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Abstract

This study estimated the impact of input and outpatket development interventions of the IPMS prbje
at Alaba and Dale PLW, SNNPR on institutional angamizational changes of agricultural markets,
marketed surplus and market orientation of thei@pant households. The study has used cross-settio
sampled household survey. A propensity score magamiethod was applied. The intervention has resulte
in positive and significant effect on marketed swuspand to be market oriented in contrast to the no
participant households on top of improving instdotl and organizational setup of agricultural negskin

the study areas. Based on the results obtaineiigaalt or the extension of such market development
interventions, both input and output market, hasr@mmount importance for the achievement of growth
and transformation plan of the country in the sham and welfare improvement in the long run.

Key words: Input and output market development interventmopensity score matching, Pilot learning
woreda

1. Introduction
1.1 Background

Agriculture is central to the Ethiopian economywéwer, agricultural production and productivityisry
low and the volume in agricultural output is incaatiple with the growth in population. The incomégi
increase in volume of agricultural outputs anddbentry’s population result in a widespread food
insecurity and poverty in the country. Hence, tbentry is continuously confronted with a challerde
feeding its growing population. To overcome thistpem the country needs to speed up production and
increase productivity thereby to achieve economievth. This can be done by the introduction of
improved technologies, supply of market informatam development of market facilities.

The possible increment in output resulting fromititeoduction of improved technologies could not be
exploited in the absence of convenient marketingditions (Eleniet al, 2004). Hence, efficient,
integrated, and responsive market mechanism igtafat importance for optimal use of resources in
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agriculture and in stimulating farmers to incretissr output. To this end, IPMS project has been
implementing input and output market developmetgrirentions since 2005 in ten PLWs. However, the
impact/ effect of those market development intetieers have not yet been studied.

In developing countries, evaluating the developnieterventions has greater importance for the
economical allocation of scarce resources. Prejegiuation is a step-by-step process of collecting,
recording and organizing information about projesults, including short-term outputs (immediatautts
of activities, or project deliverables), and imnmadiand longer-term project outcomes (changes in
behavior, practice or policy resulting from thejpat) (Government of Ontario, 2006). Project evibra
performed skillfully, identifies key consequencépmposed project and provides quantitative infation
about them in order to guide policy makers (Kenn2€98).

Despite the fact that the project is implementedafwout five years, its impact has not been evatligét.
Hence, this particular study was initiated to eimcplty evaluate the impact of the project on outeom
variables as indicators of the impact of the projec

1.2 Objectives of the Study

The study had a general objective of assessingrpact of input and output market development
interventions of the IPMS project at Alaba and CrRl&Vs. The Specific objectives were to:

« Describe changes in the organizational and ingitat aspects of agricultural markets due to the
intervention in the districts;

« Estimate the impact of the market development weteions on household marketed surplus from
the commodities of intervention and market origotabf households.

2. Methodology
2.1 Description of the Study Area

2.1.1 Dale district

Dale district is found in sidama zone of Southeratidbhs and Nationalitities Peoples’ Regional State
(SNNPRS). The district is located 47 kms far frdma tegional as well as zonal capital city, Hawaswh
322kms from Addis Ababa, the capital city of Eth@prhe district has a total area of 28,444 hectatal
population of 222,068 and 37,027 households. Othefotal households 34,962 are male headed
households and the remaining 2,065 are female Hdamleseholds. The district has 36 kebeles outisf th
15 PAs (105 HH) are reached by IPMS interventidme district is also characterized by ti#gaand 99%
woinadegaagro-ecologies (DDoA, 2009).

2.1.2 Alabaspecial district

Alaba Special district is one of the eight spediatricts in the SNNPR. The district is found 85&kaway
from Hawassa and 335 kms from Addis Abeba. It hizdad area of 973.8 square kilometers and a total
population of 210,243. Out of the total populatid¥, 517 are male and the remaining 105, 726 are
female. In the district there are about 79 rurdlétes and 2 urban kebeles out of these 18 PAsSHH)7
were targeted by IPMS market development intereest{ADoA, 2009).

