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1. Introduction 

Since 1994, the Government of Ethiopia has made efforts to promote a new generation of 

cooperatives that differ from their predecessors that were put in place under previous regimes. 

These new types of cooperative should be (1) based on the members’ “free will to organize”; (2) able 

to fully participate in the free market; and (3) free of government intervention in their internal 

affairs (Proclamation 85/1994). In agriculture, cooperatives are meant to play a central role in efforts 

to develop the sector. For example, Ethiopia’s Sustainable Development and Poverty Reduction 

Program (FDRE 2002, 43) seeks “to organize, strengthen and diversify autonomous cooperatives to 

provide better marketing services and serve as a bridge between small farmers (peasants) and the 

non-peasant private sector.” Cooperatives are also expected to render vital services other than 

those related to agricultural marketing, including: (i) expanding financial services in rural areas; 

(ii) purchasing agricultural machinery, equipment and implements, and leasing them to farmers; 

(iii) setting up of small agro-processing industries where processed agricultural products with greater 

value added could be produced; and (iv) establishing various social institutions to provide different 

kinds of social services (FDRE 2002, 59). 

Agricultural cooperatives in Ethiopia have received significant attention by researchers over the past 

ten years, highlighting their potential strength and limitations (e.g. Bernard et al. 2010, Francesconi 

2010). This short note seeks to provide an updated quantitative assessment of the significance of 

cooperatives within the agricultural sector and the use of their services by members and non-

members. It is based on the 2012 ATA Baseline Survey carried out by the International Food Policy 

Research Institute for the Ethiopian Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA). The ATA Baseline 

Survey includes a household, a community, and a cooperative module. This report combines 

information from all three modules. Survey respondents were selected from 200 kebeles in the four 

main regions of Ethiopia: Tigray, Amhara, Oromia, and the Southern Nations, Nationalities, and 

Peoples (SNNP) region. Three thousand households were surveyed within these kebeles. For the 

cooperative module, interviews were conducted with leaders from the 102 agricultural cooperatives 

present in these kebeles. Appendix 1 describes the sampling procedure for the ATA baseline survey 

in detail. Although the sample includes a disproportionately large number of households in the 

woredas in which the ATA is focusing its efforts, sampling weights are used to compensate for this, 

making the results representative of farmers in the four main regions of Ethiopia. All results reported 

are weighted averages and percentages. 

2. Prevalence of cooperatives in Ethiopia 

Over the last five years, and according to data from the Federal Cooperative Agency, the number of 

cooperatives in Ethiopia grew by 87.4 percent. Much of this growth trend is explained by expansion 

of cooperatives in Oromia, Tigray and Somali, where the number of cooperatives grew by 283, 181, 

and 191 percent, respectively, during 2007-2012. As of 2012, there were 43,256 primary 

cooperatives, both agricultural and non-agricultural, in Ethiopia with 6.5 million members (of which 

21.5 percent are female) and 2.7 billion birr capital (Birr 17.6 = US$ 1.00, June 2012). 

Agricultural cooperatives, however, only account for 26.5 percent of cooperatives in the country. We 

notice variations in the proportion of agricultural cooperatives across the four main regions – more 
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than 37 percent of cooperatives in Tigray, Amhara and Oromia regions are agricultural cooperatives, 

compared to only 17.5 percent in SNNP region (Table 1).  

Table 1: Number of registered primary cooperatives and members by region, 2012 

Region 

Total 
primary 

cooperatives 

Growth 
rate over 
last five 
years

a 

Membership 

Total capital 
(‘000s Birr) 

Number of 
agricultural 

cooperatives Male Female Total 

Tigray 3,746 180.6 441,600 171,000 612,600 204,311 1,927 

Amhara 7,050 66.9 2,006,800 438,600 2,445,400 376,991 2,599 

Oromia 11,321 282.9 1,414,400 304,400 1,718,800 1,021,528 4,734 

SNNP 7,905 43.4 1,016,300 193,000 1,209,300 171,880 1,388 

Benishangul-Gumuz 309 134.1 18,100 5,900 24,000 76,271 130 

Harari 448 107.4 9,900 4,700 14,600 18,744 41 

Gambela 238 193.8 4,800 4,000 8,800 14,188 124 

Afar 365 80.7 10,600 5,900 16,500 14,345 180 

Addis Ababa 9,482 30.6 183,200 253,900 437,000 786,029 - 

Dire Dawa 1,060 48.3 23,300 14,000 37,300 9,299 64 

Somali 1,332 196.7 24,200 18,100 42,300 24,889 265 

National 43,256 87.4 5,153,300 1,413,400 6,566,700 2,718,476 11,452 

a The growth rate is calculated using  2007 data on the number of primary cooperatives in Ethiopia from Bernard et al. 
(2010). 
Source: Federal Cooperative Agency, 2012. 

 

Based on the ATA 2012 baseline data, Table 2 provides further description of agricultural 

cooperatives in the four main cropping regions of Ethiopia. The majority of these cooperatives were 

established (or sometimes re-established) over the past 20 years following the downfall of the 

previous political regime. Of these newly established cooperatives, about 66 percent were 

established after the new proclamation for the promotion of cooperatives in 1998.  

