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D,

I.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Trade Volume of Beef

1. World Volume of Beef Exports

This section deals with the historical trends in the world
trade of beef. 1In the period 1965-1970, high economic growth con-
tinued in the main importing countries such as the United States,
Europe and Japan, demand for beef increased at relatlvely stable
prices and import and export volumes rose.

According'to FAO‘statistics”(Reférence Table B=12); the export
volume of beef in the world increased from 1.45 million tons (cwe)
in 1965 to 2.088 million tons in 1970 and 2,549 million_ tons in
1973. With the emergence of the first oil crisis in 1973, world
volume of heef exports decreased to 2.269 million tons in 1974 and
2.355 million tons in 1975. 1In 1976, the export volume returned ko
the 1973 level, rising to 3.378 million tons in 1%80.

Recent trade flow patterns in the beef market will be analysed
in Item 4 of this section,; but regional trends of beef exports will
he described now.

The EC gountries export and import considerable quantities of
beef, but there was a sharp rise in beef exports from 175,000 tons
in 1965 to 1.114 million tong (including trade within the EC) irn
1975 — by a factor of four during the 10 years. The figure
decreased slightly to 975,000 tons in 1976, but started to increase

again in the following year, reaching 1.586 million tons in 1980,
being supported by export subsidies. :

Exports from Australia remained at virtually the same level
(321,000 tons in.1965; 328,000 tons in 1970}, but increased by 78%
between 1970 and 1973, when the total reached 583,000 tons.
However, Australian exports declined in 1974 and 1975 due to the
effects of the first oil crisis. They started to increase again in
1976, reaching a peak of 835,000 tons in 1979, but decreased
slightly the following year. '

Beef exports from New Zealand increased by 47% from 121,000
tons in 1965 to 178,000 tons in 1970, and a further 14% to 203,000
tons in 1973. However, the beef exports declined in the next two
vears for the same reasons stated in the previous paragraph.
Exports started to increase in 1976, and reached a record high of
245,000 tons in 1979, then declined slightly in 1980.
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In the South American region, Argentina is the largest
exporting country, followed by Brazil and Uruguay, Although beef
exports. from Argentina inoreased slightly from 349,000 tons in 1965
to 352,000 tons in 1970, there was a considerable decline, similar
to other exporting countries, in 1974 and 1975, for the reasons men-
tioned previously. Thercafter, however, exports recovered slightly.

2. Net Importers of Beef in the World

The net beef importing countries are EC nations, the United
States, Japan, the:USSR, the Republic of Korea, North African coun-
tries, and the Middle East countries, i.e., developed countries, ocil
producing countries and newly industrializing countries with rela-—
tively high incomes. .

The United States had been a net importing country since the
1960s, and'the net import volume increased further in the 1970s.
In the United States net imports were 249,000 tons in 1965, 518,000
tons in 1970, 579,000 tons in 1975, and 578,000 tons in 1980,

Because'beef imports of the United States were controlled by
the Meat Import Law, a radical increase did not occur. Since the
system to allow imports up to a certain ratio against domestic con-
sumption was adopted from. 1965 to 1979, imports took place at the
rate of 7 - 9% of domestic production.

The EC was a net importer from 1965 to 1974. It was the
largest importer, with net imports of 525,000 tons in 1965, more
than double that of the United States, but through common agricul-
tural policy adopted in 1960s, self-sufficiency increased, and in
1975-1976 the EC became a net exporter, with exports of 73,000 tons
in 1979 and 411,000 tons in 1980,

The total net import of beef in the developed countries was
306,000 tons in 1965 and 404,000 tons in 1970, but from 1974, they
became a net exporting region and increased exports from 147,000
tons in 1975 to 498,000 tons in 1980.

The USSR was a net exporter until 1969, but after 1370 became a
net importer and maintained its import volume, although with some
fluctuations, and became the largest net importer next to the United

States by importing 325,000 tons in 1980 (Reference Table B-16 and

3. The Ratio of Beef Export to Beef Production by Country

The share of beef exports in world production showed a slight
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increasing tendency with 5.2% in 1970, 5.3% in 1975 and 7.5% in
1980. The developed countries had a higher percentage than the
world average. . . o

“Among the main exportlng countries, Australia's export ratig
rose from 27% in 1975 to 41.4% in 1979. New Zealand has a highey
ratio than Australia, because its domestic consumption is 8mall cop.
pared with production. In 1976 the ratio dropped to 36.3% becmmeef
sluggish exports, but increased to 48.9% in 1979 and 45, 5% in 198,

The export ratio-in Argentlna was 13.5% in 1970 and 17.5% ip
1972, but after that it continued to decreage, and was 7.1% in 1980,
Though the export of processed products of Brazil is large, the
export of raw beef is small and the beef export ratio continued tg
decrease from 4.5% - 7.4% in 1970-73 to be lesgs than 1% in 1974 ang
later years. :

The export ratio in the United States is very low, about 0,13
{Reference Table B~13). .

4. Flow of International Beef Trade

Interrnational beef trade can be roughly divided into (1) the
flow of fresh, chilled and frozen beef, and (2) the flow of processed
beef. With regard to the first flow, it can further be divided into
trade within regions free from foot-and-mouth disease and trade within
regiong affected by foot—and-mouth disease. The gecond flow is that
in which the major exporters are South American countries and the
major importers are North American and the EC countries. The exist-
ence of foot-and-mouth disease impdses a sanitary constraint on the
beef trade. Exports from contaminated countries to clean countries
are limited to beef which is heat-processed (boiled beef) under pre-
scribed conditions so as to he virus-free from foot—~and-mouth diseass

The exporting countries in the regions free from foot-and-mouth
disease are Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Mexlico, Guatemala, Costa
Rica and Nicaragua, which mainly export to: the United States, and
"clean" countries in Europe such as Ireland and Iceland. The United
States and Japan do not permit imports from such EC countries as the
UK, France and the Netherlands.

The United States, the largest importer, permits imports from
about ten countries, but Augtralia and New Zealand have a dominant
share. They are major world traders in fresh, chilled and frozen beefs

Beef exports from the region free of foot-and-mouth disease wert
1.31 million tons in 1980. By country, Australia is the largest
exporter at 580,000 tons. The export ratio in the clean countries
.is less than 3%. o . '
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Table D~1 Beef Producticn and Trade {1980)
{1,000 tons, %)

Production Export Import
Share _
Total 45,350 (100} 2,340 (100) 2,120 {100)
Clean region
1,310 (56)

Foot-and-mouth
diseage region

1,030 (44)
Congisting of: _
usa _ 10,000 (22) 60 (3) 640  (30)
EC 7,040 (16) 410 (18) 170 (8)
Australia 1,560  (3) 580 (25) - (=)
Argentina = 2,920 {6) 200 (9) - {~)
USSR 6,700 (15) 10 (~} 330 (1s)
Japan 420 (1) - () 120 (6}

Notes: 1} The export and import figures are not in agreement because
of time lag,

2} Since statistical standards differ from country to country,
the above data consist of both carcass data and cut meat data.

Source: FAO, Production Yearbook, Trade Yearbook, and others

Table D-2 Volume of Beef Export from
Three South American Countries

(1,000 MT)
1971 1976 1981
Argentina 308 308 3217
169 219 157
477 527 484
Brazil 100 17 61
65 140 245
165 157 306
Uruguay 89 182 164
- 13 6
89 195 170
Total 497 507 552
234 372 408
131 879 960
Note : Upper: Carcasses and cuts; Middle: Processed

o products: Lower: Total
Source: GIRA
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Beef in the Foot-and-mouth disease region flows from Argentiy,,
Uruguay and Brazil to European countries, the USSR, and the Middle
East gountries; between European countries, and from Europe to North
Africa.

Total exports from the footeand~mbﬁth disease countries are
1.03 million tons in 1980, and exports.include fresh, chilled ang
frozen beef and processed beef in equal proportion.

The beef importing countries are developed countries, the yssy
and the oil producing countries, and trade is small in the develop-
ing countries. The exporting countries are Australia (the largest

xporter}, New Zealand, Argentina, Brazil, those in the EC, and Fast
European countries. The former three countries have a big share in
international trade. The past_flow_of 1nternationalrtrade of beef
was mainly into the EC and the United States, but now the United
States and Japan form the largest import region as net import
“countries. The EC both exports and imports, but is & net exporting
region, having the third largest export volume, next to Rustralia
and Argentina.

world beef trade in 1982 is shown statistically in Table D-3.

In terms of exports, Australia exports, out of a total of
656,000 tons, 380,000 tons to the United States, 130,000 tons to
Japan, 25,000 tons to the Republic of Korea, 25,000 tons to Canada,
and 480,000 tons to these main countries: in the pan-pacific area.
Exports from Australia. to-Europe are only 10,000 tons.

New Zealand has a similar export structure to that of Augtralia
but its dependence on the United States is higher; in 1982 New
Zealand exported 254,000 tons (80%) to the United States out of
total exports of 330,000 tons. New Zealand exported 33,000 tons to
Canada and 12,000 tons to Japan.

The United States is the largest importer of beef in the world,
but recently its export of high quality beef is increasing. Its
total exports in 1982 were 157,000 tons, out of which 65,000 tons
{40.8%) was exported to Japan, the largest customer. Other exports
were to Canada (55,000 tons) and Central and South American coun-
tries (20,000 tons). 1Its exports to Europe were only 3,000 tons.

Canada exports 128,000 tons, out of which 120,000 tons goes to
the United States.

Beef exports from the EC (1O countries) is 596,000 tons, of
which 291,000 tons (48.8%) goes to North African countries and
Middle East countries. Other exports are 104,000 tong to East
European countries and 80,000 tons to the USSR, In addition to the
above maxn destinations, 35,000 tons are exported to West African
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countries, 22,000 tons to other West Furopean countriés and to South

Hurope. Geographical conditions and trade relationships determine
the destinations. '

Ekports from West Buropean countries outside the EC are small
in scale; in 1982 the figure stood at 78,000 tons.

In the same year Argentina exported 460,000 tons and was the
third largest exporter next to Australia and the EC. Exports to the
EC were 180,000 tons, 96,000 to the USSR, and 63,000 tons to North
Africa and the Middle East,

In 1982 Brazil exported the same amount as Argentina, but its
markets are more diversified; 145,000 tons to the EC, 91,000 tons to
North Africa and the Middle East, 70,000 tons to the United States,
and some also to Central and South American countries and Asia.

_ Among the importers of beef the United States is the largest,
accounting for about 29% of worlgd beef imports in 1982, The main
suppliers are Australia, 380,000 tons, New Zealand 254,000 tons,
Central America 155,000 tons, and Canada 120,000 tons; imports from
these countries total 909,000 tons, 86% of the total amount imported
by the United States. Beef imports from these countries mainly con-
sist of fresh, chilled and frozen meats. In addition, the United
States imported 62,000 tons of heat treated beef from Argentina and
70,000 tons from Brazil.

The EC is both an exporter and an importer of beef. Imports
from outside the EC in 1982 were 562,000 tons, of which 180,000 tons
came from Argentina, 145,000 tons from Brazil, 95,000 tons from East
European countries, 52,000 tons from other West European countries,
and 35,000 tons from South Africa, Imports from Australia, New
Zealand and the United States are very small.

On the other hand, the countries of North Africa and the Middile
East have recently become a large import market, currently importing
671,000 tons of beef .— 291,000 tons from the EC, 91,000 tons from
Brazil, 63,000 tons from Argentina, and 80,000 tons from Eastern
Europe., This region has now become the principal market for the
major beef exporting countries other than Australia and New Zealand.

Total imports in the USSR were 330,000 tons, of which 130,000

tons came from East European countries, 96,000 tons from Argentina
and 80,000 tons from the EC,
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II, The Beef Export and Import System

1. Outline of the Beef Export and Import Systems

The international beef trade hag a variety of export and import
systems according to the different countries. —Among importers, the
United States, which is the largest beef importer in the world, con-
ducts an import guota system under the Meat Import Law, and Canada
also restricts imports in a similar manner.

The EC countries endeavor to stabilize beef demand and supply
and prices, and to secure the income of producers under the import
surcharge system, which acts as a barrier againgt the import of live
cattle and beef, In order to ease this situation, a certain quan-
tity of imports is permitted on the basis of quotas under various
special agreements. o

As regards exporters, on the other hand, the EC ‘countries
export beef at a price half that of the domestic beef price by pro-
viding export subsidies. Since beef consumption is showing a slug-
gish trend reflecting the recent recession, a tendency toward
oversupply can be seen in the West European countries, many of which
have been striving to develop export outlets for the adjustment of
demand and supply.

In Rustralia, the Meat and Livestock Corporation is the licens-
ing authority over exporting companies, but otherwise enjoys neither
subsidies nor price supports. New Zealand has adopted a minimum
export price system linked with the domestic price, under which the
New Zealand Meat Board has monopololistic control over meat exports.
The main purpose of this is to gecure the income of the producers.
The United States has been showing great interest in the export of
high-gnality beef under the feedlot system, and is actively making
efforts to ease the barriers in importing countries.

2. The Beef Export and Import Systems in the United States

2.1 Exports

Exports of the United States are only about 1% of donestic
production, but the potential export capacity, based on grain-
fattened cattle produced by the feedlot system centered in the
West and Midwest, is considered to be high., Beef exports were not
of interest to the beef industry until the 1970s, but recently the
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desire to export was suddenly heightened by sluggish domestic
demand and increased production capacity. Beef for export mainly
consists of high quality beef produced by grain-fattening, a type
of beef which is in a state of oversupply in the United States; it
is also important to develop overseas markets from the viewpoint
of stabilizing prices,

The main activity of export promotion of beef consists of
expanding markets by negotiation between two Or more countries,
and reduction or elimination of import duties and import barriers.
A lesser activity is the opening of offices in the main export
nmarkets by the beef industry for promoting exports,

2.2 Imports

2:2.,1 Meat Import Law of 1964

The United States is the largest importer of beef in the
world., Its imported beef consists mainly of low guality beef to
be used for processing, e.q. as hamburger.

Since low quality beef in the United States is in short
supply because of the decreased number of dairy cattle and
increased raising of beef cattle by the feedlot system, imports
of this class of beef are required. Imports alsc serve to sta-
bilize price.

The import of beef into the United States was unrestricted
until 1963, but since 1964 the import of beef has been strictly
controlled under the Meat Import Law. The import system wag
based on the principle of maintaining the import share of domes-
tic consumption on the basis of past imports, to establish the
basic import gquota and to make adjustments in accordance with
subsequent increases in domestic production. It was provided
that a certain percentage of the domestic market should be open
to the overseas suppliers, but when imports exceed the import
guota (10%) imports are to be controlled,

The President is authorized to loosen or tighten import
‘controls depending on the supply and demand situation and price
trends within the country. The following describes the main
points of the import law, including the method of calculation of
the import quota.

Heat Affected;
- Fresh, chilled and frozen beef (Customs Tariff Schedules of

American classification 106.10) sheep and geoat meat (except
lamb).
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Method of calculating import quota:
725.4 nillion pounds « Average domestic production in past

3 -
(329,332 tons} Average domestic production in 1953 ftar

~19g3

Calculating method of trigger level:

Trigger level is the point.whgre import controls are invokeg,
and can be obtained by multiplying the import quota by 1.ig,
That is, when the actual annual total import volume is esti.
mated to exceed the import quota by 10%, the import control

is invoked by presidential proclamation.

Estimation of import volume:

The actual annual {January-December) import volume is esti-
mated by quarter.

guota by country:

The Agriculture Secretary must allocate the import guota
decided by the presidential proclamation to the beef supply-
ing countries in accordance with thelr shares in supplying
beef to the U.S. market in a representative period. The
President can either cancel the proclamation or increase or
decrease the import quota as regquired.

The President's powers regarding the import guota are:

o To suspend the import quota if required from the viewpoint
of national security. = _ .

o To increase the import quota when it is judged that the
demand cannot be met at a reascnable price.

o To increase or decrease the import guota when it is neces-
sary to execute the policy based on the trade agreément.

The Meat Import Law (1964) was in force until 1978, but
because it is based on share division of the domestic market, it
caused a problem in that as domestic production increases, the
import of beef also increased proportionally, and when the
domestic market became smaller, .the beef market was made
unstable by imports. The beef market became egpecially unstable
after the oil crisis, and the import of beef increased while the
price was low and the market deteriorated further.

As previously mentioned, under Meat Import Law of 1964 the
import quota was distributed to beef supplying countries in pro-
portion to their past shares of imports to the United Statesi 10
order to have them observe the import quotas, the bUnited States
Government negotiated with the exporting countries for voluntary
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restrictions. - Actually import quotas by country were imposed as
required, but because the formal quota by country is contrary to
.the GATT, any impogition of the quota was not long~standing, and
the import quota has been sometimes reduced or abolished when
domestic prices have drastically fallen, Tt sometimes happened
that an increased domestic price made it unnecessary to execute
the import quota.

In the heef trade among the countries free of foot~ang-
mouth disease, beef imports in the United States continued te
have a dominant share and a strong influence. One control
measure is the-Meat Import Law, and in that sense, beef trade in
the disease-free regions can be said to have been led by the
United States. 'The supplying countries have produced and
exported beef in keeping with imports by the United States,

2.2.2 Meat Import Law of 1979 .

On December 31, 1978 some provisions of the Meat Import Law
(1964) were revised to create the Meat Import Law (1979). From
January 1979, imports were made on the basis of this law. The
main changes to the original law are as follows:

o Limitation of the President's powers on the import quota

o Introduction of minimum import volume

o Inclusion of processed meat

o Correction of calculating method of quota
Introduction of inverse proportion; i.,e. to stabilize
price and supply as a whole by decreasing the import
‘quota when ‘the domestic production increases, or
increasing it in the opposite case. Alteration of the

number. of years and the type of beef to be used for the
calculation.

