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ABSTRACT

Pineapple which is scientifically known aganas comosus and locally recognized asanas is one of the
well-known tropical fruits besides banana, mangd papaya. This unique fruit is being cultivatedessively in many
parts of the world including Malaysia and commorbnsumed fresh or in processed form. In Malaydia, related
agencies had been implementing various developraetivities to uplift the pineapple industry in th@untry.
These included in activities to help the small-scgbineapple farmers in improving their income level
Socioeconomic characteristics of farmers have Ipgewen to give significant impacts on their incoara productivity.
Thus, this study was conducted to determine traiogiship between socioeconomic factors, incomepanductivity of
pineapple farmers in Samarahan, Sarawak. The sumasy conducted from July to August 2012 with tavél55
respondents using structured questionnaire asefearch instrument. Both descriptive statistics iafetential statistics
were involved in this study. Factor analysis wasduso identify the main factors affecting the proiikity of the
respondents based on 21 Likert-scaled items usédisrstudy. The factor analysis revealed thateheere two factors
affecting their productivity which are input and @aeness factor and farm background factor. Logistigession analysis
revealed that the land size factor or specificdlhg total area of pineapple farming was the oabtdr identified having
significant effect on the monthly income of pinelgpfarmers in Samarahan (B=.492, p<.05). The shalysuccessfully
analyzed the relationship between socioeconomimifacincome and productivity of paddy farmershe studied area.
These findings could be used as a baseline datfaetnelevant parties or agencies involve in theettgyment of pineapple

industry in improving the pineapple farmers’ protiity and income.
KEYWORDS: Socioeconomic, Income, Productivity, Pineappleniea
INTRODUCTION

Known scientifically asAnanas comosus, pineapple or nanas is a monocotyledonous plattit stiort stem and
rosette of long spiny leaves. This unique fruibéing cultivated extensively in many parts of therld/including Malaysia
and commonly consumed fresh or in processed foratayia was listed number 15 of the world fresteppple exporter,
while for canned pineapple Malaysia was listed amimer 9. The export trend for Malaysia’s cannecegpple was
decreasing, while that of fresh pineapple the expolume had increased (Raziah, 2009). In 2010,ay&& exported
RM 78 million worth of fresh and canned pineapptethhe United States, Japan, United Kingdom and Midehst.
However, the amount was insufficient to meet theoeixdemands. Thus, in order to fulfill the highhiends of pineapple

for export, Malaysia must plan strategies to insesineapple production from time to time.
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Socioeconomic characteristics of farmers have lewen to give significant impacts to their incormed
productivity. In previous studies on socioeconomim@aracteristics of farmers affecting their incorBeitan Ali et al.
(2004) proved that income of small farmers in Pakis were affected by family, labour and input cost.
Mohammad Samaun (2005) found that income of farmeassinfluenced by education, area of land, livelstoolding and
family size. Based on Moloi (2008), the factorsedetining the livestock farmers’ income were farmesiaccess to
finance, age of household head, membership to fatroeganization and government support. In additioorticultural
farmer’s factors that affect their income were fasime, age of household head, land type and exgtensbntact.
Besides that, Serin et al. (2009) found that forethication and practical education or extensionambrrould increase the
farmers’ income level. Ghafoor et al. (2010) repdrthat academic qualification, land holding, agtioral expenditures

and number of family members involved in agricudiwactivities affected the income.

Consolidation of smaller farms into bigger scaleswihe right decision to improve farms’ productivignd
efficiency. Small scale growers should focus ondpring pineapple for fresh market that can be soltigher price
(Raziah, 2009). Abdul Rahman et al. (2005) proved the pineapple farmers’ productivity influendsdtheir cultivation
practice, knowledge and farm recording. Besideg ihaa past study conducted by MARDI (2010), theductivity of
pineapple farmers’ was affected by socio-economdtofrs, such as, high income in other agricultutérigy, land size,
age, household size, education level and capitaiceo Meanwhile, Md. Mahmudul et al. (2011) statiedt the paddy
farmers’ race, education level, availability of rhames in agriculture activity, secondary occupatioatio of non-
agriculture to agriculture income had significantpiact to their productivity. Mbam and Edeh (201éparted that
smallholder rice farmers education years, fertiliapplication and improved variety affect their gwotivity in producing

rice.

