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United Kingdom Department for International Development
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Eritrean People’s Liberation Front

Ethiopian Human Rights Council

Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front
Ethiopian Teachers’ Association
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European Union

General Education Quality Improvement Project
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International Monetary Fund
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Millennium Development Goals
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Official Development Assistance
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Oromo Federalist Democratic Movement
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OLF Oromo Liberation Front

OPDO Oromo People’s Democratic Organization

PSNP Productive Safety Net Programme

PBS Protection of Basic Services

PSCAP Public Sector Capacity Building Programme

SNNPR Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples’ Region
SIDA Swedish International Development Agency

TPLF Tigray People’s Liberation Front

UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

USAID United States Agency for International Development
WFP World Food Programme
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Summary

Ethiopia is one of the poorest countries in the world. Half of Ethiopia’s 85 million people live
below the poverty line, and 10 to 20 percent rely on food aid every year. A large percentage of the
population needs government assistance in the form of food, seeds, fertilizer, and cash support.

Ethiopia is also one of the world’s largest recipients of foreign development aid. It receives
approximately US$3 billion in funds annually—more than a third of the country’s annual
budget—from external donors, including the World Bank, the United States, the European
Commission, the United Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, Canada, and Japan. Indeed,
Ethiopia is today the world’s second-largest recipient of total external assistance, after
Indonesia and excluding wartime Iraq and Afghanistan.

Foreign donors insist that their support underwrites much-needed agricultural growth, food
security, and other putatively non-political programs. However, Human Rights Watch research
shows that development aid flows through, and directly supports, a virtual one-party state with a
deplorable human rights record. Ethiopia’s practices include jailing and silencing critics and
media, enacting laws to undermine human rights activity, and hobbling the political opposition.

Led by the ruling Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF), the
government has used donor-supported programs, salaries, and training opportunities as
political weapons to control the population, punish dissent, and undermine political
opponents—both real and perceived. Local officials deny these people access to seeds and
fertilizer, agricultural land, credit, food aid, and other resources for development.

Such politicization has a direct impact on the livelihoods of people for whom access to
agricultural inputs is a matter of survival. It also contributes to a broader climate of fear,
sending a potent message that basic survival depends on political loyalty to the state and
the ruling party. In a meeting with Human Rights Watch in December 2009, Ethiopian Prime
Minister Meles Zenawi denied that there was a policy of using government services to
discriminate against the opposition and punish dissent. Civil servants who were interviewed
separately by Human Rights Watch contradicted him.

Ethiopia’s foreign donors are aware of this discrimination, but have done little to address
the problem or tackle their own role in underwriting government repression. As a result,
Ethiopia presents a case study of contradiction in aid policy. Donors acknowledge that aid is
most effective when defined by accountability and transparency, and when programs are
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participatory. But development agencies have turned a blind eye to the Ethiopian
government’s repression of civil and political rights, even though they recognize these rights
to be central to sustainable socioeconomic development.

Donors defend the decision to support the government by pointing to Ethiopia’s stability—
particularly when compared to neighboring Somalia—and by highlighting the country’s progress
in meeting development indicators. Indeed, both the Ethiopian government and its principal
donors contend that Ethiopia has made progress on economic development and in achieving
the United Nations Millennium Development Goals. (According to its own reports to the United
Nations, Ethiopia is on track to achieve six out of eight goals by 2015, although other statistics
are less optimistic.) Some donor officials also argue that broad economic progress outweighs
individual political freedoms. Frequently, they also concede that existing monitoring programs
are simply not able to track the political manipulation of donor-supported services.

The Ethiopian population pays a heavy price for this approach to development.

During a six-month investigation conducted between June and December 2009, Human
Rights Watch interviewed more than 200 people in 53 kebeles (villages or neighborhoods)
and 27 woredas (districts) across three regions of Ethiopia, as well as in the capital, Addis
Ababa. Drawing on interviews with donor officials and victims of human rights violations in
Ethiopia’s rural areas, and analysis of donor and government programs and policies, Human
Rights Watch researchers found that local officials in these different parts of the country
discriminated against the government’s political opponents when distributing government
services. The affected services, partly financed by Ethiopia’s largest donor programs, are the
Protection of Basic Services (PBS) program and the Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP).
Both are World Bank-led multi-donor initiatives.

For example, Human Rights Watch found evidence that money from the Protection of Basic
Services program—which funnels $3 billion over three years into district government
budgets for agriculture, roads, health, and education—is being used in some areas to
encourage teachers and farmers to join the ruling party, even though these benefits should
not be allocated according to political affiliation. The Productive Safety Net Programme—a
cash-for-work program for vulnerable populations worth $2 billion over three years—is
controlled by local officials who also can restrict its use to those who join the ruling party.
Local officials even offered to “forgive” opposition members in need of food and give them
access to the program if they wrote a letter of regret to the administration for aligning with
the opposition. Meanwhile, the World Bank’s Public Sector Capacity Building Programme,
which is used to train civil servants, is simultaneously a vehicle for government officials to
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indoctrinate trainees on the ruling party’s ideology, and to target opposition supporters in
the name of weeding out under-performing staff.

The sensitivity of this issue, and of any independent reporting in Ethiopia, was
demonstrated when Human Rights Watch tried to interview farmers from the northern Tigray
region who alleged that they were not allowed to participate in the food-for-work program for
political reasons. When Ethiopian government officials learned about the meetings, the
farmers were detained and the researcher deported. A foreign journalist who tried to
interview the same farmers was also detained and threatened with deportation.

In early 2010, the Development Assistance Group (DAG), a consortium of 26 donor agencies,
conducted its own investigation into its members’ mechanisms for detecting the
politicization of aid. The resulting report found that donor programs were vulnerable to
politicization by the Ethiopian government, but also stated that existing safeguards were
working well. In an official response to Human Rights Watch, the DAG maintained that its
programs were achieving results and that its monitoring mechanisms were sufficient.

Donor policy has been remarkably unaffected by Ethiopia’s deteriorating human rights
situation or donors’ purported concerns over the “political capture” of their funds. In 2005,
for example, donors suspended budget support due to electoral violence in which state
security forces used excessive force against protestors, killing 200 and arresting over
30,000 people. The same year, the World Bank noted that donor assistance could be
compromised if the Ethiopian government did not make progress on political governance.
Yet within months, aid was flowing again and even increased under the newly conceived
Protection of Basic Services program. Furthermore, a World Bank Country Assistance
Strategy in 2008 proposed an imminent return to direct budget support—money with even
fewer conditions attached—and presented the EPRDF’s undemocratic character as a
technical challenge, rather than one of political will, that could be addressed by providing
increased assistance.

Nor did donor policy significantly change toward Ethiopia following the flawed May 2010
general election in which the EPRDF won 99.6 percent of parliamentary seats after a long
campaign of intimidating political opponents, restricting civil society and media, and linking
government services and educational and job opportunities to support for the ruling party.
As of January 2010, when Ethiopia’s new Charities and Societies Proclamation came into
effect, it was illegal for human rights groups receiving more than 10 percent of their budget
from international sources to operate within Ethiopia.
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Donors’ unwillingness to seriously weigh the impact that their funding has on bolstering
repressive structures and practices raises general concerns about donor policy toward Ethiopia,
and underlines the importance of ensuring that development assistance fulfills long-term goals
for the benefit of the population rather than donors’ political or security considerations.

These concerns also mean that donor strategy toward Ethiopia needs fundamental
rethinking. In light of the government’s human rights violations, direct budget support to the
government should not even be considered, and programs supported by international funds
should be independently monitored. Credible audit institutions should examine aid to
Ethiopia in the context of whether it contributes to political repression. External donors must
also demand that Ethiopia does more than pay lip service to respecting fundamental human
rights; they must be more vocal about the steps Ethiopia should take to ensure that its
citizens enjoy the rights to which they are entitled under the country’s constitution and
international human rights law.
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Recommendations

To the Government of the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia

Discipline or prosecute in accordance with international fair trial standards any state or
party officials implicated in violations of human rights or partisan allocation of services.
Amend the Charities and Societies Proclamation, the Mass Media and Freedom of
Information Proclamation, and the Anti-Terrorism Proclamation to bring them into line
with Ethiopia’s constitution and its obligations under international law regarding
freedom of expression, association, and peaceful assembly.

Implement the International Labour Organization’s recommendations regarding the
rights of association of civil servants, the immediate registration of the independent
National Teachers’ Association, and the initiating of an independent inquiry into
allegations of torture of trade union members.

Cease using schools as sites of partisan political activity.

Issue clear statements to the public and directly to all government entities explaining
that all educational facilities, including teacher training colleges, universities, and civil
service colleges, are open to all qualified applicants, regardless of political affiliation.
Guarantee unrestricted access to all areas of Ethiopia to international media and
independent human rights investigators, and cease harassment of Ethiopian media.

To Ethiopia’s Principal Foreign Donors in the Development Assistance Group

The World Bank, the United States, the European Commission, Key European Union
Member States (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, the
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom), Norway, Switzerland, and Japan

Insist on a credible, independent, international investigation—without the
participation of the Ethiopian government—into the EPRDF’s use of government
services and other donor-supported programs as tools to entrench single-party rule
and restrict the rights to freedom of expression, association, and peaceful assembly;
participation in public life; and non-discriminatory access to food and education.
Rule out a return to direct budget support until there is significant improvement in the
human rights situation in Ethiopia and accountability for past abuses.

Include in all agreements with the Ethiopian government provisions for independent
monitoring of all programs funded or partly funded by donors.

Suspend funding to the Democratic Institutions Program until benchmarks related to
this program are met, such as improving the structural independence of key
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institutions within the program and repealing or amending repressive legislation such
as the Charities and Societies Proclamation.

e Condition further funding of the General Education Quality Improvement Project until
benchmarks related to this program are met, such as implementation of the
International Labour Organization’s recommendations regarding the rights of
association of civil servants, the immediate registration of the independent National
Teachers’ Association, and the initiating of an independent inquiry into allegations of
torture of trade union members.

e Ensure and exercise the ability to observe trainings funded by donors.

e Invite national parliamentary bodies and audit institutions to examine the mannerin
which development assistance is underwriting political repression by the Ethiopian
government, and the extent to which this is done.

e Publicly call on the Ethiopian government to repeal or substantially amend the
Charities and Societies Proclamation, which restricts and undermines independent
civil society activity.

e Pressthe Ethiopian government to ensure non-discrimination and non-partisan
equality of access to government services and food security programs.

e Publicly condemn intimidation and harassment of media and civil society
organizations.

To the World Bank

e Explicitly include ways of monitoring partisan politicization and “political capture” of
donor assistance when preparing subsequent Country Assistance Strategies for
Ethiopia.

e (onsider Ethiopia’s Protection of Basic Services program and Productive Safety Net
Programme as potential pilots for the Nordic Trust Fund approach, which examines
how human rights relate to the World Bank’s core work and mission.