Under the Meat Import Law (1964), import wvolume increased
or decreased in proportiaon to the increase or decrease in the
domestic production, but under the Meat Import Law (19792), the
relation was inverted,

Calculating method of import gquota:
Annual import Average change in meat production in past 3 vears

quota X Average domestic production of meat in 10 years
(546,400 tons) from 1968 to 1977

x Moving average change of cow beef production per capita ?n past 5 years
Moving average change of cow beef production per Capita in past 2 years
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The basic point is that the number of adult cow beef in tpe
United States was assumed to correspond to imported beef, to
arrive at a coefficient of adjustment of beef imports which
represents the inverse of the increases or decreadges in the pro.
ductlon/consumptlon ratio of cow beef. The beef imported intg
the United States is considered low in quality compared with
domestic beef, and the direct competitor -of - imported beef isg
considered to be beef produced from superannuated cattle, 1In
order to reflect the extent of increase or decrease of domestic
superannuated cattle on the guantity of imported beef, a systep
of inverse proportion was introduced to adjust imports and sta-
bilize price.

The President is authorized to increase the import quota
when the inverse proportion value exceeds 1.0, but when it is
less than 1.0, he can suspend the import guota and increase the
import only in the following cases:

o Occurrence of national emergency
o Shortage of meat supply caused by natlonal disaster, epide-
mic or market disruption.

Market disruption includes strikes by meat processors,
reduction of operation by producers, industrial strikes and
other situations which may hinder meat distribution,

So far the exporting countries have been able to maintain
exports at an appropriate level by keeping ‘their beef production
and exports in line with.the cattle cycle .or beef production
cycle in the United States, but after the introduction of the
inverse proportion system, they had to establish a systen of
beef production and export different from- that in the United
States. ‘It is inevitable that the revised Meat Import Law
should have a big effect on bheef trade among the countries free
from foot-and-mouth disease, partly because it takes a long time
for the exporting countries to adjust their export system and
partly because imports by the United States are large.

2.2,3 Cattle and beef tariffs
Import tariffs for beef {fresh, chilled and frozen) in the

United States were revised from ¥3 per pound to 2 per pound in
the Multilateral Trade Negotiation (Tokyo Round).

The Beef Export and Import Systems in Australla

Australia is the largest beef exporting country in the world.
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subsidy and price supporting policy for domestic beef production are
almost nonexistent there, but the Federal Government ig déeply com-
mitted to a disease preventive system to protect the beef industry
from the invasion of virulent contagious diseases such as foot-and-
mouth disease, and about a licensing system for exporting companies
{to achieve smooth beef exports),

3,1 Exports

The Federal Government has the authority to make overall

adjustments for foreign trade. Since there are almost no imports,
this authority concentrates on exports.

Actually, the export of live cattle and beef isg controlled by
a semi-governmental corporation {(Australia Meat and Livestaock
Corporation). It is necessary for exporters of beef and live
cattle to obtain licenses from this corporation. The Corporation
is funded by fees levied on the export of slaughtered and live
cattle.

The Corporation can issue instructions and orders to exXpor-
ters concerning standards of beef, grading, export destination,
guantity and minimum price. The Corporation is also authorized to
maintain the gquality of domestic beef, to negotiate the freight,
to fix the maximum freight rate, and to approve transportation
agents., It is also authorized to export beef and live cattle on
its own.

If the importing countries, such as the United States have
import quantity controls, the Corporation is alsc authorized to
carry out export controls in order to have exporters observe the
import quantity limits and to promote smooth exports. Presently,
however, the control is executed only on the expbrt of high
guality beef and buffalo meat to be shipped to the EC.

Beef for export must be processed at slaughter plants
approved by the Australian Bureau of Animal Health. Export cer-
tificates are only issued for beef processed at facilities which
nmeet the hygiene standards of Australia or of the importing
countries. The Bureau is responsible for hygieniecs in domestic
and international trade.

3.2 Imports
* Import duties are generally low, Aside from conventional

tariffs and tariffs fixed between two countries, a revenue duty of
2% {(ad wvalorem) is levied.
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Neither quantity control nor import surcharge is imposeqd o
the import of beef or live cattle.

4. The Beef Export and Import Systems in the EC

The beef export and import systems in the EC are designed to
protect beef producers within the EC and to effect smooth export of
surplus production to cutside markets. The export and import
systems are closely connected to beef. price support within the ge,

4,1 Imports

The import system for beef and cattle consists of tariff ang
import surcharges, special import agreements and imports on con-
cessional conditions., : :

4.1.1 Common tariffs

A common tariff is imposed on all imports from outside the
EC, except those of breeding stock. There are no duties on
breeding stock. For other cattle, a common tariff of 16% and
for beef (fresh and chilled), a common tariff of 20%, plus
import surcharge is levied,

4.1.2 1Import surcharge system
For the import of live cattle and beef, except under spe-
cial circumstances, a common tariff and an import surcharge are

levied. The import surcharge is levied on the following items:

Classification Item

01L.02 AIL Live cattle and calves except purebreds for
breeding . ,
02,01 AlX Fresh, chilled and frozen beef and veal
02.06 Cila Salted, dried and smoked beef and veal
16.02 BIII Prepared or processed beef and non-prepared veal
b)taa)

The provisions relevant for application of the import sur-
charge on live cattle and beef are appendices to regulation Ho.
805/1968, and the EC Commission calculates the value of the
basic surcharge, The basic surcharge on beef is theoretically
‘the difference between the EC guidance price and the so-called
threshold price (import CIF price + tariffs + import costs).
An actual example of calculation is shown in Fig. D-2.
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Fig. D-2° Bxample of Calculation of the Basic Import Surcharge
on Live Cattle (Week of June 30, 1980)

(ECU/100 kg, live cattle)

160 ] . T Guidance price 160.76 BCU
40 - :
! Basic import surcharge
120 — 62,16 ECU
o | (Threshold price)
100 — EC import price + duty 98.60 ECU
80 Import CIF price 85,00 ECU
60 ..
40
20

ECU: EBuropean Currency Unit

The details of calculation of the basic import surcharge
are stipulated in Regulation No. 586/1977 {Final revision No.
882/1979).

The actual import surcharge is calculated and adjusted by
using the basic surcharge increase/decrease coefficient, deter-

mined by the ratio of guidance price to market reference price
{calculated for a representative market within the EC}.

- However, when the guidance price and market reference price
‘are at the same. level, the basic surcharge is collected directly
(Fig. D~3). The relation between the basic surcharge increase/
decrease coefficient and the actual representative market refer-
ence price coefficient within the EC is shown in Fig. D-4,
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Fig, D=3 Price System of Cattle and Beef in the EC

— When the increése/decrease coefficient
of the basic surcharge is 100 —

(Import surcharge actually applied
= Bagic surcharge x increase/decrease
coefficlent)
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Table D-4 Increase/Decrease Coefficient of Basic Surcharge

Reference price-: _ ‘Increase/decrease
Guldance price ratio coefficient of
basic surchaxge

Rise of market : %
price within EC 106 Surcharge exempted i

104 ~ 106 25 Iggzit sur charg,

102 ~ 104 50 cased

100 - 102 75

98 - 100 100

96 - 98 105

90 - 96 110
Fall of warket Import surchay

. arge

price within EC Less than 90 _ 114 increased k
Support
intervention

4.1,3 Imports under concessions

The following imports are based on the GATT concessions:

Import of Alpine feeder cattle
No surcharge; 4% tariff; 5,000 head annual quota

Import of special mountain cattle breeds
No surcharge; 4% tariff; 38,000 head annual quota

Import of frozen beef
No surcharge; 20% tariff; 50,000 tons in 1980

Import of high-gquality beef _
No surcharge; 20% tariff; 21,000 tons in 1980

Import of buffalo beef
No surcharge; 20% tariff; 2,500 tons annual guota

4.1.4 Imports under special agreements

in additon to the imports mentioned above, the following

are imports for which measures have been taken to ease Or exenpt
surcharges and tariffs:
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a+ Imports within halance sheet framework

This includes frozen beef for processing, of whichrthere are
two categories:

i) System A
Cooked beef productg containing more than 85% beef and

Jjelly and more than 20% red meat — no surcharge; 20%
tariff

il) System B
Those products which are not included in System A. The

surcharge. may be reduced {in 1980, 45% of the normal
surcharge); 20% tariff

b. Import of feeder cattle

Ro surcharge; 6% tariff

c. Imports under the ACP Countries Agreement (Rome Agreement)

African, Caribbean and Pacific countries are covered under
this Agreement. 'The surcharge is 10% usvally; no tariff;
approximately 30,000 tons in 1980.

d. Import of beef of young cattle with reduced surcharge into
Yugoslavia

In the case of the ratio of the market reference price to the
guidance price being less than 98%, the surcharge is reduced
and the tariff is 20%,

4.2 Exports

It is difficult for EC beef to be directly exported because
its price is higher than the world price, This requires subsidies
to compensate for the difference between the domestic and overseas
Prices, in order that the price can be reduced to the level at
which exports are possible., Disbursement of export subsidies
(rebates) is permitted under the rule.

Export subsidies may vary in terms of the subsidy rate
accdrding to the destination. The subsidy rate is determined
taking the following matters into consideration: The current
situation and future conditions of the world market, the current
situation and future conditions of the EC r>rket, competitive con--
ditions in third markets outside the EC, and political factors.
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Es

PROJECTIONS OF SUPPLY AND DEMARD

T. Method of Projection

Some factors effecting beef consumption are said to he religion,
cugtoms, climate, population, income level, etc.

Of all these factors, special attention will bhe paid to the rela-
tionship between population and GDP (Gross Domestic Product) and bheef
demand {(consumption) in a long term projection (1990, 2000),

Countries were classified into the following groups on the basis of
anmual heef consumption per capita.

Table E-1 Grouping by Beef Consumption per Capita

Beef consumption

Grou . i
P per capita Countries
G-1 (1st group) More than 60 kg Australia, New Zealand, Argentina
: (main exporting countries)
G-2 (2nd group) 30 - 60 kg United States, Canada, EC countries
G-3 (3rd group) 10 - 30 kg Brazil, USSR

G-4 (4th group) Less than 10 kg Other countries

Data are taken from FAO's Production Yearbook, and beef consump-
tion is estimated using the follewing formula:

Consumption = Production + Imports - Exports

Using data for 1970-1980, the following four types of regression
equations were estimated for each group:

Beef consumption = Ay x population + B sveces (1)
Beef consumption = Aj X GDP + By vevevesnunnosa(2)
Beef consumption per capita = A3 x GDP per capita + By «ssses {3}

Beef consumption per GDP = A4 x population per GDP + By seaee (4)

A8 a result, for.groups G-2 and G-3, the most significant results
were obtained using regression formula (4), which expresses beef con-
Sumption per GDP unit in terms of population per GDP unit; and for
G-4, by regression formula (3) which expresses beef consumption per
population unit in terms of GDP per peopnlation unit.
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Group G-1, which consists of beef exporting countries, has
already reached a very high beef consumption levels Therefore, the
highest consumption (110 kg) observed in 1970-1980 was adopted for
this group with the judgment that there will be not much OppoY tunity
for this group to increase beef consumption per capita greatly, ang
caleulations were based on the assumption that this quantity will ag,
be maintained in the future, Growth rates of GDP and population for
each group after 1980 are shown in Table E-2 and Table B3
respectively.

Table E-2 Estimated GDP Growth Rates in 1981-2000

(%)

Group 1981-1990 . 19912000
G-1 3.1 3.4
G"2 2-2 3'1
G-3 3.3 3.4
G-4 3.3 3.4

World 2.7 3.1

Source: The Study Team

Table E-3 Average Annual Growth Rates of
Population in 1981-2000

(%)}

Group 1981-2000
G~1 _ 1.22
G-"Z 0043
G-3 .25
G-4 . 1.25

World- 0.98

Source: The Study Team-

[71-80



IL. Projection'Results and Concludng Remarks

.. Beef consumption levels in 1990 and 2000 are projected for each
group of countries by using the estimated formulae (3) and (4} men-
tioned in the previous section. The projected results are shown in
Table E~4.

Téble_E—4 Projected Reef Consumption

(1,000 tons)

Group 1990 2000
G-1 5,610 6,050
G-2 21,735 24,368
G-3 12,192 14,558
G-4 19, 495 27,869

World 59,032 72,845

Source: The Study Teanm

It is projected that beef consumption will increase from 44.987
million tons in 1980 to $9.032 million tons in 1990 (a 31.2% increase)
and 72.845 million tons in 2000 (a 61.9% increase). In this connec-
tion FAO's scenario A in Agriculture: Toward 2000 1)_projected world
beef consumption in 2000 to be 71.953 million tons which is very simi-
lar to the prOjected_figures of the Study Team. The Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries in Japan also attempted to project
future world beef demand and production in 1981. According to their
projections, beef demand in 2000 will be 79 million tons, while beef
production in 2000 is projected to be 73 million tons. These projec-

tion results are guite similar to our projections f beef consumption
in 2000,

Future beef imports by country, the projections of which were not
made by this Study, were aggregated into the four groups of countries
used in this survey, by using FAO's scenario A estimation for 2000,
Thus, the imports of G-2 were estimated to be 1.62 million tons in
2000, G-3 to be 1.00 million tons and G-4 to be 3.96 million tons, the
total being 6.58 million tons in 2000.

1} For details of scenario A in FAO's projection, refer to the Volume
I, Summary and Conclusion, in this Study.
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Thevefore, if beef consumption increases as projectéd mainly ij
the countries in which per capita consumption of beef at pregent ig
below 10 kg (G-4 countries), there seems likely to be significant
changes in the future infernatlonal trade of beef. _

Taking these facts into account, and if Brazil can succeed in
realizing stable production at low costs by utilizing its vast grass.
ilands as well as eliminating foot-and-mouth disease by implementlng
effective measures, it is possible that Brazil can secure a consider-
ably more important position in the world beef market.
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[8-1] BANARNA

QUTLINE

I. Species and Uses

Although the banana is a tropical crop, today it is consumed all
over the world. About half the bananas produced are heated or cooked
as the staple food or as a vegetable within producing countries. This
variety of banana, which-is called the plantain, is not eaten as
fruit, and its trade volume in the world market is very small.

The bananas which will be considered in this Part are those which
are consumed as raw fruit, Bananas of this kind are of the following
six varieties: Gros Michel, Lacatan, Cavendish, Giant-Cavendish,
pwarf-Cavendish and Valery.

of these, Gros Michel and the three types of Cavendish are traded
in large volume, . The Cavendish are very sweet, while the Gros Michel
has a less strong taste than the Cavendish, is almost straight, and
has the advantage of being able to withstand a little careless
handling without damage, '

Amcwg fruit, bananas have very high nutritive value. Since they
contain a large amount of sugar without acid, they are easily digest-
ible and so very suitable in the diet of the elderly and as baby food,

Although bananas are usually eaten without being cooked, proc-
essed banana foods have recently appeared on the market, The main
examples would be banana puree, banana chips and dehydrated bananas.
In addition to these, there is banana confectionery, crystallized
bananas (banana and sugar crystals), banana jam and other processed
banani food. Some bananas are also processed for use in alcohol and
vinegar.
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TY. Land Suitable for Cultivation

The banana producing zone is concentrated in the tropics, which
stretch from lat. 30°S to lat. 30°N {shown in Fig. A~1). Bananas
require high temperatures and constant rainfall throughout the vear
for growing.' Suitable temperature are 60-100°F (15.6-37.8°C) 1¥ and
the optimal temperature is usually said to be 85°F (29.4°C).

The higher the temperature is, the shorter the growing perviod ang
vice versa. Bananas can be harvested eight months after germination
in very hot climates, but this growing period is 17 -~ 20 months in the
Canary Jslands, which are located on the northern poundary of the
banana cultivation zone. Bananas require high temperatures especially
in the harvesting period.

Although irrigation can compensate for shortage of rain, the
minimum reguired rainfall is 1,270mm annually, and the average rain-
fall in main producing areas is more than 2,540mm. Conversely, the
producing areas with too much rain need well-equipped drainage
systems.

Since the main stem of the banana has poor resistance to strong
wind, it is susceptible to wind damage by, for example, typhoon and
hurricane, and therefore, areas which are free from such danger are
suitable for cultivation.’

The soil should be well drained and neutral (neither acidic nor
alkaline) and soil which is aerated and osmotic is suitable for
planting.

Typical blights that affect banana are Panama digease and sigatoka.
The former is caused by bacteria and no effective prevention has yet
bean discovered. However, three species - Giant-Cavendish, Valery and
Lacatan - are immune to this disease. Regarding sigatoka, which
causes black spots on leaves, chemlical spraying has been discovered to
be a successful method of prevention.

1) Since bananas are sensitive to temperature, the Fahrenheit measure-
ment is used because it has smaller divisions than the centigrade.
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B. PRODUCTION AND EXPORT OF BANANAS TODAY

I, World Production

The available statistics concerning banana production are inade-
quate because some countries include plantains in their figures,
whereas others do not., In addition; though a congiderable.amount of
bananas perish during shipment and are disposed of before reaching the
distributor, such quantities are included in output statistics in some
countries but not others. ' -

It was Found that figures such as cultivated area and crop quan-
tities in FAO statistics are not consistent between the pre-1969
period and the post-1970 period, and consequently, the statistics
after 1970 will be used here {see Table B-1).- ' '

Table B-1 Area of the World under Cultivation and Harvest

area of the world ' Harvest

under cultivation Change to Unit yield

(1,000 ha) (1,000 tons) previous year (%) {(kg/ha)

1970 3,184 30,832 - 9,683
1971 3,176 32,244 4.6 10,152
1972 3,190 32,298 0.2 10,125
1973 C3,277 32,508 0.7 9,920
1974 3,202 33,181 21 10,363
1975 3,204, 32,890 ~0.9 10,265
1976 3,224 35,186 7.0 10,914
1977 3,297 36,792 4.6 11,159
1978 3,387 37,544 2.0 11,095
1979 3,403 ' 38,402 2.3 11,285
1980 3,458 .+ 39,718 2.6 11,486
1981 3,538 39,871 0.4 11,269

Source: FAO

The area under banana cultivation in the world increased from
about 3.2 million ha in 1970 to 3.5 million ha in 1981 — at an annual
average rate of 1%. Production in the same period increased from 30
million tons. to about 40 million tone at an annual rate of 2.4%. This
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indicates that unit vield increased, with the harvest per ha increag-

ing from 9, 700 kg in 1970 to 11,000 kg in 1981, The unit yield after
1977 has tended to level off.

