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ABSTRACT: The present study was undertaken to analyze the marketing efficiency analysis of Indian major
carps marketing in Andhra Pradesh. This study was mainly based on primary data, which was collected
through personal interview method from fish farmers, traders, wholesalers, retailers and vendors by using
pretested and well-structured schedules. Marketing plays an important and crucial role in aquaculture in
general and fisheriesin particular, toreach the produce (fish) from farmersto ultimate consumers. Hence, an
attempt had been made to identify the marketing channels, estimate the price spread and marketing
efficiency of carpsin Andhra Pradesh. It was found that two marketing channels were identified for each
district, the overall price spread was highest in channel-I1 amounting to ¥ 48.00 per kg of fish, followed by ¥
41.62 in channel-1. Whereas, producers share in consumer’s rupee was highest in channel-l accounted 71.55
per cent followed by 68.00 per cent in channel-11. In channel-11, marketing costs and marginsincurred by the
mar keting functionaries wer e mor e due to the fact that it waslocal marketing channel and it accounted for 15
per cent of the total carps. As per marketing efficiency concerned, Acharyas method channel-l1 was the best
channel with respect to farmers, because the net price received by the farmers was highest in channel-I
compared to channel-I11. While as per the Shepherd method, channel-11 was the best channel with respect to
market functionaries, due to the fact that the consumer purchase price was higher on channel-Il than on
channel-I.

Keywords: Pattern of sale, marketing costs, margins, price spread and marketing efficiency

INTRODUCTION

Indian aquaculture in general and fisheries in particular
is an important sector of food production providing
nutritional  security, besides livelihood support and
gainful employment to more than 14 million people and
also contributing to agricultural exports. In India,
fishing is considered as an important economic activity
and a flourishing sector with varied resources and
potential sranging from deep seas to lakes in the
mountains and more than 10 per cent of the global
biodiversity in terms of fish and shellfish species. The
country has shown continuous and sustained increments
in fish production since independence.

Currently, fisheries and aguaculture contribute 1.07
percent to the national Gross Domestic Product (GDP),
whereas agriculture and related sectors provide 5.30
percent, with an average annua value of output of ¥
43,720.98 crore and a quantity of 11,49,510 tonnes for
the vyear 2020-21 (Marine Products Export
Development Authority (MPEDA)). The total fish
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production in India during 2019-20 was estimated to be
14.16 million metric tonnes, of which nearly 73.66per
cent (10.43 million metric tonnes) is from the inland
sector and the rest around 26.34 per cent (3.73 million
metric tonnes) is from the marine sector. Andhra
Pradesh state produces the maximum fish production in
the country, followed by West Bengal and Gujarat
(Anon, 2020d). In 2019-20, total fish production in
Andhra Pradesh was 41.74 lakh metric tonnes with a
share of 36.10 lakh tonnes of inland and 5.64 lakh
tonnes of marine fisheries. The well-marked cultivating
districts of inland fisheries in the state were East
Godavari, West Godavari, Krishna and Nellore. These
four districts accounted for roughly 85 percent of the
state'stotal inland fish production (Anon, 2020b).

The inland fish marketing system in Andhra Pradesh is
neither efficient nor modern and which was mainly
caried out by private traders with a number of
intermediaries between producers to ultimate consumer,
thereby reducing the producers (fishermen’s) share in
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consumer’s rupee. This study was designed to have a
snap-shot of marketing costs, margins and price spread
of carp had been analyzed.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

East-Godavari, West-Godavari, Krishna and Nellore
districts were selected based on the highest production
of inland fisheries across the districts of Andhra
Pradesh. These four districts contributed around 85 per
cent of total inland production in the state. These above
districts were selected purposively for the study. The
study was purely based on primary data, which was
collected through the personal interview method from
fish farmers, traders, wholesalers, retailers and vendors
with the help of well-structured and pretested schedules
exclusively designed for the study. For studying the
marketing aspects, five intermediaries at each stage i.e.
five traders, 10 wholesalers, 10 retailers and five
vendors were selected from each district. Overall, 30
market functionaries were selected from each district
for the study. The aspects included for the study were
marketing channels, marketing costs, margin, price
spread and marketing efficiency.
Marketing channel refers to the alternate routes of
product flow from the producer to final destiny. The
cost incurred by producers and sellers from the point of
production to the point of sale is referred to as
marketing cost. The cost per kilogram was worked out
by adding different components, namely, transportation
cost, loading and unloading charges, icing cost,
commission charges, weighing charges and
miscellaneous charges.
Price spread was worked out by computing the
differences between the prices received by the producer
and prices paid by the consumer.
Price spread = P,-P;