To United Nations Agencies Operating in Ethiopia

e Suspend the Democratic Institutions Program until benchmarks related to this program
are met, such as improving the structural independence of key institutions within the
program and repealing or amending repressive legislation such as the Charities and
Societies Proclamation.

e Establish a country office of the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for
Human Rights.
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Methodology

This report is based on interviews with more than 200 individuals during three separate research
missions in Ethiopia between June and December 2009. Two Human Rights Watch researchers
spent a total of five and ten weeks each in the country. Interviewees included farmers, rural
villagers from areas vulnerable to food insecurity, urban residents, students, teachers, civil
servants, and businesspeople. They were members of the ruling party, opposition parties, and
people unaffiliated to any political party from both rural villages and urban areas. Human Rights
Watch also met with human rights activists, Ethiopian and foreign journalists, foreign diplomats,
international aid officials, opposition politicians, serving and retired Ethiopian government
officials, and members of Ethiopia’s House of Peoples’ Representatives.

Human Rights Watch interviewed individuals from 53 kebeles (villages or neighborhoods) in 27
woredas (districts) in Amhara and Oromia regions and in the Southern Nations, Nationalities
and Peoples’ Region (SNNPR). Human Rights Watch also interviewed people from the capital,
Addis Ababa, and the country’s second-largest city, Dire Dawa. Several other individuals were
interviewed in Europe and the United States. The accounts of rural residents were echoed by
current and former civil servants in regional and national government who spoke to Human
Rights Watch on condition of anonymity, as well as opposition and former ruling party
supporters who had previously served in government posts.

Human Rights Watch used various intermediaries to locate persons to interview and different
interpreters in order to minimize the risk of biased or distorted information. All interviews
with individuals alleging or witnessing abuses were conducted privately in secluded
locations in English, Amharic, Tigrinya, Afaan Oromo, Sidaamu-afoo, Gedeo, and Dirashe,
with translators where necessary.

Ethiopia is one of the most challenging environments in Africa for human rights research. As
described in this report, the government’s administrative structures reach into every community
and even into most households. Families often must register visitors with kebele officials, and in
many rural villages there is pervasive fear of voicing critical views. It is almost impossible for
outsiders—including other Ethiopians—to visit a rural village without generating questions and
potentially serious repercussions for local residents from local security and kebele officials. It is
therefore extremely difficult to conduct research outside Addis Ababa in a manner that ensures
confidentiality and security for the victims and witnesses of abuses. All interviewees expressed
concern for their safety when talking to Human Rights Watch, and many people declined to be
interviewed because of personal safety concerns.
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Human Rights Watch has omitted names and other identifying details of most of the
individuals who met with our researchers to minimize the chance of government reprisal.

On December 22, 2009, Human Rights Watch Executive Director Kenneth Roth met with
Prime Minister Meles Zenawi and other government officials. Human Rights Watch presented
its preliminary findings in detail in a March 21, 2010 letter to the government, but received
no response.

Human Rights Watch also discussed its concerns and preliminary findings with officials from
international donor agencies. In Addis Ababa, London, Washington, and Brussels, Human
Rights Watch met with diplomats and aid officials from the World Bank, the European Union,
the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Spain, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway,
Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Canada, and Japan, as well as UN agencies, specifically
the World Food Programme, the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA),
and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). Human Rights Watch wrote to all the
donors through the Development Assistance Group (DAG) and shared preliminary research
findings. Both Human Rights Watch’s letter to the DAG and its response are included as
annexes to this report.
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Background

Ethiopia’s government—the ruling coalition of the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary
Democratic Front (EPRDF)—has overseen economic growth and some reduction in poverty
since ousting Mengistu Haile Mariam’s “Derg” military regime in 1991.*

Between 1998 and 2000, war with neighboring Eritrea disrupted Ethiopia’s economic
development efforts, and Official Development Assistance (ODA) briefly dried up. The end of
tensions renewed the government’s focus on economic growth and poverty. International
donors, impressed with the country’s economic progress, stepped up financial aid to assist
the transition and reconstruction. This reached an all-time high of US$3.3 billion in 2008,
the last year for which data are available, and amounts are projected to rise.?

This increased financing, together with the Ethiopian government’s commitment to growth
and tackling poverty, has led to impressive gains when it comes to meeting the United
Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) on poverty reduction, according to Ethiopian
government and UN data.? Yet despite the apparent progress, Ethiopia remains one of the
world’s poorest countries, where international relief assistance and food aid is required to
feed between 10 and 20 percent of the population each year.*

* For a detailed description of abuses during the three decades of internal conflict beginning in 1961, see Africa Watch (now
Human Rights Watch/Africa), £vil Days: 30 Years of War and Famine in Ethiopia (New York: Human Rights Watch, 1991),
http://www.hrw.org/node/78194. On progress toward the Millennium Development Goals, see United Nations Development
Programme, “Millennium Development Goals in Ethiopia,”
http://www.et.undp.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=30&Itemid=113 (accessed August 16, 2010) and
footnote below.

2 For OECD figures on ODA, see Table 1 below. The last year for which OECD statistics are available is 2008. See also Hendrik
van der Heijden, “Accelerating Development in Ethiopia: Suggested Road Map for Scaling Up External Financing and Aid,”
Government of Ethiopia/Development Assistance Group, June 1, 2007,
http://dagethiopia.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=38&Itemid=120 (accessed October 11,
2010).

3 The Millennium Development Goals were established by the United Nations in 2000. See United Nations, “United Nations
Millennium Development Goals,” http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals (accessed April 26, 2010). For a summary of Ethiopia’s
recent progress toward these goals, see UN Stats, “Millennium Development Goals Indicators: Ethiopia,”
http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/Data.aspx (accessed April 26, 2010); see also Ministry of Finance and Economic Development,
Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, “Ethiopia: 2010 MDGs Report: Trends and Prospects for Meeting MDGs by 2015,”
September 2010, http://www.undp.org/africa/documents/mdg/ethiopia_september2o10.pdf (accessed October 11, 2010).
These figures are all based on Ethiopian government data and are contested by other sources. See, for example, Alemayhu G.
Mariam, “The Voodoo Economics of Meles Zenawi,” Huffington Post, April 18, 2010,
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alemayehu-g-mariam/ethiopia-the-voodoo-econo_b_542298.html (accessed September 13,
2010); and Economist Intelligence Unit, “Ethiopia: Country Outlook,” July 1, 2010,
http://www.ciaonet.org/atlas/ET/Economy/Outlook/20100701_39364.html (accessed September 13, 2010).

4 United Nations Development Programme, “Human Development Report 2009 - Ethiopia,”
http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/country_fact_sheets/cty_fs_ETH.html (accessed June 17, 2010); and Human Rights
Watch interviews with aid agency officials (USAID, WFP, EU, OCHA), Addis Ababa, June and September 2009.
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The Architecture of Repression: The EPRDF State

You have to understand that at the grassroots level, everything is organized
according to the EPRDF ideology. Everything is organized and controlled by
cells.

—Teacher, Gonder, September 18, 2009

The EPRDF is a coalition of four ethnic parties (from the main regions: Oromia, Amhara,
Tigray, and SNNPR) dominated by Prime Minister Meles Zenawi’s Tigray People’s Liberation
Front (TPLF). The TPLF was a secular Marxist revolutionary movement and, along with the
Eritrean People’s Liberation Front (EPLF), principally responsible for the Derg’s military defeat.

The struggle against the Derg was waged against a backdrop of poverty and famine. The
1984 famine in Tigray and Wollo that garnered world attention was a key event in the civil
war and the history of the TPLF. From the outset, the TPLF was deeply concerned with the
politics of food and development, working with farmers to provide agricultural inputs and
improve yields.” The TPLF understood the importance of peasant support and had a
reasonable record of engaging and respecting civilians.®

The TPLF—now EPRDF—ideology is organized around the principle of “Revolutionary
Democracy,” which holds that the party is both the engine of development and the forum for
debate and democracy. Individual rights are subordinate to broader societal and governmental
concerns; collective rights are privileged over individual ones and—unlike liberal democracy
that relies on elected representatives—the population is to be continually engaged in the
decision-making process.” Prime Minister Meles has described the term’s meaning:

5 For background, see Aregawi Berhe, A Political History of the Tigray People’s Liberation Front, 1975-1991(London: Tsehai
Publishers, 2009); and Siegfried Pausewang, Kjetil Tronvoll, and Lovise Aalen, eds., £thiopia Since the Derg: A Decade of
Democratic Pretension and Performance (London: Zed Books, 2002).

6 See Alex de Waal, Famine Crimes: Politics & the Disaster Relief Industry in Africa (London: Zed Books, 1997). The TPLF has
also been accused of diverting some of the relief efforts to pay for weapons. See Martin Plaut, “Assignment: Aid for Arms in
Ethiopia,” BBC News, March 7, 2010, http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/pooédyn3 (accessed April 9, 2010); and Berhe, 4
Political History of the Tigray People’s Liberation Front, 1975-1991.

7 See “Our Revolutionary Democratic Goals and the Next Step,” Ethiopian Register, 1996, p. 20, on file with Human Rights
Watch. See also René Lefort, “Powers — Mengist — and Peasants in Rural Ethiopia: the Post-2005 Interlude,” Journal of Modern
African Studies, vol. 48, no. 3, 2010, p. 442: “EPRDF presents the ‘revolutionary democracy’ through which it has supposedly
ruled Ethiopia since 1991 as ‘unique and different’ in two main ways from a classical ‘liberal democracy’. First, it aims to
secure collective rights, starting with the rights of the ‘nations, nationalities and peoples’ of Ethiopia, while pushing
individual rights into the background. Second, a ‘liberal’ democratic system is largely ‘representative’: ‘the political stage is
occupied by a few politicians... who substitute for the public at large’, while with the revolutionary democracy, ‘the social
forces of the peasants, laborers and majority city dwellers’ are ‘consciously and uninterruptedly engaged’ in the decision
making process.”
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When Revolutionary Democracy permeates the entire society, individuals will
start to think alike and all persons will cease having their own independent
outlook. In this order, individual thinking becomes simply part of collective
thinking because the individual will not be in a position to reflect on
concepts that have not been prescribed by Revolutionary Democracy.®

After the terror of the Derg regime, the EPRDF established a nominally multi-party democratic
government. Furthermore, the 1995 constitution incorporated a wide range of human rights
standards, including many of Ethiopia’s international treaty obligations.’

But despite these initial promising signs, the EPRDF’s human rights record has become
increasingly oppressive, and democracy a hollow concept in a country steered by a powerful
party-driven government in which the distinction between party and state is almost
impossible to define.*

Except for a brief period during the 2005 general election, the government has severely
restricted the rights to freedom of expression and association, arbitrarily detained political
opponents, intimidated journalists, shuttered media outlets, and made independent human

8 Meles Zenawi, “Perspectives and ‘Bonapartism,’” in The Gimgema Papers, 2001 (cited by Paolos Milkias, “The Great Purge
and Ideological Paradox in Contemporary Ethiopian Politics,” Horn of Africa, vol. 19, 2001).

