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Research on the Adjustment Strategy of China’s Soybean Import Tariff Based on
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Abstract: To narrow the import gap of Chinese soybean caused by sino-us trade friction, this paper examined the economic
impact of import tariff reduction for China’s soybean using WITS-SMART model and HS Six-bit data. Simulations were con-
ducted under five scenarios. Analysis of the extent of tariff reduction showed that, with the decline of tariffs, China’s soybean
imports from importing countries will grow rapidly. The growth rate of import from countries with small soybean exports scale
(such as Canada, Russia, Uruguay, etc. ) was generally higher than that of countries with large soybean export scale. If Chi-
na cuts its soybean tariffs for larger exporting countries, such as Brazil, it will face huge tariff losses even though its welfare
level will increase. The examination of product difference and import dependency showed that, the higher the import depend-
ence, the smaller the trade diversion while conducting tariff reduction. Considering the price effect, it was found that oligarchs
may affect the price of soybeans in the world market and cutting tariffs for oligarchs will lead to the decline of trade creation
effect, trade diversion effect and import growth rate. Consequently, there occured the loss of tariff policy efficiency. There-
fore, we argued that tariff reduction should not be implemented for Brazil and Argentina in the short term, while zero tariff
should be implemented for Canada, Russia and other countries with smaller soybean exports scale to China. This study pro-
vides a policy basis for ensuring the stability of soybean supply and constructing the pluralistic pattern of soybean import in
China.
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Fig. 1 Trade creation and trade diversion
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Fig.2 Tariff revenue, consumer surplus and welfare change

1.3 N i&RAL

SMART # AU e th i 2 S8 e sa 4 i), Bl
SEE R A& 2, Tok R R 4% 7 A 5
Wi LERS, 1T L4530 55 K, SMART 455 560 BRI
HH P RS R 99 0 SRTT, IR AL v Y K T [ PR T
YitdE st 2w i G450, Xl B & 51 5 K E
AT DLIE 2o 52 55T 3 00 A% ok 7 AR A A% N . B
BB S I A R Sl oA o 1 I NI K < g W o8
Wrks TN 52 Ty B3 57 T B B R I, — AR R IR 5 o S AL
JNf () — 53, AN TR 08 J2: B 2 1) 38 RN BR ) e B e i 1
AR AR Y BE A TR RION A PR B g A B T
RS bR i R Bl AR A A I

R T T AR SN, T B A PR R A A

Pho B3 25 T HERTRY R RN K 4 78 1 i
N ANTRLH E A2 ST R AT A% B S
3a fiiik 1AL 2 TCHAE I AT | eI TCIe M A%
BB RN . TR Y R, R &
BRI A N Py Bk Py &1 3b JB7R 124
H 2R TR R IR I, 55K i A B AU
AN Qo HEINA Q) HirAs )N Py L3k P, o A
3c filiid 1 DR S JC S5 RAYIEBL, 24K il
LRI R T AR AL, SN Q, I
Qy 0 AR T TEAN M RN Y 2 BT A T PR R O
SMART A58 rr 52 SR BRIA M F1 SR JE 55 K, (5L i 3t
eSS RnT LUB R, M AT L A A BR 1 s
SRR PAR O ]

P S P P
Dl Dl Dl
\DO>\\ D, S ~ D,
P, = L .
S P S

S 2 S

Po . S
Q() Q Q() Q[ Q Q() QZ Q
a b c

B3 MR
Fig. 3 Price effects

2 EBEIRE SR

2.1 ERHEIBX R EAEE

TR BRI, L4 BT 7E 2016 4F WITS %4
ERKE R G 8 36 ml Lk 7.l F SMART £ (1Y
it R EA I — UM, I B 2018 4 Z [ E R
Gk OSSR FEAR [ 22, R SRR O R 2 3
M A4 25 SR IR 4518

Pk 2016 4F A5, v ) fe 32 B 04 R T R R
32 BV | S [ R BAT AR A, o SRR I 1 il
155,52 137. 64 F132.31 {237, i E K T
HECVEF L T 45590 R 45. T7% 40.50% F19.51% (3 1)
KIALIOK 31X 3 AN E 5K E b B K G H & L
—T 4R A 90% Ll I, 2016 4F 3% — ¥ ik
95.78% , fij 5 Z, FEXFX 3 MERKETEAEK
FREEMHCH . eAh, i N SR gk RS



