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ABSTRACT 
This study investigated the profitability of pineapple marketing in Port Harcourt Local Government of 
Rivers State, Nigeria.  Purposive and simple random sampling methods were used to select 6 daily 
markets and 66 respondents respectively.  Data were collected using structured questionnaire and personal 
interview, and analysed using descriptive statistics and budgetary techniques.  Pineapple marketing was 
dominated by females (100%) at the active age of 27 years.  One product flow channel exists for 
pineapple marketing:  Wholesaler/Retailer – Consumer.   About 0.49% efficiency was recorded in 
pineapple marketing in the study area.  Positive net marketing income of N17,553.88 and net return on 
investment of N1.06, proved the enterprise was profitable.  Lack of storage, bad road, too many 
middlemen, no standard measurement, high cost of the product and high transportation cost hindered 
pineapple marketing in the area. Construction or grading of rural road in the state, provision of modern 
storage facilities, soft loans and cheap mass transport with the establishment of uniform weight and 
measurement would mitigate the problems and ensure enterprise sustainability. 
Keywords : Profitability, Pineapple, Marketing, Port Harcourt, Rivers State, Nigeria. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
Fruits account for a substantial fraction of the worlds agricultural output, and some have acquired 
extensive cultural and symbolic meaning (Levis, 2002). Fruits are important sources of vitamins and 
carbohydrates like fiber and sugar. They are low in calories and naturally sweet. Fruits and their juices are 
good sources of water too. Pineapple is the most important American fruit and the third most important 
tropical fruit, after banana and mango produced mainly in subtropical areas and it is cultivated in all 
tropical and subtropical countries. According to Esiobu et al (2014), important producing countries of 
pineapple are Brazil, India, China, Nigeria, Mexico and Colombia. They produce the fruit primarily for 
fresh fruit markets and processing industry. Nigeria ranked 6th on the list for world pineapple production 
with nearly 800,000 metric tonnes produced annually (FAO, 2012). Pineapple is a good source of 
vitamins A, B, C and also calcium, magnesium, Potassium and iron. It is also a good source of bromelin, 
a digestive enzyme. It is consumed fresh or in the form of juice, Jam, squash, saturated fats and 
cholesterol while being a rich source of fiber.  
Produce from the farm reach the consumers through the marketing system.  This informed Ugwumba et al 
(2011 and 2012) definition of marketing as all processes involved in the movement of products that 
consumers need from the point of production to the point of purchase.  Adeleye (2008) defined 
agricultural marketing as the performance of all business activities involved in the movement of 
agricultural commodities from the point of production to consumer’s yard.  These processes ensure that 
the right product (form utility) is available at the right place (place utility), at the price (possession utility) 
and at the right time (time utility) to satisfy the consumer (Okoh et al, 2008).  Marketing system enable 
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producers as well as middlemen to earn income with which they purchase other useful goods and services 
(Ebe, 2007). 
In the study area, pineapple marketing is a common business.  It is the source of employment and income 
generation for many people especially women and adolescents.  Since pineapple is widely grown in the 
rural areas of the state where majority of the farmers reside, it is mostly supplied to the study area via the 
marketing system.  Marketing system in Nigeria is faced with perennial problems of inefficiency and 
ineffectiveness due to inadequate market, infrastructural facilities, transport and communication facilities 
and pricing system  (Onyemauwa, 2010; Adekaren  et al, 2012);  inefficient floating capital, high cost of 
transportation, high interest rate and poor sales (Ugwumba, 2010). 
 

MATERIALS AND METHOD 
Port Harcourt Local Government Area (LGA) is at the centre of Port Harcourt metropolis of Rivers State, 
Nigeria.  The Local Government Area has approximated land area of 360km