Eighty percent of the primary agricultural cooperatives in the ATA baseline survey sample of 

cooperatives are affiliated with a cooperative union. We observe that affiliation with secondary level 

cooperatives is lower in Amhara region compared to the three other regions. The average number of 

members in agricultural cooperatives is 510 and 672 individuals or households at the time of 

establishment and during 2012, respectively. While its size diminished by 64 percent (i.e., from 797 

to 287), we observed that average membership size during establishment was higher in Oromia 

region with mean differences statistically significant at 1 percent with Tigray and Amhara and at 

below 10 percent with SNNP and national average. At the time of the survey, we noticed that 

average membership size is higher in Amhara region and  mean differences in membership relative 

to the other regions are statistically significant at 1 percent with Oromia and SNNP and at 10 percent 

with Tigray. 

While the national figure on the proportion of female members in all primary cooperatives is 

21.5 percent (Table 1), the actual percentage of female members in the agricultural cooperatives in 

the ATA baseline sample is 12 percent. The involvement of females in agricultural cooperatives is 

higher in Tigray than in the other three regions. Note, however, that membership is often defined at 

the household-level, as such, more women may be involved in the activities of agricultural 

cooperatives than is indicated by these statistics. 



 

 

Agricultural Cooperatives in Ethiopia  Page 4 
 

Table 2: Cooperatives by year of establishment, affiliation and membership size 

   

Region 

Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Overall 

% of cooperatives established      

Before 1991 0 56 47 28 39 

After 1992 100 44 53 72 61 

% of cooperative that joined union 80 63 89 93 80 

Average number of members at establishment 376 273 797 340 510 

Mean difference with Oromia (p-value) (0.01) (0.00) - (0.06) (0.05) 

Average number of  members in 2012 831 1278 287 259 672 

Mean difference with Amhara (p-value) (0.07) - (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

% change in membership 121 368 -64 -24 32 

% women 25 9 6 10 12 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

Figure 1 plots the evolution in the proportion of kebeles with at least one agricultural cooperative 

over the last 14 years by region. The number of kebeles with at least one cooperative grew from 

about 29 percent in 1998 to nearly 46 percent in 2011. Significant growth in the proportion of 

kebeles with at least one cooperative is observed in Tigray and SNNP regions relative to the other 

two main regions. The prevalence of kebeles with a cooperative grew from 57 to 98 percent in Tigray 

and from 18 to 46 percent in SNNP during the period 1998 to 2011. The lowest growth rate is 

observed in Amhara region, where cooperative prevalence only grew from 23 to 35.7 percent over 

the last 14 years. 

Figure 1: Proportion of kebeles with at least one cooperative by region, 1998-2011. 
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 Note: The above graph is based on establishment year or age of cooperatives in our sample and it assumes that 
 there were no cooperatives that closed or stop operating during this period. 

 Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 
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Table 3 describes the prevalence of agricultural cooperatives in Ethiopia and the proportion of farm 

households participating in at least one such cooperative by region. Overall, 45 percent of kebeles in 

Ethiopia have at least one agricultural cooperative. We observed considerable variation by region, 

however – nearly 98 percent of kebeles in Tigray have at least one cooperative, whereas less than 37 

percent of kebeles in Amhara have an agricultural cooperative. 

Overall, 36 percent of smallholder farmers in Ethiopia are members of an agricultural cooperative. 

This figure reveals that smallholder membership in cooperatives grew significantly over the last 

seven years. Bernard et al (2010) reported smallholder membership in agricultural cooperatives in 

2005 at 9.1 percent. Consistent with these earlier findings, we also observed considerable variation 

in participation and membership growth rates across regions. Over 50 percent of farm households in 

Tigray and Amhara regions participate in cooperatives, whereas in the SNNP region only 11.4 

percent belongs to a cooperative. Moreover, the growth rate of membership is higher in Amhara 

and Tigray compared to other regions: membership rates grew from 14 percent to 59 percent of all 

smallholder farmers in Amhara and from 20 percent to 51 percent in Tigray over the last seven 

years. 

The variation in participation and membership growth rates can be partly explained by differential 

access to cooperatives, since some kebeles have cooperatives while others do not.  Overall, 43.2 

percent of smallholders in Ethiopia live in a kebele with a cooperative. This figure grew from 39.5 

percent in 2005 (Bernard et al., 2010). Much of this growth can be explained by an expansion of 

agricultural cooperatives in Tigray and SNNP regions. 

Table 3: Prevalence of cooperatives and participation of smallholder farmers 

 
Kebeles with 
cooperatives 

Smallholders 
participating in 

cooperatives 

Smallholders with 
cooperatives in 

kebele 

Smallholders 
participating when have 

cooperative in kebele 

Region 
kebeles, % 

 
house-holds, % 

 
house-holds, % 

 
house-holds, % 

 

Tigray 97.6 51.7 53.5 96.3 

Amhara 36.2 59.5 64.1 37.3 

Oromia 43.2 23.5 37.8 65.6 

SNNP 46.2 11.4 15.4 61.5 

Overall 45.1 36.1 43.2 51.5 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

The rate of participation in cooperatives improves to 51.5 percent when we limit the analysis of 

smallholder participation in cooperatives to those households that have access to cooperatives in 

their kebele. Moreover, over time we find that the rate of households’ participation when they have 

access to cooperatives grew significantly in Tigray and SNNP from 20.9 and 8.9 percent in 2005 to 

96.3 and 61.5 percent in 2012, respectively. In contrast, in Amhara region the rate of participation is 

significantly lower for households who have access to cooperatives; compared to the overall 

percentage of households belonging to cooperatives in the region. This indicates that a substantial 

proportion of households in Amhara region who have or lack access to a cooperative in their kebele 

(choose to be) affiliated to a cooperative in a neighboring kebele.  
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3. Location of cooperatives 

What explains the presence of cooperatives in particular kebeles and not in others? Four factors may 

serve separately or jointly to determine where cooperatives are located. 

