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Article History Abstract 

Original Research Article 
This study analyzed the effectiveness of marketing and pricing spread in Afghanistan 

Nangarhar Province, onion value chain. Wholesaler-dominated distribution networks and 

direct farmer-to-consumer transactions are just two examples of the different levels of 

intermediation used in onion marketing systems. The data show that channels involving 

wholesalers and retailers dominate the trade (52.94%), whereas direct marketing accounts 

for a relatively small portion of total transactions (3.68%) because of weak marketing 

facilities. As the number of intermediaries rises, price spread research shows that farmers, 

portion of the consumer price decreases, lowering farm-level returns. Direct marketing 

arrangements have the highest marketing efficiency (6.00), retailer-based systems have a 

moderate level (2.15), and wholesaler-based systems have the lowest (1.39–1.62), according 

to the Acharya method. The results show that shorter marketing systems are more effective 

and advantageous for farmers. They also show that in order to improve efficiency and income 

distribution in Afghanistan, onion value chain, it is necessary to promote direct marketing 

mechanisms, improve market infrastructure, and lower unnecessary intermediary margins. 
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Introduction 

Onion (Allium cepa L), belonging to the Liliaceae family, 

is a widely cultivated and economically important 

vegetable crop around the world, including, in Afghanistan. 

It contributes significantly to both human nutrition and the 

livelihoods of small-scale farmers. Nutritionally, onions 

involving about 87%  water and 6% carbohydrate, along 

with essential vitamins and minerals that make them a 

staple food in many foods (FAO, 2022). The crop’s 

productivity and quality depend on factors such as land 

preparation, variety selection, soil fertility, fertilization 

management, agronomic practices, and post-harvest 

management. One of the earliest cultivated crops in history, 

onions are believed to have originated in Central Asia, 

especially in regions that include modern-day Afghanistan 

and Turkmenistan (Zohary & Hopf, 2000). Around 106 

million Mt have been produced worldwide, with China and 

India being the main producers (FAO, 2022). In 

Afghanistan, onions are second only to potatoes in 

relationships of both production volume and cultivated 

area. Based on the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation, and 

Livestock (MAIL, 2024), there was a significant increase in 

onion production between 2019 to 2022, demonstrating 

both an increase in domestic demand and cultivation. 

Nangarhar Province preforms significant part in this growth 

as one of the regions that produces the most onions. In spite 

of its significance, Afghanistan's onion marketing and 

production confront many problems. Marketing efficiency 

is nevertheless hampered by weak market infrastructure, 

insufficient storage facilities, low prices during harvest, 

restricted access to responsible market information, and 

below stranded transportation systems (Ali et al., 2022; 

Baker et al., 2023). Farmers' economic return are further 
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reduced by seasonal price fluctuations brought on by 

inadequate storage. (Khan et al., 2023) discovered that 

farmers' share of consumer pricing is decreased by their 

lack of marketing knowledge and dependence on 

middlemen. In a similar vein, Adegbite and Adejobi (2018) 

in Nigeria showed that efficient market connections 

increase dealer efficiency, while Kantariya et al., (2018) in 

India noted that pathways connecting producers directly 

with wholesalers offered higher profit . There are 

significant pricing differences between producers and 

consumers in Afghanistan, especially in Nangarhar, due to 

a lack of organized marketing channels, a shortage of cold 

storage space, and poor post-harvest management (Secure 

Livelihoods Research Consortium, 2020). These 

inefficiencies restrict commercial-scale output and reduce 

farmers' benefits . Therefore, enhancing total market 

performance requires careful reflection of onions' cost 

structure, price spread, and marketing effectiveness. This 

study determines the most effective marketing channels in 

the study area by analyzing marketing expenses, margins, 

and profits across different  market actors, including 

producers, Traders, local wholesalers, wholesalers, and 

retailers. The results are intended to help stakeholders and 

policymakers enhance the effectiveness of onion 

marketing, boost farmers' earnings, and promote 

sustainable agricultural growth in Afghanistan. Examining 

the price spread and marketing effectiveness of onion 

marketing channels in Nangarhar Province is the primary 

goal of this study. 

