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27 ABSTRACT
28 
29 This study evaluates the marketing efficiency and price spread across alternative marketing channels and identifies the primary marketing constraints for GI-tagged Kodungallur snap melon (Cucumis melo var. momordica in Kerala. Using a cross-sectional design, primary data were collected from 122 farmers and 10 intermediaries in GI-certified areas of Thrissur and Ernakulam districts from February to May 2025. Price spread, producer’s share in the consumer’s rupee, and marketing efficiency were estimated for the different channels. Acharya’s Modified Marketing Efficiency approach and Garrett’s ranking technique were employed as tools of analysis. Six marketing channels were identified, ranging from direct producer–consumer sales to contractor-dominated, multi-intermediary channels. Direct marketing recorded the highest producer’s share (87.19%) and marketing efficiency (6.81), but was adopted by a smaller share of farmers due to perishability and limited storage. The farmer-retailer-consumer channel was the most prevalent indicating farmers’ preference for assured market access despite higher price spreads. Marketing costs and price spreads increased with channel length. Price fluctuations, distress sales due to short shelf life, and transportation constraints has been identified as the most important challenges.This emphasizes the need for price stabilization mechanisms, improved post-harvest infrastructure, enhanced consumer awareness of Geographical Indications, and FPO-based collective marketing to enhance farmers’ incomes and realize the benefits of GI certification.
30 .