9 Ethiopia’s constitution includes the rights to freedom of thought, opinion, and expression (art. 29) and freedom of
association (art. 31), which is limited only when associations “undertake acts that needlessly subvert the rule of law and
constitutional rule.” During the 1991-94 transitional period, Ethiopia ratified the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights (ICCPR), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), and the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.

%% see Human Rights Watch, Ethiopia: The Curtailment of Rights, vol. 9, no. 8(A), December 1997,
http://www.hrw.org/node/78531; Human Rights Watch, Lessons in Repression: Violations of Academic Freedom in Ethiopia,
vol. 15, no. 2(A), January 2003, http://www.hrw.org/node/12373; Human Rights Watch, 7argeting the Anuak: Human Rights
Violations and Crimes against Humanity in Ethiopia’s Gambella Region, vol. 17, no. 3 (A), March 2005,
http://www.hrw.org/node/11813; Human Rights Watch, Suppressing Dissent: Human Rights Abuses and Political Repression
in Ethiopia’s Oromia Region, vol. 17, no. 7(A), May 2005, http://www.hrw.org/node/11760; “Ethiopia: Crackdown Spreads
Beyond Capital,” Human Rights Watch news release, June 14, 2005, http://www.hrw.org/node/70541; “Ethiopia: Hidden
Crackdown in Rural Areas,” Human Rights Watch news release, January 11, 2006, http://www.hrw.org/node/69871; “People
Fleeing Somalia War Secretly Detained,” Human Rights Watch news release, March 29, 2007,
http://www.hrw.org/node/72239; Human Rights Watch, Shell-Shocked: Civilians Under Siege in Mogadishu, vol.19, no. 12(A),
August 2007, http://www.hrw.org/node/10784; “Ethiopia: Repression Sets Stage for Non-Competitive Elections,” Human
Rights Watch news release, April 9, 2008, http://www.hrw.org/node/74763; Human Rights Watch, Collective Punishment:
War Crimes and Crimes against Humanity in the Ogaden Area of Ethiopia’s Somali Region, |SBN: 1-56432-322-6, June 2008,
http://www.hrw.org/node/62176; Human Rights Watch, “Analysis of Ethiopia’s Draft Civil Society Law,” October 13, 2008,
http://www.hrw.org/node/88963; Human Rights Watch, “Why Am | Still Here?”: The 2007 Horn of Africa Renditions and the
Fate of Those Still Missing, 1SBN: 1-56432-380-3, October 1, 2008, http://www.hrw.org/node/75259; “Ethiopia: Charge or Free
Ethnic Oromo Terrorism Suspects: Detainees Held Weeks Without Charge,” Human Rights Watch news release, November 27,
2008, http://www.hrw.org/node/76375; Human Rights Watch, So Much to Fear: War Crimes and the Devastation of Somalia,
ISBN: 1-56432-415-X, December 8, 2008, http://www.hrw.org/node/76419; Human Rights Watch, “An Analysis of Ethiopia’s
Draft Anti-Terrorism Law,” June 30, 2009, http://www.hrw.org/node/84132; Human Rights Watch, “One Hundred Ways of
Putting Pressure”: Violations of Freedom of Expression and Association in Ethiopia, |SBN: 1-56432-610-1, March 2010,
http://www.hrw.org/node/89128.
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rights and elections monitoring practically impossible.* Citizens are unable to speak freely,
organize political activities, or challenge government policies without fear of reprisal.” Key
state institutions and representative bodies, such as parliament and woreda and kebele
councils, have become politicized and fallen under the ruling party’s control. State officials
face little accountability for the abuses they commit.

At the core of the government’s ability to control ordinary rural and urban Ethiopians is the
local-level kebele, an administrative structure originally used for development and land
reform for millions of rural peasants. Inherited from the Derg and used by the TPLF during the
civil war, the kebele has since become a useful method of control and political repression.*

The April 2008 local elections proved to be a milestone in consolidating control at the local
level in both rural and urban areas. Before the elections, the government vastly expanded
the number of seats on kebele and woreda councils, increasing kebele seats from 15 to 300
for a total of between 3.5 and 4 million candidates. Only the EPRDF was able to field
candidates in all constituencies, and most opposition groups boycotted the elections. That
meant that when the EPRDF won over 99.9 percent of the kebele and woreda seats, the
ruling party had total control of the rural majority of the Ethiopian population.* As one
opposition leader explained to Human Rights Watch:

There are seven cabinet members in the kebele administration.... If you see
the political affiliation of all of these persons, no one not in the ruling party
can assume these positions—except possibly teachers. This structure is
there to tie the farmer-peasant hand to foot.”

* See Human Rights Watch, “One Hundred Ways of Putting Pressure.”
2 Ibid.
*3 Human Rights Watch, Ethiopia: The Curtailment of Rights, p. 8.

*4 National Electoral Board of Ethiopia, “Official Results of the Local Elections and By-Elections Held on April 13 and April 20,
2008,” document on file with Human Rights Watch; see also Lovise Aalen and Kjetil Tronvoll, “The End of Democracy?
Curtailing Political and Civil Rights in Ethiopia,” Review of African Political Economy, vol. 36, June 1, 2009, p. 203.

*> Human Rights Watch interview with opposition leader, Addis Ababa, September 25, 2009.
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The Structure of the Kebele

The kebele council is the primary unit of representation at the village or neighborhood
level, and is comprised exclusively of party members. Kebele administration is in the
hands of a seven- or eight-member kebele cabinet, theoretically elected by the council,
and kebele officials, including a kebele manager. Kebele officials determine eligibility for
food assistance, make referrals for secondary health care, provide recommendations for
jobs and educational opportunities, and control access to state-distributed resources such
as seeds, fertilizers, credit, and other essential agricultural inputs. They also run the
community social courts, which deal with minor claims and disputes, as well as local
prisons and, in some places, local militia that are used to maintain law and order.*

Citizens must go to kebele officials for a whole range of administrative functions, including
any kind of government documentation. In some cases, citizens must seek kebele
permission to repair their home. If the kebele authorities do not consider a citizen
favorably, daily life can become extremely difficult.

In many areas, there are also now sub-kebele structures—cells comprising between 30 and
90 households. Below these is another tier of cells of five households, each one headed
by a ruling party member, sometimes attended by armed militiamen answerable to the
kebele chairman. Human Rights Watch documented the existence of these cells prior to
the 2005 and 2010 elections, and their use to organize forced labor of farmers, compel
attendance at political meetings, and monitor speech and association.”

Rural inhabitants described a local structure in which the leader of each cell was a ruling
party member, and all the civil servants in the kebele were ruling party members.”® A 2009
International Crisis Group report noted:

Neighbourhood-level “cadres” report minor occurrences to kebelle officials,
including residents’ whereabouts and visitors. According to many, “their
main task is to monitor the people, spy on people and report to the kebelle.”

1 Each woredais made up of a varying number of kebeles; the woredas are the constituencies for parliamentary seats. For
further description of the kebele system and its role in rural communities, see Human Rights Watch, Suppressing Dissent; and
Human Rights Watch, “One Hundred Ways of Putting Pressure.”See also René Lefort, “A short survey of the relationship
between powers and peasants in a peasant community of Northern Shoa,” Nord-Sud Aktuell, Quartal 2005, p. 211-221; and
Lefort, “Powers — Mengist — and Peasants in Rural Ethiopia: the Post-2005 Interlude,” Journal of Modern African Studies.

7 See Human Rights Watch, Suppressing Dissent, p. 30; and Human Rights Watch, “One Hundred Ways of Putting Pressure,”
p. 22. For an overview of the current kebele structure, see International Crisis Group, “Ethiopia: Ethnic Federalism and Its
Discontents,” Africa Report No.153, September 4, 2009, pp. 18-19, http://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/africa/horn-of-
africa/ethiopia-eritrea/153-ethiopia-ethnic-federalism-and-its-discontents.aspx (accessed April 26, 2010).

8 Human Rights Watch interviews, Ethiopia, June-October 2009.
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Barely visible to outsiders and foreigners, this party control discourages
dissent and constantly reminds people who is in charge. It allows the EPRDF
to keep a tight grip on opposition supporters and reward its own.*

For example, kebele officials control access to land, even though it is supposed to be
periodically redistributed so that adults who want to cultivate will get their fair share. As a
result, local officials can both deprive farmers at any time of legal access to their farms and
harvest the land they cultivated, without any real possibility to appeal.

Furthermore, as the state and the ruling party have become fused, the interests of the government
and the EPRDF have become virtually inseparable. Local officials, often with little understanding of,
or sympathy for, the peasantry, rely entirely on the party for survival and “do not distinguish
between the state, which they claim to represent on a local level, the party that supports them and
their own positions and power.”*° As one kebele official said during the 2000 elections, “You are
voting for the opposition? All right, ask your party to give you land. The constitution says the state
owns the rural land. We don’t give land to those who are not loyal to us.”*

Voting in such an environment is not simply a matter of political preference, but of life and death.
Supporting the ruling party can bring economic and social benefits, including access to
development assistance. On the other hand, voting for the opposition may result in loss of land,
resources, jobs and education, and the very means of survival for oneself and one’s family.

EPRDF and Elections

The EPRDF’s record on multi-party democracy is poor.

The 1992 woreda, or district, elections were largely uncontested, but where opposition
parties did contest seats—such as in Oromia region—there was intimidation and violence,
including assaults on opposition candidates and supporters, threats against their families,
and arbitrary detention and closure of party offices by authorities.?

*9 International Crisis Group, “Ethiopia: Ethnic Federalism and Its Discontents,” p. 19.

2% siegfried Pausewang, “Ethiopia: a political view from below,” South African Journal of International Affairs, vol. 16, issue no.
1, 2009, pp. 69-85.
2 Pausewang, Aalen, and Tronvoll, eds., £thiopia Since the Derg.

22 National Democratic Institute for International Affairs/African-American Institute, “An Evaluation of the June 21, 1992
Elections in Ethiopia,” June 1992, http://www.ndi.org/node/12625 (accessed October 11, 2010). For background on political
competition and repression in Oromia, see Human Rights Watch, Suppressing Dissent, pp. 9-10.
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In 1995 and 2000, the EPRDF dominated polls in federal and regional elections. Opposition
parties, which criticized the uneven playing field, mostly boycotted the elections, but did win
several dozen seats in the main assembly, the House of Peoples’ Representatives.*

The 2005 elections were a different story. Despite some significant problems, the campaign and
elections were, until one month prior to the polls, the most open in Ethiopia’s history. Opposition
parties were able to campaign, at least in Addis Ababa and other key urban centers, access
national government-controlled media, and hold rallies, while civil society organizations
conducted extensive voter education efforts.?* But when opposition supporters protested
perceived irregularities in the vote counting, the government carried out a vicious crackdown
that resulted in 200 people killed and over 30,000 people detained.* The opposition eventually
won around one-third of the seats in parliament but many of the new opposition members of
parliament refused to take their seats following the post-election crackdown.

