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Abstract

Purpose: This study assesses the marketing practices ané-adiled fish products under the Coral Reef Rehalilitaind Management
Program (COREMAP) in East IndonesResearch design, data and methodologyhis study gathered qualitative and quantitativia darough

i) focus group discussions (FGD) with fishers, traderd COREMAP officers, ii) surveys and iii) interviewith fishermen and traders. This
study surveyed 714 households (365 in COREMAP andi34®n-COREMAP) and 33 traders (17 in COREMAP andnlBon-COREMAP)
using structured questionnaires between January anthN2816. This study used Shepherd’s Index to estith@ marketing efficiency for each
stage of the marketing channel. For value-added fistyets, the value is determined by the differendeséen processed output and the raw
product usedResults: Marketing cost in the non-COREMAP area was more efficthan in COREMAP as indicated by lower operati@ost
and higher selling price. However, no value-addeld fisoducts were produced in the non-COREMAP area. Sthidy noted a lower catch in
COREMAP area, which implies COREMAP program succdgsfreduced fishing pressureConclusions: This study identified poor
infrastructure and the limited market as the major @bl in developing value-added fish products in bdiREMAP and non-COREMAP

area.
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1. Introduction .

Fishers, especially the small-scale, are regardedna
of the world’s poorest groups in the social struetas their
incomes are unstable due to the nature of fishitiyity,

due to few alternative livelihoods, distance frohe tcity
center or isolated islands, lack of access to fiske
extension and inadequate marketing and financiafices
(Béne, 2003; Arthur & Sheriff, 2008; 8¢ & Friend, 2011).
One of the common assumptions concerning the higher

which depends on time spent at sea, availability oconcentration of poverty among coastal communitiésw

resources, seasonality, weather, and climate EHlig&
Ellis, 2001). They are often described as the miavéthe

marketing power of fishing households (Russell &
Hanoomanjee, 2012). It also observed that povertthe

poor (Bné& & Friend, 2011). The open access of fisheriequral area will only be reduced significantly if eth
encourages more people to enter the fisheries dssin communities can successfully be involved in the kaear
leading to overexploitation of resources econorhjcal (Russell & Hanoomanjee, 2012). Inefficient fish kedr
(B&ng, 2003). Some studies reveal that many small-scalcaused by high operational cost and inability tai fa better

fishermen still live in poor condition with low-iome level

*This paper was supported by Economy and Environment Program
for Southeast Asia (EEPSEA)

**Corresponding Author, Analyst, Conservation Strategy Fund
(CSF), Indonesia, Email: sopianhidayat99@yahoo.co.id
***Professor, Department of Agricultural Economics, the University
of the Philippines Los Bafios, Philippines.

****Researcher, the Agency for Marine Affairs and Fisheries

Research, Indonesia.

© Copyright: Korean Distribution Science Association (KODISA)

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Non-
Commercial License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/) which permits unrestricted non-
commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

market also resulted in low income of the fishers.

It is essential for small-scale fishers to streegthheir
organization for resource management, improved etiggx
system and product development (Jacinto & Pomeroy,
2011). Small scale fisheries sector can succetiteifalue
of catches can be increased instead of quantityz¢fbe &
Rousset, 2013). The drive to increase value-addedtlze
profit margin can be achieved by increasing praduact
efficiency, diversification of goods and market \gth
(Budi, Fauzi, Fahrudin, & Purnomo, 2016). This will
increase the profit and benefit all actors involvadfish
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processing. The identification of profitable marketalso  Sulawesi). Non-COREMAP sites are located in other
important for the fishers. districts but within the same province. It diffefeom
COREMAP because the villages do not belong to the
1.1. Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management COREMAP and do not receive any program assistance
Program (COREMAP) from COREMAP. The selection of COREMAP and non-
COREMAP sites was purposely to compare the maretin