31 Keywords: Kodungallur,marketing efficiency, producer’s share, Geographical Indication, marketing constraints, Kerala agriculture, price spread, nutritional security, MME 
32 
33 1. INTRODUCTION
34 Snap melon (Cucumis melo L. var. momordica) is a traditional summer-season horticultural crop cultivated in summer fallows of the Kodungallur region of Thrissur district and parts of the Ernakulam district in Kerala. Locally known as Kodungallur pottuvellari, this crop is characterized by spontaneous fruit cracking at physiological maturity and a distinctive aroma. Snap melon is a major cucurbit in India that is highly valued for its cooling effects and diverse culinary uses. Immature fruits are consumed as salads or cooked vegetables, whereas mature fruits are used in desserts and beverages, reflecting the crop’s nutritional and economic significance and underscoring the need to promote its cultivation to enhance the nutritional security of the population.
35 Owing to its short duration and adaptability to local agro-climatic conditions, Kodungallur pottuvellari is mainly cultivated as a seasonal summer crop. Botanically, snap melon is a monoecious, ground-creeping plant with a short crop duration and a rapid fruit development rate. Fruit formation starts soon after flowering, and harvesting starts within 45–55 days of planting, continuing up to 75–80 days, resulting in a highly concentrated harvest period. The fruits generally weigh between 1.5 and 3.0 kg and exhibit skin colours ranging from creamy white to light yellow at market maturity. Nutritionally, the crop contains moderate levels of protein (0.4-1.5%) and carbohydrates (2.7–3.2%), low sugar content (1.3–1.8%), and a very high moisture content (95.2–95.9%), which contributes to its high perishability. Distinct from snap melon varieties from other regions, Kodungallur pottuvellari is characterized by its spongy texture and creamy-white flesh, attributes closely linked to its geographical origin. The crop thrives in coastal alluvial soils extending from Kodungallur to Aluva, and its unique taste and cooling properties make it particularly suitable for juice preparation in summer. In recognition of its region-specific qualities and traditional reputation, the Kodungallur snap melon was granted Geographical Indication (GI) status in November 2022. According to the World Intellectual Property Organization, a geographical indication is a sign used on products that possess specific qualities or a reputation attributable to their geographical origins. Geographical Indications were found to be a valuable tool for promoting local development and enhancing agricultural economic sustainability, as they enabled producers to obtain higher prices and contributed to rural development, although their effectiveness depended on the social, economic, and institutional context of the production area (Cei et al., 2018). Extending these localized benefits to broader market outcomes, empirical evidence shows that GI registration significantly enhances market performance, with registered agricultural products recording a substantial increase in product-specific exports at the state level, indicating stronger market demand and improved economic returns following GI registration (Bansal & Singh, 2024).
36 
37 Studies on melon marketing indicate substantial variation in price spread, producers' share in consumers’ rupee, and marketing efficiency across alternative marketing channels. Jagadeesh et al. (2024) identified price fluctuations during the harvesting period as the most severe marketing constraint faced by watermelon farmers, followed by the absence of a minimum support price and limited access to market information. In contrast, Ahmad et al. (2017) reported that the major constraints in watermelon marketing include a lack of processing facilities, inadequate storage, the absence of regulated markets, price instability, and high transportation costs. Sharma et al. (2025) showed that channels with fewer intermediaries maximized producer share and efficiency, while multi-intermediary channels increased costs and reduced bargaining power. Cooperatives play a key role in strengthening these channels. Direct-to-consumer models and digital platforms further enhance price realization and support inclusive rural development. Vachhani et al. (2025) analyzed marketing constraints among GI-tagged Gir Kesar mango growers in Gujarat and identified infrastructure, accessibility, and marketing/financial limitations as major challenges, noting that despite GI status, market efficiency remains constrained by structural and institutional factors.
38 
39 Despite its recent GI recognition and growing economic relevance, systematic and scientific evidence on the marketing efficiency, channel-wise price spread, and producer's share in consumers’ rupee of Kodungallur snap melon remains limited. Crop-specific studies addressing the marketing performance and constraints of this GI-tagged horticultural commodity are largely absent, creating a critical research gap. Therefore, this study was undertaken to evaluate the marketing efficiency of different marketing channels for Gl-tagged Kodungallur snap melon and to identify the major marketing problems faced by farmers, with a view to generating evidence-based insights for farmers, market intermediaries and policymakers. The specific objectives of the study are as follows: 1) to identify the existing marketing channels for snap melon and analyze the price spread and producer’s share across channels; 2) to assess the marketing efficiency of different marketing channels; and 3) to identify the key marketing problems encountered by snap melon growers.
40 
41 2. METHODOLOGY
42 
43 This study was based on primary and secondary data. Primary data were collected from Kodungallur snap melon farmers using a semi-structured interview schedule, and secondary data were collected from published and unpublished sources. A multistage purposive sampling technique was used to select the study area and the respondents. Thrissur and Ernakulam districts of Kerala were purposively selected as these districts constitute the officially recognized GI-certified production areas of Kodungallur snap melon. Within the selected districts, five major snap melon growing blocks, namely Mala, Mathilakam, and Vellangallur in Thrissur district, and Nedumbassery and Aluva in Ernakulam district, were selected. In the third stage, 16 major panchayats were selected based on the area under Kodungallur snap melon cultivation and the number of farmers in each panchayat. The total sample of 122 farmers was proportionately allocated across the selected panchayats. Respondents were purposively selected from lists provided by Krishibhavans and Agricultural Officers. In addition, 10 market intermediaries comprising four wholesalers, four retailers, and two contractors were randomly selected for the market efficiency analysis, resulting in an overall sample of 132 respondents.
44 
45 2.1 Tools of analysis
46 
47 2.1.1 Price spread and Producers’ share in consumers' rupee
48 
49 The difference between the price paid by the consumer and the price received by the producer for an equivalent quantity of farm produce is known as price spread.
50 Price spread = 𝑃𝑐 – 𝑃𝑓
51 The producer’s share in the consumer’s rupee reflects the proportion of the final consumer price captured by the farmer and is calculated as
𝑃𝐹
𝑃𝑠 =	× 100
𝑃𝐶
52 Where,
53 PS= Producers' share in consumers’ rupee
54 PF= Net price received by the farmers
55 PC= Net price received by the consumers
56 
57 2.1.2 Acharya’s method of Marketing Efficiency
58 
59 Marketing efficiency refers to the capacity of a marketing system to carry out its functions effectively while minimizing the marketing costs. A marketing system is considered efficient when consumer satisfaction is achieved at the lowest possible cost, without adversely affecting returns to producers. Acharya and Agarwal (2021) emphasized that a suitable measure of marketing efficiency, particularly for comparing alternative marketing channels, should incorporate marketing costs, marketing margins, prices received by farmers, and prices paid by consumers. The total marketing cost includes all expenses incurred by producers and intermediaries involved in the marketing of snap melons from the point of sale to the final consumer. Net marketing margin represents the value retained by intermediaries in the marketing process and is calculated as the difference between the price received by intermediaries and the marketing costs incurred by them. Lower marketing margins indicate higher marketing efficiency and reduced producer exploitation. Based on this concept, Acharya proposed a modified measure of marketing efficiency expressed as
60            
61                                                   MME = RP/ (MC+ MM) - 1
62 
63 where,
64 MME = Marketing efficiency 
65 RP = Retail price
66 MC = Total marketing cost
67 MM = Net marketing margin
68 A higher MME indicates greater marketing efficiency
69 
70 2.1.3 Garrett’s Ranking Technique
71 
72 Garrett’s ranking technique was employed to prioritize the major constraints faced by farmers in the study area. Respondents ranked the identified constraints based on their severity, and the ranks were converted into percentage positions using the following formula:
73 
Per cent position = (𝑅𝑖𝑗−0.5) × 100
                                                                                                             𝑁𝑗

