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ABSTRACT 
 

The study assessed the determinants of coffee production and marketing on farmers’ farms in Kogi 
State. Two Local Government Areas (Ijumu and Kabba-Bunu Local Government Areas) were 
purposively sampled. These areas are known for the production and marketing of coffee. A total 
sample of eighty-four respondents was randomly selected from the two Local Government Areas. 
Structured interview schedules were used for data collection from respondents. The data collected 
were analyzed using inferential statistics analysis. Cobb-Douglas functional form regression model 
was chosen based on the value of the R2 and the number of significant variables. The result 
indicated that marital status, household size, educational level, variety of coffee planted, farm size 
and farming experience constituted the major factors that significantly determined coffee 
production and marketing in the study area. The study recommended that policies should be 
targeted at encouraging literacy among coffee farmers to have access to market information and 
as such will be able to sell the crop for more profits. Also, households with higher number of 
persons should be encouraged to use family labour effectively in coffee marketing than other 
economic ventures so as to improve the economy of the households in the study area.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The vast majority of coffee production has its 
roots in colonialism, during which missionaries or 
colonialists usually imported the plant. Coffee 
then became a “cash crop, planted and 
harvested by serfs or wage laborers on large 
plantations, then exported to imperial countries” 
[1]. Consequently, governments, ethnic relations 
and general ways of life were changed in these 
countries because of the shift to the new reliance 
on coffee production. However, with the growth 
of the United States economy, the market for 
exporting coffee also expanded. Therefore, 
coffee became a major source of income for 
many countries in Central and South America, 
Africa, and South Asia where colonialism was 
present and the environment was ideal for coffee 
trees [2]. Meanwhile, the coffee plant originated 
in Ethiopia. This assertion was corroborated by 
[3] who reported that Ethiopia is the birthplace 
and is the largest producer of Arabica coffee in 
Sub-Saharan Africa countries and it is ranked the 
fifth largest coffee producer in the world next to 
Brazil, Vietnam, Colombia, and Indonesia. The 
country contributes about 7 to 10 percent of total 
world coffee production. Nevertheless, coffee-
drinking habits had spread to Europe by the 17th 
century.  
 

According to [4] the coffee tree can be grown 
only in warm areas without frost or sudden 
temperature shifts, and it also needs plenty of 
rain. Coffee is also a shade loving tree that 
grows well under the large indigenous trees such 
as the Cordia Abyssinia and the Acacia species 
[4]. This explains why it is a common export 
commodity for countries in tropical areas, and an 
unsuitable one for the rest of the world. In 
addition, a standing coffee crop has been 
accorded many advantages. Environmentally, 
coffee trees of either variety maintain a forest-
type ecosystem and protect the soil against run-
off, thus contributing to the conservation of the 
environment [5]. Similarly, it provides financial 
security to the farmer and represents a feasible 
asset that can be sold while still green before 
harvest to satisfy an urgent need for liquidity or 
serve as collateral for a credit. It may also 
enhance land tenure security, since its presence 
on the land attests to the farmer's ownership 
rights in case the land is not officially marked out. 
Moreover, it constitutes an asset that can be 
passed on to generations [5]. Coffee is a highly 
labour-intensive industry employing an estimated 

100 million people in over 60 developing 
countries, where it is often a vital source of 
export revenues and income to producers, many 
of whom are smallholders [6]. Commercially 
grown varieties are Coffee Arabica and Coffee 
Robusta. C. Arabica has a mild taste, it is more 
fragile, and its best growing conditions are found 
in warm zones or in the highlands of tropical 
zones. Contrastingly, C. Robusta is more 
resistant and can be grown between sea level 
and 800 metres above sea level (ASL) [4]. 
 
According to [7] market may be defined as “a 
particular group of people, an institution, and a 
mechanism for ease of exchange. The concept 
of market has also been connected to the level of 
communication among buyers and sellers and 
the degree of substitutability among goods. 
However, the concept of perfect market, for 
instance, is an abstraction used by economists 
as a standard for assessing the performance of 
market situations that differ from its specifications 
[7]. In addition, market is an area in which one or 
more sellers of given products/services and their 
close substitutes exchange with and compete for 
the patronage of a group of buyers. Originally the 
term market stood for the place where buyers 
and sellers are gathered to exchange their 
goods, such as village square. The concept of 
exchange and relationships lead to the concept 
of market. It is the set of actual and potential 
buyers of product [8]. Hence, a market can be 
envisaged as a process in which ownership of 
goods is transferred from seller to buyer who 
may be final consumers of intermediaries. 
Therefore, market comprises of sales locations, 
sellers, buyers and transactions [3]. 
 
