
WORLD RAW AND CANNED TUNA SITUATION 

By Liaqat Ali* 

There is a dearth of comprehensive and re
liable data on the w 0 r 1 d tuna economyY-
particularly about the disposition of tuna land
ings in such processed forms as frozen and 
canned tuna, and the consumption of various 
types of tuna. Des pit e these deficiencies, 
however, Tables 1 to 5 (world raw tuna land
ings and disposition) and Tables 6 to 10 (canned 
tuna production and disposi tion) provide a us e
ful partial picture. These figures ought to be 
looked at with care. A reconciliation of data 
in some tables has been found impracticable. 

Raw Tuna and Tunalike Fish 

From 1956 to 1965, w 0 rid landingsY of 
raw tuna, bonito, and skipjack increased con
tinuously from 1956 to 1963, with the excep
tion of 1960. They rose from 805,000 metric 
tons to 1. 3 million metric tons (Tables 1 and 
2)--an increase of 6.6 percent per annum but, 
in the last two years of the decade, fell by 
about 4 percent from 1963. Nevertheless, 
world landings in 1956 to 1965 rose 4.6 per
cent per annum. 

Of total landings of tuna and tunalike fish 
in 1956 and 1957, about 75 percent and 81 per
cent respectively1J' were use d for can ned 
production. Since then, the percentages have 
varied between 52 and 57. A detailed discus
sion of the canned tuna situation is given on 
pages 27-30. 

For 1956 -65, apparent direct world con 
sumption of raw tuna and tunalike fish has been 
arrived at in Table 5 by deducting from total 
landings the net exports of fresh and frozen 
tuna, and f res hand fro zen tuna used for 
canned -tuna production. The result follows: 

Apparent Raw Consumption 
Year (Table 5) 

Landed Wp,nn' 
1,000 Metric Tons 

1956. 276.6 
1957. 262.5 
1958. 410.2 
1959. 474.5 
1960. 432.4 
1961. . 592.3 
1962. . . 554.9 
1963. 592.2 
1964. 488.5 
1965. . 441.7 

The slight decline in 1960 reflected a 7 per- It is obvious that there is some serious dis-
cent reduction in Japanese landings and a 15 crepancyin the figures for 1956,1957, and 1958. 
percent reduction by "other countries II from 
1959. But in 1960 these two areas exceeded Japan A Leading Consumer 
their 1958 and 1959 landings. The decline in Based on Table 5 data, most of the apparent 
1964 is accounted for by a decline of 18 per- world direct consumption of fresh tuna takes 
cent in Peruvian and 8 percent in Ilother coun- place in less-developed countries. In 1956 
tries ll landings from 1963. In 1965, Peruvian and 1957, Japan, Turkey, and Peru accounted 
landings declined by 24 percent from 1964, for over 80 percent of apparent world direct 
and Japanese landings also fell slightly. On consumption of raw tuna; Japan IS share was 
the basis of a least squares regressionl!. the 57 percent and 66 percent, respectively. In 
upward trend in supplies in 1956 to 1965 was the following years, the share of these three 
maintained at an annual rate of 4.9 percent. countries in tot a 1 consumption of raw tuna 
However, between 1958, and 1965 the growth varied between 65 and 71 percent. Japan still 
rate slowed, and it rose only 3 percent per remained the largest single consumer, but its 
year. share fluctuated between 44 and 55 percent. 
~-------------------------------------------------------
*Economist, Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Ottawa, Canada. 
Note: The tuna and tunalike fish in this article include: Albacore, Bigeye Tuna, Bluefin Tuna, Bonitos, Frigate Mackerels, Little 

Tunas, Skipjack, Yellowfin Tuna, and various tunalike scombriforms. 
yFrom the beginning of 1956, FAa changed its fishery classification system. Hence the data prior to 1956 are not comparable. 

