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Multivariate analysis of members’ marketing partation in dairycooperatives
in Arsi zone, Oromia region, Ethiopia.
Abstract

The study has been conducted it main objective of analyzing members’ marketing
participation and factors influencinteir participation in dairy cooperatives in Arsode of the
Oromia Regional State, Ethiopia. In this studyethstage random sampling method was
adopted for the selection of thespondentsThe study has been employed survey method with
field orientation and structured interview schedulas used as a tool for collecting data from
members. 15iembers from 4 dairy cooperatives were selectecatiom for the study using
probability proportionate to size of the populati@@®PS).Additionally, 56 participants of FGD
(32 dairy cooperative officials, 15 reputed eldefghe local community, 4 village (PA) leaders,
and5 marketing experts from zonal and woreda pramaiffices) were involved in the study.
Karl Pearson’s Coefficient of Correlati@r), the Ordinal Logistic Regression Model, and
preference indices were used to analyze the data.

The survey result revealed that most of the daigperative members, i.e. 89 members (58.9%)
were regular participants in decision making witkspect to dairy marketing through their dairy
cooperatives and involving in the dairy marketingdtions of the dairy cooperatives
simultaneously and 61 members (40.4%) participatede times in the same.

Number of milking Cows owned, Position of a menb#re cooperative, Training undergone in
dairy marketingJnformation seeking behavior, and Communicaséills were found to be
positively correlated with members’ marketing pagation whileDistance to the nearest Dairy
Cooperative's milk collection centre was negatiegyrelated with the same. The parameter

estimates of the ordinal logistic regression mdued shown that Experience in Dairy Marketing



, Milk Purchased through Cooperatives , Trainingddrgone in Dairy Marketing , and
Perception about Cooperatives were among thafsgnt factors affecting marketing
participation of members in dairy cooperatives.

Lack of market access for members’ milk espgeaalling the fasting months, Lack of
improved dairy cows, Lack of facilities (coolingarisportation, and storage), shortage and poor
guality of animal feeds, Lack of credit to expaiadty activities, Poorly developed infrastructure
like roads, water supply, and electric power, hagist of exotic breeds, high transaction costs
and ever increasing in the price of animal feedsiiers’ low attention towards dairy sector,
and low commitment and negligence of Cooperatifiei@s in discharging their responsibilities
were among the main constraints perceived by mesyddetairy cooperatives and participants of
FGD. In order to tackle the main constraints of dairyperatives so far identified and improve
marketing participation of members in their daigoperativesthe dairy stakeholders (members,
cooperatives, Government, and NGOs) should thitdetier market access for dairy products. In
addition to this, there must be a national levargandustry program like Operation Flood
program of India so as to facilitate the enhancenwémilk production in the countrifhe

financial needs can be met from the sale of mdtagsistance (primarily from the members of
dairy cooperatives) received in the form of milklamilk products, and ploughing back the funds

for the development activities.
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Chapter I: Introduction

1.1 Background of the study

Ethiopia is one of the largest countries in Afrimath in terms of land area (1.1 million Rnand
human population(77.4 million (UNFP, 2005). Agriculture is the basis of the igfgan
economy. It accounts for about 52 per cent of tBé@nd 90 per cent of the total export revenue
and employs 85 per cent of the country’s laboucdorlt is the major source of raw material for
agro—processing industries and of foreign exchaegeings (IFPRI, 2007). In spite of
demonstrated potential to boost agricultural prddag sustainable agricultural productivity
increase has not been achieved (E&tral, 2003). Ethiopian agriculture is characterizeditby
subsistence nature and ineffective and inefficiagticultural marketing system which are
believed to be the major factors for the low growete of agricultural GDP (FDRE, 2006).

A significant proportion of the country's livestock found in Oromia. According to CSA,

Statistical Abstract, 2005, Birhanu, et. al., 200fpmia had about 46% of the country's total
livestock population (excluding nomadic areas amblan holdings). In the mentioned year,
Oromiya had about 17.2 million cattle, 7 millioneglp, 4.8 million Goats, 960,000 horses,
150,000 mules, 1.7 million donkeys and 140,000 d¢sniE3 million poultry and 2.5 million

beehives (excluding nomadic areas and urban haylimespite the potential, there are problems
of low productivity,low awareness on technologies, marketiwglespread animal diseases, poor

feeding system, traditional husbandry practices, et

Transforming Ethiopian agriculture from its curresibsistence orientation into market oriented
production system forms the basis of the agricaltdevelopment strategy of the Government of
Ethiopia (Berhanu et al., 2006). Ethiopia adopted Agricultural Development-Led

Industrialization (ADLI) strategy, which initialljocused on food crops and natural resources

management. Recently, the country has addadket orientationto this strategy (Elengt al.,



2006). In 1994, the government of Ethiopia exprésemewed interest in collective action to
promote greater market participation by small hdd@-DRE 1996 and FDRE 1998). It re-
affrmed in the Sustainable Development and Pov&e&guction Program (SDPRP) (FDRE
2002) and the Plan for Accelerated and SustainegelDpment to End Poverty (PASDEP)
(FDRE 2005), in which cooperatives are given areémble in the country’s rural development
strategy (Bernard, Eleni, Alemayehu, 2007).

Cooperatives which are commonly defined as "an reartous association of persons united
voluntarily to meet their common economic, sociadl aultural needs and aspirations through
jointly owned democratically controlled enterprid€A,1995) play key role in the poverty
reduction and sustainable development of a nat®I( 2003). In a subsistence agriculture
where smallholders are engaged in uneconomic aadminted production, the role of
cooperatives in improving the agricultural markgtsystem has been fully recognized. Based on
the fundamental principle oftfe future belongs to the organiZezkpanding and strengthening
of cooperatives is the underlying approach of txeegnment in improving the marketing system
(NEPAD, 2005).

Cooperatives in Ethiopia remained to be passivehanging the livelihood of most Ethiopians
despite the fact that the legal framework was folmatk in 1960. Ethiopian cooperative
movement has undergone drastic changes and trarafon in the past. With all its demerits, it
paved the way to the foundation of the modern caaipes. According to report by FCA (2009),
there are26,128 primary cooperatives with over Bit.003 Billion capital and5.27 million
individual memberships. In order to strengthen laegaining power of primary cooperative
societies, 143 cooperative unions having capital B43.6 million have been established (FCA,
2008).

In Oromia, the evolution of modern cooperatives gae during 1987. According to OCPB
(2009), there are 8928 primary cooperatives wittaltonembership of 1,619,811 of which
1,405,132(86.75%) are male and 214,679(13.25%jemnale. The capital and savings of these
primary cooperatives is 251,313,508.00 and 116,83%® Birr respectively. There are also 68
different types of cooperative Unions having 1,610rimary cooperatives as membership and
72,284,187.00 Birr capital. Recently, one Farmeosp@rative Federation with 40 cooperative

unions as member affiliates and 20 million birttiadi capital has been organized in the region.



All these cooperatives are registered and operatitige foreign and international markets as per
proclamations No 147/1998 and its amended prociam&to 402/2004. Moreover, the region
has one Cooperative Bank having 27 branches iardift parts of the region. The start up capital
of the bank was 110 million birr. Currently, it hesached to 155 million birr capital and total

asset of more than one billion birr.

For many people, dairy production is the most ingoadrincome generator. Dairying provides a
regular income to farmers in different parts of igha. Different authors confirmed that the
smallholders’ dairy package production system powerful means of raising farm incomes and
welfare (Ahmedet al 2003).For the marketing and management of dangwledge and
members’ participation are vital. Given the consadiée potential for smallholder income and
employment generation from high-value dairy produ8taal, 2001), development of the dairy
sector in Ethiopia can contribute significantlypmverty alleviation (Mohamed, et al., 2004). Per
capita consumption of milk in Ethiopia is as lowI& kg per head per year while the average
figure for Africa is 26 kg per head (Gebre woldagt 1998). As a matter of fact, the existing
excess demand for dairy products in the countexsected to induce rapid growth in the dairy
sector. Factors contributing to this excess denmacidde the rapid population growth, increased

urbanization and expected growth in incomes (Moltiraeal., 2004).

As said by Staal (2001), dairy cooperatives havaictfly been formed in response to a
fundamental farmer problem: the inconvenience oélbiguantities of milk to market. Milk is
perishable which requires special handling to iesyuwality and shelf life. Holding milk where
infrastructure may be lacking can be costly anklyrisOn the other hand, the rapid delivery of
small quantities of milk to market may not be pi@dtor economic; some smallholder producers
may market no more than 1-2 liters of milk on aegivdlay. The practical collection and transport
of milk to market therefore usually requires somuking, and the need for speed and reliability
requires good organization of that bulking. As ansmmuence, there is strong incentive for
smallholder producers to try to form collective angzations to meet these needs, which are dairy

cooperatives.



Marketing Participatiorhas been considered as an essential part of cdivpesativities from
the time the first society was found. One of thagples laid down by the ICA is that

cooperatives should make provisions for the memleemomic participation with their society.

Since the environment in which dairy cooperativistesontinually changes, there is continually a
need to learnabout participation level of members, factors ieflging their extent of
participation and possible remedies to improve fisetfve participation This issue is mandatory

for members to adjust themselves tmarket oriented environment

There are several reasons why cooperatives falioczeed, in addition to economic and business
factors. A cooperative may fail if it ignoring meers’ needs and satisfaction, members are a
vital part of any cooperative organization andtlaetive participation in and loyalty to a
Cooperative’s business is integral for the sucoédise cooperativeGoddard, 2002cited in

Sanijib, 2007,)Most cooperatives check the eligibility of an appht for membership, but
checking members’ participation and identifying thactive members and their reasons is
forgotten. Therefore, this study tries to assessnttembers’ participation and the influencing
factors of participation in dairy cooperatives.

Even though, the potential of dairy cooperativesantributing to the improvement of the small
holders' dairy farmer-member is immense, it is thusut that due to lack of knowledge,
awareness, and training in marketing dairy produtisy were not able to drive the required
benefit from their dairy cooperatives (IPMS, 200Sp. far, there is no much empirical evidence

as to the factors influencing members’ participaiio dairy cooperatives’ marketing.

The study has conducted in Arsi Zone, where onentiatl dairy produceworedais selected. In
Arsi zone, there are 24 dairy cooperatives in miist¢ricts with membership of 1030 individuals
with total capital of Birr 324,437(AZCPB, 2009).



1.2 Statement of the Problem

The shift from a centrally controlled economy tmarket economy in the dairy products sector
has inspired the farmers to produce more dairyymtsdeach year and to improve dairying
practices by using proper inputs. According to Adpet al., (2003), in their recent study
concluded that, over the last decade followingpbktical changes in 1993, the dairy sector in
Ethiopia has shown considerable progress. The dautor in Ethiopia is expected to continue
growing over the next one to two decades givendhge potential for dairy development in the
country, the expected growth in income, increasebanization, and improved policy
environment (Ahmed, et al., 2003). As the market¢ralization process continues, the essential
in the growth strategy is the role of agricultuparticularly the development of an efficient and
flexible dairy products marketing system, for whettequate and active members’ participation
in dairy marketing is imperative. The means by \higese objectives are to be achieved relies
on ‘transforming poor farmers, both men and wonieem producing principally for their own
households to producing for the market. The fo®igdoi reorient them towards commercial

agriculture in order to have a momentous impagarerty eradication in the country’.

According to Debrah and Birhanu (1991), market asqeses a key bottleneck to the expansion
of smallholder milk production and processing. 8irtbe present dairy products marketing
system in Ethiopia is young, not all market mechanrs are expected to be operational and also
demand grofound member’s participation in marketing dapgoducts Difficult market access
restricts opportunities for income generation. R&mess results in reduced farm-gate prices;
increased input costs; and lower returns to lalbor@pital. This, in turn, reduces incentives to
participate in economic transactions and resultssumsistent rather than market-oriented
production systems. Sparingly populated rural aremsoteness from towns and high transport
costs all pose physical barriers impeding marketes& Transaction costs such as lack of
information about markets, lack of negotiating Iskibnd lack of collective organizatiare other
impediments to market access (Halloway et al, 2000)

Moreover, if and when the markets are availableir thunctioning is constrained by various
problems and obstaclamperfect market information for buying and sellatgry; lack of cash

and credit availability to finance short-run invernés and processing operations; insufficient



facilities for storage and transportation; no uniicsystem of common grade standards to
facilitate trading at a distance; lack of manageinséills; and unsuitable legal codes to enforce
contracts, lack of knowledge and favorable attittaeards the market, inadequate skill
(Mbogoh, et.al, 1994). In addition to this, the niems of Ethiopian Orthodox Church abstain
from consuming milk and animal products about 1&@sdper year during the fasting periods.
The surplus milk has thus to be converted in tédowand cottage chees&yib) (Debrah and
Birhanu, 1991). Co-operatives increase the padton of smallholders in fluid milk markets in
the Ethiopian highlands (Mohamed et al., 2004). ofggwatives should also be given enough
technical and financial support as they are seram@n important market outlet for smallholder
producers. The nature of milk production as anicatjural activity, and of milk as an
agricultural product, is the main reason for thend@nt role played by producer owned co-
operatives in milk marketing. The key principlesdarlying the establishment and operation of
marketing co-operatives are to do with bargainiogvgr and economies of scale in activities.
Co-operative marketing evolves because on onedidiee trade of milk are many small-scale
producers with a product which perishable and gdettransport. On the other side of the market
in the local area is a single relatively large bsyar a small number of relatively large buyers
who assemble, process, distribute and retail riilese imbalances of market power have led to

producers’ co-operatives being the main stay afydaarketing (Falveyet al.,1999).

Berhane and Workneh (2003), in their review, ingidathe very useful involvement of the
government of India at every step of the develogni@nexpansion of dairy cooperatives in the
country for the success of dairying and suggedtatthe Anand pattern of dairy development
(India) can be emulated at least around the majtir sheds in Ethiopia, for instance around
Nazareth, Dire Dawa, Harar, Bahir Dar, Gondar, As@asiimma and Asse{ane of the present
study area). As demonstrated in India, dairy mamgetooperatives could provide farmers with
continuous milk outlets, and easy access to esdengiuts such as artificial insemination (Al),
veterinary services and formulated feeds. Dairypeoatives are supposed to help to trigger a
series of positive developments in the sub-sedi@nce strengthening the existing group
marketing activities and formation of new coopefedi in different parts of the country
(Berhane and Workneh, 2003).



Dairy cooperatives contribute a lot especially witlgard to linking producers to market and by
providing input supply. Among the major constraifttisdairy marketing in Ethiopia included
availability and costs of feeds, shortage of faamd|, discouraging marketing systems, waste
disposal problems, lack of improved dairy animptsgr extension and animal health services,
and knowledge gap on improved dairy production¢essingand marketing. Therefore, the
farmers’ level of participation in dairy marketinpecomes important as a take-off point towards
making a successful dairy marketing. This studynty focuses on analyzing the level of
members’ participation, factors influencing thearficipation, constraints in effective members’

participation in marketing of dairy cooperativdscated in Arsi Zone.

1.3. Significance of the Study

The recently formulated Rural Development Policeasl Strategies stress that; an efficient
domestic agricultural commodity marketing systemessential to stimulating and sustaining
growth and development in the food and agriculseetor. Moreover, the policy clearly states
the prospects for economic recovery rest with tleeassful transformational development of the
domestic commodity marketing system to provide tgremarket incentives for poor smallholder
farmersto participate effectivelgnd consistently in the domestic food and agnicalinarkets as
commercially oriented. Realization of this visioentiands in particular the effective and efficient
development of smallholder's dairy marketing systerough cooperatives. Members  of dairy
cooperatives would have access for modern techsighat can facilitate their marketing
activities only through effective and consistent marketing participation ftheir dairy
cooperativesFor formulating appropriate strategies for membeffective participation in dairy
marketing, the assessment of the level of membeasticipation, factors influencing their
participation, and constraints in effective papation is inevitable. Dairy cooperatives,
members, and external stakeholders at all levelghimise this study as a corner stone for
designing and implementing appropriate strategms dffective marketing participation of
members in their dairy cooperatives in Arsi zome] # other areas with similar socio-economic
conditions. The research study, by investigatirg rthajor factors that hinder members of dairy
cooperatives from participating effectively in matikg of dairy products in Arsi Zone, will

provide realistic basis for planning the approgrigtiidelines that enhance further improvement.



It would also help those governmental and non-gawental institutions and agencies having
interest in dairy cooperatives to know the levelntémbers’ participation, factors influencing,

and prevailing constraints in effective memberstipgation in marketing of dairy products.

1.4. Limitation of the Study

This study was conducted in Arsi Zone, where os#idt was selected randomly. The study is
limited by finance, time and distance between gilsa The study mainly focused on assessing
the level of members’ marketing participatiorctéas influencing their marketing participation,
and main constraints in effective members’ marlkggarticipation in dairy cooperatives. Even
though, the number of dairy cooperatives is extengirough out the zone, in most of the
woredas the dairy cooperatives are at infant stage.Duinitation of finance and time,only one
District from Arsi zone was selected at random sTikiactually a limitation. In spite of the
limitation, it is strongly believed that the findjs of the study can be of much use in preparing

the frame for the improvement of members’ partitgain Arsi zone in dairy marketing.

1.5 Objectives of the study

General objective:

The General objective of the study is to invesggaembers’ marketing participation and factors
influencing their participation in dairy cooperass in Arsi Zoneof Oromia Regional State,
Ethiopia.

Specific objectives:

This study is conducted with the following speci@ibjectives that are set to help realize the
major objective:

1. To assess the level of marketing participatiomembers in their dairy cooperatives;

2. To identify the factors influencing membensarketing participation in dairy cooperatives;

3. To examine the constraints in effective marlgtiparticipation of members imairy
cooperativesand

4. To develop guidelines for improving participatiof membersn dairy marketing



1.6. Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were intended to be testekis research project.

1. Members of dairy cooperatives have low partibgpain dairy marketing.

2. There is no significant relationship between kating participation oimembers in dairy
cooperatives and their level of education.

3. There is no significant relationship between thembers marketing participation in dairy
cooperative and their farm size.

4. There is no significant relationship between rera marketing participation in dairy
cooperatives and their exposure to extension.

5. There is no significant relationship betweennheber of dairy cows owned by members and

their marketing participation in dairy cooperatives

1.7. Research questions

1. What is the marketing participation level of ners in cooperative dairy marketing?
2. What factors affect the marketing participattdrmembers in cooperative dairy marketing?
3. What are the constraints faced by members oy dabperatives in dairy marketing?

4. What steps are needed for improving participatibmembers in dairy marketing?

1.8 .Chapter plan

This research project consists of the followingptbes:

1 Chapter one compriseghe introduction which puts forward the background of the
study, objectives, purpose of the study, hypothelsastation of the study and chapter
plan.

Chapter two focuses on theview of related literature
Chapter three gives emphasizenoaterials and methodssed for the research project.

Chapter four deals witlesults and discussioof the research project.

a b~ W N

The last chapter of the study summarizes conclggiod recommendations



Chapter Il: Literature Review

In this chapter, the pertinent conceptual and eoglirstudies are thoroughly reviewed and
presented. The literature review is divided intarfgections. The first section deals with the
theoretical and conceptual background of cooperatiwith special emphasis odairy
cooperativesn Ethiopia. The second section focusedairy marketing and their constrainis
Ethiopia. The third section puts forward empiricdldies ondependent and independent

variables Lastly, members marketing participatidras been reviewed.

2.1. Concept of cooperatives
A cooperative is a democratic organization engagethe market place, providing goods and

services. It is based on people, not capital oreguwent direction. As a source of credit, food,
social protection, shelter and employment, coopasitplay an important role. According to
Stirling (2006), The United Nations estimated (in 1994j tha livelihood otthree billionpeople
was made more secure by cooperatives. At leasn@@n are members of cooperatives and
100 million are employed by ther8tfrling, 2006)

2.2. The present status Cooperatives in Ethiopia

According FCA (2009), there ar26,128 Primary cooperatives with a membership5a27
million individuals andl.003Billion birr capital. 112 secondary level coopéres have entered
in to the market. In 2006, 48 unions and 112 primemoperatives have marketed 948,662
Quintal of grain and this constitutes of 3% of greduction marketed in the country. During last
year, 8 unions have imported 253,750 tons DAP &tj Q00 tons UREA. The market share of
cooperatives in fertilizer import has reached 67 a0% of the distribution network.

In Oromia, the evolution of modern cooperatives e 1987. According to OCPB (2009),
there are 8928 primary cooperatives with total memsiip of 1,619,811 of which
1,405,132(86.75%) are male and 214,679(13.25%jemna@le. The capital and savings of these
primary cooperatives is 251,313,508.00 and 116,83%® Birr respectively. There are also 68
different types of cooperative Unions having 1,61frimary cooperatives as membership and
72,284,187.00 Birr capital. Recently, one Farmeosp@rative Federation with 40 cooperative

unions as member affiliates and 20 million birttiadi capital has been organized in the region.
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All these cooperatives are registered and operatitige foreign and international markets as per
proclamations No 147/1998 and its amended prociam&to 402/2004. Moreover, the region
has one Cooperative Bank having 27 branches iardift parts of the region. The start up capital
of the bank was 110 million birr. Currently, it hesached to 155 million birr capital and total
asset of more than one billion birr.
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Tablel. List of Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary Level Cooperatives in Oromia Region.