Among those detained were most of the opposition leadership, prominent journalists, and
several civil society activists who were arrested and charged with, among other things,
treason and “outrages against the constitutional order.”?® Almost two years later, after a
lengthy, flawed trial in which all of the defendants except two civil society activists refused
to recognize the court or mount a legal defense, they were convicted but subsequently
pardoned and eventually released from prison.?” In December 2008, the government
rearrested and revoked the pardon of Birtukan Midekssa, the leader of the Unity for
Democracy and Justice Party (UDJ), for allegedly violating the terms of her pardon. UN experts
in December 2009 determined that her detention was arbitrary in violation of international
law. She was released in October 2010.?®

Between 2005 and the next parliamentary elections in 2010, the government waged a
sustained and coordinated campaign against students, teachers, journalists,
nongovernmental organizations and opposition supporters using a variety of legislative and

23 For a detailed analysis of the first decade of elections, see Pausewang, Tronvoll, and Aalen, eds., £thiopia Since the Derg;
Leonardo R. Arriola, “Ethnicity, Economic Conditions, and Opposition Support: Evidence from Ethiopia’s 2005 Elections,”
Northeast African Studies, vol. 10, no. 1, 2008, p. 118.

24 «Board Chairman Praises Voters and Election Staff,” National Electoral Board of Ethiopia press release, May 15, 2005,
http://www.electionsethiopia.org/Whats%20New26.html (accessed February 6, 2010).

25 “Ethiopia: Crackdown Spreads Beyond Capital,” Human Rights Watch news release, June 15, 2005.
26 Federal Supreme Court Judgment, on file with Human Rights Watch.

27 The defendants signed a pardon apologizing for their “attempt to change government organs instituted in accordance with
the Constitution, by unconstitutional means.” Unofficial translation of the pardon letter, on file with Human Rights Watch.

28 5ee “Ethiopia: Opposition Leader’s Release Just a First Step,” Human Rights Watch news release, October 6, 2010,
http://www.hrw.org/node/93467.

DEVELOPMENT WITHOUT FREEDOM 18



extra-legal measures to increase the general population’s support for, and dependence on,
the ruling party.?® The strategy succeeded.

The 2008 local elections delivered over 99 percent of the available seats in woredaand kebele
councils to the ruling party, cementing EPRDF control at the local level.>° The EPRDF then swept
the national elections of May 23, 2010, garnering 99.6 percent of the seats. Opposition parties
won just one of the 547 parliamentary seats.** European election observers concluded the
electoral process “fell short of certain international commitments, notably regarding the
transparency of the process and the lack of a level playing field for all contesting parties.”*

Donor-EPRDF Relations: 2005-2010

The 2005 crackdown set alarm bells ringing in the offices of foreign donors.

Prime Minister Meles Zenawi was in 2005 a member of the British government’s
“Commission for Africa,” alongside the United Kingdom’s then-prime minister, Tony Blair,
and chancellor, Gordon Brown. The violence and negative publicity was embarrassing for the
British government and other donors, such as the World Bank and the European Union,
which had generously funded the EPRDF with direct budget support.

On November 11, 2005, the World Bank and donor partners in the Development Assistance
Group (DAG), a consortium of all major donors to Ethiopia, suspended direct budget support
to the Ethiopian government, committing instead to:

(i) Move away from direct budget support in favor of alternative instruments
that would provide greater oversight over poverty reducing expenditures and
promote increased accountability; (ii) reduce aid over time if governance
does not improve; and (jii) focus on new governance programs.*

29 See Human Rights Watch, “One Hundred Ways of Putting Pressure.”

3% | ovise Aalen and Kietil Tronvoll, “The 2008 Local Elections: The Return of Electoral Authoritarianism,” African Affairs,
108/430 (2008).

3! An independent candidate won a second seat. National Electoral Board of Ethiopia, “Official Results of the 23" May 2010
General Election,” http://www.electionethiopia.org/en/ (accessed October 11, 2010).

32 European Union, Election Observation Mission — Ethiopia 2010, “Preliminary Statement,” Addis Ababa, May 25, 2010,
http://www.eueom.eu/ethiopia2o10/reports (accessed June 13, 2010).

33 |nternational Development Association, World Bank, “Interim Country Assistance Strategy for the Federal Democratic
Republic of Ethiopia” (ICAS 2006-2008), report no. 35142-ET, May 1, 2006, p. 2.
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The World Bank stated that it based its decision to freeze budgetary support on the view that
“in an increasingly divided environment, a new instrument was needed to ensure that
resource flows to local authorities could be protected from political capture through an
enhanced set of checks and balances.”*

Donors feared that in the polarized political context of the 2005 post-election violence, the
government might manipulate aid to shore up the ruling party’s hegemony. At the same time,
they were keen to continue investing in Ethiopia’s economic growth and supporting
improvements in human development indicators.

The solution proposed for the years 2006-2008 in the World Bank’s Interim Country
Assistance Strategy (ICAS)—the strategy that set the parameters for assistance to Ethiopia—
was to focus the bank’s engagement on governance because, it argued, gains in service
delivery and infrastructure “are contingent on the extent to which problems of political
governance have the potential to adversely impact the development agenda.”*

In practice, this focus on governance meant more capacity building of regional administrations
and federal government institutions, including parliament. It also led to the Protection of Basic
Services (PBS) program, a new instrument for supporting basic service delivery that aimed to
channel money to regional and district governments instead of to the federal government.?®
Approved by the World Bank on May 25, 2006, PBS | ran until December 2009. It was succeeded
by PBS I, which was approved on May 14, 2009, and will run until December 2011.>

PBS was designed to work hand-in-hand with other World Bank programs, such as the
Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP), a food-for-work program, and the Public Sector
Capacity Building Programme (PSCAP), both of which were operating before 2005.3® PBS’s
money was intended to supplement government spending in five sectors: roads, health,
education, water, and agricultural extension.

The strategy of providing funds to district governments rather than to the federal budget was
seen as a way to avoid political risks. But giving money to district governments carried
precisely the same risks. While Ethiopia’s national government created the repressive

34 pid., p. 3.

35 Ibid., p. 1.

36 Ibid. The Protection of Basic Services program is introduced in the ICAS on p. 17.

37 pBS | was for $2.56 billion and PBS Il for $3.36 billion. See Table 3 below for details.

38 5ee section on “Development Programs Vulnerable to Political Capture” for a full description of these programs.
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policies, district governments actually implemented them; meanwhile, foreign donors found
it hard to monitor and detect misuse of funds at the local level.*®

The World Bank’s 2006-2008 Interim Country Assistance Strategy noted that the biggest
challenge was to “separate political parties from the state.”*° The World Bank also warned
against “weak and eroding institutional checks and balances increasing the risk of capture
of decentralization, block grants and the civil service.* It concluded that it would seek to
adjust its support if the political context worsened and these risks increased, “both to help
the country address the risks, and to manage the level of resources entering an environment
that may not be conducive to development.”#

But as the political context deteriorated in exactly the way described, the bank did not adjust its
support. Instead, just two years later, in 2008, it issued a new Country Assistance Strategy (CAS).
While noting serious concerns when it came to national political issues, it claimed that Ethiopia
had shown “progress in long-term institution building and gradual improvements in governance,
perhaps most notably in terms of the transparency and accountability of basic service delivery by
local governments.” The bank asserted this progress and made no comment on its earlier
concern regarding the potential for the misuse of funds for political purposes.*®* The CAS also
argued for a resumption of direct budget support “once donors and Government agree
conditions are appropriate.” As the money started to flow again, the donors ignored their
earlier concerns about Ethiopia’s governance problems.

Rather than express caution about providing assistance in a highly politicized environment,
the 2008-2011 CAS turned the problem around, presenting the government’s undemocratic
character as a technical challenge rather than a question of political will, and a problem that
could be addressed with increased financial support. The strategy further urged:

39 For an overview of the structure of Ethiopian government institutions and the federal-regional relationship, see
International Crisis Group, “Ethiopia: Ethnic Federalism and Its Discontents,” pp. 18-19, and Kjetil Tronvoll and Sarah Vaughan,
“Structures and Relations of Power: Ethiopia,” Swedish International Development Agency, 2003.

4°|CAS 2006-2008, p. 8.
M Ibid., p. 103.
42 Ibid., p. 103.

43 |ndeed, the 2008 document mentions the phrase “political capture” only once, on page 61, and then goes on to praise the
PBS program for continuing to provide financing despite the recent suspension of direct budget support. World Bank,
“Country Assistance Strategy for the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia” (CAS 2008-2011), April 2, 2008, p. 61.

4 bid., p. 18. The CAS noted “concerns about the lack of space for open political discourse” (p. 20) from stakeholder
consultations and an assessment by the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group that there had been “weak outcomes on
private sector development and mixed outcomes on governance” (p. 19).
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Democratic practices at the local level need to take deeper root. More
broadly, the media and civil society organizations need to mature and a
greater space needs to be created for them, and the effectiveness of national
level accountability mechanisms, such as parliamentary oversight
committees, courts, and the public audit system, need further strengthening.
Progress in these areas will naturally take time, but it deserves sustained
attention as transparency and accountability are critical for sustaining the
“dual take-off” in the long run.*

The suggestion that the government that could reform if given enough time seriously
mischaracterized events in Ethiopia after 2005 when—as Human Rights Watch, other
organizations, and independent academics reported at the time—there was no genuine
possibility for meaningful reform on governance, and democratic space was closing. And yet
billions of dollars of development assistance were premised on an unfounded assumption
that Ethiopia was moving in a democratic direction. In fact, Ethiopia is a one-party state,
where government action in nearly every sphere is directed at promoting EPRDF’s political
control, repressing opponents, and suppressing dissent—in exactly the way the 2006 World
Bank document had feared.

45 CAS 2008-2011, p. ii.
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Donor Strategy toward Ethiopia

! like to compare the current donors to the Italians who built roads for Haile
Selassie. Without the Italian roads, the Emperor could not have controlled
the state. Without the donors’ money, Zenawi could not hold it together—the
PSCAP and PBS and the donor-funded bureaucracy. The donors should be
more careful.

—World Bank official, Addis Ababa, [date withheld], 2009

Donor countries continue to provide the Ethiopian government with huge sums for
development assistance. This places them in an awkward position. On the one hand, they
are aware of the Ethiopian government’s serious human rights violations and their own role
in supporting the state apparatus. On the other, they know that confronting the EPRDF
government on its human rights record could endanger projects and thwart their efforts to
contribute to Ethiopia’s economic development.“

In the short term, these donor programs are ostensibly helping the country make progress
toward reaching Millennium Development Goals. In the longer term, however, they are
fortifying an oppressive political apparatus responsible for serious human rights violations.
Donor operations in Ethiopia are also undermining their own human rights policies—
stressed by UN agencies and a range of development organizations—outlining that an
effective state is one that is accountable and respects human rights.*

For example, the UN Millennium Declaration setting out the Millennium Development Goals
for reducing poverty states, “Men and women have the right to live their lives and raise their
children in dignity, free from hunger and the fear of violence, oppression or injustice.
Democratic and participatory governance based on the will of the people best assures these
rights.”*® Meanwhile, the Common Understanding on the Human Rights Based Approach to
Development Cooperation, adopted in 2003, states that all programs of development co-

46 For a discussion of the donors’ dilemma, see Helen Epstein, “Cruel Ethiopia,” New York Review of Books, May 13, 2010,
http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2010/may/13/cruel-ethiopia/ (accessed October 5, 2010).

