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PREFACE 

Recent trends in product prices in New Zealand have markedly 
altered the traditional superiority 01 sheep farming with respect to beef 
farming. In many areas, gross margins per acre indicate that extra 
carrying capacity could profitably be taken up with cattle rather than 
sheep, and market projections suggest that this trend could continue. 

The Research Unit is involved in a number of research projects 
related to the economic s of beef production and marketing and as a 
general prelude to these specific aspects of the subject, Mr McClatchy 

,has written the present Report which surveys recent trends in cattle 
numbers, sources of beef production and exports, beef prices and 
market outlets. His survey relates mainly to the recent past but 
Mr McClatchy also accents one important implication for the future. 
With only a slow expansion of dome stic consumption of beef being 
evident in the past, it is probable that most future increases in 
production must be exported. Furthermore, this will also involve 
to some degree a shift from boner meat to prime meat as prime 
beef production assumes more importance relative to cow beef 
production, which has largely been a by-product of the dairy industry, 
Considerable efforts will therefore be required by all those concerned 
with the meat industry in New Zealand to find suitable markets for 
this greatly increased output. 

October 1969 



1. INTRODUCTION 

Overseas trade is an important feature of the New Zealand 

economy. Approximately one quarter of this country's gros s national 

product is exported, and a similar proportion of gross domestic 

expenditure is inc payment for imports. The viability of the whole 

economy is generally regarded as being closely related to the value 

of total export r ecei pts. 

In recent years pastoral products, which have been 

processed to various degrees, have contributed the major proportion 

of export receipts. This proportion has been slowly declining, but 

such products still account for roughly 90 per cent of total visible 

exports. Of all pastoral product exports in the 1965/66 year, the 

category 'beef -meat' made up approximately 7. 5 per cent, being 

worth about $N. Z. 54 million (free on board, New Zealand). This 

represented 55 per cent, by weight, of New Zealand's total beef 

meat production in this particular year. 

The relative importance of beef meat exports in total 

pastoral product exports, in quantity rather than value terms, has 

shown no marked fluctuation in recent year s. However, one of 

the basic assumptions of this study is that, in the long run at least, 

different types of pastoral production may be substituted one for 

another. This in turn implies that the proportions of different 

pastoral products exported may change. It is conceivable that 

beef exports could become relatively more or les s important, 

depending on future world prices. In fact there appear s to be 

no reason why, at some time in the future, most of New Zealan4~s 

pastured land could not be devoted to beef production, if changes 

in relative market: prices for the various alternative products 

were to warrant such a change in output proportions. 
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A brief,and largely statistical, review is presented here 

in order to obtain a per spect view of the New Zealand beef industry 

as it exists at present, and of the direction of recent changes, 

The latest available data at the tiTIle of writing pertain to the 1966/67 

season. 

2. LIVE CATTLE NUMBERS 

In January 1967 there were SOTIle 7.75 m.. cattle in 

New Zealand (N. Z. FarTIl Production Statistics). ApproxiTIlately 

one half (3.51 TIl. ) of these were classified as dairy aniTIlals and 

one half (4. 24 TIl. ) as Ibeefl aniTIlals I. However the proportion 

of breeding stock to dry stock in the two national categorie s was 

quite different: there were 2. 13 TIl. dairy cows in TIlilk as opposed 

to 1.34 TIl. Ibeefl cows used for breeding. Thus the iTIlportant 

fact eTIlerges that roughly three fifths to two thirds of New Zealand IS 

current annual calf crop is born to dairy breed m.others. Of these 

dairy cows, TIlore than 80 per cent are Jerseys, and lUore than one 

half of the remainder, Friesians. 

1 The word Ibeefl, is placed in inverted co:m.:m.as here, and until 
further discussion, because of an inconsistency which occurs 
between co:m.TIlon usage of the word, -.and the usage in the national 
statistics. Note that the product, Ibeefl is derived not only 
froTIl Ibeefl aniTIlals, but also froTIl Idairyl ani:m.als, in both 
usages. 
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In the fifteen years beween 1950 and 1965, dairy cattle 

nmuber s increas,ed by 11. 0 per cent, beef cattle nUITlbers by 730 7 

per cent, and total cattle by 37.4 per cent. This 1;S shown in 

Table L In all cases the rate of increase in the first and third 

five- year periods listed far exceeded that in the ITliddl~ period 

(1955-60). 

The ratio of 'beef' cows to total 'beef' cattle has not 

changed significantly. The expected increase in this ratio due to 

a fall in the average age and weight of slaughter bfpiillre::JaniITlals 

ITlay have been offset by the rearing of greater nUITlbers of surplus 

, dairy aniITlals for beef production in ITlor e recent year s. 

In the saITle 15 year period total sheep nUITlber s increased 

by 58. 7 per cent. 

In the two years 1965-67 dairy cattle increases were 

considerably ITlore than in the previous ten years (1955-65). 

Over the saITle two years beef cattle percentage increase was 

meJ1:i2 tha~'1 one half that of the previous ten years, and total 

cattle percentage increase alITlost as great (13.9% vs. 15. 5~o). 

In absolute terITlS the increase in total cattle nUITlbers between 

1965 and 1967 was greater than between 1955 and 1965. 
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!TABLE I 

Recent Increases in National I~eefl 
and Dairy Herds 

1000 head as Increase 
at Jan. 31 st 1950 1955 1960 1965 1955-6B-aYs,):J-1967 

per~d:iiit of 
1955 Figure 

Dairy Cows In 
milk 1,846 1,995 1,887 2,032 1.9% 

Tot. Dairy 
cattle 2,860 3,079 2,973 3,174 3.1% 

Dairy cows as % 
Tot. Dairy 
cattle 64.5% 64.8% 63.5% 64.0% 

Beef cows and 
heifer saver 
2yr s used for 
breeding 722>:< 978 1, 144 1,320 35.0% 

Tot. beef cattle 2,089 2,808 3, 019 3, 628 29.2% 

Beef cows as % 
Tot. beef 
cattle 37.0%>:< 34.8% 38.0% 36.4% 

Tot. cattle 4,949 5, 887 5,992 6,801 15.5% 

>:< Figures for this year influde non breeding 
females over 2 year s. . 

2, 131 

3,506 

60.8% 

1,636 

4,241 

36.2% 

7,747 

Source Compiled from data supplied in New Zealand Farm 
Production Statistics (annual series). 

Increase 
1965-67 as 
per cent of 
1967 Fign:re 

4.9% 

10.5% 

16.4% 

16.9% 

13.9% 

Figure 1 (p. 5) provides an illustration of the break-up 

of the total cattle population in recent years as between calves, cows, 
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heifers, steers, and bulls. In all the relevant classes except bulls 

the proportions described as dairy animals and as beef animals are 

also shown. In 1967 beef breeding bulls over 2 year s exceeded 

dairy bulls of the same definition by nearly 40 per cent, but in the 

earlier 3 year period shown (1961- 63) the ratio was about 1: 1, and 

in 1955 the ratio was 2:1 in favour of dairy bulls. This particular 

trend no doubt reflect~, the increasing use of artificial breeding in 

dairy herds. 

3. TOTAL CATTLE DISTRIBUTION, AND THE PLACE OF 
BEEF CATTLE PRODUCTION IN THE NEW ZEALAND 
FARMING PATTERN 

In January 1966, 92.5 per cent of New Zealand's dairy 

cattle, 81. 8 per cent of her beef cattle, and 86. 8 per cent of her 
1 

total cattle'were in the North Island . 

The dairy animals were concentrated ITlainly in the two 

principal dairying areas of South Auckland and Taranaki (59.3 per 

cent), and in smaller dairying 'pockets' scattered throughout the 

North Island, with a few siITlilar 'pockets' in the South Island. 

A large part of New Zealand's total beef production is derived 

froITl dairy farITls, as a by-product of dairy production, in the 

1 N. Z. FarITl Production Statistics, 1965/66. 
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forITl of surplus bobby calves and culled breeding aniITlals. Very little 

priITle or store beef has been produced on dairy farITls to dateo 

'Beef' cattle have, in the past, probably tended to be 

distinguished froITl dairy cattle by ITlost people on the basis of breed 

differences. However, in the light of recent developITlents
1

, a more 

useful distinction for general usage ITlay well be that used by fitee 

New Zealand GovernITlent Statistician. This is based on whether 

the aniITlal is being carried priITlarily for ITlilk pro~uction or for 

ITleat production, and will be the terITlinology followed henceforth 

in this stUdy. 

