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Abstract 

A growing body of empirical evidence shows that smallholder cash cropping has 
contribution to ensuring household food security through improving farm households' 
income and enhancing food crop productivity. Further more, it has been argued that cash 
crop and food crop production can compliment each other in improving farmers' income 
and achieving household food security. Besides, cash cropping also has a positive effect 
on food crop productivity by supplying with more draft animals, agricultural inputs and 
hired labor. Similarly, income from cash cropping relieves the meager income of poor 
farm households from being depleted by other non food expenditures of households. 
Nevertheless, smallholder cash cropping can be constrained with inadequate extension 
service, inefficient market system, and insufficient and untimely supply of modern inputs. 
This study was conducted to "assess the contribution of onion production to household 
food security in Alamata woreda: To this end, an empirical analysis was done using 
descriptive analysis in comparative fashion between onion producing and non producing 
households using data collected by household survey and other qualitative methods of 
data collection. Statistical tools such as T-test and Chi-Square have been employed to 
test the variation in some important variables. The study found out that onion production 
has a significant contribution to household food security via improving the income of 
producing household anrl improving the productivity of food crop productivity. The 
majority of producing households have been found to be more food secure than their non 
producing counterparts. In addition, many onions producing farmer shave bought oxen 
with money obtained from onion sale. Similarly, it was observed that income from onion 
was used to cover other non food expenditures such as education, health, clothing and 
ceremonial expenses. In general, it was observed that the total mean income of producers 
was almost twofold of that of non producers, the major factor for this variation being 
income from onion sale. Finally, the researcher recommends that in promoting market 
oriented smallholder cash cropping, problems related to extension service, market 
development, and provision of modern agricultural inputs should be addressed. In 
addition, area specific potentials should be exploited for efficient cash cropping and 
thereby ensure food security of farm households. 

.'- . -
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CHAPTER ONE 

1.1 Illtroduction 

Meeting the challenge of improving rural household food security in Africa will require 

some form of transformation out of the semi- subsistence, low- input, and low

productivity fanning systems. Similarly, the agriculture sector of Ethiopia is caught in 

low- input, low- productivity, and low output trap. Two types of crop economy, namely 

cash and food crop productions are the dominant sources of household food security in 

Ethiopia. 

According to the government's PASDEP document (2005), the mam reliable 

development alternative to accelerate the development of agriculture is promotion of 

mixed farming or diversification. Practicing diversification in agriculture contributes to a 

more efficient utilization of both labor and land resources. In line with this, smallholder 

cash cropping helps to achieve household food security by increasing cash income of 

households and enhancing the productivity of food crop production. 

However, there are arguments in favor and against cash crop production. According to 

the proponents of cash cropping, there are no danger in production of onion as long as 

producing households earn income that can enable them to buy more staple crops, or 

cover other household expenditures. On the other hand, opponents of cash crop 

production argue that cash cropping negatively affects food security of households 

because it could lead to a decline in food crop production by diverting scarce household 

resources notably capital, land, water and labor away from food production. They also 

argue that cash crop producing households' income decline from time to time due to 

decline in the price of cash crops and disadvantageous terms of trade against peasants at 

local market. Yet, there are others in the third group who hold middle position and 

recommend proportional production of cash and staple crops at the same time so as 

minimize risks of crop failure and price fluctuations (J. Govereh and T.S. Jayne (1999), 

Afework (2007). 



In this regard, the government's Sustainable Development and poverty Reduction 

Program (SDPRP) on promoting of diversification of agricu lture seems to be in line with 

the third group's view (MoFED, 2002: 65-67). 

Efficient agricultural marketing and extension service have pivotal roles to play in the 

transfornlation of the subsistence farming to market led farming systems. This is because, 

in the absence of effective marketing network and extension service, cash crop producers 

may fail to harness the potential of improving market demands and benefit from their 

produce. And, most of the farmers of Ethiopia are small-scale with inadequate market 

information, poor access to market institutions, and inadequate extension service. 

Smallholder cash cropping when supported by strong extension system, input provision, 

developed market system, and credit facility contributes to household food security (J. 

Govereh and T.S. Jayne (1999: 2-4), Andrea S. Anderson). In this study, the researcher 

tried to assess the contribution of onion production to household food security in Alamata 

woreda. 

1.2 Statemeltt ojthe Problem 

The agriculture sector in Ethiopia is marked by declining productivity due to low 

technological inputs, soil degradation, diminishing farm size and due to vagaries of 

nature. Agriculture production has always been subsistence-oriented and rain fed unable 

to ensure food security. According to P ASDEP (2005), transforming the subsistence 

agriculture into a prosperous and commercialized sector should be the most important 

development goal of the country. 

The Plan for Accelerated and Sustainable Development to End Poverty (PASDEP) 

document asserts that the main objective of this program is to accelerate the 

transfomlation of agriculture fi'om subsistence to a more market- oriented agriculture, and 

achieve food security. However, recent studies reveal that there hardly exist even today 

any data or information that indicates the transformation of small-scale agriculture to 

commercial agriculture in Ethiopia. According to these studies, the constraints of 
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smallholder cash crop production and marketing include absence of credit facility, poor 

market infrastructure as well as poor access to improved technologies and inputs 

(Demese, 2006, Afework, 2007). 

The government's policy with respect to commercialization of agriculture focuses on 

those commodities that have export potential and high growth impact. Nevertheless, 

cereal-based food security largely falls short of household food requirement. The author 

argues that cash crops such as onion and pepper that can be produced at smallholder level 

have the potential to contribute to household food security by increasing cash income of 

producers. 

Smallholder cash cropping is sti ll facing problems related to provision of credit and 

inputs and extension service. In addition, if the market is not well developed and 

integrated producers may not get the benefit from these cash crops (Demisie, 2006, 

Molla, 2006). 

In Ethiopia, various researches are done on major cash crops such as coffee, Chat, and 

spices (Getachew on coffee (1989), Afework on ginger (2007), Adem on chat (2006), 

etc). These cash crops are major cash crops which receive the government attention and 

are well promoted. And even the researches done these crops largely focus on constraints 

of their production and marketing. Some are on the role of these crops on livelihood 

security. In fact, while several reports have been written on some cash crops such as 

sweet potato, Ginger etc., ( for example, Getahun et al (2006), Afework (2007)). But, 

studies on smallholder onion production and its contribution on household food security 

has not been undertaken. This research tries to breach this gap. In addition, the role of 

this cash . crop on improving the productivity of food crop production is not studied. 

And, researches on Sweet potato and Ginger can not be generalized for onion producers. 

Thus, exploring the contribution of onion production in achieving household food 

security and examining production and marketing constraints of the crop in the study area 

are important. 
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1.3 Objective of the Study 

1.3.1 General Objective 

The general objective of the study is to examine the contribution of onion production to 

household food security. 

1.3.2 Specific Objectives 

~ To examine the situation and constraints of production and marketing of onion in 

the study area 

~ Explore the role of onion to productivity of food crop production in the study area 

~ To explore the contribution of onion production to household food security 

~ To draw some policy implications for the observed constraints of cash cropping in 

the study area 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

This study has shown the contribution of smallholder onion production to household food 

security. The contribution has been indicated in increasing food crop productivity and 

improving producers' food purchasing power through increasing household income. 

Thus, the study is significant in indicating the potential of smallholder cash cropping for 

achieving household food security by focusing only on onion. With a very small land 

holding size farm households can not be food secure focusing on food crop production. 

Hence, mixed crop production approach, i.e producing cash crop in complementary with 

staple food crop production can help farm households to be food secure sustainably. 

The study also indicated onion production enhancing food crop productivity through 

supplying more draft animals and agricultural inputs, and employing more wage labor 

with income from onion sale. Further more, the study is also significant in showing the 

contribution of income from onion covering other household food and non food 

expenditures. 
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The significance of the study can also be seen in its attempt to show some of the 

constraints of onion production and marketing in the study area. Based on these findings 

the study made some possible recommendations for further promoting smallholder cash 

crop production in the effort of agricultural transformation from subsistence oriented to 

market oriented. It is also hoped that the study would add up knowledge on the study area 

i.e., rural household food security in general and lay ground for further research 

activities. 

1.5 Scope and Limitation of the Study 

In analyzing the problem area related to food security, there is a difficulty of the non 

availability of an overall direct measure of the household food security situation. Even 

the indirect measures currently used are methodologically under-developed and not 

standardized and therefore, various data can not be directly compared. The researcher has 

seen household food security only from the perspective of the contribution of smallholder 

cash cropping to HH food security. Other factors which could affect household food 

security were not addressed by the study. In this study, household food security is 

measured using process indicators i.e. , that describe food availability and food access 

(ability to purchase). How ever, these indicators (food availability and adequate access) 

do not show that all household members have equal access to food. Therefore, the study 

did not look into household food distribution and access to nutritious food items by all 

members of the household. The limitations of both finance and time influences to the 

deeper analysis of the area. 

1.6 Research Methodology 

1.6.1 Research Design 

In this research study a cross sectional research design was employed as cross sectional 
data is sufficient for this study. 

1.6.2 Data Collection Methods and Data Sources 

In the process of data collection for this research, primary and secondary data collection 

data sources were used for data collection. 
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Sampling procedure 

Purposively, four farmer kebele administrations which are known f9r high concentration 

of onion production along with food crop production were selected from the 10 rural 

famler kebele adminstrations. This was done based on difference in sources of water for 

growing onion. These are Gerjele, Laelay Dayu, Kulgize Lemelem and Lemeat kebele 

administrations. Gerjele and Lemeat kebeles utilize both ground and surface water but 

are located in different di stance from woreda town (central market). Where as, Laylay 

Dayu and Kulgize Lemlem utilize surface water for onion production. But, Kulgize 

lemelem is located nearer to (Alamata town). 

Then, a stratified simple random sampling was used to select households from each 

selected farmer kebele administration. The households were stratified into two groups on 

the basis of onion producers and non-producers. This was to ensure that onion producers 

and non producers are included and also helps for comparative analysis between these 

two groups of households. The number of sample producing households drawn from each 

kebele was determined in proportion to the number of onion producing households in 

each kebele. From these strata, 66 onion producing households and 31 non producing 

households were selected. The purpose of including non producing households in the 

sample households was just for comparative analysis. Generally, 97 households were 
",., ,~ 

selected for the household survey, the proportion of producers and producers being 68% 

to 32 %, respectively. The table below shows the number of sampled households in the 

selected four kebeles. 
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T bl I I N f I d H a e 0.0 sample I Id . tl ouselo SIl1 I tdkbl d ' t le se ece e e e a mll11S Ta Ions 
Kebelc Total No.of Onion Non onion 

Population producing Producers % producers Total 

Households 

Gerjele 
7056 25 I I 45 5 16 

Lay. 

Oayu 7556 33 
40 22 55 II 

Kul. 

Lemlem 
3744 16 

28 12 43 4 
Lemeat 7998 32 

36 21 58 11 
Total 26354 

129 66 51.2 31 97 

The numbers of households considered shown in table 3.1 above, was based on the 

proportion of the number of producing households of each sample farmer Kebele 

association. 

Primary Data 

A. Quantitative 

Household Survey: The household survey was conducted on 97 sampled households 

using structured questionnaire. 

B. Qualitative 

To supplement the quantitative data collected by the household sample survey, qualitative 

data was gathered using both Focused Group Discussion (FGD) and Key Informants 

Interview (KII). 

Focus group Discussion (FGD) was held with two groups in two different kebeles as the 

other remaining two kebeles can be represented by the other. The similarity of the two 

kebles is with respect to their accessibility to the woreda town and their use of water 

source for growing onion. Each focus group consisted of 6-8 persons, and the 

composition of the groups included elders, women and the youth. This was useful to 
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gather data on agricultural inputs provision, marketing functions and problems, etc. at 

community level. 

Key Informant Interview (KII)- was made with some experts from woreda Agriculture 

and Rural Development Office, and Woreda DPPA and Food Security Offices. 

Discussion was also made with experts of a cooperative union (know as Shewit) which 

works in the marketing of cash crops in the woreda. Data on onion production and 

marketing were gathered with this interview. 

Secondary Data Sources 

The researcher explored and consulted secondary data sources such as, previously 

conducted research findings, reports and relevant documentary materials were consulted 

and used. These data were gathered from woreda OARD, woreda food security office, 

and DPPA. 

1.6.3 Method of Data Analysis 

Quantitative and qualitative data collected for this study were analyzed using appropriate 

methods of data analysis. The quantitative data were entered into SPSS and then 

analyzed using descriptive statistical tools such as cross tabulation, percentage, and 

statistical tests such as Chi-square and T-tests etc. 

For measuring and analysis of household food security, the researcher utilized the widely 

used indicators of household food security i.e., the three pillars of food security, namely 

food availability, food access (income, liquidable assets), and food utilization (number of 

meals of meals/day, dietary diversity, etc.). Accordingly, to measure the contribution of 

onion production on own food production, its effect in improving food crop productivity 

was evaluated as a result of buying more draft animals and agricultural inputs, and hiring 

more wage labor with the money obtained from the sale of onion. With regards to food 

access, an assessment was made on proportion of onion income used to buy food during 

times of food gaps faced by responding households. For measuring HH food security, the 

following measurements were used, namely, the amount of cash income producers obtain 

from the sale of the cash crop, as a proxy indicator of food security. The third pillar, i.e., 
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food utilization was measured using indicators that show efficient utilization of food by 

households. These include number of meals per day and dietary diversity of households 

in their food intake. In addition, contribution of onion income was measured in covering 

other non food expenditures of households such as education, health, clothing and 

ceremonial expenses. 

For the purpose of measuring household food security and classify households into food 

secure and food insecure, two benchmarks were employed. The first is food energy intake 

method which is based on the 2200 kcal/ AE/day converted into its equivalent monetary 

form. The amount of grain equivalent of this caloric requirement is 225 kg! AE/year. How 

ever, to be food secure households need to have a reserve of20 percent above or over this 

amount in the fonn of liquidable assets. The second benchmark is the minimum cost of 

basic needs method which includes both food and non food requirement of households. 

This was adopted from the poverty line calculated by MoFED in 2002 for each region of 

the country. However, as the estimated amount of cost was based on the 1999/2000 

HICE survey, an adjustment was made taking into consideration the inflation rate 

prevailed during the survey period. Thus, the cost of basic needs calculated for rural areas 

of Tigray Region was adjusted by the inflation rate and multiplied by number of adult 

equivalents of each household. This was used as benchmark to categorize sample 

households into food secure and food insecure comparing with their total annual income. 

