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Introduction 
 
Poultry farming and global production of broiler meat 
has been growing faster than any other industry in the 
world. Presently, world poultry meat output has 
increased nearly eightfold, from 8.9 to 70.4 million tons 
over 1961-2001. The world broiler industry is highly 
concentrated, with top four producers — United States, 
China, Brazil and European Union —accounting for 71 
percent of total broiler production in 2003. The top four 

exporters — United States, Brazil, European Union and 
Thailand - accounted for 88 percent of total broiler 
exports, while the top four importers — Russia, Japan, 
European Union and China - accounted for 63 percent of 
total broiler imports.  
 
Brazil is the emerging leader in broiler meatexports, 
surpassing the US in the 2004 and 2005 forecasts. India 
was ranked as the sixth la0rgest producer in the world, 
behind the United States, Brazil, the European Union 
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The study titled “Study on Marketing of Boiler Chicken in Patna District of Bihar” aimed to 
Livestock, dairy, and poultry sectors form the backbone of rural economies in India, engaging over 
50% of the rural workforce and contributing significantly to livelihood security. This paper examines 
the transformative role of startups in these domains—focusing on dairy technology (e.g., AI-driven 
precision platforms like Nitara and Dairytech.ai), breed improvement initiatives for indigenous cows, 
and feed innovation ventures— in generating sustainable employment opportunities. Drawing from 
recent trends, startups address key challenges such as labour shortages, low productivity, and feed 
deficits by deploying robotic milking systems, genetic conservation programs, and sustainable 
fodder solutions, thereby creating jobs in tech deployment, extension services, processing, and 
market linkages. Empirical insights reveal that backyard poultry units boost monthly incomes by 
₹3,000–7,000 for 8,500 rural households, while dairy cooperatives support 35,000 farmers through 
enhanced milk yields (from 8 to 12 litters per animal via breed upgrades), employing 800 technical 
personnel. Government schemes like the National Livestock Mission further amplify impacts by 
fostering entrepreneurship in small ruminants, poultry, and fodder, with backyard poultry trainings 
yielding 86–267% employment gains for rural women. However, barriers like high input costs and 
adoption hurdles persist, necessitating policy support for scaling. Findings underscore that 
integrating startups with skill development can double rural incomes, aligning with India's $5 trillion 
economy goals by 2025, and recommend public-private partnerships for inclusive growth. 
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(EU), China and Mexico in the year 2004. Of late India is 
the world's fourth largest egg producer and fifth major 
producer of broilers. 
 

Materials and Methods 
 
The methodology adopted for the present study was a 
combination of purposive and random sampling 
techniques. The district of Patna in Bihar was 
purposively selected to minimize logistical challenges 
and time constraints for the investigator. Among the 
blocks within the district, Danapur block was selected 
based on the predominance of respondents engaged in 
broiler chicken rearing. A comprehensive list of villages 
in the selected block was prepared, and five percent of 
villages with a high concentration of broiler chicken were 
randomly selected. From these villages, a list of 
respondents engaged in chicken production was compiled 
and categorized into three groups based on their flock 
size: Small (less than 200 chicken), Medium (200–500 
chicken), and Large (more than 500 chicken). A total of 
100 respondents were randomly selected using 
proportionate random sampling across these categories. 
In addition, 10 wholesalers, 5 retailers, 5 poultry farm 
owners, and 5 consumers were selected to examine 
marketing costs, margins, price spread, and marketing 
efficiency. Primary data were collected using a well-
structured and pre-tested schedule through direct 
personal interviews. Secondary data were sourced from 
relevant books, journals, official reports, and records 
from district and block headquarters. The data pertained 
to the agricultural year 2025–2026 and were analysed 
using appropriate statistical tools.  
 

Analytical Tools  
 
1. Marketing Cost: C = Cf+ Cm1+ Cm2+ Cm3+..... + 

Cmn  
2. Market Margin: AMI=Pri-(Ppi+Cmi)  
3. Price Spread: Marketing Cost + Market Margin  

Price received by producer 
1. Marketing Efficiency: = ---------------------------------- 

Marketing Cost + Marketing Margin  
 

Results and Discussion 
 
Table 1: Reveals that among 110 sample selected in 
purchasing chicken from Channel -II and 10 were 
purchasing Patna district of Bihar for marketing of 
chicken. It is chicken from Channel-I that is 10.00%. 

founded that majority of sample are purchasing from 
Channel-III which is 60 (60.00%) and 30 (30.00%) were 
 
Channel I: Producer ฀ Consumer  
 
Table 2: Reveals that the marketing price of chicken 
(Rs/kg) through Channel-I is ₹155.0, marketing cost 
incurred by producer is ₹ 3.95, net price received by the 
producer is ₹ 151.05. Eventually the total marketing cost 
incurred in channel-I is ₹ 3.95, price spread in channel-I 
is ₹ 3.95, and marketing efficiency of Channel-I is 
38.24% respectively. 
 
