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ABSTRACT

The cultivation of greenhouse products has a special importance in Kohgiluyeh-va-Boyerahmad Province in the
South West of Iran. This study aims to examine factors affecting the marketing margin of greenhouse cucumbers and
tomatoes in the province in order to develop an approach for solving problems and to expand the market of these
agricultural products. The required data have been collected through filling a questionnaire by 40 greenhouses
owner, 40 retailers and 25 wholesalers of the products in 2012. The results revealed that the total marketing
margin, wholesalers and retailers are 4670, 1800 and 2870 Rials for greenhouse cucumber and 4500, 1980 and
2520 Rials for greenhouse tomato, respectively. From the price paid by consumer, the portion of producer,
wholesaler and retailer were 71.4, 17.2 and 11.4, respectively for cucumber, and 74.4, 14.9 and 10.6 for tomato,
respectively. The results of estimated marketing margin function using mark-up model indicated that retail price,
transportation cost and the dummy variables of spring, summer and winter seasons have a direct and significant
relationship with the marketing margin and a significant and inverse relationship with other marketing costs.
Evaluations reveal that the unawareness of market conditions, lack of facilities and shortage of underlying facilities
are the most important problems for producers of greenhouse cucumbers and tomatoes. By forming unions of
greenhouse owners, restructuring the available marketing system of these products can reduce the marketing
margin of these products while it creates the completion with inductors that are mainly the factor of increasing
marketing margins.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, greenhouse cultivation has styobgen developed and considered as a factor incymgint to
produce off-season agricultural products, optins# of water and soil resources and especiallyzatgimall parts
and facilities in villages and the margin of popeathcities that lack water and sufficient time.Uuffigiency in the
marketing system of agricultural products is on¢hef major factors that cause to lack the agricaltdevelopment
aims and increase the farmer's production and iecimthe developing countries [1]. Today, in mosveloped
countries, marketing of agricultural products isigidered as one of the major parts of economy.rGikie current
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world situation, production is out of traditionarin and production for sailing is one of the majbjectives of
producers. Market is the location of embodying adtivities of a producer to receive the profit diéa from
production. Therefore, the marketing operationardy begins from harvest time, but also it appdiarm the time
of making decision to produce. In this regard, daethe particular features of these products thattain
perishability, seasonality and demand for all seeasdhe marketing of agricultural products has acE
importance [2]. In less developed countries sucHras, one of issues that always arise in the niedeof
agricultural products is the difference betweendpaer price i.e. the price received by producer ttedprice paid
by the consumer. However it should not be assurhatithis price difference is only devoted to theealeping
countries while there exists such a discrepanchéndeveloped countries. But here, the price diffee is more
related to services such as packing, grading anslecing product while little services are perfodria the least
developed countries during product's marketing. @a@or known in the price difference of product tie
mediating factor that only causes product to gadhiarhand. These people are called dealers. By@ting market
and creating a sort of restriction, the mediatatdahas some decisive role in prices and therey uge profits

[3].

Studying and researching the marketing of agricaltproducts has a long history in the literatufeagricultural
economics and marketing. For marketing of agricaltyproducts, operations and processes have becoone
important with developing urbanization and keepimg consumption centers out of the production airetize way
that the United Nations considers the marketinggfcultural products as a factor affecting develept and wants
more attention of governments to this importantjectbin the field of agricultural economics [4]. ke, in recent
years, marketing researches and its related prebleame been more expanded. Operations and prooefses
marketing of agricultural products include storagansportation, conversion, grading, packing aaddardization
of the product. Performing such activities on agjtioral products leads to increasing its added evand creating
price gap between the prices paid by consumerstladgrice received by producers. This price gapaited
marketing margin. Economists use the marketing marngorder to express the transport costs of agjtical goods
during the market chain - from farm to retail [4hiven the population growth and increasing demamd f
greenhouse products such as cucumber and tomatgyrehat price gap at the level of producer and woes and
their dissatisfaction, analyzing economic marketmgdel and market conditions seem to be necessary f
greenhouse products.

