
The University of Dodoma

University of Dodoma Institutional Repository http://repository.udom.ac.tz

Social Sciences Master Dissertations

2018

Impacts of contract farming to the

livelihood of grapevine farmers in

Dodoma municipality, Tanzania

Suleiman, Rashid Mohamed

The University of Dodoma

Suleiman, R. M. (2018). Impacts of contract farming to the livelihood of grapevine farmers in

Dodoma municipality, Tanzania. Dodoma: The University of Dodoma.

http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12661/917

Downloaded from UDOM Institutional Repository at The University of Dodoma, an open access institutional repository.



IMPACTS OF CONTRACT FARMING TO THE 

LIVELIHOOD OF GRAPEVINE FARMERS IN 

DODOMA MUNICIPALITY, TANZANIA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RASHID MOHAMED SULEIMAN  

 

 

 

MASTER OF ARTS IN DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 

THE UNIVERSITY OF DODOMA 

OCTOBER, 2018



IMPACTS OF CONTRACT FARMING TO THE LIVELIHOOD 

OF GRAPEVINE FARMERS IN DODOMA MUNICIPALITY 

 

 

 

BY 

RASHID MOHAMED SULEIMAN  

 

 

 

 

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF 

THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE AWARD OF THE DEGREE OF 

MASTER OF ARTS IN DEVELOPMENT STUDIES OF THE 

UNIVERSITY OF DODOMA. 

 

 

 

 

THE UNIVERSITY OF DODOMA 

OCTOBER, 2018



 

i 

 

DECLARATION  

AND 

 COPYRIGHT 

 

I, RASHID MOHAMED SULEIMAN declare that this dissertation is my own original 

work and that it has not been presented and will not be presented to any other higher 

learning institution for a similar or any other academic award. 

 

 

 

 

Signature……………………… 

 

 

 

No part of this dissertation may be reproduced, stored in any retrieval system, or 

transmitted in any form or by any means without prior written permission of the author 

or the University of Dodoma. If transformed for publication in any other format shall be 

acknowledged that, this work has been submitted for degree award at the University of 

Dodoma. 

 



 

ii 

 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned certifies that he has read and hereby recommends for acceptance by the 

University of Dodoma the dissertation entitled “Impact of Contract Farming to the 

Livelihood of grapevine farmers in Dodoma Municipality, Tanzania” in partial 

fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Master of Arts in Development Studies 

of the University of Dodoma. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

…………………………………………………… 

Prof. Albino John Tenge 

 

(Supervisor) 

Date................................................ 

 

 

 

 



 

iii 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

I would like to express my sincere appreciation to all individuals who supported me 

morally and materially to have this study accomplished. First and foremost, I am deeply 

indebted to thank Prof. Albino John Tenge of the University of Dodoma, under whose 

supervision to this dissertation has been written. The production of this dissertation 

would not have been possible without his time being spent on making close follow-ups 

and giving constructive comments, guidance, and support.  

I would also like to express my sincere thanks to my lecturers and staff members of the 

University of Dodoma in the Department of Development Studies. Special appreciation 

goes to Dr Kilonzo, the Dean of the School of Social Sciences, Dr. Victor, the Head of 

Department of Development Studies, Dr. Swai, Dr. Benta, Dr Chrishnan and Dr. Ngowi 

for their academic contribution and guidance.  

I also wish to thank my colleagues particularly Mr. Abram Nyantika, Mr. Richard Msitu, 

Mr. Meja, Anastazia, Herieth, Sophy and Hilder Lazaro for their steady friendly 

cooperation and support they provided to me during my study period.  

Many thanks should also go to Dodoma District Municipal Executive Director who 

granted me the permission for conducting this study in her area of authority. I wish also 

to thank all respondents, whom without their views this study would not have been 

possible as their information was very crucial towards the accomplishment of the 

research. 

 

 



 

iv 

 

DEDICATION 

I dedicate this work to my family whose boundless faith, love and endurance have 

always been a source of my strength to carry on with this study.This dissertation is 

dedicated to my closely beloved wife Maryam Abdullah Ahmed for supporting me both 

materially and morally during my studies at the University of Dodoma. This dedication 

is also to my sons Mohamed, Ahmed and Yaasir and orphans‟ I care of Riziki, and 

Rahma for being patient during my absence at home for studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

v 

 

ABSTRACT 

Contract farming (CF) is increasingly gaining importance. However, there are some 

controversies on its impact on the livelihood in agrarian societies. It is alongside this 

argument that pressed on conducting the present study to ascertain the impact of contract 

farming to the livelihood of grapevine farmers in Dodoma Municipal, Tanzania. 

Specifically, the study aimed at examining the main features of grapevine CF, 

identifying factors that influence small grape farmers' engagement into CF and 

examining the livelihoods of grape farmers in Dodoma Municipality. Through Cross-

sectional design, data were collected from 100 grape farmers and 12 key informants in 

four representative mitaa by the use of semi-structured interview, physical observation 

and documentary review. Data were analyzed by Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS) software, whereby cross tabulation, F-test (ANOVA), Chi-Square and Logistic 

regression were used. The results depict that, grapevine CF featured as informal 

intermediary partnership in which majority (100%) entered in contract through farmer 

groups. Although offered guarantee of marketing (100%) and credit facilities (94.3%), 

the scheme failed to spell clearly the important components of a standard contract. 

Logistic regression suggested three strongest factors that influence grapevine farmers to 

engage in CF; farmers' experience in grapevine farming ((odds ratio (OR)) = 31.973), 

farm size (OR = 18.669) and place of birth (OR = 7.158). F-test results suggest that 

grapevine CF has a significant positive impact on income, credit access, farm size (P-

value = 0.000) and spending on education (P-value = 0.004). While the results suggest 

that, contract farming has positive livelihood impacts for the grapevine farmers, the 

sustainability of the contract is not assured due to the existing challenges. The 

researcher, therefore, proposes developing harmonized framework contract between 
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local government, buyers, cooperatives and grapevine farmers integrating all important 

components of the legal contract.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

1.1   Background Information  

Contract Farming (CF) can be defined as an agreement between farmers and processing 

and/or marketing firms for the production and supply of agricultural products under 

forwarding agreements, frequently at predetermined prices (FAO, 2001). Under CF, 

firms assist farmers in connecting to output markets usually provides inputs, credit, or 

agricultural extension (Da Silva and Ranking, 2013). In return, farmers produce a certain 

quantity and quality of the crop and sell them exclusively to the firms. These services 

can also be facilitated by, multi-actor partnerships between companies, governments, 

and Non-Governmental Organizations (Prowse, 2012). 

CF of crops has existed from time immemorial (Shepherd and Eaton, 2001). With the 

increase in population, technology use, urbanization, food preferences and globalization 

of agricultural practice, the idea of CF become spread worldwide. Currently, CF 

represents 39% of agricultural production value in the USA, and 75% of agricultural 

production in Japan (SUD, 2014). Despite the fact that CF is widespread in Developing 

countries, the total area under agricultural production is estimated to be generally below 

10% (Miyata, 2009). CF is widely practiced in Africa as it is for many developing 

countries (Wainaina, 2012). For example, in Mozambique, almost 12% of the rural 

population is involved in cotton CF (Swinnen, 2007). In Kenya, over 50% of tea and 

sugar is produced under contracts and of horticultural exports.   
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In Tanzania, while CF was adopted as a part of the agricultural policy of 2012, its 

practice started in the 1990s for various cash crops including cotton, tobacco, tea, coffee, 

sisal, sugarcane, sunflower, and vegetables (Peter, 2016; and Ndunguru et al., 2016). 

However, the information about the success of CF in Tanzania indicates mixed results. 

While Khalfan (2012), found no significant improvement in basic livelihoods for most 

farmers in tobacco CF in Iringa, Ndunguru et al. (2016) noted an increase in farm size, 

income and production of tobacco in Chunya, Namtumbo and Mlele and in sugarcane in 

Morogoro and Kagera. This implies that CF schemes are not stable in Tanzania.  

CF is a wide subject surrounded with a continuous debate (MAFC, 2006). Several 

studies including Prowse (2012), Chakrabarti (2015),Bellemare & Novak (2015), 

positively suggest that CF allow smallholder farmers to achieve higher yields, increase 

income, improving food security, increase access to market inputs, access to modern 

technology and access to social services. On the contrary (Singh, 2002; Khalfan, 2012; 

Minot, 2011; & Chakrabarti, 2015) found a number of disadvantages and threats, such as 

unequal relations between contract buyers and farmers; farmers bearing high risks and 

receiving income which is not adequate to sustain their livelihoods. 

Based on the finding above, there is clear indication that the comparative advantage of 

CF is not a static model; instead, it can change over time and space. Thus, CF cannot be 

simply generalized as „all good' or „all bad' but could depend on the circumstance under 

its adoption. Such context can be firm's needs, crop, appropriate geographical and 

political-economic conditions and an enabling business environment (Jia, 2013). Since 

economic logic believe that well-informed farmers will not voluntarily enter into 

contracts with buyers unless they believe there will be benefits (Minot, 2011) and 
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because there is a possibility of misconceptions or lack of information by farmers on 

contract shortcomings. It is against these controversies that necessitated the need to 

thoroughly study the impact of CF on the livelihoods of grapevine farmers in Dodoma 

Municipality, Tanzania.  

1.2   Statement of the problem  

According to Minot (1986), CF focuses on three areas on its operations: market-

specification, resource provision and production management contract. Under these 

types, small farmers are expected to acquire livelihoods opportunities in terms of inputs, 

finances (credit), reliable market and technical advice (Will, 2013). Through effective 

utilization of these services, the ultimate results would be on improving the livelihood of 

farmers. 

In Tanzania, CF was officially introduced in 2012 (Ndunguru et al., 2016). The initial 

major crops involved in CF  include sugar cane, coffee, tea, cashew nuts, citrus fruits, 

vegetables, maize,  flower, tobacco, cotton, sunflower oil, sisal, seaweed, rice, sesame 

and cocoa (MAFC, 2006; Da Silva, and Rankin; 2014; Czekaj et al., 2015; & Ndunguru 

et al., 2016). These crops are produced either under farmers‟ agreement with out-grower 

schemes, or private sector export market led, or non-state actor led (donor-funded), or 

Small and Medium Enterprises (SME) or trader led contract. 

Despite the fact that CF offers the farmers with market, inputs and extension services, 

the performance of this sector in Tanzanian context is still questionable on improving the 

livelihoods of farmers. For instance, Ndunguru et al., (2016) noted the increase in farm 
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size and production for tobacco and sugarcane, increase income for tobacco and sisal, 

whereas sugarcane and cotton farmers recorded a decline in real incomes. 

Studies show that, grapevine farmers in Dodoma Urban district entered into CF recently 

(Mwanakatwe, 2016; Peter, 2016; Koigi, 2016; Dande, 2013; Kamndaya, 2011; Macd, 

2010). Most of the studies conducted on grapevine farming (Wambura, 2015; Natalia et 

al., 2014; and Willilo, 2016) reveal that, grapevine farmers experienced unreliable 

market, low prices, delayed payment, crop diseases, low productivity, post-harvest loss 

(30%), greater supply and demand gap and reliance on rain-fed farming. The studies did 

not specify whether farmers in CF also experienced similar predicament as those outside 

CF. Grapevine farming in east Africa is only done in Dodoma urban district. Given the 

many challenges facing the sector as revealed/informed by previous studies and that 

there are mixed results (positive and negative) from those engaged in CF in other crops, 

there is a need to conduct a research on the impact of grapevine CF on the livelihood of 

grapevine farmers in Dodoma urban district.  

This study assessed the main features of grapevine CF in Dodoma Municipality; identify 

factors that influence small grape farmers' engagement into CF in Dodoma Municipality 

and to examine the livelihoods of grape farmers in Dodoma Municipality 

1.3   The objective of the study 

1.3.1 General objective 

The general objective of this study was to assess the impact of CF on the livelihoods of 

grapevine farmers in Dodoma Municipality. 
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1.3.2 Specific objectives 

a) To examine the main features of grapevine CF in Dodoma Municipality. 

b) To identify factors that influence small grape farmers‟ engagement into CF in 

Dodoma Municipality.  

c) To examine the livelihoods of grape farmers in Dodoma Municipality. 

1.4    Research questions 

To achieve the above objectives, the researcher specifically intends to answer the 

following questions: 

a) What are main features of grapevine CF in Dodoma Municipality? 

b) What are the major factors for grapevine farms engaging in CF? 

c) What are the livelihood changes of grapevine CFs in Dodoma Municipality?  

1.5   Significance of the Study 

With reference to the objectives above, this study underpinned valuable information on 

the nature of CF in Dodoma grape farmers, the changes on the livelihood of farmers 

within contractual bases, and challenges available on contractual farming. Therefore 

various governmental and non-governmental organizations could find the research 

valuable for their policy framework in striving to improve the livelihood of the rural 

population in Dodoma and nearby regions.  The results can be used to other rural 

development practitioners who are interested in promoting CF as a tool for rural 

development.  The findings of the study are important for further research in the area 
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and build up knowledge on evaluating the impact of CF on the livelihood of farmers to 

potentially shape the international debate on this topic. 

1.6   Scope of the study 

This study took place in Dodoma Municipality with the aim of finding out the impact of 

CF on small-scale grapevine farmers. Although the study focused on the grapevine, the 

results are applicable to all smallholder farmers under the contractual agreements in 

different places of the country and other places with similar conditions. 

1.7   Organization of the study 

The research dissertation is organized into five chapters. Each chapter has different 

subtopics. Chapter one start with an introduction and then describe the background 

information, the problem statement, research objectives, research questions, and 

finalized with the scope of the study. From this first chapter, Chapter two discusses 

relevant literature on CF and the livelihoods, including the Key definitions, theoretical, 

empirical review and finalized with the conceptual framework to the study.  Chapter 

three describes the structure of the research methodology, limitation of the study, and 

ethical considerations of the research whereas Chapter four presents the results and 

discussion. This study concludes with Chapter five that describes conclusion, 

recommendation and suggests areas for further studies. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1   Introduction 

This chapter reviews the existing literature related to contract farming (CF) and its 

impacts on the livelihood. It defines Key terms including the concept of CF, agricultural 

inputs, impact assessment, livelihood, agricultural cooperatives, agricultural credits, out-

grower scheme, and small farmer,. The chapter describes a typology of CF, the 

background of CF, the theory that guides this study, factors influencing farmers to 

engage in CF, features of CF and impact of CF, grapevine farming in Tanzania, research 

gap and finally introducing conceptual framework. 

2.2   Definition of key terms 

Contract farming (CF): Can be defined as an agricultural production carried out 

according to an agreement between a buyer and farmers, which establishes conditions 

for the production and marketing of farm products. It is an agreement between one or 

more farmer(s) and a contractor for the production and supply of agricultural products 

under forwarding agreements, frequently at predetermined prices (Shepherd and Eaton, 

2001). Setboonsarng (2008), defined contract farming as an agreement between a farmer 

and a purchaser established in advance of the growing season for a specific quantity, 

quality, and date of delivery of an agricultural output at a price or price formula fixed in 

advance. Contract farming are contractual agreements between farmers and the firms, 

whether oral or written, specifying one or more conditions of production and/or 
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marketing of an agricultural product (Senanayake, 2008). This arrangement can help 

integrate small-scale farmers into modern agricultural value chains, providing them with 

inputs, technical support, and assured markets. Often, the buyer provides the farmer 

with technical support, seeds, fertilizer, and other inputs on credit and offers a 

guaranteed price for the output (Shepherd and Eaton, 2001). Therefore contract farming 

with regards to this study means a verbal or written agreement between farmers and the 

firms that specify one or more conditions. 

Agricultural inputs: These are agricultural production requirements ranging from seeds, 

fertilizers, extension services, and pesticides.  These inputs constitute an important 

portion of farm productivity when applied on time. Firms engaging in CF are normally 

supplying these inputs as incentives to farmers (Meyer, 2013). This study examined 

whether wine companies offered agricultural inputs or not and conditions that guide the 

implementation of the contract.  

Impact assessment: This refers to management machinery aimed at measuring the 

effects of projects on the intended beneficiaries. Also impact assessment is a measure of 

the direct output on ultimate beneficiaries; it provides a measure of the contribution of 

the project in a broader development goal of the project (Makungu, 2004). It is also 

referred to, analysis or evaluation of the potential results of a particular program, which 

provides an approximate order of magnitude to be used by stakeholders (IFAD, 2002). 

This study examined contract output that serves as an indicator to evaluate potential 

livelihood results acquire via CF on the grapevine farmers. 
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Livelihood: Livelihood implies a means of living (set of activities a human being 

applies to earn everyday life. Ellis (2000) explained that livelihood comprises the assets 

(natural, physical, human, financial and social capital) and the activities that determine 

the living gained by an individual or household. Whereby, human capital represents 

skills, knowledge, ability to labor and good health (Becker, 1994). Life skills, public 

education, and health services are also vital in developing human capital (Ellis, 2000). 

