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Abstract 

Samoa has experienced a steep 10.9% rise in food prices in 2024, driven by global 

crises including COVID-19, wars, and climate disasters, and domestic factors such as 

population growth, labor costs, and supply-demand imbalances. This mixed-methods 

study employs a Likert scale survey of 39 participants (farmers and consumers) in 

Upolu to identify inflation drivers and underscores the urgent need for policy 

interventions to stabilize local markets. Key findings highlight climate change 

impacts, rising labor costs, and global supply chain disruptions as critical contributors 

to price volatility.
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Introduction 

The cost of living, especially the prices of goods and services, is rising. Soaring food and energy costs are affecting populations 

globally. The global surge in living costs, driven by soaring food and energy prices, has pushed an estimated 125 million people 

into poverty in June 2025, according to the World Bank report (World Bank, 2025) [58]. The United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP, 2022) [55] estimated that 71 million people fell into poverty in 2022. UNDP Administrator Steiner (UNDP, 

2022) [55] noted that unprecedented price surges have rendered adequate food unattainable for many. Current monthly food price 

increases outpace stagnant wages and low pay, leaving those on fixed incomes or unable to work particularly vulnerable. Herron, 

Lewis, et al. (2023) [34] emphasized that such conditions erode purchasing power, limiting access to affordable food options. 

The 2008 global financial crisis severely impacted m financial institutions, many of which faced insolvency or required 

government bailouts. Recovery from such crises is protracted, exacerbating long-term effects on living costs and commodity 

prices. As companies and individuals were rebuilding, the COVID-19 pandemic struck, triggering widespread business closures, 

layoffs, and supply chain disruptions that further inflated prices. Concurrently, climate-related disasters, cyclones, floods, 

wildfires, and earthquakes worsened economic strain. Conflicts in Ukraine and Gaza, alongside other geopolitical tensions, 

fueled inflation, resulting in a 166.8% increase in natural gas costs over 12 months in 2022 (UNDP, 2022; Hokayem, 2023) [55, 

24]. 

According to UNDP (2022) [55], countries most affected by these crises include Armenia and Uzbekistan in Central Asia; Burkina 

Faso, Ghana, Kenya, Rwanda, and Sudan in sub-Saharan Africa; Haiti in Latin America; and Pakistan and Sri Lanka in South 

Asia. Even in developed nations, financial hardship persists: a recent World Economic Forum Ipsos poll on May 10, 2022, found 

that 1 in 4 individuals in these regions struggle financially. 

These external pressures, combined with internal factors such as high import costs, local supply-demand imbalances, Samoan 

dietary habits, rising farming labor expenses, and household spending, have driven up prices of goods and services, including 

local garden produce. In Samoa’s small economy, characterized by low minimum wages and limited employment opportunities, 

Samoan households’ purchasing power is also significantly affected by migrant remittances to households, which increase 

households’ total disposable incomes. 
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These, too, however, may be constrained by conditions in 

economies in which migrants are working and limit their 

capacity to remit. As household budgets shrink, families are 

forced to prioritize cheaper food and essentials (Aliyeva, 

Faaola and Troubat 2020) [53]. 

 

Literature Review 

Prices of Produce  

In recent years, the global community has witnessed rising 

average food prices, frequent food price shocks, and 

heightened price volatility (Khanna, 2021; Manisankar and 

Vaishnavi, 2022) [31, 36]. The instability of agricultural 

commodity prices, coupled with increasing demand, has 

raised concerns about population growth and socioeconomic 

development (Derick, 2023; Dorward, 2013) [13, 15]. These 

trends threaten food security, particularly for vulnerable 

populations, by exacerbating the impacts of price shocks and 

volatility. 

Three key phenomena must be differentiated in pricing 

analysis: trends, volatility, and spikes (Braun and Tadesse, 

2012; Cunado, Diaz, and de Gracia, 2024) [6, 14]. Trends 

reflect long-term price movements, while volatility measures 

the frequency and magnitude of short- to medium-term 

fluctuations. Price spikes refer to sudden, sharp increases or 

decreases. Assessing these dynamics requires accounting for 

ongoing challenges such as climate change, natural disasters, 

geopolitical conflicts, pandemics, and technological 

advancements (Dorward, 2013; Derick, 2023; Cunado, Diaz, 

and de Gracia, 2024) [13-15]. 