S.N | Type of | No. of Coops. Membership size Capital Savings
0. Cooperative Male Female| Total
A Primary
Coops.
1 Agricultural | 5163 1242306 118981 1361287 17820251
2 Non- 1689 96014 17021 | 113065 32261965 _
Agricultural
3 SACCOs
Rural 1565 35144 64698 99833 21514719 8838944
Urban 573 31668 13988 45656 19324314 1079964(
Total 8928 1405132 | 214679 1619811 251313508 113885
B Unions Union | Member
S primary
coops.
1 Multipurpos| 19 619 133310 6002 137312 6435467 _
e
2 Grain 23 459 318446 33815| 351761 38976088 _
Marketing
3 Coffee 1 115 70816 3909 74725 17466668 -
4 Dairy 3 32 1422 480 1902 132268 -
5 Forestry 2 12 1732 438 2107 110840 -
6 Cattle 2 17 1029 362 1391 181567 -
Marketing
7 Sugarcane | 1 7 1026 314 1340 3064682 -
8 Fruits 4 44 2186 363 2549 2932790 -
&Vegetable
S
9 Mineral 3 119 17097 885 17982 1634535 -
10 | Rural 9 174 3757 10222 | 13789 732287 -
SACCOs
11 | Urban 1 12 583 1028 1611 617000 -
SACCOs
Total 68 1610 551404 57818 909227 72284187 -
C Farmers’ 1 40 599447 57521 | 656968 | 20000000 -
coop.
Federation
Grand Total| 8997 ok ok ok 233670706

Source: OCPB, June 2009.
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2.3 Market

Market may be defined as “a particular group of gheo an institution, a mechanism for
facilitating exchange, (Solomon, 2002). The madatcept has also been linked to the degree of
communication among buyers and sellers and theedegfr substitutability among goods. The
concept of perfect market, for example, is an altibn used by economists as a benchmark for
evaluating the performance of market situationst tli@viate from its specifications
(John and Sathan, 1988; cited in Solomon, 2002).

2.3 .1 Marketing channels

Marketing channels are sets of interdependent argons involved in the process of making a
product or services available for use or consumpfidarketing channel decisions are among the
most critical decisions facing management (KotB903). The sequence of intermediaries and
markets through which goods pass from producemtsumer is known as marketing channel
(Kohl and Uhl, 1985). The complex pattern of mairkgichannels and the part played by each in
the total market movement can be shown best in dbarts (Abbott, 1958). The importance of
the distribution function in marketing is apparaifiten one considers the magnitude of goods and
services that are transported and sold at milladriecations though out the world. Many experts
believe that the distribution decision is the miogportant marketing decision a company can
make. The design of an organization’s distributsystem is a key factor in creating customer
value and in differentiating one company’s offeringm that of another (Anderson and Vincze,
2000). As Anderson and Vincze (2000) noted, thiel foé distribution is made up to two distinct
branches: channels of distribution and physicarifistion. Channels of distribution consist of a
network of intermediaries that mange a flow of gbadd service from the producer to the final
consumer. The success of this network depends datioreships among manufactures
(producers), wholesalers, retailers, sales reptaess, and others. As products move from one
intermediary to the next, exchange takes placean@h of physical goods, intangible services,
and value added dimensions. Physical distributictiviies include the actual movement of
goods and services (i.e., logistics), with a fosangransporting and warehousing them.

A number of well tried and tested channels havenhesed throughout generations by farmers,
and the most important of these will be considdiredn the point of view of their use for

particular commodities, and their individual advages and disadvantages (Barker, 1989). There
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are two particular marketing channels through wHantmers dispose of their output. They are

marketing channels used by farmers acting indepelydand in unison.

2.3.2 Channels used by farmers acting individually

When a farmer operates as an individual in the etatkis ability to influence that market is
negligible. Despite this disadvantage, the bulkagficultural produce is marketed by farmers

acting independently through various outlets (Bgrk89).

2.3.3 Marketing channels used by farmers acting ianison

One of marketing channels used by farmers actinmison is cooperative. One of the main aims
of cooperation is to reduce the inherent weaknesté&srmer who operates as an individual in
the market, since the influence of the individualtbe market is severely limited by the relative
smallness of his scale of operations compareddg#ople with whom he is trading. This has
long been held that if farmers act in the market,as individuals, but cooperate in some way to
market their produce in unison, and then there lvélsynergistic returns available because of the
increased scale of operation. When farmers coopefare is a pooling of a variety of resources,
including management and marketing competence aod kow (Barker, 1989).

The rationale behind the legislation establishexgriers’ rights to form cooperatives is that
farmers generally market their crops to large, lyiginganized, commodity merchant firms or to
large processing firms. Since these firms combipedise and capital, farmers should be
allowed to develop their own marketing firms in erdo deal (complete) with them on equal

footing (Douglass and Norvell, 1983).

2.3.4 Marketing channels of Milk

Milk produced by farmer producers pass various miamg channels before reaching the final
consumers. In fact, some amount of milk produceadassumed at household level before
entering the marketing channel. Milk marketing cexgpives can be seen as one of the milk-
marketing channel. They buy milk from both membansl non-members, process it and sell

products to traders and local consumers. They pisoess milk into cream, skim milk, sour
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milk, butter and cottage cheese. The informal mairfkeéolves direct delivery of fresh milk by

producers to consumer in the immediate neighborlamobsale to itinerant traders or individuals
in nearby towns. In the informal market, milk magsp from producers to consumers directly or
it may pass through two or more market agents. if@mal system is characterized by no
licensing requirement to operate, low cost of op@na, high producer price compared to formal
market and no regulation of operations. The tradél processing and trade of dairy products,
especially traditional soured butter, dominate Hthiopian dairy sector. Of the total milk

produced only 5 percent is marketed as liquid mik to underdevelopment of infrastructures in

rural areas (Sintayehu et al., 2008)

Dairy Marketing Functions

In reference to agricultural commodities, Kohls &id (1985), describe marketing as involving
the transformation of goods 8pace, time and forfrom producers to consumers at the lowest
possible cost. In the same vein, Harris (1995jestthat a marketing system can be regarded as a
multi-layered sequence of physical and other aai,j and of transfer of property rights from the
farm-gate to the consumer. They further emphadied tnarketing systems are inherently
complex in structure arguably much more so thaagscultural production. Thus, although
trading firms are assumed to buy and sell, in practhey perform many more activities in
addition: brokerage, storage, processing, transport, the rfoea of trade and the finance of
production In line with this, nine distinct functions, gnoed into 3 major classes, under system
of dairy products marketing.
A) Exchange Functions
i. Collection/Assembly- concerns the initial entry of a dairy producitoi the dairy

marketing channel. The function is carried bothuaal village level and in town markets

through primary dairy cooperatives. The milk cdiies and assembly takes place at these

level

ii. Distribution: - involves the sale of the product to the nexeléierarchy until it reaches

consumers.
B) Physical Functions

iii. Processing- transforms the form of the commodity. This rsimportant function in

dairy marketing, as farmers, and cooperatives te@docess milk before selling it.
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iv. Transportation - refers to spatial movement of a commodity. Tharbitrage over space is
especially beneficial to producers or traders irpkis producing areas as it helps them gain
better prices, while it as well helps consumerdaficit areas by reducing prices.

v. Storage - relates to maintenance of stocks for a cenp@nod. This utility, in conjunction
with capital, enables markets to function over titdelding capacity of stores, coupled with
periodicity and technology, thus becomes an impbirfector in this function.

C) Facilitating Functions

vi. Financing - refers to the financial investments made byip@ants in their trade functions
listed above. This function, moreover, includesribk bearing of trading.

vii. Grading - includes the sorting, grading and sometimekagiaog of products in terms of
both quality and quantity so as to satisfy consudeenands.

viii.Marketing information: - includes informationbtained from the market regarding dairy

products.

2.4. Cooperative Dairy Marketing in Ethiopia
2.4.1 Dairy Development and Marketing in Ethiopia

According to Heskias (1998) the development of modkirying in Ethiopia dates back to the
post Il World Wartime. Ethiopia was then able to get its first bat¢ dairy cattle through the
UNRRA, under the Marshal Plan set to rehabilithte war torn countries of the Allied forces.
These animals served as the core for the starf-tipedHolleta dairy farm and the former Shola
dairy farm in Addis Ababa. The founding of agricutil High Schools followed by Alemaya
College of Agriculture and then the Holleta Reska®tation, contributed to the initiation of
research on dairying and producinmersonnel trained in agriculture and livestocKhe
establishment of Shola milk processing plant in i&ddbaba and importation of Holstein
Friesians from Kenya by the College and governmoeganizations are also other benchmarks in
the process of the development (Abaye et al. 19B%. introduction of improved dairying into
the peasant sector was first made by the CADU tataralled ARDU.

CADU was initiated by the governments of Ethiopral &weden. It was fully financed by the
Swedish government through SIDA and was implemeuateter a period of three project phases.

The dairy development Programme component of CACAS @ improve and promote meat and
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milk production in the region. At the start, CADUwsral integrated development Programme
dealt with only cattle from the livestock sub-secithe unit's extension service delivery was in a
package form. WADU was implemented in two phasBse objective of WADU was
improvement of the welfare of the rural populatafrthe Wolayita zone by increasing crop and
livestock production output.

The Minimum Package Programme (MPP), financed bg thternational Development
Association (IDA), was a country wide agricultuRdogramme launched by the Extension and
Projects Implementation Department (EPID) of thenthMoA(Ministry of Agriculture ).
Livestock extension work was included during thagghll. MPP Il had wider scope and woreda
coverage than MPP |. The drawbacks of MPP incluslgrtage in animal stock supply
constrained the expansion of the work, the sotiaégime that took over then discouraged
individual dairy farming and this was a major satlbfor the growth of dairy in the country, etc.
Addis Ababa Dairy Development Project was the baigigp of commercial dairy development
projects in Ethiopia. It commenced well on schednld972 with a loan obtained from World
Bank but ended in 1981 after 8 years of half helaoigeration under the Socialist Government.
The takeover of the government by the Derg's Sistiedgime led to the change of the land
tenure system in the country and this was a maasan to the abandoning of many of these

privately owned dairy farms by their owners (Abayel. 1989).

Selale Peasant Dairy Development Pilot ProjectD{3IPP) a bilateral project financed by the
Ethiopian and Finish governments, fostered priyateperated smallholder dairy farming
approach in 1987 during the socialist period. Thejget was executed by the Finnish
International Development Agency (FINNDA) from 19&ip to 1991. SDDPP recognized
marketingas the major constrained to dairy developmente gotential areas for fluid milk
production and aimed at addressing the issue abnha&lhoder level. The project covered only
two woredas, one in Oromia and the other in Souathtions, Nationalities and Peoples region.
Under various agricultural development programs pggects, the dairy sector of Ethiopia has
been addressed for nearly the past half centurg.ektent and intensity under which it has been
addressed may vary from one program to anotherfrand project to project. However, it puts
into question the whole effort of these past yéaose is to seek for a significantly measurable

and lasting impact recorded. Although it may notcbenpared with what was spent or is being
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spent on crop agriculture, funds spent in the dgraknt and research endeavors of the dairy
sector of Ethiopia can not be taken very lightlyet¥even for this humble amount spent, the
outcome does not measure up to expectations (Adtegle 1989).

Looking at the components of most of these projgutscessing and marketing activitiegere
areas neglected in the designing, formulationsiampementation stages of the projects. Focus
was made more on the husbandry, feeding, breedidghaalth aspects while clearly ignoring
organizing and developing marketing and procesaspects. No doubt that this was one of the
many elements that contributed for dairy projectsrfot having a grass root level grip and for
not beginning to roll on their own. Producers néedyet the best in marketing out of their
produce to be motivated and continue to hold ahégob (Heskias, 1998)

According to Heskias (1998), uncoordinated effgdsvelopment, research, training, extension
and delivery of inputs) were the major constrafotdairy development in those periods.

2.4.2 Role of Dairy Cooperatives in facilitating marketm

As demonstrated in India, dairy marketing coopeeaticould provide farmers with continuous
milk outlets, and easy access to essential inputh as artificial insemination (Al), veterinary
services and formulated feeds. Dairy cooperativessapposed to help to trigger a series of
positive developments in the sub-sector; hencagtinening the existing marketing activities and
formation of new cooperatives in different partstloé country is vital (Berhane and Workneh,
2003). The history of the dairy cooperative systerindia began in 1946 with the establishment
of the Anand Milk Union Ltd (AMUL). In 1970, Opeianh Flood commenced with the objective
of establishing a cooperative structure on the Anpattern (Matthewman, 1993). One of the
success factors of the union was found to be timeemt of professional management in all its
operations. In addition, continuous training wagegito all members, officers and employees of
the union in different felt needs areas.

Milk marketing cooperatives have been establishethb SDDPP. These groups buy milk from
both members and non-members, process it and sellgts to traders and local consumers.
The units also process milk into cream, skim mslour milk, butter and cottage cheese.
(Sintayehu et al., 2008)
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2.4.3 Cooperative Dairy marketing

According to Nakkiran (2002), dairy as a subsidiacgupation has become a standard source of
income for the members of cooperatives. Scatterdid producers are united under the fold of
cooperatives and averted from the middle men. ¢halndairy cooperatives have increased the
quantity and quality of milk production as the nragwoducer of milk in the world. Scientific
method of rearing dairy animals has increased ptddty and yield per cow. Modern methods
of cow protection measures have been popularizeddy cooperatives. The system of milk
procurement and payment on week end has increasembnfidence of milk producers over their
cooperatives. Speedy transport system, chillingtplabyproduct manufacturing etc, have given
new trust to the dairy cooperatives. Urban popaoiatias been assured of continuous supply of

quality milk by the dairy cooperatives (Nakkira®02)

According to FAO/ILRI (2001) dairy product markeypically differ in several key ways: by the
types of products handled, and by the number efim¢diaries involved, and the role each plays.
These two aspects are often linked in that moregqased and thus higher value products often
involve more intermediaries, each of whom adds sdelizery or transformation service to the
product. Simple distance between source and sabkms,aor the density and scale of the
production system, even without product transforomatcan however also increase the number
of intermediaries, due to the need for assembbntking, transporting and distributing.

2.5 Dairy Marketing Constraints
The following are the pertinent constraints in cagpive dairy marketing;

1. Quality of dairy products

In effect, dairy product quality is becoming theeaiding problem of dairy marketing.

In fact, various factors combine to compromiseltipgienic quality of milk products in Ethiopia:
lack of awareness in the producing familidse organization of milk supply system themselves

dysfunction of the regulatory systems and the guatontrol structures. The problem is

The constraints were gathered after thorough revidwiterature and discussion with concerned bodieth at

the woreda and zonal level.
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compounded by local climatic conditions, where blogat and, at times, humidity do not favor
the preservation of the product in optimal condisiodue to lack of necessary cold storage
facilities. The awareness of cooperatives andr thirage facilities significantly affects the
guality of dairy product.Education and trainingpn standards and grading are major additional
instruments for improving the quality of dairy praxs.

2. Product homogeneity
In almost all markets, however, butter retailerseMeund to classify the butter product only into
two kinds based on maturityega and Bisil quality. This grading system facilitates the retai
channel, but lacks the legal standards necesstrgrdor the domestic or export markets. As
long as supply of preferred qualities in the laoalrket is abundant this can be accepted. Besides,
butter is currently marketed without standard pgekand brand names.

4. Access to credit.

The situation of credit constraints and financialationships in butter trading shows that all
marketing agents recognized that access to csedite of the most important constraints to their
businesses. Capital shortages in working capitltlae most difficult problem to cooperatives.
Since, dairy cooperatives did not either integrafeel credit function in to their business or
neglected. Members regularly need only “hot borrmki

4. Access to market information
Most dairy cooperatives have varied levels of agdesinformation abousupply, demand and
price conditionsn the domestic market, and it is too traditiondlen it comes to members. The
types of market information sources that memberd emoperatives in general consult are
limited. Most of the farmers’ source of market imf@tion is from theineighbors and relatives
Dairy cooperatives obtained market information raihrough other traders (wholesalers or
retailers) in the channel of distribution. Majorigf members know very little about prices
prevailing in markets other than the nearby marienetheless, due to the variety of sources of
market information, the available information ig mbwayssystemati@andreliable. Notably, the
price information members and dairy cooperativemagament committee obtains from such
secondary sources is rtonely, accurate, and comprehensive

5. Access to infrastructure
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One of the bottlenecks for the steady growth ofrydaiooperatives is unavailability of
infrastructure such as road, electricity, water. e&ind in adequate access to the existing
infrastructure.

6. Lack of Pricing strategy
Most of the cooperatives do not follow a soundipgolicy and strategy. As members depend
on hearsay for the market information, they relyummeliable source of information in setting
their prices.
7. Lack of transportation and storage facilities
As milk is a perishable commodity and its life ioger than vegetables, effective transportation
and storage facilities are vital. Hence, effectisge of dairy products by customers depends on
the speedy transport system. On the other handditdiance between the producer and the
consumer is wider and the time available for therdiution of milk is short. Only an efficient
transport system will ensure smooth supply of rolkonsumers.
8. Ineffective procurement policy
The dairy cooperatives have to plan an effectivecrement policy every year. Such
procurement plannings the basis on which all other dairy managemetivides depend up on.
The annual activity of dairy cooperatives is dediada the basis of procurement management.
Procurement management is a factor that deciddsbdison system. Nakkiran (2002) has
rightly put that efficient procurement operationsare the operation of lean season and flush
seasons.
9. Defective mode of milk collection.
As a matter of fact, while collecting milk, the kitollector examines the color and smell of the
milk before taking the sample. If he suspects affgrénce he should have refused to receive the
milk. In fact, each producer will be given a senaimber and that number is continued as long as
he supplies milk to the collection center. Wheneaemember brings milk to the collection
center, his number is noted in the day book ands#mple dipper having the same number is
used to take out the sample. The sample milk id tmetesting the fat and SNF (Solid Not Fat)
contents of milk. However, the members of dairgmeratives do not have sufficient knowledge
and skills on the milk collection procedures.

10. Lack of processing of milk and product development
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In order to ascertain the quality of milk and tegerve it for a long time, a number of quality
tests are to be conducted before milk is procesaédr testing the milk from a particular
collection centre is dumped in tddump tankto measure the weight of the milk and to check the
quantity of milk procured with the dispatch memtaeled on the cans of that center. Then the
milk is immediately sent into the storage tankswideer, the dairy cooperatives mostly don't
follow a proper procedure for processing and depiatpa product.

11.Seasonal fluctuations

Milk production in general has two seasons nanedy season anflash season. During winter
season milk production would be higher. The daggperatives have to balance the demand and
supply positions by adopting certain techniquesrim@uthe flash season, surplus milk can be
converted into condensed milk powder can be reatedeas milk and supplied to consumers. A
precondition for the balanced management of seadtuuation is the development and
management of chilling plants and by-products plaAtwell- organized transport system plays
the role here. So as to avert the loss that coms td seasonal fluctuations, the dairy
cooperatives members should be aware of in advamteeact accordingly.

12.Low Access to market

Enhancing the development of smallholder farmersrdach markets and engage them in
marketing activities poses a pressing developmiegitenge. Difficulty in market access restricts
opportunities for income generation. This reducesemtives to participate in economic
transaction and results in subsistent rather thaarkeh oriented production systems
(Ahmedet al.,2003).

13. Distance of the market from producers:

Another noticeable problem with regard to dairy ke#ing is the long distance to reach the dairy
market.

14.Lack of adequate input supply

Even though, the cooperative has an objective tvige input services, they still focus on
marketing of dairy products which is not even dafectively, that indirectly affects the

marketing of members' dairy production.

15. Inadequate training and technology transfer

Lack of adequate training to members of the codpeism has also has adverse effect on

marketing their dairy product.
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16. High cost of transport:

In the selected zone, it was found out the coslisifibution of milk is high, which results the use
of animals for dairy transport. In fact, as milkog nature perishable, it needs the rapid transport
facilities at moderate costs.

17.Lack of adequate participation:

Participation is at the heart of the success afydaoperatives. Since the production of milk by
each member is traditional and backward, the madkstirplus supplied to cooperatives is very
less. Normally, members tend to bring to theirpmratives only few liters, in which the most of
the surplus are targeted to private firms. Hencestnof the members reflect low commitment
and loyalty to their cooperatives.

18. Cultural taboo:

In some pockets of Arsi Zone, milk marketing is sidered as sinful, and it leads to
discrimination from the elites of the society, &y @ne who is involved in marketing milk were
considered as poor.

