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1 Introduction

The European Union seeks to reach the maximum Isegialibrium
between and economic development of its MembeeStievertheless,
the existing inequalities regarding the income aedelopment of its
twenty-five member countries calls for a substdrg@nomic effort and
solidarity in the part of the more developed coestrtowards the less
developed ones.

To secure a sustainable development and a highsicohdegree, a set
of economic measures and aids within the structgradial and regional
scope have been arranged under the name of Saudtunds, both
aiming at reducing the gap between the developtegats of the various
regions and at creating the necessary potentidhabthe regions can
fully contribute to achieving greater growth andmgeetitiveness in
different activity sectors.
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One of the activity sectors within the scope oti€tural Funds, which
is also regulated by European Common policy, is tiaEU fisheries
affairs, managed through the so-called Common Fehéolicy (CFP).
This very sector is subject to peculiar featuremdeusceptible to the
international control of fishing grounds, as wei a great level of
competitiveness, which renders it especially liatolehe receipt of EU
aids in order to promote it as a source of employnieeing in dire need
of strong investments so as to compete globally.

One of the four EU Structural Funds is destinedystematizing the
CFP, namely the Financial Instrument for Fisheasdance (FIFG),
which has recently been renamed as the EEF, ompEaroFisheries Fund
and, among others, pursues the following goals:

= to make operating structures more competitive aelp Hoost
economically viable enterprises in the fisherieasd@e

» to promote the purchase and use of Aquaculture geéifishing
methods so as to prevent the decline in fishiniyisies;

= to contribute to the strengthening of the econode¢celopment in
areas with an active Fisheries industry and Aquagell

The FIFG has based its recent performance upon2@@-2006
period programme, endowed with 4 100 mil. Euro antded at fleet
renewal and modernisation of 0O vessels, small-scabstal fisheries,
fishing port facilities and processing and markegtiaf fishery and
Aquaculture products (European Commission, 200&garling the
distribution of FIFG structural aids, two distribart sources may be
differentiated, in accordance to eligible regiomsl 40 Member States,
respectively.

As far as eligible areas go, theerapping of fishing vessels has
received 11.75% of the funds; the constructionest fishing vessels and
modernisation of existing ones has received 20.78&tiaculture 7.3%;
port facilities 6%; processing and marketing ofhésy 15.46%, and
others 38.71% (European Commission, 2008).

Regarding Member States, Spain has been the maefitiary of aid
with 43.1%, Italy receives 9.7%, France 6.9%, amdtugal, United
Kingdom, Germany and Greece 5.5% each. Along thaees, we may
remark upon the relevant contribution made by Spaithe EU Fisheries
activity (European Commission, 2008).
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Likewise, the existence of databases with detailéatmation on the
economic and financial situation of the Spanishregmeneurial sector
within this activity scope enables us to carry autase study on the
economic-financial activity of the Spanish entre@erial sector,
measuring the extent in which FIFG funds contriliotés dynamics.

2 The fisheries sector in the European Union

Fisheries and Aquaculture constitute a major semft@ctivity within
the European Union (EU). Even if its contributianthe gross national
product of Member States is very reduced, bargdyesenting 1% of the
total, it nevertheless constitutes an essentialigeo of employment in
geographical areas where job alternatives are s@arnon-existent, such
as Galicia in Spain, the Algarve and the Azoreand$ in Portugal,
North-eastern Scotland in the United Kingdom, aadtBern Greece.

With an average overall production of 7m tonneshi@ 2003-2005
period the EU constitutes the second worldwiderigipower after China
and is the third within the scope of total harvesth 6m tonnes after
China and Peru, according to 2003 data.

The EU fishing fleet consisted of 90 000 vessel2®5, although
these recent years are seeing a substantial reduatinumbers, due to
the encumbrances that the sector faces, namelghacbimpetition level,
as well as the legal regulations imposed for thetrob of both catches
and fishing grounds, the consequence of which leas monetheless an
enhanced equilibrium between the EU fleet andsts fpopulation.

As regards the Member States’ participation in Engheries sector,
substantial differences are encountered. AlongetHe®s, two gauges
restrict the importance of each country within sleetor, specifically fleet
distribution and employment. Some authors (Jenseh \Aestergaard,
2002) have studied the principal characteristictheffisheries sector. In
this paper we have analyzed the fisheries industry.

In accordance with 2005 data and as far as fleebigerned, six
countries concentrate 80% of the total (Greece 420;4ltaly 16.18%;
Spain 15.29%; Portugal 11.10%; France 8.7% andednKingdom
7.7%). Regarding employment departing from an diveramber of
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229 702 workers, Spain represents 24.29%, Italy l@eyap 18.34%
workers, Portugal 9.29% and Greece 8.22%.

Within the EU and due to its marine geographicasigmning —
a peninsula between two archipelagos — Spain reptesne of the major
countries within the EU as far as vessel fleefhhdisnen numbers and
variety of catches are concerned. In 2005 numlisrieet is made up of
13 693 vessels, representing 15% of the EU ovdiedt, widespread
along the country as a whole: Galicia (48%), Ande&y15%), Catalonia
(9.5%), the Canary Islands (8.5%), Valencia (6.2%g others 12.8%.

