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INTRODUCTION

Out of the total 63 spices grown in India, 20 dessified as seed spices with 36 per cent shaseeia
and 17 per cent share in production of total spickdia (annual report 2012-13, National Resedaeimtre on
Seed Spices, Ajmer). Main seed spices of Indiacarnder, cumin, fennel, fenugreek, dill, ajwaislery, anise
nigella and caraway. Seed spice crops are extdynsiudtivated in the arid and semi arid region nflia during
rabi season covering an area of 12.20 lakh hapvigHuction of 10.58 lakh tones annually.

Rajasthan is the major seed spices producing statmunted for 57.66 per cent of the total area
55.53 per cent of the total production of seedespino the country (based on the quinquennial aggragerage of

2008-09 to 2012-13. The main seed spices grownerstate are coriander, cumin, fennel, fenugrediaamain.

Out of these seeds spices fenugreek is one of #ie seed spices, which is commonly used in the/d
food basket of the consumers. In India, total areder fenugreek cultivation was 93.10 thousandanestwith a
production of 112.84 thousand tones in the yea22lB. The productivity of fenugreek was 1212 kg pectare
during the same period. Total export of fenugreeknfindia was 31.00 thousand tones valuedl 40,835 lakh

during the year 20012-13. It was exported to thentries like Dubai, Singapore, Malaysia, Europe AUghd
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Japan (www.indianspices.com).

Rajasthan, Gujarat, Uttar Pradesh and Uttarancbaha major fenugreek producing states of the tgwmhich
together accounted more than 90 per cent of thal #tea and total production of fenugreek in theinty. In
2012-13, the total area under fenugreek in Rajasttate was 82.36 thousand hectares which accotont&8.45 per cent
of the total area and produced 87.38 thousand tohdenugreek, which accounted for 77.43 per centhe total

production under fenugreek in the country.

Costs in agriculture play a significant role in rmakthe farm sector economically viable and feasilmhder the
pressure of continuous rise in input prices. Thell®f input use and their prices affect the padfility of the crop
enterprise. This mechanism needs to be criticaliymened for formulating effective policies in retat to costs and output
prices for understanding the income path in thexfaector. As such there is a need to study thes @fsind returns from

fenugreek crop in the state (www.pib.nic.in).

Fenugreek being grown as a cash crop by the faremoys comparative advantage in its cultivatioerofood
grains and non food grain crops. The farmers netgbmarketing facilities for marketing of highlwa risky crops which
is generally reflected through a higher share insomer’s rupee. It is not only essential to obtagher yields but it is
equally essential to market the surplus produaeht time and at right place/market also. It israfnense importance to
examine the marketing system, costs, margins aiecé-ppread to devise appropriate product specificketing strategy

(wwwe.icar.org.in).

Although, Kumawagt. al. (2016, 2017) has reported studies on growth ratesinstability in area, production
and productivity of fenugreek and on resource uUfeiency of fenugreek crop in the state of RajasthBut in this
context, except Fenugreek few studies were conduateeconomic analysis of marketing. Killed#r al. (2002) have
conducted a study on economics of production andketiag of ginger in Satara district of Western Medshtra.
Ghorbani (2008) concluded that during the perio@01 to 2005-06 revealed that out of many marketinannels, the
second channel, i.e. (producer-wholesaler-domestisumer) was most efficient that had marketinggmaand producer
share in consumer price equal to 12 per cent anpe8&ent, respectively. Marketing margin of saffiwas high so the

produces received less than 65 per cent of finekmf consumer.

Singhet. al. (2009) conducted a study on economics of prodadied supply chains of high value enterprises
with special reference to chillies in Punjab. Tlesults related to the sales outlet revealed tha&34per cent sample
producers sold the produce at their village lemePatiala district. Kaur and Singh (2010) conclutiest the per quintal
total marketing cost of kinnow was estimated tathee highest when the produce was sold through cemiari agent to

wholesaler in the wholesale market as comparedadyce sold through other marketing channels.

Keeping the above facts in view, the present stadhimed to analyze the marketing costs incurretiraargins

earned by different agencies involved in the maniedf fenugreek in the state of Rajasthan.

