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January, 1971 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study N to determine and evaluate production ad ma..ket-

Ing f'tctol's important to the development of beef production in Costa Rica. The AID/ 

CR Mission specifically requestod a revicw of available records and intrviews with 

appropriate Informants as might b6 necessary to: 

* 	 a) analyze beef production since 1955 on basis of giow li and improvement of
 

.national herd, extraction rate, domestic and forcig-. markcting, average
 

age atniarket weight, percentage dressing, and sex ratio slaughtered for 
internal and external markets; 

b) forecast prodtiction outlook for 1970-l1.80 based on extraction possibilities,; 

availability of credit and technical as'Sstni'cc, and price trends; and 

c) n'alyze denialii of forei-ii aid dornostic Iarkets, including price elasic-

Ities, and rural-urhan consmptionat three levels of inconiin response A 

to varous,,r_.e1 e-el s. 

II addition to the immeicLdiate objectives, set forth explicitly in the PI-O/T'' the 

-ajjtl ti"I.a a boIri on a decision before the Mission on whother fuids _.ovoidod bvau 

recent AID lonn to CoS(a Rica (AI) 515--L-022) should be made available to small cat

tlemen. One factor in the decision may be the capacty of the domestic market to'1).

soH)Jwhatever increase in production miay resuilt from ,uch borrowings ' ThefindingS 

Of the study sloud be highly pertinc'nt to this rIuelstion. Another factor i' Setlicir

fick, otfwlld , c.'Leri thlo of pLocbndiy lo"'th 	 n-11 orhtLi1nomver . 

http:1970-l1.80


of previous AID'loans, or through reallocations of Costai ihd4 rsour0es not clnectly0 

involved in thc presnt loan a-rcement-

The objective of the study may also be conceived, somewhat as follows: Are the 

production potcntial and the limits to demand such that prices are likely to fall soilow 

as to imi .aborrowers ability to repay? 

The study was facilitated greatly, in general, by a number of circumstances 

which reflect most favorably on Costa Rican Institutions, past'ecoaoinlc developmont 

activities of domestic and international agencies, and the Mission's preparation for 

and current support of, the present study. 

AbUndant material was available from previous research, and from regular 

sources of data provided by Costa Ricnn agencies. There were sonic gaps in the avail

able data, to be sure, so that somen intorpretations must be more subjective than one 

would wish. Nevertieless7 the substantial bookshelf of studies of Costa Rica's beef 

tndustry provided a grairyjing 11mouj1t of u1seful material. 

The Mission's contribution began Nvitl, tIh oclecar forillation of objectives in the 

J0/1, and continiud through the coilnsider'ale1 alnow ofstaff Support dung the study 

Period. Juan J, Castro assembled most of the available published infornmation; as-' 

slstcd in arranging and participaLed in fiel trips and interviews; and shared the hen

efits of his intimate personal 'Ind professional knowledge of Cost Ricai. and its agri

cuDltue. who, newcomer to Costa Rica, 

participated in the field trips and 1interviews, anj dtc'afted sections of tie rport dnal. 

IVWth lrodIction (IQd OpI 3. *'5-11 

* Edward Scha.:fUr, like myseIf, was a also 

: • ,'+I> .'V '',
.' .. 


{' : '
 :K, , {.<"iFt ' ": ...< -•. "14{A Y < : 7 u': , 



'Guanoto Province and te C4anton of, SnC 

obsr ,Itonandinervew N~iti rn'herv3 and Govermntea offiicials. ThoCsetrips,plkIqs: 

intrve~v i Js6and study of avail,'hblo published material tookNithinorant Sa 

i '. up 'most of.,the time_ bictwoer November 2 and] 21o. The wvocks of Novembor 23 and 30:'.o., 

wemainly spent in analysis and prep,,r:;tl ,n of a draft report. Rvsosadad(i : 

n 

Tefloi eetions take up procduetin topics first. ,nt from a r('viy. \L.t 

interpret.ation of Ltreds i otpjut and characteristics of the production system to all '' : !. 

< appraisal and projection of-future production pr1),L 

t ions wver mado in J~anuary. ' 

. t s, Denmnd.Is ... . next treatedc in a' : 

similar manner. These sections provide information specificall requested by .Lic., 

IVission. The final section discusses probable prc trns variLI '1 1ionall .... 

and public programs, e.,isting or prospcctivc, •oqo •111-Si SLIl 'Loll 1110a ' :d 

coils umption, -. : ." 

'.I- ',. "
 
.. 


S!'zoa"Id Ch1alrIcteristics of the Ile'r(I_ / 

Costa Rica~s national cattle herd grow more or loss steadily at rates' ranging . , ' 

frm 5 to 6 porcetannually betwecn 1955 an(] 1970. i . : ' 

The total catle population of CsaRicaas ofArl,90%vsotimated: to fie :! 
- , ied000had (sabl,1). Of this number, estimated to1, 35,, 000 were obe beef cato 

lo,"app r oximatelyb,89% of N lation.. s N and 30thootal pop2 T w b 2 



----------------------
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TABLE 1. 	 Cattle numbers, and annual rates of chago,' -costa ic a, 
by sex and puipo0e, Seeet c• dates, 1950 1970. 

.Y...r D. . . .Total Ma.s- Feillels ' 
,,Year; Datoe. Total Meat Milk Total m 2at "Milk Total ,:Mcat Milk 

--------------------- ThtsniHaThuad1c 

1950 May 22 608 	 232j 376 -

1955 April 1 705- - 276g/ . 429 

19G3 April 1 1$051 538 513 415 3702/ 45 630 168 468 
1968 Nov. 1 1,393 SS 495 512 '732 39 ss 425 457 
1970 April 1 1, 513 1,954 159.1)/ 5.42 53 11 971 823 148 

- -	 --------- Percent --------------------

1950 to 1955 3.1 3.62.
 
1955 to 1963 5.1 5.2 5.0
 
1963 to 1968 5.2 3.8 6.0
 

19GS to 1970 6.0 4.2 	 7.1 

.	 Based 'on the matier in which the cquesLlon was worded, and the period over which 
the intorviews were hold. .". 

2/ 	 Work oxen inciuded as follows: 1950)'1111,360; 1955; 4,6,321; 19G3, 30,976; 1963, 
27,500; 1.970, 23,505, " 
Tho 1970 inquiry asked for moat, ,milk and dual purpose classifications, Only 

y: meat cd milk: were tjulatedC,the 'reSults indicating that dual, purscOanC 'Inimals 
Wer0 tabulated in the moat category. ]rc'lous ccnusos and inquiiries alkcd only 
for nfloat and milk claisification.i, 

. Analrates ta11: into OccoL1nt, num.11er Of mIntI elapSed between consus or inqliry ' 
dat,.-s. Calculated from unrounded dLat.. .... -

Source: Encuesta Pecuaria por !Mucsh'eo - 1970. DirecciThn Geeral de Estadlstica-y 
Censos, Ministerio d Imdustria'y Comercio, Sept. 1970. 

The 	qUOSti the 1970te' Wdc survcy used toc't this informitioh dffer'ed 

VCthI estion used in prevMios surveys., Thel differcce probably biased the result. The 

of kept mainly forbeof ,I11970,. numl) ,r kuttle 	 in tccvns comparablo to pr6r iii 

fillWI ro';c ,r hIay w toL0 or I. I n i Ilion, about 70 percent'Ofo Lhe totaii pl 
i'4 o 	 . 1 '"" 



'In 19G roughly 65 percent of the cattle population was reported kept niwudy for 

-beeof, anrd in 1963, slgtynoctan hialf. ClassiC ica:tioniiis-difficutlt, b sonn 

ranchers milk sonic of their lactating females as a conimorcial activity, even though 

the animals may be kept mainly for beef produCtion. For this reason, most of the discus

sion which follows uses numbers of all cattle, without trying to distinguish between the 

dairy and beef cnterprises. 

Rcj _l ctialization 

Specialized dlairying proclonmlnates Onl the upper edgeS of the Ccntral Plateaul, 

and in the higher levels of the San Carlos Valley. Guanacaste and Putitarenas prov

inces had 47 percent of the cattle kep for milk in 190I3, and accounted for 1/5 to /3 of 

the production of cheese, butter and milk. This, the milk enterprisc is an alternative 

to beef, at least to some extent. It was generally reported that dairying has beeti 

giving way to specialized bef production in recent years, and durig field visits we 

m-n t a number of ranchers Nvlio had eosed, or were decreasing, their dairying opera

tions. Milk prices are fixed by the Government, and had remaiied unchanged for scv

eral years until an .increase was granted in October, 1970. Ranchers mentioned otlc'r 

reasons foj. dropping the dairy.Cnterptise: The 7-dry-a-veck WO"k SChd e an... 

difficulty in obtainkig s1kil.ledA:i1bor. 

Beef production takes ptilde malnly in two geoclimatic areas, the I)ry Pacific, 

including the provines of Gtuiaaca sto and the noctlrn p(art of Puntarenas, and the 
I:: .. , . , , ,,,' , , - * _ , . :: . : :2 ,'': .- - . -, ' ::! ! .' 
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Wet Atlntic, northeast of tile mounain chain that bisects the COILy. In the otheir
 

major region, thcCentral Plateau, dairying predonitnat:s,
 

The outstanding feature of the Dry Pacific is the prolonged dry season, from 

November through May. Otherwise, the region is highly favorable for cattle produc-. 

tion. About 45 percent of thle cattle population of Costa Rica was in Guanacaste and 

Puntarenas in 1963, but the area produced a much larger proportion than this of the 

cattle of export quality. Of the cattle declared for export in 1969 and 1970, 67 per-

A cent wcre from Guanacastc, and 16 percent from PtuItarenas. 

In Guanacaste, about 72 percent of the land was in farmsin 1963, and 60 per

cent of that was in pasture. With so high a proportion of the land already in use, the 

principal source of further increases in bccf prodLuction in this region will be in

crcased productivity of pastures and cattle. 

The San Carlos Valley, on the Atlantic side of Costa Rica, had abouLL 8 per- " 

cent of the countryIs cattle in 1963, and contCibuted 8j pcrcent of the cattle declared
 

for export in 3970. Export cattle in San Calos in I970 ,nmunted to of all export
 

cattle in Costa Rica outside of Guanacasto and PIimtariCaMs.
 

Until comparatively recently the heavy rainfall of the Atlantic rcgiondiscouraged 

agricultural activities of any ki d. Anntal r'ainf,al rangos from 120 to 160 Inches and 

* 	 the "dry" season is only reCltively dry, with rainfall on around 10 days a month, 

_ 	 averaing..4 or 5 inchus a month. Gradually, however, ways have beCn. dev61loped0 to ,-A 

ovCercoIn the difficulties Caused hy such wet eonditi6n.s and farnisa e beiwr ckoa'dee 

froin 0hc forcsts thfit covored the area. , . 



flArA NQ1 

CUOTA DE M~ORTACtofl DE GAIADO VACUN0
 

ASIGNADA roR IROUVIPtAS: _19)O 710
 

j 

000000 

000000 
000000 

GUANACASTE 

00000000 

000000* 
oo0000 

0 

m 

0000 

0000 
. oooo 

A000oooo 
0 

' 

* 

j 

(o 
-

MEI 
O . 

* " 

0 

"...0 

0000 

0000 
;i~'.josi:\.. .o 

*:'..CAR.MO / 

: JOSE: 

LMON 

::5411-

PU. IA t :...5 



In 1963 the canton of Sti Carlos i the Atlantic had 57 percent' of its land in farms 

and 40 percent-ofthat -was in pa stu r Soils anncltopography -of-tle San'Carlos-a-- r.a-.-re 

such that hearly the whole area could be utilized for grazing, eventually atnuchi'ligh

. r stocking rates tian Would be feasible in the Dry Pacific. Thus, potential beef pro

duction in San Carlos is several times its present level. 

Spcaliza.ionb ie of Herd, Function and Location
 

Considerable specialization has developed within the beef cattle industry in Cos
auiRica. The resulting structure of the industry must be taken into account in project

- o,,:- s,,, --- '--t-," -.-.. .-' .....
uu~ep- od~c--- -as--: .. . -. -- "' 

ng futu1.CProduction, as well as in appraising the results likely to follow from changes 

in public policies or prognrams. 

Small farmis, having less than 200 head of cattle per farm, had: 04' percent of the 

cattle on April 1, 1970. The number of farms in this class was not rep6rtod, btut in 

1963 there were 30, 30 in this catbgory out of a total of 37, 167-- about 98 Percent of "3 

all farias with cattle., 

Three major functions recognized "cral", tleare in beef cattie production:ie 

production of calves upto wevaning a(e, usually 8 to 10 montlis; "fdesarrollo?, ginvingi 

out the animals from "eaning to readine;ss for fttcning; and "cngorde" or fatteinh1g;. 

CrIr, and crh plus desarrollo, together described the SlCiallzation Of 8d) piccnt' of' 

the farms in 'the 1970 survey. Engorde, md cInorde plus dosarrollo waLs found on 3 

percent. Engorde Is typically an operntion of large ranches, 

Fully intograted productiol clr.t, ... was rported on,diesarrollo and ordo 

8pc~IcA of the-. farm. 



The tendency for' smallcr farmis to account for most of tile cii 1.is associated 

with the. tndency for smaller farms also to be in hilly toriinn less suited to larc scale 

patterns of cattle managemo nt. Thus, the Nicoya peninsula and.southeastern Guanacas

tc produce stocker cattle for the fatteners whose ranchos are more favomublo Situated. 

The specialization in the Dry Pacific, is reinforced by the rigors of the dry season. 

Som3 interior min)mtainous areas with comparatively well-distributed rainfall 

afford mnore productive and longer grazing-periods thlan suchI coastal areas as in the 

duanacastc Province, vhere long dry seasons are exporienced. 

Ranchers who lack such moist upland pastures try to obtain pastures borderi..g 

rivers and streams which tend to flood easily thus remaining green throughoutmostStOof 

the dry season. Thus these cattle who have accEss to either the wet upland areas o' 

river pasturCs can pass through the dry season with less loss of weight A rancher 

lacking either type of pasture may adjust by selling part of his hord -- selling soni-,, 

calves atM,'eanln 'age tends to serve',Chts purpose. 

The age and sex of cattle on small and laroge fnrms also slIow sometihing nbout 

specialization. Smiall farms iad 19 steers 2 years old or over per 100 females of thiis, 

age, .Mille large farms had .3 steers per 100 females of tlicsc ages In J970. AltIgeth . 

small farms had 77,500 steers and large f-trmS 124, 016. The proportion of cattle Iemt 

for milk is somewhat higher on small than on large fl.-ris. This acco.bts somewlat 

' 	 for the lower ratio of mature steers to mature fenmales. It appears tha't smlall f~lVMS 

sell about 43 percent of their males before 2 years of ago tind kCep 11out 57 percent, 

While lrge fprs raise abolt 5 eo or older males and buypercent of their 2-year-old 

about 46 perctnt. 