“Ina July 2010 study, the Development Assistance Group noted that accountability for development programs is key to how
donors can “work with the Government of Ethiopia to strengthen the capacity of the state to be increasingly accountable and
effective in the eyes of its citizens.” Development Assistance Group, “Aid Management and Utilisation in Ethiopia: A study in
response to allegations of distortion in donor-supported development programmes,” July 2010, p. 37,
http://www.dagethiopia.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=123&Itemid=120 (accessed October
11, 2010).

“8 United Nations General Assembly, Resolution 55/2, United Nations Millennium Declaration, A/RES/55/2 (2000),
http://www.un.org/millennium/declaration/aress52e.htm (accessed June 21, 2010).
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operation, policies, and technical assistance should “further the realisation of human rights
as laid down in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other international human
rights instruments.”* The importance of the political context of development was also
stressed in a joint World Bank/International Monetary Fund report in 2004.*°

And yet in practice, donors often ignore these principles in their eagerness to finance large
development programs aimed precisely at meeting the Millennium Development Goals.>
Moreover, while World Bank officials in Washington, DC, told Human Rights Watch that the bank
regarded open society and the space for the contest of ideas as “very important” for sustainable
development, the institution’s actions and statements—and those of its donor partners in
Ethiopia—do not demonstrate a belief that fundamental human rights are central to economic
development.>* Indeed, World Bank officials in Addis Ababa told Human Rights Watch that
democracy might not be so important for Ethiopians yet, although “maybe in 20 years.”?

Donor policy toward Ethiopia is shaped by at least two significant and interlinking factors.
The first is the strategic position of Ethiopia in the Horn of Africa, which makes the country a
key ally in the region for Western states seeking a bulwark against an intransigent Eritrea, an
increasingly effective and radicalized insurgency in Somalia, and possible instability in
neighboring Sudan following its referendum in 2011. The second is the genuine, if
exaggerated, progress that Ethiopia has made to reduce poverty.>*

These two realities create a dilemma for donors, compounded by the government’s hard-line
response to raising human rights concerns. In 2008, for example, Prime Minister Meles said
that he did not need Western aid, and following the election in 2010 said it was “fine and we
can move on” if the United States felt that “the outcome of the elections are such that we
cannot continue our relationship.”>

9 United Nations Development Group, “Human Rights Based Approach to Development Cooperation Towards a Common
Understanding Among UN Agencies,” adopted 2003, http://www.undg.org/index.cfm?P=221 (accessed October 11, 2010).

5° World Bank and IMF Development Committee, “Global Monitoring Report 2004: Policies and Actions for Achieving the
Millennium Development Goals and Related Outcomes,” 2004,
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTGLOBALMONITORING/Resources/GMR_2004.pdf (accessed October 11, 2010).

51 See Philip Alston, “A Human Rights Perspective on the Millennium Development Goals,” Millennium Project Task Force on
Poverty and Economic Development, 2004.

52 Human Rights Watch interview with Greg Toulmin, Ethiopia country program coordinator, World Bank, Washington, DC,
November 2, 2009.

53 Human Rights Watch interview with World Bank officials, Addis Ababa, October 7, 2009.
54 See background section.

55 Anita Powell, “Ethiopia PM Rebuffs Election Critics,” Associated Press, May 26, 2010.
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Western governments have both a strategic and a humanitarian interest in providing
financial assistance for development to Ethiopia. But one would be mistaken to think that
this aid is improving—or even having a neutral effect—on human rights in the country. The
ruling EPRDF neither wants to discuss human rights concerns, nor allow donors to engage in,
or fund, independent programs that promote human rights and good governance. By quietly
accepting the EPRDF’s misuse of development assistance for partisan political purposes,
donor countries are contributing to the oppression of Ethiopia’s vulnerable populations.
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Development Programs Vulnerable to “Political Capture”

When the World Bank in 2006 referred to the threat of “political capture” in Ethiopia, it meant
that there was a danger that the government could use its donor-funded structures and services
to control and oppress the population; severely impinge upon their rights to freedom of
expression, association, and assembly; and discriminate against its citizens based on political
affiliation. This, it added, would be problematic because a repressive politicized state would be
“an environment that may not be conducive to development.”®®

And yet, this is exactly what Human Rights Watch observed in the villages it visited in 2009.
Researchers found that donor-funded services, resources, and training opportunities were being
used as threats or rewards for citizens to join the ruling party and cease supporting the
opposition, and that donor mechanisms for monitoring or controlling the misuse of aid programs
were inadequate.

International human rights law calls for government assistance to be provided impartially. Denying
government assistance, including foreign aid, to individuals and their families because of their
perceived or actual political viewpoints or affiliations violates the rights to freedom of expression
and association and to take part in public affairs, as provided under the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR).* It is also a form of prohibited discrimination based on “political
or other opinion” under the ICCPR and other international human rights treaties.®

Denying food aid or educational opportunities because of membership or perceived support for
opposition political parties also violates the rights to food and education under the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR).>® According to the Committee on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the expert body that monitors compliance with the ICESCR,
it is a violation to discriminate against people because of their political or other opinion,
including “both holding and not-holding” particular views or membership in political parties. The
committee stated: “Access to food assistance schemes, for example, must not be made
conditional on an expression of allegiance to a particular political party.”®°

56 1cas 2006-2008, p. 103.

57 See International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), adopted December 16, 1966, G.A. Res. 2200A (XXI), 21 U.N.
GAOR Supp. (No. 16) at 52, U.N. Doc. A/6316 (1966), 999 U.N.T.S. 171, entered into force March 23, 1976, acceded to by
Ethiopia June 11, 1993, arts. 19, 22, and 25.

58 Ibid., art. 2. See also Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), adopted November 20, 1989, G.A. Res. 44/25, annex, 44 U.N. GAOR
Supp. (No. 49) at 167, U.N. Doc. A/44/49 (1989), entered into force September 2, 1990, acceded to by Ethiopia May 14, 1991, art. 2.

59 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), adopted December 16, 1966, G.A. Res. 2200A (XXI), 21 U.N. GAOR
Supp. (No. 16) at 49, U.N. Doc. A/6316 (1966), 993 U.N.T.S. 3, entered into force January 3, 1976, acceded to by Ethiopia June 11, 1993.

bo Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, General Comment No. 20, Non-discrimination in economic, social and

cultural rights (art. 2, para. 2, of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights), July 2, 2009,
http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cescr/comments.htm (accessed October 11, 2010), para. 23.
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The Ethiopian constitution protects fundamental freedoms found in international human rights
treaties to which Ethiopia is a party.®* The constitution also provides that everyone have equal
access to government services. In addition, Ethiopian law forbids partisan allocation of state
resources or their use to benefit one political party at the expense of others.?

In reality, these laws are flouted, and often, by local government officials who have
considerable power when it comes to distributing donor-funded seeds, fertilizers, food,
micro-loans, and other resources on which Ethiopia’s impoverished majority rural
population relies for survival. The resources and personnel used in this way are supported
by international funds in the form of various development programs, the most significant of
which are World Bank programs channeling money from a range of donors.

World Bank Programs Misused by Ethiopia

In 2008, total aid to Ethiopia was about US$3.3 billion. Official Development Assistance
(ODA) to Ethiopia comprises the total amount of funds from abroad, including emergency
humanitarian aid.®® This assistance includes multilateral support (UN, World Bank programs)
and bilateral aid (individual government grants to Ethiopia). Table 1 shows the total funds
flowing just from multilateral agencies as well as the total aid to Ethiopia from all donors.

Table 1: Annual ODA Total Net Disbursements to Ethiopia®
(in USS millions, current prices)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Multilateral
. 747 696 914 1,287 1,453
Agencies Only
Total All Donors 1,809 1,910 1,964 2,563 3,327

6 Ethiopia’s constitution includes the right to freedom of religion conscience and thought (art. 27), the right to hold opinions,
thoughts, and free expressions (art. 29), and freedom of association (art. 31), which is limited only when associations
“undertake acts that needlessly subvert the rule of law and constitutional rule.”

62 Ethiopia’s constitution provides, “Every Ethiopian citizen shall have the right to equal access to social services run with state
funds,” (art. 41, Economic, Social and Cultural Rights), and guarantees the right to join political parties, trade unions, and other
workers’ associations (arts. 38 and 42); and the Amended Electoral Law (2007) prohibits political campaigning by government
officials and on government property during working hours, Federal Negarit Gazeta, no. 54, June 25, 2007, para. 61.

63 ODA is a term of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), which comprises 30 countries
committed to democracy and the market economy. The OECD defines ODA as “Flows of official financing administered with the
promotion of the economic development and welfare of developing countries as the main objective, and which are
concessional in character with a grant element of at least 25 percent (using a fixed 10 percent rate of discount). By convention,
ODA flows comprise contributions of donor government agencies, at all levels, to developing countries (‘bilateral ODA’) and to
multilateral institutions. ODA receipts comprise disbursements by bilateral donors and multilateral institutions. Lending by
export credit agencies—with the pure purpose of export promotion—is excluded.” OECD, “Glossary of Statistical Terms,”
http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=6043 (accessed March 25, 2010).

64 OECD, “DAC 2a ODA disbursements,” http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE2A (accessed October 12, 2010).
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A range of sources, not just the World Bank, funds World Bank-administered programs in
Ethiopia. They account for a large proportion of the multilateral and bilateral funds coming into
the country. The Ethiopian government also makes contributions into the “pooled funds” which
are then distributed back to it. These programs provide money directly to Ethiopian government
institutions, which “own” the programs and administer them jointly with the World Bank.®> Table
2, below, lists all the donors that contribute aid to Ethiopia. Table 3 lists the main World Bank
programs operating in Ethiopia and who pays for them. Four of these programs are at particular
risk of political capture and are briefly described below.

Table 2: ODA Total Gross Disbursements to Ethiopia®

(in USS millions, current prices)

Donor 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Australia 1.88 1.87 1.34 1.85 10.13
Austria 4.30 7.64 17.59 7.18 12.66
Belgium 9.44 5.34 6.60 13.13 8.77
Canada 59.48 64.93 62.48 90.52 152.55
Denmark 2.62 4.06 5.74 6.43 7.52
Finland 9.06 11.08 13.21 9.98 15.99
France 26.25 15.19 17.35 20.05 18.74
Germany 126.09 49.86 56.76 96.48 98.25
Greece 1.59 1.49 1.17 2.43 3.1
Ireland 42.44 44.10 50.63 58.94 72.67
Italy 11.21 86.93 105.39 75.47 65.86
Japan 33-33 3417 57-85 36.03 4712
Luxembourg 0.44 0.15 1.73 0.98 1.43
Netherlands 57.52 58.66 49.76 50.76 113.63
New Zealand 0.80 1.21 0.16 0.06 0.34
Norway 34.04 38.07 41.80 34.14 37.28
Portugal 0.01 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.21
Spain 0.81 4.48 9.72 27.08 60.54
Sweden 50.76 68.37 41.53 44.72 46.94
Switzerland 3.24 2.65 2.76 2.43 3.15
United Kingdom 147.13 75.48 164.61 291.07 253.68
United States 402.03 608.61 315.78 371.73 811.37
EU Institutions 112.65 163.47 194.37 364.76 460.81

65 Different governments and their aid agencies contribute different amounts to different programs and projects. For a full
breakdown of who funds what, see Table 3 below.