Social capital has been defined most simply as the norms and networks that enable 

people to act collectively (Moran, 2005). Financial capital is mostly comprised of 

financial stocks like savings, income (salary, pensions, dividends etc.), and financial 

flows like loans (DFID, 1999). Natural capital refers to natural resource stock that 

affects livelihoods. Such may be intangible public goods or assets used directly in 

production (like land). Physical capital refers to as important infrastructure components 

such as transport, buildings, high-quality water supplies and communications, producer 

tools and equipment used in production (DFID, 1999).   

Through CF, grapevine farmers anticipate to achieve the aforementioned four capitals 

(natural, human, financial, physical and social capital) to positively impact their 

livelihoods. 

Agricultural Cooperative Society: These societies are formed by small farmers, 

pastoralists, and fishers to work jointly and thereby enjoy the benefits of large-scale 

activities. Sometime cooperatives act as middlemen and sometimes organized as out-

growers schemes.  Simply, this study examined the livelihood opportunities offered 

under CF whether based on out-grower scheme or private firm contract due to the fact 
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that cooperative societies if well organized, play an important role to the livelihoods of 

agrarian societies. 

Agricultural credit: Is normally provided in cash, but for this study agriculture credit 

including cash may mean either in-kind loans for seed, fertilizer and other farm 

production inputs (Meyer, 2013) or cash capital. This study used the term agricultural 

credit as part of farmers‟ livelihoods strategy indispensable to boost up grapevine 

farming management to healthier output. 

Out-grower scheme: In most of the literature, the terms „CF' and „out-grower scheme 

are often used interchangeably. However, Glover and Kusterer (1990), make a 

distinction between contract agriculture for private contractor arrangements and out-

grower schemes for those involving public enterprises and parastatals. In both types of 

schemes farmers contract to grow crops or raise animals for a contractor who takes care 

of the processing and/or marketing of the agricultural product. Shepherd and Eaton 

(2001), suggests that out-grower schemes were typically used in Africa. However, 

because the focus of this study was based on examining livelihood impact as a result of 

the contract, both private and out-growers schemes served up as study landmark. 

Small-scale farmer: The definition of small-scale farmer varies enormously, taking into 

consideration different characteristics like revenues, socioeconomic features, land size, 

regions, countries, etc. For instance, an FAO study (2001) defines smallholders as 

farmers with limited resource endowments, relative to other farmers in the sector. The 

World Bank (2008), defines smallholders as those with a low asset base and operating in 

less than 2 hectares of cropland. Narayanan and Gulati (2002), say that “a small farmer 
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is a farmer (crop or livestock) practicing a mix of commercial and subsistence 

production where family provides the majority of labor and the farm provides the 

principal source of income”. A “small farmer” is defined as one who relies primarily on 

family labor with modest or only occasional use of hired labor. In many developing 

countries, this definition would correspond to farms of less than three to five hectares 

(Minot, 2007). Broadly speaking, small-scale farmer is a farmer who relies primarily on 

family labor with limited resource endowments that is farms of less than five hectors 

usually operates under subsistence production, who lack access to high-quality inputs, 

credit, services and equipment, who rely substantially on off-farm work, remittances 

and/or social subsidies and vulnerable with both environmental and institutional factors. 

2.3   Theoretical literature review  

2.3.1  Political Economy of agrarian change  

The "Political economy of agrarian change" was a relatively influential school of thought 

in the 1970s and 1980s. Based on the control of land, labor, and capital, this Marxist and 

neo-Marxist body of work mapped the deepening capitalist relations of production 

within agrarian societies. That is on how capitalism developed in primarily agrarian 

societies before industrialization and how agrarian change has been shaped by industrial 

capitalism once it was established and spread.  In order for the structural transformation 

of pre-capitalist societies to capitalist societies to occur, then, the obstacles to capital 

accumulation in agriculture would have to be overcome. CF was generally viewed as a 

means through which capital could extract surplus value from the peasantry through 

exploitative terms (Little, 1994).  
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The main tenets of this school‟s interpretation of CF according to Singh (2002) can be 

summarised as follows: (1) that CF develops only when the state‟s role in agricultural 

input and output markets is limited and when markets shows signs of failure; (2) that 

contracting often relies on cartel to be efficient; (3) that it leads to self-exploitation as 

farmers choose to admit defeat control of their land and labour, (4) farmers usually bear 

all production risk and losses from natural calamity; (5) farmers become semi-

proletarian peasants or pauperized labourers; (6) CF frequently involves child labour; (7) 

that, when successful, CF creates a class of peasant capitalist farmers, which accelerates 

mistreatment of poorer peasants, with peasant capitalists acquiring their land; and (8) CF 

can reduced food crop production . 

2.3.2 Strength and weakness of the theory 

The theory succeeds in showing the loophole where the firm may use to dominate small 

farmers and marginalized people in production thereby provision of capital as an 

incentive for convincing them to produce for their (firms) benefit. However, the theory 

suffers the weakness of exaggerating exploitative relationship between farmers and 

firm(s) that need a detail investigation in the study area. 

2.3.3 Application of Political Economy theory in the study 

The theory is helpful in this study because it describes the nature of partnership existed 

between firm and farmers. However, the Political economic theory alerts the researcher 

that, such kind of partnership leads to self-exploitation as farmers choose to admit defeat 

control of their land and labour and farmers usually bear all production risk and losses 

from natural calamity resulting into a win-lose relationship. Therefore it is logical to 
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examine how the contract is operated which provide an insight in evaluating CF impacts 

on the livelihood grapevine farmers. 

2.4   Typology of CF 

According to Simmons(2003), CF can take different arrangement but it can be classified 

into three modalities namely “market specification”, “resources provision” and 

“production management”. 

2.4.1 Market specification contract  

Marketing contract refers to oral or written agreement between a contractor and a grower 

that set a price and means for the commodity before harvest or before the commodity is 

ready to be marketed, which determines quantity, timing, and price of commodities to be 

sold. In this type of contract, the producer has full autonomy regarding production 

decisions, hence the producer bears all the risks of production but shares price risks with 

the contractor.  Market-specification contract can reduce the cost of gathering and 

exchange information about demand, quality and price, thus reducing uncertain market 

risks (Minot, 1986). This is to say if grape farmers signed a market specification 

contract, there will be guaranteed that grapevine (grapes) will be sold directly to the firm 

hence reduce production loss and sustain quality product if the price is reasonable 

compared with spot market price. 

2.4.2 Resource provision contract  

In resource providing type of contract arrangement, the firm may supply selected inputs 

to the growers including land preparations and technical advice in conjunction with the 
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marketing arrangements. A contracting firm specifies the species of crops to be 

cultivated, production practices, quality and standardization of the crop through the 

provision of extension services and input credits. In this context, the producer agrees to 

produce the raw commodity under some degree of company control and specification, as 

well as to sell the commodity to the processor at an agreed price, quality and time. The 

resource providing contract can reduce the costs of obtaining credit, inputs and extension 

services (Minot, 1986). Ultimately, this will have an impact on livelihood by reducing 

the risk of post-harvest loss, capital constraints, and expand production space. However, 

this may result in greater dependency and opportunistic behaviors to take part. 

2.4.3 Production management contract  

Production management type of contract; a company has full control as well as the 

provision of inputs, in this regard firm supplies and manages all the inputs and the 

farmer becomes just a supplier of land and labor (Silva, 2005). The firm closely 

monitors the quality produced; production practices and tends to dominate the terms of 

the contract. Associated with a large out grower and nucleus-estate schemes, the 

contractor directly shapes and regulates the production and labor processes of the 

grower. Production contract specifies in detail the quality and quantity of a particular 

commodity to be procured and the compensation that the producer for the raw 

commodity would receive for his efforts at a pre-agreed price. The production 

management contract specifies achieving quality, timing and least-cost production 

(Minot, 1986). 
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Theoretically, the above CF typology tries to stipulate the responsibilities of each party 

of contract. The basis of such arrangements, however, needs a commitment on both 

farmers and firms. The task of development practitioners is, therefore, translating it from 

theory to practice where the improvement of the various dimensions affecting the 

livelihood of an individual farmer  could be measured and judged. This study added 

value in the development policy while highlighting the nature, impact, and challenges of 

this arrangement on the livelihoods of grapevine farmers in Dodoma Municipality in 

Tanzania. 

2.5   Contract Farming Background 

2.5.1   Historical perspectives on CF 

Agricultural systems worldwide have been transformed from subsistence level to a tight 

align chain and networks of productions due to the changes in technology, demography, 

financial mobility, consumer demands, markets competitions, and liberalization of trade 

(Barret, 2012). Even though globalization and development of rural infrastructure are 

providing latest market opportunities, the poor cannot take advantage of these because of 

low capital, limited access to credit, risk aversion, and a poor attachment to the market. 

In the eve of internationalized agriculture and radical changes in the agro-food market in 

developing countries, CF is regarded as one of the components for integrated rural 

development strategy and a "dynamic partnership" by which smaller farmers can get 

access to market, technological and managerial assistance (Little, 1994). Basically, 

despite gaining momentum in recent decades, CF has been present around the world for 

centuries. It was widespread in ancient Greece, China, and Africa where a certain 
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percentage of crops were used to pay rents and debts during a feudal mode of production 

(Mwijage, 2002 and Shepherd, and Eaton, 2001). However, in the 1960s due to the 

ideological reflection and desire for "targeting rural poor", the internationalized 

agriculture and the dynamics of rural development strategies CF was emphasized. 

Likewise, the exclusion of small farmers from the Green Revolution in the 1970s makes 

many development practitioners considering CF as a possible tool to incorporate small 

farmers into the industrial sectors.  

By the late 20th century, CF was widespread across Western Europe, the United States 

and Japan (Rehber,1998). As regards to developed countries, Watts (1994), highlights 

how the Japanese utilized CF in Taiwan in the 19
th

 century, as did US firms in Central 

America in the early decades of the twentieth. For example, CF accounted for 39% of 

US agricultural production in 2001 (Rehber, 2007).  

In Asia and Latin America, CF is also widespread. In China for instance, through 

government support on CF produced dramatic results since the 1990s whereby over 18 

billion hectares were planted under contract-farming arrangements up to 2001 (Rehber, 

2007). The analysis also shows that CF spread rapidly in Asia, Latin America, and 

Africa in the 1990s as a result of the market demand on high-value export crops and the 

impact of new technologies (Clapp, 1994; and Staatz & Eicher, 1998). However, in 

Africa, the wave of producing and selling on a contractual basis became common 

arrangement in agriculture even during the eve of colonialism 19
th

 and 20
th

 centuries of 

the colonial economy.   
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During that particular time, plantation and peasant farming were introduced and crops 

such as coffee, cotton, sisal, cocoa, sugarcane, tobacco, rubber, tea, palm and other cash 

crops spread all over the continent. Gradually, a transaction of the agricultural product 

changed from selling via Asian middlemen to cooperative societies that act in between 

farmers and processors that lead to the beginning of CF under out-growers schemes. For 

example in Tanzania from 1952 cooperative societies started to purchase cotton in 

"Sukumaland" (Schuknecht, 2010). 

In Sub-Sahara Africa, the graph also increased. The data shows that, in Mozambique all 

cotton and tobacco are produced by CF, in Zambia 100% of paprika, tobacco and cotton 

are produced by CF system likewise in Kenya 60% of tea, sugar, and all the country 

tobacco are in CF system (KIT, Faida MaLi and IIRR, 2006). South Africa has a long 

history of farming under contract, which includes a wide range of sharecropping 

arrangements dating back to the early 20th century (Bundy, 1979). Vertical coordination 

arrangements currently exist in the tea, fruit, sugar, flower, cotton, vegetable, timber, 

fishing and tobacco sectors (Levin, 1988). 

In Tanzania contract scheme existed for so long under out grower style, however, firm-

farmers arrangement began in the 1990s due to the changing wind of global economic 

reforms where some agribusiness firms started market specification CF whether formal 

or informal style. For example, Meru Packing & Export (Meru) began exporting 

vegetable products in the 1990s through strong vertical interlink with small farmers in 

Arumeru District. 
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The verification from this paragraph has shown the mushroom spread of CF globally 

reflecting the importance of CF in changing the socio-economic structure of agrarian 

society for their livelihoods. The subsequent paragraph is going to analyze major forces 

for the widespread of CF over time and space. 

2.5.2 Reasons for the widespread of CF 

The motive for the widespread of CF worldwide has been associated with changing 

demand and supply for agricultural products induced by the global population increase, 

increased female participation in the workforce, higher public awareness regarding 

healthy diets, and greater urbanization. For example, it is estimated that the world‟s 

population will increase to 9.2 billion by 2050 (United Nations Population Division, 

2014). Therefore agricultural production is required to respond with this statistics 

purposely to feed this growing number of population.  

In addition to that, on the supply side the liberalization of national and international 

markets, changes in transport and logistics, improvements in information and 

communication technology, and biotechnology, decreasing role of the state in assisting 

farmers, the influence of donor agencies and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 

to help smallholders get access to markets (Bijman, 2008) have all contributed to the 

greater prevalence of contracts. According to Singh(2002), CF over the years has been 

actively promoted by the World Bank, the United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID), the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and the Common 

Wealth Development Corporation (CDC).  However, in the age of market liberalization, 
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and globalization of agricultural commodities, there is a danger that small-scale farmers 

will find difficulty in fully participating in the market economy.  

Thus well-organized CF would appear to offer an important way in which smaller 

producers can produce in a commercial comportment and ultimately improving their 

livelihoods. This study examined on how grape farmers in Dodoma were integrated 

within this world agricultural value chain as well as to examine factors that influence 

grapevine farmer engaging on CF focusing on issues such as social economic, resources, 

and institutional pattern.  

2.6   Empirical Review 

2.6.1 Features of contract farming 

Shepherd and Eaton (2001) and Bijman (2008) proposed five different models of 

contract farming. These are centralized models which consist of a centralized processor 

purchasing commodities from a large number of contracted smallholders. The nucleus 

estate model on which contractor administers a central estate or plantation for 

production. The multipartite models which consists of different numbers of 

organizations for example financial institutions, insurance companies and cooperatives. 

The informal model based on individual entrepreneurs and small firms is characterized 

by informal contracts which are often on a seasonal basis. The last one is the 

intermediary model which includes a contractor, normally a processor or trader, who 

contracts formally with an intermediary. The farmers are then contracted by the 

intermediary informally. The standard contract farming, therefore, is likely be within one 
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among these categories. The study compiled by Da Silva and Rankin (2013) in Arumeru 

vegetables, stipulated specific contract between the Meru Packing & Export (Meru) with 

commercial growers from one side and small farmers on the other. The small farmers 

through Market Intermediary Cooperatives (MICs) were obliged to sign the contract 

with both MICs and Meru. The contract stipulated standard price fixed for the contract 

period, standard quality description, payment calculations and penalties applied, 

financing clause, and provision of inputs. The formation of MICs also received political 

support from local politicians. The guidelines for production and supervision were pre-

set in the Growers‟ Manual developed by Meru. From their side, Meru supervised and 

enforced these rules by providing extension support to the farmers as well as physical 

inputs, supplied seeds and  agrochemicals where the commercial farmers were allowed 

to buy their own chemicals independently (Da Silva and Rankin, 2013). This kind of 

contract relation, therefore, can be grouped as a mixed type where all the three 

components: market, production, and resources provision are observed. With regard to 

Tanzanian context, this study also examined the features of grapevine CF in comparison 

with other sites including the Meru case study. More specifically the study examined 

actors involved in grapevine contract and their roles, reasons for engagement, 

experience, performance and components of the contract. The basis of this selection 

were due to the fact that CF on grapevine farming is a new strategy, therefore, requiring 

identifying important aspects that have a positive or negative influence on the farmers' 

livelihood. 
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2.6.2 Factors influencing small farmers engage in CF 

There is a controversy on the factors that influence farmers to engage in CF whereby one 

study agrees on one factor which another study ignores. A documentary review found 

out that among the factors manipulated by different studies include the age of 

respondents, farm size, farmers experience, the distance from farm to the processing 

firm, gender of respondents, technology, marketing support, educational level, and 

gaining access to a loan. Such studies include Sambuo (2014) who observed on tobacco 

that among the factors influencing farmers to engage in CF were age, farm size, farming 

experience, farm inputs, farming groups, agricultural assets, credits and extension 

services. 

Those participating in CF have significantly higher levels of education and involved in 

farmer groups than non-participants (Mercy, 2013). Grethe(2009) found a positive 

influence of age, indicating that an increase in age would likely increase one‟s 

participation in CF. education was also found to exhibit a positive influence on 

participation decision at a significant level that an increase in farmer‟ education level 

tend to increase the farmer‟ participation in CF. Increasing total land size holding 

increases the chances of participating in CF.. Knowledge, attitude, and experience are 

forwarded as the primary factors influencing young people to be involved in CF in 

Malaysia (Da Silva and Rankin, 2013). The total farm size available to a farmer was 

found to have the positive effect on participation by Opoku (2012) on fruit (papaya, 

oranges, mango, and pineapples) in Ghana. Distance from farms to processor‟s firm, 

Gender plays an important role in contract participation decision on the male farmer. 