Breeding efficiency wappeas to be colsiderably Iii her od smal faI ms than Onl 

large. A1[ltough-I Sma1-l farms." frcjutintly sell young Stock at ess thlan 0110 year of 1gO,('27 
findonlon ~rg 51fyots.ii"rg 	 :_c.
the ratio of animalsu one year of aec to mture femles wl's 62% onismall. fn ii s 

:i:, '!!i~~~~~i tii Of !s':U~~~~I-d-n8
: 	 "';">iitiLi:fi'fae, i'
nsIdeI , 	 only 5%oIlrofms Vly 
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Thecrryn cap~acity of pa1StL~rQOS on the Atlantic side tcndIs to be highecst dur-, 

zjcrthe - same:; rnonthis-whlciiPacif.ic-slolcp.as tiros-are.-lowc ~st---Thiis su ggststh c"---

desirability of an interregionnl movement of cat[Jl for fattening. over, there are 

no good higiways linidng the two regons, and tendoncics toward sulva flow are ckvak 

at present., 

Techological Improvements in Def Cattle Man!gemant and I3receding 

Basic improvcmcnts inbeef production techniques began in the 1920's with the 

importation of Brahma bulls for crossing with the native stock, and the ittroCucton of 

jaragua grass from Brazil. Within the last dccadc a wide ran-e of pasture cgops has 

been introducCd, including various improved grasses and soein logunis. In cattle 

breoding, ,zcbublood may contribute as much as -to 3/4 of the genes in larger beef 

herds. CurIrnt genctic aims arc to achievc about 1/4 from European bcf broeds, 

amoung wh1ich Charolais is a favori'te. It is difficult to find a rCprcsCntatve criollo 

animal, ananimal that does ,t show obvious ch tract0ristics of zcbu or modern 

-ia brueis. animal geneticist might lamenl the disappearance of a source of 

genes stabilixec by some centuries of propagation u1der exposure to the Costa Rican, 

environmrn".t. 

Progressive ranchers are using a number of prtactices which, If widoly, adoptcd 

Will greatly !nCrCe0 the output Of beef per unit of land. Breeding practices Include 

Smiore careful selection of breeding stock, ith greate rattention to learliC,mAtui ty 

* Ind higher, vate of IncreasedJ1i coitsislbeing1 ,xcvcls, or tHe caving period a 

http:rnonthis-whlciiPacif.ic-slolcp.as


to optimize not fecsof a numner of interacting factors imflucncingr survival of a~lvc 

-growth rate a ncba dc sirible -seasonai-stribuii itioiv.of-Oliestrs-reaciinaii.rlket si zew------ -

Forage supplies arc being impr~oved by using now grasses anid legumecs, making. hay 

and enilawe, fert.i1"lgpStu.s (estimated at 4, 900 mectric tons In 1970), rotation 

ga.ing, a irrigation, 

Slaughiter Trends 

T1he number of head of cattle slaughitered increased at a slightly highehr alnual 

percentage rate than thc number in inventory over the period 1955 and 1070. Nevel:

theless, slaughter a's a perentage of animials in the national herd tended to decline. 

Extraction rate, is a result of complex forces, and tends to fluctuate rather wide

ly in relatively short periods. Total1 sIlughteLr IncreaSed by 22, 400 head iln 19G1-62 

over the previous year, and decreased from the previous year by 9,600 head in 1950-

A (drVought appanItly forced sonvz- liquidato60. AA>A,,Catlmen's ability to hold chIttl ,~S's o in 
. .'A'' A"J",' reprove'A€AA' " lj A'' ,A, Y, 

1905-66), or willhinss (Stein men~tions a loan by Chase Mlanhattan Dank and mo).e 

liberal loanl criteria as factorLS fi redceLCd SLaughterY Of COWS, 1050 to 1902) may be 

opposed by favorable))I or unfavorablc mrnaket cleniand, 

Reliable annlUal ch:ita oil tHe size and comp)osition of the natioli herd, and long 

ti nic' series of data onl tho, prices received by farniors are both lacking. This eriou'sly 

hiMfcap)s ally effort to analyze slaughtr trCils Statistic'ally. 
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Allocation of Slauqghtor Ietween Export and Doniestic Market 

Export and domeostic markets com-,)ctc for shares of the total slaughter, but to 

somcoitly to deteroife the totalnumbr o anialsslauIghtcrCd7.-' 

With a change in the relative strength of demand of either market, the relative shares 

will change. This co mpetition is affected by the prohibitions on export of fem.ies, and 

on slaughter of fertile females under S years of age. All the females slaughtered are 

consunmed domestically. A few hundred have been exported for brcecding purposeS in 

soie years. Thus, the balance between domesticiand export demand is reflec ted al 

most entirely il the percentage of males used domestically. This hascen aboUt 40 
2/
 

pefcCnt during the past 5 years and from 30 to 65 percent in the preceding 5 years. 

From 1967-GS throught 1909-70 the number of males slaughitercd for the domestic 

market remained roughly constant at 48-49, 000 head. Export., .rose from 70, 000 hQadL 

in 1.967-G8 to 89) 000 in 1969-70. In Junem, 170 CNJI prjected 1970-71. exorts of. 

84,000 hed; bti) raised eNoirt quotas to 110,000 in November. Cattlemen were ask-

Ing that the CIuota be raised an additional 30, 000 head. 

Until 1954 Costa Rice produced less beef than was consunIfed. Exports of 7, 000 

head in 10955 21, 000 il 1.958, and 4,4, 000 in 19G2 marked succe.sive surgies fol.locd ?I 

by several years Of relative stability in each instances Sincei.9GC0, however, exports 

have Increased by 10, 000 head or more ach year, and seewm likely to approximiLe 

"-:ii ': ,): :i#(...i:: ii'{!:,L 



100,000 head in 1970-71. 

Exports of frozen boneless heof I)cgai, in 1958-59. Previously, only live animals 

were being, exported. Peak exports of livo aniamls occurrt-d in 1056-1959, 1961-1962 

and 191-196(G, " iHi 12,000 to 201000 aninls exportld on the hoof each year. 

Five firnIs WC 2 '>) 'f 1970. or wereinl ei 'toi, i1o'n in Only one two so 

enga g d until aMLt 19")67, and only one U, S. firmh was handlingr Cos t:l Rican bcef until 

reently. With tih(. cntI or add i.i 01111 pi'ow:,.; in 1; fl i s. other outle.L we ye devclh ed 

in the 'j. S. As of 1970, the following firm s were dealing in Costa Rican beef expols: 

Packers 

Firm Location of lant 

Planta Emnacadol'a dLe Cai'e d. Co.;tt Mica Barrana, Put a renTs 

Cartago 1,e !c',CiU1g,A.S. Colo,:,d,) (nca:r Lihuli:t) 
(also known as I:. ta Empau:adora G(,u e *ana Guana.st, tc:i) 

.Vendc(irson y C :1,S. A. E1 Coco, Alaj ucla 

Taylor . A: :;,( i: t, - 11teeillo.-;, AlaWj Le1/ 

t1.1:C()S1\ (Iq.'(rtntri. Cu:;t:i ri'i ,,'u;eS. A.) M nt(.cill.;, AI LIc]:a] / 

If.Lrr-y GC' ,nul::; Pitt.':;bmrigh," Pa. 

Arro'w Bl.e. Chica:'go, ]11. 

Ctmnin,,,q :t~l Io:;ton, M :: 

S ivJ :iiil (C: .ft 

Pacl.ur:; l'ro'J.:ioa Co. Chicago, Ill. 

J Thcwra:- . NA . co,). ,',i,., . : c,)m uIt th-) r bop6g4 opez.latons Infc.iliie s of , n'lttidvu NaciO:Ol 

http:Guana.st
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In Jatnuary, 1971) it w'ts anlnounced that an additionlal fin Central Amlericanl 

Meats1 S; A., h c,plans to conlstruct a plant which would frocess 6 million pounds 

annually for export to thle Unitod SLAtes. 

Sanitary supoi~vision of the export plauts is wnder thle Ministry of Agriculture, 

but inspectors of tile U. S. Mecat ispection Service also see that U. S. standards are 

follo~ved. 

M13st of the Costa RIC.~ cx0ot 0cegotIh nt d importodItts1hc 

35. 3 million pounds in calendar year 1969. Thle principal form of expjort has been aIs
 

boncless frozen beef, which is typically used ill tile U. S. for Processing into sauisages'
 

., *:,! 
, - 4. ::, , ,=A-. •:. :etc. Mobst U. S. imlports of this class of beef =. , % .,, 

p J : ) / ' ' : ,. ,:,,:. ,: come from Australia and Now Zcalanid,.. j 
/ ( ' : ' ' 

7 
-

:, .: :,r.o) : 
I . { : ! ' I ? 

• ; '"- . . • 
' A " 2 o - "'' 

7 '')A ' m 
A•°" , •"and arc dcrivedl from the lower glrtdcs of live atnials remaining aLfter theose counltr-ies.AA,--A' " " . 

Ar : /%' , • 
' / !f 

have supplied thclir priority expoft marketAS for cjullity chilled an11d f COZOWIOCC. D)O

rnSLIC COnISLumptHIo inl thOSC COL11trics1 also, Is said to take prOccc11CO out Of thle 

01superioV Classes of 11n111:ls. Costa McieCexpovts, howevcr, arc of fairly good ciuali&' 

steers. 

In packim, boned JccfforAexport, Costa Rici packers segreg~ate thle.vario0U.s
 

Cuts. Loinls) ey' Of theO r"ound, etc. ,may be sold Ii th o.U S. to restaurants) etc. or
 

throughI s111) e-11 rkOeLS aS retail cuts. When visited Inl 'November, onle cxporto'cr,a
 

Observed packn ho0,Ie'-ill prVil Cuts from which T-bonic steaks would b- 1)reparedr 

Shlip~lments Of 1011c-inl CutLS had begun ar-rivinig Ii the U. S. in MA'iy, 19 70. 

' A' 
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A further recent cdcvolopm-iit In th! U. S. import trade ha's been the a r ival of 

"prepirod cuts" -- individually wrap)ped cuts, packages of stew meat, etc. , possibly 

treated *with tenderizers. Such meatl enters outside the quotas establishcd under the 

U. S. Meat Import Law. I live no evidenco that Costa Rica has entered this field Is 

yet. It appears thait present pricds of such products do not ....... .. pay 

producers as much for aniinals gOin- into such products a's for ailmals going into 

ordinary frozen beef. 

Scattered shipments of Costa Rican beef have gone to outldts in the Caribbean, 
but no rcguar trade has been established. 

Costa Riioans participatcd in the Cntiral American Meat Trade Mission to 

Europe and Israel in Vic sprimr of 1970. The finding-sof that Mission arc validl.for 

Costa Rica. In paVUCLar, C L c ner d e pr d fciti fporo, 

quickly loading large shipmnonts of beef if It is to reduce present hihtransport costs 

to Ellrope. 

The 1Dorn1'Sticjpy 

Domestic consurnpti6n of Jicef roinliiiOd apprOxim.toly uinchangeld from1 1906 to 

1970, aver1g)ng about 115, 000 head pIe: year. Betwveen 105-55 and 1901. t cn-'linel 
" [ 44'.4:! 44 • 1 ' 4. 

-bout 

Sthe'year eiidinrr Julie 017. 

a 95, 000 head per year. Slaughter for the domestic marklt look 112, 000 head in 

,Lt,--IO 

. .. DoniestI slaL1gh0tO hcreased at the average: rate of 2.3 pcrccnt at year, and 
S . :.... . ..... over the entire period I955 to J,970. . .. - •:4 .".;o 

- .-opular ion U'3. 7 pcrce I/.As rocsultiII pa r capita c ..... 

4,4,4 

/ * : -:7 " - " ;'!,-7 ', , {r'/ '44 '4 ' 4 "' 



lo'ss steadily. Accoring to ONI', the average I1 1969-70 was 15. 60 kilog-rams per
 

capita, Including by-p~roducts Of th0 c ltIC slaughiteird for export. In the. mid-1050ts
 

About one-hialf of the popuLlation Of Costa R~ica livos~in the Central Plateau, but 

consumption of bcef per c.1)Ita1 is about twice as highithis area as elsewliore, henocc 

this area consunics about two-thirds of the ,total bcef. 

Slaughterimg was clozi in 5G niatadloros as of February,' 1970, The 8 lai'gust.

all located 1i the Ccntral Plateau -- accounted for 62 percent of the cat1'sslaughterecd. 

Matadoros operate on a custom basis, chiarging fees of up to 20 colonos per hecad 
": ' ::: ' ' ' 


: :...) >: . .r. ', <' >:: , : '. , . , ,, "' , :b' :. . .'". ... . £ .... ' '- < 

' > 


.i::'...:>. : ' - ..:. : : i: ...... .... " .....v- . : ...<#,>::.,<:},:::,9,:.. ' ¢.;.., (> - " ';-v O %I I. 44-,I 

: " •,a .',> ¢- - ". ".:" '" ,3 ??5 ,- < ,- : • : . =. .•. .. . ..
•" < - • ' i i ) P' o . . .4 ., .
for slaughlte ring cattlc brought to them by wholosaic dlistr'ibutorls or owners of butcher 
' 


..==::= . ..,=,,.>r.:..-... <'...::,:'.'=.:..->: = >?! ? !': lv ( : 'o? " , . . . _ 
. >;'<•c '-=.?.. :::::, &, ? ?: , - . .. - 1 .
; . . 'I "
I . shops.= '.I... Five. .. , . . : , '> , - - : : -I' >"II .. I .. or six 'wholesale. distributors " ", :. : .:handle the bulk of the beef for -the.' :Central:"': 

lateau Elehee i s oe o n for thc 1Cindividual rCtailo'r to buy liVo ca1ttle 

and have them slaughitered as. ieded. 

