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ABSTRACT  

Targeting selection of beneficiaries from the program was among the measurements which show 

effectiveness of PSNP, There is poor practice In targeting in the study area. The main objective 

of this study was to describe the perception of targeting process and identify factors affecting 

household PSNP targeting practice effectiveness in Kebribayah woreda of Somali Region, 

Ethiopia. Both primary and secondary data were used for this study. Household survey was 

employed taking a sample of 246 households selected through multi –stage sampling technique 

were used to gather data using semi structured questionnaire. Moreover, focused group 

discussion and interview were employed to collect qualitative data. Furthermore, the study 

employed binary logistic regression model to identify the factors affecting household level 

targeting practice effectiveness from PSNP. The finding of the study shows, 100% of the non - 

beneficiaries perceive un fairness, less participation and lack of transparency of the targeting 

process  and majority of the participants perceived better awareness, and perceived the  process 

of selection was fair and transparency. However, household characteristic descriptive of factors 

affecting the process  results showed that, sex ,marital status ,  livestock ownership and  

understanding targeting eligibility and fairness and transparency selection mechanism had a 

positive and significant relationship with dependent variables, while Age, family size, education 

level and land farm size had insignificant to participation.  

 

Keywords: PSNP, Targeting practice, Household, Challenge, opportunities, Kebribayah, 

Somali region. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



i 

 

ACRONYMS  

CFSTF Community Food Security Task Force  

CRGE Climate Resilience Green Economy  

CSOs Civil Society Organisations  

DA Development Agent  

DRM Disaster Risk Management  

DS Direct Support  

FFT Full Family Targeting  

FGD Focus Group Discussion 

FSP Food Security Program  

FSS                                            Food Security Strategy 

GoE Government of Ethiopia  

GTP Growth and Transformation Program  

HABP Household Asset Building Program  

HH Households  

IFPRI International Food Policy Research Institute 

KFSTF Kebele Food Security Task Force 

MGNREGA Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Act  

MoA Ministry of Agriculture  

MoARD Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development  

MoFED Ministry of Finance and Economic Development  

NNP National Nutrition Program 

OFSP Other Food Security Programs  

PAP Pastoralist Area Pilot 

PIM Program Implementation Manual    

PSNP productive Safety Net Program  

PW Public Works  

TLU Tropical Livestock Unit  

TTF Targeting Task Force  

WFSTF Woreda Food Security Task Force  

 



ii 

 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS 

THESIS APPROVAL SHEET ................................................................................................... iii 

DECLARATION ....................................................................................................................... iv 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ........................................................................................................ v 

ABSTRACT ............................................................................................................................... vi 

ACRONYMS ............................................................................................................................... i 

LIST OF TABLES ..................................................................................................................... iv 

LIST OF FIGURES ..................................................................................................................... v 

1. INTRODCTION 1 

1.1 Background and Justification ........................................................................................... 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 .......................................................................................................... 5 

1.5 Scope of the study ............................................................................................................ 5 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 6 

2.1 Definitions and Concepts of PSNP Targeting .................................................................. 6 

2.2 Targeting Principles and processes in PSNP-4 ................................................................ 7 

2.3 Targeting Mechanisms and Eligibility Criteria ................................................................ 9 

2.3.1 Targeting Mechanism ............................................................................................... 9 

2.3.2 Eligibility criteria .................................................................................................... 10 

2.4 Targeting Performance ................................................................................................... 11 

2.5 Factors Affecting Targeting Process .............................................................................. 12 

2.6 Empirical Literature on Factors Affecting Household‘s targeting process. ................... 13 

2.6.1 Demographic factors affecting targeting participation selection ............................ 13 

2.6.2 Socio-Economic Characteristics ............................................................................. 14 

2.7 Operational Implementation of Targeting: Global Perspective ..................................... 15 

2.8 Targeting Methodologies ............................................................................................... 17 

2.9 Targeting Practices in the study area.............................................................................. 19 

2.10 Challenges and Lessons Learned from Empirical Studies ............................................. 19 

2.11 Conceptual Framework .................................................................................................. 21 

3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 23 

3.1 Descriptions of the Study Area ...................................................................................... 23 

3.1.1 Demography ............................................................................................................ 23 

3.1.2 Livestock Production .............................................................................................. 23 



iii 

 

3.2 Sampling Techniques and Sample Size ......................................................................... 26 

3.3 Types and Sources of Data ............................................................................................. 27 

3.4 Data Collection Methods and Instruments ..................................................................... 27 

3.4.1 Household Survey (Questionnaire) ......................................................................... 27 

3.4.2 Focus Group Discussion (FGD).............................................................................. 28 

3.4.3 Key informant Interview (KII) ................................................................................ 29 

3.5 Data Analysis ................................................................................................................. 29 

3.6 Econometric Model Specification .................................................................................. 29 

4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 37 

4.1 Results of the Descriptive Analysis ............................................................................... 37 

4.1.1 Household Characteristics for Continues Variables ............................................... 37 

4.2 Perceived Selection Criteria ........................................................................................... 44 

4.2.1 Community Perceptions of the Targeting Process .................................................. 46 

4.2.2 Perception about the Effectiveness of Targeting Households for PSNP ................ 46 

4.3 Challenges and Opportunities ........................................................................................ 46 

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

5.1 Conclusions ...................................................................................................................... 1 

5.2 Recommendations ............................................................................................................ 3 

6. REFERRENCES 4 

7. APPENDIX 9 

ANNEX I: Household Survey Questionnaire ............................................................................. 9 

ANNEX II: Key Informant Interview Checklist ....................................................................... 19 

ANNEX III: Focus Group Discussion Checklist ...................................................................... 20 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



iv 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Kebele Names, PSNP & Non – PSNP Households & Sample Households ................... 28 

Table 2: Socio-Economic Characteristics of Sample Households ................................................ 39 

Table 3: Sample Households Characteristics for Dummy and categorical variables ................... 40 

Table 4: Woreda, Kebele and community attitudes towards targeting ......................................... 43 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



v 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Targeting Processes for Programme Entry ...................................................................... 8 

Figure 2: Conceptual frame work of the study Area ..................................................................... 22 

Figure 3: Map of Kebri-Bayah Woreda ........................................................................................ 25 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

 

 INTRODCTION 1.

1.1 Background and Justification 

In Ethiopia, as in many other African countries, there is a pressing need to improve household 

food security. By late 2003, a technical group of the New Coalition for Food Security had 

developed a proposal to reform the emergency appeal system in favour of an integrated approach 

to reducing vulnerability and food insecurity. The New Coalition outlined three objectives: (i) to 

increase food availability; (ii) to increase access to food; (iii) and to improve overall health 

outcomes.  (Wein, 2010). 

The Government of Ethiopia started the implementation of the Productive Safety Net Programme 

(PSNP) in 2005 with the support of international donors. The programme was developed in 

response to widespread food insecurity and continual need for emergency food relief by 

providing food-insecure households with a transfer in lenient times to avoid asset depletion and 

protect livelihoods (Slater and McCord, 2013), (Devereux et al , 2014) 

Effective and efficient poverty alleviation transfers (cash, food, assets) for poverty reduction 

emphases challenges faced by governments and programs require accurate identification and 

targeting of poor households. (Rachel Sabates-Wheeler, et al, 2014) Achieving targeting, is yet, 

one of the most challenging aspects of implementing social transfer programs, and typically 

requires trade-offs to be made between targeting accuracy and targeting costs (broadly defined). 

Accurate targeting is expensive and time-consuming—in emergency contexts, when time is of 

the essence, or in contexts where poverty is widespread, the budgetary costs of identifying and 

excluding the non-poor might exceed the savings. Conversely, crude targeting or no targeting 

(universal coverage) can be extremely wasteful of scarce resources. Rachel Sabates et al, 2014). 

These trade-offs inform not only the decision about whether to target, but also the choice of how 

to target; which targeting mechanism to apply. Similarly, the targeting process of the PSNP has 

been one of the main challenges for programme implementers, particularly given the high 

number of people in Ethiopia which are expected to be chronically food insecure and their 

regional dispersion 

The PSNP's Project Implementation Manual (PIM) defines a chronically food insecure 

household as: "having faced continuous food shortages (usually 3 months of food gap or more) 

in the last 3 years and received food assistance prior to the commencement of the PSNP; having 
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suddenly become more vulnerable as a result of a severe loss of assets and unable to support 

themselves for the last 1-2 years; and without family support and other means of social 

protection and support"(World Bank, 2010). 

Targeting lies at the heart of attempts to reach the poorest of the poor. But targeting is not nearly 

as straightforward as is often suggested. Indeed, it is possible that a targeted intervention will be 

more costly, and less effective, than one made available to all households or that is randomly 

allocated. For this reason, it is important that development practitioners have a good 

understanding of the principles and practice of targeting. 

Food aid targeting in Ethiopia has a long history of relying on community-based targeting 

systems which have been seen as effective. Concerns were raised, however, that this reliance on 

the food aid targeting system would not only build on existing implementation capacity, but also 

replicate the existing distribution of benefits, with any resulting exclusion or inclusion errors 

(Clay et al, 1999) 

Poor targeting manifested in inclusion errors has been identified by as one of the key concerns 

experienced in pastoral areas (Coll- Black, S et al., 2011). The PSNP has a large inherent 

exclusion rate, in the sense that the number of chronically food insecure people is generally 

agreed to be higher than the resources of the Safety Net can cover. There is unsurprisingly 

greater scope for corruption in those areas where there is low general awareness of targeting 

procedures and where targeting is carried out in a top down and opaque manner.   

World Bank group case study (2013) revealed that most woreda officials receive a participant 

numbers from the regional level and, in turn, determine caseloads for each kebele. Caseload 

figures are determined broadly by following the PIM's criteria of population size, rainfall levels 

and farming potential, average size of land holdings, levels of malnutrition, and the estimated 

size of the chronically food-insecure population. This includes a specific criterion that is 

sensitive to natural hazard and economic shock impacts: previous relief caseloads. Within these 

parameters, communities select the beneficiaries and review/approve of beneficiary lists 

compiled by kebele officials (Berhane et al, 2011) 

While impact assessment study was carried out in the study area in 2014 with the findings that 

showed some improvements in targeting process when compared to other wored as of the region 

that have been assessed by IFPRI, the assessment result concluded that poor performance of 
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targeting in pastoral areas is still apparent and concern to achievements of program goal and 

need effective improvements in targeting practice of the program as whole in the region and 

particular to the study areas. There is, however, limited empirical study or research done so far in 

the study areas which is exclusive to targeting process. Therefore, this study has been done to fill 

these gaps and further assessed the productive safety net program targeting practice, challenge 

and opportunities among rural households in Kebri-Bayah woreda 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

The PSNP uses a mix of geographic and community-based targeting to identify chronically food 

insecure households in the respective woredas. The figures on historic receipt of food aid were 

used to determine the number of eligible beneficiaries in each region and woreda. Woreda 

administrators then select the chronically food insecure kebeles, assigning the woreda’s PSNP 

quota‘ beneficiaries allocation among these areas. Within program kebeles, community-based 

targeting is used to identify eligible households, which are then assigned to public works or 

direct support depending on available labour (MoARD, 2006) 

According to Sabates-Wheeler, Lind and Hoddinott 2013, using a mixed methods study, warn 

that designs meant for agrarian areas ‗cannot easily be transplanted into pastoral areas‘ (abstract). 

Differences in distributional channels modify the impact, for example through ‗practices of 

sharing within mutual support networks‘ and ‗the role of informal authority structures in 

targeting and appeals decisions. 

Given the objective of alleviating chronic food insecurity, household-level targeting for beliefs 

initially focused on selecting households that had been persistent recipients of emergency food 

aid. However, communities were given substantial discretion to modify this approach and to 

update their lists of food insecure households annually based on local criteria. This allowed for a 

flexible community-based targeting strategy that takes advantage of local knowledge of 

households‘ circumstances to identify the neediest households.  

A risk of this approach is that it allows room for some local interest groups to exert undue 

influence on the targeting process (Coll- Black, S et al., 2011). 
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Targeting describes a range of mechanisms for identifying households or individuals who are 

defined as eligible for resource transfers, and simultaneously screening out those who are defined 

as ineligible. (Rachel Sabateset al., 2014). 

