Journal of Sustainable Development in Africa (Volume 25, No.1, 2023)
ISSN: 1520-5509

Pennsylvania Western University, Clarion, Pennsylvania

DETERMINANTS OF FOOD SECURITY AMONG HOUSEHOLDS ORGANIZED AND NON-
ORGANIZED IN SELF-HELP GROUPS IN DEBRE-MARKOS CITY AND GOZAMIN DISTRICT OF
NORTHWESTERN ETHIOPIA

Adane Yenealem?, Degefa Tolossa?, Esubalew Abate®

1Addis Ababa University, College of Development Studies, Center for Food Security and Development, Ethiopia)
2Addis Ababa University, College of Development Studies, Center for Rural Development, Ethiopia)
3Addis Ababa University, College of Development Studies, Center for Rural Development, Ethiopia)

ABSTRACT

The study investigated the food security determinants of households that were organized and non-organized in self-help
groups in Debre-Markos City and Gozamin District, Northwest Ethiopia. Survey data were collected from 492 households.
We used Household Food Insecurity Access Scale, binary logistic regression and descriptive statistics to analyze the data. It
is found that age, marriage, education, membership in health insurance, training on business development and harmful
practices, child protection and gender equality, access to loans from self-help groups and availability of small ruminants were
statistically significantly associated with the household food security of self-help group members. Similarly, membership in
health insurance, availability of electrical appliances, and ownership of ornaments were statistically significantly associated
with the household food security of non-organized households. In conclusion, the finding revealed that households organized
in self-help groups have a higher number of food security determinants than non-organized households. The finding suggests
that the activities of the self-help group approach increased the size of food security determinants. This implies that, by

empowering the most marginalized women, the approach paves the avenue for sustainable development opportunities.
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INTRODUCTION

Background to Global Hunger and Food Insecurity

Among the seventeen Sustainable Development Goals for 2030, attaining zero hunger, food security, and advanced nutrition
is worth mentioning (UN, 2015). However, food security has remained a global concern even after eight years of the
implementation of the plan. While it can be defined as a situation when all people have physical, economic, and social access
to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences at all times to live active and
healthy lives (FAO, 1996), attaining the required level of food security has remained a challenge. IFPRI, Concern Worldwide
and Welthungerhilfe (2017) and Welthungerhilfe and Concern Worldwide (2018-2022) reports clearly indicate that child

wasting, child stunting, and child mortality in Ethiopia is at alarming levels (Fig, 1).
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Figure 1: Six Years Trends in GHI
Sources: IFPRI, et al. (2017) and Welthungerhilfe and Concern Worldwide (2018-2022) reports
The same report revealed that in Africa, countries like the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Burundi, Somalia, South
Sudan, Libya, Chad, the Central African Republic, and Madagascar were the most hunger-affected countries in the past six
reporting years. FAO (2017) reported that the prevalence of food insecurity in Sub-Saharan Africa and Eastern Africa stood
at 26 and 28 percent, based on 2016 data. Generally, progress toward the 2030 goal of ending hunger is challenged by
multiple factors. According to Welthungerhilfe and Concern Worldwide (2021), Ethiopia is one of the African countries
(such as South Sudan, Nigeria, Somalia, and the Central Republic of Africa) that are experiencing the most severe hunger
situation in the reporting year. The drivers of the hunger crisis are too many and context-specific. Sources such as FAO,
ECA, and AUC (2021) have noted the unaffordability of healthy diets and economic slowdowns and downturns as critical
drivers of hunger that amplify the negative impacts of violent conflict, drought, and climate change. Other reports further
listed Inequality, climate change, covid-19 pandemic, conflict, war, forced displacement, migration and inappropriate
policies, and inadequate resource allocation as the main causes of hunger, extreme poverty, and food insecurity (IFPRI,
Welthungerhilfe, and Concern Worldwide, 2017-2022). It is also important to understand that such global, continental, and
regional reports can obscure the ground realities, and worst conditions can be expected at household and individual levels.

The implication is that countries like Ethiopia and their most vulnerable community groups, such as women and children,
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would experience the worst scenarios. Furthermore, the reports are indicative of the fate of the next generations as the hunger
indices are constructed from undernourishment, child wasting, child stunting, and child mortality that show the negative

impact of the hunger situation on children’s physical, mental, cognitive, and emotional development.

Sustainable Development and the Concept of Sustainability

Development can be defined from social, economic and environmental perspectives and conceived as people-centered,
participatory and bottom-up endeavor that stimulate the social, economic, cultural and political lives of people (Schafer,
Haslam, & Beaudet, 2011). According to UN (1987), all human beings have the right to development and everyone has the
right to participate in, contribute to and enjoy economic, social, cultural and political development outcomes. Furthermore,
Todaro and Smith (2015) assert that development encompasses social, cultural, political, economic and psychological
advancements and denounce the definition of development using economic indicators. On the other hand, Enders and Remig
(2015) noted that sustainable development centers on human development, encompasses inter-generational and intra-
generational justice, considers global outlooks and pays attention to the conservation of nature. The same source shines on
the necessity of talking about sustainable development within human rights® lens as mutually reinforcing and conditioning

components.

Similar to sustainable development, sustainable livelihood is high in the global agenda (Srinivas, 2021) and is one of the
terms being used in development studies. Given the possible variations among writers’, Chambers and Conway (1991),
Scoones (2009), Valdés-Rodriguez and Pérez-Vazquez (2011) explained sustainable livelihoods as a combined effort and
outcome of capabilities, assets and activities required for a means of living that can cope with and recover from stress and

shocks that provide sustainable opportunities for future generations across the globe.

While Adato and Meinzen-Dick (2002) have listed human, social, financial, natural and physical livelihood assets, FHI 360
(2014) has included political asset as the sixth component. In a similar fashion, the concept of empowerment centers itself on
reducing, at best removing, inequalities of all kinds and Ghanghas (2018) has explained empowerment as a growing
economic, social and spiritual capability of individuals and communities. For some scholars (like Mandal, 2013), the concept
of empowerment has replaced the term ‘development’ in the present day discourse. As Mokta (2014), empowerment can be

cognitive, psychological, economic, political, and physical.

Overview of Household Food Security Determinants

Household food security determinants are too many, culture-sensitive, and natural, acquired, and change over time and space.
According to FHI 360 (2014), household food security determinants can be classified as human, physical, social, financial,
natural, and political assets. The same source has noted that each domain is composed of several elements that are suitable for
intervention and measurement. Household food security determinants would have a positive or negative influence depending

on the geographic, socio-cultural, political, economic, and other contexts of the study population.