Slaughltering.0 and CliStdtiOnI Of 11,n'ot is' (1lone With rela'tively little rCg.ard for 

sanitatimih, The Ministry of hea.,lth1 hais begun to be oire demanding, and it wvas ru-

Ported that 21 mat,1aderos were closed in 1970 only 1 of which had reopeneod by Dcemnber, 

Th'le Central Plateau being- well suppliced with ni'tlideros and w~holo'ale mo-at cistri

bUtorS, the dliStLibUtion systemll ill tha;t reCgionl could adjust' rClltiVely easily to the 

cjoshr of some3 or the matiiduros. Conshclcrable ecess capacity exists in the]ia 

clero Nacionial at Montecillos. We wover told that this planlt could slaugh10ter 1, 000 hea"d 

4 1)cer clay.' In NbvCmber, 1970, It %VL. is andi n only 200 to .300 daiily. Thin 11101'(2. 
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. - tsilOf-tlle C0n1a: 1 the losing of any of the m.adceros cou'd b' a4 
Icludeds icenrt ce tel-ahe pclotcspls.4 

=,, ceptionl of the niataderoS for; Lini6h= Ptntarcnas),Golf. and Liberia olue",the OL1-Of 
Oslaughterin matadoros outside theCntral Plaeau isvery small ,ineculdr bc a 

•21 niat a dcros slaughtered 812 hecad, an average of 1. 6 head per working (lay pcer 

matero PpultionIs Of suIch remote areas may obtain meat from an.is . 

slaughtered inthe'field. While tis is not sanctioned officilly, itIsct necessarily
 

as objectionable, 
 on sanitary grounds, as slaughter i soni , of tadlocal mvtaderosf. ' ,4 

{. slAhfort4 cd Costa RianstsienralyCnntralthePlta i eysalln eeInctt(4L:I 170,. herdr 
thuiero the Whethisfis1~ not s0nctioed offcllyi sCnO fiel.ontiaaer at thc 5to 6 phrcant avca ktncesrlto grw e ofat hadpr worn a cr 

decade. This SSlation Was accepted by ayco Centual as thebasis fo estilting 
PR...C 19705.L.JQ .ON 

Opinions expressed by s'everalpecethi1form'-dC personls ,,,ere thnq "":,coni.u.tog-w.a.th.5.o. potenial beer.prodlic..nna rat thtas the::r'prvleloht, pvastle:i:.
tlon InCosta,Rica was aitr Oipr "gtimounsthe arselvgh svotiO l. I tcro .... ...s.. 


relure 20 to 30 years to achieveat cuepent owth ratas c herd will 

11as-tuIreeS .. . ' ' 
 " ' " 
dcThe physical ba sftio naCipe Cct:il thewas by l inco s basisfo estimatin 

. for pasture, and ine proctIIty Of 01c pstIeS, ProScts.itli respetto the.;c 

fi Ctors
ioi difer. s wntallyo '1 times the preet lvAl of ticn, ' Suchl es woul..... 
c s diffe.sbtti ybetween ryPaii.L th 

http:19705.L.JQ
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,:-The Dry, PacIflc ncl udcs Guanacaste and Punt;/)renas, Provinces, and
 

makes'up al of the forner and a maj,6 r part, of the la tter Ganacaste
 
'-


_ Nlnz as. . I O O __...._ ___ _ dOO _ 

....... ,00 .anza asof..... 1....s..... of' farnland
ad 0 anzanas 

In 1963 out of the province's total ar aof'1 .'illion anzanas There
 
(bu"he4pent, ~ _,

,, ' L ' 
were some 250,000 manzanas of forest andlbrushland. Little potential
 

remains for expanding p;0stUre area in this region. The princ.ipal gains
 

will be from increased productivity - increases In 'carryingcapacity
 

and decreases In the length of time it takes for aih aniraial to reach
 

-. tmarket size, ta Pa r land, ir n ca t -is 

The ratio of cattle to. pasture land •irGuanacaste In 1963"was 0.58 

head per manzana. In our tour,of 'Guanacaste we saw several pastures 

which were carrying 3 hcad per manzana. The latter rates require a 

supply of watcr for Irrigation durirg the dry season, and the amount of 

pasture suitable for irrigation is linited. Some cattlnien, also,, were 

put'tlng up hay to be used during the dry season. Again, this practice 

Is unllkely'to bridge the entire nutritional gap. Assuming that 10 per

cent of the pasturc land may be suitable for irriigat ion , and that hay

making performs a service cqu'ivalent to an additioial 10 percent similarly 

improved, there would be the equivalent of-a 6-fold lncrease on 20 per

cent of the area.' Superior grasses and a higher proportion of legumes 

may add 25 to 50 percent to the productivity of possibly half of the 

remining area. With these niagnitudcs, total carrying capacity of 

.Guanacaste pasture would be approximately two and one half times the
 

number carricd in 1963, or about 900,000 head. Puntaren is less
 

promi.sng for esprcad improvrents, and may no more than doubl Its, 
' . '"' '4 - i -" 

'( ' / -, ::: -". , : " ,c i '4(; :. .h{ .4,T 4a,..":; '{i " '4""-'! 
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* hrd, to about 4,00,000.4 

In the Atlantic,' technology of posturecand cattle management may 

raise carrying capacities soolewhaj from present levels, but considerablc 

expansion of posture srea can take place, also. San Carlos Canton had 

* 85,000 head on 117,000 manzanas of paSture in 1963,. 0.73 head per rnanzanza. 

Pasture occupied only 27 percent of the 44k2,000 manazanas in the whole 

canton. This proportion could risc to 50 percent, and with a potential 

carrying capacity slightly superior to that of Guana-caste, the cattle 

herd could reach 320,000 head, 

* 

"; ' 

Assuming modest increases in posture area and carrying capacity 

elIsewihere in Costa Rica, one projects a national hcrd size of 2.3 mi lion 

head in 1980, as compared wi th 1 .5 millIion on April 1, 1970. This wiorks 

out to an annual compoundcd growvth rate of 4. percent. 

., 4.- 4 '4"} . .;. , :i >; :: ;: ; > 7 . ID :' ) 
' 

"% :" ! :7 / 
'; , ; ' ! .. : -- : ' b : , , ~i ! : : , , . . : ? :\ 7 o. ,, : ' T L , q ,< : - . ;, ; = : , 4 -- 4- : : . % -

-ft4.7 ,, , ! > 7-, '- .. "4 , ; ;:-.'44." ? - ,-i "" "; ,
' .- /i,°,-:, .,:'" 

-
, v -'44 . , . . :4,.. -
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... ,- =, : - . .. :. ,,',.- , > o -, 
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Off Take Ra1tio 

One source of increascd production lies In reducing the' length of 

tIie fronb irh to mrarket weight. The ratio of male slaughter to male 

Inventory has varied between 22 and 34 percent in ycars 

data arecavailoble. These irr~ly averagje morke.ting ages 
yeairs. This Could be further reduced to 2'/c2yas 

for which census 

of* 4Y dow.-n 'to3 

adnmeso 

Males slaugjhtered could be raised to 110 to 50 percent or the males In 

the herd. A larger proportion of available nUteilnts would go for gaIn 

in vieight,, and less for mere naintenaricc. 

The number 

growth in thev 

of fernolcs required to sustaintc 6 to 7 percent rate of 

mil portion of thc hcerd )]l'o rceprcscnts. a drzift om h 

nutrien ts supplI y whlIch "coulId be.d Iver Lcd more directly to beef productijon 
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when a stable national herd size has been reached. 

Breeding 

To fully achicve the production poten t 1a I es t imated here ' assumes 

continued genetic improvement of, Costa Rican cattle. Past efforts have 

successfully Increased the size of present-day cattle as compared with 

the criollo, shortened the length of time to maturity and preserved or 

Increased the criollo's tolerance to environmental conditions, parasites 

and discases. However, further progress toward these goals Is possible, 

and the additional objective of meat quality will become Increasingly 

Important. Thus, Investment in improved bulls and artificial insemina

tlon facilities will contribute importantly to the objective of Increased
 

output. 

In pursuit of genetic improvement, the scrupulous breeder in Costa 

Rica ishandicapped by the law on slaughter of cows. This law3 prohibit-

Ing slaughter of fertile females Under 8 years of age, enures the perpetua

tion of all the scrub females, except the relatively few whose deficiencies 

result in premature sterility. The law reflects an outmodel sitUatLion. 

No longer Is Costa Rica's main problem that of getting enough cattle to 

* 	 graze the available man-anas. of pasture. It already is andlwill be 

Incrcasingly, thait of obtaining the largest quantity of high qlity meat 

from the limited supply of digestible nutrients. This means more than 

merely usiig quLIck-m3turing bulls of desirable conformation. It,,means 

eradicating slo-j-growing, poorly-endowed female stock -- ho6efully before 
to pass any of these.characterlstics alont 

breeder ed .hcm.on ly.another-. geirat ion. The rrmi 'Lo r Ipu I ite m I 
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side of a breeding program Is like a fighte'r in the boxing ring with one 

arm tied. The problem to be feared is not that excessive slaughter of 
i~i ?G;f emna-10 5-- WiI -- r eta-ard: thc'- grow t hw-b:f 6 -tK Ch -a-1 -1 t:4 -i-bhd-:ITl1'6'e-d 0-bu'd. ¢6' ,ot 'TI: 

grOWers may realize and pursue the benefits of culling females purpose

fully and freely. 

Projected Slaughter 

With combined effects of earl ier slaughter, and less rapid growth 

In herd size, annual slaughter as percent of inventory could rise to 20 

percent, as compared with the 13 to 14 percdnt range of recent years. 

With a national herd of 2.3 million head, slaughter would reach 460,O00 

head, as compared with 201,000 in 1970. This would moan an annual 
compounded growth rate of 8.6percent. 

The availabi6litcent 
The foregoing pr'jections give some consideration to availability 

and productivity of pastures, and some int,-vcr.aents in management of the 

national herd. A simpler approach is to projectpast trends, although 

such a procedure takes no account of possible limiting conditions. Wi th 

that reservation, it appears that by 1980 the total herd might number 

2.3 to 2.6 million head. Slaughter would reach 320,000, remaining at 

it percent or- less of the total herd, and indicating an annual compounded 

growth rate of 4.8 percent. 

Since thc proj oction of recent growth rates to 1980 coincides wi th 

thel imils estimated on the basis of technical considerations -- pasture 

availabIlit and productivity, etc.-- anyro3ervations one may have con

... , crningcc possible1o imts, to production donot:a{ppear seios ortheipxt' 

. 
, .. . ., _ . - .. . - - ; : 1 / " '7 : i Z . . ? i , .?- : a-" 

V i" ; '.':- ' : - . , : ;: a 
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decade...Ths conclusion must be qualified i important respect,one 


however. Thc improvemnts needed to achieve continued growth at the
 

projected rates require sizeable investments, and whether the necessary
 

capital will be available-is a question of sonme Importance.. It is
 

assumd, also,' that ranchers are aware of the techniques to be adopted,
 

and are willing to make the necessary investments.
 

Such questions were considered by the Banco Central of Costa Rica
 

(BCCR) in its project reparcd for a possible loan from the World -Bank.
 

BCCR estimated that its program would permit a typical borrower to
 

Increase output by Two-thirds (From a 600 head herd to 1,000 head) and
 

realize 10.5 percent return on total ranch Investment and 20 percent
 

internal rate of return on the funds invested in the expansion program. 

A price of C2.40 per kilogram live weight was usedin calculating these 

returns. 

*Cost of Production 

We made some effort to discuss costs of production with ranchers. 

We did not try to obtain accounting date, or use a systumatic schedule 

for recording cost data. Such information,as we were able to obtain 

Indicates that operating expenses absorb ond-third to one-half of the 

gross income the remainder being income available to the ranch operator 

for living cxpenscn, savings and investment. (See tables 2 and 3). 

A large farmr in Guanacasl-e (1,000 animal units) with improved 

technologjy could expect an incorme ak6ve operating expenses of 5187,930. 
This would represent a return of 10.5 percynt onan invcsLm6nt of 

Q ,781,000; JKe return on IthOinVestment, 1nA mprove&nrit' reQuic.d ' .++. 

VA V,.' 



Tablc,3. Costs and returns on a ranch of 1,000 anirnal units. 

Itcm Per An iral Per breeding 
Un i t -J/ Cow 

Colones Colones 

Expenses
 

Hired labor 35.67 76 
Supplies and feed 35.69 77 
M rket ing 6.31 il4 
Taxes 3.42 7 
Replaccment of bulls 8.89 19 
isceI laneous 7.04; 15 

Inte rcs t 4.85 10 

TOTAL 	 101.87 218
 

Sales 	 289.80 621
 

Net 	for return to capital _/ 187.93 403 

I/ 	Animal units consist of all animals 9 months old, or older. Out of 

1,000 anii;iil units, 467 would be breeding cows. Sales would consist 

of 322 head per year with a total live weight of 113,163 kg. Income 

was 	 figured with a price of '2.56 per kg. 

/ It is i,,plied that "hi red labor" includes an allowance for the 

operator's labor and mnag-nt. Total investment of ,1,737 per 

animal unit e.arns a return of 10.5 percent. The internal rate of 

return or the investment in improvem;,ents would be about 20 percent. 

Source: 	 Bznco Central de Costa Rica. Proyecto para el Fom.'cnto de ]a 
Ganaderia V/acuna d,- Crn.,, 1970. 



Tab Ic Costs and returns on a model ranch, San Carlos, Costa Rica.
 

cI 

Expenses
 

Medicincs, salt and molasses 
Marketing 
Hired Labor 
Maintenance of pastures 2/ 
Maintenance-general 
Mi se Ilanous 
Deprec iaLi on 

TOTAL 


Sales 


Net 	for operator' labor
 
managemcent anid capital 


Allowancc For operator's 
labor and rmianagement 

Return on invostma-ent 

Total 


Colones 


5,000 

3,000 

5,000 

18,000 

2,000 

1,000 

5_ 

39,000 


92,000 


53,000 


12_.00 

41,000 

Average per reeding
 
Cow
 

Colones
 

25
 
15
 
25
 
90
 
10
 
5 

2_5
 

195
 

460
 

265
 

60 

205
 

Herd consists of 200 cows and 8 bulls. Output consists of calves
 

sold at weight of 2l10 kg. and cull co,..isa for a total of 45,400 Kg. 

Prices usUd Y2re .2.02 per ki. for calves and 'l.72 for cull cows. 

Includes fn.ce-s, herl icidcs cnd "chapa''. 

3/ Inves, crit totals ,'517,'50, so the rate or return on investvient is 

7.5 	percent.
 

Source: 	 Juan Antornio A uirre. EconoriTa , Technologta y Rentabilidad de la 
Producc i6 de C,-irri,- en Los Tr ,iicos de A.;:'rico Centrul, San Carlos, 
Co;Lr P.i, IICA, Pu>. Misc. No, 6S. Abri 1, IU 0. 
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to achieve such results would be approximately 20 percent.
 
V 

A typical hard )f S0 anim'als in San Carlos, selling calves at
 

weaning, according to Aguirre, had a rewainder above operating expenses
 

of C8,370. The return to capital (after allowance of "V5,93S for
 

operator's labor and manidgent)'.as only 1.3 percent on an investment
 

of I83,000. After investing "354,150 in i;pruve.;er ts, net income
 

could be 053,000, which, after an allowance for operator's labor ,nd
 

managem:ent of !12,000 repreents an average return of 7.5 percent on
 

toal investment, arid 9.8 percent on the investment in iNprovne.nts
 

above 8,6 and 11.2 percent, respectively, if operator's labor and
 

managenent staynd at (5,930), Aguirre's.study was done in 1,S3, when
 

the price of novillos for export averagwd about '2.00 p-r kilogram.
 