"World" excludes the Sino-Soviet Bloc. 
YOvex:..}O percent of total world landings are accounted for by Japan, U.S.A., and Peru. 
Y"Least squares regression" is a mathematical technique to produce the closest approximation of a line that will go through a set of 

data from the real world. It is used often to extend (project) a line on a chart to arrive at a likely future situation. It is used too 
to show a past situation. --Ed. 

iJThere appears to be some discrepancy in either the total landings figures or in the canned tuna production. The I at t e r figures are 
perhaps slightly more reliable because one would expect processing plants to supply mare definite data. However, reconciliation 
is not possible. 
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Tabl e 1 - Wo rld Total Landing' of Raw Tunas, 

Bonl to. and Skipla,cks, 1956 -65.!/ 
= . . -= - -

und ed Weight 

Year 
Total Equl va, l en t Used 

undings fo r C a nn 'd T un. 
Produc t Ion?:) 

. . • (Landed Weight, 1, 000 Metri c TolU) • .. 
1956 804. 7 604 . 0 
1957 811. 9 656 . 0 
1958 995 . 0 516. 0 
1959 1, 066.5 560 . 0 
1960 1, 057.1 598 . 0 
196 1 1, 234 .0 648. 0 

1956 2 . 2 
1957 1. 0 
195 Y 
1959 I. 1 
1960 1. 7 
196 1 1.1 
1962 1. 7 
19b3 1. 5 
1964 1. 8 

1962 1,243.1 644 . 0 
1963 1,257.6 664 . 0 1965 2.;.. . ....;;5~~~+._ 'I"-:-:-:-?f-~~~ -n,..-:-':'7T 

1964 1, 212 .0 670 . 0 
1965 1, 205.0 696.0 
~EXcluding Eastern Europe and China (Mainland). 

/World canned tuna produc tion has been converted to landed 
weight raw tuna basis by increasing the former (canned pro· 

. D run 

duc tion) by 100 percen t. 
~ource: FAO Yearbooks of Fishery Statistics. 

Table 2 - World Landings of Tunas , Boni tos, ilJld Skipjacks , 1956 - 19t15I7 

1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 ~3 ~ 1 I 5 

~: 
. (Land ed Weight , 1,000 MetrI C Tons) 

Angol a . · .. 10.0 10.6 10.8 14.4 8 . 6 8. 5 9 . 7 .5 7 . .4 
Morocco ••• 6. 0 7 . 0 16. 2 7.1 8. 9 8.1 8.5 . . . 6 
T unisia · .. 1. 5 1. 7 1. 3 - - - - . . .-t- ' -

~America: 
0.2 0.1 ?:J 0.2 0.2 0 . 1 0 . 3 0 . 5 1. 1 ~:~ Canada. • •. 

Cuba . - · . . 3. 2 3.0 1. 2 2.4 1. 
Mexico 0 . 8 0 . 6 2.7 4.1 3 .9 3. 4 4 • . \ 4. 5 

Ib~ 
4. 3 

U.S. A . · . 161. 2 146 . 8 159.0 141. 2 145 . 4 165.8 155 .7 !.!i::!~ I~ 
~. America: 

Argentina y ?:J ?:./ 1.1 2.1 1. 7 1.3 2 . 7 2 0 1.6 
Brazil . · . 6. 4 5 . 5 5.5 4.7 4. 3 2. 
Chile 5.4 2.6 4 .0 2 . 6 2. 4 3.7 2.4 2 . 7 . 2 11. 3 
Ecuador • 6. 8 9.9 11. 8 14. 8 19. 1 11.7 11.4 13.5 14.6 
Peru . 97.0 71.2 85.1 116.2 124 .1 134.2 11 3 . 9 I!!'--! YJ ·2 1,!.O 
~ 

China (Taiwan) 16 . 7 17 . 4 19 .9 21. 3 17.2 23 4 32.2 2 2 2 .5 
Israel 0.2 0 . 3 0 . 5 0 .5 0 . 5 0. 7 1.0 O. I 1 I 
Japan 356 . 6 397.6 455.0 518.3 483 . 9 593. 7 6 1.2 til 6lJ7 .0 .0 
Korea, South 2/ ~/ 2 2/ 2/ 2/ 2 2 . 5 . 4 
Turkey. 55. 5 40 .7 27. 6 II. 1 32 5 ~2.1 - 4.0 !2..2 11. 2 . ' 

~ 17 . 4 25 . 1 28.7 22 . 7 31. 8 30 .0 34.2 3 . 3 3S : ~ France . 
Greec e . 3 . 3 5 . 3 1.3 0.9 . . . I 3.4 . S 
Italy. . · 3.4 3. 3 2. 6 4.2 3.1 J 4.0 . 7 .4 
Portugal . 6 . 9 10.1 7.0 9.4 9.0 9 .0 11. 2 13. 3 

