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Abstract

The study on marketing channel to determine maom&dbrmance for ware yam (yam tubet.9

kg) Dioscorea spp was conducted in Abia State, iNigBoth purposive and random sampling
techniques were used to collect the data usedgesasthe marketing channel in terms of its
structural framework, marketing margin and markpagdicy of traders. The Allen’s (1959) simple
ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression niegies used to determine the mark-up policies
of the traders in the study area. The results efstudy showed that the marketing channel is
semi-decentralized with socio-economic significaiecefficient transfer of product from the

farm to the consumer. The marketing margins betweedifferent marketing levels are
positively related, and the traders use both tkediand percentage margin policies to determine
the selling price of their product, to reflect thility created in the product, in order to maximiz
consumer satisfaction and farmer share relativenarketing share of consumer expenditure on
the product. The marketing margins and mark-upqgoesi of the traders are significantly related
based on the measure of fitness of the marketpFte at the Fo;level. The results of the study
have implications for sustainable increases inldwels of employment, output, consumption,
better income distribution and poverty reductiorthe study area.
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Introduction

Yam (Discoreaspp) is an important tuber crop in Nigeria, wheres iproduced both as food
and cash crop. Annual production of yam in the tguis estimated at 36,72@illion tonnes
(FAO 2006). Yam is also a socio cultural crop. BO7 alone, Nigeria accounted for 75% of
world production (Manyong et al. 2001). The anngrawth rate for the same period was 6% for
the yield and 10% for the area planted. Althoughexa is the largest producer of yam in the
world, the need arises for increasing productiosdtisfy domestic and export demand for yams.
The major yam growing areas of Nigeria extend ftberain forest zone to the southern limit of
the northern Guinea savanavailable information on yam marketing in Nigerieciudes studies
conducted in southeastern Nigeria (Eluagual. 1990, Aniebunwa, 2002 and Asumugsiaal.
2007). Eluaguet al. described the yam marketing channel as long, sbngiof the farmers,
agents/wholesalers, wholesaler-retailers, itinesaaemblers, and retailers and consumers. In this
case, the wholesaler—retailer controlled 75% of yhms flowing through the yam marketing
channel. According to the authors, the flow of yaade was in the north—south direction. A
structural analysis of yam trade flow into Abiat8tasing total value of purchases as an index of
measurement of the market share was conducted im $tate in Eastern Nigeria (Anuebunwa
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2002). According to the result, the northern statBdNigeria contributed 67.97% of all yams

supplied to Abia State while the southern statedriuted 32.03%, of which Abia accounted for

2.7%. Correct decision making and planning in traté® depend on reliable information on

market conditions (Shepherd 2000). Asumughal.(2007) analyzed the marketing channels and
efficiency of the marketing system for yams in Nige The result showed that the marketing
system of yam in Nigeria is less competitive aretéfore less efficient.

The type and complexity of marketing channel may var different commodities, depending on
the nature (perishability and level of processingge and value of the commodity, and may
influence the marketing margin and mark-up polidytraders in the marketing systermhe
marketing channel also called a trade channelgirilglition channel (Kotler, 1997) is simply the
path of a commodity from its raw form to the fineshform or the path of a product as it moves
from the producer to the final consumer (Olukodd dsitor, 1990). A marketing channel always
includes both the producer and final consumer ef phoduct, as well as all the middlemen
involved in the title transfer of the product frahe producer to the final consumer.

In agricultural and products marketing, the margetichannel is either centralized or
decentralized. A centralized marketing channelrie o which commodities are assembled in
large central or terminal markets where they anelmsed by wholesalers or processors from
farmers’ agents (Adekanye and Olayide, 1988) atet sold to the final consumer through the
retailer. On the other hand, a decentralized mexethannel does not have such large
assembling marketing facilities and traders buedly from farmers (Adekanye and Olayide,
1988) and later sell to the final consumers. Thes@nt study is directed at the analysis of the
marketing channel for ware yam (yam tubé&r8kg)Dioscrorea sppn the study area, Abia State,
Nigeria. Yam in Nigeria is becoming expensive agtatively unaffordable in urban areas as
production has not kept pace with population growghding to demand exceeding supply
(Kushwaha and Polycarp 2001). Although yam productin Nigeria is quite high (Nigeria is
known to be the largest producer of yam in the #)orthere is still a need for increased
production of yam to satisfy domestic and possiekport demand. If the efficiency of the
marketing system for yam is to be improved so agatilitate its contribution to increased
marketing and export, there is the need for betteferstanding of the marketing channels, the
yam marketing margins and the mark up policiesrtsuee efficient marketing of the crop. In
Abia state, Yam has socio-economic importance énaifea as a status symbol for men and as a
source of food, industrial raw material, employmant income to farmers and yam marketing
intermediaries. The marketing system which afféleésprices received by the farmers and those
paid by buyers, has a profound impact on food sgoifxsumughaet al 2009).