According to John MacKillop (2006), marketing coastts affect the growth of the dairy
marketing sector include; the existence of limitett chain, limited distribution system, limited
modern retail (self service), limited product awaass, limited consumer buying power, limited
packaging choices (Imported packaging are expenstemsumer concerns about quality , and
more than 20@asting days among orthodox Christians. As persthdy made by Sintayehu et al
(2007), the major constraints in dairy marketingudes; availability and costs of feeds, shortage
of farm land, discouraging marketing systems, wastposal problems, lack of improved dairy
animals, poor extension and animal health serviees, knowledge gap on improvethiry

production, processing and marketing

2.6. Empirical studies on members’ marketing pargation

2.6.1. Dependent variable

Verma and Rao (1969) confirmed that farmers' tngimncreases thparticipation of farmersn
the farm practices over and above those in theraowilages. Johnson (1964) recommended
that teaching a group of farmers with common irgere the organized classes was the most

effective method of disseminating new knowledgelaimy practices and improved participation.
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2.6.2 Independent variables

According Deribe (2007Age of women farmers was one of the demographic cheniatics
hypothesized to influence agricultural informatioetwork output negatively and thereby their
participation in marketing. Deribe (2007) found dbat education is one of the important
variables, which increases farmers’ participateomd access to acquire, process, and use
agricultural related information. Low level of edtion and high illiteracy rate is typical in
developing countries like Ethiopia. In fact, edimatlevel of farmers is assumed to increase the
ability to use agriculture related information inbatter way. Alexander (1985) revealed that
education had negative relationship with the pigrditton of farmers in agricultural practices.
Consistent with Deribe (2007Jjamily size contributes to the variation in getting access to
agricultural information. In his study, family siagas assumed to have positive relation to
knowledge in dairy marketing. It was found out thatger the family size, higher is the

possibility to use a combination of technologicatkages.

The usage of the cooperative as marketing agentiresgsubstantial economic resources of
which land is the principal one (Wadsworth, 1991eiK et al., 1997). It is assumed that the
larger the total area of the farmland the farmengwhe higher would be the output. Farmers
with higher level of output expected to use theicdpural marketing cooperatives than those
who have not. Therefore, it is expected that tl@igable would have positive influence on the
marketing of milk through the cooperative.

On the same verge, Arumugam (1983) stated élperience in agriculturédnad significant
association with the participation of small farsme

In many studiestotal annual incomewas taken as an important variable explaining the
distinctiveness of households. Total annual casbnre is an important variable explainitige
characteristics of households, in that those whee hearning relatively high income could
probably participate in technology packages ang thi turn will expose them to get new
information, there by improving their participationdairy marketing. Arumugam (1983) stated
that economic status was found to have signifipasitive relationship with the participation of
small farmers. Information seeking behavior isdlegree to which the respondent is eager to get

information from various sources on different aspexf dairy marketing. Most studies confirm
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that the information seeking behavior of farmerkvg and favors low members participation in

dairy marketing

According to Deribe (2007) the coefficient of modmitput indicatesaccess to creditvas
positively and significantly correlated with farnséparticipation in dairy farming practices. This
means that increased access to credit increaskgatidh of recommended technological
packages. Deribe (2007) found out that the relati@mtweenextension participationand
knowledge of dairy farming was found to be positaed significant, one unit increment in
extension participation would bring about 0.371tsinncrement in the knowledge of farmers
regarding dairy farming. This implies that, freqogrof contacts or visits of extension agent to
farmer is very important to up date the knowledgd akill of farmers orfarm technologies,
practices or activitiesThus, the availability of extension participationthe rural areas is of a
paramount importance to farmers.

Deribe (2007) found out that the relation betwegtension participatiomnd knowledge of dairy
farming was found to be positive and significahis imeans that farmers who have some position
in different informal and formal institutions organizations are more likely to be aware of
different type of new information and thereby impgotheir overall marketing participation.
Prakash (1980) reported that a positive and sigamti relationship betweendebtednessand
adoption of improved agricultural practices in thedium developed areas and the relationship
was insignificant in less developed areas betwesm fsize and the members or farmers

marketing participation in dairy cooperatives.

Price is one of the effects that the cooperatives passheir members’ economy (Chukwu,
1990). Therefore, if the cooperative charge contigetprice for their milk, the member farmers
market it through their cooperatives (Wilkins anadfford, 1982; Fulton and Adamowicz, 1993;
Misra et al., 1993; Klein et al., 1997). Therefocepperative price influence the marketing of
milk. The proximity of the cooperative for the farmeusereduces the cost of time and labor
that the farmer spent in searching for a buyehfsfher milk. The other advantage is that as the

farmer is close (near) to the cooperative, they mave more knowledge about the cooperative
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and its benefits (Bishop and McConnen, 1999). Tihus,distance of the cooperative from the

farmer house is expected to influence the markedfngilk through the cooperative negatively.

2.7 Members’ Marketing Participation in Dairy Coapatives
2.7.1 Concept of Participation

According to Davis (1969) participation is a mermad emotional involvement of a person in a
group situation which encourages him to contriliatgoals and shares responsibilities in them.
According to UNO (1979) participation means shautry people the benefits of development,
active contribution by people to development anaivement of people in decision making at all
levels of society.

WHO (1982) defined participation as the processvbich individuals, families or communities
assume responsibility for their own health, welfanel develop the capacity to contribute to their
own and community development.

Paul (1987) defined community participation as etiva process by which beneficiary or client
groups influence the direction and execution oéaetbpment project with a view to enhancing
their well-being, of income, personal growth, seliance or values they cherish.

According to UNDP (1993) participation refers te ttlose involvement of people in the
economic, social cultural and political procesg #féect their lives. People may, in some cases,
have complete and direct control over these presess other cases; the control may be partial
or indirect. The important thing is that people éd@onstant access to decision making and
power.

According to Chowdhry and Gilbert (1996) participatis a generic term covering a broad range
of activities ranging from one-shot problem identfion exercise (E.g.: Participatory rural
Appraisal) to continuing association in which ruca@mmunities and individual farm families
play more active role.

According to Narayanaswamy and Boraian (1998) tdmeept of community participation refers
to the process by people who involve themselvesalyzing the local situation, identifying
major problems, formulating action plans, mobilgiocally available resources, and executing
development projects in order to access the benetiended to the community at large or
specific target groups during a given point of tiraeld surveys have shown that many potential
liquid milk-marketing households are hours distaway from any milk group. Setting up new

groups would clearly reduce the travel time to groand the actual number of households that
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would benefit depends on local population densifieis also important to keep newly emerging
milk groups small and geographically limited to ems proximity and avoid large groups that
would tend to increase average travel times (Halpet al, 2000). Another study showed that
the creation of new market outlet for fluid milkomght major improvements in the production,
marketing and consumption behavior of smallholdarseholds. The new marketing outlet may

also promote involvement in more intensive dairyiNgcholsonet al., 2000).

2.7.2 Importance of Marketing Participation in Co@pative

Co-operatives, by providing bulking and bargairnsegvices, increase outlet market access

and help farmers avoid the hazard of being encuadbeith a perishable product with no rural
demand . In short, participatory co-operatives\amgy helpful in overcoming access barriers to
assets, information, services, and the markets iwithhich small-holders wish to produce high-
value items (Delgado, 1999).

Effective participation of members enables prodweeoperatives to offer processors/marketers
the advantage of an assured supply of the commatikgown intervals at a fixed price and
controlled quality (Delgado, 1999).

They can also provide the option of making collalieed loans to farmers. The schemes also
provides better relations with local communitieartharge scale farms, avoiding the expense and
risk of investing in such enterprises, sharing patithn risk with the farmer, and helping ensure
that farmers provide produce of a consistent quélelgado,1999).

Dairy development along with the cooperative livess considered to be the most effective
strategy for helping the rural poor without altgriie village social structure and providing
guaranteed market for milk at fixed prices, supylgattle feed at a reasonable cost and

efficient veterinary and extension services (B&88).

2.7.3 Types of Participation
Members’ Economic participation is one of the seweoperative principles ratified by ICA in

1995. Members’ participation in cooperative iso@g the most significant pillars of a strong
and self-reliant cooperative movement.

Midgley (1986) formulated a typology of four typeklikely state’s responses to participation in
social development as follows:

a) Anti-participatory The state acts on behalf of ruling class, furthgetiveir interests,
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accumulation of wealth, and the concentration afgro Efforts to mobilize the mass for
participation will be seen as a threat and supprkss

b) Manipulative- The state supports the community participation,dmgs so for ulterior
motives. The state desires to use participatiopdditical and social control and a
recognition that community participation can redaosts of social development
programs as it facilitate implementation.

¢) Incremental It is characterized by official support for pantiation ideas, but by an
ambivalent approach to implementation that faBupport local activities adequately or
to ensure that participatory institutions functi@&fectively. The state does not opposes
participation but fails to provide necessary bagkmensure its realization.
d)Participatory The state approves fully of participation and resjsoby creating
mechanisms for the effective involvement of loaainenunities in all aspects of
development.

Pimbert and Pretty (1997) suggested the followawgls of participation. They are:

a) Passive participationPeople participate by being told what is goingapgen or has
already happened.

b) Participation in information giving People participate by giving answers to questions
posed by extractive research and project managers.

c) Patrticipation by consultationPeople participate by being consulted and external
agencies listen to their views. External agencedsd problems and solutions.

d) Participation for material sourceBeople participate by providing resources. For
example, labor in return of cash or food.

e) Functional participation- People participate by forming groups to meet prertened
objectives relating to the project, which can imeothe development or promotion of
externally initiated social organizations.

f) Interactive participation People participate in joint analysis, which leamlfoint action
plans and formation of new groups or strengtheoningld ones.

g) Self mobilization People participate by taking initiatives indepertddrexternal

institutions to change systems.

2.7.4 Factors Affecting Participation
Clark (1991) identified the elements essentialsiEuring active participation of farmers’ groups
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such as: (1) small homogenous group; (2) suppleamgiticome generation activities; (3)
institutional credit; (4) group promoters; (5) traig to group members; (6) group savings; (7)
ready access to extension service; (8) particigatarnitoring and evaluation; and (9) group self
reliance. He also observed the indicators of sdifince of farmers’ groups as (1) regulatory of
group meetings and level of attendance; (2) shi@aatkrship and member participation in group
decision making; (3) continuous growth in groupisgs; (4) high rates of loans repayment; (5)
group problem solving; and (6) effective link witlktension and other development services.
Mukherjee (1997) observed that the level of pgrtition tends to fluctuate with passage of time.
Sometimes it remains at a low key and then takieanaf/or dissipates. While on other occasions,
there emerges a high level community participatubich slowly moderates itself and becomes
steady.

Rehman and Rehman (1998) found out the factorghwdetermine the nature of participation of
the people in development programs such as: (Wiliegness to participate; (2) the

desirability to participate; (3) the representatmature of participants in the local bodies in term
of society as a whole or classes and castes; @)a#iset distribution pattern among the
participants and the resultant dynamics in int&ati@nships; and (5) the conflict of interests

between the stakeholders and direct beneficiafidgseadevelopment program.

2.7.5 Measurement of’ marketing participation andvel of participation

Different studies employed different models in ortteidentify the factors that determine market
supply (Vella, 1998; Minot, 1999; Sigelman, 199%tshe 2004 cited in Rehima 2005).
Statistical bias may arise when individuals havamgcial characteristics make choice to one
group or another (i.e., by individual self seleg)iand researcher wind up analyzing non-random
choice sample (Maddala, 1983). The problem of samsplection bias arises if an individual's
participation status reflects self-selection dua tidden undetermined or exogenous factor, thus
producing a non- random sample (Heckman, 1979).Pphablem can arise in the case of
members’ decision to participate in cooperativetk mmarketing and the magnitude/amount of
milk sold by the members.

The Multiple Linear Regression, Binary Logistic Reggion or the Binary Logit Model,
Multinomial LogisticRegressionthe Probit, the Tobit, and Heckman’s sample sieleanodels

are among the commonly used ones.
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2.7.6 Definition of concepts
A. Personal Characteristics refers to the variables associated to persoraackeristics such

as age, marital status, and level of educationgrsipce in dairy marketing.

B. Socio-economic Factors refers to the position of the members in societfich is
determined by various social and economic variableh as income, size of land holding and
number of milking cows owned.

C. Situational factors: indicate the variables of the surroundings inficiag respondent’s access
to participate such as, information seeking behavéxcess to credit, extension exposure,
Position of a member in cooperatigaddistance to nearest local market.

D. Psychological factors:consists of the variables of psychological dimemsib respondent
such as, perception of respondents towards daioperatives and communication skill in
cooperative dairy marketing.

E. Member: is an individual who has achieved the status &f membership in the dairy
cooperative and who patrticipates and/or not padies in the business transaction, social and
other aspects. Co-operatives are member drivemedwand controlled by their members.

G. Dairy product is defined as milk or any product derived from mW\ithin the general class
of dairy foods, different products will be diffetéated by their physical composition or form, or

where the market or consumer differentiates them.
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Figurel. Conceptual framework of the study

31



Chapter IlI: Materials and Methods

This chapter starts by furnishing the brief dedwmip on Arsi Zone and one of its districts
namely, Tiyo. The chapter provides the methodology adoptedumh snatters as sample size
determination, sampling techniques followed, typelata collected and sources accessed, data
collection methods and method of data analysisst hat not the least, variables selected for this

particular study were operationally defined andrttemasuring tools have been explained.

3.1 Site Selection and Description

3.1.1. Description of the study area

The Regional State of Oromia lies in the centrat o the Federal Democratic Republic of
Ethiopia, with larger protrusions towards the soatidl west directions. Astronomically, Oromia
extends from %24'20" North to 1823'26" North latitudes (extending for abodtribrth to south
and 3407'37" East to 4£58'51" East longitudes (extending for abofin@st to east), located in
tropical zone. It covers an area of 363,136Kabout 34.3% of the total area of the country). In
2006, Oromia region had about 48 million populatidhis makes it the most populous Region in
Ethiopia. In the year understudy, about 30.7%7%3and 18.7% of the total area of Oromia
were arable (about 69% of the total arable land wader cultivation), pasture and forest
(including thick forest (7%), woodland, riveringydhes and shrubs, and man made forests) lands
respectively, while the rest was accounted for aeég, built-up and other areas (BoFED, 2007).
Socio-economic Profile of Arsi Zone

Arsi is one of the 17 zones of the Oromia Regioitthiopia. Arsi is bordered on the south by
Bale, on the southwest by the Southern NationsioNalities, and People's Region and West
Arsi Zone, on the northwest by East Shewa, on tréhrby the Afar Region and on the east by
West Hararghe. The highest point in Arsi is Mouhil&lo; other notable mountains in this zone
include Mount Kaka and Mount Gugu. The administetcenter of this zone is iAsella
(BoFED, 2007). Barley, wheat, pulses, and otheealsrincluding coffee have been a major cash
crop in Arsi. The Central Statistical Agency (CS#gported that 2198 tons of coffee was
produced in this zone in the year ending in 200%s Tepresents 1.9% of the Region's output and
0.97% of Ethiopia's total output. Based on figuhesn the CSA in 2005, Arsi zone has an
estimated total population of 3,135,686, of whorB5%,984 were males and 1,577,702 were
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females; 386,707 or 12.3% of its population areanorlkwellers. With an estimated area of

23,724.44 square kilometers, Arsi has an estimptggllation density of 132.17 people per

square kilometer (BoFED, 2007). There are 540 catjpes in the Arsi Zone (Table 2).

Table 2.List of Cooperatives in Arsi Zone by typg, to June 2009.

Woredas in | No .of Membership size
Types of cooperatives | which the Coops Male Female Total
Coops. exist

1 Multipurpose 24 181 139967 18953 158920
2 Rural SACCOs 21 119 1890 7351 9241
3 Urban SACCOs 23 60 7482 2629 10111
4 Dairy 9 24 873 157 1030
5 Mineral 12 70 2215 208 2423
6 Fattening 3 3 105 15 120
7 Irrigation 12 31 2126 366 2492
8 Sugar coops 1 4 682 275 957
9 Fishery 2 3 276 1 277
10 | Coffee 2 11 715 42 757
11 | Consumers Coops 10 18 703 329 1032
12 | Seed Multiplication 4 6 254 19 273
13 | Honey Coops 2 2 60 1 61
14 | ‘Chatt'(Chataeduliy 1 1 16 - 16
15 | Hides and Skin 1 1 14 1 15
16 | Handicraft 3 3 25 22 a7
17 | Fruit and Vegetables 3 3 34 127 161

Total 540 157437 30496 187983

Source: AZCPO (2009)
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3.1.2 Description of Tiyo woreda

Tiyo Woredahas the area coverage of 576 km2 which is fourtdemorth western Part of Arsi
zone borderingpigalu Tijo district in the south eadtietosain the north and North Westjway
Dugdain the west and south west aMidinesadistrict in the west. Assela is the district ammhal
capital. The district is characterized by plainalleys, hills and mountain€hilalo (3815m) is
the highest peak in the districvurch, Dega, Weina Degand Kolla (weather conditions)
covered 20.1%, 31.7%, 42.5% and 5.7% of the distdspectively. The major rivers of the
district arekater, Kulumsa, Gonde, Dosha and WalkéBaFED, 2007). In 1997, the total
Population of Tiyo district was 128,297. The urlpmpulation was 57,986, which was 45.2% of
the total population of the district. About 53.7%tloe urban population and 49.8% of the rural
population were females. The economically activpypation (15-64 years) constituted 55.4% of
the total population in the district. The crude plapion density of the district was estimated at
223 persons per km2 (CSA, 2005) (BoFED, 2007).

There are 15 Farmers’ Associations with 13704 merfdreners in Tiyo district. About 14% of
the members were females (AZCPB, 2009). The culleséand accounted for 40% of the total
area of the district. Grazing land was 23.1%. Al&ideb6 was forest, shrub and woodland (CSA,
2005). Cereals accounted for 80.1% of the landrealvby crops. Wheat, barley artdff’ are the
most important crops. Farmers in this district wibre first to use agricultural inputs in Arsi due
to the presence of CADU in the area some 25 yagrsA&bout 5.9% of the farmers had no farm
plots. The district ha®8,966 cattle 33,817 sheep, 16,121 goats, 6,913 horses, 1,3B8sm
8,109 donkeys and 24,439 poultry. Some of the togsdiseases in the district are anthrax,
blackleg, pasteuelosis and African horse sickn8s#~ED, 2007). Scarcity of farmland, soil
erosion, and deforestation, insufficient supply agfricultural inputs and shortage of health
institutions are some of the problems in the distiowever, the district has potentially irrigable

land of about 1,367 hectares, of which only 162dres have been irrigated so far.
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Table 3.List of Primary Cooperatives in Tiyo Worebg type, up to June 2009.

Type of Cooperative s No. of Membership size
cooperatives | Male Female Total

1 Multipurpose 10 8,103 1548 9,651
2 Rural SACCOs 4 96 83 179
3 Urban SACCOs 15 2638 1229 3867
4 Dairy 8 289 83 372
5 Mineral 11 242 30 272
6 Irrigation 3 164 10 174
7 Consumers Coops 4 263 79
8 Handicraft 1 15 - 15
9 Fruit and Vegetables 1 3 127 130

Total 57 11,813 3189 15,002

Source: TWCPO (2009)
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Map of Ethiopia Map of Oromia region

Tiyo Woreda

Figure 2.Map of the study area
Source: Accessed from Witpvw. unocha.orgén August 8, 2009
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3.2 Data Collection Procedures

3.2.1 Sampling design

3.2.1.1 Sampling techniques

This study employed survey method with field oraian. In essence, precision of facts is better
from a census. However, due to financial and tiroastraints, total coverage of the entire
population is not practical and also not necessaampling allows the researcher to study a
relatively small number of units representing thieole population (Sarantakos, 1998). For this

study,probability sampling techniqueas used.

3.2.1.2 Sampling method

One of the potential dairy producer’s Zone in Oram@gional state is Arsi, where the first dairy
development project was launched and preceded by IStoa. So Arsi zone is purposively
selected for the study. In the Arsi zone, there2drelairy cooperatives in 9 Woredas. In this
study, three stage randasamplingmethod was adopted for the selection of the redgats. In

the first stage, from 9 woredas, 1 woreda was sadest randomT{(iyo). There are 8 dairy
cooperatives in the selected woreda. In the sestag®, from the 8 dairy cooperatives, four dairy
cooperatives were selected at random for the stadie third stage, using random sampling
procedure and probability proportionate to sizéhefpopulation (PPS), 151 members of dairy
cooperatives were selected as respondents fotutg. $n addition, there were 40 officials in the
four dairy cooperatives. From each of the fourylaooperatives, randomB0% of officials

were included as respondents for Focus Group Dssmuisi.e. 32 (80% of 40) officials and 24
key informants (4 village leaders, 15 reputed eddand 5 marketing experts from both woreda
and Zonal Cooperative promotion offices) were alsosidered as respondents (participants) of
FGD.

