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ABSTRACT

The marketing margin is an important economic indicator that measures the efficiency of agricultural
product marketing systems by analyzing the distribution of returns among producers, intermediaries,
and consumers. It represents the difference between the product price in the market and its farm-level
price, including costs such as transportation, storage, packaging, and profits along the marketing
chain. Several methods are used to measure the marketing margin, including the absolute margin
(monetary price difference) and the relative margin (percentage of the selling price), as well as the
price spread indicator that reveals the distribution of costs and profits at each marketing stage. The
results showed significant variation in marketing margins among different parties (slaughterhouses,
wholesalers, retailers), indicating disparities in marketing efficiency influenced by factors such as
transportation and storage costs and monopolistic practices—such as price manipulation by dominant
intermediaries or the restriction of market access for certain producers—that negatively affect fair
distribution of returns. There was also observed loss in marketed quantities between slaughterhouses
and wholesalers due to poor packing, transportation, and refrigeration, which reduces economic
returns. Recommendations include supporting agricultural cooperatives to reduce the role of
intermediaries, improving packing and transport practices, using proper refrigeration methods,
providing periodic pricing data, and raising awareness among producers and traders to improve
product quality and market valu.

Keywords: marketing margin, Absolute Marketing Margin, marketing chain, Relative
Marketing Margin, Price Spread .
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INTRODUCTION

The marketing margin is considered one of the
vital economic indicators in evaluating the
efficiency of agricultural marketing systems,
given its important role in analyzing the
distribution of returns among the active
participants in the agri-food supply chain. The
gross agricultural marketing margin is defined
as the portion of consumer expenditure that is
not transferred directly to the producer
(farmer), but is instead distributed among
various marketing institutions responsible for
delivering the product from the farm to the
final consumer (3). This margin includes the
costs of marketing services such as
transportation,  storage, packaging, and
refrigeration as well as the profits earned by
these institutions in return for their functions
(4.(This margin, typically measured as the
difference between the retail price of an
agricultural product and its corresponding
value at the farm level, serves as a
fundamental indicator reflecting the efficiency
of the marketing system and the fairness of
revenue distribution among producers,
intermediaries, and consumers. Moreover, it
helps clarify the nature of the relationship
between the final price of the product and the
series of costs and returns involved in
marketing it, making it a powerful analytical
tool for both economic policymakers and
researchers )2.(

The importance of analyzing marketing
margins is heightened in light of the widening
gap between prices at the production and
consumption levels, which raises critical
questions about equity in distribution and the
efficiency of marketing systems (8).This
margin is influenced by several factors,
including the number of marketing stages the
product goes through, the costs of operations
such as transport, storage, and refrigeration, as
well as geographic disparities in living
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standards, which affect retail pricing and profit
margins especially at the final retail stage (1.(

In the context of poultry meat marketing,
particularly broiler chicken, these issues
become even more relevant. Poultry is
considered a primary source of animal protein
for many consumers due to its affordability
and nutritional value, which increases demand
across various population segments. However,
the marketing process of broiler chicken often
involves multiple intermediaries—from farm,
to slaughterhouse, to wholesale markets, and
finally to retail outlets—each stage adding
costs and influencing the final price.
Inefficiencies or imbalances in this chain can
significantly impact both the profitability of
poultry farmers and the affordability for
consumers. Therefore, studying the marketing
margin in the poultry sector provides critical
insights into how value is distributed,
identifies potential bottlenecks, and helps
design more equitable and efficient marketing
strategies that serve both ends of the supply
chain. Accordingly, studying the marketing
margin provides a deeper understanding of the
realities of agricultural product marketing and
offers a scientific foundation for developing
marketing  policies that contribute to
improving  producer incomes, reducing
consumer costs, and enhancing overall market
efficiency (20.(

Materials and Methods:

Marketing margins consist of the costs
incurred from various operations and services
related to marketing activities, such as
transportation,  storage, sorting, grading,
packaging, aggregation, and sales operations
whether wholesale or retail in addition to the
profits and wages earned by intermediaries at
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different stages of the marketing chain
(16).Marketing margins can be classified into
several main types, the most notable of which
are as follows:

Absolute Marketing Margin

This refers to the difference between the
selling price and the purchase price, expressed
in monetary units. It is represented by the
following equation: (6)

Absolut Marketing Margin=Selling Price —
Purchase Price (A(

Relative Marketing Margin

This represents the absolute marketing margin
as a percentage of the selling price. It is
expressed by the following formula :(5(

Relative  Marketing Margin=
Marketing Margin / Selling Price) x 100

(Absolute
(2(

Price Spread

The price spread is one of the key indicators
used to evaluate the efficiency of a marketing
system. It refers to the difference between the
price paid by the final consumer for an
agricultural product and the price received by
the producer (farmer) for an equivalent
quantity of the same product. The price spread
is usually calculated on a monthly or yearly
basis and applied to specific quantities and
types of food products. It serves as an
analytical tool for multiple purposes (10), such
as: (12)(19)(21(

Identifying the share of each marketing
stage (e.g., transport, storage, distribution) in
the final price paid by the consumer.

Analyzing the composition of prices
and the distribution of profits among
producers, intermediaries, and distributors.
The price spread includes several elements,
such as:

Intermediaries profits

Labor and transportation costs
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Changes in packaging and presentation
Other marketing-related activities

Changes in the value of the price spread
reflect variations in the level of costs or profits
across different links in the marketing chain or
a combination of both. As such, it is
considered a critical analytical tool for
marketing policies and for improving the
economic performance of agricultural supply
chains (9.(

Methods for Measuring the Marketing Margin

There are several traditional methods and
approaches used to identify the marketing
margin for agricultural goods and products.
The most prominent among them include the
following:

The Marketing Bill

The marketing bill represents the difference
between the total amount consumers pay for
agricultural products and the amount received
by producers for equivalent quantities of those
products at the farm level. It reflects the
overall cost of marketing in terms of services,
transportation,  distribution, and  profits
throughout the supply chain (18 .(

Market Basket Approach

This method relies on tracking consumer
purchasing patterns for locally produced goods
sold in grocery stores over a specific period—
typically three years. Through this approach,
the relative weight of each product in the
basket is determined, allowing for the
comparison of consumer prices with the
equivalent farm-level prices. Consequently,
the marketing margin for each product within
the basket can be estimated (11 .(

Value Added
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Value added is defined as the incremental
increase in value that results from the
production or marketing process. It is
calculated by subtracting the cost of inputs and
services used (such as raw materials and
marketing services) from the market value of
the final products. In the agricultural context,
value added refers to the total return generated
from the use of capital and labor on the farm,
after deducting the cost of production inputs
and services provided by non-agricultural
sectors(7). It represents the net economic
value created by agricultural activity through
transforming raw materials into higher market-
value products. Additionally, value added is a
crucial indicator for analyzing the contribution
of the agricultural sector to the Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) and is used to
understand how consumer spending on non-
food agricultural products is distributed along
the marketing chain from the farm to the final
consumer (17 .(

Farmer’s Share of  Consumer

Expenditures

The farmer's share of consumer expenditures
is one of the most important indicators used in
analyzing the marketing margin. It provides a
direct measure of the extent to which the
agricultural producer benefits from the value
paid by the final consumer (13). This share is
calculated as a percentage representing the
portion received by the farmer from the total
amount paid by the consumer to purchase the
product. The higher the farmer's share, The
lower the marketing margin, indicating greater
efficiency in the performance of the marketing
system and reduced costs and profits for
intermediaries and marketing institutions. This
indicator is based on the concept of the
marketing margin, which is defined as the
difference between derived demand (which
reflects the relationship between price and
quantity at the farm gate or wholesale level)
and final demand, which reflects consumer
response in the retail market (15.(
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Results and Discussion:

Table (1) shows Absolute Marketing Margin
for Broiler Meat: Slaughterhouse Traders —
Wholesale Traders The results presented
regarding the calculation of the absolute
marketing margin show a clear variation in
values across the studied marketing cases. The
highest absolute marketing margin was
recorded at 1,250,000 1QD in Form No. (24),
indicating a significant gap between the
slaughterhouse purchase price and the
wholesale selling price. This reflects low
marketing efficiency in that case, possibly due
to high transportation, storage, and
commission costs, or due to monopolistic
practices or control exerted by certain
intermediaries over the marketing chains.

Conversely, the lowest recorded absolute
marketing margin was 40,000 IQD in Form
No. (42), representing a case of high
marketing efficiency or direct selling from the
slaughterhouse to the wholesaler, where
intermediary costs are minimal and prices are
lower, thereby improving returns for
producers. The average absolute marketing
margin across all cases was 707,162.90 1QD,
which represents approximately 24% of the
average selling price of 3,644,338.71 1QD.
This indicates that a significant portion of the
final price structure consists of marketing
costs. Some of these costs may be justified
(e.g., transport and storage), while others
suggest inefficiencies or unfair distribution of
returns between producers and
intermediaries. The considerable disparity in
absolute marketing margin values across
different cases highlights a structural
imbalance in market organization and the
absence of effective mechanisms to regulate
the marketing chain. This calls for efforts to
improve marketing infrastructure, strengthen
the role of agricultural cooperatives, and limit
intermediary exploitation—thus contributing
to a more equitable distribution of returns and
improved marketing efficiency .
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Table (1) Total Absolute Marketing Margin for Broiler Meat Trader — Study Sample
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Source: Collected by the researcher based on the questionnaire form

As shown in Table (2), Absolute Marketing
Margin for Wholesale — Retail Chicken Meat
Dealers According to Table the data presented
vital figures related to purchase and selling
operations, as well as the absolute marketing
margin for local chicken meat in Baghdad
province. It was found that the highest
absolute marketing margin was recorded in
sequence number (3), reaching 1,035,000 1QD
This increase may be attributed to the
wholesaler selling large batches or specific
breeds and weights of chicken with high-profit
margins. Moreover, changes in purchase and
selling prices are not fixed and depend on
market supply and demand — such as
oversupply during peak production times or
increased demand during occasions like
holidays.The table also showed that the lowest
absolute marketing margin was recorded in
sequence number (55), amounting to 301,000
IQD only — the lowest among all values. This
likely indicates a small price gap between the
wholesaler and retailer, possibly due to the
retailer's limited ability to impose higher
prices. It may also be attributed to the specific
geographic location of the trader and the
decreased demand in that situation.Based on
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the full quantitative data, the average absolute
marketing margin was found to be
approximately 615,204.83 1QD, representing
the average gross profit (before deducting
operational costs such as transportation,
electricity, labor, and rent). This value reflects
the average difference between the retailer's
selling price and the purchase price. The table
revealed that the selling prices (to the
consumer) were higher than the purchase
prices, indicating high demand for local
chicken in the study sample.This average can
be used as a benchmark to compare marketing
performance efficiency across different
provinces or time periods. Continued success
in this area requires the development of
marketing plans and strategies that highlight
the local product's value and respond
effectively to consumer needs.