Another consequential issue is the EU Fisheriesustig and its
situation. This entrepreneurial sector generateararual production of
€17bn, the production levels having increased ims$eof 70% in the last
ten years, mainly in countries like Spain and Feai80% of the European
Fisheries industry is concentrated in eight coestrispecifically Spain,
France, United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, Greecefiyal and Denmark.
The productivity of this sector has also increasedhe recent years,
Spain outstandingly so, for the sake of the pdigapporting the sector
that the EU has exerted through the FIFG. Such uneashave also
contributed to situate the European entreprenesgelor within the ten
leading ones at global level (Tab. 1).

Tab. 1: Fisheries companies with the highest turnover in ZIb

od

Company Country | Turnover Activities
1|Marine Harvest Norway 1600 Aquaculture
2|Icelandic Group Iceland / 1 200 | Frozen seafood,

Germany processing
3|Unilever Netherlands 1 200 | Frozen seafood
4|Young's Bluecrest U.K. / 1 200 | Chilled, frozen
Seafood Sweden
5| Thai Union Frozen Thailand 1 000| Frozen, canned seafq
Product
6|Pescanova Spain 999 Integrated wild catch,
aguaculture, processing
7| Trident Seafood USA 669 Integrated wild catch
8|Cermag Norway 669 Aquaculture salmon
9| The Bolton Group| Belgium/ 650 | Canned Seafood
Italy
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Company Country | Turnover Activities
[ 10] Alfesca Iceland 600 Fish processing

Note: turnover is expressed in Euro and in Britighiard.
Source: European Commission (2008).

Tab. 2 shows the increase in company numbers jfodass tune with
staff numbers in the EU countries. We may remar&nughe fact that
countries like Spain, France and the United Kingd@awve experienced an
increase in the number of companies with the higheskforce numbers.
Spain is particularly remarkable in terms of a Higant increase in
companies with 50 to 249 employees.

The growing importance of this sector has led tarmmease in EU
policies and aids, both through the FIFG and thihodgect finance of
companies with national support.

Tab. 2: Number of EU Fisheries Countries in Terms of Workface

Country Year <20 20-49 | 50-249 >249
Denmark 1999 79 25 33 4
2003 62 22 29 6
Germany 1999 103 50 10 6
2003 98 38 20 6
Spain 1999 262 196 38 12
2003 451 140 86 9
France 1999 363 82 45 9
2003 357 84 52 12
Ireland 1999 36 35 14 0
2003 38 32 16 0
Italy 1999 374 40 25 2
2003 394 37 18 2
Netherlands 1999 115 25 10 5
2003 90 15 15 5
Portugal 1999 41 37 34 3
2003 31 28 31 4
United Kingdom 1999 255 63 58 12
2003 260 63 65 13

Source: European Commission (2008).
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Tab. 3 shows the main goals of the awarded furesarkably those
provided to aquaculture, vessel modernisation, @nocessing and
marketing of products.

Due to the amount of aid provided, an analysis h& tompanies
having aquaculture as their main goal is imperatiVe are talking about
a procedure aimed at diversifying and liveningifighactivities, through
a more effective monitoring of raw material prodost The EU is
increasing those FIFG resources which are destinegromote the
creation and development of this type of activipropping up the
Fisheries sector and opening new paths for the egpkg of fishing
activities and fishing grounds.

Tab. 3: Aid provided by FIFG to EU Member States
during 2000 — 2006 period (mil. Euro)

Countries Sqrapp N. Vessels| Aqua- EPE
-ing | Vessels| R. culture

Belgium 3730 6000, 4515/ 1850
Denmark 16 800 30 300| 40 300f 10600 36200
Germany 6 700 26 239| 15817 30616| 33858
Greece 45175 17 093] 15195 36 798| 6155
Spain 126 364 369 807| 103 229| 118 083| 75011
France 11 144 35264 21926| 18799 8952
Ireland 4760 11690 11690 25680
ltaly 104 513 19190 28785 8880 5925
Netherlands 2 068 6 850 540
Austria 2478
Portugal 18432 39112 8332 630| 36 279
Finland 2500 1035/ 2040 38004 5500
Sweden 5514 8000f 8000, 4000{ 5000
United Kingdom| 54 898 9000| 5650 13227 15728

Countries P. M. S. M. O Total
Belgium 10 081 250 10610/ 37036
Denmark 35 300 35000| 204 500
Germany 82 648 200| 30400| 226478
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Countries P. M. S. M. O Total
Greece 39113 18423| 33207 211159
Spain 280993 64 324| 574 287 1712

094
France 57853 9500|111 044| 274482
Ireland 15715 69535
Italy 10114 481 | 208 036] 385 924
Netherlands 1000| 27642 38100
Austria 1745 803 5 026
Portugal 29686 4998| 72276, 209 745
Finland 11 054 600| 12424, 38953
Sweden 15000 1000| 27553 74067
United Kingdom| 42 547 75538| 216 588

Legends: N. Vessels = new vessels; Vessels R.sevenewal; F.P.F = fishing and
port facilities; P.M. = processing and marketindylS= socioeconomic measures;
O = others; Total = total of resources financedtigh the FIFG.

Source: European Commission (2008).

Therefore, due to the relevance of the Fisherietosen Spain and the
important amount of aids granted by the EU, anyaimbf the economic
and financial situation of the sector is deemed iagperative,
differentiating between companies dedicated to Agliare and the rest
of Fisheries companies, with a view to demonstwdiether EU aids are
necessary for its maintenance and development, ek a8 for the
improvement of their competitiveness.

