Unlocking Market Potential for Madurai Malli through Value Chain Analysis


Abstract:
Geographical Indications (GI) serve as intellectual property rights that protect products uniquely tied to specific regions, where distinctive attributes are derived from local natural, cultural, or traditional factors. This study analyses the marketing structure, price spread, and efficiency of GI-certified Madurai Malli in Tamil Nadu’s Madurai district, aiming to identify optimal marketing channels that maximize farmer income and minimize intermediary costs. The research was conducted in Thiruparangundram and Kallikudi blocks of Madurai, involving 60 farmers and 10 intermediaries. The study employed Acharya’s and Shepherd’s approaches to evaluate marketing efficiency, in addition to price spread and producer share analyses. The identified four Marketing Channels (MC) were: MC I (Farmer → Trader → Wholesaler → Retailer → Consumer), MC II (Farmer → Trader → Exporter → Importer → Consumer), MC III (Farmer → Trader → Retailer → Consumer) and MC IV (Farmer → Trader → Processor → Perfumery Exporter → Importer → Consumer). Among these, MC I was the most prevalent (60%), while MC III and MC II accounted for 20% and 10% respectively. MC IV, though promising for value addition, lacked sufficient data for efficiency evaluation. The price spread analysis revealed that MC III delivered the highest net price to farmers (72.97%) and the lowest price spread (27.03%), making it the most efficient channel. MC III as the most efficient channel, with values of 2.45 (Acharya) and 3.36 (Shepherd). The study concludes that shorter value chains offer better economic returns to producers. Enhancing direct linkages between farmers and retailers and promoting collective marketing strategies can further improve sustainability. There is also potential to develop MC IV for value-added products like perfumes, provided adequate infrastructure and data are in place.
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1. Introduction
Geographical Indications are intellectual property rights that certify and protect the association of a product with a specific geographic origin, where the unique qualities, reputation or characteristics of the product are inherently linked to the natural, cultural or traditional factors of that region (Castro & Giraldi, 2018). The product origin emerged as a support or guarantee for quality and differentiation of such products in the markets (Dinnie, 2015). Even though the certifications of origin differ across the countries, one frequent link to the name of the products is the Geographical Indications (GI).
Producers increasingly adopt product differentiation strategies such as geographical indications (GIs) to signal quality, safeguard traditional knowledge, and enhance market competitiveness (Rangnekar, 2004; Dias & Mendes, 2018). 
In floriculture, GI certification plays a vital role in preserving traditional varieties, improving price realization, and facilitating access to niche domestic and international markets (Rupprecht, 2020). Jasmine, one of India’s most culturally significant flowers, holds a prominent place in religious, social, and commercial life. Among its varieties, GI-certified jasmine such as Madurai Malli is distinguished by its superior fragrance, longer shelf life, and aesthetic appeal attributes closely associated with local agro-climatic conditions and traditional cultivation practices (Giovannucci et al., 2009; Nirosha & Mansingh, 2024). Despite this recognition, the economic potential of GI jasmine remains underutilized due to fragmented marketing systems, limited value addition, and weak institutional linkages.
Value chain analysis offers a comprehensive framework for understanding how value is created, distributed, and captured across actors from producers to consumers (Kaplinsky & Morris, 2000). Efficient value chains are crucial for enhancing farmer incomes, reducing transaction costs and improving market access, particularly for smallholders (Shepherd, 2007). Evidence suggests that shorter and more coordinated value chains result in higher producer shares, better price realization, and improved marketing efficiency in GI products (Rangnekar, 2004; Rupprecht et al., 2020). However, empirical evidence on the performance of GI jasmine value chains, especially in the Indian context, remains limited.
The value chain begins at the input supply stage and continues through production to the final stage. In addition to the primary actors and their connections at each stage, various service providers also play an indirect role. The interactions among these actors and service providers collectively shape the governance and structure of the value chain (Henry et al., 2014). In addition, Market participation is a key concept in value chain analysis and has been defined in various ways by different researchers. It generally refers to involvement in any market-related activity that facilitates the sale of agricultural produce. This includes a farming household's economic transactions with others—whether in cash or kind—and is often associated with the broader process of commercialization (Otekunrin et al., 2019).
Manivenkatesh et al., 2020 analysed the value chain of jasmine in Madurai in Tamil Nadu and found four channels viz., Channel I (farmer – commission agents – local traders – retailers - consumers), Channel II (farmers – commission agents – processors – perfumery industry), Channel III (farmers – commission agents – exporters – international market), Channel IV (farmers – retailers - consumers).  Among the four channels, more than 70 per cent of jasmine was moved through channel II and III. The Shepherd’s marketing efficiency was highest for channel IV. In Karnataka, 70 per cent of GI-tagged Hadagali farmers sold their jasmine to wholesalers cum commission agents and the margins realized by them was Rs.110/kg while retailers realized Rs.400/kg. The price spread between producer to consumer was Rs.280/kg. The producer’s share in consumer rupee was 35 per cent (Basavaraj et al., 2023).
The value chain approach is both actor-oriented and consumer-focused, aiming to enhance business competitiveness. Value chain analysis raises awareness among stakeholders about opportunities for value addition, key cost drivers, and possibilities for price negotiation (GTZ, 2007).
2. Sampling and Methodology
The study focused on the GI Madurai Malli in Madurai district of Tamil Nadu. Madurai Malli, is primarily grown in the Thiruparangundram, Chellampatti, Usilampatti, Kallikudi, and Sedapatti blocks of Madurai district. For this study, about 60 Madurai Malli farmers from the Thiruparangundram and Kallikudi blocks and 10 Market Intermediaries for Madurai Malli in the local markets were selected at purposively based on the volume of transaction of Jasmine to study the value chain in Madurai Malli. The primary data was collected using pre-tested interview schedule during the year 2023-24.
2.1 Marketing cost
Marketing costs represent the expenses incurred by the different intermediaries involved in the marketing of the GI commodities. Marketing costs of select GI commodities include the cost of procurement, packing, transportation charges, loading & unloading, etc.
The marketing costs incurred by the various intermediaries involved in the sale and purchase of the commodity, till it reaches the final consumer, were computed (Acharya and Agarwal, 2009). 
The total cost of marketing was calculated as under:
MC = CF + MC1 + MC2 + MC3 +...+ MCn
Where,
C     = Total cost of marketing of GI commodities
CF   = Cost borne by a farmer in marketing of produce
MCi = Cost incurred by the ith middleman in the process of buying and selling.
2.2 Marketing Margin
Marketing margin refers to the difference between the total payment (including marketing cost and purchasing price) and the receipts (sale price) received by the middlemen. 
Marketing Margin (MMi) = SPi – (PPi + MCi)
Where,
SPi = Sale price
Ppi = Purchase price
MCi = Marketing cost