3.2.3.2 Sample size

In this study, to determine sample size, diffeffastors were taken into consideration including
research cost, time, human resource, accessikdrtgl, availability of transport facilities. The

respondents for the study were selected ugiogability proportionate to size of the population
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(PPS) A total Sample size of 207 individuals (151daiopperatives membeespondents and 56
individual participants of Focus Group DiscussibsD)) was included in the study (Table 4).

Table 4.Sample size of the study.

Membership size Sample size of | Participants of FGD
*
S. No| sampled (population) Ins ey
cooperative§ Male | Female| Total | Individual
Officials* | Others
Members
1 Waji Bilalo | 84 5 89 63 8 4 village leaders
15 reputed
2 Dosha 42 6 48 35 8 elders, and 5
3 Conde 41 11 52 |37 8 marketing
experts from
4 Gora Fana | 22 - 22 16 8 zonal and
Total | 4 189 |22 211 | 151 32 woreda
promotion
offices.
151 32 24
207
Grand Total

Source: TWCPO: * From Secondary data, 2009

3.3. Method of Data Collection

The study used both primary and secondary datatioeg the required data for achieving the
stipulated objectives. The method of data collectwas interview method which has used
interview schedule and personal observatia; a tool for collecting data from members.
The study usedtructured interview schedute collect information from member- respondents.
In addition, Focus Group Discussion (FGD) was catel with 32 cooperative officials (by
dividing them into three smaller groups consist8¥glgroup members in each smaller group)
and key communicators involving 24 participantsMilage leaders, 15 reputed elders, and 5
marketing experts of the woreda and zonal promotiffices) for getting in-depth information
about their situations and issues with respectaoydmarketing participation. Focus group
discussions (FGD) of key communicators was conduetgh 2 groups (24 persons in total)
consisting 12 persons in each group (who have aignknowledge about the topic under

consideration) as per the check list developedHsr purpose. The Interview Schedule prepared
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in English was translated #faan Oromabefore final administration. The translated intewvi
schedule was pre-tested with 25 respondents whe members of Dairy Cooperatives and who
were from other than sample selected and suitabtifroations were made. Based on the nature
and extent of responses obtained during the pteftesessary modifications and further editing
had been done in the interview schedule to enssirddrity and completeness for generating the
needed information from the respondents.

3.3.1 Primary data

The study was undertaken through qualitative arahtiiative research methodologies. In order
to collect the primary data, the researcher usedptie-tested interview schedule, personal
observation, andocus group discussiowith properly reviewed checklist. Both qualitatiaed
guantitative information on members’ participatiohdairy cooperatives were gathered as first
hand information. The specific aspects on whichadadllections focused include: the factors
affecting the level participation of the responderand identification of existing constraints in
effective participation of respondents in dairy keding.

3.3.2 Secondary Data

So as to back up the first hand information witteadly existing evidence, the researcher had
collected data that are relevant to the study fiieenfollowing concerned bodies; Annual reports
of dairy cooperatives, documents, guidelines fraoperative promotion offices starting from
federal level to district offices. Moreover, Pubksl and unpublished reports and research
publications from government and non-governmentaé@us were accessed. The data collected
from these sources include: the number of coopemtby type, membership by sex and age;
marketing outlet; marketing activities undergonajryl product marketing volume; input and
output data, data relating to nature and type dfigg@ation , components of participation, and
other relevant data related to the objectives efstidy.

3.4 Method of Data Analysis

The researcher has used different statistical piiwes and methods to analyze the data. In this
study descriptive statistical tools were used talye the quantitative data. The important
statistical measures that were adopted weeans, percentage, frequencies, and standard
deviations.The data was partially analyzed at the point duollecting the data in order to
avoid disregard and be able to fill the gap in ditative data then there. For this stud{arl
Pearson’s Coefficient of Correlatién was applied to analyze the data. The degressdciation
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or correlation between the variables will be angddry the use of correlation analysis (Gomez
and Gomez, 1984; Kothari, 2003). The existenca sifjnificantly high correlation between two
variables tells us nothing about why the corretagaists. In particular, the correlation does not
tell us that one variable is the cause and the adhtbe effect (Browen and Starr, 1983).

On the other side, the Ordinal Logistic Regresdtwdel was another statistical technique used
to analyze the influence among variables (influeotexplanatory variables on the dependent
variable). Moreover, preference indices and measant scales were also employed in the
realizing objectives of the study. The field datas coded and entered into SPSS version 12 and
JMP 5 statistical packages for further analysid astimation after collection and checking the

responses.
3.4.1 Analysis of Factors Affecting Marketing Pacipation of Members in Dairy

Cooperatives
In order to analyze the major socio-economic, sibnal, personal, and psychological factors
that affect themarketing participation of members in their daiopperatives, Pearson

Correlation analysis(r) and Multi-nomial Logisti@gession Model were used.

3.5. Specification of Econometric Models

3.5.1. Multi-nomial Logistic Regression Model

In the bivariate logit or profit models, the modeliprocess used is yes or no response binary
variables. But often the response variable or sgcan have more than two outcomes (levels)
and very often these outcomes are ordinal in nathae is, they cannot be expressed on an
interval scale. To study such phenomena, one caanekthe bivariate logit and probit models to

take into account multiple ranked categories (Gja2003).

Gujarati (2003) recommends using multistage/muitird normal and logistic probability
distributions so as to allow for the analysis ofieas ranked categories.

One of the specific objectives of this research twaanalyze the relationship between the overall
members’ marketing participation level in prima@jrg cooperatives, the categorical dependent/
response variable with three levels (nefdgr sometimes (2), regularly {3nd various personal,

psychological, situational and socio-economic iredelent variables.

40



As the dependent variable i.members’ marketing participation in dairy coopevaisis a
discrete/ categorical variable with three levelsver, sometimeandregularly) and explanatory
variables are both continuous and categorical (dyntine right/suitable modeling specification
would be a multi-nomial logistic regression modélis model is more appropriate when the
dependent variable has more than two outcomeshenolutcomes can be ranked orderly
(Gujarati, 2003).

WhenY is ordinal, a modified version of logistic regressis used for fitting. The cumulative
probability of being at or below each responselles/modeled by a curve. The curves are the

same for each level except that they are shiftetdeaight or left.

The ordinal logistic model fits a different inteptebut the same slope, for eachr efl

cumulative logistic comparisons, wheres the number of response levels. Each parameter
estimate can be examined and tested individudtlypagh this is seldom of much interest.

The ordinal model is preferred to the nominal madeén it is appropriate because it has fewer
parameters to estimate. In fact, it is practicdlttordinal responses with hundreds of response
levels.

Logistic regression fits nominal/ordinal Y respanse a linear model of X terms. To be more
precise, it fits probabilities for the responseclswising a logistic function. For two response

levels the function is
Prob(Y= 1% response) = (1+€ )

or equivalently

(P "= |5t res e r
g Prob(¥'= Ist respanse)| _ X

‘Prob{ ¥'= 2nd response)

For r nominal/ordinal responses, where r >2, & fit- 1 sets of linear model parameters of the
form

|t1§;" Prob | :j’)'} 2 KJF}
Mob(Y=r)

Where,X; - j"" explanatory variable
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Y -Responseariable (Members’ marketing participation in daiyoperatives)
j-1,2,...,23 (There are 23 explanatory variablgbig study).
b -slope or coefficient of explanatory variables
r —Number of response variable levels (In this paldicatudy, the response variable is
marketing participation of members in their daiopperatives having 3 ordinal levelsgver’

(1), 'some times’ (2)and‘regularly’ (3)).

The fitting principal of maximum likelihood meartsat thefs (slopes or coefficients of
explanatory variables) are chosen to maximizedhd probability attributed by the model to the
responses that did occur. This fitting principaéggivalent to minimizing the negative log-
likelihood (—Log Likelihood) (Gujarati, 2003).

u

Loss = ~loplikelihood = ~log [’mb‘ ¥ it row has the y th response

'.II': J .

as attributed by the model. In other words, thenfitprinciple for a logistic regression minimizes
the sum of the negative logarithms of the probaédifitted to the response events that occur—
that is, maximum likelihood. The ordinal model igferred to the nominal model when it is
appropriate because it has fewer parameters toasti In fact, it is practical to fit ordinal
responses with hundreds of response levels.

If the response variable has an ordinal modelipg tyhe platform fits the cumulative response
probabilities to the logistic distribution functiar a linear model using maximum likelihood.
Likelihood-ratio test statistics are provided foe twhole model and lack of fit. Wald test

statistics are provided for each effect (Guja2Qi)3).
4.6 Statistical Tests of Multicollinearity Problem

Prior to estimating the models, it is essentialdofy if multicollinearity exists among the
explanatory variables. If multicollinearity turnatdo be significant, the simultaneous presence

of the two variables will underpin the individudfexts of these variables. Gujarati (1995)
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reported that there are various indicators of roaollinearity and no single diagnostic will give us
a complete handle over the co-linearity problenr.this particular study, Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF) will be used for continuous variabléhe larger the value of VIF, the more it is
troublesome. As a rule of thumb, if the VIF of aishle exceeds 10 (this will happen if R
exceeds 0.95), that variable is said to be higblynear (Gujarati, 1995). Gujarati (1995) stated

the VIF is given as:

VIF(X)=1——
1-5

Where, R is the coefficient of determination when the valeal); is regressed on the other

explanatory variables. Similarly, there may be alsi@raction between qualitative (dummy)

variables, which can lead to the problem of mullicearity (the degree of association between
dummy variables). To detect this problem, coefficseof contingency will be compounded.

According to Healy (1984), the dummy variables aed to be collinear if the value of

contingency coefficient is greater than 0.75.

The contingency coefficient will be compounded @kfvs:

Where, C is coefficient of contingengy? is chi-square test, and n = total sample sizee@dly,
different tests like F-value and chi-square wikalbe employed to testify the significance of
results obtained from the models specified withtiep of SPSS and JMP 5 computer software

programs.
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Table 5.List of dependent and independent variables

Dependent Variable(Y)

Explanatory Variables(X1-X23)

Members’ marketing
Participation in dairy
Cooperatives

Se»

Age

Education Level

. Family Size

Experience in dairy marketing

Marital status

Training undergone in dairy marketing

Information seeking behavior

© © N O g w D P

Access to credit

10. Extension participation

11. Position of the member in the cooperative
12. Annual income from dairy

13.Size of land holding

14.Number of milking cows owned

15. Milk Production per day

16. Availability of marketing information
17.Indebtedness

18. Communication skills

19. Milk Purchased through the dairy cooperatives
20.Perception about dairy cooperatives
21.Distance to the nearest Dairy Cooperative’s
milk collection centre

22.Cooperative Price for Milk

23.Days of fasting
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3.7 Operationalization of Variables and Measurement

Subsequent to designing the method of analyzing da&, selection of variables and
operationalization in this particular study as wadl their measurement is vital. This section

illustrates the operational definitions of variabénd their measurements.

3.7.1Dependent variable

The dependent variable for this study is:

Members’ Marketing Participation (MM-PART):

Members’ marketing participation in dairy cooperas is measured in terms of the frequency of
transactions members made with their dairy coopest For this particular study, members’
frequency of transactions (marketing participatiomjh dairy cooperatives is expressed as
‘always’, ‘'sometimesand‘never’.

For this particular study, there are two componehtsiembers’ marketing participation in dairy
cooperatives. These adecision makingvith respect to dairy marketing through cooperadive
and involving in the dairy marketing functions of thairg cooperatives The frequency of
transactions of both components of marketing paeton is expressed dsegularly’ (3),
‘sometimes’ (2), and ‘never’ (Drdinal measuring scales.

3.7.2 Independent variables

The following explanatory variables were hypothedizo influence the dependent (response)
variable (marketing participation of members inrga@ooperatives) in the study unit.

1. Sex (SEX):lt is it is operationaliszed as the biologicallytetenined trait of respondents. It is
dummy variable representing male (0) and female (1)

2. Age (AGE): It is operationalized as the number of completeary of a respondent at the time
of conducting the interview. Age can generate @derconfidence on technologies. In other
words, with age a member can become more risk @teraew technologies. It is hypothesized
that young members have more probability of beiagtigpate in dairy marketing. It is a
continuous variabl@and measured using completed years of life.

3. Marital status (MAR_STA): It indicates whether respondents are married, amedga single,

or widowed. Since married respondents will have enarles to be performed, a positive
relationship was anticipated between marital stathws market participation of the respondent in
dairy marketing.
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4. Family Size (FM_SZ): Refers to the number of household members of thgoredents. It is
hypothesized that the larger the family size, tbidp would be the marketing participation of the
households as there is adequate labor force far.the

5. Educational level (EDU_LEV):It is the maximum qualification possessed by tlegniners at
the time of investigation. The higher the educaterel, the better would be the participation of
the farmer in the dairy cooperative as a resulti@her knowledge about the benefits of the dairy
cooperative easily. Level of education was assutoeethcrease members’ ability to obtain,
process, and use information related marketingydaioduct to their cooperatives. Education is
therefore expected to increase the probability afminer’'s participation. This variable is
measured based upon formal years of schooling dateiy the respondents. A schedule is

developed for the respondents in the study asvistio

S.N Level of education Score
1 > grade 4 1
2 5" grade — 8" grade 2
3 9" grade — 1% grade 3
4 Diploma 4
5 Degree 5

6. Experience in Dairy Marketing (EXP_DM): It is operationalized as the number of years
since a respondent members have joined in thg dawperatives and started marketing dairy
products to their cooperatives. Experience of #menér-member is likely to have a range of
influences on adoption. Experience will improve nbemns’ active participation in dairy product
marketing through cooperatives. More experiencesvgr may have a lower level of uncertainty
about the technology’s performance. Farmers withér experience appear to have often full
information and better knowledge to evaluate theaathge of pursuing dairy marketing to their
cooperatives. Hence it is hypothesized to affeaketgarticipation positively.

7. Communication skills (COM_SKL): It is operationalized as the ability to expreseasl
effectively in written or spoken form, and the &pilto listen attentively. This explanatory
variable would be measured using list of items ctetk through systematic procedure.
Communication skill is anticipated to have positieationship with market participation of the

respondents on dairy marketing in their cooperative
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8. Annual Income from Dairy (AN_INC): It is operationally defined as income obtainedrfro
marketing of dairy product that is expressed irr Bar year. The income level is anticipated to
have a positive relationship with the dependeniabée since normally it becomes a facilitating
factor.

9. Number of milking Cows owned (NO_MCWS):lt is operationalized as number of milking
cows possessed by the member. It is assumed thkrtier the number of cows, the member
has more room to participate in dairy marketifidherefore, it is hypothesized that number of
cows has a positive relationship with the dependanéable.

10. Milk Production per day (PRO_DY): It is operationalized as the amount of milk prastlic
per day (in liters) by the cows of the respondelts. assumed that the more production of milk
per day, the more market participation of membeidairy marketing.

11. Milk Purchased through Cooperatives (MPO_COOP):It is operationalized as the
maximum quantity of milk that a given cooperativencaccommodate through purchase from
members and potential sellers. It is measureagir liter of milk per day. It is expected that
this explanatory variable would have positive rielaghip with the dependant variable.

12. Training undergone in dairy marketing (TRG_DMKT): It is operationalized as the
number of trainings undergone by the respondentngnaspect of dairy marketing. Training is
one of the means by which members acquire new ledgye and skill and it is measured in terms
of the number of times the member has participatént to the time of investigation. Hence,
training undergone is expected to positively infloe members’ participation in dairy marketing.
13. Information seeking behavior (INFO_BHV): It is operationalized as the extent to which
the respondents are seeking information regardmygaapect of dairy marketing from different
communication sources. It was operationally defiasdthe degree to which the respondent is
eager to get information from various sources offeidint roles he/she performs. This is
measured in terms of how much information is sougjotv frequently and from where the
information is sought. Information seeking behawsoassumed to have positive relationship with
the dependent variable.

14. Perception about dairy cooperatives (PRCP_COOP)It is the degree of positive or
negative perception of members towards cooperativies variable was measured by using a

measuring scale developed for this purpose.
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15. Access to credit (AX_CRD)Access to credit can relax the financial constsagri members.

It indicates whether respondents have access dit arenot. Therefore, access to credit may have
impact on level of market participation in dairy nketing. Therefore, the variable was assumed
to have a positive relationship with the dependaniable.

16. Extension patrticipation (EXT_PART): It is operationally defined as members' frequericy
contact with development agents and frequency diggaation in extension planning, training,
farmers’ field day, on-farm trial and demonstratregarding to livestock production in
general and dairy farming practices in particularwas measured using an measuring index
developed for this purpose. It was assumed that\hriable will have a positive relationship
with the participatiorof the members in dairy marketing.

17. Availability of Marketing Information (AVA_MINF O): refers to the timely and required
information with respect to dairy marketing thatisilable to the respondents.

18. Indebtedness (INDEBT)refers to the amount of money due to other peraodsnstitution,
which the member has borrowed and bound to repdy.the total loan in terms of money, a
member owes, at the time of investigation to vagiowoney lending sources. A schedule was
developed to measure indebtedness.

19. Position of the member in the cooperative (PQOOP): It is a dummy variable taking a
value 2 if the member has a position (as dairypeoative official or office bearer ) in the
cooperative, and 1 if he/she is ordinary membeawiky a position in the cooperative increases
the attachment of the farmer to the cooperativa tha ordinary member and help to realize the
benefits of the cooperative. Thus, their marketigigation in the dairy cooperative is better than
the ordinary member. Therefore, having a positiothe cooperative is expected to influence the
market participation of members in dairy coopeegipositively.

20. Size of Land holding (SZ_LHO):It refers to the cultivable area in hectares pess@ by the
members/respondents. Different researchers has@ o measure farm size in different ways.

In this study farm size was measured in hectares.

21. Cooperative Price for Milk; (COOPPM): This is a dummy variable taking a value 1 if the
cooperative price for the farmer’s milk is simitarbetter than other marketing agents in the area
and, 0 otherwise. Price is one of the effects that cooperatives pass on their members’

economy (Chukwu, 1990). Therefore, if the coopeeatharge competitive price for their milk,

48



the member farmers market it through their coopezat(Wilkins and Stafford, 1982; Fulton and
Adamowicz, 1993; Misra et al., 1993; Klein et 4B97). Therefore, cooperative price is likely to
influence the marketing of milk through the coopeepositively.

22. Distance to the nearest dairy cooperative’s tkicollection centre (DISMARK): It is
operationally defined as the time required (measurdnours) to reach the nearest market (Dairy
Cooperative’s milk collection) center. The varialderucial in making decision to make
transaction with cooperative. The less amountroétrequired, as compared to other alternative
milk markets (other than the dairy cooperative mereenter (market)), other factors remaining
constant (price, quality...), the high probabilityleding utilizing cooperative services.
Therefore, this variable is hypothesized to affeetlevels of members’ participation in
cooperatives negatively.

23. Days of fasting (D_F):

It is operationally defined as the total numbedays per year a person is fasting in connection
with religious faith. The more number of days &spe is fasting, whether he is Christian or
Muslim, is hypothesized to have a negative effectnarketing participation; whereas sales

volume of milk during the fasting period may be ifigsly influenced.
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Chapter IV : Results and Discussions

The overall results of Focus Group Discussion (FG&dss sectional survey and personal
observation are presented and discussed in thigtaathd@ased on the objectives of this thesis,
descriptive and econometrics analysis, preferendees and scales have been used to explain
the results of personal, situational, psychologicahd socio-economic variables of the
respondents. The descriptive analysis such as npeacentage, and standard deviatiowere
done to describe the general characteristics of meesnof dairy cooperatives. Similarly, the
econometric analysis using multinomial logistic resggion model or logit model was done to

identify determinants of members’ marketing papiation in dairy cooperatives.

4.1 Personal Characteristics of the respondents

4.1.1 Sex distribution of sample respondents

The conducted survey revealed that 134 (88.7%hefsample respondents were male and 17
respondents (11.3%) were female. As indicated ghiréenumber of female respondents is very
low as compared to that of the female due to thetfat the participation of women in different
social affairs and their access to and control egsources is low in the study area as result of
socio-cultural factors about women deep-rootecha gociety for long period of time. Though
the membership size of women in the surveyed catdipes was low as compared to male, most

of the routine dairy activities are carried outtbgm.
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Table7. Cross tabulation result for Sex and Marketng Participation in dairy cooperatives

SEX
Total %
male female
Marketing Never 1 0 1 .67
Participation in dairy Sometimes 55 6 61 40.39
cooperatives regularly 78 11 89 58.94
Total 134 17 151 100

Source: Survey data, 2010

4.1.2 Age distribution of sample respondents

The average age of the respondents was 39.07 wgearghe minimum and maximum age
observed were 26 years and 62 years respectiveyysén chi-square is equal to 0.732 which is
greater than alpha (0.05) indicates that thereoisignificant relationship betweanarketing

participation of members in dairy Cooperatives agd of members (Figure 4).
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Figur@.Age distribution of sample respondents.

Source: Computed Survey d2@40.

