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Abst.-act 

The aim of this study was to examine the relat ion between markets, market access and livelihood 

diversification in rural areas in three se lected kebeles of Kewet Woreda in North Shewa. The study 

findings were drawn from data generated through a b lend of qualitative and quantitative me thods. Logit 

regression model was used to identify the determinants of market access in rural areas for both rura l and 

town markets. To determine market access, frequency of visiting market places was used as a proxy 

measure. One way of ANOV A is also used to see whether there is sign ificant difference on non farm 

income between market accessible and inaccessible households. 

The findings show that rural fall11 households do not have access to forma l market information about crop 

and livestock products; they rather depend on actual market day information from traders. The find ings 

further show that households face different types of constraints to access markets depending on their 

locations, distance, availability of infrastructures and types of crop production. Mainl y physical accesses 
,. 

to markets i.e. distance and lacks of roads were found to be the main constraints of rural households to 

access market centers. 

In addition, the fi nding of logit regression suggests that market access is negatively and significantly 

affected by distance. An increase in market distance by 30 minutes is expected to decrease rural market 

access by 73%. On thc other hand , information access, family size, educational status of household head 

and farm size v .. rere found to be positively related to market access . 

I also found that availabil ity of market centers and market access determines the livelihood diversification 

of rural farm households. Moreover, it is not only the avai lability of markets but also the size of the 

market that determines the level of livelihood diversification in rural areas. Fall11 households who are 

living around large 11Iral111arket centers are able to diversify their sources of incomes than households 

who live around small rura l market centers. 

Similarl y, the numbers of non-farm economic act ivities in whi ch rural households participate depend on 

access to markets ancl the size of the markets itself. Households in remote areas who lack markets or face 

seri ous difficulties in acces sing their nearest markets were found to be· the least diversifier both in terms 

of the proportion o f income from non-farm sources and numbcr of li velihood activities in which they 

were engaged. The result of one way ANOVA ana lysis reported that there is a significant relation 

between ma,ke t access alld engagement in non-fann economic activi ties. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

1.1 Backgrou nd 

Globally 1.2 billion people are in extreme consumption poverty, 75% of the poor work and live 

in rural areas; and more than hal f of them are expected to be in extreme consumption poverty in 

2025 ([FAD, 200 1). Agriculture is a sou rce of livelihoods for an estimated 86% of the rura l 

People. Even iflarge decline in the number of rural poor reported (from 1,036 million in 1993 to 

883 million in 2003), this has been confined to East Asia and the Pacific. In South Asia and Sub-
" 

Saharan Africa, the number of rural poor has con tinued to rise and will likely exceed the number 

of urban poor until 2040 (World Bank, 2008). [n 2002, the proportions of rura l and urban poor 

were 29% and 13% respecti vely (ibid). 

Ethiopia is one of the developing countri es and the second most populous nation in sub-Saharan 

Africa, nex t to Nigeria, not on ly on its size of the popu lation but it is also growing relatively at a 

rapid rate, 2.6 per year (FORE, 2008). The rapid population growth rate of the country is hi ghly 

assoc iated with the growth rate of the working age group. The country's economy is mainly 

based on agriculture, which accounts fo r 50% of GOP, employing 85% of its labour and 90 % of 

tota l foreign exchange (MOFEO, 2002) . The sector va lue added per capita has been decl ining at 

the rate of 0.8% per annum during the eight years ending 1999/00. 

[n the country, poverty is sti ll a rural phenomenon. Poverty incidence has been much higher in 

rural areas than urban areas; poverty head count index was 45.4% and 36.9% in rural and urban 

a reas respectively (MOFEO, 2002). Even if there is an improven1ent in the depth and severity of 

rural and nationa l poverty in 1999/00 compared to 1995/96, poverty incidence has not improved 

much between the two survey years. The proporti on of people who are absolutely poor was 37% 

in urban areas and 45'10 in rura l areas indicating that rural poverty is higher than urban poverty 

(. 'lOFED, 2002). 
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In Ethiopia the sector level of performance is likely attributed to the uneven distribution (i n some 

cases undesirable) of rainfa ll across the country (MOFED, 2002) . For many rural households in 

less deve loping countries, agriculture on its own does not provide a sufficient means of surviva l. 
" 

As a result, most rura l houscho lds depend on many diverse portfol ios of activitics and social 

support capabi lities to mai ntain or improve thci r ability to make a livi ng (Ellis, 2000 and 

Carswell, 2000). Ad de veld (2004) also confirmed that many rura l households have set up other 

activities on the side of basic crop and anima l production which helps them to achi eve a 

considerable higher standard ofliving. 

It is widely agreed that a capabi lity to diversify is benefic ial fo r households at or below the 

poverty line (Barrett ct ai, 200 I; Ellis, 1999) and diversification is a norm. In order to pursue 

with improved and sustainabl e livelihoods, rural households take up diverse income generating 

activitics. Studies show that 30% to 50% of rural houschold income in sub-Saharan Africa is 

typically deri ved from non-farm income sources. In some regions li ke southem Africa it reaches 

up to 80% to 90% (Ellis, 2000). In Sub-Saharan Afi"ica reliance on agriculture tends to diminish 

continuously as income level ri ses, i.e. the more di verse the income portfo li o the better off is the 

rural household (Ell is, 1999). 
" 

Thus, many rural farm households adopt farm, off-farm, non-farm, and migrati on related 

activities for their means of survival. One of the different factors of non-farm activities which 

can facilitate or inhib it the process of diversification is market access (Carswell, 2000). 

Supporting the proposition, ILRI (2002) confirmed that w ithout integrating fanners in to the 

market, sustained growth in agriculture sector would not be realized. The di scuss ion paper of 

IF AD (2003) further confi rmed that one reason that rural people are not able to improve th eir 

standard of living is that they face serious difficu lti es in accessing markets. 
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1.2 State ment of the Problem 

Agricult~ure can contribute to developmcnt as an economic activity, as a li velihood, and as a 

provider of environmental services, make the sec tor a unique instrum ent for developmen t (Worl d 

Bank, 2008). But the use of low level of improved and modern agricultural inpu ts such as 

fc rtilizer, improved seeds, pesticides and herbicides, traditiona l fann implements and tools, post 

harvcst technologies and inadequate extension service in general ham per the growth of 

agricultural production in genera l and food production in particular. In addition, the availabi lity 

of farm land is continuously decreasing in the face of high popul ation growth in the country. 

" 
The high populat ion pressure in the IUra l areas leads to high land fragmentation which agai n 

leads to the shortage of cul ti vab le land. Therefore, agriculture and its advancement alone are not 

enough to absorb new rura l workers and unab le to prov ide a suffic ient means of surviva l in rural 

areas. These call fo r the importance o f the rural non- farm economy to be the key sources of 

income d iversification (World Bank, 2008; Ellis, 1999). The current popul ation growth rate of 

2.6% per year (FDRE, 2008) and limits of area o f expansion strongly imply for the need of 

livelihood diversifications in rural areas. The report of the World Bank (2008) which states that 

rural areas in developing countries face a formidable employment challenge is one indicator of 

thc incapability o f the agriculture sector alone to absorb the rural labor force. 

Given thc importance of li velihood diversification fo r IUra 1 households, market and market 

accessibil ity of househo lds can faci li tate or inhibit the li vel ihood activiti es of IUral househo lds. 

Some research also confirmed that, the li velihoods of most poor people are directly dependent on 

their in vo lvement in a range of markets activities either as private agents or as employees and are 
, 

indi rectl y dependent on the wider economy for the demand and supply of goods and services 

(Dorward et aI, 2002). III addit ion historical and maj or current poverty reduction processes have 

depended on equitabl e private sector economic growths which again hi ghly depend on market or 

market accessib il ity of households. Moreover, the poor themselves identify the critical 

importance of market and market access for impro\'ing their livelihoods (IFAD, 200 I). 
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Despite the greater contri bution of market fo r livelihood d iversifi cation in rural arcas, studies 

conducted in relation to market, market access and livelihood di versificatio n arc none or 

inadequate, if any. Bu t if thc roles of markets and market relationsh ips are not properl y 

addressed in liveli hoods analysis and action, then it can lead to failure to identify and act on (a) 

li velihood opportun ities and constraints arising from critical market processes and (b) 

institutional issues that are important for pro-poor market development (DOIward et ai, 2002). In 

gencral there is lack of cmphasis on markets, market access and their roles in livelihood 

development and poverty reduction. Dorward et al (2002) further confinned that, the role of 

market and market relationships with livelihood system are intimately related to macro- and 

micro- processes of change in nationa l and local economies. These clearl y indicate not only the 

critica l importance of market and market access for li vel ihood diversification but also show the 

failure of live lihood strategies unless markcts are incorporated in the analysis of li veli hood 

strategics for rural households. 

Studies conducted in relation to market, however, were not focusing on the importance of market 

or mar!<et access fo r li ve lihood diversifi cation rather they ;.were either focusing on the 

commercia lization of crops (Workneh and Roth, 2002) or li vestock ([LR[, 2007). Other stud ies 

conducted in markets werc focusing on the relation between market linkages and food insecurity 

(Gary ct a i, 1999). Thus, the ro le of market or market access for livelihood diversifi cation for 

mixed agricultura l producers in Ethiopia has not been given due attention by many research 

works . As a result there is know ledge gap on contribution of market for liveli hood diversification 

fo r rural households. And lack of suffi c ient research work resul ts in lack of adequate infol111ation 

and better understanding of th e linkages between market access and li velihood diversification. 

This lack of adequate information and knowledge affects the development of appropriate 

devclopment policies, strategies and programs that cou ld address the existi ng problcms of 

livelihood divcrsification in the rural areas in general and in the study Woreda in particu lar. 

[n addition to the crit ica l importance of market or market access fo r livel ihood diversification, 

the Woreda is serving as a lir~kage for low land pastora l areas (Afar) and highland 'crop 

producers. This makes ma ny of the market places in the Woreqa strategically important places 

and significan t component for the people of th'~ Woreda in general and fanne rs and pastoralists 
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in particular. In general, the role of market for livelihood d iversifi cation and the strategic 

loca tion of the WOi'eda urge researchers to investigate and document the marketing cond ition and 

market accessibility of households to these strategic markets. 

Taking into account the existing knowledge gap and inadequate in fo rmation on the contribution 

of market access for livelihood diversificati on in the rura l areas, this study is carri ed out to fill 

the kno wledge gap and provide adequate information through exploring the contribution of 

market and market access fo r Iivclihood diversification in the country in genera l and in the study 
, 

Woreda in p3Iticular. 

1.3 Resea /'ch Objectives 

1.3.1 General Objective 

The gencral obj ective of the stlldy is to examine market si tuation and the role of market access in 

the l ivelihood diversification of rural areas. 

1.3.2 Specific Objectives 

The specific objecti ves of the study are to: 

I. assess market conditions and marketing prac tices in the study area 

II. identity the detenninants and constraints of market access by rural households 

Ill. examine liveli hood diversificati on in relation to market and market access of rural 

households 

N. draw lessons or ways of livelihood divers ification through market access 111 rural 
, . 

areas 
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, 
1.4 Sign ificance of the Study 

The role of market access for livelihood diversification in rura l areas is not an adequate 

researched component of the rural economy. Even if some resea rches have been cond ucted in 

the country with relation to market, these researches were focusi ng on commercialization of 

crops and livestock or in relation to food secu rity. 

This Study wou ld contribute towards a wider and more comprehensive understanding of the 

re lationships between markets, market access and livelihood diversification in rural pa rt of the 

country by placing parti cular emphasis on household through a case study in Kewet Woreda, 

NOith Shewa zone of ANRS . Better understanding of the above is in turn expected to contribute 

to the dcs ign and implementation of policies and instruments on market development and its 

linkages with livelihood development. Therefore, the study aims to contribute knowledge fo r 

po licy makers and fo r other studies in the study area or the same type o f studies in other places. 

" 

1.5. Limi tations of the Study 

The study focuscs on the signi fi cance of market and market access for livelihood diversification 

from stat ic point of view. The relation between market and market access for li velihood 

diversification from dynam ics point of view could not be addressed here due to the need for 

repeated o bservation over long period. 

The other limita tion is the study focuses only on one Woreda. Within in the Woreda on ly three 

ma rke t centers were selected for study while there are 12 market centers in the study Woreda. In 

add iti o n, having relat ively sma ll sample size is the other limitation of the study. 

Although the technique of triangulation was applied to the extent poss ible, the fact that the 

survey questions are predetermined in such a way that va riables can be easily quantified and 

manipulated statistically also sets a limit to the capture of the complex ity of the issues raised in 

tk given local contex t qualitati,·cly. 
, 
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1.6. Structure of the Thesis 

The remainder of the thesis is organized III to six chapters. Chapter two reviews previous 

research works on market, market access and livelihood di versifi cation iIi Ethiopia and other 

devcloping countries. Chapter three describes the research methods, techniques, data collecti on 

method and method of data analysis. 

Chapter four provides basic description of the study WorMa wh ich mainly deals with 

demographic and soc io-economic characteristics of the Woreda. In addition the chapter deals 

with the characteristics of sample households. 

Chapter five deal s with the markets, marketing conditions and market accessibility of rura l farm 

househo lds in the study Woreda. It is in this chapter that the detenninants of market access with 

Logit model estimation are identificd. 

Chapter six examines the different livelihood activiti es in which rura l [ann households in the 

study Woreda are engaged in. Households activities like on farm , off fal111 and non-farm 

activities are dealt widely. The significance of market access has been analyzed in relation to off 

and non farm incomes. 

Chapter seven deals with the results obtained from the various components of the stu dy, draws 

conclus ion about processes of diversification, and identifies some implications for policy and 

rcsearch " 
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2. 1. I ntl'od llction 

Chapter two 

Literature Review 

" 

Diversificat ion of income sources, asscts, and occupations is the norm fo r individuals or 

households in diffcrent cconomics, fo r di ffcrent reasons (Lemi, 2006). Rural households engaged 

in different livelihood activities, in addition to their main means of subsistence, agriculture . In 

Ethiopia , the sign ifi cance and importance of livelihood activities for rura l househo lds are being 

stud icd, particularly in recent years (Tegegne, 2000; Mulat, 200 I; Lemi, 2006 and Berhanu et ai, 

2008). For instance research conducted by Lemi (2006) indicates th at participation in non-farm 

activi ties has poverty reduction effects fo r households. Di fferent stud ies conducted in the country 

have identified that livelihood diversification is detennined by d ifferent livelihood assets, 

demographic characteri stics and oth er institutional and sodo-economic conditi on of th at 

particular area o f study (Tegegne, 2000; Berhanu et ai, 2008; Carswell, 2000). 

T he benefits of livelihoods approaches are widely recognized, for instance thi s includes, its 

emphasis on the importance of people-centered change, holistic approach , and peop le's access to 

differcnt assets, poor people ' s vulncrabili ty, sustainability, change, and the multi-faceted nature 

of livelihoods. What I argue in this paper, however, is an important gap in the conceptualization 

and application of ' live lihood approaches', the gap is lack of emphasis on markets, market access 

and their roles in li veli hood diversification for rural households. 

The study of market and market access fo r li velihood d iversification become important because 

studies conducted so far in Eth iopia do not emphasize the significance of markets or market 

access for rural livelihood diversification. Even if there were researches on markets, they were 

either focusing on the role of markets towards commercialization (both crop and livestock) or in 

relation to food security. Thus, there is clearly observed gap on;the significance of markets and 

market access for livelihood diversification of rural houscholds. But if the roles of markcts and 

marke t access are not propcrly addressed in li velihoods analysis and action, then it leads to 

fa il ure to idcJ1Iify many aspects of li \'clihoods clearly. 
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2.2. Market and Market Access 

The concept of market has been given different definitions by differcnt scho lars at different 

times. Some group of peop le cons iders market as a place such as a village corner where buyers 

and sellers meet fo r an exchange. They consider marketing simpl y as a process of exchange 

bctwcen buycrs and scllers (Ad de veld, 2004). Others conside,' market as the total suppl y and 

demand for a particu lar product. 

IFAD (2003: 5) defi ne market as fo llows 

"Madels (Ire ll.·here. as producers. they buy Iheir inpuis al7(l sell Iheir 

prodl.lCls: and ldu!re, as conSllmers, they ~pend the;" income from the sale (~r 

crops or(l'ol11 their non-agricultural aelivilies. 10 buv Iheir /ood requiremenls 

and orher cunsumption goods . . , 

Ad de ve ld (2004 : I 0) define market as 

.. The market is where producers Ily 10 sell their produclS for the best possible 

price. The markel can be Ihe aClual marketplace, but can also represenl Ihe 

10101 supply and demondfor a parlicular producl. " 

Access is defined by Ellis (2000:9) as "th e ability to parti cipate in (which again determine by the 

rule and socia l norms), and derive benefits from, social and public services provided by the state 

such as education, health serv ices, roads, water supply and so on." Accordingly, market access 

can be defined as the ability of indi v idua ls or households to participate in market and derive 

benefits from the market. Yet participating in the market is determined by the availab ility of 

different in frastructures and services and other m le and social norms indi vidual faces. 

In the above dclinitions, the intcraction o f farmers with market is an im portant aspcct of the 

livelihood st ralegy of rural households, rich or poor alike. The rural communit ies need markct 

not on ly just for th,·ir agrie ul rural products but also [or in puts, asset, technology, consumer good , 

cr"dil and labor (lFAD, 200 I) and [or o\'crall developmen t and poverty reduction (Dorward ct aI, 

2002). 
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Rural markcts arc characterized as inequitable, frequently uncompetitive, and rarely to the 

advantage of the small producers (!FAD, 200 1). When markets opera te in such condit ions, it 

doesn't eome up wit h the desirable outputs because the way markets function will determine th e 

rate and pattern of growt h and. consequently. the speed and extent of poverty reduction (DFIO, 

~0()5). Well-functioning markets arc linkages and important in generating growth and expanding 

op portu niti es for poor people. To make market work bette r fo r the poor, paJ1icu iarl y fo r rural 

households, they must providc opportunity to build and acquire assets, and help to reduce 

vu lnerability. To thi s end , market must be more accessib le to the poor (ibid) .. 

In addition to markets ' obvious importance like for sale o r agricultura l products, inputs, assets, 

technology. consumer good . credi t and labor, they have paramount s ign ifi cance in li veli hood 

strateg ies of rural households. Dorward et al (2002) asserted thp importance of market and the 

private sector for pro-poor livelihood development and poveny reduction. This assertion follows 

from four observations: first that the livelihoods of most poor people are directly dependent on 

their in volvement in a range of markets as private agents or as employees (and are indirectly 

dependent on th e widcr economy for the demand and supp ly of goods and services); second th at 

major current and historica l poverty reduction processes have depcnded on equitable private 

sector econom ic growth; thinl that poor people themselves often idcntify problems with markets 

as critical to thei r livelihoods (but these problems may conCCll1 both the absence of markets and 

the effects of markets) ; and fo urth that in support of such growth, markets can provide a highly 

e fficient mechani sm for exchange, coordination and allocation of many resources, goods and 

services, but they often fail. 

The findings of A bd ulai et al (2001) stated that households in remote areas are less likely to 

participate in non-farm activities than their counter parts closer to loca l markets. Similarly, the 

findings of Tcgcgne (2000) indicated that vi ll agcs near to urban centers ha ve more number of 

households earning their income from non-farm sources and engaging in a trade activity. SIDA 

(2004) also repo rted that another dimension in wh ich the JUral poor can engaged in I.e. 

participation in produc t and sen'ice outside agricultmc is market. These strengthen the 

proposit ion wh ich s:ates that markets and market access are important for livelihood strategies of 

rura l households. 

10 



2.3. Challenges o f Market Access 

The term and conditi ons in which the rura l poor households enter and parti cipate 111 some 

markets are sometimes inequitable . IFAD (200 I) stated that poor households are passively 

invo lved often obliged to sell low (immediately after harvest) an'd buy hi gh, with little choice of 

where they conduct transactio ns, with whom, and at what price. Currently, enhancing the ability 

of th e rura l poor to access th ese markets, and ac ti vely participate in them, is one of the most 

pressi ng development cha llenges (lLRI, 2002; IFAD, 200 1). 

According to IFAD (2003) di scussion paper, one of the reasons th at rura l poor peopl e were 

u nab le to improvc thcir living standard is that they face seri ous ditlicul ties in access in g markcts. 

They are adversely incorporated in the market and not as free rational players as neoclassical 

theori es would assume (DCD/DAC, 2004). In rural areas low populati on densit ies, remot eness, 

and high transport costs present rea l ph ysica l barriers in accessi ng markets. Many lindings (l LRl, 

2007; IFAD. 200 I; Chowdhury, 2006) reported d iffercnt constra ints of rural households not to 

acccss markct. These include lack of market information , lack of negotiation skill and lack of 

co llecti ve organi zat ion among farm househo lds. 

Very comprehensive cha llenges of ma rkets acccss was givell by [FAD (200 1). The repo rt 

ident ified three dimens ions o r problem of market access wh ich includes: the ph ysical access to 

mark ets (the di stance of the poor from markets), the politica l aspect (their inability to influence 

the tClm s upon wh ich they participate in the market), and the structura l dimension (the lack of 

marke t intermediaries). 

2.3.1. Physical Access to Markets 

Distance and Roads : 

According to IFAD (200 1 :163) fanner in Jancul, Ecuador reported that "A communi ty without 

road does not have a way out. " In one hand it indicates the criti cal importance of roads for the 

rural community througho ut the dcveloping countri es . On the other side, it ·shows the distant 

places rural househo lds located from the markets . Even in the area whcre roads are available they 

are impassab le at certain time of the year. Areas that do not have physical access to market are 
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poorer than those ho useholds who have easy access to market. [n areas such as Northern Angola, 

Northem Zambia, Southem Tanzania and Northern Mozambique, a ll isolated areas with weak 

market integration, up to 90% of the population are estimated to be chronically poor (IF AD, 

2001 ). 