Since the 2007 food crisis, researchers and policymakers 

have sought to identify the drivers of food price volatility and 

propose mitigation strategies (Braun and Tadesse, 2012; 

Jung, Kang, et al., 2024; Dasgupta and Robinson, 2022) [6, 30, 

11]. Studies emphasize the complexity of price formation 

mechanisms, which demand continuous evaluation to inform 

evidence-based policies (Jung, Kang, et al., 2024; Herron, 

Lewis, et al., 2023) [30, 34]. 

Empirical and theoretical analyses identify three primary 

drivers of volatility: Supply-side shocks (e.g., extreme 

weather events); Demand-side pressures (e.g., biofuel 

production); and Market-side speculation in commodity 

futures (Braun and Tadesse, 2012; Bilro, Loureiro, and 

Souto, 2023; Rai, 2021) [6, 5, 42]. While speculative trading in 

futures markets is often criticized, it can also enhance 

liquidity and risk management when tied to physical market 

fundamentals (Govereh and Jayne, 2003; Jung, Kang, et al., 

2024) [17, 30]. However, manipulative speculation exacerbates 

short-term price spikes, surpassing the impact of supply and 

demand shocks (Braun and Tadesse, 2012) [6]. Policymakers 

must distinguish between constructive market participation 

and harmful financialization to stabilize food systems 

(Johnstone, Saridakis, and Wilkinson, 2019; Dasgupta and 

Robinson, 2022) [27, 11]. 

 

Fluctuation of prices 

Price fluctuations are a common phenomenon during periods 

of reduced demand, production surpluses, or shortages (Han, 

2025) [19]. Research by Alsamara, Awwad, Mimouni, and 

Mrabet (2025) [38] highlights the dynamic relationship 

between supply chains and consumer prices, particularly 

during crises such as wars, the global financial crisis, the 

COVID-19 pandemic, and climate-related disasters 

(Seddighi, 2020; Dasgupta and Robinson, 2022; Johnstone, 

Saridakis, and Wilkinson, 2019) [47, 11, 27]. These factors 

disrupt supply and demand, driving price volatility. 

The ongoing wars in Ukraine (Russia-Ukraine conflict) and 

Gaza (Israeli-Palestinian conflict) have triggered regional 

and international economic shocks, escalating prices of goods 

and services (Cunado, Diaz, and de Gracia, 2024) [14]. These 

conflicts disrupt supply chains for energy, finance, and 

consumer goods (Raine, 2024) [43]. The US-initiated trade 

wars have sparked significant global economic instability, 

triggering widespread market volatility in different countries. 

Other global crises, such as political tensions in Niger and 

gang violence in Haiti exacerbated by climate change, further 

destabilize markets (Bieler, 2025) [4]. 

Since the 2008 global financial crisis, the international 

economy has struggled to recover, leading to rising costs of 

living, stagnant wages, and soaring housing expenses 

(Thakor, 2015; Agrawal, Nangia, and Reddy, 2014) [52, 44]. 

The current tariffs imposed by the US President on China and 

other countries have significantly increased the cost of living: 

by producing higher consumer prices, job losses in vulnerable 

sectors, and strained alliances (Grossman, Helpman, and 

Redding, 2024) [18]. It has also disrupted global supply chains 

and triggered retaliatory measures from countries like China, 

which are in a position to retaliate. These forces have 

amplified price volatility globally (Fernando and McKibbin, 

2023; Herron, Lewis, et al., 2023) [37, 34]. 

Climate change intensifies these pressures through more 

frequent and more intense natural disasters, the redistribution 

of pests and diseases, and crop failures. For example, 

wildfires in Southern Europe and North America (Healy, 

January 20, 2025) [21] and events like the Ethiopian landslide, 

Typhoon Yagi, and Spanish floods disrupt transportation and 

supply chains, indirectly inflating consumer prices 

(Schroeder, 2024) [46]. Rebuilding efforts require billions in 

funding, further straining economies (Pradana, Ihsan, and 

Munichputranto, 2025; Das, 2025) [41, 10]. 

 

Supply and demand induce volatility 

The interplay between supply, demand, and market dynamics 

has been categorized into external and internal factors to 

explain high and volatile global prices (Fukase and Martin, 

2020) [16]. External factors such as wars, global financial 

crises, and pandemics like COVID-19 contribute to trends, 

volatility, and price spikes (Johnstone, Saridakis, and 

Wilkinson, 2019) [27]. Internal factors include extreme 

weather events, labor shortages, and poor crop yields (Binns, 

Latai, and Nel, 2019) [33]. Positive developments in both 

external and internal factors could lower supply costs, while 

adverse circumstances influence supply and demand, causing 

prices to rise or fall (Fukase and Martin, 2020) [16]. 

