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Introduction

The signing of the Comprehensive and Progressive 
Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) 

in March 2018 could disadvantage U.S. beef in Japan.1 
Beef-exporting countries party to the agreement 
(e.g., Australia, New Zealand, Mexico and Canada) 
will see an immediate reduction and phase-down 
of tariffs from their current levels of 38.5 percent 
(muscle cuts) and 50 percent (select offal products) 
to 9 percent over a 15-year period. For some offal 
products, tariffs will be phased out completely (New 
Zealand Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2018). On the 
other hand, U.S. beef will continue to face tariffs 
of 38.5 percent to 50 percent, as well as a global 
safeguard tariff of 50 percent when imports exceed 
a specified level (Muhammad et al., 2016). Although 
Australia and Mexico have existing agreements with 
Japan, the proposed CPTPP tariff reductions are 
beyond those negotiated in prior agreements.

The U.S. has free trade agreements with several 
CPTPP countries, but a major exception is Japan, 
which is the leading market for U.S. beef exports. 
In 2017, U.S. beef exports totaled $7.3 billion; Japan 
accounted for more than 25 percent of this total 
($1.9 billion) (USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, 
2018).2 Understandably, the tariff advantage for 
a major competitor like Australia and smaller 
competitors like Canada, New Zealand and Mexico 

1 The CPTPP is a trade agreement between Australia, Brunei, Canada, Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore and 
Vietnam. The U.S. was once a member, but in January 2017, President Donald Trump signed a memorandum officially withdrawing from 
the agreement. 
2 These values include all bovine meat products including beef and veal muscle meat, offal and processed products. Unless otherwise 
noted, we use the term beef to denote all bovine products.

has raised concerns in the U.S. beef industry about 
its future in Japan. Japanese beef imports are largely 
split between the U.S. and Australia. While beef 
imports from other CPTPP countries are smaller by 
comparison, the proposed tariff reductions could 
make these countries more important players. For 
instance, the Government of Canada (2018) projects 
that Canadian beef exports to Japan will increase by 
95 percent with full implementation of the CPTPP.

The overall goal of this report is to examine how 
CPTPP tariff reductions in Japan could impact the 
competitiveness of U.S. beef, vis-à-vis Australian 
beef and beef from other CPTPP countries. While 
there is some evidence that Japanese consumers 
see U.S. and Australian beef as somewhat different 
(e.g., grain-fed versus grass-fed), prior research 
suggests that price competition is still important 
and that tariffs could affect the competitiveness 
of exporting countries (Muhammad et al., 2018). 
Based on recently published research on Japanese 
beef imports, we present findings of how tariff 
reductions for Australia and other CPTPP countries 
could impact U.S. beef in Japan. The recovery of 
U.S. beef in Japan since the bovine spongiform 
encephalopathy (BSE) ban was lifted in 2006 has 
been notable. However, these gains and the current 
status of U.S. beef in Japan could be in jeopardy if 
the U.S. does not obtain market access on par with 
CPTPP countries.
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U.S. Beef Exports

Export markets are an integral component of the 
U.S. beef industry. Historically, the U.S. has exported 
8.5 to 11.0 percent of total beef production (Figure 
1). U.S. beef exports have faced difficult time periods, 
including reduced exports due to BSE in the early 
2000s. U.S. beef exports declined 74.7 percent from 
2003 to 2004. It took the industry eight years (2011) 
before the export market exceeded 2003 export 
levels on a quantity basis.

The share of U.S. beef exports by trading partner in 
2017 is reported in Figure 2. The largest international 
destinations for U.S. beef are Japan (26 percent), 
South Korea (17 percent), Mexico (13 percent), Hong 
Kong (12 percent) and Canada (11 percent). Egypt (1 
percent) and Taiwan (6 percent) have increased their 
beef imports from the U.S. in recent years, but their 
purchases, along with other beef importing nations, 
have been small when compared to the top five 
destinations.

Annual values of U.S. beef exports to Japan and 
the rest of the world (ROW) from 2000 to 2017 are 
reported in Figure 3. From 2000 to 2003, the value 
of U.S. beef exports (Japan and ROW) fluctuated 
between $3 billion and $4 billion, with Japan 
accounting for 32 to 50 percent of total export 
value. The discovery of BSE pushed export values 
below $1 billion, primarily due to import bans in 
major destination markets, such as Japan. In 2017, 
beef exports were more than $7 billion, resulting 
in the fifth consecutive year where annual exports 
exceeded $6 billion. From 2013 to 2017, Japan has 
accounted for 20 to 26 percent of total beef export 
value.