The following questions are raised: is the fishiragtivity
economically profitable? Are the companies in teetar in a state of
economic and financial stability? And, even, wouldbe nowadays
feasible for this sector to become competitive idetsthe CAP? These
questions are to be answered below, by means afjgregate study on
the economic and financial situation of the comearthat make up the
Fisheries sector in Spain, as a major EU country.
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3 Methodology
3.1 Objectives

The goal of the present study is -upon the bastkefelevant gauges
of Financial Statements- to accomplish a ratio wtad as to find out
about their economic and financial situation, aedde, detect strengths
and weaknesses in the companies that make up sherkés sector in
Spain in the years 2003, 2004 and 2005.

Following Amat’'s taxonomy, (2000, p. 20), we mayaage our
objectives regarding both the financial and thenecaic situation that
they are in.

a) Financial situation: we aim at getting to know #r@repreneurial
economic capacity at aggregate level to meet toet sind long-
term debts of those companies, testing the deperddegree on
exogenous resources of Spanish companies, andxteat €o
which the Structural Funds contribute to allevi#tes financial
deficit.

b) Economic situation, which has as its main goalahalysis of the
profitability of companies in a double bearing: thee company
itself (economic profitability), and for the shaodtters (financial
profitability).

3.2 Sample

To carry out the present study, we have endeavauareshalyse the
period ranging the evolution of the three conseeutinancial years, from
2003 to 2005, deploying the SABdatabase (February 2008) as a source
of information to this effect. Such database hasbkld us to seek and
obtain information about the total of Spanish comes involved in the
Fisheries sector, 715 companies all in all. Froes¢hwe have selected
those that configure the activity sector (CNABD5) “Fisheries,

SABI, or Sistema de Analisis de Balances Ibéri€tiserian Balance Systems”) is the
Informa company database. Such database includes and,odfi@iong others, the
Annual Accounts data of Spanish and Portuguese ani@g.

The Clasificacion Nacional de Actividades Economicé®National Economic
Activity Classification”) or CNAE was passed und@®YAL DECREE 1560/1992 in
Spain, dated December . @8OE n° 306.
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Aquaculture and activities involved in those segsi¢ which amount to
552 companies overall.

From the total of selected companies we have exjesto, as they are
companies with atypical values in their ratiosyedl as those companies
rated under CNAE 0500. Therefore, we have carrigdle analysis on a
depurated sample of 507 companies.

Subsequently, we have again divided these compamiésr a four-
digit CNAE arrangement in order to achieve a clamealysis of those.
Hence, the study shall be undertaken on the corepanelonging to
CNAE 0501 Fisheries (415 companies) and CNAE 050@a&ulture (92
companies).

3.3 Variables

To attain the objectives set out from the onset, @emnsequently to
determine the situation of those companies belanginthe Fisheries
industry, we have deployed the univariant analysthnique, i.e., in the
individualized study of a previously selected sét ewonomic and
financial indicators.

To this end, we focused in the following previotigdées as AECA
(1998, pp. 85-93); Amat et al. (2000, pp. 17-22kr3tein (1995),
Dickinson and Lewis (1985); Fitzpatrick (1932); F@md Elvira (2001,
pp. 19-35); Foster (1986); Horrigan (1968); Jiméerezal. (2000); Lev
(1978); Luengo et al. (2005, p. 22); Ohlson (198Rydriguez (1994);
Bureau Van Dijk (2008); Sanz Santolaria (1999, f@p-19, 46-57);
Watson and Everett (1999); Woelfel (1993). Thesaliss have been
taken as a point of reference in the field of FoiahStatement Analysis,
as well as the European indicators contained ir6thBl database. Tab. 4
shows the ratios included in the analysis.

Tab. 4: Selected Ratios

ID Name Description
1| Return on Shareholders FundReturnsbeforeTaxation
Capital Funds

(100
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ID Name Description
2| Return on Total Assets ReturnsbeforeTaxationELOO
Total Asset
3| Profit Margin ReturnsbeforeTaxationELOO
Operatinglncome
4| Current Ratio CurrentAssets
Current Liabilities
5] Liquidity Ratio CurrentAssets— Inventores
Liquid Liabilities
6| Structure Ratiol Shareholde' s Equity
Total Financial Structure
7| Structure Ratio 2 Current Liabilities
Total Financial Structure
8| Bankruptcy Margin Total Assets
Total Liabilities
9| Fixed Assets Cover Non- current Assets

Non- current Liabilities

10| Consistency Non- current Assets
(Shareholde‘ sEquity j

+ Non- current Liabilities

11| Indebtedness Total Liabilities
Shareholde' s Equity

4 Results

We endeavour to demonstrate below the results radddior the two
activities under analysis, specifically CNAE 05Fsperies) and CNAE
0502 (Aquiculture). To that aim, we offer the fallmg information for
each of the ratios scrutinized:

= the sector mean;
= the sector median;
= the standard deviation;
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» the minimum value obtained per company;

» the maximum value obtained per company;

= 10, 25, 50, 75 and 90 percentiles. Such percerdiie§ enable us
to assess and scrutinize more closely the potemtiasdting
differences between the sector mean and mediamgAtbese
lines, we have been informed that the companiegmuadch of
those percentiles have a lower value than the peledtself. For
example, the median coincides with percentile Bhsequently
every company under percentile 50 (mean) have &rloxalue
regarding that very indicator.