Population growth, migration patterns, and health trends also 

shape supply and demand (Peterson, 2017; de Ridder, 

Kroese, et al., 2017) [40, 12]. Peterson (2017) [40] argued that 

increasing populations demand and supply for agricultural 

produce. Hardin and Kwauk (2015) [20] noted that declining 

populations reduce supply and demand. Either way, prices 

are impacted (Peterson, 2017) [40]. Child nutrition and public 

health priorities directly influence market dynamics (de 

Ridder, Kroese, et al., 2017) [12]. Rising birth rates and 

heightened health awareness drive demand for organic 

agricultural products (Herron, Lewis, et al., 2023) [34]. The 

declining birth rates and lower health consciousness levels 

reduce demand (de Ridder, Kroese, et al., 2017) [12]. 

Produce prices themselves also influence supply and demand 

(Derick, 2023) [13]. Lower prices for agricultural goods 
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typically boost demand and supply, whereas higher prices 

suppress them (Ayob and Hussain, 2016; Cunado, Diaz, and 

de Gracia, 2024) [2, 14]. 

 

Local food produce prices 

The cost of imported products and food currently exceeds 

Samoa’s foreign exchange earnings and is weakening the 

country’s balance of payments (Central Bank of Samoa, 

2025) [8]. This has prompted the government to encourage 

citizens to engage in farming and local production (Hardin 

and Kwauk, 2015) [20]. Household food expenditure in Samoa 

is heavily influenced by availability and pricing (Schroeder, 

2024; Binns, Latai, and Nel, 2019) [46, 33]. High import costs 

have also led to markups on local produce (Braun and 

Tadesse, 2012; Duval and Jegasothy, 2003) [6, 26]. 

Expenditure on energy food like rice, taro, banana, as well as 

protein food like fish, pork, and lamb flaps, is higher in both 

urban and rural households. The Food and Agriculture 

Organization and the Samoa Bureau of Statistics report 

presents the main results derived from the analysis of the food 

data and the Food Insecurity Experience Scale data collected 

in the 2018 Household Income and Expenditure Survey in 

their published report in 2020 on current patterns on food 

security and nutrition in Samoa. According to the report 

Household Income Expenditure Analysis Survey, Samoan 

households allocate significant portions of their budgets to 

imported and local vegetables and fruits (Aliyeva, Faaola, 

and Troubat, 2020) [53]. Rising expenditure shares for these 

items classify them as superior goods, with heightened 

demand driving price increases. 

A gradual time effect on expenditure elasticities for 

vegetables and fruits confirms dietary improvement trends 

(Duval and Jegasothy, 2003) [26]. Price elasticity is higher in 

urban areas compared to rural regions, reflecting stronger 

market demand and price sensitivity (Aliyeva, Faaola, and 

Troubat, 2020) [53]. Factors such as locality, availability, 

household budgets, and temporal shifts further influence 

price fluctuations (Hawley, Seiden, et al., 2012; Aliyeva, 

Faaola, and Troubat, 2020) [48, 53]. 

Prices of Samoan coconut products, fruits and vegetables, 

and starchy root crops—all locally grown—have risen 

significantly in recent years (Aliyeva, Faaola, and Troubat, 

2020; Dempewolf, Jones, et al., 2011) [53, 28]. Dietary studies 

link this trend to increased consumption of organic local 

foods (Dempewolf, Jones, et al., 2011) [28]. The interplay 

between food availability, household budgets, nutritional 

preferences, and dietary behaviors exacerbates price 

volatility (Duval and Jegasothy, 2003; Hardin and Kwauk, 

2015; Aliyeva, Faaola, and Troubat, 2020) [26, 20, 53]. Samoan 

consumers’ strong preference for local foods makes demand 

highly responsive to price changes (Herron, Lewis, et al., 

2023; Hardin and Kwauk, 2015) [34, 20]. 

Local producers prioritize domestic agriculture to enhance 

financial prosperity and promote healthier consumption 

(Hardin and Kwauk, 2015; Herron, Lewis, et al., 2023) [20, 34]. 