All those factors mentioned above had been idedtifas factors which gave impacts on the income and
productivity among their target groups. These figdi were used as references in this study on pitedprmers in
Samarahan, Sarawak. The main objective of thisystuals to determine the effects of socioeconomitofacon the

income and productivity of pineapple farmers in Seahan, Sarawak

In Sarawak, Samarahan is one of the pineapplevatitin project areas. This was previously impleradriby
Integrated Agriculture Development Area (IADA) Saatsan and had been taken over by Malaysian Pinedpgustry
Board (MPIB). Samarahan was identified as a stiatagd advantageous area for pineapple plantingiwhad deep peat
soil, average rainfall of 3,400 mm per year andrage temperature of 27°C to 30°C making it as dnthe® main key
players of pineapple production in Sarawak. Founeapple varieties Samarahan well known of includgisor locally
known as Sarikei, Josephine, the hybrid of Nandsodand Sarawak, Gandul, N36 and also Sarawak an.Pa
Generally, pineapple cultivation in Sarawak was lb@ale and only catered for domestic market, it for export
purpose (Abdul Rahman et al, 2005). Thereforeydento boost the pineapple cultivation in Sarawa#d Malaysia on the
whole, this study on socioeconomic factors affectine income and productivity of pineapple farmees conducted in

Samarahan.
MATERIAL AND METHODS

A survey method through face-to-face interview Ising structured questionnaire was used to collat tom a

total of 55 pineapple farmers in Samarahan, SaraMaltaysia. The survey was conducted from July tgust 2012.
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Samarahan is the largest pineapple cultivation a@apared to other districts in Sarawak with a Itateea of
approximately 766.6 hectares, out of the total 2,18hectares for the whole of Sarawak (Agricultugaatistics of
Sarawak, 2013). It is a district with the area 6825 km square coordinated at 1°27'34” North 1BX% 56" East.

Samarahan was, therefore, chosen for the study &heaspecific areas or villages in the Samaratstnict selected for
the study were Meranek, Niup, Naie Baru, Melaywndgai Mata, Empila, Mang, Tanjung Parang, Asajayduk Punggo
and Tambey. The respondents were selected by sgimgle random sampling method. The questionnairsisted of
three sections of A, B and C. Section A comprisédjuestions on pineapple farm background. Sectiowd? on

perception of pineapple farmers to the factors #ftgcting their productivity and Section C was themographics or
pineapple farmers’ background. Data analysis watedasing software to run the statistical analy$isis study used
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences or SR88on 20. Both descriptive statistics and inféisd statistics were

involved in this study.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Table 1 shows the pineapple farmers’ or the respotsd background. A total number of 30 respondents
or 55 percent were in age group of 41 to 60 witlamage of 48 years old. Of all the initial cohoktsé respondents,
33 respondents or 60 percent were male and 22 ndepts or 40 percent were female. Besides thatedBondents
or 87 percent were married. A total of 29 respotslen 53 percent had household size more tharpfiwveon followed by
26 respondents or 47 percent with household sikgdam one to five person. Majority of the resportderumbering 25
respondents or 46 percent completed primary schooly 10 respondents or 18 percent had not obtagmgdformal

education.

Table 2 shows the pineapple farming experience diatlis by the respondents. The mean for experience
pineapple farming was two years. A total of 25 oegfents or 46 percent reported that their expegieanged from six to
ten years. Other responses were experience frontodne years with 14 respondents or 26 percehis Was followed by
experience of 11 to 15 years with five respondentd percent and experience more than 15 yearsMitlespondents or

20 percent. More than half of the respondents nuimp@1 respondents or 62 percent were full tinmeppple farmers.

Table 3 shows the monthly income from pineapplemfag and also the land size of their farm.
The monthly income of pineapple farmers was furiieided into two categories, below RM 830 and ab®M 830.
Over 39 respondents or 71 percent had incomehessRM 830 and 16 respondents or 29 percent hae than RM 830.
A total of 41 respondents or 75 percent indicated their whole land size were from 0.5 to 5 achNiee respondents or
17 percent with whole land size of 6 to 10 acresfanwhole land size more than 11 acres repreddntdive respondents
or 10 percent. The mean for whole land size wakteigres. Particularly, total numbers of 49 resgosl or 89 percent
pineapple farm sizes were from 0.5 to 5 acres.t& tmumber of four of respondents or 8 percentiadapple farm sizes

of 6 to 10 acres and two respondents or 4 perciéhtmore than 11 acres. The pineapple farm sizenmes 3 acres.