As shown in Table (2), Absolute Marketing
Margin for Wholesale — Retail Chicken Meat
Dealers According to Table the data presented
vital figures related to purchase and selling
operations, as well as the absolute marketing
margin for local chicken meat in Baghdad
province. It was found that the highest
absolute marketing margin was recorded in
sequence number (3), reaching 1,035,000 IQD
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This increase may be attributed to the
wholesaler selling large batches or specific
breeds and weights of chicken with high-profit
margins. Moreover, changes in purchase and
selling prices are not fixed and depend on
The table also showed that the lowest absolute
marketing margin was recorded in sequence
number (55), amounting to 301,000 1QD only
— the lowest among all values. This likely
indicates a small price gap between the
wholesaler and retailer, possibly due to the
retailer's limited ability to impose higher
prices. It may also be attributed to the specific
geographic location of the trader and the
decreased demand in that situation.Based on
the full quantitative data, the average absolute
marketing margin was found to be
approximately 615,204.83 1QD, representing
the average gross profit (before deducting
operational costs such as transportation,
electricity, labor, and rent). This value reflects

market supply and demand — such as
oversupply during peak production times or
increased demand during occasions like
holidays.

the average difference between the retailer's
selling price and the purchase price. The table
revealed that the selling prices (to the
consumer) were higher than the purchase
prices, indicating high demand for local
chicken in the study sample.This average can
be used as a benchmark to compare marketing
performance efficiency across different
provinces or time periods .

Continued success in this area requires the
development of marketing plans and strategies
that highlight the local product's value and
respond effectively to consumer needs.

Table (2) Absolute Marketing Margin for Wholesale-Retail Chicken Meat Dealer
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Source: Collected by the researcher based on the questionnaire form

Table (3) show Total Absolute Marketing
Margin for Wholesale Chicken Meat Dealers
in the Study Sample Table provides an in-
depth insight into the profit structure of
chicken meat dealers in Baghdad, highlighting
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the relationship between the purchase price
(from the farm) and the selling price to the
retailer, and presenting the absolute marketing
margin for each transaction, along with
averages that offer indicators of the sector’s
overall performance .
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The average total absolute marketing margin
was 1,322,368 1QD, reflecting a significant
financial return. The data also shows that
retailers heavily rely on wholesalers for their
chicken supply, giving wholesalers substantial
pricing power. Results showed a wide
variation among traders, with the highest
margin recorded at 1,798,000 IQD in trader
form No. (9), and the lowest margin at
890,000 IQD in form No. (40). This variation
may be attributed to several factors, including
changes in farm purchase prices, fluctuations

in retail selling prices, sales volumes, and
relationships between traders and farm
owners. Traders with strong relationships may
benefit from better purchase prices and a
consistent flow of goods sold at favorable
rates.The table data indicates that the market
offers  opportunities  for  profit, but
understanding market dynamics such as
supply and demand and careful management
of costs and pricing is essential for success.

Table (3) Total Absolute Marketing Margin for Chicken Meat Dealer — Study Sample
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Table (4) show Relative Marketing Margin of
Chicken Meat — Slaughterhouse Dealers vs.
Wholesale Dealers, The analysis of the
relative marketing margin in Table focusing
on the relationship between slaughterhouse
dealers and wholesale dealers, revealed a
noticeable variation in margin percentages
across the studied cases. This reflects
differences in marketing efficiency and
profitability at this stage of the marketing
chain. The highest relative marketing margin
was recorded at 32.20% in form No. (24),
indicating that  slaughterhouse  dealers
achieved a high return compared to their
purchasing cost from wholesalers. This may
suggest either unjustified price increases or
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weak bargaining power of wholesale dealers,
potentially linked to market structure or
limited competition in certain areas. On the
other hand, the lowest relative margin was
11.11% in form No. (6), a low percentage that
reflects intense  competition in  the
slaughterhouse market, pushing dealers to
reduce their profit margins It also indicates
high efficiency in the marketing chain,
enabling the reduction of price gaps. The
average relative marketing margin across all

cases was  19.58%, meaning that
approximately one-fifth of the product's final
value goes as profit margin to the

slaughterhouse dealers. This average reflects a
moderately efficient stage in the marketing
process. However, the wide variation among
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cases suggests discrepancies in marketing
performance, which may be attributed to
differences in market conditions supply and

demand levels and operating costs at the
slaughterhouses.

