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Adegboyega E. Oguntade?
Taiwo E. Mafimisebi?

Abstract: The Nigerian commercial poultry sector is dependent on commercial feeds.
Evaluation of the operational and pricing efficiencies of poultry feed marketing is
essential for improving efficiencies in the feed industry and lowering the price of
poultry products. A multistage sampling technique was used to select the firms studied.
Toolsused to analyze datacollected included index of pricing and operationd efficiencies;
and regression analysis. The firms studied handled about N251,870,000 of feed per
annum, had an annua Inventory Carrying Cost (ICC) of N4,587,762 and an average
ICC of N114,694 per firm. The Marketing Costs (MC) for al thefirmswasiN16,813,860
per annum while the average MC was ™N420,347. Major contributors to ICC were
storage; handling and security costs while storage, transportation and capital costs
were major contributorsto MC. Efforts to minimize costs should therefore be focused
at reducing transportation costs and optimal utilization of storage space. The Average
Marketing Costs (AMC) declined with increase in quantity marketed (QM) while unit
profit increased with QM. Firms therefore need to increase QM. Marketing Margin
(MM) and MC weresignificantly different from each other. Also, QM wasasignificant
explanatory variable of MM, implying that there was no pricing efficiency in the
market. Relative efficiency increased with QM, suggesting that firms should strive to
increase the quantity of feed marketed. The major contribution of this study is that it
providesinformation on the components of marketing costs and size economiesin the
poultry feed industry in Ondo State, Nigeria.
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1. Introduction

The poultry industry is currently one of the most important sub-sectors
of Nigerian agriculture. Thevalue of theannual output of the commercial
poultry sector was estimated at about 170 billion naira (ADENE and
OGUNTADE, 2006). Feed is a major component of any livestock
production enterprise asit accountsfor an average of 60 to 70 percent of
production (TAIWO, 1989; MAFIMISEBI, 2002; UNANG, 2003). The
commercia poultry sector in Nigeriaisfeed dependent and requires about
1.87 million tonnes of feed per annum (ADENE and OGUNTADE, 2006).
Current high prices of poultry feed coupled with occasional scarcity
(MAFIMISEBI et al., 2002) calls for improvement in the efficiency of
producing and marketing poultry feeds.

The evaluation of the operational and pricing efficiencies of poultry feed
marketing industry isessential for improving the marketing activities of
theindustry. Pricing efficiency can bedefined asthe ability of amarketing
systemto efficiently all ocate resources and coordinate thefood production
and marketing processin accordance with consumer directives (KOHLS
and UHL, 1985). A marketing system is operating efficiently when the
consumer priceisequal to the producer price plus marketing costs. Inan
efficient marketing system therefore, marketing costs must excluderents
(HAU and OPPEN, 2004). Operational efficiency assumes that the
guantum and quality of commodities and services are constant while
effortsare directed at reducing their costs. The operational efficiency of
a marketing system is enhanced when marketing costs are reduced at
the same level of output (MAUYO et al,. 2007).

The effect of improved operational and pricing efficiencies in poultry
feed marketing industry may be transmitted to poultry farmers in the
form of reduced cost of procuring poultry feeds. Thismay eventually be
translated to lower consumer price for poultry products. The strong
demand for eggs and broiler meat and the increasing establishments of
poultry farms (MITCHEL et al., 1999; ADENE and OGUNTADE, 2006)
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seem to suggest that the effect of reduced cost of poultry feeds, if so
transmitted, will bevery significant. Increased efficiency benefitsfarmers,
traders, processors, wholesalers, retailers, consumers and society as a
whole (CRAWFORD, 1997; HAU and OPPEN, 2004). This paper
therefore aims at assessing the pricing and operational efficiencies of
the firms marketing poultry feed in Ondo State, Nigeria.

2. Methodology

2.1. Theoretical framework

This theoretical framework addresses the key economic concepts
underlying the anal ytical toolsapplied inthis study. These are economies
of size and; pricing and operational efficiencies.