5 AR 5T WITS-SMART B o [51AC W1 11 SBE I e 5 797

S5 T E 10 20 R S, (B A R R Y
4% Fety, HE AR

BT LR, al DL B 52 By LU E R/ R A
KBLHAIT 7T X g2, B EL VY BT ARAE | S5 57 &=

RAEE W, MTFACHTHEFREHERRZ
(1) A A S 10 W0 SR, AN 25 FEOR 58 [T Bt
B 5o Boe 2245 th T8 5 AR/, 57 3] — ik

F1 2016 FHEXRSHEAHR G

Table 1 Import amount and proportion of China’s soybean in 2016

PEE SRR (Yl FH FITAR 12 S mEER et HeExR
Country of origin Brazil America Argentina Uruguay Canada Russia Other
L
15551795 13763759 3230711 691960 601484 139777 1664
Import volume/Thousand dollars
i i e A
45.77 40. 50 9.51 2.04 1.77 0.41 0
Proportion/ %

HOREAR T TRAINS B4, TRl
Data was from TRAINS database. The same below.
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Table 2 Import tariffs of main source countries of China’s soybean imports from 2000 to 2017 (%)
M i BT R AL (RN} ESE| e JIE-VN NS B
Year World Argentina Brazil America Russia Canada Uruguay Chile
2000 114 114 114 114 114 114 —
2001 114 114 114 114 114 114 — —
2002 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 — 2.4 — —
2003 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 —
2004 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 — —
2005 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 —
2006 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 — 2.4 2.4 —
2007 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.48
2008 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.20
2009 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.36
2010 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.3
2011 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.24
2012 — — — — — — — —
2013 — — — — — — —
2014 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0
2015 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0
2016 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0
2017 3 3 3 3 3 2.99 3 —
2012 12013 4B B .
Tariff data in 2012 and 2013 are missing.
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Table 3 Different tariff reduction scenarios

2% SRR 1) iR 2 bR 3 Y s
Parameter Basic scenario( Scenario 1) Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5
Armington AL (E R R
, 5 L BTHEE R 1, B BTN 1,
Armington elasticity 1.5 1.5 1.5 . .
. HABN 3 HARH 3
of substitution
i /AW ]
The value of “a’ in 0.16 0.03 0 0.16 0.16
Swiss formula
Hh S ELPEBEN 3, PR AE 5
99 99 99 99

Export elasticity

5, HAVE R 99

3 REERESH

3.1 AEXBAIREE

T 1.2 F 3 E— B DX T A 1 DA 12 7
ATF o W4 s, 55t 1 b b R St FOm A
PIRB A 2. 53% 1 5t 2 2 B Il Ik — = A 17
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15 S, BRI Lo a0 1 [ BA R OGB48
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Table 4 Changes in import growth rate and weighted average tariff rate in scenario 1 to 3

TS 2 SR HEFTHEOR P LTk
% Weighted average tariff/ % Import growth rate/% Import volume
Country WL | ) 3 A ) 3 before tariff cuts
Before tariff cuts Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 /Thousand dollars
ey
3 2.53 1.5 0. 80 2.54 5.09 15551795
Brazil
PR EE
3 2.53 1.5 1.05 3.33 — 3230711
Argentina
JilIEPN
3 2.53 1.5 1.11 3.50 7.00 601484
Canada
S
3 2.53 1.5 1.1 3.49 6.99 691960
Uruguay
2 Hr
3 2.53 1.5 1. 11 3.53 7.06 139777
Russia
NP
3 2.53 1.5 1. 10 3.56 7.02 1567
Others
by
3 2.53 1.5 1.02 3.23 6.41 4854436
Average
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Table 5 Trade effects when conducting tariff reduction in scenario 1 to 3

BEVEPSECUNE P ® SUMPO BT ¥ o ISR 8 <7
PO v DS R 1 A 89 0 T2 R TR A%
ASAAE R, FE TG 0 DA 26 [ o< R Lk 1, LA
RAHEREZEWREHA,

PR bk B

( Thousand dollars)