~I ~ 
118 

Spain 40 . 2 42 .2 56 . 2 43 . 9 4t1 6 35 . 3 53. B. ~I ~ ..ll.l. 
Oceania : 

4 .. LI ~.I .1.d AustralIa. 0 .5 1.0 1.4 2.5 3.2 ~.4 5 .0 
IOthers ••• . 18 . 4 21. 7 98 .1 124 . 5 106.4 I~~ 144 . 1 I 44 . :' I ;<! . Ib9 .• () 

Total . 804 . 7 811. 9 995 . 0 1, 066 . 5 1,057 .1 1,234 . 0 1,243.1 .1. I,~~ I,~~ . O I,ZU:' .1) -
1/Excluding uste m Europe and China (Ma inla nd ) . 
?: Negligible Or iDSlgniIlcant . 

I [Sourc e: FAOY ea rbooksofFishery StJ. t is t icsandU . S . Department 01 lnteflor, BCF , CorU . 5 . flgu~. 

1956 

4 . 4 .1. I 3. 5 

I 
3 . . 

5 -. 7 ;4 .1 102.1 12 . 
6. 6 

~ 
5. 1 7. 0 

2. 6 3 . ~ 

1. 4 1. 9 
12 . 2 10 . 25 . 7 

102 . 9 1:! i' . 5 I 5.2 
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World Exports Rose 

World exports of frozen tuna and tunalike 
fish ros from 86,300 metric tons in 1 56 to 
204,200m trictonsinl964(Table 3)--an 11.3 
percent rate p r annum. In 1963, however, 
hey declined 4. 6 percent from 1962, but this 
'Vas accounted for by a drop in Japan's total 
andings . In 1965, they fell 4 percent from 
. 64, in line with declines in Peruvian and 

J panese landings. Based on a least squares 
'egression, the growth rate between 1956 -65 
Nas8 .7 percent per annum; in 1958 to 1965, it 
'ose only 5.3 percent per year . This means 
.hal the world exports of frozen tuna and tuna
.ik fish in 1956 to 1965, or in 1958 to 1965, 
ose faster than landings and consumption of 
aw tuna (Table 5).21 

Among individual exporters of frozen tu.na 
and tunalike fish, Japanese exports accounted 
for nearly 70 to 92 percent of total world ex
ports. Japan was followed by Peru with 5 to 
16 percent. Japanese exports of frozen tuna 
and tunalike fish increased continuously from 
58,700 tons in 1956 to 187,400 tons in 1964-
up about 17percent per annum.U But in 1963, 

xports fell about 7 percent below 1962 and, in 
1065,5 percent below 1964. This was due 
perhaps to low landings in thos e years. On 
the other hand, Peruvian ex po r t s of frozen 
tuna and tunalike fish fluctuated from year to 
year with no detectable trend. For example, 
Peru recorded in 1961 its highest landings, but 

xports of frozen tuna and tunalike fish fell to 
19,700 tons. Yet, in 1959, total landings were 
116,200 tons, lower than in 1961, and Peru ex
Jort d 25,700 tons (Tables 2 and 3). On the 

hol ,then, it seems that Japan has maintained 
powerful hold over exports of frozen tuna to 
orld markets . 

. and EEC Imports 

In recent years, the U. S. and the European 
Jconomic Com m u nit y (EEC), the Common 
Iark t, imported nearly 72 to 79 percent of 
tal frozen tuna exports; the . accounted 
r ov r 50 percent. However, . S. imports 

luctuated betwe n 67,300 tons and 128,300 tons 
In 1 56 -65. Bas d on a least squares regres
sion' des pit wide fluctuations during this 
p riod, imports rose at 4.1 percent rate per 

percent per annum. 