Economies of sizeresult from spreading fixed costs over alarge number
of units of products marketed. Because fixed costs remain the same
irrespective of the number of units marketed, as the number of units
marketed increases, the fixed cost per unit falls. This also causes the
total cost per unit tofall. Thisrelationship holdsin the short run and over
arange of output. How fast the total cost per unit falls depends on how
large fixed costs are relative to the total costs and on whether average
variable and marginal costsfall over awide range of output (WATSON
and HOLMAN, 1977). Methods commonly cited in the analyses of
economies of size include descriptive analysis, economic engineering,
average function analysis and frontier function analysis (KER and
HOWARD, 1993). Theaveragefunctiona approach hasbeen used widely
to model economies of size and scale in agricultural production
(STEFANOU and MADDEN, 1988). In such studies, the relationship
between farm size and per hectare production costsisdisplayed by scatter
plots. The “envelope”’ curve of the scatter plots is considered as the
long-run average cost curve, which conceptually, represents the most
efficient method of producing each level of output, given all possible
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combinations of variable and fixed inputs (HERRUZO and MOROTE,
1996). A declining average cost (curve) isan indication of economies of
size in an industry (WATSON and HOLMAN, 1977). Given the
relationship between profit, revenue and costs, it is expected that asthe
total cost per unit falls with increases in the number of units marketed,
profit per unit will increase. Thisisamativation for marketersto striveto
expand their outputs.

Two types of marketing efficiencies could be distinguished. These are
operational and pricing efficiencies. Operational efficiency referstothe
extent to which costs can be reduced while output levels are either
maintained or even increased (CRAWFORD, 1997; KAHKONEN and
LEATHERS, 1999). Marketing costs are incurred when commodities
move from the point of production to the final market, whether they are
moved by farmers or marketing intermediaries. Asthe product ismoved
over greater distances, through more intermediaries and given better
packaging, marketing cost increases. Marketing costs include labour,
transport, packaging, containers, rent, utilities, advertising, selling expenses,
depreciation allowances and interest charges (CRAWFORD, 1997). In
a perfectly competitive market, the marketers will strive to minimize
marketing costsin an attempt to maximizetheir profits. Asthey minimize
costs, parts of the gains of cost minimization are passed on to the
consumers in terms of reduced prices. Cost analysisis therefore central
to the notion of operational efficiency (WARRACK, 1972). The lower
the cost, the higher is the operational efficiency. Firms with lower
marketing costs are hence deemed to be more efficient. Thishasled to
the concept of relative efficiency in which the unit cost of each firmin
the sector is compared with the unit cost of the most efficient firm (the
least cost firm) (FOLAYAN et al,. 2007; MAUYO et al,. 2007).

Pricing efficiency focuses on the need for pricesin acommodity’s market
to correspond to values being exchanged. Crawford (1997) states that
pricesof agiven product will berelated over space and time, and between
formsif markets are operating efficiently. A market istherefore deemed
efficient when there is absence of arbitrage opportunities, i.e. it is not
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possibleto earn a profit simply by buying the commaodity in one market
and selling the commodity in a second market. The difference in the
price of commodity between two markets must be accounted for by
transportation cost and other handling charges (KAHKONEN and
LEATHERS, 1999; OLADAPO et al., 2007).

Where pricing efficiency exists, marketing margin should reflect values
being delivered. Marketing margin is the difference in prices at two
different points in a marketing chain. A commonly reported marketing
margin is the farm-to-retail spread, which measures the difference
between the retail price and the farm level price for a commodity
(KAHKONEN and LEATHERS, 1999). The margin must cover the
costs of moving the product from one stage to the next and provide a
reasonable return to the marketers (CRAWFORD, 1997).

In line with Shepherd-Futrel model, marketing efficiency is sometimes
calculated as net margin divided by marketing cost and the result multiplied
by one hundred (OLUKOSI and ISITOR, 1990; BABATUNDE and
OYATOYE, 2005; UGWUMBA, 2009). Intheadlternative, the coefficient
of marketing efficiency can be expressed as the difference between
total salesrevenue and total cost divided by total cost incurred (ARENE,
1998). If marketing efficiency isto be exactly 100%, net margin must be
equal to marketing costs. For a given market, the equality of the net
margin and marketing costs could betested viapaired samplet-test. This
could serve as an indicator of pricing efficiency in the market.

2.2. Analdytical Technique

To evaluate empirically the pricing and operational efficiencies of the
feed marketing firms, the tools used included cost and returns analysis;
and indices of pricing and operational efficiencies. Regression anaysis
was used to assess how marketing margin varies with marketing costs,
how total marketing cost varies with the quantity of feed marketed per
year and how marketing margin varieswith the quantity of feed marketed
per year
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a) Cost and Returns Analysis

Thiswas used to determine the profit margin of the feed marketing
firmsandisspecified asfollows:

[I=TR-TC=PxQ-TMC,

where]] = Profit; TR = Total Revenue; and TMC =Total Marketing
Cost.