Evcn if the s ize of benefits of roads is known li tt le, transport infrastructures playa central ro le in 

rural areas development (Jacoby, 1998). Roads bring direct short tenn employment, generate 

access to markets and services , fac il itate migration and exchange of information an d ideas, and 

bring long term non-farm employment opportunities (World Bank, 2005). But in developing 

countries like Ethiopia, lack of road, particularly rural roads, is still the ccntra l concern. Road 

infrastructures are poorly developed to faci litate smallholder farmers' access to the market. 

According to Lirenso (2000) as quoted by Tesfaye (2003) only 20% of the country can be 

reached by modern transport. Usuall y farm ers have to trave l for hours and days on foot carrying 

th e ir produce in the ir back or heads to sell on the market and to buy inputs and eonsumab1es 

from th e markct (ibid). 

Study conducted in the eight pilot learning Woredas in Ethiopia by ILRI (2007) identifi ed 

distance to market and associated transportati on problem as the major market access problems in 

the Pilot learning Woredas . The study further con finned that good road access contributes to 

bcttcr market access fo r households. 

High Cost and Poor Access to Transport: 

The other challenge for rural househo lds to access market is high cost of transport. In areas 

where rural roads arc avai lable, househo lds are expected to pay high cost of transport. Cost of 

transport cover the lion share of all marketing costs in developing countries. Eleni (2002) as 

quotcd by Aklilu (2005) stated that cost of transport reach up to 40% of the total marketing costs . 

Aklilu further reported that similar findings have been obtained in Amhara region. For instance 

the cost of transport [or grains, pepper, sesame and cotton take 42%,58 %,4 5 % and.38 % of the 

totalll1arhcting costs respectively. 
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The roads available in the rural areas are gravel and poorly maintained, thi s wou ld increase the 

cost of transport signifi cantly. According to Aklilu (2005) the cost on grave l roads can be twice 

as much as costs on good quality asphalt roads. For instance the cost of travelling a tonl km fi'om 
" 

Gonder to Metema wh ich is a gravel road is I. 80 Birr, and similarly the cost of travelling a 

ton/km from Dcbrc Bi rhan to Deneba wh ich is a gravel road is 1.1 1 Birr. But the cost of 

travelling a ton/km from Bahir Dar to Addis Ababa which is an asphalt road is only 0.35 Birr. 

Communication Infrastructures: 

Lack of communication infrastru ctures IS found to be one of the phys ical constraints of 

households not to access markets. Access to communicati on infrastructures like telephone would 

help househo lds to access infollllation eas il y and that reduces transact ion costs sign ifi cantly and 

helps them to pa rticipate in factor trad ing and allocate their factors to max imize welfare. A study 

conducted in Bangladesh confirmed that in general telephone use status has a significan t impact 

on market participation of househo lds. Households that use a telephone are more likely to 

participate in the market (Chowdhury, 2005). The study has found that the use of a telephone 

increases farm households' factor market participation by as much as 14%. 

" 
2.3.2. Market structures 

"Many of the rural markets in developing countries are characterized by extreme asymmetry of 

relations between, on the one hand , large numbers of sma ll producers/consumers and, on the 

olher, a few buyers/sellers" (IFAD, 200 I: 167). Thi s may either due to the physical aspects of the 

rura l households, may be the issue of market scale, rural conullunities are less populated an d 

limited demand for production goods or little to barter (ib id) . 

Such inequal ity of market may be created through a number of factors ma inly due to the 

remoteness of the households, and low popUlation of dens iti es. These situations obliged 

households to have limi ted demand for product ion inputs and consumption .goods or have so 

Iiltle to sel l or barter that traders do not find it \\ orthwhi le to vis it such market or households in 

particular. 

" 
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2.3.3. Ma l"l<e t Skill, Information and Organization 

U ntil abou t 1980, the cha ll enge in most developing countri es was state-led industrialization, 

market regulation and protection. Then after, increasingly, liberal ization an d globalization have 

changed the na tu re o(the chal lenge (IFA D, 200 I). The new context of market libera lizatio n has 

offered new opportunities and chall enges to agri cultural producers, which urge for more 

competi t ion and efficie ncy. 

Liberali zation of the market has considerably changed the environment in which smallholder 

producers operate from the one in which the production options were limited and the prices of 

inputs and produce were known to one which is open-ended aild in which all prices can vary 

from day to day (IFAD, 200 1). Smail ho lder producers are in many areas do not understand how 

the market works, they have little or no information on market conditions and price; they are not 

organ ized collectively, and they have no the skills and experience of negotiation (ibid). This 

makes rural househo lds to find themselves at major disadvantage whi le parti cipat ing in markets. 

The findings of ILRI (2007) also confirmcd that livestock farmers and traders in eight pilot 

learni ng Woredas have none or very little access to livcstock marketing information, although 

traders arc better informed about market cond ition than producers. 

Creating organization among farmers can give them the power th ey require to in teract on equal 

terms with other ac tors in the market (!FAD, 2003). To this end , marketing cooperatives have 

been considered as an important veh icle to enable farmers to take advantage of economies of 

scale (IF AD, 200 I). 

2.3.4. T ransaction Costs: 
" 

Unlike the ass umptions of a perfectly competitive market; inf0!1I1ation is asymmetrical, 

incomplete, and costly to acqu ire and to use (DFIO, 2005 ; Abdu lai et ai, 200 1). Thcse would 

make the risks and costs of part ici pating in markets too high. Particularly the poor, rura l 

households or specific groups such as ethnic or rel igious groups wou ld be excluded from th e 

market (DFID, 2005) . These costs, distinct from phys ical marketing costs, are related to 

conducting or coordinating market transactions bctween actors, such as the cos ts of searchi ng 

and screening fo r 3 trading partner, the costs of obtaining infonl1ation on prices, qual i t i ~ s and 
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quantities o f goods, the costs of negotiating a con tract, the costs of monitoring contract 

pe rfo rmance, and the costs of enforcing contracts (Eleni et aI, 2005 and DFID, 2005). The , 

enormous gap betwecn fa rm ga tes prices and consumer prices is the indication of market 

incffic icncy ane! high transaction costs (Tesfaye , 2003). Studies (Chowdhury, 2006 and Abdulai 

et ai, 200 I) show that one rcason that houscholds may not participate in the market is the high 

cost of transactions i.e. the gain fro m factor trade is outweighed by high search cost. 

In Ethiopia, the high cost of transactions including little market information, no product standard 

and little market coordination has found to be th e primary reason for the poor performance of the 

market since the reform of the market, early 1990s (Eleni , 2005). 

2.4. Types of Markets 1 

MaJlol ie and Ashra f (undatce!) iden ti fied the following five types of markets. 

A. Primary rural markets 

This market is composed of famlers and small retail traders, and has only a few permanent 

shops. This market n0l111ally operates once or twice in a week. The market usually unpaved and , 
exposed to the weather, resulting in high produce losses. Facil ities are very limited; often there 

arc no market shades and no provision of water supp ly or latrines. Some are on very constricted 

sites, but their prox imity to loca l populations makes them an important outlet fo r farmers. Ray 

(nd) characteri zes such mal kets as they are commonly organized at a central place in a village or 

dist rict centre or bes ide a vi llage's access road. Furthcr he explained that commissioned agents 

collect output from this village level market and sell to district level. 

B. Rural assembly markets 

Traders and commissioned agents from di stant places gather in these markets with a view to 

col lecting markctable surpl us which is bought in by village level traders. A significant number of 

permanCl1t shops and processors are found in these markets. The presence of commission agcnts, 

banks and a good transport system make this market more usefu l for traders. This market 

operates on two or more working days of the week - and they may operate daily for retail sales, 

" 

1 The last two types of ilarkets {D& E) are not discussed in the analysis part but jn ~luded here in the literature. 
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and periodica lly for assemb ly. Many concentrate on gram marketin g, o r specialize in other 

prod ucts such as hides and skins or tish. Ray (undated) characterizes such markets as large rural 

markets IVhere greater quanti ti cs of produce are traded, either by the producers themselves or by 

traders. 

C. Secondary markets 

This market is large and includes traders who operatc nationally. Commissioned agents, 

wholesalers, processors, exportcrs are a ll active in thi s market. Norma lly, such markcts are easi ly 

access iblc by vari ous means of transport. With largc numbers Of permanent shops and servi ce 

inst itu ti ons, this market operates on all working days . 

D. Urban wholesale markets 

These are speciali zed markets operating in a particular line of products (e.g. rice, vegetable and 

fruits). These markets bridge the gap between di stant wholcsalers and large number of retai lers. 

Commissioned agents provide services in these markets. 

E. Urban reta il markets 

In these markcts, consumers collect their necessary items. The retai lers present vari ety of items 

in these markets to meet the daily necessities of the consumers. 

2.5. Livelihood Diversification 

Li velihood divers ifi cation inc ludes both on and off fa rm activit ies in wh ich individuals or 

households arc engaged in. Various defini tions of diversi ficatibn are offered in the literature. 

Diversity refers to the ex istence, at a point in ti me, of man y di fferent income sources, thus a lso 

typica ll y rcquiring diverse social relation to underpin th em (E lli s, 2000). 

Diversification on the other hand interprets thc creation of diversity as a gOll1g social and 

economic process, reflecting factors of both pressure and opportunity that cause families to adopt 

increasingly intricate and diverse livelihood strategies (ibid). "It can also refer to an increasing 

ll1ult ip licity of activities (regardless of the sec tor) , or it can refer to a shift away rrom trad itional 

rura l secto rs such as agriculture to non-traditional actiyi ties in ei ther rura l or urban space- i. e. 

sectora l change" (Start et ai, 2004 as cited by Fikru, 2008:12). On the other hand, diversification 
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refers here to the continual adaptive process whereby househokls add new activiti es, maintain 

ex is ting ones and drop others, thereby maintaining di verse and constantly changing livel ihood 

portfol ios (Ell is et ai, nd). 

Hussein an d Ne lso n (1998:3) define li velihood diversificat ion as 

"Livelihood diversiflcOlion includes both on- and offfarm activities which are 

undertaken to generate income additional to that ji'om the main household 

agricultural activities, via the production oj other agricultural and non­

agricultural good, and services, the sale of waged labour, or self-employment in 

small finns, and other strategies undertaken to spread risk" 

Elli s (2000: 15) define rura l livelihood diversification as 

"the process by which rural households construct an increasingly diverse portfolio 

olactivities and assets in order to survive and to improve their standard oj living. " 

In conclusion, diversifi cation of income sources has been put torward as one of the stra tegies 

househo lds employ to minimize househo ld income variability and to ensure a minimum level of 

income (Alderman and Paxson, 1992 as cited by Abdulai et aI. , 2001). This strengthens the fact 

that divers ifi cation takes place in order to overcome risk and seasonality in natural resource­

based livelihoods, but it also re flects the fa il ure of agriculture to deliver improving li velihoods in 

the post-liberali zation era (Elli s, et ai , nd). Livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and 

recover from stress and shocks, maintain or enhance its capabi liti es and assets, whi le not 

undermining the resources or ecosystems on which it depends for existence (Chamber and 

Conway as cited by Scoones, 1998) . Recogni zing the significances of non-fann economic 

activities in rural area, Tegegne (2000) reported that a peasant model which views peasant 

livelihood to be exclus ively dependent on land is not adequate to descri be rural, economy. 

Desp ite the persistent image of Africa as a continent of "subsistence famlers," rough ly 50% of 

rural household incomes in Afi'ica are generated from engagement in non-faml activities and 

transfers from urban areas or abroad, remittances and pension payments being the ch ief 

categories c f slIch transfers (E ll is et ai, nd) . In south As ia, on average, roughly 60% of rural 

household income comes hom non-fann sou rces (Ellis as cited DCD/DAC, 2004) . In addition 
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occupational divcrsification and the proportion of non-farm in come in househo ld income are 

increasing (DCDIDAC, 2004). In general, diversification patterns vary substantially by country 

and regi ons within countries, making generalizations difficult and not particularly helpful for 

designing interventions (ibid). 

According to Barrell et al (2001) non-farm activity is typically positively correlated with income 

and wealth (in thc form of land and livestock) in rural Africa, and thus seems to offer a pathway ,. 
out of poverty if nonfa rm opportunities can be seized by the rural poor. But th is key finding is a 

double-edged sword. The positi ve wealt h-n onfarm correlation may a lso suggest that those who 

begin poor in land and cap ital face an uphill bat1le to overcome entry barri ers and steep 

investment requirements to participation in nonfarm activities capabl e of lifting them fro m 

poverty. 

2.6. Mot ives and Detenninants of Livelihood Diversification 

Scholars scem to agree on the significance and importance of non-farm activities in rural Africa, 

although, there seems to be no consensus regarding the most important facto rs that dri ve 

participation and intens ity o f non -farm activities (Lemi, 2006). 

Divcrsification of income sources, assets, and occupations IS a norm for individuals and 

households (Barrett et ai, 200 I and Lemi, 2006). It is uncommon to observe people who collect 

all the ir income from anyone source, hold a ll their wealth in the. fom1 of any single asset, or use 
" 

their assets in just o ne activity. Livelihood diversification is pursued for a mixture of 

moti vations, and these vary according to context: from a desire to accumulate to invest, to a necd 

to sprcad ri sk or maintain incomes, to a requirement to adap t to survive in eroding 

circumstances, or some combinat ion of thesc (Hussein et ai , 1999:22). 

The othcr proposition tha t ind ividuals or househo lds pursue diversification as a livelihood 

st rategy is either fo r necessi ty or choice (Ell is, 2000). Necessity refers to those households 

engaged in non- farm activ ities fo r survival ou t o f need to secure basic needs during ti mes of 

distress or it is an involuntary action of the individua l or households durin g the time of distress. 

On the Olher hand, choice proposit ions argucd that households are engaged in non-fann 
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eco nomic activiti es for vol untmy and proactive reasons. In similar notion Barrett et al (200 I) 

stated that households engage in non- farm acti vities as a resul t of push or pull factors. 

Divcrsification fo r distress reason is a bad thing and it ob liged households to participate in casual 

and low prod uctiv it y activities. Lemi (2006) argued that, given . the rural setting in Africa, where 

there are constan t changes in farming income detel1l1inants, farmcrs switch between necessity 

and choice as the ir main determinants for participation in non-farm economic activit ies. 

According to Ellis (2000: 57), the following key factors should be taken into account as causes 

fo r diversification: 

Seasonality: refers to reli ance of crop and li vestock production on ram s, their duration , the 

length of the growing season, temperature variations and so on. This seasonality appli es for the 

landless who depend on agricultural labor markets for surviva l and on activity in agricultural 

supply and output services. Seasonality may also refer fluctuations in prices as a response to 

changes in demand and supply conditions. 
,. 

Risk man agement stra tegy: it is considered as one of the fundamental motives for li velihood 

divers ification. It is the risk-discou nted marginal retullls to labour that determine the patterns of 

engagement in differen t li ve li hood acti vi ti es of the households. The higher the risk attached to a 

particular activity, the more likely that the individual or households diversify the activities to 

ame liorate th e threat to it s overall welfare from fai lure due to concentration in that si ngle 

acti vity. 

Coping strategy: is involuntary response to disaster of unanticipated fai lures in major sources of 

surviva l i.c. it resembles with the arguments of necessity propositions. It is di stingui shed from 

risk management stra tegies by the fact that cop ing strategies are ex post managements whi le ri sk 

management strategies are ex ante. 

Labour market: it offers nonfarm opportuniti es, other than seasonality and risk management 

strategies, whi ch is diffe rent iated by other considerations such is education, skills, location and 

gender. This is because work opporruni tics vary according to these fac tors. But market for 

agri cui tur31 wage labour in Africa is poorl y developed or non-existent. Access to labour markets 

is panicularly important for many of the poor, who are high ly dependen t on thei r labour power. 
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The abi lity of the poor to parti cipate in labour market is subjcct to a number of constraints 

arising from remoteness; lack of access to other assets, such as education; lack of participation in 

institut ions such as credit groups; household characteristi cs such as family size and composi ti on; 

cu ltural norms; and discrimination against women or ethnic minorities (IFAD, 200 1). The report 

further explai ncd plurali stic ways by which labour market can be accessed. These include 

improv ing rural schools and increase labour mobili ty through improved road, transport and 

information infras tructure, and reducing the transaction costs ofs~eking employment. 

Lcmi (2006) concluded that lack of functioning markets coup led with inter-temporal deci sion­

making, and surviva l decision under stress ca ll fo r the aforemcntioned factors, which often are 

not included in the stan dard household models. In additi on to these key factors, other factors 

outside of the control o f households, inc lud ing regional and loca l features, environmental factors, 

soc ial and governmental factors, should also be considered in addressi ng the question of rural 

houscho lds to understand the ir decis ion process. As a conclusion Hussein et al (1999) stated that 

whether push or pull factor to diversify the character o f livelihood diversification is dependent 

primarily upon the context withi n which it is occUlTing - thi s includes the differential access to 

diversificat ion ac ti vities and the distribution of the benefits of diversification. 

2.7. Major Drivers of Rural Non-Farm Eco nomic Activity 

Even if agriculture, fo r most households, is a kcy elemcnt of their strategy, rural households do 
" 

not spec ial ize in crop production, livestock rearing, fishing, or forest managemen t to the 

exc lusio n of other sources of income generati ng activit ies. Rather they combine a range of on 

farm, off fann, non -farm and migration related activiti es to co nstruct a diverse portfolio of 

activities (Elli s , 2000; OECD, 2006 and IFAD, 2003). Different studies indicate different 

sources as maj or driver of rural non-farm economic activity. In some location the growth of 

agricu lture is a ssociated wi th agro-processing and equ ipment repai r is found to be the major 

drive r of rural non-farm economic activity (Ell is, 1999; DCD/DAC, 2004). This has reinforced 

the vicw that investment in agri cu lture is the main route to poverty reduction. However, th is 

logic has been refuted through some studies conducted on di l'crsification in South Africa and 

Lat in America where olhe . sector s~tch as tourism has been driver of RNFE activity (DCD/DAC, 

2004). ,,10rcol'er, the findings of Foster and Roscnz\I'eig (2003) as cited by DCD/DAC (2004) 
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indicate that non farm sector growth has not been dependent on the expansion of local 

agricultural productivity. 

In recent years, however, the importance of urbani zation has been pronounced as an important 

driver of diversification by offering new opportunities (DCD/DAC, 2004). Tacoli as cited by 

DCDIDAC (2004) stated that, the flow of money, goods and services between rura l and urban 

areas can create a Vil1liOUS circle o f local economic development by increas ing demand for local 

agricultural produce, stimu lating the non-farm economy, and absorbing surplus Labor. But thi s 

depends, th e report further enlightened, on three pre-requisite wh ich includes access to 

infrastructure, market and market information. 

2.8. Market and Livelihood Diversification in Ethiopia 

The rural development strategy of the country wil l be broadelied beyond the initial focus on 

agricultu ral intensifi ca tion , with recognition of the need to stimulate income diversification and 

rural-urban linkages, as ela borated by PASDEP. Overall , the PASDEP emphasizes the 

importance of private ini tiative of rural househo lds, lIlcome diversification and 

commercialization of agriculture (MOFED, 2006). 

There is a growi ng literatu re dealing with rural non-farm live lihood diversification in Ethiopia. 

But the available stud ies are either regiona l or focus on drought periods (Woldenhanna and 

Oskam 2001; Block and Webb 200l as cited by Lemi , 2006). The one by Lemi (2006) however 

covers different regions and cropping systems of the country except pastorali st areas. The other 

study conducted by Berhanu et al (2008) focuses on Diversification and Livelihood 

Sustainability in a Semi-arid Env ironment. Similarly study conducted by Kejela et al (2005) 

dea ls wirh the prospects and challenges of livelihood diversification of pastoral communities in 

Ethiop ia \\'ith a particular emphasis on Borena Pastoralists. 

" 
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On the basis of survey data that covers six regions and fift een survey sites which cover different 

eco logy of the highland fa nning systems in the country with the exception of pastoral system, 

Lemi (2006) determines factors behind the dynamics of off-fam1 activities in Ethiopia. The data 

used in this study cover larger and representative samples from remote lural Ethiopia during 

1994 and 1997 harvest years. Accordingly, the resul ts of his research show that participation in 
,. 

off-farm acti v it ies is mainl y driven by demographic factors, whereas intensity of off -farm 

act ivit ies is affected by not on ly demograph ic fa ctor but also by the size of land hold ings, va lue 

of li vestock owned and crop production as well as cash income from crop production. In 

additi on, he found that participation in off-farm activities has poverty reduction effects. 

The study conducted by Tegegne (2000) in Kacha Bira and Damot Gale Woredas of southem 

Ethiopia investigated th e influence of non-farm activity on the production decision of fanners, 

and ident ifi ed the factors influencing non-fam1 activity. He used survey structured questionnaire. 

The study confirmed that farmers are hi ghly invo lved in non -fa rm activities and income from 

non-farm sou rces playa major ro le in their li ve lihood. The main non-farm activities in which 

households engaged are trade and handicraft. The study [\lither confirmed that education affects 

non-farm activities positively and significantly, while fami ly size has no relationship. IJl 

add ition, villages near to urban centers have more number of households earning non-fann 

income and engaging in a tradc activity which requires the existence of an urban center in close 
,. 

proxim ity. 

