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BSTR. CT 
The survl:!y of the ~md: r~port~d hc;re \as anied out between ~fay and Juty 1998. 

Th\! tudy sought t i t nnin the horticultural markding problems facing small-scale 

farm~;rs of. Ji·1 di\ i i~ n in Ki 'n:· a di~trict. The population of interest was all the 

mall- ·cah.: Emn ·r \ · ·diu ivi ion. The information sought was ollect~.:d using l 

qu ·stionnaire. ''hid1 \\'as completed by twenty-seven farmers. The findings of the study 

suggeskd that the small-scale farmers of~dia division suffered from many horticultural 

marketing probkms. 1l1e major problems w~e; lack of market information on prices and 

m3Iket opportunities, low and poor prices and exploitation by brokers. Others included 

high trar..sport:uion costs, due to poor infrastructure, high market fee charges, and 

perishability of the produce, among others. As a result, the farmers perception of the 

horticultural markets and marketing was very low and negative. In addition, the fam1ers 

had a negatiYe attitude towards the brokers whom th~y felt exploited them greatly. 

HoweYer, this was an evil they could not do without. 

The research fmdings also suggested what farmers perceived as po sible solutions to 

their problems. The e included monitoring market prices, proper and ~.:areful handling of 

th pr du~.:e. ~.;ondu ting simple market resear h. engaging in personal selling and elling 

group to ha e tronger bargaining po\ r. 

In on lu i n, import nt impli ation o his ud ' i that the g v mm nt d oth~r 

n in olving th h rti~.:ultur 1 mark tin in th 

Divi i n. 

r nn 
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CHAPTER ONE 

It KGROUND 

Honi~.;tdtural mark tin0 in its v.-idest sense comprises all the operations involved in 

th~; movcm 'nt Cpn)dlll.: fresh vegl!table, fruits, cut flowers and other ornamental 

foliag~:::) from the f~mn to the tina! consumer. It stops short only at processing which 

change the nature and use of the product. It includes the handling of the produce at the 

fann. initial proce'sing, grading and packing in order to maintain and enhance quality and 

avoid wastage. Arrangements to transport produce from the farm to local and central 

assembly points, and for subsequent distribution to consumers, are important features of 

marketing. Selling and Pricing Procedures, intermediary charges, and institutional fees 

and ta."Xes hdp to determine the e:-..ient of the difference between the prices paid by the 

consumer and that received by the producer. Information services and forecasts of 

prospective supply and demand are invaluable if production and sales are to be planned 

to the best marketing advantages. Storage is another important feature of horticultural 

marketing, together with methods of packaging and presenting the product to suit the 

requirements offmal consumers (Abbott 1993). 

1n providing on dlicient link betvveen the producer and the on umer an dlkient 

m k tin m 1 'tical which mu function to faithfully reflect ba k to th produ t:r 

tic r uired to pro id th in~.; nti t 

m nt fpr 

th h 1 in mth 
. 
Ul pr u 



until it is sold in the market. (Vincent 1967). Such an efficient marketing system 

.\lany places ~l.r~ cut o1 'from mark.ds for tb~ir produce during certain seasons . 

. •\ccording to tht: \v rid Bmk (1 8 ) muny roads have bct::n inadequakly maintained vvith 

th~ re~ult that tnn 'I r ~o 1 have increa 't,;d. Farm..:!rs th~refore ~ncounter inL'Tto.sing 

dilliculty in lindin: tran ·p rt services. 

In addition . . bbott asserts that the high costs of marketing facing farmers are due 

to firstly, poorly devdoped storage, handling, packing and processing techniques. This is 

added to by lack of market information, narrowness of the market, immobility of buyers 

md sellers and lack of credit. 

Secondly. marketing channels are poody developed. There are few market centres 

with adequate facilities or buying points to which produce may be moved, an absence of 

grades and standards to facilitate and direct the movement of produce, an absence oflegal 

contracts. and standard weights and measures, little or no guidance from market 

information, linle commercial outlook to co-ordinate segments in the chain in response to 

l:hange · in volume , cost, price, consumer pref~ences, purchasing power or supply of 

related produ ts. 

Funher, producer incentives are poor .. Cl:ording to. ·yoro (1993), small- cak 

nn ganize pr duct ion \ ithout consulting buyers th rt; ult of whi h have lt: tht.:m 

v.ith ew r buy r than .q>ect d. \Vhere the e annt.:rs are organiz din gr up that 

on \ iol t d. ontr \\.;\ pri ~ 

n h th m n pn th ntr t . 



In the cases where these buyers use local agents or merchants to serve as 

intermediaries, performing various fimctions on th..::ir behalf such as distribution of 

packaging materials, pa)mt:nt t fam1t!rs etc, have often lett farmers dissatisfied. 

ccording to tivcn ( 1 q, ), brok r m:1rk.- up is considered I!Xcessive and the relative 

cpukn~t: t: m~.: t r k 1 us hold!-; is held - up as vidence of exploitation. However, 

it i rccogniz ·d th•tt th~y are neces.sary. 

1.10 THERE "'E.-\RCH PROBLEivl 

I(enya horticultural export sector has experienced phenomenal growth since the 

mid 1960 ·s. In recent years, however, export growth has declined. {See Appendix (iii)} 

Data from the ~finistry of Agriculture (MOA 1996) does indicate that the 

marketing of horticultural produce continues to be hampered by lack of well organised 

marketing channels and exploitation by middlemen. This is a major problem for small

scale farmers of such horticultural produce as French beans and snow peas. 

Sever:1l studies have been done on horticultural produce, but they have been 

mainly focused on production, pests and diseases. However production alone is not 

enough in horticulture and one cannot ignore the state of the market v.·ith impunity. 

Other studies done on horticultural problems are in other countries. Horuna ( 1991) 

carried out an import demand analysis on the trade flow of horticultural produ t fi·om 

d vel oping c untrie to Japan. He nokd that although Japan i a growing mar et for a 

numb o ho~i uhural produc the hare of Japar1' imp rts from th de\! l ping 

coun · h mg. 



Van Oppen (1976) addressed the problem of horticultural marketing in India. He 
found that improvements in marketing are correlated with increased aggregate 
productivity. 

s~v~.:ral oth 'r . tudi s h·1\\.: I l k d at mark-.!ting of horticultural produce such as 
cu~no l )81: Sandl)\'"11 I ( '\ : 'h n 19 '. and Suzuki 1983. 111 ~SC studi~s have bc:en done 
in oth~r ~.;otmtri~s. 

nly a l~w ·tudi~s ba,·e b\!en done in Kenya dealing with horticulture. Nyoro 
(19 1 

) did a r ·~arch on the production ofhorticultural crops in K~nya at three diffc-r~nt 
scal~s narndy. mJ.ll, medium and large scale. Kodhek (1993) researched on exporting 
Kenya·s· horticultural production. _ ·o study was found dealing with horticultural 
marketing problems in Kenya. 

This study will only focus on small-scale farmers who contribute about 80°~ of all 
produce (HCDA). HO\vever, due to the marketing problems they face, production is also 
affected. It is therefore hoped that if these, marketing problems are overcome the fam1ers 
\.Vould be able to produce more and sell more thus improving the economy in terms of 
foreign exchange earnings. 

Subsequently the marketing of the e:\.'POrt produce would be irnpro·ved and 
effi\,;ien~.;y in the whole horticultural marketing system may be achieved. 

Cons qu ntly th se \\Ould raise the standard ofli\ ing of the small- cale farm~rs 
and the t I g . 



1.20 OBJECTIVE OF THE SThTIY 

This study aimed at dett:rmining the hmticuhural marketing problems f::tcing sma.ll-scale 

fmmers ofNdia Div1s1on in Kirin_ aga di~1rid. 

1.30 0\.t:RVIE\V l· 'l l.-l :. R · R1 

This r~p nt i · di" id~d int five chapters. The first chapter is the introduction of the 

study. It gi\' , th background of hoticultural marketing and the need for an efficient 

m:.u·k ting system which lacks in Kenya. The chapter also h1ghlights the research problem 

and the objectiYe ofthe study. 

The literature review is contained in Chapter Two. It gives some background 

likrature on hoticulture in Kenya, importance of small scale production system, and 

previous research in hoticulture. It further provides literature on the major characteristics 

ofhoticultural commodities which provide the basis for the major problems in marketing 

these products. The chapter ends on hoticultural marketing problems. 

Chapter Tirree discusses the research methodology, the population, sample size 

and selection, data description and collection and data analysis techniques. Validity and 

reliability tests of the scale used in this study are also discussed. 

The fourth Chapter gives a summary of the data analysis and discussions of the 

fmdings. The analysis is based on the objecti es ofthe study. 

Chapt r fi e presents a summary of the findings, onclusions limitation ofth 

ud... d th suggestion for further r sear h. 



C H A..PTER TWO 

ITEl · TURE REVlE\V 

Ha .. g ·ou d 
llotiicultut" 1 . 1 rts from K ·nya begon in 1930s' when passion fruit juice was 

~:-..-potted to Europ~. Th~ first air freighted export of fresh horticultural produce occuned 

in 1950' when high value fresh produce was exported to the United Kingdom. Since tl1er1 

e:-..-ports of fresh produce has expanded to other countries-Europe and the Middle East. 

Horticulrure 's share of Agricultural exports earnings and total domestic export earnings 

ha \·e increased steadily since 1966. 

Horticulture has played a major role in expanding the export base, providing 

employment production, packaging, transporting, and exporting as well as providing 

income to many rural families. 

Horticultural exports have experienced a tremendous growth since the mid 1960's 

providing the impetus for growth for Kenya's agricultural sector. However, in recent 

years export growth has declined. 

Principal horticultural exports are ut flowers, French beans now peas, Mangoe , 

v cades, Ross, spray and standard carnations statice, alstroemelia.arabi um, solidaster 

hn themums, mollucella. tubero e ornithogalu~ delphinium., ami and antburiums. 

ian v g tabl in lude mor than 20 omm dities su h brinjals ka.r 11 

hilli 
r I ti 

. . 
10n 1 n tin 

m 



The European Community (EC) is the main destination for Kenya's' fresh 
produce. The tTK imports ]1) 0 o oft t:1ls Ke-nya ~\.lh>rts volume, l6°;0 of product! ar~ 
destined for,· dhcrlands <Uld 13° o for Gennany. [nl~;;rms of value, the highest proportions 
50°'o and ] .. )•~o r~sp~.:~tivd ·. r(.; .·port d tu the Netherlands and Germany. These high 

h:u 'S r th:d im1 t s 'I igh ·aiue ~ut- flowt:rs. 'Il1c narrow base of the exported fresh 
horti 'tlltural pr dtt~l.! .md the diversity of U1e produce markets indicate that horticultural 

~.:\:ports from Kenya may be espe ially sensitive to changes in prices and demand. 