Japanese Beef Imports and Tariff 
Reductions
 
Given the makeup of Japanese beef imports, 
we consider only two countries for our analysis: 
Australia and the U.S. The remaining exporting 
countries, which are mostly Canada, Mexico and 

Figure 1. U.S. beef exports and percent of U.S. production: 2000-2017.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service
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New Zealand, are around 10 percent of Japanese 
beef imports and are aggregated into an ROW 
category. We only consider two Harmonized System 
(HS) classifications for our analysis: HS 0201 (meat 
of bovine animals, fresh or chilled) and HS 0202 
(meat of bovine animals, frozen).3 From this point 
forward, we refer to these categories as chilled 
beef and frozen beef. These two trade categories 
account for the majority of U.S. beef exports to 
Japan. In 2017, U.S. beef and related product exports 
to Japan totaled $1.89 billion. Chilled and frozen 
beef accounted for $1.1 billion (58.3 percent) and 
$426 million (22.6 percent), respectively (around 
80 percent of the U.S. total). The remaining beef 
product categories are smaller by comparison 
and mostly comprised of chilled and frozen offal 
products such as beef tongue and liver (see Table 1).

3 The Harmonized System (HS) is an international nomenclature for the classification of products.

Japanese beef imports

The value and quantity of Japanese chilled and 
frozen beef imports are reported respectively in 
Figures 4 and 5. Australia and the U.S. account for 
the majority of Japanese beef imports. In 2017, for 
instance, Japan imported 1.3 billion pounds of chilled 
and frozen beef, valued at $3.1 billion. That year, 
imports of U.S. chilled beef (302 million pounds), U.S. 
frozen beef (226 million pounds), Australian chilled 
beef (259 million pounds) and Australian frozen beef 
(375 million pounds) accounted for more than 90 
percent of this total. Prior to the BSE ban in 2003, 
U.S. chilled and frozen beef exports to Japan were 
actually comparable to (and at times exceeded) 
Australian exports. U.S. exports have recovered since 
the ban was lifted in 2006; however, Australia now 
accounts for the greater share of Japanese chilled 
and frozen beef imports.

Figure 2. Percent of U.S. beef exports by trading partner: 2017.

Note: Total U.S. beef exports were $7.3 billion in 2017.
Source: USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, Global Agricultural Trade System (GATS)
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Product Classification Value 
($ mill.) 

Quantity
(mill. pounds) 

Value 
(% of total) 

Quantity
(% of total)

Beef and Related Products (total) $1,890.0 678.0 100.0% 100.0%

HS 0201: Meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled 1,102.1 327.8 58.3% 48.3%

HS 0202: Meat of bovine animals, frozen 426.3 241.5 22.6% 35.6%

HS 020610: Offal of bovine animals, fresh or chilled 223.9 53.5 11.8% 7.9%

HS 020622: Offal of bovine animals, tongues, frozen 83.5 19.1 4.4% 2.8%

HS 020629: Offal of bovine animals, other than tongues 
and livers, frozen 42.6 27.0 2.3% 4.0%

HS 020622: Offal of bovine animals, livers, frozen 0.5 0.7 0.0% 0.1%

Note: The Harmonized System (HS) is an international nomenclature for the classification of products.
Source: USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, Global Agricultural Trade System (GATS)
 

Figure 3. U.S. beef exports to Japan and all world partners: 2000-2017.

Source: USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, Global Agricultural Trade System (GATS)

Table 1. U.S. beef exports to Japan by trade classification: 2017.
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Figure 4. Japanese beef imports (value) by country and product (chilled, frozen): 2000-2017.

Note: Chilled bovine meat: HS 0201 (meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled); frozen bovine meat: HS 0202 (meat of bovine animals, 
frozen). ROW is rest of world.
Source: United Nations Comtrade Database

Figure 5. Japanese beef imports (quantity) by country and product (chilled, frozen): 2000-2017.

