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Abstract
Tea is one of the most important cash crops in Nigeria and has the potential to contribute to food security and the Gross Domestic Product of the nation. Despite this, there is dearth of information on the competitiveness and comparative advantage of the commodity. This study was therefore carried out with a view to analyzing the efficiency of tea marketing in Nigeria using the Policy Analysis Matrix (PAM). The study employed cross-sectional data from 211 key actors sampled through a multi-stage sampling technique.  The empirical results of PAM revealed that tea marketing in Nigeria has both competitive and comparative advantages. The highest competitive advantage was obtained for medium-scale marketers with the coefficient values of PCR (Private Cost Ratio) of 0.2 and DRC (Domestic Resource Cost Ratio) of 0.18. The lowest competitive advantage was obtained for small-scale marketers with PCR and DRC of 0.45 and 0.50 respectively. As regards the comparative advantage, the social profits for small scale marketer was    #393,864.16 per ton while that of the medium scale was #770, 995.82 per ton respectively at social prices. The Social cost benefit of medium-scale marketers was also higher (0.36) than that of the small scale (0.67). There is an indication that tea marketing in Nigeria has competitive and comparative advantages.
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Introduction
“The agricultural marketing system plays an important role in economic development in countries where resources are primarily agricultural. The development of marketing is as important as that of increasing production. Farmers always desire to get a fair price for their farm products. There are three entities involved in the marketing system. They are the producers, the middlemen, and the consumers. The producer, after making a lot of investments and putting in hard labour, would look forward to getting the largest possible returns for this produce” (Parmar et al., 2023). “In many developing countries like Nigeria, the tea sector contributes immensely to rural development, poverty reduction and food security. This results in a major source of income and employment opportunities for a large number of poor families” (Raj, 2020). “Global tea production amounts annually to over USD 17 billion, while world tea trade is valued at about USD 9.5 billion, accounting for an important source of export earnings” (FAO, 2021, Global Tea Market, 2023). “Globally tea is grown in more than 35 countries. However, only top eight countries including China, India, Sri Lanka, Kenya, etc. contributed 86.5% of the total world tea production. China is credited with introducing tea to the world and has been recorded the highest global tea production since mid-1990s while, India has recorded as the second largest tea producer in the world following Kenya, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, Turkey, Indonesia, and Iran” (Kumarihami and Song, 2018; Bera et al., 2024).
One important features of tea are that smallholders are responsible for 60 percent of world production (Vivck Voora et al, 2019). Significantly, tea creates job opportunities in rural areas, and this helps to empower households and communities so that they can meet their food security needs, thus improving their nutritional lifestyle (FAO,2022). The consumption of tea has risen tremendously in Nigeria in recent years probably as a result of increased awareness of its health benefits Oluyole and Oladokun, (2022). It is important to note that tea is not only sought in Nigeria but also outside the shores of the nation. Hence, marketing this product can serve as a potential source of income generation for Nigeria. 
“Competitiveness can be defined as the set of institutions, policies, and factors that determine the level of productivity of a country” (Long, 2021). “It is the major determinant of the level of wealth which a country can sustain” (Ilchenko et al., 2021) and “the ability of an economy to provide its population with high and rising standards of living and employment for all those willing to work, on a sustainable basis” (Saptana et al., 2022). Others explained competitiveness using efficiency, a farm’s optimal use of current knowledge efficiently  (Latruffe, 2010). Efficiency can be discussed from three aspects namely scale efficiency (firm’s ability to operate at an optimal or sub-optimal level), technical efficiency (proportional to the greatest probable output in the industry) and allocative efficiency (farm’s capacity to use inputs in best proportions given their respective prices (Rahji & Omotesho, 2007). Over the years, there exists a knowledge gap regarding the profit accruable from tea marketing in Nigeria. Potential areas for intervention and improvement in the tea sector as it directly affects the gains of actor in marketing; have not been fully examined. This study therefore examined the competitiveness of tea marketing in Nigeria. 
A policy Analysis Matrix (PAM) is an accounting matrix of revenue, cost and profit based on formulation of budget for a representative agricultural system (Monke and Pearson, 1989). PAM provides decision-makers and analysts with useful guide for understanding the effects of policy and it is a valuable method for computing the extent of policy transfers (policy on agricultural improvement) Adeoye, (2016). The major benefit of PAM is that its results can be transferred simply to policymakers, who might not be a specialist in economics. PAM evaluate the impact of policy on competitiveness and profit. PAM also consider the influence of investment policy on economic efficiency and comparative advantage (Monke and Pearson, 1989).
Literature Review
“The theory of competitive advantage was proposed by Michael Porter in the year 1985 and the theory seeks to address some of the criticisms of comparative advantage. Competitive advantage is the strategic advantage one business entity has over its rival entities within its competitive industry” (Porter, 1990). “Porter believes that to get more than its fair share of profits, a company has to be able to do things that its competitors cannot do thus making such a company to have a competitive advantage over the others. There are two drivers of competitive advantage as far as Porter is concerned: cost advantage and differentiation. In cost advantage, one needs to incur lower costs than any other competitor. That advantage allows one to either price his/her products lower than anyone else or just to match prices and take the difference in profits” (Dunmore, 1985; Havrita and Gunwardana, 2002). Differentiation just means meeting some customers ‘needs better than any competitor and getting a premium price in return. Porter identified attributes of nation which either promote or impede its competitive advantage and this includes factors condition, demand conditions, firm strategy, structure & rivalry, government role and element of chance. Allocation of resources to ensure social welfare, high living standards, high employment rate as well as determining what a sector can contribute or contribute to economic growth. (Ilchenko, et al., 2021). Sapatana et al, (2022) posited that competitiveness is the ability of a nation to provide its population with a rising and high standard of living and employment rate on a sustainable basis. Competitiveness is also taken to be a country ability to gain profit and maintain market share (Nurmtavna et al., 2020). 
The theory of comparative advantage was first proposed by David Richado in 1817 when he focused on international trade and he generalized the idea into an economic law, the law of comparative advantage. It is the ability of a party or nation to produce a particular good or service at a lower marginal or opportunity cost over another. According to Ricardo, the principle of comparative advantage is that a nation will export the goods or services in which it has its greatest comparative advantage and import those in which it has the least comparative advantage. Comparative advantage is therefore the ability to produce a product with the highest relative efficiency given all the other products that could be produced.