Materials and methods 

Study Area  

The research was conducted in Nangarhar Province, 

covering 7,727 square kilometres and housing around 1.7 

million inhabitants. The researcher, who lived in Nangarhar 

for a long time, was quite familiar with the province's 

customs, traditions, and ideals. The research was 

undertaken in eight deliberately chosen districts—Kuz 

Kunar, Pachir wa Agam, Chaparhar, Surkh Rod, Rodat, 

Kama, Goshta, and Bati Kot—characterized by 

comparatively higher onion production levels than other 

districts. The Directorate of Agriculture, Irrigation, and 

Livestock (DAIL) says that these districts have (74.39%) of 

the province's cultivated onion acreage and grow around 

(79.63%) of the province's onions. Surkh Rod alone 

accounts for (28.33%) of the cultivated land and (35.52%) 

of the total output. Rodat (12.86% of the land and 15.26% 

of the output) and Bati Kot (11.28%) come next. (Hidayat 

et al., 2023). 

Sampling Procedure and Sample Size 

Data were gathered using a multi-stage sampling method. 

The district and villages were purposively selected based on 

onion production importance. Farmers were randomly 

selected from the chosen villages. The study calculated its 

sample size founded on Cochran’s formula at (95%) 

confidence level and a (5%) error rate .assuming p = 0.85. 

The final sample consisted of 196 respondents. 

𝒏 =
𝒁2 × 𝒑× 𝒒     

𝒆2  ……………………(1) 

The parameters used in the formula are,  

Z = 1.96 (95% confidence level) 

p = 0.85 

q = 0.15 

e = 0.05 

Applying the above value to the formula produced a 

sample size of n =196   

Table 1 District-wise Number of Onion Producers in the Study Area 

District Name 
Farmers 

Frequency % 

Rodat 34 25 

Surkhrod 20 14.71 

Goshta 17 12.5 

Bati Kot 17 12.5 

Chaparhar 12 8.82 

Kuz Kunar 12 8.82 

Pachier Agam 12 8.82 

Kama 12 8.82 

Total 136 100 

 

Table 1 presents the distribution of interviewed onion 

farmers across eight districts in the study area. In total, 136 

farmers were surveyed. The number of respondents from 

each district was based on the scale of onion cultivation and 

production. Rodat, Surkh Rod, and Bati Kot districts 

reported the highest number of interviewed farmers due to 
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their larger cultivation areas and higher production levels. 

These variations highlight district-level differences in 

onion production intensity and farmer concentration within 

the region. 

Table 2 Market wise classification of Respondents Traders 

Market Location 
Traders  

Frequency % 

Kabul Hada Fruit and Vegetables Market  40 66.67 

Amanat Khan Fresh Fruit and Vegetables Market 20 33.33 

Total 60 100.00 

Table 2 summarizes the distribution of interviewed traders 

across two key onion markets. A total of 60 traders were 

surveyed, including 40 from the Kabul Hadda Fruit and 

Vegetable Market and 20 from the Amanat Khan Fresh 

Fruit and Vegetables Market. The sampling proportions 

reflected each market’s trading volume and relative role in 

onion marketing.     

Analysis Tools  

We employed the arithmetic mean, tabular analysis, and 

formulas to figure out numerous marketing ideas, such as 

marketing cost, marketing effectiveness, marketing margin, 

price spread, and producer share in the consumer's rupee. 

The method that Acharya suggested in 2011 was used to 

figure out marketing efficiency. This was the most typical 

way to check how well marketing was working. 

ME =
FP

MC + MM
    …………………   (2) 

In this equation, 

          FP = Net price received Grower 

          MC = Total marketing costs 

           MM = Total net margins of intermediaries 

Shepherds method = 
Consumer′s purchase price

Total marketing expense 
  …………(3) 

Price Spread Analysis 

The different amid the purchasing price by the consumer 

and net price received by the grower. 