Note: Chilled bovine meat: HS 0201 (meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled); frozen bovine meat: HS 0202 (meat of bovine 
animals, frozen). ROW is rest of world.
Source: United Nations Comtrade Database
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Impacts of Tariff Reductions on Japanese
Beef Imports

Japan’s tariff schedule for chilled and frozen beef 
under the Japan-Australia Economic Partnership 
Agreement (JAEPA) (the trade agreement signed 
between Australia and Japan in 2014) and the CPTPP 
are reported in Table 2. Included in the table are 
the Most Favored Nations (MFN) tariff rates under 
the World Trade Organization (WTO), which are 
the rates applied to U.S. beef in Japan. Note that 
under the JAEPA, Japan agreed to reduce tariffs on 
Australian beef from the MFN level of 38.5 percent 
to 23.5 percent for chilled beef and 19.5 percent over 
a 15-year period. Under the CPTPP, Japan agreed to 

even deeper tariff cuts for Australian beef, as well 
as beef from other CPTPP countries, where tariffs 
on chilled and frozen beef are scheduled to fall to 9 
percent over a 15-year period.

Our trade projections assume country- and product-
specific competition in the Japanese market. 
Put differently, we are assuming that U.S. beef is 
considered different from Australian beef and beef 
from other exporting countries. Also, within and 
across countries, we are assuming that frozen beef 
is considered different from chilled beef. Based on 
these assumptions, U.S. chilled beef, U.S. frozen 
beef, Australian chilled beef, etc., are modeled as 
competing products.

Table 2. Japan’s tariff schedule for chilled and frozen beef. 

HS 0201: Meat of bovine animals, 
fresh or chilled

HS 0202: Meat of bovine animals, 
frozen

Year

U.S.

(MFN rate)a JAEPAb CPTPPc

U.S.

(MFN rate)a JAEPAb CPTPPc

Tariff rates (%)

2014 38.50 38.50

2015 38.50 32.50 38.50 30.50

2016 38.50 31.50 38.50 28.50

2017 38.50 30.50 38.50 27.50

2018 38.50 29.90 38.50 27.20

2019 38.50 29.30 27.60 38.50 26.90 27.60

2020 38.50 28.80 26.60 38.50 26.70 26.60

2021 38.50 28.20 25.80 38.50 26.40 25.80

2022 38.50 27.60 25.00 38.50 26.10 25.00

2023 38.50 27.00 24.10 38.50 25.80 24.10

2024 38.50 26.40 23.30 38.50 25.60 23.30

2025 38.50 25.80 22.50 38.50 25.30 22.50

2026 38.50 25.30 21.60 38.50 25.00 21.60

2027 38.50 24.70 20.80 38.50 24.10 20.80

2028 38.50 24.10 18.10 38.50 23.20 18.10

2029 38.50 23.50 16.30 38.50 22.30 16.30

2030 38.50 23.50 14.50 38.50 21.30 14.50

2031 38.50 23.50 12.60 38.50 20.40 12.60

2032 38.50 23.50 10.80 38.50 19.50 10.80

2033 38.50 23.50 9.00 38.50 19.50 9.00

Note: aMFN: Most Favored Nations tariff rate applied under the World Trade Organization (WTO). 
bJAEPA: Japan-Australia Economic Partnership Agreement. cCPTPP: Comprehensive and Progressive 
Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership; we are assuming that the CPTPP will be implemented in 
2019.
Source: Muhammad et al. (2016) and Government of Canada.
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For the projections, we start with a 38.5 percent 
tariff on all U.S. beef; a lower tariff on Australian beef 
based on the JAEPA tariff schedule (Table 2); and a 
slightly lower tariff for ROW (35.0 percent) to reflect 
Mexico’s trade agreement with Japan. We then 
consider the impact of lowering tariffs on Australian 
and ROW chilled and frozen beef from their current 
levels to 9 percent. We examine and compare the 
outcome of applying these tariff reductions to beef 
from CPTPP countries and U.S. beef.

Import projections, in real value terms, from tariff 
reductions are reported in Table 3. Similar results, 
in pounds, are reported in Table 4. We first consider 
the case where CPTPP countries face lower beef 
tariffs in Japan, but tariffs on U.S. beef remain 
unchanged. For chilled beef, lower tariffs appear to 
benefit Australian beef, at the expense of U.S. beef. 
Imports of Australian chilled beef are projected 
to increase by $90 million, while imports of U.S. 
chilled beef are projected to decline by $65 million. 
The projection range suggests that Australian beef 
could increase by as much as $139 million, while U.S. 
beef could decrease by as much as $143 million. 
However, the projection range for U.S. chilled beef 
also suggests the possibility of a negligible decrease. 
Although Canada, Mexico and New Zealand also 
face lower tariffs, the projected increase for these 
countries (other CPTPP chilled beef) is small ($4 
million). Australia also gains in the frozen beef 
market ($162 million). Overall, the results suggest 
that Australian beef will be the primary beneficiary 
of tariff reductions, and although Canada, Mexico 
and New Zealand will also face lower tariffs, the 

projected increase from these countries is small by 
comparison.