! Fundamental human rights issues would include freedom from discrimination, injustice, and threats to personal security. It would also
mean the freedom of participation, the realization of individual potential, and decent work without exploitation (UNDP, 2000).
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Food security determinants at global and continental/regional levels: FAO (2017) reported that in Africa, Sub-Sahara, and

Eastern Africa, food insecurity drivers include conflict, climate change, and variability. In the rural context where agricultural
activities are typical sources of household income and the mainstay of household food security, Osarfo, Senadza, and
Nketiah-Amponsah (2016) have noted that non-farm economic activities in South-East Asia and Northern Ghana are crucial
sources of income and household food security. The study has indicated that diversifying household income through farm and
nonfarm economic activities increases employment, household income, and, indirectly, agricultural production and
productivity. The findings of Mutiah and Istigomah (2017) revealed that the educational level of the household head and
household income have positive associations with food security while family size has a negative effect on household food
security in rural Indonesia while age was found as having no significant role on food security in urban Indonesia.
Dagnaygebaw (2019) has also noted that causes of food insecurity in Africa and other third-world nations include natural
factors like drought, extreme weather events, pests, livestock diseases and climate change and human-induced such as

conflicts, political instability, corruption, rapid population growth, and aid dependence.

Food security determinants in the Ethiopia context: In Ethiopia, several studies have identified several explanatory variables

that influence household food security. For example, Mequanent, Birara, and Tesfalem (2014) have identified the educational
level of the head of the household, household size, dependency ratio, use of agricultural input, and number of oxen the
household owned as important household food security determinants in rural Ethiopia. Furthermore, food insecurity is more
prevalent in rural Ethiopia than in urban settings (Mequanent, et al., 2014; Wondim, Kefale, Genenew, & Belete, 2022).
Other studies indicated that poor soil fertility, shortage of land, drought, farmland degradation, frost attack, low cash income,
poor agricultural technologies, inadequate agricultural extension services, low labor productivity, and poor social and/or
infrastructure are household food security barriers (Dagnaygebaw, 2019; Mequanent, et al., 2014; Tewodros & Fikadu,
2014). These same sources indicated that borrowing from village money lenders, failure to use loans for investment alone,
selling crops immediately after harvest, livestock renting out, and disintegrated farming system, high food price,
unpredictable and untimely safety net support, a lack of training opportunities, and lack of confidence are significantly
affecting household food security in some parts of rural Ethiopia. Tewodros and Fikadu (2014) have further identified off-
farm income, access to food aid programs, and the number of contacts with agricultural extension workers as important

household food security promoters in rural Ethiopia.

In urban Ethiopia, drivers that positively influence household food security include the educational status of the household
head, household income from different sources like gifts and remittances, household income, and ownership of a bank
account, while variables like age and household size negatively influence household food security (Ejigayhu & Abdi-Khalil,
2013).

In addition to their diversity in type, similar types of household food security determinants do not influence household food
security in the same direction or with the same strength. For instance, Mequanent, et al. (2014) argued that, as the age of the
household head increases, the probability of the household falling into the food secure category increases, while

Dagnaygebaw (2019) has found a negative relationship between age and household food security. The issue would be the



extent to which the characteristics of some of the variables such as age and household size were elaborated in the study
process so that confounding and lurking variables are fully addressed during the construction of data collection tools and data
analysis stages. For example, one can gain experience with increasing age. In such cases, there would be a positive
relationship between the productive age group and household food security while this may not continue as productivity
would deteriorate with aging because of losses of energy and motivation. Similarly, dependency ratio and household food
security can demonstrate a better correlation than household size and household food security. If the largest proportion of the
household members is active and productively engaged in economic activities, then, a positive association is expected

between household size and food security, otherwise not.

The Self-Help Group Approach in Ethiopia

In order to address the root causes of hunger, food insecurity, and other forms of vulnerability, development practitioners
design and roll out different intervention models. The Self-Help Group Approach (SHGA) is one such model. Furthermore,
there are studies that identify the roles of different empowerment approaches, such as SHGA and other savings and credit

groups, in household food security.

Savings and credit groups are among the grassroots community-based organizations that provide special attention to saving
and credit services for their members. The shared belief of the approach is that lack of savings and inability to access
affordable credit services are among the fundamental drivers of human misery. Multiple saving groups can operate in a given
country or locality, following their own purposes and principles. The Rotating Saving and Credit Association can be
considered one of the oldest and most common types of such groups. Its members can be neighboring women and men
(mixed) or family members, members pool a fixed amount of saving within the agreed cycle of time and all members take the
sum of money they saved turn-by-turn using the lottery method. Alternatively, bid and decision methods can be applied in the
group (Saqgib, Ahmad, & Nazir, 2017). This resembles Ethiopia’s centuries-old Iqub method (ILO, 2009). Saving and Internal
Lending Communities is the other form of saving group (15-30 persons) which provides saving and internal lending services
(3-6 months) for its self-selected members. One life cycle could be 8-12 months. For this cycle, the field agent is assigned by
the promoting organization that can be certified as Private Service Provider afterward. The maximum amount of loan a
member can get is equal to the amount of money a member has saved. By the end of the cycle, group members can share-out
their savings and profit accrued from interest (CRS, 2010, 2012 & 2019). Saving and Credit Cooperatives are another form of
saving group providing saving, credit, and insurance services for its members. Conceived in 1846 in Germany, the society
primarily aims at meeting the saving and credit needs of its members. They can also grow into formal banks (Getachew,
2006). In addition to members’ savings, they can take loans from formal financial sources for their members. Members are
often mixed and unlimited in number. They can be formally recognized as cooperative societies, affiliated with the
government (Mekonnen, 2021; Pasara, Makochekanwa, & Dunga, 2021), or remain independent (Getachew, 2006). Iqub is
an informal financial institution in Ethiopia where lottery and auction methods are applicable, depending on members’
agreement, for a member to get the sum of money she or he saved. In Iqub, members share the premium amount of savings

and the sum of money they saved when their turn comes.



