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Abstract 
 

The purpose of this study is to illustrate how governmental trade 

decision influences the market in terms of price and the overall 

trade flow. This study understood the governmental trade policy as 

an independent factor which causes market fluctuation rather than 

an implementing tool to stabilize the domestic market as frequently 

mentioned in many previous studies. This study took two particular 

examples around the topic of soybean, China case and Argentina 

case to see the changes made after each government introduced the 

new trade policy. These two countries implemented the most 

remarkable trade restrictive measures on soybean and its 

derivatives commodities. Then, the study further moved to analyze 

the cases using the standard trade theory. The chosen examples 

suggest that the duration of trade restrictive measure and the size 

of economy of exporter or importer play an important role in 

determining the effectiveness of the governmental trade policy.  
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

 Recent trend of Trump’s Administration to protect US 

economy has created trade tensions between US versus many 

countries, and so called “US-China Trade War” seems to attract the 

best public attention in the world market nowadays. Blaming huge 

trade deficits, US imposed extra tax on Chinese goods, and China 

responded by introducing the similar amount of import tax on US 

products. Chinese target list included the agricultural sector which 

gave a huge support for Trump in his president election. The price 

of US producing grains which commonly sell into China started to 

drop considerably without hinting where the bottom line is making 

the governmental decision to be seen, at least temporarily at that 

moment of applying, more powerful in terms of price establishment 

than the function of market itself.  

 Several events were witnessed as a result of tension 

between US-China for food sector. With Chinese governmental 

announcement to impose extra 25% import tariffs on US soybean 

and 50% on US sorghum, both commodities showed an immediate 

downward price pattern on the physical market and also on the 

future markets. China provisionally stopped purchasing US beans 

and started to purchase from Brazil and partially from Argentina to 
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replace the demand usually covered by US origin in the past. With 

the lack of interest from Chinese huge demand, US soybeans 

started to trade more into other destinations than China at a 

discounted price to win harsh competition.  

The price of US sorghum also dropped significantly to the 

historical low level that sorghum, which always trades at premium 

than feed wheat in the market, arrived down to the level it could 

compete against feed wheat without premium at all. All the sudden, 

country like South Korea which has never purchased sorghum in 

bulk vessel in its whole history squeezed an extra demand for 

sorghum for cheap price. At that moment of serious tension 

between US and China, it looked as if such unprecedented event 

may occur frequently causing even more complicated chaos in the 

market however; with discussion between US and China, it was 

finally agreed to waive the extra tariff on US sorghum. It did not 

take long for US sorghum price to recover to the pre-event level 

and started to behave normal as it did in the past again in the 

market.  

As seen with the brief soybean and sorghum cases, it seems 

reasonable to claim that governmental decisions play a considerable 

role in making movements and fluctuations in the market. Especially 

when the trade decision has a purpose of retaliation to a certain 



 

 3 

trade partner, its influence on the market is so extreme to 

experience suddenly without any expectation or preparation. The 

aim of this paper is to address the market shock situation as a 

result of trade decision by investigating soybean cases in details.    
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW AND MARKET 

SITUATION  

2.1 Academic Background 

 For decades, many scholars have tried to investigate the 

causes of price volatility in the market. Common explanations found 

in previous studies include rising oil prices, increased demand 

accompanied by reduced supply, growing demand for biofuels, 

financial speculation, depreciation of US dollars, low interest rate, 

change in food taste in Asia, change in governmental stock 

management and weather. (Abbott, 2008 and Headey 2011) Only a 

few studies pointed out that the governmental interventions 

influencing the actual export and import also contribute in creating 

the price volatility in the market. (Headey, 2011) Another 

exceptional study by Rude and An insisted that trade restrictions 

are as important as other factors in determining grain price 

volatility (J. Rude and H. An, 2015) Rather, many studies focused 

to understand the trade restrictions by government as an 

implementing tool to stabilize the domestic price from the increased 

price in the world market.  

The purpose of this study is to explore the hypothesis that 

governmental trade decisions cause the change in price pattern in 
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the market by looking at a particular example of short term and the 

long term case separately. This study then further proceeds to 

investigate the implications of such price change in the market by 

understanding the effects on the actual trade results. There have 

been some efforts to explain the relationship between the 

governmental trade decisions and its influence on price volatility 

provided a certain period of time in the history taking examples of 

food commodity in interest however; no study has taken a specific 

example of a particular governmental decision to investigate its 

effectiveness on the market answering how it changed the price 

pattern and even trade flow as a result using the existing trade 

theory. This study explores the changes occurred in the market 

after Chinese government imposed the extra tariffs on US soybeans 

in July 2018 as a short term case given it is a practical ban of US 

soybean imports into China. This particular case is a remarkable 

event to be remembered in the history because soybeans have 

behaved in a different way from other food commodities. For 

example, export restrictions implemented between 2006 and 2011 

did not increase price volatility for soybean but it for wheat and rice. 

(Rude and An, 2015). Trade restrictions historically targeted 

commodities delivered in bulk like corn, wheat, rice and soybean but 

the soybean interestingly had fewer restrictive measures than other 
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commodities because it is dominated by limited players in the 

market. (Liapis, 2013) Liapis found out only the single export 

restrictive measure in Argentina for soybeans during the period of 

2007 and 2012 while there were many for other food products. 

Another fact which makes the event of Chinese government 

imposing the extra tariffs on US soybeans interesting is that 

majority of existing studies focus on investigating export 

restrictions than import measures. Rude and An insisted that export 

side of grains and oilseeds markets is more concentrated than the 

import market, and exports restrictions have a larger potential to 

affect price volatility. (Rude and An, 2015) Then study proceeds to 

explore the changes occurred in the market after Argentinian 

government introduced the different export tariff rates for soybeans 

and soybean by products like soybean meal and soya oil in 1990s. 

Such Argentinian government’s decision made the Argentinian 

soybean export program different from it of other nations’. This 

study will examine if both cases can be explained by the Standard 

Trade Model. It will be useful to commence by outlining trade 

theories that have gathered the public popularity in the history.  

Up to 1980s, the ‘thinning argument’ on trade policy gained 

its importance in the field of Economics. The ‘thinning’ argument 

refers to policy regimes, which protect farmers from import 
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competition more than manufacturers and producers of other 

products, reduce the volume of food trade across national borders, 

also tend to lower the price elasticity of aggregate excess demand 

and excess supply in the international food market by encouraging 

domestic food production and simultaneously by discouraging 

domestic food consumption. (K. Anderson 2012) 

As the ‘thinning argument’ diminished, another idea of the 

‘insulating’ argument started to gain acknowledgement. The 

collective action associated with the use of export restrictions as 

stabilization policies by all countries would be ineffective in 

stabilizing domestic prices, while magnifying international price 

instability. (W. Martin and K. Anderson, 2011) The theory argues 

that the trade policy actions of individual countries can be offset by 

those of other countries ending up both countries to be worse off 

than before with exacerbated international price volatility. (K. 