1. One may argue that the main advantage of cooperatives is through economies of scale in 

physical transaction costs – that is, cooperatives enable the bulking of inputs, outputs, and 

other services such that transportation costs per unit to or from a supplier or client are 

lowered. Accordingly, one would expect to find more cooperatives in more remote 

locations.  

2. On the other hand, one might also argue that an important service provided by cooperatives 

is through the enhanced bargaining power they offer farmers in purchasing inputs from 

suppliers or selling outputs to clients. Accordingly, one would expect to find more 

cooperatives established in places where markets are relatively well developed in order to 

strengthen the engagement of farmers in these existing markets.  

3. Another explanation may be that cooperatives will be located where sufficient numbers of 

market-oriented agricultural production exist. 

4. Lastly, Bernard et al. (2010) highlight that a majority of Ethiopian cooperatives were created 

under the impulse of external partners (woreda cooperative offices, NGOs or others).  

Various levels of political, social or other factors also could drive or modify the location of 

cooperatives. While it is beyond the scope of this report to explain the process of cooperative 

formation and location, one may nevertheless attempt to predict their current locations based on 

the characteristics of their environment. 

Thus, in Table 4 we report kebele-level correlates to the establishment of cooperatives. Results 

indicate that the probability of cooperative incidence is higher in kebeles that are distant from the 

woreda centers, but are accessible (as measured by availability of road in the kebele) and have 

relatively developed markets (as measured by number of traders based in the kebele). The number 

of traders based in a kebele and the availability of feeder roads increase the probability of 

cooperative establishment in a kebele by at least 20 and 30 percent, respectively. Note, however, 

that given the important role of cooperatives for input supply (see Table 5 in the next section), the 

direction of the relationship between markets and cooperatives may well run the other way. That is, 

where cooperatives are found, there is greater access to inputs, and, thus, more production, and, 

consequently, more traders. 
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Table 4: Determinants of cooperative presence in a kebele (Probit) 

Indicators 

Dependent variable: Cooperative presence in a 
kebele (marginal effects) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

     

Market dummy (1/0) -0.203 -0.120 -0.122 -0.095 

 (1.28) (0.73) (0.74) (0.55) 

Number of traders based in the kebele 0.419 0.270 0.270 0.205 

 (3.13)*** (1.79)* (1.78)* (1.26) 

Feeder road in the kebele  0.313 0.309 0.363 

  (2.41)** (2.61)*** (2.70)*** 

Distance from kebele to woreda/district  0.391 0.392 0.478 

  (2.71)*** (2.67)*** (2.84)*** 

% of households  in the kebele own cell phone   0.000 0.002 

   (0.07) (0.52) 

Amhara region (1/0)    0.193 

    (1.05) 

Oromia region (1/0)    0.046 

    (0.26) 

Tigray region (1/0)    0.567 

    (8.42)*** 

chi2 7.88 18.28 20.62 34.62 

Pseudo R2 0.09 0.17 0.17 0.24 

Number of observation 200 198 198 198 

Note: SNNP region is omitted as reference category for regional dummies.  
* p<0.1; *** p<0.05; ** p<0.01 

 

The regional dummies included in column 4 also explain additional variations in the determinants of 

cooperative incidence that are emanated from regional fixed effects. Consistent with the simple 

tabulations of kebeles with cooperative in Table 3, we find that the probability of an agricultural 

cooperative being found in a kebele is higher by 57 percent in Tigray region compared to SNNP. 

Overall, results from Table 4 suggest a somewhat unequal distribution of cooperatives across the 

Ethiopian rural landscape. In essence, cooperatives tend not to be located in main market locations 

(assuming that these would correspond to the woreda center), but neither are they found in places 

with very limited access to markets. The significant difference between Tigray and the other three 

regions in the presence of cooperatives in kebeles, points to a potentially important role of regional 

cooperative agencies in the promotion of cooperatives, with that in Tigray region being particularly 

effective. 

4. Cooperative services 

Ethiopian agricultural cooperatives offer a variety of services, ranging from services directly related 

to agricultural production or commercialization to those less directly concerned with farmer 

production, such as the provision of consumer goods and other social services. Here we focus on the 
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effective involvement of cooperatives in enhancing smallholder farmers’ access to inputs, credit, and 

commercialization services.  

In Table 5 we report on the percentage of our sampled cooperatives involved in the provision of 

such services. Accordingly, we find that supplying agricultural inputs and credit are the most 

important activities of cooperatives in Ethiopia – 92 and 71 percent of cooperatives in our sample 

provide agricultural input and credit services, respectively. Commercialization services (i.e., 

aggregating and selling agricultural outputs) by cooperatives, on the other hand, are more limited – 

47 percent of the cooperatives in our sample provide such services. However, important 

heterogeneity exist across the region, with, for instance, cooperatives in SNNP being more involved 

in the provision of commercialization services than credit, while the opposite being true for 

cooperatives in Tigray. 

An important aspect of Table 5 is that non-members typically have significant access to cooperative 

services. This is particularly true for accessing inputs, and to a lesser extent for credit and 

commercialization services. However, here also different patterns emerge across the different 

regions. 