In order to see if there were differences staadijc significant
between both industries, we also carried out an XNOWe will also
show the results obtained.

4.1 Result of the ratios analysed

4.1.1 Return on shareholders funds

The analysis on financial profitability will repertdeparting from

capital funds, on the profitability obtained by tbempany through its
activity.

Regarding Fisheries (CNAE 0501) the results obthsteow how the
indicator deteriorates with time. This fact is ®emarked both about the
mean and the median, both being negative in vallee percentile
analysis shows how half of the companies offer gahee profitability,
but close to 0, being 2005 the year with the sharmeease.

Tab. 5a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) M?;(l)')an 3;?/?;?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 —7.9254 -3.640Q 141.05171 -851.45 874.91
2004 —7.9430 -0.750Q 118.36626 —939.56 874.11
2003 —7.697 -1.640 140.4954  -882.0 869.5
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Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 -91.4620 -34.5550 -3.640Q 20.095Q 76.898(
2004 —-69.4950 -25.9450 -0.750Q 21.800Q 70.874(
2003 -68.460 -23.410 -1.640 16.960 63.141

Source: author’s calculation.

However, the Aquaculture industry (CNAE 0502) offeetter results,
especially in terms of the profitability obtained2005.

Tab. 5b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) Mzeozl)an i;?/?;?(;g Minimum | Maximum
2005 14.0174 7.1700 81.70613 -437.81 382.54
2004 —-6.477Y  4.4800 150.08198 —871.55 300.74
2003 6.328 6.090 93.8098 —285.2 355.0
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 —31.1470 -12.195( 7.1700 30.4225 93.169(¢
2004 -52.0360 —12.970C 44800 22.060Q 62.512(
2003 —-99.586 -14.200 6.090 19.180 94.374

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.2 Return on total assets

The study on profitability of assets or investmettst is, the perusal
of economic profitability, is a gauge of the compaassets yield, no
matter the means of financing it has deployed.

It shows the capacity of assets to generate valdge@nsequently, it
is a relevant indicator of company competitivengsgengo et al., 2005,
p. 13).

The Fisheries industry (Tab. 6a) shows that bothrttean and the
median offer negative values, above 1, for the ethyears, even if
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percentile analysis shows that at least 25% ottmepanies offer positive
profitability also above 0.

Tab. 6a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) Mzeo;i)l)an ﬁ;?/ril;t?org Minimum | Maximum
2005 -4.250Y -3.100Q 14.67579 -144.26 63.38
2004 -2.5969 -1.835Q0 14.30885 -145.34 76.15
2003 -1.8950 -1.480Q0 13.41158 -107.54 86.85
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 -16.5420 -8.9100 -3.100d 1.7400 6.9620
2004 -15.7040 -7.5125 -1.8350 2.5850 9.1110
2003 -14.9740 -6.6425 —1.480C 3.0175 9.516(

Source: author’s calculation.

However, the sector of aquiculture offers data datihg that the
median already offers positive results, which destiates that at least
50% of the companies offer positive profitability.

Tab. 6b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) M?;)')an ig?;?org Minimum | Maximum
2005 0.9832  0.4200 9.39952 —21.83 41.94
2004 -1.0704 0.8100 12.16887 —-61.81 39.49
2003 -1.8138 0.4900 10.83144 -34.75 20.75
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 -9.6460 —-4.7800 0.4200 5.9000 12.194(¢
2004 -14.4500 -5.2300 0.8100 4.8700 9.770(
2003 -16.6920 —5.7000 0.4900 4.7800 9.282(

Source: author’s calculation.
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In general terms, the difference between the FHebesector and
aquiculture may lie in the fact that the latter awdess investment in
assets than the former.

4.1.3 Profit Margin

The present margin gauges the profits obtainedsp&t monetary
unit, that is to say, sales profitability (Luengbad, 2005, p. 15). This
ratio is a component of the economic profitabiteyio.

Regarding the Fisheries industry, and in line whih results obtained,
we may remark upon the fact that both mean and rskaw negative
data confirming the economic results observed ia phevious ratio

(economic profitability). In addition, their evolah renders a
deteriorating trend with the passing of time.
Tab. 7a: Statistics 0501
Median | Standard | ,,. . .
0

Mean (%) (%) deviation Minimum | Maximum

2005 -9.6602 -4.480Q 41.72007 -774.83 74.16

2004 —6.6452 -2.595Q 18.46190 -159.07 66.27

2003 -6.9782 -1.990Q 35.70201 -469.52 161.98
Percentiles

10 25 50 75 90

2005 -28.0120 -15.1900 —4.4800 1.5800 7.4360

2004 -28.0840 -13.7300 —2.5950 2.5625 9.0430

2003 -30.2520 -10.8700 —1.9900 2.7100 10.596(

Source: author’s calculation.