74 where Rᵢⱼ is the rank given to the ith constraint by the jth respondent and Nⱼ is the total number of constraints ranked by the jth respondent. The percentage positions were converted into Garrett scores using the table by Garrett and Woodworth. The Mean scores were calculated for each constraint and used to determine the final ranking, with higher mean scores indicating greater severity.
75 
76 3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
77 
78 3.1 Marketing Channels of Snapmelon Fruit
79 
80 Kodungallur snap melon is primarily marketed as a fresh fruit through multiple channels, depending on farmers’ production levels and market access. Some farmers sell fruit or fresh juice directly to consumers at the farm level. Others market their produce through pre-harvest contractors, wholesalers, or retailers. In pre-harvest contractor-based channels, the contractor inspects the field during the early fruit formation stage to assess the quality of fruits, agrees on a price paid to the farmer, and assumes full responsibility for harvesting, transportation, and marketing, bearing all the costs and risks. The produce is largely sold to coastal areas of the Thrissur, Ernakulam, and Alappuzha districts. Based on the field survey, six major channels were identified for fresh fruits: 
81 Channel I: Farmer → Consumer
82 Channel II: Farmer → Retailer → Consumer
83 Channel III: Farmer → Wholesaler → Retailer → Consumer 
84 Channel IV: Farmer → Contractor → Consumer
85 Channel V: Farmer → Contractor → Retailer → Consumer
86 Channel VI: Farmer → Contractor → Wholesaler → Retailer → Consumer
87 
88 The participation of farmers across different snap melon marketing channels is shown in Fig. 1, based on information collected through the primary survey. We included the channel predominantly adopted by each farmer, representing the major channels followed by the sample farmers. Channel II was the most preferred, with 43 farmers (35.25%) selling their produce through this channel, followed by Channel III with 37 farmers (30.33%), reflecting farmers’ preference for marketing channels involving wholesalers and retailers. Channel I (direct marketing) was preferred by 28 farmers (22.95%), reflecting moderate participation despite its advantages in terms of higher producer share and marketing efficiency, as discussed in the subsequent sections of this paper. The lower preference for direct marketing was attributed to the lack of storage structures for handling bulk quantities of farm produce. Contractor-dominated Channels IV, V, and VI were used by less than 12% of farmers, mainly due to the limited presence of these channels in the study area. These results align with Villacis et al. (2024), who found that small farmers prefer longer mandi-based marketing channels because of assured market access, better price realization, and reduced transaction risks compared with direct marketing.
89   Fig. 1: Participation of farmers across different snap melon marketing channels
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3.2 Marketing Costs
30 
31 Table 1 presents the marketing costs incurred by different market functionaries across six marketing channels for snap melon (₹/kg). Marketing costs included transportation and loading and unloading charges incurred by different functionaries. The distribution of costs varies notably across channels, depending on the number and types of intermediaries involved. In Channel I, marketing was carried out directly by the farmer, resulting in the lowest total marketing cost of ₹6.00/kg, as no intermediaries were involved, indicating that direct marketing minimized overall marketing expenses. In Channel II, although the total marketing cost increased to ₹8.50/kg due to the involvement of the retailer, the marketing cost incurred by the farmer declined to ₹5.50/kg, as part of the marketing functions were undertaken by the retailer, who incurred ₹3.00/kg. The increase in cost compared to Channel I is due to the inclusion of retail-level handling and selling costs in Channel II. In Channel III, the presence of intermediary level handling further increased the total marketing cost to ₹9.68/kg. The wholesaler (₹3.56/kg) and retailer (₹2.06/kg) together contributed significantly to the higher cost, reflecting the additional expenses related to aggregation and distribution. In Channel IV, only the contractor incurred marketing costs (₹6.25/kg), resulting in a relatively moderate total marketing cost. The farmers incurred no marketing costs in this contract-involved channel, as the contractor harvested the produce directly from the field and undertook all subsequent marketing activities. Channel V includes contractors and retailers, with a total cost of ₹7.06/kg. Channel VI, which includes contractors, wholesalers and retailers, records the highest total marketing cost of ₹10.12/kg owing to the presence of multiple intermediaries. The results show that marketing costs increase as the number of intermediaries increases. This finding is in line with Anushree et al. (2024), who observed that marketing costs increased with the involvement of additional intermediaries across papaya marketing channels, indicating that channels with more intermediaries are associated with higher marketing costs than those with fewer intermediaries.
32 
33 Table 1. Marketing cost incurred by different functionaries across marketing channels(₹/kg)
	Functionary
	Channel
	Channel
	Channel
	Channel
	Channel
	Channel

