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TABLE 13. EVALUATION OF VARIATION IN THE PERCENTAGE 01' FRESH PRODUCF.
 
PURCHASES MADE AT FARMERs' MARKETS, ALABAMA, 1981
 

Standard 
Variable and statistic Unit Coefficient error 

Intercept .__.. pet. 82.6" 19.2 
Distance from residence to farmers' 

market (one.way) . mi. l.l 1.0 
Distance from residence to 

supermarket (one.way) .__.._._ _.._ mi. 
Size of household ._.__.. ._. no. 

2.7 
-2.7 

2.6 
2.9 

Family grows some produce .._...._.... .. _ -16.8" 7.3 
Age:

Less than 25 years _ ..._. _ 
25 . 39 years .__..__. _ 
40 . 55 years . 

0.2 
_28.9a 
-16.5 

26.3 
12.8 
10.9 

Over 55 yearsb .. . .. .._. _ 
Income: 

Less than $8,000/yr. ...._.. _ -17.8 15.6 
8,000·15,000Iyr_ ---------------------------- ­

15,001-25,000Iyr. _ - 1.8 
4.1 

14.2 
13.1 

More than 25,000/yr.b _ 
Race:

Black ..__.__ ...._._.. _ 22.6a 10.7 
\Vhiteb •••_ ••. -------------------------------------------_. 

Sex:
Female _ -17.5 11.1 
Maleb -------------------------------------------_.

Coefficient of deLermination: R2 .__. pet. 22 
Standard error of the estimate pet. 32 

aSignificant at the .05 level.
 
bBase class omitted to avoid singularity and to be used in significance tests.
 

these factors, table 13. Significant differences in purchases were 
noted for consumers producing some of their own produce and 
by age and race classifications. Families growing some produce 
purchased 17 percent less from farmers' markets, other things be­
ing equal. Also, consumers who were from 25 to 39 years of age 
tended to purchase less than consumers who were over 55 years 
of age. Similarly, while nonwhite consumers were less frequent 
users of farmers' markets, they tended to purchase a larger portion 
of their produce at these outlets than did white consumers - 23 
percent more with other factors held constant. Other factors ana· 
lyzed had relatively large standard errors. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this report was twofold: (1) identification of 
the nature of direct marketing of fresh fruits and vegetables with 
emphasis given to specification of considerations affecting pro­
ducers and (2) pecification of the status and nature of pick-your­



23 PICK.YOUR..()WH 

own operations and farmers' markets in the State. The goal of the 
analysis involved provision of a base of information concerning 
these outletS which would foster decision-making in this area, 
whether by government officials. grower groups. or interested in­
dividuals. 

While experience with PYO seemed limited. producers seemed 
to be satisfied with their outlets. Two-thirds of them noted 
planned acreage increases for the near future and 70 percent 
noted no problems in getting customers. Customer numbers 
showed positive linear association with frequency of advertising 
and use of newspapers as the medium. Ninety-four percent of the 
producers advertised with 82 percent of these using newspapers 
and 32 using radio. An effective advertising program would seem 
to be extremely important in that PYO plots were located an 
average of 14 miles from the primary source (city) of customers 
and 21 miles from the secondary source. 

Fanners' markets showed much diversity witt, the range being 
from open lots allocated for usc to fairly well equipped facilities. 
Major shortcomings of markets noted by market managers and 
fanners/sellers related to inadequate facilities. Producer optimism 
related to these ou~lets was not as great as that noted for PYO 
operations. 

Direct marketing has grown in popularity in Alabama in recent 
years with increased participation by both farmers and consumers. 
Many farmers and rural residents have been provided a means to 
supplement their income while consumers have been provided 
with a more diverse range of alternatives from which to purchase 
fresh produce. \Vhile improvement has been made. a system of 
viable direct market outlets does not exist in the State. A prime 
impediment to developmcnt of viable markets involves the lack of 
leadership, cooperation, and coordination among growers. Indica­
tions are that additional direct outlets can be supported. especially 
in counties which are more densely populated. Direct marketing 
can bccome a more important source of income for many small. 
par~-time. retired or semi-retired fanners or TUral residents in the 
State. The role of the Cooperative Extension Service and State 
Department of Agriculture can be extremely important in facili­
tating this process through provision of guidance and information. 

Effective grower interaction suffers from the presence of many 
older, dispersed, independent-minded, part.time growers. Inter­
mingled WitJl this is the fact that many produccrs fail to consider 



the relationship of production timing and marketing. Opportuni­
ties exist for improving the mix of products grown, expanding 
production and marketing seasons, and improved merchandising 
and promotion of produce. 
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