Started in 1991 in Niger, the Village Saving and Loan Association is an association of 10-25 self-selected mixed members
who want to create complementary credit access for the members who may or may not have access to formal financial
intermediaries due to various reasons. Saving (which is in the form of the share-purchase system) and interest-bearing credit
services are time-bound (9-12 months). By the end of the term, there is a share-out which would lead to group liquidation.
Members have the right to loan accession that amounts to a maximum of threefold of their savings. Loan terms range from 12
to 26 weeks. Meetings of the association are regular for the first cycle (9-12 months) and meeting frequency may reduce
afterward. Following the end of the first cycle, new members may join, founding members may leave, or the group may
disintegrate. Field officers assist members to organize themselves, enhancing awareness, and building self-confidence and
their resources (Allen & Staehle, 2007; VSL Associates Ltd, 2022). Village Economic and Social Association, on the other
hand, is a group of Productive Safety Net Program beneficiaries in Ethiopia that aim at assisting and empowering the
members to develop a saving culture and get access to credit services from their savings. They have facilitators and thrive on
graduating members from the productive safety net program. It focuses on financial literacy, women empowerment, nutrition,

livelihoods, aspirations, and graduation readiness (Zegeye et al., 2018).

The SHGA takes a slightly different approach to saving groups and an increasingly holistic approach to women's
empowerment. The theoretical background of self-help, which is the focus of this study, traces back to the 1920s humanistic
psychology. Humanistic psychology believes that individuals have an inherent drive towards self-actualization, the process of
comprehending and expressing their own competencies and motivations. It believes that human beings have the ability to
make choices, set goals to pursue, are aware that they can create future events, and seek meaning, value, and creativity. A
very good facilitator is required as a change engine within this theoretical framework. A very good facilitator is one who is
flexible, considers learning a changing experience, and allows others to observe, think, and react the way they do. They can
assist people in becoming self-aware and mindful, thereby changing their state of mind from a set of reactions to healthier
and more productive self-awareness and thoughtful actions. The theory further ascertains that a person has the capacity to
help him or herself if her or his thinking is reoriented positively. For this reorientation, a trained therapist who
unconditionally accepts the person in a problematic situation is necessary (Bland & DeRobertis, 2019). Ranjithab (2016) and
Sail and Kumbharjuvenkar (2013) wrote that SHG is an important tool for the social, economic, political, and cultural
empowerment of marginalized women, thereby emancipating them from cultural and traditional beliefs that

disproportionately drag, harm, and disempower them.

Globally, there are scientific shreds of evidence that show the significance of the SHGA for the psychological, social, and
economic empowerment of the excluded community members and, thereby, their household food security (Atieno, 2017,
Biscaye, True, Clark, Gaas, 2019; Borkman, 1976; Das, 2016; Harris, Anderson, & Gugerty, 2014; Kumar, et al., 2018;
Rathinam & Akudugu, 2014; Sundaram, 2012). Specifically, organizing poor women in SHGs has significant implications
for gender equality, women’s asset acquisition, investment in children’s education and health, domestic saving and
investment, improved household living conditions, members’ primary and reproductive healthcare, agricultural productivity,
women’s decision-making power, subjective wellbeing, and autonomy (Atieno, 2017; Rawat, 2014; Seibel, 2001; Shirisha,
Devi, & Devi, 2017; Swamy & Tulasimala, 2010).



Since the 1980s, Ethiopia has been adapting the concepts and principles of SHGA to initiate and advance the participation
and benefits of poor community groups in the name of "Ras Agez (a local phrase equivalent to self-help). Nevertheless, it was
not able to continue the implementation of the 1980s SHGA initiative, learn from it, and adapt it to its national and local
contexts due to unknown reasons (Gebre, 2015). On the other hand, the two decades (1995 and 2015/6) of economic growth
registered in Ethiopia were less beneficial for the poorest sections of the rural and urban communities due to the less
inclusive and aid-driven nature of the development pathways followed (Planning and Development Commission, 2018). The
SHGA was re-introduced into Ethiopia in 2002 as alternative women’s empowerment, gender equality, and poverty reduction
approach from India through the initiatives of civil society organizations. The features and principles of the SHGA that this
research explored include SHGs comprised of 15-20 members whose objectives and basic activities are to socio-
economically empower the members through organizing regular meetings, mobilizing regular optional amounts of savings,
internal lending, exposure visits, and capacity development pieces of training. Later, SHGs form the next structure called
Cluster Level Associations, which are responsible for forming new groups, strengthening their members, initiating
community-wide development activities, and facilitating institutional linkage. Gradually, SHGs form their Federation as their

representative body.

Statement of the Problem and the Study Objective

Although the number of destitute women organized in SHGA, the amount of saving, internal lending, the number of new jobs
created for themselves, family members, and others, and the geographic coverage where SHGA is being implemented in
Ethiopia are all growing (CoSAP, 2017; DAG, 2014; Gebre, 2015; ODI, 2016; Tearfund, 2015), the researcher was not able
to find scientific research that has explored the determinants of food security among households organized in SHGs and non-
organized households in Ethiopia in general and in the study area socio-economic context in particular. On the other hand,
the principal researcher is one of the pioneering SHGA experts in Ethiopia with extensive national and international exposure
since 2002, as well as an expert who conducted various evaluative studies, developed training materials, and engaged in
advisory work in the field. Such exposures helped the researcher observe the contributions of the SHGA to household income
and women's empowerment and its challenges in scaling up and institutionalizing the approach in Ethiopia. Hence, these
reasons necessitate this study with the objective of investigating the determinants of food security among households
organized and non-organized in the SHGs in Ethiopia, with a particular focus on Debre-Markos City and Gozamin district.
Accordingly, the research question that the paper attempts to address is: What are the factors that determine the food security

status of households’ organized and non-organized in self-help groups?

CONCEPTUAL AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

According to Bland and DeRobertis (2019), human beings are conscious, goal-oriented, search for meaning, are able to select
responsibly and supersede the sum of their parts. KNH (2014) has elaborated that if poor, vulnerable, and voiceless
individuals are organized into homogenous groups, they can gain incredible strengths, become aware of their rights, and
claim them. It is believed that organizing the poor, vulnerable, powerless, and voiceless into homogenous groups and
assisting them to analyze their individual, sociocultural, physical, natural, economic, and political contexts can help them

gain impetus toward food security. These premises are theorized as household food security determinants (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2: Conceptual and analytical framework for household food security determinants

Based on this conceptual and analytical framework, the food security determinants of households organized in SHGs include
the five selected livelihood assets (i.e., human, financial, social, physical, and natural), demographic characteristics (such as
age, marital status, and household size), and place of residence. The activities of the SHGA, such as pieces of training,
regular meetings, rotational leadership, savings and access to internal lending, participation in the social support system,
acquisition of physical and natural assets (enhanced purchasing power), control over resources, and making investment
decisions, positively influence these livelihood assets. The assignment of trained facilitators is also at the center of the
approach. These supports lead to intermediate outcomes such as SHG members’ enhanced awareness about the self, social,
economic, and political environments; a strengthened social support system; a developed culture of regular saving and capital
formation; better entrepreneurship skills; access to affordable loans (from internal sources); women’s meaningful

participation and engagement in economic activities; improved household income; and asset ownership and decision-making.



DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA

The study was conducted in Debre-Markos City and the rural Gozamin district of Ethiopia, Amhara Regional State. Amhara
Regional State has 12 zones and six regio-politan cities. The population of the region is 22,876,999, and East Gojjam is
populated by about 2,779,013 (12%) people. The population of Debre-Markos City and rural Gozamin district was estimated
at 179,041 and 142,173, respectively (Amhara Regional State Finance and Economic Cooperation Bureau, 2021). The region,
Debre-Markos City, and Gozamin district were selected for this study purposefully because 1) the SHGA was started in 2003
so that the study can show the impact of the SHGA on household food security, and 2) the author has been closely supporting
the SHGA in these areas so that he can benefit from his work relationship with regional, zonal, and local administrations and
other SHGA-promoting non-governmental organizations and financial intermediaries in the data collection process.

Abebaw (2017) wrote that Debre-Markos City is located in the northwestern part of Ethiopia, 300 km from Addis Ababa.
The city serves as a seat for the East Gojjam zone, Debre-Markos city municipality, and Gozamin district administrations. It
is located at 10°17'00"” to 10°21'30” N latitudes and 37°42'00" to 37°45'30" E longitudes, with an elevation of 2350-2500
m.a.s.l. Sinan, Awabel, Aneded, Baso Liben, Debre Elias, and Machakel rural districts and the Abay River border the
Gozamin district. Gozamin district circumscribes Debre-Markos city. It has 22 rural and 5 semi-urban Kebeles, from which

the SHGA was implemented in seven Kebeles. The map of the study areas is presented in Fig, 3.
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Figure 3: Map of the study areas (source: Ethio-GIS, 2007)
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METHODS AND MATERIALS
Research Design and Approach
The study adopted a concurrent mixed research design that enabled both quantitative and qualitative datasets to be readily

available at the same time for data triangulation.

Sample Size Determination and Sampling Techniques
The research relied on Lemeshow, Hosmer, Klar, and Lwanga (1990) two-independent sample determination formula

because two independent samples from two independent study populations were considered for the study.

ni=  {pl(1-p1)+p2(1-p2)HZ/E)? 1
Where e ni is the required sample size e pl and p2 are proportions of successes of the groups
e Z is the desired confidence level (1.96) o E is the margin of error (7.07%) and P1=P2=0.5
Based on equation (1), n= ((0.5*(1-0.5) + 0.5*(1-0.5))*(1.96/0.0707)?=0.5*768=384
A contingency sample size was considered for this study based on the WHO (2012) non-response rate formula (estimated at
27%). This consideration led to the formula and sample size obtained in Equation 2.
Final sample (N) = Ni/1-NRR? 384/1-0.27 =488 2

For validity and reliability reasons, the sample sizes were made equal across rural and urban residents and SHG and non-
SHG respondents (488/2 = 122). A random sampling design was employed to select the three Kebeles from the six Kebeles
of Debre-Markos City and the three other Kebeles from the seven SHGA intervention Kebeles of the Gozamin district. The
numbers of SHG members in the three randomly selected Kebeles (i.e., Kebele 02, 04, and 07) of Debre-Markos City and
Gozamin district (i.e., Aba Libanos, Enerata, and Giraram) were 476 and 515, respectively. On the other hand, CLA and
Federation leaders were able to identify 185 non-SHG women in Debre-Markos city and 209 women in the Gozamin district.
From these two categories of sampling frames, 247 SHG and 245 non-SHG community members were randomly drawn for
the study. Accordingly, 246 urban and 246 rural residents, 247 SHG members, and 245 non-SHG members were the samples
for this study. In addition, key informants were identified and selected purposefully in order to get the most relevant and in-
depth information about the SHGA, its contributions to household food security, and determinant factors. Focus group

discussions were also organized from SHG and non-SHG community representatives.

Data Sources and Data Collection Methods

Extensive secondary sources in the fields of food security, food security determinants, and the features of SHGA were
reviewed. These reviews helped to draw the conceptual and analytical framework, construct pertinent data collection
instruments, select robust data analysis techniques, and interpret and analyze statistical findings. Furthermore, socio-
demographic, household food security, and food security determinant-related data were collected from 492 respondents (247
SHG members and 245 non-SHG members). Data on household food security, food security determinants, and socio-
demographic characteristics of study respondents were collected through a structured household survey questionnaire that
was piloted and translated into the local language. Six Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and 15 Key Informant Interviews

(KIT) were also conducted.



Data Analysis

The household food security status of the study households was measured by the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale
(HFIAS), which was re-coded as a dichotomous response variable (0=food insecure and 1=food secure). As per Coates,
Swindale and Bilinsky (2007), HFIAS measures household food insecurity from the access dimension. The survey tool
captured the anxiety of women in terms of their perceptions of the sufficiency of the amount and quality of food they access,
prepare, and serve their families. It has nine occurrence and nine frequency-of-occurrence standard questions. The
calculations, meanings, and interpretations of HFIAS are adopted from Coates, et al. (2007). Based on the dichotomous
response variable, survey data were analyzed using binary logistic regression. According to Gujarati (1995), the binary

logistic regression model can be represented as:

Li-In(pi/(1-pi)=pO+piXi 3)

Where pi = the probability that Y = 0 (that a given household is not food secured);

1-Pi = the probability that Y = 1 (that given household is food secured);

Li = the natural log of the odds ratio or logit;

B0 = the intercept or the value of the log odds ratio, Pi/(1-Pi) when explanatory variable is zero;

Bi = the slope that measures the change in L (logit) for a unit change in explanatory variables (Xi);

Xi=lists of explanatory variables included in the study.