Coral reefs are a substantial productive asset fdPractices between these two areas.
Indonesia, and about eight million small-scale dishen
depend directly on coastal and marine resources.Cdral
Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program (COREMAI
is among the conservation program introduced by th ™
Government of Indonesia (Gol) to support livelihspd Ny
particularly of small-scale fishers, in the Indoa@scoastal ‘ Raja g mpat
and marine sector. The COREMAP is divided into twc
areas-- the Western part of Indonesia is fundeth&yAsian
Development Bank (ADB), and the Eastern part o
Indonesia is funded by the World Bank. This studiguses Wakatobi
on the Eastern part of Indonesia due to high degrendon
fishing activities. The COREMAP covers 336,651 Ha o _ +
coral reef, 7,383 ha of seagrass and 9,493 ha ngroges Figure 1: Location of COREMAP and non-COREMAP areas
(World Bank, 2012).
assistance to increase the fishers’ income in teohs fgocus group discussions (FGD) with fishers, tradansl
capacity building, financial and business managem®T  COREMAP officers and ii) surveys and iii) interviswith
to help the fishers. The objectives of this prograre  marketing practices, market actors, and relatignshi
improving the marine ecosystem and creating alte®a petween seller and buyer.
livelihoods. The program encouraged the communittes  For the household survey, the respondents wereeohos
engage in other livelihood activities including Hfis randomly. About 115-137 fishermen were sampled
processing and provided revolving funds as capiealds proportionally for each district in the identifiedllages.
for the household to engage in other businessdssthia  syrveys for households and traders were conducted
their area best. between January and March in 2016. In total, 714
This study extends the analysis of Hidayat, Muawana hoyseholds and 33 traders were surveyed usingtustedc
and Pabuayon (2016) on the positive impact of COREM  qyestionnaires in both COREMAP and non-COREMAP
by focusing on marketing practices and value-adiiféd  sites. The surveys inquired information on demokiap
products in COREMAP and non-COREMAP area (controlang socio-economic of respondents, fish relatesrinétion
This study aims to analyze; i) the fish marketingaices sych as catch and prices; marketing informatiorh sas
adopted in COREMAP and non-COREMAP areas, ii)market actors, marketing practices, marketing aostrket
marketing efficiency in the two areas, and iii) elepment  access, production cost and capital, and relatiedniration
of value-added fish products in the two areas such as the relationship between buyers and sellers

Muna

® :

Pangkep °
® jpgonesi

g Kaimana

Trose Lowe

Table 1 Result for a household survey in both COREMAP and
non-COREMAP areas

2. Data and Methods Location
Province Total

2.1. Study Sites and Data Collection COREMAP NomCOREWA?

The study sites located in East Indonesia con$igtree West Papua 1 1o 2%
provinces and six districts, namely, West Papuaijt®mst Southeast 137 118 255
Sulawesi and South Sulawesi. The districts of COREM Sulawesi
are Raja Ampat (West Papua), Wakatobi (Southeast Sﬁg\j&zsi 111 116 227
Sulawesi), Pangkep (South Sulawesi) and funded bstdV
Bank. The non-COREMAP areas consist of Kaimana (Wes _ Total 365 349 na

Papua), Muna (Southeast Sulawesi) and Makassath(Sou
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2.2. Analytical Tools

2.2.1. Estimation of Marketing Efficiency Index (MHE)
and Efficiency Index (EI)
Marketing efficiency refers to the efficient alldican of

it implies the production cost, including marketicgst,
was covered by the selling price.

2.2.2. Estimation of Net Fishing Income
The net income of fishing activity for fishers imth

resources to achieve the greatest possible consurCOREMAP and non-COREMAP was calculated by the

satisfaction (Anroy, 2004). Several studies sucthhia®o,

difference between the total gross revenue and tofsts

Nimoh, John-Eudes, Kwasi, Simon, James, and Abaidc(variable and fixed cost). The net income was dated
(2012), Chongela, Nandala, and Korabandi (2013) anPased on fishing activity per month in the two area
Janifa, Omar, Sabur, Moniruzzaman, and Haque (2015) o

conducted marketing efficiency in the fishery and 2-2.3. Estimation of Value-Added Products

agricultural products. Chongela et al. (2013) used The value-added approach primarily focuses on value
creation, innovation, product and market develogmen

Shepherd’s Index (SI) to represent marketing efficy by
dividing the value of products sold by the totalrkeding
cost. Aidoo et al. (2012) computed marketing edingy by
dividing the value-added along with marketing atieg by
the marketing cost, then multiplied by 100. Jarefaal.
(2015) measured it by dividing the net price reediby the
farmers by the total marketing cost plus total metketing
margin of intermediaries. Marketing costs includpenses
incurred in cleaning, sorting, grading, and othersg;h as
handling, transport, product losses, storage, gsicg, and
capital costs (Shepperd, 2007).

