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in their external environment like technological trends or population trends. It also includes 

shocks such as conflict, reproductive burdens, mortality, natural disasters or economic inflation, 

and seasonality, which refer to the way prices, employment opportunities, and production might 

shift with the seasons.  

Livelihood strategies and outcomes are not just dependent on access to capital assets or 

constrained by the vulnerability context; they are also transformed by the environment of 

structures and processes. They provide incentives that stimulate people to make better choices to 

grant or deny access to assets.  One of the main problems the poor and vulnerable face is that the 

processes which frame their livelihoods may systematically restrict them unless the government 

adopts pro-poor policies that, in turn, filter down to legislation and even less formal processes 

Kappel and Lind (2010). All of these factors affect the sustainability of livelihoods of households 

either directly or indirectly but this study focused on factors related to accessing sufficient assets. 

The other main component of the livelihood framework is livelihood strategies, which refers to 

the activities that people act to achieve their desired livelihood. It may be on-farm, non-farm, and 

off-farm activities. Decisions on livelihood strategies are determined by the access that people 

have to different kinds of assets. Finally, Livelihood strategies aim to achieve livelihood 

outcomes which are the achievement of livelihood strategies. Potential livelihood outcomes can 

include increased well-being, reduced vulnerability, and improved food security, more 

sustainable use of the natural resource base, and recovered human dignity Kappel and Lind 

(2010). 

Krantz (2001) stipulated that the sustainable livelihood framework describes that the 

participation of women is a key tool for securing development. When the poor included women 

are considered in the process, their priorities in life and understanding of valuable livelihoods are 

made clear. Likewise, they can give information on more difficult subjects, such as social norms 

that affect the access to assets, how they value these assets, or which livelihood strategies they 

pursue. In sum, livelihood strategies frequently vary between individuals and households 

depending on differences in asset ownership, income levels, gender, age, caste, and social or 

political status (Ellis, 1999). This study takes gender as a case. Rural livelihood diversification 

plays an important role especially among rural landless and small farmers who have been able to 

integrate on-farm, off-farm and non-farm activities to enhance their income. In the reduction of 

poverty, alleviation of food security, slow- down of migration from rural to urban, and partly the 
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2.6.1. Demographic factors  

Geremew & Francisco, (2017) they pointed out the age of respondent were negatively 

influencing their livelihood diversification strategies. Because when the age of household 

increases in a year he/she will get older and could not be capable of diversifying their livelihood 

sources by involving in different activities. Dilruba and Roy (2012) also showed that proximity 

to the market or town and access of training has a significant positive influence on the prospects 

of livelihood diversification similarly, Amare & Belaineh (2013) show that the livelihood 

diversification of the rural household determined by a number of economically active family 

members it has significant and positive influence participation of women in different income 

generating activities at 5% significance level and they explained that households with abundant 

economically active and working-age members could participate in non/off-farm employment 

activities to generating more income by absorbing the available extra labor force from the farm 

work. They also explained that the place of residence or proximity to the market has significantly 

and negatively affected the livelihood diversifications through participating in non/off-farm self 

wage employment income.  The interpretation is that as the distance to reach the nearest market 

center increases, the probability of the household to participate in and generate income from 

multiple non/off-farm self and wage employment activities decreases. This could be attributed to 

the fact that households residing in the villages distant from market centers have less access and 

opportunity to engage in multiple self and wage employment activities. Similarly, Simtowe, 

(2010) describes that location of the household (that is whether upland or along the railway, is 

significant in determining the livelihood diversification strategies. Results show that households 

along the railway and market place have a higher probability of choosing much strategy than 

households in the upland. Other researchers Sara and Muluneh (2013) also describe that the 

number of young children was negatively determined especially for Landless young females to 

move away from home to look for employment opportunities.  

Another author Liu, (2017) indicates that education appears more important in non-farm 

activities than in traditional agriculture that encourages better-educated rural workers to turn into 

non-farm employment and terms of capability education makes household members able to 

undertake non-farm work that often requires some knowledge in technology and administration.  



