
[bookmark: _Toc110980077][bookmark: _Toc422755553]3.1 Description of the Study Area
Hulet Eju Enesie is one of the Woredas of East Gojjam Zone in the Amhara Regional State. It is bordered on the south by Sede Woreda, in the west by Bibugn and in the northwest by  West Gojjam Zone, in the north by Abay River (which separates it from the South Gondar Zone), in the east by Goncha Siso Enesie Woreda.
According Woreda Finance and Economic Development office, the Woreda has the total population of 163,867 from which 81,331 are male and 68,474 female. The Woreda has also the total number of 35,406 households from which 25,767 are male headed, and 9,639 female headed households with an area of 943.69 square kilometers. The majority of the inhabitants practiced Ethiopian Orthodox Christianity, with 93.37% reporting that as their religion, while 6.63% were Muslim.
[bookmark: _Toc515732770]The main economic activity of the Woreda is mixed farming. Crop production and livestock rearing is the basis and sole source of livelihood of the people. The major crops produced in the Woreda and the study area comprises Teff, Wheat, Barley, Hors Bean, Peas, Sorghum, and Maize. Cash Crops like Coffee, Oil Seeds, and Vegetables and fruits are cultivated in the Woreda. The Woreda is also known in its livestock production, the major types of animals are cow, ox, sheep, goat, mule, donkey and horse. In addition to the livestock rearing, the Woreda is also conducive for bee- keeping and 6,532 heaves of Bee for honey production are available.


[bookmark: _Toc110980078]3.2. Research Methods
[bookmark: _Toc110980079]3.2.1. Research approach
The study employed mixed research approach to examine the impact of 1997 land redistribution on the wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, ANRS. This approach enabled the researcher to capture the essence of the study where the problem itself required a mixed approach to assess the problem quantitatively and qualitatively. In this regard, farm land possession and means of access to land, the rationality, the impact the land redistribution alternative livelihood activities and could easily known and understood by consulting reports and dispatching survey. On the other hand, peoples’ perception and feeling about the distribution of farmland, means of access to land, alternative livelihood activities and the impact the land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households also addressed through qualitative approach. Besides, it is more appropriate to have multiple chances to utilize different methods to better explain the impact of 1997 land redistribution on farm households in the study area.
The basic assumption used both quantitative and qualitative methods in combination provide a better understanding of the research problem and question than either method by itself. Mixed research method is mixing or combining both quantitative and qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or language into a single study (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). A mixed methods research design is a procedure for collecting, analyzing, and “mixing” both quantitative and qualitative methods in a single study helps to understand a research problem under investigation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
  According to Matthews & Ross (2010), mixed method or approach often means gathering both quantitative and qualitative data and using two approaches. The reason behind using mixed research approach, it is very helpful for the researcher to get both quantitative and qualitative data from respondents and informants at glance. Additionally mixing two approaches potentially minimize the drawbacks of single research method and help to take their complementarities. 
The quantitative approach is used to generate quantifiable and numerical data from respondents that can be analyzing through numerically. This was done by taking a sample from the study population and distributing questionnaires to respondents. Therefore, in this study the researcher employed data collection instruments such as, questionnaires, interviews and FGDs to understand research questions from the perspectives of respondents at different levels. In this case the searcher tried to assess the impact of land redistribution, in terms of its implementation, the rationality, and the effects of land redistribution of wealth distribution of farm households and the coping strategies adopted by households. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected through series of questionnaire, interviews and FGDs to best understand the objectives of this study and to answer the research questions. Using one research approach in a study has its own limitations but integrating two research approaches minimizes the limitations (Creswell, 2009).  
[bookmark: _Toc110980080]3.2.2. Research Design
Research design is a master plan of action that specifies the methods and procedures in which investigators followed in collecting, analyzing and interpreting research data (Kothari, 2004; Ponce and Pagan-Maldonado, 2014). Thus, the study employed sequential explanatory design to assess the impact 1997 land redistribution on the wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda. In sequential explanatory strategy, quantitative data was collect and analyze first then, followed by the collection and analysis of qualitative data, meaning that qualitative and quantitative data are not combined (mixed) in the data analysis; rather, integration takes place when the findings are interpreted. Sequential explanatory strategy is a popular strategy for mixed methods design that appeals the researchers with strong quantitative leanings (tendencies) (Creswell, 2009). 
Creswell (2003), sequential explanatory designs, in which qualitative data are used to enhance, complement, and in some cases follow up on unexpected quantitative findings. In this regard, the focus is on interpreting and explaining relationships among variables. Morgan (1998), sequential explanatory design is the most frequently used mixed approach; it is considered explanatory because the initial quantitative data results will be explained further with the qualitative data and sequential because the initial quantitative phase is followed by the qualitative phase of the study. By using the data obtained from survey questions, the researcher tried to analyze the patterns landholding and means access to land, the rationality, the impacts of 1997 land redistribution, and the alternative livelihood activities with numerical description. In this case, objective data which shows the landholding size of households before the redistribution was needed.
Quantitative method was employed to generate objective data concerning the land holding size of households, to establish relationships or causation between variables. However, there is no recorded and archived data regarding the 1997 land redistribution of ANRS. Thus, it was difficult to get sufficient quantitative data except current land holding size of households. No one is sure about the previous land holding size; there is no data which shows the size of land owned by each household before the redistribution process. Therefore, this makes the researcher to use the perceptions of the people towards the 1997 land redistribution and to take the existed data to assess the impact of 1997 land redistribution using mixed approach.
 Qualitative information was demanded and used because of the retrospective nature of the topic under study. It means the researcher assessed the impact of land redistribution that was happened some 21 years back. Sequential explanatory research design is helps to analyze past events. The researchers study the present and past possible events that have been happened and cannot. Therefore, be engineered or manipulated by the investigator (Abiyet al., 2009). 
[bookmark: _Toc110980081]3.2.3. Sample Size Determination
There are a number of strategies in determining a sample size  including using a census for small populations, imitating  sample size of similar studies, using published tables, and using formulas to calculate a sample size (Israel, 1992). Among such strategies, the researcher is in a position to use formula based on the real context of the study. In applying formula, one has to consider certain factors to determine the appropriate sample size such as the level of precision, the level of confidence or risk, and the degree of variability in the attributes being measure in addition to the purpose of the study and population size as noted by Israel (1992).
As cited in Israel (1992), Cochran (1963) suggested a formula for a questionnaire survey studies sample size determination when the population is large and the needed sample is to analyze proportion. The formula is:
                n0=    		
Where, n0= the required numbers of sample 
z= the desired confidence level
e =margin of error/precision/confidence interval 
 p=estimated variability/proportion of the population 
q =1-p
Accordingly, the researcher would like to use 95% confidence level (z=1.96), the maximum variability among the population (50%), and ± 5.5% margin of error/confidence interval by looking the expected criteria.
When we apply the formula, n0==    =317    
Therefore, the required sample size for this study was 317 households. Out of which 133 male headed and 23 female headed “Bureaucrat” households and 129 male headed and 32 female headed “Non-Bureaucrat” households were selected. 
[bookmark: _Toc110980082]3.2.4. Sampling Technique
Both probability and non-probability sampling techniques are used to select the respondents from the study area. In this regard, Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2005b) noted that random sampling tends to be associated with quantitative research, whereas non-random sampling typically is linked to qualitative research. Accordingly, questionnaire respondents were selected by using systematic sampling technique while FGDs participants and key informants interviewees were selected based on purposive sampling techniques. 
The Woreda has 25 Kebeles and has Woina Dega and Kola agro-ecology, which has 13 and 12 Kebeles respectively. Addiszemen, Buha, Debregubay Hibreselam and Ayenbirhan Kebeles were purposively selected due to data availability. Totally Five Kebeles selected from 25 Kebeles. Due to Shortage of time and management problems other Kebeles did not include in the study.
According to the data gained from Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda Environmental Protection and Land Administration Office shows that there were a total of 35,406 households out of which 26,049 were male headed households and 7,357 of them were female headed households. Therefore, the data gained from the Woreda land administration office taken as the population size of the study. Accordingly, population size of the study is 35,406 households.
Then the next procedure was identifying households of the selected Kebeles, according to the data it was Addiszemen, Buha, Debregubay, Hibreselam and Ayenbrihan have 1,322, 1,597, 1,475, 1,505 and1,152 households respectively.
The next stage households found in the five selected Kebeles were stratified into “Bureaucrat” (Loser), and “Non-Bureaucrat” (unaffected) household status based on the 1997 Amhara region land redistribution. Based on the strata the selected Kebeles had 658 “Bureaucrat” and 682“Non-Bureaucrat” totally 1340 households were the sample frames of the study. 
Furthermore, to maintain fair representation of both sexes, households were stratified into female and male headed households for the eventual selection of 317 observation units from the two groups. Therefore, 317 questionnaire respondents were proportionally drown from the two strata   by using systematic sampling technique. Hence, 133 male and 23 female headed totally 156 ”Bureaucrat” household and 129 male headed and 32 female headed a total of 161 “Non-Bureaucrat” household questionnaire respondents were selected. 
[bookmark: _Toc422755562][bookmark: _Toc110980083]3.2.5 Methods of Data Collection
To achieve the objectives of this study, both primary and secondary data collection instruments were employed. Primary data collection methods include questionnaires, focus group discussions, reports, and interview used as tools of data collection. Both published and unpublished written materials, journals, and Articles were used as secondary sources. These instruments used to triangulate and enhance the reliability and trustworthiness of the data obtained from participants and respondents who were selected as sources of information to the problem under investigation. The most important data collection methods used in this study is discussed in the following way with the rationale to use such specific tool.
3.2.5.1 Questionnaire
A questionnaire was used to collect quantitative data from the respondents. The questionnaire consisted of a mixture of closed- and open-ended items.  Both closed and open-ended questions were prepared and fill by the respondents to best understand a research problem Creswell (2003). The questionnaire includes both open and close-ended thereby providing respondents with an opportunity to express their views without being restricted by pre-coded response options. In developing the survey questionnaire, attention was given to make the items understandable, unambiguous and well-targeted items. Care was also taken to avoid confusing terms and leading questions which erode the confidence of respondents. Moreover, experts that are knowledgeable about the area were consulted for their useful inputs further to evaluate the questionnaire. The questionnaire was prepared in English and then translated into the local language of the study area (Amharic). The responses of illiterate respondent were filled by using five data collectors. The questionnaire was filled by visiting the farm households around their homestead as well as by meeting with them in the farm fields. 
3.2.5.2. Focus Group Discussion (FGDs)
FGD as data collection instrument was held in each selected Kebele Administration. The group was containing 6-8 people. The participants of the discussion were farmers mainly composed of “Bureaucrat”, “Non- Bureaucrat” and the 1997 land redistribution committee about patterns landholding, means of access to land, living conditions, alternative livelihood activities and the impact of 1997 land redistribution on farm households. It is a method that brings a small group of individuals that involves 6-8 at one place together in discussion on particular issues (Hancock, Ockleford & Windridge, 2007). FGD is important instruments to cross check an individual interview using group response on the issues investigated (Morgan, 1998). It permitted the researcher to reveal aspects of understanding that often remain hidden in a more conventional in-depth interviewing method. Checklist of open-ended questions was used to guide the discussion. Thus, five FGD’s were held with selected discussants from five Kebeles. The Kebeles were those which chosen for selecting questionnaire respondents. In the process, the investigator hired a note taker who was well equipped in taking notes while a discussion was ongoing.  The use of FGD was aimed to understood meaning and interpretations of selected individuals about the problem in relation to the perspective of participants of the group because it allowed in-depth discussions on a specific area of interest in a greater detail.  
3.2.5.3. Key Informant Interview
[bookmark: _Toc420631558][bookmark: _Toc420641734][bookmark: _Toc420684314][bookmark: _Toc422673170][bookmark: _Toc422755563]Apart from the focus group discussions, an interview was employed with “Bureaucrats”, “Non-Bureaucrats”, the 1997 land redistribution committees, experts from land administration and other office to collect relevant data about the issue under investigation. In research interview, the interviewer asks specific questions pertaining to the research objectives (Ahuja, 2010). A qualitative interview is a two-person conversation initiated by the interviewer to obtain research relevant information specified by the research objectives of the study (Creswell, 2009). Purposive sampling is one of the non-probability sampling techniques where the researcher selects what she/he thinks is a typical sample based on specialist knowledge on selection criteria (Walliman, 2006).  Interview guides were prepared in the form of semi-Structure; however, probing questions were added for further clarification on issues not clear at the time of interview. The place of an interview was determined by the interests of interviewees. In the process, audio recorder via mobile phones was utilized but most participants were involuntary to be recorded. Hence, the investigator chiefly takes a short note while an interview was held with each interviewee. To ensure the anonymity of participants and their safety, the researcher coded the ideas of informants due to the political sensitivity of the issue under investigation.
Table3.1. Number of Respondents before and after Data Collection
	Method
	No. before data collection
	No. during/after data collection
	Missing/unfilled
	Remark