2 
and a population of over 

800,000 (National Population Commission, NPC, 2006).  It lies approximately within coordinates of 
4.75oN, 7oE. Heaviest precipitation occurs during September, with an average of 370mm of rain. 
December, on average is driest month of the year with an average rainfall of 20mm. 
Temperature throughout the year in the city is relatively constant showing little variations, with an 
average of between 25oC and 28oC.  The area was chosen for the study because of increasing pineapple 
marketing activities occasioned by soaring population of the area and increasing demand for the 
commodity due to the influx of companies in the mega city. 
Purposive sampling technique was used to select six markets namely: Mile One, Mile Three, Creek Road 
(old market), Fruit Garden, Air Force and Timber markets.  The selection was based on their daily nature 
and size occasioned by the number of observed pineapple marketers.  Subsequently, simple random 
method was used to select 11 respondents from each of the markets to arrive at a total of 66 respondents 
for the study. Data were collected from the respondents by means of interview schedule on their socio-
economic characteristics such as market cost, age, gender, educational level, sources of fund for 
investment, marital status, product price, household size and marketing experience. 
Non-parametric statistical tools such as means, percentages and frequency distributions were used to 
analyze data generated on socio-economic factors and constraints to pineapple marketing in the study 
area.  Marketing margin and efficiency were determined by the use of percentage marketing margin and 
efficiency index.  Enterprise profitability and operational efficiency of the marketers were realized using 
enterprise budgeting analysis and shepherd-futrell technique.   
Ugwumba and Uzuegbunam (2010), budgetary method was adopted in the determination of enterprise 
profitability is given as: 
         
NMI =  Pyi Yj  -  (  Pxij Xij +  Fij )              
Where:  
NMI/profit  = Net Marketing Income/Profit 
∑ =  Sum 
Pyj Pj   =  Unit Price x quantity of jth respondent’s  sales =  Total Revenue (TR) for jth respondent 
Pxij Xij =  Price x quantities of jth respondent’s variable inputs   =  Total Variable Cost (TVC)for jth 
respondent. 
Fij =  Depreciation of equipment, annual rent for store, interest on loan, etc. for jth respondent  = 
Total Fixed Cost (TFC) for jth respondent. 
TC =  Total Cost (TVC + TFC) 
ROI =  Return On Investment = TR / TC 
When, ROI > l, there is profit; otherwise, there is loss. 
NROI  =  Net return on Investment  = NMI / TC 
Percentage marketing margin was determined with Onyemauwa (2010) stated as 
  %MM = (Pr - PF )/Pr    X  100 
Where: 
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%MM =  Percentage Marketing Margin 
 Pr =  Retail price (consumer price) 
 Pf =  Farm gate price 
Marketing efficiency was computed using Olukosi and Isitor (1990) given as 
 % ME =  Net marketing margin   X   100 
      Total marketing cost              1 
Where: 
 % ME =  Percentage marketing efficiency 
 NOTE:     If ME   = I,  marketing is efficient 
      If ME  <  I, marketing is inefficient  
      If ME  >  I, marketing is highly efficient 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
Socio economics of the respondents is shown in Table 1. All the pineapple marketers in the study area are 
female. This is consistent with the findings of Esiobu et al (2014) who noted that majority (96.67%) of 
the pineapple marketers in Owerri were females. It also agrees with the confirmation that agribusiness 
especially in sub-Saharan Africa is turning out to be female activities (DAC, 2005 and FAO, 2007). This 
implies that the women dominated the business probably to assist their husbands’ income. The result also 
showed that majority (90.90%) of the respondents fell between the age range of 17-37 years with the 
average of 27 years implying that the marketers were within their active age of economic life.  Alabi 
(2006) asserted that famer’s age may influence his resource allocation, reasoning and management ability. 
The table, (Table 1) also reveals that majority (90.11%) of the respondents had gained an average 
experience of 7.5 years and (95.45%) had formal education. The high levels of educational attainment and 
years of marketing experience acquired by the responds might have reflected positively on adopted 
marketing skills, hence marketing income realized by the respondents.  Chukwudi (2006) noted that 
success and stability of any business depend on the skill and experience of the manager, while Ugwumba  
(2010) and Ijeoma  (2012) opined that education and experience are veritable tools for acquiring new  
ideas and skills that bear positively on scope of enterprising, income and profit. 
Marketing margin is the difference between farms gate price and consumer price. The farm gate price for 
an average pineapple fruit was N150 and the consumer price averaged N350. According to Olukosi and 
Isitor (1990) adopted by Ugwumba and Omojola (2012), 
MM = Pr – Pf and ME = Nmm/Tmc 
Where:  
MM = Marketing margin  
Pr = Retail/consumer price per average sized pineapple fruit 
Pf = Farm gate price per average sized pineapple fruit 
ME = Marketing Efficiency  
NMM = Net Marketing margin TMC = Total marketing cost 
Then, MM = N350 – N150 = N200/fruit  
Percentage MM = 350-250 x  100 = 20,000 = 57.14% 
                               350           1          350                                  
 