1956-65 L a nding and o n umphon 

~ Exports of anned tuna barely kept pace With production and ~puon of .mn d tuD D 
U It appears that Japan expanded its frown tuna e .'ports at a fast r rak than eXpo rts of n d t 
_ All im! rts of frown tuna in the U. S. are used for canning . In the sam e euod C;Uln 

) car , 
Vin EEC, frolen tuna im rts ax believed used largel) lor c anning . 
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Canned Tun a and Tunalike Fish 

In 195 6 -65 , w orl d 10 /production of all fi s h 
in airt i gh t containers increased continuously 
fro m 1. 26 million metric tons to 1. 7 0 million 
metr ic tons (Tabl e 6)- -up about 35 percent , or 
a compound annual increase rate of 3.4 per
cent. Production fell by 3 per c en t in 1963 
(Tabl e 6), but it seems more likely that this 
is due to natural or cyclical reasons (possibly 
a short catch in Japan or a drawing down of 
canned tuna inventories) than to a reversal of 
the implied long-term demand trend. 

World production of canned tuna, bonito, 
etc . , accounted for nearly 25 percent of canned 
fish production in 1956 and 1957, but it has 
varied since between 20 and 22 percent (Table 
6). 

During 1956-65, world production of tuna 
a nd similar fish in airtight containers fluctu
ated between 258,000 and about 348,000 ton s 
per year. There was almost no growth be
tween 1957 and 1963. There was, however, a 
detectable upward trend during the period as 
a whole. Based on a least squares regression, 
it seems fair to say that production did grow 
by about 1.9 percent per annum, or just over 
half the rate at which total canned fish pro
duction has been growing. The sharp decline 
in 1958 was due to a decline in production in 
France, Japan, Peru, and Portugal; in the fol
lowing years, production growth in those coun
tries was very slow. 

U. S. Ate About Half World's Canned Tuna 

In 1956-65, over 75 percent of the apparent 
world canned-tuna consumption was concen
trated in EEC, Portugal, Spain, the U.K., the 
U. S., Japan, and Mexico. The U. S. consumed 
most--nearly 50 percent of apparent total 
world consumption {Table 10) . Demand trends 
varied radically among these countries, how
ever. Consumption in Japan has been declining 
at the rate of about 14 percent per annum; in 
Spain, at 2 per c en t per year from 1956 to 
1964!l1; and in the U.K., by a bout 7 per c en t 
(Table 10) . On the other hand , consumption in 
EEC has been increasing at 4 . 3 percent rate, 
1956 to 1964 1!/; in the U. S. , by about 3. 3 per
cent per annum. These conflicting trends in
dicate the need for extreme caution in a s sess
ing future demand for tuna. The comparative 
growth rates for the U. S. and EEC a r e rou ghly 
consistent with comparative l evel s and g r ow th 

rates of per -capita in c 0 me in these areas . 
However, th e same c an hard ly be said for the 
U.K., Japan, a n d Spain . Poss ibly c hanges in 
eating habits in specific countri es a re as im 
portant, if not more so, in determining the de · 
mand trend for cann ed tuna as a r e the leve 
and trend of per-capita i ncome . 

Consumption in the rest of th e world ap . 
pears to have fluctuated with movements i 1 

suppliesE/ In 1957 and 1965, wh en world pro · 
duction of canned tuna was at its hi?,he s t, c o . 
sumption in the "res t of the world ' Q/ r e a che ) 
very high level s. In the intervening years 
however, the apparent consumption dec line I 
when the supply situation became tighter. 

Most of the world's production of a ll c a nne I 
fish, and of canned tuna in particular, appear 
to be consumed within the producing countries. 
However, a substantial proportion does enter 
internrtional trade channels. In recent years, 
t and "3 of world production of canned fish has 
been exported. Similarly, around t of wo rld 
canned -tuna production has gone into exp ort 
channels. Tuna has accounted for only 12 to 
15 percent of world exports of all canned fi sh, 
except in 1957, when the proportion reached a 
high of 20 percent. 