Meanwhile, marketing is a societal practice by 
which individuals and groups obtain what they 
need and want through creating, offering, and 
freely exchanging products and services and 
value with others [9]. However, marketing can be 
grouped into two major categories; classical 
(narrow) definitions and modern (broad) 
definitions. Classically, marketing is defined as 
“the performance of business activities from 
producer to consumer or user of the process in a 
society by which the demand structure for 
economic goods and services is anticipated 
(enlarged) and satisfied through the conception, 
promotion, and physical distribution of such 
goods and services”. These show that marketing 
oriented toward the physical movement of 
economic goods and services [3]. Similarly, [3] 
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reports that modern marketing concept has 
evolved over a period of more than a century. 
The role and significance of marketing were 
primarily a function of the stage of economic 
development in a country. In a primitive society 
based on agriculture and handcrafts, exchange is 
very limited and marketing is more or less non-
existent. 
 
Despite the significance of the crop in the world 
market, its marketing encountered a downward 
trend in the last few decades. The major 
challenge was due to low prices in the 
international market [10-14], and the impact of 
this was mainly felt by the producers with little (if 
any) by the main consumer countries at the end 
of the marketing chain [15]. These assertions 
were corroborated by [16] who reported low 
prices and poor farm management as challenges 
coffee farmers in Nigeria face. Expectedly, this 
trend caused immense hardship to countries 
where coffee is a key economic activity, as well 
as to the farmers who produce it [11]. It was 
reported that losses resulting from coffee crisis 
made some producers to fall into debts while 
some took loans which they found difficult to pay 
back [10]. Also, some have eventually been 
forced to sell their land and transfer their 
workforce to other farm activities. In many 
developing countries with large number of coffee 
producers, poor pricing implies declining income 
for farming communities, especially for basics 
such as food, medicine and education of 
children. Some rural areas experience mass 
exoduses of people to the cities since their 
source of livelihoods have been disrupted [10]. 
 

Basically, the producers of these coffee beans 
are often small-scale farmers who are reliant on 
faceless consumers, large corporations and an 
ebbing market for their income and resources. 
Meanwhile, empirical studies revealed that 
smallholders in developing countries face 
numerous constraints due to the pervasive 
imperfections of markets. Increasing evidence 
shows that through collective actions, 
smallholders can reduce transaction costs of 
accessing input and output markets, adopt 
efficiency-increasing and value-adding 
technologies, and tap into high-value markets 
associated with certification and labeling [17-21]. 
In the early 2000s, a historic world market price 
slump hit millions of coffee farmers hard, 
especially smallholder producers in Africa and 
Latin America [22]. The volatility of coffee 
markets in combination with poor production 
infrastructure and services have sunk the 

majority of coffee producers in developing 
countries in low input-low output cycles and 
structural poverty. Furthermore, coffee is a 
traditionally worldwide traded cash crop with new 
emerging markets; many coffee-producing 
developing countries such as Nigeria are 
struggling with production and marketing of the 
crop [23]. In addition, smallholder coffee growers 
face high transaction cost, lack of market 
information, poor infrastructure, and weak capital 
markets [24]. Moreover, imperfect competition in 
which farmers are getting paid less for their 
produce than they would in a competitive 
situation occurs among the smallholder coffee 
growers in Nigeria. This loss of income may have 
a serious effect on the life situation of a trader 
who is living close to absolute poverty. When this 
effect is added to the other aforementioned 
factors that are characteristic of the coffee 
industry, we can perhaps understand why, many 
of these farmers perceive that this situation is 
unfair. There is therefore need to develop 
collective marketing that can lead to improved 
bargaining power in negotiations with buyers and 
intermediaries. The objectives of the study were 
to profile the socio-economic characteristics of 
the farmers, and determine factors that influence 
coffee marketing in the study area. 
 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 