16 
 

2.6.2. Scio-economic factors  

 Mossa,(2013) indicated that productive resource like land, adult male child labor, oxen, and 

capital are the are determinant factors for diversifying livelihood and means to sustain once life 

in the rural areas; however most FHHs with the exception of land lack these resources and forced 

FHHs to rent their farmland to others. Sara &Muluneh(2013) describe that factors like access to 

land, and scarce labor supplies in the case of female-headed households were the determinant 

factors for their livelihood improvements. Adamu (2010) pointed out that access to water supply 

also determines the livelihood diversification strategies of women. Because they travel more 

distances to get water or wait for a long time there and spend their productive time and energy. 

Another study conducted by Gashaw (2008) found out that household who was the member of 

certain social association shows a greater tendency to engage in various off-farm livelihood 

activities. This could be due to the local association plays a role in sharing of experiences, 

information that enables to engaging in various non- farm livelihood activities. 

 2.6.3. Institutional factors  

According to Simtowe,(2010) suggest that institutional factors like access to credit and 

infrastructures and other government aid enable households to increase their productivity and 

probably produce enough for the households as well as to diversify their livelihood at large. 

Yohannes &Tafese, (2017) also stipulated that participation in diversified livelihoods is 

determined by low awareness level of farmers to adopt modern technologies, lack of credit, weak 

extension services, lack of skill, and household average income. In like manner (wondim, 

2018)&dessalegn indicated that Lack of poor infrastructures,   access to credit service, access to 

agricultural extension, access to market, and marketing service are factors that determine rural 

households to diversify their livelihood. Tizita (2017)) also stated that women farmers with no or 

little capital to buy irrigation technologies and farm inputs such as seeds, fertilizers, and 

chemicals, they could not be engaged in irrigation activities and Mehta (2002) stated that 

inaccessibility to road transport facility for marketing, their commodities outside villages and 

nearby markets are restricting households engagement in different livelihood activities. Amare 

and Belayneh (2012) also stated that market distance and non/off-farm diversification had 

positive and significant relationships because residing nearer to the market enables farm 

households to engage in non-farm activities (like petty trading and shopkeeping). 
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Chapter Three 

3. Research Methodology and Description of Study area 

3.1. Description of the Study Area  

3.1.1 Demographic, location and agro-ecology of Meket Woreda   
The study was conducted in Meket Woreda, North Wollo Zone of the Amhara Region. It is far 

apart 225km and 139km from Bahir Dar and woldia city respectively.  According to Meket 

woreda plan commission, Meket woreda has 36 kebeles (2 urban and 34 rural kebeles) with 

208687 total population residents, (Male-105,635 Female-103,052) and 35,413 households. 

Among these households female-headed accounts 9,392 and the rest 26,021 were male-headed as 

well as 3% of the population live in small urban kebeles whereas the mass (97%) were living in 

rural areas. According to Meket woreda agriculture and development office, the Woreda has 

three climatic conditions, Dega (25%), Wine Dega (20%), and Kola (55%). 

 
Figure 2: The Locational Map of Meket Woreda in the Amhara Region, Ethiopia 

Sources:  Meket woreda Administration offices  
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sample women from each kebele based on the lists obtained from the kebeles administration 

office.   

On the other hand, the FGD participants and interviewees were selected purposively from the 

quantitative sample by using farm experience, agro ecology, and marital status as selection 

criteria. Key informant samples were also selected purposively from Meket Woreda women 

affairs office, Agriculture and rural development office, saving and credit association office and 

Technical, vocational, and enterprise office.   

