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ABSTRACT 
 

The present study was conducted in Akola district of Maharashtra state for the period 2018-19. For 
the study of marketing data was collected from 10 village traders, 10 wholesalers and 10 retailers, 
thus overall 30 trader were selected randomly about price spread, labour charges, transportation 
costs, commission charges, other charges if any and also the price received by them during the 
year 2018-2019 based on primary data. In tuberose marketing channel, producer, wholesalers and 
retailer were selected for collecting the information on marketing. Producer – wholesaler – Retailer 
– Consumer was the important channel through which maximum quantity was sold by the 
cultivators. In case of tuberose, the producer’s share in consumer’s rupee was highest in channel-I 
i.e., 96.31 per cent. The channel-I was most profitable than channel II and channel III. The price 
spread was observed highest in case of channel III i.e., Rs 17.40. The major constraints faced by 
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tuberose cultivators overall level was Low rate of flower in the market, High commission charges, 
Lack of organized market and transportation. 

 

 
Keywords: Marketing analysis; Poliasnthes tuberosa L.; oils extracted; production. 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
“Tuberose (Poliasnthes tuberosa L.), native to 
Mexico and a relative of the century plant 
(Agave), has long been cherished for the 
aromatic oils extracted from its fragrant white 
flowers. It is also a popular cut flower, not only 
for use in arrangements, but also for the 
individual florets that can provide fragrance to 
bouquets and boutonnieres. Because of this 
popularity, a number of countries including 
Kenya, India, and Mexico are growing                  
tuberose commercially for export markets                     
in the USA, Europe and Japan” (Michael,               
1996). 

 
“In India, single flowered type of the tuberose 
(white) is used for commercial cultivation. The 
major states producing tuberose are West 
Bengal, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, and 
Maharashtra” (Amarnath JS et. al.) [1]. “The area 
under tuberose in India was 1.49 lakh hectares 
and production of loose flower was 106.49 mt 
and cut flower was 89.82 lakh no. (Ministry of 
Agriculture and Farmers Welfare. Govt. Of India 
2016-17). Maharashtra is one of the               
progressive state cultivation of tuberose in India. 
Maharashtra occupies important place in 
floriculture industry. In Maharashtra tuberose                    
is mainly concentrated in the districts of                  
Pune, Nashik, Akola, Ahmednagar etc,                     
having the total area of about 1850 ha.                     
With a total production of about 29.12 mt                   
in the state”. (Director of Horticulture, Pune 2016-
17). 

 
The prospenty of the cultivators depends not only 
upon the increased rate of production but also on 
the method and efficiency with which they 
dispose off their produce to their great 
advantages. The efforts of large production                    
are unfruitful until the produce is                         
marketed efficiently in better markets. India                   
has a tremendous potential for agricultural 
production. However, marketing is the                    
biggest problem. The Royal commission on 
Agriculture had rightly remarked that, “The     
Indian farmer is a good producer but a                      
bad marketer". 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1 Data Collection 
 

The present study was conducted in Akola 
district of Maharashtra state for the period 2018-
19. For the study of marketing data was collected 
from farmers, wholesalers and retailers about 
price spread, labour charges, transportation 
costs, commission charges, other charges if any 
and also the price received by them. The 
respondents from each market functionaries 
such as commission agents, wholesalers and 
retailers were selected randomly. The 10 village 
traders, 10 wholesalers and 10 retailers, thus 
overall 30 trader were selected randomly for the 
study. The middlemen and retailers were 
personally interviewed to obtain marketing 
information. 
  

2.2 Analytical Tools 
 

2.2.1 Marketing cost 
 

Cost of marketing refers to the amount spent by 
the producer, seller and intermediaries in the 
sale or purchase of commodity from the time of 
harvest till it is finally sold to the ultimate 
consumer. 
  
2.2.2 Market margin 
 

It refers to difference between the prices 
prevailing as successive stages of marketing at 
given period of time. 
  
2.2.3 Price Spread (PS)  
 

This represents the difference between the net 
price received by the producer- seller (PNP) and 
the price paid by the ultimate consumer i.e., 
difference between Producer’s Net Price (PNP) 
and Retailer Selling Price (RP).  
 

PS = RP – PNP 
 

2.2.4 Producer Share in Consumer’s Rupee 
(PSCR)  

 

It is the percentage of the net price received by 
the producer to the price paid by the consumer or 
selling price of retailer.  
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Ps = Net price received by the producer (Pf) / 
Price paid by consumer (Pc) * 100    

 
2.2.5 Constraints analysis  
 
The information related to different types of 
problem faced by the tuberose cultivators in the 
production and marketing was collected, 
compiled and the frequencies and percentages 
were worked out. 
 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 

3.1 Marketing of Tuberose in Akola 
Districts 

 
The detail of economic aspects viz:, costs, 
returns and the efficiency of investment in the 
production of tuberose crop selected for study 
has been discussed. But the process of 
production is not completed till the product 
reaches in to the hands of final consumer. As 
such various aspects pertaining to marketing of 

tuberose crop viz., channels of distribution, price 
spread, producer’s share in consumers rupee 
etc. have been studied and discussed. 
 