Farmer's education level, years of farming experience, and distance from farm to market 

center were found to have a negative influence by Opoku (2012).  
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However, on the part of a contractor,  it has been observed that CF is encouraged by a 

firm's need to source products with specific qualities and quantities (Minot, 2011), the 

presence of appropriate geographical and political-economic conditions and an enabling 

business environment (Jia, 2013). Relevant geographical conditions are road network, 

access to water, soil types, climate, etc. Relevant political-economic conditions are land-

right policies, market regulation, trade policies and the risk of socio-economic shocks. 

Whether a firm chooses to start offering a contract to farmers was highly influenced by 

the local business environment, such as financial services, conflict resolution systems, 

investment subsidies, business development services, brokering services, and farmer 

organizations.  

Therefore from the above observation, it can be argued that the factors influencing 

farmers to join CF are not static but dynamic over time and space. For example, this 

study assumed that age of respondents may influence the decision depending on crop 

type. This is due to the fact that in some areas elderly age may indicate maturity in 

countering farm challenges without the contract, while in other settings it may be 

assumed exhausted ability to execute the loan on inputs which result to contract 

disengagement. The young age in one setting is more spirited in investing in farming to 

increase income, while in another setting, the young age are more engaged in business 

rather than farming. Education level may vary in a different setting whereby some areas 

educated civil servants engage in farming for an additional income, while in others they 

prefer business as their source of additional income. This study, therefore, examined 

factors the influence grapevine farmers to engage in CF so as to observe the significant 

predictor of the likelihood that farmers could be engaged in the contract. In particular, 
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this study focused on examining common demographic, institutional and resource 

factors such as age, sex, educational level, farm size, place of birth, household size, 

income from other sources; land ownership, marital status, training acquired and 

grapevine cultivation experiences.  These variables were chosen based on their influence 

in the daily decision-making process of farmers, therefore, expected to influence 

grapevine farmers‟ decisions to engage in CF. 

2.6.3 Impact of contract farming to the farmers’ livelihood 

The impact of CF on the livelihood of farmers is not universal in all regions, some 

experience positive while others negative. Sokchea (2015), found that CFs earn 84.07% 

greater incomes than NCFs in which both firm and farmers try to bargain for the greater 

share of the profits on crops such as rubber, sugar cane, oil palm, cassava, rice, 

vegetable, tobacco, cotton in Cambodia. The study made by Mwanselle (2010) on 

tobacco CF in Songea found the positive impact of CF hence enables farmers to pay 

their loans with a slight increase in income. The firm provided farmers with training on 

management and marketing. Ndunguru et al., (2016) noted that there was an increase in 

farm size and production for tobacco and sugarcane. Moreover, the income from tobacco 

production rose to about 24.7%  which allowed farmers to purchase farm inputs on 

credit, receive cash credit and hired labor of which all payment will be made later during 

the selling of the crop. Other uses of income were; domestic uses, school fees, land 

purchase, business capital and purchase of firewood (Sambuo, 2014).  

Meanwhile, Henningsen (2015), observed the small positive effect of CF on sunflower 

productivity in Kongwa.  Kihombo (2014) found that Contract Cocoa Production did not 



 

24 

 

solve the technical problem and timely inputs in Kilombero and Kyela district-Tanzania. 

Khalfan(2012) in Iringa concluded that tobacco contracting had not led to an appreciable 

improvement in basic livelihoods for most farmers rather it was associated with 

detrimental effects on food security, poverty, a risk of indebtedness and gender 

inequality.   

In general, the impact of CF on the livelihood of farmers have no straight answer on 

whether can boost the wellbeing of farmers or not. Given the many challenges facing the 

grapevine farming, the mixed results of CF in other crops, the infantile of CF practice in 

Tanzania, differences in crop type under CF and different operational contexts, there is a 

need to conduct different studies in this subject so as to get a broad picture on how CF 

schemes are adopted in different settings in the country. These compelled the 

establishment of this study to uncover the performance of grapevine CF in Dodoma 

Tanzania. The results from this study anticipated to plug the existing gaps. Grapevine 

farming is amongst an imperative cash crop in Tanzania that needs as an alternative crop 

in the area, necessary in fighting frequent incidences of food insecurity, to increase 

income, and a source of foreign currency. 

2.6.4 Contract farming in Tanzania 

A high segment of the poor in Sub Saharan Africa (SSA) are subsistence farmers 

evidenced by the presence of low input level, low access to market and living on low-

value traditional crops. It is reported that about 70 percent of the population in Sub-

Saharan Africa live in rural areas and depend on agriculture for their livelihoods (Nnadi, 

2012).  Tanzania is an agriculture-based country, with 72 percent of the population 
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living in rural areas and 75 percent of the labor force working in agriculture (World 

Bank, 2014). The larger part of the poor lives in rural areas and depends on agricultural 

livelihoods, which makes the agricultural sector a key sector for development (Thurlow, 

2011). Despite the several strategies and policies, the agricultural sector in Tanzania is 

not performing well to make serious progress in alleviating poverty. Rural households 

still face low rates of productivity and high rates of food insecurity and poverty (Mdoe, 

2015).  Even though globalization, market liberalization, and development of rural 

infrastructure are providing new market opportunities, the poor cannot take advantage of 

these because of low capital, limited access to credit, risk aversion, and a poor 

connection to the market. It‟s on this basis that World Bank promotes CF as a tool for 

poverty reduction in Africa (World Bank, 2008). 

Initiatives that Support Agricultural Development in Tanzania include but not limited to: 

National Agriculture Policy (2012); Tanzania Development Vision 2025 unveiled in 

1999 as the country's blue print for transforming the country into a middle-income 

country status by 2025 and Tanzania Long Term Perspective Plan (TLTPP) 2011/12 – 

2025/26. The Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) is part of 

the plans under Kilimo Kwanza (Agriculture First), and Big Results Now (BRN) 

initiative in January 2013 with the objective of achieving results faster and addressing 

implementation challenges. All the initiatives formulated from the year 2000 onward are 

focused on improving farming to the commercial level hence CF was among the central 

theme under discussion. 

Back in the 1980s and early 1990s, the ideology of liberalization influenced the debate, 

Structural Adjustment Programs (SAP) were introduced aimed at deregulation, subsidy 
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reduction and privatization. During this period donors and the government of Tanzania 

reduced the use of credit lines in favor of grants, loans, and technical assistance linked to 

the liberalization of the crops marketing systems. Tanzanian parliament passed the crops 

board act in 1993, in which the private sector was allowed to participate in the 

procurement, price determination, processing and export of the four main export crops 

grown by the smallholders: cashew nuts, coffee, cotton and tobacco (Rweyemamu, 

2003). The reforms provided the conditions for mitigating the process of contracts, 

which gave small-scale-producers an opportunity to be engaged in CF system with the 

processing firms especially sugarcane out-growers, sunflower, organic coffee 

production, tobacco and cotton (World Bank, 2008 & Mshiu, 2007). It can be argued 

that CF as a nomenclature may be of recent origin but none can deny that the concept in 

different forms has been in operation for long in the country. 

For more than a decade in Tanzania, various crops have been produced using either 

formal or informal contracts. For instance, tobacco farmers in Iringa experienced 

minimal participation in formal negotiation processes (Khalfan, 2012) whereas in 

Arumeru vegetables stipulates a specific contract between the Meru Packing & Export 

(Meru) with commercial growers from one side and small farmers on the other. The 

small farmers through Market Intermediary Cooperatives (MICs) were obliged to sign 

the contract with both MICs and Meru (Da Silva and Rankin, 2013). The contract 

stipulated standard price fixed for the contract period, standard quality description, 

payment calculations and penalties applied, financing clause, and provision of inputs.  

Generally, the agricultural contract schemes in Tanzania are organized in the form of 

either under farmers' agreement with out-grower schemes, or private sector export 
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market led which include processing industries, or non-state actor led which is donor-

funded, or under the Small and Medium Enterprises (SME), or under the trader led 

contract. CF has emerged as a means to alleviate production constraints and thus 

enhance the productive capacity of farmers. Even if the schemes helped farmers to have 

access to finance, inputs, and markets rural livelihoods in Tanzania are still poor as 

manifested by poverty line and frequency food and nutritional insecurity report. The 

major disagreement is the absence of clear guidelines on how CF should be framed. 

Different contracts use different formats, cover different aspects and different duration. 

Some of these arrangements are often unfair whereby contractors are likely to perpetuate 

opportunistic act. Given the many challenges facing the sector as revealed/informed by 

previous studies and that there are mixed results (positive and negative) from those 

engaged in CF in other crops, there is a need to conduct a research on the impact of 

grapevine CF on the livelihood of grapevine farmers in Dodoma urban district.  

2.6.5 Grape production in Dodoma 

Dodoma urban district is found in Central Plateau zone which is famous for the 

production of fruits such as Grapes, Mango, Papaya, guava, baobab, tamarind and dates 

(MAFC, 2005). It is the only region in Tanzania where grapes are grown. It is also the 

2nd largest grape producing area in sub-Saharan Africa (Koigi, 2016). 

Grape production is the main livelihood activity for many farmers in Dodoma Municipal 

and the nearby districts of Chamwino and Kongwa. Dodoma district has a total of 41 

wards, 18 mitaa (streets) and 170 villages with total 410,956 inhabitants and an average 

household size of 4.4 (U.R.T., 2013). According to Dodoma Urban District Report in 
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2014, a total of 196,000 ha are suitable for agriculture but only 107,007 ha are under 

cultivation. In 2013/2014, an estimated 1242 ha (0.1% of the total area suitable for 

cultivation) were under grape cultivation (Dodoma Urban District Report, 2014). 

Grapefruits can be eaten raw or can be used for making jam, juice, jelly, wine, grape 

seeds-extracts, raisins, vinegar and grape -seed oil. Dodoma urban produces 70% of the 

grapes while  Dodoma rural produces 30% of the grapes produced in the region (SNV, 

2005), whereby a majority (100%) of smallholders grape producers in Dodoma produce 

grapes in their own land (Natalia et al., 2014). 62.9%. smallholders grape producers had 

a land size ranging between 2 and 5 acres (Natalia et al., 2014). During the grape harvest 

season, it is common to see women carrying the dishes, boxes and plastic basins moving 

around in the Municipal streets selling their grapes. A survey done by Willilo (2016) 

indicates that there is significant foreign demand for grapes from neighboring countries 

such as Rwanda and Kenya. Rwanda buys at least 30 tons of grapes annually (Willilo, 

2016)while Kenya purchases about 450 tons per year.  

Grapes are perishable, capital and labor intensive agricultural produce. Despite the 

engagement of wine processing companies in this sector including CETAWICO and 

Alko Vintage as main buyers of grapevine harvests, the knowledge for the ultimate 

impact of their relationship with livelihoods of farmers is still very limited given that 

Natalia et al. (2014) indicated that about 77.1% of grapevine farmers are in the form of 

agreement with buyers. Since 2011 Alko Vintage Company has been providing loans to 

grapevine farmers solving capital constraints (Kato, 2013). Previous studies on CF 

indicates low output for grapevine sector, unreliable rainfall, insufficient agricultural 

extension services, late payment, low labor productivity, poor infrastructure, processing 
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and marketing problems due to inadequate product quality, few processing plants or 

winery industry, low price, low incentives, and poor-harvest management (Natalia, 

2014). In addition to that, Wambura(2015) found that farmers are complaining of low 

price, pests and diseases such as grasshoppers, caterpillar, beetles, sucking insects and 

diseases are the most important constraint on grape farming. Due to these production 

constraints, the grape market is still below utilization as it accounts of lack of supply for 

bulk wine to the firm.   

The key purchasers are required to import bulk wine from South Africa despite serious 

tariff barriers (excise duty of TZS 2,130/ liter and 18 percent Value Added Tax) (Willilo, 

2016). As an attempt to uphold grapevine production, it is important to uncover issues 

related with this sector including firm-farmer relationship, the impact of this relationship 

to the farmers livelihoods as well as challenges facing this sector in order to suggest the 

better ways of undertaking measures to elevate production rates of grapevine to seal the 

demand-supply gap within local and international markets a move that is  important in 

increasing employment opportunities in Tanzania central zone. This study therefore 

aimed at filling such a knowledge gap encompassing grapevine production sector 

regarding that Tanzania has sufficient geographical and marketing advantages for grapes 

in Dodoma and neighboring regions. 

Historically, Vines were first introduced in Tanzania in 1938 by the Holy Ghost Fathers 

Catholic missionaries near Kondoa in the Central Zone.  In the year 1963 the Isanga 

prison started cultivating four acres and three years later the crop was gradually 

introduced to the five mitaa namely Mpunguzi, Msalato, Nala, Nkulabi, and Mundemu. 
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In 1998 the country exported 176 kilograms (kg) worth of wine and in 2013 exported 

151,221 kg (Natalia et al., 2014).  

Grape grows best in the Mediterranean type of climate with long relatively dry summers 

and mild winters. There are about 10,000 varieties of grapevines worldwide. However 

the most common grape varieties in the region including Makutupora red, Chenin 

blanc(wine), Regina, Syrah(wine), Ugniblanc(wine), and Black rose, Alphoncelavalle 

(table grapes), Tajitrozavij, Beauty seedless, Kismiscreveni, and Halelibelyji. There are 

two harvesting seasons in Dodoma region –one in the rainy season (March, April, and 

May) and another in the dry season (August, September, and October). High grape 

production occurs during the dry season. In the global aspect, currently, China is the 

leading country that dominates the world market followed by the USA with Italy, Spain 

and France follow the chain. The European market price for table grape range from 2.5 

to 3.5 US Dollars per kilogram (Peusmann, 2015).   

2.6.6 Empirical Gap 

CF has been globally practiced with successes in some countries such as Japan, North 

America, European countries.  There are mixed results in African countries with some 

success and challenges. CF on grapevine farming in Tanzania  was introduced since 

2011 with  anticipation to provides access to markets, inputs, technical assistance and 

credit, and to reduce on-farm and marketing risk to small farmers hence expecting to 

improve production quality and quantity, increase income and other livelihoods. 

However, there is limited study on the impacts of CF on the livelihood of grapevine 

farmers. Since the impact of contract farming cannot be generalized to all categories of 
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farmers due to differed firm, socio economic settings and the type of crop, it was crucial 

to have this study to uncover the impact of processor-farmers relationship on the 

livelihoods of grapevine farmer hence information obtained would improve grapevine 

and contract farming the country.    

2.7   Conceptual Framework of the Study  

The study conceptualized that CF can improve the livelihood of grapevine farmers by 

increasing the ability of farmers  to afford education and other social services (Human 

capital), increase income (Financial capital), improve housing (Physical capital), 

increase farm size and ability of livestock keeping (Natural capital). Other impacts may 

include an ability to join farmer groups (Social capital) and reduce production risks. 

However, these impacts depends on the type of contract agreements which may be 

influenced by personal characteristics, resources availability and institutional factors. 

Personal characteristics like age may influence one‟s engagement in CF since it insures 

availability of labor in crop cultivation. Resource factors such as land ownership and 

income influences farmers' decision to engage in CF to enabe  farmers afford the cost of 

farming. Institutional factor such as extension services is an incentive to engage in the 

contract because of its potentiality in addressing challenges that encounter grapevine 

farming (Figure 1). 
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 Figure 1: Conceptual frame work of the study;  

Source: Researcher’s own design (2016/2017) 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.0   Introduction 

This chapter presents the methods that were used in this study. The significant parts 

discussed include, selection of the study site, target population, research design, 

sampling design, data collection and data analysis techniques. The chapter also presents 

measures for study validity and reliability, study limitation and finalizes with ethical 

consideration. 

3.1   Selection of the Study Site 

This study was carried out in Dodoma Municipality, Tanzania. The rationale behind this 

selection is due to the fact that Dodoma District is the leading producer of grapevine in 

Tanzania and has engaged in CF with wine company for the supply of grapevine 

products. For the purpose of this study, the list of six mitaa engaged in grapevine CF 

includes Mpunguzi, Bihawana, Hombolo B, Mbabala, Mbabala B and Nkulabi were 

identified. These mitaa are located within three Wards of Dodoma Municipality such as 

Mpunguzi, Mbabala, and Hombolo B. Mitaa such as Mpunguzi, Mbabala, Nkulabi and 

Hombolo B were selected purposely due to higher proportion of grapevine farmers in the 

CF than other mitaa hence their choice ensured study convenience and sufficient 

respondents were sampled to meet the requirements for statistical computation. This 

makes simple to see the impact of CF on the livelihoods of grapevine farmers. 
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3.1.1   Description of the Study Area  

Dodoma Urban District (Dodoma Municipal)is a capital city of Tanzania declared since 

1973. It is located between 6.17°S and 35.7°E. It is one of the seven districts of the 

Dodoma Region of Tanzania bordered to the west by Bahi District and to the east by 

Chamwino District. According to the 2012 Tanzania National Census, the population of 

Dodoma Urban District was 410,956. As of 2012, Dodoma Urban District was 

administratively divided into 37 wards (U.R.T., 2013). Mpunguzi, Mbabaland Hombolo 

B wards which are only wards engaged in CF in Dodoma Municipal were selected 

(Figure 2). The main tribes of the region are the Gogo, the Warangi, and the Wasandawi; 

Dodoma means "sunk" in the "Gogo" language. The district features a semi-arid climate 

with relatively warm temperatures throughout the year with average lows of temperature 

to 13 °C (55.4 °F) in July and annual averages precipitation of 570 mm. Major crops are 

beans, seeds, grain, peanuts, coffee, tea, tobacco, grapes, mango, papaya, guava, baobab, 

tamarind, sunflower, and dates. However, the adoption of CF in the area is done on 

merely sunflower and grapevine. The semi-arid climate is a more favorable condition for 

the grapevine cultivation. 