Methodology
The study involved the use of a multi-stage sampling procedure where the first stage involved a purposive selection of South West that is predominantly into tea marketing. The second stage involved selection Ogun, Oyo and Lagos States. The third stage involved random selection of local government areas (LGA’s) that are well known for tea marketing. The fourth stage involves the purposive selection of markets notable for tea sales, and finally the random selection of a total of 211 tea marketers. Primary data were obtained through the use of structured questionnaires administered through Open Data Kit (ODK). Structured questionnaire was used to obtain information from tea marketers which include market prices for inputs and outputs, cost (transportation and storage).  
Analytical Techniques
Data obtained from the study were analyzed using a Descriptive Statistic, Policy Analysis Matrix (PAM). The Policy Analysis Matrix (PAM) is an accounting identity used to reflect the private and social costs and prices of a representative business entity. The PAM framework uses detailed information from a production budget as well as other processing-affiliated costs related to the marketing of commodities. It is used to measure input use efficiency, comparative advantage and competitiveness of production systems given current technology, prices of input and output and policy (Nelson and Panggabean, 1991). The following are calculated on the PAM Table 1.  
Table 1. The Policy Analysis Matrix (PAM) framework
	Item
	Revenues
	                             Cost
	Profit

	
	
	Cost of tradable input
	Cost of domestic factor
	

	Private prices
	A =  
	B  =  
	C   =    
	D  = A-(B+C)

	Social prices
	E =    
	F  =  
	G  =  
	H  = E-(F+G)

	Divergences
	I =  I  = A-E
	J   = B-F
	K  = C-G
	L  = D-H  = I - (J+K)


Source: Monke and Pearson, 1989
A = Revenue in private prices (₦);
B = Cost of tradable inputs at private prices (₦)
C = Cost of domestic factors at private prices (₦) 
D = Private profit (₦);
E = Revenue in social prices (₦);
F = Cost of tradable inputs in social prices (₦);
G= cost of domestic factors in social prices (₦);
H= Social profit (₦);
I = Output transfers (₦);
J = Input transfers (₦);
K= Factor transfers (₦);
L= Net transfers (₦).