4.1.3 Distribution of sample respondents by maritastatus

Almost all of the respondents (98.7%) were maraad the rest 1.3% of them were observed to
be widowed. The Pearson chi-square test resulblesge@hat there is no significant relationship
between Marketing Participation and marital statfisthe sample respondents of the dairy

cooperatives (Table 8).
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Table 8.Cross tabulation result for marital statnd Marketing Participation of members in dairy

cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dairy cooperativeg Total

Never Sometimes regularly

marital married

1 60 88 149(98.7%)
status
widowed |0 1 1 2(1.3%)
Total 1 61 89 151(100%)

Source: Descriptive statistics of primary datal(@)

4.1.4 Distribution of sample respondents by Educatinal level

It was seen that 37.7% of the respondents haaaett the educational level of grade 9-12 and
only 6% of the sampled members had attained ana¢idnal status of diploma level. The
Pearson chi-square test revealed that there isigmfisant relationship between marketing
participation and educational level of the sampkpondents of the dairy cooperatives as Pearson
chi-square value is 0.633 which is greater thamlpes(0.05) (Table 9).

Similarly, the correlation analysis of members’ eational level and marketing participation in
dairy cooperatives clearly showed that there wasssnciation or correlation among them as

Pearson correlation value is -0.092.
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Table 9.Cross tabulation result for educationakleand Marketing Participation of members in

dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair %
cooperatives Total
Never(1l)| Sometimes(2] Regularly(3)| count
educational level grade 0-4 0 13 27 40 26.5
grade 5-8 0 21 24 45 29.8
grade 9-12 1 22 34 57 37.7
diploma 0 5 4 9 6
Total 1 61 89 151 100

Source: Descriptive statistics of primary data, 201

4.1.5 Total number of household size (Family size)

The total number of household size or family sitehe sampled respondents was 663. Each
respondent had 4.39 family sizes on average. Themam and maximum numbers of the family
size of the respondents were 2 and 8 respectivlsther more, the correlation analysis of the
two variables( family size and marketing parti¢cipa in dairy cooperatives) revealed that there
was no correlation between them as Pearson p-v&l0€d84 which is greater than 0.05(95%

level of significance) (Table 10).

54



Table 10.Descriptive statistics of total familyesiaf the respondents.

N Valid 151
Missing 0
Mean 4.39
Std. Error of Mean 122
Median 4.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.497
Variance 2.240
Skewness 480
Std. Error of Skewness 197
Kurtosis -.505
Std. Error of Kurtosis .392
Range 6
Minimum
Maximum 8
Sum 663
Percentiles 25 3.00
50 4.00
75 5.00

Source: Descriptive statistics of primary data, 201

4.1.6 Experience in dairy marketing through coopertves

Most of the respondents (52.32%) had above foursyafaexperience in dairy marketing through
cooperatives and only 1.33% of the respondents Bipdto one year experience in dairy
marketing through cooperatives. In addition to ,thiee correlation result of the two variables

revealed that there is no correlation between éspee in dairy marketing and marketing
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participation of members in dairy cooperatives aarBon p-value was 0.090 which is greater

than 0.05(Table 11).

Tablell. Cross tabulation result for Experiencedimy marketing through cooperatives and

marketing participation in dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives
Never Sometimes regularly | Total
Experience in Up to one year| Count 0 2 0 2
dairy % of Total .0% 1.3% .0% 1.3%
marketing From one yea Count 0 5 6 11
through to three years | % of Total 0% 3.3% 4.0% 7.3%
cooperatives From three Count 1 23 35 59
years to foul % of Total
7% 15.2% 23.2% 39.1%
years
Above four| Count 0 31 48 79
years % of Total .0% 20.5% 31.8% |52.3%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total 1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010
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4.2 Socio-Economic characteristics

4.2.1Size of land holding of the respondents

The average Size of land holding of the responders 1.10 hectares. The maximum and
minimum Size of land holding of the respondents W80 hectares and 0.00 hectare

respectively.

Table 12.Descriptive Statistics for the Size otddwlding of the respondents.

N Valid 151
Missing 0

Mean 1.1037

Std. Error of Mean .08513

Std. Deviation 1.04615

Minimum 0.00

Maximum 5.00

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010

4.2.2Number of milking Cows owned

The majority of the respondents (79.5%) owned oilkimy dairy cow each. 19.2% and 1.3% of

the respondents had two and three milking cows ezggectively.

Table13.Distribution of milking Cows owned by resgents.

Number of milking Cows | Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid 1 120 79.5 79.5 79.5

2 29 19.2 19.2 19.2

3 2 1.3 1.3 1.3

Total 151 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.
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4.2.3Annual income from dairy activities

Most of the sampled members (45.0%) have receik@d fLO00 Br to 2000 Br annually from
dairy activities. 2.0% and 28.5% of the samplegoesients have received up to 1000 Br and
from 2000 Br to 3000 Br annually. 15.9% of the s@dprespondents have received above

4000Br and 8.6% up to 3000 Br and from 4000 Bruatiy.

Tablel4. Cross tabulation for annual income fromydactivities and Marketing Participation in
dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives Total
Never Sometimes regularly
annual income Up to 1000 Br| Count
from dairy 0 1 2 3
activities
% of Total .0% 1% 1.3% 2.0%
From 1000 Brn Count
to 2000 Br 0 33 35 68
% of Total .0% 21.9% 23.2% 45.0%
From 2000 Count
birr to 3000 0 18 25 43
Br
% of Total .0% 11.9% 16.6% 28.5%
From 3000 Br Count
to 4000 Br 0 6 ! 13
% of Total .0% 4.0% 4.6% 8.6%
Above 4000 Count 1 3 20 24
Br
% of Total 1% 2.0% 13.2% 15.9%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total 7% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.
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4.2.4 Milk Production per day

The average milk production per day of the membémdairy cooperatives was 7.62 litres. The
minimum and maximum milk produced per day wasr2gitand 23 litres respectively (Table 15).

Table 15.Descriptive Statistics for Milk Productiper day.

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Std. Deviation

Minimum

Maximum

151

0
7.6225
3.90895
2.00
23.00

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010

4.2.5 Milk purchased through cooperatives

Most of the dairy cooperative members (81.5%) egplihat their dairy Cooperatives were not
ready to purchase all amount of milk deliveredhitent. The cooperative societies were reluctant
to purchase members’ produce (milk) due to lacknudrket access. Only 18.5% of the
respondents replied that their cooperatives pusthai the milk they delivered to them .This is

due to low amount of their milk they delivered keir respective cooperatives usually from 1-2

litres of milk per day.
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Tablel6. Cross tabulation result for Milk Purcltaieough Cooperatives and Marketing
Participation in dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair

cooperatives

Never Sometimes | regularly | Total
Milk all the milk is| Count 1 46 76 123
Purchased | MOtPUrChasedry el [ 7%  |305%  |50.3%  81.5%
through all the milk is| Count 0 15 13 28
Cooperatives | purchased % of Total 0% 9.9% 8.6% 18.5%
Total Count 1 61 89 151

% of Total 1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.2.6 Indebtedness

Almost all (97.4%) of the respondents had no debing the year understudy and only 2.6% of
the respondents had
association with indebtedness. Thus, one can gereethat as the sampled members of dairy

cooperatives do not had access to credit, thelgiidity of being indebted would be very low

(When other factors that influentias variable (indebtedness) remain constant).
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Tablel7. Cross tabulation result for Indebtednesishaarketing Participation in dairy
cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives
Never Sometimes | regularly | Total
Indebtedness| no debt Count |1 59 87 147
% of
1% 39.1% 57.6% 97.4%
Total
Debt up to Br500 Count |0 2 2 4
% of
.0% 1.3% 1.3% 2.6%
Total
Total Count |1 61 89 151
% of
1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%
Total

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.2.7 Availability of market information

Most of the respondents, i.e. 135 members (89réfied that they had opportunities of getting
market information from different sources mainlgrfr dairy cooperative itself, personal
observations, neighbors, relatives, and telephémeontrast to this, 16 members (10.6%) had

little market information.
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Table18.Cross tabulation result for Availabilityrofirket information and Marketing
Participation in dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives

Never | Sometimes | regularly | Total

Avalilability of | litle  market| Count

market information 0 7 9 16
information
% of Total
.0% 4.6% 6.0% 10.6%
information is| Count
available from 1 54 80 135
different
sources % of Total
1% 35.8% 53.0% 89.4%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total
1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.2.8 Cooperative milk price

45.0% of the respondents replied that their daiopgeratives paid less than the then(2001 E.C)
market price of members’ whole milk and 55.0% of tlespondents responded that their dairy

cooperatives paid similar or better price(more thtt@ then current price of milk) for the milk
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delivered by their members. This price differentenilk delivered to the Cooperatives was seen
due to comparative advantages that some sampleg staiieties had better market access for
members’ dairy products as opposed to the resy daicieties who had no alternative market
access for marketing of members’ milk.

Table19.Cross tabulation result for Cooperativedfor Milk and Marketing Participation in
dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives
Sometime
Never S regularly | Total
Cooperative | coop. pays les| Count 1 28 39 68
Price for Milk | price vs. % of Total
market price 1% 18.5% 25.8% | 45.0%
similar or Count 0 33 50 83
better milk
price % of Total .0% 21.9% 33.1% | 55.0%
Count 1 61 89 151
Total % of Total A% 40.4% 58.9% | 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010

4.2.9 Days of fasting

The average days of fasting undertaken by respdsdeith regard to their spiritual faith was
106.34 days. The minimum and maximum days of fgsdmfar undertaken by respondents were

0 day and 181 days respectivéiygure 5).
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Source: Computed Survey data, 2010

4 .3. Situational characteristics

4.3.1 Position of a member in Cooperatives

82.8% of the respondents were ordinary memberdefdairy societies and the rest of them
(17.2%) were on a position of cooperative officiatgl/or office bearer&osition of a member in

Cooperative and Marketing Participation in dairpgeratives had significant positive correlation
with marketing participation of members in dairyoperatives (Pearson correlation coefficient =

0.168) at the 0.05 level.
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Table 20.Cross tabulation result for Position afie@mber in the cooperative and Marketing
Participation in dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives
Never | Sometimes regularly | Total
Position of g ordinary Count 0 57 68 125
member in the member % of Total .0% 37.7% 45.0% | 82.8%
cooperative | cooperative | Count 1 4 21 26
official or
office bearer | % of Total 7% 2.6% 13.9% | 17.2%
Count 1 61 89 151
Total
wofTotal | 70 404% |58.9% | 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.3.2Information seeking behavior

Most of the respondents (64.9%) had sought infdonatvith respect to dairy marketing
‘sometimes’ while 23.2% of the respondents did srely’. Only 11.9% of them had sought

information with respect to dairy marketing ‘alwagfable 21).

65



Table 21 Cross tabulation result for Informatioelseg behavior and Marketing Participation in

dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair

cooperatives Total

Never Sometimes regularly

Information | The info. is
seeking sought rarely| Count 0 21 14 35
behavior

% of Total 0.0% 13.9% 9.3% 23.2%

The info. is Count
1 37 60 98
sought
sometimes % of Total
1% 24.5% 39.7% 64.9%
The info. is Count
0 3 15 18
sought always
% of Total
.0% 2.0% 9.9% 11.9%
Total Count
1 61 89 151
% of Total
1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.3.3 Extension participation
78.8% of the respondents have participated in aljui@al extension activities (livestock feeding,

marketing of dairy products, and livestock manageinsometimes and 17.2% of them were
never participated in extension activities as altesf low members’ frequency of contact with

DAs(Development Agents), not invited by local Dlas; awareness and personal perception of
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the members of the dairy cooperatives. Only 4.0%he participated regularly in different

extension activities with respect to dairy markgtfable 22).

Table 22 Cross tabulation result féxtension participation and Marketing Participatiordairy
cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives Total
Never Sometimes regularly
Extension Never Count
participation participated in 1 13 12 26
extension.
%pofTo@l | 795 | 86% 7.9% 17.2%
Sometimes | Count
participates ir 0 48 71 119
extension
% of Total | .0% 31.8% 47.0% 78.8%
Regularly Count
participates ir 0 0 6 6
extension
% of Total .0% .0% 4.0% 4.0%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total 1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.3.4 Access to credit

All of the respondents replied that they had nceasdo credit to expand and upgrade their dairy

businesses. This shows that credit was one ofdttkebecks that need immediate intervention so
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as to relax the financial constraints of small leoldairy farmers.

Table 23.Cross tabulation result for Access to ittt Marketing Participation in dairy
cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair

cooperatives
Never Sometimes| regularly | Total
Access ta no access t( Count 1 61 89 151
credit credit % of Total A% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total 1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

4.3.6 Distance to the nearest Dairy Cooperative’sitk collection centre

The average distance spent by the respondentsath tbe nearest Dairy Cooperative’s milk
collection centre was 0.52 hour (31.2 minutes). eimum and maximum time spent by the
respondents to reach the nearest Dairy Cooperatiaék collection centre was 0.05 and 1 hour

respectively.
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Table 24.Descriptive Statistics for the Distancéh® nearest dairy cooperative’s milk collection
centre (in hours).

N Valid 151
Missing 0
Mean 5201
Std. Deviation .27360
Minimum .05
Maximum 1.00

Source: Survey data, 2010

4.4 Psychological characteristics

4.4.1 Training undergone in dairy marketing

Most of the interviewed members of dairy coopeesi{79.5%) had not undergone any training
with respect to dairy marketing at all and 17.2%tloé respondents have undergone dairy
marketing training once. Only 0 .7% and 2.6% hamdengone dairy marketing training three

times and twice respectively.
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Table 25. Cross tabulation result for training emggbne in dairy marketing and marketing

participation in dairy cooperatives.

Marketing Participation in dair
cooperatives
Never Sometimes | regularly | Total
Training no training at | Count 1 54 65 120
undergone all
in dairy % of Total 7% 35.8% 43.0% | 79.5%
marketing trained once | Count 0 6 20 26
% of Total .0% 4.0% 13.2% 17.2%
trained twice | Count 0 1 3 4
% of Total .0% 1% 2.0% 2.6%
trained three | Count 0 0 1 1
times
% of Total .0% .0% A% 1%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total 1% 40.4% 58.9% 100.0%

Source: Survey data, 2010

4.4.2 Perception about dairy cooperatives

Sampled members were asked six questions/statethahtsere believed to measure the
Perception/awareness of the members (interviewdstbein the appendix) and the result is
summarized as follows based on their responses;

70.9% of the respondents had positive Perceptiontatairy cooperatives while 18.5% of the
respondents had negative Perception about daigyecabves. It was found to be difficult to
categorize and report the perception’s of 10.6%efrespondents as negative or

positive(undecided) as they were failed to resporitie given questions positively or negatively
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(Table 26).

Table 26.Cross tabulation Perception about daiopematives and Marketing Participation in
dairy cooperatives.

Perception about dairy Marketing Participation in dairy
cooperatives cooperatives Total
Never | Sometimes regularly
agree(positive) | Count 0 38 69 107
% of Total .0% 25.2% 45.7% | 70.9%
disagree(negative Count 1 16 11 28
% of Total 7% 10.6% 7.3% 18.5%
undecided Count 0 7 9 16
% of Total .0% 4.6% 6.0% 10.6%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total A% 40.4% 58.9% | 100.0%

Source: Survey data, 2010.

4.4.3 Communication skills

Sampled members were asked 12 questions/statethahtgere believed to measure the
Communication skills of the members (interview sbille in the appendix) and the result is
summarized as follows based on their responses;

76.8% of the respondents had good communicatidhvgkile 9.3% of the sampled members had
very good communication skill with respect to dainyarketing. The rest 13.9% of the

respondents had poor communication skill with respedairy marketing.
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Table 27.Cross tabulation result for Communicatséail and Marketing Participation in

cooperatives

dairy

Marketing Participation in dairy

cooperatives Total
Never Sometimes regularly
Communication poor Count 0 14 . 01
skill
% of Total
.0% 9.3% 4.6% 13.9%
good Count 0 47 69 116
% of Total
.0% 31.1% 45.7% | 76.8%
very good | Count 1 0 13 14
0,
¥ of Total 7% .0% 8.6% 9.3%
Total Count 1 61 89 151
% of Total
1% 40.4% 58.9% | 100.0%

Source: Survey data, 2010.
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4.5 Focus Group Discussion

In all the FGD, the points raised were similar anel summarized as follows:

4.5.1 Marketing Participation of Members in Dairy Cooperatives

For this particular study, marketing participatiendivided into two components. These are
decision making with respect to dairy marketingtlgh cooperatives and involving in the dairy
marketing functions of the dairy cooperatives.

They stated that most of the cooperative membess hiaderstood the advantages and benefits of
being organized in a cooperative, rather than beilome. The marketing participation of
members in their dairy Cooperatives is reflectegtigan terms of supply or sale of raw milk to
the society. Members are also involved in purchaserocessed dairy products like butter and
animal feeds as well as in receiving market infdiomato some extent. According to the
participants, though the members have been patiogin their dairy marketing, it was not as
enough as the extent that it would have been eagdotbe. Surprisingly enough, in some dairy
cooperative societies, the officials themselvesidbsell milk to their cooperatives. They also
identified that the marketing participation of mesmdb in their dairy Cooperatives varies from
cooperative to Cooperative and from one membemtih&r member depending upon various
personal, situational, psychological, and sociorecaical constraints of the members discussed

below.

4.5.2 Constraints perceived by members of FGD

Participants of the FGD explained that there areoua personal, situational, psychological, and
socio-economical factors that hinder members’ aofyd@ooperatives from effective marketing
participation. These include: Lack of Access takagafor their dairy products, lack or absence
of milking cows (due to cease of lactation periddlairy cows and sudden death of a cow as a
result animal diseases), traditional dairy marlgetsystem (no modern and efficient dairy
marketing system), lack of timely and reliable nedrinformation and fair price for their dairy
products, scattered (non-coordinated) local milk rkeis, unreliable milk supply, low
productivity of local breeds, no milk processingmik, weak transfer of market information,
price fluctuation of dairy products, high transanticosts and ever increasing in the price of
animal feeds , lack of improved dairy cows andhhipst of exotic breeds, shortage of

formulated animal feeds and grazing land, lack afimal health posts and clinics, lack of
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Al(Artificial Insemination)services and access teedit, lack of technicians trained in Al,
reluctance of members in delivering milk to theiciety, failure of members to fulfill their
membership obligation like payment of share capRalorly developed infrastructure like roads,
water supply, and electric power , lack of train@@npower in dairy societies, lack of
commitment and negligence of members and Cooperalificials to be avail on society’s
regular and special meetings and pass resolutilaag, of strong technical support from
Cooperative promotion offices found at differentdks, lack of adequate awareness of members
about their cooperatives, members lack the sehsmvoership of their societies( most dairy
cooperative members do not trust their electectiaf), lack of adequate training of members,
officials, and hired staff of the cooperatives, poolture of the community with respect to milk
consumption, lack of internal control and misusehef society’s property, lack of business plan
in the dairy societies, weak members and otheroousts treatment by the societies, lack of
efficient societies’ resource utilization, and mearsbusually do not consult their family members
and experts with respect to dairy marketing.
4.5.3 Suggestions of Participants of FGD
At the end of the discussions, the participantsmauended the following in order to improve the
participation of members in their dairy cooperagive
1 All Members and officials must be committed inideting milk and use the services
provided by the dairy societies regularly. Dairyoperative Officials should be dedicated in
discharging their responsibility.
1 Members should purchase additional share capitdlfeee gift of one litre of milk per
month so as to strengthen the financial positiotheir dairy cooperatives
"1 They pointed out that the primary dairy coopeedimust be organized in one strong
dairy cooperative union and gradually stepping apards the formation of cooperative
federation so as to tackle challenge of market s&cde their milk and strengthen the
bargaining power and thereby achieving the econ®wiiscale.
1 To benefit the members and potential members ioy daoperatives more, the provision
of high yielding dairy cows and animal feeds shcagdmproved.
1 The responsible authority in charge of coopergtiemotion and other stakeholders
should provide continuous and relevant training etdcation for members, officials, and

hired staff of the cooperatives. Furthermore, thegled that selected
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members from the dairy cooperatives should beedhas technicians of artificial
insemination.

"1 Establishing milk processing factory in the ared amploying the use of milk coolers ,
supply of good quality animal feeds from the cheaprces to Cooperative members at
fair price

1 The government should develop the strategy tairseadequate amount of credit
facilities to small scale resource poor dairy fargnat fair interest cost and convenient
terms of payment.

1 Expanding the veterinary services in order tolatke prevalent animal diseases

Figure 5 Milk on delivery at the collectionntee by Members of dairy Cooperative.
Source: Primary data, 2010.