	Questionnaire
	317
	300
	17
	Self-administered

	FGD
	40
	40
	-
	Five group

	Interview
	8
	8
	-
	-

	Total
	365
	348
	17
	-


As shown in table 3.1, the plan was to distribute 317 questionnaires hoping that all to be returned back. Fortunately, as the questionnaires were mostly self-administered from 317 distributed questionnaires 300(94.7) were returned back and 17(5.3) questionnaires were not returned. 100% of the FGD participants (40) of them were present. One FGD containing 8 individuals was held per Kebele. A total of 8 individual were interviewed.	
3.2.5.4. Secondary Data 
The study also gathered secondary data in order to produce empirical evidence to fulfill the set of objectives. Electronic and hard copy literature sources for instance, different documents, journal articles, books, working papers, academic thesis, FDRE constitution, the federal and the regional land proclamations and the 1996 ANRS land redistribution proclamation were used to collect data on the concepts, types and effects of land redistribution, land tenure policies in Ethiopia also analyzed the issue under investigation. 
[bookmark: _Toc110980084]3.2.6. Method of Data Analysis
The data processing practice was used with the immediate check-up and edition of the completed questionnaires in the field. Intensive editing was also done at office level to ensure the quality of data and minimize data collection errors. Data was coding into a form that could be entered into SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software for further analysis. All gathered raw data was entered into SPSS. The data entry operation was done by the researcher. Following data entry operation, the data was further filtered for data consistency, missing, etc. Similarly, the data collected using focus groups and key interview were transcribed immediately after interview and discussion have done. 
Data analysis methods are commonly governed by the types of data and objectives of the study. Cognizant of this fact, the study used different approaches to analysis the research objectives.  The quantitative data was then analyzed using descriptive statistics and the result was presented in tabular form. The data obtained from interview and focus group discussions also analyzed by using thematic analysis. The validity and reliability of the collected data from different sources were checked through triangulation.It was done mainly to check the trustworthiness of data collected from different sources, i.e. both from primary and secondary sources. Examples include cross checking age and sex differences and other basic information related to the background of informants. After data was cleared and cross checking was made, the next step was ordering and transcribing sound data, aggregating some fragmented concepts together and making meaningful words. It includes, merging similar answers given by key informants for common questions, avoiding repetitions and summarizing related concepts. The next step then was identifying patterns through developing themes from the data and attaching it to the conceptual frameworks and interpreting the pattern with the problem under consideration. Finally, report writing and drawing conclusion from the results which are categorized under themes, meeting the specified objectives and research questions stated at the preliminary stage of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc110980085]3.2.7. Ethical Considerations
The researcher is informed about and assured that this research work did not have any purposes other than academic one. In order to ensure the confidentiality of data collection and to keep the rights of the respondents the following ethical protocols were carefully observed:
1) The respondents were asked for their willingness 
2) Based up on their permission they were oriented or informed with the objectives and aim of the research
3) Letter of confirmation from the university for conducting the research was presented for respondents
4) The researcher did not use the names of respondents nowhere inside the research; instead of this codes are used for confidentiality purpose.
Besides the above ethical consideration of human subjects, the researcher acknowledged the works of other persons which are taken from books, journals, websites, articles and thesis works. After the approval of this thesis with evaluation team, the finalized result will be sent to the Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda Communication and environmental protection and land use office based on their request during data collection. Therefore, data corroboration will be done. It means the result of the study will be referred and checked by the data owners themselves. This will maintain the reliability of data and increases trustworthiness.
[bookmark: _Toc422755565][bookmark: _Toc110980086]3.2.8 .Validity and Reliability of the Study
[bookmark: _Toc110970795][bookmark: _Toc110971284][bookmark: _Toc110979887][bookmark: _Toc110980087]This section was important in assuring the validity and reliability of the instruments and thus controlling data generated through questionnaires, FGDs and interviews. Validity is important in determining whether the statements in the questionnaire instrument and interview manuals are relevant to the study. Content and construct validity were obtained by the help of the advisor. Based on his comment, the instruments were improved before they were administered to the major participants of the study to reduce errors. Reliability aimed at testing for how reliable were the instruments to the study was (i.e. ability of instrument to test for the same results over time). To ensure reliability the researcher carried out different tasks during and before data collection. Before data collection, the Kebele manager & land administration expert were given a half day orientation by the researcher on how to approach respondents, how to convince them to give adequate data and informed not to promise anything for the sake of gaining data. The researcher himself was also tried his best level to get accurate and reliable data during the interview and FGD sessions.












[bookmark: _Toc110980088][bookmark: _Toc422755567]UNIT FOUR
[bookmark: _Toc110980089]Results and Discussion
This unit deals about presentation, interpretation and analyzing of data. The study aimed at assessing the impacts of 1997 land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, ANRS. The study was carried out along the objectives of assessing the of landholding size patterns of farm households, the impacts of land redistribution on wealth distribution of farm households and analyzing the coping strategies adopted by households.
The results of the data collected under the above objectives were presented, interpreted and analyzed sequentially. The presentation of data was followed by explanations and analysis. The presentation of data was based on the major themes emanated from objectives. As mentioned in the research methods section, tables and charts were used to present the results accompanied by descriptive statistics of mean, percentage and the qualitative data also analyzed thematically.
[bookmark: _Toc110980090]4.1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondent
Table4.1 reports of basic summary statistics for key characteristics of sample households. The majority of sample households (82.3%) male headed and the rest (17.7%) female headed one’s. 







[bookmark: _Toc110978161]Table4.1. Distribution of Respondents by Sex, Age, Marital status, Level of education,    		and Family size
	Variable 
	Description 
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total
	Percent 

	

Sex
	Male 
	131
	116
	247
	82.3

	
	 Female 
	23
	30
	53
	17.7

	
	Total 
	154
	146
	300
	100

	



Age  

	40 up to 49
	21
	26
	47
	15.7

	
	50 up to 59
	57
	74
	131
	43.7

	
	60 up to 69
	56
	41
	97
	32.3

	
	70 up to 79
	18
	5
	23
	7.7

	
	Above 81
	2
	-
	2
	0.7

	
	Total 
	154
	146
	300
	100

	
Marital status
	Married
	130
	116
	246
	82

	
	Single
	1
	0
	1
	0.3

	
	Divorced 
	14
	22
	36
	12

	
	Widowed 
	9
	8
	17
	5.7

	
	Total 
	154
	146
	300
	100

	


Educational status
	Illiterate
	78
	68
	146
	48.7

	
	Read and Write
	68
	65
	133
	44.3

	
	1-4
	5
	9
	14
	4.7

	
	5-8
	1
	2
	3
	1.0

	
	9-10
	2
	1
	 3                       
	1.0

	
	TVET
	0
	1
	1
	0.3

	
	Total
	154
	146
	300
	100


	

Occupation
	Farmer
	153
	144
	297
	99

	
	Daily laborer
	0
	1
	1
	0.3

	
	Others
	1
	1
	2
	0.7

	
	Total
	154
	146
	300
	100

	

Family size
	2-4
	59
	32
	91
	30.3

	
	5-7
	84
	98
	182
	60.7

	
	8-10
	10
	16
	26
	8.7

	
	11 and above
	1
	0
	1
	0.3

	
	Total
	154
	146
	300
	100


Concerning the age respondents 43.7% households were in the range of 51 up to 59 followed by the age ranged 60 to 70 were 32.3%. Only 15.7% of respondents’ age was below 50 years (41 to 49). As it can be understood from the age distribution of the respondents, the age close to 85% of the respondents was above 50 years. Therefore, as indicated the table majority of the sample households were found between the ages of from 52 up to 59. Concerning the marital status of respondents, more than eighty percent (82%) were married, 12% of them were divorced and 5.5% of the respondents were widowed.  
The educational status of sample households was very low. It was noticed that the proportion of household heads who have got opportunity to attend at least first cycle primary education was very small. Less than ten percent of households (6.7%) reported to have attended primary and secondary education; of which most of them dropped out at first cycle primary school. More than 90 % of the sample households have never attended formal education. The percentage of illiterate households (48.7%) outnumbered those who were able to read and write through informal education, such as adult literacy programs and religious schools (43.3%).  
Regarding with the occupational status of the respondents (99%) were farmers. others and daily laborer were constituted the least respondents which accounts (0.7%) and (0.3%) respectively. As indicated the survey, most of the respondents were practicing in agricultural activities having different farmland sizes. Therefore, 99% households were farmers.
[bookmark: _Toc422755575]The family size of the respondents as shown in the table indicated that the majority of the respondents family size constituted from 5 up to7 which consisting of 60.7%, followed by from 2 up to 4 that represented 30.3% of respondents, the family size from 8 up to 10 and 11& above consisted of the least percentage 8.7% and 0.3% respectively. Therefore, the family size of the majority (60.7%) households constituted from 5 up to7. 
[bookmark: _Toc110980091]4.2. Access, Use and Ownership of Landholdings
Land is the most valuable asset or capital that provides important resources for livelihood of any households to accumulate wealth and transfer it to the future generation.  Moreover, it is not the only source of economic, political, social and cultural asset but also viewed  as more than  an economic resource that extends the relationship between individuals, households, communities and the state (IFAD, 2008: Dessalegn, 2009: Gashaw, 2015). 
Access of productive land is significant to the rural people who are dependent on agriculture, livestock or forests for their livelihood. According to the WBI (2003), cited in Yigremew (2005), accessibility of farm land determines (a) a household’s ability to produce its subsistence and generate market surplus; (b) its socio-economic status; (c) its incentive to exert non-observable efforts, make investments, use resources sustainably; and (d) its ability to self-insure and/or access financial markets. Table4.2 presents information about the landholding size of sample households. Regarding the landholding size, the survey result showed that average landholding size per household was about 1.66 hectares, which is higher than the national average (1.14 hectare) and the Amhara Regional State (1.21 hectare) (CSA, 2015). The farmland size of sample households is varying between “Bureaucrats” and “Non-Bureaucrats” with statistically significant difference. “Non-Bureaucrat” households have larger farmland size than the land size of the “Bureaucrats”. The average land area cultivated by “Non-Bureaucrats” was 2.37 hectare which is higher by 1.38 hectare than landholding size cultivated by “Bureaucrats”. 
[bookmark: _Toc110978162]





