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INTRODUCTION

Coffee is used throughout the world and is being brought to 
most of the countries during colonial period itself. Coffee 
became a cash crop and provided labor to many people in 
developing countries [1]. Many of the countries are suitable 
for coffee production and the agricultural sector supported 
its planting [2]. One of the previous studies [3] explained the 
growth habits and ideal conditions for growing coffee plants. 
Different types like Coffea Arabica and Coffea Robusta are in 
used in almost all countries [3].

The farmers of these beans are usually small scale producers. 
Many studies showed that these farmers produce the business 
sectors [4-11]. The marketing issue and constraints are always 
a problem for these small holders. The objectives of the study 
were to profile the socio economic characteristics of the 
traders (farmers), factors that determine coffee marketing and 
identification of problems militating against coffee marketing 
in the study area.

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. Two Local Government 
Areas (Ijumu and Kabba-Bunu Local Government Areas) were 
purposively sampled. These areas are known for the cultivation 
of coffee in Kogi State. A total sample 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 (Farm size, Trading Experience, Coffee 
Variety, Marketing Channel, Membership of farmers’ Group, 
Price Satisfaction, Selling Methods) respectively. Additional 
information was gathered through informal discussions with the 
farmers and by personal observations of the crop in some of the 
farmers’ fields. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics 
(frequency and percentages), and 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:

Log Y =  βo+β1logX1+β2logX2+ β3logX3+β4logX4+β5logX5 
+β6logX6+β7logX7+ei

Where Y = yield of coffee (kg/ha)
X1= selling method (years)
X2= trading experience (years)
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X3= marketing channel (1=local buying agents, 0=exporters)
X4= farm size (hectares)
X5= membership of cooperative society (1= yes, 0= no)
X6= variety of coffee (1=C. Arabica, 0=C. Robusta)
X7=price satisfaction (N/Kg)
e1= error term

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 shows the socio-economic characteristics of coffee 
farmers. The table reveals that all the farmers (100%) were men. 
This result is in conformity with [12] who reported that majority 
(94.4%) of groundnut farmers were male. Similarly, [13] reported 
that in Africa, men are more in a crop that is perceived to have 
commercial value. The implication of this is that coffee trading 
in the study area is largely dominated by male gender. Moreover, 
the mean age of the farmers was 64 years. The implication of 
this is that coffee farmers in the state are ageing and almost out 
of their productive years and this perhaps may be responsible 
for the average farm size (5ha) put into cultivation of the crop 
by farmers in the study area. Similarly, the table reveals that 
about 60% of the farmers had no access to former education 
with average years of educational level being about 2 years. 
The implication of this is that the farmers may perhaps not 
have access to information with respect to both production and 
marketing of the crop. Furthermore, the table reveals an average 
household size of 8 persons. This implies that the farmers may 
perhaps utilize members of the household as labour for some 
operations relating to production and marketing of the crop. 
This may reduce some transaction costs that may be incurred 
on the crop. Mean trading experience was about 29 years. This 
means that the farmers have adequate knowledge of marketing 
the crop. This may influence the choice of marketing channels 
as the farmers sell to preferred buyers.

Table 2 shows the market level characteristic factors influencing 
marketing of coffee among smallholder farmers. The table reveals 
that farm size of the farmers was highly significant at 1% level 
of probability with positive coefficient. The implication of this 
is that the larger the farm size, the higher the quantity of coffee 
available to the farmers for marketing (Ceteris paribus). This 
conforms to a priori expectation. It is expected that as farm size 
increases the farmers tend to sell more to buyers. In addition, 
the table reveals that price satisfaction and selling method 
respectively are highly significant at 1% level of probability. 
This implies that there is perhaps a mutual understanding 
between the farmers and the preferred buyers. Similarly, positive 
coefficient of the selling method as presented in the table implies 
that the farmers are more comfortable with the method adopted 
in selling the crop. This means that the more they sell to local 
buyers the more profit they tend to make. Furthermore, variety 
of coffee traded is significant (p≤0.01) but with negative value. 
The implication of this is that the buyers may perhaps have 
preferred variety among the two coffee varieties available in the 
study area. Also, the table reveals that the marketing channel 
was significant (p≤0.01) but negative coefficient. This perhaps 
means that not all the farmers may be satisfied with the available 
channels through which the commodity is been marketed. 