-.00 HORTICuL.TURE IN "KE. ·yA 

1l1e govenunents' involvement in the horticultural industry is represented by the 
Horticultural Crops Development Authority (HCDA). The HCDA was established in 
1967. It· s initial objective included fixing pricing of horticultural commodities, marketing 
and operating horticultural processing factories. The Horticultural Crops Division of the 
~linistry of Agriculture is mandated to provide farmers with technical assistance in 

growing horticultural crops, seed certification, licensing and control of fruit tree nurseries, 
and quality control. The Crop Protection Division of the same ministry, issues 

ph) tosanitary ~ertificates for fresh produce at the port of exit. 

The indu try is dominated by private sector in production, procurement marketing 

fman and to a larger extent, research. Exporters are organized und r the Fr h Produc~; 
rte . o iation o Kc!tt a PE. -")which is finan ed through hs. 0.01 per kg 

I \ on II th o re h pro u m mber FP \.K 
b irtu op rin th I obj oFP ... i tor 



Fresh Produce Exportt!rs by providing a unified voice for airing grievances with the 

government. 

HCDA was reorganiz .din 1976 and again in 1986. CutTently, HCDA 's functions 

ar~.; to li\,;~nsc ~;;;.:port t •• pro id~ advisory services to the government and the industry, 

collect rn:.trk t int lli:,) nc t r plmming purposes, monitor international prices and foreign 

t.: . ·ch.mg~ r~.;mitt:.ul ·e. raise 1 <lllS for horticultural development, and establish, acquire and 

op~rat' hortkulturJ.l prot:e sing factories. 

HCDA is also charged with providing market information to producers and 

e~-porters, supplying some key inputs to farmers ,and assjsting in grading, storage 

collection, transport and warehousing ofproduce(Y10A 1991). 

HCD.-\. has been unable to disseminate market information to producers effectively 

although this information is available to HCDA from the International Trade Center(ITC) 

in Geneva. 

The supply of inputs to farmers has been erratic. For example HCDA has been 

responsible for spraying nurseries and orchards against pests and diseases such as mango 

weevil in coastal province . Th e supply of inputs to farmers for this program was stopped 

in 1990 and left to fanners and e:-.'Porting companies. 

HCDA participates in international sho'v\'S and exhibitions outside the ountry to 

popularis Kenyan produ e. However, privat e~-port compani s ar lso heavily 

mv h m pr motion and market research. H D rt le\ on fr h 

f h 0.12 r go rt h pr du nthc 



The small scale prodm: ion · ~·st m 

Fmits a.nd Yt;g\,)tabk. l'l)f c p l are produced mostly by sma 11-scale fann rs wl o 

~,;outnbuk )0° o of ..til pr duce (I ICDA 1997). Horticultural prodl1ction requires 

substantial \vorking capital for the purchase of intermediate inputs and labour. 

Fnnn sizes in the small-scale Fresh horticulmral production areas vary from as 

small as 1 10 of an acre in Kathiani (:V!achakos district). 1n Kirinyaga district, they lie 

between 1.~ an acre to 3 acres. Small scale producers are characterized by limited access to 

credit, 1 ow use of inputs due to lack of working capital, lack of access to improved high 

quality seeds, and little technical assistance, they also lack proper grading and weighing 

facilities. 

Previous Research 

Previous research efforts in this field have focused on production and have greatly 

ignored the marketing aspect. However for commercial growers, commercialization 

in\olves the marketing ofthe produce and the marketing opportunities ar determint:d b 

the performan~.:e ofthe marketing system . 

. ·yoro (1993) did a r sear h on the production of the horti ultural rops in Ken •a. H 

look d t produ tiona ti\ iti sat different s ales ( mall, medium and large s ales) or 

di onunoditi ~md te~.:hnologie . He ought to id nti the v:ui u con train 

limitin Ill titi 

th t r u rt of t i ultur lu b 



due to emergency of opportunistic buyers have reduced the shares of production by small

scale t~u-mers. Tht.: qu·1lit: ofhorti uJtural production has a lso d~clincd . 

.Kodhek ( l99J) rt! ·~ r ·h~;.;d t''lll ~;.; . :p rting r..:~nya ':;; horticulture production. He; sought to 

id~nti t)' th0 constrain~ t t.:. ) tts. H identified problems wilh competition from other 

~.:ountrics :md t lt: l: t • 1d · 'ailahility of air cargo space as contr ibuting to the slow 

gro\vth or~ ·port . Bureaucratic hassl~s and com1pt officials are other disincentives that 

~xport~r compl:lint!d .1bout, thus discouraging investments in this sub-sector. 

2.10 CHARACTERISTICS OF HORTICULTURAL CO!vfMODlTIES 

Horticulture is defined as the "science and art of growing fn1its, vegetables, flowers 

and ornamental plants" (Jaffee et al. 1995). Therefore, horticultural marketing can be 

defined as the human activity directed at satisfying human needs and wants through the 

exchange process of the above products. Honma (1991) contends that it comprises of all 

the operations involved in the movement of the above product from the farm to the final 

consumer. It stops short only at processing which changes the nature of the produ~t. 

There are hundreds of different horticultural crops rendering it useless to define 

generalized characteristics for these crops. The considerable variability among these 

crops with regards to their characteristics actually provides the basis forth maJor 

problems in mark ting these product. 

In ompari on vith mo oth r gri ultural rop nd ommoditi . the bro d rang'-= of 

horti ltur 1 be har nz b 

1. bilit 

10 



They experience rapid quality deterioration. severe1y limiting their marketable life as a 

fresh commodity and the p~riod of time during which they can be used as raw material for 

processing. Even undc.;r optimal p 't-harYe t conditions, the marketable life of many 

horticultural crop' is on! · ~v ral w~ck' or even several davs. 

Tht.: rat~ l)t'p ti 11 tbilit. ofhorticulturall:rops stems not onJy .liom their own 

physiologi~.'al prop\;;rties. but also from their stage of matmity at harvest, the handling <ll1d 

storag~.: pro~edur~ and the pr vailing conditions (Jaiiee et al ). 

Spoilage for all products is much greakr and faster if they are stored and handled in 

sub-optimal conditions of temperatures, humidity and or pressures, which differ for each 

product (Jensen and :Yfalter 1995).Disastrous quality losses can occur at any stage in the 

marketing chain from farmer to consumer, and the total value of the product may be lost. 

In order to increase the post-harvest life of these products, they are harvested before 

they ripen. The fanner takes a calculated risk that the product will ripen satisfactorily 

further along in the marketing chain (ibid.).While this is convenient for wholesalers and 

retailers, the result is that consumers often buy products which never property ripen and 

thus, never supply the intended and expected flavour, aroma, texture and overall 

satisfa~.:tion (\Vorld Bank 1995). 

Furthermore since the stage of ripeness and the produ • quali on anti , change · 

tomato pi ked one day with uniform gr en ~olour may not be unifom1l r d a fe" da 

l t r. u h di er tial rat of ripening in p ri habl pr du gl n to th indu try 

and r -p ing th produ in th ur 1 

bili h hi l 

n "I -p b m 

11 

f 



discarded at a loss. Although retail ~rs hav alwa rs ~ought to minimize shrink, some 

ind:u~i.ry professionals belie\ e that rdail rs hrink ·hould be even greater than is generally 

the case, in order to ensure thut lu\ quality produce does not reach the market and 

eventually disapp int and dt:tt:r t n ·tuners from ft.tture purchases ( Prevor 1991). 

Produ c - h~li- !if k ~..:nd ·on transportation, projeckd sales date and intended use: 

produc for I ·1l :uks ~an be harvested at a riper stage than export products because they 

require le·s transport and handling time. 

Given the highly perishable nature of fresh produce, post-harvest treatment and 

handling become critical to maximizing the preservation of product quality (Jensen et al). 

This characteristic also prohibits that large surplus stocks be accumulated from one 

sales period to another. The Dutch flower auction for example has a strict policy that 

forbids carrying over unsold flowers from one day to the next, and all unsold products are 

destroyed and removed from the market. 

\Vhile the perishability of fresh produce helps to naturally clear the market of 

surpluses, it also affects the power relationship between sellers (especially farmers) and 

buyers. Transaction speed is critically important, ev~n at the expense of dowm\ard pril;e 

risk. Farmers are placed under a great pressure(. !okotjo 1990). They and oth r Hers in 

the marketing chain cannot afford to hold the product along and \ ait for high r pri~.:e , as 

\ ·ould be the a e for storable conunodities uch as grains. 

Th perish bility of fre h produ e lso m exp rters vuln rabl to err nc u 

quali lw 

u li n r ut r m th to th im rt R im 

). 



Govemment authorities can also exploit the perishable nature of fresh produce for 

protectionist purposes. This occurs \Vhc custcm officials cause unreasonable delays at 

ports of entry( Ritson. Christoph~r ::tnd Swinb<ulk 1993 ). 

2. High s~as tMlity of pr du tion and demand 

s~asonalit_. a wdl a .. c; pdishability, plays a critical role in marketing fresh produce. 

Seasonality in dudes not only the non-storability of fresh horticultural products but also 

the variation in seasonal quality, seasonal demand and the seasonality of production 

(Jensen et a1). 

"Like other agricultural crops, horticultural products have a seasonal production cyde . 

. But unlike storable commodities, fresh produce are generally available in given locations 

only during their natural production season. Although this production season can be 

e::\1ended by breeding new varieties and by using horticultural techniques such as 

protective coYering (heated green houses) seasonality poses a big problem in 

marketing(LEI -CBS). 

A very seasonal demand pattern continues for these crops. Consumers pay a very 

high premier pri e for the first mall quantities reaching the market, after this ti.me price 

usually fall gradually as production reaches its peak. Pric s usuall ' rise again to\ ard th 

en ofth suppl · eason as quantities dimini h. 

Thi t; on lity nature of horticultural ~op au ing suppl 1d d man imbal·m 

ll ut th problem o in ' nto .. man dm r t:ti) 

farm to on urn ' pit. l 

il to h dl th m ( inl 



3. Quality Characteristics 

Quality, as well as consum r pr r 7 '11' \ t · ~..·riti ··:\lly imp tiant in mark 'ling rh; h 

vegetabks and fi·uits , inLI.! U1l!Y ar inkndl.!d 1\.H· dir~ct final ~onsumption. But since Lhese 

items result from a biologi~.;al produ ·tio n pro~~;;ss ::;ubject to v· riable dimatic conditions 

and '11 e usually hand I d thr ugh .t long and un~oordi1 1 aled marketing channeL many of 

th ... ir h y quality attribut s may be variable and unstable. A further source of t.;Omplexity 

is that mw.:h ofth~ app~ll of fresh produce is J.~sthetic and "motional and th~refore, many 

important quality attributes of fruits and vegetables will be subjective, intangible, 

invisible indescribable and immeasurable ( :\lfelamed 1993 ). 