Anderson 2012) When many countries restrict exports, so much 

food disappears from global markets that prices rocket higher than 

they would have if governments had not intervened. (G. Tadesse, B 

Algieri, M. Kalkuhl and J. Von Braun, 2014) Another study insists 

that if the country is a large enough exporter, the restriction can 

exacerbate global price volatility. (Rude and An, 2015) The only 

case when the restrictive policies have the desired effect to control 
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the domestic price is that the country is too small to influence the 

world market. In such case, as world prices overshoot, domestic 

prices are shielded from the full impact of international price surge. 

(G. Tadesse, B Algieri, M. Kalkuhl and J. Von Braun, 2014)  

In the last part of the study, events discussed in the paper 

will be illustrated using the Standard Trade Model which shows the 

simultaneous shift of relative supply and relative demand when 

Home country imposes tariffs on commodity A provided two 

commodities to consider A and B only. Imposing a tariff on an 

imported product means that the product becomes more expensive 

in the domestic market by the rate of tariff than the world market 

price.  

Figure 1 illustrates that an import tariff on product A by 

Home country will make Home producers to produce less B and 

more A because the price of A has become more expensive with 

tariffs in domestic market, providing better profit to domestic 

producers. Simultaneously, Home consumers will change their 

consumption style toward B from A. The relative supply of B will 

decrease from RS1 to RS2 while the relative demand for B will rise.  
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Author’s own depiction referring to the Source below 
Source: International Economics Theory and Policy 11th edition 

 

<Figure 1: Effects of Tariff on the Terms of Trade> 

Figure 2 shows the effect of tariff in Home, World and 

Foreign market separately. In the absence of tariff, the price will be 

equalized at PW across all markets. With an introduction of tariff, 

the price in Home country increases to PT from PW leading Home 

consumers to demand less while the price drops to PT* in the 

Foreign market leading to reduced supply and increased demand in 

Foreign market pushing the XS (export supply) to be smaller than 

before. In the end, the total trade volume declines in the world 

market from QW to QT. It is important to note that the price 

increase in Home is less than the amount of the tariff because part 

of the tariff is reflected in a decline in Foreign’s export price and 

thus is not passed on to Home consumers. (P. Krugman, M. Obstfeld 

and M. Melitz 2017)  

RD1 

RS1 

RS2 

RD2 

PA/PB 

QA+QA* 
 
QB+QB* 
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Source: International Economics Theory and Policy 11th edition 

<Figure 2: Effects of a Tariff> 

 

2.2 Overview of Soybean Industry  

 Historically, United States, Brazil and Argentina have been 

the major soybean producing countries exporting considerable 

volume of their whole production to countries overseas. China has 

been the remarkable number one importer of soybeans in the world 

followed by European Union with a huge difference. China’s huge 

consumption of soybeans is mainly due to their unique appetite 

characteristics for soybeans accompanied by its economic 

development and increased income leading to increased 

consumption of food.     

 From supply side, 2018/19 projects to have a good 

production of soybeans worldwide. As seen in the figure 3, all major 

soybean producing nations expect to have a better harvest result 
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than last season. USA and Brazil which take up more than 65% of 

the whole world production of soybeans expect to have the highest 

production in the last 5 years. Argentina’s recovery from severe 

drought in the previous year to a normal crop year level is the main 

reason for world soybean production increase this year. From 

demand side, main soybean importers all show the stable demand 

for soybeans this year as well. Only slight increase for world 

demand from last year as China’s forecasted demand stays the 

same level as it of last year. Looking at the past five years, China 

was the main source of soybean demand increase in the world 

implying their importance in the world market. In terms of export 

side, Brazil and USA hold the world top exporter positions with a 

minor drop in the exportable quantity comparing with last year. 

Such small drop can be explained by recovered production and 

exportable surplus in Argentina this year. Looking at the world 

exports for 2018/19, there is only a small increase of about 3% 

from last year’s level, hinting another normal ordinary season so far. 

Taking a detailed look at the US soybean exports, US had exported 

about the half of their soybean production and China was the 

remarkable number one consumer of US soybeans. For 2017/18, 

US exported about 58 million metric tons of soybeans out of 120 

million metric tons; China took more than 60% out of US total 
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soybean exports in terms of quantity (USDA official website) The 

fact that US soybean exports are concentrated than other 

commodities like corn makes soybeans more vulnerable to tariff 

retaliation. (Mosley, Denby and Putnam, 2018) Liapis also argued 

that export restrictions by even one of the major exporters may 

create havoc in international markets and this can be significantly 

magnified when several exporters intervene at the same time 

(Liapis, 2013) By contrast, US is one of top corn producers in the 

world but their corn customer list is dispersed among many nations 

without dependency on a single market. (Mosley, Denby and 

Putnam, 2018) Crushing quantity for 2018/2019 seems to be in line 

with the normal year again. China, EU and USA increased the 

crushing quantity, and such increased quantity is mainly from EU 

areas partially supported by China. Other destinations are expected 

to crush the similar volume as last year. Unlike to other aspects 

illustrated above, ending stock attracts a special attention this year. 

Ending stock for Argentina and USA increased while Brazil, China 

and EU all adjusted their stock downwards. Argentina’s case can be 

explained by their recovered production this year however; there is 

something strange with dramatic drop on ending stock level for USA 

for 2018/19 season. It is projected that the ending stock for USA 

would be close to 24 million metric ton from 12 million metric ton in 
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last year. The stock for USA will double in a year provided an 

ordinary year. Another thing to note in terms of ending stock is that 

China, which has been accumulating stocks for all food commodities 

in past few years, has reduced their stock this year by considerable 

amount. In one year, China reduced their stock level by 1.7million 

metric ton hinting either temporarily reduced demand for soybeans 

or even delayed purchase.   
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Soybeans 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 Projection 