This trend, and a lack of competition from imported 

commodities in most of these food groups, empower 

subsistence farmers to set prices autonomously (Aliyeva, 

Faaola, and Troubat, 2020) [53]. 

External factors—such as the global financial crisis, trade 

wars, geopolitical conflicts, climate change, and the COVID-

19 pandemic—exert ripple effects, significantly increasing 

local prices (Li, Tu, and Wang, 2021; Fernando and 

McKibbin, 2023; Dasgupta and Robinson, 2022) [54, 37, 11]. 

These crises disrupt transportation and supply chains, 

exacerbating demand-supply imbalances (Cunado, Diaz, and 

de Gracia, 2024) [14]. Irregular or halted food imports further 

spike local produce prices (Herron, Lewis, et al., 2023) [34], 

while imported goods and services also become costlier. 

Compounding these issues, external shocks lead to layoffs, 

industry closures, restricted mobility (Li, Tu, and Wang, 

2021; Wolbers, Kuipers, and Boin, 2021) [54, 57], and scarce 

relief assistance (Naranjo, Ng, Schlotzhauer, et al., 2021) [39]. 

These phenomena may, however, also drive people back into 

subsistence agriculture and increase primary production with 

effects on demand and supply in local markets. These effects 

burden households’ and governments’ budgets, deepening 

socio-economic hardship. 

 

Research Methodology 

The study employed a Likert scale questionnaire survey to 

collect data from 18 farmers and 21 customers in the Upolu 

region of Samoa. The questionnaire focused on identifying 

respondents’ opinions and or beliefs about internal and 

external factors driving price rises. The survey utilized a 

rating scale to assess respondents’ perspectives, 

understanding, and knowledge regarding the causes and 

effects of price volatility. 

The questionnaire comprised statements and questions on 

topics such as the global financial crisis, wars, climate 

change, COVID-19 aftermaths, imported goods, supply and 

demand dynamics, labor costs, and the high cost of living. 

Respondents selected from four options: strongly agree, 

agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. As noted by Ho (2016) 
[22], Likert scales enable nuanced measurement of agreement 

and perceptions. Chandel, Joshi, Kale, and Pal (2015) [29] and 

Chakrabartty (2014) [9] caution that such scales risk bias, as 

respondents may uniformly agree or disagree due to fatigue, 

social desirability, or extreme response tendencies. While 

Likert scales reveal the distributions of views from 

respondents, they cannot alone capture the information or 

explain the beliefs on which informants’ perceptions rest. It 

requires additional time and resources to further research 

these areas. 

The sample included 39 participants (farmers and customers 

aged 22–70), randomly selected from Upolu. Respondents 

from Savaii could not be included due to lack of resources, 

time and the commitments of researchers. The questionnaire 

featured 17 statements using a 4-point Likert scale (SA, A, D, 

SD). Participants were given two days to complete the 

survey, after which responses were collected. The data were 

analysed using the arithmetic mean to generate findings 

presented in the tabulated results. 

 

Discussion 

Analysis 

The prices of local garden produce in Samoa have steadily 

increased over the past few years. According to the Samoa 

Bureau of Statistics (2024) [45] local market survey, taro 

prices rose by nine percent, bananas by two percent, taamu 

by one percent, coconuts by eight percent, yams by 54 

percent, and breadfruit decreased by one percent. These price 

hikes led to a 25 percent increase in the number of sellers 

entering local markets to sell their products in August 2024. 

During the same month, vegetable supplies surged 

significantly: cucumbers saw the largest increase at 50 

percent compared to the previous month, followed by 

tomatoes (45 percent), pumpkins (29 percent), Chinese 
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cabbage (25 percent), and head cabbage (14 percent) (Samoa 

Bureau of Statistics, 2024) [45]. 

Producers face significant challenges from multiple 

interconnected factors, including the lingering effects of 

Trump’s tariffs, COVID-19 supply chain disruptions, climate 

change impacts, rising living costs, domestic inflation, 

volatile imported vegetable prices, and geopolitical conflicts. 

These pressures highlight their vulnerability to global market 

volatility, compelling them to adjust pricing strategies for 

their produce. 

Below are Tables 1 and 2, the response analysis from the 

research participants. 
 