Where, P, = Prices paid by the consumer
P; = Prices received by the producer
Marketing efficiency: Kohls and Uhl defined
marketing efficiency is the ratio of market output
(satisfaction) to marketing input (cost of resources). An
increase in the ratio represents improved efficiency and
a decrease denotes reduced efficiency.
Acharyas approach: Acharyas approach is an ideal
measure of marketing efficiency, particularly for
comparing the efficiency of aternate markets/channels,
should be such which takes into account of al the
following:

MME=FP/(MC + MM)
Measure of Marketing Efficiency (MME)
Total marketing costs (MC)

Net marketing margins (MM)

Prices received by the farmer (FP)

Shepherd Approach: Shepherd has suggested that the
ratio of total value of goods marketed to the marketing
cost may be used as a measure of efficiency. This
method eliminates the problem of measurement of value
added. The formula does not explicitly take into account
the net margins retained by the intermediaries and net
price received by the farmers in assessing the marketing
efficiency. Shepherds formula assumes that marketing
cost itself includes some fair margins of intermediaries
(Acharyaand Agarwal, 1987)

A better expression for Shepherd’s idea is: ME = V/I - 1
Where, ME = Index of Marketing Efficiency

V = Value of fish sold (consumer’s price)

| = Total marketing cost

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

A. Marketing channels

Two marketing channels were identified for each
district, through which inland fish/shrimp passed from
the producers (farmers) to the final consumer.

Channel-I: Farmer — Commission Agent — Trader —
Wholesaler — Retailer — Consumer.

Channel-I1: Farmer — Wholesaler — Retailer — Vendor —
Consumer.

In al the four districts, the usual practice was to sell the
standing crop to the trader with the help of commission
agent. Maximum number of farmers sold their produce
to traders through channel-I rather than through
channel-11. The type of sale at farm pond was termed as
“sale at farm pond”.

Pattern of sale of carps through different channels was
depicted in Table 1. The table revealed that, under carps
in East-Godavari (73.33 %), Nellore (80 %), West-
Godavari and Krishna (93.33 % each) districts the
respondents preferred channel-1 to sell their produce,
and the rest of them preferred channel-Il. In carps,
overall 85 per cent of the respondents preferred channel -
I and least proportion preferred channel-1l i.e. 15 per
cent, respectively.

B. Marketing costs, margins and price spread in
marketing of Indian major carp

Marketing costs, margins and price spread in marketing
of carps in the study area are depicted in Table 2, the
results revealed from the table that producers sold their
produce to traders at the pond gate itself. In al the four
districts, channel-I fetched a better price for the farmer
than channel-11. Producers (farmers) did not incurred
any marketing costsin both channels.

Table 1: Sales pattern of Indian major carps.

East-Godavari West-Godavari Krishna Nellore Overall
No. Channdl No. of % No. of % No. of % No. of % No. of %
farmers farmers farmers farmers farmers
Indian major carps
1. Channel — | 22 73.33 28 93.33 24 80 28 93.33 102 85.00
2. Channel - II 8 26.67 2 6.67 6 20 2 6.67 18 15.00
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Table 2: Marketing cost, margin and price spread in marketing of Indian major carpsin different channels.