The concept of quality in fresh vegetables and fruit() embodies a multitude of diverse 

a ped which are perceived differently at differ nt stages in the marketing chain. Many 

produce quality characteristics are difficult and sometimes even impossible to define and 

agree upon (\Jelamed) it is inevitable that products will be initially judged by their 

appearance and if, no other information is offered consumers will deduce good taste and 

good internal quality from good visible characteristics (Deters, Alrevensleben and ~feier 

1985).These include the products colour, unifonnity and freedom from blemishes, pests 

and disease as evaluated against some ideal concept of that parti ular product \ variety 

(Jensen et al). 

pp aran e quality al o includ s the produ t pr sentation in the al unit ( l:arton. 

bunch t and it · sorting, grading and p ing hi h are of prim imp rtan t th 
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4. Variability. 

The final but not tb~ least distinctiYe characteristic of horticultural crops is the 

variability in the quantity .md qunlity (. \ustin 1992) from one supply period to another. 

This hde;.;rog\,;ndty d ·ri\' · fr m many t~1ctors including the numerous ditTerent 

biological varkti ·~ ' •hid1 ~xi l for most horticultural~.:rops. vru·iations production and 

post - h:.u'\' st pra ·tices :.111d the:.! impact of climatic and other environm~tal factors (Jaffee 

et al). lllis heterogeneity is compounded by the fact that the quality of such produce is 

Yery complex :md is typically associated with many individual attributes. For exru11ple, 

commercially important attributes of fruit and vegetables are color, shape, size, weight, 

te:\.'ture etc while for· cut flowers, fragrance is also a valued quality attribute. 

Some ofthese attributes may be hidden and difficult to measure (e.g. freshness), 

weakening the informational value of grades and complicating the language of trade. 

Quality variability and complexity create uncertainty on the part of the supplies and 

buyers and can be a major source of conflict between them. 

Diseases and pests can also cause variability much as changes in weather would 

(Austin). A late Yfonsoon might lead farmers to produce a different crop abundant rains 

might permit the planting of a second or a third crop, as is the ase with El . ino in 

Kenya, while a drought might elinlinate a dry season crop. 

However, even \ ithout these ad erse vagaries of nature, quality vari be au 

st ndardization ofbiologi al ra\ materials ( uch a m ri ad pik 

dv n in pl t en ti ( u in). 



2.20 MARKETING MIX PROBLE\fS OF HORTICl.rr_TIJRA.L CO~L.v10DI11ES 

The marketing mix is the et of controlbble variabks that must b~ managed to satisfy 

the customers and a~,;hi~vt.: orJa.nizational 1 individual objectives ofthe sellers. 1l1ese 

~,;ontrollabl variabl 'arlo! ttsuall ' 1.:b sifit.:d into four major decision areas of product, 

prir , promotion .. n I r !.1.1.~ ( .r .:hru nds of distribution). 

1 Produd 

The nature of horticultural commodities discussed above basically describe 

horticultural products as a marketing mix variable, and the major problems they post: 

along the marketing chain due to their characteristics. In addition however, the following 

are also major problems related to the product. 

(a) Handling packing and processing problems. 

The handling of perishables calls for special care. Green vegetables and fresh fruits 

cannot be carried in heavy sacks and piled on to lorries in a tropical climate without any 

attention to pre- cooling or ventilation. Such produce quickly heats up in the center, wilts 

and rots and the consequent losses exaggerate the cost of that portion of the shipment 

which does not reach the consumer. 

Cold storage facilities are still rare and extremely expensive to use in the very areas 

wh re th summer heat cau rapid dt:terioration. In consequence mu h produ e i 

pi k d long befor it is ripe and thu nt,;V r hiev s it full n tural fl vour. 

In oth r np and larg oil d ~.: u ~.::the ruit 
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Serious losses also occur due to tough and careless treatJnent in the picking and initial 

handling of fntit. Destntcti,·e practi-:es occur, esp~cially in th~ treatment of trees and 

handling of fi·uit where the 11·uit i$ ' ld n tht; tree, and responsibility for the packing is 

undcrtak.~;n by a lOntra~.;tor \ h ma let it out to a third party with no direct interest in the 

pric~::: obtain~J for h • -:r p r in tht; protection ofthc trees from damage. 

Frt::quently. it i · ob'crY d ~hat fruit is thrown on to vehicles, although loss could be 

aYoided by a more careful handling. 

Poor packing methods such as a deep pack carrier with a wide top narro·wing, toward 

the bottom, may bruise and crush the lower levels of such produce as grapes and 

tomatoes, by the pressure of the weight above. Damage to tomatoes etc. may be caused 

by sharp edges of palm-stem crater for example. 

(b) Size as a problem. 

Size is another key external characteristics of the product, which can be measured and 

valued differently in different markets. Vegetable size is mostly measured by either the 

diameter or circumference of the fruit (Jensen et al ). 

Large sizes of products may mean high cost and make it uneconomic to transport and 

unattractive in price to consumers, for example. popular of sizes for mangoes, a\o ado , 

and papayas are 250g to 450g. Pineapples and antaloupe melons are 800g to 1 kg but 

tht:re ar some markets which an sdl smaller fruit (often suited to pr -pa king in two 

thr s or fou ) or even largt:r individual fruit, thu gi ing the u om r f iz 

within w ll-defin d rang ( Prit hard rom\· 11 and Bargh uti 1 ). 

In 11 the u h 
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Stother ( 1971 ), argues that avocado buyers require that avocados arrive in a finn, free 
from disease, bmising or other ~kin disfi gurements and :1ccurately size: graded. 
(c) lack of L:Old storage and relakd issut;s. 

~·forgan ( 199-) 'lrgu~.;s that c ld storag~ faci litics not only add value to products to 
meet local d.;;mJml but, I o satisfy the requirements of new e. ·port mcu·kets especially 
for horticultur '. 

:-iew and aspiring producers for this market should therefore rt::>cognize that cold 
storage installations are essential for these high- value, high perishable crops. However, 
especially for African farmers, these cold storage installation are quite expensive. In 
addition, farmers bck information on the technical aspects of the cold storage such as 
adequate ventilation with continuous air exchange, maintaining optimal temperatures for 
each individual type of horticultural product requirements to maintain appropriate 
temperature levels for differing type of horticultural products or in storing multi crop 
produce (Ibid.). 

There is also a substantial risk to quality in horticultural produce if different types are 
held in storage together. For example, fruit and flowers must not to be held in the same 
storage space. Fruit is particularly at risk in a multi-crop storage system due to 
development of ethylene which accelerates the maturity of other types of fruit. 

2. Prices 

The for s of upply and demand in th market t pric for m hort1 ultural 
pr u . Intern tionally; mo d veloping untri pn , and l din cp rt 
ountri pn mak u in 1 2). 



(a) Price Information 

Mendoza and Rosegrant ( 1995). argu~ tbat price contain information crucial to 

·maximizing the returns to production and marketing investments. At planting time, a 
frumer's planting dt;cision d\;pends on expected profits, which invariably hinge on the 

anticipakd prices of the crop or mix of crops that would prevail in the market at the time 

of sale and on the farmers interpr~tation of those prices. 

:\.trader in search of profitable arbitrage, read..;; and translaks price signals in 

deciding on what crops to buy, where to buy and when to sell. 

Apart from guiding production and marketing decisions, prices govern the optimal 
allocation of resources among competing uses. The accuracy, reliability and promptness 

of market information is therefore critical in attaining pricing efficiency. 

In commodity markets, in developed economies, imperfect markets have been found 

to yield prices that are biased representations of actual supply and demand conditions and 
the resulting price relation-ships among markets are weak. Prices have also been 

established to be rigid in markets characterized as monopolistic or oligopolistic (Boyd 

and Brorsen 1986; Bailey and Brorsen 1989, Kinnucan and Farker 1987; and Ward 

1982). 

Price adjustments to newly transmitted information tend to be more sluggish in 
concentrated markets than in less concentrated ones ( Brorsen, Charas and Grant 1984, 

Kardasz and toll ry 1988 ), percetved to exploit or take advantage of farmers, 

middlemen ar generally distru ed (Deomam 1983 ). 

Err tic pri fluctuati have been p pularl lam d n th oli h ur 1 
tr ·d t 1). 



Calkins and Wang 1988, found that fanners in the central region of Taiwan obtained 
price information not only from other farmers and marketing :1gents but also during 
market transactions from pril:e bulldin boru·ds and in local fam1ers associations. They 
supplemented their k.r10\\kdgt: through mass media announcements. In contrast, Southern 
tanners turnt.:d to local f:1m1t.:rs and marketing agents for th~ir information. Distance fi·om 
vegl;;!tablt! assembly ma.rk..ets r~strict~d the price knowledge needed during market 
transaction. Southern fanners tended to have weaker bargaining power. 
(b) Price Instability 

Findings from Gardener and Brooks (1993 and 1994) provide indications that the 
markets are not eliminating arbitrage opportunities as competitive markets would. 

(i) Prices in different cities even nearby cities do not move together over time. 
(ii) Price differences between cities within fairly small regions are often much 
larger than can be explained by transportation costs. 

(iii) Price difference are not decreasing over time for most commodities. 
Calkins and Wang found that the average price mark-up depended on the number of 

intermediaries and also the level of perishability ofthe product. That is, as the number of 
intermediaries increase, the size of the average mark- up decreases. 

i\Iellor (1990) suggests that price differences from place to place can be ex"Plained by 
differences in transportation costs and that those from season to season can be explained 
by storage costs. 

Instability in pri a grower can expect tor eive has contribut d to th fluctu tin 
production of t potato in Hawaii for exarnpl , o r th p d ad ( Huan 1 7) 

0 



The Food Agricultural Organisation, (FAO) in its 1995 publication argue that potato 

markets are highly a.ff~ct~d by pric~ instabili y and uncettainty associated with supply and 

demand in :1ddition to th~ p rishahilit_· ofth~ ~.:rop. The inelastic demand and the 

narrowness of the marl...~t ott~n r~:att;d conditions of high price volatility. 

Ev"n in th~ inkm:J.tional market. (Ibid.), the potato market is very fragmented and 

export prict:s arc not rt!adily available publicly. The prices are largely determined by the 

supply and demand situation in the European community (EC) the dominant supplier of 

the \vorld market. Access to export price information for processed products is difficult 

and prices are largely determined by the main producers in the :-J. America and West 

Europe. 

Recently, large price fluctuations have played havoc in some EC member country 

market. In some cases, prices have roughly halved from one season to another or moved 

in the opposite direction in different countries during the same year. 

In some places, the auction method of selling is used which also fluctuates largely. 

According to Honma (1991), the Japan market prices of horticultural products are 

determined by auction in wholesale markets. The price determined by auction tend to 

fluctuate broadly and the shippers or produ ers cannot reject the sales oftheir products in 

auction even at a price lower than the cost However, when the market prices fall steeply, 

subsidies are paid to farmers to a oid severe in orne losses, making up the differen e 

betwe n th market price and a guarante d level for the farm rs shipm nts. The 

guarant d pric level is d termin d by taking into a ount past tr nd in mar t pn . 

pr u ton d th on mt 0 . 
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In Cga.nda, [:VIunyiri, 1996] ros s (cut flowers) are also sold L.lu"ough the auction 

system in Holland. Fa1mers are t:n~ed th~ pric"s ad1i~ved on daily basis. It is important to 

note that this industry is controll~d by market forces in Europe which the 1.J ganda 

grower can hardly int1uen~.:c . l·low r are sold mainJy (safely) at auctions which belong 

to co- operativ . ocidi \\bid1 have to protect their own interest first. 