The distribution of beef cattle in New Zealand by farITl 

type in 1960 was as follows:
2 

FarITl Clas s 

Principally dairy farITling 

Principally sheep farITling 

Principally beef farITling 

Mixed dairy/sheep (3 classes) 

Mixed sheep/ cropping (3 das ses) 

General ITlixed 

Other 

Per cent of Total Beef 
Cattle carried on this 
Clas s of Far:m 

2.0 

81. 0 

6.5 

4.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.5 

100.0 

This eITlphasises the very close association of beef cattle 

1 For exaITlple; and in particular, the trial work with Friesians as 
purely beef-producing aniITlals on the hill country at Whatawhata~ 
(Hight, (G..K." - proc. Lincoln College FarITlers ConL 1969). 

2 N. Z. Year Book 1966 p. 433 (Classification of farITl type is on the 
saITle basis as in the 1959/60 World Census of Agriculture). 
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with sheep in New Zealand, where the two are not only carried on the 

same farm type, in the main, but also generally grazed in combination 

during most or all of the year. 

Beef cattle are distributed fairly evenly over the occupied 

areas of the North Island, apart from the predominantly non- sheep 

farming areas of Taranaki and parts of South Auckland. Table 2 / 

indicates the distribution of total beef cattle and beef breeding cows 

in the North Island. It will be noticed that the ratios of breeding 

cows to total cattle, and total sheep to total cattle, vary between 

areas. This variation is even more pronounced when individual 

counties are considered. For instance the breeding cows/total 

cattle ratio reaches 40 per cent in Waipau County (East Cape) and 

is as low as 18 per cent in Piako County (South Auckland). Figure 

2 (p. 10) shows the location of these counties, In Waiapu County 

the total sheep/total cattle ratio is 6: 1, while in Oroua County 

(Wellington) it is 22:1. These are the extremes of such variation, 

but in general, it is apparent that the proportion of total cattle to 

total sheep is higher on hill country and on wetter country, and 

that the proportion of breeding cows to total cattle is higher on 

the rougher, les s fertile country. 

In fact a pattern similar to that of sheep farming has 

developed. Because the fattening process is usually restricted 

to the more fertU.eand ,irnpro,ved pasture,s; :,y;rhe::J;',e;as,'~he~breedirtg;l!, 

of store animals is relatively flexible with respect to pasture type, 

free-market economic forces work to reserve the better areas for 

fattening, and attract the store livestock breeder on to the poorer 

country, where he has a comparative advantage. Withahe 

exception of many farms which have areas of both classes of land, 

and on which both breeding and fattening take place, the majority 

of sheep farms fall into the category of being store or fattening 

units, with regular transfer of store stock from the former to the 
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TABLE 2 

Distribution of Beef Cattle in New Zealand; and 
Beef Breeding cow/total Cattle, total 

Northland 

Central 
Auckland 

South Auckland-
Bay of Plenty 

East Coast 

Hawkes Bay 

Taranaki 

Wellington 

North Island 

South Island 

New Zealand 

Beef cattle/total Sheep ratios 
by Statistical areas (January 1966) 

Per cent of 
total N. Z. 

, beefreattle 

8.3 

3.2 

23.7 

9. 8 

14.3 

3. 5 

19.0 

81. 8 

18.2 

100.0 

Breeding cows 
as percent 
total beef 

cattle 

32.8 

27.1 

30.0 

36.8 

32.8 

27.7 

29.4 

31. 3 

32.5 

31. 5 

Sheep per 
beef cattle 

beast 

5.9 

10.6 

9.5 

6.3 

11. 9 

13.0 

12.5 

10. 1 

36.4 

14.9 

Source N. Z. FarIn Production Statistics (1965/66). Table 25, 
p. 28, Table 28, p. 34. 

latter. In areas which are predoIninantly of one class or the other, 

this shifting of store stock Inay occur over long distances. The 

best known exaInple of this is the annual draft of store stock froIn 

the East Cape region to the South Auckland fattening areas. 

PredoIninantly I store I prcxl ucing beef cattle areas tend to be also 
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FIGURE 2 

Regional das sification of North Island as used in New Zealand 
Farm Production Statistics and Table 2, 
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predoITlinantly 'store' with respect to the type of sheep run, 

The econoITlic iITlportanceooftb:e.ef cattle to a saITlple of 

sheep farITlers surveyed by the N, Z, Meat and Wool Board's 

EconoITlic Service in the 1960/61 and 1966/67 seasons is shown 

below in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

Cattle IncoITle as a Percentage of Gros s FarITl 
IncoITle on New Zealand Sheep FarITls 

(average for each sheep farITl category) 

FarITl Clas s: 1960/61 1966L67 

High country ,(So 15,'.) 7,6 8,4 

Hill country (S. Is, ) 9,2 12,8 

Fattening/breeding (S. Is,) 4,7 7,9 

Intensive fattening (S. Is. ) 3.1 5,4 

MixB,d fattening (S. Is. ) '73.8 2.4 

Hard hill country (N, Is. ) 29,4 33,3 

Hill country (N" Is. ) 19.6 22.1 

Fattening country (N,Is.) 18.0 19.5 

Source N. Z. Meat and Wool Boards' EconoITlic Service Bulletin 
No. 12. and annual suppleITlents. 

This highlights the far ITlore iITlportant role of cattle on 

North Island sheep farITls, though their use in the South is apparently 

increasing relatively faster. 

The place of beef cattle on sheep fa).rITls in New Zealand 

and particularly on North Island hill country sheep farITls, has been 

periodically docuITlented in the past. It is noticeable in the literature 
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that only in very recent years, when beef prices have risen considerably 

relative to sheep product prices, that a strong case has been made for 

cattle being as profitable as, or more profitable than sheep. Requests 

by producers for more information on such relative profitabilities 

have also become more frequent recently. Prior,to this, reasons 

advocated for running beef cattle were based mainly on the believed 

necessity for having a certain proportion of beef cattle in the grazing 

complement, because of their beneficial effects in the development 

and maintenance of good pasture. This belief is still generally held. 

Cattle have been described as "implements of development" on country 

too steep or otherwise unsuited for mechanical cultivation. It is 

claimed for cattle that they crush certain weed& and eat other s on 

which sheep have little or no effect; that they spread grass and clover 

seeds via their faeces more effectively than sheep; that by the nature 

of their grazing habit they control surplus seasonal growth in pasture, 

keeping it short in a form suitable for sheep utilisation; and even, 

by some, that cattle have some as yet incompletely-explained 

beneficial effect on [sheep health. In addition, the low unit labour 

r€[quirement of the cattle enterprise allows cattle to be carried to 

absorb grazing potential when labour supply is a limiting factor as 

far as sheep are concerned. 

The above claims carry some very important economic 

implications. They suggest that increasing the cattle stocking 

rate, at least to a certain extent, does not depress the potential 

stocking capacity with sheep, and may initially even increase it. 

Similarly, with respect to the labour resource, increasing cattle 

number s may not decrease the number s of sheep which can be 

handled by an existing labour force. 

Despite the present overall pattern, there is no evidence 

to suggest that the growing of beef per se needs to be regarded as 
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neces sarily combined with sheep production, A few all- beef farm exist 

now, and the pos sibility of beef ~dairy or beef- cropping combinations 

without sheep would appear to be practicable in rnany areas, if future 

prices were to favour this pattern of production, 

It is apparent that a heterogeneous range of final products 

are included in the general category of New Zealand beeL They are 

produced'on,a\varcieJy'b£;fal'ill Jypes"oniciifferent ::types of country, arid 

among them include example s of both complementarity and of 

substitutability in the technical sense, For instance a certain level 

of boner beef production, being aged breeding stock, will always be 

as sociated with both prime beef production and with dairy production. 

