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Abstract

Social vulnerability is a multidimensional challenge found as an important concept used to guide
policy evaluation Yet, therehasbeena knowledge gapn public intervention implementations
Thus, astudy wascarried out to analyzéhe impact of social protection interventi¢@@PI) on
alleviating social vulnerabilityn the eastern zone athe Tigrai Regional state of EthiopiBata

were collected through fade-face interviews withd71 target rurahouseholdsFactor aalysis

and Propensity Score Matchin(PSM) methods were applied to construct the Social
Vulnerability Index (SVI) and measurethe counterfactual impact of selected intervergion
Access tabasic servicesuch associal affairs, agriculture,health andeducationsectorsandthe

Food Security ProgranFSP) are usedas Social Protection Interventions (SRIg)his study
revealedthat the households who hatcess t&PE have scored.65% lower SVithanin the
absence of thmtervention This implies that the beneficiaries would have scored 9.6% hayher

the SVI compaed to in the absence of the interventidrhe causal effect of social protection
intervention on social vulnerability was found to be negati®e006%). Taking thenegative
coefficient of ATT as empirical evidencthe beneficiary households have scoregjativéy
(Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) @mpaed to the absence of interventioSocial protection
interventions aimed at promoting livelihood capacity not only through food security programs
but also through basic public serngoef education, health, and agriculture. However, 9.6% is
revealed@ have an insignificant impact, taking the joint aim of the entire public intervetition
basic public goods are delivered, proactive public interventions would be customizezhko

downthe intergenerational effect of social vulnerabilBgcauseamplifying effects of exposure
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and sensitivity on social vulnerability can be reduced through various public intervertiss.
study suggests the provision imitegrated proactive, productive, and evidendeasedSPk to
alleviate social vulnerability.

Keywords: Social Protection; Livelihood assets, Social vulnerability, Public pol&gcial

Vulnerability Index

Introduction

Historically, social protection policies were first introduced in developing countries following
the Second Worl@ivar (Merrien, 2013) In its legal context,he right to social protectiowas
protected in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDQHKWich was ratified in 1948
and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Réglusted by the United
Nations in 1976(Moyn, 2014) Until the early 1990s, social protection occupied a peripheral
place in dominant development thinking, largely because it was viewed as relevant mainly to the
social security systems of affluent countries or to contributory simsatance schemes serving
workers in the formal sect§Merrien,2013).To alleviate social vulnerability anoking the poor
out of poverty,Ethiopia has been implementing different poverty redacand food security
policiesfor the last two decad¢Pegye 2013.

Ethiopia has shown great progress in improving tlaestf food securityHowever, as the
economy is dependent on unpredictable rainfall -sdficiency and assuring the sustainability
of livelihoods remain major challenge®r society and the governmentThe Ethiopian
government launchethe Food Security Program (FSP) in 2003 d@hd Productive Safety Net
Program (PSNP)n 2005 which provides predictable safety net support Hooically food
insecure peopléVorld Bank 2017).In comparisorto the worldwide coverag€45%)), the social
protection coverage is found to bmwver (17%) in Africa (ILO, 2018)and 8.3% in Ethiopia
(World Bank, 2015)

Experts from various disciplines ud#ferent definitions ofvulnerability, which lead$o diverse
measurement$o serve their purpose and interegfaul, 2013). The riskbased mdels for
vulnerabilityemphasizehe conceptual link between people and their environiiiduruzzaman,
2016;Imranet al.,2015 Singhet al.,2014; Sherbinin2014). Vulnerability is made upof the
characteristics of a person or group and their situsittwat influence their capacity to anticipate,

cope with, resist and recover from the impact of natural ha£&8rdgh 2014). The conception
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of sogal vulnerability mainly focuseson natural hazards and climate change (Gaillard, 2010;
Mitchell and Tanner, 2030

