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ABSTACT
The present research investigates the Marketing efficiency, marketable surplus, marketing cost, margin and price spread of guava in the Bhavnagar district of Gujarat. Various marketing channels were analyzed to determine their efficiency. The Bhavnagar district was purposively selected, as it has the largest area and production of guava in Gujarat. A total sample of 120 respondents was selected for the study. For studying price spread, 40 merchants from each of the Bhavnagar and Mahuva regulated markets were selected as samples. The major analytical tools employed for the study were tabular analysis, price spread, marketing cost and marketing efficiency. The study found that selling through a commission agent incurred the highest marketing costs per quintal (Rs. 131.51), followed by wholesalers (Rs. 110.65), village traders (Rs. 99.87) and retailers (Rs. 83.95).  The marketable surplus constituted 93.65 per cent of total guava production. Among the channels studied, Channel-III (Producer - Commission Agent - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer) incurred the highest marketing cost per quintal, followed by Channel-II (Producer - Village Trader - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer) and Channel-I (Producer - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer). Channel-II recorded the highest marketing margin per quintal (Rs. 1555.26), followed by Channel-III (Rs. 1361.71) and Channel-I (Rs. 1158.65). The producer's share in the consumer's rupee per quintal was greatest in Channel-I (77.98%), followed by Channel-III (72.41%) and Channel-II (71.66%). According to Acharya's method, Channel-I is identified as the most effective marketing channel among the three.
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1. INTRODUCTION
“There has been great concern in recent years regarding the efficiency of marketing of fruits in India. It is believed that poor linkages in the marketing channels and poor marketing infrastructure are leading to high and fluctuating consumer prices and to only a small proportion of the consumer rupee reaching the farmers” (Kaul 1997, Ashturker and Deole 1985). “In the marketing of fruits, Indian farmers often rely significantly on middlemen. Producers and consumers frequently get a bad deal and middlemen control the market while adding little value. There is also huge waste, a decline in quality and a frequent mismatch between demand and supply, both spatially and over time”.(Subbanarasiah 1991,Singh et.al.1985). “Their seasonal production pattern results in frequent market gluts and associated price risks, thereby forcing farmers into distress sales to pre-harvest contractors and commission agents. The price spread along the marketing channel is directly proportional to the number of market intermediaries involved” (Gupta and Rathore, 1998).
“Horticultural crops are mostly labour intensive in India and provide substantial employment, not only in production but also in transportation, processing and marketing” (Sharma 1991). The marketing of horticultural crops is also quite complex and risky due to their perishable nature, seasonal production and bulkiness. In light of these issues, the paper examines selected aspects of very important horticultural crops Guava and its marketing in Bhavnagar district of Gujarat. “Guava is one of the most important tropical fruits. Guava fruit is nutritious and has substantial health benefits compared to other fruits. India is the largest guava producer, consumer and exporter in the world, contributing approximately 45.22% of the global market share” (Tridge, 2022). The major guava-producing districts of Gujarat are Bhavnagar, Vadodara, Botad, Kutch and Gandhinagar. Among all these five districts, Bhannagar district Bhavnagar district had the largest area and production of guava crops, amounting to 3,452 hectares and 36,419 metric tonnes, respectively (DOH, 2023). 

The major objective of this study is to find out the efficient marketing channel followed by the different intermediaries involved in marketing of Guava fruit. The paper also examines the aspects of the markets including their infrastructure, functioning, marketing practices, the issues of marketing efficiency, marketing channel, marketing margin, cost and price spread among different intermediaries in Guava marketing. 

1.1 Objectives
1. To identify different marketing channels in guava production in Bhavnagar district of Gujarat
2. To estimate price spread in guava production in Bhavnagar district of Gujarat
3. To estimate marketing efficiency  in guava production in Bhavnagar district of Gujarat