Research in the marketing of agricultural prodweés particularly considered by researchers andlachn the
early 60's AH. Shafii and Pourjoopary [5] investiagh the marketing of greenhouse products in Kernfrzm,
Results revealed that the marketing operation mefitpof greenhouse cucumber and tomato producerewe
estimated as 375 and 230 Rials, respectively aadrtarketing operation net profit of greenhouse mimr and
tomato retail were estimated as 204 and 284 Rietpectively. From the price paid by consumer,gbgion of
producer, wholesaler and retailer were 71.4, 1@®%l.4, respectively for greenhouse cucumber dmd} 74.9 and
10.6 for greenhouse tomato, respectively. In thé p&producer, retailer and consumer, marketirigiehcy was
the greatest value for tomato and the minimal vébueucumber. Moghadesi al. [6] in their study, examined the
tomato marketing issues in Khuzestan, Iran. Restlbsved that the average price of producer, whigdesal retail
are 870, 2120 and 5210 Rials, respectively in wiiiom the entail price, the portion of producer,oldsaler and
retailer are 16.69%, 24% and 59.30%, respectiyalyhe retail level, the price efficiency was estted as 90.8%
and the efficiency of the total marketing was eated as 77.65%. Chaudary [7] studied greenhousgupi® in
Canada. Results indicated that marketing marginestimated as 54.46 $ for ornamental plants, 26 #2 pepper,
26.3% for tomato and 15.77 $ for cucumber. Markgtinst is averagely 110 $ for tomato and 168 &fmumber.
Pina [8], in his study, examined economic productémd the marketing of greenhouses vegetables dRas¢his
study, the capital needs and variable costs ofnfpa@gses are about 60 and 42 $ per square metgpectively, in
America. The generated employment, the productaie end the total income were about 9/9 individyzds
hectare, 21b per square foot and 51.1 $ per square meter &8d83profit has been obtained from per square meter
The sale price of the product, costs of marketind sales and transportation cost have been estnastd.7 $,
0.562 $ and 0.099 $ per kg. Using the mark-up ntawtzenargin model was separately studied by Sh§gd@bout
marketing Shahani date in Fars province and Abhagial. [10] about marketing of Mazafati date in Sistas-v
Balochestan Province in Iran. Results of estimatiragketing margin function of these studies shothatl the price
in farm and date harvest cost are factors affedtiegmargin function of total marketing. In a stuatythe market of
greenhouse products, Ghorbani [11] investigatetbfa@ffecting the minimum offer price for orgamiecumber in
Khorasan Razavi Province, Iran. He concluded thetmtiinimum offer price for organic greenhouse cusemmust
be 10 percent more than conventional products. atgesir and Zare [12], in a study, examined margetiargin
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and the portion of marketing factors on the engiree of rice in Kohgiluyeh-va-Boyerahmad (KB) Piase in
addition to the estimation of rice waste rate inous stages of marketing.

Due to the significant number of the producers feghouse products in KB Province and its impacthan
policymaker's view of agricultural part in the pitose, the main objective of this study is to sekestitable model
for explaining and determining the factors affegtthe marketing margin changes of these produdtseiprovince.
By selecting a suitable model and then determif@atprs affecting the marketing margin of greenleopsoducts,
planners can reduce their marketing margin throungblementing appropriate policies on the factorfeaing

marketing margin and reduction of the role of théssors and cause more income of producers amdosishe
other reduce the entire price of the product redaidl increase the consumer welfare. In summary,nthpr

objectives of this study include (a) calculatingrgias of retail and wholesale and the total margtinargin of
greenhouse cucumber and tomato and determiningpaht@®n of marketing factors from the entire priokethe

products and (b) estimating the marketing margicfions to investigate the factors affecting theketing margin
of greenhouse cucumbers and tomatoes.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

The measuring methods of marketing margin

In a competitive market, the total marketing maiggs been defined as the difference between trohase price of
a product by consumers and their sales price bgumer. Therefore, the main criterion of determinthg total
marketing margin will be the difference between phiee received by producers and the price paiddnsumers
[13].

Absolute marketing margin

In Digby's view [14], marketing margin has beenimed as the price difference between rings of ntargechain.
Accordingly, three types of wholesale and retairgimand total marketing margin is distinct. Redas related to
each of these three types of margins are as ttoavial:

Mr: PF_PW (1)
MW: Pw_ R (2)
Mn=PF -Ry 3

In the above formulas M M,, M,, Ry, P and R are total market margin, wholesale margin, retaéirgm,
wholesale prices, retail prices and in farm proguittes, respectively.

The portion of marketing margin
To calculate the marketing margin portion of pradpiice, percentage of marketing margin is usedl|d, From
the price of the product, the portion of produegnplesaler and retailer is calculated using thiefahg formulas.