(Webber, 2007). It is demand-driven and facilitabgdfull

information about the market system. The consumer

preferences are identified by producers due tonskie
information flow in the value chain marketing syste
Value —added in fisheries enables the produceeterchine
the consumer preference for certain types of fighich
require the use of specific fishing tools and emept.
Consequently, the specific market will connect dishto
marketing agents based on quality and quantity iredu
since different types of fish species may have edéffit

This study employed Shepherd’s Index as adopted Emarket outlets.

Chongela et al. (2013) to analyse the marketingcbla in

The value-added depends on the value of raw fisd asd

both COREMAP and non-COREMAP villages. Marketingth€ value of the processed output. The higher tiaev

efficiency is determined by prices of fish sold atia
marketing cost (including costs of transportatigrading,
loading and unloading, storage, product losses spate

added gained by the actors, the higher the revehadso
implies a) a higher level of operational marketafficiency
due to lower marketing cost and b) higher sellimigep of

rental). The higher ratio implies higher marketingthe fish product. To calculate the value-added isifiefry

efficiency and vice versa. The ratio was computedefich
stage of the marketing channel
marketing agent. If the value of the ratio is geeahan 0
(positive value), it means that marketing costsenmvered
by the selling price. Otherwise, if the value isdeghan 0

(negative value), it means that marketing costsviegher VA;

than the selling price. The formula can be exprsae
follow:

PF
MEI = =1 coereereee e (1)
MC
Where:
MEI = Marketing Efficiency Index

PF = Price of fishery products sold (IndonesianiRlofg)
MC = Marketing Cost (Indonesian Rupiah/Kg)

To extend the analysis of marketing efficiency,
study includes the efficiency index (EI) of marketi
channel by including the cost of production (mairigicost
plus raw materials). The ratio was calculated byidilig
the selling price of the product to the productomst minus
1. If the value of the ratio is greater than 0 ({pes value),

VY,
VRF;

the

products, the study used the following formula:

represented by the

VA, =VY, - VRF ;

Where:

Value-added of fishery producti from
individual actorj (the individual actor is a
producer (fisher), trader or processor)
Value of the processed outpi) (©Of producti
Value of raw product used (fish)
productive activities for product from all
individual players j, j=1,2...,n

3. Result and Discussion

3.1
Channel

Marketing Practices and Marketing

3.1.1. Fish Catch and Price by Species
The study found that fishers in the non-COREMAPehav
higher average fish catch than those in COREMARI@a

2). On average, fishers in non-COREMAP had more

in the
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average fish catch of about 32 kg per trip, whigdadrs in

assisted by the brokers in the form of ‘capitalgup. This

COREMAP had a lower catch of 21 kg per trip. Thehelps the fishers to overcome the complicated poH#
difference is significant between both areas at 1%applying for a loan with the bank. On the other dyan

probability level as shown by t-value 4.19. The lésh

limited option to sell their fish products seemsht® the

catch of COREMAP fishers may indicate that themajor disadvantage for the fishers. This relatigmsh

COREMAP project is successful in controlling thehing

indirectly obliges the fishers to sell their fist the loan

activity in the area. COREMAP fishers face someprovider. Although they pay their debts by instahtyehe

restrictions, and only certain fishing gears alevatd in

fish price received by fishers is largely deterndin®y the

COREMAP sites. This may imply that COREMAP could broker.

have reduced the pressure on fishing dependenowghr

alternative livelihood introduced in the area. Alpeople’s
awareness to preserve their marine resources thriasg
fishing effort may have increased.