3.1.2 Target population 

Babbie (1999), defines population as all members of a real or hypothetical set of people, 

events or objects to which an investigator wishes to generalize the results of a study. 

Based on this study, grapevine farmers in Dodoma Municipality and other areas with 

similar agricultural characteristics are the target population for this research. 
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3.2   Research Design   

A research design is defined as a plan that describes how, when and where data are to be 

collected and analyzed (Adam, 2008). This study adopted a cross-sectional survey 

design which allows data collection at a single point in time to reduce cost and also 

allows a combination of more than one method for detailed data collection. According to 

Rivers (2003), a cross-sectional survey is useful as it allows in-depth investigation, 

needed for this research. 

Figure 2: Map of Dodoma Municipal showing study sites 

(Source: Researcher compilation, 2017) 
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3.3   Research approach  

The study used both qualitative and quantitative approaches. Qualitative approach 

involved generation of numerical data and seeks to answer the question of what, why 

and how, while quantitative aspect inquires about how much, how many, how often and 

to what extent (Hancock, 1998). The quantitative research approach was used to collect 

both primary and secondary numerical data that was used such as the age of the 

respondents, farm size, and income. A qualitative approach was used to collect 

information such as features of contractual arrangement. The approaches utilized a 

combination of data collection methods and tools/techniques such as structured 

interview by the use of a questionnaire as a tool for collecting data and observation.  

3.4   Sampling design 

A sampling design is a definite plan for obtaining a sample from a given population. It is 

the technique or the procedure the researcher would use in selecting for the sample 

(Kothari, 2004). In this study, both probability and non-probability sampling procedures 

were adopted. 

3.4.1 Sampling Frame 

This is the list of sampling unit from which the sample or some stage of the sample that 

is selected (Wretman, 2003). In this study, mitaa leaders were requested to provide a list 

of households engaged in CF and those not engaged farmers to form a sampling frame of 

farmers.  
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3.4.2 Sampling procedure  

Kombo (2006) define sampling as a procedure for selecting a number of individuals or 

objects from a population. This study used both probability and non-probability 

sampling methods presented in subsequent subsections. The reason behind is that a 

single method could not satisfy the achievement of the required data and type of 

respondents so may affect the study ethics. 

3.4.2.1 Probability sampling 

Under probability, stratified sampling was used to select respondents. According to 

Bhattacherjee (2012), stratified sampling is described when the sampling frame is 

divided into homogeneous and non-overlapping subgroups (called "strata"), and a simple 

random sample is drawn from within each subgroup. In this study, farmers were divided 

on the bases of contracted and non-contracted farmer groups and then the total 

households in the four mitaa were proportionally selected using simple random 

sampling. Stratified sampling was necessary to ensure inclusion of all groups of farmers 

(contracted and non-contracted farmers). This enabled comparison of the two groups of 

farmers (CF and NCF) in terms of impacts of CF. Simple random sampling was applied 

in selecting respondents among grapevine farmers using lottery method from the 

sampling frame. In this technique, all possible subsets sampling frame was given an 

equal chance of being selected. A total of 70 contracted farmers and 30 non-contracted 

farmers were selected respectively. 
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3.4.2.2 Non probability sampling 

As among non-probability sampling method, purposive sampling is deliberate selections 

of a particular unit of the universe for constituting a sample (Kothari, 2004). Purposive 

sampling was applied in selecting key informants from Wards agriculture office, leaders 

of farmer groups, Mitaa executive officers, and officials from wine firms to fulfill the 

study objectives (Table 1). In the selection of respondents and experience about CF and 

grapevine cultivation was considered to the maximum. 

3.5   Sample Size 

Kombo (2006) define sample size as a finite number of respondents selected from a 

larger population whose properties are studied to gain information about the population. 

Total of 112 respondents was selected for the purpose of this study. This includes 70 

contracted farmers, 30 non-contracted farmers and 11 Key informants (Table 1). To have 

a definite sample size of CFs from four mitaa, Yamane's (1967) sample size formula was 

used to determine the sample size of 70 respondents from 238 the total contracted 

farmers (Equation 1). The formulae provided sufficient sample size (n > 30) that enabled 

a researcher to draw a statistically based conclusion that reflected the real situation for 

the whole population (Levin and Rubin, 2001). A total 30 farmers for non-contract were 

selected from four selected mitaa as per Levin and Rubin (2001) proposed for Central 

Limit Theorem. The Theorem permits the use of sample statistics to make inferences 

about population parameters. Basically, limited resources and homogeneity nature of 

respondents are other determinants for the selection of such limited number of 

respondent in the group of NCFs. The 12 key informants include one District 

Agricultural Officer, three (3) Ward Agricultural Extension Officers, four (4) mitaa 
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chairpersons, and three (3) were leaders of farmer groups and one (1) from 

buyer/processor officials who engaged in the contract with farmers. This selection 

simplified researcher to gain the wide scope of understanding the issues related to the 

performance of CF in the study area. 

Sample size              n  
 

             
...................................................1 

Where Ν= Estimate of the total population,  

n= Sample size,  

Е= Standard error of (0.1 which is 10%), and  

1= Constant.  

Table 1 indicates from the total population of 823 households engaged on grapes 

farming in four mitaa, 100 grapevine farmers were selected. The sample size of CFs, 

therefore, were obtained using N = 238 (Total CFs) that gives the estimated sample size 

n of CFs equal to 70 respondents.  
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Table 1: Sample type and distribution  

 
Mpunguzi Hombolo B Mbabala Nkulabi Total 

Total GF(N) 275 352 144 52 823 

Non-CF(N) 203 274 81 27 585 

CF(N) 72 78 63 25 238 

Sampled farmers  

    CF (n) 21 23 18 8 70 

Non-CF (n) 7 8 7 8 30 

WAEO(n) 1 1 1 

 

3 

VEO(n) 1 1 1 1 4 

FGL(n) 1 1 1 

 

3 

FO(n)  

   

1 

DAEO  

   

1 

Total (n) 31 34 28 17 112 

GF = Grape farmers, CF = CFs, DAO = District Agricultural Officer, WAEO = Ward 

Agriculture Extension Officer, VEO = Mitaa Executive Officer, FGL = Farmer Group 

leader and FO = Firm official 

Source: Researcher own design, 2017  

3.5.1 Unit of Analysis 

The unit of analysis refers to the type of unit a researcher uses when measuring 

(Neuman, 2007). Common units in social research are the individual, the group (e.g., 

family, friendship, group), the organization (e.g., corporation, university), the social 
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category (e.g., social class, gender, race), the social institution (e.g., religion, education, 

the family), and the society (e.g., a nation, a tribe) (Neuman, 2007). In this study, the 

unit of analysis was the households engaging in grapevine farming.  

3.6   Data sources and data collection methods 

This study used both primary and secondary sources of data.  

3.6.1 Primary Data Collection 

Primary data involve the information collected directly from firsthand experience. The 

primary data were collected using structured interview, semi-structured interview, and 

observation from the selected independent farmers, CFs, buyer officials and Municipal 

official on issues related to livelihood assets and outcome. The rationale for using more 

than one method is to minimize weakness for one data collection method and help to get 

a deeper insight into the phenomenon under study. 

3.6.1.1 Semi-structured Interview 

This study adopted semi-structured interviews to collect the primary data. Kothari 

(2004), affirms that this method involves asking oral questions with face to face 

communication between researcher and the respondents. Face to face interviews was 

used for collecting data from key informants. In collecting data with this method the 

researcher was guided by interview guide (Appendix 2 and 3).  
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3.6.1.2 Structured interviews  

In this data collection method, questionnaires were used as a tool to collect data from 

farmers' households (Appendix 1). According to Kothari (2004), the uses of 

questionnaires enable researchers to collect a large amount of data quickly and 

economically from a large sample. In this study questionnaire for farmers were 

administered by a researcher with the help of the research assistants. Researcher 

assistants received short training before the interview to effectively focus on the 

objective of the study and ethical consideration. 

3.6.1.3 Observation 

Observations were done with the guidance of a checklist (Appendix 4). Components 

observed include farm size, the legal status of contractual arrangement, livelihood 

strategies like production inputs, water usage, income activities, roads, electricity, 

housing and households' assets. An observation was used to verify data collected by 

other methods. 

3.6.2 Secondary Data Collection Method 

Secondary data is the information that has already been collected by someone but is 

useful to the current study (Kothari, 2007). They are by a documentary review. The 

documentary review was done from internet sources and library. This method was used 

to obtain data to complement the primary data and helped to shape the focus of this 

study. 
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3.6.3 Types of variables (data) 

The variables of interest observed in this research are governed by the specific objectives 

as follows:- 

Objective one: To examine the main features of grapevine CF in Dodoma Municipality. 

The type of data includes actors involved in the contract, reasons for joining CF, 

components of contracts (quality determination, transporting, price determination 

mechanism, extension services, procedures for disputes and enforcement mechanisms), 

and performance of the contract.  

Objective two: To identify factors that influence small grape farmers' engagement in CF 

in Dodoma Municipality. The data types included are personal characteristics such as 

age, marital status, sex, education, place of birth, and household size, resources 

characteristics such as farm size, land ownership and sources of income and institutional 

factor include training facilities.   

Objective three: To examine the livelihoods of grapevine CFs in Dodoma Municipality. 

The data types include food security status (number of meals), yield level, farm sizes, 

access to agricultural extension services, income, access to credits, and membership in 

farmer groups, assets ownership, and ability to afford basic social services. 

3.6.4 Data Analysis 

Denscombe (2007), affirms that data analysis is the ordering of data into constituent 

parts in order to obtain answers to research questions. In this study data were analyzed 

with reference to specific objectives as follow:- 
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Objective one: To examine the main features of grapevine CF in Dodoma Municipality. 

In this objective, variables were analyzed using descriptive statistics as such cross 

tabulation to compare components of contract against the standard contract and to 

generate sample proportional that disclose common reasons for engaging in contracts as 

well as contract performance under grapevine farming. The standard contract was based 

on Bijman (2008) selection that specifies 15 contract elements including quality 

determination, transporting, price determination mechanism, extension services, 

procedures for disputes and enforcement mechanisms among others.  

Objective two: To identify factors that influence small grape farmers‟ engagement in CF 

in Dodoma Municipality. Chi-Square (X
2
) was used to analyze the association between 

socio-economic characteristics and engagement in CF. The analysis was done at 0.05 

levels of significance.  The results obtained from Chi-Square (X
2
) were then tested using 

the Logistic Regression to determine the strongest predictor variables that influence 

farmers engaging in the contract. Logistic regression analysis is calculated as 

summarized in equation 2:- 

Logit  (Y) =                                   

Whereby 0  represents the intercept term which is constant
1, 2   …  

m  Represents the coefficient of parameter to be estimated,  

    Represents the independent variables (social economic characteristics of farmers) 

and  

Y represents dependent variable (engagement in CF). 



 

45 

 

Objective three: To examine the livelihoods of grape farmers in Dodoma Municipality. 

Contract and non-contracted farmers were compared in terms of livelihood assets and 

situation before and after CFs were compared to establish the impact of CF. One Way 

ANOVA was used to establish if the deference were significant at 0.05 level of 

significant (F-test).  

3.7   Reliability 

Reliability refers to consistency throughout series of measurement, that is to say, if 

respondents give out response to the particular item, he or she is expected to give the 

same response to that item whenever he is asked subsequently (Adam, 2008). The 

reliability of study was obtained through conducting the pilot study before actual data 

collection as a tool pre-test. This warranted if items could provide same results when 

repeated over and over. The researcher observed the clarity of instructions given to the 

respondents (the clearer the instruction, the higher the reliability) and make use of local 

language to ensure they understand.  

3.8   Validity 

Any measuring is said to be valid when it measures what is supposed to measure. 

According to The researcher employed different data collection methods to ensure 

validity such as observation, documentary review, structured interview and a semi-

structured interview. Scientific approaches were also employed in getting the study 

sample hence both probability and non-probability sampling methods. It also involved 

researcher assistants from the local community within a study area. The importance of 
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establishing validity is to confirm that the variables being studied; the methodology and 

conclusion reached can be generalized. 

3.9   Research ethics 

Ethical matters in this study were considered by obtaining permits from all relevant 

authorities. Also by obtaining consents of the respondents and ensuring confidentiality. 

The researcher also worked with research assistance from the local community. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.0   Introduction 

This chapter presents and discusses results based on the study objectives. It has four 

sections. Section one presents results on demographic characteristics of the respondents, 

section two presents features of grapevine CF from the selected study sites, section three 

focuses on the factors influencing grapevine farmers engagement in CF, and the last 

section presents the impact of grapevine CF to the livelihood of grapevine farmers in 

Dodoma Municipal. 

4.1   Demographic characteristics of the respondents 

Demographic characteristics of the respondents presented in this section included age, 

sex, marital status, place of birth, household size and level of education. These 

parameters were selected because of their influence on daily life decision. They also give 

a researcher and other beneficiaries of the research in-depth understanding the 

background of the respondents as this shed light on the factors that influence grape 

farmers engaging in contract farming. The results are presented in Table 2 and are 

hereunder discussed. 
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Table 2: Selected demographic characteristics of the respondents 

    Responses (%) 

 Variable  Description Mpunguzi 

n=28 

Hombolo 

B n=31 

Mbabala 

n=25 

Nkulabi 

n=16 

Total 

n=100 

Age Young(20-35 yrs) 3 4 2 1 10 

Middle(36-55yrs) 22 25 16 12 75 

Older(˃55yrs) 2 5 5 3 15 

Sex Male 23 27 19 13 82 

Female 5 4 6 3 18 

Marital 

status 

Married 24 26 21 14 85 

Single 3 2 1 1 7 

Widow 1 3 3 1 8 

Education Informal 0 1 1 0 2 

Primary 20 24 17 11 72 

Secondary level 7 6 7 3 23 

College 1 0 0 2 3 

Household 

members 

Small (1-3) 4 4 6 4 18 

Middle (4-6) 22 22 12 12 68 

Large (˃7) 2 5 6 1 14 

Place of 

birth 

Within 20 21 19 12 72 

Outside 8 10 6 4 28 

Source: Field Survey, 2017 

4.1.1 Age  

Age is an important determinant of decision making in different activities. The results in 

Table 2 show the age distribution of respondents. The age is grouped into three 

categories of young (20-35 years), middle-aged (36-55 years) and old (> 55 years). The 

results indicate that majority of respondents (75%) were in the middle age and only a 

few (10%) were young with an overall average mean age of 46.7 years. The observation 
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that majority of respondents (75%) were in the middle age imply the availability of labor 

for grapevine cultivation hence it is sustainable if well planned. The results indicate that 

majority of grapevine farmers are adults with responsibilities to their families hence are 

likely to adopt strategies that improve grapevine production and profitability. There are 

few young grape vine farmers due to the fact that, the young adults' population are either 

at the school or performing other economic activities in town. The results on age are 

similar to the finding with Natalia et al., (2014) in Hombolo B ward that, who observed 

that 80% of grapevine farmers were composed of middle-aged adults and Wambura, 

(2015) in Mbabala, Mpunguzi and Veyula mitaa that counted 80.2% respectively. 

4.1.2 Sex  

 Results on the sex of respondents indicate few (18%) female farmers compared to 

majority (82%) male farmers (Table 2). The larger proportion of males then female 

shows that grapevine farming is a male dominated activity. This could also be due to the 

dominance of males as a heads of households in most African societies including the 

study area. This limited participation of females in grape production may limit the 

livelihood progress of the households. Women are the key actors to the household 

development as they play major roles in taking care of the family members as well as 

production activities. The results on low involvement of female farmers in the study  

area  are similar to the finding by  The results on sex are similar to the finding with 

Opoku (2012) in Ghana who observed that, 93% % being males and the rest are female 

Logistic analysis of the factors motivating small farmers to engage in fruits CF.  
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4.1.3 Marital status  

This study categorized marital status into married, single, and widowed. The results in 

Table 2 show that majority 85% of the respondents were married and the remaining few 

were a widow (8%) and single (7%). The result that married proportion is higher 

compared with the widow and single person implies the presence of relatively stable 

family. According to Msuya (2003), a stable family is productive as they can concentrate 

more on production than unstable ones. Effective CF is therefore likely to improve 

family livelihood. The higher proportion of married grapevine farmers is also motivated 

by the demand to get children as a source of labor in agricultural production. Being 

married is also a sign of respect in many African traditions. Similarly, the study by 

Natalia et al., (2014) found that 91.4% of grapevine farmers in Hombolo B were married 

family whereby Wambura(2015) found 73.8% of grapevine farmers in Mbabala, 

Mpunguzi, and Veyula were married family. 