S No Particulars East-Godavari West-Godavari Krishna Nellore Overall
-No. & i & i C i & i C i
T oo o 10480 101.60 10453 102.40 10410 102.80 10511 101.20 10464 102.00
p (72.28) (67.73) (71.60) (6827) (70.82) (6853) (71.50) (67.47) (71.55) (68.00)
2 e oo s 104.80 - 10453 - 10410 - 10511 - 10464 -
p p (72.28) (71.60) (70.82) (71.50) (71.55)
3 ) 13.78 15.74 16.45 15.14 15.28
Cost incurred by trader (9.50) - (10.78) - (11.19) - (10.30) - (10.45) -
a oo i of teckn 242 - 203 - 265 - 235 - 236 -
9 (L67) (139) (180) (160) (162)
5. — 121.00 12230 12320 12260 12228
Selling price of trader (83.45) - (83.77) - (83.81) - (83.40) - (83.61) -
6. orchecs orioe of whoedler 121.00 10160 12230 102.40 12320 102.80 12260 10120 12228 102.00
p (83.45) (67.73) (83.77) (68.27) (8381) (6853) (83.40) (67.47) (8361) (68.00)
7 : 6.60 1307 843 1233 801 12.08 782 1201 772 1237
Cost incurred by wholesaler (4.55) 8.71) (5.77) 8.22) (5.45) (8.05) (5.32) (8.01) (5.28) (8.25)
8. N 5.80 1033 447 1067 479 1032 508 1139 5.04 10.68
Profit margin of wholesaler (4.00) (6.89) (3.06) (7.11) (3.26) (6.88) (3.46) (7.59) (3.44) (7.12)
9. alima oo of whojeedler 13340 125.00 13520 12540 136.00 12520 13550 124.60 13503 12505
9p (92.00) (83.33) (92.60) (83.60) (92.52) (83.47) (92.18) (83.07) (92.32) (83.37)
" oorchecn rioe of reteiler 13340 125.00 13520 12540 136.00 12520 13550 124.60 13503 12506
: p (92.00) (83.33) (92.60) (83.60) (92.52) (83.47) (92.18) (83.07) (92.32) (83.37)
) ) 702 8.14 751 7.80 7.20 795 719 6.78 723 7.67
11 Costincurred by retailer (4.84) (5.43) (5.14) (5.20) (4.90) (5.30) (4.89) (452) (4.94) (5.11)
—— ) 4.58 4.86 389 4.30 3.80 485 431 582 415 4.96
12 Profit margin of retailer (3.16) (3.24) (2.66) (2.87) (2.59) (3.23) 2.99) (3.89) (2.83) (3.31)
" il orioeof reteiler 145.00 138.00 146.00 13750 147.00 13800 147.00 137.20 14625 137.68
: 9gp (100.00) (92.00) (100.00) (9167) (100.00) (92.00) (100.00) (91.47) (100.00) (91.78)
. 138.00 13750 138.00 137.20 137.68
14. Purchase price of vendor - (92.00) - (91.67) - (92.00) - (91.47) - (91.78)
) 6.16 6.95 6.65 7.10 6.72
15. Cost incurred by vendor - (4.11) - (4.63) - (4.43) - (473) - (4.48)
— 584 555 535 5.70 561
16. Profit margin of vendor - (3.89) - (3.70) - (357) - (3.80) - (3.74)
- i oo of verdor - 150.00 - 150.00 - 150.00 - 150.00 - 150.00
: 9P (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
1. Purchase price of consumer 145.00 150.00 146.00 150.00 47.00 150.00 147.00 150.00 14605 150.00
19. furgggcer s share in consumer’s 72.28 67.73 71.59 68.27 70.82 68.53 7150 67.47 7155 68.00
20. Price spread 2020 4840 AL47 4760 290 4720 4189 4880 4162 2800
21 Marketing Efficiency
a | Acharyas approach 261 210 248 215 243 218 251 207 251 213
b. | Shepherd approach 529 548 461 554 464 562 4.88 579 486 561
* Figuresin the parenthesisindicate percentage to the respective total .
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In the East-Godavari, traders purchased the produce at
3104.80 per kilogram and cost incurred by the trader
was T 13.78 and keeping a profit margin of ¥2.42 per
kilogram and he sold it to the wholesaler at ¥ 121.00
per kilogram and marketing costs incurred was ¥ 6.60
and with a profit margin of ¥ 5.80/kg. Retailers
purchased the produce from wholesalers at a price of %
133.40 per kilogram and cost incurred was ¥ 7.02,
profit margin of ¥ 4.58 per kilogram and sold to the
ultimate consumer at ¥ 145.00 per kilogram. Further,
from the Table 1 it could be seen that in channel-I the
producers share in consumers’ rupee was 72.28 per cent
and price spread was 40.20 rupees with a marketing
efficiency of 2.61 (Acharyas approach) and 5.29
(Shepherd approach). Whereas in channel-11, producers
sold their produce to wholesalers at a price of ¥ 101.60
per kilogram and cost incurred was % 13.07 and keeping
a profit margin of ¥ 10.33/kg and sold to the retailer at
¥ 125.00/kg, marketing cost incurred was ¥ 8.14 and
profit margin of ¥ 4.86 per kilogram. Vendors
purchased the produce from retailers at a price of
138.00 per kilogram and the costs and margins incurred
were ¥ 6.16 and % 5.84/kg and he sold to the ultimate
consumer at ¥ 150.00 per kilogram. Producers held
67.73 percent of the consumer rupee in the channel, and
the price spread was 48.40 rupees, with a marketing
efficiency of 2.10 (Acharyas approach) and 5.48
(Shepherd approach).