3.4.2.  Sample Size Determination 

The researcher has employed sample size determination formula developed by Kothari (2004) 

and 251 sample female-headed households were determined to fill the survey questionnaire as 

shown below 

 

Where N = Total population of the sample kebeles (725) 

e = acceptable error (0.05) 

z =standard variant a given confidence level (1.96) 95% confidence 

p = probability of success (0.5) 

q = 1-p = probability of failure (0.5) 

n =   size of the sample  

The required sample sizes of this study were 251 female-headed households. But, the question is 

how can these samples be selected from each kebeles? To select sampled women and to make 

proportional the researcher employed proportionate stratified sampling formula, Therefore, based 

on this formula, the required sampled women form each kebele were calculated as follows:  

A sample size of  Debre -zebit  kebele= 251*330/725 =114 women households 

A sample size of  Debre-kerebe  kebele= 251*115/725= 40 women households 

A sample size of   Agerit  kebele=     251*280/725=  97 women households  
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Table 3.1.  The summary of sampled women households. 
Sample 

Kebeles 

 Stratum number of women-
headed households 

Number of sampled 
household  

Debre-zebit  Dega  330 114 

Debre-kerbe Kolla 115 40 

Agerit Woyina Deg 280 97 

Total   725 251 

Source: Meket Woreda administrative plan commission 2019. 

3.5. Data Sources   

Regarding data sources, the researcher used primary data sources to obtain relevant information 

for this study. Primary data was obtained by using primary data collection instruments like 

Survey questionnaires, FGDs, interviews, and key informant interviews.  

3.6. Data collection instruments 

The survey questionnaires, FGDs, interviews, and key informant interviews were applied to 

obtain first-hand information for this study. The detailed aspects of these data collection 

instruments are presented as followed:  

Survey Questionnaire: to be more achievable, the researcher prepared a structured 

questionnaire which provided for 251 sampled rural female-headed households that consisted of 

closed-ended questions. To make the questionnaire effective and to ensure its quality; the 

researcher could pay attention to unclear words that are not local and not easily understood by 

the respondents more over the pretest of the questioner were carried out. The neatness and the 

proper sequence of questions reduce the chances of a misunderstanding of questionnaires by 

respondents and enable the researcher to dig out relevant information concerning the study. It 

was held by the active involvement of enumerators.  

Focus Group Discussion: FGD was one of the crucial research tools for the data gathering 

process for this study. It provides insights into how people think and provides a deeper 

understanding of the phenomena being studied. Considering this, three focus group discussions 
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Concerning this, Orme and Combs-Orme (2009) describe multinomial logistic regression as a 

popular method for modeling relationships between polytomous response variables and multiple 

independent variables. Upon completion of the data collection, the data 

were put in code, edited and entered into the SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) 

software version 20 and analyzed by using the above statistical data analysis techniques.  On the 

other hand, qualitative data collected through focus group discussions, key informant interviews, 

and interviews concerning the quantitative results analyzed through descriptions and direct 

quotations.  

3.8. Description of the Variables 

Dependent Variable 

Rural women livelihood diversification strategies-Here the nature of dependent variables in 

this study was categorical (polytomous). Since livelihood strategies, rural households depend on 

farming, off-farm, and non-farm livelihood activities. According to Ellis (2000), the livelihood 

diversification strategies are the combination of activities that households choose and take to 

achieve their life goals and are categorized into on-farm, non-farm, and off-farm livelihood 

activities. Hence, rural women households in the study area have followed one, two, or a 

combination of these livelihood strategies to pursue their livelihood.  Accordingly, four 

livelihood strategies were identified i.e farm alone, farm plus non-farm, farm plus off-farm and a 

combination of farm, non-farm and off-farm activities and it would take the value of 1, the farm 

alone  2, farm plus non-farm 3, farm plus off-farm and 4, farm plus non-farm plus off-farm. 

Independent variables and Working Hypothesis 

 Independent variables are variables that influence dependents (rural women livelihood 

diversification strategies) either positively or negatively in the study area. In this study, 

independent variables were the determinants factors of rural women headed household livelihood 

diversification strategies. By reviewing different literature and related research findings, the 

researcher identified the following explanatory variables.  

1. Marital status: is a categorical variable. It would be expected to negatively determine the 

livelihood diversification strategies of women households. This is due to shocks and loss like 

divorce, the death of husband results deprivation of properties and loss of the breadwinner of the 

households. This influences their livelihood diversification negatively.  
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their livelihood improvements. Even though women headed household access and own a 

marginal or small amount of land than male-headed households and forced to rent out their land 

or give to other farmers due to the absence of oxen and labor shortage. 

