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ABSTRACT 

Within the last two decades nations have applied nontariff 

barriers to international agricultural trade with ever increasing 

frequency and boldness. Nontariff trade barriers have proven to be an 

effective means of restricting international trade. Governments are 

using nontariff barriers as a policy tool to protect and stabilize 

domestic production; but in so doing they destabilize international 

trade. This thesis analyses the effect of nontariff trade barriers on 

the international beef industry. It identifies the major policies of 

certain selected industrial nations. United States, Canada, Japan, 

Australia, New Zealand, and the European Canmunity, which restrict free 

trade of beef and cattle via nontariff barriers and determines how they 

affect the trading patterns of the major beef exporting and importing 

nations. 

A short history of trade and trade barriers is provided with 

emphasis on the conceptual framework of nontariff barriers. The 

characteristics of the beef industry and the recent developments in 

consumer demands for beef are discussed. Beef and livestock legislative 

and regulatory devices such as health standards and technical 

requirements are examined and evaluated as to their impacts on the 

consumers and producers. 

xiii 



CHAPTER 1 

PROBLEM AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

International trade, the movement of goods and services among 

nations in exchange for either money or other goods and services, has 

been impeded by various types of restrictions over time. Liberaliza­

tion of international trade contributes to global economic growth while 

increasing restrictions leads to isolationism and economic decline. 

This realization has led the major industrial nations to declare inter­

national free trade as one of their major objectives. This is to say 

that they seek the trade of goods and services between countries 

without significant restraints. 

Following World War I and during the Great Depression countries 

turned to increased restrictions on trade in the attenpt to protect 

their domestic industries and strengthen their weakened economies. The 

restrictions took both old and new forms, and their aggregate impact 

strangled world trade that led eventually to the total breakdown of the 

world economy. After World War II the industrialized countries were 

fearful that the prevailing circumstances might once again convince 

countries to increase restrictions on trade. In an attempt to avoid 

such actions the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GAIT) was es­

tablished to set up rules for trade and to adjudicate trade disputes 

1 
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between member countries. There are new 87 signatory trading nation 

members to that agreement outside the Ccmmunist Block. ̂  

Under GAIT most of the iiipact of traditional customs duties and 

quotas have been eliminated, but other forms of restrictions often re­

ferred to as nontariff barriers have been added or left in place. 

While nations verbalize their support for free tracte, new forms of 

trade restrictions are being devised and imposed. Governments, 

especially those of the industrially developed nations, in order to 

show good faith, have removed many of the "traditional" tariffs and 

quotas. Yet at the same time they have found ways to protect their 

domestic industries by the application of nontariff barriers which are 

both oovert and subtle [1][2]. 

The general reaction to these nontariff barriers to trade 

(NTBs) is leading to the creation and application of marketing orders, 

also known as orderly marketing arrangements, or voluntary export 

restraints (VERs) [3]. 

In the agricultural sector, a number of the nontariff barriers 

are applied for a seemingly legitimate purpose. Such is the case with 

many of the health standards and regulations applied in the livestock 

and meat trade, which are to protect the consumer (the buying public) 

or to preserve a disease-free state in a livestock production region. 

Yet these same regulations have been applied in other instances, where 

Third World countries in general belong to the United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), an organization 
irore concerned with development than with questions of trade. 



the consumer, in fact, is in no need of protection. Strict health 

regulations have been applied supposedly to step contagious diseases 

from entering a country. They ware applied specifically to protect the 

2 domestic industry frcm foreign ocmpetition. 

The major problem in the agricultural trade protectionism con­

troversy is to distinguish between a legitimate trade restriction re­

quired to protect the consumer, and a trade restriction that protects 

domestic industry from outside ccmpetition. A legitimate trade restric­

tion, in this context, would very likely be beneficial to the nation as 

a whole resulting in a net welfare increase frcm reduced health risks 

3 and a better quality product, while an intentionally protective 

nontariff trade barrier vrould likely benefit local producers through 

higher returns but be a burden to the consumer, thus, resulting in a 

net welfare loss. 

During depressed economic times viien competition and a free 

open market often leads to the demise of weak and inefficient firms or 

even industries, the social and political temptation to conserve the 

status quo is considerable [4]. The private lobbying of the affected 

industries, the public lobbying of the unions, and the pressure frcm 

the unemployed, support the imposition of import restrictions while the 

2 Examples of such a case are that of the recent (1982) ban 
imposed by Britain (U.K.) against the inports of fresh poultry meat, 
which included turkey and chicken products, of birds immunized against 
Newcastle's disease, and U.K. banning the import of ultra-high-
temperature (UHT) milk on health grounds [5]. 

3 
Examples of a health risk are the dangers of salmonella 

poisoning, that have proven fatal, frcm improperly manufactured canned 
meat products or improperly prepared chickens as in Saudi Arabia. 
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economist and many national leaders of industrialized nations denounce 

trade protectionism and conjure up images of the Great Depression of 

the 1930s [6] The affected sectors clamor about unfair competition, 

dumping, indirect importation of cheap labor, etc. The present 

response is to appease both the domestic constituents and the foreign 

governments by openly dismantling the tariffs and quotas restricting 

free trade, while at the same time imposing and enforcing nontariff 

trade barriers and VERs. 

Sane leaders of the industrial countries with capitalistic econ­

omies extol the virtues of unfettered trade. At sunmit meetings, for­

eign ministers meetings, and at economic round tables, these leaders 

and experts expound on the virtues of free trade and its benefits. 

While they try to persuade their colleagues to anhrace the economic 

philosophy of the free market, their actions in the domestic political 

arena are not in keeping with this advice. Guzzardi [7] suggests, that 

government leaders lack an understanding and appreciation of the 

4 international economic system and the intardependency of nations. 

Government ministers establish trade and economic policies with 

aspirations of increasing the liberalisation of trade, yet the elected 

members (politicians) of those same governments submit legislation to 

restrict the flew of trade across international borders, and sometimes, 

across county or state lines [8]. 

4 Also see the comments in Newsweek [9], and Deepak Lai's 
opening remarks in his article "Politicians, Economists and 
Protection—the Deaf Meet the Blind" [10]. 

j 



5 

National governments also like to give the illusion of self-

determination. They prefer to control their destiny and create their 

own national and foreign policies without the influences and pressures 

of outsiders. Nationalistic fervor is the outcome of this desire for 

self-determination. It leads weakened or small nations to isolation­

ism. In the economic field it leads to their insulating themselves 

from the dangers or "deviations" of the free enterprise system that 

could be brought on by uncontrolled external economic and political 

forces. One such historical example of nationalistic tendency is 

mercantilism. 

Governments have traditionally treated agriculture differently 

than they treated manufacturing. Agricultural sectors have had 

preferential treatment, and farm policies have been designed to isolate 

the producers from the vagaries of the domestic, and more especially 

the international, markets Ell]. 

Within agriculture, the livestock and livestock product sector 

has been considered more vulnerable and at the mercy of both the market 

and the elements because of the peculiarities of the cattle industry 

E12 ]. Some of the distinctive characteristics of the cattle industry 

are: that it is biological and thus, cyclical; that its production is 

either dependent on the elements (range) or on the grain crops 

(feedlots) ; that the product has an inelastic demand and thus, the 

change in the price of the product is very sensitive to the change in 

supply or quantity available. The livestock and red neat industries 

throughout the world have supported import restrictions for both 

legitimate reasons of consumer protection, and also for reasons of 
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stabilizing the red meat market, and have pushed at the same time for 
i 

the expansion of their exports [13]. 

Trade restrictions play a major role in impeding the trade in 

livestock and meat products. Thsse include numerous legislative and 

administrative restraints that restrict the legitimate movement of prod­

ucts between countries. The administrative restraints to trade involve 

government buying practices, national or domestic sales policies, and 

. . .5 
involvement directly or indirectly in international trading. 

Legislative barriers cover various technical factors, health standard 

regulations, quality standards, and size, packaging, and labelling 

requirements. 

This study is concerned with one of today's major issues in 

international trade, protectionism. Its purpose is to determine whether 

the restrictions and barriers to the international meat and livestock 

trade are beneficial to the consumer or solely for the protection of 

the industry. More specifically, it will analyze the new forms of 

protectionism that are replacing tariffs and quotas as instruments of 

trade policy.^ 

^Indirect government intervention in tradfe are usually 
through quasi-governmental institutions, sometimes kncwn as "guangos." 

g 
A number of recent studies have entphaisized the impact of 

nontariff restrictions within the agricultural sector. These have 
given major attention to the impact of NTBs—quotas and VERS—on the 
beef and grain trades. The studies on the beef trade have concentrated 
on U.S. exports to Japan and the two-way trade between Canada and the 
United States [14]. 
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Statement of Problem 

The current emphasis of trade liberalization policies is to 

eliminate the trade barriers \rfiich exist in the agricultural sector. 

The demand for internationally traded beef is a significant portion of 

the agricultural trade. All the major importing countries have a 

combination of quotas, tariffs, and nontariff bariers. While the 

effects of quotas and tariffs are easily identified and predictable, 

the effects of nontariff barriers are less clear, though they do create 

uncertainty in the international market. Under the auspices of 

technical and health standards, nontariff barriers distort the 

efficient allocation of the beef trade. The problan exists in the 

identification of the specific policies which create OTBs and their 

effects on the consumer of the importing countries. 

Method and Analysis 

This study first provides an outline of the developments in 

nontariff trade barriers and describes some recent conceptual 

frameworks indicating the difficulties encountered with the models. A 

brief overview of the cattle production and beef processing sector 

precedes the examination of NTBs in the meat trade. The uses of 

legislative, administrative, and regulatory devices are examined as to 

how they impede the trade in livestock, neat, and livestock products 

between the European Common Market and free industrially-developed 

countries. An assessment is made of two specific nontariff trade 

restrictions on consumers and producers. 

Much of the information has been obtained frcm regulatory agen­

cies, the livestock industry, and persons involved in the trade. Data 
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on trade and the relative importance of the trade have been analyzed. 

Interviews held with government and embassy officials, and with 

importers, exporters, and producers in the livestock and livestock 

product industry to obtain information for cataloging the types of 

nontariff restrictions affecting the trade. The information and data 

obtained are used to make an assessment of the impact and importance of 

the various legislative and regulatory NEB measures affecting the meat 

and livestock trade. 



CHAPTER 2 

NCNTARIFF TRADE BARRIERS 

Since the dawn of human civilization trade has been kncwn to 

exist. About 4000 BC the first trade restrictive measures were 

recorded; the tariff on imports was not imposed to act as a restriction 

but its purpose was for raising revenue. Up until the eleventh century 

AD tariffs were revenue-raising taxes on imported goods. With the rise 

of the European city states in about 1,000 the mercantilist philosophy 

was practiced but gained prominence by the 1600s in France and Britain. 

Exports were encouraged, preferably in exchange for species, while 

imports of goods ware discouraged by imposing heavy duties. Additional 

revenue was raised by means of taxing shipments passing through the 

state. Thus by the time of the Renaissance in Europe tariffs were used 

for raising revenue and to restrict trade. 

Nontariff barriers, the invisible tariffs [15], or hidden 

barriers [16] came into their own in the 1930s with the upswing of 

government interventions in the agricultural sector. Farm support 

policies had to be protected from the more efficient foreign agricultur­

al producers. Prior to this time sane animal health standards and sani­

tary regulations were enforced. There is mention of certain regula­

tions that stipulated flour mixtures in Europe during the 1890s which 

was specifically to restrict grain imports [17]. The proliferation of 

9 
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nontariff barriers occurred in the 1960s with increasing momentum during 

the 1970s as successive GATT Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MENs) 

successfully reduced the tariff and quota restrictions on many products 

mainly industrial, being traded between signatory members 

Within the auspices of the GATT framework signatory nations have 

participated, to their general benefit, in the reduction of tariffs and 

quotas. Substantial reductions in restrictive trade practices have not 

occurred in the smaller trading countries, especially of the Third 

World. These countries have tenaciously held to the idea of protecting 

their agricultural sector and their emerging industries that do not have 

comparative advantage, vis-a-vis the larger countries under free trade. 

By maintaining trade barriers the smaller countries hope to restrict or 

eliminate the competition from the imports of the larger established and 

newly developed, industrial nations [18][19]. 

With the virtual elimination of the traditional trade barriers 

in the larger industrialized countries, policy makers of these 

countries, against the advice of most economists, have insisted on 

imposing some form of trade barrier to protect their industries. EC 

non tar iff trade barriers have proved to be a useful policy tool to 

influence agricultural development [20]. "Attempts by the Catimission to 

persuade member states to abandon such policies at the national 

GATT considers that "no government is really 'protection-
minded1; on the contrary, 11 continue to resist protectionist 
pressures" [21]. 
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level have proved fruitless [22]. "In the European Economic Carmunity 

traders and consumers in member countries have tried ineffectively to 

dissuade the producers, especially those in the agricultural sector, 

from demanding a policy of protectionism from overseas competition. 

Yeutter makes the following comments: 

As domestic industries, both agricultural and non-agricultural, 
in the U.S. and elsewhere have observed the progressive 
crumbling of tariff protection, other protective mechanisms have 
been devised by their governments. One must give reverse 
"credit" where it is due; they have done this very effectively 
indeed. So-called "non-tariff barriers" have become the major 
impediment to world trade today. Whereas the previous rounds of 
GATT negotiations dealt almost exclusively with tariffs, with 
non-tariff barriers scarcely even being mentioned, the present 
Tokyo Round (1977) of negotiations probably will devote far more 
time to the latter than to the former [23]. 

Pine noted that "Successive negotiations have so reduced import quotas 

and tariffs that countries increasingly have turned to so-called 

non-tariff barriers, such as production subsidies, restrictive quality 

standards, and inspection requirements." [24] Major trading powers are 

resorting to the imposition of nontariff trade barriers as a means of 

influencing their own trade policies and domestic production policies, 

especially concerning the agricultural sector. 

There has always been skepticism toward the idea that free trade 

is mutually beneficial to the countries involved. Various labor unions 

and industries such as steel, textiles, and more recently the automobile 

industry have lobbied for inport restrictions [25]. A recent form of 

NTB that is being considered by the U.S. Congress is the "reciprocity" 

legislation. This action of Congress seems to illustrate Yeutter's 

comment, "... we are plagued by a level of public knowledge of 
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international trade that leaves much to be desired" E26]. With the 

world today in a recession there is considerable pressure frcm within 

major trading nations to implement seme form of protectionist measures. 

These measures go contrary to the classical and neo-classical theories 

of free trade between countries, which state that each country involved 

in trade without restrictions will benefit. 

The global recession of the late 1970s and early 1980s is 

considered second only to the Great Depression of 1933. The monetary 

policies of the conservatively controlled governments have brought down 

the high inflation that plagued the industrial economies, but at the 

cost of high unemployment and high interest rates. Many poor-

performance industries have suffered from this recession, and many have 

folded. Hansen for the Overseas Development Council, in discussing the 

new protectionism (NTBs), describes whom he considers are the advocators 

of trade restrictions: 

The New Protectionism has special characteristics. The 
barriers raised in the 1970s were for the most part not 
generalized tariff increases, but sector-specific .quotas 
negotiated bilaterally outside the multilateral framework of the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GAIT). Ttao kinds of 
production sectors have borne the brunt of these new barriers. 
In the case of steel, shipbuilding, automobiles, and some other 
intermediate and capital goods, imports have been curtailed 
primarily because of the threat of Japanese conpetition, 
although in recent years some advanced developing country 
exporters have also entered the narket. In the case of consumer 
goods such as textiles and clothing, footwear, household 
appliances, and television sets, the new barriers have been 
raised against imports that now cane frcm an ever increasing 
number of developing-oountry sources. 

These production sectors in the industrial countries tend 
to have in common such attributes as low productivity growth, 
without downward adjustment of wages, labor-intensive produc­
tion techniques, with anployment often concentrated in older 
industrial regions; excess capacity, frequently of older and 
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inefficient vintage? and slowing market demand. Within 
northern countries, these sector attributes have added up to 
significant political weight and a predisposition toward import 
restriction rather than production readjustment [27]. 

The Japanese and Europeans are experts in circumventing the overt trade 

barriers. But in some cases, such as Prance with mutton and the British 

with poultry, nations are blatantly applying nontariff barriers in order 

to totally block trade. It seems that the image which GATT has 

projected to the effect that "no government is really 

'protection-minded'" is just a mask to hide the very high unemployment 

rates that are being experienced in Britain, Belgium, France, and the 

United States, to mention a few. There are some influential ©canonists 

that "are calculating the short-term gains in jobs saved by resorting to 

import controls" [28] not unlike the economists of the late 1960s and 

early 1970s who were advocating, and thus lending credence to trade 

barriers and the diversification of labor [29]. 

Domestic agricultural support programs have been the nemesis of 

the free trade advocates. Trade in dairy and meat products has been and 

still is strongly regulated. Darvestic producers jealously protect their 

share of the market by demanding that the local government control the 

trade in these commodities. With the elimination of tariffs, the 

governments have had to resort to nontariff trade barriers such as 

health and sanitary regulations, packaging (bottling) and labelling 

laws, in order to appease the domestic producers. The dairy industry is 

rampant with complex regulatory devices that cover most, if not all, the 

dairy products such as milk, cream, butter, cheeses, lactalbumin, 

casein, etc. [30][31]. The livestock and meat trade has many regulatory 
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devices [ 32 ] [ 33 ], but most of than are not as complex as those of the 

dairy industry. Many of the meat regulatory devices are easily 

recognizable as OTBs for the protection of the domestic industry rather 

than the health of consumers. 

Because of the vulnerability of the cattle and meat industry to 

the fluctuations of the world price (terms of trade), governments have 

carried out domestic beef price stabilization policies by applying or 

relaxing the regulatory devices. The application of the NIBs have been 

at a cost to the consumers through higher prices', and possibly to the 

detriment of the world beef and cattle trade [34][35]. The world 

livestock and neat trade has levelled off, and its traditional pattern 

of trade seems to be changing [36]. The change is causing friction 

between the traditional exporters (i.e., Argentina, Australia, Uraguay, 

and Brazil) and those traditional importers who have now beccme 

exporters, or who have become self-sufficient (i.e., EC countries). 

The friction seems to be leading to increased protectionism and nore 

restrictive trading. 

The present economic world-wide recession is having an adverse 

effect on the agricultural industry. On the macro economic level, high­

er interest rates, high unemployment rates, unrealistic exchange rates, 

and widening trade deficits, have encouraged many to advocate protec­

tionism (i.e., bilateral agreonents, quotas, enforcement of OTBs) and 

retaliation through the use of oounterveiling duties, reciprocity [37]. 

Higher input costs and lower world prices are causing domestic farmers 

to demand import restrictions in order to assure a profitable and 

stable market for their own products. In responding to the demands 
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of the agricultural sector, governments are directing their trade 

policies and domestic production policies through the imposition and 

enforcanent of legislative and regulatory devices. 

Approximately a quarter of the total world trade is free [38], 

[39] This percentage of free trade is being threatened by the growing 

movement in the industrial countries, such as in the European Community 

and Japan, for some form of restriction on the imports of agricultural 

and industrial products in order to protect their vulnerable 

agricultural sector and ailing industrial sector, until the recession 

passes. 

The member nations of GATT admit that the impetus towards freer 

trade which began in 1948 is threatened by the increasing demand for 

protectionism by industry and the labor unions throughout the western 

industrial world, and the ease with which these demands can be met by 

the imposition of nontariff barriers. 

There seems to be no slackening of the current movement towards 

more and more protectionism and the misuse of legitimate restrictive 

measure that result in the trade distortions (i.e., technical, health, 

and sanitary standards and regulations). Yeutter noted that the purpose 

of standards is to foster trade, but governments have found them to be 

very effective instruments to impede trade [40]. 



CHAPTER 3 

HOMEWORK ECR ANALYZING NCNTARIFF TRADE BARRIERS 

A very broad definition of nontariff trade barrier is any pol­

icy or practice that would distort international trade by changing the 

quantity, composition, or cause a reversal in the trade of goods and 

services. A more appropriate definition of a nontariff barrier or dis­

tortion is any means or methods that are used, other than a tariff or 

duty, in order to restrict the flow of trade into or out of a country; 

e.g., trade barriers, quotas, and embargoes. Hillman defines a 

nontariff barrier as "any governmental device or practice other than a 

tariff which directly impedes the entry of imports, or exit of exports, 

and which discriminates against inports and exports: that is, which 

does not apply with equal force on domestic production or distribu­

tion" [41]. The imposition of a nontariff barrier is not necessarily 

restricted to governments' or their agencies' actions, but can be 

incurred by groups or organizations such as religious sects and 

multinational firms. This will be shown when the restrictions to the 

red meat trade is discussed in Chapter 5. The Canmittee for Economic 

Development (CED) recognized the fact that "the activities of business 

firms and associations nay be an important source of trade distortions" 

[42]. 

The Committee for Economic Development, concentrating their 

attention on the policies of the public authorities, grouped the 

16 
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government trade policy nontariff instruments for controlling trade 

into eight categories: 

- Quantitative restrictions, 

- Customs classifications and valuation, 

- Public procurement policies, 

- Antidumping regulations, 

- Border tax adjustments, 

- Export credit subsidies, 

- Domestic subsidies and taxation, 

- Taxation and health regulations [43] 

Yeutter 144 ] considers that variable levies are one of the most frus­

trating trade barriers, yet the European Community, who are the vorst 

offenders, strongly resist the inclusion of variable levies in the 

Quantitative Restrictions Group of the GATT issues on trade barriers. 

Richardson argues that "the bureaucratic barriers involved in exporting 

[products] are perhaps more important than any other NTBs to trade. 

Foreign vending licenses and credit status must often be obtained; 

foreign business practices must be learned; foreign lawyers must be 

hired. ..." [45] Harassing administrative barriers are added to the 

natural barriers of trading and effectively discriminate by design, 

though sometimes incidentally, against foreign producers. The 

discrimination can create product differentiation by quality as do the 

different red meat grading systems between Australia, Canada, the 

United States, and the European Community. 

In the private sector, import-oanpeting producers and labor 

unions have been able to create product differentiation through 
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advertising (i.e., buy domestic) and discriminatory activities, such as 

boycotting or not handling foreign products and inputs, which have 

distorted trading volumes and prices. 

Taxonomies of nontariff trade barriers are given by UNCTAD 

[46], Ingo Walter [ 47 3 , and Hillman [483*^ UNCTAD and Walter classi­

fied the nontariff barriers into three types: Type X are the WTBs 

whose specific intent is (a) to impede iarports and (b) to stimulate 

exports in a manner that causes trade distortions, Type II are measures 

whose primary intent is to deal with economically, socially and/or 

politically related problems, but which are occasionally used to 

restrict imports or stimulate exports; Type III are treasures or 

policies that are applied with no trade protection intent, but which 

inadvertently affect the trade sector causing distortions. The three 

major types try to indicate the intentions of the trade restrictive 

measures. Intent on the part of the government when applying a measure 

are the most important aspect in defining or determining a nontariff 

barrier. Intentions determine whether the ireasure or practice is used 

specifically as a trade policy tool or whether the distortion is an 

2 ancillary effect. Hillman lists NTBs under five general sections: 

^•Refer to Appendix A for the three taxoncmies of nontariff 
barriers. 

2 National governments sometimes have pressing economic and 
social reasons for adopting domestic treasures which may result in trade 
distortions for a number of these policies of traditional view has been 
that they are of strictly dcmestic interest and not a matter of concern 
for other countries. . . . First of all [international agreenent re­
lating to NTBs] are likely to be opposed by governments on the grounds 
that they would limit a government ability to deal with domestic 
problems. [Secondly, with] nontariff distortions ... it is difficult 
to match and balance the concessions made by each country" [49]. 
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(1) government participation, (2) customs and administrative 

procedures, (3) standards and marketing regulations, (4) specific trade 

limitations, and (5) trade restraints through the price mechanism. The 

taxonomies are specifically of NTBs, measures and devices, imposed 

directly or indirectly through government policies and public 

administrative action that constrain trade. Other msasures or forms of 

restrictions outside of government policies and actions are not listed, 

such as private or religious measures. 

Nontariff trade barriers generally have two effects. This, is 

illustrated by trade in the livestock and meat industry. One is the 

indirect imposition of an extra cost which would be conparable to a 

tariff on an imported commodity, such as a cost of an inspection 

regulation by local authorities to ensure a certain standard; this 

would be equivalent to importing a higher quality commodity or product 

of a higher grade, viiich is caiparable to paying a higher price for a 

quality commodity. The increased cost oould be incurred either in the 

producing country due to slaughter house regulations, or in the 

importing country because of the customs meat inspection requirements. 

The second effect is to reduce the quantity that is to be im­

ported; for example, by insisting on certain health standards (i.e. 

foot-mouth disease free or free of hormone growth). This would*not 

necessarily affect the world price if the country is a minor exporting 

country, but would affect the world production which would be reduced 

slightly by that amount that does not conform to the regulation. In 

the case of a major exporter of beef and cattle a restriction on its 

trade would affect both the world price and the quantities of world 
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trade and world production. It also affects the patterns of trade, as 

anpirically shown in the case with Argentina. 

The determination of NTBs is especially important with regards 

to the multilateral trade negotiations (MTN) under GAIT. "Determining 

which NTBs can realistically be negotiated is a complex issue. In 

practice how can one distinguish less justifiable barriers to trade 

from a country's natural right to generate revenue through taxes that 

do not discriminate between domestic and foreign sources? Or to subsi­

dize some industries to correct for other distortions? Or to impose 

legitimate product standards?" [50] The Canmittee for Economic Develop­

ment states that "most nontariff distortions present difficulties . . . 

in specifications# and may be virtually inpossible to quantify" [51]. 

The problem in specifying and quantifying NTBs greatly increases the 

difficulties of estimating the level of protection and of predicting 

the net welfare effect. This difficulty arises when a government 

implements a specific policy that might inadverently cause trade 

distortions, or whose specific intent is to distort trade. 

Attempts have been made to devise a theoretic model that could 

determine the effects of an NTB as a first approximation. The model 

used the concepts of the effective protection [52][53][54][55], The 

effective protection (or effective tariff rate) concept has proven 

successful when applied to the explicit types of barriers (e.g., 

tariffs and quotas). Yet most economists concede that the concept is 

inadequate with regards to NTBs which cannot be measured directly, such 

as health standards [56]. Wipf and Yeats use the effective rate of 

protection model in order to determine the effective tariff rate of 
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various agricultural products in the United States and other industrial­

ized countries and to determine the effective rate of protection 

accorded the domestic industries. Yeats concedes the difficulty in 

estimating the nominal rate of a tariff equivalent for certain NTBs, 

while Wipf states some of his nontariff values are estimated given 

certain assumptions. 