The PSNP is a targeted program where the targeting methods used embody a mixed set of 

approaches that include both administrative and community components. The targeting of the 

PSNP has been the subject of extensive work in previous evaluations of the PSNP, both in the 

highlands (Sharp et al., 2006; Berhane et al., 2011;Coll-Black et al.,2012) and to a lesser extent, 

the Lowlands ( (Sabates-Wheeler et al, 2011); (Lind et al. , 2013). The 2012 evaluation findings 

showed that some aspects of implementation had shown improvement since 2010 (Guush 

Berhane, et al., 2015) 

Targeting has been one of the bottleneck of food security program and is now a main area that 

needs to be fixed in Ethiopia in general and pastoral regions in particularly. The impact 

assessment report showed that there is poor targeting in lowland areas specially Somali and Afar 

regions. According to (Guush Berhane, etal., 2012, 2014), an impact assessment on PSNP 

conducted supported this assertion; and targeting principles, procedures not followed as per the 

program targeting guideline. Similarly, the impact assessment report revealed there is a high 

inclusion and exclusion error in lowland regions. However, major problems with the targeting of 

the PSNP were still apparent: In Afar and Somali, the PSNP was poorly targeted. A high fraction 

of wealthy households are included and many poor households are excluded. The wealthiest 

households were as likely or even more likely to receive PSNP benefits even though there are 

marked differentials in wealth (Guush Berhane, 2014) 

Guush Berhane, et al, (2014), concluded that there are several impact assessments in lowland 

areas which show that there is no systematic improvement of the targeting problem in Somali 

and afar regions since 2012. 

However, Somali region is one of the lowland regions where targeting problem has been existing 

since the program started. Though there was an impact assessment conducted there was 

limitation in focused research in targeting. Therefore, this study is intended to further investigate 

targeting practices of Productive Safety Program in Keberi-Beyah and assess the potential 

challenges and opportunities towards the improvement of effective targeting among rural 

households in Kebri-Bayah Woreda and beyond in Somali Region. 
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1.3 Objectives of the Study 

1.3.1 General Objective 

The broad objective of the study was to assess the effectiveness of targeting practice and how the 

existing challenge affects the targeting practice and existing opportunities for improvement of 

targeting among rural households of Kebri-Beyah. 

1.3.2 Specific Objectives 

 To describe the perception on the targeting processing among rural house holds the study 

area. 

 To identify the factors affecting the targeting process among rural households of the 

Woreda 

 To assess the challenges and opportunities of targeting practice in the study area  

1.4 Research Questions 

The research questions of the study are: 

 How the local implementers perceive effective targeting process  

 What are the factors affecting targeting process among rural households of the Woreda 

 What are existing challenges and opportunities of the targeting practice of the PSNP 

among rural households of Keberi-beyah. 

1.5 Scope of the study 

This study was conducted to examine targeting practices, challenges and opportunities of 

Productive Safety Program in Keberi-beyah woreda of Fafen Zone. The study covers one woreda 

among the 8 woreda of Fafen Zone of Ethiopian Somali regional State.  
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 LITERATURE REVIEW 2.

This chapter presents definitions of basic concepts, review of up to date literatures on the 

research topic and the guiding conceptual framework of this study. 

2.1 Definitions and Concepts of PSNP Targeting 

Targeting describes a range of mechanisms for identifying households or individuals who are 

defined as eligible for resource transfers, and simultaneously screening out those who are defined 

as ineligible.(Rachel Sabates-Wheeler and et al., 2014) 

Social transfers can be defined as regular noncontributory payments, in cash or in kind, provided 

by government or non-government organizations to individuals or households, with the objective 

of decreasing chronic or shock induced poverty, addressing social risk, or reducing economic 

vulnerability (Samson et al. 2006: 2).  

Building on their origins in social safety nets (e.g. public works projects) and humanitarian relief 

interventions (emergency food aid), social transfers has recently become dominated by 

unconditional cash transfers to poor and vulnerable households (Hanlon et al. 2010). Because 

regular cash transfers are expensive, they are always targeted (sometimes to just a few thousand 

individuals, sometimes to several millions). But cash transfers are difficult to target well, not 

least because they are valuable and free, which creates incentives for applicants to misrepresent 

their true status in order to qualify and for officials to defraud the system.  (Ellis, F. et al., 2009) 

There is, generally, a range of possible targeting mechanisms which may have relative 

advantages and limitations, and evaluations of targeted social transfer programs lead to the 

conclusion that there is no single optimal mechanism, either in theory or in practice. At the 

program design stage, the choice of mechanism must weigh up different objectives- such as cost 

versus accuracy- while targeting performance in practice is highly variable, depending crucially 

on how well the targeting process is implemented (Coadyet al. 2004) 

Since its inception the PSNP has been a targeted programme to address chronic food insecurity 

of the poorest households. The programme‘s effectiveness depends on targeting that is 

appropriate as well as processes that are judged to be fair and transparent by communities 

(Berhane et al, 2011, 2013, 2015) 
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The PSNP uses a mix of geographic and community-based targeting to identify chronically food 

insecure households in chronically food insecure woredas. The figures on historic receipt of food 

aid were used to determine the number of eligible beneficiaries in each region and woreda. 

Woreda administrators then selected the chronically food insecure kebeles, assigning the 

woreda’s‗PSNP quota‘ among these areas. Within program kebeles, community-based targeting 

is used to identify eligible households, which are then assigned to public works or direct support 

depending on available labor (MoARD, 2006). 

In 2008, the program operated in the 290 most food insecure woredas in rural Ethiopia. This 

approach built on the experience of distributing food aid to rural areas. Food aid targeting in 

Ethiopia has a long history of relying on community-based targeting systems which have been 

seen as effective. The PSNP adopted this system while further refining the targeting criteria to 

capture chronic food insecurity, defined as a three months food gap or more and receipt of food 

aid for three consecutive years. Additionally, the program focused geographically on those 

regions and woredas that had received food aid for the preceding three years or longer as a proxy 

for chronic food insecurity (MoARD, 2006; World Bank, 2009). 

2.2 Targeting Principles and processes in PSNP-4 

The PSNP 4 PIM details four foundational principles to guide programme entry. Targeting 

should be participatory by involving communities in selection, verification and validation of 

client lists. It should be fair by using the programme‘s selection criteria. Fair and transparent 

client selection is one of nine core principles of the PSNP (MoA, 2014). Targeting should be 

transparent by educating communities on selection criteria and selection lists, which should be 

publicly posted before a community meeting at which the selection list should be read aloud and 

verified and also Households should have access to an appeals mechanism to address inclusion 

and exclusion errors. Consultations with communities revealed high levels of understanding that 

any errors during targeting will immensely affect the effectiveness of the program and attainment 

of the objective 
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Figure 1: Targeting Processes for Programme Entry 

 

Source: MoA, 2014.  

Targeting processes are both annual (recertification of clients and identification of graduates) as 

well as periodic (Figure.1.). In regard to periodic processes, the federal government undertakes 

geographic targeting of regions, woredas and kebeles, which are included on the basis of the 

prevalence of chronic food insecurity. Within PSNP woredas, new households are accepted if 

they received emergency relief assistance in the three years preceding 2014, when the PSNP 4 

was launched. Similarly, new woredas are included if they received emergency relief assistance 

in three of the five years preceding 2014.  

At the woreda level, WFSTFs select kebeles to include, which must have received recurrent food 

assistance for at least three of the past five years. A full retargeting of safety net client 

households should happen every three to five years and is meant to address inclusion and 

exclusion errors. In practice, WFSTFs should report allocations to respective KFSTFs, who use 

locally-relevant poverty criteria to determine allocations to communities. Community allocations 

are reported to CFSTFs, which assumes responsibility for identifying programme clients.  

The first step in targeting at the community level is to consider foundational eligibility (see 

Box.1.). The PSNP 4 PIM identifies supplementary criteria to use in refining client lists, 
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including household assets, non-farm income, specific vulnerabilities (such as female-headed 

households, or households with chronically ill or elderly members), as well as the needs of poor 

and vulnerable pregnant and lactating women. The second step is to determine the eligibility of 

households for permanent direct support, public works or temporary direct support. Households 

with able-bodied labour over the age of 16 are registered for public works and linked to 

complementary social services. A provision for temporary direct support is made for pregnant 

and lactating women (up to one year after birth) and primary care-givers of malnourished 

children transition to temporary direct support. Pregnant women and nursing mothers do not 

participate in public works but must comply with co-responsibilities which will improve the 

health and nutrition of themselves and their child (MoA, 2014: p. 3-8). 

2.3 Targeting Mechanisms and Eligibility Criteria 

2.3.1 Targeting Mechanism  

Establishing appropriate mechanisms for identifying and reaching the intended beneficiaries is a 

major component to any social safety net program. There are a number of options for targeting 

methods, but the most commonly found systems are: income testing, resource assessments, 

consultations with community groups, directing benefits to traditionally vulnerable groups (such 

as orphans, disabled individuals etc.), geographic targeting or self-targeting  

According to PSNP Program Implementation Manual (PIM), four bodies take part in the process 

of selecting household beneficiaries, with responsibilities at different points in the formation of 

targeting criteria and selection of beneficiaries. These are the Woreda Food Security Task-Force 

(WFSTF), the Kebele Council, the Kebele Food Security Task Force (KFSTF), and the 

Community Food Security Task Force (CFSTF).  

The WFSTF is responsible for adapting the national guidelines on beneficiary selection criteria 

to make them relevant to the woreda and for training the KFSTF. The KFSTF is responsible for 

establishing a CFSTF in each village and familiarizing the CFSTF with the approach to 

beneficiary selection. The Kebele Council is primarily responsible for hearing and resolving 

complaints. The CFSTF is responsible for screening households for program eligibility and for 

developing the lists of beneficiaries 



10 

 

2.3.2 Eligibility criteria  

The PSNP has been well targeted to the chronically poor, having accurately identified 

households that engage in activities which generate low returns and are mainly pursued by poor 

people. The participants have been poorer in both incomes and assets, and cultivated less land 

than non-beneficiary households, especially those under the Direct Support component 

(Berhaneet al, 2011). 

Box.1.Selection criteria for PSNP beneficiaries 

Source: PSNP-4 PIM, 2016 

  

Step 1: Identify household in need of safety net transfers: In conducting new targeting or undertaking 

a retargeting exercise, the CFSTF should refer to the following basic and supplementary criteria for 

targeting PSNP support to identify those households that should be eligible for safety net transfers (at this 

stage there is no need to distinguish whether permanent direct support or public works): 

 

Basic PSNP eligibility criteria: 

 The households should be members of the community 

 Chronically food insecure households who have faced continuous food shortages (3 months of 

food gap or more per year) in the last 3 years 

 Households who suddenly become more food insecure as a result of a severe loss of assets 

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

chronic illness, such as AIDS, or other debilitating conditions, and who have been unable to 

support themselves over the last 3 to 6 months 

 Households without adequate family support and other means of social protection and support 

 

Supplementary criteria to assist in the refinement of the client list (further guidance on supplementary 

criteria may be provided by the WFSTF and forwarded by the KFSTF): 

 Status of household assets: land holding, quality of land, livestock holding, food stock, labour 

availability etc. 

 Income from agricultural and non-agricultural activities 

 Specific vulnerabilities such as female-headed households, households with members suffering 

from chronic illness, elderly headed households caring for orphans etc. 

 Where resources are available and other factors are equal , consider also the needs of poor and 

vulnerable pregnant and lactating women 

 

Step 2: Assess the household’s eligibility for the public works or permanent direct support 
component. Households with adult able-bodied labour should be selected for the public works and links 

to social services component. The following criteria should be used to determine whether an individual 

household member should be counted as an able-bodied adult: 

 The household member should be above the age of 16. 

 The household member should not be chronically sick, disabled or mentally challenged in such a 

way as to prevent them from undertaking work 

If there are no members of the household who comply with the above criteria, then the household is 

considered eligible for permanent direct support. Households with at least one member meeting the above 

criteria are considered eligible for public works and links to social services. 

 



11 

 

2.4 Targeting Performance 

Most social transfer programs, attempt to transfer resources to the poorest members of the 

population. Hence, the measure of a targeting mechanism‘s effectiveness is how accurately it 

identifies poor people. According to (Ravallion, (2007) ‗A Type 1 [inclusion] error can be 

defined as incorrectly classifying a person as poor, while a Type 2 [exclusion] error is incorrectly 

classifying a person as not poor‘. Errors of inclusion and exclusion can arise at the design stage 

and/or during implementation. 

Targeting errors by design: a common design challenge is a binding budget constraint which 

means that a programme cannot reach all poor households in the country, so either a quota is 

applied or the intervention is restricted to a geographical area, such as a district. Design errors 

will also arise where proxy measures are used to identify poor households, or where the targeting 

criteria have been selected with no explicit link to objective poverty measures.  

Targeting errors in implementation: inclusion errors in implementation can occur if applicants 

misrepresent their true status in order to satisfy the eligibility criteria—say, by claiming to be 

poor when they are not—or if corrupt officials collude with ineligible applicants to register them. 

Exclusion errors in implementation can occur if eligible households miss the registration process 

(e.g. if pastoralists are away herding livestock) or if communities deliberately exclude 

marginalized members from a community-based targeting exercise. Rachel Sabates,etal., (2014). 