Three reasons may be cited:

a. The rise in the prices of agricultural chemicals and fertilizers
owing to the oil crises possibly led to reduction in their use.

b. The rige in transportation costs owing to the oil crises caused
demand to fall in the main consuming countries.

C. Infertlllty of the soil in banana plantations resulting from con-
tinuous cultlvation naturally lowered the productivity.

More than 80% of the total harvest is consumed within the Pro-~
ducing countrlea, with the balance being exported. It is the exports
of bananas that will be considered in this report,

II. Current Export Situation

The total of bananas exported in the world increased From & mil-
lion teons ‘in 1970 to 7 million tons in 1981 (Table B~2) — the annual
average rate of increase being 1.5%., Behind this increase, however,
is the situation that almost all of the banana importing countries are
developed countries, and the banana consumption per capita in such
countries ‘has reached the ceiling level. However, this figure exceeds
the average rate of increase in population in the developed countries
— 0.7% —— and thus, banana consumption is increasing, though onily
slightly.

. =

More than 90% of world banana exports come from sixteen countries
(as shown in Table B~2). Let us briefly look at trends in exports
from these countries in terms of region.

Five countries of Central America are responsible for the bulk of
world banana exports. They maintained their share of about 40%
throughout the 1970s. Three South American countries - Ecuador,
Colombia and Brazil .— are, as a group, the second biggest exporters
of bananas. Their share of the world trade is about 30%. 7The whole
of Central and South America including the Caribbean countries (whose
share fell from 6% to 4%) account for three—-gquarters of the world
banana trade,

Exports have recently expanded from the Philippines and other

hsian countries, Total banana exports of the Philippines and Taiwan
increased from 300,000 tons in 1970 to 1 million tons in 1980, and the

{8]-5
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annual average -rate.of increase of 12% was much higher than the world
average. ~Accordingly, their ghare in the world trade increased from
5% in 1970 to 13% in 1981, 1Looked at closely, however, it should be
noted that the exports of the Philippines increased remarkably, while
those of Taiwan fell. As mentioned later, this is because much of the
banana production in the Philippines was undertaken by three of the
largest multiwnational companies in the world and by some Japanese
trading firms, and since 1971, the position of the two countries have
reversed,

Another ma’jor exportinq region is Africa, where the Ivory Coast
and Cameroon are large exporters and the Canary Islands to a lesser
extent. ‘Most of the hanana export from the Canary Islands are for
Spain, the mother country, and though this may not strictly be termed
exports, it can be said at least that the Islands are the main sup-
plier of bananas to Spain. Movements in exports of the two African
countries are relatively unstable, fluctuating year by vyear.

The leading exporter in 1981 was BEcuador, followed by Costa Rica,
the Philippines, Colombia and Honduras. Except for Ecuador, whose
shave of the market is very large, the other four countries compete
with one ancther for a bigger share of the market, and therefore there
is great likelihood that their relative positijons coulg change in the
future due to changes in the annual production.

III. Production and Exports in the Main Exporting Countries

1. Ecuador

Ecuador has held first place among the exporting countries
since the Central American banana industry was hit severely by
Panama disease in the 1950s. 1Its share of the world export market
in 1981 was about 18%.

With regard to the relationship between cultivated land, har-
vests and banana exports from Ecuador (Table B-3), it has been found
that the amount of cultivated land has tended to decrease, whereas
the unit yield has tended to increase. This suggests that Ecuador
has made more efforts in the raising of productivity than in the
expansion of banana plantations since the middle of the 1970s.

. The gross harvest decreased from nearly 3 million tons in 1970
to 2 million tons around 1980, The exports were, however, main-
tained at a level of 1.3 million tons during the 1970s, The foreign
currency earnings which Ecuador obtained from banana exports until

i8]-7



1971, before it began exporting 0il, accounted for over 50% of the
total income from all exports, and therefore played an important
role in the economic System.1) About 20% of the total labor force
~is engaged in-the banana induatry. :

Table B-3 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Ecuador

Area under

. , o Harvest Unit Yield Exports

cultivation

(1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) {kg/ha) {1,000 tons}
1970 194 2,911 15,041 1,364
1971 181 2,743 15,150 1,351
1972 171 2,582 15,120 1,377
1973 162 2,496 15,416 1,370
1974 152 2,676 17,634 1,357
1875 110 2,544 23,160 1,362
1976 107 2:5M 23,960 1,201
1977 101 2,451 24,375 1,261
1978 77 2,152, 28,000 - 1,363
1979 68 2,032 30,0676 1,386
1980 70 2,269 32,194 1,318
1981 95 2,138 22,505 1,247

Source: FAO

2. Colombia

Colombia expanded its share in the world export market from 4%
to 12% through the 1970s, establishing a position as one of the main
banana exporters, This was because Colombia switched to the
Cavendish variety and expanded its cultivated area.

The area under cultivation increased from 59,000 ha in 1970 to
76,000 ha in 1981, and harvesats also increased from about 800,000
tons to 1.2 million tons (Table B~4). Although the unit yield per
ha increased from 13,000 kg to 16,000 kg, it did not reach the level
of Ecuador. :

1) The proportion of bananas in total exports fell rapidly as a
result of 0il exports and accounted for no more than ahout 9% as
of 19890 (according to IMF).
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_ The quantity of exports kept on increasing from 250,000 tons to
830,000 tons through the 1970s, showing an annuai increase rate of
11%. The proportion of exports in the grogs harvest rose from about
one~third in 1970 to about two-thirds in 1981,

According to the latest information, Standard Fruits Co., a
major producer, has a plan to reduce its cultivated area in Colombia,
which raises doubts about the future of banana production and
exports from Colombia.

Table B-4 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Colombia

Area under

cultivation Harvest Unit vield Exports
{1,000 ha) (1,000 tons) {kg/ha) {1,000 tons)

1970 59 780 13,335 257
1971 60 804 13,325 235
1972 62 828 13,327 195
1973 66 200 13,636 214
1974 (5131 954 14,029 332
1975 69 1,500 15,217 330
1976 72 1,100 15,278 457
1977 72 1,100 15,278 561
1978 72 1,100 i5,278 592
1979 72 1,100 15,278 635
1980 75 1,200 16,000 186

1981 76 1,229 16,105 830

Source: FAO

3. Brazil

Although Brazil is the largest banana producer in the world, as
an exporter it is only one of many. Both the area under cultivation
and banana harvests are on the increase, whereas the gquantity of
exports is decreasing., The cause of this decline in exports is that
Argentina, which before was Brazil's main customer, turned to
Fcuador for imports.
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Table B-5 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
' in Brazil ' '

' nder ' . . '
Area u Harvest Unit Yield Bxports

cultivation :
(1,000 ha) (1,000 tons) (kg/ha) (1,000 tons)
1970 ' 278 4,806 C 17,303 196
1971 280 5,104 18,232 176
1972 272 5,250 19,283 114
1973 310 . 5,304 17,113 139
1974 310 5,291 17,062 156
1975 314 5,455 17,393 147
1976 312 5,726 18,381 92
1977 352 6,415 18, 246 112
1978 316 6,240 19,734 133
1979 344 6,133 17,847 129
1980 371 6,736 18,164 67
1981 387 6,686 17,900 55

Source: FAOQ

4, The Five Central American Countries

The total of banana exports from five Central American coun-
tries (Panama, Costa Rica, Honduras, Guatemala and Nicaragua)
accounts For about 40% of the total world trade, and so these coun-
tries form the largest supplying region. This is attributed to the
fact that this is the region where banana cuiltivation began, and
that banana exports have provided these countries with the bulk of
their foreign currency holdings. The current situation of banana
production and exports by country is described below.

4.1 Panama {(Table B-6)

Although Panama has: the largest area under banana cultivation
of the five Central American countries, because of low produc-
tivity, it is at the bottom in terms of unit yield.

‘Neither the area under cultivation and harvests have shown
any major change in the past decade, and the exports have shown no
tendency to increase, though certain movements can be seen from
year to year. Exports have moved in the range from 500,000 -
600,000 tons in the pasl ten years.
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Table B~6  Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Panama :

Area under

cultivation Harvest Unit Yield Exports
{1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) {kg/ha) {1,000 tons)

1970 210 989 4,709 601
1971 210 1,013 4,822 590
1972 : 210 988 4,707 604
1973 210 964 4,589 538
1974 210 977 4,651 420
1975 215 989 4,602 486
1976 215 999 4,684 524
1977 215 1,028 4,780 524
1978 215 1,056 4,914 624
1979 215 1,000 4,651 572
1980 220 1,050 4,773 500
1981 226 1,082 4,791 625

Source: PFAO

4.2 Costa Rica (Table B-7)

Among the top five banana exporters in the world, Costa Rica
and Honduras are similar, in terms of harvests and productivity
(unit yield). Costa Rica differs from Honduras in that 80 - 90%
of its harvest is alloted to exports, whereas the proportion of
exports to output is only 60% in the case of Honduras (see Table
B-8). The quantity of exports has not grown but maintained an
average level of 1 million tons in recent Years.

According to an FAQ survey, the Costa Rican Government passed
a law in 1978 to allow for expansion of cultivated area by 7,600
ha on the Atlantic Coast. However, since about 2,000 ha of the
new area- {government and private sector areas combined) was sub-
sequently abandoned, it is supposed that the newly cultivated area
was finally about 3,500 - 4,000 ha.

The expansion of banana plantation involves two major fac-
tors, Firstly, a buyer must be found and a contract should be
concluded before the Government will allow banana production to
proceed, and secondly, investment in banana preoduction reguires
considerable funds.
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In the case of Costa Rica, new planting entails 110,000 colo-
nes 1} per ha, Accordingly, the participation of the Government
and large capital is often necessary when expanding area of banang
plantations.

Table B-7 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Costa Rica - '

Area under ' s a s
. Harvest Unit Yield Exports

cultivation.
{1,000 ha}) {1,000 tong) (kg/ha) {1,000 tons)
1970 39 1,146 29,468 a56
1971 40 1,250 31,646 856
1972 40 1,250 31,646 1,078
1973 36 1,128 33,138 1,179
1974 36 1,151 31,843 1,038
1975 40 1,221 3D, 468 1,105
1976 42 1,187 . 28,220 970
1977 37 1,125 30,397 961
1978 39 1,149 25,465 a5%5
1979 30 1,078 35,939 965
1980 30 1,092 36,385 888
1981 26 1,144 43,534 900

Source: FAO

4.3 Honduras {Table B-8)

The area under banana cultivation in Honduras has changed
little in the past ten years. As a result, harvest levels have
been stable at 1.3 - 1.5 million tons per annum, of which about
60% or 800,000 - 900,000 tons are exported.

Table B-8 shows the remarkable decrease in harvest in 1975,
caused by the hurricane in 1974. Since then, natural disasters
and social conditions, namely, sigatoka (black leaf spots) which
hit in 1978, the winds of 1979 and the labor dispute of 1980, have
continued to inhibit banana production. Nevertheless, the drop in
production was not significantly large.

1} At 18.84 colon to 1 dollar in banana exports, 110,000 colon is
equivalent to $5,840; and if the rate as of July 1981, 1 dollar
= 8.5 colon, is applied, 110,000 colon is eguivalent to
$12,940.
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Table B~8  Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Honduras '

Area under

cultivation Harvest Unit Yield Exports
{1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) {kg/ha) {1,000 tons)

1970 41 1,348 32,516 807
1971 46 1,521 33,231 1,000
1972 49 1,619 33,050 820
1973 38 . 1,504 39,995 850
1974 30 1,21 42,358 640
1975 37 783 21,241 370
1976 37 1,074 29,026 612
1977 33 1,235 32,501 695
1978 40 1,267 32,064 iz
1979 40 1,300 32,500 895
1980 41 1,330 32,435 867
1981 41 1,330 32,439 820

Source: FAO

4.4 Guatemala (Table B-9)

The area under banana cultivation in GQuatemala increased from
57,000 ha in 1970 to 69,000 ha in 1981, Yet, although harvests
increased from 500,000 tons to 570,000 - 580,000 tons, the unit
yield changed little,

In contrast, the growth in exports was remarkable. ¥rom only
180,000 tons in 1970, exports more than doubled to 370,000 tons in
1981 {(an average annual increase of 6.8%).

4,5 Nicaragua (Table B-10)

It was not until the 1970s that Nicaragua began to appear as
a force in the world market. It is the newcomer among the five
Central American countries., fThus, as would be expected, increases
in the cultivated area and harvest are most striking after 1970,
It was not until after 1973, however, that full-scale preduction
and exporting began. Both production and export levels had
exceéded 100,000 tons by this time. Since then, the exports have
stayed at a level of around 100,000 tons bul the news that the
Standard Fruits Co., the monopoly that is responsible for all
exports, has decided to withdraw from Nicaragua makes forecasting
the future of banana exports from this country wvery difficult.
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Table B-9 Avea under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananag

in Guatemala

Area underx

Unit Yield

S

cultivation Harvest Bxports
{1,000 ha) (1,000 tons) (kg/ha) {1,000 tons)

1970 57 487 8,543 180
197 58 495 8,534 181
1972 60 510 8,500 258
1973 61 520 8,525 220
1974 59 510 8,644 250
1975 60 520 8,667 240
1976 65 550 8,462 257
1977 65 545 8,385 261
1978 66 550 8,333 249
1979 67 556 8,299 236
1980 68 580 8,529 352
1981 69 573 8,297 370

Scurce: FRO

Table B-10 Area under Cultivation,
in Micaragua

Harvest and Exports of Bananas

Area under

. . Harvest Unit Yield Exports
cultivation
{1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) {kg/ha) (1,000 tons)

1970 3 18 6,000 5
1971 3 14 5,600 0
1972 13 64 4,950 42
1973 23 130 5,616 105
1974 23 148 6,375 113
1975 23 153 6,603 134
1976 23 153 6,586 13
1977 23 154 . 6,616 113
1978 24 157 6,681 123
1979 23 150 6,522 110
1980 24 160 " 6,667 110
1981 26 170 6,648 90

Source: FAOQ
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5. Caribbean Countries (Tables B-1l, B-12 and B-13)

The Caribbean countries have long heen established as banana
producers, but the production is not constant because of the oceur-
rence of natural disasters, especially hurricanes, According to
Martinique and Guadeloupe statistics, pProduction decreased consider-
ably in 1979 and 1980 owing to two hurricanes. As a resgult, both of
these islands are now endeavoring to exterminate harmful desease and
insects, as well as replanting to improve the quality of its bananas.

The banana production and distribution in this region are
closely bound up with the former suzerain countries (France and the
United Kingdom), thereby creating a situation different from those
in the Central and South American countries,

5.1 Martinique (Table B-11)

The area under banana cultivation on the island of Martinique
was at a level of ahout 10,000 ha through the 1970s, and almost
all of the harvest (around 90%) was exported. Although exports
reached a level of 200,000 tons, they levelled out due to the
effects of the 1980 hurricane.

Table B-11 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Martinique

Area under

. . Harvest Unit Yield Exports
cultivation
(1,000 ha) (1,000 tons) {kg/ha) {1,000 tons)

1970 9 155 17,204 140
197 9 174 19, 355 152
1972 9 223 24,731 192
1973 9 190 21,113 150
1974 S 223 24,731 187
1975 9 200 22,175 166
1876 10 269 26,929 211
1977 10 290 29,000 226
1978 10 305 30,500 243
1979 9 178 19,818 140
1980 7 77 11,025 73
1981 9 140 15,556 156

Source: FAO
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5,2 Guadeloupe {Table B-12)

The area under cultivation has remained unchanged at 7,000 y,
since 1973 in Guadeloupe, and the harvast was 170,000 tons at itg
peak, falling to 120,000 tons in 1980 and 1981 when hurricanes
damaged the crops. Guadeloupe, like Martinique, exports almost
all of its harvest. :

Table B-12 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Guadeloupe

Area under

cultivation Harvest Unit Yield Exports
{1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) (kg/ha) (1,000 tons)

1970 8 126 15,181 89
1971 9 148 17,412 107
1972 9 174 19,333 120
1973 7 160 23,863 . 114
1974 7 165 24,608 : 118
1975 7 158 24,234 111
1976 7 151 23,269 108
1977 7 142 19,439 106
1978 7 170 23,323 133
1979 7 116 15,921 91
1980 7 118 " 16,857 56
1981 7 120 17,143 118

Source: FAO

5.3 Jamaica {Table B-13)

The area under banana cultivation in Jamaica has tended to
decrease, and both harvest and export levels have fallen remark-
ably. The decrease in the exports was sharp, especially in 1980,
and the total in 1981 was only 20,000 tons.