For the fish price, the average price of fish

3.1.3. Method of Payment
Two methods of payment for fish products were
identified as follows: 1) cash on deliverapplies when

inbuyer immediately pays fishers upon sale (95%sifefs in

COREMAP (IDR 29,890 per kilogram) was relatively COREMAP and 77% in non-COREMAP)and 2) cash
lower than in non-COREMAP (IDR 31,356 per kilogram)advance—-applies when fishers get a part of the payment

due to a low number of buyers in the former as cmeg to
the latter. However, this overall result is notngiigant at
10 percent probability level. It is found that fighice in
both areas is affected by fish species and the esurob
buyers in the areas.

Table 2: Average fish catch (kg per trip) and price (IDR gy in
COREMAP and non-COREMAP

NON-

: COREMAP DIFFERENCE T-
Information ) COR(E,)\A AP AB) VALUE
A_verage 2133 3233 T 410
fish catcl
Average
fish price | 22890 31,356 -1,465 1.04

Note: *** is significant at 1% probability level
ns is not significant at 10% probability level

3.1.2. Market Outlet

The buyers in both COREMAP and non-COREMA

consist of brokers, retailers, wholesalers and hstag

operators (Table 3). Besides selling fish to thedrs, some

fishermen also sold fish directly to consumershia public
market assisted by their wives. Majority of fisharsboth
areas sold the fish catch to the brokers (56% sifefis in

COREMAP and 77% non-COREMAP). Some fishers whc

live in small islands sell directly to consumenscs fishers
do not have many options with limited buyers, ahdsi
different with the fishers who live in the coastatea
(mainland), as they have several types of buyech s
brokers, retailers, wholesalers and household coassi
This study noted that brokers have a major rolg¢him

marketing of fishery products as they exist in bot
COREMAP and non-COREMAP market outlets (68% on

average for both sites). In addition, the brokeeseha
“loan-relationship” with the fishers by providinbe fishers
with fishing tools and equipment such as a boathime,
fishing gear, bait, ice plants, staple food andneadvance
payment. The advantage of the relationship is fsheing

before actual sale (5% of fishers in COREMAP ano28
non-COREMAP). The study found the first method &vén
been applied for fishers who have no debt relalignwith
the buyers; while, the latter was for fishers wiawér debt
relationship with the buyers (Table 3).

3.1.4. Transportation

The boats are used to bring the catch from onelsmal
island to another island, while in the mainlandgythused
buses, motorcycles or even by foot. However, somei
buyers directly approach the fishers to pick up fisé.
About 58% of the fishers transported their fistitte buyer
by boat and 42% through land transport in both CRRE
and non-COREMAP. About 49% of the fishers in non-
COREMAP and 12% in COREMAP informed their fishes
were picked up by the buyers respectively (TableTBjs
may indicate lower marketing cost spent by fisheraon-

F,COREMAP as compared to COREMAP.

3.1.5. Grading

Fish grading was conducted in four ways (see Taplé&)
by species -- 48% in both sites, 2) by size-- 6%ath sites,
3) by both species and size -- 28% in both sitek48nno
grading --18% in both sites. Fish grading is notyndbne
by fishermen to make it easier for buyers to deiteenthe
prices of fish based on fish species and size.

3.1.6. Storage
The use of storage facility allows maintaining fieh
quality to ensure that fish is fresh and to avgiisge.

rFish in both areas is stored either in a box wét ér box

without ice. Most fishers used the box without (€8%) in
both COREMAP and non-COREMAP since the fishing
activity is done only once a day, while in someaarize is
not available due to lack of electricity. Those wised the
box with ice usually had a fishing trip for seveiddys
(27%) (see Table 3).
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3.1.7. Marketing channel

The only difference between COREMAP and non-

COREMAP was no wholesaler in the COREMAP and n
homestay operator in non-COREMAP. The most commo
market channels in COREMAP are channel 1 and cth@ne

(Table 4). These are reported by 56% and 36% of th

fishers, respectively. There is no channel 4 in th
COREMAP. Channel 5 only exists in COREMAP (West
Papua) and adopted by fishers living in small d&anwvhich
are remote to market center in the mainland. Instiéshers
sold their catch to homestay operator for their stgie
Whereas, as reported by 79% of fishers in non-COREM
most fishers practiced channel 1. Channel 3 isidersd as
the second option practiced by 11% of fishers. Tdzest
practiced is channel 4 with only 2%.