The partial equilibrium trade model explicitly illustrates the 

intuitive impact of enforcing an NTB; but the dearth of appropriate 

data to determine with reasonable accuracy the estimators of the demand 

and supply schedules is sadly evident [57]. Thus, these two theoreti­

cal models, thpugh they might resemble the real world with regards to 

the impact of NTBs is extremely difficult to test and to apply as a 

dec is ion-making policy tool. Thus the major problems are first to 

determine a NTB and secondly, to accord a value figure to the NTB. An 

accounting method is suggested in that the total cost of placing a 

foreign product on the market is compared to the cost of producing and 

marketing the same domestic product (note that hcmogeniety is assumed, 

which in some cases is an inappropriate assumption). Here again, the 

method seems logically sinple, but adequate and sufficient data are 

lacking. 

The determination of the impact of nontariff trade barriers on 

the effective tariff on a final good or the effective rate of protec­

tion can be theoretically, and empirically, accomplished provided it 

is possible to compute the tariff equivalent of the NTBs. Intuitive­

ly, we can assume that the increased nontariff restriction on the final 

good will increase the effective protection of the industry. Increased 
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nontariff restrictions on imports of inputs will raise the cost of the 

final good and reduce the industry's effective protection. The 

effective rate of a tariff (ej) is defined as follcws: 

The percentage difference between the industry's value added 

per unit of currency of output under protection (v^)and its value add­

ed in the absence of protection (vy. 

v. - v. 
e = -JL—I da) 
3 j 

With the basic assumptions of the model being (a) that all pro­

duction functions are of fixed coefficient form with zero elasticity of 

substitution between intermediate inputs and the primary factors (labor 

and capital), (b) that the international movement of primary factors 

does not occur, but are nationally mobile, fixed in terms of total 

supply for the economy, and available in less than infinitely elastic 

supply for a particular industry, and (c) that the danand for all 

exports is infinite with a perfectly elastic import supply. Yeats [58] 

notes that a relaxing of the supply and demand assunption would lead to 

a different definition of effective protection (et): 

Where p^ is the price of the value added product before protection 

and Pj the price after protection. Provided the elasticity of 

substitution is zero, the two definitions will produce equivalent 

estimates 
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m 

if v. = P. - Z a. . (2) 
3 3 i=l 

m 
and v. = (P. + t.) - Z  a. . (1 + t.) (3) 

3 3 3 i=i A3 1 

Where: 
L I* 

a^j = the value of the i input required per unit currency value 

of output of industry j, at free trade prices; 

tj = total nominal rate for tariff on the output of industry (j). 

tj = are the tariffs on the inputs into industry j. 

Pj = the free-trade price of the j product. 

Substituting: 

r n *1 r n -1 
(P. + t.) - Z  a. . (1 + t.) - P. - E a. . 
L D J i=1v ij l_3 i=i^il 

ej= n (4) 

P. - Z a. . 
^ i=l « 

which leads to 

n 
t. - Z a..t. 
3 i=1 i3 1 

ej —4 (5a> 
P. - Z a. . 
3 i=l 13 

Walter [59] defines the effective rate of protection in 

essentially the same manner: 

n 
t. - Z a..t. 
3 i=i 13 1 

e. (5b) 
J 3 
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Then by incorporating the tariff equivalent of the nontariff 

restrictions on imports of final goods tn^) and inputs (n^), 

assuming that it is possible to compute the tariff equivalent of NTBs. 

then: 

+nj •Laij(ti+ni) 

e, ^ (6) 
3 *5 v-

e^ would be the effective rate of protection accorded an 

industry that includes both ncminal tariff and ncminal nontariff (in 

tariff equivalence) restrictions on inputs and final product. 

Wipf [60] defines the effective rate of protection similarly to 

(6) though the direct subsidy payment rate (S^) received by dcmestic 

producers in industry (j), and the excise tax rate (r^) on 

intermediate input (i) are included in place of the nontariff 

equivalents (n.) and (n.) 
3 i  

n 
t. + S. - E a..(t. + r. + t.r.) 

3 3  i—i 13  1  1  11  
^  (7,  

1 - Z a. . 
i=l 

which is rewritten as follows: 

8j = <t. + S.) + 

_ n 
(t. + S. - d.) 2 a. . 
^ J 1 i=l^ 

n 
1 - 2  a .  .  

i=l ̂  

( 8 )  
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where 
n 
2 a. . <t. + r. + t.r.) 
i=l ^ 1 1 1 

•
L 

d. = (9) 
1 n 

E a. . 
i=l 13 

is a weighted average of the tariff and nontariff measures that act to 

raise the cost of inputs used in the production process of the j^1 

industry. Wipf notes that the "equation makes it easy to identify the 

critical points in the relationship between nominal and effective rates 

of protection" [61]. Also the effective rate of protection can be 

negative* indicating a domestic production ax. Walters concludes that 

the imposition of excise taxes by the EC countries significantly 

reduces the effective rate of production accorded the industries of the 

final product. 

Johnson and Grubel [621 define the effective rate of protection 

with the inclusion of the excise taxes (r^) on inputs and (r^) on 

the final good i. 

v. : 
0j ^ 

si 5 "is 
(1 + t.) (1 + ej r , (1 + t.) (1 + e.) 

J J J 

where (S.) is the sales value of the final product and (M. .) is the 
D ID 

value of a given intermediate input (i) into the final product. 

The effective rate of protection can be presented using a par-

tial equilibrium analysis geometric diagram as in Figure 1. If NTBs 

are imposed (n^) on an industry (j) inports, would be reduced from 

(be) to (cd) and increases the price of the product frcm (P^) to 

(P4) (Figure 1, Diagram A). An increase in NTBs on inputs (n^) 
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only would mean imports would be cut back frcm (M^) to (Mp raising 

the price of the input from (P^) to ' figure 1, Diagram C) 

which in turp would mean a reduction in the supplies of the final-

product <j) from (Sj) to (Sj) as shown in Figure 1, Diagram B 

representing a leftward shift in the supply schedule as shown in Figure 

1, Diagram A. Thus, theoretically, the imposition of MTBs on inputs, or 

intermediate goods, increases the cost of the final product and could 

eventually eliminate dcmestic production in this particular exanple. 

The simultaneous imposition of NTBs cn inputs (n^) and on the final 

product (nj) , being contradictory in their impact an the effective 

rate of protection of industry (j), oould cancel each other out, but 

the result would be a higher price for the final product. An increase 

in NTBs of both industries may increase or decrease the imports of the 

final product depending on the elasticities of the final products' 

demand and supply. 

The change in the society's welfare effects resulting frcm impo­

sition of OTBs is shown in Figure 2 where the impact of a cost-imposing 

NTB is shown and described. The main problem with the foregoing models 

is determining the NTBs and computing the tariff equivalent value. The 

flow diagram in Figure 3 illustrates the possible sources of acceptable 

data that could be used to compute the tariff equivalent, but the 

determination of the NTB will still have to rely heavily on normative 

and welfare analysis (i.e., net welfare gains, and social welfare 

gains, product hcniogeniety-quality differentiation, etc.) 

4 This section have relies heavily on Hawkins and Walter [63]. 
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p 
J 

_!_p 

+c 

CO (A) 

Figure 1. Effective rate of protection. 

Represents partial 
equilibrium analysis 
for final-goods industry 
(j). (n.) is amount of 
NTB iirposed, this re­
duces inports frcm 
(be) to (cd). Price 
increases fran (P.) to 
tP4) • 

Represents a reduction 
in the industry's sup­
ply of final-good (S.) 
to (s!) in diagram 3 

(A). 3 

Represents an increase 
in NTB's only on inter­
mediate goods inported. 
Hius inports (i) would, 
be cut fieri (M^) to (M^) 

For symbol designation refer to definition on page 28. 

(M^) and (M|) = quantity of inputs inported. 

Source: Hawkins and Walter, 1972; p. 74. 
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Figure 2. Partial equilibrium analysis of the impact of a nontariff 
restriction. (The impact of cost-imposing nontariff 
barriers.) 

Total loss of consumer surplus is the area (P.efg) while the area 
of (P,gcb) is the increased producers1s surplus (due to P increas­
ing. (abc) and (def) are the deleterious production effects and 
consumption effects, (acfd) is the increased profits garnered by 
domestic importers or foreign exporters. 

where Sf = foreign supply at price (P^) which may include tariff 
levied by importing country (refer to assumptions on 
p. 27). 

= domestic supply. 

D, = domestic demand. 

Source: Hawkins and Walter, 1972, pp. 65-67. 
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CHAPTER 4 

OVERVIEW OF THE BEEF AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCT SECTOR 

The red meat and livestock industry is a heterogeneous mixture 

of production, processing and marketing systems with beef having the 

preponderant role in production, consumption, and international 

trade^ The industrialized countries have been and are the najor 

consumers of beef 

Beef cons unption figures for the last decade and a half show a 

rapid increase during times of economic growth and a slight decline 

during times of economic recession. Total meat consumption figures en 

the other hand shew a decline in the rate of increase during recessions 

(Figure 4) [64], Much of the future increase in aansunption in Western 

Europe, Australia, Canada , New Zealand, and the United States will be 

due to increases in population modified somewhat by the consumers' 

response to changes in the relative beef prices. The rise in beef 

consumption in Japan and the rest of the world will result frcm an 

increase in real incomes along with changes in eating habits. The 

income elasticities of beef for the selected countries, especially 

Japan, are high as shown in Table 1. The cross price elasticities 

^"See Appendix B for tables showing production, consunption, 
and beef trade figures, meat prices, and cattle inventories. 

30 
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Table 1. Demand and incane elasticities for red meats in the selected 
countries and regions, 1970. 

Country or Price Elasticity 
Region and Beef 

Incane 
Commodity Finished Other Pork Poultry Mutton Elasticity 

U.S.A. 
Beef, finished -0.7 0.20 0.10 — 0.50 
Beef, other 0.4 -0.80 0.10 0.10 0.35 
Pork [other] 0.4 — -0.80 0.10 0.25 
Poultry 0.3 0.20 -1.00 0.90 

Canada 
Beef -0.60 0.30 0.15 0.70 
Pork 0.40 -0.70 0.15 0.15 
Poultry ——— 0.30 0.20 -0.80 — 0.90 

Japan 
Beef -1.20 0.26 0.35 1.20 
Pork 0.20 -0.90 0.11 0.90 
Poultry 0.50 0.17 -1.10 0.60 
Mutton —• 0.40 0.20 0.30 -0.40 0.50 

E.C. 6(a) 
Beef -0.70 0.30 0.10 0.70 
Pork 0.50 -0.80 0.20 0.60 
Poultry 0.38 0.50 -0.80 0.90 
Mutton -  • - 0.15 0.15 — -0.25 

Oceania(b) 
Beef -0.50 0.20 
Pork 0.20 -0.40 0.10 
Poultry 
Mutton 0.40 -0.80 

(a) E.C. 6 is made up of France, West Germany, Italy, Holland, Belgium, 
and Luxenburg. 

(b) Oceana includes Australia and New Zealand. 

Source: Simpson and Farris, 1983. 
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indicate assymetry between pork for beef and beef for pork. The 

figures for Japan suggest a greater readiness to substitute beef for 
* 

pork than the reverse, but the opposite in the case of United States, 

2 Canada, Ooeanxa and the Community. 

Retail meat prices in the selected countries capitals show a 

large variance between the price of boneless roast chuck in Tokyo and 

Washington, D.C. The high retail beef prices in Tckyo reflect the 

strong protection accorded the domestic industry through the Livestock 

Industry Promotion Corporation (LIFC), a quasi-governmental public 

corporation. Even though beef prices are the highest of the meat 

categories the consumers' preference is shewn by the phenomenal growth 

of the industry since World War II which has been due mainly to the 

relatively steady economic growth through the mid-1970s. 

Table 2. Retail meat prices in Tokyo and Washington, D.C., 1980-1983 

Boneless Sirloin Steak—U.S. $per kg. 

1980 1981 1983 

Tckyo 34.48 31.57 28.41 

Washington, D.C. 6.81 7.61 8.80 

2 The elasticity figures in Table 1 are calculated with the use 
of an U.S. Department of Agriculture econometric model and therefore are 
point elasticities. The elasticity figures are valid provided the price 
changes are small, less than 10 percent. Also it should be noted that 
the figures were calculated for an upward shift in price; a downshift in 
prices could produce a different set of elasticity figures. 
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Demand for Beef 

Before the development of the present sophisticated neat market­

ing systems consumers purchased what was available at the local 

butchers. With the increased competition since World War II consumers 

have been given a choice as to quality and cuts available and have 

shown definite aggregate preferences. The preferences have followed 

fairly closely the traditional or historical offerings in the region or 

country. Thus, consumers frcm Europe and Oceania have preferred leaner 

meat, with the Europeans consuming considerable quantity of specialty 

meats. The Europeans have a very slight preference for grain-fed beef 

as opposed to the Australians and the New Zealanders who produce and 

consume mainly range fed beef. The North American consumers prefer the 

more marbled meat from grain-fed cattle which they consider to be more 

tender and flavorful.^ The Japanese consumer considers the grain 

fattened heavily marbled meat which traditionally has been frcm the 

local Wagyu cattle, prime choice table meat. 

Since the turn of the decade of the 1980s there has been in 

North America a small but noticeable change in meat preference towards 

4 (less marbled) leaner, meat. This change has been credited to the 

Europeans consume considerable quantities of specialty meat, 
while north Americans seem to have a particular abhorrence to these 
meats; consuming a negligible quality. 

4 A spokesman for the Safeway supermarket chain stated that 
the chain had noticed a definite change in consumer preference towards 
leaner beef (1982 AAEA annual conference held in Logan, Utah). 
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influence and pressure of health and medical groups with their anphasis 

on fitness through less fat intake and lower cholesterol levels. In 

1981 the US DA proposed some meat grade changes to account for the 

change in consumer preferences towards leaner beef. However, the hotel 

and restaurant trade successfully lobbied against the measure, starting 

the preference of their patrons towards the traditional USDA prime and 

choice beef had not changed. 

The varied international consumer preferences have encouraged 

the specialization of the domestic beef production industry in all 

importing countries and at times made it difficult for foreign 

competition to enter into a specific category of the meat and livestock 

product market the U.S. market being a good exaitple. Those exporting 

countries which have shown flexibility in their production patterns and 

their grading systems have been able to penetrate a market restricted 

by consumer preference. A strategy that is being used with increasing 

frequency in the Third World countries is the education of the 

potential customer to establish a preference for certain meat 

characteristics and origin of product. For exanple the U.K. Meat and 

Livestock Commission has an advertising campaign of "buy British beef." 

The Australian and Livestock Corporation have held seminars through 

the Par East, especially in Japan and Taiwan, and in the middle eastern 

countries, in order to advertise "Australian beef" and give 

demonstrations as to how to prepare their product. 

Another important consideration is the beef consunption trends 

which shew a decline in nearly all of the selected group (Table 3). In 

Europe the decline in the demand for beef has been accompanied by an 



36 

Table 3. Per capita consumption of beef and veal for selected 
countries, regions, and years. 

(per capita) 

Country Trend 1961 1970 1977 1978 . 1979 1980 1981 
E.C.<9) decline 22.3 25.8 25.7 26.3 26.4 25.8 25.2 
U.S.A. decline 42.8 53.3 58.8 55.9 59.8 48.8 47.6 
Canada — 35.6 40.0 50.8 47.0 40.7 40.4 41.7 
Japan increase 1.6 3.0 4.2 4.7 4.9 4.9 5.0 
Australia decline 42.2 '40.8 76.5 72.2 52.1 50.1 44.2 
New Zealand decline 41.3 40.6 65.3 62.5 60.5 55.5 54.3 

Source: Adapted fran USDA, Foreign Agriculture Circular Livestock and 
Meat, FLM 5-78, FLM 5-80, FLM 5-81, FLM 5-83, 1978, 1980, 
1981, and 1983. 

increase in demand for pig meat and poultry. The consumer's switch has 

been due to the "bad economic situation and rising [beef] prices" [653. 

Meat and Livestock Industry 

World beef cattle inventories have increased from a total of 

691 million head just before World War II to 920 million in 1960 and 

1.2 billion in 1979. World production of beef at 16 million metric 

tons in the late 1930s, increased to 28 million metric tons in 1960 and 

reached 47 million metric tons by 1979 [66]. To understand the 

complexities of the beef and livestock trade between the five countries 

(Australia, Canada, Japan, New Zealand, U.S.A.) and the European 

Community (made up of nine west European countries frcm 1973 to 

1979—and more recently ten) requires an understanding of sane basic 

principles behind the cattle production and beef processing systems, 

The meat and livestock industry is beset with risks. For 

example, cattle are raised and fattened on pastures and/or on feed 

grain, so weather, disease, availability, and quality of pastures, feed 
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grain production and prices, all play an important part in the 

production of bouvine meat. Another problem is that, due to its 

biological nature, cattle production induces national and world cattle 

cycles with changes in inventory, production, and price fluctuations 

and price expectations [67]. Not only is the cattle/beef industry 

sensitive to price changes, but beef consumption is sensitive to 

5 
changes in product price and in real income of consumers. 

Producers have sought various ways and means of reducing their 

risks, one of which has been isolating the domestic producers frcm 

foreign competition. The processors of slaughtered cattle and the 

traders of beef, veal, and livestock products find themselves in a very 

competitive market both nationally, in the case of North America an 

Europe, and internationally. Inprovement in margins comes through 

increased efficiency and productivity or through economies of scale 

[ 6 8 ] .  

Two possible approaches can be taken in order to conceptualize 

operations of the beef industry': The functional and the institutional 

g 
approach (see Table 4). The functional approach identifies three 

main groups within the industry: 

Approximately a half of th'e grain and livestock produced in 
the world is consumed in countries that have domestic farm programs to 
stabilize internal prices and consumption "when a large proportion of 
world consumption is controlled, the adjustment to changing supply-
demand conditions is shifted to the more cpen market economies [It 
thus] leads to exaggerated price adjustments in the cpen economies" 
[69]. 

S?his section draws heavily on Simpson and Farris (1983). 
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Functional Institutional 

Retail 

International trade 

Wholesale/distribution 

Wholesale/dis tri but ion 

Slaughter/ processing 

Feeding/finishing 

Stocker/backgrounding 

Ccw/calf 

Supermarkets or meat markets 
Government weights and standards 

Government statistics 
Brokers 

Freight forwarders 
Insurance companies 

Freight forwarders 
Insurance companies 

Shipping companies 
Government meat inspectors 

Butcher shops 
Centralized meat processors 

Catmission msn 
Jobbers 

Warehouses 
Meat truckers 
Packing plants 
Government graders 
Futures markets 
Order buyers 
Feedlot owners 
Speculators/investors 
Auction narkets 
Farmers/ranchers 
Breed associations 
Livestock associations 
Lenders or financial institutions 

Source: Simpson and Farris, 1983, p. 16. 
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(1) the producers 

(2) the processors 

(3) the distributors 

and they produce and handle four major categories of bovine meat: 

(1) Feedlot or grain fed beef, 

(2) Range fed beef 

(3) Cows (mainly dairy culls) 

(4) Veal (calf) 

with the products being destined for either of two main uses: 

(1) Table meat (household use, hotel, or restaurant trade) 

(2) Manufacturing (sausages, prepare and precooked foods, fast 

7 food outlets 

By-products of the meat processing operation are the hides and 

skins of the animals, edible offal or specialty meats (livers, lungs, 

hearts, kidneys, tongues), nonedible offal (blood, hoofs), the sale of 

which helps to defray the costs of the slaughter houses and meat 

packing plants. The beef product undergoes further differentiation 

g 
which depends on' the method of storage and shipment: 

(1) Fresh beef 

(2) Chilled beef 

(3) Frozen beef 

7 The meat that is destined for manufacturing use, or for 
cooked/frozen process and canning is deboned from the carcass, whereas 
table meat which is graded prime or choice is not always deboned. 
Cooked meat is normally required to have been cooked at 145°F internal 
meat temperature or for a longer time at a slightly lower temperature (a 
U5DA standard). 
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Thus, the different types of bovine meat produced by the processing 

plants are differentiated by farm origin, the method of production and 

fattening, and by the method of storage and transportation {refer to 

Figure 5) . Each type and category of meat is designated a grade 

specification. Sane countries, invariably beef exporters, have accepted 

the meat grading system of other countries, while others have their cwn 

individualized system which serves to complicate the international trad­

ing of bovine meat. 

Trade in Meat and Livestock 

The international beef market structure is dominated by a few 

large exporters (Australia, New Zealand, Argentina, and E.C.) and im­

porters (U.S.A., E.C., (J.S.S.R., and Japan) with the rest of the market 

made up of many small beef-trading nations [70], as illustrated in 

Figure 6. "Two distinct trade flow patterns exist, one is in the 

foot-and-mouth disease-free Pacific area, between Oceania and North 

America plus Southeast Asia. The other is in the Atlantic area between 

South America and Northern Europe" [71], 

g 
The vacuum-packing of primals and sub-primals cuts of the 

beef carcass (as opposed to quarters, half a carcass) has been 
increasingly adopted by packers, for it reduces storage handling, and 
shipping costs by facilitating box-packing and it increases storage 
time. Much of the meat that is destined for the international trade is 
vacuum-packed in airtight plastic containers or shrink-wrapped. 

Meat is chilled to between -1° and 4°C directly after 
slaughter prior to processing into smaller cuts. Chilled meat is said 
to suffer no adverse changes. 

Meat is frozen to -17°C normally after processing. Freezing 
meat is said to change its texture and appearance and also to lose some 
of its flavor. 
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Figure 5. Flow diagram of beef processing in a fully integrated Scuth 
American beef packing plant. 

Source: Simpson and Farria, 1983; p. 219. 
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The world beef trade has steadily increased since World War II, 

with trade doubling between the early 1960s and late 1970s. During 

this period the total bovine meat exports of 49 major beef producing 

and trading nations, which account for 95 percent of the total vrorld 

beef exports, increased from 2.0 million metric tons to over 4.5 

million metric tons [72] as shown in Figure 7. Figures 8 and 9 

graphically illustrate the increasing beef exports of 13 industrialized 

countries over the 23 year period aided in 1981. 

The exports of the 49 major beef trading nations account for 

only eight percent of the production in those nations in 1961 and 

approximately 10 percent of it in 1978 [73]. On the other side of the 

coin, in comparison to overall domestic beef production, the net export 

trade of beef is relatively small, except in the cases of New Zealand, 

Australia and Argentina. Hie position of these three countries are 

shown in Figure 10 and for ccnparison the U.S.A.'s position is also 

shown. Because of the relatively small percentage of beef traded 

internationally to the total domestic productions in the major 

industrialized countries, such as the United States, Europe, Canada, 

and Japan, these nations discuss beef and cattle liberalization in a 

low key, or not at all, pushing only when it is to their advantage as 

illustrated later. The major net exporters, which are Australia, New 

Zealand, and Argentina, are the fervent advocates of lowering the 

barriers that impede the beef trade. 

The pattern of trade with respect to beef has changed daring 

the last 15 years, partly brought about by the recent anergence of the 
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European Community as a net exporter of beef. Australia displaced 

Argentina as the top exporter and the Community anerged as the second 

biggest exporter of beef. Australia shifted its beef export emphasis 

from Europe to the more lucrative North American market for manufactur­

ing beef, a market that had opened up largely in response to 

9 
Argentina's cattle disease problem (foot-and-mouth epidemics). 

Australia is now beginning to shift its attention to closer nnrkets 

such as the Far East, Japan, and Middle East. New Zealand gained 

greater access to the European market as Australia shifted its 

emphasis, but is now suffering from the effects of the European 

Community's Common Agricultural Policy as Europe approaches self 

sufficiency and moves towards surpluses generated by the CAP farm 

support programs.^ Canada and the U.S. have increased their 

g 
The U.S. and Canadian beef industries are considerably 

more specialized in their production and marketing functions as 
compared to the other beef production areas of the world. Thus 
the U.S. beef trade is a classic example of interdependence in a 
world economy. Although the United States has the capacity to 
easily produce enough beef for domestic consultation, it is the 
largest beef imports in the world because other countries have 
comparative advantage in production of lew quality, nonfed beef 
that makes up a larger part of the U.S. consumer's diet ground 
beef and beef for processing account for about 40 percent of 
beef consumption. These beef imports (about 8 percent of U.S. 
production) are, however, more or less offset of by exports of 
fed beef hides, fallow and other by-products. The new result 
was a positive trade balance of $63 million for bovine products 
in 1978 , but a deficit of $183 million in 1979. . . . 
' [E] concmic analysis clearly show that with grain/beef price ra­
tios found in the United States, feedlot fattening will be the 
lowest cost alternative for years to care' [74], 

^Some significant changes have taken place in world trade in 
the last few years. 
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foothold in Europe and Japan for high quality trade prime and choice 

table grades of beef. Japan with pressure frcm the United States has 

slowly opened up its market to more beef imports by gradually 

increasing the accounts being tendered by the Livestock Industry 

Promotion Corporation. Limited inports of feeder, cattle under 300 

kilograms have been permitted in Japan duty free (1979-14000 head), hut 

cattle imports have been oanstrained by the limited availability of 

quarantine facilities [75]. The beef and cattle trade between the 

United States and Canada has been considerable/ though erratic, due to 

the impositions of nontariff barriers by one or the other country that 

at times have effectively cut off all beef trade. The migration of 

cattle back and forth across the Canada/U.S. border has been quite 

extensive. The changing patterns of trade between these two countries 

during the last decade or so can be clearly seen in Figures 8 and 11. 

The present beef trade situation for five selected countries and E.C. 

(plus Argentina) is as follcws^" 

- The EEC -is now a net exporter of beef, second only to Australia; EEC 
exports are heavily subsidized and hence, canpete unfairly with 
traditional exports in third markets, such as the Middle East. 

- The U.S.A. has captured a substantial proportion of Australia's share 
of the Japanese market for high-quality beef [76]. 

Major Exporters 
Australia 
European Community 
(Argentina) 
New Zealand 

Major Importers 
U.S. 
Japan 
European Canmunity 

Minor Exporters 
U.S. 
Canada. 

