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* Switching regime model, Parity bounds model

—  Sexton et al (1991), Baulch (1994), Moser et al (2009), Butler and Moser (2010)
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Parity bounds model

o IFAHRANILDAATHIGHE
— Moser, Barret, Minten (2009, Agr. Econ.)
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PBMETIL: RAHAADILDaATHIE

* Regime 1: E{p;;} = Pjt + Tijt fin B9 T 1
* Regime 2: E{|p,;t — pjt|} < Tjjt hmiza i, BiEER
* Regime 3: E{|pit — pjt|} > Tjjt IEFRF R

Table 4
Spatial PBM estimation results

Subregion Region Mational

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error
A1 (regimel) 0.689 001849 0.055 00140 0.128 01911
A2 (regime 2) 0.215 001367 0311 00225 0.830 0.8296
A3 (regime 3) 0.096 0634 0.043
rE 512 0.0372 1.530 01158 0.023 0.0368
oy B623 00132 5080 (.0289 3.894 0.00E4
oy 4.39 0.0317 (WLIE 01911 0.241 0.0230
& (unobserved costs, Frpf/kg) 8.257 0.1644 27619 0.1321 18.238 0.1804
N 4,930 5,070 5,070
¥l GE0,94] Bl4.056 1100887
P(x* = value) 0.000 (0.0 0,000
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— Jensen (2007), Aker (2010)
DEHEADEZE . EFXROELRFTMED LF

— Svensson and Yanagizawa (2009)

H5EhiF g0 L&
— Goyal (2010)
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— Muto and Yamano (2009)
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REGION III
(Kasaragod)

REGION 11

(Kannur)

REGION I
(Kozhikode)
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TR UHEIOIRE (5B DIR5R)

PRICES AND EXCESS SUPPLY AND DEMAND IN FIFTEEN SARDINE BEACH MARKETS

Price Excess Excess
(Rs/kg) buyers sellers
Kasaragod District
Hosabethe 6.2 0 0
Aarikkadi 4.0 0 0
Kasaba 0.0 0 4
Kanhangad 7.2 0 0
Thaikadappuram 9.7 11 0
Kannur District
Puthiangadi 8.7 2 0
Neerkkadavu 6.9 0 0
Ayikkara 8.4 1 0
Thalassery 4.3 0 0
New Mahe 6.2 0 0
Kozhikode District
Chombala 9.9 15 0
Badagara 0.0 0 11
Quilandi 9.8 12 0
Puthiyangadi 0.0 0 6
Chaliyam 6.4 0 0
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REGIONII
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1
[ [ I [ I I [ [ I [ I I [ [ I [ [ [ [ I I [ [ [ [
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HEBEOERERFTTE

MOBILE PHONE INTRODUCTION AND CHANGES IN FISH MARKETING BEHAVIOR

Period 1 Period 2 Period 3
Period 0 (region I (region II (region III
(pre-phone) adds phones) adds phones) adds phnne o - \
BEENERSD
Percent of fishermen who fish
in local catchment zone j ( f&ﬁ —C:E)
Region I 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.98
(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) ,.“iﬁ(iak?bb
Region II 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.99 \A\eus
(0.002) (0.001) (0.01) (0.001) 7:5‘ L 75 )
Region III 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Percent of fishermen who sell
in local catchment zone
Region I 1.00 0.66 0.63 0.62 \
{(0.00) (0.005) (0.005) (0.0086)
Region II 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.58
(0.00) (0.00) (0.004) (0.006) ﬁl—j'iﬁ]'ij 1=
Region III 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.70 L ) ' 1T<
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.005)
Number of fishing units j '_7‘-&’_) T:
Region I 83 85 B5 50
Region 11 69 T4 1 75 J
Region ITI 53 55 54 56
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Price (Rs./kg)