Produces portion = (PP,) x 100 4)
Wholesaler portion = [(P- P) / P] x 100 (5)
Retailer portion = [(P- R,) / P] x 100 (6)

Models of marketing margin

a) Mark-up pricing model

The model was first presented by Waugh [15]. Thesamer demand is the factor determining pricegtadilrand in
farm so that in farm, the food prices is simply:tdleprices subtracted from the cost of marketiagtdérs and
accordingly the marketing margin model is definedfallows [16]. In this pattern, marketing margiashbeen
considered as a function of the retail price andketing costs:

Mn=f (P, 2) 7

where M, P, and Z have been considered as marketing margirpritduct price in retail level and marketing cpsts
respectively.
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b) Relative model
The model was presented by Gardner [17]. In thidehdhe market margin is a function of the toteddme, retalil
price and marketing costs.

M =t (Pr, Tr, 2) ®

where R, Tr and Z are retail price, the value of sold good lawagketing costs, respectively.

¢) Marketing Cost Model

The model was proposed by Wholgenant and Mulleri. [I8 the model, it is assumed that conditions are
competitive and economic business provides margetarvices to the extent that the entire cost pfice is the
entire income. The cost of marketing services @westvely determined by the amount of farm prodaradl business
costs. Specifically, in the model, marketing margiexpressed as the following:

Mm=1(Q, 2) ©)
where Q and Z are the rate of supplied producttaedector of marketing cost, respectively.

In the present study, the marketing functions wadse estimated by the way of ordinary least squé@tsS) and
using Eviews software.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

The harvest of greenhouse products including cuewnalmd tomato is done traditionally and by handKB
Province. Greenhouse products are harvested ghadurad in several harvests. The number of harvgdtirese
products is different in terms of weather condisiom various seasons. The place of packing is éemgnouse. Due
to the uniformity and equality of product, gradisgnot performed in greenhouse products and praduspplied
to market after packing. These products are quicéityied to market in four seasons after harvestimdjthere is no
special storage at any stage of marketing. Thespram of greenhouse products is done by privateandrvan to
vegetable field and by truck for long distances.e Thain buyers of the product include provincial dnsy
wholesalers and shop owners. The price of greeehprsducts is different in various seasons. Theephias the
maximum value at the end of autumn and winter angradually reduced by approaching to summer. argekt
share of total marketing costs of greenhouse ptsdaaelated to costs of transporting, harveséing packing. In
three markets of in farm, wholesale and retail,rttezlium of average price was estimated as 738@ 48 12050
Rials, respectively for cucumber and 8300, 1028® 52800 Rials, respectively for tomato. These gricelicate
that prices of cucumber and tomatoes have increasdte false proportion from wholesaler to retail&he
calculation of marketing margin revealed that totarketing margin and the margin of wholesaler eatdiler are
4670, 1800 and 2870 Rials, respectively for cucunaloel4500, 1980 and 2520 Rials respectively foratioes that
indicate the existence of much margin in the madfdhese products. From the entire price of dhle,portion of
producers, wholesalers and retailers is 61%, 1582486, respectively for cucumber, and 65%, 15.4% Eh6%,
respectively for tomato. Therefore, according testh results, it can be understood that from thieeptice of
cucumber and tomato, the portion of producer isattloan that of wholesaler and retailer.

Estimating the marketing margin functions of cucumber

In the present study, three mark-up, relative nmaegid marketing cost models were used to estimai&ating

margin function. Using different models, resultsesfimating marketing margin function of cucumber presented
in Table 1. In estimated regressions, F-value btgiE that these regressions are statistically faignt. In

estimating models of the study, heteroscedastigifjothesis was rejected among residual terms gngralized
least squares (GLS). Among other classical assomgtiestimation is in the method (OLS) of non-catioa

residuals in various periods. The rejection of thigothesis creates a problem called autocorrelafurbin-

Watson test (DW) was used to diagnose this probi&tren the main model was estimated, we found tistemce
of positive autocorrelation by comparing the obeairDW with the decision modes. This problem wawvesbl
applying the first-order autoregressive proceshrtiggie and adding variable AR (1) as a new independariable

149
Scholars Research Library



Hossien Younesi et al Annals of Biological Research, 2013, 4 (2):146-153

to the above-mentioned regression. Having muliivedlrity is among other hypotheses of classicainmegression
[19].