When the U.S. receives similar tariff reductions, gains 
for U.S. beef are either comparable to or greater 
than Australian beef. For chilled beef, U.S. gains 
are $102.6 million, while gains for Australian beef 
are only $23 million. For frozen beef, U.S. gains are 
$114 million, while gains for Australian beef are $145 
million. The results for U.S. chilled beef relative to 
Australian chilled beef are due to a relatively higher 
price sensitivity to U.S. chilled beef in Japan, but are 
also due to the fact that the U.S. would experience a 
deeper tariff cut since Australian beef currently faces 
a tariff about 10 percentage points lower due to the 
JAEPA. Additionally, our model estimates used in 
making these forecasts show more complementary 
relationships for U.S. chilled beef, particularly with 
U.S. frozen. Thus, not only do U.S. chilled beef 
imports increase from lower chilled beef tariffs, 
but also increase due to lower frozen beef tariffs. 
Complementarities appear to be less significant for 
Australian beef. What is interesting is that Canada, 
Mexico and New Zealand are better off in the frozen 
beef market when the U.S. is given equal market 
access. This may reflect the relative proximity of 
Canada, Mexico and the U.S., and the relationship 
between the beef industry in North America. Overall, 
the results suggest that the total benefit for the U.S. 
is $287 million, which is the avoided export loss ($70 
million) plus the export gain ($217 million).
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Table 3. Impact of CPTPP tariff reductions on Japanese beef imports (real value).

Scenario 1: Tariff reductions: CPTPP 
countries only

Starting value
($ million)

Projected change
($ million)

Projection range
($ million)

Australia, chilled $878 $90.0 $42.2 to $139.1

U.S., chilled $843 -$65.0 -$143.4 to $14.2

Other CPTPP, chilled $82 $4.0 -$3.8 to $11.9

Australia, frozen $623 $162.2 $71.7 to $254.3

U.S., frozen $345 -$5.3 -$65.2 to $55.3

Other CPTPP, frozen $121 $15.1 -$5.4 to $36.0

Scenario 2: Tariff reductions: CPTPP 
countries and U.S.

Starting value
($ million)

Projected change
($ million)

Projection range
($ million)

Australia, chilled $878 $23.0 -$18.3 to $68.9

U.S., chilled $843 $102.6 $50.8 to $161.0

Other CPTPP, chilled $82 $3.8 $0.2 to $7.8

Australia, frozen $623 $145.0 $24.0 to $268.9

U.S., frozen $345 $114.0 $48.8 to $185.5

Other CPTPP, frozen $121 $35.3 $12.5 to $59.4
Note: Starting values are two-year (2016-2017) annual averages. Chilled beef is defined according to 
HS code 0201: Meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled, and frozen beef, HS code 0202: Meat of bovine 
animals, frozen. Other CPTPP: Canada, Mexico and New Zealand.
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Table 4. Impact of CPTPP tariff reductions on Japanese beef imports (quantity).

Scenario 1: Tariff reductions: CPTPP 
countries only

Starting value
(million pounds)

Projected change 
(million pounds)

Projection range 
(million pounds)

Australia, chilled 259 26.6 12.3 to 41.3

U.S., chilled 263 -20.3 -44.8 to 4.5

Other CPTPP, chilled 24 1.2 -1.1 to 3.5

Australia, frozen 359 93.5 41.3 to 146.5

U.S., frozen 213 -3.3 -40.3 to 34.3

Other CPTPP, frozen  65 8.1 -2.9 to 19.4

Scenario 2: Tariff reductions: CPTPP 
and U.S.

Starting value 
(million pounds)

Projected change 
(million pounds)

Projection range 
(million pounds)

Australia, chilled 259 6.8 -5.4 to 20.2

U.S., chilled 263 32.0 15.8 to 50.1

Other CPTPP, chilled 24 1.1 0.1 to 2.3

Australia, frozen 359 83.5 13.2 to 154.6

U.S., frozen 213 70.4 29.7 to 114.1

Other CPTPP, frozen  65 19.0 6.7 to 31.8
Note: Starting values are two-year (2016-2017) annual averages. Chilled beef is defined according to 
HS code 0201: Meat of bovine animals, fresh or chilled, and frozen beef, HS code 0202: Meat of bovine 
animals, frozen. Other CPTPP: Canada, Mexico and New Zealand.