Such are examples of technical complementarity, On the other hand 

chill~d prime beef and frozen prime beef may be :rcegarded as 

cOlnplete technical substitutes, Considerations such as these are 

very important when an attempt is being made to isolate the supply 

determinants for anyone class of beeL 

Some farm types typically undertake the breeding or 

store-producing function. in response to a derived demand for store 

animals from the 'fattening I farms, The store";breeder! s role in 

the overall production pattern is gros sly underestimated if only the 

supply of anhnals for slaughter is considered, 

Figure 3 (p. 14) represents an attempt to portray the 

overall pattern as simply as possible, The solid lines represent 

traditional £lows of various classes of beef animals betweeYJ. the 

conresponding beef producing enterprises and final slaughter. The 

dotted lines represent a fairly recent innovation, which is not yet 

of comparable significance (in magnitude) to the traditional flows, 

This is the rearing of bobby calves from the dairy herd to weaning 



FIGURE 3 
A Diagrarrnnatic representation of New Zealand beef production and slaughter 
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age, when they are transferred to the 'fattening,l enterprise. A 

third alternative disposition of these surplus dairy calves, which has 

been suggested J1li)j~y become important in future years, though'~ not 

occurring at all at present, is traced in dashed lines, This is the 

; transfer of surplus calve.s: from the. idai:r;yr£arrn: to the store beef 

farm, there to be multi+sutRle}:l~oo;h~f cows, This practice 

would probably be restricted to those farmers whose beef he!l:'.d 

is of a high milk producing breed, e. g" Friesian, a category 

of farmer virtually non-existant at present, As long as one does 

not attempt to clas sHy all farms strictly according to the enter

prises shown in the: diagram, but .allows· that more. th;;tn one of 

these enterprises may, and frequently do, occur on a single farm, 

then the model remains realistic in its representation of the 

actual situation. 

The value of such a diagrammatic model can be seen 

in helping to demonstrate that some major determinants of supply 

ca:: be experienced to vary in the magnitude of their tHfe:Ct on 

beef output of the various sections, For instance one would 

expect, on ~E..riori grounds, the price of butterfat to be the mo st 

important single explanatory variable of beef output from"the 

dairy herd in the long run, The same variable probably plays 

a very minor, and pos sibly negligible role, in determining 

beef cattle numbers and prime beef output, acting only in so 

far as it affects the returns to an enterprise which is a technical 

1 The term. 'fattening' as used here, is traditional, but perhaps 
rather unfortunate in the light of the present discrimination 
against excess fat by the market, as evidenced in the beef 
schedule. It should therefore be interpreted as synonymous 
with 'the growing to the desired size of non- breeding an.imals 
for slaughter '. The store-producing, or breeding function, 
on the other hand, is essentially the biological production of 
such animals to be 'fattened'. 
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alternative on some 'fattening' country. If this is the case, one may 

expect the long run effects of a significant change in the value of such 

a variable as butterfat price to include a change in the proportions of 

dairy herd beef and prime beef supplied. Similarly a change in the 

overall beef price level in the same direction may be expected to 

change the same proportions in the opposite direction. While it 

may be pos sible to derive a multivariate relationship which satisfac

torily explains the supply of total beef in terms of quantity, it is 

argued that if such a study ignored the levels of indi:v:lidual types of 

beef making up total production, it may be of little value. 

A change in the proportions of the different types of 

beef produced is likely to be magnified with respect to beef exports. 

This is because the pattern of horne consumption can be expected 

to change only slowly. For instance an increase in beef cattle 

numbers resulting from a general rise in the beef schedule implies 

increases of prime beef and of boner beef respectively out of all 

proportion to the quantities now exported. This follows from the 

fact that mos t of New Zealand's prime beef production is consumed 

at horne, while most of her boner beef is exported. However'; 

increases in production of both these rnain beef classes are likely 

to be all exported. If such increases are in present proportions, 

or, as is more probable, they favour relative increases in prime 

beef production, then it could be expected that the relative ris e in 

prime beef exports, presumably as frozen cuts and quarters, would 

far exceed the relative rise in manufacturing beef due to extra boner 

cows. In fact, if the rise in beef cattle population was achieved 

solely by drawing on surplus dairy calves as store stock, there 

may be very little change in the absolute level of manufacturing 
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1 
beef exports, and a considerable decrease in bobby-veal exports. 

From the point of view of marketing in particular, some knowledge 

of the probable magnitude and direction of such changes is vitaL 

It was concluded, therefore, that in studying beef supply in New 

Zealand it is desirable for the sake of value and meaningfulness, 

to focus on each mawl supplying soul,'ce in turn, recognising the 

probable existence of a significantly different supply function in 

each case, 

4. PRICES TO PRODUCERS 

Payments to producers for beef killed for export are 

based on a price schedule, which is drawn up by an association 

of the meat export companies, and which is revised weekly. 

Each carcase is weighed and graded. Prices paid for beef 

killed for local consumption tend to follow the export schedule 

fairly closely for mos t of the year, especially in the North Island, 

even though much buying is by quotation for the live animal on a 

per head basis on the farm. Local butcher s are inclined to offer 

a slight premium above the export schedule in order to obtain 

high quality animals. Payments for beef in the spring period, 

1 This, of course, supposes that prime 
such and not as manufacturing be~f. 
an inconceivable alternative. 

young beef is exported as 
This latter is by no means 
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both by meat export companies and local butchers, tend to rise above 

schedule rates for a few months when supply is 13hort. 

General beef prices have shown a marked rise since the 

war. Taking opening beef export schedule prices as indicator s 

of seasonal levels, the price (undeflated) for top grade steer carcase 

beef rose 400 per cent from 4. 5 cents per pound in 1946/47 to 18, 0 

cents per pound in 1968/69 with a marked dip in 1956/57
1

. Opening 

boner cow and boner bull prices have shown an even greater rise 

over the same period, and without the same dip in 1956/57. On a 

per pound of carcase weight basis, both boner cow and boner bull 

were worth 56. 5 per cent of the value of top grade steer in 1946/47, 

rose to being worth more in the late 1950's, and in 1968/69 the 

figures were 94.5 per cent and 112 per cent respectively. As 

far as prime animals are concerned, Table 4 provides evidence 

for changes in the schedule favouring:-

(i) The lighter animal - the upper weight limit 

of the maximum price grade has gradually, 

though erratically, fallen; 

(ii) Th~ leaner animal: especially in very recent 
11 

years, when carcases graded 'F. A. Q,' have 
" 111 

been worth as much as those graded 'G, A. Q, ' 

in the sameweight grade. 

The second of the se trends is exemplified by the introduction 

1 See Table 4, .p.: J 9.-

11 Fair average quality. 1 
III ~Good average quality. J 

It appears that the grading distinctiDn 
between F. A. Q. and G. A, Q, depends 
largely on the depth of fat cover on 
the carcase. 



TABLE 4 

Some undeflated Nor.~'h Island opening beef export 
schedule prices ~n~~we~ght grade margins 1946/47-1968/69 

Season J46/47 48 / 4, 9~ 50/ 51 ~;2 / 53 54/55 56/57 58/59 60/61 62/63 

I. Price f()r prin'le 
steer G. A. Q. (top 
weight grade) 4.5 5. 1 7.0 10.0 12.4 7.0 13.0 14.0 13.5 
(cents/lb carcase 
weight). 

~:<2., Price for prime 
steer F. A. Q" (top 
weight grade) as 87.0 84.5 83.5 88.5 86.5 78.5 90.5 ~g7.5 8,5.0 
per cent of Price 
l. 
--~-...-

-:< 3" Pric e for boner 
cow as ... per cent of 56.5 61. 0 68.5 46.0 68.5 100.0 104.0 78.5 74.0 

~- ... ' ".~-

~75. 0 price I. 
(varied) 

, .. ~.-,.'-'-'-. 

~:<4. Price for boner 
bull as per cent of 56.5 '61. 0 57.0 49.0 76.5 114.5 123.0 91. 0 96.5 
price 1. 

______ J 

Upper carcase weight all 
limit of top priced 840 720 720 weighJs 800 640 680 680 680 
weight grade (lbs). 

.. ; ... 
',' 

64/65 66/67 

15. 0 15.5 

100.0 100. ,0 

70.0 90.5 

90.0 HL.5 

740 740 

To nearest 0.5 per cent . 
Source N. Z. Meat Producers' Board's Annual Reports. 

68/69 

18.0 

,94.5 
I-' 

--0 . 

94.5 

122.0 

680 
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in Southlandiin''cbe: 1963/64 season, and over the whole South Island in 

1968, of a system known as 'Yield Grading I, and designed to discourage 

over -fatnes s in beef animals produced for slaughter. Under this system 

there are three divisions of IG. A. Q. I corresponding to different 

percentages of red meat yielded after boning-out and fat trimming, 

Only a carcase in the fir st of these I G. A. Q. ~ grade divisions (i, e, 

over 62 per cent meat yield) is worth more than a IF. A. Q, I graded 

carcase. 

5. TOTAL CATTLE SLAUGHTER 

Each year about one third of the total cattle population is 

slaughtered. In 1966/67 total slaughterings amounted to 2.43 m. 

head comprised as follows: 

Calves 
{

Bobby calves 

Vealers (up to 3601bs. carcase weight) 

He-.ifers 

Steers 
Cattle 

Cows 

Bulls 

Source N. Z. Dept. of Agric. 
Unpublished data. 

1. 10m, 

.13 m . 