where,
subscripts: s = Output     i =Tradable inputs             j= non-tradable domestic factors inputs            
Rsp = Actual market prices of tea products (Private/average Price @ #/ ton)
Qs = quantity of outputs (tea products @ ton) 
Rpi = Actual market prices of tradable inputs (Agrochemical @   #/liters}
Qi = Quantity of tradable inputs {Agrochemical @ #/liters}
Rpj = Actual market prices of non-tradable domestic inputs {Hired labour @ #/manday}
Qj = Quantity of non-tradable domestic inputs (Hired labour @ #/manday, Capital @ #/ha)
Oss = Social/International prices of tea products (# equivalent/ton)
Qss= quantities of tea products in social prices (@ ton)
Osi =Social/ International prices of tradable inputs (# equivalent/ton)
Osj =Social/ International prices of non-tradable domestic inputs
Results and Discussion
Socioeconomic characteristics of Tea Marketers
Table 2 presents the result of the socioeconomic characteristics of Tea marketers. A total of 39.3% of the marketers are within the same age bracket of 31-40 years and a mean value of 47.8 with SD of 8.16 was obtained. This implies that tea marketers are predominantly young people who are still very active in tea marketing. The result also revealed that more female 61.1% were involved in tea marketing than males. The higher percentage of female in tea marketing compared to male in the study area may be attributed to the fact that marketing is women-friendly. Also, 84.8% of the respondents had formal education. Education is a form of human capital; hence it can impact positively on the marketer ‘s ability to make good and well-informed marketing decisions; thereby influencing tea marketing efficiency. Most (88.6%) of the marketers had 6-10 members in their household. The implication of this is that the marketers have quite a number of individuals in their household who could assist in their marketing activities. This will help in reducing the cost burden on the marketing of tea and the overall tea market efficiency.



Table 2. Socioeconomic characteristics of Tea Marketers
	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Age
	
	

	≤ 30
	28
	13.3

	31-40
	83
	39.3

	41-50
	70
	33.2

	51-60
	30
	14.2

	Total
	211
	100

	Mean
	47.8
	

	SD
	8.159
	

	Sex
	
	

	Male
	82
	38.9

	Female
	129
	61.1

	Total
	211
	100

	Education
	
	

	No Formal educ.
	32
	15.2

	Primary educ.
	28
	13.2

	Secondary educ.
	119
	56.4

	Tertiary educ.
	32
	15.2

	Total
	211
	100

	Household size
	
	

	≤ 5
	98
	46.4

	6-10
	89
	42.2

	≥11
	24
	11.4

	Total
	211
	100

	Mean
	5
	

	SD
	3.997
	

	Marital status
	
	

	Single
	104
	49.3

	Married
	79
	37.4

	Divorced
	28
	13.3

	Total
	211
	100


Figures in Parenthesis are in Percentages
Source: Field Survey, 2023.

Competitive and Comparative advantages
Table 3 showed the estimated total cost for medium scale tea marketers stood at ₦ 385,498.3 and ₦ 424,664.18) per ton at private and social prices, respectively. The estimation of the cost includes, input cost which was ₦ 212,187.55 and ₦ 251,353.43 per ton at private and social value, respectively.  Factor cost was ₦179099.1 and ₦ 155,744.93 per ton at both private and social prices respectively. Labour cost was ₦17,565.82 per ton at both private and social prices, respectively. The average revenue derived per ton by medium scale marketers was ₦ 1,096,512.25 and ₦ 1,195,660 per ton valued at private and social prices, respectively. Therefore, the average net profit per ton was ₦ 711,013.95 and ₦ 770,995.82 at private and social value respectively. The results of costs and financial (private) profit analysis therefore show that tea marketing, both small and medium scale of Nigeria, was profitable. In general, social or economic profit was higher in medium scale marketing than small scale. The observed trend where the medium scale tea marketers had the highest private profit, and were the most competitive may be due to volume of operations, and other opportunities opened to them. 
Results of analysis of PCR of tea marketing showed that tea marketing by small scale had a PCR of 0.45 while the medium scale marketers had 0.20. The PCR results between the two actors is less than one. This is an indication that tea marketing is competitive given the current technology, prices of inputs and outputs and prevailing policies. Thus, the marketers are earning profit and can pay for domestic factors and other marketing expenses and still remain competitive. The competitiveness was possible because the private factor cost was less than the value added in private prices. It could however be noticed that out of the two actors, medium-scale marketing was the most competitive. This is because the medium -scale marketers had least PCR and the lower the PCR, the higher the competitiveness.
Table 3      Budgetary Estimate and Competitiveness for Tea Marketing
	Item  
	           Small scale
	      Medium scale