Kcvm and DonoYun asserts that inappropriate marketing and pricing of agricultural 

produce h: .. we reduced the profitability of market oriented horticulture, prevented 

signi!lcant gains in horticultural productivity and contributed to the persistence of rural 

poverty. 

3. Promotion 

Product promotion has something of a bad name in Africa. It has been argued that 

sophisticated product promotion has largely benefited affiliates of multinational fmns and 

has served to marginalise local fmns ( Longdon 1975, Mufson 1985 and Jouet 1994). The 

literature on agricultural marketing in Africa is virtually devoid of actual experiences in 

marketing or merchandising including marketing research and product brand name 

promotion. This applies to both the public and private sector enterprises (Jaffee et al). 

Advertising product and brand name promotion are fairly significant in a number of 

African countries especially 'Nigeria, South Afri a, Zimbabwe, Senegal and Cote 

d'lvoire. In Kenya, research in the early 1980's found that advertising for fo d and drink 

pr u x eded K h. 10 million p r year, and ranked fourth behind tran port, p r nal 

· are d hou hold produ in dv rti ing ~ nditur (J u t 19 4 ). 



However, advertising locally for horticultural products does not exist. What exists in 

fom1 of promotion, is di play· 0n gro~~ric , :md sup 'rmnrkets, retail stores and on 

roadsid\,;s .. dvcrtis~m~:;nt through th print media, radio or television is very limited. A 

few flow~r ckaler such a· King·..,: ay Florists advertise once in a year for example during 

Vakntim.:. Pl.!rsonal.~dling in form of hawking is more prominent especially with 

tmport~d fruits ·uch J..S 0uth .-\.frica's onmges, grapes and apples~ plus flowers (roses and 

~.;amations) in certain parts ofthe city such as Westlands. Local horticultural produce are 

also sold through hawking in the streets. 

The aYailable e\·idence does suggest that in many African countries, the most 

• 
aggressive product promotion efforts are undertaken by affiliate of multinational 

companies. Tllis can be attribute to their experience, management and to the up market 

clientele whom they serve. Local flrms appear more inclined to sell non- branded 

products to institutional buyers or to rely upon longstanding links with retail outlets and 

chains to distribute their products (ibid.). 

In markets where competition is weak, such ac; in Kenya, there has been little 

perceived need to communicate directly to consumer or listen to them. Such passive 

marketing strategies are likely to result in missed opportunities for local ftrms and 

relatively weak market development. 

Product promotion is even more important with regard to the export ofhortil:ultural 

products. Brand name recognition and promotion are prominent f~ature of int rn tional 

tr de in h horticultural produ . Forth mo t part an e.:p rter ell their 

pr u und r om d 



Africa's exports of fresh vegetables and fruits are market~d under th~ brand of a 

European, American vr Japan~s' C mpany · JaH~t:) 1995). 

?vfany .-Vfica.n exporters of fr~sh horti~ultur:1l produce have sought to estab lish a 

recognized brand nam~;; 111 Euror ean markets. These dforts have not been successfu l since 

few tim1s han~ b~~n abk to d ~ tiYcly promote tht:ir brand and to back it up \Vith 

consiskntly valua.bk · rYice and product quality. Thus, there are dozens of different West 

A . .frican brands for fre·h pineapples yet there has been little effective promotion of any of 

the~e brands (.-\£rique Agriculture 1993). 

All of Kenya's more than one hundred fresh produce exporters have their own brand 

name, yet few of these are recognized by European distributors and consumers. Only 

South Africa's Outspan and Cape Brand names (for fruits) are widely recognized in 

Europe (Jaffee et al). 

4. Place ( Channel of distribution) 

A channel of distribution is the combination of institutions through which a seller 

markets produce to the user or ultimate consumer. Channels of distribution provide the 

ultimate consumer with time, place and possession utility (Peter and Donnelly 

1991).Thus, an efficient channel is one that delivers the product when and where it is 

wanted at a minimum total cost. 

The major type of horticultural marketing intermediaries includ brokers, jobber , 

whole l 

function 

rtin 

r tail rs merchant middlemen and gent . Whil the maj r mark tin 

armed in th chann I o di tri ution in lud bu m rtin 

m n t n tran rt ton d m h. 
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Different horticultural products ha\'e different chatmds of distribution. Calk.iru; (1998) 
identified five marketing channels of distribution for soybe::ms, five for sweet potatoes, 
four for tomatoes and six for comrn n cabbage~. 

The many differ~nt ~.;hannd. t.:. ·ist as a r~. ult of differences in organizing at both the 
consuml:!r ~md pn~duct.:rs nds 1)t'tr:1de (Jones 1979). 

S'tudics by C:1lkins md \\ ang ( 1988) indicated that the marketing agents rankc:d their 
major problems differently due to their different positions in the marketing channel. 
From their study~ 

(i) local assemblers .:omplained mo~;t about their weak bargaining power and 
transport accident 

(ii) jobbers feared losses due to over stocking 

(iii) wholesalers were apprehensive about variation in quality 

(iv) wholesalers- retailers were most concerned with perishability, while 
(V) retailers dreaded price fluctuations most. 

However, :N1ellor ( 1990) believes that current sources of inefficiency lie in the 
infrastructure available rather than the kind of agent involved in marketing. 

Transportation pro ·lems 

Transportation is one of the marketing functions performed in channels of distribution. 
It is the phvsical movement of produce from the farmer to the consumer. 

• 

0 

lnad quate transport fal;iliti s are largely re nsible for the low r t o in 
mark ting ffi i n nd· orth ontinuan of ub i n farming in man p ru of 

· :a. D fi · nt tr portation limit th r n o m r ctin 



consumers and thus prevent the growth of specialized marketing agencies and the 

development of more d1icic;;nt procc;;dur--s und~r the timulus of competition. Therefore, 

many agricultural produ~..:ers are still~.:on fined to village markets (K weyu 1995). 

The high p~rishahl natur~.:: of fresh produce makes efficient transportation a. crucial 

factor for ll)ng dist~u11.: suppliers of fresh produce. High - value products often justify the 

high co5't m des oftranspo11ation while timely delivery is paramount. 

~1a.ny .\loroc~.::m exporters of winter tomatoes for ex:1mple, ship their produce via 

trucks rather than by sea, even though truck shipment are four times more expensive 

because truck transport affords them greater flexibility and punctuality( especially in fruit 

and vegetable markets) in other cases, exporters ship their products by costly freight to 

reach the market before competitors shipping by sea (Seker Suzet 1992). 

The regularity and reliability of the shipping channel is of vital importance. For 

example, the desiccated coconut producers normally have limited storage time permitted 

for the produce (it is recommended that desiccated coconut should remain within the 

tropics for less than 2 months). Therefore, it is vital that shipping services should be 

frequent (Honma). 

The type of shipping is also very important. Desiccated coconut is very prone to 

contamination and easily picks up odour if stacked in close proximity with certain other 

types of cargo. 

For Intra- Continental supplies exporters need ace ss to a modem highwa n twork 

and efficient re rigeration trucking service . Forint r ontinental upplie , 

r qmr i nt air- r ight ap ity and regular r li bl 
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their produ.:tion ar~J. is near a "'·ell- en ed airport. However, countrit;S which serve as 

regional air transport lmbs, su~h as Kenya do luve a con. iderablt;: dvantagc because of 

access to multiple tlights. F:mn r. in countri~~ with more inbound Ilights and a critical 

mass of high - valu~.: p~.:t islnbk ~:-.-port products have an even greater advantage in thJ.t 

they may b~ ahk "~ ad ~ - pcr~tivd: to negotiate highly faYorahle freight rates and 

n.:gul:1r daily nights to major markets in the northern hemisphere. This is the situation in 

Israd (J~nsen et al ). 

:\~.:cording to .K \\eyu, dismption and delays of freight flights from airports is a 

contributory fact to the problem of damaging the product quality as well as the packaging. 

":Kenya is facing great competition especially from South Africa. Kweyu asserts Lhat 

the full integration of the new post- apartheid South Africa into the intemational 

community, with a lot more charter and international flights combined with SA high 

technology and a suitable climate, is emerging as a major supplies of competitively 

priced fresh produce. 

Kevin and Donovan found out that neglect of roads connecting tovvn to countly in 

many African countries, and the prevailing focus of government infrastructure 

lnYestment in mega cities, had led to cutting off of the agricultural sector from urban and 

export market. It also cuts farmers off from the source of improved inputs and quipment, 

which i. in the towns and cities. 

It i from ondary to'Nt'ls that most s rvices are provided to farming \,;onmmmti , 

nd \ h th imm diate oll ti n mar t for gri ultural pr ducc c u u lly ~ und. 
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rising air- freight costs and persistent air - fi·cight bottknecks h:n e contributed to a long -

tenn shift in 'K~nya's product mi.· a\V:l fi·om rdati dy lo~,;v- value commodities to those 

with higher unit valut: ·. E. :porters facing limited freight all ocations have sought to 

maximize sak tum V\:r by adju 'ting their product mix (Jaffee et al). 

In a nutslh::IL · .\k d ( 1995) J.rgu s, getting ones produce to the market and on time is 

~ss~ntial if one wants to mak money from his crops. Therefore, a highway transport is a 

vital ~ompon~nt in any crop marketing system. In addition \Vatts, (1995) asserts that a 

wide range of airlines providing regular services is essential especially in Africa for the 

e:'l.-pa.nsion of horticulture. 

5. Probe (:\farketing Research) 

There is inefficient market study in the area of horticultural marketing. Therefore, 

producers lack information about the marketable types of produce and optimum volumes 

for buyers (\1organ, 1995). 

\1arketing Research on the patterns in seasonal fluctuations in supplies and pnces IS 

also unidentified \Vhich is essential as there is now intense competition among products in 

ex'Port markets and where oversupply occurs there is an ine itable decline in producer 

pnces. 

There is also insufficient market study on the market requirc.;ment in r pect to 

qualit~. ~forgan emphasis that markets requirements in resp ct to pr duct qualit h 

b om in e ingly higher in r ent year and the farmer mu t hav the t l:hni al 

nd a iliti tom t th dem nd n t nl .. through ultur 1 pr ti ut I 



through the use of dficient equipment :.md tedmology in handling systems to ensure 

elimination of post han\~ t mage. 

Jaffee and Morton argue that bdatcd and united investments in horticultural research 

and advisory s~rvicl; have grt:atl ~ constrained the long- term development of competitive 

exports tor c\ eral comm dities in Africa. 

2.30 , 1TITCDE OF ~fALL SCi\LE FA.R"'\'[ERS TO\V ARDS MIDDLEMEN. 