Table4.2. Household Responses the Patterns of Landholding size of Farm Households
	
	Bureaucrats
	Non-Bureaucrats
	Total

	Less than 0.25 ha
	0
	0
	0

	0.25-0.50 ha
	2
	0
	2

	0.51-1.00 ha
	152
	1
	153

	1.01-1.50 ha
	-
	22
	 22

	1.51-2.00 ha
	-
	31
	31

	Above 2.00 ha
	-
	82
	82

	Number of HHs %
	154
	146
	 300

	Mean size (ha)
	0.99
	2.37
	1.66

	Min size (ha)
	0.5
	1
	0.5

	Max size (ha)
	1
	4
	4

	Landholding size before 1997
	
	
	

	Number of HHs %
	154
	-
	154

	Mean size (ha)
	1.25
	-
	1.25

	Min size (ha)
	11.25
	-
	11.25

	Max size (ha)
	3.22
	-
	3.22


Source: Computed based on household survey (2018)
As the frequency distribution indicated above, there was the presence of farmland disparity among sample households. The above data revealed that more than half of (51.7%) farm land holders cultivated 1 hectare or less than one hectare. 100% “Bureaucrat” sample households have less than one hectare. Conversely, 56% “Non-Bureaucrat” households cultivated 2 hectare and above. The survey confirmed that there was a significant landholding inequality among “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households.  Hence, the “Bureaucrat” households have an average holding size of 0.99 hectare which is lower than the national average (1.22 hectare) (Sosina and Holden, 2014) while “Non- Bureaucrat” households also have 2.37 hectares of land.
Before the 1997 land redistribution the “Bureaucrat” survey households had minimum 1.25 and maximum 11.25 hectare with average land holding size of 3.22 hectares. When we compared their land holding size before and after the 1997 land redistribution there had been minimum 0.75 and maximum 10.25 hectares with average 2.23 hectares farmland size difference among themselves. Thus the average farmland sizes of “Bureaucrat” survey households were significantly declined from 3.22hectares to 0.99 hectare. As the survey indicted the landholding sizes of sample households had significant difference. Jayne et al., (2003) indicated that there was the existence of large inequalities in the distribution of land within the small-scale farming sector in Eastern and Southern African countries including Ethiopia. In addition to the quantitative data described above, FGD-1 revealed the following about the patterns of land distribution: 
In our Kebele both the “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households have accessed farmland through redistribution and inheritance. However, there was landholding size difference between the two groups. After measurement taken by the government in 1997, the holding sizes of “Bureaucrats” were highly reduced. Conversely the Non-Bureaucrats” still continued with their previous landholdings (FGD-1, Buha, 03/02/2018).
It is possible to portray from the above survey and FGD result, all households have their own landholdings. However, there was the landholding size difference between” Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households because of the discriminative measure taken by the government. In this regard, a study conducted  by Ege (1997) also witnessed that the decision of the 1996 Amhara region parliament to implement land redistribution, the preparation, process and implementation of the 1997 land redistribution of Amhara region was characterized by great secrecy, it disgrace  certain groups, which were permitted to keep one hectare of land while other peasants allowed to have three hectares and the redistribution benefited only certain groups; notably, women and young households. Hence, the 1997 land redistribution resulted in a significance landholding inequality between “Bureaucrat and “Non-Bureaucrat” households.
[bookmark: _Toc110980092]4.2.1. Means of Access to Land
In the old agrarian system of the Imperial regime, although quite diverse and regionally specific, the main tenurial arrangements in the country were ‘communal’ ownership (the rist system), in which access to land was granted through descent from the original holder of land and tenant holdings (sharecropping/tenancy arrangements), which the gult-holder determined the distribution of plots to sharecropping tenants (Dessalegn, 1984). Under the rists ystem, land was held by a kin or village group in which every member had use rights over the land and consequently, frequent reallocation of land was carried out in order to make sure members of the family or village was granted access to land. During the Derg regime, all earlier forms of customary tenure arrangements and formal rights to land were abolished and the power redefine property rights and access to land was vested in the state and transformed the nature of agrarian relations and agricultural production by abolishing landlordism and tenancy. Farmland can be gained through resettlement, redistribution, donation or inheritance by regional governments (FDRE, 2005). 
Majority of the rural land in Ethiopia is owned by the state and allocated to farmers on a use right basis. Hence, land allocation through redistribution and inheritance were the main means access to land to households which account (69%) and (31%) sample households respectively (see table 4.3). However, these were not the only means in addition, households can rent in land either in the form of fixed rent or sharecropping and they can also borrow and get land as gift. Most of the land used by sample households was allocated through redistribution.










[bookmark: _Toc110978163]Table4.3. Means of Access to Land/Ownership

	
 Access to land/ownership
	                   Participants

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Peasant association during redistribution
	114
	74
	93
	63.7
	207
	69

	Inheritance
	40

	26

	53

	36.3

	93
	31

	Total
	154
	100
	146
	100
	300
	100

	Comparison of holding size with 20 years ago
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased

	-
	-
	35
	24
	35
	12

	Remained the same

	-
	-
	80
	54.8
	80
	26.7

	Declined	

	154
	100
	31
	21.2
	185
	61.7

	Total

	154
	100
	146
	100
	300
	100

	Reasons for the decline for land holding Size
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Redistributed in 1997

	154
	100
	-
	-
	154
	51.3

	Given to adult children	

	-
	-
	31
	21.2
	31
	10.3

	Total
	154
	100
	31
	21.2
	185
	61.7



As indicated in the table above, 69% survey households acquired their landholdings mainly through redistribution while the remaining 31% households gained access through inheritance. Therefore, majority of sample households were access land through redistribution. 
When compared the current landholding size of sample households with twenty years ago, 100%“Bureaucrat” and 21.2%“Non-Bureaucrat” survey households landholding size were declined, 54.8%“Non-Bureaucrat” households remained the same and contrary, 24% “Non-Bureaucrat” households landholding size was increased.  Therefore, the landholding size of most survey households were declined as a result of 1997 land redistribution especially, 100% %“Bureaucrat” households. Due to the 1997 land redistribution, the landholding size of “Bureaucrat” households was reduced from 3.22 to 0.99 hectare (see table4.2) and 21.2%“Non-Bureaucrat” households landholding size was also reduced due to given for their children. Conversely, 24%“Non-Bureaucrat” households’ landholding size was increased. In this regard, KI05 stated as follows;
The1997 land redistribution plan (scheme) that shaped the land redistribution pattern visible today in our Woreda. During the redistribution, land was confiscated from “Bureaucrat” households and allocated to landless and smallholder households. All households were not equally benefited from the redistribution. “Bureaucrats” were threaten through special case and allowed them to have only one hectare and “Non- Bureaucrat” households also have accessed up to three hectares of holdings (KI05, Motta ,24/02/2018).
 Likewise, FGD-3 stated the following argument:
Due to the systematic measures taken by the government, currently children and families of those people called “bureaucrats” are the one suffering and they remained landless. During the redistribution, the household size of “bureaucrats” was not taken into account but only the land they had considered. It was argued that while the redistribution was partly aimed to ensure everybody equal rights to land, it discriminated or stigmatized the families of the “Bureaucrats” denying from fair treatment for the reason that their parents held office during the Derg regime (FGD-3, Debregubay, 02/02/2018).
In sum, from the above discussion, there was landholding size inequality between “Bureaucrats” and “Non-Bureaucrats” households and the families of “Bureaucrats” remained landless. In this regard, Jayne et al., (2003) revealed that there was the existence of large inequalities in the distribution of land within the small-scale farmers. In a similar manner, a research conducted by Carter (2000) argued that unequal land ownership caused high level of income inequality. Thus, the study revealed that there was a significant farmland difference among bureaucrat and non-bureaucrat households due to the discriminative measures taken by the government in 1997. Therefore, unequal land possession is one of the severe constraints of “Bureaucrat” households to produce enough agricultural production to ensure food security, sustain the basic needs of their family and it becomes a source of wealth difference.
[bookmark: _Toc110980093]4.2.2. The Rationality of 1997 Land Redistribution
This section is mainly deals about to evaluate the rationality of 1997 land redistribution in ANRS. To understand the actual impact 1997 land redistribution on the wealth distribution of farm households and its justification, it is important to examine the rationality implementing the 1996 land redistribution policy. 
Land redistribution is a part of land reform which provides the poor with access to land for residential and productive use to improve their livelihoods. A significant proportion of the world’s poor on the agricultural sector makes the distribution of land in rural areas become an important issue for poverty alleviation. In particular, the access of low income households to adequate amount of land is crucial in sustaining their livelihood (DLA, 1997: Banerjee, 1999. Access to productive land thus represents a key issue for ensuring food security and poverty reduction but Unequal land access is a bottleneck to poverty reduction and economic growth (IFAD, 2008).
 The 1995 Constitution approved state ownership of land as legal framework while, the Federal Rural Land Administration Proclamation, No.89/97 provided a space for some differentiation of constitutional and federal rules by giving each regional state the right to formulate a regional land policy.  The current understanding of livelihoods places critical emphasis on access to land as almost all rural households are largely dependent on farming as the basis for their livelihoods (Dessalegn, 2009)
[bookmark: _Toc110978164]Therefore, the Amhara region was started to exercise its mandate and passed different land laws since 1996: Proclamation on the Re-allotment of the Possession of Rural Land No.16, 1996. The rationality for the 1996 land law was readjusting the unbalanced possession of rural land that had been created as a result of grabbing land by of the Derg officials and aimed to make the peasants beneficiaries of the region’s rapid economic change.  