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS        
Multi-stage sampling was used for the selection of the farmers for the study purpose. Bhavnagar district was selected purposefully because of the area and high production of guava in Gujarat. Shihor, Bhavnagar, Umrala and Palitana taluka were selected purposively based on the highest area under guava fruits. 30 respondents were purposively selected from each of the selected talukas in Bhavnagar. Thus, of all 120 respondents, guava growers spread from villages in four talukas of Bhavnagar district comprised the ultimate sample for the study. Two major guava markets were selected on the basis of the arrival of guava fruits among the different guava markets available in Bhavnagar district. Respondents from each category of marketing agencies, namely village traders, wholesalers, commission agents and retailers, were randomly selected from each selected market. Thus, a total sample of 40 marketing functionaries was selected to study the different marketing aspects. The primary data in respect of resource use, sale pattern, costs and margins in marketing the guava crop were collected from the 120 respondent farmers. To study the marketing channel of different intermediaries 10 village traders, 10 commission agents, 10 wholesalers and 10 retailers from two guava markets were selected through the personal interview method. The secondary data in respect of area, production and productivity of guava were collected from the government records, publications and annual reports.

2.1 Marketing analysis
Total marketing cost and price spread incurred by the producer/seller and various intermediaries (middlemen) was worked out by using following formula. 

Price spread: The producer's share, marketing costs and margins of middleman in marketing of guava was worked out by using the formulas given by Acharya and Agarwal (2003).

a) Producer's share in consumer’s rupee (%) 

PS (%) =   x 100                                                                                                                    
Where,
Ps   =   Producer's share in consumer's rupee,
PF  =   Net price of the produce received by the farmer
Pc  =    Price of the produce paid by the consumer

b) Marketing margins of middlemen 
        The absolute and percentage margin of middlemen involved in marketing was estimated as under: 
[bookmark: _Hlk139484175]	Absolute margin of ith middleman   = PRi - (PPi + Cmi)
	Percentage margin of ith middleman =  X 100                                     
Where,
	PRi =  Sale price of the ith middleman,
	Ppi  =  Purchase price of the ith middleman and 
	Cmi = Cost incurred on marketing by the ith middleman

c) Total cost of marketing
The total cost incurred on marketing of guava by the farmers and intermediaries involved in the process of marketing was computed as: 
C = CF + Cm1 + Cm2 +........... Cmn                                                                                                                      
 Where, 
            C   =  Total cost of marketing
            CF    =  Cost incurred by the producer in marketing of guava
            Cmn =   Cost incurred by the middleman in marketing guava

2.2 Modified measure of marketing efficiency
        It was computed by employing the following formula suggested by Acharya and Agrawal (2003). 
	MME = [RP / (MC + MM)] -1                                                                                   
	RP  = FP + MC + MM 
Marketing efficiency was computed by employing Shephered's method.
	ME = RP/MC                                                                                                             
Where, 
MME =  Modified measure of marketing efficiency
ME    =   Marketing efficiency
RP     =   Prices paid by the consumer
MC  =    Total marketing costs
MM =    Net marketing margins
FP   =     Prices received by the farmer

2.3 Marketable surplus
 The marketable surplus is the residual left with the producer/farmer after meeting his requirement for the family consumption, for the need for seeds and feed for cattle, payment to labour in kind, payment to artisans, carpenter, blacksmith, potter and mechanics, etc. 
MS = P - C                                                                                                                  
Where,
MS   =  Marketable surplus
P     =  Total production
C     =  Total requirement

2.4 Marketed surplus
 It is that quantity of the produce which the producer farmer actually sells in the market irrespective of his requirement for family consumption, farm needs and their payments. 

3. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Marketing Channels and Marketable Surplus
The agricultural commodities reach the final consumer through various channels, depending on season and price movement in the market. Singh et al. (2020) examined the sale of guavas in the Kanpur area of Uttar Pradesh. In the research area, three marketing channels were discovered: 
1. Channel-I: Producer - Commission Agent - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer; 
2. Channel-II: Pre-harvest contractor - Commission agent - Retailer - Consumer; 
3. Channel-III: Pre-harvest contractor - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer. 

The following description lists the marketing channels that were used to market of guava in the study area, from the producer to the final consumer: 
1. Channel-I: Producer -  Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer 
2. Channel-II: Producer - Village Trader - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer 
3. Channel-III: Producer - Commission Agent - Wholesaler - Retailer – Consumer

Table 1 reveled that marketable surplus was 93.65 per cent. The shares for friends and relatives (0.32%), home consumption (0.48%), obligations relating to religion (0.20%) and kind payments to labour (0.14%) were negligible. About 5.20 per cent of the loss was attributable to damage. The result shows that the marketable surplus from guava was quite remunerative in the study area and only 6.36 per cent of total production was diverted to other purpose than marketing. Previous studies by Bansal (1994), Bhatia (1994) and Sudha and Gajanana (2001) have focused on traditional areas and conventional crops. Studies by Raju and Rao (1993) and Ganesh et al (2004) focused on traditional marketing channels.