Before running the binary logistic regression, multicollinearity among the independent variables was checked, and there was
no multicollinearity. Following this, omnibus tests of model coefficients, Hosmer and Lemeshow tests, and a contingency
table for Hosmer and Lemeshow test were used to check the goodness of fit of the model. All have demonstrated that the
model significantly describes the data; significant improvements in the model fit were observed after the predictor variables
were added to it as compared to the null model; and the contingency table shows a fairly equal distribution among the
expected and observed frequencies. The model explained 77.2% (Nagelkerke R?) and 67% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance in
the dependent variable of SHG and non-SHG respondents, respectively. It has also correctly classified 97.2% and 87.4% of
the SHG members and non-SHG respondents, respectively. In this same table, the sensitivity (true positive rate) was 99.5%
and 93.5% for SHG and non-SHG respondent categories, respectively. Furthermore, the model was statistically significant at
v’ (36, N = 247) = 139.13, p<.001 for the SHG members and %> (36, N = 245) = 104.21, p<.001 for the non-SHG

respondents, suggesting that the model could distinguish between households that were food secure and not food secure.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The predictor variables included in the study were demographic variables such as age, marital status, and place of residence
(Ejigayehu & Abdi-Khalil, 2013; Mequanent, et al., 2014; Wondim, et al., 2022) and livelihood assets like social, human,
financial, physical, and natural resources (FHI 360, 2014). Descriptive statistics, the chi-square test, and binary logistic

regression were used to analyze the data (outputs are presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively).

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Research Participants
Among the study participants, 43 (8.7%) were youth (i.e., 24-29 years old), and the remaining 449 (91.3%) were adults (30-

49 years old), as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1: Age, household size and marital status of the study respondents

Age Average family Marital status Literacy rate
Proportion SHG members Non-SHG size SHG member Non-SHG SHG Non-

Youth  Adult Youth Adult SHG Non-SGH Married Others Married Others SHG
Number 11 236 32 213 37 3.8 146 101 138 107 161 133
Percent 445 9555 13.06 B86.94 - - 59.12 40.89 56.33 43.67 65.2 54.3

Source: Survey data, Nov-Dec/2021
The average household size of the study respondents was 3.7 people. SHG and non-SHG respondents had similar household
size (3.7 and 3.8, respectively). On average, about 57.7% of the respondents were married, whereas 42.3% were divorced
(18.1%), widowed (18.5%), separated (3%), and never married (2.6%). A higher proportion of SHG members (59%) were
married as compared to non-SHG respondents (56%). As indicated in Table 4, the proportion of married women was greater
in rural areas ((92+77)/246*100 = 68.7%) than in urban areas ((54+61)/246*100 = 46.7%). This indicates that a larger
proportion of urban residents had double burdens as single mothers than the rural respondents.

Table 2: Marital, educational and health statuses of respondents

Marital status Educational status Respondents  with
Residence [Unit | Married Others Illiterate Literate disability (PWD)
SHG Non-SHG | SHG [Non-SHG SHG Non-SHG SHG Non-SHG SHG Non-SHG
Rural # 92 77 31 46 52 75 71 48 6 3
% |[74.8 62.6 252 | 374 42.3 | 61.0 57.7 |39.0 49 2.4
Urban # 54 61 70 61 34 37 90 85 5 3
% |[435 50 56.5 | 50 27.4 1303 72.6 | 69.7 4.0 2.5
Total # 146 138 101 107 86 112 161 133 11 6
% |[59.1 56.3 409 | 437 34.8 | 457 65.2 | 54.3 45 2.4

Source: Own survey, Nov-Dec/2021
The proportion of literate SHG members was 65.2%, and the proportion of non-SHG respondents was 54.3%. On average,
however, about 60% (N = 492) of the respondents had some form of education, while 40% were illiterates who were unable
to read, write, or compute basic arithmetic. Similarly, about 71% of the urban respondents (n = 246) were literate as
compared to 48.4% of the rural respondents (n = 246). In terms of disability, 17 (3.5%) of the respondents had difficulty
walking, holding materials, or hearing. A higher proportion of the SHG members (4.5%) had disabilities as compared to the
non-SHG respondents (2.4%).

Findings on Household Food Security Determinants

The binary logistics regression model was applied to examine whether or not the independent variables were associated with
the likelihood of household food security (Table 3). Thirty-six independent variables that were supposed to have effects on
household food security in the study area were included in the model. Among them, 13 variables (i.e., place of residence, age,
marital status, educational status, family health, membership of community health insurance, training on business plan
preparation, income-generating activities, business record keeping, harmful traditional practices, gender equality, and access
to a loan for consumption, SHG membership, and ownership of small ruminants) were statistically significant determinants of

food security for SHG members.
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Table 3 Logistics Regression Output for Household Food Security Determinants

SHGs Non-SHGs
Predictor variables 1% CI-OR | 1% CI-OR

B S.E Wald Df p OR LL UL |B SE Wald df p OR LL UL
Place of residence(1) -594 249 572 1 0.017 0.003 000 034 1381 174 481 1 0.028 0.022 0.00 0.67
How old are you? 032 016 423 1 0.040 1379 1.02 1.87 {015 0.06 549 1 0.019 0.860 0.76 0.98
What is your marital status?(1) b41 212 6526 1 0011 719 113 260036 077 021 1 0.645 1.429 0.31 6.52
What is your educational status? 134 058 532 1 0.021 3826 122 119 +0.13 0.31 019 1 0.663 0.874 0.48 1.60
HHS_ALL -0.47 0.39 148 1 0224 0623 029 134 012 026 020 1 0.654 1.122 0.68 1.86
In the past one year (2013 EC), was there -3.38 135 623 1 0.013 0.034 .002 048 P45 091 024 1 0.622 1565 0.26 9.26
any sick person from the family?(1)
Are you (and your family) a member of 325 123 699 1 0.008 2586 232 288 [1.82 0.86 454 1 0.033 6.194 1.16 33.17
community health insurance?(1)
Are you a member of Idir, Mahber and other 3.48  2.90 144 1 0.231 3238 0.11 954 048 114 018 1 0.675 1.616 0.17 15.27
social groups and networks?(1)
Are  you a member of Iqub, -069 128 029 1 0591 0502 0.04 6.17 027 0.97 008 1 0.780 0.763 0.11 5.09
SACCO/RUSACCO and other economic
groups and networks?(1)
Are you a member of Kebele women 1.18 1.49 063 1 0428 3262 018 60.7 [0.94 099 089 1 0.345 2.565 0.36 18.12
leagues, association and other gender-based
groups?(1)
Do you have regular meetings with group -2.99 1.74 298 1 0.084 0.050 .002 149 |095 082 134 1 0.247 2587 0.52 12.93
and association members, friends, peers?(1)
Have you ever led a meeting/workshop?(1)  -1.34 1.20 125 1 0264 0261 0.03 275|058 126 021 1 0.644 1.789 0.15 21.06
Are you trained on saving and loan -2.58 1.71 229 1 0131 0076 .003 215 |-19 126 232 1 0.127 0.147 0.01 1.73
management?(1)
Are you trained on business plan, IGA?(1) 585 2.68 476 1 0.029 3472 181 665 |211 147 205 1 0.152 8.241 0.46 147.6
Avre you trained on recording businesses?(1) -7.89 3.18 618 1 0.013 0.000 0.00 0.19 |-09 108 062 1 0.430 0.426 0.05 3.54
Are you trained on HTP and GE?(1) 8.76 3.42 657 1 0.010 6399 786 523 |-14 1.09 164 1 0.200 0.246 0.03 2.09
Avre you trained on vision & goal setting?(1) -2.05 2.00 105 1 0306 0.128 .003 652 |1.21 086 198 1 0.159 3.353 0.62 18.05
For how many days have you participated in 0.001 0.06 0.00 1 0987 1.001 088 1.13 |-0.2 026 0.71 1 0.400 0.806 0.49 1.33
trainings other than your members meeting?
Did you borrow money for HH -288 145 395 1 0.047 0.056 .003 0.96 |-2.2 146 227 1 0.132 0.111 0.01 1.94
consumption?(1)
Did you borrow money to invest on -2.63 2.85 08 1 035 0.072 .000 19.1 [-1.0 106 095 1 0.329 0.356 0.05 2.84
IGAs?(1)
Did you borrow from your 329 145 515 1 0.023 26.75 156 458 |0.46 124 014 1 0.711 1584 0.14 18.04