4.1.4 Educational level  

Education is among the factors that influence an individual's perception of intervention 

before making a decision to take part (Luhasi, 1998). Education is an important input 

which may enable individuals to be aware, understand and adopt new idea more easily 

hence creating necessary strategies for improving the livelihoods of the households. 

The results (Table 2) show that about three quarters (72%) of respondents had attained a 

primary level of education, and only very few (3%) had a higher educational level. This 

is because, primary school is a compulsory education level in Tanzania, but can also 

imply that educate ones are not interested in farming activities. The results, therefore, 

imply that majority of farmers can read and write and are able to understand some basics 
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in CF and extension services if written in a simple and user-friendly language. The 

finding from this study is similar to the study by Mwanselle (2010) who found that 70.5 

of tobaccoproducers in Songea district had attained primary education.  

Conversely, the low level of education could have an adverse impact on participation in 

CF for this is business transactions that involve legal aspects and negotiation between 

farmers and buyers that demands relatively higher level of education. With low-level 

education contractors may exploit farmers hence the need for the third part in CF. This 

may include strong farmer groups, legal setup, marketing board, and local government 

actors. 

4.1.5 Household size 

The results in Table 2 indicate that more than half (68%) of respondents are in moderate 

household size (4 to 6 members) category with an overall average of 5 members. 

Comparatively, the study by Wambura (2015) also indicated 69% of grapevine farmers 

in Mbabala, Mpunguzi and Veyula constituted less than 6 household members. As such, 

it was possible that the size of households in agrarian families in Tanzania is almost 

similar and composed of extended families. This symbolized the presence of social 

capital as a building block for achieving social and economic development. In addition 

to that, the household with medium to larger size serve as a human capital to successful 

production capacity whereby each among members is responsible to contribute labor 

services in production. Thus despite employing machines or squatters (hired labor), 

alternatively household members would play their level best to save an amount of money 

in financing other activities such as education and health services. In this regards, 
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farmers with large household size may see no need for engaging in CF for access to 

capital but rather may need access to training, market, or increasing social livelihood 

assets. Also, in many African societies, an extended family is regarded as assets rather 

than liabilities (Nkurlu 2000). 

4.1.6 Place of birth  

The results in Table 2 indicate that more than half (72%) of respondents were born 

within the mitaa they were living during this study. This implies that most grapevine 

farmers are native people. This may imply rigidity of farmers to adopt new intervention 

as per CF strategy due to other cultural values.  As such, strategies to improve CF should 

take into consideration the local values and socio-economic characteristics of farmers. In 

other ends, the presence of 28% of farmers born outside mitaa implies the presence of 

migrants from other areas. According to Chappell et al., (2009) migrants in rural areas 

have made significant economic contributions in the UK including agriculture, food 

processing, hospitality, filling vacancies and skills gaps and promoting job creation and 

productivity. Therefore, despite their low percentage in the study area, their economic 

and social impact is likely to influence other farmers to adopt new agricultural strategy 

as per CF.  
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4.2   Main features of grapevine CF in Dodoma Municipal 

This section presents and discusses the main features of grapevine CF in the study area. 

The results include actors involved, a reason for joining CF, components and CF 

performance. 

4.2.1 Actors involved in grapevine contract farming (GFC) 

Table 3 depicts the involvement of different types of stakeholders in grapevine contract 

farming. During the study, the key stakeholders identified include farmers, farmer 

groups, and processing firm.  

Farmers: The results in Table 3 indicate a total of 238 farmers were involved in GCF 

from deferent localities. There is a clear indication from the results that larger 

proportions of farmers are from Hombolo B rather than other mitaa. This is because; 

during the study, Hombolo B was identified to have a larger proportion of grapevine 

farmers (i.e 352 out of total 823 grape farmers in the study site). The establishment of 

Alco Vintage branch in Hombolo B to assist the collection of grapes as well as 

producing crude juice can be another motivation. The establishment of Alco Vintage 

initial processing plant in their locality minimized traveling costs (4,000TZS bus ticket) 

that farmers incur in dealing with production and marketing negotiation with contractor 

in the central office situated in Dodoma city center. 

Processor: The results (Table 3) also indicate only one processing firm (Alco Vintage) is 

involved in grapevine CF in the study site. Alco Vintage may have engaged in GCF to 

take advantage of its competitor, Central Tanzania Wine Company (CETAWICO), in 

ensuring the constant supply of grapes from farmers. 
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This may lead to unbalanced power in negotiations with farmer due to lack of 

competition in GCF. During the study, the major competitor of Alco Vintage was 

Central Tanzania Wine Company (CETAWICO) that purchases grapes from farmers 

without a contract.  

Farmer groups: Table 3 indicates different farmer groups involved in grapevine contract 

farming from their respective mitaa. Farmer groups act as intermediary that link farmers 

and the processor. Discussions with key informants revealed that, one among the criteria 

of engaging in GCF is by being a member of farmer group. The involvement of farmer 

groups indicates the implementation of an intermediary model of contract farming as 

viewed by Shepherd and Eaton (2001). However, in essence, the formation of farmer 

group was the processor‟s idea which implies that contract content formulation was not 

an inclusive action.  A similar finding has been reported by Singh (2000) that, a seed 

corn agribusiness firm in Indonesia organized a community meeting in public hall where 

farmer group was established. Barrett (2012) noted that the involvement of intermediary 

such as cooperatives and Non-Governmental Organizations into contract designs yields 

significant positive impact to the farmers. 

Local government authorities; The findings in Table 3 reveals that, despite being a 

potential actor for the development of their locality, local government authorities were 

not directly involved in GCF. Da Silva and Rankin (2013) reported that, Arumeru 

vegetable contract involved the local government authority through the provision of 

extension services. However, during this research study, the key informants revealed that 

local government authorities were not involved in any stage of GCF. This is contributed 

by the fact that, the free-market economic policy practiced in Tanzania, allows private 
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institutions to freely interact with local communities for commercial purposes. This lack 

of government authority involvement may lead to an absence of regulatory authority and 

absence of disputes resolution mechanisms. 

Table 3: Stakeholders involved in GCF 

Mitaa Stakeholders involved 

 Farmers Farmers groups P F** L G*. 

Mpunguzi A 45 Ukombozi Alco vintage _ 

Mpunguzi B 27 Umoja Alco vintage _ 

Hombolo B 78 UWAZAHO Alco vintage  _ 

Mbambala A 63 WAZAM Alco vintage _ 

Nkulabi 25 Umoja ni nguvu Alco vintage -- 

Total 238    

LG.* = Local government, PF** = Processing firm: (Source: Field survey 2017). 

4.2.2 Role(s) of actors in GCF 

The results on the roles of stakeholders involved in GCF are presented in Table 4 

respectively. The results indicate that key actors are the processor and farmers. 

Roles of farmers: Farmers are responsible for buying agricultural inputs, producing 

grapes and selling them at the pre-defined quality (Table 4). During the study, it was 

found that before arranging the date for harvest, CFs were supposed to submit a sample 

of their grapes to the processor's office for determining the level of sugar content using a 

special machine. If a level of sugar content is acceptable (80%-100% level) by the 

processor, then a date for harvest is arranged. This implies that, grapevine CF is typically 

the marketing contract that specifies the price, time of purchase and quality of the crop, 

but the contracting firm has no control over how the farmer should produce the crop. 
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Roles of the processor (contractor): The results (Table 4) indicate the roles of the 

processor in GCF. The major roles include the provision of credit, purchasing the grapes 

and provision of transport services. The results suggested that contractor is performing 

limited roles as opposed to what was anticipated to be. The discussion with the key 

informants revealed that processor is neither providing extension services nor 

monitoring production activities. This may be due to the processor's lacks of grapevine 

production experts to monitor and suggest better ways of improving production activities 

or is a cost reduction strategy. The lack of incorporating agricultural extension service 

and monitoring under contract may lead to poor production and mistrust hence the 

contract is likely to be less effective in sustaining the livelihood of grapevine farmers. 

The results differ with the findings by Sopheak (2014) in Cambodia who observed that 

the contracting company provide rice seed to CFs (30 Kilogram per hectare) and provide 

1-2 days training on farming techniques and skills to village chiefs and commune 

council. 

Role(s) of the local government authorities: Analysis of the result (Table 4) indicates 

that the local government authorities were not directly involved in grapevine CF 

schemes. The consequences of not involving the local officials in GCF imply the 

likelihood of farmers being exploited by the contractor in case of unfaithful processor 

due to the missing of a neutral part. This result deferred with observations by Sopheak 

(2014) in Cambodia who observed that commune council acts as agent of the private 

company to prepare and monitor the contract, distribute seeds to the smallholder 

farmers, collect rice yield from smallholder farmers for the company, and transfer the 

farming techniques and skills provided by the private company to smallholder farmers. 
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Roles of farmer groups: Table 4 indicates the role played by farmer groups in contract 

farming. The results indicate that farmer groups performed two main roles: approval of 

loan application and providing forum for discussion with groups members. The 

discussions involve loan application arrangements as well as challenges facing 

production of grape production. However, performing only these roles implies the failure 

of farmer groups to become an active intermediary. To become an active intermediary, 

farmer groups are expected to perform roles such as negotiate a favorable price of their 

grapes, providing extension services, and support monitoring activity among others. The 

failure to perform these roles was contributed by the fact that farmer groups are less 

capable in terms of funds and skills to offer farmers other services. The consequence of 

not performing those important roles by farmer groups implies that GCF in the study 

area is less participatory hence jeopardizes the livelihoods of farmers. The results in this 

study differ with the study by Rello & Morales (2002) in Mexico that show active 

intermediary role performed by farmer group in negotiating contracts in flower 

production, provides extension services and supports monitoring activity. 
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Table 4: Roles of actors in GCF 

Roles 

Stake holders 

Processors Farmers Farmer 

groups 

Local 

government 

Supply of inputs         

Purchase of grapes         

Credit supply         

Extension services         

Transport         

Approval of loans applications         

Produce grapevine         

Sell the pre-define quality and 

quantity 

        

Regulatory role         

Monitoring production         

Provide forum for discussion         

Organize collective bargaining         

Pay loan during harvest         

Informing company when grapes 

get ripen 

        

 = role performed  

Source: Field survey 2017) 

4.2.3 Reasons for joining GCF 

The results on reasons for engagement in GCF for different stakeholders are presented in 

Table 5. The results were divided into; the reasons for the processor (contractor) and 

reasons for grapevine farmers‟ engagement in GCF as the two main actors of the 

contract. 
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Table 5: Reasons for joining GCF 

  Stake holders 

S/NO Reasons Farmers Processor 

1 Easy access to guarantee market of 

produce 

   

2 Addressing crop diseases    

3 Access to farm inputs    

4 Access to credit support    

5 Solving other problems    

6 Easy access to guarantee quality raw 

materials 

   

7 Capacity build farmers to increase 

production 

   

Source: Field survey 2017. 

Processor’s reasons for engaging in GCF: The results on reasons for processor 

engagement in CF are presented in Table 5. The discussions with Alco Vintage Manager 

indicates that the major reason for processor‟s engagement in GCF is to ensure adequate 

availability of quality raw materials within the country thereby facilitating farmers‟ 

capacity build in addressing challenges encountered in the production of grapes. This 

implies GCF has opened up new markets to small farmers which were not available 

before. With market facilities, farmers are likely to avoid the risks of market failure on 

production if terms and conditions of the contract are favorable. This study is in line 

with the findings by Singh (2000) who noted that quality consistency was one of the 
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main reasons that influenced Pepsi Food to embark on contract farming in Punjab – 

India. 

Farmers’ reasons for engaging in GCF: The results on reasons for farmers‟ 

engagement in CF are presented in Table 5 and Table 6. The results indicate that major 

reasons include enhancing capacity to access market (91.4%), control crop diseases 

challenge (67.1%), access to credit support (75.7%) and access to farm inputs (57.1%). 

There is a clear indication of the results that large proportions (91.4%) of farmers were 

engaged in GCF to acquire guaranteed market for their grapes. This is imperative due to 

the fact that access to a market for the product has far-reaching implication on improving 

livelihoods. With the guaranteed market, the likelihood of increasing income will be 

achieved by reducing the amount of yield loss caused by thieves, wild animal invasion, 

wind, and perished in a field. These results are in line with the study by Masakure and 

Henson, 2005; Simmons et al., 2005; and Will, 2013 who found out that pushed by 

imperfect markets and pulled by access to credits and inputs to join CF.  

The distribution in mitaa shows that larger proportion of farmers in Hombolo B (87%) 

joined GCF in order to access inputs for addressing grapevine diseases challenges 

affected them. The 2013/2014 fungus diseases (powdery mildew and downry-mildew) 

that attacked grapes acted as a push factor for farmers to join CF.  

 

 

 



 

61 

 

Table 6: Farmers‟ reasons for engagement on grapevine CF 

 

Responses (%) 

Total 

n= 70 Reasons 

Mpunguzi 

n=21 

Hombolo  

n=23 

Mbabala 

n=18 

Nkulabi 

n=8 

Access to market 90.5 91.3 94.4 87.5 91.4 

Access to loan 81 65.2 83.3 75 75.7 

Crop diseases challenges 57.1 87 55.6 62.5 67.1 

Access to inputs 66.7 60.9 50 37.5 57.1 

Solving other problem 42.9 26.1 38.9 25 34.3 

Source: Field survey 2017 

4.2.4 Components of grapevine contract farming (GCF) 

The results on the major components of the contract are presented in Table 8. The results 

indicate that grapevine contract covers eight (8) elements out of 15 elements of the 

standard contract which is 57.1% of the total performance score. These elements are in 

the form of written with a weight of 15 scores and verbal formats with 25 scores. 

Written elements: The results (Table 8) indicate the written elements in the contract are 

credit support, legal enforcement and parties involved. The contract form specifies who 

is a borrower, who provides credit, the amount delivered, witness and time of loan 

payment (deduction from harvest).This is to imply that contract stipulates major 

elements to safeguard the processor (contractor) in case of any act of dishonesty by the 

borrower. But also serve as a record for CFs of what was agreed. A good example of a 

written contract in Tanzania is Arumeru vegetable contract which specifies more than 

three elements in the contract guideline (Da Silva and Rankin 2013). 
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The verbal elements: Table 8 indicates five (5) elements of the contract are verbally 

implemented. The elements include selling price (1200TAS/Kg), quality of grapes 

(Sugar levels), input support (through cash credit), market support and parties‟ 

responsibilities. To a larger extent (5 elements out of 8) of the contract are in a verbal 

format (35.7%), this implies that performance of the contract is less certain because it 

lacks transparency particularly in case of court enforcement and therefore farmers are 

prone to exploitation by the processors.  However, the adoption of these elements 

(written and verbal (57.1%)) implies fulfilling both farmers‟ and processor expectations 

of providing credit facilities, access to quality raw materials, marketing opportunity 

besides capacity build in addressing challenges facing grapevine production. Similar 

findings were reported by Sreymom and Pirom (2015) in Cambodia where some 

contracts were in a verbal form. 

Missing elements: The results in Table 8 indicate about seven (7) elements with a 

proportion of 42.8 % of the total elements of a standard contract are not yet covered in 

the Dodoma GCF. The elements include dispute-settling mechanism, risk sharing, 

extension services, and quantity of grapes, contract guidelines, tenure period, and 

penalty charges. This is perhaps due to novelty (age of GCF) of GCF in the study area, 

low awareness of farmer about contracts and poor agricultural policy that fail to 

critically explain how contract farming should be established. The consequences of not 

spelling well the elements of the contract in written form may lead to mistrust among 

parties, side selling by farmers, growing disputes, and exploitation tendency. This is in 

contrast with Meru vegetable contract where all these details were pre-set and clearly 

defined in the Growers' Manual developed by Meru and provided to farmers (Da Silva 



 

63 

 

and Rankin, 2013). This calls for development practitioners to explicitly suggest proper 

ways of adopting the GCF schemes, emphasizing dissemination of knowledge and skills 

for effective contact engagement. 

Table 7: Components of grapevine CF in the study area 

      Form (5 and 0)   

S/N Contract element Constant Written Verbal  Total 

1 Specify quality of grapes 5 0 5 5 

2 Specify parties involved 5 5 0 5 

3 Specify selling price 5 0 5 5 

4 Input support 5 0 0 0 

5 Extension services 5 0 5 5 

6 Credit facilities 5 5 0 5 

7 Specify legal enforcement 5 5 0 5 

8 Provides guarantee market 5 0 5 5 

9 Specifies penalty 5 0 0 0 

10 Specifies risk sharing 5 0 0 0 

11 Specifies dispute settling  5 0 0 0 

12 Tenure period 5 0 0 0 

13 Provide guidelines 5 0 0 0 

14 Payment method 5 0 5 5 

15 Specifies quantity  5 0 0 0 

  Total score 70(100%) 21.4% 35.7% 57.1% 

Note: 5 and 0 = score index (5 = specified and 0 = not specified).  