On larger Son Carlos ranches in breeding-fattening and fattening 

operations, 52)9 .n;J 4f21 had of cattle per ranch, respocti,,'ely, returns 

to invest;e;'t v.ere 28,000 and I43,000, respectively, or 4.7 and 5.2 per

cent on invcstr ent. 

The :..ll San Carlos farm, at its current productivity level 

obviously lackcd capacity to save or invest, Using outside credit, 

Increaqed produ tivity would raise incon:e to a level at which substan

tial borr'.iings could be Rhilerepaid even penmitting the rancher a
 

- higher level of consu.ption expenditurzs.
 

The question of''cot of production" arises frequently in dis

r ssions of the pot.ntlal or Cota "Rica's livestock industry. Costs 

are influ;;ncnd, of cn.r';ne, by input-outpuit ratio,; such as calving and 

wort,,liL.' r -, .n!. r. ; F pr"M wd ..p r ni; il, ::r. :.:La., 

or per wor-:r. On the average, however, one may deduce from rising
 

http:manidgent)'.as
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land prices that the average rate of return on Investment In land for 

cattle-raising has been attractive. Investors from outside Costa Rica
 

have been a.mong those bidding for available land here, and marn/of them 

have been No rth A.,-ricans who have concluded that cattle production was 

more profitable in Costa Rica than in the U.S. Investrient in land may 

be profitable purely from the stndpoint of speculation, if land prices 

are rising. (Aguirre reported land values in San Carlos, which indicate
 

an average co ou.lnd rate or increase of m.ore than 10 percent a year 

between 190 3 and 190.) And cattle raising could be undertaken as a 

holding operation to mininize the risk of losing the land to squatters 

or expropriation. But traditional techniques of cattle raisinD would 

serve this purpose. Investm nt in improvcments to the land are beind 

made, which iply that cattle production is profitable per se. 

AssuirI2 st:dy b,-ef prices, land vizlucs likely will continue to 

rise until tih rate of return on ranchers with superior nanagement beco.e. 

normal. When this point might be reached is suggested by the rule of 

.thu.b tlat the value of land for grazinj can be twice the value of the 

.livestock it can carry. In other words, the value of the animals would 

be one-third of the total inves t eont. BCCP, found thit on a group of 

large ranchv', the violu,'or the ani, .ls wiis 50 percent of tiWa total 

inve; ti:e,-nt. Agirrc found that in San Carlos, the ratio of value or 

aniwals to c.binl iand plui'; ani;<ils wv s 36 prcent. It will be 

recalled th.: t Agurre's ferns eruyd at m.ost, about 5 percent on 

Investrnt , h.i ci t:rnd to conrF i ru the rul,, of thur,b. Ajulrre also 

fourlr tiL t: pric, or pa tur,: K d in Son rls ,rppro ir'H te.7 dnublr:d 
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between 1964 and 1968, from 5114 to .1016 per manzana. If one includes 

a normal rate of return on irivest,'2nL as apart of "cost", the land 

values will tend to adjust so thai "cost" equals market price. Rising 

prices of ranchland in Costa 1 ica indicate that this adjustment is 

under way. Of course, rates of return on investment may continue to 

vary widely froi one ranch 1o another. 

,i . " Credit Nleeds -f-:r'the Livestock Industry 

The cattle industry of Costa Rica has a growth potential of between 

It and 5 percent alinually in ie:;ibers of tLatile in inventory, and S to 9 

pcrcent annually in number of head slaughtered for the next decade. To 

achieve this Potential will rcquire substantial invcstren1s, converting 

landjiCr'r, fores-t to pasture, raising the carrying capacity of pastures, 

raising the quality of the bre-_-ding herd,and providing facilities 

needd to achie.'e higher levels of pt:rfor,i:mc- in other as.:!cts of meat 

production. 

Present (1970) total investr.cLnt in the beef enterprise is probably 

about 2.6 billion colontu., aboit 10 p,.:rcent of which is in cattle and 

60 percent 
c .? ..-,-' . 

in 
- -f 

land, 
,j. f , 

bi ldirj-, fences, 
. , - -. 

etc. 

Prog re s v, inc ar. crs in otitLu t and produc t ivi ty might be ach icved 

by raising t , ir L:tr,nt in( )t ,.:lnid sl i i-cly -- probably not i:orc 

than 10 to 15 plrc-t. Fcr,,:;;: in,i,:'i l: r . ild be rfr-r- i red for more 

ri btsisv2, p.,; rt: it.lt~aj~ :.w t ~incrc,_,'j frot a nationi l1 ave rage 

(depreci.:ated) of about 25 colows at present (ibojt 3 percecnit as much 

as baj I a,, v-1 ,'2.)to ,r): 'v,!,.rc be -.erm 50 and 75 col ones, or 6 to 9 

percit~l, or .b It dJnt.v:.. lrri;. r .. :r', Fr-o 2,tC O i.z ,:t p',' ibl, 

C3.500 per rihar.ara might require 7 niillico about 0.5 percent of total 
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land value. Corrals handling cquipment, and similar miscellaneous 

might add another 2 to 5 percent. 

Breeding stock will be in'proved to ensure offspring that will attain 

w%ight at an early age, with ' high dressing percntage of goodmarket 

qual i ty meat. The value ef present breeding animals has been estiHated 

at market value of slau-.hter stock, but females selected to replace 

aged or otherwise inferior cows should be valucd at substantially more 

than slaughter valu c hun they reach L.edii,g age. Cows now account 

for half of the investment in cattle -- the premium for superior blood

lines might be estimated at 10 percent on the present value of co'.s, or 

total present value of cattle. Bulls account for 3 percent
5 percent on 

of present inventory -- greater a.areness of the gains to be realized 

from yenetic ifiprovce.icnt night result in doubling the investrLent pr: r 

animal, or 3 percent on total preenet value of cattle. 

If the nub;)er of anitals in the national herd vwere to increase as 

projected, the total investi;'cnt in cattle by i9L0 (Ux('ludin9 quality 

than in 1970.increases discu- cd above) would be 50 percent hiuher 

Combining the lrore.-oij 9 estLimats, the total investment, in the 

cattle induItry by 19CC would coi,!e to about 3.6 billion coloncs, an 

annual rate of 13.3 perce;,t. 

The incre-,se of 1.0 billion coIones betw..ieen 1970 and I9U,0 may be 

a-. fol lo.s (wi 1Iion colones): I/assigned to sources 

1970 l5"30 Increase 

Rancher,' equit/ 26c2., 2 ,7,5c 500 
, r r o.-.: 332 832 500 

2,600 3,600 I ,COu 

I/ It should be emphasized that these estimates, and others elswhere 
In the report assume constint prices, unlecs specifically mentioned. 
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Thus, borrowings for fixed investent of "40 million annually are 

consistel\ with tie above estiHatcd capital structure, and should be 

expected to increase 
~. 

by 5 to 10 percent a year. 

In -Addition to the above credit for fixcd assets, cattlelen re quire 

operating capital. As the level of technology rises, operating expenses 

tend to rise as a percentage of total inco;n. Credit is needed to bear 

part of these expenses. One of thc reasons cited for maintaining aWherd 

on some beef fari is is that the steady inucomo from rilk helps to carry the 

operating expenses of the beef herd until steers, for example, have reached 

market weight. Operating capital might be borrowed at high interest, or 

earned by an enterprise affor~ng steady returns, as does a milking herd, 

even if the latter should be relatively inefficient. Credit at reasonable 

rates would he preferable to either of the foregoing alternatives. 

Operating expenses of the Costa Rican beef industry probably exceed 

1OO million annuilly. They are likely to increase as much as 10 percent 

a year with greater use being made of fnrtilizr for pasture, more fencing 

for rotation grazing, etc. If 20 percent of operatirng expenses were 

' financed by borrowings, the de.and would amount to '.20-25 million at 

present.
 

Al together, the cattle industry of Costa Rica could use about C60 

million annuillly. About 2/3 of this would be redium to long ten credit -

mostly 'ed iu, te ,. 

Data froi th, Encuita P'ecuiirio, of 1970 and the Census of 1963 can 

be u.ed to estiwi:,te fixed c.;pit.l sparately for small and large farms 

(dividinj at 2no had of cati). A; proAi. 6rly parc.r.t of theC0 inve.;t

ment appears to be on small farms. If this sector is to grow at a rate 
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comparable to that of large farms, it will have a relatively heavier
 

credit demand. The self financing indicated above (in the tabIc
 

showing ranchers' .ci-.o.iiy) .- originated mainly on
ould have the 

1,000 or so farms that have 200 head of cattle or more. Increases
 

n equity app-ar to have been from 1/5 to 1,3 or net income, overall,
 

but it does not seem likely that small farmers can save at such rates. 

Hence, in terms of need, credit to the small farm should amount to
 

perhaps 60 percent of the ne. invest:ent, and to large farms, possibly
 

20 percent. In colones per year at present this would require about
 

030 million for small farms and CIO million for the large ones.
 

Whether increased credit should be made available for the cattle
 

Industry, and, if so, how it should be allocated as between small and
 

large producers, are decisions which involve more thin the demonstra

tion of feasibility presentec! aove.
 

Average rates of return to investmet in beef production appear 

to be relatively lo,., according to available cost inforwtion. Similar
 

data were not available for other agricultural enterprises in Costa
 

Rica, but It is generally belicv2d that profit rates of 10 to 20 percent 

may be consi cred normal. Several circumstances may help to wake 

livestock pr(, iction attractive. It is an extensive enterprise useful 

for holding land to gain frow appreciation in land values. The avail

able data w.y understate the profits actually realized by the cattleuen 

who ar expanrdi ng their outpt. Rates of return to additional invest-; 

ment in tec nolojical irrpru/,-.'.,nts way be high,even though the return 

to invest.c t in land aloan is lo,.. ThQ cattle industry h,. cnjoynd 

virtually unbroken prosperity for nearly 15 years -- a stbbility of 
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earning po.;cr t11,1 cont rocts s1li1rp Iy to thc year- to-year f lucI) t ions 

In cotton and bananas,for example. This latter point ri,iy appeal to 

small producers, pi rt iCLJIi r l , For thei., year- to-year stability of 

Income i s hi gh ly d-s irab e. ny3'st.ch p ru cers o-.m land that is 

suitable only for' cattle. For them;i, possible higher rates of return 

from other cterpriGes are not a real alternative; the application 

of improved techniques to increase the inco:,.e from the cattle etter

prise is an opportunity for such producers. 
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IL. DEMATND l"OIR COST,A RICAN BEEF' 

Beef consump)tinn per Cap~ita dUClidld moe or lc~s stc!ily throtq)hout tie past 15 

years. This is unde.,i ci d from the stanldp)oiAlt of cnSLutnmers' heailth. IFuLtIcrOrL!, 

the econonlic ',Cli-)ciI.r. of cattlwni' is ti reattLed uiil--:: the trend is reversed.
 

RcIation !of Co Iz yt i. ) to._ iPrie anit If l(1o1i2
 

To aipri.aie L, fututrc pio[eICCts in theC (lomostiC catLilcctl arket, it is neces sary to 

know he,v,- mach cl:iiqgc in bL,ef Con; i')LiMio cnt bLe cxpectedNl to r'sult from Ch]anges in 

beef prices and conlst ' r incom. s. Several cononijats have tried to ica sure thee 

rclttion-hiw, but th rCsult. obtained vary ove)" a widu alj,Q. 

G. Bc rn-:rd OF CO'M ctitUtd U It.each on(e pCrccnt inc,'eac ilLprice accompanied 

a decrc:isce o 0. .39l)(..Ilt in C'1)IIa l I,,iOn, Each One 1perccnt i incrca.:;c in nation:l! pr 

Capital i Icol tw acc, in PNA uid an inc a c of 2, in'c; 85 pe rcent Col:; LInlL)t il. When th( se 

results wOre p li .lad, 19G;5, poer c:iiAt con:4"1 pKi .L s 1k g, Sie, Iiicoin.2 at 

current price::!; in risen 30 percent awl th pric? of beef hS riven 70 perccnt. Pu r

nard' s couflicirni would have predicted a rise in comltInio) to about 2"4 kg. In fact, 

coll tuiipLioll d.-cli ,'(d fu flrt..r, to 15 . 

Rcc' n tly, V ranu i -co T'1,n:, at I[CA, TtlrrialhII t obta ind prcrliminary ci:a ;ticiti(.s 

of-0. 17,p.1 price1- tnd 1. 50; for' inomie, In anothr analys:-;, in v,'lich coniruition waS 

made to d,.lf)edI on 4 vi'ibIe,-; 0 rice of bf, ,c, of pork, per c:,iyta i11',0mi and LInf 

:texport-?) P r'a obi ,,i!W,a plC,: cl.,Iaticity of -0. 1 anid ani i conl_ el:a;ticiLy of -0. 03. It 
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is bard to accept these results as valid for projecting future trends in beef consumption. 
One small note of importance can be gleaned from the prid- d.ta. . The prico 9 

liver rose only 22 percent from 19G4 to Aug;ust, 1970, while first quality boneless cuts 

. 

. -.-rose 77 percent. Liver is one of the several by-produ ts from slaughter fi: export 

which remain in the coumtry and are consumod doniostically. The domcstic supply of 

liver (and other viscera) therefore increased in proportion to total slaughter, about 100 

percenf from 1964 

about 10:percent,. 

to 1970, while total carcass beef for domestic 

'. 

consumers 

. ... 

rose only 

. :,.; 

Inability to obtain reasonab le and consistent estimates of relationships between, 

consumption, price and inconia using availablo clafa may result from a combIination of 

causes, partly related to limitations of statistical mthods and partly to deficiencies in 

- ' the data. 

Per capita incomn follows closely the trend in prices paid by low and middle in-. 

Come consumzirs In the San Josd metropolitan area. When ,per capita inconma at cirrcnt 

prices is adjusted for the change in prices paid by consmors, the change from 1956 to F. 

1970 is only 20 percent, as compared with 59 percent in the unadjusted inconi'sesrios. 

With relatively-little change in real income, the least squares estimate of Its relation

S-ship toconsumption may be quite unst-iblo or indeterminate. This Is one possibie- - -" " . i ' . < . . ' , 1 . . - . . 

""..ethodological obstacle to obtaining a dependablc estiriate. A similar nlcthodoldgical 

problem results from ,he fact that all the sttistical series are highly corLlatedwith 

time. Such intorcorrelatiois are known to lessen the 1CcuraCy' Of least squarses -s-

F 

1 

tirnates. I FF ) 



A- tti-' ]Finallyi t mTay bcappr:opiat to.qusintaeuacy of the-available corisUnl! 