Therefore, those households whose net total annual income falls short of the minimum 

income benchmarks are categorized as food insecure households while those households 

whose total alillual income lying above the benchmark are categorized as food secure. 

The contribution of onion income to the household income was also computed by its 

share in the total household income. 
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1. 7 Organization o/the Thesis 

This research paper is organized into SIX chapters. The first chapter deals with 

background, statement of the problem, objectives and significance of the study, scope and 

limitations of the study. The second chapter deals on review of related literature as well 

as empirical literatures pertinent to objectives of the study. Chapter three presents 

conceptual framework and research methodology. Onion production and marketing in 

the study area is discussed in chapter four. Chapter five presents the contribution of onion 

to household food security. Finally, the conclusion and policy implications are presented 

in chapter six. 

10 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1 Definition of Terms 

• Cash Crops have been applied, for example to crops that are exported rather than 

being consumed domestically; crops that are sold in the market instead of being 

consumed directly by fanning households; and non-food crops as opposed to food 

crops(Tiago S. Wandschneider, I 999). This research paper follows the definition 

that crops that are produced primarily for sale in local or foreign markets. Hence, 

market sales are generally important. While smallholders tend to consume at least 

part of their crops, a sufficient share of total production is usually sold for local 

consumption, processing and or export. 

• The tenn Food Crops is used in reference to subsistence crops, i.e., crops in Sub 

Saharan Africa which are predominantly grown for home consumption. Although 

certain subsistence crops may be increasingly sold in the market, and thus 

accounted for a considerable share of rural households cash income in particular 

surplus producing areas. 

• Household Food Security: According to FAO(l997), quoted in Tiago S. 

Wandschneider,1999), " food security exists when all people, at all times, have 

physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their 

dietary need and food preferences for an active and healthy life". This definition 

takes into account two key detenninants of food security: enough food availability 

(through domestic production, storage, and/or imports), and the ability to acquire 

enough food (through subsistence production, market purchases and food 

transfer). It also stresses the need to look at the food security problem at the 

individual, household or vulnerable group level. 
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2.2 Commercialization of Agriculture 

Commercialization of agriculture may be defined as shift from production of basic food 

crops mainly for household consumption to crop production mainly for sale (Islam 1994, 

in Afework, 2007). Thus agricultural transformation is a transition from subsistence 

oriented to increasingly market oriented patterns of production and input use. The 

continuum to measure extent of agricultural commercialization lies between total 

subsistence orientation and total market orientation. However, according to the 

perception of Braun et al (1994), the transfonnation is not limited to non food crop 

production as traditional food crops are also marketed and like wise, consumed at home. 

A shift fTom subsistence farming to commercial farming including cash crop production 

at household level emerges from constraints of fanning. Land, labor and resource 

constraints of households to produce all basic needs forces households to reduce the 

number of crops they produce on their plot and fill the shortage resulting in trading with 

other households or communities. However, reduction in crop diversity has adverse 

consequences in varieties of food consumed and household income. 

Thodaru and Smith (2006) identified three stages of agricultural transfonnation from 

subsistence fanning to commercial farming. At subsistence stage agricultural outputs are 

mostly for household consumption. Few staple crops are sources of food intake, and 

households earn cash income from non fann wage labor. At the second stage of 

transfonnation, that is, diversi fied or mixed fanning, dominance of staple crops ceases 

while production of new cash crops increases. The third and final stage of agricultural 

transfonnation is a shift to commercial farming. In this stage, the goal of production is 

not provision of food for family; rather it is for profit making. Accordingly, onion 

producers may be considered as mixed crop producers who produce onion as cash crop, 

and staple crops for household consumption. 
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In similar manner, the introduction of smallholder cash cropping along with food crop 

production has been prompted by various African governments. The detail discussion of 

this is presented in the empirical evidences section. 

2.3 The Debate: Cash Crops versus Food Crops 

As far as the impact of cash cropping on food security and nutrition is concerned, two 

opposite views have dominated the debate (Sijms, et ai, 1986, quoted in Tiago S., 1999:3-

6). Proponents of cash cropping argue that producing cash crops helps to reduce food 

insecurity by increasing farming households ' productivity, raising rural incomes, 

generating employment, and promoting economic diversification in rural areas. While not 

neglecting supply issues, this perspective tends to emphasize the demand side of the food 

balance equation, i.e. the capacity of a country and its people to satisfy their food needs 

through market purchases. 

In contrast the, critics of cash cropping often claim that the most effective way for 

achieving a satisfactory degree of food security is a food -first strategy that priorities self 

sufficiency at both the household and national level. This view tends to concentrate on 

the supply side of the food security equation. 

Nevertheless, one can argue that food and cash crops can be complementary and 

therefore it advocates mixed crop development. While the development of food crop 

production is certainly critical for improved household food security, cash cropping can 

also play an important role towards achieving that objective. 

Recent studies (Von Braun and Kennedy, 1994; Strasberg et aI., 1999, in Workneh and 

Roth, 2002) showed that the conclusion sometimes made in the literature that 

commercialization has a negative effect on food crop production and nutrition is flawed. 

The studies observe that improved technology helps subsistence farmers to 

commercialize in low - risk ways; commercialization of agriculture entails a substantial 

expansion of demand for hired labor; and commercialization contributes to food security 

via increased income and food availability. 
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2.4 Efficiellt Extellsioll System alld Marketillg for Sustaillable Cash 
Croppillg 

Cash Crop Marketing 

Marketing is defined by many scholars and institutions in different ways. According to 

the definition by FAO, marketing is the process by which the space between the producer 

and consumer is bridged (FAO, 1999). Marketing is a set of human activities involved in 

creating, costing, promoting, and delivering economic and/or social outputs that are 

intended to satisfy the needs and desires of existing and/or potential customers, users, 

audiences, or beneficiaries (Henry, 2003). 

No matter which way one prefers to define marketing, however, one fact is true that 

marketing is unquestionably a broad concept. In this paper, it is desired to discuss 

business activities that are involved in the flow of food products (especially onion) from 

the point of initial agricultural production until they are in the hands of traders. 

Marketing is a commercial process and is only sustainable if it provides all the 

participants with a profit. Therefore, the heart of marketing is finding a buyer for the 

product on sale, and the negotiation of acceptable terms (Abbott and Makeham, 1979, in 

Molla, 2006). 

In the absence of effective marketing network, cash crop producers may fail to harness 

the potential of improving market demands and benefit from their produce. 

The Role of Extension Service to Cash Cropping 

It is widely recognized that increasing agricultural production is, in many parts of the 

developing world, an important component of a strategy to increase incomes, reduce 

hunger, and contribute to the improvement of other measures of well-being. Doing so 

requires improvements in the productivity of factors of production. As D. Birkhaeuser, 

Evenson and Feder (in Trudy Owens et aI, 2003), showed that agricultural extension 

represents a mechanism by which information on new technologies, better farming 

practices, and better management can be transmitted to farmers. It is not surprising, 
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therefore, that considerable amounts of funds, rUlming into the hundreds of millions of 

dollars, are disbursed annually in support of agricultural extension. It is also not 

surprising that the impact of agricultural extension has received considerable attention. 

Trudy Owens et al (2003) in their study on the impact of agricultural extension service on 

farm production in Zimbabwe found that after controlling for innate productivity 

characteristics and farmer ability either using household fixed-effects estimation or by 

including a measure of farmer ability and village fixed effects, access to agricultural 

extension services, defined as receiving one to two visits per agricultural year, rai ses the 

value of crop production by about 15%. 

Birkhaeuser, Evenson, and Feder review 15 studies published between 1970 and 1989 on 

the impact of extension (typically measured by some form of contact with an extension 

agent) on farm productivity (output per unit area) or output (expressed in physical or 

monetary terms)( Trudy Owens et al (2003). By restricting their review to only those 

studies that use linear regression techniques, they repOli 26 estimates. Eleven estimates 

are statistically significant at the 90% confidence level or higher, with the highest 

estimate indicating that contact with extension services raises output by 27%. 

2.5 Measuring Household Food Security 

Food Security Indicators 

Food security indicators are summary measures of one or more of the dimensions of food 

security used to demonstrate change or the result of a program or activity for a target 

population. Food security requires multi-dimensional considerations since it is influenced 

by different interrelated socio-economic, environmental and political factors. In most 

analysis of food security conditions, multiple indicators are used to reflect the various 

dimensions of food security status. Along with the development of the concept of food 

security, a number of indicators have been identified to evaluate food security situation. 

Indicators are often classified into two different types of categories, 'process' and 

'outcome' indicators. The fonner provides an estimate of food availability/supply and 
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food access situation and the latter serves as proxies for food utilization/consumption. 

Process indicators mainly include food supply and food access indicators. Food supply 

indicators are known to provide information on the likelihood of shocks or disaster events 

that affects household food security. Food access indicators, unlike supply indicators are 

relatively quite effective to monitor food security situation at a household level. 

'Outcome' indicators include all direct and indirect indicators of household food 

consumption, which shows the level, and changes in food consumption and the amount of 

food in stores serve as proxy estimates for measuring household food situation. They can 

be disaggregated at lower level as opposed to food supply indicators. The problem with 

outcome indicators is that some of the indicators like anthropometrics results may not 

exactly indicate the level of food crisis since nutritional intake is affected by a number of 

factors like healthcare (Frank and Mock, 1999). 

Some of the most commonly used types of indicators in the assessment of food security 

condition include those related to: food production, income, total expenditure, food 

expenditure, share of expenditure on food, caloric consumption and nutritional status. 

There is no fixed rule as to which method should be employed to measure the diversified 

indicators of food security. The indicators are measured differently depending on the 

objective ofthe study, data availability and complexity of the situation. 

Food Security Measurement Techniques 

There are many commonly used measures that can reflect the various dimensions of food 

security. In addition, there are usually a number of ways of measuring any single 

indicators. At the household level, food security is best measured by direct surveys of 

income, and consumption and compares that with the adequacy norm appropriate to the 

household to be food secure and making comparison of these results. Annual income is 

one of the conventional approaches that have been widely used in measuring food 

security. This "income or expenditure technique" which is commonly used by economists 

is obtained by estimating gross annual household's production or income over time. 
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Food security at household level is best measured by direct survey of aru1Ual income and 

consumption, and compares that with the adequacy norm (minimum subsistence 

requirement) appropriate to the household to be food secure. Thus, the procedure usually 

used in setting poverty line can also be applied to classify food secure and insecure 

households. 

In this study, the researcher has adopted the minimum threshold cost of basic needs 

calculated by MoFED (1999/2000) which included the cost of both food and non food 

requirements. Food security and poverty measurements assume that there is a 

predetermined and well-defined level of standard of living called 'poverty line' below 

which a person is deemed to be under poverty or food insecure. That is there exists level 

of consumption of various goods (food and non food) below which the very survival of 

an individual is threatened (MoFED, 2002). 

In this regards, the cost of basic needs method is often used to set poverty line for 

classifying food secure and insecure households. This method is superior to the direct 

calorie intake and food energy intake methods due the fact that the cost of basic needs 

approach takes into account the cost of getting the basic caloric requirement and non food 

requirement. In addition, this method yields a consistent threshold (poverty line) across 

groups, regions and periods. In the cost of basic needs approach of setting poverty line, 

first, the food poverty line is defined by selecting a 'basket' of food items typically 

consumed by the poor. The quantity of the basket is determined in such away that the 

given bundle meets the predetermined level of minimum caloric requirement (2200 

kcall AE/day) I. Then, a specific allowance for the non food component consistent with the 

spending pattems of the poor is added to the food poverty line (Ibid, 2002) 

Dejene writes (2004:21-22) that a daily per capita calorie intake of2100 kcal is sufficient 

for productive and healthy life. Thus, a household of six persons may be said to be food 

secure if and when it can; 

I The daily energy caloric intake requirement in some books is stated as 2100 while in others 2200. in this 
study I adopted the latter. 
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• 

• 

produce food amollnting to II quintal of grain equivalent per year and have 

reserve food stocks about 20 % over and above thi s amount, and/or 

earn cash income, primarily from agriculture but with a strategy of gradual 

diversification away from agriculture, sufficient to purchase the above amount of 

food, and/or 

• demonstrate the capacity to withstand shocks by accumulating resources/assets, 

convertible to cash, worth 20% of the food requirement of the household. 

2.6 Empirical Evidences 

Examining experiences of cash crop production in relation to its contribution to 

household food security is important for better understanding of cash crops. A growing 

body of evidence throughout sub-Saharan Africa argues for the pursuit of a food security 

strategy based on diversification of smallholder agriculture into high-valued cash crops. 

The empirical record suggests that in many semiarid areas cash crops such as cotton, 

sunflower, and groundnut provide higher returns to land and labor than food grains and 

thus present major opportunities to promote smallholder income growth, food security, 

and national foreign ex-change generation. Empirical findings have also shown that, to 

the extent that food and cash crops require labor or draft inputs at different periods, crop 

diversification may generate significantly higher value of output for a given bundle of 

inputs. These theoretical implications are supported by empirical evidence from 

Zimbabwe indicating that cultivation of various oilseed crops for the market, which often 

provide substantially higher rates of return than grain under semiarid smallholder 

conditions, is closely associated with the degree of grain self-sufficiency of the household 

(T. S. Jayne, 1994). 

A study undertaken by Govereh and T.S. Jayne (1999) in Zimbabwe revealed that 

especially under conditions of credit and input market failures, cash cropping schemes 

may enable households to increase both input and productivity food crops. In this area of 

Zimbabwe, where cotton production is highly commercialized, maize accounts for 47.4 

% of cropped are, while cotton accounts for 45 .2%. According to this research, cotton 
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production at household level significantly and positively affected food crop productivity, 

citrus paribus. The expected value of food grain output for households at the mean level 

of cotton commercialization was 38. 1 % higher per hectare of food crops than households 

growing no cotton. Also gross crop income per hectare and per family member was 

positively related to the share of cotton in cropped cultivation. 

A study in Mozambique made on cotton production by Tiago S. Wandschneider and Julio 

G- Mirapeeix (1999) shows that Smallholders currently account for more than 85 percent 

of total seed cotton production. Cotton areas extend over an area of about 200,000 

hectares, of which more than 80 percent is located in Nampula and Cabo Delgado 

provinces. Cotton has a high potential to contribute towards Mozambique's economy. It 

provides employment as well as a relatively secure income source to smallholders, gives 

rise to significant growth linkages, and generates considerable foreign exchange 

revenues. 