Table 1: Pattern of disposal and marketable surplus of guava in  Bhavnagar district  of Gujarat state 

	Sr. No
	Particulars
	Quantity (kgs)
	% of Total production

	1
	Production
	16703
	100

	2
	Retained for home consumption
	80
	0.48

	3
	Relative
	53
	0.32

	4
	Religion
	34
	0.20

	5
	Kind payment to labour
	24
	0.14

	6
	Damage
	870
	5.20

	7
	Total (2 to 6)
	1061
	6.36

	8
	Marketable surplus(1-7)
	15642
	93.65



3.2 Marketing cost and margin
Selling through a commission agent incurred the highest marketing costs per quintal (Rs. 131.51), followed by wholesalers (Rs. 110.65), village traders (Rs. 99.87) and retailers (Rs. 83.95), according to Table 2. It was obvious that farmers would face greater marketing costs if they sold their produce at a distance market (via a commission agent or wholesaler) because APMC was not available in the small village.

After more research, it was discovered that transportation costs were maximum in all the marketing intermediaries followed by the cost of cleaning and grading, cost of loading and unloading, damage and other charges, cost of weighing and cost of packaging. This breakdown provided information on the major factors influencing the total marketing cost for guava growers.

Table 2: Marketing cost incurred by the guava growers                   
(Rs/quintal)
	Particular
	Village trader
	Wholesaler

	Commission agent
	Retailer

	Weighing cost
	6.18
(6.19)
	7.49
(6.77)
	8.60
(6.54)
	4.60
(5.49)

	Cleaning and grading
	30.34
(30.38)
	33.65
(30.41)
	39.14
(29.76)
	24.62
(29.33)

	Packaging Charges
	5.40
(5.40)
	6.26
(5.66)
	7.81
(5.94)
	4.51
(5.38)

	Loading and Unloading Charges
	14.17
(14.19)
	17.04
(15.40)
	20.86
(15.86)
	12.10
(14.41)

	Transportation Cost
	33.71
(33.75)
	35.09
(31.71)
	45.15
(34.33)
	30.16
(35.93)

	Damage and other cost
	10.07
(10.09)
	11.12
(10.05)
	9.95
(7.57)
	7.96
(9.46)

	Total Marketing Cost
	99.87
(100)
	110.65
(100)
	131.51
(100)
	83.95
(100)


Note: Figures in parenthesis indicate the percentage to total marketing cost
3.3 Marketing cost incurred by the different middlemen  
The information shown in Table 3 indicates the marketing costs incurred by various middlemen in the marketing of guava. It was clear that the commission agent had the highest average total marketing cost per quintal of guava (Rs. 145.04), followed by the wholesalers (Rs. 132.17), retailers (Rs. 120.6) and village traders (Rs. 106.75). Cleaning and grading costs were found to be the largest cost component, making up around 35.22 per cent of the average total marketing cost for the village traders. They also had to pay for transportation 29.82 per cent, loading and unloading 14.84 per cent, weighing charges 7.09 per cent, damage/spoilage 6.54 per cent, other costs 4.21 per cent and packing costs 2.28 per cent. The village trader incurred higher cleaning, grading and transportation marketing costs. They may have sold all of the guava by loading it into a tractor and transporting it throughout the area nearby from their location. Comparing the whole marketing cost to other middlemen involved in guava marketing, it was discovered that it was lower. 

Out of all the wholesaler cost components, cleaning and grading costs accounted for the highest share at 29.76 per cent of the average total marketing cost. Transportation costs came in second at 22.62 per cent, commission at 15.10 per cent, loading-unloading at 11.82 per cent, weighing charges at 5.76 per cent, damage or spoilage at 4.94 per cent, , market fee at 4.54 per cent, other costs at 2.93 per cent, packaging at 2.53 per cent. The commission agent's transportation costs represented the largest portion of the average total marketing cost, accounting for nearly 28.86 per cent. This was followed by the costs related to cleaning and grading 27.75 per cent, commission 16.61 per cent, loading and unloading 10.53 per cent, weighing charges 7.44 per cent, market fee 4.48 per cent, packaging 2.09 per cent, other costs 1.06 per cent and damage/spoilage cost 1.08 per cent.