Table 4 shows the perceptions of pineapple farmerfactors affecting their productivity. There wé&e factors
with response choices of strongly disagree, digagmet sure, agree and strongly agree. Based oreliagility test, the
internal consistency of all the factors was gooilhwa Cronbach alpha of 0.660 that adhere to thali€ronbach alpha
coefficient which should not be less than 0.7 (@saénd Ong, 2011).
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Factor analysis was chosen to analyse these daiedér to reduce the data using smaller set of compts
through grouping factor based on intercorrelatietwieen factors (Pallant, 2002). The Kaiser-MeyédiOValue was .663,
exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, Y180 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 195éached statistical
significance (i.e. p < 0.05), supporting the facability of the correlation matrix. Principle Compent Analysis (PCA)
revealed that the presence of seven componentseigigmvalues exceeding 1, explaining 24.162 per&ni35 percent,
47.732 percent, 55.359 percent, 62.472 percer@8@gercent and 73.045 percent of variance resdgti

According to Catell (1966), the number of factdrattcould describe relationship among variableddcalso be
done through Catell's Scree Test by plotting eafchigenvalues of factors and inspect the plot wol fa point where the
shape of curve changes direction and becomes Imaiz&€atell recommended that all the factors alibeeslbow must be
retained because those factors contribute the too#ite explanation of variable in data set. Basede scree plot

(Figure 1), only component 1 and 2 were above ttheveand retained.

To aid in the interpretation of the two componentsyimax rotation was performed. The rotated sohuti
revealed the presence of simple structure with ¢emponents showing a number of strong loadings aindariables
loading substantially on only one component. Thaltiovo components solution explained total of 82.percent variance

with Component 1, 23.342 percent and Componenb 33B percent.

Table 6 shows the strength of the relationship betwthe two factors or components whereby in tage dhe
value is quite low, at —-.301. This information domks that the two components were not related
(the assumption underlying the use of Varimax rotgt Based on the reliability test, the internahsistency of the
component considered to be good with a Cronbadplsaaof more than .7 that adhered to the ideal kmoh’'s alpha
coefficient (Coakes and Ong, 2011). Component 1@mehponent 2 had Cronbach’s alpha of .867 and r&§fectively
which adhered to the Cronbach’s alpha coefficidiite items which are related to input and awarenem® loaded
strongly on component 1, while the items that eglato farm background were loaded strongly on carapb 2
(see Table 5). Therefore, Component 1 was namedpas and awareness factor and Component 2 waschaséarm
background factor.

There are eight items under Component 1 or inpdt amareness factor that could affect the produgtief
pineapple farmers based on the respondents’ p@oefthe items are less capital to buy fertiliZess capital to buy
pesticide, lack of financial capital, lack of awaees on effective disease management, lack of tabmik of awareness

on effective pest management, lack of guidance fyjomernment extension agent, and disease infestatio

Three factors or items under Component 1 (i.e. tignd awareness factor) are due to lack of capijathe
respondents. Credit availability could also causeft sin agricultural productivity (Hussain and Pexe 2004).
Lack of subsidies, financial capital and credit nieyit the farmers to buy agricultural inputs suehfertilizers, pesticides,
tools and suckers for high pineapple productiothasinputs may be costly to the farmers particylarhong low income
farmers. Without any of these inputs, the pineadplen might not produce much pineapple fruits afifibca the
productivity of farmers.

On fertilizer usage, Mbam and Edeh (2011) and Aagietyal. (2010) indicated that fertilizer application was

positively significant to farmer’s productivity. €mneed of fertilizer application in pineapple famgis crucial as a lot of
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nutrient required for fruiting process. By applyifertilizer with appropriate amount, pineapple danive well and
produce high quantity of quality pineapple. Withdeittilizer, the pineapple farm may produce low lgyaand quantity
pineapple or none. This will affect the productvivf the farmer. Thus, less capital to buy feréitizand also less
subsidized fertilizer can influence the producyivf pineapple farmers in Samarahan. Adieyal. (2010) also mentioned
that the labour availability had positive impactautput of pineapple production. By the presencklobur, either family
members or non-family members assisting the farimepgneapple farm, the productivity of the farmeesn be increased.