~1iddlemen are intermediaries who link suppliers and consumers but who do not take 

title over conm1odities traded. They are commonly found in agricultural markets and in 

all forms of inten1ational trade. They include brokers, agents, merchm1ts, among others . 

. -\s regular players in the markets, brokers are likely to be better informed about market 

conditions than the buyers, sellers or both (Jaffee 1995). 

Most exporters rely upon these brokers, merchants who serve as intermediaries, 

fulfilling a number of functions which includes-: 

1) Identifying and recruiting farmers. 

2) Communicating short-term information to farmers regarding exporters' quantity and 

timing requirements regarding expected prices. 

3) Informing the e;o.,:porters about local supply and competitive conditions. 

4) Distributing packaging materials to farmers and, 

5) Issuing payments to farmers. 

Thes agent typically have a shed or tore to which farm rs d li er th ir rop'. The 

d 
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a large number of individual small-scale farmers. By using local agents, exporters need 
· not establish collection stations of their O\\TI within the production areas. Rather than 
attempt to communicate and neg tiate dir~ctly \ ith dozens of farmers, exportcxs only 
need to dt..:al with a limikd nurnb ·r of agt!nLs who have superior knowledge oflocal 
conditions :1nd p~..: ph:. 

HoweY~r. fl r mJ.ny fanners. these k'nd of buying procedures is char:.tcterized by 
numerous :1buses which includes: 

a) E:-..-ploitation on the price offered for the produce. At produce collection points, 
these agents or middlemen offer prices usually 15-30% lower than the pre
determined priceC'Jyoro 1993). 

b) Failure to provide fam1ers with packing cartons. 
c) In some cases the agents would return to Nairobi without having purchased any 

produce to mislead the exporters by claiming that farmers will not sell unless paid 
in cash; where the arrangements would be purchase on credit and pay after two 
weeks (Nyoro 1993 ). 

d) Lack of scales at collection points allowed some agents to buy on volume basis 
heaping cartons to the point that two heaped cartons weighed as much as three 
normally packed cartons. 

In addition. these agents provide little or no information on prices and technical 
~ dvice. High le el of waste has al o Ot:curred as a .result of poor coordination between 
grower and the buyers (who are basically represented by th g nt ). 
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CH. PTER TIIREE 

_ IETHODOLOGY 

This section focus(.;s on th~.: population, ~runple~ data collection and analysis method, 

validity kst and r liab ility kst of th scaks used used in the stL1dy. 

3.10 POP "L TI 1 

The population of interest in tllis study consisted of all small-scale farmers ofNdia 

Division of K.irinyaga District, who grow and market horticultural produce. 

According to the horticultural officer in charge of Kirinyaga District these farmers 

nonnally have between half to three acres of land . 
. 

3.20 SA.\1PLE 

In this study, cluster sampling was done to select the farmers from whom data was 

collected. 

The Ndia Division was conceptually divided into two parts, North and South, which 

formed the clusters. Two locations were selected randomly from each cluster. ( ~ote. the 

population in this case was finite and the elements or locations were easily identified and 

numbered). 

Therefore the locations in each cluster were assigned numbers ( 1-3 in l;ase of 1 orth 

and 14 in case of outh. (Note: dia Division has 7 locations). These numbers wer then 

written on slips of papers which were then pla ed on a bow-like paper she t. Four 

locations were then selected using fish-pot simple random sampling. 

In ting fann rs from th locations tl1 am pro ur w r akd wh r by 

rom th hoi li of farm in th lo tion 'ail bl rom th 
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placed on a bo\v-like pap~r sheet and shak~n). Ten fmn rs vv~re seleckd from each 

lucation. This vas done by drav,. ing a tina paper ir m th .. bo\v and recording the number 

wril1en on it. The bow\ a· tht:n . hak.en again and the second paper drawn. The process 

was repeakd until 10 numb~ wt.:re dr:mn lor each location. The fam1ers corresponding 

to the 10 numbl.!r · in ach locuti n constituted the required sample. 

3.30 D.\T. COLLECTIOJ. r :.1ETHOD 

Primary data \Vas collected for the purpose of the study using a questionnaire (see 

appendix II). It was personally administered to the farmer by the researcher, and for ease 

in communication, Kikuyu the local language was used. 

3.40 DATA A .. ~ALYSIS Y1ETHOD 

This is a simple descriptive study. Therefore data was analysed using percentages, mean 

scores and tables. 

3. 50 VALIDITY TEST 

To test the Yalidity of the scale used in the questionnaire, a validity test was carried 

out before going out to collect data. The data in appendix 1 V was subjected to three 

horticulture business women whom the author already knew that their attitude towards the 

Asians was positi e. · ote: These women had b~~n in business with the Asians for a long 

time and they had been deriving their livelihood from them (Asians). 

The re~utts showed that the women had a very strong positive attitude (1.375) towards 

the . sians. 

To gen rate information on their attitud towards th 

\' u d. 

ians th data in ppendi. · 



3.60 RELIABILITY TESTS OF THE SC.-\lE CSED 

The reliability ofthe scale us~d to kst th~ fanners attitude towards the brokers was 
tr..;Sted using thl: ~o~ m~i nt alpin as sh0\\11 in :.tppendix VI. Cod1icient Alpha ranges 

between z ro to on~. llu~ or 0.6 or less is considered unsatisfactory while a value 

above 0.6 i ~onjdered ati ·factory (Tul11987; Churchill and Peter, 1984). The 

computed coefficient alpha was found to be 0.6 (see appendix \11) it was therefore 

considered reliable. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DAT. A~AL ·siS A~ rn FIND£NGS 
Introduction: 

In this chapter, the data fr m the; complded questionnaires is summarised and 
presented in tabks. pt:rcentu~e and mean scores. 

Out of forty ( -W) farmers selected randomly from the population of Interest, only 27 
fanners were personally interviewed. This gave an overall response rate of 67.5 percent. 

This section of the report provides analysis in three areas; 

1. Problem analysis from the farmers' perspective. 

2. Analysis of the farmers' attitude towards middlemen (brokers). 

3. An analysis of the farmers solutions to their problems. 

4.10 FARNIERS' MARKETING PROBLENIS 

The fmdings on the farmers' marketing problems are presented in Table I All the 
farmers interviewed voiced the following three problems in relation to marketing their 
produce. 

i) Lack of market information on current prices and market 

opportunities. 

ii) Brokers exploitation. 

iii) Low and poor prices. 

The dominant perception of~e farmers was that the price th y received for their 
produ ewer too low. 96% of the farmers complain d about th limit d to the 
mark t due to 1 c oftr port whil 85% mpl in d ofth om tition from thcr 
farm ' pr rt to th mar t h d 1% " hil peri h bilit / th\: 

th m · t h d 70~ 



Another problem cited included poor grading system and cheating on weights and 
measures with 15%. However. this was prevalent with Fr .... nch b~ans and tomatoes [in one 
location, some experienced brok~rs b ug.ht 5 cat1ons of French beans and then 

redistributed into 7 cartoru in the pre, cn<..:e of some f:umers ~] 

Tab h.: 1 Pl!rc 'ntag' of fanners mentioning the marketing problems 

Marketing Probkm ! Number \ Percentage of 
I of 1 Fanners mentioning 

Farmers the problem 1. Lack of market information on prices and 27 100% market opportunities. 
2. Brokers exploitation 27 100% 3. Competition from other farmers produce. 23 85% 4. Low and poor prices. 27 100% 5. Lack ofmonev to promote the produce. I s 18~'0 6. High market fee charged by the county 16 59% council. 
7. Inability to conduct Research. 3 11% 8. Perishability of produce before it reached 19 70% the market 
9. Lack of transport to the market. 26 96% 10. Hi@_ transport charges to the market 22 81% 11. *Other 4 15% Source: pnmary data 

*This includes poor grading systems and lack of market for some exotic produce 

(e.g. chillies and capsicum). 

Ranking the marketing problems in order of perceived importance. 

This part ranks the horticultural marketing problems in order of their imp rtan 

Th table below on ntrates only on the marketing probl ms wlu h wer rank d num r 
1 bv th farm 

"' 



Table 2: Marketing problems ranked as number one. 
I No. of 1 Percentage I 

.V!arketing problems 

fam1ers 1 of .farmers 
ranking the : nmking the 

1

1 

problem as j problem as I 

no. 1 
1 

no. l ~ li'Iack of mark t infornnli 4 115% j

1 

I ~~~~~rtunitie_s ______________ +-----·__.,, ____ _,_ r-f.&ok~t~-; ~xpl it~_lt_tn_n_. __________ 7 1 26% i ~-i J_._L_o_w___,..a_n_d.J>..p...,...\_r__.p~r_il:_'t:! ___________ ~l _16 \ 59°~ .J Source: prinmry d,m 

.A.s Table 2 ·ho\ s. low and poor prices was ranked number one by most fmn1ers. TI1is 
dearly shows that the prices farmers received did not reflect the relative contribution to 
the fmal price. Brokers exploitation was second most mentioned problem but only by 
26°'o of the farmers. Lack of market infonnation on prices and market opportunities was 
third most mentioned problem but by only 15% of the farmers. 

A further analysis on ranking (see Table 3) also shows that these three marketing 
problems were either ranked number 1, 2, 3, or 4 by all the respondents. They can 
therefore be regarded as the most important problems to farmers. 

Table 3 RA ... '\i:KI)JG ~!A TRlX 
Factor= lv!arketing problems 
K F £ t R Rank ey = ac or = 

I &F I l 12 3 14 15 16 7 8 19 10 I ll 
I 1 13 17 10 0 0 0 16 0 10 0 0 2 5 14 l o 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 3 I 15 15 0 I O IO 0 3 0 0 2 , 0 
·-

, 4 3 1 I O i 17 0 0 0 : 2 10 2 I O 5 I O 0 0 5 18 0 0 14 ! O 19 1 14 -6 I 1 0 2 16 0 0 8 0 6 0 7 0 0 0 1 10 0 0 6 5 1 
5 1 8 

-8 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 9 0 0 7 0 2 7 0 10 4 10 1 1.0 0 0 18" 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 ·o IO 1 0 1 SOurce: primary dnta 
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1. Lack of market information on prices and market opportunities. 

2. Brokers exploitation. 

3. Inability of conducting market r~..:s~..:an.:h 

4. Poor quality or pr duct: bdorc.: tht.:V reach the market. 

5. T .ack oftr· nsp1 rt nd high tr:u ':ip ')rtation ~.:barges to the market. . 

6. Lack of mon~y t promote the produce. 

7. Low and p or prices. 

8. Competition due to overproduction. 

9. High market fee charged by the county council. 

1 0. Buyers usually buy on credit. 

11. *Others. 

*These includes poor grading systems and lack of market for some exotic produce 

like chillies and capsicum. 

4.20 FA~ fERS ATTITlJDE TOWARDS BROKERS. 

To generate information on farmers' attitude towards the brokers, the scoring 

procedure in Appendix V was used. The data in the below Table, was used to generate the 

overall mean score. 
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Table 4 Fann~rs' attitude LO\\:trds br k~r . 