%5t 1 Scenario 1

%5 2 Scenario 2

&5 3 Scenario 3

G
Country bl i3 B 5y Al i 24 B i A%
Trade creation Trade diversion Trade creation Trade diversion Trade creation Trade diversion
i)
66478. 47 58233.33 210515. 20 184752.70 421030. 50 370533. 20
Brazil
Ff 2 5
13810. 15 20173.95 43732. 17 63922. 68 — —
Argentina
VN
2571. 13 4075.92 8141.92 12908. 46 16283. 84 25820.92
Canada
RS
2957. 89 4676. 46 9366. 65 14811. 08 18733.29 29626. 01
Uruguay
e
597. 50 960. 08 1892. 07 3040. 51 3784. 14 6082. 16
Russia
6.70 10. 48 21.21 34.53 42.43 67.62
Others

3.1.3 A#LLAA KL HE6 T, NP
I GBI E AR A e 2, 21 921. 85T 36, {H
S H R SEBI AR R R e 21, 1K F] 36 131.4F
FT0. BT EVE TR E S — KK G S R IE
[, KRR 58 E RIS R, X B EL PG 2 H 4
] ) ek S s ol %) DG ol IR 88 2 A /I B
AT 75, B AT 5 A, A ) 3G bl 22, (R e rp

BT B il Wk 0B R o R i) S AT 2 S
Jr 5 SRl A 350 R A R i 0 4 38 B e KA, e
Xt EEL Y ) S A A58 % MR )38 00 e i o A SR
Yt o3 M n] e 2 A S B vel 1= A AR A ARONE, 1
Xof B P 8 O 2 1t 1 L A DG B A K, XA —
E R RE LAl BE A X B A S i S A
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Table 6 Changes in tariff revenue and welfare in scenario 1 to 3

( Thousand dollars)

%5t 1 Scenario 1

5% 2 Scenario 2

{5 3 Scenario 3

Country KB ZZE L A AR KB AZE L HFIAE AL KELAAZEL HFIAE AL
Tariff revenue change =~ Welfare change  Tariff revenue change ~ Welfare change  Tariff revenue change Welfare change
ey
-36131.40 1921. 85 —-116445.20 5579. 06 -238835. 00 9630. 61
Brazil
BT A
-17525.05 411. 16 -24381.77 1279.78 — —
Argentina
YIESN
-1401.75 77.03 —-4546. 89 243. 14 -9409. 57 483. 89
Canada
Biig
-1612.58 88.59 -5230.57 279.52 -10823. 80 555. 88
Uruguay
R
-325.81 17.92 -1056. 93 56.70 -2187.89 113.27
Russia
HeE%
-3.67 -11.87 -11.87 0. 64 -24.52 1.27

Others
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Table 7 Comparison in trade effects between scenario 4 and 1

550l R SRR
H% Trade creation/Thousand dollars Trade diversion/Thousand dollars Import growth rate/%
C e
o 1 15 4 T 1 LE T 1 15 4
Scenario 1 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 4
ELpg
66478. 47 66478. 47 58233.33 38831. 86 0. 80 0. 68
Brazil
P AR EE
13810. 15 13810. 15 20173.95 13449. 69 1. 05 0.84
Argentina
&R
2571.13 2571. 13 4075.92 8151.68 1. 11 1.78
Canada
L
2957. 89 2957. 89 4676. 46 9352.72 1.10 1.78
Uruguay
WL
597.50 597.50 960. 08 1920. 15 1.11 1. 80
Russia
HEEZK
6.70 6.70 10. 48 20.95 1. 10 1.76
Others

3.2.2  AFLAedRA Tiuodr R 8 Al Bk
A B B A (15 5% 4) AS 2520 B 5 S
B IIASCE 48 11 6B SR LR R O0 o X

MANTAHIER] 715 5% 1 ~ 3 A Ik S BE S B S Bk
NIRRT 25 R IR AR R
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Table 8 Comparison in tariff change and welfare between scenario 4 and 1

EARER BS) LSS KRR, tEFIAEA/ T30
H% Weighted average tariff after tariff cuts/% Changes in tariff revenue/Thousand dollars Welfare change/Thousand dollars
G t : 51 =) : i : = : = : =
o 5 1 154 5 1 54 1 154
Scenario 1 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 4
(R
2.53 2.53 -36131. 40 -36085. 40 1921. 85 1921. 94
Brazil
Fi #R A
2.53 2.53 —7525.05 -7509. 12 411. 16 411. 17