Table 8: Percentage distribution of respondents means of access to land, land size   (N=251) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: own survey data, 2020 

Access to water supply   

As shown in table (9), 32.7% of respondents had access to water supply whereas 67.3% of 

respondents had no access to water. This indicated that more than half of the respondents had no 

access to a water supply that is used for irrigation and livelihood diversification. Moreover, to 

show the association between water access of women and their livelihood diversification 

strategies chi-square statistical test was employed. The result revealed that there was an 

association between water access and livelihood diversification strategies of women in the study 

site (X2=16.385, DF =3, P=0.001, P <0.05) (Table.9). Respondents who had water access were 

engaged in non-farm and off-farm activities in addition to their farming activities.   

 Furthermore, the data from discussants ensured that those women-headed households who had 

water access were engaged in different activities such as participating in small scale irrigation. 

 Categories  Frequency Percentages 
(%) 

means  
obtaining  

Inheritance 33 13.1 

By rented 1 .4 

Government 171 68.1 

Land  size <1 timad 84 33.5 

1-2 timad 82 32.7 

3-5timad 39 15.5 

Who 
plows land   

Self 4 1.6 

 Relatives 
support 26 10.4 

In exchange 
for labor 29 11.6 

Sharecrop  146 58.2 
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13 independent variables age, marital status, family size, educational level, land access, water 

access, membership to the social association, access to training, access to credit and agricultural 

input, distance to market, reproductive duties and access to safety net aid were identified as 

significant determinant factors that affect livelihood diversification strategies of respondents in 

the study site (Table, 15).  
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Table 15: Multinomial logistic regression results of determinant Variables.  

Livelihood  diversification strategies B std.Error Wald Df Sig. Odd Ration 

Farm + non-farm  Intercept -2.444 1.964 1.548 1 .213ns  
age=18-28 2.477 1.228 4.069 1 .044* 11.907 
age=51-60 0b . . 0 . . 
martialstu=unmarrid  2.428 1.140 4.538 1 .033* 11.332 
martialstu=widowed 0b . . 0 . . 
Memb assoc=yes 1.671 .617 7.342 1 .007* 5.320 
Memb assoc=no 0b . . 0 . . 
acctraing=yes 2.165 .604 12.844 1 .000* 8.712 
acctraing=no 0b . . 0 . . 
credit=yes 1.697 .597 8.083 1 .004* 5.458 
credit=no 0b . . 0 . . 
safetynet=yes -1.259 .537 5.493 1 .019* .284 
safetynet=no 0b . . 0 . . 

Farm +off-farm  Intercept -2.974 2.138 1.935 1 .164 ns  
age=18-28 2.934 1.188 6.097 1 .014* 18.797 
age=51-61 0b . . 0 . . 
martialstu=unmarrid 2.702 1.283 4.435 1 .035* 14.902 
martialstu=widowed 0b . . 0 . . 
familsize=1-2 -1.901 967 3.865 1 . 049* .149 
familsize=>6 0b . . 0 . . 
distanceroad=<1hr 3.504 1.309 7.167 1 .007* 33.237 
distanceroad=>5hr 0b . . 0 . . 
reproductive=yes -1.426 .651 4.801 1 .028* .240 
reproductive=no 0b . . 0 . . 
safetynet=yes -1.297 .580 4.998 1 .025* .273 

Farm +non-farm 
+off-farm  

Intercept -2.586 3.322 .606 1 .436 ns  
Edu-no education  -2.653 1.319 4.046 1 .044* .070 
educ-read&write -4.208 1.678 6.284 1 .012* .015 
edu-second &above 0b . . 0 . . 
land=yes 2.819 1.434 3.864 1 .049* 16.759 
land=no 0b . . 0 . . 
accwater=1 1.973 .973 4.116 1 .042 * 7.192 
accwater=2 0b . . 0 . . 
acctraing=yes 2.993 .960 9.716 1 .002* 19.945 
acctraing=n0 0b . . 0 . . 
agiinput=yes 2.262 1.035 4.776 1 .029* 9.606 
agiinput=no 0b . . 0 . . 
reproductive=yes -3.616 1.219 8.805 1 .003* .027 
reproductive=no 0b . . 0 . . 