66 OECD, http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=TABLE2A (accessed October 12, 2010).
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Table 3: World Bank Projects in Ethiopia by Donor®”
(in USS millions, current prices)

Protection of General Protection of
Food Public Sector | Protection of Productive Basic Education Basic Productive

Project Name / ID Security Capaqty Ba§|c Safety Net Ser_v!ces Quality Services Safety Net

Building Services APLII Additional Improvement APL I

Po50383 . . Phase Il
Po74020 Po74015 P098093 Financing APLI P113220
P103022
P106559 P106855
Approval Date May 30, May 11, 2004 May 25, Jan. 9, 2007 Dec. 20, Dec. 16, 2008 May 14, Oct. 22,
2002 2006 2007 2009 2009
. Dec. 31, Dec. 31,

Closing Date Jun. 30, 2010 2009 2009 Jun. 30, 2010 N/A Jul. 7, 2013 Dec. 31,2011 | Jun. 30, 2015
Lending Project 110.16 8 2,562.91 1,040.1 1,804.12 1 64.1 1,730
Cost (Total) E 397. 1502.9: +040. 1604. 417.3 3,364. +730.4
International
Development 8 100 21 200 21 0 0 80
Association 5 5 5 5 >4 4
(World Bank)
African
Development 55 161.9
Bank
Austria 10.9
Canada (CIDA) 3 38.8 15.75 72.5 20.86 59.8 81.8
European
Commission 187.8 196.04 67.3 78.7
Finland 6
(Finnvera) 9-
Germany (Kfw) 14 47.5
Ireland 1 44.2 32.9 80.6
Italy 4 20.4 10.2
Netherlands 34.8 7 26.4 10.9 71.3
Spain 40.7
Sweden (SIDA) 8.6 23 12.3 23
UK (DFID) 3 296.55 138.5 136.99 31.1 295.9 324.1
USAID 314.2 530.9
World Food e s o
Programme > >
Other 7 112.9 3.86 183 657.5
Borrower
(Ethiopia) 8.16 137.5 2,030.75 1,159.23 84.5 1,428.6 10

7 World Bank Country Lending Summary, Ethiopia,
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/0,,countrycode:ET~menuPK:64820017~pagePK:64414648~piPK:644

14956~subTitle:All+Loans~theSitePK:40941~pageNo:1~pageSize:Show%20All,00.html (accessed October 12, 2010).
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There are many different World Bank programs in Ethiopia, but the most significant in terms of
dollar amounts and political manipulation are the Protection of Basic Services (PBS) program
(more than $3 billion over three years) and the Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) ($1.7
billion over three years). The first supports basic service delivery (water, health, education,
agriculture, and roads); the second delivers food and cash for food-insecure populations in
return for their participation in public works projects. These programs, together with the Public
Sector Capacity Building Programme (PSCAP) and the General Education Quality Improvement
Project (GEQIP), are those most likely to be used by the Ethiopian government as tools of
political repression, according to Human Rights Watch’s findings.

In addition, the Democratic Institutions Program (DIP) is intended to support domestic
accountability mechanisms to improve the overall governance situation in the country. Since
it is a key part of the overall aid picture in Ethiopia, its purpose is also briefly described here.

Protection of Basic Services (PBS)

The Protection of Basic Services program is one of the largest and most complex
development programs in the world. Every year, it transfers about $1 billion in a “block
grant” to the federal government, which then disperses it to regional and district
governments. PBS was first approved in May 2006, and was extended again in May 2009.%®
The donor money is mixed with Ethiopian government resources; in 2008-2009, PBS was 36
percent donor funds and 64 percent Ethiopian government funds.® The PBS program, in its
second phase, involves $3.3 billion over three years, with the World Bank alone accounting
for over half a billion dollars, other bilateral donors contributing around a billion, and the
Ethiopian government contributing $1.4 billion.”

PBS supports five specific service sectors—health, education, water, agricultural extension,
and roads—which are delivered at the local level by civil servants, woreda and kebele
officials, teachers, nurses, development agents, doctors, and Ministry of Health officials. The
kebele chairman and manager are the key figures in the kebele, which is in turn the key unit
of organization. Most block grants fund salaries of officials and recurrent expenditure of

%8 World Bank, “Project Appraisal Document on a Proposed Grant and Proposed Credit to the Federal Democratic Republic of
Ethiopia for a Protection of Basic Services Project” (Project Appraisal Document for a PBS Project), May 2006; and World Bank,
“Project Appraisal Document on a Proposed Grant and Proposed Credit to the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia for a
Protection of Basic Services Program Phase Il Project” (Project Appraisal Document for a PBS Phase Il Project), April 22, 2009.

69 Project Appraisal Document for a PBS Phase Il Project, April 22, 2009, p. 6.

7° For a full breakdown of donor contributions, see Table 3 above.
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local governments.” These local officials—teachers, agricultural and health extension
workers, and kebele staff, whose salaries are paid through PBS—decide how to allocate
resources, control militias, and write references for students and job seekers. Among the key
material resources that PBS funds are schools, seeds, fertilizer, and other agricultural inputs.

Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP)

Ethiopia has a long history of relying on foreign food aid in response to natural and man-
made disasters.”? Launched in 2005, the Productive Safety Net Programme aims to provide
predictable transfers of food or cash to food-insecure households through a public works
program, or direct transfers to those who cannot work. It was intended to address the causes
of underlying food insecurity in Ethiopia, with the idea that beneficiaries would over time
accrue enough assets to withstand a food shock on their own. Between 7 and 8 million
beneficiaries are targeted, based on historical patterns of areas needing food relief. The total
program cost of phase three, which was approved in September 2009, is approximately $1.7
billion.”> Annual spending has been about $350 million.”

The safety net program is financed by the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA),
the European Commission (EC), Irish Aid, the Netherlands embassy, the Swedish International
Development Agency (SIDA), the United Kingdom Department for International Development
(DFID), the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), and the World Bank.
The last three donors provide over two-thirds of the funding. The Ethiopian Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development is responsible for the program’s overall operation.7s5

Public Sector Capacity Building Programme (PSCAP)

The board of the World Bank approved the first phase of the Public Sector Capacity Building
Programme in May 2004, and renewed it in March 2010. It is intended “a) to improve the
scale, efficiency and responsiveness of public service delivery at the federal, regional, and

7 project Appraisal Document for a PBS Phase Il Project, April 22, 2009, p. 20.

72 For a summary, see Sue Lautze, Angela Raven-Roberts, and Teshome Erkineh, “Humanitarian Governance in Ethiopia,”
Humanitarian Exchange Magazine, issue no. 46, July 2009, http://www.odihpn.org/report.asp?id=3005 (accessed April 2,
2010).

73 World Bank, “Project Appraisal Document for a Proposed Grant and Proposed Credit to the Federal Democratic Republic of
Ethiopia for a Productive Safety Net APL Ill Project in Support of the Third Phase of the Productive Safety Net Program” (Project
Appraisal Document for a PSNP APL Il Project), September 25, 2009.

74 DAG, “Aid Management and Utilisation in Ethiopia,” p. 8.
75 project Appraisal Document for a PSNP APL Il Project, September 25, 2009.
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local level; b) to empower citizens to participate more effectively in shaping their own
development; and c) to promote good governance and accountability in its public sector.””®

Capacity building is seen as a “critical underpinning” to reaching Ethiopia’s development
objectives because the local, regional, and federal governments need strengthening to
enable them to better use the money provided by donors and the Ethiopian government.””

The PSCAP program was originally estimated to cost $398 million, of which the Ethiopian
government contributed $55 million, the World Bank $100 million, and other donors
provided the rest. A range of donors supported the PSCAP program at its outset in 2004.7°
However, by 2010, many had pulled out for unspecified reasons, leaving CIDA, DFID, the EC,
and Italy as PSCAP’s remaining supporters.” The resulting shortfall in funds led to Ethiopia’s
requesting, and being granted, an additional $185 million in March 2010.

General Education Quality Improvement Project (GEQIP)

The General Education Quality Improvement Project was launched in 2008 to improve teaching
and learning conditions in Ethiopian schools.80 It aims to help train teachers, update the
curriculum, and support school infrastructure. Regional governments are responsible for the
syllabus and for overseeing training programs through teacher-training colleges. Woreda
governments are responsible for paying and recruiting primary and secondary teachers.®

The GEQIP is financed by a group of donors: the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Italy, Finland,
and Sweden.®* The total program cost is $417.3 million, with $62 million earmarked for the
Teacher Development Program.® It is scheduled to run from December 2008 to July 2013.

76 World Bank, “Public Sector Capacity Building Program Support Project,”
http://web.worldbank.org/external/projects/main?pagePK=64283627&piPK=73230&theSitePK=295930&menuPK=295961&
Projectid=P107217 (accessed April 2, 2010).

7 World Bank, “Project Appraisal Document on a Proposed Credit to the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia for a Public
Sector Capacity Building Program Support Project” (Project Appraisal Document for a PSCAP Project), March 25, 2004, p. 3.

78 The donors were: African Development Bank, Canadian International Development Agency, Development Cooperation Ireland
(DCI), Department for International Development (DFID), European Commission (EC), Finland, France, Germany, World Bank, Italy,
Japan, Netherlands, Swedish International Development Agency, United Nations Development Programme, and United States
Agency for International Development. See Project Appraisal Document for a PSCAP Project, March 25, 2004, p. 26.

9 bid., p. 4.

8% hid. p. 11; and World Bank, “Project Appraisal Document on a Proposed Credit to the Federal Democratic Republic of
Ethiopia in Support of the First Phase of The General Education Quality Improvement Program (GEQIP)” (Project Appraisal
Document for the First Phase of GEQIP), November 24, 2008.

81 Project Appraisal Document for the First Phase of GEQIP, p. 2.
82 hid., p. 17.
83 Ibid., p. 7.
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The program aims to address the severe capacity problems in the education sector and the
shortage of qualified staff. The Teacher Development Program will consist of pre- and in-
service training, extra English training, improving selection of entrants to teacher training,
and developing a teacher career structure and licensing system that “recognizes
professional development and behavior.”®

Democratic Institutions Program (DIP)

The Democratic Institutions Program was approved in August 2007 and aims to build the
capacity of institutions seen as promoting and protecting democracy in Ethiopia, the rights
of citizens, and their participation in the democratic process. These are the national
Ethiopian Human Rights Commission, the Ethiopian Institute of the Ombudsman, the House
of Peoples’ Representatives, the Federal Ethics and Anti-Corruption Commission, and the
National Electoral Board of Ethiopia. The program agreement states that the program is
intended to enhance “the capacity of democratic institutions to be effective, sufficient and
responsive in promoting and protecting the rights of citizens,” and to empower citizens “to
be active and effective participants in the democratic process as well as to respect the rights
of others.”®

The monitoring mechanisms of all of the programs described above—and their flaws in
assessing political capture of resources—are examined in greater detail below.