Minor Importers 
Canada 

11 
Refer to Appendix C for individual country's trade 

patterns 
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CHAPTER 5 

POLICIES THAT INFLUENCE INTERNATIONAL 
BEEF AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCT TRADE 

The beef and livestock product trade is constrained by ccnplex 

restrictions imposed by the trading nations. The kinds of restrictions 

include the traditional tariffs, and quotas, as well as a variety of 

more subtle forms of nontariff barriers such as specifying dyes for car­

cass markings, the use of veterinarians as neat inspectors, and spec­

ified shipping document formats. All of them restrict an importers 

access to a market and reduce the comparative advantage a producer 

might have had. The governments of the beef exporting and inporting 

countries have numerous goals in domestic policy, such as obtaining and 

preserving self sufficiency or stabilizing prices and in cares in the ag­

ricultural sector. In foreign policy, they often use trade as a policy 

tool through concessionary quotas and preferential tariff rates or 

enbargoes. 

Tariffs and quotas or tariff quotas are still widely used to 

regulate much of the beef trade. The European Caimunity uses a tariff 

quota system as one means of regulating the imports of beef, the tariff 

rate being 20 percent of value. Beef imports that fall outside the quo­

tas are subject to a variable levy payment on top of the duty. The 

United States regulates the quantity and origin of its beef iinports, 

51 
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through a voluntary export quota irrposed by other countries, also kncwn 

as voluntary export restraint (VER), whereby a country agrees to 

voluntarily restrict its exports to an annually negotiated quantity. 

The overall annual quota,which is divided among countries exporting 

beef to the United States, is determined by using a formula that 

includes the counter cyclical measure where U.S. imports and production 

vary inversely. The measure is discussed more fully later. At the 

Tokyo round of the GATT negotiations an agreanent v^s reached to 

gradually reduce tariffs within a specified time but many of the 

countries still impose tariffs to restrict the meat trade e.g., Taiwan 

has 30 percent inport duty on high quality beef and the Philippines has 

100 percent tariff rate on meat products. 

Other impediments or means of distorting the trade in beef are 

domestic subsidies, which take many forms of direct or indirect pay­

ments to producers such as transport regulation or bonuses for greater 

degree of finish on cattle (South Korea) (United States, Canada, and 

Australia) or export subsidies such as the European Caimunity uses in 

order to compete on the world market.^" Countervailing duties are 

used by importing nations as a means of countering export subsidies by 

other nations that may cause injury to domestic producers and indus­

tries. They continue a form or retaliatory trade policy tool. 

^"In the Report of the Australian Meat and Livestock 
Corporation: 

[In Eastern Europe] Australian product is currently too expen­
sive compared with subsidized exports frcm the 32. In addi­
tion, the EC arranged last year to provide Poland with a 
substantial food package of meat and grains at 15 percent below 
world prices [77]. 



53 

Government procurement of domestic beef for domestic programs 

(e.g., school lunches) was discussed in the Tokyo Round with an 

agreement to use open or selective tendering procedures wherever 

possible, though sane exceptions were made [78], For a list'of tariff 

and nontariff measures applied by countries as they affect the exports 

and imports of beef and livestock products refer to the tables in 

Appendix D. It can be seen from the tables that Australia and New 

Zealand restrict the imports of beef through strict application of 

health standard requirements, and Japan controls the quantity of beef 

and livestock imported with a quasi-governmental institution through 

which all foreign beef and cattle purchases are made [79]. Hie 

European Community has a host of measures that are applied to regulate 

and restrict the inportation of beef and cattle from outside the member 

nations. The Canadian market is restricted by having both a 

centralized and strongly decentralized authority, in tne provinces, 

which control the flew of trade in and out. 

The United States has the most liberal of the six selected mar-

2 kets but has the measures to restrict the beef imports to specific 

categories, such as the manufacturing grades and cooked prepared meat, 

and to impose a maximum quantity that can be imported through a 

voluntary export program and quota system, one of which is Public Law 

88-482, August 22, 1964.^ The law states that the maximum quantity 

2 United States, European Carmunity, Canada, Japan, Australia, 
and New Zealand. 
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[The] First fraction [of the formula] is a three-year moving av­
erage of [the] domestic production of specific meat articles. 
The denominator is the average annual production of such meat 
in 1968-1977. The numerator of the second fraction is a five-
year moving average of per capita domestic production of ccw 
beef. The denominator is a two-year moving average of per 
capita domestic production of ccw beef. The second of the two 
fractions is counter-cyclical/ because it increases the import 
quota when domestic production declines, and it reduces the 
quota when production increases [80], 

Another piece of U.S. legislation, Section 22 of the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, provides for the imposition of quo­

tas if imports are determined to interfere with government price sup­

port and stabilization programs. Other U.S. laws enacted such as those 

dealing with health and disease standards or regulations, or with prod­

uct standards and technical details, are currently harassing to the 

3 Menzie, et al., in discussing the U.S. markets state: "The 
duplication of regulations and overlap of jurisdictions can create of 
beef to be inported in any given year is determined by using a specific 
formula that accounts for the cyclical nature of the cattle industry, 
complexities for potential exporters that serves to discourage trade." 
A Canadian exporter stated: "In dealing with the U.S. government we 
are dealing with many government agencies which throw the ball one to 
the other. One is in charge of labels, another takes care of 
classification, still another is in charge of the customs entry. Then 
another sees to licensing, etc. Hence, we need a good customs-broker 
and a buyer eager to purchase one's product. This demands one to be 
very patient" [81]. Undoubtedly, this same comment could have been 
made as easily by a U.S. exporter regarding the Canadian government. 

4 Formula to determine annual beef quota: 

3-year moving average 5-year moving avg. of 
Annual Average Annual of danestic production flmvaBHr? ccw beef prod-
Quota Inports (68-77) 10-year avg of denies tic 2-year moving avg. of 

production (1968-1977) danestic ccw beef prod. 

Source: Simpson and Earris, 1982. 
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foreign exporters and they could definitely restrict trade if strictly 

enforced. The restriction of trade resulting from the U.S. grading sys­

tem will be discussed later. 

Canada established iiiport and export controls on beef and veal 

that became effective in October/ 1976. The controls cn the beef and 

veal trade were reinforced through the requirements of permits 

beginning in 1977. Thus, permitted import levels, broken down by 

countries, are established annually." The quotas are set in relation 

to the average level of beef and veal imports between 1971 and 1975, 

adjusted for changes in domestic beef consunption since this base 

period" [823. 

The European Conmunity has care up with a "Third Country Meat 

Directive" after numerous years of negotiating and haggling amongst mem­

ber countries. The Directive is a set of health and sanitary stan­

dards, regulations, and technical standard requirements that third 

country beef and cattle exporters will have to adhere to. A milder ver­

sion of the proposed Directive was established earlier but not all EEC 

countries followed the rules and regulations with respect to the import 

of meat and livestock. Sane countries for example the German Federal 

Republic, were strict in compliance while others, for exanple the 

United Kingdom, were more lenient. The new Directive will cana into 

force in 1985. It will effectively hinder, by greatly reducing—if not 

eliminating—meat imports from many countries which find it hard or 

costly to comply. Of course, the major exporters of beef, such as 

Australia and Na* Zealand, are already adapting their industries to can-

ply with the Directive in order to maintain their meat exports to the 
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European Community. Details of the Third Country Meat Directive will 

be discussed later. 

The Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations 

The proliferation of nontariff trade barriers was discussed in 

the Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade negotiations, (MTN) which culmi­

nated in 1979, with somewhat nebulous agreements being reached, on a 

number of MTB issues as follows: 

1. The Agresnent on Interpretation and Application of Articles VI, 

XVI, and XXIII of the GAIT (known as the Code on Subsidies and 

Counterveiling Duties), 

2. Texts of an Agreement on Implementation of Article VII of the 

GATT {known as the Customs Valuation Code), 

3. Agreement on Government Procurement 

4. Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (known as the 

Standards Code), 

5. Agreements on Inport Licensing Procedures. 

Three other agreements related specifically to agriculture one of which 

was: Arrangement Regarding Bovine Meat [83]. 

A number of agricultural concessions had been made in the 

multilateral trade negotiations of the Kennedy round whereby tariffs 

would be further reduced in a maximum of eight equal stages, with final 

reduction being completed by January 1, 1987. A list of tariff and 

nontariff concession made by the selected countries and the European 

Community with regards to the meat and livestock trade are tabulated in 

Appendix F. 
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Several papers and reports have been completed with regards to 

the Tokyo Round GATT itself released publications which covered the 

essential results of the Tokyo Round [84] the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture completed the Report on Agricultural Concessions in the 

Multilateral Trade Negotiations [85], which listed the tariff and 

5 nontariff concessions made by the GATT member countries. 

Animal Health and Cattle Diseases 

One, of the major sources for nontariff barriers in the meat and 

livestock industry derives from legislation and regulations of diseases 

and parasites in cattle. The spread of cattle disease and parasites 

can in some cases be harmful to oonsurners and costly to producers. 

Consumers expect their government to assure that safe meat is sold by 

suppliers, while producers rely on the government to prevent infection 

and to minimize the spread of disease especially infectious diseases, 

such as foot-and-mouth disease or aftosa, and parasites.® 

Australia and New Zealand consider themselves disease free 

zones and thus enforce strict health standards. Japan, Canada, and the 

5 . . 
The Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations 

the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, the Organiza­
tion for Economic and Cultural Development, and the International Cham­
ber of Cdtinerce have completed reports on nontariff measures applied in 
trade that included the conmodities of meat and livestock [86][87] [88] 
[89]. The U.S. Tariff Caimission completed a work on nontariff trade 
barriers [90] and the U.S. International Trade Caimission published a 
summary of trade and tariff information [91]. The various publications 
by international organizations and national agencies indicate the 
gravity of the nontariff issue in international trade. 

^(For a list of sane major cattle diseases see Appendix 3.) 



58 

United States have strict controls that have greatly reduced or elim­

inated many of the cattle diseases. Europe has minimized the prevalence 

of cattle diseases but not all the E.C. countries can be considered dis­

ease free; Ireland is considered disease free. Outbreaks occur occasion­

ally, especially of foot-and-mouth disease, principally as a result of 

inadequate inspection facilities or from relaxing the requirements ? 

Even though the health standards and sanitary measures are 

among the main obstacles bo the international beef and cattle trade, 

the prevalence of diseases and their control is of great iirportance "in 

planning strategies aimed at reducing beef prices to consumers and si­

multaneously attempting to inprove producers incomes" [92]. 

Elaboration of and Carmentary on Nontariff Trade Barriers 
in the Meat and Livestock Trade 

Any country in the world today that trades in beef and/or 

cattle, domestically and internationally, has sane form of trade 

restraint such as health standards and sanitary regulations. Because 

of the very nature and characteristics of cattle production and the 

beef industry the flow of live cattle, meat, and livestock products 

between countries has to be regulated to ensure that only clean and 

healthy products and animals enter a country. The consumer's health 

and cattlemen' s herd have to be protected frcm contaminated products 

and infectious bovine diseases. "Although restrictions based on sani­

tary grounds are impediments to trade, it has to be stated that they 

7 Most European countries inoculate against food-and-mouth dis­
ease, but the United Kingdom destroys infected herds. 
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are to a large extent justified" [93], The net econcmic effect of 

nontariff trade barriers in the beef and cattle trade is hard to 

determine though the original reason for its application was straight 

forward. The impact of health measures on trade are difficult to be 

quantified when the health measures are only one part of a whole range 

of different factors which affect national as well as international 

meat economies [94]. 

The meat and livestock industry is regulated as to the feed, 

chemicals, and antibiotics administered to the animal frcm birth to 

slaughter. The processor of the slaughtered steer, ccw, or calf has to 

comply with a set of standards and regulations enforced for domestic 

purposes and other standards and regulations required by foreign coun­

tries if the product is for export. The traders (exporters and import­

ers) and shippers must complete requirements and follcw certain 

procedures in order to ensure safe passage and ccmplete the trade trans­

actions. Thus, from calving to the supermarket freezer/cooler or butch­

er's slab there are a host of standards, regulations, and requirements 

that must be adhered to in order to carry out the trade in beef and cat­

tle. Figures 12 and 13 are flow diagrams showing the cattle raising 

system and the sectors of the meat industry (within the slaughter and 

meat packing plants). Most of the major measures that are required by 

various governments are listed in Table 5 with cannents. 

Table 5 shows the restrictions to the trade in beef that are 

encountered by the exporter and the inporter. Even though this is not 

an exhaustive list, the table shows the proliferation of nontariff 

restrictions that hinder and hamper the beef industry. Any one of the 
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Table 5. Major tJooLdtiff Trade Barriers thac Restrict the Heat and Livestock Trade 

Ccuntries Inpos-
Section of the lng the Restric-
Irclustry Itie Hontdriff Restrictions tive Practices Carnunts Purpose 

Cattle raising Aiiitrtil Health Standards: Veterinary checks 
and certificate of health. 

Prohibition oE the use of certain chemicals 
(nitrites), antibiotics, and hormone (growth 
stimulants such a3 DESK 

Feed regulations. 

Trade uC live" 
cattle (tor breed­
ing or feeder I 

Distinction between Grain fed (feodlot) vs. 
range or pasture fed cattle. Also culling 
ctvs fraii dairy herds, 

U.S. government grades (cattle on the hoof) 

certificates of origin (ranch or farm) and 
of method of raising and finishing cattle. 

Certificates issued by salaried veterinarian 
to accompany cattle 

Ml countries. 

All countries 
but not to all 
products. DCS 
can be used in 
U.S. 

EC, U.S., Japan, 
and Canada. 

U.S., Canada. 

U.S., Canada. 

fcJC, Japan. 

U.S., Australia, 
Hew Zealand. 

Beneficial to both consumers and producers. 
It could help reduce production costs through 
disease prevention and lower consumer prices. 

Beneficial to the consumers. But has been 
used to eliminate trade (i.e., Canada banned 
DES and stopped U.S. beef trade). The United 
States attempted to stipulate the use of 
chemicals by brand names not by chemical name. 
Italian and French consumers had adverse 
reaction to meat with high hormone residues. 

Ensure healthy cattle 
for slaughter t pre­
vent the spread of 
disease t parasites. 

Reduce or eliminate 
possible adverse 
effects in consuming 
products treated or 
contaminated with 
chonicals, growth 
stimulants, anti­
biotics, drugs, or 
potentially harmful 
products. 

U.S. prime and choice high-quality beef grade Grading stipulation. 
description stipulates steers not older than 
40 months and that have been a mlnimun of 
100 days on grain feed—U.S. Table and hotel/ 
restaurant trade denand, and Japanese consumer 
preference. It restricts trade in certain 
categories of meat. 

In the United States Range fed and culled 
cows are designated for nanufacturing beef or 
prepared meat. 

Babies fair cattle purchases. Beneficial 
to cattlemen and helps processing Industry. 

A harassment to the industry—especially to 
am 11 holders, auction centers, and packers. 
An effective restriction to trade. 

Efficient and fair 
cattle market. 

To ensure grade 
standard requirements 
are met. 

Refer to Title 9, Animals and Animal Products, To prevent the spread 
IE DA. of disease 

Accept only cattle frao listed herds or 
those qualified for export. 

U.S., Australia 
to* Zealand. 

Hi is is necessary practice to prevent the A health standard, 
spread of diseases and to protect producers. A preventive treasure. 



Tahiti 5. Major Nuntariff Trade Barriers that Restrict the Heat dnd Livestock Trade , Continual. 

Section of the 
Industry the Nuntariff Restrictions 

Countries Inpos-
Ing the Restric­
tive Practices Contents Purpose 

Transportation of No uuud I railings or atockacfa). 
cattle auctions 

Slaughter houses fetal rails in holding pens and flues. 

Aninals to be fed and watered if held longer 
than six hours. 

Areas liiere meat is handled must not have 
corners, areas must he fainted specific color 

labor must shower and change before entering 
area of facility designated for handling 
carcases and neat. 

EC. 

U.S. 

BC. 

BC. 

Ite requlranent la meant to benefit consumers. Avoid foreign natter 
by ensuring that the product is free of entering product, 
foreign matter. In sane cses changes frcm 
uood to ratal could mean large capital outlay 
and thus an Increase In cost. 

Benefits consumers. Could prove costly to 
change from the traditional uood fencing 
to metal. 

Increases costs and if cattle is fed 
difficulties are encountered in the 
butchering process. 

Other alternatives are available. 
Specification increaes costs and can 
effectively restrict trade. 

Other alternatives are available 

Avoid splinters in 
the hides or neat. 

Animal welfare. 

Sanitation {Technical 
standard) Ensure 
clean premises. 

Sanitation. Prevent 
contamination of 
Product 

labor must be healthy and have had a All Countries 
medical check. 

labor require periodic nodical check and EC. 
certificate of health. 

Hiuiurenti No part of the' equipment to be H2. 
made of uood; i.e., knife handles, pallets 

The consumer benefits 

Other beef exporting nations claim it is 
a harsh requirement and adds to the cost. 

Dccessive requirements: Restricts U.S. 
plants that can export to the European 
Ccmnunity. U.S. labor unions claim plastic 
knife handle hard to grip (slippery). And 
thus dangerous. Packers do not want to 
be first to replace wooden pallets with 
costly plastic pallets. (Mote: pallets 
are exchanged between U.S. plants.) 

Health and Sanitation 
Standard. Ensure 
uholescme product. 

Health Standard. 

Sanitation—to avoid 
splinters, foreign 
matter in the product 
(Technical Standard). 

Veterinary check of animals ante-mortem All countries. U.S. uses veterinary assistants, B.C. 
stipulates only qualified veterinarian, 
which would increase the variable cost 
of the products. 

limitation for grading ante-mot Urn. U.S. (donestic). 

To ensure health 
standard requirements 
are adnered to. 

An important phase if beef is to be exported Grading stipulation. 
The Japanese and EC high quality quota system 
require specific standards. It effectively 
restricts trade in certain neat categories. 



Table 5. Major Nontariff Trade Barriers that Restrict the Heat and Livestock Trade , Continued. 

Section of the 
Industry Qtie Hun tariff Restrictions 

Countries I.ipoa-
ing the Restric­
tive Practices Ccmnenta Purpose 

taciticy mtit be inspected and tlien issued 
with an export autliorization certificate. 

tt.% U.S.i Canada. Considerable delays can be experienced 
between inspection by a team of veterinarians 
and autliorization. lnprovtanaits and costly 
changes will not ensure authorization. tE 
requirements are nuncrous, stringent, and 
can be costly. U.S. and Canadian require­
ments are less stringent, requiring that 
facilities be sanitary, and hygienic; also 
they accept other country's authorized 
inspectors. 

Periodic inspection of the ituat processing 
an) packing plants. 

EC. Creates uncertainty in the meat industry. 

'technical Standard 
that is designed to 
ensure high standards 
in the neat process­
ing industry 

Technical Standards 
that are the same as 
above. 

Killing floor Procedures; Wash the knife in hot water 
after each slaughter. 

Sqiarate tire for slaughtering of suspect 
animals. 

Separate facility far slaughtering of 
suspect animals. 

Butchering, ramov- Separate area (roan) to the killing floor 
ing of byproducts, floor 
and m^dt processing. 

Carcass shrouding of carcasses prohibited 
(the wrapping in a muslin soaked in 
chlorinated solution. 

IE. 

U.S., Canada, 
Australia, New 
Zealand, Japan. 

EC. 

32. 

Canada, EC. 

Slows the slaughter process and requires 
extra labor (butcher). This adds to 
varible costs and reduces productivity. 

Beneficial to the consumers. 

Excessive requirement and increases capital 
cost. Other alternative procedure is 
available. 

Mould require capital costs outlay, 
alternalves are possible. 

Other 

Technical Standard 
and Health Standard 
prevent contamination 
of product. 

Health and Technical 
Standard. Ensures 
t+olescme product. 

Health and Technical 
Standard. Ensures 
wholesale product. 

Health and Technical 
Standard. To avoid 
product contamination 

TT>e procedure helps to preserve the carcasses. Technical Standard. 
According to industry procedure not detri­
mental benefits retail traders. 

Burning of "tiypochlorination" wash. 

Carcasses graded, stained, and recorded; 
certificates required to accuifttny iruat 
sliipiunt (that has veterinary checks, 
grade, etc.) 

Canada. The procedure helps to preserve carcass and 
improve color. Not harmful. Inpoves 
presentation of product, benefits traders. 

All countries. Sane countries are more stringent with 
regards to the records and certificate 
required. With regards to high quality 
neat this is very important phase as EE, 
Japanese and U.S. quota systen is based , 
on the beef grades. EC and Japanese 
have "high quality" beef quotas, U.S. 
inports only frozen manufacturing beef 
and prepared ireata. 

Technical Standard. 

Technical Standard. 
To ensure tliat 
product is as con­
signed; and that 
requirements are nut. 

Cr\ 
itt. 



Table 5. Hi jar Hcntaritf Trade Barriers that Restrict the Heat and Livestock Trade , Continued. 

Section of the 
Industry aha Nontariff Restrictions 

Countries Inpos-
ing the Restric­
tive Practices Consents Purpose 

Kickiny 

IO1J,1 Iiikj 

Only specific ink or dyes can be used to 
stanp tiki carcasses or meat. 

&rcasa inspection by veterinarian and 
specimens taken from neat, offal, and by­
products for testing in Laboratory. 

sane countries 
in the EE. 

All countries. 

Inspection of individual cuts. 

tViit "tune in" and "bone out" 

Cuts liave to be of miniimin size and weight. 

Hut allowed shrink wrap or oircasses. 

Spuuitic rujuiranents such as authentication 
lit yrjiii specifixation, autiiority of 
signatured, origin of product, grade issued, 
U^ltli ditd sanitary certificates. Also: 
intuit: (jL product, nantj and place uf business 
ul iiuiwfactuier, packer, distributor, gives 
jnUhji iLy or not w.iylit of contents. IjL>.1 
(iluiAjn.-dt, size t)f tyjje, tenuinolojy used 
are S</lutings sjAjcitled. 

Japan 

All countries. 

Host coun­
tries in EE. 

tc (Greece) 

All countries 

Germany specifies methyl violet ink (dye) 
only, which contains carcinogen according 
to sans countries, such as Britain. Hhereas 
other countries accept brown dye only. 

Beneficial to processor, traders, and 
consumers. Specimens are checked for 
disease and residues, the bb jar problem is 
the procedures used to analyze the residues 
are not standard throughout the world. Thus, 
different results can be obtained in the U.S. 
ftderal Food and Drug and Cosrctic Act with 
the Delaney clause of the Food Safety laws-
drug (animalI amendment, 1962 and Wholesome 
Meat Act of 1967—if stringently applied 
would be totally restrictive to the trade in 
the U.S. The BC insists on qualified 
veterinarians doing the actual checking, 
whereas U.S. insists on qualified 
veterinarian signature on the certificates. 
Each cut oust be inspected, graded, and then 
recorded. Add costs to the processing that is 
estinated to be up to 40 cents (U.S.! per kg. 

Technical Standard. 
Prevent the contamin­
ation of the product 
with carcinogens. 

Health Standard. To 
ensure that consumers 
receive a Uiolesone 
product that is nut 
diseased. 

Manufacturing beef has the bone removed 
while meat for the table, hotel and 
restaurant trade can have bone left in. 
Heat with bone removed reduced packing, 
handling, and shipping costs. 

A minimum weight of 3 kilograms per cut was 
recently changed to a minkum of 400 grams. 
Previous treasure increased handling costs, 
and in scire cases totally restricted trade. 

To ensure that Health 
Standard and Grading 
Requirements are nut. 

Product Specification 

Greece requires neat in muslim wrap, 
means separate production runs. 

This 

Hast countries require specific data and 
information, especially for cook/frozen and 
prepared treats. Itie U.S. Federal Kat 
Inspection Act states that only hrttolesune 
unadulterated, and truthfully labelled 
products nay be sold in oaniwrce. 

Technical Standard 
Size of cuts to be 
large enough to rec­
ognize the product t 
part of the animal 
it cane fran. 

Technical Standard. 

technical Standard. 
To ensure ttie product 
is legitimate and 
Liut. the nuit stan­
dards and specifica­
tions are nut. 

CJ> 
U1 



Tablt; 5. Major Hon tariff Trade Barriers that Restrict the Heat and Livestock Trade , Continued. 

Section of the 
Industry The Nontariff Restrictions 

Cain tries Inpos-
Ing the Restric­
tive Practices Consents Purpose 

Language specification an the labels, 
lurking, and shipping ctocucrents. 

(£, Canada, 
U.S., Australia, 
tkw Zealand. 

EC requires two to three languages on labels Technical Standard. 

Hoit Processing 

Sturage 

Metric system. 

Cocked nuat requirements 

Canned mat labels must have data on date 
of production, and slielf life. 

Standard sizes of containers or packages 

Eitlier chilled or frozen 

and on documents. Canada requires French and 
English. U.S., Australia, and New Zealand, 
require English. IE more than one language 
is required the specification can increase 
costs . Hie consumer greatly benefits if the 
markings or labels are written in his own 
language. 

only affects the U.S. 

lb facilitate pro­
cessing of documents 
and shiimjit. 

Technical Standard. 

All Countries. Seme countries require meat cooked above 145*F Health Starelard. 

U.S., EC. 

Canada. 

U.S., EC, Japan, 
Canada. 

Others require lower temperatures but for 
longer time. Humidity controls for cooking 
are also requirements. 

The requirement benefits consumers and 
renoves risks of contaminated products. 

Canada has only a few specific package size3 
that are allowed to be imported. Other 
sizes require that special permission be 
obtained prior to inportation. 

This is another important phase in dis-
tlnguihing the product as the beef 
quota system stipulates either frozen 
(as the U.S.) or fresh-chilled. The 
product differentiation can increase cost, 
increase uncertainty, and it does restrict 
trade. 

To eliminate 
Salmonella and 
ensure destruc­
tion of other bovine 
diseases. 

Health Standard 
To ensure a trtiolesane 
product. 

Technical Standard. 
To differentiate the 
meat product. 