Table 5: Agricultural cooperatives providing agricultural input supply, 
credit and commercialization services, by membership status of 
household, percent of cooperatives 

   Region   

Service type Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Overall 

Agricultural inputs:       

To members 100 98 92 64 92 

Over the last two years  100 100 85 100 94 

To non-members 100 100 55 64 77 

Commercialization services:      

To members 47 62 25 80 47 

Over the last two years  59 96 54 78 75 

To non-members 45 61 24 65 44 

Agricultural credit:      

To members 100 97 50 34 71 

Over the last two years  100 96 23 75 76 

To non-members 98 87 14 26 52 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

The provision of a particular service should respond to particular needs and opportunities for such 

activities. Thus, in Table 6 we investigate if a service provided by a given cooperative is linked with 

kebele characteristics. The sample is restricted to those kebeles where one finds at least one 

agricultural cooperative.  

We find that cooperatives providing credit services tend to be located in less accessible kebeles 

without feeder roads. This result hints that cooperatives located in relatively advanced kebeles tend 

to engage less in credit delivery compared to cooperatives in more remote kebeles. 

Our results also show that the presence of cooperatives that provide agricultural input services (i.e., 

fertilizer and improved seeds) is not correlated with any of the kebele-level covariates considered. 
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This is not unexpected. As most agricultural cooperatives in Ethiopia (92 percent) provide 

agricultural inputs supply services (c.f., Table 5), there is little variation left to be explained by 

kebele-level characteristics. 

Table 6: Determinants for the incidence of cooperatives in a kebele by service type 
(Probit) 

Dependent variable: Cooperatives providing different services (marginal effects) 

Indicators 
Agricultural 

credit 
Agricultural 

inputs 
Commercial-

ization 

Market dummy  0.037 0.026 0.055 

 (0.25) (0.39) (0.33) 

Number of traders based in the kebele -0.024 -0.066 0.450 

 (0.13) (1.17) (2.86)*** 

Feeder road in the kebele -0.287 -0.013 -0.152 

 (2.41)** (0.25) (0.84) 

Distance from kebele to woreda/district -0.185 0.083 -0.091 

 (1.11) (1.01) (0.47) 

% of households  in the kebele own cell phone 0.002 0.001 0.002 

 (0.53) (0.49) (0.42) 

chi2 5.28 2.24 6.88 

Pseudo R2 0.10 0.06 0.15 

Number of observation 97 97 97 

Note: Regional dummies/fixed effects are not included due to fewer or no variations in services 
deliveries by cooperatives within and across regions, as shown in Table 5. 
* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 

 

With regard to cooperatives providing commercialization services, we find that their presence in a 

kebele is positively and significantly linked with the extent of market development. This result goes 

against the hypothesis that commercialization services by cooperatives are essentially related to 

overcoming fixed transaction costs (such as those related to transport). Instead, this result suggests 

that commercialization activities have more to do with enhancing farmers’ bargaining power. 

5. Households’ participation in cooperatives 

We next turn to the determinants of households’ participation in agricultural cooperatives. In Table 

7 and Table 8 below, we first report on households’ reported reasons for joining or not joining an 

agricultural cooperative. In line with the results presented above on input provision by cooperatives, 

the main reported reason for joining a cooperative is related to accessing inputs. Accessing credit 

and support to output commercialization are much less important as reasons for joining a 

cooperative, although with significant variations across regions. In SNNP for instance, 10 percent of 

the members reported output commercialization as the main motivation for joining, while only 

1 percent did so in Oromia. Twenty-one percent of cooperative members in Tigray cited access to 

credit as their main motivation to join a cooperative; while only a little over 1 percent of member 

households in Oromia reported this as their motivation.  
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Table 7: Main reasons for joining agricultural cooperatives, by region, 
percent of members 

 Reason for joining agricultural cooperative  

Region 
Agricultural 
input supply Credit 

Commercial-
ization 

assistance 
Other 

services 

 
Number of 

Obs. 

Tigray 68.9 21.3 5.2 4.6 236 

Amhara 72.3 7.6 6.1 13.9 480 

Oromia  96.4 1.2 1.0 1.4 295 

SNNP 85.5 1.6 9.9 3.0 107 

Overall  78.9 7.0 5.0 9.2 1118 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

The principal reason that non-members in the survey sample reported for not joining a cooperative 

was a lack of local access to such organizations. However, a quarter of the respondents noted that 

they could access the services offered by agricultural cooperatives without being an actual member. 

Membership fees and low trust in the cooperative’s effectiveness account for 16 and 12 percent of 

the responses, respectively. However, there is significant heterogeneity across regions in the reasons 

non-members give for not joining an agricultural cooperative. In Tigray, for instance, where one 

finds a cooperative in most kebeles, limited access is seldom a reason for not joining, and non-

participation is mostly related to having access to benefits without joining. The opposite is true in 

SNNP.  

Table 8: Main reasons for not joining agricultural cooperatives, by region, percent of non-members 

 Reason for not joining agricultural cooperative  

Region 

No 
cooperatives 
in the area 

Did not think 
cooperative 
would be of 
assistance 

Cooperatives 
in the area 

are inefficient 

High cost of 
membership 

(time or 
money) 

No need to be 
a member to 
benefit from 
cooperative 

 
 

Number of 
obs. 