4.6 Level of marketing participation of members daily cooperatives

The dependent variable for this study is memberketing participation in dairy cooperatives.
Members’ marketing participation in dairy marketisgmeasured in terms of the frequency of
transactions members make with their dairy coopast For this particular study, members’
frequency of transactions in dairy cooperativesxisressed as always, sometimes, and never.
There are two components of members’ marketinggnaation. These are decision makiwgh
respect to dairy marketing through cooperativesiandlving in the dairy marketing functions of
the dairy cooperatives. The frequency of transasti@f both components of marketing
participation is expressed as ‘regularly (3)’, ‘ssirmes (2)’, and ‘never (1)’ ordinal measuring
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scales.The results of survey of the members’ meudsgdarticipation revealed that most of the
dairy cooperative members, i.e. 89 members (58.9%e regular participants in decision
making with respect to dairy marketing through cEapives and involving in the dairy

marketing functions of the dairy cooperatives stamgously and 61 members (40.4%)
participated some times in simultaneous decisiokimgawith respect to dairy marketing through
cooperatives and involving in the dairy marketingdtions of the dairy cooperatives . Only 1
member (0.7%) was found to be never participatesimultaneous decision making with respect
to dairy marketing through cooperatives and invajvin the dairy marketing functions of the
dairy cooperatives (Table 6).

Table 6.Marketing Participation of members in dairy cooperatives.

S.no| Components of marketing Regularly (3) Sometimes(2)Never(1) Total

participation Freq % Freq | % | Freq| % | Frédb

1 Decision Making with 89 58.9 | 61 40.4 1 0.7
respect to Dairy
Marketing through

cooperatives

2 Involving in the Dairy 89 58.9 | 61 40.4 1 0.7
Marketing functions of the 151 | 100

Dairy Cooperatives

Source: Survey result, 2010.

4.7.Factors influencing members marketing participation in dairy
cooperatives

Prior to running the ordinal logistic regressiomalgsis, all the quantifiable (continuous) variables
were checked with multi-co linearity test using \(NFariance Inflation Factor) and it was found
that there was no multi-co linearity problem. Henue variable was removed and all the seven
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continuous independent variables have been usibe ianalysis (Table 3 of the appendix).
Likewise, the results of the computation of Pearssh correlation revealed that there was no
serious problem of association among continuousivies. The summary statistics of the
independent variables used in the analysis is thipin Table 1 and 2 of the appendices.

In this study the dependent variable, memberarketing participation in dairy cooperatives, was
hypothesized, as it has no difference among membBessever, it was found that members’
marketing participation in dairy cooperatives vdrieom one member to another and from a
cooperative to cooperatives. Some members of ting ci@operatives participated in dairy
marketing regularly while other members did so siimmes. The rest members of the cooperative
societies, on other hand, have never participatetiry marketing in the year under study. It
was tried to identify the relation and the sigrafice of marketing participation in dairy
cooperatives and members’ personal, socio-econgosychological, and situational data using
statistical methods such as multinomial logistgression model and Pearson correlation. Based

on the Pearson correlation analysis;

Number of milking Cows owned, Position of a memipathe cooperative, Information seeking
behavior, Distance to the nearest Dairy Cooperativék collection centre, Training undergone
in dairy marketing, and Communication skill wererfid to be statistically significant at P= 0.05
and 0.01significance levels and correlated widmnrhers marketing participation in dairy
cooperatives. Number of milking Cows owned, Positiba member in the cooperative, and
Training undergone in dairy marketing were foundhégpositively correlated with members
marketing participation in dairy cooperatiasP= 0.05 significance levelSimilarly,

Information seeking behavior and Communicationl skdre found to be positively correlated
with membersmarketing participation in dairy cooperativadP= 0.01significance level.
However, Distance to the nearest Dairy Cooperatividk collection

centre, was found to be negatively correlated widmbers marketing participation in dairy
cooperativeat P= 0.05 significance level .Other explanatonyaldes like sex, Age, Marital
status, Educational level, Members’ Family sizep&hience in dairy marketing through
cooperatives, Size of land holdiragynual income from dairy activities, Milk Productiper day,
Milk Purchased through Cooperatives, Availabilifjnwarket information, Cooperative Price for

Milk, Days of fasting, Indebtedness, and Percepaioout dairy cooperatives were found to have
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no significance relation to the membemsarketing participation in dairy cooperatives.

More over, the result of correlation analysis Hasmn that the relation of one independent
variable; access to credit, with dependent vari@lembersmarketing participation in dairy
cooperatives) could not be computed neither asfggnt nor insignificant as it was constant

throughout all the 151 member respondents.
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Table 28. Correlation result for significant vatedfor Marketing Participation in dairy

cooperatives.
Distance to
the nearest

Number Dairy

of Position of Cooperative's Training Marketing

milking | a member | Information | milk undergone Participation
Selected explanatory variabl{ Cows in the seeking collection in dairy Communication| in dairy

owned | cooperative| behavior centre marketing | skill cooperatives
Number of Pearson o ) o " " "
milking Cows | Correlation 1 .368(**) 21 .228(**) 167(%) A72(%) .170(%)
owned
Position of a Pearson T - ) e ok *x *
member in the | Correlation .368(**) | 1 .330(**) .329(*%) .321(*%) .300(**) .168(*)
cooperative
Information Pearson o ) - "~
seeking Correlation 21 .330(**) 1 .099 133 A456(**) 245(**)
behavior
Distance to the | Pearson | - i o i ) ) ) *
nearest Dairy | Correlation| .228(**) -329() 099 1 134 030 181(7)
Cooperative's
milk collection
centre
Training Pearson " o ) "
undergone in | Correlation A67(%) | .321(%) 133 134 1 .097 .185(*)
dairy marketing
Communication| Pearson " o - ) "
kil Correlation A72(%) | .300(*) A456(**) .030 .097 1 248(**)
Marketing | Pearson | 47 | 16804 245(%) | -.181(% 185(") | .248(*%) 1
Participation in | Correlation| - ' ' ' ' '
dairy
cooperatives

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ted).
Source: Survey data, 2010.
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Table 29 Correlation result for insignificant vdnies for Marketing Participation in dairy

cooperatives
Experience
in dairy Marketing
Selected explanatory marketing | Participation
variables marital | educational family | through in dairy
SEX| AGE status | level size cooperatives cooperativey

SEX bearson [, | og1  -.041 | .001 061 | -.098 045

Correlation
AGE Pearson - | ", -~ -

Correlation| 081 1 A81(*%) | -.566(**) | .740(**) | .255(**) .084
marital Pearson |- "
status Correlation{ .041 18109 11 ~157 0471 013 ~019
educational | Pearson 001 |~ 157 1 - - 062 092
level Correlation| 566(**) | - ATT7(%%) | '
family size | Pearson | ooq | 2400y | 047 -a77(%) 1 285(*) | .084

Correlation
Experience | Pearson - ", i -~
in dairy Correlation| .098 -255(™) 1.013 062 285(7) 11 090
marketing
through
cooperatives
Marketing | Pearson

A . 1.045 | .084 -.019 | -.092 .084 .090 1

Participation| Correlation
in dairy
cooperatives

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ted).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@led).
Source: Survey data, 2010.
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Table30. (Continued) Correlation result for insfgrant variables

size of annual
land income Milk Marketing
Selected explanatory holding of | from Milk Purchased | Availability | Participation|
variables the dairy Production| through of market |in dairy
responden] activities| per day Cooperatives information | cooperativeq
size of land Pearson - - i . i
holding Correlation 1 248(*%) | .261(*) 167(%) .028 .009
annual Pearson - - i -
income from| Correlation -248(") 1 844(™) -299(") 070 159
dairy
activities
Milk Pearson
Production | Correlation 261(") 844(7) | 1 -371(7) 066 140
per day
Milk Pearson | . - i - i
Purchased | Correlation 167(") .299(**) 371(7) 11 109 112
through
Cooperatives
Availability | Pearson | n58 | 970 | 066 109 1 014
of market Correlation
information
Marketing | Pearson | q4q 159 | .140 -112 014 1
Participation| Correlation
in dairy
cooperatives

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@ed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ted).
Source: Survey data, 2010.
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Table 31. (Continued) Correlation result for insgfgpant variables for Marketing Participation in
dairy cooperatives.

Marketing
Selected explanatory Cooperative Days | Perception Participation
variables Price for of about dairy in dairy
Milk fasting| cooperatives Indebtednes{ cooperativeq

Cooperative | Pearson .
Price for Milk | Correlation | % 031 1.020 -182(%) 043
Days of pearson 39 1| .010 -.040 074
fasting Correlation
Perception | Pearson | 5, 010 |1 -.036 -136
about dairy | Correlation
cooperatives
Indebtedness| Pearson - 182(*) 040 | -.036 1 - 027

Correlation
Marketing | Pearson | g 074 | -.136 -.027 1
Participation | Correlation
in dairy
cooperatives

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ted).
Source: Survey data, 2010.

4. 7.1. Result of Ordinal Logistic Regression Anabis

Ordinal LogisticRegression analysigas used to assess various factors which infludree
marketing participation of members of the primaayrg cooperatives of the study area. When
the dependent variable is categorical with more tia levels and the explanatory variables are
continuous, categorical or both, the appropriaté@hthat can be employed to analyze the
influence of independent variables on dependerdbia is multinomial logistic regression. As
the response variable (marketing participation efhers in dairy cooperatives) was measured
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based on ordinal scale i.e., frdrfNever) to 3(regularlyand categorical explanatory variables
(personal, situational, psychological, and socioreenic) involved were both categorical and
continuous, and thus, the most suitable model isseddinal multinomial logistic regression.
The joint effect of a group of the independeniatales on members’ (respondents’) marketing
participation in dairy cooperatives is studied nfing the ordinal logistic regression equation

of the variablé'Y” on the other independent variables. The modelasiBpd as follows:

¢ Prob{ ¥ = jF —

lorgrf

&
P

Probd ¥ = r) -

Where, Y- Response Variable (Members’ MarketingiBigation in Dairy Cooperatives)

j — Level /Order of the response Malgan such a way thatj=1, 2. . .r-1

r - Number of response variable levels

%- j™ explanatory variable
4.7.2. Analysis of Whole Model of the Ordinal Logisc Regression
Null Hypothesis (Hp):
The explanatory variables (personal, psychologgialational, and socio-economic) do not have
any or little influence on dependent variable (Memsbmarketing participation in dairy
cooperatives), or equivalently;
The logistic regression is not useful (The spedife proposed logistic regression model is not
significantly better than a reduced logistic regreis model( a model without any effects except
the intercepts) ), or
All the logistic regression parameters are zero.
Alternative/research Hypothesis (H): Hy is not true.
The whole model result of the ordinal logistic ggion model analysis has shown that there was
a significant relationship between the explanat@yables and dependent variable. The null
hypothesis was rejected at 0.05 significance &b >ChiSq = 0.0307).In other words the
explanatory variables had influence on membersketarg participation in dairy cooperatives or
the logistic regression was useful. In additiothis, the R (the Determination Coefficient) of
the whole model test revealed that 24.32% of thiatran on dependent variable was explained

by explanatory variables used in the logistic regi@ analysis.
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Table 32.Whole Model Test of logistic regression analysis.

Model -Log Likelihood | DF Chi-SquareProb>ChiSq
Difference 26.114 35 52.227 0.031
Full 81.244
Reduced 107.357
R Square (U) 0.2432
Observations (or 151

Sum Wagts)

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.
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Table33. Parameter Estimates of the significanabées of Ordinal Logistic Regression Model

Term Estimate Std Error Chi-Square | Prob>ChiSq,

Intercept[2] -3.6 0.59 0.443
4.691

Intercept[3] 1.872 4.701 0.16 0.691

EXP_DM(Experience in Dairy 5.653 2.342 5.83 0.016

Marketing)

MPU_COOP (Milk Purchased 0.723 0.350 4.28 0.039

through Cooperatives)

TRG_DMKT(Training 1.747 0.717 5.95 0.015
Undergone in Dairy Marketing)

PRCP_COOP(Perception abou
Cooperatives)

—F

0.877 0.429 4.18 0.041

Source: Computed Survey data, 2010

4.8. Discussion on the Significant Explanatory Vasdbles

The table shows that the co-efficient of determama(R’) is 0.2432. It denotes that only 24.32
percent of the total variation of the dependenialde "Y" (marketing participation of members

in dairy cooperatives) is explained by the indemedariables included in the logistic
regression analysis. Therefore, one must look beyloa listed independent variables in order to
find out factors influencing marketing participatiof members in dairy cooperatives. Hence, the
other factors that determine the participation ehmbers in their dairy Cooperatives may include
lack of market for their dairy products, poor leestep quality of the management committee of
the dairy Cooperatives, low attention given todla&y sector, and other related socio-economic
factors.

Out of the twenty-three (23) explanatory varialligpothesized to influence the marketing

participation of members’ (respondents) in thespective dairy Cooperatives ,only four of them
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were found to have statistical significance. Theapeeter estimates of the ordinal logistic
regression model (Table 33) shows that Experiem@airy Marketing (EXP_DM), Milk
Purchased through Cooperatives (MPU_COOP), Traidimdergone in Dairy Marketing
(TRG_DMKT), and Perception about Cooperatives (PRTOPOP) are among the significant
factors affecting marketing participation of menser dairy cooperatives. All these four
explanatory variables were significant at 95% aerfice interval (att =0.05 significance level).
All other variables such as Age, Sex , Marital &aEducational Level, Family Size,
Information seeking behavior, Extension participatiPosition of a member in a cooperative,
indebtedness, Size of land holding, Number of mdktows owned, Milk Production per day,
Availability of marketing information, Annual incagrfrom dairy, Days of fasting, Distance to
the nearest Dairy Cooperative’s milk collectiontcenCooperative Price for Milk,
Communication skills were not powerful enough ia #mnalysis of multi-nomial logistic
regression in explaining the factors determinentiaeketing participation of the respondents or
sampled members in their dairy cooperatives. lhme one explanatory variable, Access to
Credit, was not computed in the multi-nomial logisegression analysis as it was constant (all
the 151 respondents replied that they had no atcessdit to facilitate their dairy businesses).
In addition to this, the Effect Wald Test of theltirnomial logistic regression analysis shows
that the effects that include Age, Sex , Maritat@s, Educational Level, Family Size,
Information seeking behavior, Extension participatiPosition of a member in a

cooperative, indebtedness, Size of land holdingnbier of milking cows owned, Milk
Production per day, Availability of marketing infoation, Annual income from dairy, Days of
fasting, Distance to the nearest Dairy Cooperadivailk collection centre ,Cooperative Price for
Milk, and Communication skills do not contributgmsificantly to the model fit (They were not
significant in influencing the dependent variablafketing participation of members’ in dairy
Cooperatives) though they were hypothesized toenite the same).

The results of the parameter estimates of thetiogisgression model are interpreted in relation

to each of the statistically significant variables.

Experience in Dairy Marketing

Result of the logistic regression model revealed this variable had a significant positive
influence on the members’ marketing participatiomairy Cooperatives, as to what was

expected. The coefficient of this variable (Expecein Dairy Marketing) is statistically
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significant at 5% significance level. The positredationship is due to the fact that experience of
the farmer-member is likely to have a range ofuafices on adoptiaamd it will improve

members’ active participation in dairy product netnkg through cooperatives. Member farmers
with higher experience appear to have often fdtinmation and better knowledge to evaluate the
advantage of pursuing dairy marketing to their @apves. From the parameter estimdieshle
33), one can conceptualize that when experiendainy marketing increases by one unit (Year),
the likelihood or probability of members’ partictpan in dairy Cooperatives is also increases by
a factor/multiple of 5.653, other things remiagnconstant (ceteris paribus)

Milk Purchased through Cooperatives

Milk Purchased through Cooperatives and membersrketiag participation in dairy
Cooperatives had a significant positive relatiopsbonsistent to expectation/hypothesis. This
means that as the quantity of milk purchased thrdahg dairy cooperatives increases, members
marketing participation in dairy cooperatives dlsareases and vice-versa. The coefficient of this
variable (Milk Purchased through Cooperatives) tetigtically significant at 5% significance
level.

From the parameter estimates (Table 33), one cderstand that as milk purchased through the
dairy cooperatives increases by one factor, thabalility of members’ participation in dairy
Cooperatives is also increases by a multiple 00723, other things remaining constant (ceteris
paribus).

Training Undergone in Dairy Marketing

The parameter estimate of the logistic regressnatyais shows that Training Undergone in

Dairy Marketing and members’ marketing participatio dairy Cooperatives had a significant
positive relationship.

The coefficient of this variable (Training Undergonn Dairy Marketing) is statistically
significant at 5% significance level.

From the parameter estimates (Table 33), one cderstand that as Training Undergone in
Dairy Marketing increases by one factor, the pbilig of members’ participation in dairy
Cooperatives is also increases by a multiple 1747, other things remaining constant (ceteris
paribus).
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Perception about Cooperatives

Perception aboutooperatives and members’ marketing participatiodairy Cooperatives had a
significant positive relationship consistent to esgation/hypothesis. This means that as the
members had positive perception towards their demgperatives, their marketing participation
in dairy cooperatives also increases and vice-vdrBa coefficient of this variable (Perception
aboutCooperatives) is statistically significant at 5%rsficance level.

The result of parameter estimates (Table 33)alsvéhat as milk purchased through the dairy
cooperatives increases by one factor, the prababflmembers’ participation in dairy

marketing also increases by a multiple of 8,%her things remaining constant (ceteris
paribus).

4.9. Constraints in dairy marketing perceived by mebers

Sampled members of the dairy cooperatives in thdysarea explained that there are various
personal, situational, psychological, and sociosecgical constraints that hinder them from
participating effectively in marketing of their daiproducts particularly whole milk through their
respective dairy cooperatives.

Some of the constraints perceived by the membetiseo€Cooperatives include; lack of market
access for their dairy products especially durimg fiasting months, Lack of facilities (cooling,
transportation, and storage), low productivity @tdl breeds, lack of improved dairy cows , high
cost of exotic breeds, and grazing land, shortdglar@ to plant quality feed, members’ low
attention towards dairy sector(In the study areastnof the routine dairy activities were left
aside for women and children) , traditional dairarketing system (no modern and efficient
dairy marketing system),unfair price for their ggaroducts, non-coordinated local milk markets,
unreliable milk supply, price fluctuation of daigyroducts, high transaction costs and ever
increasing in the price of animal feeds , lack ahimal health posts and clinics, lack of
Al(Artificial Insemination)services and access tedit, reluctance of members in delivering
milk to their society, Poorly developed infrasturet like roads, water supply, and electric power
, lack of trained manpower in dairy societies, klat commitment and negligence of members
to be avail on society’s regular and special mgstiand pass resolutions , low commitment and
loyalty of members in delivering milk to their queratives, low commitment and negligence of

Cooperative officials in discharging their respdiigies, Lack of transportation and storage
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facilities, Inadequate training and technology transfer, latlstoong technical support from
Cooperative promotion offices found at differentdks, lack of adequate awareness of members
about their cooperatives, members lack the sehsevoership of their societies( most dairy
cooperative members do not trust their electectiafB), lack of adequate training of members,
officials, and hired staff of the cooperatives, poolture of the community with respect to milk
consumption, lack of internal control and misuséhaf society’s property, lack of business plan
in the dairy societies, poor treatment of membeis @ther customers by the societies, lack of
efficient societies’ resource utilization, and mersbusually do not consult their family members

and experts with respect to dairy marketing.

Dairy Cooperative members were asked to rank thetcaints that hampered them from
effectively participating in their Cooperativesarder of importance. The five most important
constraints were lack of market access for mesibaitk, Lack of improved dairy cows, Lack

of facilities (cooling, transportation, and storggdortage and poor quality of animal feeds, and

Lack of Access to credfacilities to expand dairy activities.

4.9.1. Lack of market access for members’ milkespecially during the fasting

months)

Most of the survey respondents (more than 86 pérpenceived that lack of market access for
members’ milk (especially during the fasting montisshe most challenging constraint that was
treating members’ participation in their dairy ceogtives. The situation restricted the
opportunities of dairy farmers from further incogeneration. This in turn reduced the initiatives
of dairy farmers to participate actively in theaiy Cooperatives and related

economic transactions. As a result, the dairy fasnrethe study area were experiencing

subsistent dairy production systems rather tharketariented.

4.9.2. Lack ofimproved dairy cows

The second most important constraint perceiveditgrriewed members and that hinder them
from effective participation in their dairy Cooptvas was lack of improved or cross breed dairy
cows. Lack of high yielding improved dairy cows whe critical constraint that has been

pressurizing the small scale dairy producers (bo¢imbers and non-members of the dairy
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cooperatives) in the study area. In addition touhavailability of high yielding exotic dairy
breeds, their associated high purchasing costathanchallenge that has been treating the
members of dairy cooperative societies. The padrtis of FGD (Focus Group Discussion) have
mentioned that the unit purchase price of one kighling exotic dairy cow or heifer has reached
to 13,000. Birr (Ethiopian Currency) which is umil to be affordable by resource-poor small
scale dairy farmers in the study area.

4.9.3 Lack of facilities (cooling, transportationand storage)

As milk is a perishable commodity and its life ger than vegetables, availability of effective
facilities like coolers, storage, and transportafiacilities are vital. However, these facilities
were among the bottlenecks of the dairy coopersiiivéhe surveyed area.