There may be need for more stakeholders’ involvement in the 
marketing channels available in the area. Moreover, the trading 
experience is also highly significant (p≤0.01) but with negative 
coefficient. This is contrary to a priori expectation. Also, this 
result is contrary to [11] who reported a non-significance value 
for trading experience on coffee marketing in Ethiopia. It is 
expected that the more the years of trading will result in more 
years of knowledge of selling the commodity. However, the result 
showed that the lower the years of trading in the crop, the lower 
the experience of the farmers.

Table 3 showed the result of the test for multicollinearity. 
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) showed how multicollinearity 
has increased the instability of the coefficient estimates [14]. 
The result showed no problem of multicollinearity since the 

Table 1: Socio economic characteristics of Coffee Farmers in 
Kogi State
 Variables  Frequency  Percentage (%) Mean

 Sex  
 Male  84  100.00
 Female  00  00.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Age (Years)  64
 50‑59  20  24.00
 60‑69  32  38.00
 70 and Above  32  38.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Marital Status
 Married  76  90.00
 Widowed  8  10.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Education (No of years)  2
 No Education  52  60.00
 Primary  8  10.00
 Secondary  8  10.00
 Tertiary  16  20.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Membership of Farmers’Group  
 Yes  64  76.00
 No  20  24.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Household Size (No. of Persons)  8
 1‑5  20  24.00
 6‑10  44  52.00
 Above 10  20  24.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Farm Size (Hectares)  5
 1‑5  40  48.00
 6‑10  44  52.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Trading Experience (Years)  29
 10‑29  44  52.00
 30‑49  36  43.00
 Above 50  4  5.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Marketing Channel
 Local Buying Agents  68  81.00
 Exporters  16  19.00
 Total  84  100.00
 Coffee Variety
 C. Arabica  20  24.00
 C. Robusta  64  76.00
 Total  84  100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2016
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Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values of the variables in the 
model are less than the critical value (10). The estimated VIF 
results range from 1.24 to 3.81 with a mean value of 2.64. This 
showed that multicollinerity is not an issue in the model as these 
values for the explanatory variables are less than 10. The result is 
similar to [15], [16] and [17] who reported a VIF of less than 10.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study assessed market level characteristic factors 
influencing coffee marketing in Kogi State. Farm size, variety 
of coffee, marketing channel, trading experience, membership 
of association, price satisfaction and selling method constituted 
market level characteristic factors influencing coffee marketing 
in the study area. More efforts should be made to assess variety 
of coffee that is more preferred by the buyers. In addition, 
farmers should be trained on the variety of the crop that has 
higher market demand with a view to increase its production 
in the study area. Similarly, farmers should be given incentives 
to increase their farm holdings for higher productivity. In 
addition, there is a need to maintain or improve on the price 
satisfaction existing between the farmers and the buyers of 
the commodity to avoid imperfect market in the study area. 
Farmers that are members of association should be encouraged 

to improve on their participation as this will go a long way in 
price determination for increased profit. This will encourage 
and improve coffee traders’ access to market information and 
as such will be able to sell the crop for more profits.
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Table 2: Market Level Factors Influencing Coffee Marketing 
among Smallholder Farmers
Variable Coefficient Std. 

Error
t-Value

Farm size of respondents  1.4496 0.1671 8.67***
Variety of Coffee ‑3.1418 0.3612 ‑8.70***
Marketing channels ‑0.6605 0.2238 ‑2.95***
Trading experience ‑1.1171 0.1768 ‑6.32***
Membership of Association ‑0.8693 0.3823 ‑2.27***
Price satisfaction  0.6079 0.2728 2.23***
Selling Method  0.6028 0.2827 2.13***
Constant 2.2128 0.2840 7.79***
R2 0.6035
Adjusted R2 0.5670
Number of Observation 84

Source: Field Survey, 2016; ***,**,*, Significant at 1%, 5% and 10% 
level of Probability

Table 3: Result for test of Multicollinearity
Variable  VIF  1/VIF

Farm size of respondents  3.74  0.27
Variety of Coffee  3.81  0.26
Marketing channel  1.24  0.80
Trading experience  2.02  0.49
Membership of Association  4.27  0.23
Price satisfaction  1.85  0.54
Selling method  1.58  0.63
Mean VIF  2.64

Source: Field Survey, 2016