Source:  own survey data, 2020        NB: farm alone is reference category for response variables *= significant at 
<0.05, ns= not significant, 0b= reference category 
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Table 6. Char act erist ics o f maize pr o ducer respo ndent s (co ntinuo us varia ble s)  

Varia ble s  CL FP  NCFP  Co mbined  Mea n 

differ e nc e  

T - t est  

Mea n  Mea n  Mea n   

Out co me varia ble       

Maize yie ld  48.21  

(1.36)  

39.91  

(.92)  

43.31  - 8.31  

(1.56)  

- 5.26***  

Maize 

co mmer cia lizat io n  

42.07  

(2.57)  

29.28  

(1.49)  

34.51  - 12.79  

(2.80)  

- 4.58***  

Exp la nat or y 

varia bles  

     

Age  42.84  

(.985)  

44.54  

(0.85)  

43.85  1.70  

(1.31)  

1.01  

Fa mily size  5.87  

(0.2)  

5.76  

(.17)  

5.80  - .11  

(.26)  

- 0.42  

Far ming 

experie nce  

26.4  

(1.00)  

25.49  

(0.85)  

25.86  - .91  

(1.32)  

- 0.69  

Tot al livest o ck unit  3.94  

(.15)  

3.87  

(.13)  

3.90  - .07  

(.20)  

  - 0.33  

Tot al far m siz e  1.54  

(.07)  

1.44  

(.05)  

1.48  - .09  

(.08)  

- 1.13  

Nu mber o f p lo t  4.19  

(.17)  

4.18  

(.12)  

4.19  - .01  

(.21)  

  - 0.05  

Fertiliz er a mo unt  1.86  

(.04)  

1.68  

(.05)  

1.75  

 

- .18  

(.07)  

- 2.53**  

Mar ket dist anc e  63.86  

(4.15)  

76.29  

(4.19)  

71.21  

 

12.44  

(6.11)  

2.0364**  

Ro ad dist ance  26.04  

(2.98)  

34.72  

(3.57)  

31.17  - 9.91  

(5.04)  

1.75*  

Dist a nce o f 

ext ensio n o ffic e  

27.78  

(1.65)  

31.28  

(1.06)  

29.85  3.5  

(1.87)  

1.87*  

So ur ce: Own ca lcu lat io n using t he survey dat a, 2019 . ***, **, and * sig nifica nt at 1, 5, and 

10% pro babilit y level, respect ively.  St andar d er ro rs ar e repo rt ed in par e nt hes es  
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The sa mp le respo nde nt s, o n average, t r avel a bo ut 71.21 minut es fo r t he tot al sa mp le a nd 

63.86 and 76.29 minut es to reach t he near est mar ket by CL FP and NC LFP respect ively. The 

average mar ket dist ance fo r CLFP is sma ller fo r CLFP . The st atist ic a l a na lysis sho ws t hat 

t her e is a 5% differ e nc e bet wee n CL FP and NC L F P in t er ms o f near by mar ket dist ance.  

 
The resu lt o n t able 5 sho w o n average 31.17 walking minut es t akes to reach fr o m ho me to 

main ro ad.  On average t he wa lking dist ance fr o m ho me t o main ro ad is 27.8 and 31.28 

minut es fo r CLFP and NCLFP . The resu lt sho ws relat ively C L FP ar e near to t he ma n ro ad. 

The st atist ic a l a na lysis sho ws t her e is a 10% sig nifica nt level differ e nce bet wee n par ticip a nt s 

and no n - par ticipa nt s.  

 
Ano t her impo rt ant varia ble used in t he st udy is road dist ance in wa lking dist a nce in minut es. 