Source: Personal interviews with persons In the U.S. neat industry, National Cattlemens Associations, U.S. Heat Export federation, Heat and Livestock 
Commission, (U.KI, Australian Maat and Livestock Corporation, Mew Zealand Meat Producers Board, U.S. Department o£ Agriculture, Agricultural and 
Veterinary attactietii in tlie Australian, New Zealand, United Kingdom and United States Embassies and Missions. 
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restrictions can cause the elimination of the beef trade as experienced 

by the United States when Canada banned first the use of the hormone 

growth stimulant Diethyl Stilbesterol (DES) and then later banned the 

"hyperchlorination" vrash of the beef carcasses after slaughtering and 

splitting. 

Exporters and importers experience frustration through the de­

lays brought about by the bureaucratic process of the European communi­

ty system in obtaining inport licenses. The procedure for obtaining 

the import license is complex and the data and information required by 

the authorities considerable. Additional problems are encountered be­

cause the iirport licenses are for a limited time period. The EC inport 

licenses, or permits, are issued every quarter except for the licenses 

for the import of "high quality" beef which are now (1983) being issued 

every month. The change reduced slightly the risks in the trade of the 

"high quality" beef, i.e., that result frcrn exchange rate fluctuations, 

but the additional paper work and time, required in sane instances in­

creased importation costs. Beef shipments can only be handled by cer­

tain ports in sans countries due to the lack of adequate facilities and 

equipment. The United Kingdcm has one shipping port that can handle re­

frigerated cargo and up until recently the only authorized port of en­

try for flight cargo into the European Caxmunity was Heathrow Airport, 

London. 'The facilities at Gatwick airport have been recently upgraded. 

The customs inspection of beef shipments vary frcm country to 

country. The U.S. system is based very much on the honor system whereby 

a computer selects random shipments. The frequency of the random selec­

tion depends on the past performance of the country, the exporting 
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packers, exporters, and the shipping line. The discovery of kangaroo 

meat in a shipment of Australian beef hurt the reputation of the 

Australian meat and livestock industry, and for a time the U.S. custcms 

increased the frequency of the sampling. The action delayed shipments 

and increased importation costs. It is for this reason that the 

Australian and New Zealand government issue export licenses only to 

those meat packing facilities and shippers that comply with the strict 

standards set by the governments of the Oceania countries. 

Beef exporting nations encounter a number of problems that ob­

struct competitive trade. Practices, such as long-term bilateral agree­

ments with respect to certain products, stabilize the market and reduce 

the producers' risks, but exclude potential third party traders. Thus, 

competition is reduced or eliminated; and with the likelihood of a 

domestic monopoly situation arising, the consumer's welfare is 

detrimentally affected. Bartering is similar to the bilateral 

agreements and can limit the competition in the trade. Another 

obstruction to competitive trade is that of bribery, which is on the 

increase. The bribing of officials can take a number of forms fran 

.outright payments to that of misrepresenting the quantity or grade of 
Q 

all or part of a meat consignment shipment. Sir William Gunn was 

quoted by the Queensland Cattle and Livestock paper [95] as saying that 

in order to gain access to new markets in the Third World 

O 

In the case of misrepresentation of cargos, the grade of 
meat shipped is higher, or the consignment has more product than stip­
ulated in the shipping documents, thus officials gain by up-grading the 
consignment or by retciining the extra boxes of meat or carcasses added 
to the shipment. This practice is frequently carried out by Latin 
American shippers. 
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exporters must bribe officials. The terminology is changed in that 

instead of using the vrord "bribery" the [tore socially acceptable phrase 

g 
"commissions of introduction" is used. Bribing officieds also seems 

to be a camion practice between the Caimunity and Latin America. Those 

countries that do not pay "oaimissions" are at a distinct disadvantage. 

Misrepresentation of product is also a lucrative practice for certain 

beef traders importing into the European Caimunity. Instances of water 

buffalo meat, venison, or even suspect meat, which has been rejected by 

another importing nation, have entered the European Community 

successfully. The manipulation of administrative officials facilitates 

such practices which reduces the quantity of the legitimate trade if 

the illegal shipment enter under established quotas.^ 

The subtleties of the nontariff trade restrictions in the beef 

industry is evident in every phase of the meat and livestock industry. 

One encounters it from the ccw-calf operation all the way through to 

9 
Sir William Gunn argued: "If this (bribing) is what is nec­

essary for us to gain access to the markets, I say we should do it. . . 
Everybody knows it goes on, but nobody likes to talk about it or ad­

mit they are involved." Mr. David Harpham, the Australian Meat and 
Livestock Corporation representative was quoted as saying: 

Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, and Egypt—the practice is rife. I know 
of a case a few years ago of a shipload of live sheep to the 
Middle East—the fee was [A]$30,000 which worked out at 50 a 
sheep. I suppose it would be around [A]$50,Q00 a shipload now. 

No organization set up by Australian producers could deal 
in this manner. I would leave it to the exporters to make 
their own arrangonents [96]. 

"^Many of the officials and exporters canplained about the 
practice of paying "conmissions" and also about how prevalent misrepre­
sentation had become. The danger to the legitimate trade is that the 
quantities inported are included in the total set quota. 
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the retailing of the beef or beef products. The trade has become so 

competitive and in seme instances lucrative, especially in the European 

Community, that illegitimate practices are increasing. But there are 

two nontariff restraints that overshadow most of the other restrictive 

practices in the beef trade. The new EC "Third Country Red Meat 

Directive" which will go into force in 1985, could prohibitively 

restrict the trade in cattle, meat, and livestock products between the 

United States and European Community. Compliance with the Directive 

will also be costly to the U.S. industry and to the other beef 

exporting nations. The second nontariff constraint, the USDA beef 

grading requirements, has both beneficial and detrimental effects on 

U.S. beef exports. It also benefits the U.S. domestic beef production. 

These two trade restraints will be discussed in more detail because of 

their effect on beef trade patterns and on the terms of trade. 

European Carmunity Third Country Red Meat Directive^ 

In 1972, the Council of the European Communities issued a direc­

tive covering animal health and inspection requirements for third coun­

tries exporting livestock and red meat to the ccmnunity. The Council 

Directive 72/462/EEC is concerned with the health and veterinary 

inspection of bovine animals, swine, and fresh meat being imported into 

the European community of 10 countries. The Directive also covers the 

Third Country in this context means any country outside of 
the European Community which, in 1983, is made up of ten countries': 
West Germany, France, Holland, Belgium, Luxemburg, Italy, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain, Denmark, Ireland (Eire), and .Greece. 
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European technical standards and requirements for the processing 

handling and shipping of red meat destined for the European Ccnmunity. 

The reason for the EC Third Country Red Meat Directive is to 

standardize the various health and sanitary standards that are en­

forced by-the individual' canmunity countries. A major objective of the 

Treaty of Rome is to foster free trade between the canmunity members, 

but the health and sanitation standards for livestock and red meats re­

quired by certain individual nations are prohibitive barriers to the 

intra-community meat and livestock trade. The Directive which was 

accepted in 1972, after much negotiation, did not preclude a member 

nation having its own standards and requirements besides those of the 

European Community. In seme cases the requirements of an individual 

country do not coincide with those of the Community. At present the 

Directive is being enforced by individual member countries rather than 

the EC Commission in Brussels. For these reasons, exporting nations 

still encounter different levels of enforcement. In fact, the 

12 situation is only slightly different than it was prior to 1972. 

The meat and livestock trade has continued to be restricted 

within the Community in spite of the Red Meat Directive of 1972. The 

12 The directive of 1972 has been amended many times. Beef 
exporters claim that it is not possible to find an up-to-date copy of 
the Third Country Red Meat Directive. Only the original directive and 
the various separate amendments can be obtained fran the EC. It is 
possible to purchase a current version of the directive frcm certain 
European agricultural consultancy firms who for an annual fee keep it 
updated. The practice hinders the beef trade between the 33 and Third-
Countries . 
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EC Commission on veterinary matters was instructed to negotiate with 

the veterinary and meat authorities of each member country. The negoti­

ators had to accede to certain strict demands being made by sane of the 

six original countries in order to obtain a general agreement for a new 

proposed EC Council Directive on health and veterinary inspection prob­

lems for more strict than those of the previous directives and takes 

into account the advances in specific knowledge and technology: 

Since [ the adoption of the Directive 72/462/EBC and the subse­
quent amendment 81/478/EEC] there has been developnvants in the 

. scientific and technological fields which need to be taken into 
account so that the most effective steps are taken for the hy­
gienic production, and inspection and supervision of fresh 
meat. At the same time, experience has been gained at the 
Community level of the application of the requirements of the 
Directive in Third Countries. In parallel with modernization 
of the Directive 64/433/EEC on health problems of intra-
Community trade in fresh meat it is necessary also to modernize 
the rules concerning inportation frcm Third Countries to take 
account of these considerations and ensure that at least the 
same requirements as are required for intra-Canmunity trade are 
applied to Third Countries [97]. 

Whether the countries in the Community will enforce the Directive 

64/433/EEC in their meat and livestock industry is a moot point. The 

U.S. Department of Agriculture sent a representative to Europe to find 

out whether the countries themselves try to comply with the regulations 

stipulated in the Directives. The report of the mission is not avail­

able at this time. If it is shewn that the EC member states do not com­

ply with their cwn Directive of 1972 or the new proposed Directive the 

application and enforcement of the new health standards and hygiene re­

quirement would be construed as a nontariff barrier to the red meat and 

livestock trade between the European Carmunity and third countries. 
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The proposed EC Third Country Red Meat Directive, which has 

been approved by all ten Community nations, will go into effect in 

1985. EfiS/rrp report, published in 1981, still holds in 1983: 

The United•States still faces some problems with the 
Directive's requirements. Following implementation, U.S. red 
meat slaughter plants not complying with the Directive can no 
longer ship to the EC. However, the high cost of making major 
structural changes to meet the Directive requirements nay not 
be justified, especially when the changes would make little dif­
ference in the quality of the final product. Principal prob­
lems include requirements for separate cut-up and packaging 
areas, separate slaughter facilities for hauling suspect 
animals, and separate rocms for enptying stcmachs [98]. 

Many of the other requirements have been resolved especially those re­

garding the inspection procedure of the animals. One remaining problem 

is the ante mortem inspection procedures where the Ccnmunity insists 

on the inspection being done on the farm by a veterinarian, whereas the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture requires the ante mortem inspection of 

the steer, at rest and in motion be carried out in the holding pens 

just prior to slaughter. The EC proposed Directive states an ante 

mortem inspection in the holding pens as well. The U.S. inspection is 

done by trained inspectors who assist the veterinarians, which apparent­

ly is not acceptable to the European Community.^ A list of 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture compared the new pro­
posed EC Third Country Meat Directive with its own standards and leaves 
requirements. They have found a USDA equivalency having the same goal 
and outcome as that of most EC requirements. But the European 
Community has refused equivalency and thus does not accept the U.S. 
procedures. A spokesman for the U.S. meat industry state that the 
Community seems to be more worried about the procedures and the methods 
used, assuming that wholesome and good product will be obtained by the 
following the specific procedures, while the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, by censuring that the final product is wholesome, assumes 
that a proper procedure had been taken. 
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major differences between the Directive requirements and those required 

by the major beef exporting countries is shown in Table 6. 

The proposed Directive which amends the Council Directive/ 

72/462/EECr is fairly specific in stating the requirements but still 

room for individual interpretation. The major problem will be the 

manner in which requirements of the Directive will be interpreted by 

the inspectors inspecting the Third Country facilities and by the 

customs officials. Every meat processing facility that wishes to 

export to the European Community has to be inspected by a group of vet­

erinarians frcm Brussels who report back to the EC Ccnmission and makes 

recommendations with respect to approval. The plant, if approved, is 

later issued a license or approved certificate to process meat and live­

stock products for the Caimunity which can be up to two years after the 

inspection. Most meat processing plants in the United States are 

reluctant to make the structural changes because of the uncertainty of 

being approved and because of the delay in issuing permits. The U.S. 

meat processing and packing plant, which possibly makes one consignment 

a year for Europe, would more likely cease shipping meat to Europe than 

make a large capital expenditure to conform with the Directive. In 

Australia and New Zealand, the meat packers are likely to conform 

because of the irrportance of the red meat and livestock product trade 

to them. 

The attitude of the United States is different because the 

export of beef is a small percentage of the total national beef produc­

tion. U.S. beef and veal exports are about 1 percent of the U.S. 



'l'able 6. fclL' Third Cujittt y Moat Directive—Major Tcdinical Standards and Httjuirarwits and llcw Ttey Affect Beef Exjjortiny Nations. 

The Proposed Council 
and Swine and Fresl) M-j.it 

Directive to Aiivuid the Council Directive 72/462/HE on llaalth and Veterinary Inspection Problems Upon Importation of Bovine Animals 
Fcan Third Countries—Annex B: General Ccndition for tlw Approval of Establishments. 

tr-
Section or Area of the 
Processing Industry i'tt-'luiicdl Standards and Requirements 

The effect on Beef and Livestock Exporters, 
Australia Ksj Zealand Canada U.S. A 

General establishment 
working areas wtiere6 
fresh meat is pro­
ses sed or stored 

-floor-

-wil la-

-dcior-

-insulation-

-vtaitilation-

-lighting-

cleaning facilities 

(1) Waterproof flouring vliich is easy to clean and disinfect, rot proof, and 
laid in such a uny as to facilitate the draining of water; the vater must be 
dianneled towards drains fitted with gratings and with traps to prevent odors. K, I IK, I) S K, S 

(2) SnooUi durable impervious walls, with light colored, washable coating up 
to a height of at least two meters, in the slaughter roans qp to a height of at 
least three ireters, and in diilling toons or stores at least to storage height. I (I) H, c M, C, S 
Wall to floor junctions shall be rounded or similarly finished ... K, I (K, I) K Ft, K, E 

(3) Doors must te in hard wearing material, and if nude of wood, must have a I (I) S S 
snuuth iafierneable aoverlng on both sides. 

(4) Insulation nuterial must be root proof and odorless. I (I) (.) S 

(5) Adequate ventilation and if necessary extraction of steam. S (S) S S 

(6) Actuate natural or artificial lighting vliich does not distort oolors. I (t) S S 

Cl)(a.) Cleaning facilities must be near work stations for cleaning and K, I, S (K, I, S) (S) K, S 
disinfecting hands and for cleaning tools with hot vater 

-taiuuts (taps)- Ib) Tcfis must not be tand cperable. I. I (II M, K c, 5 

(c) Taps must lave let and cold cunning vater (either separate or premlxed) s (S) S S 

-towuls- (d) lland towels to be used once only. C, (1) (C, I) (CI C 

-tiani«rature- (21 Tdnperature of water must be no less than B2°C (180°F). s (S) s S 

-pusts and rudents- (31 A[firu|jriate arrangentnta for protection against pests of all kinds. s IS) s S 

rut.;ridl- (4) Bquipnunt must be of runcorrodibte notarial and be easy to clean and disinfect, . I { I I  (S) s 

P 1'roliibitive Barrier 
It riots Tiadu 
H Minor Adjustments 

C Irt:i>iaSfc=i Cubts of Processing 
K Hujuirea Capital Outlay 
S Country lias similar requirorents or reeanrtndations 
1 Standards Already hi^loitaitod 

F Restricts Facilities 
( ) Unable to confirm verbal information 
'Authors myiasis—the recjulroayits that is claimed to be excessive 
by one or all countries. 



Table 6. fcilT Third Cjunlry Moit Directive—Major Teulinical Standards and Hcquirtutnts and llcw Ttey Affect Beef Exporting Nations , Continued 

Section or Area of the 
Processing IrULiii11y 'Uulmical Standards and Requirements 

The Effect on Beef and Livestock Exporters. 
Australia Htw Zailand Canada 1J.S.A 

-no mjuJ-

-tuy areas-

-disiwsal roan, 
or oontainers-

15) Tltire roust never be any wood equiiment In any areas hhere unpacked fresh neat K, I 
is liandled 

(61 'litre must be adequate facilities for tlte hygienic handling and protection 
of iitat during loading and unloading, in other words, separate bay areas. 

(7) 'lit:re must be available special vater tight noncorridible containers with 
lids and fasteners or lockable roan to prevent unauthorized removal of tteat and 
offal not for hunun oonsunption. 

-veterinary roan- (8) Ux-kable roan exclusively for veterinary service roust be provided. 

(9) Facilities enabling the required veterinary inspection to be 
efficiently carries! out at any time must be available. 

(10) Must have adequate nulur of changing roans with smooth, impervious 
unliable vails and floors, wish basins, shavers, and flush lavatories which 
du not qjen directly on to tiki work roans. 

-vehicular.areas-

Hefrigetation 

-uiste-

Water Syatun and 
Haste Disposal Systun 

K, I 

Cor K III 

I 

K, I 

( I )  

(tl) Must provide adequate facilities for cleaning and disinfecting vehicles. 
(Hut aoufjulsory if vehicles are cleaned and disinfected at officially 
auUiorized facilities). 

(II Must lave available refrigeration equipment must include drainage system 
linked directly to the vaste vater pipes. 

(1) Must lave available adequate supply, under pressure, of potable voter 

(21 IJcnpotable water pipes (if present) roust be clearly distinguished for those 
nsud for [stable water 

(3) Waste witer disposal system must neet hygiene requirements 

(K, I) 

(K, I) 

(C or K, I) 

(I) 

(K, I) 

( I )  

( I )  

( I )  

(S) 

(I) 

(S) 

P Pitihjbitive Harrier 
ft ttiiitr ict.s Trade 
M Hinur Adjusbtents 

C Increases Costs of Processing 
K Requires Coital Outlay 
S Country lua similar requirements or recanundations 
I Standards Already luplenunted 

(S) 

(S) 

(S) 

(K) 

(S) 

(I) 

(K) 

S 

K, K, F 

C or K, S 

S 

K, S 

K, S 

H, K 

S 

F RtMtricLs Facilities 
( ) Unable to confirm verbal information 
•Autlurs anpliaais—the requirartnts that is clainud to be excessive 
by one or all countries. 



TjIi].; t. fclL- lltir.l OjunLty H«m !)••<»:[ ive—Ha jor T<*:lmical StamLirds <uid Kd]uir.4iunts and lltjw Ttwy Affect Bauf txjorting Hat ion: Umtinuud 

Sti-~Ltan or Area ot ttiu 
Processing Industry Technical Standards and Requirements 

The Effect on Beef anil Livestock Exj«jrters' 
Australia Htw Zailand Canada U.S.A. 

Animal Health Standards 

Ante Morttin 

lijst Hot ton 

Inspection 

iiynium Hmuirtaenta 

sldiijliter-

-bleuiing-

-skiiuiing-

-m 

-cleansing-

l1 l*(<Jiil.it»Vrl Ullti.fi 
[< Knili ii:ts Timl; 
H MilKJi AdjusLiiiaitd 

(1) Aniimls must be inspected en the day of arrival by an official veterinarian S 
to determine any abnormalities, or Wluther tired, agitated or injured; S 
•lit tired and <*jitated animals will be rested 24 hours before slaughtering. S 

(2) All animals must be rusted for an adequate [uriod before slaughtering. (1) 

(1) Tte official veterinarian must nake: 

<a) Visual inspection of slaughtered aniitul; S 
<b) Palpate and incise major organs and lymJ) nodes) s 
(c) Investigate anomalies, using color, smell, and taste <there appropriate)] S 
id) Test in laboratory if necessary. 

(2) Tit! official veterinarian must examine all major parts of all animals such as: 
organs, intestines, stomach, head, passages, nodes, etc. 1 

(a) Tlkiy must investigate for distaiatosia and trichinae. 

(3) It is strictly prohibited the cutting of carcass and raroval of any [art S 
before inspection. 

(4) If blood or offal of several animals are collected in the sane container 
before final inspection, the consignment lor batch) will be rejected 
for export if one anisal of that batch is declared unfit. S 

(1) Aniiiula brought into the slaughter' premises must be slaughtered fjnnediately. I 

(2) Uluuiing nuit be ocuiplete, with blood for the hurran consumption collected in 
aLbulutely clean containers. S 

(1) Imtudiate and oaifjlete skinning of slaughtered animal shall be compulsory. I 

(41(a) Evisceration trust be carried out bnrcdiately. I 

lb) Oiyana if (fctached muit be nambered and identified for inspection. I 

(5) Cleansing ut neat by wiping with a cloth or other naterial, 
or cleansing with air is prohibited. I 

(S) 

(S) 

(S) 

( I )  

(S) 
IS) 
(S) 

(I) 

IS) 

(S) 

(I) 

(S) 

(H) 

I 

I 

c lim eases Outs of Ptix.iaising 
K Kujiiires C^iital Outlay 
S (Jtuiitry lus similar roijuirtimnts or recuniundations 
1 Standards Already Iirpl-j routed 

S 
S 
S 

( ) 

IS) 

S 

M 

H 

M 

I ) 

M, C 

HC 

(H, S) H, S 

S 

M 

M 

K 

1' Ktntricts Facilities 
( 1 Urtible tu confirm.verbal infoowtiun 
*AuUiors etiphasis—the requirni*sits tliat is claiir»_-d to be excessive 
by one or all countries. 



Titile b. blL" lliird I'omiUy Mcut uirective—Major Inimical Standards and Knjiiirunsits and llou Tttjy Atfect Ba;f Uqurting Nation: , Continued 

iixi or Ar«a of tJie 
rrucessing Iniustry Tuulinical Standards and Ktj|airumnt3 

Hie Effect on Beef and Livestock Lxporters'' 
Australia Ha# Zealand Canada U.S.A. 

Slaughter Imuse 
-witing pens-

-slditjIiLer prenl^es-

-separate rouns-

-lodiable prunises-

-cwoi Ikjad rails-

-iiunure section-

-exaniination roan-

-uitdblislnent-

Cliil ling or 
Refrigerating Roan 

(11 Mi tit. [xoviife vuiting (lina for lodging the animals, with vails, and durable, 
impervious floors Utile easy to clean and disinfect; it must be equipped for 
watering and feuding aninals; it roust have a suitable drainage system for 
draining off liquids towards drains fitted with traps and gratings 1, I 

<2) Slaughter premises must be large trough for Kirk to be carried out 1 
satisfactorily. 

(3) Must provide separate roans sufficiently large and exclusively reserved for: 
(4 additional roans) 
- uuptying, cleaning, and dressing stunacha and intestines 
- further processing of guts and tripej 
- preparing and cleaning other offal. Including a separate place for leads; 
- Urn storage of hides, horns, hooves. 

(4) Sulfate area for packaging offal tmst be available. 

151(a) Must provide lockable premises or pens for sick or suspect aninals; and 

(b) Lockable premises reserved for tlie slaughter of sick and suspect aninals, 
tlte storage of detained and seized miat, (Note: not compulsory if sick or 
suspect aninals are not killed on the same day as healthy aninals, and provided 
tiie premises are specially cleaned and disinfected under official supervision. K, I 

(6) Should tuve overhead system of rails, or noncorrodible metal cradles high I 
off tlie floor. 

(7) Special manure section must be provided. I 

I til Holm suitably equipped for carrying out an examination for trichinella 
(it ilane in eatablishnent) must be available. K, 1 

(VI litre must Ui effective separation between contaminated and clean [arts 
of Uie building (to protect frcia pollution). S, I 

11) HiiiL be sufficiently large and incorrodible fittings (no woodl. I, K 

(K, I) 

( I )  

(I) 

(II 

( t )  

( I )  

(S, I) 

(I, K) 

IR, K) R, K, F 

S S 

K, 1 (I) <K. K) B, K, F 
K, I (K) <K, K> H. K, F 
K. I (11 (K) B, K 

1, S (I. S) S S 

I <l) K 

K, I (K. I) (R, K) R, c, K, 

(it) 

S 

K 

S 

S, K 

K, K 

S 

R, K, P 

S 

S, K 

t* I'wtnliitive Uiriiur c Ju.'iutises Cuita uf Prucessing t' (kiitrlcts Facilities 
R Uujti icts Trail; K Ktiiuirus Capital Ojtl.iy ( ) [Jmble to oonfirm verbal information 
H Minor AdjusUnuita S Country lua similar ruquiruiunta or recumiundat ions 'Autlurs unphasis—the r&guiratkints tliat is claimed to be excessive 

I Standards Already Inpleiiwited by one or all countries. 



'J'.iLiI.- fa. Etc Itii[.J Comiuy Hail Uiroct ive—Major 'fu:hnlcal Standards ajki Ruiuirvflfcnts and IUm They Affoct Baif tjqijrting Mir iutu., Continued 

mil or Area of the 
processing Industry Technical Standards and Kajuirensits 

The Effect on Beef and 
Australia Ka«i z&iland 

Lives Ux* 
Canada 

Ejqortei s'1 

U.S.A. 

Cuttirw Plant Sluuld lave: 

-sejMrate roans- (1) Squrate noun for cutting and boning I (I) IK) K 

(2) Ham far packaging I (I) ( . )  K 

(3) Koan for tlie storage of packaging and wrapping naterial I. s (I, S) S S 

(4) Tdnperature sensors I III S s 

Sl (jri-.'i (1) HieiL be sufficiently large, adequate, and L»i easy to clean and disinfect. s IS) s s 

(2) Ttfnperature sensors inust be available. s IS) s s 

Staff, Staff Facilities 
and Bquipnent 

-staff clothing* 

-liMltli of workers-

-uguipmint-

ciuil .1 i ni5t:i-

11) Hoar clean working clothes, headgear, and neck shields (where necessary). C (C) 

12)  Persons prohibited fruo working: 

la) 'tlat are suffering or suspected of suffering of any oontagious disease; S (S) 
(b) Tint are wearing any other bandage than waterproof ones, S (S) 

(3)la) Htdlcal certificate shall be required of any person working on meat, S (S) 
(b) Wliich wis be reneuil every ytar. 1 (I) 

(4) No unauthorized animals or rodents allowed in the buildings. S S 

(5) tXpii|jixait mut always Le in good addition; cleaned and disinfected 
several tints a day, and used only for the specified work. C, I IC) 

(6) Muit and imat containers must never touch Ute floor. S IS) 

(7) No sawciist to be used where neat or carcasses are handled or stored. t (I) 

(8) Can only iee authorized cfetergent, disinfectants and pesticides S (S) 

P t'uJiibillv: li.nrlet 
[( KuiLriclS Tiaile 
H Miihir Adjitllui'iits 

C liureases CcuLa of Piucussing 
K Hujuires Capital Cut I ay 
S Uuintry lus siroilat retjui traits or recannaulations 
I SUimtinls Already in|>l>3n.'nled 

C 

(S) 

(I) 

S 

s 
s 
s 
HC 

c 

c, s 

M 

S 

P UtstricLs Facilities 
( ) Unable to oonfirra verbal information 
'Authors myiasis—tlie requirtiiuits tliat is claimtl to be exoessiv>; 
by one or all countries. 