3.1.1 Marketing channels 
 
The chain of intermediaries through which the 
various farm commodities pass between 
producers to consumers is called as marketing 
channels. These are three marketing channel 
was observed in the study area: 
 

 
 
3.1.2 Marketing cost of tuberose 
 
The marketing charges paid by the Tuberose 
flower producer to the agents for different 
operations in Channel wise. The cost of 
marketing of tuberose was estimated and 
presented in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. Cost of marketing of tuberose (Rs/kg) 

 

Sr. No. Particulars 

Total Price 

Channel I 
Channel 
II 

Channel 
III 

A Marketing cost incurred by producer 

1 Packing Cost 0.94 1.22 1.59 

2 Cost of Loading 0.09 0.09 0.10 

3 Transportation 0.66 1.37 1.96 

4 Weighing charges 0.02 0.02 0.04 

5 Hamali - - 0.36 

6 Dalali - - 5.10 

7 Unloading 0.09 0.11 - 
 Sub Total 1.80 2.81 9.15 
 Selling Price of Producer 48.78 49.93 51.02 

B Marketing cost incurred by Wholesaler 

1 Gunny bag - - 0.38 

2 Hamali - - 0.33 

3 Weighing charges - - 0.03 

4 Cess fund - - 0.20 
 Sub Total - - 0.94 
 Selling price of Wholesaler - - 53.23 

C Marketing cost incurred by Retailer 

1 Transportation - 1.22 0.87 

2 Loading & Unloading - 0.56 0.42 

3 Shop rent - 1.25 1.33 

4 Weighing charges - 0.20 0.21 
 Sub Total - 3.23 2.83 
 Selling Price of retailer / Purchase price of consumer 48.78 57.34 59.27 
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Table 1 revealed that, out of three marketing 
channel, producer incurred lowest marketing cost 
of Rs.1.80 in channels I, followed by Rs. 2.81 in 
channel II and Rs. 9.15 in channel III. Among the 
different items of expenditure the highest charge 
was paid for packing cost Rs.0.94 in channel I, 
Rs.1.22 in channel II and Rs.1.59 in channel III. 
The selling price of producer was Rs.48.78 in 
channel I, Rs.49.93 in channel II and Rs.51.02 in 
channel III. In channel III, the marketing cost 
incurred by producer was Rs.9.15 and the 
marketing cost incurred by wholesaler and 
retailer was Rs.0.94 and Rs.2.83, respectively. 
The marketing cost of retailer in channel II was 
Rs.3.23. Among the different items of 
expenditure the highest charge was paid by 
retailer for shop rent RS.1.25 in channel II and 
Rs.1.33 in channel III. Bera [2] and Bhegde [3]  
also noticed  the  same  results  in  their  study. 

3.1.3 Marketing cost and Price spread 

 
The difference between price paid by consumer 
and price received by producers is price spread 
and the share goes to the different functionaries 
in the market is marketing margin of 
commodities. The price spread and marketing 
margin is worked out with use of theoretical 
concept and presented in Table 2. 

 
Table 2 revealed that, the price received by 
tuberose producer was Rs.48.78, Rs.49.93, 
Rs.51.02 in channel-I, II and III, respectively. Net 
price received by tuberose producers was 
Rs.46.98 in channel-I, Rs.47.12 in channel-II and 
Rs.41.87 per kg in channel-III. Marketing cost 
incurred by producers was 3.69 per cent in 
Channel-I and 4.90 per cent in Channel-II and

 
Table 2. Channel wise price spread of tuberose (Rs/kg) 

     

Sr. No. Particulars 
Total Price 

Channel I Channel II Channel III 

A) Producer 

1 Gross Price received by Producer 
48.78 49.93 51.02 

(100.00) (87.08) (86.08) 

2 Marketing cost incurred 
1.80 2.81 9.15 

(3.69) (4.90) (15.44) 

3 Net Price received by Producer 
46.98 47.12 41.87 

(96.31) (82.18) (70.64) 

B) Wholesaler 

1 Purchase price 
_ _ 51.02 
  (86.08) 

2 Marketing cost incurred 
_ _ 0.94 
  (1.59) 

3 Net Margin 
_ _ 1.27 
  (2.14) 

4 Selling price 
_ _ 53.23 
  (89.81) 

C) Retailor 

1 Purchase price 
_ 49.93 53.23 
 (87.08) (89.81) 

2 Marketing cost incurred 
_ 3.23 2.83 
 (5.63) (4.77) 

3 Net Margin 
_ 4.18 3.21 
 (7.29) (5.42) 

4 Selling price 
_ 57.34 59.27 
 (100.00) (100.00) 

D) Consumer 

1 Purchase price 48.78 57.34 59.27 

2 Net price received by producer 46.98 47.12 41.87 

3 Price spread 1.80 10.22 17.40 

4 Producer's share in consumer Rs. 96.31 82.18 70.64 
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Table 3.  Problems faced by growers in production and marketing of Tuberose 
 