2.2 Description of the Interventions

Ethiopia faces problems of food insecurity becafgeaditional agriculture as a result of lack ofdroved
agricultural technologies and efficient input andput market. To this end the IPMS project has been
implementing different and multifaceted intervensaising a participatory commaodity development @alu
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chain approach to develop input and output marKéts.input market development interventions that ar
put in to effect are innovative credit, capacityelepment and dissemination of market information.

Regarding the provision of innovative credit, thiejpct has provided innovative credit to the coagigees
so that they can supply input. Pertaining to cagatgvelopment of farmers and extension workers the
project facilitated short-term and long-term trags to enable them to develop their technical kraawh
The project also provided market information on owoodity price using billboards and loud speakers at
market places.

2.3 Sources and Method of Data Collection

Primary and secondary data sources were usedisosttidy. The primary data were collected from
sampled households and secondary data were alsoted| from published and unpublished sources.

2.4 Sampling Techniques and Sample Size

A three-stage sampling technique was employed dw drample respondents from each PLW. In the first
stage PA’s where the intervention has been madediore time was selected purposively. In the second
stage, 6 PAs (3 PA’s from each PLW) were randoreleced. Accordingly, Dagiya, Debub kege and

Soyama from Dale and Galeto, Hulegaba Kukie andefind Ansha from Alaba were selected. In the final
stage, a total sample size of 200 households cemgril00 participants and 100 non-participants was
randomly selected from the two PLWSs.

2.5 Method of Data Analysis

A Propensity score matching (PSM) approach was tsedtimate the impact of the project on specified
outcome indicators. And STATA Software was emplofedhe analysis of the data.

Since the first step in PSM is to know the propyrsi participate, the first task in matching isstimate
this propensity. To get this propensity scoresstigiprobability model was fitted. Any resultingiesates

of program effect rest on the quality of the pépttion estimate, where the dependent variable is
‘participation’ and the independent variables &ieefactors thought to influence participation antcome.
So the binary logiPr (pp) = f(X)was fitted to get the propensity to participate.andpp is project
participation f(X) is the dependent variable project participation disla vector of observable covariates
of the households.

X =L, Fs, DDAMKID, Ed, A, Ls,S]

Where:
L represents the total cultivated land holdingnofisehold in ha;
Fs represent Family size;

DDA represents distance (km) between the DAis@& the sampled HH residence;
MktD represents nearest market distance fronpkesyhousehold residence;

Ed represents education level of household head;
A represents age of household head;

Ls represents Size of Livestock holding;

S represents sex of the household head.

After obtaining the predicted probability valuesddional on the observable covariates (the proipens
scores) from the binary estimation, matching wasedasing a matching algorithm that is selecteddase
the data at hand. The matching estimator whichfiitad the data set of Alaba was kernel with 0.1
bandwidth and for Dale’s kernel with no bandwidfhen the average effect of household’s participaitio
the project on specified outcome variables wasnedéid.In non-experimental studies one has to introduce
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some identifying assumptions to solve the selegtimblem. The following are two strong assumptitms
solve the selection problem.

1. Conditional I ndependence Assumption:

Given a set of observable covariates (X) whichrexteaffected by treatment (in our case, interventio
participation), potential outcomes (input use istgn level of productivity, total net income) are
independent of treatment assignment (independembwfthe intervention participation decision is rmad
by the household). This assumption implies thatstilection is solely based on observable charatites;j
and variables that influence treatment assignnietgryention participation decision is made by the
household) and potential outcomes (input use iitien@oductivity level, total net income) are
simultaneously observed.

2. Common support:

This assumption rules out perfect predictabilitfogiven X. That isO < P(D = 1| X) <1. This
assumption ensures that persons with the sameu¢sélave a positive probability of being both
participants and non-participants.