6. Philippines {Table B~14)
It was only recently that the Philippines entered the bhanana

market when, in 1969, it began full-scale exports. Exports con-
tinued to expand through the 19702 and reached 920,000 tons in 1880,
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Table B-13  Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in Jamaica

Area under

cultivation Harvest . Unit Yield Exports
(1,000 ha) (1,000 tons) (kg/ha) {1,000 tons)

1970 30 195 6,500 136
1971 ' 30 187 6,233 128
1972 30 189 6,300 129
1973 30 169 5,633 109
1974 25 132 5,280 73
1975 25 127 5,080 71
1976 29 140 4,828 78
1977 29 140 4,828 76
1978 29 140 4,828 78
1979 ' 25 130 5,200 69
1980 20 100 5,000 33
1981 20 100 5,000 19

Source: FAO

Table B-14 Area under Cultivation, Harvest and Exports of Bananas
in the Philippines

Area under

. . Harvest Unit Yield Exports
cultivation
{1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) {kg/ha) (1,000 tons)

1470 235 896 3,810 55
1971 227 1,035 4,556 185
1972 244 980 4,021 422
1973 250 1,013 4,044 466
1974 212 1,236 5,834 663
1975 233 1,686 7,227 823
1976 299 3,068 10,271 764
1977 300 2,447 8,146 841
1978 284 3,156 11,098 834
1979 326 4,162 12,778 859
1980 318 3,977 12,523 923

1981 320 4,000 12,500 850

Source: FAOQ
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accounting for 13% of the total of world exports. By 1980, the
Philippines was the second largest exportern,

Development ‘of thé banana industry in the Philippines was
undertaken by the thrée large banana producers and the increases ip
planting were achieved on a large scale by adopting modern tech-
nology. The Philippine Government has encouraged and reégulated the
export of bananas by law. The area under cultivation for the sole
purpose of exports was increased by 21,000 ha by Letter of Instruc-
tion {LOI) No. 58 in 1973, and expanded to 25,000 ha in 1979 LOI No.
790. It seems that planting has so far been completed over an ares
of 23,000 - 24,000 ha.!) The main consumers of Philippine bananas
are Japan.and the Middle East countries. As a vesult of the recent
drop in the Japan's demand for bananas, the Japan's share has fallen,
The proportion of Japan's imports from the Philippines was 79% and
that of Middle East countries 21%, in 1981 (the figures in 1978 were
85% and 15%, respecktively}, Recently, there has been a téndency
towards overproduction in the Philippines,

7. ‘'Paiwan {Table B-15)

The banana production and exports from Taiwan showed a downturn
when the Philippines first began exporting bananas. This is because
Ecuador and the Philippines became the major banana suppliers for
Japan when the demand for bananas increased in Japan. Another
reason for the sluggishness of banana production in Taiwan may be
that agricultural development, and therefore banana cultivation, was
not given enough importance because Taiwan promoted rapid industri-
alization during the same period.

As a result, both the area under cultivation and harvests
tended to fall through the 1970s from 250,000 ~ 300,000 tons at the
beginning of the 1970s to 100,000 tons in 1980 and 80,000 tons in
1981, The proportion of exports from the total harvest decreased
from 60 - 70% to less than 50%, which may have been caused by the
increase in the domestic- demand resulting from the increase in
population.

1) Bananas from these plantations are exclusively for export, and
the unit yield is considerably higher (about 40-50 tons/ha).
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Table B-15 Area under Cultivation, Harves
in Taiwan

t and Exports of Bananas

Area under

cultivation Harvest Unit vield Exports
L (1,000 ha) {1,000 tons) (kg /ha) {1,000 tons)
1970 39 462 11,838 272
1871 30 471 15,583 352
1972 _ 23 166 16,053 262
1973 20 423 20,692 250
1974 16 334 21,125 160
1975 11 197 18,165 120
1976 11 213 19,141 110
1977 11 252 23,938 150
1978 10 182 18,971 95
1979 10 227 22,883 120
1980 9 214 23,045 105
1981 11 230 20,909 80

Source: Taiwan Provincial Fruit Marketing Cooperative,

Taiwan Fruit Yearhook

8. Other Countries

8.1 African Countries

The major banana exporting countries in Africa are the Ivory
Coast and Cameroon, both of which produce bananas in accordance
with import quotas which their former suzerain countries, France,
imposes and therefore, they are under the protection of France in
terms of both price and quantity,

Production in the Ivory Coast fluctuated within a range of
150,000 -~ 200,000 tons through the 1970s, with exports being in
the range of 100,000 ~ 150,000 tons, accounting for 60 - 75% of

total output.

Cn the other hand,

fluctuated between 60,000 tons and 80,000 tons annually.
governments of both countries are now endeavoring to raise

productivity.

production in Cameroon has continued to
maintain a level of 100,000 tons over the decade, but exports have

[8]1-19
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8.2 Canary Islands

Banana production and exports from the Capary Islands, a
Spanish dependency, are all for Spain, and therefore they can
perhaps not properly be called exports.  Since FAO gtatistics,
however, treat them as exports, and they account for about 6% of
the world trade transported by ship, it is necessary to refer to
them here.

Banana production in the Canary Islands has been steady at 4
level of around 400,000 tons in the past decade, almost all of
which amount was supplied to the Spanish mainland. This pattern
will probably not change for some time to come.
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oF

CONSUMPTION AND IMPORTS

1, Current World Consumption (Imports)

The examination of banana consumption is dependent on trade sta-
tistics, in particular. import figures, because statistical data are
not sufficiently available. The total of world banana imports, which
is approximately equal to total exports, increased at an annual aver—
age rate of about 1.5% from about 6 million tons in 1870 to 7 million
tons in 1981 (Table C-1}.

Looked at on a regional basis, it can be seen that the proportion
of developed countries among all banana importers is very high,
although their share of the market fell slightly from 90% in 1970 to
86% in 198l. One reason for this could be that the consumption per
capita in developed countries has reached its peak or even started to
decline.

The North American region is the biggest consumer of bananas
among all the developed regions, and its share of the world's banana
imports increased through the 1970s. In thisg region, the United
States accounts for the overwhelming share, being the largest importer
in the world.

The second largest consuming region is the EC., Banana exports to
the EC did not, however, grow through the 1970s but fluctuated within
the range of 1.8 - 2 million tons, and its share of the world imports
fell. This tendency is seen also in other European countries.

.Of the developed countries, Japan is second only to the United
States in banana imports. Japan's imports, however, have tended to
decrease since they reached a peak of 1 million tons in 1972. 23 a
result, its share fell from 15% in 1970 to 10% in 1981,

In contrast with the tendency for the imports to developed coun-
tries to reach a ceiling, imports to developing countries and
centrally planned economies have tended to increase.

The largest importing area among the developing countries is the
Latin American region. The imports are, however, not constant, fall-
ing from about 300,000 tons in the beginning of the 1970s to a level
of 100,000 tons in the middle seventies, and recovering to a level of
300,000 tons by 1980,

The Middle East, where many oil-producing countries are leocated,
showed a considerable increase in banana imports during the 1970s.
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Banana imports there were 50,000 tons in 1970,
tons in 1980, Because of uncertainty in revenue from oil exports,
however, the increasing trends of banana imports cannot be considered

to continue. 1In fact, after reaching 300,000 tons in 1980, they fell
to 260,000 tons in 1981,

jumping up to 300,000

Most banana imports by countries with centrally planned economies
are to the USSR and Eastern Furope. Although the volume increased
glightly from 1970 to 1979, it decreased in 1980 and 1981. This shows
that ecconomic conditions in these countries have a great influence on
the import of luxury foods such as bananas.

11. Trends in per Capita Consumptien

The basic index to measure banana consumption is per capita con-
sumption. As shown in Fig., C-1, looking at the relationship between
per capita consumption and per capita income as of 1970, in cross-
sectional data from developing countries to developed countries, per
capita consumption increases in parallel to the increase in per capita

income, with the ceiling for consumption being at a level of about
8-10 kg per capita,

Fig. C-1 Relation between Average National Income
per Capita and Banana Consumption per Capita

(kg)
et
<
<o
o

Consumption per capita
ot
o

0'}*1&![[1_;[1 ;S | -t} i1 .4

0 400 800 1,200 1,600 2,000 2,400

National income per capita {US $) (1970)

Source: Yasuo Wakatsuki, Banana Economics, p. 190,
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Reference is now made to recent: trends in per capita consumption
in the twenty-five main banana importing countries.1) ‘The total
imports of these countries accounts for 90% of the world total, and iy
may be safe to consider that the imports. actually reflect consumption
because there is hardly any domestic banana producticn. The per
capita consumption in these twenty-five countries, as shown in Table
¢~2, fell from 7.9 kg in the peak year of 1973 to 7.1 kg in 1976, and
then recovered to 7.7 kg in 1980 and 1981,

in developed countries, except for the United States and Canada,
per capita consumption reached more or less a peak in the second haif
of the 1970s. Figs. C-2 to C-7 show the relationship between per
capita consumption and income in six major banana importers —- the
United States, Japan, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United
Kingdom, France and Italy. Whereas no apparent correlation is yet
seen between consumption and income in the United States, per capita
consumption decreases in Japan, the Federal Republic of Germany, the
United Kingdom, France and Italy after the per capita income reaches a
certain level.

This may be explained by the fact:that banana igs partly replaced
by other fruit as income rises, and that the . popularity of banana with
its high-calory content has declined because people are keeping away
- from foods with excessive caloric intake, Table C-3 shows the rela-
tionship batween per capita fruit consumption and banana consumption
in OFCD member countries. Looking at this table, it is seen that per
capita consumption did not show a rapid increase during the 1970s ang
the proportion of banana consumption in total fruit consumption was
almost constant at the level of 8-9%,

on the other hand, in oil-producing countries in Middle East,
the consumption per capita has increased through the 1970s, which
correlates with the increasing levels of national income as mentioned
above. The increase in banana consumption was remarkable, especially
in Saudi Arabia.

The per capita consumption in Saudi Arabia is estimated to have
risen from 3.4 kg in 1970 to 22 kg in 1980, which is well over the
ceiling of 10 kg for developed countries. In the case of Saudi Arabia,
however, it seems that the rapid increases in banana imporxts do not
correspond proportionally to the increase in consumption, as some part
of the imported gquantity is exported to other neighboring countries.
Since this rapid increase in the consumption is due mostly to
increases in national income that are regarded here as being an
unstable factor, as well as to increases in oil revenue, it cannot be
stated unreservedly that consumption will continue to increase in the
future,

1) Belgium and Luxemburg are here regarded as one country for the sake
of convenience, because statistics treat them as one. .
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Fig. C-2 United States

ke
12
1 {A) Per capita imports of hananas (kgfyear)
(B) Por capita GNP (US5)
10
#M/
9 // /
(a} %E"fn___ﬁ_ﬂ_u»im_ H“""—\‘\\J////ﬁ .
B . \\/ ——— A/

o

et et P

1963 56 67 58 69 10 7% 12z 73 T4 5 16 T Eac 9 80 B

Fig., C«3 Japan

{8} Par capita GNP {¥1,000) . ‘

(A} kg 4

-
{p) ¥y, Q00
{x}

(A} Per capita imporss of bananas {kg/year) A

(uss}

r 13,000

r 12,0060

L 11,000

10,000

ro9,000

I 8,000

7,000

F 6,000

5,000

4,000

T

(¥%,000)

+ 2,000

£1, 700

-1,400

F1,100

200

F 500
(3)

e b - o os e g e e e

Year 1965 66 67 a8 &9 N 12 3N 15 78 77 18 79 80 8t

(8]-25



Fig, C-4  Federal Republic of Gérmany
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fig, C-6 France
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Table C-2
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UK
Austria

C
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)

Other European countries
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Canada
B
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8.2

)

8'8

8.5
10.8

Finland
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8.1
10.9
6.0
21.4
506
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4.9
2,4
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Table C-3 - Comparison of PFruit Consunption
with Banana Consumption per Capita

D {kg)
Fruit consumption Banana consumption Banana/Fruit

per capita * per capita *+* (%)
1970 72,52 6.5 8.3
1971 76.93 7.3 8.7
1972 76431 7.5 8.9
1973 79.67 7.9 9.0
1974 76.23 7.7 8.2
1975 79.66 712 8.3
1976 18.77 741 8.2
1977 1576 Ta7 9.3
1978 83,09 7.8 8.5

* Averages of 24 member countries of OECD
** Averages of 25 banana importing countries

Source: OECD, ete.

‘The per capita consumption in two importing countries in Latin
America, Argentina and Chile varies vyear by vear, showing no fixed
pattern. This is probably because these countries encourage or
restrict imports according to changes in economic conditions.

Trends in the per capita consumption in East European countries
are similar to those in Latin American countries. That is, they show
no particular pattern, perhaps because trade controls are stricter
than or as strict as those in Latin American countries.

IIT. Trends in Imports {Consumption) of the Main Importing Countries

1. The United States

The United States is the leading banana importer in the world.
Trends in imports by trading partner are shown in Table C-4, and
virtually all banana imports are derived from the Latin American
countries. Although the main exporters vary year by year, three
countries {Honduras, Ecuador and Costa Rica) supply the bulk of the
United States' banana needs.
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Table C-4 Banana Imports to USA, by Trading Partner
' ) (1,000 tons, %)

1970 ) 1975 1980

Share : Share Share

Honduras 503 - 27.9 263 13.8 " 610 2B.4
Ecuador 324 18.0 431 22.6 478 22.3
Costa Rica 485 26.9 631 3. 435 20.3
Guatemala 59 3.3 203 10.6 202 9.4
Colombia 51 2.8 142 T4 193 . 9.0
Panama 368 20.4 109 5.7 106 4,9
Nicaragua 5 0.3 121 6.3 97 4.5
Others 10 0.5 _ 9 0.5 27 1.3
Total 1,805 100.0 1,909 100.0 2,148 100.0

Source: FARO

Banana plantations in these Latin American countries were ori-
ginally developed with capital from the United States and therefore,
historically, have a strong relationship with the U.S. market.
Three leading banana producers - United Brands Co. (Honduras),
Standard Fruits Co. (Ecuador), and Del Monte Corp. (Costa Rica) are
directly concerned with production in supplying areas through owner-
ship of plantations and by the inclusion of contracts with guaran-
tees of long-term purchase,

In this context, the relation between these three major bhanana
producing companies and exports from each of the three countries in
which they operate to the United States is shown in Table C-5.

Table C-5 Relation between Exporters and US Shippers (1980)
(1,000 tons, %)

United Standard bel Monte
Imports Brands Co. Fruits Co. corp. others
Honduras 610 53 47 0 0
Ecuador 478 0 23 ¢ 73
Costa Rica 435 34 36 30 0
Guatemala 202 0 () I i00 0
Colombia 193 38 20 0 42
Panama . 1086 93 0 . 0 7
Nicaragua a7 o o 100 0 0

Total 2,148 35 37 19 9

Source: FAO
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Banana imports are distributed in the United States by as many
as 1,000 dealers. :

The main banana exports to Canada are Lrom almost the same
seven Latin American countries as exports to the United States.

2. The Federal Republic of Germany

The Federal Republic of Germany is the largest banana importer

in Burope. 1Its main suppliers are the banana producing countries of
Latin America, as shown in Table C-6.

With regard to the system for banana imports, the Federal
Republic of Germany, like the Benelux countries, is one of the few
countries with a free market systen, where importers and distribu-
tors compete intensely with one another, thereby providing consumers
with cheaper bananas.

The major import organizations (as of 1981) are:

(Share in total import)

a., Bremer Fruchthof group 43%
b. Eurobana {Standard Fruits Co,) 20%
¢. Pacific Pruit Import {NOROA) 14%
d. Inter {Weichert) Del Monte Corp. 10%
e. Afrikanische Frucht Compagnie 8%

Table C-6 Imports to Germany, FR, by Trading Partner

(1,000 tons, %)

1970 1975 - 1980

Share Share Share

Panama i20 23.2 116 21.2 144 27.0
Honduras 92 17.8 48 8.8 110 20.6
Costa Rica 84 16.2 150 27.4 127 23.8
Ecuador 139 26.9 151 27.6 76 14,2
Colombia 31 6.0 77 14.1 70 13.1
Guatemala 49 9.5 1 0.2 6 1.1
Others ' 2 0.4 5 0.9 i C.2
Total 517 100.0 548 100,90 534 100.0

Source: FAO
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3, France

The banana exporters to France (see Table ¢~7} .are quite Aif-
ferent from those supplying the Federal Republic-of Germany, This
is because France - traditionally adopts a preferential import policy
with its former dependencies. A private organization, Comite Inter-
professional de Banana (CIB) establishes import quotas in order to
protect existing or past French dependencies. The order of priority
is: (1) present and former PFrench territories; (2) EC associate
countries; and (3) other countries. At present, import quotas are
as follows: s

a. Two thirds of imports West Indian dependencies
{Martinigque and Guadeloupe}.

b. One third of imports Former African dependencies (Xvory Coast,
Cameroon, Madagascar). :

Imports from other countries fluctuate widely depending on the
level of imports from the above two regions. The main import orga-
nizations and their market share in 1980 were as follows:

Compagnie des Bananes {United Brands Group) 24%
POMANA (the largest dealer of fruit and

vegetable imports in France) 14%
Compagnie Fruitiere _ 13%
UNIBANA (the producers' association in the

Martinigue Islands) 9%
SIFA {(Societe d'Importations Franco Antillaise) 6%

Table C-7 Imports to France, by Trading Partner

{1,000 tons, %)

1970 1975 1980

Share Share Share

Marxtinigue 136 31.3 164 34.2 68 15,2
Guadeloupe a0 20.7 111 23.1 54 12.1
Ivory Coast 100 23.0 101 21.0 106  23.8
Cameroon 45 10.3 59 12.3 49 11.0
~Madagascar 9 2.1 3 0.6 2 0.4
Colombia 3 0.7 ¥ 1.5 62 13.9
Ecuador 19 4.4 30 6.3 a1 9.2
Others 39 9.0 5 1.0 64 14.3
Total 435 100.0 480 100.0 446 100.0

Source: FAO
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4, The United Kingdom

The major banana exporters to the United Kingdom are Jamaica, a
former dependency, and the Windward Islands, still a dependency.
Previously, the United Kingdom imported all its hananas from these
two Caribbean countries. There has, however, recently been a ten-
dency to increase the number of eXporting countries as a result of
the reduction in bhanana production in the above mentioned countries
due ‘to natural disasters (Table C-8). @This tendency was accelerated
by the United Kingdom's entry into the EC. EC membership made it
difficult to continue protective tariff policies.,

Regarding import tariffs in the United Kingdom, countries which
are exempted from them are: (1) the Caribbean islands of the United
Kingdom, to protect their banana industry; and (2) 46 developing
countries in ACP (Africa, Caribbean, and Pacific regions) under the
terms of the Lomé Convention, which specifies the trade relationship
between the United Kingdom and the 46 countries. (3) Dollar regions,
however, are not exempted.