The 2011 impact evaluation (Berhaneet al, 2011) concluded that, although the PSNP appears to 

have minimized inclusion errors, there was a high level of exclusion error among non-

beneficiaries who were experiencing food shortages. Woredaofficials have used the PSNP 

contingency budget or stricter local criteria to either include or exclude households, given that 

the population of chronically food-insecure people is larger than the administrative quota allows. 

As one local administrator commented: ‗there can be wrong practices, because only the woreda 

knows how it (targeting) is supposed to be done.‘ These incidents of abuse appear to have been 

more widespread during the 2005 targeting than during the second year‘s targeting. (Kay sharp et 

al, 2006) 
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2.5 Factors Affecting Targeting Process 

The PSNP has performed well on targeting compared with many other safety net programmes in 

sub-Saharan Africa and, indeed, globally (Berhane et al, 2011, 2013).Steady and significant 

improvements in targeting were made during PSNP 3. The last evaluation of the PSNP 3 found 

that the programme was well-targeted in highland regions, and that participation was higher for 

poorer households than for the better-off. By 2013, the probabilities that wealthier households 

participated in Direct Support was close to zero. Participation in public works by the wealthiest 

quintile was near zero in Amhara, SNNPR and Tigray, while participation of the second poorest 

quintile was lower in 2013 than in 2011.  

Furthermore, there was near universal recognition that pregnant women should be moved from 

Public Works to Direct Support. A large majority of PSNP clients (93 percent) participated in the 

programme for at least three consecutive years. However, young people found it difficult to gain 

access to the programme (Berhane et al, 2015). With regard to participation, women and 

women‘s organisations ‗tend to be well represented in PSNP decision-making structures at lower 

levels, while building alliances with the Women‘s Affairs Ministry at Federal and regional 

levels‘ has been more difficult (WB, 2010).By contrast, evaluations of PSNP 3 found that 

targeting was poor in the lowlands (Lind et al, 2013; Berhane et al, 2015). In both Afar and 

Somali, wealthier households had high levels of PSNP participation even while a significant 

proportion of the poorest households were excluded (Berhane et al, 2015). One explanation for 

poor targeting was that, generally, there was little effort to retarget in 2012, meaning that migrant 

households were much less likely to be registered than longer-term residents. A second 

explanation was the influence of traditional structures in moderating targeting outcomes, often 

by favoring kin and friends who were better-off. At the same time, customary norms in Afar and 

Somali meant that communities resisted targeting as something inherently unfair; rather, the 

programme was seen as a government resource that should be broadly shared within 

communities.  
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2.6 Empirical Literature on Factors Affecting Household’s targeting process. 

2.6.1 Demographic factors affecting targeting participation selection 

Age of the households: According to Anwar (2015), the result showed that the mean age of the 

sampled households was 39 and the mean age of the participant and non-participant household 

was 41 and 37 years respectively. The age difference between participant and non-participant 

was found to be significant (p=0.001) with the t-value (t=52.038) which is different with the 

hypothesized relationship with participation. Similar resulted with the  gush berhane (2014)  

showed that the average PSNP household is headed by someone aged 46.5 years Compared to 

our random sample of non-PSNP households, PSNP households are headed by slightly older 

individuals who have less schooling. On the contrary, Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012) reported 

that age of the household head has insignificant effect on the participation of the household in the 

PSNP program. In the same result abdikarim (2014) result showed that less significant; the 

average age of the whole sample respondents is 46.92 years. The average age of sample 

participant household heads is 47.56 years while that of non-participant household heads is 46.40 

years with a significant mean difference between the two groups at 10% probability level.  

Family size of the Households: According to the Anwar (2015), result presented the mean 

family size of participant households is 6.29 whereas 6.08 for non participant households. The 

finding of the result showed a statistically significant difference in mean family size of 

participant and non-participant (p=0.001) which is the same as the hypothesized relationship 

with participation. Participants of the program have more family size than the non-participant 

households which mean larger family groups were targeted to the program. Due to the food 

insecurity situation within the large family size, most of the targeted participants‗households are 

those HHs with large family size. The result of this study is against the finding of Ayalneh and 

Wubishet (2012). But the same resulted with the gush berhane(2014) Average household size is 

4.8 persons of whom 2.1 persons are adults aged 16-60 years. Compared to our random sample 

of non-PSNP households, PSNP households are headed by slightly older individuals who have 

less schooling..There is no difference in household size but PSNP households are more likely to 

be female headed and have slightly fewer adults. Abdikarim (2014) Family size of the household 

had a significant negative relationship with the probability of participating in the PSNP program 

and food security. This result might be related to the fact large family size is negatively 

correlated with food security status of the household which might dominate the effect of family 

size on participation in the program. 
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Sex of the HH head: According to Anwar (2015), sex is statistically significant (p=0.06) and 

positive relationship with the participation in PSNP with χ2=3.385. This implies that, male-

headed households had a capability to participate freely in different social organization to have 

better exposure on the food security programs than their counterparts. But from the total female 

headed HHs living in the area, the project is able to target and participate them in the PSNP 

program better. Addressing about 25% of the female headed HHs is much and this is a good way 

of supporting the vulnerable and marginalized community members by such program. The result 

of this study is against the result obtained by Abiyot (2012) and reported as sex has no relation to 

the participation in the PSNP program. According to gush berhane(2014) the average PSNP 

household is headed by someone aged 46.5 years. (S) he has little schooling, on average 1.1 

grades. Just over one-third (34.8 percent) of PSNP households are female headed and 16.2 

percent are headed by widows.  

2.6.2 Socio-Economic Characteristics  

Education: According to Abdikarim (2014) The average education level measured in formal 

years of schooling for the whole sample is 1.92. The average education level for participants is 

2.14 while that of non-participants is 1.74 with no significant mean difference between the two 

groups. In general, it can be said that the level of education attained by the sampled respondents 

is low. The average experience of the whole sample respondents is 26.61 years. In contrary, 

Anwar (2015) the result shows that the percentage of literacy of participants household was 8.2 

percent, whereas the 24.2 percent for non-participants i.e. less number of literate people was 

targeted by PSNP program due to food insecurity situation. The statistical analysis also revealed 

that there is highly significant difference between participant and non-participant households in 

terms of education status of the household heads (p=0.013) which is similar to the positively 

hypothesized relationship. The finding of Abiyot (2012) resulted in a similar finding with this 

study. But, Guush berhane (2014) results tell us that every additional grade of schooling that the 

household head is associated with a 1.7 percentage point reduction in the likelihood that the 

household is included in the PSNP and negatively hypothesized relationship. 

Livestock holding:  According to Anwar (2015),the livestock holding of the sample households 

is ranging from 0-6.58 TLU implying the existence of variation among the households in 

livestock ownership. The average livestock holding in TLU of the participant and non-participant 

sample households was 1.498 and 2.466 TLU respectively. Consequently, livestock holding in 

TLU had highly significant relationship with the household food security (p=0.000). This states 
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that, the increase or decreases in livestock holding size in the households had significant 

influence with the participation of the PSNP program. The PSNP program targeted those HHs 

that have no or less number of livestock holding and considered them as they are food in secured. 

The result of this study confirms the same finding with Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012). It was 

assumed that possession of large size of livestock increases the likelihood of the household to be 

food secure and decrease their chance to be considered as PSNP participant (Teodros, 2011). 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that livestock holding has negative relation with the dependent 

variable and the same result was obtained with the hypothesized relationship with participation. 

 Guush berhane (2014) for the programme as a whole, the likelihood of selection into the PSNP 

falls as households become wealthier across a number of dimensions (note that a negative 

coefficient means that as the value of that variable increases, the likelihood of being included in 

the PSNP falls).. Every additional livestock unit (TLU) reduces the probability of participation 

by 1.2 percentage points and statistically significant negative relationship with the participation. 

 But, the study did Abdikarim (2014) revealed different and no significant relation with 

participation.  The result showed that as to livestock ownership, participants on average own 

26.1 TLU while and non-participants on average own 25.21 TLU with no significant mean 

difference between the two groups. 

Land holding/Farm size: According to Anwar (2015)The finding showed that the mean land 

holding of participant household was 0.525 ha whereas that of non-participant households was 

0.767 ha. Participant households have less land holding size compared to non-participant 

households. Similarly, gush berhae resulted that and every additional hectare of land reduces the 

probability of participation by 3.7 percentage points. The same result finding was obtained with 

Abiyot (2012), but different with that of Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012). 

2.7 Operational Implementation of Targeting: Global Perspective 

Studies of targeting effectiveness in other countries have used different definitions and methods 

(to say nothing of the presentation of these) in a way that makes comparison difficult. 

Coady, Grosh and Hoddinott (2004) focused on the incidence and proportion of total transfers 

received by individuals or households falling within the bottom 40, 20, or 10 percent of national 

income distribution. Specifically, they developed a measure based on a comparison of actual 
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performance to a common reference outcome; the outcome that would result from neutral (as 

opposed to progressive or regressive) targeting. Their indicator is constructed by dividing the 

actual outcome by the appropriate neutral outcome. For example, if the bottom 40 percent of the 

income distribution receive 60 percent of the benefits then the indicator of performance is 

calculated as (60/40) = 1.5; a higher value is associated with superior targeting performance. A 

value greater than one indicates progressive targeting; less than one reflects regressive targeting, 

with unity denoting neutral targeting. There are, however, two limitations with this approach. 

First, its success relies critically on the ability to predict consumption levels. While the 

regressions reported above account for a reasonable amount of variation in consumption levels, a 

considerable amount remains unaccounted for and this will affect our estimates of targeting 

effectiveness. 

The PSNP is targeted towards households that are both food insecure and poor, in terms of total 

household resources. Although regional variation in application of the PIM occurred, overall the 

guidelines were followed. Public works projects targeted the poor for participation, rather than 

food insecure households, but as poverty is highly correlated with food insecurity, food insecure 

households were targeted as well. The program targeted direct support towards households with 

limited labour endowments, rather than targeting based on poverty. 

Over time, community understanding of targeting criteria improved across most of the PSNP 

regions. Households‘ identification of poverty-related factors as a reason why households are 

selected for public works improved in most regions, while for most regions it is well understood 

that the elderly and disabled are the intended recipients of direct support. Family or friendship 

connections were not reported as major factors in a household‘s likelihood to receive public 

works or direct support except in  Oromia, where households identified connections as playing a 

role in both. There are regional variations in targeting. This is unsurprising, given that the PIM 

allows for community-based norms to be used in targeting 

From global perspective, the PSNP is well-targeted. Based on the Coady-Grosh-Hoddinott 

indices calculated for this sample, targeting is progressive in general. The PSNP also scored 

better than the median global value of this index, indicating that the PSNP is better targeted than 

the average global safety net program. Moreover, the PSNP is better targeted than any of the 

African safety net programs reported.  (Coady, Groshand Hoddinott, 2004) 
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There is little evidence of elite capture throughout the regions where the PSNP is being operated. 

Differences in how the Community Food Security Task Forces are run matter for targeting 

performance. In cases where selection processes are amended to include non-poor households, 

targeting performance is weakened 

2.8 Targeting Methodologies 

Administrative targeting is a process of selecting safety net beneficiaries using objective and 

standardised indicators derived from reliable database.Given the limitations of available data and 

the inherent limitations of administrative targeting, it is difficult to apply it in its pure form in 

Ethiopia 

Box.2. Features of Administrative Targeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: MoARD, 2010. 

Community targeting is a method of selecting safety net program beneficiaries by the 

community based on their own knowledge about the food security situation of their locality area 

and of each other on individual basis. In its pure form, community targeting needs little or no 

intervention from administrative bodies. Community targeting has a better chance of success 

than administrative targeting in Ethiopia. There is also the likelihood of a few influential groups 

(with such information) taking charge of the targeting process 

The Guidelines for the Implementation of the PAP outlined two community based targeting 

options: Community triangulation targeting and Community values-based targeting  

 

 

 The administrative body may consist of government bodies, community representatives 

and local CBOs/NGOs  

 Reliable database about the food security situation of the area is a requirement. 

 Objective and standardised indicators take precedence over subjective criteria and local 

knowledge. Examples of objective indicators include nutritional measurements, asset 

ownership and income.  

 Because it is using objective criteria, administrative targeting is impartial and consistent. 
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Community-based Triangulation Targeting  

Community-based triangulation targeting is a method of selecting households by the community 

based on their own knowledge of their local area and of one another. Separate groups from the 

community independently make a list of whom they think should be selected for help and then 

the lists are compared and discussed to agree a final list.  

