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“*The expected increase in demand for
animal products in Sub-Saharan
Africa (Holloway and wheeler, 2002)
has profound implications for poverty
alleviation in the face of expanding
market opportunities for the poor

«» Women constituted the majority across all

actor nodes. The role of women as 1

keepers and especilly in poultry pr

2000; Tung 2005).

Table 1: Socio-economic profile of poultry
Cameroon

is more than that of men (Guéye

market actors in the Southwest Region of

Value of poultryproduction i Cameroor

Fig. 1: Value of poultry-meat production
in Cameroon (Source: C from

FAOSTAT data, 2019)

“The various actors on each node
across the marketing chain need to
receive proper returns for their
endeavors.

To estimate actor margins and specify

node relationships with respect to
transaction costs and constraints.

The Southwest Region was sampled

based on the most poultry-active
divisions of the region. In these
divisi a ified random li

technique was employed and random

samples obtained from each stratum.

+ 30 questionnaires were administered
per Division, and 40 per actor.

“» A Business Model (Smith, 1992) was
employed to elaborate cost, margins,
and mark-ups.

< Farmers’ share (%) = Farm gate Price
x 100 / Retail price

+ Total Mark - Up (%) = Retail Price —

Farm gate price X 100/
Farm gate Price

E

“ GMM (%) = CPo - FPr [ CPo x 100

GMM (FCFA) = CPo - FPr

Where GMM is the gross marketing
margin, CPo is the consumer or retail
price (FCFA), FPf is the farm price
(FCFA).

Variable Category Frequency Percentage(N = 120)
Gender Male 47 39.2
Female 73 60.8
Age 15 25 22 18.3
26-35 59 49.2
36-45 20 16.7
+45 19 15.8
Marital Status Married 81 67.5
Single 30 25
Divorced 3 2.5
Widowed 6 S
Educational Level No formal 6 5
Primary 32 26.7
Secondary 52 43.3
University /Higher 26 21.7
Others 4 3.3
Scale of operation Full time 76 63.3
Part - time 44 36.7
Perception of road | Very good 12 10
infrastructure Good 38 31,7 e | P B
Bad 16 38.3 i
Very bad 24 20 Fig. 3: Inter-relationship of factors
Religion Christians 116 96.7 causing asymmetry across the marketing
Muslims 4 3.3 bill (Source: Author’s conceptualization)

Source: Computed from Field Survey (2017)

< A benchmark of 24.6% may be a fair allocation for meat farmers (Busch & Spiller, 2016).
< Contextual costs and other factors could affect this however (ERS, 2011).

» Retailers received the greatest share of the final price (40%), 32.2% for farmers, and the

<« Small agricultural firms and individual
producers make up over 70% of the total

agricultural  production.  Technology
increases efficiency of production and
thus lowers prices. Information
ds to their short stock i ity is also i in i

least for wholesalers (27.8%). This corr

hence very little incentives for high mark-ups.

Table 2: Market Margin per 2.5kilograms of live broiler (% final price)

the monopolistic powers of middlemen
traders in the agricultural sector, thus
aiding in market efficiency.

statistic test for group means.

“» Meme Division had the least producer’s share of the final price, producers in Manyu
Division had the greatest share across their bill. Meme Division had the greatest share for
retailers, while Manyu Division had the least share for retailers.

Econometric estimates

< The null hypothesis was rejected against the backdrop that there exists no significant
difference in the margin means of the marketing stakeholders on the chain based on the t-

Market Farmer | Wholesale Retail < Efforts for provision and maintenance of

farm and market infrastructure.
Fako 33.8 26.2 40 <+ Reforms to curb information asymmetry
Meme 30.6 27 42.4 across market actors, and counteract
effects of large annex planned inter-actor

Manyu 34.5 29.5 36 margins.

Kupe- 31.3 28.8 39.9 + Incentivizing the sector to boost value
Manenguba addition (processing which is almost
(Southwest completely absent for instance) and the
region) 32.2 27.8 40 sustained stay and entry of women,
Source: Computed from Field Survey (2017) whose economic security has been

advocated for given the critical role they
play in the household economy.

< Findings reveal significant margin
differences across actors.

< The main marketing costs influencing

Table 3: of the Model margins included handling/labor and
i costs, to a lesser extent
« The relationship along the farm-retail Variable Coefficient Std. Error utilities and advertising.
was computed; a reg'ession on WHOLESALERS
STATA for the marketing cost. Labour 0.87* 2.52 < The amount of funds the actors
_ TrarSachon 1.40%%* 0.14 commit to marketing costs determines
Advertisin_g 0.14 0.72 profits and stimulates mark-up
‘ Froducer Utilities -0.84 2.38
Oihstcost 2008 el % Low initial investment capital, high
| Constant 25.01 3.59 3 cost, poor support
proT" Retaler R-squared 83.19 facilities, information asymmetry and
Adjusted R-squared 79.69 lack of access to formal credit
N F-statistic .000 TG (I e &
RETAILERS and retailers.
| Utilities 180 1.60 ~ BIBLIOGARPHY
Transaction 0.70%%* 0.18 Busch, G. & Spiller A. 2016. Farmer share and
e fair in food chains from a
Advertising aksikyf 0.63 consumer’s perspective. Journal of Economic
‘ Eab ot 2.61%* 2.27 Psychology, 55: 149-158.
etail =
Other cost -0.95 1.56 Guéye, E.F. 2000. The Role of Family Poultry in
P Poverty Alleviation, Food Security and the
[V vo|v Moo L Constant 24.18 4.62 ion of Gender Equality in Rural Africa.
) ' ) ) ) R-squared 60.85 Outlook on Agriculture, Vol. 20(2): 129-136:
Consumer Adjusted R-squared 52.34
Fostatistic 000 Tung, D.X. 2005. Smallholder Poultry
Fig. 2 Poultry-meat distribution channels in the southwest region of = Production in Vietnam: Marketing

Cameroon Source: Computed from Field Survey, 2017)

% Seven main distribution channels
were identified in the sector.

< On a likert scale the most p:

Source: Computed from Field Survey (2017)

constraints

Characteristics and Strategies. Paper presented
at the workshop Does Poultry Reduce Poverty?
ANeed for Rethinking the Approaches, 30-31

high transaction costs, and poor support facilities.

low initial investment capital,
August. Copenhagen, Network for Smallholder

Poultry Development.