However, a research done by Festo P. Kavishe (1994) in Tanzania showed that in the 

coffee- banana crop systems ofKilimanjaro, Kagera and Mbeya, the staple crop which is 

mainly banana is almost entirely produced and its use controlled hy women. Men control 

the cash crop income mainly from coffee, although women labor is crucial to its 

production. Men tend to use most of this income on non nutrition related expenditnres. 

Yet, according to the same study, with social mobilization for nutrition improvement as 

done by CSD programs, cash crop income can be successfully taped to achieve food 

security. 

In addition, there are empirical researches undertaken in Ethiopia. For example, Yosef 

(1994), quoted in Afewok (2007), reported that the majority of coffee producers spent 

and would intend to spend their income from coffee on food. Few farmers spent income 

form coffee to purchase implements or employ agricultural wage labor. 

Similarly, a research undertaken by Afework (2007:66-72) in Bombie woreda of SNNP 

State indicate that the respondents expenditure of ginger income are land tax, staple food, 

education and expenditure for holiday (Meske£) feast. Afework has classified ginger 
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producers income expenditure in to four. The first is income diversification, that is on 

ginger trading, local drink, small shops, donkey -drawn carts, motor cycle, etc. Hence, 

ginger production enhances the li velihood of households by enabling them to engage in 

diverse income generating activities . Second, asset building, that is ginger producing 

households use ginger income to buy one or other types of livestock. For example, 13 

households bought ox by income from ginger sale, and 32 household heads constructed 

iron corrugated houses. Third, human capital development, i.e. , households sending their 

children to school responded that they cover much of educational expense from ginger 

income. Fourth, Social expenditures, almost all households responded that they use 

income from ginger to cover expenditures for meat and other stuffs during holiday 

celebration. 

On the other hand, in relation to promoting smallholder cash cropping in Ethiopia, a 

study by Berhanu et al (2006) indicated that each woreda in the country had prepared a 

market oriented development strategy starting in 2003 . Strategies identified priority 

market oriented commodities and projected the development of the commodities, 

including input requirements and cultivated areas to be covered. However, the plans were 

heavily focused on production. With the development of production for the market 

oriented commodities, the need for institutional support services such as credit, input 

supply and marketing services increases significantly. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

CONCEPTUAL FRAME WORK AND DESCRIPTION OF 

THE STUDY AREA 

3.1 Conceptual Dynamism of Food Security 

During the 1970's and for the most of the 1980's emphasis was on achieving national 

food goals and food self- sufficiency. But, in the 1990's the food security goals and 

policies needed to adopt to the changing socio economic forms and recognize the 

diversity and complexity of the problem of food security as experienced by the food 

insecure groups themselves. Thus, the primary focus needs to be the food insecure 

individuals and households and hence the emphasis needs to be on household food 

security and not national food security. This is because availability of food does not 

guarantee its accessibi lity due to social and economic constraints (Maxwell, quoted in 

Dejene, 2004, and Festo P. Kavishe, 1994). 

Thus, household food security is clearly, more than food production alone. For 

subsistence farmers, the need to satisfy non- food demands like clothing and housing, 

various fee, farming tools, food items like sugar, salt, oil, and spices and pulses, etc., 

means balancing household food requirements against all these needs. For smallholders, 

this income pressure leads to their retaining for domestic consumption inadequate stocks 

to ensure food security. These low stocks may further be depleted by losses due to 

storage, spoilage, and pests. Therefore, diversification of smallholder farming system is 

essential to household food security. And, it should be stressed that cash cops have a 

definite role to play in improving household food security. This is because cash crops 

often have a value (per hectare) several times higher than that of basic staples like maize 

or sorghum and can therefore generate higher incomes, especially where land is scarce 

(Tiago S. Wandsclmeider, 1999). 

In addition to enabling cash crop producing households to improve their purchasing 

power of food grains, cash crops increase farmers' incomes and, therefore, enhance their 
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access to means of production such as hired labor, draft animals, farm equipment, 

improved seeds, and agrochemicals, thereby enhancing food crop productivity (Jones 

Govereh and T.SJayne, 1999: 4-7, Tiago S. Wandschneider, 1999). 

3.2 Household Food Security Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework of food security has undergone considerable evolution. A 

well-defined conceptual framework provides a broader context which is critical for 

successfully interpreting food security indicators, supports the designing of data 

collection system, and analytical plans. Achieving adequate food security is viewed as a 

critical step toward the more general development objectives of poverty alleviation and 

sustainable broad-based economic growth. By definition food security is a broad and 

complex concept determined by a range of factors-agro-ecological, socio-economic and 

bio-physical. For this reason, there is no single, direct measure of food security. Instead, 

the general concept of food security is divided into three distinct pillars/dimensions: Food 

Availability, Food Access and Food Utilization). According to the definition household 

food security will be achieved by increasing agricultural productivity, raising household 

incomes and improving household nutrition, especially for children and mothers. 

Range of important factors which lead to the food insecurity of households and 

individuals in the country are: chronic poverty, adverse changes in climate, rapid 

population growth, poor infrastructure, limited arable land, inappropriate policies, 

diseases, poor water and sanitation. The actual impact of these factors on the food 

security status of households and individuals may be reversed through a variety of 

possible pathways. 

As indicated in the last sections smallholder cash cropping can contribute to household 

food security by providing producing households with more income so that their access 

to food can be improved by increasing their purchasing power. Besides, food crop 

productivity of these producing households can be improved by utilizing essential 

agricultural inputs such as pesticides and chemical fertilizer, and employing wage labor 

and draft animals bought with the income from cash crops. 
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The dimension of food security can be defined by the three pillars as follows. 

Food Availability and Stability is achieved when sufficient quantities of food are consistently 

available to all individual within a household or geographic unit of analysis. Such food can be 

supplied through household production, other domestic output, commercial imports, or food 

assistance. However, food crop production is always tied with various problems. The first 

problems related to small holdings farm sizes, and with these small landholdings, food security 

cannot be achieved by subsistence farming alone. In this regard onion can help to improve the 

productivity of food crop production. That is, the income generated from onion can be used to 

buy agricultural inputs and farm implements including draught animals which can directly 

enhance food crop production . 

Economic and Social Access to Food is ensured when households and all individuals within 

them have adequate resources and decision making power to obtain appropriate foods for a 

nutritious di et. Access depends on income available to the household, on the distribution of 

income within the household, and on the price of food. Poor households who depend on only food 

crops for their income are at greater ri sk of food insecurity than those who have alternative 

sources of income. Similarity, Cash crop producers could have the opportunity to have more cash 

income than non-cash crop producers and thus be able to buy more food grains in times of food 

deficit from own production. 

Adeqnacy of Food Intake and Food Utilization is the proper biological use of food, requiring a 

diet providing sufficient energy and essential nutrients, potable water, and adequate sanitation. 

Effective food utilization depends on knowledge within the household of food storage and 

processing techniques, basic principle of nutrition and proper childcare, and illness management. 

Cash crop producers, in addition to being in a better position in having the ability to buy more 

food grain, they can also be able to purchase food and non food items such as clothing, housing, 

sugar, oil, spices, and nutritious foods like meat, eggs, milk, etc. In addition, producing 

households can cover medication expenses when their family members get sick and can provide 

their family members with the proper clothing and foot wears. Therefore, producing households 

can have the normal number of meals per day, consume the acceptable dietary diversity and live 

healthy life. The following are the major factors that determine adequacy of food intake, namely, 

number of meals per day, amount of food per meal, and energy and nutrient density of the food 

consumed (Eshetu, 2000:51 , Festo P. Kavishe, 1994)'. 

2 Adapted from Frank Riely, Nancy Mock, and et aI., Food Security Indicators and Framework for 
use in the Monitoring and Evaluation of Food Aid Programs, Washington D.C., 1999. 
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Figure 3.1 Analytical Frame Work 

The following graph shows the thematic presentation showing how onion production can 
contribute to household food security and generic indicators categories. 
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3.3 Description of the Study Area 

The researcher took keen interest to conduct the study in Alamata woreda of Southern 

Tigray for various reasons. The first is that the researcher is well acquainted with the area 

(born and grown in the area). Secondly, previously the area, having great potential of 

ground and surface water in addition to large and ferti le arable land, was known for its 

huge supplier of food grain to the region. But, due to rain failure and reduction in food 

crop productivity the population of the woreda is often vulnerable to food insecurity. 

Thirdly, after the first introduction of cash crops such as onion and tomato by the woreda 

OARD, more and more of farmer have been engaged in cash cropping in a small land 

size. As the market demand of onion produce is sti ll favorable it is considered a very 

lucrative cash crop by many farmers. It was, thus, having these back ground that the 

researcher decided to undertake the study on the contribution of onion production to 

household food security. 

Alamata woreda is located 600km north of Addis Ababa and about 180 km south of the 

Tigray Regional capital, Mekelle. The immediate neighbors are Korem woreda in the 

north, Raya Azebo (Mechone ) in the East, Kobbo in the South and Lasta in the West. 

The district is characterized with bimodal rainfall with average annual rainfall of 663mm. 

The average annual temperature is 22.2 degree Celsius with the maximum 29.7oc and 

l4.6oc with the minimum. Its altitude ranges from 1300masl to 2300masl. 

Agriculture is the main source of income of the population in the district. According to 

the statistical abstract of CSA (2007), the total population of the woreda is 141,554 of 

which male population consisted of 70, 112 and, female populations are 71, 442. The 

total cultivated land is estimated to be 34,503 ha. Of this around 33,814 ha is cultivated 

through rain-fed while 689 ha is through irrigation. However, it is believed that there is 

great underground water potential in the study area. 

Ground water potential of the valley, part of the woreda, has a recharge of 85 million 

cubic meters per year (mcm/yr), a ground reserve of 7150 Mcrnlyr and an estimated 

exploitable ground water resource of about 160mcm/yr. These figures indicate that there 

is high prospect of developing ground water resources in the valley ( Abebe, 2007 :36). 
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The woreda population like all other woreda in the country has been organized mostly 

under rural kebele peasant administration and urban dwellers. There are ten farmer kebele 

administrations (FKAs) engaged in both farming and cattle raring that is mixed famling. 

Crop production in Alamata woreda is characterized by mixed fanning system where by 

peasant farmers undertake both crop and li vestock production at subsistence and 

traditional farming system. The most dominant and important food crops in the area are 

sorghum, teff and maize. Besides, pulses and oil seeds are also grown in the area. 

Cropping diversi ty in the study area is limited due to moisture constraints; less 

knowledge of the fanners and poor extension services in the study area (Abebe 2007: 38). 

Recently, some farmers in the woreda have diversified their farming system by growing 

cash crops like onion, pepper and tomato using either surface or ground water or both. 

This study, however, focuses only on onion as a large number of farmers in the study 

woreda are engaged in onion production than other vegetables. 

Eutric Vertisois, lithic Leptosols (Cambic) and lithic leptosols (orthic) are the soil types 

covering nearly 100% of the woreda. Soil PH for profiles tasted by Relief Society of 

Tigray (REST) from the vall ey hottoms indicates that it ranges from 7.4 to 8.5 and is 

reported to increase with depth. The soil for majority of the valley bottom is vertisols. 

Traditionally, ferti lity of the soils on the plains is believed to be fertile because of the silt 

coming from the adjacent mountains. The mountains in the western and northern part of 

the valley are believed to be the major sources of alluvial soil because of relatively higher 

rainfall in these areas. 

Infrastructure has a key ro le to play in marketing to reduce the cost of doing business and 

enabling people to access markets and advance in agriculture. With this regard, rural 

road net work is not a problem in the study area that all of the rural kebeles (the smallest 

unit in administration) have a networked seasonal and all weather roads which join them 

to the main road line- which passes through the district joining Addis Ababa- Mekelle 

main road. Besides, eight rural kebeles have telephone service. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

ONION PRODUCTION AND MARKETING PRACTICES IN THE 

STUDY AREA 

4.1 Demographic and socio ecollomic Characteristics of Sample 
Households 

Households Demographic Characteristics 

The survey result revealed that 98.5% of the producing household heads are found in the 

active and productive age group i.e in the range between 15 and 64 years old, while 

87.1 % of the non- producing household heads are found in the same age group. This 

implies that more proportion of producers are in the active age group than their non 

producer counterparts. In this study younger household heads were assumed to be 

engaged in cash cropping. Statistically, this variation is also significant at less than 10 

percent level of confidence. 

Ta bl 4 e .1: Age C ategory 0 f HHheads 
Age category ofHH heads 

Household Groups 15-30 31-64 Above 64 Total 
Producer Count 20 45 1 66 

% 30.3% 68.2% 1.5% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 7 20 4 31 
% 22.6% 64.5% 12.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 27 65 5 97 
% 27.8% 67.0% 5.2% 100.0% 

Chi-square= 5.8 , Asymp.Sign. (2-sided ) = 0.055 

Among the total sampled households, as shown in table 4.2, 87 households (59 

producing and 28 non-producing Householdsi are married, and with regards to the sex of 

) Producer Households- are those Households who grow onion in addition to crop production, and non 
producing Households are those who do not produce onion 
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HH heads, 64 (97%) are male among the 66 producing households, and 30 (97%) are 

male non producing households. This shows this that female headed households are not 

encouraged to involve in cash cropping. According to the an expert from the woreda 

OARD, this may be because onion production is labor intensive and requires high 

management which is beyond the capacity of female headed households. 

Table 4 2' Marital status of the HH heads . . 
Type of Marital status of the HH head Sex 

HH single married divorced separated widowed Male Female 
Producer 5 59 0 0 2 64 2 

Non 0 28 1 1 1 30 1 
producer 

Table 4.3: Sex of the HH Heads 

sex of the HH head 
Household Group Male female Total 

Count 64 2 66 
Producer % 97.0% 3.0% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 30 1 31 
% 96.8% 3.2% 100.0% 
Count 94 3 97 

Total % 96.9% 3.1% 100.0% 

Educational status of Households 

Education may induce fanning households to involve in cropping activities that may have 

some risks . That probably is because they may be at a better position to get better 

infonnation and access to modem fanning practices. In this regard, the household survey 

reveals that of the total sample households, 84 household heads are illiterate. When we 

look into the intra-group variation, 83.3% of producing household heads and 93.5% of 

non producing household heads were found to be illiterate. This indicates that the 

illiteracy rate is higher in non producing household group. But, the chi-square test shows 

that the difference is not significant at 10 percent level of confidence. 
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Table 4 4· Educational status of household heads .. 
Educational status of 

the HH head 
Illiterate Literate Total 

Producer Count 55 II 66 
% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 29 2 31 
% 93.5% 6.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 84 13 97 
% 86.6% 13.4% 100.0% 

Chi-Square= 1.896 Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)= 0.168 

Household family Size 

In this study, it was assumed that households with more family size require more income 

to stay food secure. This may also induce such households to be engaged in cash 

croppmg. 