Table 1: Likert Scale Survey Customers’ Responses 
 

Why have the prices of Samoan garden food increased? SA % A % D % SD % Total Total % 

1 World problems and wars contributed to garden food prices increased 4 19 11 52 3 14 3 14 21 100 

2 Global economic financial crisis affected garden food prices increased 5 24 14 66 1 5 1 5 21 100 

3 Prices of imported vegetables increased so farmers increased their prices of garden food 9 43 11 52 1 5 0 0 21 100 

4 Samoa's prices of goods and services have increased causing garden food prices to increase too 6 29 14 66 1 5 0 0 21 100 

5 Residents’ population increased causing Samoa garden food to meet the demand with price increases 3 14 13 62 4 19 1 5 21 100 

6 COVID-19 caused the prices of Samoan garden food to increase 11 52 5 24 5 24 0 0 21 100 

7 Climate change caused less produce of garden food which increased prices 11 52 9 43 1 5 0 0 21 100 

8 Demand for Samoa garden food is high causing prices to increase 5 24 13 62 3 14 0 0 21 100 

9 Local farmers spent too much time and energy increasing prices to meet their hard work 5 24 14 67 2 9 0 0 21 100 

10 Labor costs for volunteers to plant and harvest caused garden food prices to increase 7 33 14 67 0 0 0 0 21 100 

11 Garden tools are expensive causing local farmers to increase their garden food prices 7 33 13 62 0 0 1 5 21 100 

12 Lots of Samoa garden food was exported and less remains so the prices are high 4 19 12 57 4 19 1 5 21 100 

13 Residents loved Samoa garden food more than imported ones causing prices to increase 5 24 12 57 4 19 0 0 21 100 

14 Other things are expensive so farmers increased their garden food prices to meet these costs 10 48 9 42 1 5 1 5 21 100 

15 Fewer farmers working on the garden now so they produce less. So, prices of garden food are high 5 24 12 57 4 19 0 0 21 100 

16 The soil now lacks nutrients to produce a good harvest causing garden food to increase in prices 4 19 12 57 5 24 0 0 21 100 

17 Samoans go into commercial activities. Less gardening increased the prices of produce 4 19 13 62 4 19 0 0 21 100 

 
Table 2: Likert Scale Survey Farmers’ Responses 

 

Why have the prices of Samoan garden food increased? SA % A % D % SD % Total Total % 

1 World problems and wars contributed to garden food prices increased 10 56 5 28 3 16 0 0 18 100 

2 Global economic financial crisis affected garden food prices increased 8 44 8 44 2 11 0 0 18 100 

3 Prices of imported vegetables increased so farmers increased their prices of garden food 6 33 9 50 2 11 1 6 18 100 

4 Samoa's prices of goods and services have increased causing garden food prices to increase too 8 44 9 50 1 5 0 0 18 100 

5 Residents’ population increased causing Samoa garden food to meet the demand with price increases 4 22 5 28 7 39 2 11 18 100 

6 COVID-19 caused the prices of Samoan garden food to increase 9 50 8 44 1 6 0 0 18 100 

7 Climate change caused less produce of garden food which increased prices 9 50 8 44 1 6 0 0 18 100 

8 Demand for Samoa garden food is high, causing prices to increase 7 39 9 50 2 11 0 0 18 100 

9 Local farmers spent too much time and energy increasing prices to meet their hard work 8 44 8 44 1 6 1 6 18 100 

10 Labor costs for volunteers to plant and harvest caused garden food prices to increase 8 44 5 28 5 28 0 0 18 100 

11 Garden tools are expensive causing local farmers to increase their garden food prices 6 33 9 50 2 11 1 6 18 100 

12 Lots of Samoa garden food was exported and less remains so the prices are high 3 17 8 44 6 33 1 6 18 100 

13 Residents loved Samoa garden food more than imported ones causing prices to increase 8 44 6 33 3 17 1 6 18 100 

14 Other things are expensive so farmers increased their garden food prices to meet these costs 10 56 4 22 4 22 0 0 18 100 

15 Fewer farmers working on the garden now so they produce less. So, prices of garden food are high 7 39 7 39 4 22 0 0 18 100 

16 The soil now lacks nutrients to produce a good harvest causing garden food to increase in prices 6 33 9 50 3 17 0 0 18 100 