Imports are not restricted from regions (1) and (2), but those
from region (3} are subject to import quotas on the basis of a fixed
concessional quantity level {basic fixed quantity and guantities
thereatfter).

There is so little competition in the market that three com—
panies account for around 95% of total imports (1980 figqures):

Fyffes Group Ltd. (United Brands Group) 40%
Geest Industries Ltd. 36%
Jamaica Bananas Producers Co. 19%

Table C-8 Imports to the UK, by Trading Partner
' {1,000 tons, %)

1970 1975 1980

Share Share Share

Colombia 2 0.7 g9 2.9 88 27.6
Ecuador - - 9 2.9 27 8.5
Costa Rica - - 4 1.3 22 6.9
Surinam ] 2.9 34 11.0 23 7.2
Jamaica 129 42.0 69 22.3 34 10.7
Windward Is. 130 42.3 92  29.8 68  21.3
Belize - - - - 14 4.4
Cameroon - - - - 11 3.4
Ivory Coast 19 6.2 22 7.2 - -
Others 7 18 5.9 70 22.6 32 10.0
Total 07 100.0 309 100.0 319 100.0

Source: FAD
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5. XItaly

The banana industry in Italy was orlginated hy Italxan immi -
grants in Somalia, a former dependency of - ‘Italy, and Somalian bana-
nas dominated the market until 1964, Banana imports from Latin
American producers, however, are increasing, because Somalian bana-
nas have not improved in quality or. production gince that time
{Table C-9).

In the banana import system in Italy, the market share is domi-
nated by three major U.S. organlaatlons, namely United Brands Co,
(36% in 1980}, COMAFRICA (standard Fruits Co. Group, 22%) and SIMBA
{pel Monte Group, 11%). Besides these companies, Pacific Fruit Co.,
Italy (Noboa Group, 16%) and Somalia National Banana Board and COGIs
{9%) have reasonably high market shares. ' '

In order to control its banana imports, Italy has adopted an
import quota system giving priority to former Italian dependencies
(e.g. Somalia), a licence system obligating importers to use a cer-
tain proportion of ships of the Italian flag. Importers must also
deposit, without interest, 50% of revenue received at CIF price in
the Italian Central Bank,

Table C-9 Imports to Italy; by.Trading Partner
{1,000 tons, %)

1970 1975 - 1980

Share Share Share

Guatemala 34 10.9 - - 25 8.3
Honduras’ 81 26.0 - - 9 3,0
Panama 2 0.6 99 32,6 27 9.0
Costa Rica 56 17.9 63 20.7 79 26.2
Colombia 4 1.3 1 0.3 50 16,6
Ecuador 46 14.7 98 32.2 50 16.6
Somalia 80 25.6 a4 11.2 28 2,3
.Others 9 2.9 9 3.0 33 11.0
Total 312 100.0 304 100.0 301 100.0

BSource: FAQ

&. Japan

There have been two major changes in the make-up of the major
banana suppliers to Japan, the second largest banana importer in the
world, The first one was the shift from the reliance on Taiwanese
bananas in the pre-1961 period, to dependence on Ecuadorian bananas
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in the 1962-1973 period. The second shift began around 1974 with
Japan importing most of its bananas from the Philippines.

Although Taiwanese bananas initially represented nearly all of
Japan's banana imports, full-scale importing from Ecuador began in
1962 with FEcuador's sharg rising to 80% in 1963, hecause banana Pro-
duction in Taiwan could not catch up with the growth in demand.
Taiwan, however, recovered its share in the 1964-1969 period, and
once again became the main supplier.

As shown.in Table C-10, Ecuador was the largest exporter to
Japan in the early 1970s, but the Philippines, which egtablished
large banana plantations especially aimed at the Japanese market,
assumed this position in 1874, and remains Japan's biggest supplier,

In recent years, 80-8%% of Japan's banana imports are handled
by . three major US-owned banana producers. This is largely bscause
many of Japanese dealers withdrew because wholesale prices dropped
below the import price as a result of the decrease in banana demand
around 1972 when banana imports (consumption) reached a peak.

The market shares of the main banana importers as of 1980 are
as follows:

C. Itoh & Co., Ltd. (Standard Fruits) 30.6%
Tokyo Seika Trading Co., Ltd., (Del Monte) (Philippine  27.0%
United Fruit Japan Inc, {(United Fruit) bananas} 16.4%
Sumitomo Shoji Kaisha, Ttd. 8.3%
Others (14 companies) _ 8.6%
Pacific Fruits Import Ltd. (NOBOA) (Ecuador bananas) 8.4%
Taiwan Fresh Banana Importers Association 0.77%

(25 companies) {Taiwan bananas)

Table C-10 Imports to Japan, by Trading Partner
{1,000 tons, %)

1970 1975 1980

Share Share Share

Philippines 5% 6.5 763 85.3 642 88.4
Taiwan 214 25.4 97 10.9 83 11.4
Eeuador 469 55.6 31 3.5 1 0.1
Costa Rica 91 10.8 2 0.2 - -
Others i5 1.8 1 0.1 - -
Total 844 100.0 8%4 100.0 726 100.0

Source: Ministry of Finance, Government of Japan
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7. Other Importing Countries

As shown above, there exists the following relationship between
panana exporters and importers:

a. Central American Most to the United States;
countries some to Europe
b. Caribbean countries Former French colonies ——— France
Former British colonies — the UK
¢, South America Nearly half the United States; some to

Furcpe; also to Eastern Burope, and
New Zealand

d. Asia Most to Japan; some to Middle East
e. Africa - 7o former suzerain countries in Europe

of those importing countries which have not been mentioned
above, the suppliers to gaudi Arabia, where banana imports have
recently soared, and to the German Democratic Republic and the USSR
will be discussed below. '

Of Saudi Arabia's banana imports in 1980, 80% out of a total of
180,000 tons was imported from the Philippines. Ecuador, which
accounts for 16%, follows the Philippines. In 1981, however,
imports from Ecuador inereased to 50,000 tons, accounting for aboutb
30% of the total imports.

The German Democratic Republic has recently become the largest
importer in Eastern Europe, with Ecuador, the major partner,
accounting for 73% of total imports in 1980.

The USSR is not one of the main importing countries, but its
share is included_for'the gsake of forecasting future trends. Banana
imports into the USSR in 1980 were 60,000 tons, of which 56% cane
from Ecuador and 32% from Colombia, once again reflecting the high
share controlled by the South American countries.
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PRICE TRENDS

I. Production Costs

Costs and price are crucial as determinants of banana demand.,
This section deals with production costg,

Production costs are divided into three parts: all costs
incurred prior to harvesting, costs incurred between harvesting and
shipping, and costs incurred between shipping and point of sale. The
following discussion concerns with the former cost,

Takle D-1 shows the costs in seven main countries from 1971 to
1981 on the basis of FAO data. fThe increase in costs during this
decade was considerable as a result of the two oil crises,

Costs incurred in the ex-packer prices include labor wages, fer-~
tilizer and agricultural chemical costs, which seem to have been the
most susceptible of the items in Table D~1 to the oil crises. In
fact, the annual rate of increase of these costs is very high: more
than 10% in all countries.

If the rate of the cost increases in fertilizer alone is calcu-
lated, the annual average is 26% in Colombia, and 21% in Costa Rica.
Furthermore, sigatoka occurred in Central American producing countries
in this period, and the costs of extermination and prevention are
included in the increases. Such costs are estimated at $600-800 per
ha {$0.25-$0.40 per box). This may be why ex packing place prices in
the three Central American countries shown in Table D-1 are siightly
higher in their rate of increase than the two South American countries
and the two islands in the Caribbean belonging to France.

Banana production for export is conducted by the following four
systems up until the packing stage:

4. Large-scale management and direct export

b, Large-scale management that cultivates under contract with multi-
national companies

c. Small-scale management that cultivates under contract with malti-
national companies

d. Producers exporting with the cooperation of governmental trade
organizations
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As a result, the contractual price varies with the parties to the
contract, thereby distorting the proportion of producers! profits to
costs from one year to the next.

The annual average rate of increase in package,
and shipping costs was 10% in the past decade,
ponds to the rate of increase in prices

transportation
which almost correg-
in these countries,

In the case of Central American countries, the marked difference
betwaen pre- and post-oil crisfs costs isg the export tax added to FOR
cost after the oil crisis, Four Central American countries (Guate-
mala, Honduras, Costa Rica and Panama) which had spiralling FOB costs
imposed a new and higher export tax on bananas. It is necessary for
the government to adopt such policies in the face of economic diffi-
culties and changes in financial systems as a result of the oil cri-
ses. ‘Thug, all countries have ained at increasing revenues as a
matter of course, In this context, Ecuador abolished its banana
export tax in 1972 when it began to export oil.

In comparison to the increased FOB costs relative to FOE revenue
in the same period, the rate of increase of the former is higher than
that of the latter in almost all countries, and ocnly Ecuador and the
West Indian islands bélonqing to France showed higher rate of
increases in revenue than that in costs.

The costs incurred by West Indian islands in French possession
exceeded those of other countries in most cost items, with FOB costs
being double that of any other country. This is because labor con-
ditiens (including wage levels) are the same in the dependencies as
they are in France itself. Thus, it may be said that these two
islands have survived as banana exporters only because they sell in a
protected market to France.

ITI. Imports, Wholesale and Retail Prices

Tables D-2, b-3 and D-4 show the import price, wholesale price
and retail price, respectively, of bananas in six main importing
countries,

fhere is a close relation between import price, wholesale price
and'retail price. The country with the highest price increases in the
period 1970-1981 among these six countries is Italy, where the price
rose at an annual rate of 15%. Only the price of bananas did not
rise much, because the overall wholesale price rose at an annual rate
of 15%, and consumer price rose 14%.

In other BEuropean countries and the United States, 1t seems that
¢hanges in the price of bananas at different times in the past ten

(8]-39



O¥d :92an0s

‘uedep UT SSBIIOUT JURISUOCS OU Sem 2I9u] 95nedeq pazisayrusaed st uedep 307 o5eaIouT o0BI2A® 34yl . : 930N
{¥°0) [AA] a0t LB ¥8 66 sot 001 8L 89 L8 ¥e 9Ll uedep
2 et - 661 iara! ggl 144" S0t 00t LL 9 LS g% ay MN €~ eaTewEp M
. _ HIOX MIN €~ BOTIASWY
£'g ¥l £G4 £El 9Lt OLL GOl oot SL L9 59 LS 89 @NOS 5 TEXIWRD
_ ¥8n
LTet £8C cee S8l 65l Ll T 001t £8 89 $9 Ls as ATeal & mmudﬁﬁom
g el c€re 622 611 LTl Ll 9zZ1 0oL ¥8 89 99 £9 65 A1e3l <« erTemos
_ A1ear
. banquel < Jopendd
] 651 YA 86 [AS) 901 201 cot £g L9 L 9L £8 93 ¢ AUeUIes
. souRIg < InbIUTIIEH
K2 leL  ZpL  LEL  6LL Wil ¥OL  00i o8 €9 S9 €9 19 soueig
(%) mpﬁw Che=Chdalins _ _
sberoar Tenuwy tg6L  08s61L mhmv BLEL LLBlL 9L6L SL6L VL6l E£L61 TLeL  LL6L 0L6L
{00t = GLEl =Xapul)

S3TIIUNOD UTEH 2Y3 UT §o07Txd 3zodul wuerueg

-0 ITYRL

(8]-40



04 :90anog

28 Lol €€t 9ct Lil S01L €L LLl 001 66 6L o8 ve it uedep
S gl §"ZL gLy 891 B¥1 9€1l szl €01 001 L8 99 65 5374 8% s
t1°g L8 LLL tot oL 0zZ1L 601 Cot 001 6L oL LS £9 89 ¥sn
%L 9 %y 05 ZLz 591 L¥L LEL 9zt oot Z8 g9 65 gs& as ATezz
Z°c A 7 ovL 0z Lo £6 €0t 96 0Ct 086 o8 o8 8 ge ¥4 ‘Aueuxso
¢°0t o 1 L6t Zrg Ll 98T oLe oS colL LB £st LYL 8% L 6% i souwLg
{%) STSEPHIDUT (%) 232X
s0Tad ISUMSUCD ISEBAOUT LB6L Q861 6L6L BL6L LL6L 9L61L SLEL PLBL £L6L TL6L LLBL 0OL61
TTeIon x99 sbeisar tenuuy
(oot GL6L FXB8PUTI)
SSTAJUNOYD UTPW JUI UT seueueg O S9ITId TTESd - 2Tqel
O¥d = :=20anog
0°Z £Z1L gLt 00t ¥6 9oL Q0L ool 96 0L 89 L8 66 uedep
6 L1 89L  BSL et ot ogl 201 ool 6L 93 Zg [ 1534 =0
6°8 - €51 £eL FLt 90t L0t o0l 6L ZL 69 Z9 So ¥sn
8- gl EETANN 444 Lt oGl et Sttt oQL - Lo 69 53] €S OUeT TH
€7l &%Z 9z 0sl TSl qct gLt ool ¥8 79 59 £9 LS WOy AT®e3x
€5 SElL QTL 06 a8 20l 6 oot 88 PL 8L 6L - 5I19U30
'8 oyt vl 001 26 €0t 74 ) 0oL 88 SL 2L 6L 6% e3TnbTu) HI ‘Aurmxas
(A= 0ot ovt tgl 6Lt cLL €01 001 8 LL 69 89 L9 IdURILI
{%) 9321 ssSealoUT ( s
sbezsar Tenuuy L8l 08B6L 616 8Lel Liel L6l SL61 FLeL £L6&L thw fhmw 0Lst
(001 = SLgl :X3puIr)

SVIAIUNCD UTeW S2UTZ UT Seusueg IO S3013IJ STE2S2T0UM

£-3 ITARL

(8]-41



years were not much different from trends in the price vises of other
commodities, in terms of overall price indexes,

In one country, nhamely Japan, however, the price of bananas was
unstable from year to year, and in some years it fell below that of
the previous year. :

Japan's banana consumption reached a peak in 1972, and since then
has tended to decrease, However, despite the downturn, banana imports
continued to create surpluses, which resulted in prices being lower
than or at least equal to the prices that existed before the oll
crisis. Moreover, in developed countries, cheaper bananas do not
always necessarily lead to an increase in consumption. Since the
Japanese, for example, have the custom of ‘enjoying seasonal fruits in
their respective seasons, they are not inclined to eat bananas which
are sold at fruit shops regardless of the time of the year.

Next, let us look at details of the retall prices in three
countries —— France, the Federal Republic of Germany and the United
Kingdom — using OECD data {Table D-5).

As already shown, FOB costs in France are higher than in other
countries and the FOB cost component in the retail price is vexry high,
about cone third, whereas it is only about one fourth in other coun~
tries., This is due to the fact that France imports bananas from spe-
cial overseas areas.

Concerning freight costs and insurance premiums, the Federal
Republic of Germany incurs considerable expense because of its distance
from Ecuador, although the proportion of such costs in the retail price
is a little higher'in the United Kingdom {(in 1981). The country wheie
importers obtain high margins is the Federal rRepulic of Germany and the
country where ripeners obtain high margins is France. The margin for
retailers is highest in the PFederal Repulic of Germany (1981 figures).

If the proportions of various margins in the retail prices are
looked at in terms of changes from 1970 to 198], it is noticeable that
the proportion of freight costs and premiums rose ({therefore, CIF
rose), This may be because the rise in the price of oil caused
freight costs to rise. The next section will deal with freight costs,

III, Marine Transportation and Freight

A specialized vessel called a banana boat is uged to Lransport
bananas. This banana boat was formerly ventilated to prolong the life
of the banana as long as possible but almost all such boats are now
"reefers", or refrigeratof vegssels. The temperature inside the reefer
ig kept at 53° - 56°F.
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There are three kinds of banana boats: a, boats owned by the
exporter or importer; b. chartered boats; and ¢. liners used regularly
for the transportation of fruit. ' :

Type "b." has two methods of use: one {s the partial use of the
cargo space, and the other is its entire use. Freight costs vary
depending on the type of use of the boat, and the time of the cruise,
and term of the charter. Needless to say, the longer the distance,
the higher freight costa are. .

For instance, the distance and days regquired on the main banana
routes are shown in Table D-6.

Table D~6 Distance and Time Requited on the Main Banana Routes

Time regquired

o - : ' Distance
producing country Unloading place (miles) day - hour
Ecuador New York 2,850 7- 0
" New Orleans 2,250 5 - 13
" Germany, FR 5,800 14 - 5
n Japan 8,000 19 - 14
Central America New York 2,000 4 -~ 22
Colombia (Atlantic) Germany, FR 4,700 11 ~ 12
Ivory Coast France 3,600 8 - 19
Cameroon France 4,450 10 - 22
Martinique France 3,650 8 - 22
Somalia Ttaly 4,400 i - 19
Canary Is. UK 1,850 4 - 13
Cameroon UK 4,400 10 -~ 19
Jamaica UK 3,750 9~ 4

Mote Estimation on assumption of direct service at a speed
of 17 knots per hour,
Source: Inter-ocean Shipping Inc,

Another important determinant of the freight cost is fuel cost.
The movement of fuel costs after the oil crisis is shown in Fig. D-1l.
The rise in MDO (diesel oil) was higher than that for IFO {(heavy oil),
but the former will not be considered here because the fuel which is
at present used for boats is almost entirely IFO. IFO as of 1982
costs $175, about 20% lowexr than the figure of $218 at the end of
1980, when it reached a peak.
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Figs D=1  Trends in Bunker Oil Price
{(Prices in Hamburg at the end of

the year)
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Fig. D-2, showing trends in the average charter costs, illus-
trates how the cost of charter boats rises in parallel with the rapiq
increase in the price of fuel,

Concerning the transportation of bananas, the following points
should be noted: .

a, Freight cost per carton is cheaper when transported by a large
vessel. However, at the same time care should be taken to avoid
loss of time in loading, as well as delay of arrival of cargoes.

b. Unloading should be andertaken as quickly as possible.

c. Space should be utilized as much as possible on the return journey
in the case of boats that are fully-owned or under long-term charter,

Fig., D-2 ‘Trends in Average Charter Costs of Reefers
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E., DEMAND PROJECTION OF BANANA

I. Introduction

As this analysis- has shown so far, the import quahtities of
bananas into the main consuming countries may be regarded as being
almost equal to their consumption, because there is no domestic pro-
duction in the main banana-consuming countries. Since the imports of
the twenty-five inporting countries account for around 95% of the
world imports, trends in the future consumption in these countries
will have a significant influence on the future potential of bananas
ag exportable products. In order to project future banana demand,
histrical trends of per capita banana consumption in these twenty-five

countries were derived, and the projected demands were compared with
those of the FAO estimates ') for 1990 and the year 2000.