Given the above two assumptions, the PSM estinudtal T was:
TR = Eppoy o {E[YWID =L P(X)|-E[Y (|D = 0,P(X)]}
Where P(X) is the propensity score computed orcthvariates X. The above equation is explainedres; t

PSM estimator is the mean difference in outcomes the common support, appropriately weighted ky th
propensity score distribution of participants.

In the final stage the robustness of the evaluatisnlts were tested for their sensitivity for théden
variables that may affect participation decisiormofiseholds.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1 Descriptive results of pre-treatment charadtics

Participants and non-participants at Alaba weradoto be significantly different with respect txse
education level of the household head, cultivadedi Iholding and relative distance to market place.
contrast to non-participants, participants are rhakeded, have higher level of years of schooliagdr
size of cultivated land holding and situated atlatively nearer distance to market place. Theethffice
between the two groups with respect to educatieel Jsex, cultivated land holding and market dis&an
were statistically significant at 1, 5,5 and 10%lbility levels, respectively.

The result depict that there is statistical differe between participants and non-participants & @eh
respect to education level, cultivated land holdlivgstock holding, market distance and familyesia
look at the years of education indicated that pigrints has relatively completed higher level afeadion
than that of non-participants and this is signifiicat 1% level of significance. Compared to non-
participants, participants have larger size oficated land and more family size which were sigifit at
less than 1% significance level each. In additgarticipants were situated nearer to market plHtes
that of non-participants and this difference wamidicant at 10% probability level.

3.2 Institutional and organizational changes

3.2.1 Credit facility

With regard to credit facilities, about 72 and 6@#4he sample respondents reported that they redeiv
credit in 2008/2009 production season at Alabalale, respectively. All of participants (100%) daba
and 86% at Dale had received credit as comparadreparticipants, which are about 24% at Alaba and
38% at Dale.
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The main problem in getting credit as reported @66f the respondents was limited source and

inadequacy of credit. In line with the above prof|&0% of respondents’ rate credit availability
and accessibility as poor at Alaba. The differenamting credit availability between participant
and non-participants was significant at 10% leVhke major source of credit for non-participants
is microfinance institution which account for 40%4twe total credit received. The type of credit
dominantly provided by microfinance was reportetdéacash credit. On the other hand,
participants received input credit from IPMS projeclirectly. About 50 and 43% of participants
received credit from IPMS project in kind like teot bean seed and pullets both at Alaba and
Dale, respectively.

Project participants indicated that the IPMS profexs contributed much in availing input credit
in kind both at Alaba and Dale study sites. At Aathe project has provided bee hive, haricot
bean seed and three months old chicken. SimilaiDaée haricot bean seed and pullets of day
old were supplied in kind via credit by the projattollaboration with other institutions like
‘Weinenata’ local co-operative, Melkasa and Awaigecultural research centers and WoA.
This indicates that the project has brought abaltamge in institutional aspect; typically credit
availability via creating linkage among farmerspcerned institutions (Research and extension)
and local cooperative. Moreover, the project heengthened the co-operative, ‘Weinenata’,
capacity by providing financial (loan) support.

3.2.2 Agricultural extension service

Agricultural extension services provided by agtigrdl development offices are believed to be
important sources of information about new and owmpd agricultural technologies. About 99%
of the sample respondents in Alaba and all respurde Dale reported that they have contact
with agricultural extension agents and get techridsice thereof, either in-groups or
individually. To this end the project has beenrggthening the service by providing short and
medium (B.Sc. and M.Sc.) training to the developnagents as well as the experts so that they
are able to give better service to the farmers.edeer, the project involves in strengthening
linkage among the institutions which are supposesldrk together: research institutions,
extension and farmers. It has also been providiad-TCs with necessary equipment like
satellite dish, television, computers, chairs,aabklectric power supply and CDs to facilitate the
farmers training program. Furthermore, the projettbduces new ways of agricultural practices
and technologies to the respective sites.