17 Samoans go into commercial activities. Less gardening increased the prices of produce 10 56 6 33 2 11 0 0 18 100 

 
Respondents’ responses to statements about external factors  

Global challenges like pandemics, civil wars, and natural 

disasters have significantly driven up prices of goods and 

services internationally, regionally, and locally (Herron, 

Lewis, et al., 2023; Cunado, Diaz, and de Gracia, 2024) [34, 

14]. Eighty-four percent of farmers agreed that global factors 

stem a direct link to global input cost volatility of fuel, 

fertilizers, and equipment, while only 71 percent of 

customers acknowledge it. The financial pressures compel 

farmers to raise prices, while customers lack awareness of 

how supply chain dynamics link global conflicts to local 

costs. Cunado, Diaz, and de Gracia (2024) [14] explained that 

high inflation rates trigger shocks to local produce prices. The 

government plays a key role in regulating policies for 

procurement and distribution to ensure sufficient supply and 

reasonable prices (Derick, 2023; Lock, Wonneberger, and 

Steenbeek, 2024) [13, 35]. 

Herron, Lewis, et al. (2023) [34] linked price surges to 

COVID-19. The pandemic exposed vulnerabilities in global 

food systems (Herron, Lewis, et al., 2023) [34], with 

respondents who emphasized pandemic-driven price 

escalation. Farmers’ 94 percent agreement reflects their 

direct experience with COVID-19’s operational disruptions, 

whereas customers’ 76 percent agreement indicates a more 

removed consumer perspective. The six percent of farmers 

and 24 percent of customers who disagreed highlight that 

while both groups acknowledge systemic pressures, they 

prioritize these challenges differently. 

Dasgupta and Robinson (2022) [11] highlighted climate 

impacts on food production, nutrition, and health costs. 

Binns, Latai, and Nel (2019) [33] emphasized its effects on 

Samoa, including rising temperatures and erratic rainfall. The 

survey data reveals strong consensus among both farmers (94 

percent agreed) and customers (95 percent agreed) that 

climate change significantly impacts food production and 

prices, aligning with findings by Dasgupta and Robinson 
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(2022) and Binns et al. (2019) [11, 33]. Six percent of farmers 

disagreed, acknowledged climate impacts but prioritized 

operational challenges like labour shortages and tool costs, 

while customers’ five percent disagreed, attributed price 

hikes to local factors like population growth and inflation 

rather than environmental drivers. 

Survey data and academic literature (Cunado, Diaz, et al., 

2024; Hardin and Kwauk, 2015) [14, 20] highlight a broad 

consensus on global inflation’s role in driving up local garden 

food prices, though farmers and customers differ in how and 

why they perceive this linkage. Only 50 percent of farmers 

agreed, attributing this to direct exposure to imported input 

costs like fertilizers, tools, and fuel tied to global markets, 

whereas customers showed slightly higher agreement (66 

percent), as they experience inflation through retail prices and 

attribute hikes to a mix of global and local factors. The five 

percent of customers and five percent of farmers who 

dissented attributed price increases to local issues like 

population growth and labour costs rather than global drivers. 

Jung, Kang, et al. (2024) [30] noted that machinery costs 

burden farmers, prompting leasing alternatives. The disparity 

in agreement between customers (95 percent) and farmers (83 

percent) on gardening tools’ and machinery costs, along with 

disagreements from 17 percent of farmers and five percent of 

customers, reflects distinct perspectives shaped by proximity 

to production challenges and market dynamics. Customers, 

directly experiencing retail price hikes, attribute these 

increases to visible costs like tools, often emphasized in 

media reportage and market narratives. Farmers, however, 

prioritize broader challenges such as soil quality, fuel costs, 

and climate volatility as the primary drivers of price surges. 

Farmers and customers hold distinct perspectives on the 

global factors driving price surges in goods and services, 

including local garden produce. Their differing roles, 

statuses, and behaviours shape their perceptions and 

reasoning, resulting in divergent responses to survey 

questions. Farmers, directly exposed to input costs like fuel 

and fertilizer volatility, often prioritize systemic challenges 

such as climate disruptions and supply chain bottlenecks, 

while customers, focused on affordability, disproportionately 

attribute price hikes to localized issues like inflation or labour 

costs. 

 
Respondent's responses to statements about internal factors 

As noted by Ayob and Hussain (2016) [2], price-conscious 

customers prefer local produce over expensive imports. 

However, rising prices for both local and imported goods 

(Cunado et al., 2024) [14] have caused frustration, with 95 

percent of customers attributing local farmers’ price increases 

to expensive imports. While 83 percent of farmers agreed 

with this linkage, 17 percent of farmers and five percent of 

customers rejected it, emphasizing other drivers like 

production costs or inflation. Aliyeva et al. (2020) [53] 

contextualized this tension, noting that locally produced 

goods, once cheaper, have now seen significant price hikes, 

further complicating consumer perceptions. 