4.9.4.Shortage and poor quality of animal feeds

The sampled members of the dairy cooperatives vesieed the Shortage and poor quality of
animal feeds as the fourth main constraint in daimpduction and marketing More than 60
percent of the respondents replied that they hifidwties in having adequate feeds for their
dairy cattle. The constraint is not only the inagkxy of animal feeds, but the available feed in
not well formulated and thus of poor in nutritiowmglality. In connection with this, most of the
members had shortage of land to plant/grow highitguenimal feeds in their home yard. In
addition to this, shortage of grazing land and ppality of the pastures grown on the land were

also predisposing factors to the constraint.

4.9.5 Lack of Access to credit

It is obvious that credit relaxes the financial sipaint of smallholder farmers. It enables the
dairy farmers to purchase essential dairy inputgKoved cross breed cows, concentrate feeds,
milking utensils, and others) and expansion ofrttlairy businesses.

About 60 percent of the members of the dairy coaipers have perceived that access to credit
was the fifth most important constraint that adegrénfluenced their effective marketing

participation businesses.
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Table 34. Major constraints in effective dairy metrkg.

S.no Most Important | Least

Major Constraints Important | (2) important
3) 1)

1 Lack of market access for members’ milk 130(86.10) | 16(10.59) 5(3.31)
especially during the fasting months

2 Lack of improved dairy cows 97(64.24 13(8.61)

41(27.15)

3 Lack of facilities (cooling, transportation, and | 93(61.59) 25(16.55) 33(21.86)
storage)

4 shortage and poor quality of animal feeds 9P®0. | 34() 26(21.86)

5 Lack of credit to expand dairy activities 88(8B.2 | 42(27.81)| 21(13.91)

6 Poorly developed infrastructure like roads, wat&5(56.29) 46(30.46) 20(13.25)
supply, and electric power

7 high cost of exotic breeds 84(55.63) 50(33.117(11.26)

8 high transaction costs and ever increasing in th&3(54.96) 40(26.41) 28(18.63)
price of animal feeds

9 members’ low attention towards dairy sector 88 39(25.83)] 32(19.21)

10 low commitment and negligence of Cooperatiy&6(50.33) 50(33.11) 25(16.56)
officials in discharging their responsibilities

Figures (numbers) in the parenthesis show the ptxge (%)

Source: Survey result, 2010.

4.10 Suggestions for improvement

In order to improve the participation miembersn dairy marketing and thereby alleviate the

prevailing sugar-coated or principal challenges ktizeve been adversely influenced the

movement and development of dairy sector, samp@y dooperative members have suggested

the following strategies in the order of importance
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Table 35 Suggestions given by sampled membersigf claoperatives for improvement

S.no
Suggestions Most Important| Least
Important (2) important
3) (1)

1 The dairy stakeholders(members, cooperatives, | 110(72.85) 23(15.23)| 18(11.92)
Government, and NGOs) should think of better dairy
products market access and establishment of milk
processing plant at dairy coop. union level

2 Provision of high yielding improved exotic dairy | 97(64.24) | 25(16.56) 29(19.2)
cows that can adapted the agro-ecology of the area

3 The dairy cooperatives must be fully capacitatet | 94(62.28) | 30(19.86) 27(17.86)
coolers, storage , and transportation facilities

4 Provision of better quality feeds at reasonahleep | 93(61.58) | 37(24.50) 21(13.92)
and launching programs for fodder development

5 There should be access to credit especiallymfalls | 89(58.94) | 29(19.21) 33(21.85)
holder farmers

6 Improving the status of infrastructures likedpa 85(56.29) | 42(27.81) 24(15.90)
water supply, and hydroelectric power

7 Improving service delivery of the of artificial 83(54.96) | 33(21.86) 35(23.18)
insemination and training Al technicians from the
members

8 Enhancing the formation of dairy unions and 78(51.65) | 47(31.11)26(17.24)
federation as well as establishment of animal feec
processing factory so as to obtain the economies [of
scale (bargaining power.)

9 Continuous education and training for members, | 75(49.66) | 50(33.11) 26(17.23)
cooperative officials, and hired staff to improbeit
awareness about the dairy sector

10 | Continuous follow up and control the activites 73(48.34) | 52(34.44) 26(17.22)
cooperative officials and taking corrective measure
on the problems observed as necessary.

Source: Survey result, 2010.

Figures in the parenthesis show the percentage (%)

In addition to the above solutions, they streghatithe owners (all members and officials) must
be committed in delivering milk and use the sersipeovided by the dairy societies regularly.
They also added that Dairy cooperative Officialowdtt be dedicated in discharging their

responsibility.
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Chapter V: Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

Based on the results of this study, the followingausions can be made briefly:

Milk Cooperatives are for improving the economitdbthe large number of small
farmers and agricultural laborers. In a mixed facnop production and dairy
development mutually contribute and would resubidided income to the subsistence
farmer. Widespread unemployment and underemployaisatpresent a strong case
for the adoption of dairy farming and mixed farmbognitigate this problem.

The advent of dairying has been a boon for daimyéas, but it has been of particular
importance to those segments of the society that haen traditionally weak. These
are the small landholders, the landless laboresywamen. It has provided people,
who could only depend on payments from small seslsoops or from occasional
labor, with a year round source of income. Effezfparticipation of members in their
dairy their cooperatives, would certainly makegngicant change in the socio-
economic life of the communities of the study areparticular and of rural mass of
Ethiopia as a whole. At the same time, the urbarsemers will also get good milk

and milk products at a fair price.

The marketing participation of members in theirg&ooperatives was reflected mostly

in terms of supply or sale of raw milk to the ségieMembers were also involved in

purchase of processed dairy products like buttdraarimal feeds as well as in receiving

market information to some extent. Participantshaf Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

identified that members have been participatingh&ir cooperatives in dairy marketing

though it was not as enough as the extent thatuidvhave been or expected to be.

Participants of the FGD explained that there wepgious personal, situational,

psychological, and socio-economical factors thatder members’ of dairy Cooperatives

from effective marketing participation.

Lack of market access for members’ milk espbciring the fasting months, Lack of

improved dairy cows, Lack of facilities (coolingahsportation, and storage), shortage
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and poor quality of animal feeds, Lack of creditdxpand dairy activities, Poorly
developed infrastructure like roads, water supphd electric power, high cost of exotic
breeds, high transaction costs and ever increasitite price of animal feeds, members’
low attention towards dairy sector, and low comneittnand negligence of Cooperative
officials in discharging their responsibilities veeamong the main constraints perceived
by members of dairy cooperatives and participahfSGD.

Formation of strong dairy cooperative union anddgedly upgrading to cooperative
federation level, provision of high yielding daicpws and animal feeds, continuous and
relevant training and education for members, adfssiand hired staff of the cooperatives,
establishing milk processing plant, employing tlse wf milk coolers, supply of good
guality animal feeds from the cheap sources to €mdjye members at fair price, credit
facilities to small scale resource poor dairy fasnexpanding the veterinary services
were some of the suggestions given to in ordemfmove the participation of members in
their dairy cooperatives:

The results of survey of the members’ marketingigaation revealed that most of the
dairy cooperative members, i.e. 89 members (58Wét¢ regular participants in decision
making with respect to dairy marketing through tltgiiry cooperatives and involving in
the dairy marketing functions of the dairy coopees simultaneously and 61 members
(40.4%) were participated some times in decisiokingawith respect to dairy marketing
through cooperatives and involving in the dairyrketing functions of the dairy
cooperatives simultaneously. Only 1 member (0.786ptrary to the by-laws of the
societies, was found to be never participatedsimultaneous decision making with
respect to dairy marketing through cooperatives iavdlving in the dairy marketing
functions of the dairy cooperatives.

The conducted survey revealed that 134 (88.7%hefseample respondents were male
and 17 respondents (11.3%) were female. The aveggef the respondents was 39.07
years and the minimum and maximum age observed ®&6rg/ears and 62 years
respectively.

Almost all of the respondents (98.7%) were mari@ded the rest 1.3% of them were
observed to be widowed while most of the resporeddB¥.7%) have attained the
educational level of grade 9-12 and only 6% of shenpled members had attained an
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educational status of diploma level.

Each respondent had 4.39 family sizes on averagehentotal number of family size of
the sampled respondents was 663 persons.

Most of the respondents (52.32%) had above foursyefexperience in dairy marketing
through cooperatives and only 1.33% of the respotsdead Up to one year experience in
dairy marketing through cooperatives. Similarlye tverage Size of land holding of the
respondents was 1.10 hectares.

The majority of the respondents (79.5%) owned orllkeimy dairy cow each. 19.2% and
1.3% of the respondents had two and three milkavgsceach respectively. Meanwhile,
the average milk production per day of the membgdairy cooperatives was 7.62 litres
and the minimum and maximum milk produced per dag @ litres and 23 litres

respectively.

Most of the dairy cooperative members (81.5%) egpthat their dairy Cooperatives were
not ready to purchase all amount of milk deliveie@them due to lack market for milk

and milk products like cheese and butter.

Almost all (97.4%) of the respondents responded ttiiey had no debt during the year
understudy and only 2.6% of the respondents hatit up to Br 500.

Most of the respondents, i.e. 135 members (89.4épJied that they had enough
opportunities of getting market information fromffeient sources mainly from dairy
cooperative itself, personal observations, neighb@latives, and telephone.

45.0% of the respondents replied that their daigogeratives paid less than the
then(2001 E.C) market price of members’ whole natkd 55.0% of the respondents
responded that their dairy cooperatives paid smuolabetter price(more than the then
current price of milk) for the milk delivered byein members. These disparity(partiality)
in terms of pricing was observed due to the faat #il the four sampled cooperatives had
different pricing policies.

The respondents have fasted for 106.34 days orageewith regard to their spiritual
faith. The minimum and maximum days of fasting ao dbserved were 0 day and 181
days respectively.

82.8% of the respondents were ordinary membersefdairy societies and the rest of

them (17.2%) were on a position of cooperativecadfior office bearer.
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Most of the respondents (64.9%) had sought infaonawith respect to dairy marketing
‘sometimes’ while 23.2% of the respondents did wely’. Only 11.9% of them had

sought information ‘always’.

78.8% of the respondents had participated in exderectivities sometimes and 17.2% of
them never participated in extension activitieslyo4.0% of them were participated

regularly in different extension activities withspeect to dairy marketing.

All of the respondents replied that they had noeasdo credit to expand and upgrade

their dairy business activities.

The average distance spent by the respondentath the nearest Dairy Cooperative’s
milk collection centre was 0.52 hour (31.2 minutes)

Most of the interviewed members of dairy coopeegiy79.5%) had not undergone any
training with respect to dairy marketing at all afd.2% of the respondents have

undergone dairy marketing training once.

70.9% of the respondents had positive Perceptiontatairy cooperatives while 18.5%
of the respondents had negative Perception abaytac#operatives. It was difficult to

categorize and report the perception’s of 10.6%nefrespondents as negative or positive.

Based on the survey result, 76.8% of the resposded good communication skill while
9.3% of the sampled members had very good commuummcskill with respect to dairy
marketing. The rest 13.9% of the respondents had gmmmunication skill with respect

to dairy marketing.

Number of milking Cows owned, Position of a memineihe cooperative, and Training
undergone in dairy marketing were found to be padit correlated with membeérs
marketing participation in dairy cooperativasP= 0.05 significance leveSimilarly,
Information seeking behavior and Communicationl skére found to be positively
correlated with membeérsnarketing participation in dairy cooperatiasP= 0.01
significance level. However, Distance to the nedbesry Cooperative's milk collection
centre, was found to be negatively correlated widgmbers marketing participation in

dairy cooperativeat P= 0.05 significance level.

The whole model result of the ordinal logistic reggion model analysis has shown that

there was a significant relationship between th@amatory variables and dependent
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variable. The null hypothesis is rejected at 0Oi@hiEcance level (Prob >ChiSq =
0.0307).

The logistic regression analysis has shown thatthefficient of determination @Rwas
0.2432. It denotes that only 24.32 percent of dhal tvariation of the dependent variable
"Y" (marketing participation of members in dairy co@iees) was explained by the
independent variables included in the logistic @sgron analysis. Therefore, one must
look beyond the listed independent variables ireotd find out factors influencing
marketing participation of members in dairy coopiges.

The parameter estimates of the ordinal logisticeggjon model has shown that

Experience in Dairy Marketing , Milk Purchased tigh Cooperatives , Training
Undergone in Dairy Marketing , and Perception alitabperatives were among the
significant factors affecting marketing particigatiof members in dairy cooperatives. All
these four explanatory variables were significart=®o confidence interval (at=0.05
significance level).

Moreover, one explanatory variable, Access to Eracs not computed in the multi-
nomial logistic regression analysis as it was camtstall the 151 respondents replied that
they had no any access to credit to facilitater tti@iry businesses.)

This result of the study has shown some similaritied differences with previous studies
made on factors determining marketing participatbrmembers in dairy cooperatives.
Analogous to this study result (finding), Verma aRdo (1969) also confirmed that
farmers' training increases the participation ofri@s in the farm practices over and
above those in the control villages. In the samg, wahnson (1964) recommended that
teaching a group of farmers with common interegh organized classes was the most
effective method of disseminating new knowledge dairy practices and improved
participation.

Deribe (2007) found out thaigeof farmers was one of the demographic charadierist
that influenced agricultural information networktput negatively and thereby their
participation in marketing. However, in this stutlyis explanatory variable was not
correlated with members’ marketing participatioimitarly, he found out that education
is one of the important variables, which incredaewers’ participation and access to

acquire, process, and use agricultural relatednmdtion contrary to this study result.
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Consistent with Deribe (2007gmily sizecontributes to the variation in getting access to

agricultural information (one of the componentsrafrketing function.)It was found out

that the larger the family size, the higher isplbasibility to use a combination of

technological packages (to participate in dairyketing.) However, the result of this

study shows differently that there is no any catreh between family size and members’

dairy marketingparticipation.

On the same verge, Arumugam (1983) stated thatiexye in agriculture had significant

association with the participation of small farsie€l'he result of this study also confirms

thatExperience in Dairy Marketing had a significantigige association with the

members’ dairy marketingarticipation.

Most studies confirm that the information seekirghévior of farmers isow and
favors low members participation in dairy marketirfgmilarly, this study also
confirms that Information seeking behavior had fwesi association with the
dependent variable.

Deribe (2007) found out that the relation betweetemsion participation and
knowledge and participation in dairy farming wasurid to be positive and
significant, contrary to study findings. In the sarstudy, he found out that the
relation between extension participation and kndgéeand participationf dairy
farmingwas found to be positive and significant, as op@dsethe findings of this

study carried out in Tiyo woreda.

The hypothesis that states the cooperative pricemiembers’ milk influences the
marketing participationof milk was not found to be significant in this dyu
However, Chukwu (1990) found out th&rice was one of the effects that the
cooperatives pass on their members’ economy. SimiMVilkins and Stafford, 1982;
Fulton and Adamowicz, 1993; Misra et al., 1993;iKlet al., 1997 confirmed that if
the cooperatives charge competitive price for thelk, the member farmers market it
through their cooperatives (members participatd@ir cooperative dairy marketing.)
Bishop and McConnen (1999) concluded that the pnayiof the cooperative for the

farmer house reduces the cost of time and labarthleafarmer spent in searching for
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a buyer for his/her milk. Similarly, the result tfis study also validated that the
distance to the nearest dairy cooperative's milkection centre is negatively

associated with dairy marketing participation ofrmbers in their cooperatives.

5.2 Recommendations

In order to tackle the main constraints of dairgmeratives identified during the survey study
and improve marketing participation of membershiirt dairy cooperatives so as to realize the
white revolution (that has happened in other pafrtie world) through dairy cooperatives in the
study area in particular and in the country as alejtthe following recommendations have been

made.

» The dairy stakeholders (members, cooperatives, @ownt, and NGOs) should think of
better market access for dairy products. Accorginglimary dairy cooperatives and Arsi
Dairy Union should conduct consumer survey or daedressessment for members’ dairy
produce in the main market outlets in the areaeBas the consumer survey result, the
dairy product market should be segmented and diftesales promotion methods suited
for that specific dairy market should be adopted @vised from time to time(as
necessary) so as to cope up with dynamic envirohmemhich dairy cooperatives are
working. Moreover, milk processing plant at daippperative union level (when its
financial position allows it to do so) must be éfithed so as to convert the raw milk to

other processed milk products and thereby elorntbatshelf life of dairy products.

» There must be a national level dairy industry paogtike Operation Flood program of

India so as to facilitate the enhancement of mitddpction in the country.

» The financial needs can be met from the sale oénaiassistance received in
the form of milk and milk products, apldughing back the funds for the
development activities
» The major factor for the success of cooperativeydadustry is professionalisation of
management. Appointment of veterinarians in alleavars is recommended.
» The movement should be under an independent nabods established and Patronized
by the Federal and/or Regional Government.

» The primary milk cooperatives at kabele level sdaxtend the following inputs to the
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dairy farmers:
Animal Health:
(i) They should provide veterinary first aid in tkebele (primary cooperative level)
(i) Assisting the milk producer farmerspreventive vaccination and inoculation
Artificial Insemination:
(i) They should carry out artificial inseminatios and when required
(i) They have to help members in maintainganorecording of artificial insemination
(iif) Extending help to milk producers for idéitation of animals for ear tagging
(iv) Following-up Al activity, pregnancy diagsis, and its feed back
Feed and Fodder Development:
(i) Primary dairy cooperatives should procure amgpsy quality balanced cattle feed from the
milk union and other available sources
(i) They should demonstrate improved fodder caliion to members.
(i) They should procure and supply quality foddereds to farmers
» The primary dairy cooperative societies found & zbne must strengthen the Arsi Dairy
Cooperative Union(The only dairy union found in iizene) and the union should
undertake the following activities:
» Animal Health:
() The union should organize of veterinary rodtasregular and emergency services
(i) The cooperative union has to undertake msiten of necessary help to central diagnostic
laboratory for disease diagnosis
(iif) The should handle Training of Primary Coogeres’ workers in Veterinary first aid
» The union must undertake preventive vaccinatiowditettion of the dairy animals in
cooperation with the government departments.
(B)Artificial Insemination (Al):

(i) The Dairy union has to establish semen bankeifganizing the artificial insemination work.
(i) It must involve in procurement and storagdrozen semen and liquid nitrogen for regular
supply to primary cooperatives.

(i) It should undertake regular follow-up on Atogram
(iv)The union has to also involve in organizatidrsterility/infertility camp so as to alleviate the

problems associated with infertility of dairy cows.
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> Involving in training of lay-inseminators drawn fromembers of dairy cooperatives.
(C)Feeds and Fodder Development:
(i) The union has to involve in the Organizatiorfedéd and fodder development program
(i) Production/procurement and supply of bakhcattle feed should be undertaken by the
cooperative union.
(iif) The dairy union should ensure thecurement and supply of quality fodder
seeds
(iv)The union should also undertake the Follgwetithe program (Feeds and Fodder
Development)
(D) Extension activities:
The union should undertake the following extensiotivities;
(i) Organization of milk yield competition
(ii) Organizing audio visual shows and kebele lenektings
(iif) Helping the publication unit by providing raged information and
distribution materials to member cooperatives
(iv) Arranging visits of producer members to unemilk plant, cattle
feed plant, Al Center, etc.
» Establishment of demonstration dairy farms and éoddrms.
Since one dairy union (Arsi Dairy Cooperative Uriorganized at zonal level alone can not
alleviate all challenges associated to dairy dguakent, depending upon the development of
primary cooperatives and other similar dairy unitmsd in other zones of Oromia and/or other
regions, one Dairy Federation Cooperative at thgiddal and/or Federal level has to be
organized and handle the activities that cannaidoeed out by a secondary dairy cooperative
union.
The Federation that could be organized at regiandlor federal level may undertake the
following activities:
(A) the services of Central diagnostic laboratory
(B) frozen semen production and supply
(C) liquid nitrogen production and delivery
(D) centralized publication units

» Responsible Government departments and/or daignushould provide Continuous
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education and training for members, cooperativieiafs, and hired staff to improve their
awareness about the dairy sector and thereby egseifiective members marketing
participation in dairy cooperatives.

Continuous follow up and controlling the activitielscooperative officials should be
made by internal and external dairy cooperativkettalders (members, controlling
committee of the dairy cooperatives, responsibleg@amnent departments, potential
members, NGOs working with dairy cooperatives,ydpnoducts consumers, and the
public at large) and taking corrective measuretherproblems observed is imperative for

the success of dairy development.

5.3. Implications for future research:

Further research should be conducted to identdyfdltors (other than those factors that
have been studied in this research) that influéinegarticipation of members in dairy
Cooperatives in other woredas of Arsi zone andratbees of the Oromia regional state
as well as other parts of the country.