Table 3: Marketing cost incurred by the different middlemen  
(Rs/quintal)
	Particular
	Village trader
(n=10)
	Wholesaler
(n=10)
	Commission agent
(n=10)
	Retailer
(n=10)

	Cleaning and Grading
	37.60
(35.22)
	39.34
(29.76)
	40.25
(27.75)
	34.93
(28.96)

	Weighing Charge
	7.57
(7.09)
	7.61
(5.76)
	10.8
(7.44)
	7.30
(6.05)

	Transportation
	31.84
(29.82)
	29.9
(22.62)
	41.85
(28.86)
	29.01
(24.06)

	Loading and Unloading
Charge
	15.84
(14.84)
	15.62
(11.82)
	15.28
(10.53)
	12.8
(10.61)

	Packaging charges
	2.43
(2.28)
	3.34
(2.53)
	3.03
(2.09)
	2.44
(2.02)

	Market fee
	0
(0)
	6.00
(4.54)
	6.65
(4.58)
	5.55
(4.60)

	Commission
	0
(0)
	19.96
(15.10)
	24.09
(16.61)
	17.76
(14.73)

	Damage/Spoilage
	6.98
(6.54)
	6.53
(4.94)
	1.56
(1.08)
	6.00
(4.98)

	Others
	4.49
(4.21)
	3.87
(2.93)
	1.53
(1.06)
	4.81
(3.99)

	Total Marketing Cost
	106.75
(100)
	132.17
(100)
	145.04
(100)
	120.6
(100)


Note: Figures in parenthesis indicate percentage to total marketing cost
Retailers' various cost components included cleaning and grading costs, which accounted for approximately 28.96 per cent of the average total marketing cost. This was followed by the costs related to Transportation costs 24.06 per cent, commissions 14.73 per cent, loading and unloading costs 10.61 per cent, weighing charges 6.05 per cent, damage/spoilage costs 4.98 per cent, market fees 4.60 per cent,  other costs 3.99 per cent  and packaging costs 2.02 per cent. When compared to other intermediaries, commission agents had the greatest marketing expenses.

3.4 Marketing margin and price spread 
[bookmark: _Hlk164805528][bookmark: _Hlk164806639]The cost of carrying out multiple marketing activities and the margins of various agencies involved in the commodity's marketing process are included in the price spread. Policymakers can increase marketing efficiency by eliminating marketing expenses, removing middlemen from the marketing process, or performing both at the same time by considering the price spread. Based on information gathered from farmers and market personnel, the marketing costs, margins and price spread for guava sold through various channels have been shown. Table 4 revealed that in marketing Channel-I, the total margin earned by different functionaries was Rs. 1158.65 per quintal of guava. It constituted 16.87 per cent of the consumer's price, while the marketing cost was Rs. 352.68, which accounted for 5.13 per cent of the consumer's price. The price spread was low at 22.01 per cent, while the producer's share of the consumer’s rupee in the marketing of guava was 77.98 per cent. Looking at the benefit of the market and consumers, in the case of marketing Channel-I, the price spread was less than other channels.
[bookmark: _Hlk164805669] 
In Channel-II, the total margin earned by different functionaries was Rs. 1555.26 per quintal of guava. It was higher at the village trader level (Rs. 492.78/quintal) compared to wholesalers (Rs. 426.58/quintal), constituting 6.89 per cent and 5.96 per cent of the consumer's price, respectively. The total marketing cost incurred by different functionaries was Rs. 470.21, accounting for 6.57 per cent of the consumer's price. Out of total marketing costs, the highest cost was incurred by wholesalers 1.84 per cent, retailers 1.68 per cent, producers 1.54 per cent and village traders 1.49 per cent. The price spread was 2025.47 rupees. per quintal and its price spread was 28.33 per cent in the marketing of guava. While the producer's share of consumer rupees in marketing was 71.66 per cent.           
        