Profitintermsof outputisgiven by TR fromfeed saleslessthe TMC.
TMCisan aggregation of the costsof storage space, damages, handling,
security, transportation and capital.

b) Economies of size

Economiesof sizeintheindustry were appraised by relatingthe TMC
and theaverage marketing costs (AMC) to the quantity of feed marketed
(Q). TMC wasestimated asathird degree function of the quantity of
feed marketed asin equation (1).

TMC=a+B,Q+p,Q*+B,Q+¢, 1
where, B,and 3, arecoefficientsand eistheerror term.

The explanatory variableswere allowed to enter theregressionina
stepwise manner. A lead equation was chosen among the models
generated based on the values of the adjusted R?and the mean square
resdud.

The AMC function wasthereafter derived fromthe TMC function as
TMC/Q.
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) Relationship between Marketing Margin(MM) and Marketing Costs
(MC)

Theequation of MM was estimated asathird degreefunction of MC
asinequation (2).

MM =a+B,MC+B MC*+ [ MC +g, ()

where, B,and 3, arecoefficientsand e istheerror term.

The explanatory variables were also allowed to enter theregressionin a
stepwise manner. A lead equation was again chosen among the models
generated based on the values of the adjusted R?and the mean square
residual.

d) Relationship between Marketing Margin and Quantity Marketed

A direct estimation of the marketing margin asathird degree function of
the quantity marketed (Q) was carried out asin equation (3).

MM =a+BQ+B,Q?+B QP+ ©)
where, B,and 3, arecoefficientsand istheerror term.

Theexplanatory variableswere allowed to enter theregressionina
stepwise manner. A lead equation was chosen among the models
generated based on the values of the adjusted R?and the mean square
resdud

€) Index of Pricing Efficiency

Thet-test was used to compare the mean marketing margin with the
mean marketing costs. Mathematically, thet — stati stic was computed
&
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{= -

JZDE—[ZDFIN 4)

WIH-1)

where D = difference between the marketing margin and marketing
costsof paired observations, D = meansof thedifference; N = Number
of paired observations; and N-1 = Degreesof freedom.

Thehypothesstested was:

Ho: marketing marginisequa to marketing costs.
Ha marketing marginisnot equal to marketing costs
f) Measure of Market Performanceby Efficiency

Operational efficiency was appraised based on profitability and
marketing costsof thefirms. Assessment of profitability isacomparison
of unit profit acrossthefirmsand how the unit profit varieswith the
level of output. Operational efficiency based on marketing costsisa
comparison of theleast marketing cost incurred by afirm (most efficient
firm) intheindustry to the marketing cost incurred by each of thefirms
whose performance is being rated in the industry. The lesser the
marketing cost of afirm, the more efficient is the operation when
compared with other firmsin the marketing industry (FOLAYAN et
al., 2007; Mauyo et. al. 2007). Thefollowing equation was applied.

Efficiency =(MC /MC) x 100, 5)

where MC, = unit marketing cost of the firm with the least unit cost
(most efficient firm); and MC, = unit marketing cost of thei" firminthe
industry.
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2.3. The Sudy Area

The study was carried out in Ondo State, Nigeria. The stateissituatedin
southwestern part of Nigeria. It lies between longitude 4° 30’ East and 6°
00’ East of Greenwich Meridian and latitude 5° 45’ and 8° 15" North of
the Equator. Ondo Stateismade up of 18 local government areas (LGAS)
and liesentirely in the tropics; with high temperature all the year round,
heavy rainfall during the rainy season lasting from April to October and
dry season from November to March. About 80% of the inhabitants are
farmers. They grow both cash and food crops. The cash crops grown
include oil palm and cocoa. They also grow food crops such as yams,
mai ze, cassava, cocoyams etc. Crop production ismostly at small-scale
level. Poultry isamajor agricultural enterprise. About 20,737 households
keep poultry in the state (ADENE and OGUNTADE, 2005).