Social wlnerability is a broad concept, encompassing not only income vulnerability but also
such risks as those related to healtldthose resulting from violence arsbcial exclusionall of

which can have dramatic effects ¢ime socieeconomic lives ofhouseholds(Coudouel and
Hentschel, 2000)Nevertheless this study assumessocid vulnerability as a function of
livelihood capacity,exposure sensitivity componenisand access to rural livelihood assets
public intervention and local public institutions are commonly assumed as social determinants
In Ethiopig there are some studi¢sloddinott et al., 201,8Wondim, 2018; Adimassuand
Kessler, 2015Yibrah, 2014 conducted on the impact @ublic interventions athe program
level. However, assessing the impact of a single progsésocial protections not enough to
determine the impact of social protection intervergiom alleviating social vulnerabilitympact
evaluation is used in policy studies for formative and summative purpBesgles this, the
existing literature on social protection interventitiasignored the role of local public sectors in
mitigating socal vulnerability. Therefore pragmatic evidence is needed to analymeimpact of
social protection intervention asleviating social vulnerabilityin one way and supporting the
livelihood capacity of rural households in the other wEis studyis devotedto exploringthe
impact of social protection intervention (SPI) on alleviating social vulneralmlithe estern

zone oftheTigrai Regional state of Ethiopia

Conceptual framework

Despite the National Social Protection Policy (NSPP) of Ethiopia involves many social
protection interventions and programs, the scope of this study is limited to four focus areas such

as social safety net, livelihood and employment schemes, social imgyrand addressing
inequality of access to basic serviadssocial protection and two major prograrvsoreover,

both Productive Safety Net Program (PSNfWdHo us eh ol ds &6 Asset Buil din
are combined into FSP and this FSP is supposed asdjoe social protection intervention to

affect the Social Vulnerability condition of rural househdéigure 1).
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Figurel. Conceptuaframeworkof thestudy

Researchmethodology

Description of thestudy area

The Tigrairegional statés foundin northen Ethiopia,andit is made upof seven administrative
zones.According to its geographic and demographic setip Easternzoneis droughtprone
(Gebrehiwet et al., 201&ndGebru et al., 200)8and socially insecure inomparisonto other

zones The Zone is then divided inteighteendistricts The Eastern Zonés among the seven
administrative zones of Tigrai, which is surrounded by the Afar region toedkg the
southeastertzone to thesouth, the Central Zone to thevest, and Eritrea to theorth. This zone

is among the seven administrat@z@nes of the region, which has been highly suffefiog its

nearby geopolitical instability and conflicts with Eritr@4aile and Singh, 2025The Population

and Housing Census report projected the population of the Eastern Zone in 2020 to be 855,343,
with a rural share of 80.2% and an urban share of 19.8% of the total population (CSA, 2013). In
the same census, the two largest ethnic groups reported motieisare th& egaru(95.32%) and

Erob (3.78%), and other groups have only 0.9% share of the total populdtenlimate of this

zone is classified into three agetimatic resourceshighland, representing 73.4 %; Maltitude
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12.6%; and lowland, 14% dhe total area (Desalegn, 201Bue to its natural situation and
topography, the rural lives of thimne are difficult. In spite of the fact that the environment is
characterized by unsuitable farming land, deforestation, and less soil fertility, beffeyheat

and maize are major cereal crops cultivated in this &wéa. fruit locally called BELES® i s
common in the summer season. In the winter season, farmers exercise the local irrigation system
and produce potatoes, tomatoes, onions, cabbagen gehili and other vegetablesThe
environment is characterized by unsuitable farming land, deforestation, and less soil fertility. In
this environment, the farming systentnaditional,andrain mainly startfrom June ane@ndsin
mid-September (Haileand Singh, 2025)Geographically, this study is undertaken in four

systematically selected rural districts located in Eastern Zone of Tigrai.

Sampling techniquanddata collection
In a multistage sampling technique, the sample size was calculatedvifall the equation
suggested by Bryman (2016).

NZg;2°P(1—P)
e2(N-1)+Zg;2*P(1-P)

From the 11,712 households living in Erob, Ganta Afeshum, Gulo Mekeda, and Hawuzen
districts, 581 households were calculated as a sample timagh the questionnaire properly
filled and collected reduced the sample size to 471 households. Thereforaypdata were
collected from 471 sample rural households through aasefiinistrationquestionnaire. To
support the validity of data collectehroughquestionnaireskey informant interviews among
selected civil servants working in bureauslatbor andsocial affairs, agriculture, health, and
education of each district were conducted.