Tigray 0.7 23.9 7.5 5.6 62.4 244 

Amhara 22.6 12.7 3.1 19.3 42.4 360 

Oromia  37.0 14.3 9.9 19.2 19.6 575 

SNNP 61.3 5.1 5.7 10.9 17.1 703 

Overall  38.2 12.0 7.2 16.4 26.2 1882 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

We then examine the household-level determinants of agricultural cooperative participation. To do 

so, we restrict our investigation to the sample of households having access to a cooperative within 

their kebele. This method is used to highlight the determinants of an actual choice by the household 

– whether to join or to not join a cooperative.  

The results of our analysis are presented in Table 9. We find that households with larger 

landholdings are more likely to participate in cooperatives. In particular, farm households who 

cultivate more than 2 ha of land have a 23 percent higher probability of participation in cooperatives 

compared to those with less than 0.5 ha of land. This may relate to higher demand among 

households with large farm sizes for agricultural inputs services provided by cooperatives. Demand 
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for output commercialization can be also complementary explanation, as landholding can be a proxy 

measure for actual level of production –the more land a household has under production, the higher 

the production, and the greater the market surplus. These results also point to the relative exclusion 

from participation in agricultural cooperatives of smallholders with less than 0.5 ha of land. 

Table 9: Determinants of households’ participation in cooperatives (Probit) 

 Dependent variable: Membership in cooperatives (marginal effect) 

Indicators (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

0.5 to 1 ha landholding (1/0) 0.152 0.145 0.106 0.073 0.096 

 (2.18)*** (2.01)*** (1.42) (0.97) (1.21) 

1 to 2 ha landholding (1/0) 0.300 0.278 0.235 0.205 0.166 

 (4.67)** (4.31)** (3.48)** (3.01)** (2.27)*** 

More than 2 ha landholding (1/0) 0.379 0.322 0.277 0.251 0.238 

 (6.27)** (4.88)** (3.97)** (3.52)** (3.00)** 

Male head of household (1/0)  0.025 0.039 0.064 0.005 

  (0.33) (0.48) (0.81) (0.06) 

Age of head (year)  0.031 0.030 0.033 0.032 

  (3.23)** (3.06)** (3.29)** (3.32)** 

Age square  -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

  (2.71)** (2.58)** (2.84)** (2.79)** 

Literate household head (1/0)  0.189 0.204 0.210 0.262 

  (3.84)** (4.06)** (4.26)** (5.25)** 

Distance to nearest cooperative (min.)   0.000 0.000 0.000 

   (0.29) (0.41) (0.10) 

Produce pulse and oils (1/0)    0.037 -0.002 

    (0.53) (0.03) 

Produce vegetables  (1/0)    0.037 0.027 

    (0.50) (0.35) 

Produce fruit (1/0)    0.111 0.131 

    (1.34) (1.47) 

Produce chat (1/0)    0.102 0.123 

    (0.74) (0.88) 

Produce coffee (1/0)    -0.286 -0.179 

    (5.10)** (2.58)** 

Amhara region (1/0)     0.084 

     (1.26) 

Oromia region (1/0)     -0.130 

     (2.04)*** 

SNNP region(1/0)     -0.322 

     (6.36)** 

chi2 37.71 64.36 55.98 88.54 110.00 

Pseudo R2 0.06 0.10 0.09 0.14 0.19 

Number of observation 1,545 1,545 1,464 1,464 1,464 

Note: landholding size less than 0.5 ha is reference category for landholding dummy. Grain is omitted as reference category 
for crop dummy. Tigray region is reference category for regional dummy. 
* p<0.1; *** p<0.05; ** p<0.01 
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The age of the household head, along with his or her reading and writing capacities also are 

positively correlated with participation in cooperatives. The probability of participation in 

cooperatives increases with age, but up to a point at which the negative quadratic age coefficient 

outweigh the positive linear age coefficient. This point is however well above any reasonable life 

expectancy, thereby only suggesting that the probability to participate increases faster for lower age 

ranges than higher ones. Households with literate heads have a 26 percent point higher probability 

of participation in cooperatives compared to those households whose heads cannot read. Lastly, we 

find that coffee production is negatively correlated with cooperative participation. This finding was 

unexpected, as it stands in stark contrast to the often praised effectiveness of agricultural 

cooperatives in Ethiopia for coffee production and commercialization. All of these results are robust 

to the introduction of regional dummies in the models. 

Cooperative membership, however, may not necessarily translate into involvement in activities of 

the cooperative. Agricultural cooperatives are often perceived as merely the channel through which 

farmers can access farm inputs and, more rarely, as a means to generate value through collective 

action. The results from Table 10, in which we report on the degree to which members are involved 

in the activities of the cooperative to which they belong, tend to support this. 

We observe a rather low level of members’ knowledge of their cooperative size or annual revenues 

(7 and 3 percent, respectively). We further find that a majority of members have attended none of 

their cooperative meetings over the past 12 months, and a significant fraction of the remaining 

members have attended only a very few of them.  
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Table 10: Levels of members’ involvement in cooperatives, percent of members 

 Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Overall 

Do you know how many members are in 
your cooperative? 

     

Yes 5.1 3.3 16.0 20.5 7.7 

Yes, approximately  6.5 5.2 7.9 9.9 6.3 

Do you know the annual revenue of the 
cooperative? 