Production 

USA 106,878 106,857 116,920 120,039 127,631 

Brazil 97,200 96,500 114,600 119,800 120,500 

Argentina 61,450 58,800 55,000 37,800 57,000 

China 12,154 11,785 12,900 14,200 15,000 

Others 42,275 41,635 48,701 45,613 49,348 

TOTAL 319,957 315,577 348,121 337,452 369,479 

Imports 

China 78,350 83,230 93,495 94,000 94,000 

EU 13,914 15,120 13,422 15,000 15,800 

Others 32,097 34,981 37,436 43,450 44,519 

TOTAL 124,361 133,331 144,353 152,450 154,319 

Exports 

Brazil 50,612 54,383 63,137 76,193 75,000 

USA 50,136 52,870 58,960 57,945 56,064 

Argentina 10,575 9,922 7,026 2,100 8,000 

Others 14,887 15,341 18,233 16,886 18,339 

TOTAL 126,210 132,516 147,356 153,124 157,403 

Crush 

China 74,500 81,500 88,000 90,000 93,500 

USA 50,975 51,335 51,742 55,926 56,336 

Argentina 40,235 43,267 43,309 37,500 43,000 

Brazil 40,435 39,747 40,411 43,600 42,700 

EU 14,450 14,950 14,400 15,000 16,600 

Ending Stock 

Argentina 31,750 33,650 35,464 32,970 36,270 

USA 5,188 5,354 8,208 11,923 24,088 

Brazil 19,078 18,558 26,462 23,200 22,850 

China 17,009 16,910 20,391 22,456 20,756 

EU 843 1,559 1,131 1,873 1,823 

Others 4,095 4,392 5,020 4,232 4,257 

TOTAL 77,963 80,423 96,676 96,654 110,044 

       Unit: Thousand Metric Tons  
    Source: USDA Oct Report for Oilseeds 

<Figure 3: Soybeans: World Supply and Distributions> 
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Throughout the history, soybean production has gradually 

increased over time with increased yields and development of 

technology with some exceptional years with severe weather or 

macro-economic issues. USA, Brazil and Argentina have been the 

major exporters of soybeans in the world for decades as illustrated 

well in figure 4. The market share of these top three nations takes 

more than 80% of the whole industry underlining the pure 

importance of each country in terms of soybean supply in the world.   

 

 

Source: Official CBOT website 

<Figure 4: Soybean Production – Major Exporters> 
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China is the top importer of soybeans in the world with a 

huge difference from the 2nd largest importer, EU. As shown in 

figure 5, USA has maintained the stable market share of slightly 

below 40% since 2011/12 in China’s total soybean imports 

however; it decreased rapidly by 10% in 2017/18 season. During 

this period, Brazil increased their exports of soybeans to China 

from 48% to 66%. Such change is not a result of supply and demand 

transformation rather it is related to the political decision made by 

Chinese government. Next part of study will elaborate on Chinese 

governmental decision which brought sudden change in China’s 

soybean import share.  

 

 

Source: USDA Oct Oilseeds Report 

<Figure 5: China Soybean Import Share > 



 

 17

 

Source: USDA Oct Oilseeds Report 

<Figure 6: China Soybean Imports by Origin> 

 

Unit: Million Metric Ton 
Source: USDA official website 

<Figure 7: US Soybean Export by Origin> 
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CHAPTER III: CHINA CASE 

3.1 Changes after China Imposing Extra Import Tax on US 

soybeans  

The trade dispute discussion between USA and China is still 

ongoing, not yet reaching an agreement. The implementation of 

retaliatory tariffs led to an adjustment of international trade flows 

and price pattern in global soybean markets that US soybean 

exports to China recently show the lowest volume in a recent 

decade. As seen in the previous part, it does not necessarily mean 

the drop in core soybean demand in China; rather it implies that the 

purchased origin by China has been changed from USA to other 

alternative origins like Brazil and Argentina. Such event is a threat 

for US farmers but, at the same time, an opportunity for farmers in 

alternative origins like Brazil and Argentina.  

Before moving on to look at the changes made after the USA 

and China trade conflict rose to an issue, it will be useful to point 

out what has happened between these two countries in terms of 

trade perspective in a chronological sequence. Figure 8 illustrates 

the whole events of announcement made by two countries, and it 

can be connected to price flow chart to understand the immediate 

effect of government’s announcement on market price direction. 
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The Trump Administration had complained the unfair trade with 

China using the huge trade deficit in US for consecutive years. With 

an aim to correct the current trade situation, US announced to 

impose additional tariffs on China’s main export products into US. 

The tension between US and China got worsen as time passed April 

and May. On Jul 06 in 2018, Chinese government started to impose 

an additional import tax of 25% on US soybean imports into China.  
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USA WHEN CHINA 
-Safeguard on washing 
machine and solar cell imports. 

Jan  

 Feb -Anti-subsidy investigation 
into sorghum imported from the 
U.S. 

-Trump signs tariffs on 
imported steel and aluminum 
-Section 301 report on China 

Mar -Tariffs on $3 billion of U.S. 
imports in response to steel 
and aluminum tariffs by US 

The U.S. releases a list 
dominated by high-tech 
industrial products as targets 
for proposed tariffs on $50 
billion worth of imports. This 
is aimed at recouping losses 
from China’s alleged abuse of 
intellectual property. 
 

Apr -Tariffs on $3 billion of U.S. 
imports including fresh fruits, 
nuts, wine and pork 
-Additional 25 percent tariff on 
imports of 106 U.S. products 
including soybeans, 
automobiles, chemicals and 
aircraft, in response to 
proposed American duties on 
its high-tech goods 
-Will collect anti-dumping 
tariffs on sorghum imports 
from the U.S., a trade worth 
about $1 billion in 2017. 

-Demands a $200 billion cut in 
trade deficit 
-The U.S. agrees to hold off 
on tariffs 
 
 

May -Demands end of 301 
investigation 
-China ends anti-dumping and 
anti-subsidy investigation into 
sorghum 
-China offers to significantly 
increase purchases of U.S. 
goods. 