Dcmiss ie and Workneh (2004) as cited by Fikru , (2008) have used data obtained from the "Fifth 

Round Ethiop ian Household Survey" to examine factors involved in rural household choice of 

live lihood diversification strategy in sOllthem Ethiopia. Their findings indicate that asset 

endowmen t of househo lds has a significant effect on household's choi ce of livelihood 

d iversi fi ca ti on st rategy. The pattem of livelihood diversification that emerged from their study 

shows that livestock has an important role in diversifica tion of livelihood into non-crop 

activities . Labour is also an important resource that has positive impact on diversificati on. Size 

of cu ltivated land, cash crop production and access to extension service are fou nd not to 

encourage diversification . They are rather important factors in enhancing crop fa rmi ng . 
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The study conducted by Berhanu et al (2008) focuses on the recently growing adoption of non­

pastoral li veli hood strategies among the BOI'ana pastoralists in southern Ethiopia. They used the 

Cobb-Doug las model to analyze the economic rationalc behind the growing pastorali st shift to 

cultivation and other non-pas toralist activities. The study found that the probabi lity of choosing . 

the activity portfolio strategy with high return non-pas toral element decreases with age as well as 

being female-headed. An examination of the pastoralist ac ti vity choices reveals that the younger 

households with literacy and the ri ch are more exposed to the exchange system display a more 

diversified in come portfolio preference. The findings underscore the importance of human 

capital investment and related support services for improving the pastoralist capacity to manage 

risk through welfare-enhancing diversified income portfolio adoption. 

On the basis of a study ca rried out in three sites in southern Ethiopia, Carswell (2002) concludes 

that lack of cred it and lack of labour are the two kcy barriers to ently for diversification 

activities. The key policy challenge identified in the study is how to find effect ive ways of 

articulating formal credit delivery and informal systems. Other key institutions identified include 

markets and institutions around labour and natural resource tenures. The institution of caste, the 

traditional aut hority which it implies, kinship and social network are also deemed to have a 

critical rol e in livelihood s trategies ufpeople in the study area. 

Kejela e t a l (2005) focuses on the prospects and challenges of li velihood diversification in 

Borana Pastora l communities. The study employed Participatory Rural Appraisal and household 

survey methods. In addition, different stakeholders' at community, district, and regional levels 

are consulted. The study found the signifi cant contribution of livestock and livestock products 

for the household income of both pastoral and agro-pastora l communities, mainly for the rich 

groups of the community. FUI1her the fi nding indicates the livelihood activities in which the 

pastoralists are diversified into crop production, petty trades, wage, remittance, firewood and 

charcoal production, and incense co llection. 
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The study conducted by Gary et al (I 999) focuses on the market fu nctions and linkages as related 

to food securi ty in South Wollo. The study employed different kinds of methodology to assess 

the markct and food security linkages. Household survey (for both buyers and sellers), traders 

and transporters survey and urban invcntori es were identified to be the major data collccti on 

" mcthods. According to the s tudy rain and lack of in frastructure werc the major problems 

affecting market at tendance. 

On the oth er hand findings presented on proceedings of the MoARD - IFPRI Workshop (2005) 

entitled Un leashi ng Markets for Agricultural Growth in Ethiopia emphasizes on the national and 

regional agricu ltura l marketing strategy (MoARD, 2005). The paper presented by (Eleni, 2005) 

focuses on the issues and challenges of getting market ri ght in Ethiopia. She identifi ed the 

challenges that the Ethiop ian agricultura l marketing system faces despite its extensive reforms 

sincc earl y 1990s. Among others the high transaction cos ts (little market informati on, lack of 

product standards, and limited market coord inati on), high contract risk, personalization of trade, 

la ck of market tl nance, weak private sector, thin and weakly integrated markets and ri sks of 

marke ts are identified to be the ev idence of market fai lures in Ethiopia . 

The study conducted by ILRI (2007) focll ses tbe role of livestock marketing in heading towards 

comm ercialization. The study collected information through kcy'informan ts, key observants, and 

review of secondary literature and anal ysis of ava i lablc secondary data. The study concluded that 

farmers (produccrs) and traders face a number of problems in marketing shoats and catt le which 

mainl y include lack of market information, distance to market placcs, feed sh0I1age in market 

places and low pricc due to poor body condition. Other studies in relation to market emphasize 

on rclation to food securi ty (Gary et aI., 1999) and commercialization of crops (Workneh and 

Roth, 2002). The one by Akillu (2005) focuses on the significance of market for agricultural 

growth. 

III gcneral. th e above empirica l findings were emphasizing on different socio-economic 

de terrni n3111s of li velihood diversification in Ethiopia. These include different kinds of assets, 

demograp hic characteri stics, avai la bili ty of creelit and on the importance of social netwo rk. Other 

srud'cs conducted in relation to market are eith er focllsed on the signifi cance of market for 

agriculmral growth or it emphasis in relation to food security o r commercializati on of crops and 
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li vestock products, None of thcm were focusing on the role of market and market access in the 

livelihood diversification of rural households, Therefore, the ai m of this research is to see thi s 

clear and significant gap by cmphas izing on the role of markets and markct access in the 

livclihood divers ification of rural households, 

2.9. Conceptual Framework of the Study 

The benefits of liveli hoods thinking and approaches are widely recognized Recently integrating 

marke t in livelihood analys is has been propou nded on the basis that separates and iso lated 

market and market access from analysis of livelihood does not bring a lasting solution for 

livelihood development and poverty rcduction. Livelihood analysis cannot be completed unless it 

inc ludes market and market access In its framework. Market and market access are very 

important component in the livelihood analysis framework for rural households. They are 

envisaged 10 provide services and non-agricultura l employmen t to the rural people and stimu late 

the commerc ializatio n of agriculture, thus both directly and indirectly impacting the livelihood 

analysis of rural househo lds. 

This li velihood approach regards market access of households as fundamcnta l component to 

understand the options open to engage and participate in. The market accessibili ty situation of 

households has a significant effec t on households' liveli hood d iversification in to non and off 

fa rm activities . The ro les of markets in the livelihood analysis determined by their size, 

accessib ility, activities and service they render for households. The centra l point here is that 

markets vary by size, accessibility, and services they provide. Large and accessible market 

centers provide higher option for househo lds to pal1icipate in nOn-fal111 and off-farm activities 

than sl11al l market centcrs with limited size and activities. 

" 
Thc dcc ision o f househo lds to participate in different livelihood activities is conditioned by the 

soc io-cconomic factor of househo lds. Asset status of households, institutions, organizations and 

other soc ia l rel ations arc cri tical mcdiating factors of live lihood strategies of households. In 

additio n, seasona lity, ris k managemcnt and coping strategies and labor market situations a lso 

cause house'l olds to part icipate or not in diffcren t li velihood ac tivities. Morc importantl y, 
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livelihood strategies and activit ies are mediated by the different infrastructures and services 

avai lab le in the area. 

Works people do in pursuit of a living are refelTed in this framework as livelihood 'activities'. In ,. 
the con tex t of thi s study, acti v ities are actions tak en by the household to produce income, such as 

cngagcmen ts in non-farm self employment, waged-employment, and a mix of farm and non-fann 

cngage ments. 

Infrastru ctu res 

& serv ices 

Soc io­

Economic 

Factors 

Liveli hood 

D iversification 

Market 

Access 

,. 

Seasonality 

Risk mgt strat egies 

Cop ing strategies 

labour& credi t market 

Figu reJ: Conceptual Framework of thc study as developed by the researcher 
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Chapter Three 

Research Methodology 

This sec tion presents the sampling techniques, data collect ion methods, methods of data ana lysis, 

definition of vari ab les with underlining assumption followed by spec ifi cation of the model. The 

fi rst secti on ex plains samJ.l ling designs, sampling procedures and th e study population, which is 

followed by data collection instrum ents and sources of data. The second · section presents the 

overall analysi s methods used for the study whi le the last section provides the assumption held 

fo r each o f the explanatory variable. 

3.1 Sampling Procedul'e 
, . 

For thi s research purposive sampling, stratified sampling and si mple random sampling 

techn iq ues were employed for the selection of study site (Wo reda), Kebeles and households with 

in the se lected Kebeles respectivel y. At the beginning, the study site, Kewet Woreda, was 

selected purposive ly due to the strategic linking role for the highland crop producers and low 

land pastora l areas (Afa r) whi ch would show the significance of market for livelihood strategy in 

the study area. In add ition, the familiarity of the researcher to study area also plays great role to 

choose the Woreda fo r the study. 

In the second stage, 18 rural Kebeles of the Woreda were classified in to three strata based on 

their access to the tow n market center, SllOa Robit and rura l market center, as measured by 

distance and size of the rura l market centers. Accordingly, the first stratum includes those 

Kebeles which can easi ly access both the town and big rural market centers. The second stratum 

includes those Kebeles which can access town and small rural markets centers i.e. they have 
,. 

medium access to markets and the th ird stratum includes those Kebeles whi ch are iso lated and 

fa ce diffi culties to access both the town and rural market centers . Then three Kebeles, one from 

each stratum, lVere rand omly selected. Abayatcr Kebele was selected from the first stratum and 

Yelen and limderc Kebeles from the second and third stratums respective ly. Each Kebele is 

divided in to Gots, and then from the selected Kebelse. GOIS were randoml y selected. 

Accord ing ly, tLrec GOIS from Abayater Kebele, two each from Yelen and limdere were selected 

randomly. 
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After the se lection of the Kebeles based on stratified and random sampling, s imple random 

samp ling techn ique were employcd to select the indi vidual households from the respecti ve Gots. 

Considera ti on was givcn to include female headed households in th e sample households, 

alt hough they arc few in number. In spite of the care gi\'en on ly 8 female headed households are 

se lected from the cntire sample in the three Kebeles. 

A total of 94 sample ho useho lds werc selectcd from the three Kebeles. From Abayater Kebele a 

total of 44 sample households werc selected randomly from three Gots . This is due to the large 

number o f people resid ing in the Kebele (Table I). In addition, in the Kebele there are large 

numbers o f differen t economic (Non/off farm) activities than the other two Kebeles. Moreover, 

th c number o f Gots also hi gher in Abayater Kebele than the other two Kebeles . Therefore, the 

above siruati ons make the population o f the Kebele heterogonous and forced to take large 

numher somp le number households than the other two Kebeles. 

Tabk I: Distribution of Sample Households in the study Woreda 

Name of Total 
Number Selected Sample 

Stratums selected population of 
Kebele the Kebele 

of Gats Gals households 

Misreta 16 
Kebcles wi th easy 

access to A bayater 7182 9 Borere 15 
town/rural markets 

Tesobiye 13 

Kcbelcs with Arada 12 

medium access to Yelen 7048 7 Gudiguad 
town/ru ral markets Amba 

15 

Kebe les wi th Kumdi ngay I I 
difficul t access to Jimdcre 449 1 6 

townhural markets Gur 12 

Total sample households 94 

Source: Own field SU rI'CY, 2009 

. 
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The: othcr two Kebeles, Yelen and Jimdere, have sample households of 27 and 23 rcspectively. 

These Kebeles are relatively homogenous. Jimdere Kebele has a total population of 4491 and 

thci r cconomic acti vity is cntirely the same, farming. Households in Yelen Kebele are known for 

thcir cash crop production but they are not engaged in di ffercnt economic activity as househo lds 

in Abayatcr Kebele. Due to these factors sample households in Jimdere and Yelcn Kebeles are 

relat ive ly homogenous and sma ll er and accordingly small sample households were taken than 

Abayater Kebele. 

3.2 Data Collection Methods 

[n order to meet the research objectives both primary and secohdary data were collected from 

differen t sources. 

A. Primary data 

Household Survey: 

The h0usehold su rvey was conducted w ith selected sample households in the study area at three 

Kebe/es (Aba yater, Yelen and Jimdere). To generate the required information at household level 

structured questionnaires were used. Prior to conducting t·he survey, the household qucstionnaire 

was pre-tested and remedial acti on was made accordingly and finalized. Two enumerators were 

trained fo r a day on the household questionnaire. Then the actual data collection took place. 

Focus Grollp Discussion (FGD): 

This method of data collection was arranged with the purpose of supporting the data obtained 

from the houschold survey. Two groups that cons ist of 7 ' ·ndividuals participated in the 

discuss ion. The grou p includes individuals from Kebele administration, and farmers of the 

Kebeles . Two foclIs group di sc uss ions were conducted in Abayater and Yelen Kebeles where 

large and smal l rural market centers are available respectively. 
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Key Informan t Inter view (KII) : 

Col lecti ng infonnation from different stakeholders is beli eved to increase the qual ity and 

reliability of data and helps to triangulate the infonnation. Accordingly, interview with key 

infonmnts from Woreda administration, Rural and Development and Agricu ltural Bureau, and 

developmen t agents in respective Kebeles, traders , and e lders of the study three Kebeles wcre 

consultcd. 

In depth Interview : 

The households selccted for the case study were those who are engaged in non -farm economic 

activitics in the two Kebeles , Abayater and Yelen. Narratives and stories are compiled from 

selected individua ls who are engaged in representatives ' non-farm activiti es. Two individuals 

were investi gated through di scussion for specific undcrstanding of determinants and constraints 

of livel ihood divcrsification. 

B. Secondary Data 

An attempt was made to review the avai lable secondary sources of information to augment 

primary data. SecondalY data that are relevant for this research work were gathered from 

differen t sources. Thcse include information on crop production, and li vestock rearin g, soc io ­

economic, physical and demographic characteristics and market infrastructu res of the study 

areas. The Woreda Finance and Economic Officc and Agricul tural and Rural development Office 

were th e main source for data related to the Woreda soc io-economi c profil e. In add ition, 

different relevant pub lished documents, statistical abstract, books, journals and thesis were used 

to gat her relevant information. 

3.3 Method of Data analysis 

The process of data collection (primary and secondary) is not an end in itself and thus, the 

culminatil g acti\'it ies are analysis, interpretation and presentation. Accordingly, the data 

co llected in different \Val's were ana lyzed and interpreted in order to meet the genera l and 

speci fic objectives of the study. To th is end, mUltiple methods of data ana lysis wcre used ranging 

from pure qua litat ive to quantitative mcthods. NalTative descriptions as qualitat ive method of 

data analysis \I'ere in vol\'cd to analyze du a collected through variolls methods. 
3D 



To determine the market accessibility of households frequency of travelling to market places has 

been used as a proxy. There is no specifi c rural market access measurement. For instance, 

Workneh and Roth (2002) used distance to market as a proxy for market access and ChowdhlllY 

(2006) in hi s study on Access to a Telephone and Factor Market Participation of Rural 

Households in Banglades h dcfines access in tcrms of distance from availab le telephone service. 

For the purpose of this study, howevcr, frequencies of travelling to market places (town and rural 

market centers) have been selected as a proxy for market access. This is because market access is 

not on ly detemlined by physical distance to markets, although thi s is a central concern, but also 

determined by the ava il abi li ty of road, infomlatio n and other <social and instituti onal factors. 

These factors are better expla ined and incorporated by frequency of travelling to market places 

than by Ji'iancc. 

Generally, the data analysis part was mainly done by using both qua litative and quantitati ve data 

analysis technique. The method of triangulation was used to ana lyze the qualitative data gathered 

from FGD and KI interview. Descriptive statistics (Such as percentage, mean, minimum, 

maximum, standard deviation) were used for comparison purposes . Chi -square test was used to 

show the categorica l assoc iation or contingency coefficicn t between the independent variables. 

Logistic regression modcl analysis was employed to determi ne the determinant of market access 

for rural households in the study area. In addition, One-way ANOVA was employed to see 

whet her the non-farm income d ifference between market access ible and inaccessible households 

is signifi cant or insignificant. Bes ides, SPSS 16.0 vers ion soft ware package was used to 

organ ize, alTa nge and analyze of the data. 

,. 
A. Defi nition of variables 

Dependen t Va ri able 

~tarket Access ("tA) : is a dummy dependent variable in the model assigned value of I fo r 

market access ible households (who visi t market places once and above per week) and 0 

athen' ·ise (households who did not visit market places even once per week) . To define whether 

the household is market accessible or not, frequency of travell ing to market places per weck is 

used as a proxy measure . Thus, if a household travels or visits 10 market places once or above in 
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a week time then that household is market accessi ble otherwise the household is market 

inaccessible. " 

Frequency of travell ing to market places is taken as a measure to market access of th e household 

because it integrate a number of variables that can determine market access ibili ty of ru ral 

households. For instance remote rura l households may not vis it market places either due to 

distance of market places or lack of road or transport. In add ition, if a household has access to 

informat ion and strong contact with peop le who are li ving in market places that detel1ll1ine 

whether that household to visit that market place or not in a specific market day. Overall, 

frequency of travelling to market plaees incorp orates different variab les which can determine th e 

market access ibil ity of that specific rural household than other facto r like d istance. 

Independent Variable: different household characteristics, infrastructures; institutional issucs, 

resource endowment and socio-economic vari ab les arc expected to affect rural household 's 

market access in the study area . 

Distance to market places (DISTANCE): d istance plays;' an imp0l1ant rol e in market 

accessib ility of households. Households who wal k or travel fewer ho urs to access market places 

are expected to have better market accessibility than households who wa lk or travel long di stance 

to access market places . 

Road/tr ansport Access (ROADACS): avai lability of transport or road and market access are 

expected to show positive re lati on. Households who have acccss to road and transport can vi sit 

market places even if the ir home is at di stant place from the market center. 

Information Access (INFO ACS): households who have access to information have better 

market access than households who are inaccessible to information. InfOim ation access ible 

househo lds are in a better posit ion to make an informed decision. They know when, where and 

what to sell and to buy. Moreover, an informed household may know whether to visit or not a 

market place on a specific market day. 

" 
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Personal contact with people who live in ma rke t places (CONTACT): househo lds who have 

s trong con tact wi th peop le who are living in market places are well informed on the market 

condition of the center and they can get information easily. There fore, rural households who 

have strong contact with peop le who are li ving in market places and market access are expected 

to show positive re lation. 

Family size (FMLYSZ): the number of family Slze plays an important role in market 

accessibi li ty of the household. The larger the fa mily size is expected to have a pos itive relation 

with market access ibility of that specific household. This is bedtuse the household would have 

suffic ient labour force to work on farm and other agricultura l activities while other members of 

the family are visiting markets. Thus there is a positive relation between family size and market 

accessib ili ty of households . 

E ducation status of the household head (EDUC_ HH): there is an expectation that an educated 

househo ld head can better understand how the market works and how to search for information 

th at can help the household to have a better market access than illiterate household head. Thus 

there is a pos iti ve relation between household heads education and market accessibility of 

households . 

Fa rm size (FA RMSZ): thi s refers to the total available farm land that the household use for 

culti vation of crops (both food and cash crops). The larger the farm size, the higher crop products 

the househo lds can produce which make househo ld to visit market centers ci ther to sell their 

agricultural products or to buy di ffe rent commodities. ,. 

Price Offered (PRCOFRD): thi s refers to the suffi ciency of price offered for different 

agricultura l products in a particular market. A household may not vis it market places freq uently 

may be due to the unfair price offered fo r his/her agricu ltural products . Thus the suffic ient price 

offered in the market has a positive relation with market participation o f households. 
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Table 2: Variables Codes, Definit ions and M easurement o f Independent Variables 

Variables and 

Variab le codes expected sign Definition Measurement 

DISTANCE Categorica l (-) Distance in travel time 
Minutes 

from home to market 

ROADACS Dummy (+) Availabi lity of road and I ~ Available 

transport in the village O~ othelwise 

INFOACS Dummy (+) Access to infol111ation I ~ Yes 

·O~ Otherwise 

CONTACT Dummy (+) Personal contact with I ~ strong contact 

peoples in market places O~ Otherwise 
,. 

FMLYSZ Conti nuous (+) Family Size of the 
Count 

household 

[ DUC HI-! Dummy (+) Literacy status of the I ~ Litcrate 

household head O~ Otherwi se 

FARMSZ Categori ca l (+) Total farm size during 

the cropping year 

PRCOFRD Dummy (+) Sufficiency of price I ~ Sufficient 

offered in market places O~ Otherwise 
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B. Model Specifications 

The dependen t va riable is dummy vari ab le, which takes a va lue of I or 0 depending on the 

houschold's market access s ituations. Here the main purpose is to determine the probability that 

an indi vidual with a given set o f attribute will fa ll in one choice rath er than th e alternati ve i.e. 

market access ible or inaccess ible not both. 

There are app roaches devc loped fo r a probability model whose response variab le is dummy one . . ' 

Thesc are the Linear Probability Model (LPM), logi t model and probi t model. LPM has draw 

backs of showing the uni formi ty of elTor tenns an d possibi lity o f getti ng the probability fun ct ion 

resu lt out of 0 and I. Due to these fundamenta l problems LPM is not logically attractive model 

for dummy responsive va ri ab les (Gujarati , 1995). 

Thus, one can usc Cumulati ve Distribution Function (CDF) name ly logi t or probit models 

(G uj ara ti , 1995). Both can be used for dummy responsive va ri ab les, but most researchers choose 

logit than pro bit regression model (ibid). Therefore, logit model guarantee the estimated 

probability inc reases and never steps outside 0 to I. Therefore, logit model was used to identify 

the determinants of market access and to assess their relati ve importance in determin ing the 

probab il ity of being market accessible or not. 

The fu nct ional form of log it model is specified as follows from Gujarati (1995); 

Pi = E(Y= [/Xi) = [ /[+e -(80+0 ;,;) 

For sim plicity equation [ can be exp ressed as 

Pi = [/ [+e-'; ..... . 

Where: 

... .... • _ ... ...... .................... .. .. .. ... ..... 1 
.' 