:.: .':,-:tion data. :i :.!:':
,, Oerie indication comes from the careful studies:of INCAP.: The small but. 

J :.i: carefully chosen sample included .600 famiis (4,08G5 persons). Those Iiiing ;in rural;i::::! 

i:.i: areas wore'found to Co1Snsum about 40 granis per day, or about 114_ 6 kg. per year. iThe/. 

rangrr of reegional averages amiongY the five rral re-ions wvas from 39 to ,4grams, .so'the 

40 gram general average seems quite relable. Urban families consum3d 76 grams of 

. • Meat per day, or.27 kilog'ranis per year. .Together,the results are considerably higlh-: 

c.r thian tlile consupti'iLon oIf15 16 kg. of becef plus.-1-3$kg, of porIkand chicken indi=:- i;i!!,.I
 

catd by themaze series data. .
 

.Another basis for questioning the rportedcinsleucMp isfoud intle catle ifn
ventory data. It is genrallyackne e ie SaUhItcr fordrns lwlecdg d that som cat 


nreported. These ar on ranchs. i 

sumed that they are used 

consumption g s0mp animals slaliter li isas

o n thebout 40 e IlaoriCally reat6vely unimporar.h e 

..n.e ofegonss and sample strvey dat f om 155 to 1970 fonsisteotly showlagorth 

nmles than a e needed t 

ethrough dathnd slaghter of cows 2years old a der, ethe a ncideac inh

0numls of to 2 year old ferg balance the disae arance of 

c ow thn tM!he 12 - in170 bn indicVS-The'i-icated1f5suoflus year oldhife s oll cicken 

ct8,d00 b hcd pe ryear. Sidiri luatains3indice.a deficit o 12 r olclmales of 

hrough adat aIs' sltrl ertead oveWr,Ath000e badi for 1970o71.ofdicotedOer2ha I anna ctplse inthey longer prsmdL 9Gs ou1nd0Iupluyththe incaseTd~1id~~itd sluof vcow tii~ers~ erodhiesid907 eaon 
. . . .. ... i.L$4
 ....... a h lr 

' os 1,/cto 2n ya oaalance the"disappearanc 

ventory ata. I s gLenealely iniglovaoec-000iedt soec 
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proportion of the total beef supply that is generally believed. If surplus 1-2 year old 

females in 1970-71 fiod tli.ir %,:yinto .xport packing ploal, ts the extent of the indicated 

deficit of malcss thes. would still be 15, 000 he:ad of yon;g femals for domestic usc, 11 pe 

cent above the CNJ ) estin.lte of doL-s tic slou.hter. 

On the bal:;is of tle forekoing it is rcco~l,mnl(1Cd tht a study of consumptionl 

elasticitic:s be made using, t ime series data adju;ted for the general level of consumer 

prices, aml th i :t(h liti A ffort.. b' inaud to cv'alu:te 1,vejo ritd slauglitur. 

Con. ,pi .N'cowa. de 1'r'duniCii (CN ). . 

The supply of bcef for tie domn3;tie mark(et is an exp eliit Concern of Costa RIican 

public 0,A iCY, reflc'ci.td ill l1("1,;1itt irnui:inil in1!)5 1. Tle ConsCjo Naciorta: de ProdtuC

cin (C. P!)is respon;ih:-I, for admitnite:ririg s la u.hto in such a way tat dom2stic con

suniptica c, I).of is ialdt:ai~l.,l. h'i:iL CtX il:hts riot don(e1so is .l! lnow.'n. What has 

happe no.d, in fCiut, is th-it, c.attleic n t s forf ' tile li: her prices obt:i nlable in tLhe ex

port market, and the Mtotil uconomic g,:il ,of xj:inditr, earninlgs of forein exchange, 

have ov:rriohnu thi cnusuipt inn go:l. As a result tihc dor.:tiUi)'price of the best beef 

cts.- r( e 77 p)in:tt rorh 1901 to 1)70, AT , 0"! gince.al C)ll:;tl1li.1 price illd( x oic[ 

ircnlulM.(1) ro:e only 2 prcet. IL hris b,(,n m;pg:;loo tii:,L low iheorne connumcrs mIghL 

be iwb:-i';td t,) cons; ri in nL' IMof by di:n.rilbut inn pro-.',r,'is d(si noi to r ach th-m monre 

directly. Ih::. v.oulhr i"udoln so i lusnd of -iu1).-,idy. If it is an.s;umui-d tL'tt LAY incorli2 

familio s e rio:-;oi l)or.ition:tto y ., iver) tripe, (tc. , th(:il 'l)(T' Co01iS l j)tionl pe.L.' 

,y ri*.:pers.n; ln n)t ha'v ,d o; untic, :1:; tit, rutihizl pr Capita. fim-urs iannWy. 

http:gince.al
http:reflc'ci.td
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It might be questioned whether CNP in fact has had any effect on domniztic supplies. 

If more cattle had been exported, the internral price of cattle would have risen. This 

would have put a squeez.,c on exporters' trading mnargins. Assuming that exporters 

could not have gotten by M th narrower ma rgins, onle must conclude that CNP has all 

along permitted all the exportation th:t could be (one profitably. 

During the current beef marktting year, cattleien have persuaded CN1P to permit 

110, 000 hitad to be e_:.potrtc'd, i;stea:d of the number set o'iinally at 841, 000. AccoI:rding 

to nwevspap'er repovt'r, further' request.s are ia to raise the e:qpott quota to 1,28,000, 

Much of the current e:.i)ortS of beef are going, into sto raVe in bond in the U.S. , pending 

the start of the new (Ilnuta ye:lr. CostLa Ricwai'; 190 quot: for the U.S. was filled in l: te 

November. .\[led stora:,, cu ';,Lt,'re;t on the inve-Ltmcnt in inventory, etc. wvill eat 

into e.pritis.;' pr,,it v,.egin.;, :tilhou.rh thU;cCst .k lay be moare or less of.:;,,t by 

spreadil fi.d cow;t. over the incr:i:n;I slaugihte r volune°. 

Cattle Pric,:; 

Up to the linit of the U.S. qtnk, th price of slaughter cattle in Costa [Zic:, 

Could be th' U. S. pr'ic', b.:ed off by ma:rle ting ma.tr in.3 which include costs or 

slaughterirn;,, monin;, frezin' and sqiipir; ra, C,.;tLa r.ica to the U.S. (ef'er to 

Appendi: I) '. ii',:d r.nas andTie d price for c.t.le cin ho,paid hy sl: ',ht,_rers in PuiLt: 

-Gunnac:t-t c'r:gei ig %vithbuyers ro,- te PAttau wiio supply the principal:, ti...l 


dornc:;tic rr.,'t,', lit:in cnter.;. T,',.! ca:ttle :t M n,:illhai5 macl:et would therfr'e be 

e:pected tW ,.ill :it Ql; L'j)UiC',- thi c l.Ot c::tt:. Av ':ai ,:iblri-e dta do indi

ca.e thi:. ' htVe b,.'n h case dtuirtii r(..Ce-t yea:.-; (l.),;r-19(.9, but circ[IuMmtAntial 

http:tilhou.rh
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evidence indicates that it may have been truc. Slaughter for export ceased at Ca rtago 

in 1968 or 196fl9 appareatlybccaus, of difficulty in coniicting, for supplies, althoul;.h the 

same firm continues to operate a plant near Libe'i:, for the cxport macrket. Another 

firmi, near Alajuela, ceased slau Itt i gfor export in Novcninjer, 1970. The owner at

tributed this to his decision that s; rage in bond V.as not a p rofitable vCtu re, but this 

does not exlude the possibility that the Jt'ice at hich cattle were available was a factor in 

the decision. Two firmis bollim.: beef for t:1o .'tfr-ol the Monteeilos slauulite .hus;e 

have eon toinu<dto.Ol r: e. 

The export mairlLt tot' beef hts been livened during the past year by reports that a 

U,S. i)ac:ing corpiity (not the one mentioied n i. .1I)was comisi(hring building a pack

ing plant: in Coz;ta Ric:. If this were to happen, a fur:O!or competitive elem.nt wouldl be 

introduced.
 

Several )I'eviou:; conyctitive stepi.,s OCCuM.ctd iM1969-1970 with the Clit'y of Taylor 

and As.ociates, and P ECOSA ito the b(ef eXo rt trade, concurrently with CNIP re

lInquLiAng control ovvc mthe ,ale of etL : to th(, e-port,,rs ° 

For the 1170-71 year, CM1 alhll)tt,,- quotas.; to iidepcn ;ntcattlcenl directly or to 

cattlenien's a:S-oci:itir1.;, v.,ho in turn :i lloc.aI: tien' to their II ber , The iiidividuilt 

-catL. imhl" c,,Mhac'to, LO U'itcli,§Wi I, to U-'pq) at,. 

V ,tv,ill hIrl:.n if suipli.s :c:l to,U. N . Iotak phi- ',,what the donUM. tj i rIVCt 

will absodrb NLrices clo:, to the c: K otut le vel? Eur(gean n ciricets appearl.nt 

http:OCCuM.ct
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chaotic, judgedby the report of thc Central American team that visited there in the 

spring of 1970. Prices of frozen boneless beef varied over a wide range, and the 

variety of tariffs, preferences, quot.s and governmn2nt trade monopolies add to the ull

certainties of trlde prospects. 

Within the rangle of prices prevailing il E'Auropean. markets in the spring of 1970, 

figures of $700 to .800 per ton of compensated cuts tended to predominate (that is, for 

frozen cuts rcp resentigl' no.m1:l pr'oportions f'om 'Ill 11rt; of the carcasS). This 

con)ares wi tlhU. S. prices of appr omratly $1,100 per ton. Buyei:s have beenl paying 

about 2. 85-('2.90 per lq. for live animtls with bonelesS beer bringI about $1, 100 :t 

ton. Selling bonelc:s bec-f at $;700-,,800 a oio would sustallin liveweight priCe.s of only 

(1. 80 to ($2.00 per u,. 

The United S;tr. ,[t t 

Two aspi sL; irmporttnut fo rCosta i-ica. 1%orerr:;tof tAe U. S. market for beef are 

is the prol:,le futm.etrend of qutanLit ie.that theo marl.t may take. The other concerns 

.the U.S. dem:ind f,r tLi'va riou; types of b(.f that CoSta ica iraIy supply. 

'he total quAtil.y of b(_,,f that CO:;Tl iic s,:l s to the U.S. is fi 1d4te a quota 

syst. m. . Lb N qiiot:asA law,,passud in 190;-1 :uthwo'ax ])t:'IAt of tl,, Unitd States to fi. 

for import: of fr",,,chilled, or muttm wa -:ozon b..f, veal, goat ineat:; ifhe find;: 

that iij)(,mt: thrcatnn th,' do.niw;t ic :,, id-t M'tjo suiI ry. r lying conintru.i,.s have vol-

UntaL-ily ag',r'edito li th:ir e:.:I-orts;to quantiti(s which would not force tlhel'r':;id,.1t 

to ue:' this-; :iv,. Un ,6!1 Lii; vi1r uut;ryL1111,1 , o , the S,:c retary of Ag.,ll'i Lur, an In,Ctnc.;

http:l'r':;id,.1t
http:85-('2.90
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the quotas, which amounted to 1, 160 million pou:nds in 1970. Costa f:ic s share was 36 

million pounds. 

Being volantary, the qu0ta system provides no explicit penalties for exceeding the 

alloted quantity. But if the voluntary quotas were scriously violated, iore stringent 

compulsory quots wold be invoked under the Meat Import Act. 

-- The demand for beef in the U. S. has risen steadily with growth of the population 

and increasing consum,'.r purchashig power. The U.S. beef industry met this added dc

mand, inore or less adequately, but with a sinall, variable but growing gap between the 

quantity that would be consunied at stable prices, and the quantity actually supplied. As 

the gap widens, prices tend to rise and imports increase. Thus, relatively high doms

tic prices in the sprlig Of 1970 caused the President to invoke compulsory quotas under 

the '1964 Meat Import Law, but to suspend them simultaneously "because of over-riding 

economic conditions." This left the voluntary quota system in effect. The overal!quota 

was evcn raised slightly from the level established at the begining of the year. 

The foregoing capsule sumna ry of the beef suppIly and domanid situation in the U. S. 

indicates thb difficulty of predicting accurately how mUch beef Costa Rica might reason

ably e-x.pect to export to the U1.S.over the next decade. If U. S. beef producer S can con

-tinue to supply the market without rising prices, impIrts prObiably Will cohtinue under 

form of restriction. In this case, imports might share. proportionately in the, 

growth of U.S. dciand for bee , 'about 3 percent a year." . 

J4 
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There are some-reasons to doubt whether U.S. cattlemen vill be able
 

"__._to,Alncrease their becf output, th is much _,a lthOugh Jand now idled under
 

various programs for controlling production of grains and cotton w., d
ouI 


•'support a consideralle increase in beef output. Much depends on the
 

relative profitabiIiity of the beef entcrprise. It is notable that beef

.production has been expanding most In areas outside the grain-growing
 

* areas.
 

In view of the uncertainties of the U.S. domestic beef supply, and
 

the relative assurance o; moderate growth in.the import quota under
 

existing policies, the latter seenis the appropriate bases on which to
 

project U.S. demand for Costa Rican becf.
 

Costa Rica may try to supply any of'several quality segments of the
 

'overall market for beef in the United States. It is to Costa Rica's . 

advantage to supply that segment that vlll make the best use of Costa 

Rican resources. That means, almost certainly, that it would not be 

generally be profitable to comp6te for ashare of the market for prime 

and -.,,perpchoice grades of beef. .On---thrrd& high proportion of 

export steers probably'raet-thc--q , .re;.ents-for-?fhe-1good'-grade,and 

Some 	 are or could be finshed to cho:Le_ on the better Costa Rica pastures 
f-~r-c Igote UA~sal r, / 

6"e i thlly bring from to a I nd..d 

pounds more than ,:dgrade steers (.0,, to C -Z.9 per kilogram)I 

Most beef imported into- the United Statesas frozen boneless beef 

is used for processing into sausage and sliiIlar products. This outlet 

is partly supplied by;cowc US, partly by inferior cuts from"be 


* .:• , 1 " : ':, : C .': ,:;. , " 

beef fro- -higher grade-carcasses, 'and partly byimnprtor- c& f Jie 

in the U.S. usua ly sel Tfor 
'Zealand and Australia.
.
 

i
$5.00 to,.6.00 less ther "g dl,! ' r 7 
'-pib: 	 '4 88, r-~1 166r 

http:to,.6.00


Cos ta Ricin steers brought $~00 to$.r0 less per hundred wei1gh t than 

£C4 r&Zlc14ew at Chicago durin the early 19601s. Improvemen ts In' 

marketing and increased compe~tition raised Costa P -i~cn to within
steers 


,00to $.00 pcr hundred weight of c er.Iai cows during the late
 

1960's. Integration of Costa Rican slaughtering plants with U. S. dis

tributors specializing in the better grades of meat probably accounted
 

for the difference. Recent announcement of plans to process"portion
 

control" for export to the U.S. represents an additional penetration of a
 

.portion of the market which normally pays higher prices for quality live
 

animals.
 