Community Values-based Targeting 

This approach uses the community‘s knowledge. Pastoralists are very aware of each other‘s 

livestock holdings and social networks and this local knowledge is used in a number of 

traditional livestock redistribution systems in pastoral areas, where better off families help 

‗destitute‘ and ‗very poor‘ pastoralists. In Somali (and other) areas livestock redistribution 

systems are further supported by Islamic teaching where the Quran and Hadith teach that help 

should be given to the poor 

Self-Targeting. The PIM has ruled out self-targeting on the following grounds:Self-targeting 

based on the wage-rate is not applicable since alternative employment opportunities are either 

non-existent or minimal especially in chronically food-insecure areas of the country 

Combined administrative and community targeting: a pragmatic approach to Targeting  

This targeting method could be used in 3 options: Option 1 suggests that community food 

security taskforce undertakes beneficiary targeting and submits to administrative bodies for 

verification. The second option suggests that administrative targeting undertakes beneficiary 

targeting and seeks the approval of community. The third option stipulates that the food security 

taskforces, the Woreda and Kebele Councils agree on a joint Targeting Taskforce (TTF) to 

facilitate targeting on their behalf. An agreed set of criteria is handed to the TTF. It facilitates the 

targeting at community level; obtains the list of beneficiaries and submits the list to the Keble 

Food Security Taskforce, which then passes on to the relevant bodies. 

 

 

 



19 

 

2.9 Targeting Practices in the study area 

Food aid targeting in Ethiopia has a long history of relying on community-based targeting 

systems which have been seen as effective. The PSNP adopted this system while further refining 

the targeting criteria to capture chronic food insecurity, defined as a three months food gap or 

more and receipt of food aid for three consecutive years. 

Woredas and kebeles in lowland regions are encouraged to test different approaches to improve 

the quality of targeting in lowland areas. Woredas can test either of the community-based 

approaches outlined in the Guidelines for Implementation of the Pastoral Areas Pilot or can 

propose their own approach and request regional approval to implement it. 

In the study woredaCommunity Values-based Targeting is practiced for PSNP beneficiaries. The 

community prefer this targeting option to the Community-based Triangulation Targeting 

Steps in Community Values-Based Targeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: MoARD, PSNP-4 PIM, 2016 

2.10Challenges and Lessons Learned from Empirical Studies 

Despite the history of targeting food aid, in 2005 front-line implementers grappled with both 

how to select eligible households based on the PIM and how to limit coverage to 5 million 

1. Communities are made aware of the PSNP and eligibility criteria and the need to target is 

couched within community values and systems regarding support to the destitute and very 

poor.  

2. A community committee is formed representing as broad a range of community interests as 

possible  

3. The members and responsibilities of the committee are agreed in an open meeting  

4. The beneficiary selection characteristics are agreed in open meeting(s)  

5. Target households are selected using agreed selection characteristics  

6. The list of selected households is discussed and agreed in open meeting(s)  

7. The final list is written out and posted in a public place  



20 

 

beneficiaries. The number of households selected to participate in the PSNP by communities and 

kebeles was almost always larger than the quotas assigned by the region and woreda. 

There was also a serious misunderstanding of targeting principles in one of the regions. Amhara 

Region excluded the poorest of the poor from the PSNP in order to ensure households graduated 

into food security. Many of those excluded from the safety net, particularly the young and 

landless, were targeted for resettlement. Part of these challenges was attributable to the 

introduction of new systems in a very short time  

Recognizing the scale of exclusion in program areas, the Government and donors agreed that the 

October 2005 community-based targeting process would identify the actual number of 

chronically food insecure individuals. This was because experience in 2005 had demonstrated 

that the PSNP was a more effective response to food insecurity than the emergency response 

system. The Government and donors were therefore confident that the program could handle 

larger caseload, which was eventually set at 8.29 million people. (Wiseman, et al., 2010) 

The increase in beneficiary numbers eased the pressure on the targeting system significantly. 

This, together with a revised targeting guideline, a better understanding of the targeting rules and 

an increased community involvement significantly improved targeting in 2006. A 2006 

assessment found that local decision-makers felt that there had been improvements in targeting 

from the first to the second year and that the process ran more smoothly. In 2006, Afar was 

brought into the program under the direct support component only. (Wiseman, et al, 2010) 

The targeting process for the PSNP has been one of the main challenges of programme 

implementers, particularly given the high number of people in Ethiopia which are expected to be 

chronically food insecure and their regional dispersion. Concerning the inclusion of regions and 

woredas, those that have historically received food aid in the last five years were included 

(Wiseman et al, 2010)(Wein, 2014) 

The targeting design of the PSNP – according to (Sharp et al, 2006)–builds in many aspects on 

the preceding targeting mechanisms used for emergency aid and food-for-works programmes 

during the last decades, including the key role for community representatives in the identification 

process, the use of asset and livelihood criteria for the selection process of households, and the 

division of beneficiaries according to their ability to work (i.e. the division between PW and DS 
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beneficiaries). However, it seems likely that some of the weaknesses and problems associated 

with the prior system might have also persisted in the PSNP (Wein, 2014) 

These includes ―a tendency to spread or dilute transfers; the variation in effectiveness of 

community targeting in different contexts and locations; and the difficulty of standardising or 

comparing the selection and needs assessment criteria in a system which based in effect on 

relative wealth-ranking within communities. The programme‘s focus on public works also risks 

repeating relief experience in which labour-poor households have been relatively disadvantaged 

and there have been pressures to minimise the number of non-working (DS) beneficiaries― 

(Slater et al., 2006). 

Concerning regional differences of criteria for the selection of beneficiary households, several 

cases in 2006 have been reported, where wealthier households were preferably targeted 

compared to poorer households – particularly in Amhara and Tigray – for several reasons, 

including to maximize graduation potential of beneficiaries (so as to exaggerate programme 

results) and the assumption of local governments that many of the poorest households will be 

targeted for resettlement (Devereux et al, 2008) 

A community survey conducted in the course of the FSS 2006 revealed that - among local 

officials - there has been a lack of understanding of targeting guidelines and differences in the 

perception of which criteria are most important (Coll-Black et al., 2011); (Berhane et al., 2013) 

2.11Conceptual Framework 

This research considers the important variables in the study area. The independent variables 

selected to achieve the objective of the study are broadly categorized into demographic, 

institutional, psychological, and wealth related variables.  

The relationship between dependent and independent variables of the study are described in 

figure 1. Errors in targeting is affected by the demographic factors such as age, sex, marital 

status and family size while; institutional factors such as access of food aid receipt, access to 

remittance, Clan leaders, Resident status, training and awareness and others, psychological 

factors like perception of sharing resource; and wealth factors such as livestock holding unit, 

land Size and asset. The conceptual framework in figure 2 includes the those factors which have 

relationship to the error in targeting  
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Figure 2: Conceptual frame work of the study Area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Own Survey, 2017.  
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 MATERIALS AND METHODS 3.

3.1 Descriptions of the Study Area 

Kebri-Bayah woreda is located in the southern part of Fafen Zone. The woreda is bordered by 

Aware, Jigjiga woredas and Somalia in the North, North West and North East respectively; by 

Degahmadow and Ararso woredas in the South and by Harshin and Goljano woredas in the East 

and West respectively. Kebri-Bayah town, which is the woreda capital, is at a distance of 50 Km 

from the regional capital Jigjiga towards the East direction. (BoFED, 2014). 

Geographically the woreda is bounded between 1,049,789m to 969,567m UTM North and 

343,528m to 269,538m East (see Map below). The woreda is one of the 8 woredas of Fafen zone 

of the Ethiopian Somali Regional State with an estimated a total area of 3,306.04884 square Km.  

Geographically, it lays 9º 21‟N and 42º 48‟E / 9.350ºN 42.8.  The woreda is one of the 8 

woredas of Fafen zone of the Ethiopian Somali Regional State with an estimated a total area of 

3,306.04884 square Km or  407,870 hectares; (settlement land 813, cultivable land 42,580, 

disturbed wood land 22,339, disturbed shrub land 259,206, grass land 75,720 and exposed rock 

7,212). Situation of the land was 80% flat and 20% Plateau and less than 400ml of annual rain 

fall (CSA 2007). Administratively the woreda has 29 administrative kebeles all of which targeted 

by under PSNP program 

3.1.1 Demography  

Kebri-Bayahworeda has a total population of 198,064 (106,953 men and 91,108 women) of 

which (15.4%) are urban residences, whereas 139,931 (85%) lives in rural area. Concerning 

household size, a rural household has an average size of 6.7 with slight difference the urban has 

6.6 (CSA, 2013). The population in Keberi-beyahworeda is mainly from Somali tribes' which are 

Muslim in religion and more than 80% are agro-pastoralists and the rest are pastoralist in 

occupation 

3.1.2 Livestock Production 

According to the Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development Office, the livestock population in 

the woreda is estimated to be around 555,579 heads. Of the total livestock population the share 

of Cattle, Sheep and Goats are 81,850, 125,090 and 147,135 heads respectively.  
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The remaining 199,501 and 2,003 are drought animals (Camel and Donkey) and poultry 

respectively. The great share of livestock population goes to Goat which is 26.48% of the total 

livestock population  
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Figure 3: Map of Kebri-Bayah Woreda 

 

Source: Somali Region, BoFED, 2012. 
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3.2 Sampling Techniques and Sample Size 

To assess the main targeting practice of productive safety net program in rural households and 

identify challenges and opportunities Keberi-beyah was selected purposively Woreda for being 

one of the largest PSNP beneficiaries in Ethiopian Somali Region. 

In order to have an optimum sample size, objective of the study, design of the study, cost 

(budget) consideration, appropriate use of statistical analysis, degree of precision required for 

justifications and level of confidence used for conclusion has to be taken into consideration.  

Accordingly the sample size will be determined using the single population proportion formula 

with the following assumptions (Sarandakos, 1998). 

Nine kebeles were selected purposively for their livelihood variation and high population size 

from the 29 kebeles in the woreda. Among the total household heads of 15,573 in 9 kebeles; 246 

respondents respectively were selected using probability of proportional to size of population. 

The sampling frame that was used lists all of the pastoralists and agro pastoralists in the 9 

kebeles of the woreda. 

Where: 

n = sample size of the study 

Z= value for the 95% confidence interval (1.96) 

P= proportion of the population to be included (i.e. 0.2)  

d = the margin of error taken (0.5) 
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3.3 Types and Sources of Data 

This section describes the procedures employed for this study; a way through which research 

problem systematically resolved. It constitutes primary and secondary data sources. Data 

collection methods and instruments were used. Hence, in order to understand the targeting 

practice of productive safety net program of rural households, challenge and opportunities.  

3.4 Data Collection Methods and Instruments 

The data collection was involved both quantitative and qualitative methods and a combination of 

different approaches such as (1) household survey, (2) focus group discussion, (3) Key informant 

interview. Primary and secondary sources were used for data collection. For primary data, semi 

structured interview guide was prepared and used for individual interviews, focus group and key 

informant discussions. For secondary data, the researcher collected data from the library sources, 

and government‘s official records. 

3.4.1 Household Survey (Questionnaire) 

From the selected kebeles, a total 246 household heads was selected from the household lists 

were used stratified from PSNP and non-PNSP; each strata was used simple proportional 

sampling. The data was collected using open and closed ended questionnaire. The questionnaire 

was filled by conducting an interview using local language (Somali). Based on their socio-

economic was selected from the list of household heads under each Kebele based on probability 

proportion to size.  Interview will be used local (Somali) language. 
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Table 1: Kebele Names, PSNP & Non – PSNP Households & Sample Households 

Kebele 

Name HH 

PSNP 

HHS 

PSNP 

sample 

Percent   

(%) 

Non - 

PSNP 

HHS 

Non - 

PSNP 

Sample 

Percent 

(%) 

 

Total 

HHs 

Garbi 1625 1077 15 12 548 9 7   24 

Hartasheik1 4603 1487 21 17 3116 53 43 74 

Gilo 1980 870 12 10 1110 20 16 32 

Qaaha 1211 703 10 8 508 9 7 19 

Farda 1696 1253 18 15 443 8 7 26 

Risle 1134 750 11 9 384 6 5 17 

Danaba 1320 1030 15 12 290 5 4 20 

Fadayga 1046 678 10 8 368 6 5 16 

Koto roble 958 521 11 9 437 7 6 18 

Total 15,573 8369 123 100 7204 123 100 246 

Source: Own Survey, 2017. 

3.4.2 Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 

As Focus group discussions are often known to offer the researcher the opportunity to understand 

the ways in which individuals collectively make sense of a phenomenon and construct meanings 

around it (Patton 2002),for this study, a focus group discussions (one at each Kebele) was 

conducted with the community members/respondents selected based on the above mentioned 

criteria to obtain their understanding and views on the  targeting practice of PSNP in rural 

households and also to cross check the findings to be obtained through key informant interviews. 

During the selection of participants of the focused group discussions, the researcher will be  

given due consideration in  representing from  all the community members and age groups(I.e. 

gender based with different age compositions) in order to capture all the views and inputs of the 

members. This was also help to understand whether PSNP targeting is fair and transparency with 

participatory approach in different gender and age groups and if so, get clear scale of the 

eligibilities with respect to gender and age groups. Finally, there were two  FGD selected in nine 

kebeles and their community levels based on participant and non -participant members were 

(50%) men and (50%) women in each.  