Table 3: Marketing practice of fishers in COREMAP and +fon
COREMAP

of Business, Economics and Bnvirental Studies 10-2 (2020) 33-4137

COREMAP NON-COREMAP
Marketing
Practice Number % Number %
reporting reporting
No grading 59 16.16 67 19.2
Type of fish storage
€ Box with ice 108 29.59 88 25.21
Box without ice 257 70.41 261 74.79

Channel 1: Sell to broker
Channel 2: Sell to public market

Channel 3: Sell to retailer

»< ¥ D | \ Channel 4: Sell to wholesaler
)e): ) [:; ’e [> Channel 5: Sell to homest
“ - 8¢ ay operator

Fish in the sea Fishers catching fish Fishers selling fish

Figure 2: Marketing practices in both COREMAP and non-
COREMAP NON-COREMAP
Marketing COREMAP
Practice Number % Number %
reporting reporting Table 4 Market channels in COREMAP and non-COREMAP
Market outlet Mk COREMAP Non-COREMAP
arket
Broker 205 56.16 277 76.5( e e —— % e %
Retailer 8 2.19 38 16.33 reporting reporting
Wholesaler 0 0.00 8 2.29 Channel 1 205 56.16 277 79.37
- Channel 2 132 36.17 26 7.45
Home-stay 20 5.48 0 0.00
operator Channel 3 8 2.19 38 10.89
Public market 132 36.17 26 7.45 Channel 4 _ R 8 229
Payment method Channel 5 20 5.48 - -
Cash on delivery 346 94.79 270 77.36 Total 365 100.00 349 100.0¢
Cash advance 19 5.21 79 22.64 . o
Transhortation mode 3.2. Operational Efficiency by Market Channel
P Marketing efficiency is analyzed in terms of two
transsi":taﬁon 167 45.75 250 71.63 components— marketing cost incurred and net income
P received by market participants. In a competitivarket,
Boat 122 3342 8 2233 the market is considered efficient when revenueived is
Picked up by 45 12.33 172 49.28 able to cover all production and marketing cost ensures
buyer ' ' normal profit to the market participants. Thereaidarge
Land 108 5405 99 0g 37 number of buyers and sellers who compete, and pace
transportation ’ ' set according to demand and supply conditions, itgus
rofit to move to a normal level only. Two markéaanels
Bus 45 12.33 0 0.00 | g ; i | ' oth
are selected as the most widely practiced in bot
Mot [ 58 15.89 9 258
otorcycle COREMAP and non-COREMAP, namely, channel 1 (sell
By foot 95 26.03 90 2579 to broker) and channel 2 (sell to public marketheT
Fish grading method average operational marketing costs are includeddh
By species 179 29.04 164 16.99 COREMAP and nqn-COREMAP as in Table 5.. The costs
- include transportation cost, storage cost, gradiost and
By size 23 6.30 19 544 space rental of the public market.
Both species and 104 28.49 99 28.37 This study found that COREMAP has higher operationa
size marketing cost for both channel 1 and 2. The aweagts
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were IDR 2,226 per kilogram for channel 1 and IDR96

(El) in both COREMAP and non-COREMAP

per kilogram for channel 2. For non-COREMAP, the
average cost was IDR 1,260 per kilogram for charnel

which is lower as compared to COREMAP but higher f
channel 2 (IDR 1,680 per kilogram). Higher markgtoost

in COREMAP was identified due to poor infrastruetun

transportation (gasoline) and electricity (ice atm).

Moreover, fishers in COREMAP areas are living faag

from the buyers. The result may indicate that fishe non-

Market COREMAP Non-COREMAP
Channels MEI El MEI El
Channel 1 6.55 0.16 8.61 0.23
Channel 2 18.68 2.98 12 2.44
Channel 3 10.04 1.08 13.42 0.25
Channel 4 - - 9.42 1.33
Channel 5 5.07 1.01 - -

COREMAP are more operationally efficient than fishi:
COREMAP.