     

Yes 2.0 1.4 5.3 4.3 2.6 

Yes, approximately  4.3 2.2 6.1 5.4 3.6 

Over the past 12 months, what share of 
cooperative meetings did you attend?  

     

All meetings 6.9 10.1 11.1 12.8 10.2 

Most meetings 13.7 7.7 3.9 13.2 7.6 

Some meetings 36.9 25.7 29.7 17.6 27.3 

None of the meetings 42.6 56.5 55.3 56.4 54.8 

Do you feel that you are involved in the 
decisions for the cooperative?  

     

Yes, very much 15.6 11.5 8.5 13.7 11.3 

Somewhat  45.5 36.0 46.1 53.3 40.5 

Not at all  38.9 52.5 45.4 33.0 48.2 

Would you like to be involved in the 
decisions for the cooperative? 

     

Yes, very much 16.0 14.8 17.1 42.0 17.1 

Somewhat  51.9 43.4 49.3 33.4 45.2 

Not at all  32.0 41.8 33.6 24.6 37.8 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

With regard to member’s perceptions of the extent of their involvement in decision making within 

the cooperative, nearly 50 percent of the members feel excluded from decision making. However, 

this can be due to the low level of meeting attendance by members (i.e., only 18 percent of 

members attend most meetings), since most of the important decisions are made in general 

assembly meetings, and to a lack of interest by many members to be involved in decision making 

(i.e., nearly 38 percent of members are not interested in being part of decision making within the 

cooperative). Overall, members do not feel involved in how the decisions of their cooperative are 

made, although they also do not seem to wish for more involvement. This pattern of results is 

somewhat consistent across all regions, with only SNNP cooperative members wishing to be more 

involved in the activities of their cooperative.  

6. Use of cooperative services 

Lastly, we investigate effective use of cooperative services by farming households. In Table 11 and 

Table 12, we report on the use of cooperatives to access fertilizer and to commercialize outputs, 

respectively. The majority of farmers (i.e., 80 percent) obtain their fertilizer from cooperatives, with 

this figure going up to 97 percent in Tigray. Overall, farmers declare a high level of satisfaction with 

respect to the timing of delivery, the quantity, and the type of fertilizers obtained. In Tigray, most 
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fertilizers purchases are done using credit provided by the cooperative itself, while virtually no such 

credit is available in Oromia. 

Table 11: Access to fertilizer through cooperatives 

 
Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Overall 

% of households using fertilizers 74.8 70.2 45.9 54.8 58.2 

% of households obtaining fertilizers from coops 97.4 91.8 77.7 44.8 79.8 

% of households satisfied with timing of delivery 93.5 57.2 67.2 85.2 68.3 

% of households satisfied with quantity obtained 79.4 81.8 78.9 89.1 81.0 

% of households satisfied with type obtained 80.9 84.5 79.5 89.9 83.6 

% of households obtaining fertilizers (partly) on credit 76.9 37.3 0.1 18.4 26.1 

Number of obs. 480 840 870 810 3000 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

In contrast, commercialization of outputs through cooperatives is much less common. Most farm 

households sell their crops to local traders, other farmers, or directly to consumers, rather than 

through cooperatives. Only in SNNP do we find a small portion of farmers (3.5 percent) who report 

selling their outputs through cooperatives. 

Table 12: Main buyers of households’ produce by region 

 Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Overall 

Other farmer 11.1 9.6 11.6 2.9 9.0 

Trader 53.7 71.7 73.5 81.3 73.7 

Processor 0.2 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.4 

Cooperative 0.9 0.3 0.1 3.5 0.9 

Ethiopian Grain Trade Enterprise 3.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 

Consumer 31.2 18.2 13.7 12.3 15.9 

Other 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

We further investigate the correlates of households’ use of cooperative services in Table 13. For 

each service considered, the sample is restricted to those households living in kebeles where at least 

one cooperative offers the considered service.  

Specifically, in the first column of Table 13 we report on the correlates of the use of credit services 

from cooperatives. Significant relationships are seen with respect to landholding size, type of 

produce, regions, and household cooperative membership status. While farmers with the largest 

farm sizes of more than 2 ha do not differ significantly from farmers with farm size of less than 0.5 

ha in making use of credit services by cooperatives, farmers with intermediate landholdings are 

more likely to use credit from cooperatives. The probability of using credit services for farmers with 

landholding sizes between of 0.5 and 1 ha and between 1 and 2 ha is 26 and 20 percent greater, 

respectively, compared to farmers with landholdings of less than 0.5 ha. 

Households producing chat are not users of cooperative credit services. Membership status, as 

might be expected, entails a higher probability of use of credit services by a factor of 20 percent. 
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These results are robust to the introduction of regional fixed effects, although we see that use of 

credit from cooperatives is significantly larger in Tigray than in the other three regions.  