METHODOLOGY

Collection of Data

For selection of regulated markets, two distridis,\Sikar and Jaipur were selected randomly frbengelected
ten districts for the studying the marketing cd@3he regulated market from each of these two distrigshri Madhopur

mandi (Sikar) and Chomu mandi (Jaipur) were punmdgi selected on the basis of highest arrivals erfufjreek
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production during the past three years.

Separate lists of all the villages falling withihet catchment area of the regulated markets weneageé.
Three villages from each of the lists so preparecewandomly selected. A list of all the fenugrgeswing farmers of the
selected villages was prepared from the informapoovided by the village patwaries. The total numbgfenugreek
growing farmers in the sample villages was 261 354, in Sikar and Jaipur districts, respectivelyl.the farmers were
divided into following five size groups on the bmsif size of their land holdings: marginal (lesarttl hectare); small
(1-2 hectares); semi-medium (2—4 hectares); medi+#h0 hectares); large (10 hectares and above)ofoat5 farmers,
a sample of 150 farmers was selected on the basistematic sampling. The numbers, thus, obtaive 23 (marginal),

35 (small), 41 (semi-medium), 34 (medium) and &rgg) farmers.

The marketing behaviour of farmers in respect atelof sale, time of sale, agency adopted in Saleecsurplus

produce was analysed by using the tabular analykis data pertaining to marketing costs and mangere analysed.
Total Cost of Marketing

The total cost incurred on marketing of particutaop by the farmers and the intermediaries involiredhe

process of marketing were calculated as:

C=C.+C,,+C,,+C atorne.... Coitennnn. C

Where; C = total cost of marketing of the commod@®@y = cost paid by the producer-farmer from the time th

produce leaves the farm till it is sold,& cost incurred by thd'imiddleman in the process of buying and selling.
Marketing Margin
The absolute margin earned by a middleman was lesdcliasa v, = S,- (P.+C,)- Where; § = sale price of

fenugreek per unit of outputpP purchase price of fenugreek per unit of outpyt,=Cper unit cost incurred in marketing

the middleman.

Se(RtCa) 100
s

Percent margin = —~
p

Producer's Share

It represents the per centage share of producehenprice paid by the consumel, = ? x 100; Where;

Ps = producer's share in consumer's rupee, price of the produce received by the farmers Price of the produce paid

by the ultimate consumer.
Price-Spread

Price-spread refers to the difference between tice paid by the ultimate consumer and the priceiked by the
producer for an equivalent quantity of the farmduee. The breakup of costs, margins and shareegptbducer farmer

and different market middleman were worked ouhim¢onsumer’s price in simple percentage terms.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The marketing behaviour of the selected fenugreekvigg farmers with respect to the place, time agdncy
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adopted by them in sale of fenugreek is presentel@ufollowing sub-sections: (i) place-wise salétgra; (i) time-wise

sale pattern; (iii) agency-wise.
Place-Wise Sale Pattern

The farmers sold the surplus of fenugreek in thain village as well as in nearby Krishi Upaj Mar8imities.
65.50 per cent produce of fenugreek was sold byséhected farmers in the mandi and 34.50 per cerheir village
market. Among the size groups, there existed laggmtion. All the marginal and small farmers stid crop produce in
their own villages. As against this, all the lafgemers sold their fenugreek produce in the neagmulated market.
The semi-medium and medium farmers sold their feselgat both the places. The semi-medium farmdds 5299 per

cent produce in the village and 46.01 per centgulated market.

Table 1: Place-Wise Disposal Pattern of Fenugreele8d by the Sample Farmers in State of Rajasthan

. Village Sale | Mandi Sale | Total
Size Groups No of Farmers (Quantity in Quintals)
Marginal 23 65.91* - 65.91*
(<1 ha) 2.87** - 2.87**
(100.00) (100.00)
Small 35 213.57* - 213.57*
1.2 ha) 6.10% . 6.10"
(100.00) (100.00)
Semi-medium 41 219.56* 187.07* 406.63*
2.4 ha 5.36* 456" 9.92*
(53.99) (46.01) | (100.00)
Medium 34 93.53* 377.00* 470.53*
(4-10 ha.) 2.75** 11.09** 13.84**