Table 1. Results of estimating marketing margin function of cucumber using different models

Variables Mark-up model Marketing cost model Relative model
Variableexplanatory Variable Coefficient  t-value Coefficient t-value Coefficient  t-value
Constar C -349( -2.65 123¢ 0.8¢ -3491 -2.6
Retail price P 0.62 471 - - 0.62 4.65
Transportation cost Zy 1.07 21 2.45 2.44 1.07 1.05
Marketing cost Z; -2.79 -2.33 -2.27 -1.47 -2.79 -2.21
Spring D 2344 31 4265 3.79 2343 3.03
Summer D, 1943 2.58 4260 3.54 1941 2.36
Winter Ds 2018 3.13 3569 3.13 2016 3.02
Sold goods value Tr - - 22.3e-6 0.01

- - -2.97 -0.99 - -
F=6.9" R?=0.60 F=3.31 R=0.43 F=5.8 R?=0.60
""", respectively indicate the significance level at levels 5% and 1%

Source: research findings

Supplied product Q

Among the recognition ways of multicollinearityghi R with the few number dfratios can be indicated that there
was not a multicollinearity problem in the presestimated model too. Based on criteria obtainerh filoe results
of estimating these models, mark-up model has Hegmnosed as a suitable model for studying fa@tiesting the
marketing margin of cucumber. Thus, stating resaflisoth relative margin and marketing cost moadets avoided
and only the results of mark-up model are integateThis important subject has also been confirmedudies by
Baigzade and Chizari [20] on the marketing of pmt&ajai and Nasiri [21] on the marketing of appmghaddasi
et al. [6] on the marketing of tomato and Hassan Sleahl. [22] on the marketing of trout in Iran. Sincetireir
studies in mark-up model, the significant ratios b&s been more and the coefficient of determingfhhas also
been larger than those in other models, so thesarehers recognized the mark-up model as an ajpgomodel
to study factors affecting marketing margins.

Using mark-up model, results obtained from estintatharketing margin function show that marketinggimahas
a direct and significant relationship with retailge, so that one unit increase in the retail pdeases 0.62 units
increase in marketing margin. The abovementionsdlt®are theoretically acceptable too.

Given that marketing margin is obtained from sutitrey the retail price and in farm price, therefdre retail price
has a positive relationship with the marketing nrartn the way that increasing retail price causefcrease in
total margin. On the other hand, transportatiort bas a direct and significant relationship withrkesing margin
in the way that one unit increase in transportatiost causes 1.07 units increase in marketing maRgsults also
show that marketing margin has a diverse and stgmif relationship with other marketing costs ie thay that
increasing one unit in marketing costs causes A& decreasing in marketing margin. Estimatingapeeters
related to the dummy variables demonstrates thatewiand spring seasons have more marketing méngim
summer season while summer has the lowest marketargin. This issue is due to the increasing piricevinter
and indicates that the reduction in marketing nmargguires time. The estimation coefficient of sgrisummer and
winter has become significant. In this model, eating the coefficient of determination {Rndicates that about
60% of changes in cucumber market margin have besoribed by variables inserted in the model. Tselts
show that major factors affecting cucumber markgtimargin are transportation cost and the dummyattas of
spring season. The positivity of dummy variableshis indicator of increasing marketing margin iegté seasons
which can be due to the increasing costs. Consigdlie seasonality effects can be a great helpadiging the
trend of marketing margin and making the approgriatlicies in case it is predicted that marketirgrgim has a
significant increase in spring season, policiestesl to its reduction can be planned beforehand.itAsas
mentioned, transportation cost has been identdgedne of the most important factors affecting ratiniy margin.
So, reducing transportation cost is the most efficiway to reduce marketing margin and thus inerehg
efficiency of the marketing process of these prisiuc

Estimating marketing margin of functions of tomato

Three models of mark-up pricing, relative margird anarketing cost were used to estimate marketinggima
function of tomato. Based on results obtained fthmn results of estimating of these models, markaguel has
been recognized as a suitable model to study faetffecting marketing margin of tomato. The corgxani of F-
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value with critical value shows that the above-rimrdd regressions have been generally statistis@diyificant.

Using GLS test, in estimating models, the probléman-heteroscedasticity between residuals wastegje Among
other classical assumptions of linear regressiorOh$ method, the non- connection of residuals ivanous

periods. The violation of this assumption causepr@blem called autocorrelation. When the main madel
estimated, by comparing DW statistics obtained wiidtes of DW decision making, we found the existenf

positive autocorrelation that any evidence of aotaation is not observed in the DW statisticotigh applying
the first-order out-regression process AR (1). Atgb no evidence of existing multicollinearity imet mentioned
regression from classical assumptions of linearesgjon was observed. Using different models ofketarg

margin, results of estimating marketing margin fiorcof tomato is presented in Table 2.