IX., Method of Pemand Projection

Demand projections were made for the years 1985, 1990 and 2000.
Each basic unit of per capita banana consumption in the twenty-five
main importing countries was set in the form of a high unit (high
case} and a low unit (low case) as shown in Table E-2. In determining
each basic unit of per capita consumption of these countries, the
following factors were taken into account on the basis of trends in
per capita consumption obtained previously in this Study:

a. Whether the per capita consumption reached a peak or not in the
period from 1970 to 1980.

b. Whether the relation between the per capita consumption and the
increase in per capita national income in importing countries which
could be expected to maintain a steady increase in consumption will
follow such a pattern in the developed countries.

¢. Whether the proportion of the group under twenty years of age,
which is the most important age group in terms of banana demand,
will rise or fall in the future in developed countries.

- Although East European countries including the USSR and the oil-
producing countries of the Middle East are important in terms of
future trends in banana consumption, it is very difficult to forecast
medium~ and long-term demand, because there are insufficient basic

1) FAO, Agriculture: Toward 2000
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data available for judging the trends in the per capita consumption
over time on a country basis, and also because their imports are often
spot purchases which are dependent on the economic circumstancesg at
the time. Accordingly, from awmong the Bast Furopean countries and the
oil-producing countries of the Middle East, the German Democratic
Republic, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia {from the former) and: Saudi
Arabia and Iran (from the latter), which are in the group of the top
twenty~five main importing countries, were selected in this demand
estimation,

In order to caleculate volume of world imports, it was agsumed
that the share of countries other  than the above-mentioned would
increase. as a result of an overall improvement in the world economy.
As such, it was estimated that the share of the top twenty-five coun-
tries in world imports would shift to 93% in 1985, to 90% in 1990, and
to 85% in the year 2000.

III. Results of Demand Projection
The results of demand projection can be seen in Table E-1,

In the twenty-five main importing countries, the imports {con-
sumption) are estimated at 6.7 - 6.9 million tons in 1985, 6.8 - 7.1
million tons in 1990, and 7.1 - 7.3 million tons in the year 2000,
with an annual increase of import of about 20,000 - 30,000 tons.

In the FAC forecast, however, the imports of the top twenty-five
countries {(imports according to scénario A) 1} are shown as 7.1
million tons in 1990, and 7.6 million tons in the year 2000, the
iatter being a little higher than our projeaction of 7.3 million tons
in the high case. This difference as shown in Table BE-~1 is attributed
to the fact that the PA0's forecasts for developed countries and
centrally planned economies are higher than ocurs.

On a regional basis, the volume consumed by the developed coun-
tries in the twenty-five main importing countries will tend to
decrease from 89.3% in 1985 to 87.8% in the year 2000 in the high
case, although their importance in the market will not diminish.
Looking at the FAG's forecasts, those for developed countries may he
thought to be a little too high in respect of trends in banana per
capita consumption.z) Concerning the #Middle East, our projection is
higher than that of FAO, which may be due to the fact that the imports
of Saudi Arabia and Iran do not necessarily reflect their domestic
consumption, :

1) Refer to volume 1,
2) Some estimate that the per capita banana consumption in the United
States has not yet reached its peak (see Figas. C-2 to C~7).
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. Finally, the. present study makes a projection for the world total
imports in the high case, of 7.9 million tons in 1990 and 8.6 million
tons in the year 2000, whereas the FAO forecasts imports (on the basis
of Scenario A for. 125 countries) 1) 5t higher levels —— 9,2 million
tons 'in 1990 and 9.2 mi}lion tons in 2000. 1If it is taken into
account that our projections were made on the agsumption: that the pro-
portion qf the twenty-five main countries' share in the imports of
bananas would move from 95% in 1980 to 93% in 1985, 90% in 1990, and

85% in the year 2000, the FAO forecast may be thought to be rather
over-estimated,

Table E-1 Summary Table: Projections of Banana Demand (Import)

{1,000 tons)

1985 1990 2000
Low High Low High Fa0 ©) Law High Fao <)
Developed :
countries a) 6,048 6,209 6,131 6,289 6,312 6,244 6,443 6,870
Latin America 2} 269 284 278 293 283 301 318 207
Middle East a) 170 190 200 222 133 253 281 159

Centrally planned

economies a) 237 271 2486 281 381 262 299 408
Total b) 6,724 6,954 6,855 7,085 7,109 7,060 7,341 7,644
world 4) ' 7,233 7,477 7,617 7,872 9,226 8,306 8,636 9,170

a) See Table E-2, for countries constituting each region.

b) Total regional values

c) Values were calculated by Scenario B of FAO's forecast for the same
countries in each region as those in Table E-2.

d) See the text for the method of calculation of the world demand in our
projection. FAQ's forecasts represent total imports of 125 countries
on the basis of Scenario A,

1} According to Scenaric A of the FAO forecast, in 1990, the imports

- of ninety developing countries will be 1.843 million tons and those
of thirty-four developed countries will be 7.382 million tons. By
2000, the former will be 849,000 tons and the latter 8.32 million
tong.
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1v. The FAO Forecast for Banana Exports from Main Exporting Countries

Pable E-3 shows the actual results and forecasts of exports of
thirteen main exporting countries, data on which, mainly from Central
and South American countries, are obtained from the banana export
forecast by country in the FAO's Agriculture:  Toward 2000,

Features of Lhis forecast, especially in Scenario A which assumes
high exports are as follows:

Firstly, the average of world exports, which was 4.4 million tons
in the 1966-1968 period and 6.6 million tons in the 1979-1981 period,
expanded annually at 150,000 tons in both periods. According to the
above forecast, exports will expand at an average of 193,000 tons from
the 1979-1981 period to 1990, when they will be 8.5 million tons; and
expand on annually by 42,000 tons from 1990 to the year 2000, when
they will be 8.9 million tons.1)

Table E-3 FAO Banana Export Forecast for Main Exporting Countries

(1,000 tons)

Acotual results 4/ FAO estimates
1966/68 1974/76 1979781 1990 Scenario 2000 Scenario
) A B A B
Ecuador 1,260 1,226 1,351 1,061 919 1,842 1,089
Colombia 346 388 704 821 849: 864 951
Panama 444 48 547 609 625 746 811
Costa Rica 435 1,080 995 1,305 1,284 1,604 1,549
Honduras 858 582 01 817 812 974 824
Guatemala a4 304 335 413 405 547 538
Nicaragua 33 13 113 170 168 260 252
Jamaica 167 73 39 107 88 - 132 88
Philippines - 760 884 1,349 1,328 990 964
Ivory coast 141 136 112 185 140 224 139
Cameroon 45 75 63 67 33 - 155 67
Total P) 3,823 5,236 6,044 6,964 6,651 8,338 7,272

{85.5) (88.8) (91.9) (B1.9) (81.5) (93.4) (89.4]

World total ¢) 4,469 5,894 6,574 8,506 8,157 8,930 8,133

a} Each figure repregents the yearly average over the three years.
h) Figures in parentheses represent the percentage of the world total.
¢} Total of 125 countries.

Source: FaO, Agricultdre: Toward . 2000

et

1) As shown in Table E-1, the world imports are forecaated at 9.2
million tons in 1990 and in the year 2000 (Scenario A).

[8}-52



[

The total exports of the thirteen countries as a proportion of
the world exports actually changed from 85.5% in the period 1966-1968
to 88.8% in the period 1974-1976, and to 91.9% in the period 1979-
1941. According_to the forecast (Scenario A), however, it will fall
to 81.9% by 1990, and then recover to 93.4% in the year 2000, If
world exports are calculated on the agsumption that the total exports
of the thirteen countries will be 6.9 million tons in 1990 (Scenario
A) and account for 90% of the world trade, the total'figure of 7.7
million tons accords with the world imports forecast for 1990, as
shown in Table E-1. A looking at these data suggests that the FAO
forecast exaggerates slightly the exports from areas other than the
thirteen main exporting countries. Accordingly, future trends in the
thirteen will be chiefly discussed here.

The total exports of the thirteen main exporters in 1990 are
forecasted to be 6.964 million tons in Scenario A and 6.651 million
tons in Scenario B. The annual increases of 1,4% in the former and
1.0% in the latter, will slacken in the future compared with the
increase of 3.3% actually seen in the period 1979-1981. In the period
1996-2000, .average growth rate is 1.8% in Scenario A and 0.9% in
Scenario B, and total exports from the thirteen countries in the year
2000 are 8,338 million tons and 7.272 million tons in Scenarios & and
B, respectively. In compariscn with the 1979-1981 period, exports
Wwill increase by 1.15 times in 1990 and 1.38 times in the year 2000 in
Scenario A, and 1.10 times in 1990 and 1.20 times in the year 2000 in
Scenario B.

Looking at the figures of Scenario A, three countries are
expected to export more than 1 million tons of bananas in 199%) ——
Ecuador, Costa Rica and the Philippines ~— whose market share will
amount to 53% 1) of the thirteen main exporters. In the year 2000,
although-a decrease in Philippine exports is forecasted, the total
exports of the above three countries are estimated at 4.436 million
tons accounting for 53% of the exports from the thirteen main
exporting countries (the same figure as 1990). Colombia and Honduras
are expected to export more than 800,000 tons of bananas. They will
be followed by Panama (exports estimated at 610,000 tons in 1990},
Guatemala (410,000 tons), Ivory Coast (180,000 tons), Nicaragua
{170,000 tons) and Jamaica (110,000 tons}.

1} For Ecuador, the actual average exports were 1.351 million tons in
the period 1979-1981, whereas Scenario A forecasts the exports at
1.06 million tons in 1990 and 1.84 million tons in the year 2000.
Although the forecast for 1990 seems to be underestimated, FAO's
forecasts are used here without making any compensation for this
sugspected underestimation.
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F. CONCLUDING REMARKS

World banana production has been stable at a level between 30 and
40 million tons dquring 13970s with a tendency of slight incredse, and
this tendency is unlikely to change dramatlcally in the future.

On the other hand, demand, which is generally sluggish, has already
reached a ceiling especially in the developed countrles. Although. newly
industrializing countries (NICs), Bast European countrles lncludlng the
USSR, and the Middle East countries can be expected to increase their
consumption of bananas in the future, it is suspected that their pur-
chasing power may be dependent on their forelgn currency holdings.
Taking all this into consideration, the world banana market, in terms of
supply and demand, is likely to be rathex 1ax in the future.

Eight countrles today are responsible for 70% of world exports. It
cannot be assumed, however, that this share will remain constant. This
is illustrated by the experiences of rapid growth of Phillpplne exports
and the recent withdrawal of mu1t1 national companies from Central angd
South Amerlca.

Thus, although the world banana market is rather slack, there
nevertheless seems to be a possibility for a new banana producing
country to make inroads into the international market in the future as
long as certain conditions are met. These include the suitability of
climate and soil for banana cultivation, selecting the produ01ng areas
near loading ports, and the prospects in terms of competitiveness in the
international market, the cost such as newly developing land for culti-
vation, labor costs and infrastucture costs.

Besides, the actions of multi-national companies, which have had a

substantial influence on banana productlon and exports, will need to be
watched carefully in the future.

(8]-54



uoTs dunsues

oLg £9¥ S0y $65 ovs zev iy £L59 P69 G&L A Lvs vas G6E iy 152 £9¢ srasaueg
oz Log 568 Tl 569 L9 0LE ova 058 0zZg 000°L  LD® 984 958 £8L GEL LZG s3zodng
OEL 1 0ge’L QQE‘L L9Z'L SEE‘L PLO'L €8l LLg't P0S’L BL9'L LZS'L 8¥E’L DSE’L  S6Z27L S6L°L 000°L 060°L uoT3INPold
6EVZE GEFIZE 00S'CE ¥I0TE LOS'LE 9T0'6Z LVT'LT BEC'ZP S66°Gf OSOEL LEZ'CE 91S7ZE 006°6! DOD'EL QoP'8L OCPISL 0OS9L PT2TA
54 Ly 0% jo}-4 8¢ LE LE 0% 8E &% 9% Lt 89 99 59 59 99 22y
SRANPUOR
. voradunsuos
B6E viv 89y 208 889 £¥9 099 ey 989 £€9 595 £¢S LGy SLY 8ey oLE 66¢ 21350100
0Eg S8L SE9 ‘265 195 LSy 05% AN LT S&L 4 LS2 60¢ 1454 9Z% LLE vsz s3aodxg
6ZTL  0OZT'L 00LYL OOLYL 00LTL 00LYL 0S0°L  ¥Ss 006 54! Y08 08L 008 OLL YOL \Z4 £59 UoTIONPIIF
SOL79L 00C’9L BLT'St SLT'SL QLTS BLT'SL LiT'CL 6Z0'%PL 9E5°EL LZC'EL SZE’EL GEC'EL O0LEL 0OL7EL OUZ'EL QOY’ZL 00E’ LY PT=TR
9L 5L L A 4 L 69 89 9g z9 09 65 Lo 65 8% 52 gs T2 1y
BIQUOTOD
0SL’e Yso’'t £0£°¢ ZEZE'C %0971 ¥Oof'r  £98 £Ls LYS 85% 0se Lve LEL LYl 08L 9L £89 ueT3 dUNSL0D
oT3sUWeg
0ss £76 658 a3 R4 oL £z8 £99 29% 44 371 g5 £T 0 L 0 0 s310d%3
000y LLB'E %1’ 8GLYE  LPEFYT B90’E 98STL 9Lz L TLOYL 086 SEQ'L 968 084 Lye Les s9L £89 ueTILNPold
005‘TL ETS’TL QLL'TL 860°LL 9% 1’8 LLT'0L LIZ'L YER'S He0’'v  1Z0'v 955y OLEB'E 00L’SL DO&'ZL DOSLL 00TYCL 0RZ'TL PIZTA
oze git 9zre 8T 00t €62 54 iz (0354 Yye LTT 5£2 8BS ag 85 8% 9% esay
sautddriTug
¥PT  B0Z €L FEL  BOL 17 SiL €Li &L Tl veE 062 Z4Z OSL tht ov 152 ;o.?mﬂawmwqu
0cs 888 59¢ G56 L86 0LE SOLL 8EG7L BLL°L BLD'L 95B gz 565 £5% LLe 6SE gLt sza08Ng
FRLYL ZBCL BAOYL BFLTL STL/L £BLYL 1ZZ'L OLSL'L BEL'L 0GZ’: 0SETYL aviL’y L9 €01 TLs 66% L9% uoI3InPoIg
VESTTY S8E79L BE67GE S9YIST LEE70C GZT'ST 9OFOL £9BYLT SELEE SPS'LE 9SG’ LE BOF'6Z 00L'SY 0OL’EE 00L'0E QOL'9L D09'cE PI2IX
9T ot Gt 34 1A (44 o} 1 ag o¥ or 13 ¥4 gl i ve 4 voIy
¥OTYH ¥ASOD
. F= s ’ - 2 ¥’ F 4 4 x i k. + ’ I 4 ‘CO._.HU mﬁuﬂ.—waou
168 156 979 684 G617l QLE'L ZBL'L BLE'L 9ZL'L S0T'L TBE't  L¥SYL 018 LYYl 0O6°1  169°L wOLT 513 s3M0g
LPETL BLETL 9BEYt €9€7L 1977t 0ZL £9LYL LSS QLE'L  LLE’L LGE’L pYE’L 0611 ZGZL £9T'L 6927t 00T’ $3a0axy
8El'z 69T7T TED’T  IGL'T  LSPTT  LLST YLS'T  9L877 96YT  Z8S7T EBL’T LLG’'Z O0OL'ZT £96°T £E9L'E 95672 yo0gf't uoTIdNpoag
SO5'ZT PELITE 9L070C 0QUBYT SLE'PT 096’ET 091 EZ TEO'LL SL¥'GL OT1'CL OSL75L LPO‘SL 0OG’SL 0OG'SL 005°'GL 008SL OCLG: PIBTX
S8 oL © 89 LL Lot L0t gLt Zgl 4= LL tetL Y6l 081 o8L €62 LEL 012 es Iy
) IOPEODT
861  O8&L . SLBL  BLEL L6t 9LEL  SL6l YLEL  EL6L ZLGL LLBL  0L6tL 695t . B9EL  L96L 996! =131
{swo3 0007 ( ‘UQTICUNSUCD DTASIWOD ¥ s3z08xs ‘uorlompead 5y PTPTL ey 000’ teBxe)
SAxyunen A seurueg o uoiadumsuon OTAS9UC] ‘S3X0dXE ‘UOoTILNPOId ‘PISIA ‘BaIv | @Taer Xtpuaddy