. .. .... .. ............ ..... . .. ... .. 2 

Pi is the probabil ity ofmarkct accessib iliry ofhouseho[ds the i'" respondent and it ranges 

fromO- I . 

e';: stands for the irrational number e raised to the power of Zi 

Zi : is a function ofN-explanatory variables and expressed as : 
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Zi = B " B2X,;+ ..... +BoX" + U; ........ ..... .... ... . .. .. ................... .. ....... .3 

" 'here: 

B, is th e int ercept 

B2 - -----Bn are slopes of the equati on in the model 

Therefore: 

Zi= B+ Bl (DISTANCE) + B2 (ROADACS) + B3 (INFOACS) + B4 (CONTACT) + BS 

(FI\1LYSZ) + B6 (EDUC_HH) + B7 (FARI\1SZ) + B8 (PRCOFRD)+ U; 

Prior to the estimation of the logistic regress ion model tha t the expl anatory variable was checked 

for the exi s tence o f l11u lt icol inearity. For thi s purpose, the presence of co-linearity was checked 

fo r categorical variables using contingency coeffi cient test. 

" 

, 
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Chapter Four 

Study Area and Sample Household Characteristics 

4.1. S tudy A rea 

A. Location 

The s tudy is conducted in Kewet Woredo, which is located in No rth Shoa Zone of Amhara 

Na tional Reg ional State (ANRS). The Woredo is located 220 k~1 North of Addis Ababa. Shoa 

Robit, the capital town of the Woredo, is divided in to seven town Kebeles. According to the 

Woredo Finance and Economic Development Office, the rural section of the Woredo has a total 

area of 491.08 km2
. 

The Woredo is bounded by fo ur Woredos; three Woredas within the zone and one Woreda from 

Afar Nat iona l Regiona l Sta te. It is border by Tannaber Woreda to the south, to the west by 

Laloma111a Woreda, to the north by Jile Timuga and to east by Semurobi Woreda, which is found 

in Afa r Nati onal Regi onal State. 

B. Agro-ecology 

In general, according to th e Woredo Agricultural and Rura l Development office, the agro 

eco logica l zo ne o f the Woreda is cl ass ifi ed in three groups: Kola (dry and hot) zone, Woyna 

Dcga (sub·humid), and Dega (humid) which accoun ts for 44%, 29% and 27% of the tota l area 

covera ge respecti vely . Within the rural section of the Woreda, 8;Kebeles are found in kola zone, 

4 arc found in Wo yna Dega zone and the rest 6 Kebeles are located at Dega zone of th e Woreda. 

Thcre me thrce seasons in the Woreda . These inc lude the dry season called "Bega" (from 

No vember to Februa ry) , th e small rainy season called "Belg" (from February to May) and the 

long rain y season called "Kiremil " (from June to September). 

C. Demogr a phic and Socio-Economic condition of the Study Area 

Demograp hic Cha racteristics 

The to ta l populati on of the IYo,.cda, according to the Woreda Agricultural and Development 

offi ce, is 148.854. ( ut of thes e, 67. 5% and 32 .5% are residing in rural and urban areas 

respec tive ly. The percentage o f me!1 and " 'omen is 50.43% and 49.57% respecti vely. The 
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Woreda popul ation annual growth rate for th e last five years has been 2.73 %, above the national 

population growth rate, wh ich is 2.6%. With rcgard to the age composition of the rural 

popula ti on, 43.5% th e population are children below 14 years old, 53% of th e popu lation aged 

between 15 to 64 years and the remaining 3.5 % are elders above 64 years old . This wou ld make 

thc dependency rati o of the Woreda to be 88 .61 % (Table 3). 

Table 3: Agc structure and dependency ratio of the Woreda rura l popu lation 

Age 
Total Percentage Dependency 

population from total ratio (%) 

<15 43,676 43.6 81.97 

15-64 53,283 53.02 -

>64 3,537 3.52 6.64 

Total 100,497 100.00 88.61 

Source: Fmancc and Econom Ic Development Office of thc Woreda, 2008 

Accord ing to the Woreda lnfonnation Bureau, the majority of th e population in the Woreda is 

Amhara ethnic group but other ethnic groups like Oromo and Argoba a lso reside in thc Woreda. 

Orthodox Christianity is the dominant religion followed by Is lam and Protestantism . 

Eco nomic Activity 

Agricu lturc is thc predominant economic activity in the Woreda. All households residing in the 

rura l Kebeles are practicing agri culture (crop production and an imal husbandry). Cerea ls, pulses, 

oi l sceds, fruits and vegetab lcs, and cash crops (mainly onion) are the major crops grown in the 

Woreda. Thc produrtion of these crops mainly depends on rain fed agriculture · parti cularl y in the 

big rainy scason "meher" which range from June to Septcmber. But now days, the role of 

irrigation in crop ;, roduction is increasing (Tab le 4). For instance, from the tota l arca of 

cultivated land in 2006/0 7, 2 1.3% and 12.2% of the land is cu ltivated wit h irrigation and Belg 

season re;pcctivcly. In the same ycar ·the proportion of the producti on with irrigation and Belg 

season is 46.7 % and 1.8% respecti vely. The rroductivity per hectare of land is incrcasing 

through year to year. In 200210j tbe productivity of land per hectare in Meher, Be!g and 

Irrigation was 13.3, 6.9 and 66.6 rcspccti,·cly. But in 2006107 the productivity has incrcased to 

38 



30.4,5.7, and 136.8 2 respectively for the same seasons. [n the Woreda, the main crop production 

through irrigation is onion. 

Tab[e 4: Production, Productivity and Season of Production 

C ultivated land and total 
production ,. Productivity 

Yeal' Season 
Cultivated Production per hectare 

land (Ita) (Quintal) 

"Meher" 20027.7 (66 .5) 608,9 13.5 (5 1. 5) 30.4 

2006/07 "Be/g" 3687 (12.2) 20 ,685 ( 1.8) 5.7 

" Irrigation" 6408 (2 1.3) 552,402 (46.7) 86.2 

Total 30,122.7 1,182,000.5 

Source: Flllance and Economic Development Office of the Woreda, 2008 

Lives tock rea ring is also practiced in the Woreda . According to the Woreda Finance and 

Economic Dcvelopment Office, the Woreda is estimatcd to have 302,262 heads of livestock 

(Table 5). 

Table 5: Type and numbcr of Livestock in the Woreda 

Type Cattle Goats Donkey Horse Camel' Chicken Bee Total 
and sheep and mule hives 

Number 106,73 7 67 ,3 15 18,36 1 302 1585 103,040 4922 302,262 

Source: Agri cultural and Development Office of the Woreda, 2008 

Education and Health 

Education and health have a potential to contribute for accelerated al1d sustained development of 

a nat ion. Particularly in develop ing countries like Ethiopia where there is low human capital, the 

contribution of education and health is critical .to create enough and quality human capital in the 

2 The figure seerr. s exaggerated but th is is ma i:1!y due to the production of cash crops mainly onion thro :..! gh 

irr igation. 
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country. However, accordin g to Finance and Eco nomic Development Office of the Woredo, a lot 

of challenges hinder the deve lopment o f the required human capital. Among others, quality of 

education and students repetition rate is found to be the major constra ints. 

The educationa l coverage of the Woreda has reached 90%. The number of girl s who are 

attending schoo l is increasing through time to tim e. In 2003/04 the tota l number of girls who 

were attending school was 7,217 but thi s fi gure has increased to 11,360 in 2006/07. In 2007/08, 

the proportion of girls who were attending primary school reached 48.72%. The basic health 

coverage of the Woreda rcached 86 percent in 2007/08 but clue to the Woreda agro-eeo logy 

la rge ly kola, the Woreda believes, more has to be done to increase the basic health coverage. In 

2007/08, the Woreda has on ly one hea lth center and 18 health posts; this would make the rat io of 

hcalth center to user to be I : 148,854 and ratio of health post to population to be 1: 5583. In 

addition, the anti nata l care and family planni ng coverage ;has reached 6.44% and 25% 

respec tively. 

However, the Woreda still seeks significant effo rts and supports to create the required sca le of 

human ca pita l (ed ucation and hea lth) in quality and quantity. 

In fra stl'lletu I'e 

Lack of adequate all weather road networks is one of the most serious constraints of physical 

infrastructure in the study area. In the Woreda there is about 100 km gravel road. This helps 10 

Kebeles to have access to road. But the remain ing 8 rura l Kebeles do not have any road or 

transport serv ices at all. As a result majority of the population has to use pack animals and 

human portage to transpOJ1 agricultural inputs and outputs. In addition, most ·of the households 

are not ab le to access market easi ly. In th e Woreda only two rural Kebeles are usi ng electricity 

fo r 24 hours and 13 Kebeles arc using wire less telephone. 

,. 

40 



4.2. Demog raphic and S ocio-E co nomic Cha racteristics of Sample Households 

4.2.1. Household Size and Age 

The fam ily size of sample households fo r the study area range between I and 10, but the maj ority 

of the househo lds (above 70%) had a fa mily size between 3 an d fJ members. The average fam ily 

size of a househo ld fo r the study households was 4.56. 

The majo rity of sample households (above 90%) were male headed. The maj ori ty of the 

household heads (67%) were aged between 30 and 50 years and it is onl y 3% of sample 

househo lds who were aged above 64 years (Table 6). With respect to the marital status, the 

survey report depict that 83 percent of the sample households were marri ed. and the remaining 

18 percent of the study households are e ither di vo rced, widowed or si ngle. 

Table 6: Age di stribution of Household Heads 

Age Frequency Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

<30 18 19.1 19.1 

30-40 44 46.8 66.0 

4 1-50 19 20.2 86.2 

51-64 10 10.6 96.8 

>64 3 3.2 100.0 

Tota l 94 100.0 

Source : Own household Survey, 2009 

T he largest proportion, which accounts fo r 83% of sample household heads were Ol1hodox 

Christians and the remaining 10.6% and 6.4% were fo und to be M uslims and Protestants 

rcspecti\·ely . The whole sample househo lds in J imdere Kebele were found to be Orthodox 

Christian and the relat ive majority of Muslim and protestant are fou nd in YeJen Kebele . 

According to the k ~y ill[01111all1 interview, the ethnic composition of households in the whole 

study TVoreda is mainly composed of Amhara ethnic group. 
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4.2. 2. Educatio na l Sta tus of Household Head 

Ill iteracy is found to be high in the study Kebeles. Household heads who are illiterate accounted 

fo r 66% of the su rveyed household heads. The illi teracy rate is fo und to be high in Jimdere 

Kebele in which 87% of the household heads are illiterate and this proport ion goes to about 60% 

for Y clen and Abayater Kebeles . In addi tion, it was fo und that only 3% of th e study household 

heads had attained secondary education. 

Key info rm an ts and group discussion parti cipants noted that even if th e household heads and 

e lderly were not fo rtunate to attend formal educati Ol. in previous times du e to lack o f educati onal 

facilities and awareness, cUITently, th e provision and installation of cducational serv ices in terms 

o f phys i ~al availabi lity has shown improvemen t through time fo r the ir ch ildren. Above 75% of 

schoo l aged children in the sample household heads are attend·ing school, as revealed by the 

househo ld survey data . 

4.2.3. H ous ing and Sanita tion Condition 

As dep ic ted in the Tab le 7, 67% of th e sample househo lds have houses with corrugated Iron 

sheet and the remaining 33% reported to have houses with roof of thatch/grass . Only 43% of 

samp led households in Iimdere Kebele haye house w ith corrugated iron sheet. But this 

proportion in Abayater and Yelen Kebele is found to be 72 .7% and 77.8% respectively, 

indicating better wealth status of househo lds in the two Kebeles. 

The survey rep0l1 on sanitation/toilet faci liti es shows that only 35. 1% and .13.8% of the samp le 

households used si mple p it and open pi t latri ne respectively as thei r main sani tation or toil et 

fac iliti es . But majority of the respondents (47.9%) used open fiel d as their mai n sanitat ion/toi let 

fac ility. 
,. 

In addition, the household survey result dep icts that 50% and 45.7% of the sample households 

us~d firewood and crop res idues respectively as the ir main source of energy. Particul arly, 88.9% 

of the re spondents in Yelcn Kebele depend mainly on firewood fo r cooking. In Abayater crop 

residue is the III a in sourcc of energy for 77 .3% of the respondents (Tab le 7). 
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Table 7: Sample Households Housing and Sanitation Facilities. 

Response (percentage) 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 

Main roofing materia l Corrugated iron shect 32(72.7) '21 (77S) 10(43.5) 63(67.0) 
of the house of sample 
ho useholds Thatch/grass 12(27.3) 6(22.2) 13(56.5) 31 (33.0) 

Tapped/piped water 2(4.5) 23(S5.2) - 25(26.6) 

Mai n sou rce of Protected well or - 2(7A) - 2(2. 1 ) 
drinking water for borehole 
sampl ed households 

Unprotected (Sp: ing, 42(95.5) 2(1 A) 23( IOU) 67(7U) 
river system, and 
pond/lake) 

Main sanitation/toil e t Public/shared - 3( 11.1 ) - 3.2 

facilities 
Open pit latrine 7(15 .9) 3( 11.1 ) 3(1 3.0) 13.S 

Simple pit latrine II (25.0) 16(59.3) 6(26.1) 35. 1 

Open fi eld 26(59. 1) 5( IS.5) 14(60.9) 47.9 

Main type of fue l used Firewood 9(20. 5) ;24(88 .9) 14(60.9) 47(50.0) 
for cooking 

Charcoal - 3( 11. 1) - 3(3.2) 

Kerosene 1(2.3) - - 1(1 .1 ) 

Crop residues 34(773) - 9(39.1 ) 43(45.7) 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 

4.2.4. Labo l" Endowment of Hou seho lds 

As one of li velihood resources, human capital consists of the skill s, good health and physica l 

capability for the successfu l pursuit of di fferent livelihood strategies (Scoones, 1995) . Therefore, 

for creat ion of household livelihoods and successfu l combination of different livelihood 

resources, households must combine their human capita l with other resource endowment, which 

they ha\'e access to and control over. To this end, the labor capacity of households is critical in 

livelihood cre:ttion of ho useholds. 

" 
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According to the household su rvey in the study area, about 93% of sample household heads are 

adult who are ab le to work and the rest seven percent are too old to work. The proportion is 

almost the same within the sample Kebeles. Similarly 92% of spouse of the sample househo lds 

head do have the capacity to work. But when we look at the entire household labor capacity, it is 

only 57% of the househo ld members who are able to do adu lt works. And the remain ing 20.7%, 

18.4% and 3.5% are too young, working chi ld and too old to work respecti vely (Table 8). 

Table 8: Labor Capacity of Sample Households 

Proportion of Households labor capacity (%) 
Working capacity 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 

Too young « I 0 years) 16.3 24.5 25.5 20.7 

Wo rking child (10-14 years) 20.1 17.3 16 18.4 

Able to do fu ll adults work 59.8 55 .5 54.7 57.4 
(15-64 years) 

Too old (>64) 3.S 2.7 3.S 3.5 

Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own household Survey, 2009 

4.2.5. Land Holding System and Fragmentation 

The household survey and key informant in terviews clearly ind icate that farming is the major 

source of li velihood in the study area in general and sample households in particu lar. The 

avai lability, access ibility and fertility of land in combination with other factors determi ne the 

levels of productivity of farmin g (Tsegaye, 200S). Spec ifically, access to adequate size of land is 

a crucia l factor in agri cultural producti on. But the land holding i,rmany rural parts of the country 

are gcnerally too small even fo r thc pruduction of adequate food to meet the mi ni mum household 

con sump' ion requirements (Fasi l as quotcd by Tsegaye, 2008) . 
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According to the househo ld survey, 88.3% of the sample houscholds did have their own land but 

thc rest 11.7% wcre found to be househo lds without their own land. The highest proportion of 

househo lds (30%) without any land is found in Y clen Kebele. About 98% and 91 % of sample 

households in Abayater and Jimdere Kebele have their own landliblding. 

Table 9: Sample Houscholds Landholding Size 

Landholding size Proportion of Households percentage 

(In timad*) Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total Cumulative 

I Timad 3( 15.8) I (4.S) 4(4.8) 4.S 

1.0 I Timad 2 7( 16.3) 4(21.1 ) 4(19.0) 15(18.1) 22.9 

2 .0 I Timad 3 7(16.3) 7(36.S) 1(4.8) 15( IS. I) 41.0 

3.0 I Timad 4 11 (4 1.9) 1(5.3) 6(2S.6) 25(30. I) 71. 1 

>4 Timad II (25.6) 4(2 1.1 ) 9(42.9) 24(2S.9) 100 

Tota l 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own household Survey, 2009 • One tunad - 0.25 hectare 

The result of the household survey points out that the average 'landhoiding size of the sample 

households is 3.6 timad, which is actually small. The survey result al so showed that 71.1% of 

sample households own four or less timad (less than one hectare) of land. The proportion of 

sample households who own land size of 3 timad and below is 41 % clearly indicates thc small 

si ze of land holding in the study area (Table 9). 

A large proportion (77.7%) of the sample households accessed their land through land 

redis tribution made in 1996. The proportion of sample households who accessed land through 

renting and share-cropping arrangemcnt was 19 I % and 16% respectively. In Yelen Kebele 

40. 7% of sample households indicated that they accessed their lands either through renting or 

share cropping (Table 10). The high proportion of accessing land through rent ing and shared . 

crop in is reported in Yelcn Kebe/e, as key informan t in ten ·iew and FGD revealed, is due to 

shortage of land and the high production of onion ill the Kebele. Six teen percent of sample 

households mcn tioned that they have accessed thei r land plots by inheriti ng from their parents. 
,. 
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Table 10: Land access ing mechanisms of Sample Households 

Proportion of Households in percentage 
Access to land Through 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 

Land Red istribution 39(88.6) 19(70.4) 15(65.2) 73(77.7) 

Share cropping 2(4.5) 11 (40.7) 2(8.7) 15(16.0) 

Renti ng 3(6.8) 11(40.7) 4(17.4) 18(19.1) 

Inherited from parents 6(13.6) 2(7.4) 7(30.4) 15(1 6.0) 

Shared with relatives - - 1(4.3) 1( 1.1 ) 

Source: Own househo ld Survey, 2009 

The focus group discuss ions and key informant interviews emphas ize the problem of increas in g 

shortage ofland in the s tudy Kebe!es. The shortage ofland was part icularl y emphasized in Yelen 

and Abaya ter Kebele, where new comers from neighboring Kebeles , Woredas and even zones are 

increasing from time to time. In addit ion, the newly estab li shed famili es also demand land plots. 

Table 11: Land holding Status in the last 10 years 

Proportion of sample households in Percentage 

Abayater Yelen limdere Total 

Landholding Increased 29(65.9) 8(34.8) 39.4 -
size status in 

the last 10 Decreased 12(27.3) 5( 18.5) 10(43.5) 28.7 

years 
Stay the same 3(6.8) 22(81. 5) 5(217) 31.9 

Total 100 100.0 ,. 100.0 100.0 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 

As shown in Table I I, above 39% of sample households reported increased landholdi ng size in 

the las t 10 years, ,,·hile 28.7% and 31 .9% of the respondents indicated that their land holding si ze 

have decreased and remained the sa1l1e over the last 10 years respecti\·e ly. One of the major 

reasons fo r high percentage of land holding increment, fo r the sample households, may be due to 

land redistribut ion in the study area. This is because 77% of sample households reported that 
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the y got an acccss to land through land redistribution (Table 10) and that give the chance fo r new 

and no n-fanl1 land househo lds to access land. Currently, the Abayater admin istration is in the 

process of di stributin g land to different groups o f land less househo lds in the Kebele. Accord ing 
" to the foc us group di scussion, the land is red istr ibuted from th e communal land. 

A. La nd Fra gmenta ti on and Dist ance to Farm land 

In th e rura l pa rt of th e coun try it is not un common to observe farming households with two and 

above parcels of land. The fra gmentation of land holding could take place either with de liberate 

acti on of farmcrs (to divers ify crops) or due to condi ti ons beyond the control of the farmer 

(Tsegaye, 2008). As in the case of other ru ral parts of the country, sample farm households in the 

study arca reported hi gh land fragmentation. As pointed ou t in the focus group di scussion alt~ 

key informant in tervi ew, the younger ma les in th e communities are depending on the ir famil y ' s 

farm land when they establi sh new fam ilies, wh ich increase the fragmentation and decreasing of 

fa rm land s ize from time to time. 

Ta ble 12: Farm fragmentation and distance to fann lands 

Proportion of sample households in Percentage 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 

One 23(52.3) 6(22.2) 6(26 .1 ) 37.2 

Numbcr of farm two 16(36.4) 16(59.3) 13(56 .5)3 47.9 

parcels Three 5(11 .4) 3(111 ) 3(13.0) 11.7 

Four 2(7.4) 1 (4.3 ) 3.2 
-

Total 100 100 100 100 

I to 30 minutes 32( 72.7) 25(92.6) 6(26.1 ) 67.0 

Time to reach the 
31 to 60 m inutes 8(18.2) 2(7.4) 9(39 .1) 20.2 

farthest farmland 

! 
Above I hour 4(9.1) 8(34.8) 12.8 -

Sou rce: Own household Survey, 2009 
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The resu lt of sample household survey reported high land fragmen tation in the study area. About 

63% of the respondents have reported to have two and above plots ofland. Parti cu larly, in Yelen 

and J imdere Kebeles high land fragme ntation is observed. In these Kebeles above 75% of the 

sample househo lds have indicated that they have at least two or above farm parccls in different 

locali ti es (Tab le 12). The average number of farm plots by the sample households is two in the 

study area. The focus group di scussion and key informant interview indicates that, having two 

and above p lots of land would create difficulties to control crops from thieves. In addition, in 

time of collecting and harvesting period high land fragmentation incurs high cost. 