. 48 m, 

.53 m. 

.07 m. 

2.43 m. 
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These figures, and the averages for several preceding 

years are illustrated in Figure L A comparison with the livestock 

levels immediately above in this figure gives an indication of the 

proportion of each agel sex class slaughtered annually, Bobby 

calves are slaughtered at a few days of age and thus this does 

not appear in the livestock figures. 

There are no known data available to show the break-up 

of each of these agel sex classes slaughtered, as between beef and 

dairy breeds, Nevertheles s indications are that:-

(i) virtually all the bobby calves are from the 

dairy herd; 

(ii) most of the steers and heifers are beef-breed 

animals; 

(iii) the cow slaughterings of dairy and beef animals 

are roughly in the same proportion as the 

respective breeding cow populations, 

Animal slaughterings of beef and dairy animals (and 

quantitie s of total beef production) show considerable year to year 

fluctuations 0 Short run fluctuations aside, there has been a long 

run increase in annual cattle slaughterings, but only a slight 

increase in calf slaughterings, as'shown by the following figures: 

Year 

1949 

1959 

1967 

Calf slaughter 
(000 head) 

1204 

1222 

1217 

Cattle slaughter 
(000 head) 

662 

962 

1212 

Source: N, Z. Farm Production Statistics 

It is apparent that recently about one half of the total 

cattle born in this country have been slaughtered in their first 

year, and a high proportion of these in their first few days of life, 
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6. BONE-IN (CARCASE-BASIS) BEEF & VEAL PRODUCTION 

1966/ '67 slaughterings yielded a total weight of carcase (bone

in) beef of 297.0 thousand tons. Of this total, the category 'veal' makes 

up only 25.6 thousand tons, or about 8i per cent, despite the fact that it 

derives from one half of all the animals slaughtered (1.10 m. bobby 

calves plus. 12 m. vealers). These proportions are also illustrated 

in Figure 1, p. 5. 

Figure 4 (p. 23) shows graphically the changes in total 

cattle and beef breeding cow numbers since 1950. When this Figure 

is compared with Figure 5, which illustrates the growth of total 

beef and veal production (bone-in) over the same period, it will be 

noticed that both show some cyclical nature but that a slight time 

lag effect exists. Rapid increases in beef production tend to follow 

behind rapid increases in breeding stock. However, it is only to 

be expected that when the national beef herd in general, or the 

br~eding herd in particular, are being built up faster than normal 

by the retention of a greater proportion of young females as 

replacements, that increases in beef production will be lower 

than normal, and perhaps even negative. 

7. DISPOSAL OF TOTAL BEEF PRODUCTION 

In 1966/67 New Zealand's direct domestic consumption 

of beef took 132. 1 thousand tons (44. 5 per cent) of the total bone -in 

beef production, leaving 164. 8 thousand tons to be exported directly, 
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~ 'I FIGURE 4 

4. 0 Annual beef cattle number s 1953 -1967. / 
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Up to 1955: All beef cows 
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FIGURE 5 Annual beef production and exports 1953/54 - 1965/66 
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to be sold for ships stores, or to be canned. The relative importances 

of each of these four dispositions, for this and previous years, are 

shown in Figure 6 (p.25). 

ships stores is negligible .. 

IE can be seen that the quantity going to 

Between 1962/63 and 1966/67 an average of 8,447 tons 

(bone -in) of beef and veal went to canning. From this, in the same 

year s, an average of 3, 624 tons of canned beef and veal was 

produced of which 2,538 tons (70 per cent) was exported, leaving 

1,086 tons to be consumed in New Zealand. 

DomesticconsUITlption of beef and veal has risen rather 

more steadily than exports since 1953/54 while apparently still 

showing some response to price 1 and the general economic climate. 

Residual beef and veal production (bone-in) lefLavailable for export 

and canning, taken as total production less domestic consumption, 

is also shown graphically in Figure 5 (p. 23). Annual fluctuations 

aside, it appears that"'.:beJ:§"i exports have been gradually rising in 

recent years. Ward (1968) argues that this is not the case. 

However his figures for export tonnages are generally lower than 

those shown above, and appear to represent tonnages actually 

shipped. If this is the case they may be confused by the trend 

towards gr eater boning -out of export beef in recent year s. This 

1 Internal retail price appears to follow export price and hence the 
general level of world market prices. This conclusion follows a 
comparison of the opening beef schedule series presented in part 
in Table 4 (p. 19) and a New Zealand retail average (weighted) 
price series for beef cuts compiled by Yandle (1968). However 
the as sodated fluctuations in retail price are generally of a much 
lower relative magnitude, suggesting that alar ge part of whole
sa'le price fluctuations are not pas sed on to the consumer. 
Yandle I s work tends to confirm thle,o:;. 
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in recent years. 
(see appendice s 3 & 4) 

Beef Production 
Sept. years 

Ships stores canting 

=~ 

Veal Produ.ction 

Local cons. 
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trend has resulted in car case beef production for export rising while 

net weight exported reITlains roughly the sallie, FurtherITlore, 

exaITlination of the figures he used suggests that Ward's 10 year 

period begins near a peak of the beef 'cycle' and ends in a trough, 

thus giving an incorrect picture of the true long-run period, 

Very little data is available on disposition by agel sex 

carcase source, but it appears that consuITlption in New Zealand 

is ITlainly of the better quality beef deriving froITl priITle steer, 

priITle heifer, and heavy vealer aniITlals, EstiITlates of the 

disposition of cow, ox/heifer and bull beef for one year as 

between local consuITlption and export can be seen illustrated 

iIi Fig}lre 7.(p, 27), These estiITlates have been derived as 

follows: 

1. FroITl statistics of annual beef production (bone-in) 

and annual slaughter the annual average car case weight 

can be calculated. This was 507 lb. in 1965/66, 

2, It is assuITled that average ox/heifer, cow, and 

3. 

bull carcase weights approxiITlate to 520, 9.00, and 570 lb. 

respectively in this year. When ITlultiplied by the 

respective slaughter figures for this year (see Appendix 2) 

these average carcase weights would give bone-in 

production figures of cow beef 109,2 thousand tons, 

heifer/ox beef, 140,2 thousand tons, bull beef, 15,3 

thousand tons, and total carcase beef, 264.7 thousand 

tons. This last figure COllies very close to the actual 

figure for this year of 265.3 thousand tons (see Appendix 4) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

As sUITling that: 

5 per cent of all boner beef exported is ox/heifer 

All chilled beef exported is ox/heifer, 

All bonele s s beef and beef cuts weights should be 

ITmltiplied by 1. 4 to obtain the corresponding bone-
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FIGURE ::&. 
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in weights (this aSSUITles, in turn, a saleable triITlITled 

ITleat yield frOITl the averftgeccarcase 6£ approxiITlately 

71i per cent), 

then the approxiITlate quantities exported fr OITl each clas s 

of aniITlal slaughtered (bone-in basis) can be estiITlated frOITl 

the export ITleat production figures (Appendix 5). 

L Deduction froITl estiITlates of totaLproduction obtained 

in step 2. above of estiITlates of export quantities obtained 

in step 3. leaves derived estiITlate s of local consuITlption 

lor each clas s of aniITlal slaughtered. 

The significance of Figure 7 lies particularly in the 

fact that cow beef in this year ITlade up 57 per cent of all beef 

exported, but only 41 per cent of beef produced. The pattern 

of local consuITlption is unlikely to change to any great extent. 
f 

If it is as sUITled that the proportions froITl each category do 
~) 

" 1 
not change but that local consuITlption rises by 5 per cent , 

while at the saITle tiITle total beef production rises by 30 per 

cen~ll (in the saITle proportions of ox/heifer, cow and bull), then 

a considerable change in the pattern of exports is iITlplied: 

1 Annual increases in local beef consuITlption average 1. 95 per 
cent over the years 1955/56 - 1966/67 approxiITlately the 
saITle rate of increase as for the New Zealand population. 