The results obtained from estimating mark-up maddicates that marketing margin has a direct agdiftant
relationship with retail price in the way that ongit increase in the retail price causes 0.26 uinitcsease in
marketing margin of tomato products. The above-inaeetl results are also theoretically acceptableeGithat
marketing margin is obtained from disturbing retpiice and in farm price, the retail price has aifpe

relationship with marketing margin in the way th@atreasing retail price causes to increase in ¢te margin.
These results are similar to the results of rebegrby Shajari [9] on date product marketing, Raja Nasiri [21]
on apple marketing, Moghaddasial. [6] on tomato marketing and Hassanstaihal. [22] on trout marketing in
Iran. According to the research hypothesis, trartaion cost has a direct and significant relatiopswith

marketing margin in a way that one unit increasaramsportation cost causes 3.08 units increasaarketing
margin. Also, the results reveal that marketing gitarhas a diverse and significant relationship watther
marketing costs in a way that one unit increaseanketing costs causes 2.77 units reduction in etidg margin.

Table 2. Results of estimating marketing margin function of tomato using different models

Variables Mark-up model Marketing cost model Relative model
Variableexplanatory  Variable Coefficient t-value  Coefficient  t-value  Coefficient  t-value
Constant C -134 -0.12 1165 0.8 -232 -0.2
Retail price P 0.26 412 - - 0.27 4.07
Transportation cost Zy 3.08 231 2.48 2.46 1.12 0.87
Marketing cost Z; 2.77 2.13 -2.17 -1.3 -2.94 -2.22
Spring D. 2831 3.06 4222 3.7 2853 -1.12
Summer D, 2449 2.88 4109 3.4 2550 3.02
Winter D3 2130 2.4 3491 3.03 2172 2.88
Sold goods value Tr - - - - -0.00001 2.38
Supplied product Q - -1.28 -0.56 -

F=5.5" R=0.65  F=3.2 R’=0.42 F=4.7 R’=0.55
""", respectively indicate the significance level at levels 5% and 1%
Source: research findings

Estimating parameters related to the dummy vargabl®ws that spring and summer seasons have moginma
than winter season and winter has the lowest mackehargin. Estimated coefficient of spring, suemnand
winter seasons has become significant. In the medédmating the coefficient of determination iraties that about
65% of changes in marketing margin of tomato hasenbdescribed by variables entered in the modea #Whole,
the results of estimating the marketing margin nhaxfetomato is similar to those of the model estiatain
cucumber marketing margin in the study area. It lbarsaid that the most important factors affectimarketing
margins of tomatoes is shipping cost and dummyatéeiof spring season.

CONCLUSION

Given the soil restriction, being mountainous angassable, very steep and being rocky in some ar¢he South
West of Iran, KB Province is among provinces thatehnot suitable conditions for cultivating variagricultural
products. This causes that the cultivation of gneeise products has a special significance in ttagipce. In this
province, greenhouse products including cucumber tamato are harvested traditionally and by hard dre
packing place is in the greenhouse and the graoliagation is not done. Considering the median efaherage
price for cucumber product in three farm, wholesahel retail markets, it is determined that theuooiger and
tomato prices have increased in the false proporfiom wholesale to retailer. Calculating marketimgrgin
indicates that the producer portion of the entiriegof the cucumber and tomato is more than thattwlesaler
and retailer. By Mark-up method, results of markgtmargin function estimation show that transp@tatost and
the dummy variable of spring season are the mgsbiitant factors affecting the marketing margin eéumber and
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tomato. Positivity of dummy variables is the indaraof increasing marketing margin in these seasbatscan be
due to the increasing costs. Considering the sehsdfects in predicting the trend of marketing giarcan give a
great help in adopting appropriate policies. liipredicted that marketing margin has a signifiéacrease in the
spring, policies related to its reduction can alsebe planned. Additionally, the reduction of tnaogation costs is
the most efficient way to reduce the marketing rimaaf cucumber and tomato and thus increase ireffigiency
would lead to marketing process of these produatsording to the obtained results, it is propodeat by the state
support and participation of crop summer and vdgetgreenhouse owners in the province, the maretystem
structure in these products be changed throughifigrmnions of greenhouse owners or local cooperativthe
major areas of greenhouse product in the way thatages of market operations from productionistrdbution be
done by the union. It is clear that in this wayces and marketing margin of these products beaoore balanced
by creating competition with dealers that are ior@lly the main factor of increasing marketing giar Also,
through paying low-interest loan on the part of tfm/ernment to greenhouse owners, their encouragetoe
increase the efficiency of marketing products isvited. Through equipping these unions/cooperatiwvih
convenient transportation devices and packing eqeiit, a lot of marketing costs such as transportatost of
products from production place to market and higlrkating margin that is in false proportion carode reduced
and producer's proportions from the entire price loa increased. On the other hand, since the matai is the
most important factor in increasing the marketingrgim, it is suggested that the retail prices betrolled under
government control so that retailers cannot baerthin cause of increasing marketing margin.