�$�Y�H�U�D�J�H�� �K�R�X�V�H�K�R�O�G�¶�V�� �Ko me dist ance fr o m main ro ad is 29.85 minut es and dist ribut io n o f 

CL FP and NCL FP is 26.04 and 34.72, respectively. The resu lt sho ws a 10 % level o f 

sig nifica nc e differ e nce bet wee n CL FP a nd NCL F P . Ho useho lds t hat participat e in CL F fo und 

near to main ro ad t h an no n - par t icipa nt s.  

 
T he average ho use ho ld dist ance o f ext ensio n o ffic e to ho useho ld ho me ext ensio n visit nu mber 

o f sa mp le respo nde nt s is 29.85. The average w a lking dist ance dist ribut io n o f CL FP s a nd 

NCL FP is   27.78 and 31.28, respectively. This imp lies t hat ho useho ld s par ticipat ed in C L F 

ar e relat ively ne ar to t he ext ensio n o ffice imp lyin g, t end to have hig her ext ensio n visit t ha n 

t heir co unt er part. The resu lt fur t her indicat ed t hat dist ance ext ensio n o ffice t o ho useho ld head 

ho me s ho ws st atist ica l diff er e nce bet ween CL FP a nd NC FP at 10% sig nifica nt level.  

 
Level of commercialization of maize producers 

 
Regar ding co mmer cia lizat io n l evel , t he st udy c las sified co mmer cia lizat io n int o t hr ee 

cat ego rie s. This st ud y used c las sificat io n o f co mmer cia lizat io n ado pt ed by Sa mue l a nd Shar p 

(2008) and Tade le et al.  (2017) . Acco r ding ly,   le ss co mmer cia liz ed far mer s ar e far mer s w ho  

so ld up to 25% o f ma ize pr o duce , se mi - co mmer cia lized far mer s w ho so ld maize o ut put 

bet wee n 25% and 50% and co mmer cia lized far mer s ar e t ho se  far m ho use ho lds w ho so ld mo r e 

t han  50% o f what t he y have pro duced .  
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T able 6  �L�Q�G�L�F�D�W�H�V�� �V�X�E�V�L�V�W�H�Q�F�H�� �D�Q�G�� �O�H�V�V�� �F�R�P�P�H�U�F�L�D�O�L�]�H�G�� �I�D�U�P�H�U�V�¶�� �D�F�F�R�X�Q�W�V�� �I�R�U�� ���������������� �)�U�R�P��

t his  24% CLF a nd 76% o f NC L FP respo nde nt s maize co mmer cia lizat io n index is zer o to 25% 

indicat ing t hat t he y ar e fu ll y su bsist e nt to les s commer cia lize .  The st atist ica l c hi - sq uar e t est 

sho ws co mpar ed to CLFP , mo r e nu mber o f NCFP far mer s  ar e subsist ence and le s s 

co mmer cia lized , sig nifica nt ly les s co mmer cia lize d at a level o f 1%.   The descript ive resu lt  

a lso sho ws 40.86% o f sa mp le d ho use ho lds ar e se mi - co mmer cia liz ed,  fr o m t his 43 .37% and 

56.63% are CLFP and NC FP ,  respect ively. The r e is no sig nifica nt differ e nce in siz e  o f 

co mmer cia lizat io n level bet ween CL FP and NC FP . Fr o m t he tot al gr o ss valu e o f maiz e 

pr o duced 22.17% o f t he sa mp le respo nde nt s so ld 50% and above t hat sho ws le ss n u mber o f 

far mer s ar e co mmer cia lized. The ma jo rit y (64.44%) are CLFP wher e as 35.56% are NCFP . 

Ther e is a 10% sig nifica nt differ e nc e bet ween C L FP a nd NC FP t hat clu st er far m p ar ticipa nt s 

ar e mo r e co mmer cia lized t ha n no n - c lust er far m pa r t icipa nt s.  