Conclusion

The goal of this report was to address the following 
question: Given the implementation of the CPTPP, 
how much more important is market access for U.S. 
beef in Japan? Our results suggest that CPTPP will 
result in considerable increases in Australian beef 
exports to Japan, largely at the expense of U.S. beef. 
However, similar tariff reductions for U.S. beef could 
eliminate these negative effects and even result in an 
increase in beef imports from both countries. Results 
suggest that the total benefit for U.S. beef from 
tariff reductions is $287 million, which is the avoided 
export loss ($70 million) and the export gain ($217 
million). Overall, our results support the view that 
market access for U.S. beef in Japan is needed to 
counterbalance the effects of the CPTPP.

At the farm level, U.S. beef facing relatively higher 
tariffs and the resulting decline in exports to Japan 

could negatively impact returns to every segment 
of the industry, from the cow-calf producer to the 
packer. Alternatively, if the U.S. is able to establish 
a trade agreement with Japan that is identical 
to competing countries, then returns at the farm 
level should be influenced positively. Using USDA 
state export estimates, Tennessee has consistently 
accounted for 1 percent of U.S. beef and veal exports. 
Considering the national export loss of $70 million 
with no change to tariffs or the export gain of $217 
million with a competitive tariff rate, Tennessee’s 
beef industry stands to lose $700,000 or gain $2.17 
million.



References

Government of Canada. (2018). Economic impact 
of Canada’s participation in the Comprehensive 
and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific 
Partnership. Office of the Chief Economist, Global 
Affairs Canada. February 16, 2018. Retrieved from: 
http://international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/trade-
agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/cptpp-
ptpgp/impact-repercussions.aspx?lang=eng

New Zealand Foreign Affairs and Trade. (2018). 
Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for 
Trans-Pacific Partnership text. Retrieved from: 
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/free-trade-
agreements/free-trade-agreements-concluded-but-
not-in-force/cptpp/comprehensive-and-progressive-
agreement-for-trans-pacific-partnership-text/.

Muhammad, A., Heerman, K., Melton, A., & Dyck, J. 
(2016). Tariff Reforms and the Competitiveness of 
U.S. Beef in Japan. United States Department of 
Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Livestock, 
Dairy, and Poultry Outlook No. (LDPM-259-01).

Muhammad, A., Countryman, A., & Heerman, K. 
(2018). “Effects of Tariff Concessions on Japanese 
Beef Imports by Product and Source.” Agricultural 
and Resource Economics Review, 47(1):158-177.

UN Comtrade. (2018). United Nations Comtrade 
Database, International Trade Statistics. https://
comtrade.un.org/

USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service. (2018). Global 
Agricultural Trade System (GATS) database. https://
apps.fas.usda.gov/GATS/default.aspx.

USDA, Economic Research Service. (2018). Livestock 
and Meat Domestic Data. https://www.ers.usda.gov/
data-products/livestock-meat-domestic-data/

USDA, Economic Research Service. (2018). State 
Export Data. https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-
products/state-export-data/.

W 656 6/18 Programs in agriculture and natural resources, 4-H youth development, family and consumer sciences, and resource development. University of Tennessee Institute of 
Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture and county governments cooperating. UT Extension provides equal opportunities in programs and employment.

AG.TENNESSEE.EDU

http://international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/cptpp-ptpgp/impact-repercussions.aspx?lang=eng
http://international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/cptpp-ptpgp/impact-repercussions.aspx?lang=eng
http://international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/cptpp-ptpgp/impact-repercussions.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/free-trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements-concluded-but-not-in-force/cptpp/comprehensive-and-progressive-agreement-for-trans-pacific-partnership-text/
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/free-trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements-concluded-but-not-in-force/cptpp/comprehensive-and-progressive-agreement-for-trans-pacific-partnership-text/
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/free-trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements-concluded-but-not-in-force/cptpp/comprehensive-and-progressive-agreement-for-trans-pacific-partnership-text/
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/free-trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements-concluded-but-not-in-force/cptpp/comprehensive-and-progressive-agreement-for-trans-pacific-partnership-text/
https://comtrade.un.org/
https://comtrade.un.org/
https://apps.fas.usda.gov/GATS/default.aspx
https://apps.fas.usda.gov/GATS/default.aspx
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/livestock-meat-domestic-data/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/livestock-meat-domestic-data/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/state-export-data/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/state-export-data/
http://AG.TENNESSEE.EDU