Price Spread Formula: 

Ps =  Pc - Pf  ……………………  (4) 

Where, 

           Ps= Price spread 

           Pc = Price paid by the consumer 

           Pf = Net price received by the farmers  

Producer Share in Consumer Price  

Producer Share (%) =
Producer Price

Consumer Price
× 100    ……… (5) 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

 

Fig 1: A Typical Distributive marketing Channels for Onions in the Study Area 

Table 3 demonstrated that longer marketing strategies were 

primarily used in Nangarhar Province's onion marketing. 

There were little chances for direct market participation, as 

seen by the lowest percentage of transactions (3.68%) that 

involved direct sales between producers and consumers. 

Retailer-based marketing methods made up (19.12%) of 

replies, and local wholesaler-based arrangements made up 

(24.26%). With wholesalers and retailers making up 

(52.94%) of total onion sales, the most prevalent marketing 

technique demonstrated a significant reliance on 

middlemen. overall, the findings demonstrated that the 

majority of producers used extended marketing methods to 
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sell their onions, which resulted in a smaller farm-level 

proportion of the ultimate consumer price. These findings 

were consistent with previous studies reported these 

findings are consistent with previous literature  (Gauta et al. 

2000), Mehedi Adnan et al. (2014), and Dhiraj et al. (2012) 

Table 3:  Classification of Onion’s Growers Marketing Channels Used by Sample Respondent 

 Supply channels Number of Market intermediaries Frequency % 

Channel I  Direct sale (Producer –   Consumer)  5 3.68 

Channel II  Producer – Retailer –    Consumer 26 19.12 

Channel III  Producer – local Wholesaler– Retailer – Consumer 33 24.26 

Channel IV  Producer – Wholesaler ––Retailer – Consumer 72 52.94 

Total    136 100.00 
 

Table 4 analysis demonstrated that producer incomes and 

end consumer prices were considerably impacted by the 

marketing system's length and structure. The largest portion 

of the consumer price (85.71%) was obtained by producers 

under direct farmer-to-consumer marketing. A total of 

(14.29%) was spent by producers on marketing, which 

included market fees (1.60%), loading and unloading 

(1.69%), transportation (8.50%), and packaging (2.50%). 

Direct marketing agreements increased farmer profitability 

since producers kept the largest portion of earnings when 

there were no middlemen involved. The total price that 

producers received and consumers paid was 16,827.8 AFN 

per metric ton as a result. When retailers were active in 

marketing, manufacturers got (68.28%) of the final 

consumer price and spent 12.50% in marketing 

expenditures, primarily from market fees, packing, loading 

and unloading, and transportation. Following the deduction 

of these costs, (83.36%) of the final consumer price was 

represented by the farmers net sale price. The consumer 

price was 16,110 AFN per metric ton after retailers 

generated a net margin of (9.68%) and incurred additional 

marketing costs of (6.95%). This arrangement showed that 

while consumer spending increased, the producer's portion 

decreased when middlemen were present. When local 

wholesalers and retailers were involved in marketing 

systems, producers were paid (59.63%) of the ultimate 

consumer price. In addition to higher operating costs of 

(7.65%) and marketing expenses of (17.81%), local 

wholesalers earned a (3.05%) margin, increasing their share 

of sales to (87.70%) of the consumer price. After earning a 

margin of (10.27%) and incurring additional marketing 

expenses of (8.02%), retailers raised the final consumer 

price to 18,700 AFN per metric ton. Higher consumer 

pricing, rising costs, and decreased marketing efficiency 

were the results of the extended marketing framework. 

Similar to this, (61.96%) of the ultimate consumer price in 

marketing systems controlled by wholesalers and retailers 

came from the producers' share. With (17.02%) of overall 

marketing expenses, mostly from commissions, handling, 

packing, and transportation, wholesalers made a (9.77%) 

profit margin, which raised their market share to (88.74%). 

The highest consumer price, 18,835 AFN per metric ton, 

was the result of retailers incurring higher marketing 

expenditures of (7.54%) and earning a net margin of 

(3.72%). Overall, the findings showed that marketing 

expenses rose significantly with the length and complexity 

of intermediary-intensive marketing systems, resulting in 

poorer producer income and overall marketing efficiency. 