As indicated in table 4.5 below the average family size of the sample household is fOWld 

to be 5.12 persons with the minimum household size of I and maximum 10 persons. This 

is greater than the average household size of 4.9 persons for the rural Ethiopia (CSA, 

2001). The mean family size of the two groups is more or less the same. The statistical 

test also shows that there is no significant difference at 10 percent between the two mean 

family sizes. The dependency ratio of both groups of households is 77.25 and 86.9, 

respectively. 

Table 4 5· Sample Households' family size .. 
Std. 

N Minimum Maximum Sum Mean Deviation 

Producing 
66 1.00 10.00 335.00 5.0758 2.17899 

Households 
Non producing 

31 2.00 9.00 162.00 5.2258 1.78344 
Households 
Total 97 1.00 10.00 497.00 5.1237 2.05273 

T= -0.334 p. value = 0.739 
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Table 4 6' Age distribution of Average household size and dependency ratio .. 

Age category Producers Non producers Average 

Age up to 14 2.19 2.13 4.32 

15 to 60 2.86 2.71 5.57 

>60 0.02 0.23 9.89 

Total 5.07 5.07 10.14 

Dependency ratio 77.25 86.9 

Households' House Roof Type 

Focus group discussion held with community members revealed that the wealth ranking 

of the community shows that a household living in a corrugated iron sheet roofed home is 

said to be better of, in addition to ownership oflivestock, household utensils, and farm 

implements. 

According to the household survey result as shown in table below, out of the 13 

households who live in houses roofed with corrugated iron sheet, 11 are producer 

households. This probably shows that income obtained from onion sale may be utilized to 

construct such homes by producing household. 

Table 4.7: House roof types of sampled Households 

House rooftop type 

Type of Households corrugated Total 
thatched iron sheet % 

55 11 
16.7 

66 
Producer 

29 2 
6.5 

31 
Non producer 

84 13 
13.4 

97 
Total 
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Resource ownership of Households 

Land Ownership 

Large arable land ownership has direct correlation with increased crop production and 

household food security. The availability of irrigable land is also important for farming 

households to involve in cash crop production and intensify production. According to the 

HH survey result the mean cultivated land size of producing and non producing 

households during the 2007/08 cropping year was 5.6894 timads4 (1.42 ha.), and 4.7742 

timads (1.19 ha.), respectively. These figures show that the average land cultivated by 

producing in 2007/08 cropping year was greater than that of non producing households. 

The T -test also confirmed that the variation is significant at 10 percent level of 

confidence. On the other hand, the study revealed that 8 producing and 4 non producing 

households do not have land of their own. 

T bl 48 C I . a e .. u tIvate did . an sIze m tllna d· 2006/2007 111 croppm ~ year 

HHs Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Producer 66 5.6894 2.68294 0.33025 
Non producer 31 4.7742 1.89666 0.34065 

T = 1.707 Sign. (2-tailed) = 0.091 

The cultivated land included land accessed by farming households through different 

modes from others. This helps these households to produce more crops and earn income, 

and hence ensure availability of sufficient food for the households. As depicted by the 

table below, both producing and non producing households have accessed additional land 

during the previous cropping year. The mean land size of additionally accessed land size 

was 0.72 ha and 0.5 ha by producing and non producing households, respectively. As the 

figures show, the mean size of additional land accessed by producing households is a bit 

greater than that of non producers. 

, 1 timad ofland ~O.25 hectar, and hence, 1 ha~4 timads 
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Table 4.9: Size of additionally accessed land (in timad) 

Std. Error 
Group ofHHs N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 
size of Producer 57 3.3421 2.00258 0.26525 
additional land 

21 2.9524 1.802 12 0.39325 in timad Non producer 

T= 0.782 Sig.(2-tailed) = 0.437 

As shown in the table below, onion producers have cultivated more additional land 

through share cropping. This may imply that cash cropping may reduce liquidity 

constraint. 

T bl 410 M d f a e o e 0 accessmg a M ' II db h h Id ItlOna an ' y ouse 0 s 
mode of accessing the additional 

land 
free access 

share from 
Household Groups rented in cropping relatives Total 

Producers Count 4 53 0 57 
% 7.0% 93 .0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Non producers Count I 19 1 21 
% 4.8% 90.5% 4.8% 100.0% 
Count 5 72 1 78 

Total % 6.4% 92.3% 1.3% 100.0% 

Ox Ownership of Sample Households 

The more the number of draft animals owned by farming households, the larger land 

under cultivation and hence more production. Therefore, it can be argued that a HH with 

more number of oxen has a greater likelihood to be more food secure than the HH with 

less number of oxen. 

Sampled households were asked whose ox they plough their land with. Accordingly, 63 

producing and 26 non producing households till their land with their own oxen. As the 

figures in table 4.11 show 71.4 % of producing and 69.2.2 % of non producing 

households have a pair of oxen. On the other hand, three producers and five non 

producers have no ox. That means a greater proportion of producing households have 

more oxen than non producers. Both groups of households have the same maximum 
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number of oxen which is four. Their mean number of oxen is 1.8939 for producing and 

2.1923 for non producing households. 

T bl 411 N b f a e um ero ox owne db I I Id Jy louse 10 s 
No. of oxen owned 

Household group one two Three Four Total 
Producer Count 11 45 4 3 63 

% 17.5% 71.4% 6.3% 4.8% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 2 18 5 1 26 
% 7.7% 69.2% 19.2% 3.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 13 63 9 4 89 
% 14.6% 70.8% 10.1% 4.5% 100.0% 

T bl 4 12 A a e verage num b f ero ox owne db I h sample h Id ouse 0 

Std. Error 
HH Group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 

No. of Producer 63 1.9841 0.65972 0.08312 
oxen Non producer 26 2.1923 0.63367 0.12427 owned 

T - test = -1.369 Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.174 

According to the survey result shown in the table above the average number of oxen 

owned by both groups of households is almost similar i.e., two. The statistical test also 

shows that there is no significant difference in the average number of ox ownership of 

both groups of households. 

4.2 Onion Production Practice ill the Study Area 

The HH survey result shows that the average and maximum cultivated land size by onion 

producing households for onion production in the last cropping year was 1.3 106 timads 

(0.328 hectar) and 5 timads (1.25 hectar), respectively. As shown in the table 4.12 below, 

the mean and maximum onion production of these households was 26.2424 quintals and 

80 quintals, respectively. Thus, the mean productivity (QtV ha.) of onion production is 

80.007 quintallha. 
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Table 4.13 : Cultivated land , OJlJon production, and OJlJon Income received by HHs 
(2006/07) 

Std. 
N Minimum Maxim um Mean Deviation 

land cultivated 
1999/2000 for onion in 66 .50 5.00 1.3 106 .7 1664 
timad 
onion production in Qtl 66 4.00 80.00 26.2424 15.87263 
money income obtained 
from sale of onion(in 66 800.00 16000.00 5236.3636 3280.13303 
Birr) 

The mean and maximum income obtained by producing households from sale of onion is 

Birr 5236.36 and Birr 16, 000, respectively. 

As can be observed the figures fTom table 4.13, the mean onion income received by 

producers in Kulgize Lemelem kebe1e is greater than others by more than birr 1000. But, 

the t-test shows that the variation is not significant. 

Table 4 14· Average onion income by kebele (in Birr) in 2006/07 
kebele of the HH Std. 

N Mean Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Gerjele 
11 4,490.9091 2,186.0716 1 659.12539 

LayDayu 22 5,009.0909 2,699.1 9019 575.46928 
Kulgize Lemelem 12 6,400.0000 3,0 18.72941 87 1.43212 
Lemeat 21 5,200.0000 4,328.97216 944.65917 

T = -0.'551 Sig. ( 2-tai1ed) = 0.585 (between Gerjele and Lay Dayu) 

T= 0.847 Sig. ( 2-tailed) = 0.403 (Between Kulgize Lemelem) 

According to an expert from woreda OARD, the major factors affecting onion production 

in the area include unavailability of the required seed variety sufficiently and timely, 

shortage of pesticides, and shortage ofrain water. It was observed that those farmers who 

produce onion with ground water use sprink ler and drip irrigation using electric 

generators. According to the information obtained from woreda OARD, the area has 

huge potential for both food and cash crop production. Relief Society of Tigray has 

already studied on how to exploit th is potential using large and small irrigation schemes. 
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During field survey it was also observed that there were attempts of food and cash crop 

production using sprinkler or drip irrigation from underground water using generators. 

Thus, this can be expanded to other parts of the area so that the people of the woreda in 

particular, and the region in general could be benefited. 

Figure 4.1 Onion crop in sprinkler irrigation 

Figure 4.2 Farmers weeding onion production using wage labor 
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4.3 Onion Marketing and Extension Service in tlte Study Area 

Extension Service for onion production 

Farmers require some advice on appropriate crop types and agronomic practices in order 

to take advantage of market opportunities. Historically the extension service in Ethiopia 

has been focused on improving productivity and production in line with the focus of 

government agricultural development programs on improving food security. But, as 

discussed in focus group discussion, the extension service provided by experts was 

inadequate in advising producing farmers on production and marketing practices and in 

encouraging more farmers to engage in onion production. This seems to be consistent 

with Berhanu et al (2006) argument that when the market oriented development strategies 

of each worer.kl were prepared, simultaneous consideration of how to adapt the extension 

service to fulfill the requirements of the market oriented, development strategy was not 

made. 

An important aspect of a more market oriented extension service is the role of the 

extension system in facilitating linkages between producers and market parties. 

According to Berhanu et al (2006), while this is not yet part of an official government 

approach, some encouraging (informal) developments in this respect were observed in 

several of the country. For example in the study woreda (Alamata), the Office of 

Agriculture and Rural Development facilitated contacts between producers and haricot 

bean exporters. 

The extension officers should translate the different market recommendations for farmers 

in the area. For example, by giving advise in relation to appropriate crop types and 

varieties. The type of onion variety in the study area, which was more demanded and 

appreciated by wholesalers for its test and size was Adorna Red. Extension technical 

advices such as these help producing farmers to be efficient and pr 

ofitable in cash cropping. 
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Onion Marketing Chain in Alamata Woreda 

In the study woreda, the marketing chain of onion produce is gradually turning from 

district level to regional level as more and more of farmers are engaged into producing 

this product. As can be observed from the market chain shown in the figure 2 below, 

onion producers sell their produce to three buyers, namely, local small traders, 

wholesalers, and cooperative unions. 

However, according to a study on vegetables marketing in the woreda (Moll a, 2006), 

during the peak onion harvest of 2006 which attracted many wholesalers, there was no 

broker observed in the marketing system of vegetables in the study area. The absence of 

an agent which works between the producers and traders had exacerbated the marketing 

margin. During this study, a cooperative union by the name Shewil was observed 

functioning in the onion marketing chain as shown in the figure below. 

Figure 4.3: Onion market Chain in Alamata 

Source: Own sketching based on field sun1ey (2008) 

According to the study by Molla (2006) the price of a quintal of onion during the peak 

harvest season was birr 150 birrlquintal. But, may be due to the establishment of the 

union, the price of a quintal of onion has increased to birr 175 in 2007/08 harvest period. 

Market integration is defined on the basis of price determination. Two trading regions are 

integrated if a price change in one region causes price changes in the other (Hobbs, et al. 
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1993, in Molla, 2006). With this understanding, onion crop produced in Alamata was 

transported up to the western part of Tigray i.e., Shere-Endasilasie. This can be a good 

start for further market integration of cash crop in the region in general. 

Figure 4.4: farmer delivering his product to the 
assembly market 

Like other districts In Tigray, rural markets in the 

study area form part of a trade net work and are 

normally arranged on a periodic basis on a specific 

weekdays, and are commonly organized at central 

place in a village or district center. A few years ago, 

vegetable marketing in the area was characterized as 

direct sale of small quantities of onion by producers to small traders. Small traders 

(retailers who sell in an open market in town of Alamata throughout the week) are mostly 

women. By now, relatively, farmers have different options as to whom to sell their 

produce. They may sell directly to the traveling traders who visit farmers during harvest 

time, or they may decide to take their produce to the near by local market or assembly 

market. 

Consequently, during the study period it was observed that a large proportion of 

producers sell their produce to the wholesalers who mostly came from Mekelle (the 

capital city of Tigray Region). 

Wholesale Market 

To find wholesaler the amount and quality of the product that is going to be supplied at a 

time should be at required amount and level. A few years ago, as explained earlier, 

farmers in the area were supplying a small amount of vegetable products to small local 

traders. This was due to the fact that the number of farmers who engaged themselves in 

vegetable production was very small. Onion productivity was also low and was not 

successful in attracting wholesalers. 
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Figure 4.5: One of the Assembly Markets in A1amata 
However, according to the woreda OARD, 

starting from the year 2005 on wards, as 

the number of onion producing farmers 

increased the way of selling their product 

has been changed. That is, wholesalers 

come from regional town in to the area 

and created assembly markets (a 

temporary market place which last for one or two weeks where producers and 

wholesalers meet) . In the area there are around three onion assembling markets in 

addition to the formal local market days. Most of the farmers in the study area use 

animals back, carts, and human shoulder to transport their produce to the nearby local 

market or assembly market . Wholesalers on the other hand use vehicles to transport to the 

region capital. 

Thus, the concentration of produce at convenient points attracts buyers who could not 

spare the time to make small purchases at scattered farms. This enabled the buyers to use 

large and economical means of transport. That is the quantity of onion produce that is to 

be moved at once was large enough to make a full load of a car. Besides, the cooperative 

union (Shewit) who involved in purchasing of onion produce in the study area gives 

farmers a chance to get good price. The competition between traders for a given product 

can ensure competitive prices to the producers. 

However, what was observed in the previous years was that traders jointly were setting 

price below the expectation of the farmers' . But, when the cooperative union started 

buying the product, producers were able to receive the competitive price. However, the 

joint agreement between traders and wholesalers was often observed in the study area. 