Table4.4. Household Responses on the Rationality of 1997 Land Redistribution
	
The rationality of the government in implementing the 1997 land redistribution
	                    Participants

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	To bring social equality through fair redistribution
	9
	5.8
	47
	32.2
	56
	18.7

	 To retaliate the previous government office holders
	118
	76.6
	51
	35
	169
	56.3

	To give land for the newly emerging households
	23
	15
	48
	32.9
	71
	23.7

	Hidden agenda
	4
	2.6
	0
	-
	4
	1.3

	Total
	154
	100
	146
	100
	300
	100



 The main objective of land redistribution was to reduce poverty and unjustified inequality (Lipton, 2009). The rationality for the 1996 land law was readjusting the unbalanced possession of rural land. According to Getie (1999) the rationality of 1996 land policy was (a) To avoid unemployment and uncertainty about land holding rights, believed to provide peasants with incentives for increasing food production and improving resource management practices; (b) To overcome the weaknesses of the 1975 land reform; and, (c) To ensure justice and stability in rural communities by granting peasants their constitutional rights to a free allotment of land and not evicted from their holdings. However, the prime motive of the 1996-97 land redistribution policy was political; that is, the policy was intended to categories the peasants into different classes, such as “remnant feudal” and “bureaucrats”, hitherto unknown to the local people (Ege, 1997: Getie, 1999).  
Table4.4 presents information about the rationality of 1997 land redistribution. Hence, 76.6% “Bureaucrat” and 35% “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households revealed that mainly to retaliate the previous government office holders. On the other hand, 15% “Bureaucrat” and 32.9% “Non-Bureaucrat” households  noted that to give land to the newly emerged households, even though some newly emerging families accessed 0.5 hectares of land (27.7%) newly emerged households did not access to land (Aberra, 2002).  Paradoxically, 5.8% “Bureaucrat” and 56% “Non-Bureaucrat” households witnessed to bringing social equity through fair land redistribution and the least frequency 2.6% “Bureaucrat” households opted that the rationality of 1997 land redistribution was hidden agenda.  Therefore, based on the above data the foundation of the 1997 land redistribution had political agenda, mainly to retaliate the previous government office holders. In this regard, FGD-3 stated as follow: 
During the 1997 land redistribution, people did not inform about the redistribution process. It was considered to bring social justice through equal distribution of land; the perception of the people during the time was access equal landholdings size to every eligible person. But the implementation was very difficult and there were a number of problems. Without any reason those individuals who had relations with the previous government structure were confiscated from their land and decided to have only 1 hectare and others allowed have 3 hectares of farmland.  Even though the redistribution benefited Youths and Females, it created different social groups among the people which never seen before. The redistribution resulted conflict among households and became a source of social and economic inequality (FGD-3, Debregubay, 02/02/2018).
In the same way, KI05 stated that:
The 1997 land redistribution was an irrationally did of the regional government before the existence of land administration and use office. Households were not equally treated. The redistribution was implemented without preliminary study or any strong rationale. The implementers were local people, who had not adequate knowledge, experience and training on what and why they did the activity (KI05, Motta, 24/02/2018) 
Contrary to the above result, KI06 argued as follows: 
It was impossible to conclude that the implementation was totally unfair. There were some problems during the implementation phase which can have impact on its fairness. But land which was previously owned by the Derg official reduced and given for land less, youths and poor peasants. In this case, there was some reservation on the fairness of the redistribution. However, still today, there are farmers who are complaining against the rationality of the implementation (KI06, Motta, 25/02/2018).
To sum, the achievement of land redistribution is depends on political commitment, supported by financial resource, management skill, transparent policies and strategies (Buys, 2012). Three basic principles should be considered in informing in any land policy (a) owner operated family farms were efficient and thus desirable, (b) there should be freely operating land markets to permit land transfers to more efficient and productive users, and (c) there was a need for more equitable distribution of asset (Nega et al., 2003).  
However, it can understand the result as parallel with the national land use and administration proclamation, the 1997 land redistribution has no adequate and explicit reason for reducing the landholding of “Bureaucrats”. There was no clear policy guideline how the redistribution was implementing.  The government never been seriously consulted in drafting or endorsing of rural policies or in the subsequent implementation of land redistribution. The redistribution was then carried out using political back ground which was intended to categorized the peasantry into different social classes, "remnant feudal," and "bureaucrats," hitherto unknown to the local people (Getie, 1999).  In addition, the redistribution was not publicized and known by the society. There is no responsible institution to implement the redistribution. It was implemented before the establishment of land administration and use office. In brief there was no legal and institutional base to implement the programs. Hence, the rationality of 1997 land redistribution was to weaken the economic and political power of “Bureaucrats” than social equity and economic efficiency.
In this regard, an investigation carried out by Samuel ( 2006) revealed that behind the explicit objective of bringing social justice and equity the 1996 land redistribution policy in ANRS has some hidden agendas of political uncertainty used by local authorities. Additionally,  Ege (1997) also witnessed that the decision of 1996 Amhara region council to implement land redistribution, the preparation, process and implementation of the 1997 land redistribution of Amhara region was characterized by great secrecy, it disgrace certain groups, which permitted to keep one hectare of land while other allowed to have three hectares and this fundamental discrimination caused considerable social disorganization and the reform benefited only certain groups; notably women and young households. Furthermore, Yigremew (2002) also noted that the1997 land redistribution was based on the theoretical thought of correcting unjustified inequality among peasants. But the application of the policy was reverse at the ground.
[bookmark: _Toc110980094][bookmark: _Toc422755579]4.3. The Impacts of the 1997 Land Redistribution
 Land is the only resource for the rural poor for livelihood and means of future prospect. Giving them any assets must therefore promote equity.  Thus, for example, land can used as guarantee to start an investment, more credits and better life in getting more productions. Equitable land distribution; Improved food security(nutritional status), increased amounts and regularity of income, wage employment, and a more egalitarian distribution of income, Increased well-being (Banerjee, 1999). Besides, unequal land ownership land created high levels of income inequality hinders agricultural development, increase labor absorption, lower reservation of living standard floor for the entire economy, tenure insecurity, conflict and it also created social discrimination and aggravated rural poverty (Carter, 2000).
[bookmark: _Toc420631571][bookmark: _Toc420684328][bookmark: _Toc420860836][bookmark: _Toc420989753][bookmark: _Toc420990702][bookmark: _Toc421066075][bookmark: _Toc422673187][bookmark: _Toc422755580][bookmark: _Toc110978165]Table4.5. Households Response on the Impacts of 1997 Land Redistribution
	The 1997 land redistribution affected  
households security
	                      Participant

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Income inequality
Conflict and tenure insecurity
Migration 
Social discrimination
Do not affect 
Total
	63
42
16
33
-
154
	40.9
27.3
10.4
21.4
-
100
	15
35
-
6
90
146
	10.3
24
-
4
61.7
100
	78
77
16
39
90
300
	26
25.7
5.3
13
30
100