Channel I: Producer ฀ Wholesalers ฀ Consumer  
 
Table 3: Reveals that the selling price of chicken (Rs/kg) 
from producer to Wholesaler is ₹ 148.00 / chicken 
(Rs/kg), the marketing cost incurred by producer in 
marketing of chicken is ₹ 39.5. Net price received by the 
producer is ₹ 144.05 Selling price of chicken (Rs/kg) 
from Wholesaler to Consumer is ₹ 165.20/chicken 
(Rs/kg), the marketing cost incurred by wholesaler in 
marketing of chicken (Rs/kg) is ₹ 6.70. The margin of 
wholesaler is ₹ 10.5. Eventually the total marketing cost 
incurred in Channel-II in marketing of chicken (Rs/kg) is 
₹ 10.65, the total marketing margin in channel-II is ₹ 
10.50, price spread in channel-II is ₹ 21.15 the marketing 
efficiency of Channel-II is 6.81% respectively.  
 
Channel-II: Producer→ Wholesaler→ Consumer 
 
Table 4 Reveals that the selling price of chicken (Rs/kg) 
from producer to Wholesaler is ₹ 74.00/ chicken (Rs/kg), 
the marketing cost incurred by producer in marketing of 
chicken (Rs/kg) is ₹ 1.98. Net price received by the 
producer is ₹ 72.03. Selling price of chicken (Rs/kg) 
from Wholesaler to Retailer is ₹ 81.90 / chicken (Rs/kg), 
the marketing cost incurred by wholesaler in marketing 
of chicken (Rs/kg) is ₹ 3.35. The margin of wholesaler is 
₹ 4.55. Selling price of chicken (Rs/kg) from Retailer to 
Consumer is ₹ 87.25 / chicken (Rs/kg), the marketing 
cost incurred by retailer in marketing of chicken (Rs/kg) 
is ₹ 2.35. The margin of retailer is ₹ 3.00. Eventually the 
total marketing cost incurred in channel-III is Rs 7.68, 
the total market margin in channel-III is ₹ 7.55, price 
spread in channel-III is ₹ 15.23, marketing efficiency of 
Channel III is 4.73%.  
 
Channel-III: Producer→ Wholesaler→ Retailer→ 
Consumer 
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Table.1 Distribution of respondents based on their preference on marketing channel 
  

 
Table.2 Marketing cost, Marketing margin, Marketing efficiency and Price spread of Egg in Channel-I 

 
Sr. No Particulars Chicken 

Value in ₹ / kg chicken 

1.  Produce sale price to Consumer  155.00 

2.  Marketing cost incurred by producer   

i.  Transportation cost  0.75 

ii.  Loading and Unloading Charge  0.60 

iii.  Packing charge  0.45 

iv.  Breakage  1.05  

v.  Miscellaneous Charge  1.10  

3.  Total Marketing Cost (i-iv)  3.95  

4.  Net price received by producer  151.05  

A  Producer sale price to consumer  155 

B  Total Marketing Cost  3.95  

C  Price Spread  3.95  

D  Marketing efficiency  38.24%  

 
Table.3 Marketing cost, Marketing margin, Marketing efficiency and Price spread of Chicken in Channel-II. 

 
S. No Particulars  Chicken  

Value in ₹ / kg  
1.  Producer sale price to Wholesaler  148.00  

2.  Cost incurred by the producer   

i  Transportation cost  0.75  

ii  Loading and Unloading Charge  0.60  

iii  Packing charge  0.45  

iv  Breakage  1.05  

v  Miscellaneous Charge  1.10  

Total cost (i-v)  3.95  

3.  Net price received by producer  144.05  

4.  Wholesaler sale price to Consumer  165.20  

5  Marketing cost incurred by wholesaler   

i  Labour Charge  1.60  

ii  Transportation Charge  3.15  

iii  Breakage  1.05  

iv.  Miscellaneous Charges  0.90  

Total Marketing cost (i-iv)  6.70  

S. 

No. 