This implied that for every N100 paid by consumers, 57.14% or N57.14 was spent by the pineapple 
marketers on marketing cost, while the rest N42.86 or 46.86% became the earnings / net marketing 
income of the intermediaries. 
The budgetary technique, net returns on investment and operational efficiency of the pineapple marketers 
(Shepherd- Futile, 1982) were also used to assess the profitability of pineapple marketing in the area. 
Results of the computations are shown in Table 3. The results indicated that total variable cost accounted 
for 85.23% of the total cost while only 14.77% was on fixed cost. 80.38% of the total cost was spent on 
purchasing the pineapple fruits. The least marketing cost variables for the marketers in the area were 
association dues (0.60) and wheel barrow transportation (0.91). On profitability of the enterprise, profit  
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above total variable cost (Gross Margin) was N1,320, 356; net marketing income, mean net marketing 
income and net return on investment were N1,158,600.00; 17,553.88 and 1.06 respectively. The positive 
values of net marketing income, mean net marketing income and net return on investment confirmed that 
pineapple marketing in the area was a profitable enterprise. 
Furthermore, operational marketing efficiency computation using Shepherd –Futrell method yielded 
marketing efficiency index of 48.61% (Table 3). This implied that the 48. 61% of the sales revenues 
realized by the retailers are taken up  by the cost. The result compares favorably with Ugwumba  (2009 
and  2010) on fresh maize marketing and agribusiness of catfish marketing both in Anambra State. The 
result also corroborates the work done by Ugwumba and Omojola (2012) on marketing of water melon in 
Port Harcourt metropolis of Rivers State where they noted 75% operational efficiency of retailers  
Constraints to pineapple marketing in the area (Table 4) were lack of storage, bad road, too many 
middlemen, no standard measurement, high cost of the product, high transport cost. Majority (54.55%) of 
the marketers were constrained by all the problems, followed by lack of storage (18.18%) , bad road 
(7.57% ) too many middlemen (6.06%), no standard measurement and high cost of the product (4.55%) 
while high cost (1.51%) rank least.   
Table 2; describes the marketing channel of pineapple in the study area. The result shows that majority 
(66.67%) of the marketers purchase their pineapple from the Farm Gate while (33.33%) purchase within 
town. The finding is consistent with Anyanwu (2003), Oladejo (2009) and Esiobu et al, (2014) who 
reported that marketers who buy the product they market outside the State buys in larger quantities to reap 
the advantage of bulkiness and cheap prices. This implies that most marketer who purchase from Farm 
Gate buy at a lower price while those who purchase from within town buy at higher price. the study also 
reveals that the route to the source of purchase is motorable (95.45%) while (4.55%) is non-motorable. 
This implies that majority of the route, where pineapple is been purchased were motorable. However, 
59.09% purchase directly from the farmer while 40.91% purchase from the wholesalers who sell directly 
to the retailer and then to the final consumers. Furthermore, the result in table 2 showed that majority of 
the sellers transport their pineapple through pickup Vans (68.18%) and 31.82% transport theirs through 
wheelbarrows. This may be as a result of distance where the product is being purchase implying that those 
who transport their pineapple through pickup Van purchase from a far distant (from the farm Gate) while 
those who transport through wheelbarrow purchase within (within town). 
Results of the analyses on table 3 indicated coefficient of marketing efficiency of 48.61% for retailers, 
implying that 48.61% of the sales revenues realized by the retailers are taken up by costs. The retailers are 
efficient. The result compares favourably with Ugwumba (2009) and Ugwumba (2010) on fresh maize 
marketing and agribusiness of catfish marketing both in Anambra State respectively. 
The result in Table 4 reveals that 36 traders making up to 54.55% were constrained by all the listed 
problems encountered by the marketers and ranked first. Lack of storage ranked 2