Objectives of the Study
The broad objective of the study is to analyze dfiect of marketing channel on market
performance of ware yam in the study area. Theifipebjectives includes to:

1. describe the framework of the marketing chaforelvare yam in the study area
2. evaluate the marketing margins on ware yam d&&tvthe marketing levels in the study area
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3. determine the mark-up policy of the tradersriivang at the selling prices of ware yam in the

study area.

The hypothesis that: there are no significant i@hships between the marking margin and mark-
up policy of the traders in the study area wasetksthe study is justified because in the study
area agriculture is the primary occupation (NigefMational Bureau of Statistics, 2006).

Research Methodology

The study was conducted in Abia State, in the seasitern agro-ecological zone of Nigeria. The
state has a population of 2,845,380 inhabitants fd@ local government areas (LGA'’s) and
occupies a land mass of 4,900%¢National Bureau of Statistics, 2006). It hasapical location

of latitude 56'N-5°24'N of the Equator and longitude®7L8'E — 7° 54'E of the Greenwich with

a mean annual rainfall of 3032mm and ferraliticidasoil and forest growth vegetation zone
(Agboola, 1979).

Field survey data arising from purposive and randampling techniques were used to achieve
the objectives of the study. Six (6) local governinareas (LGA’S) were purposively selected

from the 17 LGA'’s in Abia State based on the sigaiice of each LGA in the production and

marketing of yam in the state. From the selected’sGone (1) market was purposively selected
from each LGA. Primary non-experimental, crossieael random market data were generated
for the study using questionnaire and oral markitrviews. A list of all registered yam traders

was collected from the yam traders associatiohefrbarket. This list formed the sample frame
from which a random sample 12 traders was carnigdnoeach market. This was done on weekly
basis over a period of one year to generate da&ta fas the study. The resulting random market
data were used to analyze the objective of theystud

Appropriate statistical and econometric technigwese used to analyze the data collected from
the study. Descriptive statistics involving a simpgigure was used to describe the structural
framework of the marketing channel, while tablesevesed to describe the marketing margins
between the different marketing levels. Simple mady least squares (OLS) linear price
regression model was used to determine the magolipy of the traders, in the analysis of the
marketing margins between the different marketewgls. The model is specified as follows:

Si=a+tbkj+u................(D)

Where:

Sit = Monthly selling price of ware yam in one marketl, 2,..., n.

Kjt = Monthly supply price of ware yam in any one nedrk= 1, 2, ..., n.
U; = Error term

The applied forms of the price regression modetiuisehe study are as follows;

Wt =&+ bOCijt + & (2)

Y= a+/tht + &, (3)

Yo=& +0Cijt + &ivevvennnnnnnn (4)
A
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Where:
W; = Estimated monthly wholesale (selling) price/Kg') of ware yam in partial trade
relationships (equation 2) between the wholesateosie market
i= 1,2,...6 and farmers in any one market
j\: 1, 2,...6 farmers in the study area.
Y = Estimated monthly retail (selling) pricel/kg™) of ware yam in partial trade relationships
(equation 3) between the retailers in one market
I= 1, 2...6, and wholesalers in any market j 2,1,. 6
Y, = Estimated monthly retail (selling) pricelkg'l) of ware yam in partial trade relationships
(equation  4) between the retailers one market.
i= 1,2...6, and wholesalers in any marketl}, 2,... 6.
Git = Monthly farm gate (supply) price (91) of ware yam in any market
] =1, 2,... 6, in the partial trade relationshigdvieen the wholesalers and farmers (equation 4).
W;: = Monthly wholesale (supply) price kg™) of ware yam in any market j = 1, 2,... 6, in pdrtia
trade relationships between the retailers and velatges (equation 3).
a,b,& = Regression intercept, coefficient, and erromterespectively, in the estimated partial
trade relationships.