Table 4 Marketing Costs and Margins in Different Channels 

S.No. Items  

(Value in %) 

Channel-I Channel-II Channel-III Channel IV 

1 Net price received by the producer 85.71 68.28 59.63 61.96 

2 Expenses incurred by the producer 

 (a) Transportation cost  8.50  9.68  - - 

 (b) Loading charges and unloading 1.69  1.55  - - 

 (c) Market services fees 1.60  1.24  - - 

 (d) Packaging/cost of bags 2.50  2.61  - - 

Sub-Total cost 14.29  15.08  -  

3 Price paid by Retailer   83.36 - - 

4 Expenses incurred by the retailer 

 (a) Loading and unloading charges -  1.24  - - 

 (b) Market services fees -  1.37  - - 

 (c) Transportation cost  -  3.41  - - 
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 (d) Product losses -  0.93  - - 

Sub-Total cost -  6.95  - - 

5 Retailer profit margin - 9.68 - - 

6 Purchase price of local wholesaler   59.63 - 

7 Costs borne by the local wholesaler 

 (a) Filling cost  - - 2.14 - 

 (b) Weighing and sewing - - 0.86 - 

 (c) Broker commission - - 1.12 - 

 (d) Market fees - - 1.18 - 

 (e) Bagging cost - - 1.82 - 

 (f) Transportation cost  - - 7.65 - 

 (g) Loading and unloading charges - - 3.05 - 

Sub-Total cost - - 17.81 - 

9 Net margin of local wholesaler - - 10.27 - 

10 Retailer Purchase cost  87.70 - 

11 Expenses incurred by the retailer 

 (a) Loading and unloading charges - - 1.34 - 

 (b)Transportation cost  - - 2.94 - 

Sub-Total cost - - 4.28 - 

13 Net margin of retailer - - 8.02 - 

15 Purchase price of  wholesaler - - - 61.96 

16 Cost borne by the wholesaler 

 (a) Filling cost  - - - 1.11 

 (b) Weighing and sewing - - - 0.90 

 (c) Agent commission - - - 1.86 

 (d) Market service fees - - - 1.51 

 (e)Packaging/cost of  bags - - - 1.81 

 (f) Transportation cost  - - - 8.34 

 (g) Loading and unloading charges - - - 1.49 

 Sub-Total cost - - - 17.02 

17 Net margin of wholesaler - - - 9.77 

18 Retailer buying price    - 88.74 

19 Expenses incurred by the retailer 

 (a) Loading and unloading charges - - - 1.33 

 (b) Transportation expenses  - - - 2.39 

Sub-Total cost - - - 3.72 

20 Net margin of retailer - - - 7.54 

21 Consumers purchase price 

100.00 

(16827.8 

AFN/MT) 
100.00 

(16110 AFN/MT) 

100.00 

(18700AFN/ 

MT) 

 

100.00 

18835 

AFN/MT) 

Value in the parenthesis indicated the consumer prices in AFG/MT 

Table 5 the results showed that channel-I had the highest 

marketing efficiency (6.00) next was channel-II (2.15) and 

Channels III and IV (1.39) (1.62) due to the net selling price 

received by growers in channel-I was highest market 

efficiency and marketing cost is minor. There was a no 

marketing margin included in channel-I because farmers 

sold their yield directly to consumer. Total marketing cost 

in channel-I, channel-II channel-III and channel IV was 

2400, 3550, 4290, and 3905 AFN/ Mt in the same order. 

Total marketing margin in channel-II channel-III and 

channel IV was 1560 ,3330 and 3260 AFN/ Mt similarly. 