: (19.88) (80.12) | (100.00)
| 3
(10 ha. & above) (100.00) | (100.00)

150 584 .53* 1109.62* 1694.157
Overall 3.90** 7.40** 11.29**
(34.50) (65.50) | (100.00)

Figures in parentheses are the perafdotal sale by the respective size group of fasne
* total quantity; ** per farm quantity

The medium sized farmers sold 80.12 per cent pmdiudhe regulated market and rest 19.88 per cethé
village itself (Table 1). Thus, from the above fiesut could be concluded that the sale of fenugrieethe regulated
market increased with the increase in size of faohding because of the low quantity of produce latéé with famers of

small land holdings.
Time-Wise Sale Pattern

Farmers of all sized groups sold on an averager62258, 7.97 and 2.18 per cent surplus in tst, feecond,
third and fourth quarters of the year, respectiy&gble 2).
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Table 2: Time Pattern of Disposal of Fenugreek Seeuy the Sample
Farmers in State of Rajasthan (Quantity in Quinals)

No of | Il Quarter | Il Quarter IV Quarter
Size Groups Selected Quarter (June to (Sept. to (Dec. to Feb.) Total Sale
Farmers | (March to May) Aug.) Nov. ) )
Marginal 23 65.91* - - - 65.91*
(<1 ha.) 2.87* - - - 2.87*
(100) (100)
Small 35 213.57* - - - 213.57*
(1-2 ha.) 6.10** - - - 6.10**
(100) (100)
Semi- 41 284.93* 121.71* - - 406.63*
Medium 6.95** 2.97* - - 9.92**
(2-4 ha.) (70.07) (29.93) (100)
Medium 34 288.94* 111.88* 69.71* - 470.53*
(4-10 ha.) 8.50** 3.29%* 2.05** - 13.84**
(61.41) (23.78) (14.81) (100)
Large 17 299.00* 145.71* 65.71* 37.06* 547.47*
(10 ha. & above) 17.59** 8.57* 3.87* 2.18* 32.20**
(54.61) (26.61) (12.00) (6.77) (100)
Overall 150 1139.67* 382.52* 135.00* 36.96* 1694.15
7.60** 2.55% 0.90** 0.25** 11.29**
(67.27) (22.58) (7.97) (2.18) (100)

Figures in parentheses are the per cent ofdatalby the respective size group of farmers;
* total quantity; ** per farm quantity

This showed that large farmers sold low quantityhia first quarter of the year probably becaustwf prices
prevailing in this season due to heavy arrivahef produce. Among the size groups semi-medium,unedind large sized
farmers sold 70.07, 61.41 and 54.61 per cent af tb&al surplus in the first quarter of the yeas.iimmediately after
harvest to meet the cash needs for domestic néessas well as for clearing the loan obligatioBale in the second
quarter by the semi-medium, medium and large sfaeshers was 29.93, 23.78 and 26.61 per cent of mtaketed
surplus, respectively. Marginal, small and semi-imedfarms did not sale in the third quarter as thagl no surplus for
disposal. The medium and large sized farmers sbf@l1land 12.00 per cent of their marketed surplukis quarter. In the
fourth quarter, only large sized farmers sold thedpce. This was 6.77 per cent of their total mttesurplus. The results
revealed that there was tendency of sale immegliatdter harvest among the marginal and small fasmer
The semi-medium farmers sold the total surplushin first and second quarters of the years. The unedarmers sold
their produce in first three quarters of the yddre large farmers sold their produce in all ther fguarters of the year but

more quantity was sold in first and second quart¢he year.
Agency-Wise Sale Pattern
The selected farmers adopted following two chanimetearketing of their fenugreek:
» Marketing channel adopted for selling fenugreelviltage: Producer farmer-village trader-wholesaletailer-
consumer.