Sixty-five percent of customers perceive population growth 

and resultant increases in demand as a direct cause of 

scarcity, aligning with Peterson’s (2017) [40] argument about 

limited resources. Farmers, however, are evenly divided, with 

50 percent agreeing and 50 percent rejecting this connection. 

Meanwhile, 46 percent of customers also challenge the role 

of population growth in driving scarcity, underscoring 

broader disagreements about the primary drivers of resource 

strain. Herron, Lewis, et al. (2023) [34] expand this discourse 

by linking food price escalation to compounding factors such 

as COVID-19, climate change, and conflicts, highlighting the 

multifaceted nature of resource challenges. 

Farmers’ 77 percent agreement underscores the cultural and 

health value they associate with traditional foods, which they 

argue justifies their production efforts and price increases. 

The heightened demand validates their role in preserving 

Samoan food heritage, yet presents challenges in scaling 

production sustainably. Meanwhile, 81 percent of customers 

prioritize the health benefits and sustained energy derived 

from traditional foods, as noted by Dempewolf et al. (2012) 
[28]. However, their agreement may also reflect frustration 

with rising prices, as increased demand strains affordability. 

Twenty-three percent of farmers and 19 percent of customers 

rejected the notion that Samoans’ preference for traditional 

foods drives price hikes, attributing increases to broader 

economic and production challenges. 

Farmers’ overwhelming support price increases as justified 

compensation for their labour-intensive work, with 88 

percent in agreement. This aligns with Cardella and Roomets’ 

(2022) [7] argument that effort and productivity should drive 

pay adjustments. However, subsistence farmers who agree 

often face systemic barriers like limited market power and 

informal economic structures, which prevent them from 

implementing hikes. Meanwhile, 91 percent of customers 

recognise farmers’ labour value and view price increases as 

ethically necessary to sustain food quality. However, 12 

percent of farmers and nine percent of customers rejected the 

notion that labour-intensive work warrants price surges. 

The debate over labour costs influencing food prices centers 

on two perspectives: compensating volunteers leading to 

price hikes versus relying on FaaSamoa (Ioane and Tudor, 

2017) [25] for unpaid labour. This analysis contrasts farmers' 

and customers' viewpoints, grounded in Rai's (2021) [42] 

emphasis on farmer welfare and Anae et al.'s (2017) [1] 

insights into Samoan cultural practices. Seventy-two percent 

of farmers and all customers advocate for fair compensation 

for volunteers, aligning with Rai's (2021) [42] assertion that 

such remuneration is critical for agricultural growth. Farmers 

argue that raising prices to cover these costs is essential to 

sustain their economic viability. However, 18 percent of them 

continue to rely on familial labour exchanges, avoiding direct 

payments. 

Farmers engaged in exporting often prioritize international 

markets for higher profitability, aligning with Hardin and 

Kwauk’s (2015) [20] emphasis on exports as a pathway to 

financial empowerment through increased returns on 

investment. By diverting produce to exports, farmers seek to 

secure better prices, incentivising production investments. 

Sixty-one percent of farmers believe this reduces local 

market availability, driving up prices, a view supported by 76 

percent of customers. Dempewolf et al. (2012) [28] observed 

that staple foods like taro and breadfruit remain widely 

accessible in Samoan markets. This observation aligns with 

39 percent of farmers and 24 percent of customers, who 

contend that local price adjustments stem from broader 

economic pressures, such as rising production costs, labour, 

tools, and other expenses, rather than export strategies. 

Seventy-seven percent of farmers and 81 percent of 

customers attribute price increases to genuine surges in 

demand for local garden produce, aligning with de Ridder et 

al.'s (2017) [12] observation of dietary shifts toward organic 

and locally-sourced foods. Farmers charge premium prices to 
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offset higher production costs linked to organic farming 

practices (Dempewolf et al., 2012) [28]. However, a minority 

of respondents - both farmers and customers argue that 

structural factors such as inflation, imported tool costs, and 

climate adaptation are the drivers of the elevated prices. 

While the majority of farmers (73 percent) and customers (90 

percent) share concerns about rising produce prices, their 

attributions diverge: farmers emphasize production-side 

challenges such as labour shortages, input costs, and natural 

disasters, whereas customers focus on market-side factors 

like inflation and e-commerce growth (Bilro et al., 2023) [5]. 