In channel-1 of the West-Godavari, traders purchased
the produce at T 104.53 per kilogram, while marketing
costs and margins incurred were ¥ 15.74 and % 2.03 per
kilogram and seling price was I 122.30/kg.
Wholesalers purchased price in channel-l was
122.30/kg and cost incurred was ¥ 8.43/kg and they
kept a profit margin of T 4.47/kg and sold it to the
retailer at a price of * 135.20/kg and costs and margins
incurred by the retailer were ¥ 7.51 and ¥ 3.89
respectively. Whereas the selling price of retailer to the
ultimate consumer was T 146.00 per kilogram, producer
share in consumer rupee in the channel was 71.59 per
cent and with a price spread of ¥ 41.47 per kilogram,
with marketing efficiency of 2.52 (Acharyas approach)
and 4.61 (Shepherd approach). Whereas in the case of
channel-11, wholesalers purchase price, marketing costs
and margins were ¥ 102.40, ¥ 12.33 and ¥ 10.67/kg
respectively, and the selling price (retailers purchase
price) was T 125.40 per kilogram. Costs and margins
incurred by retailer in the channel were ¥ 7.80 and %
4.30/kg respectively. Vendors purchased the produce
from retailers at a price of ¥ 137.50 per kilogram and
costs and margins incurred by them were ¥ 6.95 and ¥
5.55/kg respectively and he sold it to the ultimate
consumer at a price of ¥ 150.00 per kilogram.
Producers share in consumer rupee was 68.27 per cent
and price spread was 47.60 rupees, with a marketing
efficiency of 2.15 (Acharyas approach) and 5.54
(Shepherd approach).
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Whereas in the case of Krishna, traders purchased price
in channel-1 was ¥ 104.10, marketing costs and profit
margins accounted for 11.19 (316.45) and 1.80 per cent
(% 2.65) respectively, and he sold it to the wholesaler at
aprice of ¥ 123.20/kg. The marketing costs and margin
of profit incurred by wholesalers in channel-1 were ¥
8.01 and % 4.79, with a selling price of ¥ 136.00 to the
retailer. The retailers purchased the produce from the
wholesalers and sold it to the ultimate consumer at a
price of T 147.00/kg. In this process, retailer incurred a
cost of ¥ 7.20 and the margin of profit was ¥ 3.80/kg,
producers share in consumer rupee was 70.82 per cent
with a price spread of 42.90 rupees. Marketing
efficiency of the channel was 2.43 (Acharyas approach)
and 4.64 (Shepherd approach). In the case of channel-
I1, the wholesalers purchased price, marketing costs and
margins were 3102.80, ¥ 12.08 and T 10.3%kg
respectively. Retailers purchased the produce from
wholesalers at a price of ¥ 125.20 per kilogram and cost
incurred was ¥ 7.95/kg, by received a profit margin of ¥
4.85 per kilogram and he sold it to the vendor at a price
of ¥ 138.00, costs and margins incurred by vendor were
¥ 6.65 and T 5.35/kg respectively. The ultimate
consumer price in the channe was ¥ 150.00, with
producer share in consumer rupee of 68.53 per cent and
price spread of 47.20 rupees per kilogram. Marketing
efficiency of the channel was 2.18 (Acharyas approach)
and 5.62 (Shepherd approach).