The study was conducted in Kogi State, Nigeria. 
The state is in the middle belt region and falls in 
to the guinea savannah agro ecological zone of 
the country. It is located on Latitude 09o 111 and 
Longitude 08

o
44

1 
with an elevation of 1340m 

ASL. Two Local Government Areas (Ijumu and 
Kabba-Bunu Local Government Areas) were 
purposively sampled. These areas are known for 
production and marketing of coffee. A total 
sampling frame of eighty-four respondents was 
used. Structured interview schedules were used 
for data collection from respondents. Data were 
collected on socio economic characteristics (age, 
educational status, marital status, gender, 
membership of farmers’ group) and market level 
characteristics (trading experience, coffee variety 
planted, marketing channel) respectively. 
Additional information was gathered through 
informal discussions with the farmers and by 
personal observations of the crop in some of the 
farmers’ farms. Data were analyzed using 
multiple regression analysis. The Cobb Douglas 
(Double Log) regression model was chosen 
based on the value of the R2 and the number of 
significant variables. The model is described 
explicitly thus: 
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LogY= logf (X1, X2, X3, X4, X5, X6, X7,X8, X9,X10)       
+ e 
 
Where Y = yield of coffee (kg/ha) 
            X1= age (years) 
            X2= trading experience (years) 
            X3= gender (male=1, female=0) 
            X4= marital status (1=single, 2=married, 

3=divorced, 4=widowed) 
            X5= farm size (hectares) 
            X6= educational background (number of 

years) 
            X7= membership of cooperative society 

(1= yes, 0= no) 
            X8= variety of coffee (1=C. Arabica, 0=C. 

Robusta) 
            X9=household size (number of persons) 
            X10= Marketing channel (1=local buying 

agents, 0=Exporters) 
            ei  = error term 
 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Table 1 shows the determinants of marketing of 
coffee among smallholder farmers. The table 

reveals that educational level of the farmers was 
highly significant at 1% level of probability with 
negative coefficient. However, this is contrary to 
a priori expectation and result of a similar study 
by [24]. It is expected that as education level 
increases farmers tend to produce and sell more 
to private traders. In addition, it was revealed that 
marital status and household size of the 
respondents were significant at 1% and 10% 
level of probability respectively. The result of the 
household size is in tandem with [6]. The 
implication of this is that family labour may be 
used to reduce some transaction costs. 
Furthermore, variety of coffee planted and 
trading experience have negative coefficients 
and were both significant at 1% level of 
probability. This result is contrary to [24] who 
reported a non-significance value for trading 
experience on coffee marketing in Ethiopia. Also, 
the result reveals that farm size of the farmers 
was significant (p≤0.01) and has a positive 
coefficient. The result conforms to the a priori 
expectation because the larger the farm size the 
more coffee beans that would be produced for 
sale to buyers.  

 

Table 1. Determinants of coffee marketing among smallholder farmers 
 

Variable Coefficient Standard error t-Value 
Age of Farmer -0.3491 0.7554 -0.46 
Educational level of farmer -0.3627 0.1321 -2.74*** 
Marital status of farmer 1.0846 0.6130 1.77*** 
Household size 0.7430 0.2262 3.28* 
Farm size 1.0108 0.2018 5.01*** 
Coffee variety -2.4433 0.3313 -7.37*** 
Membership of group -0.3156 0.3343 -0.94 
Trading experience -1.0902 0.1918 -5.68*** 
Marketing channel 0.2132 0.3346 0.64 
Const 2.0501 1.1735 1.75 
R2 0.7105   
Adj R

2
 0.6708   

No. of Observation 84   
Source: Field Survey, 2016; ***,**,*, Significant at 1%, 5% and 10% level of Probability 

 

Table 2. Result for test of multicollinearity 
 

Variable                           VIF              1/VIF 
Age of Farmer                     3.37.                   0.29 
Marketing channel                     3.65                   0.27 
Marital status of farmer                     2.35                   0.42 
Household size                     3.95                    0.25 
Coffee variety                     4.22               0.23 
Educational level of farmer                     2.60                   0.38 
Farm size                    7.18                   0.13 
Trading experience                    3.13                   0.31 
Membership of group                     4.29                   0.23   
Mean VIF                    3.74  

Source: Field Survey, 2016 
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Table 2 shows the result of the test for 
multicollinearity. The result shows no problem of 
multicollinearity since the Variance Inflation 
Factor (VIF) values of the variables in the model 
are less than the critical value (10). The 
estimated Tolerance Value (1/VIF) results range 
from 2.35 to 7.18 with a mean value of 3.74. This 
shows that multicollinearity is not an issue in the 
model as these values for the explanatory 
variables are less than 10. The result is similar to 
[25-27] who reported a VIF of less than 10.   
 