Table 13: Factors influencing households use of cooperative services 

Dependent variable:  Household use of different service provided by cooperative 
(marginal effect) 

Indicators Credit Fertilizer 
Improved 

seed Crop sales 

0.5 to 1 ha landholding (0/1) 0.269 0.185 0.057 0.003 

 (3.13)** (2.74)** (1.02) (0.15) 

1 to 2 ha landholding (0/1) 0.203 0.317 0.155 -0.014 

 (2.71)** (5.53)** (2.22)*** (0.80) 

More than 2 ha landholding (0/1) 0.065 0.275 0.182 -0.020 

 (1.13) (4.54)** (2.35)*** (1.24) 

Male head of household (0/1) 0.019 0.141 0.043 -0.024 

 (0.49) (1.47) (0.80) (0.80) 

Age of head (year) 0.001 0.001 -0.014 0.005 

 (0.16) (0.05) (1.14) (1.77)* 

Age square -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 (0.12) (0.08) (1.13) (1.76)* 

Literate household head (0/1) -0.016 0.005 -0.006 -0.002 

 (0.43) (0.09) (0.13) (0.14) 

Distance to nearest cooperative (min.) 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 

 (0.16) (0.58) (0.01) (2.53)*** 

Produce pulse and oils (0/1) -0.021 -0.145 -0.132 0.005 

 (0.34) (1.56) (1.97)*** (0.28) 

Produce vegetables  (0/1) -0.051 -0.085 -0.112 0.007 

 (1.01) (0.95) (1.77)* (0.35) 

Produce fruit (0/1) -0.038 -0.018 -0.131 -0.011 

 (0.61) (0.17) (1.82)* (0.73) 

Produce chat (0/1) -0.097 -0.324 -0.188 - 

 (4.73)** (2.20)*** (3.48)**  

Produce coffee (0/1) -0.068 -0.333 -0.032 0.065 

 (1.35) (2.97)** (0.36) (0.93) 

Amhara region  -0.252 -0.425 -0.045 -0.000 

 (6.46)** (6.21)** (0.89) (0.01) 

Oromia region  -0.249 -0.367 -0.279 -0.004 

 (7.08)** (5.44)** (6.45)** (0.25) 

SNNP region -0.244 -0.317 0.029 -0.034 

 (8.14)** (3.36)** (0.37) (2.91)** 

Membership dummy (0/1) 0.201 0.187 0.103 0.073 

 (5.12)** (3.37)** (2.37)*** (4.99)** 

chi2 231.49 108.07 97.74 71.11 

Pseudo R2 0.44 0.23 0.13 0.14 

Number of observation 774 1,199 1,199 961 

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
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The same estimates are presented with respect to the use of cooperative services for the provision 

of fertilizer and improved seed. Again, we find a positive association with landholding size, a 

negative one with chat production, and strong positive association with membership status. 

Regional differences are also apparent with Tigray cooperatives being more readily used to provide 

fertilizer than are cooperatives in the other regions. The regional pattern for cooperative’s 

involvement in the provision of improved seed to farmers is less clear-cut, however. 

The rightmost column in Table 13 shows little relationship between the household variables that are 

important correlates for the use of credit and inputs and the use of the commercialization services 

offered by agricultural cooperatives. Other factors, including age of household head and physical 

proximity to the cooperative, play a more significant role with regards to commercialization services. 

The coefficient on the cooperative membership variable, while being of lower magnitude with 

regards to commercialization services than for credit and input provision, nonetheless shows that 

cooperative members have a 7 percent higher probability of using the commercialization services 

provided by their cooperative than do non-members. 

7. Summary of findings and further research questions 

With strong support from regional governments, Ethiopian agricultural cooperatives have sharply 

increased their numbers over the past two decades. However, this evolution has not been consistent 

across and within regions. The prevalence of agricultural cooperatives in Tigray is two times higher 

than the national average. Moreover, one tends to find cooperatives where access to markets is not 

a major constraint – farmers in remote areas have poor access to cooperatives. 

Over the past 8 years, we find that more than the existence of a cooperative, it is the membership in 

agricultural cooperatives that has most greatly increased. This suggests an increased reliance of 

Ethiopian farmers on these local organizations. Our results further suggest that membership is 

unequally distributed across landholding size, with smaller farmers being much less likely to 

participate in cooperatives.  

Looking into the actual services rendered by cooperatives, input provision and, to a lesser extent, 

credit are the most important services provided by these organizations. In contrast, while half of the 

agricultural cooperatives were reported as being involved in crop marketing, our results show that 

the effective use by farmers of such commercialization services remains marginal. 

Table 12 below presents cooperatives self-assessment of their main sources of difficulties. As 

expected, access to resources is an important constraint. Yet, the second most important current 

problem relates to members’ low involvement within their organization, calling for further inquiries 

into the limits to engagement in collective activities and leadership-related issues for Ethiopian 

smallholder farmers. Technical capacities come third, followed by the small size of existing 

agricultural cooperatives limiting prospects for effective economies of scale. 
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Table 14: Main challenges faced by cooperatives, percent of members reporting 
challenge 

Main challenges Tigray Amhara Oromia SNNP Overall 

Technical difficulties  70 69 50 38 57 

Financial constraint  100 59 99 98 87 

Members’ lack of motivation  84 69 85 50 76 

Cooperative members are too small  84 11 20 44 32 

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from ATA baseline survey (2012). 

 

The overall picture provided by these statistics is in line with assessments of farmer groups 

elsewhere in Africa. Such groups are perceived primarily as a means to channel resources, such as 

inputs, to farmers. Farmers themselves tend not to display a deep involvement or interest in the 

functioning of these groups. Ethiopian cooperatives on aggregate being no different remain quite far 

from the type of collective action that many informed observers argue must lie at the heart of 

agricultural development for the country. 