Source: Field survey 2017. 
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4.2.5 Performance of GCF 

A number of grape farmers joining GCF each year: The results in Table 9 indicate that 

number of farmers joining GCF has increased from 41 in 2011 to 238 in 2016. However, 

the pattern of increase is shown to be disproportionately in terms of mitaa. This is caused 

by the criteria for engaging in GCF that requires farmers to organize themselves into 

groups. Therefore, in the initial stage, the number of farmers engaging in GCF is high in 

some mitaa (Mpunguzi and Mbabala). Another reason for the uneven increase is due to 

the production challenges that forced farmers to join GCF with the intention of accessing 

aid such as credit and market facilities. For example, most farmers in Hombolo B ward 

joined CF in 2013/2014 due to a critical effect of fungus diseases (powdery mildew and 

downry mildew) that attacked the grape plant. This may indicate that performance and 

contract sustainability depends on prior factors of joining CF. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                      

Source: Field survey 2017. 
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Performance of GCF on production pattern: The results in Figure 5 indicate the 

performance of GCF in production. The results revealed that the supply of grapes from 

farmers to the company has increased from 100 tons in 2011 to 443 tons in 2017. The 

increase is due to the support in terms of loan and market services received from the 

processor and increase in farmers in GCF. In addition, to support acquired from the 

processor, the increase in production can also be attributed to the increase in a number of 

farmers. This implies that the entrance of contractor in grapevine sector has added value 

of increasing grape production. The increase in grape production has far-reaching 

livelihood impact for both the contract farmers and the processor. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Field survey 2017. 
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4.3   Factors influencing grapevine farmers’ engagement on CF 

The results in Table 8 show that age, marital status, grapevine farm size, place of birth 

and grapevine farming experiences have a significant relationship with GCF practice. 

Age: The influence of age on GCF is depicted in Table 8 (P-value = 0.000). The results 

indicate that majority of CFs (83.8%) are in middle age (36-55 years) with the overall 

mean age of 46.7 years. This implies that age has a  significant influence on grapevine 

farmers in their engagement in GCF. This age category (36-55 years) encompasses 

groups of people with families, physical strength, economic stability and experience in 

farming and therefore they are willing to plan and decide to engage in stable livelihood 

strategies like CF for their households‟ well being.  Contrary to this study‟ observation 

by Moyo (2014) who observed that age has no significant influence in tobacco CF in 

Mazowe district, Zimbabwe. This may be due to the crop type that influences physical 

strength requirements (more or less influenced by age) and thus influencing CF 

engagement. Grapevine farming is both labor and capital intensive cash crop production. 

Marital status: The results (Table 8) on marital status show that relatively a large 

number (75.9 %) of CFs were married. This implies that marital status is likely to 

influence grapevine farmers to engage in GCF. The main reason is that married couples 

have locality stability with many responsibilities and thus are willing to engage in GCF 

for assured income generation and risk mitigation. This study is contra with the findings 

by Tinashe et al., (2013) who observed that marital status is not essential in determining 

the factors underlying adoption CF by cotton farmers in Zaka district. This may be due 

to the differences in location, a number of buyers and crop type whereby Dodoma 

grapevine farming has only one buyer who engages farmers in CF.  
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Place of birth: The influence of place of birth on GCF is depicted in Table 8 (P-value = 

0.032). The results show larger proportions of CFs (85.7 %) were not natives (outsiders). 

This implies that the likelihood of grapevine farmers to engaging in GCF may increase 

with the increase of immigrants in Dodoma Municipality. This is because most migrants 

are pulled to Dodoma due to formal employment or business related activities. With CF, 

immigrants will have access to credit and guaranteed market to maximize profit as their 

alternative income generating activity.  

Farm size: Table 8 indicates the relationship between farm size and GCF (P-value = 

0.000). The results in Table 8 show that majority (90.8%) CFs own between 2 to 3.9 

acres of farm size. The overall mean farm size was 2.93 acres with CFs recoding the 

mean of 3.35 acres and non-contract farmers (NCFs) 1.94 acres. The results imply that 

medium to large farm size is likely to influence grapevine farmers to engage in CF. This 

is because farmers with medium to large farm sizes require high investment and 

management costs forcing farmers to seek input, capital and market support from a 

contractor/processor. With input and market support, yield levels are likely to increase 

for sustainable livelihood. The findings are in line with empirical results from a study by 

Patrick (2004) and Zhu & Wang (2007) where farmers with access to large farm size 

were found to have a positive effect on contract participation in tomato growers in 

China. 

Land ownership: The results on Table 8 depict the influence of land ownership on 

farmers‟ decision on engaging in GCF (P-value = 0.011).The results indicate the 

proportions of those with the purchased land as 86.2 % CFs and 13.8% NCFs. This 

implies that purchased land may have influenced grapevine farmers to engage in GCF. 
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With purchased land means accessing land for the commercial purpose, therefore, 

engaging in the contract is means to access credits support and market to increase yield 

level. This study is in corroboration with the study by Strohm and Hoeffler (2006) in 

Kenya who noted the influence of land ownership in French beans CF. 

Grapevine farming experience: Results on the influence (P-value = 0.001) of grapevine 

farming experience on CF are shown in Table 8. The results indicate higher proportion 

(80.9 %) of grapevine CFs engaging ingrape farming by 2001 to date with a mean of 8.5 

years of experience compared with 17.13 years of NCFs.  The results imply the 

likelihood of engaging in CF by grapevine farmers increases with the decrease in 

lifespan in grape farming practice (˂16 years). This means confidence to engage in GCF 

decreases with the increase in grapevine farming experience (˃16 years). Perhaps this is 

because the longer the farmer experience means the older the age with decreasing 

confidence and ability in terms of farming management hence also lack the confidence 

to proper utilization of loan and contractual principles. This study is in line with Zhu and 

Wang (2007) who found a negative influence of long farming experience on joining 

contract in tomato in China.   

However, factors such as sex (P-value = 0.820), other sources of income (P-value 

=0.111), education (P-value = 0.542), Training on GCF (P-value = 0.441) and household 

size (P-value = 0.860) were found not significant in influencing farmers engage in 

contract (Table 8). For sex distribution, the ratio of male (69.5%) and female (72.2%) in 

GCF are relatively similar which show remarkable women advancement on social and 

economic development as were in GCF.  
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The results (Table 8) indicate other sources of income is not significant (P-value =0.111) 

in associating with GCF. The results indicate an annual average of 424666.67TAS for 

non-CFs and 659848.48 TAS for CFs. This implies that grapevine farmers acquire their 

capital for grapevine farming from other sources of income. According to Jacobson 

(2010), having alternative sources of income is considered to be a contributing factor for 

the success of contract farming because farmers are in good position for negotiation. In 

this way, farmers may enter into the contract to get market of the product in addition to 

credit support aiming at increasing their sources of income through effective farming 

management. The major sources of income are grain cultivation, livestock keeping, and 

formal employment.   

The insignificant of these factors in addition to the level of education, training services, 

and household size in influencing farmers' decision on engaging in GCF, therefore, 

implies the need to assist grapevine farmers in providing credit facilities and training 

services. Opoku (2012) in Ghana founds significant influence by male sex and less 

influenced by the high educational level of respondents on engaging in the contract in 

the aspect of papaya, oranges, mangoes, and pineapples. The differences observed 

between this study and other studies are caused by nature of crops under agreement and 

number of buyers available in those localities.  
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Table 8: Factors associated with farmers‟ engagement in GCF 

  

Responses (%) 

 

Variables Description 

Non contract farmer 

(n=30) 

Contract farmer 

(n=70) P-value 

Age  

(mean 

46.7yrs) 

Young (20-35 yrs) 45.5 54.5 0.000 

Middle(36-55 yrs) 16.2 83.8 

 Older (55 yrs) 86.7 13.3 

 Marital status Married 24.1 75.9 0.003 

Single              62.5 37.5 

 Widow 80 20 

 Place of birth Within  36.1 63.9 0.032 

Outside  14.3 85.7 

 Farm size 

(Avg=2.93 

acres) 

Small(˂ 2 Acres) 76.7 23.3 0.000 

Medium(2 to 3.9 

acres) 

9.2 90.8 

 Large(at least 4 

acres) 

20 80 

 Land 

ownership 

Inherited 34.8 65.2 0.011 

Bought 13.8 86.2 

 
 

Leased 100 0 

 Grape 

farming 

experience 

Before 2001 yr 75.6 24.4 0.001 

After 2001 yr 19.1 80.9 

 Other source 

of income 

˂500,000TZS
* 

36.2 63.8 0.111 

≥ 500,000TZS
**

  21.4 78.6 

 Sex Male 30.5 69.5 0.820 

Female 27.8 72.2 

 Education Informal 50 50 0.542 

Primary 31.9 68.1 

 Secondary  21.7 78.3 

 College 33.3 66.7 

 Household 

size 

(members) 

Small (1-3) 33.3 66.7 0.860 

Middle (4-6) 27.9 72.1 

 Large (≥7) 35.7 64.3 

 Training 

received on 

CF 

Received 42.9 57.1 0.441 

Not Received 29.0 71.0 

 *Mean annual income Non-CF= 424666.67TZS and **CF= 659848.48 TZS;  

  Source: Field survey 2017 
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The results in Table 8 indicate that grapevine farming experience, farm size, place of 

birth, marital status; age and Landownership have a close relationship with the contract. 

In determining the strongest predictor (factors) of these variables, Logistic regression 

was used to test the variables.  

The results of Logistic regression test are shown in Table 9. 

Logistic regression equation 

Logit (Y) = -8.578+3.465X1 +2.927X2+1.968X3-1.153X4-1.031X5 - 561X6. ...........4 

Where  

β₀ = constant 

β ......βk = coefficient of variables to be estimated.    

 X1 = grapevine farming experience, 

X2 = Farm size,   

X3= place of birth,  

X4 = Marital status, 

X5= Age,   

X6= Land ownership 
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Table 9: Logistic regression on factors that influence grapevine farmers engaging in CF 

 Variable B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Grape farming experience 3.465 1.205 8.264 1 .004 31.973 

Farm size 2.927 .669 19.139 1 .000 18.669 

Place of birth 1.968 .988 3.969 1 .046 7.158 

Marital status -1.153 .647 3.170 1 .075 .316 

Age -1.031 .607 2.880 1 .090 .357 

Land ownership -.561 .665 .710 1 .399 .571 

Constant -8.578 3.420 6.290 1 .012 .000 

Source: Field Survey, 2017  

The results in Table 9 suggested three significant factors that influence grapevine 

farmers engaging in GCF. The strongest factor is grapevine farming experience with an 

odds ratio (OR) of 31.973. This is followed by farm size with an OR of 18.669 and lastly 

place of birth with OR of 7.158. The results imply that these factors are closely related to 

the decision to engage in GCF rather than marital status, land ownership as well as ages 

of the farmer. The negative sign of variables such as marital status, an age of farmers, 

and land ownership implies limited evidence to suggest their effects on engagement in 

GCF. The results in Table 9 differ with the results on Table 8 in these variables. A 

possible reason could be in methodological terms, owing to that the Chi-Square analysis 

associates only two variables (one dependent variable and one independent variable) at a 

time, while Logistic regression compares o all independent variables in a formula with 

dependent variables. Chi-Square test also is sensitive to sample size. With larger sample 

(˃30 respondents), the results are likely to be distorted. This is to justify that, in the basis 

of Logistic regression, the strongest factors that influenced grapevine farmers to engage 

in contract farming are farming experience on grapes, farm size, and place of birth all of 

which may be attributed by the globalization forces as a pulling factor. 
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4.4  Impact of GCF to the livelihoods of grapevine farmers 

The results on Table 10 indicate the impact of GCF to the livelihood of grapevine 

farmers. The results present the impacts in terms of natural capital, human capital, social 

capital, financial capital, and physical capitals. The results are discussed hereunder; 

Table 10: Impact of contract farming to the livelihood of grapevine farmers 

Types of 

capital  Variables CF* NCF** F Sig. 

Natural Farm size (Acres) 2.1 1.35 20.461 0.000 

 

Yield (Kg/area) 3398 2243.6 17.400 0.000 

 

Livestock ownership (%) 90 93.3 0.401 0.528 

Human Meals (3/day) 88.6 70 5.303 0.023 

 

Capability to afford Health (%) 92.9 73.3 7.464 0.007 

 

Capability to afford Education (%) 90 66.7 8.641 0.004 

 

Extension services (%) 48.6 33.3 1.979 0.163 

Social  Group membership (%) 100 46.7 78.400 0.000 

 

Female participation (%) 18.6 16.7 .051 .822 

Financial Income (TZS/year/acre) 3,524,395 2,148,357 16.85 0.000 

  Credit access (%) 97.1 3.3 622.46 0.000 

Physical Guarantee of market (%) 90 86.7 .234 .630 

Assets 

ownership 

Bicycle (%) 57.1 50 0.426 0.515 

Motor cycle (%) 61.4 16.7 19.870 0.000 

Electricity (%) 74.3 48.3 6.528 0.012 

 

Semi-permanent house (%) 42 10 6.236 0.014 

 

TV(%) 60 36.7 4.714 0.032 

 

Mobile phone (%) 95.7 96.7 0.049 0.826 

 

Radio (%) 91.4 86.7 0.521 0.472 

      *CF = Contract farmer, **NCF = Non contract farmer 
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4.4.1 Natural capital 

The results (Table 10) depict significant difference in farm size, and yield levels between 

contract and non-CFs (P-value ˂ 0.05).  

Increasing farm size: The results on farm size are indicated in Table 10. There is clear 

indication from the results that CFs have larger grapevine farm sizes (average of 2.1 

acres) compared to NCFs with 1.35 acres from the overall average farm size of 

grapevine farm of 1.79 acres. This significant difference in farm size implies remarkable 

positive progress on CFs on natural capital as a result of being in CF then before. This is 

caused by the fact that, farmers in GCF used the acquired credits from the processor on 

expanding farm size on grapevine farming. With credit facilities, farmers are likely to 

purchase farm input that enables them to properly utilize the exhausted land. This study 

is in line with Ndunguru et al., (2016) who noted the increase in farm size for tobacco 

and sugarcane in Morogoro as a result of CF.  

Yield levels: Table 10 shows the yield levels of CFs and NCFs. The results indicate 

significant difference (P-value = 0.000) in the annual average yield levels between CF 

(3398 Kgs) and NCF (2243.6 Kgs). This significant difference between the yields from 

CFs and NCFs implies GCF if well practiced can assist grapevine farmers to easy access 

production inputs and market of produce. With easy access to these services, GCFs are 

likely to increase yield levels through effective managing challenges related to grapevine 

farming practices. The results of this study are similar to the findings by Kumah (2015) 

in Ghana who observed a significant increase in yields after farmers' engagement in 

Maize and rice CF. 
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Although yield levels are higher for contracted farmers, it still low compared to a 

potential yield of 8 tons (Mgwasa, 2012).  This is to suggest that, the performance of 

GCF is not to the maximum in terms of yield levels. This can be due to limitations that 

are not covered in contracts such as lack of extension services, dependence on rain-fed 

and low profitability that may also limit the farmer to attain the maximum yield.   

Livestock keeping: Although the results (Table 10) indicate no significant (P-value = 

0.528) on livestock keeping between CFs and NCFs, the proportion of farmers who own 

livestock and those who don't own differ. The results indicate 93% of NCFs own live 

stocks compared to 90% for CFs. This is suggesting that livestock keeping activity does 

not exclude a person in the bases of being in contract farming or not due to cultural 

influence. Some time socio-cultural factors have a strong influence in livestock keeping 

livelihood activity in compared with other factors.  

4.4.2 Human capital  

Table 10 indicates significant deference in number of meals (P-value = 0.023). , 

spending on education (P-value = 0.004) and health services (P-value = 0.007) between 

CFs and NCFs.  

Number of meals: The results (Table 10) show that majority (88.6%) of GCF has access 

to three meals per day. The results imply that GCF has a significant positive impact on 

human capital on a number of meals. This is highly caused by access to guarantee 

market and credit facilities offered by the processor. With guarantee market and credit 

facilities, farmers are likely to increase yield and income through proper addressing 
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production challenges. The results are in line with finding by Bellemare (2014), who 

found a positive impact of CF on food security across six regions of Madagascar.  

Ability to afford spending on education and health services: The analysis of ability to 

afford education and health expenditure indicated in Table 10. The results indicate that 

the proportion of CFs is higher (90%) inability to afford to spend on education and 

health services 92.9% compared with NCF. The results imply that GCF has a positive 

impact on the livelihood of CFs in terms of capability to afford education and health 

expenditures in their households. The analysis indicates, despite the declaration of free 

education for the public schools in Tanzania, households are responsible to pay their 

children school uniforms, bus fares, cash for refreshment, extra learning charges and 

higher learning expenses. This capability to afford educational and health services 

expenditures by contracted farmers is contributed by the increased income as a result of 

access to guarantee market as well as an increase in yield level. Similar results were 

observed by Ndunguru et al., (2016) in cocoa and tobacco CF in Morogoro.   

