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ABSTRACT

There were three objectives of this study. Firstly, to determine the price pattern of
agricultural products. Secondly, to estimate the coefficient of price determination between each
market of agricultural products. Lastly, to calculate the Index of Market Connection: IMC. Three
kinds of agricultural products were collected as a case study namely rubber, cassava and maize.
The concept of vertical integration was applied as a model in this study which was the integration
across marketing stages from the level of the local market to the central wholesale market, from
the level of the central wholesale market to the export market, and from the level of the export
market to the level of the import foreign market. The cointegration and error correction technique
of Engel and Granger was applied, Data used were secondary monthly data from January 1994 to
December 1999 totally 72 months.

The stationary test of price data using Augmented Dickey - Fuller test indicated that data
of rubber price was stationary with the same order of integration of 1(0). While data of the
cassava price and the maize price were stationary with the same order of integration of I(1), The
estimation of price relationship by cointegration method suggested that all prices of those three

agricultural products in each market level had long-run relationship.



The empirical evidences of rubber price determination showed that the price
determination at the Hat Yai market was directly determined from the Song Kha market with the
coefficient of price determination 1.0365 and the Index of Market Connection 0.071. The price
determination at the export market was directly determined from the Hat Yai market with the
coefficient of price determination 1.0738 and the Index of Market Connection 0.253. The price
determination at the Singapore market from the export market was the most efficient with the .
coefficient of price determination 1.10179 and the Index of Market Connection 0.072. The price
determination at the Malaysian market was directly determined from the export market with the
coefficient of price determination 0.9979 and the Index of Market Connection 0.484. Moreover,
the risk factor from uncertainty of price also had an influence on price determination in each
market.

The empirical evidences of cassava price determination showed that the price
determination at the central wholesale market from the local market was the most efficient with
the coefficient of price determination 1.3346 and the Index of Market Connection 0.273. The
price determination at the export market was directly determined from the central wholesale
market with the coefficient of price determination 0.7475 and the Index of Market Connection
0.443. The price determination at the Europe market was directly determined from the export
market with the coefficient of price determination 1.1339 and the Index of Market Connection
0.003.

The empirical evidences of maize price determination showed that the price
determination at the central wholesale market from the local market was the most efficient with
the coefficient of price determination 6.7654 and the Index of Market Connection 0.404. The
price determination at the Chicago market was directly determined from the export market with
the coefficient of price determination 0.6281 and the Index of Market Connection 0.012. There

was no relationship in determining price from the central wholesale market to the export market.