Tdblu b. UlL Third Cumtry Hu.it Directive—Hajor Technical Standards and Hajuiranaita and Itcw Ttty Affect Baef Exj-orting Nation:., Continued 

burl im> ur Area (it LIm: 
Industry Technical Standards and Rajuirtiiients 

Hk Effect CO Dtiif awl Liv.utuck f-jqort.< ri' 
Australia N<w Zuiland Canada U.S.A. 1 

Hiuuirmn-nts for Hjat 
Intended for Cutting 

-(jrigin of miiL-

-processing-

<11 Cutting of nuat into siuller pieces or de-boning shall only be allowed in 
iJiti cutting plants. I 

(2) Origin of nuat brought into cutting plant must be known C( I 

(3) Tlie flow of neat must be orderly (progressive) and after processing 
iimudiately takun bo appropriate cutting roans. S 

<4) H<±jt must l« kept at not irore than 7°C during processing. Hie processing 
of treat (cutting) can only be done after tlie internal meat temperature has 
reached 7°C; also the fit of tlie neat must not exceed a certain level. I 

(51 All bone splinters and blood clots must be removed. I 

(1) Tt** q <or.it ion in the cutting plant will be supervised by an official 
veterinarian viioae task will include supervising: C, I 

(a) the entry and exit registered fresh neat; 
(b) tlie health inspection of neat; 
(c) tlie drawing ip of and issuing of required documents; 
(dl ensure the cleanliness of the facility; 
(e> sawple. test in laboratory, and record results of the tests. 

Technical Requiranjits 
Health Markings 

-nurking instruments- (1) '(lie lujlLh uurkings total responsibility of official veterinarian 
(a) must kct-t> tlie narking instruments, except vtien his assistant is using it; I 
(b) imtJt closely dieck all health labels. 

Health Control 
of Cut Meat and 
Stored Meat 

(2) Markings are to be of d specific size (6.5 an wide by 4.S an high) 
ai*l miest be aval, with lettering 0.8 an high and figures 1 an high 

-size of narkings-

-intottwtion required- (31 '11k infornution required iJiich must tie perfectly legible, is 

(a) On tlie i^iper i»rt, of tlie norking tlie name of the exporting country 
in cipitals, or awrovoJ initials can be used; 

lb) In tlie center, tlie veterinary approval number of the slattjhter louse must 
be sluwn. 

(I) 

(C, I) 

(S) 

( 1 )  

(I) 

(C, I) 

(II 

(1) 

(1) 

(I) M 

C, H C, M 

S 

(S) 

s 

M, S 

M, C H, C 

M M 

M H 

M M 

I' I'lotnliit ive U.u i iei 
[( U iil i i.:ls Tiinl: 
M Minoi AdjiHlUk'iiDi 

C (icrtuses Ctiits of b-iiir>j-
K Hu in ires Capital Outlay 
S Cubit ry lus similar lequirwajiUj or recuniunlations 
[ standards Already Itqileiiunted 

t' Restricts Facilities 
( ) Uiuble to oxifirm verbal infornution 
•Autliora emphasis—tlie requiraiunts tiiat is claimed to be excessive 
by one or all countries. 



'I'jMn 6. UC Thud i y MtiiL fMiective—Major T.j:luiical Standards ami Hujuiremaits and IIlu Tlty Affecc flu»f Exjurting ltjtion:i, Continued 

Sn:liiiii ui An.-,i >it lli<: 
tiuees:iinij Industry Technical Standards and Requirements 

Itu Eitcct on bu.r and I.iv»_-st<jck Kjqorti'/i 
Australia Nai Zealand Canada U.S.A. 

-number of Barkings- (41 Carcasses will be muked in ink or let branded . . . 

uircdssea of 65 k<j or iiuru must have at least five markings an their external 
part, and carcasses less than 65 kg must have at least four nurkings 

(5) All aiiiuul oryans must be tut branded. 

(6) Uiwrapped cutis of naat must be marked or branded. 

(7) Packaged iniat and offals must be labelled inside or in such a way as 
the label or lurking will be destroyed if the package is qpened—with 
official health markings appearing en the label. 

-ink-

Wraioing and Packaging 

P 1'iuliibit iw* Barrier 
fi KuitiioU Trade 
M Minor AJjustinenls 

(8) Only violate coloring nay be used to stamp fresh m>at. 

(1] Packaging material oust not alter the (organoleptic nature), meat it must not 
transmit harmful substances, and must be solid to ensure effective protection. 

12) Packaging material cannot be reused. 

(3) Wrapping of cite neat must be done iimudiately after processing. 

14) Tit; wrapping nsterlal must be transparent and colorless. 

(5) All wrapped nuat must be packaged. 

(61 If tlie wrapping fulfills all the protective conditions, packaging of 
llu inj.it is not necessary nor is translucent material required. 

(7) Cutting, boning, wrapping, and packaging of the miat may take place in 
&am; area (roan) provided: 

(a) the area is sufficiently large; 
lb) that the iiuterial Is hygienically wrapped and has arrived in good 

condition; and , . . 
(c) is stored in a'separate vermin proof roan and off the floor; 
Id) ttie naterial is hygienically introduced and not handled by any personnel 

handling Fresh meat; 
le) tiki J meat Is stored inroad lately. 

C, 1 

C, I 

I 

I 

I 

( I )  

(I) 

( I )  

(C, I) 

C liureases Costs of Pfucessing 
K Kniuiies Capital Outlay 
i> Country lus similar ruquirunuita or recuniundatlons 
1 iiLiikltltL Alltzudy l(t|jluiL.-nL*jd 

H M 

M M 

H H 

C, H R, C, H 

(C, M) C, M 

M M 

M M 

M M 

S S 

F Kestricts Facilities 
( ) Unable to confirm verbal information 
•Authors unphasis—tlie requirorcnts tliat is claimed to be excessive 
by cne or all countries. 



Tiblu- b. fclU lliiid Comliy Mini Diructivu—Major T<*:hnical Standards and Hujciiruiiinti and lliu Tiny Affect Bcjjf Kxjurtiixj (Jjtj.ui;. continued 

Surl-iuii iu Area of lite 
[»tuc..'.aiiuj Iniustry Technical Staidards and Kaguirtmaits 

H»i Effect on Bout ami I.tv~ita:k Kxjiitji-r?; 
Australia New Zealand Canada U.S.A. 

Hual tii Certificate 

Storage ut fresh Heat 

Transport 

(1) lltulth certificates oust be issued by official veterinarian and S S C, H S 
actxjiipdiiy cousigrwunt. 

12) Itu certificates must at least be expressed in Language of the country C, I (C, I) (R, C I) R, C, I 
of destination. 

Ill Frusli nuat Icurcasses and cuts) Intended for exjort mtst be chilled 
to 7°C Iniiuliately after post mortem inspection and the offal to must S (S) S S 
be diillud to 0°C. 

<2) Mo other product can be stared in the fresh neat storage area. 1 II) S H, S 

(3) Storage temperature must be recorded at all tim>±s. S (S> S S 

(1) Fresh ircat oust be transported in sealed and cooled, or refrigerated, 
limits of transportation C, S (C, S) C, S R, C, S 

(2) Vtiiicles mst meet the following requirements; 

(a) tite inside surface of van must be of noncorrodible nuterial; C, S (C, S) C,S H, C, S 
(b) "be off'actively protected fran insects and dust, and be water 

tight to prevent leakage; 
(c) For the transport of carcasses must have high, noncorrodible hangings. 

(31 Cannot use tiie same vehicle for meat and for live cattle transport. C, I (1) C, I R, C, I 

(41 Cannot transport fresh meat with other parts of the animal, 
sut:h as heads, and loaves. S (S) S S 

(5) Prior to transorting fresh neat and edible parts, vehicles, or containers 
aunt be cleaned, disinfected, and the official veterinarian must ensures that 
Hie vehicles or containers and the bay area inset the required hygiene standards. S (S) S C, S 

I* L'uJiil.it ive lurriur 
H KaittioLa Trail: 
H Minor Adjifibiunts 

C iK.TtM'jt.-a Cudts of Pruct^ising 
K Rujuires Capital Outlay 
S Country ins similar rvqulranents or reccmtendations 
I Standards Already Inplem>nted 

F Restricts Facilities 
( ) Urable to confirm verbal infomution 
•Authors anpfiaaia—the requirements that is claitred Co be fcJtosjaive 
by one or all countries. 

Siiir<:e: fcuunissiuri ut ll»: tuinfuan Cuiinmlties CUM 181) 4'J6 final, Brussels, 14 September 1981. 
USDA, U.S. Inspected Heat and Poultry Pacing Plant. A Guide to construction and Layout Agricultural Handbook 570, Food Safety and Quality 

Survice, Washington, D.C., U.S. government, 1981. 
Report of tlie Australian Heat and l.ive-Stock Corporation. Gmtwrra, HVJC, various years and Bureau of tvcunanlcs, Livestock and Heat 

Wirketinq in Australia: An Ecooqnic Evaluation, Industry Hcnograph Mo. 1, CaulMrra: B.A.E., 19B1. 
Information obtained from interview;; willi A.K.I..C. (Nt« York, I<unJun), N.Z., H.1..B. (New York and ImJon), U.S. Host fexport fedcr.tl ion, 

U.S. Catt Iuuks Asiuciatiixi, uiiJ official veterinarians <ind Agricultural Attache's fran Australia (Brussels, Union, Washington), New Zealand 
IWivlon, Wjilmtjlijii), and U.S. Uiiussies ami Missions (Bru&Mls, Gtiniva, U»d<>n), also, U.S. F.S.I.S. (Washington, D.C.). 
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production. Large meat packers could make the adjustment in an 

industry whose margin is very small and whose survival depends on 

volume. But this stifles the caipetition in the export field. Only 

the efficient and larger' packers, through economies of size, will 

survive in the beef and livestock product export market. A very real 

danger to the U.S. beef and livestock product export market is not so 

much the problem of the U.S. red meat exports, but that of losing the 

14 EC market for U.S. variety meats. The U.S. domestic demand for 

variety meats is very low. Thus, the majority of the variety meats 

have to be exported, mostly to Europe and at the extremely favorable 

terms of trade to the importers. France is one of the major importers 

of U.S. variety meats. The value of this trade to The U.S. is about 

300 million dollars, which helps towards offsetting the value of the 

manufacturing and cooked meats iirported into the U.S. (Appendix I). 

The U.S. export trade in variety meats is crucial to the meat and 

livestock product industry. At present the variety meats trade is not 

directly affected by the Third Country Directive, but this could change 

if the output of variety meats in the European Ccnmunity approaches 

self-sufficiency due to tenure increases in the subsidized red meat 

exports to Eastern Europe and the Middle Eastern countries. 

The Beef Grading System 

The USDA beef grading system greatly affects the beef trade. 

The grading system works in favor of the U.S. beef industry by acting 

14 
Variety meats are livers, kidneys, hearts, tongues, offal, 

etc. of cattle, swine, and sheep. 
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as a nontariff restriction on the imports of beef, tut also adversely 

affects the U.S. beef exports. The U.S. Meat Import Law places quotas 

on fresh, frozen, chilled beef but excludes canned and preserved beef 

products. While the quota does not stipulate grades, the USDA beef 

grade specification requirement in essence precludes the importation of 

table and hotel/restaurant trade beef into the United States fron 

regions producing range fed beef. Range fed cattle are leaner than 

grain fed, thus fall into the lewer U.S. manufacturing categories: 

Australia and New Zealand cattle are mostly range fed while Canadian 

beef is somewhat similar to the United States. Because the Canadian 

beef grading descriptions and nomenclature are different fran those of 

15 
the United States, beef must be regraded for entry into the United 

States thus incurring extra costs. Therefore, the majority of the 

fresh, chilled, and frozen beef enters the United States classified as 

lower quality manufacturing beef. Very little is able to enter as the 

higher priced prime and choice beef. 

During the GATT multilateral trade negotiations, the European 

Community granted the United States a levy-free quota for 10,000 metric 

tons of "high quality beef." They negotiated the GAIT definition for 

high quality beef, with the United States recaimsnding the USDA 

definition for prime and choice beef. The basic definition was 

subsequently accepted by the European Community and -the other GATT 

15 The Canadian and U.S. Department of Agriculture beef grade 
definitions are given in Appendix E. 
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members, ̂  but it also stipulates that the beef must originate frcm 

carcasses of steers which are no more than 30 months old and have been 

fed no less than 100 days on a minimum of 20 lb. of high protein 

rations containing no less than 70 percent grain. The definition 

further stipulates that USDA prime and choice graded beef automatically 

meets the conditions. These are stricter than the USDA official 

standards for prime and choice beef, which do not specifically 

stipulate the fattening or the finishing process. The USDA standards 

indicate that the maximum maturity for prime and choice cattle is 

17 around 40 months old, as shown in Figure 14. 

The GATT high quality beef description does not take into 

account the consumers' preference but indicates the U.S. producers' and 

trade preferences. Japan and the United States are the two major 

importing countries whose consumers prefer more heavily marbled meat. 

Yet the present trend in the United States is noticeably towards leaner 

beef for economic and dietary reasons [991 The European consumer is 

acquiring a taste for grain fed beef because of the beef raising 

industry in Europe is using supplementary grain to finish the cattle 

before slaughter. 

The United States delegation to GATT and the U.S. beef 
industry possibly saw an opportunity to dominate the high quality beef 
market in the European Community and later Japan. 

17 
The USDA beef grading system was originally established to 

standardize the products in the industry and was not designed for the 
meat trade. The grading system is not a classification system but a 
category system. The standard requiring highly predominant marbling in 
the top two grades penalizes the feeders and cattlemen as the marbling 
is- obtained within the last 30 to 60 days prior to slaughtering, at 
which time the feed conversion ratio diminishes considerably. 
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The U.S. Meat Export Federation field reports indicate that 

there is a substantial danand for a leaner type of U.S. beef in the EC 

countries, but very little demand for the U.S. high quality beef as 

presently defined by GATT. The Carmunity inport buyers would like to 

avoid the 20 percent duty on leaner beef by importing this beef under 

the EC high quality beef quota. Thus, the buyers stipulate that they 

want tenderloins from cows. To comply with these stipulations U.S. 

packers are hard pressed to ccme up with grain fed ccws that meet the 

GATT standards. Most ccws cure much older than 30 months of age, and if 

cows are found that have been grain fed, there is the additional 

problem of obtaining a certificate of authentication frcm the feeder 

verifying that the ccws have met the GATT standards. As a consequence, 

what little beef the U.S. packers have shipped to the European Carmun­

ity under the 10,000 metric ton quota barely passes the GATT standards. 

Most of the U.S. beef is used by the hotel and restaurant trade. Sane 

beef, due to heavy promotion by the U.S. beef industry, is being sold 

in the retail chain stores in the United Kingdom. Because the GATT 

accepted the USDA definition of high quality beef, and the European com­

munity demand for less ma-rbled beef, exports to the Caimunity are 

severely hindered. If the U.S. exporters lower the marbling of the 

beef, they will became subject to the 20 percent import tariff. 

In 1981, proposals were submitted to change the official USDA 

standards for grades of carcass beef. The initial thrust for the 

change came frcm the National Cattlenens Association (NCA) which advo­

cated less marbling in all grades. That would reduce production costs 
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and improve net returns for the cattlemen. With strong lobbying 

against the initiative by the purveyors and the hotel/restaurant trade, 

the U.S. Department of Agriculture dropped .the proposal. Three propos­

als are outlined in the Federal Register [100]. The Meat Export 

Federation in its support of the. NCA proposal, claimed that a 

"lowering" of the beef grading standards—meaning a reduction in the 

fat content— would improve the chances of the United States to expand 

its beef export trade to the European Community. It is clear 

therefore, that the USDA grade specification requirements are acting as 

a nontariff trade barrier for the U.S. beef export to the Ccmmunity. 

The Japanese also have a high quality grain fed beef quota. 

The GATT definition is used to define the Japanese high quality grain 

fed beef. In this case the definition favors the U.S. exporter over 

the Oceania exporters because a major criterion is the requirement that 

18 
the beef must be from grain fed cattle. When the Japanese 

increased their high quality beef quota in 1982, stipulating grain fed 

beef, the Australians protested and accused them of applying a 

nontariff barrier to their beef trade. Subsequently, the Australians, 

through negotiations with the Japanese Livestock Industry Promotion 

Corporation (LIPC), redefined high quality beef to include cattle that 

19 
have four permanent incisor teeth. This allows the Australian beef 

18 
See Appendix E. 

19 
The new LIPC definition of high quality grain fed beef fits 

the Australian cattle industry program, where the cattle are first 
range fed then go on to grain fed ration at a later age than the U.S. 
counterparts. The LIPC definition gives more latitude and thus allows 
more competition in the high quality grain fed beef category, as 
opposed to the rigid and precise GATT definition. 
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industry to bid on the LIPC high quality grain fed beef tenders. The 

redefinition also allows the Canadians to bid on the same LIPC tenders 

for high quality grain fed beef. The U.S. beef industry protested the 

change in the LIPC definition for high quality grain fed beef. At 

present, the Australian and Canadian exports to Japan in this category 

are insignificant when compared to U.S. exports. However, the U.S. 

Meat Export Federation foresees a possible erosion of its position in 

the Japanese market. The above account shows an inconsistency in the 

actions of the United States between its exports of beef to Europe and 

Japan. 

As would be expected from any profit oriented organization, the 

U.S. beef industry supports principally the liberalization of 

international trade where such liberalization benefits its cwn exports 

of beef. Needless to say, such actions when condoned by official U.S. 

policy are inconsistent with the stated policy of free trade. 

Examples of Trade Restriction Evasion 

As new barriers to trade are imposed traders seek ways to 

circumvent them. Innovative trade procedures are applied, which, if 

shown to be profitable, are soon immitated and beccme a normal way of 

business until prohibitive regulations to counter the innovative 

procedures are imposed to close the loopholes. A few innovative 

procedures are being used to get around the EC Third Country Red Meat 

Directive and the Japanese beef quota system controlled by LIPC. 

One U.S. meat packer, in order to greatly reduce the problems 

involved in obtaining an BC export processing license and in order to 
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reduce the uncertainty in the beef and livestock trade, has vertically 

integrated its operation. It has set up an iirport and wholesale 

distribution subsidiary in the United Kingdom. In the United States 

the packer integrated the feedlot operation, the slaughter and packing 

plant, and the shipping operation. The firm fattens and finishes 

cattle, processes and packs the meat, and ships direct to its 

subsidiary in Europe, which originates the order. The U.K. subsidiary 

promotes the product, emphasizing the differential qualities and using 

in-house quality brand names and descriptions. The required papers and 

certificates are easily obtainable. The consignment can be taken as a 

single unit for quality, health, and technical standard requirements. 

The economies of scale can be fully appreciated and utilized in order 

supply a desired product, such as leaner grain fed beef, at a 

reasonable and competitive price, even with the 20 percent duty that 

has to be paid on non-quota beef. The venture is fairly new but is 

proving profitable. 

Japanese investors recently purchased a large ranch,in 

California. Their intention is to raise grain-fed steers, taking advan­

tage of the efficient U.S. system, then ship the live cattle to Japan 

for finishing and slaughtering. All the feed grain purchased in the 

United States of which part, is shipped to Japan for the cattle finish­

ing process. This avoids the strict grade and health certification 

that is required by Japan on all beef imports, which can add up to 40 

cents pet pound to the price of the product. Hie major consideration 

is that live cattle and feeders for slaughter, are not considered under 
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20 
the LIPC meat import quota system but under a tariff quota system. 

"To the extent that live cattle are imported for slaughter, the 

effectiveness of other import restrictions is diminished" [101]. 

Some of the procedures frequently used to evade restrictive 

trade practices are more subtle and at times covert. Bribery has 

already been mentioned as a means- to circumvent restrictions. Also 

previously mentioned was the personal contact approach. Another common 

practice that is flourishing in the European Caimunity is the shipping 

of consignments by countries outside the oonmunity to more lenient coun­

tries, within the Canuunity, who then re-export, legally or illegally, 

to another country within the Caxmunity, by taking advantage of the Can-

mo n Market trade regulations towards Caimunity members. The intermedi­

ate European Canmunity country finds such transactions extremely profit­

able because of the price differences within the Caimunity itself. 

Evaluation of the Restrictive Trade Policies 

The two principal trade restraints, the EC Third Country Red 

Meat Directive and the USDA beef grading standards, provide technical 

requirements. The Directive also stipulates health and hygiene 

standards to which foreign producers must adhere. The U.S. grading 

standards, though initially created for the benefit of the cattle 

raising' sector and beef processors, could indirectly be considered a 

health standard. The declared objectives of governments in imposing 

such standards are to ensure a safe, clean, and wholes cms product of 

20 
The quotas are set periodically, generally about twice a 

year. If the import exceeds quota levels than a more restrictive 
tariff is applied [102]. 
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uniform quality which benefit consumers. But both the Directive and 

grading standards inhibit the beef trade between countries, and, the 

United States if they are strictly enforced, trade can be further 

restricted. They also incur administrative and enforcement costs. 

Thus consumers must accept higher prices and greater public expenditure 

in order to ensure that they receive a safe and wholesome product. 

The effective protection given the beef industry and the added 

economic burden generated in the public sector must be equated with the 

consumers peace of mind. In this light, the cost-benefit analysis of 

21 imposing standards and requirements beccmes more ccnplicated. The 

costs could be calculated, though, as previously mentioned, a tariff 

equivalent has to be estimated; this would require that a value be 

estimated on intrinsic conmodity such as physical health and mental 

well being? Fatalities and hospitalization caused by food poisoning 

are the risks that must be born by the consumer in an unregulated 

2 2  . . .  market. A scarcity of beef, or even rationing, are possibilities 

21 Power and Harris published a study on the cost/benefit 
evaluation of different policies for foot-and-mouth disease in the 
United Kingdom [103]. 

22 J. E. Melville, a counsellor (veterinary service) m the 
Australian Mission to the European Carmunity in Brussels, stated: 

Increased legislation effectively decreases the profession­
al responsibility of veterinary food hygienists by reducing 
their scope to exercise professional judgments based on scien­
tific knowledge and reasoning. A legislation beccmes more 
detailed, there may, indeed, be a reduced need for highly 
trained professional staff. 

Has the consumer gained? In scnie respects the consumer 
does not appear to have gained despite having to pay for 
increased processing and inspection costs either through taxes 
or through higher prices for the end product [104]. 
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if herds are stricken with contagious diseases. Europeans have 

experienced both at one time or another and are willing to pay the 

price to ensure a sufficient supply of safe and wholesome meat. They 

are willing to pay for a specific quality of meat. It is exogenous 

factors such as administrative and political abuses that truly distort 

the market. 

Whether the objective of protecting the European consumer is 

accomplished depends partially on the zeal with which the meat 

Directive is applied to the beef industries of both the Community and 

of countries outside the Community. If the application of the 

Directive discriminates against a foreign country, the consumer is not 

fully protected and the standards and requirements became blatant 

nontariff trade barriers. A discriminatory factor of the Directive is 

the difference in the times it takes to issue licenses or permits to 

the domestic industry and to the industry of foreign countries. The 

delay in issuing export beef production permits causes uncertainty 

within the foreign beef industries. The costly revamping of facilities 

prior to inspection, without the assurance of obtaining a permit, 

deters firms from entering the export trade. This discriminatory 

action restricts international trade, and therefore is a nontariff 

trade barrier, which indirectly affects the consumer in a detrimental 

way. 

In the O.S. meat industry, where the beef export trade is 

insignificant when compared to the danestic production, most firms are 

unwilling to risk entering the EC market. At present (1983), the U.S. 
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variety meats encounter very few problems and restriction in entering 

the European Common Market. But as the European subsidizes domestic 

beef production, and as its complimentary products increase in volume, 

the U.S. beef industry will face stricter enforcement of the proposed 

red meat Directive in areas of health and of hygiene standards and 

technical requirements. The tougher enforcement of the Directive by 

the Community will not only further restrict the insignificant U.S. 

beef exports but it will also affect the important U.S. variety meat 

trade to the Community. 

The USDA beef grading standards are a two-edged sword when it 

comes to the United States beef exports and imports. On the one hand, 

they effectively restrict the imports of beef in the prime and choice 

categories, the most lucrative grades, which are specifically for the 

retail table meat and hotel/restaurant customer. As it is, few 

countries can canpete with the U.SV'beef industry in this category due 

to the structure of the grain fed cattle industry which is capital 

intensive, benefitting frcm the economies of scale, and which has a 

large supply of canparatively cheap feed grain. 

On the other hand, the USDA beef grading standards, by being 

accepted as the GfiTT standard, restrict the exports of U.S. beef to EC 

markets, where the estimated potential demand for grain-fed beef is 

high. 

Again the USDA grade standard requirements as adopted by LIPC 

favor the U.S. beef exporters over others in trading—specifically, 

with Japan in the bids for the high quality grain-fed beef category. 
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With the broadening of the definition of the LIPC grade standard 

requirements, the comparative advantage the U.S. beef industry had had 

under the more precise grade definition was reduced, and it allowed 

Australia and Canada to bid on the LIPC annual tender under the high 

quality grain-fed beef quota. The revised LIPC standards, by accepting 

older animals while still maintaining a general differentiation between 

grain and range fed cattle, made it possible to change feeding 

requirements of cattle and thus easier to switch the product frcm one 

category to another. 

The number and the proliferation of nontariff trade barriers 

are limited only by the ingenuity of the inporting countries. At the 

same time, if the price is right and if the opportunity permits high 

returns, firms and individuals will seek the means and the ways to 

evade or circumvent, the trade barriers. In the European Ccnmunity and 

Japan, beef trades present these opportunities for high returns, where 

the international price of certain categories of beef are comparatively 

low and the domestic retail price of meat relatively high; the high 

domestic price could be due to three possible factors: the restrictive 

import practices, the domestic trading structure, and/or the farm sip-

port policies. The consumer loses in both the European Ccnmunity and 

Japan through having to pay much higher prices for beef. The very 

strict health, hygiene, and technical standards that are required in 

the beef and livestock product industry by governments induce individu­

als, firms, and even government agencies to flaunt the system in search 

of high returns. 
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THREE TAXCNCMIES OF NONTARIFF TRADE BARRIERS 

(1)  United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 

(2) Ingo Walter 

(3) Jimnye S. Hillman 
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Al. Taxoncmy of Nontariff Trade Barriers—UNCTAD, 1969 

Type I—Ccnmercial policy treasure designed primarily to protect 

import-competing suppliers from foreign competition, or to assist 

exporters in expanding foreign markets: 

Group A—Measures operating through quantitative restraint of 

trade: 

1. Import quotas: globally administered including unspecified im­

port quotas. 