 

Table 7. Level o f co mmer cia lizat io n o f maiz e pr o ducer s in der a wo r eda  

Level o f 

co mmer cia lizat io n  

CL FP  (% )  NCFP  (% )  % 

pr o portio n  

�$2 

Subsist e nce a nd  le ss 

co mmer cia lized  

24 76 36.95  0.000*  

Se mi - co mmer cia liz ed  43.37  56.63  40.89  0.2311  

Co mmer cia lized  64.44  35.56  22.17  0627*  

Tot al    100  

 
4.2.Econometric model analysis and result  

 
Prio r to running t he lo git mo de l, t he hypo t hesized exp la nat o r y varia ble s wer e checked fo r t he 

exist e nce o f mu lt i - co lline arit y a nd het er o scedasticit y. The sit uatio n wher e t he indepe nde nt  

varia bles ar e hig hly int er - co r r elat ed is re fer r ed to as mu lt i - co llinea rit y ( Madda la, 1992). 

Be fo r e running t he mo de l a ll t he hypo t hesiz ed exp la nat o r y varia bles wer e checked fo r t he 

exist e nce o f mu lt i - co llinearit y pr o ble m. The t echnique o f varia nce in flat io n fact o r (VI F) is 

e mp lo yed t o det ect t he pro ble m o f mu lt i - co linearit y a mo ng t he exp la nat o r y varia ble s.  

 
As a rule o f t hu mb, if t he VIF o f a varia ble excee ds 10, t her e is a mu lt i - co linearit y pr o ble m. 

Twe lve expla nato r y varia ble s wer e t est ed fo r VIF.  The VIF fo r each indepe nde nt varia ble is 

le ss t han t he critica l value o f 10 i ndic ating no n - exist enc e o f mu lt i - co llinearit y (Gu jar ati, 

2009).  The VIF values disp la yed have sho wn t hat a ll o f t welve expla nato r y varia ble s have no 
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4.2.2. Estimating propensity scores and common support condition 
 

Aft er imp le me nt ing t he lo git mo de l fo r clust er far ming par ticipat io n, t he resear cher estimat ed 

t he pro pensit y s co r es. Aft er estimat ing valu es o f pr o pensit y sco r e fo r CLFP and NC LFP t he 

next st ep in  pr o pensit y sco r e mat ching t echniqu e is t he co mmo n suppo rt co nditio n. On l y 

o bservatio ns in t he co mmo n suppo rt regio n mat ched wit h t he ot her gro up co nsider ed a nd 

ot her s sho u ld  be discar ded fr o m fur t her ana lysis.  

 
Based o n t he pr edict ed pro pensit y sco r es, t he co mmo n suppo rt assu mpt io n is  t est ed. The  

mag nit ude o f t he  pro pensit y sco r e ranges bet ween 0 and 1 .  The tot al sa mp le est imat ed 

pr o pensit y rang es bet ween .016688 and .9891495  wit h mea n sco r e o f .408867 . The pro pensit y 

sco r e fo r CLFP is bet ween .0915287 and .9891495 wit h a me a n o f  .5595038 and t he 

pr o pensit y sco r es fo r NCFP ranges bet ween .016688 and .9016634 wit h a mea n o f  .3046766 . 

Using t he rules o f minima - maxima (Ca lie ndo and Ko peinig, 2008), t he co mmo n suppo rt is  in 

t he regio n, wher e t he value s o f pr o pensit y sco r es o f bo t h t r eat me nt and  co mp ariso n gr o ups 

can be fo u nd, is given in t he ra nge bet ween .0915287 and .9016634 . Observatio ns w ho s e 

pr o pensit y sco r es lie o ut side t his range ar e discar ded fr o m a na lysis.  

 
T he ker ne l de nsit y e stimat e in figur e 3 sho wed t he dist ribut io n o f t he tot al sa m p le ho useho ld s, 

c lu st er far m par ticip a nt s and no n - particip a nt s sa mp le ho use ho ld estimat ed pro pensit y sco r es. 

The figur e s ho ws, in C L FP mo st o f t he o bservatio n dist ribut ed at t he cent er and o nly fe w 

nu mber s fa ll o ut o f t he co mmo n suppo rt regio n. Co nsidering  o f no n - c lust er far m par ticipa nt s 

(NCLFP ) , mo st o f t he o bservatio n a lig ned t o t he le ft sid e.  