Based on the structure of the questionnaire, the resultiseosummary of livelihood capacity,
househol ds cal publc anstisutionts mature of sectoral integratipo and public
interventionsare presentedlhe target respondents were requested to rate howirttesgcted

with potential exposure and sensitivity components of social vulnerability using dichotomous
guestions.To evaluate the impact of policy interventjdhis studyapplied a causal research
design, which consided a form of conceptual framewotkat guideghe study ofcauseeffect
relationships(Schrekenberg2010) Guo and Frase2014) reveal thgbtrogram evaluation

answers the questipid @ Wwhat extent can the net difference observed in outcomes between
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treated and netreated groups be attributed teetinterventiofo In this regard, selected public
interventions are collectively considered cayseBile social vulnerability is considered an
effect. Conceptually, this papereveals the counterfactual impact of social protection
intervention on social vulnerabilitacross the counterfactual analysis, the target respondents are
divided into treated groups (those wivere beneficiaries of selected public interverd)aanda
control group(those whowere norbeneficiaries Therefore, this theory of policy analyss

used to compare the counterfactual impactedécted publienterventiors on alleviating social
vulnerability and supporting the livelihood capacity of rural househdlglst is discussed under

the following section,the Average TreatmenkEffect of the Treated ATT) is calculated to
measure the outcome indicator SVI scored by beneficiaries of selected public intervention

compared to how much they would have scored withogiviag the benefit.

Data analysis

Model specification

A statistical technique calledactor analysi@is applied to construche Social Vulnerability
Index (SVI) and Propensity Score Matching (PStd)measure the counterfactual impact of
selected sociglrotection interventios

Aggregating Livelihood Capacity Index (LCI)

A total of 31 indicators of livelihood asseis reducedto five livelihood capitals and then
indexed into ond.Cl. Factor analysiss used as a variable reduction technique to turn related
variables into one composite ind&o measure these livelihood assets, a sequential process such
as indicator selection, selection of analysis scale, assessment of indicator measurement error,
data normalization UNDP, 2010) scaling, weighting, and aggregati@ssumed by Eric (2014)

are demonstrated.

Vi= — (1)
Where, VI:Indicator score |, vi: Original sxe value of an indicator | (I>0¥min: The lowest
values, and Xmax: The highest value obtained from the housef@dsalculate the score of

each determinant that contributese@mchsulb-componentEquation2 is adaptedirom Nguyen
(2015).

3 # = )
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Where, SC: score ofubcomponents Vi: average score ofleterminantsi (i>0), N: total
determinantg12) in a subcomponentMoreover, Livelihood Capital Index @ggregated using

the next linear equation (Sullina, 2002).

z

T o Lam— ©)
Where,LCI: Livelihood Capacitylndex, SCi: score of subomponentgcapital i), ni: numbeof
determinants in subomponent I, N: Total livelihood capita(§). Besides this, Nine and Ten
indicators are respectively used to construct sensitivity and exposure compbimeilg, three
subcomponent indexes namely livelihocapacityindex, exposte index, and sensitivity index
are combined to create an aggregated SVI.

SVI = EI*SI*(1-LCl) 4
Where, SVI stands forSocial Vulnerability IndexgEl stands forExposure Index; S$tands for
Sensitivity Index and LCI stands forLivelihood Capacity Index that measures the adaptive
ability of an HH to cope with or recover from various shocks. Followimg Sustainable
Livelihoods Framework (SLF), this study is summarized witnerability context, livelihood
asset analysis, and estingl®useholds' level of social vulnerability.
Propensity Score Matching (PSM)
To estimatethe counterfactual impact of an intervention on alleviating social vulnerability, this
study applies toa nonexperimental statisticahethodcalled PSM. After being introduced by
Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983), PSM is more common in economics and medical résisaanh.
algorithm that matches participants and 4pamticipants based on the conditiopabbability of
participation given th@bservable characteristicki,(2012). In a simple definitionPSM is an
alternative method of observing the differences between the beneficiaries abdnediciaries
of a particular interventionThe key objectiveof the PSM is to replace many confounding
covariates in an observational study with one function of these covariates (Li, 2012). It is worth
noting that PSM helps to compafactual scenarios with the counterfactual scenariByg.
definition, the counterfstual scenario cannot be observed, because it is defined as what did not
happen KHub, 2019).The function captures the likelihood of FSP participants receiving a
treatment based avbserved covariates. The estimated propensity score is then used ay the onl
confounding covariatéo adjust for all of the covariates that gaa the estimation. Generally,

propensity score modeling always begins with the estimation of the conditional probability of
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receiving or not receiving the treatme@uo and Frase014). Then, followed by stratification

of propensity scores, calculation of treatment effect using an appropriate method of statistical
matching and conducting sensitivity analysis to justify that the estimated ATT is robust (Li,
2012). Statistically, the atwe reasoning can be summarized using the following binary logit
regression.