The "portion control" operation is motivated partly by past excmp

tion of meats of this type from the quota system. Honduras and Nicaragua
 

Initiated such operations during 1969. It is doubtful, howevcr,vwhether a
 

rising tide of beef imports in this forin could fail to be felt in U. S.
 

markets, impelling cattleenin there to seek to bring it Under quotaalso.
 

Hence, as long as the U. S. import quota system prevails, the principal
 

advantage of portion control will be to tap a higher'priced stratum of
 

the U. S. market. Whether this benefit accrues to Costa Rican cattlemeni
 

will depend on the internal competitive situation, discussed later on n
 

the section on prospective production, Otilization and prices.
 

Other Export Markets ,
 

Costa Rica exported beef to one or another of 12 countries over, the
 

e
past 7 years. Puerto Rico vias by far the leading narket, after th Ui! ted
 

States, -taking from 0.8 to 11.5 million pounds a year over the per od
 

1964-1969. Smal l amounts havogonv to 7 countries in the Caribbean ari'd 

nearby Central and Soith.Afrerican 'countrie. Sporadic shipmcits were 

made to France, Greenland and S'.-iltzerland. These shi1 ment dcmon st rate 

sV h v ' , cas 'o sm ,ut id 

,that' Costa Rica'n exporter havc wdr t,a6nt1t 5of 0o~otid+$ 
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market possibilities. The pattern of past exports also demonstrates 

that occasional 'arket opportunities may arse %-hichmay be exploitod 

profi tab I y, even though a regular trade to a part icilar country may 

not result. Consideration needs to be given to establishing a continuous 

flow of market information so such opportunities may not go unnoticed. 

Announce ent that the Federation of Cattlemen's Associations has 

.. oppointed a col,:i ttee to search for new nmarkets is a step in this 

direction. Likewise, Costa Ricain participation in the group of Central 

Americans that surveyed European markets shouldI help toward maintaining 

an* awarencss of m-rarket opportunities. This is primarily a responsibility 

of meat pac'Kers and cattler;;en -- persons sufficiently infored as to the 

technical and co,. ,ercial details of meat marketing to be able to 

negotiate directly with possible b)uycrs. It Might be suggested, how

ever, thit C,),;tl Rican consulat,s might be helpful in waintaining the 

flow of mark , t intelli gernce during the periods between visits by merbers 

of the industry. 
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Domestic Demand
 

Various aspect's of the do:estic deand for beef are discussed at
 

several points in this report: in the sections on domestic supply,
 

relation of consu: ption to price and inconme, probable variation in
 

per capita consuIptLion between 1970 and 1900, and non-price and marketing
 

cost factors in do.estic deand.
 

The principal fact is that consumption has declined, which is a
 

statistical fact, and that it was alwosL certainly due to rising prices. 

Or, it might be better to say that the rising trend in exports drew sup

plies away from domestic consu;i.ers, who were forced to pay higher prices 

as they co,pcetd for the dw.iindling residual supply. Statistical analysis 

of the time series data, however, fails to provide consistent estimates 

of ei ther price/consumpt ion or incoi;c/consumpt ion data which are ei ther 

p1lusible or significant statistically.(1 

Ga .'. speak of a 10 million head surplus of e.,port cattle in 

the 1970-71 iar!zeting year. If these have to be disposed of on the 

do-cstic rarkct, they %,ould probably rev,-rse the trend in dom!:estic con

sumption, and stab, I iZe the trend of domestic retail prices. 

There is an acute, pol icy confl ict bet,.cen thec)jective of maximizing 

export earriint s and that of stihilization of internal prices. A trust

worthy estir,,V tu of the relation bet',cner consu;.m.er inco,.:'es and levels of 

per capita beef conJsu.: Pton ,,ould contribute importantly to tice rational 

resolution of this conflict. It is possible to achieve a corsiderably 

better et i;at- of the inco:" elasticity of de:,.-and ttan is no,..) availahle, 

using (.ht,:, ori q':n it i oF -d h/ pea;)le at (iffrc..rnft in.n ' 

levels.
 

Using income elasticities thus derived, one might construct a til!e
 

http:consu;.m.er
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would have been expected from chancs in income alone. - The residuals 

betwcen such a synthetic series and the actual consumption data would 

then provide an cstituate of price elasticity of demand. 

With good estimates of price and income elasticity beef policy 

formulation could be put on a more methodical basis than it can be 

at present.
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UTILIZATION AND PRICES. 1930
 

Consumption p aita cont,-mt. _pricc effects onS ly disreqa rded 

It has been shown that annual slaughter of 40o,000 head is quite 

feasible by 1980, given sufficient investment in nmeasures for expandinb 

production. If the U. S. quota increases at the rate of 3 percent a year, 

and if domestic per capita consum,)ption remains constant, there would be a 

surplus of 185,000 head at average 1968-70 prices of novillos for domestic 

consumption. This "first approximqtion" to a projection compares with 

the 1968 - 1970 situation as follows: 

1967/68 - 69/70 1980 

1,000 head 1,000 head 

Total Slaughter 193 460 

U. S. quota 79 111
 

Dowestic consumption 114 164
 

Other exports -- 185
 

The other exports, it may be assumed, would net about C1.80 to C2.00
 

per K9. live weight, as rentloned above. Under unrestricted co,::petition, 

this Is the level to which averaje returns would fall, more or less by 

degrees, over the period bet,0wecn 1970 and 1920. But a progressive decline 

In prices .ould invilidate all of the for(:going projection (exccept the 

size of the U. S. q,,ota, w'iich has its own uncertainties). 

Effect of Pric,' o:i Supply 

With reIect to supply, anr .xari.ln,' .on of the various elerents of 

that projection an describ:' on Paiges 15 to 17, above, suggests that 
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slaugf*itcr by 1980 might be as low as 240,000 head if the 2.00 price were
 

to happen early in the 1970's. Since this would be less than projected
 

US exports and domestic consuption as stated, above, it may be concluded 

that prices over the 1970-19S0 period are likely to average aboue 2.00.
 

But this does not preclude the possibility that production will have expanded
 

so much by, say, 1975, that the last half of the decade would be dominated 

by the necessity for exporting to other markets, and that the C2.00 price
 

would then prevail.
 

Probable V,-,rlation in Per Caijta Consumiption
 

The assumption that p..'r capita consumption will remain constant and
 

that total domestic consuMption will rise in step with population is un

realistic. Both price and inco.e trends will be at work. Here, we are
 

confronted by the precarious nature of the available estimates of price
 

andlncom!e elasticity.
 

Live cattle prices of C24:0 a kg. have been associated with beef
 

prices (posta do prhnera) of v3.60 a lb., whi'S iC2.00 live weight prices 

went with a real price of about '12.0O. The various measures of price 

elasticity available indicate thui at ,.2.90, per capita consu:mption 

would range froi 15.8 to 18.3 kg., as conpared w/i th the average of about 15.5 

kg. at r3.60. Since ever, the highest estimate of price elasticity accounts 

for less than 3 kj.additional coniumption over this range of prices, price 

seems likely to be a relatively s ;ol factor in the consunmption project ion. 

gtviuld accourt for, at nost, 30,000 head by 10. 

BCCF, projects inco. e per cpta of 3,314 by 1.575, compared with an 

estimatc d '2,7"1 ir 1U70. Th i- r,-tu of incre, cont lnuld to 152O Vould 

aise incoc to 0 percent ahove tl~ 170 level. Withd3,910,the available 

estimates of income elasticity, the adrditional per capita conurmptlon
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by 1980 ranges from practically zero to 17.7 kg. With the latter figure,
 

domestic needs w.,ould be about 350,000 head, which -ould fully absorb 

the supply rewaining after filling the projected U.S. quota.
 

Considering the uncertainty about the income elasticity of demand,
 

the scant hope for extracting a reliable estimate from existing time
 

series data, and the extre::ely large influencce that incone could have if
 

It were to rise by 40 per cent in the next decade, It would seen highly useful
 t,,
 
to make a housefold survey of beef consumption to determine incorwe elasticity 

from data on quantities consumed by persons at different income levels at 

the present time.
 

Even if a firm estimate of income elasticity is obtained, there is 

need for a more careful projection of per capita inconme to 1930. BCCR's 

projection to 1975 may have been nothing nrore than a projection of the rate 

of chabc-b,-twc'cn the 1969 and c t Lted (part I y forecast) 1970 per cap i ta 

incom'ne at current prices. Thus, it may seriously overstate the probable .rate 

of change in real inco:c. On the other hand, income projected on the basis 

,of a careful analysis of growth prospects by sectors across the entire econ

omy might show that higher rates of growth may be possible. 

KIWKET I IG 

Mon- Pr ice ,-rid t.- rvi.t Factors ,'pt_ionrk,:.ti af f-r'i il.Con 

Most CosLa Ricains consu'.e less ani.! l protin than is recoim;::ended by 

nutrition auth-,ri ties. Since Costa; Rica has a compparative advantage in 

conbeef production, it .o'ild see' desirabl to profmotc increa"Qed beef 

Sunip L i on 

Lim ,to c'n', l-t,,n s;t by lovi piirclirasinc po,.:er cn only be r L-ed 

by reducing prices or raising inco::ies. But there is reason to believe 
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that beef consumiption is lower than i t needs to be, even withn tcse
 

Iimits. Consumption of beef Would be higher "i consuer ha pLl
 

-hro be'cd to,;isatvis-fyr nCrea 0 _.~ -us d dmund .,ar sn-9 

: better knowledge of nutrition, easy and continuous 


of improved quality and a wider variety of 'cuts and methods of preparing
 

beef in the home.
 

Education to provide better knowledge of nutrition may yield subs

tantial long run gains. It wouId proniote increased consumption among
 

-.-... access to beef
 

familis which may not be spending as wisely as they might at present 

Income and price levels, and it would assure a more rapid cons'sumption 

response-to future changes In prices and incomes.onics 

It seems likely that some Costa Rican families use less beef than. 

they might because the present system of distribution does not kecp 

beef widely and continuously available. Especiallyin small towns and 

rural areas,, the butcher is unlikely to have beef av:i lab IeC a l day very 

day. This is a major disadvantage of a system which only handles "'hot I' 

beef". In the more densely popuiIated arcas, however, the hot, beer . 7 

nsm . tina s ..to re ha, .system is quite consistent with high beef con.sumption.. Argentn h-' 

one of the world's highest rates of beef consumption, a Inost enti rely 

on a hot beef basis. However, refrigeration, permits chilling and aging 

beef and maintaining stocks ofa widcrvarity ofr Cuts of:bibCef in rti
 

stores. Hi.,riy Costa Ri can consumers presently discriminate agoinshlIIed beef
 

dislaying the iuniversal hurian characteristic of tending to prefer that t o 

which they have becomc accustomcd . Thus, one would expect an acceptance 

of'cillIed 1).ief to dclIopr-IcbwlyI anid perhaips mainly ariotig higher incmve' 

fam Iies att ractLed by the con t i iuous avaiI b lIi ty, of a'greiDter viar icty 

of spcial) C.ut-, Ind more dpcndab1 qufal Ity:+ ; -', 



.ro Some benefits ma y. cm f: g . ae i tVh -d i t r 1 but ion o beef-;----- .	 o s eto in.- o mea t J I i es i d. - -and- o h r 

: 	 ourcesnd, morearinati n r renmayerntincsts wh i cnnot 
,ican,.S ofmutlinlo orade ef,-f mreae itnttrosanon wouldonmotp:: ; 

.... 	 't~ e efstr F~~f e=- ae the:qmor? nb uti l-oin :xor fv supp.l:ly of..iubee.and: .- :...... 
fiestSo bef ounf ayn ra e efo.nm re taenin sinrvtontaon 


more supply of 

otherhand, ore, rigd standards of caremayentai l costs which cannot 

schanbeoffset by savng, SInce such costs would have to be pased on to 

beef. inc urious ounbe e consumers rowacost 

patic efficient utilization of thcavailable beef. On tge 

aginstcthe conegrnd it o be freish grto low Income a ecie htnto impose 

seavn ocnot clearly radI o g thhealth so. nuiiingo essentialcs beIIef, cae saittonee audprooestandards 	 foravoidn 

, .... L, rProgressive. 	 meattretai lers in San Jos6- havei1 ntroduced methods of. :;./ 

finest to be found a nere i tht retailers distritotend .... s 

mddy -i twand i I an faIilies, It Istoi be:,xpected that retailer 

.. *serving lower income farilies wI l tend to emulate th morcdvnc s 

hprat ices, particularly those practices mwhiofferdistition n C:t,C, 

andthus scrve asa means of gainingeconomies .ofl scale. Bcc o.. ; 
:'i ; :: !i!; i suha lto, like beniefits from: consumer, education, are likel to:•i

- . telngrn ~~ 	 ikiely .tO : ; !' '?"develope only in rthemre, 	 ,depcnd 

partly on of. in retai trade. , oid bd sound 6 

policydT to cicourage 5tendenciretai md ne 

the 1level Iages 	 Yet', 

any that rs ,strbutors 

~an n imaysho owrd such evolution, - ,:lrpairticulr 4wlc ,'c~tn " 

tha t the ,fa&. .:. -iies thel, ,,elv.;l not fi 7.e 	 bo:'mat" di ;tribuionI 

flationa 1, B~ ,arre i;nej oo 0! 
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would be unrestricted. The proposed Oficina dc Carne might undertakeca
 

pooling operation which %would capturcefor cro..ers the higher returns 

available fro.i exports to the U.S., and which might also maintain prices 

of cattle for dowestic consunption on a par with prices for export to 

the U.S., as they have been in the past. If we return to the first 

approxiiition of supply and utiliz. tion, we see that 60 percent of the 

supply V'ould be at the C2.10 price, and 40 percent at V2.00, and cattle

men would receive an averw,,e of;2.211. The trend of prices over the 

decade Wvould (!eclin1e much less sharply than under unregulated conipet ition. 

If the Costa Rican consum:1er were given the full benefit of the lo',qer 

price for the Europ.e market the average price for cattle would be 

about (2.10.
 