Accessibility of reliable training and extension services: The results (Table 10) however, 

indicate no significant difference (P-value = 0.163) between CF and NCF inaccessibility 

of reliable training and extension services from respective institutions. During the study, 

farmers indicate the main sources of information on grapevine cultivation are sharing 

experiences among farmers, and agribusiness shops for both CFs and NCFs. This is 

highly caused by weak contract enforcement mechanism, the low age of contract (7 

years) and the limited competition within a sector. This implies that GCF is less guided 

by agricultural extension services hence limits the utilization of skills and techniques to 

maximizing quality yield levels. According to the key informants, training required to 
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improve grapevine production include pruning, farm preparation, marketing and value 

addition, harvesting, storing, input application, packaging, irrigation, natural hazards 

(diseases and impact of climatic changes) and controlling weeds. The results are 

different from those of Natalia et al., (2014) who reported that 89.3% of cocoa CFs in 

Kilombero and Kyela districts had received training and increased the outputs. This is 

highly contributed to the weakness of contract that failed to define clearly who is 

responsible for providing training and extension services. 

4.4.3 Social capital 

The results in Table 10 indicate a significant difference in social capital variables 

between CFs and NCFs (P-value ˂ 0.05).  

Group membership: The observation (Table 10) that 100% of GCFs are organized in 

groups implies that CFs is in a good position of accessing social capital as a building 

block to achieve better livelihoods. This is because forming farmer groups is among the 

requirement for engaging in GCF. Farmer groups offer a forum to discuss challenges and 

options to improve grapevine production and development issues. Having farmer groups 

in the contract, mean easy access to capital, training and farm inputs. These advantages 

are in line with Pratab (2007) who indicate that organized production and marketing 

systems facilitate farmers‟ access to technology, inputs, credit, and related services and 

generally speed up agricultural commercialization. The study is also in line with 

Mwikisa (2005) who noted that CF of cotton in Zambia is working together with farmer 

groups. 
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Female participation: The results in Table 10 indicate no significant difference (P-value 

= 0.822) on female participation in GCF between contract and non-CFs. This can be due 

to an already small number of a female who is participating in grapevine farming 

because of limited access to productive resources as a result of rural cultural aspects. 

This suggests developing structural changes to mainstream women participation in the 

rural economy. The results are similar to findings by Moyo (2014) who observed that 

only 25.6 percent of tobacco contracted farmers are women in Mazowe district, 

Zimbabwe. 

4.4.4 Financial capital 

Access to credits and income: The results (Table 10) show a significant difference 

between CFs and NCFs in access to financial capital based on access to credits and 

income (P-value = 0.000). There is clear indication from the results that grapevine CFs 

are in better position on accessing agricultural credits (97.1%) and have an annual 

average net income of 3,524,395 TAS/acre compared to 2,148,357 TAS/acre for non-

contract grapevine farmer. This is because contracted farmers acquired a loan from a 

company that improved the capability of the farmer to address challenges related to lack 

of farm inputs as well increasing farm size. Therefore with increasing capability of 

addressing production challenges, the yield level increases that leading to the increased 

income. This study is in line with Hu (2012) who found the improved returns to CF in 

corn and soybean in the United States.  Kihombo (2014), also observed that the access of 

credit within CF in the production of cocoa in Kilombero District, Tanzania had 

facilitated farmers to increase the output.   
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Although there is a significant increase in income by CFs, there is still a wide gap 

between the levels of income achieved with expected maximum income. According to 

key informants, average annual net income is expected to be 9,108,000TAS/acre 

(Appendix 6). The situation is exacerbated by the fact that grape farming in the study 

area is still operated with reliance in a rain-fed system, lack of extension services and 

low price levels that are almost not clearly stipulated within the contract. 

4.4.5 Physical capital (Assets ownership) 

Table 10 indicates the results on access to physical assets for CFs and NCFs 

respectively.  

Transport and household assets: The analysis indicates a larger proportion of CFs have 

motorcycles (boda-boda), electricity and semi-permanent house. The results indicate 

GCF has a positive impact on the livelihood of grape farmers. The main reason is due to 

the increase in income. Therefore with access to these assets, economic diversification is 

likely to be increased. This study is in line with Sopheak (2014) in Cambodia who found 

a positive impact on transport assets ownership by the rice contracted farmers. Kumah 

(2015) in Ghana also found that staple food CF has a positive impact on improving 

housing condition while farmers are able to shift from settle in mud house into blocked 

with iron sheets. According to DFID (1999), household asset ownership is one of 

indicator that such household is capable to cope with shocks and stress.  

Accessibility to market of the produce, and communication assets: The results in Table 

10 indicate no significant difference between CFs and NCFs inaccessibility to market of 

the produce (P-value = 0.630), mobile phone (P-value = 0.826) and radio assets 
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ownership (P-value = 0.472). In the aspect of the market implies that GCF has brought 

positive impact in accessibility to market by both farmers in the contract (90%) and 

(86.7) non-contact. This is because the supply of produce by CFs is not adequate to meet 

the demand of processor, therefore the processor purchases raw materials from NCF. 

This implies encouraging NCF engaging in marketing contract if terms and conditions 

are in favor of grapevine CFs or otherwise reach bargaining between farmers and 

processor on a win-win situation.  The insignificant of other assets imply that the 

ownership of those assets do not exclude a person in the bases of being in contract 

farming or not because they are sold at the affordable price to all. 

4.5   Challenges facing GCF 

The results on the challenges facing contract are indicated in Figure 7. The major 

challenges are an unfavorable price of produce, modality of debt payment, 15% interest 

charge, grading system, and delay in payment. These challenges are here under-

discussed;-   

Unfavorable price of grapes: The results (Figure 7) indicate larger proportions (79.7%) 

of CFs are less satisfies with the price of grapevine fruits. This implies that contract 

farmers in the study area are generally price taker. The limited involvement of CFs in 

determining price is highly contributed by the lacks of regulatory board to set price for 

mutual benefit in addition to the low awareness of farmers in their roles on GCF. During 

the study, the CFs demanded 1500TAS/kg which was the maximum price for farm gate 

marketing services instead of 1200TAS/kg offered by the processor.  With a low price of 

grapes from a processor, GCFs are likely to sell their grapes to other buyers, therefore, 
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developing misunderstanding between contract parties and finally breaching of contract 

agreement or otherwise reaching compromise after the discussion. This result on price 

setup in this study is not corresponding with findings by Mwanselle (2010) who noted 

that tobacco contract farmers in Songea agreed with a price with the contractor before 

harvesting period. This is because the Tobacco Company in Songea had established 

contract which is definitely purely formal contract other than the contract under this 

study which is a semi-formal contract. 

The modality of debt payment: The results on the modality of payment (65.7%) as a 

challenge in GCF are indicated in Figure 7. During the study CFs were required by the 

processor to pay back the whole loan at once during the harvest period. The results 

imply grapevine CF lack mutual agreement in determining modality for debts payment 

hence may affect their revenue. This is highly caused by the top-down decision making, 

the lack of regulatory body to supervise the contract and the limited marketing 

competition in the sector. With the top down decision making CFs are likely to be 

exploited by the processor. 

Challenge on grading determination of grapes: Figure 7 presents the proportion (58.6%) 

of CFs who is discontent in the modality of grading the grapes. During the study, it was 

found that contractor purchased only grapes enriched with 80% to 100% level of sugar 

determined by a special machine owned by the processor. This to say, if sugar level of 

grapes is below the determined standard, the processor will not accept such grapes and if 

sugar level meets the required standard, no price incentive is given to the farmers 

because the price is always constant (1200TAS/Kg) as opposed to 1500TAS/Kg of other 

buyers. In this way, CFs accused the processor of using a trick of determining sugar 



 

82 

 

level to exploit them. This discouraged farmer to sell every grape to the processor hence 

lead to side selling some of their products to other buyers. The discontent on grading 

system is caused by the missing of discussion among the contract parties (information 

asymmetries) whereby contractor become a sole decision maker of the contract. The 

findings from this study are consistent with the findings by Gabagambi (2014) who 

observed the lack of transparency in determining the weight of cane and measuring 

sucrose content in Mtibwa cane Growers in Mvomero, Tanzania. 

In addition to the above challenges, GCF had an extra challenge (Figure 7) which 

requires CFs to pay interest on loan acquired from the firm (52.4%). During the study, it 

was found that farmers were required to pay 15% interest charge for the loan borrowed 

from the processor. Imposing interest charge to GCF may lead to exclusion of some 

farmers because higher charge limits farmers‟ access and use of sufficient farm inputs. 

According to Ndunguru et al., (2015) mentioned that high-interest rate charged by the 

contractor is the one among the key deterrent factors for farmers to access credit from 

financial institutions. 
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Figure 5 : Challenges face contract farming. (Source: Field Survey, 2017). 
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Challenges face grapevine farming in general: Apart from challenges that are directly 

linked to the implementation of GCF, there are indirect challenges that limit the progress 

of grapevine farming in general. The results (Figure 6) indicate that larger proportion of 

grapevine farmers face high price for inputs. This implies the accessibility of organic 

manure and pesticides is very difficult. During the study, it was found that the 

accessibility of organic manure is very difficult and costly whereby farmers in Dodoma 

are supposed to import organic manures from other nearby regions. This is likely to 

discourage the progress of grapevine sector in general. Other challenges include disease 

effect, lack of appropriate agricultural extension officer and high initial capital. The 

results on disease effect and lack of appropriate agricultural extension are similar to the 

finding with Natalia et al., (2014) in Hombolo B ward and Wambura, (2015) in 

Mbabala, Mpunguzi, and Veyula mitaa. 
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Figure 6: Challenges face grapevine farming; Source: Field survey, 2017 
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4.6   Option to improve grapevine CF  

Table 11 indicates the range of options to improve grapevine CF and discussed 

hereunder:-   

Provision of training and extension services: There is clear indication from the results 

that majority of CFs suggested the need of training and extension services to grapevine 

farmers in order to improve the performance of GCF. This is supported by Warning and 

Hoo (2000) that contract may provide credit and extension services to a grower in order 

to deliver quality and quantity of the product. This implies the lack of training and 

extension services are the major drawbacks that hinder the performance of CF and 

achieving better crop yield.  

Government to set a uniform price of grapes: The results (Table 11) indicate the second-

ranked option by farmers to be having a uniform price of grapes. This was due to the fact 

that processor's price differs with the price from other buyers. As noted above that, 

during the study the price of grapes under CF was 1200TAS/Kg compared with 

1500TAS/Kg of CETAWICO and the street vendors. This implies the need for the 

government to establish a regulatory body to supervise contract farming enforcement 

which is missing in grapevine farming. 

Free interest loan: CFs suggested that, in order to improve the performance of contract 

farming and livelihood of grape farmers, the credit support should be paid with no 

interest charge (Table 11). This is because during the study CFs were required to pay 

back their loan in addition with 15% interest rate. This may discourage CFs continue 

engaging in the contract as it reduces their farming revenue.   
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Establishing more processing firms in grapes:  The fourth option (Table 11) was the 

establishing of more than one processing firms on grapevine processing was the fourth 

option for improving contract farming and livelihoods. During the study, the major wine 

producing companies invested in grapevine processing were CETAWICO and Alko 

Vintage Companies Ltd. The presence of two main firms implies less competition exists 

in purchasing grapes. With limited competition among processors, CF agreement is 

likely to favor the processor who becomes a sole decision maker.    

Reforming tax system: Besides the options delivered by the farmers, the processor 

suggests reforming the tax system (Table 11). The discussion with finance manager of 

Alko Vintage Company revealed that tax system in the country is very complex 

(imposing VAT 18% on imports and other taxes) because it fails to promote local 

agribusiness investors. This may discourage local investors to purchase farm produce at 

the higher price level. Thus it is necessary for the government to think of promoting the 

local agri-business firms through tax reformation. 

Government to set priority on grapevine farming in a central zone, Tanzania: The 

discussion with Alco vintage Direct Manager revealed that due to the importance of 

grapes in East and Central African countries, the emphasis must be allocated on 

investing this crop in a central zone of Tanzania where the climate is found to be 

supportive. With increasing production, many agribusiness firms including trading 

companies are likely to engage in the contract with farmers and thus improving the 

national economy as well as the livelihood of farmers. 
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Other options identified during the study include, processor to accept periodic payment 

schedule from borrowers/farmers, to carry out on spot payment of grape sold by farmers,  

to organize timely visit by agriculture extension officers, to capacity build the farmers 

groups and AMCOS through provision of training, supervision, and providing loans of 

accessible requirement,  government to assist water supply necessary for production 

process for example through irrigation schemes, and supervision of unit for measuring 

grapes.  

Table 11: Option to improve grapevine CF 

 

Options  

Respondents 

S/no Farmers Processor 

1 Timely visit by Extension officers 1
st
  

2 Government set uniform price 2
nd

  

3 Free interest loan 3
rd

  

4 Establish more processing firms 4
th

  

5 Government assisting water supply 5
th

  

6 Government to supervise contract 
6

th
 

 

7 Deducting loan by installment 7
th

  

8 On spot payment 8
th

  

9 Reforming tax system 

 

1
st
 

10 Government set priority on grape farming in 

central zones 

 

2
nd

 

11 Government to capacity build farmer groups  
3

rd
 

Source: Field Survey, 2017 

 

 



 

87 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter provides the conclusion and recommendations based on the findings of the 

study. It is expected that implementation of these recommendations will help to improve 

the effectiveness of GCF in the study area and in other areas with similar conditions. 

5.1   Conclusion 

The main objective of this study was to assess the impact of grapevine CF to the 

livelihood of grapevine farmers in Dodoma Municipal, Tanzania. Findings from the 

study lead to the following conclusion: 

The contract farming in grapevine is a relatively new phenomenon in the study area with 

only seven (7) years old.  It follows the intermediary model which is mainly for market 

and credit provision. To a larger extent, the contract is in verbal agreement and it misses 

some important components of a standard contract. In spite of some weaknesses, 

contract farming has been effective in increasing grapevine production among small-

scale grapevine farmers. 

Major factors influencing grapevine farmers to engage in contract farming are easy to 

access the market and credit supports offered by the contractor. However, the 

performance in GCF depends on experience in farming, farm size, and place of birth.  

Contract farming to a larger extent has brought positive impact on the livelihood of 

grapevine farmers by improving the livelihood in almost all livelihood aspects such as 

natural, human, financial, social and physical capitals.  
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Major challenges that hamper the effective performance of contract farming include the 

modality of payment, unfavorable prices, quality (grade) determination mechanism, lack 

of competition within the sector and unstable interest rates for the offered loans. The 

sustainability of the contract farming in grapevines is not certain because of the existing 

challenges.   

5.2   Recommendations 

This study recommends the following for improvement of grapevine CF in the study 

area and in other areas with similar conditions:-   

Firstly: There is the need for the government to develop a harmonized contract 

framework which involves farmers, processors (buyers), local government authorities, 

and farmer groups. The adoption of this framework will ensure fairly and legally binding 

contract farming. This will contribute to mitigating the challenge of price setting, 

grading determination, and ensuring each part fulfills the roles as specified in the 

contract. 

Secondly: The government, contractors, and other development practitioners to organize 

training for awareness and encouragement to the grapevine farmers to keep zero-grazed 

dairy cows for assurance of the availability of farmyard manure which is among the 

required input for improved production in grapes. 

Thirdly: The government and other development practitioners should conduct awareness 

campaigns on grapevine production in other areas within Dodoma and nearby regions, in 

order to capture the market of grapevine product in East and Central African countries. 
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This will attract other agribusiness investors to invest in the sector to establish 

competition among the processing firms resulting in restructuring the grapes price. 

Forth: Agricultural training, research, and extension institutes should provide training 

and extension services on entrepreneurial skills and value addition to enhance the 

capacity of grapevine farmers. This is important because it expands the market power 

and increases awareness of contract farming practice. 

Fifth: The government, contractor and other development stakeholders to support 

farmers on basic infrastructure such as the development of drip irrigation schemes where 

majority grapevine farmers experience hardship in watering their farms particularly 

during the dry seasons. This will address the challenges related to a water supply for 

irrigation. 

Sixth: Beside the market services provided by the contractor to the farmers, the 

government should provide agricultural input subsidies to the farmers. This is possible if 

agricultural input structured as a part of integrated agricultural development program 

including extension services, appropriate marketing arrangements (contract), legal 

framework and training agricultural credit personnel. With the provision of input 

subsidies, the challenge of accessibility of input, interest rate charge, crop failure due to 

the lack of inputs and shortage of water will be solved to the maximum level. 

5.3   Further study 

There is need to thoroughly study the sustainability of the current grapevine CF. This 

study covered only a portion of grapevine farmers, there is need to conduct a similar 

study in other areas with grapevine contract farming.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire for grapevine farmers 

I am Rashid Mohamed, a Masters‟ student from the University of Dodoma (UDOM). I 

am conducting a research to gain understanding of the CF in vines production in 

Dodoma.  You are among the persons earmarked to provide information useful for this 

study.  Kindly assist to provide the required information by answering the following 

questions. Please be assured that the information provided will be used only for the 

research purpose. Anonymity and confidentiality will be highly observed. 