P(x) = Pr(T = 1x) ®)

Where P(x) denotes to Propensity scorejsPa probability, T is the potential outcome 1 for
beneficiaries and 0 otherwise, "|" sign stands for conditional on and x refers to set of covariates
which indicate for prentervention characteristics of the householdising theNearest Neighbor
Matching (NNM) algorithm, the beneficiaries are matched with-beneficiaries who scored the
closest propensity score.he i mpact of FSP for household i,
of potential outcoméetweerthe presence and absence of the intaion.

di=v!-Y° (6)
Equation4.2.3 seeks to evaluate the average effect of FSP on SVI obtained using Average
Treatment Effect (ATE): ATE = B{) = E(Y*7 Y°) (7)

In this case, ATE is defined as the average effect that would be observed if everyone in the
treated and the control groups received treatment, compared with if no one in both group
received treatmer{ti, 2012 Harder et al, 2000 To minimize the possibility of biasness and to
estimate the possible impact of FSP on mitigating the social vulnerability of the beneficiary
households; equatidhis derived from Heckmaet al.(1997).

ATT=E(Y*'TY’|D=1)=E(Y'|D=1)T E(Y’|D =1) (8)

Where E denotes for the Expected valhET for Average Treatment effect on the TreatetisY

the potential average SVI of the beneficiary,i¢’the potential average SVI of ndeneficiary,

D is dummy variable for treatment status equal to 1 if the household receives the benefit and 0
otherwise. The evaluation problem arises from the fact that thdvemeficiary outcome for a
beneficiary indivdual, E(Y° | D =1), can never be observed. AlternativeGuio and Fraser,
(2014) andHeckman et al, (199%ote thathe evaluation oE(Y}D = 1 BE(Y’|D = 0) can be
understood as an effort that uff(§’°|D = 0) to estimate the counterfactual valueE()‘f'0|W: 1).
Besides this, Ahmed (2010) assumes that thepaoticipants (D=0) are eligible for the program

and did not participate which implies condition§l §n the potential covariates. The central

interest of the evaluation is not in the factual eadéiE(YO|D = 0) but in the counterfactual mean
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of E(YO|D = 1). ATT is the most common counterfactual impact indicator of interest (Essama,
2006). In this study, ATT measures the outcome indicator SVI scored by beneficiaries of FSP
compared to how much thevould have scored without receiving the bendfloreover, the
statistical Ftest is applied to measure the statistical significance of the mean difference of SVI

between beneficiaries and nbaneficiaries.

Results and discussion

Demographi@andsocio-economigprofile of therespondents

The demographic profile of the studied households shows that males constitute a slightly higher
proportion (53%) compared to females (47%). In terms of education, the majority of respondents
have attended elementary ech (54%), followed by those with secondary education (20.6%),
while only a small fraction reached college level and above (3.8%), indicating generally low
levels of higher education. Most households live with their families (89%), with only a small
propotion residing elsewhere (11%). Among those living away, the majority are still within
Ethiopia (72%), compared to those living abroad (28%). Regarding household members living
elsewhere, sisters (27%) and brothers (25.9%) make up the largest sharegdftofathers
(24.4%), while mothers (4.5%) and others (3%) represent much smaller proportions. The main
reason for living elsewhere is employment (33.4%), which is notably higher than other purposes
such as education (18%) and military service (15.7%ggesting that economic factors are the

primary driver of mobility among household memb@rable J).
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Table 1 Demographigrofile of thestudiedhousehatls

Variables Category Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 1,214 53.0
Female 1,085 47.0
Educationevel Children 208 9.0
llliterate 264 11.5
Elementary School 1,248 54.0
Secondarygchool 475 20.6
College and above 88 3.8
Living arrangement  With family 2,048 89.0
Somewhere&lse 266 11.0
Location ofresidence in Ethiopia 191 72.0
Outside Ethiopia 75 28.0
Household members Fathers 65 24.4
living elsewhere
Mothers 12 4.5
Sisters 72 27.0
Brothers 69 25.9
Others 8 3.0
Major purposes for  Employment 89 334
Living elsewhere
Military service 42 15.7
Education 48 18.0
Otherpurposes 9 3.38