In Channel- III, the total margin earned by different functionaries was Rs. 1361.71 per quintal of guava. It was higher at the wholesaler level (Rs. 398.10/quintal) compared to the commission agent (Rs. 350.45/quintal), constituting 5.80 per cent and 5.11 per cent of the consumer's price, respectively. The total marketing cost incurred by different functionaries was Rs. 529.36, which accounted for 7.72 per cent of the consumer's price. Out of total marketing costs, the highest cost was incurred by commission agents 2.11 per cent, wholesalers 1.92 per cent, producers 1.91 per cent and retailers 1.75 per cent. The price spread was 1891.07 Rs. per quintal of guava and the price spread was 27.58 per cent, while the producer's share in the consumer's rupee in the marketing of guava was 72.41 per cent. 

Producers in Channel-I received the highest net price per quintal, followed by Channel-II and III, according to the price spread analysis results. The Channel-III had the highest marketing cost per quintal (Rs. 529.36), followed by the Channel-II (Rs. 470.21) and the Channel-I (Rs. 352.68). Additionally, it was discovered that Channel-II had the highest marketing margin per quintal (Rs. 1555.26), followed by Channels-III (Rs. 1361.71) and I (Rs. 1158.65).

Table 4: Cost, margin and price spread in marketing of guava
                                                                                                                   (Rs/quintal)
	Sr. No.
	Particulars
	Channel-I
	Channel-II
	Channel-III

	1.
	Producer's selling price
	5452.80
	5234.58
	5096.42

	2.
	Producer's net price
	5352.93
(77.98)
	5123.93
(71.66)
	4964.91
(72.41)

	Marketing Cost

	3
	(a) Producer
	99.87
(1.45)
	110.65
(1.54)
	131.15
(1.91)

	
	(b) Village trader
	-
	106.75
(1.49)
	-

	
	(c) Wholesaler
	132.21
(1.92)
	132.21
(1.84)
	132.21
(1.92)

	
	(d) Commission agent
	-
	-
	145.00
(2.11)

	
	(e) Retailer
	120.60
(1.75)
	120.60
(1.68)
	120.60
(1.75)

	
	Total Cost
	352.68
(5.13)
	470.21
(6.57)
	529.36
(7.72)

	Marketing Margin

	4
	(a) Village trader
	-
	492.78
(6.89)
	-

	
	(b) Wholesaler
	448.40
(6.69)
	426.58
(5.96)
	398.10
(5.80)

	
	(c) Commission agent
	-
	-
	350.45
(5.11)

	
	(d) Retailer
	680.25
(9.91)
	635.90
(8.89)
	613.16
(8.94)

	
	Total Margin
	1158.65
(16.87)
	1555.26
(21.75)
	1361.71
(19.86)

	5
	Price Spread (cost + margins)
	1511.33
(22.01)
	2025.47
(28.33)
	1891.07
(27.58)

	6
	Consumer's purchase price
	6864.26
(100)
	7149.40
(100)
	6855.98
(100)

	7
	Producer's share in consumer's rupee (%)
	77.98
	71.66
	72.41


Note: Figures in parenthesis indicate percentage to consumer’s purchase price
[bookmark: _Hlk164805727]The producer's share in the consumer's rupee per quintal was the highest in Channel-I because numbers of middleman was comparatively low than Channel-III and II. The outcomes are in line with the findings of  Kaur et al. (2014) observed that “producer’s share in consumer rupee was 72.67 per cent and 71.25 per cent in Channel-IV for Amritsar and Patiala, respectively”. Gopal (2024) observed that “producer’s share in consumer rupee was 78.94 per cent in Channel-I in guava marketing in Maharashtra”.
3.5 Marketing efficiency 
[bookmark: _Hlk164805822]“Most bulky and seasonal fruits are sold through preharvest contractors (PHCs) in the field before harvest. Often, the PHC takes most of the production risks due to pests and diseases and the cost of maintenance, while the margin is made through bulking” (Sudha and Kruijssen, 2006).Table 5 reveals that, according to Shepherd's method Channel-I had the highest marketing efficiency (4.54), followed by Channel-III (3.62) and Channel-II (3.52). According to Acharya's method, Channel-I had the highest marketing efficiency (3.54), followed by Channel-III (2.62) and Channel-II (2.52). Lower marketing efficiency was caused by the larger margins gained by the middlemen in the marketing channels. As per both Shepherd's and Acharys' methods, Channel-I is the most effective marketing channel out of the three. Marketing efficiency is greater than unity, indicating that the marketing efficiency of guava is very low hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 5 : Marketing efficiency of guava
	Particulars
	Channel-I
	Channel-II
	Channel-III