11 Annual increases in total beef production average 4.5 per 
cent over the years 1960/61 - 1966/67, but indications 
point to a ITluch higher rate of increase than this in the 
last 2 year s. 
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1965/66 

Total Production Local Consumption Export 

Ox/Heifer 140.2 96.4 43.8 

Cow 109.2 33.6 75.6 

Bull 15.3 1.7 13.6 

With above changes 

Total Production Local Consumption Export 

Ox/Heifer 182.3 10IJ2;~ 81.1 

Cow 142.0 35.3 106.7 
(125.6) (90.3) 

Bull 20,0 1.8 1802 

% Change 

Total Production Local Cons umption . Export 

Ox/Heifer 30% 5% 85.2% 

Cow 30% 5% 41.1% 
(15% ) (19.4)% 

Bull 300/0 5% 33.8% 

In this hypothetical example exports of ox/heifer beef 

have risen twice as fast as exports of cow beef. In fact, if recent 

trends give any indication, then 'beef' cattle will increase in future 

at a much faster rate than 'dairy' cattle, and a considerable part 

of such 'beef' cattle increase will be achieved with the raising of 
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'dairy beef' animals and therefore without a proportionate increase in 

'beef' breeding cow number s. Rather than as sume that beef production 

in the three categories will rise proportionately, therefore, it may be 

more logical to expect that cow beef production will increase by only 

about 15 per cent while ox/heifer beef p~oducticin::increases by 30 per 

cent. Under these assumptions cow beef exports would rise by only 

19.4 per cent while ox/heifer beef exports increased by 85,2 per cent. 

In absolute terms these increases are 14.7 (cow beef) and 37.3 

(ox/heifer beef) thousand tons respectively. 

While some cow beef is expected as cuts, and some ox/ 

heifer beef is in the 'boner' or 'manufacturing' category, it seems 

apparent from the above examples that in the next few years 

New Zealand beef exporter s will have to develop their over seas 

markets for primal cuts to a greater extent than their markets 

for manufacturing beef, or else forgo the now smaller premium 

for primal beef and sell this type as manufacturing beef. 

Note that in the first example above an 'across the 

board' increase of carcase beef production of 30 per cent implied 

an 'across the board' increase in exports of 55 per cent. Export 

market expansion will have to proceed at a much faster rate 

than production increases under the current trends where 

proportional production increases far exceed local demand 

increases. 
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8. CLASSES OF BEEF EXPORTS 

A short re sume of the various type s of beef exported from 

New Zealand and their relative importance in 1966/67 is given in 

Table 5. Once again the available statistics yield a very incomplete 

picture as to the derivation of these export classes, in terms of 

the categorie s of animals slaughtered. 

While the weight of beef expbrts has not increased at 

any great rate over the last decade, the Rroportions of the different 

types of beef exported have undergone marked changes, with the 

developm~nt of some new overseas markets, the loss of others, 

and associated changes in schedule price proportions. Table 6, 

shows the quantity of each clas s of beef exports for every second 

season in the post-war period. 

Chilled beef exports were relatively important in the 

years preceding World War II, and again for a period in the 1950's, 

but have now declined to an insignificant level. Frozen beef is 

by fal' the major constituent by value, and by weight, of New Zealand's 

beef exports. Similarly, of the general category 'frozen beef', 

boned-out lm,ver quality 'processing' or 'manufacturing' beef is by 

far the most important and is largely derived from dairy animals. 

Bobby veal exports have fluctuated, but show:in!<il definite 

long run trend in either direction. Large increases occurred in 

the export of bonele s s bull and boneles scow / ox/heifer freight packs 

in the late 1950's corresponding to the development of the United 

States market for New Zealand manufacturing-grade beeL However, 

after 1960 the volume of this trade increased only slowly until the 

most recent year s when it has again shown a substantial increase. 

Exports of frozen beef quarters show considerable 

year to year fluctuations. It should be noted that in the years of 

high levels of chilled quarter-beef exports, frozen quarter-beef 



TABLE 5 

Breakdown of New Zealand's beef and veal exports 1966/67 

Main Class 

Veal 

Chilled beef 

Frozen beef 

Sub-class Condition at export 

Bobby-veal Boneless in 60lb freight 
Qacks (frozen) 

Export-veal Frozen as sides, 
quarters and cuts 

- Quarter s and cuts 

Boneless 60lb freigh4: lFa:Cb 

Quarters 

Cuts 

Totals 

. Quahtity" Value Main live
animal 
sources 

: .;~O.OD~fon:s·}.'3 ($m NZ (per cent 
{o. b. ) of total) 

Surplus dairy 6.93 
calves 
100 to 250lb steer 
and heifer carcases 
(l60lb preferred) 2.45 

9.38 5.11 8.0 
Prime 'beef'-breed 
steers and heifers .36 0.35 0.5 
Mainly cull cows and 
bulls of both 'beef' 
and dairy breeds. 68.75 
Some lower grade 
steer s and heifers 
Mainly 'beef'-breed 
steer s and,heifer s, 
with a few higher 6.12 
grade beef cows and 
young bulls. 
As for Quarter s, but 22.76 
no bull meat. 

97.63 58.49 91. 5 

07.37 63.91 100.0 

Sources 'N. Z. Exports' and 'N. Z. Meat Markets' annual series for quantitY:T 
and value data used. 

W 
N 



TABLE 6 

Annual eroduction for ex~rt of the tnain beef classes in the 
post-war periocl (figures are for every second season) 

(Units: 1 & 2 000 quarters 
3, li. 5, & 6 000 60 1b freight packs) 

Season 
Beef class 1946/7 1948/9 1950/1 1952/3 1954/5 1956/7 1958/9 1960/1 1962/3 1964/5 1966/7 (1967/8)* 

1 ) Chilled quarters 3.7 243.4 330.9 5.9 10.6 3.0 7.3 . (1. 8 ) 

2) Frozen beef & 
veal quarters 1,015.6 597.5 307.6 399.1 638.9 716.5 399.0 363.8 199.3 552.1 188.9 (166.0) 

Total quarter 
beef 1,015.6 50.7. 5 307.6 402.8 882.3 1,047.4 404.9 374.4 202.3 559.4 188.9 (168.0) 

-. 
31 Boneless bobby 

veal 278.8 317.2 227.5 111.9 339.8 320.5 246.2 323.2 348.9 345.7 260.6 (262.0) 

4) Boneless bull 1 ( 98.7 204.0 284.1 318.7 394.9, 363.4 411. 3 386.9 (426.0) 

5) Boneless cow, ' 
531. 8 542.4 645. 9 ~ 238.7. 732.8 1,193.1 1,627.6 1,553.6 1,633.4 1,666.4 2,177.4 (2924,0) 

steer, heifer. ( 
i 

6) Frozen beef I 
191. 6 

and veal cuts 
\... 26.7 120.0 ·451. ° 518.6 1,849.6 700.5 856.2 (1161.0) 

Total boned-
out beef (bobby 531. 8 542.4 645.9 364.1 1,056.8 1,668.8 2,397.3 2,467.1 3,846.4 2,778.2 3,420.5 (4511.0) 
veal excluded) 

Source N. Z. Meat Producers' Boa;t"d's Annual Reports 

* liN. Z. Meat· Market" figures. 
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exports also increased, - the former was apparently not at the expense of 

the latter. Another interesting feature is the contrary movements in the 

quantities of exports of frozen quarters on the one hand and beef cuts (a-;t1.1::l 

to ales ser extent boned out cow / ox/heifer) on the other. This would be 

consistent with these being to some degree substitute classes, having as 

their respective sources the same types of animal. The long run 

substitution has been quite markedly in favour of the boned-out product, 

with somewhat of a reversal in 1964/65 which later figures :irtciiC.ate;c 

was only temporary in nature, and which probably resulted from a 

shortage in Britain with consequent high prices there 1. 

9, VALUES OF EXPORT BEEF CLASSES 

In Table 5 the respective values (£. 0, b, N. Z. ) of the three 

main export clas se s of beef and veal (excluding canned) are given for 

the 1966/67 season, It should be noted that these value data apply 

for a June 30th year and therefore do not exactly correspond to the 

quantitYTdata given for the same seasons. Furthe.:h rid. s ere pa:p.~y· 0 c€ur s 

here because even in the same time period, quantities produced for 

export will not equal quantities actually shipped. Nevertheless, 

when several years data are considered in total these discrepancies 

1 The trend towards increased boning-out of beef exports has coincided 
with a decreasing dependence on the United Kingdom market for this 
product in recent year s: a trend which showed a temporary rever sal 
at this particular time. 
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become relatively minor. 

Figure 8 compares graphically the export value figures by 

clas ses for 1966/67 with those for the average of the previous three 

seasons. The main clas s 'frozen beef' is further broken down into 

several categories, and the data for Figure 8 is presented fully in 

Appendix 6. 

The growing, and already major importance of boned-out 

frozen beef in total beef and veal exports is apparent. In recent 

years the total value of such boned-out beef had been divided 

roughly equally between primal cuts and manufacturing bee£. 

However, further evidence exists here to support the suggestion 

of section 7 that the 'primal cuts' category has been and is likely 

in future to grow faster than the 'manufacturing' category. 