According to the household survey resu lts, 33% of sample households have to travel above 30 

minu tes before they reach their farthest farmland and 12.8% of the households are compelled to 

walk above one hour before they reach thcir lands. Particularly, sample households (about 35 %) 

in Jimdere Kebc/e reported that !hey have to travel above one hour before they get their farthest 

la nd plot. 

B. Land fertility and use of technologies ,. 

The household survey (98% of sample households) and key informant interview clearly indicated 

tha t practicing fallowing of land has been abandoned in the communities due to the increasing 

shortage of land in the area. 

Fertility of land is crit ically important for the communi ty as the ir farming size is less than a 

hectare and their livelihood is predominantly dependent on agriculture (parti cularly rai n fed 

agriculture). Bu t the result of the household survey ind icates that onl y 27.7% of the tota l sample 

households land is fert ile. Households who have reported their land is moderately and poorly 

fe rtil e accoun ts for 58.5% and 13.8% respectively. However, the si tuat ion of poor land fert ility is 

severe for 29.6% of sample househo lds in Yelen Kebele compared to Abayater (9 .1 %) and 

.iimclere (4.3%) Keb~les (Table 13) . 

, 
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Table 13: Characteri stic of Farmland 

, ,c Proportion of Households in Percentage 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Tota l 

Fertile (good) 17(38 .6) 7(25.9) 2(8.7) 26(27.7) 

Fert il ity Moderate 23(52.3) 12(44.4) 20(87.0) 55(58.5) 
status 

Poor 4(9. 1 ) 8(29.6) 1(4.3) 13(13.8) 

" 
Total 100.0 100.0 100 100.0 

Source: Own household Survey, 2009 

When we look at the use of improved technologies lor production of crops in the study area, the 

sample household su rvey indicates that only 3 1 % of the respondents have reported that they have 

used improved technologies (fertil izers, 96.8% and pesticides/herbicides, 3.2%) for the 

production of crops. The highes t percen tage of using improved technologies is recorded in Yelen 

Kebele in which about 67% of sample households reported that they have used modern 

tech nologies in production of crops. The lowest percentage of improved technology usage is 

recorded in Abayatcr (15.9 %) and limdere (17.4%). 

The household surv~y, focus group discussions and key informant interviews Il ave identified the 

constra ints of household for not using improved technologies for production of crops. About 

58% and 30% of sample households in the study area have identified th at lack of money and 

supply sho rtage of improved technologies respectively as the M' major problem for not using 

improved technologies for the production of crops. 
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Chapter Five 
,. 

Market and Market Access in Kewet Woreda 

5.1. Market Place Infrastl'uctu res and Services 

5.1 .1. Town and Rural Market Centers 

The Woreda Information and Public Relation Office acknowledged 12 rura l market centers in the 

Woreda. Five of them are very small gatherings and the rest are relative ly big. In the Woreda 

there is one town market which is found in Shoa Robit toWIl. The most common and big market 

days are Saturday and Tuesday, fo llowed by Monday and Thursday. Marketing on Wednesday, 

Fridays and Sundays are uncommon. In Shoa Robit market convene every day but the largest 

gathcring takes place mainly on Tuesday followed by Saturday. Similarly . Abayater market 

assemble twice a week (Saturday and Monday), a lthough the largest gathering takes placc on 

Saturday. In Yeien, one market gathering takes place per week which is on Monday. In the rest 

orruralmarket centers markcting takes place once in a week. ,. 

A. Shoa Robi! Town Market Center 

The Shoa Robit market center is large and includes traders who operate nationally. Traders and 

commiss ioned agents (brokers) from di stant placcs visit the market to buy marketable goods 

brought by village level traders. In addition, there are large number of comm issioned agents, 

traders and whole sellers w ho are residing in the town. The center is known for its varieties of 

commercia l services than the other two rural market centers, Abayater and Yelen. The market is 

easily access ible by vari ous means of transport due to its strategic location on the main road fro m 

Addis Ababa, Dcssie to Mekele. There are large numbers of pel111anent shops, banks and other 

financial institutions. The market operates on all days of the week, although the largcst gathering 

takes place twice in a week, Tuesday and Saturday. The communication ·infrastructu re of the 

town is also well developed and has an access to mobile service. The centcr has it s own bus 

station and traders has spcci fic place to barter their products. 

,. 
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B. Abayater Rural Marl;et Center 

The Abayater rural market center is the biggest rura l market gathering in the study Woreda. 

Traders and commiss ioned agents from distant towns li ke Shoa Robit, Debresina, Ataye and 

even Kemise, whic h is 150 km from the center, visit the market on the largest gatherin g day i. e. 

Saturday. Particularly, the commissioned agents from Shoa Robit are visi ting the center every 

day due to its large number of food crop product surplus. According to key infonnant interview, 

in the market th e re are 32 traders residing in the Kebele who have the capacity and knowledge to 

trade with large citi es like Mekele and Addis Ababa. In add ition, there are many other sma ll 

level traders who are operating in the market. 

The market place is developed in ad-hoc manncr but some traders have thei r own specific 

locations and temporary shades to sell their commodities on market days. But majority of the 

traders set up their agricultural products or other commodities at any avai lable space ground. 

Moreover, large traders have their own specific location and store to buy and sell products. There 

is no restricted space fo r trucks and public veh icle to load and unload passengers and 

commodities. So such services take place on public road, halting traffic palticularly on the major 

market day. 

The market is easily accessible due to its a ll wcather road and availabi lity of transport. The 

gravel road is well maintained. The main problem of the center is lack of communication 

infrastructure. There is only one telephone booth in the center b<.1t some traders and farm ers are 

using mobile phones by using signals from di stant town called Debresina. But th e signal is too 

poor that Iraders and farmers do not rely on it and that limit their access to the necessary 

information on time. Moreover, facilities are very limited; often there are no market shades and 

no provis ion of water supply or latrines . In spite of its low provision of market services, the 

center has relatively better commercia l services than market center in Yelen Kebele (see Annex 

5). 
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C. Yelen Ma rket Center 

In compari son to the above two market centers, Shoa Robit and Abayater, a market cen ter fou nd 

in Ye1cn Kebele is rela ti vely small , few available services and has poorly developed 

infrastl1lctures (Tab le 14, 15, 16 and Ann ex 5). The center does not have livestock marketing and 

big shops . The market is composed of farmers, small retai l traders and has only few permanent 

shops. The markct operates once in a week and some small traders from Shoa Robit visit on its 

gathering day, Monday. The market is deve loped in ad-hoc manner; as such facili ties, services 

an d in frastructures a re random and rarely meet the changing needs of market users. Traders can 

set up the ir commodities on any availab le space of land. Similar to the Abayater market center, 

there is no restricted space fo r vehi cles to load and unload passengers and commodities. 

In spite of its poorly developed 

in frastructure and services local fanners 

usc the market due to its proximity as an 

out let fo r their producti on of agricultu ra l 

products mainly ol11on. T he high 

production of onion in the Kebele and 

neighboring Kebeles urges commissioned 

agents and traders from Shoa Robit to 

vis it the Kebele dail y. There is no any 

com mun ication in frastructure III the 

center to access info nnation fro m towns 

and ci ti es . Although transport is available to center, the road is poorly maintained. 

In general, the Shoa Robi t marke t center is bigger than the other two rural market cen ters by size 

and availability of different services and in frastructures . Similarl y, the Abayater rural market 
" 

center is by large better than Yelen market both in tenns of size of the market, avai labil ity of 

. d ifferen t services, infrastructures and number of market days per week. Thus, market center in 

Yelcn Kebele is the sma ll gathering in relative to the other two market cen ters, Shoa Robit and 

Abayater. 
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5.1.2. Condition of Livestock and Crop Marketing 

A. Conditions of Livestock marketing 

The Shoa Robit and Abayater market cen ters are markets where livestock trading take place. In 

Yelen there is no li vestock markcting. The livestock market places in the two market centers are 
" 

found separately in th e pcriph ery of the towns, Both livestock markets are well fenced, The 

li vestock market place in Shoa Robi t charge service fees from the respective users, whether the 

li l'cstock is bought or so ld. The service charge di ffers for different livestock. The service charge 

for shoats is 0.50 cents, for donkey 2 birr, for camel 3 birr and for cattle it is 1. 50 bilT. All the 

lives tock are confined in one compound and there is no specific place for each livestock. Anyone 

can put hi s or her livestock in any part of the compound as he wan ts , There is no any other 

service in the compound in the two market centers. 

Different ethnic cultural group fro m Amhara, 

Afa r, Oromo and Argoba participate in the 

Shoa Robit li vestock marketing. In Abayater 

livestock markct, indiv iduals from Amhara, 

Afar (mainly women) and Argoba ethnic 

groups are the main actors of the livestock 

market ing. Men from Afar ethn ic groups are 

not visiting the Abayater markct due to ethnic 

conflict with Amhara groups and that creates 

security pro blem to visi t the market center. 

In Shoa Robit livestock marketing center, there are police men who are controlling the security 

of th e compound where I ivestock marketing takes place. One police mall has revealcd that, the 

place is secured with police men tha t control any suspect of conflict that may arise at an y timc. 

The police man furthe r indicated that due to dCJ th of one Afar on the ethni c conflict, the number 

of Afar pcople who are visiting the livestock market ing center for the last two. markct days have 

decreased s ignificantly. 
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[n the two market centers both fann household and traders are involved in selling and buying of 

livestock and direct consumers are also involvcd in buying livestock. Pastoralists from Afar 

region are also the major sel lers of livestock particularly in Shoa Robit livestock market center. 

According to Agriculture and Rura l Development Office of the Woreda, there are no 

coopcrativcs o r farmcr associations involved cither in li vestock marketing or providing 

information to farm households and pastoralist in the Woreda. There are no grades or standards 

applicd to livestock in both markets. Only one trader in Abayater livestock market center lIses 

sca le to buy shoats and he buys shoats 9 birr per kg. There is no persomilizati'on of cxchange in 

thc livestock market. Any sell er (farm household or pastoralist) usually sells animals to whoever 

offers hi gher prices for his/her livestock. Farmers in both livestock market centers reported that 

they have no access to formal livestock market information, rath!!r they depend on acmal market 

day information and some of them may have unreliable market information from friends or 

re latives. St rcngthening the above proposit ion, key in formants interview and focus group 

discussion explained that, both farm households and pastoralist do not have any information for 

their livestock rather they depend on actua l market day information and are forced to sell with 

available prices, depending on their immediate need of cash. 

\Vhen we see the transportation means of livestock to these market places, the focus group 

di scll ssions and key in fo rmant interviews reported that all livestock are transp0l1ed mainly by 

trekking. Farm households who have access to road and transport will pay trekking cost per head 

of cattle or shoat depends up on the di stance travel. On the other hand those households who 

have no aecess to transpon will trek their livestock to market places by thei r· own, There is no 

farm housebold or trader who uses truck to transport livestock to tbese market places and 

aerually there is no such livestock transport service to these market places in the Woreda. 

, 
B. Condition of Food Crop Marketing 

The transacti on of buyi ng and se lling of crops take place in all tbe three market centers: Shoa 

Robit , Ab3yatL' r and Yelcn. Particula rly the transacti on in Shoa Robit and Abayater market 

centers arc not restr icted on market days on ly, rather rural households can sell th eir crop products 

and buy food or other commoditi es in any days of the week. The crop market places in these 
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marke t ccnters are distributed mainly at the center of market places, main roads and at the main 

gates of the town and Kebeles. According to key infOlmant interviews, small market 

intermediaries 3re the main buyers at the mai n gates o f the to)vn and Kebeles . Usually, farm 
" 

households who ho ld less than 50kg of agricultura l products are usua lly forced to sell to these 

market intermediaries because large traders are not interes ted in buying such smal l amounts of 

products from farmers rather they prefer to collect from the market intermcdiaries a t the end of 

the market days. 

The nLlmber of traders seems to be large, particularly in Shoa Robit and Abayater market centers . 

[n Abayater Kebele abo ut 32 large traders a re found, according to key informant interview. [n 

addition, there are many other small market intermed iari es who are buying small amount o f 

agricultural products fro m rura l farm hOLlseholds and sell to the large traders in the Kebele. [n 

Shoa Robit too th ere are many buyers of grain products in the town. But in Yelen th e number of 

largc traders is too sma ll or none compared to the above two market centers . T he major traders in 

Shoa Robi t and Abayater se ll agricultural products di rectly to Mekele (mainly) and Addis Ababa. 

The key informant interv iews indicate that all crop traders are residents of the respective Kebele 

or neighboring Kebeles where the market exists. This indicates the opportunity that markets 
" 

creates for those who ha vo easy access to the market. 

Both farm househo lds and traders in the Woreda and particularly in the three market centers 

reported to have no access to forma l crop market information. But traders are better informed 

about market condi tions and prices than farm households due to their networks and access to 

communication in frastructures. This lack of information by fanners can be th e cause for lack of 

market power when they deal with traders (!FAD, 2001). The household survey respondents 

(87%), focus group discuss ions and traders clearl)' indicate that the only source of information 

fo r ru ral households crop products are traders only. But the focus group discussion in Abayatcr 

Kebele and traders reported that farmers are getting the right p 'ice at any time due to large 

nUlllbe r 0ftraders and competition among themselves, although farmers depend on actual market 

day information from traders. 

" 
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C. Condition of Cash Crop Marketing 

The production o f cash crops in the study Kebeles is not widely practiccd except Yelen and its 

ncighboring Kebeles, whcre the production of onion is practiced extcnsively and intensively for 

the las t 10 yea rs. Generally, the other study Kebeles (Abayater and limdcre) growing cash crops 

for own consumption and del iver meager amounts o f produce to consumers and markets, focus 

group d iscussion reported. The findings explained below mainly shm,· the ·marketing condition 

of the market center in Yelen Kebele. According to key informant interview in the Kebele at least 

a minimum of 6 [suzu trucks are visiting the Kebele per day to transport on ion to big citi es/towns 

mai nly Addis Ababa. 
,. 

In the study Woreda findings indicated that th ere is extrcme asymmetry of rclations betwecn on 

the one hand large number of onion producers and very few buyers. In Yelen and neighboring 

Kebeles there are many small onion prod cers but there are only a few number of buyers who are 

coming from SllOa Robit and only 6 brokers who are facilitating the transaction between small 

producers and traders . The focus group discuss ion conducted in Yelen Kebele reported that, 

brokers and tradcrs have formed cartel among thcmselves, and accordingly they determ ine the 

p rice of the onion by Clemsclvcs and facc no or li tt le competition cither among themselves or 

any associations or cooperatives in the Woreda. 

Small producers in the Kebele and neighbo ring Kebeles do not have access to fo rmal information 

on cash crop marketing conditions and price . There are no associations, cooperatives or 

government offices that provide information for the small scale producers in the Kebeles . In 

addition, there arc no individ ual producers, associations or cooperatives who are engaged in 

trading of onion. Befo re a couple of years individual fa rmers use'd to fom1 a group and started to 

sell the ir products directly to big cit ies likc Addis Ababa but can't sustain because th ey were not 

successful in the transaction. These give the traders monopsony power in trading of cash crops 

particularly onion. Due to such condition of markcting small producers faced little choice to 

,,·hol11 to sell lheir products and arc forced to accept the offered low price, even if it is 

unfavorable. They arc obliged to do so because of the perishable nature of the products, storage 

prob lem and inability to conserve produce fo r later sale . 
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Overall, cash crop (onion) producers in the study Kebeles don't understand how the market 

works; they have no or littl e, ifany, information on the marketing condition, pr ice and quality of 

thcir products. Marketing cooperatives can give farmers greater contro l over trading activities 

than reliance on pri vate traders alone (IF AD, 200 I). But there are no marketing cooperatives in 

the study Woreda. The available weak cooperatives are mainly engaged in distribution of 

agricultura l inputs and do nothing on marketing of its members' products. 

Given the large number of small cash crop producers (mainly onion) and very few number of 

traders and brokers, the cash crop marketing seems highly asymmetrical and mostly at the 

disadvantage of the small producers. Moreover, the asymmetrical relation between producers and 

traders become serious because of lack of marketing skills, negotiation experiences, infonnatiull 

access and organization alTIOng fanners. 

5.1.3. Availability of Infrastructures and Services 

The opportunities of markets and market access are strongly affected by weak infrastructure, 

absence of processing, storage and marketing facilities, pervers{transport, market taxes and etc 

(DFID, 2002) . The Shoa Robit market center has relative ly well developed infrastructures and 

services than the other two market centers, even if its mobile service in the area is poor. The 

Abayater market center com paratively has better infrastructures than its countcrpart Yelen. 

Except piped water and bus station, all the other services are available. In Yelen market centers, 

the only avai lab le infrastructures or services are piped water and cooperatives (Table 14). 

Table 14: Availabi lity of Infrastructures 

Market Center E lectr Piped Telephone Mobile C:;oope Bus Cattle Storage , 

icily Water (booth)' telepho ratives Station Dip 
... ~ . , 

ne - c." 

-. 
Abayater Yes No Yes Limited Yes 1\0 Yes Yes 

Showa Robi t Yes Yes Yes Li mited Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ye len No Yes 1\0 No Yes 1':0 No No 
" 

Source: O wn su rvey, 2009 
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A. P ublic Services 

The availab ili ty of d ifferent government ser vices may have a di rect or indirect impact on market 

and market access ibility cond ition of the study area. The socio·economic survey data of ANRS 

indicated tha t, 17% of people in Misrak Gojam zone and 8% of people in Debub Wello zone 

travelled to market centers to get admin istrative services, while others men tion they travel to 

market centers for social reasons (Tegegne et ai, 2000) . Thus , market centers with better 

government services are more likely to be visited by rura l households th an market cen ters with 
" 

no or linle government services . 

In the study Woreda, the threc market centers have different level of government services. 

Except the Shoa Robit markct center, the other two market centers i.e. Abayater and Yelen do 

not have any government offices related to agricu lture, hea lth, postal service, telecomm unication 

and other se rviccs (Tab le 15). In Abayater Kebele although a telecommunication offi ce is 

available it is just to admini ster a wi reless service in the Kebele. In addition to th e avail ability of 

government serv ices, NGOs are available in Shoa Robit town. But the other two Kebeles do not 

have any NGOs. 

Table 15: Availability of Govern ment Services 

Market Post Telecomm Police Health Education Agri. adminis 
Centers office unication station office office t rative . 
Abayater No Yes Yes No No; No No 

Shoa Rob it Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yelcn No No No No No No No 

Source: own survey, 2009 

B. Financial an d C redit Services 

Financia l and credit servi ces arc expected to' have a dire~ t imjlact on the engagement of 

households in the non-farm business activities and market accessibi lity of that specific market 

center. Shoa Robi! market cen ter has Rura l Crcdit and Saving Office, Banking service and 

\l icroenteq lrisc credit service. The other r ,\'O market centers do not have any of the above 
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se rvice at all. Microenterprises credit is di ffercnt from rural credi t servI ces in which 

microenterpriscs are often fo r smal l amounts of loans and collateralization requirements are 

frequently different from rura l cred it services (Gary, 1999). But none of them are availab le in the 

two rural market centers . 

C. Social Services 

The three market centers have different level of social services (Table 16) in their respective 

market centers. All the three centers have primary and junior hi gh school in their centers. In 

addition, Shoa Robit and Abayater market centers have scnior hi gh schoo l, health centers, and 

cli nics. Only the SllOa Robit market center has access to Pharmacies' in its center and none of the 

market centers have hosp itals. 

Table 16: Availability of Socia l Services 

Market Training Senior Junior Primary Health Clinics Pharmacies Hospftal 
Centers Centers High High schools Centers " 

schoo l school 

Abaya ter Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Shoa Yes Yes Ycs Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Robit 

Yelen No No Yes Yes No No No No 

Sou rce: Own survey, 2009 

D. C ommer cia l Ser vices 

The availab ility of different commercial services in market centers di rectly or indirectly affects 

the access ibility of the market to both rura l and town household visitors. Particularly, fo r rural 

household vi sitors who are vi siting market centers once or tw ice in a week, the avai lability and 

quality of services matter which market to visit on a regular bases. In addition, the availability of 

d iffe rent commerci al services shows the extent of li velihood; 'opporlunity for households to 

cngage in different off farm and no n- farm act ivities. In the three study market centers different 

commercia l se rvices are ident ified with differcnt quanti ty and quali ty of service. Annex 5 gives 

specifi c: CO lllllS of each commerc ia l service by market center. 
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As it is indicated in Annex 5 the Shoa Robit market cen ter has many commercial services than 

the other two rural market centers, Abayater and Yelen. On the other hand, the Abayater market 

center is by large better than the Yelen market center. One possi ble reason for limited 

commercia l services of Yelcn market center is lack of electric ity and the smallness of the market 

center in the Kebe/e. 

ln gencral, the Shoa Robit market center has bctter infrastructui-'al, soc ial, public, financial and 

commercia l serv ices than th e other two market center. On the other side, the market center in 

Abayater Kebele is by large better than its counterpart, Yelcn market center. The Abayater 

market cen ter is equipped with the avai labi lity of different infrastructures and services. 

5.2. Marketing Chat'acteristics of Sample Households 

5.2.1. Distance to Market Places 

One of the mai n physica l constraints of rural household's market access is distance to market 

places both to rura l and town markets . Particu larly, in rural areas where there is no road and 

motorized vehicl es the problem of distance to market places would be amplified. In the study 

Woreda distance to market places found to be th e critical challenges of rural households to 

access market centers. The household survey indicated that, all lural market participants ( 100%) 

walked to the market centers. Similar fi ndings were obtained on the socio-economic base line 

survey of ANRS, in which over 90% of the farmers mentioned ihat they walk to market places . 