This report builds mostly on information of a detailed farming household survey carried out in 2012, 

the ATA baseline survey. At the cooperative-level however, only minimal information were collected 

under this survey – as per its purpose to serve as a household-level baseline survey to monitor ATA-

driven changes over coming years. Thus, further investigations at the cooperative level are 

warranted.  
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Appendix 1: Methods of the 2012 ATA Baseline Survey 

Objectives 

The 2012 ATA Baseline Survey was designed to serve two objectives. First, it was to provide up-to-

date information on a wide range of topics related to agricultural production and marketing, as well 

as rural livelihoods in general. The topics of interest include household composition, housing, assets, 

land use, crop production, crop marketing, storage, livestock production, non-farm income, credit, 

and perceptions regarding markets and government services. This information was intended to 

assist the ATA in designing interventions to help raise agricultural productivity and improve 

marketing efficiency. 

The second objective was to serve as a baseline for the interventions to be carried out by the ATA 

and their partners. The baseline would serve as a pre-project benchmark with which to compare 

outcomes that the ATA interventions are designed to influence. Without a baseline survey, an 

evaluation would have to rely on differences in outcomes between beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries, but it would be difficult to attribute any differences between the two groups to the 

project since the differences may have existed before the program was launched.  

Questionnaires  

The ATA Baseline Survey is composed of three questionnaires: a household questionnaire, a kebele 

questionnaire, and a cooperative questionnaire. The household questionnaire is the largest of the 

three, encompassing 23 pages of questions and tables. It was administered to 3,000 farm 

households in the main four regions of Ethiopia: Tigray, Amhara, Oromia, and the Southern Nations, 

Nationalities, and People’s (SNNP) region. The questionnaire is divided into 13 modules on the 

following topics: 

A. Household member characteristics 

B. Housing and assets 

C. Land ownership and use 

D. Crop production 

E. Crop inputs 

F. Crop sales 

G. Crop storage 

H. Livestock income 

I. Non-farm income 

J. Changes in sources of income over time 

K. Credit 

L. Food and non-food consumption 

M. Attitudes and perceptions 

The community questionnaire consists of four pages and was administered to kebele leaders in each 

of the 200 kebeles visited for the household survey. The community questionnaire covered the 

following topics: 

A. Infrastructure and market access 

B. Transportation services for agricultural productions 
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C. Inputs and output markets 

D. Cooperatives 

E. Credit 

F. Post-harvest facilities 

G. Access to information 

H. Other 

Finally, the ATA Baseline Survey included a short, two-page questionnaire for cooperatives that were 

based in the kebeles visited by the survey team. The questionnaire was designed to complement a 

parallel phone survey of cooperatives and a larger cooperative survey to be carried out by the 

project later. This questionnaire included questions about the size and age of the cooperative, 

services offered by the cooperative, and storage capacity.  

Sampling 

The sample design reflects a compromise between the goal of providing general information on the 

agricultural sector in Ethiopia and the goal of serving as a baseline for ATA interventions, which 

would be concentrated in 83 woredas. These are known as the AGP woredas because they are the 

target of the Agricultural Growth and Productivity (AGP) project. To meet the first objective, some 

households were selected from throughout the four main regions of Ethiopia: Tigray, Amhara, 

Oromia, and SNNP. To meet the second objective, households in the AGP woredas were over-

sampled.  

More specifically, the households were selected using a three-stage stratified random sample. In the 

first stage, 100 woredas were selected. In order to over-sample AGP areas, the woredas were 

stratified into AGP and non-AGP categories and two-thirds of the 100 woredas were selected from 

the AGP area and one-third from non-AGP areas. As a result, the sample covers more than 80 

percent of the 83 AGP woredas but just 7 percent of the non-AGP woredas. 

In the second stage, two kebele were randomly selected from each of the 100 woredas. In the third 

stage, 15 agricultural households were selected randomly from each of the 200 kebele, using 

household lists maintained by kebele officials. As a result, the sample includes 3,000 households, 

about two-thirds of which are in the AGP woredas.  

Table A1: Characteristics of the sample 

 AGP Non-AGP Total 

Total number of woreda 83 467 550 

Selected woreda 67 33 100 

Number of selected kebele (2 per woreda) 134 66 200 

Number of selected households (15 per kebele) 2,100 990 3,000 

 

The community survey was administered to kebele leaders in each of the 200 kebele included in the 

household sample. The cooperative survey was administered to cooperative leaders whenever there 

was a cooperative in the kebele included in the sample. Because only about half the kebele have a 

cooperative based there, the sample in the cooperative survey was 102. Random sampling were 

followed to select a cooperative in kebeles there exist more than one cooperative (i.e., about 40 

percent of sample kebeles have more than one cooperative). 
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Implementation 

The ATA Baseline Survey was carried out by seven teams, each consisting of a supervisor, 4-5 

enumerators, and a driver. The work of the seven teams was coordinated and supervised by a survey 

manager. The supervisors and enumerators were provided with a seven-day training course in how 

to administer the interview and fill in the questionnaire. The training also included three days of field 

testing. The data collection was carried out using Mirus Schoolmate tablets equipped with data entry 

program prepared using CSPro software. A tablet was provided to each supervisor and enumerator 

for the duration of the survey. The teams were given three days of training in how to use and 

maintain the tablets, as well as protocols to ensure data integrity and security. The training took 

place in July 2012, and the data collection was carried out from the end of July into September 2012.  

When the data collection phase was completed, the CSPro files were converted to Stata for cleaning 

and analysis. Because the CSPro data entry program was written to include range checks for every 

variable and skip patterns, the data quality was higher than usual for surveys of this type. 