This is due to more farm work can be done in shditee with the availability of labours.

The finding of this study was similar to that ofdfjp (2010) in terms of the perceptions on farmersgension
contact affecting the productivity of farmers. Laakcontact between the farmers and extension agamt cause decrease
in productivity. Through extension contact, thenfars gain knowledge and new technology in pineagfatening.
Later on, they improvise and improve their farmhisTeventually would increase their productivityerid¢e, with lack of
extension contact, the farmers might not have #test or updated knowledge and information on mipkafarming

making them remain less productive.

On disease, Rochbach and Johnson (2003) stateplitleaipple disease directly influenced the propartf plant
population which eventually causing changes in potiglity of farmers. Diseases normally caused byirenment factors,
such as, temperature and climate of the surroundisgases in pineapple, such as, fruitlet corandtred leaf symptom
could cause reduction in pineapple production ifam. These diseases caused the fruits to be damageé not
marketable. Due to this, the farmers cannot hamesty pineapples, discard the infected fruits avehtially lowered
their productivity. Besides that, this disease stdéon could be spread to all pineapples in fezading to more critical

loss to the farmers.

Under Component 2 or farm background factor, tlaeeesix items that could affect the productivityparieapple
farmers, namely infertile land, pineapple varieged susceptible to disease, pineapple variety uitdlde for market

demand, difficulty of having quality pineapple sack, pest infestation and distance from pineagpi®a fand house far.

Infertile land was perceived as a factor that ificed their productivity in pineapple farming. Haigsand Perera
(2004) stated similar encounter where quality ofdlavas one of the determinants of agricultural pobity. Infertile
land could slow down or inhibit the growth and depenent of pineapple fruits as the land inabilitysupply enough

nutrient required by the crop. This could redueefdrmers’ productivity as less fruits could bedaroed.

Pineapple variety could also affect the pineapaten&r’'s productivity. This was proven by the fingnof Mbam
and Edeh (2011) where usage of improved varietygasitive significance to productivity of smallheldrice farmers.
Quality pineapple variety determines the high patidun of pineapple in a farm. The pineapple usuplgt and disease
resistant, can grow rapidly and easy to be progalg&rior to planting, the farmers should ensueeqihality of pineapple
suckers they obtained in order to grow good andketable yield of pineapple and increase their pctidity.
Thus, the difficulty of having quality pineapplecker and pineapple variety not suitable for mad&mnand factors can

affect the productivity of pineapple farmers.

High productivity of pineapple could be achieveth& pest was properly managed (Maleziéux and Blanttew
2003). Pest infestation cannot be controlled owegméed as it could be influenced by environmentdia; such as,

temperature and climate. Pest in pineapple, suchmaslybugs, ants, termites and pineapple scalesbeamanaged
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properly and reduced, hence increasing the pinedppiners’ productivity.

Meanwhile, for distance between farm and house tlae, farmers agreed that distance could affectr thei
productivity. However, Md Mahmudul et al. (2011)poeted that the distance between farmers’ housefanna did not
influence productivity of farmers. Referring to thimeapple farmers in Samarahan, the farmers tea/&d their respective
farms with transportations like bicycles, motor@gl mini vans and cars since the Samarahan roads iwegood
condition, making the farms reachable regardlegh®fdistance. Nonetheless, if the farm was verafeay from his or
her house, it would affect the frequency and wgliess of the farmers to travel to farm and carmytiogir farm works as
they might need to consider the transportationscasd also time. This would affect the farmers’duativity as they

could not manage the farm properly because of fewsés to farm and carry out farm works.

Table 7 represents the coding of dichotomous amdiramus variable. Out of 11 independent variabibsre
were four variables under dichotomous scale corifigjender, marital status, secondary occupatiah land status.
The remaining seven variables were continuous stalleide age, formal education obtained (year),eeemce in
pineapple farming (year), number of meeting withieasion agent last year, distance between farneise (km),

household size and land size (acre).

Table 8 highlights the logistic regression coeéfiti Wald test and odds ratio for each variableeBwloying a
0.05 criterion of statistical significance, all tfe independent variables consisting of socioecandattors had no
significant partial effect on monthly income of papple farmers except for the LANDSIZE (B = .49% p05).
The odds ratio for LANDSIZE shows that when holdalgother variables constant, pineapple farmeh wigger land size

is 1.6 times more likely to have monthly income entltan RM 830 per month.