Argentina
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S R
A N ST S KB ZEAL tE AL/ T30
e Weighted average tariff after tariff cuts/% Changes in tariff revenue/Thousand dollars Welfare change/Thousand dollars
Country sl 54 FE! 5t 4 sl 54
Scenario 1 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 4
JilIEPN
2.53 2.53 -1401.75 —-1411. 44 77.03 717.02
Canada
L
2.53 2.53 -1612. 58 -1623.63 88.59 88.59
Uruguay
2
2.53 2.53 -325.81 —-328.06 17.92 17.92
Russia
HeER
2.53 2.53 -3.67 -3.67 0.20 0.20
Others

3.3 XELAERB KB R R

3.3.1 Mx4PHEES RS m oM WK
JIE7R  RERTE e 4, LG BRI AR S 1) 410 5 8002 DA O 4
WIBE N A26 797 230 F14 597 130 2 It 1 51 5 B i
FER 5 e R AW Y A WY S AN ) 2 B 1) T B (ELAS
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Table 9 Comparison in trade effects between scenario 5 and 4

Hrks B8N
Price effect/

o 1

Trade creation/

AR

O
Trade Diversion/

Import growth rate/%
S Thousand dollars Thousand dollars Thousand dollars port €
Country
15t 4 &S 15t 4 &S 15t 4 &S 15t 4 &S
Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 4 Scenario 5
i)
0 26797.23 66478. 47 50753. 39 38831. 86 29638. 31 0. 68 0.52
Brazil
P AR AE
0 4597. 13 13810. 15 11645. 30 13449. 69 11340. 37 0.84 0.71
Argentina

3.3.2  EA#ARA TS WNFE 10 iR, ER
AR AR T, S A AR AR T 5RO
BIFUCR AL, B T 20 B 0 5B 48 F

Ao XRS5 1~ 3 hox sfe 5 SC
FRE, v A SEBES A FIAR R RN 25 R R AR i Y

F10 BRS H5EF4HXBMERRELITLE

Table 10 Comparison in tariff change and welfare between scenario 5 and 4

WAL RG24 5Bt KB 24 Fa AL
e Weighted average tariff after tariff cuts/% Changes in tariff revenue/Thousand dollars Welfare change/Thousand dollars
Country 5t 4 5t 5 fi5t 4 gt s B st 4 5t 5
Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 4 Scenario 5
)
2.53 2.53 -36085. 42 -36072. 00 1921. 94 1956. 42
Brazil
PR SE
2.53 2.53 —-7509. 12 -7507. 42 411.17 416. 06

Argentina
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Table 11 Comparison in trade effects between America and Brazil in all scenarios
55 A RO 5 5 R O A& RO
'; 1 u' / Tjd Diversion/ Price effect/ SRR
o]k L rade creation, rade Diversion rice effec
NGRS Import growth rate/%
Different Thousand dollars Thousand dollars Thousand dollars
scenario (R ESE| Y ESE| Y ESE| Sy ESE|
Brazil America Brazil America Brazil America Brazil America
i 1
66478. 47 58835. 24 58233.33 56550. 93 — 0.8 0. 84
Scenario 1
T 4% 2
210515.20 186311. 70 184752.70 179503. 40 — 2.54 2.66
Scenario 2
T3
421030. 50 372623. 30 370533.20 360264. 80 — 5.09 5.32
Scenario 3
i 4
66478. 47 58835. 24 38831. 86 37706. 45 — — 0. 68 0.70
Scenario 4
TS
50753. 39 44918. 12 29638. 31 28778. 56 26797.23 24565. 56 0.52 0. 54
Scenario 5
®12 EZEESBAEMABES TXBIMEMNZETHITE
Table 12 Comparison in tariff and welfare between America and Brazil in all scenarios
e S=PS i) KBA FR A A2
0 B
ENCIE Weighted average tariff/% Changes in tariff revenue/Thousand dollars Welfare change/Thousand dollars
Different
- g %0 17 £ (17 £
Brazil America Brazil America Brazil America
a1
2.53 2.53 -36131.4 -31989. 1 1921. 85 1708. 24
Scenario 1
T2
1.50 1. 50 -116445.0 -103177.0 5579. 06 5011. 48
Scenario 2
3
0 0 -238835.0 -211860. 0 9630. 61 8820. 07
Scenario 3
T4
2.53 2.53 —-36085. 4 -31944.5 1921. 94 1708. 31
Scenario 4
T35S
2.53 2.53 -36072.0 -31932.7 1956. 42 1738. 96

Scenario 5
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