SHG/Iqub/1dir/SACCO?(1)
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SHGs Non-SHGs

Predictor variables % CI-OR 1% CI-OR
B S.E Wald Df p OR LL UL |B SE Wald df p OR LL UL
Did you borrow from money lender?(1) 2405 9732 0.00 1 0.998 27953 .000 156 139 126 1 0.262 4.742 0.31 72.03
Did you borrow from relatives/friends?(1) -0.23 147 002 1 0877 0797 005 143 |-58 195 89 1 0.003 0.003 0.00 0.13
Did you borrow from microfinance?(1) 0.66 1.22 029 1 0586 1942 018 212 |-32 128 638 1 0.012 0.040 0.00 0.49
Do you have land?(1) -162 196 069 1 0408 0.198 .004 9.9 [0.78 178 049 1 0.662 2.175 0.07 71.28
How many cows and heifers do you have? -0.32 155 0.04 1 0835 0.723 0.04 151 |0.09 0.62 0.02 1 0.885 1.094 0.32 3.701
Do you have oxen and male calves?(1) -0.07 209 0.001 1 0973 0932 0.02 56.7 |-0.2 128 0.02 1 0.888 0.834 0.07 10.28
How many equines do you have? -0.19 1.78 0.012 1 0912 0822 003 26.7 |133 113 139 1 0.238 3.790 0.42 34.64
How many small ruminants like sheep and 0.81 0.41 388 1 0049 2240 100 499 (009 032 0.08 1 0.772 1.098 0.59 2.06
goat do you and your family has?
How many small animals do you have? -0.19 0.19 1.004 1 0316 0831 058 119 |0.26 0218 213 1 0.145 1.291 0.92 1.82
How many commercial trees like -0.00 0.001 0.255 1 0.614 0999 0.99 1.00 |{0.00 0.00 0.08 1 0.784 1.000 0.99 1.00

eucalyptuses does your family have?

Do you have modern/traditional bee- -0.45 2.20 0.042 1 0.839 0.639 .009 47.7 149 185 065 1 0.421 4442 0.12 167.3
hives?(1)

Do you have appliance like TV, cooker? (1) 0.83 1.28 0422 1 0516 2300 0.19 284 |323 109 866 1 0.003 25.20 2.94 216.1

Do you have household and agricultural 0.98 1.44 0464 1 049 2659 016 443 |-46 166 765 1 0.006 0.010 0.00 0.26
tools and equipment for rent?(1)

Do you have ear rings, rings, bracelets, -1.22 1.19 1.04 1 0308 0.296 0.03 3.08 |3.00 135 499 1 0.026 20.17 1.44 281.6
necklaces, etc.?(1)

Do you have mobile phone?(1) 241 1.26 362 1 0057 1109 093 132 |030 089 012 1 0.732 1.355 0.24 7.73

Constant -8.08 7.34 121 1 0.271 0.000 113 4.02 786 1 0.005 7842

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Place of residence, How old are you?, What is your marital status?, What is your educational status?, HHS_ALL, In the past one year (2013 EC), was there any sick
person from the family?, Are you (and your family) a member of community health insurance?, Are you a member of Idir, Mahber and other social groups and networks?, Are you a member of Iqub,
SACCO/RUSACCO and other economic and business groups and networks?, Are you a member of village or Kebele women associations, leagues, development groups and other gender-based or similar
groups and associations?, Do you have regular meetings with group and association members, friends, and/or peers?, Have you ever led a meeting or workshop?, Are you trained on saving culture and
loan management?, Are you trained on business plan development, IGA selection and management?, Are you trained on recording business expenses and profits?, Are you trained on harmful practices,
child protection and gender equality?, Are you trained on vision building and goal setting?, As far as you remember, for how many days have you participated in short-term trainings other than your
membership meeting?, Did you borrow money for HH consumption in the past three years (2011-13 EC)?, Did you borrow money to invest on IGAs in the past three years (2011-2013 EC)?, Did you
borrow from your SHG/Iqub/1dir/SACCO?, Did you borrow from village money lender?, Did you borrow from relatives/friends?, Did you borrow from microfinance?, Do you have land?, How many
cows and heifers do you have?, Do you have oxen and young male calves for plowing?, How many equines (horses, donkeys, and mules) do you have?, How many small ruminant animals like sheep
and goat do you and your family have? We have ----- small animals (like hen, cock, chicken), How many commercial trees like eucalyptus do you and your family have?, Do you have
modern/traditional colonies/bee-hives?, Do you have electric appliances like TV, Radio, cookers, Refrigerator?, Do you have household and agricultural tools and equipment for rent?, Do you have ear
rings, rings, bracelets, necklaces, etc.? Do you have mobile phone?

Source: Own survey, Nov-Dec/2021
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Among those 13 statistically significant household food security determinant factors, age, marital status, educational
status, membership in community health insurance, training on business plan preparation, income-generating
activities, harmful traditional practices, and gender equality, SHG membership and ownership of small ruminants
like sheep and goats were positively associated with the household food security condition of households organized
in the SHGs. This means that about 22.2% (8/36) of the variables entered in the model had positive and statistically
significant association with food security. For example, the likelihood of the household food security of relatively
middle-aged respondents is 1.379 times better than the likelihood of the food security situation of relatively younger
and elder respondents (B = 0.32) at 95% CI-OR 1.02-1.87 (p =.046).