The mark-up policies of the traders were distinigeds as fixed, semi-fixed, or percentage
margins, based on the Allen (1959) price regressiodel. Allen (1956) employed this model in
the determination of the mark-up policy of retalen the empirical investigations on retails
margins in wholesale-retail trade with referencértits and vegetables. The mark-up policies of
the traders were distinguished as fixed, semi-fix@da percentage margin by comparing the
values of the estimated regression intercepts @&k the estimated regression coefficient b’s,
accordingly,

i.  Where & had a value of 0.0 or virtually so, a patiage margin was indicated;
i.  Wheréb=1.0or virtually so, a fixed margin wadicated;
iii.  Whereab was less than one third of @ or b was neganhd & was positive, then a fixed
margin was assumed;
iv.  Wherk b was between a third to twice of a, a sexadfmargin was assumed; and
v. Where & was negative ,or b was more than twice afténdency to a percentage margin
was indicated.

AN

The mark-up policies of the traders were furtheéingsted using the coefficients of determination
R”s of the applied forms of the price regression mlo@he R’'s were tested for significance at
the Ry o1level.
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Results and Discussion

Fig. 1 show the sequence of intermediaries or ptifwaigh which the traded ware yam passes
from the farmer to consumer in the marketing systéhe type and complexity of marketing
channel for foodstuff vary with different commodsi

Structural Framework oftte Marketing Channel

Producer
|
v
Rural and semi-urban
<
\4
Urban Market
A 4
Wholesaler
Retail <
\ 4
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Figure 1; Semi-Decentralized Channel of Distributio of Ware Yam in Abia State

The marketing channel for ware yam in the study asebetter described as semi-decentralized
because it is devoid of marketing agents, when eoetp with the decentralized marketing

channel for consumer products (Stanton, 1983) dmd dentralized marketing channel for

foodstuff in Nigeria (Hay, 1975). The semi-decahied marketing channel for ware yam in the
study area is characterized by freedom of entrthenmarket, efficient market information, and

wholesalers and big retailers who readily penetita¢erural farm gate market in response to the
profitable market opportunities in order to maxisizonsumer satisfaction and farmer share
relative to the marketing share per unit of thestoner expenditure on ware yam.

As a result, the producers usually sell their warethe rural, semi-urban and urban markets
without recourse to agents. In the rural and setmgwu markets, the producers usually sell in bulk
at farm gate price to the wholesalers, retaileis lsig consumers. But in the urban markets, the
producers also sell in bulk at wholesale pricealtiyeto big consumers or in small quantities to
small consumers through sequence of wholesalersretaders in the marketing channel. The
wholesalers on the other hand buy in bulk from gheducers and sell directly to the fairly big
consumers or indirectly to the small consumersutinathe retailers in the marketing channel. The
retailers are the final link between the farmerd aansumers, and usually buy in bulk from the
producers and/or the wholesalers, and sell in nsuthller quantities to the consumer in the study
area.
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Marketing Margins on Ware Yam

Tables 1, 2, and 3 show the marketing margins ae wam as it moves from the farm to the final

consumer. The mean monthly marketing margins ore wam represent the differences between
the prices paid and received (Reddy et al 2006hbytraders. This also reflects all the varying
handling costs and profit (Ejiga 1977), includinfioeency of each channel in the marketing

system.

Table 1: Mean Monthly Farm gate Wholesale Margin oriWare Yam in the Study Area.

Market Mean Monthly Mean Monthly Mean Monthly = Marketing Margin
Farmgate Wholesale Absolute Value Percentage Value
(Supply) Price  (Selling) Price
Nkg™ Nkg™ Nkg™ %

Eke Agbagwu 3241 38.10 5.69 14.93

Orie Amaoji 32.23 38.19 5.96 15.61

Nkwo Ndoro 32.29 38.25 6.66 15.58

Ogwumabiri Ibeku 32.53 39.17 6.64 16.95

Ariaria Market 32.45 38.87 6.42 16.52

Umungasi Market 32.38 38.70 6.32 16.33

Mean 32.38 38.55 6.17 16.00

Source: Field Survey, 2010

Table 2: Mean Monthly Farm gate Retail Margin on Wae Yam in the Study Area.