4. CONCLUSION 
 

The study assessed the determinants of coffee 
production and marketing at farmers’ fields in 
Kogi State. Marital Status, house hold size, 
educational level, variety of coffee, farm size and 
farming experience constituted the major factors 
that determined the marketing of coffee in the 
study area. The study therefore recommends 
that policies should be targeted at encouraging 
literacy among coffee traders as this will go a 
long way in making the farmers having an access 
to market information and as such will be able to 
sell the crop for more profits. In addition, farmers 
should be trained on the variety of the crop that 
has higher market demand since the variety of 
coffee planted has significant effect on coffee 
marketing. Moreover, household with higher 
number of persons should be encouraged to use 
family labour effectively in coffee marketing in 
which they have comparative advantage than 
other economic ventures so as to improve the 
economy of the households in the study area.  
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
Special thanks to the co-authors especially Dr 
Kayode Akanni OLUYOLE, who gave their 
support and worked so hard in the preparation of 
this research article. I also wish to appreciate my 
family for their constant support in my career. 
 
COMPETING INTERESTS 
 
Authors have declared that no competing 
interests exist. 
 

REFERENCES 
 

1. James D. Coffee in a fair trade market. 
Report On the Americas. 2000;11-14. 

2. Cleland D. The Impacts of coffee 
production on local producers. Social 
Sciences Department College of liberal 

arts. California Polytechnic State 
University; 2010. 

3. Asfaw TF. Evaluating the quality of coffee 
product on marketing performance of 
Ethiopian Commodity Exchange (ECX) 
Hawassa Branch. International Journal of 
Social Sciences Perspectives. 2018;2(1): 
50-79.  
ISSN: 2577-7750 

          DOI:10.33094/7.2017.2018.21.50.79© 
2018 by the authors; licensee Online 
Academic Press, USA50. 

4. Milford A. Coffee, Co-operatives and 
competition: The Impact of fair trade. Chr. 
Michelsen Institute. Development Studies 
and Human Rights; 2004. 

5. Nchare A. Impacts of economic 
liberalisation and of CFA franc devaluation 
on the arabica coffee and food crops 
supply in Cameroon. PhD dissertation, 
Department of Rural Economics, Faculty of 
Biological, Agronomic and Environmental 
Engineering, Catholic University of 
Louvain, Louvain-La-Neuve; 2002. 

6. Demeke T. Performance of coffee 
marketing co-operatives and members’ 
satisfaction in dale district: Snnprs-
Southern Ethiopia. A Thesis Submitted to 
the School of Graduate Studies Haramaya 
University in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of Master of 
Science in agriculture (Agricultural 
Marketing); 2007. 

7. Solomon B. Genetic diversity analysis of 
the wild Coffee Arabica L. populations from 
Harenna Forest, Bale Mountains of 
Ethiopia, Using Inter Simple Sequence 
Repeats (ISSR) Marker; 2007.  
Available:http://etd.aau.edu.et/bitstream/12
3456789/148/2/Solomon%20Belami.pdf. 
[Accessed June 11, 2021]  

8. Duane W. Marketing: Creating and 
capturing customer value; 2010.  
Available:https://web.viu.ca/weaverd/mark
160/mark160-ch01.ppt.  

9. Kotler P. Marketing Management. Delhi-
India; 2003. 

10. CIRAD. All you need to know about coffee. 
Agricultural Research for Development 
(CIRAD); 2009. 
Available:http://www.cirad.fr/en/publication
s-resources/science-for-all/the-
issues/coffee/the-issues  

11. Osorio N. The Global Coffee Crisis: A 
threat to Sustainable Development. 
International Coffee Organization. 2002;4. 