» Marketing channel adopted for selling fenugreekeigulated market: Producer farmer — wholesalertaileg —

consumer.
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Out of the 150 farmers selected for the study #@éas (61.33 per cent) marketed fenugreek in their village.
Among the size groups cent per cent marginal anallsflarmers and 60.98 per cent semi-medium and726et cent
medium farmers marketed their fenugreek in thegél to the village traders (Table 3). Further natgation revealed that
they preferred to market in village due to lesagardity of fenugreek available with them as weldag to high unit cost
incurred in marketing of small lots of produce e tregulated market. None of the large farmers fdgreek in the

village. Adoption of village sale by the farmersealed declining trend with the increase in fareesi

Arrivals of fenugreek in the market started frora thonth of March and reached to a peak in the moh#pril
and May. It was noted that 38.67 per cent seletechers brought surplus fenugreek in regulated stafér sale.
Among the size groups: 39.02 per cent semi-medid8153 per cent medium and cent per cent large farim@ught their
fenugreek in the mandi for sale. The study restdtealed that number of farmers adopting mandi saleeased in
number with increase in farm size.

Table 3: Distribution of Producer Farmers Adopting different Marketing
Channels in Marketing of Fenugreek Sdedn State of Rajasthan

: Village sale Mandi sale
Marketing 2
: (Producer-Village Trader- (Producer-
Changre(;i A S wholesaler-Retailer- Wholesaler- e
P Consumer) Retailer-Consumer)
Marginal 23 (100.00) - 23 (100.00
Small 35 (100.00) - 35 (100.00
Semi-medium 25 (60.98) 16 (39.02) 41 (100.0D)
Medium 9 (26.47) 25 (73.53) 34 (100.00)
Large - 17 (100.00) 17 (100.00
Total 92 (61.33) 58 (38.67) 150 (100.00)

Figures in parentheses are #recent of their respective column total

Marketing Costs, Margins and Price-Spread in Marketng
Marketing Charges at Village Level

Marketing costs borne by the producer farmer amrdvitlage trader in the sale of fenugreek at thiage level
has been as: (1) transportation charges -the awveras} of transportation of the produce to theag#l traders shop was
estimate® 8.55 per quintal; (2) cost of gunny bags -the ghdor a gunny bag was estimate& &.40; (3) loading and
unloading charges - prevailing charges for thise®e6.00 per bag of 100 kg and was borne by the llagder; (4)
weighing charges - at rate 3f1.20 per bag of 100 kg was borne by the villagdera(5) filling and stitching charges - for
100.00 kg bag was 2.50; (6) Karda - village trader deducted Kardargbs from producer-farmers @ 2 kg per bag of 100
kg valued af 44.46 on an average basis; (7) cleaning and gjesfiarges - the village-trader incur@d.00 per bag
carrying 100 kg of fenugreek for its cleaning aie/isg.

Marketing Charges at Mandi Level

Cost of performing various functions in sale ofufgreek at mandies is g4&) transportation charges - the average
cost of transportation borne by the farmer ®e&2.60 per quintal at mandi; (2) cost of gunny batse carrying cost of
fenugreek in jute gunny bags per trip from the farsifield to mandi was estimated3a8.40 per quintal; (3) loading and
unloading charges - the cost of loading and unlwpediast 5.00 per 100 kg bag; (4) weighing charges %1220 per bag
was borne by buyer; (5) filling and stitching chesg the prevailing charges for filling and stituiia bag wer& 2.50 per
bag of 100 kg; (6) karda - deducted by the whoerdabm the producer-seller @ 2 kg per 100 kg atifFeek valuing &
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44.60 per quintal; (8) VAT (value added tax) - et from the buyer at the rate of 5 per cent ofvidae of the produce
(fenugreek) by the commission agent for deposithgsame in the government account; (9) mandi fealized by the
mandi samiti @X 1.60 peRk 100 worth of fenugreek and was borne by the buildl) commission - commission agents
charged commission at the rate of two per centhefualue of fenugreek from the buyers; (11) clegrand sieving

charges - the wholesalers incurfef.00 per bag of 100 kg for cleaning of fenugreek.
Cost of Marketing at Village Sale

Total cost incurred in marketing of fenugreek diage level was noted to B2403.36 per quintal of fenugreek.
Of this ¥ 68.91, 59.60, 237.75 and 37.10 were incurred kg phoducer, village trader, wholesaler and retailer
respectively. Agency wise break-up of the marketaost in sale of fenugreek revealed that wholesatmurred the major
share in total marketing costs. Component wisekbupaof marketing cost indicated that VAT, mande feommission,
cost of gunny bags, transportation cost and kareli@ the major cost items and these items togettwuated for over