Exports Fluctuate 

While world production of a ll canned fish 
and canned tuna has tended to increa se mor e 
or less s tea d i 1 Y since 1956, exports h ave 
tended to fluctuate rather frequently and qui te 
widely, especially of tuna. Consequently , it L 
extremely difficult to determine wha t the trad~ 
trend has been. For canned fish as a wh ol e 
there undoubtedly was a str ong upwar d t re 
in export trade between 1956 and 1964 , despit 
downward fluctuations in 195 7,1 960 ,1 963 , a n 
1965. Such exports increased f r om 368 ,5 0 
tons to 542,000 tons {Tabl e 6)--up about 4 
percent, an average compound r a te of 5 per 
cent per year. Exports in 1963 and 1964, how 
ever, declined by about 9 perc ent fr om 196 
and 1964, respectively . For c anned t una an 
tunalike fish , the secular trend of world ex 
port trade is even more obscure bec ause o ' 
extremely wide gyra ti ons e arly in the period , 
when an increase of 28 pe r c ent in 1957 was 
followed by a fall of 30 p e r c ent in 1958, and 
another rise of 20 percent in 19 59 (all changes 
measured with r espect to level of preceding 
yea r). The a nalys i s of exp orts by destination 
in Table 9 indicates that these fluctuations m a y 
have reflected pa r tly demand fa c tors {see E EC 

'lnO/"'~'W~o~r~ld~"~e~x~c~lu'd~es~ili-e'S~in-o--rS~ov~i~e7t Tbl'0-c-. --------------------------

l1/The increase in apparent consumption in Spain and a drop in EEC consumption in 1965 over 1964 (Ta ble 10) appears due to fortuitous 
circumstances railier ilian any change in long-term trend . 

12/Consumption is believed to be price elastic, but lack of data on prices prevents any price analysis. 
Q/Among ilie principal countries in iliis category are Argentina, Canada, China (Taiwan) and Australia . 
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Table 7 - Production by Countries of Tunas, Bonitos, and SkipJacks, in Airtight Containers, 1956-1965!/ 

1956Y 1957Y 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 

. . . . • (1,000 Metric Tons) • . . . . . . . . 
Ifrica: 
An9Qla. . · 1.2 1.5 - - - - - - - -
'viorocco. · · 1.8 5.5 2.5 2.7 2.9 3.6 4.9 2.6 3.3 4.0 
funisia 0.9 0.6 0.4 - - - - - - -

~)rth America: 
~ :anada ••• · 1.0 0.2 0.1 1.1 0.9 0.5 1.4 1.0 2.6 -
~ :uba •• · · · - 0.4 0.3 0.6 - 1.7 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.5 
'viexico · 0.3 - 0.4 0.6 0.7 2.5 1.5 1.9 7.0 6.8 
Jnited States 112.9 113.8 122.9 124.6 132.7 141.9 152.5 148.8 158.9 162.7 

~lUth America: 
J\rgentina · · · · 4.1 9.1 - 1.2 2.2 1.1 0.7 2.4 0.9 1.2 
3razil · · - - 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 - 0.2 0.2 
:hile 1.7 1.3 0.9 0.8 0.3 1.4 1.0 0.8 1.8 1.6 
Ecuador · - 0.4 0.9 1.2 1.6 3.7 2.3 2.8 3.4 3.3 
?eru • · . · · 23.8 23.8 14.7 - 21.0 - 14.9 19.0 - 12.7 

~;ia: 
China (Taiwan) 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.4 0.7 1.2 1.5 2.8 3.6 2.1 
[srael - - 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 
~an ..•. 61.2 64.5 52.5 65.5 55.4 64.7 58.1 60.2 59.8 52.1 

rea, South · 4.2 5.4 3/ 3/ 4.3 5.2 0.3 0.1 - 0.1 
Turkey, o 9 0.8 0.9 02 0 4 0 1 0 1 - - -

Europe: 
France · . · · !/29.4 !/44.6 19.3 22.4 21.4 21.0 22.0 23.0 23.3 -
Greece · 0.7 1.2 1.2 1.0 - 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 
Italy. · 13.0 12.0 15.0 15.0 28.0 32.0 33.2 39.2 35.5 42.0 
Portugal. · · 9.7 10.6 2.9 4.5 5.2 4.3 5.3 5.9 5.7 7.3 
SEain • · · 21.6 21.4 21.1 16.0 17.2 13.9 18.0 15.9 15.2 21.1 

Oceania: 
Australia 0 8 1 5 o 5 o 7 0.9 1 4 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.5 

Others • . · · 12.5 8.5 0.6 21.2 2.8 22.4 0.4 2.0 10.2 26.5 

Total. · · · · · 302.0 328.0 258.0 280.0 299.0 324.0 322.0 332.0 335.0 348.0 
lJExcludes Eastern Europe and China (Mainland). 
V Tunas, Bonitos, Mackerels, Etc., in airtight containers. 
y Negligible or insignificant. 
±JIncludes Algeria. 
Source: FAO Yearbooks of Fishery Statistics. 