In Nellore district, producer (farmer) selling prices in
channel-1 and Il are¥ 105.11 and ¥ 101.20 per kilogram
respectively. In channel-1, traders incurred marketing
costs of ¥ 15.14 and secured a profit margin of ¥
2.35/kg and sold it to wholesalers at a price of ¥
122.60/kg. The costs incurred by the wholesaler
towards marketing were ¥ 7.82/kg in channel-l and ¥
12.01/kg in channel-11, the respective margins of profits
received were ¥ 5.08 and T 11.39 and sdlling prices
were ¥ 135.50 and ¥ 124.60/kg respectively in channel -
| and Il. Retailers received a profit margin of ¥ 4.31
(channel-1) and ¥ 5.82 (channel-11) by incurring a
marketing costs of ¥ 7.19 and T 6.78/kg respectively.
Vendors purchased price, marketing costs incurred and
margin realized in channel-11 were ¥ 137.20, ¥ 7.10 and
% 5.70 per kilogram respectively, with a selling price to
the final consumer was ¥ 150.00/kg. Producers share in
consumer rupee was 71.50 per cent (channel-l1) and
67.47 per cent (channel-I1), similarly price spread was?
41.89 and ¥ 48.80 rupees respectively. Marketing
efficiency by the Acharyas approach in channel-I and |1
respectively are 2.51 and 2.07, whereas by the
Shepherd approach were 4.88 and 5.79 respectively.
Overdl in carps under channel-1, traders purchased the
produce at ¥ 104.64 per kilogram and cost incurred by
the trader was T 15.28 and keeping a profit margin of ¥
2.36 per kilogram and he sold to the wholesaler at
122.28 per kilogram and marketing costs incurred was
% 7.72 and with a profit margin of T 5.04/kg.
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- I I I I I I I I I
- I I I I I I I I I
0.00 = = —
Cl C-l Cl C-ll C-l (o2 1] C-l C-ll C-l C-ll
East-Godavari West-Godavari Krishna Nellore Overal
® Producer price 104.80 101.60 104.53 102.40 104.10 102.80 105.11 101.20 104.64 102.00
= Traders selling price 121.00 0.00 122.30 0.00 123.20 0.00 122.60 0.00 122.28 0.00
= Wholesalers selling price 133.40 125.00 135.20 125.40 136.00 125.20 135.50 124.60 135.03 125.05
= Retailers selling price 145.00 138.00 146.00 137.50 147.00 138.00 147.00 137.20 146.25 137.68
= Vendor selling price 0.00 150.00 0.00 150.00 0.00 150.00 0.00 150.00 0.00 150.00
= Consumers price 145.00 150.00 146.00 150.00 147.00 150.00 147.00 150.00 146.25 150.00
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Retailers purchased the produce from wholesalers at a
price of ¥ 135.03 per kilogram and cost incurred was %
7.23, profit margin was ¥ 4.15 per kilogram and it was
sold to the ultimate consumer at ¥ 146.25 per kilogram.

Further, from the table it could be seen that in channel -
I the producers share in consumers’ rupee was 71.55
per cent and price spread was 41.62 rupees with a
marketing efficiency of 2.51 (Acharyas approach) and
4.86 (Shepherd approach). Whereas in case of channel-
I1, producers sold their produce to wholesalers at a price
of ¥ 102.00 per kilogram and costs incurred were ¥
12.37 and keeping a profit margin of ¥ 10.68/kg and
selling to the retailer at ¥125.05/kg, marketing cost
incurred was T 7.67 and profit margin was I 4.96 per
kilogram. Vendors purchased the produce from retailers
at a price of ¥ 137.68 per kilogram and costs and
margins incurred were ¥ 6.72 and ¥ 5.61/kg and it was
sold to the ultimate consumer at 150 per kilogram.
Producers share in consumer rupee in the channel was
68 per cent and price spread was 48.00 rupees with a
marketing efficiency of 2.13 (Acharyas approach) and
5.61 (Shepherd approach).

CONCLUSION

Farmers in the study area typicaly sold their first
harvest to traders and their second harvest to
wholesalers, so farmers in channel-I command a higher
price than farmers in channel-Il. The producer’s share
of consumer rupee was found to be highest in channel -1
of al the districts, which is a direct marketing channel
and it accounted for around 85 per cent in carps.
Whereas in price spread, the scenario was opposite i.e.
channel-Il was highest compared with channel-l. In
channel-11, marketing costs and margins incurred by the
marketing functionaries were more due to the fact that
it was local marketing channel and it accounted for rest
15 per cent in carps. Marketing efficiency concerned, as
per Acharyas method channel-I was the best channel
with respect to farmers, because the net price received
by the farmers was highest in channel-I compared to
channel-I1. While as per Shepherd method, channel-I1
was the best channel with respect to market
functionaries, due to consumer purchase price was
higher on channel-I1 than channel-1.
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