Acknowledgements

This article has been extracted from Hossein Yals&4Sc thesis, entitled "Factors affecting markgtimargins
greenhouse in KB Province" done under the supervisf Dr Behrooz Hassanpour, visiting ProfessoAisfanjan
Branch, Islamic Azad University (IAU). Thanks angdpeeciation to opinions of Professors of Departmeht
Agricultural Economics, IAU of Arsanjan, Iran.

REFERENCES

[1] B. Hassanpour, PhD thesis, University of Piiaaysia (UPM), (KL, Malaysia2010).

[2] G.S Shephered, G.A. Futrell and J.R. Strilarketing Farm Products: Economic Analysis, 6th Fthwa State
University, 1976, lowa, USA.

[3] A. Mehdipour, M. Sadrolashrafy and A. Karbasjricultural Sciences, 2005, 11 (3): 131-121.

[4] S. Hosseini, M. Ahooghalandari,. 6th Nationabrference of Agricultural Economics, 29-30 O2007,
Ferdowsi University, Mashhad, Iran.

[5] L. Shafie and Z. Pourjooparggricultural Journal, 2006, 8 (2): 23-34.

[6] R. Moghaddasi, M. Asadzadeh, and M. Kazemndgagegar ches of Agricultural Extension and Education, 2011,
4 (2): 43-54.

[71 N. Chaudhary, The Economics of Production andriéting of Greenhouse Crops in Alberta, Alberta
Agriculture and Rural Developmer2)11, Alberta, Canada.

[8] J.G. Pena, Greenhouse Vegetable Production &@oon Consideration, Marketing, and Financing009,
Available at: _http://aggie-horticulture.tamu.ed@@mhouse/hydroponics/ economics.htfdccessed on 25 Oct
2011].

[9] S. ShajariJournal of Agricultural and Devel opment Economics, 2002, 10 (36): 141-167.

[10] M. Abbasian, H. Karimkoshteh and A. Karbakiurnal of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources, 2007,
14 (1): 109-118.

[11] M. GhorbaniAsian Journal of Plant Sciences, 2009, 8 (1): 69-73.

[12] B. Hassanpour and A. Za@uarterly Journal of Agriculture (Research and Development), 2010, 87: 82-91.
[13] A. Soleimanipour, and A. Nikooetcience and Technology of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2005, 9 (1):
73-88.

[14] M.P. Digby,Journal of Agricultural Economics, 1989, 40: 129-142.

[15] F.V. Waugh, Demand and price analysis: sormargte from agriculture, USDA, Technical Bulletin N816,
1964, Washington, D.C., USA.

[16] M. Hajiheidari, A. Chizari, and M. Kazemnejalburnal of Agriculture, 2008, 10, (2): 43-52.

[17] B.L. GardnerAmerican Journal of Agricultural Economics, 1975, 85: 235-242.

[18] M.K. Wholgenant and J.D. MulleNyestern Journal of Agricultural Economics, 1987, 12: 119-125.

[19] D.N. Guijarati, Basic Econometrics, 4th Edn,Gfaw-Hill Book Company2003, New York, USA.

152
Scholars Research Library



Hossien Younesi et al Annals of Biological Research, 2013, 4 (2):146-153

[20] S. Beigzadeh, and A.H. Chizamgricultural and Devel opment Economics (Special for Agricultural Markets),
2007, 15 (57): 81-103.

[21] Y. Rajai and P. NasirQuantitative Studies in Management, 2010, 1 (2): 21-34.

[22] M. Hassan Shahi, Y. Zeratkish, and V. Forougbirrnal of Food, Agriculture and Environment, 2012, 10 (1):

248-250.
[23] H. Younesi, MSc thesis, Islamic Azad Univeysif Arsanjan, (Arsanjan, lra2012)

153
Scholars Research Library