According to an expert form Shewil union, this market malpractice was common in Raya

Azebo woreda( adjacent to the study woreda) and in Tigray region as a whole where 

traders and wholesalers engaged in unfair practices or in so-called "rent-seeking" 
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economic behavior to the detriment of the illiterate producer-seller who have no 

sufficient market information of onion marketing. 

Price Trend of Onion in the Study Area 

For the producer perhaps the most critical time in the production/marketing chain is the 

point when he negotiates a price with the buyer (FAO, 1989. According to the HH 

survey, onion selling price by fanners was greater than tomato and green pepper. How 

ever, it requires detailed study with regard to optimum rate of return of onion production. 

Access to market information with regards to knowledge of cash crop prices at different 

levels by producing households is important in fetching rewarding prices. 

In the study woreda, onion price fluctuation was observed though the price of onion is 

relatively predictable than the price of pepper and tomato. According to the woreda 

OARD, price fluctuation of onion can be caused by different factors. One of the main 

reasons can be due to the biological nature of the product. It is not possible to store it for 

a long time in order to stabilize the market. Hence farmers will be forced to sell their 

product even at a low price. Thc othcr rcason that forces farmers to sell their vegetable 

products inunediately after harvest is lack of storage. This in turn wi ll contribute for 

market inefficiency for a given product. This inconsistent nature of onion price may force 

some producers to shift from cash cropping to cereal crops production. This may also 

lead prices to go up again. Eventually, the area planted and market supplies will expand 

once more. Some farmers explained that the reason for the increase or decrease in onion 

price is due to the high supply of the product in excess of the market demand. 

Farmers need to know information about existing price levels in order to make decisions 

about production and sales. Investment decisions made by small farmers are usually 

made based on current rather than expected sale process in the absence of market 

information. Using this knowledge a farmer can compare a price offered by a trader with 

another elsewhere to switch his produce to the higher price outlets or influences the buyer 

in offering fair price. In general, small-scale producers and traders have good 
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infOlmation on their local market often from informal sources such as other fanners and 

traders, but they need to be able to compare with markets farther away. 

4.4 Effect ofOllioll Production 011 Food Crop Productivity 

Fann households are usually constrained with shortage of draft animals, agricultural 

modern inputs and hired labor among others. In this section an attempt was made to 

discuss the linkage between onion production and food crop productivity. Thus, the 

contribution of onion income to improving staple food crop productivity through 

supplying more draft animals, agricultural inputs and hired labor analyzed. 

Draft Animals 

As indicated earlier increasing households' ox ownership helps to bring more land under 

cultivation thereby increasing cereal crop productivity and production. In this regard, 

sample households were asked whether or not their ox ownership has increased in the last 

three years. Accordingly, 31(47%) producing households' ox ownership has increased, 

while only 5 (16%) of non producing households' has increased in the last three years. 

Table 4.14: HHs response on 1I1crease or decrease of ox ownershIp 111 the last three years 
In the last 3 years, your oxen ownership 

remained 
Household Group increased the same decreased Total 

Producer 31 23 10 64 
Non producer 5 8 13 26 

Total 36 31 23 90 

Similarly, as shown in table 4.15 below, with regard to the source of cash income used to 

buy more oxen, 23 (i.e 74.2%) replied from sale of onion. And, 8 producing and all non 

producing households (5 households) utili zed income from sale of food crop. Thus, onion 

producing households did not deplete their staple food production for sale to buy other 

assets than the non- producing households. 
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Table 4.15: Households response on the source of money to buy more oxen in the last 
I t 1fee years 

source of mone used to buy more oxen Total 
Type of sale of food 
Households crop sale of onion % 

% Total 

Producer 
8 

25.8 
23 

74.2 
31 

Non producer 
5 100 0 0 5 

Total 
13 

36.1 
23 

63 .9 
36 

Ox ownership is an important factor for crop production in the study area. As it can be 

observed from the figures in the table 4.15 above more proportion of households who 

have increased their ox ownership in the last three years were producing households 

bought with the money from onion income. And, this implies that income from onion has 

a positive effect on food crop productivity via increasing draft animals . This is also 

consistent with the study done in Zimbabwe. 

As depicted in table 4.1 6, the reason for the decrease of ox ownership of 5 (23.8 %) 

producing and II (52.4%) none producing households was because they sold their ox 

(oxen) to purchase food during food shortage. Whereas, 4 producing and 1 non producing 

households responded that their ox died of diseases. 

Table 4.16: Reason for ox ownership decrease in the last three years 

sold to buy died ofa 
Type of food disease other reasons Total 
producer Households 

5 4 1 10 

Non producer Households 
11 1 1 l3 

Total 16 5 2 23 

As discussed earlier, farming households who have more draft animals also access 

additional land by renting in from others. This helps these households to produce more 
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crops and earn more II1come, and hence ensure availability of sufficient food for the 

household year round. Therefore, it wou ld be safe to conclude that onion production has a 

contribution to food crop productivity. 

Agricultural Input Use 

Both quantity and quality of crops produced are affected by difficulties in obtaining 

inputs. The major types of agricu ltural inputs used by cash crop producing farmers in the 

study woreda include seeds and pesticides. Even though it is said that use of agricultural 

inputs has been aggressively promoted through Saasakawa Global in the woreda; use of 

chemical fertilizer is very minimal. According to a study in the area during the year 2005, 

out of 74 interviewed farmers 60 (81 .1 %) of them did not use chemical fertilizer during 

that production year (Molla, 2006). The study also indicated that this is due to the 

farmers' perception that their land is fertile and does not require chemical fertilizer. But 

this needs soil fertility assessment in the study area. And, according to some agricultural 

experts who have the experience of farming the vegetables (cash crops) using chemical 

fertili zer in the study woreda, productivity of land increases when chemical fertilizer is 

used. 

On the other hand, farmers purchase pesticides and vegetable seeds (including onion) 

from private traders. This is due to the fact that (according to farmers interview using 

FGD) the existing input supply system (including chemical fertili zer) which is managed 

by the woreda office of Agriculture and Rural development is inefficient; for inputs are 

not supplied timely in the desired quantity. 

According to the survey result, with regard to the source of cash used to buy modern 

inputs, all onion producing households as figures in the table 4.17 reveal, 66.7% of 

producing households use income from sale of onion while only 25.8% of producing 

households used loan from MFI (Dedebit MFI) . 
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Table 4.17: Households' response on sources on money used to purchase agricultural 

inputs 

Cash source to purchase inputs 

purchase 
% from % usmg % 

Household Group using loan omon other Total 
from MFI sale sources 

producer 
Households 17 25.76 44 66.67 5 7.58 66 

Non producer 6 50 0 0 6 50 12 
Households 
Total 23 29.9 44 57.1 11 14.1 78 

Wage Labor Payment 

As already discussed earlier omon production IS labor intensive activity. The mam 

seasons when producing households requiring more labor are during weeding and 

harvest. In order to assess how households solve their labor shortage, families with 

inadequate family labor were asked. Accordingly, 91.7% of producing households, and 

81.8% non producing use wage labour. In responding to the question fOlwarded to these 

households to tell their source of money utilized to cover the wage labor payment, 26 

producing households (47.3%) use income from sale of onion, while 21 producing 

households cover the expense either from sale of food crop or livestock. Nine 

households used loan for wage labor payment which would be settled after onion harvest. 

That means the majority of producing households utilize cash from onion sale to cover 

their wage labor payment. On the contrary, all the 18 non producing households 

depended on the income from the sale of cereal crop or livestock to pay the expense. 

On the other hand, according to the household survey, onion production demands more 

labor than any other crop production. The major activities that require more labor in this 

cash crop production are weeding and harvesting. Similarly, according to an expert from 

the woreda agriculture and rural development office the main reason for many farmers 

45 



not to involve in onion production was due its high management requirement and labor 

intensiveness of the production process. 

418 H h Id ' ouse 0 s fl ' I b h response on ways 0 . so vmg a or S ortage 
way of solving labor shortage 

Total 

wage labor 
wage 

Type of friends and labour 
Households relatives support % Debo and Debo 
Producer 3 55 91.7 I I 60 

Non producer 
3 18 

81.8 
I 0 22 

Total 6 73 89.0 2 I 82 

T bl 419 H a e h Id ' f ouse 0 s response on sources 0 money use d I b to pay wage a or 
source of money used for wage payment 

sale 
of 1 

Type of cereal sale of % sale of % % % and 
Households crop onion(l) livestock(2) loan other 
Producer 12 21.8 26 47.3 3 5.5 8 14.5 2 3.6 

Non 
15 

83 .3 
0 

0 
3 

16.7 2 11.1 
0 

0 
producer 
Total 27 37 26 35.6 6 8.2 10 14 2 2.7 

4.5 Households non food Expenditures 

In order to cover expenses related to household expenditures such as education, 

medication and ceremonial expenses, smallholder farmers who rely on subsistence 

agriculture are obliged to sell either their valuable asset such as livestock or deplete their 

staple food grain reserve. As a resu lt, these households would be vulnerable to food 

shortage, as they do not have other reliable income source to cover such expenses. As 

depicted in the tables 4.20, among the 45 producing households who send their children 

to school, 34 households (75.5%) cover their education expenses from the sale of onion; 

while among the 21 non producing households who send their children to school 20 

households (95.2%) used income from sale of cereal crops. 
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With regards to ceremonial and medication expenses, among the total of 53 sampled 

households who incurred ceremonial expenses last year, 13 (40.6%) producing 

households utilized income from onion sale, whereas the remaining 18 producing and 19 

non producing households covered the related expenses from food grain or sale of 

livestock. That means a large proportion of producing households did not sell food crop 

or other valuab le asset related to such expense. 

Similarly, among the total 36 households whose fami ly member got sick and treated last 

year, 13 of the 24 producing households (i.e., 54.2 %) cover their medical expense from 

the sale of onion, while 10 producing households and all non producing households cover 

the cost either from the sale of food crop or livestock the previous year. 

T bl 420 H a e h Id ouse 0 f S response on source 0 money use d . IE to cover ceremoma xpenses 
source of money for ceremonial expenses 
sale 
of other 

food sale of sale of Income 
Household group crop omon livestock sources Total 

Producer Count 15 13 3 I 32 
% 46.9% 40.6% 9.4% 3. 1% 100.0% 

Non producer Count 16 0 3 2 21 
76.2% 0.0% 14.3% 9.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 31 13 6 3 53 
% 58.5% 24.5% 11.3% 5.7% 100.0% 

Table 4.21: Households response on source of money used to cover majority education 
expenses 

majority of income used to cover 
educational expenses 

sale of 
sale of cash cereal sale of 

Household Group crops crops livestock Total 
Producer Count 34 11 0 45 

% 75.6% 24.4% 0.0% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 0 20 1 21 
% 0.0% 95.2% 4.8% 100.0% 

Total Count 34 31 I 66 

% 51.5% 47.0% 1.5% 100.0% 
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T bl 422 HH' a e s f Ii d' response on sources 0 . money or me [calIon 

sources of money for medication 

sale of 
food sale of sale of other 
crop om on livestock sources Total 

producers and Producer 8 13 3 0 
non producer Non 

8 0 3 1 HHs producer 
Total 16 13 6 1 

In general, income from onion has been main source of cash income to cover non food 

expenditures of producing households. This may help to reduce or avoid asset depletion 

in relation to covering such expenses. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONTRIBUTION OF ONION PRODUCTION TO HOUSEHOLD 

FOOD SECURITY 

Food security exists when "all people at all times have access to safe nutritious food to 

maintain a healthy and active life" (FAO, 1996). The main goal of food security is for 

individuals to be able to obtain adequate food needed at all times, and to be able to utilise 

the food to meet the body's needs. Food security is multifaceted. In this study, the 

researcher employed the widely used three pillars of household food security identified 

by the World Bank (\999) to measure the contribution of onion production to household 

food security. This infers from the concept that food security is not just a production 

issue. The discussion of each part is provided in the next pages. 

5.1 Food Availability (Own production) 

Food availability for the fam1 household means ensuring sufficient food is available for 

them through own production. However, due to low production, lack of adequate storage 

facilities and the pressure to meet pressing needs, they mostly end up selling their 

produce during the harvesting period, and sometimes rely on market purchases during the 

hungry season. 

The major cereal crops grown in the study area are Sorghum, Teff and Maize. The 

household survey result revealed that the mean cultivated land during the previous 

cropping year for staple crops production by onion producing and non producing 

households respectively was 5.6894 timads (1.42235ha.) and 4.7742 timads (1.19355ha.), 

respectively. The figures above show that the average cultivated land for cereal 

production by producing households is greater than that of their non producing 

counterparts. The statistical test also shows that there is significant variation at 10 

percent level of confidence. 
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The mean cereal income enjoyed by these groups of households from cereal crops 

production the previous production year was also birr 6,502.1212 and birr 5,920.2167, 

respectively. From these figures one can observe the mean cereal income difference to be 

bill' 581.90 in favor of producing households. The T-test, however, shows that there is 

no significant variation at 10 percent level. 

Table 5.1: Households' Average size of cultivated land for cereal production m the 
2006/07 production year 

Std. Error 
HH group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 

Total Producer 66 5.6894 2.68294 0.33025 
land Non producer 

31 4.7742 1.89666 0.34065 cultivated 

T-Test = 1.707 Sign. (2-tai led) = 0.091 

Table 5.2: Households' total cereal income from the 2006/07 production year 
Std. Error 

HH group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 
Total Cereal Producer 66 6,502.1212 4,450.23094 547.78556 
mcome Non 

30 5,920.2167 3,582.88257 654.14187 
producer 

T -test = 0.629 Sig. (2-tailed) = 0.531 

Similarly, households were asked whether or not last years own production was sufficient 

to feed their families. Hence, 49 (74.2 %) of producing and 14 (45.2 %) non producing 

households responded that they had adequate food available from own production for the 

whole year. The remaining households' last year own production was only sufficient to 

feed their families for less than eight months. 
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Table 5.3: Househo lds response on sufficiency of own food production in the previous 
. (2006/07) croppIng year 

Lat year's adequate food 
production for the whole 

year 
Household Group yes no Total 

Producer Count 49 17 66 
% 74.2% 25.8% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 15 16 31 
% 48.4% 51.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 64 33 97 
66.0% 34.0% 100.0% 

In response to the question if sampled households would feel that their househo lds could 

face food shortage this year, 44 (67 %) producing and 11 (35.7 %) non producing 

households responded that they do not feel, while the remaining 22 (33 %) producing and 

20 (64.3%) non producing households replies that they fee l their households would face 

food shortage this year. How ever, this may be due to the fact that producing households' 

fear of mismanagement of food crops and not due to low income. In the study area, 

farmers often expend more income on feasts and wedding ceremonies particularity during 

crop harvest period. 