Table (4) Relative Marketing Margin of Chicken Meat for Slaughterhouse Dealers — Wholesale

Dealers
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Source: Collected by the researcher based on the questionnaire form

Table )5) show Relative Marketing Margin
for Wholesale Chicken Trader — Retailer
provided valuable insights about chicken
traders through analyzing the absolute margin
and the relative marketing margin, which
allows us to better understand profitability
efficiency. The relative marketing margin was
calculated using the formula:

Relative Marketing Margin = (Absolute
Marketing Margin)/(Consumer Price)x 100

Where the consumer price in the formula
refers to the price at which the trader sells to
the consumer, and the absolute marketing
margin was calculated previously. The results
showed that the percentage fluctuated between
(7.62) as shown in Form (55) and (29.35) in
Form (11). The number of traders whose
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relative margins were high (more than 20%)
was (10) traders .

This high percentage is attributed to the high
selling price, low purchase price, efficient
management in reducing waste, as well as the
possibility that the trader sold a desirable type
of chicken which may be of high quality or
suitable weight for demand. The relative
margins ranging between (10% - 20%),
considered good margins, included (48)
traders, which is the largest percentage in the
study sample, approximately (77%) of the
total sample. This reflects successful and
stable commercial performance .

Finally, the weak relative marketing margins
(less than 10%) represented (4) traders, a low
and poor percentage. The decline is attributed
to several reasons, including possible delays in
sales, which increase storage costs or reduce
product quality. The average absolute margin
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was (14.60), the average consumer price was
(4,259,543.548), and the average absolute

margin was (615,204.8387.)

Table (5) Relative Marketing Margin for Wholesale Chicken Trader — Retailer

e w5000 AB34000 4 1025 ) e ) 2068 w5000 ) )
) Sas000| 4125000 " 1308 ) [ 1887 40000 o )
el 552000 1953000/ " 5.2 435000 azwson| 3 206 w000 S E)
W =R 1544000 a 1.8 Saam | 3% ) 6500 ar 4
3354 £2Y000. 4325000 a 153 10000 B0 e ars 00 | 3
22 = 3280000 = ILL7 26000 L ] SO0 e
s 2000 1700060 " 1300 ) ) [T 5000 a7
114 535000 3382000 » M TS0 425600 £ Pt a0 532008 L)
el m_w! 43660ct 5 £ e | o Ausoos] 30|~ ] ) N S
ase S489% 4823000, (1] 1423 680000 amoon| 1 ) 850 a1
125, 312000 3362000 n 1. 43000 3330000 u s 1015000 3353000 n
___l!é_i LN !m " 1508 ) % i _u.n '_-H_’q! i __“?g u
A1 3010%0)| 1351000 8 1AL 00! L ) 1255 S0 ol 1
3508 £3%000/ 4325000 “ fTEY exom)| m{ 8 1181 4rsom)| a2 1
1 w2200 43402000 57 L L0150 ANTSN % i e00) 2558000/ 15
15 600000| 4E3000 50 1A 00! T80 11 AL T#S0 a5l 1
Pl BO0ON! ARS0000 ” w7 034700, 34N » 1L 352000 4352008 1
1555 TRV 4832500/ - 1.3 ATS0N nnaul » 1A 000 41“{ "
1335 670008 5020000, . 11 &S00, aron| 4o 10.00 2000 000008| 19
nmn 638000 4385000 L1 n TA1000 3541000 “" nn 528000 4128000 an
34.13 24500 I3 “° 284 4000 n
126 Fadative Market: £330 387 Average Ainluts Murgin 4268843 &4y Arerage Coammar Price

Source: Collected by the researcher based on the questionnaire form

Through Table (6), The Overall Relative
Marketing Margin for Chicken calculated
using the following formula was presented:

Relative  Marketing Margin  =(Absolute
Marketing Margin)/(Consumer Price) x 100

The highest value of the overall relative
marketing margin reached (49.54) in Form
No. (11). This high margin percentage may be
attributed to the trader’s control over the
market. The lowest value of the overall

relative marketing margin was (20.00) in Form
No. (6), indicating either direct product supply
or market competitiveness.The average overall
relative  marketing margin  was(31.29),
meaning that one-third of the chicken price
paid by the consumer is a profit margin.To
increase the efficiency of the supply chain, it
IS necessary to reduce the gap between
consumers and producers, monitor the market
to prevent cases of monopoly by traders,
achieve fairness in pricing, and finally,
encourage cooperatives to reduce prices for
consumers and increase income for producers.