Market Mean Monthly Mean Monthly Mean Monthly  Marketing Margin
Farmgate Retail (Selling) Absolute Percentage
(Supply) Price  Price Value Value
Nkg™ Nkg™ Nkg™ %
Eke Agbagwu 32.41 43.21 10.80 24.99
Orie Amaoji 32.23 43.21 10.98 25.41
Nkwo Ndoro 32.29 43.78 11.49 26.25
Ogwumabiri Ibeku 32.53 43.57 11.04 25.34
Ariaria Market 32.45 43.48 11.03 25.37
Umungasi Market 32.38 43.49 11.11 25.56
Mean 32.38 43.46 11.08 25.49

Source: Field Survey, 2010
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Table 3: Mean Monthly Wholesale / Retail Margin onWare Yam in the Study Area.

Market Mean Monthly Mean Monthly Mean Monthly = Marketing Margin
Wholesale Retail (Selling) Absolute Percentage
(Supply) Price  Price Value Value
Nkg™ Nkg™ Nkg™ %
Eke Agbagwu 38.10 43.21 5.11 11.83
Orie Amaoji 38.19 43.21 5.02 11.62
Nkwo Ndoro 38.25 43.78 5.53 12.63
Ogwumabiri Ibeku 39.17 43.57 4.40 10.10
Ariaria Market 38.87 43.48 4.61 10.60
Umungasi Market 38.70 43.49 4.79 11.01
Mean 38.55 43.46 4.91 11.30

Source: Field Survey, 2010

The mean monthly farm gate retail marketing nmaaj 25.49 % (Table 2) is relatively higher
than the mean monthly farm gate-wholesale marketiraggin of 16 % (Table 1) and the
wholesale- retail marketing margin of 11.30 % (EaB), because of the increased number and
cost of the utility-creating marketing functionsai@an and Young, 1993; Olukosi and Isitor,
1990; Kohls and Uhl, 1990; Downey and Erickson,1)9&rformed by retailers in the farm gate
retail marketing channel (Fig. 1). This impliestthetailers reduce their marketing cost and make
more profit from each unit of commodity relativedost (Iheke and Obasi 2009). The effect of no
government regulation on the demand and supplyaséwam in the study area has implication
for competitive mark-up policy and marketing efiocy of the traders.

Mark-up Policy on Ware Yam

The estimated simple OLS linear price regressiowlsmaark-up policies on ware yam in the study
area are highlighted in Tables 4, 5 and 6, basethemllen (1959) price regression model. The
slope or regression coefficient represents thersélinarkup policy which is the rate by which the
mean monthly selling price increases when the sumite increases by 1.00 kg'.

Table 4: Estimated Simple OLS Linear Partial Regresion and Partial Mark-up Policy of
the Ware Yam Wholesalers in the Farm Gate Wholesal®arketing Channel in the Study
Area.

N

Market Channels Price RegressiorWe = 8,+bGji+6&i

& bo R F
Eke Agbagwu Vs Eke Agbagwu 6.895 .670 .932 132.020
Eke Agbagwu Vs Orie Amaoji -5.541 1.354 914 106.56
Eke Agbagwu Vs Nkwo Ndoro -7.821 1.423 .908 98.231
Eke Agbagwu Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku -7.711 1.411 .898 7.684
Eke Agbagwu Vs Ariaria Market -8615 1.440 .945 083
Orie Amaoji Vs Umugasi Market -8575 1.441 .939 5BA.
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Orie Amaoji Vs Orie Amaoji

Orie Amaoji Vs Nkwo Ndoro

Orie Amaoji Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ariaria Market

Orie Amaoji Vs Umungasi Market

Nkwo Ndoro Vs Nkwo Ndoro

Nkwo Ndoro Ogwumabiri Ibeku

Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ariaria Market

Ariaria Market Vs Umungasi Market
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Ariaria Market
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Umungasi Market
Ariaria Market Vs Ariaria Market