As indicated in table4.5, 40.9% Bureaucrat” and10.3% “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households revealed that the 1997 land redistribution resulted income inequality, 27.3% “Bureaucrat” and 24% “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households disclosed conflict and tenure insecurity, 21.4% “Bureaucrat” and 4%“Non-Bureaucrat” households witnessed social discrimination, while the remaining 10.4%“Bureaucrat” survey households replied  migration.  The data shows that the majority “Bureaucrat” sample households housing security was negatively affected. Conversely 61.7%%“Non-Bureaucrat” survey households revealed do not affect their household security. Hence, majority of the sample households revealed that the 1997 land redistribution resulted in income inequality. 
Regarding to the impact of 1997 land redistribution, FGD-2 expressed their feelings as follows:
The 1997 land redistribution resulted in different social classes like, beneficiary, loser and unaffected households. It was unusual even in the Derg regime, where everyone was equally produce and share productions. For example, in our Kebele regardless their family size, land was confiscated only from “Bureaucrats”. Their farmland size was reduced to one hectare. To cover their family food the “Bureaucrats” were forced to search alternative means of income like, practicing in land rent, share cropping and they employed by farmers who owned relatively large farmland size. After the redistribution, many people migrated to other areas like Oromia, south Ethiopia, Addis Ababa and other urban centers in search of job for livelihood.  Individuals were also fled to monasteries. Six people were died of temper and related problems as a result of land redistribution. Then, land become the source of wealth difference, migration, conflict, crime and lose of human life (FGD 2, Addiszemen, 07/02/2018).
In the same manner, FGD-1 disclosed that;
The objective of implementing the 1997 land redistribution was explained in brief at the beginning. It was said to bring social equity through fair distribution of land, but in practice it did not bring equity.  Farmers having the same family size and identical age group have different land size holding. For example, our Kebele, there are “Bureaucrats” having 0.5 hectares of land and on the other hand, “Non-Bureaucrats” have 5 hectares at the same time. There were also households with no access to land since, 1997 and not benefited from the redistribution.  Now, rural land became under few individuals. Civil servants, merchants, monks and died individual’s holding should be redistribute. Because they can’t produce with their full capacity, land should be given for the tiller like the Derg regime motto of “land to the tiller”. People are migrated to other areas, some are died as a result of anger and others are still living with abject poverty. “Bureaucrats” who were considered as office holders of the previous Derg regime (losers of land currently) are in problem. They are also segregated from different social activities, like “Idir”, “Iqub”, “Senbete” and “Mahiber” due to  government discriminative measure their economic status were highly declined (FGD-1, Buha, 03/02/2018).
In the same fashion to FGD-1 and FGD-2, KI05 disclosed that;
The land redistribution policy was adopted in ANRS even before the approval of the federal rural land proclamation. There is a hidden agenda in this region regarding rural land redistribution. It was done mainly to weaken the power of farmers, not to be longer active in politics. Once confiscated their property it makes them to lose their economic power then they became passive and voiceless. If that was not the case, there was monitoring and controlling system concerning about unfair rural land redistribution would be accepted. The redistribution caused migration of people, income inequality, hunger, poverty, social discrimination, and tenure insecurity in our Woreda (KI05, Motta, 24/02/2018).
Surprisingly, in a similar manner to the above FGD-1, FGD-2 and KI05 interview, KI03 indicated that; 
The 1997 land redistribution had no social and economic agenda because it never equally treated each household. In place of achieving social justice and economic efficiency, the 1997 land redistribution had a hidden political agenda to weaken both the economic and political powers of the Derg regime supporter and participants. Peasants in the previous regimes were forced to give some amount of their product (may be one third or tenth of the total production depends on the agreement) to the government. But now, our labor, money and time are abused by other households having relatively better farmlands. It is double oppression when compared with the previous system. For example, I was a Kebele chief executive during the Derg regime. The Kebele administrator confiscated my holding and given to other individuals. There was nowhere to go for appeal at the time.  The living standard and incomes of my family was highly deteriorated. Now there is great income inequality between my family and those who had better landholdings (KI03, Debregubay, 10/02/2018). 
Paradoxically, to FGD-1, FGD-2, KI03 and KI05; FGD-5 argued that;
The 1997 land redistribution was very important especially for the landless, female headed households and youths who were (above 18 for females and above 24 for males) and they were benefited from the redistribution. They get agricultural land and used it to produce their food subsistence and now their life is improving like other households. The redistribution brings equality; in a sense that everyone has the right to produce what he/she wanted on his land. Compared to the Derg regime, currently there is more freedom and possession of agricultural land. The living standards and food security of the people was improving (FGD-5, Ayenbirhan, 19/02/2018).
In similar manner to FGD-5, KI06 disclosed that; the 1997ANRS land redistribution had positive impact on the life of farmers than negative impact. 
The 1997 redistribution is not free from critics; it had some positive and negative impacts on the households under consideration. Immediately after the coming power of EPRDF in1991, the ruling government revised and amended all strategies and policies including rural land policies. Though there were not as such fundamental changes in the rural land policy, the redistribution was aimed to bring social equality by dissolving unequal land possessions. Land which was owned by previous government officials were reduced and given to youths and other poor sections of the societies. It increased productivity and food security of the beneficiaries. In this case, there may be some reservations. However, still today there were people who complained against the fairness of the 1997 land redistribution (KI06, Motta, 25/02/2018).
Likewise, KI04 strengthen the FGD-5 and KI06’s arguments; 
There were farmers who had large holdings before the redistribution. On the other hand, there were also peasants and newly emerging households with no land. Therefore, the 1997 land redistribution was brought justice and made the peasants beneficiary. It brings women’s right to access land and tenure security. Even though there was implementation problem, it had more positive impact than negative (KI04, Hibreselam, 15/02/2018).
To conclude the above result, the 1997 land redistribution was benefited certain youth, female households and keeps the interest of “Non-Bureaucrats”. The arbitrary and discriminative measures taken by the government in the 1997 land redistribution created unequal possession of landholding between sample households. After expropriated their farmland, the security of “Bureaucrat” households were deteriorated. On the other hand, the security of “Non-Bureaucrat” households is not affected because they are formally treated and continued with their previous landholding size. Their farm land was sufficient to produce food crop and to accumulate wealth than “Bureaucrats”.
Unequal ownership of landholdings between “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households created high levels income inequality. In this regard Carter(2000) revealed that high level of unequal land ownership resulted in, high level of income inequality, unequal distribution of industrial assets, hinders agricultural development, increase labor absorption, lower reservation wage/living standard floor for the entire economy and deepens income inequality.
The 1997 land redistribution also resulted in social discrimination.  The people were classified in to different social group, like, “Bureaucrat,” “hereto unknown by the local people during the Derg regime. The “Bureaucrats” were segregated from different social activities like, “Idir”, “Iqub”, “Senbete” and “Mehaber”.  In this regard, Crewett et al. (2008) stipulated that State ownership, and especially the power to redistribute land plots in agrarian societies, makes rural people vulnerable to arbitrary actions of local bureaucrats who decided about which individual granted access to land or the political punishments for alleged political opposition. They added that the non-qualified nature of policy implementers have negative impact in increasing the threat and discrimination of peasants which have a different political view than the ruling government. 
As key informants and FGDs discussants stated that the 1997 land redistribution created high level of conflict and tenure insecurity. The government confiscated farm lands of “Bureaucrats” without their consent. Unequal land redistribution caused tenure insecurity. Therefore, the real source of tenure insecurity in rural Ethiopia is the government itself through its high handed and arbitrary intervention made for political and other reasons (Yigremew, 2007) and it has been aggravated not just because of the threat of periodic redistribution, but also due to increasing rural poverty, growing population pressure and intervention measures by government officials (Dessalegn, 2004). Furthermore, Deininger (2003) added that high density of population growth accompanied with the presence of unequal distribution and access to land caused outbreak of conflicts.
 The 1997 land redistribution also caused peoples migration. Due to shortage of farmland and inadequate income from farming, people were migrated to other area in search of job for their livelihood. After their farmland was expropriated the “Bureaucrat” households were engaged in seasonal migration in order to derive some income to supplement their inadequate agricultural harvests and to reduce vulnerability. In this regard, Asfaw et al. (2010) witnessed that the main factors that drive rural people to migrate were shortage of farmland, indebtedness, low and inadequate income from farming. Their finding also stipulated that the poor with limited assets tend to engage more in migration in search of wage employment. Additionally, Tafesse (2007) also revealed that seasonal migration is a common practice by peasants during the slack farming season in order to augment their household income and it is undertaken as a coping strategy to reduce their household size temporarily (to reduce their household food consumption) as well as to earn and remit money from the income they obtain by engaging in farm and off-farm activities.
 Contrary to the above empirical studies, Benin and Pender (2001) on their studies on the impact of land redistribution on land management and productivity in the Ethiopian highlands; the finding of their study shows that, the 1997/98 land redistribution in Amhara region has had a positive impact on land productivity by increasing access land to the farmers.
[bookmark: _Toc110980095]4.3.1. Changes of Living Condition
The major objectives of land redistribution are improving the levels of agricultural production both qualitatively& quantitatively and improving the standards of living of agricultural producers (Ghimire, 2001: Mkhize et al., 2009).  Land redistribution is widely seen as having the potential significantly to improve the livelihoods of the rural poor and to contribute towards economic development (Van Zyl et al., 1996; Lipton, 1996; Deininger & May, 2000). Access to productive land thus represents a key issue for ensuring food security and poverty reduction and it was used as the deliberate policy instrument to capture the efficiency benefits of the family farm, decrease urban food prices and reduce poverty (Mkhize et al., 2009).






[bookmark: _Toc110978166]Table 4.6.Households Response on Changes of Living Condition
	
Changes in living conditions

	           Participants

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Households livestock

	134

	87

	140

	96

	274

	91.3

	The housing condition changed over the years
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved
No change
Worse
Don’t know
Total
	9
77
67
1
154
	6.4
50
43.5
0.6
100
	81
50
13
2.0
146
	55.4
34.2
8.9
1.4
100
	90
127
80
3
300
	30
42.3
26.7
1.0
100

	Households suffered Food shortage in the last 12 months
	31
	20.1
	8
	5.5
	39
	13

	Months those households suffer food shortage in the last 12 months

	2.8
	-
	2.75
	-
	2.77
	-

	Current living standards compared to10 years ago
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improved
No change
Worse
Total
	-
69
85
154
	-
44.8
55.2
100
	85
44
17
146
	58.2
30.1
11.6
100
	85
113
102
300
	28.3
37.7
34
100


As shown in the above table, 87%“Bureaucrat” and 96% “Non-Bureaucrat” survey households replied that they have own livestock’s and on the contrary, 13% “Bureaucrat” and 4.1%“Non-Bureaucrat” households have not own livestock’s.  Majority households have their own live stocks to which enable them manipulate their agricultural activities in a better manner while whose households lack livestock were vulnerable to produce their household food supply.
Regarding to the housing conditions of sample households, 50% “Bureaucrat” and 34.2% “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households witnessed their housing conditions did not change over time, 6.4% “Bureaucrat” and 55.4% “Non-Bureaucrat” survey households revealed that their housing conditions improved, 43.5%“Bureaucrat” and 8.9%“Non-Bureaucrat” sample households opted their housing condition worse and 0.6%“Bureaucrat” and 1.4%“Non-Bureaucrat” households replied don’t know. The housing conditions of majority did not change over time. As indicated in table4.6, the housing conditions of 55.4%“Non-Bureaucrat” sample households were improved. Therefore, better access to land, improved access clean drinking water, sanitation, improved ownership of household items (increased well-being) (Banerjee, 1999). Paradoxically, the housing conditions of 43.5% “Bureaucrat” sample households were worse. Thus, the 1997 land redistribution affected the housing conditions of “Bureaucrats”. It was evident that 20.1% “Bureaucrat” households were suffered food shortage in average three months in the last 2016/17.
 The current living standard of the household with respect to food security compared to ten years ago, 44.8%“Bureaucrat” and 30.1%“Non-Bureaucrat” households were replied no change, 55.2 %“Bureaucrat” and 11.6% “Non-Bureaucrat” households revealed the current living standard worse. 58.2% “Non-Bureaucrat” households witnessed improved. Paradoxically, the current living standards of 55.2 %“Bureaucrat” households are worse. Hence, the survey indicated that there was a significant difference of living standard conditions between “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households’.
In this regard, FGD-4 expressed their feeling in the following manner:
 The living conditions of the people are improving from time to time, for instance, the housing condition and the living standard are changed. A lot of households created additional assets and have extra houses in the town.  However, there are differences between households having large landholding size and small holding size households. Now the number of livestock’s are declined due lack of access to grazing land and water, which are the best source of income in our Kebele. On the other hand, there are people who suffered food shortage during summer season because of their insufficient land to cover their subsistence food. To cop up the current problem households are involved in daily labor and migrated to other areas to cover their family subsistence food supply (FGD-4, Hibreselam, 15/02/2018).
 To sum, both survey data and FGD result indicated that there was the housing condition and the living standard difference between the sample households. Those households have better access to land improved their household conditions and living standard while  the housing conditions and living standards of “Bureaucrats” households were deteriorated. In this regard, Carter (2000) noted that unequal land ownership hinders agricultural development through reduced labor absorption and lower reservation wage/living standard floor for the entire economy.
[bookmark: _Toc110980096]4.4. Coping Strategies Adopted by “Bureaucrats”
Livelihood diversification is an important coping strategy for ensuring household livelihood security. Rural households construct an increasingly diverse livelihood activities and assets in order to survive and to improve their standard of living (Ellis, 2000). Households diversify their livelihood sources due to inadequate returns obtained from agriculture. Due to declining of farmland size, households engaged in a diverse array of livelihood activities in order to generate income from a wide range of sources such as, land rental/sharecropping arrangement and off-farm, and non-farm activities.
[bookmark: _Toc110980097]4.4.1. Land Rental and Share Cropping Arrangements
In the study area, there were two forms of institutional arrangements that have been identified as additional channels of access to land; share cropping (abbel) and cash rental arrangements. In addition to their own holdings, sample households involved in both arrangements access land in their localities. About 33%“Bureaucrat” and 24%“Non-Bureaucrat” sample household were leased/rented in 53 hectares of land from others households, 11%“Bureaucrat”, 12.5% “Non-Bureaucrat” survey households were rented out 22.25 hectares of land to others households and 13.6%“Bureaucrat” and 15.8%“Non-Bureaucrat” survey households also shared cropout 29.5% hectares of land to others.
The highest proportions of sample households were leased in land from other households which account for about 28.7% of the sampled households. There are differences between land rent and sharecropping arrangement. As the survey result indicated clear evidence that land rental markets exist in the study areas. Table 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9, show the participation of households in local land rental arrangements and their associated reasons for engaging in these activities.