In this study, the age range of respondents was 24 to 49 years old. The food security situation of respondents whose
ages are between 31 and 36 was 100%, while the food security status of other respondents fluctuated as observed in
the chi-square test (Annex 2). This indicates a kind of bell-shaped structure where the food security situation of
younger and older respondents is lower than that of middle-aged respondents. Furthermore, the marital status of
women organized in the SHGs was found to be a statistically significant determinant of household food security.
The OR of 0.719 of marital status tells us that the likelihood of the household food security status of married women
was 1.719 times more likely than that of unmarried, divorced, widowed, and/or separated respondents. Similarly,

respondents’ education status was positively associated with their household food security.

The finding has revealed that educated respondents were 3.826 times more likely to be food secure than illiterate
respondents at § 1.34, 95% CI-OR 1.22-11.9 (p =.021). The prevalence of household food security consistently
increases from illiteracy to primary school education (i.e., grades 1-4), shows a slight reduction at junior level
education (i.e., grades 5-8), and shoots up at secondary school education levels (i.e., grades 9-12), where 100% of
the respondents who attained this grade level were food secure. Hence, there is a general indication that the
likelihood of household food security is higher among literate households than the food security situation of
respondents with lower levels of education. However, the effect of college and university-level education on
household food security was not included in the study because there were no college or university-graduate SHG
members who participated in the study. For households that were organized in the SHGs, membership in community
health insurance statistically significantly (p =.008) determines their household food security at f =3.25 and 95%
CI-OR 2.32-288.

It was also found that study participants whose family members were in the community health insurance system was
25.86 times more likely to be food secure than study respondents whose families were not members of the
community health insurance system. Furthermore, access to pieces of training on business plan development,
business management, and income-generating activities (p =.029, B =5.85, 95% CI-OR 1.81-665) was positively
related to the household food security situation of the trained respondents. The study found that the household food
security situation of trained respondents was 347.2 times more likely than the food security situation of untrained

study participants. Similarly, training on harmful traditional practices, child protection, and gender equality (p
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=.010, g =8.76, 95% CI-OR 7.86-523) was positively related to the household food security situation of the trained
respondents. Trained respondents were about 640 times more likely to be food secure than untrained participants.
On the other hand, SHG membership and thereby access to business loans from one’s group have statistically
significantly (p =.023) contributed to household food security at f =3.29, 95% CI-OR 1.56-458. The finding has
revealed that respondents who have access to loans from their SHGs are 26.75 times more likely to be food secure
than respondents who do not have such credit access. Finally, households that had small ruminants were 2.24 times
more likely to be food secure than households without small ruminants at =.81, 95% CI-OR 1.00-4.99.

However, place of residence, sickness, training on business recording, and access to consumption loans were
statistically significantly negatively related to the household food security situation of respondents organized in
SHGs. With a B value of -5.94 and OR 0.003 at 95% CI-OR 0.00-0.34, the household food security situation of SHG
members (p =.017) was inversely related to their urban residence (i.e., living in Debre-Markos City). That means
that SHG member households living in urban areas are more likely to be food insecure than households living in
rural areas. Alternatively, the study finding can be interpreted as meaning that the food security status of urban
respondents would be 0.003 times less likely as compared to rural respondents. The chi-square test result has shown
that about 95.1% of the rural and 76.6% of the urban respondents organized in the SHGs were food secure.
Furthermore, sickness in the family member was negatively associated with household food security ( =-3.38, 95%
CI-OR .002-.480) indicating that families with healthy members were 0.034 times more likely to be food secure than
families with sick members. This finding can be linked to the effect of community health insurance on household
food security status. Hence, there is a positive association between family health, membership in community health
insurance, and household food security. On top of this, respondents believe that access to consumption loans was
positively associated with household food security (p =.047) at B =-2.88, 95% CI-OR .003-.96. They responded that
households that had access to consumption loans were 0.056 times less likely to be food secure than households that
did not have access to consumption loans. Although the difference seems marginal as the CI-OR does not contain
one, the p-value is 0.047 and the OR is 0.056; SHG members perceive that consumption is not a good idea for
household food security. The chi-square test result has indicated that about 97% of the respondents who did not have
access to consumption loans were food secure as compared to 61.5% of the respondents who had access to

consumption loans.

With regards to households that were not organized in the SHGs, membership in community health insurance,
ownership of electric appliances, and having different ornaments like ear and finger rings were positively associated
with their household food security status, whereas the place of residence, age, loans from relatives and friends, loans
from microfinance institutions, and rentable agricultural and other materials were negatively related to their
household food security status. The finding revealed that about 8.33% (3/36) of the tested variables has positive and

statistically significant relationship with household food security of respondents not organized in the SHGs.

145



Households that were not organized in the SHGs and who are living in urban area (i.e., Debre-Markos City) were
0.022 times less likely to be food secure than rural residents of the same category at f value of -3.81 and 95% CI-
OR 0.00-0.67. In other words, non-SHG respondents living in rural areas were 45.45 (1/0.022) times more likely to
be food secure than their urban counterparts. Furthermore, when the ages of non-SHG respondents increase, there is
a likelihood of decreasing in their household food security situation at § value of -0.15, OR 0.860, and 95% CI-OR
0.76-0.98. Respondents between 24 and 27 years old were 100% food secure, while the food security situation of

respondents aged above 27 years old was decreasing, though not consistently.

Furthermore, the household food security status of non-SHG respondents who had access to loans from relatives and
friends was 0.003 less likely to be food secure than respondents without loans from relatives and friends at f value
of -5.8 and 95% CI-OR 0.00-0.13 (which does not contain one). In addition, non-SHG members who had access to
loans from microfinance institutions were 0.040 times less likely to be food secure than households who did not
have access to microfinance loans at § -3.2 and 95% CI-OR 0.00-0.49. Finally, non-SHG households that have
rentable agricultural and other materials were 0.010 times less likely to be food secure than respondents who have
no rentable materials at f -4.6 and 95% CI-OR 0.00-0.26. Here, it is observed that the differences are marginal
across all food security determinant variables. To show the marginality of the differences, a chi-square test was run
to show the counts and percentages clearly. For example, the chi-square test result shows that households who
received loans from friends and relatives were 67.1% food secure as compared to 67.6% of the respondents who did
not receive loans from such sources, and only about 56.3% of the respondents who had access to loans from
microfinance institutions were food secure as compared to 78.5% of the food secure respondents without loans from
microfinance institutions.