	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI

	Farmer
	6.00
	5.50
	4.06
	–
	–
	–

	Contractor
	–
	–
	–
	6.25
	6.06
	7.06

	Wholesaler
	–
	–
	3.56
	–
	–
	2.00

	Retailer
	–
	3.00
	2.06
	–
	1.00
	1.06

	Total marketing cost
	6.00
	8.50
	9.68
	6.25
	7.06
	10.12


34 
35 3.3 Price Spread, Producer’s Share in consumers’ rupee and Marketing Efficiency (ME)
36 
37 The Differences in price spread, producers’ share in the consumer’s rupee, and marketing efficiency across snap melon marketing channels were analyzed (Table 2). Channel I (direct marketing) exhibited the most efficient performance, with no price spread, as the consumer price was equal to the producers’ selling price (₹46.83/kg). The absence of intermediaries enabled farmers to retain the highest share of the consumer’s rupee (87.19%) and achieve maximum marketing efficiency (6.81). Channel II, despite involving intermediaries that increased the consumer price to ₹62.50/kg, emerged as the most preferred marketing channel among farmers and achieved the second-best marketing efficiency (1.11), with a relatively lower price spread (₹24.10/kg) among all intermediary-based channels. Channel III, which included both a wholesaler and a retailer, recorded the highest price spread (₹38.55/kg), attributed to elevated intermediary margins. This also resulted in the lowest producers’ share (38.66%) and marketing efficiency (0.63).

38                                    Table 2: Marketing performance indicators(₹/kg)

Particulars	Marketing channels

	
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	VI

	
	Total marketing cost
	6.00
	8.50
	9.68
	6.25
	7.06
	10.12

	
	Total marketing margin
	0.00
	21.10
	30.68
	25.86
	24.05
	25.99

	
	Producers selling price
	46.83
	38.40
	27.25
	31.39
	31.39
	31.39

	
	Consumers purchase price
	46.83
	62.50
	65.80
	63.50
	62.50
	67.50

	
	Price spread
	0
	24.1
	38.55
	32.11
	31.11
	36.11

	
	Producers’ share in
consumers’ rupee (%)
	87.19
	52.64
	38.66
	49.43
	50.22
	46.50

	
	Marketing efficiency
	6.81
	1.11
	0.63
	0.98
	1.01
	0.87

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


39 Channels IV, V, and VI represent contractor-based marketing channels in which farmers do not directly incur marketing costs. However, variations in consumer prices across these channels reflect differences in marketing costs and margins. Among these channels, Channel V performed relatively better, with a lower price spread (₹31.11/kg), higher producer share (50.22%), and improved marketing efficiency (1.01). In contrast, Channel VI exhibited a higher price spread (₹36.11/kg), which resulted in a lower producer share (46.50%) and reduced marketing efficiency (0.87). Notably, although the contractor in Channel IV sold the produce directly to consumers, the price spread in this channel was still higher than that in Channel V, showing that direct sales by contractors did not always result in a lower price spread. The findings revealed that snap melon marketing in the study area was more efficient under shorter marketing channels, as reduced intermediary involvement led to lower price spreads, greater producer participation in the consumer’s rupee, and higher marketing efficiency. The results of the present study are consistent with those reported for muskmelon marketing. In both cases, the direct producer-to-consumer channel involved the lowest marketing costs and ensured the highest share for producers, whereas channels involving wholesalers, retailers, and contractors led to increased costs due to additional handling, storage, and distribution activities (Khobarkar et al., 2016).
40 
41  3.4 Marketing constraints in Kodungallor snap melon cultivation
42 
43 Farmers engaged in the marketing of the snap melon faced several constraints that significantly influenced their market participation, efficiency and price realization. A clear understanding of these constraints is essential for formulating effective institutional and policy interventions aimed at improving marketing performance and enhancing farmers’ income. Garrett ranking technique was used to systematically identify and rank the major marketing constraints based on the farmers’ perceptions of their relative importance. The results are shown in Fig.2. Price fluctuation emerged as the most critical marketing constraint, securing the highest Garrett score of 65.25 and ranking first. This indicates a higher degree of price uncertainty in snap melon marketing, which exposes farmers to income instability and discourages their planned market participation. Similar to the findings of the present study, price fluctuations were identified as one of the major constraints of melon marketing in Niger State, Nigeria (Ndanitsa et al., 2021). The second major constraint identified was distress sale due to the low shelf life of the fruit, with a Garrett score of 55.41. The perishable nature of snap melons, combined with their tendency to split upon ripening, often forces farmers to sell them immediately after harvest, frequently at unfavorable prices because of the lack of storage facilities. This problem could be addressed by the development of suitable storage structures, while promoting the processing of value-added products can help minimize perishability and reduce distress sales among farmers (Raj et al., 2025).