Table 5.4: Households response on their feeling that they would face food shortage this 
year 

This year, do you feel 
your HH would face 

food shortage? 
Household Group yes no Total 

Producer Count 22 44 66 
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 20 I I 31 
% 64.5% 35 .5% 100.0% 
Count 42 55 97 

Total % 43.3% 56.7% 100.0% 

5.2 Food Access (Ability to purchase food from Market) 

Food access means reducing poverty by purchasing food from market. Simply making 

food available is not enough; one must also be able to purchase it, especially the low-

51 



income households (Sen 1981 , in Eunice. O. Obamiro et al (2003)). Farm fami lies with 

limited access to productive resources such as land, inputs and capital, required for 

attaining physical efficiency in food production could be food insecure i.e. resource 

poverty could lead to low productivity, food insufficiency, and lack of income to 

purchase the needed calories. 

Thus, when households' own production is insufficient to feed all HH members all year 

round, households need to involve in other activities such as cash cropping or other 

income generating activities to improve their access to food through increased purchasing 

power. 

According to the household survey, the primary sources of food were own production and 

market purchases. In times of food shortage, households rely on purchased food, loan, or 

gifts from relatives and friends . The primary sources of cash income for the purchase of 

food by the sampled Households are sales of onion and sales oflivestock. 

As presented in the table 5.5 below, out of the total 38 households who were found out to 

be not able to produce adequate food in the last three years, 16 (72.7 %) of producing and 

15 (93.7%) non producing households managed the food gap through market purchase, 

and 5 producing and only one non producing households through grain borrowing. 

T bl 55 H a e h Id ' ouse 0 s response on ways 0 ffi ll" fi d h I I mg 00 gaps m t east t hr ee years 
If no, way offilling the food gap 

purchase 
[rom food gift from gram 

Household Group market relatives/friends borrowing Total 
Producer Count 16 1 5 22 

% 72.7% 4.5% 22.7% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 15 0 1 16 
% 93.8% 0.0% 6.3% 100.0% 
Count 31 1 6 38 

Total % 81.6% 2.6% 15.8% 100.0% 

According to the survey result, out of those households who managed the food shortage 

through market purchase, 10 out of the 21 onion producing households (i.e 47.6 %) 

utilized cash income from the sale of onion to purchase food , whi le 5 producing 
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households (23.8 %) and II non producing households (73.3%) so ld livestock to 

purchase food. Therefore, as can be observed from table 5.6, the major source of cash 

income for the purchase of food for onion producers was onion sale. On the other hand, 

in times of food shortage, non onion producing households deplete their most valuable 

asset (livestock). But, the majority of producing households demonstrated their ability to 

withstand shock during food deficit. Where as, the majority of the non producing 

households who were compelled to sell their valuable assets to cover the food gap would 

be lead to a more food insecuri ty situation. 

Besides, as it can be recalled in ox ownership of households section (the reason for the 

decrease of ox ownership of households), it is these same 11 non producing households 

who were found to sell their oxen to purchase food. This means that these households 

have no other source of income to supplement their meager food supply in times of food 

shortage. And hence, they would be compelled to sell their most important productive 

asset for food crop production. This would in tum lead them to produce lesser produce 

the next cropping season due to shortage of draft animal and hence perpetuating their 

food insecurity status. 

Table 5.6: Source ofmonev utilized for food purchase from market 
If purchase from market, source of 

money for food 
sale 
of 

cash sale of other 
Household Group crop livestock loan sources Total 
Producer Count 10 5 3 3 21 

% 47.6% 23.8% 14.3% 14.3% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 0 11 3 1 15 

0.0% 73.3% 20.0% 6.7% 100.0% 
Total Count 10 16 6 4 36 

% 27.8% 44.4% 16.7% 11.1 % 100.0% 
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5.3 Food Utilization 

Food utilization means ensuring a good nutritional outcome, which is nutrition security. 

Having sufficient food will not ensure a good nutritional outcome if poor health results in 

frequent sickness. Building this pillar means investing in complementary resources such 

as nutrition education, health care, provision of safe water and better sanitation, 

instituting gender symmetry, and removal of child abuse practices (Doppler, 2002, in 

Eunice. O. Obamiro et al (2003). In this study, the change in number of meals per day, 

food diversity, and households health situation are discussed in relation to income 

improvement of households caused by onion production. 

Number of Meals per Day 

Number of meals taken per day is another indicator that households get the proper and 

sufficient amount of food daily. And, if this continues for the whole year depending 

either on own production or through purchase from reliable income source, the household 

can said to be food secure. In this regard, the HH survey shows that (as indicated in the 

table 5.7) the majority of sampled households (i.e 97.7%) eat the nomlal (3 meals/day) 

number of meals per day. Of these, 95.5 % of producing and 80.6% of non producing 

households consume three meals a day. 

T bl 57 N f d d b H a e .. o. 0 mea s consume per ay y h Id· h ouse 0 s 111 t e prevIOus year 
No. of meals per HH Groups Total I day 

% Non 
Producers producers % % 

I meals 
0 

0 
0 0 

0 

3 
4.5 

6 19.4 9 
2 meals 

63 
95.5 

25 80.6 88 
3 meals 

Total 66 68 31 32 97 
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Household Members Health Situation 

The health status of a household is an important factor of efficient utilization of food by 

the household. Sampled households were asked whether or not any of their family 

members was affected by major illness in the previous year. According to the household 

Survey, 23 producing and 12 non producing households' family member(s) were sick and 

got treated last year. And, the source of money these households utilized to cover the 

medication expense by 13 producing households is from the sale of onion, 16 households 

( 8 producing and 8 non producing) utilized income from sale of food crop. The 

remaining 6 households (3 producing and 3 none producing) used sale of livestock to get 

their family member get treated. 

Table 5.8: Households' response on source of money for medication in the previous year 

sources of money for medication 
sale of sale 
food of sale of other 

Household Group crop om on livestock sources Total 
Producers Count 8 13 3 0 24 

% 33.3% 54.2% 12.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Non producer 
Count 8 0 3 1 12 
% 66.7% 0.0% 25.0% 8.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 16 13 6 1 36 
% 44.4% 36.1% 16.7% 2.8% 100.0% 

Sufficient, Nutritious Diet (Food Diversity)s 

Consuming sufficient, nutritious, and balanced food in last year by all family members 

year round is important to keep the family members healthy and active, and it is also an 

important factor for effective utilization of food. To assess households' utilization of 

food, sampled households were asked whether or not their family members consume 

nutritious and balanced food (food containing protein, carbohydrate and vitamins) 

sufficiently in the previous year based on their perception). Of the total sample 

households, 75.8 % producing and 54.8% non producing households replied that their 

5 Sufficient food denotes the proper no. of meals/day, and nutritious diet denotes the combination of 
carbohydrate, fat, and vitamins in the food. Thus HHs were asked if they consumed meat, milk, butter, and 
vegetables in their diet. 
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family members consume the required diet. From the above figures we can deduce that 

greater percentage of producing households have the ability to access the desired food 

diet. 

Table 5.9: Households' perception on consumption sufficient, proper and balanced diet 

Sufficient, proper and 
balanced diet? Total 

Household Group yes no 
Producer 50 16 66 

Non producer 
17 14 31 

Total 67 29 97 

Clothing and Footwear 

Having the proper clothing and footwear by all family members all the year is also 

another indicator for better purchasing power and effective utilization of income for 

keeping one's family member healthy. As the HH survey result show, 56 (85%) 

producing and 27 (87%) non producing households replied that their family members got 

the proper clothing and footwear during the last year. In line with this, these households 

were also asked to mention the source of money they utilized for clothing and foot wears. 

As the table below show 53 (80.3%) producing households was from the sale of onion, 

37 households (10 producing and 27 non producing utilized from the sale of food crops. 

This implies that producing households have better purchasing power to cover non food 

expenditures of their respective households. 

Table 5.10: Households ' response on the main sources of money used for purchasing 
I thO d fi t . th . co 1I1g an 00 wear 111 e prevlOUS year 

source of money for clothing and foot 
wear 

sale of sale other 
food of sale of 1I1come 

Household Group crop omon livestock sources Total 
Count 10 53 2 1 66 

Producer % 15.2% 80.3% 3.0% 1.5% 100.0% 
Count 27 0 4 0 31 

Non producer 87.1% 0.0% 12.9% 0.0% 100.0% 
Count 37 53 6 I 97 

Total % 38.1 % 54.6% 6.2% 1.0% 100.0% 
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5.4 Share of Various Income Sources to Households Income 

Fann households can derive income from various sources which include cereal crop 

production, cash crop production, livestock and livestock products, and other off fann/ 

non fann income sources. As clearly shown in the table 5.11, the mean cereal income 

obtained by producing households the previous year was greater than that of non 

producers by birr 581.90. How ever, as discussed earlier, the statistical test shows that 

there is no significant variation at 10 percent level. Similarly, the mean income obtained 

from li vestock and livestock products by producing households was in excess of non 

producing households. On the other hand, though sample households did not receive 

much money income from off farm! non fann activities, as show in the table below the 

mean income obtained from these sources by producing household was in excess of that 

of non producers by more than 200 birr. But, this income is enjoined by few producing 

households. The t-test also shows that the variation is significant at less than 5 percent 

level of confidence. 

However, as can be observed from the figures in table 5.12, the mean income obtained 

from onion sale by producing households is birr 5236.36 which is very far from the sum 

of mean income difference of other sources between these groups of households. 

Table 5 II' Honseholds Mean income from different income sources 
Std. Error 

HH group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 
Total Cereal Producer 66 6,502.1212 4,450.23094 547.78556 
mcome Non 

30 5,920.2167 3,582.88257 654.14187 
producer 

T -test = 0.629 Sig. (2- tailed) = 0.531 
Income from Producer 66 1,448.7879 1,575.54607 193.93632 
Ii vestocklproducts Non 

31 1,171.0000 2,816.20270 505.80494 
sale producer 
T -test = 0.662 Sign. (2- tailed)= 0.535 

Off farm/non 
Producer 66 239.4242 510.78627 62.87344 

farm income 
Non 

31 25.8065 85.50923 15.35791 
producer 

T-test = 2.307 Sign. (2- tailed)= 0.023 
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Table 5.12: Producing households mean income from onion production 

Std. 
Description N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 
moneymcome 
obtained from sale of 66 800.00 16,000.00 5,236.3636 3,280.13303 
onion(in Birr) 

Valid N (listwise) 66 

In addition, as can be learnt from the table 5.13 below, the mean income obtained from 

each income source by producing and non producing households, along with the relative 

share of each source in the total mean household income is presented. The figures in the 

table shows that the percentage share of cereals mean income of both groups of 

households takes the lions share (i.e 48.8%, and 83.2 %, respectively). However, the 

share of onion mean income from the total mean income is significant (see table 5.16). 

But, as discussed earlier in detail, more than the variation in mean income of any other 

income sources, the mean income enjoyed only by producing households made a big 

difference. 

Table 5.13: share of each income source from the sum of mean income of households 

Sources of Income Producing Househo Ids Non producing Households 
Mean income % share Mean mcome % share 
(in Birr) (in Birr) 

Cash crop Mean - -
income(Onion) 5236.36 39.0 

----
Cereals Income 

6,502.12 5,920.21 
48.4 83.2 

Livestock and 
livestock products 1,448.79 
sales income 10.8 1,171.00 16.5 
o fffarm/non farm 
mcome 239.4242 

1.8 25.81 0.4 
Total income 13,426.6942 100 7,117.02 100 
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5.5 Classification of households into Food secure and Food Insecure 
Groups 

In this study a food secure household is considered as a "household who have access all 

the time to enough food for an active and healthy life" (World Bank, 2002). Accordingly, 

food security at household level is best measured by direct survey of annual income and 

consumption, and compares that with the adequacy norm (minimum subsistence 

requirement) appropriate to the household to be food secure. Thus, the procedure usually 

used in setting poverty line can also be applied to classify food secure and insecure 

households. 

In this study, two types of indicator or measurement were employed in order to 

categorize households into food secure and insecure based on their annual income .Thus, 

in this section a comparative analysis is made between the two groups of households 

based on the two bench marks or poverty lines. 

The first benchmark is calculated based on the food energy intake method. This method 

takes into account the 2200 kcal energy intake requirement by adult equivalent (AE) a 

day. The benchmark is calculated by adding the minimum food requirement which is 225 

kg! AE/day and 20 percent reserve over and above this in the form of easily liquid able 

assets. 

As can be observed from the figures in table 5.14 below, the percentage share of total 

cereals consumed by producing and non producing households is 34.5 % and 38.4%, 

respectively. When we look into the detail as can be learnt from table, the percentage 

share allocated to household consumption by producing and non producing household 

respectively is 34.5% and 38.4 %. In both groups, the percentage share allocated to 

household consumption takes the lion's share, which is always true for smallholder 

farmers who are both producers and consumers at the same time. 

59 



Table 5.14: Households Cereal Production Utilization Share(2006107 production year) 

Description Producing HHs Non producing HHs Total 
Grain in % Grain in % Graiu in % 

qtl. qt!. qt!. 
Consumed 435 34.5 221 38.4 656 35.7 
Marketed 221.5 17.6 111 .5 19.4 333 18.1 
Saved 514 40.8 216.5 37.6 730.5 39.8 
Seed 89.5 7.1 26 .5 4.6 116 6.3 
Total 1260 100 575.5 100 1835.5 100 

In similar manner, for comparative analysis, the researcher calculated the mean cereal 

reserve requirement of the two groups of households and compared with what is actually 

reserved by the two groups. The mean cereal reserve requirement was computed taking 

the price of a quintal of sorghum and multiply with the 225 kg of grain equitant which is 

birr 657 (as sorghum is the best grain equivalent in the study area). Then, 20 % of this 

food requirement would be added to find the minimum benchmark. Thus, birr 82l.25 

could be used as the minimum food energy requirement by each adult equitant for a year. 

Using this minimum requirement sample households were classified into food secure and 

food insecure. Accordingly, only two producing households were found to be food 

insecure while 7 (22.6%) of non producing households were food insecure. 