Table 8 - Breakdown of World Exports of Canned Tuna and Tunalike Fish, 1956-65.!/ 

\re ar Morocco United States Peru Japan France I Portugal I Spain Norway Total 

. . . . . . . · .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •• (1,000 Metric Tons) • . . . . . . . ... . . . .... . . . . .. 
1956 1.5 1.2 16.1 25.8 - 7.6 3.1 1.3 56.6 
957 2.3 7.9 15.5 33.7 - 9.3 3.4 0.5 72.6 

1958 2.5 0.1 13.3 29.1 - 2.3 2.6 - 49.9 
1959 2.7 0.1 17.3 33.1 - 3.9 4.0 - 61.1 
1960 2.9 0.2 15.1 32.4 - 3.4 4.6 - 58.6 
1961 3.6 0.1 18.9 35.5 1.3 3.2 3.5 - 66.1 
1962 4.9 0.2 13.3 38.6 1.1 3.7 3.8 - 65.6 
1963 2.6 0.1 12.9 40.2 0.9 4.0 4.0 - 64.7 
1964 3.3 - 15.1 43.9 0.5 2.3 2.3 - 67.4 
1965 1.6 - 10.6 42.9 0.5 3.6 2.3 - 61.5 

jExcludes Eastern Europe and Mainland China; 1956 and 1957 include mackerel instead of skipjack. 
ource: FAO Yearbooks of Fishery Statistics. 

Table 9 - Destination of World Exports Of Canned Tuna 
and Tunalike Fish, 1956-65j 

.rear 

1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

E.E.C. 

12.7 
14.6 
8.3 

12.6 
15.6 
14.0 
17.3 
15.1 
18.6 
18.2 

U.S.A. Rest of World 
••• (1,000 Metric Tons) •• 
26.2 6.0 12.0 
30.6 4.0 22.0 
26.0 2.8 12.7 
27.4 2.4 18.7 
25.1 2.1 15.8 
27.3 3.4 21. 4 
26.2 2.7 19.4 
25.0 3.4 21.2 
23.6 3.9 21.3 
21.9 3.1 18.2 

!/Excludes Eastern Europe and Mainland China. 
Source: FAO Yearbooks of Fishery Statistics. 

Total 

56.9 
71.2 
49.8 
61.1 
58.6 
66.1 
65.6 
64.7 
67.4 
61.5 

and USA) and partly supply factors (see im
ports into "rest of world"). If due allowance 
is made for the distorting effects of the violent 
fluctuations of the late 1950's, it is apparent 
that growth has been taking place in world ex
ports of tuna. It is difficult to measure the 
precise trend but it could be 0.9 percent per 
year (taking account either of terminal years 
1956 and 1965, and 1.1 perc en t per annum 
measuring from 1956-58 to 1963-65), or 1.0 
percent per year (based on least squares re
gression). This would mean that world trade 
in canned tuna has just about kept pace with 
growth in world production and consumption. 
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Table 10 - Apparent World Consumption of Canned Tuna and Tunalike Fish , 1956-65!J 

Year E.E.C. Portuqal Spain U.K. U.S.A. Japan Morocco Rest of World Tota l 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • (1,000 Metric Tons) •. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 
1956 55.1 2.1 18.5 6.0 
1957 71.2 1.3 18.0 4.0 
1958 42.6 0.6 18.5 2.8 
1959 50.0 0.6 12.0 2.4 
1960 65.0 1.8 12.6 2.1 
1961 65.7 1.1 10.4 3.4 
1962 71.4 1.6 14.2 2.7 
1963 76.4 1.9 11.9 3.4 
1964 76.9 3.4 12.9 3.9 
1965 59.7 3.7 18.8 3.1 
~/Excludes Eastern Europe and China (Mainland). 
Source: FAO Yearbook of Fishery Statistics. 