     Fig. 2: Marketing constraints faced by the farmers for snap melon fruits
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Difficulty in transporting snap melons to the marketplace ranked third, with a Garrett score of 53.55, reflecting logistical challenges such as inadequate transport facilities, high transportation costs, and poor market connectivity. The constraint of low demand due to seasonal oversupply was ranked fourth, with a Garrett score of 51.61. Bulk harvesting during the peak season results in an excess supply, leading to depressed market prices, and the market cannot absorb all the produce. This seasonal glut intensifies price fluctuations and contributes to distress sales in the market. The least severe constraint reported was intermediary control over price determination, which received a Garrett score of 32.11 and ranked fifth. Although this issue was perceived as less dominant than other constraints, it still indicates the presence of imperfect market information and limited price negotiation power among the farmers. Similarly, a case study on aonla and kinnow marketing reported strong intermediary dominance in price determination, with contractors forming cartels and offering lower prices to farmers (Chand et al., 2021). Consistent with Mgale and Yunxian (2020), shorter marketing channels were more efficient, yet farmers continued to rely on intermediary-dominated channels because of limited access to market information, storage and transport facilities, and risk-bearing capacity, thereby sustaining longer channels despite lower efficiencies. Overall, the analysis revealed that price-related and perishability-driven constraints dominate snap melon marketing and underscore the need for a price stabilization mechanism and improved post-harvest handling to enhance snap melon farmers’ marketing efficiency. FPOs could be an effective solution to the problem of suppression by commission agents and middlemen, as they offer better opportunities for direct marketing, which helps farmers reduce transportation costs and improve price realization (Harikrishna et al., 2022)
44 
45 4. CONCLUSION
46 
47 The study demonstrates that marketing channel length is a key determinant of marketing efficiency and the producer’s share in consumer’s rupee in Kodungallur snap melon marketing. Although intermediary-based channels were preferred by most farmers owing to assured market access and rapid disposal of a highly perishable commodity, these channels were associated with higher marketing costs, wider price spreads and lower producer shares. In contrast, direct marketing provided the highest producers’ share and marketing efficiency but was adopted by fewer farmers because of perishability, limited storage, and restricted access to the market. Marketing cost and price spread increase with the number of intermediaries involved. The major marketing constraints identified were price fluctuation, distress sales arising from low shelf life, and transportation difficulties, highlighting the structural weaknesses in the existing marketing system. Overall, the findings indicate that GI recognition alone is insufficient to improve farmers’ market outcomes. Effective post-GI support in the form of improved post-harvest infrastructure, price stabilization measures, and collective marketing arrangements is essential to enhance marketing efficiency and ensure that the benefits of GI tagging accrue to producers, rather than intermediaries.
48 
49 5. POLICY IMPLICATIONS
50 
51 Based on the findings of this study, several policy measures can be implemented to enhance marketing efficiency and economic returns for Kodungallur snap melon farmers, as given below
52       
53 	Enhancing market access and market demands: Farmers should be supported to participate in ethnic GI exhibitions and trade fairs, which can help establish product identity and connect them to wider and distant markets. Further efforts should be made to raise consumer awareness and promote the crop to expand its market.
54 
55 	Maintaining quality: Standardizing harvest maturity indicators will facilitate harvesting at the optimal stage, enabling efficient transport and timely delivery to distant markets. Investment in storage and post-harvest facilities is necessary to preserve fruit quality and reduce losses due to perishable nature. 
56 
57 Value addition and brand development: Encouraging the development of processed or value-added snap melon products can diversify market offerings and increase profitability. Promotion through GI certification, branding, and marketing campaigns can strengthen product recognition and enhance economic returns.
58  
59 	Collective marketing initiatives: Supporting FPO-based marketing platforms can improve farmers’ negotiation power, reduce dependency on intermediaries, and ensure fairer price realization
60 
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