Ariaria Market Vs Ariaria Market
Umungasi Market Vs Umungasi Market

6.475
-5.884
-5.667
- 6.579
-6.601
8.048
-7.239
-8.162
-8.047
10.539
-9.238
-10.046
10.986
-11.030
7.453

.674
1.365
1.3459
1.380
1.383
.634
1.399
1.430
1.430
.561
1.,492
1.520
.552
1.541
.644

.876
.870
.854
.903
.900
.895
.883
.933
992
53
308
855.
.835
.860

.942

71.015
66.900
58.366
286
.020
84.851
75.51
1838
122.533
58.112
48.975
58.743
0.847
61.537
162.872

R? Significant at the Ry o1, 10=10
Source: Field survey, 2010

Table 4 shows that in trade relationships betwéden wholesalers in one market (e.g. Orie
Amaorji Market) and farmers in another market (€©gwumabiri Ibeku Market), the wholesalers
use the percentage margin policy »010.55kg", in order to determine the wholesale (selling)
price of ware yam. But in trade relationships betmvéhe wholesalers and farmers in the same
market (e.g Eke Agbagwu market), the wholesaleesthis fixed margin policy to determine the

wholesale (selling) price of their product.

Table 5: Estimated Simple OLS Linear Partial PriceRegression and Partial Mark-up Policy
of the Ware Yam Retailers in the Farm Gate- RetailMarketing Channel, in the Study Area.

Marketing Channel

N
Price RegressionY ;=8+0,Gji+6&

& by R F
Eke Agbagwu Vs Eke Agbagwu -5.505 1.503 979 460.99
Eke Agbagwu Vs Orie Amaoji -3.329 1.444 935 148.00
Eke Agbagwu Vs Nkwo Ndoro -6.155 1.529 944 167.819
Eke Agbagwu Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku  -6.961 1.543 .966 85.879
Eke Agbagwu Vs Ariaria market -7.054 1.549 .985 .838
Orie Amaoji Vs Umungasi Markt -7.111 1.554 .982 BB
Orie Amaoji Vs Orie Amaoji -5.400 1.509 .955 212880
Orie Amaoji Vs Nkwo Ndoro -8.991 1.592 .956 227.384
Orie Amaoji Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku -8.448 1.89 957 2X52
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ariaria Market -8.963 1.608 991 11380
Orie Amaoji Vs Umungasi Market -8.948 1.611 .986 8.706
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Nkwo Ndoro Vs Nkwo Ndoro -5.161 1.506 .949 187.880
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku -5.718 1.522 963 0227
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ariaria Market -5.914 1531 .985 @aen
Ariaria Market Vs Umungasi Market  -6.027 1.538 .985 678.540
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Ogwumabiri  -7.029 1.556 .964 271.440
Ibeku

Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Ariaria Market -7.331 1.568 991 1072.359
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Umungasi -7.349 1.572 .987 770.715
Market

Ariaria Market Vs Ariaria Market -6.712 1.546 991 1072.359
Ariaria Market Vs Ariaria Market -7.036 1.560 .983 566.933
Umungasi market Vs Umungasi -6.431 1.542 .982 533.878
Market

R? Significant at the Ry o1, 10=10
Source: Field survey, 2010

In trade relationships (Table5) between the rataile one market (e.g Eke Agbagwu market) and
farmers in another market (e.g Orie Amaoji markat)] between the retailers and farmers in the
same market (e.g Eke Agbagwu market), the retaddopt the percentage margin policy>b
11.50 kg'1, in order to determine the retail (selling) prafe¢heir product.

Table 6: Estimated Simple OLS Linear Partial PriceRegression and Partial Mark-up Policy
of the Ware Yam Retailers in the Wholesale-Retail Mrketing Channel in the Study Area.