2.3 Price Spread Analysis
Price spread refers to the difference between the price paid by the consumer and the price received by the producer for each unit of the commodity. price spread analysis estimate the share of various market functionaries in the consumer's rupee and facilitate in understanding the relative efficiencies and alternative marketing channels. In this study, the concurrent margin method was employed to analyse the price spread. Information regarding prices and marketing costs of GI commodities at different stages of all identified marketing channels were collected from farmers and market functionaries. Marketing costs included expenses for transport, loading and unloading, storage, and other incidental costs related to the marketing of GI commodities.
In the study on the marketing of GI commodities, the "price spread" was defined as the difference between the price paid by the consumer and the price received by the producer for an equivalent quantity of the agricultural commodity. Data on the profits of various market functionaries involved in moving the produce from the point of production to the final consumer were collected. The price spread analysis in this study involved calculating the marketing costs and profit margins, expressing them as a percentage of the consumer's payment. Additionally, the farmer’s share in the consumer's rupee was also estimated as part of the price spread analysis.
2.4 Farmer’s Share in Consumer Price
The farmer’s share in the consumer price was worked out as below:
FS = (FP/CP) x 100
Where,
FS = Producer’s share in consumer’s price
FP = Net Price received by the farmer
CP = Price paid by the consumer.
2.5 Estimation of Marketing Efficiency
 	Marketing efficiency is the degree of market performance. Efficient marketing is defined as the movement of goods from producers to ultimate consumers at the lowest possible cost while ensuring the provision of services desired by the consumers. The following approaches are used in the present study to estimate the marketing efficiency of GI commodities under study. 
a. Shepherd’s Approach 
Shepherd (1972) estimated marketing efficiency as the ratio of the consumer's price to the total marketing costs and margins. The higher the ratio, the greater the efficiency, and vice versa. A similar methodology is used in the present study, which can be expressed in the following form:                                                              
 ME = CP / (MC+MM)
b. Acharya’s Approach
According to Acharya (2003), an ideal measure of marketing efficiency, especially when comparing the efficiency of alternative market channels, should consider all of the following, Total marketing costs (MC), Net marketing margins (MM), Price received by the farmer (FP) and Price paid by the consumer (CP). 
Further, the measure should reflect the following relationship between each of these variables and the marketing efficiency. To measure the marketing efficiency of agricultural commodities marketing the following formulae is used.
ME = FP / (MC+MM)
Where,
ME -Marketing efficiency
CP - Price paid by the consumer
FP -Price received by the farmer per quintal of GI commodity
MC -Total marketing cost per quintal of GI commodity 
MM -Net marketing margin
3. Results and Discussion
3.1 Madurai Malli Marketing Channel