86.59 per cent of the total marketing costs (Tdble

Table 4: Marketing Costs Incurred in Sale of Fenugeek Seed at Village in State of RajasthafV/qtl)

Particulars of Cost Producer Village Trader Wholesaler Retailer Total Costs
VAT - - 120.00 (50.47) - 120.00 (29.75
Commission - - 48.00 (20.19) - 48.00 (11.9(
Mandi fee - - 38.40 (16.15) - 38.40 (9.52
Cleaning and sieving - 5.00 (8.39) - - 5.00 (1.24
Filling & stitching 2.50 (3.63) 2.50 (4.19) 2.50.05) 2.50 (6.74) 10.00 (2.48)
Bag and sutli charges 8.40 (12.19) 8.40 (14.09) 0 83463) 8.40 (22.64) 33.60 (8.33)
Transportation 8.55 (12.41) 32.50 (54.53 8.758B.6 | 15.00 (40.43) 64.80 (16.07
Weighing - 1.20 (2.01) 1.20 (1.50) 1.20 (3.23 36@9)
Collection for . . 0.50 (0.21) . 0.50 (0.12)
association
Karda 44.46 (64.52) - - - 44,46 (11.02
Loading 5.00 (7.26) 5.00 (8.39) 5.00 (2.10) 5.08.48) 20.00 (4.96)
Unloading - 5.00 (8.39) 5.00 (2.10) 5.00 (13.48) .0053.72)

Total 68.91 (100.00)] 59.60 (100.00) | 237.75 (100.00)| 37.10 (100.00)| 403.36 (100.00
[17.08] [14.78] [58.94] [9.20] [100.00]

Figures in parentheses are the per centtalf nearketing cost incurred by the respective naduin. Figures in square
brackets are the per cent of total marketing eusirred in each channel.

Cost of Marketing at Mandi Sale

The table reveals that selected farmers incl&r&d@.96 (26.28 per cent) per quintal in taking pralto mandi.
Component wise, transportation and karda were mgors of cost which together accounted for 78.67 qent of total
cost. Wholesaler incurredl 237.75 per quintal (67.77 per cent) in mandi s@emponent wise, VAT, commission and
mandi fee were major cost items accounting for Bh&r cent of total cost. Cost of transportatiaimry bags, loading

and unloading charges accounted 11.41 per centalfrharketing costs (Table 5).

Wholesaler sold fenugreek to retailers in the maRditailers took the purchased fenugreek to thkeicep of
business and incurréd37.10 per quintal (9.95 per cent) of fenugreekarketing to the consumers. Producer, wholesaler
and retailers together incurred a cos€@72.81 per quintal in sale of fenugreek. The sludneroducer, wholesaler and
retailer in total cost of marketing was of the ordé 26.28, 63.77, and 9.95 per cent, respectiv@lymparison of cost

incurred in marketing of fenugreek at village andnai revealed that marketing costs were higheriliage sale by
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Table 5: Marketing Costs Incurred in Sale of Fenugeek Seed at Mandi in State of Rajasthar®(qtl)

VAT - 120.00 (50.47) - 120.00 (32.19)
Commission - 48.00 (20.19) - 48.00 (12.88)
Mandi fee - 38.40 (16.15) - 38.40 (10.30)
Cleaning & sieving 5.00 (5.10) - - - 5.00 (1.34)
Filling & stitching 2.50 (2.55) 2.50 (1.05) 2.%6.74) 7.50 (2.01)
Bag & sutli charges 8.40 (8.57) - 8.40 (3.53) 82p.64) 25.20 (6.76)
Transportation 32.60 (33.28 - 8.75 (3.68) 15.0043) 56.35 (15.12)
Weighing - 1.20 (0.50) 1.20 (3.23) 2.40 (0.64
Collection for association - - 0.50 (0.21) - 0.801B)
Karda 44.46 (45.39) - - - 44.46 (11.93
Loading 5.00 (5.10) - 5.00 (2.10) 5.00 (13.48 054.02)
Unloading - 5.00 (2.10) 5.00 (13.48) 10.00 (2.68)

Figures in parentheses are the per cent df itdaketing cost incurred by the respective midd@anfigures in square
brackets are the per cent of total marketing aastrred in each channel.