2.4. Sampling Technique and Data collection

A multistage sampling technique was used to select the feed marketing
firmsstudied. Thefirst stagewasapurposive sampling of 2 LGAswhich
have the highest concentration of registered poultry farms in the state.
The expectation is that the demand for poultry feed will be highest in
these LGASs. From each LGA, 20 poultry feed marketers were randomly
selected making atotal of 40 marketers. Appointmentswere set up with
each selected marketer for specific days. Visits were made to each
marketer on the agreed days to conduct personal interview using a pre-
tested interview guide. Aside from the interviews, information was
extracted from the records kept by the marketers. Information collected
include hours of business, initial capital, turnover, number of ordersmade
per annum, market prices, various components of inventory and marketing
costs, mode and cost of transport, opinionsregarding the requirements of
buyers, determinants of pricesand problemsfaced in trade, among others.
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3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Inventory carrying cost (ICC)

The various components of ICC are costs storage space, damages,
handling, security and capital. Table 1 presentsthe structure of the ICC.
The table shows that storage space cost accounted for 56.34% of ICC.
It was followed by security with 19.45% and handling charges with
19.17%. Security cost is the cost of providing guards for the store cum
distribution outlet during the night.

Table 1 - Components of inventory carrying costs

Cost (Naira)
Cost Item Total |Average| Per Bag | Percent of Total Inventory Carrying Cost
Storage Space Cost |2.584.650| 64,616 15.39 5634
Damages 5,820 146 0.03 0.13
[Handling Charges | 879.600 (21,990 | 5.24 19.17
Security 892500 22,313 5.32 19.45
Cost of Capital 225,192 | 5,630 1.34 491
[Total Inventory
Carrving Costs 4.587.762(114,694 2732 100.00

Source: Authors' computation.

The total amount spent on inventory in the industry in 2008 was
N4,587,762 while the ICC per feed marketer wasN114,694. The
absolute | CC expressed asa percentage of theaverageinventory value
was amaximum of 154.5% and minimum of 6.52%. The mean was
64.92% and the median was 53.68%.
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With the ICC expressed as a percentage of the total cost of feed
marketed per annum, the maximum was 6.44% and the minimumwas
0.54%. The mean was 3.30% while the median was 2.99%.

3.2. Marketing Costs

The componentsof the Marketing Costsarethe costs of storage space,
damages, handling, security, transportation and capital. Table 2 presents
theM Cwithitsstructure. Thetableshowsthat transgportation accounted
for 39.95% of M C while storage space cost accounted for 20.50%.
Thecost of capital accounted for 19.11% while damages, handling and
security accounted for 7.74%, 6.54% and 5.31%, respectively.

Table 2 - Cost components of marketing costs
Cost (Naira) Percent of Total Marketing Cost
Cost Item Total | Average | Per Bag Total
Storage Space Cost 3446200 86,155 | 2052 20.50
Damages 1,302,000 32,550 7.75 7.74
Handling Charges 1,098,967| 27474 | 6.54 6.54
Security 892,500 | 22313 532 531
Transportation 6,716,533 | 167,913 | 40.00 39.95
Cost of Capital 3.213.660| 80,342 | 19.14 19.11
Total Marketing Costs _|16.813.860 420,347 | 100.13 100.00

Source: Authors’ computation.
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The total amount spent on marketing by al the firms in 2008 was
N16,813,860. The average marketing cost per firm was N420,347. The
marketing cost estimated as a percentage of the initial cost of feed
marketed by respective firms ranged from 5.08% to 20.37%. The mean
was 8.55% while the median was 7.86%.

3.3. Wolume of trade and economies of size

Thetotal quantity of feed marketed by the poultry feed distributing firms
in 2008 was 167,913 bags (1 bag weighs 25kg). Thefirm with the highest
turnover marketed 20,667 bags per annum whilethefirm with the smallest
turnover marketed 1,133 bags per annum. The median total quantity
marketed was 2,660 bags while the mean was 4,198 bags. The total
initial cost of the 167,917 bags marketed by all the firms was
N251,870,000. About 62.5% of the firms had a turnover of less than
5000 bags per annum, while 35.0% had aturnover of between 5000 and
10,000 bags. One firm or 2.5% had a turnover of over 20,000 bags per
annum.

Theestimated TMC functionisin equation (6) fromwhichtheAMC
functionin equation (7) wasderived.

TMC = 112,434 + 0.07336Q (6)
(0.02)

F = 1420.05

R2=0.974

R2=0.973

MSResidual =2154.184
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Equation (6) indicates atotal fixed cost of N112,434 per firminthe
industry and an increase of N0.07 per unit increasein the quantity of
feed marketed.

AMC = TMC/Q = (0.07336 + 112,434)/Q (7)

Theplot of equation (7) ispresented in Figure 1. Thefigureindicatesthat
economies of size continueto be enjoyed asthe quantity of feed marketed
increases. It appears such cost reductions become negligible after the
16,000 bags. It could therefore be tentatively suggested that firmsin the
industry should strive to market not less than 16,000 bags of feed per
annum. Only one firm out of 40 handled up to this quantity per annum.
Thedifference between this quantity and the mean and median quantities
are 11,802 bags and 13,340 bags; respectively. The cost that could be
saved by increasing the quantity marketed from the mean and median
levelsto the 16,000 bags suggested are N29,500 and 18,692 per annum;
respectively.