Price spread was highest in channel IV 7165 per Mt 
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followed by channel- III 7620 per Mt channel-II 5110 per 

Mt and channel-I 2420 per Mt. The producer’s share in 

consumer rupee was highest in channel-I (85.63%) because 

there were no intermediaries involved followed by channel-

II (68.28%) and channel- III (58.29%) channel IV 

(61.95%). Previous research had documented similar 

trends. Intermediary-heavy marketing chains consistently 

decreased farm profitability, Comparable outcomes have 

been documented in studies approved out in Bangladesh, 

Nepal, and India (Meena et al., 2020; Gautam et al., 2000; 

Mehedi Adnan et al., 2014). Similarly, Sharma and Singh 

(2012) and Goletti (1999) stressed that marketing efficiency 

was greatest when marketing expenditures were low and 

intermediary influence was limited, while Makhura et al., 

(2001) showed that middlemen reduced producer margins. 

From a policy standpoint, these findings underlined the 

need to eliminate intermediary dominance and encourage 

direct farmer–consumer relationships. Key strategies that 

may improve marketing effectiveness and guarantee a more 

fair distribution of income included investing in storage and 

distribution facilities, growing structured markets, and 

stimulating farmer cooperatives. Therefore, it was thought 

to be essential to prioritize short, transparent, and farmer-

centric value chains in order to promote a competitive 

agricultural marketing system and improve farmer lives. 

Table: 5 Onion’s Marketing Efficiency in Different Channels in the study area 

No. Particulars 

(AFN./ Mt) 

I II III IV 

1 Consumer's purchase price 16842.8 16110 18270 18835 

2 Marketing cost (MC)     

(a) MC borne by farmer 2420 2430 - - 

(b) MC borne by local wholesaler - - 34,90 - 

(c) MC borne by wholesaler - - - 3205 

(d) MC incurred by retailer - 1120 800 700 

 Total marketing cost 2400 3550 4290 3905 

3  Intermediaries Net margin (MM)     

(a) MM obtained by local wholesaler - - 19,20 - 

(b) MM obtained by wholesaler - - - 1840 

(c) MM earned by retailer - 1560 1500 1420 

 Total margin - 1560 3330 3260 

4 Farmers net price 144,22.8 110,00 106,50 11,670 

5 Total price spread (AFN) 2420 5110 7620 7165 

6 Producer share in consumers (%) 85.63% 68.28 % 58.29% 61.95% 

Marketing efficiency Index     

A .  Acharya's method (4/2+3) 6.00 2.15 1.39 1.62 

C   Shepherd's method (1/2) 7.01 4.53 4.25 4.82 
 

Conclusion   

Study results showed that extensive, multi-tiered 

distribution networks predominated in Nangarhar 

Province's onion marketing, with wholesalers and retailers 

in particular playing a key role in setting prices. The market 

was essentially dependent on intermediaries, and only a 

small portion of all transactions were direct between 

producers and consumers. Conversely to longer channels 

involving many intermediaries, which enhanced marketing 

costs and decreased farmers' share of the final consumer 

price, shorter marketing measures produced better returns 

to farmers, lower customer prices, and better overall 

effectiveness, according to market efficiency and price 

spread analysis. The study came to the conclusion that 

eliminating undue intermediary domination, bolstering 

farmer-based collective organizations, and enhancing 

storage, transportation, and distribution facilities were all 

necessary to improve the performance of onion selling in 

Nangarhar. Encouraging direct and transparent connections 

between producers and consumers has been shown to boost 

farm incomes, increase market competitiveness, and aid in 

the agricultural sector's sustainable growth. This provides 

crucial policy insights for creating just and effective 

agricultural marketing systems. 

Acknowledgements 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to my advisor, 

Dr. Mohammad Ismail Hashime, and Dr. Miraqa Hussain 

Khail for his continuous support and expert guidance 

throughout the research process. 

Ethical Clearance: 



 

 UKR Journal of Agriculture and Veterinary Sciences (UKRJAVS).  Published by UKR Publisher 20 

 

This research was conducted in compliance with ethical 

standards. All necessary approvals were obtained, and 

participants' consent was ensured before data collection. 

Conflicts of Interest: 

About the publication of this manuscript, there is no any 

conflict of interest. 