[bookmark: _Toc110978167]Table4.7. Households Participation in Leased in Land Arrangements
	
      Land arrangement/Lease in
	                    Participants

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Household lease in cultivated land
	51
	33
	35
	24
	86
	28.7

	The size of  lease in land in hectare
	34
	-
	19
	-
	53
	-

	The amount of money  paid  per hectare
	6,624
	-
	7,405.7
	-
	7,014.85
	-

	Reasons for leased in cultivated land
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Insufficient land to be  food secure
	49
	96
	3
	8.6
	52
	60

	To produce more crop & generate additional income
	2
	4
	32
	91.4
	34
	40



In the study area, peasant households and individuals engaged on share cropping arrangement in fellow villages. Peasant households are involved in the arrangement, whose landholding exceeds what they can cultivate using the available labor or those who lack labor as well as those individuals or households with no or insufficient land of their own. The common sharecropping arrangement found in the study area are both rent and equal sharing of harvest and all other crop residuals (straws) between the land holders and the cultivators.
As indicated on table4.7, 33% “Bureaucrat” sample households were leasing 34 hectares with average 6,624 birr per hectare and 24% “Non-Bureaucrat” survey households were also leasing 19 hectares of land with average 7,405.7 birr per hectares. Totally 28.7% sample households were leased in 53 hectares of land with average 7,014.85 birr per hectares in their localities. 
The main reason for households rent in land, as shown in table 4.7, 96% “Bureaucrat” and 8.6% “Non-Bureaucrat” households were leased in land due to Insufficient land to food secure and contrary, 4% ‘Bureaucrat” and 91.4%“Non-Bureaucrat” households leased in land to generate more income. It is important to note that leasing in land was the predominant type land rental arrangement. Majority sample households involved in the study area. Therefore, “Bureaucrat” households were involved in leased in/rent in arrangement due to insufficient land to produce sufficient food crop for their family consumption and on the other hand, “Non-Bureaucrat” households were participated in leased in arrangement due to produce more crop and generate additional income.
[bookmark: _Toc110978168]Table4.8. Distribution of Households in Rent out Land Arrangements
	
 Land arrangement/rent out
	                    Participants

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Households has rent out land
	17
	11
	18
	12.5
	35
	11.7

	The size of  rent out land in hectare
	8
	-
	14.25
	-
	22.25
	-

	 Reasons for rent out cultivated land
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Too old to cultivate
	0
	-
	1
	0.7
	1
	0.3

	Too ill to cultivate/health problem
	1
	0.6
	2
	1.4
	3
	1

	Too poor  to cultivate
	2
	1.3
	-
	-
	2
	0.7

	No oxen to plough land/lack of draft power
	0
	-
	4
	2.7
	4
	1.3

	To pay loans
	9
	5.8
	4
	 2.7
	13
	4.7

	To built houses
	1
	0.6
	6
	4.1
	7
	2.3



Households also tend to share crop out or rent out a portion or the whole of their landholdings when they encounter labor shortages, farm inputs and amenities. Therefore, 11%“Bureaucrat” and 12.3%“Non-Bureaucrat” households were rent out 8 and 14.25 hectares of land respectively in the past one year, preceding the survey indicated 4.7% households rent out their cultivated land to pay loans, 2.7% households due to lack of draft power (oxen), 2.3% households to built house, 1.3% households too old and too poor to cultivate respectively and 1% households too ill to cultivate. Hence, based on the above data majority respondents rent out their land to pay loans.
[bookmark: _Toc110980098]Table4.9. Distribution of Households in Land Shared out Land Arrangements
	
 Land arrangement/shared out
	                    Participants

	
	Bureaucrat
	Non-Bureaucrat
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Households has shared out land
	21
	13.6
	23
	15.8
	44
	14.8

	The size of  shared out land in hectare
	10.75
	-
	18.75
	-
	29.5
	-

	Reasons for shared out cultivated land
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Too old to cultivate
	6
	3.9
	5
	3.4
	11
	3.7