-Tariffs on $34 billion of 
imports begin. 
-Summit with EU: Promise 
from EU for immediate 
expansion of US soybean 
imports 

Jul -Implementation of additional 
tariffs of 25% on soybeans on 
Jul 06, 2018 

Source: Bloomberg 

<Figure 8: Timeline for USA-CHINA trade decisions> 
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 The soybean future price on CBOT started to drop sharply 

since May only with an increased expectation for potential trade 

dispute between US and China to affect the soybean trades. In May, 

rumors already circulated in the market that there is a high 

possibility for soybean to become a target for trade conflict. As well 

shown in the figure 9, Chicago soybean future price showed the 

downward trend since last May reflecting the rumors already in the 

market. When China made an official announcement to impose extra 

import tariffs on US soybeans, market decreased deep further. The 

actual implementation of tariffs by China on US soybeans dragged 

down the future price again however; its impact was not as 

aggressive as when announcement was made. After hitting the 

bottom line in middle of July, the soybean future started to recover 

with political news that EU promised US for an immediate 

expansion of soybean imports. As mentioned in the previous part, 

EU is the second largest importer of soybeans in the world 

following after China. Such promise hinted the possibility for 

increased demand for US soybeans and pushed the Chicago future 

price a little higher. Since August, the soybean future price shows a 

puzzling pattern related to natural disasters rather than political 

decisions. The spread of ASF (African Swine Fever) in China 

contributed the downward trend of soybean due to decrease in 
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expectation for use of compound feed for pigs. (Choi, 2018) As 

seen in figure 9, governmental decisions that are thought to have an 

influence on the actual demand and supply affected the market 

dramatically in terms of price. Figure 10 shows the price pattern for 

USA, Brazil and Argentina separately. Until June, the price patterns 

for these three origins seem to be in the same trend line from each 

other. However, since middle of June, US gulf export price of 

soybean has dropped significantly while it of Brazil and Argentina 

illustrated the similar upward trend. The price trend direction has 

become totally different for US soybeans for the first time in the 

recent history as the demand expectation for US soybeans became 

different from if of Brazil and Argentina. After the trend direction 

changed, there were some ups and downs in the chart but the price 

spread between US origin against Brazil and Argentina has 

maintained. Figure 11 shows the change in soybean price US 

farmers received by each month in 2016/17 and 2017/18 seasons. 

Unlike to the past season, the price started to move downwards 

since April in 2017/18, and this coincided with the timing when 

trade tension between US and China intensified. In short, it is 

apparent that US soybean price dropped in all perspectives with an 

introduction of extra import tax by Chinese government; in terms of 

future price, FOB price and even the price US farmers received.   
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      Source: Official CBOT website 

<Figure 9: Soybean November Future Price Trend> 

 

 

     Source: USDA Oct Oilseeds Report 

<Figure 10: Soybean Export Price Trend> 
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Month 2016/17 2017/18 

September 9.41  9.35  

October 9.30  9.18  

November 9.47  9.22  

December 9.64  9.30  

January 9.71  9.30  

February 9.86  9.50  

March 9.69  9.81  

April 9.33  9.85  

May 9.29  9.84  

June 9.10  9.55  

July 9.42  9.08  

August 9.24  8.59  
Unit: USD/Bushel 

Source: USDA Oil Crops Outlook issued in Oct 
 

 

  Source: Author’s own depiction based on information in the chart above 

<Figure 11: Soybean price received by US farmers> 
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It is not only the price of US soybean that has been affected 

by Chinese governmental trade decision rather the international 

trade flow in overall is also influenced remarkabley. As mentioned 

in the previous section, the aggregated demand for soybean has not 

diminished in China or in the world in total that the demand itself is 

quite stable this year as usual years. The only difference is an 

uncertaintiy of Chinese governemental behavior which is purely 

impossible to predict or to prepare in advance. The uncomfortable 

relatinship between China and US has shifted China to depend its 

soybean sourcing more on alternative origins of Brazil and 

Argentina. Since July in 2018, China temporarily ceased purchasing 

US soybeans with the implementation of extra import tax on US 

soybean, and US exported less soybeans to China in the 2017/18 

season as a result. Brazil and Argentina increased their market 

shares into China partially substituting the lost soybean trades 

between US and China. Figure 12 and 13 both illustrate a sudden 

but dramatic change in China’s presence in US soybean export 

program. Figure 12 shows the accumulated US soybean exports 

into China during the period of Sep 01 to 27 in recent six marketing 

years. Purchase decisions by China are made based on its own 

evaluation of competitive price therefore; the purchasing timing may 

vary each year resulting in different export paths. However, it is 
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still noticable that the season 2018/19 looks different from past 

years with China’s share at minimal. In specific, in the marketing 

year of 2018/19, China purchased more than three million metric 

tons of soybeans which is about one million metric ton below from 

last year’s purchases during the same period. Among this year’s 

three million purchase of soybeans, China made US soybeans 

evaporate in its import program. Figure 13 also derives the same 

conclusion as the figure 12 based on information available from US 

side. The Chinese presence in US soybean outstanding sales in the 

marketing year of 2018/19 dropped to a historical low volume. 

Figure 14 illustrates the annual trend of US soybean sales for past 

few consecutive years. As the weeks proceeded towards the end of 

the season in 2017/18, the trend of sale showed puzzbling ups and 

downs unlike to previous years of stable low parts in the last part of 

season.  
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Source: USDA Oct Oilseeds Report 

<Figure 12: US Accumulated Soybean Exports >   

 

 

Source: USDA Oct Oilseeds Report 

<Figure 13: US Soybean Outstanding Sales> 
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Source: USDA Oct Oilseeds Report 

<Figure 14: US Soybean Weekly Exports> 

 

Looking at the US soybean export trend in details, it 

contains a difference from past years. As seen in figure 15, US 

exported less soybeans in 2017/18 season to China but expanded 

its market shares in other destinations to offset the loss in China. 

US exported minimal quantity of soybeans to China comparing with 

the past year and the average of past five years. US soybean 

exports to EU has shown an upward trend but its growth rate 

became even steeper from from July onward.. Increasing US 

soybeans exports into EU market is still ongoing trend as EU is the 

next largest market for soybean in the world following China. In 

case Mexico, it imported more of US soybeans throughout the last 
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season but the increase level becamse slightly steeper as it 

proceeded towards the end of the marketing season. Egypt shows a 

dramatic jump in US soybean imports last season as a mixed 

consequence of political trade decision by China and the huge 

growth of Egyuptian food market. The growth of US soybean 

imports into Egypt was initiated in Febuary at a high rate, and such 

development is still valid. Japan, on the other hand, showed a small 

change only. Various reasons exist to explain the small change in 

the volume of US soybean despite its attractive price; Japaense 

companies are extremely conservative to change origin due to 

potential quality issues and Japan already has imported heavy 

volume of US soybeans from the past so not much room to grow in 

volume. Instead, US soybeans increased their exports in emerging 

markets like Thailand and Iran dramatically. Thailand is the market 

developing at the fastest rate in the world contributing to world 

increased demand for various food commodities. Thailand 

customers are driven more by the cheap price than quality that they 

purchased a lot of US soybeans recently, and it is well reflected in 

figure 15. Thailand shows a stable increase of US soybean purchase 

throught 2017/18 year. In case of Iran, it must be understood from 

a special perspective that it was isolated in the free trade due to its 

political stance. Iran was a relatively new player in the market after 
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trade restrictions have been lifted. That is one of the reason for 

sudden jumps rather than gradual rise in US soybean import volume 

for Iran. In the real market of free trede, many private companies 

felt less comfortable doing business with Iran due to its strict 

payment and cargo specification terms together with its strong but 

uncertain governmental behaviors. However, US soybeans started 

to sell into Iran despite these difficulties as the biggest soybean 

customer China lost its interest in US soybeans. The US soybean 

import of Taiwan has shown a stable trend that the last year’s flow 

almost exactly matches with the past five year’s average trend 

excpet from May onwards in 2017/18. With the competitive price, 

US soybean was sold more into Taiwan than usual years. It looks 

like developing countries with food market growing at a rapid rate 

took the best advantage of US-China trade dispute situation by 

increasing US soybean imports considerably at a competitive price 

within a short period of time.  