The nonbeneficiaries were scoredith relatively betteroff livelihood capacity on selected
economic indicatorasshown in Table ZThe mean values sklected indicatorisdicate that the
beneficiaries had fewer roomsltd a fewer number of e, had alower size of farming laneh
hectars, had alower livestock capacity, andvere characterized by loweannual cereal
productivity in comparison tthe non-beneficiariesFrom tis result,jt can be concludethat the
poor households were targetadbeneficiaries following theninimum eligibility criteria, which

arespecifiedunderthe PSNRmplementation manual
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Table2. Socio-economiqorofile of bereficiariesandnon-beneficiaies of FSP

Beneficiaried172] Non-beneficiarie§299] Mean

i i i o difference
Selected sockeconomic variables Mean Std. Mean Std. Deviation

Deviation
Number of rooms 2.35 0.74 2.41 0.79 -0.06
Quantity of oxen 1.01 0.74 141 0.70 -0.4
Size of own farming land in hectare 1.226 0.64 1.38 0.789 -0.154
Estimatedivestock capacity in Birr 235738'3 13571.46 32297' 16508.21 -9159.03
Eitrlmated annual income from cereal i 2459 04 6057 28 8649 1 8555.10 -1193.06
Estimated annuql income peousehold 42467.3 16537.16 47959. 21230 32 -5491.89
from all sources in Bifr 1 2

Basicpublic interventions

In the Ethiopian public management context, social protection intervention is the major mandate

of the Ministry ofLabor and Social Affairs (MoLSA)As statedn the National Social Protection

Policy (NSPP)this ministeriakector has the legitimate power and responsibilityeiorer basic

social protectionnterventions through its regional, district, and villdgeel wingsto protect the

welfare of the people in collaboration with other public and prigsdéeholdersHence the
evidence concerning tar g eublicimtervestienhaod lacgublicac c e s s
sectors such as labor and social affaaggiculture, health, andeducation iscomparatively

analyzed under thisection.

Access tdood security programs (FSPs)

The respondents were asked whether they participatixe direct support or public work form

of FSP. The resul regarding the selfeported form of intervention, the number of beneficiaries
per household, and the monthly amount ahsfer are presented in TaldeAccording to the
implementation manuals of the Food Security Program (FSP) and PSNP, the labor force,
livelihood capacity and cause of food insecurity are among the minimum eligibility criteria to
select the target beneficiaries either under direct supportherpublic work form of
interventions. For instance, poor rural households are tarfmtelirect support if they a not

have adult members who could participate in public works. Consequently, in their form of
support, 124 (73.8%) beneficiaries belonged to PSNP (direct and public work), while 44 (26.2%)

At official exchange rate, 1 UBollarswas equialent to 29 Ethiopian Birr, despite the rate in black market varies
from Birr 50 to 60 depending on the location.
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respondents belonged to HABPIABP provides diversified technical assistance to target
beneficiaries. The technical assistance focuses on farming capacity buddnharie, 201land
supports members to get credit access from various financial institutlahsSA, 2016). In all
forms of nterventions, between and 3 people are reported as average beneficiaries per
household. Furthermore, the target beneficiaries in public works and direct support lotla¢ed in
Hawuzen district have been paid the highest monthly equivalent asset trsd&6 Birr and
791 Birr, respectively. Due to inflation in food pricg the average value of transfer in all
districts of this survey is fountb be nearly twice the average value of transfer (Birr 316.8)
revealed byfeshome (2016).

Table3. Forms of intervention and number of beneficiaries per household

Forms of Erob Ganta Afeshum Gulo Mekeda Hawuzen Total

interventioih Freq. Transfer Freq. Transfer Freq. Transfer Freq. Transfer Freq.
Direct support 6 632 5 540 21 785.5 15 791 47
Public work 14 903 17 768 26 897 20 1076 77
Technical 10 ) 13 ) 11 - 10 - 44
assistance

Total/Average 30 767.5 35 654 58 841.25 45 933.5 168

NB: The average transfer was supposed to be 15Kg of grain + 3Kg of pulse + 1.5 litter of oil per Month per
beneficiary if paid in food (personal interview, 2018) amel value of food transfer is calculated throdgBirr/kg
as the average price for grat6 Birr/Kg for pulse and 30 Birr/litter fouil.

Protective, preventive, and promotive impacts are underliméide National Social Protection
Policy as the major outcomes of the social protection interverfigure 2 summarizes the
perception of the beneficiaries on the impact of public interventiartieir livelihood capacity.