Nevertheless, the Aquaculture industry still showgative indicators,
but nonetheless and unlike the Fisheries indughrg, median shows
higher analyses for the three financial years, witheast 50% positive
results.
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Tab. 7b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) Mzeo;i)l)an 33?;,{?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 -6.8593 0.3300 44.58104 -388.54 45.61]
2004 -9.6598 1.4700 53.97515 -453.52 38.08
2003 —23.8288 0.7800 99.84626 —827.76 25.37
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 -23.556p0 —6.6600 0.3300 7.2000 12.440d
2004 -37.0080 —6.2800 1.4700 6.1100 14.336(
2003 —52.8980 -18.945( 0.7800 3.8175 10.020¢

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.4 Current ratio

This traditional ratio indicating creditworthineshows the extent to
which companies are able to cover their short-telebt with current
assets. Even if it has been accepted by diffenathibas that its value must
be approximately 1.5-2, certainly an ideal valuencd be achieved.
However, at least its assessment must be overcaube in the opposite
case current liabilities would surpass short-tessets, indicating that the
working fund or current assets are negative.

At first sight, the companies within the Fisherigsctor have not
obtained an mean value for that indicator, sincé 5 the companies
have got values below 0.94, 0.82 and 0.79 for #ers/ 2005, 2004 and
2003 respectively. This would indicate a negatiadug for company
current assets. (Tab. 8a).

48



European Financial and Accounting Journal, 2008,4/mo. 2, pp. 34-64.

Tab. 8a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) Mzeo;i)l)an ﬁ;?/ril;t?org Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.3570 0.9400 1.58666 0.00 12.78
2004 1.3394 0.8200 2.04289 0.00 26.80
2003 1.3953 0.7900 2.67691 0.00 39.32
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.2200  0.4400Q 0.9400 1.5800 2.9360
2004 0.1700  0.3475 0.8200 1.4825 3.0800
2003 0.1840  0.3600 0.7900 1.5600 2.904(

Source: author’s calculation.

For the Aquaculture industry, mean values apprahcdse of the
Fisheries sector, even if mean results show bétares for the three
years (Tab. 8b).

Tab. 8b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) M?;)')an ig?;?org Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.6085 1.1000 1.76309 0.14 12.35
2004 1.7270  1.0300 2.96929 0.24 26.35
2003 1.6059 1.0600 2.18950 0.03 13.72
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.4820  0.7100 1.1000 1.6700 2.946(
2004 0.4400  0.6500 1.0300 1.7050 3.270(
2003 0.2780  0.6200 1.0600 1.7500 2.986(

Source: author’s calculation.
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4.1.5 Liquidity ratio

Amongst creditworthiness ratios, this very ratidhis one providing a
more accurate information than that offered bydheent ratio, since we
are about to show the weight inventories have lar activities under
analysis. Along these lines, this acid test isttidate the extent to which
companies are capable to reimburse their debts dtod-term basis,
exclusively through liquidity and collecting rightdence, this very ratio
departs from the most extreme situation, namely ekient to which
companies would be able to face short-term debisage they sold no
invertories whatsoever.

As we can see, both industries receive similaraglan approximate

1-1.2 mean, and a median close to 0.6. These valgeslose to those
expected for this ratio (Tab. 9a and Tab. 9b).

Tab. 9a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) M?;(l)')an 3;?/?;?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.1700 0.6700 1.53468 0.00 12.78
2004 1.1140 0.5750 1.87488 0.00 24.16
2003 1.2016 0.5500 2.59217 0.00 37.51]
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.1600  0.320Q 0.6700 1.3600 2.712C
2004 0.1070  0.240Q 0.5750 1.2300 2.545(
2003 0.1140  0.2300 0.5500 1.3600 2.502¢

Source: author’s calculation.
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Tab. 9b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) Mzeo;i)l)an 33?;,{?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.047% 0.5600 1.5747C 0.01 9.81
2004 1.0301 0.5100 1.80887 0.04 13.33
2003 9300 0.4600 1.59158 0.00 10.72
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.0420 0.2400Q 0.5600 1.1000 2.3060
2004 0.1100  0.225Q 0.5100 0.9700 2.2400
2003 0.0640  0.2100 0.4600 1.0800 1.9900

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.6 Structure Ratio 1

This structure ratio is to show the weight of Shatder’'s Equity over
the financial structure at large.

A first combinedanalysisof bothactivities(FisheriesandAquaculture)
is their high indebtedness level, regarding thetiporof Shareholder’s
Equity over the financial structure as a whole. §Hshareholder’s Equity
means a 25%-30% mean for the three financial yaadsr scrutiny, debt
consequently representing 75%, which is an indethefdependence on
exogenous funds that this industry suffers fronab(TLOa and Tab. 10b).

Tab. 10a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) Mzeo;i)l)an 33?;,{?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 25.364  20.860 26.647C -47.1 91.6
2004 28.430 21.960 30.1666 -109.3 100.0
2003 29.292 24550 32.0415 —-240.6 100.0

51



Vidal Hernandez-Mora, A. —Antén RenartM. —MorenoEnguix,M. R.: An Analysis of
the Dependence of the Spanish Fisheries IndustrherFinancial Instrument
for Fisheries Guidance.

Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 -1.762 7.640 20.860 44,750 61.248
2004 -2.012 7.520 21.960 50.510 72.207
2003 -1.191 6.808 24.550 50.983 71.825
Source: author’s calculation.
Tab. 10b: Statistics 0502
Median | Standard . i
0,
Mean (%) (%) deviation Minimum | Maximum
2005 30.301 26.220 23.9410 —-6.8 91.5
2004 30.645 22.140 26.7759 -13.6 97.9
2003 30.884 22.870 27.5738 -14.1 98.4
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 3.528 9.770 26.220 47.110 66.756
2004 1.650 9.335 22.140 48.830 73.78(
2003 2.200 8.695 22.870 49.815 76.42(0

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.7 Structure Ratio 2

The previously estimated structure ratio has altbwe to confirm the
high indebtedness level that lies in the financstucture of the
entrepreneurial sector within the Fisheries andaksgiture industries. A
second structure indicator such as the presentittdes a step forward
towards the calculation of current or short-terbtdend its weight upon
financial structure.