Land size or specifically, the total area of pingdagarming was the only factor identified havirigréficant and
direct effect on the monthly income of pineapplerfars in Samarahan with value of B=.492 and p<Iftained from the
logistic regression. Therefore, the area of pineafgrming, the more pineapple can be cultivated produced from the
farm and later higher income would be generatedth®y farmers. In this study, majority of pineappkrnfiers,
41 respondents or 89 percent had pineapple farenraizging from 0.5 to 5 acres with average pineafgim size of 3
acres. The significant relationship between larm sind income of pineapple farmers supported theiqurs findings
which had similar findings. Moloi (2008) demonsgm@tthat farm size had significant effect on farrmoime of emerging
farmers. Hasan et al. (2010) proved that the matip between pineapple farm size and increasedria from pineapple
cultivation in Bangladesh was found to be positarel significant. Hence, the pineapple farmers nugst their land
optimally through good farm management and goodragnic practices to maximize production and gaghhincome

from the pineapple farming.
CONCLUSIONS

The study was undertaken mainly to determine tletoseconomic factors affecting the income of pirdep
farmers. Besides that, it was set out to identify perceptions of pineapple farmers on factorsaiffg their productivity.
Based on regression analysis, the land size wasrthe socio-economic factor which influenced theame of the
pineapple farmers in Samarahan, Sarawak, Malasig.the pineapple farmers agreed that they werend#h factors

affected their productivity categorized under twamponents, namely input and awareness factor amna fackground
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factor. These findings could be used as a basdhte by the relevant parties or agencies involvihéndevelopment of
pineapple industry in Sarawak such as Departmerigsiculture, Malaysia Pineapple Industry Boardd dntegrated
Agricultural Development Area in improving the pample farmers’ productivity and income.

Tables

Table 1: Respondents’ Background

0-20 1 2 48 years olg
21-40 17 31
41-60 30 55
61-80 7 13

Male
Female 22 40

Single 5 9

Married 48 87

Divorced 2 4

Total 55 100

Household Size

1-5 26 47 2 people
More than 5 29 53

Primary School
Complete
Primary School
Complete Lower
Secondary 6 11
School
Complete Upper
Secondary 4 7
School
None 10 18

25 46

Table 2: Pineapple Farming Background

1-5 14 26 2 Years
6-10 25 46
11-15 5 9
More than 15 11 20

Full Time 34 62
Half Time 21 38
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Table 3: Monthly Income and Land Size

Occupation and Income N Percentage (%) | Mean
Monthly Income from Pineapple Farming
Below RM 830 39 71
Above RM 830 16 29
Total 55 100
Whole Land Size (Acre)
0.5-5 41 75 8 acres
6-10 9 17
More than 11 5 10
Total 55 100
Pineapple Farm Size (Acre)
0.5-5 49 89 3 acres
6-10 4 8
More than 11 2 4
Total 55 100

Table 4: Perceptions of Pineapple Farmers on FacterAffecting Their Productivity

Factor Strongly Disagree | Disagree| Not Sure | Agree | Strongly Agree
N % N| % |[N| % N | % N %

Lack of Financial Capital 0 0 0 0 D 0 22 40 33 60
Increasing Age of Pineapple 0 0 1 5 4 7 23| a4 27 49
Farmers
Decreasing Size of Pineapple
Farm because shifting to Oll 17 31 11| 20| 19 35 6] 11 2 4
Palm Planting
Less Attention in Pineapple
Farming because of Secondary 11 20 6| 11| 5 9 15 27 18 33
Occupation
Infertile Land 10 18 5 9 1 2 24 44 15 27
Lack of Awareness on 4
Effective Disease Management 0 0 0 0 0 0 18) 33 37 67
Disease Infestation 0 0 ( 0 D 0 13 48 8|7
Pest Infestation 3 6 9 16 1 2 13 24 29 58
Lack of Labour 0 0 1 2 0 0 24 M 30 55
Lack of Male Labour 2 4 3 6 5 9 24 44 21 38
Less Capital to Buy Fertilizer 0 0 0 ¢ il 2 21 38 22 60
Less Capital to Buy Pesticide 0 0 0 D 1 2 19 |35 3b 64
Lack of Awareness on d
Effective Pest Management 0 0 0 0 L 2 16| 29 38 69
Plneapplle Vanety Used 6 11 3 6 4 7 15 27 27 49
Susceptible to Disease
Pineapple Variety Not Suitable 6 11 5 9| 168 29 12 29 16 29
for Market Demand
D_|ff|culty of Having Quality 14 26 s| 15| 4 7 23 4P 6 11
Pineapple Suckers
Lack of Guidance from d
Government Extension Agent 0 0 0 0 0 0 16| 29 39 1
Distance fro’m Pineapple Farm 12 22 21 13| 1 > o3 ap 12 29
and Farmer’s House Far
Less Household Member to 8 15 10 19 |1 P 22 |40 14 P6