A minority of both groups, however, acknowledge the 

multifaceted causes of high living costs, noting that systemic 

pressures such as global conflicts and socioeconomic 

inequities are exacerbating price surges across goods and 

services (Webster and Neal, 2022) [56]. 

Seventy-eight percent of farmers attribute reduced 

agricultural activity to urbanization and the shift toward 

commercial sectors (Li, Shen, et al., 2019) [49], while 81 

percent of customers recognize urbanization’s role in 

diminishing local produce availability, linking reduced 

supply to higher prices. Key drivers include younger 

generations migrating to urban jobs, which shrinks the 

farming workforce, and farmland being repurposed for 

commercial or residential use, limiting production capacity. 

However, a minority of respondents, both farmers and 

customers, argue that global crises, such as the 2008 financial 

crash and the COVID-19 pandemic (Johnstone, Saridakis, et 

al., 2019) [27], exacerbate price surges more significantly than 

urbanization trends. 

Eighty-three percent of farmers directly managing soil health 

attribute lower yields and price increases to nutrient-depleted 

soils (Bayata, 2024) [3], a view supported by 78 percent of 

customers. Farmers cite declining soil fertility and reduced 

organic matter, which necessitate costly fertilizers to sustain 

output, while climate change exacerbates erosion and 

moisture loss (Eekhout and de Vente, 2022), compounding 

production challenges. However, a minority of respondents - 

both farmers and customers attribute price hikes to broader 

economic and social factors like inflation and global 

conflicts, often lacking direct awareness of soil health’s role 

in agricultural productivity (Ponge, Sofo, and Zanella, 2022) 

[50]. 

Eighty-nine percent of farmers express concern over the 

erosion of communal gardening practices, which historically 

ensured food security and cultural cohesion - a shift 

threatening agricultural knowledge and social bonds (Lal, 

2012) [32]. Eighty-one percent of customers highlight the 

migration of workers to commercial sectors as a key driver of 

reduced agricultural labour, forcing farmers to scale down 

production and increase prices. A minority of respondents 

(farmers and customers) lament the loss of affordable, fresh 

local produce, attributing rising costs primarily to inflation 

and COVID-19 rather than labour migration to commercial 

sectors (Cox and Sulifoa, 2020) [51]. 

 

Summary 

Customers overwhelmingly agreed that rising costs of 

imported vegetables (95 percent of customers), climate 

change (95 percent of customers), and labour costs (100 

percent of customers) were the primary drivers of increased 

prices for local produce. In contrast, farmers emphasized 

COVID-19 (94 percent of farmers), climate change (94 

percent of farmers), and the shift toward commercial 

activities (89 percent of farmers) as the most significant 

contributing factors. 

 

Conclusion 

The respondents from the survey identified global financial 

crises, wars, COVID-19, climate change, high inflation, and 

rising living costs as key external drivers, creating ripple 

effects on economic stability and prices. The interconnected 

nature of global trade and business ensures that such events 

inevitably impact local markets. Local factors, including 

population growth, high demand for produce, reduced 

domestic sales due to exports, volunteer labour payments, 

expensive imported foods, costly farming tools, and farmers’ 

autonomy in pricing, further contributed to the local produce 

price spikes. 

The 2018 Household Income and Expenditure Survey by the 

FAO and SBS revealed that Samoan families spent 35 percent 

of their income on food, a finding reaffirmed by the 2023 SBS 

survey, with spending remaining stable at 35 percent. 

Households face mounting financial pressure due to soaring 

living costs, expensive imports, and rising prices of 

essentials, exacerbated by stagnant wages and low minimum 

wages, particularly in-service sectors. Ongoing global 

challenges such as climate change, post-pandemic 

disruptions, trade instability, wars, and financial crises 

continue to inflate prices of goods and services, including 

local garden produce. 

While government intervention, such as moderating wages to 

match living costs and regulating local produce prices, may 

seem critical to address economic pressures, these measures 

risk unintended harm: wage hikes can strain small businesses 

and reduce employment, while price controls may 

disincentivize farmers’ production, ultimately hurting 

consumers. Therefore, effective policy must carefully 

calibrate salary adjustments to minimize business impact and 

establish price supports that balance farmer profitability with 

consumer affordability. 
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