Attempts are also made to discuss the findings of this study against previous studies. Previous studies (e.g.,
Dagnaygebaw, 2019; Ejigayhu & Abdi-Khalil, 2013; Mequanent et al., 2014; Tewodros & Fikadu, 2014) reported
that educational status, off-farm income, access to food aid programs, and agricultural extension service were
statistically significantly supports household food security, while age was not a statistically significant food security
determinant. These same sources have further highlighted that borrowing from village money lenders; consumption
loans, a lack of training opportunities, and a lack of self-confidence were the variables that statistically significantly
affected food security. Atieno (2017) has also found that SHGA helps people to accumulate household assets,
thereby promoting food security. Some of these findings support the findings of the SHG respondents who
participated in this study, such as education, access to loans from within the SHG fund, loans for income-generating
activities, and training opportunities on selected topics such as entrepreneurship and social aspects of food security
like harmful traditional practices, child protection, and gender equality. Similarly, consumption loans were identified
as a variable that affects food security negatively in both the reviewed materials and in this study. Nevertheless, food
security variables in the previous studies were less congruent with the findings of non-SHG respondents who
participated in this study. Perhaps, the reason would be that, as Atieno (2017) has clearly noted, SHGA has brought

many food security variables into a basket and tries to address many of the food security bottlenecks, while non-
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organized households do not have this privilege. The finding has revealed that the SHGA has not only contributed to
the household food security situation, but also to an overarching sustainable development outcomes by empowering
the powerless persons, especially women. This is in line with existing sustainable development and human rights’
literatures (Adato & Meinzen-Dick, 2002; Scoones, 2009; Srinivas, 2021; Todaro & Smith, 2015. These sources
stressed on the contribution of empowering? people through various mechanisms to substantially boost sustainable
development and ensure human rights issues. Findings from these sources stressed on the importance of reducing, at
best removing, inequalities and ensuring inclusiveness as a strategic focus to cultivate sustainable development.

There are also some findings in the reviewed materials that contradict the findings of the current study. For example,
we found that urban residence was negatively associated with household food security, while Dagnaygebaw (2019)
reported that the prevalence of food insecurity is more severe in rural areas of Ethiopia than in urban places. Finding
such contradictory findings among several studies would be common for various reasons. More importantly, the
study respondents of this study are households organized and non-organized in the SHGs, while the respondents of
many other studies reviewed here are non-organized households, mostly residing in rural areas. Furthermore, the

independent variables researchers hypothesized would vary, and so do the findings.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

This paper investigated household food security determinants among households’ organized and non-organized in
self-help groups in Debre-Markos City and Gozamin district of Ethiopia. Quantitative data were collected from 492
randomly selected respondents (247 self-help group members and 245 non-organized in self-help groups) using a
structured household survey. Qualitative data were also collected from purposefully selected key informants and
focus group discussants. A relevant body of literature was also reviewed throughout the study. Household Food
Insecurity Access Scale, descriptive statistics, chi-square, and binary logistic regression techniques were used to
analyze the survey data.

The study finding revealed that the number of household food security determinant variables (eight) of households
organized in the SHGs was about 2.7 times more than the number of food security determinants (three) of non-
organized households. It also indicated that variables that were statistically significantly associated with food
security of organized households were largely accessed through the SHGA. The study finding hints that the
education, training and exposure opportunities created by the SHGA have assisted organized households to become
well aware about, knowledgeable and skillful in terms of saving, investment, productivity, resource utilization and
reduced household level inequality. As a showcase, education, membership in health insurance, training on business
skills, gender equality, child protection, harmful practices, and loan accession from self-help groups have
significantly supported their food security situation with ORs and B-values greater than one. Similarly, electric
appliances and membership in health insurance were statistically significantly associated with the food security of

non-organized households with ORs and B-values greater than one. The two study groups have membership in

2 Empowerment can have social, cognitive, spiritual, physical, cultural, political, economic and psychological, individual/group
capability, assets and activity dimensions while assets would mean human, social, financial, natural, physical and
political/governance/decision-making.
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health insurance as a common food security determinant, which is an obligation imposed by government so that

associating it with trainings and exposures may not appropriate in our context.

The SHGA focuses on the empowerment of women through education, training, and exposure visits supported by
practical experiences. Group members attend their literacy programs mainly because they have to record their
weekly meeting minutes, financial transactions and write and read correspondence letters. Pieces of training on
saving, internal loan management, harmful traditional practices, child protection and gender equality, business
development, and management skills are among the topics that are included in the SHGA training manual (KNH,
2014). Such trainings are important financial and non-financial food security components that advance labor
productivity, household incomes, participatory household level decision-making, positive attitude on the need for
fair, just, and equitable distribution of food items in the household as intra-household inequality is one of the causes
of food insecurity (FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP, & WHO, 2019; Gupta & Vegeline, 2016). These findings converge
with previous studies (such as Calves, 1976; Huis, Hansen, Otten, & Lensink, 2017) that by empowering and
engaging destitute women, a self-help group approach has a clear food security pathway. Therefore, predictors
statistically significantly and positively associated with household food security would be the outcomes of the
approach where the non-organized respondents did not have at large. Furthermore, the findings of this study strongly
support the basic principles of sustainable development. As the self-help group approach entirely focuses on human
capital development through expanded access to education, training and exposures combined with economic, social,
community-wide, system and environmental level issues, the approach embedded the mechanisms to ensure
sustainability of outcomes. Those empowered women and their family, who are daily enjoying their fruits, would

not go back to their miserable life. Instead, they prefer to cooperatively fight for their benefits.

In conclusion, the number and magnitude of food security determinants among self-help groups are the outcomes of
the approach as many of them are not observed in non-organized households residing in the same vicinities. This
suggests that the self-help group approach and its development philosophy have good mechanisms to address
individual, socio-economic, and governance-related food security barriers.

Based on the findings, we recommend that development actors focus on human development interventions that can

sustainably improve individual, household, and community-wide well-being.

Data Availability: We have the structured questionnaire as a data collection tool and the SPSS raw data from which
we have extracted the statistics. Such data can be provided if required, but not linked.

Ethical Approval: The ethical approval board of the Addis Ababa University, College of Development Studies, and
Institutional Review Board (IRB) has approved the study after reviewing the research proposal and its protocols.
Consent from Study Respondents. As a social science study, we clearly included the oral consent request in the
survey tool and embedded this in the data collection software without which the interviewer could not move on to

the next question.
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Consent to Publishing. As our study respondents cannot read and comprehend English, and as this is not common in
academic research, we did not provide the final manuscript for the primary data resources to read and give their
consent to publish.
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