Table 11 - Annual Weighted Average Price of All Types 
of Raw Tuna Ex-Vessel (California), 1956-65 

Year Dollars Per Ton 
Deflated Price 11 

1956 262 274 
1957 257 261 
1958 268 268 
1959 255 255 
1960 248 248 
1961 264 264 
1962 289 289 
1963 251 252 
1964 255 255 
1965 264 259 

!VcDeflated by the U. S. Wholesale Price Index , 1964=100. 
ource: U. S. Department of Interior, BCF. 

Table 12 - U. S. Wholesale Price of Canned Tuna, 1956-65 

!year Domestic Canned Tuna Price I Imported Canned Tuna Price~1 
Deflated PriceY Deflated Price.!.! 

. . . . . . . ••. (Dollars Per Ton) . . . . . . . .... 
1956 1,103 1,152 n.a. -
1957 1,127 1,144 n.a. -
1958 1,163 1,164 n.a. -
1959 1,087 1,086 n.a. -
1960 1,102 1,100 883 881 
1961 1, 129 1,131 937 939 
1962 1, 202 1,201 1,009 1,008 
1963 1,127 1, 129 1,014 1,016 
1964 1,381 1,381 1,238 1,238 
1965 1,385 1,358 1,201 1,071 
MDeflated by the U. S. Wholesale Price Index, 1964= 100. 
yMostly Japanese tuna in brine. 
Source: U. S. Department of Interior, BCF. 

U. S. Exports Virtually Nothing 

Among individual exporters, U. S. exports 
declined from a high during the period of 7,900 
tons in 1957 to vir t u all y nothing in recent 
years, while some other major exporters, such 
as Peru, Portugal, and Spain, have shown stag
nating or declining trends (Table 8). Japan is 
the only exporter to improve its pOSition. Ex
ports rose from 27 -32 thousand tons early in 
the period to 40-42 thousand tons in recent 
years. In effect, Japan has not onlypreempted 
virtually all growth in the world export market 
since 1959, but she has also cut into its com 
petitors i markets. 

137.9 35.4 0.3 47.0 302. 3 
136.5 30.8 3.2 61.6 326. 6 
148.8 23.4 0 21.2 257. : 1 
151.9 32.4 0 30.7 280 . 0 
157.6 23.0 0 36 . 9 299 . 0 
169.1 29.2 0 45 . 1 324. 0 
178.5 19.5 0 34 . 1 322. 0 
175.7 20.0 0 44.7 332 . 0 
182.5 15.9 0 39.5 335. 0 
184.6 9.2 2.4 69.5 348. 0 

EEC, the U. S., and the U.K. imported jus 
over 75 percent of total world imports (Tabl € 
9 ). Imports into U.K. have declined by abou 
45 percent from 1956, undoubtedly reflecting 
decline in demand. In the U. S . , imports barely 
remained level despite growth in consumption. 
The growth in U. S . demand has been fed pri -
marily through increased domestic produc -
tion of canned tuna from imp 0 r t s of frozen 
tuna. Only in the "rest of the world II and in 
EEC have imports benefited from growing de -
mand. In EEC, imports increased by 5,300 
tons per year- -from an average 12,000 tons 
per year in 1956-58to17,300tons per year in 
1963-65 (a 4.7 percent growth rate per year) 
while consumption grew by almost 15,000 tons 
per year (f rom 56,300 tons to 71,000 tons). 
Most growth in imports has been in the "rest 
of the world ", which absorbs only about 25 to 
30 percent of total exports (Tables 9 and 10). 

Price data for tuna are extremely scar CE 
and the reliability of some series is question· 
able. During 1956-65, annual weighted aver . 
age price of all types of raw tuna, exvessel 
California, in real t e r m s (deflated by U. So 
Wholesale Price Index 1964 = 100), fluctuate 
between a minimum and maximum of $248 t 
$289. The decade average was $263 . The rea; 
price of canned tuna in the U. S . similarly ha 
shown nodecidedtrend;ithas averaged$ 1, 18 
per ton. 

CONCLUSION II 

On the whole, it appears that wor ld l and 
ings of raw tuna and tunalike fish a r e likel 
to grow, but most of the growth is likel y to 
take place in areas other than the U. S. In 
fact, U. S. landings in 1956 - 65 have r isen b 
less than 1.2 percent per annum based on a 
least squares reg res s io n ; in mos t r ecent 
years, they have stagnated . 
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