So, while the program had a protective impact on the livelihood capacity of 80 beneficiaries, it
had preventive and promotive impacts on 39 and 42 households, respectively. However, very
few (7) target respondents believeattthe program was encouraging food dependency. From
the perception of the majoritpf beneficiaries located in each district, one can conclude that
these publicinterventions have been successfully achieving their expected outcomes. In
contradiction to tts, the practice of PSNP the Bale Zone othe ®utheast part of Ethioplaas
characterizedby alack of monitoring and evaluation of structures, low paymand limited

awareness of beneficiaried/€lteji et al., 201).
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Figure 2 District-wisebe n e f i @arcaption ersttianpact of thentervention
The respondents were askibe reason why they had no acces§$# support(Figure 3) and
among 299 notbeneficiaries101 (33.1%Yyespondentbelievedthat it wasbecause othe unjust
decisionof the committegswhile 90 (30.1%)respondentseplied that they havegraduated
before this surveyMoreover, while 74 (24.7%) respondents mentioned other reasolysa
few, 34 (11.4%) nonbeneficiaries were fountb haverelatively better livelihood capacitthan
other householdsAs far as the witness shared by the informpnblic servant@§limited quota
allocated to their districts, and limited knowledge of househdicelihood capacityarereported
as the major obstacles affang the performance of social protection schem@serall
assessmeniVelteji et al. (201Y reveals wrong inclusion and exclusion of beneficiaries, poor
monitoring management, low level of cooperation of concerned officials, and absence of
manpowerin remote areas among the challenges commonly faced during the implemeuttation
FSP

150
101 90
100 74
34 .8
0
Good Due to unjust Previously Other reasons
livelihood decision graduated
asset EFreq. @%

Figure 3. Reason for no benefit from any FSP
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In addition to the comparative soe@aonomic profile (Table 19f therespondentand the major
reasons why thenajority had noaccess to FSErigure 2) the respondents were requested to
provide their insighinto the methodéollowed bythe concerned organ selecteneficiariedor
any public intervention Table 4indicatesthat the methodshat were used to determine the
beneficiaries were faand participativeaccording tdl67 (56%)nonbeneficiariesand108 (63%)
beneficiares and 190 (63.5%) noheneficiaries and 88 (51.2%) beneficiargspondents
respectivelyln both fairness and participatiom the interventions, the majorityf beneficiaries
revealedpositive insight in comparison to the nbaneficiariesIn this regard, the households
who were interviewed about the fairness of the social protection caetsitiiecisiorstated,
fialthough they cannot represent the entire members of the committee, therdeareunfair
members who wanted to use their membership as a good opportunity to benefit certain
households in favor of family, benefits, and relationghips

Tabled. R e s p o nidsghtintestlie methods of selecting beneficiar{d31)

Methods of selecting beficiaries into publi Access to FSP

supports No (freq.) Yes (freq.) Total freq.

Fair No 132 64 196

Yes 167 108 275

Total 299 172 471

Participative No 109 84 193

Yes 190 88 278

Total 299 172 471

Access tdrasicpublic services
In the Ethiopian context, every citizen has the constitutional right to get equal access to publicly

funded social services (FDRE, 1995). Besides this, addressing inequality of access to basic
public services is mentioned as the fourth focus area in tHePNBolicy context and inter
sector al l inkages are additional component s
public institutions (DFID, 2000). As publicgoods providers, thelabor andsocial affairs,
agriculture, health andeducation sectorare linked withinthe conceptuasustainabldivelihood
framework DFID, 2008) In this case, these sectors are local public institutions where the
dedications of public management and policies are implemented. The respondents were asked
dichotomous quegins to estimate their access to selected Ipadilic services. The distriatise
de<riptive result shown in Table ifdicates that the majority of respondents had limgeckss

to basic servicewith LSAS compaedto other sectors. Selected basic pub&cvice with higher
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percentage valgeare supposed to be accessible sesyiaad they can directly or indirectly
affect the livelihood capacity of the household®wever, the opinion of the respondents from
all districts indicates that basic servicesclsuas social support to orphanseople with
disabilities and unemployedpeople immediate intervention response against insecuaityl
training opportuniesfrom nearby TVET centers are found inaccessible to the mapfrityral
households. To indicate how access&sicpublic servicess with access to political power,
Cutter et al. (2003¥lebatecthat livelihood capacity is dependent on access to political power.
This relationship suggests that limited access or lackcokss to basic public services can