The second measurement indicator employed in this study is the minimum threshold cost 

of basic needs calculated by MoFED based on the 199912000 CSA HICE survey. This 

cost included the cost of both food and non food requirements. This was done in order to 

set the poverty line so that the number of poor can be obtained and thus relevant 

development program can be formulated for a specific community. Food security and 

poverty measurements assume that there is a predetermined and well-defined level of 

standard of living called 'poverty line' below which a person is deemed to be under 

poverty or food insecure. That is there exists level of consumption of various goods (food 

and non food basic needs) below which the very survival of an individual is threatened. 

In this study, the cost of basic needs method was adopted as poverty line as this method is 

superior to the direct calorie intake and food energy intake methods. This is so because 

the cost of basic needs approach takes into account the cost of getting the basic caloric 
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requirement and non food basic requirements such as health, education, clothing, etc. In 

addition, this method yields a consistent threshold (poverty line) across groups, regions 

and periods. However, the weakness of this method is that it does not consider intra 

household variability of food consumption or utilization. In the cost of basic needs 

approach of setting poverty line, first, the food poverty line is defined by selecting a 

'basket' of food items typically consumed by the poor. The quantity of the basket is 

determined in such away that the given bundle meets the predetermined level of 

minimum caloric requirement (2200 kcal/ AE/day). Then, a specific allowance for the non 

food component consistent with the spending patterns of the poor is added to the food 

poverty line. According to MoPED (2002), the expenditure share of food items in the 

total budget (199912000 HICE survey), is 61.5 % and that of non food items constitute 

38.5%. Poverty indices are calculated based on the minimum caloric required for 

subsistence (2200 kcal plus the non food basic requirements, and these indices are called 

absolute poverty line. 

As the cost of basic needs including food is varying across time and space, the MoFED 

(1999/2000) calculated the cost of basic needs of each region in the country as shown in 

the table 5.i5 below. 

T bl 5 15 R . a e eglOnal poverty C B' ) mes m 1rr 
Regions Rural Urban Total Adjusted poverty line 

(for rural areas) 

Tigray 919.80 1150.29 954.12 1057.77 

Affar 964.82 1163.71 1022.68 -

Amhra 917.17 1155.10 939.27 -

Oromia 988.22 1269.52 1017.39 -

Adapted/rom Development and Poverty Profile 0/ Etluopza (MoPED, 2002) 

The researcher thus, applied the regional poverty line calculated by MoFED for Tigray 

Regional State rural areas which is Birr 919.80/AE/year as the minimum required to 

cover the cost of basic needs of sample households. This amount was adjusted by the 

inflation rate availed during the survey period (15%). Then, this cost was multiplied by 

the adult equivalent of each household to arrive at the minimum total income required by 
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each household to cover their cost of basic needs. Thus, those households whose total net 

annual income falls below their min imum total income required are categorized as food 

insecure and those whose total annual net income lying above their required minimum 

total income as food insecure. Accordingly, out of the 66 onion producing households, 60 

households (90.9 %) were found to be food secure and only 6 households (9.1 %) were 

found to be food insecure. On the other hand, out of the 31 onion non producing 

households, 17 households (54.8 %) were found to be food insecure and the remaining 14 

households (45.2%) were food secure (see the detai l in annex 2). 

Table 5.16: Total income of households from all sources in 2007/08 

Std. Error 
HH group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 
Total Producer 66 13,426.6970 6,362.06627 783. 11 622 
mcome Non 
from all producer 31 7, 137.1774 4,307.23190 773 .60169 
sources 

T= 4.987 Sig(2- talied) = 0.00 

On the other hand, (as shown in table5 .16), the mean total income of both groups of 

households received during the specified period was birr 13,426.70, and birr 7,137.18, 

respectively. The mean total income of producers is almost twofold of that of non 

producers. This difference is also statistically significant at less than 1 percent level of 

confidence. As can be recalled from the previous discussions, there is no significant 

variation in cereal mean income of both households which takes the largest share in total 

income of these groups. Therefore, the variation in the total mean income is due to the 

mean income obtained from onion by producing households. This implies that the mean 

income obtained from onion is the major factor in placing producing households in food 

secure status. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

6.2 Conclusions 

Due to low fann Production and productivity the majority of subsistence farmers in 

Ethiopia are not self sufficient in food, and deliver meager amounts of fann output to 

consumers and agro processing industries. Agricultural growth, an important pathway to 

food security, is realized through increase in per capita farm endowments and adoption of 

appropriate and proven technology and requires a transfonnation out of semi subsistence, 

low out put and low productivity agriculture into high productivity commercial 

agriculture. 

However, opponents of cash crop production argue that cash cropping negatively affects 

food security of households because it could lead to a decline in food crop production by 

diverting scarce household resources notably capital, land, water and labor away from 

food production. They also argue that cash crop producing households' income decline 

from time to time due to decline in the price of onion and disadvantageous tenns of trade 

against peasants at local market. 

A growing body of evidence through out Sub Saharan Africa argues for the pursuit of a 

food security strategy based on diversification of smallholder agriculture into high valued 

cash crops. Other studies also indicated that there is a synergy between cash cropping 

and food crop productivity. 

This study was undertaken to assess the contribution of onion production at smallholder 

level to household food security. This was done due to the fact that there hardly exist any 

study on the issue except on some major cash crops such as coffee, tea, chat and ginger. 

Besides, it was the purpose of this research to analyze the production and marketing 

practice and constraints of onion in the study area. 
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Though the study area has great ground and surface water potential for cash copping, its 

potential has not yet been taped. Traditionally, fanners of the area were accustomed to 

growing green and red pepper for years using traditional irrigation system. However, it 

was lately that the production of other vegetables or cash crops such as onion and tomato 

were introduced. Presently, onion production has been popular with many smallholder 

farmers due to its growing market demand. 

However, onion production, like any other crop production, is not without constraints 

related to production and marketing activities. First, duet to its great potential to improve 

fam1 households' income and wellbeing, input provision and extension service is not 

adequately provided so that producing households can be efficient. Similarly, the market 

for onion is not well integrated and developed in such away that onion producer and 

traders can benefit from their efforts . It was observed that the onion marketing chain in 

the study area is not well developed and integrated. The absence of an agent which works 

between producers and trades had exacerbated the marketing cost. The establishment of 

market assembles at central places had helped buyers (wholesalers) to use large and 

economic means of transport, and save time. Besides, the establishment of cooperative 

union created competition between the union and traders and hence ensured competitive 

prices to the producers. 

In this study both onion producing and non producing households were selected for the 

purpose of comparative analysis though the primary focus was on producing households. 

The statistical tests showed that the variation in age of household heads and size of 

average cultivated land was significant while the variation in education status of HH 

heads and average number of oxen was insignificant. The analysis was made based on 

households' income from different sources in the year 2007/08. The share of various 

income sources to total income was also assessed. 

The study has found out that onion production has a significant contribution to 

household food security. This was tried to show using the three pillars of food security. In 

the first pillar, i.e food availability, onion production was shown to support food crop 

production by enabling producing households to employ more draft animals and utilize 
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modem agricultural inputs and hire wage labor with the money from the sale of onion. In 

the food access pillar, onion producers were found to be in a better position to fill their 

food gaps with the money from onion sale. That is income from onion has improved their 

purchasing power of staple foods during food deficit. This is because onion has more 

value than any other cereal crop per unit input of production. 

The third pillar, food utilization was used to explain that onion producers are in a better 

position to consume sufficient and nutritious food than their non producing counterparts. 

A look at food utilization part highlights low level of difference in number of meals 

consumed per day per person in time. But, this may not imply that both groups of 

households consume similar amount and quality of food. In addition, the study showed 

that income form onion was utilized to cover non food expenditures of producing 

households such as education, health, clothing, ceremonial expenditures, etc. On the other 

hand, it was observed that non producing households were compelled to sell either their 

meager food crop produce or valuable assets such as livestock to cover these expenses. 

The food energy intake requirement and the cost of basic needs approaches were used as 

the minimum benchmark indicators of household food. Consequently, it was found out 

that onion producers were food secure than non producing households. The mean annual 

income from all sources of producing households was almost twofold of that of non 

producers. The variation in mean income all sources was statistically tested. As a result, 

the difference in cereals mean income (the major income source of both groups) and 

other income sources was not significant. Hence, income from onion is the main cause 

for the significant variation in total mean annual income of households. 

In general, the results of this study suggest that smallholder cash cropping has a definite 

contribution to household food security through its effect on household income 

improvement. 
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6.2 Policy Implications 

As concluded above, cash cropping can help smallholder subsistence fanners to get out of 

low productivity, low output and food insecurity situation to market oriented, high 

productivity and better wellbeing status. Therefore, in order to exploit the potential of 

smallholder cash cropping in reducing rural poverty and enhance food security, the 

following points deserve attention by concerned bodies. 

>- In planning to promote market oriented cash crops, attention should be given 

simultaneously to strengthen input provision and extension service and market 

development. Therefore the woreda Agriculture and Rural Development Office 

should facilitate the timely availability of essential inputs such as seed, fertili zer 

and chemical pesticides sufficiently. 

>- With respect to strengthening the existing extension service III the woreda, 

Development Agents (DAs) assigned in each FKAs should be trained on how to 

transfer modern farnling practices, and marketing of produce to farmers. Thus, 

farmers should also be trained in the planning and scheduling of vegetable 

production and on best practical post-harvest and agronomic practices. 

>- Cash crop producers associations or cooperatives at each FKA or irrigation site 

should be created so that they Cilll act collectively in production planning and 

marketing of their produce. With this training on farmers on agricultural 

marketing would be advisable. 

>- The availability of credit facility III farm communities IS also important in 

reducing liquidity constraints of poor farmers to access agricultural inputs and 

enabling other people to be engaged in cash crop marketing. Thus, the woreda 

branch of Dedebit MFI should focus its attention in facilitating and provision of 

credit to both producers (for purchasing agricultural inputs) ill1d the local 

community. This would also help the local community to specialize in different 
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activities that would have synergy to each other. The availability of storage and 

market infonnation for fanners is also important to increase market efficiency of 

cash crops. 

> The complementarities between cash cropping and food crop production should 

be stressed, so that the potential effect of smallholder cash crop production on 

household food security can be enhanced. In line with this all concerned woreda 

government bodies such as woreda food security and DPP A offices are advised 

work together in promoting smallholder cash cropping to achieve food security of 

fann households. 

> In order that smallholders can benefit from cash croppmg area specific and 

potential based development plan has to be prepared. As mentioned earlier, the 

study area is rich in ground water potential which could be exploited for 

expanding the production of other cash crops such as pepper, tomato and haricot 

bean in addition to onion. Therefore, cash crop production can be promoted with 

sprinkler or drip irrigation, and development of small scale irrigation schemes. 
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Ann ex 1: Average price of some cereal crops calculated for 8 months ill 2007/08 

SIN Cereal crop Price per quintal 
I Sorghum Birr 292.00 
2 Teff Birr 433 
3 Maize Birr 240 
Source: Alamata woreda OARD office 

Annex 2: Food Security Status of Sample Households 

GroupI- Producing HHs Food Security Status 

Tota l 
Cost of income 

Producers Adult Basic required 
SIN Total Income Equivalent needs (Min.) Net income FS status 

1 25170 6 1057.77 6346.62 22312 FS' 
2 9652 4 1057.77 4231.08 8051 FS 
3 9232 5 1057.77 5288.85 8507 FS 
4 9059 7 1057.77 7404.39 8334 FS 
5 7760 7 1057.77 7404.39 6602 FIS" 
6 9012 5 1057.77 5288.85 7703 FS 
7 9939 5 1057.77 5288.85 9238.75 FS 
8 8182 6 1057.77 6346.62 7243 FS 
9 10401 7 1057.77 7404.39 9275.75 FS 

10 12590 4 1057.77 4231.08 11631 .75 FS 
11 16234 10 1057.77 10577.7 15076 FS 
12 9232 5 1057.77 5288.85 9015.5 FS 
13 14658 2 1057.77 211 5.54 14295.5 FS 
14 15619 4 1057.77 4231.08 11843 FS 
15 20178 8 1057.77 8462.16 19594 FS 
16 12814 7 1057 .77 7404.39 10996.5 FS 
17 5431 4 1057.77 4231.08 4998 FS 
18 101 11 3 1057.77 3173.31 9094 FS 
19 15838 7 1057.77 7404.39 14745.5 FS 
20 92 13 8 1057.77 8462. 16 8055 FIS 
21 9848 1 1057.77 1057.77 9485.5 FS 
22 6965 5 1057.77 5288.85 6892 FS 
23 7084 5 1057.77 5288.85 6067 FS 
24 12138 5 1057.77 5288.85 10031 FS 
25 14218 5 1057.77 5288.85 13125.5 FS 
26 22828 4 1057.77 4231.08 20371 FS 
27 8258 4 1057.77 4231.08 71 00 FS 
28 22550 2 1057.77 2115.54 21825 FS 
29 21913 5 1057.77 5288.85 16425 FS 
30 6600 4 1057.77 4231 .08 6600 FS 

31 11921 4 1057.77 4231.08 10179 FS 
32 6219 7 1057.77 7404.39 4764 FIS 
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Total 
Cost of income 

Producers Adult Basic required 
SIN Total Income Equivalent needs (Min.) Net income FS status 

33 9031 2 1057.77 2115.54 8165 FS 
34 17469 8 1057.77 8462.16 16056.75 FS 
35 12706 4 1057.77 4231.08 9764 FS 
36 17620 8 1057.77 8462.16 13228 FS 
37 7684 3 1057.77 3173.31 7611 FS 
38 6462 8 1057.77 8462.16 5982 FIS 
39 13168 8 1057.77 8462.16 12443 FS 
40 16786 3 1057.77 3173.31 16093.75 FS 
41 16252 6 1057.77 6346.62 15267.75 FS 
42 7476 7 1057.77 7404.39 7091.25 FIS 
43 11408 7 1057.77 7404.39 10808 FS 
44 9499 3 1057.77 3173.31 9390.75 FS 
45 13360 7 1057.77 7404.39 11571 FS 
46 19570 7 1057.77 7404.39 16143 FS 
47 10951 8 1057.77 8462.16 8917 FS 
48 14890 4 1057.77 4231.08 9481 FS 
49 26575 2 1057.77 2115.54 23091 FS 
50 15870 7 1057.77 7404.39 12678 FS 
51 24212 5 1057.77 5288.85 23487 FS 
52 12830 5 1057 .77 5288.85 12100 FS 

53 38500 4 1057 .77 4231.08 30671 FS 

54 12800 1 1057.77 1057.77 12800 FS 
55 19480 5 1057.77 5288.85 15573 FS 
56 13572 5 1057.77 5288.85 10954 FS 
57 7430 5 1057.77 5288.85 6700 FS 
58 12666 1 1057.77 1057.77 11034.75 FS 
59 7846 7 1057.77 7404.39 6547 FIS 
60 9504 5 1057.77 5288.85 8336 FS 
61 4000 1 1057.77 1057.77 4000 FS 
62 21384 3 1057.77 3173.31 18992.5 FS 
63 16500 2 1057.77 2115.54 10992 FS 
64 23330 6 1057.77 6346.62 18094 FS 
65 4044 3 1057.77 3173.31 3168 FS 

66 20420 10 1057.77 10577.7 18527 FS 

72 



Group II - Non Producing HHS Food Security Status 

Non 
producers 

SIN Total income 
67 5146 
68 4797 
69 21020 
70 7065 
71 2000.5 
72 5085 
73 3140 
74 5132 
75 6384 
76 6379.5 
77 5168 
78 4652 
79 5676 
80 5518 
81 3620 
82 6225 
83 5019 
84 4672 
85 8012 
86 6250 
87 3300 
88 13291 
89 5499 
90 7518 
91 5235 
92 7384 
93 9304 
94 11747.5 
95 10438 
96 20030 
97 6545 

*= Food secure 
**= Food Insecure 

Total 
Cost of income 
Basic Adult required 
needs Eauivalent (Min.) 