Price (Rs./kg)
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Kregion A D *E E_l_ %:l:
5DDMinRETER Al PAE
\ .
\ (2) (3) (5) (6)
(1) Coefficient Percent (4) Coefficient Percent
Max—min of have Max—min of have
spread variation waste spread variation waste
Phone —-5.0 —.38 —0.048 —-5.3 —.41 —0.047
(0.27) (0.03) (0.004) (2.9) (0.32) (0.06)
Region 1 —0.92 —.06 —0.007 —0.94 —.06 —0.006
(0.26) (0.03) (0.005) (0.26) (0.03) (0.005)
Region II —0.46 —.04 —-0.011 —0.46 —.04 -0.011
(0.21) (0.02) (0.004) (0.21) (0.02) (0.005)
Period 1 —0.89 —-.12 —-0.017 —0.84 -.12 —0.016
(0.29) (0.04) (0.008) (0.29) (0.03) (0.008)
Period 2 -1.1 -17 —0.019 -1.0 —-.16 —-0.018
(0.32) (0.04) (0.008) (0.33) i(0.04) {(0.008)
Period 3 -1.2 -.19 —-0.022 -12 -.19 -0.021
(0.40) (0.04) (0.009) (0.40) i(0.04) {(0.009)
Fuel cost 0.02 01 0.001 -0.13 -.02 0.003
(0.12) (0.01) (0.002) (0.19) (0.02) (0.005)
Wind/sea index 0.086 001 —0.002 —0.03 —.01 —0.003
(0.051) (0.004) (0.002) (0.06) (0.01) (0.003)
Phone*fuel cost 0.25 026 —0.003
(0.14) (0.014) (0.006)
Phone*wind/sea 0.19 021 0.003
index (0.08) i(0.008) (0.005)
Number of
observations T47 747 74,700 747 T47 74,700
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HERTHE R

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Quantity Price Price Revenue Costs  Profits Profit Profit Consumer Consumer

sold (if =0) users nonuser price surplus

Phone 23 —.05 —.44 205 72 133 184 97 —.39 .14
(8.4) (0.03) {0.03) (62) (5.6) (60) (90) (47) (0.22) (0.04)

Region I 36 25 -.19 370 3.7 367 458 306 .51 -.11
(6.6) (0.03) {0.03) (56) (4.9) (54) (77) (44) (30) (0.03)

Region I1 22 03 —-.07 173 3.3 170 204 130 .38 —-.03
(5.2) (0.02) {0.02) (42) (3.0) (40) (567) (35) (0.27) (0.02)

Period 1 —5.3 A48 .26 66 7.6 o8 63 61 .22 -.16
(10) (0.03) (0.03) (59) (4.2) (58) (94) (43) (0.05) (0.04)

Period 2 -17 64 b1 34 2.3 32 -6.3 62 .65 -.30
(14) (0.04) (0.03) (80) (3.7) (80) (122) (BT) (0.27) (0.05)

Period 3 -7.8 1.0 B4 215 16 200 212 189 81 —.48
(16) (0.05) (0.04) (99) (6.0) (97) (145) (74) (0.35) (0.05)

Observations 74,700 74,700 73,335 74,700 74,700 74,700 41,012 33,688 3,735 3,736
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Monthly CFA/kg difference

—ox—)LDEH]: Aker (2010)

—g—\/\ith year trend
- === Lower confidence interval
————— Upper confidence interval

-
..-.cl'-—-—l-—-f‘.

N g - -

—4 -3 2 —1

Months pre- and post-mobile phone coverage

FIGURE 2. CHANGES IN PrICE DISPERSION PRE- AND POST-MOBILE PHONE COVERAGE

(OLS coefficients on event dummies)
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— )L D451 : Aker (2010)

Dependent vaniable: | P, — P,

{8 | /

S
EEBRNIZERSE,
IR EIHEED

RALEITERATIX
A

EHEOMEE
EERE AR VT IEE
[FEXRSEL

EEDOMEL
EEROEHNE
HmZIFERELY

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Mobile phone = —3.51%%% _2]1Q%kk _ 7 |Th¥E _D bk D Aqkdk ) IREERE ] 4% 1.08
dummy (0.645) (0.555)  (0.555) (0.512)  (0.688) (0.732)  (0.729) (0.732)
{(both treated)

Mobile phone —0.193
dummy (0.484)

{one treated)

Lagged dependent (0.35Q%%
variable (0.009)

Distance dummy —1.92% | _—
» mobile (1.17)
phone dummy

Road quality = — 4 BREEE
mobile phone (1.05)
dummy

Other covariates No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Common time Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
trend

Market-pair Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
fixed effects

Yearly time Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
dummy

Monthly time No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
dummy

Group-specific No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
time trend

Cross-border No No No Yes Yes No No No
markets

N of observations 53,820 53,820 53,820 62,223 53,820 51.698 52,200 53,820
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Svensson and Yanagizawa (2009)

e IS D Market Information Service (MIS)
— 20004F4 A &K YRAA

TEDREVMEFZINERL, ST THIE

e 21 districts, weekly basis, 19 commodities

— 1=1=L, Ejithisl SR E i ih:

HH DB

ERIFIIEETHA L)
TS ERAD T I A A REIC

=




R E5

R EE
- =ERXRMITIEDOMEBERZTMS_ET, RibH%E
b, KUEFLEMmIE TIRFTETESLIITHS

. Rt

SUXMEBEAZ— MISSE Jite Hh 15
pij = a + ,Blradioij —+ ,Hzradioij X MISJ

Examsms | TH3Xi U T &



=D

IVIIS

o R

IVIIS

o R




‘F—“%

Specification (1) (111) (1v) (V)
Dep. Variable F;irm -gate price per kilogram of maize
Sample All MIS No-MIS All No radio
Radio 12.6%* 28.6%* [.12 2.86
(4.00) (5.35) (4.11) (3.52)
Radio x MIS 23.3%
(7.23)
MIS 5.91
(12.9)
Constant 172.87 189.4% 160.3* 172.5% 177.8%
(5.48) (8.85) (6.92) (5.93) (13.2)
District fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Household controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Districts 53 17 36 53 53
Observations 2739 1164 1575 2739 810

MISHIIE D A XBRFEMIE - SOAFMEER > EMEER
J
MIRERADT IR > EFXDMEIERKHHD

40




Goyal (2010)
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ITC#L M e-Choupal
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e-Choupal DFA R

MNearly 6,000 e-Choupal kiosks reach out to over 3.5 million farmers
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T—REHEET

e MandilZ&I1T+4 A RN, BN5=
 DistrictLN)LDKEXEE=, EfETE

« XA RVEEMFTDFZREDRAAZIVT
—2000/10~2005/01:1,704%A R4, 458 {7k

o HEET
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Log(sales
Log(mode price) Log(min. price) Log(max. price) volume)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7) (8)
Kiosk 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.001 0.055
[0.005]**# [0.005]** [0.007]* 10.004] [0.149]
Hub —0.001 0.007 0.001 —0.13
[0.007] [0.011] 10.006] [0.131]
Kiosk pre 1-6 0.001 0.014 —0.004
months [0.007] [0.012] [0.006]
Kiosk post 0-3 0.019 0.031 0.001
months [0.007]* [0.010]** [0.006]
Kiosk post 6+ 0.016 0.028 —0.006
months [0.009] [0.013]* [0.008]
N 8,276 8.276 8.276 8,284 8.284 8,284 8,284 8.639
R’ 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.75 0.75 0.88 0.88 0.74
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TABLE 5—EFFECT ON PrICE DISPERSION

Coefficient of variation Standard deviation
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Kiosk —0.009 —0.009 —11.09 —10.341

[0.004]* 0.004]* 5.293]* [5.100]*
Hub —(0.003 —3.454

0.004] 4.703]

N 1.474 [,474 [.474 1,474
R? 0.31 0.31 0.36 0.36

Notes: The dependent variable is the coefficient of variation, or the standard deviation in the
monthly mode price of soybean across mandis located in a district within a given month. The
unit of observation is a district-month. All regressions include district and month fixed effects
as well as district linear trends. Robust standard errors in brackets are clustered by district.
**Significant at the 1 percent level.
*Significant at the 5 percent level.
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2 (districtL NJL)

Total Soybean Rice Maize Groundnut
(1) (2) (3) (4) ()
Panel A. Area
Kiosk 0.026 0.190 —0.121 0.048 0.085
[0.017] [0.060]** [0.055]* [0.044] [0.115]
Hub —0.048 —0.009 —0.027 —0.054 —0.107
[0.042] [0.068] [0.099] [0.069] [0.112]
Panel B. Production
Kiosk 0.082 0.186 —0.097 0.075 —0.027
[0.093] [0.082]* [0.105] [0.107] 0.111]
Hub 0.05 0.048 —0.063 —0.003 —0.01
[0.121] [0.144] [0.141] [0.148] [0.201]
Panel C. Yield
Kiosk 0.056 —0.004 0.023 0.026 —0.112
[0.091] [0.080] [0.104] [0.108] [0.150]
Hub 0.098 0.057 —0.036 0.051 0.098
[0.100] [0.110] [0.107] [0.101] [0.161]
N 161 161 161 156 161
R? 0.7 0.62 0.74 0.66 0.59
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Table 4. Determinants of mobile phone network coverage at the LCI1 level
(multinominal logit model: the base category is the LCls covered by mobile
phone during 200305 ).