As we can see, this weight is certainly high, if take into account
the fact that the Fisheries industry (Tab. 11laymea 40% values during
the three financial years, going up to 50% for Aquiture. Such a fact is
confirmed by the data in percentile 90, whereby 8% of these
companies this proportion represents a 75% meamningoup to 80% for
the Aquaculture industry.
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Tab. 11a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) Mzao;i)l)an 33?;,{?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 0.4221 0.3866 0.22126 0.01 1.38
2004 0.4421 0.4189 0.25504 0.00 1.90
2003 0.4382  0.3961] 0.28636 0.00 3.40
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.1702  0.2569 0.3866 0.5396 0.7431
2004 0.1465  0.2582 0.4186 0.5854 0.7657
2003 0.1433  0.2594 0.3961 0.5765 0.7651

Source: author’s calculation.

Tab. 11b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) Mgzl)an 3;?/?;?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 0.5062 0.5052 0.24828 0.05 1.07
2004 0.53283 0.5066 0.27105 0.02 1.14
2003 0.5321 0.5070 0.27336 0.00 1.13
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.1787Y  0.3029 0.5052 0.6717 0.8338
2004 0.1808  0.2994 0.5066 0.7316 0.9197
2003 0.1663  0.3143 0.5070Q 0.7335 0.888¢

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.8 Bankruptcy margin

The Bankruptcy margin ratio will show the extent wich the
company can deal with debts by means of assetsratleemust be, at
least, higher than 1, and its increase goes handhand with
creditworthiness quality. In the opposite case, ¢cbenpany would be
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unable to meet its debts with its assets as a whatel would
consequently be on the verge of an actual windmgAli in all, this ratio
unveils a potential situation of disequilibrium tbe company.

As it is patent from our data, the entrepreneusittor within the
Fisheries and Aquaculture industries are situateae& one during the
three financial years. In any case, and with the daution, we should
also mention that also in both cases, 25% of timepamies have obtained
a value lower than 1.10 (percentile 25) duringgbeod under analysis.

Tab. 12a: Statistics 0501

Median | Standard . )
0,
Mean (%) (%) deviation Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.6617 1.2528 1.23271 0.68 11.89
2004 1.9756 1.2819 2.32062 0.48 32.28
2003 1.9084 1.3059 2.12565 0.29 30.02
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.9823 1.0801 1.2528 1.8102 2.5418
2004 0.9743 1.0804 1.2819 1.9953 3.4165
2003 0.9874 1.0680 1.3059 1.9215 3.4045
Source: author’s calculation.
Tab. 12b: Statistics 0502
Median | Standard . )
0,
Mean (%) (%) deviation Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.7293 1.3108 1.47045 0.94 11.77
2004 1.8063 1.2579 1.31514 0.88 7.92
2003 2.6808 1.2847 8.35417 0.88 75.00
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Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 1.0367 1.1054 1.3108 1.8267 2.4631
2004 1.0269 1.0964 1.2579 1.8698 3.4946
2003 1.0285 1.0948 1.2847 1.9416 2.661(0

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.9 Fixed Assets Cover

This indicator is liable to show the degree in Whixed assets are
financed with constant financial sources. Theiueamust be lower than
one (< 1 value), which would actually indicate tlzatrrent assets are
financed by means of constant sources. In the djgpcase, if the value
were higher than one, it would reveal that the canms are financing
their fixed assets or non-current assets with otirrer short-term
liabilities.

This is indirectly connected to the ratio (Currelssets/Current
Liabilities) and confirms the results obtained i constituting the
disequilibrium or lack of stability mean in the t@mc Regarding the
mean, this takes place in a higher degree in thleefies industry, to the
detriment of the Aquaculture one.

Tab. 13a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) Mg%l)an 3;?/?;?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 1.2718 1.0342 1.78159 -3.05 29.08
2004 1.5684 1.0963 6.09303 -19.00 117.00
2003 1.7520 1.1212 6.04515 -14.50 93.59
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.3278 0.7180 1.0342 1.4512 1.9910
2004 0.3220  0.7582 1.0963 1.5705 2.1574
2003 0.2629  0.7111 1.1212 1.5128 2.3407

Source: author’s calculation.
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Tab. 5: Tab. 13b: Statistics 0502

Mean (%) Mzeo;i)l)an 33?;,{?(;2 Minimum | Maximum
2005 2.0858 0.8133 7.19500¢ -2.43 59.25
2004 -3.1902 0.8184 38.13924 -346.0C 9.97
2003 1.1229 0.8562 3.91931 -16.91 22.08
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.2843  0.5441 0.8133 1.2882 2.1674
2004 0.1362  0.4488 0.8184 1.3437 2.6729
2003 0.1877Y  0.5576 0.8562 1.5952 3.0691

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.10 Consistency

This indicator is a guarantee ratio for long-termeditors, as it
indicates the extent to which reimbursement of deljjuaranteed with
non-current assets in the future. It must be highan one (> 1 value).
The results obtained show values higher than oné, aence, positive
ones, in both industries. This indicator guarantsespanies to meet their
long-term debts (Tab. 14a Tab. 14b).