Tabel 5 Average marketing costs (IDR) by market channel,

COREMAP and non-COREMAP

3.3. Net Fishing Income

The study noted that, on average, non-COREMAP has
higher fishing income and Rol as compared to COREMA
(Table 7). It was found that lower fishing income i

Cost Item COREMAP Non-COREMAP COREMAP was due to lower fish catch (93 kilogranes p
Channel 1 month) and fish price (IDR 29,890 per kilogram).rian-
Transportation 33,010 27.493 C_OREMAP, the average fish catch z?md fish price V\m{é
kilograms and IDR 31,356 per kilogram, respectively
Storage 4,839 3,616 . . o . e
: Higher Rol in non-COREMAP (19%) was identified doe
Grading - 6,685 higher net return than COREMAP sites. Rol detersniifie
Ave. fish catch 17 30 the investment in fishing activity is worthwhilen this case,
Total marketing cost 37,84¢ 37,794 the.rate of re.turn is higher than the opportunitgtcof
Ave. marketing costkg 2.27%) 1.260§ capital approximated by the bank’s interest ratd %f per
month.
Channel 2
Transportation 36,503 34,000 Table 7 Cost and return from one-month fishing operation
Storage 3,547 7,700 COREMAP and non-COREMAP
Space rental 351 6,000 Cost and Return COREMAP Non-COREMAP
Ave. fish catch 27 28.4 A. Revenue
Total marketing cost 40,401 47,700 1. Gross reven(f&® 2,789,733 4,557,072
Ave. marketing cost/kg 1,496) 1,680§ 2. Quantity of fish catch 93 145
Diff f ch | ¥ 966" (kg/month)
erence of channe 3. Fish price (IDR/kg) 29,890 31,356
- T-value -2.37 B. Cost
Difference of channel 2§ 48 I. Production cost? 751,660 1,176,573
_ T-value _ 061 1. Variable cost 548,956 981,911
Note:** is significant at 5% probability level -
ns is not significant at 10% probability level 2. Fixed cost 202,705 194,662
II. Marketing cost 160,210 147,156
Table 6 shows the marketing efficiency index (M&ihd I1l. Total cost*" 911,870 1,323,729
efficiency index (EI) to evaluate the marketing@éncy of Total cost per kg 9.805 9,129
the market channels in both areas. The higher nabies C. Net revenue per
higher marketing efficiency, and it may indicatevér month}" 1,877,863 3233343
marketing cost or higher price, or both. D. Capital Investmeft 15,624,277 15,380,772
All COREMAP provinces have positive EI, which E_ RofC-(+D)r100 11 19

indicates that all markets are efficient sincesbling price
was able to pay for all costs spent (raw fish arsdtketing
cost). Among the four channels in COREMAP, charthel
(sell to public market) is the most efficient, parity due to

Note:? Except for the fish catch (kg/month), all entrégs in IDR.
1 US$ = IDR 13,500 per Bank of Indonesia (March&01
P Book value of a capital investment

low marketing cost. While in non-COREMAP, channel 3 3 4. value-added of Processed Fish

(sell to the retailer) is the most efficient.

Among 714 households and 33 traders surveyed, st wa

) o ) o ) identified only 6 fishers and 24 traders add vahie their
Table 6: Marketing efficiency index (MEI) and efficiency ied
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catches. So, they were selected for further int@rvio get
more information. It is noticed only a few fishensere
engaged in fish processing where most of the pseckfish
were produced by traders and generally involved ammm

Table 9: Value-added analysis of processed fish

Type of Processed Fish
Item Dried Smoked | Shredded Fish
Fish Fish Fish Cracker Crab Meat

Revenue items
L Quantiyof | 0 | 50 15 | 75 kgiday| 50 kg/d
production % pcs/iday | pcs/day | - giday g/day

ays

ﬁ'ni”ce P€ | 40,000 | 20,000| 30,000 | 30,000 150,000
8.Gross | 800,000 | 1,000,000 450,000| 225,000 | 7,500,004
revenue)