A price of 1^2.211 avoraged over the period 1970 to 1980 Vould result 

in annual h Of a.t 305,000 interpolating bet.;een the 

supplies projected with prices of ')2.00 and (2.40. 
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!i!:ii'"~ii : Naci[onal) ,might be~i authorized: to be-tie: intermediary 'purchaser: of} all i" .L"+:"ii 

catlesodorsltilitr n osa ic. ctuealy altrsen- botween::,,i, 

slaughLerers :and their suppliers would cotiu as atprset 

Prices would be no-otiated between suppliers and slaugher, either 

on seasonal contracts as is presently done with cattle for exp~ort to the::~i~, 

Unitd States, or on individua lots as is presently donon the Montecillos 

adxthir upplers ouldconinu--sslauhterrsa ,rcentarket. SlaZht rcrs would bo beouired to eport all purchascs to the 

The Board would accept the negotiated price as its buying price,.+•'>(/ 

It Would osellgto the iaunChterer a at the same price for.tomatiually soe 

onppscerson cotre ca presentlydone caat eprcto theac s Bith horm 

markets, or at a, highcr priee for other markets, suc as exot to. t =he# 

The slauhtorcr b %wouldpay twu negotiatedprice direcl .-tothrse 

slauetn. SLarr to tle Bord thrrdifferonae b ptehtheuhould'pay notgotiated 

price and the Board's pricep ti p a i uc 

+'~ ~~ i r+ rc!].lors of Uv their sales- .,+:+++ ++ :+:-+:.i~P ro di ca 11y~i iVO.cattle+wouild] preosent,' 

invould esel t o erd. aTie latcr aould calculat0 an same p aymorntt so 

rates, dovidin the poal a payments i harse ccied b tex totahivoof ol 
pricet adtIoer s pie 

W::..ht Of s: tlos-c 1;0 sERC11rv mcis011C~r rov am,.n ,tc'i Wol 
invoicesto the....cl". latte would clculate n av-rag paymen+e' 

on thie thuse cllated and to i t hel i a he, hedIn~tt live- hIh-ofe prttl 
:+, rate,, diiigtettl falpyot i a eevdbytettllv 

+++,;+, +++}+ ++-<+I 
+P:¢++ h !+ ++j4
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Notallsellers are producers. iFurthermore, 'poducers may, pefr 

any of thre7fncio!ns,7singly or in any /icombinatio::breding, raising . ~7. 	 "m£ 

, ....... .. or growing) , and fatein (or finishing). . In some cases, even the . ....
 

(or grn man be or transactfions removed from tofinal deal(or 

between the "supplier" and the slaughterer. It might bc feared that 

the: "supplier" would pochet the ftill amount of the Board's payment. In 

fact, the competitive forces which esiablish prices at intermcdiate trans

, 	 actions will reflect thoeexpected Board payment just as efficicutly as 

they reflcct ultimate selling prices at present. The fact that many cattle

men :Soalready directly withtthet and others haveteg...othe,:' . dcal vindve slaughtcrers, that otors; have 

option of doing so whenever they judge it to beto vthcir advantae, will 

put pressure on intermediaries of all types to offer as good a return 

as the customer could get in a direct transaction. -

The Board would prob.bly viant to fix its selling price by nego'L iatil 

bed'flaLc~lL~~cseaonas. Cri Sal1,1Lcor~,sau~~errsstimularo tloonow boin? gwn 	 ~miartora tswih 	 thos6 negotiatud 

betwceen s.auhLcrcrs and catlcmaen for export cattle.; The contract would 

specifly a schodao of prices based on the U. S. price, but not less than 

-Ahy price negotiated separately arid dircc ly betvwcon supliler and slau1"eLrox:l. 

Altcrnati.vely, the Board could solicit wookly bids for export quota,' 

al i ble >iav to the e:il bidders. The proccturth 	 Suply 

choseiishould ensure the highest price that will be consistni t wihii 

Te 'r& pltI cc or Australiar - eil...... frozen imported co3 me-at F .1. 
*U.S. por t of clit~vyA as' pub i: hed ill the iira Provinijonllr D.7ly1777 

$.1Ia rk'ct anid NcwsSerlice "'The Yolo 1Tcot."' 7S 	 A7f7A/ 



filling the U. S. quota. Too low a price woulIdlct pnc-crs o4 U. S. 

buyers excessive 'ake'piofits at tle prOducoers' epxpons 

4 . . . The Board would have a delicate decisionf to make about slaughter for 

domiestic consumption. At present, domestic slaughterers have to pay about 

... the saokme price as exporters. (In the marketing year 19G9-70 the average 

price for export was 2.42 per kg., and iovillos for domestic consumption 

brought 02.31, 95% of theexport price). With a multiple price plan, the 

Board would have to decide whether thd domestic pricc sliuld be equated 

to the U. S. market or to altornative lower-priced export markets. The 

latter choice would be the easiest to administer, but it would give a 33 

lower level of returns to prodIcers. ' 

" All slaughterors would have to register with the .bard 'and report " 

their purchases of livc cattle. Tihe Doard w ou l d need these reports for 

calculating the rate of paymnnt to suppliers. Some sinall slaughterors 

' • might be cxermpted, say, .tloso slaughtering less than 10 head pci' nionthi. 

The Board could refuse to pay suppliers of non-reporting"plants, but the 

suppliers ht 
S. 

refue 
1.,. 

1o.sell to such plants. 
, ,: 

Iunce,
: ; 

the 
.. 

eXempted........ 
. , , . . . .. 4 

slaughterers miJChit be given the option of rcgistcring and repoitin, 
voluntarly. fis tration requiremonts mighit have to be more striient . 

if the Board's price for'drnestic uses were hicher than the lo'st 

export outlet. 

Some slauhtore'-s may purchase cattle by thc head, rat,her than by 

w ei(iOght As -n alternative to complling all c,-ttle,, to be wJe g IcI I a 

.. . .. ',4 - ".",4 ,"14\i , ," : 

: !<,. :!,. ?<..:.i' i 4{> 4 4 
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S 	 requireent which might be inconvcnient or costly to small or isolated 

s laulht erore -the oard.-might-madopt scheiedule ofz-arbitrary-weight s-------

for cattle of a g sex sold small Anothergiven a,( and to slaughterers. 

alternative would be to divide the slaughtorer's payment by an arbitrary 

• price, and considertheoresult to be live weight for purposes of the
 

Board's payment. 

Bow 	Pric s May Affect Returns to Investment 

Financial data ptbli.shedc by Aguirre and by LCCIZ can be u.,ed to eo:Li. 

the effect of a fall in prices to C2.00. Aguirre's farms obtained.rate

of return on investment ranging from 8.2 percent in the highest profit 

groups to negative in the lowest. Adjusting value of sales don::ard 

in the ratio of 2.00:2.40, rates of return drop to less than 4 percent'
 

for 	tho two highest profit groups, and to less than I percent for the 

remaininz groups;. Aguirr budLgeted production imlprovenents for an averag,;.: 

cri.ador (cow-calf operation) carninC 1 percent on his original operation,. 

After investuient Jn imiprovemoents, the avorago return Aso too7.5 pmcen. 

No', adjusting value of sales dw'nward as before, the rate of return "/ouY1 

be only 1.7 percent . 

The DCCR budget was figured ,with prices of 02.56 and V2.40. The 

DBrnk decided that the latter price, permitting a return of 9.5 percet, 

would ju.;t enable the borrower to cinrry.and pay off;'the propos-ed loan, 

http:2.00:2.40
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At 00, the rate of return falls -to 7.0 perceu, and the borrower would 

07 The Ban.: report orits finani(i' fo nC'ataracii fnoa-


borrowing or making the iniprovcments, but tho mannor in which the. cash, 

flow was budgeted for the loan suggests an original rate of return 

around 6 to 8 porccnt, which would drop to 5 to 7 percent at (2.00 per 

kg. for cattle. 

The effect of price on rate of return depends on the ratio of opor

ating costs to gro.;s income. On the San Carlos farms studied by Aguirre, 

operating costs vore roghly GO to C0 percent of gross incoc, while 

the DCCR buLgrdts show operating costs approximatcly 35 perccnt of gross 

income. The BCCR data may represcnt the Guanacaste area, and the rcsults 

of conditions in the Dry Pacific is compared with the Atlantic region. 

In stuumary, the prospecCts foi' production' and ralmar-ots indicat"-'a 

likelihood that supply of Corta Rican bcef will run ahead of demand 

dur.iug the nc;:t decade; thaIt c:porters of Cos a Rican bccf to the United .K 

States. (or It. S~. irnPortrs, of such beef) are likely 'Co realize windfall 

profits amounitin- to piossibly .40 per lkg. livcvoight of caticl for

.export to 'thc U. S., unless CoaL Rica devolopes arrangcemnts,'for &altUj'WhA7 , 

this margin for its ca[tlcmen; that without such arrangements cattle vriC1 . 

.maydrop to (.2.00 or ,lc ';s within the nexL 5 year:. 
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The principal projections discussed above are sunimarizr;d in the
 

following table: Using available pprice and incone elasticities from the
 

3 different studies mentioned in preceding pages of. thi s repo rt . 

Live weight price, per Kg. 1/
 
A1o s,~ l: . . ' .,.; '
I : 

A. Conyiption proj- 2.10
 
ectlonsi.f cattle 2.00
 
)prices were 52.00
 
and 2.10/kg. res- P c t n , .
 
pectively. Per capita consumption, kg.
 

2/ 15.83/ 18.3 4/ 36.0 2/ 15.75 3/ 17.7 L4/ 35,L4
 

..... - ,._1000 head - - - -


Projcct d(
 
Total slaughter - 240- - 320 -


U.S. quota - ll - - !l1 

(Assumed Constant)-_________ __________ 

Projccted Changes in 
Domestic consumption 167 193 38. 16/ 187 375 
with different per
capital corISLImpti¢r"
 

..... _-. ...
 levels .. ...... 


Other exports -64 -252 4f2 22 -166*'-38 


Live weight price, pr." !rq 1/ 

B. Consu:iiptLon proj
ect On-\if cattle 2 .212 
prices were 2.24 k 

and 2..O/kj. resp.,c Per capita consumption,. gcj. 
tively. . _ _ _ _ _ -" 

?/ 15.7 3/ 17.2 4/ 34 9 2/ 155 V/ 15.5 ;4/ 1 ;-


Total slaughter . - 385 -

U. S . cqu o t a ( as s u ." ed.. . , " : : , \ ;"

constant) 11 --


Projecled chango in " J"
 
Domeistic cons(pto16 08 16 351 y369 lEt 
with dsffrc enit p r-.-r __________--_______.____,,. -... 

capita1 consumnption 
Level-

Other exports ,108. 92. - 5i j 22 -16 
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1/ The live weight prices given corrcspond to retail 
de res de primera, San Jost- metropoliLan area, of 
and 3.60 per pound, respectively. 

I

2/ Corresponds to price elasticity (Er) of - 0.1 and 
(Ei) of 0.03, taking per capita consu'ption to be 
retail price of "'3.60 per pound. 

Ditto, except Ep = -0.9 and Ei = 0.03 

4/ Ditto, except Ep = -0.9 and Ei = 2 .85 

beef prices, posta 
.2.90, 3.0, 3.16 

incoe elasticity 
15.5kg. with 
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VII. THE ROLE OF T11E SMALL CATLEkXN 

The small cattlman plays a v~ital role in Costa Picz scattle 

industry. It was~mentioncd aibove that herds of 200 head or less contained
 

64 percent of the cat'tlc irn 1070, .0 i that smaller farms had. a higher
 
percentage of the nat'bn's breeding hcrd than of its total herd, and tha"
 

henaiand 
 ati
 
brecoding, efficiency was higher on smaller forms.* Thus, tile Comparative 

handful of farms that finish steers for the export market will be sharply 

limited by lack of stocikor and £ccder cattle, unless the carrying capacity 

of small faro~s is increased A StCp with that of the large farms. 

The proposed World Dank loan coltIemplates tihe increase of carryin

capacity on large farms will provide the finishing operations that go with' . 

an increase of 247,000 head in the national hcrd, plus that proportion of
 

the brceding already done on large farms. The rest of the expansion of
 

the breeding herd would be financed on small and medium size farms.
 

The argumont for including small cattle farms is partly social, and PaIM 

economlic deduction from what I thin]: may be true of 6erLain dlffuruncu. in 

opcrating characteristics bc0,,ucn small and large farms. 

The social rguin rests oil considrations of (3stributicin of incuivic. 

Small farms (if by small we include all hoids of 'less than 200 cattl6' "
 

accounted foe" D8 percent of ti lt.vustock farms in 1970. in 19G3, thc 

proportion of herds of less., than 200 cows- was the sare,as in 1070, 22 percent 

were bLctwrn 21 and 200 and 76 percent were les., than 20. (T Iio numiher of 

,. : , < .; " 1:', . . . . ... . 

I . .. 



chroup was nd seem quite disci mi 

to exclude so largo a group from access to reources needed for growth, 

even if their iacomes wve already comparable to those of the' other 2 

- percent.4

*Technology and' Capabili ty oN Self Financing 

The economic argument, for which the empirical base is scanty, has 

two main parts. First, the stateof technology appcars to bc further bc

hind on small farms than on largo farms. Most of the improved practices 

do not involve substantial economies .f scale beyond a herd size of, say, 

20 cows, hcnce they 
linc tey'1-Ei 
are feasible for small farms. Second, 

the large farms i : 

are more noarly capable of financing grovith out of their own resources than 

are small farms. 

A number of lesser argtun ts can be made. Sinall farms are move -4 

nearly capable of providing reasonablc incomes to their operato'rs if their 

land resource i.,used intensfvely. This mcans that non-farm capital inputil 

must' be higher. Again, this requires an outside source of capital, since 

small 'farms gcnera1;c savings much more slowly than large far,. : .. 

One hcars 1, o argument against financing small farms, that there is 

no long run hope of their earning adequato incomes, that urban cmploym.nt 

pays better, and that development assistance only postpones the. inev.ltabl 

abandonment bf such farms and their consolidation into larger units. Cre

ful study should be abl(: to appraise this argumnt.' Theie citainly mu L 

:

i,' :.: :,'. ' .'. ?: --: - " -: :,:<. i % :a,' ':. 1 '':<! ,'.!,'.. .': '',: . :. , .
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be a farm size below wvhichi a desirable level of living cannot be sustained
 

::. i :< : i( ... 
over the, long run. However, much depends on the size of, thc farm, the 

demnd orlabor inv the urban ma rket, and on the farmer's level of skill. 

Small farmers lacking.: requisito skills for urban employment may generally 

be able to learn new farming practices more easily than they can learn a' 

" ~ ~ ~ ......-j 7'" ... 

'wholly nw occupation.
 

Marketing Needs 

The small cattleman needs an efficient marketing system to ensure 

that he will receive full valuc fo, his produce. There are two main problems 

confronting him in Costa Rica:. assembling lirgo enough lots of cattle, 

reasonably uniform as to age and condition, at a given time and place to 

attract largo buyers; and ensuring competition among buyers. 