3.2.3. Farmers organization

At Alaba, most of the respondents had no membetsHigrmal organizations other than
Peasants Association (PA). About 74% of the respotzdwere not members to any formal
organizations at Alaba site. When one compare meghigeto formal organization other than PA
between the two farmers group the proportion isenfor participants (36%) than for non-
participants (16%) at Alaba site. This shows toatfl farmer-institutions, which may serve as
important information and input sources on agrimalt technologies, were not well established in
this particular study area though membership ptagposeems better for participants.
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With the initiative of the IPMS project, currentlyere is a start of organizing farmers in to

cooperatives based on the commadities of intergariti collaboration with the WCPO. This is
line with the information obtained from WCPO whicldicates that currently there are about 2
co-operatives particularly ofeffseed multiplication and apiculture; similarly, @ aperatives

are on the process of establishment on poultryhanidot bean seed multiplication with the
initiative of the IPMS project for its interventimommodities. Furthermore, there is input shop
which is functional by co-operative named ‘MencheatcAlaba. This particular shop supplies
important farm inputs such as fertilizer, herbisidetc at a relatively reasonable price and better
guality and the project provides innovative credithat the shop is able to supply quality and
timely inputs. Moreover, the project has traineidate farmers to give paravet and crop
protection services.

At Dale, there is a well organized co-operative adriWeinenata’ which is operational
throughout the district. Formerly, this co-operathas been functional only on coffee marketing.
However, the co-operative has widened its scopmtizot bean through the encouragement and
support of the IPMS project. The project has gifimancial support and created a link to the
important institutions which can provide the fullgkage to the targeted commodity. As a result
of these, the cooperative has started to handlditfezent marketing functions like storage,
grading, labeling, packaging, etc of improved hatrtwean seed which is collected from farmers
and to be sold for them at different amount (paelggvhen they need. Speaking differently, the
project has facilitated input divisibility to farmseas per their demand. This, in turn, indicates th
the project has brought about organizational astitinional changes in input marketing.

3.2.4 Market information

With regard to market information, the market imrtion has included market information
delivery system through billboard and loud speakéwslaba and through DAs at Dale.
Accordingly, about 84% of respondents know andhggtket information on input and output
price using the bill board directly and indirecliyAlaba. Of those who have access to the bhill
board information, about 20% of respondents regdtiat IPMS has brought benefit to them in
providing market information. Owing to price infoation delivered, farmers reported that they
are able to reduce frequency and cost of trangjmrtas they only go once to the market and sale
their product to the market by the indicated prid#h no hesitation. However, of those who know
the market information delivery system, about 8@¥efa problem in using the information from
the billboard due to illiteracy.

In addition, the project promotes new practicestagtinologies at the market place using loud
speaker. From this about 60% of respondents ameniiefd about the message delivered by the
project using the speaker. Furthermore, the intgime has included balance calibration at hot
pepper market which increases farmers benefit,leadibem to make informed decision and
saves them from being cheated. Whereas at Dale,tkwagh there is no practice of using the
above means of market information delivery systahesproject trains the DAs and experts of
MoARD on market orientation related issues to suipaod advise farmers about market oriented
production and give market information.
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3.3 Econometric Model Results

3.3.1 Propensity scores

Prior to running the logistic regression model streate propensity scores, the explanatory varsalvkre
checked for existence of sever multicollinearitgllem. A technique of Variance inflation factor &I
was calculated to detect the problem of multiceltirity among the explanatory variables. Accordintiie
VIF (X;) result shows that the data had no serious probfemulticollinearity. This is because, for all the
explanatory variables, the values of VIF were byléas than 10. Therefore, all the explanatoryaldes
were included in the model. Moreover, hetroscedigtiest was done using Breusch-Pagan / Cook-
Weisberg test for hetroscedasticity and the P-valag 0.8972 which is insignificant implying the abse
of the problem of hetroscedasticity.