 
 
 
 

Akinpelu et al.; AJAHR, 8(3): 13-18, 2021; Article no.AJAHR.69789 
 
 

 
18 

 

12. Osorio N. Action to address the coffee 
crisis. International Coffee Organization. 
2004;2. 

13. Osorio N. Lessons from the world        
coffee crisis: A serious problem for 
sustainable development. International 
Coffee Organization. 2004;7. 

14. Osorio, N. The impact of the crisis of low 
coffee prices. International Coffee 
Organization; 2005. 

15. Aderolu IA, Babalola FD, Ugioro O, 
Anagbogu CF,Ndagi I, Mokwunye FC, 
Mokwunye IU, Idrisu M and Asogwa EU. 
Production and marketing of Coffee 
(Coffea robusta) in Kogi State, Nigeria: 
Challenges and recommendation for 
intervention Article in Journal of Social 
Science Research March; 2014.   

          DOI: 10.24297/jssr.v3i2.35. 
16. Alli MA, Adesanya KA, Agboola-Adedoja 

MO, Adelusi AA, Ogunwolu QA, Ugwu CA, 
Akinpelu OA.  Review on coffee research 
and production in Nigeria in the last one 
decade (2009-2018). 

17. Kersting S, Wollni M. New institutional 
arrangements and standard adoption: 
Evidence from small-scale and vegetable 
farmers in Thailand, Food Policy. 2012; 
37:452-462. 

18. Gruere G, Nagarajan L, King E. The Role 
of collective action in the marketing of 
underutilized plant species: Lessons from 
a case study on minor millets in South 
India, Food Policy. 2009;34:39-45. 

19. Devaux A, Horton H, Velasco C, Thiele G, 
Lopez G, Bernet T, Reinoso T, M. 
Ordinola. Collective action for market chain 
innovation in the Andes, Food Policy. 
2009;34:31-38. 

20. Narrod C, Roy D, Okello K, Avendano B, 
Rich K, Thorat A. Public–private 
partnerships and collective action in high 
value fruit and vegetable supply chains, 
Food Policy. 2009;34:8-15. 

21. Wollni M, Zeller M. Do farmers benefit from 
participating in specialty markets and 
Cooperatives? The case of coffee 
marketing in Costa Rica, Agricultural 
Economics. 2007;37:243-248. 

22. Ponte S. The ‘‘Latte Revolution’’? 
Regulation, markets and consumption in 
the global coffee chain. World 
Development. 2002;30(7):1099–1122. 

23. Jena PR, Stellmacher T, Grote U. The 
Impact of coffee certification on small-scale 
producers’ livelihoods: Evidence from 
Ethiopia. Selected Paper prepared for 
presentation at the International 
Association of Agricultural Economists 
(IAAE) Triennial Conference, Foz do 
Iguaçu, Brazil. 2012;18-24.   

24. Anteneh A, Muradian R, Ruben R. Factors 
affecting coffee farmers market outlet 
choice. The case of sidama zone, Ethiopia. 
Paper prepared for the EMN et 2011 in 
Cyprus (Dec.1–3). 

25. Osman MAA. Analysis of factors 
influencing women’s decision to adapt to 
climate change: The case of rural women 
in Haramaya District, Eastern Ethiopia.        
An Msc. Thesis submitted to the       
School of Natural Resources and 
Environmental Sciences, School of 
Graduate Studies, Haramaya University, 
Ethiopia; 2015. 

26. Kleinbaum D, Kupper L, Nizam A, 
Rosenberg KS. Applied regression 
analysis and other multivariable methods. 
5th Ed, Cengage Learning; 2014. 

27. Tazeze A, Haji J, Ketema M. Climate 
change adaptation strategies of 
smallholder farmers: The Case of Babilie 
District, East Harerghe Zone of Oromia 
Regional State of Ethiopia. Journal of 
Economics and Sustainable Development. 
2012;(3)14.  
Available:www.iiste.org  

 
© 2021 Akinpelu et al.; This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited.  

 
 
 

Peer-review history: 
The peer review history for this paper can be accessed here: 

http://www.sdiarticle4.com/review-history/69789 