Further research should be conducted to identifytihal frames/models that should be
adopted in marketing of milk and other milk produsb as to empower small holder

dairy farmers in the study area and other parte@tountry.
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VIl. Appendices:

Appendix 1 .An Interview Schedule developed for thetudy (English Version)

Mekelle University

College of Business and Economics

Department of Cooperative Studies

An Interview Schedule for the study of
‘Multivariate Analysis of Marketing Participation o f Members in Dairy Cooperatives in
Arsi Zone, Ethiopia’
Woreda:
Kebele: Schédiotle

Name of Cooperative:

Enumerator Name:

Date of interview:

General Instructions:

1. Give short introduction to each members befordiastathe interview, introduce your self
to the members, greet them locally, get his/hereyaamd make clear the purpose and
objective of the study.

2. Please ask each question plainly and patiently thdi member understands your point.
Use only pencil

3. Dear enumerator, fill the questionnaire accordimghte members’ reply and do not put
your own opinion.

4. Don't use technical terms while asking the member.

5. Please, put the answer of each member on the ppadded and encircle in the choice.

Part I: Personal Characteristics:

» Name:

» Sex: 0= Male, 1=Female

» Age: years.

6. Marital status:
0= Single, 1=Married, 2=Divorced, 3=Widowed
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5. Educational level:

S.N Level of education Score
1 > grade 4 1
2 5" grade — 8" grade 2
3 9" grade — 1¥ grade 3
4 Diploma 4
5 Degree 5
6. Total number of household size (Family size):
7. Experience in dairy marketing through cooperaties:
Years of Experience Score
Up to one year 1
From one year to three years 2
From three years to four years 3
Above four years 4
Part II: Socio-Economic characteristics:
7. Doyouownland? Yes=0;No=1
8. If yes, what is the size of your land in hectare?
9. Size of land set-aside for livestock grazing (ictaees)?
10. Do you know the total land size covered by crophgctarg? in 2001E.C
11. Size of land rented for cropping hectand;land rented for livestock
grazing hectare. (if any )
12. Number of livestock owned at present.
S.N Kind of livestock Cross breed Local breed arot
1 Oxen
2 Cows
3 Milking cows
3 Young bulls
4 Calves
5 Heifers
6 Sheep
7 Goats
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8 Chicken

9 Horse
10 Mule
11 Donkey

13. Annual income from dairy activities.(AN_INC)

As the farmers have difficulty in stating their ekancome, it is better to categorize them as
follows:

ltem level Score

Up to 1000 Br

From 1000 Br to 2000 Br

From 2000 birr to 3000 Br

From 3000 Br to 4000 Br

A NFRIINY L

Above 4000 Br

14. Milk Production per day ( liters)
As the farmers have difficulty in stating the exastount of milk produced a schedule is
prepared as follows;"

I. How much fresh milk (in Litres) you got/produced from all of your dairy
cows on average in the Year  2001E.C?

A. Daily average production = Litres.

B. Annual average production = Litres.

C .Daily consumption = Litres.
D. Annual consumption = Litres

E. Quantity Sold per day = Litres
F. Quantity Sold per year = Litres.

Other Dairy product/s like: (if any)

Quantity Quantity consumed  Quantity sold Price

H -

Butter ( kg)

Cheese (kg)

9. Milk purchased through cooperatives

Does your cooperative accept (purchase) all théx yolu delivered?
Yes=1,No=0

112




If your answer is No, mention the main reason/s?

9.1. Did you sell milk to the cooperative in the last year (2001E.C)?
and 0 otherwise.

9.2 If yes, how much was the quantity sold and the price received as well?

Yes=1,

S.No Total Quantity Sold(Litres)
Dairy Product 2001 E.C Sales .
Price
Quantity(Litres) | received(EBR)/Lt

1 Raw Milke+

2 Others, if any

2.1 | Butter (kg)

2.2 | Cheese (kg)

Total

=+ indicates that raw/fresh milk is the primary intstef this study.

9.3 For how long you sold milk to your dairy coogtgre in the last year (2001 E.C)?

Duration in milk delivery to cooperative Score
Only for less than 1 month 0
For 1 to 3 months 1
For 3 to 6 months 2
For 6 to 9 months 3
For more than 9 months 4

10. Indebtedness

A schedule is developed to measure indebtednéssréspondents will be categorized into the
following groups on the basis of the total debtthad at the time of the interview and the scores

assigned are as follows.

Item

Score

No Debt

Debt up to Br 500

Debt up to Br 1500

Debt up to Br 2500

Debt up to Br 3500

Debt up to Br 4500

ala|wln k| @

113




11. Availability of market information

How do you get market information on supply, demand price of dairy product in the
markets?

ltem Use code here Source of information

Supply 1= traders, 2= radio, 3=Telephone,
Demand 4= broker, 5= personal observatign,
Price 6 = News paper, 7= others

12. Cooperative milk price

1. Did you sell milk to other marketing agents in 2001 E.C.?
Yes= 1 and 0, otherwise.
2. If yes, to which marketing agents you sold? (Encircle the appropriate
response. )
Local market (Hotels, Restaurants, Cafeteria)
Consumers (local market, district market)
Traders in the district market

Others/ specify

3. If yes to 1, why you sold to these agents?
The cooperative was not ready to purchase
Lack of coincidence (the day you sold and the purchasing day of
the cooperative
Couldn’ t coincide)
Price difference/the cooperative didn’ t charge competitive
price

Others/ specify

4. 1f yes to 1, how much was the quantity of milk sold?

S.No. Total Quantity Sold(Litres)
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2001E.C Sales
Dairy Product Quantity(Litres) Average Price
received(EBR)
Raw Milk
2 Others, if any
2.1 Butter ( kg)
2.2 Cheese (kg)
Total

13. Days of fasting

13.1 Do you undertake any fasting in connection with your religious faith?
Yes=1, No=0

13.2 If yes for 13.1, how many days do you fast in a year? __ days.

13.3 Is your marketing participation in dairy cooperative is the same during
fasting period and non-fasting period? Yes =1, and No=0

13.4 If No for 13.3, during which period your participation is better?
During non—fasting =1, during fasting =0

13.5 During fasting period, does your cooperative receive/purchase all the
milk you brought to it? Yes=1, No=0
13.6 If your answer is No to 13.5, what is the fate of your milk rejected by
your Cooperative?
1. Used for non—fasting family members
2. Sold to other marketing agents
3. Converted to other dairy products like butter and cheese

4. Others (specify)

If you sell to other marketing agents during fasting period, specify these
agents.

3. Hotels, Cafeterias and restaurants

115




4. Milk assemblers in the locality
5. Selling to other household/s in the village
6. Selling to traders in the district market

7. Others(specify)

Part 1ll: Situational characteristics
1. Position of a member in Cooperative
1.1 Are you in charge of any position in the coapige governance in your area?

Yes=1,No=0
1.2 If yes, indicate the type of your position lire icooperative society.

Type of position in a cooperative Score(weighegi)
1 Member 1
2 Office bearer 2
3 Leader 3

1.3 If yes, what is the duration you spent beingasition in cooperative?

Duration in position Score
1 | 0-6 months 1
2 | 6 months-2 years 2
3 | 2-3 years 3
4 | >3 years 4
2. Information seeking behavior

2.1Amount of information needed and Frequency

Activities Amount of information needed Frequency of
information
needed

Quality and hygiene aspect

Grading and standardizing

Transportation equipment

Price and demand

Processing

Credit

Storage

Seasonal operation

Market information

Amount of new information wish to get: 0= No infoation 1= some information 2= All
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information. Frequency of seeking information: Oevdr 1= Rarely 2=sometimes 3= mostly

2.2To whom do you share the information you have alairty?

* Neighbors =1, Relatives = 2, members of coops ro® -members = 4, others =5

3. Extension participation

3.1 Do you have any contact with development ageybur local area?
Yes=1,No=0
3.2 If yes, what is the frequency of contact?
Once in a week (1)
Once in two weeks (2)
Once in three weeks (3)
Once in four weeks (4)
Others (specify)
3.3 If No, why? 1= No DA nearby, 2= No need of se#\3= others (specify)
3.3 What type of services you are getting from DAs
1= Technical guidance
2= Theoretical support
3 = Input supply
4= Marketing aspect
Have you ever participated in extension plannirsg yaar?
Yes=1,No=0
If no why?
1 = Not invited
2 = others specify
If yes, in what extension planning you have pgrated?
1 = Problem identification
2 = Current Situation analysis
3 = Evaluation of the past year achievement
4= Setting alternative situations
5= others (specify)

zZ

Type of information *To whom you share

Transportation and quality

Storage of feed and dairy product

Pricing

Market information

Demand for dairy product

Supply of dairy product

Processing of milk

O N0 BWNEF W
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What was your contribution in extension planning?
1 = Information supply
2 = others specify
Have you participated in extension training lasdrgeYes =1, No=0
3.9. If yes, in what livestock extension trainiggu have participated?

1= General

2 = Management
3 = Housing

4 = Marketing

5 = Feeding

3.10. How frequently do you get the training?
1 = Once in a month
2 = Once in three month
3 =0nce in a year
4 = other specify
3.11 If no, why?
1 = Not invited
2 = Not interested in the program
3 = other specify

4. Access to credit

4.1 Do you have access to credit? Yes =1, No=0
4.2 If yes, from where do you get the services?

1 = Dairy cooperatives

2= Local money lenders

3= Microfinance

4 = others (specify)
4.3 If no, why?

1= High interest rate

2 = No need of credit

3 = Lack of collateral

4 = Fear of inability to repay

5 = No credit service available

6 = others (specify)
4.4 What is the purpose of getting the credit?

1 = Construction of dairy cattle house

2 = Purchase of Milking equipments

3= Purchase of cross breed cows

4 = for marketing finance

5 = others (specify)

5. Distance to the nearest Dairy Cooperative’s ki collection centre

1. How many hours you need to travel to get the following? (On foot)
1.1. Cooperative hours
1. 2. Local market (if any) hours
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1.3. Local assemblers (if any) hours

1. 4. The district market __ hours
2. By what means you usually take your produce (milk) when you sell?

2.1. Own carrying
2.2. Using donkey/s
2.3. Using carts
2.4. Using trucks

2. 5. Others (specify)

3. If Yes to 2.1 above, on average how many hours you spent in a journey to

sell the milk to your cooperative? hours.

4. When you sell the milk to other marketing agent(s), where do you get them?
4.1 At the farm level
4.2 At the district level
4.3 At the local market
4.4 On the main road to your village
4.5 Others/ specify

Part IV: Psychological characteristics

1. Training undergone in dairy marketing

1.1 Have you patrticipated in any training prograndairy marketing or dairying?
Yes =1 No =0
4.1 Please indicate name, duration and type of trgtin
4.2

.N.| Name of the training program Duration Venue

WINIFLWN

2. Perception about dairy cooperatives
Please indicate your agreement with the follovategement in the space provided to you

S.N. Statements Measurement scale
Agree=2 | Disagree=| Undecided=
1 0
1. | see dairy cooperatives as government organ.
2. Dairy cooperatives do not have sound pricinghoe
3. Dairy cooperatives are not the best alternatoremy success in
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dairy activities

4, Dairy cooperatives can provide advice on texiknowledge in
dairy marketing

5. Dairy cooperatives are poor in dairy marketing

6. Dairy cooperatives are inefficient in overalkogtion in marketing

3. Communication skill

S.No

Reception skill

Always=2

Sometimes=1

Never=0

1

Do you listen when another member tells abg
dairy marketing?

put

2

Do you become annoyed when the other
member speaks?

3

Do you start interpret him before he finish wh
he says?

at

Processing skill

When another member tells you about new
ways of doing dairy marketing that makes it
profitable, do you follow your own way?

When you get new information about dairy
marketing do you see first the feasibility?

When you understand new method of dairy
marketing, do you predict quickly that you ca
do it in best way?

-

Expression skill

Do you disseminate the accurate information
about dairy marketing to another member?

Do you convince the other member while
disseminating the information regarding dairy
marketing?

Do you explain the information about dairy
marketing to the other member with honesty?

Feedback orientation

10

When explaining any information regarding
dairy marketing to another member, do you
elicit questions from him?

11

When the other member asks questions abo
dairy marketing, do you fill happy to explain if
further with happy motive?

12

If the other member asks questions again an
again, do you explain with out showing any

irritation?
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Part V: Marketing Participation

In order to measure the marketing participation aiembers in dairy Cooperatives, the

following schedule is developed.

S.no | Components of marketing participation Redwlar Sometimes  Never
3) (2) 1)
1 Decision Making with respect to Dairy Marketing
through cooperatives
2 Involving in the Dairy Marketing functions of the

Dairy Cooperatives

Part VI: Constraints in dairy marketing
1. Have you faced any problem with regard to maiirtg the quality of milk to the standard
kept by the coop?

Yes=1,No=0

1.1 If yes, what are the basic constraints?
1= Lack of awareness about the standard
2 = No one tell me about the quality from thege
3 = since the coops quality control is weekom'tlcare

2. Have you faced problem regarding grading younygaoduct according to the market

demand? Yes =1, No =0

2.1 If yes, what are the constraints you faced?
1 = No information about grading of dairy protiuc
2 = Lack of awareness about grading of dairgpob
3 = since the coop does not require me to suiongitade, | don’t bother.

3.

If you have access to credit, have you eveedamy constraints on access of credit?

Yes=1,No=0
3.1 If yes, what are the main constraints you f&ced

4. If you have access to market information fromoperatives, have you faced any constraints
on accessing market information? Yes =1, No =0

1. Unavailable on time

2. Unable to remit down payment
3. Lack of credit

4. Lack of collateral
5. High interest rate
6. Others (specify)

4.1 If yes, what are the main constraints youdace

1 = Unsystematic and unreliable inforiomat
2 = Itis not timely

3 =Itis not accurate

4 = It is not comprehensive information

5. If you have access to storage and transpantécilities from the coop, have you faced any

problem regarding this? Yes =1, No =0
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5.1 If yes, what are the common constraints yaelfaced?

1 = Lack of coordination and inefficienftgm the coops
2 = Low quality storage and defectivengjgort system
3 = Others (specify)
6. Have you faced any problem regarding the codecf milk by the coops? Yes =1, No=0
6.1 If yes, what are the main constraints in thiéection procedure of the cooperatives?
1 = No coordination and quality control at the eotlon spot
2 = Long distance of the collection center from magidence
3 = Poor record keeping of submitted milk to thego
4 = other specify
7. Have you faced any problem regarding the paymsgsiem of the dairy cooperatives? Yes =1,
No =0
7.1 If yes, what are the main constraints, you Haged regarding this?
1= defective payment system
2 = inconvenient payment system
3 = does not fit into my need
4 = others specify
4. Have you faced any problem in selling your milkasting days? Yes =1, No=0
5. If yes, what are the main constraints you havedace
1 = Use it for home consumption
2 = Process it traditionally in home
3 = Low payment from the coop
4= others specify

6. Have you faced any problem because of the longmilist between you and the collection
center of the society? Yes=1,No=0

1 = Spoilage of milk early
2 = Loss of income
3 = Refusal of the coops to receive after the deadl
4 = Selling the milk to other traders
5 = other specify
10. Have you faced constraints on access to iApges =1, No=0
10.1 If yes, what are the main constrayois have faced?
1 = Poor quality of inputs
2 = Insufficient delivery
3 = Source from far distance
4 = Less extension support
5 = others specify
11. If you got any training in dairy marketingvieayou faced by problemyes =1, No=0
11.1 If yes, what are the constraints you Haeed?
1= It is theoretical
2 = It is for few days
3 = If others, specify
12. Do you use your own transport system for ggtthe milk to the dairy coops?
Yes=1,No=0
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12.1. If yes, what are the constraints you haeed regarding this?
1 = Costlier to sell the milk to the society sin@sport is higher
2 = Wastage of milk due to traditional transpodati
3 =risk of reduction in amount, since it is tramdpd by children and women
4= others, specify
13. Do you regularly sell your milk to the societyes =1, No =0
If No why?
1 = No incentive from the society
2= Lower price from the society
3 =Long distance from the society
4 = others specify
14. Do you think selling milk is sinful (out ofiltural traditions)?
1=Yes,No=0
14.1 If yes, why?
1 = traditionally it is sinful
2 = milk is to be given freelyhar than sold
3 = others, specify
15. Are you willing to give one litter of millof free to your cooperative for its growth? Yes =
1,No=0
1. If you have any other constraints, Please put faiwa

Part VI: Suggestions for improvement
2. What are your suggestions for improving effectiagtigipation of members in dairy

marketing?

S.no | Suggestions Most Important (B) ImportanptLeast important

(2) €))

OB WIN|F
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Thank You Very Much for Your Cooperation!

Appendix 3.Checklist for Focus Group Discussion (FO)

Checklists for Focus Group Discussion with offisiaf dairy Cooperatives, village leaders,
reputed elders, and marketing experts from bathwbreda and Zonal Cooperative promotion
offices.
* How do you see (evaluate) the level of marketingiggpation of members in dairy
cooperatives? In terms of

1.1 volumes of milk sales to their dairy cooperasiv

1.2 purchases of cattle feed

0 Receiving(Obtaining) of timely and reliable markd#brmation with respect
to dairy marketing

124



2. What factors, do you think, influence nenkg participation of members in your dairy

cooperative or other dairy society found in yougiwity?(clearly distinguish the factors with

their influence on participation as positive ogatve)

3. What are the main constraints that hinder negmfsom effectively participating in their

dairy marketing?

4. What should be done to improve the marketingiggpation of members in their dairy

cooperatives?

Appendix Table 1Contingency coefficients of the hypothesized 16 discreet

explanatory

Variables
Variable | SEX | MAR_STA| EDU_LEV | EXP_DM | AN _INC | MPU_COOP| INDEBT | AVA _
S MINF

O

SEX 1 0.041 0.130 0.155 0.169 0.046 0.059 0.081
MAR_S 1 0.041|1 0.190 0.040 0.179 0.055 0.019 0.040
TA
EDU_LE | 0.130| 0.190 1 0.309 0.340 0.122 0.133 0.126
\%
EXP_D | 0.155| 0.040 0.309 1 0.275 0.271 0.056 0.222
M
AN _INC | 0.169| 0.179 0.340 0.275 1 0.408 0.113 0.179
MPU_C | 0.046| 0.055 0.122 0.271 0.408 1 0.27 0.108
OOoP
INDEBT | 0.059| 0.019 0.133 0.056 0.113 0.27 1 0.057
AVA M |0.081| 0.040 0.126 0.222 0.179 0.108 0.057 1
INFO
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Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

Appendix Table 2.Contingency coefficients of the hypothesized discreet

explanatory Variables (Continued)

Variables| COOP| PO _COP | INFO B | EXT _PA |AX CR | TRG DM |PRCP_CO|COM_S
PM HV RT D KT OP KL

COOPP |1 0.045 0.026 0.153 a 0.201 0.065 0.041

M

PO_COP| 0.045| 1 0.332 0.261 a 0.309 0.063 0.33(

INFO_B | 0.026 | 0.332 1 0.423 a 0.253 0.252 0.484

HV

EXT_PA | 0.153 | 0.153 0.423 1 a 0.405 0.271 0.387

RT

AX CRD | a a a a a a a a

TRG_D |0.201 | 0.309 0.253 0.405 a 1 0.133 0.264

MKT

PRCP_C | 0.065 | 0.063 0.252 0.271 a 0.133 1 0.308

OOP

COM_S |0.041 | 0.330 0.484 0.387 a 0.264 0.308 1

KL
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a. No statistics are computed because Accessdd @& constant.
Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.
COOPPM=Cooperative price for milRO_COP=Position of a member iCaoperative,

INFO_BHV= Information Seeking Behavior, EXT_PART=ERsion Participatio’AX CRD=Access to

Credit, TRG_DMKT=Training Undergone in dairy Markeg, PRCP_COOP=Perception about
Cooperatives, COM_SKL = Communication Skills

Appendix Table 3.VIF of the continuous explanatoryariables (Xi) hypothesized for the
Study

S.no | Variables R Varie

Inflation Factor(VIF)
1 AGE 0.008 1.008
2 FM_ Sz 0.007 1.007
3 SZ LHO 0.000 1.000
4 NO_MCWS 0.028 1.028
5 PRO_DY 0.017 1.017
6 D F 0.004 1.004
7 DISMARK 0.028 1.029
Source: Computed Survey data, 2010.

FM_SZ=Family Size, SZ_LLHO=Size of Land Holding, N@CWS=Number of Milking Cows,

PRO_DY=Milk Production per Day, D_F=Days of FastibDdSMARK=Distance to the nearest
Cooperative milk collection centre
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Appendix Table 4.Number of livestock owned by respudents at present

S.N Kind of livestock Cross breed Local breed alot
1 Oxen 19 258 277
2 Cows 147 103 250
3 Milking cows 111 73 184
3 Young bulls 97 51 148
4 Calves 89 73 162
5 Heifers 43 89 132
6 Sheep - 319 319
7 Goats - 23 23
8 Chicken 95 245 340
9 Horse - 41 41
10 Mule - 8 8

11 Donkey - 132 132
Source: Primary Survey data, 2010.
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