nd
 with 18.18%, bad 

road was ranked 3
rd

 with 7.57%, too many middlemen (6.06%) was ranked 4
th

, no standard measurement 
(4.55%), high cost of the product (4.55%), high cost of the product (4.55%), others (3.03%), and high 
transport cost (1.51). The result revealed that marketing of horticultural crops such as pineapple is quite 
complex and risky. Inadequate market information and price frustration (others) was ranked 6

th
 with 

1.51%. 
 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
Pineapple marketing in Port Harcourt Local Government Area was dominated by experienced and 
educated females.  The business proved profitable in the study area as indicated by the positive values of 
marketing margin, net marketing income and net return on investment. Profitability would improve if 
measures are taken to mitigate marketing problems identified by the study to be responsible for high 
marketing cost and the existence of inefficiencies. This can be achieved by the provision of accessible 
storage, good road and introduction of price control mechanism by the government. Also, the 
involvement of marketer in production activities by organising themselves into cooperative to increase the 
scale of operation margin will purchase cost. 
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  Table 1: Distribution of the respondents according to socioeconomic characteristics  

Variable Frequency Percentage        Mean 

Gender    
Male  Nil  0 
Female  66 100                            
Total  66 100                             

Age    
17-23 16 24.24 
24-30 37 56.06 
31-37 7 10.60                  (27) 
38-44 6 1.10 
Total  66 100 

Marital status    
Single  36 54.55 
Married  29 43.94 
Widow  1 1.51 
Total  66 100 

Household size    
0-5 43 65.15 
6-10 17 25.75 
11-15 3 4.55 
16-20 3 4.55               ( 5) 
Total   66 100 

Education Level   
No Education 3 4.55 
Primary  34 51.51 
Secondary  29 43.94 
Total  66 100 

Years of experience    
2-5 37 56.06 
6-9 11 16.67 
10-13 12 18.18 
14-17 4 6.06 
18-21 
Total 

2 
66 

3.03                 (6.6)   
100 

    Source: Field survey 2014  
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  Table 2: Marketing channels of pineapple     

Variable Frequency Percentage 

Source of Pineapple    
Farm gate (Bush Market)  44 66.67 
Within town  22 33.33 
Total  66 100 

Route    
Motorable  63 95.45 
Non-motorable 3 4.55 
Total  66 100 

Purchase from    
Farmers  39 59.09 
Wholesaler  27 40.91 
Total  66 100 
Transport of pineapple    
Pick up vans  45 68.18 
Wheelbarrow  
Total 

21 
66 

31.82 
100 

           Source: Field survey 2014   
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    Table 3: Estimated profit for pineapple marketing for retailers  

Variables  Amount (₦)   % of TC 
Total Revenue 2,254,350.00  

Variable cost   
Purchase 880,770.00            80.38 
Transportation (Pickup) 36,610.00                   3.34 
Transportation (wheelbarrow) 10,014.00 0.91 
Association dues 6,600.00 0.60 

Total variable cost   933,994.00 85.23 
Gross margin (TR-TVC) 1,320,356.00  

Fixed cost (FC)      

Depreciation of equipment 43,100.00 3.93 
Monthly rent 80,300.00 7.33 
Interest on loan 20,1500.00 1.87 
Local government charges 17,900 1.34              

Total fixed cost (TFC) 161,800.00 14.77 
Total cost (TC=TV+TFC) 1,095,794.00 100.0 

Net marketing income (Gm-TFC)  (1,320,356-161,800)   1,158,556.00   

Mean marketing income 
(NMI/n)                

17,553.88  

Return on investment (TR/TC)   2.06 
Net return on investment 
(NROI=NMI/TC) 

1.06 
 

 

Marketing efficiency (ME)    
Shepherd Futrell = TC       x 100 
                              TR            1 

48.61% 
 

 

     Source: Field survey, 2014. 

 
 
 
 
       Table 4: Problems of pineapple marketing 

Variable                                        Frequency              Percent           Rank 

All the above listed problems 36 54.55               1
st
 

Lack of storage  12 18.18               2
nd

 
Bad road  5 7.57                 3

rd
 

Too many middlemen  4 6.06                 4
th

 
No standard measurement  3 4.55                 5

th
 

High cost of the product  3 4.55                 5
th

  
Others  2 3.03                 6

th
 

High transport cost  1 1.51                 7
th

 
Total  66 100 

          Source: Field survey 2014.  
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