Checklists were prepared and used for collecting information about PSNP targeting practices: 

challenge and opportunities .The Total number of FGDs were consisted of participants 8 

members per FGD and the total members were round 9x 8x2=144 members of PSNP and Non- 

PSNP. 
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3.4.3 Key informant Interview (KII) 

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

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

who were directly or indirectly selecting the beneficiaries of the program. For this purpose, semi-

structured questionnaire will be developed and used. The potential respondents of KIIs will also 

include PSNP task forces members from Woreda agriculture and  natural resources development 

office, development agents (DAs) working in each Kebele, and Kebele chair persons from 

respective Kebeles. In addition to this, an in-depth interview was conducted with the key 

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

responses set when other techniques of data collecting methods are used. A total of 45 

elderly/women were selected purposefully from nine  villages of which each was selected 5 key 

important members of the community  including women‘s, clan elders and religious who have 

important role within community. 

As far as PNSP kebeles belong different committees such as kebeles food security task force 

committee consist of 8 while kebeles appeal committee is 9 kebeles targeting task force consist 

of 5 and community food security task force belongs 11 members, each Kebele was held   5 KII 

and the KII was conducted and thesize of the participants was different due to the difference of 

the committee 

3.5 Data Analysis 

The data collected in this study was organized, coded and entered in to spreadsheet. Descriptive 

statistics like frequencies and percentiles and measures of dispersion were used to analyse the 

data using Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) software version 20.  

3.6 Econometric Model Specification 

The study will be analysed with the objective of identify the factors affecting targeting errors in 

rural households of the Woreda by using logit model. Binary logistic regression model was used 

to see the effect of the independent variables on the dependent variable. Models that include a 

Yes or No type dependent variable are called dichotomous or dummy variable regression 

models. Such models approximate the mathematical relationships between explanatory variables 

and the dependent variables (Gujarati, 2004) 
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Logistic regression is a popular modelling approach when the dependent variable is dichotomous 

or polychromous. This model allows one to predict the outcomes of a dependent variable from a 

set of variables. After reviewing the strength, drawbacks and assumptions of different models, 

the binary logistic regression model was employed to address the core objective of the study to 

identify the factors affecting targeting errors in rural households of the Woreda 

Following Gujarati, (1995) the functional form of logistic model is specified as follows: 
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is simply the odds ratio in favour of PSNP participation indicating the ratio of the 

probability that a respondent is participant to the probability that s/he will be non participant? 

Finally, taking of the natural log of equation (5) we obtain: 
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Where iP = is the probability of the PSNP Participating respondent  

iP1 = is the probability of the non - PSNP respondent 

iz  Is a function of n explanatory variables (x) which is also expressed as? 

nni XXXz  .....22110        (7) 

0 Is an intercept 

n ....,2,1
are slopes of the equation in the model 
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Li  = is log of the odds ratio 

iX is vector of relevant household characteristics 

 

If the disturbance term  iU is introduced, the Logit model becomes:  
 

inni UXXXz   .....22110                                                             (8) 

The Logit model cannot be estimated by the usual ordinary least square(OLS) method because to 

apply OLS we must know the value of the dependent variable 






 i

i

P

P

1
ln , which obviously not 

known and more over the methods of OLS does not make any assumptions about the 

probabilistic nature of the disturbance term. If there is data on individual observations the 

method of maximum likelihood can be used to estimate the coefficients of the equation (Gujarati, 

2004). 

 

Multi-collinearity among the independent variables was checked before using them for model 

analysis. Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was used for testing the association between the 

continuous variables and Contingency Coefficient (CC) was computed for dummy variables. The 

value of VIF can be computed using the formula: 
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Where, Ri
2
 is the squared multiple correlation coefficient between Xiand the other explanatory 

variables (Maddala, 1989). A rise in the value of Ri
2
 that is an increase in the degree of multi-

collinearity does indeed lead to an increase in the variances and standard errors of the OLS 

estimates. A VIF value greater than 10 is used as a signal for the existence of strong multi-

collinearity (Gujarati, 2004). Similarly, CC which is a chi-square based measure of association 

between independent variables was computed as: 
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Where, CC is coefficient of contingency, 
2X is chi-square test and N= total sample size. The CC 

value ranges between zero and one, with zero indicating no association between the variables 

and values close to one indicating high degree of association. The association is said to be high 

when the value is greater than 0.75. The independent variables need to be highly correlated with 

the dependent variable while they should not be between or among themselves (Gujarati, 2004). 

The values of contingency ranges between 0 and 1, with zero indicating no association between 

the variables and the values close to 1 are indicating a high degree of association. 
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3.7 Variables Hypothesis 

Dependent variables 

In this study the dependent variable is participation in the PSNP and it is a dummy variable which 

takes the value of one, if the household is participant and zero otherwise. 

The Independent/explanatory variables 

The independent variables are the pre-intervention characteristics influencing participation of the 

household in the program. A combination of socioeconomic, demographic, institutional factors were 

used to explain household participation in the PSNP as well as the resulting wellbeing outcomes 

which is  targeting effectiveness measured in terms of errors of inclusion and  exclusion with 

eligibility criteria of selection that maximise errors  to zero. Thus, the independent variables expected 

to have correlation with the dependent variable, were selected and these working variables were 

hypothesized below. 

Demographic Factors  

Age of the household head: It is continuous variable and it is the age of the house head, which 

is measured in years. As it is described in the PIM, (2010), conditional transfers is done for 

households that face regular food shortages and that have members who are able-bodied (fit and 

healthy) and above 16 years of age and below 55 years of age. Such households receive transfers 

on condition that their able-bodied members (both male and female) contribute labour to Public 

Works. It is assumed that as farmers‗ age increases the probability of participating is expected to 

decrease because the probability of accumulating assets, livestock‗s usually increase and because 

of this the probability of households targeting by the PSNP program decreases due to better food 

security condition. Therefore, it was hypothesized that age has a negative relation with the 

participation of the household to the PSNP.  

Sex of the household head: It is classified as dummy variable taking the value of 2 if the 

Household head is Female and 1 otherwise. Because of different socio-economic and cultural 

factors female-headed household are liable to be disadvantaged portion of the society in using 

extension services and in participating on other livelihood activities. Cultural influence has made 

women to be docile, less mobile and inactive (Wosagni, 2010). Women face considerable 

gender-related constraints and vulnerabilities compared to men because of existing structures in 



34 

 

households and societies (FAO, 2009) as cited by (Wosagni, 2010) women‗s restriction towards 

opportunities for improvement and change can strengthen their tendency to rely on aid. On the 

basis of these differences between men and women, it was hypothesized that female headed 

households are less participant of PSNP and it has a negative relation with the dependent 

variable.  

Family size: Family size refers to the total number of household members who lived and eat 

with household head. An increase in household size implies more mouth to be fed from the 

limited resources and has negative relation with household food security, as it is cited by 

(Mequanent, 2010). Participation in PSNP depends on the household food security status thus, it 

was hypothesized that family size has positive association with the Participation in PSNP.  

Socio-economic factors  

Land holding: This is the size of the farm land under the legal holding of the household. It is 

classified as continuous variable measured by hectare (ha). An increase in the size of farm land 

may give farmers the freedom to be flexible in their production pattern and diversification. On 

account of these facts farmers with larger size of farm land are assumed to better utilize different 

livelihood option and increase the overall income of the household (Wesagni, 2010). Therefore, 

households with large land holding have less chance to be selected as participants and it was 

hypothesized that it has a negative relation with the dependent variable.  

Livestock holding: livestock holding refers to the total number of livestock of the household 

measured in Tropical Livestock Units (TLU). Livestock production constitutes a very important 

component of agricultural economy, a contribution that goes beyond direct food production to 

include multipurpose uses such as skins, fibre, manure and fuel, as well as capital accumulation. 

Furthermore, livestock are closely linked to the social and cultural lives of households for whom 

livestock ownership ensures varying degrees of sustainable farming and economic stability. 

Hence, it was assumed that possession of large size of livestock increases the likelihood of the 

household to be food secure and decrease their chance to be considered as PSNP participant 

(Teodros, 2011). Therefore, it was hypothesized that livestock holding has negative relation with 

the dependent variable. 

Access to remittance: - this variable is a dummy variable which if family receives remittance it 

1 else it 0. Access to remittance is kind of social network that allow  a family  to receive income 
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from other relative that are in abroad while the program eligibility criteria for targeting selection 

states that a family that has no other supports could be one of supplemented  criteria in the PIM . 

Therefore a family who has access to remittance are less like likely to be selected therefore the 

variable has negative relation with targeting and contribute error of inclusion if taken into 

accounts. 

Institutional factors  

Education level of household head: It is a continuous variable defined whether the household 

head is literate, illiterate, primary or adult education and so on. It is assumed that a literate 

household head is often access to information and communication process that can generate 

knowledge, ideas and which in turn have positive effects on targeting outcome. For this study 

purpose literate is defined as those who can read and write and illiterates are those who can‗t 

read and write. Therefore, it was hypothesized that there is a positive relation with the dependent 

variable 

Understanding guidance and awareness provided to household head: It is a dummy variable 

defined whether the household head is guided and aware about targeting   as 1 and 0 ,otherwise 

and this variable is  very important to know how the community is well understood about 

objective of the programme and the targeting process and to gain more knowledge about the 

principals and procedure guidance to deal with identification and hence as more capacitated 

households about their role and responsibility the more they are doing effective ways their 

selection but if there is no awareness and training provided the less results would be achieved. 

The PSNP has a large inherent exclusion rate, in the sense that the number of chronically food 

insecure people is generally agreed to be higher than the resources of the Safety Net can cover. 

There is unsurprisingly greater scope for corruption in those areas where there is low general 

awareness of targeting procedures and where targeting is carried out in a top down and opaque 

manner Therefore, it was hypothesized that there is a positive relation with the dependent 

variable   

Residence status: It is classified as continuous variable measured by years of their residence in 

relation to targeting practices and as noted in our focus group data; duration of residency affects 

the likelihood of PSNP participation in the Lowlands but not the Highlands. The association is 

large in magnitude, reducing the likelihood of selection by 10 percentage points in Afar and 13 

percentage points in Somali.  



36 

 

Similarly, according to community groups and discussions with traditional leaders, migrants are 

rarely excluded from targeting. This is because, in most instances, members of their households 

stay behind and are covered if they are eligible. However, migrants are often excluded from 

targeting in the places they migrate to. Usually this happens if they have arrived since retargeting 

was carried out. In some places, officials also prioritise long-term residents over recent migrants 

if the caseload figure is insufficient. However, the programme targeting guidelines especially 

eligibility criteria do not stated and this practice is regardless of PIM eligibilities in terms of 

poverty and food insecurity of households rather than long term residences. Therefore, it was 

hypothesized that there is a negative relation with the dependent variable.      

Perception of fairness and transparency: It is a dummy variable defined the value of 1 if the 

households  perceived fairness and transparency and 0,otherwise and this process of community 

judgments reveals that targeting practice is well performed and all process done according to the 

programme guideline principals that stated as fair and transparency in the selection period but if 

the process is in contrary that means unfairness and lack of transparency manner it indicates the 

targeting is poor performing or ineffectiveness that can  result error of inclusion and exclusion . 

Since its inception the PSNP has been a targeted programme to address chronic food insecurity 

of the poorest households. The programme‘s effectiveness depends on targeting that is 

appropriate as well as processes that are judged to be fair and transparent by communities. 

However, at the same time, customary norms in Afar and Somali meant that communities 

resisted targeting as something inherently unfair; rather, the programme was seen as a 

government resource that should be broadly shared within communities. The PSNP has 

performed well on targeting compared with many other safety net programmes in sub-Saharan 

Africa and, indeed, globally (Berhane et al. 2011, 2013, 2015). Therefore, it was hypothesized 

that there is a positive relation with the dependent variable.    

Clan leader influence: It is a dummy variable defined the value of 1 if the households perceived 

clan leader influence of the selection process and 0, other wise and as per the regional variation 

in targeting method in the PIM revealed that in lowlands should give more flexibility community 

approach that customary structure could participate in community based targeting alone method 

due to the pastoral inherited knowledge and existing social network that help the poor. On the 

other hand, Berhane et al. (2011, 2013) found that the influence of traditional structures in 

moderating targeting outcomes, often by favouring kin and friends who were better-off. 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that there is a negative relation with the dependent variable      
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 RESULT AND DISCUSSION 4.

This section presents the findings of the targeting practice of Productive Safety Net Program, 

challenge and opportunities using descriptive, inferential and econometric analysis. The first 

section of this chapter presents the descriptive and inferential analysis results of the study. The 

second section presents the results of the descriptive and inferential analysis in the form of mean, 

standard deviation, percentages and T-Test and chi-square test. The econometric results are then 

discussed. 