Author Contributions:  

Faisal Khan Azimi conducted the study design, collecting 

data in the field, analyzing the data, and writing the 

manuscript. The study was overseen by Dr. Mohammad 

Ismail Hashime, who offered essential academic guidance 

and review. Dr. Miraqa Hussain Khail served as a co-

supervisor, enhancing the manuscript and helping to refine 

the methodology. All authors approved the final version of 

the paper.  

References 

1. Acharya, S. S., & Agarwal, N. L. (2011). Market 

integration, efficiency, cost, margin and price 

spread. Agricultural marketing in India, 440-443. 

2. Adegbite, A., & Adejobi, A. O. (2018). Marketing 

efficiency in the distributive trade channel for 

Onions in Osun State. Alanya Akademik 

Bakış, 2(2), 195-212. 

https://doi.org/10.29023/alanyaakademik.351608 

3. Adnan, K. M., Rahman, M. M., & Sarker, S. A. 

(2014). Marketing channels and post-harvest 

practices of onion: a case of Bogra and Joypurhat 

District in Bangladesh. Universal Journal of 

Agricultural Research, 2(2), 61-66.  DOI: 

10.13189/ujar.2014.020205 

4. Ali, M. M., Fatima, A., Nawaz, S., Rehman, A., 

Javed, M., & Nadeem, A. (2022). Cytotoxic and 

genotoxic evaluation of bisphenol Son onion root 

tips by Allium cepa and comet tests. Environmental 

Science and Pollution Research, 29(59), 88803-

88811. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-21888-

2  

5. Anonymous. (2024). Annual Report Ministry of  

Agricultural Irrigation and livestock . 

6. Baker, T., Khan, M. J., & Ahmad, S. (2023). 

Agricultural market linkages and price instability in 

Afghanistan: Evidence from vegetable markets. 

Asian Journal of Agriculture and Rural 

Development . 

7. FAO (2022). FAOSTAT Statistical Database. Food 

and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 

https://www.fao.org/faostat . 

8. Gauta, J. R. (2000). El sujeto en las ciencias 

sociales. Revista institucional UPB, 48(147), 67-

94. 

9. Hidayat, S., KHAN, M. Z., Pervaiz, U., and Ullah, 

I. (2024) Citrus Growers ‘Point of View Regarding 

The Knowledge of Agriculture Extension Workers 

in Climate Change For Citrus Production of District 

Bati kot, Nangarhar-Afghanistan. 

10. Kantariya, G. K., Ardeshna, N. J., Vasavada, K. M., 

& Thumar, V. M. (2018). Price spread in different 

marketing channels of onion in Bhavnagar district 

of Gujarat, India. Int. J. Curr. Microbiol. App. 

Sci, 7(10), 307-317. 

https://doi.org/10.20546/ijcmas.2018.710.032 

11. Khan, A. (2023). Optimizing onion crop 

management: a smart agriculture framework with 

IoT sensors and cloud technology. System, 6(1), 1. 

12. Makhura, M., Kirsten, J., & Delgado, C. (2001). 

Transaction costs and smallholder participation in 

the maize market in the Northern Province of South 

Africa. In Integrated Approaches to Higher Maize 

Productivity in the New Millennium, Proceedings 

of the Seventh Eastern and Southern Africa 

Regional Maize Conference, Nairobi, Kenya, 5–11 

February 2002. CIMMYT (International Maize and 

Wheat Improvement Center): El Batan, Mexico. 

13. Minoia, G., Mumatz, W., & Pain, A. (2014). The 

social life of the onion: the informal regulation of 

the onion market in Nangarhar, Afghanistan. Secure 

Livelihoods Research Consortium. 

14. Ramprabhu, K. S. Design, Development and 

Performance Evaluation of Onion Storage structure. 

15. Zohary, D., Hopf, M., & Diamond, J. M. (1993). 

Domestication of plants in the Old 

World. NATURE-LONDON-, 366, 523-523. 

https://doi.org/10.29023/alanyaakademik.351608
https://www.fao.org/faostat
https://doi.org/10.20546/ijcmas.2018.710.032