	Too ill to cultivate/health problem
	2
	1.3
	3
	2
	5
	1.7

	Too poor  to cultivate
	3
	1.9
	7
	4.8
	10
	3.3

	No oxen /lack of draft power
	7
	4.5
	7
	4.8
	14
	5.3

	No adult male
	3
	1.9
	1
	0.7
	4
	1.3

	To built houses
	21
	13.6
	23
	15.8
	44
	14.7


As indicated above in the table, 13.6% “Bureaucrat” and 15.8% “Non-Bureaucrat” households shared out 10.75 and 18.75 hectares of land to others respectively. The reason behind indicated in table4.9, 4.5%“Bureaucrat” and 4.8%“Non-Bureaucrat” households shared out their land due to lack of oxen( lack of draft power),  3.9% “Bureaucrat” and 4.3%“Non-Bureaucrat” households too old to cultivate, 1.9“Bureaucrat” and 4.8% “Non-Bureaucrat”  household due to too poor to cultivate,1.3%“Bureaucrat” and 2%“Non-Bureaucrat” households too ill to cultivate(health problem) and the least frequency 1.9%“Bureaucrat” and 0.7% “Non-Bureaucrat” households due to lack of adult male(labor power). Therefore the majority of respondents share cropping out their land to due to lack of draft power.
 In this regard, FGD-2 stated the following on the issue of land rental/share cropping arrangements:
 People who have been cultivating land belonging to others through the existing land rental/share cropping arrangement have become expensive and exploitative. The land owner makes no means contribution of labor and other inputs but shares not only half of the harvest but also crop residuals as well. Land shortages pushed up the land market. The land rent price is not coast effective. But there is no other alternative means to access land to produce the family food subsistence (FGD-2, Addiszemen, 07/02/2018).
 In the same fashion, KI01 stated that:
Now, I have 5 children, including me we are 7, I had 3.75 hectares of land before. My farm land was confiscated and ceded to others in 1997except one hectare. Currently the land I have not sufficient to produce the family subsistence food. I am renting a farmland from land owners every year. I spent more than 12,000ETB to rent a farm land. I am devoting my labor, time and money in land renting practice to fulfill the food consumptions of my family (KI01, Buha, 03/02/2018).
In short, from the above survey result and qualitative information it was possible to understand that land rental/sharecropping arrangement was an important means of additional channels of access to land. Due to the government discriminative measure taken in1997 most “Bureaucrat” households forced to engage on the land rental/share cropping practice. The size of land rental market is high in terms of the number of market participants and the size of land supplied to the market. 
Therefore, 33% “Bureaucrat” sample households were leased in 34 hectares of land, while 24%“Non-Bureaucrat” sample households were also leased in 19 hectares. The “Bureaucrat” households engaged in land rental/sharecropping arrangement due to insufficient land to sustain food security and the “Non-Bureaucrat” households also to produce more crops and to generate additional income. The size of land transaction (both fixed rental and share cropping is higher than the fixed rental & sharecropping together 22% and 23% households in Tigray and Amhara (Samuel, 2005).  Moreover, Pearce (1983) also stipulated that land rental/share cropping as a particular form of surplus appropriation since it is a relationship between agents with unequal means access to land. He added that the extent and degree of inequality in owner ship of land and labor power upon which sharecropping relations are based determine the position one party relative to other.
[bookmark: _Toc110980099]4.4.2. Off-farm and Non-farm Activities
This section mainly deals about the participation of households in non-farm and off-farming activities which are an alternative means for employment and income generation in the rural area. Rural households construct an increasingly diverse alternative activities and assets in order to survive and to improve their standard of living (Ellis, 2000). Households engaged in alternative livelihood activities in order to generate income from a wide range of sources such as farm, off-farm and non-farm activities (Ellis, 2000). Due to inadequate returns obtained from agriculture; declining of farmland size, productivity and decreased land access and climatic variations households involved in alternative livelihood sources (Ellis, 2006). In the study area, although cultural values and practices, negatively affected the alternative livelihood resources, the practice of off-farm and non-farm activities was improved from time to time.
To examine households’ participation in off-farm or non-farming practice, questionnaires were posed to the respondents like, does your household involved in off-farm activities? The types of livelihood activities, earned income in the last 12 months and reasons why households engaged and based on the response results were analyzed below.
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[bookmark: _Toc110970939][bookmark: _Toc110971428][bookmark: _Toc110980031][bookmark: _Toc110980231]In the study area, non-farm and off-farm activities include casual labor (salaried employment), selling of wood and charcoal, petty trading; Carpentry/masonry, Tailor, Remittances and selling of local drinks were practicing. As indicated in Table 4.10, the total off-farm and non-farm income per household was Birr 4,205 for the year 2016/17.  19.7% sample households were involved in off-farm and non-farm activities. From the total participant 23.4%and 15.8% represented “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households respectively. It was found that the largest source of income was engagement in causal labor 3.3% , followed by that of Sale of charcoal/ firewood, Sale of local alcoholic drinks and Remittances 3% each, Petty trading and Carpentry/masonry accounts 2% each and the least frequency, Tailor and  Others (craft and carts)  were constituted 1.7% each respectively ( see table4.10). Majority of the participants were involved in salaried employment/ casual labor and the participation of “Bureaucrat” households was greater than that of “Non-Bureaucrat” households.
Regarding the reasons for the participation households in off-farm and non-farm activities, as survey indicated, 20.8% “Bureaucrat” and 4.1% “Non-Bureaucrat” survey households were involved in off-farm and non-farm practice due to inadequate food crop production from family holding land and 2.6% “Bureaucrat” and 11.6% “Non-Bureaucrat” households opted to generate more income and to make their living conditions better. 
Then, as a coping strategy to reduce their household size temporarily (to reduce their household food consumption) as well as to earn and remit money from the income they obtain households engaged in off-farm and off-farm activities like, salaried employment, sale of wood, alcoholic drink and remittances with an average 4,205birr annual income. The “Bureaucrat” sample households were engaged in off-farm and non- farm activities due to insufficient land to produce their family subsistence food while, % “Non-Bureaucrat” households to generate additional income (see table4.10). 
Regarding to households engagement in off-farm and non- farm activities, FGD-5 stated the following:
Participation in alternative activities like weaving; blacksmithing, pottery and other handcrafts would resulted in social alienation and it is almost non-existence but the absence of off- farm and non-farm activities lead households vulnerable for poverty. Off-farm and non-farm activities like casual labor, sales of alcoholic drink and charcoal/fire wood are become the common practice in our Kebele. Recently, Cart (animal draw) becomes the most important activity widely practicing and the best alternative means of income. However, lack of initial capital, poor market integration and lack of skill caused the poor expansion of alternative livelihood activities (FGD-5, Ayenbrihan, 19/02/2018). 
In the same fashion, KI05 stated the following regarding off-farm and non-farm activities:
 Inadequate returns obtained from agriculture due to insufficient farmland and decreased accesses to land, households are engaging in off-farm and non-farm activities. However, the participation of households was poorly expanded. Lack of employment opportunities, lack of initial capital, limited skills, weak marketing system and cultural practices are the major problems for the poor performance of non-farm activities. The government also did not due emphasis on the expansion of alternative livelihood activities in the study area (KI05, Motta, 24/02/2018).
To sum, the practice of non-farm and off-farm activities are limited in the study area due to lack of employment opportunities, shortage of initial capital, limited skills, poor marketing system and lack of government attention. However, 19.7% sample households were engaged in alternative means of livelihood activities to generate income. Because of insufficient land to produce subsistence food for the family, (23.4%) “Bureaucrat” survey households involved in non-farm and off-farm activities and contrary (11.8%) “Non-Bureaucrat” sample households engaged in non-farm/off-farm activities to produce more and to generate additional income. It appears therefore, as Ellis (2006) disclosed that households involved in alternative livelihood sources due to inadequate returns obtained from agriculture (declining farmland size, declining productivity, and decreased land access). Due to lack of employment opportunities, shortage of initial capital, limited skills, weak marketing systems and government attention, the participation off-farm and non-farm activities were poorly expanded.  Hence, the contribution of earnings from off-farm and non-farm activities to household income in the study area was very low which accounts 19.7%. It was much lower than other countries in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) average at 42% (Ellis, 2003).  
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The major objective of land redistribution is to provide the poor with access to land for residential and productive use, to improve the standards of living, to reduce poverty and unjustified inequality (Lipton, 2009). In recognition to this, many countries have undertaken land redistribution to improve the access of households to land as well as decrease inequality. However, unequal land access has been among the principal challenges facing smallholders and it is the bottleneck to poverty reduction and economic growth (IFAD, 2008).
 Ethiopia is one of the countries that undertook land redistribution under different regime. The 1975 land redistribution abolished the tenant-landlord relationship of the imperial regime while, the 1997 the Amhara region land redistribution was to readjusting the unbalanced possession of rural land among rural farm households and to correct the weakness of 1975 land reform. However, the 1997 land redistribution that implemented in Amhara region had political objective than social equity and economic efficiency (Yigremew, 2002).
The redistribution was held based on political background; Peasants were stratified in to different social groups. The redistribution affected the “Bureaucrat” households which allowed them to have one hectare of land and it keep the interest of “Non-Bureaucrat” households that permitted to hold up to three hectares. Compensation was not paid to the “Bureaucrats” for their lost property.
The average landholding size per household was about 1.66 hectares, which is higher than the national average (1.14 hectare) and the Amhara Regional State (1.21 hectare) (CSA, 2015). Hence, the farmland sizes of sample households are varying between “Bureaucrats” and “Non-Bureaucrats” with statistically significant difference. “Non-Bureaucrat” households have larger farmland size than the land size of the “Bureaucrats”.  Before the redistribution there was 0.95 hectare and after the redistribution 1.38 hectare of landholding differences between “Bureaucrats” and “Non-Bureaucrats” households.
As indicated the survey that the 1997 land redistribution resulted in income inequality among households. The redistribution was benefited certain youth, female households and keeps the interest of “Non-Bureaucrats”. Arbitrary and high handed government intervention in the 1997 land redistribution created high level unequal possession of land which affected the household security of “Bureaucrats”. Paradoxically, the “Non-Bureaucrats” were formally treated by the redistribution and continued with their previous land holding sizes which enabled them to produce sufficient food crop and to accumulate better wealth. Landholding inequality resulted in, high level of income inequality, hinders agricultural development, increase labor absorption, lower reservation of living standard floor for the entire economy. Government intervention in redistribution of land makes rural people vulnerable to arbitrary actions for political punishments of alleged political opposition. The non qualified nature of policy implementers increases threat and discrimination.  Unequal ownership of land caused income inequality, tenure insecurity, conflict, social discrimination and migration of people. 
The housing conditions of majority do not changed over time. There was a difference in the housing conditions between “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households. The housing condition majority of “Bureaucrat” households are worse and in reverse due to better access to land, the housing conditions of Non-Bureaucrats” are improved (improved ownership of household items (Banerjee, 1999). There was significant difference of living standard conditions between “Bureaucrat” and “Non-Bureaucrat” households. 20.1% “Bureaucrat” households were suffered food shortage in average three months in the last 2016/17. Therefore, the living conditions of “Bureaucrats” were highly affected. Unequal land ownership hinders agricultural development through reduced labor absorption and hence a lower reservation wage/living standard floor for the entire economy (Carter, 2000).
As a survival strategy, land rental and share cropping arrangements used as an additional channels of access to land. Land rental/share cropping arrangement is a relationship between agents with unequal means access to land. The extent and degree of inequality in owner ship of land and labor power upon which sharecropping relations are determine based of the position one party relative to other. In addition to their own holdings, sample households involved in both arrangements access land in their localities. Due to insufficient land to produce sufficient food crop for family consumption, 33% “Bureaucrat” sample households were leasing 34 hectares and on the contrary, “Non-Bureaucrat” households were participated in leased arrangement to produce more crop and generate additional income. Households also tend to share crop out or rent out a portion or the whole of their landholdings when they encounter labor shortages, farm inputs and amenities. Because of lack of draft power,  to pay loans,  to built house,  too old to cultivate and health problems, 11%“Bureaucrat” households  were rent out  apportion of their holdings. The size of land transaction (fixed rental) is higher than the fixed rental and sharecropping together 22% and 23%of households in Tigray and Amhara (Samuel, 2005).
[bookmark: _Toc422755595]Due to the declined of farmland size, the “Bureaucrat” households construct an increasingly diverse alternative activities and assets in order to survive and to improve their standard of living.  Households engage in alternative livelihood activities such as off-farm and non-farm activities. 23.4% the “Bureaucrat” households involved in off-farm and non-farm activities order to generate income from a wide range of sources and as an alternative means for employment.   However, lack of employment opportunities, shortage of initial capital, limited skills, weak marketing systems and lack of government attention, the participation off-farm and non-farm activities are poorly expanded. Only 19.7% of the survey households were engaged in non-farm and off-farm activities, which were much lower even by standards of Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) average at 42% (Ellis, 2003).
[bookmark: _Toc110980235]5.2 Recommendations
Land redistribution is the deliberate acts of governments to handle problems of social inequality and to alleviate poverty. It is very decisive resource, for economic and political issue especially in developing nations. In Ethiopia, Land is a common public property. Its concentration in few households brings income inequality, migration, discrimination, tenure insecurity, conflict and poverty. The government mandated to maintain fair and equitable distribution, amending rules, regulations and policies according to the socio-economic and political situations of the country. It is possible to propose the following recommendations concerning the 1997 land redistribution that happened in ANRS: The Regional Environmental Protection and Land Administration Office should revise the land redistribution policies whenever further redistribution is needed.   Political background should be replaced by consistent and all inclusive criteria like, age and family size, the ability to produce, and quality of land, number of eligible youths for allocating land in the family, residency and source of income are some of the most important criteria to be included to have effective and fair land redistribution.
Another recommendation is the payment of compensation. The proclamation provided for the payment of compensation for the fruits of land. In the 1997 land redistribution compensation was not paid to the “Bureaucrats” and their legal right was violated. Therefore, as a concerned body the Regional Environmental Protection and Land Administration Office should devise methods to compensate the “Bureaucrats” so as to cop up the current living condition. Compensation should be either in the form of cash or in kind. For example, it will give them extra agricultural land or accessing fertilizers and other inputs freely.
 Land redistribution as a redistributive justice should be implemented by certain professionals like agricultural extension workers or trained profession for this purpose. It should not be considered as an end by itself, rather it is a process of achieving social equality through regular revision of laws and updating of individuals landholdings through the objective criteria.
 Land redistribution as a social development programme, all the objectives and programs needs to be clear to the ultimate end users. The consent of the people is very important factor for the sustainability as well as the effectiveness of a given development activity. The “top to down”, approach will be resulted distortion. The 1997 land redistribution decision was mainly made from “top to down” approach. The problems of the people did not studied well, the rationale of the government was not clear for the public and it was full of implementation problems and political interventions. The Regional Environmental Protection and Land Administration Office should hold on the principles of accountability, transparency, responsiveness and should solve the identified problems of rural land distribution in the region.
Finally, the federal government besides devolving to regional governments the autonomy of devising their own land administration proclamations; it should also monitor and evaluate its implementation too. Hence bringing national development needs a holistic cooperation and interaction of different actors, the roles and activities of one institution should be supported, monitored and evaluated by others for the betterment of sound and sustainable development.
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BAHIR DAR UNIVERSITY
                        COLLEGE OF SOCIAL SCIENCE AND HUMANITIES
         DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES
Dear respondents:
This questionnaire is prepared to assess the Impact of1997 Land Redistribution on the wealth distribution of farm households in Hulet Eju Enesie Woreda, ANRS. You are kindly requested to read questions carefully and give appropriate answer based on concrete information you have. It is designed to collect relevant data regarding to the impact of 1997 land redistribution only where the researcher has no other implicit objective while he is preparing these checklists except for academic purpose alone.  Your participation is based on your consent with no forcing. I am trying to assure you that the data you provide used for the purpose of this study only and your engagement is kept confidential. You have full freedom to withdraw from participation at any time based on your consent.

Researcher’s contact address
Abrham Adam          phone no. 0985078850
Thank you in advance

Part I: Personal Information 	
1. Identification 
	1.1. 
	Name of Kebele Administration
	

	1.2. 
	Name of Village
	

	1.3. 
	The Respondent’s code Number
	

	1.4. 
	Date of Survey
	




2. Background information of respondents
	2.1.Age of the respondent
	Sex of the respondent
	Educational Status of the respondent
	Marital Status of the respondent
	Occupational status
	Family size 

	
	1. Male
2. Female
	1. Can’t read and write
2. Read and write
3. 1-4 grade
4. 5-8 grade
5. 9-10 grade
6. 11-12 grade
7. TVET
8. Degreeand above
	1. Married
2. Divorced
3. Single
4. Widow/widowed
	1. farmer
2. Merchant
3. Daily laborer
4. Carpenter
5. others (specify if any)
	



Part II: Access, Use and Ownership of Lands 

	2.1. Does your household own any land? 
	1. Yes
2. No

	2.2.  How many timads/gemed/kadas of land do your household own now? 
	

	2.3. If yes, how many years do your household cultivate this land?
	

	2.4. The source of your farm lands 
(Multiple Response)
	1. Peasant Association during  redistribution
2. Inheritance from parents
3. Inclusion of grazing  or bush lands to cultivated land
4. Lease/rent
5. Others, specify

	2.5. How is the current landholding size compared with 20 years ago? 
	1. Increased                         3. Declined 
2. Remained the same         4. Not sure

	2.6. If declined, what is the reason for the decline of your landholding size
	1. Leased/rent out some sort of land
2. redistributed during 1997 
3. given to adult children
4. Others, specify

	2.7. If your farmland declined because of 1997 land redistribution, how much did you own before land redistribution?
	

	2.8. Why your farmland had distributed to others in the 1997 land redistribute? Because
	1. I was the member of administration council during Derg
2. the local government labeled me as feudal
3. I had small number of family member
4. Others, specify 

	2.9.  What are the most important criteria used in the 1997 land redistribution?
	1. Nature of land
2.  Number of family
3.  Age
4.   Political affiliation

	2.10. If you give farmland to your children from your “bureaucrat” land, how much timad of land did you give?
	

	2.11. What do you think the rationality of the government in implementing the 1997 land redistribution?

	1. To bring social equality through fair distribution of land
2. To retaliate the previous government office holders
3. To give land for newly emerged households
4.  Hidden agenda 
5.  Other (specify)_____________________


	2.12. Do you lease in cultivated land from others?
	1. Yes
2. No 

	2.13. If yes, please indicate the size of rented in land
	

	2.14. If yes, what are the reasons? 
	1. No land 
2. Insufficient land to be food secure 
3. To produce more crop and to generate additional  income

	2.15. If leased, how much money do you pay per hectare per season to the land use right holder?
	

	2.16.  Do you rent out your cultivated land to others?
	1. Yes
2. No

	2.17. If yes, please indicate the size of rent out land
	

	2.18. If yes, what are the reasons?
	1. Too old to cultivate 
2. Too ill to cultivate 
3. Too poor to cultivate (no money to purchase inputs) 
4. No oxen to plough land 
5. No adult male to cultivate it 
6. Too pay loans
7. To built houses
Other(s), specify ___________________