-L ______ · t_a_k_n-1~::-·n_t--------'---Total 
scores 

J 1. Brok~rs 
i 2. Brok~rs 
I 3. Brokers ~~O\ ide us '' 1th ~na~ket information 
j 4. Brokt!rs demand high quality produce 
l 5. Brokers mostlv buv on credit 
1 

6. Brokers otTer us packaging facilities l 7. Brokers hide some information from us 
I 8. Brokers are a block between us and the buvers 
' TOTAL 

Source : primary Data n=27 

6.82 = -0.8525 
3 

~-0.85 

=-23 

30 
-46 

I 
I -48 
I 37 
I -38 

-34 
-43 
42 

-184 

:tvfean l 
scores 
1.11 

-1.70 

I --
-1.78 

' 
I 1.37 

-1.41 
-1.26 

I -1.59 I 

-1.56 
-6.82 

From the above table, the computed overall mean score was -0.85. This sho\ s that in 
general, farmers have a negative attitude towards brokers. However, it is recognised that 

they are necessary since they enable the farmers to sell their produce( mean score of 1.11). 
Further a Two -tailed tests of means using the T distribution was used. The results 

showed that the ample mean of - 23 laid within the acceptable region at 0.05 level of 

ignifican . 



4.30 \VHAT FAR...v!ERS PERCEiv"E AS POSSIBLE SOLUTION TO THEIR PROBLENfS: -

Fum1ers are not without pos ible solutions to their marketing problems. Table 8 below 

shows V\ hat th~y wen.: doin~ to · lve th~ir problt::ms. 

Tahlt.= - F:mnt: rs so lutions ------
I 
! Solution togroblems 
[ 1. Concluding simple market research. 
·r 2. Proper and car~ful handling of the produce. 

1

3. Engaging in aggressiYe personal selling because advertising is verv costlv. L 4. Seiling di~ectly to the market to avoid brokers exploitation. ! 5. Monitoring market prices. 
l 6. Selling as a group to have a stronger bargaining power. 

Source: pnrnary data 

I :-Jo. Of Percentage 
_1 _l)roblems of fam1ers 
I 13 48% 
J 25 92% 

14 15% 

' 14 52% 
i 26 96% 
\ 3 11% 

The table above shows that 92% of the fanners were trying proper handling of their 

produce to avoid produce perishability, 96% were trying to monitor market prices in 

nearby markets, 52°'o were trying to sell directly to the market to avoid middlemen 

exploitation, and only 48° o were trying to conduct simple market research (basically on 

prices). 



CHr\.PTER FIVE 

SU~E\L\RY, 01 l ·· s101 'SAND CONCLUSIONS. 

This chapkr sununari 't: and di ·r..:u: ·~;;s th~;; findings of the study basl;!d on the 

objcctiv~::. It <1l:o pr~s .. nt n.:~..;onun~ndations, conclusions, limitations ofU1e study as well 

as suggestion for 1lu1h~r r~s~arch. 

5 .l 0 Sl"l\ [:._L\R Y 

This study -ought to determine the horticultural marketing problems facing small 

scale fanners of~dia Division in Kirinyaga District. 

All the fanners complained of various marketing problems and then ranked them in 

order of their effect. The most important problems mentioned by all the farmers were: 

1. Lack of market information on current prices and market opportunities. 

2. Brokers exploitation. 

3. Low and poor prices. 

Others included lack of transport to the market, competition from other produce, high 

transport charges among others. 

The dominant perception of the farmers was that the prices they received for their 

produce was too low and exploitative. 

Farmers complained of lack of market information on prices and market opportunitie 

and forecasts at the fa.nn le el and were therefore in weak bargaining po ition wh n it 

am to lling to farm-gate brok 

T rt to tit m , t \ limit d du to r ro d thu tr n port tion o t w 

lil m iffi ult in mdin tran rt l th 

th m · t' hi 1. 



Farmers attitude towards the brokt!rs \Vas found to be -D.S5 whlch is a negative 

attitude.Thes.:: brok~rs wen~ k.n0'-'-11 to fi. pric~s through informal cartds although the 

prices were to a largt! t:::-.:tent detennined by d~mand and supply forces. Subsequently, the 

pricing trends and ti. ·at ion f t:1m1cr produce from the source was not a factor of 

production. 

Thes brok\::r · \\er lurther thought to be a block between the farmers and other 

buyers .. t the ame time. these brokers hid important information from the fanners. 

As a result of these problems farmers have tried to look for ways to overcome them. 

They were trying better ways of handling their produce so as to avoid losses. In additio~ 
they are trying to sell directly to the market so as to avoid middlemen exploitation. 

However, these fanners have little application of promotion and publicity methods. 

But this may be associated to the lack of information. They also lacked collective 

bargaining power. This may be because they produced and sold individually. 

5.20 DISCUSSIONS Al"i'D RECO. 1wfENDATIONS 

All the fanners studied came out concretely with almost the same problems which 

generally make their perception of the horticultural markets and marketing low and 

negative. 

The major problems emerged as: -

1) E. ·ploitation by brokers through:-

• Diet tion of prices of the farm produce. 

• ring v low pri to farmc:rs. 

• F nn tion o b o bl m th ann r mark tin th ir O\ 1 pr du 

• ·hi hi I n m . pr u r pn 



• Delay in payment by brokers especially where fanners sold their produce on 
credit. 

• Downgrading of produce hy brokers e~ pe~ially the French beans and tomatoes. 
Faced with all these probla1 .. all~.,;auscd by brokers, the demand for removing them 

However. th~re \ ill ah\ ay be a '\) rt involved in collecting limited quantities of produ~e 
from null farms and this must tx borne either by the buyer (thus lowering the prices 
offered) or by the farmer through "'~rganising collective management and delivery to a 
~.;olkction point. 

Another feasible way of avoiding brokers exploitation is through the formation of 
formal groups with planned marke!- oriented production. Such groups should be able to 
sign legally binding contracts with the buyers. However, as will be discussed latter, 
farmers had their say against collC~:tive marketing. 

2) Insufficient knowledge of the tn..lrket trends or lack of marketing information on 
prices and market opportunities. For example, lack of information on which 
commodities are in demand, at \\ hich markets, or the period. 

This to a large e:-..1ent has atTected the prices at which farmers sell their produce. It has 
also weakened their bargaining po~~. leading to low and distress sales. 

Planned production requires kno\ ledge about prices in the market which fam1ers in 
Kirinyaga District generally lacked. The finistry of. gri ulture by means o it's 
mark ting offi ers should di serninat pn information to farmer on th on hand. nd 
h uld 1 o k p in tou h with th pri information tr m airobi n th oth r. 

' 
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Farm~rs should be inform~d about the broadc::c,"iing of wholesale prices over the radio. 

B~sidcs, ther0 should bo.: di ·play of pri "'.es on noti~c: boards in local market ~entres . This 

would help to redul:e exploitation b. th~ brokers on prices. The Ministry of .~gr1culture 

shou ld also provide tht: nnrk ·tin~ and 1!. tension officers the necessary logistical support 

to facilitatt.: tlH;ir tl.mcti nin~. F r example, they should be provided with cars 

(transportl.tion m~:1.n~ ) mobile :md cellular phones etc. and an update of cutTent marketing 

lSSU S. 

3) La~.:k of accessibility to markets due to transport costs. 

The limitation of transport infrastructure is obvious to all farmers and the potential to 

improve horticultural marketing through investment in such, is great. The state of the 

local and feeder roads to the production areas determine the petformance of the marketing 

systems. The better the roads, the more traders will come to the markets and farms; 

transport costs and increasing competition among traders both lead to higher farm gate 

prices. Consumer prices are as well lowered. Therefore, improvements ofthe access roads 

is very essential. Product perishability is also propagated by poor transportation 

infrastructure. 

4) Farmers also complain of the high market f~e charged by the l:Ounty coun~il. In the 

local markets, this fee is often arbitrarily fixed regardless of the size and value ofthe 

load. As a consequence, similar traders are not tr~ated equally and small trad rs pay 

on average a higher fee of percentage of the gro s margin than bigger traders. TI1e · 

mall tr d fam1 hould t lea b harged in ~..:cordan e \ ith th d 

type o th ir produ 



On what the farmers perceived as possible solutions to their problems, many 
fanners were trying to monitor market pric sand: proper and careful handling of their 
produce. OU1er perceiv~d soluti ns induckd selling directly to the market to avoid 
brokers exploitation. \,;onduding. impk mark~t research and engaging in personal 
s-.. lling. 

It c::t.n th~rdore be 'I! n that there are possible solutions to almost all the problems 
identi1ied. However, many are out-with the control of the fam1er. Improving roads and 
LOtmnunication ser\'ices for example, would remove a ho~t of problems faced by the 
small scale farmers. but it is limited by the district council funding and capacity. 
Farmers also stressed that various previous attempts to solve their marketing problems 
had failed. Some tried contract farming and marketing but it failed. Other fam1ers 
tried group marketing but it failed as well. However, there is a need for a legally 
binding contract where-by in the event of breach of contract, legal measures can be 
taken against the defaulter. Further on solutions, although most farmers mentioned 
that they were trying proper and careful handling of the produce, they still need to be 
taught more on the advantages of proper sorting grading and packing. In a nutshell, 
therefore, any factor or problem which cannot be ~.:ontrolled by the farmer limits the 
opportunity of effecting change at this level. Thus the need for a quick intervention 
either by the government or the private sector to help solve the farmers marketing 
problem . 

5. 0 c 

In n lu ion Di · ion h gr t p t ti 1 far h r il:ultur i on m d. 1 

nm man 
untl ' 



provides a basis for further expansion of the sub-sector, bringing prosperity to the local 

fam1ers. However, this pro~perity has bt.:cn hampered by various marketing problems or 

constrains including low and po r pric..;e,, e:•:ploitation by brokers, lack of market 

information or prit:~S and markd op rtunitit! , poor infrastructure and high transport 

means, <.tmong oth~t: .. \11th~::; ... marketing problems require attention by the responsible 

govemment authoritte or oth r priYate bodi~s, either at the local, district or national 

levd .. -\.tter alL the hortkultur:1l suh-section in Kirinyaga district, as else where in Kenya, 

is a major supplier of income, employment and food to the people. It therefore deserves to 

be given a top priority. 

·· Thus \Vith proper support, horticulture in Kirinyaga district may be expected to further 

develop into a prosperous industry, supplying good quality fruits and vegetables against 

reasonable prices to the rising urban population of Kenya. 

5.40 Lli\ITTATIO)J' OF TIIE STLTIY. 

The major limitation of this study was that the study covered only a single division of 

Kirinyaga district. Thus it was limited in its setting and the results cannot be generalised 

to all farmers in Ken. a. 