10. THE OVERSEAS DISPOSITION OF EXPORT BEEF AND 

VEAL, BY CLASS AND VALUE 

In the figures which follow, the revenues from exports of 

each of the frozen beef and veal classes for 1966/67 and for the 

averllge of the previous three seasons, are depicted diagrammatically 

for each of the main markets or market regions. These latter are 

clas sed here as follows: 

1. The U. K. 

2. The E.E.C. countries. 

3, The U. S. A, including Alaska but excluding Hawaii. 

4. Canada. 
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5. The Carribean Region, including all the West Indies, 

Cuba, and some mainland Central American countrie s. 

6. The Pacific Region, including Hawaii and U, S.Pacific 

bases, the Phillipines,. Hong Kong, and other Pacific 

Island groups. 

7. Japan. 

8. Malaysia and Si:p.gapore. 

9. Aden, Cyprus and Greece. 

The category lother I for those countries not included above, was 

insignificant for most categories in most years, and is shown only 

in the corresponding appendices - 6,7,8 and 9. In the cases of 

the three frozen beef classes, the sources (by weight), broken down 

as far as the statistics allow by animal age / sex clas s, ar e also 

shown; 1967/68 figures were also available here at the time of 

writing and are included to illustrate the considerable rise in 

export beef production between 1966/67 and 1967/68. 

The key to bar-graph figures 9,10,11 and 12 which follow 

is as before, with a finer line shading being introduced for 

representation of the single year 1967/68: 

tz1 - avo 1963/64 - 1965/66 

fQQ! - 1966/67 

~ - 1967/68 

In general terms these figures exernplify the very large and 

i:p.creasing dependen«e on the U.S. market in recent years. At 

the same time as shipments .to, the U,S. market have been expanding, 

shipvnents to some other markets, in particular the E. E, C., have 

shown a marked contraction. The evidence suggests that this 

latter contraction has in general taken place as a result of the 
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FIGURE 11 Sources and Destination of N. Z. Frozen Beef Cuts 
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FIGURE 12 Sources and Destination of N. Z. Frozen Beef Freight-Carcases 
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greater financial at1tractiveness of the U. S. ITlarket to exporters, rather 

than because of increased restrictions on entry to these other ITlarkets. 

If further increases in our exports to the U. S. are to be severely liITlited 

by recent new legislation, and beef production available for export is 

to rise at a ITluch greater rate than this (as seeITlS alITlost certain), then 

other non- U. S. ITlarkets will have to be re-exPilndedor developed anew. 

In SOITle ITlarkets, such as the E. E. C., quantitative restrictions exist 

and the allocation of licences for iITlports in anyone year are likely 

to depend to a considerable extent on the level of trade in the pr evious 

year. The abandonITlent of such ITlarkets in recent years by the ITleat 

exporting cOITlpanies ITlay well turn out to have been to their (and the 

whole country's) disadvantage in the long terITl. It is unlikely that 

any over seas beef iITlporting country or firITl would desire to be 

regarded as a 'spilli-'over' ITlarket for our beef in SOITle years only. 

It ITlay be desirable, at least froITl New Zealand's point of view, 

that, in anyone year, SOITle short run profits be foregone in order 

to ITlaintain regular ITlarkets. 

Figur e 10 supports earlier data which illustrated the declining 

level of bone-in quarter beef exports. 

Another interesting feature is evidenced by Figures 11 and 12. 

It would appear that in total, roughly the saITle revenue is derived froITl 

frozen beef cuts as froITl ITlanufacturing beef, with three tiITles the 

bone-out weight in the latter case. This would, of course, be 

inconsistent with the recent narrow ITlargin between priITle and boner 

carcase prices in the producers export schedule. The error steITls, 

however, froITl a confusion in terITlinology in the two statistical data 

sources used. Listed below are (l) the export production quantities 

of frozen bone ."out beef exports for 1966/67, published by the New 

Zealand Meat Producer I3f~ BoarA, and (2) the actual quantities of 

frozen bone -out beef shipped in 1966/67, published by the New Zealand 



Departrn.ent of Statistics (both bone-out weights, 000 tons): 

(l) Export Frozen, bone -out Beef 

Production 1966/67 (1967/68) 
(Septern.ber year) 

(2) Frozen, bone-out Beef 
Shipments 1966/ (57 

(June year) 

Ox & heifer cuts fr/cs. 20.15 (27. 06) 

Cow cuts fr / cs. 2.61 (;;3(46) 

22.76 Cuts in cartons 39.90 

Boneless cow, ox, Cow / ox/heifer 

heifer fr / c s; 58.43 (78.32) -in/cartonsi' " ,.,1 35.75 

Boneles s Bull fr / c s. 10.32 (11.4) Bull in cartons 9. 02 

91. 11 

Bull, cow / ox/ 
heifer, and cuts 
not in cartons .86 

85.53 

(N. Z, Meat Producers Board) (N. Z. Dept. of Statistics) 

n. b. 'fr / c s. "" 601b. freightc.ca:r'ea'sc.e'S. 

Sorn.e discrepancy between the totals above is to be 

expected for reasons discussed earlier, and lthis gives little cause 

for concern. However there is obviously a rn.ajor difference in the 

basis for classification of bone-out cartoned beef between the two 

series. The sarn.e discrepancy is apparent in other years. 

The explanation for this discrepancy appear s to lie 

in the fact that sorn.e rn.anufacturing quality beef is packed as~outs', 

This appears to be described as 'boneles s' beef in the freezing 

corn.pany returns, to distinguish it frorn. the higher-priced prirn.al 

cuts, while at the ports it is recorded strictly as 'cartoned cuts '. 

Assurn.ing this to be the case, then the Meat Board series (series (1) 



above) will give a better indication of the relative quantities of primal 

cuts and manufacturing quality beef in the bone -out beef exported - viz. 

a manufacturing primal ratio of about 3: 1 in recent year s rather 

than the 1:1 suggested by series (2) above. 

Obviously this anomaly to a certain extent invalidates 

the comparison of quantity data from series (1) above with value data 

from serUis (2) above in Figures 11 and 12. We can not take the 

value data of series (2) as truly indicative of the overseas disposition 

of, respectively, manufacturing bone-out beef and primal bone-out 

beeL However, the overall picture of disposition is fortunately 

faidy similar for both categories, with the U. S. market dominating 

in both cases. 

Other general observations can be made. Non U. S. 

markets are in total more important, and have tended to be expanded 

along with the U. S. market in recent years, in the case of primal 

cuts. The growth of the U. S. manufacturing beef market, on the 

other hand, has tended to be partly at the expense of other markets 

for this beef clas s, which now are in total rather insignificant in 

quantities taken. 

11. SUMMAR Y AND CONCLUSIONS 

The rate of increase in total cattle numbers in New 

Zealand between 1965 and 1967 showed a marked up-turn as compared 

with the average over the previous 10 years. In both periods beef 

cattle numbers have grown at a considerably greater rate than dairy 



cattle numbers, so that an increasing proportion of total cattle have 

been~das sed as beef cattle. 

Increases in live cattle nmnbers have been paralleled 

by increases in total cattle meat production. At the same time 

there is evidence for changes in the proportions of different: types 

of meat in this total, due to: 

(a) Changes in the rate of increase of the live 

herd - with faster rates of increas e more 

heifers are retained for breeding purposes 

and eventually slaughtered as old cull cows. 

(b) Changes in the proportions of Ibeefl and 

Idairyl animals slaughtered, with changes 

in the respective populations of these types -

beef from Idairyl sources is largely of Ibonerl 

or Imanufacturingl quality. 

(c) Changes in the average age of slaughter of 

certain types of non-breeding animals, 

particularly Idairy- beefl steers and heifers 

not required as breeding replacements, a 

growing proportion of which are now being 

raised to beef weights. 

Over the last 15 year s or so per head domestic 

consumption of beef and veal has not increased significantly: 

horne consumption has tended to increase at approximately the 

same rate as population, and at a considerably lower rate than 

cattle-meat production. Consequently the residual for export 

(in bone-in terms - carcase or carcase equivalent weights) has 

increased at a much greater rate than total production. In the 

15 year s between 1951/52 and 1966/67 this l' esidual increased 

by 140 per cent at the same time as production increased by 



only 55 per cent. 

Total cattle -ITleat production, in quantity terITls, is at 

present split in approxiITlately the ratio 10:1 between the two ITlajor 

categories beef and veal. SiITliiar proportions of total production 

in both categories are exported. However veal production and exports 

unlike those of beef, have reITlained approxiITlately static in recent 

years. 