Tab. 14a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) M?;)')an ig?;?org Minimum | Maximum
2005 3.9071 1.8870 8.88077 0.00 110.33
2004 8.2491  2.35795 24.8517¢ 0.04 306.98
2003 8.1720  2.4669 19.84864 0.03 224.38
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Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.9016 1.2750 1.8870 3.2397 6.495(0
2004 1.1034 1.5076 2.3575 45006 15.529(¢
2003 1.0774 1.5124 2.4669 5.2000 15.967H4
Source: author’s calculation.
Tab. 14b: Statistics 0502
Median | Standard . )
0,
Mean (%) (%) deviation Minimum | Maximum
2005 23.0691 2.0313 74.9788C 0.31 433.50
2004 12.8602 2.2945 37.05963 0.05 274.50
2003 14.4553 2.9341 39.76447 0.09 274.50
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.7151 1.1277 2.0313 4.3291 30.3049
2004 0.6818 1.3497 2.2945 5.3536 37.6834
2003 0.7264 1.3912 2.9341 9.3450 26.8464

Source: author’s calculation.

4.1.11 Indebtedness

This indebtedness ratio shows the proportion okledness with
Shareholder's Equity. It attempts to confirm theyously calculated
structure ratio, wherein we have reckoned the lowight that

Shareholder’s Equity has as regards the finantiattsire as a whole.

Tab. 15a: Statistics 0501

Mean (%) M?;)')an ig?;?org Minimum | Maximum
2005 9.0442  2.1681 54.85548 —-310.60 501.00
2004 10.192y  1.8233 98.07409 —-89.3§ 1908.00
2003 0.1158  1.7527 79.52637 -1075.0( 389.00
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Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 —-4.5149 0.7225 2.1681] 6.5463 16.8611
2004 —-3.782Y7 0.5320 1.8233 5.7396 16.1264
2003 -5.0013 0.4877 1.7527 5.6662 19.2054
Source: author’s calculation.
Tab. 15b: Statistics 0502
Median | Standard . )
0,
Mean (%) (%) deviation Minimum | Maximum
2005 7.7238 2.7149 25.81841 —28.22 206.20
2004 —6.0033 2.5317 85.84894 —625.0C 133.00
2003 3.9163 2.4762 14.56567 —70.86 60.64
Percentiles
10 25 50 75 90
2005 0.3404 1.109] 2.7149 7.4609 17.187(C
2004 0.1959 0.860(0 2.5317 6.4637  20.1815
2003 0.1198 0.8284 2.4762 8.0028 17.4894

Source: author’s calculation.

4.2 Result of ANOVA

As we posed before, we also carried out an Analykike Variance
(ANOVA), through which we endeavour to show if therre differences
statistically significant between both industrigsorder to make this, we
studied the existence of these possible differefmeall different ratios
in each of the three years analysed.

Tab. 16: ANOVA per Industry Code
Ratio ID | Year ANOVA Sig.
1 2005 F(]_’ 493 =2 025;P>0.1 n.$
2004| Fqu,484=0.010;P>0.1] ng.
2003 F(]_, 457 = 0.752;: P> 0.1 n.g.
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Ratio ID | Year ANOVA Sig.
2 2005 F(]_’ 504 = 10.610 ; P< 0.01 ***
2004| Fg1,493=0.874;P>0.1] n.§g.
2003 F(]_, 467 = 0.003 ;: P>0.1 n.g.
3 2005| Fq,504 =0.328;P>0.1] n.$
2004 F(]_’ 485 = 0.815; P>0.1 n.$
2003 F(1, 453 = 6.746 ; P< 0.0]] ***
4 2005| Fq,504 =1.799;P>0.1] n.$
2004 F(]_’ 493 = 2.192 ; P>0.1 n.$
2003 | F1,464=0.449;P>0.1] n.§
5 2005 F(]_’ 504 = 0.471: P>0.1 n.$
2004| F(1,493=0.148;P>0.1] n.$
2003| F1,464=0.842;P>0.1] n.$
6 2005 F(]_’ 504 = 2.647 : P>0.1 n.$
2004| Fu 4 =0.425:P>01] n$
2003| F@1,470=0.190;P>0.1] n.$
7 2005 F(]_’ 504 = 10.304 ; P< 0.01 ***
2004 | F1, 404 = 8.936 ; P< 0.0 ***
2003 | K, 470 = 7.538 ; P< 0.01) ***
8 2005 F1,484=0.191;P>0.1| n.$
2004 F(]_’ 479 = 0.418 ; P> 0.1 n.$
2003| F(1,449=2.452;P>0.1] n$
9 2005 F(1, 484 = 3.995; P< 0.05 **
2004 | K1, 479 =5.558 ; P<0.05 **
2003 F(]_, 450 = 0.785;: P> 0.1 n.$
10 2005 F(]_, 443 = 22.830 ; P< 0.0 ***
2004| F1,422=1.646;P>0.1] n$
2003 F(]_, 400 = 3.629 : P<0.1]| *
11 2005| F(1,484=0.045;P>0.1] ng.
2004 F(]_’ 479 = 1.970; P>0.1 n.y.