On the other hand, town market palti cipants in the study Woreda use vehicles while travell ing to 

the market center. But st ill households in remote rural areas have to walk at least an hour before 

they get vehi cle to town market. Given the long distance of markets, farmers arc burdened with 

drudgery of travell ing with loads of goods . 
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Tab le 17: Distance in trave l minutes to th e neares t Rural Market Center 

Abayater Yelen limdere Total 

Dry season 10.18 8.59 146.9 43.19 
Mean 

Rainy season 14.89 9.93 188.26 55.88 

Dry season 2 3 60 2 
M in imum 

Rainy season 3 5 90 3 

Dry season 20 20 270 270 
Maximum 

Rainy season 30 25 300 300 

Std . Dry season 4.01 9 4.335 62.409 66.78 

Deviati on Ra iny season 5.883 4.425 71.472 83.507 

So urce : Own household survey, 2009 

According to the household survey, the average travelling time of rural househo ld to reach to the 

nearest rura l market center during dry and rainy season is 43 minutes and 56 minutes 

respectively (Table 17). But there is significant travelling time difference within the study 

Kebeles. On average a household resid ing in Abayater and Yc len Kebe/es might travel 10 

minutes and 9 m inutes respecti \'dy before accessing the nearest rural ma rket center during dry 

season. However, a household in limdere Kebele have to wal k abou t 2 hour and 27 minutes 

before accessi ng the nearest rural market cen ter during dry season. The socio-economic base line 

survey of Amhara N ational Regiona l State (ANRS) reported that, farmers in South Wello and 

East Gojjam walk on average o f2 hours and 24 minutes and 2 hours and 7 minutes respectively 

before they access the nearest market places (Tegegne et ai , 2000). 

" 
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Table 18 : Di stance in travel minutes to Shoa Robit Market 

Abayater Yelen limdere Total 

Dry season 60.44 35.93 137.14 58 .60 
Mea n 

Ra iny season 89.71 44.44 " 171.43 80. 15 

Dry season 60 30 120 30 
Minimum 

Rainy season 80 35 150 35 

Dry season 75 60 180 180 
MaximuI11 

Rainy season 100 60 210 2 10 

Std. Dry season 2.572 5.553 8.92 1 30.307 

Deviation Rainy season 3.0 5.774 10.785 38.998 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 

The household survey, key in fo mlant interviews and fo cus group discussions clearly indicated 

that the ovcrwhelming majority of town (Shoa Robit) market parti cipants use vehicle whil e 

traveling to the center. But still households in remote areas have first to walk at least an hour 

before they access motorized vehicle to the center. Household survey reported that rural 

households on average have to trave l for 58.6 minutes on dry se~son and 80.15 mi nutes in rainy 

season to access the nearest town market i.e. Shoa Robit. Respondents in Abayater and Yelen 

Kebeles reported that it wou ld take on average liO minutes and 36 minutes respectively to access 

the Shoa Robit market center during dry season. In limdere Kebele, according to town market 

attendants, it wou ld take 137 minutes and 171 minutes duri ng dry and rainy seasons respectively 

to reach the neares t town market, Shoa Robit (Table 18) . 

This en tails tha t, households in limdere Kebe/e arc located at far di stance from both rura l and 

tOll'n market cente rs. On the other hand, sample households in Abayater and Yelen Kebeles do 

not have physical constra ints to access rural markets. But they are expected to travel to access 

Ihe Shoa Robit market . 
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5.2.2. Road and Transport Condition 

According to the Woreda Information and Public Rel ati on Office, there are 100 km of gravel and 

dry weather road and 215 km of foot path in the Woreda. The gravel and dry weather road ab le 

10 rura l Kebe/es to be accessed by modern transport, but the condition of roads are poo rl y 

developed that most of them are impassable during rainy season. In additi on, a lthough these 

Kebe/es have access to road, only few of them have access to modern transport. Modern means 

of transports don't reach theses Kebe/es even in their marketing days. But the remaining 8 rural 

Kebeles do not have any access to road and transport at all. 

The household survey and focus group discussions in the study area report cd that, a lmost all 

farm households usc no modern means of transpOlt to transport th eir agricultural products to the 

market. Their main means of transportation is an imal back like donkey (mainl y), camel, mule 

and horses. One of the major reasons for lack of modern transport, as identified by focus group 

discussion, is lack of rural roads that connect rural households to rural and town market centers 

in the Woreda. 

The focus group discussions and key informant in terviews reported that no rural Kebe/es are 

connected with rural market centers (Abayater and Yelen) vi" all weather roads. Even those 

Kebe/es which arc connected with li mited road access do not have suffi cient public transport to 

access the rura l markct centers vIa motorized vehicles. This forced rural household market 

attainders to walk to th ese market centers. 

According to th e household survey, all sample households in the three Kebe/es have repOlted that 

they are travelling on foo t to access the rura l market centers (Ab~yater and Yelen). Particularly, 

market inaccess ible Kebe/e (Jimdere) sample households reported that they are not lIsing modern 

means o f public transport because thcre is no road wh ich connects their Kebe/e 's to the market 

ccntre. On the other hand, sample households in Abayater and Yclcn Kebe/es confirmed that th ey 

arc using modern public transport while they are travelling to town market (Shoa Robit), But still 

the transpor["t ion condition is not favorable for transporters particul arly in market days. A Public 

vehicle with a cap:lcity of holding "4 people mostly holds up to 70 people. 111 addition, it is not 
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uncommon to observe trucks like Isuzu that are travelling people from place to place in the study 

area . These clearly indicate th e shortage of pub lic transports and the poor infrastructure and 
" 

transport condition in study arca. 

5.2.3. Informa tion and Co mmunication 

The extcnt to which fa rmers access marketing information te ll s us th e marketing cond itions IUral 

households face (Tegegne et a i, 2000). The household survey findings reported that none of the 

rural farm househo ld reported access to f0l111al marketing infol111ation for their crop (food and 

cash) products, li vestock and other commodities . The foclls group discuss ion ind icated that rural 

households depend on market day infol111ation for all of thei r products and revealed that their 

only sou rces of informatio n for their crop products are traders. Simi larly, the househo ld survey 

also repo rted th a t, th e overwhe lming majority of the respondents (87%) claimed that their on ly 

source of information is traders, whil e about 10% of them indicated that friendslrelatives near to 

market places as th e ir main source of informat ion (Table 19). 

Table 19: Source of information for rural households 

Proportion of households in percentage 

Abayater Yelen Iimdere Total 

Traders 97.6 64.3 81.2 87 

Fri endslre latives 2.4 21.4 18.8 10.1 

Radio/television 7.1 1.4 - -

Brokers 7.1 1.4 - -

Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own household SUf\'ey, 2009 

In spite of the unavai labi lity of formal market information, above 72% of sample households. 

reported that they have adequate market information fo r their products on market days. 

According to the focus group disCll,s io'l an d key infOlmant in,t.erviews, even if farmers' only 

sources of informat ion are traders , they arc getti ng fair price for their products due to the 
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competition among traders (for instance in Abayater there are about 32 large traders) . The Low 

percentage of responden ts (about 50%) who reported that they did not have adequate information 

for their p roducts is recorded in Yelen Kebele. The reason for th is low percentage, as depicted in 

focus group discussion, is due to lack of information for their on ion. The only source of 

information for thcir onion is brokers and traders who are very few in number and have a cartel 

among themselves. 

In the study Woreda communication infrastructures are poorly developed. Yelen and Jimdere 

Kebele do not have any communication infrastructures. Thi~ wou ld clearly constrain the 

information access of households to their products and consequently decrease their market power 

accordingly. Relatively households in Abayater Kebele have access to w ireless telephone and 

limitcd mobile te lephone service by a signal from distant town, Debresina. This would make 

households and traders in Abayater Kebele to access info rmation than the other two Kebeles. 

5.2.4. Negotiating Practices 

Poor farmers in many areas do not understand how the market works (!FAD, 200 1) or they have 

not experience of market negotiation and are obliged to take the price offered by the trader. In 

the srudy area, about 4g% of sample househo lds reported that they obl iged to sell their products 

at low offered price. This figure, particularly, emphasized in Jimdere and Yelen Kebeles in 

wh ich about 67% and 87% of sample households respectively reported to sell their products at 

offered low price in market days (Table 20). 

.. 
The reason, however, for rhe two Kebeles is completely different. Households in Yelen are 

obliged to sell at offered price, mainly, due to the perishable nature of their cash crop, onion. The 

focus group discussion clearly indicated th at fanners are fo rced to sell the ir products due to its 

peri shable nature and they have no power and cxperience to negotiate on price and they are not 

organi zed in group. In additi on to the unfair deal from traders, almost all onion producers in the 

Kebele rece ive th eir money two or three weeks later after the transaction takes place. Sometimes, 

as focu s group discussion participants pointed out, fanners receive lower amount of money than 

their deal wit h the trade r. T his clearly i ndi cat~s in one hand, the non-existent of negoti ation 

prac: icc and orgJn ization alllong fan:;crs, spec ifi cally onion producers to enforce agreements and 
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bargain on prices. On the other side it shows the extreme asymll1etry of relation between small 

producers and traders in the Kebele. 

Sample households in l imdere Kebele are forced to sell their products allow price because of the 

long distance th ey travel before accessing market and it is almost impossib le to take back home 

or to sell another market. Moreover, these households obliged to sell at offered price because 

they are in need of cash 10 buy consumption goods and to cover other govemment and social 

obligations. Strengthening this proposition, the household survey reported that, farm households 

are ob li ged to sell with offered low price to cover cash needs to fill household food gaps (74%), 

to pay government obligations (74%), and to pay credit (56.5%). The focus group di sc ussions 

furt her enl ightened that distant rura l households are forced to se ll at offered price in the market 

because they are in need of the cash to buy different commodities, cereals foods and other social 

needs which they can ' t get once they go back to their village. This entails that these households 

are located at a remote areas away from market an d face difficulties (lack of road, transport and 

in fo nnation access) to visit their nearest markct places frequently. Consequently, these factors 

fo rced the houscholds to lose negoti ation ski ll and market power. 

Table 20: Households action whcn offered low prices 

Proportion of households (percentage) 

Abayater Yelen Jirndere Total 

Take it back home 34(77.3) 8(29.6) 1(4.3) 43(45.7) 

Sa le at low price 7( 15.9) 18(66.7) 20(87.0) 45(47.9) 

Ta ke it to other market 1(2.3) 1(1.1) - -

Store it 111 the market 2(4.5) 1(3.7) 2(8.7) 5(5.3) 
plaee for next market 

Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 
,. 
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In contrast to thc above two Kebeles, majority of sample households in Abayater Kebele (above 

77%) indicated that they would take back home their products rather than selling with low 

offered price in the market. The proportion of households who reported that they would ta ke 

their products to other market is very insigni fican t and only 15.9% stated that they wou ld sa le 

thei r products at offered low price (Table 20). The highest proportion of respondents who would 

take back home their products and th e low proportions who would sale at low offered price 

indicate the negotiati on sk il ls and practices of the sample househ'Olds in the Kebele. On the other 

hand, not taking thei r products to other markets seem that tbe Abayater market center offer more 

opportunities to take different options due to its large number of traders, better organization of 

the market and low or lack of market asymmetry. 

5.2.5. F requen cy of T r avelling 

The great majori ty (above 92%) of sample household in the study area reported that they came to 

the nearest rura l market once or twice in a week. Sample households in Jimdere Kebele, 

however, in formed that although their nearest rura l market has two market days per week, on ly 

4% of the sample househo lds reportcd that they visi t the market twice per week and about 22% 

ofthcm did not visit the market even once in a week (Table 2 1). 

The household survey further indicated that above 60% of sample househo lds either did not visit 

the town market once in a week or they did not visi t it at all. Particularly, the overwhelming great ,. 
majority (above 91%) of sample househo lds in Jimdere Kebele and 6 1% in Abayater Kebele di d 

not visit the town market (Shoa Robit) either once in a week or they did not vis it the market at 

al l. In Ye lcn Kebe!e, about 67% of sample househo lds reported that they visi t the town market at 

least once in a week. Different reasons could be forwarded fo r the high percentage of town 

market visitors in the Kebele. Among others: the availability of road and transport, nearness of 

the Kebele to town market, high cash crop production of the Kebele and the smallness of the 

rural market found in their Kebele could be the main reason for thc high percentage of town 

market '·isitors. 
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Table 21: Frequ ency of Traveling to Rura l and Town markets 

Frequency o[ travelling to Proportion of households in percentage 

market per week Abayater Yelcn Jimdere Tota l 

Rural market 4 I (93.2) - 1(4 .3) 42(44.7) 
Tw ice 

Town Market 3(6 .8) 10(37.0) - 13(13.8) 

Rural market 3( 6.8) 25(92.6) 17(73. 9) 45(47.9) 
OJ ce 

Town Markct 14(3 1. 8) 8(29.6) 2(8 .7) 24(25.5) 

Rural market - 2(7A) 5(2 I. 7) 7(7A) 
No t at a ll 

Town Market 27(6 I A) 9(33.3) 2 1 (91.3) 57(60.6) 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 

According to the houschold survey cond ucted in the study areA di stance to market places and 

havc nothing to sell or buy on regular bascs identifi ed as the major problems fo r not vis iting 

market on a regular bas cs. Particularl y, lac k of transacti on products to barter on regul ar bases 

identified to be the constrain ts for not visi ti ng market centers frequcntly. The constrain ts of rura l 

hOLl seholds fo r not visi ting market p laces on frequent manner vary amon g rural areas, a lthough 

they have some common characteristics. For instance, a stl ldy condu cted in South Wollo 

identifi cd the major problems which are affecting households from attending markets were rain, 

lac k of infras tructure, lack o f transport an d distance to market places are identified as the major 

oncs (G ary, 1999) . 

5.2.6. Major Constraints of Market Access (Rural and Town) 

The type and extcnt o f market access constraints va ry from market to market. According to the 

household su rvey conducted, the three mai n problems of market access to the rura l households in 

accordance of the severi ty of the prob lems includc: markct distan ce (57A%), information gap 

(50%) and high' cost of transpo rt (42.6%). In add ition , lac k of communi cation in frastructures 

(37.2%), and lack of road/transport (36.2%) are identified as ma in problcms of rural hOllseholds 

to access rural and town market in the study Woreda (Table 22). 
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Table 22: Major problems of market access 

Major problem of bouse hold Proportion of Households in percentage --

to access market Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 

Market di stance 9(20.5) 22(81.5) 23(100.00) 54(57.4) 

Lack ofroadltranspol1 8( 18.2) 5(18.5) 
,. 

21(91.3) 34(36.2) 

High cost of transport 24(54.5) 8(29.6) 8(34.8) 40(42.6) 

Information gap 13(29 .5) 22(81.5) 12(52.2) 47(50.0) 

Lack of negotiation skill 12(27.3) 10(37.0) 6(26.1 ) 28(29.8) 

Lack of communicat ion 15(34. 1) 12(44.4) 8(34.8) 35(37.2) 

Poor service in markets 12(27.3) 12(44.4) 3( 13.0) 27(28.7) 

Lack of security 15(34.1 ) 8(29.6) 6(26. 1 ) 29(30.9) 

Unfair low price of products 9(20.5) 21 (77.8) 0.00 30(31.9) 

Lack of storage 3(6.8) 13(48.1) 0.00 16(17.0) 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 

Howe ver, the physica l constraints of markct access to remote rural households is clearly 

observed in thc study Woreda when 100 % and ovcr 91 % of th~ sample households in Jimdcre 

Kebele reported tha t their main problem of market access is distance to market places and lack of 

road respectively. Similarly, th c soc io-economic baseline survey data of ANRS report stated that 

farmers' first ran ked grain marketing prob lem is lack of road (Tegegne ct aI, 2000) . 

On the other hand, sample households in Yelen Kebele, known for its high production of on ion, 

identified that thell' problem of market access as market distance (8 1.5%), infOlmation gap 

(81.5%) and unfair, and low price for their products (77.8%). As it is identified in focus group 

discussion, the Kebe/e and neighboring Kebeles mai n problem of market access identified to be 

lacle of negoti ation skill and organizati on among fa rmsrs . In Abayater Kebele the problem of 

markct acCc'ss is not magnificent as Yelcn and Jimdere Kebeles , as household survey confimlcd. 

High cost oftnnsport (54.5%) to town markr t identified as thei r ma in problem of market access . 
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Thus, the above data presentation entail that the constraints of market access depend on the 

availability of infrast11lctures, location and the type of crop products. For instance, the great 

majori ty of samp le househo lds in Ye1en Kebele reported that thcy get unfair low price fo r their 

products because of the cash crop they produce. Remote located rural household mai n concern is 

distance and lack of road. On the other hand, physica ll y market accessible households, however, 

identificd lack of communication infrastructures, lack of security in ma rket places and high cost 

of transport as their major problcms in accessing markets. 

5.3. Econometric Estimation of Determinants of Market Access 

This section presents the major detern1inants of market access in the study area. Theoretical 

framcwork has bccn developcd in section 3.4. In addi tion:' defin ition of dependent and 

independent va riab les developcd in this section with expccted signs . Factors that arc expected to 

affect market access of 11Iral households were employed in the mode l. Before the actual 

commencement of the data analysis in the binary logistic regression model the fo llowing 

diagnosis were taken. 

Multicolinearity diagnosis test was taken to clean for independent variables that are dependent to 

each other. To this end, the presence of co-linearity was checked for categorical variables using 

contingency coefficient test. Accordingly, multicolinearity has been observed in categorical 

variabl es for both rural and town markets factors (Table 23 and 24). 

Among independent variables which affec t rural markets access; multicolinearity has been 

obselved between dista nce to market place and road access, availabi li ty of infOlmation and 

personal contact w ith people in market places. As a resul t, road access and personal contact with 

peop le in market places are omitted from the binaIY logistic regress ion in determin ing fac tors for 
" rura l markels (Table 23) . 
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Table 23: Contingency Coefficient test for co-lineari ty between Categori cal independent 

variables fo r rural markets. 

Variables DISTANC ROADAC INFOAC CONTAC EDUC H FARMS PRCOFR 

E S S T H' Z 0 

DISTANC I 0.697*' 0.037 0.042 0.250 0.267 0.325' 

E 

ROADACS I 0.02 0.067 0.257 0.185 0.276 

INFOACS I 0.429** 0.058 0.268 0.037 

CONTACT I 0.073 0.347* 0.185 

EDUC HH I 0.13 1 0.120 

FARMSZ I 0.3 17* 

PRCOFRD I 

** High co-Illlcanty between the two van ables 

Similarly, among the independent variable whi ch affect town market access, multi colinearity has 

been observed between d istance and road access, information access and personal contact, 

di stance and ed ucational status of the househo ld head, farm sizdand price offered, informat ion 

access and farm size, and distance and farm size. Therefore, road access, educational status of 

the household head, farm size, and personal contact with peop le who are li ving in market places 

are omitted from the binmy logisti c regression model. In addition, availabili ty of pu bli c transport 

was not used in both regress ions since it is perfect ly correlated with availabi lity of road access 

for both rura l and town markets attainders in the sample Kebeles (Table 24). 

,. 
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Table 26: Logit Regression Estimates for Rural Households Town Market Access 

Variables B S.E. Wald Sig: Exp (B) 

DISTANCE -0.002 0.001 11.557** 0.00 I ** 0.998 

lNFOACS 0.429 0.515 0.694 0.405 1.536 

FMLYSZ 0.072 0.122 0.346 0.556 1. 074 

PRCOFRD -0.37 1 0.413 0.803 0.370 0.690 

Results of the determmants of town market access 

Dependent va riable: Town market access 

! = Town market accessible rura l households 0= Town market inaccessible households 

Note: Exp (8) shows the pred icted change in odds fo r a unit change increase in the predictor. 

**= significant at 5% 

Distance to market places (DISTANCE): is one of the critical components of determinants of 

market access in rura l areas. The distant/ fa r the rura l household from market places is the less 
" 

access to markets (for both rural and town markets) . Distant households may not vis it households 

due to a number of factors, mainly due to lack of road and motorized vehic le. In other words, as 

the distance rural households travel increase, there will be a negative relation to market access 

because households face various challenges to visit market places. 

The result from the logistic regression, as expected, indicates that distance to market places is 

negatively and significan tly (at 5 % level) related with market access of households in rural areas 

for both rural and town markets (Tab le 25 and 26). An increase in market di stance by 30 

minutes is expected to decrease rural market access by 73% (1- 0.270) and town market access 

by 0.2% ( 1-0.998). Here, access to town markets is more determined by the availability of 

roads/transport than just the dis tance of households from the market center. Workneh and Roth 

(2002) in their study of Intensification and Crop Commercialization in Northeastern Ethiopia 

appl ied logistic regression . They have [ound th3t market distance and market participation is 

negatively and signifi cantly r~l aled. In addition, it was indicated that an increase in market 
" distance by one minu tc is predicted to decrease market pal1icipat ion by 0.06%. IFAD (2001) also 

report cd thai households \\"ho are located far from market places arc til ~ most disadvantaged 
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groups to access markets. The problem of distance to market places IS ampli fi ed, when the 

village docs not have access to road and transport. 

In fo rmation access (INFOACS) : the avail ab ility of infonnation plays a pivotal ro le for market 

acccss o f rural households. Info rm ation accessible households can make an informed decision 

w here, when and at w hat pri ce to sell th eir agricultural produce and in which markets to buy 

consump ti on goods an d agricultural inputs. 