	In Madurai Malli, four marketing channels were identified through the study and are depicted in Fig.1 and Fig .2 The marketing channels identified for GI jasmine in the study area is as follows.
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Fig. 1 Marketing Channels of Madurai Malli in the Study Area

Fig: 2 Distribution of farmers in Madurai Malli Marketing Channels
MC I : GI Farmer →Commission Agent cum Trader →Wholesaler →Retailer →Consumer (60 per cent)
The traders in Mattuthavani & Valaiyankulam markets in Madurai facilitate bulk sales from farmers. Wholesalers purchase from traders and further distribute to retailers in Madurai. Farmers receive lower prices due to multiple intermediaries, but the system ensures efficient market access.
MC II : GI Farmer → Commission Agent cum Trader → Exporter → Importer → Consumer (10 per cent)
 A small portion (10 per cent) of GI Jasmine flower is exported as garlands to Arab countries via Traders of Mattuthavani and Valaiyankulam markets who have link with exporters. Export markets offer better prices.
MC III : GI Farmer → Commission Agent cum Trader → Retailer → Consumer (20 per cent)
The MC III bypasses wholesalers, allowing retailers to purchase directly from trader of Mattuthavani and Valaiyankulam markets. 
MC IV  : GI Farmer → Commission Agent cum Trader→ Processor → Perfumery Industries → Exporter → Importer → Consumer (10 per cent)
The MC IV channel, where processors refine raw materials for perfumery industries and process GI Jasmine for perfume production, has been identified. However, insufficient data prevents the quantification of price spread and efficiency.
It was found that MC I dominates (60 per cent) due to strong trader-retailer networks in Madurai. MC II & MC III are (10 per cent and 20 per cent), showing potential for higher-value processing and global demand. MC IV is growing (10 per cent), offering better access for consumers. 
3.2 Price Spread analysis of Madurai Malli
The net price received by the farmers for GI Madurai Malli was highest in Marketing Channel MC III (72.97 per cent) followed by MC I (64.29 per cent), and MC II (10.67 per cent) (Table. 1). The trader in MC III had the highest marketing cost (2.70 per cent) followed by MC I (2.38 per cent), and MC II (0.40 per cent), similarly the highest marketing margin found in MC III (5.41 per cent) followed by MC I (4.76 per cent), and MC II (0.79 per cent). The marketing cost and marketing margin for exporter in MC II it was found 27.73 and 8.15 per cent respectively. The marketing cost and margin for importer in MC II it was found 34.42 and 16.67 per cent respectively.


Fig. 3 Price Spread of GI Madurai Malli
	The retailer in MC III had the highest marketing cost (2.70 per cent) followed by MC I (2.38 per cent), whereas the marketing margin was high in MC I (9.52 per cent) followed by MC III (8.11 per cent). The price spread was found low in MC III (27.03 per cent), followed by MC I (35.71 per cent), and MC II (89.33 per cent) (Fig. 3). It is evident that MC III was found to be efficient followed by MC I and MC II compared to other channels in jasmine due to higher net price received by the farmers. In case of Madurai malli, garland making is done at exporter level and not at farmers level or association level.
Table. 1 Price Spread Analysis of GI Madurai Malli
                          (Rs./Qtl)	
	S.No
	Particulars
	MC I
	MC II
	MC III

	
	
	Rs.
	% to CP
	Rs.
	% to CP
	Rs.
	% to
 CP

	1
	Farmer

	
	Sale price
	30000
	71.43
	30000
	11.85
	30000
	81.08

	
	Marketing Cost
	4000
	9.52
	4000
	1.58
	4000
	10.81

	
	Packing & Transport
	1000
	2.38
	1000
	0.40
	1000
	2.70

	
	Commission charges
	3000
	7.14
	2000
	0.79
	3000
	8.11

	
	Net price received by the farmer
	27000
	64.29
	27000
	10.67
	27000
	72.97

	2
	Commission agent cum Trader

	
	Purchase price
	30000
	71.43
	30000
	11.85
	30000
	81.08

	
	Marketing Cost
	1000
	2.38
	1000
	0.40
	1000
	2.70

	
	Assembling charges
	1000
	2.38
	1000
	0.40
	1000
	2.70

	
	Marketing Margin
	2000
	4.76
	2000
	0.79
	2000
	5.41

	
	Sale price
	33000
	78.57
	33000
	13.04
	33000
	89.19

	3
	Exporter

	
	Purchase price
	--
	--
	33000
	13.04
	--
	--

	
	Marketing cost
	--
	--
	70200
	27.73
	--
	--

	
	Garland making cost
	
	
	13500
	5.33
	
	