The quantities of beef and veal production going to 

s hips store s are negligiMa'.. The canning industry, while still 

a relatively ITlinor outlet, has taken rapidly increasing quantities 

of beef in recent years, the ITlajor portion of which is subsequently 

exported. 

With a fairly constant hOITle deITland pattern, changes 

in the proportions of 'priITle' and 'boner' beef in total production 

(noted above) are largely passed on to export quantities where their 

relative effect is greater. There is good evidence to suggest that 

if present trends continue, then:-

(i) Quantities of beef exported will rise rapidly in 

c oITling year s, 

(ii) A rapidly increasing proportion of total beef 

exports will be ITlade up of priITle quality beef, 

and the expansion of ITlarket outlets for this 

type ITlay present the major problem in the. 

iITlITlediate future. Prime quality beef has 

been a relatively ITlinor part of total beef 

exports froITl this country over the last decade. 

Coupled with changes in quality proportions outlined 

above have been ITlarked changes in the state of beef at export. 

Apart froITl the sITlall quantities canned, virtually all export beef 

is now frozen: the quantities exported chilled are now of little 
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s ignificanc e, A marked trend towards increased boning-out of frozen 

beef for export is evidenced in recent years. In 1966/67 only 8 per 

cent (by value) of frozen beef exports was in the bone-in (quarter beef) 

form. Such product differentiation almost certainly gives more 

flexibility for marketing and in this sense alone is desirable. 

The present market situation is highlighted by a very 

heavy, and perhaps therefore risky, dependence on the U. S. markeL 

There has been a tendency for this market to take an increasing 

proportion of total beef production, with few signs of efforts to 

diver sify away from this lucrative market being apparent. Is 

such diversification desirablei 

What of the future? This bulletin is intended to be 

largely descriptive in the presentation of background material on 

several aspects of the N. Z. Beef Industry, Predictions will not 

be made, but one important point for the future appears to deserve 

mention. If, as the author believes, present prices favour beef 

production over sheep production in most farming districts, and 

long run market prospects for beef are perhaps better than all 

our other major farm products, then there is good reason to 

believe that recent rapid rates of beef cattle expansion, say of the 
1 . 

order of 8 per cent per year, cR:t1!lb'e expected to continue into 

the future. If domestic consumption at the same time rises by 

only 1 per cent per year, then increases in quantities exported 

(bone -in basis) of the order of 13 per cent per year are implied, 

This is only an average figure, and individual year increases may 

well considerably exceed this on occasions. If all beef exports 

1 Maintained increases of up to 15 per cent or so per year 
in beef cattle numbers ci:m be shown to be technically 
feasible, but are unlikely for institutional and social reasons. 



increase by 13 per cent per year, then prime beef exports may rise, 

following the principles of earlier discussion (see p.26), by somethipg 

of the order of 20 per cent per year. Inc rea s e s of thi s magnitude will 

tax the marketing resources of the exporting companies concerned and 

point to the need for formal market research and greatly increased 

market development effort. 



APPENDIX I Live Cattle in N. Zo as at 31 January (000 head) 

Cows & dry Calves < lyr. Heifers> lyr. Steers BuHs Total 
cows> 2yrs old old > lyr. '?2yrs Cattle':<>:< 

old & Bulls old 
1-2yrs. 

Total Dairy Total Dairy :::J!otal Dairy Total Total 

1961 3088 (1958) 1387';< (546)':< 1049 (534) 834':< 88 6445 
1962 3182 (1994) 1406'!< (520)':< 1121 (559) 81l* 79':< 6598 
1963 3197 (2015) 1486':< (508)':< ll57 (545 ) 770':< 81 ':< 6691 

3-year average 
61/63 3156 (1989) 1426':< (525)* 1109 (546) 808':< 81 ':< 6578 

1964 (2032) 1419':< (502)':< (525 ) 6696 
:~ 

3149 llOl 841':< 87':< <,0' .. 
1965 3251 (2057) 1422':< (529)>:< ll08 (522 ) 938':< 84 6802 
1966 3402 (2118) 1597':< (610)':< ll58 (567 ) 977':< 85 7218 

3-year average 
64/66 3301 (2069) 1479':< (547)':< 1122 (538) 91 9':< 85':< 6905 

1967 3567 (2160) 1800':< (646)':< 1265 (634) 1026':< 89 7747 

1968 82 I 7 ':<>:<>:< 

Source : N. Z. Dept. Statistics - Farm Production Statistics (annual series) 

,,- These figures are the author's estimates based an the source data. -" 
.. i"oJ ... Total cattle figures may not exactly correspond to row totals due to "1 ........ ('· 

rounding errors. 
~!< ,:(~:( Provisional figure only. 



APPE:-I"DIX II N. Z. Annual Cattle Slaughter (OOO.head; 30 SeEtember rears) 

3-year 3-year 
1960/61 1961/62 1962/63 average 1963/64 1964/65 1965/66 average 1966/67 1967/68 

1960-63 1963/66 

II) Meat Export Works & 
Abattoirs: 

Calves (up to 601b. 
carc. ) 1191 1270 1283 1248 1244 1117 1010 1123 1102 1124 

Vealers \60-360Ib. 
carc. I 103 139 126 123 144 110 89 114 114 108 

Heifers 87 116 152 118 169 164 144 159 129 154 
Steers 311 370 436 372 434 419 460 438 471 598 
Cows 502 643 603 583 590 470 489 516 530 651 
Bulls 64 64 63 64 66 61 60 62 67 77 

U1 

Tot. calves 1294 1409 1409 1371 1389 122.7 1098 1238 1215 1231 0 

Tot. adult cattle 964 1194 1254 1137 1258 1114 1153 1175 1197 1480 

. (2) Rural Slaughter 
house & Farm 
Killings 

Calves 4 4 2 

Adult Cattle 30 24 15 

(3) Overall Totals: 

Calves 1299 1413 1412 1375 1392 1231 1102 1242 1217 

Adult Cattle 995 1224 1282 1167 1286 1138 1172 1199 1212 

All Cattle 2294 2637 2694 2542 2678 2369 2274 2441 2429 

Sources 1. N. Z. Department of Agriculture - unpublished data. 

2. N. Z. DepartInent of Statistics - Farm Production Statistics (annual series). 



APPEN DIX III Total N. Z. Cattle Meat Production & DisEosal (Bone-in) (30 Seetember years: 000 tons) 

1960/61 
1961/62 
1962/63 

3-yr. average 1960-63 

1963/64 
1964/65 
1965/66 

3-yr. average 1963-66 

1966/67 
1967/68 
1968/69 

Production Diseosal 
Veal Beef 

24.5 212.0 
29.2 252.6 
26.9 266.2 

26.9 243.6 

28.1 258.9 
24.7 246.7 
22.0 265.3 

24.9 257.0 

25.6 271. 4 

Source 

Total Veal 
Export 'Ships Canning Local 

Stores Consumption 
236.5 15.8 .3 1.3 7.2 
281. 8 18.8 .1 1.3 9.0 
293.1 17.4 .1 .4 9.0 

270.5 17.3 .2 1.0 8.4 

287.0 15.4 .1 2.6 10.0 
271. 4 12.4 .1 2.4 9.7 
287.3 11. 0 .1 1.3 9.6 

281. 9 12.9 .1 2. 1 9.7 

297.0 13.4 .2 1.7 10.3 

N. Z. Department of Statistics - Industrial Production 
Statistics (annual series) 

Beef 
Export Ships 

Stores 
108.2 .8 
141. 0 .5 
142.1 .5 

130.4 .6 

139.4 .5 
118.8 .6 
132.5 .8 

130.2 .7 

140.5 .8 

Canning Local 
Consumption 

4.4 98.6 
4.8 106.3 
4.8 118.8 

4. 7 107.9 

5.8 113.1 
6. 7 120.7 
8.2 123.8 

6.9 119.2 
lJl 

8.3 121. 8 



APPENDIX IV Canned Beef & Veal : Production & Disposal (tons) 

Canned Beef Canned Veal 
Production Export Approx. N. Z. Production Export Approx. N. Z. 
(Sept. year) (June yr) Cons uITlption (Sept. year) (June->)IT. ): Cons UITlpt ion 

1962/63 2021 1413 109 335 
1963/64 2813 1785 937 316 
1964/65 2735 1695 1008 876 
1965/66 3605 2163 514 819 
1966/67 3807 2550 570 737 

5-yr. average 1962-67 2296 1912 375 628 617 11 

(ii: 

Source Production Data; N. Z. DepartITlent of Statistics - Industrial Production 
Statistics (Annual series) 

r' 