Table (6) Overall Relative Marketing Margin for Chicken in the Study Sample
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Distribution of Average Marketing Shares for
the Slaughterhouse, Wholesale Trader, and
Retail Trader from the Consumer Dinar:

Average Producer’s Share from the
Consumer Dinar

Average Producer’s Share from Consumer’s
Dinar

)=Average Farm Price )/( Average Consumer
Price)*100

Average Wholesale Trader’s Share

from the Consumer Dinar

Average Wholesaler’s Share from Consumer’s
Dinar

)=Average Wholesale Price — Average Farm
Price)/(Average Retail Price)*100

Average Retail Trader’s Share from
the Consumer Dinar

The results of Table (7) related to the loss
percentage in the stage between the
This loss leads to a reduction in the quantity
available for sale, thereby decreasing the
economic returns for both producers and
marketers. Therefore, it is recommended to

Table (7) Loss Percentage

177

slaughterhouse and the wholesale trader, based
on data from a questionnaire that included (62)
items, showed that the average quantity of loss
amounted to approximately (56,211.06) units,
while the average loss percentage reached
(1.435%) of the total marketed quantities. This
percentage indicates a tangible loss during the
marketing process between these two stages,
representing a form of indirect economic
waste.

The loss volume varies among the sample
items from (0%) up to (6%), reflecting
differences in the efficiency of handling,
transportation, and storage management
between slaughterhouses and traders. Among
the main reasons for this loss are weak
packing and packaging operations, poor
transportation  means, and insufficient
application of cooling or hygiene standards .

)=Average Wholesale Price — Average Farm
Price)/(Average Retail Price)*100

adopt effective technical and administrative
strategies to reduce loss and improve
marketing performance efficiency at this
stage.
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Conclusions
.1

The results revealed significant variation in
absolute marketing margin values across
different marketing stages from
slaughterhouse to retail, indicating substantial
differences in marketing efficiency. These
variations reflect the impact of transportation,
storage, commission costs, and possible
monopolistic practices that negatively affect
market efficiency.

2 The average absolute marketing
margin represents a considerable portion of
the final selling price, ranging from

approximately 24% to 31%. This indicates that
a large part of the final price goes to cover
marketing costs, some of which are justified,
while others highlight inefficiencies and unfair
distribution of returns between producers and
intermediaries.

Recommendations
1

Support cooperatives to play a more active
role in marketing agricultural products,
thereby reducing reliance on intermediaries
and narrowing price gaps .

2 Conduct training programs for workers
in packing, transportation, and storage to
apply  best practices in  packaging,
refrigeration, and hygiene.

178

3 The wide disparity among traders in
both absolute and relative marketing margins
reflects weak structural organization of the
marketing chain and lack of effective
regulatory mechanisms to prevent
intermediary exploitation. This calls for
strengthening the role of regulatory bodies and
agricultural cooperatives.

4 The loss percentage from the
slaughterhouse to the wholesale trader reached
about 1.44% of marketed quantities, indicating
tangible losses caused by poor packing,
inadequate  transportation  means, and
insufficient application of cooling and hygiene
standards.

3 Encourage the use of suitable and
refrigerated transportation means to maintain
product quality.

4 Provide periodic data on prices at
various marketing stages to ensure clear
knowledge for producers, traders, and
consumers.
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5 Raise awareness among producers and
traders about the importance of improving
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