Price-Spread in Marketing at Village

Producer got a net price & 2029 per quintal or 58.81 per cent of the price fgy the consumer in sale of
fenugreek at village. Marketing cost incurred bg thiddlemen wa¥ 403.36 or 11.69 per cent of the consumer’s price.
Intermediaries earned a total margirRaf017.64 or 29.50 per cent of the price paid bycibresumer in sale of fenugreek.
Agency-wise breakup of the gross margin revealati tte village trader, wholesaler and retailer 88, 8.75 and 14.37
per cent of the consumer price, respectively (TébfeFigure 1). Further the share of retailer ie thtal margin has been

much higher (48.70 per cent) due to the demandnafdreek in small quantity by the consumers.

Table 6: Price-Spread in Marketing of Fenugreek Seds at Village and Mandi Sale in State of Rajasthan

Producer's Net Price 2029.00 58.81 2279.00 66.06
Cost Incurred by

Producer 68.91 2.00 97.96 2.84
Village trader 59.60 1.73 -

Wholesaler 237.75 6.89 237.75 6.89
Retailer 37.10 1.08 37.10 1.08
Margin Earned by

Village trader 220.00 6.38 - -
Wholesaler 302.00 8.75 302.00 8.75
Retailer 495.64 14.37 496.19 14.38

Price-Spread in Marketing in Mandi

In sale of fenugreek in mandies, producer-farmeitsagnet price o¥ 2279 per quintal or 66.06 per cent of the
price paid by the consumers. Marketing cost ina@urby different middlemen wa¥ 372.81 or 10.81 per cent of
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consumer’s price. Middleman in sale of fenugreeted a margin of 798.19 or 23.14 per cent of the price paid by the

consumers (Table 6 & Figure 2).

Among the various middlemen, retailer’'s margin ®¥a96.19 (14.38 per cent) which was higher by 5.&3gent
than the wholesaler’s margin. Farmers got 7.25cpat higher share in sale of fenugreek in the méat in the village.
Margins earned by the middlemen were observed pe86cent high in sale of feungreek in the villagéesthan the
regulated market. From the above discussion, it beagoncluded that the net price received by tloelyrer farmer in

village sale was lower than that of the mandi bgl¢he farmer.

4 P N
Margin earned by Marglrj earned by

Wholesaler, 8.75 Retailer, 14.37

Margin earned by
Village trader, 6.38

Costincurred by

Retailer, 1.08

Costincurred by

Wholesaler, 6.89

Producer's net
Costincurred by :
Village trader, 1.73 Costincurred by price, 58.81
Producer, 2

. i

Figure 1: Price-Spread in Marketing of Fenugreek Seds at Village in State of Rajasthan

Margin earned by
Retailer, 14.38

Margin earned by
Wholesaler, 8.75

Margin earned by
Village trader, O

Costincurred by
Retailer, 1.08

Costincurred by
Wholesaler, 6.89

Costincurred by

Costincurred by
Producer, 2.84

Village trader, O

Producer's net
price, 66.06
L - -

Figure 2: Price-Spread in Marketing of Fenugreek Seds at Mandi Sale in State of Rajasthan

CONCLUSIONS

The sale of fenugreek in the regulated market asmd with the increase in size of farm holding beeeof the
low quantity of produce available with famers ofahtand holdings. There was tendency of sale imatety after harvest
among the marginal and small farmers. The semi-nmedarmers sold the total surplus in the first aedond quarters of
the years. The medium farmers sold their produdgsnthree quarters of the year. The large famsaid their produce in
all the four quarters of the year but more quantis sold in first and second quarter of the y&he common marketing
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14 Deepa Kumari Kumawat, S. S. Jeé& R. C. Kumawat

channels observed in sale of fenugreek by the farofethe study area at village and mandi levelewer
» Atvillage level: Producer/farmer-village trader-elbsaler-retailer-consumer
« At mandi level: Producer/farmer-wholesaler-retadensumer

The number of farmers adopting mandi sale increasadmber with increase in farm size. The neterieceived

by the producer farmer in village sale was lowantthat of the mandi sale by the farmer.
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