[8]-55



LGOI CUNS UG
[ g T4 Le eg £y Ly Ly 24 v |4 - LR LL 5S¢ ToL BE va 2Tas0EEE
ail EES 183 £EL SoL - BOL Lii gLy it 0zl L0} 58 €01l S04 8L 6 8L sRiodMy
ozl git St oLt ZrL Let” BG1L S9L 091 BLL st 9L o8t Ort 081 081 Tal UoIsonn0sg
EPLILL LSRYGL LEE'SL ETEEZ BEVIBL BSTTEC YLL'VPZ BOSPZ E987ET LLE6L TIVILL 1BL'GL GOYLT ODL'9L 0C8Y0T 00GYLT OCHYEL PlaTa
IA A A L L L L L L 6 6 8 g & & 8 g BRIy
adnotapend
: . . - ueTidunsnon
G- 4 88 Z9 ¥s 29 Ve SE 634 LE ZT gl LS (54 Nw.. Lg [ sT159T0d
gt oL 03:41 EvZ gce %4 ol L2t ost 261l (44" fo3- 3 gLt L6l €61 80C 8Ll saa0dNy
e L BLL S0¢e 062 692 . 00C 22T Q6L £Z¢ YLt qst 08T orz '3 %4 6ZC oze woTIONPOAg
95576L SZO'LL BLB'SL QOS'DE OOG'ET 6Z6'9T GLL'TT LEL DT €LL7(T LEL'¥E GSE°6L POZ 4L DOZ6L QOH'LZ QOG'CT 00L/6L DOO'EL PISTA
% L 5 o38 gt o & & & 3 & [ zZL 1 oL T oL B3y
anbruTiaey
~ : - : HOT: SUNSUOD
0z 8Tz [v74 [512 yee £&ee 08 COE 00g [4°x4 Vit Lot 99~ 65— ot~ -] 8 9- a3 s8mO
0LE F4 3 9teT 69T [5: 74 LET orZ [13°}4 sTAA 8¢ gl o8t s¥L SEl ol L BS . sRaodxy
£L6 0es 968 058 sts 058 ozs el 0zZs LS 71534 LBY c8 4L L 96 4 WO TIZIONPOIg
LBT'E 6TS'B BEZ'® EEL’S SBE'B  TOV'E L99°8 Y98 4TSS 00578 YLS'8  LOS'C  O0O'0Z 0DO'EL 000’SL 000°YI QDE’LY - PISIX
¥ 29 L9 31 59 59 09 65 19 09 36 LS v 4 v 4 £ ey
. eTRURLEND
6z oL Ly 9 29 Li V7 62 PR 6z st 87 w s - vz cOTuMMMMmeo
Lib S0% £9¢ YA ¢ZE 0zt 0Zg 29t {8E £ET 96¢ .88t Yoy ave LSt T8t 2349 §3a0dxz
(5544 SL¥ SOy La¥ £6¢ LEE [B=3% 66 (434 LLE STV 1y (A% S6E SLE &8t TLE LoTyonpolg
£80°EE SL97VE VLO'OE SOL0L 9VEZL 896797 159782 (0670 YG0'GE L9V'6T LP6'1E L067LT DOL’6C 009'LE 005 ST GUS’8E 0007LC PT®TA
£1 YL ¥t oS [ Tt £l (A3 Tt [ £ Ll i L [ ot oL eIy

8T Axeued

: T3 dUnsuos
sy 06§ 8% €Y ¥0S  SL¥ €05 LSS 9ZF  ve8E €Ty 88 lif  £OY  LOL  0DL  Svi ueracnsy

ST3samog
sZ9 0es LS ¥Z9 7Zs ves 98% 0TV B8ES vas 08¢ 109 688 Ly<S S8V 98¢ YeeE s3zodxy
TEC'L 0S0'L 0QO’L 9G50°\L BZO'L 686 636 LL6 Fo6 886 £10°L 686 Qo6 [543 65 98¢ 6LS UOTIINPOI
WLy E£L47F 0 LSETR PLS'Y  0BLYY P8OV TOS'Y  1G9'F €8BSy LOL'Y EZB'Y S0L'F OCOOT 0OLYLZ ODOBILL OBTLL Q00’4 : PI®IX
9Zz 0zZT cLz ST Sie stz sL\z [+3%4 0LZ ot oLz ole S 8t 24 e 1:43 L=

vurued

2198 g86!L 6L61L BLEL  LLB! QLEL GLEL bLEL TLEL ZL6L L6l OL6Y G861 896 L L3861 9861 s96L
(3UCy Q0OY 1 UOTIAURSUOD STISHWOD 7 S3304x%a ‘uoTionpoad 6y :plotiA 1By OO0 L :E33e)

{(*p.aucd) | a1qel xtpusddy

f8]-56



uo T3 dUnsUOD

¥e LE zzT Lz 8z 61 1z oz 0z lg vy Lb L SL L9 7L Lz 12 soUOG
59 09 8L £g z8 : b vL 59 59 ts iv Ly 5h BY sy gLt s320dxy
86 L6 oot oLt oLL 00i 56 v 53 58 56 ve oz ozL Sit Lt ovi uoT3IoNPOIg
vLE'T STY'T COS'T  0SL'T  1ZE'T ZE9YT £ESZ  TSY'T 00S'T 6iv’E YOV'E LPE'E OOL‘L 00L‘L 008°9 006°S 009‘c PIeTA
oY oy ob oy Y 8¢ Bt 8¢ be 8z 8z 8z i Ll LL Ll sz o
ucoIsuen
U0 T3 SUNSUOD
0st 601 LOL Ls zZol £01 ii pLL gLl vaL 611 D6L 851 55z 122 agt €zt ovn souoq
08 s0i ozt 6 psL oLt 0z 1 091 0sz zoz zce zLz gLy 98¢ LzY oLE LEE saxodxg
0EZ ¥z LZE za1 zsz £z L6 vES gzv  99¢ Ley  Z9v  98s ) ¥59 gze oot uoTsoNpeIyg
606°0T SYO’ET €8872Z LL6'S: BEE'ET LYi'6l §91/BL STL/LT T6970C 50’94 EES’GL BEE'LL G00’SL 00L'bL 008'FL 00S'VL 00BSL PTaTA
Lt & i o1 Ll i it 91 oz jaya (o33 5 8% k27 44 Le LT vaIY
wemTRL
vv¥¢  O¥T  §ET O£z §TZ  O0ZZ Stz OLZ 061 ©0Zz <0z 00z ShL LSt Shr el ist voT3dUnSUoD
ITasaweqg
4] Q Q o] Q o] 0 ¢ 0 ol o] o] i 51 ST [4> 6L saxodiy
e ore sez ogz 5zz ozz sz ot2 061 ozz 50z 00¢ 08 oLt oLL oLt oLt LoTIONPOTE
5LO'9L 6BLSL L99°GL LPS'SL S0E7SL 990°S1 STE'YL DOO’SL LLE/E: YLLYSL £97FL 98Z7%L 005°CL DOL’SL QOL EL QOL'CL O0L‘EL PTOTA
5L gL s1 51 st 51 St vl e vl b1 b1 €1 £t €1 €l £1 ea Iy
vuTYD
ce e or re tr or &1 s¢ sz zz ri €t ‘ i i g G uoT3 dumsuod
. ST3S52WOQ
08 oLt oLt £zt £elL €1t v g1t 501 zv 0 g zz 0t o€ oL 8 svxodus
oLL oSt o5t LS1 vSL £gt £G1 svL of1L ¥g vl 8l 6z Ty zv vL 2 voTIoNDOId
8Y2°9 (9379 ZZS‘9 189’2 GLD'S 985’9 £0S'9 GLE'9 919°C 0GE'Y 009'S 000’9 00S'HL 005°LL 0OS’LL 0O0‘PL 000°S PTSTA
5z vT £z ¥z 4 £z £z £z €7 o £ € z z z i L woay
. enbeies Ty
&L »5 05 LS L5 s 91 0% st g% Lt £y by ) vs 81 tz uota dinsuod
STASIUOY
501 Lzt gL oL £t L6 st 8s1L zeL ¥9L (L 8g 8zl LEL £ct Lzt L1t s330d8x%
o8l st g9t L61 »o1 Lyl zst 80z LLt ziz 881l 6Lt zLd it Lel s¥L gElL uoTIONPOId
BLLILL L9711 00T/LL SS0'¥PL OTLYEL 0ST'T1 Bil’¥L SPE'VL GLO'CL LT90°VL 9Z67C! B9L’'CL 00C'CH 00Z'CL GOV'PL OOV'EL 00O‘EL BIRTA
st 51 st 7L £1i zy vl sL €L st w1 1 gL £1 £1 L oL RO IY

25%05 Aicart

tegt  0BéL 6LEL 8L61L Li6t 9LGL SLEtL vielL £L6L Tiel LL6t 0L61 6961L 8361 L9361 9961 S961¢

(5Uo3 Q00‘L :UOTZAUNSUCD DTRSBWOD 3 $3I04X3 ‘UCTIONPOIG (LY (pleT14 (B4 000 1 B-TEEN

{"P,3u0d) | oTael ¥rpusddy

(8}-57



o124 : mo.u.uu..tuw

SOy Fi i3 o sy 7y r r - 4 o e . i ¢ ¥ [ GO.ﬂw@ﬁﬂW.ﬁOU
POLYEL SZTTZEL £0C°TL QLB 608l OLQ'ZL 95876 BL8'6 E6G'6 LGL'6 L6 98976 TIL'OL 1086 £LE76 1TY'R PRLTE

DTISIWOG
O¥L’9 %9979 [SL79 ZEL'D LOY'D SB6°S 05079 LOLYS - TBTYY SCLL’9 Q067G LEZS'S LSE'S DLEYS TONO'S 9T’y TLg'w - sazodey
FOG°6L 06276L DLO’6L TOS'SL 91T7RL SOO'EL 906°GL SB6°GL SLBIGL BTE’GY TLBISL £1TGL BLL'GL 118 YL SLS'PL LPEEL 98¥ L UOTROTPAITL
BSZ YL B6L'TL LEVIYL POSIPL POOITL DLLIEL OO0BYTL TTE'TL GYTITL LTOITL LL97TL 866711 OLVIBL OLFTLL QLLLL DZO'S) DET'9: PT2IX
967 YYE‘L 0TETT  LZ7L BEETL LDE'L £ETCLOLETYL 96T°L ZOTL TST'L B9T'L ¥EE 8v8 58 LT8 628 BaxY
: : 9301
. . uo Tz dunsuos
18 L8 Lo z9 9 - T8 9% 69 09 a9 58 44 LS 14 e a 9L vZ1 " ataseumoq
6L % 69 8L SL 8L L £L 601 YA gzl gL £ESL ggt S61 vOT 00z s3xodxy
001 oot (13 b} owL oviL LTl Ze 891 681 L8 561 oLz oLE 00¢ oce LTg uoTIDTPO IS
000‘S 00D‘S . 00T'S 2eR’vy 8I8‘Y 3TI'Y 080°S 0BITS ££9°S O0LY9 EEZYO . DGS9 0OD'L 000‘L DOB'L OOL'E 00L’S PISTR
0T cT sz ST 6Z 62 ST ST g€ o€ 0E 0g 0t 0¢ 8¢ a¢ a¢ eaxy
. BOTRWwe L
1979 69975 P00’ L0179 TOE’S PES'S 80E'S S2U’S SSUUS SE'S BCE’D 019’y 098'S BTE'S 590°S LTMP 1Ty eriesen
55 L9 6%t gEL Til z6 Lyl 951 6E1 vil Ll 961, £9t (o218 Lt 502 91z s3z0dxg
98979 9E£L’9 gLL'Y OPT'9  SLpe 9ZL'S GS¥IS - LBTYS FOLCS 0% ¥OL'E 908’'% £I0'e  ¥EP'S  BEL’S SIT9'EF  LES'P woTIDNpead
COB'LL vOL'RL LPRYIL FEL 6L 9%ERL LBL'SL €6E'LY TOO'LL TLL'LL £BZ6L TET'HAL £0E'LL O0L’ZZ 00G'0DT 00G°0Z 00G'8BL 000°6¢t PTRIX
LBE LLE e atg TSE e Vit oLz oLe TLE 682 QLT €Le 892 96Z 067 gz eaay

. . TTIZe g

186t DBSL 6L51L BLEL  LLG6L 96l GL61 .vhme . CLEL ZL61 tL6l oLe! 5961 8961 LS6L 996t mwme

(5U03 OOG7 L uQT2dUNSUCs aTrissucp ¥ sayxcdide ‘uoTionpoad By :pI9TA fey o0t Eaiv)

{*P,3ucd) | 9Tl xTpusddy

{g]l-58



o%3  soanes

§°8S0°L P°OSE’S 97E917L FUG9LYL GULLB8YQ QTECPO L 9%PO L*SLG'G 0LYLG 0768’9 GSEE'Y $TE66°6 STPLBIS PULGLS 9TCLGYS §°GLEYS £7CER Y Teled DTIoM
S6 98 86 ¥6 ¥ £6 ré £e £6 (45 43 [ L6 06 16 Ce 3¢5] %
578EL'9 B 2990 §799L79 PILL O LTSOP'O 0°9657G £1G079 57G0L0 GTOBTO 0 GLLYO L'GDE’S E-LTS'G 679GE’G 976027 0°866'Y 9°CZEY LTLLE'Y TeIOL
3-8t Lege 839 6°LL FAS-73 0=8s £l S T4 vee01L 08Tl 6°LTL Froct AR Rt 97651 S*vel 9 €02 0Tcog eoTRWRL
SR "33 €*L9 S*8Z1 greel Lt LZ6 PrLvL 0*9st g get I8 2N [T A L7661 8-Z9t L°gst e WAt 2790 L sl Tizezg
L*eo S 6¢ £°8L 0eB £+es €18 £ vL 0 %L ST P9 0rs9 0% t§ ULy B 0Y g vy z av L PP LTetit uociamed
0re8 07501 [Fag et 0S8 0°Qst 0°CtL: [eher A [shneicH) 0-G62Z Q*T9t A2 L*TLT ﬁun Liv sreat BroTy Froct priLe vERTRL
€751 o6t 0°s5Z [ A4 g5l BUTYD
jeagel Y a-otLt a ot 0rEC!L oTgLl 0¢giL 0 vel o gLl 0801 0%iv - 0-s Lol A4 1 Ge 96T Tl L L enbeIed TN
LrE0L C LTl 0*BlL: gT6tl g zil cres sregt 67LG61 Loigl £l LY ivt L7998l €°LTL g ot R4 A 0Lz g9t 350D Aaonl
cr8iL 08¢ 608 AR 250t 17801 rulbl g ettt 2 Fil 00Tl 0 L0l 0°G8 areQt 1750t 084 0'eZs T 8L adroTspeny
0*851 DrEL 0°0v1L ¥reve 9t 572 [ 9rE5 99381 [ehgel-gt greel vrEsi 6681 TrELL LAFA-3t LZ61i 5°L0T LrLLl InbIuTIZ TN
oreLs orZse £°9LC L-ave £r 19T 0" L5Z ¢ obe 0°Qst oot ¢*Bse s 081 €081 grbrL £°2E¢L a9rst LoL 3-89 elewaizen
STOt¥ G So¥ L*PSt C*SLE 0°sZg 0-pZt 0t0ce 085t 6°08E gtgee LG6E prage [ {034 L*6%E L*99t G tot 7°8ve "SI AzRuEd
ehgtay 0" 00¢ GrTLS ¥°v7o 0°%Zs 8°tZs Ti8% 9*6LP [ A AR L'E09 0086 §*008 0°68¢% £71¥%S S sy 9°58¢ 0°pEL i
G-oes 57598 0°568 | ¥ 0 568 0°Z1% 0°0LE 0*0%9 0-0%8 oroeze 0*000°1L 97908 yr98L L7568 9°c8L [*hE -3 £ LTS SRINDUCH
0-0E8 g 88l G"se9 FAR AT 9°0%8¢ VLS LT06L voZee rorie 0r€6: 0-5ee G L5E L5608 9°v6l 9°5Lt 570LE S EST BIGUATOD
0°0s58 £+T¢s 9°858 v veg 6" 0te vryoL L7228 098 g°59% A A4 05814 0° 5% bred 1= Q %0 L0 e souTddI{Tua
shgele] ] LTLE8 £°€96 . 27556 £196 LT0oLs E"GOLYL 97LE0'L ST8LUYL 0T8L0YL (598 0°958 9 vey £E8% g il L gstE 28332 BOTIY ®ISOD
§T9%Z'L TUBLE‘L $T98LYL @TTOE’L S709T7L 0710271 VUYL L LULEE L G°E69CTL YTLLECL 9T0SETL LtPSLTL 9681 €TLGTIL §TZGYT’L 8T¥9T7L 0°00T L A0pENDE
L8561 0861 6L61L 8L61L LLGL SLEL SL6L vi6t £L64 Ti6L Llal 0L61L 6361 3961t L961 asst 961
0007}