Marketing Channel Price Regressiony 1=+ Wit +6
& by R? F

Eke Agbagwu Vs Eke Agbagwu 4.399 1.019 934 140.778
Eke Agbagwu Vs Orie Amaoji 4.406 1.016 .893 83.243
Eke Agbagwu Vs Nkwo Ndoro 4.484 1.012 922 188.136
Eke Agbagwu Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku  8.888 876 .844 8.2
Eke Agbagwu Vs Ariaria market 9.482 868 .845 54.723
Orie Amaoji Vs Umungasi Market 4.251 1.007 .936 4206
Orie Amaoji Vs Orie Amaoji 3.251 1.046 .885 76.635
Orie Amaoji Vs Nkwo Ndoro 3.234 1.045 918 111.909
Orie Amaoji Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku 7.680 .907 .845 "B
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ariaria Market 8.133 .902 .855 58.730
Orie Amaoji Vs Umungasi Market 2.806 1.044 91 623.
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Nkwo Ndoro 5.370 1.004 .929 130.198
Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ogwumabiri Ibeku 10.172 .858 .829 448,
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Nkwo Ndoro Vs Ariaria Market 10.726 .850 .832 4849
Ariaria Market Vs Umungasi Market  5.388 .992 931 34860
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Ogwumabiri  8.990 .882 .841 52.938
Ibeku

Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Ariaria Market  9.584 .874 .843 53.504
Ogwumabiri Ibeku Vs Umungasi 4.092 1.020 .938 166.449
Market

Ariaria Market Vs Ariaria Market 10.252 .855 .828 8.473
Ariaria Market Vs Ariaria Market 4.527 1.007 .929 130.555
Umungasi market Vs Umungasi 4.876 .998 934 140.675
Market

R? Significant at the Fp.0;, 10=10
Source: Field survey, 2010

But in trade relationships (Table 6) between thailexs in one market (e.g Eke Agbagwu market)
and wholesalers in another market (e.g Nkwo Ndomarket), and between the retailers and
wholesalers in the same market (e.g Ariaria mayiled) retailers adopt the fixed margin poligy b

> [10.85 kg', in order to determine the retail (selling) prifetheir product. The price regression
results (Tables 4, 5 and 6) show significant reteghips between the marketing margins and the
mark-up policies of the traders in the study abemause the coefficient of determinatiofisRs

of the inter-market prices of ware yam are sigaificat the ko, level, and these led to the
rejection of the null hypothesis of the study.

The price regression results (table 4, 5 and &) aldicate that the traders (wholesalers and
retailers) determine the selling price of ware yayrusing either the fixed or percentage margin

policy to reflect the costs of the utilities ofapk, time and possession, created in the tradesl war
yam, as a result of the marketing functions caroed by the traders in the transfer of the

commodity from the farmers to consumer in the stadBa. The percentage margin policy is the
marketing strategy used by the traders to deterthmaelling price of ware yam by increasing its

supply price by a certain percentage of the namaumt. On the other hand, the fixed margin

policy is the marketing strategy used by the traderdetermine the selling price of ware yam by
increasing its supply price by a certain fixed a@mount.

The mark-up policies on ware yam (Tables 4, 5 anishd@icate that the traders in the study area
generally enline with the reports of Olukosi anitbis(1990); Kohls and Uhl (1990); Downey and

Erickson (1981), in relation to increase in mankgtmargins and the number and cost of the
utility-creating marketing functions performed blyet traders in the food marketing system.
However, the traders are not exploitative in tewhexcess marketing margins (Reddy et al
2006). Rather the marketing margins are determiyeitie number of traders and paid marketing
functions in the marketing chain. A division of taly between the traders resulting in greater
specialization may increase the efficiency of mtarkg so also, increased competition resulting
from a greater number of participants (Scarborcargh Kydd 1992)
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Conclusion and Policy Implication of Findings

The marketing of ware yam in the study area wasadherized by a semi-decentralized marketing
channel, and marketing margin and mark-up policyrade that are highly significantly related.

The semi-decentralized marketing channel enablddiest to be created in the marketed farm
product through the marketing functions carried bwytthe traders. The marketing margin and
mark-up policy of the traders were aimed at maximzonsumer satisfaction and farmer share
relative to the marketing share per unit of thestoner expenditure on ware yam in the study
area. The findings from the study reflect the ctads of perfect competition (Koutsoyannis,

2003) in food trade in developing economies, arel therefore, implicated for improving the

levels of employment, output, consumption, betteome distribution and poverty reduction in

the study area.
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