Figure 1. Average marketing costs

Average marketing charges (N)

e P P P PSP OO ®
& &S F S
L N S S L LN g

Quantity of feed marketed (Bags)
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3.4. Relationship between Marketing Margin (MM) and Marketing
Costs (MC)

The estimated equation obtained for MM as a function of MC are
presented in equations (8) and (9).

MM = -248.825 + 1.390MC ©)
(0.063)

F =479.508

R?=0.927

R?=0.925

MSresidual = 12648.425

MM = -205.764 + 1.030MC + 6.801E-04MC?-2.96E —07 MC®  (9)
(L077)  (0.002) (0.000)

F = 153.415

R*=0.927

R?=0.921

MSResidual =13190.375

Considering the adjusted R?and the mean square residual, equation (8)
was chosen as the lead equation. The equation indicates that MC is a
significant explanatory variableof MM at 5 percent level inthat it explains
93% of the total variahility in MM. The regression coefficient of 1.390

suggeststhat arise of NN1.00in MC will result in about N1.40 increasein
MM.
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The output of paired samplet-test used in comparing marketing margin
with marketing costsis presented in Table 3.

Table 3 - Comparison of marketing margin and marketing costs

Mean Standard Standard t Computed | t Tabulated
Deviation | Error Mean 0.05 (39)
MC (ND00) 420.38 283.79 44.87
MM (MND00) 755.60 687.22 48.87
MM minus M | 335.23 409.72 64.78 5.175 2.021
C (MD00)

Source: Authors' computation.

T computedishigher thant tabulated. Thenull hypothes's, which states
that MM isequa to MCishenceregected. Thissuggeststhat thereisa
significant difference between the MM and MC, whichimpliesthat
thereisno pricing efficiency inthemarket.

3.6. Relationship between Marketing Margin (MM) and Quantity
Marketed (Q)

The estimated equation for the relationship between MM and Q is
presented in equation (10). Theregression wasrun stepwiseand only
Q entered the regression. The square and the cube of the quantity
marketed were excluded.

MM =-112.293 + 0.107Q
(0.008)

F=2989.861

R?=0.987
R2=0.987

MSResidual =2161.804

293

(10)



REVISTA DE ECONOMIA E AGRONEGOCIO, VOL.8, N° 2

The equation suggeststhat quantity marketed isasignificant explanatory
variable of marketing margin. The coefficient of quantity marketed is
significant at 5% level whilethe quantity marketed explained about 99%
of thevariability inthe marketing margin. Thisisanindication that there
isno pricing efficiency inthe market and it corroborates the resultsfrom
theindex of pricing efficiency.

3.7. Performance by profit

The computed profitability ratio is presented in Table 4. The profitability
ratio of 0.06 showsthat for every N100 invested in the business, thefeed
marketing firm gained N6.00. This confirms that feed marketing is
profitable. Thefinancial efficiency ratiois 1.06, which indicatesthat the
firmsarefinancially efficient.

Theanalysisof profit per bag of feed showsthat the least profitable firm
in the industry made a negative unit profit of 13 kobo per bag of feed
marketed while the most profitable firm made apositive unit profit of 10
kobo per bag of feed. The mean, median and mode unit profit were 5
kobo, 6 kobo and 3 kobo; respectively.

Table 4 - Cost and returns of feed marketing firms

Total Cost (M) 238,459,460
Total revenue (N) 251,870,000
Profit (N) 13,410,540
Profitability ratio (Profit/TC) 0.06
Efficiency ratio (TR/TC) 1.06

Source: Authors’ computation.
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Theunit profit of each firm plotted against the quantity of feed marketed
is presented in Figure 2. The figure shows that the unit profit was
increasing asthe quantity marketed increased. Thisfinding corroborates
the earlier findingsthat the advantage of economies of size has not been
captured by the firms and that all firms are marketing at less than profit
maximizing levelsof outpuit.