(suos

(S2IX3UNOD PI3IDITIC) sSeururg IC SII0AXT DPTIOM

T @1q®l *Tpuaddy

[(8]1-59



ov2 IRMDANGES
LT %6 g6 L*Z6 G £6 Z €6 9756 yors AR 56 %756 L*96 ¥ 6 856 0796 966 65 L7586 % pIIons
3*BOS S Y ORE'S 0°S05'S L°SHY'S T EBLYY T 9B867G S°O0LETE L7ELLYG 0798170 9tE6L79 6770079 Y OLE’G BTSSYIS TUO9TES £7L9LYS £728CG°S 8°9EL’y  TRIOLT pURISD
g LTV LTLTE 6°l¥PL GTE9L LULLE £735T 1*852 9-ZL1Z LUe8t €04l €Tyl gLl 9 %Ll Ye0il GUSLL 8T&0L 91D T2a039ng
- - - 008 VRl TA T A ¥.5) g gLt 0%SL 2°87 0rgE Lot g% z°0 - £°0 8-z S b . wexy
¢gg  ergZ or¥g Fad:13 z-ge £r2e fAR A Yot 9°G¢Y (RN Z2°6¢ 9% 8 8E Lty ey T8E 6-tE Maewzag
s 30-FAN. £ 4 8°%Z €82 9tLe 0rgt g ye L*5¢ 1~92 a-ez £-ve z 0T z'6 DLt gral z°G1 Lt puRIaxl
LT EE g* oL T LE TTLE T G*BE 9*6¢ g*ag L-&E 5Ty o1y Be0F bece votg g-5¢ 998 8°%¢E Leg Aerzon
STTY L6E 6°5% id3 4 i 4 z ot £riy B L*BE T 0¢ L'62 L4112 0*£2 891 0*81 8 %1 6°¢€1 pueTu Ly
z°Z6 516 L*06 9°05 562 £°06 £°06 028 8-z6 0-€6 €6 $°L6 8°€6 L' va vgs T°¢6 FASY S % PTIOM
PT0BE’G LT@ST'S LT€9E7S TTLGT'9 S°LLE6°S £761L7S PTYLLIG S7S68'5 6°T00'9 £TETO'Y PUHYE’S £E9LCS TULIGE'S €°GZLS B-LG0S SUIBE'Y TTSE9CY TEICIMS
Qv - H*g% o5 ot os o709 0705 5°¢6 orie 0-z8 0 8L 0459 0°56 a8y 0*ZE 4 g - TRinaxed
. - oTs
9Ly $°6% 9799 e zcY 5 p9 6°LG 24 17 Ty 6*Z¢ 7Lz orge 0*LE 0-2¢ 10z 8 Lt 0¥l wﬂmwmuwnu
g1 LTh FTFTL 67ZEEL. £°SEL $TE0L ye¥6 868 8 vs 8°Zs 9°T§ gAY 5 ZE 5% g 18 ¥ 0T S %L vravisebnx
g1 2 £9 A" 8~£9 809 1= 8 %9 9-89 Lol L*89 0 g9 265 0"ty €68 v6g g-o0% 1095 PURTISZITAS
L*TL o oL 9*EL 2U6L fALA LrEL LeEL 0-5¢L £ g8 6 8L L* 8L ¥ a9 ot t AR 7 £°99 £°LS £°85 uapIms
a8l 6°9¢ z°98 6756 AT (R4 9L L0l 18 58S, =13 Ag 1 G°6S Tr6¢ B*GS £ ag 9TLYy eiIlsay
G g o8 00zt 0°DZL - O*REZL 008 0¥l . 0T00L  0°00L 0786 G-sb 0 LE oGy g-S% 08t 00z 9§t HE upIag
. : Sanquraxnt
- . - . . . cop . . . . . . . . . .
g-sg 6eLg 5708 9°C6 £ 16 2°98 0°88% z 68 rAR 4 FAR-1) 0*r8 gL s 7 9" LL L"E6 £°86 LGL . ~mEbTeE
560t t*¥Ll B9l &-ZZL S*OTL  FULil ZTTLLL Lt9ii L*tZt prTaLl EtL0L 608 $*88 6°LE THOOL 986 £ L8 SPURTIZI SN
¥eTTL LT LE 0-02 094 [+hde1= 0"7E 0*3z 0" ¥S 8465 099 8 vL L*5L 0zZg 5T¥L gL LT£9 -8t 2TTUD
0°gSt  TUE6L *9Lt €7TLL BY66 9°0L 9-gTL 0 rsi 1"EEL  .9°G6 0*EBL 099  &EwL Y 861  8°091L £°€LL  9'061 puTIUBb XY
Q*Z8L  0*¥EL 8716 0799 189 334 29t 0oL fe 3 2 09t {z¢ Tl 81T o'vlL £ Gt v gLt BIQEIY TPRES
£°G9%T  8YS¥T TUEYT TTOET  TULEY 9°BET PUTLT L OTT  6°WLT £7L0Z RTLDT V66L  6’E6lL £ ¥6L 6718l B vLlL 0t Lot BpRUED
$*90T  LTQOT  B8TLZE  L°9%C  LTPOL €°B9Y  Pr¥OL L-SLE LCEGE BT0SE OTERE YTZLE £ULEE ©ebef  9-BlE Y ZTE  9°9is Atesl
C*ZEE & gL 6°POE 9TOLE 9'26Z  0°L0L LTLQE OT%0E L1182 9TL0fE  §TGLE L*GE¢ L*BZE 6 ETE Y LZE  TU69E  £°9LF Xn
L*80% ¥ SOY  0°€9E Q°TLL 0TC0E 0T00f  0°0ZE  0"ZPE TTGLE  0'SLE £718f  BUiYE TU69f 6°V0E  £°PlE 0°00E  §*BYT uteds
L*OLY  QreFF LYt 9°68%  6'66% 1*9¢%  6°6LY LT0BY 6TELY S90S §°98t £v9gY LYY LTDET O°¥PY  ?°09%F £°G4T CRLERE]
§*TLS YIRS ETE09 0'L[19 97€E8S FU¥SS BTLPS 1TBBS DT9L9 BTH¥9S 67LES £TLLlG L"6¥6 67595 T°G09 TT90%  0°SGS ¥a fAuTwIen
E°L0L LY 9ZL L=06L LyGe2  67Y¥I8  ZUZRE 9°ved bUive L"LE6  6°290'L $°8B6  H°L¥YB 9"BEL B LLY telgy  Trety gt ugE uedel
L"E8T'T SYLYL/T TUOPLYZ 1°LEO0‘T ¥ LLi671 9°Z06'L € PTL'L Q*16L7L Q'CHL L O°GOL L 9°869°L 0 SL97L 9°1€9°) P L9971 Z*GE9’L 9 L1G L €556’ 1 ¥sn

Lest 0261

&Lel

gLet

LL61L

gLl

SL61

pis!

£iel

TL61L List

0L61

6961t B9G1 L86 1L

Sgqe L

5961

{suoy ono’ L)

{s2Ta3UNC) PHIDBIoY) Swuvueg Jo saxodwr PLTIAOM

¢ a1qel xtpusddy

[81~60



6.0
9.5 10.2 9.8 8.7 8.5
5.4
5.6

8.7 1C.9
77

8.7

(kg /vear)
T2

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 3972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
9.5 9.4 9.9

8.2 8.3
5.8 5.3
9.8 9.3 10.3 9.% 9.9 10.5 10.3 10.8

8.4 8.3 1C.2 9.8 10.8 10.%
6.5

1143 22.0°21.4
7.3

N
/

8.8 9.0 8.1

1.4

5.3 5.5 5.5 5.7 5.9
5.2

8.8 8.8 9.3

Ted 722 6.9 6.8 6.2
8.6 9.4 8.3

5.5

4-8 504 6‘1

6.1 8.9 10.1

2.7 3.8 4.2

3.3 4.7

8.2 8.7

3.8 3.8

8.0

2.1
9.4 11.2 10.2 10.6 9.7 10.8 10.3 9.1

6.4 6.3
6.0
8.9
2.2
7.6 5.2
7.1

8.5 8.1

7.7

9.6 8.9 9.0
5.5 5.4 5.4
6.4 5.7 5.5
9.7

4.7 6.1

6.7 4.8

2.7

2.0 8.6 8.2
0.9 2.3 3.6

5.5
6.6 5.5 5.8

8.9

1.1

8.3
8.6

8.2

5.5

9.5

4.4 4.8
g 4.2

9.4 5.9
8.5 1C.3 10.8 11.0

5.7

9.6

4.1

7

8.3

7.7

Imports of Bananas (Selected Countries

5.8 6.0 6.5

9.3
3.4
7.1
8.5
6.2

. 7.2 8.2
0.1

8.2 . 7.
7.2 8.1
9.0
5.9 5.9
6.0
9.1
6.0
8.6

6.9

Per Capita
g.6 8.9 8.6 8.9 5.8 9.2

8.4
9.4
6.2
2.4
1.9 4.2
6.7
6.6 8.0
7.7

4.2 4.8 6.3
9.4 8.9
8.0

8.0 8.2 8.3
3.7
9.9 10.5 10.1
8.2
7.7 9.4 9.8
6.9 6.1
6.1 6.2
8.7
1.7 3.1
8.7
6.6 8.0
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8.5

Iran

UK’

USa

Japan
Germany, FR
France
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Italy
Canada
Saudi Arabia
Argentina
Chile
Netherlands
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8.2
2.4

3.1
8.9

4.5 4.5
9.6 8.2
9.1 8.1
5.6 5.5

3.2
3.9

5.6
4.6
6.6
7.4

o1
.1

9.4 8.9 8.4 8.7
9.6 10.0 9.2 10.0
4.8 4.4

5.1
9.5

9.6 10.4 12.4 11.5 10.2 10.1
4.2

6.4 6.5 7.5

6.8 5.7
7.2 10.4 11.8

S.2
4.8 6.3
4.3
8.8 8.5 8.7
9.6 9.8 9.7

8.2 8.9 9.1

9.0
4.2 4.4
3.9
5.7
6.5

3.0
8.8
9.9
7.2

2.9
8.5

3.1
9.6 10.2 10.7

2.5
6.5
8.2 9.1

9.6 9.7 10.2 9.2
2.3

9.5 10.0 10.7 1.1 10.6 9.9

2.6
1.
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[8-2) OTHER TROPICAL FRUITS

Generally speaking, fruits are perishable, and because of this, in
termg of thelr unit production, they are expensive to ship. For this
reason, they are not seriously regarded as international commodities,
and conseguently, international data are sgcarce. The following discus-
sion, therefore, has been limited by this lack of data. Similarly, no
reference is made to cashew juice in this discussion, because no data

was available.
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A,

(8-2~1] MELON

INTRODUCTION -

Melon, which is a fruit from the Cucurbitaceae plant, was origi-

nally a variety of vegetable, It first grew in African desert regions,
but its evolution is not as certain as that of other fruits. The number
of species in all parts of the world amount to more than 200, taking
into account the native species of each producing area.

The species which are commonly traded on the international market

will be discussed here.

I.

Varieties

Sweet Melon

The sweet melon is golden, more than 10 cm in length and egg-shaped,
Wwhen the skin is peeled, white flesh about 2 cm thick can be seen.
The pulp is sweet, a little hard to masticate, but light in taste,

Cantaloup

The cantaloup is the most popular melon in the United States. It
has a round shape, 10~15 cm in diameter, & vallecular surface simi-
lar to pumpkins, covered with a rough mesh. It is not very sweekb
and is not cultivated in Japan because of low demand.

Honeydew Melon

The honeydew melon has a white, smooth surface, is oval in shape
{though some are round), with a maximum diameter of 20 cm. The
milky skin is about 3 mm thick. The flesh is a beautiful wvivid
green, It is juicy with a sweetness like that of honey. The
californian honeydew melon is said to be the best in quality.
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Casaba

The casaba is pointed like the head of a Kewpie doll, bright vellow
and weighs up to 4 kg. The rind is heavily lined and the flesh is
light in color, thick and rather soft, with a mild sweetness.

Since it remains fresh very long (more than two months), it is,
like the honeydew melon, highly valued as a winter fruit. It is
produced around the Mediterranean, southern Africa and South
‘America, and imported by the United States.

Musk Melon

The musk melon has the pleasant smell of mask, and its various spe-
cies have a variety of smells.

a. Red flesh Scarlet
A-One
King George

b, Blue flesh Emerald Gem
Ling Leader
Royal Jubilee

c¢. White flegh Hero of the Rocking
: Universal
British Queen

In Japan, only the "Barl's Favorite" meleon, whose only feature is
its sweetness, is sold on market today. It is cultivated in green
houses, The flowers bloom about one month after planting, and pollen
is then transferred on the fingertip from the male flower to the
female flower, at the eighth node from the root. Each stem bears only
one pilece of fruit, The fruits are harvésted about forty days after
artificial fertilization in summer, and after about sixty days in
winter. Seeds are sown at certain intervals throughout the year and
crops are harvested. The longer they grow, the richer the taste
becomes. They are a very expensive fruit, being produced by hothouse
culture,
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B. PRODUCTION TRENDS

According to FAO statistics of melon production in forty-eight
countries (Appendix Table 1), the area under cultivation has tended to
expand year by year, and increased by about 50% from 321,000 ha in 1965
to 481,000 ha. in 1981, The output is also growing steadily, with an
increase from 3.931 million tons in 1965 to 6.625 million tons in 1981
fan increase of 69%).

The unit yield reached a high of 13,781 kg/ha in 1981, China has
the greatest amount of land undex cultivation (89,000 ha), fellowed by
Spain (67,000 ha), Iran {52,000 ha), the United States (43,000 ha), and
syria (23,000 ha) (See Table B-1). As far as the unit yield is con-
cerned, Italy has the highest productivity with 25,733 kgsha, and Japan
ranks second with 20,748 kg/ha, followed by .the United States 1), China
and Mexico. Thus, all of the top five countries have a higher unit
yield than the world average. As for output, China is the largest pro-
ducer with a volume of 1,536 million tons, accounting For about 23% of
the world production. The United States comes next with 171,000 tons,
or 11.6%, along with Spain (770,000 tons - 11.6%), followed by Iran
(494,000 tons - 7.5%), Italy (320,000 tons - 4,.8%),. and Japan {305,000
tons - 4.6%), The total area under cultivation of the top ten countries
(China to Italy) is 352,000 ha, accounting for 73% of the world total.
In terms of production, the top ten countries (China to Morocco],
account for about 77% of the world total.

I. Trends in Main Producing Countries

gince international data on melons are generally poor, trends in
the countries on which data was obtainable are here referred to.

1. Trends in the United States

The area under cultivation (honeydew melons) expanded annually
from 9,100 acres (3,683 ha) in 1966 to a peak of 20,500 acres (8,296
ha) in 1979, but fell to 17,700 acres (7,163 ha) in 1980, The unit
yield rose from 13,400 lb/acre (about 15.02 tons/ha) to 18,000
lb/acre (about 20.18 tons/ha). Output increased from 121.6 million
1b (54,720 tons) in 1966 to 318 million lb (144,244 tons) in 1980,

1) The unit yield of the United States shown in the FAO data is con-
siderably lower than that in the USDA data.
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Table B-1 Main Melon Producing Countries (1981)

Area under Unit yield Production
cultivation '
Order countyy 17000 Percentage 1,000 FPercentage
ountry ha Country kg/ha to world Country to world
average(%) production(s)
] Chiga 89 Italy 25,733 18647 China 1,536 23.2
2  Spain 67  Japan 20,748 150.6 - USA 771 11.6
3 Iran 52 usa 18,056 131.0 Spain 770 11.6
4 Usha 43 China 17,196 124.8 Iran 494 7.5
5 Syria 23 Mexico 14,930 108.3 italy 320 4.8
6 Mexico 20 France 12,813 93.2 Japan 305 4.6
7 France 16 Morocco 11,712 85.0 Mexico 302 4.6
8 Iraq 15 Spain 14,493 83.4 Syria 210 3.2
9 Japan 15 Iran 9,500 68.9 France 205 31
10 Italy 12 Syria 8,974 65.1 Morocco 155 2.3
Total 352 ' Total 5,068 76.5
Others 129 . - Others 1,557 23,5
Wor 1d World World
481 ’ ?
total average '8 total °'0% 100

Source: FAOD

The rate of increase in the area under cultivation was about 195% in
the 1966-1980 period, and the rate of increase in output was 262% in
the same period, which highlights the rise in unit yield. The FOB
price reached a low of US$5.82 per 100 1lb (45.36 kg} in 1967, but
rose to $13.50 in 1980, an increase of 232%.

Table B-2 shows the honeydew melon producing areas by season,
area under cultivation, production and sales in winter. For example,
in the column marked 'spring', Texan melons are shown, and in the
columns for summer and fall, Arizonan melons and Californian melons
are shown. The production of melons in summer has been falling and
Texan melons are the most expensive.

2. Trends in Mexico

Trends in Mexican melon production are shown in Table B-3. The
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Table B-2 - Cowmercial Melon (Honeydew) Crop: Area, Production,
yvalue per Hundredweight, and Total Value in the USA

T Season Area Production value per unit

and . {acres) © (1,000 cwt) _{Us$/cwi)
State 1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980*
Spring . : ‘
Texas 4,000 6,400 4,200 600 800 672 13,90 13,00 20.40
Total 4,000 6,400 4,200 600 800 672 13.90 13,00 20,40
Sumner : ' . _
Arizona 1,400 1,200 1,200 224 192 174 9,02 8,30 10.40

calif. 11,000 10,500 9,700 2,145 -1,943 1,795 8,78 10,30 12,30
potal 12,400 11,700 10,900 2,369 2,135 1,969 8.80 10.10 12,10

Fall ' :
Arizona 220 400 . 400 45 - 72 66 7.04  9.41 7.4
calif, 1,900 2,000 2,200 399 470 473 8.36 10.80 10.10
Total = 2,120 2,400 2,600 444 542 539  8.23 10.60 9,77
USA _ . ' . _ . i
Total 18,520 20,500 17,700 3,413 3,477 3,189 9.62 10,90 13.50

% preliminary
Note : cwt = 100 lbs

Source: USDA

area under cultivation increased from 17,693 ha in 197) to 1B;532 ha
in 1974, but slumped to 12,000 ha in 1975. The unit yield is very
low compared with the figure of 15 - 20 tons per ha in the United
States. The exports are increasirg at an annual rate of 4] - 50%,
and the domestic per capita consumption increases in years when pro-
duction is high.

3. Trends in Brazil

Trends in melon production in the main producing states of
Brazil are shown in Table B~4. Pernambuco accounted for 34 of the
total production in 1980, and if the outputs of Bahia and Sao Paulo
are added, these top four states account for 75% of the total pro-
duction. The unit yield greatly varies from area to area, but
Pernambuco and Sac Paulo, in particular, regularly record high
figures (The data on production in 1980 are provided in Table B-5
for reference).
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