	Consumer's price (Rs. /q)
	6864.26
	7149.4
	6855.98

	Producer's net price (Rs. /q)
	5352.93
	5123.93
	4964.91

	Marketing cost (Rs. /q)
	352.68
	470.21
	529.36

	Marketing margin (Rs. /q)
	1158.65
	1555.26
	1361.71

	Price spread (Rs. /q)
	1511.33
	2025.47
	1891.07

	Marketing efficiency

	a) Shepherd’s method
	4.54
	3.52
	3.62

	b) Acharya’s method
	3.54
	2.52
	2.62



4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A typical marketing channel for Guava crop involves a number of intermediaries such as the pre-harvest contractor, commission agents, wholesaler and retailer who are performing their role between producer and consumer and for that role they are charging or keeping their marketing margin. The most efficient marketing channel for the Guava crop was Channel-I (is producer–wholesaler–retailer–consumer) followed by Channel-III (Pre-harvest contractor - Wholesaler - Retailer - Consumer). Government policies should advocate for direct marketing models for horticultural crops. The efficiency of marketing can be substantially improved through targeted interventions, including: (1) increasing the volume of produce managed through advanced technology and institutional support; (2) enhancing market integration via improved transportation facilities to lower costs; (3) ensuring consistent information flow to farmers regarding prevailing wholesale market prices for commodities; (4) providing market intelligence assistance to farmers, particularly concerning package practices and the availability of appropriate seeds; (5) upgrading essential infrastructure within market yards; and (6) enforcing government regulations to ensure fair and open marketing practices.

The study also focused that the share of the producer farmer in the consumer rupee was varying from 71.66 per cent to 77.98 per cent, which is quite remunerative. Further, the profit margins of different intermediaries involved in different marketing channels were works out frequently to 16 to 21.75 percent of the price difference, which is again I good indicator of efficient marketing channel prevailing in the study area. These figures are indicative of good efficiency of the marketing system of Guava in Bhavnagar.  The net price received by producer farmer was significantly higher when they sell their produce directly to wholesalers because, in the marketing channel-I, the involvement of numbers of intermediaries was very less and the price spread was also very low.

The findings of the present study have implications for agricultural policies and programmes to improve farmer-to-market linkages in Asian and Eastern European markets. Over 90% of India’s exports of fresh horticultural products go to West Asian and Eastern European markets and there are more scope of establishment of processing industries as India is the largest producer as well as exporter of Guava in the world. Establishing processing units will significantly enhance income levels of producer farmers because it was found the study area that there was a substantial marketable surplus in marketing of Guava. There are now also exports of mangoes, grapes and mushrooms to the UK, the Middle East, Singapore and Hong Kong. Recent ventures by domestic and foreign investors in Indian food retail and supply chains are indicative of the need to promote equitable and more efficient agricultural markets.

Government support can greatly increase the marketing efficacy of guava, especially by strengthening Farmers Producer Organisations (FPOs) at the wholesale and retail levels. Support, as this would increase farmers' incomes by streamlining the supply chain, diminishing the influence of middlemen and reducing commission fee and profit margin deductions. Additionally, it is necessary to instruct farmers and marketing intermediaries on appropriate packaging and handling practices in order to reduce post-harvest losses driven on by spoiling and damage. In addition to maintaining the produce's quality, these actions would increase the guava marketing system's profitability and efficiency.


[bookmark: _Hlk197682619][bookmark: _Hlk180402183][bookmark: _Hlk183680988]Disclaimer (Artificial intelligence)
Author(s) hereby declare that generative AI technologies such as Large Language Models, etc. have been used during the writing or editing of manuscripts. This explanation will include the name, version, model and source of the generative AI technology and as well as all input prompts provided to the generative AI technology
Details of the AI usage are given below:
1. I use AI technology such as  Grammarly and Quillbot to check spelling and grammer mistakes. 
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