2. Irrport quotas: selectively or bilaterally administered. 

3. Licensing: discretionary and restrictive. 

4. Licensing: libera, including licensing for statistical 

purposes. 

5. Export restraints of a voluntary nature, imposed by trading 

partners, both bilateral and multilateral. 

6. Inport prohibitions: anbargoes. 

7. Inport prohibitions; selective with respect to origin. 

8. State trading. 

9. Danestic procurement practices by public units. 

10. Danestic aontent and other mixing regulations. 

Group B—Measures operating primarily through costs and prices: 

1. Variable levies or supplementary import charges, including min­

imum price regimes. 

2. Advanced deposit requirements. 

3. Anti-dumping and countervailing charges. 

4. Credit or other restraints on imports through the financial 

sector. 
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5. Tax benefits for import-competing industries. 

6. Direct or indirect subsidization of import-ocmpeting indus­

tries, including credit subsidization. 

7. Special discriminatory internal transport charges. 

Type II—Measures designed to deal with problems not directly 

related to ccmrvercial policy questions, but which are from time to time 

intentionally employed to restrict imports or to stimulate exports. 

Group A: Measures operating through quantitative restraint of trade: 

1. Caimunication-media restrictions. 

2. Quantitative marketing restraints. 

Group B—Measures qperating through quantitative restraint of 

trade: 

1. Packaging and labeling regulations, including mark-of-arigin 

rules. 

2. Health and sanitary regulations and quality standards. 

3. Safety and industrial standards and regulations. 

4. Border tax adjustments. 

5. Use taxes and excises. 

6. Custerns clearance and related practices. 

7. Customs valuation procedures and related practices. 

8. Customs classification procedures and related practices. 

Type III—Measures consistently applied with little or no 

intent to protect domestic industry, but which unavoidably produce 

certain spill-over effects in the trade sector. 
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1. Government manufacturing, sales and trading monopolies covering 

individual products. 

2. Government structural and regional development policy measures. 

3. Government balance of payments policy measures. 

4. Variations in national tax systems. 

5. Variations in national social insurance and related programs. 

6. Variations in allowable depreciation methods. 

7. Government financed research and development, and technology 

spill-cvers from defence and other programs. 

8. Scale effects induced by government procurement. 

9. Variations in national weights and measures. 

10. Discriminatory external transport charges. 

Source: Per Lundborg, Trade Policy and Development; Income 
Distributional Effects in the Less Developed Countries of the 
LJ.S. and EEC Policies for Agriculture, Gotenborg, Sweden: 
University of Gothenburg, 1981. 
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A2, Taxonomy of Nontariff Barriers—Ingo Walter, 1969 

Type I classification —(NTBs) implemented with the specific 

intent of impeding imports or stimulating exports in a manner 

distortive of trade. It includes measure designed to restrict the 

exports of trading partners for the purpose of protecting domestic 

industry . . . (import-directed). 

1. quantitative restrictions; 

2. variable levies; 

3. supplementary charges; 

4. minimum import prices; 

5. conditional imports; 

6. import calendars; 

7. mixing, willing and domestic-content regulations; 

8. discriminatory government purchasing; 

9. buy-domestic extensions; 

10. subsidies; 

11. antidumping measures; 

12. state trading. 

Type I Class if ication—(NTBs) specifically aimed at promoting 

or restraining exports. . . . (Export-directed.) 

1. subsidies; 

2. export-credit-insurance subsidization; 

3. duiqping; 

4. state trading; 

5. quantitative export restrictions; 

6. export charges 
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Type II Classification—More numerous than those policies and 

practices specifically aimed at affecting iiiports or exports are 

measures employed as trade barriers collaterally with their primary 

intent of dealing with other economic, social, or political problems . 

1. custcms valuation; 

2. customs classification; 

3. border tax adjustments; 

4. Mark-of-origin regulations; 

5. marketing standards; 

6. safety requirements; 

7. health requirements; 

8. internal transport charges; 

9. custcms procedures; 

10. use taxes; 

U. advance deposits; 

12. exchange restrictions; 

13. media restrictions; 

14. government entrepreneurship; 

15. government financing; 

16. trade agreements; 

17. monetary restrictions. 

Type III Classification—(These) NTBs . . . may be considered 

ancillary effects of policies and measures applied substantially 

without regard to their probable impact on imports or exports. 
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1. variation in tariff classification and valuation; 

2. variation in indirect tax systems; 

3. variation in depreciation methods; 

4. variation in weights and measures; 

5. variation in national consunption patterns and related govern­

mental policies; 

6. variation in economic policies; 

7. variation in social changes; 

8. government sponsored R&D; 

9. government-induced scale-effects; 

10. direct defense spillovers; 

11. transfer costs; 

12. international cartels. 

Source: Robert Hawkins and Ingo Walter, The United States and 
International Markets, 1972, pp. 77-84. 
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A3. Taxoncmy of Nontariff Barriers—Jinntye S. Hillman, 1978 

Section 1—Government participation in trade, including: 

1. production subsidies; 

2. export subsidies; 

3. Countervailing duties; 

4. government procurement and restrictive business and union 

practices; 

5. state-trading enterprises in market-economy countries. 

Section 2—Customs and administrative entry procedures, 

including: 

1. Customs valuation; 

2. Anti-dunping practices; 

3. Customs classification; 

4. Formalities connected with importation. 

Section 3—Industrial, health, and safety standards and 

packaging, labeling, and market regulations. 

Section 4—Specific limitations on imports and exports, 

including: 

1. licensing arrangements; 

2. quantitative restrictions including onbargoes; 

3. bilateral agreements; 

4. voluntary restrains; 

5. motion picture restrictions; 

6. minimum prices on imports (e.g., textiles) 

Section 5—Restraints on imports and exports by the prica 

mechanism, including: 

I 
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1. prior deposits; 

2. administrative and statistical duties; 

3. restrictions on produces (e.g., foreign wines and spirits); 

4. discriminatory taxes on products (e.g., motor cars); 

5. special duties on imports; 

6. credit restrictions for importers; 

7. variable levies; 

Source: Jimmye S. Hillman, Nontariff Agricultural Trade Barriers, 
1978, pp. 50, 51. 
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Table Bl. Relative importance of various neat categories in production—Million MP. 

1973--1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 
-

% % % % % % % 

Beef 43.2 38 47.5 40 48.4 38 48.4 37 47.2 35 46.8 33 46.7 33 
Sheep Maat 7.1 6 7.2 6 7.3 6 7.3 6 7.5 5 7.7 6 7.7 5 
Pig Meat (Pork) 42.3 37 42.0 35 47.4 37 48.9 37 53.3 39 55.5 40 54.1 39 
Poultry Meat 21.4 19 23.2 19 24.7 19 25.9 20 25.6 19 27.0 19 28.6 20 
Other Meat — — — — 3.3 2 3.3 2 3.3 2 
Total Meat 114.0 100 119.9 100 127.8 100 130.5 100 136.9 100 139.8 100 140.4 100 

Source: FAD Ccmmodity Rwiew and Outlook 1977-79, 1979-80, 1981-82. 

Relative importance of various neat categories in trade. 

EXPORTS (1000 MP) IMPORTS (1000 MP) 

1976 -78 1979 1980 1981 76-78 1979 1980 1981 
% % % % 

Beef 5,235 45 5,882 45 5,547 41 5,150 38 5,141 5,743 5,564 5,200 
Sheep Meat 983 8 1,060 8 1,099 8 1,100 8 913 1,066 1,142 1,150 
Pig Maat 3,019 26 3,366 26 3,721 28 3,800 28 2,781 2,994 3,303 3,450 
Poultry 1,221 11 1,551 12 1,862 14 2,200 16.5 1,174 1,542 1,774 2,100 
Other Moat 1,117 10 1,214 9 1,211 9 1,250 9.5 1,174 1,296 1,252 1,300 
Total 11,575 100 13,073 100 13,440 100 13,500 100 11,183 12,641 13,035 13,200 

o 
(XI 

Source: P.A.O. Coomodity Review and Outlook; 1981-82. 
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Table B2. Retail meat prices in selected world capitals, May 6, 1980, 
November 3, 1981, and May 6, 1983. 

Steak Roast Pork Roast Broilers 
Sirloin Chuck Chop Pork Whole 

City Boneless Boneless Boneless 
-1980- (U.S. $/kg) 

Bcnn, W. Germany 11.06 8.02 5.24 6.35 2.82 
Brussels, Belgium 13.20 7.31 . 5.72" 6.06 3.36 
London, U.K. 11.66 6.04 5.22 4.25 2.36 
Paris, France 10.37 10.61 5.94 6.82 3.82 
Canberra, Australia 8.96 5.33 6.13 4.93 2.55 
Ottawa, Canada 6.98 4.53 3.76 3.15 1.95 
Tckyo 34 .48 24.39 7.30 7.83 3.56 
Washington, D.C. 6.81 4.72 3.73 4.39 0.93 
Wellington, N.Z. - — — 

-1981-
Bcnn, W. Germany 11.64 7.15 5.79 5.44 2.16 
Brussels, Belgium 10.97 6.38 4.94 5.28 2.98 
London, U.K. 12.89 5.28 5.41 4.81" 1.95 
Paris, France 10.03 10.03 6.25 7.75 3.52 
Rcrne 10.95 6.69 6.32 6.32 3.03 
Canberra, Australia 8.78 5.56 5.96 5.35 2.30 
Ottawa, Canada 6.28 3.77 5.66 5.18 2.92 
Tckyo 31.57 22.34 8.66 8.73 3.68 
Washington, D.C. 7.a 4.26 4.15 2.94 1.08 

-1983-
Bonn, W. Germany 10.17 5.25 1.84 
London, U.K. 11.77 3.45 2.61 
Paris, France 8.43 5.44 3.51 
Rone 8.94 5.43 3.09 
Canberra, Australia 11.40 4.55 3.94 
Ottawa, Canada 6.26 4.39 1.77 
Tokyo 28.41 9.23 3.24 
Washington, D.C. 8.80 7.25 1.08 

Source: Compiled from USDA, Foreign Agriculture, 1980; November 1981, 
June 1983. 



Table B3. Ccnsunption of nain meats in selected countries 

108 

-1970-
Total 

Ccnsunption Sheep and 
(100 MT) Beef Pig Meat Gcat Meat Poultry 

% % % % 
Austr. 1,469 114.8 503 39.3 162 12.7 551 43.0 162 11.3 
N.Z. 317 111.2 133 46.6 39 13.7 114 40.0 17 5.6 
Japan 2,042 19.7 301 2.9 751 7.3 112 1.1 597 5.0 

U.S.A. 22,696 112.4 10,663 52.8 6,075 30.1 298 1.5 4,518 22.0 
Canada 1,982 92.9 871 40.8 596 27.9 44 2.1 .436 20.5 

B: 19,662 75.6 6,543 25.1 7,451 28.6 951 3.7 2,730 10.2 
Total 

-1975-
% % % % 

Austr. 1,779 128.5 959 69.2 150 10.8 337 24.3 201 14.5 
N.Z. 359 114.7 164 52.4 36 11.5 116 37.1 27 8.6 
Japan 2,850 25.5 398 3.6 1,165 10.4 131 1.2 781 7.0 

U.S.A. 23,426 109.6 11,917 55.7 5,376 25.1 195 0.9 4,710 22.0 
Canada 2,850 25.5 398 3.6 1,165 10.4 131 1.2 781 7.0 

H: 21,653 81.0 6,663 24.9 8,453 31.6 960 3.6 3,245 12.1 
Total 

-1980-
% % % % 

Austr.' 1,602 108.9 673 45.7 190 12.9 19 20.7 308 20.9 
N.Z. 333 105.2 151 47.7 36 11.4 98 31.0 32 10.1 
Japan 3,658 31.3 540 4.6 1,584 13.6 79 0.7 1,076 9.2 

U.S.A. 25,862 114.6 10,765 47.7 7,512 33.3 159 0.7 6,177 27.4 
Canada 2,335 97.5 987 41.2 774 32.3 304 0.8 547 22.8 

EC 24,346 89.9 6,975 25.8 10,068 37.2 973 3.6 3,752 13.9 
Total 

Sources: OECD, Meat Balances in OECD Member Countries: 1975-1980, 
Paris, 1982, pp. 20-26. 
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Table B4. Changes in meat consunption by. meat categories in selected 
countries and regions between 1970, 1979. 

Trend 

1970 
Total 

Consumption 
{Millions MT) b 

1979 
Total 

Consunption 
(Millions MT) b 

All Meat Increase 48.2 (53.5) 57.1 (65.0) 

Beef Increase 19.0 (20.5) 20.2 (22.1) 

Pig Meat Increase 15.1 (16.9) 19.3 (22.3) 

Sheep & Goat Meat Decrease 2.1 (2.6) 1.6 (23.2) 

Poultry Increase 8.5 (9.1) 11.7 (13.2) 

b Figures in brackets are the total O0CD oonsunption in Million MT. 

Source: Compiled from OECD, Meat Balances in OECD Member Countries; 
1975-1980, Paris, 1982. 



liable B5. World cattle inventory by region, late 1930s to 1979' a 

Region 
Late Year 
1930s 1950 1960 1970 

1000 Head 

Increase Increase 
Year 1950 1960 

1979 1960 1979 to 1979 to 1979 
Percent 

Africa 80,000 88,000 114,000 156,766 170, no 12 14 93 49 

North & Central 
America (Other 
than USA) 

28,971 31,679 46,664 56,170 63,521 5 5 101 36 

U.S.A. 66,029 77,321 96,236 112,303 110,864 10 09 43 15 

South America 107,000 133,000 160,000 198,350 216,119 17 18 63 35 

Asia 228,000 215,000 292,990 351,731 366,579 32 30 70 25 

Europe 103,000 96,000 113,400 124,020 134,535 12 11 40 19 

Oceania 18,000 19,000 22,800 31,414 36,203 2 3 91 59 

USSR 59,700 53,300 74,115 95,161 114,086 8 10 114 54 

TOTAL WORLD 690,700 713,300 920,300 1,125,915 1,212,017 100 100 70 32 

Developed World 
Developing World 
Centrally Planned 

425,019 
786,997 
217,751 

35 
65 
18 

^Does not include buffaloes. 
Totals contain an estimate of missing countries. Thus, columns may not add to totals. 

Source: Sijnpson, 1981. 



Table B6. World beef and buffalo meat production by region, late 1930s to 1979a 

W Increase Increase 
Late Year Year 1950 1960 

Region 1930s 1950 1960 1970 1979 1960 1979 to 1979 to 1979 
- 1000 Head - - - - - - — Percent — 

Africa 1,210 1,520 1,800 2,490 2,852 06 06 88 58 
North & Central America 
(Other than USA) 953 1,056 1,497 1,925 2,333 05 05 121 56 

USA 3,617 4,844 7,183 10,006 9,704 26 21 100 35 

South America 3,380 4,020 4,360 6,041 6,865 16 15 71 57 

Asia 1,900 1,750 1,330 4,048 5,016 05 11 187 227 

Europe 4,800 3,900 6,320 8,896 10,508 23 22 169 66 

Oceania 720 800 890 1,458 2,525 03 05 216 184 

USSR b b b 
5,381 6,966 16 15 — 

TOTAL WORLD 16,580 17,890 28,000 40,245 46,769 100 100 67 

Developed World 20,090 31,530 67 
Developing World 10,899 15,239 33 
Centrally Planned 9,256 11,685 25 

a 

Indigenous production only, i.e., does not include imported animals. 
u 

USSU and Mainland China excluded until 1970, but world totals from 1960 contain an estimate 
of missing countries. 

Source: Simpson, 1981, p. 21. 



Table B7. Bovine Meat: Production, trade, and price developments, 1972-1981 

1972-1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 
(In 1,000 Tons) 

Production (Total) 41,313 45,447 47,515 47,548 48,397 47,200 46,800 46,700 
Developing Countries 10,542 11,238 14,272 4,550 15,274 15,200 15,40 15,500 
Developed Countries 30,771 34,20933 1,242 32,998 33,123 32,000 31,400 31,200 

Exports 2,377 2,483 2,623 2,928 3,193 3,389 3,080 2,860 
(% of Production) (5.75) (5.46) (5.52) (6.16) (6.61) (7.18) (6.58) (6.12) 
Developing Countries 691 368 585 624 723 625 500 505 
(% of Production) (6.55) (3.27) (4.10) (4.29) (4.73) (4.11) (3.25) (3.26) 
Developed Countries 1,686 2,115 2,038 2,304 2,470 2,764 2,580 2.355 
(% of Production) (5.48) (6.18) (6.13) (6.98) (7.46) (8.64) (8.22) (7.55) 

Inports 2,437 2,443 2,617 3,024 3,040 3,467 3,210 3,000 
'Developing Countries 151 185 283 368 529 553 500 495 
Developed Countries 2,286 2,258 2,334 2,656 2,511 2,914 2,710 2,505 

Value of Exports 3,604 3,772 3,901 4,795 5,951 7,967 8,422 
(% of Total Ag. Exports) (4.88) (4.33) (4.74) (5.29) (5.80) (5.48) 

(Price Index 100 78 94 89 127 171 162 150 

Price Index of Feed Grain (1972-74 I = 100) 

U.S. (Export)9 100 161 184 150. 180 238 300 286 
World. Brant & Milling Prod 100 146 177 186 168 188 193 176 
World All Grain 100 152 143 129 157 181 239 259 

Total Agricultural (In Billions $) 

Exports 77.9 90.0 101.3 113.5 138.0 158.7 



Table BB. Trade—Meat of bovine animals, fresh, chilled or frozen—1000 matric tons 

1948-1952 1956 1957 1958 
Exi»rt Inport Export Inport Export Inport Export Inport 

Austria 0.1 0.6 0.2 2.6 0.3 2.1 0.2 1.9 

Belgium-Lux 1.8 18.3 2.1 10.3 0.6 10.8 8.3 7.5 

Denmark 18.5 46.1 — 82.8 0.1 71.7 

France 6.2 6.6 15.2 15.7 10.8 32.6 4.5 23.1 

Germany (West) 1.2 9.7 4.2 92.7 7.2 53.9 15.9 23.3 

Ireland 10.5 — 16.3 27.1 26.6 — ' 

Italy 0.1 23.0 0.1 68.0 — 93.2 0.1 117.2 

Netherlands 5.1 16.8 16.4 22.3 26.5 11.2 22.3 11.6 

Norway • • • 1.3 0.1 0.3 0.2 — 1.5 

Sweden 0.4 9.5 6.4 7.2 0.6 23.7 0.3 13.2 

Switzerland • • • 0.1 — ... — ... 
U.K. • • • 279.0 • * • 439.6 • • • 461.2 • • • 408.7 

Canada 42.0 0.4 5.8 2.4 21.5 3.6 24.4 5.7 

U.S.A. 2.0 35.9 31.2 14.0 32.2 57.3 3.6 162.6 

Argentina 195.0 — 363.1 354.7 369.5 

Brazil 12.4 2.0 8.6 — 26.5 — 33.3 

Uruguay 53.4 26.5 — 32.2 — 19.1 

Japan — 0.5 0.1 2.4 0.1 22.7 0.2 4.9 

Australia 69.5 125.4 — 160.7 166.3 

Narf Zealand 58.0 •—— 119.5 117.1 117.6 

F.A.O., Trade Yearbook , 1959, Valune 13. fp. 54--61. 



Table B8. 1'rddii—l-Uiit of bovine animals, fresh, chilled or frozen Continued—1000 metric tons 

19591 I9601 1961* 19621 19632 19642 

txiu rt Iupocrt Export Inport Export Liport Export Inport Export Inport Export Iijport 

Austria 0.67 2.14 4.37 2.83 o.u 3.29 0.67 3.14 3.87 2.31 0.60 5.20 

llilgiuirt-Lux 6.60 5.53 4.30 8.53 0.46 12.47 2.17 16.89 10.75 20.41 2.98 22.76 

l>3iiiark 59.57 0.18 70.92 0.05 49.70 0.08 76.67 O.U 94.46 o.u 70.00 0.08 

France 30.04 27.67 62.53 27.04 103.35 10.88 154.86 9.62 98.91 15.76 70.24 72.91 

Germany (West) 14.72 53.41 19.89 64.67 10.74 83.66 12.52 105.51 12.50 91.13 10.60 117.61 

Ireland 35.40 47.93 74.69 59.77 61.69 — 52.73 

Italy 0.07 100.33 0.15 136.76 0.15 53.79 0.12 94.75 0.09 258.09 0.10 283.61 

Netherlands 28.09 17.52 37.37 14.47 24.05 21.65 35.78 21.11 61.64 17.79 70.21 30.54 

Norway 0.73 0.22 1.37 1.28 0.90 5.43 0.59 2.34 0.62 0.17 1.40 

Sv^eden 1.74 8.02 0.34 7.17 0.28 18.01 8.07 7.85 20.08 5.03 10.38 6.63 

Switzerland 14.91 0.01 16.12 0.003 17.17 0.002 21.24 0.001 16.72 0.12 34.07 

U.K. 361.60 358.43 292.48 332.81 2.33 363.55 7.35 350.45 

Canada 10.39 9.51 8.42 7.89 13.37 7.44 9.25 10.49 8.77 10.97 15.23 6.30 

U.S.A. 3.07 237.89 4.62 187.71 4.82 258.14 4.47 391.60 3.97 448.38 16.03 320.48 

Argentina 344.96. 280.02 270.71 388.69 — 531.53 420.90 

Brazil 23.43 1.49 5.99 14.73 12.95 — 12.58 19.00 

Uruguay 22. U7 52.15 42.86 54.55 64.51 122.09 

Japan 0.2B 2.78 0.12 5.79 0.05 5.36 0.01 4.76 0.03 4.69 0.02 6.20 

Australia 211.40 191.22 138.16 204.40 — 264.96 286.21 

tljv Zoilainl 90.2B 100.30 97.02 117.73 0.06 128.50 0.09 121.60 0.02 

Total of 

World Trad* 978.94 954.96 972.80 962.66 978.65 933.03 1,341.72 1 ,214.82 1,604.61 1 ,554.41 1,449.03 1,462.32 

t.A.O., Trade Yuu'liouk, 1963, Vol. 17, [p. 49-52. 
2 
t.A.O., Trade Yearbook, 1966, Volune 20, pp. 10-21. 



Table! BH. Tiaili—Muiit of bovine animals, fresh, chilled, or frozen Continued— 1000 nutric tons 

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 
Export Inport fcltport Liport Export Liport Export Inport Export Iiiport 

Austria 1. 99 a .40 5. 24 3. 85 4. 54 2. 35 2, .42 3. 93 2. ,79 9. 20 

Uelgium-Lux 2. 44 17 .68 7. U 14. 18 23. 62 30. 10 26, .58 36. 14 15. .41 20. 89 

tXiiiiurk 63. 48 0 ,08. 83. 75 0. 35 107. 61 0. 82 98, .58 0. 79 78. ,26 1. 16 

France 65. 47 59 .39 87. 59 36. 86 91. 27 35. 11 154 .88 33. 17 124. ,67 73. 75 

Genruny (West) 5. 17 147 .36 4. 48 125. 52 15. 27 134. 00 29, .55 172. 20 45. .97 192. 77 

Iroland 55. 04 0 .01 70. 03 0. 002 147. 97 0. 02 117 .13 0. 05 121. ,76 0. 19 

Italy 0. 09 252 .44 0. 09 277. 52 0. 04 324. 15 0, .44 249. 56 0. ,89 260. 97 

t&tlferlands 71. 52 24 .78 58. 76 32. 88 66. 48 41. 48 84 .93 51. ,57 96. .33 57. 97 

Norway 0. 51 1 .11 - 2. 25 1. 25 1. 91 0 .86 6. ,32 0. .75 1. 09 

Swu<J«n 15. 76 7 .51 21. 89 4. 98 26. 48 6. 54 15 .87 9. .62 24. .59 10. .06 

Switzerland 0. 09 31 .18 0. 004 24. ,90 0. 04 32. 72 1 .39 27. .50 2 .43 34. ,47 

U.K. 9. 60 294 .72 6. 19 289. 83 6. 28 273. 37 2 .61 261. .15 7. .32 344. .69 

Canada 35. 73 3 .33 26. 86 5. 07 13. 41 10. 18 22 .67 9. .51 21 .52 49, .25 

U.S. 15. 31 264 .53 8. 16 346. .39 8. 08 381. 80 7 .13 429. .69 7 .61 470, .16 

Argentina 349. 19 "7" 401. 13 - 379. 70 - 254 .90 - 404 .57 -

Brazil 35. 83 — 20. 79 11. 58 - 39 .25 77 .56 ' — 

Uruguay 64. 60 55. 08 - 57. .92 - 95 .59 106 .46 -

Japan 0. 05 10 .81 0. 10 13. 49 0. 02 13. 79 0 .02 13, .50 0 .03 18, .62 

Australia 321. 35 278. .03 0. ,001 262. .46 .0005 255 .94 0. .04 256 .07 0, .09 

HlW Zealand 121. 39 101. 20 0. 16 106. 20 0. 14 129 .34 0. .84 133 .30 0. .58 

Total of 

World Trade 1, 450. 30 I L,347 .02 I L,472. .10 1 ,495. ,17 1 ,581. 33 1,612. 71 1 ,631 .74 1,641, .17 1,884 .02 

F.A.O., Trade Veorbook, 1971, Vol. 25, pp. 20-23. 