Channel Respondents number  Respondents 

Small Medium Large Percentage (%) 

1.  Channel- I  10  5  3  2  10.00  

2.  Channel -II  30  17  10  3  30.00  

3.  Channel-III  60  37  19  4  60.00  

 Total  100  59  32  9  100.00  
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6  Margin of Wholesaler  10.5  

A   Total Marketing cost  10.65  

B  Total Market margin  10.50  

C  Price Spread  21.15  

D  Marketing Efficiency  6.81%  

 
Table.4 Marketing cost, Marketing margin, Marketing efficiency and Price spread of Chicken in Channel-III. 

 
S. No Particulars Chicken 

Value in ₹ / chicken (10 
Crate Tray) 

1.  Producer sale price to Wholesaler  74.00 

2.  Cost incurred by the producer   

i  Transportation cost  0.38 

ii  Loading and Unloading Charge  0.3 

iii  Packing charge  0.23  

iv  Breakage  0.53  

v  Miscellaneous Charge  0.55  

Total cost (i-v)  1.98  

3.  Net price received by producer  72.03  

4.  Wholesaler sale price to Retailer  81.09  

5.  Marketing cost incurred by Wholesaler   

i  Labour Charge  0.80  

ii  Transportation Charge  1.58  

iii  Breakage  0.53  

iv.  Miscellaneous Charges  0.45  

Total Marketing cost (i-iv)  3.35  

6.  Margin of Wholesaler  4.55  

7.  Retailer sale price to Consumer  87.25  

8.  Marketing cost incurred by Retailer   

i.  Labour Charge  0.54  

ii.  Transportation Charge  0.75  

iii.  Breakage  0.53  

iv  Cost of Chicken Shop 0.16  

v.  Miscellaneous Charge  0.35 

9.  Total Marketing cost (i-v)  2.35  

10.  Margin of Retailer  3.00 

A   Total Marketing cost  7.68  

B  Total Market margin  7.55  

C  Price Spread  15.23 

D  Marketing Efficiency  04.73%  
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Table.5 Marketing cost, Marketing margin, Price Spread and Marketing efficiency of Channel-I, Channel-II 
and Channel-III in marketing of chicken (Rs/kg). 

 
Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Value in ₹ / 
Kg chicken 

Value in ₹ / Kg 
chicken 

Value in ₹ /Kg 
chicken 

CHANNEL - I CHANNEL - II CHANNEL - III 

1.  Net price Received by Producer  151.05  144.05  72.03 

2.  Total marketing cost  3.95  10.65 7.68  

3.  Total Marketing margin   10.50  7.55  

4.  Price Spread  3.95 21.15  15.23 

5.  Marketing Efficiency  38.24%  6.81%  04.73%  

 
Table 5 Represents that there are three marketing 
channels involved in marketing of chicken in the study 
area. In channel-I, net price received by the producer is ₹ 
151.05, the total marketing cost incurred in channel-I is 
₹ 3.95, price spread in channel-I is ₹ 3.95, and marketing 
efficiency of Channel-I is 38.24% respectively. In 
Channel-II, net price received by the producer is ₹ 
144.05, the total marketing cost incurred in Channel-II in 
marketing of chicken (Rs/kg) is ₹ 10.65, the total 
marketing margin in channel-II is ₹ 10.5, price spread in 
channel-II is ₹ 21.15 the marketing efficiency of 
Channel-II is 6.81% respectively and in channel-III, net 
price received by the producer is ₹ 72.03, the total 
marketing cost incurred in channel-III is Rs 7.68, the 
total market margin in channel-III is ₹ 7.55, price spread 
in channel-III is ₹ 15.23, marketing efficiency of 
Channel-III is 4.73% 
 
In conclusion, the study on the marketing of boiler 
chicken in the Patna District of Bihar reveals significant 
insights into the socio-economic profile of the 
respondents and the marketing channels used for chicken 
distribution. The majority of respondents fall under the 
small farm size category, with young, literate, and 
predominantly male farmers residing in nuclear families. 
Economic analysis indicates that most farmers have an 
annual income of less than one lakh rupees, reflecting 
the financial constraints within the region. The 
preference for marketing channels highlights that 
Channel-III (Producer-Wholesaler-Retailer-Consumer) 
is the most favored due to better market reach despite 
lower marketing efficiency compared to Channel-I 
(Producer-Consumer), which has the highest efficiency. 
The lower net price received by producers in Channels II 
and III, coupled with higher marketing costs and price 
spreads, underscores the challenges in the chicken 
marketing system. The marketing efficiency analysis 
further reflects that direct marketing (Channel-I) 

provides higher profitability for producers, while 
intermediaries benefit from higher margins in other 
channels.  
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