The resu lt from the logistic regress ion indicates that access to information is positively, but 
, 

insignifican tl y, related with market access ibility of rural households for both rural and town 

markets (Table 25 and 26) . A study conducted in Bangladesh indicated that usc of te lephone 

(main ly for informat io n) increases faml households ' market participation by as much as 14% 

(Chowdhury, 2006) . The finding further reported that use of telephone increases factor market 

part icipation by at least 8% even when controll ing for possib le omitted vari ab le bias. 

Strengthen ing the importance of info rmation for market access, IF AD (200 I) revealed that one 

reason for lack ofl11arket power by the rural househo ld is due to lack ofmarket information. 

Family size (FMLYSZ): the availabil ity of sufficient labor plays s ignificant role for market 

accessibility of a household. Households with abundan t labor force would have (he option to 

manage the agricu ltural act ivit ies and to attend market places than households with less labour or 

family size. 

Accordi ngly th e result of the model indicates positive relation, although insignificantl y, between 

family s ize and market access ibilit y for both rura l and market allenders. The more family size the 

househo ld has, the better market access that household would have than households with lower 

fam ily s ize. In similar notion Fikru (2008) indicated that, households with abundant labour 

supp ly arc beli eved more li kely to engage in live lihood diversificat ion or have a higher 

participation in non-agricultural activities. 

E ducational status of the households head (EDUC_HH): househo ld with skilled and educated 

heads are believed to pa rticipate more in market than illiterate household heads . This may be 

either ih ro ugh thei r access to infol111Jtion and opportuni ties or from understanding the 

importance of market for their li\"elihoocls. 
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The result from the model indicates that educational status of ti;e household head is positively 

a lt hough insign ificantl y re lated with rura l market access of households (Table 25). Educational 

status of household head affec ts market access of the household as it is observed form the binary 

logis tic regress ion . IFAD (200 1) clearl y indicated that the ill iterate or poorly educated groups of 

peoples are the one who faces market access problem. In addit ion the report further poin ted out 

that minorit y ethnic group or those not speaking the official national languages, and women are 

a lso included among the group who face prob lem to access market. 

Farm size (FARMSZ): this refers to th e total available land that can be cultivated. The higher 

the fa rm size th e household has, the higher produce expected in the household, wh ich enabl es the 

househo lds to visi t market places frequentl y either to sell their agricultural products nr to h,,~ 

other consumption commoditi es from the market. 

As it is ex pected the result of the binary logist ic regression ind icates positive relation between 

fa rm size and market access ibility of households to rural njarket centers though it is not 

signi fica nt (Table 25). 

Pdce offered (PRCOFRD): farm households are determined with the available price offered in 

th e market to access that particular market. A household may nut vi sit market places frequent ly 

may be due to the unfai r price offered fo r his/her agricul tural products. 

According to the result of the regression (Table 26), price offered in the market has negative 

re lati on with market accessibi lity of households to town markets . This result entails the low price 

offered in town market for farm household 's products. This means whenever price increases in 

town markets, it is expected to be more attracti ve in rural markets. Thus households visit rural 

market than town markets. Accord ing to focus group di scussion in Abaya ter Kebele, fanners are 

offered better price in Abayater rural market cen ter than the Shoa Robit market center. 

Therefore, fa rmers, even near to Shoa Robit town prefer to visi t the Abayater market to sell the ir 

crop products. That is why the resul t of regression shows a negative relation between town 

market 3ceess of rural farm househoids and price offered . TMt is as prices increase in town 

market , it is expected to be much more attracti ve in rural markct. 
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Chapter Six 

Role of Market in Livelihood Diversification 

6.1. Households Livelihood Strategies 

Al l sample househo lds in the three Kebeles are engagcd in production of foo d crops. The 

proportions of households who are engaged in cash crop production in sample Kebeles arc onl y 

45.7%. The highest proportion of households engaged in production of cash crops recorded in 

Yelen Kebele (88 .9%) and the lowest proportion in Abayater Kebele (22.7%), while the 

proportion goes above 39% of sample households in Jimdere Kebele (Table 27). The focus group 

discussio n in Abayater Kebele pointed out that, the lowest proportion of farm househo lds wb 

are engaged in cash crop production is not due to lack of information or awareness on th e 

importance of cash crops. R at her, the group iden tified that, lack of resources mainly water and 

land is the constrai nts not to engage in cash crop production massively. Parti cularly, th e lack of 

water in the Kebele not only constrains producti on of cash crops but also hinder the growth of 

the market center in their Kebele. This is because market participants need s uffic ien t amount of 

water cithcr for th eir li vestock or for themselves. 

In addition to on fa rm activi ti es, the proportion of households reporting in engaging in different 

off-farm and non-farm activities in the three study Kebeles i~ found to be 12.8% and 33% 

respec ti vely. However, there is a signi fi cant vari at ion within the study Kebeles. The rate of 

participation in non-farm activiti es is nearly three times higher in Abayater Kebele (52 .3%) 

where large rural market cen ter is availab le than Yelen Kebele ( 18.5%), where the avai lable rural 

market is relati ve ly small. Even if th ese two Kebeles have relativel y easy market access to Shoa 

Robi t market center, they have difference in the size of available ru ral market center in their 

respective Kebele's (sec section 5. 1.1 ) . The lowest rate of participation (i 3%) is recorded JI1 

Jimdcre Kebele where there is no market in thei r Kebele and households face difficul t ies 111 

accessing the nearest rural and tow n market centers, main ly due to distance, lac k of road and 

transport (see Table 17 and 18). 
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Table 27: Households Participation Rate in off and non-farm Activities 

Proportion of households in percentage 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 
Activities (easy access (medium access (poor access 

to market to market to market 
centers) centers) centers) 

Food crop 100 100 100 100 

Cash crop 22.7 88.9 39. 1 45.7 

O rf farm acti vit ies 18.2 11.1 4.3 12.8 

No n-farm activi ties 52.3 18.5 13.0 33.0 

Sou rce: Own household survey, 200Y " 

On avcrage, on ly 12. 8% of samplc households reported that they participated in off-farm 

activities other than their farming activities. The hi ghest proportion of households who are 

engaged in off-farm activities are recorded in Abayater Kebe!e (18.2%) where non-farm 

activities are also the hi ghest, and the lowest proportion is recorded in Jimdere Kebe/e (4.3 %) 

where th e proportion of households who are engaged in non-farm activities are the lowest (Table 

27). 

Both the household survey and the focus group discussions clearly confirmed that households in 

the stlldy area are not engaged in migrati on related activities. There were no trends in engagi ng 

in migration re lated act iviti es in the study Woreda. In addi tion it isun'common to observe 

individ uals or househo lds who are working on other farms. Although there is large labor market 

(ma inl y in Abayater and Yelen Kebe/es), the ovef'Nhelmi ng majority of the part icipants in the 

labour m arket are individuals in nei ghboring Woredas and zones .. 
" 

T he househo ld survey report confirmed that, among indiv idual households who are engaged in 

nOll-farm and off farm activities, the overwhelmi ng majori ty o f individual households (80%) are 

engaged in only one non -farm economic activ ity, while 17.5 % of th em are engaged in two 

Jcr;vitics (Table 28). There is divergence among the rhree ;tudy Kebe/es, just like the 

participation rate. For instance in Abayater Kebe/e 25% of rhe proportion of individual 
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households are engagcd in two or three types of non-farm activi ties, whil e on ly 12.5% of the 

househo lds in Y elen Kebele reported to be engaged in two activit ies. In Jimdere Kebele each 

indi v idual households are engaged in on ly one o ff and nonfann; 'economic activity. Th is further 

entail s that availability o f market (mainly large market. center) and easy market access has 

s ignificant con tribution not only in parti cipation of non-farm activit ies but al so in the extent of 

diversification in wh ich households are cngaged. 

Table 28: Number of off and non- fa rm activities households participating 

Number of Proportion of households in percentage 

off/non 
Jimdere Abayater Yelen 

farm (easy acceS j to (medium acces:, tv (poor access to Tulal 

activ ities market centers) market centers) market centers) 

One 20(75) 7(87.5) 4( 100) 31 (80.0) 

Two 6(21.4) 1(12.5) 7(17.5) -
Three J (3 .6) 1(2.5) - -
Total 27(100) 8(100) 4(100) 39(100) 

Source: Own household survey, 2009 

As it is observcd I'rom Table 27 and 28, the avai labili ty of large rural market center in Abayater 

Kebele helps houscholds to cngage widely both on off and nonfaml economic activi ti es . On the 

other hand, Jimdere Kebele is found to be the least benefic iaries from engaging in non-farm 

activities , mainly due to lack of market in their Kebele and difficulty in access ing both rural and 

town markets. On the other hand, households in Yelen Kebele, who are medium access to market 

diversified better than Jimdere Kebele. 

" 

78 



6.2. Households Livelihood Activities 

According to the household su rvey, petty trade (30%) and sale of water, fire wood and charcoa l 

(20%) are found to be the most important non-fa1111 economic act ivities in whi ch househo lds in 

th e samp le Kebeles are engaged. As we can see from the Tab le 28 , households in Abayater 

Kebele 's are engaged in differen t econom ic activities than the other two ' Kebeles, Yelen and 

Jimde rc. Sample household in Abayater Kebele are engaged in II different types of off and non­

fa rm economic activities, mainly in petty trade (32. 14%), sale of water, firewood or charcoal 

(28.6%) and gra in trad ing (21.4%). In addition to the II off a nd non-farm activities, the focus 
" 

group discussion pointed out the ava il abi li ty of other non-farm activiti es like sewing, p reparing 

and sel ling o f local drinks, and livestock trading in the Kebele in which households are engaged. 

The focus group di scussio n and key informan t interviews have confirmed the avail ability o f 

labor market in the Kebele. However, according to the focus group discuss ion, the large majority 

of individuals w ho are engaged in such activities are people from neighboring Woredas and 

Zones. 

Case I 

Assef. Mulunch, aged 33, has completed 7'" grade education and is engaged in grain tradi ng. He 
S1aned his busincss before 9 yea rs with the startup capita l of 6000 birr. The only and primary 
sourcc of the capital was sale of crop he produces in that production year. Currently he is living 
and engaged in grain trading in Abayater Kebele, where big rura l market ex ists. Before he 
engaged in the business, he used to live in neighboring Kebele called Sefiberet. But by the time 
he thought to start grai n trade he left hi s Kebele and started to live in Abayater, where large 
number of supply of grain and other business act ivit ies takes pl ace. He leaves his Kebele because 
there are no ma rkets and business act ivities in the Sefiberet where he li ves in. Hi s parent's only 
source o f income was farming. " 

Currently, Asscfa is one of the big gra in traders and fanners in the Kebe/e. He has more than 
600, 000 birr capita l. He sends different agricultural p roducts mainly Te ff to big citi es mainly 
Mekcle and Addis Ababa . He loads three ]suzu trucks of Teff per week to these c ities. In 
addition to his grai n trade, he rents large number of lands and produce more than 120 quintals of 
Teff annual ly for the last three consecutive years. He is just one of the many traders who 
divcrsified thei r livel ihood activity in Abayater Kebe/e. 

Assefa witness the opportunity that the availability of market in the Abayater Kebele provides for 
hi m. Eve n the reason he left his birth pbee is due to the lack of market in the Kebele where he 
used to li "e in. In addition, he confirmed that there ace a lot of other business activities like petty 
trade, sm3!! shops, restaurant. c .. ~fe. carpently, sal e water, fire wood or charcoal in which large 
number of people are engaged an d the potent ial other people can partie ipatc. It is due to the 
availability of large rural market center that different non-farm activities are available in the 
Kcbele. 

" 
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Sample households in Yc len and Jimdcrc Kebeles reported that they are engaged in only four and 

three types of activiti es respectively. None of th e respondent in Jimdere Kebele reported 

participating in trade or serv ice related activities, rather they are engaged in off farm activities 

mainly (Table 29) . The main off farm activities in the Kebele includes dai ly labor, selling of crop 

res idue, water or charcoal and renting out oxen or donkey. On the other hand, the big rural 

ma rket center in Abayater Kebele creates different off fa rm and non- farm economic 

opportunities for individuals and households residing in the Kebele and other households who 

can acc ess it easily. These activiti es are more of related with trade and services. These entail in 

one hand th e limited non-farm economic opportunity in the two Kebeles and o n the other side it 

shows the sign ifi cant ro le of market and market access plays in creating o ff and non- farm 

economic ac ti vities. Moreover, markets are not on ly creating non-farm activiti es but also 

determine the type of activiti es in which households are engaged. 

Table 29: Households P3I1icipation in Off and Non-farm activities , 

Proportion of households in percentage 

Abayater Yelen Jimdere Total 

Activities (easy access (medium (poor access to 

to market access to market centers) 

centers market centers) 

Dai ly Labor 7.14 0 25 7.5 

Selling o f crop residue 0 37.5 25 10 

Sale of water fi re wood or 28.6 0 0 20 

charcoa l 

Sa lary employment 3.6 0 0 2.5 

Petty Tracie 32.14 37.5 0 30 

Trading livestock 0 0 0 0 

Trading grai n 21.4 0 0 IS 

Running shop 3.6 0 0 2.50 

Rent ing out oxen, donkey 7.1 4 25 50 15 

Restauran ts, cafe , ba r 7.14 12.5 0 7.5 

Carpentry 7.14 0 0 5 

Masonry 7.14 0 0 5 

I Painter 3.6 0 0 2.5 

11 4 3 I ota l numbel' of actIvi t ies 

Sou rce: Ov n household survey, 2009 
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6.3. Households Income So urces 

Table 29 provides information conceming the different types of incom e activi ti es 111 which 

sample households in the study Woreda are engaged. The sample household survey shows that 

on farm act ivities ([ood crop, cash crop and li vestock rearing) remain the principal sources of 

income and employment for the rura l households in th e study Woreda which accounts for 70.5% 
" of the total household's income. Food crops accounts [or 37.9%, while cash crops and livestock 

rearing account for 25% and 7.6% respectively. This proportion is similar to the findings of the 

wclfarc monitoring survcy of Eth iopia (2002) which reported that agri culture accounts fo r 72% 

of the total income in rural areas where as the remaining 28% of thei r total income comes from 

non·agricultural activi ties. In addi ti on, Ellis (1 999) revealed the contribution of agriculture could 

range fi'om 50% to 70% in Sub-Saharan African countries by explaining different empirical 

cvidcnc2s. But there is great disparity between the study Kebeles . For instance, for 

overwhelming 94% of sample households in Jimdere Kebele the pri nci pal source of income is 

farm ing. But this figures decline to 60.8% and 70.5'% for Abayater and Yelen Kebeles 

respectively. 

The report of the sample household survey further reported tha t 29.5% of their income comes 

from engagement in off [arm and non· farm economic activities. An off-farm ori ented activ ity 

provides only 3.1% of the total income and the rest 26.4% ofthe;households income comes from 

non· farm economic activiti es (Tab le 30). 

There is high discrepancy in source of non·fann economic activities between study Kebeles . The 

high proportion of non· [arm income so urce is reported in Abayater and Yelen Kebeles which 

accou nts for 39.2% and 27 .9% of the total source of households' income respecti vely. In Jimdcre 

Kebele a meager amount of 6% of their source of incomes comes from non-fann sources, which 

clearly indicate the non-existence of non-farm activities in the Kebele. Key infonnant intervi ew 

ill the Kebele has confirm ed that there is no or little opportunity of households in the Kebele to 

engage in :10n-fann (Ictivilies. 
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Table 30: lncome per capita and Income share from different activiti es 

Pro portion of honseholds incomes source in percentage 

Abayater Yelen 
Jimdere (Market 

I nco me sou rces (Market (Market 
inaccessible and Tota l 

access ible and access ible and 

large marke t) small market) 
no market center) 

Food Crops 1428.10(54) 11 25 .30 (29) 1047.2 (50.6) 1247.90 (37 .9) 

Cash Crops 113.33 (4.3) 1283. I 0 (33) 299.22 (14.4) 821.60 (25) 

Livestock rearing 65.50 (2.47) 330.00 (8.5) 600.00 (29.0) 251. 20 (7.6) 

O n farm income 1606.93 (60.8) 2738.40 (70.5) 1946.42,(94) 2320.70 (70.5) 

Off farm 121.25 (4 .6) 62.50 (1.6) 25.00 ( 1.2) 10 1.82 (3 .1) 

Non- fa rm 9 14.9 1 (34.62) 1083.3 3 (27.9) 100 .00 (4. 8) 870.09 (26.4) 

T ota l Nonloff 1036.16 (39.2) 1145.83 (29.5) 125 (6) 971.91 (29.5) 
fa rm 
Tota l household 2643.1 (100) 3884.23 (100) 2071.42(100) 3292.61 (100) 

income 
Source: Own household su rvey, 2009 

In this section the importance of market (mainly large market centers) and market access is 

clearl y observed for li ve lihood di versi fi cation of rural farm houscholds. As it is ex plained above, 

sampl e househo lds in Abayater Kebele get their 39.2% of their total income from off and non­

farm activities, where this proportion decrease to 29.5% in Yelen Kebele where there is small 

rura l market cen ter and to 6% in Jimdere Kebele where there is no market center in the Kebele 

and households face difficult ies in access ing both ru ra l and town .market centers. , 
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6.4. Anaiysis of Variance 

One way of ANOVA is used to com pare whether the mean of one dependent variab le differ 

sign ificantly across the categori es o f another independent va riables. Accordingly, th e ex tent of 

livelihood diversificat ion is analyzed through one way ANOVA 'by using rural and town market 

access as independent variab les and amount o f income obtained from off and non-faml sources 

as depend en t variab le. Within and between groups comparison are made based on Post_Hoc 

compa ri son as per of Schefe-test (a commo nly used comparison) to identify th e significant 

statistical associat ion. 

The result shows that the amount of income obtained from off and non-fann sources differ 

significantly based on the household 's access to rural and town market acces, (Tab le 3 I , and 

Annex 4). Thc statistical findings indicate that off and non farm incomes are sign ifi cantly 

differen t (F=8.353, P=O.OOO) when taking rural market access as independent variab le and 

(F=4.930, P=0.009) when taking town market as independent vari able. On th e oth er, word the 

amoun t of income households obtained from off and non-farm sources are affected by their 

access to rural and town market access significantly. 

Table 31: Analysis of Rural and Town Market Access thI:ough One-Way ANOV A 

Sum of Mean 

Squares df Square F Sig. 

Off and N on farm Between Group~ 145.102 2 72.551 8.353 .000* 

lIlcome - for Rural Within Groups 790.387 91 8.686 

Market Access Tota l 935.489 93 
Off and non-farm Between Groups 91.457 2 45.728 4.930 .009* 

income - for Town Within Groups 844.032 91 9.275 

market access 
Total 935.489 93 

'The mean Income difference IS Slglllfic311 t at 0.05 level Ofcollfidenee 

Thus, the above find ings entail that both rura l and market access significantly affects households 

income sources from o ff and non -farm activities . Therefore, market access (both rural and to\\'n 

markets ) affects tlte li vel ihood diversification of rural farm househo lds significantly. 

" 
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Conclusions 

Chapter seven 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The purpose of thi s s tudy was to examine the relation between markets, market access and 

li vclihood diversifi cation in rural areas . The study looks into the size of m arkets and market 

access for li velihood diversi fi cation in th e study area based on data from household survey, focus 

group di scuss ion, key inf0l1l1ant interviews and case studies. Logit model was used for the 

regress ion of the determin ants of market access in rural areas fo r both rural and town markets. 

To detelll1i ne market access, frequency of visiting to market places is used as its proxy measure. 

Thi s is because freque ncy of v isiting to market places integra tes a number of variables that can 

detcrmin c market access ibility of rural households. One way ANaYA analysis is used to see 

whether there is a signi fi cant di fference between market accessible and inaccessible household's 

income from off and non- fa lll1 sources. 

The paper found that rural farm households do not have formal market information about both 

thei r crop and livestock products. Thcre are no government offices, mark eting cooperatives or 

assoc iat ions who are invo lved in disseminatin g in fo mlation for producers. Farm hO llseholds in 

the snldy Woreda depend on actua l market day in formation. The overwhelming maj ority of 

households (87%) stated that thei r only sources of information are traders. High inequali ty of 

market rela tions are observed in cash crop producers (mainly onion) and traders in the study 

area. Producers lack of information, negotiation skill and experiences exposed them to sale their 

products to a very fe w (five or six) traders and brokers. These traders and brokers have cartel like 

cooperative among the mselves in the Kebele that they determine the price of the onion as they 

\vish. 

In addit ion, thc fi ndi ng furthe r showed that households face different types of constrain ts to 

access markets, depending on their location, distance, availabil ity of d ifferent infrastructures and 

types of crop production. Fo r instance fo r overwhelming majority of sample households 111 

JimJerc Kebele, distance and lack of road wcre the m:l in prob lems that limit their access to 

market placcs . On the o ther hand, (e.g. Yelcn Kebele who is known for thcir cash crop 
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producti on) evidenced that information gap (8 1. 5%) and unfa ir low pri ce offered to be major 

constraints to access markets. 
,. 

According to the resu lts of the regress ion, market access is found to be negatively and 

significantly influenced by di stance. A n increase in market di stance by 30 minutes is expected to 

decrease rural market access by 73%. In additi on in formation access, fa mily size, and farm size 

were found to be pos iti vely rela ted to market accessibility ofrural faml households. Distance and 

road/transport are found to be the central problems for rural communities to access markets in 

the study area. In addition, in formation gap, lack of communication infrastructures and high 

costs of transports are mentioned as constraints ofacccss to both rural and town markets. 