Impact of CF to the livelihood of grapevine farmers in Dodoma municipality 

Questionnaire Number................Date.................................  

District ................................. ward............................. Mitaa................................. 

Section A: Social economic status of farmer 

Part 1: Demographics aspects of respondent. 

Instructions: please tick (√) for the appropriate response or write the response in 

the spaces provided  

1. What is your age? (       ) years 

2. Sex of respondent  

 i. Male                       (      ) 

 ii. Female                   (      )                              

3. What is your marital status?  
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Parameter  divorced Single  Widowed  Married  Others( identify) 

tick (√)      

 

4. What is your educational level? 

Parameter  Informal Primary  Secondary  College University  Others 

tick (√)       

 

5. How many people are permanently living in this house? Please specify their relation 

with  Head of HH, their ages, sex and education levels. 

S/N Relation with HH-Head Age Sex Education 

     

     

     

     

     

 

6. What is your place of birth: Within the mitaa (      )      Outside this mitaa (     ) 

7. If not born within the mitaa what is your place of birth? 

.............................................................................................................................................. 

8. What are the reasons that made you shift to this 

 area?.......................................................................................................................... 
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Part 2: Resources and Institutional aspects of respondent. 

9.  What are your major economic activities? Please tick (√) where appropriate  

Parameter  Farming Livestock keeping Formal employment Trading  

Tick √         

Others (please specify):       

 

10. What is your estimated annual income from the economic activities you are involved 

Activity Units Work done frequency/months, 

continuous.  

Rate (Tsh-

amount) 

    

    

    

    

 

11.If involved in farming which crops do you grow? 

Crop Farm size (acre) 

(i)   

(ii)   

(iii)  

(iv)   

 

12. Please indicate how you acquired this land:- 

Parameter  Inherited Bought Hired Family land Others(specify) 

tick (√)      

13. When did you start growing 

grapevine?............................................................................................................................ 
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14.  Please mention grapevine varieties you are growing and reason for your preference. 

Varieties Unit area Reasons 

   

   

   

 

15Do you get any support/service in grapevine farming?    Yes (       ) No (      ) 

16.  If yes, please identify when and where you get support/service 

Type of services 

Provided  

Name of provider Yes No 

Domestic market for grapes    

Trainings    

Transportation    

Free capital    

Credit capital    

Free farm inputs    

Credit farm input    

Others........    

    

 

17. Do you think the services you acquire are sufficient for optimum/best grape 

production? 

 Yes ( )   No (  ) please specify 

 ..................................................................................................................................

 ..................................................................................................................................  
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18:  Technology use and labor saving machines; please indicate what technology you use 

in production.  

 Use   Production activity  

Technology Yes  No  

Hand hoe    

Ox-plough    

Power tiller    

Sprayer     

Irrigation     

Manure    

Chemical fertilizer    

Others (specify)............    

    

 

19. Please mention the investment and running costs per activity per acre and source of 

capital:- 

Materials: 

Investment  costs Continuous   cost 

Amount Source Amount Source 

Agricultural inputs 

1. Fertilizers 

2. Seeds  

3. Pesticides        

Equipments  

 

 

 

 

Land        

Labor :       

Tilling land       

Planting       
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Weeding  

 

 

 

 

Pruning 

 

 

 

 

Watering  

 

 

 

 

Disease and pest control  

 

 

 

 

Harvesting        

Others (specify) 

 

 

 

 

TOTAL COSTS       

 

20. What was the yield level of grapevine for the following seasons? 

Seasons Amount per acre  

2016  

2015  

 

21. If there is increase or decrease in yield level what are the reasons behind? 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

22. What are the main uses of the grapevine you produce from your farms? 

 …………………....................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 
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23. Please indicate the amount (kg) you sold during the following periods 

Year  

Amount sold 

(Kg) 

Buyer Actual price Expected 

highest price 

Expected low 

price 

2016      

2015      

Total      

 

24. Please indicate who determine the selling price in 2016.......................and 

2015....................... 

25. What are the common expenditures from the income gained from grapevine selling?  

Expending  tick (√) 

Buying food  

Farming activities  

House construction  

Education  

Health services  

Transportation  

House hold assets   

Refreshment   

Others(specify)............  

 

Section B: Features of CF 

26. Grapevine farming is currently under CF: Are you engaged in vine grape CF?    

1. Yes (    ) 2.No (     ) 
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27. If No, what are the reasons for not engaging in CF?(Then skip to question 

 No.37) 

............................................................................................................................................ 

28. If yes, what is the name of firm you are in contract with? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

29. For how long are you engaged in contract? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

30. Please indicate the reasons for engaging in CF agreement? 

  Tick (√) 

Reasons Yes No 

Farm yield   

Market availability   

Post harvest losses   

Crop diseases   

Access to inputs   

Access to income    

Access to food    

Access to loan capital   

Others   

 

31. How did you enter the CF? 

  Tick (√) 

Ways Yes No 

Appointed by firm   

Via Cooperative   

Self motivated   

Others (specify)...........   
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32.What are the major conditions to be fulfilled by farmers in the contract? 

 (i)………………..................................(ii)…………………....................................

 (iii)………………….............................(iv).............................................................. 

33.What are the major conditions to be fulfilled by the contractor in the contract? 

 (i)…………….......................................................(ii)……………………...............

 (iii)…………………..............................................(iv)……………......................... 

34. Is contract written? Yes (      ) No (         ) 

35. Do you understand the components of contract? Yes (      ) No (       ) 

36. If yes please specify such components in the following table:-  

 

 Option 

Provisions Yes No 

Overall responsibilities: Does it specify the quality/grade of grape needed? 

 

 

Does it specify parties involved? 

 

 

Does it specify parties‟ responsibilities? 

 

 

Does it specify who is responsible for transport?  

 

 

Does it specify who will allocate inputs? 

4. Fertilizers  

5. Seedlings  

6. Pesticides 

 

 

Does it specify time to input supply? 

 

 

Does it specify quantity supply? 

 

 

Does it specify risk sharing means? 

 

 

Does it specify loan payment schedule? 

 

 

Does it specify the selling prices?     

Disputing procedures: does it specify dispute settling mechanisms?    

Does it specify any punishment for the break of agreement?  
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Does it guided by any by-law?     

Technology used: does it specify kind of variety to be used? 

 

 

Does it specify kind of pesticides to be used? 

 

 

 

Section C: livelihood impacts of CF. 

37. Please indicate the trend of the following grapevine related activities for the past five 

years  (Tick (√) where appropriate)  

 Changed?   

Livelihoods Yes No Increased Decreased 

Crops  yield     

Farm size     

Market availability     

Post harvest losses     

Crop diseases     

Access to inputs     

Access to Training     

Ability  to afford health services     

Income      

Access to food      

 

38.   What are the main sources of food you use in your household?  

 (i) Own farm     (             )   (ii) Buying      (         )    (iii) Other 

(specify)............................................................................................................................... 

39. How many meals does your household take per day? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

40. How many months per year is your household faced with food shortage? 

............................................................................................................................................. 
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41. What assets do you own among the following (Put a tick (√) –can be more than 

one) 

Transport Assets Yes 

tick (√) 

No 

tick (√) 

   Source of capital 

Bicycle    

Motor cycle    

Car    

Communication assets    

Radio     

Television     

Mobile phone    

Other assets    

Live stock    

Refrigerator     

 

42. What is your source of energy? (Put a tick (√) –can be more than one) 

a) National grid electricity      (         ) 

b) Solar power                        (        ) 

c) Charcoal                             (        ) 

d) Firewood                             (       ) 

e) Other 

(specify).................................................................................................................... 

43. What type of house do you own? Put a tick (√) 

a) Wall: Mud (       ), Burnt Brick   (   ), Blocked Brick    (     ), Timber (       ), other 

(specify).................................................................................................................... 
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b) Floor: Mud (     ), Cement (        ), Tiles (        ), Other ( 

specify)..................................................................................................................... 

c) Roofing:   Iron sheet (      ), Grass (     ), Others( 

specify).................................................................................................................... 

44. What is your source of labor on;- 

a) Tilling land.........b) weeding......................c) Pruning.......................................... 

 d) Fertilizing............................................................................................................. 

45. How do you spend income generated from grapevine farming? 

.............................................................................................................................................. 

SECTION D: CHALLENGES:  

46. What are challenges facing contract arrangement? 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

47. What are challenges facing grapevine cultivation? ...................................................... 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

48. SUGGESTIONS to improve CF performance. What are you suggestions to improve 

CF performance? 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

 Thank you, I value and appreciate your participation. 
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Appendix 2: Question guide to contractors 

1. Organization....................................................Position.................................................. 

2. Main functions of Organization 

 ..................................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 

3. What are the main duties of your position?  

 .................................................................................................................................. 

4. What are the sources of raw materials for your firm? 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

5. When did the Organization join CF (CF)?.................................................................... 

6. Which mitaa are engaged in CF with your Organization? 

 …………………………………………………………………………………...... 

7. How many farmers are engaged in CF with your organization?   

 

Number of farmers/ mitaa 

Year 

  

      

 

          

 

          

 

          

 

          

 

          

            

 

8. What are the main criteria for joining contract? 

............................................................………………………….......................................... 

 .................................................................................................................................. 
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9. What are the major roles/responsibilities of your firm in CF? 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

10. What are the roles/responsibilities of farmers in CF? 

 ..................................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 

11. What are the components of the contract among the  following?                          

 ................................................................................................................................. 

 

 Option 

Provisions Yes No 

Overall responsibilities: Does it specify the quality/grade of grape needed? 

 

 

Does it specify parties involved? 

 

 

Does it specify parties‟ responsibilities? 

 

 

Does it specify who is responsible for transport?  

 

 

Does it specify who will allocate inputs? 

a. Fertilizers  

b. Seedlings  

c. Pesticides 

 

 

Does it specify time to input supply? 

 

 

Does it specify quantity supply? 

 

 

Does it specify risk sharing means? 

 

 

Does it specify loan payment schedule? 

 

 

Does it specify the selling prices?     

Disputing procedures: does it specify dispute settling mechanisms?    

Does it specify any punishment for the break of agreement?  

 

 

Does it guided by any by-law?     

Technology used: does it specify kind of variety to be used? 
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Does it specify kind of pesticides to be used? 

 

 

 

12. What do you expect the farmers to benefit from CF with your  firm?

 ..................................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 

13. How many kilograms of grapevine purchased by your firm since joining contract?   

Years Kilograms 

    

    

    

    

    

 

14. If increase or decrease purchase, please state reason for the changes 

 ..................................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 

15. Does the supply of grapevine meet the demand capacity of your firm? Yes (   )  No (    

)  Please elaborate 

        ..................................................................................................................................... 

  ………………………................................................................................................. 

16. What products do you produce from the vine grape you buy from farmers? 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

17. Where do you sell your products? 

        ...................................................................................................................................... 
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18. What are the future prospects of the firm? 

…………………………………....................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................... 

19. What challenges encounter your role with CF farmers 

........................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................... 

20. What are your suggestions for improving the contract? 

........................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................ 

Thank you, I value and appreciate your participation. 
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Appendix 3: Check list questions for Agricultural officer 

Part1: Information on the socio-economic profile of the study area.  

Study area  Description  

1.District   

2.Ward   

3.Mitaa   

4.Mitaa population number  

5.Mitaa grapevine farmers  

6.Mitaa grapevine CFs  

7.Mitaa average farms size( total farm size)  

8.When did the CF start in your area? 

 

 

9.Name of Firms engaged in grapevine CF   

10.Main role  of firms in CF  

 

 

 

11.Role of LG in CF: What is your role in CF?  

 

 

 

 

12. Please mention the investment and running costs per activity per one acre as 

indicated in the table below:- 

Materials: 

Investment  costs Continuous  cost 

Amount Source Amount Source 

Equipments  

1.  ............... 

2. ................ 

3. ................ 

 

 

 

 

Agricultural inputs       
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4. Fertilizers 

5. Seeds 

6. Pesticides  

Land        

Labor :       

Tilling land       

Planting       

Weeding  

 

 

 

 

Pruning 

 

 

 

 

Watering  

 

 

 

 

Disease and pest control  

 

 

 

 

Harvesting        

Others (specify) 

 

 

 

 

TOTAL COSTS       

 

13. How long it takes from investing to harvest? 

............................................................................................................................... 

14. Production trends between period before and after contract(years must include 

two periods) 

Years Yield (Kilograms) Selling price per (TSH/ Kilogram) 
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15. If increased or decreased yields what are the reasons behind that change? 

             ...............................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 

16. How does CF brought changes in the life of farmers? 

 ......................................................................................................................

 ...................................................................................................................... 

17. What challenges encounter the current grapevine farming? 

 ......................................................................................................................

 ...................................................................................................................... 

Thank you, I value and appreciate your participation. 
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Appendix 4: Observation check list 

1 Study site.........................................Social services.................................................. 

.................................................................................................................................. 

2 When did the CF started.................................................................... 

3 How many farmers are engaged in CF?   

 

Number of farmers/ mitaa 

Year 

  

      

 

          

 

          

 

          

 

          

 

          

            

 

4 What are the main criteria for joining contract? 

............................................................………………………….............................. 

 .................................................................................................................................. 

5 What are the components of the contract among the  following?                          

 ................................................................................................................................. 

 

 Option 

Provisions Yes No 

Overall responsibilities: Does it specify the quality/grade of grape needed? 

 

 

Does it specify parties involved? 

 

 

Does it specify parties‟ responsibilities? 

 

 

Does it specify who is responsible for transport?  

 

 

Does it specify who will allocate inputs? 

d. Fertilizers  
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e. Seedlings  

f. Pesticides 

Does it specify time to input supply? 

 

 

Does it specify quantity supply? 

 

 

Does it specify risk sharing means? 

 

 

Does it specify loan payment schedule? 

 

 

Does it specify the selling prices?     

Disputing procedures: does it specify dispute settling mechanisms?    

Does it specify any punishment for the break of agreement?  

 

 

Does it guided by any by-law?     

Technology used: does it specify kind of variety to be used? 

 

 

Does it specify kind of pesticides to be used? 

 

 

 

6 What are benefits of CF?

 ..................................................................................................................................

 .................................................................................................................................. 

7 How many kilograms of grapevine purchased since joining contract?   

Years Kilograms 

    

    

    

    

    

 

8 What challenges encounter CF? 

........................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................... 

9 What are your suggestions for improving the contract? 
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Appendix 5: Estimated mean cost benefit of grapevine farming for season 2016 

 

Particular 

Amount 

Contract farmer Non-contract farmer 

 

N Amount N Amount 

Manure 70 343,142.90 30 304,000 

Pesticides 67 115,565.20 30 103,833.30 

Equipments 70 75,058.20 30 69,166.67 

Tilling trench 56 74,500 28 56,896.55 

Manuring 68 62,179.49 27 20,777.78 

Weeding 41 40,085.11 27 18,846.15 

Pruning 37 40,454.55 23 9,347.83 

Watering/Irrigation 44 73,333.33 25 15,200 

Caring 69 49,936.17 28 27,565.22 

Harvesting 70 23,507.25 24 11,214.29 

Avg. costs/annual/acre 

 

897,762.20 

 

636,848 

Harvest 

 

3,398.00 

 

2,243.60 

Avg. price(TZS/kg) 

 

1,301.40 

 

1,241.40 

Avg. Gross income 

 

4422157.2 

 

2785205.04 

Net income 

 

3,524,395.00 

 

2,148,357 

 Source: Field Survey, 2017 
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Appendix 6: Expected cost and benefit per acre on grapevine farming 

 

  

Expected 

 investment costs 

Expected  

continuous  

costs(000) 

Items Unit Qty Unit cost 

Amount 

Year 

1(000) 

Amou

nt 

Year 

2(000) 

Amount  

Year 

3(000) 

Manure Trip 21 150,000 3,150 450 

 Seeds Pieces 861 200 172 

  Pesticides Kgs 

 

25,000 200 200 

 Sub-total   

  

3,522 600 

 Equipments:  

      Sprayer, and tiller  Sets 1x2 115,000 115 

  Logs and wires Sets/Rims 21(3) 20,000 465 

  Sub-total 

   

580 

  Land Acre 1 1,000,000 1,000 

  Sub-total   

  

1,000 

  Activities 

      Tilling land Rows 21 25,000 525 210 

 Planting Acre 1 10,000 10 

  Weeding Rows 21 2,000 84 84 

 Pruning Acre 1 25,000 25 25 

 Pests control Routes 4 20,000 80 150 

 Manuring  Rows 21 2,000 42 50 

 Watering and 

harvest Rows 21 33,000 93 93 

 Sub-total   

  

859 612 612 

Total   

  

5,961 1,212 1,212 

Expected yield level  Acre 1 6880 

   Expected high Price  1500TAS/Kgs 1 6880 10,320 10,320 10,320 

Expected low Price  800TAS/Kgs 1 6880 5,504 5,504 5,504 

Common price 1200TAS/Kgs 1 6880 8,256 8,256 8,256 

Expected income  (1500TAS) 1 

 

4,358 9,108 9,108 

                                                                                                                                    

Source: Field Survey, 2017 