A logistic regression model was used to estimategptiopensity scores of respondents which helpsittnp
to practice the matching algorithm between thetéeand control groups. The matching process ateemp
to make use of the variables that capture thetmituaefore the start of the intervention. The logsult
revealed a fairly low pseudd®RThe pseudo-Rindicates how well the regressotexplain the
participation probability (Caliendo and Kopeini§)a5). A low pseudo Rvalue means participant
households do not have much distinct charactesistier all and as such finding a good match between
participant and non-participant households becasasger (Yibeltal, 2008).

The maximum likelihood estimate of the logistic meggion model result shows that participation was
influenced by 4 variables at Alaba and 3 varialalieBale study sites. At Alaba education level,icated
land holding, sex, and number of livestock holdimg tropical livestock unit affect the chance of
participation. Meaning those farmers who have béteel of schooling, male headed and relativetgéa
land holding has high chance of being participant.addition, households having higher number of
livestock are more likely to be a participant ir ttnarket development interventions of the IPMS gubj
and this is on the contrary to the finding of Ziki{2008) in Zimbabwe.

At Dale, participation was significantly influenceg cultivated land holding, family size and livesit
holding. Speaking differently, those farmers whaéhkarger size of land, more number of family sipel
higher number of livestock holding have high chatacke included as participant. Cultivated landdivad
influenced participation moderately at 5% significkevel while, family size and livestock holding
influenced the probability of participation at 108wel of significance.

According to Caliendo and Kopeinig (2005) theretare approaches to map a common support region for
the propensity score distribution, these are minfrmaxima and trimming approaches. Moreover, Leuven
and Sianesi (2003) recommend the use of both thrtfton” and the “trimming” approaches at the same
time for the identification (imposition) of a commsupport. Even though it is recommended to usie bot
approaches together, in evaluation studies usifg fR8 approach that yields in good match is preférr
Thus, the data set resulted in good matches inabke of minima and maxima approach. Therefore, this
approach was employed to identify the common suppgion for this particular case.

3.3.2 Matching algorithms of participant and nomtiggpant households

The choice of matching estimator is decided basetthe balancing qualities of the estimators. Actayd
to Dehejia and Wahba (2002), the final choice nfaching estimator was guided by different critetiah
as equal means test referred to as the balanchgeeudo-Rand matched sample size. Therefore, a
matching estimator having balanced (insignificaeamdifferences in all explanatory variables) mean,
bears a low pseudo’Ralue and also the one that results in large neatslample size is preferred.

In line with the above indicators of matching qtyalkernel with no band width is resulted in relaty low
pseudo Rwith best balancing test and large matched sasipéeas compared to other alternative
matching estimators. Then it was selected as afibesatching estimator for Alaba’s dataset. Simiila
kernel with 0.1 band width was selected as the festhing estimator for Dale’s dataset.
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The initial observations were 50 participant anchb@-participant households at each study siteerAlte
identification of the common support condition @sminima and maxima approach, participants having a
pscore below 0.0136 (0.0215) and above 0.7878 93)3&e dropped for Alaba (Dale) sites, 39 paréioip
households were matched with 50 non-participantls foy Alaba and Dale cases using respective
matching estimators. This makes from 100 sampladimeids of each study site, only 89 households were
identified to be considered in the estimation pssce

3.3.3 Treatment effect on the treated (ATT)

In this section, the project’s impact on the outeorariables (market orientation and marketed ssrpfu
households) is evaluated for their significant ictpan participant households, after the pre-intetios
differences were controlled.