Table 08. Mtst buwine aninals, frech, chilled, or frozen Continued—1000 metric tons 

19701 19711 197Z1 19731 19742 19753 

Exports Inports Exports Ltports Exports Inports Exports Inports Exports Inports Exports Inports 

Austria 3.36 16.94 5.33 13.10 6.17 12.60 6.93 13.46 4.62 2.08 6.08 1.94 

Bel gum-Lux 17.42 18.70 23.40 21.71 28.96 33.26 31.75 35.70 28.84 20.44 32.07 29.19 

Denoark 70.07 1.59 78.80 1.70 69.86 0.99 93.24 0.79 105.29 0.60 128.53 1.14 

France 114.39 72.37 142.66 68.46 123.10 153.36 134.52 167.60 251.58 117.31 291.60 159.60 

Germany (West) 55.37 185.32 54.81 178.54 45.99 257.90 76.37 236.98 116.53 175.88 137.80 197.14 

Ireland 140.36 0.33 147.87 0.33 128.94 0.21 131,15 0.48 198.99 ' 0.68 270.39 1.67 

Italy 0.96 290.25 " 0.82 367.32 0.8L 334.05 0.46 433.18 0.48 296.77 2.48 320.46 

Netherlands 114.48 43.51 110.96 41.71 114.73 77.49 120.71 84.16 134.24 48.00 137.28 44.91 

Norway 3.BI 1.10 0.05 3.95 0.20 5.84 0.18 4.63 0.04 2.00 0.01 5.31 

Sweden 24.42 8.99 16.07 7.18 10.54 7.61 3.71 5.99 3.42 8.01 0.61 13.05 

Switzerland 1.94 31.36 — 31.84 0.24 38.25 0.09 36.41 15.92 0.02 10.89 

U.K. 9.91 264.82 13.74 252.81 52.87 277.66 65.46 270.32 58.51 249.08 114.58 196.35 

Canada 47.22 60.98 37.58 46.93 28.11 60.47 30.39 67.78 20.46 53.63 11.53 58.33 

U.S.A. 8.55 527.15 13.90 517.65 19.63 602.31 32.38 611.65 22.17 490.40 20.36 557.26 

Argentina 351.51 270.73 385.29 — 288.09 105.14 — 75.44 

Brazil 98.il 0.58 88.74 6.22 155.63 1.01 98.53 1.40 19.17 51.80 5.33 23.97 

Uruguay 130.78 80.34 104.93 99.10 99.59 78.62 

Japan 0.02 23.05 0.02 41.50 0.02 57.57 0.02 127.22 0.01 53.60 0.01 44.92 

Australia 327.90 0.12 339.13 0.31 402.07 0.06 582.66 0.04 493.32 0.09 416.52 o.a 
New Zealand 177.70 0.35 180.85 0.31 186.24 0.61 202.75 0.13 183.44 0.11 192.44 0.15 

USSH — 27.38 395.60 17.56 406.14 

Total World 2,087.91 2,135.58 1,977.83 2,085.43 2,352.22 2,359.57 2,548.62 2,619.61 2,269.12 2,317.27 2 ,355.18 2 ,470.85 

'F.A.O., TraAs ¥t*irlxx>k, 1975, Vol. 29, fp, 29-32 

2F.A.O., Traili Yearbook, 1976, Vol. 30, fp. 52-53. 

t̂'.A.O., Trad; Yearbook, 1977, Vol. 31, pp. 52-53. 



Table 08. Hti*t of bovine animals fresh, chilled, or frozen Continued—1000 metric tons 

19761 19772 19783 19794 19804 19813 

Exports Inports Exports Inports Exports Inports Exports Inports Exports Inports Exports Inports 

Austria 6.64 19.18 * 5.46 14.97 13.04 20.02 16.36 11.08 19.18 9.99 IB. 32 12.19 

Belgium-Lux 37.60 33.08 34.78 35.54 44.78 50.03 44.38 40.97 59.14 30.29 66.6 27.69 

Ixniiark 107.16 1.31 137.35 1.21 153.51 2.50 147.72 0.62 138.99 1.04 137.28 1.30 

trance 271.60 156.09 215.59 206.29 185.60 261.36 208.99 235.69 209.88 253.46 315.19 236.81 

Germany (FH) 141.46 211.48 185.28 213.62 210.97 199.52 308.85 210.77 335.85 200.11 368.02 174.96 

Ireland 180.05 1.27 262.05 1.58 261.65 0.21 254.93 0.46 343.88 4.21 218.97 10.03 

Italy 0.46 293.21 1.80 323.21 6.19 321.63 16.92 340.72 54.61 350.26 *50.12 366.20 

Netherlands 133.21 58.50 153.23 67.26 168.93 70.76 179.22 77.78 210.91 103.60 250.25 76.58 

Norway 0.04 12.71 0.11 11.07 0.09 9.96 0.07 8.68 0.06 12.47 O.U 3.76 

Sweden 2.69 14.48 8.60 10.59 6.02 8.97 IB. 95 12.11 13.42 7.97 12.19 4.21 

Switzerland 0.02 11.39 0.28 10.72 0.07 12.91 0.09 11.89 2.84 9.12 0.04 13.24 

U.K. 100.54 213.78 87.63 257.67 94.64 273.20 92.39 271.90 152.09 232.69 108.20* 180.00* 

Canada 39.73 95.07 37.11 56.10 30.92 65.67 38.62 56.46 46.02 52.97 57.60. 53.50 

U.S.A. 36.56 606.60 41.90 553.14 51.59 673.28 54.07 714.76 64.18 642.26 68.81 544.48 

Argentina 226.97 278.13 299.21 — 338.48 204.00 220.00 — 

brazil 11.54 22.65 31.25 25.70 9.60 112.61 2.67 110.52 5.73 64.51 46.40 60.35 

Uruguay 142.97 — 107.24 89.36 61.35 95.01 — 139.40 — 

Japan 0.01 92.24 0.01 84.39 0.01 99.89 0.01 129.67 0.01 121.89 0.02 122.43 

Australia 549.49 0.21 635.03 1.16 755.05 1.11 834.66 0.85 580.46 1.50 514.69 2.18 

tkw Zealand 288.11 0.04 260.64 0.01 225.78 0.09 244.63 0.05 215.58 0.03 231.53 0.13 

IBSH 7.95 225.75 7.74 437.65 9.53 40.00 5.40 210.00 8.06 333.00 

Total 2,664.52 2,622.03 2,910.92 3,050.42 3,123.83 3,032.94 3,433.38 3,231.49 3,404.35 3,218.32 3,384.09 3,204.14 

IV.fi.O. Trade Ytiubuuk, 1978, Vol.32, pp. 55-56 

2P.A.O. TraAi Yearbook, 1979, Vol. 33, pp.. 55-5 

V.A.O. Ttatlj Vtiulxjo)t, 198U, Vol. 34, l\). 54-56 

4F.A.O. Traiti Vturljook, 1981, Vol. 35, pp. 54-56 

'Unofficial fiyurus. 



lable U9. Total U.S. beef production, beef and veal exports and kiports, and beef and veal exports 
and imports as a percentage of U.S. beef production. 

Total "U.S. ~~ExpbFts as a Imports as a Imports as a 

Year 

producLiun 
(beef & 
veal) 

Total U.S. 
consump­
tion 

Beef & 
veal 

exports 

Geef 4 
veal 

imports 

percentage 
of U.S. pro­
duction 

percentage 
of U.S. pro­
duction 

percentage 
of consump­

tion 
million pounds -

I960 15.862 16,256 56 775 .35 4.89 4.77 

1961 16,371 16,923 58 1,037 .35 6.33 6.13 

19 16,339 17,329 53 1,440 .32 8.81 • 8.31 

19(i3 J 7, 3fc!S 18,525 54 1,677 .31 9.65 9.05 

196*1 19,469 19,889 96 1,085 .49 5.57 5.46 

1965 19.747 20,052 97 942 .49 4.77 4.70 

1966 20,636 21,021 87. 1,204 .42 5.83 5.73 ' 

1967 21,011 21,542 94 1,328 .45 6.32 6.16 

1968 21,614 22,334 94 1,518 .44 7.02 6.BO 

1969 21,831 22,719 87 1,641 .40 7.52 7.22 

1970 22,273 23,507 104 1,816 .47 8.15 7.73 

1971 22,468 23,629 121 1,756 .54 7.82 7.43 

1972 22,878 24,427 124 1,996 .54 8.72 8.17 

1973 21,634 23,108 152 2,022 .70 9.35 8.72 

1974 23,624 24,902 130 1,646 .55 6.97 6.59 

1975 24,849 26,274 124 1,782 .50 7.17 6.78 

1976 26,822 28,403 170 2,095 .63 7.81 7.40 

1977 26,113 27,874 161 1,963 .69 7.52 7.04 

197B 24,874 26,645 221 2,321 .89 9.33 8.71 

1979 21,880 23,968 222 2,431 1.02 11.11 10.14 

I'JllO 22,044 23,732 223 2,085 1.01 9.46 8.79 

\7 Carcass weiyht equivalent S5UFce: Western Livestock Marketing Information Project 

2/ I ivestock and Heat Statistics 



Table BIO. Six countries exporting beef and veal products to the U.S., 1980-1980—product weight1 

/•MI* Aî lml iii 
IILI; 

I ... Mexico Ireland Canada 
Total 
imported 

Percentage 
total lioe 
exported t< 

mi 11 ion pounds - -p.w.- -p.w.-

1'JUI 11-1.7 130.7 52.6 39.1 52.8 18.9 438.8 85.6 

l'JGl L'jJ.9 154.5 65.2 53.4 64.4 32.3 603.7 87.6 

lUbi; 'Ml. 6 213.6 55.9 59.3 70.7 19.4 860.5 88.9 

lytii 517.1 235.7 87.4 73.0 72.9 17.2 1,003.3 89.6 

l'J61 377.1 160.3 54.4 48.9 20.1 28.8 697.6 87.2 

P.165 307.5 103.6 54.8 46.3 7.8 71.4 591.4 84.4 
19(j(i <104.1 145.0 80.6 57.1 38.4 57.2 782.4 87.6 

1967 •li!5.6 170.9 10B.1 47.8 80.6 26.7 859.7 87.8 

•Mil. 2 203.1 132.6 65.6 56.7 46.7 948.9 '81.1 

1969 491.1 223.7 130.0 66.5 66.0 44.0 1,021.3 83.9 

1970 535.8 241.6 141.1 78.6 69.0 80.6 1,146.7 84.9 

1971 505.4 241.8 88.4 79.1 64.0 80.1 1,058.8 80.8 

1972 674.7 266.4 94.1 81.9 31.1 59.6 1,207.8 81.6 

1U7J 697.9 291.3 81.5 67.0 22.0 56.3 1,216.0 81.2 

1974 514.3 259.9 89.0 38.8 44.0 36.9 982.9 80.7 

1975 681.2 276.8 56.2 29.8 6.8 21.4 1,072.2 81.6 

1976 675.5 270.9 95.0 52.8 4.5 84.4 1,183.1 79.8 

197*7 646.3 272.2 80.3 59.8 76.7 1,135.3 81.3 

1978 811.6 339.3 106.7 63.3 63.3 1,384.4 83.6 

1979 876.8 356.2 113.5 5.3 77.8 1,429.6 62.3 

19110 801.8 329.3 73.8 .5 9.2 94.4 1,309.0 84.5 

Source: Western Livestock Marketing Information Project 
1/ Livestock and Heat Situation 



Table Bll. Five countries receiving U.S. beef and veal exports, 1960-1980* 

Percentage 
of total 

Year Canada Bahamas Jamaica France Jaoan Total beef exports 
(million pounds) (p.w.j 

1960 19.5 1.8 1.3 - - 22.6 54.2 

1961 18.9 1.8 1.6 .1 - 22.4 51.9 

1962 16.9 1.9 1.2 .1 - 20.1 49.1 

1963 14.9 2.2 1.4 - .1 18.6 44.8 

1964 17.2 3.0 1.9 2.1 .1 24.3 30.5 

196S 9.9 3.0 1.3 1.3 .1 15.6 21.8 

1966 13.1 4.0 1.0 .5 .1 18.7 30.7 

1967 17.6 5.8 1.2 .3 .4 25.3 37.4 

1968 11.9 7.1 1.1 .4 .4 20.9 32.4 

1969 10.2 7.7 1.0 .1 .6 19.6 33.1 

1970 11.6 7.5 1.6 .3 1.1 22.1 29.4 

1971 24.5 7.0 1.8 .3 1.7 35.3 38.2 

1972 34.3 6.6 1.9 .3 1.6 44.7 49.1 

1973 34.6 7.0 1.4 .6 24.8 63.4 54.9 

1974 15.5 6.7 1.5 .4 13.4 37.5 37.0 

1975 7.9 6.0 1.3 .1 17.7 33.3 32.1 

1976 19.0 5.2 .9 .1 34.3 59.5 41.5 

1977 9.2 5.3 .5 1.2 44.5 61.2 JO.5 

1978 3.9 6.1 1.0 .6 74.6 91.2 53.1 

1979 8.3 5.1 . a  . 3  77.7 93.7 55.3 

1980 10.9 7.2 .7 .1 75.5 34.4 57.0 

Source! western Livestock Marketing information Project 

1/ Livestock and Meat Statistics 
and Livestock U Meat Situation 



Table 612. . Cattle and calves-. 
Imports 1960-1980* 

beef and beef products; value of United States 

Year 

Cattle & 
calves 
(1fve) 

Beef & 
veal 

Hides & 
skins 

Variety 
meats 

Tallow, 
greases, 
4 lards Total 

(mi 1 lion dollars! 1 

I960 66.2 182.2 10.S .6 .1 261.6 

1961 100.8 239.4 13.1 .5 .1 353.9 

1962 116.6 312.1 15.3 1.2 .1 445.3 

1963 74.1 361.6 12.5 1.9 .1 450.2 

1964 48.2 260.9 13.5 .7 .7 324.0 

1965 104.0 241.7 10.4 .8 .8 357." 

1966 104.0 353.9 9.4 1.1 .7 469.1 

1967 64.1 403.9 7.2 1.2 .8 477.2 

1968 97.4 485.5 8.8 1.1 .8 593.6 

1969 103.0 568.7 7.8 1.7 1.2 682.4 

1970 121.5 679.6 6.2 2.5 .4 310.4 

1971 116.8 734.7 4.0 2.0 .4 357.9 

1972 162.0 861.7 8.3 2.8 .7 1035.5 

1973 204.3 1173.7 18.6 3.4 2.5 1402.5 

1974 116.7 896.7 11.7 2.8 3.2 1031.0 

1975 82.2 661.4 14.3 2.0 2.7 762.6 

1976 166.0 910.7 18.6 1.7 1.5 1098.5 

1977 189.8 834.2 18.9 1,9 1.3 1046.1 

197S 254.9 1287,4 21.2 2.9 1.2 1567.5 

1979 247.0 1967.0 31.3 3.2 .0 2254.7 

1980 237.3 1780.2 25.1 7.3 1.1 2052.2 

Source: western Livestock Marketing Information Project 
1/ Livestock and Meat Statistics 

ana .-oreion Agriculture Circular 



Table B13. Cattle and calves; beef and beef products; value of United States 
exports, I960-19801 

Cattle 4Tallow, 

Year 
calves 
(live) 

Beef i 
veal 

Hides S 
skins 

Variety 
meats 

greases, 
& lards Total 

1960 10.4 11.6 
•million dollars 

69.8 25.2 175.8 292.8 

1961 9.0 12.1 77.2 27.2 181.3 306.a 

1962 7.8 12.6 73.3 25.5 147.5 266.7 

1963 10.6 11.8 62.7 31.9 172.2 289.2 

1964 17.6 23.3 76.3 47.9 249.7 414.3 

1965 17.1 22.6 100.2 56.0 225.6 421.5 

1966 14.3 17.8 147.2 58.5 187.5 425.3 

1967 21.2 20.2 118.4 57.1 175.9 392.3 

1968 15.4 19.9 110.1 54.9 148.6 348.9 

1969 16.7 21.7 140.3 61.7 164.5 405.4 

1970 29.3 24.6 134.3 69.5 244.1 501.3 

1971 32.7 36.0 140.3 78.2 266.0 553.2 

1972 43.6 49.8 275.7 88.6 188.4 647.1 

1973 126.0 97.7 349.8 123.9 310.5 1007.9 

1974 112.4 64.9 309.4 113.1 540.0 1139.3 

1975 77.2 70.1 269.9 109.9 331.8 858.9 

1976 92.2 110.1 485.3 151.6 403.7 1242.9 

1977 66.3 121.4 542.7 157.6 548.6 1437.1 

1978 94.1 193.8 665.1. 198.4 549.4 1700.3 

1979 68.0 241.7 954.7 249.0 597.1 2210.5 

1980 54.6 249.3 550.9 300.3 727.2 1982.3 

Source: Western Livestock rlarKeting 4nrorraation ,Jroject 
1/ Livestock and Meat Statistics 

or Foreign agriculture Cir. 
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Table B14. The level and trend of protectionism for agricultural 
products in selected countries. 

(Percentages) 

Average Level of Average 
Agricultural Protection Industrial 

Tariff 
Country Mid-1950s Mid-1960s Mid-1970s Mid-1960s 

Australia 0 0 NA 10-30 

New Zealand 0 0 NA 20-40 

Canada 25 12 NA 16 

U.S.A. 21 18 NA 21 

EEC Countries 

Benelux 25 51 74 33 

Denirark 9 12 19 7 

France 34 43 66 19 

Germany Fed. Rep. of 40 58 69 8 

Greece 44 66 82 NA 

Ireland 6 17 22 24 

Italy 44 73 78 20 

U.K. 47 32 31 19 

Source: Alexander J.Yeats, "agricultural Protectionism: An Analysis 
of its International Economic Effect and Options for Institu­
tional Reform," in Trade and Development: An UNCTAD Review, 
Geneva: United Nations, 1981, p. 4. 
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Figure CI. Exports of fresn, chilled, and irozen covine .ueac. 

Scarce: GOTT, The Worl^ far 3ovine Meat, Gaievaj 198L. 
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Figure C2. Volume and value of meat (bovine animal) fresh, chilled, 
or frozen, traded—United States and United Kingdom. 

Source: P.A.O. Trade Yearbooks, 1965 through 1981. 
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Figure C3. Volume and value of meat (bovine animal) fresh, chilled, 
or frozen, traded—Stance and Germany. 

Source: F.A.O. Trade Yearbooks, 1965 through 1991. 
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Figure C4. Volume and value of meat (bovine animal), £reah, chilled, 
or frozen, traded—Mecherland and 3elgiurrrLuxaabourg. 

Source: F.A.Q. Trade Yearbooks, 1965 through 1981. 



129 

Australia 
400-, 

3 300-

Expo *ts - 250~ 

100-

impo' cs 

Japan 

A 

Expotes 

(negii^iblo) 

/' 
Inpo -cs 

1965 

S 

' 1970' ' ' '1975' ' 1980' 

Value of tleae (Bovine Animal), Fresh, Chilled, or Frozen 

Australia - l.ooo.l/ob^ 700^ 

Exports 

Imports 

(negligible) 

600 -

500 -

400-

300 -

200 . 

100 -

I 
Japan - 51,000,000 -

/ \ 
V 

Imports 

Exports 

(negligib la) 

1970' ' ' *19 75* ' ' '1380' 19 70 1975 1980 -YEAR-

Value of ;ieat C Bovine Animal), Fresh, Chilled, or Frozen 
/ 

Australia $ Per iiecric. Ton 5,000 S Jap^i (13,0Q0.C|Q) (S3Q.OQO.CjO) Exports 

^Imports 
3,000 

xports 2,000 

1,300 

I 

1970 1975 1980 
1-

Imoorts 

-YEAR- 1970 1975 1930 

Figure CS. Volume and value of meat (bovine animal), fresh, billed, 
or frozen, traded—Australia and Japan. 

Source: F.A.O. Trade Yearbooks, 1965 through 1981. 



CONSUMPTION OF MEAT, POULTRY, & FISH, 1965 - 1983 
RETAIL WEIGHT EQUIVALENT 

POUNDS PER PERSON-

250 — 

POUNDS PER PERSON 

— 250 

200 
LAMB 

I 
I 

l I i 

150 

100 

1965 1967 1969 

W L S U H H  I I V L S 1 0 L K  U A H K l  l l l l i ,  I N I  U H U M I 0 I I  P H U J t C T  

Figure C6 



PO JNDS 

8C 

60 

4C 

20 

C 

BEEF CONSUMPTION PER PERSON, 1965 -  1982 
(RETAIL WEIGHT) 

1965 1970 
M i m i n l  I  I V I M U I K  H A K M  I I I I G  [ I I I  U I I U A I I l l t l  C R l t H  L I  

Figure C7 

1980 

POUNDS 

80 

60 

40 

20 

U> 



PRODUCTION OF RED MEAT 
BILLION POUNDS BILLION POUNDS 

1965 19B3 1979 19 77 
N E S I E N M  I I V t i l t K K  U A H K b l l r l l i  l l l t U h M A I  I U I I  f H U l t C l  

Figure C8 



IMPORTS OF BEEF AND VEAL,  1972 -  1981 

MILLION POUNDS 
2000 

MILLION POUNDS 
2000 

TOTAL IMPORTED 

1000 

i!!!::; 

• 
rm 

1000 

EIAUSTRALIA IINEW ZEALAND EUARGENTINA 
EIALL OTHER COUNTRIES 

I CANADA 

WESIERN LIVfcSlOCK MARKETING INFORMATION PKOIECT 

Figure C9 



APPENDIX D 

NQNIARIFF MEASURES APPLIED TO MEAT EXPORTS AND IMPORTS 

134 



Table Dl. Nontariff measures applied to meat imports. 

135 

Types of Nontariff 
Measures 

Tariff 

Quotas 

Global Quota 

Bilateral Quota 

Tariff Quotas 

Voluntary Export-
Restraints (VER) 

Special Internal Taxes 

Inport Licensing or 
Permits 

Variable Levy 

Countervailing Duties 

• a  

X 
Beef 
Regime 

X 
GATT ' 
Quota 

X 
GATT 
Quota 

tn 
P 

X 
CAPP 

X 
CAPP 

X X 

1939 Tariff 
Act Sect. 303 
Aitmended 19 
U.S.C. 1303) 

X 



Table Dl. Nontariff measures applied to meat imports, Continued. 
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N 

Minimum Inport 

Price Restriction 

Antidumping Action 

Unfair Inport Practices 

Cyclical Control 

Trigger Quota 

Release Clause— 

Safeguard Measure 

State Trading 

Quasi Government 
Institution. 

Special labelling 
Requirements 

Advertising restriction 

Prohibition due to Health 
and Sanitary Reasons 
Health and Sanitary 
Regulations 

u 

x 

X 

cn 
* 
D 

1929 Anti-
dunping Act 

X 

X 
Meat Inport 
Act 

X 
1935 AAA 
(Sect. 22— 

X 
Amended 7 
U.S.C. 62 21) 

X 

Seme 
Coun­
tries 

I 

X 

X 

X X 
Meat Inspection 
Act (21 U.S.C. 
bol et. seq.) 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



Table Dl. Nontariff measures applied to meat imports, Continued 
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N 

CO g. 
ID *"5 O % § 

Technical Regulations X X XX 

Packaging Standards X X 

Grading Differentiation X X X 

Meat Cuts XXX 
{D ifferentiation) 

Private Industry 

Product Differentiation X X 
by Source 

Influence of Lobbies X X X X X X 

Industry and. Labor X X XXX 

Consumers weak X 

Other Unusual X XX 

Measures 

Offering X X 

Accepting X 



Table D2. Nontariff measures to prcmote meat exports. 
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ISJ 
w. §} 
D PS 

Types of Nontariff 
Measures 

Export Subsidies X 

Government Trading 
Institute X 

Quasi-Governmental X XXX 
Entities 

Export Financing X X 

Subsidized Sane XX X 
Coun­
tries 

Tax Rebates and X 
Incentive Scheme 

Government Agricultural X X X X X X 
Programs 

Price Stabilization X - X X X X X 
and Support Program AAA 

Inccnve Support Program X X XX 
AAA 

Subsidized Loans or Loan X XX 
Guarantees Credit Assist. (PL 94-35) 
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Table D2. Nontariff measures to pranote meat exports, Continued 

Government Purchase X 
for Aid (PL 83-480) 
for Social Programs X X 

School Lunch School 
Lunch 

Food Stanps 

Disaster Aid X X 
(PL 99-68) 

Conservation Programs X X 
SC DAA 1936 

Adjustment Assistance X 
to Workers X 

1974 Trade Act 
(Sect. 221) 

to Industry X 
1974 Trade Act 
(Sect. 251a) 

to Communities X 
(Sect. 271a) 

Subsidies to Processors X X 

Subsidized Loans X 
to Processors 

Subsidized 
Freight Sane X X 
Transport Coun­

tries 
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SPECIFICATIONS FOR OFFICIAL U.S. STANDARDS FOR CIUDES 

OF CARCASS BEEF (QUALITY-BULLOCK) 

PRIME 

Carcasses wlch ninintra Prise grade conformation are thlcklv muscled through' 

ouc and cend to be very wide and thick In relation to their length. Loins and 

rlba tend to be thick and full. Sounds tend to be plump and the plumpness 

carries veil down to the hacks. The chucks tend to be thick ana the necks ana 
shanks tend to be short. 

For minimum Prime quality, the minimum degree of marbling required in­

creases with advancing maturity from minimum slightly abundant for carcasses 

with the minimum maturity for beef to maximum slightly abundant for carcasses 

with the maximum maturity permitted In the bullock class, Ihe ribeye muscle ij 

moderately firm, and In carcasses having the maximum maturity for this class, 

the rlbeye is light red In color. 

A development of quality superior to that specified as minimum for the 

Prime grade may compensate, without limit, for a development of conformation 

inferior to that specified aa minimum for the Prime grade at an eoual race as 

indicated in the following examole: A carcass which has mld-point Prise 

quality may have conformation equal to the mid-point of the Choice grade ana 

remain eligible for Prime. However, regardless of the extent to vnicn the 

conformation of a carcass exceeds the minimum of the grade, a carcass must 

have minimus Prime quality to be eligible for Prlae. 

CHOICE 

Carcasses with minimum Choice grade conformation are moderately thick-

muscled throughout and tend to be moderately wide and thick in relation to 

their length. Loins and ribs tend to be moderately thick ana cull. Sounds 

tend to be moderately plumo. The chucks tend to be moderately thick and the 

necks and shank* tend to be moderately short. 

For minimum Choice quality, the minimum degree of marbling required in­

creases with advancing maturity from a ainlmum small amount for carcasses with 

the minimum maturity for beef to a maximum jmall amount for carcasses with the 

maximum maturity permitted in the bullock class. The ribeye muscle la sligntly 

soft, and Id carcasses having the maxlcium maturity far this class, the ribeye 
Is moderately light red In color. 