2003 | F(1,449=0.179;P>0.1] n.s

Legends: Ratio ID: 1 = Return on Shareholders FuddsReturn on Total Assets;
3 = Profit Margin; 4 = Current Ratio; 5 = Liquidi®atio; 6 = Structure Ratio 1;
7 = Structure Ratio 2; 8 = Bankruptcy Margin; 9ixdel Assets Cover;

10 = Consistency; 11 = Indebtedness.

p

Sig.: *** =p < 0.01; * =p < 0.05; * = p < 0.1;.8. = no significance.

Source: author’s calculation.
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The results obtained show (Tab. 16) that no renmdekdifferences
have been found between both industries in moshefatios and years
analyzed. Just five of the eleven ratios show nottw differences for
both industries (mainly in 2005).

These ratios are Return on total assets (2005jit Rtéargin (2003);
Structure ratio 2 (2003, 2004 and 2005); Fixed Assever (2004 and
2005) and Consistency (2003 and 2005). These seswalhfirm that
Aquaculture industry shows, in relation to fisheri@dustry, a higher
economic profitability; a higher weight of curretiabilities on the
financial structure and a higher consistency of-aoment assets on non-
current liabilities.

Conclusion

The goal pursued in the present article has beemdeavour an analysis
of the European Union (EU) Fisheries sector coanjthighlighting the
relevance of the fishing policy in the EU and tgito give an account of
the FIFG Structural Funds awarded to Member States.

Such an analysis has bad as a departing ground 8pa Member State,
as this is the main beneficiary of the FIFG Fuvdsh a 43%, due to the
fact that the country boasts 15% of the fleet, gbeg the highest
employment figures (24.29% in 2005) and is the tgistafish producer,
together with France.

Hand in hand with macroeconomic data, we focus ioterest in the
economic and financial conditions of this entrepreral sector, gauging
the extent to which they are dependent on the pecéiStructural Funds
to be competitive.

With a view to accomplish this aim, we have carmed a case study in
Spain, selecting the companies involved in thisvagt subsequently
classifying them in the Fisheries and Aquaculturgepreneurial sectors,
respectively. The SABI database has been the faiomdaf the present
study, as statistical survey on a final sample @f Bompanies has been
carried out, of which we have perused 11 ratiogHer2003-2005 period.

Our research has confirmed that, for the Fishéni@gstry, profitability is

negative or close to zero, which indicates thas mot a very appealing
sector for private capital investment. Likewisepmamic profitability
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also presents —3% mean and —1% median as negatiaefat the three
financial years under analysis, which the data idexy by profit margins
confirms.

A short-term creditworthiness analysis has dematestr that these
companies have not obtained a good value, showimggative turnover
fund. This is additionally confirmed by a fixed ats cover analysis,
which corroborates the lack of balance or diselguiim of the sector on
average. However, facing these results the acidstesws us that the
Fisheries industry would actually be capable to tmsd®rt-term debt,
solely with cash assets and collecting rights.

A high level of indebtedness in financial structisdo be inferred from
the structure analysis, the proportion of currerdbilities being
correspondingly high.

Regarding bankruptcy margin, even if companies haalees over 1,
almost 25% of the companies approach 1. To guarahis bankruptcy
margin, the consistency indicator confirms how camgs can actually
guarantee long-term debt.

Summarizing, the Spanish Fisheries industry enjoger profitability
figures, showing a certain lack of balance regaydiixed assets
financing. In addition, they have a high level nfiebtedness, especially
short-term. On the other hand, companies reasorably meet short-
term payments with cash and rights in the worse¢ sagnario, namely the
impossibility to sell catches. They also enjoy ade&vimargin for
bankruptcy, being able to guarantee long-term deintbursement with
fixed assets.

As regards Aquaculture, it is worth highlightingathmost of the ratios
under scrutiny show similar or even better resthian those given to
Fisheries, even if in many cases the companieshiagloin the sector
show higher indebtedness levels. This similaritywieen Fisheries and
Aquaculture industries was confirmed by the ANOVAdma.

All in all, we may conclude, in tune with the datderred, that the EU
public investment constitutes an imperative to gotge the economic
and financial feasibility of this sector, which ® relevant where
guaranteeing the upkeeping of employment levels #ed economic
activity in certain European regions are involved.
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Additionally, the data show the difficulties to cpete of this
entrepreneurial sector, which could not manageowitithe receipt of aids
destined to increase their profitability and stitéeg their economic and
financial structure.
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An Analysis of the Dependence of the Spanish Fishes
Industry on the Financial Instrument for Fisheries
Guidance

José Antonio VIDAL HERNANDEZ-MORA — Marcos ANTONIRET —
Maria del Rocio MORENO ENGUIX

ABSTRACT

Fisheries are an important economic sector in the dbbject to an
important restructuring in the most recent yeatse Financial Instrument
for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) has been the toolloyed by the
European authorities to increase the competitiversesl to modernize
this industry. As far as Spain is concerned, it besn verified that it is
the European country receiving more funds in tleeme years. The aim
of this paper is to examine the financial situatidrthe Spanish fisheries
firms, determining their indebtedness, solvency, arofitability. We also
analyse if those firms included in the Fisheriest@eshow differences
statistically significant. Along the same linesgeasf the aims of the study
is to carry out an analysis of the financial neeaifsthese firms,
considering the extent to which the European fumd®ived along the
latest years may have helped Fisheries the indus8pain.

Key words: Fisheries; FIFG; Financial analysis.

JEL classification: G32, Q22.

64