	
	Private price
	Social price
	Private price
	Social price

	Domestic factor
	377,551.15 (94.21%)   
	377,551.15 (47.09%)
	179099.1(40.40%)
	155,744.9(36.67%)

	Labour
	14,490.3 (3.62%)
	14,490.3 (1.81%)
	17,565.8 (4.56%)
	17,565.8 (4.14%)

	Tradable input
	8697.88(2.17%)
	409754.3(51.10%)
	212,187.5(55.04%)
	251,353(59.19%)

	Total cost/ton
	400,739.9   
	801,795.84  
	385,498.3
	424,664.18

	Revenue/ton
	878,425.86
	1195660
	1096512.25  
	1195660

	Profit/ton
	477,686.47
	393,864.16
	711,013.95
	770,995.82

	PCR
	                      0.45
	                           0.20


Figures in Parenthesis are in Percentages
Source: Field Survey, 2023.
Comparative Advantage of Tea Marketing
The results of social profitability of tea marketing in Nigeria is as shown in Table 4. The table showed that small scale marketers had social profitability of ₦ 393,864.55 per ton while medium scale marketers had 770,995.82 per ton. It can be observed that positive social profit results from the two-marketing methods practiced in the study areas. This implied that tea marketing in the study areas is socially profitable. Marketers in the study area are utilizing scarce resources efficiently in marketing of tea. It is worthy of note that medium scale marketers had the highest social profit. This might be because of volume of sales, availability of credit and array of customers. Also presented in the table is the result of the analysis of Domestic Resource Cost (DRC) for marketing management systems in the study areas. The table shows that small-scale system had a DRC of 0.50 and medium-scale management had DRC of 0.18. It could be observed from the table that the DRC values for the two- marketing system was less than one. This shows there is efficiency in marketing of tea nationally in Nigeria. This is also an indication that the value of domestic inputs used in tea marketing was lower than the value added and therefore there was an efficient use of domestic resources in tea marketing. This further implied that, tea marketing is economically profitable and is having comparative advantage. The result also shows that medium-scale system had the lowest DRC implying that, medium-scale management system had the highest comparative advantage. The standard is, the lower the DRC, the larger the level of efficiency in production.  
The result of the analysis of Social Cost Benefit (SCB) of tea marketing management systems also indicate that small-scale management system had a SCB of 0.67. The medium-scale management had SCB of 0.36. It could be observed that the SCB values for the two-management system were less than one. This is an indication that summation of tradable input cost and domestic factor cost used in tea marketing at social prices was less than the total revenue at social prices under the prevailing market condition. Tea marketing between the actors is socially profitable. Nevertheless, lower SCB implied higher degree of efficiency in marketing.
Table 4. Comparative Advantage of Marketing
	Marketing System
	Social Profitability(₦/ton)
	Domestic Resource cost
	Social cost benefit

	Small
	393,864.55  
	0.50
	0.67

	Medium
	770,995.82
	0.18
	0.36


Source: Field Survey, 2023




 Conclusions
 Result obtained from this study revealed that Nigeria has competitive and comparative advantage in tea marketing. Resources are optimally utilized in marketing at both small and medium scale marketing levels. Hence, tea marketing is a worthwhile investment, for intending investors to consider. Government should enhance tea marketing for attaining maximum income for economic growth. Government policy should organize tea marketing activities and provide a linkage between producers and marketers.
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