5.50 S'CGGESTIO S FOR FUTURE RESEARCH. 

-~number of areas can be identified where further research could be done. Firstly, this 

re ar h was limited to only mall-scale farm rs who were not contracted. Res arch effort 

could b~ d\;'.'Ot d to find out if l;ontra ted mall- ale farmers uffer d th sam probl m . 

ale 

udy to in\i tigat th horti ultural mark ting problems f: ing medium 

oul b arri d out. 



A further.research could be carried out to investigate how the successful horticultural 

?uyers perceive small- scale fi1rn1t:rs. 
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INTRODCCTORY LETTER: KL.\IA .. ',;r, SARAH W Al\I[BUI 
KThJ.-\~1, SARAH W.-\.."\ffiLl is a masters student in the Faculty of Commerce, University of 

Nairobi. In partial fulfilment of the requirement of the Masters in Business and Administration 

(lvffiA) she is conducting a study '·HORTIC1.JLTL"RAL MARKETING PROBLEtv1S FACING 

Si'vJALL-SC.-\LE FARlv1ERS (A CASE OF NTIIA DIVISION, KIRINYAGA DISTRICT)" 

Your organisation/finn has been selected to form part of this study. To this end, we kindly 

request your assistance in completing the questionnaire which f01ms an integral part of the 

research project. J'vis Kimani will be responsible for the administration of the questionnaire. Any 

additional information you might feel necessary for this study is welcome. 

The information and data required is needed for academic purposes and will be treated in strict 

confidence. A copy of the research project will be made available to your organisationlflnn upon 

request. 

Your co-operation will be highly appreciated. 

Thank you. 

You incerely 
~fr. K nduiwo 
Dean. Faculty of commerce 



Appendix II · The Questiomw.ire 

(i) In marketing your honicultur..tl produt.:ts(fruits and vegetablcs),do you 
encount~rany probkm Pkas~ uck. ( ~)""here appropriate. 

[ ] Yt: :\ 

[ J no 

(ii) If your atlS\Va to the abo\'e question is 'yes' Please tick (C ) only these 
statements that indicate marketing problems that you face. 
(iii) If your <.UlS\Ver is ··0;o'', please go to question three 

a) Lack of market information on prices and market opportunities ( ) 
b) Brokers exploitation 

( ) 
c) Competition from other farmers' produce 

( ) 
d) Lack of money to promote my produce 

( ) 
e) Low and poor prices 

( ) 
f) High market fees charged by county council 

( ) 
g) Inability to conduct market research 

( ) 
h) Perishability of produce before they reach the market ( ) 
I) Lack of transport to the market 

( ) 
j) High transport charges to the market 

( ) 
k) Others(please spe ify) ......................................................... : .............. . 

2. Rank the following horticultural mark ting problems cording to the ~1ent o 
importanc to ou. Tiie mo t important hould be rank d numb r 1 tht; ond m t 
imp rtant pr bl numb r 2 in th t or r.l) 

2 



i) Lack of market information on prices and market opportunities ( ) 

ii) Broh::rs ~1\"[Jloitation ( ) 

iii) Inability of conducting market r~.:scan.:h ( ) 

iv) Poor quality of prodlll't; bcf rt! th~y r~ad1 tht! market ( ) 

v) Lack ol'tr:msport and high tr nsp rtation charges to the market ( ) 

vi) La~k ot th~ mon~y to promote the produce ( ) 

vii) Lo\v ~md poor price ( ) 

viii) Compdition due to overproduction ( ) 

ix) High market fees charged by county council ( ) 

x) Buyers usually buy in credit ( ) 

xi) Others (please sp~cify) .......................................................................... . 

3. For each of the following statements, please indicate how strongly you agree or 

disagree with the statements. Indicate by circling only the number which best 

represent your level of agreement. 

5=strongly agree 

4= agree 

3 = neither agree or disagree 

2= disagree 

1 = strongly disagree 

1) Brokers enable us to sell our produce 

2) Bro 

3) Bro 

4) 

e ploit u greatly by o ering very low pri es 

pro id u ith m t infonnati n 

m nd high u li ' pr u 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 2 1 

2 1 

2 1 



5) Brokers mostly buy on credit 5 4 3 2 1 

6) Brokers offer us pat:kaging fa '1liti~s 5 4 3 2 1. 

7) \lfiddl~men hide 'Ome in.fl m1ation on prices from us 5 4 3 2 1 

8) Middkm~.:n are a bl ck b~..:nv~~n u and the buyers 5 4 3 2 1 

4. If your illL Wt . .:r to qu~stion 1 i) wa· "yes" please tick (a) only those statements that 

indicat~ what you ~U'e d'- ing to solve these problems. 

(i) Concluding imple mark~t r~search ( ) 

(ii) Proper and careful handling of the produce. ( ) 

(iii) Engaging in aggressive personal selling because advertising 

is very costly. ( ) 

(iv) Selling directly to the market to avoid middlemen exploitation. ( ) 

(v) ~fonitoring market prices. ( ) 

(vi) Selling as a group to have a stronger bargaining power. ( ) 

(vii) Others (please specify).-----------------------------------------------------
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PRODUCTION OF MAJOR HORTICULTURAL CROPS 1989-96. 

' 

l=OI II TC: :oonn Jl r'T jrl~.l t. OI= h fH I=rTt.OI=S\ 
I I I \,., I IV I I ll '-./UV-....J I ..._,,,, \ lll-1\~11\....VI t\fi L- l 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 199& 1995 1996! 
I I i 

7C' r.r.n 1 I ' 
'" ]:::1'1-4 i Af' 5 ... 51 

441434 1 45,269 1 nAAiAid.A(""\ 6" r.nn ! '7C nn-, ! 7C'9"' ! 01"\l'it'\l'it'\0 O,::JJC:. j 10,::3::30 1 I :;) I ::3 t:.l I 0, I I 1 I ::3 I "J;:j I I <t;:, I ( I 

7 Q.17 i 7 73~ 1 9,886 ! 
I 

P!NEAPLES 7 '{()() ! .R'1?? ! 11,002 j 7,686 1 10.142 ! 
, ,-"'"' j t ~-II l -~--- , I' ~ ~ I I 

CITRUS 18.057 ! 19.031 ! 19,314 ! 15,830! 16,170 ! 161339 ! 141865 i 14,270 j 
I I I I I I I I 

iViANGOES 8141 3 ! 9,61 y ; i 0 330 i i i 1839i 12,357 i i 21028 i 1018621 11 ,1 43 ! l • 

IA7 ! ' A =:1'"\::: ! 4 •gc ! - '96 ' 4,658 j 5,708 1 PA '.f'J PA \"JS ') A ncr. : 51007 j U 1 1._,1 : ~,c.u.:: I "1'1...1Vv ,J U J :J, I j 

AVOCADOS 1,37? ; ~ "\ ?.1 ! 1 "\ 1 "? 1 R72 1 2,442 l 21852 : 11978 1 2,585 i H ', ...,._ 'I ', ...... 'I . ,~. I 
' ' I I H 

TEM PARATE FRUill 1 .630i 1.525 i 1.705 1.747 i 11644 i 1.664 1 1,577 1 1.8421 U'l H 
U'l 

>< I I I 
H PASSiON FRUiTS 870 ! 1.073 i 1.463 1 ,366i 11567 i 1,266 i 11419 I 1,550i 
~ r'.TL.;CG ~: rno~ 

I 

~22 ~ I ' &.::2" 5 1 ~;;:: 0 ! 492 : 71 no : A07 010 ' 
J.il \.J IIIt-..t11t'III 1 V1lV 1 1 v.u ! -ru ! f .. \,.) i u•u : v -r. i VVU ! 
p,. 

214 ! 393 1 
p,. WATER MELONS I 295.2 ! .387 1 392 ! 330 ! 357 1 243 ' <C 

; i I I 

'T'"'T4 J A 
I 

,J "" -, ..... "" ! ~ ..., ,...., "'""""" : i ' I . i 
I' O.t LL i 

~ ""'"' ""',...I"'\ , .J ..., ""' ,.... "'.A r- I 129,812 il 01,503.5 1 88,260 1 93,394 i IUIJ-\L.::> I LL,.j':::J I I I L.j,::'OLII LL,O.j I.O i 



VEGETABLES PRODUCTION AREA (HACTARES) 
I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I A 

i989! 1990 ! 1991 ! 1992j 1993j 1994 j 1995 j I 

i ! I i i 

CAB!3AGE3 25,1 f\4 1 24 ,61 ~ 2::J,0<19 i 20,7R1 ! 1R,{I70 , 19,980 I 17,2 

VAl rc.~ 

I 
I · ... ·ss 1 

i 
j 7,569 

F\.1""\LCU 16,453 j 16,079 18,233 i I t,"t I 17,509 i 22,435 1 

TOMATOES 12.678 i 12,636 15,495! 13,528 ! 12,767 i 14,246 i 11 ,157 1 

ONIONS 6.319 I 6.089 7 ,145! 4 ,888 ! 5.043! 5,124 i 4 315 1 

CARROTS 
I') 1"7 A J A of A A c: "55 i A OQ< ! I ~.719 1 4,040 
V1 I I-t! ""T,I"'T"'T "'•" i .,.,v I I 4,559 i 

GARDEN PEAS - i 5.504 6.7671 6.169 i 4 ,1 44 1 7,005 i 7,195 1 

OTHER VEGETABLES 1.822 l 1.307 1.238 i 1.486 i 1.076 ! 1.234 ! 1,649 1 

FRENCH 8E;\NS 'l 1'\Pt: ! 'l 71'\7 5 O'lO! <: IOQ ! 5,8071 4,792 1 4,5721 
...,,V'-'V I VII VI , .... ..., ... , '"'•'"' I 

ASiAN VEGETABLES 1,603 i 1.214 2.227i 1,227 i 3,039j 3,6J7 1 5,3511 

TRADITIONAL VEGETABLES 3,712! 3.739 3,9481 4 ,450 i 4,1121 5,so9 I 3,479 i 

8R!r-!J:\LS ' c:no I 1 '178 1,3881 :;'lo ! 1 'l01 I 1,526 1 1,5421 
. ,-- I -~-I 

,~v I 

SPiNACH - i 737 624j 653j 558j 1,636 1 1,628 1 

TOTAL 93,552 I 130,482 Q1,308! 82,156 I 713,874! Qt,942 l 7Q,et t I 
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I 

' I 
! FRUITS PRODUCTJON IN METRIC TONS 

i i i I 

1989 1990 ! 1991 ! 1992 ~ 1993 1 1994 i 1995 i 

i I i 
892,463 1 

I 
BANANAS 875;209 ! 9201513 ! 1,0191463 1 98.5,982 ! 817,508 ! 446,533 
nn.lrA nnr r("'\ n--, A 36< ! "'6 36" I nnn • 47 ! 569.125 475,117 r II~Cf"lr rLCv vt '+, 1 1 vt , v 1 378,705 i VOV,I I 550,554 i 
CITRUS 155,604 ! 199,002 ! 190.994 ! 124,383 1 163,335 i 169,211 16310 