84 bid., p. 9.

85 Government of Ethiopia, “United Nations Development Programme — Ministry of Finance and Economic Development, Multi-
Donor Support for the Democratic Institutions Programme,” August 2007, p. 1.
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Politicization of Donor-Supported Government Services

The rural administration is in the hands of EPRDF. The fertilizer is in the
hands of TPLF. The government owns all the land. The rural credit companies
that provide loans to buy inputs are owned and controlled by the EPRDF.
DeDebit is affiliated to TPLF, and the safety net is controlled by EPRDF. Where
can a farmer run to? Can he say “no” to these institutions that control his
livelihood?

—Siye Abraha, opposition leader and former minister of defense, October 6,
2009°%

Every tool at their disposal—fertilizer, loans, safety net—is being used to
crush the opposition. We know this.
—Senior Western aid official, Addis Ababa, October 5, 2009

Human Rights Watch learned of discrimination or other human rights violations by
government officials in a range of locations and sectors across the country. These included
agriculture, education, the safety net public works program, food aid distribution, the civil
service, and training programs for civil servants.

Donor officials who work with the Ethiopian government are well aware of this government
repression. “Intimidation is all over, in every area,” one Western aid agency official told
Human Rights Watch. “There is politicization of housing, business, education, agriculture.
Many of the people are forced or compromised to join the party because of safety net and so
on, many do not have a choice—it is imposed. For others, you are paid to join, or provided
with something in kind.”®

Many other donor officials also told Human Rights Watch they were aware of reports that
their funds were being used to oppress Ethiopian citizens. Indeed, the US State Department
human rights country report for 2009 noted “credible reports” during the year that teachers
and other government workers were fired if they belonged to opposition political parties,
and “frequent credible reports” that local authorities told opposition members to renounce

86 Human Rights Watch interview with Siye Abraha, former minister of defense and former chief executive of EFFORT, the
Tigray development association that is responsible for much of the parastatal development work in Tigray province and across
the country, October 6, 2009.

87 Human Rights Watch interview with European aid official, Addis Ababa, September 24, 2009.
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party membership and become EPRDF members if they wanted to access subsidized seeds
and fertilizer, food relief, civil service jobs, promotion, retention, student university
assignment, postgraduate employment, and other government-controlled benefits.®®

This knowledge, that aid money is not only being misused, but is being misused to further
government efforts that undermine broader development aimed at promoting human rights
and good governance, has not deterred donors from making large contributions. Nor has it
led to closer monitoring of local government officials, civil servants, and head teachers to
see whether they implement decisions in a partisan or discriminatory fashion.

Often, this is precisely what authorities do—marginalize and ostracize those who support
the opposition or their family and friends. Sometimes proactive efforts by officials to
penalize opposition supporters are not even needed because communities recognize the
risk by association. As one human rights activist in Gonder said, “Society voluntarily
excludes opposition members who openly support their parties to make sure they are not
suspects themselves.”® People are wary of being suspected of opposition involvement
because they don’t want to lose access to government resources. “Hewas [cell] leaders have
publicly declared that they will single out opposition members, and those identified as such
will be denied ‘privileges,”” a farmer from a kebelein Kuta Ber woreda said, referring to
fertilizers, safety nets, and even emergency aid. “These are government services that
farmers hold dear. It’s a powerful threat that the majority can ill afford to ignore.”®°

Moreover, it is a threat that carries particular weight in a country where the ruling party
pervades much of village life, and where community and EPRDF interests are easily conflated.
For example, the government has hired, trained, and deployed 30,000 community health
workers, who receive mandatory political instructions from EPRDF officials two evenings per
month.®* In addition, before the May 2010 general elections, reports surfaced of officials
leveraging government services to encourage support for the ruling party and punish dissent.
Human Rights Watch documented house-to-house intimidation by kebele officials in Addis

88 s state Department, “Country Reports on Human Rights Practices 2009: Ethiopia,” March 11, 2010,
http://www.state.gov/g/drl/rls/hrrpt/2009/af/135953.htm (accessed October 5, 2010).

89 Human Rights Watch interview with human rights activist, Gonder, September 17, 2009.
9° Human Rights Watch interview with farmer, Dessie, October 3, 2009.

9! US Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of Inspector General, “Report of Inspection:
Embassy Addis Ababa, Ethiopia,” report no. ISP-I-10-51A, April 2010.
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Ababa who told residents that they would lose their house or even their job if they did not
register to vote and cast a ballot for the EPRDF.**

Withholding of Agricultural Inputs

Farmers consistently reported that officials withheld agricultural inputs—such as hybrid
seeds and fertilizer—on the basis of real or perceived political affiliation. These reports came
from over 50 farmers in 38 kebeles in 15 woredas in three different regions: in Mecha, Dangla,
Mera-Awi, Dabat, Wagara, Macho, and Kuta Ber (Amhara region); in Boricha, Tulla, Wondo
Genet, Dale, Yirga Chaffe, Dila Zuria, and Kochore (SNNPR region) and in Ambo (Oromia
region).

When farmers complained to development agents, kebele chairmen, or woreda officials
about their exclusion from distributions of seeds or fertilizer, they were routinely referred
back to the kebele, where officials told them, “You know the system” or “Go and ask your
party to help you.”??> According to a member of the opposition All Ethiopia Unity Party (AEUP)
in Wagara, Amhara region:

| was registered for fertilizer, | had prepared my land. But at distribution time,
| went to the official who was responsible for distribution. She said she had
been ordered by the woreda agricultural officer not to give to me.**

A coffee farmer in the south of the country, hundreds of miles away, gave a similar account:

I am marked as an [opposition] member so | did not get any farmer’s
assistance—seeds, fertilizer, and materials. | asked them and got the same
answer, “This doesn’t concern you, since you hate the government, why
would you get help from them?”

92 «Ethiopia: Government Repression Undermines Poll,” Human Rights Watch news release, May 24, 2010,
http://www.hrw.org/node/90619.

93 Human Rights Watch interviews, Amhara, SNNPR, and Oromia regions, June and September-October 2009.
94 Human Rights Watch interview with opposition farmer, Gonder, September 19, 2009.

95 Human Rights Watch interview with opposition farmer, Dilla, October 3, 2009.
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One farmer from Dabat woredain Amhara said he did not even bother to ask for fertilizer
from the authorities because “they have already told me | cannot be a beneficiary of any
government help because | am a member of an opposition party.”

Such discriminatory withholding of agricultural inputs is not new. Opposition leaders
protested, and Human Rights Watch reported on, such tactics well before 2005.%” According
to one account from North Shoa in Amhara, wealthier farmers were forcibly enrolled in the
party after the 2005 election and appointed model farmers who received privileged access to
credit, state-controlled agricultural inputs, and technical knowledge spread by development
agents.?® Those who did not submit were jailed, sometimes as many as four times.*®

The repression seriously affected the organized opposition, which was wiped out after the
2005 elections. Some farmers who supported the opposition said authorities had
confiscated their land for political reasons in the following woredas: Mecha, Dabat, Tachar
Macho, and Wagara (Amhara); Lante and Boricha (SNNPR); and West Shoa zone (Oromia). A
farmer in Dabat said that kebele officials harassed him for a year and threatened to arrest
him if he did not hand over a three-hectare plot with 50,000 seedlings. He eventually
submitted. He said:

The reason they gave me is that the land is common grazing land and that |
had itillegally. But the real reason is that | am a member of AEUP. | have
owned that land since | was eight years old. | have witnesses that the land
has been mine for 45 years.*®

His current land is not enough to feed his family. He survived in 2008 by selling his animals,
but said that in 2009 his family did not have enough to eat.”

A former “model farmer,” a group leader in the agricultural extension program with a
diploma in agriculture whom the government hired to train other farmers, told Human Rights
Watch that the authorities suspended him from his role and confiscated his land in 2009

96 Human Rights Watch interview with opposition farmer, Gonder, September 19, 2009.

97 Human Rights Watch, Suppressing Dissent, pp. 27-39.

98 Lefort, “Powers — Mengist — and Peasants in Rural Ethiopia: the Post-2005 Interlude,” Journal of Modern African Studies.
99 Ibid., pp. 444 and 449.

100

Human Rights Watch interview with farmer from Dabat woreda, Gonder, September 19, 2009.

% pid.
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because he became the local organizer for the AEUP in his area.*** Two other farmers said
that officials promised to return their land to them if they left the opposition party; one was
told explicitly, “If you leave the opposition party, we will give you back your land.”**

Partisan Access to Micro-Credit Facilities

Many donor officials told Human Rights Watch that rumors of the political awarding of
government-provided loans and subsidized interest-rate loans were “common,” and three
said that they had firsthand knowledge of the problem.**

Government-affiliated organizations control not only seeds and fertilizer, but the loans that
farmers need to purchase them. Credit is important to farmers everywhere, but particularly in
Ethiopia, where 85 percent of the population lives in rural areas. The majority of these
residents are subsistence farmers with minimal assets against which to borrow, for whom
micro-credit is a hugely important resource. Millions of Ethiopian subsistence farmers are
familiar with the cycle of loans, debt, and tax. Farmers often spend periods of time in kebele
jails or must forfeit part of their crop for non-payment.*®

Individuals reported discriminatory government loan practices in the provision of micro-
credit in the following woredas: Loka Abaya, Yirga Chaffe, Misrak-Awassa, Kochore, and Arba
Minch (SNNPR); Limukosa (Oromia); and Dangla and Dabat (Amhara). In addition, three
donor officials, two former government officials, several journalists and a former
parliamentarian all described routine partisan access to micro-credit loans.

Funding for micro-credit comes from Ethiopian central and regional government funds and
donors. The Household Asset Building Program (HABP) is the main donor credit program
under the purview of the safety net program, which delivers credit through “multipurpose
cooperatives as well as the government administrative system and microfinance
institutions.”**® Under the HABP, “Households are provided a one-time highly subsidized
credit that ranges from $200-700 to rebuild their asset base or to purchase ‘household
extension packages.’ These packages usually consist of various combinations of agricultural

*°2 Human Rights Watch interview with farmer from Tachar Macho woreda, Gonder, September 19, 2009.

3 This was the case in Lante and Dabat respectively. Human Rights Watch interviews, June 23 and September 19, 2009.
%4 Human Rights Watch interviews, Addis Ababa, June and September 2009, and London, October 15, 2009.