The resul ts show th at availabil ity of market centers and market access determines th e livelihood 

diversification of rural fa rm households. However, it was observed that it is not only the 

availability of markets but also size of the rural market that determines the level of livelihood 

diversificat ion in rural areas . Farm households who live arou nd large rural market centers are ,. 

able to di versify their sources of incomes than households who li ve around small rural market 

centers. Sample households in Abayater Kebele (l arge rura l market center available) earn about 

40% of their income from non-farm activities, while in Yelen Kebele (small rura l market center 

avai lab le) earn 30% of their incomes from non-farm activities. 

Similarly, the number of non-farm economic ac tivities in which rural househo lds participate 

depends on access to markets and the size of the markets itself. Thus households who have easy 

access to large market have hi gher opportun ity of li veli hood diversification than households who 

have easy access to smal l market and households who face difficulties to access markets . 

Moreover, the result of one way ANOVA analysis shows that rural households off and non farm 

income differ signi fi cantly based on their access to both rura l and town markets. 

In general, households in remote areas who lack markets or face serious difficulties in accessing 

their nearest ma!·kets are the least to diversifier both in terms of the proponion of income from 

non-farm sources and numbe r of Ii velihood activities in which th~y arc engaged. 
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Recommendations 

As per the findings of the study, the following recommendati ons are suggested: 

>- Lack or limited source of information from traders on ly const rained rural households 

and consequently make them to lose market power. It is essential to provide timely and 

formal market informat ion fo r rural producers . To this end, developing communication 

infrastructures like mobile and wi reless telephones and fom1ing marketing cooperatives 

would help rural households to access timely and right information for th eir crop and 

li vestoc k products. 
,. 

~ Ph ys ica l constraints of markets (distance to market ccnters and lack of roads) found to 

be the central prob lcms of rural households. Therefore, government and other non­

govern mental organ izati ons need to strengthen the current drive of investing in rura l 

infrastru ctures mainl y roads to all eviate the transportation prob lems, simultaneously 

encouraging private business to engage in transportation service. 

~ Providing and developing socia l, commercial and fina ncia l services faci litate market 

development creates opportuniti es to expand non-fam1 and off farm income generating 

activities for ru ral households. 

~ It is obscrved that rural households who have easy access to market centers able to 

divcrsify their sources of income significant ly th an households ,vho have limited or 

face difficul ti es to access market centers. Therefore, enabling rural households to have 

easy access to markets would enab le to diversify their incomes. To th is end develop ing 

infrastructures like road, transportations, telecommunications, electrificat ion, and others , . 

enable rura l households to access market centers and divers ify. 

~ The find ings also showed that households residing in big rura l market centers ablc to 

diversify bettcr tha n houscho lds residing in small rural market centers and househo lds 

w ho don't have markets in thei r Kebe/es. It is critica l to develop and expand the current 

small market centers andlor to create new ones in appropriate centers. 
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An nex I : Household Quest ionna ire 

Study Woreda: KelVet 

Annex 

Name of P AlKebele. _______ _ 

Name of "Got" ----------------

A. Identification and Basi l Information of Household 

2 3 4 5 6. 
" 

Name of the Relationship Age Sex Religion Labour 

household member to household Male~ 1 I =Orthodox capacity 

head (write Fcmaie=2 2=Muslim (write 

code) 3=Protestan l code) 

(a) 4=othc r (b) 

(1I) C odes relation to household head (b) . Codes: labour , 

01 = household head 
I ~ chi ld (too young to work) 

02= wife 

03= son 
2~ worki ng child 

04= daughter 3~ adult able to do fu ll adult work 

7 8 

Li terate Grade 

Yes= ! completed 

No~2 

(skip to 

Q9) 

05= son-i n-law 4~ elderly (not ab le to do fu ll adult workload) 

06= d:lllghtcr - in-law 5~ permanently d isabled 

9 

Attending 

school now 

Yes=l 

No~2 

07= brother 
6~ chronically ill (unable to work fo r the past three months) 

08= siste r 

09= fi"icnd 

10= OIlle r specify 



, . 

10. What is the mai n roofing material of the house you live in now? 

I. Cement/concrete 

2. 

Corrugated iron sheet 

Thatch grass 

4. 

5. Other Speci fy _____ _ 

3. Plastic sheet 

II . What is the main source of drinking water for the households? 

I. Tapped/piped water 

2. Protected well or borehole 

3. Open well 

4. Surface water (spring, river/system, and pond/lake) 

5. Other specify ____________ _ 

12. What is the mai n sanitation/ toil et facili ty that the household is using? 

Pub lic or shared latrine Open fie ld 

Forest fie ld 

I. 

2 . 

3. 

Open pit latrine 

Simple p it lat rine 

4. 

5. 

6. Other s ~ecify ______ _ 

13. Wh at type of fuel does your household mai nly use for cook ing? 

I. Firewood 5. Crop res iduals 

2. Charcoa l 6. Electrici ty 

3. Kerosene 7. Oth er specify 

4. Dung 

B. Access to Natural Capital, Land Tenure Si tuations and Resource 

Management 

I. Do you have your own land? I. Yes 2. No (Skip to 3) 

2. Ir yes , how large is it in "ti mad"? 

A. I Timad 

B. 1.0 I Timad - 2 Timad 

C. 2.0 I Timad - 3 Timad 

D. 3.0 1 Timad -4 Timad 

E. >4Timad 
, 

3. How did yo u get access to land? (Multiple responses are possible) 

I. Through land redi stributi on 4. Inherited from parents 

2. Shared crop in 5. Shared with rela tives 

3. Relllcd in 6. Other specify _____ _ 

-+ . i-!OIY many p lots of land do you haye') _____________ _ 

II 



5. Approx imate ly, how many minutes/hours does it take you get from your home 

to you r fa rthest farmland? (Actual number o f minutes) ___ -' ____ _ 

6. Would you te ll me the general soil fert ility status o f your fa rms? 

7. 

8. 

1. Poor 2. Moderatc 3. Fertile 

Do you w ant add it ional land? 1. Yes 

What is the reason to have add it ional land? " 

I . My land is too small 

2. To earn more income 

3. To produce enou gh amount of food for consumption 

3. Other spec ify 

2. 

9. D id you cultivate your entire farm in the las t harvesting per iod? 

1. Yes 2. No 

10. Does the size o f your landholdi ngs have 

ten years? 

1. Increased 3. Stayed th e same 

2. Decreased 4. Don ' t know 

No 

over the last 

I I . Do you use im proved techno logies for production of crops? (If no skip to 

Q I i) 

1. Yes 2. No 

12. W hich one o f the following inputs d id you use for crQps produ ction in the last 

farmi ng season? 

F e rtil izers Pes ti c ides/herbi cides 1. 

2. Improved seeds 

4. 

5. Other specify _ _ _ _ __ _ 

3. Improved farm tools 

13. Is the amount of these in puts suffic ient enough fo r crop production? 

1. Yes 2. No 

14. If the ans wer for Q 13 is no, what was the reason fo r not to have suffi cient 

amoun t of these inputs? 

Lack of credit sen 'ice 1. 

2. 

Lack o f money to buy 

Shortage of supply 

3. 

4. Other specify _ _ _ ___ _ 

3. Limi ted market access 

15. lf thc answer fo r Q I I is No, why don' t you use these farm input s? 

1. La ck of money 

c;honage of supply 

4. 

5. 

Lack o f credit service 

Other s~ecify ______ _ 

III 



,. 

3. Limited market access 

16. Do you or your fa mi ly members cUlTently raise any of the following livestock 

or poultry? 

I. 

Type I. Yes 2. No Current number 

Cattle 

Goats 

Sheep 

Donkeys 

Mules 

Horses 

Camels 

Pigs ,. 

Hen 

Other specify 

C. Household Livelihood activities 

I. In the last 12 months in which types of activities th e members of your 

household were engaged in. 

2. 3. 

Act ivi ty I. Yes 2.No Amount of in come earned p CI' 

month/year (Birr) 

I. On farm Activities 

Food crop 

Cash crop 

Li vestock rearing 

2. O rf farm Activities 

Daily labour on olher farms , 

Sdling of crop re~iduc 

Sale of water firc wood or chilrcoai 

3. ~on-farm Activit ies 

Salarye!lli)]oymcr.t 

P~llY Trude 

Tradil1g livestocK. I 

IV 



Trading grain 

Running shop 

Renting out oxen, donkey 

Restaurants, cafe, bar 
" 

Carpentry 

tvlasonry 

Painter 

Dail y Labor 

4. Migration related activities 

Othcr specify 

.. 
4. Of the above actIvItIes whI ch are the first, the second and the thu'd 

,li velihood acti vities in tenm of income? 

5. Do you thi nk that the income that you and your family eam from your primary 

livelihood source enough? 

I. Enough 2. Insuffi cient 
" 

3. Moderate 

6. What is your es timated annual production and amount of sale for the market of 

the fo llowing cereal Crops? 

Cereal crops Annual production Provide for the market (Qt) 

(Qt) (114, Yz, 3/4 and All) of production 

Tefr 

Maize 

W heat 

Sorghum 

Barely 

Other specify 

" 
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7. What is your est imated annua l production and amount of sale for the market of 

the fo llowing Crop? 

Cash crops Aimual Productio n Provide for the ~llarket. 

Lenti l 

Fru its and vegetab les 

"Noug" 

Bean 

Peas 

Vetch linseed 

Jinger " 

Ch i lie Paper 

Sun flowe r ("sur') 

"Masho" 

8. When did you sell most of your products? 

1. During harves ting period 3. Other Specify _____ _ 

2. Slack period 

9. Why did you sell these products? (More than one answer is possi bl e) 

I. To pay credit 

2. To pay govern ment obli gat ions 

3. Due to peri shable nature of the products 

4. Due to lack of storage 

5. To buy cereals food 

6. To gai n more income , 

7. Other spec ify 

10. Do you engage in any other activ ities other than crop producti on and li ves tock 

rearing? If no ski p to Q14 . 

I. Yes 2. No 

I I . What is/are the major source of your cap ital? (More than one answer is 

possible) 

I. 3. Do nat ion (parents, friend s) 

, 
0\'1'11 

Borrowed 4. Other spec ify _________ _ 
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12. For wh at purpose(s) do you or others in your households use the ea mings 

obta ined from non -farm business activities? 
, . 

NO Purposes I. Yes 2. No Rank the nrst 

three purposes 

I For saving 1s t 

2 To buy food 2nd 

3 To build house 3'd 

4 Buy c lothes 

5 Pay loan 

6 To purchase modem farm inputs 

7 To pay tax 

8 Other Speci fy 

13 . What a re the major constraints/obstacles that you face to ex pand your non­

fa rm employment opportunities to yo ur household? 

Lack of capital Lack of tim e 

Lack of~wareness 

I. 

2. 

3. 

Lack of skill/education 

Lack 0 f ma rket/demancl 

4. 

5. 

6. Oth er specify _ _ ___ _ _ 

14. If non-of your household members engage in non -farm activit ies what are the 

reason for not practicing these ac tivi ties? (Multiple responses are possible) 

Lack of market! demand 

I. Lack o f ski II/education 4. Lack of labour 

2. Lack of sta rt up capita l 5. Health problem 

3. Lack o f spare tim e from agric ulture 6. Other specify _____ _ 

15. Are there any developmen t projects that are working in your area? 

I. Yes 2. No 

16. If there are any development projects, do they create employment 

opportunities for local people? 

I. Yes 2. No 

,. 
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l\farkets 

n~lJne 

D, Market 

I. List the name o f the nearest market that you are selling your products and 

buying different commodities? 

. l\10de:of.~ Distance in (!rav~1 hours) , .. 
, 

... ~ :-i ailable, s~fVi~e: .:.~- ;~ f. .. ' 

fr~nsPoJ:~ : On foot By car Crop Livestock Consumer 

(One way) (One way) (One way) (One way) goods 
,~, 

,,( 
(One way) 

, "'~~i: Dry Rainy Dry Rainy Sell Buy Sell Buy Sell Buy , 
i 

A. 

B. 

e. 
D. 

r r"', " 
" season season season season i .. 

2. From the above markets list the name of tluee markets which you visit 

frequently for the last 12 months? 

l Si 

3. How many market days per week does these markets be functional? 

I. Market A days per week 

2. Market B days per week 

3. Market C days per week " 
4 . Are the numbers of market days enough to you? 

A. Yes B.No C. Don't know 

5. How many days per week do you visi t these markets? 

I. 

2. 

3. 

Market A _____ days per week 

Market B days per week 

Market C days per week 

6. If you are not vis it ing these markets regularly, what is the reason that you are 

not \"is iting these markets on regular ba; es? 

A. Too far D. Have nothing to sell or buy on regular bases 

B. Lack of transportatio n/road E. Problem of security 

e. H i~h cost of transpo rtati on F . Other specify _ ______ _ 
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7. Does you r vi lIage have an access to road to connect to these markets? 

no skip to Q 12) 

Yes~ 1 No~2 

8. Is the road all weather road? 

Yes~ 1 No~2 

(If 

9. How many times public transp0I1atJon visi t your village per week? ___ ~ 

10. To whom do you sell your products? 

1. 

2. 

Trader 

Consumer 

3. Assembler 

4 . 

5. 

Cooperatives 

Other specify ______ _ 

II. What fac tors determine to whom you sell your products? (P lease rank them in 

order ofimp0I1ance) 

1. Price attraction 4. Proxim ity 

2. Intra family linkages 5. Approach through brokers 
, 

Transport availability 6. Other specify o . 

4. Good will you perceive on the buyer 

12. Do you have adequate infollnation for the products that you are selling in the 

market? 

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 

13. From where did you get the information for the price of crop that you are 

going to sel!? 

I. 

2. 

From traders 

From friends/relatives 

From government bodies 

From Radio/television 

3. From cooperatives 

4. 

5. 

6. Other Specify _~~~~~_ 

14. How is your personal contact with peoples who li ve in market area? 

I . 

2. 

Strong contact 

Medium contact 

3. 

4. 

Weak contact 

No contact at all 

15 . Do you th ink that the prices offered in the market are sufficient most of the 

time? 
" 

J. Sufficien t enough 

2. Low 

3. Don' t know 
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16. What did you do if you could not get enough prices for your products in the 

market day? 

I. 

2. 

Take it back home 

Sa le at low price 

4. Store it in th e market place for next market 

5. Other specify _________ _ 

3. Take it to other market 

17. Who dete rmi ne prices of your product? 

Myself 

Market itse lf 

Traders ;. 

Unions 

I . 

2. 

3. Government 

4. 

5. 

6. Other specify ____ __ _ 

18. Is there any storage facility that you can sto re your product in the market 

place? 

I. Yes 2. No 

19. If yes how much did you pay per week? _ _____ Birr per week. 

20. Did all fa rmers get the same price on the same market day for the same 

products? 

I. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don't know 

21. If there is difference in price offering, what do you th ink is the reason? 

I. Volume of products 4. Proximity to buyers 

2. Negotiation skill 5. Sale on credit ,. 

3. Market information gap 6. Other spec ify 

22 . When do you get your money? 

I. As soon as sales 

2. Aft er some days/weeks 

3. Other Specify 

23. Is there pri ce difference between during harvest time and slack period? 

I. Yes 2. No 

~4. If yes to Q 22 how large is the difference? 

I. Double 2 Half 3. One th ird 

Do you bve adequate infol111ation which crop type has better price thw 

othe rs? 1. Yes 2. No 

26. Do you have regular customer? 

I. Yes 2. No 

x 
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27. If yes, what advantage did you obtain with having regu lar customer? 

Market infomlation 

Fai r pri ce 

Prior payment 

Cred it servi ce 

A. 

B. 

C. On ti me payment 

D. 

E. 

F. Other specify ______ _ 

28. Which o ne of the foll owing are the major problems/constrai nts fo r you and 

your household to access market? 

Pr obl ems/constrain ts I. Yes 2. No Rank 

Distance/time it take to market 

Lack of roaditranspoliation 

High cost of Iran sport at ion 

In format ion gap 

Lack of negotiation sk iJ I 

Poor infrast ructure like telephone 
" 

P oor service availabili ty 

Lack of sec uri ty 

U nfair pri ce offe red in ma rkets 

Lack of storage 

Other specify 

A nnex 2 

C hecklist fo r Focus Group Discussions 

.9 Availability of non- farm busi ness activi ties in the area and who access them? 

.9 Major constrain ts and challenges of crop (cash and food crop) and lives tock 

rearing in the area? 

.9 Major constrai nts and challenges of households to engage in non-farm livelihood 

activiti es? 

.9 What kind of service and facility are ava ilable in the market? 

.9 Which markets people prefer to buy and sell products and why does people 

prefer these markets? 

.9 How price of d iffe rent commodities determined in rhe market? 

.9 Is there anybody (go\,efllmental or non-govemmental) who provide information 

about the price of different products to the fan11c rs? 

!? Do fanners have information on the price of different types of crop before they 

cultivate thei r crops? 

XI 



~ Do you think that fanners have adequate infonnation while they are selling their 

products? 

~ Who are the main buyers of d iffe rent crop products and li vestock and where do 

they come from? 

~ What are the main modes of transport fo r farmers to access these markets? 

~ Major problems and constrain ts of households to access';n arket in the area 

C hccldist for Key Informa nt Interview 

~ Natural resources condi tions (water resources, land holdings, s ystems, Natural 

resources depletion, soil fer ti li ty, forest resources situa tion, and it s utilization) 

~ Infrastructu re situation (road, health, educat ion, te lecommunication, electricity, 

farmers training centres) 

~ What are the major sources of income of the communities in you r area 

~ What are the main oPPOltunities exist in the area for producti on of food and cash 

crops in the area? 

~ What are mains the constraints of cash crop produ ction and marketing in the 

woreda? 

~ Labour markets (off farm activity) 

~ Does farmers have adequate information fo r their products in the market days 

If> What are the main constraints and challenges of comlllltnities to access market in 

the area? 

rf> What are the main non-fa rm li vel ihoods activi ti es options in the area? 

rf> What are the main constraints and cha llenges of communit ies to engage in non­

farm bus iness activit ies in the area? 

rf> Who are the main buyers of different crop products and livestock and where do 

they come from? 

rf> Who are the main sellers of different commodities in the area? 

, 
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Annex 3: Checklist for the available services in market places 

A. Infrast ructures 

Market Electr Stand Piped Tele Mo cooper Bus Cattle Slaugh Stor Rural Credit & 
Center icity Pipe Water phon bile alives Statio Dip ter age Savings 

Water e n House 
All Limited 
weatber road 

access 

Abayater 
Showa 
Robit 
Yc len 

B. GoverilI11ent Services , . 

Market Postal Telecommunication Police Health Education Agriculture 
Centers Service station 
Abayater 
Shoa 
Robit 
Yelen 

C. Financ ial Services 

Market Centers Bank Rural Cred it and Microenterpri se 
saving_ Credit 

Abayater 
Shoa Robit 
Yelen 

D. Social Services 

Market Training Senior Junior Primary Health Clinics Pharmacies 
Centers Centers High High schools Centers 

school school ,. 

Abaya ter 
Shoa 
Robit 
Ye len 
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Market 
Centers 

Abayater 
Shoa Robit 
Yelen 

E. Comme rcia l Services 

S5[ W M B B G [ I P Ral ,W H Re TR' B B C Rc G L Ba \y 
W W ~ S M S H W c 0 IS • u a S · T T r S , 

R , II ,. r· " I ·, 
" 

Annex 4: Post-Hoc Com parisons using Scheffe (One-Way AN OVA) for Rural and 

T own Market Access 

95% Confiden ce 

Interval 

Dependent RMA RMA MD Std. Lower Upper 

Variable J-J J-J (I.J) Error Sig. Bound Bound 

Orf and non-farm 0 I -.7 11 1. 197 .839 -3. 69 2.27 

Income sources 2 1.857 1.203 .309 -1.14 4.85 -

as rura l market I 0 .7 11 1.1 97 .839 -2.27 3.69 

access as 2 2.568( ) .632 .00 1 .99 4. 14 

independent 2 0 -1.857 1.203 .309 -4 .85 1.14 

variable I -2.568( ) .632 .00 1 -4 .14 -.99 

orr and non-farm 0 I 2.202 .74 1 ; 015 .36 4.05 

income sources 2 -.273 .936 .958 -2.60 2.06 -

as town mn rket 1 0 -2.202 .74 1 .01 5 -4.05 -.36 

access as 2 -2.474 1.049 .067 -5. 08 .14 

independent 2 0 .273 .936 .958 -2. 06 2.60 

variable 1 2.474 1.049 .067 -. 14 5.08 

* The mean differe nce is sign ifica nt at the .05 level MD=Mean Diffe rence 

RMA = Ru ra l M arket Access 
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Market 
Centers 

Abayater 

Shoa Robit 

Ye len 

Annex 5: Availability of Commercial Enterprises 

S W M B B G 
S W W M S M 
I 

N N Y N Y Y 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

N N N N Y Y 

Source: own survey, 2009 

Key 

SSI~ Small Sca le Industries 

WW= wood work 

M W=metai work 

BM~bu i lding materials 

BS~b lack smith 

GM~grain mill 

TR ~Tea Room 

WS~wood selling 

H 
S 

Y 

Y 

N 

P R W H R T B B C R G L B 
H a/ e 0 el R a II ar e T T a 

W S S r 
R n 

Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

N N N N Y Y N Y Y Y Y N N 

Y - yes the servIce IS aVaIlab le 

N~ No the service is not available 

HS~hide and skin 

PH~hotography 

, 

Ba~ bakery 

Bu~butchery 

Ra/WR~ radio and watch repair Car~carpentry 

We~welding ReS~retail Shop 

Ho~hotel GT~grain Trade 

Re/Sn~restaurant/snack bar LT~li vestock trade 

Bapbarbers SR~shoe repair 

WtS~water selling SS~shoe Shine 

,. 
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S 

Y 

Y 

N 
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