' &.tt~;.rGOES 7n on'J ! 76,679 : 94 ,., I i 
97,426 1 88,129 1 89 2631 j IVInl~ 1 ", ovv 1 ,t:..1v1 90,160 i 

!PAWPAWS 43.716 i 47,741 i 45,2531 62.043 i 55,779 i 57,539 i 57,465 1 
! A"Ar/\rnc: 'n 043 ! 19,170 1 21,291 1 

I I I 
'n ')1 'J ! 39,115 i 41,295 j 1 y vru..t\JV c..u,c.. " I c...v, ! I 

iTEMPERATE H~UITS 14,468! 14,810 ! 17,381 j 19,857 i 14,756 1 17,541 1 11,085 

: P.'\SSIO.! FRU!TS 
I 

16,256 1 I 12,680 1 13,359 1 6,456 l 8,380 1 12,127 i 7,735 
' I I 

iOTHER MiNORS i 51848 i 6,510 1 4,55B i 5,013 1 5,291 1 3,7 I I 

!WATER MELO. ?~M! 3,308 ! 3,653 ! 1,938 ! 2,987 : 3,413 1 2,3 6 -, ............... , ,_____ 
' ' 

' I i I i I I 

iTOTA.LS 1 ,575,199 J 1,675,686! 1,791,658 ! 1,705,486 ! 1,759,154 1 1,851 ,74.3 ! 1, 



:VEGETABLES PRODUCTION IN METRIC TONS I 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 995 
I I I i i i I I I !CABBAGES 4-3.3,284! 302.894i 36.3,860 i 322.260 1 246,040 1 324,070 1 20~650 1 ! 1/AJ II""\ "'"""" 1"\..,1'\! 1 "" rr. • I I rv\U:w J-JU,.Jf 0 I O.J,::>U'+ I 220,931 i 249,9981 230,6211 317,787 1 

ITiv1ATES 247.5101 264,249 I 316,544 i 216,621! 191,619i 178,1481 153,276 ! ~~~r'\"'S I I 68 CVV"ll "7'l 234 ! A"71'.A I I 
48,726 41,640 

c-c_o ,., .. . 

51,597 i 1 1'41VI~ UU,'tl'tl ,u.c.:> j 1.:>, 1 'tl, l'tl 
!CARROTS 39.846i 59.744! 63.0.'30 i 62.273 i 58.364 ! 55.168 i 5330 ! GADnc;o;J cc.~ c ! 

ry) oc:n I ')1 643 1 24,6121 17,6431 42,234 1 2,697 1 
I IIUL.I,I ~ i t:-v,lAJV I v I I 
! 011-iER VEGETABLES 26,051 i 13,172 i 12,251 ! 13,889 i 11,887 i 10,2521 13,672 1 ! r=ol=l\Jrl-l Ql=~ .r~ 17 ::I~? ! 1~~~ ?4 2651 22,265j I 

18,271 1 15,219 f 
J I I \1-1 ,'-'1 I 1...1'-J lJ .. '-' ,vv<-1. •v 1v 1 '- ' I 19,624 i 
i ASIAN VEGETABLES 14,541 1 i6 6i0 i 32,487! 77,085 i 16,380 i 62,995 1 ",211 I I ' 

1 TP.A.DmON.A.L I I I I I I I i i i I I I i \/EGET ABLES i 1.8C6 i 16,329 i 12,341! 25,348 i 181185 i 11,305 i 14,616 i i BRINJA.LS ?,232j 11,947! 14,195 1 31537' 61315 j 7,074 1 I 
s.7 I ! ,...._,., ... ~roo.·• I I 

2.641 i .. --· 5.484 i 5.081 i 2.683 Z3.558 
1 .:::>1"'11 vn I 1.4,0// I 
I 

I I I 
! TI"'\TAil" • •n• gsA ! n-r-t .ot ""' ! •• 69658! • 0'0 546 i 8'n 36• j 1,078.613 876,250 1 j iVII"'\W 1,1:::1<+, '+ I ':J I I , I .C I I 1,1 , 1 I, I I I I v, I I 



.-\ppcndix IV 

Validity Test Data 

For t!ach of th~ following ·rat...mt:m ·. pk< ~ indicat~ how strongly you agree or 

disagr~e with th~ ·t~ t 'm~nt.s . lndi'-ak by circling only th~ number which b~st represent 

you le\'el of agrt: 'ment. 

5= Strongly agree 

4= Agree 

3= ~either agree nor disagree 

2= Disagree 

1 = Strongly agree 

1. A.sians enable us to sell our produce 5 4 3 2 

2. •' e:~ . .-ploit us greatly by buying at low prices 5 4 3 2 

3." demand high quality produce 5 4 3 2 

4."' \Iostly buy on credit 5 4 3 2 

5. " normally buy on "ash 5 4 3 2 

6. ·' are good l:UStomers who are always ready to buy 5 4 3 2 

7. " provide us with credit 5 4 3 2 

8 .•. are mean people 5 4 3 2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



.-\ppendix V 

Table 1 s~oring procedure in validity testing 

Stroncrly j Agr~e ~either Disagree 1 Strongly Statements J agr~,;e o ' .\gre l DisagTee I nor 
I Dis·1gr ~ I 

1 Positive l 2 I 0 -1 -2 regative--1_ -2 -1 I 0 1 2 ___.. 

The table abov~: 'hO\\ that if a respondent ticked either strongly agree or agree for a 

positive statem~.:nt, the sc re was 2 or 1 respectively. A respondent who strongly agrees 

with a negative statement scores negatiYe two while the one who strongly disagrees 

scores two. A neutral attitude got a score of zero. 

Table 2 Business women's attitude towards A..sians. 

I Stat t 

l 
emen s 

0 ! ean 
I scores scores I 1. Asians enable us. to sell our Eroduce I -

11.667 i ) 
1 2. " explo1ts us greatly by buving at low prices 4 I 1.333 
I 3 . .. demand high quality produce 3 11.00 I 4. ·' mostlv buy on credit I 5 1 1.667 I 5. " normally buy on cash 4 11.333 \ 6. " are good customers who are always ready to buy 4 I 1.333 17. " provide us with credit 13 l 1.00 r " ean eo le 
;roTAL 

8. are m E E 15 11.667 
! 11.00 

The overall mean score = 1 1/8 

=1.375 

This hows that in general the \ omen had a ery strong positi e attitud to\ ards the 

' 



Rcliabi lity Test Computation 

Statement 
1 
2 
3 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Appendix VI 

::;·ore 
0 

-46 
-48 
-38 
-34 
-43 
--+2 

rank 
2 
7 
1 
4 
3 
6 
5 

• -ote: In eal:h of the sets of paired items below, slips of papers numbered the scores were 

placed on a bow- like paper sheet and randomly selected, in each case. This was done by 

dr~:ving a first paper from the bow and recording the number on it. The process was 

repeated until 8 scores were drawn in each case. TI1e ranks con·esponding to the scores 

were then written. 

i) set 1 of paired items 

X Rank y Rank dl dl2 
-48 8 -46 7 1 1 30 2 37 1 1 1 -38 4 -3-t 3 1 1 -43 6 --+2 5 1 1 

2:dl 2 
= 4 

using Spear-man's rank correlation co-efficient fommla, 

r 1 = 1-6 2: dl 2 
.., 

n(n--1) 

fst = 1- 6(4) 
16-1) 

r,l =- 1-0. 
r .. 0.6 

r t= 0. 



ii) Set two of paired items. 

X Rank 
-43 6 
-48 8 
37 l 
-34 3 

r ... = l-6 d1: s ... ~-

ll\ n: -l) 

r s1 = 1 :...§ill 
4(16-1) 

= 1-24 
60 

= 1-0.4 

= 0.6 

thus the mean set r ;1 = 0.6 

iii) set three 

X 
-46 
37 
-42 
-34 

Rank 
7 
1 
5 
3 

= 1-§.C::!) 
60 

= 1- 0.4 

- 0.6 

111 n th m an t r u - 0.6 

y 
-42 
-46 
0 

-j 

y 
-48 
30 
-43 
-38 

R·1nk 
5 
7 
2 
4 

Rank 
8 
2 
6 
4 

dl 
-1 
-1 
1 
-1 

dl 
1 
1 
-1 
-1 

dl2 

1 
1 
1 
l 

~4 

dl2 

1 
1 
1 
1 

I:dl1 = 4 



Therefore, the overall mean for the three sets is 

Th~n. 

R u -rr , ~...±.l..u 
3 

= 0.6 

CotTt~cting r, with tll~ p~armun Brovvn Correlation 
g1v~n r w n(r ~1 

1-.-(n-l)r s 

when~: 

rw = tht! internal LOnsistffiCY reliability 

r5 = con·elation co-efficient between halves 
~ 

n = number of paired items 

rw= 4(0 .6) 
1 +( 4-1)0.6 

= 2.4 
1--( 1.8) 

2.4 
2.8 

= 0.85714 

~ 0.857 

The computed coefficient Alpha r s which is an average of three correlation values 
was found to be 0.6. The scale according to Tull and Churchill can be said to be reliable. 

The coeffident Alpha was corrected with the pear-man Brown prophesy formula to 
obtain th internal onsi en y reliability (r w) which was found to b 0.857 .This th n 

rther nfirm that th ttitud le was int rn ll c nsi nt. 

60 



Appendix \Ill 

A two -tailed tests of means using the T- distribution. 

Firstly we get the population standard de ·iati n. 

' - ) p -:: 1J...2(x- xr 
n-r 
-

x (x- x) 
30 53 

-46 -2 
-43 -25 
37 60 

-38 -15 
-34 -11 
-43 -20 
-42 -19 

-
. ·- -23 

(x- ~)~ 
- 09 
5_9 
625 
3600 
225 
121 
400 
361 
8670 
S=-18670 

26 
=18.3 

estimate of a po_pulation standard deviation sa= s = 'J~(x- xi = 18.3 
n-1 

to find out \\·hether the sa.n1ple mean(-23) lies within the acceptance region we have:: 

J1 Ho =--29-hypothesised population mean 

n =27 

-
X =23 

s = 18.3 

~a =0.05 - level of significance. 

Therefore the hypothesis is 

Ho : J1 =- 29 H, : 1-1 '::/! -29 at =0.05 

\ t\.\0 tail d te lS u d. 



Since the sample size (n) is '27. the appropriate number of degrees of freedom is 26 = (27-

1). 1l1erefore, .from the t - distri bution table at 0.05 level of ·ig.n.ificance the value oft= 

2.056. 

Then · 
' 

,, 

.uHo ± tQ 
\11 

'"'9 . O'i - Jt 1 -- - -· _6 -· 
'127 

-29 ::: 7.24 

= -21.76 ___ ..,...,. lower limit 
=-36.24 ..,. upper limit 

Figure I 
acceptance region .... ~~- --+-

-21.76 -29 -36.24 source: primary data 

From the figure, we can see that the sample mean lies within the at;cepbnce region. 

Therefore the null hypothesis should be accepted, that is, the true sample mean is - 29 . 