 

 

 

 



 

 31

 

<China>                          <EU> 

 

<Mexico>                       <Egypt> 

 

<Japan>                           <Thailand> 

<Iran>                            <Taiwan> 
Source: USDA official Website 

<Figure 15: US soybean Accumulated Exports by destination> 
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3.2 Applying the Standard Trade Theory to China’s Case    

According to the standard trade theory mentioned in the 

beginning of this study, the price and the traded quantity should 

look the same as figure 2-A after China introducing the extra 

tariffs on US soybeans. The imported US soybean price should 

increase from PW to PT by tariff rate, 25%. Export of soybeans 

from US to China will not occur unless the price in China exceeds 

the US price by tariffs amount at least. There will be an excess 

demand for soybeans in China and an excess of supply in US as a 

result. While the soybean price in China increases to PT, its price in 

US falls until the price difference becomes the tariff amount at least. 

The total trade volume will decrease from QW to QT moving away 

from the market equilibrium.  

 

 

<China>                   <World>                 <USA> 

<Figure 2-A: Effects of Applying Additional Import Tax in China on US soybean> 
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Throughout the 2017/18 marketing year, US soybeans had 

shown a competitive price trend into China against Brazil and 

Argentina however; with an introduction of an extra tariff by China 

on US soybeans, Brazil and Argentina became possible to compete 

for Chinese market taking an advantage of the political conflict. This 

is well illustrated in the figure 16. In July, the month the actual 

tariff implementation took place, the price of US soybeans for 

Chinese customers skyrocketed making it much more expensive 

than Brazil and Argentina. Specifically, US soybean became USD 

417.50/MT with the extra import tax in China from USD334/MT at 

origin side. Brazilian soybean in comparison was USD 393/MT and 

Argentine soybean was USD 380/MT. In August, the price of US 

soybean dropped further that it became USD 316/MT at origination 

side. The US soybean price became USD395/MT including 25% of 

extra import tax in China against the Brazilian soybean at USD 

393/MT and Argentine soybean at USD 383/MT. Within a few 

months after implantation of extra import tax on US soybeans in 

China, the market adjusted itself to behave given the new tax into 

consideration from the beginning. US soybean price eventually 

arrived to a price range where it could actually compete again with 

Brazil and Argentina soybeans on top of extra import tax in China.  

Interesting fact in reality is that even though US soybeans 
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arrived to a price range for a few days in August where it could 

again compete versus Brazilian and Argentinian origins into China, 

Chinese customers still showed their strong unwillingness to take a 

risk of purchasing US origin. Governmental decision is considered 

neither uncontrollable nor predictable by trading companies and 

market; Chinese customers followed the government’s intention and 

guidelines rather than the pure price attractiveness in the market by 

not purchasing US soybean. Such behavior of Chinese demanders is 

different from other customers in the free market of trade because 

Chinese government still interrupts the domestic market with the 

strong power and governance. That is why Chinese extra tariff on 

US soybeans is considered as a practical ban in the market. 

According to USDA GAIN report issued in November, estimated 

prices for US., Brazilian and Argentine soybeans after port 

clearance (CIF + additional tariff + other costs) were RMB 

3,691/MT, RMB 3,683/MT and RMB 3,626/MT respectively, or a 

mark-up on US soybeans of only 0.2% compared to Brazilian 

product and 1.2% compared to Argentine product.  

The standard trade theory explains the price and trade 

volume changes for US, China and the world after introduction of 

extra import tax on US soybean in China. As the theory predicts, 

the soybean price in China increased with the extra tax while it 
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dropped in US. The trade volume dropped in the world total due to 

price distortion caused in the market with imposition of extra tariff 

in China for US soybean. Lost trades between US and China were 

replaced with increased trades between China and other countries 

like Brazil and Argentina but such rise was not large enough to 

maintain the world trade volume at the similar level as before. The 

standard trade theory is not sufficient enough to understand the 

psychological preference of Chinese customers to avoid US 

soybean imports despite its competitive price into China. 

Governmental decision for trade is strong enough to influence 

decisions of actual customers in need for imports to shape the 

overall trade flow as the government intends. Such witnessed 

behavior of Chinese customers supports the argument that 

governmental decision for trade is also an important factor to affect 

the market causing fluctuation on prices and shifting the trade 

trends of market.  

 Even though figure 16 provides a good price trend for each 

origin to compare with, one should note that these prices are 

expressed in terms of Free On Board (FOB) basis. In other words, 

from the Chinese customers’ point of views, they may consider the 

actual price they pay to receive the cargo on their hands in China 

instead of the FOB price tracked at loading port because such price 
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does not include ocean freight, fobbing costs and other costs 

occurring at loading and discharging ports side. Especially, ocean 

freight of performing vessels differs based on sailing days of 

voyage, natural restrictions at loading ports, availability of vessels 

in the freight market etc. From US gulf area to East Asian countries, 

it takes about 35 days while it takes about 40 days from Brazil and 

43 days from Argentina. In case of Argentina, the vessel loads 

partial quantity at loading port located in upriver then must head to 

another port in downriver to top off the remaining tonnage due to 

draft restriction which makes the ocean freight from Argentina 

much more expensive than Brail and US gulf. Due to several factors, 

cargo’s arrival price in China could not be included in this study. 