4.1 Results of the Descriptive Analysis  

In this section the analysis was carried out based on the households characteristics for both 

continues, categorical and dummy variable 

4.1.1 Household Characteristics for Continues Variables 

Age of Household Respondents As shown in the below (Table x)., there has not been any 

significant (P>0.05) difference of age between PSNP Beneficiary and Non-beneficiary 

respondents in the study area. The mean age of PSNP beneficiaries and Non-beneficiary 

respondents in the study area was found to be 45.99 with standard deviation SD=16.44 and 44.80 

with SD=14.48 years respectively, which is different with the hypothesized relationship with 

participation. According to Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012) reported that age of the household 

head has insignificant effect on the participation of the household in the PSNP program. 

Similarly,   Participants of the program are same age to the non-participant households which 

mean older age groups were targeted to the program. Therefore, Age is has no relationship with 

the participation of the PSNP program in the study area. and the same result finding was 

obtained with that of Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012) but different with Abiyot (2012) and anwar 

(2015).  

Farmland Ownership/farm size (Hectares) 

As shown in the above table. Majority of the PSNP beneficiary respondents (69.9%) have a 

farmland where as majority of the Non-PSNP beneficiary respondents (47.1%) said that they had 

farmlands. The result of the analysis from the study in( Table x) indicates that the mean land 

holding/farm size for the sample households was -0.60 ha there was less significant difference 

between participant and non-participant households (p> 0.005) which is not the same as the 
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hypothesized relationship with participation. The maximum land size owned by sample 

households was 12 hectare while the minimum is 0 hectare with only about 0.013% and 0.018% 

of the sampled HHs respectively. The finding showed that the mean land holding of participant 

household was 3.24 ha whereas that of non-participant households was 3.84 ha. Participant 

households have less or same land holding size compared to non-participant households. Land is 

one of the major factors contributing for production and household food security and is indicator 

of wealth status. However, the study areas, land has no relationship with participation and has 

not contributed wealth and not productive But the program targeted those households with 

relatively small land holding size within the community members. The same result finding was 

obtained with Ayalneh and Wubishet (2012).but different with that of Abiyot (2012),  

anwar(2015) and Guush berhane(2015). 

Livestock holding (TLU) 

Regarding the livestock ownership of the respondents in both categories in the study area, the 

above table clearly illustrates that the livestock rearing proportions is similar 74% and 76.4% 

among PSNP beneficiary and Non-beneficiary respondents respectively.The livestock holding of 

the sample households is ranging from -0.926 TLU implying the existence of variation among 

the households in livestock ownership. The average livestock holding in TLU of the participant 

and non-participant sample households was 2.298and 3.225 TLU respectively. Consequently, 

livestock holding in TLU had highly significant relationship with the household food security 

(p=0.000). This states that, the increase or decreases in livestock holding size in the households 

had significant influence with the participation of the PSNP program. The PSNP program 

targeted those HHs that have no or less number of livestock holding and considered them as they 

are food in secured. The result of this study confirms the same finding with Ayalneh and 

Wubishet (2012). It was assumed that possession of large size of livestock increases the 

likelihood of the household to be food secure and decrease their chance to be considered as 

PSNP participant (Theodros, 2011) 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that livestock holding has negative relation with the dependent 

variable and the same result was obtained with the hypothesized relationship with participation. 
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Table 2: Socio-Economic Characteristics of Sample Households 

Variables 
PSNP Non PSNP Total 

T-test 

Value 
P-Value 

    Mean          SD     Mean    SD     Mean      SD     

Age 45.99 16.447 44.8 14.448 1.195 1.976 0.605 0.132 

HHs 2.33 0.892 2.33 0.902 -0.008 0.114 
-

0.071 
0.803 

LHs 

(hectare) 
3.24 2.055 3.84 2.45 -0.6 0.312 

-

1.922 
0.278 

LTU 2.298 2.048 3.225 3.526 -0.9268 0.36775 -2.52 0.000*** 

***, and ** means significant at the1%, and 5% probability levels, respectively 

Source: Own survey data May, 2017.  

Sex of household Respondents 

As shown in the above table, majority of PSNP beneficiary respondents (72%) were male headed 

and female headed (28%) whereas the non-PSNP beneficiary respondent households had less 

proportion of Male headed (56%)  But more female headed (44%). 

Female headed households represent about (28%) and (44%).from the participant and non-

participant groups respectively. According to Table ,   PSNP participating households had 

significantly higher percentage of male headed households (72%) as compared to non-

participating households. In line with this, from the total respondents, (72%) and (28%) of the 

participant sample agro-pastoralist were male and female-headed households respectively. the 

descriptive statistics result indicated that chi- square value was (6.356) and p-value (0.008) 

which is (p<0.05). Therefore, sex is positive relationship with the participation in PSNP. This 

implies that, male-headed households had a capability to participate freely in different social 

organization to have better exposure on the food security programs than their counterparts. But 

from the total female headed HHs living in the area, the project is able to target and participate 

them in the PSNP program better. Addressing about (28%) of the female headed HHs is less  

than non female  participants (44%) and this is  a good way of supporting the vulnerable and 

marginalized community members by such program .even  though the culture and less awareness 

caused their less participation compared to male participants. The result of this study is 

supported the same result obtained by Anwar (2015) and. But against Abiyot (2012) that 

reported as sex has no relation to the participation in the PSNP program. 
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Table 3: Sample Households Characteristics for Dummy and categorical variables 

 

Variables PSNP   Non PSNP Total Chai- 

value 

P-Value 

 N        

% 

      N   %           N %      

Sex Male 88 72 69 56 15

7 

64 6.356 0.008 ** 

  female 35 28 54 44 89 36     

  Total 123 100 12

3 

100 24

6 

100     

MRTal status Single 17 14 39 31 56 24 15.805 0.001**

* 

  Married 91 74 80 65 17

1 

69     

  Widow 6 5 2 2 8 3     

  divorced 9 7 2 2 11 4     

  Total 123 100 123 100 24

6 

100     

Education status                   

  illiterate 63 51 82 67 14

5 

59 7.672 0.104 

  adult 

education 

38 31 25 20 63 26     

  primary 

education 

11 9 11 9 22 9     

  Secondar

y 

education 

 

5 4 3 2 8 3     

   others 6 5 

 

2 2 8 3     

  

 

 

 

 

  123  100 123  100 24

6 

100 

 

 

 

    

Land holding/ 

farm size 

                  

  Yes 86 70 58 47 14

4 

59 13.131 0.000**

* 

  No 37 30 65 53 10

2 

41     

  Total 123 100 12

3 

100 24

6 

100     

Transparency/ 

Publicity 

                  

  Yes 68 55 21 17 89 36 38.89 0.000**

* 

  No 55 45 10 83 15 64     
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2 7 

  Total 123 100 12

3 

100 24

6 

100     

Fair selection                   

  Yes 64 52 0 0 64 26 86.505 0.000**

* 

  No 59 48 12

3 

100 18

2 

74     

  Total 123 100 12

3 

100 24

6 

100     

***, and * means significant at the1%, and 10% probability levels, respectively 

Source: Own survey data, September, 2017.  

Marital Status 

As shown in the above table.3. the single, married, widowed and divorced proportion of our 

PSNP beneficiary respondents was 13.8%, 74%, 4.9% and 3.7% respectively. While 31.7%, 

65%, 1.6% and 1.6% of our non-PSNP beneficiary respondents had a single, married, widowed 

and divorced marital status. In the descriptive result showed  abovetable.3. that chi- square value 

of different respondent was (15.80) and p-value was (0.001) which is (p<0.05) that means 

marital status has significant to the participation as also hypothesised that it s positively related 

to the participation or selection and most of the participant were married 74% and widow and 

divorced were selected more than non participant  as per supplementary selection criteria were 

stated in the PIM and the practice was the same and  this result was the same to guush berhane 

etal, (2015).  

Educational status 

As shown in the above table.3there has been less significant as shown statistically the chi- square 

value 7.672 and p- value is (0.1) which  (P>0.05) difference between PSNP beneficiary and Non-

beneficiary respondents categories in illiteracy as the illiteracy level of PSNP beneficiary 

respondents was 51.2% while the illiteracy of non-PSNP beneficiary respondents was 66.7%. 

This is poor significance difference in illiteracy might be attributed to the fact that PSNP 

beneficiary respondents had a better access education  as compared to non-beneficiary 

households due to less mobile  and accessibility in social services provided the programme 

public work social infrastructure built by the beneficiaries but education has little evidence at 

10% confidence interval that as one grade of schooling increased the probability  decreased to 

select participant by 10% and as hypothesised that education status has negatively related to be 
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participant or selected the programme. This result was similar to (guush berhane etal; 2015) and 

against the finding of Abiyot (2012) and anwar 2015.However, the education had less effect on 

selection of participant in both respondent as practiced in the study area 

 

 

 

 

It is important that woreda officials understand and support the selection process used to identify 

PSNP clients. To assess whether this was the case, as part of the quantitative survey, based on 

grouped structured interview of a series of questions regarding their attitudes towards targeting– 

do they think it is fair; do they perceive it to be feasible; and do they think that it is appropriate 

that some benefits flow to individuals who at a local level administer the program. We ask 

woreda officials a series of ―forced choice‖ questions. In a forced choice question, the 

respondent is given two or more alternatives and asked to choose which statement they agree 

with most. Five such questions were included in the woreda quantitative survey. Table.1.lists 

these question pairs along with responses. The table has been structured so that within each 

question pair, answering affirmatively to the first question represents an attitude towards 

targeting consistent with the objectives of the PSNP. 

The first pair of questions assesses whether the respondents think it is fair to select only some 

households, rather than all, for PSNP participation. Sixty five (65%) percent of the communities 

agree that only the poorest households in this woreda have access to PSNP benefits as compared 

to the woreda and Kebele officials who showed 85.5 percent and 73.3 level of agreement  

For the question on respondents perceptions of how people living in their woreda think about 

targeting (that is, do they think that targeting will cause tensions or whether people in their 

woreda agree that targeting is consistent with some notion of fairness), about 45.5 percent of the 

communities believe that there will be tension in this woreda if PSNP payments only go to some 

households‘ and they believe that PSNP payment should go to the all the households as opposed 

to 14 and 33.3 percent for the woreda and Kebele officials respectively who believe that there 

will be tension in the woreda if PSNP payments only go to some households 
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The third pair of question probe more deeply into attitudes towards the feasibility of targeting, 

starting with a general paired question as to whether it is possible to distinguish between poor 

and less poor households. Fifty nine percent (59.1%) of the communities responded that they 

know the poor household in the community compared to 80.9 percent and 73.3 percent of the 

woreda and Kebele officials respectively 

The next question was a specific pair of question and 40.1 percent of the communities responded 

that the differences between wealth status of the households are so small that the only fair way to allocate PSNP 

transfers is to give them to many households whereas this view was shared by only 18.2 percent and 

28.3 percent of the woreda and Kebele officials  

For the last pair of question on whether local leaders should receive transfer if they help 

implementation of the program, 39.1 percent of the community believe that local leaders in the 

woreda should receive PSNP transfers if they help with program implementation while only 19.1 

percent of the woreda officials and 30 percent of the Kebele believe that it is fair that local 

leaders in this woreda receive PSNP transfers if they help with program implementation.‖  

Generally, it appears that the level of understanding of the communities regarding targeting 

process and eligibility criteria of PSNP is low when compared to the Kebele and woreda officials 

and the woreda officials are in a better position of understanding a targeting process followed by 

the Kebele officials  

Table 4: Woreda, Kebele and community attitudes towards targeting 

Paired 

Questions  
Type of assessment  

Attitude towards targeting  

Woreda  Kebele  Community  

Pair 1 

Fairness requires that only the poorest households in 

this woreda have access to PSNP benefits. 85.5 73.3 65 
Fairness requires that everyone in this community have 

access to PSNP benefits.  14.5 26.7 35 

Pair 2 

People in this woreda agree that PSNP payments should 

only go to some households, not all. 86 66.7 54.6 
There will be tension in this woreda if PSNP payments 

only go to some households. 14 33.3 45.5 

Pair 3 

We know who is poor in this woreda. 80.9 73.3 59.1 
It is difficult to distinguish between poor and less poor 

households in this woreda. 19.1 36.7 40.9 

Pair 4 

Because we know who is poor in this woreda, we can 

target PSNP transfers to those who need them most. 81.8 71.7 59.1 

Differences between households are so small that the 

only fair way to allocate PSNP transfers is to give them 

to many households. 18.2 28.3 40.9 
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Pair 5 

It is only fair that PSNP transfers should only go to 

poor households. 80.9 70 60.9 
It is only fair that local leaders in this woreda should receive 

PSNP transfers if they help with program implementation. 19.1 30 39.1 

 

 

 

Source: Own Survey, 2017 

 

 

 

 

 
 

   

4.2 Perceived Selection Criteria 

Compares the reasons for the survey households‘ inclusion or exclusion from the PSNP 

according to their own perceptions. The off-farm income and livestock holding was the most 

frequently reported reason for both inclusion and exclusion: 45% of beneficiary households, and 

37% of non-beneficiaries, said that this criterion had been used in targeting and were also among 

the criteria most frequently reported by both included and excluded households. However, 

almost 21% of the non-beneficiaries thought that not having friends or relatives among the local 

decision-makers was a reason for their exclusion. 65% percent of non-beneficiaries did not know 

why they had been excluded, compared to less than 15% a percent of beneficiaries who did not 

know why they had been included. The result from the focused group discussion conducted with 

the WFSTF, KFSTF and key informants revealed that the resources allocated to the woreda was 

not sufficient to address all the food in secured HHs and due to this some of the households 

excluded from the program. Generally, the result obtained from the survey, group discussion and 

key informants confirms that the PSNP resources addressed the marginalized, very poor and food 

in secured households. Besides, the land holding size, remittance, female headed households and 

the livestock ownership seems to be used as targeting criteria during the targeting process. 