Impact Factor(JCC): 1.3648 - This article can be denloaded from www.impactjournals.us




Relationship between Socioeconomic Factors, Incora@d Productivity of
Farmers: A Case Study on Pineapple Farmers

74

Help in Farm
Less Subsidised Fertilizer 0 0 P 4 |0 @ ?1 |38 32 58
Pineapple as Side Crop 4 7 3 6 2 4 P4 |44 2P 40
Table 5: Varimax Rotation of Three Factor Solutionfor Factors
Affecting the Monthly Income of Pineappld-armers
Component
Iltem 1 >
Less capital to buy fertilizer .819
Less capital to buy pesticide .804
Lack of financial capital .766
Lack of awareness on effective disease management 755 .
Lack of labour .707
Lack of awareness on effective pest management| .656
Lack of guidance from government extension agent 91.5
Disease infestation .581
Infertile land .762
Pineapple variety used susceptible to disease 724
Pineapple variety not suitable for market demand 713.
Difficulty of having quality pineapple suckers &0
Pest infestation .694
Distance from pineapple farm and house far 519
Table 6: Component Transformation in Matrix
Component | 1 2
1 954 | -.301
2 301 | .954
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Table 7: Dichotomous and Categorical Variable Codig
Variable Role | Scale Type Categorical (Value) Coding
Monthly Income of
Pineapple Farmers DV Dichotomous igm ggg pg: mggm 8 MONTHLYINCOME
(RM/Month) P
Age \Y% Continuous AGE
Gender A Dichotomous Male (1) GENDER (1)
Female (0)
Marital Status v | Dichotomoug Married (1) MARITALSTATUS (1)
Others (0)
Formal Education .
Obtained (Year) v Continuous FORMALEDUCATION
Experience in Pineapple |\, | o htinyous EXPERIENCE
Farming (Year)
Number of Meeting with .
Extension Agent Last Yeaf v Continuous EXTENSION
Distance between Farmers’
House and Pineapple FarmlV Continuous DISTANCE
(km)
Household Size \% Continuous HOUSEHOLDSIZE
With Secondary
Secondary Occupation v DichotomousOccupation (1) SECONDARYOCCUPATION(1)
Without Secondary
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Occupation (0)
Self-Owned with Gran
Land Status v Dichotomous (1) LANDSTATUS (1)
Other (0)
Land Size (acre) \% Continuous LANDSIZE
Note: DV = Dependent Variable; IV = Independent Variable

Table 8: Logistic Regression Predicting Monthly Inome of the
Pineapple Farmers (Rm) From Socio-Economic Faats

Variable B S.E. | Wald | DF Sig. Exp(B) or Odds Ratio
AGE .049 .063 .596 1 440 1.050
GENDER(1) .546 .927 .347 1 .556 1.726
MARITALSTATUS(1) -253 | 1.515] .028 1 .868 a7
FORMALEDUCATION .206 186 | 1.2343 1 .267 1.229
EXPERIENCE .034 .065 278 1 .598 1.035
EXTENSION -.038 194 .039 1 .844 .962
DISTANCE -.012 .067 .030 1 .863 .989
HOUSEHOLDSIZE .066 .206 .104 1 747 1.068
SECONDARYOCCUPATION (1)| 1.141 975 1368 1 24P 3?1
LANDSTATUS (1) -442 | 1.086| .166 1 .684 .643
LANDSIZE .492 .228 | 4.653 1 .031 1.635
Figures
Scree Plot
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bcoinp'l:ne‘l:‘t 1N2'Jn::e:4 15 16 17 18 18 20 21
Figure 1: Scree Plot
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