Firstly, the ocean freight market is on fire nowadays that the freight 

checked today is no longer valid tomorrow. Sudden but possibly 

dramatic change in ocean freight made it difficult to be included in 

the part of study. Secondly, the exact freight, exact fobbing costs at 

loading port and other extra costs are not available to the public 

which varies by port.   
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2017/18 US Brazil Argentina 
October 337 386 378 

November 339 386 371 
December 342 384 368 
January 342 384 365 

February 349 394 383 
March 360 414 401 
April 361 428 424 
May 362 406 415 
June 351 386 382 
China imposed additional 25% tariffs on US soybeans from Jul 6 

 
Before 
Tariff 

After 
Tariff 

  

July 334 417.50 393 380 
August 316 395 393 383 

September 322 402.50 397 380 
2018/19 

Oct 
315 393.75 412 393 

   

 

Unit: U.S. Dollars per Metric Ton 

    Source: USDA Dec Oilseeds Report 

1/ U.S Farm Price, 2/ Brazil Paranagua, FOB Price, 3/ Argentina Up River, FOB 

<Figure 16: Soybean Price for US, Brazil and Argentina> 
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As mentioned earlier, the soybean price in China has to rise 

while it drops in USA at least by tariff amount according to the 

Standard Trade Model. Figure 17 shows the soybean future price 

pattern in Dalian exchange market established in China. The initial 

announcement to impose an extra tariff on US soybeans shifted the 

future price trend slightly upward but it was not dramatic enough to 

presume it is solely as a result of such announcement as there are 

so many factors influencing the market simultaneously. The only 

thing it implies is that small upward trend coincided with the timing 

of the initial governmental notice on imposition of extra import tariff 

and it may hint the possible connection. Actual implantation did not 

seem to affect the Dalian future as the price moved downwards in 

opposite to the expectation of tariff effect in the market according 

to the theory. EU’s willingness to support US soybean export 

neither did not change the Dalian soybean future or it started to 

affect with some time. This is just an estimate which possibly be 

derived from the price pattern flow. Domestic soybean price in 

China of physical commodity would have illustrated the price effect 

of tariff better however; it no such information is available to the 

public from China. Although this paper reviewed the price pattern of 

the Dalian soybean future market, it is important to understand the 

fact that China is not the world of free economy that its government 
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controls from the top that only limited information is available to 

investigate with from the beginning.    

It is known that farmers can easily shift from corn to 

soybean or vice versa depending on their preference and 

expectation for price in the next season. (Mosley, Denby and 

Putnam, 2018) Price in the current season is one of the most 

important factors in affecting farmers’ decisions what to plant in the 

following season. Figure 18 illustrates that Chinese farmers shifted 

some acreages from corn to soybean while US farmers switched to 

corn from soybean in the next season. Overall production, however, 

is expected to be in line with the last season’s production due to an 

increased yield and loss in one country will be offset by increases 

in other nations. 
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Source: Official Dalian Commodity Exchange website 

<Figure 17: Dalian Soybean Future Price Trend> 

China 

Soybean 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 
Area 7.60 8.25 8.83 
Yield 1.80 1.84 1.81 

Production 13.64 15.20 16.00 
 

USA 

Soybean 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 
Area 33.47 36.23 35.75 
Yield 3.49 3.31 3.50 

Production 116.92 120.04 125.18 
 

China 

Corn 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 
Area 44.18 42.40 41.50 
Yield 5.97 6.11 6.17 

Production 263.61 259.07 256.00 
 

USA 

Corn 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 
Area 35.11 33.47 33.09 
Yield 10.96 11.08 11.23 

Production 384.78 370.96 371.52 
 

Source: USDA World Agriculture Production November Report 

<Figure 18: Planting Forecast for 2018/19> 

EU promises for US soybean import expansion  

China announces to impose tariffs on 
US soybeans  

China’s implementation of 25% extra tariffs on US soybeans  
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CHAPTER IV: ARGENTINA CASE 

4.1 Changes after Argentina Implementing Differential Tax 

Rate for Soybean and its processed commodities  

 This part of study will introduce a long lasting governmental 

trade policy on soybeans implemented by Argentina for decades. 

While major soybean producing countries like USA and Brazil let 

the market to decide whether to export soybeans as oilseeds itself 

or as soybean meal and soy oil separately after crushing based on 

margins, Argentinian government has intentionally encouraged 

domestic crushing of soybeans. Argentina has used export taxes 

mainly to collect revenue, and to promote exports of processed 

higher valued agricultural products. (Schnepf et al., 2003) 

Developing countries are the primary users of export taxes because 

they easily provide a good value of revenue for government. (Deese 

and Reeder, 2007) Differential export taxes usually impose higher 

rates on exports of raw materials than on exports of processed 

goods.  

Throughout the history, Argentina has used the differential 

export tariffs for raw materials and processed materials since 

introduced in 1982, and soybean and its processed commodities 

were not an exception. (Deese and Reeder, 2007) There was no 
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period of liberalization during which export taxes for soybeans and 

its derivatives were eliminated in Argentina. (Anderson and 

Valenzuela, 2008) The rate of export tariffs changed time to time 

but the differential export tariff policy towards soybeans and its 

by-products remained for several decades; export tariffs for 

soybeans had been always 3% higher than them of soybean meal 

and soy oil. Differential tariff was only eliminated in last September 

in 2018, and the same rate of 18% applies to all soybean and its 

by-products. Lifting the differential export tax on soybean expects 

to change the industry with time in the end. It will be useful to 

elaborate on Argentine soybean market in overall and to summarize 

the changes of export tariff rate in Argentina in order to see how 

this differential tariff rate affected the soybean market and 

Argentina’s export program as a whole in the past. Argentina case 

seems attractive to include in this study because it is the only 

country which implemented differential export tax system for 

decades in the world and also because Argentina is unique to 

restrict soybean trades while such trade control by other countries 

were commonly found in other commodities but soybean. After 

elaborating soybean industry of Argentina, the study will further 

move on to investigate the changes made after introduction of 

differential tariffs in soybean industry in Argentina.  
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 Soybean has been one of main export commodities which 

have generated huge revenue for Argentina. According to USDA 

data, soybean was the second most important export product in 

terms of value for Argentina in 2017. As the significance of 

soybean in Argentina grew in their economy, the production volume 

also gradually increased at a rapid rate with better yields year by 

year and appropriate weather to plant soybeans. Figure 19 

illustrates the overall and gradual increase of soybean production in 

Argentina with a few years of sudden drops coincided with weather 

issue during the growing seasons. Figure 20, which shows the 

Argentina’s soybean export trend, illustrates the similar pattern as 

Argentina’s soybean production showed in figure 19 but with more 

severe drops in export volume during the years of bad productions 

related to weather issue during the crop growing season.  
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Source: CBOT official website 

<Figure 19: Argentina Soybean Production Trend> 

 

 

Source: CBOT Official Website 

<Figure 20: Argentine Soybeans – Export Volume Trend> 
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 Figure 21 summarizes the export tariff rate changes for 

soybean and its derivative products. Whenever there were macro-

economic issues in Argentina, the export tariff rate has increased 

dramatically with an aim to stabilize the domestic economy. The low 

export tariff rate of 3.5% for soybeans and no export tax for 

processed soybean products have stayed for about one decade 

however; when the economy started to swing dramatically in 2002, 

the export tax increased to 23.5%, 19.3% and 20% for soybeans, 

soybean meal and soy oil respectively. Argentina seemed to have 

survived the crisis with easy revenues generated with export taxes 

for soybeans in 2002 but another crisis arrived in 2007. Export tax 

rate in Argentina was already at a high rate comparing with other 

nations, but it increased once again in 2007 to 28%, to 35% in the 

end of year for soybeans, and eventually export ban was ordered. 