Sr. No. Particulars  
Land holding size 

Small Medium Large Overall 

A) Problems in marketing of Tuberose 

7 Inadequate storage facilities 17 (37.78) 12 (40.00) 4 (26.67) 33 (36.67) 
8 Lack of organized market 41 (91.11) 22 (73.33) 12 (80.00) 75 (83.33) 
9 Transportation 36 (80.00) 23 (76.67) 10 (66.67) 72 (80.00) 
10 High commission charges 42 (93.33) 25 (83.33) 8 (53.33) 75 (83.33) 
11 Low rate of flower in the market 40 (88.89) 28 (93.33) 8 (53.33) 82 (91.11) 
 Total 45 (100.00) 30 (100.00) 15 (100.00) 90 (100.00) 

 
15.44 per cent in channel-III. The per cent of 
marketing cost by tuberose producer in Channel-
I was comparatively less than that of Channel-II 
and channel-III. Also noticed  the  same  results  
in  their  study [4,1,5,6,2]. The sold out tuberose 
by farmers was ultimately reached to the 
consumers through different market functionaries 
and consumers paid the price of Rs/kg 48.78, 
Rs/kg 57.34 and Rs/kg 59.57 in channel-I and 
Channel-II and channel-III. The marketing 
margins 7.29 per cent and marketing cost 5.63 
per cent noticed in channel-II on consumer price. 
Whereas in channel-III retailer had on margin 
5.42 per cent and marketing cost 4.77 per cent 
on consumer rupee. The price spread was 
noticed Rs.1.80 per kg in channel I, Rs.10.22 per 
kg in channel II and Rs.17.40 per kg in channel 
III. As per these result show that highest price 
spread in channel III. The result obtained in close 
agreement with the finding of Shinde K. B. [7] 
and Hussain A et. al [8]. 
 
3.1.4 Producer's share in consumer rupee  
 
Table 2 showed that the price paid by consumers 
for per kilogram of tuberose was Rs.48.78, 
Rs.57.34 and Rs.59.27 in Channel-I, II and III. 
Producer’s share in consumer rupee was 96.31 
per cent, 82.18 per cent and 70.64 per cent in 
Channel-I, II and III of the tuberose [8,9,10,7]. On 
the basis of above results the hypothesis that 
large marketing channels reduced producer’s 
share in consumer rupee but not low as per 
hypothesis hence the hypothesis is rejected 
here. 
 
There was a wide gap between the price paid by 
consumers and price received by the producers. 
A major part of it was swallowed by the 
middlemen operating in the tuberose trade. The 
middlemen share can be reduced by eliminating 
some of these middlemen and bringing the 
consumer closer to producer. This would                 
also raise the producers share in consumer’s 
rupee. 

3.1.5 Problems in production and marketing 
of Tuberose 

 

The entire selected tuberose growers were 
interviewed for the problem they are facing 
production and marketing of tuberose. The 
information regarding the important problem 
faced by the grower is presented in Table 3. 
 
It is observed from Table 3 that, the low rate of 
flower in the market was the major problem 
which was expressed by 91.11 per cent farmers 
in overall level. It was observed that 83.33 per 
cent farmer faced high commission charges and 
lack of organized market and 36.67 per cent 
farmer faced inadequate storage facilities. 
Bhegde [3], Swapna B [11] and Shinde [7] also 
noticed  the  same  results  in  their  study. 
 

4. CONCLUSIONS 
 

1. The marketing channel and price spread 
analysis in the present study identified 
three different marketing channels in 
tuberose. Price spread analysis indicated 
that channel I was found to have highest 
net price received by the producer and 
lowest price spread when compared to the 
other two channels. In case of tuberose, 
the producer's share in consumer's rupee 
was highest in channel I 96.31 per cent, 
followed by channel II 82.18 per cent and 
channel III 70.64 per cent.  The middlemen 
share can be reduced by eliminating some 
of these middlemen and bringing the 
consumer closer to producer. This would 
also raise the producers share in 
consumer’s rupee. The major constraints 
faced by tuberose cultivators overall level 
was Low rate of flower in the market 
(91.11%), High commission charges 
(83.33%), Lack of organized market 
(83.33%) and transportation (80.00%). 

2. According to the findings of the study, 
existing marketing is a problem; it is 
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necessary to lower the marketing margin of 
intermediaries by building a well-
communicated cooperative marketing 
system. The farmers and intermediaries 
who had recognized their specific issues 
also made recommendations for improving 
the overall efficiency of the current 
tuberose production and marketing 
system. 
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