Figure 2. Performance by Profit

Unit Profit (Kobo)

Quantity Marketed (Bags)

3.8. Performance by Efficiency

A transformation of the unit marketing costsinto relative efficiency was
undertaken. The minimum relative efficiency was 25%. The mean was
65% while the median was 64%. The mode was 51%. The relative
efficiency curveis presented in Figure 3. Thisfigure showsthat relative
efficiency seems to increase with volume marketed. This also suggests

that firms in the industry should strive to increase the quantity of feed
marketed.
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Figure 3. Relative Efficiency Curve
120
100
80
60

40

Performance (%)

Quantity Markeyed (Bags)

4. Summary and Conclusion

The poultry feed marketing firms studied which handled about
N251,870,000 of feed per annum, had an annual 1CC of N4,587,762 and
an average |CC of N114,694 per firm. The absolute ICC expressed as a
percentage of the average inventory value was a maximum of 154.50%
and minimum of 6.52%. The mean was 64.92% and the median was
53.68%. The MC for al the firms wasN16,813,860 per annum with an
average MC of N420,347. The MC expressed as a percentage of the
initial cost of feed marketed by respective firms ranged from 5.08% to
20.37%. The mean was 8.55% while the median was 7.86%. The major
contributors to | CC were costs of storage space, handling and security
while storage space, transportation and capital costs were major
contributorsto MC. The policy implication of these findingsis that the
poultry feed marketing firms should make efforts to minimize
transportation cost and utilize storage space optimally.
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There is aneed for the firms in the industry to increase the quantity of
feed they are marketing to about 10,000 bags per annum as indicated by
AMC curve which declined significantly between 2000 bags to 10,000
bags per annum and unit profit which increased over the same range.

Both MM and MC were found to be significantly different from each
other which implied that there was no pricing efficiency in the market.
Thisiscorroborated by the fact that quantity marketed was a significant
explanatory variable of MM.

The minimum relative efficiency in the industry was 25%. The mean
was 65% while the median was 64%. The mode was 51%. Relative
efficiency increased with the quantity marketed. Theimplication of these
findingsisthat firmsin theindustry should striveto increase the quantity
of feed marketed.

Themajor contribution of thisstudy isthat it providesinformation on
the components of marketing costsand size economiesin the poultry
feed industry in Ondo State, Nigeria. Themajor limitation of thisstudy
isthat it isfocused at thefeed market in only Ondo Statewhichisone
of the 36 statesin Nigeriaand by so doing missed the opportunity of a
comparative analysisof feed markets across some statesof Nigeria.
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Resumo: O setor comercial de aves da Nigéria é dependente de ragBes comerciais.
Avaliacgo das eficiéncias operaciona ede pregosnacomerciaizacdo derages paraaves
éessencia paramelhorar aeficiéncianaindlstriade alimentos e reduzir os pregos dos
produtos avicolas. Umatécnicade amostragem de multiplos estagiosfoi utilizada para
selecionar as empresas estudadas. Os métodos usados paraanalisar os dados col etados
incluiram indices de eficiéncia operacional e de pregos, e andlise de regressdo. As
empresas estudadas movimentaram cercadeN 251, 870.000 em ragdes por ano, tiveram
um custo anual de reposicéo de estoques (ICC) de N 4, 587.762 e um custo médio de
reposicao de estoques de N 114, 694 por firma. Os custos de comerciaizacdo (MC)
para todas as firmas foram de N 16, 813.860 por ano, enquanto o custo médio de
comercializacdo foi de N 420, 347. Os principais fatores que contribuiram parao ICC
foram o armazenamento e manejo, enquanto os custos de transporte, armazenamento e
custos de capital foram os principais fatores que contribuiram parao MC. Os esforgos
paraminimizar oscustosdevem, portanto, ser focados nareduggo dos custos detransporte
eutilizagdo 6tima do espago de armazenamento. Os custos médios de comercializagdo
(AMC) diminuiram com o aumento na quantidade comercializada (QM), enquanto o
lucro unitario aumentou com a QM. Assim, as firmas precisam aumentar a QM. As
margens de comercializacdo (MM) e MC foram significativamente diferentes entre
si. Alémdisso, aQM foi umavariavel explanatériasignificativadaMM, o queimplica,
gue ndo houve eficiéncia de pregos no mercado. A eficiénciarelativaaumentou com a|
QM, sugerindo que as empresas devem se esforcar para aumentar a quantidade de
ragdes comercializadas. A principal contribuigdo deste estudo € que ele fornece
informagdes sobre os componentes dos custos de comercializacdo e economias de
escalanaindustria de ragdo paraaves no Estado de Ondo, naNigéria.

Palavras-chave: RagOes paraaves, eficiénciaoperacional, eficiénciade pregos, custos
decomercidizagdo, Nigéria
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