Similarly, export tax for soybean meal and soy oil increased to 32% 

and export was banned in the 2007/08 season. In 2008, Argentinian 

government once again changed the export tax rate to 35% + 

variable for soybean and 32% + variable for soybean meal and oil. 

The variable amount was calculated using the exchange rate, peso 

per dollar. In 2015, Argentina lowered its export tax to a fixed rate 

of 30% for soybeans and 27% for soybean meal and oil. The new 

ruling party in Argentina understood its need to lower the export 
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tax in order to grow competiveness of their products in the world 

market, and ambitiously launched a new export policy to lower 

export tax by 0.5% every month from January 2018 until the end of 

December in 2019. If all go well, the export rate was supposed to 

be reduced to 18% by the end of 2019. However, the economy in 

Argentina became extremely poor that government no longer could 

hold on their initial great plan of reducing the export tax by 0.5% 

every month. Value of Argentinian currency, peso, collapsed in a 

short period of time that the value of Argentinian products to 

international customers dropped much already even without the 

reduced export tax amount.    
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Year Soybean Soybean Meal Soy Oil 
1991 3.5% Eliminated Export Tax 
2002 

23.5% 
Export Tax 

19.3% 
Export Tax 20% 

2007 -28%->35%-
>export ban 
-> ban lifted 

32%->export ban-> ban lifted 

2008 35%+variable1) 32%+variable1) 
2015 30% 27% 
2018 
Jan 

Monthly reduction of export tax by 0.5% from Jan 2018 to 2019 Dec 

2018 
Sep 

 

Suspension of monthly reduction of export tax 
Fixed rate of 18%+ New Tax (4pesos for every USD 1 of export) 

 Source: Liapis 2013 and Deese and Reeder 2007, USDA various oilseeds reports 

<Figure 21: Timeline of differential export tariff rate on soybean and its derivatives> 

1) In March of 2008 the soybean export tax was converted to a variable tax that was proportional to the 
world soybean price and varied between 28% and 49% (Nogues, 2011)  

 

 

Figure 22 to 24 shows the soybean production along with 

the crushing quantity for three major soybean producers. USA 

shows a stable crushing trend over time without much increase 

despite gradual production increase. The similar story applies for 

Brazil as USA, and only noticeable difference is that Brazil’s 

production increased at much faster in large volume than USA but 

still the crushing volume stays at the similar level without much 

increase year by year. This may be related with the capacity of 

existing crushing facilities in each country and crushing margins. 

However, throughout the history, Argentina showed the remarkably 

high crushing rate than USA and Brazil. There were exceptional 
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cases when Argentina crushed more than they produced and this 

implies that Argentina bought soybeans from overseas to crush 

domestically as it is more beneficial than not running the facility. 

From figure 25, it can be found that Argentina’s crushing has been 

always much higher than USA and Brazil as a result of Argentinian 

government’s efforts to export high quality commodities which are 

likely to generate better profits and simultaneously promote the 

domestic economy by creating jobs around soybean industry. 

(Hoffman, Dohlman, and Ash, 1999) In the past two decades, both 

US and Brazil decreased their soybean crushing rates with similar 

rates while Argentina oppositely increased it much during the same 

period. Especially, Argentina showed much higher crushing rates in 

bad production years like 2007/08 and 2017/18 seasons, close to 

100% or even more than 100% by crushing imported soybeans from 

overseas.  
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<Figure 22: USA Soybean Production and Crushing> 

 

<Figure 23: Brazil Soybean Production and Crushing> 

 

<Figure 24: Argentina Soybean Production and Crushing> 

Figure 22 – 24, Units: 1,000MT  
Source: CBOT Official Website 
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Source: CBOT Official Website 

<Figure 25: Soybean Crushing Rate for US, Brazil and Argentina> 

  

In the year of 2002, export tax was increased dramatically 

in Argentina from 3.5% to 23.5% for soybeans, 0% to 19.3% for 

soybean meal and 0% to 20% for soybean oil. This increased export 

tax provided an incentive to expand soybean processing in 

Argentina promoting more exports of soybean oil and meal than 

seeds. (Deese and Reeder, 2007) The figure 25 supports Deese 

and Reeder’s argument by illustrating the gradual upward trend of 

crushing rate in Argentina to have initiated in early 2000s. However, 

such trend was already started to form in Argentina before 

introducing the increased export rate in 2002, and this can possibly 

imply that such governmental decision is one of many factors 

contributed in encouraging Argentina farmers to crush more.  

 The export patterns of soybean, soybean meal and soy oil 
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are well illustrated in figure 26, 27 and 28 for US, Brazil and 

Argentina respectively. Soybean exports as oilseeds increased 

double in two decades in US while soybean meal and soy oil export 

volume maintains at the similar level without much growth. Soybean 

exports in Brazil grew by eight times in two decades while exports 

of soybean and soy oil stays at the similar level without 

improvement similarly to the case of US. Interestingly, Argentina 

shows the unique characteristic unlike to US and Brazil that the 

export volume of soybean meal doubled in past two decades while 

soybean export has been at a standstill. Soy oil export of Argentina 

showed a slight increase during the same period.  

In terms of price, Argentina followed the same pattern as 

seen in US and Brazil no matter of their domestic export tax 

changes. Figure 29, 30 and 31 illustrate the price pattern of 

soybean, soybean meal and soy oil for US, Brazil and Argentina, and 

all of these countries share the identical trend without a single 

exceptional year in past twenty years. This implies that major 

soybean and its derivatives market are co-related from one another 

that market forces play the stronger role than governmental 

intervention of imposing high export tax on price.  
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<Figure 26: Export Pattern of Soybean, Soybean meal and Soybean oil in USA> 

 

<Figure 27: Export Pattern of Soybean, Soybean meal and Soybean oil in Brazil> 

 

<Figure 28: Export Pattern of Soybean, Soybean meal and Soybean oil in Argentina> 

 

Figure 26 – 28, Units: 1,000MT, Source: CBOT Official Website 
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<Figure 29: Soybean Price Trend for USA, Brazil and Argentina> 

 

<Figure 30: Soybean Meal Price Trend for USA, Brazil and Argentina> 

 

<Figure 31: Soybean Oil Price Trend for USA, Brazil and Argentina> 
 

Figure 29 – 31, Units: USD/MT, Source: CBOT Official Website 



 

 54

4.2 Applying the Standard Trade Theory to Argentina’s Case  

According to the standard trade theory, the price in 

Argentina should increase by export tariff from PW to PT while the 

price in foreign market, US as an example, should decrease by the 

similar amount if not the same after introducing the differential 

export tax in Argentina to PT* from PW as illustrated in figure 2-B. 