The market development interventions of the IPM&qat had positive and significant impact on
participant households in terms of their market¢mtation. With respect to proportion of land altechto
the commaodities of intervention, as a proxy for kedorientation, participants at Alaba have alledat%
and 10% more of their proportion of land to hariceain and teff, respectively. Correspondingly deDPa
participants have allocated 18% more of their propo of land for haricot bean as compared to non-
participants. The reason why there was a morefitiafold increase in proportion of land allocatitin
haricot bean both at Alaba and Dale might be dubkddact that haricot bean has become better ckmgar
cash crop both in local and export markets. Morgdeemerly farmers used to plant haricot bean by
intercropping it with maize with little agronomicgttice as a security crop during the time of food
shortage. Currently, due to its increased marketaahel and better return, farmers started to cudiitads a
sole, cash crop and undertaking necessary agrormmaitices which contribute to better yield.

Pertaining to consideration of market signal indarction planning, most participants at both stuithss
consider market signal to decide on productionmilagnthan that of non-participants. The differemees
statistically significant at 1% for Alaba and 5%éé&for Dale site. Therefore, as all the above prox
measures resulted in significant difference betwsaaticipants and non-participants of the projdet,
intervention has resulted in a considerable impagparticipants in terms of their market orientatidhis
again indicates that participants are more likelpé market oriented than that of non-participants.

Regarding marketed surplus of households, thereavedatistically significant difference between
participants and non-participants of the marketetlgyment interventions of the IPMS project except f
teff and poultry commodities at Alaba and coffeenomodity at Dale. The estimation result provides an
estimate of amount sold as a proportion to whptasluced in that particular year, 2009 at individua
commodity level. However, considering only amouwltighere is a change in Alaba’s finding and no
change for Dale’s case. With regard to the amayuhtity sold at Alaba, the amount of teff and prgul
heads supplied to the market is statistically igaint between the two groups of respondents thdughs
found to be insignificant in considering proportioihsold to what is harvested

Looking in to individual commodities of interventi@at Alaba, participants supplied 10% more of hamey
the market over non-participants and this diffeeewas significant at 10% level of significance. dwkse,
for teff, the intervention has increased the mattedurplus of participants by 2% to that of non-
participants. The difference was insignificant witensidering proportion but it is significant fanaunt
sold. Considering haricot bean, participants sepip80% more to the market than that of non-pasditip
and the difference was found to be significantlati&vel.

Correspondingly, at Dale the intervention has tesuin an increase of poultry marketed surplus of
participant households by about 21% more to thabofparticipants. This difference was significah%
probability level. Compared to non-participantsitiggpants of fruits seedling production have siigghid%
of what they have raised and this was found tadp@fscant at 5% level of significance. Participant
supplied 17% more of haricot bean as comparednepaeticipants and the difference was significant a
5% level. Coffee participants have supplied a 1%enud coffee seedlings to the market over non-
participants but the difference was not statistycsignificant between the two groups. The insigaift
impact of coffee on marketed surplus of househoildy be due to, as noted above; its comparative
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advantage over the other varietal seedling habewr promoted. For this reason farmers hesitgikata
this particular variety seedling.

3.3.4 The sensitivity of the evaluation results

This is for the issue of whether the final evaloatiesults are sensitive with respect to the choithe
balancing scores or not is addressed. Matchintastrs work under the assumption that a convincing
source of exogenous variation of treatment assighich@es not exist. Likewise sensitivity analysisswa
undertaken to detect the identification of conditibindependence assumption was satisfactory ectaff
by the dummy confounder or the estimated ATT isusbho specific failure of the CIA. Accordinghhe
analysisrevealed that ATT values of both marketed surphd@roxies of market orientation were found
to be robust to the dummy cofounder, to the ClAitdied.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1 Conclusions

This particular study has evaluated the impachpéit and output market development interventiornhef
IPMS project at Alaba and Dale pilot learning waeaf the project in the SNNPR. Specifically thedgt
was focused on examining the impact of the IPMSaskat development interventions on institutional an
organizational changes of agricultural markets ketgd surplus and market orientation of participant
households as compared to non-participant housghole study used cross-sectional data collected fr
both participant and non-participant sample houkishand the data were analyzed using PSM method.