LCls covered Areas not yet
by mobile phone  covered by mobile
by 2003 phone in 2005
Distance from district —0.377 (1.68) 0.003 (0.05)
center (miles)
Speed from district —0.390 (0.44) —4.69 (0.81)
center (miles/min)
Driving time from —0.002 (0.52) 0.002 (0.23)
district center (min)
LCl1 level population 0.0009"" (2.63) 0.000 (0.81)
density
Central region 0.878" (2.05) —35.43 (0.00)
Western region 1.263" (2.74) 2.701™" (2.54)
Year 2005 0.053 (0.16) 0.187 (0.24)
Constant —0.352 (0.66) —3.000 (1.61)

# of observations 174
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Household fixed
effects

Year 2005 (=1)
Mobile coverage dummy

Household Characteristics
Size of houschold

Number of male adults
Number of female adults
Number of boys

Number of girls

Age of household head
Gender of head (fem = 1)
Widowed houschold (yes = 1)
Education of male adults
Education of female adults
In (land size)

[n (farm assets value)
Banana seller in 2003

# of observations

0.027 (3.96)""
0.023 (3.29)""

U 001 (1.12)

(116(1 60)
4 (0.48)
2 (0.75)
U.UU[ (0.04)

—0.001 (4.67)""

—0.009 (0.81)
[)(111(165]
).004 (4.72)""
).005 (5.93)""
n 001 (0.42)
0.013 (6.25)""
—0.004 (0.72)
1,754

0.042 (4.08)""
0.054 (3.80)""
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Table 6. 2005/12003 Price ratio at household level: banana and maize

Variables Price raticr of Price ratio of
banana (2005/2003) maize (2005/2003)

Mobile coverage dummy 1.804" (2.42) 0.231 (1.13)

Distance to district center —0.822" (2.36) 0.009 (1.01)
(miles) x mobile coverage

Distance to district center 0.074" (2.53) —0.008 (1.24)
(miles)

Constant 0.066 (0.12) 1.048"" (8.18)

# of observations 107 100

Note: Samples include only those households that sold banana or maize in

both 2003 and 2005. By using the price ratio of the same housechold, we
can estimate the impacts of the mobile phone coverage on the farm-gate
price, while controlling for household and community characteristics. The
2005 prices are deflated to the 2003 price level. Numbers in parentheses are

absolute 7-values.

“Indicates significance at the 5% level.
ok - - e
Indicates significance at the 1% level.
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Variables Pr(selling banana)

FE FE FE-IV
Housechold mobile phone possession dummy”  0.2( )3* (2.35) 0.209" (2.44) 0.151 (0.19)
Community mobile phone coverage dummy 0.055 (1.57) —0. }95 (1.41) —0.094 (1.11)
Distance to district center 0.008™ (2.62)  0.007"" (2.53)
(miles) x mobile coverage
Year 2005(=1) 04817 (17.73)  0.502" (17.84) 0.505™" (10.85)
F-stat on IVs 2.58
# of observations 1,161 1,161 1.151
Variables Ratio of sales quantity to production

FE FE FE-1V

Household mobile phone possession dummy® 0.118" (2.39) 0.1217 (2.45)  —0.062 (0.14)
Community mobile phone coverage dummy  0.054™" (2.68)  —0.011 (0.29) 0.000 (0.02)

Distance to district center 0.003" (1.99) 0.003" (1.81)
(miles) x mobile coverage

Year 2005(=1) 0.174" (11.18)  0.183™ (11.31) 0.191™ (7.04)
F-stat on IVs 2 58

# of observations 1.161 1.161 1.151
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Variables Pr(selling maize)

FE FE FE-IV
Household mobile phone possession dummy® —0.084 (1.10)  —0.083 (1.09) —2.19 (2.04)
Community mobile phone coverage dummy 0.075%(2.39) 0.033 (0.58) 0.165 (1.47)
Distance to district center 0.002 (0.86) 0.000 (0.18)
(miles) x mobile coverage
Year 2005(=1) 0.463" (19.06) 0.468™ (18.79) 0.561™" (9.31)
F-stat on [Vs 2.58
# of observations 1,291 1,291 1,283
Variables Ratio of sales quantity to production

FE FE FE-IV

Household mobile phone possession dummy® —0.031 (0.71)  —=0.031 (0.71) —0.172 (0.42)
Community mobile phone coverage dummy 0.010 (0.55) 0.004 (0.13) 0.012 (0.29)

Distance to district center 0.000 (0.20) 0.000 (0.06)
(miles) x mobile coverage

Year 2005(=1) 0.242™ (17.10) 0.243™ (16.73) 0.251"" (10.99)
F-stat on IVs 2.58

# of observations 1.291 1.291 1.283
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