Export Data; N. Z. DepartITlent of Statistics - N. Z. Exports (annual 
series) 



APPENDIX V: Value (f. o. b.) of N. Z. IS Beef & Veal Exports by Categories ($N. Z. m) 

FROZEN BEEF: 
Baby beef quarter s 
GAQ ox/heif. 

quarters 
F AQ ox/heif. 
GAQ cow quarters 
F AQ cow quarter s 
Bull quarters 

Bone-out bull 
Boneles scow / ox/ 

heif. ,-
Boneless cuts 

Tot. Frozen Beef 

CHILLED BEEF: 

FROZEN VEAL: 

CANNED BEEF & 
VEAL: 

DRIED/SALTED 
BEEF & VEAL: 

Source 

1963/64 

.169 

3.681 
.301 
.365 

4.598 

22.592 
19.658 

51.363 

.250 

6.475 

1. 503 

.173 

1964/65 

.157 

5.346 
.707 
.925 

1. 351 

5: 637 

17.638 
19.404 

51. 165 

.449 

5.795 

2.002 

.147 

1965/69_: 3-yr .. average' 1966/67 
1963/66 

.445 

} 5.600 

.041 } 

5.555 3. 9.04 4.200 
.439 .255 
.481 S 1. 284 .267} .478 
.729 .211 

.003 

5.420 5.218 5.782 

15.095 18.442 21. 242 
21. 289 20. 117 26.780 

49.483 50.670 58.486 

.278 .326 .308 

4.848 5.706 5. III 

2.158 1. 888 2.491 

.168 .163 .136 

N. Z. Department of Statistics fiN. Z. Exportsll (annual series) 

(iT 
yJ 
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APPENDIX VI 

Value of N. Z. Veal eXEorts by type 
and market 1964-67 ($N.Z. m. f.o.b.) 

June year 1964/65 1965/66 2-yr average 1966/67 
1964-66 

(1) Bobby Veal Fr/cs. 
to: , 

h.K. .15 .09 .12 .08 
E.E.C. .20 · 10 · 15 .02 
U.S. (excl. ?acific) 1. 86 2.54 2.20 2,53 
Carribean Region .09 0.008 .09 .09 
Pacific region (inc. 

US-Padific) .11 · 15 .13 · 17 
Malaysia & Singapore .01 ,01 .03 
Aden, Greece, Cyprus .54 .42 .48 .17 

Other ,02 ,01 .01 .01 

TOTAL 2.97 3.40 3.18 3.09 

(2) Frozen Veal Cuts 
to: 

U.K. .04 .03 .04 .01 
U.S. (excl. Pacific) 1. 05 .52 .78 1. 22 
Carribean Region .05 .05 .05 .04 
Pacific region (incl. 

US-Pacific) .12 ,09 .10 · 15 
Malaysia & Singapo:re .03 .02 .02 .03 
Aden, Greece, Cyprus ,22. · 15 · 18 .06 

Other .02 .03 .03 · 02. 

TOTAL 1. 54 .88 1. 21 1. 52 

(3 ) Frozen Veal Sides & 
Quarters to: 

U.K. .09 .05 .07 .01 
E.E.C. .49 .07 .28 ,12 
(1"0 S. (excl. Pacific) .05 .02 
Carribean region .32 .21 .27 .23 
Pacific region (incl. 

US-Pacific) .05 .06 .06 .03 
Aden, Greece, Cyprus .23 · 16 · 19 .08 

Other .06 .02 .04 .01 

TOTAL 1. 29 .56 .93 .50 

Source N. Z. Department of Statistics - "N. Z. Exports" 
(~nnual s e rie s ) 
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APPENDIX VII 

N, Z, Frozen Beef Quarter Exports - Sources 
(by quantity and aniITlal type) and Disposal 

(by value and country) 

(a) Killings for 
Export: (000 tons) 

(bone-in) 
(Sept, 30 yrs) 

Ox & heifer 
Cow 
Bull 

1 963 / 64 1 964/ 6 5 1 965 / 66 " 3 ~ yr . 
3\,aVerage 

20.646 16,869 
2.329 10.827 

3.263 

13.379 
2.371 

.357 

1963-66 

16.965 
5.176 
1. 207 

4,774 
1. 338 

.008 

6,023 
1,371 

.005 

Source N, Z, Meat Producers Board - "N. Z. Meat Markets'! 
(annual series) 

(b) Export Shippings 
($ITl. June 30 yr s ): ) 
to: 

U,K, 1. 624 4,302 4.559 3.495 2.019 
E,E,C, 1. 290 2.180 .640 1. 370 .124 
U.S, (excl. Pacific) .373 .020 .045 .146 .017 
Canada . 131 .039 ,042 ,071 .092 
Carribean region .489 .884 .794 .722 .725 
Pacific region (incl. 

US-Pacific) . 115 .170 .195 .160 .158 
Japan .120 .225 .688 .344 .673 
Malaysia & Singapore .091 .232 .386 .236 .369 
Aden, Greece, Cyprus.276 .276 .240 .264 .208 

Other 

TOTAL 

Source 

.007 ,159 .060 ,075 .29& 
(ITlainly Israel) 

4.516 8,487 7.649 6.884 4.678 

N. z." DepartITlent of Statistics - "N, Z, 
Exports" (annual series) 
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APPENDIX VIII 

N. Z. Frozen Beef Cuts Exports - Sources 
(by quantity and aniITlal type) and 

Disposal (by value and country) 

(a) Killings for 
Export (000 tons, 
bone-out, Sept. 
30 years) 

., Ox & iheri.fer 
Cow 

Source 

(b) EX120rt Ship-
~s ($ITl. Lo.b., 
June 30 years) to: 

U.K. 
E.E.C. 
U.S. (excl. 

Pacific) 
Canada 
Carribean region 
Pacific region 

(incL US-
Pacific) 

Japan 
Malaysia & 

Singapore 
Aden, Greece, 

Cyprus, 

Other 

TOTAL 

Source 

1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 3-year 1966/7 1967/8 
average 
1963-66 

33.63816.31118.689 22. 879 20.150 27.060 
4.577 2.675 2.272 3.174 2.605 3.460 

N.Z. Meat Producers Board - "N. Z. Meat Market" 
(annual series) 

1. 330 4.642 6.525 3.722 6.239 
.166 .167 .094 .. 142 .024 

13.734 8.996 9.613 10.781 14.230 
.768 .844 . 511 .708 1. 256 
.860 1. 385 1.760 1. 335 1.827 

2. 121 2.353 1.6,58 2.074 1. 803 
.096 .087 .281: . 155 .454 

.264 .441 .408 .371 .623 

.154 .255 .233 .214 .230 

.074 .234 .206 . 171 .094 

19.658 19.404 21. 289 20. 11 7 26.780 

N. Z. DepartITlent of Statistics - "N. Z. Exports" 
(annual series) 
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APPENDIX IX 

N. Z. Frozen Boneless Beef Freight-Carcases 
Exports - Sources (by quantity and animal 
type and Disposal (by value and country) 

(a) ISillings for 
Export (000 tons, 
bone-out, Sept. 1963/4 1964/5 1965/6 3-year 

average 
1963-66 

1966/7 1967/8 
30 years) 

(b) 

Bull 
Cow/ox/ 

heifer 

Source 

EX120rt Ship-
]2ings ($m. £. o. b. 
June 30 years) to: 

U.K. 
E.E.C. 
U.S. (excL 

Pacific) 
Canada 
Carribean region 
Pacific region 

(incL U.S. 
Pacific) 

Japan 
Malaysia & 

Singapore 
Aden, Greece, 

Cyprus 

Other 

TOTAL 

10. 245 7.,7173 9.449 9.1Ji5 10.317 11.403 

43.40144.562 56.631 48.198 58.429 . 78.318 

N. Z. Meat Board - 'IN. Z. Meat Markets" 
(annual series) 

.605 2.543 2.236 1. 795 .895 

.047 3.104 0.574 3.725 .034 

24.47615.669 16.175 18.773 25.366 
.330 .104 .187 .207 .099 
.1 HI: .280 .232 .209 .203 

.849 .710 .322 .627 .218 

.040 .024 .250 .[05 .060 . 

.054 .177 .107 .113 .072 

.598 .262 .143 .334 .075 

.076 .402 .289 .256 .003 
((esp. (esp. 
W. EuropeJ Bulgaria) 

27.189 23.275 20.515 23.660 27.025 

Source : N. Z. Department of Statistics - "N. Z. 
Exports" (annual series) 
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