1057.77 5 5288.85 
1057.77 4 4231.08 
1057.77 6 6346.62 
1057.77 2 2115.54 
1057.77 3 3173.31 
1057 .77 5 5288.85 
1057.77 3 3173.31 
1057.77 4 4231.08 
1057.77 7 7404.39 
1057.77 6 6346.62 
1057.77 8 8462.16 
1057.77 6 6346.62 
1057.77 6 6346.62 
1057 .77 3 3173.31 
1057.77 8 8462.16 
1057.77 5 5288.85 
1057.77 4 4231.08 
1057.77 6 6346.62 
1057 .77 6 6346.62 
1057.77 4 4231.08 
1057.77 4 4231 .08 
1057 .77 6 6346.62 
1057.77 5 5288.85 
1057.77 4 4231.08 
1057.77 3 3173.31 
1057.77 5 5288.85 
1057.77 7 7404.39 
1057.77 6 6346.62 
1057.77 8 8462.16 
1057.77 7 7404.39 
1057.77 3 3173.31 

Net 
income FS status 

3865.5 FIS 
3931 FIS 

19424 FS 
6053 FS 

1760.5 FIS 
4652 FIS 
2754 FIS 
4647 FS 

4566.5 FIS 
5151 FIS 

4805.5 FIS 
3995 FIS 
5676 FIS 
5085 FS 
2160 FIS 

5575.5 FS 
4002 FIS 
4672 FS 
8012 FS 
5770 FS 
3300 FIS 

11267 FS 
4341 FIS 
5484 FS 
2768 FIS 
4051 FIS 
6545 FIS 

7622.5 FS 
9562 FS 

10912 FS 

4219 FS 
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Annex 3: Qnestionnaire for Household Survey 

I. General 
1. Kebele--:-:-----:-________ _ 
2. Got (Tabiya)---:-_______ _ 
3. Date ofInterview ------ --
4. Interviewer _________ _ 
5. InterView No. 

-~-------

II. Household Head profile 

6. Sex a) Male b) Female 
7. Age ___ _ 
8. Marital Status a) Single b) Married c) Divorced d) Separated e) 

Widowed 
9. Wealth status as perceived by the community 

a) Poor b) Medium c) Rich 
III. Household members profile (including household head) 

10. Household members by age 
a) 1-13 b) 14-60 c) >60 _---:-

11. Household members by sex a) Male b) female ___ _ 
12. Educational status a) 0-4 b) 5-8 __ 

b) 9-12 c) >12 __ 
13. House rooftop type a) thatched b) Corrugated iron sheet c) any other 

(specify), __ _ 

IV. Land and Livestock Ownership of the household 
14. Do you have your own land a) yes b) No 
15. If yes what is the total area of your farm land in timad? __ ...,--__ -,----_ 
16. Did you access any land other than yours in 199912000 cropping year? 

a) Yes b) No 
17. If yes, what did you do with it? a) Grow food crops b) Grow onion 

c) To keep livestock d) Any other (specify)---c:c ___ _ _ _ 
18. What was your reason to have additional land? 

a) have no enough land to produce the amount that suffices household 
consumption 

b) to earn more income c) any other (specify), ________ _ 
19. How did you access the land? 

a) Rented in b) Share cropping c) free access from relatives 
d) Any other ( specify) ______ _ 

20. What is the size of the land you have additional access in timad? _ ___ _ 
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21. Indicate the number of anima Is your household currently owns in the following table 

Animal Number 
Ox 
Cow Bull 
Heifer 
Sheep 
Goats 
Donkey/Mule/camel 

Total 

V. Crop production 

22. In the last three years, you used most of your land for production of 
a) Cash crops b) cereals (Sorghum, maize, teft) c) other (specify) _____ _ 

23. How many times do you produce in a year? 
a)One b)two c)three d)four 

24. In addition to food crops what cash crops do you grow? 
a) Onion b) tomato c) pepper d) haricot bean 
d) Other (specify) e) Not applicable 

25. If you do not grow cash crops, why not? 
a) Lack of input b) lack ofland suitable for cash cropping 
c) lack of know how d) other (specify), _____ _ 

26. Utilization of land and production in 1999/2000 cropping year 
Crop Area in Production Consumption Seed Marketed 

timad in quintal 
Sorghum 
Teff 
Maize 
oman 
pepper 
tomato 
Haricot 
bean 
Other 
(specify) 

N.B Sklp questIOns No. 27- 31 for non- cash crop producers 
27. In the last three years, the size of your land for cash crop production 

a) increased b) remained the same c) Decreased 

Saved 

28. If your answer is 'increased', has the increase for cash crop production decreased 
your staple food production for the family? a) Yes b) No 
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29. If your answer is 'Yes', how did you fill the food gap ( shortage)? 
a) grain borrowing b) cash borrowing c) relatives/ friends support 
d) buying by income from onion sale e) buying by income from sale of livestock 
f) other ( specify) _______ _ 

30. Ifthe size of your land for cash crops remained the same, why didn't you increase 
fann 

size for cash crop production? a) to maintain staple food production 
b) income from cash crop was unsatisfactory c) cash crop production is tiresome and 

costly 
d) other ( speci fy)--:-----:-c=------:_ 

31. If the size of your land for cash crops decreased, what are your reasons? 
a) to increase staple food production b) decline in the price of cash crops 
c) other (specify) _______ _ 

VI. Agricultural inputs use and water source for both cash crops and staple food 
production 

32. Do you use chemical fertili zer a) Yes b) No 
33. Do you use improved seeds for both cash crops and food crops? a) Yes b) No 
34. How do you get the agricultural input? 

a) using loan from MFI b) purchase from cash crops sale 
c) Using other sources d) any other ( specify) ____ --,-----:-_ 

35. What source of water do you use for cash crop production? 
a) Surface waler b) ground water c) both 

VII. Agricultural Labor and Draft Power 

36. In the last three years was your family labor adequate for agricultural production 
a) Yes b) No 

37. Which crop production took much of your fami ly labor time? 
a) Cash crops production b) cereal crops production d) other ( specify) ____ _ 

38. If you faced labor shortage, how did you solve the problem oflabor shortage? 
a) friends and relatives b) wage labor c) Debo ( Ofera ) 

39. If your answer for question no'56 is 'wage labour', your labor employment in the last 
three years a) increased b) decreased c) remained the same 
40. Indicate the number of wage laborers employed and total expenditure paid for the 
year 1999/2000 production year 
No. of wage laborer b) wage paid in birr _______ _ 

41. What is the source of money you paid for wage labor? 
a) Sale of cereal crop b) sale of cash crops c) sale oflivestock d) loan 
e) Other (specify)_-:----:-----:-__ 

42. For which crop production do you use much of employed labor? 
a) Onion b) pepper c) tomato d) sorghum e) teff f) Maize 
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43. Indicate the months in which your household faces problem of problem of labor 
shortage 

44. The participation of your children in your farm 
a) full time b) part time c) no participation 

45. If your chidren do not participate in full time, in what other activities do your children 
participate? 

a) school b) wage labor d) trade e) migration 

46. How many children do you send to school? 
a) male b) female .,----___ _ 

47. How many school age children are not going to school? 
Male 

Female _____________________________ _ 

48. If there are school age children who are not going to school what are the reasons 
a) education is not considered impOliant b) school is too far 
c) transporation is costly d) children help in household economy 

49. Majority of income you used to cover expenditure of your children comes from 
a) Sale of cash crops b) sale of cereal crops c) sale of livestock 
d) sale of other cash crops e) other source( specify) ______ _ 

50. You plough your own land by using 
a) privately owned oxen b) private and shared ox/oxen c) ox/oxen on share d) I have 

no ox 

51. The ox/ oxen you own (private/shared) 
a) adequate (to plough your own land) b) inadequate (to plough your own land) 

52. If your draft animals are inadequate, how do you solve the problem of draft power 
problem? a) Replace by family labor b) rent ox/oxen 

c) Relative and friends support d) leave the land uncultivated 
53. In the last three years your overall ox ownership has 

a) Increased b) remained the same c) decreased 
54. If your ox ownership increased, what is the source of money to buy ox/oxen 

a) sale of food crop b) sale of cash crops c) other income sources d) Not 
applicable 
55. If your ox ownership decreased, what is the reason? 

a) Sold to buy food b) died of a disease c) Not applicable 

VIII. Household Food Security (Food Production Availability, Ability to Purchase 
and Utilization) 

56. How many number of meals do your household eat a day? 
a) I meal b) 2 meal c) 3 mcal 

57. Do you feel your household members eat sufficient, proper and balanced diet? 
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a) Yes b) No 

58. Is any of your family members suffer from malnutrition? 
a) Yes b) No 

59. Do children in your family get balanced diet required for nourishment? 
a) Yes b) No 

60. Do you and your family have proper clothes and shoes? 
a) Yes b) No 

61. If 'Yes', where do you get the money for purchasing nutritious food items and 
clothing? 

a) Sale of food crop b) sale of cash crops c) sale of livestock d) other income 
sources 

62. Was any member of your family affected by any major illness in the past one year 
and 

treated? 
a) Yes b) No 

63. If'Yes', where do you get the money for medical treatment? 
a) Sale of food crop b) sale of cash crops c) sale of livestock d) other sources 

64. Ceremonial expenses incurred during the past year, if any 
a) Religious practices b) marriage c) Funeral d) other 

(specify) _ __ _ 

65. Source o[money to cover the ceremonial expenses 
a) Sale of food crop b) sale of cash crops c) sale of livestock d) other income 

sources 

66. In the last three years, did you produce staple food adequate for household 
consumption? 

Year round? 
a) Yes b) No 

67. If'No', how did you fill the food gap? 
a) Purchasing from market b) food aid c) Food gift from relatives/friends 
d) Grain bon'owing e) other (specify) _ _ ----:-___ . 

68. If you purchase food from market where did you get the money? 
a) sale of cash crops b) sale of livestock c) loan d) other sources 

69. If you do not produce adequate food, what do you think is the reason for inadequacy 
of staple food production for consumption? 

a) Increase for cash crops production b) small land size c) sale of food crops 
d) Decrease fam1 output e) shortage of rain 

70. In the last three years, were you selling staple food crops for household consumption? 
a)Yes b)No 

71. If your answer for question No. 67 is 'Yes', what is the reason why you sold food 
crops? 
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a) more than needed for consumption c) Less than enough for consumption, yet 
money needed c) Just enough for consumption yet money needed 

72. In the last three years much of food consumed by the household 
a) Own production b) Aid c) purchase d) other (specify) _ _ _ __ _ 

73. If you buy food crops ,fTom market using money from sale of cash crops, was the 
selling 

price of onion greater than the price of food you buy? 
a) Yes b) No. 

,N. B Skip questions No.74- 76 for non- cash crop producers 
74. In the last three years the selling price of cash crops has been 

a) increasing b) decreasing c) Remain the same 
75. If the selling price of cash crops has been decreasing, which is the particular cash 
crop? 

a) Onion b) pepper c) Tomato d) haricot bean 
76. What do you think is the reason for the decrease of selling price? 

77. Please state the amount of income your household obtained last year ( Meskerem 
1999-

N ehase 1999) 

Income source category Production in Quintal Estimated income 
(in Birr) at market price 

Cash crops 
Food crops 
Sale of livestock and 
livestock products( milk, 
egg, butter) 
Remittance 
Petty Trade(including wage 
labor) 
Aid 
Other income sources 

78 . Do you produce sufficient food for your household for the whole year? 
a) Yes b) No 

79. Ifnot, for how many months can your production is sufficient for consumption? 
a )3-5 b) 6-8 months c) 9-11 months 

80. If you do not produce sufficient food for your household for the whole year, in which 
months does your household face food shortage? 
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81 . What are the main staple food crops that you buy from market? (Please list) 

82. How did you manage to fill the food gap? 
a) Purchasing from market b) food aid c) Food gift from relatives/friends 
d) Grain borrowing e) other (specify) _ _ --, _ _ _ 

83 . How was your food crop production in the last three years? 
a) increasing b) decreasing c) Remain the same 

84. In the last three years, did you household face serious food shortage? 

a) Yes b) No 

85. If your answer for question No. 81 is' yes', what is the reason for serious food 
shortage? 

86. Do you feel that your household will face food shortage in the remaining time of this 
year? 

a) Yes b) No 
87. If your answer for question No. 83 is ' Yes', what are the reasons? 

88 . If your answer for question No. 83 is' No', why do you feel your household will not 
face food shortage? 
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Almex 4: Check List for Key informant and FGD 

(using the 'WH'questions) 

I . Major crops grown in the area 

2. Major copping mechanism or the farmers during food shortage in the area 

3. Growing seasons and agronomic practices in the area 

4. Why not other farmers mixed cash cropping with food crop production? 

5. What are the constraints of cash crop production in the area? 

6. What are the constraints of cash crop marketing in the area? 

7. Describe times and events in the past in which the community experienced shocks 

8. How did the community managed to survive during the bad time? 

9. How do you perceive food crop production and cash crop production in the past 

ten years? 

10. Forms ofland transaction 

II . Availability of credit facility and loan modality 

12. Extension service and input provision situations in the area 
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