195 see, for example, Pausewang, “Ethiopia: a political view from below,” and Lefort, “A short survey of the relationship
between powers and peasants in a peasant community of Northern Shoa,” Nord-Sud Aktuell.

106 Project Appraisal Document for a PSNP APL Ill Project, September 25, 2009, p. 3.
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inputs based on a business plan developed with support from the extension service.”*” The
program is financed through a federal block grant to regional governments amounting to
about $100 million per year.'*®

There is a range of micro-credit activity in Ethiopia. Some micro-credit funds are explicitly
controlled by regional governments.**® Some funds are delivered through dedicated micro-
finance banks; others are mass-based associations, and so-called community organizations
and farmers’ cooperatives. According to the International Food Policy Research Institute,
cooperatives are the primary means by which Ethiopian farmers obtain agricultural inputs
and equipment. Even though they are “supposedly organized to advance farmers’ interests
and secure them tangible benefits,” the cooperatives are controlled by the party, whose
members “routinely fill cooperative leadership positions. Moreover, the cooperatives
frequently are more responsive to the desires of the government and donors than to those of
members.”**° Controlling loan distribution allows the party to encourage farmers to join, do
its bidding, or punish them if they get out of line.

Interviewees repeatedly mentioned DeDebit and Omo Micro-Finance as two party-affiliated
micro-credit organizations involved with systematic and partisan allocation of loans.™* DeDebit
operates predominantly in Tigray province, while Omo is in the south. “In principle, it’s a
public organization,” a farmer in the southern region of SNNPR said of Omo, “but it is working
under cover for the ruling party, and the only ones who receive loans are EPRDF members.”*?

A farmer in Gedeo zone said that Omo Micro-Finance officials told him to get a loan from his
party if he needed one, and that his wife was told she was ineligible for help because her
husband was an opposition member.**?> According to a farmer in SNNPR who is an opposition
member, “They [kebele officials] say, ‘This is not from your government, it is from the

7 |bid.
%8 |hid., p. 3.

%99 A European donor official involved in the safety net program said: “Micro-loans are politicized, [the banks] are funded
federally and regionally—mostly regional governments control them.” Human Rights Watch interview with European aid
agency official, Addis Ababa, September 24, 2009.

1o Tewodaj Mogues et al., “Agricultural extension in Ethiopia through a gender and governance lens,” International Food

Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) Ethiopia Strategy Support Program Discussion Paper, no. ESSP2 007, October 2009,
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/agricultural-extension-ethiopia-through-gender-and-governance-lens (accessed October 5,
2010), p. 33.

“** Human Rights Watch interviews, June, September-October, and December 2009.
*2 Human Rights Watch interview with farmer, Dilla, October 3, 2009.

3 pig.
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government you hate. Why do you expect something from the government that you hate?’”*
Farmers in other parts of SNNPR and Amhara reported to Human Rights Watch similar
responses from kebele officials.

In 2008, a young man in Arba Minch, SNNPR, took a loan to start a micro-business with 10
others as part of a “youth association” to provide road-building materials for the woreda. A
year later, in June 2009, woreda officials told him that he would have to leave the
association if he did not join the ruling party. Since all associations must be party-affiliated,
he would also be jobless. “I’m not interested in politics,” he told Human Rights Watch, “but |
have few options.”*** He joined the party a month later.

Belete Etana, a former member of parliament and vice-chair of the House of Peoples’
Representatives public finance committee, said that micro-loan applicants in his

”,

constituency needed a letter from the kebele chairman to show they were in “good standing”:

From the outside it looks like a good system, but the poison is hidden. The
kebele will say, “We don’t have faith that he will repay the loan.” What can
you say? We know, they know, everybody knows the system but there is no
way to challenge it."¢

Political Discrimination in the Productive Safety Net Programme

The safety net is used to buy loyalty to the ruling party. That is money that
comes from abroad.... Do those people who send the money know what it is
being used for? Let them know that it is being used against democracy.
—Opposition farmer, Dessie, October 3, 2009

The PSNP beneficiary list is a weapon, pure and simple.
—Ethiopian Human Rights Council official, Addis Ababa, September 8, 2009

The Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) provides food and cash to vulnerable families
in return for work on public projects in approximately 300 woredas. Human Rights Watch
interviewed 50 people who described the use of access to the safety net program as a

14 bid.
“5 Human Rights Watch interview, Arba Minch, June 23, 2009.

116 Human Rights Watch interview with Belete Etana, former vice-chair, Public Accounts Standing Committee, House of
Peoples’ Representative, London, October 16, 2010.
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political tool of the ruling party. They came from multiple kebeles within the following 16
woredas: Wagara, Dabat, Belissa, Delante, and Kuta Ber (Amhara); Boricha, Tulla, Wondo
Genet, Dale, Yirga Alem, Yirga Chaffe, Dilla Zuria, Kochore, Aletachuko, and Derashe (SNNPR);
and Ambo (Oromia). While numbers vary, a UD) party leader from a kebelein Boricha woreda
said that he had personally recorded 188 people in his own kebele who were excluded from
the safety net program, and around 9o people who were excluded from humanitarian
assistance.”” The average population of a kebeleis around 5,000.

The Development Assistance Group report asserted that a 2009 USAID fact-finding mission
to seven woredas found no evidence of political discrimination in this program.*®

But donors in Addis Ababa are well aware of the risk that a program like PSNP can be used to
reinforce political control. As an aid official told Human Rights Watch, “Cash transfer
programs are famous for this [becoming tools of political repression]—this is about control,
fear, not turning out little believers. It is like China, the party members are not really party
members.”**® Meanwhile, a senior foreign official involved in PSNP said:

There is a big moral dilemma about the PSNP. Yes, we are feeding people,
but we are also supporting the government that is repressing its people, that
is using it as an instrument of control.”°

Other community members, such as teachers and officials at the regional and national level
who were not considered vulnerable and therefore not eligible for the program, also
described politicized access to the program. People seeking access to the safety net

program in the north and the south of the country consistently described how kebele
chairmen, cell leaders, and sometimes Ministry of Agriculture “development agents”

decided who was eligible for the safety net program. Those in charge of the lists either told
people outright that their political views disqualified them from inclusion, or their names
were simply no longer on lists when the lists returned from being vetted by the woreda office.

According to the PSNP’s Project Implementation Memo, the lists of who should receive food
aid were supposed to be decided by community meetings and fixed in 2005, remaining
constant for a number of years. However, many interviewees said these rosters had been

*7 Human Rights Watch interview with opposition farmer, Awassa, October 2, 2009.
18 DAG, “Aid Management and Utilisation,” p. 6.
9 Human Rights Watch interview with consultant to a major donor, Addis Ababa, October 5, 2009.

29 Human Rights Watch interview with Western aid agency official, Addis Ababa, September 23, 2009.

41 HumAN RIGHTS WATCH | OCTOBER 2010



compiled as recently as 2008 and 2009. They also spoke of two lists: one that contains the
names of the people supposed to participate in the program, and another kept by officials
that reflects actual distribution.**

The recent updates may be rooted in the fact that beneficiaries have been revised and additional
areas added.** The central point is that although communities are supposed to collectively
decide who participates in the safety net program, local officials have a significant opportunity to
politicize this assistance by adding—or restricting—food aid to particular individuals. Reviews of
the program have noted the problem of giving kebele officials such power.*??

A farmer in SNNPR recalled how he and his family were rejected from the safety net in 2005
before the last election because, he believed, he was a “marked” opposition member: “The
coordinator told me, ‘This doesn’t concern you.””**

A description provided by one former coordinator of the safety net program in an SNNPR
kebele appears to confirm the farmer’s account:

The rule was that members of the safety net should be ruling party members....
The committee knows their members and they select those. | received the
payroll list of people who should benefit. No GDP [an opposition party in SNNPR]
members were on the program. The mass media is saying that the woreda
people are helping people through safety net and that there is no hunger. But
truly speaking the people are hungry and the safety net is full of manipulation.*?®

In a kebelein Arabure woreda, three farmers who self-identified as opposition supporters
told Human Rights Watch that they had managed to register for PSNP and did the work, but
were then not paid. One of them explained:

| did the work—all the residents of the kebele can testify that | worked
[terracing]—but when the distribution came [two sacks of wheat and 400-500

**! Human Rights Watch interviews in Gonder and Wollo zones (Amhara) and Sidama and Gedeo zones (SNNPR), September-

October 2009.

122 Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, “PSNP Implementation Manual,” 2004.

123 Kay Sharp, Taylor Brown, and Amdissa Teshome, “Targeting Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP),”
Overseas Development Institute, August 2006, http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/3035.pdf (accessed October 6,
2010), p. 50.

*24 Human Rights Watch interview with farmer, Dilla, October 3, 2009.

25 Human Rights Watch interview with farmer and former PSNP coordinator, Dilla, October 3, 2009.
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Birr cash], | didn’t get [any], and my name had been removed from the list.
There was also one woman and two men [opposition party members] who
were registered and worked, but they did not get the food and cash either.
Everyone else [EPRDF party members] who did the work got the food."

Human Rights Watch attempted to interview seven farmers from Tigray region who also
claimed that they had worked on PSNP projects but not been paid due to their political
affiliation. Desperate to feed their families, and unhappy with the response they received
from the woreda and regional government when they complained, they decided to tell their
story to independent investigators.’” The government detained the farmers in December
2009 before they could meet with a Human Rights Watch researcher.*® A foreign journalist
who then attempted to meet with the farmers after they were released from detention in
Tigray was himself detained for several days and threatened with deportation.**®

Safety net participants described how opposition members were excluded from the program.
One farmer, a safety net beneficiary from Dale woredain SNNPR said, “l am not a member of
any political party. Sometimes they reject members of the opposition from the program and
sometimes they will assign them to very hard work rather than the work the rest of us do.”*°

One EPRDF member from Dilla zone told Human Rights Watch, “The opposition people don’t
receive of course.... They say you are ungrateful, this government has brought peace and security,
you don’t deserve it. There is not a single opposition person in the safety net program with me.”**

Not only does the government control the PSNP beneficiary lists at the crucial kebele and
sub-kebele level, but local party and government officials also control the mechanisms for
appeal. Farmers denied access to the safety net program in areas visited by Human Rights
Watch described complaining several times without redress. Some farmers in Dilla, SNNPR
(southern Ethiopia), said they had complained six or seven times to the zone administration

126 Human Rights Watch interview with opposition farmers, Gonder, September 19, 2009.

**7 Human Rights Watch interviews with Arena-Tigray officials, Addis Ababa, December 9, 2009; and telephone interview with
Arena-Tigray officials, Tigray, December 20, 2009.

128 Human Rights Watch telephone interview with Gebru Asrat, Arena-Tigray leader, December 26, 2009. See also Jason
McClure, “Ethiopia jails seven for complaining of aid abuses,” Bloomberg News, December 29, 2009.

29 Human Rights Watch telephone interviews with Arena-Tigray officials, December 26, 2009; and email correspondence with
Jason McClure, January 11, 2010.

3% Human Rights Watch interview with unaffiliated farmer, Awassa, October 1, 2009