Looking collectively at these results, across all localities, there is a general sense that woreda 

officials perceive that the PSNP should be targeted to those who need it most and that they 

understand both the basic and supplemental criteria used for selecting PSNP clients. There are 

some interesting exceptions, however. Experiencing a shock which reduces food security does 

not seem to be seen as making a household eligible for the PSNP while receiving a modest 

amount of nonfarm income is seen as making a household more likely to be eligible.  

Focus groups were asked to recount the targeting criteria that were used and if they agreed with 

these. Generally, in all areas, groups stated that the poor should be targeted; many groups also 
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mentioned the elderly and those who are disabled or chronically ill as being eligible (for direct 

support). Overall, only one group (non- participant) stated they did not know what criteria were 

used. Groups in PSNP were more likely to refer to the use of asset indicators as part of a wealth 

ranking exercise to determine who is targeted, as these quotes show: 

The Woreda Food Security Task Force stated that they believe the distributions and decisions 

made are fair and correct. No families are favoured. The targeting is done by committee, not by 

individuals and thus it is hard to agree on favouring one beneficiary from others. They also 

affirmed that the committees selected by the community are good people and we also monitored 

how targeting has occurred by interviewing communities  

According to GabriKebele Food Security Task Force all the community members are called 

upon and informed of the eligibility criteria and they agree with those criteria before involving 

them in the process of selecting clients. The final result will be informed to the community so 

that they comment on who is selected and who isn‘t (Gabri Kebele KFSTF). Different response 

regarding client selection was given by Harta sheik KFSTF official-the elders and the religious 

leaders gather together and select the beneficiaries 

As per the one program beneficiary FGD in Gabri Kebele the criterion applied in their Kebele 

during targeting was livestock asset holding. The poorest of the poor that have no livestock asset 

but can work were prioritized. Then those who had few livestock assets in comparison with 

others were secondly prioritized as PSNP beneficiary to participate in the PWs. The PSNP DS 

beneficiaries are those very poor people with disabilities, old and incapable of working.  

According to the non-beneficiary FGD in Guyaw Kebele asset ownership was considered as 

selection criteria. They explained that KFSTF committee counted the number of animals each 

household owned. Those households that have 20 goat and six cows were considered ineligible. 

In another Kebele it was mentioned that the criteria are the poor with no herds and farm 

production(program beneficiary FGD in Danabo Kebele). Those with very few livestock and 

those who were pastoralist drop-outs but belong to the community were identified as eligible 

(non-beneficiary FGD Guyaw Kebele). The most common criteria employed was the selection of 

those households who are poor and have no livestock, or who have very few as well as those 

with no or good farm production (beneficiary FGD in Kaho) 
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4.2.1 Community Perceptions of the Targeting Process 

Having described aspects of the selection process from woreda and Kebele perspectives, we now 

turn to an examination of the characteristics of households selected into the PSNP. The 

participant respondent  shown that  vast majority (61 percent) of these households were selected 

by Community Food Security task Forces, 15 percent were  selected Kebele food security  task 

force  and 16% said we did not know  the reason they selected and whom  authorities selected 

.while non participant responded that 85% did not know the authorities selection and 15% 

frequently reported that kebele administration was selection authorities. 

4.2.2 Perception about the Effectiveness of Targeting Households for PSNP 

Information on the fairness of targeting was collected during the household survey conducted in 

May, 2017 and the statistical result shown in the Table x revealed the following. 52% (64 HHs) 

of the total sampled households reported that the targeting process is fair and is in accordance 

with the project implementation manual in addressing the food in secured households. From this, 

52% of the participant households confirmed the targeting process is fair and the PSNP resource 

is used for vulnerable (like female headed HHs) and food in secured household. However, no 

one of the non-participant sampled households supported the fairness of targeting process in their 

community. Besides, about 100% of the non-participant households believed that there was no 

participation, assembly meeting and less transparency and publicity in the targeting process and 

they mentioned that the allocated resources were not targeted to the right peoples and few 

peoples were also targeted without fulfilling the criteria. On other hand, there were excluded 

peoples that need to be supported by the program. . However, Interviews with Kebele officials 

indicate there are different ways of interpreting ‗participation‘. In some areas it is equated with 

community members themselves selecting clients in public meetings, discussing eligibility 

criteria, and validating and endorsing client lists. In other areas it is about inviting community 

members to a public meeting to report eligibility criteria and seek community endorsement of 

decisions made by KFSTFs or traditional leaders. 

4.3 Challenges and Opportunities 

Based on the qualitative data collected from woreda agriculture and natural resource office head, 

food security Desk, woreda technical experts, DAs, Food Security Tasks committees of the 

woreda, Kebele and community in the study area, the challenges and opportunities of targeting 

practice in the programme were explained as follows. 
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Woreda FSTF officials referred to many targeting challenges, including the abandonment of full 

family targeting or implementation of the new five-member household cap,and the limited 

awareness and trainings were the greatest challenge reported. 

 

Absence of full family targeting or new five-member household cap 

The views of Kebele officials were also sought on caseload figures and implementation of the 

household cap. While some KFSTF officials reported a larger caseload figure compared with 

PSNP 3, nonetheless all KFSTF interviewees reported that the figure was insufficient. As in the 

some kebeles where under coverage was reported to be a problem, Kebele officials in the woreda 

resort to a variety of approaches to expand coverage, including use of the household cap and 

humanitarian aid. The views of the KFSTF of sampled kebeles were discussed. According to 

Danabo KFSTF the transfer did not cover the neediest ones. To reach the neediest ones the 

number of persons in big families (more than 5 members) were reduced from that family and 

new household created within the same households to cover the remaining members and 

registered as a separate household, and still a maximum of five members from a household is 

theoretically maintained  

Other members of KFSTF explained relevant ideas. The quota and population in need are 

imbalanced and some households are shifted from PSNP program to food aid program to cover 

those whose needs have not been met by the PSNP (Fadiga Kebele KFSTF). Households with 

five members might have only four registered, or three, and those with six members may have 

only five or four members registered in order to improve the proportion of households who are 

registered (Kotoroble -KFSTF).The maximum of five member cap is the pressing factor to seek 

some alternatives. A shift of those that could not be addressed in PSNP to humanitarian are 

registered in food aid programs(Kotoroble -KFSTF). Since full family targeting of large 

household is not allowed and the beneficiary quota of the Kebele is not enough to reach 

everybody only five members of the large households are registered  (Risle -KFSTF) 

The maximum limit of five members was a difficulty especially for those households that 

previously had more than five members registered. These households presented a challenge to 

the targeting process of the new program design since the number of members in their household 

who could be registered decreased. Consensus was reached with them following discussions on 
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the aim of the PSNP program to reach those excluded non-beneficiaries that are poor and need 

the program support (Development Agent in Garbi Kebele). 

Though the KFSTF in the study area have sought to cover the needs of larger households through 

other mechanisms such as use of 5% contingency resources and humanitarian resources, yet their 

responses reflect the difficulties of implementing the five member household cap. The study has 

observed that large households are completely utilizing their transfer before smaller households 

with less than five members, leading to food insufficiency ( Gilo KFSTF). 

Inadequate awareness and guidance provided to front-line implementers. 

According to PSNP PIM all levels of programme implementation will function better if 

communities and clients have an adequate understanding of the programme‘s objectives and 

activities. This knowledge should include: objectives of the programme and Targeting criteria 

and methods. Move ever, woreda experts, Kebele level DA‘s and Food Security Task Forces at 

Kebele and Community should make use of all opportunities to share the above information, 

including the use of regular community meetings, such as: community meetings during 

programme targeting, However, both quantitative questioner survey and qualitative interview as 

well as Focus Group discussions indicated that food security task force in kebeles and 

community level as well as the community themselves were seen to have low understanding of 

the programme objective and targeting criteria/selection during the process. Only the WFSTFS 

have sufficient awareness level and received relevant trainings  

Qualitative interview in WFSTF indicated that the following procedures are normally followed:  

first mass awareness exercise undertaken to educate people about the program and the sorts of 

households that are eligible for the program. Then the community are to be informed to select the 

targeting committee members. Efforts are made to include people in administration, 

opinion/influential leaders and clan leaders. It was suggested that women, religious leaders, and 

open-mined people are included in the committee. In general, most of the kebeles were well 

oriented by the KFSTF and KAC though community members on the committees changed in 

some cases. The targeting committee was given a one day long orientation before starting the 

targeting process. The selection list was then shared in a community meeting to ensure fairness 

and transparency with technical support provided by one technical assistant assigned to each 

Kebele. Briefing made about the process and communities are consulted to identify members of 

the targeting committee based on new PIM guideline  
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However, community focus groups stated that the poor should be targeted; many groups also 

mentioned the elderly and those who are disabled or chronically ill are eligible (for direct 

support). Overall, only three groups in the PSNP and Seven groups of non-PSNP (all women‘s 

groups) stated they did not know what criteria were used. But while six groups of PSNP and two 

groups of Non- PSNP were aware of the selection criteria and programme objectives 
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 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 5.

This chapter presents the conclusion and recommendations part based on the finding of chapter 

four. Hence, the researcher of this particular study will forwarded recommendations relevant to 

the objectives of the study   

5.1 Conclusions 

The result of the study shows that prospective of targeting process and eligibility criteria at 

woredas, kebeles and community level. The perception about fairness and transparency among 

local implementers including community were poorly implemented and mostly the practice 

hadbeen inconsistence in PIM principals and there was some challenge in the implementation as 

indicated by both quantitative and qualitative results below: 

Understanding of programme objective and targeting criteria as well as perception on fairness 

were better understood by majority of WFTFS (85%), KFSTFS (70%) and CFSTFS (50%) 

respectively. However, the community have limited awareness and understanding of the 

targeting process and selection criteria especially among the non- participants which perceive 

100% level of unfairness of selection and did not literally had any knowledge on the selection 

criteria used. 

Assessment of the characteristics of households selected into the PSNP indicated that vast 

majority (61 percent) of these households were selected by Community Food Security task 

Forces, 15%kebele administration authorities and 16% did not know whom selected authorities 

in   participants point of view, while the non participants were reported we did not know whom 

selection made 85% and remaining 15% said kebele administration authorities being selected. 

There are 11 independent variables that are hypothesized to have relationship with dependant 

variable either positively or negatively. However, 6 of them have shown significant relationship 

at 1% and 5% level of confidence that can affect the dependent variable of participation of 

programme. These variables are sex, marital status,and livestock holding (TLU), understanding 

of eligibility criteria, participation, transparency and fairness of selection. 
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The qualitative study result indicated that woreda officials referred to many targeting challenges, 

including the abandonment of full family targeting or implementation of the new five-member 

household cap, and the limited awareness at community level as well as the lack of  systematic 

capacity development  training were the greatest challenge reported in the interview and FGDs. 
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5.2 Recommendations 

The following recommendations were forwarded from the conclusions. 

 In the context of Kebribayah woreda, targeting the participant for such  programme of 

PSNP needs to consider the sex, marital status, and livestock ownership, understanding of 

eligibility criteria, participation of targeting process and transparency and fairness of 

selection would be good indicators of expressing the demographic, socio- economic 

status and institutional factors effecting targeting process of selection of the households 

and can be consider in a good indicator for performing targeting  in household selection 

process effectively.. 

 The process of targeting was not carried out as per the programme implementation 

manual stated and emphasised regional variation given to contextual level  of pastoralist 

and hence, the poor practice of targeting principals resulted more error inclusion and 

exclusion that lead to unable to reach the intended goal .therefore  ,it should be needed to 

improve the practice and enhanced the community capacity in terms of  participatory, 

transparency and fairness as principals and procedures of targeting as per PIM. 