In the world market, the traded volume should drop from QW to QT 

after imposing the export tax in Argentina consequently.  

 

<Argentina>  <World>  <USA> 

<Figure 2-B: Effects of Applying Export Tax in Argentina on Soybean> 

 

In reality, however, the Argentina’s price of soybean and its 

derivatives stayed in accordance with the price pattern of US and 

Brazil no matter neither of export tax implementation nor by its 

extreme change in rate. The trade volume of soybean and its by-
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products all increased over time throughout the history. It seemed 

as if export tax in Argentina was powerless except generating easy 

revenue for government. Liapis claimed that of the countries with 

export measure in the soybean market, only Argentina is a large 

exporter, and not surprisingly, Argentina’s export price closely 

mimics the world price. Deese and Reeder argued that Argentina’s 

export tariff system must be considered together with the 

devaluation of peso and economic difficulty Argentina faced during 

the time of imposing higher export tax rate. Argentina’s export 

tariff system has influenced significantly in forming their unique 

export trend unlike to US and Brazil to export more of processed 

commodities than raw material however; it did not affect the price 

in Argentina, foreign countries and the world. Lack of capability to 

shift the price does not necessarily mean that Argentina’s export 

measures are totally ineffective because they constrain exporters 

at least for a time, and they influence perceptions of market 

reliability and stability (Liapis, 2013) Rude and An argued that 

countries that are net exporters of commodities can mitigate price 

spikes by temporarily imposing export restrictions. (Rude and An, 

2015) Definitely, Argentina’s export tax was not a temporary 

measure since it has been alive since 1982 to recent days making it 

ineffective to achieve the original goals it intended. From the 
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various aspects, the Argentina’s case is not suitable to explain with 

the standard trade theory.  
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION 

 Historically, countries have intervened in the agricultural 

market causing changes in trade results with the common goal to 

stabilize the domestic economy and to secure the food supply. Many 

governments used a method of export restriction because it easily 

creates good revenue for the government.  

 China imposing extra import tax on US soybeans witnessed 

its effectiveness in trade results that it successfully dropped the 

price of US soybean at origin and US soybean export volume to 

China significantly. China’s trade decision was powerful enough to 

affect the overall structure of soybean market in the world because 

they are large enough to affect the world. Duration of trade 

restrictive measure seems to be an important key to determine its 

effectiveness in the real market. The meaning of “temporary 

measure” is ambiguous but it seems reasonable to argue that 

Chinese extra import tax on US soybean has been understood as 

temporary measure so far by the market participants. If it lasts long, 

its impact may disappear with time. It was interesting to investigate 

the import restrictive measure as it is unique in various 

perspectives. Firstly, export restrictive measures are commonly 

used methods to control the trade therefore majority of previous 
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studies focused on studying them. Secondly, restrictive measure 

targeting a single nation by a large economy is a rare case 

witnessed in the recent history. The purpose of China this time 

varies from the purpose of past trade measures that China 

intentionally retaliates to US trade decisions which will affect 

Chinese economy negatively. Due to the special background reason, 

even when US soybeans became attractive in terms of price after 

adding the extra tariff, still Chinese customers refused to take a 

risk of US origin and rather purchased alternative origins of Brazil 

and Argentina with premiums. The question arises is that how long 

China would stand not to purchase US soybeans while their demand 

is still growing and Brazil and Argentina power out to export 

concerning its crop calendar.  

  In case of the Argentina’s case, it shows an example of 

negative use of export tax. It was implemented in 1982 when 

Argentina was not yet large enough to influence the world market. 

Then it lasted for decades without full liberalization of soybean 

market in Argentina. The export tax rate in Argentina skyrocketed 

when economy was suffering from macro-economic problems but 

market pre learned from the past so did not change the trend in 

relation to newly increased high export tax rate in Argentina. 

Argentina’s export policy was effective to encourage the domestic 
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processing of oilseeds setting the special export portfolio around 

soybean and its related commodities for Argentina however; 

perfectly ineffective to affect the direction of price pattern in 

anywhere.  

 From two examples, it can conclude that duration of trade 

restrictive measure and the size of economy of exporter or 

importer is important in terms of policy effectiveness in the real 

market. Trade restrictive measure have been used because of its 

simple application however, government should look for ways to 

resolve the core problems. Governments can increase resilience of 

producers and consumers to deal with price changes. This can be 

done by supporting contract farming and price insurance 

mechanisms on the production side and by enhancing safety nets 

and access to financial services on the consumer side (G. Tadesse, 

B Algieri, M. Kalkuhl and J. Von Braun, 2014) Countries to open 

further their markets to food trade because trade policy actions of 

individual countries can be offset by those of other countries. (K. 

Anderson, 2012) Countries should keep in mind that the 

governmental decisions are one of the significant factors which can 

possibly shake the whole industry at an extreme degree.  
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Abstract  

 

이 연구의 목적은 정부의 무역 조치가 가격 및 전반적인 무역 흐름의 

측면에서 시장에 어떠한 영향을 미치는지를 확인하는데 있다. 과거 

다수의 연구에서 정부의 정책을 내수 시장 안정화를 위한 하나의 

방법론으로 이해했던 것과 달리, 본 연구에서는 정부의 무역 조치를 

시장에 충격을 가하는 하나의 독립 변수로 이해했다. 본 연구는 중국과 

아르헨티나의 대두 및 대두 가공 식품의 수출 정책을 살펴보고, 각 

정부에서 새로운 무역 규제 결정을 내렸을 때의 전, 후의 시장 상황을 

비교하고 스탠다드 트레이드 모델로 분석하였다. 이 두 나라 케이스를 

연구에 포함한 것은 역사적으로 대두에 대해 영향력 있는 수출 규제를 

한 유일한 나라들이기 때문이다.  이 두 케이스를 통해 무역 규제 

기간과 수출국 또는 수입국의 시장 규모가 정부의 무역 정책 유효성에 

큰 영향을 미친다는 점을 확인하였다.  
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