	
	Packing and grading
	--
	--
	36000
	14.22
	--
	--

	
	Transportation
	--
	--
	20700
	8.18
	--
	--

	
	Marketing margin
	--
	--
	20625
	8.15
	--
	--

	
	Export price
	--
	--
	123825
	48.92
	--
	--

	4
	Importer

	
	Importing purchase price
	--
	--
	123825
	48.92
	--
	--

	
	Marketing cost and Margin
	--
	--
	87113
	34.42
	--
	--

	
	Marketing Margin
	--
	--
	42187
	16.67
	--
	--

	
	Sale Price
	--
	--
	253125
	100.00
	--
	--

	5
	Wholesaler

	
	Purchase price
	33000
	78.57
	--
	--
	--
	--

	
	Marketing cost
	1000
	2.38
	--
	--
	--
	--

	
	Transportation
	1000
	2.38
	--
	--
	--
	--

	
	Marketing margin
	3000
	7.14
	--
	--
	--
	--

	
	Sale price
	37000
	88.10
	--
	--
	--
	--

	6
	Retailer

	
	Purchase price
	37000
	88.10
	--
	--
	33000
	89.19

	
	Marketing cost
	1000
	2.38
	--
	--
	1000
	2.70

	
	Transportation & Handling
	1000
	2.38
	--
	--
	1000
	2.70

	
	Marketing margin
	4000
	9.52
	--
	--
	3000
	8.11

	
	Sale price
	42000
	100.00
	--
	--
	37000
	100.00

	7
	Consumer price (CP)

	
	Purchase price
	42000
	100.00
	2,53,125
	100.00
	37000
	100.00

	
	Price Spread
	16000
	35.71
	2,26,125
	89.33
	11000
	27.03


Source: Primary data
3.3 Marketing Efficiency
Marketing efficiency is used to assess the efficiency of different channels in marketing of products. In the study, two methods viz., Acharya’s and Shepherd’s Approach were employed to evaluate the marketing efficiency of GI commodities namely garlic, banana and jasmine. The results of marketing efficiency of GI jasmine using Acharya and Shepherd approaches are presented in Table. 2. The marketing efficiency of jasmine was relatively higher in marketing channel III according to both Acharya’s approach (2.45) and Shepherd’s approach (3.36) followed by MC I which was 1.69 and 2.63, MC II has 0.12 and 1.12, respectively (Fig. 4). It is evident that MC III (Farmer → Commission agent cum trader → Retailer → Consumer) was found to be an efficient channel compared to other channels.
Table. 2 Marketing Channel Efficiency of GI Madurai Malli
	Commodity
	Approaches
	Marketing Efficiency

	
	
	MC I
	MC II
	MC III
	MC IV

	Madurai Malli
	Acharya’s Approach
	1.69
	0.12
	2.45
	--

	
	Shepherd’s Approach
	2.63
	1.12
	3.36
	--


Source: Primary data

Fig. 4 Marketing Efficiency of GI Madurai Malli          
4. Conclusion
	The analysis of Madurai Malli’s marketing channels reveals substantial differences in marketing efficiency, price realization and producer welfare across alternative routes. Marketing Channel III (Farmer → Trader → Retailer → Consumer) emerges as the most efficient and farmer-oriented pathway, as it delivers the highest net price to producers and the lowest price spread. The reduced number of intermediaries in this channel minimizes transaction costs and leakage of value, enabling farmers to capture a larger share of the consumer price. In contrast, Marketing Channel II, which caters primarily to export markets, offers limited benefits to farmers due to high marketing costs, multiple intermediaries and a wide price spread, thereby diluting producer returns despite higher end-market prices.
	These findings underscore the importance of strengthening shorter and more transparent marketing chains to improve income security and livelihood sustainability for jasmine growers. Policy interventions should prioritize the promotion of direct farmer–retailer linkages, the formation of farmer producer organizations (FPOs), and the facilitation of collective marketing arrangements. Such measures can enhance farmers’ bargaining power, reduce dependency on intermediaries and ensure more equitable distribution of value across the supply chain.
	Furthermore, the study highlights the untapped potential of value-added marketing channels, such as MC IV, which involve processing and perfumery exports. While these channels hold promise for higher returns and market diversification, their development is constrained by limited infrastructure, inadequate market intelligence and insufficient data. Investments in cold chain facilities, processing units, branding and quality certification, along with institutional support and market access, are essential to unlock these opportunities. Overall, the study concludes that a strategic focus on efficient value chain governance, capacity building and infrastructure development can significantly enhance the market potential of Madurai Malli, strengthen farmer livelihoods and promote the long-term sustainability of GI-certified jasmine.
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