The assembly function risnow purformcd by small buyprs who scour the 

countrysido kupingf posted on %,hatfarmeirs Will havo ninials roadyfo, sale 

by any given date, or hoping to be at hand if a farmor decidos to 'se].). on

or more animals on the spur of the 'moi-ont. Sonic cattlo fattcncis may try 

to assemble cattle directly froi breeders, especially from the. larger 

breeding herds. Locail butchers, also, provide an outlet for some animals. 

from snall farms. It is not practical for most szmall farmers to 'hip their 

cattle to the •central market a:t I~nt~ cllos. • 

It would sco, dr'sirahle to establish cooPratLIve, live'tocl: mnarketi1, 

associations to sorve small' e n, '! A numiber of functionr',have boon, 

.u e for, su.ch n.;f o..atlons, but p"Jncipal be to... the service 



establishand)ocrate an auction center whro smaill cattlemo could soll, 

and werc 'fttnors and other cattle buyers might find it easicr, and moio 

economical to fill their needs. Nuiiber- of cattlo would be sscmbled, 

classified into lots as uniform as possible with respect to "e, SeX, 

* 	 .. weight and brood, and, sold at Iucti0n. Mikct niews - information 

about supply, demand and price -- would bo readily available.as an out

come of such an operation. GroVIOrs N7ould realizo better prices than with 

present' methods of salo; and buyers would find''at they Could assemble 

supplies of cattle of desired quality more cheaply than at present, all 

costs considered. Santa Cruz or flicoya seem likely sites for such auction K 

markets. Othors might be located in southern Puntaronas, and noar Ciudnd 

da. e r 	 . . ..
 

Before attempting to establish such an association it would be woll 

to malc a study to deormine the stippiy of cattle lil.y.to b. ava.lable 

within a practicable radius, the seasonal flow of animals of various type"', 
and the competitiOn offered by exisiti n ocics." Ansir i'sigmarkecting ar~oncs Any,:Siii':.similil.;-11 

-
efforts in the past should be rvtovw.d, also, to dnotormi,1ne posibl facto . 

ill their Success or failure. 

A cooprativo market'oin- association would provido an additional 

channol through which new or inprovod techniques of production could be 

broughtL to the attention of small cattlewun. It migt a a 

credit function , ma:n loanrs to simlall cattlemen out of fuilds madeo availab 

http:lil.y.to
http:available.as
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for the purpose by the National Banking Systcm. Local officials of 

the Danco Nacional in Nicoya (uclh suge; a scrvice. It should bc 

dcterminod w.hcther, in fact, the coopor'ative could pcrform a cred lt 

service as efficiently as the cxistin- bati'.s and Juntas urle:is. 
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' 
; <: . Tod(etermniie: and eval ua to productionl andl market ingCatle Stagudy: 
: - - " : .:' :,-•fa~ctors imnportant lto the develOpiaient of beef pro(!uc 

:;i ' ' i-eference' Cos to'!);.;: !.:.' : . ; . :i.: i ion with to. the :Goverimiient. of Ric ' 

: ::1 .: :: :reqiues t;,ha t A. I .0';.provi de iadd i t i6ha.Ffund s for-;-:: j -} .
 
':i:;' ;"". "" : : i.;li ans ,to 5s1a01 ,cattle producers. . -: " :..
 

:.,... , at le Production Increasing Ra_idl..:
 
Cat o siaedtpe
 

.. The cattle populto of. Cot Riawsetiae ob 1,513,'000!
 

fA r , 1 7 . This represents an: increase of about. 6.percent!"... ...'":;;:
hed a 

. " ; per-year since the last previous .survey- in 196l. . The average rate ,of .. , ., 

- n r ....s the national hcrd ranged bet%, een 5 ]and: 6" pe c n a n ll'I, ;: ,}: 

during successive censuses and surveys ,since 1955.
... intervals bct%,,con ...:.
 

. :::; Specialization:. . of Production . .
 

."," SmalIIcat tlIe finca-s, ,having,-less th n 2 0 ea ,r d up 8 o c t
 

: ' :of all farwsF. keeping caittle, and ownemd over 64 percent or tihe :country's .
SUMARYW
 

' cattle Apr i1; 1,. 0 . ..... ca t t Io en :tend :to se5 ca s"tw .......n
as or 1)7o 1. ,w 

-. :":,],..age$ 8 to" 10 wonths ,. ,providing. =fcd cdr stock-,for,. cattilemeni who rspec ialize" .. ": 

"" In fattening. Yet, ste s2 y a so d a do e n sil1 fic sn,' 

up10 pcrce t of th, tota I s ee rs or .th is ag Contrary to ppular . > 

.
' " ni•~pn . sm.....l f arc n t I-ies ef f cient .than .largec ones. in.: ]i.,i! ...... 

:' respects.' In breeding r i n y e y i p_fr a t f tor isnwa I I .i~ s
 

:cal" v ing, percentrage appea rs to waic ragei62: prrcent,-asi c oroa irdc.1! th. 51
 

4 ''Tc hnlor i ca-) I1 roveivei tI 

v 'r ,succssru'l"1y u by fto ressivc 
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cattlemen. Zebu blood, introduced to Costa Rica over I n4'10 years ago, :: 

ipresent n.aiost all herds to, the extento 3/4 or more in a 

large proportion. 

Most existing a stures are planted to varieties introducedf romi 

• outside. Jaragua grass predominates, but other superior species are 

being used. Intensive practices SuCIh as fertilization-, rotationlrazing 

and hay /- and aking are being used increasingly. Stocking 

rates of 3 head per manzana are not uncommon, although the national 

average Is less than 0.6 head per manzana. " - 4"44 

-Production Costs . 

,. -.. 4 theAverage returns to investment in beef production appear to be in" 

the range of 5 to 10 percent,.at 1969-1970 prices. Costs per unit of 

output may declie with Iniproving technOlogy, raising a.v.erage .rates 

of return somewhat -- marginal rates of return on investment in some or. 

the more. profitable practices may be as high as 20 percent . P cc 

declines would reduce the average riate of return to the ranioe of 3 to 

5. percent, at most. -

Production Outlook, 1970 -1980 
. -41 

Technological- and biological factors suggest a potentiral, of 2,3 

million head for the national herd -by- 1980. Together w -ithincreased. 

offtakc rates made possible, also, by technological progress, annual

e ed{,to ' n .'n - 44e4m 

vp-_c:i Ca t t eichr'appco,d- t- . 
I klt )1ctofinanc(1

a o 
)Ut1 o 
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million a year at preset, and increasing 5 to-10 percent a year Credit 

needs are substantiaIIy greater on sl,I"I than on large fincas becaus 

thep'otentl --for -self-fi nanc i ng--i s-I ess-i--Thus ---abou t-/r-ecn-of..K 

.. 	 the credit needs originate in the small farm sector (200 head or less). 

Demand . .0' 	 k t :( 5 e ~ e f"."* 	 -i' . . . . . 

* 	 Present supplies are divided between the domestic market (55 percent of 

the total) and exports to the United States. Export demand has _qrown 

insistcntly. As.a resulIt local retail beef prices rose much, faster 

than retail prices of other consumer goods, and faster than average 

personal Incomes. 

Future responses of domesticconsumption to prices and Income cannot 

be projected with any degree of confidence because statistical analysis 

of available data for Costa Rica fails to give stable, plausible and. 

* 	 statistically signiflcant estimates of the effects of-lnco',e. and price 

on consumption under Costa R'ican conditions. A survey of current . '. 

Incoe/co'nsumption relationships in a sample of Costa Rican households 

w yild a direct f income lasicity of dema,nd, and couldwould est 


- be used indirectly to obtain an improved estimate of price elasticity
 

from available time series.
 

The U. S. market f r beef wil continue to be important to Costa 

Rica, although quotas are likely to grow too slowly to absorb prodLction 

fulI-y. Soe opportUnity cxists tomove Costa Rican beef intohighehr

priced strata of the U. S. market. Foreign nirket prospects appca: 

ch., L Aondcrable effort micght succeed in moving SubstantialchAotic . 

quantiles, of Co.ta Rican bccf, but post experlcc S that SLch 

trade -may sh'Ift w I and, be I tey among countris at t S I 
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United States.
lower returns than are obtained from sales to the 

rLO-spectiLve LtiIi7,tIon and Prices 

Subject to considerable uncertainly about deand,especially from 

1_ _ine
domestic consuoers, Costa Rican__cattle_ P 5;;Ts _eendyItp 

the decade measures may need over 	the next decade. By the middle of 

to the
 
to be taken to retain for fosta Rica the full benefit of exports 

United States. A markytinJ pool operat byk thipproSo aY t.Boad 

could solve thisproJlem.. 

Reccmwericstions 

industry are likely
I. 	Economic conditions in the Costa Rican beef 


in the n-xt decade, as compared with past experience. Probable
to weaken 


The outlook suggests the need
 causes are discussud in this report. 

for cont inued vi gi larce on the part of the Costa Rican cattle industry, 

developments as they occur.to perccive, analyze, ard ruspond proprly to 


-To be for',:arn&d ls to be forewrd.
 

2. 	 Incrcased a:,,ounts of credit will be needed to per:vi t the cattle 

potu t.- . Despite the outlook for so;meindrstry tn duvellope its full 


declire in prices, loans to borro.'ars for v.'ll conceived develop'ont
 

to be sound loans.
projects should prove 
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APPENDIX I
 

Prices of M-at in S:n Jo;(', C.'R'% 196G-1970 

Posta de rcs Carne y hwcso llfgado Chulota 
do primura do re,; do res de cerdo 

-- por libra----------------------

1966- J 2.82.1 0.955 2.61S 3.018 
F 2.823 0.95.1 2.616 3.1C.3 
It 2.823 0.954 2.621 3 .C3S 
A 2.835 0!95,1 2.687 3.09G 
M 2.850 0.954 2.656 3.110 
J 2.850 0.95.1 2.667 3.076 
J 2.877 0.952 2.696 3.05,1 
A 2.830 0.952 2.701 3.011 
S 2.850 0.952 2.696 3.063 
0 2.850 0.952 2.696 3.0'33 
N 2.877 0.952 2.65 3.0i)2 
D 2.856 0.9.)2 2.650 3.102 

196_ yary avera-c' 2.850 0.953 2.661 3.073 

1967- J 2.870 0.952 
 2.621 3.205
 
F 2.867 0.952 2.625 3.201
 
it 2.8-37 0.952 2.629 
 3.196
 
A 2.896 0.952 2.670 3.237
 

2.935 0.952 2.692 3.267 
J 3.013 0.952 2.725 3.233 
J 3.05G 0.971 2.739 3.31I 
A 3.031 0.971 2.7'16 3."152 
S 3.031 0.971 2.738 3.5-11 
0 3.010 C.971 2.713 3.535 
N 3.018 0.975 ' 2.701 3.5,3 
D 3.018 0.971 2.69G 3.520 

197;Y.-'i'y avurn''.. 2.978 O.9G2 2.692 3.35G 

196:1 J 
3.10 0.98 2.72 3.59
 

A 3.20 1.00 2.75 3.65
 

J 3.50 1.00 2.85 3.85
 
J
 

A 3.50 1.10 2.85 3.95
 
S 
0 3.55 1.10 2.75 4.05
 

D 3.55 1.15 2.75 4.10 
I"*> YtJ)y ave r- " 3.10 1.05 2.7.3 3.18:,
 



Posta de res Came y hueso lHfgado Chuleta 
do prinwra do res de res de cerdo

... 1)0..or li- --- - -

1969- J 
F 3.65 1.15 2.75 4.10 
LI 

A 3.75 1.20 2.70 '.10 

J 3.85 1.20 2.70 4.10 
J 
A 3.90 1.25 2.70 4.15 
S. 
0 3.90 1.25 2.75 4.10 
N 
D 3.90 1.25 2.75 4.20 

M_9.a Yearly v_z 3.82 1.22 2.72 4.12 

1970- J 
F 4.10 1.30 2.70 4.20 
ht 
A 4.30 1.35 2.70 4.20 

M 
J 4.35 1.35 2.75 4.25 
J 
A 4.35 1.35 3.00 4.30 

0 .-/ 

N 
D 

, tzrc,: ''nc!Ic<.:; cdr: Jb'ocio:; :il po itr~m' ILr,:cc1 n G~nvr:tl do E::;trid :;ticz.s y
Ct~ni;-:; o d I d 't l o rr ~ . [[:nt l y:zt;,r 



1909 

-The National Provision,,r, Dil.y M.:rket & Ne,'vs Service. "The Ycll&-; 
Sheet" "1oja A::''illa Chictjo., Ill 

Prices of Ails t rialjn-N.Z. Fro-
Port of Entry (30 cays). 

19G3S(/Ib. 

Feb. 15 46-.(;3/4 

,,,1.1 & .s 

Sept. 16 52-53 
OCt. 15 52-5.1 
N v. 15 49,-50 

Jan . i/,b .,.. 

1n" -' &-. 

June 16 59;-c0 

July 15 5ti, -59 
AugL. 15 63-63', 
Sept. 15 0- " 

0"Lt. 15 5G- " 
No'v 
Nov. 

1,t5-54 
.555-551 

S970O 

Jan. 15 58-59 
F,'b. 16 60-01 
I' r. 16 6 O'. -. 1'. 
Apr. 15 
?,.ty 15 6 /, --C; 
Jun. 15 59-5". 
Jul. 15 5 7 

,t- . ', .58 5'; , 
S'-t. J5 57'J-5"'. 

#...'~s.. 

" /-$'a 

Imuorted C-'.. "ceat, 9M, Vis. In., F.0.B. 
Selected daLes, 1903-1970. 



........e ' a n . C.L and 
 ..,_-t -to '. rollect what the demand for 
< K ",,'.U' b-c, at I .rice l vls. 

Price, 2ive wt.-v /k 2.40 2.24 2.10 2.00
 

Retail ':-ice, Posta de prinera 3.60 3.16 3.04 2.90
 

ConsI:-='tton nor canta 1970 15.5 Kg. 

Per cnnita consumption at 3 different
 
price el.'sticitics obtained fromv 3
 
studie.: 

Pe= -0.1 
 15.7 Xg 15.75 Kg. 15.8 Kg
 

-0.17 
 .... 
 16.0 Xg 

-0.9 17.2 Kg 17.7 Kg. 18.3 Xg
 

i.ncone rasticity for beef
 

flncome 1970 = C 2,791 !1S0 projected income of C 3,910 

IT90/.970 = 1-0 

increase Kg increase Projected/capita 
above 25.5 consutntion 

Income Ie = .03 .i 0.05 15.5 Kg.elasticities 
fron 3 
 1.56 G2.5 9.7 K- increase 25.2 Kg.
 
different
 
sttidies 
 2.85. 11-.0 
 17.7 kg increase 32.2 Kg.
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