The important variable of interest in PSM appro#apact evaluation is average treatment effect en th
treated (ATT). This is the mean difference in théue of the outcome variable with and without the
intervention. Here, one can understand thatwlith* and without’ condition cannot be observed from the
same household at the same time. There existsdateprof unobserved outcome. To get out of this
problem is the use of the counterfactual outconmbtain the comparison. The PSM tries to use prsipen
score of participation which is estimated from pine-treatment characteristics to compare the diffes
due to the intervention. After conditioning on freatment characteristics like socio-economic,
demographic variables, matching was done to conmtpetaverage treatment effect on the treated (ATT)
which is the vital variable of interest in impassassment.

The initial sample comprising 50 participant andn®®-participant households at each study site were
conditioned in such a way that 39 participant hbolis to be matched with 50 non-participants using
kernel matching estimator with no and with 0.1 haidith for Alaba and Dale cases, respectively. This
makes from 100 sample households of each studyosile 89 households were identified to be consider
in the estimation process from each PLW.

Considering market orientation, in contrast to panticipants, participants at Alaba allocated al§oand
10% more proportion of their land to haricot bead teff, respectively. While at Dale participants
allocated about 18% more of their land owned tichabean over the non-participants. With respect t
consideration of market signal in production plaignias a proxy for market orientation, about 61% of
participants at Alaba and 46% at Dale make prodaodiecision based on market signal and this wasdfou
to be significant at 1 and 5% level of significanmspectively.

Marketed surplus of commodities of intervention &vir terms of proportion of produce supplied to the
market. Accordingly, participants at Alaba wereedtal offer about 6% more of poultry, 10% more of
honey, 2% more of teff and 30% more of haricot bieathe market than that of non-participants atbala
In the same manner at Dale, participants supphedia21% more of poultry, 1% more of coffee seegllin
4% more of fruits seedling and 17% more of harimdn produce to the market over the comparison
groups. Except for the marketed surplus from pgultrd teff at Alaba and coffee seedling at Dale,
marketed surplus of commodities of interventioneviemund to be significant.
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Therefore, after controlling the pre-treatmenteatiéinces the PSM, Kernel matching estimator, hasteels
in a positive and significant impact of marketedpdus and market orientation of treated households.
These estimates were also found to be robust fatsbapping and sensitivity analysis (dummy
confounder).

4.2 Recommendations

The policy implications that can emanate from fhiding are as follows. As the finding of this syud
reveals a positive and statistically significanpamt of the project on participant householdserms of
marketed surplus and market orientation, an effbsuch kind plays a vital role in making smallheid
farmers market oriented and makes them bettenofiidking their farming a business enterprise. In an
effort for making smallholder farmer market oriehtleir needs a holistic approach (improved teatmpl
provision, knowledge management, market informatiostitutional and organizational improvements and
capacity development) which the experience of IP¥i&wed.

The development of institutional and organizatiaetlup market supports more farmers in beingtable
produce more according to the signals from the etaahkd to be able to market oriented. Moreover this
development creates opportunities for farmers tamgdime farm inputs, market information and
bargaining power over price. The development ofitnparket of such kind which is participatory-
supplied by the private sector, integrated (muttad), and sustainable with the provision of miarke
information and new ways of doing can increasenbiare of the communities in the long run and meo
in the short run.

In addition, it was observed that the interventithet were delivered by the project were not thel khat
develop dependency syndrome among the beneficidriwas a kind of making beneficiaries self retian

to from where input is found, as to how to plamfarg, to whom to sell and more interestingly aboov

to make informed decision regarding output markg(pricing). Therefore, there has to be such an
institution which serve as a bridge among the stalders which facilitates the linkage between redea
extension-farmer, energizer for the experts of Mbthe farmers’ institution (co-operatives) and
‘knowledge broker’ in the country. Moreover, scglimp of the best practices of the project to ofiiaces

has paramount importance for the growth & transtdiom plan and development endeavor of the country.
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