 The number of targeted households to be supported by the program was not sufficient 

with the existing number of households cap or limited five member household size in the 

study area; but the practical existing food insecurity situation at least did not support the 

whole family members of the program participants and its difficult to graduate for future. 

Therefore the implementation of full family targeting for the PSNP program need to be 

consider in the remaining live period of the phase iv of the programme and use of 5% 

contingency  and humanitarian food assistance  resources. 

 To provide awareness  and training to all local implementers in woreda, kebeles and 

community level for the targeting guidance notes ,social accountability and grievance 

mechanisms ad their rule and responsibility in local language. 

 Finally, further research using much larger sample size (more than one cross sectional 

household survey data) should be conducted to gain more insight into the targeting 

practice: challenge and opportunities of the program.  
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 APPENDIX 7.

ANNEX I: Household Survey Questionnaire  

SECTION I: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION  

1. Region_____________________ 

2. Zone_____________________ 

3. Woreda: _____________________ 

4. Kebele:_______________________ 

5. Community: ___________________ 

6. Age of Respondent:-------------------------------- 

7. Gender: 

1) = Male             2) = Female  

8. Marital Status: 

1) Married,      2) Single           3) Widow    4) Divorced. 

9. Educational level of the respondents  

1) Illiterate 

2) Adult education  

3) Primary education  

4)  Secondary education  

5) if others, please specify ……………………………… 

  

10. Household Size: 

 1) 1-3                       2) 4-7                 3) 8-11                      4) 11 and above  

11. Number of Dependents:  

1) Below 15:_____________  

2) Above 65:_____________ 
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SECTION II: SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

 

12.  Do you have farm land?  

        1. Yes             2. No  

13. If your answer for question # 12 is ‗‘yes‖, how much hectare do you possess (size of farm land by 

hectare) _____________________  

14. Which livestock types do you possess before you selected PSNP beneficiary? Specify with its 

number  

Livestock type Number  
 

TLU value   

Cow     

Ox     

Sheep(Adult)      

Sheep (young)     

Goat (Adult)     

Goat (Young)     

Camel (Adult)     

Camel Young)     

Donkey (Adult)     

Donkey (young)     

Calf     

Other     
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HOUSEHOLD BENEFICIARIES 

A. HOUSEHOLD BENEFICIARY  

15. Are you aware of  the PSNP objectives? 

 1. Yes   2. No 

16. Do you participate in PSNP?  

1.  Yes   2.  No 

17. Are you aware and discussed the eligibility criteria of selection? 

1. Yes   2. No 

18. What are the criteria of selection to participate in PSNP? 

A. Income level  

B. land hold size  

C. family size  

D. Livestock holding   

E. food aid receipt 

E. Other, please specify ________________ 

19. What do you think was the reason for the selection of your household to benefit from PSNP? 

(Use all that apply) 

 

Circle all 

That apply 

Reason for selection Circle all 

That apply 

Reason for selection 

 Our household is poor  We haven‘t received other gov‘t 
assistance (like food aid) 

 We have no labor  Our household is participating in 

OFSP 

 We can‘t get enough 
food to eat 

 We were included after complaining 

our exclusion 

 We are landless  We have received food aid/emergency 

cash transfer in previous years 

 We have poor quality of 

land 

 We haven‘t family support or remittance from 
relatives 

 The household head is 

female 

 Members of our household are 

disabled /mentally challenged 

 We have a small land 

holding 

 We own no, or only few livestock 

 Household members are 

chronic sick 

 We have no source of off-farm income 

 We don‘t know   
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20.  Are targeting process participatory in community level 

1.    Yes   2. No 

21. If its yes, who selected which household would receive the transfer from PSNP? 

1. The D.A    

2. Kebele Food security task force 

3. Kebele administration  

4. The community Task force 

5. Woreda Food security task force  

6. Woreda administration 

7. I don't know 8. Other (specify)……….. 

22. Are the process made in transparency and publicity for selected beneficiaries? 

1= Yes,                 2= No 

23.  If yes , Do you think the selection is fair? 

     1= Yes,                 2= No 

24. Are satisfied the decision made to be public work or Permanent Direct Support beneficiary 

       1= Yes,                 2= No 

25. Fairness requires that only the poorest households in this woreda have access to PSNP 

benefits. 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

26.  Fairness requires that everyone in this community have access to PSNP benefits.  

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

27. People in this community agree that PSNP payments should only go to some households not 

all. 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       
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4) Strongly Agree 

28. There will be tension in this community  if PSNP payments only go to some households 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

29. We know who is poor in this community 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

30. .It is difficult to distinguish between poor and less poor households in this community 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

31. Differences between households are so small that the only fair way to allocate PSNP 

transfers is to give them to many households. 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

32. It is only fair that PSNP transfers should only go to poor households 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

33. It is only fair that local leaders in this community should receive PSNP transfers if they help 

with program implementation 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 
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34. Do households participate in the PSNP for at least three consecutive years? 

1.  Yes       2.  No 

B. NON BENEFICIARY HOUSEHOLDS 

35. Why was your household not selected as PSNP beneficiary? (Use all that apply). 

Circle all 

That apply 

Reason for selection Circle all 

That apply 

Reason for selection 

 Our household is not so 

poor 

 We are not landless 

 Our household is not 

willing to work 

on the PSNP 

 Our household is not 

participating in 

OFSP 

 We have enough food to 

eat 

 Due to the quota system 

 We have some better 

quality land 

 We haven‘t received food 

aid/emergency cash transfer in 

previous years 

 We don‘t have friends or 
relatives 

among the decision makers 

 We haven family support or 

remittance from relatives 

 The household is not 

registered in the 

kebele household list 

 Members of our household are 

not 

able to work on PSNP 

 We have other sources of 

income 

 We own livestock 

 We don‘t know  Any other…… 

 

36. Are targeting process participatory in your community level? 

1.   Yes   2. No 

37. If its No, Who selected which household would receive the transfer from PSNP? 

1) The DA    

2) Kebele Food security task force   

3) Kebele administration  

4) The community Task force 

5) Woreda Food security task force  

6) Woreda administration 

7) I don't know  

8) Other (specify)……….. 

38. Are the process made in transparency and publicity for selected beneficiaries? 
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1.   Yes   2. No 

 

39. Fairness requires that only the poorest households in this community  have access to PSNP 

benefits. 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

40. Fairness requires that everyone in this community have access to PSNP benefits.  

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

41. People in this community agree that PSNP payments should only go to some households not 

all. 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

42. There will be tension in this community  if PSNP payments only go to some households 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

43. We know who is poor in this community 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

44. It is difficult to distinguish between poor and less poor households in this community 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       
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4) Strongly Agree 

45. Differences between households are so small that the only fair way to allocate PSNP 

transfers is to give them to many households. 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

46. It is only fair that PSNP transfers should only go to poor households 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

47. It is only fair that local leaders in this community should receive PSNP transfers if they help 

with program implementation 

1) Strongly Disagree          

2) Disagree               

3) Agree                       

4) Strongly Agree 

48. Do you think the selection is fair? 

1= Yes, 0= No 

49. If no, could please complain reasons?  

           1= Yes, 0= No 

50. If Yes, to whom did you complain? Please select your choices from the below table with the 

corresponding answers of your choice. 

51. If No, why didn‘t you complain? Please select your choices from the below table with the 

corresponding answers of your choice. 

Circle all 

That apply 

complained to Circle all 

That 

apply 

Why not? 

1 Kebele Appeal Commitee 

authorities 

1 There is no-one to complain to 

2  Kebale authorities 2 We don‘t know who to complain to 

3 Woredas authorizes 3 It would not do any good to 

complain 

4 Community Task force 4 I am too frightened to complain 
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5 Regional authorizes 5 The decision-makers are the same 

people who hear the appeals 

6 Other reason (specify): 6 Other reason (specify): 

 

52. In over all, what are the major problems that you encounter when PSNP targeting process of 

selection, in general?  

 

 

53. What are the challenges you faced during the PSNP started Targeting or re targeting?  

 

54. What can you recommended for improving targeting for future ? 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Group structured Interview Questions for PSNP Committee members at Woreda, Kabele 

and community levels 

55. Fairness requires that only the poorest households in this community have access to PSNP 

benefits. 

1.) Strongly Disagree          

2.) Disagree               

3.) Agree                       

4.) Strongly Agree 

56. Fairness requires that everyone in this community have access to PSNP benefits.  

1.) Strongly Disagree          

    2.) Disagree               

    3.) Agree                       

    4.) Strongly Agree 

57. People in this community agree that PSNP payments should only go to some households not 

all. 

      1)  Strongly Disagree          

     2) Disagree  

     3) Agree   

    4) Strongly Agree 

58. There will be tension in this community  if PSNP payments only go to some households 
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1.) Strongly Disagree          

2.)  Disagree               

3.)  Agree                       

4.) Strongly Agree 

59. We know who is poor in this community 

1.) Strongly Disagree          

2.) Disagree               

3.) Agree                       

4.) Strongly Agree 

60. It is difficult to distinguish between poor and less poor households in this community 

1.)  Strongly Disagree          

2.) Disagree               

3.) Agree                       

4.)Strongly Agree 

61. Differences between households are so small that the only fair way to allocate PSNP 

transfers is to give them to many households. 

1.) Strongly Disagree          

2.) Disagree               

3.) Agree                       

4.) Strongly Agree 

62. It is only fair that PSNP transfers should only go to poor households 

1.) Strongly Disagree          

2.) Disagree               

3.) Agree                       

4.) Strongly Agree 

63. It is only fair that local leaders in this community should receive PSNP transfers if they help 

with program implementation 

1.) Strongly Disagree          

2.) Disagree               

3.) Agree                       

4.) Strongly Agree 
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ANNEX II: Key Informant Interview Checklist  

1. To what extent are PSNP safety net transfers targeted to the right people (as defined by the 

eligibility criteria in the PIM)? 

2. When selected for participation in the PSNP, are people then correctly assigned to the 

appropriate client category (Public Work, Permanent Direct Support, and Temporary Direct 

Support)? 

3. How is the targeting process carried-out? 

4. Are the committees established according to the PIM and local level implementers aware 

transparent? 

5. Are people aware of the eligibility criteria and targeting procedures? How do people (both of 

their roles and responsibilities? 

6. To what extent do households participate in the targeting process? 

7. Are these processes fair and those selected and those not selected for PSNP benefits) 

perceive the fairness and accuracy of the targeting process?  If people have concerns, what 

are these concerns? 

8.  What instructions or training did this Kebele / Tabia provide for the village decision-makers 

ontargeting the safety net? 

9. Are the names of beneficiaries (both PW & DS) publicly displayed or announced?  YES /NO 

10. If yes, where? Village / Kebele  

11.  Are the names posted in writing? 

12.  Are they read out at community meetings? 

13.  Is another method used to ensure that everyone in the community knows who is a 

14. beneficiary? Please explain: 

15. 3. For each targeted household, how many members were registered for the safety net? 
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16. 4. How many times have you made a list of beneficiaries for the Safety Net in this Kebele / 

sub kebale. 

17. When? (give months) 

18. How many complaints or appeals were there about the Safety Net targeting process in this 

19. Kebele / Tabia? 

20. Who complained? 

21. What were the complaints about? 

22. Who did they complain to? 

 

ANNEX III: Focus Group Discussion Checklist 

General Questions (For All Groups) 

1. What do the group members know about the safety net programme – what is its purpose, 

andwho is it for (i.e. who should benefit)? 

2. When did the safety net start in this community? 

3. Who decided which people should be included in the public works and direct support? 

4. Do you know about the CFSTF? Are you happy with the composition of the CFSTF? 

5. How were these decisions made? If the group members know, ask them to describe the 

process 

6. If anyone in this community has a complaint about the targeting of the safety net, what can 

they do? Who can they complain to? What appeals processes exist at a local level? 

 QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS AND DIRECT SUPPORT BENEFICIARIES  

1. Why do you think you have been selected for the public works programme, i.e. working for 

the safety net transfers? 

2. Do you agree with this decision? Is this a good system? 

3. Why do you think you have been selected for direct support, i.e. free safety net transfers 

without working? 

4. Do you agree with this decision? Is this a good system? 

 QUESTIONS FOR NON-BENEFICIARIES: 
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1. Why do you think you were not included in the safety-net programme? (What were you told, 

and what do you think is the real reason, if different)? 

2. Did you agree with the decision? Do you think it‘s fair that you were not included? 

3. Did anyone complain or appeal about the targeting of the safety net? 

4. If not, why not? 

5. If yes, what did they complain about? Who to? What happened? What was the complaints 

process? 

6. What was the outcome of the complaint? How long did it take from complaint to resolution? 

 