A development of quality superior to that specified aa minimum for tne 
Choice jrade may compensate, without limit, for a developaent of ionrorascion 

Interior to that specif lea as minimum for Choice it in jqual rats >3 '.nolcat:^ 

in the following example; .i carcass which iias raid-point Choice qualit1/ -ay 

have conformation equal to che nid-somt of the Good 3rnne ma Terrain 4'. 

for Choice. However, regardless 01 Che extent to unich the conformation or 

a carcass exceeds the minimum of tne grade, 1 carcass cust have nininum Chores 

quality to ae eligible cor Choice. 

SCOD 

Carcasses with minimum Oooa ;raae contormatlon are jlightly thick-museied 
throughout and tend to be slightly viae and thick in relation za tneir 



length. Loins and ribs tend to be slightly thick and full, Sound* tend to $e 

slightly plump. The chucks tend to be slightly thick and the necks ana shanks 

tend to be slightly long and thin. 
For minimum Good quality, thr minimum degree of marbling required in­

creases with advancing maturity from typical traces for carcasses vith the 

minimum maturity for beef to a typical slight amount for carcasses with the 

maximum maturity permitted in the bullock class. The ribeye muscle is 

moderately soft, and in carcasses having the maximum maturity for this class, 

the ribeye is slightly light red in color. 

A development of quality superior to that specified as minimum ior the 

Good grade may compensate, without llnlt, iior a development of conformation 

inferior to that specified as minimum for Good at an equal rate as Indicated 

in the following example: A carcass which has mid-point Good grade quality 

may have conformation equivalent to the mid-point of tha Standard grade and 

remain eligible for Good. Also, a carcass which has at least one-third of a 

grade superior conformation to chat specified as minimum for the grade may 

qualify for Good with a develoDment of quality equivalent to the lower limit 
of the upper third of the Standard grade. Compensation of superior confor­

mation toe inferior quality is limited co one-third of a quality grade. 

STANDARD 

Carcasses with minimum Standard grade conformation tend to be thinly 

muscled throughout and are slightly narrow and thin In relation to their 

lengtn. Loins and ribs tend to be flat and slightly thin-fleshed. The rounds 

tend to be thin and slightly concave. Chucks tend to be flat and thin-fleshed. 
For minimum Standard quality, the minimum degree of marbling required In­

creases with advancing maturity from minimum practically devoid for carcascas 

with the minimum maturity for beef to maximum practically devoid for carcasses 

uith the maximum maturity permitted in the bullock class. The ribeye muscle 

Is soft, and in carcasses having the maximum maturity for this class, the 

ribeye is a lightly dark red in color. 

A develosmenc of quality superior to that specified a« minimum for the 

Standard grade may compensate, without limit, for a development of confor­

mation inferior to that specified as minimum for Standard at an equal rate as 

indicated In the following example; A carcass which has mid-point Standard 

quality aay have conformation equal to the mid-point of Che Utility jrade ind 

rsmain eligible cor Standard. Also, a carcass which has it least ona-tnird at 

a grade superior conformation to :hac specified as minimum for the ;rads may 
qualify for Standard with a develooment of quality eaual co the minimum of :he 

uouer chlrd of ;he Utility jrade. Comoensatlon of superior conformation cor 

inferior quality is Limited co one-third of i quality jraoe. 

UTILITY 

rhe Utilit'r ^rade includes only chose carcasses tnac do not meet :r.e 

Minimum requirements loecified for the Standard grade. 



SPECIFICATIONS FOR OFFICIAL UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR 

GRADES OF CARCASS BEEF (YIELD) 

The yield grade of a beef carcass la determined on the basis of the 

following equation: Yield grade--3.50 + (2.50 x adjusted fat thickness, 

Inches) + (0.20 x percent kidney, pelvic, and heart fac) + (0.CC38 sc hoc car­

cass weight, pounds) - (0.32 x area rlbeye, square Inches), 

The yield grade of a hindquarter, forequarcer, or cuc eligible for 

grading also la determined dn the basis of the above equation in which the 

hoc carcasa weight la deceroined by multiplying the chilled weight of the cut 

by an appropriate factor aa applicable to the cuc and les style of preparation 

The factors shown below shall be applicable Co hindquarters and fore* 

quarters produced by ribbing aa described herein, and Co ribs, eriramed full 

loins, and trloaned shore loina which are crlmsed as described in Items 103, 

172, and 173, respectively, of Che Institutional Heat Purchase (IMP)' 

Specifications for Fresh Beef—Series 100, as revised Occober 1361. 

A slightly larger faccor, approprlaca co reflect the weight of the cuc 

as a percenc of hoc carcass welghe, shall be used for ribs, lull loins, or 

shore loina which are more closely crlmoed Chan described in the referenced 
IMP Speclflcaclons. Similarly, a smaller factor shall be usea for determining 

the yield grade of these cuts when trlsoed less closely than specified or vnen 

they include portions or all of adjacenc cuts. 

In addition, for forequarters, and forequareer cues ana for crimned 

hindquarters and trlmed hindquarcer cues, the following standard percentages 

of kidney, pelvic, and heart fac, as applicable to the quality jrade oc the 

quarter or cuc, also shall be used in the aquation: 

Forequarter 

Hindquarter 

Rib 

Loin, Full, Crlmsed 

Shore Loin, crimed 

"actor 

3.i0 

•V.35 
22.50 
12.75 
23.10 

Grade 

Kidney, pelvic 

and heare 

fac 'aertane 

Prise 

Choice 

Good 

Standard ........ 

Zcsmercial ...... 

Jeiliey 

Cutter ana Canner 

3.0 
2.1 

3 .5 

"or untrinsaed hindeuarters ina ior >int?l=:niea hmaauartsr ^uts. ;r.e 

quantity of a kidney .ma Delvlc fac is estimated as 3 sercenc j£ ;ne aoe side 

weight. 



The following description* provide a guide Co che characteristics of 

carcasses In each yield grade Co aid in determining yield grades subjectively 

YIELD GRADE 1 

A carcass in Yield Grade 1 usually has only a Chin layer of external esc 
over the ribs, loins, rumps, and clods and slight deposits of fat in the 

flanks and cod or udder. There Is usually a very thin layer of fac ovsr che 

oucslde of Che rounds and over the tops of che shoulders and necks. Muscles 

are usually visible through che fat in many areas of che carcass. 

A 500-pound carcass of this yield grade which is near che borderline of 

Yield Grades I and 2 might have three-cenehs inch of fac over che rlbeye, 11. 

square inches of rlbeye, and 2.S percenc of lcs velghc in kidney, pelvic, and 

heart fac. 

An 800-pound carcass of this yield grade which Is near che borderline of 

Yield Grades 1 and 2 might have four-tenths inch of fac over Che rlbeye, 16.0 
square Inches of rlbeye, and 2,5 percenc of lcs welghc in kidney, pelvic, and 

heart fac. 

YIELD GRADE Z 

A carcass In Yield Grade 2 usually is nearly completely covered with fac 

but Che lean is plainly visible chrough the fac over che outside of the 

rounds, che cops of shoulders, and che necks. There usually is a slightly 

Chin layer of fac over che loins, ribs, and inside rounds and che fat over 

Che rumps, hips, and clods usually is slightly chick. There are usually 

small deposlcs of fac in che flanks and cod or udder. 

A 500-pound carcass of this yield grade which Is near the borderline or 

Yield Grades Z and 3 might have five-tenths inch of fat over Che rlbeye, 

10.5 square inches of rlbeye, and 3.5 percent of its weight in kidney, pelvic 

and hearc fac. 

An 300-pound carcass of this yield grade which is near the borderline 

of Yield Grades 2 and 3 might have slx-cenchs inch of fac over che rlbeye, 

15.0 square inches, of ribeye, and 3.5 percenc of its velghc in kidney, pelvic 

and heart fac. 

YIELD GRADE 3 

A carcass in Yield Grade 3 usually is completely covered with fac and 

the lean usually is visible through the fac only on the necks and the lower 

part of the outside of che rounds. There usunllv is a * light Iv chic* laver 

of fac over che Loins, ribs, and inside rounas and the fac over cae ruaios, 

hips, ana clods usually is moderately thick. There usually are illghcly 

large deooaics of fac in che flanks and cod or udder. 

A .500-pound carcass of this yield grade which is near che ooraerline 

of Yield Grades 3 and 4 mifjhc have seven-cenchs inch of ;ae over the ribeye. 

3.3 aauare inches of rlbeye, and 4.0 perccne or its 'Jelznt in 'icidnev, pelvic, 
jna heart fat. 
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' An 800-pound carcass of this yield grade which Is near Che borderline 

of Yield Grade* 3 and 4 night have eight-tenths inch of fat over Che ribeye, 

14.0 square Inches of ribeye, and 4.5 percent of lea weight in kidney, pelvic, 
and heart fae. 

YIELD GRADE 4 

A carcass in Yield Grade 4 usually is completely covered with fat. The 

only muscles usually visible are chose on Che shanks and over the outside at" 

the plates and flanks. There usually is a moderately thick layer of fat over 

the loins, ribs, and inside rounds and the fat over the rumps, hips, and 

clods usually is thick. There usually are large deposlca of fat in the 
flanks and cod or udder. 

K 500-pound carcass of this yield grade which is near the borderline of 

Yield Grades 4 and 5 might have one inch of fat over the ribeye, 3.0 square 

Inches of ribeye, and 4.5 percent of its carcass weight in kidney, pelvic, 

and heart fat. 

Ad SOO-pound carcass of this yield grade which 1s near the borderline 

of Yield Grades 4 and S might have one and one-tenth inch of Eat over ehe 

ribeye, 13.5 square inches of ribeye, and 5.0 percent of its weight in 

kidney, pelvic, and heart fat. 

YIELD GRADE 5 

A carcass in.Yield Grade S usually has more fat on all of che various 

parts, a smaller area of ribeye, and more kidney, pelvic, and heart cat ;han 

a carcass in Yield Grade 4. 

Source: US DA Agricultural Marketing Service i.Ticle 7, Chapter I, ?t. 53. 

Section 53. 100-53.105 at che Code of Federal Regulations). 



BEEF CHART 
RETAIL CUTS OF BEEF — WHERE THEV COME FROM AMD HOW TO COOK THEM 
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CLASSIFICATION AND COMMON END USE OF CUTS FROM 
BEEF CARCASSES SLAUGHTERED IN CANADA 

Approximate 
Grade " of total 

Groupings Description slaughter in 1973 

41 and A2 Top quality steer and heifer carcasses with 
optimum fat covering. Many chain sotres 
use only these orades of beef. 

69.7 

A3 and A4 Similar to the AI and A2 grades, except 
havinq a greater proportion pf fat, thus a 
lower yield of saleable meat. Most car­
casses trimmed and/or broken into wholesale 
cuts. Some cuts used by restaurants and 
hotels. 

5.1 

B Carcasses with less fat covering than Al, 
and/or medium meat quality. Most are sold 
as carcasses; some are broken into wholesale 
cuts. Sold mostly to Institutions and smaller 
retail outlets. 

2.2 

C Carcasses are generally underfinished3 and/or 
poor quality. Most are sold as carcasses to 
institutions; some are boned. 

3.6 

01 and 32 Carcasses from mature cows that are moderately 
finished with good muscling. Often referred 
to as "butcher" cows. Many are sold as 
carcasses; some are boned and sold as boneless 
cuts. 

8.4 

j i and 35 Carcasses from mature cows that are very thin 
or under-finished. Most are boned and used for 
further processing. 

10.2 

Da Carcasses from cows which are over-fat. 

Carcasses from mature bulls and stags. All 
are boned and used for further processing. 

negligible 

i The term 'finish" refers to the degree of fat cover. "'Jnder-finished" 
denotes a 'esser fat covering. 

3 "he 'boning' '•efers :o the removal of the neat the sones. 
^esentjim jn the auality, aoneless aeef is used for cuts, grouna aeef 
im -*Tr manufacturing. 

Source: Ralph Lattimore and Harry De Gorter, "Inpact of Beef 
Imports on the Canadian Beef Market," Working Pacers 
Documents De Travail, Agriculture Canada, Policy. 
Planning, and Econanics Branch, March 1980. 



SUB-PRIMAL CUTS FRO" A GRRUF A CAPCASS 

HIP Round Steak 
Rums Roast 
Sirlcin Tip 
Shank 
Heel of Round 

7.0*! 
5.0". 
3.0-; 
0.5": 
0.5!: 

LOIN Porterhouse Steaks (T-Bone). 
Sirloin 
Wing 

4.5* 
4.5'-
2.0*; 

RIB Standing Rib 
Short Ribs 

e.o* ;  
3.3? 

CHUCK Blade Roast 
Cross Rib 
Shoulder Roast 

• 6.0% 
4.0? 
9.  or  

SHANK Shank 1.5; 

BRISKET Brisket Point 3.5:; 

PLATE - Plate 3.5* 

FLANK Flank Steak 0.5 * 

TRIMMINGS 11.OS 

FAT and BONE 24.0*; 

CUTTING SHRINK 

TOTAL 

i .o - ;  

loo:; 

Source: Or. Usborne, University of Gue!on, as furnisned to 
Food Prices Review Board, 



EC Requirements Far High Quality Beef 

DEFINITIONS 

High quality beef originating in the United States of America 

Carcasses or any cucs from cattle not over 30 months of age which have been 

fed for LOO days or more on a nutritionally balanced, high energy feed 

concentration ration containing no less than 70 percent grain and at least 

20 pounds total feed per day. Beef graded USDA "Choice" or "Prime" auto­

matically meets the definition above. 

Japanese Requirements for High Quality Beef 

Summarized Definition of High Quality Beef (1 or 2) 

Beef from carcasses possesing the 2) 

following characteristics: 

a) minimum external fat covering 

the ribeye (at 12th rib) of 

0.4-0-9 inch 

b) carcass weight of 600 to 850 pounds 

c) tain, ribeye (at 12th rib)™9 square 

inches 

d) max. age—-30 months 

e) min. marbling in ribeye (at 12th rib) 

—modest 

f) color of lean bright, cherry red 

Beef from cattle finished under condit 
below: 

a) ma*, age 30 months 

b) min. feeding period—100 days 

c) finishing ration—no less than 702 

grain 

d) min. average ration above fed dail 

20 lbs. 

Source: USDA/FAS 
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Fl. Beef and Livestock Trade Concessions Made by the U.S. 

Principal Concessions Made by the United States to Canada 

Concessions were concentrated in the following: Livestock 

Area—such as live cattle in ISUS 100.53. 

Principal Concessions Made by the United States to Australia 

The main nontariff concession was a commitment that beef 

imports will not be reduced below 1.2 billion pounds per year under the 

Meat Inport Law. Australia oould withdraw concessions if iirtports under 

countercyclical legislation fall below 1.3 billion pounds. 

Comments 

Australia's concessions and the U.S. nontariff concessions are 

in effect now. The U.S. duty concession on beef will be conpleted in 

two equal annual cuts. 

Principal Concessions Made by the united States to New Zealand 

Duties ware cut cn beef and lamb CIS US 106.10 and 106.30). 

Comments 

New Zealand's concessions were implemented in full January 1, 

1980. 



T.ililc t-'l. U.S. uut missions in tik: beet trails 

TAKIH' tO. 

1UU40 

XQU4i 

10050 

10U53 

10055 

10610 

LfcAJKienuti 
KiXXftSi'IlC 
uourrHiKS 

lot, HO 

I06H5 

Live OdLllu under 200 lb, not to excuul 200,000 Canada 
IvjJ ji-r yujr beyinning A|ril 1 of any year. 

Live cattle under 2QQ lb and in excess o£ 
ijuoLa, beginning April 1. 

Canada 

Coua weighing 70U lb or iiure, Inparted especially Canada 
for dairy purioses. 

Live cattle (o/t dairy umsI weighing 700 lbs Canada 
or nure, within specified quota. 

Live caLLle (o/t dairy ouws) weighing over 700 lb Canada 
aacli, in exutss uf quota 

boef and vual, fresh, dulled, or frozen 

LJibli; iciijL ufCal, fresh, chilled, or frozen, 
Villtkal under 204/1 b 

l̂ dllile ui.*iit uttdl, fresh, chilled, or frozen 

uwctssion 

Cut to If/lb fran 1.5C/lb in three stages 

Cut to le/lb fran 2.5c/lb in three stages 

Cut to free fran Q.7C/lb, January 1, 1980. 

Cut to lC/lb fran 2. 5t/l b in three stages 

Cut to lC/lb frcra 2.5C/lb in three stages 

1976 1RADE VALUE 
(51., 000) 

Canada 
Mexico 

Canada 

Canada 
Mexico 

Canada 
HC 
Mexico 

Canada 
Mexico 

Australia 
tc 
Nat Zealand 

Australia 
Canada 

Australia 
Canada 

Cut to 2C fora 3£/lb in two stages. Inports 
uider Hout Lau will not be less than 1.2 billion Australia 
lb. Country allocations will take account of the ffew Zealand 
position of traditional suppliers in a representa- CACAM 
tlve period. Up to 5,000 tons will be permitted 
fran Elaropean Caoninity countries free fran hoof-
andnoutli disease. 

Cut to free fran 0,Se/lb in two stages. 

Cut to free fran 2.5%, January 1960. 

Canada 
Hex i co 
CACH 

Canada 
Australia 

CACM 

3,237 
2,859 

37B 

1 
1 

7,6)1 
7,525 
107 

74,527 
68,780 
3,510 
2,215 

1,722 
1,665 

57 

750,696 
377,261 
151,573 
127,537 

285 
239 
37 
7 

1,401 
960 
162 
144 



Table t'l. U.S. cufictsisioiis in Uk: beef trail: ( rvvitinued 

TAIUW Ml. USCRIPl'IUM CUUNTOIES UWCISSIOH 151 .,'00U) 

10740 Btiif or veal, cur<*l, or pickled, valual nit aver Hungary Cut to lf/lb from IClb in eight stages • 0 
30C/lb. 

1U748 Cornell bait in airtight containers Argentina Cut 4.5t ai October 1, 1979 and 3% on October 1, 76,446 
Canada 1980 fran 7.51 Brazil 37,666 

Argentina 32,627 
Paraguay 5,350 

10752 Bait in airti-jtiL ouitainers except cuma! beef Argentina Cut 3% from 7.5tin bo stages 11,755 
Canada Argentina 9,916 

Paraguay 976 
Brazil 49 S 

10755 Buit & veal, prepared or preserved, NfcS valitd Australia Cut to 2t/lb fran 3C/lb in two stages 284 
under 30i/lb Nor Zealand Australia 275 

Ma«r Zealand 10 

10761 B.±>f t veal valued ewer 3UC/lb, portion- Canada Cut to 4% fran 10% In two stages 293 
control ltd cuts tliat iteet USDA specifications Canada 293 
for priflkf or diuice. 

10763 bojf A veal, preserved, NtS, valued utter 30C/lb, Argentina Cut to 41 fran 101 in two stages 50,646 
exuept freah, chilled, or frozen. Argentina 25,521 

Brazil 21,977 
Australia 1,634 

I077U lint and edible offal NtS, prepared or preserved, Haiti Cut to Q,6C/lb from 1.5£/lb in eight stages. 2 
valued under 30{/lb. • Haiti 2 

Philippines 2 

1U78U Mmt extract, induling fluid Australia Cut to free fran IC/lb 2,981 
Australia ' 1,181 
Brazil 1,126 
Argentina 567 

ixjucce: United Status lni*irini^iL of Agriculture foreign Agricultural Service, Report on Agricultural Concessions in the Multilateral Trade negotiations. 
FAS-M-3UI, Jiaiu I9B1. 
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F2, Beef and livestock trade concessions made by four selected 
countries and European Ccnmunitv to the United States. 

Principal Concessions Made by European Caimunity to U.S. 

The most important concessions are assured entry for 10,000 

tons of high quality beef (bind 20% duty and establish a new tariff 

quota for high-quality beef that is levy free); variety meats (40 

percent cuts in duties ranging frcm 4 to 11 percent); poultry meat. 

Carmen ts 

The EC/GATT schedule indicates that concessions on high-quality 

beef, offal, would be implemented without staging on January 1, 1980. 

The following EC regulations describe in detail how concessions 

have been implemented. 

EC Regulations 

2974/79 Dec. 21, 1979 Beef: Inrport and export Licenses 

2973/79 Dec. 21, 1979 Beef: EC Inports 

2973/79 Dec. 21, 1979 Beef: EC Inports 

Principal Concessions Made Japan to the U.S. 

Japan expanded import quotas—the increase taking place in 

stages up bo 1983—an beef. 

Carmen ts 

The Diet approved Japan's concessions in April 1980 staging 

over 8 years began then. 



Table tV. HJ l.'ci U>UJ t<j Uu lluitul SUiLea 

TARIFFTU. EScflfprioii cacessicw 1976 TRADE VAI.UE tsi.oooi 

02.UI .A2.dl.ai lliijli-ijuil ity txsif equal Establish a levy-free qiut4 tsubjoct to 2U» ciity) far 10,000 tons. This quota U 
Ui IUI1A yrjdca "fu iire" is [art o£ a 21,000-ton ijuota listed by the EC in its GATr sciiedule coveting 
nt "dtoice" ' coiowMions to sevural counties. 

U2.01 ,A2.al.t±> " " 0 

02.01.A2.d2.aa " 0 

U2.01.A2.d2.aj " 64 

02.01 .A2.a3.ai " 0 

02.01 .A2.43.tl) " * 0 

02.01 .A2.d4.aa " 2 

02.01.A2.d4.tt> " 30 

02.01 ,A2.bl ' " 0 

02.01 ,A2.b2 " 0 

02.01 .A2.b3 - . 0 

02.01.A2.b4.aa " ,503 

02.01.A2.b4.Uj.11 " " 2 

02.01 .A2.W.tfa.22 " 0 

02.01 ,A2.b4.ttj.» " " 2,644 

02.Ul.B2.bl t.ivurn of bovlrusi, Cut to 71 fran lit 14,446 
f<<Eih, chilltsi, or 
ft oiji, iut Cot 
[JianiuCijilt icdl itio 

02.Ul.ll2.b2 Oifal to/t llvurs) of Cut to 41 from 71 81,529 
U>vitk.-s, frtiili, chilled, 
ui fro*jii, not tor 
iJlJLIIUCi^Uticdl USi; 

UI 
CTl 



T.iLilc Ki. Japanese CuieuaJiuis lo the United States 

TABIb'F tn. 

02.U1.1U 

ncscittpnoN 

UliL .)£ buvine diiiuals, 
t'resli, diiiltd, or 
frozen 

Mml u£ Luvine aniirals 
etc. (cuotinuaJ) 

OHCtSSttW 

Tit: U.S. and Japan will exert mutual efforts to exploit the daiand for high-
quality beef with a view to realizing by .Japanese Fiscal Year {JFVI 1983. 
within tlie hotel and general quotas, an increase in imports by 14.000 tons on 
a global basis, of vtiidi 4,000 tons should be realizai by JFy 1980 and tlie 
remaining 10,000 tons slxiuld be distributed approxinately equally <ach year 
frun FJV 1981 to 1983. Hence, Japan will increase the level of imports fcao 
16,600 tons to 30,800 tons by 1983. The Japanese will endeavor to facilitate 
tl>i iinyort of high-quality beef, based on the definition of high-quality beef 
(equivalent o USDA grade peine and ctioice), and unport facilitation measures as 
agreed on In April 1978. In case tanand is created over the levels irentionoi 
above through the efforts of export dealers for the exploitation and expansion 
of deiiund for high-quality beef, the import of high-quality beef over the said 
levels shall not be hindered. 

Tim two Governments will evaluate near the end of J FY 1982 the patterns of 
intonation and demand for high-quality beef as defined above. Based on this 
evaluation and tiie prospects for the future demand-supply relationship for beef, 
Japan will consult with the United States on tsys to furtlier expand the importa-

. tion of high-quality beef in 19B4 and thereafter to the mutual benefit of both 
ouuntries. Further such consultations will be scheduled during the course of 
Tdiyo Round implementation period cn a biennial basis. 

In addition to the foregoing oannitment, Japan will import 4,000 tons a year 
of transversus abduninus (beef skirts) within the general quota. There should, 
therefore, be a Intel qmta of a least 3,000 tons plus an additional cannitmait 
on high-quality beef under the general quota, Uiicfi canbined with Uie totel 
qiuta. Would equal 30,000 tons by 1983, exclusive of 4,000 tons of skirt neat 
within he general quota. 

T*; Gcwernaent of Japan announces that it has no intention to Initiate any 
Increase in the Customs Duty on beef (stat. no. 0201-111,119, 121, 129 t 139) 
(the rate of 25t per cent as appllen presently] under the present price 
stabilization systan of beef. In tlie event that a situation iiukes it 
iiilusaible to maintain the Custons Duty cn beef at the above-m=ntioned level, 
tlie; Gu/erniitait of Jai»n will notify the United States of such developments 
in advance iJiere |ussible, and be prepared to enter into consultations with 
a view to reaching a mutually acceptable.solution that nay include tlie 
possibility of appropriate adjustments of the HIM concessions. 

1976 TRADE VALIE <$1,0001 

40,443 

($1,000) 



Talil.j Fl. Caivtili.tii CLiiOribludS U> U*j l.'ai tod States 

OUCtSSION 

Cut U> IC/lb Craa ll/2Cc/lb 

TAIUFF (A). 1976 TKADK VALUE ($1,000) 

65,814 

Tiihle Kb. Ns< Ztulatid LViiuusalonb to the United States 

TAltlFF UK 

16.02.01.9 

IJfcSCKimuN 

MtUl ur nudt offal, 
t<riro.jrv<si in a/t cans 
or pis, utU*r l)kin in 
ajiibination witli vwj-
etoblcsa or other food 
suLstances or [dates. 

Hjit or iiuat offal, q/t 
liickuJ in airtight 
OLXildinera. 

CDNCEiSIGd 

Bind at 101. Increase licenses currently allocated or create new allocation 
for tut rants. 

1976 1UAD£ VALIK (51,000) 

48 

Bind at 1U4. 
for entrants. 

Increase licenses currently allocated or create new allocation 

Soiih.v United Statea l»'4urLiKMt oE Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service, Report on Agricultural Concessions in the Multilateral Trade Negotiations. 
FAS-H-301, Jme 1981. 
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