determine househol dsd | evel of |ivelihood cap
Table5. District-wiseho u s e haocksd t&hasicpublic services (%)
Public Access to selected basic services Erob  Ganta Gulo Hawuzen Chi-
sectors Afeshum Mekeda square
Laborand Have you ever received food support 68 44 47 43.5 18.6*
Social Any nonfood support from the government 47 35 38 39.9 3.52
QE?;;SU Social assistan_ce freoplewith disability 47 52.4 31.6 50.4 13.69*
(LSAS) Is there anysocial support for oldiged person 65 56 80 62 17.31*
Is there any social support for orphans 47.8 495 31.6 71.3 39.3
Any support to unemployed person 20.9 26.7 8.8 26 45.13
Immediate response during social insecurity 39  46.7 22 52 27.37*
Closefollow-up against childnarriage 66 61 71.3 92 32*
Are you satisfied with the services you get 44 52 46 84 28.1
Agriculture  Modern inputs are available on time 55.7 46.7 88 90 34.9*
and Rural  Fairness of cost of fertilizer 443 457 56.6 85 50.43*
development Access to credit for modern inputs 56.5 48.6 69 73 18.42*
Bureau Extension service is given on time 80 62.9 97 95 38
(ARDS) Is Farmers Training Center (FTC) functional 67.8 66.7 94.9 93.9 27.98
Are you satisfied with the services you get 54 39.6 76 61 17.93
Health Is there free treatment of malaria 76.5 55 88 91 31.2
Bureau (HS) Is malnutrition treatment given to children 88 73 98 94 7.64
Is health extension given deto-door 57 55 85 97 48.75
Is there free training on familylanning 445 429 58 92.2 24.17*
Have you evereceivedhealthcare exemption 49.6 52 57 54 1.64
Education Is Adult education service nearly available 33.9 26 36 46 16.42
Bureau (EB) The current education system is good 65 54 61 67 26.1
Elementary school is nearly available 36 53 39 56 17.65
Every child above 7 years old is enrolled 62 505 69. 93 37.72
Have you evereceivedanytrainingfrom 38 21 13.7 46 41.49
TVET
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For the sake of sustainable public interventions, local public sectors are supposed to provide
integrated services to the people. The impact of access to basic public Senabes and social

affairs, agriculture, education, and healthcare sectorsammal vulnerability or livelihood
capacity depends significantly on the extent of institutional integration among local public
sectors Hence, the target respondents were requested to evaluate the nature of horizontal
integration between selected publectrs, and th result is presented in Table Accordingly,
aboveaverage respondentsted high integration betweerabor and social affairs and
agriculture, andagriculture andhealth sectors. Less horizontal integration is found betwsdzor
andsocid affairs andhealth sectors and theelucation andhealth sectors. As a good experience,

the official reports obtained from the labor and social affairs of Ganta Afeshum and Hawuzen
Woredasindicate thatdelivering free healthcare services to those whonagebers of health
insuranceand retirees ofthe army force and their family members are among the social
responsibilities the health and labor and social affairs sectors are jointly working.

As far as the formality of institutional integration is concerned, the pulsigvants who
participated in the FGD revealed that the coordination among public institutions was more
per sonal than institutional. T h B thedaeal publici pant ¢
bureaus could have a joint budget and plan, there are many strategic and routine activities
where the employees should work together For i nstance, there are
receiving some financial support from our staff, but we aeatle to help more than four or

five orphans or any other needy children because there is no formal procedure beyond the
limited social protection service delivered through the bureau of labor and social affairs
Taking these opinions as empiri@lidence we can conclude that the extent of institutional
integrationamong the local public sectors is not structured in the conducive way to address basic
sociceconomic challenges of the public.
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Table6. Perceptions of respondents on the degreestitutional integratiorfN = 471)

Selected public sectors and their expected % of respondents who believe  Chi-
institutional form of integrations High Less No Square
integration integration integration Test
Labor andsocial affairs sector withegriculture 54.6 42.9 2.2 0.968
Labor andsocial affairs sector with thdealth 41.2 53.1 5.7 6.08
Labor andsocial affair with the education 42.5 48.4 9.1 3.8
Agriculture sector with thaealth 65 28.9 6.2 7.43
Agriculture with the Education 46.3 45.6 8.1 0.242
Education sector with theealth 37 55 8.1 0.244

The descriptive result tells the perception of the respondents on whether the six objectives of
social protection policy wergnplementedor not presented distrietvise in Table7. There isa

large 