Cost items
4. Quantity of
raw fish (kg 40kg 50pcs 10kg 7.5kg 200kg
or pc)
5.Pricepe | 10600 | 10000| 12,000 | 10,000 23,000
unit or kg
6. value of | 4, 000| 500,000| 120,000{ 75000 | 4,600,000
raw fish
7. Value of
intermediate | 25,000 | 85,000| 55,000 | 40,000 150,000
inputs
8.value ol | 5,640 | 30,000] 30,000 0 1,000,000
labor
9. Other cost
(depreciation
transportation 54 5g | 35000| 20,000 | 15500 | 200,000
, storage,
space rental,
tax)
10. Total © | 555 000 | 650,000| 225,000 130,500 | 5,900,000
cosf
11. Profit®® | 275,000 350,000 225,000| 94,500 1,600,000
gg’,{,‘}kg o IDR IDR 2'2D§00 IDR 12,600| IDR 8,000
IDRIpcy ¢ | 6875 /kg| 7,000pc| =0 Ikg Ikg
12. Total
value- 400,000 | 500,000 | 330,000| 150,000 | 2,950,004
addea+8+9+11
Value-added
(IDR/kgor | 10,000 | 10,000{ 33,000 | 20,000 14,750
IDR/pc)t#™

The processed fish includes dried fish, shreddad fish
cracker, smoked fish, crab meat and. The dried Visis
processed by fishers, while shredded fish and disicker
were produced by the housewives. The smoked fish we
produced by the small traders, and meat crab waduped
by the brokers. It was discovered that few fishewere
engaged in fish processing due to unavailability thoé
market for those products. In COREMAP areas, tngrtin
fish processing such as fish ball, shredded fish, fiugget,
chip fish and other fish products was only tempgrand

COREMAP did not provide marketing assistance to
processors. Lack of technical support to be adogiedr
infrastructures and limited markets were identifeesl the
major problems to develop value-added of fishepdpcts
in both COREMAP and non-COREMAP villages. Hence,

fishers only produced dried fish. There are mosaldrs
who produced processed fish but only on a smalksca

basis.
As in Table 9, dried fish was particularly produdey

fishers to avoid spoilage. Specifically, in the lpsaason of
fish harvesting, there are more dried fish produded to
the abundance of fish and low price of fresh fighthe

market. The fish species that were processed ad dish

were mackerel (tenggiri), red snapper (kakap meegait)

other coral fish. However, based on fishers’ petioapfew

fishers produced dried fish due to the low profitrgd as

compared to selling fresh fish.

Notably, the biggest component of total value-adied
profit which goes to the processor. Higher valudeat
implied a higher level of efficiency and higherlsgl price
of the fish product. However, the limited market of
processed fish was a problem, and not many fisheds

traders benefited from fish processing in COREMA®aa

4. Conclusion

This study analyzed the marketing and value-added o
fisheries products in COREMAP and non-COREMAP area
in East Indonesia. The results showed that fisihrerthe
non-COREMAP have higher average fish catch than in
COREMAP, which implies COREMAP successfully
reduced fishing pressure through alternative Ihasid.
Mostly fishers in both COREMAP and non-COREMAP
rely on brokers as buyers of their fish. We foumdkers
playing a major role in marketing fishery produétesm
fishermen to wholesaler/exporter until they arestoned.
Brokers also provide capital to support the fishemm
through fishing tools and equipment such as a boat,
machine, fishing gear, bait, ice plants, staplalfand even
advance payment.

We observed there are five marketing channels th bo
COREMAP and non-COREMAP sites. In COREMAP,
fishers sell to brokers and to wholesaler/expodeme of
them directly sell to the consumer through the fubl
market. While in non-COREMAP, besides selling to
brokers and to wholesalers, the fishers also edlétailers
and directly to the consumers. The study found thatket
development in non-COREMAP was more efficient than
COREMAP. This conclusion was supported by higher
operational marketing cost, lower marketing eficg
index, lower overall efficiency index in market cimel 1
(sell to broker) and lower net fishing income pesnth in
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