	2.19. Do you share crop out cultivated land to others?
	1. Yes
2. No

	2.20. If yes, please indicate the size of rent out land
	

	2.21. If yes, what are the reasons?
	1. Too old to cultivate 
2. Too ill to cultivate 
3. Too poor to cultivate 
4. No oxen to plough land 
5. No adult male 
6. Other(s), specify ___________________

	2.22. What do you suggest that the government should do to reduce and to avoid currently observed problems?

	1. Revising rural land policies
2. Land redistribution
3. Privatization of the rural land
4. Others, specify



	3. Changes of Living Condition

	3.2. What kind of materials were for the construction materials of your household?
		SN
	Construction materials 
	Wall 
Yes   1
No    2
	Roof
Yes    1
No     2
	Floor 
Yes   1
No    2

	1
	Wood and mud 
	
	
	

	2
	Stone and mud
	
	
	

	3
	Wood only
	
	
	

	4
	Stone and cement
	
	
	

	5
	Thatch 
	
	
	

	6
	Corrugate iron sheet
	
	
	

	7
	Bamboo 
	
	
	

	8
	Others
	
	
	




	3.3. The number of rooms of  housing units is
	

	3.4.  In what way has the housing condition changed over the years?
	1. Improved                 3.  worsened 
2. Stayed the same        4. Don’t know

	3.5. Does your household has own livestock?
	1. Yes
2. No 

	3.6. If yes, please indicate the types and number of livestock owned by your household
		Type of animal
	Number 

	1. Ox  
	

	2. Cow 
	

	3. Sheep 
	

	4. Goat 
	

	5. Horse 
	

	6. Mule 
	

	7. Donkey 
	

	8. Poultry 
	

	9. Beehives
	




	3.7. Does your household currently own the following assets?
		SN
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

	Assets
 Sickle 
Axe
 Radio 
Cart (animal drawn)
TV
Chair and table
Sofa set
Plough (traditional)
Plough(modern) Household  utensils
Jeweler 
Flour mill
Sewing machine
 Water pump
Wrist watch
	Yes  1
No   2
	The amount currently compared to 10 years ago
1 =increased
2= no change
3= decreased

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	

	11
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	

	13
	
	
	

	14
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	




	3.8. Did the household suffer food shortage during the last 12 months?
	1. Yes 
2. No 

	3.9. For how many months did this household suffer food shortage during the last 12 months?
	

	3.10. How is the current living standard of the household with respect to food security compared to 10 years ago?
	1. Worse  
2. No change
3. Better 

	3.11. How is the current overall living condition of your community compared with 10 years ago
	1. Worse 
2. No change
3. Better 





4. Alternative Livelihood Activities
4.1.  Does your household involve in off-and non-farm activities other than agricultural production? Yes [1] No [2] 
4.2.  If yes, please give the details of the types of livelihood activities that your household currently engaged and state the amount you received from every livelihood activity during the last cropping season 

		
	


No
		Livelihood activity 



		Is your household involved? 1=Yes  2=No 



	income earned in the last 12 months

	1
	Formal/salaried employment 
	
	

	2
	Public works (safety net) 
	
	

	3
	Petty trading
	
	

	4
	Sale of charcoal or firewood 
	
	

	5
	Sale of local alcoholic drinks
	
	

	6
	Basket making 
	
	

	7
	Embroidery 
	
	

	8
	Carpentry /masonry 
	
	

	9
	Pottery 
	
	

	10
	Blacksmithing 
	
	

	11
	Tailor
	
	

	12
	Remittances 
	
	

	13
	Weaving 
	
	

	14
	Others, specify
	
	



4.3.  If your family engaged at least one of aforementioned off-or on-farm livelihood options, why? because;
1.  the family couldn’t  produce adequate food crops from family holding land
2. To generate more income and make our living condition better
3. Others, specify

5. Impacts of land redistribution 
5.1. How has 1997 land redistribution affected on your household security?
5.2. How has 1997 land redistribution affected on your children education?

Thank you for collaboration!

[bookmark: _Toc110980239]Appendix.2 Interview and FGD Guides

A. For Farmers	
1. Did you have any local administrative power during the Derg time?
2. What was your administrative power?
3. For how long did stay in local administrative power?
4. Did your farmland taken during 1997 land redistribution because of being the member of local administrative council?
5. How much land did your household remain?
6. Did any member of your household at age of 18-20?
7. Did these members of household acquire farmland during 1997 land redistribution?
8. Did your children who were kid during the land redistribution got farmland in the past 20 years? What are the sources of land acquisition?
9. Do you believe that the land redistribution affects on your family life? what are these impacts
10.  Do you believe that the current amount of land you hold is adequate for your family?
11. Do you think that the land distribution make a wealth difference between “bureaucrats” and “non-bureaucrats”? If yes, why? If no, why?
12. What are the alternative means of livelihood strategies adopted by “Bureaucrats”?

 B. For Woreda Land Administration Officers and other experts
1. Why was the 1997 land redistribution needed?
1. What makes it unique from the previous government land redistribution? And what are the most important changes?
1. What are the Criteria used during the redistribution process?
1. Was the redistribution implemented fairly? If not, why?
1. Who were the most vulnerable sections of the society?
1. What were the impacts of the 1997 land redistribution (positive and negative)?
1. Is there any trend made to balance the land seizure currently?
1. Do you think that the land distribution make a wealth difference between “bureaucrats” and “non-bureaucrats”? 
1. What are the coping strategies adopted by “Bureaucrat” households?


[bookmark: _GoBack]C. Guide lines for FGD 
1. What are your Opinions about the nature of the 1997 land redistribution, the rationality, its implementation and the impact (both negative and positive impact)?
2. Did you encounter any problem at the time land of redistribution?
3. Did the community ever participate in the land redistribution process?
4. Do you think due care was taken to maintain equality in terms of holding land use right to each households during the land redistribution? 
5. How the living conditions of the Community were changed over time?
6. What were the alternative livelihood activities adopted by Bureaucrats? 

























[bookmark: _Toc515732821][bookmark: _Toc110980240]Appendix-3: List of key informant interviewees and focused group discussants
[bookmark: _Toc110980241]A. Key informant interviewees
	No
	Code 
	Sex
	Age
	Education
Level
	Placeof
Interview
	Dateof Interview
	Remark

	1
	KI01
	M
	52
	4th
	Buha
	03/02/2018
	Bureaucrat

	2
	KI02
	M
	48
	11th
	Addiszemen
	O7/02/2018
	1997 land committee

	3
	KI03
	M
	58
	5th
	Debregubay
	10/02/2018
	Bureaucrat

	4
	KI04
	M
	53
	Illiterate
	Hibreselam
	15/02/18
	1997 land committee

	5
	KI05
	M
	48
	12+3
	Motta
	24/02/2018
	1997participantand former land administration office head

	6
	KI06
	M
	40
	12+3
	Motta
	25/02/2018
	Land administration expert

	7
	KI07
	M
	63
	Illiterate
	Ayenbrhan
	19/02/2018
	Non-Bureaucrat

	8
	KI08
	M
	60
	Illiterate 
	Debregubay
	21/02/2018
	Non-Bureaucrat


 Key: KI=Key informant interview
B. Focus Group Discussants-(FGD-1)  
	No
	Code
	Sex
	Age
	Education
Level
	Place of
Discussion
	Date of
Interview
	Remark

	1
	FGD-1
	M
	60
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	2
	FGD-2
	M
	66
	Reli. Education
	
	
	Priest & Bureaucrat 

	3
	FGD-3
	M
	70
	Illiterate
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	4
	FGD-4
	M
	88
	Illiterate
	Buha
	3/02/2018
	Kebele administrator

	5
	FGD-5
	M
	58
	5th
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	6
	FGD-6
	M
	54
	Reli. Education
	
	
	Priest&land committee

	7
	FGD-7
	M
	45
	4th
	
	
	Land committee

	8     
	FGD-8
	M
	72
	 Illiterate
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat


Key: FGD= Focus Group Discussion 


C. Focus Group Discussants-(FGD-2)  
	No
	Code
	Sex
	Age
	Education
Level
	Place of
Discussion
	Date  of
Discussion

	Remark

	1
	FGD-1
	M
	52
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Land committee

	2
	FGD-2
	M
	48
	11th
	
	
	Land committee

	3
	FGD-3
	M
	60
	Illiterate
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	4
	FGD-4
	M
	58
	Illiterate
	 Addis zemen
	07/02/2018
	Bureaucrat

	5
	FGD-5
	M
	68
	 6th
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	6
	FGD-6
	M
	52
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	7
	FGD-7
	M
	55
	Illiterate
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	8     
	FGD-8
	M
	58
	Illiterate
	
	
	Bureaucrat




D. Focus Group Discussants-(FGD-3)  
	No
	Code
	Sex
	Age
	Education
Level
	Place of
Discussion
	Date of 
Discussion

	Remark

	1
	FGD-1
	M
	52
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	2
	FGD-2
	M
	45
	Illiterate
	
	
	CommitteeandKebele administrator

	3
	FGD-3
	M
	48
	Illiterate
	
	
	1997 committee

	4
	FGD-4
	M
	52
	Illiterate
	Debregubay
	02/02/2018
	Bureaucrat

	5
	FGD-5
	M
	54
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	6
	FGD-6
	M
	63
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	7
	FGD-7
	M
	45
	3rd
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	8
	FGD-8
	M
	58
	7th
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat and
Committee




E. Focus Group Discussants-(FGD-4)  
	No
	Code
	Sex
	Age
	Education
Level
	Place of
Discussion
	Date of
Discussion
	Remark

	1
	FGD-1
	M
	54
	4th
	
	
	Kebele administrator

	2
	FGD-2
	M
	63
	Reli. education
	
	
	Priest and 
Non-Bureaucrat

	3
	FGD-3
	M
	67
	Illiterate
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	4
	FGD-4
	M
	55
	Illiterate
	Hibreselam
	15/02/2018
	Bureaucrat

	5
	FGD-5
	M
	60
	Illiterate 
	
	
	1997 committee

	6
	FGD-6
	M
	50
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	7
	FGD-7
	M
	47
	4th
	
	
	1997 committee

	8
	FGD-8
	M
	53
	Illiterate
	
	
	Bureaucrat



F. Focus Group Discussants-(FGD-5)  
	No
	Code
	Sex
	Age
	Education
 Al level

	Placeof discussion
	Dateof discussion

	Remark

	1
	FGD-1
	M
	52
	6th
	
	
	CommitteeandKebele administrator

	2
	FGD-2
	M
	63
	4th
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	3
	FGD-3
	M
	55
	Illiterate
	
	
	Bureaucrat

	4
	FGD-4
	M
	48
	Illiterate
	Ayenbirhan
	19/02/2018
	Bureaucrat

	5
	FGD-5
	M
	53
	3th
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	6
	FGD-6
	M
	58
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Non-Bureaucrat

	7
	FGD-7
	M
	56
	7th
	
	
	Committee

	8
	FGD-7
	M
	46
	Illiterate 
	
	
	Committee
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